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

As part of this prugranuné of rehabilitating and
re-orientation of ancient learning and scholarship, the editing
.and publication of this Volume has been undertaken with

. co-operation of scholars in Bihar and outside. The Govern-
‘ment of Bibar hope to contiriu~to sponsor such projects

and trust that this humble service to the world of scholar-

ship and learning would bear fruit in the fulness of time.
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Preface

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

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

It was a matter of gratification that he accepted my offer
to write a volume on the History of Navya-Nyiya in Mithila.
He came to Mithild and examined the Manuscript Libraries of
the Mithila Institute and Raj Darbhanga, thrown open to him.
But the beckon from beyond impelled him to make hurry and
he could not finish the work on the plan chalked out, His
health was deteriorating rapidly and he breathed his last soon

after he handed the press copy of the present work over to me,

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

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

Professor Bhattacharya’s MS. collection, so often referred
to in these pages, has, as it is reported, been donated to the
Sanskrit Sahitya Parigad, Calcutta,

I take the opportunity to thank all those, particularly the
authorities of the Raj Library, Darbhanga, Asiatic Society,
Bengal, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, .Poona, and
Sarasvati Bhavana, Banaras, who allowed the author to utilize
the materials at their disposal,

I also like to record with thanks the help I received from
Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Institute in carrying the work
through the press and preparing the index for this volume.

22-4-58 P. L. Vaidya
Darbhanga Director

o g
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HISTORY OF NAVYA-NYAYA IN MITHILA,

CHAPTER |
UDAYANACARYA AND HIS PREDECESSORS

Muraiia with her natural barriers and a compact social

:and cultural hierarchy has held her own through the millen-

piums against disruptive forces, and has shed lustre right from
the Vedic times in all phases of human knowledge., Her lite-
rary history has no parallel for its antiquity, diversity and con-
tinuity. By far the greatest contribution, however, that Mithila
has made to the - philosophical literature of India is the °
NyayadarSana, or applied Logic with a very wide sphere of
-operation. This system is broadly- divided into two distinct
schools, ancient and modern. In the following pages we shall
attempt to give a brief account of the ample materials now
available throtigh further spade-work on the history and biblio-
graphy of Navya-Nydya or the modern school of Indian Logic
in Mithila.*

This modern school is commonly believed to have been
founded by Gangefa Upadhyaya, who only consolidated it.
The real founder is the great Udayanicirya, who had the

-supreme privilege of occupying the threshold to ring out the

old and usher the new age by his monumental works. On the

1. Rai Monomohan Chakravarti Ea]:adur who was a scholar of Botany
and a member of the Executive Service, was, curiously enough, the first
in the field and published the results of his unique labours in an ‘excel-
dent’ paper ( History of Nauvya-Nyaya in Bengal and Mithila : JASB, 1915,
pp. 259-292 ). He was followed notably by MM, Dr. Gopinath Kaviraja,
who succeeded in untavelling many new facts ( Sarasvati Bhavana Studies,
Vol. TII. pp. 81-157). Also S. N. Sinba's History of Tirhut, 1922,

pp. 108-88: App. A. Sanskrit writers of Mithila. Ia this book family
tecords wers, consulted for the first time, Also Dr. ?1dyabhusam-s

History of Indian Logic, 1921, Part III1,
ko
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one hand Udayana’s Parisuddhi forms the last part of the sur-
viving classics of the older school of the Nyaya popularly
known as the Quadruplet or the Quintette*, and on the other
his Kusumaijali is up-till-now a text-book of the Narya-Nyaya.
Fortunately all his works are now available in print except a
major portion of the Pariduddhi, These are :—

1) Laksanavali (Vindhyeévariprasada's ed., 1897, pp. 13),
a VaiSesika manual. Its authenticity, which is sometimes ques-
tioned, is proved bya reference in the Sarradatéanasangraha
( Abhyankara’s ed. p, 221 : the verse cited is from the present
work ) and by its several commentators viz. Sesa Sarfgadhara
(1500 A. D. in the Nyayamuktarali, S, Gosvimin's ed.,
Benares, 1900, pp. 72 ), Bhatta Kedava of the Laugaksi family
of Benares ( Ms. at Baroda : ¢f. Tanjore Cat. p. 4643 ), Maha-
deva Somayiji ( Mahideva Punatimkara’s Ms. copy at Sara-
svati Bhavana, Banares ) and Vidvanatha Jha of Darbhanga, Its.
date of composition 906 Saka ( ‘Firrg’ ) is recorded in one
single Ms. dated 1708 Samvat ( No. 594 of Sarasvat] Bhavana ).

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

1, Two foremost Maithila scholars Vicaspati Il and Barikara refer to the
older classics as wgd~t consisting of W—Wﬁﬁ-ﬂﬂﬁﬁ!ﬂ-ﬁﬁgﬁ:. Thus—
wtEtE safy o Sy
T A5 e 73l ash: |
AT FT AT A FPEE § |
foient gen wofy swmrer #fm:
el sl |
TR B fae ey |
Abbayatilakopadhyiya in the Nyaydlatnhdra uses the happy termr
TNEI-gE® adding the origioal Sitras to the list :—gfr TTra—
sifsreraTafisr

Institute ).




Udayana and his Predecessors 3

work of the same name by éivﬁditya Misra the anonymous copy
has been ascribed by the editor to the latter. But it is undoubt-
edly the lost work of Udayana. The first verse is identical
with that of the Gunakiranavali, and éivﬁditya cannot possibly
have borrowed Udayana’s verse to begin with. The learned
editor has correctly noted that none of the numerous quotations
from Sivaditya in the Chitsukhi-ttkd can be traced in the
present work. We should add that both the quotations found
in the Tarkikaraksa ( pp. 179 & 225) are exactly traced herein
{ pp. 46 & 50 ) and in both places the commentator Mallinitha
clearly ascribes the present work to Udayana. The very first

Stitra of this manual ( ‘G=a@yfa: 7’ ) is quoted and refuted in
the Khandana along with two others from the Kusuma#jali, and

Sankara Miéra correctly stated that' it was taken from the
Laksanamala of Nyayacarya (Sankari p. 146). Sivaditya
could have no claim to that title as against Udayana specially in
‘Mithila in the tirbes ‘of Safikara. This elementary manual
should be introduced in semiparies with great benefit to
beginners.

3-4) Atmatattrarviveka or Bauddhadhikara and Nyaya-
Kusumanijali, both published with commentaries in various
editions. '

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

6) Nyaya~vartika-tatparya-parisuddhi, better known as
the Nibandha : About one-third of the book was published from
the Asiatic Society with Vardhamana’s Prakasa ( pp. 768 ).

All the above six works of Udayana, it should be. carefully
poticed, are complete and ' each of them ends suitably with con~



4 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

::Iudmg verses. Only the Pari$uddhi ends with a closing phrase:

(sfr a4 fracgfafy ) which is not metrical. ( Tanjore Cat.,
p- 4487 ). But the next work isa notable exception on this

point.

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

of the Kiranavali is necessary.

The chronological order of Udayana’s works ( including
Nos. 1-2, which may be taken as preparatory manuals ) is pro~
bably what we have given above. The Atmatattvariveka is
cited by name in the Kusumasjali ( under V. 3), both of which
are mentioned in the Kiranawali (pp. 103 & 147 ). The

Parisuddhi cites the Kmumﬂ?ijaﬁ ( 5.B. Ms. No. 51, under II.
1. fol, 58b & under I1. ii. foll. 63a & 66b. Also Baroda Ms.

No. 1207 fol. 18a under V. ii), the Pariista ( under V. i,
Baroda Ms. foll. 7b, 10b & 16b ) and the Atmatattraviveka
(under I i fol. 585 along with Kusumajali : eftwmgaaerasr-

FGARIN AT AT T FAA AR R

1. It is learnt that a further portion of the Kiranavali has recently been
discovered and is being edited by Muni §t1 Jambuvijayaji,
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dranfw ). Vichaspati cites Prasastapada’s elaborate definition of
happiness under the caption I4Tg: wgrafag: ( Tatparyatika, p. -
81 ). Udayana explains it in the PariSuddhi ( B.I ed pp. 531~
32 ), without referring to the Kirapavali, which evidently was
not yet written or planned.

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

UDAYANA BELONGED TO MITHILA

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

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

(fol 3a)

qu:mmr .

 This widely current tradition is entirely baseless. This Udayana Bhaduri

introduced certain reforms in the Viarendra community with the help of -
the famous KullGkaBhatta sometime after the reign of Ballila Sena, He
lived, therefore, late in the 13th cent. A.-D, Moreover, Kusumafijali alone
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been published ( by MM, Vindhyesvariprasada in the Introd.
to the Nyayavartika, 1916 ) forming the 30th chapter of
the Bhavisyapurdna-Paridista which is on the face of it a recent
work. It narrates the interesting story of his academic contest
with a Buddhist scholar who came to the royal court of Mithila
with disciples and books for the purpose. Udayana came out
successful in the debate which lasted for several days, and a
miracle performed by the Buddhist before a Silagrima was
countered by Udayana by a greater miracle, In the final ordeal
they both jumped from the top of a palm tree in which
Udayana escaped unhurt and the Buddhist died : Udayana was
highly honoured by the Lord Jagannatha at Puri as His own
incarnation and died a natural death in old age at Kasi, Itis
clearly stated that his descendants were still living in Mithila :~

srty fafammar g ageaar fisn 1,
frgia: wrErEge: grzat 98 78 1l

A somewhat different version of the story was published
by Vidyabhisana ( l. c., p. 142 : originally in the Journal of the
Buddhist Text Society, 1896, Pt. I, pp. 20-21 ) probably from
Tibetan sources. When the Buddhist died in the ordeal by
Jumping from the top of a hill, Udayana was stigmatised by the
Lord Jagannatha as a murderer and died by self-burning, utter-
ing the following verse, still widely current among scholars,
addressing the Lord :(—

VHARIsRT AR T9 |

waferdy Ataq wEefia qa Rt 1
and no other work is aseribed to him, The sharp fling at a ‘Gaudamimiri-
saka’ in the Kusuma#jali itself ( under III, 14 ) is a convincing proof that
the author never belonged to Bengal. A clever Varendra scholar of the
last century wrote ( Laghubharata Vol. III, p, 160-61 ) about Udayana

Bhaduri :—
§ AR TR | :
dqdes ged geig T SR Il “

s
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The Pauranic version of the story seems to be more reliable.
Academic contests were the rule in those days, and Udayana’s
contest with a proud Buddhist® scholar in the presence of the
king of Mithila seems to be substantially true.

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

ANTRUDPDHA : the name of this ancient author was
traced by us in the Didhiti-tikd of Rudra Tarkavagia ( grand-
son of Bhavananda Siddhantavagia ) of Navadvipa, who com-
posed it about 1660 4,p* There are two references both on
the denotation of a pronoun. It now appears that he is prob-
ably identical with the author of the Vivarana-pamjika, a com-
mentary on the Bhasya, Vartika and Tatparya, In Udayana’s
Pariduddhi the comment of a prévic-us commentator on the
Tatparyattkd is cited and refuted in the following passage
SRR HCRRATESY wal TR gttt a‘?wamm

g fRaay | (pp. 745 ).
( cf. Tatparyatika, Vizianagram ed., p. 6, line 7 ). Whether this

is a reference to Aniruddha we cannot say. It is our conjec-

1. Didhiti-Raudri is an extremely rare book : there is a unigue Ms. copy
preserved in the Alwar Maharaja’s Library. A complete transcript in 349
folios was very kindly procured and lent to us by Maharajakumar Dr.
Raghubir Sinha of Sitamau. The two passages of Aniruddha are found in
fol. 21b & 22a. For Rudra’s date and works vide our Bengali book Vange
Navyany@yacarcd pp. 14447. For Aniruddha’s newly discovered com-
mentary vide Dr, J, 8. Jetly’s paper in the Journal of the Oriental Institute
of Baroda, Dec. 1954 to March 1955, pp. 240-44. It is really surprising
that a 17th century scholar of Navadvipa could mention the long-lost name
of an.ancient authority on the Nyaya, who probably preceded Udayana,
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ture that the following passage of the Parifuddhi ( fol. 94b
under I, i. 40 ) may be a reference to Aniruddha :—%/@ o¥
FrQANT S F=rE Ay gl swiresay |

Kawvarl-kAra: In the whole history of Indian Logic
there is only one author Sridhardcarya who definitely stated
the date of composition of his major and only surviving work,
the Nyayakandali, and the date 913 Saka (991-2 A.D.) is
happily beyond any dispute) Rajaéekhara, a Jaina scholar,
wrote a sub-commentary on the Nya@yakandali in 1226 Saka
(1304 A.D.). He stated that the first commentary on the
Praastapadabhasya is the Vyomarati, the second one the Nyaya-
kandali and the third one is Udayana’s Kirandarali. In other
words Sridhara of Bengal preceded Udayana. This chrono-
logical order is exactly corroborated by internal evidence abun-
dantly found in the three great Vaidesika classics. Though
Udayana has not referred to Sridhara or his work by name he
undoubtedly consulted his work and refuted his views at every
step in the Kiranarali.

(i) Vidindra explins the line wwuga: dwgaiaa TR
(Kiranavali, Chowkh. ed., p. 5) as a refutation of Sridhara-

1. Vizianagram ed., p. 331. In the introd. ( p. 22, fn. 5) the editor notes
.and rejects a variant “vargibde’ for ‘Sakabde’. The variant is manifestly
wrong, for the word ‘varga’ is a synonym of the word ‘abda’ and can by no
stretch of exegesis be taken to mean the ‘Vikrama-Samvat’. Rajafekhara’s
passage is cited in the Intred., pp. 19-20. Vide also Peterson’s third Report.
1887, p. 273). For $ridhara’s account vide our Bengali work Vange
Navyanyayacharchd p. 6-8. He belonged to a village named Bhiurisygti still
existing in the Hughli district of West Bengal. Sridhara’s profound
sscholarship in all the six systems of philosophy, so much in evidence in
‘his extant work, turned his native place into a famous seat of learning in
Eastern India. Krspa Mifra, the court poet of Chandella Kirtivarm3,
:about a century after Sridhara describes Mr. Pride of his immortal drama
Prabodhachandrodaya as an inhabitant of this very birth-place of $ridhara,
Evidently the poet’s attack was directed against a proud scholar, may be,
wof §ridhara’s own family,
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cirya :—Zfy sAECRERIIEERAE - sEage: ( BL ed.,
p. 622 about to be published ). Vadindra ( fl, about 1225
A.7.) is the earliest commentator on the Kiranavali so far
available,

(ii) Sridhara’s well-known views about tamas, which he care-
fully recorded thrice in the Kandali ( pp. 9, 179, 240 )
apparently as his own, were discussed in the Kiranavali.
(B.I. Ed., pp. 111-12) and Vardhamina definitely states here
FrgaimHagTgygfd. Vardhamina vouches for the Kandali~
kira’s priority to Udayana also in the Gunaprakasa.
( 8. B. Ed., p. 77 vde Kiranavali, Ben. Ed., p. 204 ).

(iti) The line &4 WrawARISWE 3 > | 7 ffagay (p. 110 )

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

(iv) Similarly the line TiffaTTATgTENEHaN FafanT 37 of
the Kiranavali ( p. 58 ) refers to the Kandali ( pp. 4, 11,.
13-14 ).

(v) Inthe section on akaa ( Kiranavali, Ben. Ed., p. 109 2
we find T ST ﬂ%mﬁﬁmmmtﬁ{ﬁr T
quafa, @ g @fatfag: | Thisis also a “clear reference to
the Kandali ( p. 60 ) as stated by the late Mm, V, P. Dube.
(vide Intr, to the Nyayakandali, pp. 21-22 ).

(vi) In the section on Prthivi in the Kandali (p. 31) we read :—
CATEHTAAT: afysar: a=y % S ¢ HgHY | SR
e FafaE e qiREUa T,

This argument is exactly reproduced in the Kmmﬁmr
( Ben. Ed., p. 52, B. L. Ed., p. 224 ) with the heading 59T
=g and refuted. Mathuranatha Tarkavagia in  his
Dravyakiranavalirahasya ( Ms No. 139 of the Cal Sans,
College, fol. 88a) comments here—FrEaiHIFd THNTEIUF~
fafgraA e - EUER | g iaRei

Mathuranatha must have had access to an unknown source:

i
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in the present case, as he is not borrowing either from
Vardhamina or Padmanibha, both of whom are silent on
the point.

{(vii) In the second part (Gunakhanda) of his book also Udayana
controverts the views of the Kandali in several places, For
instance we read on page 160 :—t@a<anid TUEGIIATNT
g Sea o TREa gf g wirsae fimee-

| This is a clear reference to the Kandali
(p.94) and Udayana’s manner, of refutation seems to
suggest that he had contact with Sridhara’s pupils.

(viii) The passage 7 g &R Twwe et (Kirapavali, p. 176)
is also a refutation of the Kandali (p.104). Compare
also p. 266 of the Kiranavali (aq...%fa %fam) with the
Kandali ( p. 179 ).

It should be mentioned here that Sankara Miéra in the
Kanadarahasya stated three cases where the views of the
Kandali are refuted in the Kirandvali and in every case the
views controverted belong not to the Kandali at all but to the
Vyomavati :  Vide Kanadarahasya ( pp. 81, 82 & 86 ) and the
Vyomavati ( pp. 488, 494 & 502 ). The fact remains, however,
that Sridhara’s priority to Udayana was quite well-known in
Safikara’s times.

Before the publication of the Kandali it was the opinion
of MM. Vindhyeévariprasida that Udayana preceded Sridhara,
who wrote the Kandali on the basis of the Kiranaval ( Introd,,
1941 V. 8., p. 25). Subsequently he held the view that they
were contemporaries and made a statement, which is on the
face of it almost absurd, that they cited each other’s views
( Introd. to the Kandali, pp. 20-22 ). As a matter of fact the
two instances of Sridhara’s citation from Udayana referred to
here ( ibid. p. 21 f. n. 3 ) are quite wrong. In the first instance
Sridhara states that according to some scholars ( and Udayana
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is not certainly one of them ) the age-difference between the
young and the old is caused not by the time-element but by the
number of revolutions of the sun’ ( Kandali p. 64 )—a view
ascribed in the Lilavati (p. 283 ) to the Bhiisana and found
already cited in the Vyomavati ( p. 343 ) and the Tatparyajika
of Vacaspati ( p. 280 ). In the second instance (Kandal: p. 119)
it is Udayana who violently criticises ( p. 204 ) Sridhara :—
qeEf G alERa R . Sridhara has nowhere
referred to the peculiar views of Udayana, who proves himself’
to be far more advanced and intricate in his arguments than
Sridhara, for instance on the subject of the perceptibility of
Vayu ( Kiranavali, pp. 82-84, Kandali p. 46 ). Nevertheless:
eminent scholars relying on the statement of the late MM.
believed that Sridhara lived to’ refute the views of Udayana
( Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921, p.32: also S, B.
Studies, Vol. IIT, pp. 111-12 ).

KA4xARARA : A passage of the Atmatattvaviveka ( B. I.
ed., p. 837 aff @wiafiglewg and cf. also Kiranavali, p. 101 and
Nyayalilavati, Chowkb. ed., pp. 260-61 ) refers according to
Sankara Miéra to Kasikakara i. e, Sucarita Miéra, author of the
Kasika on the Slokavartika. The variant Kanikikara is evi=
dently wrong, as we are unable to trace the passage in Vicas-
pati’s Nyayakanika. Moreover, this Kasikakara is cited also by
Ratnakirti in two of his tracts—Iévarasadhanadisana ( p. 42 ¥
and Vyaptinirnaya (p. 99 ) and Ratnakirti elsewhere cites.
Vicaspati’s Kanika separately.’

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

1. Vide Ratnakirtinibandhavali edited by Anantalal Thakur, p. ? Mab-
J. B. R. 8., XXXVII, Pt. 3-4. Prof. Thakur's paper “Ratnakirti and his
works” ( p. 4 of Reprint ), The lower limit of Sucarita’s date is now fixed
at 1000 A. D. before the times of Udayana and Ratnakirti. These tracts 6£'

Ratnakirti throw a flood of light on a dark age.
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7 AT FT wigEed) FatTTEeET sfeatatia: |

The reference is evidently to Vicaspati ( cf. Tatparyatikd, p.
280 =Yy STEEIGHIA] A GO,
yqq ). But curiously enough Vardhamina in his gloss
here definitely identifies this Acarya with Vyoma$ivicarya®
and not WVacaspati. This can only be explained by the
assumption that according to Vardham@na Vicaspati came
after Vyomadiva. It should be noted in this connection
that a careful study of the relevant passages of the Vyomavati
( pp. 342-43 ), Kandali ( pp. 64; 1689 ), Tatparyajika ( pp.
280-1 ) and Lilavati (p. 283 ), seems to show that all the
scholars including Vacaspati attempted here to meet a
familiar argument ascribed in the Lilavati to the Bhisana ( of
Bhasarvajfia ) :—d ¥ TeEErdfalt | agearaRi -
FREA agIIE: gf ye.  Vyomasiva preceded both Udayana
and Sridhara, Let us give some references on the point. On
p. 46 of the Kandali the views of a scholar ( kafcit ) on the
perceptibility of vayu is refuted. The views belong to Vyoma-
4iva ( pp. 272-4 ). Udayana ( pp. 82-84 ) mainly agrees with
ridhara here but criticises one of his arguments: T
e TR | e g g | On p. 52 of the Kandalithe
grarnmatical explanation of the word gf¥e=+aT is a direct answer
to Vyomadiva’s objection (p.300). The views of ‘eke’ on
p. 134 & 136 are exactly taken from the Vyomavati ( pp. 474,
477 ). The scathing criticism of the solution of an ‘un-schooled’
intellectual ( Kandali p. 147) is also directed against Vyomasiva
(p. 490). Compare also p.200 of the Kandali % g with
563 of the Vyomavati; here also Udayana agrees with
dridhara. On p. 392 of the Vyomavati a temple apparently
built by a contemporary monarch named Sriharga is referred to
'by way of illustration : st Ragarara @ | This monarch can-
not certainly be identical with the great - Harsavardhana, who

1. Vardham3na’s gloss is corrected inthe errata as "Vyomadikhichirya,®
“but the reading ‘Vyomaivichirya’ is found in a Ms, of Kiranavaliprahata
-preserved in the Vaigiya Sahitya Parigdd, Caleutta ( fol. 61b ).
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reigned about four centuries before Sridhara. The latter’s
scathing remarks about Vyomaéiva ( Kandali pp. 146-47 ) point

normally to a contemporary scholar, slightly senior to him, We

are inclined, therefore, to identify the monarch with Sriharsas

deva of Milava, the grandfather of the famous Bhojadeva.

“This Sriharsa’s known dates range from 1005 to 1029 V. 8.

(948-72 a. 1. ). The Vyomavati was written about 950 4. D,
and quickly circulated among scholars of the different parts of
India through the patronage of the Malava king, Vyomasiva
was the pupil of a very distinguished scholar, who had written

a number of dialectical tracts mainly against Buddhist views

{ vide Vyomavati pp. 46, 189, 308, 399, 546, 557, 565, 584 &

586 ). Unfortunately his name is not mentioned by Vyomasiva,
A saint Vyomaéiva is abundantly eulogised in vv. 22-42 of the
Ranod stone inscription ( Ep. Ind., I, pp. 351-61 ) and it has

been suggested that he is identical with the present author

( Introd. to Tarkasangraha G.O.8., p. XIX ; also LH.Q., X, pp.

165-6 ). But the undated inscription has been assigned to the

end of the 10th or the beginningz of the 11th cent, A, D.and
unless the date is pushed back by half a century the identifica-
tion cannot stand, It has been suggested ( Journ. G. Jha R. L
Vol. III, p. 44 ) that the date of the inscription along with that
of Vyomaéiva and his patron Harsavardhana is about 645 4. 1.
more than three centuries before the date indicated by paleo-
graphy. Thisis on the face of it impossible and places the
numerous authorities cited by Vyomaéiva ( Dharmakirti, Kuma-
rila, Prabhakara and others ) even before 500 4. p., of which
we have not the slightest evidence yet discovered, Avantivarman
mentioned in the inscription is not the Maukhari king, but
the Kaémir monarch who reigned in the 9th century 4. p. The
statement that Vyomaéiva’s views on Moksa have been cited by
Mandana and the Jaina scholar Akalafhka cannot be substans
tiated. : ey

JRANadri : Udayana wrote the Atmatattvaviveka to meet

“the arguments of Buddhist scholars and among them by far the
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greatest target of his attack was Jfianaéri. Though he is men=-
tioned by name only once in the book ( B.L. ed., p. 292 ) we
gather from Sankara Miéra’s commentary that he is cited and
refuted more than a dozen times ( 289, 292-3, 317, 356, 367,
371, 436, 453, 464-5, 489-90 & 841 ). The Atmatattvaviveka
is the very first work of Udayana and it should be carefully
noted that the first stroke of his genius was brought forth by
his conflict with the last and the greatest dialectician among
Buddhist logicians viz. Acdrya Jianasrimitra—a fact which is
now entirely forgotten.® The following facts about fianaéri
( who should not be confused with the Kashmirian Jfianaéri-
bhadra ) should be carefully considered. As many as twelve of
his dialectical treatises in original Sanskrit have been discovered
in Tibet and their photographs are now preserved in the Bihar
Research Society. These are Srg™™, SATiEl, imﬁqqﬁm,
AT, FTAE, GIEETHETE], SO, AR
fafy, Affrta, sEafigea, aERfafs and arFEREET. Except
FEERUNETGTE, a small tract of only 6 folics, none of his works
nor any of the numerous works of his disciple Ratnakirti have
been translated into Tibetan. This proves thata period of
decadence has already set in among the Buddhists and that they
were losing in the intellectual fight with their opponents. This
is one of the reasons why Buddhism soon perished in India.
Jfianaéri’s masterpiece is the wumgTa™ and this was

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

wiE FEftETgh awte

arafyfasaasfs Fefrefa @t an

wrfs A pafmata q gty

AT N, FAAARa Rt |

"~ 1. Anantalal Thakur : JRanabrimitra and His works—JBRS, Buddha-
Jayanti Special Issue, pp. 186-92;
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“This verse is quoted by Udayana in the Parifuddhi ( B. I. Ed.
p. 713 : @5 arwteraT ) and by Ratnakirti ( Tracts, p. 62 ) under
the caption #91gea:. Butin the Atmatattvaviveka itis fully

" answered with remarkable banter and biting criticism and hur-

led back at its author with the change of three words (—amger
Fifagfq sgh...sda (B, L Ed. p. 423 ). As typical instances
of Udayana's early style we reproduce two of his remarks under
this topic \—md7 migm: fosw 7 94 a1 sefagaty s ...
Wﬁﬁiﬂﬁ\ﬁlﬁﬁw s E I aAgEAtT || JHanaér is also cited
by Udayana in the Parifuddhi under I1I.ii, 17 :—wraisaaga-
AT grAtagr afsfage a9 audi .. GAarEsaEs g aeEnd
TEd gravgRT—aisaugfafoaaaa: safimangam | ( Chap,
3, fol. 13a’). It is wonderful how apparently with maturity of
age and scholarship Udayana gives up his bantering style alto-
gether. Even a banter of Jfianaér which he carefully repro-
duces here (afyd grggwaENl qatrwEi AugERnTataea-
afewgecf (ib. fol. 13b) could not bring out a retort from
him. His answer was simple and dignified ( a3agfy =mmHiaa-
Frwrer saEaq ). Itis our conjecture that Jfianadri was alive
‘when the Atmatattvaviveka was composed, but he was dead
when the Pari$uddhi was written. -That may have been another
reason for Udayana to adopt a sober style. ’
Jfidnadri, according to Tibetan evidence, was born in
Gauda and was a pillar of Vikramaéila in Magadha. ( Vidya-
bhusana, p. 341 ). When Naropanta just before his death
visited Vikrama4ila. (in 1038 a.0.) “he leaned on the right
arm of Atida while Jfanaérimitra helped him with his left arm”
( Indian Pandits in Tibet, 1893, p. 21 ). This proves that
Jfianadri was junior in age to Naropanta and was a true contem-
porary of Atifa or Dipankara érijﬁina ( 982-1055 4. p.). By
all circumstances of age, attainments and provenance, therefore,
J%anaér] was a formidable opponent of Udayana, whose emi-
nence in the field of scholarship sprang from a desire to refute
this Buddhist Philosopher and incidentally the first inception of
the modern school of Logic resulted from the conflict. =~ -~
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TriLocana : He was the professor ( fem® according to
Vardhamana ) of Vacaspati as stated by bhimself ( Tatparya,
p.87). Udayana informs us that though a considerable
literature based on the standard work Vartika had been existing
before Vacaspati ( Pari$uddhi, p. 9 : g formeaT: ®AR ) they
failed miserably because the vigorous Vartika tradition had
long vanished. It was Trilocana who revived it. JBanaéri at
the end of his masterpiece regarded him as one of the great
pillars of Indian Logic —(J.B.R.S,, XXXV, pt. 1-2)

g T e G

TR - TR AT, AT |

e S o e 7, ge |

39 T TARTTEgER aweEisy a9 |
Actual passages from Trilocana were hitherto almost untrace-
able in the classical works. Only one reference to him we
could trace in the Parisuddhi under I11. ii. 17, where Vacaspati’s
passage beginning with aft 7= ( p. 388, last line ) is, accord-
ing to Udayana, (fol. 12b ), 2 refutation of Trilocana. A much
more important reference is found in the following passage of
Nyayasaravicara by Bhatta Righava (Ms. No. 65 of the
Sarasvat; Bhavana, dated 1252 4. 0. ) —¥ g TETER 9T LTI
it 7 ( EEEE TR AT aerERe . i g I
HEA Hﬁﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁ'ﬁéﬂﬂﬁ ) firmag—=4 fafa | (fol. 39, the por-
tion within brackets is restored in the margin : vide Nyayasara
B.L ed. p. 13 ). This makes Trilocana earlier than Bhasarvajfia.
Many important facts are now available about Trilocana
from recently published Buddhist works. In Ratnakirti’s
Sarvajfiasiddhi ( p- 18 ) there is a quotation from Trilocana's
Nyayaprakirnaka, In Durveka Miéra’s Dharmottarapradipa
( Patna, 1955 ) there is a long quotation from Trilocana’s
Nyayabhasyatika l‘(t pp. 173-74) ending with the enigmatic
phrase :(—da3ed, Fritrmmedransgd fwar Il A ‘Kamita in
rags’ probably points to his place of origin in the Karnata coun~
tey of South India, The most important discovery at the present
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moment is the fact that Trilocana’s masterpiece was named
the NyayamaTijari, probably identical with the Bhasyatika cited
above. Iis distinguished pupil Vicaspati in his earliest work’
the Nyayakanika distinctly mentions it in his obeisance to his.
professor in verse 3 at the beginning :—
WA TR a7 g |
safd safyd R s s

That this cannot be a reference to Jayanta's celebrated work
will be convincingly proved by the following evidence, Ratna-
kirti wrote all his works as abridgments of larger works of his.
teacher }ﬁﬁnaéﬂ.‘ There is a quotation from Trilocana in a
tract of Ratnakirti ( B. L. ed. p. 58, Patna ed., p. 79 ) which is
exactly borrowed from Jfanaér’s Ksanabhangadhyaya. But the
latter refers it to the author of the Nydyamafijari ( wiv agfy
HAAFAFIC 918 ). In a subsequent passage also Jfidnaér] clearly
indicates that the Nyayamafwjariisa work of Trilocana (auy .
aff Bratmmafd agady REamRET—an T SAEEE...

fol. 15a ). In his Iévaravadadusana Jianaéri quotes again from.
the Mafijari of Trilocana (#aml e gwwmg fol. 22b).2 Tt
will now be quite clearly understood that Aniruddha’s nume-
rous reference to the Majari ( J.O.1., Baroda, Dec. 54-March
55, pp. 241-44 ) are not to Jayanta at all as mistaken by the
learned Doctor but to Trilocana, The first two important
references by Aniruddha are under the Sttras IL 1, 20-21 which.
are not even touched by Jayanta. Aniruddha refers to Tri-
locana by name separately, but he does not seem to be
acquainted with Jayanta or his work. It should also be carefully
noted that none of the Buddhist scholars ever referred to

N ,_...-.-a._:;-ja#'_“*ﬁ"-":-_—::
o LR . 1 % 7

1. Anantalal Thakur : Ratnakirti and His Works, J.B.R.S., Vol. XXXVIL, e
2. We are indebted to Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Mithila Institufe-
for kindly drawing our attention to these passages discovered by him. .
after painful search. The photographs of these valuable works are
preserved in the Bihar Research Society. ( vide Prof, Anantalal Thakur's
notes on Guru Trilochana in J.B.R.S., Vol. XLI, pt, IV, pp. 508-10 & .
I.C., Vol. XIV, No. 1. pp. 36-40), :
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Jayanta or his work, He was almost unknown in Eastern India,
the venue of the great intellectual conflict between the Bud-
dhists and the Tirthikas. A well-known definition of the term
Vyapti ( @t @a=1: ) is really of Trilocana ( Moksakara’s
Tarkabhasa, p. 23 ).

RaTNaKIRTI ¢ According to Safikara Miéra Udayana refuted
. the views of this Buddhist scholar in two places in the Atma-
tattvaviveka ( B.I, ed., pp. 435 & 462 ). Both the passages are
traceable in the Chitradvaitasiddhi, a tract of Ratnakirti men-
tioned by himself in the Ksanabhangasiddhi (Bl ed, p. 71,
Patna ed., p. 90 ) and published recently from Patna (vide
Ratnakirtinibandhavali, 1957, ). Ratnakirti was a prolific writer.
Besides the ten works published he wrote at least three more,
mentioned by himself, which are yet to be discovered. His
works were mostly abridged from the elaborate and larger
treatises of his teacher Jfidnaéri : as stated by himself at the end
of the Sarvajitasiddhi ( p. 28 ) that work was but a summary by
“worthy’ Ratnakirti who was frightened at the prolixity of his
teacher (@I W TARRBREiEETE: 1) This proves
that Jfianaér] reached the peak in the dialectics of the Buddhist
Logic and he lived to witness the fright of his worthy pupil
who failed to meet the trenchant criticisms of Udayana against
his own teacher. For itis our conjecture that like JHianaéri
Ratnakirti was alive when the Atmatattvaviveka was written.
Tnstead he only gratified himself by reproducing the arguments
" of J#anadrl against Vacaspati. The latter’s brilliant advice to
his Buddhist opponent for ‘silence’ ( Tatparya, p. 115 ) is
answered by Ratnakirti ( B. I ed. p. 64 ) evidently in the lang-
uage of Jfianaéri, but the retort of Udayana remains unanswered.
Udayana’s sarcastic reference to J%anaéri’s lessons to his ‘sense-
less’ pupil is evidently meant as a fling at Ratnakirti.
RAsaETLAPADA : a Buddhist logician cited by Ratnakirti
- (Patna ed. p. 96 ). He preceded Vacaspati. For under V. ii. 3

1. Introduction, Ratnakirtinibandhavali.
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Vacaspat: ( p. 496 ) quotes an unnamed opponent ( FEGTFEAT

q3: ) and refutes his arguments with the concluding remarks :—
Asrftemsaea) waf: @ fEeadET @ e, S
Tsgaredfafiff, The same phrase also occurs under V.i. 17
(p.481). There is little doubt that in both the places the
reference is to this hitherto unknown Buddhist scholar, who

probably belonged to a royal family.
SAwATam1 : Safikara Miéra in his Vadivinoda (p. 2 ) refers

to this scholar, according to whom a debate ( ‘kathi’ ) 1s four~
fold and not three-fold as almost universally regarded. The
selfsame view of Sanidtani is also referred to by Vicaspati
Miéra I in the Tattvaloka (fol. 82a) and the Nyargtnaprakasa
( fol. 34a ) as traced by us. It now appears that both Sankara
and Vicaspati derived their information from the following:
illuminating passage of the Pari$uddhi under I. ii. 1 :—stewte-

wﬁmﬁﬂawmm faeears ( YR13 ) seqag
qEETy qTErg | g'cmﬁwmgﬂﬁﬂ ﬂgﬂﬁwmmrﬁ SR

| @A | ok oA SUWE g A | 3 g =iy e a e

o | (fol. 95b : vide Tatparya, p. 215 ). This proves that
Sanitani was an ancient Acarya who preceded Vicaspati and
belonged to Bengal. Under V. i. 1 there is a discussion as to
what is the gist of the whole chapter. According to Sanitani
&c. it is scrutiny ( ‘pariksa’ ) and according to others, includ-

ing presumably Vacaspati ( p. 473 ) it is definition. Udayana

. accepts the latter view ( fol. 2a of Chap. V of the Parifuddhi :.

Fq HH: ). Vardhamina in the Tattvabodha elaborately

brings out the arguments in favour of the former view charac~

terising it as the older one (fol. 3a :—e= srrTfagaTEay ). Under

V. i. 32 again Vardham@na has a long and interesting discussion. -
as to why the Siitrakdra defined ‘anityasama’ before ‘nityasama’~
by changing the order of his own list (in V. i, 1). Two for~

mer views on the intricate point are stated and rejected by
Vardhamana, who gave his own explanation in the matter ( foll.

57-58 ), which as far as we know, is not touched by any other-
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.commentator. At the conclusion he raised the question whether
the Bhagyakara was really responsible for this change of order
and not the Siitrakira. On the authority of ancient dcdryas
like Sanatani Vardhamina positively asserted that it was done
by the Siitrakira himself :—srg sTsrsICga™ wRITEd) # § O
FCE T 6 T @ . A —greEaY FaiEE g @
grTAfTTafRmetaTE 1| So the supreme authority of this
ancient scholar of Bengal, who must have written a commentary

on the Nyiyadaréana, was still recognised in the times of
Vardhamana.

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

deire gfaeET AeRTEdT:
Qiﬁ'ﬂﬂﬁ: T o R miR |
AIEA ALY GARAAT
Macaameaga a4y ||
It isa fact that Vacaspati’s commentary is expansive on the
first chapter ( forming about half of the whole book ), where
his profound exposition has been aptly described by Udayana
as desgrt-springs. Udayana likewise exhausted his ach:}larship
upon this chapter and disposed of the rest very briefly ( the last
four chapters of the Parifuddhi together comprising only 62
folios out of a total of 165 ) after taking lessons, it now appears,
from éﬂvatsa. There are five quotations from f‘;r'fvataa in the
Parifuddhi, The first one under IL i. 68 runs :—( fol. 58b of
1. The reading in the Tanjore Ms. ( Cat., p. 4484 ) is corrupt, We have
given above the -reading found in two Mss. (No. 49 & 51) of the
Sarasvatl Bhavana, Varanasi, which agrees with that of the older copy

( 1501 Vikrama Samvat ) preserved in rotograph in the Mithila Institute;
i . except that for @47 in the last line it reads @r.
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‘Ms. No. 51 of the Sarasvati Bhavana ) g W TR
W Ay AT e S qateied W ) Iy |

“q ug agdl a1 A fog o drammeTaR? g (e
To 50 ) HITH: | SEATR—AFARN SR THa 291 FRAT-

wnfy | agfama e &1 | Srivatsa is here finding fault with

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

o wEfir: SR TR | TR aid, s i
— e E T Ri: SR chTE % AEihT
wigwh, a9, TORTRRTEEET g
qTT ERiaET, MREFEAAT T AR, A G-
Fonmm, RAfRmte SgveEgE aRaen e S
FO | A ARAEATEY sqifinEe whigwedta amageray: fig
gates o | 8 FeRt secarmmrRed el | o fat | sadish
Frafirisfy mfgrfafe 2 | sawen & 9 qend: @ wfie
faafed @ g Taga SUETE: ATAS 7 | T8 T AT RAIIT S9w-
SFENE O | FUegAnAREe s REaT & (3102 sqate-
fwing gbpnEssaatmtaTaaeTH angga aioidst safRe:
qifqa w3, ¥ad ASIgERULIET SO AeEat | aerr e

orrafufy | eFERErERa ey Gafgaadty i ( fol. 7,
under III. 1. 27 ; cf. Tatparyatika, Vizia. Ed.,, p. 363 )

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

_approval. In‘the next quotation under III. ii. 66 ( Tatparya. -

p. 409 ) Srivatsa finds out-a fallacy not detected by Vacaspati
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and here again Udayana seeks to defend Wcaspatl by a sunple.-
addendum :—(fol, 18a of the rotograph)

ﬂmmﬁm@ﬁﬁmﬁsﬁgwﬂmﬁﬁm Im—--

Fet Gartd g fagmamga: 1| In the last quotation under V. ii.
Srivatsa finds fault, this time, with the Sttrakara for the absence

of compound in the Stitra and here again Udayana answers his
objection : ( fol. 16a of Baroda Ms. of chapter V : the name of

Srivatsa is omitted in the mtograph fol. 7) sfmmetaiameaE:

foreaiom: Fmgemm TErAT AT ST T-
ETESTATE A7 | S — AT T, St
dangauss @arE: | Whether Udayana has quoted these passages
from any written work of Srivatsa or from his verbal lessions it
is not possible to determine at present. As no quotation of
Srivatsa is traceable anywhere else up till now it may be con-
jectured that Srivatsa, who presumably like his distinguished
pupil belonged to Mithild, did not write any book.

\{Eﬂmwn : Wrote the Bhamatt, one of the classical works
of the Sankara school of the Vedanta, towards the end of his
life. He mentioned therein all the previous works of his own
in the following order :

Ty R Ay -aatag i |
TeaE-Frea-AwTar agEar e 1
Of these seven works the second Tattvasamiksd, a commentary
on the pre-Safikara Vedinta work of Mandana named Brahma-
siddhi, is lost. The rest raises Vacaspati to a position of supreme
authority in all the five systems of Indian philosophy ( omitting
the Vaisesika which was ignored by him )—a position quite
unique in the whole history of Indian culture, We are con-
cerned here only with his Nyaya work, the Tatparyatika, which
earns for him in the field of Indian Logic the title of Tikakira
or better Tatparyacarya,* both used by Udayana, His success
in this single work was quite extraordinary, as he pushed out

1. Thakur ; Tatparyacarya, J.A.S.B., Vol, XVIL, 1951, pp. 24043,
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of existence all the previous works upon the Bhdsya or the
Vartika, Andit isa long list, as we can gather from recent
-discoveries. Among those who controverted Buddhist views
and wrote commentaries, like Udyotakara, on the Bhasya
Priticandra and Bhavivekta preceded Dharmakirti and Avide
-dhakarna came after him ( vide Vadanydya with comm,, 1936,
Pp- 88, 96, 140 & 142 : also 35, 40, 78,92 & 109 ). Durveka
mentions three later names Adhyayana, author of the Rucitiha
{( Dharmottarapradipa, p. 175), Trilocana ( pp. 173-4) and

Vidvaripa (p, 175). All their works have perished due to
Vacaspati’s pre-eminence.

Vacaspati undoubtedly belonged to Mithili, We mention
two local traditions. According to some he belonged to the
village Makaranda in Mithili.® According to a note left by
‘Chanda Jha, the famous poet of Mithila,, Vacaspati belonged to
the village g2/ within the Pargana ’EI‘!T_W now situated
in Saharsa district forming the eastern boundary of Darbhanga.
There is a couplet of Chandi Jhi, where eizht adjacent villages,
including Badagdm, are mentioned as the place of Vacaspati -

TEA @S TG AT A LI |

afgen  afesw auwmr  shar=efom |
The names of all the villages, it is curious to notice, begin with
the same letter, Vacaspati’s place of origin in Mithild can be
confirmed from internal evidence found in his works, For ins--
tance, in the Nydyakanikd (p.30l) asan illustration of an-
intricate argument occurs the following remarkable passage :—
q @g YEfiyd T TaRE frergs e | Silihrada,
which must have been a famous place in Vicaspati’s times is
difficult to identify now. It was the birth-place of Madhavakara,

1. Thakur ; Introduction : Ratnakirtinibandhavali. _ s
2. Sahitya-Pariat-Patrika, Calcutta, Vol. 11 (1904 A.D.’), p. ':35'. ‘The
story of Vacaspati and his wife named Bhimati is related in ﬂ'u;u paper.
"We are not aware where the village is situated, The next tradition seems
o be more reliable. : R il
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a famous Vaidyaka author who is usually claimed as a Bengali
and lived about 900-925 A, D> Presumably Vacaspati lived
somewhere between Pataliputra in Magadha and Sildhrada in
Bengal, There cannot be any doubt that Vacaspati was a native
of Eastern India. In the Bhdmatt under I, iii. 1 Vacaspati men-
tions an unusual word ‘Hadi’ in the following passage :—
QAT f g anamHaREREE AT @ € q g
FrigaER—gfemeifywfy sevmEgm | The word is explained

in the Kalpataru as a wooden frame with holes to bind crimi-
nals by the leg (ﬂﬂmwmmﬁﬁ) In
this peculiar sense the word is still used in Mithild. The only
lexicon where the word occurs is the Sabdamala of Rames$vara
(efe: 9 7= ), from which it was borrowed in Wilson’s
dictionary and the Sabdakalpadruma. Vicaspati’s peculiar
verdict ( Tatparyatika, p. 346 ) on mustard oil, respected in
Bengal and Mithild, may also be regarded as a corroboration of
his Maithila origin.

VAoaspaT’s TATRON : At the end of the Bhamati Vacaspati
paid a glowing tribute to a monarch named N R G A, who was

reigning when that work was finished, The panegyricina
couple of verses though oft-quoted is reproduced below as it

requires to be carefully analysed now under a new light.
AL AETETRT uﬁmﬁm TR Hfam |
FRECERGIAEYTE: @ e 1Y
Togn FeREgERREERT & 7 ¥ gt |
gt T wEtE SIS T e 11
Tt appears that this monarch of holy renown has then reached
the peak of his glory, his exemplary life providing an unattain-
able ideal for contemporary kings. There is no direct reference
here to his military success, which must have ended long ago.
The Bhamati is the last work of Vacaspati. There is an impor-
tant reference to a reigning monarch in the following passage

1. LH.Q., XXIII, pp. 153-54.

i e
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of his very first work, the Nyayakanika (p. 290 ) :—a=t afg
Foemaet sl wa Frergwe T AR St o w4 -
.. wae T GGy R s
T —satE g arararEeT 1| It is tempting to identify
this monarch with Adiéfira of Bengal, who is credited in all
genealogical works of Ridhiya and Varendra Brahmanas with
inviting and settling their first ancestors within his dominions,.
But all reliable evidence places this Adiéiira of Bengal about
700 A.D. before the rise of the Pala dynasty. It is much more
probable that AdiéGra like Adimalla is a honorific title and not
a proper name at all. It was apparently assumed by king
N R G A when early in his career he was a ‘conquering’ (ffitg}
monarch. We heard a tradition in Mithila that Nyga belonged
to the Gupta dynasty. If Adiétra is taken as his surname he
might have belonged to an extinct ‘Stira’ dynasty of Mithila, a
scion of which migrated to East Bengal early inthe 14th
century.

This brings us to the great problem of his date. The
following evidence, which seems to have escaped the notice of
eminent scholars places him certainly in the 10th century 4. D..
and not before. (1) Vicaspati aligns himself definitely to the:
school of Mandana both in Mimansa and Vedanta. In the
Nyéayakanikd, a commentary on Mandana’s Vidhiviveka, there-
is an exact quotation from a Buddhist scholar :--;( p. 187 )
Qe WA, SEAT HTa AT aETEies, Tagien T I
The very same quotation is found also in the Tatparyatika
( p. 339 ) under II. ii. 63 under the caption T4Tg WEFgHET b
Stcherbatsky has' shown ( Buddhist Logic, I. p. 476 fo. & I,

-p. 405 ff. ) that the quotation is from the Apohaprakarana of
Dharmottara preserved in Tibetan. According to Vacaspatl
Mandana was refuting the views of Dharmottara in the origi~
nal passage of the Vidhiviveka, This makes Mandana a:junior

contemporary of Dharmottara, According to ITih_,ét_ag.mekE

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

g @ g aaEed Q|

Byi Ay af¥E anaEe |
“This clear date for both Dharmottara and Mandana cannot be
lightly brushed aside. There is evidence that a long period of
time, say about a century, intervened between Mandana and
Kumirila, Mandana not only quoted exact passages of Kumarila
and Prabhikara (and the latter came after Kumarila ) but,
-according to Vacaspati, views of an ‘old school of Prabhikara’
{ SemTET ) are cited by him (Nyayakanika, pp. 96 & 109),
Taranitha, the Tibetan historian, records in a true historical
spirit the views of two ancient historians on the exact date of
the foundation of the Pila dynasty by Gopila I. According to

Indradatta, Gopila was elected one year after what must have

been a famous event in those times viz, the death of “Achirya
Mimarnsaka” ( ‘spyod-pa’ ), while according to Ksemendra-
bhadra it was seven years after that event ( Schiefner, 1869,
'p. 204 ). The reference is evidently to Kumarila, who died
thus in the first or second decade of the 8th century A. D.
‘Mandana, therefore cannot be placed before 800 A. D.

There is again a long interval of time betweenfMandana

-and Vicaspati. For, in the Nyayakanika ( p. 109 ) Vacaspati
-distinguishes between an ‘0ld’ and a ‘new’ school of Prabhikara.
~The views ascribed in the passage under discussion to the new
school are identical with those of Silikanatha ( vide Rjuvimala,
Madras ed., p. 37 : Chowkh. ed., pp. 29-30), who therefore
“founded a new school of Prabhakara long after Prabh#kara and
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Mandana. He cannot thus be a direct disciple of Prabhikara
and was only slightly senior to Vicaspati, who refers to him as
‘navinah’. Salikanitha’s reference to himself as sermar): firea:
does not mean direct discipleship, as interpreted by most of
the scholars, but only affiliation. Sridhara similarly refers to
Kumirila in the Kandgli as ‘Guru’ (pp. 248 & 257 ) and
‘Mimimsa-gury’ ( p. 220 ). The earliest date that can be assig~
ned to Vacaspati is 900 a. v. about a century after Mandana.

(2 ) Mandana was an earlier contemporary of Sankari-
carya, whose date cannot be placed before 800 s.p. As
Vicaspati has refuted the views of Safkara’s opponent Bhaskara
in the Bhamati, we cannot place Vacaspati before 900 a. v.

(3) Sridhara, the Kandalikara was thoroughly acquain-

ted with the works of Mandana ( vide Kandali pp. 218, 256,
271 & 274 ). He has cited and refuted the views of Mandana
in the Vidhiviveka ( p. 274 : aqifgacamae qfwfifa vide Vidhivi-
veka p, 231 ), but he was quite unacquainted with Vacaspati,
who gave here ( pp. 231-32 ) two illuminating interpretations.
of the particular passage of Mandana, Sridhara, moreover, in
his famous dissertation on tamas ( darkness ) quotes two coup~
lets of an unknown author :—( pp. 9-10)

g

A9 AEHIEE dAwd ggawa |

TATAT: FTeE e GO e

FOER et |

BeTaafant ST 7 SgeTE a1l
The same verses are cited by Vacaspati in the Nydyakanikd as
from wEWaE Fifaws ( p. 76 ) with considerable variation of”
readings ; there are five lines in Vacaspati as against four lines
of the Kandali. This proves that they drew from independent:
sources unknown to each other. Sridhara refutes at some length
the views of the Sinkhyas on Satkdryavada and the ancient:
verse MRS @anT: is cited there. At first. sight it might
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appear that Sridhara was refuting the views of Vacaspati’s
Tattvakaumudi ( under Karika 9 ), where the same old verse is

also cited. But a close examination of the passages proves that
the exact words cited and refuted by Sridhara (e. g. quIE

TENTF  sAHTGEAE p. 144 ) do not belong to Vicaspati
at all and the ancient verse is already cited in the older work

Yuktidipika ( p. 61 ). The apologetic words uttered by Sridhara
at the end of the discussion express his veneration to an
unknown scholar certainly different from Vicaspati ( =ie ggeafa-
faa=8= ). Similarly the Karika 67 explained in the Kandali
{ p. 284 ) is unaware of Vacaspati’s better comment on the
word srrapEat. The three lines of Kumirila cited by Sridhara
in the chapter on Simanya (p. 320) give again a reading some-
what different from that of Vicaspati in the Nyayakanika
(p.188). Sridhara quotes (p.30) a line thus :—agr =

—ag T g Ydeaw R aa{ﬁrl Here again
Vacaspatt ( Tatparyatika, p. 454 ) adopts a different reading.
All these point to the inevitable conclusion that $ridhara and
Viécaspati were close contemporaries and did not consult each
other’s works. They both belonged, therefore, to the last half
-of the 10th century 4, b,

(4 ) Trilocana preceded Bhisarvajfia as we have stated
:above. (p. 16) Trilocana’s pupil Vicaspati was evidently junior
to Bhasarvajfia. For, in the Tatparyafika ( pp. 280-81 under
11, i. 39 ) Vacaspati meets an argument ascribed in the Lilavati
( p- 283 ) to Bhisapa i. e. Bhasarvajfia, author of the Nyaya-
bhiisana. Similarly Vacaspati was slightly junior to Vyomasiva
{ q. v« ), who wrote the Vyomavati about 950 A.D. Here again
Vacaspati’s close contemporaneity with Sridhara, who knew
‘Vyomasiva (‘and Bhisarvajfia ), is confirmed,

(5) The earliest Buddhist scholar to refer to Vacaspati
s, *at the present state of our knowledge, Jiidnaéri ( q. v. ), who
34 followed by his - ‘pupil Ratnakirti and a much later authot.
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‘Moksikara gupta (vide the latter’s Tarkabhasa, G. O. S., p. 24).
Viacaspati is not mentioned even by so late an author as
‘Durveka Miéra, who was a disciple of Jitari and thus a co-pupil
.of Atifa. Two of Durveka’s works have have been published,
the Arcataloka ( G. O. S.) and the Dharmottarapradipa ( Patna,
1955 ), The sneering remarks of JHanaéri towards Vataspati,
.as reproduced by Ratnakirti and Udayana, prove that they.
were not eparate,d by a large length of time. It now appears
that Ratnakirti adopted a strictly chronological order when
citing the views of Safkara, Trilocana, Nyayabhiisana and, last
of all, Vacaspati in the Ksanabhangasiddhi ( B. L. ed. pp. 57- 58).
Jianadri was living still in 104} . p. and Vicaspati, the last.
and the greatest target of his attack, cannot certainly be placed
before the 10th century 4. D.

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

II'.

(7) The cumulative effect of all the above evidences can
-no longer be doubted. It is simply impossible now to refer the
date 898 found in Vicaspati’s Nydyascinibandha to the Vik-
rama era corresponding to 841-42 A.D. This small tract of
Vicaspati was evidently meant asa supplement to the Tat-
‘paryatika, as it is not mentioned separately among his works .
enumerated in the Bhamati. It was thus compﬂazd along with
his masterpiece the Tatparyatika in 898 Saka i. e. 976-77 4. b,
—a date which must have been wvery near the birth-dates of
JHanaéri and Srivatsa, both of whom miight have seen Vam{jiﬁ
alive in their early youth, = If the books were composed in 841~
42 A.D. Vacaspati’s literary activity must be taken i:n bwh
-commenced about 825 4, p,, full two éenturies -before - n

“wielded his powerful - pea: for the frst time W tiddhist
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scholars to meet his arguments, On the other hand we must
huddle together all the host of brilliant scholars that preceded
Vacaspati just within half a century—Mandana, Sahkara,.
Bhasarvajfia, Trilocana, é’nﬁl.il:a.tﬁtha, Vyomaéiva &c. &c. On
the face of it is an absurdity.

JixENDRA: Towards the end of the Atmatattvaviveka
Udayana mentions the names of several Buddhist scholars
branding each of them with one or other of several stigmas.
Some of the names are new and cannot be identified e. g.
Sarabha, Kanacirya and Subhiiti. The two scholars Jinendra
and Jagadindu,* though outside the Brahmanical Society, had
written books which are universally respected ; in other words:
their religion did not stand in the way of their proper apprecia-
tion. This Jinendra is identical with Jinedrabuddhi ( as stated
by the commentator Nardyanicarya ), the famous author of
the Kasikavivaranapatijikd, commonly known as the Nydasa, a
classical work of the Panini school of grammar. This huge:
work has been fully printed by the Rajshahi Museum and
throws much new light on the problems connected with the
composition of the Kafikd. After a thorough examination of
all available materials we had come to the conclusion that
Jinendra lived in 800-850 a. 0. The facts are very briefly
stated, Jayaditya wrote a complete Vytti about 650 a, D,
Vamana, a Brahmanic scholar, revised the last three chapters.
not earlier than 700 4, 0. This combined work, known as the
Kasika, was explained by Jinendra not earlier than 800 a, b, ;.
for, Jinendra had referred to previous commentaries even om
the later portion of Vimana.

This same Jinendrabuddhi had written a large commen~
tary ( the Tibetan version consisting of 349 leaves ) pamed
1. D.V. Raghavan suggests that he may be identical with Joindu,
Jain Antiquary,
2. Introd. to Paribhagavytti &ec. of Purugottama published by the
Varendra Research Society, Rajshahi, 1946, pp. 2-5,

<3
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‘Vidalamalavati on Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya. Vidya-
‘bhusana (L c.p.323) gives his date as about 725 A.D.,
when Vamana’s portion of the Kasikd was not yet written
.or circulated, According to Durveka Misra the following
passage of Arcata ( who was identical with Dharmikaradatta
vide pp. 233, 261 & 410 ) refers to Jinendra’s gloss upon
Dignaga :—( Baroda ed., 1949, p. 218 )

8T TR RaRTY $BT saenER... |
oy PrE=fmeghetatt: (ib. p, 405)

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

Daarmorrais : one of the greatest Buddhist authorities
after Dharmakirti, He is_cited both by Vacaspati and
‘Sridhara ( q. v. )., In the Atmatattvaviveka, according to the
interpretation of Sankara Miéra, Udayana had refuted Dhar-
mottara in one place ( B.l. ed., p. 296 ). The actual passage
of Dharmottara has been quoted by Safkara, Dharmottara
flourished according to the Rdjatarafgini (IV.498) in the
reign of Jayapida. of Kasmira (c.800 4.p,), This date is
.corroborated by the references in the Arcajaloka ( Baroda,
1249 ). Arcata, identical with Dharmakaradatta ( ib., pp. 232,
241 & 410 ) was the teacher of Dharmottara according to-
‘Tibetan evidence (Intro. p. xi). At any rate Dharmottara .
undoubtedly came after Archata (wvide Durveka’s comm.
pp. 240, 242-3, 377). According to Durvka (p. 405)"
Archata has referred to Jinendrabuddhi in one place (p. 218)
and Jinendra (q.v.) cannot be placed before 800 a.m.
Dharmottara must, therefore, be placed in the first half of.
the 9th century 4,D, as the Tibetan historians recorded, -

PrusfiAkars : cited by Udayana in the ~Paribuddhi
(pp. 667-8 & 730). The verse cited is evidently ~from
Prajitakara’s masterpiece the Pramanavartikalatkara, Udayana
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in the Atmatattvaviveka ( B. 1. ed., p. 907 ) has recorded the-
important tradition about Prajfiakara that like Dharmkirti he
was driven out from the orthodox Brahmanic society and had
no other way but to accept Buddhism. Tibetan historians
place him in the 10th century A.D. (Vidyabhusana, L c. p. 336).

MarAveata ¢ In the Kusumaijali Udayana in his discus~
sion on kganikatva ( Stavaka IV, p, 17 ) has cited and refuted
the views of the “ollowers of Mahdvrata’ ( wgrsdrar: ). In the
first Stavaka also in the context of Karika 12 (p. 57 ) the views
of Mahavrata have been criticised according to the interpreta-
tion of Varadardja ( p.31) who cites the following verse of
Mahavrata thereon :

Fgi AagURARTIRERT=AT |
gfrordad 3wt 6« o
The Nyayalilavati of Srivallabbicirya quotes the same verse in
a brilliant passage which is an elaboration of Udayana’s words-
with an additional half-verse from Mahavrata in the section on
Sathskara ( pp. 647-48 ) : '
waafy frd st Faf R |
gThr aga Fifr=g e afisfafmmiE |

Mahavrata is also cited in Bhavanatha's Nayaviveka ( Madras.

ed., p. 273 ). There is an important quotation from Mahavrata
in M.M. Chandra’s Amrtabindu ( Ms. No. IIL. F. 149 of Asiatic
Society, fol. 45a) which ends :—=ed .
st age: | Krsna Miéra in his allegorical drama Prabodha-
chandrodaya paints Mr. Pride (‘Abarkira’)as well-read in
the advanced courses of studies then prevailing in Eastern
India ; of the six classical works mentioned ( ActII, v.3 )}
‘Mzhavrat? is the last of all. All the works belong to the Bhatta
and Prabhikara ‘schools of the Mimarsa, According to the
well-informed commentator of the drama Nandilla-Gopa, Maha~
vrata belonged to the Bhatta school and wasa rival of the
"Prabhakara scholar Mahodadhi, who was a class-mate of Salika

oo
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patha and the author of a treatise named Siddhantarahasya.
( wes wzRaEaAd! aggrantaeag! ). All the four scholars Salika,
Mahodadhi, Vacaspati and Mahavrata thus belonged to about:
the same age. It is our conjecture, however, that the commentator-
has confused the affiliation of the two scholars Mahodadhi and
Mahivrata, Mahodadhi belonged to the Bhatta school as he:
had refuted the well-known ‘Anvitibhidhana’ theory of the:
Prabhakara school ( vide Nayaviveka, p. 271 ). Mahavrata,
therefore, belonged to the Prabhakara school and as a conse~
quence he was cited with approval by M.M. Chandra, who-
was an authority of the Prabhakara school and referred in his.
swork to the classics of his own school alone,

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

TSR g S Sdiedd, SdeeERT 7 e
T N Aeafify yEge: | eme—adr §fa 1 (under Is i 17 §.
Tatparya, p. 387, line 14) ;

g AR AR SR YHTTEY 16
ARy ffargeaes wirsafa | oo Roeatafey ami: afees-
frgraawTe: Ffagaffy | aggma geafe—engafita | (b, p 387
last line : both from fol. 12b of the third chap. of the Parisuds-

“dhi presérved in totograph in the Mithila Institute ). Both the:
i:iassagés are evidently taken from the Sthirasiddhi of Satnkarar. -

&
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Tt should be noticed that Vicaspati criticises Safkara’s argu-
ment in the last case.

g fre TR g RS TR
s aftEEETEadaa T darar g ) (ol 38b of a
Ms. in our possession : under IV. ii. 35, vide Tatparya, p. 465,

line 11 ).

: This passage also seems to have been taken from the
Sthirasiddhi.*

Sankaricarya is also cited in the Nyayaparifista (p.17)
as the head of a band of scholars differing from the Bhagyas
vartikaschool.

This $afikara should also be distinguished from the ear-
Jier Sahkara Svamin referred to in Jayanta's Nyayamafjari
( p« 293 ) and other works,

$apranAtHa @ According to Vardhamana the following
passage in the Kirahavali under the interesting topic of the
.ocular organ being made up of light or not, cited and refuted
by Udayana, refers to Salika,

g defiizeae RaRRT AT A AT T IR
i SaEirTREa i AT g 5
gemarrg: | @5 | ( Chowkh. ed., p. 75; B.I ed., p.288)
Vardhamina notes in the Dravyaprakasa Yferawd .
@fi) ( Vahgiya Sahitya Parisat Ms. No. 1649, fol. 42a).
The passage is very important as pointing to the interesting
fact, hitherto unknown, that Salikanitha commented on the
Pradastapadabhasya. This is clearly stated by Chennubhatta
in the Tarkabhasaprakasika ( Bombay ed., p. 211) where
another passage is cited :—wfoeamIUIRwTT: TPt
A s gfeeTa: suEaTaETeard =wyaq | The Rasasara

1. Some Lost Nyiya Works and Authors :—Proceedings, AIOC,
Ahmedabad.

1
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( pp. 100-1 ) also quotes him upon Prafastapada. Moreover,
as is now well-known, Udayana’s twitting reference to' a
‘Gauda’ Mimarnsaka, who confounds verses from the Manu-
sarmhita as Vedic texts (1), is according to Varadardja's note
(p.123) a fling at the ‘Paficikakara' (i.e. $alikanatha ).
Under the same topic ( Kusumanjali, Chap. IIT ) Udayana in
his own brilliant manner answers Salikanatha directly with
the change of a single word ( =mA™M in p]ar.e of @gFm ) in
the latter’s verses :—

mmnq&wmﬁmﬁmmﬁﬁ |
TR &1 A g ||
( vide Varadardja’s Kusumatjalibodhani, 1922, p. 127 ).
$aliknatha was the greatest authority of the Prabhakara school
of the Mimamsa, He wrote three Paficikas, the Rjuvimala
( on the Brhati of Prabhakara ), the Dipa$ikha (on the Laghui),.
and the standard work of the school, the P-rakamnapaﬁmka
besides a Bhasyaparidista. His works, though wrntten in
Bengal, circulated quickly throughout India. - He preceded

“Viacaspati ( g. v. ). The following humorous verse is current.

about him in South India :—

AFTEARE! A W A i |

T a9 fiqfEr Far

Buiskags : the famous exponent of the Dvaitadvaite-
theory of the Vedanta. He has been cited b},r Udayana in the:
Kusumanjali ( 1L, p. 67 sERanRffa mﬁagaﬁ Vardha--
mina notes W RAZReEwaATsaH|: ). It is well-known that in
his Bhﬁsya, published at Varanasi, he refuted Safhkaricarya.
and the views of the Buddhist scholar Dharmakirti, whom
he calls *Vipra-Bhiksu’ ( p. 123 ). - His views have bem clteci*
and criticised by Vacaapatl in the Bhamatt.

BuOsANA : i. e. Bhasarvajfia, author of the Nydyabhﬁsm_u
a commentary .on his. own Nyayasara.. The .book," -which is-
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almost indispensable for studies on the history of Nyaya-
Vaidesika literature, remains yet to be published, though it was
discovered long ago in a Jaina library beyond the reach of
scholars ( Ganakarika, Baroda ed., Introd. p. i. ). As long ago
as 1859 4. 1., Hall knew ( Index, p. 26 ) that the Bhilsana was
a work of Bhasarvajiia, though there was much confusion later
on. Udayana cited and refuted the Bhiisana several times in
the Kiranauvali. All the passages are interesting and are, there-
fore, reproduced below.

(1) e g eq—ar P fofafs i gfe, e
( Chowkh. ed,, p.-43 ).

(2) el Arq—sify  quemeeaite, T (b,
p. 160 ).

(3) R mETVT TR weraeg T (il T
sreareara: | (ib., p. 192 ).

(4) safirwcamty sia g | @ e, s
g AT | 7. g aea et | (b, p. 232
compare Lilavati p. 856 ).

None of the above passages is traceable in the Nydyasara;
g0 they were all taken from the Nyayabhiisana, a discursive work
.of great celebrity which earned for the author the epithet Bhi-
sanakdra, by which hewas almost universally known, The
earliest writer, as far as can be ascertained from the present
materials, who grappled with his views was the Buddhist
scholar Jfinaéri, The four great ‘pillars’ of Indian Logic
{ probably coming from four different quarters ) were, accord-
ing to Jfanaéri, Sankara, ‘Nyayalafikarana’, Trilocana and
Vicaspati. For exigency of metré, the Bhigana is mentioned
by a synonym and before Trilocana. In the body of the books
of JTianadri and his disciple Ratnakirti ( q. v. ) the name Nyiya-
bhiisana is clearly given and correctly placed after Trilocana
and before Vacaspati, Bhisarvajiia, who very probably belonged



i

‘Udayana’s Pre-eminence 37

‘to Kdsmira, was slightly junior to Trilocana and slightly senior
to Vicaspati and lived about the middle of the 10th century
A.p* It is known that in the Bhisana the views of the
Buddhist scholar Prajfiakara are controverted. ( Introduction
to Ganakarika ).

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

g ulwaiagl AeAgediEg: |
T & 1 O RO @i e |
( Syadvadaratnakara, Chap. 1I)

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

TIHAE IATTARG -
amg&vmmﬁmﬁl
HREH §F AOHE! SHN-
areeate: AR |
gl RrToung <90 Iptsina
CHIERR T R TR |

1. For his contributions etc. vide Bhiijapakdra 0~ Bﬁﬂ;rsuamarm‘-wf
S3hitya Parishat Patrika, 1353, pp. y b Ty N e 5% S R SRS
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ifa: qiawdt aga et argy gl
| sfgreas gt awagfs 39 |
NG E R L G IL i
=TTt arTEaE |
e aoFaa gl aaTa!
HTIHTEE A ShREL aRaagrE Jar |l

X X X

AT e e e e T |l
( fol. 103 of the Rotograph in the Mithila Institute )

How Udayana’s name was respected highly even in hostile
camps would be clear from the following illustration, The
great polymath Venkatanitha ( 1268-1369 . v. ) of the Rama-
nuja school wrote the NyayapariSuddhi, the bulk of which is
taken up by an elaborate treatment of the Anumdna part
( Chowkh. ed., pp. 92359 ), more specially of the subject of
debate. Unlike Gangefa, Venkatandtha has dealt with all the
different classes of debate ( Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda ) and the
intricate divisions of fallacies and quibbles. He has quoted
profusely from the works of his predecessors of the Ramanuja
school, who it appears grappled with the problems thoroughly
and in a highly developed system of their own. The influence:
of Gangefa can nowhere be traced, but Udayana’s influence is
clearly stamped in their views. The celebrated line of the:
Kusumaftjali, seeeraery g 7 seromacaf: [ 10 8 ] is accepted
as an universal maxim (p. 133). Udayana, referred to as Nyaya-
carya ( p. 220 ), gave the best definition of the term Jati (@
gwawg p. 221 ), according to Venkatanatha. A former scholar
Varadavisnumiéra had dealt with the classes of Jati just accord-
ing to Udayana (a@wgas p.235), -who was thus formally
regarded as the supreme authority on the subject. His well-

" known views on the term Tarka (sharply criticised by éﬁha:ga
are respectfully cited ( p. 327 ).. . R TR

Lo ek
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Among the manuscripts upon which the Varanasi edition

.of the Kiranavali is based the scribe of one ( Ms, No. 3 dated

1506 $aka ) eulogises Udayana in the following elegant verse,

-where he has been likenedito an incarnation of Siva, the god of
Jearning :

X% miETaEiaTsEa: |
ey = war v
TaFOgaR g |l

Ubayaxa anp Garioréa : There is hardly any topic dealt

-with in the four grand divisions of Gahge$a’s work, which

had not been already argued by Udayana in his main works
.and specially in the Kusumamjali, Itis only in the method
.and mode of expression that Gange$a excelled over Udayana,
whose prominent theistic background had to give place to
subtleties of argument in course of time. The T4varavida
portion of Gange$a failed completely to oust the Kusumamjali,
which held its own through almost a millenium. When
Vyasatirtha, the giant scholar of South India of the Midhva
community, grappled with the doctrines of Navyanydya in
the Tarkatandava, he preferred in many places Udayana
.against Gangesa ( vide Tarkatandava, Madras ed., I, pp. 148,
286 & 377). In fact his commentator Righavendratirtha
distinctly wrote in one place (p. 148 ) that Vyasatirtha
.controverted in the Primanyavada ( Utpattiprakarana ) the
‘older’ argument of Udayana, because Gangeéa only embel- .
lished that argument with subtleties but could not give any
new or original one of his own. Similarly the Upamina part
of Gangefa practically became extinct, as no scholar. of any
renown in Mithili and Bengal ( with the single exception of
Pragalbha ) ever commented on it. Inits place  the corres-
ponding portion of the Kusumafjali ( chap. I11) .commended
itself for studies in the Nydya seminaries. Chinnabhatta
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(p.160) expressly recommended the Kusumafjali on the
question of Upamana as a separate means of valid knowledge.

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

In the very first section ( Manhgalavida ) of the Pratyaksa
part there is an exact quotation from the Dravyakiranavali of
Udayana (B. L. ed., p. 72 : vide Kiranavali ; Chowkh. ed., p. 3).
In the next section (Pramanyavada)a well-known Karika of
the Kusumaitiali (IV. 1) on the definition of Prama is cited
( p. 366 ) and it is interesting to note that Udayana is given the

fattering epithet ‘“Tantrika’ here. In the same section there is.

a quotation from the Bauddhadhikara ( p.424). There are
three references to ‘Acaryah’ towards the end ( pp. 750, 834 &
845). Gangeéa’s veneration for Udayana is best displayed in
the section on Nirvikalpa ( pp. 834-38 ), where after citing and’
tefuting the views of Sivaditya, Ganhgeéa formulated his final
views on the topic under discussion on the basis of an éxact:

A;
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quotation from the Gunakiranavali ( Chowkh. ed., pp. 201-2 ).

 which he fully explained in the manner of a regular commen-=

tator,

In the Anumana part, it is well-known that Udayana’s
definition of the term Vyapti and its component Upadhi hag
been explained by Gangeéa in the Piirvapaksa section ( pp. 77-
79 : vide, Kusumanjali IIL. 2 ). Udayana’s definition of Upadhi
isalso critically reviewed under Upadhivada ( pp. 312-13 )
For other references to Acirya in this part vide pp. 593, 684,.
888 ( from the Nibandha) and 934. Udayana could not be
superseded by Gangeéa at allgin the I4varavada and Upamiana
part. In the dabda part we need only refer to the long and
illuminating passage of Udayana with which Gangesa concludes
the section on Vidhivada ( pp. 284 ff. ). It need hardly be told
that there are many other anonymous passages of Gahge$a
which are taken from Udayana. Commentators, specially
Sarvabhauma, trace the source in many places ( vide Sarvabhau-
ma’s Anumanamanipariksd, foll. 53b, 110b, 13%a & 16la : for
the passages referred to vide B, I. ed., pp. 166, 380, 531 & 599

respectively ). :

Ubpavasa axv Seimaesy : Owing to decay of Buddhism in
India and the consequent degeneration of Buddhist scholarship
specially in the field of Nyaya studies Udayana’s powerful
onslaught against the Buddhist doctrines produced no effect in
the Buddhist camp.- As far as we are aware no Buddhist scholar
attempted to meet the arguments of Udayana, whose triumph
in the contréversy ‘was almost unparalleled. . It isa significant
fact that the Buddhist logicians for almost a millenium quarel-
led with the orthodox logicians alone and their opposition to-
the other schools of Indian' philosophy is quite negligible.. In
the works-of Jfanaéri and Ratnakirti, for instance, no Prabha-

- kara and Vedinta author is ever mentioned or refuted, There:
" is- much truth-in the’ asﬁentiﬁnrthat'._in_r;ert?ig_fu;ldamﬂl_l!aal
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doctrines the Buddhist and the Vedantin sail in the same boat.
Chinnabhatta explains a passage of the Tarkabhasa as referring
to HirasmmEEat ( p. 250 ), whose views are summarised in two
interesting Karikis. Itis nothing surprising, therefore, that
within a century after Udayana, a most powerful and scathing
criticism of the Nyaya doctrines emerged from the pen of a
Vedanta scholar. Inthe Khandanakhandakhadya of Sriharsa
the logician’s method of fixing and defining the categories with
formidable precision was assailed in such a devastating manner
that it was hailed throughout India as a novel contribution in
the field of dialectics. S‘ﬁharga’a method of argument earned a
special name as ‘Khandanayukti’ and, what is a most wonderful
fact, the Khandana, as éﬁhar;a’s work is commonly called,
came to be regarded as one of the classical works of Navynyaya.

sriharqa was a ‘Gauda’ (i. e. a native of Bengal ) as cate-
gorically stated by Vidyapati in the Purugapariksd ( under
Medhavikatha : g Ttefied #gdl a1 Hfyafea: ) and Vacaspati
at the end of the Khandanoddhara. The exact relation between
Udayana and ériharga should be carefully determined, as they
are the two towering figures that dominated dialectics in
 Eastern India for about three centuries before the work of
Gangeéa came to the forefront. Both the Khandana and the
Naisadha were written at the court of Kanyakubja and it is
sometimes argued that Sriharsa also was a native of Kanyakubja.
_We have collected elsewhere (1. H.Q., XXII, pp. 144-46)
quite a volume of evidence, both internal and external, to prove
that Vidyapati’s statement about the provenance of riharsa is
_undoubtedly correct. Use of the word ‘ulalu? ( Naisadha XIV.
51 ), ‘udayabhiskara’ ( XVIIL 103 ) and the familiar name of a
top still current in Bengal ‘laladdimba’ ( XXII. 53 ), mention of
peculiar marriage customs prevalent in Bengal, indiscriminate
use in alﬁteFatinn of the  three sibilants, the two nasals etc, and
above all Sriharsa’s writing a panegyric of the family of a

- Gauda king (erffagawafia VIL 110 ) betray unmistakably

F
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Bis Bengal origin, which is attested by many of his commenta-
tors like Candii Pandita, I§anadeva and Nardyapa. Udayana
was controverted, therefore, not by a "Padscitya’ but by a
‘Gauda’ and this is quite in the fitness of things when we re-
collect that Bengal’s rivalry with Mithild was more pronounced:
from ancient times than with any other province. g

The Khandana criticises Udayana directly and right.
through, though the name of Udayana is not actually mentioned
anywhere in the book. The very first definition of valid know-
ledge attacked by Sriharsa is aaigfa: ST and this again is the:
very first sentence of Udayana’s Laksanamala, as correctly sta-"
ted by Sankara Miéra (Varanasi ed. of the Sankari, pp. 143-44).
$riharsa’s wonderful scrutiny of the two-worded phraseisa
specimen of his profound scholarship ( Chowkh. ed. with
Vidyasagari, pp. 239-397 ). The next two definitions—aeT4i-
g s ( ib, pp. 397-411) and arrteg: T ( pp- 411-27 )
attacked by Sriharsa are exactly taken from Udayana’s Kusumari-
jali (IV. 1 & 5). '

A Jaina scholar Abhayatilakopadhyaya, as w2 have stated'
before ( p. 2, fn. ), wrote a ‘book of moderate length named
Nyayalahkara, consisting of notes on the knotty passages of the
five great classics of Nyiya including, last of all, Udayana’s
Parifudhi? According to Anandapiira ( p, 129 ) a passage of
the Nyayalankira is cited and refuted by Sriharsa : HETAER-
syshrdadagun agwifiy aggagid | At the end of the passage:

a line of Udayana's Kusumafjali is quoted in support (IIL 8 =

¥

qeegefaany f& 7 seFafiafa.  Sribarsa thus not only criticised
Udayana alone but many of his followers also and this is very

1. Gunaratna in his E_na:}daré.masamuccayav;tti enumerated the works
of the Nyayadarfana ( B.I. ed, p. 94). His description is slightly incor-
rect, the name Srikantha ( whose Tippanaka on the dersrear has been dis~
covered ) should come last of all ‘after Abhayatilaka, whose authorship:of
the Nyayaladkira is proved by recent discoverieh, -+ et E i
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much in evidence throughout the Khandana. Unfortunately the
scholiasts do not specify them, except in this single instance.

Udayana has been criticised in many other places ( vide
pp. 705, 747, 1327 etc. ). The most interesting passage is the
one, so often reproduced by scholars, where Sriharsa answers
Udayana by hurling the latter’s own words in the Kusumanjali
( 111 7 ) against him in a slightly changed form :—( Khandana,
p. 693)

Srcesn et ol e fca Cll

Sruwpieeictiuiiea e Sl

saTaTal afy wgifE 7 Yeggr qaaay |

sqTTAARTE & ggEt gl

( Khandana, op. cit. p. 693 )

Tt has been one of the favorite topics of students of logic.
Gatge$a answered Sriharsa in the section on Tarka ( Anuména,
B.Led, p. 233) and all scholiasts up to Gadadhara have

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

We refer to two other typical passages of the Khandana
where Udayana is subjected to detailed criticism. In the second
chapter Udayana’s arguments for rejection of erroneous theo-
ties ( mafggwa ) are cited from the Parifuddhi ( pp. 1018-13 :
Anantapiirna notes mﬁm......m {Tﬁ@ﬁq"ﬂﬂﬁ ) $ri-
harsa’s counter arguments go to the end of the chapter. Udayana
is referred to here as &fiq. In the last chapter ( pp. 1170-76)
a long passage is cited from the Atmatattvaviveka ( B.T. ed.,
pp. 1170-1200) and refuted at length. All these place Udayana

"in the position of the greatest opponent whom ériharga wanted
. to meet by arguments,

- Sriharsa’s popularity : éﬁ‘har-qa’a great achievement was
naturally hailed by the Vedantists. Vidyaranya triumphantly
wrote in the Paficadafi :

=T
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el T guR mffeEas)
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Its reception in the land of Udayana is a great revelation. Many

Navyanyaya scholars of Mithild ( and Bengal ) came to scoff at
it but remained to pray. Divakaropidhyiya, Vardhamina,

-é-aﬁkara. Misra and even so late an author as Gokulanitha had

written commentaries onit. So did Pragalbha, Padmanabba
Miéra and Raghunitha ( Vidyilafkara ) of 'engal. Vardhamina
attempted a refutation of it also, but itis completely lost.
Vicaspati IT and Sankara, it is true, wrote powerful refutations.
They were followed by two late scholars, Midhava Misra of
Mithild and Vidvanitha Pafichinana of Bengal. But on the
whole the refutation of Sriharsa’s arguments at the hands of
the Nyaya scholars of Mithila and Bengal is somewhat half-
hearted and considerably out-weighed by their agreeable studies
«of those arguments.

This raises the problem of Vedantic influence upon
Udayana and other advocates of the uncompromising dualism
of the Nyaya. It is now well-known that Udayana at the end
.ot the Atmatattvaviveka attempted a remarkable and powerful
synthesis of all the orthodox systems of philosophy and, though
orthodox Nyaya scholars emphasise upon the exact gradation
of the systems as envisaged by Udayana the crowning glory
remaining with the Nyaya, Udayana’s predilection towards the
Vedinta cannot be brushed aside lightly. Phrases like &7 <vawa

. = BT WIFATEIGUETEAT, from  the pen of Udayana speak out

his real mind. Maheéa Thakkura, one of the later glories of
Mithila, similarly expressed his veneration for thé Vedantic
principles. The Navyanydya, asa matter of fact, concerned
itself more and more, as time went on, with the method of grap~
pling with problems, not so much with the matter and sﬂhaﬂ}?'s
method of vanquishing opponents consequently appealed to its
wvotaries, An agreeable approach to the opponent’s Views 13 i
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evidence even in the times of Vacaspati, when the conflict with:
the Buddhist scholars was at its height. His application of the:
epithet ‘Tayin’, of undoubted Buddhist origin to Aksapada in
the second prayer verse of the Tatparyatika is quite revealing.

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

4 saRefAHsE Hlaars e |

Freadaitiy sTaatAT wiEmssed i
Mahimabhatta, who came after Abhinavagupta ( 1015 4. b, )
and before Mammata ( c. 1100 4. . ), must have been living
bout 1050 4. 0., and was probably a native of Kismira. The
earliest date that can, therefore, be assigned to éﬁharg.a is 1075’
A, p. This dismisses any attempt ( cf. IA. 1913, p. 83 ) to place
Sriharsa earlier. On the other hand, the earliest author, who
quoted from Sriharsa’s Naisadhacarita, is Mahendra Siiri, a
disciple of the famous Jaina polymath Hemacandra ( 1088-1172

4 0.). In his commentary on the Anekdrthasahgraha of

Hemacandra, he quoted many passages of the Naisadha as
illustrations, e. g. under II, 18 ( p. 8 of extracts from the com-
mentary in Zachariae’s edn., 1893), II. 56 (p. 13 ), 11 274
(p. 43 ), IL 299 ( p- 47 ), IL. 303 ( ibid. ), IL. 527 (p. 77 ) IV.
155 ( p. 173 ) and 1IV. 339 ( p. 184 ). This commentary, which
was published in the name of the author’s teacher Hemacandra,
was writtqp ‘soon after’ the latter’s death (ibid. Preface p. XIII).

Sriharsa, as a native of Bengal and a protege of the king of

Kanyakubja, could not be supposed to have commanded the
respects of foremost scholars of Western India unless he was at.
least an exact contemporary of Mahendra's guru, Hemacandra,
or slightly senior to him, None of the authorities, cited by
Mahendra, as far a8 can be ascertained, belong to the latter
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half of the 12th century a. o, ér’:.harq.a must, therefore, have
-written his works in the second quarter ( 1225-50 4. p. ) of the
-century during the reign of Govindacandra of Kannauj ( 1104-
54 a. 0, ), whose -patronage of the poet is definitely stated by a
.commentator named Gadadhara®. éﬂhaxs_,a, probably, started
his literary career with small tracts like Amarakhandanam
«{ Madras Ms. No. R 1595 ) and Dwiriipakosa ( ibid, R 1607 )
with a view to enrich his vocabulary. qurasvﬁmin; in his
.commentary on the Amarkosa®, quotesa line from Sribarsa
sahghata-mrtyur-marako marirmari ca devata ( 1L, 6. 58 ). This
is evidently from the Duvirfipakoga or a similar work of the poet.
Ksirasvamin was quoted by Vardhamina in the Ganarainama-
hodadhi ( Eggeling’s edn., pp. 3C6 and 430 ), which was com=
posed in 1140 4. n, These early tracts of riharga will have,
therefore, to be assigned to the first decade of the century in
the very beginning of reign of Govindacandra. It is possible
that the poet in his very old age enjoyed the patronage of
‘Vijayacandra (1169 A. n.) and Jayacandra, the son and
grandson of Govindacandra But the statement of Rajasekhara
Siri that the poet wrote in the reign of the latter prince need
not be taken as literally true ; Rdjadekhara could not correctly
record the name and relation of Jayacandra in the Prabandha-
hosa. Besides the Naisadha and the Khandana, Sriharga is
known to have written many more works, mentioned by himself
at the end of the several cantos of his poem. One of them is
the Sthairyavicara mentioned at the end of Canto IV of the
Naisadha. It appears that the editor of a Vedanta work Brah-
-mavidyabharanam ( published at Kumbakonam ) had access to
copies of this long-lost work, from which he cited in the short
introduction the following important ( introductory ) verse :

1. 5 R. Bhand..arkara : Rep. of a Second Tour in search of Sans, Mnl,
1907, pp. 43 & 87-88 R { ¥FY WTTE MfwTEAN AT TN A I T

e SR . ..., 3 ¥ g W TR 3 FO WO .o,

2. Oka’s ed., p. 101 ; Trivendrum ed,, Part II, p. 316.
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gl =TT,
- n e &, ﬁ i i .
ST RIS TaTAR] AAT: T |
AT Frwaafiy frfrmmaen i
éﬁhars_a herein glorifies the powers of one Cidvilasa, who-
frustrated the black acts of a Tantrika named Gupta. Cidvilasa
was by tradition the pontiff of the Kamakoti shrine of Kafici

and his encounter with, and the subsequent conversion at his
hands of, the great Khandanakira is recorded in a work named

FpaEAE also cited in the same introduction ( cf. EeEETE-

qEE GUEEETeTgReeqr... ) The traditional date of Cid-

vilasa, according to the records of the shrine, is 4268-4301 of
the Kali era ( 1167-1200 4. 0. ), which is about, half a century
too late for Sriharsa. Sriharsa also wrote a work named Siva-
faktisiddhi ( see canto XVIII). This book also was accessible
to the above editor, who quoted the following stanza from it :~

LRI
e s 9E -
TR g e | Saaa=ad: |
ﬁ ﬁ lf L -1.
LT Wl wegat sfafeam 7w |

Here again Cidvildsa of the Kamakoti shrine of Kﬁ'ﬁc‘{ 1s refer--

red to in glowing terms and invoked for inspiration in the book
‘which had for its subject the identity of $iva and Sakti. The

editor identifies this Cidvilasa with Advaitinanda, the author of
the Brahmavidyabharanam. But the identity seems to be quite
* unwarranted, Whether this Cidvilisa is to be identified with.

' éﬂharga’s ‘Guravah? tited by him in Khandana ( Chowkh. ed.,

p. 13167) cannot be ‘determined &t' the ipresent stdte of our

knowledge. -~ - T P
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Among the three royal panegyrics written by S’ﬂha@a, all
of them unfortunately remaining undiscovered, the Vijayapra-
$asti ( mentioned at the end of canto v) was upon Vijayacandra,
the son of his patron Govindacandra of Kanauj. We quote in.
support the gloss of one of the oldest commentators on the
Naisadha named - Srivatse$vara from a very old palmleaf copy
( stopping at Canto XI) preserved in the V. R. Museum, Raj-
shahi ( Ms. No, 809 ) :— o

forerarrezen a1 yyRa: HfaaT FaT, a9 TN SEEET TEEn
sy SgwR |

According to another commentator Gopinatha the Vijaya-
pradasti was a panegyric of the Gauda king Vijayasena (L. 1639 :
o) o).  But this seems hardly possible as $ri-
harsa wrote a separate GaudorvisakulapraSasti ( Canto VII),
which was more likely in praise of the Sena kings. ér?hama’s
connection with the court of Vijayasena, however, may be taken.
as a fact. His connection with another royal court is proved

by another panegyric the ChindapraSasti ( Canto XVIL ). But.

the Arnavavarnana ( Canto IX) was not a royal panegyric.
( ‘pradasti’ ), asis sometimes interpreted by scholars ; it must.
have been a small lyric poem describing the ocean ( cf. Sri~

vatsa’s note deed GriTEd qteerafafa amEd, ST T AT ).

Now we are confronted with the question—what length:
of time intervened between Udayana and Sriharsa. As early as:
1884 A. 0. M. M. Vindhyeévariprasida discovered a definite
answer to the question, which seems to have escaped the notice
of scholars, On the strength of a Najgadhap?kci by one Bhagi~

ratha he stated that Sribarsa’s father Srihira had academic con-

test with Udayana. In other words Udayana was older than
Sriharsa by only one generation. ( vide Introd. to VaiSesikas
dar$ana, Sravana 1941 V. S., p. 26 ). Unfortunately the actual

words of the commentator were not quoted, The commentary

named = Gudharthadipikd is by far the most exténg;ive ever
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written on the Naisadha ; a fragment of it dated 1629 Saka
( probably revised by the commentator himself ) is now preser-
ved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana ( vide Introd, to the Tarkikaraksd,
pp. 3031 ). The colophon proves that Bhagiratha wrote it at
the court of Raja Jfidnachandra of Karmachala, (1698-1708 ADL)
under whom and under whose son Jagaccandra ( 1708-20 . v.)
he wrote several other works. At the end of Canto I of this
‘Bhagirath’ commentary there is a rushing flow of most fanci-

ful etymologies of the names of Sriharsa and his parents ( fol.
83). One such etymology of the name Srihira, who was the

father of Sriharsa, runs :—ag fg feada i SgFATHiead F9d
£ | gughta e | e g R AT | gty 1§
¥ | Another etymology, equally fanciful, of the name
Sriharsa runs : @I gad feia s IIINEE  WHTH
hfwrrr wafy g9: | g9 _8igt | o= |...Bbagiratha incidentally
records here two bits of an important tradition that Udayana
defeated Srihira in the debate and Sriharsa avenged the defeat
at the request of his parents. Bhagiratha isa very recent
author 3 he evidently derived his information from some of the
many earlier commentaries consulted by him.

One of the earliest and most learned scholiasts of the
Naisadha was Candd Pandita, whose commentary was com-
posed in 1353 V. 8. (i. e. 1296-97 4. . ). At the very com-
‘mencement Candd Pandita categorically stated that Udayana
ina conquering campaign challenged Sriharsa’s father in a
debate and defeated him and Sriharsa, as a faithful son, aven-
ged the defeat by meeting Udayana’s arguments in the Khan-
dana, The exact words of Candd Pandita are :—

p— e sl L
FTE FIE ()l mwed iy ATEY, ST
- snfer I

' ( Des. Cat. of Mss,, B. O.R. L, Poona, Vol. XIII, Pt. I,
. 481 ) It should be -carefully noticed that both Candd Pan-
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dlta and Bhagiratha ( who might have based his etymological
speculation on the words of the former ) mention the fact of
Udayana’s personal conflict with tharsa’s father directly with~
out the least susplcmn about its veracity. But unlike Bhagl-
ratha Candd Pandita is more definite about the manner of
tharsa’s revenge, which took the form of a literary retort ins~
tead of a personal contest. It is mterestmg to note farther that,
according to Candd Pandita, tharsa s greatest ambition in
life was to write this great Refutation and he acquired all his
talents ( through devotions of the mystic Cintﬁmaﬁi«mantra}
with that end in view. Itis substantlally proved in our ‘opinion:
by the fact that in his ‘very angry’ mood Sr1harsa nowhere
refers to Udayana by name in the Khandana.

tharsa s conflict with Udayana was a common tradition
current in the Indian seminaries. The ed1tor of the Khandana
with Saikari has recorded a tradition that Sriharsa debated
dlrectly with Udayana, who lived to answer erharsa S argu-
ments in the Atmatattvaviveka !! ( Introd., pp. 6-?) These
‘floating traditions have little historical value but the definite
incident of Sr1harsa s father $rihira’s defeat at the hangs of
Udayana recorded ina commentary of the Nuaisadha within
a century and a half from tharsa and exactly’ corroborated
in later ‘commentaries forms the kernel of truth behind themx
all. It is possible to fix roughly the time of this historic
debate between Udayana and Srihira. It could never have
taken place before 1050 4.p. and probably took place in the:
decade 1075-85 a.r., when tharsa was a mere boy. -

Dare orF Upavaxa: Under the above compumtmm
‘Udayana’s date of birth would - fall about 1025 .p, ‘and his
period of activity would. cover the last half- of the century
(1050-1100 .0, ). Thisis confirmed by a large volume Qf'
_-ewdence which is summarised below.

" (1) Udayana’s feeling of  great dxfﬁdence expressed
at. the commencement of the Pari$uddhi, Whlch was :one of

16512
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his last works, proves that he was removed by some length
of time from Vacaspati, who, as we have shown before, had
been quoted and sometimes criticised by Udayana’s teacher
Srivatsa. This feeling of great and almost aweful reverence
for Vacaspati persists throughout the Parifuddhi and we quote
below two magnificent verses from the unpublished portion
of the book. At the end of the Pramana section Udayana
writes : ( fol. 71b of the Rotograph preserved in the Inititute )

sy TSt AT gAgH TR A |
Amfirdy famquregfagdl a1 A9 a@ Ag IF ST I
At the end of L. i we find ( fol. 103b ) :—
srTERaT, ATy agT
T LG, T |
A sigTaET A KA AT,
JEEEg i ggivaay |

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

1t may be surmised, therefore, that Udayana was about
three generations later than Vicaspati, whose date has been
fixed by us as the latter half of the 1Cth century s, At the
present state of our knowledge it is impossible to refer the
date 898 of Vacaspati's Nyayasticnibandha to the Vikrama
eraand that Saka date ( corresponding to 976-77 a.n.) falls
about a century before the flourishing period of Udayana
under the above scheme,

(2) Udayana’s date is most intimately related to that
of Jfidnaéri, who was directly controverted by him in his
very first work, Atmatattvaviveka. And the date of Jtianaéti
is fixed beyond any dispute in the Tibetan works. Ie was
an exact contemporary of Dipankara $rijiana, surnamed Atifa.
The latter’s life, based on contemporary sources, was dis-

=

—
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«covered by S. C. Das in Tibet ; it was ‘printed” ‘in Tibet in
‘the year called dog about the year 1250 4.0 ( Journ. Buddhist
“Text Society, L. i., 1893, p. 7 fn. ), According to the Southern
System of Brhaspati Cycle introduced in Tibet about the year
1026 4.0, the year Sadhirana ( No. 44 ) is named Iron-dog in
Tibetan (S. C. Das: Tibetan Grammar, 1915, App. V,
'pp. 9-10 ) and it fell exactly in -the year 1250 a. D. Atifa ( who
was born not in 980 A. . but in 982-3 4. 1. ) left for Tibetan
at the age of 59 in March 1041 4. . (L. H. Q., VI, p. 159).
Just three years before (i. e.in 1038 . D ) the king of Tibet
sent Nag-tsho ( Vinayadhara ) to Magadha for bringing Atisa ;
the elaborate account of his mission, which has been published,
bears on the face of it a stamp of veracity so rare in ordinary
‘works of the type. The Tibetan learnt on arrival that among
the eminent Pandits under Atisa one of the foremost was
Ratnakirti. In a grand assembly at Vikrama$ila occurring”soon
after the Tibetan saw among others two teachers of Atifa viz.
Vidyakokila and Naropanta (L c.p.18). Atifa consulted
.oracles in various places and at Vajrasana and acted according
to the instructions of ‘Acarya Jianaéri’ (p.20). Sometime
after (1. e. in 1039 A. v, ) Naropanta came on his last visit to
Vikramadils ; “he leaned on the right arm of Atiéa while
Jianadrimitra helped him with his left arm”. ( p. 21 ) Naro-
panta died soon after in the South. This definitely proves that
Atifa and Jfianaéri were the two towering figures of Vikrama-
4115 at that time, though both of them were younger in age to
Naropanta. Jfianaéri was then evidently reiired, succeeded by
his distinguished pupil Ratnakirti. Like AtiSa he was presum-=
ably living still in 1050 A. ». and, as we have stated before,
Udayana probably wrote the Atmatattvaviveka about this time
( say within 1050-60 4. », ) when JHianaéri was still alive.”

1. The date of Atifa’s starting for Tibet, which exactly coincided
with the king Nayapala’s accession to the throne, is generally taken as
1038 A. D., that is three years earlier than the date we have given ( Vidya-
bhusana, . ¢, p. 520). This date has been practically accepted in the
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- (3) Udayana on the one hand was one full generation-
(i. e. about 40 years ) later than Jfanaéri and on the other-
senior to ér'iharga by the same period of time and both these
-pieces of evidence happilly combine to settle his date within.
the last three quarters of the 11th century ( 1025-1100 ) 4. 1.
.as we have stated above.

Hist, of Bengal ( Vol. I, p. 177—where Nayapila’s reign starts from 1038
A.D.). Before Atifa started for Tibet there was a fight between Nayapila
and Karna ( ‘king of the Western countries’ ); this could not have taken
place in 1038 4. 0. when Karna was not yet on the throne. The confusion
is due to the fact that the Brhaspati cycle is current in two different sys--
tems—the Prabhavadi ( called the Southern system ) and the Vijayadi
( called the Northern system ). The former and not the latter was intro-
duced in Tibet ( S. C. Das : Tibetan Grammar, p. xv & Bk. I, p. 48 ) and
the year Vikrama, when Atifa left for Tibet according to the Tibetan
accounts, fell in 1038 A. D, according to the lattet system, while it fell in
104041 A, o. under the former system, which is still current in Tibet. A
similar eonfusion arose in computing the birth-date of Atifa, which was in
the Tibetan year Tsu-rta (Water-horse) corresponding to the Chitrabhinu
‘of the Brhaspati cycle ; under the Southern system that year fell in 982-83
A, D, and not in 980 A, p. “Jfanaérl Mitra of Gauda” was a gatekeeper at
Vikrama#ili under Canaka ( Vidyabhusana, p. 520 ) but the Tibetan his-
torians Taranitha and Sumpo mention five mythical Pala kings ( including
Canaka ) between Mahipila and Nayapila., Unlike them the biographer
of Atifa correctly stated that Atifa became High priest under Mahipila
{ p. 11 ), the patron evidently of JGanaé:i also.




CHAPTER II
PRE-GANGESA WRITERS

SRIVAT.I.ABHAGARYA is the author of the Ny&yahldmh
rone of the few original classics of the Navyanyaya, which has
been happily published with three commentaries ( Chowkh.
.ed., 1934, pp. 864 ). At the very outset  we should mention
that the name of the author was Srivallabha and not Vallabha.
'Vadindra calls him by that name ( Rasasara, p. 92 ), while in
‘the Chitsukhitika he is invariably cited under the name of
.Snvallabha(Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 196, 198, 230, 298-99 &c.,
.more than a dozen times ) and not even once -as Vallabha.
Rijadekhara in his commentary on the Kandali confused the
name ( Peterson’s Report, 1887, p. 273 : sgeff g demadita @@t
sflqcarardl sw= ) and mistook the book as a commentary on
the Bhﬁ;ya, but he knew that the name of the author began
with a ‘Sri’. Gunaratna ( 1409 4., ) also followed Ra]sekhara,
but he described- the book -correctly ( Lc., p. 282 : Aradas:
sfilg@rardta: ) The Lilavati, asthe book is commonly known,
covers the same grounds asthe Prasastapadabhasya, which
be it known, was invariably called at the end of the six
chapters of the book by the commentator Sridhara by the
correct and significant name ‘Padarthapravesa’ ( Kandali,
pp. 94, 289, 311, 321, 324 & 330). In other words, the
elaboration of the six categories of the VaiSesika system
which became the prime function of the VaiSesika scholars
ever since Prafastapada to the detriment of the original
Kanadasfitras, formed the main thesis of Srivallabha, . the first
chapter of his book named ( Padartha-) Vibhagapariccheda
formmg its great bulk (upto p. 731 of the Chowkh, ed.).
Snvallabha, however, displayed his originality by adding three‘
small chapters at the end respectively elaborating Differance
of properties ' ( Vaidharmya ), - Community ~of propernes- .
( Sadharmya ) and Operation ( Prakriya ). - The whole book is
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divided besides into 75 separate sections falling under the-
four chapters. Some of these “sections including the whole
chapter on Operation mark a departure from the doctrines.
of the original Stitrakara and a distinct tendency towards fusion
with the Nyaya. As a matter of fact, in the second introductory
verse Srivallabha, with an excellent pun, describes Lady
Lilivats ( the actual name of his own wife according to
Vardhamina and other scholiasts ) asa skilful mistress in the
premises of the Science of Reasoning (

sPrarraararad ). This proves that according to Srivallabha the
Vaitesika system as well as the Nyiya system both come under
the term ‘Anviksiki’. There have been borrowings from each
other. For instance, Abhava ( negation ) has been accepted as
a separate category into the Vaidesika from the Nyaya, just as
the mental organ is introduced into the latter from the former.
This, says Srivallabha ( pp. 35-6, read with Vardhaména ), does
not conflict with the individuality of the two systems. The
section on Abhiva (pp.544-79) is immediately followed in
the Lilavati by the section on Apavarga ( Fmancipation, pp.
580-98 ), both coming under the category of Guna.

The Lilavati was by far the best Vaidesika treatise in the
medieval period, and the most intricate one. It outshone the
more or less elementary treatises of Sarvadeva (whose Pramana-
maftjari, though popular, is only a booklet of 16 pages ),
\a’idi}rﬁgﬁvm (author of the Manamanohara, not yet published)
and Sividitya Miéra. Like the works of Udayana on the one
hand and that of Gahgefa on the other the intricacy of the
Lilavati attracted the best intellects of Mithila even before the:
times of Gangeéa and it enjoyed the privilege of being the only
post-Udayana work before Gangeéa to rank among the immor-
tal classics of Neo-Logic.

The authorities cited in it are listed below alphabetically =
Indra, a pre-Paninian grammarian ( p. 625 )-
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Udayana in Tatparya$uddhi ( p. 445 ) : the passage cited
is interesting, it accords Udayana’s fling at the scholars of
Bengal for their incorrect pronunciation of the three sibilants.

still persisting in Bengal (g&mﬁj‘qﬁﬁlﬁﬁm Hiaeaag
TR gegaEr) e sy aagEIggan: |

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

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

novel arguments against the admissibility of Upamana asa
means of valid knowledge are cited at length.

Carakacarya ( p. 816 ).

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

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

Tattvakaumudi of Vacaspati ( p. 533 ) cited with appro-
val on the refutation of Upamana.

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

tantwmﬁ?qnaﬁﬁﬂ'ar T PATGRIAAHTCA I T, T
Wﬁmﬁmlmw«wﬁﬁa@ﬁmﬂmuu

Bhusana ( i. e. Nyayabhuisana of Bhasarvajfia, pp. 283,.
357, 452, & 856 ). All the passages are important and should.
be carefully discussed. We need only refer to one line of $ri-
vallabha, Whlch has been noticed by many scholars, Elﬁ'ﬂ'ﬂm
A AT AR R aAad | au aaqgmﬁlma‘iﬂmm

fagmg:—dfags W@ (p. 358 ). Padmanabba in his

Anunaya commentary ( Adyar Ms , P+ 143 of a transcript with.
the present writer) explains =TS ﬁ'ﬂ'ﬁl’ﬁﬁt FYIRH | QAT
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gurHahEE | We should better take Prasastapada as the
Acirya in this passage. It should be stated that Padmanabha
here mistook Bhasarvajiia and Bbisana as different persons.
The passage clearly indicates that according to Srivallabha
Vicaspati ( Tatparyatikd, p. 271 ) came after Bhasarvajna.

Paramakosakara (p.675: sdl s g g T
reFRET | )

Mahavrata ( p. 647 ), an ancient Acirya.

Vyomacarya ( p. 834 : vide Vyomavati, p. 450 ).
1t should, moreover, be noticed that &ivallabha never refers to
Udayana by the honorific title Acarya almost universally attri-
buted to him. To him Vacaspati was the ‘Acirya’ (p.533),
the Tatparyacirya ( p.358) and the ‘Paramanyayacarya’
< (p.762). 3

Like Udayana 4 vallabha was a powerful writer. Fis
intricate argumentative style is interspersed with elegant pas-
sages here and there. We may refer to the splendid passages
on pp. 140, 144 and 648 as instances.

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

1. For another suggestion vide : Tatparyacirya—JAS, Vol XVII,
No. 3 p. 243.
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aft 9 A ST T, FRAE ] AT

wqlzTHal (@) FEaTatgena | (p. 290 ; repeated by
Vardhamina in his commentary on the passage p. 291 ). The
passage is cited in the Nyfﬁyamght&vaﬁ, a commentary on
Udayana’s Laksanavali by Sesa Sarangadhara ( Varanasi ed.,
p. 41), who made it more elegant by adding the word @@ar. It
is also reproduced in the Citsukhi (p. 322 ) and in the Upas-
kara of Safkara Miéra ( under II. ii, 10 ). in a modified form.
It was evidently inspired by a passage of the Kiranavali in the
same section of Kila (Varanasi ed:, p. 116 : =91 FroE e
Qe qefagARITE srRpntresTaagta | cf. Upaskara on 1L
i 6 ). Cinnabhatta localised it by mentioning Vijayanagari
and VirGpaksa instead ( p.228 ). We need hardly state here

that Mithila was under the rule of a ‘Karnata’ dynasty for two it
centuries and a half ( from about 1100 to 1350 4.0, ), which

was the most glorious period in the cultural and social history
of Mithils. The most illustrious among the kings of the dynasty
was its founder Nanyadeva ( 1094-1147 a.pn.). If the Bhu-
parikramana (fol.18b) and the Purusapariksa of Vidyapati
are to be believed this monarch ‘of the Karnpata family’ ( FHIE-
FaEwa ) was living still in the reign of Jayacandra of Kanauj
( vide ggdwwan ).. There is hardly any doubt that Srivallabha
was referring to this monarch of Mithila in the above passage.
Tt should be carefuly noticed that the reference istoa ‘Kar-
pata’ family and not to a ‘Karhata’ country. -

In the following interesting example of ‘intuition’ (=ma)
Srivallabha refers again to a local monarch, who was not, how-
ever, a ‘Cakravartin’ (overlord) but only a ‘Nrpati’ :—(p. 629)
o a1 ST W R aE FERE IFREEdY -
Yot RTAT TE WHARIL FFEHAIRAR T | a 99 froga:
darl [ TR SR e A e garaft ] That this
is a reference to a living monarch' is proved by the author’s
assertion that the incident known through intuition tallied with
facts. Sankara Miéra explains that it is an example of know-
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ledge at a distance in position, not in time, (ib., p, 629
Fufai S ).

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

DarE or SnivarLasea : As we have stated above Srivalla-
bha has not given the well-known epithet ‘Acarya’ to Udayana,
from whom he was not much removed in time. On pp. 37-40
he has cited the views of a scholar, partly of the same school,
with whom, however, he disagrees, who quoted the T1ka ( 1. e.
the Kiranavali, vide Gupa part, p. 184 ; Rasasdra, p. 22 and
Gunaprakala, p. 48 ) in his support. We should, therefore,
~place him about two generations after Udayana in the second

.quarter of the 12th century 4. n, late in the reign of Nanyadeva.
His definition of Vyapti, as is well-known, is cited and refuted
by Gangesa in the section on Pirvapaksa ( B. I. ed., p. 83 and
Lilavati, pp. 496 ). But he was not cited anywhere by Sri-
harsa, who was his exact contemporary. On the other hand, a
pre-Gangeéa scholar of Mithila named Prabhakaropadhyiya
.commented on his work perhaps for the first time. Many"
.authors of the 13th century 4. p. like Vadindra and Citsukha,
not belonging to Mithila, have quoted him respectfully by
‘name. It is impossible, therefore, to place him after 1175 4, b,
It should be mentioned here that Pratyagriipa, commentator of
‘Citsukha in one place ( Citsukhi, Nirn. ed., p. 326 ) refers to
-the Lildvati as a ‘recent’ book. Pratyagriipa’s date is about
1350 A. b,

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

-chapter separately.

st AT —ud RRRETE AR S
M| aha T AR RRNEAI | AR
FEAEIW | I MOEFRQIRY e de  SeaemAstaG-
ga: il (under V.i. 14 ) Vardhamana has referred to this view
.of Srivallabha also in the Pari§istapraka$a ( p. 38 ) under the

caption &fagrg:. Moreover, it is likely that Srivallabha wrote
a separate tract named I$varasiddhi cited by himself ( p. 406 :

YT ATy $AUGergwq , for, the reference does not

seem to be to the small section on Iévara in the Lilavati
«{ pp. 239-62 ), where the relevant topic is not traceable.

Stvapirya M1éra : The name of this great author
of various works on the Nyaya-Vaiesika now lives through his
.clementary treatise Saptapadarthi, which has long been
published with various commentaries. Though all his polemi-
.cal works have perished, his prayer at the end of the Sapta-

“padarthi has been luckily fulfilled :

QEANT 7 19 ATaq q1 g9 |
qEq aRgiiaEg  ageia

“Gangeéa, who very rarely names his predecessors, made an
-exception in the case of éividitya, who is cited by name in -
the section on Nirvikalpa ( Prataksa part, B.L ed., p.830):
the following verse in the passage has been wrongly printed
as prose : R
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quey gt fve gee:
g4 7 SfRggeewat 7 @ |l
gt ( ib., p. 829)

It may be taken as a typical illustration of the style and
consummate scholarship of Sivaditya exhibited in his lost
works which seem to have been both in prose and verse. In
the present case Sivaditya was cited by Gangeéa only to be
refuted. Gangeéa’s own views on the intricate point, the
definition and function of Videsana and Upalaksana, were
based on a passage of Udayana ( from the Kiranavali, pp. 201~
* 2) respectfully quoted and explained by him ( pp. 834-5 ).

Among the lost works of Sivaditya the Laksanamald,
based on Mahavidya syllogism ( wide Citsukhitika, pp. 180-81 ),
was probably his masterpiece. We have stated before that
the recently published work of that name, wrongly ascribed
to him, is really a long-lost work of Udayana. Not one single
sentence of éis.:ﬁditya, cited by different authorities, can be
traced in it. Sivaditya’s array of intricate definitions, which
earned for him the epithet of a ‘follower of the new crooked
path’ was assailed by Vadindra ( Mahavidyavidambana,
pp. 74, :79, 109 & 117 ) and more, frequently by Citsukha
( vide Citsukhitika, pp. 180, 183, 192+3,195, 200, 237, 295-6,

.. 3094313 & 327-8) in the second chapter of the Tattva-

"% pradipika. Among these dozen guotations one (p.237)is

particularly important : Citsukha refers to it as a ‘crooked

 course’ of the ‘modern’, which is really an elaboration of

. DJdayana’s words and anonymdusly quoted by Gangefa in the

. very beginning of the Upadhivada. It should be noticed that

- this very passage of Sivaditya is ascribed by Anandapiirpa to

«.) Narayana-Sarvajfia (q.v.). None of these definitions are
«+traceable in the Saptapadarthi.

S A very small tract of éiﬁdit}rg named Hetukhandana

- :xfaaa. been discovered ( Introd. to Mahdvidyavidambana, p. XIX ),

T i
e .
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In it there are references to two lost works of éiv&dity ,
‘Upadhivartika’ and ‘Arthapattivartika’ and to an gnknown
.author of a certain ‘Mayanandani’ ( fol. 8 ). Probably Sivaditya
had written a comprehensive work with the appelative ‘Vartika’,
the above-mentioned works forming two of its parts. Besides
the long quotation 'by Gangeéa ( Pratyaksa, pp. 829-30 ), many
.other passages of Sivaditya, all of them intricate and learned,
are found in various works. We quote some of them below.
Vardhamina in his Tattvabodha under V.i. 37 writes :i—
REfafang  SaFEERGEgTT  CEraNeeged | a1
e C A C U s rouie i I s et o ol

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

( Chowkh. ed. with Yadava's commentary, p.9 ) —RErca-
fAAng FRRITHGIE: AT BT AT G TH A =% |
Janakinitha has quoted this same view of Sivaditya at the
end of the Anaviksikitattvavivarana (fol. 166b). This
classification of Upadhi into two classes, Sakhanda and
Akhanda, already referred to by Gangefa ( Pratyaksa, p. 842),
has been variously ascribed to different scholars, Among
Nyaya scholars Sivaditya seems to be the earliest, - In the
Saptapadarthi he devides Simanya ( Universals ) into two
classes Jati and Upadhi perhaps for the first time. -

i

Among other original views of éividitya we should men-

tion his definition of Darkness ( Saptapadarthi, p 84 : sIRfe@- "
AaedisATEisa®: ) which is an adaptation of the famous views:
of the Kandali. Like Bhasarvajfia he accepts Sieaafas asan!
separate class of Hetvabhasa, which according to hxﬁr»&ssk{- :
fold. Against all Vaidesika views he enumerates an @%‘enthh;
‘quarter’ ( Dik ) named ‘Raudri’. He enumerates: ‘2 third
wvariety of Simanya ‘Parapara’. His predilection for th@&ndaﬁ
3 . N SRR LT

5 R |

A sl
=
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is again manifested in his admitting ‘Citrarasa’ (p.26).
Balabhadra, the commentator, remarks Reea@ad ( p. 149 ).

Sivaditya’s date can be easily fixed as the middle of the
12th century 4, b, As he was controverted by the eminent
scholar of South India, Vadindra, who flourished in the reign
of the famous Yadava king Singhana ( 1210-47 4. 0. ) he cannot
be brought down further than 1175 4. 0. He certainly came
after Udayana and was one of the bright stars in the galaxy of

eat scholars who flourished about 1150 . p.—Srivallabha,

Sriharsa, Vadivagiévara and others,

Keéava M1&uxa: author of the Tarkabhasa, an ele-
mentary treatise of Nyaya-Vaifesika doctrines, which is more or
less popular throughout India. It is divided into two broad
divisions—Pramiana and Prameya. It is not certain if he belon-
ged to Mithila. As a matter of fact among its numerous com-
mentators ( in Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed., pp. xix-xx the list contains
28 names ), there is only one Gopinatha who belonged to
Mithild, but his commentary circulated not in Mithild at all but
in South India. In the most flourishing period of advanced
studies on Navyanyéaya in Mithild and Bengal the smaller and
elementary works never attracted scholars and they became
extinct or what is more surprising, some of them created excel--
lent fields elsewhere. There is a notable instance in the Nyaya-
siddhantamafijari of Janakinatha, which was composed at Nava--
dvipa and completely forgotten there, though it was studied at
Varanasi and elsewhere for a long time. We believe the Tarka-
bhaga similarly was driven out of Mithila and became popular
in Varapasi, from where it circulated in other parts of India.

Qur reasons for regarding Kes$ava as a Maithila are the:
following. (1) The title Miéra is found in the colophon of the

- Tarkabhasa in all manuscripts and that, prima facie, points to-

Mithila as the author’s birth place. (2 ) Kefava was well-read
in the works of Udayana. At the beginning of his work he
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started with Udayana’s definition of Prama ( TUTAGIT: TAT
taken from the Kusumamjali IV. 1) and towards the end cited
his definition of the fallacy ‘Asiddhi’ ( also taken exactly from:
the Kusumanjali ITL, p. 39 ) mentioning his name. Moreover,
in the latter case Kedava attempts to meet in his own way the
objection that Udayana’s definition is open to the charge of
overlapping. Keéava’s predilection for Udayana might be taken
asa good pointer to his place of origin. (3) According to
Peterson ( Cat. of Ulwar Mss., 1892, p. 28 ) the splendid Mss..
Library of the Maharaja of Alwar preseves a copy ( Ms. No.
653) of a commentary on the Tarkabhdsa by Vardhamana
named Tarkapraka$a and a sub-commentary on the same by
Rucidatta. We failed to get any further information on these
two unique manuscripts. If they have been correctly described
by Peterson it would be a convincing proof that Kesava belon-
ged to Mithila. For, a superior Maithila scholar of the posi-
tion of Vardhamana could not be supposed to have wielded his
‘masterly pen upon an elementary work of ‘foreign’ origin.

Date of Kebava Miéra : We are of opinion that Kesava:
belonged to the middle of the 12th century A. 0. His direct
mention of Udayana and the marked predilection for his views
point to the same conclusion. He must have preceded Gangesa
by a length of time. For, Cinnabhatta ( late in the 14th cen-
tury . D. ) commented onit at Vijayanagari, the great cultural
centre of South India, where Ke$ava’s work must have circula-
ted long ago. Cinnabhatta, it should be noted, himself belon-
ged to a very distinguished family and was quite unaware of
Gange$a. Vardham@na again regarded the Lilavati and the
Khandana, both written in the middle of the 12th century A Dy -
as the latest classics for him to adorn with masterly commenta-

ries. As Kefava also seems to have attracted his pen, he can- L

not be later in date. Keava is unaware of the great Khandana-
kara, who was probably his contemporary. His ‘early date is:
corroborated by the fact that his work bristles with a large



66 History of Navya-Nyiya in Mithila

number of various readings. According to Cinnabhatta, (p. 137)
and following him Viévakarma ( p. 42 ), Kefava has controver-
ted the views of the Kandalikira ( vide Kandali, p. 206 ) in his
treatment of Anumiana. He has similarly rejected the Kandali’s
views on the nature of gold ( which in Nyaya falls under the
substance ‘light’ ) preferring Udayana’s opinion on the point
{ vide Cinnabhatta, p, 214 ). Keéava, therefore, belongs to an
early period, when Udayana's controversy with 4ridhara was
still a current topic.

Dr, Bhandarkar ( in his Introd., p. xxiii ) suspected that
‘Kedava Bhatta, author of the Tarkadipika upon the Tarkabhasa
‘may be the same’ as Kesava Miéra, Ke$ava Bhatta, however,
of the Laugaksi family was a much later scholar of Varanasi.
He commented also on Udayana’s Laksanavali ( transcript at
Mithila Institute from Baroda) and on the Saptapaddrthi-
padarthacandrika ( Tanjore Cat., pp. 4458-59 ). This latter
Tippani was composed in 1521 Saka ( 1599 a. b, : g
% corresponding correctly to the year Vikirin, according to
the Southern system of the Brhaspati cycle ).

MausAmarorApiyAya Cinpia ; One of the authors who
is referred to anonymously by Gangesa. In the Sabdamani-
pariksd ( of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma) of which a unique
‘manuscript is now preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana,
Virinasi, ( foll. 23-143 dated 1503 Saka, the copy belonged
to the famous M. M. Vidyanivasa ) we discovered the follow-
ing passage : ( fol. 118)m=qﬁm=crﬁf1w T 9, ag ﬁni‘

JMraTIRETT BeaRETERER |
fafigafae | ( compare Rumdattmmmpmkeﬂa

the Pandit, VIII, p. 132 ), There is another quotation from
‘Candra in the same work ( fol. 70a ) : waus saw! g1fy iews
A EC_ A R safef R ETa R A ET-
ffa s3aramay | Candedvara (in Krtyaratnakara, p. 82 ) calls
him a yewae@. Two works of this scholar have been



o

Mahimahopadhyiya Candra 67

discovered, which at one time exercised a great ‘influence:
among dialecticians of Eastern India. One of it, the Amrtabindu:
exists in a very incorrect copy in the Asiatic Society ( foll. 49 ),.
the colophon running : g shvEEEIATEA- Nz SHEARFgAA
s @A™A | It deals with ‘Vidhi’ and ‘Apiirva’ exclussively
and proves its affiliation by quoting only from the Nibandhana
(fol. 36b & 48a-b), Vivarana (23a, 36b & 48b, both of
Prabhakara himself ), Prakaranapatjika ( of Salikanatha, 34a )
and Mahavrata (45a). This book also has been cited in:
Sarvabhauma’s Sabdamampanksa ( under *~ Apirvavada,.
fol. 28b : =rauy EABTHATIE ANATIH FHAMR FANSAATGAT
ST TA TRIEA R ANTIE ISR g g-
Zfia: q=u7 fra: | Both Candra and  his work, the Amrtabindu:
were cited also in the éabdc‘dokoddyota of ( Sarvabhauma’s son ),
Vahinipati Bhattacarya ( fol. 23a-b of Ms. of the Bhau Dajt
collection at Poona ).

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

wal S NAHED AAATHHA

frard RPN IR |
There is no family in Mithila, as far as we have learnt, which
has Poéali as its Milagrama, though he has been claimed for
Mithila by M. M. Dr. Umesha Mishra ( Jha Commemoration.
Vol., p. 243 ). Posali happens to be a well-known - Srotriya.
family of Radhiya Brahmanas of Bengal. It still survives in
Bengal by the name ‘I'uéilala’ belonging to the Kasyapa gotra..
In earlier genealogical works the name is mentioned regularly
as ‘Posali’ or ‘Posali’ (vide the texts cited by us in I. H. Q.,
111, p. 139 ). It was situated somewhere in Radha or West

Bengal. In this book Candra refers to the Vwm'ana, the

Viveka, the Paficika ( of Salikanatha ) and Snkara ( ]ha

‘Comm. ‘Vol,, p. 245 ).
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Candra held independent views about the categories,
which according to him were eleven in number, Sankara
Midra in the Vadivinoda (p.53) and Padmanabha in his
Setutika (p. 105) describe him as ‘Prabhakaraikadedin’ for
that reason. According to Candra ‘Ownership’ ( & ) is the
eighth category. IHis views on the point are given and
refuted by Vacaspati Miéra II in the Tattvaloka under IL i. 33
( fol. 108b : FmTeaTEw: 9gId: WA TH ) and anonymously
by Vardhamana in the Lilavatiprakata ( pp. 82-83 ). He was
undoubtedly one of the Prabhakara scholars, whose works
Gangefa specially studied under professors as stated by him
2t the commencement of his book ( IeREien Jewl waw ).
For, the Amytabindu exibits to a large extent the Navyanyaya
style of almost interminable streams of arguments and counter-
arguments so prominent in Gangefa. Candra was one of the
original sources of Gange$a in the Vidhivada and Apiirvavada
portions of the $abdakhanda and as such we cannot but refer
to him here though we hold that he was a Bengali by origin,

According to M. M. Dr. Mishra Candra’s date is 'before
1100 40" ( Jha Comm. Vol., p. 246 ). This is no longer
tenable. The Viveka mentioned by Candra in the Nayaratnd-
kara is the Nayaviveka of Bhavanitha, who cites Srikara by
name ( p. 271 ). Bhavanitha was most probably a rival and
-contemporary of Bhavadeva, as indicated by Nandilla-Gopa
in the commentary of the Prabodhacandrodaya (1L 3 ). Bhava-
deva’s period of activity has been fixed by us within 1060-
1110 an, (L H.Q, XXII, pp. 13335 ). Candra cannot,
therefore, be placed before the 12th century 4. ». and as he is
<cited by Muriti he cannot be later either.

DIvAKAROPADEYAYA : a supreme authority in the Nyaya-
Vaidesika literature of Mithild, better known as the Uddyota-
kira. Divikara’s name is familiar among scholars from a rare

~quotation found in Jagadisa’s Sabdabaktiprakatika ( Varanasi
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~ed, p. 171 1n the section on Karaka mmm
T RS SO g B TERNAE TR ... )

Jagadiéa, a comparatively late author, borrowed this from the
Anviksikitattvavivarana, a separate commentary on Nyayasutra

( Chap. V only ) by Janakinatha, father of Jagadiéa’s teacher
Ramabhadra Siarvabhauma ( Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms, of Rima-
bhadra’s Nyayarahasya, fol. 156a ). From Pragalbha’s Manitika
we first came to know that Divakara preceded Gangesa. In the
I$varavada, commenting on the passage FIHRIGFEIwEAM. . .gfF
J7—=7 (B. L. ed., p. 131 ), Pragalbha explains Raraaanmgd—

AfY ( Anumana—ngalbhz, S. B. M, fol. 190a and Bombay

R. A. S. copy fol. 160a ). There is a passage in the Dravya-
praka$a of Vardhamina where two former explanations of a
statement of Udayana are cited ( Kiranavali, Viaranasi ed., p.
50 fn. : the reading in the B. I. ed., pp. 217-18 is corrupt :—

SEEEETS | gai ST fgETeE J gag |y

FIFAFEIT SR gt sasenfaE ey | pegs-

AT FZSATEE T @nfaers 5979 || Pragalbha gives here a

very informative note in the Dravya-Pragalbhi ( Navadvipa Ms.

fol. 113a) : s =y7a: | & =R, Divakara,

therefore, commented on the Kiranavali before Vardhamana as

.did another rival scholar of Mithild named Prabhakara. In the

Dravya section Pragalbha has adorned his sub-commentary with
very frequent quotations from Divakara ; we counted as many
-as 50 ( from fol. 30 to 140 ), which is by far the largest num-
ber from a single author. Pragalbha evidently regarded him as
a very great authority upon Udayana. Phrases llke afee

FramfarQe (fol. 83a ), sft Ramewa: (51b), a9 fyam

A-79a, 109b, 121b & 130a ) display his regard for him. Some
.of these passages of Divakara also prove that Vardhamina is
indebted to a large extent to Divakara for the formidable pre-
.cision of his style in defining various terms. Medieval scholar-
ship for a long time consisted in bringing out the full signifi-
«<ance of every part of these definitions, The definition of
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Dravyatva in Dravyaprakasa ( B. 1. ed., p. 164 ) was formulated"
by Vardhamina after rejecting that of Divakara ( p. 163 ). For,
Pragalbha here again gives us the information ( fol. B6b :

fraend guafa—a 3fy ).

Another well-informed scholar of Bengal Pundarikaksa
Vidyasagara refers to Divikara in the following revealing pas-
sage of the Kdtantrapradipa in the section on Karaka ( printed
in Gurunatha’s ed, of the Kaldpa, p. 715 ) :—

Ty wETeH fEmathn @@afe afemmane g
AT B T 3R At asty sma—

Here two works of Divakara have been mentioned by name,
Khandanatika and Nibandhoddyota. The Uddyota has been
mentioned by Vacaspati II in the Tattaloka ( fol, 53a ) under
.1, 10. The illuminating passage is cited below : Zefy scq-

A AR W afeE e ST, s
RN ARG | F41 7 & At A=y gyt
T WAAIST ST IEEE | § 9 WEEHATaTT
FATTFTHLT: T FAANAIGAT | HAGA g aaa aagaasate |
Sankara Miéra also mentioned the Uddyota as one of the three
illuminating commentaries on the Nibandha. Visudeva Sarva-

bhauma in Anumdnamanipariksa ( S. B. Ms. fol, 6a ) cited a
doctrine of the Pramanoddyota.

Fortunately a fragment of the book is preserved in the
Asiatic Society ( No. 4770 of the Govt. collection ), though its.
great importance was missed by H, P, Sastri and other scholars.
This unique copy written in the Maithila script is dated 164-
L. 5., but the copy in palm leaves is very much injured; several
leaves are missing and several torn, It begins :—

Il & w7 goead ||
MR FRaIRREE 9 qOwE: |
§ giaRETaRREEERT g
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ARG AR PRI Faf—aaRt | o S
FEREREed gHiTa™ T W | 99 SRR 953 SENEEE: A
MFATUETAEN WEAE: | i Iennta @ W aay at,
FRITE: | 5 AE—RET ST 8 ga @At aggag-

| ST R W AqUHARe e Sfaaadear o e gt
 SARTAHTEGRHI | =y fpaaiers frafer fag_wem aw

TAEA  ANSIRAE: | ATy R
Fawaeair: | The last folio (which is fortunately preserved
with the page-mark lost, the previous folio, not however the
immediately preceding one, being marked 56 ) is wholly repro-
duced, containing an extremely valuable colophon though torn

at a vital place. ...% gfa fQaRAf %ﬁmﬁlﬁmaﬁ%‘f | I91
FIEIYY STIYaRa= gRUHIE—EHERGIAAA o g ||
. fafraedy  shwfrmiaed fafm: @
T gt gefrar R ¢ Taa ox Rarm

g wEmTTsREEEQ mﬁmwmﬁa’a‘rqﬁa &g ..
%r(m"r Seaeiney dquesd smarsiie fafaafeg | @4
6% samafy ¢l Divikara’s father served a certain king of
Mithild in an important priestly function and the transcript
{( dated somewhere between 1272 and 1283 4. D. ) was made
when a certain king was reigning in Mithila. As if by a cons-
piracy the two royal names have been torn off |

In the above extract the name of Divakara’s commentary
.on the Kirandvali has been preserved viz. V11 A s A, Mallinatha
in his commentary on the Tarkikaraksa once (p. 129) referred
to Diviakara as the Vilasakara and cited his definition of Moksa
(& W&E@W AT gERW e e (e
Shif Aaeseagugeiaga-aaq ). Pragalbha also referred

1o him once as the Vildsakara ( Dravya-Pragalbhi, fol. 73a)
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The Vilasa is cited twice in Paksadhara’s Dravyaviveka
(fol. 90a & 96a ). Inthe above fragment of the Uddyota
Divakara frequently cited from previous commentaries without
of course naming them and in most places refuted their argu-
ments: e, g. 49 %49 ( fol. 21a ), == &faq (23b ), ib. (32a),
Ffrg (33b), &ft ¥ 5 g (55b)and gkig(62a). Al
these prove that a long line of scholiasts upon Udayana’s
'Nibandha existed before the times of Divikara. The following
passages are extracted from the fragment as somewhat
interesting:
2 - -

= AR (1) SRuEEgeaRa sdea 99wy faa

saregta: ( fol. 16a ).

" i gleemeaea Rl r—aw, TYEE @R

AaATgdeagFaT | (33b )
qRHARET wgfifEE @ g @ | (41a)

Buddhist doctrines are refuted in this chapter and in that con-
nection Divakara records the important fact that he commented
also on Udayana’s Bauddhadhikara : sfis @raisite araifas-
fAaqswnfa: sqfga | (51b ). It is interesting to note that this
long-lost commentary of Divikara bore the name the Aloka
the title of the famous commentary of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara )
on the Tattvacintamani,

Divakara also commented on Udayana’s Kusumatjali and
the name of this commentary was Parimarna. Itwas men-

tioned by Sahkara Miéra in the fullnwmg line #HGR SHE AT

sarear gffFesyar This portion of Safkara’s commentary has
been mysteriously tagged on to the beginning of Rimabhadra
Sarvabhauma’s Kusumamjalik@rikavyakhya ; we have discussed
the point under Tvantopidhyiya below. Safkara evidently
mentioned the three names of previous commentaries-in the
ascending order of chronology, proving that Divakara preceded
both Vardhamana and the Makarandakira (i. e Tvantopd-
‘dhyéya ). This Parimala of Divikara has been approvingly

T,
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cited once by Sarvabhauma in his extensive commentary on a
single phrase of Gangesa ( Erﬁ’n‘-rﬁaﬁlﬂgaqﬁ Vyaptivada, Parva-
paksa, p. 87 ) thus :—JwRY IRATARIA: T, WA THCAAT
fsasa wraed 8 @A | ( Anumanamanipariksa, fol. 26a ).
The Parimala has also been cited by Rucidatta five times in
the Makaranda upon Vardhamina's Kusumafijaliprakata ( vide
Chowkh. ed. Stavaka I, pp. 2223, III, p.21, IV, p.1 and
V, p.10). The Parimala is not a sub-commentary on Var-
dhamana’s Prakiéa as is sometimes wrongly taken. A frag-
ment of it was discovered long ago in a Jaina Bhandara,
Guite beyond the reach of scholars ( Descriptive Catalogue
of Manuscripts in the Jain Bhandars at Pattan. Vol. 1,
Tntrod. p. 44 ). Divakara became famous by his great com-
‘mentaries on all the major works of Udayana, though there is.
no evidence available yet that he had commented on the Pari-:
$ista also. We shall refer to an interesting doctrine which:
seems to have been first promulgated by Divakara. The pre=:
‘positions ( Upasargas ), according to a view ascribed commonly
to the Kandalikira, ( compare seattaw1 sgeaw Kandali p. 2 )
directly denote meanings by the primary function of words ; in.
other words they are are®. Udayana denies them any such.
function, they only can elucidate meanings which primarily
belong to the verbs to which they are attached. That is to say-
they are only &ras. Divakara adopted a middle course—they
.are 4% in cases where the primary meanings of verbs are cons
tradicted by the prepositions ; in the rest, they are q19%. This.
view has been cited and rejected by Gangeéa ( Sabda part,
Upasargavada, p. 856 ). That the view was advocated by
‘Divakara is stated by Pundarikaksa Vidyasagara in the Katantra--
-pradipa thus, :—ATT S L
N A
< :
yf sty o, R e ® gReEA e
f GRT RwRy waAT ( Gurunatha’s ed. of Katantra,.
NI S ST BETE Db b T L

‘Fj‘ég,ll) ."E-‘-.. T |.ij U sy
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Divikara’s date can now be definitely fixed within 1200-
50 4. 0. He cannot be placed before 1200 4. D. as he had com-
‘mented, perhaps for the first time, on the Khandana and refer-
red to more than one previous commentaries on Udayana. On
the other hand the date of the transcript of his Udyota ( falling
within 1272-83 4. 0. ) marks the lower limit of his date. The
transcript might have been made within his very life-time.

PrapnAranorADEYAYA : Ope of the greatest pre-Gangesa
scholars of the Nyaya-Vaidesika, whose name had been lost for
a long time. He was not a Mimarnsaka and it goes without
saying that he is not identical with Prabhakara Misra the
founder of a Mimamsa school, who preceded him by at least
500 years. IHe probably wrote commentaries on all the four
major works of Udayana, In the Dravya-Pragalbhi ( an unique
manuscript preserved in the Public Library at Navadvipa
dated 386 L. S., examined by us thoroughly 15 years ago ) the
following references to Prabhikara were traced., aq1 FAIQIATH
z=® ( fol. 83a). This proves that Prabhikara wrote a com-
mentary on Udayana’s Parifuddhi. Hﬂtm‘[ﬁﬂﬂmﬂtﬁﬂ
{ fol. 98b : this is also from the Nibandhattka ). The next
-passage is cited in full (fol. 116b : vide Kiranavali, B. L. ed.,
p. 221) : rEE FECA TR SRR T ey | T AR
TR ST | a % gaRT | @ % i dartaami—ae

q Sandd T anaeEnERETR TRl agfe-
et Il In this illuminating passage Pragalbha refers to three
distinguished scholiasts on the Kiranavali which include
Prabhikara. In srscrarearar =g: ( fol. 133a : vide B. L ed., p.
‘261 ), the full name with the. title Upadhyaya attached should
be noted. srgTrqiife ( B. L ed., p. 268 )— TR qAAITE
Yafatafifs s (fol, 132b ). swmwe-Ramdt ( 136b ).

In the Upamanasamgraha of Pragalbha ( A.S. Ms. No.
1752 dated 1643 V. S. ) it is clearly stated that Gangeda quo-
#ed Prabhikara’s definition (fol, 4a : SO IRTITTIATL-
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wraraTcfy vide Upamanakhanda, B. 1. ed., p. 18 ). Itis pro-
bable that Gangeéa here quoted from Prabhakara’s commentary
on the Kusumanjali. There is another ‘quotation from Prabha-
kara in the same part of Gangeéa’s work ( p. 90 : SATH A TIA
—sata fol. 16a ). '

It is now possible to state that a famous passage of Gan-
gefa in the Vyaptivada, which has now developed into a.
separate section called ®qua-vgead, is a quotation from this.
Prabhakara. For, what Mathuranatha ( following Jayadeva's.
note THTET Sify 936 ) vaguely explained as swrETE (p. 165)
is really a quotation from Prabhakaropadhydya as Pragalbha.
definitely stated ( fol. 19a of Ms. No. 298 of the Sarasvati-
Phavana : SHE TUEAEAERTETEREAEEE ). The men-
tion of the title Upadhyaya conclusively proves that a particu-
lar scholar is meant here belonging evidently to the same school
of neo-logic and not certainly a follower of the Prabha-
kara school of Mimirmsa. Here also the passage is probably
taken from Prabhakara’s commentary on the Kusumafjali.

This Prabhikara also commented on the Lilavati of Sri
vallabha, Bhagiratha in his sub-commentary on Vardham@na’s-
Lilavatiprakasa pointed out two cases where Vardhamina cited.
from Prabhikaropadhyiya ( Chowkh. ed. pp. 142 and 355«
AEISAETE- ). But in Paksadhara’s Lilavativiveka there
are eleven such references-( Colebrooke’s copy now in London.

1. O. : foll, 2a, 5a, 15a, 18a, 39b, 49b, 58a, 61a, 782 and 93b ).
Some of these references are important. The following pas~

. sages cited by Vardham@na in his Lilavatiprakata are, accord-

.ing to Paksadhara, from Prabhikaropadhyaya :— .

(1) p.- 16 s =swredqran: ( fol. 52) oy
(2) p. 280 o, ST | ST Sg-sAt (612 )-
(3) p. 283 .5 | SRTEREEAE-gA R 1 (b.)
(4) p. 499 wife | stofrs: weedt soiRR AT} qUTETE—
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qUEIRANETAE T A AT TR R (s

i e ¥ feAsd—agit | (99b ).
Tt should be noticed that in the second passage Vardhamana
" styles Prabhakara as ‘Sarnpradayavit’ and in the last case Paksa-
dhara refers to him simply as ‘Upadhyaya’ The Name of
Prabhikara’s commentary was ‘Prakaa’ as indicated by Paksa-
dhara in one place ( fol. 58a : sEEYRHTY TEF: LD RUIEGE
Ba: TR ¥ART &= | vide Lilavati, p. 264 ). In another passage
«( 39b ) Prabhakara is stated to have accepted Kandalikara's
view about the existence of ‘Chitrarasa’ ( vide Kandali, p. 30
last line ). We need hardly state that Prabhakara, regarded as
an authority by Vardham@na, was a Maithila and flourished
about a century after Srivallabha in the middle of the 13th
century A, D,

Tarant Mi1éraOnpe of the greatest pre-Gangefa
-authorities of Mithila. The name of his treatise is Ratnakosa,
“which has been respectfully cited by Manikantha and Gengesa.
A famous tract of Haririma Tarkavagifa of Navadvipa ( pro-
fessor of Gadadhara goes by the name of Ratnakosavicara and

its copies are available in almost every manuscript library in
India. It begins :—aqE™ Frmaemaafe g @HTHeg
- gefarTEaaTgTTal syaTegifd @safd | ( from an old copy
"in our possession ), The whole passage has been cited and
‘refuted by Gangefa ( Anumana, pp. 885-88) as well as by
“Manikantha ( p.178). Describing a copy of Harirdma (or
+Gadadhara ) elaborating this remarkable thesis of the Ratna-
" kosa Hall wrote in 1859 ( Index, p. 81 ) that its “author has not
“been ascertained’, Unfortunately he added the following note
later on ( p. 202 ) : ‘T know of another work called Ratnakoga,
.a collection of aphorisms of definition, by one Prthvidhara
Acarya.” This has misled scholars for the best part of a
".century to believe that Pythvidharda was the author of the
Ratnakosa cited by Gangefa., An unitelligible aphorism of
-WPgthvidhara’s Ratnakosa has been cited by Hall ( wgfind aied
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, ~ Tarani Miéra 7
AATHREREA T Sankhyasara, Preface p. 6, fn.). As

numerous passages of the Ratnakosa cited by Gangesa are
-now available, it is beyond doubt that this latter work was
2 discursive treatise and did not consist of aphorisms at all.
Rucidatta distinctly states in the following passage that the
name of its author was Tarani Miéra :—aat = @I TR HATEL,
grmEEsaat s avaq,  ( Anumdnaprakala, Tivaravada,
printed in the appendix to Chowkh, ed. of Gadadhari, p. 2015:
two A.S, Mss. fol. 121b & 288a ). While explaining the
passage of the Ratnakosa cited in the Nyayaratna of Man:-
kantha ( p. 178 ) Vacaspati Miéra II notes : aef@fasrsaarg ( fol.
37b). It should, therefore, be taken as finally settled that
the name of the long-lost Ratnakosa’s author was Tarani Mira.

There are six important passages of Ratnakosa cited b}r
Vardhamana in the Parifistaprakasa ( pp. 91, 105, 109, 110,
115 & 125 ). All of them belong to the section on Nigraha-

" .gthina. Except in the last case Vardhamana cited the

passages with approval, There are four important passages
.of the Ratnakosa cited in the printed portion of the Nyaya-
nibandhaprakata of Vardhamana. In the first passage (p.163:
R SRy §f AwiEds, compare also Lilavatiprakasa
p. 626 ) the peculiar view ascribed to the Ratnahkosa and
refuted by Vardhamina is already cited under the heading
-wry ¥faqrg: by Gangefa himself ( Pratyaksa part, p. 842 ) and
also refuted by the latter. The second passage is much more
: important elucidating the basic doctrine underlying the first
passage. It runs —EnEay ffd & @ S NEERICE
i onf: WEWAd AW | WA VIR SRRy

- R aTREwEAgYay | g

Mt g ARGTEETE |
T SEETTEd wrd STt
( =i AAR).

oY Tt & SCgEEERTrEATaEg: | W (pp. 1945). It
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appears, however, that this Bhatta view was already accepted
by Sivaditya Misra (g.v.) and though Vardhamina has not.
accepted it in the present passage he is distinctly cited by
‘Pragalbha as advocating the selfsame view ( Anumdna-
Pragalbhi, fol. 182a ) :—1 =nafegr: SR TR -
a9 ASeqragsigEarastataar, | The next passage

o,

(p. 341) cites a denition of the term Vada from the Ratnakoga :
mafias aewutifa wama: | aw | The

last passage ( p. 468) is also a remarkable one ; Vardhmdna
refers to it at the end of a quotation from his father Gangea
and rejects it thus —udq "G e = & waEfa
wEaRged | Gangeda cited this anony=

mously ( Pratyaksa part, p. 653 under Samavaya ). Gangesa’s
indebtness to the Ratnakosa is clearly stated by Vacaspati
{MidraIl: the refutation (ib. p. 846) of Gangeéa according
' to him follows the view-point of the Ratnakosa TAHINRXT

:, qgﬂﬁi-—'rlﬁﬁ{ ( Pratyaksamaniprakasa, fol. 59a ).

Vardhamana has also referred tothe Ratnakosa in the
Lilavatiprakata. The passage on the section on Fallacy is
reproduced below asa typical instance of the intricate style
of the author.

Gl o

AT B :qug | #aq | ( Chowk, ed., pp. 6089 ;
" Bhagiratha notes, TARITTTAES )- |
There are three passages in the -Tattvaloka of . Vacaspati.
Misra II referring to Tarani Miéra. Under L ii. 7 we find:
aqd g geameateEsTE Tt acqren: | el There
is an illuminating passage under IL i 38, which is also cited
“below fully as a typical instance of the style and scholarship of
“the great author. ot NN W ne YR



e

‘Tarani Miéra 79

L ol SR W A, 9 T qaw-
e, | 7 Jgeifafe gfn s g st arag |
wRRIE TR ¥ airear SR | AR e
. sEATEy o SR Reatreas o ! e g

wreifafy gaiam, =g AR AU St
weug wag: | (fol. 112a-b ).

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

Safikara Miéra recorded an original view of the Ratnakosa
admitting a fourth kind of Kathi ( Vadivinoda, p.2) and cited
its definition of the fallacy s#waaw (ib., p. 17 )a It should be
mentioned here that Gafigeéa has finally accepted the definition
of the term Upadhi given by the Ratnakosa ( p.336: @& g
wafga ). That Gangeda refers to the Ratnakosakdra in the
very last definition cited by him in the Piirvapaksa (pp. 331-33)
is clearly stated by both Sarvabhauma ( fol. 94 ) and Jayadeva
( Aloka, fol. 34b ), though Manikantha - ( p. 86 ) is not quite

clear on the point. It is likely that Gafgeéa adopted a chrono-

Jogical order in citing and criticising” the eight definitions in
the Pirvapaksa. If so, it may be also surmised that Tarani Miéra
came slightly after Manikantha and all of them were more
or less contemporaries. Tarani Miira should, therefore, be

* living about 1300 A, s
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SoxpaporApaYAya (also "gpelt Sowbaa )* ¢ This.
superior scholar of Mithila has been immortalised by Gafgesa
or more correctly by the scholiasts of Gange$a as the pro-
pounder of an exceptional kind of Negation ‘whose counter-
positiveness ‘is determined by an essence pertaining tO &
different  substratum’ ( FwrFCgYHAREANRARES: ) and
which is, therefore, universally existent. Sondada consequently
rejects ina manner the doctrine of Anyathakhyati ( erroneous
conception ) advocated by orthodox Nyaya scholars. Gangefa
refers to this amazing kind of Negation in the Vyaptivada and
rejects it concisely., Sarvabhauma notes at the beginning of
the particular section: @A Fa@wara WGl Fqw-AaQTAT
arfaimTgR—safr | ( Anumanmanipariksa, fol.  13a ).
The arguments against Sondada were elaborated by
Yajfiapati and Jayadeva, but Slmmam raised issues on the
problem, concluding practically with an admission of that kind
of negation, which marked one of the advanced courses of
Navyanyaya studies and contributed to the fame and pnpulant)r

of Sondada, who started the debate.

According to the scholiasts, Gafhge$a had referred to-
Sondada in many other places. We shall soon see under
Manikantha that in the Upadhivada (p. 317-22 ) the views
"cited and refuted under the heading %= § were asscribed
to 'Saundada’ by Gadadhara (p.916). In the section on
Akanksa ( pp. 202-4 ) Sondada’s definition of that term lm
“been cited and refuted by Gangeba.

In the Vidhivada again a passage of Sondada has been
" cited twice ( Sabdakhanda, Pt. II, pp. 24 & 276 ), the last time
under the heading #eawg. This proves that Sondada, like
" Manikantha, was only slightly senior to Gangefa, A linein
the grTeaats (p. 2217 )is a refutat:lﬁn of Sondada accotding
" to Vidyanivasa (49b ). - oo ; 50
1, Vide, Sondala Upadhyiya : Kawra]a,ﬁ' B. Studlﬂ, Vol, 1, p lﬂf..

= i o 1



Scnda.@epﬁdhyﬁya _ 81

‘Mathuranatha in his commentary on Gangeéa has cited
two passages of Sondadopadhyaya, not found elsewhere. The
first isa definition of Kevalanvayi (-B. I. ed., p. 575 ), which
has been ascribed, wrongly as far as we have ascertained, in
some copies to Upadhyaya ie. Yajhapati, in whose work it is
not traceable, There is another passage of Sondada cited by
Mathurénatha under Vidhivada ( p. 217 ).

An intricate passage in the Siddhinta portion of the
section on Paramarfa ( pp. 508-9,, beginning with = g7 71 »
is cited from Sondada; for Sarvabhauma clearly notes here :
disEld smfrmugd—=afi ( Animanamanipariksa, fol. 131a),
Sarvabhauma also quotes a long passage towards the end of
the section on Biddha as from Sondada and others ( fol. 205a :.
zfa 9gfia digenygam: ). The following interesting passage is
found in the Tattvaloka of Vicaspati Miéra IT under 1.1, 22,
where various views about salvation ( Apavarga ) have been
cited and discussed : HIGEGIRT—A T WG WATHAAATAT: |
T O GEGEITRIAST | 9T 9 97 & Hewif@ren wata a1 g
Fafd Al [ el @ gET 5aET 1l T T g SRR
wETTWEEEE s 9 At we g
AR, T fegaAEaE @ Drmaan aea,  SeeassaT
Ciron e G IR IC e tRITEe G ﬁﬁl{l ( London I. O. copy,
fol. 63a). ' A Smiarta scholar of Bengal named Kiparama
TarkavagLa composed a large treatise named Navyadharma-
pradipa in 1686 Saka (i.e. 1764-5 a.p.). In the explanation:
of the well-known I\fﬁmanaa argument called BgafITIg occurs:
the following passage :— ATAAHATHET Wﬁﬁlﬁ'ﬁ'ﬂﬁﬁ[ﬁm

efgTEEET  FAaEe e | g § o A
R oF g At s ﬁaﬁmt (Ms,

No. 1602 of Vangaya Sahitya Parisad, Galcutta, fol. 84a : cf.
Sabdakhanqla, i, pp: 509-12 ). Sondada was regarded in his.
times as the supreme leader of the s.oc:.al higrasely - in- Mithila.
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This important fact is stated in a remarkable passage in the
Tattvanirnaya of Paksadharopadhyaya ( fl. 1400 a.p. ), a very
rare Smrti work, It runs—wm =t FEM() Higw (e )~
At T saaer e g (fol. 26aof a fragment preserved
in the Mithils Institute; under the topic of Sapindikarana
to be performed on the 12th day ).

Sondada’s date can be safely placed about 1300 A.D., as
he was regarded as a ‘recent’ scholar by both Manikantha and
Gangeéa. The memory of his sogial supremacy was still alieve
in 1400 4.0. and the intricate nature of his style and arguments
betray a comparatively late age. We are not inclined, therefore,

to place him before 1275 A. n.

MaNIRANTEA M1éra: One of the greatest and
latest authorities of Navyanydya consulted by Gangeéa, who
appears to have been profoundly influenced by him. The only
existing treatise by him named Nydyaratna has been fortuna-
tely published recently in the Madras Govt. Oriental series
with a.commentary by Nrsimhayajvan (1953, pp. 249 with
Introd, ete. ). It roughly covers the same ground as the Anu-
mana part of Gangeéa, with which it bears a very fruitful com-
parison. It is divided into 13 sections and the latter half of
the book is taken up by an elaborate treatment of all the varie-
ties of debates and fallacies including at the very end a small
section on the Mahavidya syllogisms. It has been stated in the
English Introduction ( p. xxxi ) that ‘priority between Gangesa
and Manikantha cannot be proved’, though it has been surmi-
sed on good grounds in the Sanskrit introduction (p. 109 ) that
Manikantha slightly preceded Gange$a. The following evi-
dences on the point, some of which we had published abouta
decade ago ( G.Jha R. I Journ., Vol IV, p. 300) prove cons
clusively that Manikantha preceded Gafgesa and the fact was
%known to earller Navyanyaya scholars.
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(1) In the Siddhinta portion of the Upadhivada Gafgeéa
cited a passage under the caption 7 g (B. L. ed., pp. 365-69).
Viasudeva Sirvabhauma distinctly notes here that the reference
is to Manikantha—#f@Ed wauE—=w faf ( Sarasvati-Bha-
vana Ms, of Siarvabhauma’s Anumdnamanipariksa, fol. 106b ).
As a matter of fact the first portion of the passage is found in
the Nyayaratna ( p. 92 ). Gangeéa did not actually controvert
the views expressed in the passage, but according to a well~
known convention among philosophical authors all passages.
ascribed to others are not their own and scholiasts invariably
try to bring out the unexpressed defects. In the present case
also Sarvabhauma has criticised Manikantha on behalf of Gan~
gefa (fol. 107-8: 34 #FEwawa f&afk = @EwaMEEaE
wfrsamanfiata: . — ).

(2) Under the heading ¥9 Gangeéa cited and criticised
a definition in the very next passage ( pp, 369-74 ), which is.
Immediately followed by a passage of &% ( p. 375 ) without:
any criticism, This latter is also taken from Manikantha
( Nyayaratna, p. 94 ) and Sarvabhauma remarks to clear the
somewhat anomalous reference ( fol, 108b ) :—afiafa #d @RaAT
gufieaT SFafatd sEra-ARAREaaT guaf Sl |, i g b
ST SERAR T ARG g SRRt et
9% 7 I |

(3) In the section on Paramarsa the passage ¥9%:
T @ Afd % § saraa=gagadta a—a | ( p. 507 ) is-
a refutation by Gangefa of Manikantha’s views ( Nyayaratna,.
p. 120, lines 9-10), as stated by Sarvabhauma (fol. 130b =
Afageantaag- gafifa ). .

(4) A definition of Savyabhicara, one of the fallacies,
has been cited and criticised by Gafgeéa ( pp. 812-13 : wfy

gefafies- gany ). It exactly occurs in the Nyadyaratna (p. 166)
and we are again indebted to Sarvabhauma for the informatiom.

( fol. 189b : AfTFEEH i quafu—mify serfeef ).
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We should mention here that the first two passages refer-
red to above are quoted more exactly by Vardhamana and in a
combined form in- the Kusumaftjaliprakasa (111, p. 36 ) and
what is much more important the first passage is also quoted
in. Vardhamina’s Pramanaprakasa ( p. 691 ) under the heading
Fugatageg.  Vardhamina, it should be noted, wrote all his
works after taking lessons directly from his father and Mani-
kantha was to them a recognised authority of the school of Navya-
nyaya. This is amply horne out by Gangeéa’s borrowings from
Manikantha in every section common in their works. We shall
cite some instances. It was Manikantha who first controverted
the well-known retort of Sriharsa against Udayana (in the sec-
tion on Tarka, p. 19 ) ; Gahgeéa reproduced -the argument of
Manikantha and added to it (p. 233 ). There cannot be any
Joubt that Gangefa formulated his famous definition of the
term Vyapti ( known as Siddhantalaksana, p. 100 ) on the basis
of Manikantha’s own definition ( p. 55). Gangefa’s section
on Upadhyabhasa ( pp. 398-405) is wholly borrowed from
‘Manikantha ( pp. 105-108 ), many of whose passages ( includ-
ing an important one of the Manamanohara as noted in the
commentary, pp. 106-7 ) have been omitted by him, Similar
Horrowings can be detected in' the sections on Avayava and
‘Hefvabhasa. It'should be noticed that Gange$a has entirely
omitted the sections on Kathd, Chala, Jati, Nigrahasthana and
‘Mahavidya found in the Nyayaratna.

We should refer to- one miore passagé, which has an
important bearing on ‘Manikantha's probable age. In the sec-
“tion on Upadhivada ( pp. 82-3 ) Manikantha cited and refuted
the views of a scholar under the heading 7dtAmg. Gangesa
cited the same views under the heading =7 g and almost
exactly reproduced -the arguments of Manikantha in their refu-
sation ( pp. 317-22 ) with an additional-argument of his own at
the end. According to Gadadhara ( Chowkh. ed., p. 916 ) the
views refuted by Gangeda in the passage under discussion were

W

M al 4 asdn
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-of Sondadopadhydya. Though no other scholiast has men-:

Hioned this fact so categorically it is supported indirectly by-

Yajfiapati whose words have been reproduced by Pragalbha :
L~J

% g fEadd  HAHeeeeen e Ty FEia
.( Anumana-Pragalbhi, fol. 33a). So also Sarvabhauma upon
the same passage : GIIRTEATTHAAT SWERG sATaHCaRIAvEw-

i gfa gaafwag (fol. 91a ), as well as Jayadeva in the
Aloka ( fol. 33a). As Sondada has been cited by Gangesa also
under the epithet w=amg ( Vidhivada p, 276 ), both Manikantha
-and Gangeéa were slightly removed from the times of Sondada
and all the three great scholars thus become more or less con-

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

There cannot be any question that a scholar referred to
‘by Vardhamina as ‘Sampradayavid’ belonged to Mithild. In
fact, a copy of the Nyayaratna in the Telugu characters preser-
ved at Tanjore ( Cat., p. 4735-7) mentions in the colophon,
unfortunately corrupt in reading, that Manikantha was a “Tira-
bhuktiya’ Miéra and was the Judicial chiefof a certain king.
The exact reading of the colophon runs: frarfeafirig—
TR fEirEEETTa AW s aumg | There was a
conjunct copsonant (% 7) in the gap bored through by insects.
The other copy in Grantha character was evidently only a
transctipt, more corrupt in reading, of the Telugu copy. It
"may be sunmised that the book was written at the court of a
‘ foreign kingdom ( Uttaramuska ? ) outside Mithild ; a Maithila
author would not describe himself as Tirabhuktiya in his own
“country. - Manikantha may thus be among the band of scholars
“who carried the banners of Mithila in other provinces. .

In Mithila also Manikantha’s name was respectfully meh-
“tioned by eminent scholars. Vacaspati Misra II wrote a com-
“‘mentary on the Nydyaratna ; we have given an account of this
interesting work -in a subsequent chapter, Sankara Miéra quo-
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ted Manikantha’s definitions of three Nigrahasthinas ( =T,
T, Tagdraewq ) in the Vadivinoda (pp. 35-6 ). Yajhia-
pati’s son Narahari Uadhyaya in the section on Paksata attemp-
ted to answer an adverse criticism of his father by his teacher
Jayadeva and quoted Manikantha in his own support :—% F T
TEARRESITE 0@ ARt qd AR QAR T
APy 3z viveraty @xamg | ( Tanjore Ms, No. 10944 of Anu-
manadisanoddhara, fol. 70a ). Jayadeva’s nephew Vasudeva in
his turn attacked Narahari and concluded his argument with
the humorous line fArAmRrRwTe=a AfgF@sgasrta ( London,
1. O. copy of Vasudeva’s Chintamanitika, fol. 44b ). All these
references prove that inspite of Gangeéa’s epochmaking treatise
Manikantha’s work continued to be studied in Mithila for a
long time and it enjoyed a pan-Indian popularity, as its copies
are preserved in almost all Mss, libraries of India. Tt is rather
surprising that an 18th century scholar of South India commen-
ted on it ; the published commentary was written undera
monarch Camardja ( of Mysore) who ruled late in the 18th
century ( Nyayaratna, p. 7, Introd., p. xxxiv ),

Manikantha had written another book named NYA 'y A<
OTINTAMANI twice quoted by him in the Nyayaratna (pp. 108
and 220). The name of this lost work has been printed as
Nayacintamani, but the variant ( printed in p. 220 f.n. )isin
our opinion the correct one. For, Viacaspati Miéra II in his
commentary on the first passage quotes from this lost work and
concludes i—sd = fafyafyas aq1 AEAAWG 54 8 &
qemerRatiad: | ( B.O.R.L Ms, No. 775 of 1884-87, fol. 25a ).
The two references prove that it was a more elaborate work,.
covering partly at least the same ground as the Nyayaratna. It
was apparently “superseded by Gafgeéa’s work bearing almost
the same name. We believe a careful search among the large:
number of manuscripts of Gangesa’s work may lead to the dis+
~ covery of the long-lost Cintamani of Manikantha.
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Like all Navyanyiya authors of the period Manikantha
quotes Udayana more frequently than any other authority ; the
Nyayaparibista of Udayana has been cited a dozen times
towards the end in the sections on Jati and Nigrahasthana
{ from p. 202 ) and, what is somewhat surprising, mostly criti-
cised. The Kusumafijali is also cited and refuted once (p. 81)s
Next to Udayana the Khandanakara was reckoned with by
Manikantha and refuted four times ( pp. 19, 39, 155 and 173 ).
But the most important reference found in Manikantha is to
the RatnakoSakara (pp. 86 & 178). As far as our present
knowledge goes, the Ratnakofa is cited by Manikantha alone
among pre-Gange$a authorities.

Among original views of Manikantha we need only refer
to two remarkable ones, Like Siromani he has rejected Samanya-
laksana ( pp. 63-67 ), thus aligning himself for once with the
Prabhikara school. Gangesa’s separate section upon that term
finally establishes it as a fundamental doctrine of the Nyaya
philosophy., Manikantha's commentator Vacaspati Misra II,
therefore, attempts a compromise ( fol. 14b : =& qraIfAT:......
TAHE T  SENEEEUEEAT, g EregfeREAeETIT
g 1), According to Manikantha again Anupasahari is
not a third variety of the fallacy named Savyabhicira as estab-
lished by Gangeéa, but is included in the Vyapyatvasiddha
{ pp. 165, 171-2 ).

Sa4apEARACARYA : One of the authorities consulted
by Gangeba. For, it is definitely stated by Vidydnivasa
Bhattacirya in the Pratyaksamanitika ( Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms.,
fol. 22a ) that Gangeéa refuted the views of SaSadhara ina
well-known passage of the Mangalavada (B.I:ed., p.110):
RreggagaTR IeiTmeRE-ag Ak | It should be noticed
that Gangefa in the passage under discussion has put ina
nutshell of two lines the substance of a whole paragraph of
Satadhara (pp. 18-20). The  Nyayasiddhantadipa, of
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Saédhara has been published with a commentary ( Varanasi,.
1924 pp. 652 ), though the edition is full of lecunas and
incomplete towards the end. Itis possible now to assess the

value of Saddhara’s work as contrasted with Gangeda's classic.

Tt is a collection of 26 separate tracts on important topics of
the Nydya, arranged rather loosely. Bendiction ( pp.1-37)
is followed by Darkness ( pp. 37-73 ) and Luminous Gold
( pp- 299-319 ) by Partial Etymology of words ( pp. 320-49 )
without any relevancy. The commentary attempted to answer
Gangeéa’s criticism (vide Gangesa's Tévaravida, B. I. ed,,

p. 96-8 ) of SaSadhar’s views in some places ( eg. p- 140 NG
frramafigdl guumemsr, & p. 141 & agugmenE s ).
But the commentator is quite wrong when he supposes Iin one

place (p. 198 ) that éaéadharg anticipated Gangesa. There

cannot be any question that Safadhara preceded Gangesa, as
can be easily proved by a comparison of their respective Views-
on common topics. The Vyaptivada of Satadhara ( pp. 379-

410) examines about a score of definitions of the term Vyapti,

of which the fifth one, among many others, exactly corresponds

with a definition found in Gangeéa’s Parvapaksa ( B.L ed.,

p. 84 ). Similarly another intricate definition is examined by

both ( Sasadhara, p. 395 & Gangesa p.72). But Gangesa’s
treatment of the topic is far more advanced, methodical and
extensive. Satadhara cited towards the end of his tract (p. 406-
7) a view ascribed in the commentary to a certain Jaran-

naiyayika’, which is found almost axactly in the Vyaptipaficaka,.

Tt should be mentioned in this connection that Gange$a
cited two similar definitions ascribed universally to two
scholars, who were celebrated for their invincible career as.
dialecticians by the nicknames ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’ and Gangesa’s:
passage on the point, which subsequently developed into a.
large section, came. to be known as “Sitaha-Vyaghri’, What.
were the actual names of the two scholars has not been stated.
by la:n_y scholiast. But in . the seminaries of Mithila. and.
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Bengal their names are given out as Sadadhara ( sometimes.
$agidhara ) and Manidhara. The present work of Sadadhara. °
does not exactly contain that definition. But the fact remains.
that Professor Lion’s definition was based on ‘anonyabhava’
, (vide Jayadeva’s Aloka on the passage : HETFAI-ANIAREA;
ATUEAAET frtafy—sdifr fol. 6b of a Ms. in our possession).
And Satadhara’s own view was also on that same basis (p. 405)-
At any rate it is beyond any doubt that Gangesa’s reference:
was to two scholars of his own region. Vidyabhtsana (L c.
pp. 207-8 ) made a very curious suggestion that the reference:
was to two Jaina scholars of Western India named Ananda
SGri and Amarcandra Sdri. Thisis onthe face of it im~
probable. The abovenamed Jaina scholars could never
command circulation of their unknown works in Eastern India.
and they were not certainly so famous as to infl:ience a superior:
scholar like Gangeéa, who, asa matter of fact, has nowhere
referred toany Jaina authority in his work. Moreover, the:
two Jaina scholars were given the titles ‘Tiger-cub’ and ‘Lion~-
cub’ respectively in their boyhood by the famous Siddhardja
{ 1093 A.p, ) and not exactly ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’ : °

arsy TRty sy
o samfafogefafa e |

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

In the T4varinumina Gangeéa covers the same ground as:
does Satadhara in the six tracts viz. [évaravada proper (Gafigesa:
pp- 1-87), Sahajadaktivada ( pp. 87-134), Adheyadaktivida
(pp. 134-148), Karanativada (pp. 148-155 ), Muktivada
( pp. 156-148 ) and Hanakarmasamuccayavada ( pp. 18495 )
and many passages of Gahgesa can be traced in Sasadhara. For
instance, SREITY...of Gangefa (p. 145) isa clear improves
ment upon Sadadhara (pp. 158-9) and the next passage (p. 145
aify amEEd)) is also barrowed from Sasadhara (p. 160 )



90 ' History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

Gangeéa has similarly borrowed phrases from SaladHara in
many other topics. .

atadhara’s date can be fairly fixed from the following
evidence. Satadhara has approvingly quoted a Karika (V.7)
‘of the Kusumajali under Vidhivada (p.438) and has criti-
cised Srivallabba’s definition of Vyapti ( p. 385 ). Moreover,
Sivaditya’s peculiar views on Darkness are cited by him (p. 76 :
AaErf AR daaaEes gfa 3w ).  The commentary
correctly notes Rrfamaag-Naeata. It should be noticed
that Satadhara has amplified the aphoristic words of Sivaditya
as found in the Saptapadarthi ( SR EETSHEIS IS p. 84
‘Cal. Sans. Series ). There is one more important reference ;
<0 the section on the Luminosity of Gold, Sadadhara cited and
refuted an argument of Vadivagiévara (author of the Mana-
manohara, as the commentary correctly notes, p. 305 ). All the
above references prove that Sadadhara cannot be placed before
the 13th century . p. and probably lived about 1300 4. D. He
is not mentioned by Citsukha nor even by the latter’s very
wellinformed commentator, Pratyaksvariipa. His elaborate and
‘intricate style of reasoning, which verges sometimes on that of
Gangefa himself, points him out as an elderly contemporary
of the latter, The fact that his work survived even after the
epoch-making book of Gafige$a seems to show that his fame as
an invincible dialectician lingered long in Mithila and even
Jayadeva wrote notes on his work as proved by a Ms. (not how-
ever examined by us) preserved at Varanasi ( S. B. Studies, III,
p. 136). -

. Ttisstatedin the Introduction of the printed edition of

Safadhara’s work ‘from hearsay’ ( %3 ), that Sadadhara belon-
.ged to the Maunasa (?) gotra and was the son of Dharanidhara
and grandson of Mahegvara Pandita ; he had a brother Prithvi-
dharicirya by name. The whole of it seems to be a canard.
Hearsay in the present century cannot record so many exact
details about a scholar of the 13th century,



Narayana Sarvajnia 91

NARAYaNA SarvasNa: Inthe Vidyasagari com-
mentary of the Khandana by the great Vedintic scholar,
Anandaptirpa occurs the following passage ( Chowkh. ed., p-
714 ) - T | SRR SATTRES WA | araEt g
AR Gl ETRE IR TATI  e  |TaT-
sl AAEAAAtT e, SATearaal G-
fazffa gesan | qq 9 FTIAEAERART Ga Feag TR et
e | G | ST SrTAIsTey i i sqafeada it
Fragd1g zfa || Here Anandapiirna has cited Udayana’s defini-
tion of Upadhi as improved by a scholar named Narayana
Sarvajiia. This improved version was unknown to the Khandana-
kira, whose argument however is hurled against the improves
ment by Anandaplirpa with some hesitation. It should be:
noticed that Gangesa at the very beginning of his Upadhivada
cited this version and refuted it ( B.I. ed, p. 296 ), though
none of his scholiasts mentioned the name of Narayana as its.
author. Anandapirna ( c. 1350 4. 0. ) was thus quite unaware:
of the far more advanced views on the subject found in Gan~
gefa's work, '

This Niriyana Sarvajiia may be identical with Sarvajha:
Narayana a famous commentator on the Manusamhita, who has:
been cited about a hundred times in the Dandaviveka of Navya-
Vardhamina. He was later than Govindardja and preceded.
Kulliikabbatta, according to Riaghavananda Sarasvati, another
commentator ( Buhler’s Intred., S.B. E., pp- cxxvili-ix ). He
was more probably a contemporary of Kullika and belonged to-
the 13th century A. 0.

: Safikara Midra in the Upaskara (p. 329 under VIL ii. 10}
cited and refuted the views of one Sarvajiia ( sfx T987 95 )
_on the term “Vibhaga'. It is probable that this unknown Vai~
fesika scholar is also identical with Nérdyapa Sarvajfia. Navya~
Vardhamana calls him Narayana, Sankara calls him Sarvajfia,.
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Anandaptirna calls him Nardyana Sarvajiia and in the Manu-
ik he is Sarvajfia-Nariyapa. Evidently one person is meant
by all these variants of a name. The lexicographer of the same
name cited by Rayamukuta and the author of the Bharatapra-

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

MurAirr Midgra: As is wellknown Gangeéa in the
Primanyavida refuted the views successively of Prabhakara,
Bhatta and Miéra and Vardhamana in the Kusumanjaliprakata
(1L p. 9 ) mentioned the full pame as Murdri Miéra, In the
T4varavada also ( B. L. ed., pp. 114-15) Gange$a referred to
his views, summarised by Vardhamiana ( Kusumafjaliprakasa,
I, p. 49). Inboth these cases Murari held views opposed to
both Bhatta and Prabhikara, though he was himself a Mimar$a
scholar and this has earned for him the celebrated adage
“Murari’s is the third way’ ( guiEgda: =9t ). His views on
‘the problem of the apprehension of valid knowledge has been
traced in Muriri's commentary named Tripadinitinayanam on
Mim, Satra L ii-iv ( Poona Ms. dated 1644 V. 8., fol. 18 : vide
Dr. Miéra’s monograph on Muriri, p. 10). Another tract
of Murari named Afigatvanirukti is also available in print. In
the commentary Murari has referred to the Vivarana (of
Prabhikara ). the Viveka ( i.e. Nayaviveka of Bhavanitha ), the
Pattjika ( of Salikanatha ) and the Paribhasa. Among authors the
‘potable names are Candra, Nandana and Srikara. The
‘mention of Srsikara and Candra, proves that his date falls
after the 12th century A.p. As he is not mentioned by any
author before Gangea there is hardly any doubt that he
flourished in the 13th century., This is confirmed by the fact
“that Gangefa quoted him in the Ifvaraviada under the caption
‘Navyastu’ ( p. 114 ). He was undoubtedly one of the authors
-who greatly influenced Gange$a, as he admitted in the line
.apehten geqi wap |l He evidently belonged to Mithila,
~where in the pre-Gangesa period he was universally known
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as ‘Miéra’. The editor of the Lildvat: ( Chowkh.ed.) con-
fused him in the index with a much later ‘Misra’, who com=
mented upon Vardhamana,

JacapaurvU: ahitherto unknown scholar who came
after Udayana and before Gafigefa. A passage in the I$vara-
vada ( B. I ed. p. 29 ) begins : Wy § HIFEEAATETaE
The T4varavida section of Ganigeda is unfortunately neglected
by Navyanyiya scholars due to the extreme popularity of
Udayana’s Kusumafjali. Jayadeva and his pupil Rucidatta
.commented on this section only concisely. The only scholar
-who subjected the section to a detailed examination is, as far
as we have ascertained, Pragalbhdcirya, whose commentary
on this section ( foll, 147-208 ) covers more than a quarter of
of the whole Anumdna part. Pragalbha informs us that the
above passage refers to a scholar named Jagadguru : FEIwHA-
grrefa- s Rafa (fol. 157b of Sarasvati-Bhavana copy of
Anumana-Pragalbhi ). Apparently Jagadguru had written
a commentary on the Kusumafjali, from which the above
passage was cited by Gangesa.

There is evidence that this Jagadguru had also com-
mented on the Kimavali, We have traced the following
quotation in the Dravyaviveka of Paksadhara, which is an
extremely rare sub-commentary on the Dravyakiranavali-
prakata of Vardhamana. Commenting on the line fircetag-
Dyafidafiveee smatmwe afrem ( Kirapavaliprakata, B. L.

ed., p. 2) Paksadhara writes : fRRf—seaaTey T |
AT TEeEead | @ ¥ A CaetE: e

e | 6 W, wEEwEY TARN g
TR Y-, TR WReewEd e
s “of” | SRR wwEE(e) ST SR
EgTT « D9 Ad yiitdgag ) ( Fol. 3a-b of the unique
‘London L. O. copy of the book ), The passage of the
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Kirpavali in the sction on Darkness occures on p. 19 of the
Chowkh, ed. vide p. 104 of B, L. ed. for Vardhamina’s note ).
It is now apparent that Vardhamina was indebted to Jagadguru
for his explanation of the word @19 in the above passage of
Udayana, We have cited the above passage from Paksadhara
in full as a typical instance of valuable historical materials
relating to Sanskrit literature still lying hidden in obscure
books in manuscript.

Brief reference should be made of some other predeces-
sors of Gangefa about whom much is not known, In the
Mangalavida  of the Tattvacintamani (B. I. ed.,, p. 72)
Gangefa attributes a view to ‘others’ ( =L g). Pragalbha
alone identifies these ‘others’ with Ravidvara. of, Tftyeas gufag-
qeafa—smy fafx  ( Pratyaksa-Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, 15b ).
The same has been ascribed to Ravivara by Sesananta in his
commentary on Satadhara’s Nyayasiddhantadipa. One Nyiya-
bhaskarakira also preceded Gangefa according to Kanada
Tarkavigisa. Gangeda, is said to refer to this little known
author in the Savyabhicira section : ( 5/ GIFHEASHHHIEEA1T-
TR aE g4 afawd: 9:... Tattvacintdmani, Anumina
part p, 789-90 ). o, MERTER gutaggATTER—saAf (A. S. B.
Ms, 166b ). Again afead gfaay=gaa:...in the Pratyaksakhanda,
Jiiaptivada (p. 268) has a complex syllogistic argument attached:
to it.. Vicaspati II attributes this to Bhaskarakara ( cf. Cinta-
maniprakd$a, Baranasi Ms. 23a ), Gangesa quoted the openions.
of Vatsesvara, the Mimarhsaka of the Prabhakara school, to
whom. the Mimamsamaharnava is attributed. ( Pratyaksa-
Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, 88b ).

We want to conclude this chapter with Harinatha Upa-
dhydya.: - He'seems to be  the youngest of the Naiyayikas allu-
ded to by Gange$a. The definition of ‘himsa’ has been critici-
sed in the Sﬂb{fﬂhhﬁf}d&, Vidhivada section of the Tattvacin ta=-

mani. There a passage begins with #/q% g smfirgfiaaorasamm-
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Hgre wouEE fFE.aq L. (pp. 222-4 ). Mathuranatha
clearly attributes this to Harinitha. We have examined the

older commentary, the éabdamagipmkﬁa of Haridasa Nyaya-
larnkira on this passage. There also occurs the following intro-
ductory remark, gfmngwan®g ( Navadvipa Ms, 76b ). In fact,
there is a Smrti digest of Harindtha, which contains almost the
same passage as quoted by Gange$a. cf. a3 AU-aU=AT=AqGa-

g, a9t wa mwnﬁawﬁwm
ﬁmtﬁamﬂmﬁmm a9 | aeFal e (ASB
Ms, £, 110 ). Gangeéa here used ‘vadhah’ for ‘hithsa’. It may
be added that Bhavadeva (c. 1100 a. 0. ) also discussed the
definition of ‘hanana’ in his Prayalcittaprakarana ( pp. 1-8 ).
But the discussion of Harindtha and Gangesa is more advanced
and intricate,



- CHAPTER Il
‘GANGESA UPADHYAYA & HIS SON VARDHAMANA

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

have uttered the following magnificent bravado :

This accords well with his cenfident assertion at the commence~
ment of his work that he was the ‘presiding professor of philo-
sophical conclusions’ ( fagrafiymrs: ). The book divided into-
four grand parts after the four means of valid knowledge pro~-
pounded by Gotama has a total of 46 broad sections ( 12417 +

1+16 ) exclusively dealing with the single topic of Pramina.
( seracaws fafead ).  This well-knit marshalling of all rele-
vant dissertations ( vidas ) into a single comprehensive treatise-
took the learned world by storm and in course of time single
sentences of Gangesa, such asthe Vyaptipaficaka, developed

into separate works of considerable length. The number of

sub-sections, therefore, will now count well over two hundred..
The book has been ably summarised by Vidyabhisana ( I, c.,.

pp. 407-453 ).

Relevancy ( @%fa ) is one of the favorite topics of modern.
scholars and every section of Gangefa’s book has been subjec-
ted in the first instance to a scrutiny on that point. Before him




Gangeéa Upadhyﬁya & His Son Vardhamana 97

Manfkantha and Safadhara, whose works are now available in-
print, had made collections of dissertations on similar lines; but-
they failed miserably on-that fundamental point, though they
paved the way for Gangefa. The latter’s style also improved
considerably in precision and uniformity. Methodology now
became the key-note of Indian logic and its repercussion on the

historical and evolutionary treatment of topics was unfortunate..
Gange$a and his followers became concerned with what pre=
cisely is the argument for and against a problem and cared very
little for whe argued. Gangesa's studies, as he himself stated,,
were confined to the Nyaya and works of the Prabhakara

school, which must have dominated higher studies in Mithild

at that time. Unlike Udayana whose talents developed through.
his conflict with the powerful Buddhist scholars, Gangefa’s con~
flict was with the Prabhikaras, whose arguments are refuted by
him in most places. This fact has been stated as the special

feature of his work by Rucidatta, ( But the wonder is thatin.
his whole book there are barely half a dozen specific names and

among them only one probably was a Prabhakara viz. Srikara
( Isvaranumana, B. 1, ed., p, 186 ). Among the rest we need
only mention Jayanta who is given the epithet siaatf® ( Upa~
mana Pt., p. 61 ). It should be noticed that this is probably
the earliest mention of the Kasmirian author by an Eastern.
scholar. Gangesa might have been a poet also in his times, as.
his son Vardhamana testified to his poetic talents in the epithet.

-

g EEAg:.

Gangeba’s family : Gangesa’s name has been fortunately
discovered by ProfsR. Jha in the Pafijis of Mithili and this
has an important bearing on his date, We shall quote the exact:
words of the genealogists and discuss them carefully. There-
are two manuscript copies of what is called a ‘Sakhapaiiy’
preserved in the Raj Library, Darbhanga. One of them.
( Ms. No. 553 ) is very clearly written by one Purusottama at
the village ‘Mangalvani’ in 1642 Saka ( R¥a-3g-Taiw: % )
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and the other of about the same date is ina dilapidated
condition, hoth being in palm leaves. Prof. Jha is the only
scholar who has studied them critically. About Ratnikura,
son of Sathu, of the s=afssrar family ( of Vatsya gotra ) it 15
written by Purusottama : @« S@f=milsITE de Ho TUYH
wigae dt. In the other copy ( fol. 3"&}1.11‘2 same Rotnikara.
son of Sadhukara, is described as gAY faramiseE ¥ agnel.
The figure 2 curiously stands for two M’s i, e. Mahi-

mahopadhyaya. @t isan abbreviation for §ifgm.  stands for
whya. Gangesa thus belonged to a family of which the Miila-
grima was Chddana, a village which remains yel to be
identified in Mithili. The family which was inferior in social
status is now extinct in Mithila, According to the Gotrapafiji
it belonged to the Kayapa gotra. It appears, thercfore,
that Vardhamina was referring to his own family when he
wrote in the Kusumawjaliprakaa (p.7) md wwaniy. The
daughter’s son Ratnikara, on the other hand, belonged to one
of the best families of Mithila. The Pafjis give elahorate
accounts of the latter family, recording Ratnakara’s alliances
in great details, Gangefa's family is completely ignored and
we are not expected to know even his father’s name.

There is one more reference to Gangeda in the Pafiji.
About Bhaveévara of the respectable Jajibala family (of Sandilya
gotra ) Purusn:rttama wrote : FRAY GRAMTFANIUTCE  SEIS
Ho Wo TFHUGT IR WISHEHH mﬁag(ﬁ@é’lﬁa)-—m
gfamatata srastaare | This is exactly found also in the
other copy ( fol. 339a ). This proves that Gangesa had at

least three sons, Vardhamana, Stipana and Harisarmad. It1is
interesting to find that the Pafijis record evidently from
.contemporary sources two of the highest titles with which
‘Gange$a was endowed viz. ‘Paramguru’ and ‘Jagadguru’—an
evidence of the meteoric career that he enjoyed in his own
Jand, Only Vicaspati Mifra II enjoyed the former title
according. to the Pafijis. As there is no other reference. to
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Gafgeéa we can assume that the family dwindled into insigni-
ficance again and became extinct scon after his sons’ death.
His native plece is unknown, unless it be identical with his:
ancestral village Chidana. Absured stories about his illiteracy,
his overn'ght acquisition of knowledre through divine grace
without studies and his quarrels with an uncle are still told in
Nyiya scninaries specially in Bengal, They are completely
talsified by his own words at the commencement of his work..
The wellbknown verse f& aify ggamifa Mg, which he is said:
to have addressed to his uncle is ascribed, it should be noted,.
by Vicaspali Miéra Il in his Khandanoddhara ( p. 149 ) to-
Dharmalkirti, Sugh stories existed from ancient times and
travel {rom lend to land to be localised wherever there are:
extra-ordinary talents.

Date of Gangeda : We shall discuss the problem of Gan-
geda’s date in some details as there is much confusion among
‘scholars about it. Weber first suggested that Gangesa lived in.
the 12th century 4. v, ( Hist. of Indian Lit., p. 246 fn. ) ; the.
authoerity cited ( ZD.M.G,, XXVII. 168 ) is really based on an.
opinion expressed by an Indian scholar of no note without any
evidence that Gangeéa lived ‘700" years ago ( Mookerjee’s Maga-
zine, 1872, p. 123 ). The silent acceptance of such an unwar—
ranted opinion by a scholar of Weber’s repute produced.
perhaps a tendency among many scholars to place Gangesa too
early. Keith also argued (Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921,.
p. 33 ) that he lived within 1150-1200 a. 0, He was evidently
influenced by Suali (lc p.66 note: cf. I O, II, p. 547 )
The evidence he put up, specially on the connected dates of”
Jayadeva and Rucidatta, is absolutely wrong as we shall prove:
at the proper place. Vidyabhisana (J.A.S.B., 1918, p. 282 ;..
also Indian Logic, pp. 406-7 ) placed him ‘about 1376 4. p.” on
the basis of a .succession of generations of pupils, which is not
correct and which is fundamentally useless for chronologicak-

investigation. - .
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According to Dr. H.P. Sastri a Ms. of Vardhamina’s
Kusumanjalipraka$a, now preserved in the Asiatic Society
{ No. 794 ), provides a positive clue to his date. The copy is
divided into two parts written by two different hands with
about a century intervening between them. At the end of the
part which was later in date there was a date ‘1342 Saka’ (i, e.
1420-21 4. 0. ). The page-mark 3 in the other part exhibitsa
peculiar form which was current, according to Bendall, within

1300-1360 4. 0. Itis, therefore, impossible to place Vardha-
mina after the 13th century a.b. ( Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, p. 179:
Des. Cat., A. S., XI, pp. 96-7 ). The evidence is wholly wrong
at every single step. We have carefully examined the copy ;
the date of the so-called later part is now completely effaced
and it is impossible to surmise that the date was legible a few
years back. Asa matter of fact, Dr. Sastri gave the date as
‘1334’ to a Pandit who published it in his book ‘Kusumamjali-
saurabha’ (1330 B. S,, Introd., p. 13 ). He was not evidently
sure of his reading of the date, The Ms. is on palm leaves and
.cannot be more than 400 years old by any consideration, Dr.
Sastr, moreover, completely failed to notice that the form of
the figure 3 on pages 30-39 of the so-called earlier part is quite
modern in appearance and the same scribe used both the forms.
Tt is impossible therefore, to hold, as Bendall did, that a parti-
«cular form was current just within 60 years of the 14th century
4.0, We have found the same form in many manuscripts of

the 16th and 17th centuries.

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

abundance,

(1) Among his predecessors, whose accounts have been
collected in the last chapter, there are several who belonged to
the 13th century A. 0. We should repeat the names of Niri-
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“yana Sarvajfia, Divakara, Manikantha and Harinatha. The last
-two scholars might be living still in the first quarter of the 14th
.century A D, and the terminus a quo of Gangeéa’s period of
:activity should be taken as 1325 . n.

(2) The earliest writer to refer to Gangeta, as far as we

.can gather at present, isthe great Maithila scholar Vate§vara

Upadhyiya, who must have criticised Gangeéa sometime bet-

-ween 1350-75 o. . Thus Gangeé$a’s period of activity termina-
ted, at the present state of our knowledge, in 1350 4. p.

(3) Thisis confirmed by the notable fact, which seems

to have escaped the notice of scholars, that no ‘foreign’ scholar

has ever referred to Gangeéa before 1400 4, 0. We shall cite
some instances. The Nayanaprasadini commentary on the
.Citsukhi is truly a cheering storehouse of quotations from all
philosophical works written in India till the time of the author.
The Citsukhi was written in the middle of the 13th century
-and the commentary about 1400 4, o. We have failed to dis-
.cover any reference in it to the Maithila scholars Tarani Miéra,
Manikantha or Gangefa. The views of ‘new’ dialecticians in
Vadindra’'s Rasasdra ( p. 62 ) or the reference to the followers

.of the ‘equivoque’ in the Citsukhi (Bombay ed., 1915, pp- 176

.and 353 ) are sometimes loosely ascribed ( Introd. to the Rasa-
sdra, p. 5 ) to Gangefa, in whose work they are not certainly
traceable, Gunaratna, who wrote one of his works in 1409 4. p,,
.does not mention Manikantha or Gangeéa in his $addarana-
samuccayavytti.

- Cinnabhatta commented on the Tarkabhdsa under ‘Sri-
‘Harihara-Maharaja’ ( so in the colophon, Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed.,
p. 262 ), who was identical with Harihara Il of Vijayanagara
(1377-1404 A, 0.). Inthe commentary itself there is inciden-
tal mention of *Vijayanagari’ ( p. 228 ), the great centre of cul-
ture in South India. But Cinnabhatta proves himself absolu-
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tely oblivious of the great upheaval of studies on'the Tarkadastra
in Mithila under Sa$adbara, Manikantha and Cangefa and was.
still looking upon Varadardja (p. 133 & 145 ) and Vadindra
( p. 214 ) as the latest authorities on the Sastra. It should be
mentioned in this connection that about a century after Cinna-
bhatta, Balabhadra of Varanasi, a profound scholar of Navya-
nyaya of the Gangeéa-brand, referred in his commentary on the
Tarkabhasa to the classical works of the scl-vol like Dravyopdya
and Tattvabodha of Vardhamina ( fol. 4 of Poona Ms. No. 200
of 1884-6 ) and all the subsequent scholiasts of the book Vidva-
karma, Govardhana, Gopinatha and Gaurikinta to name only a
few, were followers of Gangeéa. -

Similarly the great polymath of South India Anandapiirpa
Vidyasigara, whose date has been fixed by Dr. Raghavan as
‘about 1350 a. 0. ( Annals of Oriental Research, Vi p.2),
in his standard commentary on the Khandana of brlharm quo-
ted an advanced refinement of Udayana’s definition of Upadhi
ascribed by him to one Nardyana Sarvajiia ( Chowkh. ed. p.
714 ). This particular refinement, however, was cited and refu-
ted by Gangesa at the very beginning of his Upidhivida ( Anu-
mana, B. I: ed., pp. 296-9 ), where the subject was treated in a
far more advanced and intricate manner, of whmh Vidyasagara

was quite oblivious.

- In South India the Madhva scholars specialised in studies.
on the Navyanyiya to an extent not found anywhere else.
(except Bengal ). Théy refuted the arguments of Gahgefa
and his followers, meeting them in their own method. But the
earliest writer to launch this attack was the great Vyisatirtha
( 1460-1539 a. 0. ), whose Tarkatandava is, as far as ‘we are
aware, a pioneer work in the field. No Miadhva scholar before
Vyasatirtha had any acquamtance with the Maithila upheaval °

under Gangesa, -
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(4) Among Maithila scholars the date of Cande$vara,
“the author of the several Ratn@karas is now fixed beyond any
.dispute. He pertormed a Tulapurusa in 1236 Saka (1314 . 1),
-evidently in his ecarly youth, and wrote his last work the Raja-
nitiratndhara about 1370 a. v. under king Bhavefa. Long
Jbefore the discovery of the last named work it was known tradi-
tionally that he survived in the reign of king Bhavasifnha

A Hist. of Tirhut, 1927, p. 170 fn. ). His date of birth, there-

{ore, cannot be placed before 1275 4. 0. and the period of his
literary activity must now be placed between 1320-70 A. p. The
following synchronistic table makes Gange$a a contemporary
of Candedvara.

Devaditya of the Visphi family

e e om r e s

.
Viredvara ( Ist son)  Jatedvara ( 4th son )

Chandeévara SGpana Gangefa
Guniévara = daughter daughter =Sidhukara
( of Jajibala family J'II (of Bambhiani'ﬁim family)
daughter = Ratnakara

Ratnikara had many wives and this was his last wife. Gangesa,
therefore, was very much senior to Stipana just like Candesvara,
-who was the eldest man of the family in that generation, This
wife of Ratnikara, it should be noticed, was a cousin of the
famous Vidyapati. Guniévara, father-in-law of Ratnakara, was
ninth in descent from the first ancestor of the Jajibala family
named Dandapani. All these point to the conclusion that

 ‘Gangesa can by no means be placed before 1300 4. p.

(5) Candeévara’s younger cousin Ramadatta engaged

M. M. Bhavadarman of the Khauila family to write for him

the Mahadanapaddhati. Bhavadarman, therefore, was an exact
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contemporary of Candesvara and wrote that book in the second’

quarter of the century within 1325-50 4. », Now Bhavasar--

mar’s mother’s mother was the eldest daughter of M. M.
Kahnu of the Sankaradhi family, who was thus about two gene-
rations earlier than Bhavasarman. Kihnu’s second daughter
was given in marriage to Laksmiévara of the Jajibala family,
sixth in descent from the first ancestor Dandapani Laksmi--
&vara’s (elder ) cousin Subbadatta was the great-grandfather
( st ) of Haraditya ( alias Jiva ), the husband of Gangeéa’s
granddaughter ( qift ). Gangefa therefore, like Bhavasarman
was two generations later than Kzhnu. It confirms our con-
tention that Gangeéa cannot be placed before 1300 . . by any
means. Kahnu’s youngest daughter’s daughter was the younger
stepmother of M, M. Jagannitha of the Mandara family,
father of the famous Vateévara Upadhyiya mentioned above.
Jagannitha was thus a contemporary of both Bhavasarman and’
Gangeéa, while Vateévara becomes a contemporary of Gangeéa’s.
son Vardhamana.!

The Tattvacintamarni :

A rapid survey of the contents of the book, is however
necessary for our purpose. Gangesa produced this ‘jewel’, as
he states in the third introductory verse, for the decoration of
scholars and for dispelling the terrible darkness of heretics.
Moreover, opponents ( so ably exposed herein ) will no longer
press their views cleverly in debates and the doctrines of his.
own school are stated fully without mincing matters :

gy @ fEwEEd
9 9 Afggraaa R |

The ideal has been maintained by the author throughout with
COMSPICUOUS SUccess.

1. For other informations about Garigea vide our ‘Vange Nnuyanyﬂy_;
carcd® pp. 15-19.
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In the first part dealing with Perception the preliminary
section on Benediction ( pp. 5-114 ) thoroughly examines the:
topic in all its aspects and it has been elaborated by many Jater-
scholars, though Siromani did not touchit. Gangeéa deals.
with only the first and foremost of the 16 topics of Gautama,,
viz, Pramina and the next section on Pramanya, divided into-
three sub-sections Jfapti ( pp. 114-286 ), Utpatti (pp. 287-371)
and Pramilaksapa ( 372-429 ), really forms the introduction to.
the whole book and consequently this section, and curiously-
enough this section aloneof the Pratyaksa part, is assiduously
studied by all students of Navyanyaya. The next section on:
Anyathakhyati or Error ( pp.430-537) also belongs to the:
general introduction, being a corollary to the previous section ;.
the views of the opposing Prabhiakara school who advocate in.
their Akhyativida that no knowledge is an Error, have been:
elaborately examined in this section. It is interesting to find
that Gangeéa has quoted five rare Karikas of the Prabhakaras:
( pp. 465, 468, 470, 474 & 475-6 ) in this section.

The four-fold division of Pramana and the definition of”
Pratyaksa is taken up in the next section, which particularly-
deals with one of the terms used in the definition viz. Sanni-
karsa or Intercourse and its six varieties in the ordinary plane..
The whole of this main portion including this section, which:
really gave the name to this first part, is now obsolete and its:
place has been taken by elementary works notably the corres-
ponding portion of the Muktavali. Siromani did not touch
this portion at all, proving that it was already getting out of
date about 1500 4. D,

Four of the varieties of Sannikarsa are based on Samavaya:
or Inherence, one of the Vaiesika categories, which is not:
accepted by some schools of thought, Gangeda devotes a small
section for its establishment ( pp. 640-72 ). In the next section.
Anupalabdhi ( Non-Perception ), which is regarded as a sepa~



106 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

rate means of valid knowledge by the Vedanta and Bhatta
schools, specially for the knowledge of that much debated cate-
gory Abhiva ( Negation ), is rejected ( pp. 673-92 ) from the
Nyiya stand-point, under which Negation is perceptible through
the senses. One rare Kariki is cited in this section ( p. 688 ),
which is followed by an important section on Abhava (pp. 693~
719 ), which unfortunately is not studied in the seminaries at
present. It should be noted thatin the $abda part Gangesa
refers to an Abhavavada, which seems to be a separate and ear-
{ier tract on the subject —@WW%%W
ag 1 ( Sabda, Pt. I1, p. 475 under Saktivada ). In
this section Gangesa cites the following brilliant verse of the
opponents, who do not accept Abhava as a separate category -—

mR—erEEEd 9AsT ¥ UeH, TEEdl &Rl

7o myEaf SISl 7 FESTC |

e gf afa & fafea f =T TER

TR e A Ten a1

=fr G| g faRd @z Ef s T,
{ p. 717). This very verse is traceable in Ratnakirti’s Sthira-
siddhidusana ( Patna ed. of Ratnakirti’s works p. 111 ), ascri-
#ed to his teacher ( FIEIA: ) 1. e. the great Jfanaéri. ( Ratna-
Kirti reads qfwTe for T ). Jfianadri was still a force to be
reckoned with in Gahgea’s times. The verse actually occurs

in his Ksanabhafigadhyaya.

In the next section on Pratyaksakarana ( pp. 720-62 ) the
.most elaborately treated subject is the peculiar Nyaya thesis
ihat Gold is not a substance, but only a sort of light, One of
the sources of Gange$a on the problem was Udayana ( p. 750 ).
In the next section ( pp. 763-83 ) the well-known Nyaya theory
-that Mind is an organ and it is minute ( ‘anu’ ) is established.
. .Anuvyavasaya ( apperception ), one of the vital things connec-

ted with Perception, is next dealt with (pp. 784-898), followed:
iy Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa, the two kinds of Perception, with

which the first part ends.

A - T
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'The second part on Anumana ( Inference ) 1s by far the
most popular, though the most intricate portion of the whole-
book. It is now broadly divided into two halves, commonly
known as the Vyaptikinda and Jhdnakinda and scholars used
to specialise in either of them or rarely in both. The first sec-
tion on the definition of Anumiti or Inferential knowledge and’
establishing the validity of Inference against the views of Car-
vika ( pp. 1-26 ) is immediately followed by a grand section,.
Vyaptivida dilating on the first term of the definition, viz..
Vyapti ( Invariable concomitance of the middle term with the:
major term ). There are seven sub-sections under it, viz.
Vyaptipaficaka ( five provisional definitions ), Sirnha-Vyaghri
( two similar definitions of Professors Lion and Tiger ), Vya--
dhikaranadharmiavacchinnabhdva, Purvapaksa ( collection of
various other definitions ), Siddhantalaksana ( final definition of”
Gangeéa ), Samanyabhava ( a separate class of Negation formu--
lated for clearing a definition ) and Visesavyipti ( other spe--
cialised definitions ). The next section on Vyaptigrahopaya:
( pp. 174-252 ) consists of two sub-sections, Tarka ( confuta-
tion ) and Vyaptyanugama. The first half ends with Samanya-
laksani, a much-debated kind of preter-natural sense-contact,
established by Gangesa.

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

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

Likewise the Upamana part of Gange$a has been quite
out of date for a very long time. Only one scholar of Mithila
as far as we are aware, commented on it viz. Rucidatta. Pra-
galbha of Bengal distinctly stated that while there are ways
devised by the learned, on the three major parts, not even a -
‘sigh’ was made in the hard Upamana part, where he was ‘with-
out a prop’ i—

WHEL FEY SOWgEN 9 b
Fa1 g2 e 7 Farferemmey i |
R g TRIERASH TR
o fefrRrat gfy @ Sisa e 1
( Pragalbha’s Upamanasangraha, A. 8. Ms., Introd. v. 2 ).
The fourth part of the Tattvacintamani deals with verbal
testimony and is called the Sabdakhanda. It opens with the
definition of verbal testimony—Sabdanirlipana. A discussion

.on Sibdabodha (verbal judgement) follows. Sabdapramanyavada
then proves the validity of verbal testimony as an independent
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<organ of cognition. Then follow the dessertations on akanksa
«( expectancy ), yogyati ( compentency ), dsatti ( contiguity)
-and tatparya ( word-import ) which are indispensable conditions
to produce verbal judgement. The Sabdanityatavada deals with
non-eternity of sound. The ucchannapracchannavida deals with
the theory that sound is destroyed and not-concealed. The
vidhi, apiirva and 4aktividas deal with Vedic Injunctions, merit
and demerit and potentiality respectively. Next comes the
.dessertation on Laksani-secondary meaning, The following sec-
tions deal with the logical implication of the grammatical prob-
lems like compound-words ( samdsa ), verbal suffixes (akhyata),
the roots ( dhitu ) and prefixes (upasarga ). The concluding
-section establishes the validity of the four types of cognitive
instruments after refuting the validity of aitihya ( tradifion ),
_janaéruti ( rumour ), arthapatti ( implication ) and anupalabdhi
{ non-apprehension ).

Like the Anumanakhanda, the Sabdakhanda also became
‘highly popular and numerous commentaries were written on
both of them. In the Nyiya seminaries of Mithila and Bengal
-almost equal importance was attached to both.

The work of Gafgeéa became highly popular very soon
:and was studied and commented upon in various centers of
culture of India. Tt not only cast the works of the old school
of logic into oblivion but the neo-logical works of his predece-
:ssors also faded into insignificance and gradually were forgotten
«lue to its overwhelming popularity and all embracing character.
“We, however, find scholars like Vardhamina, Vacaspati Miéra
I, Sankara Miéra and others devoting much time and energy to
revive the old school of Aksapada. But their efforts met with
‘NO conspicuous success.

 The influence of Gange$a’s school was felt even outside
the boundaries of India and we hear of Burmese Mss. of neo-

logical works in Mss. Libraries, (vide L. O. Cat. Vol. IL p. 576).
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VarpaamANa UrApnyAva: The Tattvacint@mani soom
established a school through the works of Gahgea’s son and.
disciple Vardhamana. The contributions of this great logician.
bear the titles ‘prakada’ and ‘upaya’, Later authors refer to him.
as 'Upayakaraka’. It appears that Vardhamana had no sons-
but his grand-children through a daughter were many and we
get their accounts in the Pafjis. We give below a list of
Vardbamana’s Nyaya-Vaisesika works :

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

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

( 3) The Nyayaparibigtaprakala has been published in:

the Calcutta Sanskrit Series along with the Nyayaparifista of

Udayanacarya.
. (4) The KusumanjaliprakaSa has also been published.
long ago. ' : '
(5) The Kiranavaliprakaila—The Dravya and Guna sec~

.tions have been published in the Bibliotheca Indica series andi
.theSarasvati Bhavana text, series respectively, | .- o
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(6) The LilavatiprakaSa has been published from
“Chawkhamba, Baranasi. :

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

(8) Vacaspati Miéra II in his Khandanoddhara ( p. 77)
~mentions Vardhamina’s work bearing the same title.

( 9 ) Padmanibha refers to the sub-commentary on the
Bauddhadhikaraprakata of Vardhamana by Balabhadra in the
Setu (p. 378 ).

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

It is said that an incomplete Ms. of the Maniprakaa of
Vardhamana came to the Sarasvati Bhavana, ( Venis : Benares
Cat. p. 193 ). But we could not trace it. For various reasons
-we cannot accept that Vardhamina commented on the Tattva-
cintamani. Vardhamina refers to his earlier works in subse-
quent ones. The KusumajaliprakaSa mentions the Tattva-
Jbodha, the Nibandhapraka$a and the Parifistaprakata. The
Lilavatipraka$a mentions the Kusumanjalipraka$a, Vardhamana
.quotes his father’s views in numerous cases, But we find no
reference to the Maniprakata either in his own works or in
those of his successors. On the other hand the remarks added
‘to a big :qucntat'mn from the Cintamani in the Nydyanibandha- .
prakata ( pp. 67792 )— "3 g
! Fre) A=A seem to suggest that Vardhamana wrote no
commentary on his father’s magnum opus. I case of the
-existence of such a commentary the clarification of his father’s
views in a different context would have been irrelevant. As
Vardhamana was held in high esteem both in Mithild and
Bengal, non-mention of such an important commentary of .
Vardhamana if ever written, in later exegetical works on the
“Tattvacintdmani is impossible to conceive.
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Vardham@na tried to bridge the gulf between the two-
schools of orthodox Logic—the old and the new. As we have-

just seen, he commented on the old classics current in his days,
But the views of his illustrious father were always uppermost
in his mind and he made the best use of them in his works,

As a smorti writer also, Vardhamdna commands great res--
pects in Mithild, He wrote the Smrtiparibhasa, the Sraddha--

pradipa, the Acarapradipa and other smrti digests.
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CHAPTER IV
THE AGE OF EXPANSION

JivanArua Midia: The eldest brother of Sankara.
Miéra's father Bhavanitha. Sankara Miéra stated clearly in
almost all his works that he had only reproduced the lessons he:
had received on each of the classics commented by him from.
his own father, who again took lessons from his own brother
Jivanitha, who might be regarded as the great genius behind.
all the eminence achieved by Sankara. In the Vadivinoda
( p. 61 ) Sankara cited an important passage of Jivanitha on the
section of fallacy :—ETARAANITAAFITFRE BFATHAI... 540 |
FreEamEEEEEEwERd satEre | & a1 gramaaEEtgagiaEat
TR O g A gedn gfd Sfgera@an | This is a refuta-
tion of Gangefa (vide Anumdna part, B. I ed., pp. 970-71
towards the end of the section on Badha ). There is another
quotation from Jivanitha in the Upaskara (under IX.ii. 1,
B.L ed., p. 392 ); it is an extremely intricate definition of the-
term ‘paksa’. Next toit, Sankara cited the well-known - defini--
tion of Gangefa in a rather slighting mode ( zfa &fam ) and.
found fault with it ( uE=wR TTTeaqisty a5ar ), referring to his own.
Manimayikha for further ( adverse 7 ) discussion. Jivanatha’s.
antagonism to Gangeda was evidently derived from Vatesvara
Upadhydya, who was his maternal grandfather according to-
reliable genealogical records. Vateévara’s descendant Narahari.
in his critique on Smrti named Duaitaniriaya refers to Jiva-:
natha’s legal decisions several times ( Darbhanga ed., pp. 18, 20
& 58) and once as aligning with Vateévara ( ib., p. 32 : @
FqiggRN T TR,  dFmafrmgaisaay ). It appears.
that Jivanitha had written a critical treatise on Smrti named’
Duaitanirnaya. We traced the following rare quotation in
Gokulanitha’s commentary ( Pradipa ) on Vacaspati’s Duaita~
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nimaya (A.S8.Ms. No, L. D. 5, p. 11 ) : ey silamg-Za-fga

TFgaieEOeERat afeEfegen | Jivanatha’s date is
about 1400 a, n, ; he was evidently not alive when Safkara
Miéra took lessons from his younger brother and pupil Bhava-
natha ( about 1425 a. v, ). Sankara was not a direct pupil of
his uncle Jivanatha,

GaNcApirya: One of the earlier authorities upon
the text of Gangeéa. His name was almost completely lost till
we discovered the following reference in the Pratyaksa part of
the Cintamanivivecana of Vidyanivasa Bhatticirya. The uni-
que manuscript of this work of Vidyaniviasa now preserved in
the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, has been thoroughly examined
and fully described by us in our account of Vidyanivisa (Vange
Navyanydyacarca, pp. 63-78). In the section on Pramanyavida
Vidyanivasa explains :—(fol. 53a) wg-gufi-~amdg aammmRr-
sttt § §afTa ASIRITEl  FRRE-TER e | ( vide
B. L ed., p. 239 fn. & Mathuri p, 240 ). The reading =pmmr-
STRETYAET is actually found in the Gunaprakada of Vardhamina
(5. B. Text, p. 193). The mention of Gangaditya’s name
along with that of Vardham@na proves that Gangaditya was an
author of fairly early date, say, about 1400 4. 1. and probably
<commented on Gangesa’s work. Vidyanivasa wrote the com-
mentary about 1490 4. b.

GHEATESOPADHYAYA : Another name hitherto entirely lost
mentioned by the above-mentioned Vidyanivasa in the same

book ( fol. 47a ) :—=mwm 2w frawid geaite StemT

Franfesm gfa & | TeRA Dt dvw el Sa—( vide
B.1.ed, pp. 207-8). It is not unlikely that this unknown
scholar, evidently belonging to Mithild, might have preceded

Gangesa himself.

NYAvaLo0aNARARA: The name of this author re-
mnains yet to be discovered, He was one of the earliest scholars

TR w—re_

L L SRS S W

E
1
L




R A R S R R R R N Wer VM N T Ty TN

Jayadeva alias Paksadhara Misra 115

who criticised Gangefa and evidently belonged to Mithila.
Sahkara Miéra in the Vadivinoda cited his definition of
“Vyapti’ : (p. 57 ) @reamna@ggaasaaT | seataaieEsy 5
saTfi: | SEfEFE A HaTa S TRaAeaal SETEe | vt am-
wiga%a: | The language proves that the passage is meant as an
answer to the Vyiptipaficaka of Gangefa. In Sarvabhauma’s
Sabdamanipariksa there are two references to the Nydyalocana
( Varanasi Ms,, fol. 28b & 85a), of which the first passaqa
runs : ufi SuRYATAR R TR

Reafifa =maeisagsgaTeay | Here Sarvabhauma cIearI},r mch-
cates that the unknown author attempted to find fault with
Gangeéa, Yet another passage of the Nyayalocana was traced:
by us in the Sabdamanipraka$a of the famous Bengali scholar
Haridasa Nyayalankara ( fol. 91b of a Ms, preserved in the
Anglo-Sanskrit Public Library at Navadvipa ). It runs :—ad
PaAFATEIRAISEERR W98 a9 g | o e g
O o SR | UF SRR SOEEnAIEeEal §ead g
SEliaan | ages aeqtEReEnsEsEan g e | This
also seems to be an attempt to find fault with Gangesa. As the:
book is not mentioned by any recent writer of Mithild and’
Bengal the author must have flourished before 1400 . 1., the:
approximate birth date of Sankara Mmra as ascertained by us,

There is an illuminating passage of the Nyayalocana in-
the Tattvaloka of Vacaspati Mifra IT under II. ii, 58 (fol. 153a) =.

I TETR 7 e 93 aegfae RS eI A &Y qafd
qT1 BT a0 AYRIAEfErTER 941 o 99 &9 TAEaE
ST 7T FA1 EganT R eE T 9qe sgta--
o S agT: SATgEER: | 9 T ISy ST
W11 @Y1 TRt gag: | Thisis a clear refutation of.
Gangesa.

Javapeva alias Pargapaaus Misea @ is the only scholar:
of the post-Ganhgeda period in Mithildi who succeeded in.

,
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setting up a new school ( sampradd@ya ) of Navyanyaya through
his immortal work—the Aloka on the three parts of Gangeéa’s
work ( omitting the small Upamana part). It dominated
Nyaya studies throughout India for a long time. Paksadhara’s
invincible career as a dialectician is immortalised in the line :
qeTHiaTET 7 fead wify wmsfEr | The story of his encounter
with Vyasatirtha ( 1460-1539 o, ) of Karnita when he is
said to have claimed in admiration of the latter* :
AT A AT e |

- TRt anfy ffieesnda
or the far more well-founded victory over him of éirnmax_‘xi of
Bengal is really a reflex from his great glory. The following
account of him collected from authentic sources, some of
which were not yet properly investigated, gives many new
facts about him.

His works :—He is universally known as the author of

a single book, the Aloka, which practically superseded all
previous commentaries on the Tattvacintamani. But among
the Sanskrit manuscripts procured by Colebrooke when in
India about a century and a half ago and subsequently
presented by bim to the India Office Library there are two
works by Paksadhara viz. Dravyaviveka ( as it is called by the
author himself ) and Nyayalilavativiveka. A  thorough
-examination of the two books, which it appears were not
<arefully scrutinized by Colebrooke himself or any other
scholar, throws a flood of new light on the history of Nyaya-
Vaidegika literature in Mithili and reveals certain puzzling
problems about Paksadhara himself. The Dravyaviveka
(1. 0,1, p. 665) contains no varses, devotional or otherwise,
at the beginning and the name of its author is nowhere found
1 B.N. Krishnamurti Sarma in a Vol. of Eastern & Indian Studijes

in honour of F.W. Thomas, p, 273. We have slightly amended the
verse to suit the metre. Sri Sarma reads AT and =R |

: 1
R g—— SRR . b e o

T
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‘in the body of the book itself, except the cryptic and somewhat
misleading colophon at the end ( fol. 103a) —zfa Aagae-
- SYFTaf Taat ZEuTE: F!'q;gﬁ: I The superscripts on the leaves
are i@ ( foll. 1-3), weax (foll. 10, 12-14, 103 ) and 9
.( foll, 15 onwards to the end ). On the cover of the last leaf,

the title runs : et 999, It isa brief but useful com-
mentary on the Dravyaprakaa of Vardhamana andis once

referred to in the Lilavativiveka ( fol, 36b ) thus :—aaw F=A173%
v, nqraatdERfya | We have traced the reference on
folio 54 of the present-work ( read along with Dravyaprakata
of Vardhamina, B.I. ed. of Kiranavali, pp.204-6). Both
the works entitled Viveka are therefore from the same pen.
But the most wonderful thing discovered is that the author
frequently refers here to his commentary on the Tattva-
cintamani also entitled the Viveka and not the Aloka. We
quote one passage for example :—( fol. 7a, wvide Kiranavah

B. 1. ed, p. 10) qurdfa | wafy fafrgmriawafa qEgwaimm,
e @ fRea al @ auif aETTEReE a5

ffugem et gEaRT v feabae | D T T
gifafadgifaad | The Pratyaksaviveka is also referred to

'in foll 60a, 76a, 79b and 101b. Besides the Anuman_cwiveha
(fol. 14a, 15b, 83ab), the Gunaviveka is mentioned once
{ fol. 86b) as well as the Kusumanjaliviveka ( fol. 83a :—

SR FAlataaa% zgsaq ). There are four more references
to a Viveka under a single topic ( fol. 16a-b ) which from the

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

Kandalikira (fol, 27b :—ag #AiaHIST IE-H T ZFAATHR
qafia g quREeERIRST O ER) A S HEw O |
Kusumanjali-Vardhamana ( 36b ).

Jagadguru ( g. v. 3b ) ‘
Pafcamatika ( 66a: weqmEmwwmitafa  Tatparya,
p. 499). : :
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Bhaskara ( 82b : a passage in Anumdnakhanda. B. T, ed.,.
p. 633, lines 5-6 is ascribed here to a pre-Gangefa work,
Bhaskara ).

Lilavatiprakasadarpanau ( 35a :—saum @la@digwm@ziqa-
Hiaea Gfe GaRTFRIERAgEtT 913 | vide Nyayalilavati,
Chowkh, ed., p, 798 ).

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

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

g « g s i |
wirat aa: 99 a3 @9 fftaf ||
But the name of the author here agsin is nowhere mentioned

in the body of the book, which ends ( fol. 129a ) with the colo-
phon : gfi sfivgega seradtiaa®: afqw: | There are referen-
ces to the other works of the author viz, Pratyaksaviveka ( 15a,
20a, 39b, 43a, 86b, 88b, 92b, 106b, 114a & 118b ), Anumana-
viveka ( 18b, 93a, 103b, 104b & 115b ), Sabdaviveka ( 52b ),
Cintamaniviveka (45a & 114b) Dravyaviveka (36b) and
Gunaviveka (28b). The list of authorities cited, a much
longer one, is given below arranged alphabetically :

Acaradar$a ( 22a ), Uddyota ( 182), Upadhyaya ( 93b :
identical with Prabhakara), Kandalikira (39b), Kalapa-
parifista ( 66a ), Kiranavalipraka$a (28a), Caturthaprakata
(57b), Jatedvara ( q.v.100b), Darpana ( 1a, 2a, 6a, Tb &
28b), Duitiyaprakata (18a & 53a), Doitiyavartika ( 60b ),
Nibandha ( 103a ), Padamajari ( 2a ), Purusottamadeva ( 2a ),
Prabhakaropadhyaya ( q. v. 2a &c. 11 times ), Prameyaprakata
(53a), Bhavadeva (21b), Mahabhagsya ( 2a ), Renukakarika
(22a ), Harimiéra ( 2a ).

Two more works of Paksadhara we are told ( S. B, S. IIL
P. 136 ) exist at Varanasi, a Tippani other than the Aloka on

B TY ST —
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‘the Cintamani, which on examination may prove to be a part
.of the Viveka, and a Safadharavyakhya. Jayadeva’s nephew
Vasudeva, who was a pupil of Jayadeva, refers to another long-
lost work of Jayadeva named Pramadnapallava, which seems to
‘have been an independant treatise rather than a commentary.
"The passage of Vasudeva runs :—=@ua TATQIHISH ST -
¥y agfifs Faanfad qea@amdifal ( Cintamanitika, London
Ms., fol. 31b ).

The identity of this Vivekakara Paksadhara as distingui-
.shed from the Alokakara is now a great puzzle before us diffi-
cult to solve. Paksadhara as a surname of the Alokakara is
well-known and the scribe of the Dravyaviveka undoubtedly
:supports the identity of the two—the Alokakdra and the Viveka-
kira—when he uses the peculiar abbreviation of the surname
‘Pakhii’. For, in the family records of Jayadeva we come

across exactly this very form of his nickname as current in
Mithils. In the Bhauala branch of the Sodarapura family the
Panji records :—fsTgdl  fraTg- ST I9GRIREHERIE s T1e;
sfagaaadt | But this identity can only stand on the supposition
that Jayadeva wrote two separate commentaries on the Tattva-
cintamani, the Viveka and the Aloka and that while the former
is absolutely unknown in Mithila and Bengal the latter became
a standard work throughout India. That an early work of a
celebrated scholar, who himself refers to it frequently, would
become extinct among his own direct disciples is extremely
doubtful, At the beginning of the Pratyaksaloka, Jayadeva
after saluting Siva ( also invoked in the next part ) clearly
states :—

wfie saRae gffaT fsaa: |
TR TaRISd e |
This normally means that the Aloka was his first literary ven-

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

Among the direct pupils of Jayadeva, Bhagiratha ( alias
Megha ) covered the same ground as the Dravyaviveka and the
Lilavativiveka of Paksadhara. He very frequently refers toa
previous commentator entitled ‘Miérah’ ( Lilavati, Chow-:
khamba ed., pp. 4, 11, 18 &c. more than 25 times ), who, as
we have ascertained, was neither Sankara Miéra ( who did not
comment on Vardhamana ) nor the author of the Lilavativiveka
under discussion. One passage of Bhagiratha ( p. 45 ) runs :—
o 3 wew EdaawE g afged AR fa e
fe=aq | We have traced this peculiar solution of an intricate
text in Paksadhara also. Thus :—( fol. 13a of the Lilavati-
vive@)mmﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁmmﬁmﬁ
At | This proves that Miéra of Bhagiratha preceded the
Vivekakara, whose arguments against the solution are not
reproduced by Bhagiratha, It is impossible, therefore, to iden-
tify the Vivekakara with Jayadeva in the present state of our
knowledge,

The Dravyaviveka was -superseded by the much more
expansive works of Rucidatta and Bhagiratha. Many passages-
of the Viveka are found incorporated in Rucidatta’s com-
mentary without acknowledgement, Bhagiratha also seems.
to have referred to the Viveka e.g, under the term ‘kechit’
( Lilavati, Chowk, ed., p. 53 cf. Lilavativiveka, fol. 15a). It
is, therefore, certain that the Vivekakara preceded both by a
length of time and he probably lived about 1450 a.v. He
cannot be identical with Paksadhara Upidhyiya of the
Mindara family, who lived about 1400 s. 0. Moreover, the
author of the Darpana, cited in both the Vivekas before us,
was Vateévara, the father of Paksadhara Upadhyiya. But
this filial relation is not atall borne out in the two Vivekas,.
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while in the Tattvanimaya, a Smrti work of this Paksadhara:
(L. 1845) his father Vatedvara is praised and saluted elo-
quently. We conjecture that the Vivekakara is a third:
Paksadhara of unknown parentage and in our opinion, he is:
identical with 'Sruna.t—Pak:-;a.dhara of Amaravatl who trans-
cribed the Vispupurapa in 345 L.S. Jayadeva never refers.
to his nickname ‘Paksadhara’ in the Aloka and it is extremely
doutful if a scholar of his eminence and celebrity could find.
time to transcribe a Purana. But hitherto all scholars have:
taken this Pakgadhara of Amaravatl as identical with Jayadeva.
( Vidyabhsana, L ¢., p. 456 fn. &c. )

Jayadeva’s Professors :—As we have stated above:
Jayadeva distinctly mentions the name of his uncle Harimiéra.
as his teacher in Nyiya both in the Pratyaksa and the:
Anumina parts of the Aloka. The Pafljis record that ‘Maha--
mahopadhyaya’ Harimiéra was the eldest of the three brothers,.
but he was not a ‘Mahamahopadhydya’ of great eminence and
did not probably compose any work. The following quotation.
in the Lilavativiveka probably refers to a grammarian of

carlier date!. EFRMAMG—FHITG wd Twra: | & A~
faarate:  fmvofRsns sfy saeo 0 gar &, swewE

ey T g I ( fol. 2a)

_ Many portions of Jayadeva’s Aloka were published long
ago in the complete edition of the text of Gangesa, as comple—
‘ments to Mathurinitha’s commentary. In the Pratyaksa
.part the published portion covers the sections from Samavaya-
.vida to Nirvikalpavada ( B, 1. ed., pp. 640-838). In the
Anumdna part the whole of the I4varavada as well as the last
section of the main part ( B. L. ed., pp. 983-97) is adorned
with the Aloka. Inthe Sabda part, where the Aloka begins

1. For Harimiéra the grammarian and a commentator on the Kasika,

- vide Purugottamadeva's Paribhasavriti &c. ( Rajshahi, 1946 ) App., p. 128.

+ & Introd, p, 5.

-
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-with a salutation to Visnu (& ST s ) instead of Siva ‘ds
‘in the first two parts, the sections from the Jatidaktivada to the
end ( B. L. ed,, Pt II, pp. 556-866 ) are illuminated by the
“Aloka. It is a pity however, that no ‘complete edition of the
‘Aloka, the greatest post-Gangesa work of Navyanydya in
Mithil, is likely to be published in the near future.

But there is almost an universal tradition in Mithila and
‘Bengal that Jayadeva was a pupil of the celebrated Yajhapati
Upadhyaya. For iostance, we find in the Sabdakalpadruma
(Pt. 11, 1749 Saka, p. 1791) Fragureara=gia: Qs B
qamec | (“ama’-geg ) This  tradition is  substantially
.corroborated by Jayadeva himself. Any one who will take
the pains of comparing the works of . Yajfiapati and Jayadeva
will be struck by the irteresting fact that Jayadeva has contro-
.verted the views of Yajfiapati at every step, In one such
'passage, cited below, Jayadeva distinctly refers to YajBapati
as ‘Gurw’. Commenting on the text of Gangesa beginning
with the word wgRmE=gaa ( Anumdna, Upadhisiddhinta,
B. I. ed, p.436) Jayadeva writes ( Anumandloka, A. S.
Ms. TIL A. 125, fol. 56a) :—awm = sdameAstoafed
ey | od |t anfaET afroETaEE @ I -
frfa 7 s | The whole controversy has been elaborately
treated by Yajfiapati’s son Narahari ( foll. 57-66 of Tanjore
‘Ms. No, 6268 ). Moreover, Padmanabha Miéra while
‘explaining the above passage of Jayadeva clearly writes in the
Phksadharoddhara ( Poona Ms. No. 785 of 1887-91, fol, 54b )=
-oufifl | SAEATASRITER R FNII A GG A o QA
R RERE AR awdl  fre A S o e vide
‘Narahari’s Duganoddhara, fol, 60 ).

Mithila’s glory in Navyanydya :—This conflict between
the professor and the pupil marked the most glorious period of
{ Navyanydya studies in Mithild and its echo reached the far-
‘thest corners of the country. The whole intelligentia, so to
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+speak, of Mithild and Bengal was divided into two rival camps..
‘Yajfiapati’s son Narahari, himself a direct pupil of Jayadeva,
-gave a spirited reply to all the points of controversy raised by
.his teacher and defended his father’s views. Viasudeva, a:
nephew and pupil of Jayadeva, defended his uncle against the:
‘attacks of Narahari and many others of the rival camp. Padma-
nabha Miéra, belonging to a Bengali family settled at Varanasi.
and adorning various royal courts of North India, wrote a.
commentary on the Aloka named Paksadharoddhara wherein.
he met the arguments of Narabari and others, Padmanabha’s:
date falls in ‘the latter half of the 16th century .. The heal--
thy ¢controversy, therefore, raged in Mithils and the adjecent:
tractsfor well over a century. Itisa curious and significant
fact that with thecessation of this controversy Mithila’s literary;

glory practically came to an end.

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

including the solid work of Jayadeva.

" Jayaderd’s family still survives in Mithili. He belonged:
{0 one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila. named

Sodarapura of Sandilya gotra. Varihanatha, 10th (or 11th )
in descent from the first ancestor Halayudha, settled in the

village Bhauila, after which this branch of the family came to
be known. . He. was Jayadeva’s: grandfather, - According "t
tradition Jayadeva lived in the village named -Yamasama. He:
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thad a son named Mahimahopadhyiya Midhava., There is
evidence that this worthy son of Jayadeva wrote in defence of
his father against the arguments of Narahari. The following
spassage in the Manitika of Jayadeva’s nephew Vasudeva refers
to the long-lost work of Jayadeva’s son. In the section on
Kevalanvayi (B.1 ed., p. 566 ) Jayadeva’s views ( fol. 93a )
are refuted by Narahari ( fol. 83b) Vasudeva begins his long
note here thus : —( fol, 58a ) g @71 sqTTEET Tl EEHEATE

R RTTEATTIETETHE | 7 Yo aEnaris agn engeet
3q—( these are Narahari’s words in a nut-shell ) w1, a3 fageT-
AERTEET AR, SR § ae | w fRm—
o frrewa qEAATEE | GW) ST Fadl A st g |
st fGgaaaragarafiasga) sawg: | @ g faes |

This proves that Madhava, son of Pakgadhara, was senior
to Vasudeva. This is exactly corroborated in the family records.
Gangu of the Mindara family had five daughters, Madhava
{ son of ‘Pakh@’ ) married the third daughter named Gaurl,
while Vasudeva married the daughter of the second daughter
Jayamati®, '

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

1. Vide Prof, R. Jha's illuminating paper on Kaviraja Bhanudatta in
the Patna University Journal, p. 12 of offprint containing the genealogi-
«cal table. = . fes ) . .
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mneed hardly be stated that Jayadeva, son of Mahadeva of the
‘Kaundinya gotra and with a title PiyGsavarsa is quite 2 differ-
«ent person, who flourished two centuries before the Alokakara.
Moreover, the gotra Kaundinya is of a very inferior rank among
‘Maithila Brahmanas, Similarly the long-drawn controversy
about the date ofa copy of the Pratvaksaloka (L. 1976 )—
whether it was 159 L. S. or 1509 Saka—is quite meaning]ess.
There should not have been any question but that it is 1509
‘Saka. Jayadeva must have survived till about 1500 . p. when
he gave lessons to the illustrious Bhagiratha, one of his last
pupils, On the other hand he was a generation later than
Sakara Midra who belonged to the same family and was his

uncle ( f§gsq ) in relation.

Jayadeva’s style : The formidable and intricate style of
Navyanyaya works, which first took shape from the pen of
Gangeéa and some of his predecessors, further developed in
the hands of Jayadeva, whose manner of arguing a point be-
came the delight of all serious and hard scholars. Methodology
pow became the highway of almost all these scholars, who
cared very little, as time went on, for the original doctrines and
their sources. Gange$a, Jayadeva or éiromar}i, with whom this
intricate style culminated by joining hands with a formidable
conciseness, rarely name their sources and their works are
almost completely wanting in historical materials. The only
specific names we could trace in the Aloka are Vatseévara,
author of the (Mimansa-) Maharnava, Makaranda ( a lost com-
mentary on the Kusumattjali ) and the Darpana in the Pratyaksa
part and Bhaskara and a very rare name Pramanap@rdyana
( fol. 131b ) in the Anumdana part. .
Jayadeva’s. pupils : There was perhaps no scholar in
‘Mithila and Bengal who could claim so many and such a galaxy
of distinguished pupils as Jayadeva had in his seminary. He.
gave lessons to Narahari, the son of his professor, to Madhava,,
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his own-son; to his nephew Vasudeva, to Sucikara Upadhyaya.
( according to tradition ), to the famous scholiast Rucidatta
(' who'gives him the highest literary title known in India ‘Jagad-
gure’ ) and last of all tothe great prodigy Bhagiratha. We.
should state here that according to the latest evidence neither
Visudeva Sarvabhauma nor his pupil Sirornani of Bengal ever
came to Mithild for studies (wvide Vahge Navyany@yacarca,
pp. 36-37 & 40 ). éimma:}i’s pupilage under Jayadeva is there-
fore a myth. '

Jayadeva’s popularity in Bengal : We heard a curious
tradition in Mithild, though not widely current there, that Jaya-
deva left Mithila in his old age and took shelter in Bengal ;
"This tradition is without foundation, but it is substantially cor-
rect.in a cultural sense. Jayadeva’s school emerged out of his
great conflict with Yajfiapati, whose adherents were ultimately
routed at the hands of Jayadeva’s followers. No author, except
perhaps F;imma:}i, could claim like Jayadeva a band of scholars
forming in his very life-time a separate school on the basis of
his work, which they adorned with regular commentaries. One
of his earliest commentators was Jale$vara Vihinipati, a son of
Jayadeva’s contemporary Vasudeva Sarvabhauma ; he wrote a
Sabdalokodyota ( Vange Navyanydyacared, p. 43 ) probably in
the lifetime of the Alokakdra, His preference for the Alokg.
over his own father’s commentary the Pariksa( ib., pp. 37-41 ),
is an eloquent tribute to the spectacular success of Jayadeva,,
This popularity of Jayadeva among Bengali scholars is a fact of’
supreme’ importance.. Itis now completely forgotten that all
the scholars of Navadvipa who commented on Siromani almost
invariably commented on Jayadevd also. This continued for
about two centuries and what is a marvellous fact, the Aloka
siirvived as a text-book at Navadvipa for over a century after it
ptactically disappeared in Mithila itself. For, in the 17th cen-
tury Gadadhara Bhattacarya ( 1604-1709 4, p.) the last great?
schioliast ' of “Bengal commented -on all the :three parts of the:

PT—
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Aloka (ib., pp. 178-79 ). At Varanasi the ‘Bengali scholars
Rudra Nyayavacaspati, Raghudeva Nyayalankara and Jayarima
Nyayapaficanana of the same century commented on the Aloka.

“We have already stated that Padmanabha of Bengal origin
.commented on .the Aloka, but not on Siromant. We refrain
. from mentioning all the earlier names’ from ( Siromani’s fellow-
fnate ) Haridasa Nyayalankara onwards, ‘full accounts of whom
_are given in our Bengali work. ’ :

In South India only the renowned scholar Annam Bhatta

xs known to have witten a commentary named Siddamjana
-on the Aloka (R. 1536-37). A more recent and less-known
_scholar named Agnihotra Bhatta wrote a Sphurti on the Aloka,
.of which parts of the Pratyaksa and Anumana 'sections exist

in manuscripts at Tanjore ( Nos. 6095-97). It is however
a curious fact that Jayadeva’s pupil Rucidatta became more
popular in South India. His Cintamanipraka$a much more
than the Aloka succeeded in founding a sort of a sub-school

of Navyanydya and many distinguished "scholars wrote sub-

.commentaries on it.

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

pupils :
- e s T T

e bl
-
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adlentitt g SRR

Yo% way aay T w1

TvaxrorADHYAYA : The extra-ordinary emi-
pance of Jayadeva alias Paksadbara put to shade all the
previous scholiasts of Gafgea, whose commentaries became
extinct in no time. In our attempt to rescue the names of
some of these long forgotten scholars we came accross the
extremely peculiar name of Tvantopadhyaya which was
completely lost, Some years ago we thoroughly examined the
Ms. copy of the Anumadnakhanda of a commentary named
Paksadharoddhara ( B. O. R, 1. Ms, No. 735 of 1887-91 : wide
fol. 39b for the actual name of the commentary ). In this
commentary Padmanabha wrote learned discourses on favourite
topics of Navyanydya and one of them is a long note on the
( Vyapti— ) Siddhantalaksana ( fol. 22a-26a ). Towards the
end ( fol. 25b) we come across the following passage :—

qufy afgeEvEEmE gfyEmfea g qaAfgmirHa-
Tt IR AT e G-
Wﬁl fasregw: | ( The very unusual name found in the

manuscript here looks like ‘Tkanta’, altogether a doubtful
reading ). Our suspicion, that the name of one of the earliest
commentators of the Tattvacintamani has been preserved in
this passage, turned into a conviction in a most unexpected.
manner. Sometimes ago we went to Triveni ( in the Hooghly
district of Bengal ) to examine what remained of the library
of Jagannitha Tarakapaficanana ( 1694-1807 a. . ) the greatest
scholar of his age in Bengal. A bundle of stray leaves was all
that we could lay our hands upon, from which we recovered a
very old copy in corypha leaves of Aniruddha’s Pitrdayitd.
A stray palm-leaf, torn at both ends was found in this copy
containing a most interesting book list. We reproduce the
whole of it below as a piece of direct evidence on the courses of
advanced studies in Béngal in the middle of the 16th century.
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It is dated ‘Sam 430, 23 ériva:;a’ evidently referring to the
Laksmana era which was adopted by the Nadia scholars from:
Mithilsa. The date falls in the 5th decade of the 16th century
A0, The superscript reads ‘Talika-pustaka-bandha(ka) Nadia>
(i.e., alist of books bartered at Nadia, the popular name of
the city of Navadvipa ) :

{ Column 1 ) KavyaprakaSa, Purvakhandana, Anumana-Mira,.
Pratyaksa-Kantako(ddha)ra, Bauddhadhikara (5 ). (Column 2)
Sabdakhanda, Tattvaloka, Pratyaksa-Miéra, Vyavaha(ra)cinta--
mani, Bauddhadhikara-Sahkaramiéra (5). ( Column 3) Lila-
vatyupaya ( i. e. Lilavatiprakasa of Vardhamana ). Tat-Jalada.
(i. e. comm. on-do-( the above) by Bhagiratha whose sur-
name was ‘Megha’, and ‘Jalada’ is again a synonym of "
Megha ), Kusumatjalyupaya, Guna ( i. e. the portion of Udaya=
na’s Kiranavali on Guna, Sraddhakalpa (5). (Column 4) Dravyo~-
paya (i.e. Vardhamana’s comm. on the Dravya part of
Kiranavali), Kusumanjali-Jalada, Sabda-Tvanta, Guna-Jalada (4)..
(Column 5, torn) Gunopa(ya), Sabda-Gopi(natha), Acara(dara),.
Manu, Dra(vya?) (5 ).

The list is a good evidence that the Bengali scholars at
that time assiduously studied all up-to-date Maithila works,
specially on Navyanyaya. The mention of Pratyaksakantakod--
dhara by Madhustidana Thakkura is important as indicating
the later limit in the date of its composition. The mention.
of ‘Sabda-Tvanta’ ( the reading is quite clear and beyond any-
doubt ) is certainly the most valuable feature of the list. It
proves that the long-forgotten Maithila scholar Tvanta wrote-
a commentary on the Tattvacintamani, of which the last part.
(.Sabda-khanda ) was procured for the private library of Nadia.
Padmanabha’s reference is to the second part of the same
commentary. That he commented also on the first part of
Gangeéa’s work is proved by the following quotation traced
by us in a unique ‘copy of .the Pratyaksalokaprasarani by
Krsnadasa Sarvabhauma, -one of the earliest scholars of Nadia.
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who lived in the second quarter of the 16th century 4. n.
{ vide Krsnadasa's full account in our Bengali work Vafge
Navyanyayacarca, pp. 114-23 ).

gauaTg: | (fol. 7a of a dilapidated Ms. in our possission: begin-

ning of Mangalavida, B. I ed. p.9). At the present state of”

our knowledge this Tvantopadhyiya happens to be the earliest
known commentator on Gangeéa’s Tattvacintamani, for he pre-
ceded both Jayadeva Misra ( Paksadhara ) and Sankara Miéra
as we shall presently see.

Tvantopadhydya’s commentary on the Kusumanjali named
Makaranda. The Karikis of Kusuméafijali were commented upon,
' .among others, by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma and this ‘Rama-
bhadri’ was extensively studied in the Nydya seminaries of
Bengal till the last century. This Rimabhadra was a son of
the famous Jinakinitha Bhattacirya Cdamani, author of the
Nyayasiddhantamattjari. He mentioned his father’s name in
most of his works, e.g., (1) in the beginning of the Nydya-
rahasya, MAFATEWIGAY §§ TwAgEsa. This commentary
on the Nyayasitras goes to the end of Chapter IV only, where
the colophon runs-zfa Wmﬁﬂ{lﬂ'ﬁmﬁw
TRzt Aaesr Sgdisera: ( fol. 120b of Nyayas

'Vaidesika manuscript. No. 9 of the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Benares.
‘The commentary on chapter V proves on examination to be a
separate work named Anviksikitattavvivarana by Rimabhadra’s
father Bhattacarya-Clidimani himself ( Vide Sahitya-Parisat-
Patrika, Vol. 51, pp. 69-70). (2 ) In the beginning of the
Gunarahasya :—
E Fi & - T ]
e TR R 1|

( v. 2, Ms. in our possession }

|
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( 3) In the beginning of a small wbrk on Smrti named Samaya-:
rahagya :—

glgraeat fied anffwgem@fa =@ |

B gwaEE FEl arEaRe
( Ms. in our possession )
(45 ) In a well known verse in the beginning of Ramabhadra’s.
Padarthatattvatika(Benares Ed., p. 81) 'and Namvadatika
RA.S.B. Ms. No. IIL. G. 148, a unique copy dated 1957 Saka):=

AT TETCRREHRY, JEAA AT T |

Tz ER S R, e Rl Sgwre
All doubts about the identity of Ramabhadra and his father-
should now be finally dissolved ( cf. LH.Q., XX, pp. 190-92 ).
The strange introductory verses found in the beginning of
Ramabhadra’s Kusumanjalikarikavyakhya in all available Ms..
copies—and we have examined scores of them—which created
a baffling problem before two generations of scholars, must.
now be regarded as the composition of some scholar other than.
Ramabhadra. The first verse of benediction (=mig: aRafar:) .
has been traced in the Amoda, a commentary on the whole of
Kusumatijali (and not on the Karikas alone ) by the famous.
Sahkara Miéra of Mithila, whose parents are again unmistake--
ably invoked in the second verse :—

SRl Gt SUHTEIE |
TEERE o s g |

Sankara has referred to his father Bhavanatha’s instructions in:
many of his works, e. g. Vadivinoda, Lilavatikanthabharana
and Upaskara. It was MM. Dr. Gopinatha Kaviraja who first:
discovered a superscript in a Ms. copy of the ‘Ramabhadrt’ (fol.
6a, TTE THRET T ariiRfag ), which clearly stated that:
the first 4 or 5 leaves of the book were of Sankara Misra’s: com=-
position and the rest Sarvabhauma’s, ,(_Kusum&?ijali-bgdhdni,;
* g, B. Text, Introd., pp., IIFIILf.n.) The ‘Ramabhadr?’, has.
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‘been published in the ‘Afutosa Sanskrit Series? of the Calcutta
University ( edited by Prof. N. C. Vedantatirtha ). There is
indelible evidence in the commentary itself that it is a medley
of two different compositions. The fourth kiriki ( ‘sipeksa-
tvat,.....” ) is introduced twice in two different places, once on
'p. 11 (falling under Sahkara Miéra’s portion of the commen-
tary ) thus :—&% AR, A @ ForE sog g g
ZBShY O A3 .. FURaNA HE—aTanafd | It should be noticed
that the prose line immediately preceding the kiriki is explain-
.ed in this portion. On pp. 13-14 again we read, &= ﬂlﬁﬂiﬁw
W, FEAFRAAN T T AT A, ST GHEET agi-
"qOEAIE—AT4@R, .| Here the explanation of the prose line is
-omitted and the rest of the earlier gloss is presented in a more
-elaborate and improved language. We should mention that
this twice repeated explanation is found in all the Ms. copies
"we have examined including the two in our own possession, That
‘the earlier part was from the pen of Sankara Miéra is directly
stated in three more manuscripts we have examined. We are
in possession of a very old copy where it is written distinctly
in the margin of the front page, ‘Safkaramirasya Kusumanjali-
-vydkhya’ and on fol. 5a after feRTRGIETT the portion =@ =g
..QngeEIRfd is cancelled by smearing yellow pigment upon
whlch it is written clearly a1 siwregsfizmrar sgnEias e
=qredt | @9 gradniar | In the ancestral library of the late
Pandita Daksindcarana Smrtitirtha of Calcutta we found an-
other copy where it is written ( fol. 6a ) ferTRTWET &= Tiw-
firsfid @ arhilfg | Yet another copy was examined by us in
a village Satgeche in the Burdwan district among the remnants
-of a magnificent library which belonged to (Rima-) Dulila
Tarkavagisa ( 1731-1815 4. b, ) one of the greatest Naiyayikas
-of Bengal, whose ‘Patrikas’ on Navyanyaya became popular at
" one time throughout India. On fol. 5a it is written, ATl
TR | gfr xiefirsrgd wwTH waiqd @i | This earlier portion,
thowever, is not identical with the extant Amoda commentary of

i
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‘Safikara. Why thisis so and what became of the first part of

Ramabhadra’s own commentary are not known and are likely to
remain an unsolved mystery.

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

.of the Ramabhadr: is as follows :—

HHGEE TR U1 ST qRAQSIAT |
aafys figsatermrengaage™: ||

\Of the three earlier commentaries on the Kusumafjali men-

tioned in this important verse the Praka$a by Vardhamana is
long available in print. The ‘Parimala’ is by Divakaropadhyaya
and a direct commentary on the text.

 Who was the author of the Makaranda, mentioned in this
list by Sankara Midra ? Not certainly Rucidatta, the author
of the sub-commentary PrakaSamakaranda, who as a direct
pupil of Jayadeva Miéra ( Paksadhara ) was at least one genera-
tion later than Sankara Miéra. In fact this Makaranda isan
earlier commentary directly on the Kusumamjali and we have
traced a citation from it in the Pratyaksaloka of Jayadeva
( towards the end of ‘Pramanyavada’ ) :—SAu FHCR HAE-
e 7 rgRRNTaEr sarEmEiaid | ( fol. 28a of a very old copy
with us ). Jayadeva was not certainly referring here approvingly
by name to any work of his own pupil Rucidatta. Infacta
.comparison with the corresponding passage in Rucidatta (St. I1,
p. 7) proves that the view cited by Jayadeva does not belong
to Rucidatta. So the Makaranda happens to bea long-lost
commentary on the Kusuma#jali. Fortunately about two years

“.ago we succeded in getting hold of the above mentioned copy

of the ‘Ramabhadr? in the collection of Dulala Tarkavagia,
where an inquisitive copyist wrote down the following invalua-
‘ble marginal notes-upon the third verse cited above :

(1) Makarande-—“TvaNToPADEYAYA—krta-§astre”
(2) Prakate—"Vardhamanopadhyaya-k(ta- ? gra-)nthe”
( 3) Parimale—"Granthavifese”. - o
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Date of Tvantopadhyaya : Sankara Miéra in the above list
of previous commentators has omitted other famous names,
notably the Bodhani of Varadarija, who was a Kasmirian, It
may be presumed that he preferred to confine himself to Mai-
thila works only, As Vardhamana came after Divakara, we are
of opinion that Sankara drew up the above list in an ascending
order of chronology. In other words, Tvantopadhyaya came
after Vardhamana, though all three preceded Sahkara’s father

Bhavanitha as the words of Sankara seem to imply. Now San--

kara’s father and teacher Bhavanitha lived about 1400 A. », and

the date of composition of the two works of Tvantopadhyaya—-

Manitika and Makaranda—may be placed within 1375-1400 A.p,
We can hail the latter’s name, therefore, as the earliest com-

mentator of Gangesa so far discovered. We should state here-

that ngl}adﬁsa Sarvabhauma’s quotation from Tvantopidhyaya,

reproduced above, is followed by two other quotations from.
unnamed scholiasts, who evidently came after Tvantopadhyaya..

Sattxana Miéra : isa name to conjure with in
Mithildi. He was a poet ( in Panditavijaya and Rasarnava ),
a dramatist ( in Gauri-Digambara-Prahasana ), a Smrti writer
and above all a foremost Nyaya-Vaidesika scholar. He belonged
to a most distinguished Srotriya family of Mithild and main--
tained two large seminaries in his celebrated homestead which
is a place of pilgrimage in Mithilda, We shall confine ourselves.
in this account to his philosophical works only. The late
M. M. Dr. Ganginatha Jha published in 1915 an edition of
his Vadivinoda with an introduction containing a most interest=-
ing account of the great scholar of extra-ordinary talents, He-
confronted the reigning monarch ( probably the famous.
Sivasimmha ) when barely five years old with the extempore
verse, still recited by Maithila students in wonder and.
worship i(—
TRISE TWEER | T R @ g |
gy quR  aW s e

=g i
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this royal visit fetched him money which by promise went to
‘the drummer woman, whose drum sounded by itself atthe
time of Sankara’s birth ! She dug a tank with the money,
which still goes by her name in the vicinity of Sankara’s house.

There is a copy of the Harivaméa preserved in his house which

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

o QIR qS T |
qEERA AT R aAAaEad |

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

Nyaya- Vaiﬁfegiha works of Saikara: In the first flash of
his great genius Sankara tackled all the hard classics of Navya-
nyaya without exception and wrote commentaries on each of
them. His earliest work in this line seems to be (1) the
Manimayukha radiating on the work of Gange$a., It has been
mentioned by him in most of his works, e.g. in the Vadivinoda
(p.59), Kanadarahasya (p. 103 ), Lilavatikanthabharana
{p. 73), Upaskara ( pp.154, 161, 189, 34], 351 & 405)
and the Atmatattvavivekakalpalata (B. 1. ed., p. 534 ). He
:seems to -have regarded it himself as one of his best contri-
butions. But the fact remains that in the heyday of Navya-
‘nydya studies over the work of Gangesa under Yajtiapati and
his disciple Jayadeva, the Mayukha of Sankara practically lost all
its lustre. As far as we are aware none of the eminent
Nvyanyaya authorities of Mithila and Bengal, from ngﬁapati_
.downwards, ever'took any notice of the Manitika of Safkara,
whose name is quite unknown in the main group of Navya-
nyaya led by Gangefa, Why it is so is really a great mistery.
Uptill now only one single copy of the last part of Safikara’s
Mayukha has been discovered, proving that its circulation was
wery much limited. This unique copy is now preserved in
Jammu, Kasmira beyond the reach of scholars. It is complete in
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55 folios only ( Stein’s Jammu Cat., p. 144, Ms. No. 1537 ).
Fortunately Stein realising the great importance of the copy
has given extracts from the beginning and end (p-332 ).
We reproduce them below.
Begins :  aragerTRa@aeRaT HETQAN g e |
st rmfegEty  Ree AR |
Ends: fasn agraemiw sargd afgefad (¢ fwam) |
qreRREENE A~ Fakge ¥ e
R iSO
Frenfy # TE 1A |
St we g wETEEE
TrfrigfrgeETaa 1R
ATAAEETES ARG T |
a4 g Sraafuen frst qeamg, afag 113
ot wEEENTAT - aRsirETETEE e TS
faramfigrga: gam: |l
There are certain revealing features even in the small extracts.
In the post-colophon statement the titles (M. M. and Sanmiéra)-
are attached to Bhavandtha alone, who was evidently still
alive, and none to Sankara, confirming our suggestion that
this was his first work. In the opening verse Sahkara betrays.
his predilection for a book named Mahirpava ; it was
Mimahsamaharmava by Vatefvara belonging to the school of
Prabhikara, This Prabhakara influence upon him might be
one of the reasons for his unpopularity in the Gangesa group,
though, pathetically, he claimed the Manias his own. In the
first verse at the end Sahkara absolves himself curiously from
both merits and demerits of his work, which attach only to-
his father and not to him ; his task was only to write down
what his father said ! This sentiment is expressed by Safkara
in most of his subsequent works ( vide Lilavatikanthabharana,.
the lacuna in the last verse should be filled up accordingly and
Atmatattvavivekakalpalata at the end). .

-
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(2) Trisutrinibandhavyakhya : a commentary directly on '
the first portion of Udayana’s Parifuddhi which was popularly
known as A ibandha. A single copy of this extremely rare
book of Sankara was discovered by H. P. Sastri at Dinajpur
( Notices, I1I, No. 136 )., It was complete in 123 folios written
in the Bengali script. Sankara admits at the commencement
that he endeavours only to construe the text, which was ador-
ned already with three illuminating commentaries viz, Prakata
( of Vardhamana ), Darpana ( of Vate$vara ) and Uddyota (of
Divakara ). The book is practically lost. Sankara has not refer-
red to it in any of his works.

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

(4) Bhedaprakata : published fortunately in the Saras-
vati-Bhavana Texts (under the name of Bhedaratna 1933, pp. 73
from a Ms. dated 1579 V. S.). It is a bold refutation of Vedan-
tic Monism from the standpoint of the stout dualism of the
Nyaya. In striking contrast with Vacaspati’s Khandanoddhara,
which lost itself so to speak on dialectic skill without grappling
with the fundamental doctrines, Sankara struck at the very
root of the controversy with an array of both Vedic texts and
arguments. 1t was for this reason selected as the target in pre-
ference 1o Vacaspati’s work by Madhusfidana Sarasvati, who as
the leader of the Sankarite saints of Varanasi, wrote a full refu-
tation in the Advaitaratnaraksanam in a violent and most un-
. saintly language, There is an imaginary conversation towards
the end of the latter book where Sankara is addressed as an
aged bull (g815 ) : And Sankara’s mild protest also 1s recor-
ded : The Bhedapraka$a was one of Sankara’s earliest works.
It is mentioned already in the Vadivinoda (p. 44 ).. Hall,
( Index, p.'85) examined a copy at Varanasi and the very same
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copy is now preserved at Jammu ( Stein's Jammu Cat., 1894,
pp. 327-28 ) The date of transcript is 1519 V.S, Caitra-
Parnima, Tuesday ( corresponding correctly to March 16,
1462 4., ) and it was copied at Ka§i, in the lifetime of Safkara.

(5) Khandanatika : This was completely published from
Varanasi as early as 1888 a.»n. ( edited by Bhagavatacarya,
pp. 732 ) and made Sankara’s name well-known throughout the
learned world, It was written after the Bhedapraka$a which 1s

twice cited ( pp.61 & 124: fasafaeagaR deyat ) and
before the Vadivinoda probably. Like most of his works San-
kara wrote this after taking 4lluminating’ lessons from his
father, who again was indebted to his elder brother Jivanatha
( not Jayanatha ). The concluding verse as printed should be

emended slightly thus :

EagelTTE AT e, I |
aafqa e 7 ettt (p. 732)
There is an interesting colophon at the end of the section on
Anupalabdhi ( p. 415 ) —
sqreqTARmAeET g frga=e |
saremudTTat g wtagd ¥
“The next section begins with another interesting verse :
a1 gRETETEEEAAERA S
Shrr sfwg gewfar: @ afe |
p——— SRS Ge R 2l
It is a magnificent expression of his own talents coupled with a -
sense of rare filial obligation. Sankara evidently regarded this
commentary as one of his masterpieces and the learned world

seems to have endorsed it by accepting it as Sankara’s best
work. In the very life time of Sankara 2 superior scholar Pra-

galbhdcarya, who it should be noted, was not a Maithila, regat-
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ded it as an authoritative work, upon which his own commen-
tary on the Khandana was based. For, Pragalbha clearly states
at the beginning of his commentary, K handanadarpana SATEELE
e, fidtenty = ( verse 4 : Khandana with 5 com-
mentaries, Chowkh. ed., p. 4 ) Sabkara appears in a dual role
in this undertaking. In the first place he attempted to explain
the views of Sriharsa faithfully from the standpoint of the
Vedanta, but in many places ( vide pp. 93-124 ) he attempted
equally to meet the arguments of Sriharsa from the standpoint
of dualism. Everywhere, however, he marvellously concluded
with 2 compromise on behalf of Sriharsa and the phrases he
used are quite amusing. Such are :—

ey “saTad) afEAEEATRAAT”? TEETE qread ( p- 95 ).
Fafy “eEatagda swged gfw w1 (p- 98).

ety “aETEATAT AR e’ g aead | (. 103).
Fay ““EmeERsea a1 ( p. 109). |

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

QIR AT -
Ayfaagara: nfeEe st 1 (p. 98 ).

Raghunitha’s eriticism here, quoted in the footnote, e!nds with
a most interesting remark, throwing a side-light on Sankara’s

~ popularity among his contemporaries as a poet rather than a

scholar.
e FERAAEAAT A WAAAG A TCEARIAT | |
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There is a very old copy of Sankara’s Khandanatika,
preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Vuranasi ( Ms. No. 134
of the Dhundhirdja collection ). The post-colophon runs:

YA TERE SgA aw o |
e geangad glakd anfa g
TFIOHAAIHHEIGEy X x X gay |
g0 73 goqre gzt e aeefae-
TR FHTHET AR ATagga: &4 |l
duq (R GHA A A g geEd | dted s el
gergrar | The date works out to be August 1473 (not 1472)
A, when Sankara Mifra was alieve, as the [scribe clearly
indicates.

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

(7) Vadivinoda: a remarkable manual exclusively
dealing with rules of debate and specially how to defeata
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proud opponent. It was edited by M. M. Dr. Ganginitha
Jha ( Allghabad, 1915, pp. 4473 ). It is divided into 5
Ullasas under the scheme set forth in verse :

FYTA: T SHFI, THICEQ: |

FATGEE: ®IT quggREmad ||

. The bulk of the book is taken up by the fitst chapter (pp. 1-14)

on the rules of debate and the third ( pp. 47-71 ) on the exact

connotation of a problem containing a brilliant survey of all
philosophical topics. Unlike the other works of Safikara this

book refers to many early authors and works, some of which

are important. An alphabetical list is appended here,

Anumanamayikha (p. 59 ), Acarya (17), Candra (53),
Cintamani (17), Jivanatha Miéra (61), Nyayalocana (57),
Bhedaprakaéa (44), Manikantha Miéra ( 17, 35-36 ), Ratnakosa
(2,17), Mahd‘r?}av’a'(53), Murari Misra (53), Lilavati (41),
Vallabhacarya (41), Sankara (41), and Sanatani (2). The Vadi=
vinoda is mentioned in the Kanadarahasya ( 103 & 177 ) and
the Upaskara { p. 397 ).

(8) Vaisesikasutropaskara : The original VaiSesikasutras
of Kanada, like the Sankhyasutras of Kapila, were neglected by
scholars ever since Prasastapida composed the excellent
manual named Padarthapravea which ousted all previous
works of the school and came to be regarded as the Bhasya,
which it was strictly not. The paucity of literature upon the
Sttras as against that upon the so-called Bhasya-of Prasasta-
pada is well-known and by a stroke of genius Sankara Miéra
_u:nmortahsed himself by writing this running commentary
. upon the Sitras. Sankara was quite conscious of the ad-
- venturous nature of his task, which he likened to sporting in
the sky, but his ambition was more than fulfilled when we
find that the Upaskara became the standard work on the
subject throughout India. Sankara had written thus at the
commencement of the book i—
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gamAEAA sy T |
& Smenwras awe fafadst (verse 3)

The only previous work Sankara had before him was a:
certain Vptti, which he had frequently cited ( B, L. ed., 1861,
pp. 6, 51, 55, 58, 161, 200, 260, 264, 283, 411, 414 & 419).
It was an early work, asindicated by Sankara and is now -
completely lost. But Sankara admits in the second verse of’
the introduction that he was indebted to two persons for his
knowledge on the Tantra viz. the ancient sage Kanida and the
recent scholar Bhavanatha, his own father. Probably he had
only fragments of the Vrin before him. Naturally Sankara
had adorned his commentary with brilliant summaries of
Navyanyaya topics, whenever he found an opportunity. For
instance, the Mangalvada (pp. 3-6), the Muktivada (pp. 10-18)
the Vyaptivada (pp. 14955 ), Pakinumana (pp. 285-92 )
Dvitvaprakarana ( pp. 318-24) and references to his own
Manitika betray his predilection. Nevertheless the Upaskara
is the only work now available on the Stitras of Kanida, which
were shaped into a regular text-book, though how far they
represent the original work of Kapada remains a matter of

investigation and speculation.

(9) Lilavatikanthabharana : A complete commentary
on the work of Srivallabha. It explains the original text and
isnot a sub-commentary of Vardhamana’s Prakala. It was
written after the Vadivinoda and the Kanadarahasya ( both
mentioned on p.777. The references to Bhasarvajfidcarya.
(wrongly printed in the Chowkh. ed.; p. 771) and the Kandali~
kira ( p. 842 : vide Kandali p. 119) should be noted. As
this work is now fortunately published along with Vardha-
mina’s Prakata ( Chowkh., ed., 1934, pp. 834 ) we invite the
attention of scholars toa remarkable feature in it. Sankara
has nowhere mentioned the name of Vardhamana in this
commentary. On the other hand in many places Vardhamana's
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wiews have been cited anonymously ( e.g. &% p.13) and
mostly criticised (=FR9q p. 2, =g pp. 10 & 76, Also
pp. 4748, where Vardhamina had refuted the words ofa
.previous commentator ). Sankara appparently did not belong
to the group of Vardhamana, who was looked upon somewhat
in a spirit of rivalry. This feeling towards Vardhamana was
undoubtedly acquired by Safkara from his father and senior
uncle. For, he has stated at the end of his commentary that
all his explanations had been derived from his father, who
.again learnt them from his elder brother :

AT SAReTHTETaT, a4 |
wfeqan 7l g aiferfeegaa

( p. 864 : also Atmatattvavivekakalpalata, B. 1. ed., p. 948 )

VAcasrarr M1érall: One of the greatest academic
figures of Mithila and regarded as the foremost authority in
Maithila Smrti. He wrote in his old age the Sraddhakalpa (i.e.
Pitrbhaktitarahgini ) when he was the crest jewel of all the
assemblies of ( Maithila) scholars ( according to the epithet
graufeareifimi found in the colophon of the book :
L.2001). Inthe following verse at the end of the book he
recorded the total number of his previous works :—

et T gt e I da |
RrffarT T @ Taaw e

Sastra’ as distinguished from ‘smrti’ means here the Nyaya
‘philosophy. For, Vicaspati himself states at the end of his
Krtyapradipa ( Des. Cat. of Mithila Mss., Vol. I p. 67 ) :=—

4 S wEe TR,
s EEEUET FeaETaand: |

sfyrr iR SR gERTET
e e HEEd Fard qan |l
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The smrti works of Vicaspati have engaged the labours of
many distinguished scholars, notably M. Chakravarti ( J.A.S.B.

11915, pp. 394-400 ) and Kane ( Hist. of Dharmasastra, I, pp.

399-400 ). We shall only attempt to give a brief account of
the Nyaya works of Vacaspati in this book and assign his pro-

per place in the history of Navyanyaya in Mithila .

" Vacaspati wrote what appears to be one of the best com-
mentaries on the Nyayasiitras of Gotama—( 1 ) the Nyaya-(or
Naya-) Tattvaloka, better known as Tattvaloka. No complete
copy of the book has yet been discovered. The largest frag-
ment is preserved in London ( 1. O,, I, pp. 610-11 )* which was
examined by us thoroughly. The third introductory verse,
cited by us before ( p. 2 ), where the six earlier commentaries

are respectfully mentioned, proves along with the author’s
sense of diffidence exhibited in vv. 4-5 that it was one of the

earliest works of Vacaspati, if not his very first work,

HreaganaTa AEnETAREy afEas |
T Fasmfang e () Faseghn gufwa Iv
o #4fafag fefagae am sEagiesayg |
HEGIETEHISTAra: & 7 gEld g 91 1L
An alphabetical list of the" authorities cited in the book™s given
below. a;::}

1. Egpeling’s descriptive note requires correction. The last folio with a
blank reverse which is marked ‘182’ in a decidedly later hand is really ‘164’
which is missing in its proper place ; this real page mark is still visible
behind the present correction. Fol. 165-181 contain the commentary on
the whole of the first ‘@hnika’ of Chap. III ( with its colophon in 176a)
and of the whole of the first three ‘prakaranas’ of the second ‘Ghnika’, This
portion has a new pagination ( fol, 1-17 ) along with the old one, The Ms.
is in the Bengali script from three different hands ( 1- 20, 121-26, 12781 )
Fol. 113 is missing ; in its place thexe is a fol,, marked 33, from the same
hand but belonging to quite a different book. Of the five colophons two
(81a, 176a ) name the book ‘Nyayatattvaloka’, two ( 134b, 164a ) ‘Nyaya®

and one ( 92a ) simply ‘ Tattvaloka’.
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Acirya (i. e, Udayana) 36a, 51b; 92b, 99b, 128b and
129b.

Uddyota 53a.

Kandalikira 33a ( on tamas ).

Kirti ( i. e., Dharmakirti ) 42a & 109b.

Khandanoddharakaradayah 84b : the reference is to the
earlier work of Vardham@na cited by Vacanpat: in his own
Khandanoddhara, p. 77.

Candra 108b.

Carvika 41a & 166a.

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

Jayanta 48b.

Jaimini 41a & 41b.

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

Tarani Miéra 88a, 112a & 130a.

Tandibrahmana 121a.

Digniga 14a, 36b, 40b, 47ab, 70b, ?231: & 74b. All the
passages are taken from the Tatparyatika of earlier Vacaspati.

Nyayalocanakrtah 153a,

Prajfiakara 42a.

Prabhakaropadhyaya 70b : a later Nyéya scholar.
Prameyaprakata (& Trtiyaprakasa) 53a (of Vardhaména).
Bhartghari 77b.

Bhagavrtti T7b.

Bhasya 11b, 14b & 94b.

Bhaskara 12a, 21b, 53a & 67a.

Midhyamaka 95a.
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Murarimisra 62b.
Vatseévara 127b,
Vasubandhu 40b, 70b, 73b & 76a ( all taken from the

Tatparyatrkd ).

Vacaspati Miéra (1) 62a.

Vamanavrtti T7b.

Varsyaganya 41a ( also taken from the Tatparyatika ).
Vaibhasikah 10b & 22b.

Sabara 50b.

Sivaditya Miéra 75a.

Sandtani 82a.

Sandalopidhyaya 63a.

Sautrintikal 10ab & 22b.

We have omitted in the above list the numerous refer-
ences to unspecified sources like Prafical, Navyah, Saugatah,
Sankhyzh, etc. The largest number of references belongs to
Gangefa. In fact the Tattvaloka is one of the earliest attempts
to explain the Nydyasfitras under the new light of Gangesa's
epoch-making work, Whole chapters of the Cintamani have
been summarised by Vicaspati under different siitras, e.f.,
Mangalavida in the beginning, Muktivdda under L i 22,
‘Vidhivada under IL i, 63 etc. With the ever increasing
popularity of the Cintdmani the study of the original Nyaya-
stitras declined, Itis a remarkable and interesting fact that
the Tattvaloka is more than double the size of the Nydya-
‘rahasya the next commentary on the Nydyasutras which was
‘written by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa more than
a century after Vacaspati—the corresponding portion of the
.present fragment of the Tattvaloka ends on folio 88a of the
‘Baranasi Ms. of the Nyayarahasya of about the same size,
About a century later again, Visvanitha Paficinana wrote the
WVrtti, which is much smaller in size than the Nyayarahasya and
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in the 18th century, the Vriti of Viévandtha again was sum=
marised by an unknown scholar! It should be noted that
Vicaspati has not referred to any of his own works in the

Tattvaloka.

The text of the Nydyasutras as determined by himself
was shown by Vacaspati in a seperate booklet named (2)
Nyayasutroddhara. It was written when he was adorning the
court of a certain king of Mithili. The total number of
Siitras according to him is 531 as against 528 arrived at by
the earlier Vacaspati in the Nyadyasticinibandha, It appears that
the late Mahimahopadhyaya V. P. Dvivedi had access to a
Ms, of this work copied in Caitra 1428. The socalled

Gautamsitram printed along with the Nyayabhasya in pp. 28
with the introductory verse,

saaefatisiy fafraacgfan |

foread gitqd=a sfivitesrad wea |
js not an edition of the Nyayasutroddhdra, asis sometimes
supposed, but only a text of the Nydyasutras prepared by the
editor of the Bhasya after cosulting various books including
a copy of the Siitroddhara,

The next work of Vacaspati—(3) the Nydyaratnaprakaia
—gseems to have escaped the notice of all scholars, Itisa -
commentary on the Nyayaratna of Manikantha Misra, a pre-
Gangesa Navyanyaya scholar of Mithila. T

There is a complete copy of Vacaspati's commentary at
 Poona which we have thoroughly examined. The beginning
and the end of this unique book are exactly reproduced
below :—( B. O. R. 1. Ms, No. 775 of 1884-87, foll. 71)

Begins-F (Wawe i e S r e TR AT A g |
TR AAHTERAMATATE: §9ag A% &4 e (frs): 130
(Shag)aFane WUAETELINE: -
FeEEMEad  Reragatads A4g |
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fredratrgofaasaf: srmmm;: 1] 1|
TaE e AR fga |
EFEOe AT AT T WE: gAeg | 1R
q€ A GANGA IO
TwragsianaTE)  fpafaeradat |
disd Sraftamafias: fisfy legfrdm-
Ha Tt aagarE) dg: 18
TeralsH! Ry FafiaEamsY: dawet
@ ‘et piEaaaigs: fER aaa: |
B L LIS IG I L IE e e L e v
et “ofmeE:’ gawfd aaasaer saEaa: ki)
Fefia fpamerliaaniCaT diaradt SR THRTAE! |
‘qgrEdr R gERETATET GErTEaaaT wtgdr 39 181
e FrdvmfiT W R TR |
e PR e Rt mnarerrad faf nel
g% TRy AT TREETRY SRR -
AR SRRy el waf miftad Rermogfmete
RifraEdeaars AFaRIRaRTy Aravaey | 7 i stfsdewieat
T | (fol. 1a) |
Ends :—fipquafy g faget ggaeming |
T Sq Sareia Fa: |l
TEFFACAICE: vt s fra: |
qq GWRYT ATET O 99 Ga |

SER L

A -
pEEEEEre R PR, a1+ H &

[ﬁ' AR HHETHIEY
sfggadeaeiaafafd e s | 1 1§
e TR PR A FER iy R gdanan
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(WIS FFTATTR SYZ @41 =) SR HRywesasT
et ( 37 )R | ( fol. 71)

The date of the copy works out regularly to be 1616
V. S. when Kartika Badi 3 actually fell on a Friday, corres-
ponding to Nov, 17, 1559 a.0. The commentary was written
by Vicaspati at the request of Padmavati, queen of Maharaja-
.dhirdja Prataparudra ( son of Viryabhinu ), a ‘Chauhini’ prince
of Panicalabhiimi, We are unable to trace the name of the
king who must have flourished somewhere in the United
Provinces in the second quarter ( 1425-50 a.p. ) of the 15th
-century. A doubt will naturally arise whether this Vicaspati
is identical with the famous scholar of Mithila. The following
facts however substantially prove the identity, The last verse
:at the end of the commentary embodying the author’s diffi-
-dence and humble approach towards scholars is exactly
reproduced in the beginning of the Khandanodddra.* The
views expressed in the present commentary regarding ‘mangala-
«carana’ exactly tally with those found in the Tattvaloka®, More-
over, a Navyanydya work of Mithild is not likely to engage the
labours of a non-Maithila or non-Bengali scholar in the 15th
~century,

The question now is what led Vacaspati to leave his
native land and seek patronage of a foreign prince. We con-
_jecture that there was trouble at Mithildi when Narasithha of
the junior-most branch of the Raj family became chief after the
death of Sivasirhha and Padmasirmha of the senior branch some-
time between 1425 and 1435 A.D. He came back probably
when Bhairavasimha became the undisputed king of Mithila.

1 Introd. verse 4, ( with the reading R for f&3: )

The first leaf, which is torn, leaves lacuna in the first two verses which
are filled up from readings in a small fragment (foll. 20 only ) of this
yery commentary preservod in the Oriental Institute, Baroda ( Ms.
No. 10287 ) : this fragment goes up to the fol. 11b of the Poona Ms,

2. Fol. 2b, Miaaft @ a1 mrafea, 7 & sokmensh o wixi |
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The Nyayaratnapraka$a, unlike other works of the great author,.
is not discursive but concise. It practically contains no referen~
ces to works and authors other than those found in the Nyaya-

ratna itself. Manikantha quotes from the Ratnakofa ; one of

the passages is : & golfargatafy
e, Vacaspati comments RqRmAewe-Hq3fd and then

(fol. 37b), exactly reproduces the argument of Gangefa in
refutation of this view. This finally settles Taranimiéra's.

authorship of the Ratnakofa.

Vicaspati next wrote three independent treatises viz.,
(4 ) Pratyaksanirnaya, not yet discovered but cited im:
the Khandanoddhara ( p. 139 ).

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

SO TR ARG T g AR |
o fafisn wedcEGN arERiTEEEgEET I

(6) Sabdanirnaya, cited in his own Duvaitanirnaya,.
( Darbhanga ed., p. 8 ). '

(7) The Khandanoddhara isabold refutation of Sri-
harsa’s Khandana from the standpoint of the Nyaya. Itisa
learned work and best displays the author’s dialectical skill and
vastness of learning. The numerous references found in the
book are collected here alphabetically.

1. Fol. 34b of the R. A. 8. B. Ms. of the Nyayaratna : this passage is

also cited by Gangefa in a very much expanded form as from the Ratna-
kotakara, Tattvacintamani, B, I. Ed., Anumana, pp. 885-88,
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« References are to the Khandanoddhara published in the
Pandit, 1903-07, pp. 171 )

.Acarya ( pp. 13-14, 45, 55, 71 & 81 ), Atmatattvaviveka ( 45 &
160 ), Kamncanamalini ( Kavya ? p. 25 ), Kusumanjali ( p. 71 ),
Khandana ( often ), Khandanoddhara ( of Vardhamana, p. 77 ),
‘Guravah ( p. 99 ), Cintamanikara ( p.75 ), Jarantah Jayanta-
.dayah ( p. 93 ), Tiki (p. 34 &c. 6 times), Tattvabodha (p. 118),
Tattvaloka (p.25), Tatparyacarya (p.81), Dharmakirti
{ pp. 148, 150 & 159 ), Narasimha ( p. 40 ), Nibandhakrtah
( pp. 51 & 76 ), Nyayacarya ( p. 68 ), Bhatta ( pp. 89 & 143),
Bhasya (p.7), Bhiisana (p.136), Manikantha (p.124),
Mahamava ( p. 40 & 79 ), Magha ( p. 25 ), Maitreya ( pp. 55
& 57 ), Ratnakosa (not Ratnaprakata as printed, pp. 73 & 118),
Lilavatikrtah ( p. 76 ), Vatseévara (p.40), Vardhamanopa-
dhyaya (pp. 77 & 150), Vivarana ( p.35), Safkaracirya
( p. 32 ), and Harifarma ( p. 40 ).

Vicaspati’s contemporary Safikara Miéra of M1th:la alsu
wrote a Bhedaratna about the same time. Both of them were
tegarded as the greatest opponents of the Vedinta at that time
and drew forth a sharp and interesting retort from their youn-
ger contemporary Vasudeva Sarvabhauma of Bengal, who had a
distinct leaning towards the Vedanta, though he was alsoa
distinguished commentator of the Tattvacintamani. We quote
this important passage of the Khandanabhigamani of Raghu-
. nitha :—

fi =1, Aafs Tevat frenfafa gad: s afa & areags-
AT, 7 SR ° qeufis Aaee g QR
wiadu# AEANSEHIAT LN QAT I

FrEfaRimE-an(s) ag(fe)aremfaat: |
feratwaTiy T s |
1. vide fol, 68b of Ms. No. 95 of Sans. Coll., Calcutta and fol. 50b of -

Ms, at Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, Compare Bhedaratna (S, B, Text,
p. 53) and Khandanoddhdra ( pp. 45-47 ).
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The implication of the passage should not be ignored ;-
Raghunatha the author of the Khandanabhiis@mani, who calls-
Sarvabhauma his ‘Paramagury’ becomes quite different from
the famous Raghunitha éimmagi. who was according to-
reliable evidence his direct pupil (vide Vange Navyanydya--
carcd, pp. 36:37). The language of the above couplet of’
Sirvabhauma seems to show that Vicaspati slightly preceded.
Sankara Midra; for, by ordinary rules of grammar, the
compound should have been yrgTaTeea: as in the Dandaviveka .
of Vardhamaina II ( introd., v. 6 ).

(8) Vicaspati also commented on the Tattvacintd--
mani, perhaps last of all ; for, he has not referred to this.
commentary in any of his previous works as far as available.
There is a unique Ms. of the Pratyaksa chapter of the Cinta--
maniprakata preserved in the Sarasvatt Bhavana'. The
colophon runs—

gfa wgrmdaaE-ahar-farafisdt  Famfomn s@9-
qfedg: | it giesaee e

As we shall presently see it is probably the earliest extant.
commentary on the Tattvacintaman.

(9 ) That Viacaspati also commented on the Anumana.
chapter of Gangesa will be apparent from the following:
evidence. Kandda Tarkavigifa, who was by tradition a fellow-
student of éu:c-mam commented on the Cintamani. We have
come across the following passage in the (Vyapti-) Parvapaksa-
prakarana of Kanada’s Anumanamanivyakhyd :—

ARG TR AT fRaes-
AT qIUTACE—AEAEIGIAE | SHReUNTET = TR -
JrETal 3% 3R Ayl @9idd  Sweageiea i
arg: | sarEwaeg**( fol. 15b of a Ms. in our possession )

. 1. Nyaya- Vaisesika Ms, No. 282 on palm-leaf in the Bengali scnpt,
fol. 1-70, 73-80. -
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This peculiar interpretation of Vacaspati has also been
cited under his name by Jagadia Tarkalankira in the Mani-
maylikha' apparently borrowing from Kapida. Pragalbha-
cirya also respectfully quotes the interpretation under the
flattering epithet ‘Sampradayavidah®. Moreover, in the Anu-
miti-prakarana of Anumandaloka of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ) the
passage A & @yAEw fqRedRa T awedf ey ( fol, 4b )
refers, according to Bhavdnanda Siddhintaviagiga, to an inter-
pretation of Viacaspati FTesfiaawmiss faeafa—a 3f7% It should
be noticed that both the passages of Vacaspati cited above have
reference to particular text of the Cint@mani-and are not likely
to belong to his independent treatise Anumananirpaya.

What was the tenth or the last work of Vacaspati on the
Nyaya remains a matter of speculation. It may be the Sabda-
khanda of this Cintamaniprakdfa or a commentary on the
Nyﬁyahiamn if the following passage, which we traced in a
fragment of an unidentified commentary on the Lilavati-Siro-
mani preserved in a private collection at Navadvipa warrants
such a conjecture :— ¥ sqIHT ITHFATT ﬂﬁnﬁrﬁm wg-

QEFRIETEN SMIRAERTY T g At el @l

O HHAT AT AN HSgE ST aiwa, 5
grarafafian | @&, (fol. 103b ). Vicaspati also wrote a Sahasra-

dhikarana on the Parvamimarnsa rules of interpretation. Two
references to this work were traced by us in the Navyadharma-
pradipa of Krparama Tarkavagia written in 1686 Saka ( 1764
5 A, D. )* spitgrad) amr staRfa e SgETEts aarEE: 3R
weaFw araaia: | This long-lost work on the Mimarhsa

may also have been included in his philoscphical works.

1. Fol.12aofa fragment of ‘Miila Jat#’ in our possession.

2. owmieed e pasweasenaaRens: | Fol. 10a of

(Anumana-) Pragalbhi, Ms, No. 298 of the Sarasvati Bhavana, Benaras,
3. Fol. 16a of Bhavananda's Alokamanisara, Ms, No. 361 of the

Sarasvati Bhavana.
4. Fol. 16bof Ms, No, 1602 of the Vangiya Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta;.
the book is mentioned also in fol. 43b.
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aries ©  As the author of the

Vacaspati and his contempor
above ten works Vacaspati chronologically stands at the top of
Mithils and Bengal. As

a galaxy of Navyanydya scholars of

we have stated above Vicaspati preceded both Jayadeva and
Pragalbhacirya. A more convincing proof of Vacaspati’s rela-
tion with the other great scholars of the period has been traced
by us. In the Praiminyavada (of the Pratyaksakhanda )

Vacaspati comments on the second ‘Vipratipatti’ thus :—

S TR ST et CEniEEREz IR

e AR, SRR T S FE A
SRR O TRsEara J are, TR AT
SIS R A e e | TIEEAATI g
T e 7 fa sarEeEEtEE: |

Both the solutions suggested here for meeting the two
objections, the word ‘Samanidhikarana’ as an addendum being
Vacaspati’s own peculiar solution in preference to the word
‘Janya® suggested by a previous commentator, have been refer-
red to and rejected by Jayadeva viz—a T AT IGH4-

T agy Bt g% Twe srafRegen.  Bhava-
nanda Siddhintavagisa in his Pratyaksalokasaramafjari stated
in his comment on the present passage. ST AR

e A | S aumfeEerE S a1 e
e | In this comment Bhavinanda mentions the name of
Upadhyaya ( i e. Yajfiapati ) before Vacaspati. This is not
chronologically correct. Bhavdnanda was a pupil of Krgnadasa
95rvabhauma, from whom evidently he got the information.
Krsnadasa’s Pratyaksalokaprasarani bas been recently disco-
vered by us. He correctly notes here — AT -
argy faafa—a 3fa (fol. 34a of Ms. in our possession ), It

was known to Krsnadasa that both chronologically and exegeti-

1. Fol. 10b of Prat;rahmcin;ﬁmm_tipmk&ia of Vicaspati.
2. Fol. 14a of a Ms, of the Pratyaksaloka in our possession.
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cally Vacaspati preceded Upadhyaya’. Pragalbhacarya has also
referred to the above solution of Vacaspati, but the ground of
his rejection of it is different —ag] TaEE fEgaTaTn

WEAETETIE T S aEa e A -

et mea | Ay | TR AR A A
SEETIA GRS FagaTaT , AT safatwa s aanEr | Ruci-
datta, the pupil of Jayadeva, reproduces here both the grounds
of rejection ( fol. 32a, of A.S. Ms. No. IIL. C. 120 ) t—qaad
S YT, TR AT G AT ATl AT faga |
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma’s comment on the point is not available,
but his pupil Siromani, curiously enough, sticks to the solution
of Vacaspati ignoring the adverse criticisms ( Pramanyavada,
1901, p. 66 ). For the purposes of chronology all the above
important references are,- however, thrown to the shade by the
momentous discovery that Yajfiapati formulated his own solution
of the problem after rejecting that of Vicaspati. Yajfiapati
comments on the point e Eﬁ'ﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁﬂ fagaTa AT agEE-
gRiEaE 9 aRaE AT T T e T TS~ G T (e G -
gerfifa @ quafa | ( Pratyaksaprabha, Paris copy, fol. 23-
24 ). Yajiiapati’s son Narahari reproduces his father’s argu-
ment in the Pratyaksadnsanoddhara thus :—( fol. 29b of Lon-
don copy ). W« TR AR A=A Q H 1 -
srfir frfrdizast of ared aai amFEERsEERr e
aiTTE qigaEEige S SAET T, FEAIIETHI -
T R A o Raead |
FRTEEEEE | O a9 @ | G Q% geng: | Vacaspati,
therefore, composed the commentary on Ganigesa’s work some=~
time before the whole band of brilliant scholars, both of Mithila
and Bengal, occupied the field. Jayadeva, who wrote between
1460-75 4. D., was preceded by his teacher Yajfiapati (about

1. Fol, 31b of R.A.5.B. Ms. No. 4010. ,
- 2. Fol. 29b of Pratyaksa-Pragalbhi, R.A.8.B. Ms, No. 1175, a very old
copy dated 1575 V. 8. i. e., 1518 A. D. :
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1450 4. 1. who again came after Vacaspati, On the other hand,
éiromaigi’a teacher Sirvabhauma was preceded by Pragalbha-
cirya, who was slightly senior to Jayadeva. All of them Sarva-
bhauma, Pragalbha and Jayadeva criticised Yajfiapati and some-
times violently. All these point to the conclusion that \ dcas-
pati’s Nyaya works were composed not later than 1440 a. 1.
and among his Nydya works, it should be noted. the Mami-
prakata was probably the latest. Vacaspati lived long enough
to witness in his old age the flying colours of Yajfiapati and
Jayadeva which fully eclipsed the glories of his early life in the
field of Navyanyaya. It is thus that the pathetic appeal at the
end of his last work the Sraddhakalpa becomes significant :

ARG FaaaaaHTA PR |

HAAIFAT FrAAT FEEAEUEEA g7 |
Vicaspati probably concentrated on studies in Smrti since the
advent of Yajfapati and ]ayac!eva in the field of Navyanyaya.

Vacaspati's family :  As stated by himself Vicaspati be-
longed to a ‘spotless’ family of Karmamimansakas. In other
words, all his ancestors were devotees of the Vedic culture and
well-versed in Mimiansi, the logic of the Veda, The Milagrama
of his family is named ‘Pal?” or ‘Palll’ belonging to the Vatsya
gotra, of which a branch is named after Vicaspati’s native
village ‘Samauli’. Quite a bewildering mass of materials of
Viacaspati’s family connections are scattered in the Pafljis,
where heis given the supreme title ‘Paramaguryu’, which was
never enjoyed by any other scholar in Mithila with the single
exception of Gangefa. These valuable genealogical data have
been critically studied and published by Prof. Jha ( Svadefa,
1. iii. pp. 137-44 ). We need only refer toa few prominent
details of chronological significance, He had four wives. His
first wife’s father was a grandson of Maharija Bhogiévara and’
his eldest son ( by this wife ) Laksminatha married the daugh-
ter’s daughter of M. M. Rudradhara Upiadhydya, the famous
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‘Smirta, who was thus an exact contemporary and probably
slightly senior in age to Viacaspati. His second wife's father
was the daughter’s son of Mahardja Bhavesvara. Tis third
wife of the respectable ‘Satalakha’ family was the first cousin of
Sankara Miéra’s third wife. His fourth wife of the respectable
‘Sodarapura’ family was a cousin of Safkara Misra, who was
thus his exact peer in age, relation and, let us add, learning.
His youngest son ( by the third wife ) Mahopadhyaya Srihari
Miéra gave his daughter in marriage to Bhavanatha, a son of
M. M. Sucikara Upadhyaya of the Kujauli family. Vacaspati
had a very large number of descendants; he had at least 28
grandsons, among whom only one M. M. Kesava (son of M.M.
Narahari) made his name in the learned world as the author of

the Dvaitaparifista.

Vacaspati’s patrons : In his early life Vacaspati went
abroad and was patroniscd by Queen Padmavati of Paficila.
His connection with the rulers of Mithild was, however, long
and intimate. He wrote many works on Smrti in the name of
Harindrdyana, the royal title of King Bhairavasiniha, who was a
cousin of his third wife. The most famous compilation of
Vicaspati ascribed to Harinardyana is the Smrtimahdrnpava.
“This king Bhairava had five wives, according to the Pasijis, and
the second wife named Jaydno is abundantly praised by Vacas-
pati in the introduction to his great discursive work Duaita-
nirnaya ( verses 4-10 ). She was the mother of ‘Rajadhiraja’
Purusottamadeva, who was younger to Ramabhadra and did not
evidently ascend the throne. She ceremoniously employed
Vicaspati, ‘the master of all sciences’ (v. 7 : fafemaatag ) to
~write that book. It was written ‘when Bhairava was still reign-
ing. This Prince Purusottama was sonless, though he had four
wives. -
Thereisa copy of Mahadananirnaya at Nepal ( Sastr :
Nepal Cat. Vol. I, pp. 122-3 ) ; it is ascribed to Harindrayana
in the beginning and to Rupandrdyana at the end. This has
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caused some confusion, and it has been surmised that Bhairava
enjoved both royal titles (S. N. Sinha : Hist. Tirhut, p. 75 ).
But it is extremely unlikely that father and son should have the
same ‘Viruda’, The copy is not available for examination. It
is much more likely that Bhairava was dead when the book was
finished and his son Ramabhadra was on the throne at the time,
Vicaspati’s last work the Pitrbhaktitarangini was expressly
written at the fag-end of his life at the request of the latter king.

Date of Vicaspati : Since the discovery of the Kandaha
Inscription. of Narasinhadeva ( i. e. Darpanirayana, the father
of Bhairava &c ) dated ‘srre3 srevamgattga’ which undoubtedly

means 1375 Saka corresponding to 1453-4 a. n.* it is clear that
Bhairava and his two sons Ramabhadra and Purugottama, all

mentioned by.Vacaspati, were living about 1480-1590 4. n, We
should conclude, therefore, that the birth-date of Vicaspati
cannot be placed before 1400 4, ». nor can it be placed after
1410 &, b., in consideration of the fact that his philosophical
works, all written in his ‘youth’, could not have been composed
after 1440 a. p., as we have stated above. He must have survi-
ved till about 1490 4. v. if not later still. Perhaps he wasa
man of the whole century.

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

1. J.B.O.R.S., XX, pp. 1619, Jayaswal took it to mean 1357 Saka
as Narasiftha’s son Dhirasiftha was already ( on the throne 7 ) in 321 L. 8.
But all canons of chronology go against the interpretation. (vide Dr. 8, Jha:
Vidyapati-Gitasafigraha, Introd., pp. 44-46,
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FaFrARTATE et
) AT TGS |
- sfvaw 5 Frgeited dmace:
qwag T a1t @aa g |l
amagq e tEgFafrag e |
fEad FEAMAT aeafaraway: S |
There is an old copy of the second part of the Prabha preserved
in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( foll. 125, 5 lines to a page : the

copy belonged to one Balardma Chakravarti. 7 foll. of Sttras

are added in the copy ending with the date 1408 Saka Sravana
28 i: e, 1486 s. 1. ). It begins :—

frferag(fr) (9)7 wifagaagn-
giasa (@) eI (S): |
9 gg ghd o dfusgmee -
fraafregag=tad: f1str a1

AGE A T fug: Rravasan |
SEwAIR=ag a7 dgfa o= i

qE T S EEEE GF ENany e
TatagAagaRtEL e gfa st —aemfa | o= SR
AR ATREIAAEgAHAET  MEgRgERET:  Fl-
dfafufa zfia | sgmfEaaatia g sagesame g HTe-
ARAREEI ARt TE Y METaaEAd R g e
T swEgTRe fasafreraTET wadgTE e NSy

aAfresgefa sfaafa |

No copy of the last part of the Prabhd has yet been dis-
covered as far as we are aware. That Yajfiapati had commen-
ted on this part also may be inferred from the fact that a quota-

tion of his son Narahari, who defended his father against the
_attacks of Jayadeva, has been found in Raghavendratirtha’s
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Nyayadipa on the Tarkatandava ( Mysore ed., Vol. 11, p, 35)
referring to the Yogyatd section of the last part. Upadhyaya
is also cited in the Sabda-Pragalbhi ( Poona copy, fol. 2 ). Many
unfounded traditions existed about Yajfapati in the seminaries
specially of Bengal. It was given out for instance that Yajfia-
pati was a son of Vardhamanopadhyaya and was more brilliant
than the latter. In the Sabdakalpadruma ( p. 1791 under the
word ‘Nyaya' ) it was stated that he was a pupil of both Gan-
geda and Vardhamana : ( @il afufreaaagmeamEt Afg-sa-
#it ). The extracts given above dispell all these traditions as
entirely baseless and prove the following facts which should be
carefully noted. (1) His father named Sivapati had written a
certain book ( ‘grantha’ ) which does not seem to be a commen-
tary and was probably an independent treatise on the Nyaya
doctrines and Yejfiapati based his commentary on that book of
his father. He does not clearly state that he read with his
father.

(2) Yajfapati’s Prabhd superseded all previous com-
mentaries on Gange$a's work and laid, so to speak, the solid
foundation upon which the latest phase of Navyanyaya studies
upon Gangeéa flourished and quickly attained almost incon-
ceivable heights in subtlety. Some of the views of Upadhyaya
are now permanently embodied in the current texts. The Pra-
bha created quite a sensation in the learned world. We have
cited above the commencement of the second part of the Pra-
bha on the initial point of relevancy ( ‘sangati’). YajRapati's.
pupil Jayadeva boldly characterised his reading of the text as
spurious : ( ¥y qaivr - gEfy TowT FEERGEE: Ayt
gl H&ﬁ?’[ﬁﬂﬂiﬁqrﬁﬁl 913 Feqatea | Anumanaloka, fol. 1),
Unlike Jayadeva, Pragalbhicirya exactly quoted the words of
- Yajfiapati and improved upon it by adding two arguments ( see
Anumana-Pragalbhi ). ernmam also accepted the reading of
Yajfiapati and wrote his brilliant thesis on ‘sangati’, where
Upadhyaya’s views were not ignored. The antagonism of Jaya-—
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deva towards Yajfiapati had far-reaching effects as we have
stated elsewhere on the cultural history of Mithila.

Hundreds of passages are now available where YajTapati
has been criticised by various scholars besides Jayadeva, We
shall refer totwo great names whose works are still unpub-
lished. Pragalbha ( whose Mangalavida has been published in
the 8. B. Texts under the wrong idea that he belonged to
Mithila ) cited Yajilapati's views at every step and criticised
them, We believe Pragalbha referred to his name only twice
in the second part, the first time, it should be noted, respect-
fully in the plural number { gf% FF9aa: | @ Fentaaats Anu-
mana-Pragalbhi, fol. 22b under the section Kevalinvayi : also
63a under the same section ) and his criticisms have always
been sober and dignified. Not so, however, Sarvabhauma who
was slightly junior to Pragalbha. In the only existing frag-
ment of Sarvabhauma’s Anumanamanipariks@ we counted as
many as 52 references to Yajfiapati by name ( from fol. 29a ),
by far the largest number to a single author and some of Sarva-
bhauma’s criticisms have been violent, For instance, gfd
FamaEfgfaal % satqaq ( fol. 42b under Videsavyapti), @e#l
TR MEFA=ar A (49a under the same section), BT TH4(d-
weraniam ( 66a under Tarka & 84a under Upadhi ), zfa 7aufa-
gFgqafEa: 991 ( 150a under Kevalanvayi ). Who were the
scholars ““deceived by Yajhapati” cannot be spotted now in
Mithild or Bengal. When Sarvabhauma wrote, somewhere bets
ween 1460-80 A,p., Yajhiapati and his unknown pupils formed
a powerful group in Mithil3, as indicated by Sarvabhauma.

We shall refer here to an interesting passage, upon which
a somewhat heated wrangling continued for sometime both in
Mithila and Bengal. In the section on Kevalavyatireki Gaf-
geda scrutinised a passage of Udayana ( B. L. ed. pp. 599-601 ),

for both Pragalbha Sggmr=mituad qgmggd—swta (fol. 67b)
and Sarvabhauma FTaFRaRRIEA—2AR fol. 161a) clearly indi-
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cated the source here. Ganhgefa is extremely sober and digni-
fied in almost all his criticisms ; but surprisingly enough he
closed his criticism here with the phrase gfa frera=aaq_ (p. 601,
the word ¥=qwq_‘causing confusion’, though not Sanskrit, is
locally used in Mithildi and Bengal ). Gange$a’s stricture
against Udayana was rightly answered by Yajfiapati ( as found
in the Manpisara, Trivandrum ed., p. 98 ) with a closing retort
faemgramet e fosaeaag,  Jayadeva, as usual with him,
attacked Yajhapati closing with the phrase frreageraThT=
fragraeenfraTE e feaerag ] ib. p. 98). Upon this
Gopinitha correctly observes &= firageawea iy od AEamgNa
zfr| A rare case of a confusion many times confounded | It
should be noted that Gopintha cited a ‘Gauda’ view also on
the topic ( p. 99 ), which, however, cannot be traced in Sarva-
bhauma or Pragalbha and Siromani did not touch the topic
at all. :

Yajftapati’s age and family : We have stated under Vicas-
pati Miéra I that Yajfapati cited and refuted an exposition of
the latter. His date of composition of the Prabha cannot,
therefore, be placed before 1450 4.». Nor can it be placed
after 1460 . p. when his pupil Jayadeva along with the Bengali
scholars Pragalbha and Sirvabhauma became probably acquain<
ted with his views. Thisis confirmed in our opinion by his
family history, so elaborately treated in the Pafijis of Mithila.
‘We shall refer to some of his numerous alliances ;

(1) He belonged to the celebrated Mandara family of
Kasyapa-gotra. He was closely and doubly related to Sankara
Misra as shown in the chart below.

5.9
- —
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Vatedvara M. M. Visvanitha Vatedvara
(of Mindara family) (of Sndarali:ur family) (of Mandara family)

i
Palupati (1st) =daughter Ravinatha (3rd son)=daughter

Sivapati (2nd son) Bhavanitha (2nd so)
Yajfapati (1st son) Sankara (1st son)

This makes Yajfiapati only slightly junior to Sankara, both
belonging to the same generation. Visvanatha’s daughter was
the second wife of Padupati and Sivapati her second son. Paéu-
pati’s sister’s husband Ravindtha again was the first son of the
second wife of Vidvanatha, If Sankara Misra was born in the
first decade ( 1400-10 a. 1. ) of the century Yajhapati was born,
say, in the second decade ( 1410-20 4. 1. ),

(2 ) YajBapati was also related to his distinguished pupil
and critic Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ), though not quite so closely,
as shown in the chart below.

M. M. viévanithla ( Sodarapuriya )

I l
Ramanitha ( first son ) daughter = Padupati

Varahanitha ( only son ) Sivapati (second son}
Giine ( second son ) YajHapati (only son)

+ Jayadeva ( second son )

Yajfiapati is thus one generation senior to Jayadeva ;
but as Jayadeva belongs to the senior-most branch of the
family, Ramanitha being the first son of the first wife of
Viévanatha, his difference in age with Yajhiapati cannot be
more than a decade or two. Jayadeva's birth-date would be
about 1435 A.p, according to our surmise, In other words

Yajfipati was about 20 years senior to him. This date of
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Yajfiapati is not in conflict with that of this great-grandfather
Vateévara, who preceded him by one full century and was
born, according to our surmise, in the first decade ( 1300-10
A0, ) of the 14th century. It should be noted that between
Vatedvara and Yajhapati all except éivapati were eldest sons
and it would be reasonable to take 35 years toa generation
as the average in this case.

Yajfiapati was a Mahamahopadhyaya, which in Mithila
generally meant a master of all sciences. Apparently Yajta=
pati was regarded in his times as an authority on the Dharma-
§astra also, For, his son Narahari in his critical work on
Smrti named Duvaitanirnava quoted a passage of his father
(p. 7: 8 godm sdrwsatata gAY ) on the topic of Daksina-
dana ). It is probably a verbal verdict and does not refer to
any Smrti work of Yajhapati.

VATESVAROPANNYAYA: a doyen of his times
in the cultural aristocracy of Mithild, though his name is now
almost forgotten. He was universally known as the Darpana-
kdra both in Nydya and Smrti. In the Pratyaksaloka Jayadeva
answers an adverse argument of the Darpana toa passage
of Gangesa in the Siddhanta portion of Mangalavida ( B. L
ed., pp. 89-90 : Gangeéa handled the intricate FFEafTTwFam™
in his argument here ), The particular passage of the Aloka
Tuns : zg fasi ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁm T, ~raEEafafy d
Y FIITERaa  Eeae sttt fE g | g
ggard | ( From an old Ms. in  our, possession, wvide p. 157 of
Tatvacintamani with comm., S. B. Texts, [1939, wrongly
printed in the Purvapaksa portion ). The name of this
Darpanakiara was quite unknown till we discovered the passage
fully cited by Narahari Upadhyaya in the Pratyaksadisano-
-ddhara ( fol. 19a of a unique Ms. preserved in I. O. London ) ;

afy AR W FEAATAG- TR —TA  HeqAa-

SR eI AR A gagarg: | The first portion
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of Vatedvara’s argument (not cited in the Aloka) was
restated by Vateévara’s great-grandson Yajfapati, who was cited
and criticised by many scholars (vide the Pragalbhi printed
in the S. B. Texts, pp. 162, 164 ; Madhusiidana’s Kantakod-
dhdra, ib, p. 158 ). We need only cite an unpublished note
of Madhava Miéra in the Pratyaksalokadipikd on the point
Jegl wagTaE—gE A g mEmaEEn—T st
1T Higgaeas | ( fol. 44b of a unique Ms, preserved in
the Darbhanga Raj Library ). It can now be stated confidently
that the healthy conflict between Yajfiapati and his pupil
Jayadeva ( so aptly described by Gokulanatha once as a
“family quarel’ : 3t fAEREETE: @y eIAGAEISATR
fol. 88b of A. S. Ms, of Siddhantatattvaviveka ), which marked
the most glorious period of the literary history of Mithild
really started about a century earlier with Vate$vara as a bold
opponent of Gange$a. This rivalry subsisted for about two
centuries mainly through the descendants and relatives of
Vatedvara and exercised a profound influence upon the cultural
‘history of Mithila as we shall presently see.

Vate$vara must have written several works both on Smrti
and Nyaya with the appellative ‘Darpana’. But he was more
famous asa Nyaya scholar. One of his sons Paksadharopa-
dhyaya wrote at the beginning of his Smrti work named
Tattvanirnaya :—

AT AT FARay |

Ty a2y oEaad a1l
AAATILLT T e 35|

724¢ Pt frad awafaaa: ||

*( Ms. preserved at Mithild Institute : compare L. 1845 ). In

the fragment examined by us ( foll. 40 only ) Paksadhara has
quoted his father’s views on Smrti topics ( fol. 5b, 28a & -35b );
«of these the second passage (282) is long and extremely impor-
tant, as Vate$vara has cited therein with approval an opinion
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of Divikara Miéra’s Suddhibimba, which is quite a new disco-
very in the Smrti literature of Mithila, Vateévara has also been
cited twice by his descendant Narahari in the Dvaitanirnaya
( Darbhanga ed., pp. 10 & 32 ). The first passage ( F29/TqMg-
TR SRR R | auify g 7 aferfee,
p. 10), where Vatedvara quotes approvingly from a work
named érﬁddhapaﬂcwa, proves that his Smrti work was named
(Smrti-) Darpana.

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

( 1) Nyayanibandhadarpana : Sadkara Miéra at the com-
mencement of his Trisutrinibandhavyakhya ( H. P. Sastr :
Notices, II, No. 136 ) wrote :—

ST R H A e FRraT |

iy AeamEgRzaE wEEe ||
Of the three illuminating scholia on Udayana’s Nibandha which
Saikara had before him, the Uddyota ( by Divakara ) is the
earliest and possible the three names have been mentioned in
the ascending order of chronology. In that case the author of
the Darpana must have slightly preceded Vardhamana, whose
Prakata is mentioned first of all, This Darpanakira is undoub-
tedly Vatesvara ( and not Maheda Thakkura as surmised by
M. Chakravarti : J. A.S. B., 1915, p. 259 : wvide S. B. Studies,
III, pp. 148-49 ). Only one Darpanakira was known in Mithila
in the.15th century 4.p., whose identity was beyond any
question. -

(2 ) Nyayalilavatidarpana : A reference to this long-lost
book is found in the following passage of Paksadhara’s Dravya-
vivekd : SOT AT — et Ay SARTITE-
San” g wiz: ( London, 1. O, copy, fol. 35a @ vide Lilguati,
Chowkh. ed. p. 798 ). Five more references have been traced
in Paksadhara’s Lilavativiveka ; these are i=— .
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i | sl T TR A TR S qIT
gt ( London I. O. copy, fol. 1a, very beginning ), LR
A spafaia g (fol. 2a) W 9 WATERW wed F0Q
wagggma ( fol. 6a: wvide Lilavati, p. 18 ), == HrTEwH
(ib., p. 21) melqfreaswTOTERREEd, g9 @ (7b), =

fagearatasratufa g (p. 101) == auft agEasas &
TG AR s e TR e e (g e a ra e

9y (fol. 28b ). The name of the author is not mentioned in
any of these references but, as we have stated before, there was
only one Darpanakira known in Mithild in the middle of the
15th century and he was undoubtedly Vate$vara Upadhyaya.

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

s focan T 8 AR |

enframratRTTaRtdsd Gt T
The references are to Udayana ( fol. 2b, 5a ), Varadardja (2a),
Vadindra 6b : aglgrepmiuguuay @ wadifa wwlka ), Sivaditya
Miéra (3a: aff @reammaaderasaysa @i aTaaEaTERA A
Franfeafas R fras wag ) and Sridharacarya ( 3a ), They
prove that the author was fairly old and probably preceded
Garngeda, as we are unable to trace any Gangesa-brand passage
in the book. Moreover, Vateévara is not likely to suppress his
name if he were the author of the book, as the title would
tempt one to surmise.

Vatedvara’s passage, where he had criticised Gangesa
was probably taken from the Nibandhadarpana. The follow-.
ing passage, which we traced in Sarvabhauma's Manipariksd,
is likely to be from the same source.

SoaR | HAsYEHET S agtat s e
AR | g IQ—eeagd RRTgaR: @ S

aETeraazarsa ( fol, 50a under the section on Videsavyapti,
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B. 1, ed., pp. 156-57 ). It should be noticed that Sirvabhauma
cited the extract in support of his own contention. It appears
that the intricate analysis of the term ‘avacchedakata’, which
subsequently culminated in the works of eromam and his
followers, was first taken up by Vateévara,

VateSvara’s Age and Family : Vateévara must have been
a leader of the Maithila community in his times. In the
following verse of the Hariharasubhasita Vatesa has been held
as an ideal Srotriya, he adorned his scholarship by success-
ful teaching and his riches by charities.

ﬁ . ﬁ?\hﬁh-ﬁ_ I
o FifvaraTrRTEATEET | ( XIL 25)

( Prof. R, Jha’s ed., p. 76 )

He was a distinguished member of the Mandara family, which
has for its first ancestor, as recorded in the Pafijis, one Nara-
sitha with a very peculiar title SEITAREHEETATIG-
AEWMENTSAT proving that at that time (in the 12th century a.n.)
some of the scholars at least had a kind of military training.
Vateda was Tth in descent from this Narasifnha. But in an
old Palm-leaf copy of a éakhfrpaﬁﬁ, preserved in the Dar-
. bhanga Raj Library, the genealogy of the Mindara family
starts from one Trinayana Bhatta, about 15 generations before
Narasirhha ( the leaf unfortunately istorn with many names
lost ), the antiquity of the family, one of the oldest in the
whole of India, going back to about 600 a.n, Vatesa was the
third son of his father M. M. Jagannitha and his maternal
grandfather was one Wgw®fFaTaT belonging to a family named
nizlfeEdEr.  Vatedvara himself had a numerous family and was
closely connected with many distinguished families of Mithila.
His date can be fairly fixed from reliable clues furnished by
his family alliances, some of which we have examined else-
where. His father was a contemporary of Gangesa,
This is confirmed by the following fact. Vateévara

=Y
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was a close relative and contemporary of M. M Viévanitha
of the Sodarapuria family, two of whose daughters were given
in marriage to the eldest ( Padupati ) and third son ( f‘iﬁgﬁ:}i )
of Vatedvara by his first wife, while a daughter of Vatedvara
was married to the third son ( Ravinitha ) of Visvanitha,
Now Viévanatha’s second wife ( i.e. the mother of Ravindtha )
was a daughter of Pritifarmd of the Naronaye family, who
again was an exact, if not a bit younger, contemporary of
Bhavadarma and consequently of Gangeéa also. For, Priti-
Sarma’s mother’s mother was the younger sister of Bhava-
$arma’s mother’s mother.. Pasupati, as we have stated under
Yajhapati, was the latter’s grandfather.

Vatesvara’s second son Raghupati had a son named
Prajfidpati who married Kamala the "daughter of Maharaja
Sivasinha’s own sister. According to the latest evidence
Sivasiiha was defeated by Ibrahim of Jaunpur in 1415-16 a.p.
( Bengal, Past and Present, LXVII, 1948, p. 36 fn. ) and not
earlier. Sivasinha’s sister’s daughter was born, say, in 1385 A.p.
at the earliest and her husband's grandfather Vateévara was
born not earlier than 1300 a.0.

Vatesvara’s youngest son Surapati was the father of
Visnupuri’s mother’s mother. This also places the birth of
Vatedvara not earlier than 1300 a.0.r

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

1. Prof. R. Jha calculated Visnupuri's date from that of Sivasiiha
( Patna University Journal, offprint, pp. 9-11), Taking 1416 A.D. as the
date of Sivasiiha’s death, the birth of Surapati’s daughter's daughter
Maura should be 1400 a.p. and Vateévara’s birth cannot be placed hefore
1300 A.D,, even if we assume an interval of 120 years between the birth-
dates of Vatefvara and his grand-daughter ( ie. Surapati’s daughter )
Bhavano, the mother of the above-mentioned Maura, ’
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suppose that Amarapati was born in 1425 ary at the earliest,
Vatedvara’s birth cannot take place before 130541 We
conclude, therefore, that Vateévara was born in the first decade
of the 14th century.

i



3
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CHAPTER V
THE AGE OF FOUR M’s

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

group.

MApuava Miéra, Son of Gadidhara, wrote a Bheda
dipika in refutation of Vedantic monism. Pandit Ramanatha
Tarkaratna of the Asiatic Society visited Tirhut in search of
Sanskrit manuscripts. He came across a copy of this extremely

rare book sometime in 1878-79 a.p. ( L. 1879 : foll. 60 ) and
gave a good summary of it, from which it appears that the
author was well-read in the Vedanta, The Bhamati, the Khan-
dana and the.Citsukhi are among the works examined and refu-
ted by him. Two verses are reproduced here from the Report

g #Hadl T IRIET-
gEd qreErgaEEE: |
Cic i o B 1D D A CEI S
3 fagrand | Ja@fd |l
aigaa eRwrmwiEa-
Qefpamm T4q |
Yzl (Al
mfrefafrargaa |

Fortunately the name of the author has been traced in the Pa?i~
jis. He belongs to a senior branch of the famous Sodarapura
family, a common ancestor of which named Ratne$vara had
three sons, M. M, Haleévara being the eldest one. Maidhava’s
descent from him is as follows : Hale$vara—R3ju—Yogiévara—
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Varaha—Rati—Hore—Gadadhara—M. M. Madhava, He was
thus three generations later than Safkara Misra of the same
family, who was fifth in descent from the second son of Ratne-
évara, This Madhava Misra lived, therefore, in the middle of
the 16th century . D., about a century after Safkara Misra.
Madhava Miéra, son of Jayadeva, was a generation earlier.

Buaciearua Tuagkura: An elder brother to
Maharajidhiraja Maheéa Thakkura was a celebrated logician of
Mithila, He completed his studies under Jayadeva at the age
of twenty years. He commented upon the Dravyaprakasa, the
Gunaprakata, the Kusumafijaliprakada and the Lilavatiprakata.
His works are either called Prakaika or Jalada or Megha after
his nickname ‘Megha’, It is presumed tha Vardhamana’s Pra-
katas on the Nibandha, the Nyayaparifista and the Atmatattva-
viveka were not so much in use during Bhagiratha's time. He
read the Prakata on the last named work ( of. Lilavatimegha,
Baranasi ed. p. 9) but commented on the Atmatattvaviveka
{ published in the Bibl. Ind. series ) itself.

Bhagiratha and Raghunitha éimma.‘lgi were contempora-
ries and lived in about 1500 4. p. but did not see the works of
each other.” His Lilavatijalada; Kusumdjalijalada and Guna-
jalada are mentioned in a list of beoks prepared in 430 L. S,
( p. 129 ). Again the Dravyamegha and the Gunamegha have
similarly been mentioned in another list of 409 L.S. The
lowest limit of his scholastic activities may thus be fixed in

1905 A. 1,

Mareda Trarxura: Oneof the best scholiasts
on the Aloka of Jayadeva, The Darpana, as his sub-com-
mentary is named, seems to have extended to the first two
parts of the book as no copy of the &Mﬁ!ﬂkﬂdﬂfpﬁﬂ& has yet
been discovered, The first section ( Mangalavida) of the
Pratyaksa part has been published along with the Aloka and
two other commentaries in the Sarasvati-Bhavana Texts, A

s
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new edition of the Aloka and the Darpana is being published
from the Mithila Institude. Mahes$a read Nyaya with M. M,
Sucikara Pandita of the Kujauli family ; this fact is stated in
the introduction to a drama named Anandavijaya by Sucikara’s

great-grandson M. M. Ramadasa Upadhyaya :—

T UgH  TwEH
FOTH! g3 aies |
i fara 7RY word-
TG =g wiee= |
[ sdvgames-Fes  giufes: |
adrafisd) AR aRmEnAaAeEd: ]

"This Natika was written for Sundara Thakura, a grandson of
Maheda, and, therefore, it is stated afterwards in the
Prastivana :—afg Jog@adl gS=EIsd i g | It is
not known if this Sucikara had written any book, butin a
book-list dated 409 L. S. we found the name of a work
<1 lavati-Suci’, which may be a work of this Suc1kara, a com-
mentary on the Nyayalilavati.* There is evidence that Mahe$a,
probably after finishing his Nyaya studies, went to Varanasi,
where he read (Vedanta and Mimansa ) with Ramesvara
Bhatta. Ramesvara’s grandson Sankara Bhatta wrote his family

‘history in a Mahakavya named Gadhivansanuvarnanam

{ fragment now preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana ). In the
sixth sarga of the poem we find :—

Fhae STFRY T Sive- |
g 19 TYAFFaeTe: |
&l framr | g TRaQear
<% ggvRie Saw fEar |l (v 5, fol. Bb)

1 This Sucikara belonged to the Bhakharauli branch of the Kujauli
family of Kiatyayana gotra, There was another éumkara belongmg to.
the Govindavana branch of the same family and his grandson” Sankara.,~
author of the Smrhsudhakam ( composed in 1677 A.D. ) sta.ted that his
grandfather was a renowned Naiyayika,
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As a result of his studies at Varanasi he formed a bias towards
the Vedanta which was reflected in the following remarkable
passage in the Anumina portion of the Darpana :—aRad €AW
Tqifraaa fafad @ gftd afaguamsfafregiman | (cited by M M.
Dr. Kaviraja in S, B. S. III, p. 142 ). Mahe$a’s fame as a logi-
cian spread far and wu:le as proved by the interesting epithet
(‘the great dialectician of Tirabhukta’) used by Sadkara Bhatta,
who was himself a leading scholar of Varanasi. Moreover,
Annam Bhatta, the famous polymath of South India, wrote his
commentary on the Aloka named Siddhamjana after consulting
previous glosses ( on the Aloka ) notably by the four great M’s.
of Mithili—Megha, Mahesa, Madhustdana and Madhava
(R. 1536 ). He has actually cited and refuted Mahesa’s views
(R. 1537 ). This fame of Mahesa rested on his single work
in logic viz, the Darpana and it is not known that he had writ-
ten any other book in Nyaya. A thorough examination of the
book is necessary for ascertaining Mahe$a's position among
contemporary scholars,

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

(1) Safikara Bhatta has left clear chronological date in

his family history, Nirayana Bhatta, the eldest son of Rame~

évara, was born in Vaisikha 1435 Saka ( early in 1513 a. v, }
(V.6). The family removed from Vidyanagara to Dvaraka
in the 4th year of Narayana, whose Upanayana was performed
there ( V. 16 ). Rameévara settled at Kasi sometime after, say
in 1522 a. n. ( VI 1 ). His first disciple at Kasi was a Konkana
(VL 2), then two ascetics Damodara and Midhava Sarasvatl
(VL 3 ). Mahefa’s name is found in VL 5 and in the very
next verse it is stated that a Gurjara pupil read the Mahabhdsya
along with Sridhara, the second son of Rimeévara, who was
born on his way to Kasi ( not earlier than 1521 &, p, ). Itis,
therefore, probable that Mahesa read with him sometime bet-

L5
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ween 1530-35 4, n. and the Darpana was written within 1535-
40 A. D, very early in his literary career.

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

(3) This agrees with the tradition that he went to the
court of Rani Durgavati of Garh Mandla, probably after the
death of his immediate elder Damodara, who was patronised by
Sangrama Saha (d. 1530 a. n. ).

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

(5) In his old age he abdicated the throne and most of
his works on Smyti were composed after abdication. For, in
his Tithitattvacintamani he has referred to Raghunandana and
Gopila of Bengal (Ms. No. 66 of the Mithila Institute, fol. 9a :-
MegrgaraTIaasg). Raghunandana wrote the Jyotisatattva
( No. 20 in the list of his works ) after 1489 Saka (/1567 4. . )-
Maheta, therefore, must have written this treatise in the last
quarter of the century. But the mention of Gopila is a great
puzzle, for both the smrti writers of that name, the Kaumudi-
kira Siddhantavagida and the Nirnaya-kira Nydyapaficanana
were junior to Raghunandana and were living still in the first
two decades !of the 17th century. Probably the reference was
to an earlier Gopala. At any rate Mahe$a becomes a contem-
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porary at least of Raghunandana and his date of birth can never
be placed before 1500 4. D,

It should be mentioned here that the late Dr. H. P, Sastri
discovered a letter written by Maheda to one ‘Tarkika-
ciidamani’, whom he took to be identical with the famous
Raghunatha Siromani. This letter was exibited by him in the
Asiatic Society in April 1907 ( Proc, A. 5. B., p. Ixxv ) and was

: discovered in a book named Vaivasvatasiddhdnta written in
1529 a., ( Ind. Ant., 1912, p. 9). The letter has been pub-
lished in vol. X of the Des. Cat. of the Society (p. 235). Dr.
$astri’s conjecture about the identily of the person ( Mahesa
Sarman’ ) who wrote the letter is entirely wrong. The letter
was written in the Bengali script, and though not dated 1s

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

MADEUsUDANA Tunaxgvea: might be
regarded as the greatest Nyaya scholar of Mithild in the first
 half of the 16th century 4.n. The first section ( Mangalavada )
of his masterpiece the Kantakoddhdra has been published
( Tattvacintamani with Comm,, S. B. Texts, 1939). In the
third introductory verse he has boldly stated that his able
arguments have removed all thorns, in the Aloka and the Mani

and in the fourth verse he proudly advertised his scholarship

/in eight different branches of literature ( Nyaya, Vaifesika,

{11
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Miminsi, Vedanta, Mahabhasya, Kavya, Dharmasastra and
Mantradastra ). That it is not a mere idle boast will be
apparent even from a study of the small printed portion of his
work. His masterly elaboration of Mimansa doctrines
( pp. 60-64, 94-103, 14i-45) and his quotations from Sri-
datta (p 40 ), Nyayamaharnava ( p. 41 ), Mahabhasya (p. 42),
Dravyaprakata ( p. 60 ), Vatedvara ( p. 37, 67, 175 ), Uddyota
(p. 67, 119 ) and his own father ( p. 34, 37, 76, 183 ) as well
as his frequent refutations of previous glosses of unnamed
scholars are some of the exceptional features of his perfor-
mance. Unfortunately the printed portion forms only a
hundredth part of his whole work. We add, therefore, brief
notes on the unpublished parts.

The first part of the Kantakoddhara ends with the colo-
phon : gl AEFENENT-BFHTIATHIIFIFEHIGIY, SFIFETE: -
g: ( fol. 120a of A.S.Ms. No. G. 1439, dated 491 L.S,
copied at Vikramapura in Mithila ). The copy extends from
the Primanyavada to the end. We traced three references to
Pragalbha ( 4a, 12b & 16a ) and an interesting one to an un-
known scholar (20b : W@'W@éﬂ) We quote one
remarkable passage ( fol. 58b ) :—=gwid TRzt gug (p. 653
under Samavayavada ).

g ) ~ )

afes afy afted a3 wratat |
= g7 7 IRed g1 wEEAtEr: |
e agaEishy fmeaaa fara |
qEraRq AT afted & @Esa’

T § uRa Ym—dAag| There are two fragments of
this part at Tanjore ( Foll. 27 and 131 : vide Tanjore Cat.,

pp- 453-437). The colophon cited ( p. 4537) from the
larger fragment ( fol. 126, at the end of the section on
Sannikarsa ) is extremely important. According to it Madhu~
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sidana wrote this commentary under the patronage of one
‘Maharajadhiraja’ Ramarija described, among others, as ‘Kar-
nitaka-Cakravarti. The identification of this monarch is a
great puzzle ; there was no paramount king of that name in
South India in the 16th century A, b. as far as we are aware.
We shall discuss the point later on. In a Darbhanga copy of
this part ( No. p. 321, foll. 94 ) the author refers to his own
invincibility thus : ( verse 2 ).

TEFEHITHIAREE  HEHEA | ’
qfFarfEarT gaT v gar |l

There are two copies of the second ( Anumdna ) part in
the Asiatic Society ( Nos. G. 1444, foll. 174 and G. 1572, foll.
142 ) both incomplete towards the end. It begins with the
third verse of the first part. Madhusiidana is commonly belie-
ved in Mithild to have successfully controverted the views of
Siromani of Bengal. ‘This tradition is partially correct. There
are eight passages in this part where Madhustidana has cited
and refuted ‘Gauda’ views ( No. 1572, fol. 21a, 23a, 28b, 31a,
71b, 81a, 91b & 103b ). Of these the second quotation is the
well-known definition of the term Vyapti technically known as
geafed originally formulated by Sarvabhauma ( Anumdanamani-
pariksa, fol. 14 ) and included among the famous ‘fourteen defi-
nitions’ of Siromani. Here Madhustidana also cited and refuted
a passage of Pragalbha ( fol. 23a). The next passage runs :—
qa1 T aTEgafeRAEETETsd  TiEcgaE St o
e 'ﬁmm Ifgasmy ( fol. 28b ). The passage
exactly occurs in Siromani at the very beginning of the Purva-
paksa section of Vyaptivida. It is an original explanation of
Siromani and not borrowed from Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha.
As far as we are aware Madhusiidana was the first among
Maithila scholars to quote from Siromani. The long passage
quoted in the section on Tarka (fol. 71b ) is also taken from
Siromani, who under the heading %9, put in a nutshell various
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comments on the point found in Sarvabhauma ( fol. 63-65 ).
The remaining five passages cannot be traced in éiromar}i,
Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha and were evidently cited from other
Gauda scholars, whose names and works were lost dixring Siro-
mani’s great mastery. The ending verses and colophon of this
part is cited below from a Palm-leaf copy preserved in the
Darbhanga Raj Library.

gfa werEeg A |
ST gaa fras:
ge: g ATl
a1 AT -
HTHTTATRTIg Hf T 1|
AGEAA  FAFHHEEEETEE FC |
ghd guag goemIRE  FEHRIS |
FRARAATIA AT |
AW 7: GRS G e: IgIEad, |l

M TECETOSE SRR ST — SaEg RS-
Tt (@ AT AR AT H g A
GEEAEAGAT RTREHEIT SRR | @ € Re FRIAgFET
TR Araagra WenRsgdefafa I The scribe happens
to be a grandson of the famous Bhagiratha Thakkura, the elder
brother of Mahefa Thakkura. The author’s extra-ordinary
confidence about his own ability is reflected in the last verse.
It should be carefully noted that this valuable copy gives the
author’s patron the important epithet ‘Karnita-Cakravart?’
found in the Tanjore copy and it is a clue to the identity of the
unknown monarch, who evidently belonged to the famous
“Karnata’ family of Nanyadeva and not to the Karnata country.
It is our conjecture that after the overthrow of the last
‘Oinwara’ monarch Laksminitha Kansanarayana about 1526
a.D.and before Mahe$a Thakkura acquired the kingdom of
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Mithila in 1556 a. b, there was confusion in Mithila for about
30 years when many distinguished scholars left Mithila to seek
foreign patronage. For sometime at least a scion of the long
lost ‘Karpata’ family might have taken the reins of Government
in Mithils and under this monarch named Ramardja Madhu-
siidana wrote his monumental work somewhere within 1525-
40 1. . Ifit were written in a ‘foreign’ land Madhustidana
would not have failed to refer to his Maithila origin in the

colophon.

The last part ( Sabda ) is preserved at Darbhanga Raj
Library in three different fragments constituting the whole,
The first portion ( Ms, No. P. 110, foll. 148, up to Vidhivada )
begins as usual with the verse wgggAayf®—&c. The next
portion ( No. P. 981, foll. 81 ) is on Aptrvavida and the last
portion ( No. 97, foll. 72 ) goes tothe very end, closing with
the verse wggg-i g, &c. with the usual colophon, without
however, the mention of the patron’s name as found at the end
of the first two parts, Perhaps the reign of R@mardja had
ended by that time, though the non-mention of the patron’s
name should be confirmed from other copies. The Varanasi
copy ( 8. B. Studies, III, pp. 155-6) also seems to omit the

patron’s name.

Madhusiidana composed a commentary named ‘Jirnod-
dhara’ on the Smrti work Samayapradipa of Sridatta ( Ms, No.
P. 326, foll. 43, dated 1652 éaka) and another on Viacaspati's
Duvaitanirnaya ( vide L. 1853, foll. 121, named ‘Jirnoddhara’ ).
We examined the A.S. copy ( No. G. 1589, foll. 107, called
_Prakata ) of the latter. It was written after Sabdakanfakod-
dhara ( mentioned in fol. 31a ) and after the Samayapradipa-
jirnoddhara ( fol. 86a ). He refers once to his own Saradatika
(fol. 15a). Partly due to maturity of age and partly also to
the nature of the subject Madhustidana's style is distinctly
more sober here. Ie does not, moreover, refer to his royal
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patron, whose connection with the great scholar must have been
short-lived, We quote an interesting passage where the view-
points of the Nyaya and the Smurti are contrasted : & f§ T
T THYATESH AU RIRITREHETUE IS g saiaw -
afa (fol. 38a ).

' Madhusﬁdana”s age and family : Madhus@idana belonged to
one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named ‘Ghusota’

of the Vatsa-gotra, He was the seventh son of his parents and

his father was Govinda Thakkura, the celebrated author of the
Kavyapradipa and Pujapradipa. MadhusGidana has quoted
many passages of his father in the Kantakoddhara as well as
the Jirnoddhara ( fol. 106a ), proving that his father was also
a scholar of the Nyiya and the Smrti, in both of which he must
have given lessons to his pupils, though it is doubtful if he had
actually written any works on the two subjects. Madhustidana’s
date is quite beyond any dispute now. It can be fixed
from the following evidences. In the first place his elder
brother Devanitha, the fifth son of Govmda wrote one
work in 400 L. S. and his last work in 1486 Saka( 1564 4. D.)
at a very old age. Taking Madhusfidana to be about 6 years
younger to Devanatha his date of birth would be about 1500
.0, So that he was an exact peer in age of Maheéa Thakkura.
As a matter of fact the Darpana and the Kantakoddhara do
not refer to each other, asfaras can be ascertained. In the
first flush of youthful zeal Madhustidana must have wielded
his powerful pen somewhere between 1525-35 a.p. to combat

the opponents of the Aloka both of Mithila and Bengal. In
a booklist dated 430 L.S. (ie. within 1540-50 a.p.) the
‘mention of the Pratyaksa-Kantakoddhara ( see p. 129 above )

proves that the book already circulated in Bengal in 1540 4.p.

‘This is confirmed by the following fact. Madhusudana s

mother was a daughter of Mahopadhyaya Vacaspati of “the
Mindara family, a first cousin of the famous Yajfapati

'Upadhyaya In other words she was a sister of Narahari, A
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copy of the Pujapradipa was transcribed in 432 L. 5. at the
request of Madhusfidana ( preserved at Darbhanga ).

Madhusiidana’s eminence : Madhus@idana, more than any
other scholar of his age in Mithild, was recognized as an
authority in other lands. Besides the famous Annam Bhatta
of South India he has been quoted by name in the Vyakarana-
Siddhantasudhanidhi of Viéveévara ( Varanasi ed., pp. 58 & 69 )
and in the Nyayasiddhantamala of Jayarima (S. B., Text,
p. 161 ). Moreover, it is our conjecture that one of the great-
est scholars of Bengal Guninanda Vidyaviagisa was a student
of this Madhustdana, For, in one of his works the Sabdaloka-
viveka he referred to his professor thus ( Ms. No. 366 of the
Sarasvati-Bhavana ) :

A CsaTEaTga T faaaaa |
U= HeET Tt s |l

This echoes Madhustidana’s opening verse in all the parts of
his work. Gunananda was a contemporary of Bhavananda and
flourished in the last half of the 16th century 4. . His pupi-
lage under a Maithila scholar, if true, isa fact of supreme
importance in Bengal’s relation with Mithila, which continued
to attract superior scholars from Bengal even after the great
mastery of Siromani.

MM MApuava M1éra: One of the last great
Navyanjraya scholars of Mithild, who had written regular and
expansive commentaries on the Alaka.. He was the last of the
four great M's of Mithila, whose names are respectfully men-
tioned by the great Annam Bhatta of South India at the begin~
ning of the latter’s Alokatikd named Siddhamjana ( Madras.
copy R. 1536, verse 5 ) :

AT TR
Hiedt ROmRgRREE™ a1 |
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AR EATarTSY 1|

Annam Bhatta, who consulted all the four great authorities

upon the Aloka, evidently mentioned their names in the chro-
nological order. Maidhava, therefore, came last of all and this
is confirmed by internal evidence.

As far as we are aware there is only one copy of the first
part of Madhava’s commentary now preserved in the Darbhanga
Raj Library. This unique Ms. in palm-leaves ( Ms. No. 130,
foll. 204 ) is unfortunately incomplete towards the end. It

‘goes up to the end of the section on Anyathakhyati and stops
1in the next sentence upon the original text of Gange$a ( B. I.

ed., p. 538 ). Madhava calls himself a ‘satkavi’ and this is
amply borne out by the elegant verses at the beginning of this

part, which are fully reproduced below.

T EHEGITE TgHT ATFIL TG

Tt g amatoeT Ay w@=ger |
(@)@ FERFITREReE Saras:

MTTGIRAGRT  T50g =g 11
G AT TEAATH AL (w1 -

AR FTUGH RS REHSHT: |

7w FrgERrREaE R -
| famemgaEst fug weawsuTEay IR
RGP O S ECER DR AT |

e Rraw samafa Sewfe: |
115 I P Ere Cao ke (e e (o

=T TR % @ TR 13
TR TSR et

ST R SRR T 18
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ST /8 a(f =)ar= JEi-
WERTER ST 9 FAAT TG |

fargfa: aﬂzmmtfq HEUHIA AT
A fib v MOgTFEETERIgE 11X

e (i) ag o (Farme) s |
75w Madsae gewfy frgat a=: 1§

L ElE e R RS EE R e ce e s SR G SRR UL E S
gRgaangaTgeasas: | The small portion we had
examined of this book proves that a vast literature had grown
up round the Aloka of Jayadeva and Maidhava has cited
passages from many authors, whose works are now lost.
There are several passages from a 'Gauda’ (fol. 48, 158 etc. ),
of which the first passage is from Siromani. The Daganoddhara
" ( of Narahari ) is cited in the section on Pramanya { fol. 49 );
we have actually traced it in the Pratyaksadisanoddhara
( London 1. O. copy, fol. 20b ). Several passages are cited
from ‘Gurukarana’ (i.e his father and teacher Khantara Miéra :
 fol. 49, 194 etc. ). But by far the largest number of quotations
are from Upiddhyiya (ie. Yajfapati) almost on every page
from folio 1. We shall specially refer to a passage, which
probably tefers to the Darpana of Maheéa, who is cunﬂﬂﬁl?
called by the contemptuous epithet ‘unreasonable’ : fAgfg
AFTTRERUAMET  GETCEEA AT 6 § EegEar e
FARIF - TR tafaataas aratrarg | ax | (fol. 4).
This substantially agrees with Maheéa’s views ( Alokadarpana,
S. B, Text, pp. 17-18 ).

There is a complete copy of the Anumana part of
Midhava’s work, cited by himself under the name of Anumana-
lokaprakata in the former part ( fol. 3-4), inthe Sarasvati .
Mahal Library of Tanjore ( Des. Cat. pp. 4523-24). There
is no opening verse. Itends ( fol. 293): o
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Y qegia  FRESIdREERT-

fegrg @ HAHTgHT 3T |
T EE TR ISR

e Frgsan faerEarTrzagad |l

L3t B {Wﬁ@,@ ey gesfa A |
a8 FRUAN FEHTFATAGEN: |

zfa nmawma-ﬂww@mm@mﬁﬁw dqui | GHHSE T |
The manuscript is dated 1632 V. 8. ‘Asadha-Sudi 6 Some’—

this corresponds regularly fto June 1% 1575 1.0. Monday. It
was transcribed at the instance of Visvanatha Tirtha ( probably
of Varanasi, author of a commentary named Komala on
Saddhara’s Nyayasiddhantadipaa). The colophon proves that
Midhava did not comment on the last part of the Aloka. The
most important fact stated in the ending verse is that Madhava
became famous by vanquishing the proud scholars of the
court of Gajapati Mukunda, evidently the last great independ-
ent monarch of Orissa. Mukurada reigned from about 1552 a.p.
to 1568 a,0. when he was defeated by the Sultan of Bengal.
Mukundadeva’s name is mentioned in the Saccaritamimaisa
of Vidyanivisa composed in 1480 Saka (1558 AD, ) ( Vide
Vange Navyanydyacarca, p.698& 75). Madhava, therefore,
must have composed thiswork about 1555 a.p. probably before
Maheéa Thakkura ( whom he had charactensed as ‘unreason-
able’ ) acquired the kingdom of Mithila. The date of the
transcricript ( 1575 a.p.) also points to the same conclusion. .
" The author’s triumph as a debater and a scholiast is further
- confirmed by Amnam Bhatta, who mentioned hls name- in h1s'

own comentary.

. Madhava’s family : Midhava Miéra’s name has been

traced in the Pawyjis of Mithili. He belongs to the famous
Sodarapura family, whose cekebrity is conmderably enhanced
by the dlscovery of his tame and that of his father there. His



186 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

name is found in the ‘Kataka’ branch of the family and his des-
cent is as follows, Ratneévara’s second son was M. M. Sure-
{vara, the common ancestor of many distinguished scholars.
The branch of Sureévara’s family runs : M. M, Suresvara—
M. M. Viévanatha — Ratinitha — Dilu—Aphela—Divakara—
‘Prabhikaraparanimaka—M. M. Khantara’~M. M. Maidhava
—Mahopadhyiya Bhagiratha. This Madhava is, therefore, one
generation later than his namesake ( the son of Jayadeva ) and
the author of the Aloks, on which he commented, was his
grand-uncle. It was for this reason probably that Madhava
expressed his cnntempt‘fnr Maheéa Thakkura, who belonged
to a different family, This Madhava like many distinguished
scholars of Mithild was equally famous in Smrti, in which he
wrote a book named Divyadipikd., A copy of it is preserved
in the Darbhanga Raj Library (vide Mithili Mss., Vol. L
pp. 225-26 ). One of the charming opening verses is cited

below :
AR e g g
TR i geu At |
weqT e s 14
st frad frlmagt: AAaeIan |
Keédava M1éra TAREAOARYA: author of a
commentary on the original Nyayasutras named Gautamiya-
sutraprakasa. There isa copy in palm leaves ( Ms. No. 52,
foll, 92) preserved in Raj Library, Darbhanga, It is un-
fortunately wanting in the beginning and the end. In the

Asiatic Society there isa copy of scattered leaves ( Ms. No.
3105, 24 leaves in total ), containing, however, the first leaf,

full of lacunas, and the last.
It begins : [ arum ] weieda [ njramraaaes |
Y [ e 22 ] 1
st Al qRuREaEa sqredq dear|ar
AT AT FAFAITIING 6T | ]
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The valuable end and colophon run : ( fol. 15b )
gHfiEmTE AR |

- | siratase Hafaeraaaad ||
| NI sah saee: quit fraaft aeia |
Rrsqaia qUaRe: TEgEE i o |
| FTRT ST et 7 g ety gt |
. gee: QigEeaEd oW s )

o ST A AR e
QEHISE: 9T [1R2IREN

The total number of Sitras is thus recorded at the end :
1. 40+ 20=60/11. 68 + 68=136/I1L. 69+ 73=142/IV. 68 +49=
117/V. 43 +24=67. After this there are three figures 60/5/22.
The number of Sitras totalling 522 is lesser than the earlier
standard versions. This copy on paper belonging to one Gopi
Bhatta is very old, but the Darbhanga copy is older still. The
title “Tarkacarya’ is not found in the Darbhanga copy, where
at the end of the first chapter the following important colophon
occurs : '

- A iFE - qR TR |
- ARFAFARA FAT GATHIH |
TR MEFETE-A AR SER AeRgATE -
Wl W RY |
Tt is also recorded at the end of IL. i that the author taught
both Nyaya and Vedanta at Kasi :
; T, AT FAAIEFIEN |
L a Nyesfaas g |l |
“ It was apparently due to his residence at Varanasi that his fame
as a teacher of more than one thousand pupils reached the
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shore of the ocean. The following two notes found in the fifth
- chapter of the book prove that he had prwmual;-.r written a
treatise named Tarkatandava : st 9 dead g ahareed
(fol. 23 ). a1 = wgTeRATEERTE! @41 sufEd ahacEd (fol. 34b).

Fortunately the author has clearly mentioned the name of
the family to which he belonged as well as the particular branch

of it, in another treatise named Sankhyaparimanam ( Ms. No.

43-2 of the Darbhanga Raj Library, foll. 31 ). Verses 4-5 at
at the begining of this work run :—

AR TAT R e |
AFTaERT Aaeaisd faaas |

AT T e |
afeefigauE a1 e |

qAE} geate
1t ends : mefEErR 9 TR |

. FEFAUED) G FIsfy g 7 fmgd o
| I P R e IR L B I G e T R R (e IR B P C R C pn e
qfageEs gHiEd

In the Pafijis the name of the author has been traced exactly

in the Kataka branch of the famous Sodarapura family. The
gene:alc:-g:-,r is as follows : M. M. Visvanatha—Ratinatha—Miéra
Dilu—Miéra Gadadhara—Mahopadhyaya Viéo ( 3rd. son )—
Mahopadhya}.ra Kefava. He had four sons and his wife’s name
was Sobha. He was thus a second cousin 'of Khantara Miéra
( g.v.) and two generations later than Safkara Miéra. He
must have written his works about 1525 a,n, and was the
leading scholar evidently at theé court of Mahirdja Laksminatha
Kahsanarayana of Mithila, the last monarch of the Oinwara
dynasty. ' His' name; therefore, is one more addition to the

list of the galaxy of scholars belonging to. the Sodatapura.

e i

_&’I’
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family that shed lustre on the cultural history of Mithila for
several centuries.

DevaNArua TuAKKURA TARKAPANCANANA:

-a renowned author of Mithild, better known as the ‘Sapta-kau-

mudikdra’. The names of these ‘seven’ Kaumudis are :—

1. Adhikaranakaumudi on Mimansi as applied to the Dharma—
$astra ( Varanasi ed., 1926, pp. 62 ).

2. Kalakaumudi on Smrti (wvide M1th11a Mss., Vol. I, p. 54,
foll. 70 ).

Kavyakaumudi on Rhetorics, ( Peterson’s 3rd Rep. )
Tantrakaumudi written in 1486 Saka (1564-5 a.p. )
Mantrakaumudi written in 400 L, S.

Stddhantakaumud:i ( cited in No. 1, p. 6 )

7. Smrtibaumudi ( published in Mithilda Granthamila up to
P. 144 ). None of these works, however, belong to Navyanyaya
in which he is known to have composed a work named Aloka-
pariSista. A copy of this rare book was discovered at Dinajpur
in Bengal ( H. P. Sastri : Notices, 111, pp. 74-5, foll. 143 ) ; it
was transcribed at the request of the author himself (wegmEr-
FFFCARTAIHERAGEGA ) in 443 L. S. ( Il wormeai =2 ).
There is a copy preserved at Poona ( B. O.R.I., No. 310
.of 1880-81 foll. 1-42, 48-105 ). It begins :— :

TRW FRRRATTET faas-

d\tﬁ.*.w

1. The date éaka 1486’ at the end of a copy in Assamese bark ( m.'
possesmon of the present writer ) is certainly that of compoaltlen‘ as the
copy itself is not so old. - The date of the Mantrakdumudi is thus fecorded
in copies of 436 and 442 L. S. (examined by Prof. R. Jha) —R ARqY-

g oo ﬁ'ﬂ@:ﬂﬁﬂafﬁa I-* The reading f&qg Wﬁﬂl { Mlthlla Mss., II Introd

p. 4) seems.to be wrong.
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3T Mg |

et agTes afifTE agea 1R
WA | SPREREAT W ST | 99 -
ATER FLAANT Afa—aw |

It should be noticed that unlike the present copy where

the author proves himself an worshipper of Rdma and Siti the:

Dinajpur copy makes him a devotee of Siva, though the 2nd
introductory verse is the same in both, The first passage is.
from the Aloka. It ends with a long note on a passage of the
Upamana part, which no other scholar of Mithili ( except the
versatile Gokulandtha ) ever touched.

g sieafrawrrEEsRREsgTRTETefegs: | Devanatha:

has recorded many important facts about himself and his father.

He was the fifth son of his father ( MfrrEmgd &l sw=m,
Mantrakaumudi, v. 7, Tantrakaumudi v. 4 ). When the Mantra-

kaumudi was written in 400 L. 8, ( not later than 1519 4, , )

his father was alive (Mfeeg ux yaat fafgA s =wRav. 3 ). He
must then have been quite young, for he states at the end of

the book :—

TREW FFAT ANYT A |
AFUE g0 A AR gaThE |

He has given his genealogy from Ravikara ( v. 3 ) and descri-
bed his father as well-versed in Miminsa, Vedanta and Nyaya :.

(v.4).

NI 9 qgEarE EaE g
4t AR fegraT |

v |

K

‘?

s
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saralsty fraER agafeatas! ar q a

M= I ST ETCE TS TIREZ | TSI |
At the end also his father is extolled as wedded to Lady Logic :-

TRHAAA LB

Mg oy gau fofga: gafa: |
"There cannot be any doubt, therefore, that Devanatha ( and
his younger brother Madhus@dana ) read Nyaya with his own
father and the ‘Gurucarana’ mentioned in the Alokaparifista
.evidently refers to his own father. In the Adhikaranakanmudi
Devanitha mentions a separate teacher named Soma Bhatta,
who seems to have been a non-Maithila scholar possibly of

Varanasi. At the end of the Tantrakaumudi he advertised his
all-round scholarship, just like his brother Madhustdana, as
follows :—

e R -

ﬂ ﬁ - f% A < : '
FAsEl FFaEy: Ffaatie Jame faa
de AR Y frergg Sadm

Here we are confronted with the problem of his patronage by

the king of Kamati, which is identical with the kingdom of
Kuchvihara. Devanatha distinctly says in the colophon that

~ the book was written at the request of Malladeva Naranarayana,

who reigned from 1555 to 1587 a. n. The colophon runs :—

X% 9<% |l ( fol. 100 ). The date of composition ( 1564—5 A. D, )
falls in the first decade of the reign, proving that Devaniatha
.came to Kuchvihara soon after the coronation of Malladeva in
1555 a. 0. The Tantrakaumud: also states that before he came
to Kuchvihara he had enjoyed the patronage of another monarch
‘Gajapati Govindadeva :—
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o s e EREE
7T GE1: AEEETY 99 T A1 ARIERAAR |
% ﬁ ¥ & ) ﬁ L] ﬁ“‘_ ? -
g ey wfmggew  anvmaay |l
( Introd. v, 5)
The identity of this monarch is yet to be established. There

cannot be any doubt that Devanitha left Mithila after the over-

throw of the Qinwara dynasty about 1526 a. p, and adorded
more than one royal courts outside Mithila. The Mantrakau-
mudi was certainly written when he was still in Mithila, It is
our surmise that his Nyaya work was composed about 1525 a.n,
when he was still in Mithila. About a decade older than his
brother Madhusiidana, the seventh son of his father, Deva-
nitha was born about 1490 A, p, and wrote the Tantrakaumud:
when he was full 75 years old. We refrain from citing the
magnificent panegyrics of Malladeva found in abundance in the
latter book, where the author’s poetic talents are displayed in.
full.



e

CHAPTER VI
MODERN SCHOLARS -

M. M. GorxtrnanAruar UrApHYAYA: The
greatest academic figure of Mithila during the last 400 years.
There is hardly any branch of Sanskrit literature, which he has
not adorned by his masterly pen. He wrote learned works,
big and small, on Nyaya, Vaifesika, Vedanta, Philosophy of
Grammar, Rhetorics, Poetry and Drama, Astronomy and Astro-
logy, Civil Laws as well as Rituals. Unfortunately no attempt
has yet been made to give a complete picture of his literary
achievements and properly assess the value of his works, which
are likely to reach three figures in total number. And the
wonder is that his towering figure emerged late in the Mughal
period,when there was all-round decay and disaster everywhere
in India.

Gokulanatha was born, as far as we can ascertain, in the
decade 1640-50 a.p. The Milagrama of the family is
Phanandaha (whence Phannahavara) belonging to the Sandllya.
gotra ( Madhyandina $akhi of the Sukla Yajurveda ). This
family was originally an inferior one and was raised in status
only recently. He read with his own father M. M. Pitambara
Vidyanidhi and became what was commonly known in Mithila

‘Sarayantn after passing the public test of highest scholarship.
In a declaration, recently discovered, by his grandson M. M.
Datta a complete succession list of professors through whon
Lady Logic (=mfifi fdam) was handed down lineally
through 13 generations, covering about 300 years, has been
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carefully recorded®. Gokulandtha is number IX in this list,
immediately following his father Pitambara ( No. VIIL).
Pitimbara was a pupil of M. M. Vamadeva Upadhyaya
( No. VII), whom Gokulanitha has actually cited as his
‘Paramagury’. So the list can be taken as authentic.
Gokulanitha was a versatile genius from his boyhood as stated
by himself. One of his best and most learned works is a
commentary on Vacaspati’s Duvaitanimaya which was named
Kadamuvaripradipa in commemoration of his deceased
daughter®, At the end of this work he wrote :—

HACAEEAAG] T JIGEAr |
qutfir: @At &6 qEEs 4 ||

So, according to his own admission his studies covered all the

1 Proc. of the Oriental Conf.,, Benares, 1946, pp. 309-25—an illu-
minating paper by Prof, R. Jha on ‘The Declaration of a ﬁarayantﬁ’, Vide
pp- 31823 for an account of Gokulanitha and his family with a geneo-
logical table, Jagaddhara (fol. 56b of Tattvadipini on Vasavadatta A. 5. Ms.
No. 9276 ) explains : Tg= @@ Il &@:Rg=RITosodegwaE T=-
geETa e | A Ms. of Gaigefa’s work dated 4(0)1 L. 8., now preserved
in the Raj Library, Darbhanga, was presented to a scholar ‘upon a
Sarayantra’ TE9-1 zafd g5 ( fol. 126b ). So the word did not mean

strings.

2, Ms No. I D, 5(pp. 10-75) of the Asiatic Society. On p, 20
at the end of the section on Nimadvaita Gokulandtha records the pathetic
prayer ;

' WA AT FEgER AR |
a FEwR T 3R el gagae |
~ There is another large work, divided into 16 ullisas, named Kunda-
Kadambari, preserved in the Raj Library ( complete in 95 foll. ), where
there is a still more pathetic reference to his beloved daughter.
o =i gEafy 70 Fifta sz
st & sy 637 SFETE AW |
St wxfrgmrar R A
fafden a gl gfiten e el g )

"?"
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branches of Sanskrit literature. His assiduity in studies was
helped according to tradition, by a Divine Grace. At the
beginning of the above Sarayantra declaration it is written that
the first professor received the Vidya ‘through the grace of
Daksinamirti’ ( g&Qms: @[ ). Though the family of
Gokulanitha is well-known in Mithila as devoted to the
Tantrika cult, it is said, it was initiated through divine inspi-
ration to the mystic formula of the supreme God of Knowledge:
also for sometime and the none too high Phanandaha family
shot up in the learned world beyond all expectation. It 1s also
said that the family dwindled into insignificance again when
the formula was passed on against the divine bidding to a scion
of a different family, Mangroni near Madhubani the native
village of Gokulanatha became as famous as Navadvipa or
Varanasi since the times of Gokulanitha, but though its fame
has not yet vanished the God of Knowledge had forsaken the

family of Gokulanatha long ago.

It is said that Gokulanatha left Mithila in his early life
and was a courtier of a Mahomedan(?) ruler Fateh Sah of
Garhwal at the foot of the Himalayas ( Sinha’s Hist. of Tirhut,
p. 133 ). He must have gone there in the last quarter of the
century as Fateh Sah died in 1699 a.p. According to tradition
he wrote seven works while at Garhwal, of which one Ekavali
on Prosody is preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library. It was
written under ‘Fattepatisihabhiipah’. Gokulandtha next
adorned the court of Maharaja Madhava Sithha of Mithila
( 1700-1739 a.0. ) and, according to tradition, died at Varanasi
when he was about 90 years old ( Introd. to Gokulanatha’s
drama Amrtodaya, Muzaffarpur, 1925 ). The date of his death
would fall in our surmise in the decade 1730-40 o.D. A definite
date is recorded by Gokulanitha in his learned work on
Astronomy named Masamimansa. The whole passage is cited
below. " . nd Laewe S iy S ey
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deeatgRsae afadrgeE: |

wgmTEsTE: S S |
gt WAFRIFAT | T ¥ SWitaggatgdt gama | faag—
wfmAT wETEATTETTEIgR 630 TEe e wew:
{ fol, 8a of Ms. No. 592 of the Mithila Institute ). Gokula-
natha’s statement is correct as there was actually a Malamasa in
Vaidikha in the year 1631 Saka corresponding to 1709 a.n.
falling in the reign of Madhava Simha.

Among the 13 professors mentioned in the above men-
tioned declaration only Gokulanitha is specially panegyrized
in the following words : ¥ f§ TwwTagFd IFaT TTETA: fOAA-
Aty faeraaareds, AEfkEar 9ga: e adfag-
Franaeat 3t 540 ( lines 810 ) Gokulandtha rose to be the

- Supreme Head of the University of Mithild, so to speak,
making decisions on all conceivable subjects. The greatest
literary achievement of Gokulaniatha was his attempt to dis-
credit Siromani, the great refuter by arguments of all previous
decisions, and he wrote many works like the Siddhantatattva
to that end, This statement of his grandson is important for
the history of Navyanyaya in Mithild and as we shall presently
see, is substantially correct.

NyAva woRKS oF GoEULANATHA :  Among all the branches
of Sanskrit literature mastered by Gokulanatha the hardest nut
cracked by him was of course Navyanyaya, which had already
reached the final stage of development in the hands of Gada-
dhara of Bengal ( 1604-1709 4. p. ) about a generation before
‘Gokulanitha. In the final colophon to his work on Smrti
named Kundakddamvari ( Ms. at Raj Library, Darbhanga )
‘Gokulanitha’s title is recorded as ‘Mahamahopadhyaya éa;tarka-
paficinana’ (i. e, a lion in all the six divisions of dialectics ), a
true description of his invincible career as a dialectition.

Among his works on Navyanydya the following have been so

far discovered.

"l‘
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Cakrara$mi—commentary on the Tattvacintamani.
Dikkalaniripana—Ms. Raj Library, Darbhanga.
Didhitividyota—com. on Raghunatha’s Tattvacinta-
manididhiti.

Kusumafijalitippana. _
Khandanakuthara—Ms, Raj Library, Darbhanga.
Laghavagauravarahasya.

Mithyatvanirukti.

Nyayasiddhantatativa.

(9) Padavakyaratnakara.

(10) Saktivada.

GIRIDHAROPADEYAYA: The chance discovery of a
ssingle manuscript and the enterprise of an eminent logician of
Mithila, Jivanatha Misra Tarkatirtha Nyayaratna® ‘are responsi-
ble for the publication of the Vibhaktyarthanirnaya (Chowkh. ed.,
1902, pp. 477), one of the best books on the subject ever
‘written in India. A cousin and pupil of the great Gokulanatha
of Mangroni, the author treated the subject in such a masterly
way both from the grammarian’s and logician’s point of view

.~ A
W
i

LY e W W W N
O ~3 O UL I
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. that even Gokulanatha must have yielded his palm to him in

many places. When Giridhara wrote, say, about 1720 a. b, the
most glorious period of Navadvipa has definitely ended with
the death of Gadadhara in 1709 . D, and the signs of a distinct
revival of the ancient glory of Mithild were discernible at
Mangroni. Paninian studies, which never influenced the works
of Jagadia and Gadadhara of Bengal, shed lustre on Giridhara’s

1. Jivanatha was the second ‘Tarkatirtha’ of Mithila and passed in
1893 as a pupil of Yadunitha Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa. He lived at
‘Sugaund and belonged to the Sodarapura family. The first ‘“Tarkatirtha’
of Mithila was Santagopala Jha, who passed in 1892 as pupil of Kailata
'éiromél}i of Varanasi, Ume$a Mifra ( pupil of Sivacandra Sarvabhatima
of Mulajore College ) and Vecana Jha ( pupil of Yadunatha Sarvabhauma
of Navadvipa ) passed in 1895. In the very first year of examination in
1879 passed two scholars evidently of Mithila, who should be identified :
Khadganatha Jha and Apuccha Jha ‘Tarkopadhyaya’. R
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work, which succeeded in keeping the enormous subtleties of
Gadidhara within reasonable bounds without discarding them.
Unlike his professor Gokulandtha, who had displayed some
animus against the Bengal authorities, Giridhara cited Siromani

with due regard.

~ Giridhara began his work with an obeisance to the god
Siva and to his own parents. It is interesting to note that he gives.
the epithet mrrmfamAgf: to his father Mahopadhyiya
Vagiéa, who was also, therefore, a distinguished logician. Vagiéa
was the younger brother of Gokulandtha’s father, being the
fourth son of his parents (vide the family table published in
the Proc. Or, Conference, Benares session, p. 318 ). He fre-
quently refers to his teacher Gokulanitha and his famous work
Padavakyaratnakara and mostly approves his views with addi-
tional arguments ( JowqTEg " "'gfd WATHEFL T | TR
s Nl pp. 37-40. See also pp. 45, 58, 126-30. 142, 166,
184, 207, 225, 284-5, 312, 323-25, 342, &c. up to p. 443 ). To
give an idea of the courses of studies then current in the great-
est centre of Sanskrit culture in Mithild an alphabetical list of
the authorities cited by Giridhara is given below.

Anumanadidhiti ( p. 369 ), Akhyatavada (pp. 24, 85 &
114 ) of éiromagi. Atmatattvavivekadidhiti (194 ), Katika.
( 51, 53-4 ), Kusumawjali ( ggmafarafaqas=4 p. 31 ), Kaiyyata
(375 ), Kaunda Bhatta ( p. 200 ), Gaudah ( 339, 346-47 being.
a refutation of Jagadiéa’s SabdaSaktiprakadika II. 129 & 359 ),

Darpane Thakkurzh : this important passage runs as follows = .

sEuy derraeasagae qo ( Pratyaksa part, B. L ed.
833 ) safra=ntii ft g9 a7 | 59 R semamr-
qedas T O e S fracuas awregd: | Didhitikrt
( p. 80 ), Prakata ( THRT WETE IETa=@: p. 366 the reference
is to the Dravyakiranavalipraka$a of Vardhamana ), Pratyaksa-
loka ( Srat® first: p. 251 ), Bhattapida (p. 106 ), Bhasya-
Vartika-Tatparya (p. 117), Mandana Miéra (p. 121-22),

"T
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Magha (p.74), Misrai. e, Jayadeva ( pp. 37, 202 & 251),
,$abdziloka ( greaTa® fasm: p. 202 ), Sankarabhasya (p. 137),
Sivaditya (p. 251), Soddandopadhyaya (? read Sondada p. 161),

Hari i. e. Bhartrhari, author of the Vakyapadiya ( pp. 128-9 &

449 ), The Karika g=: #9egqesig &c. has been ascribed to

Bhartrhari evidently on the authority of Jagadifa’s Sabda$akti-"
prakasika ; the mention of Bhabhata, who was most probably
posterior to Bhartrhari, proves the ascription to be extremely

.doubtful, if not positively wrong. The Karikad has not been

quoted by any writer before Jagadifa and seems on the face of

it of non-Paninian origin,

Giridhara proves himself very well-read in the Mithila

-and Bengal authors of the Navyanyaya as well as the recent’

Paninian works written at Varanasi. The mention of Mahefa
Thakkura’s Darpana proves that it was studied at Mangroni,

-obviously from patriotic considerations. No other commentary
-on the Aloka is mentioned in the list.

M. M. RoravATEA THARKURA ( TARRARATNA ) : a protege
and close relative of Mahardja Madhava Sithha (1775-1807 A.p,)

-of Mithila, at whose request he wrote a sub-commentary on

the Alokadarpana of Mahe$a, We reproduce below verses 3-6
from its beginning :— .

’ frggfier gaRearetEe 3 |
AT T qUUR TG AATHRTRTT |
St I A RO ERTEATeET
IR E gFRECY WRET W aa 11}

ey A fafaamgy At S R g
WERTR: YAFT T S TR |
ATITEHAS T QAT -

TN WA TEIUAISRFATL: G 1Y
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| TR aee: U s -
# qEgEE: i A |
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The colophon rups : gfa ﬁmﬁmmﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁwnﬁmmm—
NgEratRtTa  freraaEqraraREE  amar | It is
thus a gloss on the first part ( up to the Vyaptivida ) on the
Anumanalokadarpana. Ripanitha also composed advanced
notes called Vivecand on the knotty parts of Navyanyaya,
according to the then current standard of scholarship obtaining
in Mithila and Bengal. His notes on the Samanyanirukti of
Gadadhara were discovered. Riipandtha also wrote at the
request of his patron a Chandogahnika on the religious duties
of the Samavedins ; 1t is still current in Mithila,

Riipanatha was a direct descendant of M. M. Damodar
Thakkura, the immediate elder brother of Mahes$a Thakkura.
He belonged to the village Sarvasimd, where his descendants.
still survive. He was 7th in descent from Damodar and was
born evidently about 1750 4.0, For, in the interesting Judge-
ment ( Vyavasthipatra ) in Sanskrit dated in 1716 Saka ( 1794
A0, ) Riipanitha’s name along with that of his eldest son
Madhusiidana 1s mentioned ; Ripanatha’s father was the
defendant in the suit, ROpandtha died shortly before 1750
Saka (1828 4.0.), in which year his son Mahopadhyaya
Acyuta Thakura established a temple of Siva named

‘Acyutedvara’.

1. All the ahow::r]etaﬂs about Ripandtha are taken from an excellent
monograph in Maithill named ‘Candraptikulaprafasti’ written by Pandit
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Tt should be noticed that Ripanatha prosecuted his
studies on Navyanyaya neither at Navadvipa nor at Varanasi,
but in Mithild under Mahamahopadhyaya Subodha, who must
have been a superior scholar in the second half of the 18th
century, though his name is now completely forgotten. Among
the own sons of Riipanatha two became scholars of repute viz.
Acyuta and M. M. Mukunda Thakura and both of them
specialised in Navyanyaya, but theyare not known to have
composed any work on the subject. '

VidvanArRs JEA: a celebrated Naiyayika of
of Darbhanga. He belonged to a famous Srotriya family of
Thadhi. He originally read with Parame$vara Jha and Rddhi-
nitha Jha the talented scholars of Cakauti village and finished
his studies at Navadvipa with Goloka Nyayaratna, the famous'
Patrikakara, and after his death with Prasanna Tarkratna.
He was exclussively a scholar of the latest phase of Navya- -
nyiya. When Mahe$a Nyayaratna visited his semirary at
Darbhanga in 1891 he had eight students, the largest number
of Nyadya students in the whole of Mithila. He wrote a
learned Patriki named Siddhantasara on Vyadhikarana, one of
the knottiest sections of Gangefa. He also composed an
extensive commentary named Praka$a on Udayana’s Laksana-
yaﬁ, which was fortunately published from Varanasi ( 1822
Saka, pp.195). At the end of the book he has given the

following account about himself :—

ST, FEITE Al AT
3 s TAEs: agd: |

Jivananda Thakura, great-great-grandson of Riipanatha (1999 V. 5., pp. 82)
and Asst. Librarian, Raj Library, Darbbhanga. Vide pp. 24-32 for
Rupanatha’s account, pp. 35-36 for ‘Acyutes'svara" and the reading of its
inscription and . pp. 77-80 for the Judgement reproduced from the J. B, O.
R.S., 1920. It is a full and authentic account of “Damodara and his
descendants. b ol ane it e wagkas $E _

%
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g wfangOsfaaaremaaaefa:
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Feftg®Er: J9E: 0 (p.193 ). The editor noted that it was
composed in Caitra 1805 Saka (1884 4. b, : yRfyFTTwr=ziaS
o p. 195 ). There are quotations from the Muktauali (p 19)
Jagadifa ( p. 24 ), Sankara Miéra whose views on Tejastva are
refuted ( p. 47 ) and the Vadivinoda of Sankara ( p. 55 ), which
was not yet printed. Vivanatha has divided the original
book into four parts ( Pratyaksa etc. ) after Gangeéa ( pp. 113,
163: Upamana finished in only a few lines ). This is quite
novel, though quite in keeping with the commentator’s pro=
fession, For, all up-to-date scholars of Navyanyaya bring
down every topic under the four grand divisions of Gangeéa’s
work,

Kaviwarya;: Thereis a copy in palm leaves of a
commentary on the Pratyaksakhanda of Gangeda by one
Kaviratna preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( Ms. No.
P. 10, foll. 88 incomplete towards the end ). It begins :

SEAsiT aeealz: sery o ag: |
=Y HFEATET FL A7 ferwead 11

It seems to be an attempt to point out all erroneous expla-
nations upon Gafgefa. The only Kaviratna known in Mithild
1s a grand pupil of Gokulanitha. He is thus eulogised by the
famous Maithila poet Canda Jha :

TRYIEagear MNHerrarg ¥ s |
Fut fver s, afgarety TR U1
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TR FAT S G faeama: |
@t A aegfaEfafram gt g |
s gafid) ggaEy aeEEE: |l

( Kasi-Sivastuti cited in Sinha’s Hist. of Tirhut, p. 144 )
Narendra Sinha of Mithild ( reigned 1743-70 . . ) was the
son of Gokulanitha’s patron Raghava Sinha. Kaviratna
flourished, therefore, in the third quarter of the century, when
studies on the original text of Gangeéa were almost forgotten.

It should, however, be mentioned here that Vagisa was
the name of an uncle (younger brother of the father) of Gokula-
nitha and it is extremely unlikely that the uncle took lessons
from the nephew. If some other Vagiéa, pupil of Gokulanitha,
is mentioned in the above tradition it requires careful investi-
gation. Otherwise the tradition cannot be accepted as beyond
any dispute.

DesarvManarta Jua (aliasBacoa JuA) was
the most renowned scholar of Mithila in recent times, who
earned for his versatility and profundity of learning the title
‘Master of all sciences’ ( Sarvatantra-svatantra ). He belonged
to one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named
Gangauli of the Sandilya gotra. His granfather M. M,
Ratnapani Jhi adorned the courts of Maharaja Chatra Sinha
( 1807-39 ), his son Rudra Sinha ( 1839-50 ) and the latter’s
son Maheévara Sinha ( 1850-50). Under their patronage
he wrote a dozen works, mostly on Smrti. Bacca Jha was
born in March {1860 a.p. He studied, taught pupils and
composed works all his life and died in harness in August 1918
at the age of 59 only, when he was serving the Muzaffarpur
Sanskrit College as its Principal. He took Jessons successively
from Jatadhara Jha ( of Pilokhwar ), Vi$vanatha Jha (of Thadhi,
his maternal uncle ), Babujana Jhia ( of Pilokhwar ), Bala
$astri and Viéuddhinanda Sarasvati (both of Varanasi). When
M. M. Maheéa Nyayaratna, Principal of the Calcutta Sanskrit
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College, visited his seminary at Nowani in 1891, he had 19
students with him reading six different subjects, As a con-
summate scholar he wielded his powerful pen in many subjects,
though most of his works remain unpublished, In Vedinta
he wrote a gloss on the Advaitdsiddhicandrikd, while his
sub-commentary Gudharthatattvaloka on Madhusiidana’s
Gitatikd has been published. He wrote besides a Campi
named, Sulocand-AMadhava. - He wrote many dissertations and
glosses on the latest phase of Navyanyiya, some of which
have been published securing for him a permanent place
among the authors of Mithild, The published books are :

1. Viurti on Jagadida’s Vyaptipatcaka ( Varanasi, 1923,
pp 41).

2. -do~  ~do- Siddhantalaksana ( =do- , 1925,
193 ). . :

The closing verses are reproduced as a specimen of his

style : :
> TR T AR |
arafig sy qu: HEraErE: 13
R AT 7Y ST fagr |
AR FTATT TG
drar g5 Wiy AreEwgEs: IR

-

S IR E=CEU = G = tiE
HRfERE e =g |
Wwgmafm: ofifas
wv fafafagaanfzgsn: 12

3. Vwrt: on Gadadhara’s Samanyanirukti (Varanam,
1935, pp. ).

. 4. Gudharthatattvaloka on Gadidhara’s Vyutpattwﬁd&
{ Bombay, 1912, Published in his lifetime ). This elaborate
work made the: author’s name celebrated throughout India.
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The following is a list of his unpublished works. Advan-
<ed notes on JagadiSa’s Avacchedakatvanirukti, Vyaptyanugama,
Paksata, Avavava, Savyabhicara, Satpratipaksa and Gada-

dhara’s Saktivada. He also commented on the Khandana and on

Vardhamina’s Kusumanjalipraka$a. His explanation of Ananda-
piirna’s two knotty phrases on Iévaranumana, which taxed the
brains of all the best scholars of his times, has been published
( Chowkh. ed. of Khandana with 5 commentaries, pp. 5-7 ).
He, moreover, proved his acumen by writing commentaries on
the older classics the Nyadyabhagya and Vacaspati’s Tatparyatika,
‘whose studies revived only late in his life. His masterly style
is illustrated in the following closing verses of his gloss on the
Avacchedakatvanirukti, which convey a double meaning :

=~ « T

TE AT,
‘ sTfRang fed Ay |
SAIE & (G
GFErET 59 FeaaeaTd |l
L C e eI e
FEATEAATTHAATY T !
T FATE FARTEY
g AR |
TR AT
sqrEaTan s’ g3 @ |
al gA@wa JIie 949-
guq @rEfEar g3an |
Many of his pupils and grand-pupils are still carrying his B
banners in various parts of India’. . '

1. We are indebted to one of his worthy pupils Pandit éaéih'ﬁth Jha
for some of the details given above. He has himself emulated his great-
teacher by writing a very advanced thesis on “Tritalavacchedakatavada -
( lit. three-storied edifice of the term Avacchedakat3 ), which, happily, has

been published by the Mithila Institute. For list of Bacca Jha's works .

vide Introd. to his gloss on S&mﬁnyanif'ukti ( Kashi Sans. Series, 1935).
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“pivecana 114

“viveka 118
Citradvaitasiddhi 118
Citsukha 60, 62, 90
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Duaitaparifista of Kefava 157

Dvirtipakofa 47
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147
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Ghatesopadhyaya 114
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Jayarima 182
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140-2
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°(-Pratyaksa) 129

Kapila 141
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Kavyakaumudi 189
°pradipa 181
®prakala 129

Keith 11,99 124

Kesava 65f, 187

-son of Narahari 157

-Miéra 64, 111, 188

-Miéra Tarkicirya 186
Khadganatba Jha 197
Khagela 203
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42-4, 46f, 50f, 74,91, 102,
139, 150f, 171, 205
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“kuthara 197
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(Parva-) 129
°tika 70, 138-40
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Kiranduali  4f, 8-11, 34, 36,
39, 57, 59f, 62, 69, 71,

74, 931, 117
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-prakadla 202

Lilavati (also Nydya-) 11f, 55,
60f, 75, 93, 120, 140f, 166

“jalada 172
*kanthabharana 131,135f,

142

Lilavatikrt 151
Lilavati-megha 172

“prakata (or upaya)
68, 75, 77, 111, 118,
129, 142, 166, 172

*Siromani 153

°stic 173

“updya-Jalada 129

“viveka 75, 117, 118,

120f, 166

Madhava 45, 124f, 165, 174,

182, 184f

°kara 23

“3carya 153
“Misra ( Son of Gada-

dhara ) 171f

°(Son of Jayadeva) 171f,

186

°(Son of Khantara) 182

°Sarasvati 174

Madhusiidana Sarasvati 137
Thakkura 129, 165, 174,
176-8, 180-2, 191f,

200, 204

Madhyamaka 145

Magha 151, 199
Mahabharata 92, 191
Mahabhasya 118, 174, 177
Mahadana-nirnaya 157
-paddhati 103
Mahadeva 175
-Somayaji 2
Mahavidyavidambana 62
Mahivrata 32f, 58, 67
Mahendrasfiri 46
Maheéa Nyayaratna 201, 203
Thakkura 45, 166,

172, 174-6, 179, 181f,

185f, 199f

Mahimabhatta 46
Mahipila 54n
Mahipati 169
Mahodadhi 328
Maight ( cf, Jalada & Megha )
' 182
Maitreya 157
Mallinatha 3
Makarandakara 72
Mammata 46
Manamanohara 56, 84, 90
Mandana Mira 13, 22, 25-7,
198

Mani ( Tattvacintamani ) 11?853:
Manidhara 89
Manikantha Midra  76f, 791,
82-7, 97, 101f, 141, 148, 150f
Manikanthatika 149
Manimayakha 113, 135, 153

‘prakata 111, 156, 16Ty
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Manisara 162
“tikd 69, 124, 134f, 142
Mamjari 17
Mantrakaumudi 189, 189n,
190, 192

Mantrasastra 177
Manusamhita 35,91, 129
°tiha 92
Masamimansa 195

Mathuranitha Tarkavigiéa
9,15, 81, 95, 121

Mathurt 114
Mayanandam 63
. Megha 172, 174
Mimansa 150, 156, 173, 171,

190f
Mimansaka 167

Mimansamaharnava 94, 125,

136, 141, 151
Mithyatvanirukti 197
Moksikara Gupta 18, 23
Mookerjee's Magazine - 99
Murari Miéra 68, 92, 114, 141,

146

Muktavali 105, 202
Mukunda Thakur 201
Nag-tsho 53
Naisadha(carita) 42, 46f, 49f
°tika 49
Nandana 92
Nindilya Gopa 32, 68
Nartvadatika 131
Ninyadeva 59f

Narahari 86,113,122-125,155,
157,159,164,166,171,181,184

Narasirhha 151, 168
Narayana 43
°Acirya 30
“Sarvajiia 62, 91, 101,

102

Naropénta 15, 53
Navyadharmapradipa 153
Nayanaprasadini 101
Nayaviveka 68, 92
Nayapila 26, 53n, 54n

‘Nibandha (cf. Parifuddhi) 3,40,

70, 72, 118, 137, 172

Nibandhadarpana 167
Nibandhakrt 157
Nibandhana 67
Nibandhaprakasa 40, 111
°tika 4
“uddyota 70t
Nirnayakara : 175
Notices (E. P, Sastri) 137, 166,
: 189
Nrga - 24
Nrsimbayajvan 82

Nyasa (cf, Kafikavivarana-
pafijika) 30, 176

Nydya - 187, 190, 193
Nyaya-bhaskarakira 94
Nyayabhasya 147, 198, 205
°bhasyatika 16
“bhiisana 29, 351, 57
Nyayacarya 3, 151
Nyayacintamani 86
°darfana - 1,20
*dipa 160

*kandali 8



(x)

Nyayakanika 11, 17, 22f,
15-7

*kusumanjali 3
“alatkara  2In, 43, 43n
Nyayalamkarana (Bhasarvajfia)
16, 36

Nyayalilavati ( also Lilavati )
32, 55f, 118, 153, 173
°darpana 166

“locana 115,141
Nyayalocanakara(krt) 114f,145

Nyaya-maharnava 177
°mafijari (of Jayanta)
17, 34
°muktdvali 2, 59
"°muktavalidarpana 166
“nibandhaprakala 11,
110f
“parifista 3, 34, 87,
110,172
“pariSistaprakasa 110
*parifuddhi 38
°prakirnaka 16
*rahasya 69, 130, 146
“ratna 77, 82-6, 148,
150, 150n
“ratndkara 67f
°ratnaprakata 1471,
150
‘sara 16, 35
sdravicdra 16, 36
°siddhantadipa 87, 94,
182, 185
°siddhantamatijari 64,

130

197
29, 52,

147
3, 61, 69, 144,
146f£, 186
110
146f

147

Nyayasiddhantatattva
. Csicinibandha

“siitra

“sutravivarana
“sutravrtti

*sutroddhdra

“tattvaloka 144, 144n

“vartika 6, 198
*yartikatatparyapari-

fuddhi 3, 110

118

55, 141

Padamatjari

Padarthapravesa
°tattvatik@ 131

Padavakyaratnakara 197f

Padmanabha Miéra 10,45,571,
68, 111, 122f, 127-9

Pag. Sam- 26
Paksadhara 72, 75f, 93f, 115f,
118f, 121, 128,

133, 153, 163,

166, 169

Paksadhati ( Dravya-) 117
Paksadharoddhara 122f, 128
Paksadharopadhyaya 82, 118,
165

Paksata 205
Paficadati 44
Paficamatika 117
Paficikakara ( cf. Salikandtha )
35

Panditavijaya 134
Panini 30, 197
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Pafiji 5n, 971, 110, 121, 156f,
162, 168, 171
Paramakosakira 58
Paramananda Thakkura 196
Paramanyayicarya ( Vacas-

patil) 58
Parameé$vara Jha 201
Paribhasavrtti 121n
Pariksa 126
Parifista 4, 73

°prakata 3, 61, 77, 111
Parimala ( on Kusumdsjali )

721, 133

Parituddhi (cf. Nibandha) 2,4f,

7%, 15f, 19f, 31, 33, 431,

511, 74

°prakata 3
Pabupati 163, 169
Peterson 65, 89
Pitimbara Vidyanidhi ~ 193f
Pitrbhaktitarafigini 143, 158
Pitrdayita - 128
Prabandhako$a 47
Prabha ( on Tattvacintamani )
158-60, 162

( Pratyaksa-) 155
Prabhakara 13, 26f, 35, 41,
67, 105

Prabhakara Miéra ( Mimarnsa-
' ka ) 74

°School 32f, 35, 75, 87,

94, 97

°Upadhyaya 60,69,74f,

118, 145

Prabodhacandrodaya 32,68

Prabodhasiddhi 3,
Pragalbhacarya 45, 69, 71, 74,
78, 85, 93f, 108, 127,
138f,153-6,160-2, 179

Pragalbhi 165
(Pratyaksa®). 94, 155n
Prajfiakara 31f, 37, 145
Prakaranapaticika 35, 67
Prakata 59, 137, 166, 172,
198, 201
*makaranda. 133
Prakasika (of Bhagiratha) 172
Pramana-matjari 56
*pallava 119
*parayana ( of Salika- .
natha 125
°prakala 84
“samuccaya 31
“uddyota 70

“vartikalamkara 31
Prameyanibandhaprakata 110,

118, 145
Prasannaraghava 124, 127
Prasanna Tarkaratna 201
Pradastapada 5, 35, 58, 141 -
Pratastapadabhasya 4,7,34,55
Pratyagriipa 60

Pratyaksa (cintamani) 61, 63,
77, 94, 123, 19&

*aloka 119 125 121.,

133, 1500

- Efakasﬁmma‘i‘[;laﬂ 154,

© 164, 198
“zlokadipika 165
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°alokaprasaram 129,
154

“cintamaniprakadla
154n
°darpana 172
°duganoddhdra 155,184
°kantakoddhara 181
*manipanksa 78
°manitikd 87
*Mifra 129
“nirnaya 150
“viveka 117
Praudha Gauda Naiyayika 19
Prayascittaprakarana 95
Priticandra 23
Pritifarma 169
Prthvidharacarya 76
Pajapradipa . 18If
Pundarikiksa Vidyasigara 70,
73
Punya§lokamattjart 48
Purapa 191
Purusapariksa 42, 59
Purusottama 58
°deva 118, 12In
Pirvamimarnsa 153
Raghavan < 30n, 102
Raghavendra Sarasvatj 91

“tirtha 39, 159
Raghudeva Nyayalankara 127

Raghunandana 175f
Raghunitha 151f
- Raghuniatha slrumam ( Siro-

‘mani also ) 172, 176f
*Vidyalankira 45, 139

Al

Raghupati 169
Rijakulapada 18
Rajanitiratnakara 103
Rajadekhara 8, 8n, 47, 55
Rajasutra 72
Rajatarangini 31

Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma 69, -
72, 130, 133, 146
Ramabhadn 130f, 133
Ramadisa Upadhyiaya 173
R(amanatha) Jha 124n, 169n,

194n
Ramanztha Tarkaratna 171
Ramanuja school 38
Ramardja 178-80
Rameévara 24
“Bhatta 173
Rasarnava 134
Rasasdra 34, 55, 60, 101
Ratnikara 103
Ratnakirti 11, 11n, 15-17,
17n, 18, 28, 33, 36,
41, 53, 106
Ratnakirtinibandh@vali 11n,18,
18n, 23n
Ratnakosa 76-79, 87, 141,
150f
Ratnakosakara 76,78f,87,150n
Ratnakosavicara i 76
Ratnapani Jha 203
Raviniatha 163, 169
Raviévara 94
Rayamukuta * 92
Rddhinatha Jha 201
118 .

_Re::m.!aakzrika
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( xiii )
Report': Bhandarkara  47n °siddhi 14
: Peterson 8n, 89 S'ahhapaﬁﬁ 97, 168
Rjuvimala 26 | Saktivada 197
°paficika 35 | Salikandtha ( See Paficikikara
Rucitika 23 also ) 26f, 32-5, 67

Rucidatta 65f, 77, 93, 97, 99,
108, 120, 126f, 133,

155, 169
Rudradhara Upidhydya 156
Rudra Nyayavacaspati 127
Rudra Tarkavigifa 7

Riipanitha Thakkura 199-201
Sabara 146
Sabda(cintamani) 80f, 94, 106,

108f, 121, 129

“aloka 199
°alokaviveka 182
alokoddyota 67, 126
“Gopindtha 123
®kalpadruma 24, 112,

160, 180

‘mala 24
°manipariksa 66, 95,
115

“maniprakd$a 66, 115
“nirnaya 150
°Pragalbhi 160
®$aktiprakalika 68,

ey ' 198f
“*Tvanta 129
Saccaritamimamsd 185
Saddar$anasamuccayavytti 43n,
SR (4 |
Sahasradhikarana 153
Sakarasangrahalastra 14

Salivihana 5%
Samdanyanirukti 200, 205n.
Samayapradipa 180
°pradipdjimoddhara 180
“rahasya 131
Sanatani 191, 141, 146
Sankara 34, 120
S&ﬁ}mrabhﬁ_sya 199

Sankara Bhatta 173€
°Acarya 27, 33, 151

°Acarya (Vedantin) 35,
141
°Miéra In, 3, 10f, 14,
19,43, 45, 59,68, 70,72,
79, 85, 91, 109, 113-5,
125, 130-43, 151,152, -
1621, 166, 172, 202
°( Naiyayika ) 16, 29, .
33f, 36
*Svamin 34
Sankari 3
°( on Khandana® ) 51
Sankhya 27, 146
Sankhyaparimanam 188 -
Sankhyasara i iy
“siitra 141
éintagupﬁla Jha - 197
Saptapadarthi 61-3, 90
°paddrthacandrikd” 66

Sarabha G
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Sarayantra 194n, 195
°yantri 193, 194n
Sarvabhauma 41, 67, 73, 80f,
83,85, 115,152, 156,

161f, 168, 178f

Sarvadar$anasamgraha 2
Sarvadeva 56
Sarvajnia o1
°narayana 92
Sarvajfiasiddhi 16
Sarvatabdabhavacarcd 14
Satadharacirya 87, 89f, 94, 97
102
Sasadharavyakhya(Paksadhara)
119

Sadinatha Jha 205n

&astr H.P. 100, 137,150, 157,
- 166, 176, 189

Satpratipaksa 205
Saugata 146
Sautrintika 146
Savyabhicara 205
‘Sayana 153
Schiefner 26
Sesananta 94

_ Sesadarngadhara 2
Setutika 68

" Siddhafijana 127f, 182f
 Siddhantalaksana 204
°haumudi (Devanitha)

189

‘rahasya 33

sdra 201

“tattva 196

. 165

“tattvaviveka

Siddhardja 89
Singhana 64
Sinha-vydghr 107
Sinha S. N. In, 158

Siromani 80,87,105,116,125¢f,

152, 1551, 160, 162,

168, 176, 178f, 184,

) 196, 198
Sivacandra Sarvabhauma 197
Sivaditya Misra 3, 40,56, 61-4,
78,146,90,167,199

Sivapati 159¢, 163
Sivadaktisiddhi 48
Sivasinha 169, 169n
Slokavartika 11
Smrti-kaumudi 189
~ °mahdrnava 157
°paribhasa 112
*sudhdkara 173
Sondadopadhyaya  80-2, 85,
146, 199

Spharti 127
Sraddhakalpa 129, 143, 156
°pallava 166

) °pradipa 112
Sridatta 1717, 180

$ridharicirya 8, 8n,9-13, 27f,
, 31, 55, 66, 167
féﬁhari 157, 183
Sriharsa 12, 38, 41-51, 54, 60,

64, 84, 102, 139, 150

Sriharsadeva . 13
Srihira 49.51"
$rikantha 43
Srikara 67, 92, 97, 183.

I
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( xv )

ér'wallabhﬁcﬁrya 55.61, 64, | Tarka-prakata 111
) 75f, 90, 123, 142 “safigraha 13
Srivatsa 20-2, 29, 49 °tandava 39, 102, 160
Srivatse$vara 49 °(of Kcéava) 188
Stcherbatsky 25 | Tarkikactidamani 176
Stein 136, 138 | Tarkikaraksa 3, 50, 71
Sthairyavicdra 47f | Tatparyacarya 22,58,58n,151
Sthirasiddhi 33f | Tatparya(pari)buddhi  37f, 57
®dusana 33,106 | Tatparyatika 5,7, 11, 16, 19,

Suali 99 21f, 24, 28f, 33, 46,
S(ubhadra) Jha 158 57£, 146, 198, 205
Subhfiti 30 | Tattvabindu 22
Subodha 200f “bodha 19,63,102,111,151
Sucarita Miéra 11, 11n “cintdmani (Cintamani &

Sucikara Upadhydya 126, 157,

173. 173n

Suddhibimba 166
Sulocanamadhava 204
Sum po 54n
Sundara Thakura 173
Surapati 169, 169n
Surendralal Tarkatirtha 110
Suresvara © 186
Stitrakara 20, 22, 56
Tandibrahmana 145
Tantrakaumudi 189-91.
Tantravartika 77
Taranatha 26, 54n
Tarani Miéra 76-9,101,145,150
Tardpati 202
Tarka - 191
Tarkabhasa (of Moksakara) 18
°(of Kefava) 29, 42,

64f, 102, 111

°prakdlikd .34

Mani also)

72, 94, 96, 104, 108, 111,

116f, 120, 128-130, 150,
150n,151-2,159,164,176
°didhiti 197
Tattvacintdmanikara 98
Tattvadipini 194n
*kaumudi 28, 57
°aloka 68,70,78,81,115,

129, 144n, 146,

149, 151

°nirnaya- 82, 121,165
*oradipika 62
°samiksd 22

Tika ( Tatparya-) 15, 60, 151
Tika ( Kiranavali-) 57
Tikakara 22,145
Tippanaka ( of Srikantha ) 43
Tithitattvacintamant 175
Tridandimatabhasyakara 35
Trilocana 6, 16, 23, 28f, 33, 36f
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Tripadinitinirnaya 92
‘Trisatri-nibandhavyakhya 137,
166

Stattvabodha 78, 110
Tritalavacchedakatavada 205n
Tautatika 57
Tvantopadhyiya 72, 128-30,
133f

Udayabhadra 89
Udayanicarya 1-11, 11n, 12,

14-5,18,20-2, 29, 31, 35,

37f, 40-5, 50-2, 54, 56-66,

69, 72, 74,84, 87, 91,93,

97, 102, 108, 110,123,

137, 145,161f, 166f, 201f
Udayanacarita 5
Uddyota ( on Nibandha of
Divakara ) 70, 72, 118,

137, 145, 166, 177
Uddyotakara 23, 68
Umipati 187
Umesha Misra 67f, 197n
Upadhidarpana 167

“ydrtika 63
Upamana(-cintamani) 75, 97,
' 108, 190

“sangraha 74,108,127

Upaskara (Vailesikasiitra-) 59, |

91, 113, 131, 141f
Upayakaraka 110
Vicaspati I 5, 11f, 16-23, 23n,

24, 24-9, 31, 33-38, 46,
52, 57f, 81, 87, 1461, 153,
158, 205

Vacaspati IT 2n, 11, 19, 45, 68,
70,77-9,85£,98£,109,111,

137, 143, 145f, 149-56,

162, 181, 194

Vaccd Jhi (Dharmadatta) 203,

205

Vadanydvya 23
Vadivagidvara 56, 64, 90
Vadindra  8f, 55, 60, 62, 64,
101f, 167

Vadivineda 19, 68, 79, 86, 113,
115, 131, 134£, 137, 140-2, 202

Vigia 198, 202f
. Vaibhasika 146
Vaibesika 2, 176, 193
Vaisesikadaréana 49
“siitra 141
“sutravrtti 147
Vaivasvatasiddhanta 176
°gara 176

Vakyapadiya 199
Vallabhacarya _ 141
Vamadeva Upiadhyaya 194
Vimana 30f
Vamanavrtti 146
Vanapala 26

Vange Navyanyayacarcd  Bn,
104n, 114, 126, 130,

152, 185
Varadargja 35, 102, 134, 167
Varadavignumiéra 38

Vardhamana ( author of Gana-
ratnamahodadhi ) 47
Vardhamiana ( Navya ) 91



( xvii )

Vardhamana Upadhyaya 3, 9f,
12, 16, 194, 34f, 40, 45,
56, 58-61, 63, 65, 68-70,
72, 74-8, 84f, 92-4, 97f,
100, 102, 104, 109-12,
114, 117, 123, 129, 133f,

137, 139, 142f, 145, 151,

160, 198, 205

Virsaganya 146
Vartika 7,16, 23
Vasavadatta 194
Vasubandhu 146
Vasudeva 86, 119, 123f, 126

“Sarvabhauma ( see
Sarvabhauma also ) 66, 70,
83, 126, 151, 155
Vatedvara (Upadhydya) 58, 94,
118, 120f, 125, 136, 146,
151, 163-9, 169n, 170,

177, 101, 104, 113, 164-

Vecana Jhi 197n

Veda 191
Vedanta 22, 35, 41, 151, 171,

173, 1717, 187, 190, 193, 204
Vedantatirtha, N.C. 132
Veikatanatha 38
Vedinta school 106
Venis 111
Vibhaktyarthanirnaya 197
Vidhiviveka 25, 27

Vidyabhisana, 5,C. ' In, 5n, 6,
15, 26, 31f, 53n, 54n,
.89, 96, 99, 121

Vidyakokila 53

Vidyanivasa Bhattacirya 66,
80, 85, 87, 114

Vidyapati 42, 59
Vidyapatigitasahgraha 158
Vidyiranya 44
Vidyasagara 102
Vidyasagari 43, 91
Vijayacandra 47, 49
Vijayaprabasti 49
Vijayasena 49
Vilasa 72
Vilasakira 71
Vitalamalavati 31
Visnupurana 121
Visnupuri 169n,
Visuddhananda Sarasvati - 203
Viévadhara 187f
Viévakarman 66, 102
Vivanitha 163, 169, 186, 188
“Tha 2, 201-3
" °Paficanana 45, 146f
°tirtha 185
Viévaripa 23
Viéveévara 182
Vivarana 67, 92, 151
Vivaranakara : 8
Vivaranapatijika c @
Vivecana : 200
Viveka - 671, 119
Vivekakira 119-21
Vivrti % 204
Vrtti(Kasikas) 30
" Vyakarariasiddhanta= "
suddhanidhi - 182
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Vyaktiviveka . - 46 | Vyomavati 8, 10-3,58, 140
Vydpticarcd 14 | Weber 99
Vyaptiniranya 14 | Wilson 24
Vyaptipaticaka 204 | Yadunatha Sarvabhauma 197n
Vyaptyanugama 205 | Yajtiapati 80f, 85f, 122£, 126,
Vyamhamcint&mm_ti 129 135, 154-56, 158f, 161,
Vyasatirtha 39, 102, 116 163, 165, 169, 171, 184
Vyomaéikhacirya 12n | YajfieSvara 167
Vyomaéivacarya 11f, 12n, | Yoginimaya 14
13, 58 Yuktidipika 28
ERRATA
Page ~  line for Read
48 21 sEESeErOE gt e
4 5  Udyota Uddyota
80 6 samYEa’ sqfese”
88 2 lecunas lacunas
26  axactly exactly
118 25  Jatesvara _ Vateévara
122 26  Pksadharoddhdra Paksadharoddhara
142 11 Vryitti Vitti
165 12 quarel quarrel
168 27 wEEE e
184 17  Gurukarana Gurucarana
195 19  Mahomedan(?) Hindu

In a few cases ‘ch’ has inadvertently been used Instead

of ‘¢’ for = |
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MITHILA INSTITUTE SERIES

A. Works of Ancient writers critically edited
with Introductions etc.

1. Tattvacintamani : Neo-logic, by Gangeda Upadhyaya with
Aloka of Jayadeva and Darpana of Maheéa Thakur ; edited by
Dr, Umesha Miéra ( Vol. I, pt. I), 1957, Rs. 1200

2. Kavyapariksa : Rhetorics, by Srivatsalafichana Bhatticarya,
edited for the first time by Dr. P. L. Vaidya, 1956, Rs. 800

3. Parijataharana : Epic poem, by Kavikarnapiira edited for
the'firet time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur, 1956, Rs. 800

4. Kavyalaksanaratnabri: Rhetorics, by Ratnaérijfana of
Ceylon ( on the Kauyadarfa of Dandin) edited for the first
time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur & Prof. Upendra Jha, 1957,

Rs. 1500

5. Vaiegikadaréana : with an old and anonymous commentary,
-edited for the first time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur, 1957,
Rs. 650

6. Abhijfianalakuntalam : Drama, Maithil version with the
commentaries of Sankara and Narahari edited for the first time
by Prof, Ramanath Jha 1957, Rs. 15900

7. Agamadambara : Drama of Jayanta Bhatta,
In preparation
8, Lilavati with Vasana : Astronomy,
‘ In the Press

9. Visnupurdna : critical edition,
Undertaken



1.

2.

B. Works by Modern Sanskrit Scholars

Miscellaneous Writings of late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma
g P Vol. 1, 1956, Rs. 1000

Tritalavacchedakatavada : by Pandit Shashinath Jba, 1956,
. . . RE- 4'50

Lifgavacanavicara : by the late Pandit Dinabandhu Jha,
' 1954, Rs.- 400

Vimandalavakravicara : by Pandit Dayanath Jha, 1954,
' Rs. 200

C. Studies in English

History of Mithila : by Dr. Upendra Thakur, 1956,
Rs, 17°50

Vacaspati Mibra on Advaita Veddnta : by Dr. 8. &

Hagsurkar, ~ In the Press

3. History of Navya-Nydya in Mithila : by Prof. Dinesh-
chandra Bhattacharya, 1958, Rs. 1350

:‘N.-'B.--anieu of these publications, postage paid can be had of the

. Director, Mithila Institute, Darbhanga, on payment of price

marked either by M., O, or Postal Order or Cash,
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