On the Date of the Nydydvatira

PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

The Nydydvatara, a work in thirty-two verses—and hence also called
Dvatrimsikd—ascribed by tradition to Siddhasena Divakara, is deemed to open a
new cra in the history of Jaina epistemology. It is mostly in the realm of Jaina
epistemic pursuits that the Dvatrirsika might claim the status of an innovative or
prototypical work. When we, however, consider the. development of logic and
epistemology in India on a larger scale, the work seems to lose its flavour of
originality and novelty.

The problem of the exact dating of the Nydyévatara' should be solved
independently, irrespective of whether the work can be accurately ascribed to a
Siddhasena (Divakara?), the celebrated author of a series of Dvatrimsikas, to a
Siddhasena (Divakara?), the author of the Sanmati-tarka-prakarana or to some
other Siddhasena (?). Just to mention in passing, several features of the Nyaydvatara
and the Sanmati-tarka-prakarana evince a discrepant attitude towards the Jaina
Canon and tradition of both works, different choice of vocabulary, which was not
necessitated by the use of different languages (Sanskrit and Prakrit), and the notions
and ideas they use are likewise at variance. Accordingly, it seems to me that both
works must have apparently been written by two different people.?

"The most comprehensive bibliographic survey of publications on Siddhasena
Divakara is furnished by UPADHYE (1971) in his ‘Introduction’ (pp. xi-xxvii) and
‘Bibliographic Survey’ (pp. *3-*72). A few more publications have been published
since the review: MOOKERIEE (1971), DHAKY (1981-82), GRANOFF (1989-1990),
DHAKY (1990), DHAKY (1995) and WAYMAN (1996).

?The question has been discussed at length in BALCEROWICZ (forthcoming). A
detailed comparison of the contents, style and philosophical background of Siddhasena
Divakara's Nydydvatara and Siddhasena *Mahamati’s Sarimati-tarka-prakarana (vide
infra p. 47 £.), brings me to the conclusion that these two works were written by two
different persons. Following the findings presented in BALCEROWICZ (forthcoming), esp.
in view of the lack of any hint that the author of STP. knew of Dinnaga, I would
maintain that STP. must have been composed slightly before or circa 500 C.E.
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On subsequent pages I shall try to establish the chronology of the Nyaydvatara
and its correlation to other, mostly Buddhist, works. o

There is a variance of opinions regarding the date of Siddhasena as the author of
the Nyaydvatara and the date of the Nydydvatdra, and these fall in four groups:
(1) Siddhasena was pre-Dininagan®, (2) Siddhasena flourished soon after Dinnaga
and before Dharmakirti, (3) Siddhasena belongs to a post-Dharmakirtian tradition®,
whereas (4) some hold that his date is still an open question’.

The first to notice some chronological dependence of NA was JACOBI (1926: iii),
who observed that ‘To about the same time [i.c. Saka-year 598 = 677 CE—PB]
belongs Siddhasenadivakara whom Haribhadra quotes; for he uses, no doubt
Dharmakirti', though he does not name him.’ There are two points, according to
him, that justify such a conclusion: (1)Siddhasena (NA.S) applies the term
abhranta—and Dharmakirti was the first to use it in his definition of pratyaksa, thus
improving upon Difinaga’s definition'—to both pratyaksa and anumana;
(2) Siddhasena (NA.11%) ‘extends the distinction of svdrtha and parartha, which
properly applies to anumana only, to pratyaksa also, ibidem 12 f. Apparently, he
thought to improve on Dharmakirti by a wholesome generalisation of nice
distinctions!” (JACOBI (1926: iii, n. 1)). VAIDYA (1928: xviii-xx) elaborates upon
JACOBI’s laconic remarks. (3) He further brings up one more important point:

‘...verses 6 and 7 above of Nydyavatira unmistakably presuppose
Dharmakirti and the later phase of the Yogicira school, as, without
them, it is difficult for us to explain why Siddhasena Divakara is
required to these views and emphatically declare:

YHBITAIE YrreaTafed: ¥6ey |
TG wrafa gafag afasfaue i . xx).

'E.g. SUKHLAL (1945/2) and SUKHLAL (1945/), H. R. Kapadia (AJP.,
‘Introduction’, Vol. II, pp. 98 ff.), KRAUSE (1948), DAVE (1962), SUKHLAL-DOSHI
(1928), WILLIAMS (1963: 19), MATILAL (1985: 241).

* E.g. Malvania (NASV., ‘Introduction’, pp. 141 £.) and QVARNSTROM (1999: 178).

*Eg. JACOBI (1926), VAIDYA (1928), MUKTHAR (1948), V.P. Johrapurkar.

(‘Introduction’ to VTP., pp. 41 ff).
$ UPADHYE (1971: xxv). :
7PS.1.Ck3c-d: pratyaksam  kalpandpodham nama-jaty-ady-asamyuktam, and
NB.1.4: tatra pratyaksar kalpandpodham abhrantam, respectively. :
* Not NA.12, as VAIDYA (1928: xviii, line 16) has it.
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On my part, I would only add that also NA.31 (pramata svdnya-nirbhdsi) must have
been inspired by similar thoughts as NA.7.

The first argument is sound. Admittedly, the idea of abhrantatva of perception
was latent in pre-Dharmakirti’s literature’, but Dharmakirti was the first to use the
term.'® If we were to take this latency of abhrantatva as a serious counter-

? The term bhranta (bhranti) itself is attested in the pre-Dharmakirtian literature, for
instance in MAVBh.1.4; SacAcBh.(2).2 and in several places of MSA. and Comm.
thereon (11.13a, 11.15, 11.17, 11.24-26, Comm. ad 10.2 and ad 11.27). In all such
passages, however, the term bhranti does not occur in the context of pramana, still less
of valid perception (pratyaksa), in the first place. The term refers either to a general
error based on the perceiving of subject—object duality in the world (dvaya-bhranti), and
is synonymous to mdyd (in MSA), or to the nature of the cognised object
(MAVBh.14). The latter rests on a rather subtle difference: erroneous is not the
cognition as such (the emphasis on the inner, cognitive aspect, viz. erroneous
correspondence of an act of cognition), but the way an object is constituted in the
cognition (the emphasis on the ‘outer’, ‘objective’ side). In none of these texts where we
come across the term bhranti is the idea of cognitively valid procedures (pramana)
discussed; at the most, it points to an antithesis of a general, soteriologically relevant
outlook of a person, viz. citta-bhranti / bhrantar cittam | ksipta-cittarh (SacAcBh.(2).2).
This is confirmed by the application of the past passive participle to people MSA.11.18
(loko hy abhrantah), as loci of bhrinta-citta. To sum up, none of the occurrences of the
term (a)bhranta in Yogacara works seems to have been an inspiration for Siddhasena.

1% An interpretation of non-erroneousness (abhrantatva) is offered by Dharmottara in
NBT.3.2: abhrantam artha-kriya-ksame vastu-ripe ‘*viparyastam ucyate. artha-kriya-
ksamari ca vastu-ripam sannivesdpadhi-varndtmakam. tatra yan na bhramyati tad
abhrantam. Thus, there are two pivotal aspects of abhrantatva, the lack of contrariety
(aviparyastatva) and its reference to a thing capable of efficient action (artha-kriya-
ksama-vastu). The first element, viz. the lack of contrariety, or correspondence to facts,
may be taken to have been preconceived in the idea of avyabhicaritva in the non-
Buddhist literature as early as NS.1.1.4 (indriydrtha-sannikarsétpannam  jhianam
avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasaydtmakar pratyaksam) and NBh. ad loc. (yad
atasmin tad iti tad vyabhicari, yat tu tasmin tad iti tad avyabhicari pratyaksam iti ). This
tendency can be also observed in Jaina sources, e.g. in TBh.1.32 (p. 30.6, p. 31.1-2):
Jiidna-viparyayo jiignam iti ... mithya-darsana-parigrahad viparita-grahakatvam
etesam (= viparyayanam). tasmad ajiianani bhavanti. See also PVin.I(1).4 (p. 40, n. 1).

However, the second element artha-kriyd-samartha, the capability to execute efficient
action, is Dharmakirti’s innovation, see PV.1.3; pramanam avisamvadi jiianam artha-
kriya-sthitih | avisarvadanam Sabde ‘py abhipraya-nivedanat // , as well as PV.2.3:
artha-kriyd-samartham yat tad atra paramartha-sat | anyat samvrti-sat proktam te sva-
samanya-laksane // . Cf. also HATTORI (1968: 14): “The concept of “artha-kriya” is
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argument—which seems totally unconvincing to me--it would imply that
Siddhasena chose the term abhranta intuitively and applied it indiscriminately to
both pratyaksa and anumana, as if he had adumbrated that Dharmakirti would once
qualify perception as a non-erroneous cognition and inference as erroneous.
Coincidentally, his way of expression would tally with the actual term used by
Dharmakirti, who would follow him!

Whereas I completely agree with JACOBI-VAIDYA'’s first argument, their second
argument is not entirely convincing to me. Indeed, we cannot understand the idea of
svdrtha-vakya and pardrtha-vakya (NA.10) as well as svirtha-pratyaksa and
pardrtha-pratyaksa (NA.11) without Dinnaga’s and Dharmakirti’s well-known
division of svdrthdnumana and pardrthdnumana. It should suffice to remind the
reader of NB.2.1-2: /1/ anumdnar dvividha. 2/ svirtharh pardrtham ca. and of
NB.3.1-2:/1/ tri-ripa-lingdkhyanarh pardrthinumanam. 12/ kirane karyépacarat.

There can be no doubt, in my opinion, that the idea of vakyasya pardrthatvam
necessarily presuposses the idea of vakyasya svdrthatvam, and that both these
concepts—expressed in NA.10 ff.: pardrthar manam akhyatam vikyam—could
only have been developed in the context of svértha-° and pardrthdnumana.

However, the idea of svdrtha-pratyaksa and svérthdnumana / pardrthdnumana—
central for JACOBI-VAIDYA'’s reasoning—which is a prerequisite for Siddhasena to
establish the thesis of pardrtha-pratyaksa, predates Dharmakirti and is found also in
the sarigraha-sloka (iti Sastrdrtha-sangrahah) of Nydya-pravesa of Dinnaga’s
disciple, Safikarasvamin'!,

unfamiliar to Dignaga, but it is an important criterion for the distinguishing of “sva-
laksana” from “samanya-laksana” in Dharmakirti’s system .of thought.”, HATTORI
(1968: 79 § 1.14) and FRANCO (1987: 445 n. 203), esp.: ‘the concept of arthakriyd does
not appear anywhere in Dignaga’s writings.’ :

On the other hand, Dharmakirti’s definition does go back to the usage of the term
bhranta in the Yogacara school; his novelty was to mould it to the demands of his
pramana theory. We should remember about his idea that anumdna is bhranta (cf.
PVinIl(1).2.6-7, p. 24.6-7: de ma yin la der hdzin phyir|| hkhrul kyan hbrel phyir

ishad ma fid || = atasmirs tad-graho bhrantir api sambandhatah prama // ), which is a’

proper point of reference here, not the nature of citta / vijiidna.

" sadhanar disanarh cdiva sdbhasarh para-sarvide | pratyaksam anuménam ca
sdbhdsarh tv atma-sanvide // . As for a possible objection that the verse might be later,
at least the commentator Haribhadra takes it to be a genuine part of the original work
(NP.(1). p. 9.12 fL.): ....ity adav eva slokah, etc.
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Certainly it is not Sankérasvamin who developed the concept of svdrtha-° and
pardrihdnumdna. It was probably fathomed by Vasubandhu'?, but terminologically
conceived and worked out by Dinnaga'’. '

There are, however, two other traits to be noticed in the aphorisms NA.10-11 that
point, in my opinion, to Dharmakirti as their source. The first of them is the idea of
metaphorical transference (upacdra) used in a very similar context. Siddhasena
speaks of the term ‘inference for others’ (pardrtham manam)—which denotes, to be
precise, the inferential cognition arisen in another person as a result of an
argumentative procedure and/or debate—which is applied through metaphorical
transference (upacdra) to a ‘syllogistic’ sentence (vakyarh), that is, as a matter of
fact, merely a cause of such a cognition in another person. We come across the same
idea in NB.3.1-2, and even the wording is to a certain extent similar (one should
here take into account stylistic differences necessitated by the succint siitra style
and versified karikds). Below, both passages in question are given for the sake of
convenience, relevant expressions being underlined:

/NA10/ sva-niscayavad anyesam niscayétpadanam budhaih | _
pardrtham manam akhyatam vakyam tad-upacaratah I/

Dharmottara’s gloss confirms the interpretation: karana = vacana = vakya; karya
= [pardrtha] anumana = pardrtha-mana."> Siddharsi, whose comments are in a
similar spirit, even quotes a verse, that establishes the relation between speech
(kdrana) and resulting cognition (kdrya)'s. Another striking feature is that the

 Cf. FRAUWALLNER (1933: 476-477 [297-298]) and HATTORI (1968: 12, n. 60).

 B.g.: PS.2.1ab: anumanar dvividha svértharm tri-ripal lingato pardrthdnumanam
tu sva-drsfdrtha-prakdsanam; also PS.3.1ab, and- PSV.2, K 109a2-3 = V 27a5
(svérthdnumana): tshul gsum pahi rtags las rjes su dpag pahi don (V: rjes su dpag par
bya bahi don) mthon ba gari yin pa de ni ran gi don gyi rjes su dpag paho. Cf, RANDLE
(1926: 28-9), HATTORI (1968: 78, n. 1.1 1) and Steinkellner’s note 1, p. 21 in PVin.II(2).

“In my analysis throughout I shall use, for the sake of brevity, underlining to mark
corresponding phrases in NA. and works of Dharmakirti or of other authors.

s NBT.3.2, p.150.12-151.1: tasmin kirane vacane karyasyanumanasydpacarah
samaropah krivate. tatah samaropat kdranam vacanam anumana-sabden dcyate.
aupacarikari vacanam anumanarh, na mukhyam ity-arthah.

16 vikalpa-yonayah sabda vikalpah sabda-yonayah /

karya-karanata tesam ndrtharm sabdah spysanty api //
The verse is so far untraced, but it refers most probably to another verse by Dharmakirti,
and—at any rate—to an idea expressed in PV.1.286.
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reference to the idea of the metaphorical transference (upacdra) occurs in both
works (NA. and NB.) precisely at the moment of introducing the discussion of
pardrtha-anumana and that this is the only occurrence of this idea in both works.
Neither the term nor the idea as such is encountered at any other point.

Further, VAIDYA’s third point is rather weak, as well. He says: ‘These verses
[NA.6-7—P.B.] contain the favourite view of the Yogacara School on the subject
and the object (grahya and grahaka), which both they declare illusory. This view is
dependent on the definition of pratyaksa, and though its origin must be sought in
Dinnaga’s works [emphasis—P.B.], the scholars who brought the idea to perfection
are Dharmapala and his pupil Dharmakirti.” (p. xix). Indeed, we find the idea
referred to by VAIDYA in Dinnaga’s works, e.g. in his PS.1.10"" (cf. n. 63):

Vasudhararaksita/Sen-rgyal 15b.4:  Kanakavarman/Dad-pahi Ses-rab 96a.4-5:

gan ltar snan ba de gsal bya |
tshad ma dan dehi hbras bu ni |
hdsin rnam rig paho de yi phyir |
de gsum tha dad du ma byas ||

gan tshe snan ba de gsal bya |
tshad ma dan dehi hbras bu ni |
hdsin rnam rig pa de yi phyir |
de gsum tha dad du ma byas ||
However, we do not find anything in NA.7'® that would allude to either Dinnaga’s
specific theory of triple division of vijiana or to Dharmakirti’s ideas'®. What we do
find instead is the realist’s position that, at least: (1) acts of cognition are real,
(2) acts of cognition happen to be true and accurate, (3) acts of cognition are self-
validatory, (4) acts of cognition are accurate representations of external world,
(5) the external world is real. .

To have Difinaga’s or Dharmakirti’s views criticised here we would need an
explicit element of sva-sarhvitti (sva-sarivedana) or phala. There are three possible
expressions in NA.7 that might refer to sva-sanvitti (and none to refer to phala):
(A) sphutam, (B) svdnya-niscayi, (C) dvaya-siddhau. (Ad A) The first of the list is
highly improbable, for it never—to my knowledge—is used in Buddhist sources to
refer to the idea of self-revelatory character of cognition (sva-samvitti). It is
generally used to describe either the veracious, direct, non-inferrential or the

" See HATTORI (1968: 107, n. 1.67):
yad-abhdsarm prameyar tat pramana-phalate punah /
grahakdkara-sarvitti trayam ndtah prthak-kytam //
sakala-pratibhdsasya bhrantatvésiddhitah sphutar |
pramanari svdnya-niscayi dvaya-siddhau prasidhyati //
” On the triple and fourfold division of vijiidna in the Yogacara school see HATTORI
(1968: 107, n. 1.67).
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indubitable, etc., character of acts of cognition. It is explained by Siddharsi
accordingly by suniscitatayd. (Ad B) The second of these expressions (as a similar
one in NA31: svdnya-nirbhasi) mentions in fact only two aspects: the cognition
(sva) and its counterpart—the object (anya). If sva were to mean sva-sanvitti, the
primary act of cognition would not be mentioned; if anya were taken to be sva-
samvitti, the bahydrtha, so fundamental for the realist, would not be mentioned. The
expression is explained in NAV. as sva-para-prakisakar, which does not bring
anything new to our analysis. However, it is coupled in the NAV. with the third
expression. (Ad C) The third expression refers to duality, in the first place, and—
like in the preceding case—it is highly problematic to take it to allude to Dinnaga’s
theory of triple division of vijiana. However, it is Siddharsi’s gloss on dvaya-
siddhau: svariipdrtha-laksana-yugma-nispattau that could be implicative of sva-
samvitti: in it, svaripa might refer to the self-revelatory character of cognition, It is
especially suggestive in view of his statement in NAV.1 quoted in n. 20. But even
then, the third aspect of an act of cognition (apart from the act as such, an object),
its self-revelatory character, is not explicitely mentioned here. As a matter of fact,
Siddharsi, so well conversant with Buddhist ideas, would not have wasted the
availing opportunity to indicate the idea of sva-sarvitti and to utilise it®®, if he had
noticed any allusion to the Buddhist theories of triple or fourfold division of vijfiana
in the aphorism of Siddhasena. In other words, there is nothing in Siddharsi’s gloss
that might suggest that Siddharsi had seen any point of convergence between the
ideas expressed in NA.7 and certain concepts ascribable to Dinnaga, as VAIDYA
would like it. To expell our doubts, he concludes, as a matter of fact, with anyathd
prameydbhave pramandbhavat, to show that no third element is implied.

In my opinion, NA.7 can be safely taken to disprove the doctrine of illusory
character of worldly appearance propounded by the Buddhist idealist (Vijiana-
vadin), whose ideas directly influenced Dinnaga and Dharmakirti?!. The aphorism is

2 As he does in several places, for instance in NAV.1 (the section beginning with:
ayam atrabhiprayah: sva-samvedanar prati nikhila-jfidnandm eka-ripataya saksat-
karana-caturatvan ndsty eva bhedah...), NAV.29 (the section beginning with:
tathérari-kyta-yogdcara-matam api balad anekdnta-prakasa-rajjur avestayaty, ekasydpi
Jiidnasyaneka-vedya-vedakikarataya prathandpagateh..., and the section beginning
with: atha jiana-vady advaita-prakisam alaksitam abhyupetya tena bahuvidhyarh
dadhano bodho badhyamanatvad bhranta ity abhidadhyat, tad ayuktam ... ), NAV.31,
etc.

' Cf. HATTORI (1968: 106, n. 1.65).
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clearly evocative of such ideas as those expressed, e.g. in MAV.1.1,3%, Trirs.1,
29% or Vimé.1ab*, 16%. As Siddharsi expresses himself, if there is nothing to be
cognised, there can be no cognition. Therefore, to establish the thesis of the
existence of the external world is essential for the realist. Similarly, mutatis
mutandis, it is crucial for the Buddhist idealist to deny the existence of external
object. Furthermore, NA.7 fits quite well into the line of critics of the so-called
‘Dreaming Argument’?, that was commonly ascribed to the Buddhist and refuted,
for instance, by Kumarila (M§V.4.(1\.’ird.’ambana-vﬁda).23, p. 159.7-8),
Uddyotakara (NV. on NBh.4.2.33), Safikara (BSéBh.2.2.5.29, p. 476.2-3). and by
Siddharsigani (NAV.29, the Siinya-vada section).

Therefore, NA.7 is not a very useful indication to establish the date of the
Nyaydvatara. However, there is a number of other conspicuous traits, that are
instrumental in establishing the time of composition of the treatise quite
convincingly as posterior to Dharmakirti. To achieve this, I shall analyse several
aphorisms of NA. step by step in order to show Siddhasena’s indebtedness to
Dharmakirti (especially to NB.) in respect not only of certain ‘loan’ ideas but also,
partially, of the dialectical structure of the text. Some of the following points are not
entirely convincing, when taken singly. Their high number, on the other hand, could
not have been a matter of mere coincidence.

(1] The opening line of NA.0 (pramana-vyutpadandrtham idam drabhyate)
closely resembles the formulations of HB. p. 1".5-6: paroksdrtha-pratipatter
anumandsrayatvat tat-vyutpadandrtham sarksepata idam drabhyate.

[2] Practically, the very first ideas expressed in the opening lines of NA. and NB.
are very similar and have similar wording:

2 ubhita-parikalpo sti dvayar tatra na vidyate | Sinyatd vidyate tv atra tasyam api
sa vidyate/| artha-sattvitma-vijiapti-pratibhdsar ~ prajdyate |  vijianarm  ndsti
cdsydrthas tad-abhavat tad apy sat //

B Gtma-dharmdpacaro hi vividho yah pravartate | vijiana-pariname ‘sau parinamah
sa trividha I/ acitto 'nupalambho ’sau jidnam lokdttaram ca tat | dsrayasya paravrttir
dvidha dausthulya-hanitah //

X vijRapti-matram evditad asad-arthdvabhasanat |

» pratyaksa-buddhih svapnidau yathd sa ca yadd tadd [ na so 'rtho drsyate tasya
pratyaksatvarh katharm matam // (to be coupled with NA.6-7).

% In a typical formulation: ‘The sensation in the waking state is erroneous, because it
is a cognition, like the sensation in a dream’ (jagrat-sarvedanar bhrantam,
pratyayatvat, svapna-samvedanavat). See TABER (1994).
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The differences are that (1) Siddhasena does not have samyag-jianam (this
expression is completely absent from NA.), and (2) he has paroksa instead of
anumana. The second difference is dictated by the Jaina demand to incorporate
sabda | agama (testimony, verbal cognition) in the pramanas (as a quasi-separate
category, one of the two—alongside anumdna—primary sub-divisions of paroksa).
However, Siddhasena marks an important, widely known shift in Jaina
epistemology, to interpret the directness of pratyaksa in terms of sensory organs
(aksa = indriya), not—as it was customary—in terms of the cognitive subject (aksa
= jiva / atman). The commentators are quite explicit about the interpretational shift,
which diverts from the Agamic tradition advocated, e.g. by Akalanka among many
others.”’

The question is what prompted Siddhasena to introduce this shift? Obviously,
these were the demands of the general philosophic discourse in India to be up-to-
date with and understood by such schools as Nydya or Sarmkhya. But I am deeply
convinced that what was responsible for that shift to take the senses as the criterion
of directness of pratyaksa was, to a larger degree, Dharmakirti’s inspiration and his
works (predominantly the Nydya-bindu) as a groundwork for the Nyaydvatara. For
what other reason would Siddhasena speak of the two-fold division of valid
cognition and justify it by referring to Dharmakirtian ideas? And thereby we come
to another element of NA.1 that resembles Dharmakirti’s formulations.

According to Siddhasena, the factor responsible for the division of cognitive acts
into pratyaksa and paroksa is not the character of the ‘cognising organ’ (aksa),
cither the sense organs (indriya) or the cognitive subject (jiva, dtman) as such. In his
opinion, what is crucial in the categorisation of pramanas is the character of the
object of cognition that determines the way the object of cognition is determined, or
cognised. Clearly, in this revolutionary rearrangement he goes against the whole
Jaina tradition. The expression he uses: meya-viniscayat (NA.1d), can hardly be
explicated without Dharmakirti’s formulations: fasya visayah svalaksanam
(NB.1.1.12), so ‘numanasya visayah (NB.1.1.17) and manam dvividham visaya-

7 See, e.g. NAV.1: pratyaksam céty-adi; tatra siddhénta-prasiddha-paramarthika-
pratyaksdpeksaydksa-sabdo  jiva-parydyatayd prasiddhah. iha tu vydvahdrika-
pratyaksa-prastavad aksa-dhvanir indriya-vacano grhyate. tatas cdksarm pratigatam
pratyaksam. yad indriyam asritydjjihite ‘rtha-saksat-kari jianam tat pratyaksam ity
arthah. ... aksebhyah parato vartata iti paroksam. aksa-vydpara-nirapeksarm mano-
Vyaparendsaksad-artha-paricchedakar yaj jianar tat paroksam iti bhavah .
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dvaividhyit (PV.2.1ab)®. Even Siddharsi® confirms that what is pivotal for the
distinction is, in the first place, the character of extrinsic data apprehended by the
cognitive subject, that determines the way of apprehension, irrespective of whether
the ‘cognising organ’ are the senses or the soul. It is only in NA.4d that Siddhasena
emphasises the way of cognising, or ‘[the manner of] grasping [an object]’, for the
first time: grahanéksaya. But even then, the tradition in the person of the
commentator Siddharsi takes the locution to refer to the existence and the nature of
the cognoscible (see his detailed discussion in NAV.4 apropos of grahanéksaya).
Truly, a formulation similar to NA.l is found also in PS.(1).1.2ab", so
Dharmakirti is not the only potential source. However, if we compare what Dinnaga
has further to say on the two-fold division of pramana, we discover that he does not
mention the reason for the division explicitly, as Dharmakirti and Siddhasena do,
but he merely points to the parallelism of the two-fold prameya®'. Clearly, one can
easily understand the statement laksana-dvayarh prameyam to be a reason adduced
by the author for pratyaksam anumdnam ca pramane (‘there are two cognitive
criteria; perception and inference, [because] the cognoscible has two
characteristics’), as the commentator himself does*?. However, neither the word
‘because’ (yasmat / °-tvdt) nor any direct explanation why pramdna is twofold is
mentioned by Difnaga explicitly, as it is by Dharmakirti in PV.2.1bc (visaya-
dvaividhyit Sakty-asaktitah | artha-kriyaydm ... ). Moreover, Difinaga’s elucidation
of the two-fold character of pramdna (laksana-dvayam prameyam) differs

B Cf. also PV.2.63 (anumana-vicarah): na pratyaksa-paroksabhyarh meyasydnyasya
sambhavah | tasmat prameya-dvitvena praméana-dvitvam isyate /| "

BNAV.l ad loc. (on meya-viniscayad): bahir-arthars punar apeksya kascic
caksurddi-samagri-bala-labdha-sattakah svdvayava-vyapinam kaldntara-saficarisnum
sthagita-ksana-vivartam  alaksita-paramdnu-parimandalyam sannihitarh  visada-
nirbhdsam samanyam akdrar saksat-kurvanah prakasah prathate, tatra pratyaksa-
vyavahirah  pravartate. yah  punar  linga-Sabdddi-dvarena niyatdniyata-
samanyédkardvaloki parisphuatd-rahitah  khalv  atmano ‘rtha-grahana-parinamah
samullasati sa paroksatan svi-karoti.

® pratyaksam anuméanan ca pramane (Vasudhararaksita/Sei-rgyal 13b.6: msion sum
da ni rjes su dpag tshad ma; Kanakavarman/Dad-pahi $es-rab 94a.4: mrion sum dan ni

rjes su dpag tshad ma dag ni); here, the difference is the absence of the explicit (sc. with

a numeral, not with the dual form °-¢/ dag) mention of ‘twofold" (dvividham / dvidha |
rnam pa giiis).

3V PS.(1).1.2bc: laksana-dvayam | prameyam ... (V asudhararaksita/Sen-rgyal 13b.6 =
Kanakavarman/Dad-pahi Ses-rab 94a.5: mishan fid gfiis gsal bya).

% yasmat = Vasudhararaksita/Sen-rgyal: ...phyir se na; Kanakavarman/Dad-pahi Ses-
rab: ... gan gi phyir.
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completely in character from Siddhasena’s explanation (meya-viniscaydf) and
Dharmakirti’s (visaya-dvaividhyat sakty-asaktitah artha-kriyayam ... ), insofar as it
is ‘static’ or ‘taxonomic’, viz. plainly juxtaposes two cases of double division
(pramana—prameya), whereas Siddhasena and Dharmakirti offer ‘intentional’, i.e.
actively directed to an object of cognition cither by way of determining it
(viniscaya, cognitive activity) or by any sort of efficient action (artha-kriya).

[3] Apart from the noticeable similarity in wording between NA.1 and NB.1.1.2-
3, there is another striking correspondence to be observed in the ideas expressed by
Dharmakirti and Siddhasena. Siddharsi introduces NA.1 in the following way: tatra
taval laksana-samkhya-vipratipatti niracikirsur aha. There is no doubt that
Siddharsi regarded NA.1 to aim at—beside enumerating subdivisions of pramana
(pratyaksarh ca paroksam ca dvidha ... —formulating its definition (pramdpa'n'n
sva-pardbhasi jiignam badha-vivarjitam). And, further, there can hardly be any
doubt that a descriptive definition of pramana is precisely what Siddhasena in
NA.lab does. In the aphorism, he does not only group all cognitively valid
procedures under respective categories of ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’, which is a case of a
typological definition that demarcates a notion by mentioning specimens to which
the definition is applicable (6 81& 1@v yevdv OpLopdg), but he also attempts a real
definition that describes the character and essential aspects or intrinsic
characteristics of a thing (0 Aéyov &€ &v Eotwv évumopyéviav [opiopdc]).”
Clearly, these two definitions represent two diverse approaches and the latter is
intellectually more sublime. Whereas we quite frequently find typological
definitions of pramana (viz. statements of its divisions) in Jaina literature, we do
not, as a matter of fact, come across any attempt at a descriptive definition of
pramana of the second type in any works, both Jaina and non-Jaina, prior NA. Thus,
the formulation of a descriptive definition of cognitive criterion seems definitely to
be an advancement. And it would perhaps be surprising to find such an innovation
in a work of generally secondary character that repeatedly borrows from other
Works (it relies, for the most part, on the Buddhist legacy and has very little new
ideas, genuinely of its own, to offer), if NA. had no predecessor. However, it is
Dharmakirti who must have inspired Siddhasena’s descriptive definition. The
opening verse (if we skip the first two introductory verses of obeisant nature) of the
Pramana-siddhi chapter, i.e. PV.1.3 and PV.1.7cd present such a descriptive
definition of pramdna that specifies its character and individual features. This

X 3 C£. Aristotelian twofold division in Mer,998b (p. 47.12-14): étepog &' Edton 6 Sl
@V yev@v Oplopdg kol O Aéyav EE dv Eotiy évunapydviav.
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section of PV. is traditionally** assumed to offer the first comprehensive definition
of pramana. Clearly, for both Manorathanandin and Siddharsi the passages of
NA.lab and PV.1.3/7cd respectively are cases of a pramana-laksana.
Occasionally®, a doubt is raised whether .Dharmakirti’s design was indeed a
descriptive definition and that actually it was the subsequent Buddhist tradition of
commentators where the idea of a comprehensive descriptive definition developed.
Irrespective of whether one assumes that the formulation of PV.1.3 was a genuine
descriptive definition or that an idea of such a definition first originated with post-
Dharmakirtian commentators, both sides agree that such a descriptive definition did
not exist before Dharmakirti (ergo it is altogether absent from Dinnaga,
Safikarasvamin, etc.). Accordingly, since NA. appears to present such a definition of
a descriptive character, it must have been composed after Dharmakirti and pv.3

[4] Late Buddhist sources allegedly refer to NA.2.>” Surprisingly, NA.2, being a
statement of pirva-paksa, is the least suitable verse of the whole Dvatrimsika to
serve as an object of anybody’s critique. Thus, anyone referring to the verse with the
purpose to refute it would have to be highly incompetent and incapable of noticing

3 See: FRANCO (1997: 59-61), esp.: ‘Thercfore, we can safely conclude that the
definition of pramana in general, unlike the definition of each pramdna in particular,
was not undertaken by any Indian philosopher before Dharmakirti’s time. Consequently,
there is no reason why one should expect Dharmakirti to do so. During the time that
separates Dharmakirti from his commentators, some change in the philosophical
requirements must have occurred that produced the expectation of a general definition of
pramanas.’ [p. 60]. Cf. also STEINKELLNER-KRASSER (1989: 3-5). Cf, e.g. PVV.1.3
(1:2.17ff; 3:3.17ff): ayam dcaryo brhad-acaryiya-pramana-samuccaya-sastre
varttikam cikirsuh svatah-kpta-bhagavan-namaskarah tac-chastr drambha-samaye tad-
acarya-kyta-bhagavan-namaskara-siokam  vyakhydtu-kamah prathamam pramana-
samanya-laksanam Gha ... and PVV.L.7-8 (1:436ff; 3:86 ff): tad evam
avisarmvadanarh pramana-laksanam uktam. idanim anyad dha

3 See: FRANCO (1997: 54-62), e.g.: *...Dharmakirti did not attempt a general
definition of the pramdnas, but only wanted to prove that the Buddha is a
pramana ... " [p. 61].

%1 am indebted to Claus Oetke for drawing my attention to the above issue of

PV.1.3-7 and its relevance to the problem of dating of NA.

37 QVARNSTROM (1999: 178): ‘In the eighth-century commentary on Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttika (11.5), Sakyabuddhi (or S$akyamati) quotes the second verse of
Nyayavatara and claims that this verse is the object of Dharmakirti’s critique’, and
refers to p. 163, n.38 of Chr. LINDTNER’s ‘Marginalia to Dharmakirti’s
Pramanaviniscaya.” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens 28 (1984) 149~
175.

- ON THE DATE OF THE NYAYAVATARA 29

that the very verse is refuted by Siddhasena himself in NA.3! Therefore it could
hardly be an ‘object of Dharmakirti’s critique.” Furthermore, any reference to
allegedly such a state of affairs would prove the source of such an information to be
a highly unreliable one. Consequently, either Sakyabuddhi cannot have referred to
NA.2 or his acquaintance with Jaina tradition would be liable to doubt.

As a matter of fact, NA.2 may plausibly be taken as a prima facie objection (‘no
purpose is known for stating the definition of cognitive criterion’) against
formulating a comprehensive definition of pramana of descriptive character,
inasmuch as ‘cognitive criteria (mind the plural!—P.B.) are well-known and
everyday practice is accomplished by them.’ Siddharsi takes ‘the definition of
cognitive criterion’ to be ‘[a statement] consisting in mentioning specific properties
of cognitive criterion that are capable of distinguishing [it from that which has]
another form,”*® which is a very accurate explanation of a descriptive definition.
Interestingly enough, the reason adduced why such a definition is not necessary in
case of pramana is prasiddhani pramanani, where the plural is expressly used. This
would point to the more archaic kind of definition based on classification, that
would define the notion of pramana merely by specifying the pramana ‘inventory’.
Thereby NA.2 supports our supposition that what Siddhasena really does is a
descriptive definition of pramana. Accordingly, NA.2 would rather be a record of
the historical change and certain resistance against a new approach towards defining
pramana. This would also explain the role of the verse, that might seem
unnecessary at first glance, in such a succinct work as NA. is.

[5] The pada ¢ (tad-vyamoha-nivyttih) of NA.3®—which is a rejoinder to the
doubt raised in NA.2 whether it is ‘purposeful to state the definition of cognitive
criterion’ (viz. whether the treatise, sastra = NA., has a purpose), since ‘cognitive
criteria are well-known and everyday practice is accomplished by them’—recalls
Dharmakirti’s statement found in PV.1.7:

ajfiatdrtha-prakaso va svaripddhigateh param I/
A statement expressing a similar idea seems to be absent from PS.

(6] Corresponding to the sequence of topics discussed in NB. (truly, it is a typical
sequence not restricted to NB.), as a next step, Siddhasena in NA.5 makes his

8
I:J{xV.Z ad  loc..  pramdna-laksanasyéktau  para-riupa-vydvartana-
k;amasadhdrana-pramdna-dharma-kathana-rﬁpdydrh .
39 o R .
prasiddhandrm pramananan laksandktau prayojanam |

tad-vyamoha-nivyttih syad vyamiidha-manasém iha /I-
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polemical statement and declares also inference to be ‘non-erroneous because it is a
cognitive criterion, just like perception.’ (... anumdnam, tad - abhrantam
pramanatvat samaksavat ...). The use of the term abhranta as well as the polemical
character directly points to NB.(1).1.4: tatra pratyaksam kalpandpodham
abhrantam. This issue, that was taken up by JACOBI and VAIDYA, has been already
discussed above p. 18 ff. Dharmakirti expressed such ideas that could have served
both as a target and inspiration for Siddhasena also in PV.2.45-46 (anumana-
vicarah)®.

But this is not the only Dharmakirtian trace to be found in NA.5. Inference is
defined by Siddhasena to ‘determine the sadhya on account of linga; linga (the
inferential sign) is, in its turn, inseparably connected with the sadhya; the
determining factor is here the relation of avind-bhava: NA.5ac: sadhydving-bhuno
lingat sadhya-niscayakam smytam | anumanam. This definition follows, in most—if
not all—details, the ideas expressed by Dharmakirti in PV.1.287:

anumandsrayo lingam avina-bhava-laksanam /
vyapti-pradarsandd dhetoh sadhyendktari ca tat sphutam //

This striking correspondence does not only concern central elements in inference
and their character as well as their mutual connection, but even the choice of
vocabulary. The inseparable connection with the probandum as the defining
characteristic of the probans reoccurs in NA.13: sadhydvind-bhuvo hetor.*!

[71NA.8 may have been influenced by Difindga both in terms of vocabulary and

kytakatvidivat svirtham anydpohena bhasate /| **

[8]In NA.13 Siddhasena takes a closer look at pardrthdnumana and the

pardrtham anumdnan tat paksddi-vacandtmakam // The phrasing is reminiscent of

“ ayathdbhinivesena dvitiya bhrantir isyate | gatis cet para-riipena na ca bhranteh

pramanata l/ abhipraydvisamvadad api bhranteh pramanata | gatir apy anyathd drsta,

paksas cdyar kytéttarah I/

“! Cf. also PV.3.31: kdrya-kdrana-bhavad va svabhavad va niyamakat / avina-bhava-
niyamo 'darsandn na na darsanat // , etc.

“ sgra las byur pa rjes dpag las | tshad ma gZan min de ltar de | byas sogs pa bZin
du ran don la | gZan sel bas ni rjod par byed | The verse is quoted in TSaP. ad TSa.1514
(p- 441.6-7), with a minor alteration (anumanat tath hi sah (tat) /).
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in NA., for this idea was not recognised by the Jainas. Instead, syntactically and
semantically in the same position, we have the Jaina criterion of validity, viz.
sadhydvind-bhuvah. Thus, NA.13 may be taken as Siddhasena’s polemical reply to

the Buddhist doctrine of trairipya.
On the other hand, padas c-d of NA.13 (...anumdnam tat paksddi-vacandtmakam)

bear close resemblance to (1) NP.(2).2 (= NP.(1), p. 1.4-5): tatra paksddi-vacandni
sadhanam.  paksa-hetu-dystdnta-vacanair  hi  prasnikanam apratito ‘rthah

pratipddyata iti/l as well as to (2) the verse of NM.1: *paksddi-vacananiti
sadhanam, tatra hi svayan /| sidhyatvenépsitah pakso viruddhdrthénirdkrtah !/ .
However, this similarity is not decisive at all, inasmuch as all the quotations merely
describe the widely known structure of any ‘syllogistic’ reasoning, that is composed

of respective links, viz. members of ‘syllogism’.

[9]In the definition of paksa, NA.l4ab: sadhygbhyupagamah paksah

pratyaksddy-anirakrtah /, we come across other formulations that bear obvious
similarity especially to NB.(2).3.37: svartpendiva svayam isto 'nirakrtah paksa iti

(but also to NB.(2).3.49-53). Dharmakirti’s svaripepa stands for sadhyatvena,
which is confirmed both by Dharmakirti himself in the next two sitras
(NB.(2).3.39-40: svariipenéti sadhyatvenéstah. svaripendivéti sadhyatvendivésto na
sadhyatvendpi.) as well as by Dharmottara (NBT.(2).3.37 ad loc.: svaripendavéti
sadhyatvendiva.). Dharmottara explains anirdkrtah as pratyaksddy-anirakytah
(NBT.(2).3.37 ad loc.: evam-bhitah san pratyaksédy-anirakrto yo ‘'rthah sa paksa
ity ucyate.), and—if we suppose that he expressed original ideas of Dharmakirti
(and I believe he did in this regard}—Siddhasena’s formulations express almost the
same idea as Dharmakirti did in NB., barring Dharmakirti’s specific delimiting use
of eva as well as svayam.

However, there can hardly be any doubt that the formulations of NA.14ab:
sa'dhg&bhggagamah paksah  pratyaksidy-anirakrtah/, go back to PV.4.86
(1:p. 378, 3: p. 390):

sddhgébhzugagamah paksa-laksanarm tegv apaksata /
nirakrte

badhanatah sese 'laksana-vrttitah I/

The idea itself goes back to Dinnaga and NM. (*svayarm sadhyatvenépsitah pakso

viruddhdrthdnirakytah), as it was pointed out by Manorathanandin in
PVV.,, p.378.26. Another plausible source for NA.14 might be PS.3.2:

_‘3 Cf. Manorathanandin’s Vi ad loc.: tathd ca lesu Sastréstadisu paricasu
Vyavartyesu madhye nirakrte pratyaksddi-badhite badhanato ‘paksata viruddhdrtha.
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svarupendiva nirdesyah svayam isto “nirakptah /

pratyaksérthanumandpta-prasiddhena svadharmini /| *
Clearly, the word adi of the phrase pratyaksddi of NA.14b might allude to the
categories [pratyaksdrtha?), anumana, dpta, prasiddha enumerated in Dinndga’s
anirdkytah pratyaksdrthdnumanépta-prasiddhena, but it does not necessarily have
to, since Siddharsi (NAV.14 ad loc.: adi-sabdad anumana-sva-vacana-loka
grhyante) takes adi to stand for anumana-sva-vacana-loka. Another predecessor of
Dharmakirti in this regard was Sankarasvamin®’,

Out of all these possible sources, NA.14 has most in common with Dharmakirti in
terms of (1) exact wording (sadhydbhyupagamah paksa ...), (2) replacement of
Dinnagan ista with abhyupagama, (3) affinity in the explicit correlative sadhya
(instead of Difnnagan svarupendiva nirdesya) to abhyupagama / ista.

[10] The description of hetu and its role in the inference for others
(pardrthdnumana) in NA.17 is not so conspicuously similar to NB. in phrasing.
Nevertheless, semantically both expositions are quite akin to each other. That in
NA.17 we still deal with pardrthénumana is clear from the context itself, but also
Siddharsi leaves not doubt (NAV.17 ad loc.: pardrthinumdnasya vacana-
ripatvad ...). Thus, in both cases we have ‘the pronouncement of the logical
reason’ (hetos ... prayogo, NA.) or ‘the announcement of the inferential sign’
(lingdkhyanam, NB.) as the principal element of the inference for others
(pardrthdnumana) and the idea that there is no difference in ‘demonstrative force’
between the two formulations of the logical reason:

NA.17:  hetos tathdpapattya va syat prayogo 'nyathdpi va /

16/ ndnayor arthatah kascid bhedah. 17/ anyatra prayoga-bhedat.

* The above Sanskrit reconstruction of PS.3.2 follows FRAUWALLNER (1957/b: 885) i

and TILLEMANS (1997: 178, n. 2). Tibetan text reads as follows: ran gi rio bo kho na®
bstan | bdag 'dod ran gi chos can la | mion sum don dar rjes dpag dat | yid ches grags
pas ma bsal ba’o || [* TILLEMANS 1997 reads nar.] PS.3.2 must have been in its turn the
source for NB.(2).3.37. )

“NP.(2).2.1: tatra paksah prasiddho dharmi prasiddha-visesana-visistataya svayar
sadhyatvenépsitah. pratyaksddy-viruddha iti vakya-sesah.

el
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The idea expressed by Dharmakirti goes back to his PV.3.16 and PVSV. ad loc.*

[11]In NA.20 Siddhasena maintains that drstdnta is not an essential part of
‘syllogistic’ reasoning, inasmuch as the relation of invariable concomitance (vyapti)
suffices to prove the thesis. This is a continuation of the ‘economical’ trend in
Indian logic—that starts with Vasubandhu and his Vada-vidhana and Vada-
vidhi"—to limit the number of necessary ‘syllogistic’ members, to simplify the
reasoning procedures and to make such procedures universally binding, without any
need for further empirical justification than the premises themselves:

NA.20: antar-vyaptydiva sadhyasya siddher bahir-udahytih /

vyarthd syat tad-asadbhave 'py evar nyaya-vido viduh //

NB.(2).3.121: tri-ripo hetur uktah. tavatd cdrtha-pratitir iti na prthag
drstdnto nama_sadhandvayavah_kascit. tena ndsya laksanam prthag
ucyate gatdrthatvat.

Siddhasena was not so much innovative as it might seem at first glance, inasmuch
as it is Dharmakirti (NB.(2).3.121) who had intuitively foreshadowed such an idea
before him, when he had claimed that the example (drstdnta) is not a separate
member of the proof (sddhandvayava). It is much more natural and less surprising
to find the direct continuation of the ‘economical’ trend, that had started with
Vasubandhu, in the Yogacara tradition and Dharmakirti’s works, rather than in the
Jaina tradition in the person of Siddhasena, where we do not find such an
‘economic’ tendency before Siddhasena. In my opinion, Siddhasena verbalised what
had already been latent in Dharmakirti’s statement, even though Dharmakirti
himself had not been able to do without the example, which he had considered an

“In PV.3.15 [p. 180] Dharmakirti first recalls the triple character of hetu defined by
Difinaga in Nydya-mukha: hetos trisv api ripesu niscayas tena varnitah ! asiddha-
viparitdrtha-vyabhicari-vipaksatah // . Then (PV.3.16ab) he states the reason for
expressing the concomitance by way of dissimilarity (vaidharmya-vacana): vyabhicari-
vipaksena vaidharmya-vacanan: ca yat |, only to quote Difnaga in PVSV.(1).3.16ab:
yad aha—esa tavan nydyo yad ubhayar vaktavyam viruddhdnaikantika-pratipaksena
iti. The rule is further explained by Dharmakirti in PVSV. as follows: sadharmya-
vacanar  viruddha-pratipaksena, vaidharmya-vacanam anaikantika-pratipaksena .
Thereupon, in PV.3.16cd and PVSV. ad loc., he adds that: yady adrsti-phalam tac ca
yadi tena vipakse ‘darsanam khyapyate tad anukte 'pi gamyate /. Cf. also
PVSV.(1).3.24-25 [p. 185): tasmat svabhava-pratibandhdd eva hetuh sidhyarm
gamayati. sa ca tad-bhava-laksanas tad-utpatti-laksano va. sa evdvind-bhavo
drstntabhyanm pradarsyate.

“" Cf. FRAUWALLNER (1933) and FRAUWALLNER (1957/a).
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integral part of the logical reason (hetu), indispensable to authenticate the general
principle by taking recourse to its instantiations (relevant portions underlined):
NB.(2).3.122: hetoh sapaksa eva sattvam asapaksdc ca sarvato vyavarti riipam
uktam abhedena. punar visesena karya-svabhavayor ukta-laksanayor janma-tan-
matranubandhau darsaniyav uktau. tac_ca_darsayati—yatra dhiimas tatragnir,
asaty agnau na kvacid dhimo yathd mahdnasétarayor, “yatra kytakatvam
tatrénityatvam,  anityatvdbhavo krtakatvisambhavo yathd ghatdkasayor—iti
darsaniyam. na hy anyatha sapaksa-vipaksayoh sad-asattve yathékta-prakare sakye
darsayitum. tat-karyatd-niyamah karya-lingasya, svabhava-lingasya ca svabhavena
vyaptih. asmirs cdrthe darsite eva drstdnto bhavati. etdvan-matra-ripatvat tasyéti.
Dharmakirti expressed a similar idea already in his PV.3.27: tad-bhava-hetu-bhavau
hi* dpstante tad-avedinah | khyapyete, vidusim vacyo hetur eva hi kevalah /.
Siddhasena, however, has to his credit that he clearly states the conditions of
internal formal validity of the proof and dismisses the need to quote any
instantiation: the proof is valid because the premisses are valid and the relation
between them is universally binding.

[12] Siddhasena states explicitly five conditions that invalidate paksa—and adds
that there are, in fact, several varieties of paksdbhdsa—in NA.21:

pratipadyasya yah siddhah paksdbhdso ‘ksa-lingatah /
loka-sva-vacanabhyam ca badhito 'nekadha matah I/

These five paksdbhdsas are in concord with the list exemplified by Siddharsi in
NAV.. (1) pratipadya-siddha, (2) pratyaksa-badhita, ~ (3) anumana-badhita,
(4) loka-badhita, (5)sva-vacana-badhita. Having enumerated five varieties of
paksdbhdsa, it would be redundant and pointless on Siddhasena’s part to say by way
of recapitulation in a succinct karika that these varieties are numerous: anekadha
matah, unless he had other varieties, not mentioned already by name, in mind. That
being the case, he probably referred to other enumerations well-known from other
sources.

In fact, Siddhasena’s enumeration overlaps with Dharmakirti’s list of fallacies of
the thesis, enumerated in NB.(2).49-53*. Interestingly, Dharmakirti subsequently
(NB.(2).3.54*) adds a few more conditions and the failure to meet them would

8 149/ (2) tatra pratyaksa-nirakyto yathd: asravanah sabda iti. 150/ (3) anumdna-
nirdkpto yathd: nityah $abda iti. 151/ (47) pratiti-nirdkpto yatha: acandrah sasiti. 152/ (5)
sva-vacana-nirgkpto yath@: ndnumdnam pramdnam. 53/ iti catvdrah paksdbhasa
nirakyta bhavanti,

® evam siddhasya, asiddhasydpi sadhanatvenibhimatasya, svayam vadind tadd
sadhayitum anistasya, ukta-mdtrasya nirakrtasya ca viparyayena sadhyah. tendiva

ON THE DATE OF THE NYAYAVATARA 35

render the paksa defective as well. Thus, Siddhasena—by anekadha matah—may
have referred to Dharmakirti’s catalogue of defective paksas. But not necessarily to
Dharmakirti’s. He may have as well referred, e.g. to NP.(2).3.1%,

In any case, NA.21 can in no way attest that Siddhasena was posterior or prior to
Dharmakirti. It merely points to certain similarities between Siddhasena’s list and
the Buddhist tradition. Probably, it was the tradition of Safikarasvimin and
Dharmakirti that Siddhasena alluded to by anekadhd matah.

[13] In Siddhasena’s subsequent aphorism, we find further similarities with NB.,
though they are less of linguistic nature (similarities in formulations) but rather of
methodological character. Analogously to the structure of NB, Siddhasena—after
describing fallacious theses—proceeds to discuss fallacious logical reasons (hetv-
abhdsa). However, both the authors first look back to their previous definitions of a
correct, not defective hetu:

NA.22:  anyathénupapannatvar hetor laksanam iritam®' /
tad-apratiti-sandeha-viparydsais tad-abhata /!

NB.(2).3.55-56: tri-ripa-lingdkhyanarh ~ pardrthdnumdnam ity
y_kt_a_nfz. tatra  trayanam rupanam ekasydpi  ripasydnuktau
sadhandbhdsah. uktav apy asiddhau sandehe va pratipadya-
pratipadakayoh.

Incidentally, it is the only case in both works that the authors first remind the
reader/hearer of the definition of a correct ‘syllogistic’ member/term, and only then
deal with its particular fallacies.

Likewise incidentally, both the authors first state general factors that invalidate a
correct hetu, either singly or jointly, and subsequently enumerate resulting fallacies
one by one. There are two such general invalidating factors for Dharmakirti, viz.
asiddhi and sandeha (NB.3.56,109): various combinations (with regard to

svaripendbhimato vadina isto ‘nirdkytah paksa iti paksa-laksanam anavadyam
darsitam bhavati.

% sadhayitum isto 'pi pratyaksddi-viruddhal paksdbhasah, tad yatha: (1) pratyaksa-
viruddhah, (2) anumana-viruddhah, (3) dgama-viruddhah, (4) loka-viruddhah, (5) sva-
vacana-viruddhah, (6) aprasiddha-visesanah, (7) aprasiddha-visesyah,
(8) aprasiddhébhayah, (9) prasiddha-sambandhas céti /l tatra ...

5! Either in NA.S (according to Siddharsi) or in NA.17 (hefos tathdpapattya va syat
prayogo  ‘nyathdpi va, see NAV. ad loc.: anyathdpi véty anendvayave
samudaydpacdrad anyathdnupapattim laksayati).

NB.3.1: tri-ritpa-lingdkhyanam pardrthdnumanam, cf. also NB.(2).2.5,11-12.
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trairipya) are tesponsible for particular varieties of hetv-dbhasa. For Siddhasena,
however, there are threé——polemically, as it were—such factors: tad-apratiti,
sandeha and viparyasa; thus Dharmakirti’s asiddhi factor would seem to bifurcate
into Siddhasena’s tad-apratiti and viparydsa. For instance, for Siddhasena the
fallacies of NB.3.58 and 59 would be probably a case of viparydsa, whereas the
fallacy of NB.3.60* should rather be considered a case of tad-apratiti. One could
analyse all the remaining cases of fallacious hetus (ensuing from the combination of
the factors asiddhi and sandeha) found in NB. and map them onto the triple
classification of Siddhasena in the same manner. Practically, it would mean to
decide which of the asiddhi cases of Dharmakirti would correspond to tad-apratiti
cases of Siddhasena, and which to his viparydsa cases. However, we do not have
any explicit statement in the far too succinct NA., nor in NAV., that would provide
us any algorithm of such a mapping, and the issue is open to our conjectures only.

Interestingly, in NP., for instance, to which NA. might be thought to have
occasionally referred to, we do not find any trait of such invalidating factors as
asiddhi and sandeha, or anything similar.

[14] Also NA.23 and the classification of particular varieties of hetv-dbhasas
points to secondary sources of Siddhasena’s ideas. There seem to be only two such
potential sources, i.e. NB. and NP.:

NA.23:  asiddhas tv apratito yo yo 'nyathdivépapadyate /
viruddho yo 'nyathdpy atra yukto 'naikantikah sa tu //

NB.(2).3.109: evam esam trayanarm rupanam ekdikasya dvayor dvayor
va rapayor asiddhau sandehe vd yathd-yogam  asiddha-
viruddhdnaikantikas trayo hetv-abhasah.

NP.(2).3.2. asiddhénaikantika-viruddha hetv-abhasah I/

However, NB. is a more probable source, inasmuch as the’ sequence of fallacies
(asiddha, viruddha, anaikantika) listed in NA. is exactly the same as that of NB,,

%NB.(2).3.57-9: /57/ ekasya ripasya dharmi-sambandhasydsiddhau sandehe

vdsiddho hetv-abhasah. /58/ yathd: anityah Ssabda iti sadhye caksusatvam

ubhaydsiddham [not proved for both parties]. /59/ cetands tarava iti sadhye sarva-tvag-
apaharane  maranarh  prativady-asiddham,  vijianéndriydyur-nirodha-laksanasya
maranasydnendbhyupagamat, tasya ca tarusv asambhavat [not proved for the
opponent].

%NB.(2).3.60: acetandh sukhidaya iti sadhya wtpattimattvam anityatvar va
sarkhyasya svayarm vadino 'siddham [not proved for the proponent himself].

e ¥

ON THE DATE OF THE NYAYAVATARA 37

PR

not of NP., where the two’ last varieties are interchanged (asiddha, anaikantika,
viruddha). Dininaga has the aniscita (or sandigdha) variety, istead of anaikantika.

What is striking is that Siddhasena has only three varieties of hetv-abhasa, like
Dharmakirti and Sankarasvamm unlike Dinndga. Moreover, Dharmakirti
outspokenly rejects Difinaga’s subvariety, i.e. viruddhdvyabhicarin®; NB.(2).3.110:
viruddhdvyabhicary api samsaya-hetur uktah. sa iha kasman néktah. We do not
find any polemical trait in NA:, which could even suggest that Siddhasena adopted
Dharmakirti’s criticism of viruddhévyabhicarin. Apparently he subscribed to the
criticism unhesitatingly.

It is worth noticing thai NA. diverges also from the tradmon of Kumarila, whose
triple class1ﬁcatlon—-mto asiddha, sandigdha, viruddha in MSV.—is more akin to
Dinnaga’s: MSV.5.4.75 p. 264 mentions the classification (samsayddi-viparydyah),
subsequently (1) the threefold asiddha fallacious reason is mentioned in
MSV.5.4. 76-83ab; (2) sandigdha and (3) viruddha occur in MSV.5.4.83¢d-107
(e.g. in MSV.5.4.83cd: sandeha-viparitatva-heti  cdtra nirdkptau); besides,
(2) sandigdha is further found in MSV.5.4.84b-96b, whereas (3) viruddha is
mentioned in MSV.5.4.96cd-107ab. Kumrila nowhere in the Anumana-pariccheda
section uses the term anaikantika asa hetv-abhasa, he has sandigdha instead, like
Difindga, unlike Dharmakirti Sankarasvamin and Siddhasena. However,
Parthasdrathi Misra follows the general post-Dharmaklrtlan typology in his
classification, while commenting on Kumirila (p. 264.11 ad MSV.5.4. 75): samprati
hetv-abhasan asiddhdnaikantika-viruddhan prapaficayan ..

[15]NA.24-25 reveal further similarities pointing to NB. as its possible
inspiration. One of them is the phraseological affinity as regards the use of drstdnta-
doga, instead of drstdntdbhasa, in both works. Both Siddhasena and Dharmakirti
use the expression paksdbhdsa as well as similarly tad-Gbha and hetv-abhdsa.
However, both of them deviate from the general use of derivatives of aVbhds to
technically denote logical fallacies, when they refer to drstdnta by the term dosa,
and to drstdnta only:

NA.24: sadharmyendtra drstdnta-dosa ... ,
NA.25: vaidharmyendtra drstinta-dosa ...

NB.(2).3.123, 128-129: /123/ etendiva drstdnta-dosa api nirastd
bhavanti. 128/ sadharmyena dystinta-dosah. /129/ vaidharmyendpi:
Pparamanuvat karmavad akdsavad iti sadhyddy-vyatirekinah.

% Cf. also RANDLE (1926: 68-69, 79).
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Indeed, also Sankarasvamin has drstdnta-doga twice, but in a slightly different
context, viz. that of refutation. Generally, when he discusses fallacious examples, he
uses the standard term dystdntdbhasa, e.g. NP.3.3: drstdntdbhaso dvividhah:
sadharmyena vaidharmyena ca// The only two occurences of drstdnta-dosa are
found in NP.(2).6,7%.

Conspicuously, drstdnta-dosa occurs as exemplification of digsapani, in the series
of sadhana-dosa, paksa-dosa, hetu-dosa and drstdnta-dosa.’’ Another occurrence of
dosa (however, pratijia-dosa, not drstinta-dosa) in NP. is attested in the
concluding lines of NP.(2).3.1, that summarise the discussion on paksdbhdsa®. Also
here, the term dosa has a more general meaning than the technical term @bhdsa, and
the peculiarity of the usage of pratijiG-doga is confirmed by the closing uktdh
paksibhasah. The usage of doga in NP. confirms the fact that in works preceding
Difinaga, Dharmakirti or Safikarasvamin—e.g. in NS., VS., NBh., PBh., etc.—dosa
is employed to denote general defects and is not used specifically as a terminus
technicus in the sense of abhdsa.

[16] There is a structural similarity to be observed: both Siddhasena (NA.24) and
Dharmakirti (NB.(2).3.122-3) explicitly define fallacious examples by referring to
the definition of a correct hetu. Accordingly, NB.3.122 recapitulates the definition
of correct hetu as well as conditions of its validity. The successive statement of
NB.3.123 (etendiva drstinta-dosa api nirasta bhavanti; vide supra p. 37) shows that
fallacious examples are refuted by referring to the correct definition of hetu, and all
fallacies of the example share the same characteristic. Similarly, Siddhasena relates
the deficiency of arstdntdbhasas to deficient logical reasons and, with apalaksana-
hetiitthah, he expresses the idea known from the work of Dharmakirti.

% (6) sddhana-dosddbhavandni diisandni // sadhana-doso nydnatvam. paksa-dosah
pratyaksddi-viruddhatvam. hetu-doso 'siddhénaikantika-viruddhatvam. drstdnta-dosah
sadhana-dharmddy-asiddhatvam. tasyédbhavanarm prasnika-pratydyanam diisanam //
(7) abhita-sadhana-dosédbhavanani disandbhasani /| sampirne sadhane nyinatva-
vacanam. adusta-pakse paksa-dosa-vacanam. siddha-hetuke 'siddha-hetukar vacanam.
ekdnta-hetuke 'nekdnta-hetukarn vacanam. aviruddha-hetuke viruddha-hetukam
vacanam. adusta-drstinte dusta-dystinta-dosa-vacanam. etani disandbhdsani. na hy
ebhih para-pakso digyate, niravadyatvat tasya Il ity uparamyate // .

S'NP.6: sddhana-dosédbhavandni diisanani /| sidhana-doso myinatvam. paksa-

dosah pratyaksddi-viruddhatvam. hetu-doso 'siddhénaikantika-viruddhatvam. drstdnta-

dosah  sadhana-dharmddy-asiddhatvam.
dusanam // .

% esam vacandni dharma-svaripa-nirakarana-mukhena pratipadan dsambhavatah
sadhana-vaiphalyatas céti pratijia-dosah I/ uktah paksabhasah I/

tasyédbhavanam  prasnika-pratyayanarm

oo Il
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[17] Strangely, in NA.24-25 Siddhasena refers to some tradition by nydya-vid-
jritah as regards the classification of fallacious examples. However, there seems to
have been no earlier (or contemporary) Jaina source he could have referred to. Thus,
in default of any extant evidence attesting to a Jaina tradition which offered a
typology of fallacious examples, one is prone to assume—unless we find any
indication to the contrary—that, apparently, he must have referred to a general
Indian tradition, where we do find such a typology of sadharmya-° and vaidharmya-
drsténtdbhasas.

Besides, he also seems to have taken it for granted that the reader/hearer could
easily determine what is meant by sadhyddi-vikalddayah in NA.24. This task would
naturally be quite easy for anyone who was acquainted with NB.(2).3.124-125. At
the same time, however, his elliptical formulation sadhyddi-vikalidayah was,
polemically as it were, unequivocal enough to rule out the three remaining varieties,
viz. (A7) ananvaya, (A8) apradarsitinvaya and (A9) vipariténvaya, formulated by
Dharmakitti (NB.(2).3.126-127), which could by no means have been hinted at by
the formulations of NA.24.

Similarly, the sixfold classification of dissimilar drstdntdbhasas systematised in
NA.25 (sadhya-sadhana-yugmanam anivyttes ca sarsaydt) closely corresponds to
the first six fallacious examples of NB.(2).3.129-132: (V1) sadhydvyatirekin,
(V2) sadhandvyatirekin, (V3) sadhya-sadhandvyatirekin, (V4)sandigdha-sadhya-
vyatireka, (V5) sandigdha-sadhana-vyatireka, (V6) sandigdha-sadhya-sidhana-
vyatireka. Seemingly, NA. and NB. are at variance as regards terminology, for
Siddhasena’s formulation: sddhya-sadhana-yugmanam anivyttes ca samsayat,
differs from Dharmakirti’s (V1)~(V6). In my opinion, however, anivrttes and
samsayat of NA.25 indicate rather plainly °-vyavrtta and sandigdha-° as the last and
first elements of the compounds (V 1)—(V3) and (V4)—(V6), respectively.
Optionally, we could have (V1) sadhydnivytta, (V2) *sadhanénivrtta,
(V3) sadhya-sadhanamvrtta (V4) “samsayita-sadhya, (V5) *samsayita-sadhana,
(V6) ‘samsayita-sadhya-sadhana, which is not different at all from the idea
expressed in NB.(2).3.129-132.%

* True, theoretically speaking, one could also interpret NA.25 to enforce the
acceptance  of only (1) sadhydvyatirekin, (2) sadhandvyatirekin, (3) sadhya-
sadhandvyatirekin—to use Dharmakirti’s terminology—and only one or more varieties
out of  (4) sandigdha-sadhya-vyatireka, (5) sandigdha-sadhana-vyatireka,
(6) sandigdha-sadhya-sadhana-vyatireka, but not necessarily all of them. While
anivriteh is unquestionably construed with sadkya-sadhana-yugmanam, the expression
sarhsaydt might be conjectured to be taken separately, without any dependence on all
elements of sadhya-sadhana-yugménam. In this respect, attention should be drawn to an
instance of different conceivable ways of construing an aphorism of NA. by
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As for another possible source of insipration, also NP.(2).3.3 distinguished—in
accord with the prevalent tradition of those days—two general categories: similar
and dissimilar fallacious examples (drstantabhaso dvividhah: sadharmyena
vaidharmyena ca // ). However, a closer look at Sankarasvamin’s varieties reveals
essential differences, apart from the terminological ones. Accordingly, I see no way
how the formulations of fallacies of examples based on similarity found in Nydya-
pravesa® could be interpreted to have influenced Siddhasena’s sadhyddi-
vikalddayah. As regards Nydya-pravesa on fallacies of examples based on
dissimilarity®!, the influence might have been restricted to (V1), (V2) and (V3) only.

[18] Also NA.26, where criticism / refutation (diisana) and its fallacy
(dusandbhasa) are discussed, might have partly been inspired by Dharmakirti’s
NB.(2).3.137-140. Thus, NA.26a-c: vady-ukte sadhane prokta-dosanam
udbhavanam | diisanan, reveals a certain similarity—in terms of both formulations
and ideas—to the disana-section of NB.(2).3.137-8: /137/ diisana nyiinatddy-uktih.
11381 ye piirvam nyinatddayah sidhana-dosd uktds tesm udbhavanarm disanar.

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

commentators which we encounter in the case of NA.8: drstéstdvyahatad vakyat
paramdrthdbhidhayinah | tattva-grahitayétpannam manan sabdam prakirtitam /| The
aphorism is explained differently by the commentators, viz. (1) NAV. ad loc.: drstena
pramandvalokitenéstah pratipadayisito 'vyihato ‘nirakytah simarthyad artho yasmin
vakye tat-tathd; and (2) NAT. ad loc.:- dystenéty-idi. ayam bhinnddhikaranas tri-pado
bahu-vrihih yadi va isto ‘vyahato 'rtho yatra tad istdvyahatar vakyam, tadanu dystena
pramana-nirnitena istdvyahatam iti tat-purusah (cf. BALCEROWICZ (1999: 4, n. 8)).
Definitely, such an unnatural interpretation—i.e. to take anivyttes to refer to all elements
of the triad sddhya-sadhana-yugmanam, while limiting the scope of samsayat to
selected element(s) of the compound sadhya-sadhana-yugmanam—would be a mere
guesswork, and one would rather, as a rule, construe sddhya-sidhana-yugmanam with
both anivyttes and samsayat, and obtain six varieties of dissimilar drstdntdbhasas. One
would not, in any case, obtain any further varieties mentioned by Dharmakirti in
NB.(2).3.133-135: (V7) avyatireka, (V8) apradarsita-vyatireka and (V9) viparita-
vyatireka. Thus, Siddhasena apparently does not accept without reservation the Buddhist
typology by rejecting (V7), (V8) and (V9).

SNP.(2).3.3.1: tatra sadharmyena tavad drstdntibhdsah pafica-prakirah, tad yatha:
(1) sadhana-dharmdsiddhah, (2) sadhya-dharmdsiddhah, (3) ubhaya-dharmésiddhah,
(4) ananvayah, (5) viparitdnvayas céti // tatra ...

'NP.2).33.2. vaidharmyendpi drsténtabhasah pafica-prakirah, tad yathd:
(1) sadhydvyavrttah,  (2) sadhandvyavttah, (3) ubhayavyavrttah,  (4) avyatirekah,
(5) viparita-vyatirekas céti // tatra ...

ko

ON THE DATE OF THE NYAYAVATARA 41

The corresponding  disandbhdsa-section of NB.(2).3.139-140 . reads:
1139/ didsandbhdsds tu jatayah. /140/ abhita-dosédbhavanani jaty-uttaraniti. The
reoccurring element disandbhasa is not decisive at all, whereas Siddhasena’s
niravadye could be a vague echo of Dharmakirti’s abhiita-dosa.

As a matter of fact, NA.26¢c-d (niravadye tu diisandbhasa-namakam) betrays more

dusandbhasdni /I ... etani dusandbhasani. na"in.}.; we.lhrhib para-paksodﬁsyate
niravadyatvat tasya // ity uparamyate // 1t is this section, in all probability, that

[19] The twenty-sixth aphorism (the exposition of diisana) is the last section of
the Nyaydvatdra, where possible influences from Dharmakirti’s side—in terms of
Siddhasena’s direct use of Dharmakirti vocabulary or his response to Dharmakirti’s
ideas—are easily detectable. Strangely enough, the topic dealt with in NA.26
closely corresponds to the final issue discussed by Dharmakirti in NB. Thus, the
conspicuous absence of further possible Dharmakirtian traces in NA.—theoretically
derivable from other works of Dharmakirti—points, in my opinion,.to the fact that
Siddhasena—while composing NA.—closely followed the structure and the
contents of NB., up to NA.26.

In the remaining aphorisms (28-32) Siddhasena discusses issues peculiar to
Jainism (viz. corollaries of kevala-jfiana and syad-vada) and there could hardly have
been any Buddhist influence to be noticed in any case: [27] the character of absolute
cognition (kevala-jiiana); [28] the result of valid cognition in general; the results of
absolute cognition (kevala-jfiana); the results of valid cognitive procedures other
than kevala-jiiana; [29] the multiplex character of reality; the domain of cognitive
acts; the domain of viewpoints (naya); [30] the character of viewpoints (naya); the
description of the doctrine of seven-fold modal description (syad-vada); [31] the
character of the cognitive subject, the soul (jiva); [32] the eternal character of Jaina
epistemology.

[20] The phrase pramana-phala occurring in NA.28 is occasionally taken to be a
proof of its dependence on Dinnaga.%? It is commonly assumed that the phrase in

% Cf, e.g. QVARNSTROM (1999: 178): *Furthermore, the Nydydvatdra (28) uses the
signature element of Dignaga, namely “pramanaphala™';’ in his note 61, he further
draws the reader’s attention to the work of G. Dreyfus and Chr. Lindtner: ‘The Yogécira
Philosophy of Dignaga and Dharmakirti”. Studies in Central & East Asian Religions.
Vol. 2, Ed. by Per K. Serensen et al. Copenhagen 1989: 27-52.
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question goes back to Dinnaga, e.g. PS.(1).1.8cd~10%. In these verses Difniga
asserts that the result of pramana is pramana itself, or introspective cognition which
consists in the determining of an object (sva-sanmvitti, artha-niscaya). Precisely the
same idea (atmdnubhdva, artha-viniscaya) is echoed in PV.2.306-307ab, 339%.
Generally, the idea is discussed at length by Dharmakirti both in his
PVin.I(1).78.12-100.26 and in PV.2.301-366, 388-391. Accordingly, NA.28 might
be taken to be a rejoinder of both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti, and there seems to
nothing decisive to be found in NA .28 that would exclude any of the two authors.
On the other hand, any attempt to look for inspiration of NA.28 in works of either
Dinnaga or Dharmakirti seems to me to be a result of misapprehension of the true
import of the aphorism. In it, Siddhasena does not discuss the problem whether
pramana-phala can or cannot be equated with pramdna itself, which is the major
concern of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. What is intended in the verse are rather extra-
epistemological issues of both soteriological (kevala) and mundane (Sesa) character,
viz. the result of pramana is ‘the cessation of nescience’ (ajfiana-vinivartana),
whereas the result of specific kinds of cognition is two-fold. The first category
subsumes happiness and indifference (sukhdpekse) in case of the perfect knowledge
(kevala), being a prerequisite of liberation (moksa) and commonly taken by the

6 savydpdra-pratititvat pramanarm phalam eva sat I/ sva-samvittih phalarh vétra tad-
ripo hy artha-niscayah / visaydkaratdivdsya pramanam tena miyate /! yad-Gbhasar
prameyam tat pramana-phalate punah ! grahakdkdra-samvitti trayar nétah pythak-
krtam // . For the Sanskrit text, see HATTOKI (1968: 97, n. 1.55—107, n. 1.67). Tibetan
text reads as follows:

Vasudhararaksita/Sen-rgyal 15a.5-15b.4:  Kanakavarman/Dad-pahi $es-rab 95b.5-96a.5:
bya dan beas par rtogs pahi phyir | bya dan beas par rtogs pahi phyir |
tshad mahi hbras bu fiid du hdod || hbras bu fiid du yod tshad ma ||
ran rig la yan hdir hbras bu | yan na ran rig hdir hbras bu |
de yi 1o bo las don res | de yi ro bo las don ries |
yul gyi snar ba hdi fiid hdi | yul gyi snan ba Fid de hdihi |
tshad ma de yis hjal bar byed || tshad ma de yis hjal bar bya ||
gaii tshe snan ba de gsal bya | gan ltar snan ba de gsal bya |
tshad ma dan dehi hbras bu ni | tshad ma dan dehi hbras bu ni |
hdsin rnam rig pa de yi phyir | hdsin rnam rig paho de yi phyir |
de gsum tha dad du ma byas || de gsum tha dad du ma byas | |

8 tasmat prameyddhigateh sadhanam meya-ripatd | sadhane ‘nyatra tat-karma-

sambandho na prasiddhyati I/ sa ca tasydtma-bhitdiva tena nérthantaram phalam /|

yada savisayam jiidnam jidndmse ‘rtha-vyavasthiteh | tada ya atmdnubhavah sa
evdrtha-viniscayah //
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Jainas to be tantamount to” the destruction of nescience. Since it results from the
destruction of karman® it is necessarily associated with innate happiness, etc.% that
are inhibited by karman. The other—pragmatic, as it were—category of results
refers to ‘the faculty of appropriation and avoidance’ (adana-hana-dhi) in case all
the remaining kinds of (mundane) cognition.’” Consequently, what really the verse
is reminiscent of is rather NBh.1.1.3: yada jianam tada handpadandpeksa-
buddhayah phalam, with all the three elements of hdna, upadana / ddana and
dpeksa, as a result (phala) of cognition (jAidna).

What is important to remember is that there are numerous similarities, more and
less conspicuous, and not all of them are decisive when taken alone. Some of these
similarities indicated on the preceding pages may equally well point to a tradition or
author prior to Dharmakirti, viz. to Difindga or Sankarasvimin. Some of such
similarities may be due to the general style of writing, of arranging a philosophical
treatise, of structuring a philosophical discourse, etc. We should remember that both
the Nydya-bindu and the Nydydvatdra were primarily handbooks of logic and their
purpose was predominantly didactic. Nonetheless, the accumulation of evidence
only enforces those of them that are quite conclusive and convincing. To sum up,
my impression is that in all dubious cases, when both NP, and NB. seem relevant as
possible sources of Siddhasena’s ideas, Siddhasena probably. took recourse to
Dharmakirti rather than to éaﬁkarasvﬁmin, inasmuch as in all those rare cases when
there are clear similarities to be found between NA. and NP., they are also traceable
in NB. However, not all cases of similarities between NA. and NB. can be shown
with regard to NA. and NP. In other words, the development of certain ideas that
had taken place in the period connecting Safikarasvamin and Dharmakirti, was
reflected in the contents of NA. and some ideas still absent from NP., that were later
either introduced or modified by Dharmakirti, found their way into NA. Similarly,
certain influences to be found in NA. point both to Dinnaga and to Dharmakirti.
However, Siddhasena seems to be acquainted with certain new developments or
ideas that first developed with Dharmakirti (not necessarily only in NB.) and are not
found in Dinnaga’s works.

Paradoxically as it were, would it not be thinkable to claim that it was Siddhasena
who influenced Dharmakirti and who was the intermediary stage between Dinnaga
and Dharmakirti? For at least three reasons we should dismiss such a possibility.

.....

% Cf. TS.10.1: moha-ksaydj jidna-darsandvarandntardya-ksayac ca kevalam.

%ct, e.g. TBh.10.7 (p. 231 £) v.23 ff. (samsdra-visaydtitam muktanam avyayan
sukham).

" Cf. also FRANCO (1997: 65).
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There is, in the first place, a continuous tradition in epistemic concepts referred to
by both Dharmakirti and Siddhasena that go back to Difinaga. Dharmakirti himself
refers to Dinnaga so explicitly that would seem highly implausible to belicve that he
had availed himself of the Jaina epistemological tradition with respect to the number
of points mentioned above in §§ 1-20, without even a single mention of it: one
would expect Dharmakirti embarking on at least an accidental discussion of a few
issues he had supposedly taken over from the Jainas. Secondly, Satkari MOOKERJEE,
who believed Siddhasena to flourish in the sixth century and to precede
Dharmakirti,® puzzled over what was in his opinion Dharmakirti’s lack of reaction
as regards Siddhasena’s interpretation of the intrinsic invariable concomitance
(antar-vyapti) and the superfluous character of the example as an exemplification
(bahir-udahrti) external to the most elementary constituents of the proof formula, as
well as the definition of the logical reason as ‘inexplicability otherwise’.® This
becomes no longer a query when we assume that Siddhasena was post-
Dharmakirtian. Moreover, it is for precisely the same reason that also Patrasvamin
should be taken to flourish after Dharmakirti. Thirdly, the concepts of svdrtha-vakya
and pardrtha-vakya (NA.10) as well as svdrtha-pratyaksa and pardrtha-pratyaksa
(NA.11) would have with certainty evoked a refutal from the side of Dharmakirti,
had he known about it. Likewise, Dharmakirti would have certainly commented
upon the idea of non-erroneousness of inference (anumanar ... abhrantam) proven
by its being a cognitive criterion alone (pramanatvat), found in NA.S. The same
holds true for the idea of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathdnupapannatva). Thus,
any supposition that Siddhasena preceded Dharmakirti can safely be dismissed.

Accordingly, depending on whether we follow the widely accepted dating of
Dharmakirti, viz. c. 600~6607 or the results of latest research by KIMURA (1999)
who assigns the years 550620 for Dharmakirti, we would have for the ferminus
post quem Siddhasena as the author of the Nyaydvatara circa 620 or 660,
respectively. '

There is still another factor to be taken account of, viz. the question of the
defining characteristic of the logical reason (hetu) characterised as ‘the fact of being
otherwise inexplicable’, or ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathdnupapannatva,

% See: MOOKERJEE (1935: 398). -

% See: MOOKERJEE (1935: 4-5): ‘What however strikes us is the intriguing situation
created by Siddhasena’s reference to antarvyapti and the definition of hetu (probans) as
anyathdnupapanna in the verse 20 and 22 respectively. It is nothing short of enigma that
this innovation of the Jaina logicians did not cvoke a reply from Dharmakirti.’

" See: FRAUWALLNER (1961). Cf. also STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 23).
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anyathénupapatti) in NA.22: anyathdnupapannatvar hetor laksanam iritam. The
author clearly refers to an earlier source and the idea did not origina}e with him in
his NA. Independently, we find the idea reported and criticised by Santaraksita in
TSa.(1).1364 ff. (p. 405 £.) in the context of the validity of inference (amkm&na).“
The most famous and relatively often quoted verse is TSa.1369:

anyathdnupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim |
ndnyathdnupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim /| ™%,

Significantly enough, Santaraksita TSa.(1).1364, p. 405.1) mentions Patrasvamin as
the source of the idea: anyathéty-adina patrasvami-matam Gsankate ... , and the
treatise in question is the lost Tri-laksana-kadarthana™ by Pitrasvamin, identified
occasionally with Patrakesarin / Patrakesarisvamin = Vidyananda. For obvious
reasons this Patrasvamin cannot be Vidyananda (c. 850), the author of the Sloka-
varttika on Umasvati’s Tattvirtha-sitra—as SUKHLAL-DOSHI (1928)"* and
CHATTERJEE (1978: 331) would have it—but some else who preceded Santaraksita
(c. 725-788)", the teacher of Kamalaila.”® Since the author of NA. alludes to his

" The relevant section is edited and translated in KUNST (1939: 11-53). See also
PATHAK (1930-31) 71-83.

7 Strangely enough, éintaraksita in TSa. interchanges the padas ab with cd. The
verse is also found in (1) TSVA. p. 203 [the discussion of anyathdnupapatti and the
refutation of tri-laksana is found there on pp. 198-217], (2) TBV. Vol. II, p. 569.28-29,
(3) PMi.2.1.9 § 33 (p. 45.17-18). Hemacandra’s criticism against the Buddhist idea of
trairdpya in PMi.2.1.9 § 33 (p. 45.1-16) closely follows the exposition of Patrasvamin’s
aphorisms quoted in TSa. attesting to the authenticity of the quotation. Hemacandra,
instead of the terms anyathdnupapatti, uses the expression avind-bhava, cf. PMi.2.1.9
(p- 43.34-35): svdrtham sva-niscita-sadhydvina-bhavdika-laksanat sadhanat sadhya-
Jiianam. The formulation sadhydvina-bhavdika-laksanat resembles both Patrasvamin’s
Tri-laksana-kadarthana (tendika-laksano hetuh pradhinyad gamako ‘stu nah/ =
TS2.1379) as well as NA.Sac: sadhydvina-bhuno lingat sadhya-niscayakarh smrtam /
anumananm.

" A reference to the work is found in DHAKY (1995: 43), who refers to Jugal Kishor
Mukhtar: ‘Sammatisiitra aur Siddhasena’ (Hindi), Jaina Sahitya aur Itihdsa par Visada
Prakasa, Calcutta 1956: 538-543 [the work was not available to me].

" Cf. UPADHYE (1971: *14-15), PATHAK (1930: passim) and PATHAK (1930-31:
passim), who refers to him as Patrakesari Vidyananda or as Pitrakesarisvami.

" Cf. STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 56).

" Cf. BHATTACHARYYA (1926: ixvi-ixvii): ‘In that case PAtrasvimin must be an
carlier author than both éﬁmaraksita and Vidyananda, and he must have first
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predecessors and Santaraksita mentions only Pétrasvamin, it must have been the

latter who was responsible for the idea of anyathdnupapannatva.” Had it been
Siddhasena who introduced the idea, Santaraksita would not, in all probability, have
missed the opportunity to mention this. Certainly Patrasvamin is post-Difinagan, for
his Tri-laksana-kadarthana was conceived to refute the latter, but his dating is quite
uncertain. It is surprising, nonetheless, that Santaraksita seems nowhere to allude to
the NA. or its author. Consequently, the widespread opinion assuming that NA. is
the first Jaina treatise on epistemology per se loses its weight, inasmuch we can
safely assume that Siddhasena had his predecessor in the person of Patrasvamin.

As regards the terminus ante quem, in view of the fact that the verse no. 4 of the
Nydydvatara is incorporated into $DSa. as verse no. 56, it should be assigned to the
date of Haribhadrastiri. A supposition that it is SDSa.56 that was the source which
NA.4 was borrowed from and that NA.4 is merely an interpolation seems
inadmissible to me. NA.4 fits ideally the argumentative structure of the text:
(I)NA.L states the definition of pramana, as well as the types and a general
criterion of such a division, (2) NA.2 is polemical conceming the meaninglessness
of formulating a definition for a well-known term/idea of pramana, (3) NA.3 is a
rejoinder to the objection, (4) NA.4 defines the two main divisions of pramdna
along with a specific reason for such a division,” (5) NA.S opens a section dealing

propounded the theory that valid reason is that the existence of which cannot be
maintained unless it is invariably concomitant with the major term ... cir. 700 A.D.”.

"’ Cf. MUKTHAR (1948) [according to UPADHYE (1971:*30)): *7) The Nydyavatira is
composed centuries later than the Sanmati-siitra, because it shows the influence of
Patrasvami (later than Samantabhadra) as well as Dharmakirti and Dharmottara’; and
V.P. Johrapurkar (‘Introduction’ to VTP., pp. 41 ff.) quoted in n. 5 above. See also
DHAKY (1995: 42-3): *...the first foot of the kdrika 22 concerning the hetu-laksana
(character of probans) reflects sense-agreement, even partial verbal concordance with
the verses from Patrasvimi’s (Patrakesari’s) Trilaksanakadarthana cited by the
Buddhist scholiast Santaraksita in his T attvasangraha (c. 2™ quarter of the 8" century A.
D.)*’ SHASTRI (1990: 31) is a bit more reserved and does not take for granted that
Patrasvamin was anterior to Siddhasena: ‘Nyayavatira also defines hetu in the same
manner.’

" Both NA.1 and 4 20 against the prevalent Jaina tradition to -subsume cases of
sensory cognition, inference and verbal testimony under paroksa, whereas pratyaksa
was taken to denote extra-sensory and extra-mental acts of cognition (viz. avadhi,
manah-parydya and kevala). For Siddhasena the criterion of directness (aksa) was not
the cognising subject, or the soul (aksa=jiva=atman), but—Tlike in the general pramana
tradition—the senses (aksa=indriya).
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with erroneousness of pramanas, etc. The use of vocabulary in NA.4 is not unusual
for NA. Coincidentally, two adjacent verses, viz. NA.4 and NA.S, are stylistically
and structurally quite akin: pada a-b: "reason” (aparoksatays, sadhyévina-bhuno
lingdt) + "object + verbal derivative in the meaning of a present particviple1
(ar[hajya gr&hakarh, sddhya—nis'c&yakatr‘n) + ... + pada c: I'31‘1]:).]'3(;{' (pra[yak‘mm,
anumanan) ... Admittedly, the similarity is not a crucial argument in favour of the
same authorship of the two verses, however, there is nothing that could speak
against a common authorship. The argument gains on strength in view of the fact
that Haribhadrasiiri quotes the verse no. 2 of NA. in his Astaka™ and refers to its
author as Mahamati®,

In view of the above, DHAKY’s (1995: 44) claim®—to handle the discomfort that
Haribhadra himself ascribes one of the verses to a Mahamati—that both NA.2 and 4
were taken from lost dvatrimsikas of Siddhasena Divakara is highly debatable to
me. Not only NA.4 seems to represent an original kdrika of NA., but the same holds
good in the case of karikd 2. We could not make head or tail of NA.2 (the objection)
if we did not have NA.1. Moreover, NA.3 (the rejoinder) would be pointless without
NA.2. All the lost dvatrimsikas of Siddhasena Divakara as a reference source in

" The work is not available to me. I am forced to rely here on Pt. Dalsukhbhai
MALVANIA (1979: 287-288). Cf. also UPADHYE (1971: xxiv) and DHAKY (1995: 44).

8 UPADHYE (1971: xxiv) is right to point out ‘that Haribhadra, in his Astaka, quotes
the Nydydvatdra 2, by referring to its author as Mahamati. Elsewhere, however
Haribhadra speaks plainly about the author of the Sanmati as Divikara and
Srutakevalin.” This enforces the supposition against the authorship of Siddhasena
Divakara of NA.

81 ¢A formidable objection, however, to the above-postulated iden tification (Siddharsi
was the author of both NA. and NAV.—PB.) as well as the period determination
(ninth/tenth century for NA.—P.B.) can be raised on the grounds of the ascription of a
verse, which appears as the karika 2 of the Nyayavatara, to Mahamati (=Siddhasena
Divakara) by Yakinisinu Haribhadra stiri (active c. A. D. 745-785) in his Astaka®®. And
the‘ 3;Ic&rikd 4 figures as a part of the Saddarsana-samuccaya of the same Haribhadra
sf{n . Since Haribhadra siiri ascribed the particular verse (karikd 2) to Siddhasena
Divakara, it must be so. However, this kariki could be originally from some
dvqtrirhs'ik&, one of the lost 11 of Siddhasena Divakara, perhaps the Pramdna-
dvatrimsika, from which Gandhahasti Siddhasena quotes in his sa-bhasya-
Z’aﬂvqrthddhigama-sﬁﬂa-vrm“. The karika 4 in the JSad-darsana-samuccaya may
lll_cewnse have been taken from one of the unavailable dvatrimsika of Siddhasena
Divakara, Alternatively, if that verse is Haribhadra’s own, Siddharsi must have
borrowed it from the Saddarsana. In any case, Haribhadra and Siddharsi could have
common sources from which they apparently may have drawn.’
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argumentation resemble rather a kind of sasa-visana. Naturally, as long as we do
not have all dvatrimsikds written by Siddhasena Divakara, we cannot, theoretically
speaking, preclude the possibility that the verses indeed were taken from some lost
dvatrimsika. But such an argumentation is not very constructive. I see no reason to
doubt the authenticity of karikas 2 and 4 as long as they formfi a consistent logical
part of the Nydydvatdra as a whole and bear stylistic similarities to adjacent
karikas,® especially when the counter-arguments begin with ‘perhaps’ and are of
merely could-or-may-have-been nature.

Further, the identification of Siddharsi as the author of both NA. and NAV.,
postulated by DHAKY, has very weak foundations. In the first place, there is ample
evidence that Siddharsi (the author of NAV.) is not Siddhasena (the author of NA.)
and that the two texts were written by different authors, inasmuch as Siddharsi
refers to the author of NA. explicitly, although not by name, but by the term dcdrya
or sitra-krt, to cite a few cases only:*® [1]Introductory lines of NAV.3:
13/ adhundcaryo grhitas tavakino 'bhiprayo 'smabhir iti param pratyayayars tan-
matam anudravya tad evinumanyamadnas tathdpi laksanékteh saphalyam
avedayann Gha: ...; [2] the final sentence of NAV.3: tad evam pramdna-laksanarm
samanyena pratipadya tad-gatarm kucodyam paryahary dcaryena; [3] NAV.13: yad
vdtyantdbhyasena parikarmita-matitvat tavatdiva prastuta-prameyam avabudhyate,
tada hetu-pratipadanam eva kriyate, Sesdbhidhanasya Srotr-sarmskardkaritaya
nairarthakyad ity-adau hetu-pratipadanam sitra-kyta pardrtham anumanam uktam,
[41NAV.29: ata evicaryasya na tal-laksanddi-svaripa-kathane 'pi mahdnadarah.
Additionally, in some cases (e.g. on NA.8), Siddharsi does offer at least two

1 have dealt briefly with the style of NA.4 above. The same is even more true for
NA.2 that is closely followed by NA.3 (the most conspicuous similarities underlined):

12/ prasiddhani pramandni vyavaharas ca tat-kytah |

13/ prasiddhandr pramandnan. laksandktau prayojanam /
tad-vyamoha-nivrttih syad vyamudha-manasam iha //

% DHAKY (1995: 43) is so far right that indeed Siddharsi nowhere mentions the
author of Nydydvatara by name: ‘As noted in the beginning, Siddharsi does not ascribe
the Nydyavatara to Siddhasena Divakara or to a different Siddhasena or for that matter
to any other author.” However, he clearly misses the point when he further claims: ‘Nor
does he mention it as a composition of a pirvicarya, vrddhdcarya, or some
cirantanacdrya. Also, in his verse by verse exposition, he nowhere uses qualificatory
phrases such as $dstrakara, sitrakara, karikakara, dcdrya, etc. which may have. denoted
a second, an earlier revered personage, as the karikds’ author.’ '
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different interpretations of a’ka’rikd, or diverges from the contents of NA., e.g. in the
case of NA.4d¥.

Thus, we can safely take the date-brackets for the Nydydvatara to be firmly fixed
after 620 C.E. (Dharmakirti) and Patrasvimin and before c. 800 C.E.

aribhadrasiiri).* As for the date of Haribhadrasiiri, JACOBI (1926: Introduction)
assigns Haribhadra to c. 750, whereas UPADHYE (1971: xxv) to ¢. 750-800 C.E. and
DHAKY (1995: 44) to c. 745-785. However, the terminus post quem for Haribhadra
is Arcata, since the latter is quoted in Haribhadrastiri’s NPV.9.15-19%, Arcata, the
teacher of Dharmottara, can be assigned to c. 730~790 or 720~780.%

Finally, as regards the name of the author of the Nydydvatdra, we are indeed in a
quandary. Probably the earliest indication of his name is, as it has been mentioned
above (p.47), Haribhadrasuri who makes mention of him under the appellation
‘Mahimati’. The subsequent source from which we learn that NA. was composed
by a Siddhasena is NAVV. of Santisiiri. The author of NA. is explicitly identified
there in at least four places®. In the last reference Santisiiri is even more specific to
give the full name of the author as well: Siddhasenarka®. All other references we

¥ Siddhasena emphasises the way of cognising, or ‘[the manner of] grasping [an
object]’, whereas Siddharsi takes the expression to refer to the existence and the nature
of the cognoscible. See p. 26 above.

% Thus, I cannot but side with the opinion already expressed in VAIDYA (1928: xx):
‘The terminus a quo would be the date of Dharmakirti and the terminus ad quem that of
Haribhadra.’

% Acc. to STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 119) the original title found to the colophon
is Nydya-pravesa-tika Sisya-hita.

¥ See: STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 64) and FRAUWALLNER (1961; 148).

% [LJNAVV.36§ 7 (p.95.8): Ssrisiddhasena-ghatita-sphuta-gihsalkarm suddham
avdpya vimalari vihitarh mayditat //, [2]NAVV.21.§2 (p. 78.9-10): evam-rupasya
vadhah  tyagah  siddhasenarkasyéty  arthah., [3)NAVV.53.§2 (p. 107.18):
siddhasenasya sitra-kartuh..., [A]NAVV.L§ 11 (p. 13.14-15): tat kirn svatantryena?
na ity aha—siddhasendrka-sitritam iti. siddhasena eva jagaj-jantu-mano-moha-
sartatitam asitamah samithdpoha-karitvdt arka iva arkah, tena sitritam.

8 Indeed, $antisiiri speaks of Siddhasenarka, not of Siddhasena Divikara, as
UPADHYE (1971: xxiv) would have it: “iii) ... The earliest author, as far as I know, who
specifies the name of Siddhasena Divakara as the author of the Nydyavatdra is Santistri
of the 11" century A.D. or'so.’ Nevertheless, I would side with UPADHYE in asserting
that ‘Arka’ is just another name for ‘Divakara’. Thus, I see absolutely no justification
for the contention of DHAKY (1995: 49, n.9), who—commenting on the clause:
siddhasena eva jagaj-jantu-mano-moha-samtati-tamasitamah-samiih dpoha-kritvit
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encounter in the Jaina literature of this period are to Siddhasena Divikara as the
author of other works, but none to him as the author of NA.% In view of the extant
evidence, the opinion of MUKTHAR (1948)°' still holds good that the author of the
Nydydvatdra is apparently different from the author of the Sanmati-tarka-prakarana
and from the author of the twenty-one dvatrimsikds ascribed to Siddhasena
Divakara. Strangely enough, the available colophons of NA. and NAV. contain no
reference to the name of the author of NA. Since even the point is not clear whether
the author of NA. was a Siddhasena, not to mention the problem of deciding which
Siddhasena he could have been,” I would—for the sake of convenience—suggest to
‘tentatively call the author of the Nydydvatara Siddhasena Mahamati, after the
specific identification of Haribhadrasiiri.

arka iva arkah, tena sutritam—maintains that ‘““Arka” here is not in the sense of
“Divakara” but “essence”.” Clearly, arka here is an epithet of Siddhasena, who is
compared to the sun (arka iva; arka=diva-kara), and by him (fena) the idea discussed
before is composed in a sitra form (sitritam). If we took arka as DHAKY would like it,
the whole clause could hardly be construable.

ct, e.g. [1] UPADHYE (1971: xiii): ‘Haribhadra is one of the earlier authors to
mention Siddhasena Divakara and his Sanmati. First, he calls him Srutakevalin; and
secondly, he tells us that his name was Divakara (p. *1). Then he has a pun on the name
that he was like Divakara, sun, to the darkness of Duhsama-kala.’ [2] UPADHYE (1971:
xvii): *...PUjyapada ...quotes Siddhasena’s Stuti IIL16 in his Sarvarthasiddhi (I1.10;
VIL13).’ [3] H. R. Kapadia (AJP., ‘Introduction’, Vol. II, pp. 98 ff.): ‘Haribhadra refers
to Siddhasena in his Sammaipayarana, in his Anekantajayapataka as well as in his
Parircavatthuya (vv.1047-8), calling him Suyakevali, Jinadasagani (c. 676 A.D.) refers
to him thrice in his Nisihavisehacunni.’ [4] DAVE (1962): ‘So Siddhasena is earlier than
Mallavadi and the tradition puts him as a contemporary of Vikramaditya who flourished
in 57 B.C.” [according to UPADHYE (1971:*53)] and ‘Akalarika and Vidyananda quote
the Sanmati.’ [according to UPADHYE (1971 *59)].

*! “The following points are clear: (1) The Dvd.s were not composed in the present
order; (2) they are not of one and the same Siddhasena; (3) the Nyayavatara is one of
them; (4)... No indisputable evidence is brought forth for the common authorship of the
Dva.s, Nyayavatara and Sanmati. ... There were thus three clear and distinct
Siddhasenas: (1) the author of Sanmati; (2) the author of Nydyavatara; (3) and another,
the author of some Dvd.s.’ [according to UPADHYE (1971:*28)].

21t is not established that Arka was indeed used by Santistri as a synonym of
Divikara.
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