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CHAPTER VII

BUDDHIST LOGIC AND SANSKRIT POETICS

In the preceding chapters some aspects of rthe
influence of Nydya philesophy have been analysed in
general, In some cases we have tried to particularise
the influence of particular Naiyayikas or their works
on the basis of the quotations or some similarity
wherever the fact is very clear, When we are hot clear
we have discussed themas generally under the influence
of Nydyasastra. Here,in this chapter we particularly
make an attempt to trace the influence of Buddhist
logic on Sanskrit poetics.

While considering the influence of Buddhist logic.
on Poetics the first question arises : who among the
poeticidns are actually Buddhists, There are no concrete
historical evidences on the basis of which poeticians
can be determined as Buddhists, Therefore different
scholars have come forward with differing claims and
conjuctures., If some say that the famous poeticians
like Bhémah;and Dinnaga etec. are Buddhists andpelong to
the tradition of Buddhist poeticlians, there are other
scholars who do not accept this view, However, one has

to admit the fact that there is definitely some, at least
partial influence of Bu_ddhist philosophy and Buddhist

logic on many of the Sanskrit poeticians.
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In the development of Sanskrit poetics not only the
Hindus but Buddhists have also made important contribution.
So in Sanskrit poetics we find different traditins or
systems such as Buddhist tradition of Sanskrit poetics.

The | ‘Brahminic tradition of Sanskrit poetics is well=-
known and makérs of this éystem are mainly Brahmins, the
follower of Hindu religion and philosophy. They are,

to mention a few, Bharata, Anandavardhana, Abﬁinavagupta,
Kuntaka and many others. Similarly, the pofticians like
'Bhémaha, éuddhodani, Dharmakirti; Medhévin,'éilameghavarma,
Sangharaksita etc., are said to be the poeticians of
Buddhist traditionf' But it is unfortunate that the
works of most of these poeticians are not available;
théy are completely lost ko the posterity. Except the
first one they are known only from the references made
to them by other poeticians. It is not possible to make
proper study of these writeré in the absence of their
WOT'KS . We§$pa11 have, therefore, to satisfy ourselves
only with a broad survey = study of some important
Buddhist poetic concepts woven in the fabrics of the

general system of Sanskrit poetics.

VII.1 Bhamaha

Bhamaha, the author of KA is one of such authors.
Aé the oldest extant poeticians after Bharata, he occupies
a place of prominence in the history of Sanskrit poetics.

He first laid down normative rules of Alank3ras and started
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the Alahkara school, He is not only a poetician{ but

a great philosopher fhe@rist also, He said to be
inflGen¢ed by the Buddhist logic as set out by Vasubandhu
and Dil;m'éga. Of all the poeticians Bh@maha seems to be
the foremest to accept the view_points set forth in the
Buddhist logic. Prof. K. Krishnamoorthy *nakes some
arguments in support of this supposition, We summarise

them 7~ here as follows:

1. Bhamaha begins KA with a salutalon to one [ 7 who is
given exclusive epithet ‘sirva’ and ‘Sarvajfie’s Lates™ we
see him deriving both the words, 53rva’ and sarvajfid from
"sarve’ (iin the sense of doing good to (@thers by adding

the affix'ggg’as mentioned by Katyayana in his Varttika.t
Though éocording to Amarakoda ‘s@rvd can denote both

Siva and Buddha equally,s the compassionate ’quality of

working for the wgyl of the entire world is Budbha's

exclusive epithet., Prajfigkaragupta's salutaion to Buddha

in his Praménavértikabhésya makes -1t clear as :
THAETTSTHTS] TS erpffeor

'qm;‘q ,;m%%/mmmzr AT |
It is further proved by the following verse of the

Mangala in praise of Buddha cited by Sridharadasa in

‘his Saduktikaranamrtas

2131770 AV a—f;{ Eloics 'UIFTFT aw—arxng

zqé}z{ zq§£ﬁ171 E§E$' EHEH(R‘HTFTQ' QVTHF l
g ana: A3T: q@rﬁawéﬂ? '5”‘”’5“"57
S amawr;'ﬁar—r ﬂﬂaéqﬁm?t”
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Here both the epithets in quegstion are exclusively
. applied to Buddha In close succession. Téking into
~considerarion this view we can say. that BhémahéApays

homage to Buddha as he was a Buddhist poetician,

2. Bhamaha devotes almost the wholé of the fifth chapter
of the KA to a detailed discussion of the rules of

pram3nas viz., pratyaksa and anumdna. The wh{le account

is modelled after the Buddhist logic™' of Dinndga., It
is generally admitted that the acceptance of only two
p¥amd@nas is an innovation first introduced only by
Dinndga. There are only two pram@nas accepted in
Sauntrantic. thought initiated by Dinndga and extended
further by the followers such as Dharmakirti and
Dharmottara, Bhamaha cites them from Dinhnaga himself

almost vérbatim,.

[T 72$THH)%ZH Tqﬁihﬁﬁh?ﬁﬁr =T ;f
stAIenzor A fIREeT AT Fm g
Difmdga and his successors admit only two pramanas,

because reality as apprehended is itself only two=fold

viz, svalaksana and samanyalaksana. The former is

the subject of only bare sensation or perception and the
latter ﬁhich involves names and forms gaving universal
abplication is exﬁerienced only because of inference,
This is also another point proving Bhamaha 's greater

affinity for the views of Buddhist logic.
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3. Diﬁnéga's definition of perception as kalbanapodham

is also cited verbatim hy Bh@maha in the same place of
his work i.e. V. 6a. Immedlatedly on the hgels of it

he follows the view of Vasubandhu indicated by the first
two words”. of his definition viz., ‘tato'rthat’me other

words left out being rupadesta/evetlnanyatah. Vasubandhu

was out and out a Viananavadin holding reality only
subjective in samjfid (sense). Pratyaksa, according to
this view, becomes the real subjeétive experience; arising
from the internal\gensatién of external things; {ingain,
Bhamaha explains the idea of kalpana in Dinndga's own

words viz., namajatyadi etc.

o A
Shid AT a‘nwmmﬁ,amiﬂ ‘y(ﬁm?ﬁ | (kp-T.6p)

4, Bhamaha illustrates hetuviradhinipratijha with two
7

statements, one,from Vedanta and other from Sankhya.
Atman exists (asti atmd) { is the positicm . of Vedanta
and prakrti exists (asti prakrtih) is the position of
Samkhya. \Bhéﬁpa says that in both the above siatements
subject(dharmi) oi the prbposifion is unestablished and
as such what is predicated of an unestablished subject
also becomes ; o unestablished. This makes it likely
that BhBmaha is following possibly the and3tmavadin
Buddhisglogieal tradition.,

5. Bhamaha 1s seen rejecting the Buddhist doctrine of

Apoha as constituting the essence of all word-meaning.8
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It should be noted that apohavada is a distinctive
feature of Dinnaga's logic. In earlier Buddhigt! texts
we do not find any'refefence to it. Bhﬁméha redicules

this doctrine by stating that if the 'gauh' were to mean

no positive cow but only exclusive of all others than

cow (agotapratisedha) it would became incumbent on the
listener to seek out another word to bé aware posiftively
of the cow as such. One and the same word cannot denote
both positive and negative entities simultaneously.
According to Bhamaha it is natural to think that fhe

. positive meaning should precede the negative e;clusian.
This refutation indirectly proves Bhamahds deep knowledge
of Buddhist, logic and reveals independence of his mind,

6. Bhamaha's incidental remarks as a literary theorist
evoked a detailed notice and rebuttal at the hands of
professional philosophers like éénﬁaraksita who were
adherents of the Difndga's logic developed by Dharmakirti.
In the Téttvasaﬁgraha Bhémaha ié @kpressely names and

his criticisms of apdhavéda are answered at considerable
length bi?ééntargksita? This shows that thofugh Bhamaha
was a poetician his views were considered seriously in

the Buddhist philosophical tradition, This could not
have‘been the 6ase, i1f Bhamaha were considered as belonging

to a non=-Budhhist poetic tradition,

7. The Buddhist philosophers do not accept soul as an

independent entity and therefore they are known as
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anatmavadins. Bhamaha, like Buddhists, does not accept

any soul element in poetry also while analysing the
poetic elements., Bhamaha seems therefore to Ee révealing
a strong infleunce of the Buddhist tradition of logic

which advocated the theory of anatmavada.

8. Bhamaha himself admits in his work that Chis father's
 name was Rukrila Gomin.® This name sounds much nearef:

to other Buddhistic names like Rahula, Somila, Potrila
etc. Apart from this, Gomin is one of the prominent
disciples of Lord Budhha ., Therefore, this particular
name also indicateé the possibiity of Bhamaha being a
Buddhist. Secondly, the name of Bhamaha's son, according
to M.Krishnhamacarya, is probably M@skarifi This is name
also confi¥ms his being a Buddhist.

As far as our study goes Prof: Krishnamoorthy is

absolutely right in viewing Bhamaha as a Buddhilst Logician,

VII.2 Sahkuka

As far as the influence of Buddhist( logic is

concerned we cannot neglect éaﬁkuka, a figure of great
prominence, There is no doubt that the Eggg.theory of
Safkuka has been developed upon the back-ground of the
Nyaya theory of Anumana. But thé~question arises : what

is that logical:-system under the influence of which

he has postulated his Raes@numitivada., Since Sahkuka
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does not leave for usigzany direct clue and since Sahkuka °
flourishes during a period of transition when pracina
Nyaya was at its peak, Buddhist logic was in full $win%ﬁ
and the backeground for Navya-Nyaya was beginning to be
prepared, it is difficult to get a correct answer.

However, there are some indiéaticns in Abhinava's
\presentation of his views that points to a possiblity of
his lea’nings towards the BuddhiSﬁi)sjstem of logic.

1. According to Sankukd Rasa is the latent emotion

(sthayibhdva) imitated by the actor. Rasa originally

does not reside in the actors But the spectators
consider him as Rama. In fact there is no real presence
of Rasa in the actof but the spectator thinks him as

Rama by means of citraturaganyéya.‘ He, therefore, gets

involved with it and thinks Nata's happiness, miseries
etc. as those of the character (Réﬁa).n'According to
the spectators this knowledgé' is differént from all the

o N e

four types of knowledge viz., samyak(¥ana, mithyajhina,

samsayajhdna and sadrsyajiana. Sahkuka admits this

fact and therefore the question occurs to him how is it
that the spectators experience happiness on the basis
of false knowledgéa To put it into technical language
how false knowledge leads to arthkriyd (practical
5?F?§ﬂ§2§91 To serve this problem, Sankuka follows

Dharmakirti and quotes the follwoing karika from his PV,
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2. The Citraturaganyaya employed by Sankuka to explain

his theory is the special feature of Buddhist logic. As

rajjusarpanyaya has been used: by the Veda@ntins to

iljustrate their theory of superimposition so also

Buddhist logiciams apply Citraturaganyaya to ellucidate
their theory of illusion, Unlike Hindﬁ Naiyayikas
Buddhists do not admit’séménya as a special category.
But they consider it as a nonpexistencé (abhdvarupa).
“'According -to Naiyayilkas, s@m3nya is defined as nityatve -

satl anekasamavetatvam. The nature of samanya is

ekakarapratiti -, cognition of oneness of form in various

individuals e.g. the realisation of potness in various
pots. According to them, sZmanya is independent and
internal category but Buddhists do not admit this samanya.
as a separate category. It is oﬁly of the nature of
samanya, The non~difference which is experienced(’ among
the different ghatas is due to the function of the
spectator's sight. The truthe-seeker finds difference

among them, The Buddhists give an example of citradaréana

(picture scene) to show how a person finds identity
between two different objects. The obsefver of g_piétufe-
finds identity between two different objetcs viz., the
original ghata and the painted ghata.Buddist Vijhanavadins

are of the view that anything either gauh or ghatah or
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turaga in a picture is an upadhi (adjunct) of vijhana.
Since the lines, colour eitc., of a painted pot seem to
be non-diffeérence from a real pot, one is nbt able to
differentiate)) it. But to a wise‘person the difference
is clarrly visibles Dharmakirti has illustrated the

nature of this ny@ya in his PV,
Aw %ﬁ—aa'%:n% ;T|‘?11quzérrzrwaﬁ
ﬂﬂomzﬁ:—rfa’ (3 e A I

5. Vhile Bhatta Tauta, the teacher of Abhinavagupta

(,1 226>

refutes the Rasa~-theory of Sankuka, he seems to consider
him as a Buddhist., A number of evidences are available
in the ABh. Bhatta Tatta gives four alternatives for
the ref§tation of the theory of in;tation(anukaranavéda).

Among them one is of vyakhyatrvisesa. By sayingé eXZeTATS ©
za«% ETZ \"\3312'}:{{\ T, He is quoting from bharmakfrti.
The text of Dharmakirti runs thus:
aa A& FadfeT:, 7~ 7y REEayglE: smr Fo
AN ¢ SNBAAT SheRS Fa%««zm‘"?r T
oZTZ AT | WA maEs A nT ﬂ?}w‘mzﬂmﬂr 2] T
t%r%wnm A 5 Gaear | AR TSR aH A |
qeT H’rsﬁTEH—WS'ﬂ‘rsﬁlﬁ3’m Fm‘:n":r {6}"7—

t{%m;a's{r) e | Frrarf-q«ﬂoﬁrxﬂ‘ "Tf:ﬁ%‘*ﬂ‘ﬁ?m%%m
H\%HF}'HQ{H‘, F'ramana.va\'%kkaw\/-r;—k P 1ol
While discussing the sa&manya Dharmakirti considers

it from two points of view, one vyavahartd purusa and

other vyakhyatd. In the same way Bhatta Tauta refutes

from four points of view viz,, sam&jika, nata, vyékhyé§§
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and Bharaté. Tauta's statement implies that even if Sankuka
follows the sidhhénta of Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti

Rasa cannot beé prove’, as anukaranarupa.

5. In the refutation of Sankuka's view one line seems to

< o
be significant : HF{'M]&HQ‘%& =T -ETQIS?:(E?FF{
Wr‘%qﬁ-ﬁz{fﬁ | A9 ITHCT ﬁmsﬂ?ﬁqﬁ"{rﬁlmﬂﬁ'[
7 (ABh. P-269), h
Bhatta Tauta argues here that if Sankuka's argument

is accepted then different actors on different stages will
have to be considered as ramo'yam' and therefore the
ramatva in the form of a universal (s@manya) will have

to be mnavoidably admitted. The implication of the words

ramatvam samé@nyaripamityayatam is that Sahkuka does not

and cannot admit samanya whichﬁs the position of the
Buddhist logician, Tauta thus indirectly indicates to
Sankuka being a Bud@hist thinker,-

6., Lollata [ 7 acceptsrasa to be the upacitasthayi

existing in the poetic chara’ster. Thus he admitstwo
conditions viz,, the upacita (accumulated) and anupacita
(unaccumulated) of 535&5 (permanent emotion). While
refuting this Sankuka holds that the anupaclta condition
@@nnot be apprehended because.in that condition there

is no conjuction of vibhavadi with sthayi. When the
conjuction takes place, that condition turns into the

state of upacita. Vibhavadi happen to jbe the lifgas

indicating the state of bhava. In the anupacita state

when there are not any vibhavadi, the knowledgé- of sthayi

cannot arise in the absence of the liﬁg@sls
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This argdément of Sahkuka seems to be having relation
with the Buddhist doctrine. Buddhist philosophers admit

only two pramd@pas - pratyaksa nad anumana. The anupacita

ztate which Lollata admits as sthayi cannot be berceived
as it is internal bhAvitmaka and there cannot beany

inference of it without vibhavadi which act as lingas.

There is no other pramana to prove this state. Thus the
argument of Safkuka giVes an indication of his Buddhist
back=ground,

7. The VijAinavidin Buddhist philosophers do not admit
the existence of any other object a except Buddhi or
jh&na. Dharmakirti says that there is nol| difference
between blue colour and the knowledge of the blue colouf,
The external objects which appears to be different

from knowledge’is an illusion and' just an appearance

of jiéna itself. The nild8tmaka knowledge itself takes
place as the external blue object which appear ‘to be

existing. According to Dharmekirti arthasartpya is the

means of knowledge. The existence of nila is inferyed -

on the basis of nilasarupya or arfhaséfﬁpya,‘qsimilarly

the person who admits the existence of external objects
- A [} !

admit bhava “) or artha as the producer of_jnana.5 So

according to them Jjfana precedes blava and according to

osam e oo - b= 16
vijhdnavadins, bhava precedes Jjhana. Thus there are

two types of vijh&na, vyavah@rabuddhi and tattvikabuddhi

As per the vyavahérabuddhi}bhéva precedes Jh@na and




_ , - 28¢
according to the féttvikabuﬂdhi;jﬁéna precedes bhava.

New, while Bharata in the sixth chapter of NS raises a
question whether bhawva arises from rasa or rasa arises
from bhava, he gives the following answer keeping its

critics in view,

TF RN W&Tﬂ'ﬂrﬂﬁﬂ?ﬁm MT%?’LZ’T

saartaa | Srorfueae WW?T‘WW
ﬂ‘mﬁﬁfm‘:% qeed | Tl | e (3

ormd 2 2 ﬂmﬁfaﬂcﬂ‘fﬁf 7 3> & -
HOU Pt o T2 el | ABh. P-286.

C——
In this connection the criticism of Sarkuka seems to
be based on the Buddhist ideas. He admits the production

of bhavas from rasa as is clear from the foll¥ding:

$i+ﬂ§5ﬁﬁfg — Eﬂdoh??T.Q :\Twamafﬁrs—-

—;f,}ma/ a{raq-r?rFa oS | B yeant £

quc-wz*zrvﬂﬁT | Fg;ﬁ?:mm AT AT - -
ARk, P>

Safkuka admits that first of all the sam@jika experiences

the anukriyamana raéa in anukapté and after that the

knowledge of bhava in relation with anukarya. Therefore,

from the poin??;iew of séméjika, abhava arises from rasa,

while from the vyavahara or laukika point of view it is

said that rasé arises out of perception of bhava(which

is called prakrti in the above statement).

Here, two points aﬁpear to be similar with the Buddhist

thoughts. One is the discussion of the relation of rasa

s
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and bhava from the vyavaharika and Laukika point of view

as well as from that of vyakhyata and 3locaka and other
is the acceptariace of rasa in the form of knowledge as
the producer of bhdvas. Further, Sahkuka's thesis of

Janya=janaka’ 5 is nothing but vyavasfhépya-vyavasth§paka

nature as it known from the statemtnt of Dharmottardcirya

T T A TATH AT A «EeTs | AT —
e 3{quT AT FT T ST AT T+ T |

Coem. Darmoitara on He’t-qbtnolﬂ . 2?‘€
8. Whlle Bhatta Tauta refutes the anukaranavada of Sankuka

from the point of v;ew of Vastuvrtta, vivecaka'and
vyéggéaxa he has almost definitely kept in view the
Buddhist thoughts. In the experience of s&ménya while
vyavaharta observes identity vivecaka observes difference.
Similar is the case with tﬁg,perCeption of a picture
samdjika does not make any difference between nata and
Rama it is the vivecaka who finds a difference there,

Keeping this in view Tadfa says @

A e AT TR, S TR AT
a3 F*\% 2
Samajika cannot concentrate on the vgﬁutattva because

of his deep involvement with the realisation of rasae.

- Here Bhatta Tauta preseénts his view of vastutattva in

the 1light of the ideas of Dharmakirti.

g, The terms and language used by Sankuka als o give an
indication of the influence of Buddhit logic. The terms
like samyakJjh@na which is used by the philosophers like

Dharmakirti with a specific meaning in the place of
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yatharthajffna in the age when Sahkuka flourished and

Buddhist logic was in its full Swing definitely bear
some significanceQ A1l these argumenté prove that
Sahkuka 's rasa theory has deep relation with the
philosophy of Dharmakirti.

VII.3 Anandavardhana

1. Anandavardhana in his DhA shows evidences of his close

acquaintance with the works of Dharmakirti, the great

Buddhist logician., His following stanza :

wAwal FHE glzea s awrgr—mu—e,:z%n‘
a—;@g{ G AT e Fg TEHHBGA U I

has close connection with the following stanza:

a7 ?55977¥?§W;§3$%7 7% éﬁ§%7 f%73H5h5n /

57 m—q;—,—ﬁ—{ AT FH TN T35 ?‘Q/:@;ﬁr J
D

2. Anandavardhana refers to the krtrimasambandhavadinah

(scholars who accept a conventional relation) between
words and their senses. Here, the Buddhist logicians
must haveibeen‘meant along with other Naiyayikas.
Abhinava in his Locanagzlso refers to PV.III.91, which
may be taken as an evidence.He quotes the karikd in

full in a ‘éeparate context. |

Abhinava in his Locana
- 0
refers to another verse attributed to Dharmakirti by

Anandavardhana himself. They are as follows:
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mjaro-e:z/qﬁarmoz,rgj T tfore: swah AZTT Hﬂé{fﬂ?
Fasa g T B TR A Feremein] s
paifq FATAT gzzrmmsz»m*moﬁ ZS’HT“ ~
s oFx Sy Feren FaferaA TR T
| ‘ ' (DHea. P-2yod
e F AT SH AT et aahar -
S zgorAea e Atem e 2T |
Ag | orSTE e rH T ATHSIER
TeTEaid e g% 59 =g R 1

{ibid. P-242)
The former verse is said to belong to the concluding
2}

portion of Nyayavinideayavrtti of Dharmakirti.

3. Anendavardhana employis the terms like "mantariyaka '

which are familiar in the Buddhist paf@lance;%xz)

4, He is reported to have written a commentary on the

Pram@navini$caya of Dharmakirti'also.zs

VII.h Mahimabhat?a

Buddhist logic seems to have exercised a profound
influence on Mahimabhatta. The follwoing points make

it clear:

1. Mahimabhatta has cited follawing four verses from the
PV of Dharmakirti:
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2. Ruyyaka , the commentator identifies the following
quotation of Mahimabhatta

ZTZ(EH F\—'z—'z:r s Qré'ziq-‘ﬂ—?\ﬁ Emzz\—qa(’juq —_
ﬁﬁ%{‘ er?ﬁr?? = Cazr;i?m s
e AT | e T

e =
?ﬁ?ﬁ' Cg’% ST © -Zﬁ:ﬁ’ r \
—z;FafcrrchO oérﬁ o= A7 vv,;é-—:jj

with a passage in the VadagQQQQOf Dharmakirti by saying
2y o .

(=

‘yaduktam vadanyaye.
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B,Bhaﬁgagépéla, the author of Sahityacudémapi,a commentary

on KP desc¢ribes Mahimabhatta as an Anumana theorist

4
following Buddhist tradition. 5

4 ,His concept of vyapti as involving the relatipn of
either tadathya or ‘tadutpatii between hetu and sadhya

is evidently derived from Buddhist logic since it

conceives of this dual relationship in vyapti.

5. Ruyyaka in his commentary on VV often tries to
clarify Mahimabhatta's position on the basis of BuddWist
principles. Commenting on Mahimabhatta's inclusion of

Laksapa as Anumana, Ruyyaka points out that though

Budhhists accept laksana as arthavyapara it should

actually be considered Anumana . He thereby suggests
that Mahimabhatta subscyibed to Buddhist standpoint in
such matters. Similarly on' Mahimebhatta's comment that
pain is a specific form of experience, Ruyyaka observes
that this has been stated by Mahimabhatta as per

Buddhistic principles.£6

6. When Mahimabhatta points out that from the line

‘mohantu harervihangamo hantu' we cognise a particular

SNy

type of _->bird characterised by the class characteristic
Garudatva. The commentary explains the point that

Garudatva is reckoned as a class characteristic as

.per Buddhistic principles according to which Garudas
27

are many.



263

| 7.+ Mahimabhatta cites an anonymous passagézghich accepts
only two pramé@as viz,., pratyaksa and anumana. Apparintly
this is a quotation from some Buddhistic work, since
Euddhist logic accepts_only two pramanas. It is true

that VaiSesika philosophers also accept only %wo pramanas
but in view of the many other references to Buddhisim

in VV, the above passage is also probably from‘some

Buddhist soufce.

VII.5 Irairipyahetuvada

(theory advocating the three characteristics of a

valid reason)

In I dan logic trairipyahetuvdda is an. important

theory. Logicians, from the very beginning, have tried
to define the charateristic of a valid reason or a
sadhetu and to show how many characteristics exactly

a sadhetu should have, In this connection, trairlpyavada

and pafcarupyavada have been developed. According to

Buddhists, a sadhetu is that which possesses all the
three characterisitecs viz., pervasive presence of the

hetu in the pakga(pakgasattva), the necessary presence

of the hetu in some similar instances (szpaksasattva)

and the pervasive absence of the hetu from dissimilar

ingtances(vipaksé@sattva).

These are the basic tenets for the Buddhigts *?
concerning the test of validity or invalidity of a hetu.
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In the absence of the three characterisfics outlined above

;he hétu will sﬁffer from the fallacies like asgiddha,

anaikantika and viruddha :espectiﬁely.

A lot of controversy has been created with regard

to the trairipyavada of hetu., In the history of Indian .

logic we find two interpretations of thé concept of
‘trairﬁgya; one in Prasastapada and the other in Difindga.
Prasastapada points out that 1. what is conjoined with
sadhya and 2. has been fdund in what possesses it, and

3. is always absent in the absence of sadhya, ié linga
which {|brings about inference, What differs from this

is one or two aspec¢ts is lacking of the mark, being either
contradictory, untrue or inconclusive, This view is

very close to that of Dinndga. In the Pramanasamuccaya

he defines trairtpya as 'anumeye'tha tat-tulye sadbhévo

nastita'sati', . This means the presence of hetu in the

paksa, its presence again in sapaksa like malki@nasa and
its absence in vipaksa like jalahrda is later modified
in the Nyd3yabindu by Dharmakirti as follows:

Freay ﬂaf%gmer?r%{ SETTS, =g pd T
HEYUST == F?rra-a*r’m“x (\\(x{aaquo{u - 5)

Stcherba#sky remarks ;39

The relation of the logical Reason to the
substratum of the inference, on the one side,
and to the simidar and dissimilar casesy on

the other side, is expressed in the three rules
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of Vasubandhu, which have been endorsed by Dignéga(sic)
and Dharmakirti. They consfitute the celebrated

Three Aspects of the logical reason as'tauéht by

the Buddhists and rejected by all other schools

of Inidan logicians except the reformed Vaisesikas.

It needs to be spechally mentioned here that this
trairlpyavada of hetu is a special theory of Buddhist

logic. On the other hand, Hindu.ﬁyéya—Vaiéesika
philosophers add two more characteristics for distingui-

shing a sadhetu from an asadhetu i.e., asatpratipaksatva

and abadhitatva., Thus they advocate paficaripyavida of

hetu. By enumerating the five-fold hetvabhasas Gautama
indicates that a rgal hetu must possess five characteri-

stics (paficarupa) in default of any of which it becomes
a hetvabhasa.

With this background while studying Sanskrit
‘poetics we observe that some of the poeticians who have
‘entered upon some kind of discussion relating to the
theory of anuména heve almost always referred to

trairipya of hetu. They Chave also pointed out that

the invalidity of a hetu arises from the absence of any

of these three characteristics resulting in the

hetvabhasas like anaikdntika etc.

Obviously, the trairupya hetu was sufficidnt

for establishing the validity of a hetu. The remaining
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two of the paflcartipa tradition of pricina Naiféyikas

were redundant. This was soon realised by tﬁe brahminical
logician also who were flexible enough to ﬁodify their
views on this point. As Udayandedrya shows doubt about

the paficariipattva of a Valid hetu, it was obvious that

neo~logician would adopt trirupatva only.

Bhamaha was the earliest poeticlan and the first

to accept the trirupa hetu under the influence of

Buddhﬁ@t philosophers, Later poeticians had only to
follow +the appropriate example of thelr sta@ﬁch qncestor,
as it can be seen from the following verses:
Ie Fﬁmﬁf\;ﬁl «”slﬁ_"jmﬂ? "C—Taq—ﬁ?f—[
T3y AedFtomigefa =R fagz i ke Lo
2. Faraqufargnzsand ORTEl @ (e - vv-ped
. ! ‘J St - ibiel. P. gy
2. I - Fﬂﬁ‘?ﬁ%%_i?(fﬁ‘ < }F{
it NN TR T |
4. apreRTAR A R THeda Vﬁi’a:?cfn Sk
5. —‘:\-g\—rg, fﬁ—jmaa T Y ed HH%H;
Ferg g5 I cafatargTtmzTiats
MiGE SD., P VES
~

Thus, ultimately it was the Buddhist principle of the

trairupya of hetu that proved more efficient and was

accepted both in poeticians and logician tradition.
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Thus Buddhﬂst‘Logic, "a system of logic and episte~
mology created in India in Vi4VII éentury A,D, by the
two ggﬁat iustres of Bu&dhist sclence, the Mastér Dihnaga
and Dharmakirti"3éas left remarkable influence on Sanskrit
poeties, In the broad field of Intdian Logic Buddhist
Logic constitutes an intermediate state and was developed
in a spilrit of a decisive opposition to the logic of
Nydya=-Vaidesika system, It lasted fof about three
centuries and constituted an intermezzo after which
Indian Logic continued its historicgl life in Inida in‘
the absence of any Buddhist opposition. After théf
disappearance of Bu@dhi@t Logic new school of N&éya
concentrated all their attention on the problems of
syllogism and was chiefly engaged in finding "new and
exceedingly subtle definitions of every detaii of the

syllogistic process.

Hence it is easy to infer that the poeticians who
mainly flourished during the period when the high tide
of the Buddhist Logic was continuing in Iﬁ@h@; have
come under the influence of Buddhist logice. Even if
many bf the rhetoricians were brahmins and followers of
Hindu feligion, (still they, when the occassion arises,
unhesitatingly quoted k3rikas from the classics of
Buddhist logic in support of' their contention and used
definitions and terminology adopted by the‘Buddhist



logicians, Tt is clear that the system of Buddhist
logic was very influential, pfeddomin@nt and the
propounders of the system like Difm3ga and Dharmakirti
haq made great contributions and the author of Alankara-
.&8stra were much infiuencedfby,ita- Pofi Anantalal

Thakur remarké?

‘It (Sanskrit poetics) has many ﬁhingévin common
with the Buddhist philosophers ~ the félation
betweem the words and their import beihg one
such importanﬁ topic, - Buddhist philoséphers
have written works like Sabddrthacint@meni.

The Ruddhist definitions in almost all the cases

were precise and their terminology very fich and
all-embracings Moreover, Kashmir was the land
where Alatkara@stra thrived more than anywhere
élse; It was Kashmir where Buddhist Logic and
philosophy also flourished a bit earlier and
formed an important itef in the curriculum.

Hencé it is but natural that the rhetoricians
should take recourse to ;he Buddhist means and
methods of theﬁght and ‘quote from Buddhist works
whenever they were found useful, It may be added
in this context thet Brahminical logic for a time
was overshadgled by its Buddhiétxcountefpart to
be revived subsequently by scholars 1iké Vécaspati

Miéra and others. But the Buddhistic elements
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made a permanent impression on-the Alanka@rasdstra

in its hay days.

During the period of development of Navya-Nyaya the
poeticizns were attracted towards this new system of logic
with its new style and methods. The influence of various
kinds, which we have observed in previcus chapters on
Sanskrit poeticians and their works, are purely of Navya-
Naiyvayikas. Buddhist logic was almost non-existent then
andit had nothing to influence the poeticians of this
later period. It was only in the initial stages of
Sanskrit poetics that we observe the clear influence of
Buddhist logic on authors from Bhamaha to éaﬁkuka, Tauta,
Mahimabhatta and their contemporaries., In the later
stages only those concepts of Buddhist logic (like
Trairupyva) which = were already assimilated in the main

stream of Indian logic remained,
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