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CHAPTER VII

BUDDHIST LOGIC AND SANSKRIT POETICS

In the preceding chapters some aspects of "the 
influence of Nyaya philosophy 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 not clear 
we have discussed them as generally under the influence 
of Nyayasastra. 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 
poeticians 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/i If some say that the famous poeticians

_ . __ ilike Bhamahaand Dinnaga etc. are Buddhists andbelong to 
the tradition of Buddhist poeticians, 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 traditions or 

systems such as Buddhist tradition of Sanskrit poetics.
The i “Brahminic tradition of Sanskrit poetics is well- 
known and makers of this system are mainly Brahmins, the 
followerc of Hindu religion and philosophy. They are, 
to mention a few, Bharata, Anandavardhana, Abhinavagupta, 
Kuntaka and many others. Similarly, the popticians like 
Bhamaha, Suddhodani, Dharmakirti, Medhavin, Sllameghavarma, 
Sangharaksita etc*, are said to be the poeticlans of 
Buddhist tradition. But it is unfortunate that the 
works of most of these poeticians are not available; 
they are completely lost to, 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 writers in the absence of their 
works. We fshail 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.
As 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 Alahkaras and started
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the Alahkara school. He is not only a poeticianf but
a great philosopher theorist also. He said to be
inflCteviced by the Buddhist logic as set out by Vasubandhu
and Dihnaga. Of all the poeticians Bhamaha seems to be
the foremost to accept the viewpoints set forth in the

2.Buddhist logic. Prof. K, Krishnamoorthy makes some 
arguments in support of this supposition. We summarise 
them " "1 here as follows:

1• Bhamaha begins KA with a salutaion to one f _y who is 
given exclusive epithet ‘sErva* and Varvajrla*? Late*' we 

see him deriving b;oth the words, 'sarva and *sarvajna> from 
*sarva* f in the sense of doing good to fathers by adding 
the affix vsam' as mentioned by Katyayana in his Varttika.^ 
Though according to Amarakosa esarva can denote both 
Siva and Buddha equally,^ the compassionate quality of 

working for the we<vl of the ■ entire world is Buddha *s 
exclusive epithet.. Prajhakaragupta*s salutaion to Buddha 
in his Praminavartikabhasya makes it clear as : 

^HnJrHrtTSf <3T^
gsirrtar I

It is further proved by the following verse of the 
Mangala in praise of Buddha cited by Sridharadasa in 
his Saduktikaranamrta^;

3% 3f'1

„ wS-:
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Here both the epithets in question are exclusively 

applied to Buddha in close succession. Taking into 
considerarion this view we can sayr' that Bhamaha pays 
homage to Buddha as he was a Buddhist poetician,

2. Bhamaha devotes almost the whole of the fifth chapter 
of the KA to a detailed discussion of the rules of 
pramanas viz., pratyaksa and amimana. The whfile' account 
is modelled after the Buddhist logic'^ of Dinnaga. It 
is generally admitted that the acceptance of only two 
pyamanas is an innovation first introduced only by 
Dinnaga. There are only two pramanas accepted in 
Sauntrantic.thought initiated by Dinnaga and extended 
further by the followers, such as Dharmakirti and 
Dharmottara* Bhamaha cites them from Dinnaga himself 
almost verbatim.^trqi^sr: wnuna-qf -^T ^ /

fibs i| Kft_v

Dinnaga 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 which involves names and forms paving universal 
application is experienced 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. Diftnaga *s definition of perception as kalfranapodham 
is also cited verbatim by Bhamaha in the same place of 
his work i.e* V. 6a. Immediatedly on the h;feels of it
he follows the view of Vasubandhu indicated by the first 
two words, '; of his definition viz., vtato trthat1'the other

t ta iwords left out being rupadesta/evetinanyatah'. Vasubandhu
“ . i I - •

was out and out a Vijnanavadin holding ''reality only 
subjective in sarojna (sense).^ Pratyaksa, according to 
this view, becomes the real subjective experience* arising 
from the internal .sensation of external things, fAgain, 
Bhamaha explains the idea of kalpana in Dinriaga’s own 
words viz.,, namajatyadl etc.

4. Bhamaha illustrates hetuviradhinipratijna with two
~ 1 ’ a

statements, one,from Vedanta and other from Samkhya.
Atman exists (asti atma) f. is the pos'i+lorff of Vedanta
and prakrtl exists (asti prakrtih) is the position of
Samkhya. Bhamha says that in both the above statements
subject(dharmi) of the proposition is unestablished and
as such.what is predicated of an unestablished subject
also becomes ft unestablished. This makes it likely
that Bhamaha is following possibly the anatmavadin

t 1Buddhistlogical tradition.

5. Bhamaha is seen rejecting the Buddhist doctrine of
gApoha as constituting the essence of all word-meaning.
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It should be noted that apohavada is a distinctive 
feature of Dinnaga's logic. In earlier Buddhist'1 texts 
we do not find any reference to it, Bhaniaha redicules 
this doctrine by stating that if the 'gauh1 were to mean 
no positive cow but only exclusive of all others than 
cow (agotapratlsedha) it would became incumbent on the 
listener to seek out another word to be aware positively 
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 the 
positive meaning should precede the negative exclusion.
This refutation indirectly proves Bhamaha’s deep knovrledge 
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 Santaraksita who were
adherents of the Dinnaga's logic developed by Dharmakirtr,
In the Tattvasahgraha Bhamaha is expressely names and
his criticisms of apohavada are answered at considerable 

/ 0length byj- Santaraksita. This shows that thcsfiugh Bhamaha 
was a poetician his views were considered seriously in 
the Buddhist philosophical tradition, TWis could not 
have been the case, if 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



anatmavadins. Bhamaha, like Buddhists, does not accept 
any soul element in poetry also while analysing the. 
poetic elements. Bhamaha seems therefore to be revealing 
a strong infleunce of the Buddhist tradition of logic 
which advocated the theory of anatmayada.

8. Bhaniaha himself admits in his work that This father’s
navne was Rukrila Gomin .,0 This name sounds much neare;r-

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 indicates the possiblity of Bhamaha being a
Buddhist. Secondly, the name of Bhamaha’s son, according

ilto M.Krishpamacarya, is probably Mgskari. This is name 
also confirms his being a Buddhist.

As far as our study goes Prof; Krishnamoorthy is 
absolutely right in viewing Bhamaha as a Buddhist Logician.

VII.2 Sahkuka

As far as the influence of BuddhistQ logic is 
concerned we cannot neglect Sahkuka, a figure of great 

prominence. There is no doubt that the Rasa .-theory of 
Sahkuka has been developed upon the back-ground of the 

Nyaya theory of Anumana* But the question arises : what 
is that logical.system under the influence of which 
he has postulated his Rasanumitivada. Since Sahkuka

256
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does not leav.e for usfC any direct clue, and since Sankuka ' 
flourishes during a period of transition when pracina 
Nyaya was at its. peak, Buddhist logic was in full :swin£p 
and the back-ground for Navya-Nyaya was beginning to be 
prepared, it is difficult to get a correct answer*
However, there are some indications in Abhinava *s 
presentation of his views that points to a possiblity of 
his leaCnings towards the Buddhist'} system of logic.

1. According to Sankukd Rasa is the latent emotion
(sthayibhava) imitated by the actor. Rasa originally
does not reside in the actor* But the spectators
consider him as Rama. In fact there is no real presence
of Rasa in the actor but the spectator thinks him as
Rama by means of citraturaganyaya.. He, therefore,gets
involved with it and thinks Mata’s happiness, miseries

. _ , „ Itetc. as those of the character (Rama). According to 
the spectators this knowledge is different from all the 
four types of knowledge viz., samyakjfwha, raithyajnana, 
samsayajhana and sadrsyajnana. Sankuka admits this 
fact and therefore the question occurs to him how is it 
that the spectators experience happiness on the basis 
of false knowledge. To put it into technical language 
how false knowledge leads to arthkriya (practical 
.teViaJroav}. To serve this problem, Sankuka follows 
Dharmaklrti and quotes the follwoing karika from his FV,



258
Tffuiy? H-Sfr^TFtTj fi[ trrcfvrr; |

Rrlt%szff^).sri ^tt ji
2. The Citraturaganyaya employed by Sankuka to explain 
his theory is the special feature of Buddhist logic. As 
rajjusarpanyaya has been used* by the Vedantins to 
illustrate their theory of s-^perimposition so also 
Buddhist logicians apply Citraturaganyaya to ellucidate 
their theory of illusion. Unlike Hindu Naiyayikas 
Buddhists do not admit samanya as a special category.
But they consider it as a non-existence (a'ohavarupa). 
According to Maiyayikas, samanya is defined, as nityatve 
sati anekasamayetatvam. 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,samanya is independent and 
internal category but Buddhists do not admit this samanya. 
as a separate- category. It is only of the nature of 
samanya. The non-difference which is experience^’ among 
the different ghatas is due to the function of the 
spectator's sight. The truth-seeker finds difference 
among them. The Buddhists give an example of citradarsana 
(picture scene) to show how a person finds identity 
between two different objects. The observer of a picture- 
finds identity between two different objetcs viz., the 
original ghata and the painted ghata.Buddist Tijnanavadins 
are of the view that anything either gauh or ghatah or
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turaga In a picture is an upadhi (adjunct) of vijnana. 
Since the lines, colour etc., of a painted pot seem to 
be non-difference from a real pot, one is not able to 
differentiate^^ it.. But to a wise person the difference 
is clarrly visible. Dharmaklrti has illustrated the 
nature of this nyaya in his PV.

3. While Bhatta Tauta, the teacher of Abhinavagupta 
refutes the Rasa-theory of Sahkuka, he seems to consider 
him as a Buddhist. A number of evidences are available 
in the ABh. Bhatta Tatta gives four alternatives for 
the refutation of the theory of initation(anukaranavada). 
Among them one is of vyakhyatrvisesa. By saying: e^-^TfrTnf; 
^He is quoting from Dharmakirti.
The text of Dharmakirti runs thus:

While discussing the samanya Dharmakirti considers 
it from two points of view, one vyavaharta purusa and 
other vyakhyata. In the same way Bhatta Tauta refutes
from four points of view viz,, samajika, nata, vyakhyata
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and Bharata, Tauta's statement implies that even if Sankuka 
follows the sidhhanta of Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti 
Rasa cannot be prove as anukaranarupa.

5. In the refutation of Sankuka’s view one line seems to 
be significant :
•crfricrRT^fef I iTr^-er ^rT° tffT |

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 (samanya) will have
to be anavoidably admitted. The implication of the words
ramatvam samanyarupamityayatam is that Sankuka does not
and cannot admit samanya whichis the position of the
Buddhist logician. Tauta thus indirectly indicates to 
/Sankuka being a Buddhist thinker*

6. Lollata accepts rasa to be the upacitasthayi 
existing in the poetic character. Thus he admits two 
conditions vis,, the upacita (accumulated) and anupacita 
(unaccumulated) of sttfyl (permanent emotion). While 
refuting this iSankuka holds that the anupacita condition 
fconnot be apprehended because in that condition there
is no conduction of vibhavadi with sthayi. When the 
conduction takes place, that condition turns into the 
state of upacita. Vibhavadi happen to (Be the lihgas 
indicating the state of bhava. In the anupacita, state 
when there are not any vibhavadi, the knowledge of sthayi 
cannot arise in the absence of the lihgisi3
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This argument of Sahkuka seems to be having relation 
with the Buddhist doctrine, Buddhist philosophers admit 
only two pramanas - pratyaksa nad anumana. The anupacita 
state which Lollata admits as sthayf cannot be perceived 
as it is internal bhavatmaka and there cannot be|any 
inference of it without vibhavadi which act as lingas« 
There is no other pramana to prove this state. Thus the 
argument of Sahkuka gi'y'es an indication of his Buddhist 
back-ground,

7, The Yijhanav;adin Buddhist philosophers do not admit 
the existence of any other object a except Buddhj or 
jnana, Dharmakirti says that there is nof! 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 jnana itself. The nllatmaka knowledge itself takes 
place as the external blue object which appear to be 
existing. According to Dharmakirti arthasarupya is the 
means of knowledge. The existence of nila is infer*ref/■

_ _ ___ ikon the basis of nilasarupya or arthasarupya,. similarly
the person who admits the existence of external objects

^ >S 'admit bhava ' \ or artha as the producer of jnana. So 
according to them jnana precedes bhava and according to 
yr'i jnanayadins, bhava precedes j&ana. Thus there are 
two types of vijnana, yyavaharabuddhi and tattvikabuddhi 
As per the yyavaharabuddhi^bhava precedes jnana and
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according to the tattvikabuddhi^jnana precedes bhava.
Now, while Bharata in the sixth chapter of NS raises a 
question whether bhaya arises from rasa or rasa arises 
from bhava, he gives the following answer keeping its 
critics in view, ^

i rfvs=r i t 'ISstcT
shtSi ^Srr JJ w ^Twr^n -•3T rI ^ P • 2- S' ^ •

In this connection the criticism of Sahkuka seems to
be based on the Buddhist ideas. He admits the production
of bhavas from rasa as is clear from the f oll'e&Ing:

j r— <~~N

^T45tIr HTWrfhrt; i i / jj,

pi=feqr^r erfFtt i F^hWh iHT ^n^rr^i^T “
A6k. P-2-^.

Sankuka admits that first of all the samajika experiences 
the anukriyamana rasa in anukarta and after that the 
knowledge of bhava in relation with anukarya. Therefore,

pfrom the point^view of samajika, abhava arises from rasa, 

while- from the vyavahara or laukika point of view it is 
said that rasa arises out of perception of bhava(which 
is called prakrti in the above statement).

Here, two points appear to be similar with the Buddhist 
thoughts. One is the discussion of the relation of rasa

y
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and bhava from the vyavaharika and Laukika point of view 
as well as from that of vyakhyata and alocaka and other 
is the acceptahace of rasa in the form of knowledge as 
the producer of bhavas. Further, Sahkuka’s thesis of 
janya- janakaCis nothing but vyavasthapya-vyavasthapaka 
nature as it known from the statemtnt of Dharmottaracarya

, hi tzp=n€fsf—
3^3-0 2rifqfT ®a^^«I|T3roTqroj>«rrq=h |

^ * 1 v_9 Com. lietrmoHovci o'n HeV«4.b\io=iM/P*

8. While Bhatta Tauta refutes the anukaranavada of Sahkuka
• • —-............... - * ■■■- —

from the point of view of yastuvrtta, vivecaka and 
vyak^aQta he has almost definitely kept in view the 

Buddhist thoughts* In the experience, of samanya while 
vyavaharta observes identity vivecaka observes difference. 
Similar is the case with theh perception of a picture 
samajika does not make any difference between nata and 
Rama it is the vivecaka who finds a difference there.
Keeping this in view Tauta says :

cf?rl 3f fTTVnHftui ^RT-
Samajika cannot concentrate on the vltutattva because 
of his deep Involvement v/ith the realisation of rasa.
Here Bhatta Tauta presents his view of vastutattva in 
the light of the ideas of Dharmakirti.

9* The terms and language used by Sahkuka a Is o give an 
indication of the influence of Buddhit logic. The terms 
like samyakjnana which is used by the philosophers like 
Dharmakirti with a specific meaning in the place of



yatharthajnana in the age when ^ahkuka flourished and

Buddhist logic was in its full iswing definitely bear
\

some significance*. All these arguments prove that 
tahkuka’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 :

<jrftf /

*J>
has close connection with the following stanzas

-zf>T P^^klFf: /
f .. .... ____ _ — Qt ____ r-s

rfr&imr^ crrrms^^ //^ V (PV- X-3 0)
2, Anandavardhana refers to the kr£rimasambandhavadinah
(scholars who accept a conventional relation) between 
words and their senses. Here, the Buddhist logicians
must have been meant along with other Naiyayikas.

»$Abhinava in his Locana also refers to PV.III.91* which
may be taken as an evidence.he quotes the karika in

/<?full in a separate context. Abhinava in his Locana;
_ IPrefers to another verse attributed to Dharmakirti by 

Anandavardhana himself. They are as follows:
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3H cfraj °T -^rfer: A":

3^ ^RVSf SRTiT: ^WfrfT-T^I #T?1:

rpq-wmi cpr

^ris^^rrrftf ^
6dVip. P-a-^O

3?r==r tsf =r f^rr^Str ^ jtvci tfhnftb ?tr - 
TO Cyc?TPn efrt Pcnrf^FPn^VSn ilTOT I 

Tfrj2 -nir' vrr^T^T^e^^rriTf?^^0
jTOnszr^ iwrf^ ib TO TO TOTO n

0±i^-?ZLI^ ^
The former verse is said to belong to the concluding

_ - Zlportion of Nyayaviniscayavrtti of Dharmakirti.

3. Anandavardhana employes the terms like ’nantariyaka *
sJL' 'which are familiar in the Buddhist parlance.

4. He is reported to have written a commentary on the 
Pramanaviniseaya of Dharmakirti also.^

t ' ‘

VII.4 Mahimabhatta

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

1. Mahimabhatta has cited following four verses from the 
FV of Dharmakirti:
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713aoH °\ a, 0 r~- _ '’N i-v

rrfizfjfff HT4T Tgf^T | .
ZpZflF^erf %~rTZW -cf II

£vy. p. 6<?; pv.in .24)

H3?B *T —
° ^ ^fTflrrf «^frf : y ^|T/ ^fFT I
^[furcfp^ q-^-%jffo]-g^rfyrtv^TrT: j 
"rnt.mjTf^\ Fr^is"^ cr^ifwrs’& s7&n

< • Cw.r*tCry-*-SfO

rfTcB^T — ^ _ o,/- °v jr v.J 9^^^/ w* >.'
qur %n cf^rrr l

' (y l/. p. ?0y' pi/- l»_ . 2-62>)

yfi^u^rs^ffT oqfrt/rzywnsra?/
^ ^ZPo-rJV, 3HTSf>-2T -HJ &
^ ^w.p-W^-w'

2. Ruyyaka , the commentator identifies the following 
quotation of Mahimabhatta o <r
■q-^bK ' -5T ■ST©^3^'?nS

JTrir^^T? \ ?T #*6^

with a passage in the Vadsmy&y* of Dharmakir.ti by saying
X „ , Zkyaduktam vadanyaye.
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3, Bhattagopala, the author of Sahityacudamanita commentary
on KP describes Mahimabhatta as an Anumana theorist

£5following Buddhist tradition,

4, His concept of vyapti as involving the relation of 
either tadatmya or tadutpatja 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 W often tries to 
clarify Mahimabhatta*s position on the basis of Bud^Rlist 
principles. Commenting on Mahimabhatta*s inclusion of 
Laksana as Anumana, Ruyyaka points out that though 
Budhhists accept laksana as arthavyapara it should

— iiactually be considered Anumana. He thereby suggests 
that Mahimabhatta subscribed to Buddhist standpoint in 
such matters. Similarly o# Mahimabhatta's comment that 
pain is a specific form of experience, Ruyyaka observes 
that this has been stated by Mahimabhatta as per 
Buddhistic principles,

6, When Mahimabhatta points out that from the line 
"mohantu harervihangamo hantu * we cognise a particular
type of C:.;'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

2-7are many. ^
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7. Mahimabhatta cites an anonymous passage which accepts 
only two pramanas viz*, pratyaksa and anumana* Apparently 
this is a quotation from some Buddhistic work, since 
Buddhist logic accepts only two pramanas♦ It is true 
that Vaisesika philosophers also accept only two pramanas 
but in view'of the many other references to Buddhisim 
in VV, the above passage is also probably from some 
Buddhist source.

VII.5 Trairupyahetuvada

(theory advocating the three characteristics of a 
valid reason)

•In Kf'dan logic trairupyahetuvada 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, trairupyavada 
and pancarupyavada have been developed. According to 
Buddhists, a sadhetu is that which possesses all the 
three characterisitcs viz., pervasive presence of the 
hetu in the paksa(paksasattva), the necessary presence 
of the hetu in some sjVnilar instances (sapaksasattva) 
and the pervasive absence of the hetu from dissimilar 
instances(vipaksasattva).

These are the basic tenets for the Buddhlsjts ac? 

concerning the test of validity or invalidity of a hetu >
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In the absence of the three characteristics outlined above 
the hetu will suffer from the fallacies like asiddha, 
anaikantika and viruddha respectively.

A lot of controversy has been created with regard 
to the trairupyavada of hetu. In the history of Indian 
logic we find two interpretations of the concept of 
trairupya, one in Prasastapada and the other in Dinnaga. 
Prasastapada points out that 1. what is conjoined with 
sadhya and 2. has been found in what possesses it, and 
3. is always absent in the absence of sadhya, is linga 
which Hbrings about inference. What differs from this 
is one or two aspects is lacking of the mark, being either 
contradictory, untrue or inconclusive. This view is 
very close to that of Dinnaga, In the Pramanasamuccaya 
he defines trairupya as * anumeye * tha tat-tulye sadbhavo 
nastita'sati*, . This means the presence of hetu in the 
paksa, its presence again in sapaksa like mahanasa and 
its absence in vipaksa like jalahnia is later modified 
in the Nyayabindu by Dharmakirti as follows:

^fT=rOi-c{ pflT I H'jrJ
Stcherbatfsky remarks.:'30

The relation of the logical Reason to the 
substratum of- the inference, on the one side, 
and to the similar and dissimilar cases," on 
the other side, is expressed in the three rules
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of Vasubandhu, which have been endorsed by Dignaga(slc) 
and Dharmakirti. They constitute the celebrated 
Three Aspects of the logical reason as taught by 
the Buddhists and rejected by all other schools 
of Inidan logicians except the reformed Vaisesikas.

It needs to be specially mentioned here that this 
tralrupyavada of hetu is a special theory of Buddhist 
logic. On the other hand, Hindu Nyaya-Vaisesika 
philosophers add two more characteristics for distingui
shing a sadhetu from an asadhetu i.e* asatpratipaksatva 
and abadhitatva. Thus they advocate pancarupyavada of 
hetu. By enumerating the five-fold hetvabhasas Gautama 
indicates that a rgial hetu must possess five characteri
stics (pancarupa) 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 anumana have almost always referred to 
trairupya of hetu. They Qhave also pointed out that 
the invalidity of a hetu arises from the absence of any 
of these three characteristics resulting in the 
hetvabhasas like anaikantika etc.

Obviously, the trairupya hetu was sufficient 
for establishing the validity of a hetu. The remaining
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two of -the paricarupa tradition of pracina Naiyayikas 

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

the pancarupattva of a valid hetu, it was obvious that 
neo-logician would adopt trirupatva only.

Bhamaha was the earliest poetician and the first 
to accept the trirupa hetu under the influence of 
Buddhist philosophers. Later poeticians had only to 

follow the appropriate example of their staunch ancestor, 
as it can be seen from the following verses:

i• -^rV-^Fr'l
rrRs^i “c-rr^n* f^RT: 11 Kft- v. - u.

2-. - ' ‘ ‘ YVh?^'

P*

q. -cr^^r<r^'
3. 2TZfc& - " ... ^ ^ ^

Kp. 182- ,

C r- __.C_v-9

s3>Mf- \&S*
rc\ \ e\ \ A\ a\

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 Buddhifit Logic, "a system of logic and episte-,

mology created in In'dia in VT-YII century A.D. by the
two g4$at lustres of Buddhist science, the Master Dinnaga

3land Dharmakirti" has left remarkable influence on Sanskrit 
poetics. In the broad field of Infedian Logic Buddhist 
Logic constitutes an intermediate state and was developed 
in a spirit of a decisive opposition to the logic of 
Nyaya-Vaisesika system. It lasted for about three 
centuries and constituted an intermezzo after which 
Indian Logic continued its historical life in Inida in 
the absence of any Buddhist opposition. After thef 
disappearance of Buddhist Logic new school of Nyaya 
concentrated all their attention on the problems of 
syllogism and was chiefly engaged in finding ([new and 
exceedingly subtle definitions of every detail 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 have
come under the influence of Buddhist logic• Even if 
many of the rhetoricians were brahmins and followers of 
Hindu religion, [still they, when the occassion arises, 
unhesitatingly quoted karikas from the classics of 
Buddhist logic in support of' their contention and used 
definitions and terminology adopted by the Buddhist
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logicians, I+; is clear that the system of Buddhist
logic was very influential, pre-domingnt and the
propounders of the system like Dihnaga and Dharmakfrti
had made great contributions and the author of Alankara-
sastra were much influencedrby it. Pof. Anantalal 

32-Thakur remarks;

It (Sanskrit poetics) has; many things in common 
with the Buddhist philosophers - the relation 
betweem the words and their import being one 
such important topic, Buddhist philosophers 
have written works like iSabdarthacintamanl,
The Buddhist definitions in almost all the cases 
were precise and their terminology very rich and 
all-embracing. Moreover, Kashmir was the land 
where Alahkarasastra thrived more than anywhere 
else. It was Kashmir where Buddhist Logic and 
philosophy also flourished a bit earlier and 
formed an important it el*; in the curriculum.
Hence it is but natural that the rhetoricians 
should take recourse to the Buddhist means and 
methods of thought and quote from Buddhist works 
whenever they were found useful. It may be added 
in this context that Brahminical logic for a time 
was overshadowed by its Buddhist counterpart to 
be revived subsequently by scholars like Vacaspati 
Misra and others. But the Buddhistic elements
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made a permanent impression on'the Alahkarasastra 
in its hay days.

During the period of development of Navya-Nyaya the 
poeticians were attracted towards this new system of logic 
with its new style and methods. The influence of various 
kinds, which we have observed in previous chapters on 

Sanskrit poeticians and their works, are purely of wavya- Naiyayikas. Buddhist logic was almost non-existent then 
andjit had nothing to influence the poeticians of this 

later period. It was only in the initial stages of 
Sanskrit poetics that wre observe the clear influence of 
Buddhist logic on authors from Bhamaha to Sahkuka, Tauta, 
Mahimahhatta and their contemporaries. In the later 
stages only those concepts of Buddhist logic (like 
Trairupya) which were already assimilated in the main 
stream of Indian logic remained.
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