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Introduction

1 Purpose and scope

1.1 This dissertation is centred on presenting an annotated English
translation of chapter five of the seventh century A.D. Buddhist philo-
sopher Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti (hence PSV V). In this
important chapter Dignaga expounds his philosophy of language
known as the apoha theory or thesis of anyapoha “exclusion of other
referents,” which affected post-Dignaga philosophical debate in India
for centuries. The original Sanskrit version of Pramanasamuccayavrtti
(hence PSV) is no longer extant. Except for a few Sanskrit fragments
traced to post-Dignaga philosophical literature, the only comprehen-
sive sources available for the study of Dignaga’s apoha doctrine are
two mediocre Tibetan translations of PSV included in the Tibetan
bsTan "gyur and a small number of Sanskrit fragments traced to post-
Dignaga philosophical literature. Thus, the English translation of PSV
V is based upon its two Tibetan versions and Sanskrit fragments pub-
lished in Hattori 1982, including Sanskrit fragments I have traced to
other sources. The translation is accompanied and supported by a
critical edition® of the bulk of the corresponding fifth chapter of the
single Sanskrit manuscript of Visalamalavati tika (hence PST V). This
unique tika attributed to Jinendrabuddhi, a central eighth century A.D.
Indian grammarian and philosopher, is the only extant commentary on
PSV and thus an important source of information on the philosophical
context in which Dignaga propagated his work, and the Sanskrit text
of PSV as known to Jinendrabuddhi.

' Essential means for studying Dignaga’s apoha theory were published in 1976 by
Muni Jambuvijayaji in the second volume of his monumental edition of Simhasiiri’s
commentary on Mallavadi’s Dvadasaram Nayacakram. This volume includes San-
skrit restorations of crucial passages of PSV V based upon the evidence presented in
Simhastri’s work and the Tibetan translations of PSV V, as well as the Tibetan
translation of Jinendrabuddhi’s PST V included in the bStan gyur. These brilliant
reconstructions have served many scholars as the only trustworthy introduction to
essential aspects of the apoha theory as presented in PSV V. An annotated English
translation of selected passages of the fifth chapter based upon its Tibetan trans-
lat1ons and Sanskrit fragments is published in Hayes 1988.

* The critical edition leaves out a few insignificant passages and Jinendrabuddhi’s
erudite comment on upacara,; independent paragraphs are edited separately; see 4.
below.
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1.2 The purpose of the translation is to present a faithful English
version of the Tibetan and Sanskrit sources. All crucial paragraphs of
PST V and other chapters of Jinendrabuddhi’s fika are translated in the
annotations, as well as citations of Sanskrit or Tibetan sources if they
are important for understanding Dignaga’s apoha doctrine. Sanskrit or
Tibetan quotations are rendered into English with the background of
current knowledge of the vocabulary and technlcal terms of classical
Indian grammatical and philosophical literature.” Sanskrit terms in-
serted in round brackets reflect the vocabulary of the Sanskrit sources.
Those marked with an asterisk are hypothetical restorations suggested
by the Tibetan translations and the context as presented in the Sanskrit
vocabulary reflected in PST. In order to avoid ambiguity a limited
number of exegetical additions are added in square brackets if sug-
gested by the context and Jinendrabuddhi’s exegesis. The annotations
are intended to explain in exacting detail the philological evidence
contained in Hattori 1982, PST V, and other relevant Sanskrit or
Tibetan sources.

1.3 The difficulties of construing the Tibetan translations of PSV
are well known and in some cases almost insuperable. I have therefore
taken advantage of the Sanskrit evidence embodied in PST V and
restored into Sanskrit many paragraphs of the presumably original
version of PSV V if the Sanskrit evidence of PST V is matched by the
Tibetan translations of PSV V. Crucial passages from other chapters
of PSV are also restored if they shed light on the philosophical issues
addressed in PSV V. The restorations are primarily established on the
basis of pratikas quoted in PST and Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrases of
Dignaga’s presentation of his philosophy in PSV. Independent San-
skrit sources that corroborate the restorations are quoted too. The
method applied to restore the Sanskrit text of PSV V and other
relevant sections of PSV is outlined below (see 5.1-9). The Sanskrit
restorations are presented in separate annotations that lay out their
sources in a straightforward and comprehensive way.

1.4  Dignaga’s “apoha theory” is an essential complement to his
theory of knowledge and logic. Since it generated an incessant debate
among contemporary and subsequent generations of Buddhist and
non-Buddhist Indian philosophers, and continues to elicit questions
among Dignaga’s modern Western interpreters about the meaning and

> Cf. Terminologie der friihen philosophischen Scholastic in Indien, Band I-III,
Wien 1991-2008; Abhyankar, Dictionary of Sanskrit Grammar. 1961. Renou,
Terminologie. 1957.
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purpose of amyapoha, this work 1ncludes a fresh study of its basic
presuppositions as presented in PSV V.* The objective is to clarify
fundamental theoretical issues in the light of the Sanskrit evidence of
Jinendrabuddhi’s PST V, as it is no longer necessary to address the
inherent ambiguities of the opaque Tibetan sources.’

* The apoha theory was interpreted by Th. Stcherbatsky as presupposing “The Law
of Double Negation,” which has left its indelible mark on Western interpretations of
the apoha thesis, cf. Buddhist Logic, Volume one p. 417 under the heading “The
Law of Double Negation.”

> I addressed essential features of Dignaga’s apoha theory in my published papers on
the subject. See Pind 1991, and Pind 1999.
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2 Pramanasamuccayavrtti V
The Purpose of PSV V

2.1 The fifth chapter on exclusion follows the crucial chapter on
the role of the example (drstanta) in inference, succeeded by the final
chapter six on the jatis “sophistical reasons.” Its place in Dignaga’s
treatise is undoubtedly motivated by the frequent reference to
“exclusion” (vyavaccheda, apoha) or “preclusion” (nivrtti) in the pre-
ceding chapters. Thus the aim of PSV V, which presents the essentials
of the apoha thesis, is to supplement previous statements about ex-
clusion or preclusion with an exposition of the apoha doctrine itself.

2.2  As the title Pramanasamuccaya indicates, Dignaga composed
PSV as a compendium (samuccaya) of his works on epistemology and
logic, the intention being to provide scholars and students with a
summary of his philosophy on the assumption that if needed they
would refer to the detailed expositions of his other works. Thus, PSV
is marked by extreme economy of presentation and tantalizing ellipsis.
Given the limited number of extant works by Dignaga it is not pos-
sible to place PSV in the context of Dignaga’s philosophical oeuvre,
as all of his works on logic and epistemology except PSV and the
Chinese versions of Nyayamukha (hence NM) are no longer extant.’
Dignaga must have regarded NM as a current exposition of his
philosophy of inference when he composed PSV because he always
mentions this work first when referring to his works on epistemology
and logic.” Indeed, there is not a single quotable instance in all of PSV
where it is not mentioned first. In the final chapter six of PSV Dignaga
mentions Nyayapariksa, Vaisesikapariksa, and Samkhyapariksa,” and
Nydayamukha refers once to Sdr‘nkhydparz'k‘sd.9 This makes it possible
to conclude that most if not all of the Pariksas including Samanya-
pariksavyasa (hence SPVy)—apparently the main source of PSV V
(see 2.3)—were written before Dignaga composed PSV to summarize
his works on epistemology and logic.

® A Sanskrit manuscript of Nyayamukha is found among the Sanskrit manuscripts
stored in Potala; see Steinkellner-Much 7995 p. xix.

The references are usually presented as Nyayamukha and so on.

¥ He refers to Nyayapariksa in PSV VI; cf. Hattori 1968: Introduction no. 51; Pind
2001 p. 157 no. 30; v. next.
° Cf. Hattori 1968 no. 53.
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2.3 It is commonly assumed that PSV records the final stage of
development of Dignaga’s thought. However, we cannot a priori
exclude the possibility that Dignaga composed other works after PSV,
which presupposes and presumably to a large extent is based upon
earlier works. He exploited the SPVy for the crucial fifth chapter.
Jinendrabuddhi quotes two passages from this work, and he refers to it
once (see 5.13). It is thus certain that PSV V is based upon the earlier
work. It is doubtless SPVy to which Yijin refers in Nan hai ji gui hei
fa zhuan (T 2125: 230a6% under the title Guan zong xiang lun
*Samanya(laksana )parzksa of which only a fragment of eleven
verses are 1ncluded in the Chinese Buddhist canon (T 1623) under the
same title.'" As the qualification vydsa added to the original Sanskrit
title indicates, it must have been a comprehensive treatise. Uddyota-
kara is no doubt addressing statements from this work in his criticism
of the apoha theory. For instance, he closes his presentation of
Dignaga’s arguments by quoting an important prose fragment which
cannot be traced to PSV V. It seems, however, to belong i in the same
context as PSV V: 11d that ends the first section of PSV V'?

2.4 Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the scope of the philoso-
phical issues which Dignaga addresses in PSV V to a large extent
reflects the philosophical discourse of SPVy, although the treatment of
the subjects in SPVy undoubtedly would mirror the qualification
vyasa appended to the title of the treatise: it must have been a full and
comprehensive treatment of its subject matter. Although the evidence
shows that Uddyotakara addresses issues identical with those present-
ed in PSV V: 1-11, there are nonetheless conspicuous differences. As
mentioned above, he quotes a prose fragment that would seem to
belong in the context of the final statement of PS V: 11d," but there is
nothing comparable in PSV V: 11d, which one would expect. More-
over, there is a particular quotation that Uddyotakara attributes to
Dignaga and rejects as untenable in his apoha critique, which has no
parallel in PSV V, cf. Nyayavarttika (hence NV) 325,14-15: yac
cedam ucyate tvaya: parikalpitah sattasabda iti tad api na. He also

19 Cf. Pind 1999 no.3. The Chinese translation would indicate that the term laksana
was part of the original title, which is unlikely. Simhastri refers to Dignaga as
Samanyapariksakara at NCV 628, 8 and indicates that Mallavadi was using this
work in his presentation of Dignaga’s arguments, which are also presented in PSV V
although in an abbreviated form.
1 The title also occurs in verse two of the Chinese fragment.

See Translation no. 182.

? See Translation no. 182.
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quotes a slightly edited version of Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (hence
VP) III 14:8,"* which belongs in the context of an argument similar to
the one presented at PSV V: 3, where Dignaga cites the original
version to substantiate his criticism.

2.5 Dignaga apparently wrote similar extensive studies like, for
instance, Nyayapariksa, which is referred to in later philosophical
literature as mahati, “comprehensive.” It is uncertain if the Dvadasa-
satika which presupposes the apoha theory belongs among Dignaga’s
pre-PSV works like the SPVy. It must have been considered an im-
portant Dignaga oeuvre because Dharmakirti quotes a short prose
passage from it in PVSV.'® The significance of the title “The twelve
Hundred” is uncertain. It may refer to the number of verses (karikas)
of the work. As only a prose passage is quoted, it may have been a
work of considerable size, consisting of karikas embedded in a prose
commentary like other Indian philosophical literature. It is regrettable
that Dignaga’s works on epistemology and logic are no longer extant,
as the somewhat truncated discourse of PSV contains very little infor-
mation on contemporary scholars, whose works and philosophical
doctrines Dignaga addresses in PSV.

2.6  Fortunately PSV has survived the ravages of time albeit in two
mediocre Tibetan versions and a few Sanskrit fragments. Indeed, there
is reason to believe that the main reason why PSV is still extant
although in Tibetan translation is because its relative brevity made it
an ideal work to comment on for generations of post-Dignaga
buddhist philosophers, who could use it as a pretext for introducing
views of later philosophers as if they were Dignaga’s own, while not
addressing views that had become controversial or out of date in the
context of post-Dignaga philosophy. For instance, Jinendrabuddhi
refrains deliberately from addressing the implications of Dignaga’s
use of the term arthantaranivrttivisista,” “qualified by the preclusion
of other referents,” which according to Dignagan epistemology
distinguishes the referents (bhava) of any word from the referents of
other words. However, the evidence indicates that Dignaga introduced
this term, since he conceived anyapoha as a substitute for real
universals, as opposed to his non-Buddhist contemporaries, who

4 Cf. 2.28 below.

' Cf. Vadanyayatika 142,13-15: mahatyam Nyayapariksayamdcarya-Dignagapa-
daih.

1 Cf. Pind 1991 p. 269 no. 1.

'" See Translation no. 466.
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regarded real universals as qualifiers of things and thus as pravrtti-
nimitta of denotation.

2.7 Whatever may have been the cause, a substantial part of
Dignaga’s work is irretrievably lost, and PSV V is the only extant
exposition of his philosophy of language. Since Jinendrabuddhi does
not identify the scholars whose views Dignaga rejects in this chapter,
it is difficult to place PSV V in a well-defined historical context.
Dignaga’s apoha theory was known among contemporary thinkers
before he wrote the fifth chapter of PSV V because he addresses the
sankhyanasaka philosopher Madhava’s criticism of the apoha
doctrine in a fairly long and difficult section of PSV V: 39ff."”
Dignaga’s answer includes slightly edited quotations of Madhava’s
critical remarks.”’ Fortunately Jinendrabuddhi provides the Sanskrit
original of Dignaga’s source, although he does not mention its title.
Madhava evidently criticized the apoha theory as presented in another
work by Dignaga, presumably the no longer extant SPVy, and
Dignaga answers his criticism in PSV V. In the same context Dignaga
also answers a Jaina philosopher’s critical remarks about his apoha
thesis at PSV V: 41. Jinendrabuddhi quotes the relevant passage from
his work, but he does not mention its title or the name of its author,
who is styled vaibhagika “distinctionist.” This section is especialy
crucial for understanding Dignaga’s apoha thesis as it shows
unambiguously that his theory of exclusion pivots on non-existence
(abhava) of other things in the locus of any referent, namely their
mutual non-existence, which Dignaga appears to regard as a general
qualifier like real general properties.

Dignaga’s presentation of the apoha doctrine in PSV V

2.8  Dignaga’s presentation in PSV V of the fundamental tenets of
his philosophy of language is marked by tantalizing ellipsis and
appears to be remarkably lax, which affects understanding the philoso-
phy of anyapoha. Important theoretical statements are restricted to a
few highly condensed paragraphs of the entire chapter, which is pri-
marily concerned with refuting contemporary theories of meaning

'8 See Steinkellner 2005 p. 17: sankhyanasako madhavas tv aha.

Dignaga mentions Madhava’s views on pratyaksa in the Samkhya section of PSV

(,)cf PSV 1 28, Steinkellner 2005 p. 17; Hattori 1968, Translation p. S71.
Madhava’s knowledge of the apoha theory necessitates re-thinking his and

Dignaga’s dates.
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based on the assumption that the semantic condition of the application
of words are real universals inherent in things. In contrast to other
chapters of PSV, Dignaga does not attempt to present or justify in any
detail his own view on the subject of apoha in the first part of the
chapter, which is primarily devoted to criticizing doctrines that Digna-
ga rejects as untenable. In fact, crucial statements about anyapoha are
only presented at PSV V: 34-50, the final third of PSV V. The fifth
chapter starts by presenting the thesis that verbal knowledge does not
differ from inference, as any word like “existing” (saf) denotes its
referent by excluding other referents in the same way as the logical
indicator “being produced” (krtakatva), which presupposes that there
be invariable connection (avinabhavasambandha) between the word
and its referent similar to that of the inferential indicator (liriga, hetu)
and the indicated. Dignaga continues immediately thereafter by criti-
cizing in some detail views he rejects as untenable. The identities of
most of the philosophers whose theses Dignaga analyses and con-
founds remain unknown, as Jinendrabuddhi rarely identifies any of
Dignaga’s protagonists.

2.9  Thus the exact philosophical context of the relentless criticism
which Dignaga levels at the philosophy of language of contemporary
philosophers remains obscure, except when he answers the criticism
of the apoha doctrine formulated by the Sankhya philosopher
Madhava (see 2.7). In general the order of presentation of the philoso-
phical issues discussed in the chapter does not appear to be well
organised as many of the subjects under discussion appear to be
addressed haphazardly. This no doubt reflects Dignaga’s attempt to
summarize, in the fifth chapter, the content of the more comprehen-
sive work, SPVy, and possibly to address reactions to his major work.
Important concepts are sometimes introduced abruptly without ex-
plaining their connection to the context in which they are introduced.
This has left a noticeable mark of lack of coherence on the discourse
of this crucial chapter. For instance, it is not clear why Dignaga
addresses the semantics of compounds in the light of the general
apoha thesis immediately after the first central section PSV V: 1-13,
although the analysis of the relation between the terms of a compound
like nilotpala is no doubt motivated by the attempt to analyse the
semantic relation between general and particular terms in the context
of the apoha theory, which in a way mirrors the relation between the
terms of a sentence (vakya).
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2.10 The first part of PSV V:1-11 (+12-13), however, is a well-
defined and independent section of the chapter. In this section
Dignaga analyses and rejects four theories of denotation: that a
general term denotes (1) individuals (bheda), (2) general properties
(jati), (3) the connection between general properties and the thing in
which they inhere (fadyoga), and (4) the general property possessor
(tadvar). It ends with the claim that the thesis that a word excludes
other referents is settled (*sthitam), although no formal proof has been
presented to substantiate the claim. It would thus seem that the un-
tenability of the rejected views serves as a means of bolstering the
apoha doctrine through via negationis. Although Dignaga presents a
fairly detailed analysis of the last mentioned theory, he never addres-
ses this thesis again, except in the important paragraphs at PSV V: 34-
36 which present a brief account of why the problems of the four
theses analysed at PSV V 2-4a do not obtain according to the apoha
thesis. For instance, the main problem of the fadvad thesis, namely the
impossibility of direct (saksat) reference, is briefly mentioned at PSV
V: 36¢, where Dignaga claims that the apoha thesis does not entail
this problem, since exclusion of other referents applies directly (sak-
sad arthantarapratisedhat).

2.11 However, the immediately following karikas at PSV V: 12-13
introduce subjects that have not been addressed previously in the
chapter and in one case only once in the entire treatise. For instance,
the implication of the concept of svasambandhanuripya introduced at
PS V: 12 is explained in a theoretically charged passage at PSV 1I: 13,
which is the only passage of the entire PSV where it occurs. It is
obvious that the two verses must have been copied from another of
Dignaga’s works—perhaps the SPVy—in which the implication of the
term was treated in detail and its denotation explained. There are also
noticeable inconsistencies in the chapter that are difficult to
understand. For instance, the fairly long exposition at PSV: 25-30
explains that exclusion of other referents is caused by conflict or
opposition (virodha) between properties occurring in a tree of cate-
gories and the terms that denote them. The tree presupposes a logical-
ly ordered hierarchy of properties, which ultimately is derived from
VaiSesika taxonomy.

2.12 But Dignaga apparently invalidates virodha as cause of
exclusion at PSV V: 31a by introducing non-observation (adrsta) as a
justifiable substitute, and explains at PSV V: 34 that mere non-
observation (adarsanamatra) of any given word’s application to
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things other than its own referent establishes exclusion and verbal
knowledge as inference. This discussion together with the following
paragraphs at PSV V: 35-36 are the only passages specifically devoted
to presenting the philosophy of apoha. Dignaga apparently did not
attempt to integrate the two mutually incompatible causes of exclusion
into a logically coherent theory, and the crucial paragraphs PSV V:
34-36 only presents the bare essentials of his apoha theory leaving a
number of important philosophical issues unanswered.

2.13  Other information that is essential to our understanding of the
rationale of the apoha doctrine is mentioned incidentally, for instance,
the crucial information that the general property of any given referent
or word that is defined as exclusion of other referents or words is
located in the referent (arthe) or in the word (Sabde). Since the
evidence shows that anyapoha pivots on exclusion interpreted as non-
existence or negation (abhava) of other referents (artha) or other
words (sabda) in any given referent or word, it raises a number of
intriguing questions about what justifies exclusion: apoha is evidently
not related to negation in its well-established Western sense because
ultimately the apoha theory is not centred on the notion of negation as
the act of denying a word or statement, but rather on the notion of
non-existence of other things in the locus of the referent of any word
(see 6.1 ff). Dignaga conceived anyapoha as a qualifier of the referent
of the word, evidently imitating contemporary usage among Sanskrit
grammarians and non-buddhist philosophers. The introduction of the
locative to denote the referents of the word as loci of anyapoha would
otherwise be incomprehensible: anyapoha is presented as qualifying
the referent as if it were a real general property, which is corroborated
by Dignaga’s use of the locative to designate the referent as locus of
anyapoha, which is understandable with the background of Dignaga’s
statement at PSV V: 36d that exclusion of other referents has all the
acknowledged properties of a general property (jati).

The title of PSV V

2.14 The Tibetan translatlon of PSV V attributed to Vasudharaksita
and Sen rgyal (hence V), reproduces the title of the fifth chapter as
tshad ma kun las btus pa las gZan sel ba brtag pa’i le'u ste lna pa ’o.
This would indicate that the original Sanskrit title of the chapter was

2! K appears to have been completed in the 11th or by the beginning of the 12th
century A.D. and V towards the end of the 11th century A.D. See Mejor 1991: 179.
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*anyapohapariksa. The question is whether it is rightly so named. In
fact, the Tibetan version attributed to Kanakavarman and Dad pa’i Ses
rab (hence K) does not record any title, but merely refers to the
chapter as “the fifth chapter” (le 'u lna pa o). Unfortunately the
Sanskrit colophon of the fifth chapter of PST is missing. Its Tibetan
translation, however, corroborates K by reading le'u lna pa o (=
*paiicamah paricchedah). As Ms B of PST V omits the colophon we
are forced to restore its title by extrapolating from the colophon of
chapters like that of the first one, which reads prathamah paricchedah
(samaptah). 2

2.15 PSV Vis, of course, a pariksa in the sense that it analyses and
refutes views which Dignaga considers untenable, but it is certainly
not a critical examination of anydapoha. This would contradict the
purpose of the chapter, which is to justify why exclusion of other
words and speech units or other referents does not entail the problems
that follow from the assumption that real general properties inherent in
words and speech units or things constitute the semantic condition of
denotation. Originally individual chapters of PSV did not bear any
title, as indicated by the translation of PSV attributed to Kanaka-
varman and his collaborator. Their translation of PSV merely
enumerates the number of the individual chapters, in contrast to the
version attributed to Vasudharaksita and his assistant, which adds
information about the number and subject matter of the first three
chag)ters namely PSV 1 *pratyaksa (mnon sum gyi le 'u ste dan po
PSV 11 *svarthanumana (ran gi don gyi rjes su dpag pa ste le 'u

gms pa 0) * and PSV III *pararthanumana (gZan gyi don rjes su
dpag pa’i le 'u), adding the term *pariksa (brtag pa) after the title of
the remaining three chapters like those of PSV IV: *drstantadrstanta-
bhasaparzksa (dpe dar dpe ltar snan ba brtag pa’i le 'u ste bZi pa
0),” PSV V: *anyapohapariksa (gZan sel ba brtag pa ‘i le 'u ste lna
pa o), and PSV VI: *jatipariksa (lhag gcod brtag pa’i le u ste drug
pa '0).’ ® Since the title *anyapohapariksa is only recorded in V, it is
reasonable to conclude that the Sanskrit title *anydpohaparz‘k_sd is
spurious, and in all likelihood so are the titles of PSV IV and VL. It is

2 The Tibetan version of PST V does not corroborate the reading samaptah which
may be an interpolation. It is occasionally found in contemporary colophons, but it
1s evidently redundant.

> Cf. P 27b6.
> Cf. P 42b7.
% Cf. P 70a8.
% Cf. P 93a8.
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impossible to decide why the term pariksa was added to the colophons
of the last three chapters.

The format of PSV V

2.16 The format of the two Tibetan translations of PSV V reflects
well established classical Indian literary standards. It consists formally
of 49 karikas embedded in a prose commentary. Oddly, in both K
and V verse 43 only consists of two padas as opposed to the well-
established pattern of four pdadas to a sloka, which Tibetan translators
reproduce as four times seven syllables. The reason for this anomaly is
unknown as the Tibetan versions of PSV V and the separate version of
the verses included in the bsTan ’gyur’’ do not imply that originally
verse 43 consisted of just two padas as one would expect, nor that the
identification or numbering of the verses of PSV V is wrong if
compared to the order and number of the verses of PSV in general.

2.17 As Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation indicates the two padas of
verse 43 are introduced by slightly edited quotations from the source
Dignaga criticizes; and there is nothing that indicates that K and V in
this particular instance misinterpreted two pddas as prose, which
otherwise might explain the apparent irregularity. In view of this
peculiar problem it is noticeable that the translators of V interpreted
the sentence that closes PSV V:3 as two Sloka padas: /'di yi rigs kyi
sgra yis ni Il brjod par bya ba iiid mi ’'thad /, which reads in the
Sanskrit phrase that closes the paragraph: naivasya jatiSabdena< />
vacyatvam upapadyate. 1f this interpretation is correct, and it is
certainly metrically possible, 1t would solve the riddle of the two
missing padas of PSV V: 43.%® The distribution of the two hundred
padas among the fifty karikas merely has to be adjusted accordingly,”
that is, padas 4ab are to be converted to 4bc, and so on, and padas
43ab to 43bc.

" The separate version of the verses is extracted from K and is therefore without
mdependent value.

See Translation no. [15] (4).

¥ See Translation no. [15] no. (4).
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The Tibetan translations of PSV V

2.18 The two Tibetan translations of Dignaga’s Pramanasamucca-
yavrtti are maddeningly difficult as they are peppered with textual
problems of every kind conceivable. Many sentences are extremely
difficult to construe, and so far scholars have been forced to study
PSV V supported by the generally excellent Tibetan version of
Jinendrabuddhi’s PST V included in the bsTan ’gyur and published in
Hattori 1982. Thus the problem of construing the two Tibetan
renderings of PSV V is a major obstacle to understanding Dignaga’s
thought.

2.19 Although K as a rule appears to be more reliable than V, there
are nonetheless passages that make better sense in the version
recorded in V, whose translation occasionally is corroborated by the
Sanskrit sources as opposed to that of K. Indeed, at the present
juncture of Dignaga studies there appears to be no justification for
preferring one version to the other. Only when the two Tibetan
versions of PSV have been studied carefully in the light of the
information of the presumably original Sanskrit version of PSV that
can be restored on the basis of PST will it be possible to decide which
of the two versions is more trustworthy than the other, and, last but not
least, to determine to what extent the occasional differences between
the two Tibetan translations of Dignaga’s work are attributable to
different versions of it or just illegible Sanskrit manuscripts (see 2.21-
32), rather than to translation mistakes or mere differences of
interpretation of the syntax and vocabulary of the Sanskrit original.

2.20 The erratic and occasionally nonsensical character of K or V
would indicate that the two translator teams may not have had
sufficient expertise in Indian or Dignagan philosophy of logic and
language. It is hard to believe, however, that insufficient knowledge of
Dignaga’s philosophy would explain the tantalizing difficulties of
reading the translators’ efforts as not all passages of K and V present
similar obstacles. This makes one wonder if there may have been
other reasons for the inferior quality of their translations than mere
incompetence.

2.21 Vasudharaksita is only credited with the translation of PSV, so
it is impossible to ascertain whether he was a poorly educated scholar
in the field of Indian philosophy. Kanakavarman, on the other hand, is
credited with the excellent revision of the Tibetan translation of
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Candrakirti’s Madhyamakﬁvatﬁra,3o which is a demanding treatise to
translate into Tibetan; in addition he also produced a superb Tibetan
translation of Candrakirti’s Prasannapada.”’ He can hardly be
considered incompetent. Even if the two translators were not
specialists of classical Indian epistemology and logic, we must assume
that they would be able to construe Dignaga’s Sanskrit karikas and
prose, which in general is comparatively simple and devoid of
syntactical complexities of the kind we encounter in, for instance, the
contemporary grammarian Bhartrhari’s prose, which Dignaga knew
and in a few cases exploited.*

2.22 Itis impossible to explain the poor quality of the Tibetan trans-
lations unless one assumes that somehow it reflects the two translator
team’s inability correctly to interpret the readings of their Sanskrit
manuscripts. It is therefore noteworthy that Kanakavarman or
Vasudharaksita misinterpreted words and phrases, which should not
present any difficulty of interpretation to scholars with traditional
Indian background, provided that the Sanskrit manuscripts were
readable. Indeed, the evidence supports the conclusion that the
difficulties of construing the Tibetan translations are at least to some
extent due to the translators’ attempt to render Sanskrit corruptions
into Tibetan, even if the readings were meaningless and the Tibetan
translations in consequence incomprehensible.

2.23  For instance, the reading at PSV II 4d: sugs kyis K : don yod
pa’i V> is utterly incomprehensible. sugs kyis sometimes reproduces
Sanskrit arthapattya, which regularly is translated as don gyi sugs
kyis. However, the translator team responsible for V could not identify
the last word of the compound, which they may have interpreted as a
form of Sanskrit satta as the Tibetan term yod would indicate.
However, the Tibetan term don which is commonly used to translate
Sanskrit artha shows that the first word of the compound was easy for
them to identify, which thus corroborates the suggested Sanskrit
restoration *arthapattya.

2.24 Kanakavarman and his assistant must have read the noun
phrase fadvan artho at PS V 9c as if the reading were *tadvad artho

3 Cf. Louis de la Vallée Poussin’s Preface to his edition of Madhyamakavatara,
Bibliotheca Indica IX (Reprint 1970).

L Cf. Mejor 1991: 178.

32 Cf. e.g. PSV V: 46; Pind 2003.

33 Cf. Translation no. 2.
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because they reproduce it as de ltar don. The Tibetan translation de
Itar presupposes a regular sandhi form of the Sanskrit adverb *tadvat
before vowel. The Tibetan translation is, of course, incomprehensible
in the context, and one can only conclude from examples like this, of
which unfortunately there are several instances, that indigenous
Tibetan scholars and students of Indian logic and epistemology were
ill served by the Tibetan translations of PSV that eventually were
included in the Tibetan bsTan gyur.

2.25 Fortunately, the Sanskrit manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s tika
makes it possible to identify the causes of some of the translation
mistakes. The Sanskrit evidence indicates that one of them was the not
uncommon problem of disjoining morphemes in the process of
copying, another that of scriptura continua, of which there are several
examples in the Sanskrit manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s fika, which
occasionally made the competent Tibetan translator suggest
implausible translations because he did not notice that he was
translating an instance of scriptura continua. However, without the
original Sanskrit sources the causes of such errors are difficult to
detect.

2.26 A characteristic example of a translation based upon Sanskrit
text with disjoined morphemes is Vasudharaksita and his collabo-
rator’s reproduction of the term i#rdhvatavat at PSV V 31d. The
Tibetan translation re Zig gren ba la presupposes apparently a reading
like *irdhve tavat, which is totally meaningless in the context.
Although Tibetan translators are not known to make conjectures, one
cannot, of course, exclude the possibility that the translation gren ba
la which would seem to presuppose Sanskrit *izrdhve, is, in fact, an
emendation intended to correct the false reading #rdhva tavat, which
any translator with knowledge of Sanskrit would consider dubious and
perhaps attempt to “correct.”

2.27 In any case, one should not overlook the fact that Tibetan
translators tend to translate what they read in their Sanskrit
manuscripts and do not attempt to make conjectures or emendations.
Thus some of the apparent absurdities of the Tibetan translations of V
and K stem in the final analysis from PSV manuscripts that were
carelessly or badly copied and therefore difficult to interpret. The
vagaries of the transmission of the original Sanskrit version of PSV
are in places evident. For instance, K and V concur in not translating
into Tibetan the crucial apodosis required by the context at PSV V
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32d: tada parthiva iti kevalasya prayogah sambhavati. This clause,
however, was evidently part of Dignaga’s original text, as Jinendra-
buddhi incorporated it into his paraphrase of the paragraph he was
commenting on.>* This indicates that the otherwise divergent manu-
scripts used by the two translator teams descend from an archetype in
which this particular sentence was missing. There is no doubt,
however, that the phrase was an integral part of the original version of
PSV V: 32d as Dignaga’s exposition would be incomprehensible
without it. In addition, there are no quotable examples in PSV V of
phrases beginning with yada that are not syntactically followed by the
corresponding apodosis of tada.

2.28 Some passages appear to reproduce corruptions like PSV V:
33d, which is impossible to construe in the versions presented in K
and V. The readings yod pa la sogs par K : sogs par V translate in all
likelihood *Satrantadau as Jinendrabuddhi’s tika indicates. The
translator team responsible for K, however, could not identify the first
term of the compound correctly, but apparently read it as satta + adau,
the translation not leaving any trace whatsoever of the term anta. The
scholars credited with V apparently could not even identify the word
satranta, although they correctly identified the last word of the
compound as the locative of adi. With this background the student of
the Tibetan version of PST V: 33d, which correctly reproduces and
comments upon the passage, will find it impossible to identify the
context of the discussion, much less understand the argument
presented at PSV V: 33d. The few examples cited above—they are not
isolated instances—show the type of philological problems that
students of the Tibetan translations of PSV have to resolve in order to
make sense of Dignaga’s text.

2.29 There are sometimes considerable differences between the
Tibetan translations and the Sanskrit evidence of PST, which shows
that the manuscript transmission of PSV is not uniform. In contrast to
minor differences between K and V with regard to translation of
individual verses of PSV V, their versions of PSV V: 2c¢-d differ in
several respects. For instance, only V reproduces Dignaga’s quotation
of Bhartrhari’s VP III 14:8. This citation, however, is essential to
Dignaga’s argument and crucial for understanding it; and it is not clear
why it is not found in K. Jinendrabuddhi does not explain its
implications, which is remarkable as he usually addresses grammatical

* Cf. Ms B 225a2 quoted ad loc.
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issues. This would indicate that he did not find it in his copy of PSV
V, assuming that he would check the original source when writing his
tika. Dignaga, however, quotes the Bhartrhari verse in support of his
argument, and we have no reason to assume that it was interpolated
because parallels in works by Dignaga’s opponents show that the
verse belongs in the context of this particular argument. Uddyotakara
cites an edited version of the same verse addressing a similar
argument in his criticism of Dignaga’s apoha theory. It stems in all
likelihood from Dignaga’s no longer extant SPVy.

230 In a few instances the difference between K and V is
inexplicable, unless we assume that the Tibetan versions presuppose
different readings and not just corrupt text or misinterpretations. For
instance, the Tibetan conversions of the paragraph that follows
immediately after PSV V: 3 are mutually divergent and incompatible
with the Sanskrit evidence of PST Ms B 195alff. Thus the term
asamkitam at Ms B 195a6 and the phrase idam tad iti recorded at Ms
B 195b1 have no identifiable translations in K or V, although
Jinendrabuddhi’s exegesis indicates that he quotes the source he is
explaining. I have therefore adopted the Sanskrit readings of PST as I
think that they are preferable to the confused translations of K and V,
although neither K nor V corroborate the readings presented in PST.

2.31 In other cases the translators appear to have rendered glosses
interpolated into the verses, as it is sometimes impossible to fit the
terms reproduced in the Tibetan translation of a particular verse into
the metrical constraints of a Sanskrit sloka of thirty two syllables. For
instance, the Tibetan translation of PSV V: 48a-d contains the
compound rnag gi don V : nag don K, evidently rendering Sanskrit
*vakyartha. However, it is impossible to fit *vakyartha into the
Sanskrit restoration with the background of the readings of the verse
recorded in PST V. *vakyartha is probably a marginal gloss
introduced as a synonym of pratibha (f.) in order to explain the
reference of the demonstrative pronoun sa (f.) at 48a. As the Tibetan
equivalent of Sanskrit vakyartha is found in both K and V, which
represent different manuscript transmissions of PSV, it is possible to
conclude that the term was interpolated into the verse of the Sanskrit
original or perhaps earlier Tibetan attempts to translate Dignaga’s
work before the translations recorded in K and V were executed.

2.32 There are noteworthy divergences between K and V with
regard to which slokas are samgrahaslokas. In PSV samgrahaslokas
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occur sparingly and they invariably summarize issues treated in the
preceding paragraphs. However, in Vasudharaksita’s translation of
PSV V 12-13 the two verses are designated as *samgrahasiokas,
despite the fact that they do not summarize the precedlng exposition,
but quite unexpectedly introduce entirely new topics.” In K, on the
other hand, they are rendered as ordinary slokas. Similarly, the two
verses at PSV V 26-27 are samgrahaslokas according to V, although
they do not summarize the content of the preceding paragraphs, but
rather add some general remarks about the logico-semantic relation
between general terms. K does not identify the verses as
samgrahaslokas, nor does Jinendrabuddhi in any way suggest that
they are inserted in order to summarize the content of the preceding
discussion. The conclusion is inevitable: these stylistic qualifications
were added at a later time. They were inserted for no obvious reason
as the nature of Dignaga’s exposition does not per se qualify them as
samgrahaslokas.

2.33 Thus the evidence indicates that corruptions of the Sanskrit
manuscripts of PSV no doubt are one of the main causes of the
difficulties of understanding Dignaga’s thought through the Tibetan
translations of PSV. When all the linguistic information contained in
PST has been studied with the background of the Tibetan translations
of K and V we shall be in a much better position to ascertain whether
or not the many philological problems of the two versions, which
force any scholar into hairsplitting arguments pro et contra regarding
possible solutions to almost insoluble philological problems, are
caused by textual corruptions of the original Sanskrit manuscripts,
which the translators attempted to render into Tibetan, or just random
instances of incompetence on their part. Even the highly competent
Tibetan translator of PST, dPan lotsava Blo gros brtan pa, occasion-
ally produced passages that are entirely incomprehensibe in the
context of the subject matter because he faithfully translated a string
of corruptions exactly as he read and interpreted them. In one case he
even appears to have made a conjecture, although it is meaningless in
the context.”® Finally, it is necessary to investigate whether the

 Cf. e.g. Translation no. 188.

*® For instance, the Tibetan translation of PST Ms B 211al which quotes PS V: 46,
is incomprehensible because Blo gros brtan pa reproduced text that is full of
curruptions and in principle untranslatable. For instance PST loc. cit. reads apodvare
for apoddhare, which Blo gros brtan pa translated as sel ba’i sgo la as if the reading
of the Sanskrit Ms was apohadvare. He apparently conjectured that apo was a
mistake for apoha. See Translation no. 221.
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occasional textual divergences between the Tibetan translations of
PSV and the readings quoted in the Sanskrit manuscript of PST reflect
actual differences of transmission of Dignaga’s work and not chance
corruptions or interpolations.
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3 Visalamalavati ttka V and the commentator
Jinendrabuddhi

3.1 The Visalamalavati fika attributed to Jinendrabuddhi is the
only extant commentary on Dignaga’s PSV. As I shall show below,
PST is not the only commentary devoted to commenting upon PSV.
The evidence indicates that it is dependent upon other sources, some
of which were known to Dignaga’s critics Mallavadi and Simhasiri
(see 4.13), who quote them in their criticism of Dignaga’s logic and
apoha thesis. This makes Jinendrabuddhi’s work an important source
of information not only on the Sanskrit text of Dignaga’s work, as it
makes it possible to restore substantial sections of PSV V, but also to
some extent on the nature of the earlier commentaries devoted to
explaining PSV and the philosophical issues Dignaga discusses
throughout his work.

3.2  Jinendrabuddhi is in all likelihood identical with Nyasakara,
the author of Nyasa, an important commentary on the Kasika known
as the Kasikavivaranapafjika. The date of the Nyasakara has been the
subject of continuous debate. Consensus is that the reference to Nyasa
in Magha’s SiSupalavadha is indeed to Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary
on the Kasika; and therefore it is likely that Jinendrabuddhi was active
as a scholar around 700 A.D.”” Since he quotes Tattvasangraha verses
1241, 1263, and 2811 in PST I pp. 43 and 54, Jinendrabuddhi and
Santaraks1ta (ca. 725-788 A.D) must have been contemporaries. Since
Santaraksita and his commentator Kamalasila refer to Jinendra-
buddhi’s” view of pratyaksa as shown by Funayama,”® he may
therefore have been an older contemporary of this eminent Buddhist
scholar. Thus it is reasonable to assume that he was active as a writer
in the first half of 8th century A.D. Apparently Jinendrabuddhi does
not quote Tattvasangrahapafijika (hence TSP). This would indicate
that copies of Kamalasila’s TSP may not yet have been in circulation
among Buddhist philosophers before Jinendrabuddhi composed PST.

3.3 Jinendrabuddhi was evidently conversant with the sources
addressed by Santaraksita and Kamalasila, as appears from the
discussion in TSP and PST V of Kumarila’s criticism of the Dignaga’s
view that verbal communication is subject to the constraints of the

7 Cf. the discussion in George Cardona, Panini. A Survey of Research. Delhi 1997
gReprmt) p. 280-81.
Cf. Funayama 1999.
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logical canon of trairipya.”’ However, the treatment recorded in PST
V differs from that of TSP, which therefore may not have been known
to Jinendrabuddhi. The source that Kamalasila and Jinendrabuddhi
address criticizes the theory that the inferential nature of verbal
communication consists in its indicating the intention of the speaker.
This view was presented by Dharmakirti, and the unknown source
specifically subjects Dharmakirti’s view to criticism. Santaraksita and
Kamalasila address the criticism of Dharmakirti’s view in the context
of Kumarila’s critique of the assumption that verbal communication is
subject to the constraints of the trairipya. It is therefore reasonable to
assume that the source which Jinendrabuddhi, Santaraksita, and
Kamalasila address may be Kumdrila’s Brhattika,” which unfortu-
nately has never been recovered.

34  The colophons of PST and Nyasa refer to Jinendrabuddhi as
Bodhisattvadesiya. As the copyist of PST supports this attribution by
honouring Jinendrabuddhi as an erudite grammarian, there is no
cogent reason for doubting that the colophons refer to the same
author.*! On the other hand, it is difficult to corroborate the attribution
of PST and Nyasa to the same person on the basis of internal
evidence. It is evident, though, that the author of PST was an expert in
Sanskrit grammatical literature, as appears from his concise
explanation of Dignaga’s quotation at PSV V 9ab of a well-known
grammatical definition—allegedly from Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyatika—
of the semantic conditions for introducing the abstract affixes ta and
tva, which are claimed to denote either the relation (sambandha) or
general property (jati).* One would therefore assume that Jinendra-
buddhi’s exegesis of A V 1:119 defining the semantics of the abstract
affixes would quote and comment upon the same crucial definition of
their usage, as does Kaiyata, who quotes and explains it in his Pradipa
on AV 1:119.

3.5 The Nyasakara evidently knew the above-mentioned definition
as he quotes it elsewhere in the Nyasa.*> However, he limits himself to

9 Cf. Appendix IIL

%% For the sources of this discussion, cf. Appendix II B

' Cf. PST 1 Introduction p. xxxii foll.; Nydsa or Paiicika of Acarya
Jinendrabuddhipada. Critically edited by Swami Dwarikadas Shastri Vol. VI
Varanasi 1967, p. 670.

42 See, for instance, Prabhat Chandra Chrakavarti, The Philosophy of Sanskrit
Grammar. University of Calcutta, 1930, p. 207ff (with note 3.).

Bt Nyasa Vol. I: 610, 28-29; Translation no. [40].
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the barest essentials when commenting on A V 1:119, although he
mentions the view of some who claim that the cause of application of
speech units denoting an action is the relation (sambandha) between
the action and the agent of that action (kecit tu kriyakarakasam-
bandham kriyasabdanam pravrttinimittam icchanti). The thesis that
speech units denote sambandha is mentioned by Dignaga at PSV I:
3d. The example of such kriyasabdas is pacakatva, which illustrates
the rule that the introduction of the abstract affix after pacaka serves
the purpose of denoting the relation. Jinendrabuddhi presents a
concise exegesis of Dignaga’s quotation of the grammatical definition
that in essence is similar to the one found in Kaiyata’s Pradipa on
Mahabhasya explaining A V.1:119, although Jinendrabuddhi mentions
additional instances of compounds (samasa), and krt and taddhita
derivatives. The only instance that would corroborate the alleged
identity of the Nyasakara and Jinendrabuddhi is the remarkable
similarity between Jlnendrabuddhl s exegesis of A II.1:57 and his
exegesis of PSV V: 14 and 27.*

3.6 The writer Bhamaha, author of Kavyalankara, a well-known
treatise on poetics, refers to some Nyasakara at Kavyalankara VI 36
where Bhamaha rejects the Nyasakara’s description of a particular
type of compound formation as contradicting Panini’s grammar. The
question is whether the Nyasakara, whose view Bhamaha rejects, is
identical with Jinendrabuddhi, the author of Nyasa. Bhamaha
mentions the word vrtrahantr as an example of a term accepted by the
Nyasakara, although it is excluded by the relevant Paninian rules. In
this connection Bhamaha refers to A III 1.133, which introduces the
affix trc to denote the agent of an action, and A II 2.15, which
disallows the introduction of this affix to form a genitive tatpurusa
(sasthitatpurusa) ~ compound  like vrtrahantr This compound,
however, is recorded in the Mahabharata;” and post-Paninian
grammarians tried to accomodate the Paninian rules to recorded usage.
But nowhere does Nyasa mention vrtrahantr together with other non-
Paninian compounds as examples of legitimate derivations under the
Sanskrit grammarians’ attempt at accomodating the linguistic
evidence to the relevant Paninian rules.*® We are evidently faced with
another Nyasakara, several of whom are mentioned in Sanskrit

* Cf. Translation, notes 203 and 357.
»CL.PWs.v.

® For a recent discussion of the evidence, cf. Kavyalankara of Bhamaha. Edited
with Introduction etc. by Batuk Nath Sarma and Baldeva Upadhyaya. The Kashi
Sanskrit Series 61 (Third Edition). Varanasi 2002.
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grammatlcal literature, among others by Bhartrhari in his Maha-
bhasyatika.*’

3.7  The date of Bhamaha has been the subject of a never-ending
debate. G. Tucci, for instance, concluded on the basis of references to
Dignaga’s philosophy in Kavyalankara, that Bhamaha must have been
a pre-Dharmakirti scholar because he does not mention Dharmakirti’s
philosophy anywhere.*® This is certainly true. The question is whether
the absence of references to Dharmakirti’s works corroborates the
conclusion as it is based upon an argument e silentio. The evidence,
however, supports Tucci’s conclusion. Indeed, Bhamaha must have
been either a pre-Dharmakirti writer or one of Dharmakirti’s contem-
poraries as Dharmakirti addresses his criticism of Dignaga’s apoha
theory at PVSV 63,12ff. This conclusion is corroborated by Jinendra-
buddhi’s presentation of Dharmakirti’s views on anyapoha 1n an
excursus inserted immediately after his comment on PSV V: 13.%

this excursus Jinendrabuddhi quotes a slightly edited version of
Bhamaha’s objection to Dignaga’s apoha theory at Kavyalankara VI
17, which states that according to the apoha theory a word must have
two separate functions, namely that of affirmation and that of
exclusion.

3.8  In Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition this objection is followed by a
quotation of Dharmakirti’s PVSV 63,12ff, which he interprets as
Dharmakirti’s answer to Bhamaha’s objection. Otherwise it would be
difficult to understand why Jinendrabuddhi would quote a slightly
edited version of Kavyalankara VI 17 in this particular context. The
above-mentioned passage of PVSV addresses among other issues
Dharmakirti’s statement at PV 1 127ab: na capi sabdo dvayakrd
anyonyabhava ity asau that a word does not effect two things viz.
affirmation and exclusion—which reproduces Bhamaha’s objection to
Dignaga’s apoha thesis, since the connection between the referent
posited by the word and the thing excluded is one of mutual non-
existence; and affirmation implies per se negation which merely
reflects non-existence of one of the elements of the relation of mutual
non-existence.

7 Cf. Cardona 1997 no. 453.
* Cf. Guiseppe Tucci, "Bhamaha and Dinnaga” in The Indian Antiquary LIX (1930)

142-47.
E)QPCf Appendix 2.
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3.9  Jinendrabuddhi’s identification of the target of Dharmakirti’s
argument with Bhamaha is not an isolated instance in post-
Dharmakirti philosophical literature. Other contemporary scholars like
Santaraksita, who quotes Bhamaha’s objection at TS 911, shows a
marked dependence on Dharmakirti’s rejection of Bhamaha’s criti-
cism when presenting at TS 1019 his own refutation of Bhamaha’s
arguments. This corroborates Jinendrabuddhi’s identification of the
target of Dharmakirti’s criticism with Bhamaha. Moreover, Karnaka-
gomin quotes in PVST 250,19-22 the relevant verses from Kavya-
lankara followed by the observation that Bhamaha’s claim is rejected
by Dharmakirti’s argument at PVSV 63,12ff, which both Santaraksita
and Kamalasila at TSP 395,18 take to address Bhamaha’s objection to
the apoha theory.”® With this observation I think we can safely put the
debate about Bhamaha’s date to rest.

The sources of Visalamalavati V

3.10 The impression one gets from reading Jinendrabuddhi’s tika is
that he rewrote older material with the intention of making his own
tika au courant with the latest development in epistemology, logic and
philosophy of language. Jinendrabuddhi’s dependence on Dharma-
kirti’s Pramanavarttikasvavrtti, which contains an important section
devoted to the philosophy of anyapoha, is evident throughout his
commentary on PSV V. Thus, PST V reflects Dharmakirti’s position
in the process of explaining Dignaga’s apoha thesis. Consequently
Jinendrabuddhi is not a reliable exegete of Dignaga’s thought in every
respect. His main objective is evidently to show that Dignaga’s views
are compatible with Dharmakirti’s philosophy. This attempt makes
him gloss over controversial aspects of Dignaga’s philosophy.

3.11 For instance, Dharmakirti attempt to re-interpret the rationale
of Dignaga’s claim that words denote things (bhava) or entities (vastu)
qualified by exclusion or absence of other things from the referent in
the light of his own philosophy;’' and he re-interprets Dignaga’s claim
that verbal cognition does not differ from inference; according to
Dharmakirti’s interpretation, the inferential nature of verbal cognition
means that the thing inferred is not the referent of the verbal
expression, as Dignaga claims, but the vivaksa of the speaker, whose

%0 Cf. the evidence traced in Appendix 2.
*! Cf. Pind 1999.
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intention is inferable through the speaker’s words. Jinendrabuddhi
follows this re-interpretation as appears from his gloss on the term
nivrttivisista “qualified by exclusion,” which he maintains qualifies
the person speaking. This understanding departs completely from the
rationale of the original apoha theory, which aims at substituting
exclusion of other referents for the Nyaya-VaiSesika universal as a
real entity inherent in things and the justification for the application of
words to things. As already mentioned, according to Dignaga
exclusion of other referents comes with all the attributes of the Nyaya-
VaiSesika universal as resident in things and words. Thus Jinendra-
buddhi’s explanation is not true to the rationale of Dignaga’s apoha
thesis.

3.12 Although Dharmakirti’s philosophy is the main source of
Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha theory, it is, on
the other hand, evident that Jinendrabuddhi had access to and made
use of already existing commentaries on PSV. For instance, he must
have used the same source as the Jain philosopher Simhasiri, who
wrote a detailed commentary of Mallavadi’s criticism of Dignaga’s
apoha thesis, because there are several cases where Jinendrabuddhi’s
glosses and explanations are almost identical with those found in
Simhasiri’s commentary on Mallavadi’s work. Indeed, there is every
reason to believe that Simhastri’s explanations of theoretically crucial
passages of PSV V are more reliable reproductions of Dignaga’s
original view than those found in PST. This remarkable similarity is
difficult to explain unless we assume that Jinendrabuddhi had access
to and copied or slightly rephrased explanations found in an older
commentary on PSV.

3.13 It is not possible to identify the source with absolute certainty,
because Simhastri merely identify certain explanatlons occurring in
Mallavadi’s work as presented by the fikakarah.”> Given the authority
of the source, as indicated by the fact that Mallavadi in several cases
conflates Dignaga’s text with that of the fika, and further indicated by
Jinendrabuddhi’s use of the same source as a valid explanation of
Dignaga’s view on a particular issue, it is not unreasonable to assume
that the work may be identical with the fikad, which Devendrabuddhi
composed according to the Tibetan Buddhist scholar Bu sTon. Thus it
is not unlikely that it is this work to which Simhasiiri refers and quotes
as one of Mallavadi’s sources. Mallavadi probably made extensive use

2 Cf. NCV 621, 25. The plural fikakaraih is in all likelihood to be interpreted as
respect language. Cf. Renou, Grammaire § 207.
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of the fika even without indicating that he was quoting or slightly
rephrasing it. Otherwise it is difficult to explain why the phrase : fato
naiva prakasakam syat that occurs in Mallavadi’s work as quoted at
NCV 708,13-14, surfaces in Jinendrabuddhi’s tika Ms B 71a7 as tatas
ca naiva prakasayeta. The sentence belongs in the context of explain-
ing PSV 1II: 15. The similarity of phrasing and syntax is striking and
undeniable. In any case, Jinendrabuddhi must have considered the
unknown commentary a valid source of information on Dignaga’s
philosophy, as appears from the fact that he, Mallavadi and Simhastri
used it and apparently made no attempt to distinguish between
Dignaga’s own statements and the explanations attributed to the tika.

3.14 I quote below selected passages from Simhasiiri’s Nayacakra-
vrtti juxtaposed with those of PST V; they illustrate Jinendrabuddhi’s
dependence on the source used by Mallavadi and Simhasiri: he
apparently either quotes or edits it slightly to fit it into his own
exposition. The quotations—often verbatim—are such that there can be
no doubt that both authors rely on the same source, in all likelihood an
old and authoritative tika, although it remains an open question whose
work it is. As already mentioned it may be identical with the ftika
attributed to Devendrabuddhi. The following examples show beyond
doubt that we are not presented with chance similarities: in spite of
minor differences of expression, Jinendrabuddhi evidently utilized the
same source as Mallavadi and Simhasiri. The collection of examples
is not exhaustive:

1. PST Ms B 193bl: anantyad ity upapattih.
kasyanantyat? prakrtatvad bhedanam eva; cf. NCV 627, 14-
15: anantyad iti hetuh. kasyanantyat? bhedanam, yasmat te
purvam prakrta na canyah srityate.

2. PST Ms B 193, 2: akhyatum; karoter anekarthatvat; cf.
NCV 627, 17: kartum akhyatum; karoter anekarthatvat.

3. Ms B 193b2: tad etad dhetudvayam uktam: anantyam
sambandhasakyatve hetuh, anakhyatasambandhatvam punar
anabhidhane; cf. NCV 627, 22: atra canantyam paramparye-
nanabhidanahetuh. tato hi sambandhasakyata, sambandha-
vyutpatter anabhidhanam.

4. Ms B 193b6: mlecchasabde hi sabdasvaripamatram
eva pratiyate, narthah; cf. NCV 627, 23-68,7: yatra sabdas-
yarthena sambandho ’vyutpanno yatha mlecchasabdanam
tatra Sabdamdtram pratiyate nartha ityadi.

5. Ms B 226b1: syad etad atulyanam anantyad vyatireka-
khyanasyapi sarvatrasambhava, cf. NCV 652, 16: syad
etadvyatirekasyapy asambhavah iti.

6. Ms B 208a7: tatha hi te vinapi vrksarthena rasadisu
drstah, na vrksasabdatvadikam samanyam, cf. NCV
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653,18ff: tatha hi te vinapi vrksarthena rasadisu drstah, na
tu vrksasabdo ‘nyatra drstah, tasmad vrksasabdenaiva pra-
tydyanam upapannam.

7. Ms B 226bl: syad etad atulyanam anantyad vyatire-
kakhyanasyapi sarvatrasambhava iti, cf. NCV 652,16: syad
etad vyatirekasyapy asambhavah.

Ms B 226b4: yasmad darsanasya tattulye sarvatrasam-
bhavo ’tattulye tu sambhavo ’darsanasya, cf. NCV 652,17-
18: yasmad darsanasya sarvatrasambhavah. saty api darsane
sarvathanumanasambhavah.

8. Ms B 228a7-B 228bl: tad eva tu vastv asadvyavrttam
saksad abhidhiyate. tatas tasya ye viSesas te tadavyatirekan
na pratiksipyante, cf. NCV 733,14: atra punar asatpratise-
dhena saksad vartata iti tasya ye visesas tan na pratiksepati.

9. Ms B 228bl1-2: ata eva bhaktadoso ’pi nasti. na hy
anyatra mukhyavrttih Sabdo dravyadisipacaryate, cf. NCV
733,16-17: bhaktadoso ’py ata eva nasti, na hy anyatra
mukhya vrttir dravyadisipacaryate.

Apart from PSV and other works by Dignaga, Mallavadi and
Simhasiri had access to Dignaga’s SPVy from Wthh they presumably
quote the laksanavakya on apoha, cf. NCV 611, 5ff,> as well as works
by tikakaras, cf. NCV 621,25ff. It is obvious that Jinendrabuddhi too
had access to other works by Dignaga or his commentators when he
wrote PST. For instance, he either quotes or refers to Dignaga’s SPVy
three times.”* Judging from the parallel passages found in PSV V the
passages from SPVy represent a more discursive treatment of the
same subject, although the vocabulary is basically the same. The
fragmentary Chinese translation of a few of the introductory verses of
this treatise makes it impossible to infer its scope.

4 The Critical Edition of PST V

4.1 The Sanskrit manuscript of PST V comprises Ms B 191a7-
242b7. The objective of the critical edition of PST V presented in the
apparatus as an integral part of the annotation is to establish a readable
version of the unique manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s PST V. The
edition occasionally leaves out brief sentences that are not important
for understanding Dignaga’s thought or restoring PSV V into Sanskrit.
Jinendrabuddhi’s erudite remarks on upacara (transference) recorded
at Ms B 198a-198b have been left out too, as they add nothing

33 Cf. Translation no.182.
*Ct PST Ms B 229b1-2, Translation no. 465; PST Ms B 239al-2, Translation no.
[301]; PST Ms B 238b7- 239a2 Translation no. 608.
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theoretically important to the grammatical and philosophical issues of
upacara. His excursus on central philosophical issues of the apoha
theory are edited separately and included in the four Appendixes. In
all, well over 90 percent of PST V is edited and included in the
annotation and Appendixes. The main purpose of the edition is to e-
mend obvious scribal mistakes and occasionally to suggest
conjectures. This has in general proved to be unproblematic as scribal
errors in most cases are easy to identify and correct. The generally
excellent Tibetan translation of PST edited in Hattori 1982 has been
helpful as it is useful for corroborating the suggested emendations.
Jinendrabudhi occasionally quotes original Sanskrit sources in PST V
in support of his commentary. Where possible I have identified the
sources of the quotations and if necessary corrected the readings of
PST on the basis of the published editions of these works. A few
passages of Ms B are unreadable as are the corresponding Tibetan
conversions (see 4.3f). Fortunately, it is possible to solve most of
these problems. There are a few lacunae and missing phrases in the
manuscript—mirrored in the Tibetan translation—which in a few
instances make it impossible to understand the intended argument.
Other passages are unreadable as words or lines were distorted beyond
recognition in the process of copying the manuscript, with the result
that it is impossible to construe a few paragraphs, and the Tibetan
version which evidently reflects a manuscript containing the same
omissions does not help solving the problem. In a few cases
difficulties of construing Jinendrabuddhi’s text is caused by scriptura
continua, which also made the highly competent Tibetan translator
suggest an implausible Tibetan rendering of the Sanskrit text he at-
tempted to reproduce.

4.2 I have punctuated the critical edition without regard for the
occasionally meaningful punctuation of Ms B as I consider the use of
comma, semicolon, and full stop to be more helpful for the reader of
an occasionally complicated text than traditional indigenous punc-
tuation. The punctuation marks reflect my interpretation of the syntax
of the Sanskrit original and are primarily intended to present a version
of Jinendrabuddhi’s work that is syntactically understandable to a
modern reader. Sandhi has been adjusted accordingly. The manuscript
has proved to be an invaluable source of information on the Sanskrit
version of PSV which Jinendrabuddhi commented upon. Apart from
the substantial number of pratikas quoted from the original source or
the sources Jinendrabuddhi consulted for his fika, his paraphrases of
the Sanskrit text of PSV V have proved to be an excellent means for
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restoring a substantial number of paragraphs of PSV V into Sanskrit,
as they contain important information on the syntax of phrases of PSV
V. In one instance Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase includes a crucial
phrase that for unknown reasons was missing in the manuscripts used
by the two Tibetan translator teams (see 2.8 and 2.6).

The Tibetan translation of PST

4.3 The Tibetan translation of PST (hence T) attributed to lotsava
Blo gros brtan pa is generally of a high standard and an important
source of information on the readings of the Sanskrit manuscript of
PST used by the translator. It is therefore of considerable value for
text critical purposes. It contains nonetheless a number of passages
that are impossible to construe and understand. In most cases they are
either due to misinterpretations of the original Sanskrit ms caused by
scriptura continua or due to wrong readings found in the manuscript
upon which the translator relied. Although the Tibetan sources
indicate that the translation is based upon another Sanskrit manuscript
than Ms B, it is evident that it must have been based upon a
manuscript with similar readings, because T reflects wrong readings
which also occur in Ms B.

4.4  For instance, Jinendrabuddhi quotes PS V 46ab at PST Ms B
211al-2 in this form: apodvare yad anyas’am vaksad arthe vzkalpzta
iti. This clause is reproduced in T 177, 36-37 as: ’di ni sel ba’i sgo la
gan ’di’i ’di dag las don du brtags pa ’o Zes 'chad par ’gyur ro. The
translation is meaningless. It is evidently based upon a corrupt text
like the one found in Ms B. One wonders if the translator himself
could make sense of it. There is no reason to assume, however, that
the reading of the translator’s manuscript differed essentially from that
of Ms B on this particular point. The most likely explanation is that
originally the corruption was introduced because of a misreading or
misreproduction of the ligature /ddh/ that at some point in the
transmission of the manuscript was read as /dv/, which would yield
apodvare as we find in Ms B. It is therefore likely that the translator
attempted to emend the reading of his manuscript because apodvare is
reproduced as sel ba’i sgo la corresponding to Sanskrit *apohadvare,
which has no support in Ms B. The translator may have conjectured
that the meaningless apodvare was to be emended to read apohadvare
and inserted an extra syllable /ha/ in a desparate attempt to make sense
of the compound.
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4.5 In one case the translator misinterpreted the phrase cddyupddd-
nah < cadi < ca + adi + upa® as derived from vadin + upa®. This
appears from the translation rgol pas iie bar len pa T 155,15, which is
utterly meaningless.” The reading samanyavisesavastvavaccheda-
hetutvat recorded at Ms B 215a2 is translated in T as spyi dan khyad
par gyi drnos po ma yin pa gcod pa’i rgyu fiid kyi phyir. The otherwise
meticulous translator evidently read samanyavisesavastvavacchedahe-
tutvat as a compound and translated it accordingly in spite of the fact
that it is incomprehensible. He assumed that /a/ of viSesavastu® was
due to sandhi: the result of samanyavisesa- + avastu (= dros po ma yin
pa). Apparently he did not reflect upon whether his understanding of
the compound made sense in the context of the argument: he merely
translated the text as he read it. Fortunately it is easy to emend the
reading by inserting the space that was deleted by the copyist: the cor-
rect reading 1s, of course, samanyavisesa vastvavacchedahetutvat
which is easy to construe with the rest of the clause. The reading of
Ms B illustrates once again the common error introduced by scriptura
continua, forgetting to mark syntactical word boundaries in the
process of copying a manuscript; and without the Sanskrit text it is
virtually impossible to identify the cause of a meaningless Tibetan
translation because of the structural difference of the two languages.
The example illustrates once again that Tibetan translators tend to
render what they read in their Sanskrit manuscripts, in spite of the fact
that it makes no sense in the context; and without the original Sanskrit
source it is difficult to infer what the cause of similar philological pro-
blems might be.

4.6  Although the number of translation mistakes appears to be
limited—most of them are due to scribal errors introduced into the
Sanskrit manuscript on which T is based—the translation is sometimes
difficult to understand and invariably leads to wrong conclusions
about the context of a particular argument. For instance, at Ms B
242b5 we find the reading nirdistapravartakam. The same reading
was evidently found in the manuscript used by Blo gros brtan pa,
because he reproduces the term as ries par bstan pa ’jug par byed pa.
The translation, however, makes no sense in the context, and any
reader, who is unaware of the fact that Jinendrabuddhi quotes a
passage from Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya (hence NBh), is left with the
impression that he has missed the point. Jinendrabuddhi is merely

55 Cf. Translation no. 44.
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quoting Vatsyayana’s use of the term nirdistapravaktrka in NBh on
NS I1.2:1: anirdistapravaktrkam pravadaparamparyamaitihyam. The
error is presumably an old one, but without tracing the correct Sanskrit
reading to the original source, it would have been difficult to identify
the error and emend the text.

4.7 It is difficult to explain why Blo gros brtan pa would translate
the term samakhyasambandhapratttl (Ms B 241a6)°® as mtshunis pa
fiid ces bya ba’i ’brel pa rtogs pa unless we assume that his
manuscript erroneously left a space between samakhya and the rest of
the compound, which is likely to be true. Consequently he must have
interpreted samakhya as a qualifier of sambandhapratiti (f.).
Moreover, he appears to have read samakhya as a derivative of
samana, or he may have conjectured that the correct reading should be
samanya. It is not clear why Blo gros brtan pa, employs the speech
units 7iid and ces bya ba. No matter what motivated the translation, it
is utterly incomprehensible in the context. The term samakhya-
sambandhapratiti, however, is found in Vatsyayana’s commentary on
the same sutra, namely NS I1.2:1. These examples illustrate the nature
of the philological problems involved in studying the Sanskrit and
Tibetan versions of PST. In spite of the fact that the Tibetan
translation of PST is excellent it is clear that without having recourse
to the original Sanskrit version it is difficult to understand why certain
Tibetan passages are meaningless, unless one is in a position to
identify the cause of the philological problem as being based upon a
faulty Sanskrit manuscript or misinterpretation of its readings.

4.8 In spite of its occasional faults the Sanskrit manuscript shows
that the Tibetan version of PST V reflects a Sanskrit version that in
general appears to have been similar to the one recorded by the scribe
who copied Ms B. In a few places there are minor gaps in PSV V.
Since they also occur in T, which for this reason is impossible to
construe, it is obvious that the Sanskrit source on which T is based
descends from a similar Ms. Apart from minor gaps in Ms B as
reflected in T, it is possible to infer from the Tibetan translation that
there is one of approximately seven lines between Ms B 237a7 and
238al. The missing passage is part of Jinendrabuddhi’s comment
upon PSV V 46. The commentary of the entire paragraph is repro-
duced in T, which contains several pratikas; and there is no reason to
assume that in the process of the manuscript transmission seven lines

% Cf. Appendix 3 where the Sanskrit phrase is edited.
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of text were suddenly deleted. As the folios contain seven lines recto
and verso the conclusion seems inevitable: the otherwise conscienti-
ous scribe who copied his manuscript as far as Ms B 237a7 forgot to
turn the folio and copy 237b1f; instead he continued copying 238alf.

4.9  This paragraph is particularly important as it presents Digna-
ga’s view on pratibha, which is influenced by Bhartrhari’s philosophy
of language. The Sanskrit restoration of this crucial paragraph is there-
fore not fully supported by Sanskrit pratikas, which is a minor
problem as it is written with the background of Bhartrhari’s vocabu-
lary and philosophy of language. It has not been possible to trace the
Sanskrit equivalent to the Tibetan term Icags kyu med pa to any of
Bhartrhari’s extant works or his commentators’ explanations. The
Tibetan translations Icags kyu med pa yin pa’i phyir ro V : lcags kyu
med pa’i phyir ro K reproduce in all likelihod the expression
*nirankusatvat. Surprisingly, I have succeded in tracing the term to
Sankara’s Brahmasutrabhasya on Brahmasutra I1.1.3:11. Addressing
the nature of utpreksa Sankara describes it as unfettered, like Dignaga.
There is no reason to assume that Sankara’s use of the expression
nirankusa stems from Dignaga’s work. On the contrary, it mirrors
undoubtedly Bhartrhari’s vocabulary and an aspect of his philosophy
of language about which we are not well informed.”

5 The Sanskrit Restoration of PSV V

5.1 Jinendrabuddhi’s fika is a valuable source of information on
the original Sanskrit version of PSV. With the background of the
Sanskrit evidence it is possible to solve many of the nearly
inextricable philological difficulties that beset the study of the Tibetan
translations of PSV, assuming that Jinendrabuddhi quotes and
comments upon the original Sanskrit version of the treatise. This,
however, is not absolutely certain as he relied upon information
contained in at least one earlier tika on PSV as I have shown (see
3.14), and he may therefore not always quote from the original
Sanskrit version of PSV, but rather from whatever material he found
included in the sources that he was using when writing his fika.

5.2 PST contains a considerable number of pratikas, which are of
inestimable importance for interpreting the vocabulary and syntax of

5T Cf. Translation no.s 574-75.
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the Tibetan translations of PSV V: the Sanskrit evidence indicates that
Jinendrabuddhi in many cases chose to paraphrase Dignaga’s original
Sanskrit exposition in order to present his views in his own words,
adding glosses in the well-established manner of Indian commenta-
tors, as a means of explaining his terse statements. Thus they are
helpful in restoring the Sanskrit text underlying its Tibetan conver-
sions. Jinendrabuddhi also quotes passages from works written by
Dignaga’s contemporary opponents like the Sankhya philosopher
Madhava and an unknown Jaina vaibhagika ‘distinctionist”, who
criticised the apoha theory. These examples would indicate that Dig-
naga in general incorporated into his own presentation, although in
slightly edited form, quotations from works written by authors, whose
views he addressed. For instance, when writing the important
paragraph on pratibha at PSV V: 46, which reflects Dignaga’s
intimate knowledge of Bhartrhari’s philosophy of language, he quotes
a slightly edited version of one of Bhartrhari’s own satements on the
topic of pratibha recorded in Vakyapadiyasvavrtti I; Dignaga even
incorporates into the pratibha section of PSV V padas lifted from
Vakyapadlya Thus, PSV V: 47 quotes pada d and ¢ of VP II 134-35,
respectively.”® And in the passage at PSV V: 50a where Digniga
quotes two verses from VP II: 155-56 he_incorporates edited extracts
from Bhartrhari’s svavrtti on these verses.

5.3 Under these circumstances, I have attempted exemplz gratia to
restore as much as possible of PSV V into Sanskrit.”" I think it is
necessary to emphasize, though, that the proposed restorations reflect
the nature of their primary sources viz. PST and the limited number of
quotations of PSV V recorded in independent Sanskrit sources. From a
strictly philological point of view all of these are secondary sources.
As the occasional differences between the text upon which
Jinendrabuddhi comments and the versions recorded in K and V
would indicate, the transmission of PSV may not have been uniform,
and the fifth chapter is no exception, as the evidence from other
chapters of PSV would indicate. This divergence is difficult to
understand, unless we assume that the Sanskrit manuscripts of PSV
that were in circulation at the time when the two translator teams
completed their efforts had been subject to textual changes and
interpolations. The difference of readings is reflected, for instance, in
the Tibetan versions of the vrti on PSV V: 3 upon which

> See Translation no.s 580-81.
* See Pind 2003.
% The first chapter of PSV is restored by Ernst Steinkellner and published online.
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Jinendrabuddhi comments (see 2.14). This paragraph differs markedly
from the Tibetan translations of K and V, which, moreover, exhibit
individual differences that cannot merely be attributed to incorrect
renderings of the Sanskrit manuscripts that Kanakavarman and
Vasudharaksita were translating into Tibetan. In cases like this I have
adopted the readings suggested by PST, except when K and V support
each other against the readings of PST.

54  The Sanskrit restoration is one strictu sensu: the restored
paragraphs only comprise those parts of PSV V which PST V and
independent sources make it possible to reconstruct with reasonable
certainty. I have only attempted to fill in the lacunae in a limited
number of cases, where the context and parallels make it possible to
suggest a hypothetical restoration that is beyond doubt. These
passages are enclosed in < >. As part of the annotations I have also
restored passages from other chapters of Dignaga’s PSV based upon
critically edited versions of the corresponding paragraphs of Jinendra-
buddhi’s PST, when they shed light on issues which Dignaga
addresses in PSV V. The text of the restored Sanskrit passages is
presented in separate annotations, indicated by square brackets in
bold, numbered 1 through 320. For each note, the relevant pratikdas
and paraphrases found in PST as well as quotations traced to
independent Sanskrit philosophical literature are quoted. In the
apparatus I have underlined all words and passages of Jinendra-
buddhi’s paraphrases that match the Tibetan versions of K or V. It is
thus possible to follow how I interpret the Sanskrit evidence of PST in
the light of the Tibetan evidence of K and V, and linguistically justify
the proposed Sanskrit restorations. All of the restored karikas and
prose passages of PSV V are combined in a separate Appendix to
make it possible to read the restoration without the philological
apparatus and text critical remarks. In all, it has been possible to
restore approximately eighty percent of the fifty karikas of PS V and
approximately seventy five percent of PSV V.

5.5 The Sanskrit restoration is based upon the following sources:
1. The Tibetan translations recorded in K and V as mentioned above.
2. Sanskrit verse and prose fragments of PS and PSV V quoted as pratikas in
Ms B of PST V.

3. Sanskrit paraphrases of PSV V traced to Ms B of PST V.
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4. Sanskrit verse and prose fragments of PSV V quoted in Sanskrit philo-
sophical literature.

Sanskrit quotations or pratikas embedded in PST V do not
constitute a philological problem per se unless they are contradicted
by other sources. If more than one source contradicts a particular
reading there is reason to assume that it is dubious. For instance, the
reading vivecitah that occur in the quotation of PS V 46b at TSP
363,15-16 is contradicted by three sources viz. PST V which reads
vikalpitah for vivecitah, and KV which read rnam par brtags, thus
corroborating PST V. Whatever the source of this reading might have
been, it is clearly secondary and should be rejected as spurious.” In a
similar case Ms B reads ista at PS V 27d as opposed to fulya, the
reading recorded at NCV 649,11, which both K and V corroborate.
The reading fulya is therefore preferable especially as the reading ista
necessitates a forced and dubious interpretation of the verse in which
it occurs.

5.6 In the case of pratikas or Sanskrit quotations from other
sources the principle has been to identify the Tibetan words or phrases
of K and V that match the Sanskrit quotations. It is sometimes difficult
to identify Sanskrit matches, as the syntax of Dignaga’s original
Sanskrit writing and relevant terms are not always correctly
reproduced in K and V, since the translators were having difficulties
interpreting the Sanskrit manuscripts they were translating (see 2.1-
15). For instance, the term krtam, which is syntactically important for
understanding the argument at PSV V: 28c-d, is only translated in K. 62
It oceurs, however, in the paraphrase recorded in Jinendrabuddhi’s
tika.*” In a few instances PST V makes it possible to identify a clause
that is missing in both K and V, although it is crucial for under-
standing Dignaga’s thought (see 2.8).

5.7 If the Sanskrit restoration is based exclusively upon
Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrases of Dignaga’s Sanskrit original, the
problem of identifying suitable Sanskrit matches is sometimes
considerable, especially when the Tibetan readings of K and V are
problematic. In such cases the proposed Sanskrit restoration reflects

¢! Abhayadevasiiri, who relied on TSP, quotes the verse with the reading vivecitah in
his commentary on Sammatitarkaprakaranam Vol. I: 188, 9. Thus, it is not a recent
corruption.

%2 Cf. Translation no.s [189] and 368.

% Cf PST Ms B 221a3-7 quoted ad loc.
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the principle followed by Indian commentators when quoting and
commenting on a passage that needs to be elucidated: the terms of the
quotation are followed by their glosses. For example, the paraphrase of
PSV V: 36ab at PST Ms B 227b5ff reads samanyasabdasya yat
krtyam pratyayyam. tat punah kidrsam? arthantaravyudasah sa sva-
bhedapratiksepena. The Tibetan translations show that this paraphrase
is basically a verbatim reproduction of the first sentence of Dignaga’s
prose commentary on PS V: 36ab including an explanatory gloss
pratyayyam followed by the rhetorical question tat punah kidrsam? In
the present case K and V do not contain identifiable matches for
krtyam, which Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase would seem to presup-
pose. Instead of the expected Tibetan reading bya ba both K and V
read byas pa (= krtam), and one cannot exclude the possibility that this
translation reflects the Sanskrit reading of their manuscripts, although
it is incomprehensible in the context, unless krtam is interpreted as a
neuter fa-participle which is well established as an action noun
similar to krtyam in terms of its semantics.

5.8  Fortunately the reading krtyam is quoted by Simhasiiri at NCV
730,1ff followed by the gloss vyaparah: samanyasabdasya hi sadader
yo ’rthantaravyudaso “asan na bhavati” iti krtyam vyaparah sa
tvayettham avadharitah svabhedapratiksepeneti. In this case the gloss
vyaparah “function” covers as a matter of fact the denotation of
krtyam much better than Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss pratyayyam.
Simhasiri’s quotation contains the crucial particle /i, which is to be
construed with izi. But Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase omits hi. As
krtyam® occurs in an identical context in PST and NCV the reading is
beyond doubt and we can safely adopt it for the purpose of restoring
the original Sanskrit phrase. If Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrases do not
contain any identifiable glosses and his exposition matches the
Tibetan translations of V or K, it is reasonable to assume that he
reproduces the Sanskrit version of PSV V in the form that was known
to him with minor syntactical adjustments to his own presentation, like
the omission of the particle Ai.

5.9  Sometimes Jinendrabuddhi resorts to the use of analytical
strings (vigraha) as commentators often do in order to explain the
scope of technical terms. For instance, the term naimittika that occurs
in the restored phrase naimittikesu sabdesu at PSV V: 50a is explained

o4 Cf A I 3:114: bhave napumsake ktah.
% The semantics of krtyam encountered in Buddhist Sanskrit literature imitates MI
kiccam.
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at MS B 238b2-3 as follows: naimittika jatigunakriyadravyasabdah.
tesu ... anyapohena samanyariipenabhidhanam sambhavati. The first
sentence presents a gloss explaining what constitutes nimittikah sab-
dah. The Tibetan versions of K and V would seem to presuppose a
phrase like *naimittikesu Sabdesu, which Jinendrabuddhi’s explana-
tion corroborates. The original loc. pl. of the Sanskrit phrase is repro-
duced in the following explanation which introduces the loc. pl. zesu.
This pronominal locative merely has the function of imitating the
original locative pl. of the definition of naimittika °Sabdah, from
which we only have to extract the term sabdah in order to restore the
original Sanskrit phrase. Thus the grammatical structure of Dignaga’s
text is carefully reflected in Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation, which
makes it possible to restore the original sentence complement in the
locative: naimittikesu Sabdesu. This restoration matches the syntax of
the Tibetan translations of K and V and is mirrored in the subsequent
noun phrase yadrcchikesu tu katham, which Jinendrabuddhi subse-
quently quotes.
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6 Dignaga’s philosophy of anyapoha

6.1 The objective of this study is to present an analysis of the
essential features of Digndga’s apoha thesis as expounded in PSV V%
which is a crucial complement to Dignaga’s philosophy of inference
as it presents the only definite exposition of his theory of induction.
Dignaga develops in this central chapter the idea that joint absence
(vyatiraka) of word and referent in contrast to their joint presence
(anvaya) defines exclusion of other referents and simultaneously
justifies the invariable concomitance of word or speech element and
the thing denoted. Thus, by extension, joint absence establishes the
invariable connection between the logical indicator (/iriga) and the
thing indicated (lingin) because Dignaga claims that verbal cognition
is subject to the same constraints as those that characterize knowledge
obtained through inference.®’

6.2  All sources indicate that anydpoha was conceived as a
substitute for real general properties. Kumarila claims, for instance, in
the first sloka of his apoha critique, that exclusion of non-cows as
samanya in principle does not differ from the general property
cowhood (gotva) as real entity (vastu), and Dignaga rejects the
assumption that real general properties are real entities. KamalaSila
explains that Kumarila’s use of the term samanya in his presentation
of the apoha doctrine presupposes Dignaga’s thesis that the general
property (sdmdnyag as denotable object is characterized by exclusion
(apohalaksanam).®® The question is, however, in what way apoha
could be presented as a general property like samdanya, which
contemporary Sanskrit grammarians and non-Buddhist philosophers
assumed is the semantic condition for the application of words
(pravrttinimitta). As the Buddhists reject as untenable the idea that
extramental real general properties inherent in the object of denotation
are grounds of application of words, they were somehow forced to
present a theoretically consistent explanation of the cause of denota-
tion, which dispenses with real general properties like existence

% The analysis draws on the explanations of crucial paragraphs of PSV V presented
in the annotations to the translation.

7 Cf. the frequently quoted statement, which Buddhist writers attribute to Dignaga:
apohah Sabdalingabhyam eva pratipadyate. See PVSV 2527f; TSP 367, 17
commenting on Kumarila’s statement at SV Apohavada 73ab: na canyavyavrtti-
mukta pravrttih Sabdalingayoh.

% Cf. TSP p. 360, 15: apohalaksanam samanyam vacyatvenabhidhiyamanam.
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(sattd@) and substanceness (dravyatva) or the like. The apoha theory is
thus very much part of the contemporary Indian philosophical scene at
the time when Dignaga propounded his apoha doctrine. He addresses
the inherent ontological difficulties that attach to the thesis of real
general properties in the second chapter of PSV II: 16% and substitutes
anyapoha for real general properties, claiming at PSV V: 36d that
anyapoha has the same properties as real general properties without
being subject to the same absurd consequences as the thesis that real
general properties constitute the semantic condition for denotation.

6.3 In PSV V Dignaga also claims that words denote things
(bhava) as quahfled by preclusion (nivrtti) of other referents (arthan-
taranivrttivisista).”® In a theoretically related fragment—presumably
from the SPVy—we find a similar phrase which substitutes vastu for
bhava, claiming that the referent is a real object qualified by
preclusion: nivrttivisistam vastu sabdarthah It is thus clear that the
Sabdartha qualified by nivrti is conceived as a real object (vastu) or
entity (bhava). These definitions of denotation and the concomitant
function of nivrtti raise the obvious question of what a term like nivrtti
denotes in this particular context. Neither nivreti nor its synonyms
have verbal implications per se. In grammatical contexts nivrti is
recorded in the sense of cessation or removal and is thus semantically
related to apoha in the sense of exclusion. It is difficult, however, to
relate these terms and their well attested denotations to verbal
knowledge and inference as described by Dignaga in PSV V.

6.4  Dignaga’s apoha doctrine and its basic presuppositions as
presented in PSV V were never adopted by post-Dignaga Buddhist
scholars without modifications. Their views on anyapoha were
inevitably influenced by the works of the central Buddhist philosopher
Dharmakirti, and post-Dharmakirti thinkers. In fact, the theory of
knowledge underlying the original version of the apoha doctrine as
expounded in PSV V is incompatible with its subsequent elaboration
by Dharmakirti. In spite of an undeniable family likeness between
Dignaga’s original theory and Dharmakirti’s version of it, there are
substantial differences between them, and we must differentiate
between Dignaga’s views and those of Dharmakirti and later
generations of Buddhist thinkers. Thus it is obvious that the

% Cf. PSV II: 16 restored and translated no. 504.
" Cf. the crucial paragraph PSV V: 36d.
"' Cf. Translation no. 182.
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expression “apoha theory” does not designate a uniform theory with
an invariable set of theoretical presuppositions. This study therefore
aims at shedding light on the theoretical obsqurities of the apoha
theory by focussing on some of Dignaga’s statements in PSV V,
which are crucial to our understanding of its basic presuppostions, and
hopefully thereby paving the way for an in-depth study of what
suggested to Dharmakirti to reformulate, in his remarkable oeuvre,
some of the basic presuppositions of the apoha doctrine in the light of
the criticism it met with.

Verbal knowledge as inference

6.5 There is one assumption whose importance far outweighs all
other elements of the apoha theory: Dignaga’s claim that verbal
knowledge (sa@bda) and inference (anumana) share the same
properties. He rejects the commonly acknowledged doctrine that
verbal knowledge presupposes the ex1stence of real general properties
inherent in things. In PSV 1II:16"> he addresses its absurd
consequences and substitutes anyapoha for real general properties,
claiming that exclusion has the same properties as real general
properties without being subject to the same consequences. Thus
Dignaga presents the apoha theory as a theoretlcal achievement
superior to the doctrine of real general propertles ? The question is in
what way it is possible for Dignaga to maintain that there is a
functional homology of exclusion or preclusion of other referents and
real general properties without generating an ontological aporia
similar to the one he has shown pertains to the thesis of real general
properties. In the first paragraph of PSV V:1 Dignaga propounds the
fundamental hypothesis of the apoha theory, that verbal knowledge
(Sabda) does not differ from inference (anumana)* since a word
denotes its referent (artha) by means of exclusion of other referents
(anyapoha) in the same way as indicators like “being produced”
(krtakatva). And Dignaga continues explaining that when a word is

72 Cf. Translation no. 504 where PSV II: 16 is restored and translated.
 Cf. PSV V: 36d where its superior merits (gunotkarsa) are mentioned; cf.
Translation.

This assumption, however, was re-interpreted by Dignaga’s influential commen-
tator, Dharmakirti, whose work was to dominate Buddhist epistemology and logic
for centuries. Dharmakirti’s work shows that the inferential nature of verbal cogni-
tion was no longer of any theoretical concern because he re-interprets Dignaga’s
original statement about the inferential nature of verbal cognition in such a way that
the inference is presented as one of the speaker’s intention (vivaksa) and not the
referent (artha) as Dignaga originally assumed. Cf. Translation no. 9.



46 Introduction

applied to an object (visaya) it denotes any given part or attribute
(amsa) of it by exclusion of other referents (artha), like the general
property “being produced” which excludes things that are not
produced (akrtaka)

6.5 The reason why Dignaga introduces the abstract term
krtakatva in the context of explaining that verbal cognition is
inferential, is to show that exclusion of other referents (anyapoha) is
in fact equivalent to a general property (samanya). This is shown by
an important passage at PSV V:33ab in which Dignaga explains that:

In the exact same way as the general property (samanyam) ‘being
produced’ (krtakatvam) is [explained] to indicate ’impermanence’
(anityatvagamakam) through its exclusion of what is not a product
(akrtakavyudasena), the general property in a word (Sabde) is explained
[to be] due to its exclusion of other words (Sabdantaravyavacchedena);
and only through this (fenaiva ca) does it indicate its referent
(arthapratyayakah).

Although this explanation is intended to describe what constitutes the
general property in a word (Sabde) the explanation is evidently
presented on the analogy of the general property in a referent (arthe),
which by definition is characterized as samanyalaksana. Thus,
Dignaga’s explanation makes it possible to conclude that the general
property “being produced” (krtakatva) qualifies produced things
(krtaka) by excluding them from things that are not produced
(akrtaka). Dignaga rejects the view that general properties are
ontologically singular entities inherent in things, but he does not reject
the idea that there are general properties, although of a different order.
In fact, he defines general properties as exclusion of other, which
leads to the question of how he justifies establishing an invariable
connection between indicator and indicated and word and referent
with the background of preclusion or exclusion of other.

6.7  Dignaga’s theory of knowledge is characterised by a well-
known set of dichotomies. The object of immediate sensation
(pratyaksa) is the svalaksana, i.e. the individual character of things,
which by definition is beyond linguistic representation. The object of
the indicator or the word and the thing indicated or the referent is the
samanyalaksana, i.e. the general character of things, and the

> Cf. Translation PSV V: 33ab.
7% For the implications of Dignaga’s introduction of the abstract affix tva after
krtaka, cf. Translation no. 14.
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samanyalaksana is according to Dignagan epistemology the domain
of inference and language. The term samanyalaksana is rarely used in
PSV and Dignaga never defines its exact scope, but limits himself to
state without any qualifications that it is the object of inference and
verbal communication. However, the explanation at PSV I 2c¢,-d, is in
a way an implicit definition of the content of the term:

svasamanyalaksanabhyam hy avyapades’yavamatva‘b%z?ya'm varnadi
grhitva nityataya canityam varnaditi manasa samdhatte.

“For having perceived a colour or the like through its individual and
general characters, i.e., through what is not denotable and colourness,
[respectively], as well as through [the general property] impermanence,
one combines [the two] at the thought: “Colour, etc., is impermanent.”

In this phrase we notice the distinction Dignaga makes between the
general property varnatva, i.e. colourness and the term varna denoting
a particular colour. He also introduces the abstract term anityata in
order to explain the judgement “colour or the like (varnadi) is
impermanent (anityam).” Although Dignaga never defines samanya-
laksana and the implications of this term in the context of Dignaga’s
ontology and theory of knowledge have never been answered, it is
clear as shown by PSV V:33ab quoted above that samanya is defined
in terms of exclusion of other referents.

6.8  Exclusion of other referents presupposes that the relation
(sambandha) between the word and the thing it denotes is subject to
the constraints of invariable concomitance (avinabhava): they are
supposed to be invariably concomitant (avinabhavin) in the same way
as the logical indicator and the indicated. Dignaga assumes that the
relation (sambandha) between the word and its referent is comparable
to that of the inferential sign (hetu or linga) and the thing it indicates,
which shows that Dignaga established his philosophy of language on
the basis of his logical theory. This is confirmed by a passage in the
chapter on the role of exemplification (drstanta) presented at PSV
IV:5” in which he explains the connection between the word and its
referent in terms of the rules that must be observed for establishing the
connection between the indicator and the thing indicated. In_other
words, they are subject to the triple constraints of the trairipya.” The

" For a translation and analysis of this phrase, cf. Translation no. 1.
8 Cf. Translation no. 9.
" Cf. Translation no. 9.
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severe criticism which Kumarila, for instance, levelled at Dignaga’s
view of sabda as similar to the logical reason of an inference takes this
assumption for granted,* and PSV V and contemporary sources
indicate beyond doubt that Dignaga established the apoha theory on
the analogy of his philosophy of logic.

6.9  Thus the postulated similarity of the logical indicator and the
word are fundamental to the apoha theory. The question is how
Dignaga avoids the absurd implication that the word occurs at the
thing it indicates in the same way, for instance, as the logical indicator
smoke, which could justifiably be said to occur at the thing it indicates
viz. fire. His presentation and vocabulary makes constant use of the
locative to denote the referent, which any word denotes. However,
words do not occur at their referents like logical indicators. The word
‘smoke,” for instance, does not occur at smoke, nor at fire. The theory
would thus seem to be based upon patently absurd assumptions.
Dignaga’s critic, Kumarila, subjected this apparent absurdity to a
thorough examination in the Sabdapariccheda chapter of his Sloka-
varttika. The problem relates to the semantics of the locative and the
ambiguities entailed by the application of the trairipya to the presup-
positions of verbal knowledge without adjusting the expressions of the
theory of logic to a different although comparable context, that of
verbal knowledge.*’

6.10 Since Dignaga elaborated the apoha thesis on the basis of his
philosophy of logic, it is essential to understand how the connection
(sambandha) between a term and the thing it denotes is established as
invariably connected (avinabhavin). In PSV V: 50b towards the very
end of the chapter, Dignaga describes how the connection between the
word “panasa”, breadfruit tree, and a prototypical instance of a
breadfruit tree is taught. The discussion centres on the question of
whether or not verbal cognition is comparable to inference in the
situation where someone is taught the denotation of words. Dignaga
answers that learning the denotation of a word is not inference because
learning the denotation of a word is the condition of apoha and thus of
verbal cognition as inference. This paragraph addresses the process of

%0 See Kumarila’s criticism at SV Sabdapariccheda 68-98. Cf. 6.9 below.

Dignaga’s statements are ambiguous as their interpretation depends upon the
meaning of his use of the locative. See PSV V: 34 and Translation no.s 416, 419
where I suggest that it is possible to interpret the use of the locative in terms that are
compatible with its use in Sanskrit grammatical literature and lexicography.
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vyutpatti: teaching the denotation of a word by ostentation
(hastasamjid).

6.11 Dignaga’s description of vyutpatti assumes that someone
points to a prototypical example of a breadfruit tree, and explains “this
is a breadfruit tree” (ayam panasa). Thereby the learner understands
the connection between the term “panasa” and the thing it denotes.
Dignaga puts weight on the deitic function of the demonstrative
pronoun “this” (ayam) which accompanies the ostentation because the
syntactical agreement between the pronoun and the term “panasa,”
the name of the object, secures the grammatical validity of the
reference. In PSV V: 50c Dignaga continues explaining that the
connection (sambandha) between the word and its referent is mentally
constructed at the thought “this is the word for that thing.” Vyutpatti
thus implicates two separate moments: first, the moment of learning
how a term is used by observing its application to its referent, and
second, the subsequent moment of constructing the connection in the
mind (manas).** Dignaga closes the paragraph by pointing out that the
connection between any term and the thing it denotes is similar to the
connection between inference and inferred (anumananumeya-
sambandha).

6.12 However, the mentally constructed connection needs to be
reified. That is, the person who is learning the denotation of a name
like the word “panasa” or any other term through vyutpatti must
ascertain that it refers to all instances of the breadfruit tree and not
only to the prototype, which his teacher is showing him. However, it is
impossible to justify the invariable connection of the term panasa and
its referent, the breadfruit tree, by showing how it applies to every
single instance as instances are infinite. Dignaga addresses the
problem at PSV V:2b that a general term like “existent” does not
denote all particulars (bheda) because

it is impossible (asakyah) to tell (kartum) the connection (sambandhah) of
particulars [with a general term like ‘existent’] when they are infinite; and
as the connection of the word [with particulars] is not told (akrtasam-
bandhe Sabde), it is not justified that it denote its referent because merely
its own form is cognized (svaripamatrapratiteh).

%2 In a different context Dignaga explains that vyutparti relates to observed instances
of referents (drstartha), in other instances to those that are not observed
(adrstartha). Cf. Translation no. 631.
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Denotation thus presupposes that the connection of a term like
“existent” and its referent is established, which is not possible on the
assumption that its connection with every particular instance is
ascertained by enumeration showing every single referent, as
particulars are infinite. In addition the use of the word “existent” is
ambiguous as it denotes many different things like substances or
qualities and so on. As mentioned above Dignaga addresses the
problem of infinity of particulars at PSV V:2ab and presents at PSV
V: 34 a solution to this classical problem of induction.

6.13  He explains at that

the word’s connection is feasible (sambandhasaukaryam) and there is no
ambiguity (vyabhicarita) as it is not observed (adrsteh) [to apply] to the
referent of other words and is also (api) observed (darsanat) [to apply] to
a member (amse) of its own referent.

The explanation pivots on the implication of “observation” (darsana)
and ‘“non-observation” (adrsti) because Dignaga claims that the
feasibility of the connection (sambandhasaukarya) depends upon the
application of e.g. the term “existent” to an example of its referent and
non-observation of its application to the referent of other words. The
question is what the two terms imply in terms of theory of cognition.
The following explanation gives the answer: Dignaga assumes that
non-observation is the fundamental element of the process of
reification. In fact, he equates non-observation to joint absence of
word and referent and observation to their joint presence:

For (hi) joint presence and joint absence (anvayavyatirekau) are a means
(dvaram) to the word’s denoting its referent. And these two are its
application to what is similar and its non-application to what is dissimilar.
In this case, however (fu), application to all that is similar is by necessity
not statable with regard to any [referent] whatsoever (kva cit) because
stating it is impossible (akhyanasambhavat) as the referent is infinite
(arthasyanantye). On the other hand, stating its non-application to what is
dissimilar is possible, even though it is infinite (atulye saty apy anantye),
through mere non-observation (adarsanamatrena); and just therefore (ata
eva ca) it has been explained that [the word’s] denoting its own referent
(svarthabhdhanam) is an inference from [its own referent’s] exclusion
from these [other referents] (tadvyavacchedanumanam), from its not
being observed [to apply] to other [referents] than its own relata (svasam-
bandhibhyo ’nyatradarsanat).

6.14 Dignaga thus claims that it is easy to justify the connection by
means of joint presence (anvaya) and absence (vyatireka) but he omits
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addressing the implications of the term (saukarya). We must therefore
assume that the meaning of the term was evident to contemporary
philosophers and that there was no need for explaining its
implications. Dignaga’s presentation shows that the feasibility of the
connection (sambandhasaukaryam) depends on the fact that the word
is observed to apply to an instance of its referent and not observed to
apply to the referents of other words. Non-observation, however, is of
a different order than that of temporarily not observing a referent that
is not where it would be expected to be, because it has been removed
from its locus. It is noteworthy that Dignaga’s use of non-observation
does not address non-observation of things that have been temporarily
removed from their expected place, but rather the universal non-
existence in time and space of other things in the locus of the thing to
which the indicator refers, and the same goes for the word and its
denotation. Thus non-obervation ascertains the non-occurrence of
other words or indicators in a context where the observer is able to
perceive that e.g. the word “tree” denotes a tree and not any other
thing with which it is incompatible in terms of its nature and the word
used to denote it, and on the basis of this observation to generalize the
non-existence of other things in the locus of the referent, and thereby
to ascertain the invariable concomitance of word and referent.

6.15 Dignaga’s use of the term “feasibility” becomes clear from the
writings of non-buddhist philosophers, who address the implications
of sambandhasaukarya. Dignaga presupposes that a person who is
being taught the connection of word and referent (vyutptti) by
ostentation (hastasamjiia) is standing in some place (ekadesastha)
next to a prototypical instance of the referent (artha), i.e., a member
(amsa) of the domain of similar referents. A knowledgeable person
points to the referent explaining that “this x is y”. As the referent thus
defined occurs in a particular locus and no special conditions apply to
it and its locus, the ekadesastha may reify the application of y to any
given x through the means of their joint presence (anvaya) and
absence (vyatireka), their joint absence being ascertained merely
through not observing (adarsanamatra) the application of y to any
other thing but the referent x, inferring that y denotes all instances of
similar things to the exclusion of all things occurring in the domain of
dissimilar things.

6.16 As mere non-observation of other things in the locus of the
prototypical amsa is easily performed, Dignaga assumes that the
reification of the connection between y and x is feasible on the basis of
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mere non-observation, emphasizing the role of vyatireka, joint
absence, as the primary means of establishing the connection, the
object of non-observation being the non-existence (abhava) of other
referents in the locus of the prototypical example. It is therefore
understandable that vyatireka was interpreted as the primary cause of
exclusion being supported by mere non-observation of the word’s
application to the referents of other words. It is obvious that non-
observation in this case does not refer to temporary non-observation of
referents that might have been observed to occur in the locus of the
taught referent on other occasions. The absense of other referents is
substantial: no non-tree (avrksa) is ever observed where a tree (vrksa)
is found. It is therefore possible to conclude from the use of any given
term that the referents of other words are not found in the locus of the
referent of a particular word which therefore excludes them from its
scope. It is thus obvious that verbal knowledge as inference is based
upon joint absence of word and referent, which presupposes the non-
existence (abhava) of other things in the locus of the thing inferred.

6.17 Only on this assumption is it possible to avoid the paradox of
uncertainty and the ensuing doubt about the nature of the referent. As
Dignaga explains:

If, however, the inference were by means of joint presence
(anvayadvarena), the word ‘tree’ should not give rise to doubt
(samsayah) appearing as SimSapa, etc. (SimSapadyabhdasah), about one
and the same entity (ekasmim vastuni). Yet, in the same way as there is
doubt about it, there will also be doubt appearing as earthenness and
substanceness, etc. However, since the word ‘tree’ is not observed to
denote what is non-earthen, etc., the inference is only by means of joint
absence (vyatirekamukhenaiva).

In this explanation Dignaga addresses the implications of verbal
knowledge as inference. The explanation addresses the extension of
individual terms. The term “tree,” for instance, denotes different kinds
of trees such as the simsapa or the like. The argument addresses the
logical implications of basic predication: a Simsapa is a tree, and a tree
is an earthen object, and a substance, and so on. As there are more
trees than simsapas, and more earthen things than trees, and more
substances than earthen things, the individual terms are related in a
logical hierarchy according to their individual extension, which makes
it possible to infer from the application of the term simsapa that it is a
tree (vrksa), earthen (parthiva), and a substance (dravya), and existent
(san) and knowable (jieya). Consequently the inference is based upon
joint absence as it presupposes the exclusion of all non-trees from any
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tree, which is the function of the word “tree,” and only exclusion of
non-trees ascertains the validity of the inference. This raises the
question of the purpose of a term like “non-tree.”

6.18 Dignaga addresses this question in the commentary on PSV
V:43b, which is a crucial paragraph of the apoha chapter:

For the [word] does not exclude a different general property (anyam
Jjatim) for each individual substance (pratidravyam), but rather (kim tarhi)
with the intention of denoting the things to be excluded
(vyavacchedyavivaksaya) by means of a single general property (ekena
samanyadharmena). And on this point it has been explained (uktam
catra) that the inference [of the referent] is from mere non-observation [of
the word’s application] to what belongs to the class of dissimilar things
(vijatiye *darsanamatrenanumnam,).

Any word or speech element is thus seen to denote a prototypical
observed instance of the referent but not to denote things that fall
outside the scope of denotation of the word whose connection is being
taught, i.e. anything that is dissimilar to the referent. Thus observation
is context bound, as learning the denotation of any term relates to
observation of individual instances of the referent and individual
instances of the word applied to denote the referent. However, an
inferential rule has to be established which makes it possible to infer
that the word “tree” denotes the referent tree irrespective of its
individual character. Whatever is dissimilar to the prototypical object
is characterized by a single property (ekadharman) which is its being
non-x. In order to express the absence of the property of being non-x
in things that are x Dignaga coined the negative term non-x, which has
the purpose to denote the single property (dharma) of things that are
non-x. Thus the term non-x is derived from the positive term x by
means of vivaksa as a convenient means for denoting things that are
dissimilar to any x. The terms “tree” and “non-tree”mirror a privative
relation that concerns the non-existence of non-x in the locus of any x.
Although Dignaga does not attribute reality to things that are
aggregates of atoms, which are the only ultimate things that are
ontologically real, it is obvious nonetheless that objects have a derived
secondary reality, in spite of which it is still possible to maintain that
cows or trees are discernible entities to which one may refer by the
word “cow” or “tree”.

6.19 This leads inevitably to the conclusion that the inferential
status of verbal cognition is based upon the fact that any instance of a
thing is dually marked: by its individual character which is only
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accessible through perception and as such inexpressible and by its
general character which is defined by exclusion, as the identity of any
given cow as the referent of the word “cow” is due to the fact that it
excludes non-cows. It is not possible to construe non-existence of non-
cows in the locus of any cow as an instance of double negation on
which many discussions about apoha pivot. However, double negation
does not exist. The word non-cow for instance is merely a secondary
derivative of the word cow. It has been coined to denote anything that
is not a cow: a typical apoha inference therefore reads “it is a cow as it
is not a non-cow.” Non-cow, however, is only a generalized referent
denoting the single property (ekadharma) that defines the negated
referent of the word cow.

6.20 Dignaga equates verbal cognition to inference by means of
joint absence (vyatirekamukha),®> which explains why commentators
compare apoha to vyatireka and unanimously refer to Dignaga’s
apoha theory as “havmg joint absence as the chief thing”
(vyatirekapradhana).** Classical Indian scholars 1nterPret vyatireka as
characterized by non-existence (abhavalaksana),” and Dignaga
assumes that joint absence of word (Sabda) and referent (artha) is
equivalent to mutual non-existence of any speech unit and non-speech
unit and any referent and non-referent, which is implied by his claim
that existence of the nature of one thing presupposes the non-existence
of the nature of other things.* Jayamisra, Kumarila’s commentator,
interprets apoha in terms of itaretarabhava “mutual non-existence,”
which mirrors Dignaga’s basic assumption that apoha presupposes
mutual non-existence of excluded and not excluded.*” With this
background this study will address Dignaga’s attribution of all the
commonly acknowledged features of real general properties to
exclusion.

6.21 Dignaga evidently conceived apoha as a substitute for real
general properties. As mentioned above (5.2) the remarkable mimam-
saka philosopher Kumarila attributes the view to Dignaga that
exclusion of non-cows (agonivrtti) is equivalent to a general property

8 Cf. PSV V: 34: vyatirekamukhenaivanumanam.
Cf. Translation no 188; Pind 1999: § 8. Kumarila’s commentator Jayamisra refers
to followers of Dignaga’s apoha theory as vyatirekavadins, cf. SVT 46, 18.
. Cf. Translation no 425.
Cf. Translation PSV V: 45 and the statement: armantarabhava atmantaram iti.
8 Cf. e.g. Translation no.s 466, 517, 523.
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(samanya). 8 Santaraks1ta quotes the verse at TS 914 and his
commentator Kamalasila explains that exclusion of non-cows as
general property means general property as qualified by exclusion®
(apohalaksanam samanyam), and elsewhere he expressly equates
apoha to non-existence (abhava) This interpretation of the
underlying purpose of the apoha theory is, for instance, confirmed by
Kumarila, who states loc. cit. that “it is obvious that those who
imagine that exclusion of non-cows (agonivrtti) is the denotable
general property (samanya) have designated by the term “exclusion of
non-cows” (agopohagir) nothing else but [the general property]
cowhood (gotva) which is a real object (vastu).” Kumarila’s
conclusion is clear: apoha is just another name for samanya, general
property. Thus he indirectly corroborates the assumption that apoha is
a substitute for general properties. However, the role of apoha as
semantic justification for denotation similar to that of real general
properties leaves many questions unanswered.

6.22 Kumarila continues his criticism asking Dignaga to explain
”what the entities (bhava) [viz. cows] are, whose nature consists in
exclusion of horses or the like (asvadinivrttyatma), as it has been
explained [viz. by me, Kumarila] that a non-entity (abhava) is
equivalent to another entity (bhavantaram).” Thus, Kumarila, on the
one hand, equates preclusion or exclusion, nivrtti or apoha, with the
category of general property (samanya), on the other hand, he
interprets Dignaga’s view of exclusion as involving nothing but the
privative opposition between different entities (bhava), one being the
negation of the other and thus a non-entity (abhdva), which Kumarila
interpets as just a different entity (bhavantaram).”' Kumarila’s obser-
vation is not invented ad hoc. Indeed, there are statements in the fifth
chapter of PSV that corroborate Kumarila’s introductory remarks of
the apohavada chapter of Slokavarttika; and Dharmakirti, for instan-
ce, addresses the question of how the general property is exclusion of
other referents (katham idanim anyapohah samanyam) at PVSV
39,1ff in an important and theoretically charged paragraph of the

8 Cf. SV Apohavada 1: agonivrttih samanyam vacyam yaih parikalpitam / gotvam
yastv eva tair uktam apogohagira sphutam.

® Cf. Dharmakirti’s definition of the general property of referents as qualified by
exclusion: arthanam yac ca samanyam anyavyavrttilaksanam, yannisthds ta ime
Sabda, na rapam tasya kiricana, PV 11 30ab.
% Cf. TSP p. 960,15.
T Ctf. SV Apohavada 1-2. Kumarila connects elsewhere in SV apoha as samanya to
abhava; cf. the important discusion in Stinyavada 135ff.
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apoha section of PVSV.”> And the assumption that anyapoha is
equivalent to samanya is mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi too in an
interesting discussion recorded in PSV I:4c.” However, the question
is, in what way apoha could be presented as a general property in
contrast to real general properties as semantic condition for the
application of words (pravrttinimitta). Since the Buddhists rejected as
untenable the idea that extramental real general properties inherent in
things are grounds of application of words, they were somehow forced
to present a theoretically consistent explanation of the cause of
denotation, which dispenses with real general properties like existence
(sarta) and substanceness (dravyatva) or the like.

6.23 The apoha thesis is centred on exclusion as qualifier of the
referent of any word. In a central passage Dignaga claims that words
denote things (bhava) as qualified by preclusion (nivrtti) of other
referents (arthantaranivrttivisista).” In a theoretically related
fragment—presumably from the SPVy—we find a similar phrase
which substitutes vastu for bhava, claiming that the referent is a real

°2 I made the following observation in Pind 1991 p. 271-72:”One thing is clear: the
apoha theory represents Dignaga’s solution to the epistemological problem raised by
his denial of the existence of universals (jati or samanya). As is well-known, they
were conceived by the Nyayavaisesika tradition as ubiquitous entities inherent in
substances (dravya), thereby differentiating them (visista) as belonging to a certain
class of things having certain definable features. In fact, Dignaga’s apoha theory
only becomes fully understandable when we realize that he used it as a substitute for
universals, in contexts where the Nyayavaisesika school of philosophy would
formulate its theories with reference to the existence of universals. Thus, for
instance, the Dignagan expression arthantaranivrittivisita is the exact equivalent of
the Nyayavaisesika jativisista. Moreover, in the important section of the vrtti on PS
V 36d [q.v.], he explicitly attributes the properties of the Nyayavaisesika universal
(jati) to the apoha ... It appears from a revealing passage in the vr#ti ad PS 11 16, in
which Dignaga shows the consequences of the assumption that universals are real
entities, that certain philosophers attempted to solve the problem of how to justify
the existence of universally valid connections between properties [e.g., between
smoke and fire], by claiming that knowing the universal in a single substratum is
equivalent to knowing it in all. This claim is understandable since it was tacitly
assumed that universals would always instantiate in the same way. Hence they could
serve as a means of establishing universally valid connections of the kind that was
required by the development of contemporary logical theory. However, if one rejects
the idea of the universal as untenable, one is left with the problem of accounting for
the possibility of universally valid connections. Dignaga evidently solved this
fundamental epistemological problem with reference to the apoha theory.”

* Cf. Translation no. 2.2 (1) where Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation is quoted and
translated.
% Cf. the crucial paragraph PSV V: 36d.
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object qualified by preclusion: nivrttivisistam vastu Sabdarthah.” 1t is
thus clear that the sabdartha is conceived as a real object (vastu) or
entity (bhava) qualified by nivreti. These definitions of denotation and
the concomitant function of nivrtti raise the obvious question of what
a term like nivrtti denotes in this particular context. Neither nivriti nor
its synonyms have verbal implications per se. In grammatical contexts
nivrtti is recorded in the sense of cessation or removal, which implies
preclusion and is thus semantically related to apoha in the sense of
exclusion. It is difficult, however, to relate these terms and their well
attested denotations to verbal knowledge and inference as described
by Dignaga in PSV V. In order to understand the implications of
Dignaga’s statements it is necessary to review each of his claims. In
the first place it is necessary to address the claim that verbal
knowledge is inferential, because it presupposes invariable
connection, i.e. concomitance between the word and its referent.

6.24  The evidence recorded in PSV V clarifies the issue. It shows
unexpectedly that the apoha theory pivots on the concept of non-
existence (abhava) and describes non-existence of other referents or
words in the referent (arthe) or in the word (sabde) as the foundation
of preclusion of things and words, thus seemingly imitating well-
established philosophical usage among Sanskrit grammarians and non-
Buddhist philosophers: it is not inherent real general properties in
things or words that are the causes of application of words and identity
of words, but rather non-existence or preclusion of other, whether
things or words. Thus Dignaga attributes the properties of real general
properties to exclusion of other referents. A crucial passage at PSV V:
45 explains that the statement that “the nature of one thing is the non-
existence of the nature of other things” (atmantarabhava atmantaram
iti), has been formulated with regard to (prati) the denotable [object].”
Thus the samanyalaksana lies outside the domain of perception and
must be considered an abstract entity comparable to a type.

6.25 The main question is in what way it is possible for Dignaga to
maintain that non-existence of other things understood as exclusion or
preclusion of other referents and real general properties are
homologous without generating an aporia similar to the one that
pertains to the thesis that each general property inherent in every
single object of denotation is the cause of application of words
(pravrttinimitta). Dignaga’s claim at PSV V: 36d that properties

% Cf. Translation no. 182.
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(dharma) of exclusion like “being one, eternity, and extension to each
single particular” (ekatvanityatvapratyekaparisamapti) are similar to
those of real general properties (jati)’® is difficult to understand with
the background of apoha as characterized by joint absence (vyatireka)
or non-existence (abhava). Dignaga’s justification for this claim is
particularly illuminating.

6.26  He explains that these properties are confined to exclusion

because (1) [exclusion of other referents] is not a particular (abhedat),
because (2) its substratum is not discontinued (asrayasyavicchedat), and
because (3) its referent is cognized completely (krtsnarthapratiteh).

The explanation first addresses the question of the distribution of
apoha among the particulars like a real general property whose
postulated oneness (ekatva) is transformed into a particular because of
its distribution among the particulars. This argument is only
understandable with the background of the postulate that “exclusion of
other referents,” anyapoha is qualified by non-existence (abhava) of
other referents in the referent. And non-existence is not, like real
general properties, divisible because mere non-existence as qualifier
of things implies absence of other things from their substrata. It is
noteworthy that Dignaga introduces the term asraya, substratum, to
justify that anyapoha is eternal like general properties, because this
term was commonly used among contemporary grammarians and
philosophers to denote the substratum of real general properties. The
argument seems obscure, but Dignaga intends to explain that since
apoha has substrates and as substrates of non-existence are not
discontinued, anydpoha is eternal. The substratum of anyapoha thus
mirrors the objects (vastu) or things (bhava) which according to
Dignaga are qualified by preclusion of other referents (anyartha-
nivrttivisista). As all substrata of the same kind are qualified by non-
existence of other referents Dignaga concludes that their knowledge is
comprised by exclusion of other referents. It is noteworthy that
Dignaga takes care to emphazise that exclusion is not just another type
of general property (bhava)”’. However, non-existence per se is an

% Cf. PSV V: 36d.

T Cf. PSV V: 36¢; 38d; cf. Simhasiiri’s critique at NCV 735,17-18: abhavantara-
tvad arthantarapohasyapohavan arthah Sabdavdacyo na bhavati, ato ndapoho
visesanam ndapohavan so ’rtha iti yadi tvayestam: “If you claim that since the
exclusion of other referents is not a different [kind of] entity, exclusion is not a
qualifier and the referent is not exclusion possessing.” NCV 734,20: atha svamatena
briise na samanyam na vyavrttimad iti kutas tadvisistavastvabhidhanam. khapuspa-
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indivisible absence, and the universal non-existence of other referents
in any particular referent, e.g. a tree, is the object of inference which
qualifies verbal knowledge (sabda) as not different from inference.

6.27 As shown in PSV V: 34 Dignaga claims that the inference is
based upon joint absence which he qualifies as inference from
exclusion of what is other than the referent. Dignaga never presents an
apoha inference, but Mallavadi’s commentator Simhastri gives an
example of such inference at NCV 732,10-13:

arthantarapohah sad ity asan na bhavatiti nasadbhavamatram evocyate,
kim tarhi, arthantarapohena visistam vastv eva sad ity ucyate, yasmin
vastuni so 'pohah kriyate, tac ca dravyam Sabdarthah, napohamatram. sa
capohavisisto ’'rtho dravyadih sacchabdena vyapto ’parityagat, na tu
saksad uktah:

“Exclusion of other referents as in the statement “it is existent as it is not
non-existent” does not merely express its being non-existent, but rather,
that the entity for whose sake the exclusion is effected, is indeed an entity
which, being qualified by exclusion of other referents, is said to be
“existent.” And this substance is the referent of the word, not mere
exclusion. And the referent that is qualified by exclusion viz. a substance,
etc., is encompassed by the word “existent” because it is not rejected by
it, but it is not denoted directly.”

At 752,21-22 he presents a similar example of an apoha
inference”:

yatraivadarsanam uktam vrksabhave ’vrkse, tato vyavacchedanumanam
‘avrkso na bhavati’ iti. evam ca krtva vrksasabdad dravyatvadyanu-
manam upapannam bhavati:

“Only with regard to the thing about which non-observation is stated,
i.e. with regard to the non-existence of a tree which is a non-tree, the
inference is from its exclusion from this [non-tree] at the thought “it is
not a non-tree”’; and on such grounds the inference of substanceness,
etc., from the word “tree” is justified.”

Verbal cognition as inference is thus based upon what the inferred
thing is not e.g. a tree which is not a non-tree. The latter term is as

Sekharavisistavandhyaputrabhidhanavat: “Now, if you say in accordance with your
own theory that [exclusion of other] is neither a general property, nor is [the
referent] exclusion possessing, then how could the [word] denote a thing as qualified
by it [viz. exclusion]. It is like denoting the son of a barren woman as qualified by a
(\)}greath of sky flowers”!

Cf. Translation no. 427.
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mentioned above an instance of what Dignaga designates as vyavac-
chedyavivaksa intention to denote the excluded objects, “non-tree”
denoting things as qualified by the single property (ekadharma), non-
existence of trees, and the term “tree” as excluding these. As appears
from Simhastri’s presentation of an apoha inference the negation “is
not” (na bhavati) merely conveys the notion of negation of non-
existence (abhava), and in the present context the notion of negation
of non-existence of non-trees. An apoha inference would thus seem to
be an instance of the type of inference known as kevalavyatirekin
which is a purely negative type.”

% Cf. Randle 1930, 24 1f.
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Conclusion

6.28 Dignaga attempted to show that observation of a prototype of
the referent of a word teaches the relation of the word to its referent,
which is reified by mere non-observation, i.e. by not observing that
the word denotes other things. Thus the apoha doctrine pivots on non-
existence (abhava) of other things in the referent. Exclusion is thus in
the final analysis a matter of ontology. The theory, so it seems,
presupposes an extreme ontological parsimony: things are aggregates
of atoms which by definition are beyond perception. Dignaga quotes a
samkhya verse to the effect that atoms are not perceptible. Thus words
denote things as aggregates of atoms, and the aggregates are the things
that exclude other things in accordance with their nature. What
Dignaga’s critics found unaceptable was the idea that an absence may
qualify things like a general property. The qualifying function
however, is constructed on an absence of other things from the
referent. It is in the nature of the referent to exclude from its locus any
other referent. The absence is thus basically inscribed in the nature of
the referent as a defining property. The idea appears to have been that
the absence of other things from any particular referent is equivalent
to a general property and as absence is indivisible, the apoha theory
avoids the ontological problems of the view that denotation
presupposes real general properties inherent in things.

6.29 Dignaga established the apoha theory on the analogy of real
general properties. As he rejects the assumption that denotation
presupposes that real general properties inherent in the objects of
denotation define the identity of verbal denotation and cognition, he
must have realised that a possible way of accounting for the identity
and difference of things as referents, i.e. as denotable objects, would
be to start from the principle of the mutual absence of any given x
from the loci of all non-x. This could be formalised by means of joint
presence and absence (anvayavyatireka) as a qualifier-qualified
relation in which the predominant joint absence of all non-x from any
given locus of x qualifies the latter as x. Induction presupposes, of
course, vyutpatti, teaching the connection of any given word to the
thing it denotes, which involves identification of the referent by
ostentation accompanied by the use of the demonstrative pronoun
“this,” as Dignaga explains at PSV V 50b-c.

6.30 Dignaga conceived exclusion or preclusion as a generalized
absence of all non-x from all x. Thus the inferential component of the
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theory is based on the principle that since no non-x is found in the
locus of any x it is safe to conclude that the term used to denote x
accomplishes this through joint absence (vyatireka). The connection
established presupposes observing a knowledgable person who
teaches the denotation by pointing at the referent (if the referent is an
observable entity) saying this is x, the use of the demonstartive
pronoun ascertaining through co-reference (samanadhikaranya) the
linguistic validity of the reference. Since non-existence of other things
in the referent is indivisible, non-existence does not entail the usual
problems that attach to the theory of real universals. If they are
singular real entities they become particulars when divided among the
infinite number of individual referents. This problem, however, does
not affect non-existence which being indivisible is adduced by Digna-
ga for defining the identity of things. If any x is not non-x, and non-x
as already mentioned is not to be understood as anything but a term
derived from the positive term for the purpose of denoting things that
are not x, it becomes easy to understand why Dignaga thought it
would be possible to interpret any statement like the referent (artha)
of the word ’tree’ as not a ’non-tree’ to one implicating the non-
existence of non-trees at any tree.

6.31 It is not clear how Dignaga understood the qualifying function
of non-existence as it is nothing but an absence. However, it is an
absence of something from something else: non-trees are absent from
trees. Dignaga apparently thought that this would define trees in
general and that this universally applicable observation would qualify
as a substitute for real general properties and thus constitute the
ground of application of words. Thus, in the final analysis the
inferential component of the theory concerns the possibility of
establishing an inferential canon that involves non-existence as a
premise: the use of the word tree leads to the inference: it is a tree
because it is not a non-tree. The inference, however, is about things
and exclusion is exclusion of other referents or other speech units, not
denotations or representations.
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§ 1. W It has been explarned that there are two means of cognltron
(pramanadvayam) But some” think that verbal cognition (sabdam)
is a separate means of cognition (pramanantaram) too. * Now (*tatra)

21 verbal cognition is not a means of cognition separate from
inference (anumanat) ® That is, a [word] denotes’ (bhasate) its own
referent (svartham) by exclusion of other [referents] (angapohena)
like [the general property] ‘being produced,’ and the like.” [1]

Bl Since (hz) a word" (sabdah) indicates (dyotayatz) through
exclus10n of other referents' (arthantaravyavacchedena) that part
(amsa) 4 of the object (vzsayah) to which (yatra) it is apphed
(prayujyate), being connected [to it] as invariaby concomitant
(awnabhavztvasambandhah) (*tasmat) [verbal cognition] does not
differ from inference.

§ 2. ™ On the other hand, some claim'’ that a general term'®

(jatiSabdah) denotes all its own particulars 19 (svabhedan sarvan
evaha). But when they are denoted a partlcular term serves the
purpose of restriction (niyamartham visesasrutih).”

51 To this it is replied that
a general term (jatisabdah) does not (na)
‘denote’ (vacaka iti), as [2c1] will state (vaksyate),
particulars (bhea’dndm).21 [2a]

T In the first place, a general term like ‘existent’ (jatisabdas tavat
sadadih) does not denote substances, etc.

[l pecause they are infinite (anantyar).** [2b1]

For (hi) it is impossible (asakyah) to tell (kartum)23 the connection
(sambandhah) of particulars [with a general term like ‘existent’]
when they are infinite;** and as the connectlon of the word [with
particulars] is not told (zkrtasambandhe Sabde),” it is not justified
that it denote its referent because merely its own form”™’ is cognized
(svarupamatmpratlteh)
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§ 3. 81 Moreover, [a general term like ‘existent’ does not denote
particulars]

because of ambiguity (vyabhicaratah). [2by]

For just as (yatha hi) the word ‘existent’ applies to substance
(dravye), so it also [applies] to quality, and so on (gunadisv api);
consequently (iti) there will be doubt (samsayah syat) because of
ambiguity (vyabhzcarat) but there will be no denotation
(nabhldhanam)

§ 4. P! Someone believes (yo ’pi manyate) that the general term
[‘existent’], on the other hand, is used to denote the mere general
%)erty (*jatimatre) or its mere inherence relation (*tadyogamaditre
va) because the connection is feasible and because there is no
ambiguity (sambandhasaukaryad avyabhicarac ceti).”!

This is not Justlfled (tad ayuktam); for [the general term ‘existent’]
does not [denote] these two either (*na hi tayor api),

[10] (vacakah) neither the general property nor the inherence
relation, because it is not “heard apart™* (aprthaksruteh) from
[words] whose referents® (bhedarthaih) are particular [general
properties]. [2cd]

M That s (tatha hi), there would be no co-reference
(samanadhikaranyam na syat) with words like ‘substance’
(*dravyadisabdaih) whose referents are particular [general properties]
(*bheddrthaih) like, for instance, ‘existent substance’ (*sad
dravyam), ‘existent quality’ (*san gunah), and ‘existent action’ (*sat
karma); but this is observed (tac ca drstam) 36 2Rq existence (satta)
or its inherence relatlon (tadyogah) is neither a substance (dravyam)
nor a quality (gunah) but is rather gkzm tarhi) of a substance
(dravyasya) or of a quality (gunasya). 3 IBI1t is, moreover, explained
that (aha ca)39

[a word] denoting a quality and one denoting the bearer of that
quality (gunagunyabhidhayinoh) have different case affixes
(vibhaktibhedah) because of a restrictive rule. However, for two
words that denote a substance (dravyasabdayoh) co- -reference is
acknowledged (samanyddhikaranyasya praszddhlh) (VP III 14:8)
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141 And in this context it is explained that the connection is
denotable  through  the property the  relatum
(sambandhldharmena vacya ucyate). That is, it [viz. the
connection] is denoted on the assumption that it is a state of action
(bhavah krtvoktah) and a state of actlon is connected with the
other [relatum] (bhavas canyena yujyate).* [3]

51 For connection means state of connecting’:”* t [namely the state
of connecting] is connected to the other [relatum]45 in the same way
as the state of colouring (rdgddivat) etc.*® Therefore, assuming (iti
krtva) that the connection is denotable through the property of the
relatum, doubt (asankitam) 4 about (prati) the claim (idan tat) that a
word, on the other hand does not denote the connection by its own
property (svadharmena) is meaningless (nasti). Consequently (atah)
its [viz. the connection’s] denotability (vacyatvam) by a general term
is not at all (naiva) justified (upapadyate).

§ 5. (11 Some claim® (*ye tv dhuh),so on the other hand, that [the
general term ‘existent’ denotes] the mere general property possessor
as intended object (jatimadmatram *vivaksitam) because it is co-
referential with particular terms (visesasabdaih *samanadhikaranyat),
because the connection is feasible (*sambandhasaukaryat), and
because there is no ambiguity (*avyabhicarac ca).
Now (*tatra) o

71 5¢ does not (na) [denote] the general property possessor
(tadvatah) because it is not self-dependent (asvatantratvat) [4a]

(181 For even in these circumstances (evam api hi) the word ‘existent’
(sacchabdah) denotes (a@ha) a substance whose general property and
the word’s own form are merely subordinate
(jatisvaripamatropasarjanam),”> but [it does] not [denote the
substance] directly (na sdk_sdt).56 Consequently (iti) there is no co-
reference (samanddhikaranyabhavah)™ as it is without particulars
(atadbhedatveg because it does not imply particulars like pots that are
included in it”™® [namely existence] (tadgataghatadibhedanaksepat);
for when there is no pervasion (na hy asatyam vydptau} Eof particulars
by the word ‘existent’], there is no co-reference. For instance,
since the word ‘white’ denotes a substance as merely qualified by its
own referent, namely the quality [whiteness], it does not imEly the
sweet quality, and so on, even if it exists in the substance And
therefore it is without particulars (ataa’bhedatvam) The [absurd]
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consequence is the same in the present case too (evam atrapy
prasangah)

§ 6. Moreover, [the general term ‘existent’ does not denote the
general property possessor]

(201 hecause of transfer (upacdrdt).63 [4b1]

211 por (hi) the word ‘existent’ denotes (aha) in terms of a real
referent (bhiitarthena) elther its own form (svaripam va) or the
general property (jatim va).®* As it is applied to these [two] (tatra
pravrttah), it is transferred (upacaryate) to the general property
possessor (tadvati). % For a [word] that is transferred [to its referentl
does not denote this referent (artham) as its primary referent’
(paramdrthenaha).

§ 7. 221 And [the general term ‘existent’ does not denote the general
property possessor] because resemblance (*saripyasya) is

impossible (asambhavat).”’ [4by]

(23] And resemblance with the property (gunasariapyam) in the general
property possessor (fadvati ca) is neither possible through transfer of
notion (pratyayasarikrantitah) nor through influence of the property®
(gunopakarat).

§ 8. 124 Why is it not [possible] through transfer of notion?
Because when there is transfer (upacare sati),

[such] idea’s form is different® (buddhiripasya bhinnarvat), like,
for instance, the transfer of [the notion] ‘king’ to the servant (rd@jiio
bhrtyopacaravar).” [4cd]

251 For instance (tadyatha) when’' the word ‘master’ is used of the
servant_at the thought ‘the servant is master’ (*yo bhrtyah sa
svami),” an identical notion of king and servant does not arise.” + [26]
And the general term is transferred to the general property possessor.”

§ 9. "1 And"™ because [the general property and general property
possessor] are not denoted successively (kramena)’’ like [in the
statement] “jasmine, conch shell, and so on, are white.” [Sab]
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For (*hi)’® things about which (*yarra) the cognition is the same,
(*tatra) are observed (*drstam) to be denoted in succession
(*kmmenabhzdhanam7) like, for instance, [in the statement] “the
jasmine, the nightlotus and the conch shell are white” (*suklam
kundam kumudam Sarkham iti).*° 281 And the word is applied
simultaneously (sakrf] to the general property and the general
property possessor. Consequently (*iti) similarity due to transfer of
notion does not exist.

§ 10. ' 1f*? [the general property possessor] were similar to [the
property] because of the influence of the property (gunopakarat
tadriipye) [on a substance], there would be [perception of] degree
of 1ntens1ty83 [of a quality] without its perception (prakarsah syad
vinda dhlya) [5cd]

BOIIf the general property possessor were to have the nature of the
property as a consequence of the influence of the property
(gunopakarat) [on the substance], like, for instance, [the influence of
the red colour on] a crystal (sphatikavat), in that case there would be a
perception of degree of intensity [of the red colour]
(prakarsabuddhih) that is not dependent upon the perception of
degree of intensity of the c;uahty (gunaprakarsabuddhyanapeksa)
in the substance (dravye) ! For (hi) the perception of the red colour
(raktabuddhih) in a crystal does not ogeur as dependent upon the
perception of the proximate substrate® (upadhanabuddhyapeksa)
because someone who has not been taught [about it] (avyutpannasya)
does not perceive the difference.” [between the crystal and the
proximate substrate] (*bhedbuddhyabhavat).

§ 11. Moreover,

321 due to the form of the merged property (samsargiripar),” it
follows [absurdly] that there would be false knowledge about all
[referents]” (sarvatra mithyajiianam prasajyate). [6ab]

331 Since (hi) every verbal cognition is separated from its referent
(arthe) by the form of the  merged property
(samsargiriapavyavahitah), (tatah) it will be false (ayatharthah) in the
same way as [the cognition of the red] crystal.

§ 12. Furthermore,
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B4 if  the general properties, and so on,” are marny

(samanyadibahutve) and the listeners apprehend (grahakesu)

them s1multaneously95 (yuga at) the influence (upakarah) [of the
properties] will be in conflict’® (virudhyeta). [6¢-Ta]

351 And when (yada ca) the possessor of the properties (gunavatas
sukladeh) that is white, and so on, has many apprehending listeners
(grahztarah) because of quahflers like ‘pot’, ‘earthen’, ‘substance’,
‘existent,” ‘white’, ‘sweet’, ‘odorous,””’ (tada) the mfluence of the
properties is in conflict. For then it would not be possible”™ to define a
substance in the form of a single property (ekagunaripena) because
of absence of difference (avisesar).” Nor would it be possible
partially (ekadesena) to obtain knowledge (anubhavitum) about the
form of its properties (gunarupamg because the [substance] as a
whole'” (krtsnasya) is apprehended'®! in the form of “pot’, and so on.
(ghatadiripapratiteh).

361 Or if [the influence] is through all [the properties], there will be
a confused perception (mecakeksanam).'"* [7b]

71 1f, on the other hand, all [the general properties] like potness
simultaneously exert their influence on the [substance as a] whole
(upakaro yugapat krtsnasya kriyate), (tatah) there will be a confused
perception'” (mecakadarsanam) because it is impossible to
apprehend them one by one (pratyekam) in the form of ‘pot’, and so
on, (ghatadiriipagrahanabhavat) and because [the substance]
simultaneously assumes the form of all'™ [of its general properties]
(yugapat sarvarapapatteh). 105

§ 13. 8 As regards the particulars, the general property, and its
connection the fault is the same,106 because also with respect to
these the [form of the] general property (*jatih], the own form [of
the word] (*svaripam), or [the form of the general property as]
connected with the latter are not Justlfled [7c 8b]

For even thou h they are denoted in the form of particulars
(*bhedarupena) ¥ the particulars are 1391 necessarlly109 (avasSyam) to
be denoted in the form of the general property (*jatiripena) on the
grounds that 01 Ithe word] pr1mar11¥ denotes the general property

and is transferred to the partlculars (jatau mukhyo bhedesiupacarita
iti). Thus all the problems (*dosah) like those that were asserted w1th
regard to the general property possessor, '~ are to be asserted'"
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(*vacyah) Moreover 41 pecause of the possibility (sambhavatah)”4

that (iri)'"” [the word] denotes the general property (*jater
vacakah)''® having superimposed (*adhyaropya) the word’s own
form (*Sabdasvaripam) upon the general property (*jatau) as its
denotable object (*abhidheyayam),'” the relation of the general prop-
erty (*jatiyogah) is to be denoted in the form of the general property,
namely [in the form of] existence (*sarta), etc. Thus also in this case
(*atrapi) the problem is to be asserted respectively
(*yathasambhavam).

§ 14. "2 The general property possessor, moreover, (tadvams ca) is
claimed to be a particular only (bheda eva istah), and this has
already been repudiated previously (sa ca pirvam nirakrtah). [8cd]

For concerning a general term g *jatisabde) it''"® has already been
refuted above (*prag nzszddhah) stating that

“a general term does not denote particulars.”* [2a]

And this is also said of the general property possessor (*jativatah).''

§ 15. I 1t has certalnly been explained (nanu coktam) that the
general term (jatisabdah)'” denotes the mere general property
possessor 3 (*jatzmanmatrasya vacakah) but not (na tu) in the form
of a particular (*bhedarupena)

4 1f this is the case (vady evam),125

451 the mere general property possessor (tadvadmdatran tu),
nevertheless, has already been considered (vicaritam) as it is either
the relation or the [general property] existence (sambandhah satta
veti) [that is denoted]."* [9ab]

For (*hi)'”’ ‘mere general property possessor’ (*tadvadmdtram)
means ‘the }l)roperty of being a general property possessor’
(*tadvattvam); ° and (*ca), the bhava affix (*bhavapratyayah) 1s
used to denote a connection or a proper‘@/ (*sambandhe gune va).'”
Thus, for instance, it is said (*yathaha)

461 “[The bhava affixes tva and ta] denote a connection’!
(sambandhabhidhanam) when [introduced] after compounds,
[words] ending in krt and taddhita affixes (samdasakrttaddhitesu),
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except (anyatra) when [introduced] after idiomatic expressions,
[words] whose form is not distinct, and [words] whose connectlon
is invariable (rudhyabhmnarupavyabhzcarztasambandhebhyah)

And in this context (*tatra) it has already been explained' that “[a
general term] does not (*na)

denote (vacakah) either the general property or [its] relation
(yogajdtyoh) [with the general property] because it is not “heard
apart” (aprthaksruteh) from [words] whose referents are particular
[general properties] (bhedarthaih).” [2cd]

§ 16. "V If the referent that is the property possessor (tfadvan),
namely a [single] pot and so on, (ghatadih) does not reside in cloth
and so on, gna patadisu vartate), how can this referent be a general
property ?!">* [9cd-10a]

“81 For (hi) a general property is resident in many'’ [objects]
(anekavriti); ™ and if'* (tac ca) this [general property] is a [srnglol
general property possessor (*samanyavan) like a pot, how
(katham) can it be Igustrfled to claim, when this [namely the potJ does
not reside in cloth,™” and so on, that it is their general property?

g 17. B certainly (nanu ca) denotes the general property possessor,
so what purpose does it serve (kimartham) to attribute to this
(*tatra) [namely the general property possessor] the property of a
general property (*sdmdnyatddhydropena)‘?
Since (yasmat) the word ‘existent’ does ot denote the general
property possessor (*fadvato na vacakah? as it has been asserted
that it denotes the general property,'' ! and [the general property]
existence, and so on, does not exist at [general properties] such as
existence, '** B4 (tasmat) it is necessarily (*avasyam) to be assumed,
that it is the referent'* that has the property of a general property
(arthasya *samanyata)."** 1551 And the referent is not a [general
property] because (yasmat)

with regard to it (*atra) > the word alone (*kevalah)146 is the same
(*samah) " [10b]

For (*hi) general property possessors like pots are the same'’
because they are denotable (*vacyah) by the word ‘existent,’ 561 bllit
not because of some general property possessor (kenacit tadvata);'*
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57] and [the general property] ex1stence and its relation (sattayogau

ca) have been rejected previously.'

§ 18. 1581 And it [namely a word] is not thought to be without a
cause of application (animittah). [10c]

And a word (Z*sabdah) is not observed (*a,’rstah)151 to be the same
(*abhznnah) with respect to different things (*bhinnesu) without a
cause of application.' Therefore it is not justified that it [namely the
word] be [their] general property'>* (*samanyam) 135 199} and therefore
there is no qualifier-qualified relation'>® (*visesanavisesyata).

§ 19. (601 Suppose, on the other hand,157 that [a thing like a pot]
possessing the general property existence (sadgunam) is resident in
the same (ananyasmim) substance,™® there will be a qualifier-
qualified relation as the word ‘existent’ causes the expectation of a
complement like ‘pot,” in the same way as [the complement] ‘bluer,’
and so on, (nilataradivat).

SL1f [the the general property existence is resident] in one and the
same gekatra) [property possessor]| in the same way as, 'blue,” and
soon,  [10d],

it will be used to denote the connection or the property (*sambandhe
gune va syat),

1621 and this is not the case. [11a;]

631 For the word ‘blue’ (nilasabdo hi) <denotes a substance that has
the property blueness>. Since it [namely the substance] does not exist
in another [substance] that is bluer, and so on, (*nilataradav
anyatrasati) it is not justified (*na yujyate) that [the substance] is a
general property possessor (*tadvat).”™ For it has already been
explained'® that blueness and its connection (*nzlatvatatsam-
bandhau) are not the referents of the word (*sabdarthau)

§ 20. Moreover (*kim ca),

[64] 166 [

even if'® it were assumed (uperyapi)'® [to be the case], it is not
SO (naztadg 7 because a general property is without general
properties'®® (jater ajatitah). [11ap-b]'®
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Even though it were assumed that the general property blueness
(*nilasamanyam) is [resident] in [substances] that are bluer, and so
on, (*nilataradisu) nevertheless (*fathapi) the general property
existence is not found to be possessed of the general property potness,
and so on. 1 (naivam sattajatir ghatatvadijatimari) in the same way
as the quality blue (*nilagunah) which is divided into three kinds [is
possessed of the general property blueness], 661 o that, when it
resides in a substance, having appropriated these particular [general
properties] (yatas tan visesan upadaya dravye <vrttau> ,0ne would
expect a particular [term] like ‘pot” as a complement.'”’ Therefore
this [example) is not to be considered either.

§ 21. 1671 In these circumstances it is then (evam tarhi) said that
although [particulars] are not expressly denotable (asabdavacya),
there will nevertheless be the expectation of a partlcular [term]
(bhedakanksa) as ‘pot’, and so on, are implied i (ghatadisv
arthaksiptesu). For the referent possessing the general property
[existence] (tadvan hy arthah) 172 45 necessarily (avasyam) connected
to some general 11:%roperty (kenacit samanyenanubaddhah) from
among potness, etc.' > (ghatatvadinam)."

681 Even in the case of implication (arthaksepe ’pi), there is
uncertainty (anekantah) > [11c]

%91 For implication (arthaksepah) means obtainment of certainty
according to the state of the case' (*yasmznn arthad niscayotpattih),

! like, for instance, the certainty that NN is eating at night (ratri-
bhojane) on the basis of [the statement] that he does not eat durlng the
day (diva na bhunkta m) " In the present context, however, | (zha
punah), when one says ‘existent’ (sad ity ukte) there is no certainty
about ‘pot’, etc. Therefore (iti) there is no implication (ndasty
arthaksepah) as there is doubt.

§ 22. Since'”® (*yasmdt) it is not justified under any circumstances
(*na katham api) " that a general term (*jatisabdah) denotes particu—
lars, a general property, the connectlon [with a general property], o
the general property possessor (*bhedasamanyasambandha]atz-
madvdacakah),

721 (tena) a word (srutih) excludes other (anyapohakrt) [refer-
ents].'®! [11d]
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[3] Therefore, what was stated previously namely that

it, [i.e a word] denotes its own referent through exclusion of other
[referents] like [the inferential indicator] ‘being a product,” etc.
[1cd],

is settled'™ (*tad eva sthitam).183

§ 23. (741 1¢ 1S, moreover, explained184 that

a word does not indicate [its referent] in foto, although it is
denotable in many ways. '%5'On the contrary (fu), it performs its
purpose which is exclusion'™ i In accordance with its own connec-
tion (svasambandhanuripyar)."> [12]

5] Even though a word has many properties'™ it only indicates b%
means of that [pr &oerty by virtue of which it does not deviate'
from its referent but not by virtue of the Word s being a quality
[of ether], etc.! (sabdagunatadzbhzh) [13]

§ 24. 761 1f the word’s referent (*sabdarthah) is merely exclusion of

other (anyapohamatram) [referents], how then (katham) could words

like ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ (*nilotpaladisadanam) be co-referential

(*samanddhikaranyam) and related as qualifier and qualified

(*visesanavisesyabhavah)?

And why would that not be the case?

Because (yasmat) the excluded object (*apohyam) of general and

Bartlcular terms (*samanyavisesasabdanam) is different (bhznnam)
This problem does not exist. For even though they (te "pi hi)

781 have separate referents (bhinnarthah) because of dlfference of
excluded [objects] (apohyabhedat), they are [each] incapable
(jadah) of 1nd1cat1ng the particulars of their own referent
(svarthabhedagatau) But they are [each] qualifier and qualified
because together their effects are not separate (ekatrabhinnakar-
yatvat). [14]

[ Eor words like ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ (*nilotpaladisabda hi), although
their excluded objects are dlfferent become co-referential (samana-
dhzkaranah) by comblnlng (upasamharantah) their own apoha
referent’”® (svam apohartham) into one (ekatra) [referent] for the sake
of disclosing the particulars of their own referent'”” (svarthabheda-
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vyafijanartham), in the same way as ‘uprightness’ and ‘crow’s nest’
(urdhvatakakamlayavat) That is (tatha hi), they are each
(pratyekam) a cause of doubt as to the particulars of their own
referent.””! And since a referent that is to be manifested as associated
with another word is 1mpos51ble (sabdantamsahztavyangyartha-
sambhavac ca), they are [each] like qualifier and ~qualified®”
(visesanavisesyabhiitah).

§ 25. B Then, why is it that this [namely the term ‘blue lotus’] has
one and the same object (ekadhikaranam) as ‘blue lotus’ means that it
is neither [just] blue nor [just] lotus, but 1t is both blue and lotus
(*nilam ca tad utpalam ceti nilotpalam iti)?*

[811p¢ [namely the object] is neither blue alone (kevalam nilam) nor
lotus alone (kevalam utpalam) 29 pecause the denotable [object] is
[their] aggregate (samudayabhzdheyatvat) [15a—c]

B2Eor (*hi) it*” [namely the referent blue lotus] is indicated by the
words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ (nilotpalasabdabhyam) when combined
(sahztabhyam) but not alone (na kevalabhyam). B3] For alone
(*kevalau hl)

they are as meaningless®” as the phonemes. [15d]

B4Eor just as (yathaiva hi) the speech unit n7 and the speech unit la,
even though thea/ exist, are meaningless with regard o the articulation
‘nila’ [‘blue’],”" so also in this case (*evam atrapi).

§ 26. ®IThis is an inadequate illustration (visama upanydsa). For no
(na hi) referent whatsoever is indicated, when the [individual]
phonemes are articulated.”'? It is indicated, however, when they are
combined as ‘nila’ [‘blue’].

881[f no referent is understood on the basis of the phoneme (varne)
whereas [it is understood] on the basis of the two syntactical words
(padadvaye), the [referent] is still on this [assumption] (tatrapi)
indicated alone (kevalam) since it is its denotable [object]
(tadvacya iti).*" [16]

B71Ror just as”! (vathaiva hi) the speech units ni and la (*nilasabdau)
are empty of the referent blue (*nilarthasiinyau), so the words ‘lotus’
and ‘blue’ are empty of an aggregate referent (*samudayartha-
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sianyau); ®¥and with regard to the claim that the speech units ni and
la do not indicate any referent whatsoever,””” the denotable object
(*vacyah) of the word ’blue’ is the general property [blueness].
Consequently (*iti) it is indicated alone (*kevalam) and since it is
not justified that its denotable object be [the general property
blueness] as connected to the quahtgf [blue] as connected to the
substance [lotus],*'® it is indicated by laggregates that are empty of
referents (arthasinyair samudayair) in the manner of the phonemes.

%Because [their] referent is denotable by separate219 words (bhinna-
sabdavacyenarthena), they are said to have separate referents
(bhinnarthah). Therefore it is justified that there be co-referentiality
and a qualifier- quallfled relation, if the referent of a word is exclusion
of other [referents]**’ (*anyapohe sabdarthe).

§ 27. S (*hi) it is not 2iustified that the word’s referent

(*sabdarthah) is another referent : (arthantarah).

On what grounds?
“IBecause (*hi), the object®** of the two component referents™ (ava

yavarthayor adhzkaranam) may either be different or not different®**

from these™® (tato bhinnam syad abhinnam va). P*INow g*tatra) in

the first place (*tavat), it is not different because (*yasmat)

222

there is no singularity of the aggregate (samudayaikata) since
mutual Jon- difference follows [absurdly] (mitho ’bhedaprasan-
gatah) " [17ab]

B4Eor if (yadi hi) the aggregate is one, the two referents, namely lotus
and blue are not different.””® And therefore it follows®” [absurdly]
that they are mutually (*parasparam) non-different because they are
not different from the one™" [aggregate]. Moreover,

BSlpecause plurality of the aggregate follows [absurdly] (samitha-
nekatasakteh). [17c]

B61Because the aggregate is not different from the many [parts], the
[absurd] consequence is that it is plural (anekataprasargah), and
therefore it does not exist. Even if it is assumed that the aggregate
exist, there is no co-reference of | BTithe [two words] whose referents
are the blue [quality] and [the object] lotus® (nilotpalarthayoh)
because ®&when they occur in one [word]*** (ekatrapi vartamanau),

the two words do not reject their own referent. [17d]
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The referents of the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ in isolation are their own
general properties, and these [referents] are the same “even when
Hhe two words] are combined (samudztayor api). Therefore (*iti),
how could there be co-reference™” (kutah samanadhikaranyam)?!
108l problem does not exist. Both of them (dvav api) have
partlculars as their referent (*vzsesarthau) because particulars are
included in the general property™” (samanye visesantarbhavat). They
have a form that is identical with having the general property as their
referent (tulyaripau samanyarthena). (102} The application of the
second word is for the purpose of making known the fact that they
have a particular as their referent™ (visesarthavattvajiiapanartham
dvitiyasabdaprayogah). In these circumstances the two [words]
(*dvav api) are co-referential because they have the aggregate as
referent.
18]Here, in the first place (atra tavat), the word ‘blue’ (nilasabdena)
denotes [the general property blueness or the blue quality] without
distinction (*abhedena),

but not the general property236 [substanceness] (na jatih). [18a,]

4Eor (*hi) the word ‘blue’ does not denote in a general way>’
(samanyenaha) the general property substanceness (dravyajatim), so
how (*kutah) could the particular be imagined to be included in the
ﬁeneral property substanceness (*dravyajatau)?

It certainly (nanu ca) denotes in a general way the substance
which ,possesses [the] blue [quali 3\9/] and its particulars such as
cranes™ (balakadayah) and lotuses®” are included in it.**

10617 5¢ not justified that this is the case (ayuktam evam bhavitum).
[107]Why (*kasmar)?

Because it already has been explained above.*** [18a,]
08lEor (*hi) the denotation of the general property possessor
(*tadvadabhidhanam) has already been rejected above (piirvam eva

nisiddham) by [the statement]

“[a general term does] not [denote] the general property possessor
because it is not self-dependent” [4a], etc.
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The claim that it is because a particular is 1ncll(%ded in the general
property (*samanye visesasyantarbhiitatvat), lis not justified**
(tad ayuktam).

HO0wWhy?
Because of doubt (samsayat). [18b;]

UEor it is observed that a [g%eneral term causes (*samanyasabdat)
doubt about the particulars; land it is not Justlfled that [a term]
which causes doubt denote. !!*! By implication,”** however (syar tv
arthatah), the particular term would cause (*visesasabdat) a cognition
of the general property (*samanyapratitih) because it does not deviate
from [it] (*avyabhicarat). >

141 that case (tarhi), the claim that particulars are included in the
general property is not set forth because [particulars] are denotable
objects, but rather (*kim tarhi),

[151hecause of not being excluded (*anapohanat). [18b,]

Slnce (*yasmat) the word ‘blue’ does not exclude sesamum, and so
on,**° (*tiladim) in the same way as [it excludes] jasmine
(*kunddadivar), and so on, (*tasmat) [sesamum, and so on,] is said to
be included in it. And on this assumption they are included among the
denotable objects [of the word ‘blue’].

If both [words, namely ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’] have paticulars as their
referents (*bhedarthau), the two words would become synonyms.
And it is observed that

[16lith re;ard to a synonym, [the referent] is understood from a
single one.”" [18c]

M7 Eor (hi) the addition of another synonym to a synonym whose
referent is not understood or whose referents are many (anirjia-
tanekarthe) serves the , purpose of making known the same referent as
the first- mentloned IFor this surely is the raison d’étre®* of
synonyms™": Ther denote their referents successively, not
simultaneously; land thus no qualifier-qualified relation
(visesanavisesyatvabhavah) exists because the word ‘blue’ alone
indicates the referent lotus.>> Therefore, in the first place, there is a

251
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problem with regard to [the aggregate’s] not being different [from its
parts].

§ 28. 12UAnd just as [there is a problem] if it [namely the aggregate]
is not different [from its parts] (*yathabhede), so also if it is different
[from its parts] (tatha bhede ’pi): The difference of the aggregate
from the members of the aggregate (samuddayibhyah) is to be proved.
For it is not possible that it [namely the aggregate] resides in these
(tesu) [namely the members], or these in it (tatra), whether
completely (kartsnyena) or partially™> (ekadesena); and even if it
were assumed

that [the aggregate] is different [from its parts], both [co-reference
and the qualifier-qualified relation] are non-existent. [18d]

Also in this case co- reference and the qualifier-qualified relation are
impossible. "®For this™* will either be of the two referents or of the
two words; and™” it has already been examined that with regard to the
two referents it [namely co-reference and the qualifier-qualified
relation] will either be of the quality and the general property, or of
the general property possessor; and similarly with regard to the two
words, it [namely co-reference and the qualifier-qualified relation]
will either be of the two words denoting the quality and the general
property, or of the two words denoting the general property possessor.
Now (*tatra),

U2leven if the two referents, namely the general property and the
quality were to reside in one and the same referent (ekarthavrttzta ;
there is no general-particular property relationship between them®
(samanyavisesatvam). [19a-c]

24Eor even if the quality blue and the general property lotus were
co-referential because they reside in one and the same substance
(ekatra dra Iye vriteh), they are not related as qualifier and
qualified.” SlRor™® the quality blue (*nilagunasya) has no relation
to the general property lotusness (*utpalajatiyogah), nor has the
general property lotusness (*utpalajateh) any relation to the quality
blue (*nilagunayogah).

[128]And both [co-reference and the qualifier-qualified relation] do
not exist with regard to the two general property possessors™’
(tadvatoh). [19d]
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When (*yada) the quality blue g*m'lagunah) and the general property
lotusness (*utpala]atzh) reside®” in the referent (*arthe) that is the
Pro}perty possessor 261 (*tadvati), (*tada) they are not co-referential

because the two substances do not reside elsewhere (dravyayor
angatravrtteh) %62 Nor can they be related as qualifier-and qualified

Ibecause of the impossibility that both or one of them possess the
general and the g)artlcular property (dvayor ekasya va samanyavise-
_savattvayogat) Thus, in the first place, both [co-reference and
qualifier—géuahfled relation] are impossible with regard to the two
referents.”™ And just as they are [impossible] with regard to the two
referents,

so also with respect to the two words that denote the mere general
property and the mere quality. [20ab]

12)Since (i)™ the two words that denote the general property and
the quality (*jatigunabhidhayakau) are entirely different®®® (atyanta-
bhinnau), (*tasmat) they are not co-referential (*tayoh samanadhi-
karanyabhavah);**" and ‘since the two [properties] are not connected
[with one another], there is o quahfler—quahﬁed relatlon between the
two words denoting them?®® (*tacchabdayoh) ® Thus, in the first
place, these two Lnamely co-reference and qualifier-qualified relation]
do not to exist’’”® when [the two words] denote the mere general
property”’' and the mere quality (*jatigunamatrabhidhayakatve).”’

And if they denote the general property possessor, [3%the conse-
quence is that [the substratum] is similar and dissimilar
(tulyatulyam).”” [20cd]

Since*”* (*yasmat) the two words denote one and the same substance
(ekam dravyam) as qualified by a general property”” [namely lotus-
ness] and a quality [namely blueness] (*jatigunavisistam), (*tasmat)
the referent (*adhikaranam) is similar (*tulyam); and since they
denote a substance while denoting two different qualifiers, it is
dissimilar (*atulyam). Therefore it is not ascertained that they are co-
referential.

§ 29. [13101¢ [it is objected that] there is no intention to express the
dissimilarity (atulyatvavivaksa) [of substratum]. [21a]



Translation 93

[132]Supp0se you think: “Since the difference that is caused by the
relata is not intended to be denoted (*sambandhikrtabheda-
vivaksayam) there will be co-reference on the ba51s of such similarity
[of substratum] (tul_yatvam tavad upadaya).*’ 6 3316y also in the case
where (yatrapi hi)*”’ [‘blue’ and ‘lotus’] are said to be co-referential
because they are causes of a cognition having the same form?®’
(tulyakarabuddhzhetutvat) (*tatra) the other differences like the
lotus buds are not intended to be denoted, although they do in fact
exist.”
This is an inadequate illustration (*visama upanyasah).**° 35}The
function of the expression [‘blue lotus’] is to denote the (tatra)
[referent of the expression ‘blue lotus’] to the extent that it is
apprehended [136]when su%ported by the exclusions of both [terms
(ubhayavyudasanugrhite).” Thus the intention to denote this much®™
is justified (tadmatrasya vivaksa prayujyate). 283 IBTIRyt if the dif-
ference that is caused by the relata (sambandhikrte) is not 1ntended to
be denoted, how could this entity (vastu) be the denotable object?™*

In addition,
[138] P 285
there would be similarity of cow and horse, etc.”” [21b]

And if the difference between a cow and a horse,” and so on, that is
caused by the relata [the general propertlesl] cowhood and horsehood ,

and so on, is not intended to be denoted, "**there i i 31m11ar1ty of the
entity because of its not being the denotable object (anabhzdheya-
tvena). Therefore the [absurd] consequence is that ‘cow’ and ‘horse’
become co-referential in the same way as ‘lotus’ and ‘blue.’

§ 30. [14O]Sup ose [you think that] there is a difference of [generic]
form in these™ (tatrakrtivisesas cer). [21c]

Suppose you think (*yadi manyate):*® “Since the difference of
material shape291 (*samsthanavisesa) in a cow and a horse is
explained to be [their generic] form (*akrti),”* this [generic form]
exists.”? B4gince (hi) the two denotations of these two [namely as
‘cow’ and ‘horse,” respectively] are caused in this way by the [generic
form], which is the cause of the manifestation of their own general
properties,” why would there be no intention to denote this
difference [of generic form], 295 U424t pot [no intention to denote a
difference of generic form] of a referent (arthasya) that has the
properties blueness and lotusness (nilotpalatvavatah)? Therefore (*iti)
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[the words ‘cow’ and ‘horse’] are Jot co- -referential in the same way
[as the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’].”

In that case,

4] the many [generic] forms become commingled (anekakrtisan-
karah). [21d]

[144]Many material shapes would co-occur (anekasamsthanasama-
vligah) in one entity because it manifests many general properties;
[14314nd this is not observed.”

§ 31. M8y addition (api ca),
[their substance would be] similar (*fulyam). [22a,]

[147]M0reover, [the words] ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ and so on would have a
similar or dissimilar referent (adhikaranam) because it is not
denotable, and because it manlfests Lthe general properties] existence,
and so on, and cowhood, etc.” IAlso in this case co-reference
obtains [absurdly], as the dissimilarity is not intended to be expressed.

§ 32. I And even if it is claimed, it is not the case. [22a,]

10Eyen in the case where (yatrapi) ‘existent’, ‘lotus’, and
‘substance’, and so on, are clalmed to be co- referentlal (*tatra) [co-
reference] does not obtain. YHFor if (vadi) ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ are not
co-referential Hbecause [a cow and a horse] manifest different
general properties, "**lin the same way also a lotus is observed to
manifest [the general properties] existence (satta) and substanceness
(dravyatva), etc.

§ 33. Moreover,

[154]Quality 55”’-"“) and action (karma) do not manifest [general
properties].2 [22b]

[55)Eor the [absurd] consequence is that quality and action, since they
do not possess material shape (asamsthdnavattvdt) do not manifest
the general properties contained in them (tadgatasamanyanabhi-
vyaktiprasangah). 1If it is claimed that [156)ihe difference between
substance, and so on, is due to the fact that they manifest their own
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general properties because of difference of power (Saktibhedena), but
not because of difference of material shape % this [claim] is not
justified™" because it is assumed that the powers are different, even
though an entity is devoid of difference, like, for instance, the entity
lotus. And as regards the statement that it is because [the powers] are
the causes of manifestation of different general properties, it is to
be explained whereby the difference between [the general properties]
cowhood and horsehood is established.™

§ 34. Here we shall explain how: U581y the first place, for the
grammarians (sabdanam) [the difference between the general
properties] is caused by the words that denote [them] (abhidhayaka-
sabdakrtah). For their difference is the one between arbitrary terms
(vadrcchasabdesu) because they [namely the general properties] are
their objects of denotation.
Now (*tatra),

[159%¢ the difference is due to the difference of [the words that]
denote [the Lfgeneral properties], the difference does not exist per se
(svatah*) [22cd]

For (*hi) in those circumstances the mere verbal difference (*sSabda-
matrabhedal) of the different general 0g)roperties (*Fvisistasamanya-
nam) is not intrinsic (*svabhavzkah) For one should not say as a
consequence of transfer in terms of identity [of the general property]
with the word that denotes [it] to the non-different [general] entity
(avisiste ... vastuni), that cows, and so on, are different because they
are causes of manifestation of different general properties (visista-
samanyabhivyaktihetutvad gavadayo visistah). Suppose [it is objected
that] difference is also observed because of difference of denotation,
like [the proper name] Caitra, etc. This [objection], however, is not
justified (3na) because exactly this is subject to [the above-mentioned]
criticism,” - and because one and the same [referent] is the denotable
object of several synonyms.”® Just as it [applies] to this, so the
[proposition] “the difference does not exist per se (svatah) apphes to
the word (*sabde) Also in a word (*Sabde) like ‘cow’ there is no
difference that is cognized per se, but rather (kim tarhi), 11611y ith
regard to it [viz. the word] the analysis is like that concerning the
referent (arthe), namely that the difference (*bhedahg) is caused by the
general property (*samanyakrtah)’®’ [in the word].

Certainly, (*nanu ca) a word-particular (*Sabdavisesah) such as
‘cow’ is perceptible (pratyaksah)!
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Even thou 6% [word] particular is perceptible (*pratyakse saty api
visese), lit does not, however, denote (sa tu nabhidhayakah)
because it is_not observed together with the referent (*arthena
sahadrstavat) 39 and because a [lword] like U163 sakatzka310 [1. €5
‘carter’] denotes the same referent’’’ when it is used by children,”’
etc. Therefore the difference between words is caused by the general

property.

§ 35. The VaiSesikas, however (*fu), claim that the general properties
(*samanyanam) that are manifested by the material shapes of their
own substrata (*svasrayasamsthanebhir abhivyarngyanam) also have
an intrinsic difference (*svabhaviko bhedah) because it is, for
instance, said [at VS X.11] that “[the cognltlon] ‘head’, ‘back’,
‘stomach’, and ‘hand’ is due to their particular’” [general proper-
ties].” " As far as they are concerned, however,

US4lcircularity follows [absurdly], if the difference is due to the
manifestation [effected] by the manifesting [substance] (vyaiijaka-
vyaktito bhede) % [23ab]

For on their explanation circularity obtains: ***What is the intrinsic
nature of a substance (dravyasvabhavah)? The fact that it manifests its
own general property (svasamanyabhivyaiijakatvam). And what is the
intrinsic nature of the general property (samanyasvabhavah)? The fact
that it is manifested by its own substance (svadravyabhivyangyatvam).
Thus (*iti) it has no force (*asamarthyam).

§ 36. Moreover (kim ca),
L1661, single (ekasya) [substance and general property] would have a

multitude of intrinsic natures317 (svabhavanaikatd) because of

mutual ‘multi-manifestation’” (bahuvyakteh parasparam). [23cd]

It is called ‘multi-manifestation’ because of the manifestation of many
as well as the manifestation b% many.”" B For (hi) many general
properties such as existence’™ (sattadeh) are manifested by a
substance (dravycit).321 Thus (*iti) a single substance (*ekasya
dravyasya) would have many intrinsic natures (*anekasvabhavah
syat); and because existence is manifested by many substances
(*anekadravyat) that are earthen, etc. (parthivadeh),””” existence
would have many intrinsic natures; 68l,1d if the difference altogether
(sarvatha) is assumed to be due to difference of relation to a [general]
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property’> (gunasambandhabhedat), dlfference of power’™ (sakti-
bhedat), and difference of denotation®” (abhidhanabhedart), the [ab-
surd] consequence is that a single (*ekasyapi) [substance or general
propertyl would have a multitude (anekatvaprasargah) [of intrinsic
natures].”*® An inserted verse (*antaraslokah) states:

If one imagines that the difference is due to difference of [general]
property, power, and denotation, the [absurd] consequence is that a
single [substance or general property] will have a multitude [of
intrinsic natures] because it possesses many [intrinsic natures]. [24]

Thus, in the first place, 2tglere is no co-reference (evam tavat
samandadhikaranyabhavah).®

§ 37. 1 The qualifier-qualified relation (visesanavisesyatvam) has
already been explained above on the grounds that it is not self-
dependent (asvatantryar).’™ [25ab]

For the impossibility of the qualifier-qualified relation (*visesana-
visesyatvasambhavah) has already been explained if the general
property possessor is denoted (tadvadabhidhane). Thus co-reference
and qualifierqualified relation are only justified when exclusion of
other referents is the referent of the word, but not otherwise.

§ 38. Now (tatra)

[70the denotable objects of general terms, particular [general]
terms, and synonyms are not excluded (n g a samanyabhedaparyaya-
vacyanut), although they are different.’” [25¢cd]

U7Eor even though [the referents’] being different is the same (fulye
'pi hi anyatve), the word does not exclude the referents of general
terms, particular [general] terms, and synonyms.

How can this be?

[1721Because they are not in conflict (avirodhar).>® In the first place
(tavat), the excluded object (apohyam) of a synonym is the same
because 1[synonyms] are not applied simultaneously (yugapad apra-
yogar).”" And it is not Justlfled that it rejects its own referent (na ca
svarthapratiksepo yuktah). 332 (BIA particular [general] term, 333 more-
over, approves ganumodate) that the general term®" has excluded
another referent’ (arthantaram vyudastam) for the sake of its own
p:artlculars336 (svabhedesu) because they are in need of it (arthi-
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wvar).¥ WHRer just as (yatha hi) a SimSapa [tree] is not a palasa
[tree], and so on,>*® it is not a pot, and so on, either.*” [175]Thereby
(etena) it is also explained why it does not reject the referent of a
general term’s general term (samanyasamanyasabdarthapratiksepa
uktah).** [176]Similarly, why would a general term (samanyasabdah)
not tolerate that its own referent’*' is being restricted to the intended
referent’ (abhiprete visaye vyavasthapyamanam) by a particular
[general] term or a particular [general] term’s particular [general]
term?** Thus, since they are not in conflict (*avirodhat), the
exclusion of the referent of a general term, and so on, is not justified
(*na samanyadisabdarthapoho yuktah).* WAnd an aggregate™ "
(samithah) denotes a separate referent (arthantaravdcakah) in the
same way.”* UIANd thus it is justified, in the manner explained
previously (yathoktam prak)®*’ that a general term and a particular
[general] term, whether they are two>*® or many>* (dvayor bahiinam
va), denote a separate referent that is qualified by these (tadvisistar-
thantaravacakatvam), while being applied to the general property
which is their own referent.

§ 39. (791 ¢ is, moreover, explained that

2" particular [term] is not rejected (nojjhitah) by its own general
[term] because that alone is expected as a complement (tadmatra-
kanksanat)™ nor is it included (nopattah) [by it] because doubt
arises (samsayotpatteh). But in case of identity [of referent]
(samye), they have the same reference (ekdrthatd).3 2 26]

[180] 7 353 general property, even if there are several (anekam api), is
included by a particular general [term]”* because it does not
deviate [from the general property],” but their qualifier and
qualified relation is not symmetrical (fulya).”® [27]

§ 40. U8 this context, moreover, what is the reason>’ why a
particular [general] term (*bhedasabdah) excludes the referent of
other particular [general] terms (*bhedantarasabdartham apohate)?

UB2IA particular (bhedah) [general term] certainly excludes the
referent of other particular [general terms] because they are in
conflict [with one another]*>® (virodhitvat). [28ab]
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[18IEor words whose referents are particulars are in conflict with one
another (parasparavirodhino) because they are appropriating [their]
common property”  (samanyarthapaharitvad), in the same way as
the sons of a king [are appropriating their common property]; and
therefore they do not tolerate (ksamante) one another’s property.

IFor instance,”® when the word ‘Simsapa’ is used together with
(*saha) the word ‘tree’ in [the statement] “this tree is a SimsSapa”
(*vrkso ’yam simSapa), it confines (*vyavasthapayati) treeness
(*vrksatvam) to its own object (*svavisaye) by excluding (*vyavac-
chidya) it from khadira, etc.; and likewise with regard to the
remaining [particular terms]. Thus, in the first place (*favatr), it is
justified that a particular term excludes the referents of other
partrcular terms because they are appropriating one and the same
property®* (ekadravyapaharitvar).

§ 41. [1851B ¢ why does the [word ’simsapa’] exclude a referent that is
the particular of a different general property (samanyantarabheda-
rtham), namely a pot, and so on, (ghatadzm) whrch is without
connection (asambaddham) [to the word ‘SimSapa 12
Because

186l eferents that are particulars of other general properties
(samanyantarabhedarthah) are in conflict about 1ts [i.e., SimSapa’s)
own general property (svasamanyavirodhinah).*® [280d]

87)Eor there is conflict (virodhah) between the word ‘tree’ and ‘pot’,
etc. because they are appropriating earthenness, etc. (*parthivatvad-
yapaharitvat). For the [word ‘SimSapa’] approves (abhyanumodate)
that [pot etc.] is being excluded (nirakriyamanam) by the [word
‘tree’], in the same way as [one approves that] the enemy of a friend
[is being excluded] (*mitrasatruvat); land it is understood by
implication garthat) that it [namely pot, etc.] is excluded by the (word
‘Simsapa’).? IThereby [etena] one is to understand that the
exclusion (nirakaranam) and the toleration (upeksanam) of the
particulars of another general property such as quality and of their
particulars such as colour is caused by a connection series
(sambandhasambandhatah krtam), in the same way as [the exclusion
of] the enemy of a friend’s friend (mitramitrasatruvat) and [the
toleration of] the friend of the enemy of a friend (mitrasatru-
mitravat).

§ 42. 11900y this context,368 however,
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they are not its excluded [referents] directly (saksat). [29a]

UEor the word ‘SimSapa’ does not exclude pot, and so on, directly.
Why?

There must be no identity [of referent] with [that of] the general
[term] (samanyatulyata). [29b]

192IEor if it were to exclude directly, it would have a referent
(tulyarthah) identical with [that of] the word ‘tree.’

(193901 those circumstances there would be no exclusion of other
particulars [by the word ‘SimSapa’], just as [there is no exgglusion of
the particulars] by this (teneva) [namely the word ‘tree’].3 [29¢cd]

%4IEor in the exact same way as Qathaiva hi) the word ‘tree’ would
not exclude palasa, and so on,’” the word ‘Simsapa’ would not
exclude (palasa, etc.) either because of identity [of referent]. (1957 j¢
is [objected] that this problem does not exist because [the word ‘tree’
and the word ‘simsapa’] are different as they exclude few and more
referents,”’ such [an objection] is not justified (ayuktam). [1961Eor just
as the words ‘tree’ and ‘SimSapa,’ when denoting an entity (vastu) as
qualified by treeness and simsapaness (*vrksatvasSimsapatvavisistam),
[in your system] denote an entirely different referent (*atyantabhin-
nartham), in the same way the referent must not be confused
(asankirnendarthena) in our system (iha) either.”’”> However, by
implication _(arthat) there will be exclusion of few and more
[referents].373

§ 43. (9701 o particular [term] excludes the referents of other
particular [terms], how then could there be co-reference of a quality
with other qualities like in [the statement]: “The sweet taste is sticky,
cool, and heavy (madhuro rasah snigdhah $ito gurus ceti)?’* There is
no conflict (*virodhah) in this case because [198lthe co-reference
(samanadhikaranyam) of [one] quality with other qualities consists in
their not being in conflict with its substratum (*asrayenavirodhitvam)
because they are resident in the same substance (*ekadravya-
vritivvar).>” [30]

Because they inhere in the same referent (*ekarthasamavayat), a
quality like stickiness (*snigdhatvadigunah) is transferred to the
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sweet taste (*madhure rase) that is found in the substance. 37 Thus
(ztz) 7 there is no problem.

§ 44. "0y rather,”® the exclusion is due to not being observed
(adrstatvat). [31a]

20l0r rather, a particular term excludes because it is not observed to

denote the referent of another particular term (bhedantararthe)

But why [do you say] ‘not observed’ (na drsta iti)? 379

Because being in conflict (*vzrodhztvat) with some (*kaiscit),
[201] although the referent [of the word] 1s natural (svabhavike ’py

arthe), is understood as boasting of one’s manliness (@hopurusika

pratipannd).

380

§ 45. 2021y these circumstances (evam tarhi)

a general [term] would exclude its own particulars382
(svabhedanut). [31b]

2031y ¢ [a particular term] excludes [the referents of other particular
terms] because of not being observed (adarsanena) [to denote these],
[their] exclusion would follow [absurdly] since also a general term
(*samanyaSabdasya) is not observed to denote its own particulars
("‘svabhede_su).383

[2041This is not the case (na) because [a general term] is observed
[to denote its own particulars] when it is connected with other
[factors]*® (anyayuktasya). [31c]

205]For a general term indicates a g)artlcular when it is observed
together with motive and context, etc. (arthaprakaranadzbhzh)

(206} Thus doubt (samsayah) reflects these (*tadabhah). [31d]

In these circumstances it is justified that doubt caused by a ggeneral
term” reflects its particulars (*samanyasabdad bhedabhasah®® sam-
sayo yuktah) even though it has previously been observed to denote
these™ [particulars], in the same way as uprightness™ (tesv api
drstapiirvah, urdhvatavat391)

(207)f [it is claimed that] it is not justified that there be doubt. [32a]
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The following is meant: If the idea is that the [general term] is
perceived [as denoting its own particulars] only as accompanied by
motive and context, and so on, (arthaprakaranadisahita eva), then
how could there be doubt”?

(2081 ¢ [the particular] is ascertaineded (niscite), the [doubt] is
caused by [the general term] alone. [32b]

It is not claimed that the doubt is caused by [the general term] as
accompanied by motive, etc. (arthadisahitat), but rather that if [the
particular] is ascertained [by the general term] as accompanied by
motive, and so on, there is subsequently doubt caused by the [general
term] alone3 (kevalar).

(20901 ¢ [it is objected that a general term] alone (kevalah) is not
found to denote a particular (bhede) * [32¢]

395 396

Suppose it is objected: In your system™ ~ (*iha) a general term
alone is not observed to denote particulars. It is, for instance, claimed
(*yathoktam) that

a general term does not denote particulars. [2a]

(2101t is observed with regard to the listener (srotrvyapeksaya).
[32d]

21Eor when (yada hi) the listener asks for’’ the exclusion of other
general properties, like, for instance, when he asks: “Is a tree earthen
(parthivah) or does it consist of the five principal elements (paficama-
habhautikah),” (tada) the application of the [word] ‘earthen’ alone is
ossible.

Bz 2IHow then could he be in doubt becauser of the application of the
word ‘earthen’ when the tree has been ascertained?

281\When [the tree] has been ascertained, he is in doubt about the
other [word] due to [the general term] alone. He hears the word
‘earthen’ alone; and so (*ifi), in the first place (*tavat), there is an
application [of a general term] alone. Consequently (*ifi) there is no
problem (*dosah).

§ 46. PAnd j ust as®”® (yatha ca) the general property (*samanyam)
in the referent®’ (*arthe) is its exclusion of other referents, in the
same way (*tatha)
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215)the general property in a word (*sabde samanyam) is explained
(*ucyate) as its exclusion of other words. [33ab]

21611 the exact same way as the general property (samanyam) ‘being
produced’ (krtakatvam) is [said] to indicate ‘impermanence’ (anitya-
tvagamakam) by exclusion of what is not a product (akrtakavyuda-
sena),™™ the general property in a word (sabde) is said to be its ex-
clusion of other words (sabdantaravyavacchedena); and only througoh
this (tenaiva ca) does it indicate its referent (arthapratgc%akah)

With regard to this [viz. the speech unit],*** moreover, (tatrapi)

there is identity when there is doubt about the referent. [33c]

218\When (vatra) a word like ‘aks4a’ 404 causes doubt about its
referent, namely a part of a cart, etc.*® (Sakatangadau), (tatra) there
is identity of speech unit*® (sabdasyaikyam).

mg]However, when there is doubt about it, there is difference
(anekata) [of speech unit]. [33d]

2200\ hen (*yatra) there is doubt about whether a speech unit like
‘bhavati,’ go*bhavatis’abdddau) is ending in [the taddhita affix] satr,
and so on, (*tatra) it is to be regarded as dlfference of speech unit
(Sabdabhedah), in spite of the identity of sound” (srutzsamye 'pi),
like, for instance, ‘ka iha. ™

§ 47. ml]Again, why does the first-mentioned problem®'’ not follow
[absurdly] if the word’s denoting its own referent is through exclusion
of other referents?
Because (*yasmdt)411

[222the word’s connection is feasible*' (sambandhasaukaryam)
and there is no ambiguity’”® (vyabhicarita) as it 1s hot observed
(adrsteh) [to apply] to the referent of other words*'* and is also
(api) observed (darsanat) [to apply] to a member*" (amse) of its
own referent.! [34]

223101 (hi) joint presence and joint absence (anvaya 7yoztirekau) are a
means (dvaram) to the word’s denoting its referent.*’” And these two
are its application’'® to what is similar and its non-application to what
is dissimilar.*"” ?*"!In this case, however (1), application to all that is
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similar 1s by necessity not statable with regard to any [referent]
whatever*™ (kva cif) because stating it is 1mpossrb1e (akhyanasam-
bhavat as the referent is infinite (arthasyanantye). 21 'On ‘the other
hand, " stating its non- agglrcatron to what is dissimilar is possible,
even though it is infinite™ (atulye saty apy anantye), through mere
non-observation** (adarsanamatrena); and just therefore*? (ata eva
ca) it has been explained that [the word’s] denoting its own referent
(svarthabhidhanam) is an inference from [its own referent’s]
exclusion from these**® [other referents] (tadvyavacchedanumanam),
from 1ts not being observed [to apply] to other [referents] than 1ts own
relata*”’ (svasambandhibhyo 'nyatradarsanar). [2251f, however,*”® the
inference were by means of joint presence (anvayadvarena), the word
‘tree’ should not give rise to doubt (samsayah) appearing as simsapa,
etc. (SimSapadyabhasah), about one and the same entity (ekasmim
vastuni). Yet, in the same way as there is doubt about it, there will
also be doubt appearing as earthenness and substanceness, etc.
However, since the word ‘tree’ is not observed to denote what is non-
earthen, and so on, the inference is only by means of joint absence
(vyatirekamukhenaiva).

226IMoreover it is explained that (*aha ca)

‘treeness’, ‘earthen’, ‘substance’, ‘existent’, and ‘knowable’ are
[each] a cause of doubt, in reverse order (pratilomyatah), about
four, three, two, and one [properties]. In opposrte order (anyatha)
they serve the purpose of ascertainment (niscaye).*’ [35]

This is an inserted verse*’ (*ity antaraslokah).

§ 48. 22")And without the means of connection™ ' (sambandhadvaram
muktva) the word (Sabdasya) or 432 the inferential indicator (lingasya
va) is incapable of indicating its own referent (svarthakhyapanasaktir
asti), [228lhecause it is 1mp0ssrb1e to indicate it in toto (sarvatha) as it
has a multitude of propertres (dharmabahutve).”* And because it does
not denote particulars®™* (gbhedanabhzdhanat) there is no ambiguity
about its own referent. " Thus, in the first place (evam tavat), the
first mentioned problem does not exist™ (*purvoktadosabhavah)

§ 49. P%Nor does the immediately following [problem] exist. "
Why?
Because (*yasmad)
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BUthere is agreement (abhinnata) [of the general term ‘existent’]
with [words] whose referents are its partlculars (tadbhedarthazhg
as the rejection of other referents (vyapter anyanisedhasya)
pervades [the particulars]. [36ab]

[2321Gince (hi) the function (krtyam) of the general term
(samanyasabdasya) [‘existent’], namely exclusion of other referents
(arthantaravyudasah), is through not rejecting its own particulars®”’
(svabhedapratiksepena), (iti) co-reference with a particular term is
{'ustified (bhedasrutya saha samanadhikaranyam upapannam).

"herefore the problem of being “heard apart” from [words] whose
referents are its own Partrculars does not exist (*svabhedarthaih
prthaksrutidoso nasti).” For it is co-referential [with the partrcular
term] as regards the other referent that is denotable by both terms. 2

*IThat is (ratha hi), there is no ambiguity with regard to its own
referent*” (svarthavyabhlcamh) because alone it does not denote the
other (*kevalasyanyatravrtteh).

§ 50. ' Nor does the last mentioned problem** exist.
Why?

[2361Because [exclusion of other referents] applies directly**® (sak-
sad vrtteh),7 and because [exclusion of other referents] it is not a
partrcular (abhedac ca). [36c¢]

(237)Eor (hi) a word does not apply to its own particulars (*svabhede-
su) while being dependent upon another referent™ (arthantaram
upadaya). Therefore the problem of not implying its gwn particulars
(*svabhedanaksepadosah) because of its dependence4 (paratantrye-
na) does not exist, hor does the problem of transfer of denotation
(bhaktadosah) exist,”® nor the problem of not denoting because the
Eartrculars are infinite (napi bhedanavasthanad anabhidhanadosah),

nor the problem of not berng a general property because of not
pervading [the particulars]** (avyapakatvac casamanyadosah), be—
cause the mere exclusion of other referents is without division®
(arthantarapohamatrasyabhinnatvat) and because it is not a sub-
stance™* (adravyatvac ca). Precisely therefore 453 (ata eva) one does
not have to pursue its relation to other particular general properties
(*samanyavisesantarayoganusaranam) because it excludes other
referents directly™® (saksad arthantarapratisedhat). (238 Thus, since
the above-mentioned problems do not exist, only exclusion of other
referents is the proper (sadhuh) referent of the word.
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§ 51. 2399 And [the last-mentioned problem does not exist]

because the attributes of a general property are confined (jatidhar-
mavyavasthiteh) [36d]

to it*’

(*atra).

2400\ oreover, the attributes of a general property (jatidharmas ca),
which are characterized by being one,”" permanence, and extension
to each single459 [particular] glekatvanityatvapratyekaparisamdpti-
laksana), are confined to it only™® (atraiva vyavatisthante) because
[exclusion of other] is not a garticular461 (abhedat) because its sub-
stratum is not discontinued*® (ds’a%)asydviccheddt), and because its
referent is cognized completely46 (krtsnarthapratiteh). 24U Thys,
since the said problems do not exist and the merits [of exclusion of
other referents] are superior464 (gunotkarsat), a word denotes (aha)
things (bhavan) exclusively (eva) as qualified by preclusion of other
referents’® (arthantaranivrttivisistan).

§ 52. If so,

[242] 466

whereby™ is the restriction of exclusion [of other referents
effected] (apohaniyamah kasmat)? [37a]

41T some asserts: “The word ‘colour’ excludes taste, and so on, but
not the rest of the colours when it denotes either colour (anyatama-
varnabhidhane) even though they are completely different (*atyanta-
bhinnapi). Whereby is this [restriction] effected (kimkrtah)?

On the other hand, such a problem does not exist for some who claims
that [the general property] colourness is the same gabhinnam) only in
[the colour] blue, and so on, but not in taste, etc.”*®

(2441 This problem does not exist because

[what is] current in the world (lokariidhah) is not adhered (na
mprSyate) t0.*%® [37b]

5)For Bhagavat has said: “One should not become attached to a
regional exgression,469 nor should one disregard a name (safijiiam) of
the world.”""® Therefore we too do not adhere to expressions current
in the world"" (lokavyavaharah) whether they have a cause of
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application (*naimittikah) or are technical designations*’* (paribhasi-
kah) as having real referents”’ (bhutarthatvena) but observe them
(anugamyante) exactly as the world does*’* (lokavad eva). And in the
world (loke) the word ‘colour’ is only acknowledged (siddhah) to
denote [the colour] blue, and so on, but not to denote taste, etc.*

§ 53. ®®And with respect to [the general property] colourness
(rigpatve) this [questioning] is the same.” [37c]

[4TIAnd what is the reason why colourness does not reside in taste,
and so on, according some who is of the opinion that it resides in
entirely different [colours like] blue, etc? 7 Or, just as it does not
resglde in taste, and so on, it does not reside in yellow, etc.

IThere is a reason for this.*’® In that the essential nature [of blue,
etc.] is different,*” visibility (*caksusatvam) is only the same in blue,
and so on, but not in taste, etc.

[24911¢ visibility [is the cause of restriction], [the a@ghcation of the
word ‘colour’] is caused by an action (kriyakrtah).”" [37d]

(2500Eor visibility means perceptible by the eye (caksusa *grahyam).
And thus the word ‘colour’ would be used Lo denote blue, and so on,
having an action as its cause of application®' (kriyanimittah), but not
havmg a general property as its cause of application (jatinimittah).***
2URor what purpose does [the general property] colourness serve, if
v1s1b1ht 1s the same [in the blue colour, and so on, but not in taste‘1
etc.]?® S21f, on the other hand (atha), the cause of the connection™®
of colourness is said to be Visibility,485 253leven so (evam api) it
follows [absurdly] with Tespect to visibility that the inherence (sama-
vayah) [of colourness] is caused by an action*® (kriyakrtah), or that
the manifestation_of colourness™’ (riapatvabhivyaktir va) [is caused
by an action]. 25410y again, whereby (kasmat% 1s the restriction
(niyamah) [effected] with respect to visibility?* SITherefore one
must by necessity rely upon [visibility’s] being essential [to the blue
colour, etc.] A

2561 And [colourness] follows [absurdly] in substance, etc.* [38a]
[25T1And because substance (dravya-), number (sankhya-), and size

(parimana-), and so on, are visible (caksusatvat), colourness in these
would follow [absurdly] "' Moreover,
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258lthere would be no difference between white, etc.**? [38b]

2915 visibility is uniform there w111 be no difference between blue
and yellow, and bluer and bluest ? Therefore, without visibility the
word ‘colour’ is necessarlly to be observed (anugantavyah) as
denoting blue and yellow, and so on, even though they are entirely
different because it is current usage 955 in the world (loke riidheh), but
not to denote taste, etc. Therefore, what is to be determined, namely
the exclusion of other [referents] is restricted.

§ 54. 20And if*° the word denotes its referent without dependence
upon preclusion of other referents, then (*farhi)

[261]j¢ validity (siddhih) [for denoting its referent] would only be
by means of joint presence (anvayad eva), [38c]

262Mput the word’s [validity]*” for denoting its referent (arthabhidha-
ne) would not be by means of joint presence and JOlIlt absence
(anvayavyatirekabhyam), and this is maintained.*”® 2631y et, since the
denotation fulfills its purpose49 by means of restriction of either
[term] or both [terms of a statement], % the denotation of the referent
is also by means of joint absence, like, for instance, “[the technical
term] karman denotes what the agent (kartuh) most wants to obtain
(ipsitatamam) [by his action]’”' [A 1.4.49].

§ 55. P4 is certainly the case (nanu ca) that if the word’s referent is
merely exclusion of other [referents], it would only (eva) denote its
referent by means of joint absence (vyatirekat).

Such would be the case (syad etad evam) if joint presence were not
maintained. [%S]However,

[the word’s] concomitance (*vyapti) is not claimed to be with a
principal (mukhyena) [38d]

. 502 - [266] N oo
entity” - (bhavena). For (hi) it has been stated that “it is impos-
sible that a general property (jatih) occur in entities, whether it be
separate g*vyatzrzkta) or not separate (*avyatirikta) [from its sub-
strata].”’> But if the referent is qualified by the exclusion of other
referents™" (arthantarapohavisiste "rthe) without the general proper-
ty,”” the word’s joint presence and joint absence do not have different
referents in accordance with the [statement at PS V 34a:] “since it is
not observed [to apply] to the referent of other words.”
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§ 56. [267]SOI’I’I€OHC, however, objects506 that if>"’ everything manifest
like a cow is a modification that is due to something non-existent
(gavadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah), it follows [absurdly] that
[everything manifest] has an existent nature (prayuktam asatah sad-
atmakatvam) that is due to something non-existent because of the
[absurd] consequence of its being the nature of everything (sarvat-
myaprasangar).”™ Regarding this (*fatra) [we ask you],
[268] h oG : 509 .
wherewith is existence (sattvam) connected,” according to
[you] who assume (abhyupagacchatah) that everything is continu-
ously connected with what is non-existent (asatsamanvitam
sarvam) because [existence] is the nature of many things? [39]

(2911f it is assumed that everything is continuously connected with
something non-existent, in that case, what other non-existent things
such as cows w111 be the objects of attribution of existence on account
of which nature?’'® For while [you] assume that all cows, and so on,
are continuously connected with something non-existent, the rejoinder
(uttaram) that their having an existent nature follows [absurdly] from
what is non-existent (asatah sadatmakatvam praptam), is not
justified. 2700\ foreover, as regards [the] claim that there would be no
difference of notion (pratyayabhedah) with regard to something
existent and something non-existent, for the notion of primordial
materiality (prakrtipratyayah) is observed with regard to a modi-
fication, like, for instance, the notion of clay with regard to a plate,
and so on,”""! (*tatra) [we ask youl],

R"how is the cognition of difference established, although there is
no difference of what is non—existent,5 23f you maintain that there
is a cognition of the difference of plate, and so on, although they
are not different from clay? [40]

2721Eor just as the difference of cognition of a plate, and so on, is
assumed to be due to some means or other (kenapi vidhina) 13
although [plates, etc.] are not different from clay (*m_m’bhyo
’bhinnatve ’pi)-when the [absurd] consequence is that there is only a
[‘clay’] cognition, (tathd) in the same way, why is it not maintained
that the difference of cognition of what is existent and what is non-
existent is due to the residual traces of verbal difference (Sabdabheda-
bhavanavasat]?'* For in your opinion too (tavapi hi),
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the ultimate form of the constituents is beyond the reach of vision.
What has come within the reach of vision, however, is void like an
illusion (maya).

§ 57. PPIThe example5 '® Tyou have] adduced, namely that the
cognition of a cow is due to the observation of dewlap, and so on,
is in conflict with your own theory.”’’ On the contrary, they have
mutually different excluded referents. S8 [41]

271Eor how could someone,5 1% to whom the cognition of a cow (*go-
pratyayah) as precluded from non-cows (*agonivritah), assert that it
is caused b}/ the observation of dewlap, etc. (*sdsnddidars’ana-
nimittah)? *"Having assumed [this],”® the example is in conflict
even with your own theory (svamataviruddhah).”*' For the excluded
[object] is dlfferent with regard to a cow and a dewlap because of
verbal difference™ (sabdabhedat)

(2761The idea, however, that this [namely the cognition of one thing
(atmantara)] is not dependent [upon the observation of non-
existence of other things],’> is created out of your own imagina-
tion,”** for the word does not denote any individual form (¥sva-
ritpam) whatsoever that is exempt from exclusion (nirapoham) [of
other referents]. [42]

27 Eor it has previously been demonstrated that the general form in a
dewlap, etc. (sasnadisu), does not exist without dependence upon the
non-existence of other referents (*samanyarupam arthantarabhava-
nirapeksam na bhavati).”® The* individual form,”*’ however, (sva-
rigpam tu) is not denotable (*vyavaharikam) in this (tena) [form]
because it is inexpressible (anabhilapyatvat).

§ 58. 2™IAnd as to the objection that there is no first cognition
(adyapratyayah)

2Plour view is established because there is no beginning.’* [43a]

For (*hi) there is no first cognition since the transmission of the cause
and effect of discourse is without beginning (*vyavaharakaryakara-
naparamparyanaditvat). 530 28015 wever, the f0110w1n% two problems
concern someone who recognizes first cognition,”” namely that
(28Lpeither is it [namely the Word;3 capable of universally pervading
the general property possessors,> nor’>> is the general property



Translation 111

(*jatih) capable [of pervading the general property possessors]™" as

resident in a single or in all [general property possessors] (*eka-
samastavrttih) whether it is separate (*vyatirikta va) or not separate
(*avyatirikta va) from the general property possessors.

§ 59. 82Nor is the claim justified that no cognition occurs at all
(pratyayavrttir eva nasti).

because exclusion is [in the form of a single] common [property]™’
(samanyena nirakrteh). [43b]

283)Eor the [word] (sah) does not exclude a different general property
(anyam jatim) for each individual substance 38 (pratidravyam), but
rather (kzm tarhi) with the intention of denoting the things to be
excluded’ (vyavacchedyavzvaksayag by means of a single common
property (ekena samanyadharmena).”* And on this point it has been
explained (uktam catra) that the inference [of the referent] is from
mere non-observation [of the word’s application] to what belongs to
the class of dissimilar things (vijatiye 'darsanamatrenanumanam).
However, this problem®** concerns only you (tavaiva): if [the word]
were to apply by universally pervading [the referents] pertaining to 1ts
own class of similar things (svajatiyavyaptya varteta), the pervaded
would be infinite (*vyapyasyanantyam). Therefore, like in the
statement “It is a non-horse because it is horned” (*visanitvad anasva
iti), the inference is from 1ts exclusion from this [namely a horse]
(tadvyavacchedanumanam) because of not observing the general
property of being horned in a horse (asve visanitvadarsanena), but the
white horses, etc. (*karkdadin) are not excluded each segarately
(pratyekam) nor is every single cow, etc. (*ekaikagavadin)™® appre-
hended.”*® Also you maintain the theory that cognitions are based
upon exclusion and continuous application®"’ (*vyavrityanuvrtti-
buddhimatam); and the principle (nydayah) in this treatise (atra) is the
same (fatha).

§ 60. [2841The notion of identity and difference (ekanekatvakalpana)
is not justified on the assumption (upetya) of non-existence of the
nature of other things since (ki) it is concerned with an entity.548
[44a-c]

[2851For (hi) it 1s justified to conceive of the identity and difference of
a thing whose nature is existent (*sadatma), but not on the assump-



112 Translation

tion of non- ex1stence of the nature of other things (*atmantarabhav-
am abhyupetya).™*

(2861 The consequence is the same for
you too, as regards the powers in the unmanifest. [44d]

287101 if (*hi) the powers of the modifications are identical (vikara-
Saktinam aikye) in the unmanifest, there would be no difference
between the modifications. If, on the other hand, they are different,
that would be in conflict with the unity of primordial materiality
(pradhanasya) because it is not different from the powers.

(2881 This theory (cinta), moreover, concerns the denotable object of
the word, not the domain of the senses (*indriyagocare). Smce 1t
[namely the denotable object] is not included (*prakszptah) 0§
[what is perceptible such as] words, and so on, it does not have
different sensefaculties [for cognizing it] (*bhmnendrzyah) [45]

289IEor the object of sensation is not denotable™ (anirdesyah). The
statement “the nature of one thing is the non-existence of the nature of
other things” (atmantarabhava atmantaram iti),55 3 has been formula-
ted with regard to (prati) the denotable [object]. Therefore it [namely
the denotable object] is not included in what is perceptible (pratyakse
praksepah).

§ 61. In this context, moreover (*atra ca),

554 555
d

29lthe referent of the syntactical word (padasya) is imagine
(vikalpitah) when abstracted (apoddhare) from the sentence
(vakyat). Yet the referent of the sentence which is called intuition
(pratibha) is in the beglnmng (a@dau) produced by that [namely the
syntactical word].>>’ [46]
2UEven though the syntactical word is unreal (asat)’® as abstracted
from the sentence, its referent is determined by _invention
(utpreksaya) accordmé to the [grammatical] tradition, %1 pecause it
is not used in isolation®® (kevalasyaprayogat) in the same way as a
stem and an affix (prakrtipratyayavat) [are not used in isolation]. 263
And this 1nvent10n apprehends a referent that is not justified
(ayuktarthagmham‘) in other traditions.”® Therefore this different
referent™®® (arthantaram) has been brought forward (utksiptam);
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>"pecause for those who have not repeatedly experienced the connec-
tion between the word and its referent (*anabhyastasabdartha-
sambandhdanam) the intuition of the referent of the sentence
(*vak;yarthapmtzbha) has in the beginning (*ddau) the syntactical
word’® as a_means of apprehension of the referent (*padarthagra-
hanopaya) 2921y et only (eva) the sentence and 1ts referent are the
principal speech unit and the principal referent’® (mukh hyau sabdar-
thau) because they are indivisible (tayor abhinnatvar).’™ The other
belief in apprehending speech units and [their] referents (*Sabdartha-
grahanabhimanah 5% in the interval between them’’' (*tadantarale) 1s
due to invention '~ (*utpreksaya), for [invention] is unfettered’”
(*nirankusatvat).

§ 62. ?*'Those who reject intuition of the referents (*arthesu ...
pratibham hirva) and imagine that the referent of the sentence
(vakyartham) is something different, namely an external referent’”
(bahyam artham) or their connectlon5 (tatsambandham va% their
[view] is also (fesam api) mere imagination (kalpanamatram). >

Why?

[2%4Because (hi) even without an external referent, according to
repeated practice o8 (yathabhyasam) a cognition (pratipatti) is
produced in various [ ways (anekadha)’” by sentences in imitation
of one’s own ideas™" (svapratyayanukarena). [47]

[295]A1though the external referent does not exist,581 a cognition about
purposeful action®™ (arthakriyapratipattih) that has various forms
(nanaripa) arlses from a sentence as well as representations by
imitation of one’s own ideas’ (svapratyayanurii é)gyena) dependent
upon latent impressions from repeated practice™ [in a former
existence] with r §ard to the referents®® [of a sentence] (arthabhya-
savasanapeksa) like hearing [the sentence] “The tiger [is near
by],” or the like (vyaghradzsrutzvat) " Or, even if its [referent] is the
same™ (tadavisese va), nevertheless, in those who are impassioned
(raginam) a cognition (pratitih) arises from hearing a love poem™
(Srngarakavyasya sravanat) that reflects their passion (raganuriipa),
but in those who are devoid of passion (vitaraganam) it reflects their
aversion (samveganuriapa).

§ 63. [296]M0re0ver, the [intuition] of some who knows the
eonnectig)gn) (sambandhabhijiiasya) [between the word and its
referent]” is claimed to be [intuition] of a referent (arthe) as
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excluded (vyavacchznne? from the referents of other sentences
(vakyantararthebhyah% Therefore it [namely intuition] does not
differ from inference.’ [48]

Moreover, the intuition of someone who knows the connection
[between the word and its referent] is different for each sentence
(*pratyekam vakye) in the same Way as for [each referent of] the
syntactical words (*padarthavat) 3 Therefore it [namely intuition]
does not differ from inference.

[2T'However, the cognition (pratipattih), entailing different repre-
sentations, that arise due to a sentence”  does not transgress
(*natzvartate) [the domaln of] sensation (*pratyaksam) either, as it
is self-awareness.” [49]

Intuition (*pratzglgha) however,””® is sensation (*pratyaksam) as it
is self-awareness™ (*svasamvedanam). Consequently it does not
transgress [the domain of] this [namely sensation].

§ 64. ®If, in the first place, it is Justlflec%, in the case of words
having a cause of application (naimittikesu),*” that they denote their
referents (arthabhidhanam) through exclusion of other referents
(anyapohena), how then [)lS it justified] in the case of those that are
arbitrary (yadrcchzkesu)‘7

[299][1t is] also [justified] in the case of arbitrary terms because their
referents are without distinction® (*arthabhedat) [50a]

B®IEGr (hi) an arbitrary term like the word ‘dittha’, which denotes an
aggregate (samudayavact),”” denotes the members of the aggregate
ES samudayznah) without distinction® (abhedenaha)

UWhat then is the difference between a general term and an aggre-
gate term?°
[There is] none whatsoever!®® According to acknowledged usage®
(prasiddhivasat) a general term in some cases (kvacit) is transferred to
each smgle (pratyekam) part (avayavesu), as, for 1nstance in the
statement: “one should not eat the village swine™ (abhaksyo
gramyasitkara iti). In other cases (kvacit) it [applies] directly
(mukhyah) [to the parts] 130211 is, for example, said that
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without reference to number, quantity, and material shape the
denotlng [word] (vacakah) applies to water or the like,”” whether
a [single] drop or a multitude [of drops] (VP 11 156)

In certain cases (*kvacir) it does not refer to a part ("‘avayave)611 [of a
referent]. For instance,

3%)the word which applies to [a referent] that is qualified by
material shape, colour, and parts, is not recognized to apply to
[each single] component [of these]. (VP II 155)

When [applied] to [a referent] that is qualified by material shape
(*samsthdnavis’i_s_ta) [the terms] ’circular’ (*vrtta), ’spherical’
(parimandala) oblong (dirgha), and quadrangular (caturasra), and
1n the same way “fist” (musti), ’knot’ (granthi), wreath (*mala), and
“ear-ring’ (kundalaka) do not denote the parts. 012 B0y hen [applied]
to [a referent] that is qualified by colour (varnavisiste): [the terms]
“speckled’ (citrah) and ‘variegated’(kalmasah), and so on, o13 [do not
denote the parts]. [395IWhen [applied] to [a referent] that is qualified
by parts (avayavavisiste): [the terms] ‘hndred’ (satam) "thousand’
(sahasram), ’prastha’,614 ’a’rona’,615 ’month’ (masag 8/ear (samvat—
sara), and *weight’ (fuld@) do not apply to the parts. 1And in some
cases an aggregate term (samudayasabdal) comprises each single
[part] 17 (pratyekam parzsamapyate) as, for 1nstanceb [in the
statement]: “The village came back™ (grama agatah).® n some
cases it is transferred (upacaritah) [to each single part], like [VS
V.2:18]: “The action of the arman is explained by the action of the
body” (kayakarmanda ’tmakarma vyakhyatam). % In some cases it
does not refer to the parts [of the aggregate]é as for instance, [the
words] 'troop’ (yiitham), and forest™™ (vanam).

§ 65. B%®INow how could the cognition of a referent (arthapratitih)
from a word whose connection has not been told (*akrtasambandha-
bdat) be an inference about it like, for 1nstance from [the
statement] ‘this is a Jack-fruit tree’ (ayam panasa iti)?°"
In that case there is no cognition of the referent from the word
’Jack-fruit tree.’
Why?

BlOIBecause [it’s] referent is shown (*arthadarsana2 (7) by
someone to whom [its connection] is known (pratztena) [50b]
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Since the [word’s] referent is established®® (*arthasiddhatvat) by an
acknowledged authority (*vrddhena to whom the connection is
known (*pratitasambandhena) 626 1311 by means of the demonstrative
pronoun *this’®* (ayamsabdena) and ostentation®*® (*hastasam-
jiaya),?” there is no cognltlon of the referent (*arthapratitih) due to
the word ‘Jack-fruit tree,” PZbut rather, 1t is the name [of the
referent] that is taught (samjnavyutpattzh) 30 BBIThe co-reference
(samanadhikaranyam) of this [namely the word ‘Jack-fruit tree’],
whose purpose is that of [teaching] a name,”' with the demonstrative
pronoun ‘this’ is just®* for the purpose of showing the connection
(sambandhapradarsanartham tu) Bl45n the assumption (iti krtva)
that [the connection] is the denotable object of both [terms]. 634
BISJAnd since the word “Jack-fruit tree” does not have this [namely the
Jack-fruit tree] as its referent, its purpose is that of [teaching] a
name.*>

§ 66. BT hen (tarhi) onl% the connection will be the word’s object of
cognition (*prameyam).®

The connection is not (*na) [the word’s object of cognition]
because it is 1mag1ned [500]

B171Since (hi) the connection is created in the mind (manasa
kalpyate), after having perceived the referent Jack-fruit tree and the
word ‘Jack frult tree’ by the other means of cognition [namely
sensatlon] 8 at the thought: “This [word] is [the denotation] of that
[referent]” (*asyayam iti), in the same way as the 1nference—
inferendum connection (anumananumeyasambandhavat) (*tatah)
verbal cognition (Sabdam) is not a separate means of cognition.

§ 67. B Now why is it that the remaining [(%eans of cognition]
namely comparison (upamanadi), and so on, are not separate
means of cognition?

BYThe remaining [means of cognltlon] are explained in the
[previously prescribed] manner.®*! [50d]
B20irstly, comparison has the purpose of cognizing the similarity®*
in a cow and a gayal, and so on. In this context (fatra) the cognition
that results from listening to another®” (parata upasrutya) is Verbal
cognition (Sabdam). And when (yada) one imagines (kalpayati)®™ the
similarity in the mind (manasa) after having apprehended the two
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referents by means of the other means of cognition (pramanantarena)
[namely sensation], (fada) it is not a separate means of cognition
either.”™ Nor is similarity when apprehended in this way an object of
cognition (prameyam).*®® In the same way also the other [means of
cognition] are to be rejected (pariksiptavyani) since they are not
sepz;r(%e from inferential representation (anumdanavikalpavyatirikta-
tvat).

[End of] Chapter Five®®
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Y yktam pramanadvayam®. kecic chabdam api <pramanantaram manyante>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 191a7: pramanantaracodanavakasadanayaha: uktam
pramanadvayam iti; 191b1: kecic chabdam apiti.

(D) Cf. tshad ma giiis su brjod pa la V : tshad ma giiis bsad pa yin no K. This
nominal sentence is syntactically ambiguous and open to interpretation. V translates:
“the means of cognition are explained as [i.e. to be] two;” K: “The two means of
cognition are [already] explained.”

! Jinendrabuddhi explains this statement with reference to Dignaga’s definition
of the means of cognition at PSV I:2ab. The purpose is to present the greater merit
of Dignaga’s theory of the actual means of cognition and to refute the views
presented by other philosophers, cf. PST Ms B 191a7-191bl: yat prak pratijiiatam
“pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane dve eva’ iti tad uktam pramanadvayam iti
svapramanagunodbhavanatah parapramanapratisedhatas ca. See Hattori 1968: 24,
76 no. 1.11.

In the first chapter of PSV Dignaga sets forth his theory of sensation (pratyaksa)
introducing the crucial distinction between svalaksana and samanyalaksana. Svalak-
sana denotes the individual character of any given thing as observable through
sensation, which Dignaga claims is beyond linguistic representation, whereas
samanyalaksana designates the general character of things as known either by
means of an inferential indicator (linga) or communicated through language.
Although Dignaga never explicitly defines samanyalaksana, it appears indirectly
from a passage recorded at PSV I 2c,-d; that samanyalaksana is comparable to
general properties like colorness (varnatva) and impermanence (anityatd): svasa-
manyalaksanabhyam hy avyapadeSyavarnatvabhyam varnadi grhitvanityataya
canityam varnaditi manasa samdhatte: “For having apprehended a color and so on
through its individual and general characters, i.e., through what is not denotable and
colorness, [respectively], as well as through [the general property] 1mpermanence
one combines [the two] at the thought: “Color, and so on, is impermanent.”

This passage shows unequivocally that samanyalaksana 1is equivalent to
samanya “general property,” which contemporary grammarians and philosophers
claimed to be a real singular property inherent in things and the cause of application
of words (pravrttinimitta). Dignaga, however, rejects the theory of real universals
and substitutes anyapoha “exclusion of other [referents]” for real general properties.
He defines apoha as equivalent to preclusion (nivrtti) or non-existence (abhava) of
all instances of non-x in all instances of x, thereby qualifying any instance of x as
x(excluded from non-x). See PSV V 34ff, and cf. no. 9 below on Dignaga’s
introduction of the abstract affixes tva or ta to denote anyapoha as the general
property of things and as cause of application of words.

* Jinendrabuddhi does not identify any of the contemporary scholars whose
philosophy of verbal cognition Dignaga addresses in this paragraph, but merely
identifies his protagonists as Sankhya, and so on, cf. PST Ms B 191bl:
Kapiladayah. 1t is noteworthy, however, that Dignaga, in the crucial paragraph at
PSV II:4c, mentions the views of contemporary philosophers who claim that there is
a difference between sabda and anumdana as
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1. No example is mentioned because any given example is already well known to the
listener (prasiddhivasena);

2. The word and its referent are identified in verbal cognition in terms of abhedopacara.
That is, the cognition of the word (sabdajiiana) and that of the referent (arthajiiana) become
fused. This, on the other hand, is not the case with the relation that holds between the logical
indicator and the thing it indicates. Consequently it is impossible to assert that the word and
the inferential indicator are similar;

3. Only the sentence (vakya) has status as an independent speech unit, and a sentence
cannot be an inferential indicator (cf., however, PS V:48-49 § 63 below).

The two Tibetan versions of PSV Il:4c diverge semantically and syntactically
from each other, and the limited number of pratikas quoted by Jinendrabuddhi at
PTS Ms B 60b4-61al are not in every case sufficient for restoring the Sanskrit
original of this important paragraph. It is obvious that the translator of V was
uncertain about some of the readings of his manuscript. For instance, sugs kyis K :
don yod pa’i V of the following passage must translate arthapattya because K in
general renders Sanskrit arthapatti by Tibetan sugs. The noun phrase don yod pa’i,
however, shows that the translators of V identified the first lexeme of this compound
as Sanskrit artha, but could not correctly identify the second term on the basis of
their manuscript and presumably interpreted it as a form of satta (?) to be construed
with the following word, otherwise the Tibetan reading of V: don yod pa’i is
inexplicable. Whatever the reading of the Sanskrit manuscript may have been, the
incomprehensible translation of V shows that the first word of the compound must
have been equivalent to Sanskrit artha, and in this way V corroborates, although
indirectly, the suggested interpretation of sugs kyis K as equivalent to Sanskrit
arthapattya.

1. Dignaga addresses the first view in the following passage:

K (Kitagawa 1973 453b2-10 = P 110b2-5): grags pa’i dban gi rjes su dpag pa
las sgra las byun ba tha dad par yan grub bo | kha cig dpe ma bstan pa las khyad
par yod do Zes zer ro || de lta na yan gan du rtogs pa’i phyir dpe gcig gam giiis ma
bstan pa der sgra las byuni ba ni dper na du ba las me byun ba’i rjes su dpag pa lta
bur Sugs kyi rjes su dpag par thal bar "gyur ro ||

V (Kitagawa 1973 453a2-9 = P 29a6-8): rab tu grags pa’i dban gis dpe ni bstan
par mi bya’o Zes kha cig gis rjes su dpag pa las sgra tha dad du byed par byed do |
de ltar grags pa’i phyir dpe bstan par mi bya ba yin na ni dper na dud pa las me
rjes su dpog pa lta bu der don yod pa’i rjes su dpog pa yan sgrar thal bar "gyur ro |:

“Some assert that verbal cognition is different from inference as no example is
stated (drstantanabhidhanam) because [the word’s application to similar instances
and non-application to dissimilar instances] is well known (prasiddhivasena) [to the
listener]. Even so (evam api), in which case one (drstantasyaikasya) or two
examples (dvayor va) are not stated because [the positive and negative examples]
are well-known [to the listener], it follows by implication (*arthapattya) that
inference like, for instance, inference of fire from smoke (*dhamad agnyanu-
manavat), is [absurdly] verbal cognition (§abdaprasangah).” ")

(1) For the Sanskrit fragments of this paragraph, cf. PST Ms B 60b3-60al:
prasiddhivaSeneti ... drstantanabhidhanam ... evam apiti ... drstantasyaikasyeti ...
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dvayor veti ... Sabdaprasarniga iti. Jinendrabuddhi explains at PST Ms B 60b3-4 that
the reason why sabda is not inferential is that [the word’s] existence to denote
similar things and its non-existence to denote dissimilar things is an established fact
to the listener, for which reason examples are not stated: sapaksavipaksayoh
sadasattve Srotuh siddhe iti drstantanabhidhanam. The remaining part of his
explanation, however, sheds no further light on the topic,

Kumarila presents this view in similar terms at SV Sabda® 33: drstantana-
bhidhanam ca dhimadau vyabhicaritam, prasiddhatvad dhi tatrapi na drstanto
"bhidhiyate: “The not stating an example, moreover, is ambiguous in the case of
smoke, and so on, for also in that case an example is not stated since it is well
known.”

Cf. also Sabda®35cd: Sabdanumanayor aikyam dhiamad agnyanumanavat:
“language and inference become identical just as the inference of fire from smoke;”

The writer Bhamaha, who composed Kavyalankara, a treatise on poetics, was
evidently familiar with an argument similar to the one Dignaga is addressing. This
appears from his exposition at Kavyalankara VI.7: pratitir arthesu yatas tam
Sabdam bruvate apare, dhiimabhdsor api prapta Sabdatagnyanumam prati: “Other
[scholars] claim that a word is that due to which there is a cognition of objects; but it
follows [absurdly] that also smoke and light [from fire] have status as words.”

2. Dignaga mentions the second view in the following paragraph:

K (Kitagawa 1973 453b2-10 = P 110b2-5):

gZan ni sgra las byun ba la sgra dan don tha mi dad par fie bar btags pa yin te |
de ltar don las rjes su dpag pa las ni ma yin no Zes bya ba ni khyad par yin no Zes
zer ro || sgra dan tha mi dad pa fie bar btags pa de lta na yan ji ltar don la rjes su
dpag pa yin Zes brjod par bya ste |

V (Kitagawa 1973 453a2-9 = P 29a6-8):

gZan dag ni don gyi sgra la tha mi dad kyi | sgras fie bar brtags pa ste don de fiid
rjes su dpog pa ni ma yin no Zes bya ba ni khyad par ro Zes zer ro || de lta na yarn
sgras tha mi dad du fie bar brtags pa las don rjes su dpog go Zes ji lta brjod par bya

“Other [scholars], however, argue (anye tv ahuh) that the difference (*visesah)
[between inference and verbal cognition] is that in verbal cognition (*sabde) the
word is transferred to the referent in terms of non-difference
(*Sabdendarthabhedopacarah) [of the referent] from the word. Thus, there is no
inference of the referent (*evam narthe 'numdanam). Consequently (*iti) there is a
difference. As this is the case, it is to be explained (*vaktavyam) how it is inference
of the referent (katham arthe ’numanam), since the word is transferred [to it] in
terms of non-difference [from it]?”(D

(1) For the Sanskrit fragments of this paragraph, cf. PST Ms B 61al-2: anye tv
ahur ityadi ... katham arthe 'numanam iti; cf. loc. cit. below.

In this short passage Dignaga presumably addresses Bhartrhari’s view that in
verbal cognition any given word and its referent become fused in terms of
abhedopacara; cf. Bhartrhari’s use of the phrase so 'yam to illustrate abhedopacara
(cf. Iyer 1969: 206), e.g., at VPV I 101,3: so ’yam iti vyapadeSena sambandhopa-
yogasya Sakyatvat; VPV 105,3-4; VPV 1 126,4-5: so ’yam iti safijiiina Saktyavac-
chedalaksanah sambandho niyamyate; VP 11:128. Kumarila addresses the implica-
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tions of abhedopacara several times in SV, cf. Pratyaksa® 171: nanu jatyadiripe 'pi
Sabdabhedopacaratah, pravartamanda mithya syad buddhi riapesu buddhivat. 186:
yadi cabhedaripena Sabdenarthah pratiyate, ekariipatvam aksadau devanadeh
prasajyate. Sabda® 26: tulyakaratayapy atra Sabdajiianarthataddhiyam, agnidhiime-
sv adrstatvan na bhedas tannivaranat.

Jinendrabuddhi explains the view Dignaga is criticizing in a interesting passage
at PST Ms B 6lal: sabdo hi svaripenabhinnariipam evartham pratyapayati. na tv
evam dhiimdadayah. na hi dhiimad agnim pratyayati pratyapayati va. katham arthe
‘numanam ity arthasyanekariipatvat. tatra hi kim svariipena so ’rtho gamyate uta
samanyariipena? sarvathaivanupapattim manyate. tatha hi yadi vrksadayah Sabdah
sattvadibhih samanyakarair vrksadikam artham pratipadayeyuh sarvasabdanam
ekarthata prasajyeta samanyakaranam anekarthasadharanatvat. atha visesaripena
tad ayuktam, asadharanasya riapasya pratipadayitum asakyatvad iti sarvatha
Sabdarthatvabhavah: “For a word makes its referent known only in a form that is
identical with its own form, but smoke and so on does not. For [in verbal cognition]
fire is not known or made known from smoke. So how is there inference of the
referent? Because the referent has numerous forms. Is the referent in that case
understood in its own form or in the form of [its] general properties? In every single
case there is thought to be no justification. That is, if a word like ‘tree’ were to
indicate a referent like a tree by means of the forms of its general properties such as
existence, the [absurd] consequence would be that all words have one and the same
referent because the forms of the general properties are common to many referents.
If, on the other hand, it is understood in its own form, that would be unjustified
because it is impossible to convey knowledge of an individual referent.
Consequently the word has in every single case no referent.”

Before addressing the third view Dignaga answers a question his opponent is
asking about how the referent is inferred, when the word is transferred to it in terms
of non-difference. This passage is important for understanding the rationale of the
apoha theory:

K (Kitagawa 1973 453b13-454b4 = P 110b5-8): sin gi sgra’i brjod par bya ba ni
don gZan ma yin no || gal te yan rdzas kyi sgras ni don de fiid go bar byed pa yin la
ran bZin gZan gyis ni rdzas ma yin pa las ldog pas so || on te sin gi sgras kyan rdzas
ma yin pa las ldog pa go bar byed do Ze na | gal te go bar byed kyar don gyis yin
gyis | sgras ni ma yin pas fies pa med do Ze na | gal te Sin la sogs pa’ i Sin tshig kho
na la tshad ma brjod na ni fies pa med par ’gyur na | a khya ta la sogs pa’i sgra
rnams de’i ran bZin ma yin pas kyan don go bar byed pa yin no |\.

V (Kitagawa 1973 453al1-454al = P 29b1-3): Sin gi sgra’i brjod bya’ i don
gZan ma yin pas rdzas kyi sgras don de #iid go ru zin kyan tsul gzan gyi sgo nas
rdzas gZan ma yin pa las bzlog pa go ba yin no || gal te Sin gi sgras rdzas ma yin pa
las log pa go bar byed du zin mod kyis kyan don las yin gyi sgras las ni ma yin no ||
de’ phyir skyon med de Ze na | skyon du ni mi *gyur la rag laﬁ Sin la sogs pa’i tshig
las gZan pa’i sgra fiid tshad mar brjod par bya ste | bya ba brjod pa’i sgras kyar
don gyi tshul de iid go bar byed do |:

“The referent that is the denotable object of the word ‘tree’ is not a different
[referent from a substance] (vrksasabdabhidheyo ’nyo ’rtho na bhavati). Even
though the word ‘substance’ denotes the same referent (as the word ‘tree’), it
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indicates a different form [of it] (rigpantaram) by excluding it from non-substances
(adravyanivritya).

Surely (nanu ca) also the word ‘tree’ (vrksasabdenapi) indicates its exclusion
from non-substances.

Even so, it does so by implication, not explicitly (arthat, na sabdat), therefore
there is no problem.

If only syntactical words like ‘tree’ were claimed to be a means of cognition
(vadi vrksadipadany eva pramanam ucyeran), there would be no problem (na syad
dosah), but also verbs (akhyatasabdair api) that do not have their form
(*atadrapaih) [i.e. they end in a tin affix in contrast to nouns that end in a sup affix]
indicate the object.”(!)

(DThe inserted Sanskrit fragments stem from PST Ms B 61a4ff, q.v. below. The
theoretical implications of this paragraph are difficult to assess because Dignaga’s
exposition is concise and difficult to contextualise as he never explains in detail how
he understands the denotation of verbs and verbal inflectional affixes with the
background of the apoha thesis. I assume that Dignaga would analyse any finite or
non-finite verbal form on the analogy of the apoha thesis—like his analysis of the
function of nominal affixes (cf. no. 349 below)-as consisting of a verbal root
denoting the action itself and a tin affix denoting person, temporal, and modal
aspects of the action, each form excluding its complement. Such verbal forms are
considered to denote a not finished action (aparinispanna) in contrast to nouns that
denote finished referents (parinispanna). In view of the importance of this
paragraph I reproduce Jinendrabuddhi’s interesting exegesis of it at PST Ms B 61a4-
62a3, omitting a few insignificant phrases indicated by ... . The historical context of
this debate is obscure, but the claim that general property (samanaya) is exclusion of
other referents (Sabdarthanyapoha), which is Dignaga’s assumption too, appears to
mirror the view of his opponent, whereas Jinendrabuddhi’s exegesis aims at
explaining the difference between the two versions of the apoha doctrine: yathaiva
tava Sabdarthanyapohah samanyam tathd mamdapi. etavams tu viseso mayd tac
chabdakaroparaktam pratiyata ity abhyupagatam iti darsayate. vrksasabdabhidheyo
yo ’rthah so ’nyo ghatadir na bhavati. anyasabdarthabhavenatra vrksasabdabhidhe-
yo bhago laksyate. etad uktam bhavati: “arthantaravyavrttyupalaksito yo vastuno
bhagah sa eva vrksasabdasyartha” iti. tenaiva tasya saripyat, na tu sattvadibhih
sadharanair akarair asadhdaranena va rilpeneti manyate .

nanu ca dravyasabdenapi sakhadiman arthah pratyapyate. na casau tadriipah.
tatas casariupye ’'py abhidheyatvadarsanat, na Sabdasariupyenarthapratyayanam iti.

ata aha: yady apityadi. apisabdena dravyasSabdo dravyabhedanam vyabhicaran
na vdcikah. abhyupetyottaram ucyata ity artham aviskaroti. ripantaram akaran-
taram. “tasyaiva vastunah kascid bhagah.”® tena ca saha dravyasabdasya sariip-
yam asty evety abhiprayah. tat puna ripantaram adravyanivrttyupalaksitavastuno
riapantaram dravyanivrttyopalaksyata iti darsayitum idam uktam: adravyanivrityeti.
nanu cetyadi. na kevalam dravyasabdenadravyanivrttyupalaksitavastuno ripanta-
ram dravyasabdasariipyapraptiyogyam gamyate, api tu vrksasabdenapi. tatha hi
samanddhikaranyam drsyate: dravyam vrksa iti, na hi bhinnarthayos tad upapad-
yate. na ca tena saha tasya sardpyam isyate. tatas sa eva doso ’saripye ’pi
Sabdarthatvadarsanat, nabhidhanasvasariapye narthabhidhanam ity abhiprayah.
arthat, na Sabdad iti. vrksasabdad evadravyanivrttir avinabhavinah sa pratiyate.
miidhas tu Sabdad eva gamyata iti manyate. samandadhikaranyam tu visesasahitasya
viSese vartamanat, na tu vrksasabdendadravyanivrttir abhidhiyate. yadi vrksadipada-
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ny evetyadi. subantany eva padani. yadi Sabdanibandhane pramanam ucyeran, na
syad dosah. tatha hi tesam parinispannariipo ’rtha “idam tad” iti pratyavamarsa-
yogyo buddhau sannivisata iti. tena sahabhedopacarah sambhavati Sabdasya, na tu
namapadany eva parinispannarthabhidhayiny ucyante, kim tarhi tinantany api. yad
aha: akhyatasabdair apityadi. akhyatasabdaih pacati pathati evamadibhih. alinga
asamkhyapirvaparibhiitavayavaparinispannasvaripd kriyocyate. na ca tathavi-
dhasya idam tad ity agrhitasya buddhya Sakyo 'bhedopacarah kartum. napi parinis-
pannariupah Sabdatma sadhyamanakaratam pratipadya(n)te:

“Just as general property according to you is exclusion of other referents so it is
according to me too. However, the difference is of such kind that I assume that the
[general property] is understood as ’coloured’ by the form of its word. This is what
he illustrates. The referent that is the denotable object of the word ‘tree’ is not a
different one like a pot. The part that is the denotable object of the word ‘tree’ is in
this case implied by its not being the referent of other words. That is, only that part
of the object that is indirectly indicated through negation of other referents is the
referent of the word ‘tree’ because it agrees with that only, but not with common
forms like existence or a not common shape. Such is the idea ... .

The word ‘substance’ certainly also indicates a referent on which there are
branches, and so on, and this [word] does not agree with that [referent]; and
therefore there is no indication of the referent due to the word’s being in agreement
because it is observed to be denotable, even though there is no agreement.

Therefore he says *even though’ and so forth. By the word *though’ he makes the
issue clear, namely that the word ’substance’ does not denote particular substances
because of uncertainty. Having assumed [that it does], a rejoinder is formulated. A
different form means a different aspect namely a certain part of the same object, and
the word ’substance’ is only in agreement with this [aspect]. Such is the underlying
opinion. In order to show that this different form is indirectly indicated by negation
of non-substance, the following is stated: “by negation of non-substance.”

“Certainly,” and so on. Not only does the word ’substance’ imply another form
of the object through negation of non-substance, which is capable of being in
agreement with the word ’substance’, but the word ‘tree’ does so too. That is, one
observes that they are coreferential as in the statement: “a tree is a substance,” for
this is not justified of two different referents. And it is not claimed that one is in
agreement with the other. Therefore the problem is precisely this, that since one
observes that [a tree] is a referent [of the word “substance’], even though there is no
agreement [of the word ’substance’ with the referent tree], there is no denotation of
the referent when there is no proper agreement with the denotation. Such is the
underlying intention.

“By implication, not explicitly.” Due to the word ‘tree’ alone one understands
the negation of non-substance because a tree is invariably connected to [substance].
A fool, however, believes that it is understood explicitly. However, there is co-
reference of [the word ’substance’] when combined with the particular [term ‘tree’]
because it applies to a particular [namely a tree], but the word ‘tree’ does not
express the negation of non-substance.

“If only syntactical words like ’tree,” etc.” Syntactical words that are nouns
terminate exclusively in the affixes denoted sup. If they were said to be a means of
verbal construction, there would be no problem. That is, their referent, whose form
is finished, is absorbed into the mind as capable of the identification “this is such
and such [a thing].” The word’s transfer in terms of non-difference from that is
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possible, but not only syntactical words that denote a finished referent are said [to be
a means of verbal cognition], also syntactical words that end in the affixes denoted
tin. As he explains: “also by means of verbs, etc.” i.e. by verbs such as “he is
cooking,” “he is reading.” An action is said to be without gender and number, and to
have a form that is not finished in terms of anterior and posterior parts, and [a
syntactical word] like this is not capable of being transferred in terms of non-
difference from [the action], as it is not perceived by the mind as “this is such and
such [an action].” Nor does the nature of a speech unit whose form is finished
indicate the appearence of [the action] that is in the process of being realised.”

The last paragraph is particularly interesting because Dignaga does not address
in PSV V the question of how the thesis of anyapoha applies to denotation of verbal
action (kriya) like pacati “he is cooking.” Kumarila addresses the question in a few
karikas at SV Apoha® 139f qu. TS 973f; cf. the discussion at TS 1143f with TSP ad
loc.

@ Jinendrabuddhi alludes to a statement found in Dignaga’s lost Dvadasasatika: tasya vastunah
kascid bhago ’ rthantaravyavritya loke gamyate; cf. Pind 1991 no. 1. For the term “part,” cf. no. 15
below.

3. After this discussion Dignaga continues addressing the third view according to
which only a sentence (vakya) is the principal speech unit. He has Bhartrhari’s
position in mind, cf. PS V:46-47 §§ 61-62. Both Tibetan translations of this passage
diverge considerably from each other. In general K appears to be more reliable than
V, but not in every case. Thus, for instance, the crucial term tshig ‘syntactical word’
(= Sanskrit padam, cf. A 1.4:14] is missing in K.

K (Kitagawa 1973 454b4-8 = P 110b8-111al]) gan Zig nag kho na sgra yin la de
rtogs pa’i thabs ni 'dod pa de dag gi sgra dan mthun par don rtogs pa yod pa ma
yin te | de ltar khyad par gyi cha fie bar bzun nas rjes su dpag pa las sgra las byur
ba tha dad do Zes brjod do ﬁ;

V (Kitagawa 1973 454al-5 = P 29b3-4): gari dag rag kho na sgra yin te | tshig ni
de rtog par byed pa’i rgyu ma (sic) yin la | sgra de’i 1o bo tsam las don rtogs pa’i
phyir ro Zes khyad par can gZan tsam fie bar blans nas rjes su dpag pa las sgra tha
dad du brjod ces brjod do |:

“According to those who claim that only the sentence is the speech unit (yesam
ca vakyam eva Sabdah), and that the syntactical word (*padam) is a means of
understanding it (tfadadhigamopayas ca), there is no (tesam nasti) cognition of the
referent in agreement with the words (*Sabdanuriipena). Thus, having assumed a
slight difference (visesalesam) they assert that verbal cognition is different from
inference.”!)

(1) For the Sanskrit fragments of this paragraph, cf. PST Ms B 62a3-5: yesam ca
vakyam eva Sabda iti ... tadadhigamopayas cetyadi ... tesam nastityadi ... iti
visesaleSa iti. (°lesa em. [cf. Ms 62a7: viSesalesah] : °vesanam Ms).

Dignaga is addressing Bhartrhari’s view. This is underlined by Jinendrabuddhi
who introduces Bhartrhari’s concept of sadhanasakti (for which cf. Vakyapadiya
[1.7:2), cf. PST Ms B 62a5-6: vakyartho hi bahyo va syat <sadhya>sadhanasam-
bandhatma,® sadhanasaktinivesanugrhita niravayava kriya va, antaro va pratibha-
laksanah, trayam api caitad asattvabhiitam “idam tad” iti pratyavamarsatikrantam,
na ca tathabhitenarthena “so ’yam” ity abhedopacarah Sakyah kartum: “For
whether the reference of the sentence is external, being of the nature of a connection
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between the means of accomplishment [of an action, i.e., any given karaka] and [the
action] to be accomplished, or whether it is the partless action assisted by the
residence of the powers in the means of accomplishment [of the action], or whether
it is internal characterized by intuition, these three things, however, are unreal,
transcending the identification judgement (pratyavamarsa) “this is such and such a
thing;” and it is impossible to state a transfer in terms of identity like “this is such
and such a thing” with a referent of this kind.”
(a)sddhya" conj. (cf. bsgrub par bya ba T) : om. Ms

3 Cf. the definition of sabdam at PST Ms B 191b1: sabdad upajatam asannikrste
‘rthe jiianam Sabdam: ‘“Verbal cognition is an awareness, which follows from a
word, about a referent with which one is not in [direct] sense contact ” SBh 32,3:

* That is, not only implication (arthapatti) and the rest are separate means of
cognition, but also sabdam, cf. PST Ms B 191bl: na kevalam arthapattyadinity apy
arthah. For the nature and number of pramdanas admitted by the various Indian
schools of philosophy, cf. Hattori 1968: 78 no. 1.12.

S5Cf.delaV :om. K.

21 na pramanantaram Sabdam anumanat. tatha hi sah™® krtakarvadivat svartham
anyapohena bhasate. Qu. TSP 589,17-18, cf. PST Ms B 191b1-2: na pramanan-
taram Sabdam ity aha. tatha hi sa ityadi ... krtakatvadivad iti; 191b6: anyapohena
bhasata iti.

(Dsah Ms B 191b2 and v.1. at TSP : tat TSP, cf. PST Ms B 191b2, claiming that
sah by force of implication is to be construed with an implicit Sabdah: sa iti
samarthyapraptah Sabde sambadhyate. The variant tat, referring to sabdam, is
meaningless in the context because verbal cognition does not function as an
indicator according to Dignagan epistemology. The reading tat is not recent,
however, since Mallavadi’s rephrasing of PS V:1 reads tat for sah, cf. NCV 674,17-
18.

® For Dignaga’s explanation of what constitutes the inferential nature of verbal
cognition, cf. the theoretically important passage at PSV V:34 and no. 9 below.
Kumarila contrasts at SV Sabda® 15 the views of Sankhya and other schools on
Sabda with those of the Buddhists and the VaisSesikas who include verbal cognition
in inference: tatranumanam evedam bauddhair vaisesikaih Sritam bhedah sarnkhya-
dibhis tv isto na tiuktam bhedakaranam. For the VaiSesika definition, cf. Candra-
nanda ad VS IX:19: yatha karyadismrtisavyapeksam anumanam trikalavisayam
atindriyartham ca tathaiva Sabdam sanketasmrtyapeksam trikalavisayam atindri-
yartham ca. ato 'numanenaikayogaksematvad anumdanam evety uktam bhavati. In
contrast to this explanation, the statement at PBh § 256 shows that Prasastapada
regards the word as an indicator like the inferential indicator (linga) and thus subject
to the constraints of the triple format of inference (for which, cf. PBh § 247:
Sabdadinam apy anumane ’ntarbhavah, samanavidhitvat. yatha prasiddhasama-
yasya lingadarsanaprasiddhyanusmaranabhyam atindriye ’rthe bhavaty anumanam,
evam Sabdadibhyo ’piti). For the relation between the trairiipya and sabda, cf. no. 9
below. The VaiSesika view that verbal cognition is inference (anumana) because a
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word (Sabda) functions in the same way as an inferential indicator (liriga), is also
propounded at NS I1.1:50-52; cf., e.g., NSBh ad NS 50: yathanupalabhyamano lingr
mitena lingena pascan miyata iti anumanam. evam mitena Sabdena pascan miyate
‘rtho "nupalabhyamana ity anumanam Sabdah. See Biardeau 1964: 127; 205.

" According to Kamalasila, Dignaga is using bhdsate with the same value as
dyotayati (for which, see no. 12 below), cf. TSP 540,7f, equating bhasanam with
dyotanam, i.e., the act of indicating, making known: tatra bhasanam = dyotanam,
JjAapanam iti yavat; Ms B 191b5-6: bhasanasya Sabdadharmatvena ridhatvad
drstantadarstantikayor vaisamyam ma bhid iti dyotayatity aha.

¥ Throughout PSV V Dignaga uses the term artha of the thing or referent
denoted by the following classes of speech units: 1. affixes (pratyaya), to which
Paninian grammar attributes distinct denotations, 2. words (sabda) [usually common
nouns or adjectives in the nominative, cf. the Paninian definition of the nominative
as denoting the mere referent of the nominal stem (pratipadikarthamatra, cf. A 11
3:46); this class also includes the referents of proper nouns], 3. compounds
(samasa), and 4. sentences (vakya), utterances or judgments. The referents (artha) of
words are infinite, cf. PSV V:2b above and the expression arthasyanantye at PSV
V:34 below. Dignaga does not address the artha of verbs in PSV V, but mentions
akhyatasabda at PSV 1I:4c; cf. no. 2. above and the passages quoted at paragraph 2.,
especially Jinendrabuddhi’s interesting explanation of Dignaga’s introduction of the
denotation of verbs in the context of the apoha thesis.

® Cf. PST Ms B 191b2: yatha krtakarvadi lingam trairiipyayogat svartham
prakasayati, tatha sabdo ’pity arthah. anena drstantena Sabdasya lingatvam paridi-
payan Sabdasyanumanatvalaksanam udbhavayati: “The meaning is as follows: just
as the indicator [the general property] ‘being produced’, and so on, indicates its own
referent because of being connected with the triple form [of the indicator], so also
the word. While illustrating the word’s being an indicator by means of this example
he explains the definition of verbal cognition as being one of inference.”

For Dignaga’s description of the logical property of krtakatva in inference, cf.
PSV 1I:23, q.v. infra no. 14.

Dignaga’s mention of the logical indicator krtakatva to illustrate his claim about
the inferential nature of sabda would indicate that verbal cognition is assumed to be
subejct to the constraints of the trairipya as defined at PSV II:5cd: anumeye ’tha
tattulye sadbhavo, nastitasati.V) (PS 11:5cd) anumeyo hi dharmavisisto dharmi.
tatra darsanam pratyaksato ’numanato va®. uttarakalam dharmasya samanyari-
pena tajjatiye ca sarvatraikadese <va> sadbhavah <siddhah>. kuta etad iti? tattulya
eva sadbhava <ity> avadharanat. na tarhi vaktavyam: <atattulye nastitaiveti>. etat
punar niyam<drtham>: asaty eva ndstitda, nanyatra, na viruddha iti. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 64b1-66b6: anumeye ’tha tattulya iti ... nastitasatiti ... anumeyo hityadi
... dharmavisisto dharmiti. tatra darSanam iti ... pratyaksata iti ... anumanato veti
... uttarakalam iti ... dharmasya samanyaripeneti ... tajjatiye ceti ... kuta etad iti ...
sarvatra sadbhavo 'nyatraikadese ’piti ... vyavacchedaphalatvad vakyanam. istatas
cavadharanad etad labhyata ity aha: tattulya evetyadi ... na tarhi vaktavyam iti ...
etat punar ityadi ... niyamah. asaty eva nastiteti ... nanyatreti ... na viruddha iti.
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The Tibetan versions of this crucial passage diverge from each other and the
Sanskrit evidence:

K (Kitagawa 1973 455b9ff = P 111a6-111b1): rjes dpag bya dar de mtshuiis la ||
yod dar med la med pa "o || (PS 1:5¢d) rjes su dpag pa ni chos khyad par can gyi
chos can yin te | de la dus phyis chos kyi spyi’i tshul gyis miion sum nam rjes su
dpag pas mthor ba "o || de’i rigs la yarn mtha’ dag gam phyogs cig yod pa fiid do || de
gari las Ze na | de dan mtshuns pa kho na la yod Zes ries par gzun ba’i phyir yin gyi
yod pa kno na Zes ma yin no | de ltar na med pa lam med do Zes brjod pas mi byo "o
Ze na | ’di ni med pa iiid la med pa yin gyi | gZan pa la "an ma yin "gal ba la ma yin
no Zes nes pa’i don du "gyur ro |.

V (Kitagawa 1973 455a9ff = P 30a1-4): rjes dpag bya dar de mthun la || yod dar
med fiid la med pa ’o || (PS 11:5¢d) rjes su dpag par bya ba ni chos kyi khyad par du
byas pa’i chos can no || de la mnion sum mam rjes su dpag pas mthon gi rjes la de’i
rigs dan mthun pa la yan spyi’i tshul gyis phyogs thams cad dam phyogs gcig la yod
par grub pa ‘o fci’i phyir Ze na | de dan mthun pa kho na la yod ces ries par gzun
ba’i phyir ro || de dai mthun pa la yod pa kho na’o Zes ni brjod par mi bya ba’i
phyir ro || med pa fiid las med pa Zes pas ni slar yan de fiid ries par bya ba’i don du
ste | med pa fiid la med pa fiid yin gyi gZan la yai ma yin la "gal ba la yarn ma yin no
Zes pa’i don to .

As PSV V:1 shows, Dignaga primarily mentions krtakatva in order to emphasise
that the logical indicator and the word share the function of indicating through
exclusion of other referents. He defines at PSV V:34 (for which, see below § 46) the
inferential nature of verbal cognition as fadvyavacchedanumanam svarthabhidha-
nam without any reference to the canonical format of the trairipya. There is,
however, a passage in PSV IV where Dignaga explicitly draws a parallel between
the role of trairipya in inference (anumana) and verbal cognition (sabda).
Commenting at PSV IV:5 on the role of the explicit formulation, in pararthanu-
mana, of the second and third criteria of the frairiipya, Dignaga compares their role
in svarthanumana to that of verbal cognition (s§abda). As Jinendrabuddhi observes
in his comment at Ms B 178a4-7 (see below), the ascertainment obtained through
svarthanumana presupposes recollection of the two states of affair as defined by the
second and third criteria of the trairipya, without being dependent upon their
explicit formulation (arthadvayaparamarsapiirvako hy abhidhananapeksah svar-
thanumananiscayah). Dignaga continues asserting that after one has apprehended a
word through immediate sensation (pratyaksa), the mere fact that one recollects the
second and third criteria of the trairipya is sufficient for knowing the referent
denoted by it (tatha hi sabdam pratyaksata upalabhya tasy “anyatra sajatiye sattam
smarati, asati casattam.” tavataiva cabhidheyam pratipadyate).

The Tibetan versions of PSV IV:5 diverge from each other, and, moreover,
interpret the crucial phrase s@bda iva as if the actual reading were sabda (loc.) eva K
: Sabda (nom. sic) iva V.

K (Kitagawa 1973 521b4-8 = P 150b4-7): gan Zig la cun zad rab tu grub pa yin
pa’i phyir gan yan run ba brjod pa yan sgrub byed yin no || sgra kho na la don giiis
rtogs pa’i phyir ram gan yan run bas Zugs kyis giii ga bstan pa’i phyir giii ga brjod
par mi bya ’o || rjes su dpag pa la yan tshul *di yin par mthon ste | gal te rtags ’di
rjes su dpag par bya ba la ries par bzun na gzZan du de dan rigs mthun pa la yod pa
fiid daﬂ| med pa la med pa iid dran par byed pa de’i phyir 'di’i nes pa bskyed par
yin no |.
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V (Kitagawa 1973 521a4-10 = P 65b2-4): ’ba’ Zig tu cun zad grub pa iiid du
"gyur ba yin no || gan yan run ba gcig brjod pas kyan sgrub byed du ’gyur te | sgra
bZin du don giiis rtogs pa’i phyir gan yan run ba gcig gis giiis ka bstan pa’i phyir
don gyi Sugs kyis giiis brjod pa yin no | don rjes su dpog pa la yan rigs pa de fiid
blta’o || gan rjes su dpag par bya ba la rtags ’di nes par gzun bar byas nas gZan la
de’i rigs yod pa dran par byas te | med pa la med pa iid kyis bdag fiid kyis ries par
skyed par byed do |:

“Since some [example] is well-known (¥*prasiddhatvat) to someone (kasyacit)
the formulation of one or the other [example] is also a means of proof (anyataroktir
api sadhanam); Since the two states of affair are already known (*arthadvayapra-
titatvar) in the same way as in verbal cognition (§a@bda iva) or since they both are
shown implicitly (*arthapattya) by one or the other (*anyatarena), both of them are
not stated (ubhayanabhidhdanam). This is also observed to be the method in the case
of inference: If the logical indicator is ascertained at the object of inference
(anumeye), one recalls [its] existence elsewhere at what is similar and [its] non-
existence where [what is similar] is absent (anyatra sajatiye sattam smarati, asati
casattam). Therefore one realises oneself its ascertainment (*niscayah).”

The inserted Sanskrit equivalents and phrases have been extracted from
Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 178a4-7: kasyacid ityadi. Paravabodhanar-
tham parartham anumanam. parasya ced anyataradrstantapratipadyo ’rthah
prasiddhah, ‘nyataroktir api sadhanam prasiddhokter anarthakatvat. apisabdo
‘vadharanarthah. sabda ivetyadi. pratitatvamatram sadharmyam updadaya sabda
iveti drstanto veditavyah, nanabhidhanam. anyatha sabdasya svarthanumanatvad
ayuktam etad nidarSanam syat, prasangabhavat. na hi svarthanumane drstanta-
prasango ’sti, arthatmakatvat. arthadvayaparamarsapiurvako hy abhidhananapek-
sah svarthanumananiscayah. tatha hi Sabdam pratyaksata upalabhya tasya “anya-
tra sajatiye sattam smarati, asati casattam.” tavataiva cabhidheyam pratipadyate.
tasmat pratitatvamatram upa<da>ya drstantah krta iti. ubhayanabhidhanam iti.

Dignaga’s claim about the inferential nature of verbal cognition was interpreted
by his contemporaries as well as later writers as a statement about the word’s being
subject to the constraints of the trairipya. The view that the word indicates its
referent in accordance with the canon of the frairipya was addressed and severely
criticized by Kumarila in SV Sabda® 68-98, who asks whether it makes sense to
apply the canon of the trairiipya to describe verbal cognition as the second and third
member of the logical canon are presented in terms of existence of the logical
indicator at some instance of the indicated and its non-existence at all dissimilar
instances. The criticism evidently centres on whether it makes sense that the locative
denotes a word’s existence or non-existence at something. However, there is no
reason to assume that Dignaga’s use of the locative indicates that he believed that
the denotation of words or utterances is dependent on their being observable at the
objects or state of affairs they denote like any inferential indicator, but rather that
they are observed to denote their referents at the time of vyutpatti (cf. PSV V:50c
below), the locative being used to introduce their denotation like in traditional
Sanskrit and lexicographical literature. The use of the locative at PSV V:34 is to be
interpreted with this background. An extract of Kumarila’s criticism is quoted at TS
1490-97.
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Related discussions about trilaksana Sabda are found in Mallavadi’s NC, cf.
NCV 666,12ff (krtakatvadilingavac chabdas trilaksano ’anyapohena svartham
gamayatiti), and in YD 101,8ff. Jinendrabuddhi summarises some of Kumarila’s
critical observations, namely that it is incorrect to talk about the referent of the word
as a property possessor because the fact of being a property possessor does not fit
the referent of the word since it is the thing to be indicated, like impermanence, and,
moreover, one does not observe the paksa of the word at the referent, but rather at
the speaker as he speaks, which goes to show that sabda is a separate means of
cognition, cf. PST Ms B 192a2-4: katham punah Sabdasya trairiipyam? katham ca
na syat? dharmino ’yogat. tatha hi sabdarthasya na dharmitvam upapadyate
pratyayyatvad anityatvavat. na carthe Sabdasya paksadarsanam vaktari sthitatvat
tatraivopalabdheh. tasmat pramanantaram evedam yathasamayam arthapratipatti-
hetutvat.

Jinendrabuddhi’s answer to this critique is influenced by Dharmakirtian and
post-Dharmakirtian philosophy, in which the question of whether or not the alleged
inferential nature of verbal cognition reflects the canon of the trairipya is answered
by claiming that verbal cognition is subject to the constraints of the trairipya
because words indicate the intention (vivaksa) of the speaker. Thus the speaker is
the dharmin, any given word is the paksadharma, the sapaksa is any previously
perceived possessor of vivaksa (vivaksavan pirvanubhiitah), and vipaksa its
exclusion (tadvyatirekah).

Cf. the discussion Ms B 192a4-6: tad etac chabdasya pramanyavisayaparijia-
nad evam ucyate. na hi tasya bahye ’rthe pramanyam ... kva tarhi? vivaksayam.
tatra casty® eva sabdasya trairiipyam. tatha hi vivaksavan puruso dharmi, vivaksa
sadhyadharmah. vivaksavaty evopalambhanac chabdasya paksadharmatvam. vivak-
savan piarvanubhiitah sapaksah. tadvyatireko vipaksa iti katham trairiipyam na
sambhavati? For the unabridged text of this discussion, cf. Appendix 2.

The view that a speaker’s words make it possible to infer his underlying inten-
tion (vivaksd) can be traced to Bhartrhari, cf. VP 1II.14:197cd: anumanam vivak-
sayah Sabdad anyam na vidyate; TS 906, TSP 357,8ff; cf. Kamalasila’s answer to
Kumarila’s criticism at TS 1514-24, and the related statement at PVSV 107,22-24:
na hi sabda yathabhavam vartante yatas tebhyo ’rthaprakrtir nisciyeta. te hi vaktur
vivaksavrttaya iti tannantariyakah. tam eva gamayeyuh.

(1Qu. NV 301,2, cf. PVin II Vol. I: 31.

Otatra ... va qu. SVT (Umveka) 142,8; PVin II Vol. I: 30,4-5.

Glcasty em. : cajjhy Ms

B Sabdo hi yatra visaye prayujyate tasya yenamsenavinabhavitvasambandhas
tam krtakatvadivad arthantaravyavacchedena dyotayatilV, <tasmad anumanan> na
bhidyate®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 191b3-6: sabdo hi yatra vi_sa;e prayujyata iti ...
tasya yenamseneti ... vrksadisabdasyavinabhavitvasambandhah®. yena tu samban-
dhas tam krtakatvadivad arthantaravyavacchedena dyotayati ... na tat tato bhid-
yate.

(DCE. TSP 540,3-4: tat (sic) krtakatvadivad arthantaravyavacchedena dyotayati.

@)Cf. PST Ms B 192al-2: tasmad eva visesac chabdam anumanad bhidyata iti.

®orvasambandhah em. : tvam sambandho Ms

' The particle hi (cf. ni VT : yan K) is syntactically equivalent to Sanskrit
yasmat. It is to be construed with the restored *tasmat < T de’i phyir VK; cf. the
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gloss hisabdo yasmadarthe inserted by Dignaga in a Sanskrit fragment from
Samanyapariksavyasa, g.v. no. 182. As a rule the translators of KV render Sanskrit
hi by the Tibetan topicalization particle ni; cf. Obermiller, Indexes 11 71a.

"' The term Sabda is somewhat ambiguous: It denotes any given speech unit
posited by the Sanskrit grammarians through grammatical analysis, from phonemes
through syllables to affixes and finished words. Most of the examples mentioned by
Dignaga belongs to the last-mentioned category, but he evidently regards phonemes
and affixes to be definable within the theoretical framework of the apoha theory, cf.
Pind 1991 and no. 349 below. Like Bhartrhari Dignaga considers any given speech
unit posited apart from a sentence as a useful grammatical fiction, the sentence
being the principal speech unit, cf. § 61 below.

"2 Dignaga uses dyotayati with the same value as prakasayati or prakasaka, the
function of the logical indicator (hetu, linga) and the word (Sabda) being structurally
similar; cf. the use of the cpd. dyotakadyotya at PS 1I:33a-c: lingasyanyena
samanyam visesas ca lingino na dyotakadyotyam, qu. Ms B 81b5. This is the only
instance where Dignaga uses the verb dyorayati of the action of denoting. Cf. the
similar use at YSBh 139,2-3 (ad YS Ill.17): sarvabhidhanasaktiparihrta gakarau-
karavisarjaniyah sasnadimantam artham dyotayantiti.

For the use of dyotana, dyotaka, dyotya in Sanskrit grammar, cf. DSG s.vv.
dyotaka; Renou, Terminologie s.v. dyut.

" For a contemporary definition of apoha, cf. Bhamaha’s Kavyalankara VI.16:
anyapohena  Sabdo  ‘rtham  ahety anye  pracaksate,  anyapohas ca
namanyapadarthapakrtih kila: “Other [scholars] explain that a word denotes its
referent through exclusion of other referents; and the name “exclusion of other
referents” means, as it is reported (kila), the removal (apakrti) of other referents
(padartha).”

Exclusion or negation, i.e., apoha, nirakarana, nivrtti, pratiksepa, pratisedha,
vyavrtti, vyavaccheda, vyudasa—Dignaga uses these terms indiscriminately—which
presupposes the predominance of joint absence (vyatireka) over joint presence
(anvyaya), contrasts with vidhi, i.e., an affirmative statement, which presupposes
joint presence of the word and an observed instance of its referent, cf. NCV 668,17:
anyapoho hi vyatirekamatram: “For exclusion of other referents is nothing but joint
absence”; PST Ms B 191b3: anyapohenety arthantaravyavrttyda, na drstavad
vidhiripena: “Through exclusion of other [referents], that is, by means of exclusion
of other referents, not in an affirmative form like the way in which it is observed.”

The term drstavat denotes, as Jinendrabuddhi explains in his comment on PS
II:15 (cf. below) the referent as observed at the time when the connection
(sambandhakala) is being taught. He is referring to the process of vyutpatti, namely
teaching someone the connection (sambandha) between word and referent by
hastasarijiia and ayamsabda. This implies that someone is confronting a particular
object or state of affairs/action through direct sensation (pratyaksa) while being
taught the connection, which implies an affirmative statement like “this x is y.”
Thus, it constitutes an instance of joint presence (anvaya) as opposed to joint
absence (vyatireka). For Dignaga’s view of vyutpatti, cf. §§ 65-66 below.

Dignaga will address the fundamental assymmetry of anvaya and vyatireka at
PSV V:34-35, q.v. below with no.s 185, 421, 423-425. For his view of what
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constitutes the difference between affirmation and exclusion or negation, cf. the
exposition at PS II:15: drstavad vidhirli{yena yadi lingam prakasayet, sarvatradar-
Sanan na syat sarvatha va gatir bhavetD,

For the Tibetan versions of PS II:15 and PSV ad loc., cf. K (Kitagawa 1973
463b6-464b4 = P 113a4-8): mthon bZin bsgrub pa’i ran bin gyis ﬁ gal te rtags ni
gsal byed na || thams cad rtogs par mi ’gyur ba *am | yan na thams cad rtogs par
"gyur || (PS 11:15) gal te ji ltar me la du ba mthon de ltar dus phyis gsal bar byed na
"gar yan gsal bar byed pa fiid du mi ’gyur te | ci ltar me med thams cad la ma mthon
ba de bZin du de me thams cad la mthor ba ma yin no || gal te yar ci ltar mthon ba
de ltar gsal bar byed pa yin na | *bar ba dar rno ba la sogs pa’i khyad par dan ldan
par yan gsal bar byed pa’i gyur ro | gan gi phyir spyi’i ran bZin fiid kyis me ma yin
pa bkag nas gsal bar byed pa de’i phyir | bsgrub pas kyan ’di’i ran bZin de fiid
mthor rio Zes rtogs pa yin gyi khyad par gyi ran bZin ni ma yin no |

V (Kitagawa 1973 463a8-464a3 = P 31b7-32a3): gal te mthon ba bZin gtan
tshigsﬁ sgrub pa’i sgo nas ’jug pa ni || thams cad rtogs par mi "gyur ram || yan na
thams cad rtogs par "gyur || (PS 11:15) gal te yan dper na me la dud pa mthon ba
bZin du phyis kyi tshe yan ’jug par byed na ni nam yan rtogs par mi ’gyur te | dper
na me mtha’ dag la ma mthon ba bZin du me ’di yan mi rtogs par 'gyur ro || gal te ji
ltar mthon ba bZin du rtogs par byed na ni gsal ba dan rno ba la sogs pa’i bye brag
rnams kyarn rtogs par *gyur ro | gal te me ma yin pa rnam par bkag ste spyi’i tshul
gyis 'jug par byed na ni de’i phyir sgrub pa’i sgo nas ’jug pa la yan tshul de #iid
blta’o Zes Ses par bya’o |:

“If the indicator were to indicate in an affirmative form in the way in which it
was observed [previously], there would be no [indication] because of [the
indicator’s] not being observed at all [instances of the indicated], or there would be a
cognition [of the indicated] in foto (PS 1I:15).

For (hi) if smoke (*dhiamah) subsequently (*pascar) were to indicate in the way
in which it was [previously] observed at fire (yadi hi yathagnau drstah)® it would
never indicate. For just as it has not been observed at all (*sarvatra) [instances of]
absence of fire (*agnyabhave), so also it has not been observed at all (*sarvatra)
[instances of] fire (*agnau). And if (yadi ca)® it were to indicate in the way in
which it was observed [previously], it should also indicate its [namely the fire’s]
particular features such as its flames and temperature, etc. ‘YHowever, since (yatas
tu) it only indicates in a general form (samanyaripenaiva) by excluding non-fire,
(*tatas) it is understood that it is only this form of it that is observed, although in an
affirmative form, not the form of the particular features (vidhinapi tad evasya rijpam
drstam iti gamyate, na visesarippam).”

(Dpadas abc have been restored on the basis of Ms B 71a5-6: drstena tulyam
drstavat. yatha sambandhakale lingam upalabdham tatha yadi prakasayed ity
arthah. vidhimukhendgnir atra bhavatiti, na vyavrttimukhendagnir evatra nanagnir
evam sarvatradarsanan na syat prakasanavidhir iti prakasayed iti prakrantatvat;
pada d is restored on the basis of the parallel at NCV 707,12: agatir va sarvatha
bhavet.

For the use of drstavat in a similar context, cf. PS III:44 quoted at NVC 727,9-
10: drstavad yadi siddhih sydc chauklyaripagunasritat, kramavat pratilomye ’pi
dvitryekarthagatir bhavet, and the untraced quotation (from Dignaga?) at NCV
678,13-14: sarvatra linginy adarsanat, na drstavat pratipattih.

@Qu. Ms B 71a6.
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3)Qu. Ms B 71bl.

(DThis clause has been restored on the basis of the pratika and the subsequent
paraphrase at Ms B 71b3-4: yatas tv ityadi. etad darSayati: yasmad dhiimo "gnim
samanyariipenaiva prakasayati ... tasmad ... vidhinapi tad evasya ripam drstam iti
gamyate.

As Jinendrabuddhi points out in his commentary, cf. note(D above, the difference
between vidhi and vyavrtti is that a statement affirming the presence of fire would be
"here is fire’ (agnir atra bhavati), as opposed to a statement having the canonical
exclusion form ’here is fire only, not non-fire’ (agnir evatra, nanagnih).”

Santaraksita quotes a fragment on vidhi from Dignaga’s Hetumukha at TS
1096a: “asambhavo vidher” uktah samanydder asambhavat. Sabdanam ca vikalpa-
nam ca vastuno ‘'visayatvatah): “Affirmation is impossible,” as it has been stated,
since general properties, and so on, are impossible because words and represen-
tations do not have an entity (vastu = general property) as object.”

For Dharmakirti’s related view of vidhi, cf. his statements at PVSV 27,8-12:
vastugrahe anumandc ca dharmasya ekasya niscaye, sarvadharmagraho 'pohe na
ayam dosah prasajyate. (PV 1 46). na kevalam pratyaksadrste pramanantaravrttih
kvacit. yadanumanam api vastu vidhind pratyayayati na vyavacchedakrt, tada
ekadharmaniscaye tadavyatirekat sarvadharmaniscaya iti pramanantaravrttih.
PVSV 65,19-22: yadi hi vidhirapena vastv eva Sabdair vikalpair vapi visayikriyeta
so ’yam sarvarthasarvakarapratitiprasango ‘samanadhikaranyddayas ceti manya-
manah pranetd nyayasastrasyanyapoha visayav etau praha.

avisayatvatah conj : visayatvatah TS. The conj is corroborated by TSP ad loc.
TSP however, presupposes the reading vastutah = paramarthatah (sic), for
vastunah. Cf. TSP 417,8: yady vidhiripah sabdartho 'bhyupagamyate, katham tarhi
Hetumukhe laksanakarena “asambhavo vidheh” ity uktam ... samanyalaksandder
vacyasya vacakasya ca paramarthato ’sambhavac chabdanam vikalpanam ca
vastutah paramarthato visayasambhavat paramdartham asritya “vidher asambhava”
ukta acaryena.

Jinendrabuddhi continues addressing at Ms B 191b6-192a2 an objector’s
question regarding the statement ’anyapohena bhasate krtakatvadivat’ and the
contrast between vidhi and apoha: athanyapohena bhasata ity etat kimartham?
yavata krtakatvadivad bhasata ity anenaiva anumandc chabdasyabhedah pratipa-
ditah. asti prayojanam. krtakatvadikam hi lingam arthantaravyavacchedena
svartham pratipadayatiti prag etad upapaditam. tato yad anyapohenety etan
nocyeta, tada pramanantaravadinam iyam kalpana syat: krtakatvadilingam
arthantaravyavrttya svartham pratyapayati, sabdas tu vidhimukhena. tasmad eva
visesdac chabdam anumandd bhidyata iti. atas tannirasartham etad uktam: “Suppose
someone asks: “What purpose does the statement ’it [namely a word] denotes
(bhasate) its own referent (svartham) through exclusion of other [referents]’ serve
insofar as a word’s non-difference from inference already is indicated by the
statement “in the same way as the [inferential indicator, the general property] ’being
produced, etc.””? There is a purpose. For it has already been justified previously that
the logical indicator ’being produced,” and so on, indicates its referent through
exclusion of other referents. Consequently, if he did not say ‘through exclusion of
other [referents],” the adherents of the theory that [verbal cognition] is a means of
cognition separate [from inference] might imagine that an inferential indicator like
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‘being produced’ indicates its own referent through exclusion of other referents,
whereas a word does so through affirmation (vidhimukhena). Because of this
difference, verbal cognition differs from inference.” Therefore, in order to rebut this
[view] this is stated.”

' The technical term amsa ‘part’ or attribute denotes any given general property
as defined by exclusion of other referents. Things are qualified by a multitude of
properties constituting a logical hierarchy, whose characteristics are defined by their
position in the hierarchy. These properties, however, are not real general properties
that are resident in the things they qualify, but are, according to Dignagan
epistemology, defined by exclusion of other things; cf. PST Ms B 191b4-5: bahavo
hy abhidheyasyarthasyamsah sattvajiieyatvadayo na ca taih sarvair vrksadisab-
dasyavinabhavitvasambandhah: “For the denotable object has a multitude of parts
such as ‘existence’, ‘knowability’, and so on, and the word ‘tree’ is not connected
with all of these as invariably concomitant.” Cf. PS V:12-13, 34 with PSV V ad loc.

A similar use of amsa to denote any given part of the referent occurs in the
alleged fragment from Dignaga’s Hetumukha: grahyadharmas tadamsena vyapto
hetus tridhaiva sah, Frauwallner 1982: 840; for the Dignagan use of grahya, cf.
Dharmakirti’s PV I 89 with Manorathanandin’s PVV ad loc.

Dignaga uses the synonymous term bhdga ‘part’ in the Sanskrit fragment from
Dignaga’s Dvadasasatika quoted in Siddhasenaganin’s Tattvarthabhasyavyakhya V
24: yathdaha Dvadasasatikayam: yady apy uktam aprasaktasya kimartham prati-
sedhah? iti naivaitat pratisedhamdtram ucyate, kin tu tasya vastunah kascid bhago
‘rthantaravyavrttya loke gamyate yatha visanitvad anasva iti: “As he claims in the
Dvadasasatika: Even though it is objected: What purpose does the negation of what
is not applicable [e.g. the term anasva] serve ? [We answer that] it is not mere
negation that is expressed, but rather a certain part of the object in question is
inferred in ordinary language (loke) through exclusion of other referents like, for
instance, in the inference: it is a non-horse because it is horned.” Cf. Pind 1991: 269
no. 1.

Dharmakirti quotes a slightly edited version of it at PVSV 62,26: arthantara-
vyavrttya tasya vastunah kascid bhago gamyate; cf. PST Ms B 205a3: rasya
vastunah kascit bhago 'rthantaranivrtya gamyate. Jinendrabuddhi seems to quote a
similar passage from Dignaga at PTS Ms B 61a6: etad uktam bhavati: arthantara-
vyavrityupalaksito yo vastuno bhagah sa eva vrksasabdasyartha iti: “Only that part
of the object that is implied by exclusion of other referents is the referent of the
word ‘tree’.”

5 cft. PST Ms B 191b3 4: yas arthasya pratyayanarthamV) uccaryate, sa tasya
visayah pratyayyatvat® yatha lingasya lingi: “the referent for the sake of
indicating which [the word] is articulated, is its object (visaya) because it is the thing
to be indicated, in the same way as the bearer of the inferential indicator (lingi) is
[the object] of the inferential indicator (liriga).

Wem. (cf. go bar byed pa T) prayatvayayandrtham Ms

@em. (cf. go bar bya T) : °apya Ms

Gem. : ayama? Ms

1 avinabhavitva “the being invariably concomitant” defines the sambandha
“connection” between any given word (Sabda) or logical indicator (liriga, etc.) and
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the thing indicated viz. the referent (artha) or the thing inferred. Dignaga addresses
the fundamental assymmetry that holds between the two relata of the indicator-
indicated connection in a crucial passage at PS II 19-20 that fortunately is extant in
Sanskrit:

nanu dvigatatvat sambandhasya samyogivad lingidharmand lingena bhavi-
tavyam. naitad asti.

sambandho yady api dvisthah sahabhavyangaliniginoh
adharadheyavad vrttis tasya samyogivad na tu. [19]

yatha hi saty api dvigatatve sambandhasya, na kaddcid adhara adheyadharma
bhavati napy adheya adharadharma, tatha na kadacil lingam lingi bhavati lingi va
lingam. samyogt yathaikas tatha dvitiya iti na tadvad iha. tatha hi

linge lingi bhavaty eva linginy evetarat punah
niyamasya viparyase 'sambandho lingalinginoh. [20]

yasmal linge lingi bhavati eva, tasmad yuktam yad agnivad dhimo dravyatva-
dinam api prakasakah, na taiksnyadinam. yasmac ca linginy eva lingam bhavati,
nanyatra, tasmad yuktam yad dhimo dhimatveneva pandutvadibhir api prakasa-
yati, nle)dravyatvddibhir iti. evam hi avadharanavaiparityena sambandho lingalin-
ginoh:

“Certainly the indicator (lirnga) will have the property of the indicated
(lingidharman) because the connection (sambandha) relates to both [the indicator
and the indicated] in the same way as [a conjunction relates to its two] conjuncts
(samyogivat)! This is not the case.

Even though the relation between the together connected indicator and indicated
resides in both, [nevertheless] its mode of existence is like [that of] a container and
the contained, but not like [that of] conjuncts. [19]

Because, just as the contained never has the property of the container or the
container never has the property of the contained, even though the relation is found
to be resident in both, so also the indicator is never the indicated, nor is the indicated
ever the indicator. In the case of a conjunct, however, one is just like the other.
Therefore the case is not the same in this context.

That is,

The indicated only exists at the indicator; and the latter, in turn, exists only at the
indicated. If the restriction is inverted, there is no connection of indicator to
indicated. [20]

Since the indicated necessarily exists at the indicator, it is correct that smoke, in
the same way as [it indicates] fire, also indicates substanceness, and so on, but [it is]
not [correct] that it indicates [fire’s] temperature, etc.; and since the indicator exists
only at the indicated, and not elsewhere, it is correct that smoke, in the same way as
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it [indicates] through smokeness, also indicates through the property of being
smoke-coloured, and so on, but [it is] not [correct] that it indicates] through
substanceness. Therefore, if the restriction is transposed there is no relation of
indicator to indicated.”

Dignaga apparently never defines sambandha in terms of avinabhavitva in PS or
PSV, but Simhasuri takes it for granted at NCV 627,21-22, q.v. below no. 26.
Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss at PST II Ms B 72b6 avinabhavitvam sambandhah explains
Dignaga’s use of the term sambandha at PS 11 20a: sambandho yady api dvisthah;
cf. the definition of sambandha at Ms B 183a7: avinabhavitvam hi sambandha iti.

(DFor the Sanskrit fragments, cf. 1. NCV: 678,5ff; 2. NCV: 699,18; 3. NCV:
678,18-679,19; 4. PM: 43; NCV: 679,16 (pada a).

Y ye tv ahur: jatisabdah svabhedan sarvan evaha, uktesu tu niyamdrtham
visesasrutir <iti>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 193a4-7: ye tv ahur jatiSabda ityadi ...
jatisabda iti. svabhedan iti ... sarvan evaheti ... uktesu tu niyamartham visesasrutir
iti.

'" Here as elsewhere Dignaga seems to quote the work he is addressing. It is not
possible to ascertain the identity of the work and its author. It is noteworthy,
however, that the term niyama is used by Bhartrhari in a similar context, cf. no. 21
below.

"8 The theory of denotation to which Dignaga refers is based upon the
assumption that a general term denotes all particulars through transfer of the general
property to every individual substance in the form of non-difference (abhedopa-
cara). That is, the general property and the thing in which it is claimed to be
instantiated become identified through co-reference, in the same way as when one
transfers the properties of a lion to a brahmana boy like in the statement “the
brahmana boy is a lion.”

Cf. Simhasuri’s lucid exposition of the view Dignaga is addressing at NCV
627,11-13: yasmat sacchabdo jatisambandhino jatim upadayatmaripena dravyadin
abhedopacarad aha, tasmad abhedopacarahetuna vyapadisyate jatisabda iti. yatha
simho manavaka iti simhasabdo manavakagunan upadayabhedopacarapravrtter
abhedopacarahetuna vyapadisyate gunasabda iti: “Since the word ’existent,” while
being based upon the general property, in its own form denotes substances, and so
on, that are the relata of the general property due to transfer in the form of non-
difference, it is designated as ‘general term’ on account of transfer in the form of
non-difference. Just as the word ‘lion’ in the statement ‘the young brahmana is a
lion’, while being based upon the qualities of the young brahmana is designated as
‘quality word’ on account of transfer in the form of non-difference because it applies
by transfer in the form of non-difference.”

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the view at Ms B 193a2-3 is similar: katham
punar anabhidheya sati jatir vyapadesahetuh? abhedopacarahetutvad gunavat.
yatha “simho manavaka” iti Sauryadigunavisesah simhamanavakayor abhedopaca-
rahetur bhavan vyapadeSahetur bhavati, gunasSabda iti, tatha jatir api sabdasya
bhedair abhedopacarahetur iti sadhyavyapadesahetuh: ‘“How, moreover, is the
general property the cause of designation (vyapadesahetu), when it is not denotable?
Because it is the cause of transfer in the form of non-difference in the same way as a
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quality (gunavat). For instance, in the statement ‘the young brahmana is a lion,” a
particular quality like bravery, being the cause of transfer in the form of non-
difference of the lion with the young brahmin, is the cause of designation; in the
same way the general property is the cause of transfer of the term [denoting it] in the
form of non-difference of [the general property] with the particulars. Thus it is the
cause of designation of that which is to be indicated.”

The subsequent explanation at NCV and PST would indicate that Dignaga
addresses views comparable to those traditionally ascribed to Vyajapyayana by
Katyayana at vart 35-44 on A 1.2:64, namely that a term denotes a class property as
resident in individual substances; cf. no. 21 below.

Dignaga’s well-known definition of pratyaksa at NM (T 1628 3b15-17; T 1629
8c9-11) is terminologically indebted to this view, although this does not imply that
he considers qualifiers to be real entities rather than products of kalpana, cf. TSP
456,15-19 quoting and explaining the passage: “yaj jianam arthe ripadau (so read)
visesanabhidhayakdabhedopacarenavikalpakam tad aksam aksam prati vartata iti
pratyaksam” iti. viSesanam jatyadi, abhidhayakam nama, tayor abhedopacaro
grahanam: asya gotvam asyedam nameti, tatrapi kalpanesyata eva.

Notice that throughout PSV V Dignaga uses the terms jati and samanya
interchangeably to denote any given general property.

Cf. PST Ms B 193a4-5: svasya jater bhedanV. ya jatir yasya Sabdasya
vyapadeSahetuh, sa tasya svam bhavati. bhidyante parasparato visisyanta iti
bhedah. yatha jater dravyagunakarmani.

Mem. : °am Ms

% Jinendrabuddhi addresses the implications of the expression sarvan eva at PST
Ms B 193a: sarvan evaha, na kificid eva. tatha hi brahmano na hantavya ity ukte
sarve brahmanajatibheda Matharadayo na hanyanti. yadi jatiSabdo niravasesan
svabhedan aha, kimartham tarhi brahmanah Kaundinya aniyatam iti visesasrutih?
yavata brahmanasabdenaiva Kaundinyo ’bhihita iti: denotes all, i.e., not just some.
That is, when it is said that one should not kill a brahmana, all individuals of the
brahmana class like the son of Mathara are not to be killed. If a general term
denotes all its particulars without exception, then what purpose does a particular
term serve, like when it is said ‘bring the brahmana, son of Kundina’ inasmuch as
the son of Kundina is denoted by the word ‘brahmana?’”

The example brahmano na hantavya is taken from Patafijali’s comment at Maha-
bh I 242,24f on varttika 39: dharmasastram ca tatha, whose implications Patafijali
explains in the following way: evam ca krtva dharmasastram pravrttam: Brahmano
na hantavyah ... brahmanamatram na hanyate ... yadi dravyam padarthah syad
ekam brahmanam ahatva ... anyatra kamacarah syat: “And on this assumption [viz.
that a term denotes a class property] the dharmasastra proceeds: [The injunction]
‘one should not kill a ‘brahmana’ means ‘one does not kill any brahmana at all’ ...
If an individual substance were the referent denoted by the word one could do as one
pleased by abstaining from killing one brahmana;” cf. Scharff 1996: 118-19.

Mallavadi alludes to the view that the application of a term denoting particulars
merely has the purpose of restricting the scope of the general term; he presents his
view at in a karika based upon PS V 2: na jatiSabdo bhedanam anantyad
vyabhicaratah, vacako niyamarthokter jatimadvad apohavan; cf. NCV 606,21-22
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and the passage op. cit. 606,10-13 in which Simhasuri explains that every new term
that is added to the preceding general term, like for instance ‘brahmana,’ has the
purpose of restricting the scope of the general term in accordance with the intended
meaning. Thus any term that is articulated subsequently to the general term with the
function of restricting its scope is a particular term. Consequently restriction is the
establishing of its own referent, i.e., it is a restriction with respect to the referent:
niyamartha punahpunahsrutir vivaksitartha, kasmat? tadarthatvad visesarthatvad
visesanarthatvat parvasruteh samanyasruter brahmandadeh. tasmdc chravanakala-
kramena punahsrutir iti visesasabda ucyate. ko ’sau niyamo nama? ity ucyate:
niyamah svarthavyavasthapanam vivaksite ’rthe 'vadharanam.

Cf. also Bhartrhari’s discussion of the restrictive function of punahsrutih at VP
II:641f (cf. the expression niyamartha punahsrutih, 64b).

Jinendrabuddhi comments briefly on the subject of restriction at Ms B 193a7 by
introducing the delimitative/restrictive particle (avadharana) eva, which Simha-
siris’s explanation presupposes: Kaundinya eva na Mathara iti yatha kriya hi
dravyam ninayatiti ukte punar nadravyam iti niyamartham ucyate yatha gamyeta
dravyam eveti: “Only (eva) Kaundinya, not Mathara. Just as when it is said “for an
ation moves a substance (towards something),” and, in addition, it is said for the
sake of restriction, “not a non-substance,” so that one understands “only a
substance.”

For Dignaga’s use of eva as semantically equivalent to vyatireka “joint absence”
or exclusion, cf. PSV V 38c § 54 below.

BI <tatrocyate:> na jatisabdo bhedanam vacaka iti vaksyate(D). Restored, cf.
NCV 627,10-11: na jatiSabdo bhedanam vacaka iti vaksyate; PST Ms B 193a7:
vacaka iti vaksyata iti; NV 326,10; TSP 342,12-13.

(DCT. rjod par byed pa Zes brjod par bya 'o V : brjod par byed pa ma yin no K.

! Dignaga refers to the occurrence of vdcakah in pada 2c, which is to be
construed with 2a; Cf. PST Ms B 193b: sakanksatvad aparisamaptam vakyam iti
vaksyamanena padenakarnksavicchedam darsayati: “Thinking that the clause is
incomplete because it entails expectation of a sentence complement (sakarksatvat)
he excludes the expectation of a sentence complement by means of the syntactical
word that is going to be used (i.e., vacakah).”

The problems which PS V 2a-c caused its Tibetan translators are basically due to
the fact that in Sanskrit the negation does not cliticise on the verb like in classical
Tibetan. This excludes the possibility of using it as a morpheme syntactically
independent of the verb unlike the negation na in Sanskrit. In the present case the
negation na of 2a has to be construed twice with vacakah. Since the translators of K
and V have followed the common practice of translating 2a as a syntactically
independent clause, they were unable to construct the negation with rjod par byed
pa = vacakah twice. Although V loc. cit. reproduces correctly the sentence
complement vacaka iti vaksyati as rjod par byed pa Zes brjod par bya’o, the
introduction of med before the complement is syntactically and semantically
impossible, whereas the use of mi would have been syntactically correct. K, on the
other hand, uses min, and, moreover, correctly adds, as if to compensate for the
syntactical ambiguity of min, another negation after the sentence complement, so
that K reads brjod par byed pa ma yin no, although it occurs in the wrong place after
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2b1 mtha’ yas phyir dan (= anantyat) without any syntactical connection with 2a. V
introduces correctly the negation min in 2d, cf. no. 34 below.

2 jatisabdas tavat sadadir <dravyadinam na vacakah>. Restored, cf. NCV
627,11: jatisabdas tavat sadadir iti, cf. re Zig rigs kyi sgra yod pa la sogs pa rdzas
la sogs pa rnams kyi brjod par byed pa ma yin te V : om. K.

U Gnantyat. anantye hi bhedanam asakyah sambandhah kartum. na
cakrtasambandhe Sabde ’rthabhidhanam yuktam svaripamatrapratiteh. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 193bl: anantyat; NCV 627,14: anantyad iti hetuh; TSP 342,13; NCV
606,21-22; Ms B 193bl-3: anantye hi bhedanam ityadi. aSakyah sambandhah
kartum iti ... na cakrtasambandhe Sabde ’rthabhidhanam yuktam iti; 193b6:
svarapamatrapratiter iti; NCV 627,14-16;21;23. NCV 706,21: anantye hi
bhedanam ityadi granthavyakhyananyayavat.

*2Cf. PST Ms B 193bl: danantyad ity upapattih. kasyanantyat? prakrtatvad
bhedanam eva; cf. the similar explanation at NCV 627,14-15, indicating that it is
based upon the same source as Jinendrabuddhi’s tika: anantyad iti hetuh.
kasyanantyat? bhedanam, yasmat te pirvam prakrta na canyah Srityate; TSP
342,12-14: ayam eva ca akrtasamayatvad iti hetur acaryadinndagena “na jatisabdo
bhedanam vacakah, anantyad” ity anena nirdistah. tatha hi “anantyad” ity anena
samayasambhava eva nirdistah. Uddyotakara presents the argument at NV 324,3-4
as follows: sacchabdah pindanam vdcako bhavisyatiti na yuktam pindanam
anantyat; cf. no. 29 below for Uddyotakara’s reproduction of Dignaga’s argument.

 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss at PST Ms B 193,2: akhyatum: karoter
anekarthatvat; cf. the identical gloss at NCV 627,17: kartum akhyatum; karoter
anekarthatvat.

2 Simhastri interprets anantya as denoting: 1. spatial remoteness, cf. NCV
627,16: na hi pataliputradistha dravyadaya ihasthena sacchabdena sahakhyatum
Sakyah: “For it is not possible for one who is situated here simultaneously to denote
substances, and so on, that are situated in Pataliputra, and so on, by means of the
word ’existent;’” cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s similar explanation at Ms B 193b3-4: ye
vidiiradeSavartino na ta ihasthanam svasya pratiyoginah sambandhitvenakhydatum
Sakyah; 2. infinity in terms of the variety of particulars, cf. NCV 627,16: anantyad
va dravyadinam. tatha hi te ghatapatarathadibhedenanantah. evam tavat
sambandhibhedad bhedam abhyupagamyedam ucyate, na tu tasya vastunah svagato
bhedo ’sti. tatredam eva karanam yat sambandhantaravisistabhidhayt sabdah
sambandhantaravisistasabdavacyam asamartho vaktum, gavasvadivat. tasmad
bhedanam avacakah: “Or because substances, and so on, are infinite. That is, they
are infinite because of the difference between pot, cloth, wagon, etc. Thus, in the
first place, this is said on the assumption that the difference is due to difference of
the relata. The difference of the entity [from other entities], however, is not
understood per se. This then is the reason why a denoting word which is qualified by
one connection is incapable of denoting the [entity] that is the denotable object of a
word that is qualified by another connection, like [the words] ‘cow’ and "horse,’ etc.
Therefore it does not denote the particulars.”
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Simhastri’s use of the term sambandhibheda would seem to allude to VP
I1.1:33: sambandhibhedat sattaiva bhidyamanda gavadisu jatir ity ucyate. tasyam
sarve sabda vyavasthitah. One cannot therefore exclude the possibility that Dignaga
has Bhartrhari’s view of satta in mind.

» Cf. PST Ms B 193b6: yo bhedair anakhyatasambandho na sa tesam vacako
mlecchasabdavat.

Simhasiri explains sambandha in terms of avinabhavitva, cf. NCV 627,21-22:
akrtasambandha ity anakhyatasambandhe Sabda iti dvisthatve ’pi sambandhasya
Sabdasyaivavinabhavitvad arthapratyayakatvam darsayati: “By the statement ‘as
the connection [of the word] has not been told’ viz. as the connection of the word
has not been stated, he shows that although the connection is resident in two things
[viz. the word and the thing it denotes] the word exclusively indicates its referent
because of being invariably concomitant with it.”

For the technical term avinabhavitva as defining the scope of sambandha, cf.
Dignaga’s use above of the term avinabhavitvasambandha for defining the nature of
the relation between a word and its denotation at PSV V §1 with no. 17. The term
akrtasambandha refers to the situation before the denotation of any given word has
been taught by pointing at its referent (vyutpatti). Dignaga addresses the theoretical
implications of vyutpatti below at PSV V 50bc (§ 65). The term akrtasambandha
occurs once in Bhartrhari’s VP III 166¢.

®Cf. PST Ms B 193b 2: tad etad dhetudvayam uktam: anantyam
sambandhasakyatve®V) hetuh, anakhyatasambandhatvam punar anabhidhane®:
“The following two reasons are formulated: infinity is the reason for the
impossibility of connection; the reason, moreover, for not denoting is the fact that
the connection is not told.”

A similar explanation is found at NCV 627,22: atra canantyam
paramparyenanabhidhanahetuh: tato hi sambandhdasakyata, sambandhavyutpatter
anabhidhanam: “And in this case infinity is indirectly the reason for not denoting.
For because of this [infinity] the connection is impossible, and as a consequence of
not teaching the connection there is no denotation.”

Dharmakirti argues in the same way at PVSV 47.7-10: syad etad anantyad
vyaktinam aSakyah sabdena sambandhah kartum. evam satidam anantyam tadvaty

api samanam. jatyapihi Visista vyaktaya eva vaktavya ity
akrtasambandhasyanabhidhanad avasyam tatra sambandhah karaniyah. sa ca na
Sakyate.

(Dotve hetuh em. : °tvahetuh Ms
°ane em. : °ano Ms

*" The technical term svaripa denotes the phonetic form of any linguistic item
without reference to its denotation. It is used by Panini at A 1.1:68: svam riipam
Sabdasya Sabdasarijiia to indicate that the own form of a linguistic item refers to that
element itself, and not to the thing it denotes. The term was interpreted differently in
the grammatical tradition. Some considered the svariipa to be any particular instance
of any given linguistic item, whereas others considered it to be identical with the
word type, cf. Bhartrhari’s exposition at VP 1:68-69, 83; Pind 1991. See DSG,
Renou, Terminologie s.v.
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In the present case Dignaga is using the term in the original sense, cf. NCV
627,23-68,7: yatra Sabdasyarthena sambandho ’vyutpanno yatha mlecchasabdanam
tatra Sabdamatram pratiyate nartha ityadi: “When the connection of the word with
[its] referent has not been taught as in the case of the words of non-Aryans, only the
speech unit is understood, not the referent.” A similar explanation, presumably
based on the same source, in all likelihood SPVy, is given at Ms B 193b6:
mlecchasSabde hi Sabdasvariapamdatram eva pratiyate, narthah.

% Uddyotakara reproduces almost verbatim the content of this paragraph at NV
324,4-6: sacchabdah pindanam vacako bhavisyatiti na yuktam pindanam anantyat.
na hy ekasya Sabdasyanekadravyagunapraparicena sambandha akhyatum Sakyah.
na  canakhyate  sabdarthasambandhe — Sabdad  arthapratipattir  yukta,
svarapamatrapratiteh: “It is not justified to claim that the word ‘existent’ will
denote the particulars because they are infinie. For it is impossible to tell the
connection of a single word with a multitude of many substances and qualities. And
in that the connection of the word with its referent is not told it is not justified that
the cognition of the referent follows from the word because it is merely the own
form of the word that is cognized.”

Uddotakara may have used the infinitive akhyatum because he found it in the
source he was quoting, which in all likelihood is Samanyapariksavyasa cf. no. 30
below.

B kim ca, vyabhicaratah. yatha hi sacchabdo dravye vartate tatha gunadisv)
apiti. vyabhicarat samSayah syat, nabhidhanam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 193b7:
kificeti; 194al-2: vyabhicarata iti, NCV 661,13: yat tiktan tvaya: vyabhicarata iti;
Ms B 193b7: {athd hityadi; NCV 661,14: sacchabdo hi yatha dravye vartateV)
tatha gunadisv'® apiti. Vyabhicarat samsayah syat, nabhidhanam®; Ms B 194al:
dravyabhave ;pi gune darsanat. tadabhave ’pi ca dravyakarmanor iti; sarvatra
vyabhicaratah™ samsayah syat, nabhidhanam.

(DCE. ’jug pa V : yin pa K.

@guna® em. : ghatadisu NCV.

O)CE. *khrul pa’i phyir the tshom du ’gyur gyi, rjod par byed pa ni ma yin no V :
brjod par byed pa ni ma yin gyi ’khrul pa’i phyir the tshom za bar ’gyur ro K.

)°caratah em. : carah Ms

¥ Uddyotakara reproduces Dignaga’s argument in a more elaborate form at NV
324,6-9, presumably on the basis of Dignaga’s lost Samanyapariksavyasa:
vyabhicardc ca. sacchabdasravandc ca dravyagunakarmaniti pariplavamana
buddhir avatisthate; na ca yasmad abhidhanat pariplavate buddhis tad abhidhanam
iti yuktam vaktum. tasmat sacchabdo bhedanam na vacaka iti: “Moreover, [the
general term ‘existent’ does not denote the particulars] because of ambiguity.
Moreover, from hearing the word ‘existent’ the mind remains in a state of confusion
as to substance, quality, or action; and it is not justified to claim that the denotation
due to which the mind is confused is denotation. Therefore the word ‘existent’ does
not denote the particulars.”

Dignaga’s arguments for the impossibility that general terms denote the
particulars are mentioned by Kumarila at Tantravarttikam on MS III 1:12 p. 39,16ff:
nanu vyaktinam anantyavyabhicarabhyam anabhidhanam uktam.
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Jinendrabuddhi closes his exegesis of this paragraph with the following
discussion at Ms B 194a2-5, which presupposes Dharmakirtian philosophy: nanu ca
jatisabdat sarvasvabhedapratitih. na hi sarvesu samsaya upajayate. na ca
sarvasvabhedabhave kadacij jatisabdasya kvacid arthantaravrttir upalabdha; tat
kuto vyabhicarah? naisa dosah. na hi jatisabdena bhedabhedariipasamsparsena
pratyayayate. na ca samastabhedariipam nama tesam samanyam asti yac
chabdenabhidhiyeta, bhedariipaparitydage tesam eva jatitvaprasangat. na ca
bhedariipena vyaptir asti, parasparavyavrttatvadV) bhedariipasyeti, nasty asiddhih.

(DCf. PV 140-42 and PVSV 24,24 ad loc.

Bl yo ’pi manyate <jatisabdasV) tu jatimatre® tadyogamatre® va>
sambandhasaukaryad avyabhicarac ceti, tad ayuktam™®. <tayos ca na>.®5) Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 194a5-7: yo 'pi manyata iti ... sambandhasaukaryad avyabhicarac
ceti ... tad ayuktam iti.

(DCT. rigs kyi sgra tsam V : sgra de K.

@rigs tsam K : om. V.

®de dan ldan pa tsam la ni V : de dan ldan pa’i K. Ms B does not make it
possible to resolve the question of which version is preferable. From the point of
view of syntax and content V is better than K. I assume that the affix la V is used to
reproduce the Sanskrit locative. The reading’brel pa can yin te | sla ba’i phyir K is, 1
assume, a mistake for ’brel pa sla ba’i phyir based on a faulty manuscript reading.

(DThis clause is not reproduced in VK. Assuming that it is an integral part of the
original Sanskrit version of this paragraph, it presumably belongs here.

O)For this restoration, cf. no. 34 below.

% The two locatives are used to express “in the sense of”” or “to denote,” a usage
that is well known in Sanskrit grammatical literature. For tadyoga = taya = jatya
yogah = sambandhah, cf. TSP 340,23; NSBh ad NS II 2:62: yasya jatya yogas tad
atra jativisistam abhidhiyate gaur iti; cf. the reference to tadyoga at PV III 173:
tasmad jatyaditadyoga narthe tesu ca na Srutih.

The relation to which Dignaga’s opponent is referring is samavdya ’inherence,’
which is defined at PBh §§ 373 as follows: ayutasiddhanam
adharyadharabhiitanam yah sambandha ihapratyayahetuh sa samavayah; cf. TSP
313,15: samavayalaksanah sambandhah (quoting an unidentified work by
Uddyotakara).

PBh § 384 uses the expression sattayogah to denote the inherence of the general
property existence in substances, qualities, and actions: yatha dravyagunakarmanam
sadatmakasya bhavasya nanyah sattayogo ’sti, evam avibhagino vrttydatmakasya
samavayasya nanya vrttir asti.

Bhartrhari mentions the view at VP II 126 that a general term denotes the
inherence relation (samsarga). The underlying assumption is that since the
inherence relation is not perceived apart from its relata i.e. the general property and
the thing in which it inheres through the inherence relation, it is unreal (asatya) as
the denotatum of any given general term as only the object as related to the general
property (samsrsta) through the inherence relation is real. Since Bhartrhari’s svavrtti
on VP II 126 is no longer extant, I quote Punyar3ja’s tika ad loc.: atha
Jjatigunakriyatmakasyarthasyasatyabhiitah samsarga eva Sabdartha iti paiicamam
paksam darsayitum aha: asatyo vapi samsargah Sabdarthah kaiscid isyate (VP 11
126). ghatadibhih Sabdair ghatadinam jatyadisamsarga ucyate. sa catra
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tadvyatirekenanupalabhad asatyabhiita evocyate. tasmat samsrstah padartha eva
satyabhiita iti.

3! The expression yo ’pi no doubt refers to a particular philosopher, whose view
Dignaga briefly mentions. Although it is not possible to identify him, he must have
been a VaiSesika because the doctrine Dignaga addresses in this paragraph is
characteristic of VaiSesika philosophy: the claim that a general term like sat denotes
either the mere general property or the mere inherence relation of the general
property is only understandable with the background of Vaisesika ontology. When
Dignaga’s opponent claims that the connection is easy to establish with the general
property existence, it is because it is conceived as one and indivisible. The same is
true of the connection of the general property to the thing in which it resides because
the connection or inherence is one and indivisible like the general property
existence. Since general properties instantiate identically giving rise to the same
cognition in each individual instance, and the connection which connects by way of
inherence (sambandha = samavaya) any given substance to the general property is
one and the same like the general property itself, it follows that the problems of the
individuals being infinite and the ambiguity of the denotation of the word ‘existent’
do not obtain. The unity of existence is explained at VS 1.2:18: sallingavisesad
visesalingabhavac caiko bhava iti; Prasastapada explains the unity (ekatva) of
general properties as such at the related paragraph PBh § 367: dravyadisu
vrttiniyamat pratyayabheddc ca parasparata$ canyatvam pratyekam svasrayesu
laksanavisesad visesalaksanabhavac ca ekatvam; cf. also §§ 361ff; and he deduces
the wunity of inherence at PBh § 377: na ca samyogavan nanatvam
bhavalingavisesad visesalingabhavac ca bhavavat sarvatraikah samavayah; cf. also
§§ 373ff.

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the opponent’s claim at Ms B 194a5-7
presupposes this theoretical background: sukaro hi jater ekatvat, saty api
bahuvisayatve pratyekam sarvatmanda parisamaptatvat, samipyac
casrayasamipataya  sambandhah. sambandhasya ca  svasrayasamavayasya
vyabhicaro ’pi nasty eva. bhedanam hy anekatvat parasparam abhave tu bhavad
vyabhicaro yujyate, na tu jatau yoge va tayor abhedat tadabhave ca sabdasyavrtteh:
“For the connection (sambandhah) is feasible (sukara) due to the unity of the
general property because it pervades every single entity completely, although the
referents are many, and because of [its] proximity due to the proximity of [its]
substrate. Nor is there ambiguity with regard to the relation, i.e., its inherence in its
own substrate. For it is correct that there is ambiguity with regard to the particulars
because they are many, and, moreover because they occur as mutually non-existent,
but not with regard to the general property or the relation because they are not
particulars and because the word would not apply if they did not exist.”

2. PST Ms B 194a7-194bl: yuktya na sambandhyata ity arthah. ka punar
atra yuktih? agamakhyam pramanam. kathanm taya na sambadhyate: “bhedarthair
aprthaksruteh:” “The meaning is that it is not in agreement with reasoning. What,
moreover, is reasoning in this case? It is the means of knowledge called agama
(received doctrine). In what way is it not in agreement with this [reasoning]?
“Because it is not “heard apart” from [words] having particular [general properties]
as referents [2cd].””
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Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation connects the phrase tad ayuktam with PS V 2d, as
if the latter followed immediately after it. It is not possible to decide if his
explanation reflects the readings of the Ms he was using for his fika.

% The negation na of PS V 2a has to be construed with vacakah of 2c, cf.
NMaiijGBh 137,15-16: atra na jatiSabdo yogajatyor va bhedarthair aprthaksrutair
(sic) ity ato vacaka iti sambadhyate.

V 106,29-30 has placed the negation min after rjod byed. This is correct from the
point of view of Tibetan syntax in that the negation in Tibetan necessarily cliticizes
on the verb, although strictly speaking it is not part of the original Sanskrit version
of 2cd. The negation necessarily carries over from 2a to 2c, and Dignaga therefore
had to incorporate it as part of the vr#ti on 2cd. K, on the other hand, reproduces the
negation ma yin te immediately before rjod byed that translates vacakah, evidently
imitating the syntax of the underlying Sanskrit at the cost of producing a
syntactically and semantically misleading Tibetan translation. However, the
negation preceding vacakah is correctly reproduced in K § 15, where 2cd is quoted
in the following form without consideration for the usual metrical constraints: ldan
pa dari rigs rjod par byed pa ma vyin te | khyad par gyi don dan tha mi dad pas thos
pa’i phyir ro.

The demonstrative pronouns de dag gi K : de dag V probably render Sanskrit
tayoh in agreement with yogajatyoh of 2c. There is no reason to assume that de dag
and de dag gi reproduce the correlative *tasya of yo ’pi because both K and V
usually distinguish between singular and plural/dual. For such constructions, cf.,
e.g., PVSV 29.7: yo ’pi manyate ... tasyapi (+ PV 152); 66,7: yo 'pi ... aha tasyapi;
67,1-6: yo ’pi manyate ... iti, tasyapi. 78,24-26: yo ’'pi ... tasyapi.

WOl acako yogajatyor va bhedarthair aprthaksruteh. Qu. Ms B 194bl; SVT
49,25; NR 422,8; NMaiijGBh 137,16.

* Dignaga is using the technical term aprthaksruti as a synonym of co-reference
(samanddhikaranya), which entails inflectional identity of case affixes. It refers to
the fact that there is no auditive perception of difference of case affix (vibhakti)
between that of the term sar and the term it qualifies, e.g., dravya (n.) or guna (m.);
cf. the mention of aprthaksrutidosa at PSV V:36ab. Kumarila uses the term prthak
‘apart’ (= vaiyadhikaranya) as opposed to abhinna ‘one with® (=
samanadhikaranya) at SV Anumana®: 25b (cf. Randle 1930: 270). The somewhat
odd term (a)prthaksruti is known from indigeneous Sanskrit phonology, cf. Renou,
Terminologie s.vv. prthak-, and sruti. Uddyotakara reproduces Dignaga’s argument
at NV 323/17-18 (cf. op. cit 325,19-20) as follows: bhedarthair
abhinnavibhaktikatvat, cf. no. 37 below.

3 Cf. PST Ms B 194bl: bheda artha yesam iti bhedartha visesasabdas; tair
aprthaksrutih samanadhikaranyam. aprthag ekasminn adhikarane Srutir iti krtva:
“‘Having particular [general properties)] as referents’ means ‘whose referents are
particular [general properties],” namely particular terms. ‘Not hearing apart’ from
these means ‘co-reference’ in that the hearing is not separate with regard to one and
the same referent (adhikarana).”



Annotations 145

W yatha  hi <sad dravyam, san gunah, sat karmeti)  bhedarthair

dravyadisabdaih> samanadhikaranyam na syat. tac ca drstam. Restored, cf. NCV
730,26: tathaiva hi darstantikatvena tvanmatam pradarSanam eva yavat
samanadhikaranyam na syat; Ms B 194b2: tac ca drstam iti.

(DCf. Candrananda in Vaiesikasiitravrtti 3,12: sad dravyam san gunah sat
karma iti and no. 37 below.

% The opponent assumes that the word ‘sar’ exclusively denotes satta or the
relation of satta to the thing it qualifies as distinct from the substance, quality or
action in which it inheres. Dignaga therefore concludes that observable instances of
co-reference like the phrase “sad dravyam” are in conflict with the theory of
denotation to which the opponent is subscribing. The phrases sad dravyam, and so
on, are syntactically similar to compounds and Dignaga and his commentators
therefore interpret them as as if they were compounds. This appears from his
statements at PSV V:35ab addressing the above-mentioned problems.

The content of this paragraph presupposes Vai$esika philosophy, cf. PST Ms B
194b1: drsta hy aptebhyo ’prthaksrutih sad dravyam ityadi tad na syat: “For co-
reference as in sad dravyam, and so on, that is observed from trustworthy authorities
would not occur,” and ibid. 194b2: jatisambandhabhidhanapratijiia Sastradrstena
samanddhikaranyena badhyata ity arthah: “The thesis that it denotes the connection
of the general property is in conflict with the co-reference that is observed in
Sastra,”cf. Candrananda ad VS 1.1:7: sad dravyam san gunah sat karma iti satta
trayanam avisesah, and ad VS 1.2:7: “sad iti yato dravyagunakarmasu.” bhinnesu
dravyadisu trisu yato jayate ’sat sat’ iti buddhih sa satta.

Uddyotakara reproduces Dignaga’s argument as pirvapaksa at NV 223,17-21:
tatra na tavaj jatir abhidhiyate bhedarthair abhinnavibhaktikatvat. yady ayam
jativacakah sacchabdo bhavati sad dravyam iti bhedavacina dravyasabdena saha
samanadhikaranyam na prapnoti, na hi bhinnarthavacakanam samanadhikaranyam
pasyamah, na hi gavasvam iti samandadhikaranyam drstam: “In the first place, [the
word ’existent’] does not denote the general property because it has case affix in
common with [words] whose referents are particular [general properties]. If the
word ’existent’ denotes the general property, co-reference with the word ’substance’
that denotes a particular [general property] as in [the statement] ’a substance is
existent’ does not obtain. For we do not observe that [words] denoting different
referents are co-referential, for co-reference is not observed like [it is not observed]
in [the dvandva compound] ’cows and horses’ (cf. A1l 4:11).”

W2 ng hi satta <tadyogoV va> dravyam guno va bhavati, kim tarhi, dravyasya
gunasya va. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 194b3-4: na hi satta ... kim tarhi, dravyasya
gunasya veti; see parallel at NCV 730,25-28: yatha na hi satta dravyam guno va
bhavati ... kim tarhi dravyasya gunasya va.

(DCT. de dan ldan pa la (sic) V : ldan pa K.

37 According to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignaga alludes to the definition of sarta at VS 1
1:8-10: dravyagunakarmabhyo ’rthantaram sattda. ekadravyavattvan na dravyam.
gunakarmasu ca bhavan na karma na gunah: “Existence is a different thing from
substance, quality, and action. It is not a substance because it is possessed by a
substance. Because [existence] is resident in qualities and actions, it is neither a
quality nor an  action;” and samavaya at VS VII  2:31:
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dravyatvagunatvakarmatvapratisedho bhavena vyakhyatah: “The negation of being
a substance, a quality, and an action is explained in accordance with [the general
property] existence;” cf. PST Ms B 194b4: yasmad drav (yagunakarmabhyo
‘rthantaram sattety uktam. sambandhasya ca dravyadzpratzsedho bhavena® vya-
khyatah: “Since it is explained that “existence is a different thing from substance,
quality, and action,” and that the negation of the inherence relation’s being a
substance, etc. (dravyatvadi), is explained in accordance with existence.”

Candrananda explains at VSV 61,18: yathaikadravyavattvan na dravyam bhavo
gunakarmasu ca bhavan na karma na guna evam samavayo ’pi: “Just as existence is
not a substance because it is possessed by a substance, and it is not a quality or an
action because it is resident in qualities and actions, so also inherence.”

(1) Although T corroborates the reading dravyadi® the correct reading must be
dravzvatvadz

@) bhavena conj : bhave tu Ms. The reading bhave tu is meticulously reproduced

at T 154,35 as dnos po la ni bsad pa "o, although it is meaningless in the context. In
spite of that the Tibetan translator evidently preferred to translate what he read in his
Ms, and made no attempt to “correct” it.

3 Jinendrabuddhi limits himself to explaining at Ms B 194b4-5 that the meaning
is that a sixth triplet. whose charateristic is to indicate a relation should be
introduced: sambandhalaksanayaV) sasthya bhavitavyam ity arthah. The Sanskrit
grammarians attribute to the sixth triplet the semantic function of indicating a
relation (sambandha); cf. CV 11.1:95: sasthi sambandhe. VP 111.7:143: sambandhah
karakebhyo ’'nyah kriyakarakapiirvakah srutayam asrutayam va kriyayam so
"bhidhiyate. DSG s.v. sasthi. Jinendrabuddhi’s remark, although basically correct,
does not bring out all the grammatical implications of Dignaga’s concise statement.
As the following quotation of VP III.14:8 indicates, Dignaga wants to point out that
co-reference (samanadhikaranya) is impossible if it is assumed that the word ‘sat’
denotes the relation of the general property existence (safta) to any given substance,
quality or action. For in such a case the grammarians prescribe the introduction of
the sixth triplet after the term that denotes the item with which it is connected, that
is, one would expect a phrase like sad dravyasya showing the difference (bheda) as
opposed to the phrase sad dravyam where the two relata coalesce through
abhedopacara. Dignaga addresses the grammatical implications of the concept of
relation at PS 1:22ab (v. Hattori 1968: 43-44, 138 4.17), cf. PS 1I:10b, where he
objects to those who consider sambandha to be anumeya that one would expect that
the sixth triplet is introduced after the term denoting the item that possesses the
relation: sasthi srityeta tadvati; cf. PST Ms B 68b2-3: sambandhavivaksayam hy
agnisabdah sasthyantah syat: “For if the relation were intended to be expressed the
word ‘fire’ should end in the sixth triplet.”

Uddyotakara reproduces a more explicit version of Dignaga’s argument as
pirvapaksa at NV 323,21-324,3: atha dravyadivrttitvat sattaya eva dravyadisabdaih
saha samanadhikaranyam tathapi  paratantryat  sattaya — gunatvam,
gunagunyabhidhayinos ca Sabdayoh samanddhikaranyam na drstam iti yatha
Sankhasya Sauklyam iti. etena sambandho vyakhyatah: “If, on the other hand,
existence is co-referential with words like ‘substance’ because existence is resident
in substances, and so on, nevertheless because of its dependence [upon the general
property existence] existence has status as a property (gunatvam) and two words that
denote a property and a bearer of that property, [respectively], are not observed to be
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co-referential, like, for instance, [the statement]: ‘Whiteness of conch-shell’. Hereby
the relation is explained.”

Wem. (cf. ’brel pa’i mtshad fiid T) : svasam® Ms

(131 aha ca: vibhaktibhedo niyamad gunagunyabhidhayinoh
samanddhikaranyasya prasiddhir dravyasabdayoh (VP I11.14:8). Restored, cf. the
parallel at NCV 631,9-10: aha ca: vibhaktibhedo niyamad ityadi.

% The Vikyapadiya quotation is missing in K. Moreover, Jinendrabuddhi does
not comment upon it, which might indicate that it was not included in the material
he used for his fika. There is no reason to believe, however, that it has been
interpolated because Mallavadi quotes a similar verse in the same context as appears
from Simhasiiri’s quotation at NCV 631,9-10, q.v. above no. [13]. An edited version
of the verse, presumably by Dignaga, was known to Uddyotakara, cf. no. 41 below.

“ As mentioned above Digndga quotes this verse with the intention of
corroborating his analysis, namely that the introduction of the sixth triplet after the
word denoting a substance as connected with the property existence is required by a
grammatical rule. The verse constitutes part of Bhartrhari’s reflections on the
problems discussed by Patafijali at Maha-bh I 399,4ff. (ad A II 1:57), which
Helaraja explains thus at VPP Vol. II 154,1-5: patasya Sukla iti
dravyagunabhidhayipadaprayoge  Sabdo  gunapradhanabhavah.  tatha  hy
atropasarjanam pradhanopakaraparinatam svartham dcasta iti gunavibhaktim
sasthim upadatte. pradhanam tu svatmany avasthitam aparopakariti prathamaya
yujyata iti niyato vibhaktibhedo vyadhikarane visaye. virah purusa ityadau tu
samandadhikarane visaye dvav api dravyasabdau svanistham svartham dcaksate.
tatha ca prathamaiva: “When syntactical nominals denoting a substance and a
quality are used, like in the expression ‘white colour of cloth,” the relation between
the secondary and the principal item (pradhdna) is verbal. That is, in the present
case the subordinate item denotes its own referent as brought into the service of the
principal item. Thus it assumes the sixth triplet which is the affix of the subordinate
item. The principal item, however, being confined to itself is not subsidiary to the
other. Therefore it is constructed with the first triplet. Thus the difference of nominal
affix is restricted to the domain where there is no co-reference. However, in the
domain where there is co-reference, as in an expression like ‘the man that is a hero’
even two words that [each] denote a substance denote their own referent as
selfcontained. And thus only the first triplet [is used].”

Uddyotakara quotes at NV 326,5-6 a similar but slightly revised version of VP
II1.14:8. Dignaga must have edited it with the intention of adapting Bhartrhari’s
analysis to his own treatment of the question of sambandhah. 1t is quoted towards
the end of Uddyotakara’s rebuttal of Dignaga’s argument. Since Uddyotakara
apparently used the Samanyapariksavyasa for his criticism of the apoha theory, the
verse no doubt stems from this work: tasmatr samanadhikaranyanupapattir adosah:
“vibhaktibhedoV) niyamad gunagunyabhidhayinoh, samanadhikaranyasyasiddhih
saddravyasSabdayor” iti etad anena pratyuktam: “Therefore it is not a problem that
there is no justification for co-reference. Hereby [the verse claiming that] “[ A word]
denoting a quality and one denoting the bearer of that quality have different case
affixes because of a restrictive rule. For the two words ‘existent’ and ‘substance’ co-
reference is not established,” is answered.”
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Jinendrabuddhi closes his exegesis of this paragraph with a brief discussion of
the problem of the denotation of general terms like dravya in relation to expressions
showing vaiyadhikaranya like sad dravyasya, in which one general property
seemingly is connected with another, which contradicts the assumption that general
properties are not connected with one another, cf. PST Ms B 194b5-7: nanu ca
dravyadisabdair api jatimdatram dravyatvady ucyata iti. tatra kah sambandho jater
jatyantarena yatah sasthy ucyeta®? naisa dosah. dravyatvavad dravyam iha
matvarthiyalopam krtva darSitam vaiyadhikaranyapradarsanartham. yady evam
sacchabde ’pi matvarthiyalopat samanadhikaranyam bhavisyati. yada tarhi
matvarthiyo notpadyate sattamatravivaksitatvat, tada na prapnoti; na ca tada sad
dravyasyetisyate: “It is certainly the case that terms like "substance” also denotes the
mere general property such as substanceness. In that case what kind of connection to
another general property does the general property have so that one would use the
sixth triplet? There is no problem. In this case the general property possessor of
substanceness is referred to as ‘substance’ by eliding the affix denoting possession
in order to illustrate absence of co-reference. If that is the case, there will be co-
reference even in the case of the word ‘existent’ as a consequence of the elision of
the affix denoting possession. When in that case the affix denoting possession is not
introduced because the mere general property existence is intended to be denoted, it
does not obtain; and then the clause “sad dravyasya” is not called for.”

(op ni° conj. : °ani®.

@em. : °ata Ms

U4 sambandhas catra sambandhidharmena vacya ucyate. tatha hi bhavah
krtvoktah, bhavas canyena yujyate. Restored, cf. Ms 195al: sambandhas catretyadi.
naiva hi svadharmenabhidheyatvat sambandho vacya ucyate, kim tarhi,
sambandhidharmena. ... tatha hityadi. 195a3: bhavas canyena yujyata iti; 195a5:
bhavah krtvokta iti.

4" A Connection is basically dvistha, that is, it involves two terms namely the
state of connecting and the thing that is being connected to something else. Thereby
it only becomes denotable through the introduction of the sixth triplet after the word
denoting the other relatum.

Dignaga addresses the question of the denotability of sambandha in his criticism
at PS II:10cd of the view that the object of inference (anumeya) is the connection;
cf. PS II:10cy;

K (Kitagawa 1973 459b16-460b3 = P 112a7-8): gan gi phyir yan ’brel pa ni |
brjod min | (10cy) ran gi chos dan ’brel pa ni gZan la brjod par bya yin la | de Ita bu
la rjes su dpag par bya ma yin gyi |.

V (Kitagawa 1973 459a18-460a3 = P 31a3-4): rasi gi chos kyi<s> ’brel par ni ||
brjod par mi bya’o || g¢an ma brjod pa ni de ltar rjes su dpag par bya ba ma yin te:

“For the connection (*sambandho hi) is not denotable by virtue of its own
property (avacyah svadharmena),(V) but is denotable with respect to something else
[viz. its relatum], and thus it [i.e. the relation] is not the inferendum (na caivam
anumeyah).”?

Jinendrabuddhi comments upon the phrase avacyah svadharmena in a way that
is reminiscent of Dignaga’s explanation at PSV V:3, cf. PST Ms B 68b7:
sambandhanam hi sambandha iti bhavaripena sambandhasabdenabhidhanat.
bhavas canyena sambandhina yujyata iti. sambandhyantarakanksa® jayate: kasya



Annotations 149

sambandha iti. tatas ca sambandhy eva sa bhavatiti na svaripena sambandho
abhidhiyate: “For connection means the action of connecting because [the
connection] is denoted by the word ‘connection’ in the form of a state of action; and
a state of action is connected with the other relatum. Thus the expectation of the
complementation of the other relatum arises at the thought: connection of what?
And therefore it [viz. the connection] is only a relatum. Thus the connecion is not
denoted in its own form.”

The idea that sambandha is only understood as an entity that connects relata is
formulated by Bhartrhari in his description of samavaya at VPV 11 435:
sambandhidharma samyogah svasabdenabhidhiyate | sambandhah samavayas tu
sambandhitvena gamyate |[; cf. Dharmakirti’s explanation at PVSV 924-8:
sambandhasya tu svaripena anabhidhanam uktam. abhidhane sambandhitvena
buddhav upasthanat: “The relation is said not to be denoted in its own form because
when denoted it becomes present to the mind as having relata.” Karnakagomin
explains at PVSVT 345,19 the crucial last clause as follows: tatra rajapurusayoh
sambandha ity ucyamane rajiiah purusa® ity asya vyatirekasya hetuh sambandhah,
tada sa sambandhah sambandhiripena pratiyate: “When in this case it is said that
there is a relation between the king and the servant the relation is the cause of the
difference [of case affix] as in the expression ‘king’s man.’ Then this relation is
understood in the form of its relata;” Karnakagomin mentions, at PVSVT 345,16,
Dignaga as Dharmakirti’s authority for claiming that sambandha is not denotable:
katham tarhy dcaryadinnagena tasyavacyatvam uktam. To support the analysis he
quotes the following verse 348,31-346,2: asattvabhiitas sambandho ripam tasya na
grhyate. nabhidhanam svaripena sambandhasya kathaficaneti: “The relation is not
a thing. Its form is not apprehended. The relation is in no way whatsoever denoted in
its own form.” This verse may stem from one of Dignaga’s lost works. If so, the
most likely source would be the Samanyapariksavyasa. It is closely related to
Bhartrhari’s VP 11:46: karyanumeyah sambandho ripam tasya na drsyate
asattvabhiitam atyantam atas tam pratijiiayate: “The relation is something that is to
be inferred from its effects. Its form is not observed. Therefore it is recognized that
it is not at all a thing.”

(Wqu. Ms B 68b7.

@)qu. Ms B 69al.

Gem. : sambandhyantara kakhya Ms

WDPVSVT rajapurusayor which, evidently, is a mistake for rajiiah purusah.

2 Cf. PST Ms B 195a5: bhava ity abhiprayenoktah. The techical term bhava
denotes the state of action expressed by action nouns like paka or sambandha; cf.
Rocher 1966; 1968: 23 § 13; Renou, Terminologie s.v.

# Connection means that of any given x to any given y. The two terms of the
relation constitute its relata (sambandhin). Cf. PST Ms B 195al-3: iha kascic
chabdarthah kenacic chabdenabhidhiyamanah
sambandhyantarakanksopajanahetuh. tatha hi samuccayah sam-
uccayasabdabhidhane parakanksopajanahetur bhavati. sa eva cadyupadanah™
kasyeti akarnksam upajanayati®. bhavas ca bhavasadhanena Sabdenabhidhiyamano
niyatam anyavisayam akanksam janayatiti: “In this case when a certain word
referent is being denoted by a certain word it is the cause of generating expectation
[of the complementation of] the other relatum. Like, for instance, an accumulation is
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the cause of generating expectation [of the complementation] of the correlate when
being denoted by a word denoting accumulation. The [word denoting accumulation]
comprising [the word] ‘and’, and so on, with certainty generates expectation [of
complementation] at the thought ’[accumulation] of what'? ) And a state that is
denoted by a word having a state [of action] as its means of realisation*) necessarily
generates expectation concerning the other relatum.”

After this explanation Jinendrabuddhi addresses the additional question of
whether or not the analysis of the relation applies to the general property, like when
one talks about the general property of a horse, cf. PST Ms B 195a3-5: nanu ca
jatav apy evam yuktam abhidhatum. jatir api hi jatiSabdenabhidhiyamana sam-
bandhiriipenabhidhiyate: jatir asvasya gor veti. naitad asti. saty api sambandhitve
jater jatiriipam navahiyate. sambandhasya punah sambandhitve rapahanir eva,
asati sambandhantare sambandhitvanupapatteh. tatha canavasthaprasangah.

(DThe translator of T has misunderstood the cpd. cadyupadana < cadi < ca + adi
+ upa® as vadin + upa®, cf. the translation rgol pas fie bar len pa 155,16.

@em. : °am nopaja® Ms

G)Cf. Pataiijali’s illustration of the concept of accumulation at Maha-bh I434,10:
samuccayah: plaksas cety ukte gamyate etan nyagrodhas ceti.

(DFor the concept of bhavasadhana, cf. Renou, Terminologie s.v. bhava.

= sambandhanam hi sambandhahV: <so ’nyena yujyate> raga<di>vat. tasmat
sambandhidharmena sambandho vacya iti krtvasarkitam® svadharmena tu nasti
sambandhasya vacakah Sabda ity idan tat® prati nasti. ato naivasya jatisabdena
vacyatvam upapadyate'®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 195a5-195b1: sambandhanam hi
sambandha iti ... ragavat ... tasmat sambandhidharmena sambandho vacya iti
krtvasankitam iti ... svadharmena tv iti. svaripena nasti sambandhasya vacakah
Sabda iti. idam tad iti pratyavamarsayogyaripatvendsattvabhiitatvat svariapabhi-
dhanam praty asankaiva nasti. ato naivasya jatisabdena vacyatvam upapadyata iti.

(DCt.’brel par byed pas ’brel pa ste K : brel pa ni V, after which V adds gdon mi
za bar ’brel par ‘gyur ba’i nes pa med de: “For the connection is necessarily
without certainty as to what is to be connected.” This phrase has no counterpart in K
except perhaps the final de that may correspond to the demonstrative de (= sah) of
K. PST is of no help in settling the problem.

(D The word asarnkitam has no identifiable counterpart in VK; the immediately
preceding absolutive krtva is perhaps reproduced by phyir, which could be justified
semantically considering the usage of Sanskrit krtva, cf. V 108,9, K 109,9.

(VK do not reproduce the expression idam tad prati that is to be construed with
asankitam. In view of the uncertainty of the readings of KV and the apparent
discrepancy between PST and the text reflected in the Tibetan translations of KV,
the suggested Sanskrit restoration of this paragraph, although it is corroborated by
Jinendrabuddhi’s f7kd, may not in every detail reflect the original version.

) The phrase naivasya jatisabdena vacyatvam upapadyata iti introduced by
atah is reproduced as two §loka padas in V: 'di yi rigs kyi sgra yis ni // brjod par bya
ba 7iid mi 'thad /. K translates as prose omiting the negation ma before yin no. If
indeed the phrase consists of two padas, which one cannot reject offhand because
Jinendrabuddhi’s use of ifi indicates that the phrase is part of a quotation and the
phrase seemingly does not deviate from the sloka metrics of PS, their existence
would solve the riddle of the missing two padas of verse 43.
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* Cf. PST Ms B 195a5: bhavatvam asya darsayati.
¥ Cf. brel par byed pa yin te K : "gegs byed pa srid do V.

% K misunderstands the purport of the example and translates ’dod chags =
Sanskrit raga “passion;” V translates correctly kha ba sgyur ba = raga “the action of
colouring,” cf. PST Ms B 195a6: ragavat (chos bZin sic T). ragah is quoted as an
example of action nouns (bhava) derived by the affix ghasi in Kasika on A III 3:18:
bhave vacye dhator ghaii pratyayo bhavati: pakas tyaga ragah.

1 interpret asarikitam in accordance with A III 3:111: napumsake bhave ktah.

“® For Dignaga’s use of rthe technical term svadharma, cf. VP II1.3:4
nabhidhanam svadharmena sambandhasyasti vacakam —atyantaparatantratvad
rigpam nasyapadisyate. The term applies to any given noun that is not subject to the
grammatical operation of introducing the sixth triplet that denotes the relation (nanu
sasthi sambandhasya karyam, Helaraja introducing loc.cit.), cf. VPP Vol. I 128,10-
11: tatra svena asadharanena dharmena svabhavenopalaksitasya vacakam
pratyayakam abhidhanam sasthivyatiriktam nasti, idantaya svaripanavadharanat.

U8l <ye tv ahur> visesasabdaih <samanadhikaranyat sambandhasaukaryad
avyabhicardc ca> jatimadmatram <vivaksitamV) iti>. Restored, cf. visesasabdair
ityadi ... jatimadmatram samanyaripam, PST Ms B 195b2-4, cf. no. 50 below.

Dbrjod par ’dod pa yin no K : brjod par bya o V. The Sanskrit restauration
suggested by K is not supported by PST. V appears to presuppose the reading
abhidheyam.

* Jinendrabuddhi introduces the opponents’ theory at Ms B 195b2-5 as follows:
purvadosabhavat paksantaropanyasah: dravyadayo visesasabdah. taih samanadh-
ikaranyam ekarthavrttitvat. yatraiva hi dravye sattam pravrttinimittam upadaya
sacchabdo vartate. dravyasSabdo ’pi dravyatvanimittas tatraiva. tasmat samanadhi-
karanyam upapadyate tadvadabhidhane ‘sad dravyam’ iti. na ca sambandhasakyata
tanmdtrasyabhinnatvat. na hy atra bheda ucyante, kin tu yat tesam jatimadmatram
samanyariipam. tasya ca ekatvat sukarah sambandho vyabhicarabhavas ca. tada-
bhave Sabdasyapravrtteh: “Another thesis is exemplified since it is without the
previous faults: Particular general terms are ‘substance,’ etc. Since they refer to the
same referent (ekartha) it is co-referential with these. For the word ‘existent,” being
based upon its cause of application viz. the general property existence, applies to the
same substance as the word ‘substance’ whose cause of application is substanceness.
Therefore co-reference like in the statement ‘existent substance’ is justified if it
denotes the possessor of the general properties. Nor is there any impossibility of
relation because that alone (tadmatra) is without division. In this case the particulars
are not denoted, but rather that which is their general form viz. the mere fact of
possessing the general property (jatimadmatra). And as this is one the relation is
feasible and there is no ambiguity because without this [viz. the relation] the word
does not apply.”

Cf. the similar explanation at NMaifijGBh 137,9-11: sacchabdah sattam
pravrttinimittam asrtya tadvati dravye pravrittah suklasabdas ca gunam pravrttini-
mittam asrtya tatraiveti mukhyaya vrttya samanddhikaranyam bhavati: “The word
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“existent,” by being based upon existence as its cause of application, is applied to a
substance as possessed of this [viz. existence], and the word *white,” by being based
upon a quality as its cause of application, is applied to the same thing (fatraiva).
Thus there is co-reference by virtue of direct application.”

1 assume that la la dag ni ... zer ro V : gan yarn zer ba’i K is equivalent to garn
la la dag ni of V 106,10 = ye tv ahuh.

SICf. de laV : om. K.

W tadvato nasvatantratvar. Qu. NCV 623,17; SVT 60,3; NR 423,10; PVSVT
200,11-12; NMaiij 296,6; NManjGBhg 137, 13 and 138,8- 9 cf. PST Ms B 195b5:
asvatantratvad iti.

2 The re-occurrence of vacakah follows from 2c, cf. TSP 382.,8: tadvato na
vacakah Sabdo ’svatantratvat.

33 The term tadvat is used as a technical term for jatimat, cf. PST Ms B 195b5:
tadvad iti jatimad ity arthah; NMafij 295,31: nanu ko ’yam tadvan nama: tad
asydstz'ti tadvan iti: “Now what is this thing called tadvan: tadvan means that ‘x has

v’ cf. AV 2:94: tad asyasty asminn iti matup.

> Cf. PST Ms B 195b5: asvatantratvad iti parapeksatvad iti. Simhasiiri quotes a
verse from another source, possibly from Dignaga’s Samanyapariksavyasa, in which
the same argument occurs, cf. NCV 735,24: asvatantryad, bhedaj, jater ajatitah (cf.
PS V:11b).

U8 evam api hi sacchabdo jatisvariapamatropasarjanam® dravyam aha, na
saksad iti tadgataghatadibhedanaksepad atadbhedatve samanddhikarapnyabhavah.
na hy asatyam vyaptau <samanddhikaranyabhavah>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
195b6: evam api hityadi; TSP 382,8-11: sacchabdo jatisvarapopasarjanam dravyam
aha, na saksad iti tadgataghatadibhedanaksepad atadbhedatve samanadhikaran-
yabhavaprasanga uktah; cf. Ms B 196a2: na saksad iti ... tadgataghatadibheda-
naksepad iti; Ms 196a6: sa evatadbhedatve samandadhikaranyabhavah, cf. NCV
616,24: atadbhedatve samanadhikaranyabhavah; NCV 618,16: atra bhasyena para
evottaram aha: na hy asatyam vyaptay ityadi, cf. PST Ms B 196a7: na hy asatyam
ityadi.

MWematra® em. (cf. tsam KV; Ms B 195b6: matragrahanam) : om. TSP.

3 Cf. PST Ms B 195b6-7: jatis ca svariipam ceti dvandvah®. svaripasrutya
Sabdasvaripam uktam. te upasarjanam apradhanam® yasya tat tathoktam.
Matragrahanam dravyagatadharmantaravisesapratisedhartham. katham punah
svaripam dravyasyopasarjanam. yavatda jatir eva tadupasarjanam. Sabdo hi
svaripavisistam jatim abhidhatte taduttarakalam Sabdasvariapavisistajativisistam
dravyam. naisa dosah. upakarakopakarino 'pi hi bhavanty upakarinah svavisesana-
peksasya visesanasya pradhanopakare mahati vartamanatvat: “‘General property’
and ‘own form’ is a dvandva compound. By the word ‘own form’ is meant the
word’s own form. That of which these two are subsidiary members (upasarjanam),
i.e., not primary members (apradhanam) is named thus. The use of the word ‘mere’
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has the purpose of negating particulars viz. the other properties that occur in a
substance.

But how can the [word’s] own form be a subsidiary member of the substance
insofar as only the general property is its [viz. the substance’s] subsidiary member?
For the word denotes the general property as qualified by its own form, and
thereafter it denotes the substance as qualified by the general property as qualified
by the word’s own form.

This is not a fault. For they are also assisting and assisted because the assisted
that is dependent upon the qualifier, being dependent upon its own qualified, is of
great service to the primary thing [viz. the qualified].”

The view which Dignaga addresses and Jinendrabuddhi explains is related to a
view which Bhartrhari expounds at VP II1.1:6: sva jatih prathamam Sabdaih sarvair
evabhidhiyate, tato ’rthajatiripesu tadadhyaropakalpand.

Mem. : ta dvanthah Ms

For upasarjana = apradhana, cf. Renou, Terminologie s.v.

% Cf. PST Ms B 196a2-3: na saksat = navyavadhanena. jatisvaripagrahanam
ubhayavyavadhanenadhikaparatantryopadarsanartham®:  “Not  directly, i.e.,
indirectly. The use of ‘general property’ and ‘own form’ is for the purpose of
showing that the dependence is excessive because of the intervention of both.”

(WFor the Ms B 196a2-3: navyavadhanena. tadgataghatadibhedanaksepad iti.
yat tajjatimat tadgata ye visesa ghatadayas tesam andaksepad ity arthah. Jat-
isvaripagrahanam ubhayavyavadhanenadhikaparatantryopadarsyanartham read:
navyavadhanena. jatisvarapagrahanam ubhayavyavadhanenadhikaparatantryopa-
darsanartham tadgataghatadibhedanaksepad iti. yat tajjatimat tadgata ye visesa
ghatadayas tesam anaksepad ity arthah. In Ms the clause jatisvarip®, and so on, has
by mistake been separated from the word it comments upon, with the result that the
explanation becomes incomprehensible. The error is also found in the corresponding
passage at T 156,33-34.

7 Cf. Uddyotakara’s reproduction of Digndga’s argument at NV 324,9-12:
Jjatimanmatrabhidhayako ’pi sacchabdo na bhavati. kasmat? asvatantratvat. na hi
sacchabdat tadbheda ghatadayo gamyanta iti tadvadghatadibhedanaksepat
samanadhikaranyabhavah: “Nor does the word ’existent’ denote the mere general
property possessor. Why? Because it is not self-dependent. For one does not get to
know its particulars such as ‘pot,” etc. Thus there is no co-reference as it does not
imply the particulars of the general property possessor such as ‘pot.”” The analogous
exposition of Dignaga’s argument at SVT 60,7ff appears to be a verbatim quotation
from another Dignagan text: atra bhiksur aha: jatiSabdah sadadi tadvisistam eva
dravyam abhidadham na tadgatam eva ghatadivisesariipam aksipati. paratantro hy
asau sattam nimittikrtya dravye pravartate, na tu svatantrah. sarvavisesanavisistam
dravyam vakti. tatas ca ghatades tena sacchabdenandaksepan nasti tadvacind
samanadhikaranyam. na hy ekopadhivisiste dravye ’bhihite paropadhina sama-
nadhikaranyam bhavati: “Here the monk objects: The general term ‘existent’, and
so on, while denoting a substance as qualified by this [viz. existence] only, does not
imply the form of the particulars like pots that are included in it. For it [viz. the
general term ‘existent’] is dependent since it applies to the substance by making the
general property ‘existence’ its cause of application, but it is not self-dependent. It
denotes the substance as not qualified by all its properties, and therefore there is no
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co-reference with the word denoting it [viz. ‘pot’] since the word ‘existent’ does not
imply ‘pot,” etc. For when a substance that is qualified by one attribute is denoted,
there is no co-reference with another attribute.”

Cf. the succinct paraphrase of Dignaga’s objection at NCV 648,7-8: yad uktam
tvaya: ghatadibhedanaksepitvat sacchabdasya jatisvaripopasarjanadravyamatra-
bhidhanat paratantryad ghatadibhedabhedatvat taih saha samandadhikaranyabha-
vah: “As you have objected: Since it does not imply particulars like pot because the
word ‘existent’ only denotes substances having as subordinate members the general
property and the (word’s) own form because it is dependent, and because particulars
like pot are not its particulars, there is no co-reference with these” (this quotation
may stem from Samanyapariksavyasa). PVSVT 153,21 (ad PVSV 34,19:
tadvatpaksoditah): yatha kila samanyam abhidhaya tadvati vartamanah sabdo
‘svatantrah syat tata$ ca Sabdapravrttinimittabhiitena samanyena vasikrtasya sab-
dasya vyaktigataparasparabhedandksepat taih samandadhikaranyam na syat.

% Cf. PST Ms B 196a2-3: yat tajjatimat tadgata ye visesa ghatadayas tesam
anaksepad ity arthah. Jinendrabuddhi continues addressing the meaning of aksepa at
196b3-6: atha ko ’yam aksepo nama: atyagah. nanu ca ghatadayo ’py atyakta eva
sattasrayatvat tadasrayasya cabhidhanat. na, ghatatvadinam anaksepat. sacchabdo
hi sattapdratantryat - tato bhinnari {mn ghatatvadin naksipati, ghatatvddirlipa-
sannivesdc ca tad vastu ghatah patoV) va bhavati, na svato vastumatrasya visesa-
bhavat. tasmad yathaiva patasabdena® ghatatvadyasamsargad ghatadayo naksip-
yante, tatha sacchabdenapi. tatah kim? tatah sa evatadbhedatve samanddhi-
karanyabhavah. katham krtva? yad iha sacchabdena ghatadayo naksipyante, tato na
tasya te bhedah. na hy anaksipta bheda drstah: “Now what is this so-called
implication? It is the not leaving out. Certainly also pots, and so on, are not left out
because they are the substrata of existence, and because [the word ‘existent’]
denotes its substrate. No, because potness, and so on, is not implied. For the word
‘existent’ since it is dependent upon existence does not imply potness, and so on,
whose nature is different from it [viz. existence]. A thing may be either a pot or a
piece of cloth because the nature of general propertles like potness are resident in it,
but is is not [a pot or a piece of cloth] per se(® because a mere thing is without
distinction. Therefore, just as a pot, and so on, is not implied by the word ‘cloth’
because the general properties like potness are not connected [with cloth], it is not
implied by the word ‘existent’ either. What follows from that? Therefore there is no
co-reference in that it is without its particulars. On what grounds? If pot, and so on,
are not implied by the word ‘existent,” then these are not its particulars insofar as
particulars that are not implied are not observed. And because they are not its
partlculars it cannot be co-referential with the words denoting these.”

Wem. (cf. snam bu T) : ghato Ms

@em. : ghata® Ms T.

G)Cf the well-known statement ascribed to Bhartrhari: na hi gauh svaripena
gauh, napy agauh, gotvabhisambandhat tu gauh; cf. Rau 1977, WSt II 3: 123; Rau
1981: 95 no. 6.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 196a7-196b1: vyaptir aksepah. yatha ripasabdenandksepe
madhuradinam atadbhedatvad na tacchabdaih samanadhikaranyam bhavati. na hi
bhavati rilppam amlam iti. vyaptau tu bhavati rigpam nilam iti: “Implication means
pervasion. For instance, in that the word ‘colour’ does not imply things that are
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sweet, etc. because they are not its particulars, there is no co-reference with words
denoting these. For the expression ‘sour colour’ is impossible. But when there is
pervasion the expression ‘blue colour’ is possible.”

The two examples mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi were also used by Mallavadi
who appears to have copied them from a fika, cf. NCV 618,14ff. Mallavadi
incorporates part of Dignaga’s formulation into his own exposition, cf. NCV 618,16:
na hy asatyam vyaptau, and apparently also part of the fika, of which Simhasiri has
preserved a fragment addressing the question of the impossibility of co-reference
due to lack of pervasion (vyapti), cf. NCV 618,14-15: tikayam coditam “andksiptair
avyaptair api samandadhikaranyam bhavisyati vivaksavasad ’idam visesyam idam
visesanam” iti: “In the tika it is objected: there will be co-reference with [words]
that are not implied, i.e., not pervaded [e.g., by the word ‘existent’] by virtue of the

CERT

intention to state ’this is the thing to be qualified, this is the qualifier’.

U9 tadyatha <Suklasabdah> svabhidheyagunamdtravisistadravyabhidhanat saty
api dravye madhuradin naksipati. tatas catadbhedatvam. evam atrapi prasangah.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 196bl-3: tad yathetyadi ... suklasabdasya svabhidheyo
gunah pravrttinimittatvac chuklatvam. sa tanmatraviSistadravyabhidhanat saty
api\) tasmin dravyatmani madhuradin naksipati ... tatas catadbhedatvam iti ...
evam atrapi prasanga iti, cf. NCV 619,18-19: tatas catadbhedatvam ... evam ihapi.

WDapi em. (cf. yod kyarn T) : tat(au?) pi Ms

Ocf. SVT 60,7-14: yatha madhurasabdena — madhuryopadhivisistam
khandadravyam abhidadhata tadgataparasukladyandksepat tena na samanadhika-
ranyam yathaitan madhuram svetam iti tathaitenapi na bhavyam san ghata iti: “Just
as there is no co-reference with the word ‘sweet’ denoting the substance sugar as
qualified by the attribute sweetness because of not implying other [qualities] like
[the quality] white that is included in it. Like, for instance, the [co-reference] ‘this
[substance] is sweet and white’ will not be possible, so also the [co-reference]
‘existent pot.””

®'Cf. PST Ms B 196b2-3: na hi tasya Suklatvavad madhuratvadayah
pravrttikaranam: “For the general property sweetness is not the cause of application
of the [word ‘white’] as is the general property whiteness.”

82Cf. PST Ms B 196b4: sacchabdenaV ghatadinam anaksepah, anaksepac
catadbhedatvam ity arthah: “The meaning is this: The word ‘existent’ does not
imply pots, etc.; and since it does not imply (pots, etc.), it has no particulars.” The
idea that the denotation of one term does not imply the denotation of other terms has
a parallel in Bhartrhari’s claim at VP II1.3:4, in the context of a discussion of
prakarsa, that the different distinguishing properties that are found in substances are
not denoted by any given particular term that denotes its referent as excluded from
other referents and thus does not imply the denotation of other terms: vidyamandh
pradhanesu na sarve bhedahetavah. visesasSabdair ucyante vyavrttarthabhidhayi-
bhih. Mallavadi appears to quote this verse (or a version of it) in his rebuttal of
Dignaga’s argument (it may, in fact, have made up part of Dignaga’s own
argument), cf. the explanation at NCV 622,23-27: pradhanesu visesyesu vidyamana
api bhedahetavo dharmah sarve nocyante, kascid eva visisto vivaksitah kenacid
visesanena tadvdcina visSesaSabdenocyate ’‘rtho viSesantaravyaparena, tatraiva
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caritarthatvat tasya gunabhiitatvat. ata eva ca te visesasabda ity ucyante vyavrttar-
thabhidhayitvad iti (my underlining), cf. also Helaraja ad loc. VVP I 205,15ff.
Dsac“em. (cf. yod pa’i T) : tac° Ms

200 pacarat. Qu. Ms B 197a2; NMaiijGBh 137,13.

% Jinendrabuddhi explains that Dignaga introduces this argument in order to
show that in the case of abhedopacara it is impossible that the general property
possessor be the denotable object because the word only denotes the form of the
general property existence upon which it is imposed, cf. PST Ms B 196b7-197al-2:
ihedam uktam jatisabdena tadvato 'bhidhanam iti. tadvati ca Sabdasya matuplopad
abhedopacarad va vrttih. tatra matuppakse Sukladivad abhidhanam sambhavatiti
sati vacyatve dosa uktah. abhedopacare tu tasyaiva samaropitasya sattaripasyabh-
idhandd vacyatvam eva tadvato na sambhavatiti darsayitum aha: “Here it is argued:
The general term denotes the posessor of the general property. And the word applies
to the general property possessor through elision of the matup affix or through
transfer in terms of non-difference. Denotation is possible on the theory of elision of
the matup affix, in the same way as the elision of the matup affix after [the word]
‘white.’

2 sacchabdo hiV bhitarthena svaripam va jatim vaha. tatra pravrttas tadvaty
upacaryate. na hi® yo yatropacaryate sa tam artham bhiitarthenaha. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 197a2-4: svarapam veti ... jatim veti ... tadvaty upacaryatq iti ... na tu yo
yatrety ... yo yatropacaryate na sa tam artham bhitarthenadha; SVT 61,20-21:
sacchabdo ’pi bhiitarthena svaripam jatim vaha. tatra pravritas tadvaty
upacaryamane gaunah syat; NCV 624,12: na hi yo yatropacaryate sa tam artham
bhatarthendha. )

hi conj. (cf. yod pa’i sgra ni K : sgra ni V) : ’pi SVT (’pi is probably w.r. for

hi)
(S0 read with NCV (cf. ni KV) and NMaiijGBh 138,6, q.v. no. 67 below : tu
Ms

% Jinendrabuddhi explains that Dignaga mentions svariipa in accordance with
the view of those who claim that the own form of a word (Sabdasvaripam) is
denotable, cf. PST Ms B 197a2: ye sabdasvaripam vdacyam icchanti, tanmatena.
The reason why Dignaga alludes to this view is undoubtedly because Bhartrhari
claims that the word denotes its svariipa before its connection with the referent, cf.
VP 1:66: prak safjiiinabhisambandhat safijiia riipapadarthika, cf. VPV 125,5-6 ad
III.1:6ab sva jatih prathamam Sabdair sarvair evabhidhiyate; Helaraja Vol. I 17,8
ad loc. quotes VP I:66ab. For the alternative view that the word denotes the general
property, cf. PST Ms B 197a2: ye jatim, na tu svariapam (scil. icchanti).

% Cf. PST Ms B 197a3: jatimati. svaripabhidheyavadinam tu jatav apy
upacaryate.

% Jinendrabuddhi illustrates this statement by quoting the example of the transfer
of the word ‘king’ to the servant, cf. PST Ms B 197,4: tadyatha rajasabdah purusa
upacaryate ca jatisabdam tadvatiti. Other paraphrases of Dignaga’s argument do not
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include svaripa among the principal denotata of the word ‘existent,” cf. NMaiijGBh
138,3-6: sacchabdena jatih khyapyate sattalaksanah. tatra pravrttas tadvaty
upacaryate ’sau. na ca yah Sabdo yatropacaryate sa tasya vacakah. na hi yo
yatropacarato vartate sa tam artham paramdarthato braviti yatha simhasSabdo
manavakam. NV 324,12-14: atha va, asvatantratvad iti sacchabdah pradhanyena
sattayam vartate. tatra vartamanas tadvaty upacaryate, yac ca yatra vartamanam
anyatropacaryate na tat tasyabhidhayakam maricasabdavad iti: “Alternatively,
‘because of not being self-dependent’: The word ‘existent’ applies principally to [the
general property] existence. While being applied to this it is transferred to the
possessor of the general property, and that which, while being applied to one thing,
is transferred to some other thing does not denote this [other thingg, like the word
‘seats’ [which stands metonymically for the persons sitting on them](1)”

As an illustration of the view which Dignaga criticizes Jinendrabuddhi quotes
VP 111.14:347 at Ms B 197a5: maricasabdo yathadheyam maricesv eva vyavasthitah
tattvenaha tatha jatisabdo dravyesu vartate: “A general term applies to substances
in the same way as the word ’seats’ which being restricted to the seats only denotes
what is supported [by the seats] as identical [with them],” and he continues at
197a5ff: so rajety® upacaryamano rajasabdo bhitarthena <na> bhrtyam
abhidhatte ... sa eva tu rajartho bhinndadhikarana ucyate. Helaraja explains loc.cit at
VPP Vol. I 310,27f: maricah krosantiti kriyasambandhasyadheye maiicasthe
praniny upapatter adharariipabhedenadhdravacano ‘pi maiicasabdas tadadheya-
vacana iti nisciyate’; cf. NCV 624,14-15: maiicasabdo maricasthan maricasvaripa-
pannan eva brite na purusatvapannan iti. Dignaga may therefore have had
Bhartrhari’s position in mind. Since Mallavadi quotes VP III.14:347 in the same
context (cf. NCV 624,13), it is highly likely that Dignaga either quoted it or alluded
to in the Samanyapariksavyasa, the work that Mallavadi together with other
Dignagan works relied upon for his criticism. Dignaga’s crtitique of the theory of
transfer of the general term to the general property possessor is alluded to at PVSVT
153,23-24 (ad PVSV 34,19: tadvatpaksoditah): upacarita ca tadvati Sabdapravrttir
ityadiko dosa iti.

(For this example, cf. NSBh ad NS II 2:62: sthanat: maiicah krosanti iti
maiicasthah purusah abhidhiyante: “Due to placement like [the statement] “the
stages are shouting,” by which the people located on the stages are denoted;” see
also Karnakagomin’s PVSVT 153,17-20 and Manorathanandin’s PVV 280,4-10 ad
PV 1 64, respectively.

@so rajety conj : (s)a jyeyarajyety Ms

(221 <saripyasya ca>sambhavat. Restored, cf. NMaiijGBh 137,13: asambhavat;
ibid. 138,9.

8 Cf. NMaiijGBh 138,8-13: atha sattoparaktatatsvaripe dravye saripydc
chabdasya vrttir bhavisyatiti ced aha — “asambhavad’” iti tatsariapyasyasambhavad
ity arthah. na hi sattaya sariapyam dravyasya nilena yatha sphatikasya niriipatvat
tasyah. atha yatha akrtau pratyayasankrantya ‘gavayo 'yam’ ityadau tatha ghata-
dau satpratyayasankrantya ‘san ghatah’ iti bhavisyati. tad api na. kutah? Asam-
bhavat. katham asambhavah? dravyasya sattakrtyasambhavad dravye satpratyaya-
sankrantyabhavah: “If is is claimed that the word will apply by virtue of
resemblance [of the substance with the general property] to a substance whose own
form is influenced by (the general property) existence, he referents “because it is
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impossible,” that is, the resemblance [of the substance with the general property] is
impossible. For a substance does not resemble [the general property] existence in the
same way as a crystal [resembles] the blue colour because [the general property
existence] is colourless. If, on the other hand, the expression ’a pot is existent’ will
be due to transfer of the notion ’existent’ to the pot in the same way as in the
expression ’this is a gavaya’ by way of transfer of notion to the form, that too is not
justified. How can that be? Because it is impossible. Why is it not possible? There is
no transfer of the notion ’existent’ because it is impossible that a substance has the
form of existence”

The view which Dignaga criticizes is related to Bhartrhari’s description of
sattaupacarika at VP 11.3:40: sphatikadi yatha dravyam bhinnair updasrayaih,
svasaktiyogat sambandham tadriipyenopagacchati; cf. no. 88 below.

1 tadvatiV ca <gunasaripyam> na pratyayasankrantitah sambhavati, napi
gunopakarat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 197a6: syad upacarah. upacarasya
sarupyanibandhanatvat.  saripyaniripanaya  tadvati  cetyadina  vivaranam
arabhyate, 197b2-3: na pratyayasarkrantita ity ... napi gunopakarad ity ...
sambhavati.

(DCS. Idan pa las K, for which read Idan pa la.

% Simhasiiri explains at NCV 622,25ff that there are two types of transfer, one
based upon similarity (saripya) and one based upon influence of the attribute
(gunopakara): dvayt hi upacarasya gatih: sarapyat: yatha yamalayor anyatarasmin
‘sa evayam’ iti pratyayasankranteh, rajiio bhrtye 'matydadau ‘raja’ iti va pratyayah.
gunopakarad va, upadhananuragad iva sphatike raktatvadibuddhih: “There are two
ways of transfer: 1. through similarity, like, for instance, from transfer of notion to
either one of two twins thinking ‘one is just like the other’, or the notion ‘king’ to
the kings servant viz. the minister, and so on, or 2. due to the influence of a quality
like, for instance the perception of redness, and so on, in a crystal due to the
influence of [the red colour of] a proximate substrate.” Dignaga addresses both types
in the following paragraphs.

241 katham na pratyayasankrantitah? upacare sati, buddhiriipasya bhinnatvad
rajiio bhrtyopacaravat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 197b6-7: katham na pratya-
yasankrantitah? upacare sati buddhiripasya bhinnatvad iti. ... rdjio
bhrtyopacaravad iti; cf. the parallel version at NMafijGBh 137,14: vrttiripasya
bhinnatvad rajiii bhrtyopacaravat.

% Cf. NMaiijGBh 138,18-20: nanipacarad anyavisayah pratyayo ’‘nyatra
sankraman drSyata ity aha: “vrttiripasya bhinnatvad” bhedenopalabhyamanatvad
iti: “It is certainly the case that due to transfer a cognition that is concerned with one
thing is observed in the sense of something else by being transferred. With this
[objection] in mind he says: “Because the form of the application is different,” i.e.
because it is observed to be different.”

" The parallel version quoted at NMafijGBh 137,14 (q.v. above no. [24])—it
probably stems from the Samanyapariksavyasa—expresses the opposite idea, the
transfer of the notion ‘servant’ to the king; Bhartrhari makes use of the same simile
at VP III.7:121: rajiii bhrtyatvam apanne yatha. Jinendrabuddhi does not comment
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on the simile as such, cf. PST Ms B 197b6: jatau vrttah sabdas tadvaty upacaryate.
na copacare sati tulyakaro buddhir bhavati. etad drstantena pratipadayati: “While
being applied to the general property, the word is transferred to the general property
possessor. And in the case of transfer the cognition does not have the same form.
This he shows by means of an example.” In Uddyotakara’s exposition of the
argument at NV the relation between the two terms is not inverted, cf. NV 324,15-
16: tadvati na ca gunasariapyat pratyayasankrantih, yatha svamisabdasya bhrtye:
“And there is no transfer of cognition to the general property possessor due to
similarity of property, like [the transfer] of the word *master’ to the servant.”

23] tadyatha. Qu. Ms B 197b7.
"%es bya ba la K, would indicate the presence of a Sanskrit locative.
"2 Cf. bran la ran gi sgrar brjod pa ni V : om. K.

3 Cf. gar mi de ni na ran o V : iaV) gan yin pa de ni bran yin no K. In contrast
to KV supports the statement of pada d.
Wysig em. : nag K.

™ Cf. blo mtshuns par skye ba ni ma yin no V : blo mtshurs par ’gyur ba ma yin
no K. Although the translation of this paragraph is tentative as neither KV nor Ms
makes it possible to form a clear idea of its syntax and vocabulary, the gist of it
seems clear enough: Dignaga wants to point out that the assumption that the alleged
transfer of the idea of the general property existence to its possessor (tadvat) due to
similarity is impossible because in secondary usage the transfer of one term to
something else, like when a king refers to his minister as ‘master’ or ‘king’, does not
entail that the cognitions of the two things to which the term is applied directly and
secondarily coalesce: they are still separate, like the notions of ’king’ and ’servant;’
cf. NCV 624,24-25: tatra na tavat pratyayasankrantitah saripyad upacarah
sambhavati sarapyasambhave pratyayasankrantyabhavat svamibhrtyayor bhin-
natvat: “In this case, in the first place, transfer is impossible through transfer of
notion due to resemblance because there is no transfer of notion in that there is no
resemblance because the master and the servant are different.” NMafijGBh 138,13-
17 explains the parallel as an illustration of the transfer of the word ‘king’ to the
servant: upacare hi ‘yo "ham sa evayam’, ‘raja bhrtyah’ ity upacarad lokasya raja-
dau pravrttih pratyayabhedenopalabhyata iti tad iha bhakta(h) “vrttiriapasya
bhinnatvad rajiii bhrtyopacaravad” iti: “For in the case of transfer like “he is what I
am: the servant is king,” it is observed that people’s usage with regard to the king,
and so on, is accompanied by difference of notion.”

281 wpacaryate ca <jatisabdas tadvati>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 197b:
upacaryate cetyadi.

5 Cf. PST Ms B 197b7-198al: tad evam tadvaty upacaravacandj jatau mukhya
ity uktam bhavati. tad etena yau mukhyopacaritasabdabhidheyau, na tayoh
sariapyam: tadyathd rajabhrtyayoh: “Thus, on account of the statement about
transfer to the general property possessor it is [eo ipso] stated that [the general term]
applies directly to the general property. Therefore, on this account there is no
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similarity of the two denotable objects of a word that applies directly and in a
transferred sense, like for instance [the lack of similarity] of a king and his servant.”

@7 kramenanabhidhandc ca kundasarikhadisuklavat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
199a2-3: kramenanabhidhandc ceti ... kundasankhadisuklavad itiD.
Mem. : °%khya® Ms

" Jinendrabuddhi introduces this paragraph by clarifying the concept of
similarity, cf. PST Ms B 198b6-199a2: sarapyam indriyapratyayasankrantya va
paricchidyeta  Sabdapratyayasankrantyd  va.  tatrendriyapratyayasavkrantya
jatitadvatoh saripyam navasiyata iti pratipaditam prayam etat samanyasyadar-
Sanam pratipadayat “samanyam yady api syat tu tatranyat tasya darsanam asra-
yadarsanan na syad” (PS Il:16abc) ityadina. na hy adrsyena saha kasyacit
saripyam Sakyate pratyetum. Sabdapratyayasarkrantyapi navasiyata iti darSayann
aha: “Similarity may either be defined through transfer of sense cognition or
through transfer of verbal cognition. Now, it has already been shown in outline by
PS II:16abc(l), showing that the general property cannot be observed, that the
similarity of the general property and the general property possessor is not to be
determined through transfer of sense cognition. For it is impossible to cognize the
similarity of something with something that is not observable. Showing that it is not
ascertained by transfer of verbal cognition either, he formulates (PS V:5a).”

(DFor a translation of PSV 1I1:16, cf. no. 500 on PSV V:38d.

"7 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 199a2-3: jatitadvatoh kramena
Sabdaprayogasyabhavad ity arthah. yadi jatau tadvati ca kramena Sabdaprayogah
syat, tato yadrsah SabdajV) jatau pratyayo bhavati tadrsa eva tadvatiti syat
pratyayasankrantih. na ca kramena Sabdaprayogah, kim tarhi sakrd eva. tatas caika
eva pratyaya iti. kutah pratyayasankrantir iti: “The meaning is this: Because there is
no application of the word to the general property and the general property possessor
in succession. If the word were to be applied successively to the general property
and the general property possessor, the notion about the general property that is due
to the word would be exactly like the notion about the general property possessor.
Thus there would be transfer of notion. Yet, the word is not applied in succession,
but rather, it is applied simultaneously. And therefore there is only one notion. So
how could there be transfer of notion?.” Uddyotakara and Mallavadi appear to quote
Dignaga’s argument from another source, probably the Samanyapariksavyasa, cf.
NV 324,17 = NCV 625,10: kramavrttyabhavat: “because [the general term] does not
apply in succession.” Although Mallavadi applies the argument to Dignaga’s own
theory, the subsequent explanation loc. cit. no doubt imitates the original Dignagan
formulation: na hi kramena sakrd uccaritah sabdah ... tadvati vartate. Uddyotakara,
however, does not explain the argument.

(Dogj em. : °a Ms

"8 For the semantics of the topicalisation particle ni VK, cf. no. 10 above.
" Cf. rim gyis brjod par mthor ste V : rim pa yin par brjod pa de mthoi ste K.

8 Cf. kun da darn ku mu ta dan dur dkar po K : me tog kun da dar me tog ku mu
ta dan du dun giV) dkar po o V.
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(DThe use of the morpheme gi after dun would indicate the presence of the sixth
triplet after each of the terms (in the manner of expressions like 'patasya suklah’); it
is not corroborated, however, by K and the parallel at Ms B 235b6-7: yatha
Suklatvavisesanasyabhinnatvat kumudadayo ’bhinnakarena pratyayena pratiyante:
“Suklam kumudam kundam Sarikham” iti, which is adopted here.

28 sakrc ca jatitadvatoh Sabda<prayoga iti>V) nasti pratyayasarkrantitah
saripyam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 199a4,6: sakrc ca jatitadvatoh
sabda<prayoga>V iti ... nasti pratyayasarkrantitah sariipyam.

Wo<prayoga iti> conj., cf. sbyor ba’i phyir K : om. VT; cf. the use of
Sabdaprayoga at Ms B 199a2-3, q.v. above.

8. Cf. PST Ms B 199a6: pratyayasarikrantito yad avasiyate, nisargasiddham
saripyam tan nastity arthah.

291 eunopakarat tadripye prakarsah syad vina dhiya. Restored, cf. Ms 199a7-
199b1: gunopakarat tadriapye prakarsah syad iti ... vinadhiyeti; qu. SVT 66,3 with
w.r. °opakarato dravye.

%2 Jinendrabuddhi introduces the argument at Ms B 199a6-7as follows: ma bhiit
svatah saripyam, jatyuparagat tu tad dravyam svayam atadriipyam api tatha
prakasate. yatha sphatika upadhanavasat svayam atadripo ’pi tadriapataya: “Let
there not be similarity per se. However, because of the influence of the general
property a substance appears in this way, even though it is not identical with the
general property per se, in the same way as a clear crystal by dint of a proximate
substrate appears as if it were similar to it, even though it is not similar to it;” cf.
NCV 625,12-14: syan matam: gunopakarad iti. tan napi gunopakarat sphatikavad
visesanaprakarsam agrhitva visesye pratyayaprasangat: “Suppose the idea is that it
is due to influence of the property. However, it is not due to influence of the
property in the same way as a crystal because the [absurd] consequence is that there
would be a notion of the qualified without having perceived the degree of the
qualifier.” Uddyotakara relates briefly the argument at NV 324,17: gunoparagat.
yatha nilah sphatika iti.

8 Cf. PST Ms B 199bl: prakarsa iti visayena visayinyah prakarsabuddher
nirdesah. prakarsabuddhih syad ity arthah. kasmat punar ayam dosa upanyasyati?
yavad drstaiva dravye prakarsabuddhih.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 199b1-2: gunaprakarsabuddhya vinety arthah.

B3O v di sphatikavad gunoparagat tadvan gunasvariipo bhaved, evam sati dravye

<guna>prakarsabuddhyanapeksaV) prakarsabuddhih syat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B

199b2: yadi sphatikavad gunopardagat tadvan gunasvaripo bhaved, evam sati

ltlatarah pata iti dravye visesanaprakarsabuddhyanapeksa prakarsabuddhih syat.
(DCE. yon tan "phel ba’i blo K.

% The argument that the perception of prakarsa presupposes perception of
prakarsa of the quality is remarkable in that prakarsa, at least in the grammatical
tradition represented by Bhartrhari, whose work, for all we know, was well-known
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to Dignaga, is said to rely on other properties that inhere in the substance, such as
luminousity (bhasvaratva), whereas prakarsa is not supposed to be a property of the
general property as such; cf. VPV I 122 5ff with Paddhati ad loc.; Iyer 1969: 271f;
Helaraja on VP II1.3:3ff. However, as Jinendrabuddhi explains at Ms B 199b2-4, in
this context the term guna denotes the quality as merged with the substrate
(samsargiguna), but not the quality as such, e.g., whiteness; cf. no. 87 below.
Jinendrabuddhi’s discourse on the use of the term prakarsa at Ms B 199b7-200a4
addresses the apparent ambiguity of its use in the context of Dignaga’s argument.
For, as the fictitious opponent observes, general properties do not possess prakarsa:
prakarsagrahanam gunapeksapratyayasamarthanartham anyathavasiyamanapi jatir
jatimato rthasyopakarini® vartate. tatas tadupakarat tatha bhasata ifi kascit
pratyavatistheta. prakarsas tu niyogatas tadavasayapeksapratyayaparicchedya eva,
dravyasya svatah prakarsabhavat. na hi dravyam svato dravyantaram atisayitum
alam svariapamatrena vaktum boddhum vasakyatvat. nanu ca jateh prakarsabhavat
tadanapeksavisesyapratyayah. naisa dosah. visesyapratyayo niladau visesanapek-
sah. tat sadadivisesanapekso® visesye sadityadipratyayo niladipratyayavad ity uk-
tam bhavati. anyathd yady agrhitapi svasraye gotvadika jatir gavadipratyayam
kuryeta. yada kim apy etad dravyam iti dravyamatropalabdhau gotvadayo na grh-
yante tadapi gavadiniscayah syan, na ca bhavati. tasman na jatinirapeksas tadvati
pratyayah.

DFor the term samsargin, cf. no. 90 below.

@em. : %kari Ms

Glem. : °au Ms

8 Cf. NCV 625,13-15: yatha sphatike raktatvadipratyaya upadhanaprakarsam
agrhitva bhavati tatha visesanaprakarsam agrhitva visesye pratyayah syat. na tu
syat: “Just as the cognition of redness in the crystal exists without having
apprehended the degree (of redness) of the proximate substrate, there would be a
notion of the qualified without having perceived the degree of the qualifier. This,
however, would not happen.”

PST Ms B 199b2-4: na ca visesanaprakarse grhite visesye prakarsabuddhir
bhavati, dravyasya svatah prakarsapakarsabhavat. na hi svata eva patah patantarat
krsyate, api tu nilatvader asritad gunat, nirupadhanasya vasturipasya jianasam-
bhavat. gunasSrutis ceha samsargigunabhidhayini, na tu Suklatvadayas taya guna
vivaksitah: “And there is no cognition of degree with respect to the qualified, when
the degree of the qualifier has not been apprehended because increase and decrease
[of the property] of a substance does not exist per se. For one piece of cloth is not
per se set off from another piece of cloth, but rather because of the property that is
resident in it viz. blueness, for it is impossible to get to know the form of a referent
that is without an property. And in this case the word ‘property’ denotes the property
as merged [with the substance], whereas [the general property] whiteness, and so on,
are not intended to be denoted by it [viz. the term ’property’] as properties.”

B pa  hi sphatike upadhana<buddhy>apeksa pravartate raktabuddhih,
avyutpannasya bhedabuddhy<-abhavar>. Restored, cf. Ms 199b5-6: na hityadi.
upadhanena hi tadriapatam apadite sphatike nopasrayadhigamapeksa pravartate
raktabuddhih. kasmad ity aha: avyutpannasyetyadi. na hy avyutpannasya sphatiko-
padhanayor bhedabuddhir bhavati.
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¥ The example of a crystal(!) reflecting the colour of a proximate substrate is
also mentioned by Bhartrhari in a similar context at VP II1.3:40, describing the
apparent tadripya of a crystal with variously coloured proximate substrates:
sphatikadi yatha dravyam bhinnarapair upasrayaih, svasaktiyogat sambandham
tadripyeneva® gacchati: “Just as a substance like a crystal comes into connection
as if by way of similarity, with variously coloured proximate subtrates due to the
fitness of its own powers;” cf. the similar use of iva at VPV I 147,3-4 relating
various views about the relation between Sabda and dhvani: Sabdena samsrsto
dhvanir upasrayanuraga iva sphatikadinam avibhakta upalabhyate; in his comment
Vrsabhadeva substitutes wupadhana for upasraya, cf. Paddhati 147,11-13:
yathopadhanoparakto raktasphatiko na tato vivekenavadharayitum Sakyah tatha
sphotena samsrsto dhvanir na vivekenavadhdaryata ity apare.

One cannot exclude the possibility that Dignaga in rejecting this view has
Bhatrhari’s position in mind.

(DFor the simile of the crystal, cf. Houben 1995: 261-62 (with references).

()On the reading of this verse, cf. Houben 1995: 257 no. 406.

8 Cf. PST Ms B 199b6-7: na hy avyutpannasya sphatikopadhanayor
bhedabuddhir bhavati. sa hi sphatika evayam etadakara iti vyavasyati.
vyutpannasya tu rakto 'yam sphatika iti niscayanupapattir eva: “For someone who
has not been taught [about it] has no idea of the difference between the crystal and
the proximate substrate. For he will ascertain: ‘It is the crystal alone that has such
and such an appearance’. But for someone who has been taught [about it] there is no
justification for the ascertainment: ‘This crystal is read’.” .

A similar argument is mentioned by Kumarila at SV Pratyaksa® 143:
sphatikddau tu laksadisvariapa ya matir bhavet, avyutpannasya sa mithya vyutpan-
nanam hi bhedadhih.

(321 samsargiripat sarvatra mithydajiianam prasajyate. Qu. Ms B 200a5.

% Dignaga is using the term samsargin to denote a property (guna) as merged
with its substrate, cf. its use by Bhartrhari, e.g., at VPV 11233, and VP IIL.5:1, with
Helaraja’s explanation VPP Vol. 1 192,5: samsargi dadharena samsrstam ripa-
sambhedena vartamanam, na sambandhamatram; lyer 1969: 270. According to
Jinendrabuddhi samsargin = visesana or guna, cf. PST Ms B 200a6: samsargi
visesanam guna ity eko ’rthah.

% That is, if one assumes that similarity is due to influence of the property on the
substance, cf. PST Ms B 200a5f: gunopakarat tadripyabhyupagame.

B3 sarvo  hi sabdah pratyayo ’rtheV)  samsargiripavyavahitas, tatah
<sphatikavad> ayatharthah syat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 200a6-7: sarvo hityadi ...
sarvo hi $abdah pratyayo ’rthesu® samsargiripavyavahitah. tato ... yatha nilah
sphatika iti grhnato ’yatharthah pratyayah ... tatha ... ayatharthah syat.

(DCt. don la K : don dan V.

@em. : pratyayarth® Ms

! The cognition is separated from its referent (arthe vyavahitah) insofar as the
real referent of the word is the property, not its reflected form.
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%2 Uddyotakara and Mallavadi apparently use the same source, presumably the
Samanyapariksavyasa, for their exposition of the parvapaksa, cf. NV 324,18:
ayatharthajiianotpattiprasangac ca: “And because it follows (absurdly) that false
knowledge would arise; NCV 625,14ff ayatharthajiianotpatteh, yatha sphatike
raktatvadipratyaya mithyapratyayas tatha visesanasaripapratyayo visesye syat:
“Because false knowledge originates. Just as the notion of redness, and so on, in the
crystal is a false notion, the notion about the qualified that is similar to the qualifier
will be [a false notion] about the qualified.” Jinendrabuddhi explains the argument at
Ms B 200a6-200b1: yadi gunopakarad gunini tadriapyam syat, evam sati yatha nilah
sphatika iti grhnato ’yatharthah pratyayah, sphatikasya svato ’nilatvat, tatha sarva
eva ghatah pata ityadihV) sabdah pratyayo ’yatharthah syat, dravyasya svato
ghatadiripabhavat; na cesyate: “If there be similarity in the qualified because of the
influence of the property, this being the case, just as the notion of the one who
apprehends that ‘the crystal is blue’ is false because the crystal is not blue per se,
every verbal notion like ‘pot’ and ‘cloth’ will be false because the substance does
not (?er se have the form of a pot, and so on, nor is it claimed [to be the case].”

Dem. : °adisab®.

B4 samanyadibahutve ca yugapad grahakesu ca, upakaro virudhyeta. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 200bl1-2: samanydadibahutve cetyadi ... yugapad grahakesu ceti ...
tadopakaro virudhyeta gunakrtah.

% According to Jinendrabuddhi adi implies quality (guna), and action (kriya), cf.
PST Ms B 200b2: adigrahanadV) gunakriyagrahanam.
(M) adi° em. : @° Ms

% Dignaga uses the term grahaka with the same value as grahitr = pratipattr, for
which, cf. VP I:53¢ with VPV ad loc.

% For this argument, cf. NV 325,17-18: yugapadasambhavac ca, and NCV
625,16: yugapadasambhavic ca. Once again Uddyotakara and Mallavadi seem to
quote from the Samanyapariksavyasa.

% Cf. PST Ms B 200b2: yadaikakalam bahavah pratipattaro bhinnair visesanair
ekam artham pratipadyante tadopakaro virudhyeta gunakrtah: “When many
listeners at the same time understand the same referent by means of different
qualifiers, the influence [on the general property possessor] that is effectuated by the
properties will be in conflict.” Cf. Dharmakirti’s related criticism at PV 1:54-55 and
PVSV p.30 ad loc.

B3 yada ca bahavo grahitaro bhavanti gunavatah sukladeh tadyatha ghatah,
parthivo, dravyam, saii, chuklo, madhurah, surabhir ityevamadivisesaih, tada guno-
pakaro virudhyate. na hi Sakyam tada dravyena ekagunaripena sthatum avisesar)).
napy ekadeSena gunariipam anubhavitum Sakyam, krtsnasya ghatadirapapratiteh.
Restored, cf. NCV 625,16-19: yada ca bahavo grahitaro bhavanti gunavatah
Sukladeh tadyatha ghatah, parthivo, dravyam, saii, chuklo, madhurah, surabhir
ityevamadivisesaih, tada gunopakaro virudhyate. na hi Sakyam tada dravyena
ekagunariipena sthatum anekatmakasyavisistatvat. napy ekadeSena gunariipam
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anubhavitum Sakyam, krtsnasya ghatadiripapratiteh; Ms B 200b3-5: tadyatheti ...
na hi Sakyam ityadi. ... avisesat ... napy ekadeSena gunariipam anubhavitum

Sakyam ... krtsnasyetyadi.
(CE. khyad par med pa’i phyir ro V 110,28 : khyad par med pa’i phyir K
111,28.

%7 Since any given referent has a multitude of properties, it would require a
multitude of speakers to convey them at the same time and therefore, by implication,
a multitude of listeners for decoding what the speakers say. This is inconsistent with
the way in which verbal knowledge is conveyed; cf. NCV 633,11{f where Simhasiiri
explains Dignaga’s argument with reference to the speaker (vakzr) as opposed to the
grahitr decoding what the speaker says: ekasminn arthe ghatadau
ghatatvaprthivitvadravyatvasattvadibhinnesu vaktrsu kascid ghata iti brite kascit
prthivityadi yavat san iti. tatra ghatabhidhane so ’rtho ghataripena krtsno
vabhidhiyate ekadeSena va? na tavat krtsnah, tasminn eva kale vaktrantarasya
parthivatvenabhidhanasambhavaprasangat: “When someone among the speakers
that are divided between potness, earthness, substanceness, existence, and so on,
says ‘pot’, about the same referent viz a pot, and so on, and some says ‘earth’, and
so on, up to ‘existent’, in that case, is this referent denoted in toto in the form of
‘pot’ or is it denoted partially? In the first place it is not denoted in toto because the
[absurd] consequense is that it would be impossible for another speaker at the same
time to denote is as ‘earthen’;” cf. NCV 634,5-6: yatha param prati tvadudahrta-
ghataparthivatvoktau “yadi ghatatvena samastam vastu visistam tatah parthivatvas-
yavakasabhavan na yujyate” iti isto dosah: “Like the mistake you have pointed out,
in opposition to the opponent, in your statement about potness and earthenness
which you have quoted as examples, namely that if the entity as a whole is qualified
by means of potness it is not justified because there is no room for earthenness.”

% There are three ways (trayi gatih) in which one might cognize a thing as
Jinendrabuddhi explains: 1. cognition of the form of any property among the many
that define an entity; 2. cognition of the form of all (its qualities) partially, i.e., one
by one; 3. cognition of the form of all qualities in toto, cf. PST Ms B 200b3-4: atra
trayi gatih. anyatarasyaiva va gunasya ripam pratipadyeta, sarvesam api va
ekadesah, sarvatmanad va sarvesam eveti.

% Cf. PST Ms B 200b4-5: tatra na tavad ekaikasyaiva, avisesat. na hi
sattadinam kascid viseso ’sti, yata ekasyaiva riipam pratipadyeta, nanyasya: “In the
first place, there is no [cognition] of each single [property] because of absence of
difference. For there is no difference whatever between the [general property]
existence, and so on, so that the form of only one would be cognized, but not that of
another.”

190 cf, PST Ms B 200b5-6: yadi hy ekadesena viSesanariipam pratipadyeta,
tadaikadesSo ’sya ghata iti pratiyeta, tatha parthivo dravyam ityadi: “For if one were
to cognize the form of the qualifiers partially, one would cognize one part of its as
‘pot’, similarly one part as ‘earthen’, ‘substance’, and so on.”

%"V 110,29 adds lan cig tu (= yugapat) : om. K. The reading of V is doubtful as
it does not occur in the corresponding passage at NCV 625,19, q.v. no. [35] above.
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B8] sarvair va mecakeksanam. Qu. Ms B 200b6.

2.¢f. PST Ms B 200b6-201al: sarvair ghatatvaparthivatvadibhir visesanaih
samastasya vastuno yugapad upakare tadriipapattau ghatadiripasya vibhagena
grahanabhavad  avibhdgenanyonyam  abhinnanekarapagrahanam  syat, na
vibhagena ghato ’yam parthivo vetyadikam: “If such qualifiers as potness and
earthenness, and so on, at the same time were to exert their influence on the entity as
a whole, then, in that it assumes [all] their forms because there is no apprehension of
it by way of distinction between the form of ‘pot’, and so on, there will be an
undifferentiated apprehension of their various forms because they are not mutually
differentiated due to lack of distinction [between them], but there would not be [an
apprehension of it] by means of distinction [into] ‘this is a pot’, or ‘this is earthen,’
etc.”

BT atha punah sarvair ghatatvadibhir upakaro yugapat krtsnasya kriyate, tatah
pratyekam ghatadiriipagrahanabhdavad mecakadarsanam yugapat sarvariipapatteh
syat. Restored, cf. NCV 625,19-20: atha punah sarvair ghatatvadibhir upakaro
yugapat krtsnasya kriyate, tatah sarvesam pratyekam grahitrnam ghatadirapagra-
hanabhavat sarvagunasankarena mecakadarsanam yugapat sarvariapapatteh syat;
Ms 201al: yugapat sarvaripapatterV iti.

(DCT. drios po thams cad cig car du thob pa yin no V : o bo thams cad gcig par
mthon ba’i phyir K.

19 Cf. the use of mecakavarna at TSP 350,22-23 (ad TS 887 = VP I1:126): yad
va tapahSrutadinam mecakavarnavad aikyena bhdsanad esam eva parasparam
asatyah samsargah. tatha hi ete pratyekam samudita va na svena rilpenopalabhyate,
kim tu alatacakravad esam samithah svaripam utkramyavabhdsata iti. VP loc. cit
and the exposition at TSP are related to the discussion at Maha-bh I 411,15ff.
AmarakoSa 1.4:14 defines mecaka as black: krsne nilasitasyamakalasyamala-
mecakah. Ct. ad loc. explains mecaka as misribhavati, being mixed together,
variegated.

1 ¢f. PST Ms B 20lal-2: yatas tad dravyam sarvesam ripam yugapad
apadyate. tad evam upakaravirodhad ghatadiriipena grahanam na syat. asti ca tat:
“Because the substance at the same time assumes the form of all [of its general
properties]. Thus there would be no apprehension in the form of ’pot’, etc. because
the influence [of the general properties] is in conflict [with linguistic experience].
And yet this [apprehension] exists.”

' For this paragraph, cf. the quotation at NCV 625,19-20 (cf. no. [37] above):
“If, on the other hand, all [of the general properties] such as potness, and so on,
simultaneously assist the [substance as a] whole, there would be a confused
perception due to the mixing together of all the properties in it because [the
substance] simultaneously assumes the form of all [of the general properties] and
because the listeners do not apprehend them all, one by one, in the form of ‘pot’,
etc.”
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B8 bhedesu jatau tadyoge tulyo dosas ca tesv api. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
201a2-3: bhedesv ityadina; Ms B 202b5-6: bhedesu jatau tadyoge tulyo dosas ca
tesv apityadind prag eva nirakrtam.

1% According to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignaga extends the problems of the theory of
the general property possessor to the other theses mentioned in the first half of the
verse, formulating the corresponding reasons in the second half, cf. PST Ms B
201a2-3: bhedesv ityadina tadvatpaksoditam dosam paksantaresv atidisati. uttarar-
dhena tv atraivopapattim aha.

'97Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 201a3: jatiripam bhedesu na))
yujyate, Sabdasvaripam® jatau, Sabdasvaripayuktajatiripam sambandhe: “The
form of the general property is not justified with regard to the particulars, the own
form of the word is not justified with regard to the general property, and the form of
the general property as connected with the own form of the word is not justified with
respect to the relation.”

Wesu na yuj® em. : %esv ayam ayuj® Ms

@osyariap® em. : °rip® Ms

198 Cf. tha dad pa’iV) 1o bos K : tha dad pa’i rio bo la V.
Dtha da pa’i em. : tha da pa’i rarn gi K.

139 avasyam. Qu. Ms B 201a4.

19 Cf. PST Ms B 201a4: sambandhiripaviviktasyarthatmano vaca visayikartum
asakyatvad avasyam ity aha: “Since it is impossible for an expression to take as its
referent the nature of a thing as dissociated from the form of its relatum, he says
‘necessarily.””

MOl iatau> mukhyah,(V bhedesipacarita iti®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 201a5:
dravlyatvddiyu mukhyo bhedesiipacarita iti.

(DCE. rigs la gtso bo K : drios kyi (sic) rigs dag la V.

@)Cf. Zes V : phyir K.

" That is, general properties like substanceness, cf. PST Ms B 201a5:
dravyatvadisu.

" For Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks on what distinguishes the bhedapaksa from the
tadvatpaksa, cf. no. 113 below.

"> These problems comprise 1. direct and transferred application, 2. no
denotation in succession, and 3. incompatibilty of the influence of the general
properties [with verbal distinctions], cf. PST Ms B 201a4-6: kas tarhi tadvatpaksad
bhedapaksasya visesah? tadvatpakse sajjatiripena sacchabdo "bhidhayakah, bheda-
pakse tu dravyadiripena. evam hi bhedariipendabhihita bhavantity esa visesah.
tatrapi dravyatvadisu mukhyo bhedesupacarita iti pirvavad eva dosa vacyah:
mukhyopacaritavrttitvam, kramenanabhidhanam, gunopakaravirodhas ca: “Then
what is the difference of the thesis about the particulars [being the denotable objects]
from the thesis about the general property possessors [being the denotable objects]?
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On the thesis about the general property possessors [being the denotable objects] the
word ‘existent’ denotes in the form of the general property existence, but on the
thesis about the particulars [being the denotable objects] it denotes in the form of
substances, etc. For in this way they are denoted in the form of particulars. Such is
the difference. And also in that case the problems are to be stated exactly as before,
on the grounds that (i#i) it denotes substanceness, and so on, directly and is
transferred to the particulars, namely, direct and transferred application, no
denotation in succession, and incompatibility with the influence of the general
properties.”

"3 Cf. de dan Idan pa la brjod pa bZin du skyon thams cad brjod par bya "o (D V
: de dan ldan pa bZin du thams cad la fies pa brjod par bya ’o K.
(DCE. PST Ms B 201a5: pirvavad dosa vacyabh.

U sambhavatahD. Qu. Ms B 201a6.
(CE. srid pas V : srid pa yin no (sic) K.

114 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of Dignaga’s use of the word *possibility” at
Ms B 201a6: jatyabhidhane “prakarsah syad vina dhiya” (PS V 5d) ity
asyasambhavat, sambandhabhidhane ’py, ata eva sambhavagrahanam: “Since it is
impossible that ‘there would be [perception of] degree of intensity [of the general
property possessor] without perception (prakarsah syad vina dhiya) (of the degree
of intensity of the property)’ (PS V:5d) if the general property as well as the relation
are denoted, precicely therefore he uses [the word] ’possibility.”” After this
explanation he continues addressing qestions regarding the problems of the
denotation of the relation, cf. PST Ms B 201a7-201b3: nanu ca piarvam
sambandhasyanabhidheyataivoktaV). "tat katham idanim sadripenabhidhanam
asriyate? katham catrabhedopacarah sambandhasyangikriyate? pirvam hy asattva-
bhitatvad akhyatarthasya Sabdabhedopacaranupapatter anabhidhanam uktam.
sambandho ’py asattvabhiita® eva. tat kutas tasyabhedopacarah? sattaya sacchab-
dena va? asati cabhedopacare kutah pirvoktadosaprasamgah? atha sattabhedopa-
carena sa ucyate, katham sadyogasabdayoh samanddhikaranyanupapattih? naisa
dosah, abhyupetya sambandhabhidhanam asya dosasyabhidhanat. yady a(pi
sambandho bhidhiyate, tathapi tadvatpaksadosanatipattir jatimattulyakaksatvad®
iti pradarsanartham idam uktam.

Wem. : °dhasyabhi® Ms

@em. : 'pi va satva® Ms

®em. : °tilya® Ms

"5 For Sanskrit ifi, cf. Zes srid pasV) V : phyir srid pa yin no (sic) K.
(DCE. PST Ms B 201a6: ity asambhavat, q.v. above no. 114.

"8 Cf. rigs brjod pa’i (phyir) K : rdzas su brjod pa V.
"7 Ct. rigs kyan mion par brjod par bya ba la K : brjod par bya ba’i rigs dag la

V. For the assumption that the own form (svaripa) of the word is superimposed
upon the jati as its referent (artha), cf. no. 304 below.
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M2 tadvams caV) bheda evestah sa ca pirvam nirakrtah. Qu. SVT 62,11; NR
425.8; Cf, PST Ms B 201b3: tadvams cetyadind paksantaratvam evasya nirakaroti.
Mea SVT Ms : tu NR.

"8 Cf. rigs kyi sgra ru "oV V : om. K.
(DAlthough V is syntactically akward, 1 assume that this phrase translates
Sanskrit jatisabde, which makes sense in the present context.

"9 Cf. siiar sparis pa yin no K : bsal Zes pa ni siar V (this translation is akward).

120 Unlike the previous translation of 2a K is not syntactically confused this time.
V repeats the syntactically impossible first translation adding par (DC om. in
accordance with the previous translation) after med. The qu. of 2a involves the
reasons given at 2b viz. anantyad vyabhicaratah as indicated by SVT 62,8f on SV
Apoha® 128, introducing Dignaga’s argument as follows: yat punar etasminn eva
pakse bhiksunoktam: jativisistesu abhidhiyamanesu svalaksanany evabhidheyani
prapnuvanti, tesam anantyavyabhicarabhyam avacyatvam uktam iti: “With regard
to this thesis the monk has explained: "When they are denoted as qualified by the
general property, it follows [absurdly] that only the individual entities are denotable,
and they are explained not to be denotable because they are infinite and because of

5 99

ambiguity’.

21 Cf. de yar'D rigs dan ldan pa la yan brjod pa yin no V : de yan rigs dar ldan
pa yin no K.
Wyan em., cf. K : dan V.

3 panu coktam. Qu. Ms B 201b3.
122 Cf. rigs kyi sgra K : om. V (PN so; D conj. rigs ni ).

12 Cf. rigs dan Idan pa tsam brjod par byed pa K : rigs dan ldan pa tsam gyi(!)
brjod par byed pa V.
(Dgyiem. : gyis V.

124 Cf. PST Ms B 201b4-5: na hy atra bhedabhedaripenabhidhiyante, kim tarhi
tesam jatimatam yad aviSistam ripam sattasamaropitam tad eva bhedariipasam-
sparsenabhidhiyate. tatha ca bhedapaksat paksantaram evedam iti manyate: “For in
this case it is neither denotable in the form of various kinds of particulars,(l) but
rather, it is only the undifferentiated form of the general property possessors as
transposed to the general property existence that is being denoted without touching
on the form of the particulars. And thus this is a different thesis from the thesis
about the particulars. This is what is meant.”

(D 1 regard bhedabheda as an instance of a reduplicated cpd. from < bheda +
bheda with rythmical lenghthening, denoting “various kinds of particulars.” Cf.
AiGr II.1 p. 148; Nachtrige zu II.1 p. 44.

“4I yady evam. Qu. Ms 201b5.
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' Dignaga is going to show that the opponent’s theory does not differ in
substance from the views that the denotation of the word is the general property or
the relation of the general property: the mere general property possessor will either
be the general property as such or its relation, cf. PST Ms B 201b5-6: yady evam
ityadina jatiyogapaksayor asyantarbhavat paksantaratvam pratisedhayati. katham
punas tadvanmatram satta sambandho va syad ity aha: tadvanmatram tv ityadi: “By
the words “if this is the case, and so on,” he denies that it is a different thesis since it
is included in the theses of the general property and its relation. To the question “in
what way then would the mere property possessor be [the general property]
existence or its relation,” he answers “the mere property possessor, nevertheless,
etc.”

SVT 62,18-19: yac catra bhiksund jatimattvamdtram vacyam bhavisyatity
asankya vikalpitam: atha jatimattvam, kim jatitadvatos sambandhah kim va saman-
yariapam iti. evam ca vikalpya pirvoktajatisambandhabhidhanadoso yojaniyah ity
uktvoktam: “Moreover, the monk supposes that the denotable object will be the mere
property of being a general property possessor and conjectures: “Suppose [the
denotable object] is the property of being a property possessor, is it the relation of
the general property and the general property possessor or the form of the general
property [that is the denotable object]?”” And having conjectured thus he objects as
follows, thinking that the previously mentioned problem of the denotation of the
general property and the relation is applicable to the case.

143 tadvanmatram tuVY) sambandhah satta veti vicaritam. Qu. SVT 63,22; NR
425,29; Cf. PST Ms B 201b5: tadvanmatram tv ityadi.

1)"matram tu Ms : °matre 'pi SVT NR, cf. de Idan tsam ni K : de ldan tsam yan
V : de dan ldan pa tsam ni T; V is ambiguous as yan is used to translate not only
Sanskrit api, but also ca and fu; cf. Obermiller, Indices s.vv. ni and yar.

20 Cf. PST Ms B 201b6-7: matrasabdena bhedanirakarane samanyam
sarvanugatam ripam Sabdartha ity uktam bhavati. tac ca pravrttinimittatvad bhava-
pratyayenabhidheyam. na sattam sambandham va muktvanyad upalabhyate bhava-
pratyayasya tatraiva vidhanat: “The word ‘mere’ is for the sake of excluding the
particulars, and it means that the referent of the word is the general property, which
is the form that is continuously present in everything. And since this is the cause of
application, it is is to be denoted by means of the bhava affix. Apart from the
general property existence or the relation [of the general property existence] no
other [cause of application] is found because the bhava affix is prescribed for
denoting this only.”

2T Cf niK : yan V.

128 Cf. de ldan 7id K : de dan ldan pa V; cf. gVT 63,9ff: matubantad ayam
bhavapratyayah krtah, sa ca sambandhavdcy api smaryate: “This bhava affix is
introduced after a word ending in a matup affix, and it is also traditionally thought to
denote the relation.”

' This clause is syntactically confused in KV: *brel pa am yon tan la ’gyur K
probably translates sambandhe gune va bhavati; nam ’brel pa’i yon tan du 'gyur ro
V is comparable to brel pa’i yon tan du ’gyur ro V (114,9), which, as indicated by
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the context, must be interpreted in the same way. The term ’property’ (guna)
denotes any given general property (jati, samanya).

130 Dignaga supports his analysis with a well-known grammatical quotation
whose source Jinendrabuddhi omits identifying, cf. PST Ms B 201b7: etad dgamena
darSayitum aha: samasakrttaddhitesv ityadi. sambandhabhidheyatayam dagamah.
The Sanskrit grammarian Bhattoji Diksita claims that the quotation stems from
Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyatika, cf. Vaiyakaranasiddhantakarika 49: krttaddhitasama-
sebhyo matabhedanibandhanam, tvatalor arthakathanam tikayam Harind krtam.
Kaunda Bhatta explains in Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara ad loc. that the mention of Hari
and tika serves to rebutt the erroneous view current among Mimamsakas and other
scholars (= Naiyayikas) that this definition of the function of #vatal is a varttika and
thus by implication to be attributed to Katyayana!): krttaddhitasamasebhyah (sic)
sambandhabhidhanam bhavapratyayenanyatra ridhyabhinnaripavyabhicaritasam-
bandhebhya iti vartikavacam iti mimamsakadinam bhramam apakurvann aha tika-
yam, Bhartrharina Mahabhasyatikayam ity arthah. 1t is, of course, an open question
if the attribution to Bhartrhari is trustworthy because the attribution of the quote to
Bhartrhari is very late. On the other hand, the claim that the abstract affixes fva and
ta denote the general property (jati), when introduced after idiomatic expressions
and words whose connection (to existence) is invariable, is only known from
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya; cf. Jatisamuddesa VP III 1:48: asvasabdabhidhanas tu
narasimhadijatayah saripavayavevanya tasu Srutir avasthita; and VP III 14 39cd
where Bhartrhari explains that in the case of terms like gaurakhara the jati is not
expressed prior to the formation of the compound (prag vrtter jativacitvam na
gaurakharadisu). The view that the abstract affixes denote existence (satta) is
essential to Bhartrhari’s metaphysics, cf., e.g., Jatisamuddesa 34: sa nitya sa mahan
atma, tam ahus tvataladayah.

The idea of the invariability of connection (avyabhicaritasambandha) of
existence to things ultimately derive from Mahabhasya, cf. no. 133() below, but
Bhartrhari has elaborated the idea with the background of his metaphysics of
existence (sarta).

(Cf., e.g, NVT 52,4: iti Katyayaniyavacanat; Nyayakanika: 20,19: iti
vartikakaravacanat.

W8l samasakrttaddhitesu  sambandhabhidhanam anyatra  ridhyabhinnaripa-
vyabhicaritasambandhebhyah. Qu., e.g., Nyasa Vol. I: 610,28-29; Maha-bh-P Vol.
1V: 342,2-3; VPP Vol. I 194,15 (reading abhinnayoga for abhinnaripa with Ms C;
Helaraja, however, only addresses the meaning of the term abhinnaripa op. cit.
197,8; Bhartrhari mentions abhinnariipatva in a similar grammatical context at VP
III 837¢); cf. PST 38, on PSV 1:3d: yathoktam: samdasakrttaddhitesu sambandhabhi-
dhanam iti; Hayes 1988: 713f.

! Dignaga mentions at PSV I:3d the view that words like dandin and visanin
that terminate in taddhita affixes denote their referents as qualified by a connection
(sambandhavisista). This view is characteristic of Bhartrhari’s analysis of taddhita
forms and compounds in general, cf. VP III 912, 920, 922; 933ff; no.s 132 and 596
below.
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132 For a concise explanation of the grammatical implications of the statement,
cf. PST Ms B 201b7-202a3: rajapurusatvam pdacakatvam aupagavatvam iti tesu
samasadisu svasvamikriyakarakapatyapatyavatsambandhd ucyante yathakramam.
tad atrapi sacchabdasya krdantatvat sambandhabhidhanam syat. anye tv asyaiva-
pavadam ahuh: anyatretyadi. esa gunabhidhayitayam dgamah. riadhat samasat:
gaurakharatvam srmaratvam, taddhitat: hastitvam. atra jatimdatram ucyate, na
sambandhah. taddhitad abhinnarapat: suklatvam. suklasabdasya matvarthiyan-
tasyapi prakrtya tulyarpatvat. atrapi guna evdbhidhz}yate. avyabhicaritasambandhat
kutah sattvam. na tu sattam padartho vyabhicaratitiV. atra saiva sattabhidhiyate na
sambandhah: “When [the bhava affixes] are introduced after these viz.
rajapurusatvam pdacakatvam aupagavatvam, then, beginning with the compound, a
master servant relation, an agent action relation, and a descendant originator relation
are denoted, respectively. In this context therefore also the word ’sat’ would denote
a relation because it ends in a krr affix. Others formulate an exception to this viz.:
Apart from, etc. This is the received tradition about denoting a property: [apart from]
when it is introduced after a conventional term, viz. a compound: gaurakharatvam,
after a [conventional term] ending in a krt affix: srmaratvam, and after a
[conventional term] ending in a taddhita affix: hastitvam. In these [instances] (atra)
the mere jati is denoted, not the relation. When introduced after [a word] ending in a
taddhita affix whose form is not distinct®: suklatvam because the word sukla has
the same form although in its original state it ends in the (faddhita) affix denoting
possession [i.e., matup]. In this case too, it is only the property that is denoted.
[Apart from] when it is introduced after [a term] whose relation is invariable. Why is
it existence? “Certainly, a thing does not deviate from existence. In this case it is
only existence that is denoted.”

Cf. PST 1 38,12-17 on PSV L:3d: kriyadravyabhyam tadvatam yah sambandhah
sa Sabdapravrttinimittam. tatha hi karakatvam® danditvam iti bhavapratyayah
kriyakarakadisambandhe bhavati. yathoktam: samasakrttaddhitesu sambandhabhi-
dhanam iti. Sabdapravrttinimitte ca bhavapratyayo bhavati. tatha cahur: ‘“yasya
gunasya hi bhavad dravye Sabdanivesah, tadabhidhane tvatalav”(vartt 5 on A V
1:119) iti. pacako danditi ca krttaddhitau. tasmad atra sambandhe bhavapratyayah.

(D For this statement, cf. Mahabhasya ad A I1.3:1 vartt 11, Vol. I 443,5-8; VP
11.3:51.

() For the grammatical implications of the term abhinnaripa, cf., e.g., Helaraja
on VP 1I1.14:136¢: vrtter abhinnaripatvat; Kaiyata’s lucid remarks on Mahabhasya
ad A 'V 2:94, vartt 3: “gunavacanebhyo matupo luk.” Sukladaya evabhinnariipa
gune tadvati ca dravye vartamana grhyante; and on A V 2:94, vartika 4: avyati-
rekad iti gunaguninoh so ’yam ity abhisambandhad abhedadhyavasayad utpattir eva
man%[)w nastity arthah.

() The reading karakatvam is odd. One would expect pdcakatvam followed by
danditvam as examples of the rule that the abstract affixes f@ and fvam denote the
relation, when introduced after krt and taddhita derivatives like pacaka and dandr,
mentioned a few lines below. Cf. Padamanjari Vol. IV 106,8 (ad A V 1:119):
pacakatvam iti kriyakarakasambandhah.

133 Cf. Zes brjod zin to V : om. K.
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U7 tadvan artho ghatadis cen'V na patadisu® vartate, samanyam arthah sa
katham? Qu. SVT 63,17-18; NR 426,8-9; Cf. PST Ms B 202a3-4: radvan rtho
ghatadis cetyqdma . samanyam arthah sa katham iti.

Meen na SVT 63,17-18; NR 426,8-9 : ca Ms

@em. : ghatadisu NR, cf. snam bu sogs pa (sic) V : bum pa la sogs rnams la K.

B4 NCV 733,19 quotes a couple of similar padas that probably stem from the
Samanyapariksavyasa: satvan artho ghatadir na patadisu na vartate: “Suppose the
referent that is the possessor of the [general property] existence is a [single] pot, etc.
That is not the case, for it [viz. the pot] does not reside in cloth, etc.”

Dignaga addresses in this paragraph the assumption that the denotation of the
word ’existent’ is a single instantiation of existence such as a pot. As Dignaga points
out this contradicts the assumption that the general property existence is present in
every single of its instantiations. For if the instantiation is restricted to a single
referent like a pot in which the general property is resident to the exclusion of other
referents, the idea of the general property residing in each single instantiation
becomes untenable, if the pot does not reside in other things like cloth.

Jinendrabuddhi explains that tadvan artho ghatadih, and so on, states the reason
why a single possessor of the general property existence does not reside in the many
instantiations of existence. samanyam arthah sa katham is the pramanaphala, i.e.,
the result of the proof: that which does not reside in aneka, cannot be a general
property, like an individual entity (svalaksana), cf. PST Ms B 202a3-4: tadvan ’rtho
ghatadis cetyadnanekatravrttitvahetuh sicitah. samanyam arthah sa katham iti
pramanaphalam. yad anekatra na vartate, na tat samanyam svalaksanavat, tatha ca
tadvan. vyapakbhavah.

Kumarila applies Dignaga’s argument to a hypothetical exclusion possessor at
SV Apoha® 131ab: na caikapohavan artho vartate 'rthantare kvacit; cf. also NCV
635,10: yady api tadvad ghatadi patadisu na vartate.

SVT on SV Apoha® 131 introduces Dignaga’s argument in this way: yada
gotvavisistah Sabaleyo gosabdasya vacyatvam angikrtam tadasau bahuleye nastiti
tatra goSabdapravrttir na syad iti: “When it is agreed that the object of denotation
of the word ‘cow’ is the brindled cow as qualified by the general property cowhood,
this [brindled cow] does not exist in the speckled cow. Consequently the word ‘cow’
would not refer to this.”

K and V differ in their interpretation of the syntax of padas 9c-10a. If we
disregard the syntactical problems of V 112,21-23 the Tibetan reproduction of the
verse runs: “If the property possessor viz. a [single] referent like a pot does not
reside in cloth, and so on, how could this referent be the general property,” whereas
K (quite apart from its many inaccuracies: such as interpreting tadvan as if it were
the particle tadvat = de bZin) construes samanyam with vartate. On this
interpretation the verse says: “If a [single] referent like a pot is the property
possessor and the general property does not reside in cloth, and so on, how could
this be the referent.”

48] anekavrm(l) hi samanyam. Qu. Ms B 202a4.
(Metj em. : °tir Ms

135 For the qualification of the general property as anekavrtti, cf. the definition of
samanya at PBh § 361: svavisayasarvagatam abhedatmakam anekavrtti.
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1 t4¢ ca. Qu. Ms B 202a5.

16 Cf gal te K : gan) V.
(DThe reading gan is presumably based upon a misreading of yadi as yad.

(501 katham <tesam samanyam iti yujyate>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 202a5:
katham iti.

7 Cf. snam bu la sogs pa la jug pa yin nam (sic) V : bum pa la sogs pa rnams la
‘jug pa ma yin na K.

138 Cf. the phrase at 10a: samanyam arthah sa katham.

B panu ca®. Qu. Ms B 202a.
(1) Cf.’on te yar K : spyi ste V (for which read ci ste).

521 pimartham®. Qu. Ms B 202a6.
(CT. ¢i’i don du K : don spyi yin V (for which read don ci yin).

% The opponent objects to Dignaga’s attributing the form of the general
property to the general property possessor, cf. PST Ms B 202a5-6: nanu cetyadina
siddhasadhyatam aha tadvatah samanyariipatayanistatvat. tad anistam samanya-
riapadhyaropena siicayann aha: kimartham ityadi. In the light of this explanation the
reading de la ci’i don du spyi med par sgro ’dogs par byed Ze na K must be
corrected to read de la ci’i don du spyi 7iid du sgro ’dogs par byed Ze na, cf. de spyi
fiid du sgro btags pa’i don ciV) yin V.

(DSo read, cf. no. [52].

Y0 Ct. de dan ldan par briod pa ma yin te K : de la ’jug pas ni brjod par mi
bya’'o V.

14! Jinendrabuddhi points out that Dignaga presupposes that the opponent
assumes that the word ’existent’ denotes a real general property, when he talks about
the feasibility of the connection and lack of ambiguity. In addition he assumes that
(a general term) is co-referential with particular terms, which presupposes a relation
between general and particular properties, which would be impossible if general
properties did not exist, cf. PST Ms B 202a6-202b1l: evam manyate: sambandha-
saukaryam avyabhicaram ca bruvata sacchabdasya samanyabhidhayitvam asritam

. viSesasabdaih samandadhikaranyabhyupagamac ca.(V) na hy asati samanyavise-
sabhave samanadhikaranyam upapadyate. tatha hi samanyasSabdad avisesena
pravartamanda buddhir visesasabdair visesantarebhyo vyavacchidya viSiste visaye
vyavasthapyate. tad asati samanye nopapadyate: “The idea is as follows: someone
who claims that the connection is feasible and that there is no ambiguity relies on
the fact that the word ‘existent’ denotes the general property [existence] ... and
because of the assumption that [the word ‘existent’] is co-referential with words
denoting particular [general properties].(!) For co-reference is not justified when
there is no general-particular relation. That is, an idea that arises without
differentiation because of a general term is restricted to a distinct object by terms
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denoting particular [general properties] by being excluded from other particular
[general properties]. This is not justified when there is no general property.”

(DIt is difficult to construe this clause with the preceding and following; some
part of the argument appears to be missing. T corrobotates the reading of Ms

B3 sattadisu ca <sattadir nasti>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 202b2: sattadisu
cetyadi.

42 . PST Ms B 202b1-3: atra ca samanyam tadvad ity abhyupagame dvidha
vikalpah. samanyasya va sattadeh tatvatta syat, tadvato va ghatadeh samanateDti
tatra pirvam na sambhavatiti darSayann aha: sattadisu cetyadi. na hi sattadisu
Jjatyantaram asti nihsamanyatvat samanyanam. tad avasyam dvitiyo vikalpo *bhyu-
peya iti: “And if, in this case, a general property and a general property possessor
are assumed [to exist], there are two options: either the general property existence,
and so on, will be the general property possessor, or the possessor of the general
property like a pot will be the general property. Now, in the present case the first
[option] is impossible. This he shows explaining: “And at existence, etc.” For there
are not other general pr (gertles at existence, etc. because general properties are
Wlthout general properties(?). Therefore one is forced to adopt the second option.”

(DThe reading samanata (cf. mtshuns pa iid T) is undoubtedly an error for
samanyata, cf. the remark attributed to the opponent about the attribution of
samanyata to the general property possessor.

2)Cf. the statement jater ajatitah, PS V:11b, q.v.; v. no. 166.

54 tasmad <avasyam>"1) arthasya <samanyatabhyupeya>1. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 202b3: tasmad ityadi. arthasyen
(DCE. PST Ms B 202b2: tad avasyam dvitiyo vikalpo *bhyupeya iti.

'3 That is, a single general property possessor like a pot, cf. PST Ms B 202b3:
arthasyeti: prakrtatvat tadvato ghatadeh.

" In spite of the reading spyi khas blan bar bya o K : spyi’i don khas blarn bar
bya V the reading must have been samanyata as indicated by the pronoun sa quoted
in pratika at Ms B 202b3, cf. the objection that Dignaga superimposes the property
of being a general property upon the general property possessor.

551 sa ca <nasty arthasya>D yasmar®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 202b3: sa
cetyadl Ms B 202b3: yasmad ityadi.
DCt. de yan don la yod pa ma yin pa K : de yan don la yod pa la (sic om. DC)
ma yin pa V.
Dde’i phyir KV.

5 »dir K : om. V probably reproduces Sanskrit atra, which I interpret as an
anaphor referring back to arthasya.

146 Cf. PST Ms B 202b3-4: kevalagrahanena vacyasya tulyasya nirasam karoti.
Sabda eva vacaka esam tulyo, na tu vacyam kimcit tadvad ity arthah: “By using [the
word] alone he denies that the denotable object is the same. The meaning is this:
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Only the term that denotes them is the same, but no general property possessor
whatsoever is the denotable object.”

YW Ct. *dir ni sgra mtshuns *ba’® Zig go K : sgra don "ba’ Zig pa dar mtshurs
V.
Mem. : pa K. PS V:10b may be restored as sabdo ’tra kevalah samabh.

8 Cf. *dra ba yin gyi K : om. V.
581 g tu kenacit tadvata. Qu. Ms B 202b4.

49Cf. PST Ms B 202b4-5: vacakatulyatayaivaisam tulyatvam, na tu vacyena
tadvata kenacid vasturipenety arthah: “The meaning is that they are only the same
because the word denoting them is the same, but not because of any denotable
general property possessor whatsoever having the form of a real entity.”

T sartayogau ca <prag nirakrtau>D. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 202b5:
sattdfogau cetyadi.

(CE. snar bkag pa yin no K (Ms B 202b5: prag eva nirakrtam) : siar cun zad
kyan grub pa med do V.

0 That is above at 7cd, cf. PST Ms B 202b5-6: na satta Sabdasvariipena
tadvata vacya, sambandho ’pi sattaripena. atah sattvena sambandhena va vacyena
tadvata tulya bhavisyantity aha: sattayogau cetyadi. “bhedesu jatau tadyoge tulyo
dosas, ca tesv api’tyadind prag eva nirakrtam jatiyogayos tatvattayabhidhanam.

B8 nanimittah sa ca matah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 203b2: tato ’trapi
“nanimittah sa <ca>"V matah, ” cf. 202b7: nanimittah.

Mca em. (cf. de yan rgyu mtshan med mi *dod K : de yan rgyu mtshan med par
"dod V : rgyu mtshan med min’ de yan dod T).

"I That is, in the opponent’s §astra. cf. no. 37.
152 Cf. tha mi dad par K : gZan V (read gZan ma yin par?).
153 Cf. rgyu mtshan med par K : tha mi dad kyi rgyu mtshan V.

13 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 202b6-203al: yadi ghatadisu
Sabdah samah sa eva tarhi Sabdah Sabdatvena tadvams tesam samanyam bhavisyati
ti. aha: “nanimitta” (10c) ityadi. Sabdo hi tesam vacakataya sambandhi. tad eva tu
sambandhitvam ekanimittam antarena nopapadyate yasya naimittiko jatisabda ity
abhyupagamah, etena naimittikasya yasya Sabdasya yatra nimittam ndsti na sa tatra
prayogam arhati. tadyathda dandisabdo dandarahite pumsi. nasti ca naimittasya
jatisabdasya ghatadisu nimittam iti: “If the word is the same with regard to pot, and
so on, then the word as such, which is a general property possessor due to [its]
property of being a word, will be their general property. With this in mind he says
“not without a cause of application, etc.” For the word is their relatum because of its
denoting them. This very property of being a relatum, however, is not justified
without a cause of application for someone whose assumption it is that a general
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term has a cause of application. Therefore the word that has a cause of application is
not capable of being applied to the thing in which there is no cause of application,
just like [the application of] the expression 'possessing a staff’ to a man who has no
staff. And the general term that has a cause of application does not have a cause of
application in the pot, etc.”

155 Cf. de’i phyir de yari spyi ru sbyar bar mi bya’o V : de’i phyir yan ciV rigs
pa ma yin no K.
(Dci is a misspelling for spyi(r).

59 tatas ca. Qu. Ms B 203al.

6 Cf. PST Ms B 203al-2: yadi hi sacchabdena samanyam ucyeta, tatas
tadvisesanartham ghata iti ucyeteti syat samanadhikaranyam. asati tu samanya-
bhidhane kim kena visisyate. tatas cabhyupetahanam: “For if the general property
were to be denoted by the word ’existent’, then one could say ’pot’ for the sake of
qualifying it. Thus there would be co-reference. But when there is no denotation of a
general property, what then is qualified by what? And therefore the assumption is
given up.”

01 gtha punar ananyasmin dravye vartate sadgunam,V)  sacchabdad
ghatadyakanksayam visesanavisesyabhavah syat, nilatarddivat. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 203a2-4: atha punar iti ... ananyasmin® dravye vartata iti ... sacchabdad
ghatadyakanksayam visesanavisesyabhavah syat, nilataradivat.

(' Cf. the reading sadgunam of paraphrase at Ms B 203a3 below no. 159
indicating that syntactically the term belongs after vartate.

2 em., cf. gZan ma yin pa’i rdzas la V : nanyasmin Ms, cf. rdzas gZan la ’jug pa
ma yin pa T, corroborated by rdzas gZan la ’jug pa ma yin la K; cf. the reading
ananyatra no. 159 below.

57 Cf. PST Ms B 203a3: saty api samanyavisesabhave ’nyathd
visesanavisesyatvam samarthayate.

138 Cf. PST Ms B 203a3: ananyatra dravye vartiV sadgunam ghatadidravyam.
sadguna iti sattaguna ity arthah. sattaguno ’syeti krtva: “The [thing] possessing the
general property existence viz. a substance like a pot residing in the same substance.
The expression ’sadguna’ means ’having the general property existence’ on the
ground that is has the general property existence.”

D em., cf. géan ma yin pa’i rdzas la ’jug pa’i T : anyatra dravyavarti Ms

9Cf. PST Ms B 203a4-7: yatha nilagunam dravyam anyatra nilataradau
dravye ’tadgune ca na vartata iti, na tat samanyam. tathapi nilam ity ukte nila-
Sabdad bhedakanksa bhavati: yad etan nilam ity uktam, tat kim nilataram atha
nilatamam iti. tato bhedasabdair visesyate nilataro nilatamo veti. evam sann ity ukte
sattaya anekarthavrttitvad ghatadyakanksa bhavati: yo 'yam san sa kim ghato 'tha
pata iti. tatas tacchabdair visesayisyamah: ghatah pato veti: “For instance, the
substance that posseses the quality blue does not reside in another substance that is
bluer, and so on, and in one that does not possess this quality. Thus it is not a
general property. Nevertheless, when it is said ’blue’, the word ’blue’ causes the
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expectation of a complement: That thing called blue is it bluer or bluest? Therefore
it is qualified by particular terms viz. *bluer’ or ’bluest’. In the same way, when one
says ’existent’ there is the expectation of a complement like ’pot’ because existence
resides in many referents: that existent thing is it a pot or cloth? Therefore we shall
qualify them by means of the terms denoting them viz. pot’ or "cloth.””

SVT 64,4-8: yad api bhiksuna Sankitam: ma bhiit pindantarena visesanavisesya-
bhavah. tasminn eva pinde sattadivisiste ’bhihite paratadgatavisesakanksayam
visesanadivyavaharo bhavisyati san ghatah iti. yatha nilasabdena nilagune ’bhihite
tadgatavisesapeksaya tarabadivisesanam bhavati nilatara nilatamah iti: “the monk
[viz. Dignaga] subjects the following argument to criticism: let there be no qualifier-
qualified relation without a particular substance (pinda). When the same (tasminn
eva) particular substance that is qualified by the general property existence, and so
on, has been denoted, qualifiers, and so on, will be used because of the expectation
of complementation of further distinctions that pertain to it, such as ’a pot is
existent.” In the same way, when the blue quality has been denoted by the word
"blue’, a qualifier like ’fara’ is used with regard to the differences that pertain to it,
such as ’bluer,” bluest.””

U vady ekatrasitadivat. Qu. Ms B 203a7, SVT 64,9; NR 426,14.

10" ¢f. PST Ms B 203a7-203bl: yady ekatrasadhdaranariipe jatimati dravye
sadharant satta vartata iti, tatra sann ity ukte ghatadyakanksa bhavati. yatha nila
ity ukte nilataradyakanksa. tatas ca visesanavisesyabhava isyate: “If existence that
is common to many things resides in one general property possessing substance
having a singular form, in that case there is the expectation of a complement like
‘pot,” when it is said ’existent’. In the same way as the expectation of the com-
plement ’bluer,” when it is said ’blue’; and therefore there is claimed to be a
qualifier-qualified relation.”

1V Ct.’brel pa’i yon tan du ’gyur ro V : om. K.

(DC. the related expression’brel pa ’am yon tan la ’gyur te K 113,15-16; I
assume that V is based upon a misreading of the original Sanskrit, which, I believe,
constitutes an exact parallel to the above-mentioned quotation from K, and thus
probably reproduces *sambandhe gune va syat; this suggestion fits in with the
syntax, and, moreover, is supported by PSV on 11a; and Ms B 203b2-3, q.v. below
no. 163.

621 wetac ca nasti>(D. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 203b1: tan naitad®apy asti.
(DCE. *di yan yod min K : de Ita la *ani min V.
@em : na etad Ms

3 nilasabdo hih) <nilagunam dravyam abhidhatte. nilataradav anyatrasati®
tadvan na yujyated>®. Restored, cf. PTS Ms B 203bl: nilasabdo hityadi; Ms B
203b1-3, q.v. below no. 163.

(D Cf. srion po’i sgra ni V : sion po’i sgra la (sic) ni K.

@) Cf. Sin tu sio ba la sogs pa rnams la gZan (sic) med na K : Sin tu sno ba la
s0gs §7a med par gZan gyis V.

@) Cf. de dan ldan par ’thad pa ma yin no V : de dan ldan pa rigs pa ma yin te
K.
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) For the suggested restoration, cf. no. 163 below.

121t is quite impossible to construe this paragraph as it has been transmitted in
KV, and Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase suggests that a crucial part of the original text
is missing in both versions. I have inserted the missing part on the basis of the
paraphrase, which no doubt reflects Dignaga’s original text fairly accurately, cf.
PST Ms B 203bl-3: nilasabdo hi nilagunam dravyam abhidhatte. tac canyatra
nilataradauV) dravye na vartate. yac ca vartate nilatvam tatsambandho va sa

e =

samanam iti: “For the word ’blue’ denotes a substance possessing the quality blue.
And this [substance] does not reside in another substance that is bluer, etc. And that
which resides in it viz. the property blueness or its relation is not the referent of the
word. Therefore also in this case [the statement] is the same viz. “it is, moreover, not
considered to be without a cause of application” (PS V:10c).”

(DCT. §in tu sio ba la sogs pa rnams la gZan med na K : §in tu stio ba la sogs pa
la med par gzan gyis V.

163 That is, at PSV V:10c.

1% Cf. siion po iiid dan ldan pa®) *brel pa dag ni K : siion po iiid dan "brelV) pa
ni sgra’i don ma yin no V.

DProbably read de dar ’brel = tatsambandha, cf. PST Ms B 203b3: nilatvam
tatsambandho va sa Sabdartha eva na bhavati.

(641 upetyapi naitaj jater ajatitah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 203b3: upetyapiti ...
naitaj jater ajatitah; cf. NCV 636,10-11: upetyapi tu ... jater ajatitah, 733,13; SVT
64,14; NR 426,15 (reading naivam for naitat). For 11b cf. Dharmakirti’s PV 1I
156d: katham jater ajatitah.

15 Cf. ¢i de V (DC em. mistakenly spyi de, presumably on the basis of the first
line of the vrti, cf. V 114,16, K 115,16) : om. K; read ci ste corresponding to
Sanskrit yady api, cf. Obermiller Index II s.v.

16 Cf. upetyapi tu: NCV 636,10.

17 Cf. PST Ms B 203b3: yady api drstante siddhih syat tathapi <satvatah?>"
tena samanyam nasti: “Even though it were assumed [to be the case], i.e., even if it
were taken for granted with respect to the example, nevertheless there is no
similarity between it with regard to the general property existence.”

) The reading satvatah is problematic, cf. yod pa fiid la T, which suggest that
the translator either interpreted his Ms reading as a locative or a genitive of sattva or
sattd.

'8 Cf. PST Ms B 203b3-4: nasyam sajjatau ghatatvadijatir astiti ajatih:
“Without general property means that there is no general property like potness in the
general property existence.” NCV 636,11-12: jater ajatitah, nasyam jatir vidyata iti
ajatir iti vigrahat samanyanam asamanyadharatam darsayati: ““Because a general
property is without general properties’. In accordance with the analytical string
"without general property’ = ’a general property does not reside in it’ [viz. in
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existence], he shows that general properties are not containers of general
properties.” Cf. the well-known nydaya “nihsamanyani samanyani,” e.g., at TSP
728,13.

' Cf. PST Ms B 203b4-6: sattayam ghatatvadayo na santi jativisesa yatha
nilagunasya nilataradayo visesah, yatas tan viSesan updaddya dravye varteta.
tadanupadane ca tadvastusampramukharigpam na ghato na patah. tasman na
sacchabdad ghatadivisesakanksa yukta. nilaguna hy anekabhedah. sa ekatrapi
dravye vartamanah svabhedan upadaya yathabhisambhavam vartata iti yujyate.
tadabhidhayino nilasabdan nilataradyakankseti darsayati: “That is, there are no
particular general properties like potness in the general property existence in the
same way as the quality blue has particulars such as bluer, and so on, so that it
would reside in a substance together with these particular [general properties]. And
in that it does not appropriate these the chief form of their referent is neither a pot
nor cloth. Therefore it is not justified that one expects the complement of a
particular like ’pot’ from the word ’existent’. For the quality blue is divided into
many kinds. When it is resident in one substance it resides in it after having
appropriated, according to circumstances, its own kinds. He illustrates the blue
words that denote these [different kinds] by means of “expectation of the
complement ’bluer’, etc.” A related explanation is found at SVT 64,10-13: yuktam
nile tatra nilo gunah prakarsaprakarsadibhedabhinnas tarabadibhir visisyate.
sattajatis tu ghatadisinya svatmavisistam padartham pratipadayantt naiva
ghatatvadin akanksatiti na tatra visesanabhidhanam bhavati.

651 naivam sajjatir ghatadijatimati. Qu. Ms B 203b4.

661 vatas tan vifesan upadaya dravye <vrttau ghatadivisesakanksa syat>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 203b4-5: satta¥am ghatatvadayo na santi jativisesa ... yatas
tan visesan upadaya dravye varteta.) Cf. NCV 636,15 levels Dignaga’s apoha
theory with a similar argument: yato ’satsatvato vastunah aghatabhavaghatatvadin
upadaya pravarteta.

(DCE. gan las khyad par de iie bar blafis nas rdzas la ’jug pa na K.

101 assume that the reading bum pa fiid la sogs pa’i khyad par "dod pa yin no V,
is preferable to bum pa la sogs pa’i khyad par la ’jug par dogs par "gyur pa K,
provided that bum pa 7iid is corrected to read bum pa. The technical term akarksa is
never used in PS V in connection with the residence of general properties in their
loci, but always in the context of expecting the introduction of a complement to
another term. In fact, Ms uses the term ghatadivisesakarksa (cf. no. 167) in this
particular context, which corroborates the readings of V.

671 evam tarhi <ucyate> yady apy asabdavacya, tathapi ghatadisv arthaksiptesu
bhedakanksa bhavisyati, tadvan hy artho ’vasyam ghatatvadinam kenacit saman-
yenanubaddha <iti>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 203b7-204a2: evam tarhiti ... yady api
ghatatvadayah sacchabdavacya na bhavanti tathapi sattdvatdrthena ghatadisv
aksiptesu bhedakanksa bhavisyati. ... tadvan hy artho ’vasSyam ityadi ...
ghatatvadinam kenacit samanyenanubaddhah; cf. SVT 64,20-21 ad NY% Apoha®
132: asabdavacyair eva ghatadibhih  sajjatyaksiptair (read sajjatisabda®?)
visesanadivyavaharo bhavisyati: “On account of ’pot’, and so on, being implied by
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the general term ’existent’ without at all being expressly denotable by it, a qualifier,
and so on, is going to be used.”

I'Cf. PST Ms B 203b6-204al: Sabdo hi (éjaratantro gunapeksapravrttitvat
tadaksepasamarthah. <arthas> tu prayojanatvatV) pradhanah. tena jatiman artha
eva sarvabhedan aksipya vartate tatas ca yady api ghatatvadayah saccabdavacya
na bhavanti tathapi sattavatarthena ghatadisv aksiptesu bhedakarksa bhavisyati.
tato nasti visesanavisesyatvabhavah: “For the word is dependent (paratantra), and
because it applies in dependence upon a property it is not capable of implying these.
The referent, however, is primary because of being the purpose [of the word].
Therefore the very referent that is the general property possessor occurs by implying
all the particulars. And therefore, although potness, and so on, are not denotable by
the word ’existent’, there will, nevertheless, be the expectation of a particular in
that ’pot’, and so on, are implied by the referent possessing the general property
existence. Therefore it is not the case that there is no qualifier-qualified
relationship.”

(D) <arthas> tu prayojanatvat conj. : avastu prayojanutvat Ms, cf. T don ni dgos
(so read with CD, ed. dogs so) pa 7iid kyl phyir gtso bo ’o.

2. Cf. de (red P 73al) dan Ildan pa’i don V : yod pa dan ldan pa’i don K (=
sattavan). Cf. Ms B 204a2: jatiman arthah Sabdenopadiyate. sa ca niyogatah eva
ghatatvadinam kenacit samanyenanubaddhah. tatas ca tatsamanyabheddksepe
ghatadibheddaksepa iti.

'3 Cf. bum pa iiidV la sogs pa’i V : bum pa fiid la sogs pa K.
WDjiid em. : om. V.

174 Cf. PST Ms B 204a2: jatiman arthah Sabdenopadiyate. sa ca niyogata eva
ghatatvadinam kenacit samanyenanubaddhah. tatas ca tatsamanyabhedaksepe
ghatadibhedaksepa iti: “The referent that is the possessor of the general property is
assumed by the word, and this [referent] is by necessity connected to some general
property from among potness, etc. And therefore it implies a particular like a pot in
that it implies a particular general property.”

(8] arthaksepe ‘py anekantah. Qu Ms B 204a3, cf. NCV 637,6: naitad asti,
arthaksepe ’'py anekantah. NR 426,26 arthaksepe ’'py anaikantah. SVT 64,24
arthaksepo 'py anaikantah, cf. SV Apoha® 133ab: arthaksepo 'pi nasty eva.

'3 This statement introduces the rebuttal of the preceding argument, cf. PST Ms
B 204a2-3: imam api kalpanam nirakaryann aha.

91 grthaksepo hi. Qu. Ms B 204a3.

8 Cf. gan la don gyi Sugs kyis V : don gan la K. Since the traditional
understanding of arthapatti is that it is something that obtains according to the state
of the case (cf., e.g., NBh 573,3: arthad apattir arthapatti), it is reasonable to
assume that V has recorded a word that is missing in K.
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U1 tadyatha diva na bhurikta iti ratribhojaneV <niscayah>. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 204a3-4: tadyatha diva na bhurikta iti ... tadyatha diva na bhurikta ity atra

ratribhojane.
(DCE. nub mo za bar V : mtshan mo K.

7 This example belongs to the category of Srutarthapatti, i.e., implication of an
oral statement, cf. SBh 32,6: arthapattir api drstah Sruto va ’rtho ’nyathd
nopapadyata ity arthakalpand; cf. the discussion at SV Arthapatti® 51 in the context
of the criticism of Dignaga’s attempt to include arthapatti in anumana: pino diva na
bhurikte cety evamadivacah Srutau ratribhojanavijiianam Srutarthapattir ucyate:
“When hearing a statement like (NN) is fat, and yet he does not eat during the day
time’, the knowledge that he is eating at night is what is called implication of an oral
statement.”

" iha punah sad ity ukte na ghatadisu niscayah. <iti) samsaye sati> nasty
<arth>aksepah®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 204a3-5: iha punar ityadi ... nasty
aksepa iti pramanaphalam ... na ca sad ity ukte ghatadisu niscayah. kim tarhi
samsaya itiV.

(DV seems to presuppose a reading like ... niscaya iti samsaye sati, cf. ma res
pa’i phyir the tshom za ba yin pas V: ma nes pa’i phyir (sic) K. In the present
context samsayah that is missing in K would correspond to anekantah of PS V:11c.
The reading kim tarhi of Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase is not corroborated by the
readings of KV which usually render this adverbial complement as 'on kyan. It is
therefore reasonable to conclude that kim tarhi was not part of the original Sanskrit
text.

@em., cf. don gyis phans pa (= arthaksepah) KV : aksepah (cf. ’phans pa T) Ms

'8 Cf. gan gi phyir K : de’i phyir V. gaii gi phyir = yasmat correlates with tena
of PS V:11d; the readings of K suggest the following restoration: yasmat sa
Jjatisabdo na katham api bhedasamanyasambandhajatimadvacako yujyate, cf. no.s
181-82 below.

17 The reading ji ltar yan ... rigs pa ma yin no K would translate Sanskrit na
katham api ... yujyate. V is entirely confused. In addition to misconstruing the
dvanda compound khyad par dan spyi dan dan ’brel pa dan rigs dan ldan pa K for
which V reads tha dad ’brel pa’i spyi (NP ci) rigs dan ldan pa, the translators
misunderstood the expression na katham api, construing katham as acc. of katha in
dependence on the verb. Thus the adverbial complement katham api is reproduced
as the noun phrase lan "ga’ yan.

%0 Cf. NCV 609,19f: tatha ca jatisambandhajatimadabhidhananam asambhavad
‘anyapohakrc chrutih’.

2 tenanyapohakrc chrutih. Qu. Ms B 205a4; NCV 611,21; cf. NV 324,20-21:
tasmad ’anyapohakrc chrutir’ iti; PV 1Il:164cd: tato ’nyapohanisthatvad ukta
‘anyapohakrc chrutih’; TS 1237.

181 Simhastri regards the sloka pada PS V:11d as anyapohalaksanavakyam, cf.
NCV 611,20 and explains it ibid. line 21ff: tasya vyakhya: Sabdantararthapoham hi
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svarthe kurvati srutir abhidhatta ity ucyate ... tadanuvrttya vyavrttir yasmin vidyate
svarthe sa grhyate na vyavrttimatram. The first line of the explanation is the
beginning of a well-known prose fragment defining apoha, which evidently belongs
in a similar context. The same fragment is also addressed by Mallavadi, cf. NCV
612,5ff, just as Uddyotakara in his critique of Dignaga’s apoha theory quotes the
Sloka pada followed by the first line of its explanation as the conclusion of the
piarvapaksa, cf. NV 32420f. The prose fragment, which was known to all
contemporary scholars, stems in all likelihood from Dignaga’s SPVy. For the
sources of this fragment, which I quote here in extenso, cf. NCV loc.cit., and Pind
1999: 318-19: atha ca jatisambandhajatimadabhidhananam asambhavat “tenanya-
pohakrc chrutih.” Sabdantararthapoham) hi svarthe kurvati Srutir abhidhatta’ ity
ucyate; hisabdo yasmadarthe. yasmad vrksasabdo ‘vrksanivrttim® svarthe kurvan
svartham vrksalaksanam pratydayayatiti ucyate, evam nivritivisistam vastu
Sabdarthah, 'dravyadi san’, na nivrttimatram, alaksaniyam eva ca syan nivrtti-
matram, avastutvat, kharavisanakunthatiksnatadivarnanavat: “And since the
denotations of the general property, of the relation, and of the general property
possessor are impossible, the word excludes other [referents]. For (i) it is claimed
that the word "denotes’ in that it excludes the referents of other words for the sake of
its own referent. The word /i is used in the sense of "because’: Because it is claimed
that the word ‘tree” while precluding the word ‘non-tree’ (@ for the sake of its own
referent indicates its own referent as having the character of a tree. Thus the word’s
referent is a thing (vastu) as qualified by preclusion, [i.e.] an existent thing like a
substance, but not mere preclusion; for (ca) mere preclusion would indeed be
indefinable because it is an unreal thing, like [the unreal referents of] descriptions
like bluntness or sharpness of hare’s horns.”

For the referent as an entity (vastu) qualified by the non-existence or exclusion
of other things from its locus, cf. PSV V:34-36.

(1) Cf. the reading at NCV 640,7: sabdantararthapoham svarthe kurvati, which
in all likelihood imitates Dignaga’s original formulation; The definition was well-
known, cf. e.g. TS 1015 and TSP 394,8ff.

@) According to the apoha thesis words exclude other words as well as referents
of other words. Exclusion defines the general property in words and referents. Cf.
e.g. Translation of PSV V:33ab.

B tasmad <yad® uktam prak>? “krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena
bhasate,” <tad eva® sthitam>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 204b6: tasmadityadina.

(OCF. gar yin pa K : om. V.

Q)Ct. snar brjod pa ltar V : om. K.

G)Ct. de 71id K : om. V.

'82 This paragraph marks the end of the first section of PSV V. Dignaga
concludes that the validity of his own thesis is established because there is no other
theoretically justifiable solution to the problem of the denotation of words. The two
verses that follow PS V:11 introduce topics that are unrelated to those introduced in
the previous paragraphs, cf. no. 194 below. Uddyotakara closes his exposition of
Dignaga’s view in a similar way at NV 324,20-21: anyatra pratyayabhavapra-
sangdc ca, na ca anya gatir asti, tasmad anyapohakrc chrutir iti: “And because it
follows [absurdly] that there is no cognition otherwise, and there is no other way,
the word excludes other [referents].” As it appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks
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on this paragraph, other Indian scholars did not fail to notice that Dignaga seems to
corroborate the validity of the apoha theory merely by debunking the opponents’
theories without corroborating in detail its epistemological framework, cf. PST Ms
B 204b6-205a2: yathoktajatyadyabhidhanapratisedhopasamhdrena sva{yam eva
sthirikaroti. nanu ca “parapaksapratisedhena svapaksasiddhir alabhya” (D yathok-
tam avitapratisedhe. naiva dosah. pirvam evatra “krtakatvadivat svartham
anyapohena bhasata” (PS V:1cd) iti pratipaditam sabdasyanumanad abhinnatvam.
tatra kevalam pramanantaravadibhir vidhimukhena jatyadaya ucyante ity uktam.
tasmin pratisiddhe sa evartho vyavatisthate. vaksyamanam ca svapaksasadhanam
hrdi krtvaivam uktam: “He corroborates his own theory by means of summarizing
debunking [the views] that the word denotes the general property, etc. But is it not
so that “establishing one’s own thesis by means of debunking the opponent’s thesis
is inadmissible” as it has been formulated in the [chapter on the] rejection of the
avita inference? There is no fault at all. The fact that verbal cognition is not different
from inference has previously been explained in the [statement]: “It [i.e., a word]
denotes its own referent through exclusion of other referents in the same way as ’the
being produced’” (PS V:1cd). In this context it has been said by those who claim
that [verbal cognition] is a separate means of cognition that general properties, and
so on, are denoted in an affimative form. In that this has been debunked only this
referent is settled. And he has formulated it in this way while keeping in mind the
proof of his own thesis that is going to be explained.”

After this comment Jinendrabuddhi inserts an excursus on the apoha doctrine It
reflects Dharmakirti’s apoha theory and includes many quotations from Dharma-
kirti’s Pramanavartikasvavrtti. For the Sanskrit text of the excursus, see Appendix 2.

(1) Jinendrabuddhi appears to quote a passage from PSV III where Dignaga
debunks the Samkhya opponents view of indirect proof (avita) as that of the action
of establishing one’s own thesis through negation of the thesis of the opponent, cf.
Ms B 122a5: parapaksapratisedhena svapaksasthapanakriya avitah.

8 de ftid = tad eva, cf. the phrase sa evartho vyavatisthate at Ms B 205al, which
probably imitates the original Dignagan formulation.

U4 aha ca: bahudhapy abhidheyasya na Sabdat sarvatha gatih svasambandha-
nuripyat tu vyavaccheddrthak&ry(z) asau. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 208al aha ceti
= NCV 653,15; verse qu. SVT 46,7-8, cf. PST Ms B 208a2-3: bahudheti ...
abhidheyasyeti ... svasambandhanuripyad ityadi; NCV 653,15-16: bahudhapyabhi-
dheyasyeti ... svasambandhanuripyat tv iti. aha ca would indicate that Dignaga
quotes from another work, possibly the Samanyapariksavyasa.

Deanuriapena SVT.

@don la rnam bcod byed K : don rnam gcod nag gi ’bras bu yin V, for which,

cf. vyavacchedaphalam vakyam, PV IV 192a.

'8 According to Jinendrabuddhi this verse settles that only exclusion of other
(referents) is the word’s referent by showing that it constitues a part of the referent
to be indicated, cf Ms B 208al-2: Gha cety arthasya pratyayyasyargaVsam-
darsanenanyapoham eva Sabdartham samarthayate.

Wpratyayyasyanga® conj. (cf. rtogs par bya ba’i cha T) : pratyasyamgi® Ms
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85 Cf. PST Ms B 208a2-3: SimsSapadibhedena pusphitaphalitadibhedena ca
bahuprakaratve ’pity arthah. abhidheyasyeti vrksader arthasya. tasyaivam aneka-
prakaratve ’pi Sabdat sarvaprakarena pratitir nasti: “The meaning is as follows:
even though it has many modes because of particulars like simsapa and particulars
such as having flowers and fruits. The denotable object means a referent like a tree.
Thus, although it has many modes, there is no cognition of it from the word in all its
modes.” Simhasiiri explains 12a with the theoretical background of PSV V:34 (q.v.),
cf. NCV 653,15ff: bahudhapy abhidheyasyeti simsapadibheda atrabhipretd na
dravyadayah; tatha hi vrksavad bhedesu samsSayo drsto ’rthatas tu dravyadisu
niscayah: “In the present context a particular like simsapa is intended, not
[particulars] like substance. That is, there is observed to be doubt about the
particulars in the same way as there is doubt about [the particulars of] tree, whereas,
by implication, there is certainty about substance, etc.”

'8 This verse has a close parallel at PS II:13: <anekadharmano ’rthasya na
lingat sarvatha gatih>, anubaddhasya vicchedam tasyanyato gamayati.(V)

K (Kitagawa 1973 462b2-5 = P 112b 7-8): don gyi chos rnams du ma ni thams
cad rtags las rtogs ma yin no. gan Zig rjes ’brel gZan la ni ldog pa rtogs par byed pa
yin no.

V (Kitagawa 1973 462a3-6 = P 31b 3): chos don du ma gtan tshigs kyis rnam pa
thams cad du rtogs min no. gan dan ’brel pa yons bcad nas chos gZan dan bral thob
par byed:

“The indicator does not indicate in toto the referent with its many properties. It
indicates, however, the exclusion from other [properties], of that [property] that is
concomitant with it.”

(DFor the restored padas ab, cf. PSV V:12b and the parallel formulation at PS
I:5ab: dharmino ’nekariipasya nendriyat sarvatha gatih, on which, v. Hattori 1968:
27,91 no. 1.43; padas cd are restored on the basis of pratika and paraphrase at Ms B
70a4: anubaddhasya vicchedam iti ... tasyanyato vivaksad vicchedam vyavrttim
gamayati; PS II:13 also occurs in NM as verse 17, cf. T 1628 3c10-1113, T 1629
8a4-5; Frauwallner 1982: 778.

87 The technical term svasambandha denotes the invariable connection between
any given word or indicator and the thing it denotes or indicates. Such connection is,
according to Dignagan epistemology, based upon the word’s or indicator’s
application to, or presence at some similar instances of the referent and indicated,
respectively, and their absolute non-application to or absence from all instances of
the absence of the referent and indicated, respectively. Dignaga’s concept of
svasambandha is thus a function of the epistemological considerations underlying
the second and third member of the trilaksana hetu. This is evident from his use of
the expression svasambandhanuripyat at PSV 11:13:

K (Kitagawa 1973 462b6-14 = P 112b7-113a2): me’i ’bar ba dan rno ba’i khyad
par ci lta ba de rnams ni du ma las rtogs pa ma yin te ’khrul ba’i phyir ro. gan yan
‘brel ba ni gan med par me med pa’ rdzas ma yin dan yon tan 7iid la sogs pa’i rdzas
de dag rdzas ma yin la sogs pa las ldog pa iiid rtogs pa yin te, dper na me’i me ma
yin pa las ldog pa tsam ran dan "brel ba’i rjes su mthun pa rtogs de bZin du ’di yin
te, thams cad du me med pa la ma mthon ba gZan la yan mthon ba yin no.
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V (Kitagawa 1973 462a7-15 = P 31b3-5): dper na me la ’bar ba dan rno ba la
sogs pa du ma yod kyan dud pas bye brag de go bar mi byed de ’khrul ba’i phyir ro.
gan dan rjes su 'brel pa de las gZan pa ni ma yin te, rdzas fiid dan yon tan iiid la
sogs pa de dag gis rdzas ma yin pa la sogs pa las log pa tsam ’ba’ Zig thob par byed
pa ste, dper na mes me yin pa las log pa’i ran dan ’brel pa tsam thob par byed pa de
bZin du ’di yan me ma yin pa thams cad la mthon ba 7iid gZan la ni mthon ba yin no:

“Smoke does not indicate the many particular features that are found in fire such
as its flames, temperature, and so on, even though they exist in it because of
ambiguity (*vyabhicarat). It indicates, however, the mere exclusion of those
(particular properties) that are concomitant [with fire] (ve tv anubaddha), without
which fire does not exist (yan antarendagnir na bhavati), such as substanceness,
qualityness, and so on, from non-substanceness, and so on, in the same way as it
merely [indicates] fire’s preclusion of non-fires (yathagner anagnivrttimatram) in
accordance with its own connection (svasambandhanuriipyat), namely, that ’it is not
observed at all non-fires, and observed elsewhere” (tatha hy asau sarvatranagnau
na drstah, anyatrapi ca drstah).(1”

Jinendrabuddhi explains at Ms B 70b1-3 that Dignaga’s concluding statement
emphasizes the predominance (pradhanya) of vyatireka over anvaya for ascertaining
the relation (sambandha). Joint absence (vyatireka) presupposes non-observation of
the probandum at all of the vipaksa, whereas anvaya only has a subsidiary role
(apradhanyam): sarvatranagnau na drsta ity anena vyatirekasya pradhanyam
vipakse sarvatradarsanena khyapayati. anyatrapi ca drsta iti. apisabdena kvacin na
drsto ’piti dyotayann anvayasyapradhanyam. After these introductory remarks
Jinendrabuddhi continues: fad evam: yasmad anvayopasarjano vyatirekapradhanah
sambandhah, sa ca samanyenaiva sambhavati, na visesena, tasmat tadanuripyad
vyatirekamukhenagnir evatranagnir na bhavatity anagninivrttimatram pratipada-
yati, na visesam: “It is as follows: since the relation has joint presence as its
subsidiary feature and joint absence as its chief feature, and this [namely the
relation] only is possible in a general form, not in a particular form, [smoke]
indicates, in conformity with this, by means of joint absence, the mere preclusion of
non-fire, at the thought: “only fire is here, not non-fire,” but [it does] not [indicate] a
particular.”

These remarks merely expound what Dignaga states at PSV V:34 (q.v. below
with no.s 421, 423, and 425), namely that it is only possible to ground the invariable
connection on joint absence (vyatireka) of word and referent based upon non-
observation of its application to dissimilar instances, which is generalized to apply
to all dissimilar instances as opposed to joint presence (anvyaya) which is based
upon observation of its application to some similar instances. Thus anvyaya and
vyatireka are not equipollent, which is essential for understanding Dignaga’s apoha
doctrine.

Jinendrabuddhi and Simhasiri explains the term svasambandhanuripyad at PS
V:12 accordingly:

1. PST Ms B 208a3-4: svasambandhanuripyad ityadi. svasambandho
‘vinabhavitvam anvayavyatirekalaksanam tac ca tasya samanyapeksayd, na visesa-
peksaya. ato yadrso 'sya sambandhah, gamakatvam api tadrsam eva yuktam. etad
uktam bhavati: samanyapeksayasya sambandhah. samanyam ca vyavacchedariipam
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eva yathopavarnitam, —anyasydyogat. tasmat vyavacchedam eva  kari®
pratyayayatiti: “In accordance with its own connection, etc. Own connection means
its being invariably concomitant, which is characterized by joint presence and joint
absence; and this [viz. its being invariably concomitant] is through dependence upon
the general feature, but not in dependence upon particular features. Consequently it
is justified that it [viz. the word] also has exactly the kind of indicator property that
corresponds to its relation. What is meant is as follows: its relation is through
dependence on [its] general property, and the general property has only the form of
exclusion such as it has been explained because another [possibility] is not justified.
Therefore it only indicates while performing exclusion.”

2. NCV 653,17-18: sambandhanurapyat tv iti. yasmad asau tajjatiye drsyamano
‘rthantaranivrttidvarenaiva drsto prag evanyatradrsyamanah, tasmat sambandha-
nuripyat tadvisistam evartham aha: ““’On the contrary, in accordance with its own
connection’. Since it [namely the word] while being observed to denote the similar
instance is observed [to denote the similar instance] by means of preclusion of other
referents first of all by not being observed to denote other [referents], it denotes the
referent as qualified by that [namely exclusion of other referents] in accordance with
the connection.”

The term svasambandha also occurs in a related passage at PSV I11:45:

K (Kitagawa 1973 508b11-13 = P 136a4): ran dan ’brel pa med par gZan du
rtags can rtogs par nus pa ma yin pa’i phyir ro ||.

V (Kitagawa 1973 508b12-14 = P 53a2): gtan tshigs la ni ran dan ’brel pa bor
nas gZan du rtags can gyi Ses pa bskyed pa’i nus pa yan yod pa ma yin no |:

“For without its own connection the indicator is incapable of indicating the
indicated elsewhere (*anyatra).”

(DSanskrit fragments inserted on the basis of pratikas quoted at Ms B 70a5-7:
yan antarendgnir na bhavatiti. ... ye tv anubaddha iti ... yathagner anagninivrtti-
matram iti; 70b1-2: svasambandhanuripyad ityadi ... tatha hy asav iti ... sarvatra-
nagnau na drsta iti.

@em. : karo Ms

5] anekadharma sabdo ’pi yendartham ndtivartate, pratydyayati tenaiva, na
Sabdagunatadibhih. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 208a5-6: anekadharma Sabdo ’pityadi
... yendartham ndtivartata iti ... pratyayayati tenaiveti ... na sabdagunatadibhir iti;
cf. NCV 653,18: anekadharma sabdo ’pi.

188 Cf. NCV 653,18ff: samanyadharmaih khagunatvadibhir vrksartham tasmin
vastuni nabhidhatte, tatha hi te vinapy vrksarthena rasadisu drstah, na tu
vrksasabdo ‘nyatra drstah, tasmad vrksasabdenaiva pratyayanam upapannam: “It
does not, for the sake of this object, denote the referent tree by means of general
properties like being an attribute of space, etc. For they are, for instance, observed at
taste, and so on, even in the absence of the referent tree. The word ‘tree’, however,
is not observed to apply to other things (anyatra). Therefore it is justified that only
the word ‘tree’ indicates.” Ms B 208a4-5: atha Sabdasya ko 'mso gamaka ity aha.
anekadharma Sabdo pityadi. svasamanyadharmair anekadharma, cf. the phrase at
VP 11:253: Sabdasya anekadharmanah.
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' Like Bhartrhari Dignaga uses ativartate as a synonym of vyabhicarati; cf. VP
II1.3:51: etam sattam padartho hi na kascid ativartate. sa ca sampratisattayah
prthag bhasye nirdisita, alluding to Maha-bh Vol. II 391,7 (ad A V 2:94): na sattam
padartho vyabhicarati; cf. the use of ativartate at PS 11:17, q.v. no. 193.

"% The property to which Dignaga alludes is the general property of the word,
e.g., treewordness, which is defined by exclusion of other words, in the same way as
the referent of the word. Dignaga addresses this aspect of the general apoha theory
at PS V:22c¢ § 35, 33ab § 47, qq.v; Cf. PST Ms B 208a5-6: samanyadharmena
vrksasabdatvadina yena na vyabhicarati pratyayayati tenaiveti. sa evasya dharmo
gamaka ity arthah. evasabdena yad vyavachinnam tad darsayati: “The meaning is
this: It only indicates by means of that (property) due to which it does not deviate
viz. the general property treewordness, etc. Only that property of it indicates. The
word ’only’ indicates that which is excluded.” As will become clear later in the
chapter, the general property of the word, namely exclusion of other words, is
intrinsic to the word (sabde) in the same way as it is intrinsic to the referent (arthe).
Consequently exclusion is an inherent property of words or referents. Cf. the crucial
statements of PSV V 22cd above and 33ab below.

YIcf. PST Ms B 208a: dadisabdena Sabdajiieyatvadinam — grahanam.
apratyayakatvam punas tesam vyabhicaritvat. tatha hi te vinapi vrksarthena
rasadisu drstah, na vrksasabdatvadikam samanyam: “By the expression ‘etc.’ is
included the word’s being knowable, etc. These, however, do not indicate because
they are ambiguous. That is, even without the referent tree these are also observed to
denote taste, and so on, but the general property treewordness is not” (cf. the similar
explanation at NCV 653,18ff, q.v. no. 189 above).

Dignaga’s statement is similar to the view which Bhartrhari propounds at VPV 1
53,2-3: yatha hi ghate dravyatvaprthvitvaghatatvadinam aviruddhah samavayah,
tatha vrksasabde ’pi gunatvasabdatvavrksasabdatvadinam akrtivisesanam avirud-
dhah samavayah: “Just as the inherence in a pot of general properties such as
substanceness, earthness, potness, and so on, is not in conflict, so also the inherence
in the word ‘tree’ of such particular universals as qualityness, wordness,
treewordness, and so on, is not in conflict.”

Dignaga’s point is that the word’s being a quality (gunata) of ether (cf. VS II
1:5; PBh § 61) is irrelevant to its semantic properties. This is also emphasised by
Bhartrhari’s commentator Vrsabhadeva at VPT 52,23: gunatvam tv anabhidha-
yakam pratitam eva rapadisv api samavayat: “But qualityness is understood not to
denote because it also inheres in colour, etc.”

2PS V:13 has a close parallel at PS II:17: tatharigam yena ripena linginam
nativartate | tenaivanekadharmapi <gamayati netarais tu>.

K (Kitagawa 1973 465b1-8 = P 113b3) de Iltar yan lag gan no bos rtags can las
ni mi da’ ba de iiid kyi chos du ma yan rtogs par byed kyi gZan gyi min (PS 11:17) |
du ba yan du ba 7iid dan skya ba iid la sogs pa’i cha nas gan gis me la mi ’khrul ba
de iiid fiid kyis rtogs par byed pa yin gyis rdzas jiid la sogs pa ni ma yin te 'khrul
ba’i phyir ro || (PSV 11:17).

V (Kitagawa 1973 465a1-8 = P 32a6): cha sas 'di lta bu’i tshul nas | rtags can la
ni mi "gyur Zin ||de fiid kyi chos du ma na ’an | cig Sos thob par byed pa yin (PS
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11:17) || dud pa ni cha sas *ba’ Zig mi las mi *khrul ba yin no || dud pa fiid dan skya
bo iiid la sogs pa ni | de fiid thob par byed pa yin gyi ﬁ]rdzas flid la sogs pas ni ma
yin te | khrul pa’i phyir ro || (PSV 11:17):

“Thus the indicator, although it has many properties(?), only indicates in the form
due to which it does not deviate from the indicated, but not due to other (properties).
(PS II:17) For smoke indicates only by means of that indicator (*arigena) namely
smokeness, whitishness, and so on, (dhimatvapandutvadina), which does not
deviate from fire, but not by means of substanceness, etc. (dravyatvadibhih)’®)
(PSV:1I17).

NCV 674,23ff is considerably more explicit than Jinendrabuddhi as to the
implications of PS II:17: lingam angam dhiamakrtakatvadi linginam agnyanitya-
wvadivisistam desSasabdadim artham natikramya vartate yena ripena. kena ca nati-
vartate? “dhiima ity adhiimo na bhavati, krtaka ity akrtaka na bhavati” ity adhiuma-
krtakanivrttyatmand ndatikramati, tenaiva ca rapendanyato vyavrttyatmakena gama-
yati, sattvadravyadyanekadharmapi sams tais tu vyabhicaran na gamayati sattvadi-
samanyanyadharmair iti. esa tavad gamakaniyamah:

“In which form the arigam, i.e., the indicator (lingam) namely smoke or being
produced does not occur by transgressing the indicated (linginam) that is qualified
by fire or impermanence, etc. namely the referent (artham) which is place or sound
(desasabdadim) and so on. And in which [form] does it not transgress? It does not
transgress having the nature of preclusion of non-smoke and not being produced
(adhiamakrtakanivrttyatmand) like [the statements] “it is smoke (dhiima) thus (iti) it
is not non-smoke (adhiima),” “it is a product (krtaka) thus (iti) it is not a non-
product (akrtaka).” And it only indicates in that very form whose nature is exclusion
from other [things]. Even though it [viz. the indicator] has many properties such as
existence or substanceness it does not, however, indicate by means of these, that is,
general properties like existence because of ambiguity. This is the restriction with
regard to the indicator.”

(Dpadas abc are quoted in the original Sanskrit at NCV 674,23ff (yat tvayoktam),
cf. PST Ms B 72a5-6: tathetyadina ... nativartata iti na vyabhicaratity arthah. PS
II:17 also occurs in NM as verse 18, cf. T 1628 3c12-13, T 1629 8a6-7; Frauwallner
1982: 778.

(D That is, general and particular properties, cf. PST Ms B 72a6: samanyavisesa-
dharmah.

()Sanskrit equivalents inserted according to Ms B 72a6, 72bl1.

'3 The reading Zes bya ba bsdu ba’i tshigs su bead pa "o V 116,3 indicating that
PS V 12-13 are sangrahasiokas is dubious because these verses introduce topics that
have not been dealt with in any of the preceding paragraphs. The purpose of a
sangrahasloka is to summarize the discussion of topics that have been addressed
previously, and this is, to the best of my knowledge, how they are used by Dignaga
in other sections of PSV. The introduction of the term in V therefore contradicts its
use in PSV in general, and thus corroborates its omission in K, which I have decided
to follow. In addition, Mallavadi quotes the verses immediately after citing PSV
V:34-35 §§ 47-48 (cf. NCV 652-53), and Simhasiiri merely restricts himself to
explaining that Dignaga indicates the purpose of the preceding exposition in two
Slokas (cf. NCV 653,15: aha cety etam artham Slokadvayena darsayati), thus
connecting them to PSV V:34-35, without even hinting at their being sarngraha-
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Slokas. The introductory @ha ca seems to indicate that Dignaga quotes them from
another treatise (presumably the Samanyapariksavyasa) to corroborate his conclu-
sion at PS V:11d because, as indicated above, they presuppose some of the funda-
mental theoretical issues of the apoha theory, which he will address at PSV V:34f.

U8l vady anyapohamatram <Sabdarthah>, katham <nilotpaladisabdanam™
samanadhikaranyam syad visesanavisesyabhavas ca>. katham ca na syat? yasmad
bhinnam <apohyam samanyavisesasabdanam>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 208a7:
yady anyapohamdtram ityadi; 208b1: katham iti ... katham ca na syat.

Wsgra rnams la K : sgrala V.

94 ¢t PST Ms B 208b1-2: apohyabhedena sahacaryad arthabhedam darsayati.
esa hetuh: ye bhinnartha na te samanddhikarana napi visesanavisesyabhiitah,
ghatapatadisabdavat. tatha ca nilotpaladayah sabdah: “He shows that difference of
referent is due to its concomitance with difference of excluded referent. The reason
is as follows: [Words] whose referents are different are neither co-referential nor
related as qualifier and qualified, like words such as ’pot’ or ’cloth’. And
expressions like "blue lotus’ are the same.”

Uddyotakara’s criticism of Dignaga’s view at NV 334,6-12 sheds more light on
the assumptions that may have motivated the opponent’s criticism: nilotpalasab-
dayoh ca pradhanatvad visesanavisesyabhavanupapattav visesanasya pirvanipata
ity ubhayoh pradhanatvad na praptih. ... samanadhikaranarthas ca anyapohavad-
ina vdacyah. yasya ca anyapohah Sabdarthas tena anilanutpalavyudasau katham
samanddhikaranau iti vaktavyah: “And in that the qualifier-qualified relation of the
words ’blue’ and ’lotus’ is not justified because they are [both] primary, it does not
follow that the qualifier is placed first in the compound!) because both are primary
... And the upholder of the theory of exclusion should explain what co-referential
means. For one who claims that the referent of a word is exclusion of other
[referents] should explain how the two exclusions of non-blue and non-lotus are co-
referential.” And Uddyotakara continues explaining that it only makes sense to talk
about co-reference on the assumption that the two words denote a substance as
qualified by a general property and a quality because a general property and a
quality are resident in it, whereas this is not the case with the two exclusions of non-
blue and non-lotus. Consequently there is no referent with regard to which the two
exclusions are co-referential, cf. op. cit. 334,10-12: yasya punar vidhiyamanah
Sabdarthas tasya jatigunavisistam nilotpalasabdabhyam dravyam abhidhiyate jati-
gunau ca dravye vartete na punar anilanutpalavyudasau. tasmat samanadhikara-
nartho nasti. It is thus clear that Uddyotakara assumes that Dignaga considers the
relation between nila and utpala to be symmetrical, both terms being primary, cf.
vartt 1 ad A II 1:57 according to which each term is qualifier as well as qualified (on
this view, v. below no. 203). Thus the distinction between primary and secondary
terms in a compound is obliterated, and thus pirvanipata of the qualifier does not
entail®. A similar view is expressed by Kumarila, who objects that the qualifier-
qualified relation is impossible because the exclusion of non-lotus is not implicit in
the negation of non-blue and vice versa, and because the two words that function as
qualifier and qualified are without denotable object. Moreover, co-reference is
impossible because of the difference of the exclusions, and co-reference presupposes
identity of the referent to which the two terms refer. If it is claimed that there is co-
reference it is necessary to answer the question of the nature of the substrate of the
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two exclusions because it is assumed that only samanyalaksana is denotable; cf. SV
Apoha® 115cd-18ab: nilotpaladisabdesu Sabalarthabhidhdayisu visesanavisesyatva-
samandadhikaranyayoh na siddhih, na hy anilatvavyuddse "nutpalacyutih. napi tatre-
taras tasman na visesyavisesane Sabdayor napi te syatam abhidheyanapeksayoh
samandadhikaranyam ca na bhinnatvad apohayoh. Karnakagomin expounds Kuma-
rila’s objections in a prose version at PVVT 188,8ff. For this criticism, cf. PV I 131-
133; TS 966-970; TS 1097.

(DFor the technical term piirvanipata, cf. DSG s.v., Renou, Terminologie s.v.
purva.

(2Karnakagomin quotes Uddyotakara’s objection at PVVT 261,27ff on PVSV
65,10ff.

U7 <esa doso nasti>Vte "pi hi. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 208b2: te pi hityadi.
(DCT. fies pa ’di ni med de de dag kyan K : fies pa de dag ni yod pa ma yin te V,
conflating two separate clauses.

81 upohyabhedad bhinnarthah svarthabhedagatau jadah, ekatrabhinnakdarya-
tvad visesanavisesyakah®. Qu. NCV 732,21-22, TSP 397,5-6, cf. PST Ms B 208b2-
3: yady apy apohyabhedad bhinnarthas tathapi viseso ’sti, yasmat svarthabheda-
gatau jadah ... ata ekatrabhinnakaryatvat samanadhikaranyam.

(Doyisesyakah NCV :°visesyatah TSP.

195 Cf. PST Ms B 208b3: pratyekam iti Sesah.

9 Cf. T 174,19-13 (om. Ms B 208b3f): “’Own referent’” means the general
property (samanyam). For the referent of the word ’lotus’ is the mere lotus
(utpalamatram). Its particulars are the red lotuses (*raktotpala), etc. And the
referent of the word ’blue’ is only a blue thing (*nilamatram), and its particulars are
bees (*bhramara), etc. 'Incapable of’ (jadah), means that they are causes of doubt
(*samSayahetavah).

) <pilotpaladisabda hi> saty apy apohyabhede svarthavisesavyaiijanartham
urdhvatakakanilayavat svam apohdartham ekatropasamharantah <samanadhi-
karana bhavanti>. tatha hi te pratyekam svarthavisese samsayahetavah, Sabdan-
tarasahitavyangydarthasambhavic ca <visesanavisesya>bhiitah®. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 209a5-209b: saty api apohyabheda ity atrapi pirvavad apohayabhe-
denarthabheda darsayati. svarthavisesavyangyartham ... urdhvatakakanilayavat
svam apohartham iti ... ekatropasamharanta iti ... tatha hi taV) iti ... pratyekam
. svarthavisese samsayahetavah ... Sabdantarasahitavyangyarthasambhavac

cetyadi.

() ta em. : tam Ms

) For bhiitah, cf. no. 204 below.

YTCf. PST Ms B 209a6-209bl: nilotpaladav arthavisese visesanatvena
khyapayantah nilotpalddayo hi sabdah saha prayujyamand nilotpaladipratibhasam
vijiiane ’rpayanto nilotpaladav arthe svarthasamanyam nilotpaladivisesanatveno-
pasamharantah pratipattybhih pratiyante. tatas tatpratitivasad evam uktam.
Kumarila and Dharmakirti use the term upasamhdara in similar contexts at SV
Pratyaksa® 195cd: ekatra copasamharo na buddhyor nirvikalpake, and at PVSV
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44,2-5, respectively: tadabhinnam ekakaravisayikarane apy aniscitanyakaram
akarantarasakanksabuddhigrahyam bhinnasabdarthopasamhdare apy abhinnam
buddhau pratibhati iti samanyavisesanavisesyabhava samanadhikaranyani yatha-
pratiti na virudhyante.

Cf. the related discussion at PST Ms B 208b5-209a5, which is written with the
background of Dharmakirti’s philosophy: utpalasabdena svarthavisesasamsaya-
hetuna svarthasamanye buddhav aropite, so ’rtho paricchinnanyakaratvad akaran-
tarasakanksaya buddhya paricchidyate: yad etad utpalam kim etad nilam uta
raktam iti? ata akanksavicchedaya nilasabdah prayujyamanas tatra svartham
upasamharana utpalartham visinasti: yad etad utpalam nilam etat, na raktam iti
bhavati visesanavisesyabhavah. ayam atrarthah: Sabdanam yad abhidheyam
buddhipratibhasatmakam apy adhyavasitabahyarthasvabhavam. tad bhinnasSabdar-
thopasamhare ’'py anekadharmanuyatam abhinnam iva pratibhdsate tatas ca nilot-
paldadayah sabdas tathavidham arthapratibimbakam buddhav arpayanta ekam eva
vastu nilotpalatvadyanekadharmakam prakasayantiti  bhrantair vyavahartrbhih
pratiyante. tato yathapratiti tesam samandadhikaranyam na virudhyate. evam ca
bauddhah Sabdartho niladyekatarasabdaprayogad avasitaikaniladyakaro ’py
aniscitaparavisesatvad visesantarasakanksaya buddhya paricchidyate: yad etan
nilam kim idam utpalam utanyad bhramaradikam ity evamadikaya. ata akanksavic-
chedaya nilasabdena sahotpaladayah Sabdah prayujyamana nilotpaladipratibhdsa-
vijianam janayanto niladyakaram vastv anutpalader arthamtarad vyavacchindan-
tity adhyavasiyante. tatah pratityanurodhena visesanavisesyabhavo 'py upapadyata
iti.

'8 That is, the general properties blueness and lotushood, cf. PST Ms B 209a6:
nilasamanyam utpalasamanyam ca.

99Cf. PST Ms B 209a5-6: svarthaviseso nilotpaladisabdanam nilotpaladih.
tadabhivyangyartham anenabhinnakaryatvam aha.

*® Dignaga mentions this example to explain how the two terms ’nila’ and
‘utpala’ whose scope each separately differ completely, generates certainty about
the referent, when they are combined as nilotpala. The general property uprightness
in itself does not generate certainty about which referent is qualified. Without
context it is a cause of doubt because uprightness applies to different referents like
humans or trunks. If, however, it is combined with the term ‘crow’s nest’ the
applicability of ‘uprightness’ is by implication limited to trunks; Cf. PST Ms B
209b1-3: drdhvatanirdhvavyavacchedenordhvasamanyam pratipadayantt sthanu-
purusadyirdhva<ta>bhede samSayahetuh. kakanilayanam apy akakaspadayogya-
vastuvyavacchedena kakavasthanayogyavastumdatram pratyayayat tadvisesesu
sthanusthandiladisu sandehahetuh sahitayos tu tayor apurusaripa irdhvatavisese
niscayahetutvat samanadhikaranyam. yatha tatha nilotpaladisabdanam ekasminn
arthe purvoktena vidhina tad bhavati: “‘Uprightness’ which communicates knowl-
edge about the general property of being upright by excluding [things that are] not
upright is a cause of doubt with respect to the difference of the uprightness of a
trunk or a human being, etc. ‘Crow’s nest’” which only imparts knowledge about a
referent that is suitable as the habitat of a crow by excluding such referents that are
not suitable as the abode of a crow is also a cause of doubt as to its particulars like a
trunk or a landmark, but the two are co-referential when combined because they are
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a cause of ascertainment with regard to the particular of uprightness that has the
form of something non-human. It is the same in every case with regard to a single
object of expressions like ‘blue lotus’ in accordance with the abovementioned rule.”

Dignaga mentions the same example at PSV III 44ff:

K (Kitagawa 1973 505,16f = P 135a6): dper na mtho yor la ’gren ba dan bya
rog la gnas pa dag bsdoms pa ltu bu ’o.

V (Kitagawa 1973 505,17f = P 49a7): dper na bslan ba’i rnam pa dan bya babs
pa griis gcig tu *dus pa las mtho yor du Ses pa lta bu "o?

K (Kitagawa 1973 509,7-8 = P 136b2): de Iltar yan ’gren ba yin la bya rog gnas
pa’i phyir mtho yor du rtogs (P gtogs) pa mthon gi, ’ba’ (P ’ga’) Zig pa la mi nus pa
med pa’phyir ro.

V (Kitagawa 1973 509,8-9 = P 53a5-6): 'di ltar ’gren ba dan bya ba babs pa las
mtho yor du rtogs pa mthon ba ni kha yar ba las nes par mi nus pa’i phyir ro.

Cf. NCV 722,25-26: yatha ardhvatvam samanyam “sthanuh syat, purusah syat”
iti samSayahetuh, Sakunanilayanam “sthanur eva’ iti niscayahetur viSistatvat,
vastrasamyamanam va “purusa eva” iti: For instance, the general property upright-
ness is a cause of doubt “maybe it is a trunk or a human being”? *Bird’s nest’ is a
cause of ascertainment “it is definitely a human being” because of being qualified,
or ’clothing’ [is a cause of ascertainment]: “It is definitely a human being”! Cf. also
NCV 605,15; 677,29-678,7-10; PST Ms B 142a7: kakanilayanam hi purusadibhyo
vyavacchidya sthanusthandilayoh kevalam samsayahetuh. Urdhvatasahitam tu
sthanau <so read : o Ms> niscayahet<ur> drstam (so read : °udrs® Ms). sthanu-
grahanam catrapu<ru>sasyordhvata samanyasyopalaksanartham; SV Anumana®
94cd-95ab: kvacit samsSayaheti yau pratyekatvena laksitau. sanghate nirnayas
tabhyam irdhvatakakavattvavat. SVT (Umveka) 328,18-19 (ad loc.): sthanur ayam
ardhvatve sati kakanilayanat. SV Vakya® 363: padartha gamayanty etam pratyekam
samsaye sati. samastye nirnayotpadat sthanumirddhasthakakavat.

PLCf. PST Ms B 209b3: pratyekamV  svarthavisese samsayahetutvam
arﬂgl{)attyd ca sahitanam niscayahetutvam aha.

(o)

am em. : °a Ms

02 Cf, PST Ms B 209b5-7: sabdantarena nilasabdena sahitasyotpalasabdasya
vyangyo yo viSisto ’rthah, sa kevalasyotpalasabdasya na sambhavati. evam
nilasabdasyapy utpalasabdasahitasya yo vyangyah, sa kevalasya na sambhavatiti.
Sabdantarasannidhanena  visistarthavrtteh parasparam visesanavisesyabhavah
yathordhvatakakanilayanayoh sahitayor eva viSistarthapratyayane: “The specific
referent of the word ’lotus’ that is to be manifested when [the word ’lotus’ is]
associated with another word such as the word ’blue’ is not possible for the word
’lotus’ in isolation. In the same way [the particular referent] of the word ’blue’ that
is to be manifested in association with the word ’lotus’ is not possible for it in
isolation either. Thus, since they refer to a distinct referent because of being
juxtapposed with another word they are mutually related as qualifier and qualified in
the same way as ’uprightness’ and ’crow’s nest’ only indicate a distinct referent
when they are associated.”

Dignaga’s view that each term in a compound like nilotpala is related to the
other as qualifier and qualified is historically related to the view Patafijali expounds
at Maha-bh I 399,4ff on vartt 1 ad A II.1:57, according to which both terms in a
compound like krsnatila are related as qualifier and qualified: visesanavisesyayor
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ubhayavisesanatvad ubhayos ca visesyatvad upasarjanasyaprasiddhih. krsnatila iti.
krsnasabdo "yam tilasabdenabhisambadhyamano visesyavacanah sampadyate. tatha
tilasSabdah krsnasabdenabhisambadhyamano visesyavacanah sampadyate. tad
ubhayam visesanam bhavaty ubhayam ca visesyam. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at
Nyasa Vol. 2: 76,19-22 reflects the Buddhist Dignagan point of view: atra nilartho
bhramaradibhyo vyavartyotpalarthenotpale vyavasthapyate. utpalartho ’pi raktot-
paladibhyo vyavartya nilarthena nile vyavasthapyata ity asti pratyekam visesana-
visesyabhavah. sa yatra nasti tatra tu na samasah. yatha vrksah simsapeti: “In this
case the referent of ’blue’ is restricted to lotus together with the referent of ‘lotus’,
having been excluded from bees, etc. The referent of ‘lotus’ too is restricted to blue
together with the referent of ‘blue,” having been excluded from red lotus, etc. Thus
each is related [to the other] as quallfler and qualified. Where this is not the case,
there is no compound, like simsapa is a tree.” Dignaga’s view that each of the terms
generates doubt as to the particular referent it denotes and that only their combined
exclusions manifest the referent is related to a similar discussion at VP I11.14:10-11
which addresses the problems discussed at Maha-bh loc. cit.: samanyanam
asambandhat tau visese vyavasthitau, ripabhedad visesam tam abhivyanktum na
Saknutah. tav evam sannipatitau bhedena pratipadane, avacchedam ivadhaya
samsayam vyapakarsatah.

23 Cf. PST Ms B 209b7: arthanam eva parasparam visesyabhavo loke pratitah,
na Sabdanam. tat katham sa tesam tesam vyavasthapyate, ity asamkhyamanasya
bhiitagrahanam. bhiitasabda upamanavact.

Bl vt tarhi tad ekadhikaranamO. Qu Ms B 210a2.
(l)ekadhl em. (cf. gZi cig pa can T; gZi gcig pa yin K : gZi gcig la [sic] V) : ekam
adhi®

2% The opponent addresses Dignaga’s assumption that the two terms ‘blue’ and
‘lotus’ together manifest the denoted referent blue lotus, by pointing out that this
claim is in conflict with the well-known use of analytical strings (vigraha) in
grammatical literature to explain the meaning of compounds like nilotpalam as
nilam ca tad utpalam ca, which isolates the two terms as well as their denotations
showing their syntactical agreement, cf. PST Ms B 210a2-3: vigrahakale nilam ca
tad utpalam ceti kriyate. atah pmsnah etena yad uktam “Sabdantarasahitenaiva
Sabdena visisto "rtho bhivyangya” lty(l) atrabhyupetabadham aha.

The term adhikarana is used in this context and throughout in the following
discussion to denote a concrete object (dravya) like in Maha-bh, cf. Renou,
Termmologle S.V.

)’rtho ’bhivyangya ity conj. : °tor ty Ms

B g caD tar kevalam nilam na ca kevalam utpalam, samudayabhidheyatvat.
Qu. TSP 379,22-23, cf. PST Ms B 210a3-5: na ca tat kevalam nilam iti ... na ca
kevalam utpalam iti ... samudayabhidheyatvad iti.

Wea Ms (de ni T) hi TSP.

2% Cf. PST Ms B 210a4: tatha hi nilasabdena kevalenotpalasabdena ca kevalena
yad abhidhiyate, tad loke kevalam nilam ca kevalamV) utpalam iti ca pratitam.
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Wnilam ca kevalam conj. (cf. snon po ’ba’ Zig pa dan u tpal la "ba’ Zig pa T) :
om. Ms

206 Cf. PST Ms B 210a5-6: yasmat sahitabhyam eva nilotpalasabdabhyam so
"rtho ’bhidheyo na kevalabhyam. anyathaikasya tadarthabhidhayitve paryayasabda-
vat dvayoh sahaprayogo nopapadyeta. tad etena vigrahakale 'pi sahitabhyam eva
nilotpalasabdabhyam tadvacyam ity abhyupagaman nabhyupetabadheti darsayati.

21 m‘lot{)alas’abddbhydm <hi>  sahitabhyam sa <pratiyate>D, na
kevalabhyam.® Restored, cf. PST Ms B 210a5, q.v. above no 207.

(DCE. de ... rtogs pa yin gyi K : sbyar bar bya ba’i V.

(2K and V are syntacticaly confused, cf. bsdus pa dag K : mtha’ dag la V. In
any case, it is clear from the paraphrase at Ms B 210a5 that either expression
qualifies snon po dan u tpala la’i sgra dag las V : u tpala dan snon po’i sgra dag las
K.

27 Cf. de K : om. V (PN so; DC conjecture de, presumably on the basis of K).

B <kevalau hi> varnavat tau nirarthakau. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 210a7:
varnavat tauV) nirarthakau.

Wyvarnavat tau conj. (cf. yi ge bZin du TK, kha dog bZin du V) : varnnavarnnau
Ms

28 Cf. kha yar ba ni V : "ba’ Zig pa dag la K.

209 Cf. the discussion at Maha-bh I 31,11-12 on vartt 14 ad Sivasiitra 5:
anarthakas tu prativarnam arthanupalabdheh. anarthakas tu varpnah. kutah?
prativarnam arthanupalabdheh. na hi prativarnam artha upalabhyante. kim idam
prativarnam? varnam varnam prati prativarnam.

B4 yathaiva hi. Qu. Ms B 210a7.
29 Cf. i la brjod pa la V : siion pa brjod (so read with P; ed. yod) pa K.

2 Ct. de bZin du *di la yari o V : de bZin du ’dir yin no K.
B visama upanyasah®. na hi .... Restored, cf. PST Ms B 210a7: visama
upanyasa iti. Ms B 210bl: na hityadi.

(DCE. mi mtshuns pa bkod pa yin te K : om. V.

212 Cf. PST Ms B 210a7-210bl: drstantavaisamyam aha. katham visama iti?
aha: na hityadi. etenabhyupetahanim  aha. nilasabdasya  kevalasyapy
arthavattvenabhyupagamat.

1861 varne na kascid arthas ced gamyate tu padadvaye, tadvacya iti tatrapi
kevalam sa pratiyate. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 210b1-2: varne na kascid arthas ced
gamyate tu padadvaye. naisa dosah. yasmdat tadvdacya iti tatrapi kevalam sa

pratiyate.
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23Cf. PST Ms B 210b2: tatrapi nilasabde yo 'rtho gamyate sa nilasabdavacya
iti kevalam pratiyate, na tu samudayartho nilasabdavdcyatvena pratiyata ity arthah:

B7 yathaiva hi. Qu. Ms B 210b3.

2t PST Ms B 210b2-3: ata eva samudayarthasanyatam kevalayor darsayann
aha: yathaiva hityadi.

B8 yar tiktam ... tatrapi. Qu. Ms B 210b3: yat tiktam ityadina ... tatrapityadind.
1% Since Jinendrabuddhi explains that the sentence beginning with yar titktam
repeats the pirvapaksa, it is obvious that the readings ji skad du ni dan la’i sgra cun
zad kyan don gyi rtogs (so read) pa mi bskyed do Zes pa bZin no Ze na V are
preferable to snon po i sgras don ’ga Zig rtogs pa yin no K; cf. PST Ms B 210b3 5:

uttarardhasyartham acaste.

28 Cf. de la yar rigs siion po’i (so read : V po ni) sgra’i brjod bya’o Zes yan gar
ba rtogs par bya ste V : de la yan rigs 'ba’ Zig snon po’i sgras brjod pa’i phyir 'ba’
Zig rtogs pa yin no K.

2I7.Cf. PST Ms B 210b3-4: jatir nilagunasamavayini nilatvam. kevalagrahanena
samudayarthasinyatam aha: “The general property inherent in the blue quality is
blueness. By using the [word] ’alone’ he explains that it is empty of the referent of
the aggregate.”

8 The Tibetan translations of this clause in KV are syntactically ambiguous, cf.
de’i yon tan dan ldan pa dan rdzas dan ldan par brjod par bya ba yin par rigs pa’i
phyir K : yon tan de’i brjod bya dan ldan pa yin na ni rdzas ldan pa’i ldan pa yan
yin pas V. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation, however, leaves no doubt about the nature
of the argument, cf. PST Ms B 210b4-5: nilasabdavacyaya jatya yukto guno va
yatra sa samavetd, jatiyuktena gunena yuktam dravyam va yatra nilagunah
samavetah: sarvam cedam na samudayasyarthah: “The quality as connected to the
general property [blueness] that is denotable by the word ’blue’ or [the quality] in
which [the general property blueness] is inherent, the substance as connected to the
quality as connected to the general property [blueness] or [the substance] in which
the blue quality is inherent: all of this is not the referent of the aggregate.”

Dignaga evidently wants to point out that the denotation of the word ’nila’ is
neither the blue quality as connected to the general property blueness nor the
substance as connected to the blue quality. On this interpretation it seems reasonable
to assume that a negation is missing in KV. The suggested translation is based on
the conj. mi rigs pa’i phyir : rigs pa’i phyir K.

(89 arthasiunyaih samudayair. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 210b6: arthasinyair iti ...
samudayair iti.

(0] bhinnasabdavdcyendrthena(1) bhinnartha ity ucyante. Restored, cf. PST Ms
B 210b6-7: katham tarhy apohyabhedat bhinnartha” (14a) ity ucyanta ity aha:
bhinnasabdavacyenetyadi etad uktam bhavati:
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kevalaniladisabdarthavacyenarthena  bhinnartha ity  ucyante. na tu
samudayartheneti.
(DV misinterprets arthena as don gyi Sugs kyis, i.e., “by implication.”

219 Cf. PST Ms B 210b6-7: bhinnah prthagbhiitah kevala iti yavat.

20 Jinendrabuddhi closes his comment on this paragraph with a brief discussion
of the implications of Dignaga’s view of co-reference and the qualifier-qualified
relation, cf. PST Ms B 210b7-211a2: yadi tarhi samudayavacya eva visisto ’rthah,
tat katham samanadhikaranyam visesa<na>visesyabhavo va yavata bhedadhi-
sthanam. ubhayam apidam® bhinnasrayam® samudayas caikah? Parikalpasama-
ropitavayavasadbhavad ubhayam vyavasthapyate. vaksyate caitad “apoddhdre
padasyayam artho vikalpita”® (= PS V 46ab) iti. pratipattrabhiprayavasena va.
pratipattaro hy ubhayavisesanavisistasyaikasyaivarthasya dvav imau Sabdau pra-
tyekam vacakayv iti manyante. tatas tadabhiprayavasat tatha vyavasthapyate®.

(DM so, but ’di giiis ka ni T would suggest reading hidam as Tib. ni generally
translates Sanskrit /i.

@) bhinnasrayam conj (cf. tha dad pa’i rten can T) : om. Ms

@em. (cf. PS V 46ab) : apodvare yad anyas?am vaksad arthe vikalpita Ms. T is
based upon a similarly corrupted text and the translation is consequently
incomprehensible. One wonders if the translator himself could make sense of it, cf.
177,36-37: ’di ni sel ba’i sgo la gan ’di’i ’di dag las don du brtags pa o Zes chad
par ’gyur ro.

@em. : °stha kriyam Ms

B grthantaro hiV) <sabdartho nopapadyate. katham krtva?>. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 211a3: arthantaretyadi.

Mearo hi conj., cf. don gZzan ni K : don gZan la ni V, which suggests the reading
arthantare.

2 That is, something different from ’exclusion of other (referents)’ like a
general property, cf. PST Ms B 211a3: yad anyapohad anyaj jatyadikam
abhidheyam isyate.

B2 <tayor hy> avayavarthayor®) adhikaranam tato bhinnam syad abhinnam va.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 211a3-4: avayavarhayor iti ... tayor adhikaranam ... tata iti
... bhinnam syad abhinnam veti.

(DCE. de’i yan lag gi don dag K : de la ni yan lag darn yan lag can gyi don dag V.

22 Namely the aggregate as object, cf. PST Ms B 211a3: samudayabhidheyo yo
‘rthas.

*»That is, the denotable objects of the separate terms ’nila’, and so on, cf. PST
Ms B 211a3: kevalaniladisabdavacyayoh.

% That is, because there is no third option with regard to a substantially existent
general property, cf. PST Ms B 211a4: dravyasatas trtiyavikalpabhavat.
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*» Namely, from the two component referents consisting of the two general
properties, cf. PST Ms B 211a4: jatyam avayavarthabhyam. According to the
translations of KV—both equally confused—it is the general properties as referents
that may or may not be different from the referent (adhikarana).

®1 <tatra tavad na bhinnam, yasmat> samudayaikataV) nasti mitho 'bheda-
prasangatah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 211a4: tatrabhedapakse dosapadarsanayaha
samudayaikataV) nastiti. kuta ity @ha: mitho bhedaprasangata iti.

(Degikata em. (cf. geig iid V Ms T: geig ni K) : °aika Ms

20 Cf. gan gi phyir K : “di ltar V.
27 Cf. PST Ms B 211a5: samudayinoh parasparam abhedaprasarga ity arthah.
B4 yadi hi. Qu. Ms B 211a5.

28 Cf. PST Ms B 211bl: yad anekasamudayo na sa vastutah, kalpita eva tu
sannagarl"vat(l).
Cf. AT 1:51.

2 Cf. thal bar gyur ro K : om. V.
0 Cf. geig las K : don gcig las V.

[95] samithanekatasakteh). Qu. Ms B 211a7.
(DCE. *gyur (sic.; read thal) phyir K : thal bar *gyur V.
6] samithasya <ca>Dnekasmad abhedad anekatvaprasangah. <tatas ca nasti>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 211a7-211bl: samihasya jatigunasamudayasyanekasmad
avayavad abhedad anekatvaprasangah.

Cf. yarn K : om. V.

o7 nilotpalarthayoh. Qu. Ms B 211a7.

1 Cf. PST Ms B 211bl: nilotpalarthayor iti bahuvrihih. nilotpalabhidhayinoh
Sabdayor ity arthah.

B81 ekatrapi vartamanau <sabdau svartham na tyajatah>". Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 211bl: ekatrapi vartamanay iti.

Wor: hayakau.

*That is, in the compound ‘nilotpala,” cf. PST Ms B 211b1-2: ekaminn api
Sabdasamudaye "vayavabhavena vartamanay ity arthah.

[991

samuditayor api. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 211b2: nilotpalasabdayoh
samuditayor apiti.

0001 utah samanadhikaranyam. Qu. Ms B 211b2.
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3 Cf. PST Ms B 211b2: bhinnarthatvat. yatha ghatapatasabdayoh samand-
dhikaranyam ndsti, tatha nilotpalasabdayoh samuditayor apiti.

WU wesa doso nasti>. dvav api <visesarthau> samdanye visesantarbhavat.
tulyaripau <samanyarthena>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 211b3: samanye
E/Ii)fervdntarbhdvdd iti; 211b4: dvav api nilotpalasabdau; Ms B 211b5: tulyarapav

ityadi.

Dem. : tulyaripetvityadi Ms

B4 Cf. PST Ms B 211b3-5: nilam iti samanyam; tadvisesa utpaladayah; te
tatrantarbhiitahV). nilotpalasabdau hi samanyabhidhanau visesam antarbhavya
vartete, tasmat samanye visesa antarbhiita iti. te ’pi nilotpalasabdayor arthah. tad
evam dvav api nilotpalasabdau nilotpalarthavantau®. tatas ca svarthaparityage ’pi
na kascid dosah: “Blue is a general property; its particulars are lotus, etc.; they are
included in that. For the words "blue’ and ’lotus’ that denote two general properties
apply by including the particular. Therefore the particulars are included in the
general; for they too are the referents of the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’. In those
circumstances both of them viz. the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ have as their referent
the blue lotus. And therefore there is no problem even if they give up their own
referent.”

Wegntare em. : °amre® Ms

)oanyabhi® em. : °am abhi®.

®)°palarthavantau em. (cf.u tpal la sion po don dan ldan pa dag go T) :
palenavyavmtau Ms

W02 yisesarthavattvajiiapanartham®) dvitiyasabdaprayogah. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 211b6, q.v. no. 236.

(DCE. don gyi bye brag dan ldan pa Ses par bya ba’ i phyir V : khyad par gyi don
Ses par bya ba’i don du K.

5 Cf. PST Ms B 211b5-6: yadi tarhi samanyasabdo ’pi visesarthas tata eva
visesavagamat dvitiyasabdaprayogah kimartham? ity aha: tulyariipav ityadi.
yenaiva riupena nilasabdo nilatvam aha, tenaiva nilotpalam ity api. atas tasya
<tulya>riapatvan'V na jidayate: kim ayam samanyartha eva atha® visesartho
’pt’ti(3); visesarthavattvajiiapanartham dvitivasabdaprayogah: “In that case, if it has
a particular as its referent even though it is a general term, what is the reason why
the second word is applied since the particular is understood from this? To this
[question] he answers: “They have a form that is identical with,” etc. The word
‘blue’ also denotes the blue lotus in the same form in which it denotes blueness.
Therefore one does not know whether it only has the general property as its referent
or whether it also has a particular as its referent because its form is the same. Thus
the application of the second word is for the purpose of making known the fact that
they have a particular as their referent.”

Wrulya® conj. (cf. o bo mtshuns pa T) : om. Ms

@atha em. : hata Ms

®)°gti em. : °thi Ms

03 uira tavad nilasabden<abheden>abhidhiyate, na jatih. Restored, cf. PST Ms
B 211b6-7: atra tavad ityadi; Ms B 211b7f, q.v. no. 237 below.
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26 Cf PST Ms B 211b7-212al: nilasabdena hi nilajatir abhidhiyate tadyukto va
gunah, na titpaladidravyajatih. tasyasD ca visesa raktotpaladayah, na nilagunasya
tatsamavayino va nilatvasya, tatah katham nilasabdarthe nilotpaladinam antar-
bhavah syat: “For the word ’blue’ denotes the general property blueness or the
quality connected to it, but not the general property substanceness of a lotus and so
on; and the red lotus, and so on, are its [viz. the general property substanceness],
[they are] not [particulars] of the blue quality or the blueness inherent in it.
Therefore, how could the blue lotus, and so on, be included in the referent of the
word ’blue’?”

(DT reproduces tasydas as de las sic.

U4 <na hi nilasabdo dravyajatim> samanyenaha, <kuto visesasya dravyajatav
antarbhiitah kalpyeta(V>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212al: samanyenahety; 211b7-
212al, g.v. no. 237 above.

Wbrtag V : brtags pa K.

ZTCf. PST Ms B 212al: abhinnasabdasyartham acaste. tad etena ye nila-
Sabdarthasya bheda na bhavanti, na te tatrantarbhavanti, tadyatha balakadayah.
tathd ca nilotpaldadayo dravyajativisesa iti.

W51 pyanu ca nilavad dravyam samanyen<aha>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212a2,
q.v. no. 241 below.

3% The reading balaka is supported by Ms, cf. no. 238 above. K and V are utterly
confused, cf. ha li dan la ba la sogs pa K : lda ba dan u tpa la dag kyan V.

9 Cf. u tpa la dag kyar V : om. K.

0 cf, PST Ms B 212a2: naiva hi nilasabdena nilo gunas tajjatir vabhidhiyate,
kim tarhi nilagunavat samanyena dravyam; tadbhedas ca nilotpaladaya ity
anavadyam: “For the word ‘blue’ does not denote the blue quality or its general
property, but rather [it denotes] in a general way the substance that possesses the
blue quality; and the blue lotus, and so on, are its particulars. Thus it is
unobjectionable.”

[106] ayuktam evam bhavitum. Qu. Ms B 212a3.

WO <kasmat?> piarvam uktatvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212a3-4: parvam
uktatvad ityadi.

2 CE. ¢i’i phyir V : gan gi phyir K.
2 Cf. PST Ms B 212a3-4: tadvatpaksadarsanam hidam upanyastam. tac ca

purvam eva nisiddham iti krtva tad eva pirvanisiddhatvam darSayann aha: purvam
uktatvad ityadi.
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[108] <tadvadabhidhanam hiY  “tadvato  nasvatantratvad” (PS V:da)
ityevamadina> piirvam eva nisiddham®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212a3-4, q.v.
above no. 243.

(DK and V are syntactically confused, cf. de dan Idan par brjod pa la (sic) ni V :
de dan ldan pa ni K, and, subsequently de darn ldan par brjod pa ni.

Q). snar fiid du bkag pa yin no K : snar fiid du ... ma grub par brjod do V.

U9 s4d ayuktam. Qu. Ms B 212a4.

3 Cf. PST Ms B 214a4: abhidheyatvena hy antarbhava istah, na ca visesanam
samanyasabdabhidheyatvam sambhavati: “For it is claimed that [the particulars’]
are included [in the general property] as denotable objects. And it is not possible that
the particulars are the denotable objects of the general term.”

M1 <kasmar?> samsayar. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212a4: atra hetum aha:
samsayad iti.

BT camsayo hi <samanyasabdad visesesuV drstah>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
212a4: samsayo hityadikam asyaiva vivaranam.

(DCE. khyad par rnams la K : bye brag gi sgra rnams la (*visesasabdesu sic)V.

U2 4 ca yatah samsayas <tenabhidhanam yuktam>(D. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
212a5: na ca yatah samsaya ityady anvayasyopadarsanam.

(DCT. de yis brjod par rigs pa ma yin no V : de ni brjod par mi rigs so K.

UBL ¢yar tv arthato <viSesasabdat samanyapratitih, avyabhicaratV>. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 212a5: syat tv arthata ityadi vyatirekasya.

CE. mi ’khrul pa’i phyir V : ’khrul pa med par ’gyur ro K. V construes
samanyapratitih with avyabhicarat, cf. spyi rtogs pa la mi ’khrul pa’i phyir V.

24 Cf. PST Ms B 212a6: arthata iti grahanam saksad abhidhanasyabhimatatvat:
“The use of the expression ‘by implication’ is due to the fact that it is believed that it
denotes directly.”

M Cf. PST Ms B 212a5: Simsapasabdartho hi vrksasamanyavyabhicariti
Simsapasabdad arthatoV) vrksasamanyapratitir bhavati: “Since the referent of the
word ‘simSapa’ does not deviate from the general property tree, there is a cognition
of the general property tree, which is caused by the word ‘Simsapa’ by implication.”

D §abdad arthato em. (cf. sgra las don gyis T) : Sabdarthato Ms

W4 yar tarhidam <uktam “antarbhiitavisesam samanyam” iti>, naitad <uktam
abhidheyatvat, kim tarhi>1). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212bl: yat tarhidam ityadi.
yadi nantarbhiitavisesam samanyam, tat katham ayam agamo na virudhyata ity
abhifyrdyah. naitad ityadinagamam gamayati.

Detad is the correlative of yat. KV translate as if the relative clause represents a
statement made by the opponent.

[L15] <anapohanat>. Restored.
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26 Cf. til la sogs pa K : siion po la sogs pa la V.

M6l aryaye gatir ekasmat. Qu Ms B 212b1.

7 Cf. PST Ms B 212b1-2: paryayasabdesu hi ekasmad eva paryayasabdad
vivaksitarthapratitir bhavati. tatas ca dvitiyasya prayogabhava eveti katham sama-
nadhikaranyam visesanavisesyabhavo veti manyate: “For in the case of synonyms a
single synonym causes the cognition of the intended referent. And therefore the
application of a second [synonym] is not met with. So how could there be co-
reference or a qualifier-qualified relation. This is how he is thinking.”

W paryayasabde hy anirjiiatanekarthe)  paryayantarasya®  prayogas
tat<piurva>rthapratitaye. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212b3: paryayasabde hityadi; B
213b3-4, q.v. below no. 249.

(DCE. don du ma ma rtogs pa la K : ma rtogs pa dan don du ma la ma (sic; ma
om. DC) yin gyi V.

Q)CE. rnam grans gZan gyi (so read; ed. gyis) sbyor ba K : rnam grans gZan
sbyor ba V.

M8 f, PST Ms B 212b3-4: tatranirjiiatartheV paryayantarasya prayogo®
bhavati: yatha kasyacit pikasabde ’'nirjiiatarthe tadarthapratitaye kokilasabdasya,
anekarthe va arthantaravyavacchedena visistarthapratitaye: yathaksasabde vibhita-
kasabdasya. na catrayam prakaro ’sti. tasmad ayukto dvitiyasya prayoga ity abhi-
prayah: “In this context there is an addition of another synonym to [a synonym]
whose referent is not understood, like, for instance, someone’s addition of the word
kokila to the word pika whose referent is not understood, so that its referent may be
understood, or to one that has many referents so that a specific referent may be
known by excluding other referents, like, for instance, the word vibhitaka to the
word aksa. And this kind [of addition] is not found in the present case. Therefore the
addition of a second [synonym] is not justified. Such is the opinion.”

Thus the use of a second term in addition to the one already mentioned is only
justified if the meaning is not clearly understood. Otherwise it is not. And in the
present case it must be assumed that if nila and utpala denote the same referent they
are synonyms, and thus the addition of one to the other is meaningless because one
does not apply a second term in addition to one whose meaning is understood.
Dignaga apparently alludes in this paragraph to the principle that ’one does not use
words whose referents have already been denoted,” which Patafijali explains at
Maha-bh I 105,2-3: arthagatyarthas Sabdaprayogah. artham sampratyayayisyamiti
Sabdah prayujyate. tatraikenoktatvat tasyarthasya dvitiyasya prayogena na bhavi-
tavyam uktarthanam aprayoga iti: “The use of words is for the purpose of
comprehending their referents. A word is used at the thought “I shall make [its]
referent understood.” In that case one should not use a second word because the
referent has already been denoted by a single one, for ’one does not use [words]
whose referents have already been denoted’;” cf. Maha-bh I 240,24-25.

Wegnirjfiata® em. : °ata® Ms

@°sya pra® em. : °syapra® Ms
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W otad eva hi <paryayasabdanam> paryayatvam®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B

212b4-5: kasmat punar ekasya paryayasya prayoge dvitiyasya tatraprayoga ity aha:
etad eva hityadi. 212b6 paryayatvam iti.
rnam grans pa’i sgra itid K : sgra iid V.

0 Cf. PST Ms B 212b5: paryayenartham abhidadhatiti paryayah. na so ’sti®)
yugagatprayoge svanimittabhavat.
®ah. em. : °ya Ms
@ na so ’sti conj. (cf. de cig car sbyor ba la med de T) : na sa Ms

0 Cf. PST Ms B 212b5: anvarthasamjiia hiyam.

W haryayenartham abhidadhati, <na yugapat>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212b5:

paryayenartham abhidadhatiti.
1 Cf. Bhartrhari’s VP I1:251: yaugapadyam atikramya paryaye vyavatisthate.
U201 vutha ca utpalarthasya nilasabdenaivavagater visesanavisesyatvabhavah.

Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212b6: tatha cetyadi ... utpalasabdasahitavyangyasyarthas-
ya nilasabdenaiva kevalenavagater ... visesanavisesyatvabhavah.

P2Cf. PST Ms B 212b6-7: yatah paryayasabda eka evabhidhanayalam, ata
utpalasabdasahitavyangyasyarthasya nilasabdenaiva kevalenavagater vyavacched-
yatvam eva nastiti visesanavisesyatvabhavah: “Since only a single synonym is
sufficient for denoting, the referent that is manifested together with the word ‘lotus’
does not have an excluded referent because it is understood from the word ‘blue’
alone. Thus there is no qualifier-qualified relation.”

U <yathabhede> tatha bhede ’pi: <samudayibhyah> samudayasyanyatvam
sadhyam. na hi tasya tesu tesam va tatra kartsnyenaikadesena va vrttih sambhavati.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 212b7-213a2: tatha bhede ’piti dosa iti vartate. katham
punar dosa ity aha: samudayasyanyatvam sadhyam iti. na siddham ity arthah.
katham sadhyam ity aha: na hltyadl na hi tasyavayavinas tesv avayavesu tesam
vavayavanam tatra samudayeV) kartsnyena sarvatmana ekadeSena va bhagena va
vrttih sambhavati; cf. no. 254 below.

(Moe em. : °0 Ms

3 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s lenghthy elaboration of Dignaga’s argument at PST Ms
B 213a2-213bl: yadi hy avayavy avayavesv ekadesena vartetavayavanavastha syat.
tatha hi yair avayavair avayavi samavayikarane avayavesu vartate, tesv api
tenavayavabhedenaiva vartitavyam. punas tesv apy evam ity anavasthd. na ca
tadvrttav avayavino vrttir asti tesam anavayavitvat. atha kartsnyena vartate tada-
vayavino bahutvaprasango ’vayavanam bahutvat tesu ca pratyekam sarvatmanda
parisamaptatvat. abhinnadesatvac cavayavina sarve 'vayavah samyogidesenabhin-
nadesSah syuh. atha nabhinnadesa isyante, evam tarhy ekadravyo ’vayavi syad ity
evamadayah kartsnyena vrttau dosas tesam api tatra yadi sarvatmani vrttir
avayavinam vyapya tatas tasya niravayavatvat sarvesam ekadesata. tatas ca yatra
panih, tatra padadayo ’piti. mecakeksanaprasamgo vibhagena grahanasambhavat.
athaikadesesu vrttih saivavayavo ’'navastha. yesu hy avayava ekadesesu vartante,
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tair apy aparesu vartitavyam, tair apy evam ity anavastha. yac ca nilam tan
notpalam syat, yad apy utpalam tan na nilam ityadi. yad evam kartsnyenaikadesena
va vrttir na sambhavati, tasman navayavyatiriktah samudayah sidhyati.

W21 vad dhy arthayor va bhavec <chabdayor va>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 213b1:
tad dhy arthayor va bhaved iti.

»* Namely co-reference and the qualifier-qualified relation, cf. PST Ms B
213bl: tad ity ubhayam sambadhyate.

3 1 assume that the syntax of this clause has to be interpreted in the light of the
previous sentence.

UBL vady apy ekarthavrttita <jatigunayos carthayor> na samanyavisesatvam.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 213bl-2: yady apy ekarthavrttitety etat ... na
samanyavisesatvam iti.

6 That is, there is no qualifier-qualified relation between them. In this context
the term is equivalent to visesanavisesyabhavah.

W24 vady api hi <nilagunotpalajatyor ekatra dravye vrtteh samandadhikaranyam
bhavet, na visesanavisesyabhavah>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 213bl: yady api
hityadina vyacaste; Ms B 213b1-2 q.v. below no. 258.

»7 Cf. PST Ms B 213bl-2: ekatra dravye dvayor api samavayad upapadyate
samanddhikaranyam, jatigunayor na visesanavisesyabhavah: “Even if co-reference
is justified because they both inhere in the same substance, a general property and an
quality are not related as qualifier and qualified.”

U251 114 hi. Qu. Ms B 213b2.

% Cf. PST Ms B 213b2: etena parasparam sambandhabhavam aha. etac ca “na
samanyavisesatvam” (PS V:19b) ity asya vivaranam. yesam parasparam
sambandho nasti na tesam visesanavisesyabhavah, ghatapatadivat. nasti ca jati-
gunayoh parasparam sambandhah: “Thereby he explains the absence of a mutual
relation; and this is the explication of the statement “there is no general-particular
property relation between them” (PS V:19b). [General and particular properties] that
have no mutual relation are not related as qualifier and qualified like a pot and cloth
[are not related as qualifier and qualified]; and a general property and a quality do
not have a mutual relation.”

0261 tadvatoh. Qu. Ms B 213b5.

29 Cf. PST Ms B 213b4-5: katham punas tadvator ity ucyate. yavataikam eva
tad dravyam ubhayavisSesanavisistam. ekasyapi gunabhedad bhedam asrityaivam
uktam ity adosah: “However, why is the expression “of the two property possessors”
used, in so far as this substance is one only, being qualified by both qualifiers? It is
used in this way with reference to the difference [of the qualifiers] because although
it [viz. the substance] is one, it has different properties.”
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20 Cf. ’jug pa V (DC conj. Idan pa sic) : om. K.

! The translation of the prodosis is conjectural as K and V are confused,
diverging in terms of syntax and vocabulary, cf. de(V) dan Idan pa’i don K (cf.
tadvatoh 19d) : spyi’i (sic) don la V.

(Dde conj. : om. K.

W27 gravyayor anyatravrtteh™. Qu. Ms B 213b3.
(DCE. gZan la ’jug pa’i rdzas dag la V : rdzas dan yon tan dag gZan du mi ’jug
pa’i phyir K.

%62 That is, they do not have any other locus than the one in which they are
already resident, cf. PST Ms B 213b3-4: yasmaj jatigunavisistayor dravyayor
naparam adhikaranam asti yatra bhedenaV) varteyatam. ata ekatra vrttyabhavad
digakasayor iva nasti samanadhikaranyam iti: “Because two substances that are
qualified by a general property and a quality do not have another locus, in which
they might reside separately.” Therefore, since they do not reside in one and the
same [thing] they are not co-referential in the same way as a quarter of the sky and
the sky.”

(D2epq conj. : bhede Ms : om. T.

U2 vayor ekasya va samanyavisesavattvayogat. Qu. Ms B 213b5-6.

63 Cf. PST Ms B 213b6: na hi niladravyasya bhramarader utpaladravyasya ca
samanyavisesavattvam asti. ato nanayor visesanavisesyatd, jatidvayavat. ekasya
yatra jatigunau saha vartete, na hi tad eva tasya samanyam viseso va bhavati. ato
‘trapi nasti visesanavisesyabhavo yathaikasya ghatasya: “For an indigo-blue
substance like a bee and the substance lotus do not possess the general property
[lotusness] and the particular property [blueness]. Therefore the two are not related
as qualifier and qualified, like a couple of general properties. The same [substance]
in which the general property and the quality reside together is not the general
property or the quality of one of them. Therefore there is no qualifier-qualified
relation in this case either, like [there is no qualifier-qualified relation] of one pot.”

2% Cf. de ltar na re Zig don la gfiis srid pa ma yin no V : de ltar re Zig sic K (text
corresponding to don la giiis srid pa ma yin no V is missing).

U1 aryantabhinnau™  hi - <sabdau jatigunabhidhayakau, tasmat tayoh
samanadhikaranyabhavah>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 213b7: atyantabhinnau hiti.

(DCT. Sin tu tha da pa ni V : gZan la (sic) tha dad pa K.

265 The syntactic function of the particle i is in this case equivalent to yasmat.

26 Cf, PST Ms B 213b7-214al: samanyavisesayor bhedo ’sti tadatadvisayataya,
natyantam. atas tadvyavacchedayatyantagrahanam.

7. Cf. de’i phyirD gZzi mthun pa yod pa ma yin no K : de yan yod pa ma yin no.
de dag gi gZi mthun pa la yan V.
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(DRead de’i phyir de dag gi.
28 Cf. de’i sgra dag la yan V : de’i sgra dag kyan K.

29 Cf. PST Ms B 214al-2: visesanavisesyabhavo ’pi jatigunavécinoh Sabdayor
nopapadyate. arthadvarako hi tayor visesanavisesyabhavah. tadarthayo$ ca jati-
gunayor na kaScanabhisambandhah: “A qualifier-qualified relation between two
words that denote a general property and a quality is not justified. For the qualifier-
qualified relation of the two [words] is caused by [their] referents. And there is no
relation between their two referents viz. the general property and the quality.”

20 Cf. de dag med do K : om. V.
TV Cf. rigs V : rdzas K.

2 Cf. rigs (em. : K rdzas) dan yon tan tsam rjod par byed pa iid la K : rigs dan
yon tan tsam brjod pa fiid yin no V.

W1 o tyarulyam prasajyate. Qu. Ms B 214a2.

3 Cf, PST Ms B 214a 2-3: tulyasabdo ’traikaparyayah.(V) ekam anekam vadhi-
karanam prasajyata ity arthah. tatas ca samanddhikaranyabhavah samanam
evadhikaranam na bhavatiti krtva: “The word ‘similar’ is in this context a synonym
of one. The meaning is this: The [absurd] consequence is that the substance is
[either] one or many. And therefore there is no co-reference on the grounds that the
substance is not the same.”

Megh em. : °a Ms

2 Cf. gan gi phyir K : gal te V.

B Cf. sgra dag gis (em. : gi K) yon tan dan rigs (em. : rdzas K) kyis (em. : kyi
K) khyad par can rdzas gcig brjod par bya ba K : rigs dan yon tan gyi sgra dag
rdzas kyi khyad pa gcig la brjod pa V.

Y qrulyatvavivaksa cet. Qu. Ms B 214a3.

W21 <yadi manyate: sambandhikrtabhedavivaksayam> tulyatvam tavad upadaya
samanadhikaranyam bhavisyati. Restored, cf. PST Ms 214a4-5: tulyatvam tavad
upadaya samanadhikaranyam bhavisyati.

" The opponent objects that what defines the similarity (fulyatvam) of the
substance to which the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ refer is the fact that the speaker does
not intend to refer to the difference that is caused by the relata viz. the general
properties blueness and lotusness, cf. PST Ms B 214a3-5: samanasamandadhikarana-
sambhave samanam adhikaranam asritya samanadhikaranyam ucyate vidhina
samanadhikaranyavacanat. na hi bhinnam adhikaranam prattszdhyate kim tarhy
abhinnam vidhiyate. tena tavanmatravivaksaya tulyatvam tavadDupadaya sama-
nadhikaranyam bhavisyati. yas tu vastunah sambandhikrto bhedah, sa vzvaksaya—
nupasthapitatvad na bhinnadhikaranatvaya kalpata ity aparasyabhiprayam avis-
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karoti: “If there is the possibility that the substance is either the same or not the
same one speaks about co-reference with reference to the same substance because
co-reference is expressed in an affirmative form. For it is not denied that the
substance is different, but rather is is prescribed that it is not different. Therefore
since only that much is intended to be expressed, there will be co-reference based
upon such similarity. But the difference of referent that is caused by the relatum
[i.e., the general property] does not effect that the substance is different because it is
not presented according to the intention [of the speaker]. In this way he shows the
opponent s opinion.’
(DNotice the wrong punctuation ’dra ba fiid de, de srid la brten nas T.

U331 yatrapi hi. Qu. Ms B 214a6.

*"" The opponent continues arguing that the same principle holds even on the
apoha theory, cf. PST Ms B 214a6: apohapakse 'py esa nyaya asrayaniya iti
darsayati.

78 Cf. T 182,26ff: “The meaning is "because they are the causes of a cognition
that appear as having the same reference (*samanadhikaranabhasabuddhihetutvat)’.
There is a minor gap in Ms corresponding to T 182,26-28, after which Ms continues
at B 214a6-7: ... Sabdopajanita darsSayati. tanmdatram dasritya tvayapi samanadhi-
karanyavyavastha kriyata iti.

11341 tulyakarabuddhihetutvat. Qu. Ms B 214a6: tulyakarabuddhzhetutvat(1)

Woryat conj. (cf. blo mtshuns pa’i rgyu yin pa’i <phyir>® K : blo mtshuris pa’i
rgyu yod pa iiid [sic] V) : tulyakarabuddhi Ms (some lines are missing, cf. blo rnam
pa mtshuns pa’i rgyu iid kyi phyir Zes pa T). For the reading tulyakarabuddhihetu®
which is not corroborated by K and V, cf. expressions like bhinnakara buddhi and
abhinnakara buddhih in Dharmakirti’s PVV: 65,25f: tad ekam anamsam vastu
katham bhinnakarabhir buddhibhir visayikriyate; 39,15: kevalam abhinnakara
buddhir utpadyate; 55,7: katham tasv abhinnakara buddhir iti. One cannot therefore
exclude the possibility that akara has been interpolated in the light of Dharmakirti’s

usage.
%Z)phyir conj. (cf. rgyu fiid kyi phyir T) : om. KV.
29 Cf. yod du zin kyan V : med pa fiid ma yin gyi K.

20 Cf. mi tshuns pa bkod pa ste K : *di ni mi zad par brgal ba ste V.

W51 tatra  Sabdavyaparah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 214bl-2: tatraiva

nilotpalasabdavyaparo.

[136] ubhayavyuddsanugrhite. tanmatrasya vivaksa prayujyate. Restored, cf. Ms

214a7: ubhayavyudasanugrhita iti; Ms B 214bl: tanmatrasyaiva vivaksa
prayujyate.

B Cf. PST Ms B 214a7-214bl: ubhayavyudaso ’nilanutpalavyavrttih. sa ca
vyavrttimatah paramarthato nanyetl tad evamlanutpalavyavtttam nilotpalakhyam
vastu tathocyate. tenanugrhitah.() anugrahah® punas tasya bauddhasya Sabdar-
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thasyopajana eva; cf. Manorathanandin’s explanation at PVV 298,22: nilotpalam ity
ubhayavyavrttivisistaikavastuvyavasayikaya buddher anurodhatah, ad PV 1 131-
32ab: vicchedam sicayan ekam apratiksipya vartate yadanyam tena sa vyapta
ekatvena ca bhasate samanadhikaranyam syat, tada buddhyanurodhatah. TS 1097:
nilotpalasabdebhyo ekam evavasiyate anilanutpaladibhyo vyavrttam pratibim-
bakam.

(DT punctuates wrongly: des rjes su bzun Zin phan btags pa ni.

@anu® em. : janu® Ms

%2 That is to the exclusion of particular distinctive properties like mukulatva, cf.
PST Ms B 214b1-2: nanyesam mukulatvadinam.

3 The apprehension of the meaning of the expression ‘blue lotus’ only
presupposes the combined exclusions of the neganda of ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ viz. ‘non-
blue’, and ‘non-lotus’, it is not assisted by other exclusions like the exclusion of the
neganda of ’lotus bud’, and so on, cf. PST Ms B 214b1: tatraiva nilotpalasabda-
vyaparo, na mukuladivyuddasanugrhita iti.

W sambandhikrte tv <visese 'vivaksite >, tad vastu katham vacyam. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 214b2: sambandhikrte tv iti; Ms B 214b2-3, q.v. below no. 285.

4 Cf. PST Ms B 214b2-3: nilotpalasabdau hi nilagunotpalajatibhyam vyavac-
chinna eva vastuni tannibandhanau pravrttau. tatra yadi visesanakrto viseso na
vivaksyate, <anarth?>aripamV) tad vastu katham vacyam. na hi vastunah svato
nilotpaladisvabhavata bhavatity asamvyavaharyam eva syat: “For the words ‘blue’
and ‘lotus’ are applied to an object as defined by the quality blue and the general
property lotus, having these as their cause. If in this case the difference that is
caused by the qualifiers is not intended to be expressed, how could this thing be
denotable, having a form which is not the referent? For the thing does not per se
have the nature of a blue lotus, etc. Thus it could not be made subject of verbal
designation.”

(Ddon med pa’i 1o bo’i T.

W8 ogvasvasamanata. Qu. Ms B 214b3.

5 Cf, PST Ms B 214b3-4: yadi Sabdavisayikrtasyapi visesasyavivaksa gaur
asva ity atrapi samanata syat: “If the difference is not intended to be expressed
although it is made the object of the word, there would be similarity even in the case

5 9

of [the entities called] ‘cow’ and ‘horse’.

2 yod pa V : rta fiid K would indicate that the translators of V read astitva for
asvatva.

B <rasya vastuno> 'nabhidheyatvena <samanateti gavasva iti> nilotpaladivat
samandadhikaranyaprasangah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 214b4-5: anabhidheya-
tvenetiV) ... nilotpaladivat samanadhikaranyaprasanga iti.

(D%yg° em. : °e° Ms
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7 Cf. PST Ms B 214b4-5: yat tat samanyavisesarahitam vastumatram tad
avisayam eva Sabdanam samsargipadarthopapaditavastuvisesavisayatvat. tatas ca
gavasvasya samanata bhedabhavah syat: “The mere thing without a particular
general property is not the referent of words because their object is a particular thing
effected by an inherent object of reference [i.e., a general property]. And therefore
there will be similarity of cow and horse, i.e., absence of difference [between
them].”

28 Cf Ms B 214b5-7: evam manyate: nilotpalam ity atrapi naiva kimcid ekam
abhidheyam asti nilagunotpalajatisamparkapraptariipabhedavyatirekena nilotpa-
lasya rapantarabhavat. <a>tas tadapy anabhidheyatvena vastusamanataiva sama-
nadhikaranyahetuh. tad gavasve ’py anabhidheyatvam aviSistam iti samandadhi-
karanyapattih: “The idea is as follows: Also in the case of [the word] ‘blue lotus’
there is not a single denotable object because a blue lotus does not have another
form apart from the particular form that obtains from a conjunction of the quality
blue and the general property lotus. Therefore, even then the similarity of things as
such is the cause of co-reference because of not being denotable. Therefore the not
being denotable is not distinct even with respect to ‘cow’ and ‘horse.” Thus their co-
reference obtains [absurdly].”

1401 tatrakrtivisesas(D cet.(2) Restored, cf. PST Ms B 214b7: tatrakrtivisesas ceti.

(D Cf. khyad rnam pas (sic) yin K : bye brag tu ma (sic) byas V. Both versions
are impossible to construe.

2) cet em. (cf. gal te ... Se V : Ze na K : der rnam pa’i khyad par yin na T
183,22) : ceti Ms

9 Cf. PST Ms B 214b7-215al:
gowvasvatvadisambandhibhedahitavisesasamDbhavenapi  svata eva gavasvasya
viseso ’sti, yadabhivyaktasya samanyasya gotvadeh Sabdenopddanam. tato yuk-
tam'® etad yad gavasve gotvasvatvayor vivaksitatvam Sabdena visayikrtatvat.
anyatha tadabhidhanam eva na syat: “Even because of the impossibility of a
difference effected by the difference of the relata cowhood and horsehood, and so
on, the difference between a horse and a cow exists per se, manifested by which the
general property cowhood, and so on, is appropriated by the word. Therefore it is
correct that cowhood and horsehood in a cow and a horse are intended to be denoted
because the word takes them as its objects. Otherwise they could not be denoted at
all.”

(Wogsam® em. (cf. med par yan T) : °asam® Ms

@mi rigs (= *ayuktam sic) T.

20 Cf. gal te "di snam du V : om. K.

#'The view that the manifestation of a given general property is due to the
particular material shape of the object that manifests it, and to which its occurrence
is restricted, is briefly mentioned by Helaraja Prakirnaprakasa Vol I 94: 8-11 (on VP
II1.1:93-94); he attributes it to the VaiSesikas (loc.cit. line one): nanu ca sapi (scil.
jati) katham anavayavena vyaktim nanuyayat. tatha ca gavasvadau sankarya-
prasangah. naitad evam, pratiniyatasrayavrttitvat samanyanam. kim atra nimittam
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cet? visistasamsthanayogitvam vyaktinam. anyo hy avayavasanniveso gavam, anyas
tv asvanam iti gotvasvatvayor adharaniyamasiddhih.

22 Cf. dbyibs kyi khyad par (= samsthanavisesa) rnam par (= akrti) brjod pas K
: dbyibs kyi bye brag tu byas te V, which is difficult to construe and must be based
upon a flawed reading, cf. 21c der bye brag tu ma (sic) byas te V.

23 Cf. *di yod pa yin te K : yod par ma brjod do V; for brjod V, cf. K, q.v. no.
291.

W syvasamanyabhivyaktihetur <viSesas>. tatkrte hi tayos tathabhidhane katham
avivaksa. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 215al: svasamanyabhivyaktihetur iti; Ms B
215a3: tatkrte hi tayos tathabhidhane katham avivakseti; cf. quotation no. 296
below.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 215al-2: anena tadastitvavagaterV nibandhanam aha.
karyavisesat samsthanam avayavasannivesatmakam anumiyata ity arthah. nanu
casritadharmabheda evayam. yathaiva hi gotvasvatvadayah samanyavisesa vastva-
vacchedahetutvad® andatmabhiita vastunah,® tatha samsthanam api. tatha ca
tadupamarde vastvatmaivavasisyate. satyam etat. dosantarabhidhitsaya tv etad
avyapeksitam™®: “Hereby he formulates the cause for ascertaining its existence. The
meaning is that due to a particular effect the [difference of material] shape whose
nature consists in a collocation of parts is inferred. But surely this is only a
difference of dependent properties. For in the exact same way as particular general
properties such as cowhood and horsehood do not have status as essential natures of
material objects (vastu) because they are causes of delimiting objects, so also the
material shape; and thus, when it is destroyed nothing but the nature of a material
object is left. This is true. However, this is not taken into consideration with a wish
to present other problems.”

(D) °gya<ga>ter em. : °afy}vater Ms

@) T translates in accordance with Ms samanyavisesavastvavacchedahetutvat as
spyi dan khyad par gyi drnos po ma yin pa gcod pa’i rgyu 7iid kyi phyir which is
meaningless in the context. T reflects a common translation error caused by
scri{ﬁura continua.

3T 183,33 interprets gen. sg. vastunah as nom. pl., cf. loc.cit. drios po rnams.

@ “di la bltos par byas pa T 183,35 for etad avyapeksitam.

5 Cf. Ms 215a3-4: samsthanavisesakrte gaur asva ity evam abhidhane sati
katham bhedasyavivaksa. athava tatkrte hi tayos tathabhidhaneV iti dvivacanam
evaitat. abhidhdanam sabdo ’bhidiyate ’'neneti krtva: “When there is a denotation
like ‘cow’ or ‘horse’ which is caused by difference of material shape, why would
there be no intention to express the difference [of material shape]? Or rather, [in the
phrase] “since the two denotations of these two in this way [viz. as ‘cow’ and
‘horse’, respectively] is caused by this [difference of material shape] [the expression
abhidhane] is definitely a dual form. A word is a *denotation’ (abhidhdanam) on the
grounds that it denotes.”

(D Cf. no. [141] above.
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U2 na tu nilotpalatvavatoM rthasy<eti>® na tadvat samanadhikaranyam iti.

Restored, cf. Ms 215a4-5: na tu nilotpalatvavato ’rthasyetyadi.

Dy tpa la dan sion po bZin no V would indicate that the translators read °vat
and interpreted it accordingly instead of vato. u tpa la svion po la sogs pa’i don la K
shows no trace of the possessive suffix var. Neither version reproduces the affix tva,
although it is crucial for understanding the argument.

()Cf. phyir K and the syntactically analogous use of fato in the paraphrase of the
argument at Ms B 215a5 below no. 297.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 215a5: nilagunotpalajativisesamatoV) "rthasya na gavasvavat
samsthanabhedas tato na tadvad nilotpaladisabdavat samandadhikaranyam gavasva-
disabdanam: “The referent that is possessed of the quality blueness and the
particular general property lotusness has no difference of material shape like a cow
and a horse. Therefore words like ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ are not co-referential in the

same way as these viz. words like ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’.
D °yisesamato em. : °visemato Ms

USY gnekakrtisarikarah. Qu. Ms B 215a5-6.
W4 ekasmin vastuni <anekasamanya>bhivyakter anekasamsthanasamavesah
<syar>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 215a6: yadi samsthanabhedad bhinnasamanya-
bhivyaktir ekasmin vastuni ghatatvasattvadravyatvadyabhivyakter anekasamsthana-
samavesah prasajyate: “If different general properties are manifested because of
difference of material shape, it follows [absurdly] that many material shapes would
co-occur in one entity because it manifests such general properties as potness,
existence, and substanceness.”

W) g ca drstam. Qu. Ms B 215a6.

¥TCf. PST Ms B 215a7-215b1: na hi dirghaparimandaladiny ekatra sama-
vistani. etena tadabhavavyavaharasiddhyai svabhavanupalambham dha. casabdo
na cestam bhavato ’pity arthadyotandayaV), ghatadyaikakarabhidhanapratyaya-
bhavaprasangat. na hy anekasamsthane vastuni tadayattayor abhidhanapratyayayor
ekakaratvam upapadyate, tadvasena vastunas tadripavasayabhavaprasangat. Tas-
man na samsthanabhedad bhinnasamanyabhivyaktir abhyupeya: “For being oblong
and circular and so on are not collocated in one and the same thing. Therefore he
mentions non-perception of their essential nature in order to prove its being treated
as non-existent. The word ’and’ is to clarify the meaning viz. that you too do not
claim it because of the [absurd] consequence that the denotation and idea of a pot
and so on that has a single form would be non-existent. For when an entity has a
multitude of material shapes it is not justified that the denotation and the idea that
are based upon this [entity] have a single form because the [absurd] consequence
would be that the form of the entity could not be ascertained. Therefore one is not to
assume that the manifestation of different general properties is due to difference of
material shape.”

M arthadyotanaya em. : arthah | dyotanaya Ms

481 upi ca <tulyam>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 215b1: api cetyadi.
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W <oavasvadmam punah> tlyatulyam adhikaranam <syad> anabhidheyatvat
sattadivyarijakatvdac ca gotvadivyaiijakatvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 215b2-3:
idanim tv anabhidheyatvat sattadravyatvadivyaiijakatvac ca tulyam gotvasvatva-
vyaiijakatvac catulyam iti tulyatulyam adhikaranam.

2% Cf. PST Ms B 215b1-3: piarvam gotvasvatvabhyam viseso 'nabhidheyatvac
cavisesa iti tulyatulyam adhikaranam uktam. idanim tv anabhidheyatvat satta-
dravyatvadivyaiijakatvac ca tulyam gotvasvatvavyarijakatvac catulyam iti tulyatul-
yam adhikaranam: “Previously the substance was said to be similar and dissimilar
on the assumption that the difference is due to cowhood and horsehood, and the non-
difference is due to not being the denotable object. Now, on the other hand, the
substance is similar and dissimilar on the assumption (iti) that it is similar because
of not being denotable, and because of manifesting existence and substanceness, and
so on, and dissimilar because of manifesting cowhood and horsehood.”

Wgotvasvatva® em. (cf. rta 7iid T) : gotva® Ms

W8I ratrapy atulyatvavivaksayam samandadhikaranyaprasangah. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 215b3: tatrapy atulyatvavivaksayam nilotpaladivat samanadhikaranya-
prasaniga iti.

0491 iste *pi cabhavah. Qu. Ms B 215b3.
S0 v trapi. Qu. Ms B 215b3.
S yvadi. Qu. Ms B 215b3.

U521 samanyabhedabhivyafijakatvar™®. Qu. Ms B 217b2.

Wophedabhi® em. (cf. tha dad pa’i spyi mion par gsal bar byed pa’i phyir K :
spyi tha dad par gsal bar byed pa yin pa’i phyir V) : °a/bh]i° Ms (cf. spyi tha dad
pa mnon par gsal bar byed pa iiid kyi phyir T).

US3! tatha hi. Qu. Ms B 215b3.

154 pa vyaktir gunakarmanoh. Qu. Ms 215b4.

2 Cf, PST Ms B 215b5: yadi samsthanam eva samanyasyabhivyaiijakam
abhyupeyate, gunatvakarmatvadinam anabhivyaktiprasangah, tesam asamsthana-
vattvat: “If it is assumed that the material shape alone manifests the general
property, it has the [absurd] consequence that there is no manifestation of
qualityness and actionness because they do not possess material shape.”

[155] <gunakarmanor hy> asamsthanavattvat <tadgatasamanya>nabhivyakti-
prasangah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 215b5: anabhivyaktiprasarngah, tesam
asamsthanavattvat.

561 phedena svasamanyabhivyariijakatvad dravyadisu bheda iti. Qu. Ms B
217b3, cf. 215b6: saktibhedena.
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0 Cf. PST Ms B 215b6-7: samsthanapaksasya dustatvat tam  utsrjya
paksantaram avalambate: dravyagunakarmasu dravyatvadivyaktihetuh saktiviseso
'sti. tato na gunakarmagatasamanyanam abhivyaktidosah: “Since the theory of
material is faulty he gives it up and clings to another theory, namely that there is a
particular power in substances, qualities, and actions, which is the cause of
manifestation of substanceness, etc. Therefore there is no problem concerning the
manifestation of general properties included in quality and action.” For the
Vaisesika concept of saktibheda, cf. PBh § 381: yatha kundadadhnoh samyogai-
katve bhavaty asrayasrayibhavaniyamah, tatha dravyatvadinam api samavayaikatve
'pi vyangyavyarfijakasaktibhedad adharadheyaniyamah. Mallavadi discusses this
view at NC, cf. NCV 533,9ff. For the concept of sakti, cf. Halbfass 1992: 72f, and
passim.

O'Cf. PST Ms B 215b7-216al: naitad evam anekantat. tatha hi
ghatasyanekasamanyavattvat tadvyaktau Saktibhedo bhyupagantavyah. tatas
caikasyapi Saktibhedadarsanat, nalam Saktibhedo bhedapratipadandya: “This is not
the case because of uncertainty. That is, since a pot possesses many general
properties difference of power is to be assumed with respect to their manifestation.
And therefore difference of power is not sufficient for explaining difference [of
substance and the rest] because even a single [substance] is observed to have
different powers.”

WS <ootvasvatvayoh> kimkrto visesa iti <vaktavyam>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
216al: kimkrto visesa iti.

2 Cf. PST Ms B 216al-2: bhinnam hi visesanam visesyasya bhedaprati-
padanayalam iti tayor eva bhedam paryanuyunkte: “For a distinct qualifier is
sufficient for explaining the difference of the qualified. With this in mind he
enquires about the difference between the two.”

WSS sabdanam tavad abhidhayakaSabdakrtah. tesam hi yadrcchasabdesu vise-
sah,V tadabhidheyatvat®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 217b3: yathoktam: sabdanam
tavad abhidhayakasabdakrta iti; 216a2: tesam hi yadrcchasabdesv iti.

(DCE. brjod par bya ba iiid las (cf. the syntactical parallel gavadisabda-
vdacyatayaiva, q.v. below no. 304) K : ran ran gi sgras (sic) brjod par bya ba de dag
\'%

o, PST Ms B 216a2-3, q.v. no. 304 below.

303 Cf. PST Ms B 216a2-3: svariapamatranimittapravrttayo yadrcchasabda
ditthasabdadayah. gavadisabdas ca gotvadisu bahyapravrttinimittabhavad yadrc-
chasabdah. tadabhidheyatvam evaV tesam visesah. gotvadayo hi yadrcchasabda-
visaya gavadisabdavacyatayaiva vastvantarad visisyanta iti Sabda manyante:
“Words like ‘dittha’ are arbitrary terms whose cause of application is their mere
own form. And words like ‘cow’ are arbitrary terms with regard to cowhood, etc.
because they are without external cause of application. Their difference is the mere
fact that they are their denotable objects. For [general properties] like cowhood that
are the objects of arbitrary terms are differentiated from other [general] entities
(vastvantarat) merely by being the denotable objects of words like ‘cow’. This is
what the grammarians think.”
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The only property that characterizes general properties is that they are entities
(vastutva) devoid of any other distinguishing property. Since general properties as
entities per definition are devoid of other general properties (nihsamanyani
samanyani), their denotation is without cause of application. Consequently the
semantic condition for their denotation is similar to that of arbitrary terms whose
cause of application is their own form (svaripa).

It has not been possible to trace an explicit statement of the view which
Dignaga’s opponent mentions, to Sanskrit grammatical literature, although related
views of the function of svariipa as cause of application, when denoting a general
property, are taken for granted by Bhartrhari, cf., e.g., VP III.1:6f; Kaiyata at Maha-
bh-Pr IV p. 341,11-13: gavadayo yada jatimatravacinas tada tebhyah Sabdasvariipe
pratyayah. tatha hi arthe jatau'® Sabdasvaripam adhyaste, yo gosabdah sa evartha
iti, tatah Sabdasvariipam eva tatra pravrttinimittam, nanyat: “When [words] like
“cow” denote the mere general property, the (bhava) affix [cf. A V.1:119] serves to
denote the own form of the words when introduced after these. That is, the own
form of the word is superimposed upon the general property in the referent at the
thought “the word ‘cow’ is the same as the referent.” Therefore only the own form
of the word is the cause of application to it, nothing else.”

For Dignaga’s treatment of the semantic conditions of arbitrary terms, cf. § 64
and no. 597.

After explaining the view of the grammarians, Jinendrabuddhi addresses the
objection that the difference between ‘dittha,’ etc. exists per se, cf. PST Ms B
216a3-5: nanu ca ditthadinam svato ’'py asti visesah. Sabdamatrahite hi visese
‘nahitasamjiiayos tadaharajatayor viseso nopapadyeta. naisa dosah. sabdavyapare
bhedo ’yam cintyate, na tu darsane®. na ca Sabdavyapare ditthader visesanam
aparam asti: “Certainly the difference between ‘dittha,’ etc. also exists per se. For if
the difference were merely effected by the word, it would not be justified that there
is difference between two [persons] born at the same day, who have not yet been
given a name. This is not a problem. The difference is conceived with regard to the
function of the word, not with regard to observation. And with regard to the function
of the word its qualification is not other than that of [proper names like] ‘dittha,’
etc.”

Weryam eva em. : °(tvam e?)va Ms

()Cf. the use of the term arthajati in Bhartrhari’s VP 1 15a, III.1:6¢c, 8c, 11a
which denotes the “general property inherent in a referent upon which the general
property inherent in a word is superimposed as its cause of application;” cf. Helaraja
VPPr Vol. I p. 8,1-3 ad VP IIl.1: 8cd): nihsamanyani samanyanity arthajatinam
svato jatirahitatve tatkaryam sabdapratyayanuvrttilaksanam sabdarthayoh so ’yam
ity abhedena sambandhac chabdasamavayini jatir arthenadhyaropitabheda sampa-
dayanti tadatmana sampadyata ity upacaryate.

Ona tu darsane conj. (ma mthon ba la ni ma yin no (?) T) : na utpaladarsane®
Ms T would seem to presuppose the reading adarsane which makes no sense in the
present context.

W9 bhedo vacakabhedac cetD. Cf. PST Ms B 216a5: cetyadi.
(Deet conj (cf. Ze na K : Ses na V) : ca Ms (ces T).

3t PST Ms B 216a5: sabdasyaivantar bhedo narthasyeti yavat.
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L1601 avisiste hi vastuni abhidhayakena Sabdenabhedopacarad na vaktavyam

visistasamanyabhivyaktihetutvad gavadayo visistah. abhidhanabhedad api drsto
bhedas caitradivad <iti cet>. na, tasyaiva pariksyatvad, ekasyapi <ca>Vnekaparya-
yaSabdhabhidheyatvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 216a5-6: avisiste hi vastuni
abhidhayakena Sabdenabhedopacarat® tatas ca na vaktavyam visistasamanya-
bhivyaktihetutvad gavadayo visista iti; 217b3-4: abhidhanabhedad api drsto bhedas
caitradivad iti; 216a6: na tasyaiva pariksyatvad iti; 216a7: ekasyapityadi; 216b3:
ekas?wipi anekaparyayasabdabhidheyatvad iti.

(Dea con;.

@)oabhed® em. (cf. tha mi dad pa fie bar btags pa’i phyir T) : °ena bhed® Ms

305 Cf. PST Ms B 216b6-7: tasyaivabhidhanakrtasya bhedasya caitradisv api
gotvadisv iva pariksyatvat: kim caitramaitrayoh svato bhedah, ahosvid abhidhana-
bhedad iti: “Because the difference that is made by the denotation is subject to
criticism also in the case of Caitra, like in the case of cowhood, etc.: Is the
difference between Caitra and Maitra per se or is it due to difference of denotation?”

306 . PST Ms B 216b7: paryayasabdair anekantad na tato bhedah pratiyate ity
arthah.

U8 ratrartha iva vicarah®. Qu. Ms B 216a7-216b1.
(DC. de la ni de bZin du rnam par brtag go V : de kho na la rnam par (sic) K.

37 Cf. *on kyan spyi las bye brag tu byas par zad na V : spyi dan khyad par gyis
byas pas yin no K.

The general property of any given referent (artha) or speech unit (Sabda), its
samanyalaksana, is constituted by exclusion of other referents or speech units, the
referent or speech unit being the substrate of exclusion of other referents or speech
units, cf. PSV V 36d with note 460.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 216bl-4: gosabdasvasabdayoh kimkrto visesa ity ukte
vasyamV vaktavyam svasamanyabhivyaiijakatvena visesa iti. tatha hi gosabdo
gosabdatvasya vyaiijako ’Svasabdas tv asvasabda<tva>syeti. evam yadi bhinna-
samanyabhivyaiijakatvad gavadisabdabheda isyate, svato ’bhedaprasangah. tatha
hi samanyavisesena gosabdatvadina sahabhedopacarat, upacarato bhedo, na tu
vastavah. ekasyapi ca gosabdasya sabdatvagosabdatvagunatvadinam vyaiijakatvad
anekaprasangah. athabhidhanakrto visesah, tad ayuktam “ekasyapy anekaparya-
yasabdabhidheyatvad” ity eso 'rtha® iva vicarah; athava tatrartha iva vicara iti
Sabdasamanye: kimkrto ’sya bheda iti pirvavad vicarah kartavyah: “When it is
asked how the difference between the word ‘cow’ and the word ‘horse’ is caused, it
is necessarily to be answered that the difference is due to their manifesting their own
general properties. That is, the word ‘cow’ manifests [the general property] cow-
wordness, the word ‘horse’, on the other hand, manifests [the general property]
horse-wordness. Thus, if it is claimed that words like ‘cow’ are different because
they manifest different general properties it follows [absurdly] that the difference is
not per se. That is, on account of transfer [of the word ‘cow’ to cow-wordness] in
the form of identity with the particular general property cow-wordness, the
difference is due to transfer, but it is not a substantial one. And because a single
word ‘cow’ manifests [the general properties] wordness, cow-wordness, qualityness,
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and so on, it follows [absurdly] that it is many. If, on the other hand, the difference
is caused by the denotation, this is not justified because one [referent] is denotable
by many synonyms. Thus the analysis is like that of the referent. Or [alternatively],
in this case the statement “the analysis is like that of the referent” means like that of
the general property of the word: the analysis is to be performed like before [asking]
"whereby is the difference caused’”?

D vasyam em. : *vasya® Ms

@em. : arthah | iva Ms

11621 54 tu nabhidhayakah. Qu. Ms B 216b4.

39 Cf. PST Ms B 216b4-5: svalaksanam pratyaksyasya visayah. tac casadha-
ranatvad narthena saha prag drstam. na ca piurvam agrhitasambandhasya vacaka-
tvam samasti: “The object of immediate sensation is the individual [word]. And this
has not been observed previously together with its referent because it is not
common. And a word whose connection with [its referent] has not been appre-
hended does not denote.” For the implications of this discussion, cf. no. 401 below.

[163] Sakatika<der> <bala>prayuktasya ca <ekarthabhidhayakatvat>. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 216b5: sakatikadiprayuktasya () ceti = Sin rta la sogs pas rab tu
sbyar ba yan T. This quotation appears to be defective, cf. blun po la sogs pa rnams
kyi sbyor ba ni don cig brjod par byed pa’i phyir ro K : §in rta la sogs pa rmons pa
rnams kyi tha siiad kyan don rjod par byed pa ma yin pa’i phyir te V. KV make it
possible to identify the following items: siri rta la sogs pa V corresponding to
Sakatikadi : om. K; blun po la sogs pa rnams kyi sbyor ba K : rmons pa rnams kyi
tha siiad V corresponding to *balaprayuktasyaV). This would suggest the following
restoration of the phrase: Sakatikader balaprayuktasya ca ekarthabhidhayakatvat.

(DThis term is used by Bhartrhari in a similar context at VPV 1232,5, q.v.

310 For this word, cf. pw, MW s.v.

! Dignaga points out that even the perceptible difference between the usage of
educated people and that of children and uneducated ones does not involve any
difference of referent. His argument no doubt reflects similar discussions in
Bhartrhari’s VP; cf., e.g., VPV I 228,7ff where Bhartrhari addresses the question of
the denotation of so-called corrupted speech forms (apabhramsa), among which he
mentions gavi and goni that are used to denote the object to which educated (Sista)
people refer as ’gaul’. Since Dignaga claims that only the general speech form
(samanya), i.e., the word type, denotes, the question arises as to how he understands
the difference between forms like goni and gauh in terms of the alleged denotative
function of the general property. Jinendrabuddhi explains Dignaga’s statement at Ms
B 216b5-7: yam evartham Sistaprayuktah Sabda aha, tam evasistaprayukto ’pi. yadi
ca svalaksanabhedena bhidyamanah sabdas tasya tasyarthasya vacakah syuh, tato
gonyadisabdaih sa evartho na gamyeta, gamyate ca. tasmad viseso na vacakah,
samanyam eva vacakam. evam asistaprayuktad api Sabdat tasyaivarthasyavagatir
bhavati samanyasyabhinnatvad, nanyatha: “The word that is used by an uneducated
person denotes the same referent even when it is used by an educated one. If the
words that differ because of difference of the individual [words] were to denote this
or that referent, the same referent would not be understood from words like goni,
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etc. Yet it is understood. Therefore the particular does not denote, only the general
property denotes. Thus a word, even when it is used by an uneducated person,
causes understanding of the same referent because the general property [of the
word] is the same, but not otherwise.”

As it appears Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary is not particularly clear on the
question of how the samanya is involved in the denotation of the word goni, but
since forms like gont are described as particulars (svalaksana), it seems natural to
conclude that he assumes that the denotation of the so-called apabhramsa forms is
mediated through the general property of the alleged correct form viz. gauh. This
view apparently presupposes that apabhramsa forms are ultimately based upon so-
called correct (sadhu) forms (cf. VPV 1 229,1f), incorrect forms denotingby means
of inference of the correct underlying form, cf. VP I:141ab: fe (scil. apabhramsah)
sadhusv anumanena pratyayotpattihetavah;, VP 11.3:30: asadhur anumanena
vacakah kaiscid isyate, vacakatvavisese va niyamah punyapapayoh. Cf. Helaraja ad
loc. VPP Vol. I 143,12ff (quoting on p. 144,5 the relevant passage from Maha-bh
Vol I 8,21: evam ihapi samanayam arthagatau Sabdena capasabdena dharmani-
yamah kriyate, Sabdenaivartho ’bhidheyo napasabdenety evam kriyamanam
abhyudayakari bhavatiti);, cf. the important passage at VPV I 72,2-3: visistapratya-
yotpattau ca pratyaksena vyavastham prakalpayati. anumanapaksena tu sambandhi-
sambandhad aksinikocadivad apabhramsah pratyayavisesv arnigabhavam upagac-
chanti; cf. Paddhati ad loc.: sadhusabdda arthasya sambandhad visistam jiianam
Jjanayantiti avisesam aha pratyaksapaksena iti: yatha pratyaksam avyavahitam jia-
nantarena svavisayam bodhayati tatha sadhusabdasambandhah Sabdantaravya-
vahitah. anumanapaksena dvitiyah: yatha lingam svajiianavyavadhanena linginam
anumapayati. yatha va anumeyajiianam samanyakaravyavadhanena svalaksanam.
apabhramsa iti: tatha gonyadayah Sabda gosabdavyavadhanena. yatra Srotur evam
buddhir bhavati gosabdo ’syabhidhitsatah pramaddad asakter va gonisabdam ucca-
rayati; VPV 1 233,1-4; VP 1I1.3:55: rapanavyapadesabhyam laukike vartmani
sthitau, jiianam praty abhilapam ca sadrsau balapanditau. This verse is the third in
Dignaga’s Traikalyapariksa; cf. Helaraja VPP Vol. I: 163: 9-10: yatha balo vikal-
payaty artham abhidhatte ca, evam paramarthadarsana vidvamso ’pi. The problem
of the relation between correct and incorrect forms is addressed by Dharmakirti at
VN I 44,12ff, cf. VN 1I 82ff.

312 Children’s usage involves morpho-phonetic distortion, cf. ambamba iti
prayoktavye bala ambaketi prabhdasate, Paddhati 232,13 ad VP 1:179.

313 Cf. bye brag de dag las V : om. K.

3 Dignaga quotes VS X.11: Sirah prstham udaram panir iti tadvisesebhyah, for
which, cf. Candrananda ad loc.: svasamanyavisesebhyah sirastvadibhyo yesu jiia-
nam jayate (te) Siraadayo ’vayava ity arthah; Ms B 216b7- 217al: Sira iti jiianam
yavat panir iti yaj jianam tad avayavasamsthanavisesebhya ity arthah. tatha hi
yada Sirastvam svasrayasamsthanenabhivyajyate, tada tatah Sira iti jiianam
bhavati: “The meaning is this: The cognition *head’ up to the cognition ’hand’ is
due to the differences of of the parts. That is, when the property headhood is
manifested by the of its own substrate, the cognition ’head’ is due to that [viz.
headhood].”
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35 Cf. de dag gi ltar na yan V : de yi khyad par de dag kyan K.
U641 \yaijakavyaktito bhede <praptam anyonyasamsrayam>1. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 217al: vyafijakavyaktito bheda ityadi.

(DFor 23b, cf. SV Akrti® 50b: praptam anyonyasamsrayam, no. 317 below.

316 Cf. PST Ms B 217al-2: vyaiijakadravyakrta vyaktih svasamanyasvaripapra-
kasanam. tato bhede(V) samanyasyesyamana itaretarasrayam vyakhyanam prapnoti,
anyatarasyapy apratitatvat. tatas ca na parasparabhedapratipadanayalam®: “The
manifestation that is effected by the manifesting substance means the act of bringing
to light the own form of its own general property. If the difference of the general
property is claimed to be due to that, the explanation becomes necessarily circular
because [the difference] of the other is not cognized. And therefore it is not capable
of explaining their mutual difference.” o

Dignaga’s argument is reproduced in similar terms by Kumarila in SV Akrti®
49b-50b, although with a different intention: vyaijakasya tu kimkrtah | bhedo
hastyadipindebhyah? svatas cet, iha tatsamam || vyangyajativisesac cet, praptam
anyonyasamsrayam)|.

(D%e em. : °a Ms

) na ... °ayalam em. (for alam ‘capable of’, ‘able to’ constructed with the
dative, cf. A I1.3 [13+]: 16, cf. nus pa ma yin T) : °ayam Ms

[165] dravyasvabhavah ka iti? svasamanyabhivyaiijakatvam. samanyasvabhavah
ka iti?  svadravyabhivyangyatvam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 217a2-3:
dravyasvabhavah ka ityadina tad itaretarasrayatvam darSayati. dravyasvabhavah
ka ity uktih svasamanyabhivyaiijakatvam goh svabhava ity akhyayate. Samanya-
svabhavah ka ity uktih svadravyabhivyangyatvam.

W66] syabhavanaikataikasya bahuvyakteh parasparam. Qu. Ms B 217a4.

3T Cf. PST Ms B 217a4: dravyasya sattades canekasvabhavatvam syat: “The
substance and [the property] existence, and so on, would have many intrinsic
natures.”

318 Cf. PST Ms B 217a5 on 23cd: bahiinam vyakter bahubhis ca vyakter iti.

3 Cf. man po gsal bar byed pa’i phyir dai man po rnams kyis gsal ba’i phyir
man po gsal ba yin no K : gsal ba man po Zes bya ba ni man po rnams kyi gsal ba

dan man po rnams kyi gsal ba ste V.

WST) dravyad dhi <bahusamanyasya> sattader <vyaktih>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
217a5: dravyad dhiti ... sattader iti.

320 Cf. PST Ms B 217a5-6: adisabdena ghatatvaparthivatvadini grhyante.
321 Cf. PST Ms B 217a5: ghatadikat.

322 Cf. PST on the use of adi no. 321 above.
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U8 sarvatha ca gunasambandhabhedac ca Saktibhedac cabhidhanabheddc ca

bhedabhyupagame <ekasyapy> anekatvaprasangah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 217b1-
3: sarvatha cetyadina ... gunasambandhabhedad iti ... bhedabhyupagame drav-
yasyanekatvaprasangah. Saktibhedat ... abhidhanabhedat.

333 The term guna is here as elsewhere used of the general properties that are
supposed to inhere in substances, cf. PST Ms B 217b2: gunah samanyavisesa
ihabhipretah. tena sambandhah. tadbhedat. Jinendrabuddhi refers to PS V:22a, at
Ms 217b2: yathoktam: samanyabhedabhivyafijakatvat.

24 Jinendrabuddhi refers to PSV V:22b, cf. PST Ms B 217b3: yathoktam.:
Saktibhedena svasamanyabhivyaiijakatvad dravyadisu bheda iti.

3% Jinendrabuddhi refers to PSV V:22cd, cf. PST Ms B 217b3: yathoktam.:
sabdanam tavad abhidhayakasabdakrta iti. yathoktam: abhidhanabhedad api drsto
bhedas caitradivad iti.

326 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase of Dignaga’s argument Ms B 217a6-217b1:
tad evam ekam ghatadidravyam anekesam parthivatvadinam vyaiijakam iti tasyane-
kasvabhavatvaprasangah. yadi vyangyasamanyabhedad dravyabhedah, tatha satta-
disamanyam anekena parthivadinam dravyena vyajyata iti tasyapy anekasvabhavata
prasajyate. yadi vyariijakadravyabhedat samanyabhedo ’bhyupeyate. tasman na
vyaiijakadravyabhedat samanyabhedo napi vyangyasamanyabhedad dravyabhedo
‘nekantad iti.

T Cf. PST Ms B 217b4: evam tadvadabhidhanapakse
samanadhikaranyabhavah.

L169] viSesanavisesyatvam asvatantryat puroditam. Qu. PST Ms B 217b4.

328 Cf. PS V:4a above with PSV ad loc.; PST Ms B 217b4-5: “tadvato nasvata-
ntratvad” (4a) ity atra hy etadbhedatvam uktam. atadbhedatve ca yatha samandadhi-
karanyam na sambhavati, tatha visesanavisesyabhavo ’pi. bhedena hi samanyam
visesyate, nabhedena.

U701 unyatve *pi na samanyabhedaparyayavacyanut. Qu. NCV 638,2, cf. PST Ms
B 217b6: anyatve ’pi.

329 According to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignaga is now introducing an exception to the
general rule of exclusion formulated at the beginning of the apoha chapter, so as to
avoid the conclusion that the general rule also applies to the referents of general
terms, particular terms, and synonyms, cf. PST Ms B 217b6-7: sabdasya
pravrttinivrttyarthatvad anvayavyatirekacodanaya vyaharangata, naV tv anyatha
iti darSayitum pirvam krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena Sabdo bhasata (cf. PS
V:lcd above) ity uktam. tasyedanim anyatve ’pityadinapavadam aha. yad utsrstam
“anyapohena bhasata” (PS V:1d above) iti tat samanyavisesaparyayasabdartha-
parihdareneti.

Dna conj. (cf. ma yin T) : om. Ms
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W yylye *pi hy anyatve. Qu. PST Ms B 217b7.
U721 gvirodhat. paryayasabdasya <tavar>() tulyam apohyam yugapad aprayogat,
na ca svarthapratiksepo yuktah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 218al-2, 4: avirodhad iti ...
paryayasabdasyetyadi. tulyam apohyam iti ... yugapad aprayogad iti ... na ca
svarthapratiksepo yukta iti.

(DCT. re zig KV.

330 Since the property of being other is the cause of exclusion, not being in
conflict, i.e., not being other, explains why the referents of general terms, particular
terms, and synonyms are not excluded, cf. PST Ms B 217b7-218al: anyatvam
capohe nimittam. avirodhad iti anapohyatayam hetuh. ya) hy aviruddha na te
parasparebhyo druhyanti napohanti, yatha riapdadayo dravye. NCV 637,15-16:
anyatve samanyabhedaparyayasabdanam artham vrksasrutir napohate prthivisim-
Sapatarvadisabdanam avirodhat, virodhdc ca patadin apohata iti: “The word ‘tree’
does not exclude the referent of a general terms, a particular terms, and a synonym
although they are different because terms like ‘earth,” ‘Simsapd,’ and ‘taru (tree)’
are not in conflict; and it excludes cloth, etc. because of conflict.”

SVT 69,27-70,1 on SV Apoha® 148: atra bhiksuna vrksah Simsapeti samanadhi-
karanyam darsayatoktam: vrksas tarur iti paryayanam ca parasparam anapohya-
tvam. anyatve ’'pi na samanyabhedaparyayavacinam avirodhat — iti: “While illu-
strating co-reference such as “simsapa is a tree” the monk explains: Synonyms like
‘vrksa’ and ‘taru’ do not have excluded referents one another because general terms,
particular terms, and synonyms are not in conflict, although they are different.

Cf. NR 429,32: yad api samanyavisesasabdanam Simsapavrksadinam paryaya-
nam ca taruvrksadinam avirodhenanapohakatvam uktam: anyatve ’pi na samanya-
bhedaparyayavacina <m avirodhad>Witi.

D'ya em. : yo Ms
(DSo probably read: om. NR.

BLCf. PST Ms B 218a2-3: ekena tasyarthasya krtakatvan na dvitiyah
prasajyate. sati ca samarthye yatra dvitiyasyaprayogah, tayor ekarthata yathd
<taruvrksa>yoh(D: “Since the referent is dealt with by a single [synonym] a second
one is not required; and when a second one is not applied as they have the same
capability, the two of them have the same reference, like [the synonyms] ‘faru’ and
‘vrksa’.”’

W yatha taruvrksa® conj. : yastha [prasth?|ayoh Ms (dper na bye brag dag bZin
no T, which is incomprehensible in the context; the the translator may have had
difficulties interpreting the Sanskrit Ms; the proposed conj. is based on the examples
mentioned at NR 429,32 q.v. no. 331 above).

332 Another reason for non-exclusion according to Jinendrabuddhi, cf. PST Ms B
218a4: anapohyatayam hetvantaram aha.
OB samanyasabdenapi svabhedesu arthantaram vyudastam bhedasabdo
‘numodate,V) arthitvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 218a5-6: samanyasabdenapityadi
. svabhedah Simsapadayah tesu arthantaram ghatadi vyudastam vrksasabdena
bhedasabdah Simsapasabdo 'numodata evarthitvat.
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(DThe readings of V ched cher mi ’dzin pa yan ma yin te V (“does not not admit
to”) are preferable in the present context to bzod pa ma yin te K (“does not tolerate”
= Sanskrit na ksamate, cf. below no. [183]), although it is rather a paraphrase than a
translation of Sanskrit anumodate.

333 For instance the word "simsapa’.
334 That is, the term ‘tree’ (vrksa).
335 Such as pot, etc. (ghatadi).

36 That is Simsapa and the rest, cf. PST Ms B 218a5-6: samanyasabdasya
vrksasabdasya yat svavrksatvasamanyam tasya bhedah svabhedah simsapadayah.

B7Cf. PST Ms B 218a6: arthi hi Simsapasabdo ghatadivyudasena: “For the
word ‘Simsapa’ is in need of the exclusion of pot, etc.”

UMY yatha hi SimSapa na palas<adi>, evam na <ghatady api’>. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 218a6: yatha hityadi.

) palas<adi> ... <ghatady api> conj. (cf. ‘di ltar Sin Sa pa ni pa la Sa la sogs pa
ma yin pa de bZin du bum pa la sogs pa yan ma yin no V : dper na §in Sa pa ni pa la
sogs pa de bZin du bum pa la sogs pa yan ma yin no K) : yatha hi simsapa na
palasas cevam naparthivady api PST Ms B 218b2.

338 Cf. §in $a pa ni pa la Sa la sogs pa V : §i Sa pa ni pa la sogs pa K.

39 Cf. PST Ms B 218a6-218bl: etena ghatadyapohenarthitvad ekarthakaritam
udbhavayan bhedasabdah samanyasabdena na virudhyata iti darsayati. tatha hi
palasadiriipah simsapasabdasyartho na bhavatiti. tasya palasadayo 'pohyah. tatha
ghatadiriipo ’pi na bhavatiti. ghatdadayo ’py apohyah. te ca vrksyasabdenapohyante:
“Thereby, arguing that they have the same purpose because they are in need of the
exclusion of pot, and so on, he shows that a particular term is not in conflict with a
general term. That is, the referent of the word ‘simsapa’ does not have the form of
palasa, etc. Thus its excluded referents are paldasa, etc. In the same way it does not
have the form of pot, etc. Thus its excluded referents are also pot, etc. And these are

5 9

excluded by the word ‘tree’.

U etena <samanyasamanyasabdarthapratiksepo ’py uktah>. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 218bl: etenetyadi.

M0 Cf. PST Ms B 218bl-3: svasya samanyasya vrksatvasya yat samanyam
parthivatvam tacchabdah parthivasabdah samanyasamanyasabdah. tena yat vyu-
dasyam aparthivadi tac chims’afaas’abdo ‘numanyate ’rthitvat. yatha hi simSapa na
palasah, evam® naparthivady® api. evam avrttya adravyasyasatas ca dravya-
sacchabdabhyam nirakriyamanasyarthitvad abhyanumodanam yojyam: “The word
‘earthen’ denoting the general property earthenness that is the general property of its
own general property, is a general term’s general term. The word ‘simsapa’
approves that non-earthern things, and so on, are to be excluded by it because it is in
need of it. For just as a SimSapa [tree] is not a palasa [tree], so it is not not
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[something] earthen, and so on, either. Thus the approval is to be applied by
recursion because it needs that non-substances and non-existent things are excluded
by the words ‘substance’ and ‘existent’.”

@°palasah, ev® conj. : paldsas cev® Ms

Gnaparthivady conj. : napadivady Ms (cf. chu las ma gyur pa fiid la sogs T =
apaditvadi; the translator of T evidently read apaditvadi as translated. However, it
makes no sense in the context).

U7l tatha samanyasabdah svartham abhiprete visaye vyavasthapyamanam
visesasabdena viSesavisesasabdena va katham nopeksate. <evam avirodhat
samanyadisabdarthapoho na yujyate>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 218b3-5: ratha
samanyasabda ityadi ... svartham® sattadikam abhiprete visaye vyavasthapya-
manam iti ... viSesasabdena ... visesavisesaSabdena va ... katham nopeksate.

Wogm sat® em. : °asat® Ms

3! That is, for instance, the word ‘existent’ and its own referent existence, cf.
PST Ms B 218b3: samanyasabdo ’pi sadadih. svartham sattadikam.

2 That is, e.g., a substance as defined by a property, and so on, cf. PST Ms B
218b4: gunadivyavacchinneV) dravyadau.
Doyyavacchinne em. (cf. rnam par bead pa’i T) : vyavasthinne Ms

3 A particular term is a term like ‘substance’, and a particular term’s particular
term comprises in descending order terms like ‘earthen,” ‘tree,” ‘Simsapa’, and so
on, cf. PST Ms B 218b5: viSesasabdena dravyadina, visesavisesasabdena va
parthivavrksasimsapasabdadind.

34 Cf. PST Ms B 218b5-6: arthi hi svavisayavasthanenaV) nirvisayasya svar-
thasyanupapatteh. anendabhistarthasampadanad visesasabdah samanyasabdasyopa-
kari, tatas ca samanyasabdas tena na virudhyata iti darsayati: “For [the general
term] is in need of being confined to its proper domain since it is not justified if its
proper referent is without domain. Since the intended referent is realised by means
of it [viz. the general term], the particular term is assisting the general term; and
therefore he points out that the general term is not in conflict with it.”

svavisayava® em. (cf. ran gi yul la gnas pas T) : sasvavisayava® Ms

WT samithas ca tatharthantaravacakah. Qu. NCV 647,14-15.

35 Although Dignaga does not explain the linguistic implications of the term
samitha, it is clear from Jinendrabuddhi and Simbhasiiri’s explanations in PST and
NCV, respectively, that samitha in the present context denotes any given string
consisting of 1. two speech units such as stem (prakrti) and affix (pratyaya), 2. two
speech units constituting a compound (samdsa), 3. two speech units (i.e., syntactical
words) constituting a sentence (vakya); and 4. a sentence consisting of more than
two syntactical words. According to Dignagan theory, the sentence is the principal
speech unit, cf. PSV V:46 § 61.
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36 Cf. PST Ms B 218b6-7: avirodhad apratiksepe gunotkarsam darsayati. atha-
va paraspararthapratiksepe hetvantaram aha. paraspararthapratiksepe hi svartha-
visistasyarthasya vacakatvam upapadyate, nanyatha.

L178] evam ca samanyavisesasabdayor svarthe samanye <vartamanayor> dvayor

bahinam va <tad>visistarthantarasya vacakatvam <upapadyate> yathoktam prak.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 219al-2: evam ceti ... dvayor iti ... svarthe vrksasamanye
vartamanam; 219a6-7: bahiinam va ... sarvesam svarthasamanye vartamananam ...
vacakatvam ... arthantarasya cabhidhanam; parallel at NCV 647,14-15: evam ca ...
samanyavisesasabdayor ityadi yavad vakyarthavacakatvam; Ms B 218b6-7, q.v. no.
347 above; 219b1: yathoktam prag iti.

7 Jinendrabuddhi quotes PS V:15ac explaining that while it shows that the
words ‘nila’ and ‘utpala’ each separately are without referent in terms of the refer-
ent of their aggregate, it also explains that the aggregate denotes a separate referent
(arthantara), cf. PST Ms B 219bl: samudayarthena pratyekam anarthakyam
nilotpalasabdayor darsayata samuddayasyarthantarabhidhayitvam uktam.

¥ Jinendrabuddhi quotes as an example of a string consisting of stem and affix
the syntactical word vrksam (PST Ms B 219al: dvayor iti yatha vrksam iti
prakrtipratyayoh), which he analyses at PST Ms B 219al-3 as a combination of the
denotation of the nominal stem vrksa and the affix am denoting the direct object
(karma): atra hi pratipadikam svarthe vrksasamanye vartamanam karmadivibhak-
tyarthan na pratiksipati. am ity api pratyayah karmasamanye ’vasthito vrksadin
pratipadikarthan napohate. evam paraspararthapratiksepe tayor yah samitho
vrksam iti so ’vayavarthavisistasyarthasyaV) vacaka upapannah: “For in this case
the nominal stem® does not reject the referent of the direct object case affix, and so
on, while being applied to the general property treeness. And the affix am which is
restricted to the general property of being a direct object does not exclude the
referents of nominal stems like ‘tree’, etc.; thus, in that there is no mutual rejection
of their referents, it is justified that the aggregate of the two viz. vrksa + am denotes
a referent that is qualified by the referents of the [two] constituents.”

Jinendrabuddhi continues extending the analysis to the compound nilotpala at
219a3-6: tatha nilotpalam® iti nilotpalasabdayoh samasapadayoh samasartha-
vacakatvam anyonyarthavyudase sati (yujyata iti yojyam. tatha hi nilasabdasya nila-
visesan anutpaladm'® apratiksipata™® utpalanutpalavrttir arthah. utpalasabdas-
yapy utpalavisesan aniladin®  apratiksipato©  nilanilavrttih. samudayas  tv
avayavarthabhyam visistah: “It is to be construed thus: In the same way as it is
justified that the words ‘blue’ and ‘lotus’ viz. the two compounded words of the
expression ‘blue lotus’ express a compounded referent in that they do not exclude
one another’s referent. That is, although the word ‘blue’ is not rejecting particulars
of blue such as non-lotuses, and so on, it has a referent that occurs among lotuses as
well as non-lotuses. And although the word ‘lotus’ too is not rejecting particulars of
lotus such as [those that are] non-blue, it [has a referent that] occurs among blue as
well as non-blue things. The compound, however, is qualified by the referents of the
two constitutive parts.”

@For the definition of pratipadikam, cf. A 12:45: arthavad adhatur apratyayah
pratipadikam. The first triplet (prathamad) serves the purpose of denoting the
referent of a mere nominal stem (pratipadikartha[matral), cf. A 11 2:46.
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M yayava® em. (cf. yan lag gi T) : paca® Ms
@ nilot® em. : lot° Ms

) anutpala® em. : utpala® Ms

Y apratiksipata em. : pratiksipatah Ms

3) aniladin em. : na niladin Ms

©) apratiksipato em. : pratiksipate Ms

D samudayas em. : samuddayasya Ms

9 The commentator mentions as an example of the combination of more than
two terms the example rajapurusa abhiripaman agaccheti:(V) “let the handsome
prince come.” (PST Ms B 219a7), cf. NCV 647,18-20 which develops more fully
the implications of Dignaga’s concise statement: devadatta tisthati, devadatto gehe
tisthati, devadatta gam abhydja Suklam ityadidvitricatuhparicadipadasamithanam
vakyarthavacakatvam.

D agaccheti conj (< agaccha + iti, cf. sog ces pa T) : apeti Ms

WP <aha ca>V) tanmatrakariksanad bhedah svasamanyena nojjhitah, nopattah
samsayotpatteh, samye caikarthata tayoh. Qu. TSP 379,7-8; Ms B 219b2-6:
tanmatrakanksanad iti ... nopatta ityadi ... samye caikarthata tayor iti; NCV 648,18
(PS V:27cd).

(D Cf. yan brjod pa V : om. K.

%0 Jinendrabuddhi explains that since general and particular terms are not in
conflict, Dignaga formulates this verse with reference to the fact that a general term
does not exclude (atyaga) the particulars nor does it include them (anupddana), cf.
PST Ms B 219bl1-2: samanyavisesasabdayor avirodhe samanyasabdena bhedanam
atyagam anupadanam cadhikrtya slokam aha.

B Cf. PST Ms B 219b3: svabhedamatrakariksandad ity arthah. akarksa punas
tesu samsayanasya vyavacchedaprarthand. matrasabdo visesantarakanksanirasaya.
tatha hi vrksasabdat palasadivisayaivakanksa jayate, na\V ghatadivisaya. yadi ca
ghatadivat palasadayo ’pi tyaktah syuh, tatrapi ghatadivad akanksa na syat. bhavati
ca. tato na tyaktah: “The meaning is ’because only its own particulars are expected
as a complement.” The expectation of a complement, moreover, is the request for
exclusion made by somebody, who is in doubt about these [particulars]. The word
‘only’ is for the sake of excluding the expectation of other particulars as
complements. That is, due to the word ‘tree’ the expectation of a complement that
only concerns paldsa, and so on, arises, but not one that concerns pot, etc. And if
palasa, and so on, were rejected in the same way as pot, and so on, there would be
no expectation of a complement with regard to these in the same way as [there
would be no expectation of a complement with regard to] pot, etc. And this is the
case. Therefore they are not excluded.”

D na conj : om. Ms

52 The identity to which Dignaga refers is the identity of the referent of the
general term ‘tree’ and any of its particulars, e.g., the term, ‘palasa,” which is the
presupposition of their being co-referential. Mallavadi substitutes the term tattva for
samya in his edited version of PS V:27, cf. NCV 648,15. Jinendrabuddhi does not
expressly comment upon the concept of samya, but limits himself to explaining that
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the co-reference of the general and particular term consists in their not excluding
and not including, cf. PST Ms B 219b6: yatraitayoh samanyavisesasabdayor atydago
‘nupadanam ca, tatraikarthata samanddhikaranyam ity arthah: “The meaning is
this: When the general and the particular term neither exclude nor include, they have
the same reference, i.e., they are co-referential.”

WL ynekam api samanyam bhedenavyabhicaring, updattam na tayos tulya)
visesanavisesyata. () Restored, Ms 219b7-220a2: anekam apityadi ... avyabhica-
rineti® ... na tayor ista visesanavisesyateti; cf. parallel at NCV 648,24-25: anekam
ca samanyam ... upattam avyabhicarina bhedena; NCV 649,11: yathocyate tvaya:
na tayos tulya visesanavisesyata.

W tulya (cf. mtshuns KV) : ista Ms 220a2.

@) In'V this verse is followed by the phrase Zes bya ba bsdu ba’i tshigs su bcad
pa dag go : om. K. However, the subject matter of the verses as well as PST do not
corroborate that formally they are samgrahasiokas; for a similar example of a non-
standard use of the term, cf. the verses at PS V 12-13 that V also identifies as
samgmhas’lokas in contrast to K.

©) °¢ti em. (cf. NCV 648,24: avyabhicarina) : °o hi Ms

353 The preceding verse addresses the relationship between a general term and its
particulars, which is defined by the general term’s neither excluding nor including
the particulars. In the immediately following one Dignaga answers the question of
whether the relation between a particular general term and its general property is the
same as that between a general terms and its Particulars; cf. the introduction to the
verse at Ms B 219b7: yatha samanyasabdenaD svabhedanam na tyago nopadanam,
kim tatha visesasabdenapi samanyasyeti? prasnaprasargam® aha.

Wsamanya® em. : samanyadhikara® Ms

@prasnaprasargam conj (cf. dri ba spon bar byed pa T) : prannaprasamga Ms

354 Cf. the paraphrase at PST Ms B 219b7-220al: yady apy anekam samanyam
tathapi tad bhedasabdenopattam pratyayitam iz;y arthah; pratyapanavyatirekenopa-
danasambhavat. yatha SimsapasabdenarthatoD vrksaparthivadravyasatsamanyam
upattam, na kevalam atyaktam eva. “Even though there are several general proper-
ties, nevertheless they are included by the particular [general] term, that is, they are
indicated by it because inclusion is impossible without the action of indicating, like
the inclusion by implication through the word ’simsapa’ of the general property of a
tree, an earthen thing, a substance, and something existent, not merely of [the
general property] as not excluded.

°to em. : °ah Ms

35 Cf. PST Ms B 220al-2: kasmat punah samanyanam upadanam bhedasabde-
netyadi? “avyabhicarineti.” yasmad bhedah samanyavyabhicari samanyabhave
bhedabhavat, tasmat tena tadupadanam: “Why is it, moreover, that general proper-
ties are included by a particular [general] term, etc.? [The answer is:] “Because it
does not deviate.” Since the particular [general property] does not deviate from the
general property in that the particular [general property] would not exist if the
general property did not exist, the [general property] is included by the [particular
general property].”
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356 The point is that the relation between the terms ‘vrksa’ and ‘Simsapa’ is not
symmetrical as neither one is related to the other as qualifier and qualified because
every SimSapa is a tree, whereas every tree is not necessarily a simsapa. Thus the
term ‘simsapa’ may qualify the term ‘tree’ but not vice versa as ‘simsapa’ does not
deviate from the general property treeness and the hierarchy of other general
properties that together define the entity ‘tree;’ cf. the succinct explanation at PST
Ms B 220a2-5: vrkso hi SimSapadin vyabhicaran vyavacchedam apeksata ity asti
visesanavisesyabhavah. Simsapa tu vrksasamanyam avyabhicaranti napeksata ity
nasti. vyabhicarinos tu bhedayor visesanavisesyabhavah tulyah. tadyatha nilotpala-
yoh: “For ‘tree’, not being restricted to ‘simsapa’, and so on, depends upon
exclusion. Thus there is a qualifier-qualified relation. ‘simsapa’, on the other hand,
being restricted to the general property treeness, does not depend upon it. Thus there
is none. Two particulars, however, that are not restricted have a symmetrical
qualifier-qualified relation, like, for instance, ‘blue’ and ‘lotus.””

The problem Dignaga discusses is ultimately derived from a discussion at Maha-
bh in which Patafjali addresses the question of how two words that each denote a
substance (dravya) and therefore are principal (pradhana) relate to one another, cf.
Maha-bh I 399,25-26 (ad A II 1:57 vart 2): katham tarhimau dvau pradhanasabdav
ekasminn arthe yugapad avarundhyete: vrksah SsimSapeti. naitayor avasyakah
samavesah, na hy avrksah Simsapasti: vrksah Simsapa: “How then are these two
principal words simultaneously confined to the same referent like [in the statement]:
“The simsapa is a tree.” The conjunction of these two is not necessary because the
SimSapa is not a non-tree.” This statement is explained as follows by Jinendrabuddhi
in Nyasa ad A I1.1:57: vrkso hi SimSapatvam vyabhicarati, SimSapa tu na vrksatvam.
atas tatprakarantarebhyah palasadibhyah tam vyavacchinattiti SimSapa tasya
visesanam bhavati, na tu visesyam. vrksas tu visesyah. Simsaparthas tu vrksatvam
na vyabhicaratiti na tasydasau visesanam bhavati: “For ‘tree’ deviates from
SimSapaness, whereas ‘Simsapa’ does not deviate from treeness. Therefore, as it
excludes this from palasa (trees), and so on, whose attributes differ from those of
the former, ‘simsapa’ is its qualifier, but not the qualified. ‘Tree,” (vrksa) on the
other hand, is the qualified. The referent of ‘simsapa,” however, does not deviate
from treeness. Thus the latter is not its qualifier.”

UL kim  punar atra <karanam yena bhedasabdo bhedantarasabdartham
apohate>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 220a5: kim punar atretyadi.

7 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s introductory remark at PST Ms B 220a4-5:
samanyavisesasabdayoh paraspararthapratiksepapratisedheV) dvayoh samanyasab-
dayoh dvayos ca bhedasabdayoh paraspararthapratiksepah siddha iti etad aprati-
padyam eva, karanam eva tu pratipadyam iti. atas tad eva prcchati “kim punar
atre ’tyadi. samanyayos tu svasamanyapeksaya bhedatvan na prthag upadanam.

(I)'Cf. the use of the term paraspararthapratiksepa no. 347 above.

82 bhedo bhedantarartham tu virodhitvad apohate. Qu. NCV 649,14; SVT 69,5
and 71,4; NR 429,14; cf. PST Ms B 220a6-7: bhedo bhedantarartham iti ...
virodhitvad iti; NCV 613,26: bhedo bhedantaretyadi.

358 Cf. PST Ms B 220a6-7: vrksatvasya Simsapadir bhedah parasparato bhidyata
iti krtva sa eva khadiradyapeksayanyo bhedas ceti bhedantaram. iha tu visayasya
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visayino nirdesac chabdo bhedo bhedantaram ceti vijiieyam. bhedasabdo bhedan-
tarasabdartham ity arthah. virodhitvad (PS V:28bl) iti hetuh: “sSimsapa, and so on,
is a particular of treeness in that [SimSapa, etc.] differ mutually. ‘Different
particular’ means that the same thing is different with regard to khadira, and so on,
as well as [being] a particular. In this case, however, one has to understand that the
word is the particular as well as a different particular since that which has reference
to a given thing is specified as the thing [in question]. The meaning is: A particular
term [excludes] the referent of different particular terms. The reason is "because they
are in conflict [with one another]’;” Cf. SVT 69,3 introducing 28ab: atra bhiksuna
palasah simSapeti samandadhikaranyam na bhavatiti darsayatoktam. Kumarila
addresses the content of 28ab at Apoha® 147: virodhitvena bhedanam apoho yadi
kalpyate, virodho ’pohatas tatra, virodhdc capy apohanam. Parthasarathimisra ad
loc. explains apoha as mutual non-existence (itaretarabhavas capohah, NR 429,16),
which is an undeniable aspect of Dignaga’s apoha thesis, cf. PSV V: 45 below.
(Doyesya em. : yesa Ms

U8 phedartha hi Sabdah samanyarthapaharitvad rdajaputravat parasparaviro-
dhinah. tatas ca na parasparartham ksamanteV). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 223a7:
bhedartha hi Sabdah samanyarthapaharitvad rajaputravat parasparavirodhina iti
etad eva tavad ayuktam; 220a7: samanyarthapaharitvad iti ... rajaputravad iti;
220bl: tatas ca na parasparartham ksamante; cf. the paraphrase at SVT 69,3ff:
bhedasSabda hi palasasimsapadaya ekam vrksatvasamanyam anyonyam apahrtya
rajyam iva rajaputrah svavisaye sthapayantah parasparavirodhino vartante.

Dpzod (so read, ed. brjod) pa ma yin te K : bzod par mi nus te V.

39 Cf. Kumarila’s use of the same expression at SV Apoha® 148: na samanyapa-
haritvam vidhiriipena tatra te, palasadin apohyato vrksam harati Simsapa.

30 Cf. PST Ms B 220a7-220bl: rdjaputranam hi pitary uparate samanyartho
rajyam. tasya te sarve yathabalam apaharitvad virodhinah: “For when their father
is deceased, the kingdom is the common property of the king’s sons. They are all of
them in conflict [with each other] because they are appropriating it with all their
might.” Cf. Buddhist Logic Vol. I: 492 no. 3; 493 no. 4.

W4 sadyatha < ayam vrksah Simsape’ i) simsapasabdo vrksasabdena saha pra-
yujyamanah khadiradibhyo vyavacchidya® vrksatvam svavisaye vgavasthdpayati.
tathetaratrapi®. evam tavad bhedasabdasyai>kadravyapaharitvad™® <bhedantara-
Sabdarthapoho yuktah®>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 220b2: tadyatheteti
ekadravyapaharitvad iti.

)$in di §in $a pa yin no Zes em. : §in ’dis (NP so; ’di Sin ed.) $a pa yin no V :
Sin Sa pa zes bya ba la K.

Q)CS. rnam par bead nas V : bsad nas K.

O)CS. cig Sos la V : gZan la K.

Wrdzas gcig btan siioms su byed pa’i phyir ro V : rdzas gcig la ’jug pa’i phyir

O)CE. rigs pa yin no V : rigs pa ma yin no K.

1 . PST Ms B 220b2: tadyatheti samanyapaharitvam darsayati.
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362 According to Jinendrabuddhi the reason ekadravyapaharitvat is just a
repetition of the reason samanyarthapaharitvat, cf. Ms 220b2: ekadravyapaharitvad
iti samanyapaharitvasyaivanuvadah.

WSI atha <samanyantarabhedartham®  ghatadim asambaddham>  kasmad
apohata <iti. yasmat>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 220b5: athetyadi; 220b5-6, q.v. no.
364 below.

(DCE. spyi gZan V : phyir (sic) gZan K.

3 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi sets forth the assumptions underlying the opponents
objection at PST Ms B 220b3-6: nanu caitad virodhitvasya hetuh, na
bhedantararthapohasya. tat kimiti tatah sa prayukta ucyate. tad api tasya param-
paryena hetur ity adosah. virodhah pratiksepahetur uktah. sa ca samanyarthapa-
haritvat. na ca samanyantarasya parthivatvader ye bheda ghatadayas tadvacibhih
saha SimSapasabdasyaikarthapaharitvam, kim tarhi vrksasabdena. atahV prati-
ksepakaranabhavad napoha iti manyamana aha: athetyadi. simSapayah samanyam
vrksatvam. tato ’nyatvat parthivatvam samanyantaram. tadbhedo ghatadih. so
"sambandhah Simsapasabdena virodhabhavat, na hi tacchabdena SimSapasab-
dasyaikadravyapaharitvam. atas tam kasmad apohate virodhabhavat. naivasav
apohyata ity arthah: “Certainly this [viz. appropriating the common property] is the
reason for being in conflict, but not for the exclusion of the referent of other
particular [terms]. So how is it justified thereby? This too is indirectly the reason for
it. Thus there is no problem. Being in conflict is said to be the reason for negation.
And this [viz. being in conflict] is due to appropriating the common property. And
the word ’sSimsapa’ does not appropriate the one property together with words
denoting particulars like pots that are particulars of other general properties like
earthenness, but rather [it does so] together with the word ‘tree’. Therefore there is
no exclusion since the reason for the negation does not exist. With this in mind he
says: 'But’, etc. Treeness is the general property of simsapda. Earthenness is a
different general property because it is different from that [viz. treeness]. Its
particular such as a pot is without connection with the word ’Simsapa’ because there
is no conflict. For the word denoting it does not appropriate the same property as
that of the word ’simsapa’. So why does it exclude this since there is no conflict?
The meaning is: It does not exclude at all.”

(Mog, atah em. : °atah Ms

[186] samanyantarabhedarthah svasamanyavirodhinah. Qu. NCV 613,27, 649,15;
cf. PST Ms B B 220b6-7: samanyantarabhedartha iti.

34 Cf. PST Ms B 220b7: tad evam virodham apohanibandhanam darsayati.
virodhasamanyam apohahetuh. iha ca yady api saksad virodho ndsti paramparyena
tv asty eva: “In this way he shows that hostility is the cause of exclusion. The cause
of exclusion is the general property hostility. And even though the hostility does not
exist directly, it exists, however, indirectly.”

WST yrksasabdena hi <ghatadinam parthivadyapaharitvad virodhah>. tena hi
nirakriyamanam abhyanumodate(V) mitrasatruvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 220b7:
vrksasabdena hityadi; Ms B 221al: tena hityadi; 221al-2, q.v., no. 366 below.

(DCS. rjes su yi ran bar byed VK.
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5 Cf. PST Ms B 22lal-2: Simsapasabdasya mitram vrksasabdah tadartha-
samanyavdcitvat. tacchatravo é’ha;ddijabddh parthivatvapaharitvatV. tatas tena
vrksasabdena nirakriyamanam?) ghatadikam simsapasabdo *bhyanumodate mitra-
Satrum iva: “The word ‘tree’ is the friend of the word ’simsapa’ because it denotes
the general property of its referent. Its enemies are words like *pot’ because they are
appropriating earthenness. Therefore the word ’simsapa’ approves that pot, and so
on, is being excluded by the word ‘tree’ in the same way as [one approves that] the
enemy of a friend [is being excluded].”

Deyatvapa® conj. : °vapa® Ms

Dnira® conj. : ®enavakri® Ms

U8 rthac ca tena sa nirasta iti pratiyate. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221a2-3:
arthatV ... tena SimSapasabdena ghatadir nirasta iti pratiyate.

(DCE. don las (so read : don la V) yari de des sparis so Zes Ses par bya o V : des
kyan de bsal lo Zes bya bar rtogs pa yin no K.

366 . PST Ms B 221a2-3: SimSapasabdasya simsapasamanyam arthah. tasya
caghatadiriapatvad ghatadivyavrttis tata evarthat pratiyate. na punah Simsapasab-
dasya tatra vyaparah, tathapi tena SimSapasabdena ghatadir nirasta iti pratiyate
tatpratyayitendarthena tasya nirastatvat: “The referent of the word ’simsapa’ is the
general property of a simsapa. And since this has the form of non-pot, and so on, the
exclusion of pot, and so on, from the same (fata eva) is understood by implication.
Although the word ’simsapa’ is not concerned with this [exclusion], nevertheless it
is understood that pot, and so on, is excluded by the word ’simsapa because it is
excluded by the referent that is indicated by it.”

UL etena <samanyantarabhedanam gunadiam tadbhedanam ca ripadinam>
nirakaranam upeksanam caV sambandhasambandhatah® krtam® veditavyam®
mitramitrasatruvat, mitrasatrumitravat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221a3-7 q.v. no.
368 below.

(DCT. sel bar byed pa dan btan snoms su byed V : sel bar byed par bitos par (sic)

. Q)CE. ’brel pa las ’brel pa K : "brel pa can dan ’brel pa can ma yin pa yan V.
©) krtam is only translated in K; cf. byas par next.
(OCE. byas par rigs par bya "o K : rigs par bya "o V.

37 Cf. PST Ms B 221a3-7: anena nyayena parthivasamanyad anyat samanyam
dravyatvam. tasya samanyam sattvam. tasya bhedda gunah karmani ca tesam api
bheda ripadaya utk.seéyanﬁdayas' ca yathakramam. nirakaranam ca svavirodhina
Sabdena upeksanamV) ca visesasabdena sambandhasambandhatah®  krtam®)
veditavyam. katham ity aha: mitramitrasatruvad ityadi. atra mitramitreti dviruktih
paramparyena mitrapratipadanapara veditavya. anyathaikamitravyavahitam eva
mitram pratiyeta. tatra gunam karma ca SimSapasabdo dravyasSabdena nirakriya-
manam mitramitrasatruvad abhyanumodate. gunavisesan'® ripadin karmavisesan
cotksepanddin SimSapasabdo mitraSatrumitravat dravyasabdena ripadyutksepand-
disabdanam canyatarena nirakriyamanan upeksate: “In accordance with this
principle substanceness is another general property than the general property
earthen. The general property of this [viz. substanceness] is existence. The
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particulars of this [viz. existence] are qualities and actions, and their particulars,
moreover, are colour, and so on, and the action of throwing upward, and so on,
respectively. And the exclusion by a term with which itself is hostile and the
toleration by a particular term should be understood as caused by a connection
series. In what way? Like the enemy of a friend’s friend, etc. In this case the
repetition *friend’s friend’ is to be understood as having the objective of indicating a
friend in a series, otherwise the friend would be understood as completely separated
from one friend. In this context the word ’"simsapa’ approves that quality and action
is being excluded by the word ’substance’ like the enemy of a friend’s friend. And
the word ’simsapa’ tolerates like the friend of the enemy’s friend that particular
qualities like colour and particular actions such as throwing upward, and so on, is
being excluded by the word ’substance’ as well as by one or other among the words
"colour’, and so on, and "throwing upward’, etc.”

D upeksanam em. : utksepanaii Ms

@sambandhasam® em. : sambandhah krtam sam® Ms

®)krtam is not translated in T.

@ogn em. : °ad Ms

WO ratra ) na saksat tasya te *pohyah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221b1: ratra
tu na saksat tasya ta ityadi; 223b6: yad apy uktam: “na saksat tasya te *pohyah”®.

Dde la yan V : de la yan de ni K.

@ogh em. : °a(rth) Ms

8 Cf. PST Ms B 221a7-221bl: nanu ca Simsapasabdenaiva ghatadinam
nirakaranam. tatha simsSapasabdad evoccaritat tadapohah pratiyate: “Is it not so
that pot, and so on, is only excluded by the word ’simsapa’? Thus its exclusion is
understood from the word ’Simsapa’ alone as soon as it is articulated.”

WU <ng hi SimSapasabdo ghatadin saksad apohate. kasmat?> ma bhiit
samanyatulyata. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221bl: ma bhid ityadi; 223b6: <m>a bhiit
samanyatulyata.

U920 yvadi hiV) saksad apoheta, vrksasabdena tulyarthah® syat. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 221b1-2: yadi hi saksad apoheta ripasabdavat,® vrksasabdena tulyarthah
syat; 223b6-7: yadi hi saksad apoheta® vrksasabdenavisistah syad ityadi.

(Cf. ni V : om. K.

Q)CE. sin gi sgra dan mtshuns pa’i don can du "gyur K : §in gi sgra dan don
mthuns pa "gyur V. Thus KV do not corroborate the reading vrksasabdenavisistah at
223b6-7.

Origpa® em. : ripo §° Ms : stion po’i sgra T.

Woeta em. : °e tu Ms

USL tatha bhedantaranam <tu teneva>") na syad apohah. Restored, cf. PST Ms
B 221b2: tatha bhedantaranam ityadi.

(DThe particle iva, which is crucial for understanding the argument, is found in
the paraphrase of the argument at Ms 221b2, q.v. below no. 370. It is not reproduced
in KV, cf. des ni K : de yis V.
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9 Cf. PST Ms B 221b2: tatha sati palasadinam vrksasabdeneva Simsapa-
Sabdena na syad apohah: “In those circumstances palasa, and so on, would not be

5 9

excluded by the word ’sSimsapa’ just as it is not excluded by the word ‘tree’.

W4 yathaiva hi vrksasabdah palasadinV napoheta, tatha Simsapasabdo ’pi
napoheta <tena tulyatvar>). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221b2-3: yathaiva hi
vrksasabdah palasadin napoheta® ... tatha simsapasabdo ’pi napoheta.

(DCE. pa la $a la sogs pa V : §in Sa pa la sogs pa rmams K.

Q)CE. de dan mtshuns pa’i phyir K : des mtshuns par bya ba’i phyir V.

®) apoheta em. : apohate Ms

370 That is, because ’paldsa’, and so on, include ‘tree’ because the latter negates
pot, and so on, cf. PST Ms B 221b3: ghatadipratiksepena vrksopadanat.

[195] <yadi ndasti sa doso>’lpabahvarthapohatvena bhinnatvad <ity evam>,
ayuktam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221b4: alpabahvarthapohyatvena bhinnatvad iti;
Ms B 221b7: ayuktam iti.

7! Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition of the opponent’s view at PST Ms B 221b4-
7: SimSapasabdasya bahutaram apohyam palasadipratiksepad alpataram vrksasab-
dasya paldasadyanapohat. atas catulyapohyatvan na vrksasabdena tulyarthah
SimSapasabdah. tatha hi vrksasabdasya vrksatvam arthah. simSapasabdasya tu tac
ca Simsapatvam. ato ’lpabahutvapohyatvenaV) bhinnatvan naiva dosah. etad uktam
bhavati: yady api SimSapasabdasya vrksasabdasya ca vrksatvam arthah, tathapi
SimSapasabdasya Simsaparthavatvalaksano ’sti visesah. tena saty api vrksartho-
padane na bhavati palasadyanapohaprasanga iti: “The word ‘SimsSapa’ has more
excluded referents because it excludes palasa, and so on, the word ‘tree’ has fewer
because it does not exclude palasa, etc. And therefore the word ’§imSapa’ does not
have a referent in common with the word ‘tree’ as its excluded referents are not the
same. That is, the referent of the word ‘tree’ is the property treeness. That of the
word ‘simSapa’, however, is the same as well as simsSapaness. Therefore, since they
are different as their excluded referents are few and many there is no problem. What
is meant is this: even though the referent of the word ’simsapa’ and the word ‘tree’
is the property treeness, nevertheless the difference of the word ’simsapa’ is that it is
characterized by the fact of having the simsapa as its referent. Therefore, even
though it includes the referent tree the [absurd] consequence of not excluding the
palasa, and so on, does not exist.”

D ato ’Ipabahutva® conj (cf. de’i phyir bsal bar bya ba fiun 1 dan man po fiid
kyis ni T) : catolyabahutva® Ms (cf. atas catulyapohyatvat above, de’i phyir yan etc.
T).

U961 yathaiva hi vrksasimSapasabdauV) <vrksatvasimsapatrvavisistam vastu
bruvanav atyantabhinnartham> briitah, tathehapy <asankirnenarthena> bhavitav-
yam. arthat tu syad alpabahutarapohah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 221b7-222al:
yathaiva hi parasya vrksasimsSapasabdav asankirnam® artham briitah, tathehapi
bhavitavyam iti samandarthah; 222a2-3: arthat tu syad ityadi, cf. 224al: yad apidam
“arthat tu syad® alpabahutarapoha” ity etad apy anyayam eva.

(CT. sin dan Sin Sa pa’i sgra dag ni V : §in dan Sin Sa pa’i sgra dag gis K.

@°ay a° em. : °dc ca® Ms
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Otu syad em. : tasmat Ms

372 Dignaga points out that he basically follows the same principle as the
opponent who, while accepting conventional usage, differentiates between the
referents of the words ‘Simsapa’ and ‘tree’ as the referents of general terms and
particular general terms are not confused in common usage, cf. PST Ms B 222al-2:
<kutah>"Y)" punar ayam niyamo yat parasyaiva bhavitavyam iti? na® kutascit.
yathaiva tu parena laukikim® pratitim anuraksata loke samanyavisesasabdayor
asankirnarthatvac chimsapavrksasabdayor arthabhedo vyavasthapyate, tathasma-
bhir apity etavad ucyate.

Wkutah conj. (cf. ci las T) : om. Ms

@na kha(lu?) Ms

Olau® em. : lo° Ms

BCf. PST Ms B 222a2-4: katham tarhi Simsapasabdad bahutarapohah
pratiyate yadi sa tena na kriyata ity aha: arthat tu syad ityadi. simSapasabdena hi
SimSaparthe pratyayite SimsapayaV) vrksatvenavinabhavitvat samarthyat vrksa-
tvavagatih. atas tendrthena nirakriyamanam® ghatadikam midhah Sabdakrtam
manyate: “How then is the exclusion of more understood from the word ‘Simsapa’ it
it is not effected by this? With this in mind he says: “Yet, by implication there will
be,” etc. For when the word ‘Simsapa’ has indicated the referent simsapa, treeness is
understood by implication because a Simsapa is invariably connected with treeness.
Therefore a fool believes that when a pot, and so on, is implicitly excluded by it
[viz. the word ‘SimSapd’], it is done explicitly.”

In the immediately following excursus Jinendrabuddhi addresses the question of
why the word ’simsapa’ only indicates simsapaness directly, whereas it indicates by
implication all the other properties that define the simsapa. For Dignaga has claimed
in a sarigrahasloka at PS I1:18ab that the logical indicator indicates the concomitant
properties (the so-called anubandhinah) of the indicated. And the logical property of
the word ‘simsapa’ would constitute a parallel instance, cf. PST Ms B 222a4-222b2:
katham punas tulye lingatve dhiumadi saksad evanaladau dravyatvady avagamayati.
yad aha: “gamyante lingatas te ’pi lingino ye 'nubandhinah” (PS 1I:18ab) iti.
SimSapasabdah punah saksac chimsapatvam eva pratyayayati, samanyantarani tu
samarthyat. api canvayavyatirekalaksanasambandhapeksaya Sabdah svarthavagati-
hetur isyate. tat katham na dravyasattvadini gamayeta? na hi tadabhave sabda
upalabhyate. naisa dosah. tatra na hy arthasya purusakrtah sambandho, ’pi tu
svabhavatah. sa yena yenavinabhiitah svabhavatah, tam tam eva pratyayayati.
Sabdasya tu purusakrtasanketopanitah sambandhah, na ca dravyatvadau vrksa-
Sabdah sanketitah. tat kutas tadapeksayanvayavyatirekau. tato na dravy<atv>adi-
nam®sa gamakah. nanu ca, Sabdasyapy apauruseya eva sambandho vivaksayam.
tatra tajjanyavisesagrahane® samanyantaravagatihetutvam tasyestam eva, avisesa-
grahane' vyabhicaran nesyate. dhiimadav api linga etad tulyam eva. na hi tad api
diptatvadisamanyavisesam analadau gamayitum alam. tatra ko ’yam sabda eva
codyanuragah: “How then, as its being an indicator is similar, does smoke, and so
on, directly indicate substanceness, and so on, in the case of fire, etc. For as
(Dignaga) says: “The concomitants of the indicated are also indicated by the
indicator.” (PS II:18ab). The word ’simsapa’, however, indicates simsapaness
directly, but [indicates] the other general properties by implication. In addition, it is
claimed that a word is the cause of the cognition of its own referent by virtue of its
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dependence upon its connection, which is characterized by joint presence and joint
absence (cf. PSV V:34). Therefore, why would it not indicate substanceness, etc.?
For the word is not apprehended in the absence of these. This is not a problem. For
in this case the connection of the referent is not manmade, but rather, it is due to the
essential nature [of the referent]. Whatever [referent] with which it is invariably
connected, that alone it indicates. The word’s connection, however, is brought about
by a convention that is manmade. And the word ‘tree’ is not agreed to denote
substanceness. Therefore, how could there be joint presence and joint absence with
respect to this [viz. the word ‘tree’ as denoting substanceness]? Consequently, it
does not indicate substanceness, etc.

Certainly, even the word’s connection for the sake of denoting the intension [of
the speaker] (vivaksa) is by no means due to human agents. In the present context it
is claimed that it [viz. the word ‘tree’] is a cause of the cognition of other general
properties, when the particular [general properties] that are occasioned by it are
apprehended, but it is not claimed, when the particular [general properties] are not
apprehended because of uncertainty. (©)

The case is the exact same with regard to the logical indicator smoke, etc. For
this too is not capable of indicating particular general properties like the radiance in
fire, etc. In those circumstances, why this passion for raising questions about the
word only?”

The technical term anubandhin also occurs in PS II:18-19. It is possible to
restore both verses on the basis of quotations and paraphrases at NCV 675,11-16,
YD 86,20 (PS 1I:19cd), and PST Ms B 72bl1-3: gamyante lingatas te ’pi lingino ye
‘nubandhinah, visesa na <tu> gamyante tasyaiva, vyabhicarinah. (PS 11:18) lin-
ganubandhinas tv artha gamayanti na <linginam> vyabhicarad, visesas tu pratitah
pratipadakah. (PS 11:19): “The concomitants of the indicated are also indicated by
the indicator, but its particulars are not indicated at all as they are deviating. (18)
The referents that are the concomitants of the indicator, however, do not indicate the
indicated on account of deviation. The particulars, however, are indicating insofar as
they are cognized” (19).

The commentary on these verses at NCV loc. cit. is far more explicit than Ms B
ad loc., and is therefore worthwhile quoting in full: visesas tausakarisadayo na
gamyante tasyaiva, vyabhicaritvad lingasya visesaih sahadrstatvat. evam lin-
gasyanyavyavrttam samanyam gamakam, navyavrtam anyatah sattvadi. linginah
samanyam gamyam nivrttam anagnyadibhyo ’gnitvam sattvadi cagnitvanubaddham
avyabhicaritvad iti. linge tv ayam punar visesah: linganubandhinas tv artha itya-
dislokah. purvodahrtah samanyadharmah sattvadayo lingasya dhimasya na gama-
yanti, uktakaranatvat. visesas tu kecid lingyavinabhavinah pratitah pratipadakah
pandutvabahulatvadaya iti. For the pratikas at Ms B loc.cit., cf.: gamyante lingatas
te ’piti ... vyabhicarina iti ... linganubandhinas tv artha iti ... visistas (sic) tv iti.

(DT translates erroneously Sini Sa pa’i don rtogs par byas pa na Sin Sa pa fid
kyan no.

(%ena nirakri® conj. : °endkri® Ms

G)°yarvac conj. : °ya® Ms

®oane sam® em. : °anasam® Ms

Geva, avi® em. : evavi® Ms

(6) The opponent appears to object that even in the case of vivaksa, which is
claimed to be indicated by any given word [see note 9 above and Appendix I
below], the logical connection is not conventional and manmade, but rather
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transcends human agency (apauruseya). The rest of the argument appears to take for
granted that general properties are real things that presuppose observation. Even
though the word ‘tree’ denotes an object which is a substance, the inference of
substanceness is only valid if backed by observation of the particular general
properties that the object includes.

W yadi bhedo bhedantarartham <apoheta, madhuro rasah snigdhah sito
gurusD ceti yad etad gunasya gunantaraih samanadhikaranyam,> tat katham?
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 222b2-3: yadi bhedo bhedantarartham it ... tat katham iti.

(DThe same example is quoted at TSP 31225: tadyatha: madhuro rasah
snigdhah sito gurus ceti, cf. ro mnar po snum pa gran ba Ici ba Zes bya ba’i yon tan
'di yon tan gZan dan gZi mthun pa Zes bya ba gan yin pa der ci ltar gyur Ze na K :
gan ’di yon tan dan yon tan gZan gyis gZi mthun pa ste, ro mnar pa la snum pa dan
bsil ba dan Ici ba iid do Zes pa de ji ltar Ze na V.

4 Cf. PST Ms B 222b2-3: gunabheda hi madhurasnigdhatvadayah. tatraisam
paraspardfohe samanddhikaranyena na bhavitavyam. asti ca tat\V. tatha hi madhu-
rarasasyaV) gunantaraih snigdhatvadibhih samanadhikaranyam upalabhyate: “For
sweetness and stickiness, and so on, are different qualities. Under these circum-
stances there is no co-reference as they exclude one another. And [co-reference]
does exist. For instance one observes the co-reference of the sweet taste with other
qualitites such as stickiness.” And Jinendrabuddhi continues commenting upon the
phrase tat katham at Ms B 222b3-4: na kathaiicid yujyata iti manyate. anena
samandadhikaranyad madhuradinam krsnatilakavad anapoham anumaya virodhasya
hetor anekantikatvam udbhavayati, apohabhdave ’pi bhavat. Madhurasnigdha-
Saityadav® akaranatvam vapoham prati virodhasya, saty api tasminn avikalpye®)
tadabhavad iti.

D tat em. : tatah Ms

@madhurarasasya conj. : carakerasasya Ms

Gmtshan na (sic) T.

W8] samanadhikaranyam tu. Qu. Ms B 222b5.

5 Cf. PST Ms B 222b5-223al: yad etat samanadhikaranyam gunabhedanam
tadasrayenavirodhat. madhuradimam yad ds’ralyabhzitam dravyam tena tesam avi-
rodhah, na hi gunah svasrayena virudhyanteD. dravyam eva ca madhuragunam,
tasyaiva ca Sitasnigdhadayo gunah, na rasasya gunasya. atas tatra dravye vrtta
rasa upacaryante. upacaranibandhanam punar ekarthasamavayah. upacaraphalam
tu madhuryasya snehadibhih sahacaryakhyapanam. tatas ca yatha tesam mukhya
asrayo dravyam madhurddigunayogad ‘“madhuram dravyam Sitam guru” cety
ucyate, tathopacarito ’py asrayo madhurdakhyo rasah snigdhatvadigunayogad
“madhuro rasah snigdho gurus” cety ucyate. tad evam gaunam atra samandadhika-
ranyam kalpitam ity uktam bhavati. na ca kalpitarthavasad vastunah tadatmyam
sidhyatiti. nasti yathoktadosah: “The co-reference of the various qualities is due to
their not being in contradiciton with their substrate. That is, the [quality] sweet
[taste] and the rest, are not in contradiction with the substance that is their substrate.
For qualitites are not in contradiction with their own substrate. And only the
substance has the quality sweet [taste], and only this [viz. the substance] has such
qualities as cold and sticky, but the quality taste does not. Therefore they are
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transferred to [the sweet] taste as resident in the substance. The cause of transfer,
moreover, is [their] inherence in one and the same referent. The effect of transfer,
however, is the enunciation of the concomitance of sweetness with stickiness and
the rest. And therefore, just as their primary substrate viz. the substance is said to be
a substance that is sweet, cool, and heavy because it is connected with the quality
sweet, and so on, in the same way the taste called sweet, although it is substrate in a
transferred sense, is said to be a sweet sticky and heavy taste because of the
connection with the quality stickiness, etc. Thus the co-reference which in this case
is secondary is said to be imaginary;” cf. TSP (ad TS 781) 312,26ff: yatraiva hi
dravye madhuryam samavetam tatraiva Sitatvadayo ’pity ekarthasamavayabalad
atra bhavati samandadhikaranyam.
Dyi° em. : ni° Ms

376 1 assume that rdzas yod la ni V : rdzas K translates Sanskrit *dravye sati.
3 Cf. Zes pa’i V : phyir K.
U9 ydrstarvad vyudaso va. Qu. Ms B 223al; SVT 71,6, NR 431,1.

¥ In PSV V:25cd Dignaga introduces conflict (virodha) as the cause of
exclusion and makes use of this term throughout the following paragraphs to
describe the action of exclusion of other referents. However, Dignaga’s use of the
disjunction va at this juncture serves the purpose of introducing an epistemologically
valid alternative to virodhitva as the cause of exclusion. Dignaga’s statement at PS
V:31a invalidates the previous discussion, and makes it look problematic, if not
entirely superfluous.

Bhattaputra Jayamisra correctly interpreted the introduction of non-observation
(adrstatva, adarsana) as another cause of exclusion than conflict (virodha) or being
in conflict (virodhitva), which Dignaga introduces at PS V:25a above. Cf. his
introduction to the quotation of PS V:31a at SVT 71,5: bhiksunaparam karanam
uktam, and the explanation at NR 431,1-2: adrstatvad vyudaso va bhedanam
itaretaram iti SimSapasabdah palasadav adrstah tasyapoham karotiti.

Jinendrabuddhi interprets va in the sense of eva, which excludes virodha and
virodhitva as the cause of apoha, cf. Ms B 223a2: vasabdo ’vadharanarthah.
adrstatvad eva vyudasah, na virodhitvad ity arthah. yatha krtakatvam nityesv
adarsanatV) tadapoham karoti, tatha bhedasabdo bhedantaresv adarsanat tadapo-
ham karoti: “The word va has a restrictive meaning. The meaning is this: exclusion
is only due to not being observed, not due to being hostile. Just as the general
property being produced excludes permanent [things] because of not being observed
in these, a particular term excludes other particulars because of not being observed
to denote these.” Although the interpretation of va as avadharana is supported by
the indigenous Sanskrit lexicographers, cf., e.g., Amarakosa IV.16cd: vai vety
avadharanavacakah, Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation is formally correct in the
context of Dignaga’s exposition at PSV V:34 below. However, va which is repeated
in the vrtti where evidently it has no restrictive function merely serves the purpose
of introducing the only valid reason of exclusion. It marks the introduction of the
siddhanta as is generally the case in Indian Sastra literature, and leaves the
impression that Dignaga depends on earlier sources, which explained exclusion in



236 Annotations

terms of virodha, and now introduces non-observation as the real cause of exclusion
of other referents, which ultimately reflects his own epistemology and logic.
) °esv adarsa® em. : ®esu darsa® Ms

291 <utha va>Dyasmad bhedasabdo bhedantararthe® na drstah, tasmad
apohate. kasmat tu na drsta iti®? Restored, cf. SVT 71,6-7: yasmad bhedasabdo
bhedantararthe na drstah, tasmad apohate; PST Ms B 223a2-3: kasmat tu na drsta
iti.

D yan na K : om. V.

@) °grthe conj. : artho SVT.

D For iti, cf. Ze na K : ci ste ... Zes bya V.

9 Cf. PST Ms B 223a3: SimSapasabdasya palasadav adarsanasya karanam
prechati: “He asks for the reason why the word ‘Simsapd’ is not observed to denote
a palasa, etc.”

30 Cf. kha cig gis "gal ba’i phyir K : kho bo cag gis ... bkag pa’i phyir ro V.
20U svabhavike 'py arthe ... ahopurusika pratipanna; cf. PST Ms B 223a3:
svabhavike ’py artha iti. 223a7: ahopurusika pratipanneti. Cf. 224a4: kim punah
karanam dacaryendahopurusika pratipannd.

3! The extant Sanskrit fragments of this sentence do not, unfortunately, clarify
the divergent translations of K and V. Although Jinendrabuddhi comments on
Dignaga’s statement with the background of Dharmakirtian and post-Dharmakirtian
philosophy, the introductory part of his explanation presumably reflects Dignaga’s
own view. I have therefore adopted the readings of K that seem to fit
Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation. According to Jinendrabuddhi Dignaga introduces
non-observation (adarsana) as the cause of exclusion because being in conflict
(virodhitva) is merely an implied feature (upalaksanamatram), cf. PST Ms B 223a3-
6: hetupratyayasvabhavapratibaddhataya svabhavikah sabdalaksano ’rtha itthabhi-
pretah. SimSapadisabdo hi SimSapadivivaksayaiva prayujyate, na palasadivivaksaya.
atah SimSapavivaksasvabhave pratibaddhatvat paldasadisu szmsapasabdasya prayo-
go na bhavati. tatas ca tatradarsanam. tad etasmim svabhavike(D ’rthe tasyadar-
Sanam bhedantarapohasamartham utsrjya yad virodhitvam pmnksepakamnam
uktam, tad nyayamuktasyahopurusike®ty arthah. virodhitvam upalaksanamatram
anyad api yat tadadhikakaranam uktam tad api veditavyam. “aho aham” iti yo®
manyate, so ’hopurusah. tadbhdava dahopurusika. sa punar abhimanah, sa hy
ahopurusasabdasya prayojakah: “What is intended here is that the referent as
characterized by the word is natural on account of its being dependent upon the
inherent nature of its causes and conditions. For the word ’simsapa’, and so on, is
only applied with the intention to denote the simsapa, but not with the intention to
denote the ’paldsa’, etc. Therefore, since it is dependent upon the inherent nature of
the intention to denote the simsapd, the word 'simsapa’ is not applied to the palasa
tree, etc.; and therefore it is not observed to denote these. Consequently, when some
reject that the fact that it is not observed to denote this natural referent is incapable
of excluding other particulars, and claims that being in conflict is the cause of
exclusion, [this claim] is [an expression of] the conceit of some who has abandoned
logic. Such is the meaning. Being in conflict is merely a secondary feature. One
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should also know the other cause transcending this, which has been set forth. The
person who thinks, ‘Ah! What a person I am,’ is a conceited person (ahopurusa); as
an essential state (tadbhava) [cf. A V 1:119] ahopurusika is ‘personal
conceitedness.” Moreover, it is haughtiness (abhimana), for this prompts the
application of the word ahopurusa.”

The following excursus at Ms 223a7-224a5 contains an explicit criticism of
Dignaga’s position. It is indebted to Dharmakirtian philosophy: kim punar
atrayuktam yenaivam aha: “ahopurusika pratipanne’ti. “bhedartha hi sabdah
samanyarthapaharitvat rajaputravat parasparavirodhina” (= PSV V:28ab) iti. etad
eva tavad ayuktam. tatha hi samanyarthapaharitvam virodhasya hetutvenopattam,
tac ca Sabdanam visiste visaye samanyarthapratyayanalaksanam rajaputranam
tadvijatiyam rajyasvikaranalaksanam, yasmin sati svasmin vijite danadikriyasu
svatantro bhavati. tatra yadi Sabdagatam samanyarthapaharitvam hetutvenopa-
diyate™, drstanto® hetuvikalah syat. atha rajaputragatam hetor asiddhata.
Sabdamatram hi tatrabhinnam, narthah kascit. na ca tato ’rthasiddhih. na hy
anapeksitavastukam sabdamdtram icchamatrabhavi vidyata iti. vastugamyam vastu
sidhyati. yathoktam: ‘“‘vastubhede prasiddhasya Sabdasamyad abhedinah, na
yuktanumitih pandudravyadivad dhutasane (= PV 11:12). jatyantare prasiddhasya
Sabdasamyadarsanat, na yuktam sadhanam gotvad vagavadinam visanivad” (= PV
I1:15) iti. na ca bhedasabdena kevalena samanyartho visiste visaye pratyapyate, kim
tarhi samanyasabdasahitena. tatas cobhabhyam samhatya® samanyarthapaharad
bhedasabdasya yadi tato bhedantarasabdena virodhah samanyasabdasyapi syat. na
casti. tasmad ayuktam etat. yad apy uktam “na saksat ms%za te 'pohya. ma bhiit
samanyatulyata” (PSV V:29ab). “yadi hi saksad apohetaD vrksasabdenavisistah
syad ityadi (PSV V:29cd). tad apy asad eva. yatra hi sabdah sarketyate, tam evaha.
SimSapasabdas ca Simsapayam eva sanketyate na vrksasamanye. tato yady api tena
saksad gha}‘c’ldcgo ‘pohyante, tathapi naiva vrksatvam upadiyate. yad apidam
“arthat tu syat® alpabahutarapoha” (PSV V:29cd) ity etad apy anyayam eva,
bhedasyobhayagatatvat, svarthasya ca bhedarﬁ(gatvdl. anyatarabhedacodane ’py
ubhayagato bhedo (cf. PVSV 63,3f) 'numiyate®. yatha devadatto yajiiadattasya
bhratety ukte yajiiadattasyapi bhratrtvam. na hy ayam asti sambhavo yat devadatto
yajiiadattasya bhrata syat, na tu yajiiadattas tasyety. uktam etat: yatha ca Simsa-
payah palasadibhyo bhedas tatha ghatadibhyo ’pi, tatas ca SimSapacodane yatha
palasadyapohah pratiyata evam ghatadyapoho ’pi. tat kuto "yam vibhago labhyate:
palasadayas tasya saksad apohya ghatadayas tv arthata iti. kim punah karanam
acaryen “ahopurusika pratipanna,” punas ca tam vihaya nyaya'V) evavalambitah?
yuktyapetam bahv api ghosayadbhir na Sakyate vastutatvam vyavasthapayitum.
tasman nyayam abhisandhaya('?) vastunas tattvam ahopurusikaya ye pratipada-
yitum icchanti tais tan'® tyaktva yuktir evanusartavyeti sicandartham.

D etasmim sva® em. : tasmin asva® Ms

2) °%¢ em. : °am Ms

®)yo em. : yo na Ms

@ hetutve® em. : hetve® Ms

®) °anto em. : °ante Ms

() samha® conj. (cf. *dus nas T) : ha® Ms

®) °eta em. : °e tu Ms

O tu syat em. : tasmad Ms

(10) *py° em. : vamiyate Ms

(D °Jgmbi® em. : °lampi® Ms
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(2) gbhisandhaya conj. (cf. dgons nas T) : (unn?)am( gh?)ya Ms
202 evam tarhi samanyam syat svabhedanut. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 224a5:
evam tarhityadina; SVT 71,15: samanyam syat svabhedanut, cf. NR 431,5-6: tatra
bhiksuna coditam: samanyam syad visesapohat.

#2Cf. PST Ms B 224a5-6: evam tarhityadina samanyasabdasya visesesv
adarsane saty apy apohasyabhavadV) apohasyataddhetukatvam.

Wapy apo® em. : avy ahopurusik{a}? apo® Ms

291 vady adarsanenapohate, <samanyasabdasyapi svabhedesv adarsanad®)
apohaprasangah® syat>. Restored, cf. SVT 71,12f: yady adarsanena bhedasabdo
bhedantarartham apohate.

Wphyir K. : Zes V.

@sel bar K : gan sel bar V.

33 Cf. the parallel objection reproduced as piirvapaksa at SVT 71,12-14: yady
adarSanena bhedasabdo bhedantarartham apohate. atha kasmat samanyasabdo ’pi
bhedartham napohate, so ’pi hi na tatra drsta eveti: “If a particular term excludes
the referent of other particular terms, then why does a general term not exclude the
referent of a particular term too? For this [viz. the general term] too is not observed
to denote these.”

204 panyayuktasya drstatvat. Qu. Ms B 224a6; SVT 71,22; NR 431,11.

384 That is, contextual factors like motive and context. One cannot exclude the
possibility that anya = anyaSabda, cf. the parallel at VP 11:264: arthapraka-
ranapekso yo va sabdantaraih saha yuktah, pratyayaty artham tam gaunam apare
viduh; VP 1I1:251cd, q.v. below no. 386.

[205] drsto hy arthaprakaranadibhih samanyasabdo visesam pratipadayati.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 224a6-7: drsto hy arthaprakaranadibhirV iti ... saman-
yaSabdo visesam pratipadayati; cf. SVT 71,19-20: yah punar asyam paricodanayam
bhiksuna pariharo dattah: arthaprakaranadibhih samanyasabdo visesesu drsyate.
ato nasty adarsSanam iti.

Meadibh® em. : °abh® Ms

3 Cf. VP 11:251cd: arthaprakaranabhyam va yogac chabdantarena va; VPV 11
255,9-12 ad loc.: arthaprakaranasabdantarasambandhadini pravibhdage nimittani.
arthena afijalind juhoti ... prakaranena tu bhojanadina saindhavadinam sabdanam
arthavisesavacchedah kriyante. Sabdantarenabhisambandhenagnir manavako gaur
vahika iti; see also VP 11:314-316 with VPV ad loc. Ms B 224a6-224b1: adisabdena
samsargadayo grhyante. tatra samarthyena samanyasabdo visesam pratipadayati.
tadyathabhiripaya kanya deyeti. antarenapi vacanam abhirﬁgydyaiva kanyadanam
siddham eva. vacanasamarthyad abhiripatamayetiV) gamyate'®. prakaranena bho-
Jjanam éopasamhdraprakarane saindhavam anayety ukte lavana eva pratyayo
bhavati®. samsargena savatsa dhenur aniyatam ity ukte godhenur eva pratiyate™.
For the treatment of contextual factors in Sanskrit grammatical lit., cf. Raja 1963:
48f.
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(D) °rpat® em. : °riita® Ms

@Cf. Maha-bh 1 331,17-18 (ad A 1.4:42): tadyatha loke ... abhiripaya kanya
deye ti na canabhiriipe pravritir asti tatrabhiriipatamayeti gamyate. VPV 11 275,23f
(ad 315-16): abhirapaya kanya diyatam ... na canabhiripe pravrttir asti. Tatrabhi-
rilpatarayeti vijiidyate.

G)Cf. VPV 11 274,13f (ad loc. cit.): arthat prakaranad va loke visesagatir iti ...
saindhavam anaya mrgayam ca karisyamiti ... tadyathantarena Sabdam bhujyarige
samhriyamane saindhavam andayeti nasve sampratyayo bhavati.

Cf. VPV 11 273,18f (ad loc. cit.): samsargad dhenur aniyatam ... vyavasthi-
tasya visesasyasampratyayah ... savatseti.

36 Cf. Maha-bh 1 220,5-6 : samanyasabdas ca nantarena visesam prakaranam
va visesesv avatisthante. VP 11:214; VNT 7,24-25: yad aha: na hi visesa-
Sabdasannidhir eva Sabdanam visesavasthitihetuh, api tu prakaranasam-
arthyadikam api.

2061 tu<dabhah>") samsayas tatha. Qu. Ms B 224b1-2.
Wedabhah conj. (cf. der snan K : de snan V) : tan nitah Ms

I Cf. spyi’i sgra <las>D V : spyi’i las K.
(Dias conj, cf. K above : om. V.

38 T snan ba translates in this case Sanskrit @bhasah. For a similar use of abhdsa
qualifying samsaya, cf. PSV V:34 below.

3 Cf. de rnams la yan V : de yod pa rnams kyan K.

% That is, even though the general term previously has been observed to denote
its particulars, the use of it without the necessary restriction of its scope is similar to
the use of the term uprightness whose scope is restricted to denote the uprightness of
a tree by the addition of the term ‘crows nest’, cf. PSV V:14 above.

391 Cf. the absurd translation re Zig "gren ba la V (= iirdhve [?] tavat sic).

32 Although KV are syntactically confused and the readings diverge, the
svabhavahetu formulated by Jinendrabuddhi gives a sufficiently clear indication of
its context, so that it is possible to eliminate the errors, cf. PST Ms B 224b2-3:
samanyasabdasya visesesu darsane hetvantaram aha. na hi caitrasabdasya madhu-
radisv adrstapiirvasya tadakarasamsayahetutvam. etena yah svabhedakarasamsaya-
hetuh sa svabhedesu drstapiirvah, ardhvatavat. tatha ca samanyasabda iti svabha-
vam aha: “He formulates another reason for the observation of a general term at the
particulars. For the word caitra!l) is not a cause of doubt about its mental picture
when it has not previously been observed to denote sweet things (madhura), etc.
Therefore, that which is a cause of doubt about the mental picture of its own
particulars has been observed previously to denote its own particulars, in the same
way as ’‘uprightness’. And a general term is like that.” After this explanation
Jinendrabuddhi adds a brief discussion with reference to the general term
Sravanatva, cf. 224b3-5: nanu ca sravanatvenanekantah. tad dhi na kvacit drsyate
samsayahetus ca. naitad asti. Sravanatvasya hi sravanavisesatmaka eva svabhedah.
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tatra ca tat drstam eva, na tu punar nityadayah padarthah. tasya bheda yesu tan na
drstam ity acodyam etat. samanyatve va satiti visesanam atra drastavyam. tac ca
samanyasabdadhikarad labhyate.

(DCf. Amarakosa I11.15.

2071 samsayo ’yukta iti cet. <idam> manyate: yady arthaprakaranadisahita
<evDopalabdhah> syat, tatah <katham samsaya> iti. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
224b5: samsayo ’yukta iti ced iti; B 224b5-6: yady arthaprakaranadisahitah® syat,
samsayahetur na syat, kakanilayanasahitordhvatavat. asti ca samsayah. tato yatha
svabhedesipalabdhapiirvata tatharthadisahitatvabhavo ’piti viruddho hetur iti

manyate.
(E%Cf. kho na K : om. V.
@) °§ayo em. : °Saye Ms

(2081 yiscite kevalat tu sah. naiva arthadisahitac chamsaya ity ucyateV, kim tarhy

arthadisahitat. niscita uttarakalam kevalat samsayah. Restored, cf. Ms 224b6:
niscite kevalat tu sa ityadi; B 224b6-7: naiva viSesasahitat samSaya ucyate, kim
tarhy arthaprakaranadisahitat samanyasabdac chimsapadau visese niscita uttara-
kalam kevalad visesesu samsayah.

Dbrjod par mi bya ste V : brjod pa K.

% Cf. PST Ms B 224b7-225al: etendarthadisahitopalabdhikale samsayahetu-

dhateti darSayati.

29 hhede <na kevalo sti> cet. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225al: bhede ced iti(!).
(DM so, but T reproduces 32c¢ in toto.

¥ Cf. PST Ms B 225al: kevalasya bhedesu prayoga eva ndsti tadanabhi-
dhayitvacV) chabdantaravat. na vaprayuktasya samsayahetutvam upapadyate iti.

evam apy asiddham svabhedakarasamsayahetutvam.
Wognabhi® em. : °abhi®.

¥ Cf. ’dir K : om. V.
39 Cf. spyi’i sgra V : ci’i sgra K.

2191 yrstah Srotrvyapeksaya. Qu Ms B 225a2.
U yada hi Srotanyasamanyavyudasenarthibhavati, <tadyatha> kim vrksah
parthiva uta paiicamahabhautika ity <ukte>, tada parthiva iti kevalasya prayogah
sambhavati. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225a2: yada hityadiV). yada hi srotra ...
tadanyasamanyavyudasendarthibhavati, tada parthiva iti kevalasya parthivasab-
dasya prayogah sambhavati. Ms B 225a4: kim vrksah parthiva uta paficamaha-
bhautika iti.

The translations of this clause in KV deviate considerably in terms of syntax and
meaning from the paraphrase at Ms B 225a2-3 and appear to have been based upon
a corrupt text. K and V state: For when (yada hi) the listener, after having excluded
another general property, is in need of [a word] alone, like, for instance, the answer
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“earthen,” when he asks “is a tree earthen (parthiva) or does it consist of the five
principal elements (paficamahabhautika)?” Cf. Ms loc. cit.: yada hi Srotra
vrksasvabhavam prati samSayitah, parthivatvadinam samanyanam anyatamasva-
bhavapratipattyartham tadanyasamanyavyudasenarthibhavati, tada parthiva iti
kevalasya parthivasabdasya prayogah sambhavati: “For when (yada) the listener
who is in doubt about the essential nature of a tree in order to get to know either
nature of [its] general properties such as earthenness, and so on, asks for the
exclusion of its other general, (fada) it is possible to apply ’earthen’ alone saying
’earthen’ (parthiva iti).”

When juxtaposing the two Tibetan translations and Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase
it is obvious that neither K nor V reproduce the expected apodosis, which is
introduced by tada in the paraphrase. K, on the one hand, reproduces Sanskrit yada
by gan gi tshe : om. V, but neither K nor V translate fada. In addition, they both
seem to have misundertood the syntax of Sanskrit arthibhavati = don du grier bar
"gyur te K : don du grier ba yin te V, which is constructed with instr. of the thing
requested/asked for. It is highly likely that Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase: tada
parthiva iti kevalasya parthivasabdasya prayogah sambhavati incorporates the
original apodosis because it contains a gloss parthivasabdasya on parthiva iti
kevalasya that otherwise would seem unnecessary. KV may have preserved part of
the apodosis in the clause sa las gyur pa "o Zes smras pa lta bu "o K : sa la byun ba’
o Zes brjod pa bZin no V, which, however, was interpreted as part of the sentence
illustrating the use of the word parthiva alone. A trace of the word kevala is
probably found in yan gar ba don du grier ba V : ’ba’ Zig kho na don du giier bar
"gyur te K.

(D h° em. : pi° Ms

*7 Cf. Bhartrhari’s use of the term arthitvam at VPV II 323,16-17: yathaiva
prayoktur abhidhanam arthavacchedanimittam tathaiva pratipattur apy arthitvam
. tatha “kimvarnah,” “kutah kranta” iti prasne “sveto dhavati, atikranta” itye-
vamady api sambhavati: “Just as the intention of the speaker is a cause of
determining the meaning, so also the request of the listener ... For instance, at the
question “of what colour,” “from where did he run away” [answers like ’the white
horse is galopping away (sveto dhavati)/the dog ran away from here’(D) (< sva + itah
+ dhavati) are also possible.”

(DThis example is recorded at Maha-bh I 14,14.

221 piscite tarhi <tasya> vrkse(kutah parthivasabdaprayogat® samsaya iti
<cet>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225a3-4: niscite tarhityadina samsayanupapattim
darSayati ... niscite prastur vrkse kutah kevalat samanyasabdat samsayah.

(DCE. gal te de’i Sin nies pa la K : de nies pa’i ltar na ni de’i Sir la V.

Q)Ct. sa las gyur pa’i sgra sbyor ba’i phyir K : sa las byun ba’i sgra sbyor ro
Zespa’i V.

281 tasya niscite "nyasya <kevalat samsayah>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225a4:
tasya niscite ‘nyasyeti.

W yatha ca<rthantarapoho 'rthe) samanyam, tatha>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
225a6: yatha cetyadi.
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(CT. ci Itar don la don gZan gsal ba spyi yin pa de bZin du K : ji ltar don gZan
sel ba de bZin du spyi yan V. K would seem to translate a text like *arthantarapoho
‘rthe samanyam: “The general property in the referent is exclusion of other
referents.” This translation reflects the content of § 46 which is to show that the
samanya in Sabda is similar to that in artha namely exclusion of other speech units
and other referents. The locative evidently imitates contemporary usage, which is
based upon the assumption that that general properties are inherent in the objects
they qualify.

% In this paragraph Dignaga introduces the concept of general word property
Sabdasamanya, which he defines as exclusion of other words, analogous to the
definition of the general property of the referent viz. arthasamanya, which is ex-
clusion of other referents cf. PST Ms B 225a5-6: evam arthasamanyam vyutpadya
Sabdasamanyam vyutpadayitum aha: yatha cetyadi; cf. Pind 1991.

The subsequent exposition at Ms B 225a6-225b1 is strongly influenced by
Dharmakirtian philosophy (cf., e.g., the discussion at PVSV 38,17ff), although the
concept of Sabdasamanya never occurs in Dharmakirti’s works: yatharthesy
ekarthakriyakarivyaktibhedanubhavadvarayato buddhau viparivartamamah saman-
yakaro vyavaharanuyatibhir bahyariipataya vyavasiyamano ’rthantaravyudasakh-
yam\) samanyam gamakam, tatha Sabdesv atatkaryavyavrttasabdasvalaksananu-
bhavahitavibhramavasanopanitajanma® bauddhah samanyakaro vyavaharanuyati-
bhir bahih Sabdamatram upayitvenavyavasitah Sabdantaravyavacchedakhyam™
samanyam vyavasthapyate.

Dem. : °ah Ms

@) °yibhrama® em. : °vidrama® Ms

% This paragraph is important for understanding the rationale of the apoha
theory. Dignaga’s use of the locative imitates contemporary philosophical usage.
The schools of thought, whose views Dignaga analyses and rejects as untenable,
considered general properties as a real entities resident in any given referent (arthe)
or word (Sabde). They were considered as constituting the semantic justification for
the application of words. Dignaga, however, rejects that there are general properties
in things or words, and he maintains that exclusion of other referents or other words
is equivalent to the function of real general properties as maintained e.g. by Nyaya-
Vaisesika philosophers. Exclusion of other is like the opponents’ real general
properties assumed to be an inherent property of things and words, which means that
Dignaga regarded exclusion as an inherent natural property of things and words:
they exclude other things by their very nature. Exclusion thus defines in a general
way their difference from other things and words, in spite of the fact that the
individual differences of things and words (their svalaksana) is beyond linguistic
representation. This explains why Dignaga introduces the concept of substrate
(asraya) of exclusion in § 51 below. This term only makes sense if one interprets it
as referring to an actual substrate. As will become clear in the crucial paragraphs
starting with PSV V:34, exclusion is equivalent to the non-existence (abhava) or
absence of other things from the locus of the referent of any given word, exclusion
being an inherent property of the excluding word and thing. This explains why
Dignaga claims that a word denotes its referent as qualified by preclusion or
negation of other (referents). In other words, any given word excludes other words
and the referents of other words in the same way as its own referent inherently
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excludes other things. The referent is supposed to be a real entity (vastu) qualified
by preclusion as appears from the important fragment from Samanyapariksavyasa
quoted no. 182 above, which states that the referent is an object (vastu) qualified by
preclusion (nivrttivisistam vastu sabdarthah) i.e. non-existence of other things in the
locus of the referent.

[215] <Sabdantaravyavacchedah> Sabde samanyam ucyateV). Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 225b1-3, q.v. below no. [216].

(DCE. sgra gZan rnam par gcod pa ni sgra la spyir ni brjod pa yin K : sgra gZan
rnam par bcad nas ni sgra’i spyi rjod par byed pa yin V. K presupposes the reading
*Sabdantaravyavacchedah. V is impossible to construe.

[216] yathaiva akrtakavyudasenaV yat krtakatvam® tat samanyam anityatvadi-
gamakam, tatha Sabdantaravyavacchedena sabde samanyam ucyate. tenaiva cartha-
pratyayakah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225b1-3: yathaivetydadina karikartham dcaste

. akrtakavyuddasena hetuna yat krtakatvam® buddhipratibhasavisesah. yathaiva
tat samanyam krtakavyaktisadharanatvad anityatvadigamakam tatha Sabdantara-
vyavacchedenam hetuna vijiianakaravisesariipam Sabde svasamanyam™® ucyate.
tenaiva carthapratyayakah Sabdah.

(DCE. ma byas pa rnam par bsal ba’i spyi yis mi rtag pa la sogs pa go bar byed
pa (sic) V : ma byas pa bsal ba’i phyir mi rtag pa fiid la sogs pa go bar byed pa K.

@) katvam em. (cf. byas pa fiid T, byas pa fiid K : byas pas V) : °kam Ms

O)Ct. sgra gZan rnam par gcod pa’i sgra la spyir brjod pa K : sgra gZan rmam
par bcad pa’i sgra’i spyis brod par byed do V. KV do not corroborate
°vyavacchedena Ms.

@ Sabde samanyam conj (cf. sgra la ran gi spyi T) : Sabdesu samanyam Ms. In
contrast to T, Ms and KV do not corroborate svasamanyam.

4% Cf. PST Ms B 225b1-2: hetau trtiyd. akrtakatvavyudasah krtakam vasticyate,
na hi vyavrtti vyavrttimato (cf. PVSV 32,15ff) ’'nyety uktam. vyavriti vyudaso
vyavaccheda iti hi paryayah: the thrid triplet is to denote the cause. The exclusion of
not-produced [things] is explained to be an object (vastu] that is produced; cf.
Dignaga’s exposition of what constitutes the indicative function of krtakatva at PSV
II:22, v. above no.s 13 and 400. Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase of the argument at Ms
B 225b1-3 (cf. no. [216] above) explains that the general property in a word is its
exclusion of other words, the general property itself having the appearence of a
particular form in consciousness. It is remarkable, though, that it is impossible to
trace a single passage in PSV V, in which Dignaga makes clear that general
properties are mental constructs located in consciousness.

I That is, only the word type, which is qualified by exclusion of other words
denotes, in contrast to its individual instantiations, the svalaksanas because they
have not been observed before; cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 225b4,
quoting a Slokapada: na tu svalaksanena “tasya piarvam adrstatvad” iti that stems
from a well-known verse in which Dignaga explains that the relation between
signifier and signified can only be established in terms of their types, the underlying
supposition being that these two types are each defined by exclusion of other:
narthasabdavisesasya vacyavicakatesyate | tasya pirvam adrstatvat; samanyam
tilpadeksyate: “It is not claimed that there is a signifier-signified relationship
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between an individual referent and an individual word (arthasabdavisesa) because
they have not previously been observed (together); their general property, however,
will be taught.” Cf. Kumarila’s statement at SV Apoha® 102: bhavadbhih Sabda-
bhedo ’pi tannimitto na labhyate, na hy asadharanah Sabdo vacakah prag
adrstitah:: “Nor do you assume that the difference between words is caused by the
(vasandas), for [according to your theory] an individual (asadharanah) word does not
denote because of not being previously observed [together with its referent].” SV
Apoha® 104 equating Sabdantarapoha with sabdasamanya corroborates the assump-
tion that the verse is from one of Dignaga’s works. Kamalasila quotes it explaining
at TSP 377,18 that the general property of the word that denotes (Sabdasamanyam
vacakam) is exclusion of other words (Sabdantarapohah), which he compares to the
general property of the referent (arthasamanyam), defined as exclusion of other
referents (arthantarapohah). The verse is inter alia quoted at NCV p. 615,12-13
with the introductory remark: arthavisesas ca tavavacya eva; Simhastri quotes at
NCV 616,10-11 a short prose passage from the same work (presumably the
Samanyapariksavyasa) stating that the word denotes the general feature (samanya):
yad apy uktam: pirvadrstasamanyena dhiimendagnyanumanavad abhidhanam
samanyasya Sabdena na visesasya piarvam adrstatvad iti: “Just as fire is inferred by
means of smoke whose general property [viz. exclusion of other] has been observed
previously, the general property is denoted by the word, but not the individual
because it has not previously been observed. Jinendrabuddhi also quotes the
Slokapada at Ms B 62b5-6 in the context of discussing how the relation between the
word and its referent is established with reference to a perceptible particular
(svalaksana) at the time of sanketa (i.e., the time when the relation between the
word and the thing it denotes is taught) when the word by definition does not denote
individuals, but only their general property: sariketakale Sabdarthasambandhabhijiio
hi sanketakalanubhiitarthasamanyam eva pratipadyate Sabdan, na svalaksanam,
“tasya purvam adrstatvat.” prayogakale visesavisayatvasanka na bhavaty eva.
sanketakale tu pratyaksam svalaksanam iti.

Vrsabhadeva’s statement at Paddhati 52,13-15 is closely related to Dignaga’s
view: Sabdasvalaksanani paricchidyamanodayavyayani katham nityani syuh.
svalaksanani ca na vacakani. samanyam eva vacakam iti jatih sabdah: “How could
the individual words that originate and vanish in the process of being delimited be
eternal. The individuals do not denote. Only the general property denotes. Thus (iti)
the word [as conveyor of meaning] is the general property.” Cf. Pind 1991.

Interestingly, Dignaga’s reason for denying word-particulars’ capability of
denotation re-surfaces unexpectedly in Vinitadeva’s Santanantarasiddhitika 3,13-
16: di ltar sans rgyas pa thams cad ni brjod par byed pa’i sgra’i rnam pa can gyi
Ses pa yin par ‘dod kyi, sgra’i khyad par ni yod kyan ma yin te, de ni snon ma mthon
ba’i phyir Zes bya ba la sogs pa’i gtan tshigs kyi khyad par brjod par byed pa yin pa
bkag pa’i phyir ro: That is, all Buddhas maintain that a cognition (*jiiGna) has the
form of the word that denotes (*vdacaka), but it does not have that of a word-
particular (*visesasabda) because it has been refuted that a [word] particular
denotes, the reason being “because it has not been observed previously (*pirvam
adrstatvat),” and so on.

42 Namely the word as type, cf. PST Ms B 225b4: ratrapi sabde idam aparam
veditavyam.
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“SIn this paragraph Dignaga discusses, although very briefly, a problem to
which the Sanskrit grammarians usually refer as ekasabdadarsana and anekasab-
dadarsana, cf. Punyaraja’s VPT 103,21 (ad VP 1I:250): atraikasabdadarsanam
anekasabdadarsanam ceti dvau paksau; Ms B 225b3-4: ekanekatvam Sabdasya
vyutpadayitum aha: tatrapityadi. According to the first theory the same speech unit
has various meanings depending on whether the usage is primary or secondary. The
second theory stresses the fact that some speech units are identical in terms of the
string of phonemes that constitute them, but different in terms of their derivation, the
ambiguity of denotation being resolved by contextual factors. Thus the first theory
focuses primarily on ambiguities of reference (artha), whereas the second is
concerned with ambiguities of single speech units like words or sentences. Both of
them are mentioned by Bhartrhari, cf. e.g. VPV I 139,8-9: srutyabhedad anekar-
thatve 'py ekasabdatvam, arthabhedad ekasrutitve’ py anekasabdatvam. tatra caike-
sam aupacariko bhedo mukhyam ekatvam. anyesam tu prthaktvam mukhyam vyava-
harikam ekatvam iti; VP 11:257; VP 11:314-17; 405, 407; VPV 1 206,2-5: vakyanam
hi tulyarapatve ’pi sati nimittantarac chaktir bhidyate. tatra yo ripad eva kevalad
vakyartham pratipadyate prakaranasamarthyadi napeksate sa vivaksitavivaksitayoh
sammoham apadyate.

217 tatrapi. Qu. Ms 225b4.
W8y atraksadisabdad arthe Sakatangadau® samsaya <utpadyate>, tatra Sab-
dasyaikyam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 225b4-5: yatraksadisabdasravanad abhidheye
s’akatangadau . samsayo bhavati, tatra Sabdasyaikyam.
(DFor yatra, cf gan du 'V : om. K.
Q)CE. don Sin rta’i gsol mda’ la sogs pa la V : Sin rta’i yan lag la sogs pa’i don
K.

%% The word aksa is a well-known example of a homonym in Sanskrit gram-
matical literature, cf. Maha-bh I 220,2: bahavo sabda ekartha bhavanti, tadyatha
indrah Sakrah + ... ekas ca Sabdo bahvarthas tadyatha aksah padah masah iti. VPV
II 2552-3 (ad VP II: 250): yathaiva S$abdabhede ’pi  hastah karah panir ity
arthasyalkatvam na nivartate, tathaivarthabhede ’py aksah pada masa ity ekatvam
(so read; ed. tva®) sabdasya na nivartate: “Just as hasta, kara, pani do not abandon
their identity of reference although the words are different, so aksa pada masa do
not abandon their [phonic] identity of word although their [individual] referents are
different.”

405 Cf. PST Ms B 225b4-5: adigrahanad vibhitakadau.

46 cf PST Ms B 225b5: ekasya hy anekarthasambandhisu samsayakaranatvam
prasiddham atah prameyatvavad anekasambandhisamSayahetutvad eka iti prati-
yate: “For it is acknowledged that a single [word] is a cause of doubt about relata
that are different referents. Therefore it is understood that it is one because it is a
cause of doubt about different relata in the same way as ’being an object of
cognition’.”

219 tatsandehe tv anekata. Qu. Ms B 225b5.
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2201 cyatra> bhavatisabdadau <satrantadauw> V' samsayah®, <tatra> Sruti-
samye® “pi sabdabhedo drastavyah, tadyatha ka iheti. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
225b6-7: Srutisamye ’pi Sabdabhedo drastavyah ... tadyathd(4) ka iheti.

Dsatrantadau conj. (Cf. PST Ms B 225b6: kim idam Satrantasya saptamyeka-
vacane sati). The two Tibetan transations of this paragraph are utterly confused.
bhavatisabdddau is translated (partly in translitterated form) in K as bhabate’i sgra
la sogs par, but V contains no trace of this term. yod pa la sogs par K : sogs par V
are incomprehensible. Perhaps Kanakavarman read the first term of the compound
as satta®; the crucial lexeme anta, however, is not reproduced. Vasudharaksita may
not even have been able to identify in his exemplar the first two terms of this
compound. DC add absurdly sgra la before sogs par V.

()Cf. PST Ms B 225b5f: bhavatisabdadau sadrsyat samsayah.

OG)CE. sgra spyi K : fian pa pos (sic) spyi la V.

@ °yatha em. °yatha Ms

97 Cf. PST Ms B 225b6: yatha bhavatisabdadau sadrsyat samsayah: kim idam
Satrantasya saptamyekavacane sati rijpam ahosvit tinantam utGmantranam. evam
asyety ukte sandehah: kim idam sasthyantam padam uta lotmadhyamapurusaika-
vacanantam? “Like the doubt about the word 'bhavati’, etc. because of similarity:
“Is this the form of [a word] ending in the affix satr [i.e., the affix of the present
participle] ending in the seventh triplet in the singular, or is it [a word] ending in a
tin affix [i.e., pr. 3 sg. < Vbhii], or is it a vocative [< bhavati]? In the same way,
when one says asya, there is doubt about whether it is a syntactical word ending in
the sixth triplet [i.e., gen. mn. < idam] or whether it is ending in second person
singular of the affix lof [i.e., imp. < Vas “throw”].”

Kumarila mentions the same example at SV Pratyaksa® 191: bhavatyadau ca
bhinne ’pi namakhyatatvasamjiiaya, riapaikatvena cadhyadse tulyarthatvam prasaj-
yate.

408 The technical term Srutisamya is well known from the Kasika, cf. Kas on A
IV.1:103; VIIIL.2:18; 2:42; 4:1. V. Cf. Renou, Terminologie s.v. sravana; cf.
Bhartrhari’s use of the term fulyasruti at VPV 11 273,14 (ad VP I1:315-16).

49 The clause ka iha is ambiguous: due to sandhi it may be interpreted either as
a combination of the syntactical words kah + iha > ka iha: “Who is here” or ke
[locative of kam (m. or n.)] + iha > ka iha: “Here at Ka [i.e., Prajapati], or “Here in
ka [i.e., water],” Cf. PST Ms B 225b7-226al: atra hi samhitayam Sabdariapagatah
samsSayah. kim ayam prathamanta uta saptamyanta ity anekatvam ca prasiddham.
evam lokasyarthe Sabde ca sandehad abhedo bhedas ca veditavyah: “For in this
case the doubt relates to the form of the word in connected speech: Does it end in
the first triplet or does it end in the seventh triplet? And thus its manifoldness is
acknowledged. In this way identity and difference are to be viewed since people are
in doubt about the referent and the word, respectively.” Examples of such
ambiguities are mentioned at VPV 1 135,6-7: vakyesu va praviveki nirjiiatartha-
bhedam va yavat tulyarapam padam gaur aksa iti sarvam tad ekam. namakhyata-
bhede ’pi caikam evaksyasva ityevamprakaram padam. VPV 11 259,16-17 (ad VP
11:268): tatha vayur vayuh, asvo ’Svah, tena tena, iti namakhyatanam tulyariipatve
visayantarasyasamsparsan na gaunamukhyavyavaharo ’sti; cf. VPV II 304,12 (ad
VP 11:405).
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2210 katham punah Sabdasyarthantarapohena svarthabhidhane pirvadosapra-
sangah. Restored, cf. NCV 650,9: katham punah Sabdasyarthantaretyadi; Ms B
226al: katham punar ityadi; NCV 658,15: arthantarapohena svarthabhidhane;
NCV 651,3: piarvadosaprasangas ca katham arthantarapohena svarthabhidhane;
NCV 658,10: piarvadosaprasanga iti.

19 Dignaga’s opponent asks why the consequences—anabhidhana and vyabhi-
cara—that follow from the first theory, the so-called bhedapaksa introduced and
explained at PSV V:2ab do not apply to the apoha theory; cf. NCV 728,20:
bhedapakse param praty uktayor anantya(d) anuktivyabhicaradosayor “adrster
anyaSabdarthe” PSV V:34a ityadinapyaparihrtatvat; Ms B 226al: Sabdarthanta-
ravyavacchedena yathoktasya svarthasyabhidhayaka ity asmim pakse catursu
paksesu piirvam ya uktda dosas tesam katham abhavah. Cf. NCV 650,10-651,1:
bhedajatitatsambandhatadvatpaksagata dosas tavapi anantyavyabhicaradayah
katham na syuh?

U Cf. gan gi phyir K : “di ltar V.

(2221 adrster anyaSabdarthe svarthasyamse ’pi darsanat, Sruteh sambandha-
saukaryam na casti vyabhicarita. Qu. TSP 378,17-18; Ms B 226a2: 34ab, 226a4-5:
34cd; NCV 652,8: 34ab: 660,25: 34cd; 661,10: 34abc; 728,20: 34a.

2 The feasibility of the connection (sambandhasaukaryam) depends on the
word’s being observed to apply to an instance of its referent and its not being
observed to apply to the referents of other words. It is clear from the writings of
non-buddhist philosophers who address the implications of sambandhasaukaryam
that Dignaga presupposes that the person who is taught the connection of word and
referent (vyutparti) is standing in some place (ekadesastha) next to the referent
(artha). A knowledgeable person points to a prototypical instance of the referent,
i.e., a member (amsa) of the domain of similar referents, explaining that “this (thing)
xis y” (cf. §§ 65-66 below). As the referent thus defined occurs in a particular locus
and no special conditions apply to it and its locus, the ekadesastha may reify the
application of y to any given x through the means of their joint presence (anvaya)
and absence (vyatireka), their joint absence being ascertained merely through not
observing (adarsanamatra) the application of y to any other thing but the referent x,
inferring that y denotes all instances of similar things to the exclusion of all things
occurring in other loci than that of the referent. As non-observation of the absence of
other things in the locus of the prototypical amsa is easily ascertained, the object of
non-obervation being the non-existence (abhava) of some other referent in the locus
of the prototypical example (cf. no. 428 below), Dignaga assumes that reification of
the connection between y and x is feasible on the basis of mere non-observation,
emphasizing the predominance of vyatireka over joint presence as the means of
establishing the invariable concomitance of y and x, the foundation of any valid
connection. .

Dignaga’s view was well known to Kumarila, who addresses it at SV Anumana’
131cd-132:

asesapeksitatvac ca saukaryac capy adarsanat [131cd]
sadhane yady apisto 'tra vyatireko 'numam prati
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tavata na hy anangatvam yuktim sabde hi vaksyate [132]

“Although joint absence (vyatireka) is claimed to establish [universal
concomitance] because it is dependent upon [joint absence of] all [of the dissimilar
instances] and because [the connection] is easy [to establish] since [the indicator or
the word] is not observed [to apply to dissimilar instances], it is by no means the
case that joint presence (yukti) on that account is not a factor when it comes to
inference, as will be explained in the chapter on verbal knowledge (sabda).”

Umveka introduces Kumarila’s succinct statement of the rationale of Dignaga’s
theory of the feasibility of the connection as follows: .

sadhyena vyaptisiddhyai ca vyatireko ‘tra kathyate [SV Anumana’ 128c-d] ity
uktam, tad anupapannam ity asankyate: asesavipaksapeksitvenadarsanamatravase-
yetvena ca sukhagrahyatvad anvayanirapeksasya vyatirekasyaivangatvat; anvayas
tu darsSanad avaseyah; na ca tat sarvatra sapakse sambhavati sakalasapaksagraha-
nabhavena:

“It is said: “In order to establish the universal concomitance with the probandum
joint absence (vyatireka) is stated for that purpose” [SV Anumana’ 128c-d]. This is
unjustified he thinks and argues: Because only joint absence without dependence
upon joint presence is a factor because it is easy to apprehend as dependent on the
vipaksa as a whole and as ascertainable through mere non-observation; joint
presence on the other hand, is ascertainable through observation; and that is not
possible for all of the sapaksa because there is no apprehension of all of the
sapaksa.” )

Sucaritamisra’s Kasika ad SV loc. cit. supports Umveka’s interpretation:

atra bauddha vadanti kim idam “vyaptya sadharmya ukte ca na vaidharmyam
apeksyate” [SV anumana’ 118ab] ity ucyate ? na hi satamsendpi hetor vipaksad
vyatireke Sankhyamane gamakatvam astity aSesavipakso ‘numdtur vyatirekam
grahitum apeksitah, na casau duradhigamam, ekadeSasthasyapi sarvadarsanasau-
karyat. darSanam hi sarvavipaksanam duskaram, tadabhavas tu saukaryaprapta
eva:

“In this context the Buddhists argue: what is meant by saying that “when the
positive example has been formulated in connection with the [formulation of the]
universal concomitance (vyapti) there is no need for the negative example” [SV
anumana’ 118ab]? For the reason is not probative if there is even the least bit of
doubt about its difference from the dissimilar instances (vipaksa). Consequently the
person who is inferring has to depend on all of the dissimilar instances for
discerning the joint absence [of the hetu from the dissimilar instances]. This,
however, is not difficult to realise because it is feasible even for someone who is
standing in one place (ekastha) to not observe [the application of the heru] to all [of
the dissimilar instances]. For the observation of all the things that are dissimilar is
not feasible, whereas their absense is easily obtained (saukaryaprapta).”

Parthasarathimisra corroborates the analysis in Nyayaratnaka ad loc.:

Sakyas tu vaidharmyavacanasya paksikatvam asahamana vaidharmyam eva
sarvada vaktavyam na sadharmyam ity ahuh ... te kila manyate: yasyapi sadhya-
nvayo lingasyanumanangam yasya va vipaksavyatirekam tayor ubhayor api tavad
asesapeksitatvam avivadam. tatra yady anvayo ‘rigam isyate, tato 'vasyam sarvesam
atitanagatanam api dhamanam agnibhih sarvaih samanvayo grhitavyah. na casav
iSvarenapi grahitum Sakyate; na ca kesaricid anvaye grhite 'nyair agrhitanvayair
anumanam sambhavati. vahnimattvasamanyena dhiimattvasamanyasyanvayo grhita
iti cet? na, samanyasya svalaksanavyatirekavikalpasahanasambhavat. astu va
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samanyam, tathapi tadiyasesadesSakalanvayo ’gner durgraha eva. vipaksavyatirekas
tu sujianah, sa hy adarsanamatragamyah, sukaram ca sarvadhimanam apy eka-
deSasthenaivanagnisv adarsanam. tasmat anagnibhyo vyaticecyamano dhiamo
‘nagnivyavritimukhendgnim gamayati. ata evatadvyavrttivisayatvam lingasabdayoh.
tasmad vipaksavyavrttipradarsanartham vaidharmyam eva vaktavyam, na sadharm-
yam iti:

“The Buddhists, however, being unable to accept that the formulation of the
negative example [only] has status as a corollary [to the positive example] claim that
only the negative example should always be formulated, not the positive one; they
are reported (kila) to argue as follows: whoever is of the opinion that the indicator’s
agreement with the probandum is a factor in inference or whoever is of the opinion
that [its] difference from the heterologous [is a factor in inference] they necessarily
have to agree on its being dependent on the exhaustion [of all of the homologous
and the heterologous]. If, in the present case, agreement is taken to be a factor, it
will be necessary to perceive the agreement of all past and future [instances of]
smoke with all [past and future instances of] fire, but not even the Lord is capable of
doing that ! And inference is not possible when joint presence of some has been
apprehended because of other joint presences that have not been perceived. Suppose
it is objected that what is perceived is the agreement of the property of being smoky
with the property of being firy. Such objection, however, is impossible because the
universal cannot stand [the criticism] of the alternatives of its being [identical or]
different from the particular [in which it inheres]. On the other hand, let us assume
that the universal exists. But even so fire’s agreement with such a thing [as a
universal] at all places and modes of time is certainly difficult to perceive. However,
its difference from the dissimilar [instances] is easy to know, for this can be known
merely through [the reason] not being observed [at the dissimilar (instances)].
Indeed, it is feasible even for someone who is standing in a some place
(ekadesastha) not to observe all [instances of] smoke at non-fires. Therefore when
smoke is differentiated from non-fires it makes fire known by means of excluding it
from non-fires. Consequently the scope of the indicator or the word is to exclude
what is other (atad). Therefore only the dissimilar example is to be formulated for
the sake of exemplifying the exclusion [of the hetu] from dissimilar [instances], but
not from the similar ones.”

13 Cf. the related formulation of Kumarila’s solution to the problems of infinity
and ambiguity at Tantravartikam ad III 1:12 where he rejects Dignaga’s two
arguments against the possibility of denoting the particulars by claiming that
although entities are infinite, the relation of the word to the thing it denotes is
feasible and that there will be no ambiguity if one takes a single among them as
indicative [of the residence in it of the general property],() cf. loc.cit. p. 39,16ff:
nanu vyaktinam anantyavyabhicarabhyam anabhidhdanam uktam. naisa dosah:
anantye ’pi hi bhavanam ekam krtvopalaksanam. Sabdah sukarasambandhah na ca
vyabhicarisyati.

(DKumarila assumes by implication that the universal resides identically in each
particular and therefore justifies the application of a general term to each instance.

Y4 Cf. PST Ms B 226a2: sabdarthagrahanam vipaksopalaksanam. vipakse
‘darsanad ity arthah: “The use of ‘referent of the word’ is an implicit indication of
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the vipaksa. The meaning is this: because of not being observed to apply to the
vipaksa;” cf. no.s [224] and 420 below.

1 The locative is used to introduce the reference of any given term as in
Sanskrit grammatical literature in which x(loc.) generally means “to denote x” or
“applies to x,” cf. no. 419 below on the use of vrtti.

48 Cf NCV 652,8-9: atrocyate tvaya: adrster anyasabddrthe svarthasyamse ’pi
darsanat, anyapohenarthabhidhanasiddhir iti vakyasesah; op.cit. 728,20-21:
“adrster anyasabdarthe ” ityadinapy aparihrtatvat.

Jinendrabuddhi deviates completely from the theoretical framework of
Dignaga’s apoha theory by claiming that the svartha is the aggregate of persons as
possessed of intention vivaksavatpurusasamitha, the term ‘part’ (amsa) denoting a
single such person, cf. PST Ms B 226a2-4: svo ’rtho ’sminn iti svarthah. kah punar
asau? vivaksavatpurusasamithah. tasyamso ’vayavah vivaksavan purusah. amse
'piti ca vivaksavata iyam sankhya. This interpretation is indebted to Dharmakirtian
and post-Dharmakirtian philosophy according to which one infers a speaker’s
vivaksa from the words he is using, cf. no. 9 above. In spite of this deviation from
Dignagan doctrine the subsequent presentation reproduces fairly accurately the
underlying rationale of Dignaga’s theory of induction: Jinendrabuddhi states that
although the members of the own referent of the word as explained above are
infinite, nevertheless the word indicates its referent because it is observed to denote
a single instance; to which Jinendrabuddhi adds that the use of api indicates that it is
observed to denote several instances as well(D); and he concludes his exposition by
explaining that Dignaga uses the word 'member’ because the pervasion of the
sapaksa [i.e., everything similar to the indicated referent] is without [all] the
members in the case of the act of indicating; for the word indicates even though it
does not pervade (the sapaksa), cf. PST Ms B 226a3-4 : etad uktam bhavati: yady
api yathoktasya svarthasyanganam anantyam, tathapi tatraikatrapi darsandd iti.
apisabdo ’'nekatrapiti dyotayati. sapaksavyapteh pratyayanayam anamsatvad amsa-
grahanam. avyapake ’pi hi gamakah.

(DJinendrabuddhi alludes to the well-known use of api after numerals to indicate
the notion of totality, cf. Renou, Grammaire Sanscrite § 382 p. 517.

251 anvayavyatirekau hi SabdasyarthabhidhaneV dvaram, tau ca tulyatulyayor
vrityavrtti. Qu. NCV 660,21, cf. PST Ms B 226a5-6: anvayavyatirekau hi ... dvaram
... tau ca.

(l)s’abdasydrthao em. : Sabdarthasya NCV;; cf. NCV loc. cit. no. 8; NCV 652,10-
11:  Sabdasyanvayavyatirekau arthabhidhane dvaram. tau ca tulyatulyayor
vrttyavrtti; NCV 664,10-11: Sabdasyanvayavyatirekau arthabhidhane dvaram.

17 Joint presence and joint absence are a means (dvaram) in the sense that the
word has the property of an indicator and as such it indicates by virtue of its
connection, which is established through joint presence and joint absence, cf. PST
Ms B 226a5-6: dvaram upayah. Sabdasya lingatvat tasya canvayavyatirekalaksana-
sambandhabalena gamakatvat. Dignaga’s view of joint presence and absence differs
from the traditional view of the Sanskrit grammarians by its emphasis on the
impossibility of anvaya for every single item to which a term refers as opposed to
joint absence vyatireka.
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For an analysis of the procedure of induction through anvaya and vyatireka in
the context of the Sanskrit grammatical tradition, cf. Cardona 1980.

8 For the implications of the use of (a)drsti/(a)darsana and vrti in the context
of Sanskrit grammatical literature, cf. the references in Renou, Terminologie s.vv.
drs- and vrt-. Dignaga’s use of these terms is ambiguous because it is open to a
localistic interpretation as in the case of the canon of the trairipya, which is
concerned with the occurrence of the indicator at the indicated and the sapaksa and
its absolute non-occurrence at the vipaksa. Although Dignaga undoubtedly assumes
that the logical indicator and the verbal indicator are homologous in the sense that
they are subject to identical constraints, it is hard to believe that he would have
described verbal usage in terms of the occurrence of the verbal sign at the referent(s)
it denotes and its absolute non-occurrence at dissimilar referents. The use of vreti
with the locative like that of (a)drsti/(a)darsana rather reflects the common usage in
traditional Indian semantics of introducing the locative in order to indicate the
denotation of any given term, and this is in perfect agreement with Dignaga’s
description in §66 below of teaching the denotation by pointing at the referent.
However, Dignaga’s critics evidently interpreted his formulation in a localistic sense
as appears from Kumarila’s criticism at SV Sabda’ 86, where he addresses the
second member of the frairipya, namely the sapaksanvaya: yatra dhiimo ’sti
tatragner astitvenanvayah sphutah. na tv evam yatra Sabdo ’sti tatrartho ’stiti nisca-
yah: "It is obvious that wherever there is smoke, there it is continually accompanied
by the existence of fire. However, an ascertainment like "the referent is wherever the
word is" is not in the same way obvious. Some buddhists apparently attempted to
reinterpret joint presence in terms of joint presence of verbal cognition (sabdajiiana)
and cognition of the referent (arthajiiana), cf. Umveka’s introductory remarks to SV
Sabda® 89 p. 368,21-22: kascid aha: vinapy Sabdasvaripasyarthasvaripenanvayam
Sabdajiianasyarthajiianenanvyayo bhavisyati. yatra yatra gosabdajiianam tatra
tatra gojiianam iti.

419 Cf. Simhasiiri’s exegesis at NCV 652,9-11 explaining the homology between
the logical and verbal indicator: anumananumeyasambandho hy abhidhanabhidhe-
yasambandhah. tatra yatha dhiimasya ekadeSe darsandd agneh anagnau cadarsa-
nad anagnivyudasendagnipratitis tatha anvayavyatirekav arthabhidhane dvaram:
“For the connection between signifier and signified is an inference-inferendum
connection. Just as fire in this case is cognized through exclusion of non-fire
because smoke is observed at some place where there is fire and because it is not
observed at non-fire, joint presence and joint absence are a means to denoting the
referent.”

Jinendrabuddhi also connects induction by means of joint presence and joint
absence to Dignaga’s view of the purpose of the second and third member of the
canon of trairipya, cf. PST Ms B 226a6: anvayavyatirekariipopavarnanam: tattulya
eva vrttis tadatulye ’vrttir eva lingasyeti. etat svaripam anvayavyatirekayoh: “The
description of the form of joint presence and joint absence is [as follows]: the
indicator’s occurrence at what is similar exclusively, and its absolute non-
occurrence at what is dissimilar. This is the essential nature of joint presence and
joint absence;” cf. Dignaga’s definition at PSV II:5cd (q.v. no. 9 above) of the three
criteria any valid indicator must fulfil.
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YD alludes to Dignaga’s description of induction by means of joint presence and
joint absence at 100,13-16: na, anvyavyatirekabhyam adhigamahetutvat. yatha
krtakatvadir dharmo ’nityadau (V) visaye drstah tadabhave cadrsta ity anitye ’rthe
niscayam ddadhaty evam Sabdo ’pi svarthe drsto 'nyatra catajjatiye® na drstah
pratipattihetur bhavati. tasmad anumanad abhinna evayam iti: “No, [dgama, i.e.,
verbal communication, is not something different] because it is a cause of cognition
through joint presence and joint absence. Just as a general property like being
produced is observed at an object that is impermanent, but not observed at its
absence, and thus instills certainty about the referent as impermanent, the word too
becomes a cause of cognition, when it has been observed to apply to its own referent
and not observed to apply to something else that is not of the same kind. Therefore it
is not at all distinct from inference.”

D anityadau conj. : ed. anityatvadau; however, according to Dignagan
epistemology general properties do not occur at other general properties as in
VaiSesika ontology, but only as mediated through the objects/referents in which they
occur.

@so read with A; ed. anyatra tajjatiye.

224 tatra D tulye® navasyam sarvatra vrttir akhyeya kva cid, anantye
’rthas(ydkhydndsambhavdt. atulye tu saty apy anantye Sakyam adarsanamdtrend-
vrtter® akhyanam. ata eva ca svasambandhibhyo 'nyatradarsanat tadvyavaccheda-
numanam svarthabhidhanam™® ity ucyate. Restored, cf. NCV 652,11-21: tatra tulye
navasSyam sarvatra vrttir akhyeya kva cid, anantye ’rthasyakhyanasambhavat ...
atulye tu saty apy anantye Sakyam adarsanamdtrenddarsane ’pravrtter akhyanam ...
ata eva ceti ... sambandhibhya iti ... anyatradarsanad iti ... tadvyavacchedanu-
manam; NCV 718,14: ata eva cedam ityadi etatpaksasamsrayadarsanartham
bhasyagrantham daha: svasambandhibhyo ’nyatradarsanad ityadi; Ms B 226a6-7:
tatra tu tattulye navasyam iti. nayam niyamo yat sarvasmin sajatiye vrttir akhyeya
... kvacid ityadi; 226b1-5: atulye tu saty apy anantya iti ... ata eveti ... svasam-
bandhibhyah sajatiyebhyo ’nyatra vipakse adarsanat tadvyavacchedanumanam®
iti. yatradarsanam svarthabhave tadvyavacchedanam anumanam anumitih svarthe
"bhidhanam ity ucyate®.

D Ms (cf. dela’...niV:dela ... ni K:om. NCV.

Otulye (cf. dra ba la V : dra ba K) NCV : tattulye Ms

O)ematrenavrtter conj. : °matrena ...’pravrtter NCV.

Doabhi® em. (cf. ran gi don rjod par byed pa N : °e ’bhi° (cf. ran gi don la ...
brjod pa KT = svarthe 'bhidhanam).

Otad® em. (cf. de T) : tatra vya® Ms

(O)Cf. Zes brjod par bya ’o V : bsad pa yin no K.

0 The adverbial complement kvacit is here syntactically equivalent to kasmims-
cit. There is no doubt that kvacit is to be construed with the preceding negation na.
Jinendrabuddhi, however, interprets kvacit as if it constitute a separate clause,
syntactically independent of the preceding clause, cf. PST Ms B 226a7f: yadrccha-
Sabdanam sambhavati sarvatra darSanam tadvisayasyaikatvad iti. atah “kvacid” ity
aha: “It is possible to observe arbitrary terms [denoting] every [referent] because
their referent is singular. Therefore he says "to any [referent] whatever.”

This interpretation is evidently motivated by the view that arbitrary terms (=
proper nouns) denote a single referent and that the problem of the particulars being
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infinite therefore does not apply to the referents of proper nouns. It may have been
motivated by the exposition of an (old?) fika on PS which both Mallavadi and
Simhastiri quote, cf. below no.s 422-23.

Elsewhere Simhasuri cites a passage (from the fika) in which it is argued that it is
impossible to state the joint presence (anvaya) of parts like being one-eyed and
dwarfish, and so on, with respect to the aggregate of attributes that constitute the
object denoted by the proper name dittha, consequently one might draw the
conclusion that joint absence (vyatireka) like joint presence is impossible too, cf.
NCV 706,13-15: tvaya anvayavyatirekav arthanumane dvaram ity uktva guna-
samudaye ditthakhye ’rthe kanakuntadyavayanvayanabhidhanad anvayasambhavam
niruktikrtya anvayasambhavad vyatirekasambhavam asankyoktam syad etad vyati-
rekasyasambhava iti. NCV 652,12-15, q.v. below no. 422.

For Dignaga’s analysis of proper nouns with the background of the apoha
theory, cf. PS V 50a.

21 Cf. NCV 652,12-15: na hi sambhavo ’sti vrksasabdasya sarvavrksesu dar-
Sane, napi sarvatra lingini sarvalingasya sambhavo ’gnidhiimddivat. yady api
kvacid asti ditthadisu sambhavas tathdapi na taddvarenanumanam, sarvatmanaprati-
teh. gunasamuddayo hi ditthakhyo ’rthah, na ca sarve kanakuntadayo ditthasabdad
gamyate. evam anvayadvarenanumandasambhavah: “For it is not possible to observe
that the word ‘tree’ denotes all trees, nor is it possible to observe every indicator at
every indicated, in the same way as it is not possible to observe every smoke at
every fire. Even though it is possible at some such as dittha, nevertheless there is no
inference by means of that because it is not cognized in foto. For the referent that is
termed dittha is an aggregate of attributes, and they, e.g., his being one-eyed,
dwarfish, and so on, are not all of them understood from the word ‘dittha’. Thus
inference by means of joint presence is impossible;” NCV 675,20-21: yat svar-
thasyamse ’'pi darsanad gamakatvam samarthayatoktam: na sarvatra lingini lingam
sambhavati; cf. NCV 678,13-14: bhrantavacanam etad: “sarvatra linginy adar-
Sanan na drstavat pratipattih; " for the epistemological implications of the term
drstavat, cf. PS 1I:15 with PSV ad loc. no. 13 above.

Simhastri’s explanation at NCV 652,12-15 appears to be an almost verbatim
reproduction of the passage of the (old?) tika on PSV, cf. NCV 662,11,14: vrksasab-
dasyavrksetyadi yavad darsane nasti sambhavah, napi sarvatra linginityadi ... yady
api kvacid ityadi sa eva tikagrantho yavad anumanasambhava iti; cf. NCV 716,18-
19: gunasamudayamatrasya kanakuntader darsanasambhavah, saty api darsane
sarvathanumanasambhavah sarvaprakarenddrstatvat: “It is impossible to observe
the mere aggregate of attributes such as being one-eyed, dwarfish, etc.; even though
they are observed, it is impossible to infer them in tofo because [the aggregate] has
not been observed in every possible way.”

2 Since Simhasiiri introduces his exegesis of this phrase at NCV 652,16 by
stating syad etad vyatirekasyapy asambhavah, it is highly likely that this sentence
and the following exegesis is indebted to the fikd he was using because the
remaining part of his explanation is identified by Simhastri at NCV 662,10,14 as
quoted by Mallavadi from the tika. Simhasuri repeats the sentence at NCV 706,15
immediately after addressing the impossibility of anvaya as applied to any referent
of proper nouns, cf. above no. 421. It is obvious that Jinendrabuddhi made use of the
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same source because his introductory remark is similar, cf. PST Ms B 226bl: syad
etad atulyanam anantyad vyatirekakhyanasyapi sarvatrasambhava iti.

2 Cf. Simhasiri’s lucid exposition of Dignaga’s standpoint at NCV 707,8-10:
anvayagatadosabhavamV) vyatirekagatam gunam ca darsayati granthah: “atulye
saty apy anantye’? ityadi. tato anyasyabhavamatram samanyato vyatirecaniyam
tadbhedariipani asamsprsata Sabdena lingena va. tasmad adosa iti pariharah: “The
text (granthah) shows the that joint presence is problematic and joint absence
preferable, namely ‘non-occurrence at what is dissimilar, even though it is infinite’,
and so forth. Therefore the mere non-existence of other [referents] is to be excluded
in a general way (samanyato) by the word or the logical indicator without [its] being
in contact® with the forms of its particulars [i.e., the particulars constituting the
excluded other referents]®. Therefore there is no problem. Such is [Dignaga’s]
rebuttal.”

(1) So read : ed. °abhavam.

@) For this citation, cf. no. [224].

() No speech unit is in direct touch with its referent beyond the fact that it
denotes it as excluded from its non-referents, irrespective of the individual features
of the non-referents; the idea that speech is not in direct touch with reality but
transcends it due of its generalising representation of things, is also expressed in a
well-known verse ascribed to Dignaga viz. vikalpayonayah Sabdah, etc, for which
cf. no. 531 below.

(DFor this, cf. the exposition of the theoretically crucial § 60.

% Dignaga’s introduction of adarsanamatra to justify vyatireka—anyapoha is
equivalent to mere joint absence (vyatirekamatra, cf. no. 13) — reflects the
treatment of lopa in Sanskrit grammatical litterature, cf. Patafijali’s explanation of
vartt 2 (on A 1.1:60: adarsanam lopah) at Maha-bh 1 158:10f: sarvasyadarsanasya
lopasamyjiia prapnoti. kim karanam? sarvasyanyatradrstatvat. sarvo hi Sabdo yo
yasya prayogavisayah sa tato 'nyatra na drsyate. Cf. no. 419 above and the related
statement at PSV V:1.

Jinendrabuddhi explains vyatireka as characterized by non-existence, cf. PST Ms
B 226b2-4: tesam anantye saty api svarthabhave sruter abhavalaksano vyatirekah
Sakyate darsayitum adarsanasyabhavamatratvat. Sabdarthayor hi karyakaranabha-
ve siddhe karanasyarthasyabhave tatkaryam Sabdo na bhavatiti. etavata adarsanam
pratyayitam bhavati. tatrasrayadarsanam) aprayojanam, vinapi tena vyatireka-
niscayat. na hi karanabhave karyasambhava iti. ato vyatirekasyapi sukaram akhya-
nam: “Even though there is an infinity of these [referents] it is possible to show joint
absence, which is characterized by non-existence when the word’s own referent
does not exist because non-observation is nothing but non-existence. For in that it is
recognized that word and referent are related as cause and effect, the effect of the
referent namely the word does not exist when its cause viz. the referent does not
exist. That much explains non-observation. In this context non-observation of the
substrate has no purpose because joint absence is ascertained even without it. For
there is no possibility of an effect when there is no cause. Therefore it is also
feasible to tell the joint absense [of the word and its referent].”

On the subject of adarsanamdtra, Simhastri limits himself to explaining that
non-observation is nothing but absense of observation, cf. NCV 652,17: adarsanam
hi darsanabhavamatram. Kumarila mentions, SV Anumana® 131cd-132ab,



Annotations 255

Dignaga’s view that it is feasible to establish the connection through non-observa-
tion as it relates to the dissimilar without exeption and connects non-observation and
joint absence vyatireka: aSesdapeksitatvdac ca saukarydc capy adarsanat, sadhane
yady apisto ’tra vyatireko 'numam prati; cf. the criticism of adarsanamatra Apoha®
75: na cadarsanamatrena tabhyam pratyayanam bhavet | sarvatraiva hy adrstatvat
pratyayyam navasisyate l.

Dignaga’s view that mere non-observation of the word’s application to dissimilar
instances establishes the connection between the word and its referent is reflected in
his alleged pupil I§varasena’s theory of upalambhabhavamatram, cf. E. Steinkell-
ner: “Bemerkungen zu I§varasenas Lehre vom Grund,” WZKS 10 pp. 73-85; cf. HB
IT p. 154 foll.. Dharmakirti’s theory of anupalabdhi breaks with the Dignagan
tradition.

Cf. Dharmakirti’s implicit criticism of Dignaga’s view of adarsanamatra as the
principal means of establishing apoha at PV III Pratyaksapariccheda 172a-c:
anyatradrstyapeksatvat kvacit taddrstyapeksanat Srutau sambadhyate ‘poho. This
criticism, which treats observation and non-observation as equipollent, is implicit in
the clause anyatradrstyapeksatvat, for which Dignaga would have sarvatra for
anyatra, i.e., in the atulya in toto; v. PVBh p. 264,30 foll. ad loc. cit.: sabdasya hy
anyatra vijatiye ‘drstatvat®, kvacit tu tajjatiye darsanad apoha eva sarketa iti
Jjiayate; note especially the following reference to Dignaga’s view loc. op. cit. p.
265,23: anye tu punah sarvato vijatiyad vyavrttim, kvacid vidheye vrttim apeksata iti
vyatireke tatparyam® anvaye tu neti, vyatireka eva pradhanyena pratyayate:
“Others, on the other hand, claim that [a word] depends on exclusion from all
dissimilar instances, and on its application to some thing to be shown. Thus the
reference is to joint absence, but not to joint presence. Therefore (iti) joint absence is
understood as the primary thing.” A similar statement is quoted in Jiianasrimitra’s
Apohaprakarana 207,10-11: tatha hi vijatiye sarvatradrstyapeksatvat, kvacit tu
apeksanatmajatiye Srutau sambadhyate ’poha iti Sastram. The sastra to which
Jianasrimitra refers is as one can see the above-mentioned passage from
Dharmakirti’s PV III 172. However—and this is remarkable—it breaks completely
with Dharmakirti’s view by substituting sarvatra for anyatra, thus apparently
returning to Dignaga’s original justification of apoha by stating that apoha depends
on non-observation of the referent in all (sarvatra) of the domain of the dissimilar
and dependence on some instance (kvacit) of the referent in the domain of the
referent. Cf. Dignaga’s use of sarvatra at PSV 1I:13 quoted no. 188 above, q.v.

For a discussion of the theoretical implications of Dignaga’s view of adarsana-
matra, cf. Pind 1999.

Deddarsanam conj. : °adarsanam Ms (cf. mthon ba T). The conj. is required by
the context as the argument otherwise would seem incomprehensible.

@) “drstatvat em. : drstatvat PvBh

O vyatireke tatparyam conj. : vyatirekitatparyam PvBh

5 Cf. NCV 652,17-18: yasmad darSanasya sarvatrasambhavah. saty api
darsane sarvathanumanasambhavah: “Because observation to denote all [that is
similar to it] is impossible. Even if it were observed [to denote all that is similar to
it], inference in toto is impossible.” Jinendrabuddhi must have used the same source
as Simhasiri, as appears from the parallel explanation at Ms B 226b4: yasmad
darsanasya tattulye sarvatrasambhavo ’tattulye tu sambhavo ’darsSanasya: “because
observation to denote all that is similar to it is impossible, whereas non-observation
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to denote all that is dissimilar to it is possible.” Dignaga also mentions at PSV I1I:45
the impossibility of observing the indicated at all that is similar. Both versions
deviate from each other, cf. K (Kitagawa 1973 508b7-1 lﬁ: di rigs pa yan yin te |
gan rigs mi mthun pa thams cad las ldog pa’i phyir dan | de’i sgo nas bsgrub bya
thams cad la rtogs par byed pa’i phyir ro | ’di ni bsgrub bya dan rigs mthun pa |
thams cad la gdon mi za bar yod pa ma yin la | thams cad la ’dzin pa srid pa ma yin
Zin. — V (Kitagawa 1973 508a7-12): gan rigs mi mthun mtha’ dag las log pa de’i
sgo nas bsgrub bya la Ses pa ’jug par byed pa de dag ni rigs kyi | ’dir gor ma chags
par mthun phyogs mtha’ dag la yod pa’o Zes pa ni ma yin Zin | thams cad la yod par
"dzin pa yan mi srid do : “And this is justified because [the indicator] is excluded
from all that is dissimilar and because it indicates every probandum by means of that
(*taddvarena). For it is necessarily not the case that it is found at all that is similar
to the probandum, it being impossible to apprehend its existence at all [that is
similar to the probandum].”

6 The compound tadvyavacchedanumana is syntactically equivalent to fato
vyavacchedanumana, cf. NCV paraphrasing the (old?) tika (cf. no.s 421-23 above)
752,21-22: yatraivadarsanam uktam vrksabhave ’vrkse, tato vyavacchedanumanam
‘avrkso na bhavati’ iti. evam ca krtva vrksasabdad dravyatvadyanumanam upapan-
nam bhavati: “Only with regard to which non-observation is stated i.e. with regard
to the absence of a tree which is a non-tree, the inference from its exclusion from
this [non-tree] is ’it is not a non-tree’; and on such grounds the inference of
substanceness, and so on, from the word ‘tree’ is justified.” Thus, the inferential
component of Dignaga’s apoha theory presupposes that it is possible to draw valid
inferences from negative evidence based upon non-observation.

Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss at Ms B 226b1-5 is syntactically ambiguous: yatradarsa-
nam svarthabhave tadvyavacchedanam anumanam: “The inference is of exclusions
of/from that to which it is not observed to apply when its own referent is absent.”

It is evident that the inference to which Dignaga refers amounts to the judgement
that e.g. the referent of the word “tree” is not a non-tree, which means that no entity
that is not a tree occurs in the locus of the referent tree. From this follows that the
relation between the referents of the words “tree” and “non-tree” is one of privative
opposition between any given tree and any given non-tree, the latter qualifying the
former by its absence from its locus. This constitutes Dignaga’s solution to the
problem of the universal: the reference of a word does not depend upon the presence
of a universal inhering in the referent as its cause of application, but rather upon the
fact that any given tree is not primarily qualified by its individual characteristics, but
rather, it is universally qualified by the non-existence in its locus of things that are
not trees, the relation between the referents being one of privative opposition
between two types of objects, namely trees and non-trees. This is the reason why
Dignaga emphasises the predominant role of joint absence (vyatireka) i the process
of exclusion. For Dignaga’s view of terms like ‘non-tree,” whose purpose is to
denote as non-existing the single (eka) general property (samanyadharma) that
distinguishes non-trees from trees, cf. the important paragraph PSV V:43b below.

For the qualifying role of negation or exclusion as equivalent to the non-
existence or absence (abhava) of other things from the locus of the referent, cf. no.
466 below, and Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks on the predominance (pradhanya) of
vyatireka (cf. no.s 13, 188, and 426 above, no. 428 below) over anvaya at Ms B
226b5-6: etena yady apy anvayavyatirekayor ubhayor apy anumitav angatvam,
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tathapi vyatirekasya pradhanyat tadvarenaiva gamakatvam iti darsayati: “Thereby
he shows that even though both joint presence as well as joint absence are factors
with regard to inference, nevertheless, since joint absence is predominant, it is only
by means of that [the word] indicates.”

2" The technical term svasambandhin denotes any of the general properties that
together define an entity. Thus the referent tree is defined by the general properties
treeness, substanceness, earthenness, etc. Not all of these properties are connected to
the word ‘tree’ in terms of being invariably connected with it. The word ‘tree’ is
only invariably connected to the general property treeness. The other relata,
however, are inferable from the word ‘tree’ because they form a hierarchy of
properties, whose logical characteristics are determined by their position in the
hierarchy, which is defined in terms of the extension of the terms that constitute it;
cf. the explanation at NCV 652,18-20: svasambandhibhya iti. yatra drstah so ’tra
sambandhi abhipretah, na tu avinabhavitvasambandhena. anyatradarsanad iti abhi-
dheyabhave ’darsanat, anyatha hi vrksasabdasya tasmin vastuni prthividravyadya-
bhave ’pi darsanam vaktavyam syat: “Than its own relata: The thing to which it is
observed to apply is in this context considered a relatum, but not due to a connection
in terms of being invariably concomitant. Because of not being observed to apply to
other [referents]: Because of not being observed to apply when the denoted is not
present. For otherwise observation of the word ‘tree’ to apply to this object (vastu)
would have to be stated even in the absence of earth and substance, etc.”

In his exegesis Simhastri appears to reproduce more or less verbatim an old tika
on PSV on the concept of svasambandhin, which Mallavadi evidently combined
with extracts from Dignaga’s PSV, cf. NCV 718,15-16: “ata eva cedam” ityadi
etatpaksasamsrayadarsanartham bhasyagrantham aha “svasambandhibhyo ’nya-
tradarsanad” ityadi. asya vyakhya tikagrantho “yatra drsta "ityadi yavad “avrkso

‘nagnir va na bhavati”’ti gatarthah. evam ca krtvetyadz yavad upapannam bhavati;
the explanation at NCV 718,16-22 is probably a paraphrase, if not a verbatim
reproduction, of the corresponding exposition of the fika: anekavinabhavinam
prthividravyatvadinam vrksasabdad dhiumdc canubandhinam anumanam yujyate
taddarsasparsanena, vrksatvat prthivi dravyam sac ca dhimatvac ca vrksavad
agnivac ceti. itaratha tv ityadi. atyantavyatireke sambandhitvabhave 'nubandhinam
dravyadinam apy anyatvad atulye vipaksa eva vrtter apaksadharmatvanai-
kantikatvaviruddhatvanumanabhavadosah syuh. Anubandhinam dravyadinam tyage
tadavinabhavino vrksasya svarthasyasambhava eveti ca dosah. tatah pratyayya-
pratyayanayor anupapattih. tasmat svasambandhyabhavetyady uktopasamharah,
sambandhino ’rthantarasya bhave darsanat sambandhina eva bhavabhave darsa-
ndac canumanasyabhipretasya siddhir iti: “The inference of the invariable concomi-
tants such as earthenness, substanceness, and so on, from the word ‘tree’ and the
concomitants(!) from smoke is justified due to their observation or touch: from
treeness, earth, substance, and ’existent’, and from smokeness in the same way as
tree and fire. Otherwise, however, etc.: if they were completely disconnected, i.e., if
they did not have the property of being a relatum, then, because of the occurrence of
the adjuncts viz. substance, and so on, in what is dissimilar viz. the vipaksa, as also
they are different, there would be the faults of not being inference viz. not being a
property of the probandum, being ambiguous, and being contradictory; and if the
concomitants viz. substance, and so on, are taken away, there would be the problem
that its own referent tree that has these as its concomitants were impossible.
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Therefore indicated and indication are not justified. This is recapitulated in the
words beginning: therefore, if the relata do not exist: because of observing a relatum
viz. another thing at an entity and because of not observing the same relatum when
the entity does not exist the meant inference is realised.”

(DFor the term anubandhin, cf. PS 11:18-19, g.v. no. 374 above.

(2251 anvayadvarena canumane vrksasabdad ekasmin vastuni Simsapadyabhasah
samSayo na syat. tatsamsayavatD) parthivatvadravyatvadyabhaso ’pi® samsayah
syat. yatas tu'3) <vrksasabdo ’parthivadisu na drstah>, ato vyatirekamukhenaiva-
numanam. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 226b6-227a2: anvayadvarena cetyadi ... yady
anvayadvarenaivabhidhanam isyate, evam sati vrksasabdasyarthadisahitasya sim-
Sapadisv anvayo ’stiti kevalat vrksasabdad ekasmin vastuni Simsapadyabhasah sam-
Sayo na syat, api tu niscaya eva syat. athanekatra darsanat samsayah. evam tarhi
tatsamSayavat parthivatvadravyatvadyabhaso ’pi samsSayah syat parthivatvadyan-
ekadarsanat. niscayas tu drsto. yato ’nekatrapi vartamano yasyabhave na bhavati
tad gamayati, netaram™, ato vyatirekamukhenaivanumanam. etad eva darsayann
aha: yatas tv ityadi.

(DC. the tshom de bZin du V : the tshom za ba bfin du K.

Q)CE. snan ba V : snan ba la yan K.

G) Cf. gan gi phyir K : gan du V (Sanskrit tu is not translated).

D netaram em. (cf. cig Sos T) : netarata Ms

28 Cf. PST Ms B 226b6-227a2: casabdo ’'vadharanarthah. Simhasiiri’s
explanation of the passage beginning anvayadvarena canumane is related to the
corresponding passage of Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms B 226b6-227al-2
quoted above no. [225], cf. NCV 652,23-653,12 anvayadvarena canumane ’yam
dosah: yasmad anugamo ’sti vrksasabdasyarthadisahitasya SimsSapadisu, tasmat ke-
valenapy anumanam prapnoti. atha bahusu palasadisv api drsta iti samsSayo bha-
vati. evam sati vrksarthe parthivatvadravyarthasattarthahy) santi tesu vrksasab-
dasya samanatvat samsayah syat, niscayas tu drstah sabdat: “If, however, the
inference were by means of joint presence the problem is as follows: since there is
joint presence of the word ‘tree’ accompanied by the referent, and so on, with
SimSapa, and so on, it follows [absurdly] that the inference is through that alone. But
it is also observed to denote the paldsa, etc. Thus there is doubt. In those
circumstances there would be doubt about the referent of earthenness, substance]-
ness?], and existence that are found in the referent tree because the word ‘tree’ is the
same with regards to these. However, it is observed that the word causes
ascertainment explicitly.”

(DOne would expect the reading dravyatvartha instead of dravyartha.

(2261 <zha ca> v_rk;arva{mrthivadravyasqjjﬁeydh pratilomyatah catustridvyeka-
sandehe nimittam, nifcaye( ) ‘nyatha. Qu. SVT 72,1-2; Ms B 227a3 (pada d); NR
432,8-9. Cf. SV Apoha® 158.

Dniscaye NR Ms : niscayo SVT.

¥ This verse is related to PS II 14, which Simhasiiri quotes at NCV 724,22-24
to illustrate the predominance of joint absence (vyavrttipradhanya) over joint
presence: gunatvagandhasaurabhyatadvisesair anukramat, adravyadivyavaccheda
ekavrddhyotpaladivat. (PS 11:14)
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gunatvenadravyad gandhatvenaparthivad adravyac ca saurabhyendasurabhi-
sddhdr%zdt surabhivisesena cotpaladisu vyavaccheda ekaikavrddhya kriyate (PSV
11:14):

“Like with respect to a lotus, and so on, the possessing a quality, aroma, sweet
fragrance, and its particular [i.e., a particular sweet fragrance], excludes [it] in due
order from being a non-substance, and so on, by augmentation [of the exclusions]
one by one. (PS II:14)

The possessing a quality effects with respect to a lotus, and so on, its exclusion
from being a non-substance, the possessing aroma from its being non-earthen as
well as being a non-substance, sweet fragrance from what does not possess the
common property of sweet fragrance [namely aroma (gandhatva)], as well as a
particular sweet fragrance, and so on, by augment-ing [the exclusions] one by one.”
(PSV 1I:14).

(It is possible to restore PSV 1I:14 from the pratikas and Jinendrabuddhi’s
paraphrase at PST Ms B 70b6-71a3: gunatvenadravyatvad ity uktam. ata eva
gunatvasyapy ekavrddhya vyavacchedakaranam praty amsSabhavo ’sti. yadi hi
tenadravyavyavacchedo vidhiyata evam gandhe ’'naikavrddhya vyavacchedah kri-
yate ... gandhatvenaparthivad adravyac ceti parthivam idam dravyam ca
gandhavatvad ity aparthivad adravyac ca vyavacchedah kriyate. saurabhyenda-
surabhisadharanad iti gandhavad etat saurabhyena pirvakabhyam asurabhisadha-
randc ca vyavacchedah kriyate surabher gandhavisesasya sadharanam samanyam
surabhisadharanah gandhatvamatram iha vivaksitam. Avidyamanah surabhisadha-
ranah yasya tat tathoktam nisrstam ity arthah.

Jinendrabuddhi’s concluding remark at PTS Ms B 7la4, addressing the
opponents question why the logical reason indicates through joint absence only, is a
precise characterization of the rationale of the Dignagan argument: surabhivisesa
utpaladigandhavisesah. tad evam adravyadivyavaccheda ekaikavrddhyotpaladisu
gunatvadibhih kriyamano drstah, sa katham yujyate yadi vipaksavyavrttimukhena
hetuh pratyapayati, nanyatha? drstavad vidhimukhena hi sarvesu sarvesam darsa-
nasyavisistatvat tulya pratitih syat. tasmad vyavrttidvarenaiva hetur gamayatity
abhyupeyam: “A particular sweet fragrance is a particular aroma of a lotus.
Therefore, when in this way the property of being a quality etc. is observed to effect
the exclusion from non-substances etc. with regard to a lotus etc. by augmentation
[of the exclusions] one by one, how could that be justified if the logical indicator
indicates through exclusion from what is dissimilar, but not otherwise? Because (hi)
through affirmation in the way it has been observed [previously] the cognition of all
[properties] would be the same since the observation of all [properties] is not
differentiated. Therefore it is to be accepted that the logical reason indicates
exclusively by means of exclusion.”

Simhastri quotes PS III:44 at NCV 727,9-10 as yet another example of the pre-
dominance of exclusion over joint presence, which presupposes affirmation of the
presence of the indicator at some indicated or observation of the word’s application
to its referent: anyathda hi drstavad yadi siddhih sydac chauklyariipagunasritat,
kramavat pratilomye ’pi dvitryekarthagatir bhaver'.

' Cf. PST Ms B 139b4-140al: yasmad vyacchedadvarena hetur gamakah.
tasmad ekasmat saurabhyad dhetor utpalasya gandhadini siddhyanti. saurabhyasya
yatra gandhatvadim tatra bhavat, tadabhave vabhavat. nanu ca saurabhyasya
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gandhatvadisu darsanad darsanadvarenaiva gandhatvadisiddhir iti. aha: anyatha
hityadi. yadi yathadrstam tatha pratyayayet, na vyacacchedadvarena, yathakramena
Sauklyat trayanam rapatvagunatvasritatvanam avagatih. ripatvad dvayor gunasri-
tatvayor gunatvad ekasyasritatvasya, evam pratilomyenapy asritatvat trayanam
gunatvarupatvasuklatvanam syat, gunatvad ripatvasukratvayor dvayo riapatvad
ekasya Suklatvasyaiva. na hy asritatvadini <%unatvadi.su na drstani. atha yatha-
Sritatvam gunatvadisu drstam tatha krsnadisv'® apiti samsayo bhavati. Sauklyam api
rilpagunasritatvesu drstam iti. tatas tesu samanyat samsayah syat. vyavrttidvarena
tu pratyayane na dosah. yatha riapatvabhave ‘bhavat saulyam rapatvahetuh. tatha
gunatvasritatvayor api tadabhave ‘bhavad iti. asritatvam tu gunatvadyabhave ‘pi
drstam iti nasti. tasmad gunatvadiniscayah.
@ krsnadisu conj. : tasmadisu Ms

9 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the antarasloka at PST Ms B 227a2-6:
vyatirekamukhenaiva pratyayanam ity etat sambandhayitum antaraslokam aha.
Jjiieyasabdah satdravya{)drthivav_rksatve_su catursu samsayahetur, yatah sa tadabha-
ve ’pi drstah. evamV uttaratrapi vacyam: sacchabdo dravyaparthivavrksatvesu
trisu, dravyasabdah parthivavrksatvayor dvayoh, parthivasabdah ekasmin vrksatve.
niscaye ’'nyatheti nimittam iti vartate. anyathety anulomyena vrksasabdah parthiva-
dravyasajjiieyatvesu catursu niscayahetuh. tatha hi sa tatra ca drstah, tadabhave ca
na drstal'?. evam uttaratrapi vakyam: parthivasabdadayo 'py evam ekaikahanya®
dravyatvadisu niscayahetavo jiieyah. yadi ca drstavad vidhina pratyayanam syad
yathakramena catustridvyekarthaniscayah. tatha pratilomyenapi ta<t?> sydj jiieya-
Sabddadinam sattvadisu darsanat. yatas tadabhave ’pi drstatvat samSayah, tasmad
vyatirekadvarenaiva gamakatvam iti: “In order to bring it into connection with the
idea that the indication is only through joint absence he formulates an inserted sloka.
The word knowable’ is a cause of doubt about four viz. existence, substanceness,
earthenness, and treeness since it is also observed where they are absent. The same
is to be formulated with regard those that follow: the word ’existent’ [is a cause of
doubt] about three viz. substanceness, earthenness, and treeness, the word
’substance’ about two viz. earthenness and treeness, and the word ’earthen’ about
one viz. treeness. In the statement otherwise [they are a cause] of the word ’cause’ is
to be supplied from what precedes. Otherwise, i.e., the word ’substance’ is a cause
of about four viz. earthenness, substanceness, existence, and knowability. That is, it
is, on the one hand, observed when they are present, and, on the other hand, not
observed when they are absent. The same is to be formulated with regard to those
that follow: also the words ’earthen’, and so on, are in the same way to be
considered causes of about substanceness, and so on, by deducting one after
another®. But if the indication were in an affirmative form in the way [the referent]
has been observed [previously] there would be about four, three, two, and one
referent in direct order. This would also be the case in reverse order because the
words "knowable’, and so on, are observed to apply when existence, etc. is present.
Since there is doubt because they are also observed where these are absent, the
property of indicating is only through joint absence.”

Cf. also NCV 653,12-14: vrksasabdo ’vrksanivrttyaikarthako ’parthivavyavrt-
tyapi svarthe vartate, tatha hi vrksaparthivadravyasacchabda anulomyena tridvye-
karthaniscayahetavah. evam arthantaravyudasenarthantarabhidhanam upapannam:
“The word ‘tree” which has a single referent by means of preclusion of non-trees
also applies to its own referent through exclusion of non-earthen things. That is, the
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words ‘tree,” ‘earthen,” ‘substance,” and ‘existent,” are in direct order causes of
ascertainment of three, two and one referent, [respectively]. Thus, the denotation of
some referents (arthantara) is by means of exclusion of other referents (arthan-
tara).”

Similarly SVT 72,20-25 who interprets the verse in the light of Dignaga’s rejec-
tion of vidhi as it necessarily is a cause of doubt: yat punah parapakse vidhimukhena
Sabde pravartamane sarvatmakarthagrahanam prapnoti, tatas ca yathanulomyena
vrksaparthivadravyasajjiieyasabdebhyas catustridvyekaniscayo bhavati, tatha prati-
lomyenapi niscayena bhavitavyam. na ca tatha drsyate. jiieyasabdac catursu satta-
disu sandehat, sacchabdat trisu dravyadisu, dravyasabdat dvayoh parthivavrksa-
tvayoh, parthivasabdad ekatra vrksatve. tasman na vidhimukhena pravrttah Sabdah.

1)evam em. (cf. de bZin du T) : etam Ms
2 drstah em. : drsta Ms

(3 ekaika® em. : ekekai® Ms

4 As opposed to adding them, cf. PSV II:14, g.v. no. 430 above.

227 pa ca sambandhadvaram muktva Sabdasya lingasya val) svarthakhya-
panasaktir asti. Qu. NCV 663,9-10 (iti tvayaivokto ’yam nyaya iti darSayati); cf.
PST Ms B 227a6: na ca sambandhadvaram muktvetyadi. sambandho ’vinabhavah
sa eva dvaram nimittam anumiteh. tatra parityajya Sabdasya lingasyeva (sic) nasti
svarthapratyayanasaknh cf. Ms 227a7-227b1, q.v. no. 432 below.

Cf. PST Ms B 227a7: vasabda aupamye, which explains the reading
lingasyeva of the paraphrase.

! The necessary means of connection is vyatireka whose predominance over
anvyaya for establishing the avinabhavasambandha was explained at PSV V:34, cf.
Ms B 227a7-227bl: yatharthatmakam lingam avinabhavasambandhadvarena pra-
tyayayat svartham vyatirekadvarena pratyayayati, tatha sabdo ’piti pratipadanaya
“lingasya ve’ti vacanam: “Just as a logical indicator indicates its proper object that
has the nature of a referent through joint absence by indicating it through the
relation which is constituted by the invariable relation [between indicator and
indicated], so also a word. Therefore, in order to make that clear he uses the
expression “or the inferential indicator.”

Dignaga’s view that the invariable relation of the word (Sabda) or the logical
indicator (linga) to the referent or the indicated is grounded on exclusion underlies
Kumarila’s statement at SV Apoha® 92: yady apy apohanirmukte na vrittih Sabda-
lingayoh yukta, tathapi buddhis tu jiiatur vastv avalambhate; cf. also SV Apoha® 73
qu. TS 933, commenting on which Kamalasila quotes a Sanskrit fragment at TSP
367,11: apohah sabdalingabhyam eva pratipadyate, which probably stems from one
of Dignaga’s lost works; cf. Manorathanandin at PVV 299,14-15 ad PV I 134cd-
135ab: samanyagocaras Sabda buddhayah kalpika anyapohavisaya acaryena
proktah: apohah Sabdalingabhyam pratipadyate; Dharmakirti would seem to
incorporate more of this fragment in the following statement: at PVSV 25,27-28:
katham punar etad gamyate: “vyavacchedah sabdalingabhyam pratipadyate vidhina
na vasturiipam eve’'ti. Hemacandra on Syadvadamafjart 14 p. 94:248 quotes the
following two §lokapadas: apohah Sabdalingabhyam na vastu vidhinocyate, cf. also
PV 147: apohavisayam iti lingam prakirtitam, ascribed to dcarya, i.e., Dignaga by
Manorathanandin ad loc. For the implications of vidhi, cf. no 13 above.
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2 Jinendrabuddhi interprets va in the sense of iva(l), cf. Ms 227a7: vasabda
aupamye.

(DCf. Amarakosa I11.4:9: va va ... samye. However, va in the sense of iva is only
recorded in verse. Dignaga evidently does not distinguish between the function of
the logical indicator and the word in terms of their connection and indicative
funktion.

2281 tasyanekadharmatve sarvatha pratyayanasambhavat, <svarthavyabhicaras
ca>") bhedanabhidhanat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 227b1-3: tasyanekadharmatva iti
SimSapadibhedena puspitaphalitatvadibhedena ca vrksader arthasyanekadharmatve
sarvatha pratyayanasambhavad iti ... bhedanabhidhanad iti; cf. the quotation at
NCV 663,11-12: yad uktam tvaya. “na casti vyabhicaritadosah, bhedanabhidha-
nad" iti, which may stem from a different source, presumably the Samanyapariksa-
vyasa.

(DCT. the use of svarthavyabhicarah at § 49, cf. no. [234] below.

B3 Cf. PST Ms B 227b1-3: yadi sarvena prakarena puspitaphalitatvading
pratyayanam syat, tada yathoktam sambandham antarena syat. vidhinaiva pratya-
yanam, tac ca na sambhavati, puspitatvadibhedesu vyabhicarat. yathadarsanam ca
pratyayanam vidhih. tasman na vidhina pratyayanatvam api tv arthantaravyavrtti-
dvarena: “If the indication were in every form such as [the tree’s] being in flower or
having fruits, it would be without the previously explained connection: the
indication would only be through affirmation, and this is not possible because of
ambiguity with regard to its particular features like its being in flower, etc. And
affirmation is an indication reflecting observation. Therefore the fact of indicating is
not through affirmation, but rather through exclusion of other referents.” Cf.
Dharmakirti’s analogous statement with reference to Dignaga at PVSV 65,19-22 ad
PV 1 134, q.v. above no. 432: yadi hi vidhirapena vastv eva Sabdair vikalpair vapi
visayikriyeta, so 'yam sarvarthasarvakarapratitiprasango 'samanadhikaranydadayas
ceti manyamanah praneta nyayasastrayanyapohavisayav etau praha. For the impli-
cations of the expression sarvatha, cf. PSV 1I:15, q.v. no. 13 above.

B4t PST Ms B 227b3: tesam parasparabhave ’pi bhavad vyabhicarah syat, na
samanye ’bhidheye, tasyabhedat. tadabhave cabhavac chabdasya: ‘“Because the
[particulars] exist although they are mutually non-existent, there will be ambiguity,
but not if the general property is the denotable object because it is without division,
and because the word would not exist if [the general property] did not exist.”

2291 evam tavat <pirvoktadosabhavah>. Restored, cf. NCV 728,20: evam
tavad ityadi; cf. NCV 653,22: evam tavad bhedabhidhane ye dosa uktah. NCV
728,20: evam tavad ityadi.

(DCTE. snar bsad pa’i skyon K : fies pa stia ma V.

3 That is, the problem of not denoting as explained at PSV V:2ab. Simhasiiri
quotes a similar argument interspersed with his own glosses at NCV 653,20-22
pirvadosabhavas ca yasmac chruteh sambandhasaukaryam bahutve ’pi tulyatulya-
yor vrttyavrtti, sambandhasaukaryad na capi vyabhicarita bhedanabhidhanat. evam
tavat bhedabhidhane ye dosa uktds te parihrta iti anyapohavadipaksah: “And the
previous faults do not exist since the word’s connection is feasible, i.e., [its]
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occurrence and non-occurrence at the similar and dissimilar, [respectively], although
[the particulars] are many. Because of the feasibility [of the connection] there is no
ambiguity either since the particulars are not denoted. Thus in the first place the
faults that have been mentioned with regard to the denotation of the particulars are
avoided. This is the thesis of the upholder of the apoha theory.”

201 anantarasyapy abhavah. <katham? yasmatD>. Restored, cf. NCV 728,22-
730,11: yad apy uktam: anantarasyapi ... (a)bhava iti.

(DCS. gan gi phyir K : ’di ltar V.

% That is, the absurd consequence that co-reference becomes impossible if the
word ‘existent’ is supposed to denote the general property or the connection as
Dignaga explains at PSV V:2cd, cf. NCV loc. cit.: jatisambandhabhidhanapaksayor
uktasya samandadhikaranabhavaprasangadosajatasya (abhavah).

21y, vapter anyanisedhasya tadbhedarthair abhinnata. Qu. NCV 730,11-13, cf.
PST Ms B 277b3-5: vyapter anyanisedhasyeti ... tadbhedarthair abhinnateti.

7 Cf. PST Ms B 227b5: anyapohavdcibhir dravyadisabdaih sadadeh sabdasya
samanddhikaranyam ity arthah: “The meaning is that a word like ‘existent’ is co-
referential with words like ‘substance’ that denote exclusion of other [referents].”

B8 Cf. PST Ms B 277b4-5: vyaptih svabhedapratiksepah. anyanisedho yathok-
tam samanyam. tasya vyapteh: svabhedanam vyapakatvad ity arthah. anyanisedhas-
yeti hi krtyogalaksanakartariyam sasthi: “Pervasion means not rejecting its own
particulars. Negation of other [referents] means the general property such as it has
been explained. ’Since [it viz. the general property negation of other referents]
pervades’ means ’since it pervades its own particulars.” For in the expression
“anyanisedhasya” the sixth triplet is introduced to indicate the agent who is
characterized by construction with [a verbal stem] ending in a krt affix(1.”

The explanation of the verse at NCV 730,12-13 is more explicit: ‘sad ity asad na
bhavati’ ity asato nivrttih sarvadravyagunakarmaghataripotksepanadibhedavyapi-
ni. tasya asannivrtteh sarvabhedavyapitvat tair abhinnarthatvat samanadhikaran-
yam upapannam: “The preclusion of the non-existent as expressed in the statement
“‘it is existent because (iti) it is not non-existent’ pervades all particulars such as
substances, qualities, actions, pots, colours, and upward movements, etc. Since the
preclusion of non-existent things pervades all the particulars, co-reference is
justified as its referents are not distinct from these.”

(DJinendrabuddhi analyses vydpti as vi +Vap + krt affix ti, and construes the
phrase vyapter anyanisedhasya with reference to A I1.3:65: kartrkarmanoh krti:
“(The sixth triplet is introduced) to denote the agent or the direct object (in
construction with a verbal stem) ending in a krt affix;” v. Kas ad loc.

2321 samanyasabdasya hi yat krtyamD arthantaravyudasah sa svabhedaprati-
ksepeneti bhedasrutya saha'® samanadhikaranyam upapannam. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 227b5-228al: samanyasabdasya hityadih. samanyasabdasya yat krtyam
pratyayyam. tat punah kidrsam? arthantaravyuddasah sa svabhedapratiksepena;
NCV 730,14-15: samanyasSabdasya hi saddder yo ’rthantaravyudaso “asan na
bhavati” iti krtyam vyaparah sa tvayettham avadharitah svabhedapratiksepenetis
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NCV 730,20: tataS ca bhedasrutya dravyagunadikaya ghatapatadikaya saha
samanadhikaranyam anupapannam.

(DThe Tibetan translations are syntactically confused and, moreover, reproduce
krtyam as byas pa, cf. spyi’i sgras gan don gZan rnam par gsal bar byas pa V : don
gZan bsal ba byas pa’i spyi’i sgra K.

Q)CE. khyad par gyi sgra dan lhan cig K : tha dad pa’i sgra dan gZi mthun pa
dan lhan cig par (sic) V.

B9Cf. PV IV 178: sa ca bhedo ’pratiksepat samanyanam na vidyate, vrkso na
SimSapaiveti yatha prakarane kvacit; see Manorathanandin’s commentary PVV
422,10-15 ad loc.

“Ocf PST Ms B 227b6-228al: anena vyapakatvam aha. na hi yatha
Jjatyabhidhane jatyantaranam parityagas tatharthantarapohabhidhane dravyatvadi-
nam bhedanam, abhinnasya vastunah sacchabdad apratiksiptadravyatvadyakarasya
buddhau pratibhasanat. hisabdo yasmadarthah. itiSabdas tasmadarthah. yata evam,
tasmat bhedarthair dravyadisabdaih sacchruteh samanadhikaranyam upapannam:
“Hereby he explains that [the negation of other referents] pervades [the particulars].
For particular [general properties] like substanceness, and so on, are not omitted,
when the exclusion of other referents is denoted, in the same way as the other
general properties are omitted when the general property is denoted because due to
the word ‘existent’ a non-different entity, from whose form substanceness, and so
on, is not omitted, is reflected in the mind. The word ‘for’ has the meaning of
‘since’. The word ‘thus’ has the meaning of ‘therefore’. Since this is the case, it is
justified that the word ‘existent’ is co-referential with words like ‘substance’ whose
referents are particulars.”

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation is influenced by Dharmakirtian philosophy and the
subsequent discourse at Ms B 228al-4 is an adaptation of Dharmakirti’s PVSV
42,13ff applied to the question of the co-reference of the two terms ‘sad’ and
‘dravya’: katham krtva? yad etaj jiianam vastusvabhavagrahinanubhavenahitam
vasanam asrityotpadyate abahyarthavisayam api tadvisayam ivabhinnakarya-
padarthaprasitatvad abhinnarthagrahiva vikalpakam. tatra yo 'rthakarah pratibha-
sate vyavahartrbhir bahyavastutvenadhyavasitas) tatra samanadhikaranyam
vyavasthapyate, na svalaksane, buddhav apratibhasanat. sa hy asadvyavrttena riipe-
na pratibhasamano ’bhinnasadakaranugatah pratibhasate. sa evasato vyavrttah,
punar adravyatvader api vyavrtto dvitiyena dravyatvadyakarenanugato "bhinnas ca
pratibhati. ata ekam vastusatvena dravyatvena ca prakdasamanam saddravyam iti
saddravyasabdabhyam abhidhiyata iti samanadhikaranyavyavastha kriyate.

Mem. (cf. phyi rol gyi don fiid du lhag par Zen pa T) : bahyavaksavastu-
tvenavyavasitas Ms

251 <tasmar  svabhedarthairV prthaksrutidoso® nasti>. Restored, cf. the
parallel at NCV 730,24: rasmad aprthaksrutidoso ’sty eva, which undoubtedly
reflects Dignaga’s own formulation. The Tibetan translations of this clause are
problematic.

(DCE. ran gi khyad par gyi don K : di’i tha dad pa’i don V (= tadbhedarthair).

Q)Ct. sgra tha dad pa’i fies pa V : tha dad pa’i rgyur gyur pa’i iies pa K.
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“! Dignaga refers to the problem mentioned at PS V 2d: bhedarthair
aprthaksruteh; cf. Simhastri’s explanation at NCV 731,11-732,10: sattasamban-
dhabhidhanapaksayor aprthaksrutidoso ’sti, napohapakse visesahetusadbhavad iti.
tasya visesahetoh pratipadanartham uktam — tatra hityadi. sattasambandhabhi-
dhanapaksayor gunau sattasambandhau visesanatvat, tadvastu gunity atah samana-
dhikaranyabhavo yukto: “The problem of not being “heard apart” [from words
whose referents are particular general properties] [that attaches] to the theses of the
denotation of existence or its connection, does not [attach] to the theory of exclusion
because there is a special reason [for it]. In order to explain this special reason it is
said: For on these two, etc. On the two theses of the denotation of existence or its
connection existence and the connection are properties because they are qualifiers.
Their object is the property bearer. Therefore it is justified that there is no co-
reference.”

For the implications of this explanation, cf. the exposition at PSV V:2cd-3 above
§ 4.

442 The translation of this clause is tentative, as the Tibetan translations differ
considerably from one another, cf. don gan giii ga’i sgras brjod par byed pa yan don
gZan la gZi mthun pa yin no K : de ni mthun pa’i sgra dan don gZan sel ba’i don giiis
ka sgra’i brjod bya "o V. Only the phrases don gan giii ga’i sgras brjod par byed pa
K : don giiis ka sgra’i brjod bya o V are comparable to one another. It is clear,
however, that the content of the clause must be related to the explanation at PST Ms
228a4-5 and NCV 732,14ff (for which, cf. no. 445 below), which is concerned with
explaining that the [absurd] consequence that general and particular terms are not
co-referential does not arise on the apoha theory. When the two terms ‘existent’ and
‘substance’ are combined in the phrase ‘existent substance’ they form an aggregate
that is syntactically similar to a compound and thus subject to the same inter-
pretation. As it appears from Simhasiiri’s exposition, Dignaga’s statement is parallel
to the apoha theory of compound formation, for which, cf. PSV V:15 § 25 above.

24 tatha hi svarthavyabhicarah <kevalasyanyatravriteh>. Restored, cf. PST Ms
B 228a4: tatha hi svarthavyabhicara iti; NCV 732,16: tatha hi svarthavyabhicaro
visesasahitasyeti.

*3 That is, there is no ambiguity as regards the denotation of the general term
‘sat’ when it is accompanied by the particular term ‘dravya’; cf. the exposition at
NCV 732,14ff, g.v. no. 445 below.

“4 Cf. PST Ms B 228a4-5: samudayartho hi visistas. tasya yadi padam vacakam
syat, tada tadabhave ’pi padasya vrtter na tad gamayet. yatas tu samudayah
Sabdantaram eva tasya vacakam, ato na vyabhicarah: “For the referent of an
aggregate is distinct [from the referents of the individual components]. If the
syntactical word were to denote it, it would not indicate because the syntactical
word applies even in its [viz. the referent of the aggregate’s] absence. But since the
aggregate, i.e., a different expression, denotes it, there is no ambiguity.”

The exposition of the pirvapaksa at NCV 732,14ff is far more explicit as to the
question Dignaga addresses: kasmdd anabhidhanam iti cet, samsSayotpatteh,
<an>upattatveV) sati anabhihite samsayah syat. tasmat samandadhikaranyam vise-
sarthair dravyadisabdaih sacchabdasya vakyarthe yuktam, na padarthe. tad
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darsayati — sad dravyam san guna ityadi. tatha hi svarthavyabhicaro visesasahitas-
yeti visesaSabdaprayogah. ko ’sau vakyartha ity ata aha — yasmad avayavasab-
darthabhyam anyah samuddayarthah, saddravyasabdarthav avayavav asadadravya-
nivrttyupalaksitau, tabhyam anya ubhayaSabdavyudasanugrhitah samudayarthah,
tasya ca vacakau tau samuditau na viparitarthau, tad darsayati — na tu sacchabdo
dravyartham daha, na dravyasabdah sadartham: “If it is asked: “Why is there no
denotation [of its own particulars by the general term]”? [Answer:] Because doubt
arises. There will be doubt in that it is not included [by the general term]®, i.e., in
that it is not denoted. Therefore it is correct that the word ’existent’ is co-referential
with words like ’substance,” whose referents are particulars, with regard to the
referent of a sentence, but not with regard to the referent of the syntactical word. He
shows that in the examples: ’existent substance’, ’ existent quality’, etc. That is,
there is no ambiguity as regards the denotation of the general term, when it is
accompanied by a particular. Thus a particular term is applied. What is this referent
of the sentence? Therefore he says: Because the referent of the aggregate is other
than the referents of the two words that constitute the parts; the two parts viz. the
referents of the words ’existent’ and ’substance’ are characterized by negation of
what is non-existent and what is a non-substance; the aggregate referent that is
assisted by the exclusions [effected by] both words is other than these two; and the
two that denote this [referent] do not have opposite referents when combined; this he
shows [in the statement] “but the word ’existent’ does not denote the referent that is
a substance, nor does the word ’substance’ denote the referent that is existent.”

At this point Simhastri quotes PS V:15, after which he continues: atra codyam —
katham tarhiti ‘yat sat tad dravyam, yad dravyam tat sat’ iti bhinnarthatve na®
yuktam? iti. atra tenaivocyate — ubhayasabdavyudasanugrhitasya asadadravyanivrt-
tyanugrhitasya samhatasabdadvayabhidheyasya samuddyarthasyaikatvat tathocya-
te, na tu sadarthasya dravyasabdenabhidhanad iti parvapaksah: “Here the follow-
ing question is to be raised: In this case, how is not correct to say ‘whatever is
existent is a substance’ and ‘whatever is a substance is existent’ as the referents are
different? Here he says: since the referent of the aggregate that is denotable by the
two words together assisted by negation of non-existent things and non-substances is
a unity, it is said to be so, but not because the referent that is existent is denoted by
the word ‘substance.’ Thus the pirvapaksa.”

Dem., cf. NCV 732 no.8.

@)°tve na conj. : °tvena NCV, cf. op.cit. 732 no. 10.

G)CE. PS V 26 § 40.

851 pascimasyapi dosasya<bhavah. kasmat?>. Restored, cf. NCV 733,12:
pascimasyapi dosasya bhava eva; Ms B 228a5: pascimasyapi.

3 That is, the problem explained at PSV V 4a, cf. PST Ms B 228a5-6: tadvato
nasvatantratvad ity asya. Simhasiiri quotes a similar verse, presumably from the
Samanyapariksavyasa, as an introduction to his exposition of Dignaga’s argument,
cf. NCV 733,13: yad uktam jatimatpakse “tadvato nasvatantratvad bhedaj jater
ajatitah” ityadi dosajatam. The phrase saksad vrtteh of PS V 36c is related to
Dignaga’s observation at PSV V 4a: sacchabdo jatisvaripamatropasarjanam
dravyam aha, na saksad iti.
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(236 saksad vriter abhedac ca. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 228a6: saksad vriter iti;
NCV 733,14: saksad vriteh; Ms B 228b3: anenabheddc cety etad vivrtam.

6 The word applies directly to its referent through exclusion of other referents
without its denotation being mediated by the word’s dependence upon a real general
property, cf. PST Ms B 228a6: na hi tadvatpaksa ivaV) gunaripopakrtam vastu
Sabdenabhidhiyate. tatra hi gunantaropakarasya virodhat tyagah. iha tu sattvadi-
kam gunantaram anapeksyasadvyudaste vastuni Sabdo vartate: “For it is not, like in
the case of the thesis of the general property possessor, a referent under the
imfluence of the form of a general property (guna) that is denoted by the word. For
on this [theory viz. the apoha theory] there is omission of the influence of other
general properties because it is in conflict®. However, on this [theory viz. the
apoha theory] the word applies to an object (vastu) from which what is non-existent
is excluded without being dependent upon a different general property like
existence.”

For Simhasiri’s explanation of the statement saksad vrtteh, cf. no.s 450, 456
below.

Wiva conj. (cf. de dan ldan pa’i phyogs bZin du T) : tadvatpaksabhavaguna® Ms

@)CfPSV V:6¢-7a § 12.

*7 For the implications of this argument, cf. no.s 452, 462 below.
5T na hy arthantaram upadaya <Sabdah svabhedesu vartate>. tasmat paratan-
tryena <svabhed>anaksepadoso nastiV). bhaktadoso ’pi nasti®, napi bhedana-
vasthanad anabhidhanadosah®, avyapakatvac casamanyadoso ’pi nasty arthanta-
rapohamatrasyabhinnatvad adravyatvdac ca. ata eva <samanyavisesantarayoganu-
saranam na kartavyam> saksad arthantarapratisedhat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
228a7, na hy arthantaram updadayetyadi. tasmat paratantryeneti; 228bl-7 ata eva

bhaktadoso ’pi nasti ... napityadi. bhedanavasthanam anantyam. na tasmad
anabhidhanadosah ... avyapakatvac casamanyadoso ’pi nasti ... arthantarapoha-
matrasyabhinnatvad iti ... adravyatvad ceti ..ata eveti; 229a2: saksad

arthantarapratisedhad iti.
(DCf. NCV 733,16: anaksepadoso nasti.
()Cf. NCV 733,16: bhaktadoso ’py ata eva nasti.
G)Cf. NCV 733,17: napi bhedanavasthanad anabhidhanadosah.

“¥ Mallavadi applies the term bhavantara in a similar context, cf. NCV 734,16
and 735,7,16-17. Dharmakirti alludes to Dignaga’s formulation at PVSV 34,21-23:
tatra hy arthantaram updadaya anyatra vartamano dhvanir asvatantryadidosair
upadrityate. na ca arthataram anyasmad vyavrttir vyavrttad dvayor ekabhidhanad
ity uktam: “For in this case (viz. in case exclusion of other is considered a property
like a general property) the word, while being applied to one thing in dependence
upon another referent, is afflicted with such problems as not being independent. And
it has already been explained (at PVSV 34,15-20) that the exclusion from other is
not a referent that is different from the excluded because both (viz. the term
denoting the property exclusion of other and the term denoting the property
possessor as qualified by exclusion of other) denote the same thing.”

Cf. PVSV 62,26ff; Pind 1999.
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9 Cf. Simhasiiri’s lucid exposition at NCV 733,14: tasyabhavo 'nyapohapakse
saksad vrtteh. tatra hi sacchabdah sattam upaddaya dravye vartamanas tadbhedan
ghatadin akseptum asamarthah. atra punar asatpratisedhena saksad vartata iti
tasya ye visesas tan na pratiksepati. tasmad ihanaksepadoso nasti: “This (kind of
problem, cf. the verse quoted at NCV 733,13, q.v. no. 30 above) does not exist on
the apoha theory. For on this (theory) the word ’existent,” while applying to a
substance in dependence upon (the general property) existence, is incapable of
implicitly referring to its particulars such as pots. But here (viz. on the apoha
theory), on the other hand, it applies directly by negation of the non-existent. Thus it
does not negate its particulars. Therefore the problem of not implicitly referring (to
the particulars) does not exist here (viz. on the apoha theory).”

Jinendrabuddhi explains Dignaga’s argument in similar terms at PST Ms B
228a7-B 228bl: na hy apoho nama jatyadivat kificid arthantaram yad upadaya
Sabdo dravye varteta. tato vyavadhanabhavat kutah paratantryam. tad eva tu vasty
asadvyavrttam saksad abhidhiyate. tatas tasya ye viSesas te tadavyatirekad na
pratiksipyante: “For the so-called exclusion is not some different sort of referent
like a general property, and so on, in dependence on which the word applies to a
substance. Therefore, since no intermediary entity exists how could there be
dependence? This very object, however, is denoted directly as excluded from the
non-existent. Therefore its particulars are not rejected because they are not distinct
from it.”

B0 Cf. NCV 733,16-17: bhaktadoso 'py ata eva ndsti. na hy anyatra mukhya
vrttir dravyadisapacaryate: “Precisely therefore the problem of transfer of
denotation does not exist either. For (the word’s) primary application to something
else is not transferred to substances, etc.” Cf. the almost identical explanation at PST
Ms B 228b1-2: ata eva bhaktadoso ’pi nasti. na hy anyatra'V mukhyavrttih Sabdo
dravyadisupacaryate: “Precisely therefore the problem of transfer of denotation
does not exist either. For a word that primarily applies to something else is not
transferred to substances, etc.”

Wna hy an® conj. : na nyatra Ms

1 Simhasiiri’s explanation at NCV 733,17-18 sheds more light on the issue than
Jinendrabuddhi’s exegesis (on which see below): napi bhedanavasthanad
anabhidhanadosah. kasmat? abhedat. na hy arthantarapoho bhedesu bhidyate,
abhavat. tanmatram ca Sabdenocyate, na bhedah: “Nor does the problem of not
denoting exist, which is due to the particulars being infinite. Why? Because
[exclusion] is not a particular (abheda). For exclusion of other referents
(arthdntardg:oha) is not divided among the particulars because it is non-existence
(abhava);(V and this alone is denoted by the word, not the particulars.”

Jinendrabuddhi identifies this problem with the argument at PS V:8cd, cf. PST
Ms B 228b2: bhedanavasthanam anantyam. na tasmad anabhidhanadosah.
“tadvams ca bheda evoktah, sa ca purvam nirakrta” (PS V:8cd) ity anena yad
uktam®.

(D) Exclusion of other referents is equivalent to non-existence of other referents
in the locus of the referent of any given word. Non-existence is eo ipso indivisible
and therefore not subject to the absurd consequences that the theory of real
universals entails. Cf. Translation § 51.

@em. : °tah Ms
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432 Jinendrabuddhi identifies this problem with the discussion at PS V:9c, cf.
PST Ms B 228b2-3: avyapakatvdc casamanyadoso ’pi nasti. yad uktam “tadvan
artho ghatadis ce” (PS V:9c) tyadina. This is indirectly confirmed by Simbhasiiri
who deals with Mallavadi’s criticism of Dignaga’s argument at NCV 733,19,
quoting a similar verse, presumably from the Samanyapariksavyasa. According to
Simhastiri Dignaga’s claim that a problem similar to the one of assuming that
general properties are real entities does not exist on the apoha theory, presupposes
that it denotes the exclusion of other referents directly, cf. NCV 733,20: saksad
ghatapatadisv asatpratiksepad iti: “Because it negates directly non-existent [things]
with respect to pot or cloth, etc.;” NCV 735,15 (vad apy uktam): arthantarapoho
‘sadaghatanivrttih san ghata iti, tasmat samanyadoso ’pohapakse nastiti: “Exclu-
sion of other referents is the preclusion of non-existent things and non-pots such as
“existent pot’. Therefore the problem of the general property does not exist on the
apoha theory.”

Cf. Dharmakirti’s reference, in a similar context, to asamanyadosa at PVSV
66,13-14 (cf. PV 1 136): yatha hy ekas tasmad bhinnas tathanyo ’pi iti bhedasya-
samanyadoso ’pi nasti.

#3 As Jinendrabuddhi notices at PST Ms B 228b3, this explains 36cy
anenabheddc ce (36¢,) ty etad vivrtam, and he continues explaining the argument at
228b3-4: bhede hi saty anantyadoso bhavaty asamanyadosas ca, anyasyanyatra-
vrtteh.(V) arthantarapohamatram tv abhinnam. tatra kuto ’'sya dosasyavakasah: “If
[exclusion of other] were a particular there would be the problem of infinity and the
problem of not being a general property because one thing does not reside in the
other [as mentioned at PS V 9c-10a]. The mere exclusion of other referents,
however, is not divided [among the referents]. So how could there be an opportunity
for [introducing] this problem;” cf. Dharmakirti’s statement at PVSV 48,14, g.v. no.
459 below.

Wem. : anyasyanyatre vrtter Ms

% The argument that the samanyadosa does not exist because exclusion of other
is not a substance (adravyatvat) elaborates the point that it is not a different sort of
referent (arthantara) like the general property existence, and that it is without
division. The reason is that exclusion of other things anyapoha is equivalent to non-
existence of other things in the locus of the referent, and non-existence which is the
mere absense of something from something else, does not have status as a thing,
which by implication excludes that it is qualified by the kind of properties that
define things. Dharmakirti formulates a similar view at PV I 169ab and PVSV
85,21-23 ad loc.: nivrtter nihsvabhavatvan na sthandsthanakalpana. na hy
anyapoho nama kimcit tasya ca svabhavanusanginyah svabhavasthitipracyutikal-
panda na kalpante: “Since negation is without essential nature the idea of
permanence or non-permanence does not (fit). For negation of other is nothing
whatsoever, so the notions of the duration and disappearence of the essential nature
that are the concomitants of an essential nature do not fit it.”

As indicated by Simbhasiiri’s exegesis at NCV 734,13-16 Mallavadi quotes two
Slokapadas to the same effect, presumably from the Samanyapariksavyasa.
Unfortunately NCV does not quote Mallavadi’s exposition of Dignaga’s view in
full, cf. NCV loc. cit.: adravyatvac ca bheddc ceti karikayam (so read) casabda(d
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bha)sye likhitam. tadvyakhya: napy arthantarapoho nametyadi yavan nasti saman-
yadosa ityapohapakse jatimatpaksagatadosabhavapratipadanam visesapradarsanad
iti tvadabhiprayam pradarsya.

Cf. the parallel at Madhyamakahrdayakarikda V 64 [for which, cf. no. 458 below]
where Bhavya explains, in his criticism of Dignaga’s apoha theory, that the reason
why a general property is resident in many things is that is not a substance, cf.
Tarkajvala ad loc.: rdzas thams cad kyi khons su gtogs pas rdzas su med pa’i phyir
du mar ’jug pa yin no: “Since [the general property] does not exist as a substance
(dravya) in that it is inherent in all substances (*sarvadravyantargata) it is resident
in many (*anekavrtti). Jinendrabuddhi explains the argument at Ms B 228b4-7 with
reference to Dharmakirti’s view, as it is expounded at PV 1 70-72 and PVSV ad loc.,
that the general property is a mental category, not a thing: nanu ca jianasya yah
samanyakarah samanyavyavasthapitam, sa ca jiianad avyatiriktatvad (cf. PV 1 71c¢)
anyatravartamanah katham samanyam ity aha. adravyatvac cetyadi. vijiianaka-
rasyapi samanyaripendparinispannatvat samanyam adravyasad eva naiva anistam.
etad uktam bhavati “mithyavikalpa evayam arthesv ekatmatagrahahV)” (PV 1
72ab). vastutah samanyan nama nasty eva. bhrantajanabhiprayavasat® kevalam
iyam samanyavyavastha kriyate. bhranta hi vyavahartarah svajiianapratibhasa-
visesam eva bahir vyaktibhedanuyatam iva samanyam manyanta iti krtveti®,

(Dorggrahah em. : °nagraho Ms

@bhrantajana® em. : bhramjana® Ms

()Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition is an epitome of Dharmakirti’s discourse on the
problem at PVSV 38, 171f.

5 Cf. PST Ms B 228b7-229a2: saksad vriteh (PS V 36¢). tatra hi sattavisesana-
rigpenabhidhanad vastunah svaripam vyavadhiyate. tatsambandhinas ca ghatatva-
dayo na sattasambandhino “jater ajatitah” (PS V 11by). tato na tadmukhe-
nanekarthakanksahetuh. iha tu saksad asatpratisedhena Sabdah svarthe pravartate.
tatas tadbhedakanksahetutvam upapadyate vinapi jatyantarayogena: “That is,
“because it applies directly.” For in this context (i.e., the context of the existence of
general properties) the own form of an entity is defined by a word denoting it in the
form of the qualifier “existence.” And its relata viz. potness, and so on, are not the
relata of existence “because a general property is without (other) general properties”
(PS V 11by). Therefore it is not on that account a cause of the expectation of many
referents. Whereas here [viz. on the apoha theory], on the other hand, the word
[‘existent’] applies directly to its own referent through negation of what is non-
existent. Therefore it is justified that it is a cause of expectation of its particulars
even without the connection to other general properties.”

6 Cf PST Ms B 229a2-4: arthantarapratisedhopayalabhyam svarthabhidha-
nam evam uktam. saksat svarthabhidhanad ity arthah. etendta evety asydrtho
darsitah. atra ca vastusajjatyantarayogapratisedho vivaksito, na tu kalpitajatyanta-
rayogo ’pi. tatha hi yat sad ity ucyate, tad eva tatas tato vyavrttam akarantarena
pratibhasamanam kalpitasamanyantarayogena tatha tatha vibhajyate: “The
(word’s) denoting its own referent is is to be understood by means of negation of
other referents, as it has been explained. The meaning is: Because it denotes its own
referent directly. Thereby the meaning of “precisely therefore” is shown. And in this
context the negation of connection to other real general properties is intended, but
not the connection to other imagined general properties too. That is, the same thing
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that is said to be ‘existent’, being reflected in the mind in a different form as
excluded from this or that is differentiated in this or that way by being connected to
other imagined general properties.”

This exegesis is strongly influenced by Dharmakirtian philosophy, cf., e.g.,
PVSYV 54,18ff.

2381 <evam piirvadosabhavad> arthantarapoha eva Sabdarthah sadhuh. Restor-
ed, cf. TSP 389,11-12: tasmad gunotkarsad apy arthantarapoha eva Sabdarthah
sadhuh; cf. no. [241] below.

29 <atra ca>M Jjatidharmavyavasthiteh. Qu. SVT 74,8; NR 433,4; TSP 728,16,
776 8 °teh NR, TSP : °tih SVT.
Ddi las (read 'di la = Sanskrit atra) kyan K (cf. the PSV ad loc. atraiva
vyavan;_thante) gan las Se na V (this translation is incomprehensible in the context
and presupposes a different reading).

71t is interesting that Bhavya, in his criticism of the apoha theory at
Madhyamakahrdayakarika V:64 describes the general property, which he defines at
V:62 as a property that is absent from dissimilar things (vijatiyena Sianyatvam ...
samanyam iti niscitam) in terms that are related to Dignaga’s exposition at PSV
V:36cd, cf. loc. cit.: abhedadravyasattvabhyam ekam anekavrity api, tadvinase
‘vinasdc ca nanyasmin tanmatir na ca: “Since by nature it is not a particular and not
a substance, it is one as well as resident in many; and in that it is not annihilated
when its [substrate] is annihilated, it is not the case that the cognition of it does not
[apply] to another [instantiation of it].”

RAO1 - satidharmas caiketvanityatvapratyekaparisamaptilaksana atraiva
vyavatisthante, abhedat, asrayavicchedat, krtsnarthapratiteh. Restored, cf. SVT
74,9: jatidharmas caikatvanityatvapratyekaparisamaptilaksana atraiva tisthanti;
TSP 389,9-11 qu. STP 1 201,13-14: sarvatrabhedad asrayasyanucchedat krtsnartha-
parisam gjtes’ ca yathakramam jatidharma ekatvanityatvapratyekaparisamapti-
laksanaV) apoha evavatisthante; cf. PST Ms B 229a4-7: atraiva vyavatisthanta iti

... abhedad ekatvam ... asrayavicchedan nityatvam ... pratyekaparisamaptih
krtsnarthapratiteh. Kumarila mentions the properties that Dignaga attributes to
apoha at SV Apoha® 163ab: api caikatvanityatvapratyekasamavayitah.

Wenityatva® STP so : om. TSP.

38 Exclusion of other referents that is equivalent to non-existence (abhava) of
other referents in the locus of the referent, is not a particular (abheda) and is
therefore characterized by property of being one (ekatva) like real general properties
postulated by other schools of thought. For Dharmakirti’s interpretation at PVSV
48,14-16: cf. no. 462 below.

% Dharmakirti rejects these properties commonly attributed to real general
propertles (]atl) at PVSV 39,13-15: vyaktlvyatlrlktavyatlrlktalkamlyavyapltadya—
karair api naiva pratipattih. kevalam abhinnakara buddhirV utpadyate. Accordlng
to Karnakagomin the argument at PVSV 48,18: yathakalpanam asyayogat: “because
it [viz. the general property] is not connected [with attributes such as eternity and
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pervasiveness] the way they are imagined,” alludes to Dignaga’s exposition in this
paragraph(®).

(D Cf. no. 463 below on the notion of substrate (@sraya) of buddhi.

@) Cf. PVSVT 202,25-26: yathakalpanam nityavyapitadyakarair asya samanyas-
yayogad ity anyavyavrttyabhidhane 'yam abhipraya acaryadignagasya.

490 cf PST Ms B 229a4: yujyanta ity arthah'”. Jayamisra quotes Dignaga’s
enumeration of properties with the following observation on Kumarila’s SV Apoha
163 at SVT 74:7-9: atra bhiksunapohapakse jatipaksatulyatvam atidistam (quoting
first paragraph of PSV:36d) ... te ime vastudharma avastuny atidiSyamana asitra-
patakaritvam sicayantity arthah. In short, transferring properties of real things to an
unreal thing like exclusion is like making yarnless cloth.

D Cf. rigs $in (sic) ldan no Zes pa’i don to T; rigs Sin translates yujyante,
although not in the sense of “being connected to” as required by the context; ldan no
= yuktah (7) has no equivalent in Ms. One cannot, however, exclude the possibility
that the translator attempted to convey the idea of the properties of exclusion being
logically justified (yujyante) as well as connected to exclusion.

4! Exclusion’s property of being one (ekatva) follows from its not being a
particular (bheda), cf. PSV V: 36¢ with no. 452 above. The scope of the term bheda
appears from its use in Dignaga’s analysis of the view current among contemporary
non-Buddhist philosophers that general properties are real single entities that inhere
in their substrates. See PSV 1I:16 q.v. no. 504 below.

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation reflects Dharmakirti’s view on the issue, cf. PST
Ms B 229a4-5: abhedad ekatvam. arthantaravyudaso hi buddhav abhinnariipataya
pratibhasamano vyavaharanuyatibhir ekatvena vyavasiyate ity ekatvam tasya
vyavasthapyate: “Its being one follows from its not being a particular(!). For the
exclusion of other referents, when appearing in the mind in identical form, is
determined as being one and the same by those who are engaged in verbal
exchange(). Thus its being one is defined.”

(DFor the implications of this argument, cf. PS V 36¢ no. [236] above with no.
448.

(D)This explanation is evidently dependent upon Dharmakirtian philosophy; cf.
Dharmakirti’s reference to the unity of exclusion at PVSV 48,14-16: tasmad
avasyam Sabdena vyavacchedas codaniyah. sa ca abhinnas tadanyesyv iti jatidharmo
apy asti: “Therefore exclusion is necessarily to be enjoined by the word. And this
[exclusion of other referents] is identical with respect to those (effects) that are
different from those (that are the same;” cf. PVSVT 202,17-19 explaining that being
identical (abhinna) relates to things that have the same effct and those that differ
from them in terms of effect. Thus the jatidharma is the property of excluding many
referents (anekarthavyavrttitva): sa cety anyavyavacchedah. tadanyesv iti tasmad
atatkaryad anyesv ekakaryesv abhinnah. Sarvesam vyavrttatvat. iti krtvanekartha-
vyavrttitvam jatidharmo ’py asti).

%2 Dignaga’s introduction of the concept of d@sraya as denoting the substrate of
anyapoha as opposed to the view of its being the bearer of real general properties is
related to similar views on the permanence of the general property formulated by
Bhartrhari; cf. VP IIL.1:41cd: anucchinnasrayaj® jatir anitye 'py asraye sthita:
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“Since [its] substrate is not discontinued the general property remains, although [its]
substrate is impermanent.”

Cf. Candrananda’s remarks ad VS 1.2:8 on the notion (buddhi) ‘existent’ (sat) as
not being annihilated because the general property existence is separate from
substances, and so on, whose destruction does not affect its being permanent:
asrayavinasad asya (scil. buddher) vinasa iti cet, na yatah “dravyagunakarmabhyo
‘rthantaram satta (= VS 1.2:8).” yasmad dravyadibhyo vyatirikta satta tasman na
dravyadivinase satta vinasyatiti.

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of this term is indebted to Dharmakirti’s
philosophy, cf. PST Ms B 229a5-7: asrayavicchedan nityatvam. asrayas tadartha-
kriyakaritayatatkaribhyo vyavrtta bhedah, te hi svanubhavadvarena Sabdarthasya
nimittam bhavanti yathoktam prak; tesam canantyat ucchedo ndasti. ato yavat te
tavat sa iti nityatvam api kalpitam upapadyate: “The property of being eternal
follows from the substratas’ not being discontinued. The substrata are the particulars
that are excluded due to their effecting a [specific] purposeful action, from those that
do not effect it, for (ki) they are the cause of the word’s reference based upon one’s
own experience, as explained previously(); and since they are infinite there is no
discontinuation. Therefore, as long as they exist, this exists. Thus, (iti) also an
imagined (kalpitam) infinity (nityatvam) is justified.”

Interestingly, Jinendrabuddhi does not explain the introduction of the concept of
substrate (asraya) in the light of its use at the crucial passage PVSV 39,13ff; cf. e.g.
the statement concerning the substrate of buddhi loc.cit. lines 15-17 in which
Dharmakirti explains that the substrate of buddhi is exclusion of other referents
(anyapoha) because it exists in the entities (sic) (vastusu bhavat): tasyah ka dasraya
ity anyapoha ucyate. tasya vastusu bhavat, avirodhat® vyavaharasya, ca Sabdasra-
yasya tathadarsandt. na punar vastubhiitam kimcit samanyam namdasti yatheyam
buddhih pratibhati.

(DJinendrabuddhi is referring to his excursus at PST Ms B 206b2, for which, cf.
Appendix II. The introduction of the notion of arthakriyakarita is, of course, an
anachronism that is indebted to Dharmakirtian philosophy.

() Cf. Karnakagomin’s exegesis at PVSVT 171,22ff, which clarifies in what
way anydapoha is resident in things (vastusu) thereby causing a mental representation
that has the same appearence (ekakara buddhih): tasya vijatiyavirahalaksanasyan-
yapohasya bhinnesv apy sarvatra vastusu bhavat tathabhitasya canyapohasya
samanyabuddhihetutvam praty avirodhat. tatha hi yathaikam vrksam avrksad vya-
vrttam paSyaty evam anyam apy atas tatraikakara buddhir utpadyate. Dharmakirti’s
statements as explained by Karnakagomin evidently presupposes Dignaga’s view
that the general property (samanya) in any given referent [arthe, cf. PSV V §34, §46
above] or speech unit [Sabde, cf. PSV V §34, §46 above] is defined by exclusion of
other referents or speech units. Dignaga, on the other hand, does not address the
question of the mental representation of anyapoha, but restricts himself to
explaining that exclusion of other referents or speech units is a function of the
referents or speech units belonging to the same class, which qualifies them as tokens
of the same type.

() Cf. Helaraja’s commentary ad loc. VPP Vol. I 48,13: anucchinnasrayat =
asrayad ucchedo ’sya nayati, asrayo ’sya nocchedahetur ity arthah. asrayas ca
vinasyann ucchedahetuh sambhavyata iti nasrayavinasyad asya vinasa ity arthah.
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3 Cf. PST Ms B 229a7-229bl: pratyekaparisamaptih krtsnarthapratiteh.
arthantaravyudaso hi palasadau pratyekam buddhiparivartiniV) vyavaharavasari-
bhih pratipattrbhih sarvatmand pratiyata iti tatpratityanurodhena vyavasthapyama-
na krtsnarthaparisamaptir na® virudhyate: “Extension to each single follows from
cognizing the referent completely. For the exclusion of other referents is cognized
completely by the listeners who are engaged in discourse with regard to each single
[tree] such as a paldsa, and so on, that revolve in the mind. Thus, when it is defined
in accordance with this cognition the extension to the complete referent is not in
conflict.”

(DDharmakirti uses this term in a related passage of PVSV, cf. op. cit. 38,24ff:
tad esam buddhipratibhdasam anurundhanair buddhiparivartinam eva bhavanam
akaravisesaparigrahdad bahir iva parisphuratam samanyam ity ucyate.

@na conj (cf. mi "gal T) : om. Ms

24N <evam piarvoktadosabhavad> gunotkarsac ca Sabdo ’rthantaranivrttivisistan
eva bhavan aha. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 229bl: gunotkarsac ceti; TSP 389,11:
tasmad gunotkarsad api; PVSV 62,27-63,1: Sabdo ’rthantaranivrttivisistan eva
bhavan aha.

464 1t appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s concluding remark that Dignaga must have
contrasted, in the SPVy, his own view of the general properties that attach to the
exclusion of other with those of the upholders of real general properties, cf. PST Ms
B 229b1-2: jatidharmavyavasthaya atraiva Iyuktatvdt. vastusajjatipakse tu yatha sa
nopapadyate, tathd Samanyapariksavyase'” veditavyam: “That is, because the
definition of the attributes of a general property is only connected to this [viz.
exclusion of other referents]. However, the way in which it [namely the definition of
the properties of a general property] is not justified on the theory of objectively real
general properties, should be known from the SPVy.”

(DTranslated erroneously as spyi brtag pa’i skabs su T; elsewhere SPVy is
correctly translated as spyi brtags pa rgyas par.

%% Jinendrabuddhi seems consciously to avoid commenting upon the idea of
referents being qualified by exclusion of other referents because of the controversies
attached to it. Elsewhere, however, he interprets the term arthantarapohavisiste as
vivaksavati puruse (cf. no. 505 below), which is a complete departure from the
rationale of Dignaga’s use of the term, being based upon Dharmakirtian and post-
Dharmakirtian philosophy (cf. no. 9 above).

Mallavadi and Simhasiri allude to Dignaga’s claim that the word denotes things
(vastu) as qualified by exclusion of other referents at NCV 732,10-13: arthantara-
pohah sad ity asan na bhavatiti nasadbhavamdtram evocyate, kim tarhi, arthantara-
pohena visistam vastv eva sad ity ucyate, yasmin vastuni so 'pohal kriyate, tac ca
dravyam Sabdarthah, napohamatram. sa capohavisisto ’rtho dravyadih sacchab-
dena vyapto ’parityagat, na tu saksad uktah: “Exclusion of other referents as in the
statement ‘existent means it is not non-existent’ does not merely express its being
non-existent, but rather, that the entity for the sake of which the exclusion is
effected, is indeed an entity which, being qualified by exclusion of other referents, is
said to be ‘existent.” And this substance is the referent of the word, not mere
exclusion. And the referent that is qualified by exclusion viz. a substance, and so on,
is encompassed by the word ‘existent’ because it is not rejected by it, but it is not
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denoted directly.” Cf. the related Sanskrit fragment, possibly from Dignaga’s SPVy,
quoted no. 182 above.

Simhastri’s remark at NCV 734,20 exposes the difficulties of the notion of
exclusion of other referents as qualification of things: atha svamatena briise na
samanyam na vyavritimad iti kutas tadvisistavastvabhidhanam. khapuspasekhara-
visistavandhyaputrabhidhanavat: “Now, if you say in accordance with your own
theory that [exclusion of other] is neither a general property, nor is [the referent]
exclusion possessing, then how could the [word] denote a thing as qualified by it
[viz. exclusion]. It is like denoting the son of a barren woman as qualified by a
wreath of sky flowers™!

Simhastri also attributes to Dignaga the view that in spite of his use of the
phrase “qualified by exclusion of other referents,” exclusion of other referents is not
to be understood as another kind of qualifier (visesana) like the general properties
posited by Nyayavaisesika philosophy, cf. NCV 735,17-18: abhavantaratvad
arthantarapohasyapohavan arthah Sabdavacyo na bhavati. ato ndapoho visesanam
napohavan so ’rtha iti yadi tvayestam: “If you claim that since the exclusion of
other referents is not a different [kind of] entity, the denotable object of the word is
not a referent that is exclusion possessing. Hence exclusion is not a qualifier and the
referent is not exclusion possessing.”

The thought underlying Dignaga’s claim that a word denotes things as qualified
by negation of other referents becomes clear, I believe, in the light of the debate
with the Sankhyavainas§ika Madhava recorded at PSV V:39ff. This interesting
discussion shows that the idea of exclusion or negation presupposes the notion of
mutual absence (ifaretarabhava). Things as denotable objects are defined by the
absence in their loci of the nature of other things (atmantarabhava). As Dignaga
states at PSV V:45: “The nature of one thing is the non-existence of the nature of
other things” (armantarabhava atmantaram iti). He appears to interpret this mutual
absence as a qualifier-qualified relation: the absence of all non-x from any given
locus of x qualifies x as denotable, the absence of non-x from the locus of x being
the qualifier and x the qualified.

The idea that absences are related to the loci from which they are absent as
qualifier to qualified can be traced to a short fragment from an unknown work by
Uddyotakara which Kamalasila quotes in TSP ad TS 782ab; and there is no reason
to assume that Uddyotakara does not rely on earlier views about absences as
qualifiers of the loci from which they are absent. In the above-mentioned fragment
Uddyotakara states that the relation of general properties like potness to things like
pots is characterized by inherence, whereas (the relation to them) of negations (i.e.,
absences) is characterized by a qualifier-qualified relation, cf. TSP 313,15-16:
ghatatadinam samanyanam ghatadibhih samavayalaksanah sambandhah, abhava-
nam tu visesanavisesyabhavalaksanah.

Since Dignaga rejects the assumption that pravrttinimitta is real general
properties inherent in things as not tenable, he must have realised that a possible
way of accounting for the identity and difference of things as referents i.e. as
denotable objects would be to start from the principle of the mutual absence of any x
from the loci of all non-x. This could be formalised through joint presence and
absence (anvayavyatireka) as a qualifier-qualified relation in which the predominant
joint absence of all non-x from any given locus of x qualifies the latter as x.
Induction by means of joint absence and presence of any word and referent
presupposes, of course, vyutpatti, teaching the connection of any word to the thing it
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denotes. This implies identifying the referent by pointing at a prototypical instance
of it accompanied by the demonstrative pronoun “this,” as Dignaga explains at PSV
V 50b-c; cf. no. 413 above.

(2421 apohaniyamah) kasmat. Qu. Ms B 229b2.
Wapoha® em. (cf. gzan sel T) : apohyaniyah Ms

496 Cf. PST Ms B 229b2: na kutascid api hetor ity arthah.
8] rapasabdena rasadayo apohyante, na punar anyatamavarnabhidhane Sesa
varnd <atyantabhinna api. sa kimkrtah>? yasya tu ripatvam abhinnam niladisv
evastiV, na rasadisv <ity evam esa doso nastiti cet>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
229b3-5: tatra tulye bhede ripasabdena rasadayo apohyante® na'® punar anyata-
mavarnabhidhane Sesavarnda ... yasya tv ityadi. yasya tu rapatvam abhinnam®
dravlyasatsdmdnyam tasya tatkrto niyamo ... tac ca niladisv evasti na rasadisu.

(Deva is reproduced by 7iid in V, cf. srion po la sogs pa fiid V : sion po la sogs
pa rnams K.

@) apohyante em. : hyante Ms

G)na em. : na na Ms

4 abhinnam em. : afnna}bhinnam Ms

47 This paragraph introduces a discussion of how the scope of exclusion is
restricted. Dignaga’s opponent points out that since a quality (guna) like the blue
color differs from other colors as well as from the quality taste (rasa) and the
remaining qualities, it is necessary to explain the cause of restriction. As he asserts,
this restriction can only be accounted for by assuming that a real general property
colourness is found in each particular colour as opposed to taste, and so on, cf. PST
Ms B 229b2-3: niladimam paraspararipasamanvayabhavat'l rasadivat te ’pi bhid-
yante. tatra tulye bhede riipasabdena rasadayo apohyante, na punar anyatama-
varnabhidhane Sesavarna ity atra na kascin niyamahetuh. anenabhyupagama-
virodham aha.

Wosamanvaya® em. : °samarthaya®.

24 <esa doso nasti, yasmadD> lokaridho® na mrsyate®. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 229b5-6: lokariidho na mrsyata iti.

(DCE. gan gi phyir K : ’di ltar V.

()This adjective qualifies an implicit vyavahara.

(G)Cf. Buddhist Sanskrit paramrsyati; cf. Pali Tathagato voharati aparamasan ti
no. 472 below.

468 Cf. PST Ms B 229b6: anekarthatvad dhatiinam nabhivisyata ity arthah.
2451 yktam hi Bhagavata: “janapadaniruktim nabhiniviseta samjiiam ca lokasya
nabhidhaverV.” tasmad asmabhir api <lokavyavahdara naimittika va> paribhasika
<va> bhiitarthatvena na mrsyante, lokavad evanugamyante. siddhas ca ripasabdo
loke niladisv eva, na rasadisu. Restored, cf. Ms B 229b-230a4: uktam hityadi.
janapadaniruktir lokavyavaharah ... paribhasikah ... samjiiam cetyadi ... tasmad iti
... bhutarthatveneti ... tena na mrsyante nabhinivisyante ... lokavad evanugamyanta
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iti ... tathasmabhir apy anugamyante ... ata aha siddhas cetyadi ... ripasabdo loke
niladisv eva siddho na rasadisu.

(DThe Sanskrit version of this Madhyama-agama quotation is found at
Abhidharmako$abhasya 31,14-15, cf. Taisho 1,701c6. For the original Pali version,
cf. no. 471 below.

499 Cf. PST Ms B 229b6: janapadaniruktir lokavyavaharah.

% In the Buddhist tradition this passage is quoted to show that one should not
become attached to conventional usage, cf., e.g., AbhidharmakoSabhasya 31,15:
caksuh paSyati vijianam vijanatiti natrabhinivestavyam. Buddhist Sanskrit nirukti
translates Pali nirutti and is not related to Sanskrit nirukti “etymology.” The original
Pali version of the quotation is found at Majjhimanikaya III 230,20-21: janapada-
niruttim nabhiniveseyya, samarifiam natidhaveyya ti (Papaficasidani V 30,23f:
nabhiniveseyya ti na adhitthahitva adaya vohareyya. samarfifiam ti lokasamarifiam
lokapannattim natidhaveyya ti natikkameyya). The use in the Pali canon of
atidhavati (= Buddhist Sanskrit abhidhavati) is highly restricted; cf. Samyuttanikaya
IV 230,23-25: yam ca samam fiatam tam ca atidhavanti. yam ca loke saccasam-
matam tam ca atidhavanti; in postcanonical Pali literature it is used in descriptions
of how the teaching of the ultimate truth should not disregard conventional usage,
cf., e.g., Visuddhimagga 522,15: janapadaniruttiya anabhiniveso samariiaya anati-
dhavanan ti ayam fiayo paridipito hoti, and Mohavicchedani 267,7-9: parfifiattim
anatikamma paramattho pakasito vinayakena so yasmad. tasmda afiiio pi pandito
paramattham pakasento samarifiam natidhavaye.

471 Cf. the canonical formulation at Dighanikaya I 202,7-9: itima kho Citta loka-
samaiiiia lokaniruttiyo lokavohara lokapaiiiattiyo yahi Tathdagato voharati
aparamasan ti.

“ The underlying assumption is that terms denoting things in which any given
general property is resident have this general property as their cause of application
(naimittika), whereas terms like ’existence’ (sattd) do not have a cause of
application because any given general property is by definition a not repeatable
singularity. They are therefore similar to such items that are denoted by proper
nouns or by technical terms like those of Paninian grammar; cf. PST Ms B B 229b6-
230al: samudayasabdah sattadikam vastusatsamanyam pravrttinimittam updadaya
tadvati vartante. sattadau tu dravyasati samanye nimittantarabhavat paribhasikah
yadrcchika ity evam nabhiniveSam kuryat vastusatah samanyasyayogat: “Words
that denote a collection [of things] in dependence upon a real general property like
existence as their cause of application viz., apply to the general property possessor.
However, since there is no other cause of application with regard to a general
property such as existence as a real object, they are technical designations, i.e.,
proper nouns. Thus one should not become attached since it is untenable that a
general property is a real object.”

For the term paribhdsika, v. Renou, Terminologie, DSG s.v.

B Cf. PST Ms B 230al-2: bhiito ’rtho vastusatsamdanyam pravrttinimittam
vi§ay(()2)vd yesam te tathocyante. tadbhavo bhitarthatvam\V ... itthambhiitalaksane
trttya\~’.
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Cf. AVI1:119.
@)Cf. A 11 3:21.

4 Cf. PST Ms B 230a2: yatha loko ’nabhinivisyanugacchati. The idea of
observing the constraints of conventional usage on the level of samvrti is also
emphasized by Dignaga in Hastavalaprakarana, cf. verse 6ab: ’jig rten pa yi don
rtogs pas | ’jig rten bZin du Ses par bya |. The vrtti explains this statement as follows:
Jji ltar ’jig rten pa dag bum pa la sogs pa’i don la yod pa’i no bor rtogs pas | 'di ni
bum pa "o || snam bu o || i rta o Zes tha siiad ’dogs pa de bZin du jig rten bZin du
srion gyi sgrub pas tha siiad du bya "o ||.

475 Cf, PST Ms B 230a: syad etad: vastusata samanyena vind loke ’'pi naiva
sidhyati, rapasabdo niladisu rasadisv iveti. ata aha: siddhas cetyadi. vastusat-
samanyam antarendapi samvrtisata eva samanyad ripasabdo loke niladisv(V) eva
siddhah, na rasadisu. tad dhi niladisv eva vartate, na rasadisu. tatha hi niladaya eva
prakrtya svanubhavadvarena tathavidham vikalpabuddhau samanyakaram arpa-
yati.\?) yena lokas tatraiva riipavyavaharam karoti, netaratra.

Wem. : loke’pi naiva Ms

(DThe vocabulary is strongly influenced by Dharmakirti’s PVSV, cf., e.g., the
use of arpayati at PVSV 37,26; 54,19.

[246]

ripatve tulyam etac ca. Qu. Ms B 230a6.

476 Cf, PST Ms B 230a7: tathapi tulyo paryanuyoga ity arthah.
AT <yasya  ca atyantabhinnaniladisu  riapatvavrttihV,  tasya  kena
rasadyavrttih?> rasadyavrttivad va pitadyavrttih. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230a6:
rasadyavrttivad va pitadyavrttir iti.

WCE. ’jug pa’i gzugs fiid V : gzugs ’jug pa K.

47Cf. PST Ms B 230a5-6: tatraitat syat: bhaved ripasabdasya niladav eva
siddhir yadi tatpravrttinimittasya samvrtisatah samanyasya niladav eva vrttih syat.
sa ca nasti. tulye hy atyantabhede niladav eva tad vartate, na rasadav iti kuta etat?
481 4sty atra <karanam>. sati svabhavabhede niladisv eva caksusatvam abhin-
nam, na tu rasadisu. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230a7: asty atreti ... sati svabha-
vabheda iti; Ms B 230b2-3: yadi ca niladisu caksusatvam™) abhinnam isyate. For
the readings nildadisv eva and na tu rasadisu, cf. Ms B 230b6, q.v. below no. 489.
Weotyam em. (cf. gzun bya fiid T) : °am Ms

" The opponent rejects that his own questions can be turned against himself, cf.
PST Ms B 230a7: tulyaparyanuyogatam pariharati.

479 Cf. PST Ms B 230a7: saty api niladinam svabhavabheda ity arthah.

291 caksusatve kriyakrtah. Qu. Ms B 230a7-230b1.

0 1f the use of the word ‘colour’ were restricted by visibility, it would have an

action as it cause of application, but not the alleged general property colourness, cf.
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PST Ms B 230a: caksusatve niyamahetav isyamane kriyanimitto riapasabdah syat,
na tu jatinimitta iti.

(2501 caksusa <grahyam hi caksusatvam>. <evam ca niladisu> kriyanimitto
riipasabdah’ syat, na tu jatinimittah™. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b1: kriyanimittam
darsSayati caksusetyadi; cf. PST Ms B 230bl: kriyanimitto rapasabdah syat, na tu
Jjatinimitta ity abhyupetabdadhatam aha.

(DCT. rigs kyi rgyu mtshan nas ni ma yin no V 138,23 : rigs tha mi dad pa’i rgyu
mtshan gyis ni ma yin no K.

1 Cf. the definition of colour as perceptible by the eye at PBh § 117: ratra
rigpam caksurgrahyam.

2 Cf. PST Ms B 230b1-2: nanu caivam ripatvasamavayah kriyakrtah syat.
Sabdasvajatinimitta eva tat kim ucyate kriyakrta iti?

51 caksusatvabhede hi kim puna ripatvena. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b2-3:
caksusatvabhede hityadi ... yadi ca niladisu caksusatvam abhinnam isyate ... kim
puna riipatveneti.

8 Cf, PST Ms B 230b2-3: evam manyate: bhinnesv abhinnapravrttyayogad
ripatvam abhinnam nimittam kalpyate. yadi ca niladisu caksusatvam abhinnam
isyate. tata evastv abhinnam riipam ity abhidhanam, kim puna ripatveneti: “The
idea is as follows: since it is not justified that the application is the same with regard
to different [colours] colourness is imagined to be the same cause. And if it is
claimed that visibility is the same in the blue [colour], and so on, then let us concede
that the expression ‘colour’ is the same for that reason only, but what purpose, then,
does [the general property] colourness serve?”

252 atha ripatvasambandhasya nimittamV)  caksusatvam <uktam iti cet>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b3-4: athetyadi ... riapatvam abhinnabhidhanasya
pravrttinimittam caksusatvam tu ripatvasambandhasyeti.

Drgyu mtshan V': rgyu meshan gyis K.

* The term connnection (sambandha) denotes the category of inherence
(samavaya).

5 Cf. PST Ms B 230b3-4: ayam abhiprayah: bhinna hi bhavasaktayah, tato
rigpatvam abhinnabhidhanasya pravrttinimittam, caksusatvam tu ripatvasamban-
dhasyeti: “The opinion is this: Since the powers of entities are different, colourness
is the cause of application of the same word, but visibility [is the cause] of the
connection of colourness.”

2531 eyam api <caksusatve samavayah> kriyakrtahV) prapnoti, ripatvabhivyaktir
va. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b4-5: evam apityadina ... ata aha: ripatvabhivyaktir
veti: kriyakrta prapnotiti sambandhaniyam.

(DCE. bya bar byas pa pas V : byas pa’i K.
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* This consequence contradicts the opponent’s assumption that inherence is
invariably the same and thus by implication is not subject to action, cf. PST Ms B
230b4: evam apityadinapy abhyupetabadham aha, nityatvabhyupagamat samava-
yasya.

7 This [absurd] consequence is the result of the assumption that visibility is not
the cause of the inherence of colourness in any given colour, but rather that it causes
its manifestation as inherent in any given colour. This, however, contradicts the
assumption that colourness, and so on, is to be manifested by its own substrate, and
thus it cannot be caused by an action, cf. PST Ms B 230b4-5: syad etad, na brimas
caksusatvad riapatvasya samavayah, ’‘pi tu samavetasyabhivyaktir iti. ata aha
riapatvabhivyaktir veti ... anenapy abhyupetabdadhatam aha: svasrayavyangyatva-
bhyupagamad rapatvadinam.

54 caksusatve 'pi va <niyamah kasmar>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b6:
caksusatve ’pi veti.

8 Cf. PST Ms B 230b6: sati svabhavabhede kasman niladisv eva caksusatvam
vartate, na tu rasadisv apity atrapi niyamahetur vaktavyah: “When there is a
difference of nature, why does visibility only occur in the blue [colour], and so on,
but not in taste too. Thus also in this case the cause of restriction is to be explained.”

255 tasmad avasyam svabhavikatvam asrayaniyam. Restored, cf. Ms 230b6:
tasmad avasyam sudiiram api gatva svabhavikatvam asrayaniyam.

9 Cf. PST Ms B 230b6-7: tadrso niladinam svabhavoV) yena tatraiva caksusa-
tvam bhavati, na rasadisv iti: “The [colour] blue, and so on, have such a nature that
visibility exists in these only, but not in taste, etc.

)°mam sva® em. : °inasva® Ms

[256] dravyadisu prasangas ca. Qu. Ms B 230b,7.

40 Cf. Ms 230b7-231al: yadi yatra caksusatvam tatra rapatvam, dravyadisv api
ripatvam syat, tesam caksusatvat: “If there is colourness where there is visibility,
there would also be colourness in substances, etc. because they are visible.”

257 <dravyasankhyaparimanadimam ca caksusatvat tesv api ripatvaprasangah
syat. kim ca>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 230b7-231al, q.v. no. 491 above.

#! Jinendrabuddhi corroborates this conclusion by quoting VS IV 1:12 at PST
Ms B 23lal: dravyatvam “sankhya parimanani prthaktvam samyogavibhagau

paratvaparatve karma ca rﬂpisamavdydc(l) caksusani’’ti vacandt.
Desamavayac em. : °samavac Ms

[258] bhedabhavah(l) sitadisu®. Qu. Ms B 231al.
(Moyah em. : °vo Ms
OCf. dkar sogs K : dkar min sogs la V.
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¥2Cf. PST Ms B 231al-2: caksusatvasya niyamahetor avisesat, nzyamahe-
tvantarabhavac ca ripam ity abhidhanapratyayasamyad mlapltadlbhedo na syat:
“Because the cause of restriction viz. visibility is uniform and since the identity of
the cognition due to the word ‘colour’ is the same because there is no other cause of
restriction, there w1ll be no difference between blue or yellow, etc.”
D pltadl em. : °patidi® Ms

(2591 <caksusatvavisese nilapitanilataranilatamadibhedo na syat>. tasmad avas-
yam caksusatvavyatirekena <nilapitadisu bhinnesv api> ripasabdo lokeV riidher
anugantavyo, na rasadisu. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 231al-2, q.v. no. 489 above; Ms
B 231a4-5: tasmad avasyam iti ... cdksusatvavyatirekena niyogato niladisv eva
ripasabdo loke ridher anugantavyo, na rasadisu.

Medo lok® em. : °dalok® Ms

% Before commenting upon Dignaga’s conclusion, Jinendra relates the
following discussion at PST Ms B 231a2-4: yadi caksusatvan niladinam riapatvend-
bheda isyate, tatra saty api caksusatvat tasyavisese nilatvadibhir yogad visesah
syat. na, tasyaivayogat. na hi niladisu karanam kimcid asti pratiniyatam, yato nila-
tvadzsamavayamscayah syat. Saktibhedah karanam astiti ced tatrapi ko hetuh, yatas
tasya kasmimscid)) eva vrtti na sarvatreti. anuttaram etat: “If it is maintained that
due to visibility there is no difference between blue, and so on, in terms of [their]
colourness, in that case, even though this [colourness] is the same due to visibility,
there will be a difference [between the various colours] because of the connection
with [the general properties] blueness, etc. This is not the case because it is not
connected. For there is no cause whatsoever in blue, and so on, that is restricted to
each single [colour] so that one could ascertain the inherence of blueness, etc. If it is
asserted that the cause is the difference of power (Saktibhedah), also in this case [the
question arises]: What is the reason why it only occurs in a certain thing and not in
all. Thus this is not an answer [to our criticism].”

Wkasmims® em. (cf. "ga’ Zig kho na la T) : kacid Ms

%% That is, because it is not justified that visibility is the cause with regard to the
connection with colourness, cf. PST Ms B 231a4: yasmdc caksusatvasya ripatva-
yogam prati hetutvam na yujyate.

4% Current usage is based upon general properties that only exist conventionally,
cf. PST Ms B 231a5: ridhes ca nimittam samvrtisad eva samanyam, na tu dravya-
sad ity abhiprayah: “The opinion is that the cause of current usage is a general
property that only exists conventionally, but not as something that exists substan-
tially.”

2601 ydi carthantaranivrttyanapeksatayam <sabdasyarthabhidhanam, tarhi>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 231a6: yadi cetyadi... arthantaranivrttyanapeksatayam.

4% The purpose of this paragraph is to address once again the thesis that the word
denotes its own referent by means of exclusion of other referents, cf. PST Ms B
231a5-6: punar arthantaravyavrttidvarena Sabdah svartham pratyayayatity etad
darsayltum ) aha: yadi cetyadi.

Wdarsayitum conj. : dra(?)yifti} | tum Ms
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281 ynvayad eva siddhih syad. Qu. Ms B 231a6, cf. 231a7: anvayad eva kevalad
visistabhidheyaniscayah syat.

2821 ot <Sabdasyarthabhidhane>( ‘nvayavyatirekabhyam syat, isyate ca.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 231a6-7: na tv anvayavyatirekabhyam sahitabhyam syad ...
1syate cetyadi.

(DCE. sgra’i don rjod par byed pa’i lta na ni V : sgra’i don brjod pa la K.

“71t is not possible to construe this sentence unless one assumes that the
grammatical subject is siddhih that is to be supplied from 38c.

“SCf. PSV V:34 at § 47 above.
(2631 anyatarobhayavadharanenabhidhanasaphalyad)) vyatirekato ’py arthabhi-
dhanam, <tadyatha> “kartur ipsitatamam <karma> (A 1.4.49).” Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 231b2: anyatarobhayavadharanendabhidhanasaphalyad vyatirekato ’pi
vzszstarthabhldhanam isyate ; 231a7: kartur ipsitatamam.

CE. gari yan run ba dan giii gar nes par bzun ba brjod pa ’bras bu darn bcas
pa’i phyir K : khyad par gZan giiis ka nies par bzun bas rjod par byed pa ’bras bu
dan bcas pa’i phyirro V.

49 Cf. the statement at PV IV 192a = PVin II 11a: vyavacchedaphalam vakyam,
which belongs in the context of the logical properties of restriction and thus by
implication the semantic function of the restrictive particle eva, cf. Steinkellner 1979
(PVin II Teil II): 33 no. 66, and no.s 497-98 below. Dhammapala’s statement at
Udanatthakatha 12,23ff (= Itivuttakatthakatha 1 23,22ff): sabbani hi vakyani
evakaratthasahitani yeva avadharanaphalattd, evidently belongs in the same
context; see Pind 1997: 523ff; cf. also the related discussion of restriction as a
concomitant property of verbal discourse at PVSV 61,16ff: sabdam hi prayuiijanah
sarvo ‘nvayavyatirekau nativartate, tasya pravrttinivrttyarthatvat. yadi hy ayam na
kasyacit kutascin nivartayet pravartayed va buddhim yathabhitanujiianat sarva-
vyavahdresu na kimcid vyaharet, vyaharasyavadharananantariyakatvat: yatha gha-
tena udakam anayeti. yadi ghatena arfijalind va udakanayanam yathakathamcid
abhimatam syat, udakam anayety eva vaktavyam syat, na ghatena iti. It is interesting
in the present context that Madhyantavibhagabhasya uses the avadharana eva to
illustrate how the denotation of a particular term is taught to the exclusion of other
referents, cf. op.cit. 97,14-15: yasmin vastum sanketasamstavanupravistaya bud-
dhya sarvesam laukikanam darsanatulyataV) bhavati: prthivy eveyam nagni, rijpam
evedam na Sabda ityevamadi.

D For this view, cf. VP II1.3:55 and no. 312 above.

3The concept of anyatarobhayavadhdarana belongs in the context of subject-
predicate sentences like “x(+ avadharana) is y(+ avadharana),” the resultant
cognition being said to depend upon whether the scope of the predicate or the
subject, or both, is restricted by implicit avadharanas. For the use of the term
anyatarobhayavadharana, cf. Dignaga’s criticism of the Naiyayika definition of
pratijia at NS 1.1.33: sadhyanirdesah pratijiia as entailing absurdities when
interpreted by means of avadharanas. His criticism is addressed at length at NV
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S514,14ff: ubhayavadharanapraptav anyataravadharane ca dosah. yadi sadhya-
nirdesah pratijiieti pratijiialaksanam, tatah pirvottare dve avadharane na kalpyete,
etc; cf. PSV Ill:4cd (Kitagawa 1973 473,11ff): parvavadharanam vyartham anistam
itaratra tu (qu. PVBh 560,4; 562,28). For the role of avadharanas in discourse, cf.
Dharmakirti’s statement at PVSV 61,19-20: vyaharasyavadharananantariyakatvat.

ML cf PST Ms B 231a7-231b2: kartur eva nakartuh. kartrsabdo ’kartaram
vyavacchindan ipsitatamam svarthe na sambadhnati. evam ipsitatamam eva nanip-
sitatamam. ipsitatamasabdo py anipsitatamamV) vyudasya® na kartrsabdartham
svarthena yojayati. evam ubhayavadharanena visistarthaniscayad abhidhanasa-
phalyam. anyataravadhdaranena yatha satsu meghesu vrstir bhavatiti. satsv eva
nasatsu, na tu bhavaty eveti: “The agent only, not the non-agent. The word agent
does not connect “most wants to obtain” to its own referent while excluding non-
agent. In the same way “most wants to obtain” only, not “not most wants to obtain.”
The expression ‘most wants to obtain’ too does not connect the referent of the word
agent with its own referent by excluding “not most wants to obtain.” Thus the
denotation fulfills its purpose because of ascertaining its specific referent by means
of a restriction of both terms. By means of restriction of either term [means], for
instance, “there is rain when clouds are found,” i.e., only when they are found, not
when they are not found, but not “there is only [rain]”. Jinendrabuddhi then
continues explaining the implications of lack of restriction at PST Ms B 231b2-4:
tad arthantaranivrttyanapeksatayam Sabdasya na prapnotiti. tatha hi yady akartur
anipsitatamam karma, kartrsabdoccaranam aparthakam syat. tatha yady anipsitata-
mam api karma, ipsitatamam ity abhidhanam nisphalam syat. tasmad arthantara-
nivrttidvarena Sabdo ’rtham gamayatity abhyupeyam: “This does not obtain when
the word is not dependent upon negation of other referents. That is, if karman is
what a non-agent does not most want to obtain, the articulation of the word karman
would be purposeless. Thus, if karman is also what [the agent] does not most want
to obtain, the expression 'most wants to obtain’ would not fulfil its purpose.
Therefore the word indicates its referent by means of negation of other referents.”
There is no indication in the grammatical literature that Panini’s definition of the
karmakaraka was interpreted by means of avadharapas in the way Dignaga’s
formulation suggests, and the quotation as well as the interpretation may well have
been motivated by a wish to extend the use of avadharanas to the Paninian sitra,
since the Naiyayika definition of pratijiia as sdadhyanirdesah, involves the
introduction of a krtya affix which, according to the Paninian derivational system,
denotes karma, and thus involves the Paninian definition, cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s
remarks MS B 113b6 ad PSV 1Ill:3cd: karmani cayam krtyapratyayah. tena na
karmabhidhayina sadhyasSabdendasadhyasyaksepah: kartur ipsitatamam hi karma;
Uddyotakara quotes A I 4.49 at NV 516,13f in his rebuttal of Dignaga’s objections
and explains: karmanirdesas cayam sadhyanirdesah pratijiieti.

D nanipsitatamam. ipsitatamasabdo em. (Sin tu thob par ’dod pa min pa ni ma
yin, Sin tu thob par 'dod pa’i sgra T) : nanipsitatamasabdo Ms

2 yyudasya em. : (rnam par bsal nas T) : vudasya Ms

264 panu ca<pohamatre Sabdarthe> vyatirekad evabhidhanam syat. syad etad
evam <yady anvayo nesyeta>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 231b4-6: nanu cetyadi ...
vyatirekad evabhidhanam syat ... syad etad evam ityadi. bhavenaV tu mukhyeneti.
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2851 phavena tu mukhyenaV < nesyate vyaptih®>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
232b6: bhavenaV) tu mukhyeneti.

Wbhavena conj. (cf. drios pos ni K : drios po’i phyogs nas ni V) : bhave (cf. drios
po yis [em. yi T] ni gtso bor T) Ms

@)Cf. khyab pa VK. It appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase of the verse
(cf. no. 496 below) that vyapti corresponds to anvaya, as Dignaga’s own
commentary indicates.

92 That is, concomitance with a real general property that is assumed to be the
principal referent denoted by the word, cf. PST Ms B 232b6: vastusatsamanya-
khyenaV) sabdasyanvayo nesyate: “The word’s joint presence is not claimed to be
with a so-called substantially existent general property.”

D vastusat® em. : vastusatta° Ms

2661 na hi bhavesu <jatih sambhavati vyatirikta va syad avyatirikta vety>(1
uktam. jativyatirekena tv <“adrster anyasabdartha’ ity etena>rthantarapohavisiste
‘rthe <sabda-syanvayavyatirekau na bhinnarthau>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 232b7-
232al: na hi bhavesv ityadina uktam iti ... jativyatirekena tv iti ... arthantarapoha-
visiste ‘rtha iti.

CF. tha dad pa *am tha mi dad par ’gyur ba’i V : gZan dan gZan ma yin pa’i K.

39 According to Jinendrabuddhi Digndga quotes this statement from another of
his treatises (prakarandantare). He continues explaining that in the context of the
present treatise (iha) this problem has been dealt with at PS II 16, of which he
quotes the first pada followed by a fragment of an important passage that occur in
the Vaisesika section of PSV 1:23b (v. Hattori 1968: 205-6), cf. PST Ms B 231b7:
na hi bhavesv ityadina uktam iti prakaranantare. iha ca “samanyam yady api syad”
(PS 1I:16a) ityadina. “tatha visesyan svair indriyair upalabhye ’tyadina ca. padas
abc of PS II:16 are recorded at Ms B 199al: samanyam yady api syat tu tatranyat,
tasya darsanam | asrayadarsanan na syad; cf. PST Ms B 71b7: samanyam yady api
syat = Ms B 231b7. The Tibetan renderings of PSV II:16 are incompatible with the
Sanskrit evidence presented in PST and appear to render corrupt readings as they are
impossible to construe:

K (Kitagawa 1973 464b5-16 = P 113a8-113b2): spyi ni yod pa ma yin na yar ||
rten ni mthon ba med pa’i phyir | de las gZzan te mthor mi *gyur | gcig la mthon
phyir tha dad pa *am || (PS 11:16)

re Zig me la me fiid kyi spyi gZan ni yod pa ma yin no || yod kyan de la mthor ba
ni mi srid de rten thams cad ma mthon ba’i phyir ro | giis iiid la sogs pa du ma dan
| thun mon ba rnams kyi rten ma bzus bar "dzin pa ni mthon no || gan dag *dra ba
phyir smra ba’i "dra ba ’an ma yin no. ci ste spyi gcig la brten par gzun na yan
thams cad gzun ba yin no Ze na de la brten bZin du du bar ’gyur ro [f

V (Kitagawa 1973 464a4-16 = P 32a3-5): gal te spyi las yin gran na | de ni de
las gZzan du 'gyur || rten rnams ma mthon ba yi phyir ﬁtha dad min gcig mthon mi
"gyur || (PS 11:16)

re Zig me las gZan pa’i me fiid ces pa’i spyi ni yod pa ma yin no || yod du chug
na yan de mthon ba ni mi srid do || rten mtha’ dag ma mthon ba’i phyir du ma rnams
las giiis fiid la sogs pa’i thun mon ba ni yod pa ma yin no || gan dag s pyi mthon Zin
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gzun ba po yar rten ma bzun ba po darn mtshuns Sin dra bar ’gyur ro || gal te rten

gle bzun bas kyan thams cad gzun ba yin na ni | de yan rten bZin du du mar *gyur
ro ||:

“Even if the general property were to exist in this(! [viz. fire] as different [from
its substrate] (samanyam yady api syat tu tatranyat), there would be no observation
of it because it is not observed in [all its] substrata; or [the general property] would
be a particular (*bhedah) because it is observed [completely] in a single (*ekatra)
[substrate] (PS 11:16).

In the first place, fireness does not exist (na tavad agnitvam asti) as a general
property separate from fire (agner anyat samanyam). For even if it were to exist
(saty api tasmin) it would be impossible to observe it (*darsanasambhavah) because
all its substrates have not been observed (sakalasrayddarsanat). For perception of
[the general property] twoness, and so on, (dvitvadinam) that is common to many
[substrates] (anekasadharananam) does not exist, when all its substrates have not
been perceived (agrhitasakalasrayanam).’) Nor [does observation] of similarity
(napi sadrsyasya) exist on the view of someone (*kasyacid) who claims that
similarity is the general property (*samanyam sadrsyam iti vadinah), being the same
in substrates that have already been perceived as well as in those that have not yet
been perceived (*grhitagrhitasrayasamam).® If, on the other hand, it is claimed
that the universal is apprehended completely even though [only] a single substrate is
apprehended (athaikasrayanagrahane ’pi samantam grhyate), it would have the
property of being manifold ([*tasya] anekatvam syat).”

The following pratikas are quoted at Ms B 71b7: na tavad agnitvam astiti; 72a2-
4: saty api tasminn ityadi ... napi sadrsyasyeti ... athaikasrayagrahane ’pi
samantam grhyate ... anekatvam syat.

Jinendrabuddhi introduces his exegesis of PSV II 16 as follows: syad etat:
samanyavastv ekam eva vyaktisu, tad vyatiriktam avyatiriktam vdasti; tasya ca prati-
vyakti sarvatmand parisamaptatvad ekasya <sarv>atmanagnivyaktau darsano-
papattih, tasmat sarvatradarsanan na syat prakasanam ity ayuktam etad ity aha.

(DDignaga’s analysis, at PS 11:16, of the view that real general properties are
resident in things, addresses the underlying assumption that the indicator-indicated
relation is based upon real general properties that instantiate identically in any
particular instance of, e.g., fire and smoke. The discussion presupposes PS II:15,
g.v. no. 13 above.

@For the inserted Sanskrit terms, cf. the exegesis at PST Ms B 72a2: yad
anekasrayasadharanam agrhitasakalasrayam na tad drastum Sakyam, yathagrhita-
sakalasrayam dvitvadi. tatha cagnitvam.

(G)This brief statement apparently alludes to Vindhyavasin’s claim about the
inseparability of the general property similarity from the individuals that instantiate
it, cf. the alleged quotation from Vindhyavasin at Srngaraprakasa Vol. IV 786,12-
14: aha ca vindhyavasi: sabdasya samanyam vacyam. tac ca sadrSyaripam iti.
samanyam ca purvavyaktyavacchinnam apirvavyaktau pratiyamanam tad uktam
sadrsyam: “Vindhyavasin says: The word’s denotable object is the general property;
and this has the form of similarity; and the general property that has been
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distinguished in a former individual and is cognized in a new individual is called
similarity.”

Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s remark, at PST Ms B 72a3, about the claim that similarity
(sadrsyam) has been put forward separately because it is not distinct from the
substrate: asrayad avyatirekitvat sadrsyam prthag upanyastam. atrapy ayam eva
prayogo vacyah. o

Kumarila criticizes Vindhyavasin’s view at SV Akrti® 75-76: vyaktita$ catireko
'sya syan na veti vicarite, samanyam eva sadrsyam bhaved va vyaktimatrakam. tena
natyantabhinno ’rthah saripyam iti varnitam granthe vindhyanivdasena bhranteh
sadrsyam ucyate.

3% Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation of this crucial term is indebted to the view
that a verbal uttarance indicates the speaker’s intention (vivaksa), and that which is
qualified by exclusion of other referents is in fact the person who is qualified by
vivaksa because he is the substrate (asraya) of the referent of the word, cf. PST Ms
B 232al: vivaksavati puruse. sa hi sabdarthasyasraya iti tadvisista ucyate. For the
interpretation of Sabda as indicating vivaksa, cf. no. 9. above. For the implications
of the expression ‘qualified by exclusion of other referents,” cf. the remarks under
no. 466 above.

5 That is without a substantially real (vastusati) general property (jatih), cf.
PST Ms B 231b7: vina hi jatya vastusatyeti yavat.

267 yas tv aha “yadi gavadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikarahV, sarvatmyapra-
sangat prayuktam® asatah sadatmakatvam®” iti. <tatra>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
232al: yas tv ahetyadi ... 232a6: yadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah sadhyate. evam
sati sarvatmyaprasangat prayuktam asatah sadatmakatvam iti; cf. 232bl: yadi
gavadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikara iti bruvanah.

) asato vikarah : med pa las rnam par ’gyur ba/pa KV

@) Cf. rab tu thob pa iid do V : thal lo K.

O asatah sadatmakatvam : med pa las yod pa’i bdag iiid can K : yod pa ma yin
pa’i bdag iiid V (= asadatmakatvam < a(satah)sad®).

3% This paragraph introduces a len(ghthy discussion, covering § 56 through § 60,
with the Sankhyavainasika Madhava(l), who, as it appears, addresses Dignaga’s
criticism of his proof of the existence of pradhdana, in connection with his own
rebuttal of the apoha theory. Dignaga now answers his criticism. According to
Jinendrabuddhi, Madhava addresses Dignaga’s objection immediately after dealing
with the direct proofs of the continuous connection of the particulars with primordial
materiality, cf. PST Ms B 232al-2: arthantarabhavalaksanam asatsamanvayam
"bhyupetya gavadinam asatah sadatmakatvam pratipadayitum ayuktam. Arthantara-
to hy arthantaravyuddsa iti. etavatdyam upanydso anvayavitoktisamanantaram
vainasikenoktah'®, so ’satah sicaka iti vakyasesah “Having assumed that continu-
ous connection with what is non-existent is characterized by non-existence of other
referents, it is not possible to indicate the existent nature of cows, and so on, on
account of what is non-existent. For exclusion is of one referent from other
referents. In so many words the illustration, which the Vainasika has set forth
immediately after the formulation of the direct proof of the joint presence [of the
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particulars with primordial materiality], indicates [that the primordial materiality] is
non-existent, such is the sentence complement.”

Madhava’s argument is related to an objection, evidently put forward by
Dignaga in another work (Sankhyapariksa or Samanyapariksavyasa ?) in which he
appears to argue that what Madhava considers to be proof of the existence of
pradhana, equally well establishes its non-exsistence. The argument focuses on the
implications of the concept of samanvaya, the main point being that everything
manifest is continuously connected with what is non-existent in that manifest things
are mutually non-existent, and thus is defined by continuous non-existence of all
other things.

Jinendrabuddhi presents Dignaga’s argument as pirvapaksa followed by
Madhava’s response at Ms B 232a2-4: yo ’'yam bhavata vyaktasya ekajatisaman-
vayah pradhanasiddhyartham® uktah, sa asatsiddhim api sicayati. kasmat? Asat-
samanvayat. asatsamanvitam hidam vyaktam. na prthivyadayo na gavadayah paras-
paratmasu santi. yac ca yena samanvitam tasyasau vikarah: tadyatha dadhi ksirena
samanvitam ksiravikarah. asatsamanvitam cedam vyaktam. tasmad idam vyaktam
asato vikara iti: “The continuous connection of the manifest with a single genus
which you have propounded in order to establish primordial materiality® also
presents the proof of [its being] non-existent. Why? Because of [its] continuous
connection with what is non-existent. For the manifest is continuously connected
with what is non-existent. Neither the earth, and so on, nor a cow, and so on, exist in
one another’s nature. And that with which something is continuously connected is a
modification of that. For instance yoghurt which is continuously connected with
milk is a modification of milk. And the manifest is continuously connected with
what is non-existent. Therefore the manifest is a modification of what is non-
existent.”

This argument shows that Dignaga relies on the idea of things being excluded
from each other through mutual non-existence, a view he is going to elaborate in the
following. Cf.,, e.g., the classical formulation of the implications of mutual non-
existence at SV Abhava® 12a-c: svaripapararapabhyam nityam sadasadatmake
vastuni®.

(DDignaga also refers to and discusses other of Madhava’s views at PS I section
5; 3d2-7cd, cf. Hattori 1968: 57-59, 155 no. 5.40. See Steinkellner 2005 ad loc.

()So probably read : pratipadayitum ayuktam ity etavatayam upanydsah. arthan-
tarato hy arthantaravyudasah. anvayavitoktisamanantaram vainasikenoktam Ms
and T. I assume that the clause arthantarato ... °vyudasa originally followed after
ayuktam as part of Madhava’s objection since he interprets exclusion of other
referents as an instance of connection of any given thing with what is non-existent,
in other words, as an instance of mutual non-existence.

®)ogm em. : °a Ms

@For a related argument from the Sastitantra, cf. Frauwallner 1982: 264,16-17:
asti pradhanam bhedanam anvayadarsanat. adhyatmikanam bhedanam karyakara-
natmakanam ekajatisamanvayo drstah.

®)For an overview of the concept of abhava, cf. Steinkellner 1967 11: 160ff.

7 Cf. PST Ms B 232b2: yadisabdo hy abhyupagamam paridipayati.

% As it appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s reproduction of Madhava’s objection,
Dignaga quotes it in a slightly abbreviated form, cf. PST Ms B 232a6: etasmin
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pirvapakse sankhyenoktam “yadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah sadhyate, evam
sati sarvatmyaprasangat prayuktam asatah sadatmakatvam.”

Jinendrabuddhi explains the argument at Ms B 232a6-232bl: sarvavikara-
svaripata sarvatmyam, vikarasvaripadarsandc ca prakrtes tatsvariapanumanam .
tatha hi ksiravikara dadhydadayas tadatmakah. tadatmakaprakrtaya eva sarvatmaka
vikarah. tatah prakrter api sarvatmakatvam. sarvatmakatvac ca sattvaprasangah.
na asat sarvatmakam upapadyate. tatas ca siddhasadhanam asatpirvaka bheda iti.

Wognuma® em. : °ama°® Ms

@°ah em. : °G Ms

2881 (satsamanvitam sarvam <yasya®V) tv> abhyupagacchatah®, sattvam anekat-
makatvad iti kim kena yujyate. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 232b1-2: asatsamanvitam
sarvam iti ... evam tasya sankhyasyabhyupagacchatah. sattvam anekatmakatvad iti
kim kena yujyate.

(DCf. garn Zig V : gan yin K.

@pada b om. Ms; recorded T, cf. paraphrase above.

% The question relates to the fact that the answer to Dignaga’s objection is
inconsistent with the opponent’s own assumption, cf. PST Ms B 232b2:
nabhyupagamenottaram sambadhyata ity arthah.

[269] <yadi sarvam asatsamanvitam ity abhyupagamyeta>, tatra katame ’'nye
gavadayo <’santah kena svabhavena sattvadhyaropyah syuh>. sarvan hi gavadin
<asatsamanvitan> abhyupagacchato ’satah sadatmakatvam praptam ity uttaram na
yujyateV). <tatra>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 232b2-4: tatra katame 'nye gavadaya iti

. sarvan hityadi ... na hi gavadin sadatmakan abhyupagacchatah tadatmyad
asatah sadatmakatvam praptam ity uttaram yujyate.

(CS. lan *di ni sbyar bar mi bya ’o V : lan ’di rigs pa yin nam K.

310 ¢, PST Ms B 232b3: itaretarabhava eva hi vyavaharika gavadayah, na tu
tadvyatirekenanye santi. itaretarabhavas cavastu kalpitatvat. tatas tatsvabhavatve
katham asatah sattvaprasangah: “For cows, and so on, are denotable only on
account of mutual non-existence, they are not different without this [mutual non-
existence]. And mutual non-existence is not an entity because it is imagined.
Therefore, in that it has this nature, how could the [absurd] consequence be that their
being existent is due to what is non-existent?”

2701 yud apy uktam “pratyayabhedah syad asatsatoh, prakrtipratyayo hi vikare
drstah, tadyatha mrtpratyayah Saravadav itiV).” Restored, cf. PST Ms B 232b4-5:
yad apy uktam iti. ... pratyayabhedah syad asatsatoh. kasmat? prakrtipratyayo hi
vikare drstah, tadyatha mrtpratyayah Sarava’ iti.

D saravadav em. (cf. kham por’la sogs pa la KV) : Sarava (cf. kham por la T)
Ms

' Dignaga reproduces Madhava’s objection with some omissions as appears
from Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition at Ms B 232b4-5: tatroktam “yadi gavadi
vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah, pratyayabhedah syad asatsatoh. kasmat? prakrti-
pratyayo hi vikare drstah, tadyatha mrtpratyayah sarava” iti: “In this context it is
objected: If everything manifest like a cow is a modification due to what is non-
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existent there will be no difference of cognition relative to what is existent and what
is non-existent. Why? Because the cognition of primordial materiality is observed
with regard to a modification, like, for instance, the cognition of clay with regard to
a plate.” Jinendrabuddhi explains the argument at Ms B 232b5-6: etad uktam
bhavati: asatsamanvite tadakara eva pratyayah syat, na tu gaur asva iti vastubhe-
dakaro bhavet, bhavati ca. tasman na vyaktasyasatsamanvayah: “This is what is
meant: If the cognition is continuously present with what is non-existent it will only
have the form of this, it would not have the form of different referents called ‘cow’
or ‘horse’, and yet this is the case. Therefore the manifest is not continuously
present with what is non-existent.”

R yrdabhede Saravadibhedadhir yadi cesyate(D, asadabhede 'pi bhedadhih
kim iti nidharyate. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 232b7: mrdabhede saravadibhedadhir
yadi cesyata iti; 233al-2: evam saty asadabhede® ’pi ... bhedadhih ... kim iti

nidharyate'>).

(DThe readings gZan fiid min na ’an K : gZan min yan V of the Tibetan versions
of PS V 40ab are not corroborated by the Sanskrit evidence of Ms B, and, moreover,
do not fit metrically into the restored Sanskrit version of the two padas. The readings
may be due to a gloss based upon the parallel expression of the vreti ad loc., cf. gZan
fiid ma yin yan K : gZan ma yin nani V.

@ asadabhede conj. (cf. med khyad med KT) : asat bhede Ms

®) bsal K : dgag V : bzlog T would indicate that the translators interpreted
nidharyate as nivaryate (“excluded” sic), which is impossible as the causative of ni
+ Vdhr is not recorded in the sense “to exclude.” The mistake is incomprehensible
as Ms leaves no doubt about the reading.

SI2Cf. PST Ms B 232b7-233al: mrdbhyo hi Saravadayo ’bhinnah. tatrabhin-
nakarapratyaya<pra>sange yadi pratyayabheda isyate: mrdi mrtpratyayah, Sarava-
dau Saravadipratyayah, evam saty asadabhede(V “py, asatah® karanasyabhede®
'pi, gavadivyakte asatsamanvite® pi bhedadhih gaur asva ityevamadipratyayabhe-
dah kim iti nidharyate: “For plates, and so on, are not diffferent from clay. If it is
claimed that there is difference of cognition: clay cognition with respect to clay, and
plate cognition with respect to plate, in that the [absurd] consequence in this case is
that the cognitions of these would have the same form, in those circumstances,
although there is no difference of what is non-existent, i.e., although there is no
difference of a cause that is non-existent, i.e., although a manifested thing like a cow
is continuously connected with what is non-existent, then how is the cognition of
difference, i.e., the difference of cognitions like ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ established.

Dasada® em. (cf. med khyad med T) : asat® Ms

@asatah conj. (cf. med pa’i T) : tas{ajtah Ms

®)onasyabhe® em. (cf. tha dad med T) : °nasya bhe® Ms

) asatsamanvite em. (cf. med pa dan ldan pa la T) : asatsamarthite Ms

2721 <yatha hi mrdbhyo ’bhinnatve ’pi tadmatrapratyayaprasarige> kenapi vidhe-
na <Saravadipratyayabhedo ’bhyupagamyate, tatha> Sabdabhedabhavanavasat
<sadasatoh pratyayabhedah kim nesyate>. tavapi hi gunanam paramam riapam na
drstipatham rcchati, yat tu drstipathapraptam tan mayeva sutucchakam. Restored,
cf. Ms 233al-5: kenapi vidhineti ... Sabdabhedabhavanavasad iti ... tavapi hityadi;
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Ms B 232b7-233al, g.v. above no. 509 above. The verse stems from Sastitantra, cf.
YSBh ad YS IV.13; Frauwallner, Kleine Schriften 1982: 277-78.

313 Cf. PST Ms B 233a2: samsthanadibhedena va purusarthavasena va.

S cf, PST Ms B 233a2-5: anddau Sabdavyavaharaparamparayam sabdavisesa-
hitaV  tadakarapratyayotpattaye ya vasand, sa Sabdabhedabhavand. tadvasad
bhinnakarapratyayaprasitir bhavati. etena tadatmakatve ’pi tato bhinnakarapratya-
yavaseyatvasya Saravadisu darsanad anaikantikatvam aha. tato ndsatsamanva-
yasyasiddhata. yuktam yad sadavyatireke ’pi vastusattvat pratyaksena paricchinnd
gavadayah Sabda bhavanavasat tatha paricchidyante. pratyaksikrte hi vastuni
Sabdasariketah Sakyate kartum nanyathda. asattve tu tesam isyamane katham
bhinnakarapratyayavaseyatvam iti. This is the only context in which Dignaga refers
to the residual traces of words (bhavana) as causes of verbal difference. He must
have dealt more fully with this question elsewhere because Kumarila rejects the
view at SV Apoha® 100a-c (= TS 959) that the difference between the vasanas
explain the difference of the exclusions: na capi vasanabhedad bhedah sadriupatapi
va, apohanam prakalpyate na hy avastuni vasana. Kamalasila quotes, in TSP
376,12ff ad loc., a passage from a work expressing views, which he attributes to
certain Buddhists (kecid bauddhah), who evidently tried to answer Kumarila’s
criticism: na khalv apohyabhedad adhdarabhedad vapohanam bhedah, api tv anadi-
kalapravrttavicitravitattvarthavikalpavasanabhedanvayais tattvato nirvisayair api
bhinnavisayalambibhir iva pratyayair bhinnesv arthesu bahyesu bhinna ivarthat-
mana ivasvabhava apy apohah samaropyante. te ca tatha taih samaropita bhinndah
santa$ ca pratibhasante, tena vasanabhedad bhedah sadriipata capohanam bhavis-
yati: “The difference of the exclusions is certainly not due to difference of the
excluded or difference of the substrate, but rather, the exclusions, although they are
without self-dependent nature, are superimposed, as if they were different and of the
nature of the referents, upon external referents that are differentiated through notions
that seemingly (iva) rely upon different objects, although they are essentially
without objects, being accompanied by difference of (karmic) impressions, in
circulation in the beginningless time, which are due to various representations of
unreal referents.” This text is strikingly reminisent of Dharmakirti’s explanation at
PVSYV 38,171f; cf. the similar “de-realizing” use of iva ibid. 42,12-22.

(Doyjsesa® conj : visesana® Ms

S5¢f PST Ms B 233a5-7: samyavasthayam yo ‘viparitah svabhavah, so
‘tindriyatvan na drster visayabhavam anuyati). yat tu ripam tesam vyaktava-
sthayam tan “mayeva sutucchakam;” svabhavasianyam ity arthah. tatas ca tvayapy
avastutattvanibandhana eva vyavahdaro 'bhyupeya iti: “Their true essential nature in
the state of homogeneous equilibrium(® does not enter the domain of vision because
it is beyond the [visual] sense. On the other hand, their form in their manifest state is
’void like an illusion’, that is, ’empty of essential nature’. And therefore you too
should accept that discourse is conditioned by non-material properties.”

(Degti em. : °aiti Ms

(2) Jinendrabuddhi’s use of this term shows that the concept of samyavastha did
not originate with Vijianabhiksu (ca. 16th c. AD) as claimed in Larson &
Bhattacharya 1987: 37.
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LB sasnadidarsanad <gopratyayoV yo® ‘yam udahrtah, so> viruddho

bhavanmatya. bhinnapohyas tu te mithah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 233a7:
sasnadidarsanad ityadi; 233b4: viruddha iti ... bhavanmatyeti ... asmanmatena tu
bhinnapohyas tu te mithah.

(DCS. ba lan rtogs pa’i K : de blo V;

@)Cf. gan K : om. V.

316 According to Jinendrabuddhi this paragraph introduces Madhava’s discussion
with an unknown Jain “distinctionist,” a Vaibhagika, who describes the cognition of
certain things as due to the observation of the non-existence of the nature (arman) of
other things, cf. PST Ms B 233a7-233bl: tatra hi vaibhagikenoktam: “yasya
darsanad yad itiD loke pratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati, tadyatha sasnadidar-
Sanad® gopratyayo bhavati. sasndadaya eva gaur. atmantarabhavadarsandc cat-
mantare pratyayah. tasmad atmantarabhava evatmantaraniti: “For in this context
the Vaibhagika has stated: “In this world whatever cognition is due to the
observation of whatever thing: this is such and such a thing only. For instance, the
cognition ‘cow’ is due to the observation of dewlap, etc. A cow is only dewlap, etc.
And the cognition of the nature of one thing is due to the observation of the non-
existence of the nature of other things. Therefore the nature of some things are
nothing but the non-existence of the nature of other things.” After having
summarised the Vaibhagika’s argument at Ms B 233bl-2: etena yaddarsanad
yatpratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati. tadyatha sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo
bhavati. sasnadaya eva gaur, datmantarabhavadarsandc catmantare pratyayo
bhavatiti karyam dha, Jinendrabuddhi continues quoting Madhava’s answer to his
Vaibhagika opponent at Ms B 233b2-3: atra sankhyena pratividhanam uktam “yadi
sasnadidarsandd gopratyayo bhavati, evam sati yad uktam: “atmantarabhavadarsa-
nad atmantare pratyayo bhavati’ti tad ayuktam” iti. atmanantarabhavanimitta-
sarvapratyayabhyupagame katham sasnadinimittatvam gopratyayasyeti. yavad
atmanabhyupetahanir ukta drstante svapaksatyagat: “In this context the Sankhya
has formulated the following counter-offensive: “If the cognition of a cow is due to
observation of the dewlap, and so on, in that case the claim that the cognition of the
nature of one thing is due to observation of the non-existence of the nature of other
things, is not justified. If is is assumed that all cognitions are caused by the non-
existence of the nature of other things, how then could the cause of the cognition of
a cow be the dewlap, etc.? That is, you yourself have formulated the abandonment
of what you have admitted since you give up your own thesis for the sake of the
example.”

The peculiar term atmantara which may be specific to the Vaibhagika argument;
it is also used by Dignaga in the important paragraph PSV V:45, q.v. below.

(DCE. Zes DC : Zig P.

@°4d em.: °am Ms

ST Cf. PST Ms B 233b4: bhavato hi sasnadaya eva gaur iti matam: “Because
your view is that a cow is nothing but dewlap, etc.”

518 According to Jinendrabuddhi, this statement sets forth Madhava’s own view,
cf. PST Ms B 233b4-5: asmanmatena tu “bhinnapohyds tu te mithah.” gosasnada-
yo, bhinnam apohyam esv iti krtva: “But in our view their excluded referents are
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mutually different, that is, cow and dewlap, and so on, on the ground that with
regard to these the excluded referent is different.”

274y asya hi. Qu. Ms B 233b5.

> That is, the one who subscribes to the theory of exclusion, cf. PST Ms B
233bS5: apohavadinah.

(2751 abhyupagamyaVyam drstantah svamataviruddho ’pi®. Sabdabhedad dhi
gosasnad<isu> bhinnam apohyam®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 233b5: abhyupagam-

yetyadi ... atas tad abhyupagamyayam drstantah svamataviruddho 'py uktah; Ms B

233b6: sabdabhedad dhityadi.

(DCE. khas blans nas V : khas blans kyan K;

Q)Cf. yan KV;

G)Cf. PST Ms B 233b5, q.v. above no. 519.

320 Namely, that a cow is nothing but an aggregate of dewlap, and so on, cf. PST
Ms B 233b5: bhavato hi sasnadisamitha eva gaur iti.

2L Cf. PST Ms B 233b5-6: etad uktam bhavati: yatha tava sasnadisamiiha-
darsanad gopratyayas tatha mamapy atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyaya
iti: “What is meant is the following: just as you are of the opinion that the cognition
of a cow is due to the observation of the aggregate of dewlap, and so on, I am of the
opinion too that the cognition of the nature of one thing is due to the observation of
the non-existence of the nature of other things.”

322 Cf, PST Ms B 233b7-234al: sasnadisabdasyasasnadyapohyam sasnadisu,
gosabdasyapy agaur gaviV). yata evam bhinnam apohyam, atah sasnadisv asasna-
dyapohena sasnadipratyayah, gavy agovyavacchedena gopmtyayah evam catrapy
armantarabhavadarsanad evatmantare pratyayah®: “that is, the excluded [referent]
non-dewlap, and so on, of the word ‘dewlap’, and so on, with regard to a dewlap,
and so on, and non-cow of the word ‘cow’ with regard to a cow. Since the excluded
referent is different in this way, the cognition ‘dewlap,” and so on, with regard to a
dewlap, and so on, is due to the exclusion of non-dewlaps, and so on, and the
cognition ‘cow’ with regard to a cow is due to the exclusion of non-cows. And thus,
in this case too the cognition of the nature of one thing is only due to the observation
of the non- -existence of the nature of other things.”

°vi em. : agau javi Ms

(2)pratyayah em. : sityayah Ms

2761 <50 ‘napeksa” <ity etat tu> svavikalpavi<nirmitam>"), nirapoham (...).
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 234al-3: so ’napeksa ityadi ... svavikalpavinirmitam) iti

.. nirapoham ityadi.

Wvinirmitam conj. (cf. sprul K : spros pa zad V) : °vi{kr) ?titam Ms (sprul T), cf.

the expression avidyavinirmitam at Dignaga’s Prajiiaparamitapindarthah 42.

> Jinendrabuddhi quotes the passage from Madhava’s work which Dignaga
addresses in this paragraph, cf. PST Ms B 234al-2: sankhyena hy atmantarabhava-
darsanac catmantare pratyayo bhavatity asiddhatam udbhavayitum uktam: “so
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‘napeksa atmantarapratyayah. kasmat? na hi nah pratyayo bhavaty atmantarabha-
vadarsandad atmantare, kim tarhi, vidhiripenaiva gaur iti”: “for the Sankhya has
asserted in order to explain that the statement “and the cognition of the nature of one
thing (atmantara) is due to the observation of the non-existence of the nature of
other things (atmantara),” is unproved, and that the cognition of the nature of one
thing is independent, Why is that? Because in our opinion the cognition of the nature
of one thing is not due to the observation of the non-existence of the nature other
things, but rather, [the cognition] ‘cow’ is exclusively in the form of an
affirmation(D.”
(DFor the implications of the concept of vidhi, cf. no. 13 above.

32 Although the reading of Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss svavikalpavibhdjitam is not
beyond doubt, I assume that is was intended as a pun on the term Vaibhagika, cf.
PST Ms B 234a2-3: svavikalpavibhdjitamV) etat. etad uktam bhavati:
svavikalpavasad evam ucyate.

(Woyibhajitam conj. (cf. dbye bar byas pa T) : svavikalpavi(syaddhi?)tam Ms

TN sasnadisu hi <samanyariipam> arthantarabhavanirapeksam na bhavatiti
piarvam evopapaditam. svaripam tv ten<avyavaharikam> anabhilapyatvat.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 234a3-5: sasnadisu hityady asyaiva vivaranam ... arthan-
tarabhavanirapeksam na bhavatiti pirvam evopapaditam ... svariapam tv ityadi ...
tena nama tasyanabhilapyatvat ... vyavaharikam ....

32 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase at Ms B 234a3-4: sasnadisabdo hi saman-
yaripena svartham pratydayayati. tac ca samanyaripapratitav arthantarabhavanir-
apeksam na bhavatiti piarvam evopapaditam: “for the word ‘dewlap’, and so on,
indicates its own referent in the form of its general property, and concerning this it
has previously been argued that with regard to the cognition of the general form this
[general form] does not exist independently of the non-existence of other referents.”

It is not quite clear how to interpret Dignaga’s remark about having
demonstrated earlier that the general form i.e. the abstract type, presupposes the
non-existence of other referents in the locus of the referent of any given term or
indicator because Dignaga only introduces the idea that the denotable general form
depends upon non-existence of other referents in the context of his discussion with
Madhava and the unknown Vaibhagika.

It is clear, however, that within the conceptual framework of the apoha theory
non-existence of other referents in the locus of the referent is instrumental in
establishing the generalized form of invariable connection between indicator and
indicated as appears from Dignaga’s theory of induction expounded at PSV V:34,
g.v. above. It is thus understandable that he introduces the concept of mutual non-
existence of any given x and non-x in the context of apoha. This corresponds to the
connection of any indicator—a word or speech unit, or a logical indicator like ‘being
produced’—to the indicated, which is reified through non-observation of the
indicator where the indicated is non-existent.

328 Jinendrabuddhi introduces the concluding statement of this paragraph by
presenting the opponents view that individuals are denotable in an affirmative form,
cf. PST Ms B 234a: nanu ca bhavasvalaksanadhigatir arthantarabhavapratitinir-
apeksa. gaur iti vidhinaiva bhavatiti: “certainly the cognition of the individual
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character of an entity is independent of the cognition of the non-existence of other
referents. It is exclusively found in an affirmative form as ‘cow.’”

21 Cf. PST Ms B 234a5-6: svariapam svalaksanam. tatpratitau yady arthan-
tarabhavo napekseta namaV, tasyanabhilapyatvat. abhilapyam tu vyavaharikam
ripam gavadinam narthantarapohanirapeksam pratiyate: “the own form is the
individual character. If the non-existence of other referents does not depend on the
cognition of this [individual character], it is because it is not denotable. However,
the form of a cow, and so on, that is denotable, i.e., the one that is subject to
desi%nation, is not cognized as exempt from exclusion of other referents.”

(D napekseta nama conj (cf. ltos par bya ba ma yin mod T) : sapeks(?)na nama
Ms. For the underlying syntax of this clause, cf. the compound arthantarabhava-
pratitinirapeksa, q.v. no.s 526-27.

278 yac coktam adyapratyay<o> nastiti, <tatra>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 234a6:
yac coktam iti ... adyapratyayasamvrttir eva nasti; cf. no. [282] below.

528 Dignaga addresses in this paragraph an objection made by Madhava, which
Jinendrabuddhi quotes in extenso and explains at Ms B 234a6-234bl: evam hy
uktam: ‘“‘yady armantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyayo bhavati, adyapratya-
yasamvrttir eva nasti. kasmat? na hi tadatmantarabhavadarsanam asti” ti. atradyah
pratyayo yah samsare prathama utpadyate, tasyabhavah. tadanim aparasyatmano
‘darsandad atmantaram cagrhitva tadabhavopalaksitam atmantaram  grahitum
asakyam ity abhyupetahanih: “for it has been objected as follows: “if the
cognition of the nature of one thing is due to observation of the non-existence of the
nature of another thing, there is no occurrence of a first cognition. Why? Because
then there is no observation of the non-existence of the nature of things that are
different from it.”

In this context the first cognition, i.e., the one that arises as the first one in the
round of transmigration does not exist. And then, not having apprehended the nature
of one thing because of not observing the nature of another thing, it becomes
impossible to apprehend the nature of the one thing that is implied by its non-
existence. Thus you give up what you have assumed.

A related objection is put forward by Uddyotakara who maintains that negation
presupposes an act of affirmation defining the content of a first cognition. The
assumption underlying Uddyotakara’s argument is that since apoha is nothing but
negation without any positive content, there cannot be a first cognition on the basis
of which negation becomes meaningful; cf. NV 331,19-332,3: vidhanasabdartha-
sambhave sati dadya pratipattih. yadi vidhanasabdartho bhavati, yasya (so read)
vidhiyamanasSabdarthapratipattav satyam tasyanyatra pratisedha ity upapannah
pratisedhah. yasya punar vidhiyamanah padarthah ndasti, tasyadyam pratipattim
antarena katham pratisedhah: “‘the first cognition is when the referent of the word is
present in terms of affirmation. If the referent of the word exists in terms of
affirmation, someone who has a cognition of the referent of the word that is being
affirmed, can negate it elsewhere. Thus negation is justified. But how could
someone, according to whom the thing that is in the process of being affirmed does
not exist, negate without a first cognition?”

Wepanih em. : °hanim Ms
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27 istisiddhir anaditvat. Qu. Ms B 234b1.

3 Cf, PST Ms B 234bl: istam evaitad adyapratyayanabhyupagamat. ato
nabhyupetahanir ity arthah.

339 The view that the transmission (paramparya) of vyavahara is beginningless is
related to similar formulations by Bhartrhari, cf. VPV 1 58,3-4: apara ahuh:
paramparyavicchedan nityapravriteh prayoktrbhir utpattav alabdhaprathamya
vyavahdaranityataya nityah sabdah; cf. Vrsabhadeva’s Paddhati ad loc. VPV I 58,22-
23: na Sabdavyavaharasya vicchedo ’sti, anddau samsare paramparyena vyava-
sthito ’yam Sabdavyavahara iti na kiitasthanityatd, kin tu prayogavicchedah: “there
is no interruption of the use of words. The use of words is confined by way of
transmission to the beginningless transmigration, thus there is no invariability in
terms of being immutable, but rather, there is no interruption of usage.” The causal
relationship to which Dignaga refers is the causal relationship between the word and
its mental representation. In this regard he appears to be influenced by Bhartrhari,
cf. VP 1II1.2:32: Sabdah karanam arthasya sa hi tenopajanyate, tatha ca
buddhivisayad arthdac chabdah pratiyate; cf. VPV 1 42,12-3: tatha eke karya-
karanabhavam eva Sabdarthayoh sambandham manyante: “Some think that the
relation between the word and its referent is a causal relationship.” VPV I 61,1-2:
nityam avicchinnaparamparyah karyakaranabhavah sabdarthayoh sambandhah:
“The relation between the word and its referent is a causal relationship whose
transmission is invariably uninterrupted.” VPV 1 71,4-5 (ad 1 25): karyakarana-
bhavenarthakaranirbhdasamatranugatasya pratyayasyarthesu pratyastaripasyar-
thatvenddhyavasaye tasyarthatmanah Sabdo nimittam. tatharthavagrahadarsanam
so 'yam iti Sabdarthayoh sambandhaprasiddher nadabhivyaktasyantahkaranasam-
niveSinah Sabdasya pravrttau karanam.

For the notion of Sabda being the cause of the cognition of artha, cf., e.g.,
Candrananda’s vrtti on VS IX.21: arthasya pratipattav iyam hastacesta karanam
pratipattavya iti vrttasarnketah tam hastacestam drstva tatah sabdat karanad artham
pratipadyate evam asyarthasya pratipattav ayam Sabdah karanam.

In the present context it is significant that Helaraja in his comment on VP
[I1.2:54 quotes padas ab of a verse commonly attributed to Dignaga. Simbhasiiri
quotes the verse at NCV 547,7-8: vikalpayonayah Sabda vikalpah sabdayonayah,
tesam atyantasambandho narthai sabdah sprsanty api: “Words have their origin in
representations and representations have their origin in words. They are interrelated.
Nor are words in direct contact with their referents.” The fact that the term
atyantasambandha is to be interpreted in terms of mutual connection appears from
the variant of padas cd quoted, e.g., at SVT Vol. II 620,2: tesam anyonyasambandho
narthan sabdah sprsanty ami. The mutual connection of word and representation
was correctly interpreted as a causal relation as another variant recorded, e.g., at
Syadvadamafijari 91,5 indicates: karyakaranata tesam nartham sabdah sprsanty api.
Vacaspatimisra allludes to this verse at NVTT Vol. I 241,10-12: vikalpayonayo hi
Sabdds tadgocaram abhinivisante. yad vikalpa grhnanti yac cadhyavasyati tad
ubhayam apy anyavyavrttiripam avastu, tasman na avikalpikam jiianam tadgoca-
ram va paramarthasad gocarayanti vikalpah sabdas cety ayam abhisandhih. This
explanation presupposes that the object of sabda or vikalpa is not a real object
(avastu) although it is interpreted as having the form of exclusion of other
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(anyavyavrttiripam avastu), which contradicts Dignagan doctrine as presented in
PSV V and the Sanskrit fragment from SPVy, cf. no. 182 above.

2801 <pa hy adyapratyayo ‘sty eva vyavaharakaryakaranaparamparyanaditvats>.
yasya tu <dadyapratyayam icchatah>. Restored cf. PST Ms B 234bl: yasya tv
ityadina parasyaivemam dosam praty asafijayate.

3L CE. dan po’i rtogs pa *dod pa K : dar po’i Ses pa med na V.

28U <tasya> na ca Sakyam jatimad vyaptum, na ca Sakyate jatir <eka>samasta-
vrttihD), <jatimadbhyo> vyatirikta vavyatirikta ve<timau dosau stah>?). Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 234b2-3: na ca Sakyam jatimad vyaptum iti; PST Ms B 234,3-6 q.v.
no. 536 below.

(DCE. gcig mtha’ dag la ’jug pa ni ma yin no V, for which read gcig mtha’ dag la
’jugfa ni yin no, cf. cig mtha’ dag la ’jug par K.

@) Cf. Zes bya ba’i skyon de dag yod do V : ‘di skyon yin no K.

32 Cf. PST Ms B 234b2-3: yadi sarvabhedesu Sabdo niyoktum Sakyeta, evam
Jjatimad vastu Sabdena vyaptum Sakyeta, na caitat sambhavati, jatimatam anantyat.
na cakrtasambandhah Sabdah pratyayayitum samarthah: “If it were possible to
apply the word to all particulars, then it would be possible for the word to
universally pervade an object that is a general property possessor. And this is not
possible because the general property possessors are infinite. And a word whose
connection [to its referent] has not been established is not capable of indicating [it].”

533 The translation of this clause is, with a minor emendation, based upon V
whose readings are supported by Ms, for which, cf. no.s [281] above and 536 below.

3% Cf. PST Ms B 234b3: Sakyate vyaptum iti prakrtena sambandhah.

335 According to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignaga addresses the assumption that because
of the unity (ekatva) of the general property it is capable of pervading its substrates,
cf. PST Ms B 234b3: syad etad ekatvaj jatih Sakyate vyaptum iti. The subsequent
exposition at PST Ms B 234b3-6 is indebted to Dignaga’s analysis, at PSV 1I:16 (for
which, cf. no. 504 above), of the problems that entail from the assumption that
general properties are real entities: yadi tavad asrayat vyatirikta jatih samasta-
Srayavrttih kalpyate, tada dvitvadivad asrayadarsanapurahsaram tasya darsanam®
syat. na casrayanam anantyad darSanam sambhavati. atha pratyasrayam sarvat-
mana parisamaptatvad ekasrayadarsane ’pi grahanam isyate, tadd bhedah syat.
tatas casrayavad anantyat sambandhabhavah. athasrayad avyatiriktaivam api
bhedavad dosah, bhedebhyo ’vyatiriktayas\® tadvad evanantyad iti. jativadina
evadyapratyayabhavaprasangah: “If, in the first place, it is imagined that the
general property is resident in all its substrata as separate from [any given] substrate,
then its observation would presuppose the observation of the substrata in the same
way as the [general] property twoness, etc. And the observation is not possible
because the substrata are infinite. If, on the other hand, it is maintained that it is
apprehended even if a single substrate is observed because it is contained
completely in each single substrate, then it would be a particular, and therefore there
is no connection because it is infinite in the same way as the substrata. If, moreover,
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it is not separate from the substrate, even so the problem is similar to that of the
particular because, when it is not separate from the particulars, it is infinite in the
exact same way as these. Thus the [absurd] consequence that there is no first
cognition only concerns one who opholds the doctrine of general properties.”
darsanam em. :°adarsanam Ms

@ °gyas em. (gen. sg. f. qualifying an implicit jateh in construction with
anantyat) : °ayos Ms

2821 yad apy uktam pratyayavrttir eva nastitiV) tad apy ayuktam, samanyena nir-
akrteh. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 234b6-7, 235a2: yad apy uktam iti ... pratyayavrttir
eva® nasti ... tad apy ayuktam; Ms B 235a2: samanyena nirakrteh.

(1) The phrase yad apy uktam pratyayavrttir eva nastiti is not reproduced in T, cf.
T 212,25.

@ °yrttir em. : °vrddhir Ms; cf. ‘jug pa iid yod pa ma yin no K : yan dag par
rab tu ‘jug pa fiid med do V; V presupposes the reading pratyayasampravrttir eva,
cf. no. [278] above.

33 Jinendrabuddhi quotes Dignaga’s source at Ms B 234b6-235al: “pratyaya-
vrttir eva nasti. kasmat? vyudasyatmantaranantyat. na hi sarvatmantarabhavadar-
Sanam astiti.” etad uktam bhavati: yadi sarvatmantaranam apohena pratyayah,
tesam agavarthanam anantyad adarsanam gobhedavat. tatas ca na tadapohena™V)
gopratyayas, tadvad eveti: “There is no cognition occurs at all. Why? Because of the
infinity of the nature of the other things that are to be excluded. For there is no
observation of the non-existence of all the things that are different.”

What is meant is this: If the cognition is through exclusion of the nature of all
things that are different there is no observation of these because the referents that are
non-cows are infinite in the same way as the particular cows. And therefore the
cognition ‘cow’ is not due to the exclusion of these infinite particulars, in the exact
same way.” .

This objection resurfaces in the discussion at SV Apoha® 58, where Kumarila
addresses the question of how to define the excluded (apohya) if it is claimed that it
consists of everything that is defined as non-x as opposed to x. For if it consists of
each single non-x the problem of the excluded referent‘s being infinite arises:
sarvapoho yadisyeta, sa vaktavyah katham punah, yadi pratyekaripena napohya-
nantyato bhavet: “If exclusion of all [non-cows by the word ‘cow’] is asserted, it is
to be explained in what way [all non-cows are excluded]. If [they are excluded] in
the form of each single [non-cow], there can be no [exclusion of all non-cows]
because of the infinity of the excluded.” Kumarila’s discussion SV Apoha® 58
through 72 is primarily concerned with the views that Dignaga propounds in PSV
V:43d.

M tadapo® em. : tadapo® Ms

3TMs B 235a2: avrksoV) na bhavatity evam samanyaripena nirakaranat:
“Because exclusion is in a general form such as, ’it is not a non-tree’;” cf. SV
Apoha® 63cd: yadi samanyariipena te ’pohyante, na vastuta®: “If [all non-cows]
are excluded in a general the form [i.e. in the general form of being non-cows, this
general form] is not a real object.”

D avrkso em. : avrhye Ms
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@)Cf. Sarkarika introducing SV loc.cit.: yadi tu pratyekasamudayapariharena
agoripena sarvasadharanenapohyata ity ucyate; tathda sati tasya tvanmatena
vastutvam nastity avasturapenapohyatvam angikrtam syat: “suppose, however, it is
explained that [the excluded] is excluded through exclusion of the aggregate of each
single [thing to be excluded] having the form of non-cow which is common to all
[the things to be excluded]; this being the case, the property of being a thing to be
excluded would be due to the form of an unreal object as (iti) the thing to be
excluded does not, on your theory, have the property of being a real object.”

281 wa hi so ’nyam jatim pratidravyam apohate, kim tarhi vyavacchedyavivak-
sayaikena samanyadharmena. uktam catra vijatiye ’darSanamatrenanumanam.
tavaiva tv esa dosah: yadi svajdn‘yavydptyd(l) <varteta, vyapyasyanantyam sydt(2)>.
tasmad yatha <visanitvad anasva ity ukte ’Sve visanitvadarsanena tadvyavacche-
danumanam>, <na tu karkadin> pratyekam apohate, <napy ekaikagavadisy
anuvartate.Dtavaivapi vyavrttibuddhir anuvrttibuddhis cesta>. tatha <ca>tra®
nyayah. Restored, cf Ms B 235a2-235b5: na hi so ’nyam ityadi ... jatim
pratidravyam apohate ... kim tarhi vyavacchedyavivaksayaikena samanyadharmena
... uktam catretyadi ... vijatiye adarSanamatrenanumanam iti ... tavaiva tv esa dosa
iti ... yadi svajatiyavyaptyetyadi ... tasmad yathetyadi ... ye ’pi te 'nasva gavadayah,
tan api visanitvam na pratyekam vyapnoti, ye ’'pi tadvijatiya asvas tan api naiva
pratyekam apohate ... gavadisv anuvrttibuddhir agavadisu ca vyavrttibuddhir
bhavati ... tathatra nyayah.

(DKV erroneously construes this cpd. as a locative syntactically dependent on
the verb *varteta, instead of taking it as an instrumental form, cf. ran gi rigs khyab
par bya ba la ’jug pa yin na K : rigs mthun la khyab pa ’jug pa’i lta na V; cf. no.
540 below.

@)CE. khyab pa (read khyab par bya ba) la ni mtha’ yod pa ma yin no V : khyab
par bya ba mtha’ med pa yin no K.

G)CE. ba lan la sogs pa so so la yan ’jug pa ma yin no V : ba lan la sogs pa re re
"dzin pa ma yin no. V is preferable to K because ’jug pa (presumably corresponding
to Sanskrit *anuvartate because V translates anuvreti as ’jug pa) anticipates the
subsequent introduction of the technical term anuvrtti. Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s
explanation at no. 542 below, which uses vyapnoti with a similar intention.

CE. ’di la yan V : *dir yan K.

338 Cf. PST Ms B 235a2-3: na'l) yasmat so vrksasabdo *nyam ghatatvadikam®
Jjatim pratidravyam apohate ghato na bhavatity evam: “Because the word ‘tree’ does
not exclude a different general property like potness for each substance such as it is
not a pot.”” Dignaga’s statement presupposes an objection according to which the
word ‘tree’, for instance, should exclude every single different general property for
every single substance, which entails that each thing is qualified by innumerable
exclusions corresponding to the innumerable general properties that define it. Not
surprisingly one finds the same objection at SV Apoha® 59: bhinnatvac capy
apohyanam bhinno ’pohah prasajyate, tatraikasmin bhavet pinde 'nantajatisaman-
vayah: “And because the excluded things are different it follows [absurdly] that the
exclusion is different. In that case there would be a continuous connection of
innumerable general properties to one particular entity.”

(1) The akward position of the negation na is motivated by the paraphrase,
yasmat being intended as a gloss on Ai.
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@ghatatva® conj. : ghata® (cf. bum pa la sogs pa T) Ms

3 An example of vyavacchedavivaksa is found in a Sanskrit fragment from
Dignaga’s no longer extant Hetumukham quoted at TSP 385,11-12: ajiieyam
kalpitam krtva tadvyavacchedena jiieye 'numanam: “By positing what is not
knowable as imagined the inference of what is knowable is [performed] by means of
exclusion of that.”

340 According to Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation Dignaga must have dealt more
fully with the crucial concept of ekadharma in another treatise, cf. PST Ms B 235a3-
5: ekena samanyadharmena vyavacchedyasya 31(1 vivaksa, taya hetubhiitayapohate.
kena karenapohate? prakaranantaranirdesat’V) tenaiva samanyadharmeneti vijiia-
yate. etad uktam bhavati: samanyadharmena vyavacchedyavivaksaya prapitabhe-
dariipena® vrkso na bhavatiti. evam ghatadin vyavacchedyan apohata iti. tato
“siddham anantyam avrksadeh samanyaripasyabhinnatvat: “The intention of denot-
ing the excluded by a single general property—i.e. with that (intention) as cause.
Whereby does it exclude? According to the description in another treatise one
understands that it excludes by means of this only namely by means of the [single]
general property. This means: by a general property whose identical form is
obtained through the intention of denoting the excluded at the thought ‘it is not a
tree.” In this way a word excludes objects to be excluded (vyavacchedyan) like pots
and so on. Therefore infinity [of the things to be excluded] is not established
because the form of the general property of non-trees, and so on, is one and the
same.”

In other words, a negated term like non-tree (avrksa) presupposes an observation
statement like “x is not a tree (= non-tree).” The negated term non-tree denotes in a
general way (samanyena) all things that are not trees. It is thus clear that the term
avrksa is secondary and derived from the primary term vrksa with the sole intention
of denoting all objects to be excluded (vyavacchedyavivaksa) by their shared general
property (samanyadharma), the so-called single property (ekadharma), namely that
of not being trees whereby they form an aggregate (samudaya) of non-trees that is to
be excluded. Kumarila addresses the content of PSV V:43b in SV Apoha® 61ff:
samudayatmana napi bhaved esam apohyatd, samudayo hi naikena vina dharmena
jayate. He refers twice to the concept of ekadharma “‘single property” in his
criticism of the apoha thesis without connecting it to Dignaga‘s concept of
apohyavivaksa, which emphasizes the secondary and derivative character of the
negated term. Cf. SV ibid. 72: apohyan api casvadin ekadharmanvayad rte, na
niriipayitum Saktis tatrapoho na siddhyati. TS 932 and TSP 367,11-15; TS 1049-50
and TSP 404,17-21.

) °taranirdesat em. : °taranirdesas Ms

@ °rigpena em. : °riapana Ms

! Jinendrabuddhi refers in his explanation at Ms B 235a6-7 to the pivotal
justification of exclusion at PSV V:34: adrster anyasabdartha (PS V:34a) ity
atroktam vyatzye adarsanamatrenanumanam iti, and continues explaining: yo hi
yatra <na>" drstah, sa tam apohate. vrksasabdas ca svarthabhave vijatiye na drs-
tah. karanabhave karyabhavat. atah saty apy anantye 'numitir upapadyate: “For
[the word] excludes that to which it is not observed to apply. And the word ‘tree’ is
not observed to apply to what is dissimilar i.e. where its own referent it not found
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because where the cause is not found, [there] the effect is not found. Therefore the
result of inference is justified, even though [that which is dissimilar] is infinite.”
WDna em., cf. ma mthon ba T : om. Ms

2 That is, the problem that no cognition occurs, cf. PST Ms B 235a7:
pratyayasamvrttyabhavadosah; cf. the discussion above PSV 43b.

3 Cf. PST Ms B 235a7-235bl: yasya hi vidhing pratyayanam tasyanvayah
pradhanam iti sakalasvajatiyavyaptya Sabdena vartitavyam, etac ca na sambhavati,
sajatiyanam anantyat, tadavyatirekdac ca jater iti: “For joint presence is the primary
thing according to someone who is of the opinion that [the word] indicates in an
affirmative form. Thus the word is to apply by pervading all the referents that
pertain to the kind that is proper to it, and this is not possible because of the infinity
of the things belonging to the same class and because the general property is not
separated from these.”

3 Cf. the exegesis of the term tadvyavacchedanumana at PSV V:34,

M Cf. PST Ms B 235bl-3: visanitvam asvad vyavartamanam anasvatvam
gamayati. tac ca vastusatsamanyavadibhir api na kificid anasvatvam nama saman-
yam vastusat pratijiiatam. ye ’pi te 'nasva gavadayah, tan api visanitvam na pratye-
kam vyapnoti; ye ’pi tadvijatiya asvas, tan api naiva pratyekam apohate: “The being
horned, as it is excluded from a horse, indicates not being a horse. And concerning
this not even those who accept the theory that general properties are real objects
claim that not being a horse is a general property that is a real object. Neither does
hornedness pervade non-horses such as cows each singly, nor does it exclude horses
that are dissimilar from these each singly.”

Dignaga addresses a similar problem in the only surviving Sanskrit fragment
from his Dvadasasatika: yathaha Dvadasasatikayam: yady apy uktam “aprasak-
tasya kimartham pratisedhah’ iti ? naivaitat pratisedhamdtram ucyate, kin tu tasya
vastunah kascid bhago ’rthantaranivrttya loke gamyate yatha visanitvad anasva iti
(qu. NCV Vol 2 548,25-25): “As he claims in the Dvadasasatika: Even though it is
objected: What purpose does the negation of what is not applicable [e.g., the term
anasva] serve? [we answer that] it is not mere negation that is expressed, but rather
a certain part of the referent in question is inferred in ordinary language (loke)
through exclusion of other referents like, for instance, in the inference: it is a non-
horse because it is horned.”

38 e re ’dzin pa K : so so la yan ’jug pa ma yin no V. Since the passage
describes to two types of cognitions, I have concluded that K is preferable to V. ’jug
pa translates Sanskrit *anuvrtti occurring in the immediately following sentence.

7. Cf. PST Ms B 235b3-4: atha ca tato yatha vipaksavyavrttibuddhir bhavati
samanyena vijatiyatiraskarad asvo na bhavatiti, anuvrttibuddhis casvavyavritesu
gavadisu samanyakdarenanasva iti, tathatra nyayahV. Sabdo ’pi hi lingam. atot®
gavadisabdad api gavadisv anuvrttibuddhir agavadisu ca vyavrttibuddhir bhavati:
“And therefore: Just as there is a cognition in terms of exclusion from the vipaksa
because of separating it in a general way from dissimilar things viz. [the cognition]
’it is not a horse’, as well as a cognition in terms of continuous application in a
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general form viz. 'non-horse’ with regard to cows, and so on, as excluded from
horses, so is the principle in this context. For also the word is an indicator. Therefore
the word ‘cow’, and so on, causes a cognition in terms of continuous application
with regard to cows, and so on, and a cognition in terms of exclusion with regard to
non-cows, etc.”

Cf. the use of terms anuvrttipratyaya and vyavrttipratyaya in Prasastapada’s PBh
§7 and §361ff; the term vyavrttibuddhi occurs op.cit. §369. Simhasiiri quotes a
related passage from an unknown VaiSesika treatise at NCV 29,22-23: yathoktam:
anuvrttipratyayakaranam samanyam, vyavrttibuddhihetur visesah iti.

D °atra nyayah conj. (cf. de Itar "dir rigs pa ste T): °a dravyadayah Ms

@ rtags dan ldan pa las T reading lingam ato Ms as lingamato sic

2841 ypetyatmantarabhavam ekanekatvakalpana | na yukta vastuni hy esa. Qu.
Ms B 236al.

% This interesting paragraph continues addressing the question about what
constitutes the excluded referents of a negative term like non-cow if the referents of
the positive term cow are defined as identically the same because of non-existence
of non-cows in cows. Dignaga responds to an argument by Madhava, which
Jinendrabuddhi quotes at Ms B 235b5-236al: “yady atmantarabhavadarsanad
atmantare pratyayo bhavati, ekas catmantarabhavah, tatah sarvatmantaresv eka-
pratyayaprasangah. sarvam ekaripena pratyayena pratiyeta visesanasyaikatvat.
yatha Suklatvavisesanasyabhinnatvat kumudadayo ’bhinnakarena pratyayena prati-
yante, Suklam kumudam kundam Sankham iti. atha naika atmantarabhavah, tatah
pratyatmam pratyayanandatvaprasangah Ssabdavrttinimittasya bhinnatvat, Sukla-
madhurasurabhisitam kandam iti yatha. na caitad ubhayam isyata iti abhyu-
petahanam” iti: “If the cognition of the nature of one thing is due to the observation
of the non-existence of the nature of other things and the non-existence of the nature
of other things is one, the [absurd] consequence is that there is one cognition about
the nature of all the other things. Everything would be cognized by a cognition that
has the same form because of the unity of the attribute, just as the white lotus, and so
on, is cognized through a notion that has the same form because of the unity of the
attribute whiteness as in the statement “the lotus is white, the jasmine is (white), and
the mother of pearl is (white).” If, on the other hand, non-existence of the nature of
other things is not the same, then the [absurd] consequence is that there is difference
of notion for each thing because the cause of application of the word is different as
in the statement “sugar is white, sweet, fragrant, and cool.” And both [consequen-
ces] are unwanted. Therefore (iti) you give up what you have assumed.”

2851 <yastu> hi <yat sadatma>"V, <tasya> yuktam® ekanekatvam kalpayitum, na
tu atmantarabhavam® abhyupetya>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 236al-2, q.v. below
no. 550.

(DCE. dros po yod pa’i bdag jiid can K : gal te bdag drios po la yod na ni (sic) V.

Q). rigs pa yin gyi K : mi rigs so V.

G)CE. bdag gZan med pa K : bdag gZan yod par V.

9 Cf. PST Ms B 236al-2: vastavam hy ekanekatvam vastuna eva sambhavati,
na tv_avastunah. tad arthantarabhavam abhyupetya na yuktam ekanekatvam
kalpayitum: “For a factually existent identity or difference is only possible of an
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entity. Thus it is not justified to imagine identity or difference on the assumption of
non-existence of other referents.”

[286] tavapy avyaktavyaktisu tulyah prasarigah. Qu. Ms B 236a2-3.

2871 <qvyakte hi> vikarasaktimam aikye vikarabhedo na syat. nandatve tu
pradhanasyaikatvavirodhah Saktibhyo ’'nanyatvat. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 236a3-4:
mahadadivikarasaktinam aikye karanasyabhinnatvad vikarabhedo na syat, nanatve
tu pradhanasyaikatvavirodhah saktibhyo ’nanyatvat.

281 jyam ca Sabdavacye ’rthe cinta <nendriyagocare>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B

236a6: iyam ca Sabdavdcye ‘rthe cintetyadi.

30 Cf. phans K : ’jug pa V. Both terms presumably render past participles like
praksipta, cf. the related use of praksepa PSV V:45, q.v. below no. [289].

! Dignaga addresses an objection by Madhava, which Jinendrabuddhi quotes at
Ms B 236a4-6: yad apy uktam “yady atmantarabhavadarsandad atmantare pratyayo
bhavati, aindriyakas catmantare pratyaya ity abhavah Sabddadinam anyatamah
praptah Srotradigrahyatvat. atha Sabdadinam nanyatamah sastham casya grahakam
indriyam astity etad apannam, anistam caitad ubhayam” iti. tasyaidam uttaram:
“Moreover, it is also claimed that ’if the notion of the nature of one thing is due to
the observation of the non-existence of the nature of other things and the notion of
the nature of one thing is effected by the [visual] sensefaculty, non-existence of any
among words, and so on, follows [absurdly] because they [viz. words, and so on,]
are cognizable by the ear, etc. If, on the other hand, non-existence of any among
word, and so on, does not [follow absurdly], the [absurd] consequence is that it is
the sixth sensefaculty [viz. the mind] that cognizes it. And both of these
[consequenses] are unwanted.” The following is the answer to that statement.”

2891 anirdesyo hi pratyaksarthah. “atmantarabhavaV atmantaram” iti nirdes-
yam praty uktam. tasman nasya pratyakse praksepah®. Restored, cf. PST Ms B
236a6-7: anirdesyo hi pratyaksartha iti ... yad etad uktam atmantarabhava atmanta-
ram iti tan nirdeSyam abhilapyam artham praty uktam, nendriyagocaram. tasman
nasya pratyaksa indriyagocare praksepo yuktah.

(DCf. bdag gian med pa bdag gZan yin no V : bdag fiid gZan la (sic; the
translator appears to have read atmantara as a sandhi form of the locative atrmantare
instead of atmantaram) bdag iid gZan med pa K.

@)Ct. ’jug pa V (= praksepa) : nes pa (sic) K, and no.s 547 and 551 above. bstan
par bya ba ni K : bstan du med pa’i lta ba na V probably reproduce the noun phrase
nirdesyam prati.

32 For this axiomatic statement, cf. PS I 5cd: svasamvedyam hy anirdesyam
rigpam indriyagocarah. Hattori 1968 1. 43; cf. Ms B 236a6: svasamvedyo
‘nabhilapyah. nirdesya ca pratitih.

The object of sensation is the svalaksana, cf. PSV 11.2: atha kasmad anumanam
eva dvidha bhidyate? yasmat “svalaksanam anirdesyam, grahyabhedat” (PS 11:2).
bhinnam hi pratyaksanumayoh svatmavad grdtham. yadi ca <pratyaksartho
nirdesyah syat,> sa tenaiva Sabdenanumeyah syat. (1)
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(1) Restored on the basis of PST Ms B 56al-56b4.

353 This statement is strikingly similar to the Vaibhagika’s statement of his own
view as related by Jinendrabuddhi viz. armantarabhava evatmantaraniti, cf. no. 517
above.

291 wpoddhare padasyayam vakyad artho vikalpitah, (D vakyarthah pratibhakhyo
‘yam tenadav upajanyate.

Qu. TSP 363,15-16; Ms B 236a7-236b1 (pada a); cf. 236b2: ata evaha: vikalpita
iti; kimkaranam vikalpita ityaha: vakyartha ityadi; 236b4 (pada c-d).

Myikalpitah Ms (cf. rnam par brtags VK) : vivecitah TSP.

3% That is, exclusion of other referents, cf. PST Ms B 236bl: ayam ity
anyapohabh.

35 Cf. PST Ms B 236b1-2: katham punar avibhaktava 2yavad ekasmad vakyat
padam apoddhartum Sakyate? utpreksztavayavasampyena buddhya vibhajanat,
ata evaha “vikalpita” iti: “How, moreover, is it possible to abstract the syntactical
word from a single sentence from which the [individual] parts are not separated?
Because they are separated by the mind in conformity with invented parts precisely
therefore he says ‘imagined’.”

As Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation indicates vikalpita is = utpreksita, This is
corroborated by the parallel expression utpreksaya ... vyavasthapyate at PSV V:46.
The reading vivecitah TSP does not make sense in the context since viveka or the
verb vi + Vvic is exclusively used of the process of isolating imagined speech units
through grammatical analysis (apoddhara), cf., e.g., VP 11:266ab: vakyasyarthat
padarthanam apoddhare prakalpite.

em. : tata preksitavayavasariipena Ms; T translates as if this term qualify
buddhya, cf. T 214.,28: yan lag rab tu brtags pa dan tshul mthun pa’i blos.

%8 Ms B 236b1: apoddharah prthakkaranam. krtah punar apoddharo vakyat.

7 Cf. Bhartrhari’s statement VP I1:143: vicchedagrahane ’rthanam pratibhan-
yaiva jayate, vakyartha iti tam ahuh padarthair upapaditam.

Jinendrabuddhi explains the verse at PST Ms B 236b2-3: kimkaranam vikalpita
ity aha: vakyartha ityadi. yasmad vakyarthah pratibhasamjiiakah tena padarthena
prathamam avyutpannanam utpadyate. na hy aviditapadarthah puarvam dhiya
vakyartham" adhigantum utsahate, ato niravayavavakydarthapratipattyupayatvat
prakrtipratyayavad vacakatvenasato ’pi padasyartha <ut>preksyate.'” sa punar
vakyarthapratibha, Srotrsantanabhavini ca ya vakyac chrotur upajanyate ) Vaktr-
santanabhavini ca ya vakyasya samutthapika. tatra pirvam adhikrtya “vakyarthah

. upajanyata” [PS V 46d] ity etad uktam. vakyarthatvam punah tasyah prayo-
jakatvat, tadartham hi vakta vakyam prayunkte: “api nama dhiya® vakyat parasya
vakyarthavisaya pratibha syat.” iti ya punar vakyasya samutthapika, tam “‘vakyam
eva tadarthas ca mukhyau Sabdav ity atra vaksyati. vakyarthatvam tu tasyah
prameyatvat, sa hi vakyena karyalingenanumiyate dhiimenevagnih: “Why is it
imagined? He explains: “The referent of the sentence,” etc. Since the referent of the
sentence technically called intuition at first is caused to arise in those that have not
been informed about it by means of the referent of the syntactical word, in that (ki)
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someone who has no knowledge of the referent of the syntactical word is incapable
of understanding in his mind right away (pirvam) the referent of the sentence;
therefore, since the syntactical word is a means of understanding the partless
sentence referent in the same way as a stem and an affix, its referent is invented,
although the syntactical word is unreal (asaf) as denoting (vdcaka) [its referent].”
This intuition as sentence referent, moreover, is both the one that arises in the
listener from the sentence, being attached to the existence continuum of the listener,
and the one that causes the sentence to become manifest, being attached to the
existence continuum of the speaker. Of these [two] (tatra) it is explained with regard
to the first mentioned: “Yet, the referent of the sentence which is called intuition
(pratibha) is in the beginning (@dau) produced by it [namely the syntactical word].”
Moreover, [the intuition’s] being the sentence referent is due to the fact that it
prompts it [i.e. intuition]. For a speaker applies a sentence to that purpose, thinking:
“Hopefully the other will get in his mind an intuition concerning the referent of the
sentence.” Moreover, the one [i.e. intuition] that causes the sentence to become
manifest he is going to explain in the statement “only (eva) the sentence and its
referent are the principal speech unit and the principal referent.” However, [the
intuition’s] being the sentence referent is due to the fact that it is an object of
cognition, for it is inferred from the sentence as an indicator of its effect, just as fire
[is 1nfered] from smoke.”
Uem. (cf. blos nag gi don T) : dhivaksartham Ms
@ em. (cf. brtags T) : padasyarthavata preksyate Ms
em. : uparsayate Ms

@ conj. : dipad Ms (cf. riag gi sgron ma las sic T).

29U padasyasato <’pi>D vakyad apoddhrtasya yathagamam utpreksaydartho

vyavasthapyate kevalasyaprayogat prakrtipratyayavat. sa cotpreksanyesv agamesv
ayuktarthagrahani®. tasmad idam arthantaram utksiptam, <yasmad® adav ana-
bhyastasabdarthasambandhanam  padarthagrahano émya(“) vakyarthapratibha>.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 236b6-237a7: padasyasata® iti ... tasya padasya vakyat
karyartham apoddhrtasya yathagamam utpreksayartho vyavasthapyata iti ... keva-
lasyaprayogad iti ... prakrtipratyayavad iti ... sa cotpreksetyadi ... asmad agamad
anyesv agamesv ayuktarthagrahani ... tasmad idam arthantaram yuktimad utksip-
tam.

(D Cf. kyarn KV, Ms B 236b3: asato ’pi padasya, cf. no. 553 above;

@ ayuktarthagraham qualifies utpreksa; K translates as if ayukta qualifies
utpreksa, cf. fie bar dpyod pa de yan ... don ’dzin pa mi rigs pa’i phyir; V is
syntactically ambiguous as it does not translate artha, cf. lun nas bZag pa de yan ...
mi rigs par ’dzin pa’i phyir. Both versions appear to reproduce tasmat by means of
phyir, which is incompatible with the syntax of the pratika quoted in PST ad loc. T
reproduces correctly the compound as mi rigs pa’i don "dzin pa.

3 Cf. gan gi phylr KT :de’ lphyer

(4) Cf. tshig gi don ’dzin pa’i thabs can T.

em. : yadasyasata Ms

38 Cf. PST Ms B 236b6-237al quoting VP 1:81: padasyasata iti vacaka-
tvendsatah. yato vakyam eva mukhyah sabdah tasyaivarthena sambandhad vacaka-
tvam, na padanam, varnavad vyavaharangena vakyarthena Sinyatvat. yad aha:
“asatas cantarale yan Sabdan astiti manyate, pratipattur asaktih sa grahanopaya



Annotations 305

eva sa” (VP 1:85) iti: “the syntactical word being unreal” means being unreal as
denoting [its referent]. Since only the sentence is the principal speech unit, that
alone has the property of denoting on account of its relation to the thnig meant, but
not the syntactical words because like the phonemes they are empty of the meaning
of the sentence as a part of discourse. As [Bhartrhan] explalns And [the listener]
who thinks of the speech units that are unreal in the interval'’ [between a first
element heard and the grasping of an entire sound, word or sentence] as real,” this
is the listeners incapacity. It is only a means of apprehension (VP I 85).”

U Cf. no. 567 below.

@ Cf. VPV 152,1: astitvenabhimanyante.

3% The introductory clause is particularly interesting because Dignaga introduces
the technical term utpreksa, which plays an important role in Bhartrhari’s VP and
VPV. Bhartrhari’s commentator, Vrsabhadeva, explains farka, which is mentioned
together with agama and anumana at VPV 1 10,4, as lingam antarena svayam-
utpreksapratibhanam tarkah, cf. VPV 1 10,20. It is thus clear that utpreksa is used to
denote invention as not dependent upon an inferential indicator (lirnga) like in
inference (anumdana). Although Bhartrhari rarely uses it, its importance appears
from a central passage at VPV 1 65,1-6 (ad VP 1:24), which undoubtedly must have
been known to Dignaga because his own formulation would seem to imitate it (cf.
Pind 2003): tatrapoddharapaddrtho namdatyantasamsrstah samsargad anumeyena
parikalpitena rilpena prakrtavivekah sann apoddhriyate. praviviktasya hi tasya
vastuno vyavaharatitam riapam. tat tu svapratyayanukarena yathdagamam bhavana-
bhyasavasad utpreksaya prayena vyavasthapyateW. tathaiva capravibhage sabdat-
mani karyartham anvayavyatirekabhyam riapasamanugamakalpanaya samudayad
apoddhrtanam sabdanam abhidheyatvenasriyate: “Now, what is called the referent
of the syntactical word obtained by means of abstraction, is abstracted from its
connection [with the other syntactical words] although it is closely connected [with
them], its separation [from them] being accomplished in an inferred conceptually
constructed form. For the form of this object in its isolated state is beyond common
usage. In general, however, it is defined by way of invention in accordance with
one’s own ideas, under the influence of residual memory traces due to repeated
practice according to this or that dgama. And thus in the segmentless speech unit it
is taken as the denotable object of the speech units as isolated from their aggregate
through grammatical analysis by way of constructing conceptually the recurrence of
their form through joint presence and joint absence for the sake of the grammatical
operations.”

It is thus clear that for Bhartrhari invention in this particular context is similar to
systematic deliberation, which involves the inductive process of generalisation
through joint presence and joint absence. Notice Bhartrhari’s use of the term
svapratyaya, which Dignaga introduces in the following karika PS V:47.

Another parallel occurs at NCV 549,2-3: vakyarthapratipattyupayah padartho
‘san vakyad apoddhrtya utpreksaya vyakhyayate: “The meaning of the syntactical
word that is a means of cognizing the meaning of the sentence is explained by way
of deliberation, having abtracted it from the sentence.”

The term utpreksa occurs once at VP III 241c, where it appears to denote the
action of imagining (something unreal), cf. Helaraja Vol. I 180,9-10 ad VP II1.2:86:
evam “angulyagre kariyiathasatam asta’ ityadi cotpreksayabhidhiyamanam drsyate.
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In his criticism of Bhartrhari’s philosophy of language at NC 581,1f, Mallavadi
states immediately after quoting VP II:129-31 that according to Bhartrhari the
referent of a speech unit is grasped by means of darsana, a particular doctrine or
utpreksa, deliberation. Simhasuri explains that it is grasped as the denotable object
by means of the doctrine about primordial materiality (pradhana), and so on, or by
the deliberation of a person, cf. NCV 581,21ff: darsanotpreksabhyam ityadi:
pradhanadidarsanena purusasya utpreksaya vartham abhidheyatvena upagrahya.

Bhartrhari is also using the verb utpreksate at VP 11:236 in the sense of “to think
up’ i.e., 'to deliberate.” Since PS V 46 describes exclusion of other [referents] as
imagined vikalpitah, the parallel statement of the vreti that the “referent of the
syntactical word is determined by way of deliberation” would indicate that utpreksa
in this particular context is used of a similar type of conceptualisation of the
reference of individual speech units. It would seem from Dignaga’s subsequent
rejection of the use of deliberation in other traditions as not founded on justified
procedures that he is using it with the background of Bhartrhari’s view of induction
through joint presence and absence. Exclusion of other [referents] as a means of
positing the referent of any given speech unit is ultimately based upon the inductive
procedure of joint presence and joint absence (v. PS V:34 above), which could be
described as an instance of tarka as suggested by Vrsabhadeva’s gloss. But in
contrast to the grammatical tradition represented by Bhartrhari, the Dignagan
version of this procedure emphasises the predominance of joint absence over joint
presence. In the passage from VPV quoted above Bhatrhari refers expressly to
anvyayavyatireka as the means of positing thought up speech units as referents for
the sake of explaining the relevant grammatical operations. It seems therefore clear
that he uses utpreksa along with kalpana to describe the nature of this procedure,
one he himself endorses elsewhere in VP as a natural extension of its use in
Mahabhasya, e.g., at VP 11:166: ye sabda nityasambandha jiiatasaktayah, anvaya-
vyatirekabhyam tesam artho vibhajyate. This procedure, however, introduces speech
units that although valuable in sastraic discourse are ultimately thought up, cf.
svavrtti 249,6-8 ad VP 11:233: iha sarvesv eva Sastresu trayyantavadino manyante:
sarvasaktim artham utpreksaya pravibhajyavidyam anuvartayanto prayena prthak
tirthapravadah pratayante. In these circumstances it is understandable why Dignaga
introduces the concept of utpreksa and at the same time describes the referent
defined by means of apoddhara as imagined.

(DCf. Paddhati 65,20-21: etad aha: tam tam agamam asrtya tadabhyasat svayam
pratyayam anugacchanta utpreksaya vyavasthapayantiti.

30 Cf. fie bar dpyad nas K : om. V.

%1 As opposed to other traditions according to which the particulars, the general
property, the relation, and the general property possessor are the referents of the
syntactical word, cf. PST Ms B 237al-2: yasya (scil. padasya) ya agamah: kesam
cid bheda vacyah, padasyartha ity agamah, "’ paresam jatir, anyesam sambandhah,
kesam cit tadvad iti.

D This phrase appears to be misplaced. T reads garn gi lun gan yin pa 'ga’ Zig
rnams kyis (sic) brjod par bya ba tha dad pa’i tshig gi don can no Zes pa lun ste,
which does not reproduce the syntax of the Sanskrit version. It should probably
follow the phrase, kesam cit tadvad iti. The passage as a whole would then read:
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yasya (scil. padasya) ya agamah: kesam cid bhedd vacyah, paresam jatir, anyesam
sambandhah, kesam cit tadvad iti padasyartha ity agamah.

%62 A5 an example of the impossibility of using a syntactical word in isolation
Jinendrabuddhi quotes a version of an often quoted varttika stating that when no
other syntactical verb is heard, 3. sg. pr. of the root Vas ‘to be, to exist’ is
understood. The quotation is followed by the citation of VP II:271. It is interesting
in this particular context that the explanation is related to similar statements in VPV
I 65,7ff (ad VP 1:24), cf. Ms 237a2-3: laukikat viprayogac chabdanam artho
nirdharyate. na ca loke kevalasya padasya prayogo ’sti. “yatrapi hy anyat kriyapa-
dam na Srityate vrksah plaksa iti, tatrapy astir bhavantiparah prathamapuruso
‘prayujyamano ’stiti gamyate®.” tatha coktam “yac ca ko ’yam _iti prasne gaur
asva iti cocyate, prasna eva kriya tatra prakranta darsanad<ike > (VP I1:271) ti:
“The referent of speech units is ascertained by departing from common usage; for
among people a syntactical word is not used in isolation. For even when a different
syntactical word denoting an action is not heard like in the statement “plaksa is a
tree,”™ even in that case, without the the verb AS being applied in present, first
person singular, one understands “is;” and similarly it is said: and when someone
answers the question “what is that” by saying “a cow” or “a horse,” an action like
observing is resorted to in the question (VP I1:271).”

Dem. : *puruse Ms

(2) Cf. the discussion at Mahabhasya Vol. I 443,5-8 on vartt 11 ad A II 3:1 as
well as Kaiyata’s statement at Mahabhasyapradipa Vol. V 402,6-7: anye tu
varnayanti: yatra kriyapadam na Srityate tatrastir bhavantiparah prathamapuruso
’pra}yujyamano 'py asti ti gamyata iti.

@ em. : °ad iti Ms (cf. mthor ba’i phyir T).

@ The discussion evidently centres on the syntactical peculiarity of nominal
sentences like “plaksa (is) a tree,” in which no verb is expressly stated, and
addresses the rationale of supplementing copula. Bhartrhari reinterprets the discus-
sion in the light of his metaphysics of being, cf. VPV 1 66,2-3: yavac capavada-
bhiitah kriyavisesah Sabdapravrttikaranam astitvam na nivartayanti tavad astir
bhavantiparah prathamapuruso ’prayujyamano ’pi vrksadibhih padair daksiptah
pratiyate.

%3 Cf. PST Ms B 236b4-6: padavadino hi padam avidyamanaprakrtyadivibha-
gam arthe prayujyate. prakrtipratyayau tu kevalam padartham dasriyete, na tu
kevalau prayujyete. na caprayujyamanayoh sattvam avadharayitum Sakyam. ato na
sta eva tau. tathapi yatha tayor artha utpreksayocyate tatha padasya: “For accord-
ing to some who adheres to the idea of the syntactical word, the syntactical word in
which there is no division into stem and affix is applied to the referent. Stem and
affix, however, rely merely on the meaning of the syntactical word, they are not
applied alone; and it is impossible to decide upon the existence of the two, when
they are not applied [alone]. Therefore they do not exist. Nevertheless, their referent
is told by means of invention,(!) in the same way as [the referent] of the syntactical
word;” cf. the discussion of kevalasyaprayogah at Maha-bh I 219,10-18 (vart 7-8);
VP 1I:194ab: pratyayo vacakatve ’pi kevalo na prayujyate (cf. vyapeksapadasya
kevalasyaprayogat, ct. ad. loc.).

(DThe fact that Jinendrabuddhi is using the term utpreksa in this context supports
the above conclusion (cf. no. 560 above) that it denotes deliberation by means of
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anvaya and vyatireka. In fact, Patafijali introduces the description of how to
determine the denotation of any given affix by means of joint presence and joint
absence immediately after having addressed the question at Maha-bh loc. cit. of
whether or not it is meaningful to talk about referents of affixes that do not exist
apart from the syntactical word.

% KV translates this compound differently, v. no. [291] above.

35 That is, in other traditions than the present one, cf. PST Ms B 237a6: asmad
agamad anyesv agamesu. Jinendrabuddhi quotes PS V 2a as an illustration of the
unjustified views about the referent current in other schools, cf. PST Ms B 237a7:
yatha tathoktam “na jatisabdo bhedanam” ityadind.

%6 That is, exclusion of other referents, which is based upon systematic and
logical thinking (yukti), cf. PST Ms B 237a7: yuktimad ... anyapohdkhyam. As an
example of the logical thinking involved in exclusion of other referents Jinendra-
buddhi continues quoting PS V:34: yuktimattvam casya pratipaditam “adrster
anyaSabdarthe” (lacuna in Ms B corresponding to text translated in T 216,6-33,
ending with brjod ‘dod kyan ‘phen te = vivaksapy aksipyate Ms B 237a7-237b1).

7 This clause explains according to T 216,7 the purpose of the imagined
referent of the syntactical word ([vilkalpitapadarthaprayojanam).

8 Cf T 216,16-20: Those who have not repeatedly experienced the connection
between the word and its referent (*anabhyastasabdarthasambandhah) they cognize
the referent of the sentence as having as its means the apprehension of the referent
of the syntactical word. But those who happen to be knowledgeable about the
meaning of the sentence due to repeated experience of the connection between the
word and its referent (*sSabdarthasambandhabhyadsat), their intuition, which is
concerned with a sentence referent without parts, is due to a partless sentence only.”

2921 vakyam eva tadarthas ca mukhyau Sabdarthau, tayor abhinnatvat. <yas tv
anyas tadantaraleV) sabdarthagrahanabhimanah, sa utpreksaya, nirankusatvar>?.
Restored, cf. Ms B 236b6: vakyam eva tadarthas ca mukhyau sabdarthav® ity atra
vak_sya(ti); YD 96,21: vakyam eva® tadarthas ca mukhyau sabdarthau, tayor abhin-
natvar’.

(DCE. de’i nan nas K : phyis (sic) V.

()As it appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase at T 216,26-29, he quotes this
clause interspersed with glosses. For Sanskrit parallels to nirankusatvat, cf. no.s
574-75 below.

®)ogrthay em. (cf. sgra’i don T) : Sabdau ity Ms

#So read; KPD evam ca, A eca, ed. ekam ca;

(®)So read with Dkha, ed. abhinnarthatvat (cf. tha mi dad pa’i phyir K : tha dad
med pa’i phyir V).

%% Cf. Kaiyata’s similar explanation of Patafijali’s definition of the meaning of a
sentence (cf. Mbh I 218,10: esam padanam samanye vartamananam yadvisese
‘vasthanam sa vakyarthalh) at Maha-bh-P Vol. II 60,13f: yadvisese padarthasamsar-
garipe vakyartha ity arthah. ata eva vakyam eva mukhyah sabdah, vakyartha eva
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mukhyah Sabdarthah. Dignaga refers briefly at PSV II:4c to those who assert that
only the sentence is a speech unit, evidently with Bhartrhari’s standpoint in mind, cf.
no. 2 above.

S0 Cf. T 216,24-26: “The syntactical words, and so on, are not like segments
(*bhagabhiitah) in the sentence, nor are the referents of the syntactical words [like
segments] in the referent of the sentence because they are invented (*utpreksitatvat).
Their referent is like the referent of a stem and an affix.”

! That is, “the interval between a first element heard and the grasping of an
entire sound, word or sentence,” cf. Cardona 1999: 314 no. 165. Dignaga evidently
has VP I:85 in mind, q.v. above no. 559.

32 Cf. T 216,26-28: “The other belief in apprehending a speech unit (*sabdagra-
hanabhimanah) in the syntactical nominal (*pade) and a referent of the speech unit
in the syntactical nominal is mistaken” (*viparitah).

3 That is, utpreksa is an independent unstoppable mental force capable of
conjuring up entities like “a hundred herds of elephants sitting on the tip of a
finger,” cf. VP II1.2:86 (with Helaraja’s VPP Vol. I p. 180,9 ad loc.): avastusv api
notpreksa kasya cit pratibadhyate, which Dignaga obviously has in mind. It is
remarkable in this context that the Tibetan version of Dignaga’s *Traikalyapariksa,
which largely consists of verses lifted from VP III.2, omits this verse. Jinendra-
buddhi comments at T 216,29f: “The meaning is ‘because it is self-dependent’
(*svatantryat); and its selfdependence is due to its not being dependent upon a
referent; and for this very reason it is impossible to stop it when it is found to
venture beyond real things (*vastu).”

It has not been possible to trace similar statements about the nature of utpreksa
to Bhartrhari’s VPV I or the fragmentary VPV II, but Sankara’s Brahmasiitrabhasya
on Brahmasitra II.1.3:11, offers a striking parallel to Dignaga’s description of
utpreksa as unfettered: yasman niragamah purusotpreksamatranibandhanas tarka
apratisthita bhavanti, utpreksaya nirankusatvat. The vocabulary and the sceptical
attitude towards the validity of rarka is reminiscent of Bhartrhari; interestingly
Vacaspati’s Bhamati ad loc. quotes Bhartrhari’s VP 1:34, which places Sankara’s
vocabulary in the context of the Vedanta tradition to which Bhartrhari sometimes
refers, e.g., in the crucial passage at VPV II 249,6ff in which the concept of utpreksa
occupies a prominent place.

S Cf. Icags kyu med pa yin pa’i phyir ro V : lcags kyu med pa’i phyir ro K :
lcags kyu med pa fiid kyi phyir T, which translates Sanskrit nirankusatvat, cf.
Mhvyut 4981 and Sankara’s Brahmasiitrabhasya on Brahmasitra 11.3:11 q.v. no.
573 above.

251 <ye py arthesu> pratibham hitva anyam bdahyam artham <tatsam-
bandham>") va vakyartham kalpayanti, tesam api tat kalpanamatram. Restored, cf.
PST Ms B 237bl.: pratibham vivaksam ca hitvety arthah. tato 'nyam bahyam
artham gavadikam, bahyarthanam sambandham <va>?, parasparopakaralak-
sanam (vaky )artham® kalpayanti, tesam api tat kalpanamatram.
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(DCE. de dan ’brel pa V (Ms B 237b3: tato na bahyo ’rthah tatsambandho va
vakyartha upapadyate) : "brel pa K.

@ya em., cf. >am T 216,35: om. Ms; cf., however, Ms B 237b3 above.

OGlvakya® conj. (cf. PST Ms B 237b3 above): Sabda® Ms

B Ms B 237bl.: gavadikam; cf. VP 11:132: yo vartho buddhivisayo
bah(yavastumbandhanah sa bahyavastv iti jiiatah sabdartha iti gamyate. M
)JThe ct. attributed to Punyardja comments upon this verse in the light of
Dharmakirti’s philosophy, cf. PVSV pp. 38-39.

37 That is, the connection that is characterized by the mutual assistance of the
external referents, cf. PST Ms B 237b 1.: bahyarthanam sambandham <va>")
parasparopakaralaksanam. The emphasis is probably on the co-operation of the
external referents as means of realisation (sddhana) of a particular action; cf.
Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks at Ms B 62a5-6 on the statement vakyam eva sabdah, q.v.
above no. 2. Cf. NMaij 300,11: anye vastavah padarthanam parasparasamsargo
bahya eva vakyartha ity ahuh.

DCf. no. [293] above.

31 Cf. PST Ms B 237al: niryuktikam arthasinyam ity arthah.

294 yathabhyasam hi vakyebhyo vinapy arthena jayate, svapratyayanukdarena
pratipattir anekadha. Qu. YD 75,5-6, cf. PST Ms B 237b2: yathabhyasam hityadi ...
svapratyayanukareneti.

38 Cf. PST Ms B 237b2: yo yo ’bhyaso yathabhyasam.

3 pPada d pratipattir anekadha is lifted from VP II:134: yathendriyasannipatad
vaicitryenopadarsakam, tathaiva Sabdad arthasya pratipattir anekadha; cf. SV
Vakyadhikarana 325cd-326ab: pratibhanekadha pumsam yady apy arthesu jayate,
tathapi bahya evarthas tasya vakyasya cesyate.

M0PS V 47c svapratyayanukarena is identical with VP II:135¢c. Dignaga
undoubtedly uses the term in the same sense as Bhartrhari who applies it in the sense
of ‘own idea,” cf. VP II:135: vaktranyathaiva prakranto bhinnesu pratipattrsu,
svapratyayanukarena Sabdarthah pravibhajyate: “The denotation to which a
speaker has resorted in another way is differentiated among different listeners in
accordance with their own ideas.” Punyaraja explains ad loc.: tatha vaisesikenava-
yavinam pratipadayitum ghatasabdah prayuktah sankhyair gunasamaharamatram
abhimanyate, jainasaugataih paramanusaficayamatram iti: “For instance, the word
‘pot’ that is applied by a Vaisesika to make people understand that it is a whole
consisting of parts, is considered by the Sankhyas to be a mere aggregate of the
gunas, by the Jains and Buddhists a mere collection of atoms.” This explanation is
corroborated by Vrsabhadeva’s Paddhati 199,17-8 (on VPV I 1994: pratipattir
upapadyate): yatha vaisSesikasya ghatasrutav avayavini pratipattir aparesam
sanghamatre. Vrsabhadeva mentions svapratyaya as a factor in the listener’s
decoding of a sentence at Paddhati 75,7-8: sa hi pratipatta kramenartham
pratipadyamanah svapratyayanusarena Sabdagatam abhidham kramavatim vyava-
sthapayati: “For the listener who understands the referent progressively in
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accordance with his own ideas establishes that the denotation inherent in the speech
unit involves progression.”

The term svapratyaya in the sense of ‘own idea’ is also found at
Mahayanasutralankara 1 20: yatharute ’rthe parikalpyamane, svapratyayo hanim
upaiti buddheh: “When the referent is imagined according to the word that
expresses it, one’s own ideas ruins one’s understanding.” Vasubhandhu’s gloss
svapratyaya iti svayandrstiparamarsakah: ‘“svapratyaya means reflection upon
one’s own views,” leaves no doubt about the meaning.

Jinendrabuddhi, on the other hand, interprets svapratyaya in the sense of ‘own
cause’ which he understands as a vasand, i.e., a ‘latent impression’ whose substrate
is vijiiana, explaining that in conformity with this cause a cognition of different
aspects arises in conformity with repeated practice [in a former existence] even
without an outer referent. Consequently it is not justified to assume that the meaning
of a sentence is the outer referent or its relation [with another referent] cf. PST Ms
yato yathabhyasam pratipattir anekakarotpadyate, tato na bahyo ’rthah tatsam-
bandho va vakyartha upapadyate.

[295] <asaty api bahye ’rthe> vakyat svapratyayanuriipyenarthabhyasavasana-
peksa- rthakrlgapmnpamr nanaripotpadyateV) vikalpas ca,® vyaghradisrutivat.
tadavisese va®® srigarakavyasya sravandd raginam raganuripda pratitir bhavati,
vitaraganam tu veganuriipd. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 237b4-238al: arthabhyasa-
vasand tadapeksa tannimittarthakriyapratipattih nanaripotpadyate, ... vakyasya
vasanaprabodhanimittatam darsayitum vakyad ity uktam. svapratyayanuriapyeneti

. vyaghradisrutivad iti ... tadavisese va vakyarthasyavisesesv arthakriyaprati-
pattir® vikalpas cotpadyata iti prakrtena sambandhah. srngarakavyasya Sravanad
iti. ... abhinne ’pi vastuni raginam raganurupda pratitir bhavati mam)]nakaratvat
vztaraganam tu samveganuripa.

D For a similar phrase, cf. PST Ms B 237b4-5: arthakriyam pratipatta yaya
pratlbhayotpannaya pratipadyate sarthakriyapratipattir nanaripotpadyate.

2) Cf. the above syntactical remark: vikalpas cotpadyata iti prakrtena samban-
dhah which shows that the phrase vikalpas ca must have been an integral part of the
original formulation of the preceding sentence that applies similarly to the subject
matter of the following one. The proposed restoration is corroborated by K and V,
although the latter confuses the argument completely by taking fadavisese as part of
the phrase, presumably because of a wrong punctuation, cf. rnam par rtog pa sna
tshogs pa skyed par byed do V : don bya ba (so read : don K, cf. don byed pa Itar
rtogs pa V) rtogs pa’i rtog pa K.

)K reproduces va by yar.
@ arthakriya® em. (don bya ba T) : kriya® Ms

81 Cf. the analogous expression at SV Apoha® 40ab: asaty api ca bahye ’rthe
vakyarthapratibha tatha, padarthe ’pi tathaiva syat kim apohah prakalpyate.

82 Cf, PST Ms B 237b4-5: arthakriyam pratipatta yaya pratibhayotpannaya
pratipadyate sarthakriyapratipattir nanaripotpadyate. (V

The intimate connection between pratibhda and arthakriya is also stressed by
Bhartrhari, cf. VPV 1 75,4: arthakriyavisaya pratibha (ad VP 1:24-26): “pratibha
‘intuition’ has purposeful action as its domain.”
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(DCf. no. [295] above.

¥ Cf, PST Ms B 237b5-6: yasya yadrst vasana tasya tadanuripaiva pratibho-
pajayata ity arthah.

38 Repeated practice (abhydsa) is mentioned by Bhartrhari as one of the six
causes of pratibha, cf. VP 11:152; cf. Iyer 1969: 88ff.

3% Cf. Bhartrhari’s description, at VPV I (ad VP I:113) 186,5 foll., of how the
impulses and dispositions that the use of language leaves in babies in their former
lives determine their cognitions relative to this or that purposeful action: samavista-
vacam ca svajatisu balanam api pirvasabdavesabhavanasamskaradhanat tasu tasv
arthakriyasv anakhyeyasabdanibandhand pratipattir utpadyate.

YD 75,8-9: yena hi yo ’'rtho ’bhyastah sukhdaditvena tasya vinapi tendrthena
Sabdamatrat pratipattir utpadyate: “The cognition of someone about a referent he
has learnt from repeated practice to be pleasant, and so on, arises from the mere
word even without the referent.”

%% Dignaga’s formulation is similar to Bhartrhari’s statement at VPV 1 199,3-4:
pratipurusam tu bhavananuvidhayini saty asati varthe svapratyayanukarena bhin-
naripa Sabdebhyah pratipattir upapadyate: “It is rather the case that for each
person words give rise to different cognitions of the referent irrespective of whether
it exists or not, [cognitions] that reflect his bhavana [i.e., the residual traces left by
usage in former lives of the said person]!) in accordance with his own ideas.”

See Pind 2003.

(DFor the concept of bhavand, cf. Iyer 1969: 90ff. Biardeau 1964: 317-18; 333-
34.

B Cf. PST Ms B 237b6-7: asaty api vyaghre vydghras tisthatity ukte
vyaghrasadhanasthanakriyapratibhasa pratitir upajayate. adisabdena nadyastire
gudasakatam paryastam ityadi grahanam: “Although there is no tiger, when it is
said ’a tiger is near by’ a cognition arises that is reflected as the means [of effecting
an action] viz. a tiger and the action of standing near by. By the word ‘etc.’ is meant
[statements] like ‘a wagon load of molasses lies overturned at the river bank.’”

Cf. NCV 548,2-549,1: sabdabhydasavasandjanitarthesu pratibha vakyebhyo
jayate tirascam manusyanamV) ca yathabhyasam svajatiniyata svapratyayanukare-
na® sarakataradinam iva vyaghradisabdasravandat kopaharsabhayadinimittetyadi
yathavad® anugantavyam: “In animals and human beings an intuition that is
restricted to their own class in accordance with practice and according to their own
ideas arises from sentences about referents that are generated by latent impressions
due to verbal practice. As for instance, that of heroes or cowards, which because of
hearing the expression ’the tiger [is here]’, and so on, are motivated by anger,
excitement, or fear, etc.”

(OCf. VP II:117.

@)Cf. VPT 1 57,18-19: tena pratiniyatajatyanusarenaiva niyataiva kacit
pratibha prabodhyate.

®)YD 75,9-11: tadyatha vyaghro ’tra prativasatity ukte vinapi bahyenarthend-
bhyasavasad eva svedavepathuprabhrtayo bhavanti: “For instance, when someone
says “a tiger is living here,” such things as sweat and trembling arise merely because
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of practice [with regard to the referent of the sentence], even without the outer
referent;” cf. ibid. 76,9-10 which apears to paraphrase Dignaga’s statement: artha-
bhyasavasanapeksasatsv api vyaghradisu pratipattir utpadyata iti: “A cognition
about tigers and so on arises, although they are non-existent, dependent upon the
latent impressions [that result] from repeated practice [in a former existence].”

The example of the tiger is also mentioned by Jayanta Bhatta in his criticism of
the concept of pratibha at NMafij 335,28-30: yo ’pi vyaghra ayata ity ukte Sira-
kataranardadhikaranananaprakarakaryotpadah sa bahye ’rthe vyaghragamanddau
pratipanne vasananusarena bhavan, na pratibhamatrahetuko bhavati; cf. op.cit.
336,2-3: tatha Sabdarthe ’pi vyaghragamane ’vagate Suranam utsahah kataranam
bhayam ityadi karyam bhavati.

Kumarila alludes to it at SV Vakya® 329cd-330ab: anekakarata yapi Sira-
bhirudhiyam prati vasananugrahat sokta kunapdadimater iva; cf., although in a
different context, VP I1:321: vyaghradivyapadesena yatha nivartyate asatyo ’pi
tatha kascit pratyavayo vidhiyate.

88 That is, the referent of the sentence, cf. PST Ms B 237b7:
vakyarthasyavisesesu. The author of YD explains the determining force of the
vasanas on the way in which individuals interpret the same utterance by alluding to
the well-known example of a woman that gives rise to different ideas depending
upon whether it is a lover, an ascetic, or a dog that is “thinking” of her, cf. op.cit.
75,1-3: aha yo ’nadau samsdare devamanusyatirascamV) abhinne ’rthe bahye
stryadau pratyaye purvabhyasavasanapeksah kunapakaminibhaksydadyakarabhinna-
pratyaya itikartavyatangam utpadyate sa hi pratibha.

Kumarila alludes to the same example in the piirvapaksa of SV Siinya® 58-61cd:
naksatram taraka tisyo dara ityevamadisu | naikatrarthe viruddhatval linganekatva-
sambhavah, parivratkamukasunam kunapadimatis tatha; cf. the rebuttal introducing
the term svapratyayanukara at 215ab-216ab: kunapadimatau caivam sarvaripye
vyavasthite vasanah sahakarinyo vyavasthakaradarsane. svapratyayanukaro hi
bahvakaresu vastusu.

It is also mentioned by Dharmakirti at PVSV 32.,6-7: yatha ripadarsanavisese
'pi kunapakaminibhaksyavikalpah, and Jayanta Bhatta at NMafj 335,32-336,3:
yathavasthite vanitatmani bahye ’'rthe vasananusarena kunapa iti kaminiti bhak-
syam iti pratibha bhavanti.

The fixed order of the examles presupposes that they were quoted from a verse
text, as the three terms kunapah kamini bhaksya constitute a Sloka pada like
parivratkamukasunam quoted by Kumarila. This being the case, Bodhicittavivarana
20 seems to be a likely source, as parivratkamukasunam ekasyam pramadatanau
kunapah kamint bhaksya iti tisro vikalpanah is meant to illustrate the statement of
verse 19 that there are different views about an object in the outer world (*bah-
yartha) that has one and the same appearence (*ekakara), which is the subject
matter of this paragraph.

% Cf. PST Ms B 237b7-238al: adharapayodharadisamvarnanavakyasravanat:
“From hearing sentences in which lips and breasts, or the like, are eulogized.”

12961 sapi vakyantararthebhyo <vyavacchmne> ‘rtha isyate sambandhabhijiiasya.
<tasmat sanumanan na bhidyate>.1) Restored, cf. PST Ms B 238a4-5: idanim



314 Annotations

pratibhayah pratyaksanumanayor antarbhavam darSayitum aha: sapityadi; B
238a5-6 q.v. no. 592 below; 238a7: sambandhabhijiiasyeti.

(DPada d of the Tibetan versions of PS V 48 contain the compound riag gi don V
: nag don K = Sanskrit *vakyarthah. However, this term is metrically inconsistent
with pada d of the verse. It is most likely a gloss on pratibha that was interpolated
into the verse to identify the referent of the pronoun sa at pada a. For *sa, cf. ’di yan
V : om. K; the reading of PS V 48d gZan min KV is a semantic substitute m.c. for
tha dad min = na bhidyate, which occurs in the subsequent vreti of PSV V 48 (tha
dad pa ma yin no K : gZan ma yin no V).

30 Cf. PST Ms B 238a7: yah sabdarthayoh sambandham janati,

P1Cf. PST Ms B 238a5-6: Devadatta gam abhyaja suklam ityader vakyad ya
Srotuh pratibhopajayate sa Yajiiadatta Pataliputram gacchetyadinam vakyantara-
nam ye ’rthas tebhyo vyavrtte ’rthe pratibhasamanyavisesal) isyate: “The intuition
that arises in the listener because of a sentence like *Devadatta, bring a white cow’?)
is claimed to be of a referent, that is of a particular general type of intuition, as
excluded from the referents of other sentences like ‘Yajfiadatta, go to Pataliputra’.”

(DCf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at Ms 238a6-7 of the reason for using the
term pratibhasamanyavisesa: tad evam yavanti vakyani tavanty eva pratibhas tadar-
thavisaya ity uktam bhavati. etena pratibhanekatvam darsayan pratibhasamanyam
vakyasamutthayah pratiter visayo ’stiti sicayati. anekavisayadharam hi samanyam
pratitam: “What is meant is as follows: there are just as many intuitions, whose
objects are the referents of the [sentences], as there are sentences. Showing thereby
that there are many intuitions he indicates that the general property intuition is the
object of a cognition that originates from a sentence. For it is understood that the
general property is the container of many objects.”

The introduction of the term pratibhdasamanyavisesa reflects the discussion about
whether or not verbal communication complies with the canon of the trairipya, cf.
no. 9 above and Appendix 1.

)Cf. Maha-bh I 217,25.

P2 Cf, PST Ms B 238a7-238bl: etena vakyam lingamV iti manyamano ya
samanyariipe ’rthe sambandhabhijiiasya lingat pratitir bhavati, sanumanam dhii-
magnipratitivat. tatha ca Srotur vaktrpratibhayam pratibheti: “Therefore, in that he
takes the sentence as an indicator (lirngam), the cognition that someone who knows
the connection (between the word and its referent) gets from the indicator about the
referent in a general form, is inference like the inference of fire from smoke; and in
the same way the listener has an intuition of the intuition of the speaker.”

(Dlingam conj. (cf. rtags T) : om. Ms

3The Tibetan translations of PSV V 48 recorded in K and V differ considerably,
and PST contains nothing that would make it possible to infer the readings of the
underlying Sanskrit text. The translation is based upon K, which unlike V is not
syntactically confused. For nag so so la tha dad (*pratyekam vakye bhidyate) K, V
reads nag gZan las tha dad (*vakyantarad bhidyate); for tsig gi don bZin du
(*padarthavat) K, V reads rdzas bZin (dravyavat [sic]).

297 pratipattis tu ya vakyat. Qu. Ms B 238b1.
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P4 Cf. gan Zig nag las rtogs pa ni | sna tshogs rtog pa (so read with PN) skye
‘gyur ba K : gan Zig nag las skyes pa yi | rnam rtog sna tshogs Ses pa ni V. The
expression sna tshogs rtog pa K : rnam rtog sna tshogs = *nanakalpika. (?) is
related to the statement at PSV V:47 (q.v. above) about arthakriyapratipattih (rtogs
pa K : Ses pa V) and vikalpah (rnam rtog V : rtog K) of various forms (nanaripa,
sna tshogs KV) that arise due to a sentence.

35 Cf. *das ma yin K : gZan ma yin V.

M Cf. PST Ms B 238bl1-2: yar svasamvedyam tat samvedane pratyakse
‘ntarbhavati, ragadivat. pratibha belongs to the category of mental perception
(manasam pratyaksam) as defined by Dignaga at PS 1 6ab: manasam carthara-
gadisvasamvittir akalpika; cf. PS 1 7ab: kalpanapi svasamvittav ista narthe
vikalpanat. Hattori 1968: 92 (1.45), 94 (1.47), 95 (1.51).

7 Ct. spobs pa K : rtogs pa V.
3% Cf. ni (= Sanskrit ru, cf. PS V 49a, q.v. above) V : yari K.
3 Cf. rig pa yin pas K : ran rig yin pa’i phyir V.

298] yuktam tavad <naimittikesu ~Sabdesv> anyapohenarthabhidhanam,
yadrcchikesu tu katham. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 238b2-3: yuktam tavad ityadi.
naimittika jatigunakriyadravyasabdah. tesu ... anyapohena samanyaripenabhidha-
nam sambhavati. yadrcchikesu tv ekavastipanipatisu katham.

9 That is, words denoting a general property, a quality, an action, or a
substance, cf. PST Ms B 238b2: naimittika jatigunakriyadravyasabdah. This
classification corresponds to the semantic conditions mentioned at PSV 1:3d: jati-
Sabdesu jatya gaur iti. gunasabdesu gunena Sukla iti. kriyasabdesu kriyaya pacaka
iti. dravyasSabdesu dravyena dandri visaniti; cf. Hattori 1968: 83 no. 1.27. Prominent
Sanskrit grammarians like Bhartrhari did not accept this classification. Bhartrhari,
for instance, explains terms like pacaka and dandin as krt and taddhita derivatives,
respectively, whose cause of application (pravrttinimitta) is a syntactical relation
(sambandha) that is expressible by means of the abstract affixes tvaralau, this view
is mentioned by Dignaga who writes: atra kecid ahuh - sambandhavisista iti." For
the idea of sambandha as pravrttinimitta, cf. PSV V 9ab §15 above with no. 133 ad

oc.

' Cf. Kasikavrtti vol. IV p. 105,30: kecit tu kriyakarakasambandham kriya-
Sabdanam pravrttinimittam icchanti. Like Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi probably has
Bhartrhari’s view in mind.

91 According to the theory to which Dignaga’s opponent alludes, arbitrary terms
are characterized by being applied to a single (eka) not common (asadharana) enti-
ties (vastu) (Cf. PST Ms B 238b3’: yadrcchikesu tv ekavastapanipatisu katham?).
Consequently the semantic conditions of such terms differ from those of words
whose causes of application (pravrttinimitta) are general properties, qualities, or
actions that are supposed to reside in their substrata(l). Since Dignaga’s apoha
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theory presupposes the existence of general properties, although not as real entities,
but as defined by exclusion of other referents—equivalent to the absence from the
locus of the referent of its complement)—the question arises whether proper nouns
are subsumed under the general apoha theory, cf. PST Ms B 238b4: na hi tesam
samanyam abhidheyam samasty anekadharatvat samanyasya. etena yadrcchikesu
samanyarthanabhidhanad abhyupetahanam: “For their denotable object is not the
general property because the general property has a multitude of substrata.
Therefore, since the general property as referent is not denoted in the case of
arbitrary terms you abandon your thesis.”

Dignaga describes very briefly at PSV 1:3d the characteristic of proper nouns as
that of qualifying a referent by means of a name: yadrcchasabdesu hi namna visisto
‘rtha ucyate dittheti; Jinendrabuddhi explains at PST I 38,4 that proper nouns are
not dependent upon such causes of application as general properties, cf. Ms loc. cit.:
anapeksitajatyadipravrttinimitta yadrcchasabdah; NCV 60,5-6: nimittanirapeksam
nama yadrcchikam “dittho’, “davittha’ ityadi.
the cause of application of arbltrary terms, cf. YD 100,17-20, q.v. below no. 604
below.

(DCf., e.g., Patafijali’s statement at Maha-bh I: 19,20: catiistayi Sabdanam
pravrttih: jatisabda gunasabdah kriyasabda yadrcchasabdas caturthah. The view
that arbitrary terms are without cause of application can be traced to the debate at
Maha-bh II 367,18ff (ad A V.1:119), where Patanjali discusses the problem of what
accounts for the introduction of the bhavapratyaya ta or tva after arbitrary terms like
‘dittha,” when there is no subsisting property (vartin) ditthaness in persons like
dittha: ditthadisu tarhi vartyabhavat vrttir na prapnoti: ditthatvam, ditthata; Kaiya-
ta explains that proper names are not dependent upon a cause of application inherent
in the object because they apply according to a persons wish, cf. Maha-bh-P Vol. V:
348,17-18: ditthadayo yadrcchasabda arthagatam na kimcit pravrttinimittam
apeksyante, purusecchavasena pravartanat; cf. PVVT 419,18-19 (ad PVSV 115,19-
20): bahyam nimittam antarena Sabdaprayogeccha yadrecha. tasyam bhavad yadre-
chikah. tesu devadattadisu vyaktisu.

291 yadrechike "py <arthabhedar>(). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 238b4: yadrcchike
‘pityadind.

) don tha dad phyir K : don bye bas V which translate *arthabhedat. Dignaga’s
argument, however, presupposes the suggested emendation ’py arthabhedat, which
is consistent with the metre, cf. e.g. PSV V:7c above. For a related error, cf. the
prose commentary at [300] below.

892 Arbitrary terms like dittha denote referents that consist of an aggregate of
separate properties. Consequently such referents are plural like the referents of
general terms and thus comparable to those of general terms, cf. PST Ms B 238b4:
ditthadinam anekatvam darsayan, tatrapi samanyam astiti pratipadayati.

BT yadrcchiko hi samudayavaci ditthadisabdah <samudayino> ’bhedenaha.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 238b4-6: yadrcchiko hityadi ... kanakuntadigunasamudaya-
vaci yadrcchiko ditthadisabdah. tasya samudayasya ye ’vayavah ..., tan abhede-
@Dsdmdnyen@.
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(D tha dad par K : bye bas V = bhedena sic. The translations of KV are probably
due to a misinterpretation of the sandhi of the underlying noun phrase <samuda-
yino> ’bhedena. Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss samanyena ’in a general way’ explains
abhedena, which occurs in a similar context at Ms B 239b4: vijatiyan sajatiyams
cabhedenaha.

893 A word like ’dittha’ denotes an aggregate of qualities like being blind on one
eye or being dwarfish, cf. PST Ms B 238b4-6: kanakuntadigunasamudayavact
yadrcchiko ditthadisabdah. The same examples are mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi
and Simhasiri in their explanations of PSV V:34, v. above no.s 421-22 where the
relevant texts are quoted and translated. YD relates Dignaga’s view at 100,17-20:
candradisv idanim asadharanavisayesu ka pratipattih syad iti. aha: aha: avayava-
peksatvat. Candrasabdo hy anekesv avayavesu vartate jatidravyagunakriyasu ca.
tatha ditthadisabdah. tasmad evamjatiyakanam api canumanad abhedah: “Now,
what sort of cognition would there be with regard to the [word] 'moon’, and so on,
whose referent is not common”? He explains: because it depends upon parts. For the
word *moon’ refers to many parts as well as to general property, substance, quality,
and action. The same does the word ’dittha’. Therefore, for [words] belonging to
this class there is no difference from inference either.” Jinendrabuddhi mentions the
question concerning the semantic conditions of application of terms like *sun’ at Ms
B 239b4-5: ye tarhy ete siryadayah Sabdah ekavyaktyupanipdtinah, te katham
samanyavacanah. tatrapi siaryadinam avasthabhedena bhedad anekatvam astity
adosah: “How then do words like ‘sun’, which apply to a single particular, denote a
general property. Also in this case the sun, and so on, is plural because of internal
distinction due to difference of state. Consequently (iti) there is no problem;” cf.
PVSVT 419,21f (ad PVSV 115,19f): atha devadattasabdo ’py avasthabhedena
jativacaka isyate; a similar discussion is related at TSP 453,14-18 (ad TS 1225): ye
'py ete ditthadayah Sabda yadrcchasabdatvena pratitah, te ’pi janmanah prabhr-
tyamaranaksanad anuvartamanah pratiksanabhedabhinnam asadharanabhedena
vastu gamayitum asaktah kalaprakarsamaryadavacchinnavastusamavetam jatim
abhidheyatvenopadadate: “Also words like ‘dittha’ that are known as proper nouns
depend upon a general property inherent in the referent delimited by the bounds of
timespan as their denotable object, being incapable of making a referent that is
differentiated by differences every moment known by means of a non-common
difference, as they apply to it continually from birth to the moment of death.”

9% That is, in a general form without distinguishing between the many parts that
constitute the aggregate, which is also the property of the so-called aggregate terms
(samudayasabda), cf. PST Ms B 238b5-6: tasya samuddyasya ye ’vayavah kana-
kuntadayah, tan abhedena (so read, Ms bhed®) samanyenaha. tato yatha vrksasab-
dah Simsapadin visesan abhedenabhidadhat samanyavdcrt tatha samudayasabdo ’pi
ditthadisabdah: “The parts of the aggregate are the [properties of] being blind on
one eye and being dwarfish, and so on, It denotes these without distinction, i.e., in a
general form. Therefore, just as the word ‘tree,” while denoting without distinction
particulars like Simsapd, denotes the general property, in the same way also an
aggregate term like ‘dittha’.”

BOU ras tarhi jatisamudayasabdayor vi§esa iti. na kascit. prasiddhivasaj jatisab-
dah <kvacit> pratyekam apy avayavesipacaryate, tadyatha hy abhaksyo gramyasii-
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kara iti. kvacid mukhyah. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 238b6-7: kas tarhityadi ... kas
tarhi jatisamudayasSabdayor visesah ... na kascid iti; 239al-3: yathoktam Samanya-
pariksavyase ... prasiddhivasaj’V jatisabdah pratyekam api samudayisu vartate ...
ata aha prasiddhivasad ityadi ... tadyatha hy abhaksyo gramyasitkara ity ukte ...
kvacid mukhyo ’vayavesu vartate.

Wem. : prasiddha® Ms

%5 That is, if both terms denote a general property, cf. PST Ms B 238b6: yady
ubhav api samanyavacinau.

%% Jinendrabuddhi qualifies this statement at PST Ms B 238b7 with the
subsequent exposition in mind: etavata lesena ndsty eva visesa ity abhiprayah, na tu
sarvatha nasty eveti. anyathayam jatiSabdo ’yam samudayasabda iti bhedo na syat:
“Thus the opinion is that because it is such a minor point, there really is no
difference, but it is not the case that there is no [difference] at all. Otherwise there
would be no distinction, like when one says ’this is a general term’, ’this is an
aggregate term.’”

%7 Jinendrabuddhi explains Dignaga’s statement with reference to a similar
exposition in Samanyapariksavyasa, cf. PST Ms B 238b7-239a2: nanu cavayavesu
mukhyopacaritavrttitvena viseso bhavati. jatisabdasya hi pratyekam avayavesu
mukhya vrttih samudayasSabdasya tapacarita. yathoktam Samanyapariksavyase:
ayam tu jatisamudayasabdayor visesah prasiddhivasajV) jatisabdah pratyekam api
samudayisu vartate, samudayasabdas tu pratyekam samuddyisiapacaryata iti:
“Certainly the difference is due to direct and transferred application to the parts. For
the application of a general term to each of the parts is direct, whereas that of an
aggregate term is transferred. As it is explained in Samanyapariksavyasa: “This,
however, is the difference between general and aggregate terms: According to
acknowledged usage a general term, on the one hand, applies to each member of the
aggregate, whereas an aggregate term is transferred to each member of the
aggregate.”

Wem. : prasiddha® Ms

8 Cf PST Ms B 239a2-3: sitkaravyaktyavayavesv api sikakarasabda upacarat
pravartate. tadyatha hy “abhaksyo gramyasiikara”V ity ukte, avayava api na
bhaksyante: “The word ‘swine’ is also applied in a transferred sense to the parts of
the individual swine. For when, for instance, it is said that one should not eat the
village swine, parts of it are not to be eaten either.”

Bhartrhari mentions the same example at VPV II 224,16-17 with reference to the
parts of a swine: abhaksyo gramyasitkara iti. atra bhaksayatikriya tathabhiitam eva
sadhana(bhiitam dravyavayavam apeksate) ... avayave ca samudadye ca samudaya-
Sabdapravrttir iti.

(DCf. Maha-bh Vol. I: 5,16-17: abhaksyo gramyasiikara ity ukte gamyata etad
aranyo bhaksya iti.

B2 vathaha: sarnkhyapramanasamsthananirapeksah pravartate, bindau ca
samudaye ca vacakah saliladisu. (VP II 156). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 239a3:
yathaha bhartrharih.
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899 Cf. PST Ms B 239a3-4: adisabdena prthivyadiparigrahah.

610 Cf. PST Ms B 239a4-6: sarikhyadyanapeksatvenavayavesu mukhyavrttitvam
darsayati. sankhyadisapeksyatve karsapanayojanacaturasradisabdavad ekadesa-
vrttitvam na syat. tatra sarkhyanapekso bindumustikadisankhyanapeksatvadV) ekas-
minn api hi bindau® vartate. anekasminn api salilasabdah. pramananirapekso
nabhyirujanumatratvadyanapeksanat.

Wmustika conj. (cf. T 219,9: khyor pa gan ) : muka® Ms

@eqy em. : °or Ms

yan lag la K : yan lag *ba’ Zig la V (“a part alone”).
BB samsthanavarnavayavair visiste yah prayujyate, Sabdo na tasyavayave
pravrttir upalabhyate. VP 11:155.

812 Cf. VPV Il 223,5-6: samsthanavisistopakramah parimandalo dirghas
caturasra iti tadavayavo nabhidhiyate. tatha mustigranthi(ktala? read mala?)-
kundalakadayah Sabdas tadavayavesu na prayujyante.

B yarpavisiste citrah kalmasah.) Qu. Ms B 239a7.

(D Cf. yan lag can gyi khyad par V : yan lag khyad par can la ’jug pa ni K; V
corroborates PST; ’jug pa K (= *vrtti) is probably an interpolation; it is reasonable
to conclude that all similar occurrences in this paragraph of ’jug pa K that are not
found in V are interpolations too.

13 Cf. VPV Il 223,7-8: varnasabdanam citrah kalmasah saranga iti tadava-
yavesv apravrttih: “Words denoting colour such as ‘speckled’, ‘variegated’, ‘dapled’
do not apply to their parts;” Cf. PST Ms B 239a: nile rakte va citravayave na
vartante: “They do not refer to a part of the speckled whether it is blue or red.”

[305] avayavavisiste. Qu. Ms B 239a6.

%% The Tibetan translations bre V 148,7 : bre phyed (= ardhaprastha/drona) K
149,77 are ambiguous since bre is used to render both Sanskrit prastha and drona, cf.
the dictionary by Che riri dbar rgyal s.v. In view of the fact that Dignaga quotes the
examples in the order of the VPV II 223,7-8 (q.v. no. 614 above), it is reasonable to
assume that he is doing the same in this case too.

815 Cf. bre gan K 149,7 : khal (= khari) V 148,7.

016 ¢f VPV II 223,7-8: avayavasabdena satam sahasram prastho drono masah
samvatsarah (ityadayo grhyante?). Ms B 239a6-7: niyatavayavavisistam samuda-
yam abhidadhatah Satdadisabda avayave na vartante: “Words like ‘a hundred’ that
denote an aggregate qualified by fixed parts do not apply to a part.”

[306] <samudayaSabdas ca kvacit> pratyekam parisamapyate. Restored, cf. PST
Ms B 239a7: pratyekam parisamapyata iti.
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817 Cf. PST Ms B 239a7-239bl: pratyekam avayave mukhyah prayujyata ity
arthah. mukhya ity etat kutah? uttaratropacarita iti vacanat: “The meaning is that it
applies directly to each part. What is the reason for [using] the expression ’directly’.
Because of the expression ’transferred’ in what follows.”

S8 Cf. gron 'onis V : ’gro K; PST Ms B 239b1-2: gramasabdo grhaksetra-
vatapurusadisamudayavacakasV)  tadekadeSesu purusesu vartate: “The word
‘village’ that denotes the collection of houses, fields, enclosure, people, and so on,
refers to parts of these viz. the people;” Maha-bh 1 59,20-22: gramasabdo ’yam
bahvarthah. asty eva salasamudaye vartate, tadyatha: gramo dagdha iti. asti vata-
pariksepe vartate, tadyatha: gramam pravista iti. asti manusyesu vartate, tadyatha:
gramo gato, grama agata iti: “The word ‘village’ has many referents. It happens
that it refers to the collection of houses, for instance: “the village burned down.” It
happens that it refers to the enclosure and surroundings (i.e. the arable land), for
instance: “He entered the village.” It happens that it refers to the people, for
instance: “the village went away, the village came back.””

(DThere is no word in this definition that matches lam T.

B <kvacid> upacaritah™, <tadyatha> “kayakarmana 'tmakarma vyakhyatam”
(VS V.2.18). Restored, cf. PST Ms B 239bl: kayakarmana <’tmakarma>?
vyakhyatam iti.

(DCf. Ms B 239b1: uttaratropacarita iti vacanat.

@ tmakarma em. (cf. bdag gi las T) : om. Ms

®9 Dignaga quotes as an example of this usage VS V.2:18. Jinendrabuddhi
explains it at PST Ms B 239b2 as follows: atra kayasabdah karacaranadisamudaye
vartamanas tadavayava eva upacaryate: “In the present case the word body while
applying to the aggregate of hands and feet, and so on, is transferred to a part of it.”
Cf. Candrananda’s exegesis at VSV 43,3-4 in which kaya stands for hasta: iha
atmasabdena vayuh, yathatmasamyogaprayatnabhyam haste karma tathatmavayu-
samyogat prayatndac ca pranayamakarma.

820 Cf. khyu Zes bya ba darn nags Zes bya ba V : kho bo cag Zes bya ba K; Maha-
bh 1 239,24-25: ekartha samudaya bhavanti tadyatha yiitham Satam vanam iti; ibid.
426,21.

62! Jinendrabuddhi attempts to clarify the actual difference between words
belonging to the class of general terms and those belonging to the class of aggregate
terms in the following pasage at Ms B 239b2-4, quoting a brief definition from
Dignaga’s Samanyapariksavyasa: Samanyapariksavydase tu avayavesipacarita-
vrttitvam bhityastvena drstam iti jatisabdat samuddayasabdasya visesanatvenoktam.
dinmatradarsanam caitat. ayam punar atra sphuto viseso jatisamudayasabdayoh:
samudayasabda ekasamudayantovartinoD vijatiyan sajattyams cabhedenaha. Jati-
Sabdas tu tatsamanajatiyan eva samudayan asamuddayams ceti: “In Samanya-
pariksavyasa, however, the difference of an aggregate term from a general term is
said to be that “its application as transferred to the components is observed to be
preponderant.” This view is just a hint. This, however, is the obvious difference
between a general term and an aggregate term, namely: the aggregate term denotes
without distinction the [properties] belonging to similar as well as dissimilar things
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that reside in a single aggregate, whereas a general term [denotes] aggregates and
non-aggregates that are of the same kind.”
‘antovartino conj. : ‘antah (j?)atino Ms

(308] <ath>akrtasambandhasabdadV) ya<rtha>pratitis,® <tadyatha yad uktam
‘ayam panasa’ iti tatra> katham anumanam iti. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 239b5-6:
akrtasambandha iti ... katham anumanam iti.

(DCE. *brel par ma byas pa’i sgra las K (translating akrtasambandhe Sabde at
PSV V 2aby) : 'brel pas ma byas pa sgra’i don V. The paraphrase with Sja
’originating from’ at PST Ms B 239b6: akrtasambandhasabdaja ya pratitih (see
below n0.624) would indicate that the case morpheme las translates a Sanskrit
ablative as suggested in the restoration above.

@)CE. don rtogs pa K : don ston par byed pa V; paraphrase at PST Ms B 239b6
below no. 624.

622 Jinendrabuddhi interprets the term akrtasambandha as referring to a person
who does not know the connection of a word to its referent, cf. PST Ms B 239b5:
akrtasambandha iti sambandhanabhijiiah pratipatta. This interpretation is possible,
but it makes no sense in the context and may be due to carelesness. Jinendrabuddhi
may not always have compared his explanations to the original he commented upon.

62 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at PST Ms B 239b6: akrtasambandha-
Sabdaja ya pratitir na sanumanam, tadyathda yasya mlecchasabdajah samsayah.
tathavidha sambandhakale 'yam panasa ity atrapi prati<tir i>ti: “The cognition that
originates from a word whose connection to [its referent] has not been told is not
inference, like the doubt that originates from the words of a non-Sanskrit speaker. At
the time of [teaching] the connection through the statement “this is a Jack-fruit tree,”
the cognition is also in that case of the same kind.”

B na tatra <panasasabdad arthapratitih. kasmar>? Restored, cf. PST Ms B
239b7: na tatretyadinarthasiddhatam aha.

BT, ratitenV<arthadarsanat 7> . Restored, cf. PST Ms B 239b7: pratiteneti.

(DCE. rtogs pa’i V : so sos (sic) K.

@)Ct. don ni bstan phyir ro V : don mthoir ba yi phyir K. The reading
*arthadarsanat suggested by V and K is peculiar and non-standard in this context.
The purpose of the 50b is to explain, as the context indicates, that the relation
(sambandha) between any given word and its referent is shown to somebody by
someone to whom it is known (pratita). This is the rationale for Dignaga’s use of
the expression sambandhapradarsanartham which occurs in the vreti. 1 believe that
Tib. don corresponding to Sanskrit artha is an interpolation based upon the
expression arthasiddhatvat that occurs in the vrtti. Consequently I would suggest
restoring 50b as pratitena *pradarsandt. On this assumption we must translate 50b
as: “Because [the relation] is shown by someone to whom [it] is known.”

024 Cf. PST Ms B 239b7: pratitasambandhenety arthah. For a different
translation of 50b, cf. note [310] note 2. above.

825 Cf. don grub pa’i phyir K : om. V.
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626 1t is not possible to decide with absolute certainty what the original Sankrit
version of the first sentence of PSV V:50 might have been: KV are syntactically
confused and both versions omit crucial words. The term grags pa riiiri pa V : om.
K, corresponds probably to Sanskrit vrddha. This term is commonly used in descrip-
tions of how children learn the connection between a word and the referent from the
discourse of grown ups (vrddhavyavahara, cf. SBh 46,7); cf., for instance, the
explanation at SBh 46,2-4: vrddhanam svarthena vyavaharamanam upasrnvanto
balah pratyaksam artham pratipadyamana drsyante. See also Kumarila’s related
discussion at SV Sambandhaksepaparihara 138ff. Raja 1963: 26ff. 1 assume that
"brel pa bstan pas K :’brel pas rab tu rtogs pa V correspond to Sanskrit pratita-
sambandhena, cf. the use of pratitena at PS V 50b.

B 4yamsabdena. Qu. Ms B 239b7.

627 At this point Jinendrabuddhi addresses the question of the denotation of the
demonstrative pronoun, cf. PST Ms B 239b7-240a2: nanu cayamsabdo ’py
asannapratyaksavastusamanyavacanah, kutas) tena panasarthasiddhih? naisa
dosah. yatha pratitasambandho vrksasabdah samanyavacano ’pi yada purovartini
palasadau prayujyate ’yam vrksas chidyatam iti, tada vrksavisesa eva vartate.
tathayamsabdo ’pi: “Certainly, also the demonstrative pronoun ‘this’ denotes the
general property of a proximate perceptible object, so how can it establish the
referent ‘Jack-fruit tree’? This is not a problem! In the same way as the word ‘tree’
whose relation is known: When it is applied, although it denotes the general
property, to the present paldsa, and so on, as in [the statement] ‘this tree is to be cut
down,’ it is used to denote a particular tree only, so also the demonstrative pronoun
‘this’.

Dkutas conj. : tatas Ms

. 28 Cf. lag pa’i brda’ V : lag brda’i. For Dignaga’s use of hastasamjiia, cf. SV
Sabda® 20: hastasamjiiadayao ye ’ye pi yadarthapratipadane bhaveyuh krtasanketas
te na lingam iti sthitah. Sambandhaksepa: 139; PVSV 134,9.

629 T assume that the introduction of the particle 'am after yan lag brda’ V (om.
K) reproduces Sanskrit ca.

B2 kim tarhi samjiavyutpattih®. Qu. Ms B 240a2.
(DCE. “on kyan min (so read; ed. mi) rtogs pa K 149,18 : §in tog pa na sa’i sgra
don rtogs pa V 148,19. For rtogs pa = vyutpatti, cf. Mhvyut 7495-96.

80 Cf. PST Ms B 240a2: panasasabdena tatra samjiiavyutpattimatram kriyata
ity arthah. In the case of samjiiavyutpatti the relation between any given word and
the thing it denotes is taught by pointing at a prototypical instance of the referent
and thus presupposes a visible referent. Consequently there is no inference in the
case of samjiavyutpatti. Dignaga addresses briefly the implications of samjiiavyut-
patti at PSV 1L:5: sabdam api tu <asadharanena visayena> sambandhabhave
<dvidhanumanam pariksyeta> drstartham adrstartham <ca>. <tatra> drstarthe
samjiiavyutpattih. adrstarthe ’rthavikalpamdtram, na visistarthapratitih. Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 62b5: §abdam api tv ityadi. sambandhabhava iti. 62b6-7: drstartham
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... adrstartham. 62b7: drstarthe samjiiavyutpattih. adrstarthe ’rthavikalpamatram
(qu. PVSV 37,26); 63b5: na visistarthapratitih.

The two Tibetan versions translate this crucial passage as follows:

K (Kitagawa 1973 454b8f = P 111al-3): sgra las byun ba yan ’brel pa med par
thun mon ma yin pa’i yul mthon ba dan ma mthon ba las rjes su dpag pa rnam pa
giiis su brtag par bya o || de la mthon ba’i don la min bstan pa ’o | ma mthon ba’i
don la rnam pa rtog pa tsam yin gyi, don gyi khyad par rtogs pa ma yin no ||.

V (Kitagawa 1973 454a5f = P 29b4-6): sgra yan yul thun mon ma yin pa dan
"brel ba yod pa ma yin pas rnam pa giiis ka rjes su dpag pa brtag par bya ste |
mthon ba’i don dar ma mthon ba’i don no || de la mthon ba’i don la ni mi gsal bar
byed pa ’o || ma mthon ba’i don la ni rnam par rtog pa tsam *ba’ Zig ste | don gyi bye
brag rtogs par byed pa ni ma yin no |:

“However, when there is no connection [of any given word] with an individual
referent, it should also be investigated whether verbal cognition is inference in two
ways, namely (1) as having a visible referent and (2) as having an invisible referent.
Now, with regard to the one having a visible referent, it is teaching a name [and thus
it is not inference]. With regard to the one having an invisible referent, it is nothing
but representation of the referent. There is no cognition of a distinct referent [and
thus it is not inference either].”(1)

(DJinendrabuddhi’s explanation at PST Ms B 62b5-7 is deeply indebted to
Dharmakirti’s PVSV  37.24ff; text lifted from PVSV is printed in roman:
“sambandhabhave” samketakale. Sabdarthasambandhabhijiio hi samketakalanu-
bhitarthasamanyam eva pratipadyate Sabdat, na svalaksanam, tasya pirvam
adrstatvat. prayogakale visesavisayatvasamka na bhavaty eva. samketakale tu
pratyaksam svalaksanam iti, sambhavati tadvisayatvasamka. atah “‘sambandha-
bhava” ity aha. “drstartham” yatrarthah pratyaksena drsyate. “adrstartham”™
viparyayat. “drstarthe samjiiavyutpattir” iti. yathayam panasa iti. atra sambandha-
vyutpattir eva bhavati, nanumanam, arthasya pratyaksatvat. adrstarthe svargadav
arthavikalpamatram iti. na hi svargadisabdah svargadinam samketakale ’nyada va
svalaksanam buddhav arpanti, anatindriyatvaprasamgat (cf. PVSV 37,24-25). Keva-
lam tatpratipadanabhiprayaih prayuktah. Srotary apratibhdsamanatatsvabhavam
arthabimbam arpayanti (cf. PVSV 37-25-27): asti kascit suradhivasavisesa'l) ity
evamadikam. naivam svalaksanam pratipannam bhavati 21))ratip€1ditam va: svargadi-
§ravane tadanubhavinam iva pratibhasabhedaprasamgat(®). apratipadyamano ’pi ca
tatsvabhavam tathabhiita eva vikalpapratibimbe tadadhyavasayl samtusyati, tatha-
bhiitatvad eva Sabdarthapratipatteh (cf. PVSV 37,27-38,5). atra ca sambandhabhava
iti etad napeksyate, kim tu drstarthesv eva. tatra hi drstatvad vises<as>ya, tasyaiva
vacyatasamket<a>. tatas tannivrttyartham uktam samjiiavyutpattir iti: “When there
is no connection” that is, at the time when the language convention is taught
(samketakale). For the one who knows the connection of a word to its referent
understands from a word merely the general property of the referent he experienced
at the time when the language convention was taught, but not the individual because
it has not been observed previously. At the time when the language convention is
put into practice doubt about whether a particular is the object does not exist at all.
However, because (iti) the individual is visible at the time of teaching the




324 Annotations

convention, doubt about whether it is its [i.e. the words] object is possible. Therefore
he says “when there is no connection. “Having a visible referent” means “when the
referent is observed by sensation.” “Having an invisible referent” means in the
diametrically opposite case. “With regard to the one having a visible referent, it is
teaching a name,” like, for instance: “this is a Panasa.” In that case it is nothing but
teaching the relation, but it is not inference because the referent is visible. “With
regard to the one having an invisible referent” like heaven “it is a mere
representation of the referent.” For words like heaven do not at the time when the
language convention is taught or on other occasions convey the particular to the
mind because the [absurd] consequence is that it would not transcend the senses.
They are merely used with intentions of teaching about them. They convey to the
listener a mental picture of the referent whose essential nature is not clear [to him] in
words like “it is a particular kind of dwelling place for gods and so on.” A particular
is not understood or explained in this way because the [absurd] consequence is that
there would be no difference of mental picture from hearing [words] like “heaven”
in those who in a way would experience it directly. Although [the listener] does not
understand its essential nature he takes pleasure in a representation picture of
exactly this nature, identifying it as that [namely a particular] because the cognition
of the referent of a word is precicely of this nature. And in this context the
expression “when there is no connection” has no relation to that, but rather to visible
referents only. Since a particular among these is observed, one would expect it to be
the denotable object. Therefore it is said: “teaching a name” in order to exclude
this.”

BYI sambandhapradarsanartham tu <tasya samjiarthasyVayamsabdena sama-
nadhikaranyam>. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 240a2: sambandhapradarsanartham® tv
ityadi.

() For this term, cf. PST Ms B 240a2f, q.v. no. 632 below.

Wem. (cf. ’brel pa rab tu bstan pa’i don T; Ms B 240a3: sambandhapradar-
Sanartham) : sambandha om. Ms

81 Cf. PST Ms B 240a2f.: samjiidartho yasya sa tathocyate.
832 Cf. PST Ms B 240a2: usabdo "vadharanarthah.

633 Cf, PST Ms B 240a3: yad etad ayamsabdena panasarthena panasasSabdasya
samanadhikaranyam tat sambandhapradarsandartham: “The co-reference of the
word ‘panasa’’with the demonstrative pronoun ‘this’ whose referent is the panasa
has the purpose of showing the connection.” .

Umveka eloborates on the issue at SVT (Umveka) 371,12-14 (on Sabda® 102):
ayam panasa iti va prayujyamane vacyavacakalaksanasambandhavagatih. na ca sa
eva panasaSabdavacyah, ayamitiprasiddharthapadasamanadhikaranyavaseyatvat:
“Or, when one makes use of the statement ‘this is a Jack-fruit tree’ one understands
the connection that is characterized as one of the denotable object with the denoting
term. And it [viz. the connection] is not only denotable by the word ‘Jack-fruit tree’
because it is to be ascertained by the co-reference of the syntactical word whose
referent is well known with [the demonstrative pronoun] ‘this’.”(D

Jinendrabuddhi continues the discussion of the role of co-reference in
establishing the connection at PST Ms B 240a 3-5: nanu caikatrabhidheye Sabdayor
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vrttih samandadhikaranyam. tada canirjiiatasambandhatvad eva nasti panasasab-
dasyarthas®, tat kutah samanadhikaranyam? sanketayitra samjiatvena panasar-
thavrtteh®, tada ayamsabdasyarthe sa niyuktah, tatas tatra tasya vrttir ity adosah.
ayam atrarthah: samjiiasamjiiisambandhavyutpattimatrartha eva tada panasasab-
dasyayamsabdavisaye panase samjiiarthena niyoga iti: “Co-reference is certainly
the application of two words to a single denotable object. And at this point (fada)
the word ‘panasa’ has no referent because its relation [to the referent it denotes] is
not known, so how could there be co-reference? Because the person who teaches the
conventional denotation applies it [viz. the word ’panasa’] to the referent panasa as
its name, it is at this point applied to the referent of the demonstrative pronoun
‘this’, therefore its application to this is not a problem. The meaning in the present
case is this: At this point the application of the word ’panasa’ that has the purpose
of being a name of the panasa that is the referent of the demonstrative pronoun
"this’ has merely the purpose of teaching the relation between the name and the
thing named.”

For Dharmakirti’s view of pradarsana in relation to vyutpatti, cf. the discussion
at PV I 117ff with PVSV ad loc.

(1) Dignaga’s view on the role of the demontrative pronoun for establishing the
relation between the vocal sign and its referent is closely related to Bhartrhari’s
view, cf. the quotation from the Sangraha at VPV 1 101,3: so 'yam iti vyapadesena
sambandhopayogasya Sakyatvat; VPV 105,3-4; VPV 1 126,4-5: so ’yam iti samjiiina
s’ak%yavacchedalak_sanah sambandho niyamyate; VP 11:128.

2) °§abdasyarthah em. (cf. T sgra’i don) : °asya Ms

®) panasartha® em. (cf. pa na sa’i don T) : palasartha® Ms

BY ybhayor abhidheya iti krtvaD. Qu. Ms B 240a6.
(DCT. griis ka brjod par bya ba yin no Zes byas nas V : giii ga’i brjod par bya ba
yin pa’i phyir K.

3% Cf. PST Ms B 240a5-6: katham punas tena sambandhah Sakyate pradarsa-
yitum, yavata nasya tatra kificit pravrttinimittam vastusat bhavadbhir isyata ity aha:
“ubhayor abhidheya iti krtva” iti. panasayamsabdayor dvayor apy abhidhanar-
hah, V) tabhyam va Sakyo ’bhidhatum ity arthah. etad uktam bhavati: Sabdanam
icchamatravrttitvat sarva evartha yogyah. tasmad vinapy anyena pravrttinimittena
Sakyate sambandho darsayitum iti: “But how, moreover, is it possible to show the
relation with it [viz. the Jack-fruit tree], insofar as you claim that it [viz. the word
‘Jack-fruit tree’] has no real cause of application whatsoever in it [viz. Jack-fruit
tree]? He answers: “On the assumption that [the connection] is the denotable object
of both.” The meaning is that both the word ‘Jack-fruit tree’ and the demonstrative
pronoun ‘this’ are capable of denoting it [viz. the connection], or, that it can be
denoted by both of them. What is meant is this: Since words apply by the mere wish,
all referents are fit [as referents]. Therefore it is possible to show the connection
even without something else as cause of application.”

(Mogs em. : °am Ms

[315] atadarthyacV ca samjiarthah panasasabdah®. Qu. Ms B 240a7.

WDatadarthyac em. (cf. de’i don fiid ma yin pa’i phyir T) : atarth® Ms

Q)CE. de’i don las ni min gi don pa na sa’i sgra yin no K : de’i don du brda’i don
byas pa ni ma yinno V.
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05 Cf PST Ms B 240a7-240bl: tena panasenanarthavattvar) panasasabdah
samjiiavyutpattiprayojana ity arthah: “The meaning is this: Since it is does not have
a referent because of the Jack-fruit tree, the word ‘Jack-fruit tree’ has the purpose of
teaching the name.”

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation is concise to the point of being obscure. The
underlying intention is that until the connection between the name (samjiia)
‘panasa’ and its referent is established, the term per se has no referent and only
denotes its own form (svaripa). Its sole purpose is that of being a name whose
relation to its referent has to be taught by pointing to a prototypical instance of it,
and the use of the demonstrative pronoun “this” as mentioned by Dignaga.

Cf. Bhartrhari’s explanation at VPV ad VP 1 66a-b: prak samjiiinabhisam-
bandhat samjiia rapapadarthika, sasthyas ca prathamayas ca nimittatvaya kalpate.
... yavat samjiiina tu samjiia na sambaddha tavan na samjiiipadarthiketi: “Before
[its] connection with the thing named, the name has [its own] form as referent and is
fit for being the cause [of application] of the sixth triplet or the first triplet.”

Cf. VPT (Paddhati) 125,22 ad loc.: samjiiasamjiiisambandhavyutpattikale ‘ayam
panasah’ iti. na hi samjiiayas tada so 'rthah: “Like at the time of teaching the
connection between a name and the thing named in the words “this is a Jack-fruit
tree.” For this is not the referent of the name at that time.”

[316] <(yo ’yam?) sambandhah> sa eva tarhi Sabdasya <prameyam>") bhavisyati.
Restored, cf. PST Ms B 240bl: sa eva tarhityadi. yo 'yam Sabdarthayoh samban-
dhah sa eva Sabdasya ... abhidheyo bhavisyati.

(DCt. "0 na ’brel pa de fiid sgra’i gZal byar gyur ro K : §in tog pa na sa’i sgra
de iiid dan (sic) ’brel pa ltar sgra’i gZal byar ’gyur ba yin no V.

%% The introduction of the term *prameya (Tib. gZal bya) is motivated by the
opponent’s view that §abda is a separate mans of cognition (pramana) having as
object of cognition (prameya) a connection like that of the word ‘panasa’ with the
object it denotes. It is uncertain why Jinendrabuddhi substitutes abhidheya for
prameya, cf. PST Ms B 240bl: yo 'yam sSabdarthayoh sambandhah sa eva Sabdasya
vidhiriipenabhidheyo bhavisyati, tatas canenaiva viSesena Sabdam anumanat
pramanantaram bhavisyatiti manyate: “The idea is that only the relation between
the word and its referent will be the denotable object of the word in an affirmative
form, and therefore, i.e., because of this difference, verbal cognition will be a
separate means of cognition from inference.”

%7 The karika may be restored as: na sambandhah, kalpitatvar®. Cf.
Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase at Ms B 240b3-5 no. 640 below.

M brtags pa’i phyir V presupposes the reading *kalpitatvat : rnam rtog yin phyir
K *vikalpitatvat (?), which is ummetrical.

B sambandho  hi <§Janasas’abddrthau> pramanantarenopalabhy<asyayam’
WDiti> manasa kalpyate®, anumananumeyasambandhavat, “tato <na> sabdam
pramanantaram. Restored, cf. PST Ms B 240b1-5: pramanantarenopalabhyeti ...
manasa kalpyata iti... anumananumeyasambandhavat; cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s para-
phrase no.s 637 above and 640 below.
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(CE. °di ’di’i yin no V : ’di ni ’di "o K; for the semantics of the use of the sixth
triplet, cf. VP I11.3:3: asyayam vdcako vacya iti sasthya pratiyate. VPV 1 125-126 ad
VP 166-67; PV 111:129: asyedam iti sambandhe.

@Q)CE. yid kyi<s> ’brel pa rtogs par byed pa K : §in tog pa na sa dan (sic) "brel
par rtogs pa V.

08 Cf. PST Ms B 240b2: pratyaksadina. Jinendrabuddhi continues addressing
the question of how the relation between the two relata, i.e., the word and the
referent, is established by means of sensation, when the forms of the word and its
referent are defined by their general properties viz. exclusion of other words and
other referents, respectively, and sensation does not have general properties as its
field of operation. The answer is that the term ‘other means of cognition’ denotes the
knowledge that arises as the immediate result of the other means of cognition
because the cause has been transferred to the effect, cf. PST Ms B 240b2-3: katham
punah pratyaksena sambandhinor upalambho yavata samanyaripau Sabdarthav iti
pratipaditam? na ca pratyaksam samanyavisayam. paramatenaivam uktam. Prama-
nantaraprsthabhavi va jianam karye karanopacarat pramanantarasabdenoMktam
ity adosah.

(Dedeno® em. : °do no® Ms

89 Cf. PST Ms B 240b3-5: sambandho hi sambandhivyatirekena nasty eva,
kevalam sambandhinohV) parasparapeksavasad vikalpyate, yac ca kalpitam na tat
kvacid® arthakriyayam upayujyate. arthakriyarthas ca sarvah preksavatam aram-
bha iti na sambandho 'numanarhah. yat kalpitam na tad anumandarham. anuma-
nanumeyasambandhavat. tatha ca Sabdarthasambandhah: “For the connection does
not exist independently of the relatum. It is merely imagined because of the mutual
dependence of the two relata. And that which is imagined is under no circumstances
fit for purposeful action; and every undertaking of intelligent persons has as its
objective purposeful action. Thus the relation is not capable of being inferred. For
that which is imagined is not capable of being inferred in the same way as the
inference-inferendum relation. And so is the relation between the word and its
referent.”

This explanation is evidently influenced by Dharmakirtian thought. For the
concept of parasparapeksa cf., e.g., Dharmakirti’s Sambandhapariksa verse 3. For
the term arthakriyartha, cf. e.g. arthakriyarthin at PVSV 89,19.

(onoh em. (cf. *brel pa can dag T) : °inah Ms

@ kvacid em. (cf. ga’ Zig tu'T) : kecid Ms

B8] atha Sesam upamanadi katham <na pramanantaram>. Restored, cf. PST Ms
B 240b5: atha Sesam upamanadi katham iti.

0 That is, sambhava and the rest, cf. PST Ms B 240b6: adisabdena ...
sambhavadayo grhyante. For sambhava and the other means of knowledge, cf.
Randle 1930: 326ff.

BYI Sesam uktam disanaya. Qu. Ms B 240b6.

o4 cf, PST Ms B 240b6: yathoktayaiva disopamanadinam yathasambhavam
apramanatvam apramanantaratvam coktam veditavyam.
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(3201 upamanam tavad gogavaydadisu saripyapratipattyartham. tatra parata

upasrutya ya pratitih sa sabdam. svayam tu dvayartham pramanantarenadhigamya
manasa sariapyam yada kalpayati, tadaV tad api na pramanantaram. napy evam
adhigamyamanam sarapyam prameyam. evam anyany apy anumdanavikalpavyati-
riktatvat pariksiptavyani.(?) Restored, cf. PST Ms B 240b7-241a5: upamanam tavad
ityadi. gogavayadisv iti visayam darSayati. sarapyapratipattyartham iti ... tatra
parata upasrutyeti ... ya pratitih sa sabdam. ... svayam tu dvayartham iti. svayam
eva gam gavayam cadhigamya pratyaksena manasa saripyam yadanayoh kalpayati
tadanubhitarthavisayatvat ... pramanam eva na bhavati ... anyatha gam mahisam
ca pratyaksena drstva yada tayor visadrSatvam kalpyati: asmad ayam visadrsam iti,
tada tad api <na>®) pramanantaram syad ity abhiprayah. napy evam adhigam-
yamanam iti ... sarupyam prameyam,; 242b4-5: evam ityadi. anyany api yani pra-
manani pramanantaratvena kalpitani, tany apy anumanavikalpavyatiriktatvat
pramanantaratvena parikseptavyani; for the reading pramanantarena, cf. YD 72,18
g.v. below no. 646.

(DCE. bsal bar bya ba fiid yin no V 148,36-37 : gZan sel ba’i tshul yin no K
149,35.

(2 Although neither V nor K reproduce yada and the apodosis tada, their
presence may be inferred from their occurrence in Jinendrabuddhi’s paraphrase; the
use of the case marker la in the phrase yid kyis rtogs par byed pa yin la K 149,33
may be an attempt to translate yada; cf. the use of yada and tada in Uddyotakara’s
reproduction of Dignaga’s view of upamana, for which see no. 647 below.

3 na conj. (cf. de ni tshad ma gZan ma yin no V : tshad ma gZan ma yin te K) :
Ms and T om.

842 Cf, PST Ms B 240b7: sarapyapratipattyartham iti sadrsyaniscayanimittam ity
arthah. Jinendrabuddhi then continues quoting the definition of upamana at NS 1.1:6
prasiddhasadharmyat sadhyasadhanam upamanam followed by a short explanatory
gloss, cf. B 241al: etat tasya laksanam: prasiddhapramananiscito gavadih; tena
sadharmyam samanadharmatvam prasiddhasadharmyam. tasmad gavadyapeksaya
gavayadisaripyasya yat sadhanam siddhih, tad upamanam: “The following is its
definition: A cow, and so on, is ascertained by means of an acknowledged means of
cognition. Acknowledged common property means having properties in common
with this, i.e., having the same property [as this]. Therefore the establishing, i.e.,
siddhi of the similarity of the gayal, and so on, with reference to a cow, and so on, is
upamana.”

3 Cf, PST Ms B 240b1-3: gaur iva gavaya ityady aptavacanasravanapiurvika
gavayadisarapyasya vivaksaridhasya ya pratitih, sa sabdam eva sabdaprabhava-
tvat. Sabdasya canumane ’ntarbhavitatvad na pramanantaram. bahye tv arthe
visamvaditvat tasyah pramanyam eva nastity abhiprayah: “The cognition of the
similarity of a gayal [to a cow], and so on,—(the similarity) being imposed by
(someone’s) intention to speak—which presupposes hearing the words of an
authority such as “the gayal is like a cow,” is nothing but verbal cognition in that it
stems from words; and since verbal cognition is included in (the category of)
inference, it is not a separate means of cognition. However, since there is
disagreement about an external referent, this [cognition] has no cognitive validity.
Such is [Dignaga’s] opinion.”
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84 Cf. Ms B 241a4: tatkalpanam smrtyadivat. pramanam eva na bhavati. kutah
punah pramanantaram bhavisyati.

5 yuktidipika reproduces almost verbatim Dignaga’s view at YD 72,17-18: na
tavat parata <upaSrutya?> upamdnam pramandantaram. yada svayam eva gam
gavayam copalabhya vikalpayati “yathdyam tathdayam” iti tada tasyarthasya
pramanantarenadhigamat pramanam eva tan na bhavatiti.

646 Cf, PST Ms B 241a5: apramanenadhigamyamanam.  smrtyadi
adhigamyamanam iva na saripyam prameyam ity arthah. In the immediately
following excursus at Ms B 241a5-242b4 Jinendrabuddhi discusses Vatsyayana’s
interpretation of upamana in his commentary on NS I.1:6, and that of Sabara on MS
I.1:5. For this section, cf. Appendix 3.

The view that similarity is an object of cognition would imply that is is a
perceptible general property (vastu). Kumarila addresses Dignaga’s rejection of this
view at SV Upamana® 17ff: pratyaksabhdasam etat tu nirvikalpavadinam, prame-
yavastvabhavdc ca nabhipreta pramanata.

Apart from Dignaga’s remark at Nyayamukha 3b.10-11 about the inclusion of
upamana in anumana his view of upamana is only known from PS V § 67 and the
more explicit passage at NV 60,16-61,1 in which Uddyotakara appears to reproduce
Dignaga’s view as pirvapaksa. It is evidently not based upon PS V § 67.
Uddyotakara is therefore addressing the discussion found in another Dignagan work,
presumably the lost Nyayapariksa: pratyaksagamabhyam nopamanam bhidyate.
katham iti. yada tav ubhau gogavayau pratyaksena pasyati tadd hy ayam anena
saripa iti pratyaksatah pratipadyate. yadapi Srnoti “yatha gaur evam gavaya’ iti
tadasya Srnvata eva buddhir upajayate kecid gor dharma gavaye ’nvayina
upalabhyante kecid vyatirekina iti, anyatha hi yatha tathety eva na syat. bhityas tu
sarapyam gava gavayasya ity evam pratipadyate. tasmad nopamanam pratyaksa-
gamabhyam bhidyate iti: “Comparison is not distinct from sensation and testimony.
In what way? Because when a person sees both the cow and the gayal, in that case it
is by immediate sensation that he apprehends that one is like the other; and when he
is told that the gayal is like the cow, in that case it is just on hearing of this that the
knowledge arises in his mind that some of the qualities of the cow are found in the
gayal and others are not: as otherwise the word ’like’ would not have been used by
the speaker; and he apprehends a preponderant sameness of the qualities of the gayal
with those of the cow. For this reason comparison is not distinct from immediate
sensation and testimony;” cf. Randle 1926: 49. As mentioned by Randle op. cit. 50-
51, Dignaga’s criticism does not address Vatsyayana’s interpretation of NS 1.1:6,
and he may in fact have had another interpretation of the sifra in mind. Kumarila
does not expressly mention Dignaga’s view, but his criticism of the attempt to
include upamana in anumana at SV Upamana® 43ff is no doubt directed at Dignaga.

%7 Dignaga’s inclusion of arthapatti, implication, and abh@va, non-existence, in
anumana is known from PSV 1I:51, for which, cf. Frauwallner 1968: 90-91. See
also YD 73,1-18; 74,9-16. Jinendrabuddhi mentions, in addition, aitihya (tradition)
and sambhava (inclusion), and closes his commentary on chapter five by quotmg
PSV I:2ab like in the beginning of the chapter, cf. Ms B 242b5-7: tatmttthyam D iri
hocur ity® amrdlstapravaktrkam( paramparagatam vacanam. yatheha vane™ yak-
sah prativasatiti. etad api vivaksayam sabdan na bhidyate. bahye ’rthe tv asya
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pramanyam eva ndsti. sambhavo nama yatra yasya sambhavah tadgrahanat® sam-
bhavisattagrahanam: yatha dronagrahandad adhakasya satta grhyate. etad api sam-
udayavyavasthapah samudayinah karanam iti dronat karyalingad eva grahanam.
tato ‘numana antargatah arthapattyadini piarvam eva krtabhividhananiti sthitam
etat “pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane dve eve ti.

Cf. the somewhat different presentation at YD 73,19-74,3 of Dignaga’s (?) inter-
pretation of sambhava as an instance of presumption and therefore by definition
included in the category of inference.

The compound anumanavikalpa—grammatically a karmadharaya ‘“the repre-
sentation which is inference”—is not recorded elsewhere in PSV and Jinendrabuddhi
does not comment upon it.

: tatreti hyam iti Ms

(2) em. : dobu ritya Ms (Zes drag cin brjod nas sic T)

@ em. : nirdistapravarttakam Ms, cf. T res par bstan pa ’jug par byed pa
indlcatmg that T presupposes the same wrong reading, Jinendrabuddhi alludes to
Vatsyayana’s formulation, cf. Nyayabhasya on NS 11.2:1: iti hocur ity anirdistapra-
vakirkam pravadaparamparyam aitihyam; cf. Kiranavali on PBh § 263.

» COIl_] (dper na nags ’di na gnod sbyin T) : yahivathehavate Ms
. : tatagrahanat Ms

8 Cf. le’u Ina pa "o K : tsad ma kun las btus pa las gZan sel ba brtag pa’i le’u
ste lnapa ’oV.



Appendix 1

Restored Sanskrit Text of
Pramanasamuccayavrtti V §§1-66

§1. uktam pramanadvayam. kecic chabdam api <pramanantaram man-
yante>.

na pramanantaram $abdam anumanat. tatha hi sah |
krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena bhasate | [1]

Sabdo hi yatra visaye prayujyate tasya yenamsenavinabhavitvasam-
bandhah, tam krtakatvadivad arthantaravyavacchedena dyotayati,
<tasmad anumanan> na bhidyate.

§2. ye tv ahuh: jatiSabdah svabhedan sarvan evaha, uktesu tu niya-
martham viSasasrutir <iti>. <tatrocyate>

na jatiSabdo bhedanam [2a]

“vacaka” iti vaksyate. jatiSabdas tavat sadadir <dravyadinam na vaca-
kah>,

anantyat. [2b,]

anantye hi bhedanam asakyah sambandhah kartum. na cakrtasamban-
dhe Sabde ’rthabhidhanam yuktam svartipamatrapratiteh.

§3. kim ca,
vyabhicaratah. [2b,]

yatha hi sacchabdo dravye vartate tatha gunadisv apiti vyabhicarat
samS$ayah syat, nabhidhanam.

§4. yo ’pi manyate: <jatiSabdo jatimatre tadyogamatre va> samban-
dhasaukaryad avyabhicarac ceti. tad ayuktam, <na hi tayor api>

vacako yogajatyor va bhedarthair aprthaksruteh. [2cd]
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tatha hi <sad dravyam, san gunah, sat karmeti bhedarthair dravyadi-
Sabdaih> samanadhikaranyam na syat. tac ca drstam. na hi satta <tad-
yogo va> dravyam guno va bhavati, kim tarhi, dravyasya gunasya va.
aha ca:

vibhaktibhedo niyamad gunagunyabhidhayinoh
samanadhikaranyasya prasiddhir dravyasabdayoh.
[VP II1.14:8]

sambandhas$ catra sambandhidharmena vacya ucyate:
tatha hi bhavah krtvoktah, bhavas canyena yujyate. [3]

sambandhanam hi sambandhah. <so "nyena yujyate ragadivat>. tasmat
sambandhidharmena sambandho vacya iti krtvasankitam svadharmena
tu nasti sambandhasya vacakah Sabda ity idam tat prati nasti. ato nai-
vasya jatiSabdena vacyatvam upapadyate.

§5. <ye tv ahuh>: visSesasabdaih <samanadhikaranyat sambandha-
saukaryad avyabhicarac ca jatimanmatram vivaksitam iti. tatra>

tadvato nasvatantratvat. [4a]
evam api hi sacchabdo jatisvaripamatropasarjanam dravyam aha, na
saksad iti tadgataghatadibhedanaksepad atadbhedatve samanadhika-
ranyabhavah. na hy asatyam vyaptau <samanadhikaranyabhavah>.
tadyatha Suklasabdah svabh1dheyagunamatrav1s1stadravyabh1dhanat
saty api dravye madhuradin naksipati. tatas catadbhedatvam. evam
atrapi prasangah.
§6. <kim ca>,

upacarat. [4b,]
sacchabdo hi bhutarthena svariipam va jatim vaha. tatra pravrttas tad-
vaty upacaryate. na tu yo yatropacaryate, sa tam artham bhatarthe-
naha.
§7. <sariipyasya ca>

asambhavat. [4b,]
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tadvati ca <gunasarlipyam> na pratyayasankrantitah <sambhavati>,
napi gunopakarat.

§8. katham na pratyayasankrantitah? upacare sati

buddhirtipasya bhinnatvad rajiio bhrtyopacaravat. [4cd]
tadyatha [...]. upacaryate ca <jatiSabdas tadvati>.
§9. kramenanabhidhanac ca kundasankhadisuklavat. [Sab]
<yatra hi samanapratitis tatra kramenabhidhanam, tadyatha> Suklam
kundam, kumudam, §ankham iti; sakrc ca jatitadvatoh §abda<prayoga
iti> nasti pratyayasankrantitah saripyam.
§10. gunopakarat tadriipye prakarsah syad vina dhiya. [Scd]
yadi sphatikavad gunoparagat tadvan gunasvariipo bhavet, evam sati
dravye gunaprakarsabuddhyanapeksa<pi> prakarsabuddhih syat. na hi
sphatika upadhanabuddhyapeksa pravartate raktabuddhih, avyutpan-
nasya bhedabuddhy<abhavat>.
§11. <kim ca>,

samsargirlipat sarvatra mithyajiianam prasajyate. [6ab]

sarvo hi §abdah pratyayo ’rthe samsargiripavyavahitah, tatah <sphati-
kavad> ayatharthah syat.

§12. <kim ca>

samanyadibahutve ca yugapad grahakesu ca
upakaro virudhyeta. [6¢cd-7a]

yada ca bahavo grahitaro bhavanti gunavatah Suklades tadyatha gha-
tah, parthivah, dravyam, san, Suklah, madhurah, surabhir ityevamadi-
viSesaih, tada gunopakaro virudhyate. na hi Sakyam tada dravyena
ekagunariipena sthatum, aviSesat, napy ekadesena gunariipam anubha-
vitum Sakyam, krtsnasya ghatadirtipapratiteh.

sarvair va mecakeksanam. [7b]
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atha punah sarvair ghatatvadibhir upakaro yugapat krtsnasya kriyate,
tatah pratyekam ghatadiriipagrahanabhavad mecakadar§anam yugapat
sarvariipapatteh syat.

§13.bhedesu jatau tadyoge tulyo dosas ca tesv api. [7cd]

[...]

[...] <jatau> mukhyo bhedestpacaritah. [...] avaSyam [...] sambha-
vatah [...].

§14. tadvams ca bheda evestah sa ca pirvam nirakrtah. [8cd]

[...]
§15. nanu coktam [...]. yady evam
tadvanmatram tu sambandhah satta veti vicaritam. [9ab]

[...] <yathaha:> samasakrttaddhitesu sambandhabhidhanam anyatra
rudhyabhinnartipavyabhicaritasambandhebhya <iti. tatra ca na>

vacako yogajatyor va bhedarthair aprthaksruteh [2cd]
<ity uktam>.

§16. tadvan artho ghatadis$ cen na patadisu vartate.
samanyam arthah sa katham. [9cd-10a]

anekavrtti hi samanyam [...] tac ca [...] katham [...].

§17. nanu ca [...]. sattadisu ca ... tasmat [...]. sa ca <nasty arthasya>,
yasmat [...]. [...], na tu kenacit tadvata; sattayogau ca <purvam
nirakrtau>.

§18. nanimittah sa <ca> matah. [10c]

[...]tataSca...].

§19. atha punar ananyasmim dravye vartate sadgunam,, sacchabdad
ghatadyakanksayam viSesanaviSesyabhavah syat, nilataradivat.

yady ekatrasitadivat. [10d]

<sambandhe gune va syat>,
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<naitad apy asti>. [11a,]
nilasabdo hi [...].
§20. <kim ca,>
upetyapi naitaj jater ajatitah. [11a,-b]

[...] naivam sajjatir ghatadijatimati yatas tan viSesan upadaya dravye
varteta. [...]

§21. evam tarhy <ucyate> yady apy aSabdavacya, tathapi ghatadisv
arthaksiptesu bhedakanksa bhavisyati. tadvan hy artho ’vasyam ghata-
tvadinam kenacit samanyenanubaddha <iti>.

arthaksepe ’pi anekantah. [11c]
arthaksepo hi <yasminn arthe niScayotpattih>, tadyatha diva na
bhunkta iti ratribhojane <nlscayah> itha punah sad ity ukte na
ghatadisu niScayah. <iti sam$aye sati> nasty <artha>ksepah.

§22. <yasmaj jatiSabdo na katham api bhedasamanyasambandha-
jatimadvacakah,>

tenanyapohakrc chrutih. [11d]
tasmad <yad uktam prak>:

krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena bhasate [1cd]
<iti tad eva sthitam>.
§23. aha ca:

bahudhapy abhidheyasya na Sabdat sarvatha gatih
svasambandhanurtpyat tu vyavacchedarthakary asau. [12]

anekadharma Sabdo ’pi yenartham nativartate
pratyayayati tenaiva na Sabdagunatadibhih. [13]

§24. yady anyapohamatram <S$abdarthah>, katham <nilotpaladiSabda-
nam samanadhikaranyam syad, viSesanaviSesyabhava$ ca>. katham ca
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na syat? yasmad bhinnam <apohyam samanyaviSesaSabdanam. esa
doso nasti>, te "pi hi

apohyabhedad bhinnarthah svarthabhedagatau jadah
ekatrabhinnakaryatvad viSesanaviSesyakah. [14]

<nilotpaladiS§abda hi> saty apy apohyabhede svarthavi$esavyaifijanar-
tham urdhvatakakanilayavat svam apohartham ekatropasamharantah
<samanadhikarana bhavanti>. tatha hi te pratyekam svarthavisSese
samS$ayahetavah, $abdantarasahitavyangyarthasambhavac ca <vise-
sanaviSesya>bhutah.

§25. yat tarhi tad ekadhikaranam [...].

na ca tat kevalam nilam na ca kevalam utpalam
samudayabhidheyatvat. [15a-c]

nilotpalasabdabhyam <hi> sahitabhyam sa <pratiyate>, na kevalabh-
yam. <kevalau hi>

varna<vat tau> nirarthakau. [15d]
yathaiva hi [...]
§26. visama upanyasah. na hi [...]

varne na kascid artha$ ced gamyate tu padadvaye
tadvacya iti tatrapi kevalam sa pratiyate. [16]

yathaiva hi [...]. yat tuktam [...] tatrapi [...] arthastinyaih samudayaih
[...]. bhinnasabdavacyenarthena bhinnartha ity ucyante. [...].

§27. [...] <etayor hy> avayavarthayor adhikaranam tato bhinnam syad
abhinnam va. [...]

samudayaikata nasti mitho ’bhedaprasangatah. [17ab]
yadi hi [...].

samuhanekatasakteh. [17c]
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samuhasyanekasmad abhedad anekatvaprasangah. [...] nilotpalartha-
yoh [...], ekatrapi vartamanau

<$abdau svartham na tyajatah>. [17d]
[...] samuditayor api [...] kutah samanadhikaranyam? <esa doso nasti>
dvav api <viSesarthau>, samanye viSesantarbhavat. tulyartipau <sa-
manyarthena>. viSesarthavattvajiapanartham dvitiyasabdaprayogah.
[...].
atra tavad nilasabden<abhedena>bhidhiyate,

na jatih. [18a,]

<na hi nilaSabdo dravyajatim> samanyenaha, <kuto viSeso dravya-
jatav antarbhitah kalpyeta?>

nanu ca <nilavad dravyam samanyenaha>, [...]. ayuktam evam bhavi-
tum. <kasmat>?

purvam uktatvat. [18a,]

<tadvadabhidhanam hi “tadvato nasvatantratvad” [4a] ityevamadina>
purvam eva nisiddham.

[...] tad ayuktam. <kasmat>?

sam$ayat. [18b,]
sam$ayo hi <samanya$abdad viSesesu drstah>. na ca yatah sam$ayah
<tenabhidhanam yuktam>. syat tv arthato <viSesasabdat samanya-

pratitir avyabhicarat>.

yat tarhidam <uktam “‘antarbhiitaviSesam samanyam” iti>, naitad <uk-
tam abhidheyatvat, kim tarhi,

anapohanat>. [18b,]

[...]
paryaye gatir ekasmat. [18c].

paryayasabde hy anirjiiatanekarthe paryayantarasya prayogas tat<pur-
va>rthapratitaye. etad eva hi <paryayasabdanam> paryayavam: parya-
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yenartham abhidadhati, <na yugapat>. tatha cotpalarthasya nilasab-
denaivavagater viSesanaviSesyatvabhavah. [...]

§28. <yathabhede> tatha bhede ’pi: <samudayibhyah> samudayasya-
nyatvam sadhyam. na hi tasya tesu tesam va tatra kartsnyenaikadesena
va vrttih sambhavati. [...]

[...]. tad dhy arthayor va bhavec <chabdayor va>. [...].

yady apy ekarthavrttita <jatigunayo$ carthayoh>
na samanyavisesatvam. [19a-c]

yady api hi <nilagunotpalajatyor ekatra dravye vrtteh samanadhika-
ranyam syat, na visesanavisesyabhavah>. na hi [...]

tadvatoh [...] [19d]

[...] dravyayor anyatravrtteh. [...] dvayor ekasya va samanya-
vi§esavattvayogat. [...].

[...] [20ab]

atyantabhinnau hi <§abdau jatigunabhidhayakau, tasmat tayoh sama-
nadhikaranyabhavah> [...].

[...]

tulyatulyam prasajyate. [20cd]
[...].

§29. atulyatvavivaksa cet. [21a]

<yadi manyate: sambandhikrtabhedavivaksayam> tulyatvam tavad
upadaya samanadhikaranyam bhavisyati. yatrapi hi [...] tulyakara-
buddhi <hetutvat>. ubhayavyudasanugrhite [...] tatra Sabdavyaparah.
tanmatrasya vivaksa prayujyate. sambandhikrte tv <viSese 'vivaksite
>, tad vastu katham vacyam?

<kim ca>

gavasvasamanata. [21b]
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[...] <tasya vastuno> ’nabhidheyatvena <samanateti> nilotpaladivat
samanadhikaranyaprasangah.

§30. tatrakrtivisesas ca. [21c]

[...] svasamanyabhivyaktihetor <bhedasya> tatkrte hi tayos tatha-
bhidhane katham avivaksa, na tu nilotpalatvavato ’rthasya.

anekakrtisankarah. [21d]

ekasmin vastuni <anekasamanya>bhivyakter anekasamsthanasama-
veSah <syat>, na ca drstam.

§31. api ca,

<tulyam>. [22a,]
<gava$vadinam hi> tulyatulyam adhikaranam anabhidheyatvat sattadi-
vyafijjakatvac ca gotvadivyafjakatvat. tatrapy atulyatvavivaksayam
samanadhikaranyaprasangah.
§32. iste "pi cabhavah. [22a,]
yatrapi [...]. yadi [...]. tatha hi [...].
§33.[...]

na vyaktir gunakarmanoh. [22b]
<gunakarmanor hy> asamsthanavattvat <tadgatasamanya>nabhivyak-
tiprasangah. S$aktibhedena svasamanyabhivyafijakatvad dravyadisu

bhedaiti[...].

§34. [...]. sabdanam tavad abhidhayakaSabdakrtah. tesam hi yadrccha-
Sabdesu tadabhidheyatvam viSesah.

bhedo vacakabhedac ca [...]. [22c]

[...]. aviSiste hi vastuny abhidhayakena Sabdenabhedopacaran na vak-
tavyam viSistasamanyabhivyaktihetutvad gavadayo viSistah. abhidha-
nabhedad api drsto bhedas$ caitradivad <iti cet>. na, tasyaiva pariks-
yatvac <cai>kasyapi anekaparyayaSabdabhidheyatvac <ca>. [...] tatra-
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rtha iva vicarah. [...] sa tu nabhidhayakah [...] Sakatika<der> <bala>-
prayuktasya ca <ekarthabhidhyakatvat>.

§35. [...] <tadyatha> §irah prstham udaram panir iti tadviSesebhya
[VS X.11] <ity uktam>.

vyafjakavyaktito bhede <praptam anyonyasams$rayam> [23ab]

[...]. dravyasvabhavah kah? svasamanyabhivyaifijakatvam. samanya-
svabhavah kah? svadravyabhivyangyatvam. [...].

§36. <kim ca>
svabhavanaikataikasya bahuvyakteh parasparam. [23cd]

[...]. dravyad dhi <bahusamanyasya> sattader <vyaktih>. [...]. sarva-
tha ca gunasambandhabhedac ca Saktibhedac cabhidhanabhedac ca
bhedabhyupagame <ekasyapy> anekatvaprasangah.

[...] [24]
[...].

§37. visesanaviSesyatvam asvatantryat puroditam. [25ab]
[...].
§38. tatra,

anyatve ’pi na samanyabhedaparyayavacyanut. [25cd]

tulye ’pi hi anyatve <Sabdo na samanyabhedaparyayasabdanam ar-
tham apohate. kuta iti cet?> avirodhat. paryayasabdasya <tavat> tul-
yam apohyam yugapad aprayogat, na ca svarthapratiksepo yuktah.
samanyasabdenapi svabhedesu arthantaram vyudastam bhedasabdo
‘numodate, arthitvat. yatha hi §im$apa na palas<adi>, evam na <ghata-
dy> api. etena <samanyasamanyasabdarthapratiksepo ’py uktah>. ta-
tha samanyasabdah svartham abhiprete visaye vyavasthapyamanam
viSesaSabdena viSesaviSesasabdena va katham nopeksate? <evam avi-
rodhad na samanyadiSabdarthapoho yuktah>. samiiha§ ca tathar-
thantaravacakah. evam ca samanyaviSesaSabdayor svarthasamanye
vartamanayor dvayor bahtinam va tadviSistarthantaravacakatvam upa-
padyate yathoktam prak.
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§39. <aha ca>

tanmatrakanksanad bhedah svasamanyena nojjhitah
nopattah samsayotpatteh, simye caikarthata tayoh [26]

anekam api samanyam bhedenavyabhicarina
upattam na tayor tulya viSesanavisesyata [27]

§40. kim punar atra <karanam yena bhedasabdo bhedantarasabdar-
tham apohate?>

bhedo bhedantarartham tu virodhitvad apohate [28ab]

bhedartha hi §abdah samanyarthapaharitvad rajaputravat paraspara-
virodhinah. tata§ ca na parasparartham ksamante. tadyatha <’ayam
vrksah $im$ape’ti §imsapasabdo vrksasabdena saha prayujyamanah
khadiradibhyo vrksatvam vyavacchidya svavisaye vyavasthapayati.
tathetaratrapi. evam tavad bhedasabdasyai>kadravyapaharitvad <bhe-
dantarasabdarthapoho yuktah>.

§41. atha samanyantarabhed<artham> ghatadim asambandham>
kasmad apohata <iti. yasmad>

samanyantarabhedarthah svasamanyavirodhinah [28cd]
vrksasabdena hi <ghatadayah parthivadyapaharitvad virodhinah>. tena
hi nirakriyamanam abhyanumodate mitrasatruvat. arthac ca tena sa
nirasta iti pratiyate. etena <samanyantarabhedanam gunadinam tad-
bhedanam ca rupadinam> nirakaranam upeksanam ca sambandhasam-
bandhatah krtam veditavyam <mitramitrasatruvat, mitrasatrumitra-
vat>.
§42. tatra tu

na saksat tasya te ’pohyah. [29a]

ma bhiat samanyatulyata. [29b]
yadi hi saksad apoheta, vrksaSabdena tulyarthah syat.

tatha bhedantaranam <tu teneva> na syad apohah. [29cd]
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yathaiva hi vrksaSabdah palasadin napoheta, tatha SimsSapasabdo ’pi
napoheta <tena tulyatvat>. <yadi nasti sa doso>’lpabahvarthapoha-
tvena bhinnatvad <ity evam> ayuktam. yathaiva hi vrksasim$apasa-
bdau <vrksatvasim§apatvaviSistam vastu bruvanav atyantabhinnar-
tham> brutah, tathehapy <asankirnenarthena> bhavitavyam. arthat tu
syad alpabahutarapohah.

§43. yadi bhedo bhedantarartham <apoheta, madhuro rasah snigdhah
Sito gurus ceti yad etad gunasya gunantaraih samanadhikaranyam,> tat
katham? [...]
samanadhikaranyam tu <gunasya yad gunantaraih
tasyaikadravyavrttatvad asrayenavirodhatvat> [30]
[...].
§44. adrstatvad vyudaso va. [31a]
<atha va> yasmad bhedasabdo bhedantararthe na drstah, tasmad apo-
hate. kasmat tu na drstah? svabhavike "py arthe [...] ahopurusika prati-
panna [...].
§45. evam tarhi

samanyam syat svabhedanut. [31b]

yady adarSanenapohate, <samanyaSabdasyapi svabhedesv adar§anad
apohaprasangah syat>.

nanyayuktasya drstatvat. [31c]
drsto hy arthaprakaranadibhih samanyasabdo viSesam pratipadayati.
ta<dabhah> sams$ayas tatha. [31d]

<evam tarhi> samanyasabdad bhedabhasah samsayo yuktah,> tesv api
drstapurvah, trdhvatavat.

samS$ayo "yukta iti cet. [32a]

<idam> manyate: yady arthaprakaranadisahita evopalabdhah syat,
tatah <katham samSaya> iti.
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niScite kevalat tu sah. [32b]

naiva <arthadi>sahitat samS$aya ity ucyate>, kim tarhi arthadisahitad
niScita uttarakalam kevalat sams$ayah.

bhede cen nasti kevalah. [32c]

[...]
drstah Srotrvyapeksaya. [32d]

yada hi Srotanyasamanyavyudasenarthibhavati, <tadyatha> kim vrksah
parthiva uta paficamahabhautika ity <ukte>, tada parthiva iti kevalasya
prayoga sambhavati. niScite tarhi <tasya> vrkse kutah parthivasabda-
prayogat samsSaya iti <cet>, tasya niscite 'nyasya <kevalat samsayah>.
[...].
§46. yatha carthantarapohenarthe samanyam, tatha>
<$abdantaravyudasena §abde samanyam ucyate>. [33ab]
yathaivakrtakavyudasena yat krtakatvam tat samanyam anityatvadi-
gamakam, tatha Sabdantaravyavacchedena Sabde samanyam ucyate.
tenaiva carthapratyayakah. tatrapi
<aikyam yatrarthasamsSayah>. [33c]

yatraksadiSabdad arthe Sakatangadau samsaya <utpadyate>, tatra Sab-
dasyaikyam.

tatsandehe tv anekata. [33d]

<yatra> bhavatiSabdadau §atrantadau samsayah, <tatra> Srutisamye ’pi
Sabdabhedo drastavyah, tadyatha ka iheti.

§47. katham punah Sabdasyarthantarapohena svarthabhidhane purva-
dosaprasangah? <yasmad>

adrster anyasabdarthe svarthasyamse ’pi darSanat
Sruteh sambandhasaukaryam na casti vyabhicarita. [34]

anvayavyatirekau hi Sabdasyarthabhidhane dvaram, tau ca tulyatulya-
yor vrttyavrtti. tatra tu tulye navasyam sarvatra vrttir akhyeya kva cid,
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anantye 'rthasyakhyanasambhavat. atulye tu saty apy anantye Sakyam
adar§anamatrenavrtter akhyanam. ata eva ca svasambandhibhyo ’nya-
tradar§anat tadvyavacchedanumanam svarthabhidhanam ity ucyate.
anvayadvarena canumane vrksasabdad ekasmin vastuni §imSapadya-
bhasah sam$ayo na syat. tatsamS$ayavat parthivatvadravyatvadyabhaso
’pi samS$ayah syat. yatas tu <vrksasabdo ’parthivadisu na drstah>, ato
vyatirekamukhenaivanumanam. <aha ca>

vrksatvaparthivadravyasajjiieyah pratilomyatah
catustridvyeka sandehe nimittam, ni§caye 'nyatha [35]

<ity antaraslokah>.

§48. na ca sambandhadvaram muktva Sabdasya lingasya va svartha-
khyapanasaktir asti, tasyanekadharmatve sarvatha pratyayanasambha-
vat, <svarthavyabhicara§ ca> bhedanabhidhanat. evam tavat purvok-
tadosasyabhavah.

§49. anantarasyapy abhavah. <katham? yasmad>
vyapter anyanisedhasya tadbhedarthair abhinnata. [36ab]

samanyasabdasya hi yat krtyam arthantaravyudasah sa svabhedaprati-
ksepeneti bhedasrutya saha samanadhikaranyam upapannam. <tasmat
svabhedarthair prthak$rutidoso nasti>. [...] tatha hi svarthavyabhi-
carah <kevalasyanyatravrtteh>.

§50. pascimasyapi dosasya<bhavah>,
saksad vrtter abhedac ca. [36¢]

na hy arthantaram upadaya <$abdah svabhedesu vartate>. tasmat para-
tantryena <svabhedanaksepadoso nasti>. bhaktadoso ’pi nasti, napi
bhedanavasthanad anabhidhanadosah. avyapakatvac casamanyadoso
‘pi nasti, arthantarapohamatrasyabhinnatvad adravyatvac ca. ata eva
<samanyaviSesantarayoganusaranam na kartavyam>, saksad arthanta-
rapratisedhat. <evam purvadosabhavad> arthantarapoha eva Sabdar-
thah sadhuh.

8§51. <atra ca>

jatidharmavyavasthiteh. [36d]
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jatidharmas caiketvanityatvapratyekaparisamaptilaksana atraiva vya-
vatisthante, abhedat, asrayavicchedat, krtsnarthapratiteh. <evam pir-
voktadosabhavad> gunotkarsac ca §abdo ’rthantaranivrttivi§istan eva bhavan
aha.

§52. <evam sati>,
apohaniyamah kasmat? [37a]

ripasabdena rasadayo apohyante, na punar anyatamavarnabhidhane
Sesd varna <atyantabhinna api. sa kinkrtah>? yasya tu ripatvam abhin-
nam niladisv evasti, na rasadisv <ity evam esa doso nastiti cet>. [...]

lokartidho na mrSyate. [37b]

uktam hi <Bhagavata>: “janapadaniruktim nabhiniviSeta samjfiam ca
lokasya nabhidhavet.” tasmad asmabhir api <lokavyavahara naimittika
va> paribhasika <va> bhutarthatvena na mrSyante, lokavad evanu-
gamyante. siddhas ca ripasabdo loke niladisv eva, na rasadisu.

§53. ripatve tulyam etac ca. [37c]

<yasya ca atyantabhinnesu niladisu rupatvavrttih, tasya kena rasa-
dyavrttih?> rasadyavrttivad va pitadyavrttih?

asty atra <karanam>. sati svabhavabhede <niladisv eva caksusatvam
abhinnam, na rasadisu>.

caksusatve kriyakrtah. [37d]

caksusa <hi grahyam caksusatvam; <evam ca> kriyanimitto <nila-
disu> riipasabdah syat, na tu jatinimittah. caksusatvabhede hi kim
puna riipatvena? atha riipatvasambandhasya nimittam caksusatvam
<uktam iti cet>, evam api <caksusatve samavayah> kriyakrtah prap-
noti, rupatvabhivyaktir va. caksusatve ’pi va <niyamah kasmat>?
tasmad avaSyam svabhavikatvam asrayaniyam.

dravyadisu prasangas ca. [38a]

<dravyasankhyaparimanadinam caksusatvat tesv api ripatvaprasangah
syat>. <kim ca>
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bhedabhavah sitadisu. [38b]

<caksusatvaviSese nilapitanilataranilatamader bhedo na syat>. tasmad
avaSyam caksusatvavyatirekena <nilapitadisu bhinnesv api> riipasab-
do loke riidher anugantavyah, na rasadisu.

§54. yadi carthantaranivrttyanapeksatayam <$abdasyarthabhidhanam
syat, tarhy>

anvayad eva siddhih syat, [38c]

na tu <Sabdasyarthabhidhane> ’nvayavyatirekabhyam syat; isyate ca.
anyatarobhayavadharanenabhidhanasaphalyad vyatirekato ’py artha-
bhidhanam, <tadyatha> “kartur ipsitatamam karma.”

§55. nanu ca<pohamatre Sabdarthe> vyatirekad evabhidhanam syat.
syad etad evam <yady anvayo nesyeta>, bhavena tu

mukhyena <vyaptir nesyate>. [38d]

na hi bhavesu <jatih sambhavati vyatirikta va syad avyatirikta vety>
uktam. jativyatirekena tv <“adrster anyasabdartha” ity etena>rthan-
tarapohaviSiste ’rthe <§abdasyanvayavyatirekau na bhinnarthau>.

§56. yas tv aha “yadi gavadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah, sarvat-
myaprasangat prayuktam asatah sadatmakatvam” iti.

asatsamanvitam sarvam <yasya tv abhyupagacchatah>
sattvam anekatmakatvad iti kim kena yujyate? [39]

<yadi sarvam asatsamanvitam ity abhyupagamyeta>, tatra katame
‘nye gavadayo <’santah kena svabhavena sattvadhyaropyah syuh?>.
sarvan hi gavadin <asatsamanvitan> abhyupagacchato ’satah sadatma-
katvam praptam ity uttaram na yujyate. yad apy uktam ‘“‘pratyaya-
bhedah syad asatsatoh, prakrtipratyayo hi vikare drstah, tadyatha
mrtpratyayah Saravadau,” <tatra>,

mrdabhede Saravadibhedadht yadi cesyate
asadabhede bhedadhih kim iti <sa> nidharyate? [40]
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<yatha hi mrdbhyo ’bhinnatve ’pi tadmatrapratyayaprasange> kenapi

vidhena <S$aravadipratyayabhedo ’bhyupagamyate, tatha> Sabdabhe-
dabhavanavasat <sadasatoh pratyayabhedah kim nesyate>. tavapi hi

gunanam paramam ripam na drstipatham rcchati
yat tu drstipathapraptam tan mayeva sutucchakam

§57. sasnadidarSanad <gopratyayo yo ’yam udahrtah
so> viruddho bhavanmatya. bhinnapohyas tu te mithah [41]

yasya hi [...] abhyupagamyayam drstantah svamataviruddhah. §abda-
bhedad dhi <gosasnadisu bhinnam apohyam>.

“so 'napeksa” <ity etat tu> svavikalpavi<nirmitam>
nirapoham [...]. [42]

sasnadisu hi <samanyaripam> arthantarabhavanirapeksam na bhavati-
ti purvam evopapaditam. svariipam tv ten<avyavaharikam> anabhilap-
yatvat.
§58. yac coktam <adyapratyayo> nastiti, <tatra>
istisiddhir anaditvat. [43a]

[...]. yasya tu [...] na ca Sakyam jatimad vyaptum, naca [...].

§59. yad apy uktam pratyayavrttir eva nasti, tad apy ayuktam.
samanyena nirakrteh. [43b]

na hi so 'nyam jatim pratidravyam apohate, kim tarhi vyavacchedyavi-
vaksayaikena samanyadharmena. uktam catra vijatiye ’dar§anamatre-
nanumanam. tavaiva tv esa dosah. yadi svajéﬁyavyﬁptyﬁ <varteta,
vyapyasyanantyam syat>. tasmad yatha <visanitvad anasva ity vacane

’$ve visanitvadar§anena tadvyavacchedanumanam>, na tu <karkadin>
pratyekam apohate, <napy ekaikesu gavadisu vartate. tavapi vyavrt-
tyanuvrttibuddhimatam>. tatha <ca>tra nyayah.

§60. upetyatmantarabhavam ekanekatvakalpana

na yukta vastuni hy esa. [44a-c]
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<vastu hi yat sadatma, tasya> yuktam ekanekatvam kalpayitum, na tv
atmantarabhavam abhyupetya.

tavapy avyaktavyaktisu. [44d]

tulyah prasangah. <avyakte hi> vikaraSaktinam aikye vikarabhedo na
syat. nanatve tu pradhanasyaikatvavirodhah Saktibhyo ’nanyatvat.

iyam ca §abdavacye ’rthe cinta <nedriyagocare>. [45ab]

[...]

anirdeSyo hi pratyaksarthah. “atmantarabhava atmantaram” iti nirdes-
yam praty uktam. tasman nasya pratyakse praksepah.

861. atra ca

apoddhare padasyayam vakyad artho vikalpitah
vakyarthah pratibhakhyo "yam tenadav upajanyate. [46]

padasyasato <’pi> vakyad apoddhrtasya yathagamam utpreksayartho
vyavasthapyate kevalasyaprayogat prakrtipratyayavat. sa cotpreksa-
nyesv agamesv ayuktarthagrahani. tasmad idam arthantaram utksip-
tam, <yasmad adav anabhyastasabdarthasambandhanam padarthagra-
hanopaya vakyarthapratibha>. vakyam eva tadarthas ca mukhyau $ab-
darthau, tayor abhinnatvat. <yo hy anyah tadantarale §abdarthagraha-
nabhimanah, sa utpreksaya, nirankusatvat>.

§62. <ye ’'py arthesu> pratibham hitva anyam bahyam artham <tat-
sambandham> va vakyartham kalpayanti, tesam api tat kalpanama-
tram. <kasmat?>

yathabhyasam hi vakyebhyo vinapy arthena jayate
svapratyayanukarena pratipattir anekadha. [47]

<asaty api bahye ’rthe> svapratyayanuriipyenarthabhyasavasanapeksa
vakyad arthakriyapratipattir nanarapotpadyate vikalpa$ ca, vyaghra-
diSrutivat. tadaviSese va Srngarakavyasya Sravanavad raginam raganu-
ripa pratitir bhavati, vitaraganam tu samveganurtpa.

§63. sapi vakyantararthebhyo <vyavacchinne> ’rtha isyate
sambandhabhijiiasya. <tasmat sanumanad na bhidyate> [48]
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[...]
pratipattis tu ya vakyad [...] [49]

§64. yuktam tavan <naimittikesu Sabdesv> anyapohenarthabhidha-
nam, yadrcchikesu tu katham?

yadrcchike "py <arthabhedat>. [S50a]

yadrcchiko hi samudayavaci ditthadiSabdah <samudayino> ’bhedena-
ha. kas tarhi jatisamudayaSabdayor visesa iti. na kascit. prasiddhivasaj
jatiSabdah <kvacit> pratyekam apy avayaveslpacaryate. tadyatha
abhaksyo gramyasiikara iti. kvacin mukhyah. yatha

samkhyapramanasamsthananirapeksah pravartate
bindau ca samudaye ca vacakah saliladisu
[VPII 156]

<ity uktam>.

samsthanavarnavayavair viSiste yah prayujyate
Sabdo na tasyavayave pravrttir upalabhyate
[VP II 155]

[...] varnaviSiste citrah kalmasah. avayavaviSiste [...] pratyekam pari-
samapyate [...] upacaritah. [...] <tadyatha> “kayakarmana ’tmakarma
vyakhyatam” (VS V.2:18). [...]

§65. <ath>akrtasambandhasabd<ad> ya pratitih, <tadyatha yad uktam
‘ayam panasa’ iti, tatra> katham anumanam? iti. na tatra <panasa-
Sabdad arthapratitih. kasmat>?

pratiten<arthadarsanat>. [S0b]

[...] ayamSabdena [...] kim tarhi samjiiavyutpattih. sambandhapradar-
Sanartham tu <tasya samjfiarthasyayams$abdena samanadhikaranyam>
ubhayor abhidheya iti krtva. atadarthyac ca samjiarthah panasa-
Sabdah.

§66. yo ’yam sambandhah sa eva tarhi §abdasya <prameyam> bhavis-
yati.
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<na, sambandho vikalpitat>. [50c]

sambandho hi <panasasabdarthau> pramanantarenopalabhya ’<asya-
yam’ iti> manasa kalpyate, anumananumeyasambandhavat, <tato na
Sabdam pramanantaram>.

§67. atha Sesam upamanadi katham <na pramanantaram>?
Sesam uktam disanaya [50d]

upamanam tavad gogavayadisu saripyapratipattyartham. tatra parata
upasrutya ya pratitih sa §abdam. svayam tu dvayartham <pramanan-
tarena>dhigamya manasa saripyam <yada> kalpayati, <tada> tad api
na pramanantaram. napy evam adhigamyamanam saripyam prame-
yam. evam anyany apy anumanavikalpavyatiriktatvat pariksiptavyani.
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Appendix 2

Ms B 192a2-193al contains Jinendrabuddhi’s discussion of whether
or not the logical canon of the trairiipya applies to the verbal sign
(Sabda), and if so, in what way. The discussion is closely related to a
similar debate that follows the quotation of PS V 1 at TSP 539,22-23
on TS 1514. It is obvious that Jinendrabuddhi’s discussion presup-
poses the same arguments as Santaraksita and Kamalasila, even
though his formulation of the pirvapaksa in spite of conspicuous
similarities differs somewhat in detail from the one presented in TS
and TSP. The historically interesting question is whether it is possible
to identify the author of the arguments that Jinendrabuddhi attempts to
answer. Kumarila criticized Dignaga’s view that the verbal sign—the
syntactical word (pada) or other speech units—is subject to the con-
straints of the triple format of the trairiipya in SV Sabdapariccheda,
which contains an essential part of his criticism of the apoha thesis.
His main arguments are presented by Santaraksita at TS 1490ff
quoting the relevant passages from SV Sabdapariccheda verses 56, 83
through 88, and 98. As mentioned in the English translation note 9
above, Dharmakirti introduced the idea that the inferential nature of
the verbal sign consists in its indicating the speaker’s intention
(vivaksa)—-a view that can be traced to the grammarian-philosopher
Bhartrhari—and Jinendrabuddhi, Santaraksita, and Kamalasila address
the criticism levelled at Dharmakirti’s view. Who was this scholar? It
is possible to suggest a plausible identification on the basis of two
Slokas, which Kamalasila quotes in the course of his presentation of
the opponent’s view. The first reads: sarnketapeksaya tasya hrdi krtva
prakasanam, anumanatvam uddistam na tu tattvavyapeksaya. This
verse would seem to address a statement at PV 1 327: vivaksa niyame
hetuh sanketas tatprakasanah, cf. PVSV ad loc. If we take into con-
sideration that Kamalasila in the same context quotes SV Codana-
siitram 138' which has a close parallel in verses from Kumdrila’s
Brhattika quoted at Ratnakirtinibandhavali 24,271f it is highly likely
that Jinendrabuddhi and his younger contemporaries, Santaraksita and
Kamalas$ila, address Kumarila’s criticism of Dharmakirti’s view. The
pirvapaksa includes as indicated below quotations from Dharma-
kirti’s PVin and PVSV. They must have been embedded in the source
Jinendrabuddhi used as basis for his rebuttal. If the identification of
the work as Kumarila’s Brhattikda is correct we must conclude that this
work like his other tikds on the Jaiminiyasiitras formally consisted of

' T am indebted to Helmut Krasser for this reference.
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verses embedded in a prose commentary, and, moreover, that the ano-
nymous author, who as suggested may be Kumarila, knew Dharma-
kirti’s Pramanaviniscaya. There is no doubt that Kumarila addressed
Dharmakirti’s interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha theory because the
views mentioned at TS 901-4 are quoted by Karnakagomin (PVSVT
131,16ff) as refuted by Dharmakirti. Karnakagomin’s claim is, of
course, an anachronism because Dharmakirti never managed to
address Kumarila’s criticism of his philosophy. I assume, for instance,
that Santaraksita lifted, from the Brhattika, the criticism aimed at the
apoha theory, which he quotes at TS 901-4, since the critique quoted
at TS 904cd incorporates a citation of PV 1 72c¢ as part of his criticism:
itaretarabhedo ‘sya bijam cet paksa esa nah, which is in line with the
quotations from Dharmakirti’s works found in the passage from PST
edited below. Quotations from Dharmakirti’s works are printed in
roman as well as those passages that PST and TSP have in common.

katham punah Sabdasya trairiipyam? katham ca na syat. dharmino
‘Yogat. tatha hi sabdarthasya na dharmitvam upapadyate, pratyayya-
tvad anityatvavat. na carthe Sabdasya paksadarsanam, vaktari sthita-
tvat, tatraivopalabdheh. tasmat pramanantaram evedam, yathasama-
yam arthapratipattihettvat. tad etac chabdasya pramanyavisayapari-
jianad evam ucyate. na hi tasya bahye ‘rthe pramanyam. tatha hi na
tad tasya bhava eva bhavati.

kva tarhi?

vivaksayam. tatra casty eva Sabdasya trairiipyam. tatha hi vivaksavan
puruso dharmi, vivaksa sadhyadharmah, vivaksavaty evopalambha-
nat, Sabdasya paksadharmatvam, vivaksavan piarvanubhiitah sapak-
sah, tadvyatireko vipaksa iti. katham trairilpyam na sambhavati?

nanu ca vivaksayam api naivetasya pramanyam yujyate. tatha hi (cf.
TSP 540,13ff) vivaksasamanye va pramanyam syat, vivaksavisese va.
na tavat samdnye. tena vyavaharayogat. yadi hi vivaksasamanyam
sabdasyarthah syat, gaur ity ukte nav<ava>dharitavarnavibhagah
kim ayam aha? iti, na paryanuyuiijite, Sabdoccaranamatrad eva
vivaksasamanyasya vijiiatatvat. vivaksasamanyarthavattv<an> <na>
sabdah pravrttihetavo bhaveyuh. na hi vivaksasamanyena kascid
arthi; pravrttyanga<ai ca> pramanam, ‘“na hy abhyam artham paric-
chidya pravartamano ‘rthakriyayam visamvadyata” (PVin 1.1) ity
abhidhanat. tad evam na vivaksasamanye pramanyam, napi visese &
vyabhicarat. sa punar... vivaksavisesavatah Sabdantaropalabdheh.
tatha hy uktam yatha rakto braviti, tatha virakto ‘piti (cf. PVSV 9,7-

* This clause is evidently incomplete and impossible to construe.
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8).” Sabdavyavahara hi buddhipirvam anyathapi $akyante kartum (cf.
PVSV 110,13). tato na Sabdebhyo visesaniscayah, visesa eva ca
vyavaharangam, tasya cavadharayitum asakyatvat kutah sabdasya
pramanyam.

tatra yad uktam na vivaksasamanyam avyabhicare ‘pi Sabdarthah,
tena vyavaharayogad iti, tad ayuktam. yo hi santanantaramatrasadh-
yarthakriyarthi, tasya katham na vivaksasamanyam vyavaharangam,
na hy asau Sabdad vivaksasamanyam paricchidya pravartamanah
santanantaramatrasadhyayam arthakriyayam visamvadyate. yad apy
uktam napi visese pramanyam, vyabhicarad iti, tad apy asat, vise-
sasyaiva hetutvat. visesasya duranvayatvad ayuktam hetutvam iti cet.
dhimasyapi tarhi hetutvam na syat. na hy asav api mayakaranirmitad
dhiumabhasad <bh>utasanghdatad anyavyavrttena ripena sarvena
pratipattravadharayitum saktah. tam prati tasyanumanamgatvam. tad
etad itaratrapi samanam; atha va, pratipattavisamvadivacanah khalv
ayam idrSo yatrabhinivesa<h>. tadvacanasyavisamvadatulyatam
adhyaropyanumanam karoti. atah pratipattur abhidhanaprayo visesa-
vasad viseseSabdasyanumanatvam uktam, na punah paramarthatah.

3 Cf. Karnakagomi’s PVSVT 397, 19: tatha hi saraga api vitaragavad atmanan
darSayanti vitaragas ca saragavat.
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Appendix 3

After having addressed the problem that Dignaga has not substantiated
the apoha theory when making the bold claim at PSV V:11d that his
theory stands unchallenged, Jinendrabuddhi continues expounding in
an excursus some of the theoretical issues which Dharmakiti
addressed in his own exposition of the apoha theory in PVSV.
Jinendrabuddhi’s excursus consists to a large extent of quotations or
slightly edited quotations from Dharmakirti’s PVSV interspersed with
his own explanations inserted in order to contextualise the topics that
he addresses. This section was translated into English by Th.
Stcherbatsky from the Tibetan version of PST as “Jinendrabuddhi on
the Theory of the Negative Meaning of Names” (cf. Buddhist logic 1:
461-471) without recognizing that Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition is
indebted to Dharmakirtian philosophy. On account of the historical
interest of this excursus it is here reproduced from Ms B 205a2-208al.
The quotations from PVSV are printed in roman and traced to their
context. It is historically interesting that Jinendrabuddhi connects
Dharmakirti’s rejection of the view that the apoha theory entails that
any given word has two functions (dvau vyaparau) namely affirmat-
ion and negation to Bhamaha’s criticism of Dignaga’s apoha theory at
Kavyalankara VI.17-18, as do Santaraksita at TS 911-12 (cf. TSP
359,15-17 ad loc.) and TS 1019d. The identification is corroborated
by Karnakagomi at PVSVT 250,19-22 on PV I 127ab: na capi sabdo
dvayakrd anyonyabhabhava ity asau.* Tt is significant that Karnaka-
gomin in his comment on this line quotes Kavyalankara VI.17- 18 with
the remark that this objection is hereby rejected (iti nirastam).
Santaraksita’s critique of Bhamaha’s objection at TS 1019d: nanvayo
‘vyatirekavan repeats Dharmakirti’s own argument at PVSV 63,14-15:
na hy anvayo ‘vyatireko ‘nanvayo va vyatirekah, which explains the
statement anyonyabhabhava ity asau of PV 1 127b. This shows that
these important writers agreed on the philosophical context of
Dharmakirti’s argument. Their identification of Bhamaha as the target
of Dharmakirti’s rebuttal solves the much discussed problem of

* Sakyamati appears to believe that Dharmakirti answers objections made by
Kumarila and others. As all commentators agree in identifying the addressee of
Dharmakirti’s remarks with Bhamaha, Sakyamati’s identification is peculiar, in
particular as the objection Dharmakirti addresses is not found in Kumarila’s
Slokavarttika. Cf. Sakyamati’s remarks on the relevant passage of PVSV: gZan
bzlog pa ni Sugs kyis yin pas sgra la bya ba griis ni med do, de bas na gZon nu ma
len pa la sogs pas (Kumarila etc.) sgra gcig gis bya ba giiis mi nus pa’i phyir thams
cad du sgra giiis brjod par thal bar "gyur ro Zes smras pa gan yin pa de spans pa yin
no.
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Bhamaha’s date as there is no reason to believe that the view that PV I
127b addresses Bhamaha’s objection only originated with Santa-
raksita, Jinendrabuddhi, and Karnakagomin who are fairly close in
time to Dharmakirti and therefore must have been in contact with the
tradition of the Dharmakirti circle of students. Bhamaha’s views are
not mentioned or presumed by Kumarila and Uddyotakara, whose
criticism of the apoha theory was addressed by Dharmakirti.
Bhamaha’s Kavyalankara may therefore have been 1 circulation after
the composition of Slokavarttika and Nyayavarttika. Thus the
evidence makes it possible to conclude that Bhamaha may have been
an older contemporary of Dharmakirti. This conclusion is not
contradicted by Bhamaha’s mention of some Nyasakara at Kavyalan-
kara VI 36. For even though Jinendrabuddhi is known as the Nyasa-
kara par excellence, the examples attributed by Bhamaha to the
Nyasakara are not mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi in the Nyasa under
the Paninian rules to which Bhamaha refers. On the other hand,
Sanskrit grammatical literature mention other Nyasakaras than Jinen-
drabuddhi. We must therefore conlude that Bhamaha is referring to
one of the unknown Nyasakaras.

Quotations from PVSV are printed in Roman and traced to their
context in Dharmakirti’s work.

kim punar atrapohamatram abhidheytvendabhihitam atha tadvisistam.
kim catah? yady anyapohamdatram ‘“‘svartham anyapohena bhasata”™
(PS V:lcd) iti granthavirodhah, svarthad bhedenanyapohasyasrita-
tvat. tatha “tasya vastunah kascid bhago ’rthantaranivrttya gamyate
(Dvadasasatika),” “Sabdo arthantarnivrttivisistan —eva bhavan
ahe’tyadayo (PSV V: 36d) nirdesas tadvatpaksasya sicaka virudh-
yante. atha tadviSistan “tenanyapohakrc chrutir” iti (PS V:11d)
vyahanyate. yasmad anyapoham karotiti, abhyapayatity arthah. yatha
nanpratisedham karotity atra. na hi sabdasyanyakaranam sambha-
vati. tadvatpaksas ca syad, na paksantaram. tatas ca tadvatpaksodita
dosa ihapi prasajyeran naisa dosah. anyapoha eva hi sabdartho, na
ca virodhah. yato yo ‘sau svarthah sa evanyapohakrd ity atranya-
pohasabdenoktah. anyapohena bhasata” (PS V:1d) ity asya tu pra-

. 6
yojanam uktam. api caikabhedacodane ’py <anya>vyavrttigater
anvayavyatirekacodan<ay>a vyavahdrdr’zgatdm7 sabdanam darsayan
“anyapohena bhasate,” “tasya vastunah kascit bhago ’rthantarani-
vrttya gamyate” (DvadaSasatika), “Sabdo ’rthantaranivrttiviSistan eva

°Cf. Introduction 5.6-8.
%em. (cf. gZan las ldog pa rtogs pa T) : avyavrttigater Ms.
Tem. : °am matam Ms.
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bhavan dhe” tyady®® (PSV V:36d) aha, na tu visesanavisesyabhavam
(cf. PVSV 62,26-63,1, 63,9). nanu canvayamatracodanayaiva
vyatirekamatracodanayaiva va $abdasya vyavaharangata bhavisyati.
naitad asti. ekanvayasya pariharyabhave nisphalacodanatvat tathaiva
pariharyasya kvacit sthityabhave, na canvayo ’vyatireko napi vyatire-
ko ’nanvayah (cf. PVSV 63,10-15). svarthasyaiva hi pratyayanam
anvayah. na casau vyatirekam antarena sambhavati. svarthad arthan-
tarasyaiva vyavacchedo vyatirekah. so ’pi na vinanvayenavakalpate.
ata eva ca Sabdasya na dvau vyaparau tadanyavyavartanam ca svartha-
bhidhanam ca svarthasya bhedartpatvat, tadabhidhanad eva tadanya-
vyavrttigateh (cf. PVSV 63,13-14). yath“ayam asya bhrate”ty ukte
bhratrtvasyobhayagatatvad ekasyapi bhratrtvabhidhane nantariyaka-
tvad itarasyapi bhratrtvam gamyate. tatha dvayor bhidyamanayor
bhedasyobhayagatatvat, ekabhedacodane ’pi nantariyakatvat tadanya-
vyavrttih (cf. PVSV 63,7-8). ratas ca yad ucyate: “yady arthanta-
rapoham srutih karoti tasyah pratisedha eva caritarthatvat svartha-
pratyayanaya Sabdantaram mrgyatam * i, tad asangatam. yatah
sabdah svartham eva pratyayayati, tasmin tu pratiyamane nantariya-
katvad arthantaravyavrttir gamyata iti. tad evam apoha eva Sab-
ddrthah, na ca kascit virodha iti. kah punar asau Sabdasyarthah? yo
‘sau vivaksayah samanyakarah. sa ca vivaksayam ananya " iti vivak-
sayam sabdasya pramanyam uktam. nanu ca samanyam Sabdarthah;
tatah katham buddhipratibhasah sabdasya visaya ucyate. sa eva khalu
samanyam vyavasthapyate. katham? ihendriyalokamanaskara atmen-
driyamanorthasannikarsa va yatha asaty api samanye bhinna api riipa-
jianam ekam jananti, tatha §imSapadayo ’pi bhedah parasparanvaye
‘pi svanubhavadvarena vikalpavasanam prabodhayantah prakrtyaiva
vikalpakam ekam abhinnapratibhasam jiianam janayanti (cf. PVSV
41,1-4). sa calkasadhyasadhanataya anyavivekinam vikalpavasanaya
api prakrtir'' yat tadvasena tadutpadyamanam (cf. PVSV 38,20-22)
bhinnam esam ripam tirodhaya pratibhasam vabhinnam atmiyam esv
adhyaropya (cf. PVV 38,18-19) bhinnan api tan abhinnan iva kenacid
akarena darSayati. tasya yo bhinnah pratibhaso bahya ivarthakri-
yakariva vyaktibhedanuyay1i ca bhrantaih pratipattrbhir bahyatvena-
dhyavasitah. sa bhavanam buddhiparvartinam eva bahir iva parisphu-
ratam pratipattur abhiprayanurodhena samanyam vyavasthapyate (cf.

em : aheyody Ms.

°Cf. Kavyalankara VI.17d: yadi gaur ity ayam Sabdah krtartho ’nyanirakrtau,
janako gavi gobuddher mrgyatam aparo dhvanih, and the parallel at TS 911,
PVSVT 250,19-22.

Oananya Ms (cf. mi *khrul T).

em. : apy aprakrtir Ms
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PVSV 38,25-39,1). katham idanim anyapohah samanya<m> $§abdartha
ity ucyate. sa eva khalv anyapohah (cf. PVSV 39,1-2). katham? sa eva
yavata bahyanam arthantaravyavrttir anyapohah. vyavrttir anyapoho
‘rthantaravyavaccheda ityadayo hi paryayah. na ca vyavrttir vyavrtti-
mato ‘nyabhimata. tatah katham bahyasvalaksanatmako ’nyapoho jiia-
nakarasvabhavah syat (cf. PVSV 39,4-5). naisa dosah. tattvam vicara-
yanto vyakhyatarah khalv evamvivekam kurvanto, netare. te tu tam
eva bauddham akaram arthakriyayogyam manyamanah sanketavya-
vaharakalayor drSyavikalpav arthav ekatvenadhyavasyanti. atas tad-
abhiprayavasad bahyarthavisayo 'nyapoha ity ucyate (cf. PVSV 39,5-
8). pratibhasabhedadibhyas tu tatvacintayam vipascito nabhedam
anumanyante (cf. PVSV 39,9-10). kim cayam abhinnakara buddhir
utpadyate tasya anyapoha evasraya iti (cf. PVSV 39,14-15) darSayi-
tum $abdasya visayo 'nyapoha ity uktam. tasya vastusu bhavat aviro-
dhac ca, (PVSV 39,15-16) samanabuddhir hy asrayabhavo ’nyapo-
hasyaviruddhah. tatha hi bheda ekakaryatayatatkargebhyo vyavarta-
manah svanubhavadvarena vibhramaphalavisanam'” ya hetavo bha-
vantah samanyakaranuraktam buddhim janayantiti darSitam etat. atra
samanyavadina$ codayanti: yady avrksebhyo bhedo vrksah sanketa-
kale tasya vrksagrahana<m a>ntarena tatha grahitum asakyatvat;
avijhatavrksenavrksasyapi tadvyavacchedarupasyaparijﬁénad (cf.
PVSV 58,22-24) itaretarasrayadosah. ko ‘vrksa? iti prasne priha'® yo
na vrksa iti. vrksah kah? yo navrksa iti. tata$S ca buddhav anariidhe
‘rthe *nyavyavacchedena na sanketah kartum $akyata iti (cf. PVSV
58,24—25). tesam samanye ’'pi sanketakarane avrksavyavacchinna na

a “yadi vyavacchinnﬁh katham prag vrksagrahanﬁd rte jiata” (PVI
tadarthitayopagamat. so ’jananah katham avrksavyavacchedam
pratipadyeta sankete. apratipattau ca (cf. PVV 59,3-9) paravyavac-
chedena niveSitac chabdat tatpariharena vyavahare pravrttir ayukta,
SimSapadibhedavat (cf. PVSV 59,13-14). yadavyavacchedena yatra
sanketitah Sabdah, na tatra tatpariharena pravartayati. tadyatha
vrksatve SimSapadibhedavyavacchedena sanketito vrksasabdo na
tatparihdrena pravartayati. avrksavyavacchedena ca saiketito vrksatve
vrksasabdah. viruddhavyaptah. syad etan, na vastusamanyavadin
kasyacid vyavacchedena kimcid vidhiyate, kim tarhy, ekam agrato
“vasthitam vastu sandarSya vrkso “yam iti sanketah kriyate. tatha san-
ketakale drstam eva samanyam tatsambandhinam va vyavahare ’pi
pratipadyata iti. asamanah prasanga iti. nasamano yasmad (cf. PVSV

3em °phalavavasanam Ms
em. : praya Ms
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59,18-60,1) ekam pradar§yayam vrksa iti bruvano (PVSV 60,4) ’va-
dharya va sanketam kuryad anavadharya va. yady avadharyayam eva
vrkso nanya iti prag vrksagrahanam antarenaparijianann avrksan
katham tadvyavacchedam pratipadyeta sankete athanavadharyayam
api vrkso 'nyo piti. katham vyavaharakale'* *nyapariharena'® pravar-
teta pratipatteti. sa eva dosah. na dosah, drstaviparyayasya sujiiana-
tvat. evam hi kimcid drstavato ’nyatra tadvilaksanakaram buddhim
anubhavatah, tatah sanketakalagrhitad vastunah tadv1par1takaram idam
anyad iti vaidharmyani§cayo bhavati. sa hy ayam eva vrksa iti pra-
dar§ya vyutpadito yatraiva tan na paSyati tad evavrksam svayam eva
pratipadyate. nedam vyavacchedavadinah sambhavati. ekatra drstasya
ripasya kvacid ananvayat pratyaksena sanketakalagrhitasyordhvam
apratipattih satyam api pratipattau sanketakalagrhita ya vyaktir vyak-
tyantare ’pi sa evayam iti pratitir na syat (cf. PVSV 60,5-13). tatha hi
tato yatha ghato vilaksanas tatha palﬁéédibhedo py anvayino ripasya-
nabhyupagamat. evam tarhy apohavadlno pi tulyam etat. yasmad (cf.
PVSV 60,13) ete bhava bhedino ’pi pratyavamarsananadlkam ekam
karyam prakrtya kecit kurvanti nanye'® (cf. PVSV 60,16-17). tan
drstva pratipatta ete taddhetavo nanya iti buddhya vibhajya rasidva-
yam vyavasthapayati. tatrasya parasparaya eka karyapadarthaprasuteh.
abhinnarthagrahini ca tadanubhavaprabhavaprakrter avyavasitabah-
yarthasvariipe samanyakaravati pratyavamarsajiiane ya ekakaryahetu-
tvena vibhakta bahya ivarthakriyakarina ivanvayina kenacid riipe-
nanugata iva pratyavabhasyante. tan avyavasitabahyasvabhavan prati-
padya pratipadavikalpesv abhinnapratibhasams taimirikadvayadvican-
dradar§anavat. svasvapratibhasanubhave ’py ekatvenavyavasitan dar-
Sya ete vrksa iti krte sankete sa bhrantah. tatraikam ivanuyayiriipam
drstva ataddhetutvena vibhaktan atadviparitakaran avrksatvena sukh-
yam evadhyavasyati. na punar ekam vastu tatrabhinnam dr§yam asti
yasya darS§anadarSanabhyam bhinnadarSane ’py eva vrksavibhagam
kurvita. tasya vibhagena dandavat dandinyagrahanat. agrhitasya canu-
palaksanat. akrter apy ekatra drstaya anyatra tu drastum asakyatvat.
tadatadvator vrksavrksatve vyaktir ekaiva vrksah syat (cf. PVSV 61,3-
8). iha capohasvaripavidvadbhir abhavamatram anyapoha ity adhya-
ropya disanabhidhitsaya yat paraih pralapitam tad anyapohasvarii-
pasamvartanenaivapakrtam parakrantam ca tannirakarandaya mahat-
mabhir ity alam atiprasangena.

“em. (cf. tha siiad kyi tshe T) : vyavahara Ms

em. (cf. yons su spans pas T) : °vyavaharena Ms
16.(10) g, (Cf ran fiid kyis) : ena Ms
T AD em. : °uttare Ms

BB (cf. gzan rnams T) : °nyo Ms
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Appendix 4

Immediately after his comment on Dignaga’s criticism of the view
that upamana is an independent means of cognition, Jinendrabuddhi
inserts an excursus at Ms B 241a5-242b4 on the latest developments
in Nyaya and Mimamsa philosophy concerning upamana. Jinendra-
buddhi’s sources are no longer available and the names of the
philosophers whose views are mentioned and criticized are not known.
As is obvious from a comparison of PST, TS, and TSP, the sources
and presumably also their authors were known to Jinendrabuddhi,
Santaraksita, and Kamalasila. I have traced parallels to Sanmati-
tarkaprakarana. The quotations are printed in roman.

Paksilas tv aha: agamahitasamskarasmrtyapeksat sadharmyajfianat
[= NV 356,5] samakhyasambandhapratipattir upamanartha [= NBh
355,18-19] iti [= TSP 551,25-552,10] gaur iva gavaya ity anend-
gamenahito yah samskarah smrtijianahetuh. tasmad ya smrtis tad-
apeksat sadharmyajiianat, ya samakhyasambandhapratipattih sam-
Jjaasamjiiisambandhaparicchedah, sa upamanasya visayah. etad uk-
tam bhavati: prathamam tavad “gaur iva gavaya” iti Sabdena paric-
chinatti, tato gavayam drstva smrtyapeksat sadharmyajiianad evam
vyavasyaty “ayam sa gavaya’ iti.

etad api yadi yathagamat paricchinnas tathapasyann api paricchi-
natti. tatah smrtir eva, na pramanam. ath’ayam (‘di’i sic T) <asav>"
iti visesapratyavamarsad visesena pratipadyate. tato ‘numanam eva,
<na> pramanantaram. tatha hi yo gosadrsah, sa gavaya iti vyavastha-
yvam sadrsyal lingad visista pratitih. etad uktam bhavati: drsyamanah
pindo dharmi; “ayam gavaya” iti samjiia sadhyadharmah; Sabdanu-
bhittapurovasthitayor yat samanyam gogavayasadrsyam, tat paksa-
dharmah; agamanubhiitabuddhivyavasthito gavayo drstanta iti. anan-
topaya ca samakhyasambandhapratipattir iti. ka upamana evanu-
rodhah (rnor dga’ ba sic T), tadyatha yas tungandsah, sa Caitro; yo
‘Sve, sa Maitra iti; na ¢’ evam pramanam.

Sabaras tv dha: upamanam api sadréyam asannikrste ‘rthe buddhim
utpadayati: yatha gavayadarSanam gosmaranasyeti (MS L.1:5).

tasyapi grhitavisayatvat smrtyadivat pramanatvam anupapannamlg.
syad etat, nanugrhitamatrasyaiva grahane ‘sty upamanasya praman-
yam, kim tarhi sadrsyavisistasya; na ca tat tatha piurvam grhitam; ato
grhitavisayatvam asiddham iti.

1 - . _
pramanatvam anupapannam conj. : pramanyam anupa Ms
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ayuktam etat, pratyaksata etadadhigamat. sadrsyavisistam eva hi tat
pirvam api paricchinnam; avasyam caitad abhyupagantavyam, anya-
tha hi parvam gam drstva pascad mahisam api pasyate, gavi sadrsa-
buddhih syat, na ca bhavati. tasmat sadrsyavisistam api vastu grhya-
manam nalam pramanantarakalpandyeti.

athaivam api tasyapi kaydcit matraya visistasya grahanam iti pra-
manantaratvam kalpyate, pratyaksatah paricchinne mlotpaladravye
yad uttarakalabhavinilotpalam iti grahanam tad api nama prama-
nantaram kalpaniyam. atrapi hi naiva tat piarvam nilam utpalam ity
anenakarena pratyaksatah paricchinnam avikalpakatvat. syad etad,
indriyajatvat tasya pratyaksa evantarbhavah. indriyajiianam api
vyavaharakusalasya savikalpakas bhavati. ato ‘yam prasanga iti.
ayuktam etat, samayapeksatvat anyathda samayanabhijiio ‘pi tatha
paricchindyat; na cendriyam samayam apeksate. ma bhiid vastunah
svabhavanavasthitih. tatha hi nilotpalatmand yad vastu vyavasthitam
tatraivecchatah pitasabdasamkete kascin nilam ity adhyavasyati, kas-
cit pitam iti. tato na jiayeta: “katham tadvastu vyavasthitam”? iti. na
hi yathavastusamayas tasyecchann <apy?> avidhanat, icchayas
cavastuniyatatvat.

kifi ca, yadi drsyamanad anyatra parokse anena tat sadrsam iti sa-
dr§yabuddhih pramanantaram kalpyate. drs’yamdndd anyatra parokse
anena tat visadrsam iti vzsadrsatvadhlr api pramanantaram sapta-
mam kim iti na kalpyate.* abhavapramanabahirbhavad iti cet. na,
bhavavisayatvad asyah. syad etad, itaretarabhavariipataya visadrsa-
buddher yo visayah, so bhavavisaya eva. tatas catravavisayatvam
upapannam iti. yady evam sadrSabuddhivisaye ‘py esa nyayo ‘stiti
sadrsabuddher apy abhavapramanabahirbhavaprasangah. atha sa-
drsyavisesanapeksam avisesenaiva drsyamandapeksa<m> pirvadrste
jiaanam upamanam iti kalpyate. evam api Caitram paricchidya tad-
uttarakdlam ca tatputram avagamya evam adhyavasyati: “asya sa
pite’’ti. tatrapi sambhavaty eva: pirvagrhite Caitre pascad drsya-
manaputrapeksah pztrtvavasayah tatha sopanamalam akramatah
prathamaphalakatzkrame dvztzyaphalakapraptav abhikrante phalake
bhavati jianam “tasyas tat piarvam” iti drsyamanaphalakapeksa<m>,

Cf. the verse qu. STP Vol II 583,15-16: drsyat parokse sadrsyadhih
pramanantaram yadi, vazdharmyamatlr apy eva pramanam kim na saptamam.

Cf. STP Vol II 583, 17-18: tatha sopanamalam akramatah prathamakrantam
pascad akrantad dzrgham mahad hrasvam cetyady anekam pramanam prasaktam
iti; TSP 550,18-19: “asmat pirvam idam pas’cdd dirgham hrasvam idam mahat, ity
evamadzvynane prama 'nista prasajyate,” iti vaktavyam.

*phalakatikrame conj. : phalaka ti krame Ms
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tasyapy upamanatvam syat, na cabhimatasyapi. tasmad ayuktam asya
pramanyam.



Abstract

Die vorliegende Dissertation présentiert eine annotierte englische
Ubersetzung des fiinften Kapitels der Pramanasamuccayavrtti (PSV
V) des buddhistischen Philosophen Dignaga (6. Jh. n.u.Z.), in dem
Dignaga seine Sprachphilosophie (apoha-Theorie) darlegt, die den
philosophischen Diskurs in Indien nach Dignaga fiir Jahrhunderte
beeinfluf3t hat. Die originale Sanskritfassung des Textes ist nicht mehr
erhalten. Abgesehen von einigen Fragmenten in Sanskrit aus der nach-
Dignageischen philosophischen Literatur stehen als einzige
vollstindige Quellen fiir die Untersuchung von Dignagas apoha-Lehre
zwei schlechte, im tibetischen Kanon iiberlieferte Ubersetzungen des
Textes zur Verfiigung. Die englische Ubersetzung der PSV V beruht
daher auf diesen beiden tibetischen Ubersetzungen und den in Hattori
1982 publizierten Sanskrit Fragmenten, sowie weiteren Fragmenten,
die ich in anderen Quellen gefunden habe.

Die Ubersetzung wird durch eine kritische Edition groBer Teile des
entsprechenden fiinften Kapitels des einzigen erhaltenen Sanskrit
Manuskripts der Visalamalavatitika (PST V) erginzt und gestiitzt.
Dieser Jinendrabuddhi, einem indischen Grammatiker und
Philosophen der Mitte des achten Jh., zugeschriebene Kommentar ist
der einzige erhaltene Kommentar zur PSV und daher eine wichtige
Quelle fiir Informationen zum philosophischen Kontext, in dem
Dignaga sein Werk verfal3t hat.

Da die Schwierigkeiten fiir das sprachliche und inhaltliche
Verstindnis der tibetischen Ubersetzungen fast uniiberwindbar sind,
habe ich das Zeugnis des in die PST V eingebetteten Sanskrit-
Wortlauts dazu genutzt, viele der Abschnitte der PSV V in das
Sanskrit zu rekonstruieren, soweit diese Zeugnisse sich mit den
tibetischen Ubersetzungen decken. Diese Rekonstruktionen beruhen
auf den Zitaten der PSV V in der PST und den Paraphrasen von
Dignagas originalem Sanskrit-Text durch Jinendrabuddhi.

Da Dignagas apoha-Theorie eine andauernde Debatte unter den
Zeitgenossen und folgenden Generationen buddhistischer und nicht-
buddhistischer indischer Philosophen initiiert hat und weiterhin unter
seinen modernen westlichen Interpreten Fragen und Probleme in
bezug auf Bedeutung und Zweck seiner zentralen Theorie auslost,
bietet die vorgelegte Arbeit auch eine neuerliche Untersuchung der
grundlegenden Voraussetzungen dieser Theorie, wie sie in PSV V
dargelegt worden ist.



Abstract

This dissertation is centred on presenting an annotated English
translation of chapter five of the seventh century A.D. Buddhist
philosopher Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti (hence PSV V), in
which Dignaga expounds his philosophy of language known as the
apoha theory, which affected post-Dignaga philosophical debate in
India for centuries. The original Sanskrit version of Pramana-
samuccayavrtti (hence PSV) is no longer extant. Except for a few
Sanskrit fragments traced to post-Dignaga philosophical literature, the
only comprehensive sources available for the study of Dignaga’s
apoha doctrine are two mediocre Tibetan translations of PSV included
in the Tibetan bsTan 'gyur and a small number of Sanskrit fragments
traced to post-Dignaga philosophical literature. Thus, the English
translation of PSV V is based upon its two Tibetan versions and
Sanskrit fragments published in Hattori 1982, including Sanskrit
fragments I have traced to other sources. The translation is
accompanied and supported by a critical edition of the bulk of the
corresponding fifth chapter of the single Sanskrit manuscript of
Visalamalavati tika (hence PST V). This unique t7ka attributed to
Jinendrabuddhi, a central eighth century A.D. Indian grammarian and
philosopher, is the only extant commentary on PSV and thus an
important source of information on the philosophical context in which
Dignaga propagated his work. As the difficulties of construing the
Tibetan translations are almost insuperable, I have taken advantage of
the Sanskrit evidence embodied in PST V and restored into Sanskrit
many paragraphs PSV V, if the Sanskrit evidence is matched by the
Tibetan translations. The restorations are established on the basis of
quotations from PSV V presented in PST and Jinendrabuddhi’s
paraphrases of Dignaga’s original Sanskrit presentation. Since
Dignaga’s “apoha theory” generated an incessant debate among
contemporary and subsequent generations of Buddhist and non-
Buddhist Indian philosophers, and continues to elicit questions among
Dignaga’s modern Western interpreters about the meaning and
purpose of anyapoha, this work includes a fresh study of its basic
presuppositions as presented in PSV V.
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