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Pramanasamuccayavrtti V - Translation 1

§1.Ithasbeen explained that there are two means of cognition (prama-
nadvayam).! But some? think that verbal cognition (§abdam)? is a sepa-
rate means of cognition (pramanantaram) too.*

1

~

w

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 pre-
sented by other philosophers, cf. PST Ms B 191a7-191b1: yat prak pratijfiatam
“pratyaksam anumdanam ca pramane dve eva” iti tad uktam pramdnadvayam iti
svapramdnagunodbhdavanatah parapramanapratisedhatas ca. See Hattori 1968: 24,
76 n.1.11.

In the first chapter of PSV Dignaga sets forth his theory of sensation (pratyaksa)
introducing the crucial distinction between svalaksana and samanyalaksana. sva-
laksana 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. Al-
though 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 colourness (varnatva) and impermanence (anityatd): sva-
samanyalaksanabhyam hy avyapadesyavarnatvabhyam varnadi grhitvanityataya
canityam varnaditi manasd samdhatte. “For having apprehended a colour and so on
through its individual and general characters, i.e., through what is not denotable
and colourness, [respectively], as well as through [the general property] imper-
manence, one combines [the two] at the thought: ‘Colour, and so on, is imperma-
nent.”

This passage shows unequivocally that samanyalaksana is 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 anydpoha “exclusion of other [referents]” for real general prop-
erties. 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 in-
stance of x as x (excluded from non-x). See PSV V 34ff, and cf. n. 9 below (= Appendix
5) on Dignaga’s introduction of the abstract affixes tva or ta to denote anydpoha as
the general property of things and as cause of application of words.

See Appendix 4.

Cf. the definition of §abdam at PST Ms B 191b1: sabdad upajatam asannikrste ’rthe
jAanam $abdam. “Verbal cognition is an awareness, which follows from a word,
about a referent with which one is not in [direct] sense contact.” $Bh 32,3: sastram
Sabdavijiianad asannikrste rthe vijAanam; $V Sabda® 3; TSP 530,22ff.

That is, not only implication (arthapatti) and the rest are separate means of
cognition, but also §abdam, cf. PST Ms B 191bl: na kevalam arthdpattyadinity
api$abddarthah. For the nature and number of pramdnas admitted by the various
Indian schools of philosophy, cf. Hattori 1968: 78 n. 1.12.
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Now (*tatra)®

verbal cognition is not a means of cognition separate from
inference (anumanat).® Thatis, a [word] denotes’ (bhdsate) its
own referent (svartham)® by exclusion of other [referents]

5Cf.delaV:om. K.

¢ For Dignaga’s explanation of what constitutes the inferential nature of verbal cog-
nition, cf. the theoretically important passage at PSVV 34 and n. 9 below (=Appendix
5). Kumarila contrasts at SV Sabda® 15 the views of Simkhya and other schools on
$abda with those of the Buddhists and the Vai$esikas who include verbal cognition
in inference: tatranumanam evedam bauddhair vaisesikaih $ritam bhedah sarnkhya-
dibhis tv isto na tiktam bhedakdaranam. For the Vaiéesika definition, cf. Candra-
nanda ad VSu IX 19: yathd karyadismrtisavyapeksam anumdnam trikalavisayam
atindriyartham ca tathaiva §abdam sarnketasmrtyapeksam trikalavisayam atindri-
yartham ca. ato ’numdnenaikayogaksematvad anumdnam 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 sub-
ject to the constraints of the triple format of inference (for which, cf. PBh § 247:
$abdadinam apy anumdne ’ntarbhdavah, samanavidhitvdat. yatha prasiddhasama-
yasya lingadar$anaprasiddhyanusmaranabhyam atindriye rthe bhavaty anumanam,
evam sabdadibhyo ’piti). For the relation between the trairipya and sabda, cf. n. 9
below (= Appendix 5). The Vai$esika view that verbal cognition is inference (anu-
mana) because a word ($abda) functions in the same way as an inferential in-
dicator (linga), is also propounded at NS Il 1.50-52; cf,, e.g., NSiiBh ad NSa 50:
yathanupalabhyamdano lingi mitena lingena pascan miyata iti anumdnam. evam
mitena sabdena pascan miyate *rtho *nupalabhyamdna ity anumdnam $abdah. See
Biardeau 1964: 127; 205.

~

According to Kamala$ila, Dignaga is using bhdsate with the same value as dyo-
tayati (for which, see n. 12 below), cf. TSP 540,7f, equating bhdsanam with dyo-
tanam, i.e., the act of indicating, making known: tatra bhdsanam = dyotanam,
Jjidpanam iti yavat; PST Ms B 191b5-6: bhasanasya sabdadharmatvena ridhatvad
drstantadarstantikayor vaisamyam ma bhiid iti dyotayatity dha.

©

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 (§abda) [usually common nouns
oradjectives in the nominative, cf. the Paninian definition of the nominative as de-
noting the mere referent of the nominal stem (pratipadikdrthamatra, cf. A 11 3.46);
this class also includes the referents of proper nouns], 3. compounds (samdsa), and
4. sentences (vakya), utterances or judgements. The referents (artha) of words are
infinite, cf. PSVV 2b above and the expression arthasydnantye at PSV V 34 below.
Dignaga does not address the artha of verbs in PSV V, but mentions dkhydtasabda
at PSV Il 4c; cf. n. 2. above (= Appendix 4) 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.
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(anydpohena) like [the general property] ‘being produced,
and the like.’ [1]

Since (hi)'° a word!! (Sabdah) indicates (dyotayati)'? through exclusion
of other referents® (arthantaravyavacchedena), that part (amsa)** of the

° See Appendix 5.

10 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 KV; cf. the gloss
hisabdo yasmddarthe inserted by Dignaga in a Sanskrit fragment from Sama-
nyapariksavydsa, q.v. n. 181. As a rule the translators of KV render Sanskrit hi by
the Tibetan topicalization particle ni; cf. Obermiller 1970: (Indices II) 71a.

-
=1

The term $abda is somewhat ambiguous: It denotes any given speech unit posit-
ed by the Sanskrit grammarians through grammatical analysis, from phonemes
through syllables to affixes and finished words. Most of the examples mentioned
by Dignédga belong to the last-mentioned category, but he evidently regards pho-
nemes and affixes to be definable within the theoretical framework of the apoha
theory, cf. Pind 1991 and n. 348 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 (§abda) being struc-
turally similar; cf. the use of the cpd. dyotakadyotya at PS 11 33a-c: lingasyanyena
samanyam visesas ca lingino na dyotakadyotyam, qu. PST Ms B 81b5. This is the only
instance where Dignaga uses the verb dyotayati of the action of denoting. Cf. the
similar use at YSuBh 139,2-3 (ad YSa 111 17): sarvabhidhanasaktiparihrta gakdarau-
kdravisarjaniyah sasnadimantam artham dyotayantiti.

For the use of dyotana, dyotaka, dyotya in Sanskrit grammar, cf. Abhyankar 1961
s.vv. dyotaka; Renou 1957 s.v. dyut.

3 See Appendix 6.

* 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 prop-
erties constituting a logical hierarchy, whose characteristics are defined by their
position in the hierarchy. These properties, however, are not real general proper-
ties 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 sattvajfieyatvadayo na ca taih sarvair vrksadisabda-
syavinabhavitvasambandhah. “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 tri-
dhaiva sah, Frauwallner 1982: 840; for the Dignagan use of grahya, cf. Dharmakirti's
PV 189 with Manorathanandin's PVV ad loc.
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object (visayah)'® to which (yatra) it is applied (prayujyate), being con-
nected [to it] as invariably concomitant (avinabhavitvasambandhah),'s

1

1

[

o

Dignaga uses the synonymous term bhdga ‘part’ in the Sanskrit fragment from
Dignaga's Dvddasasatikd quoted in Siddhasenaganin’s Tattvarthabhasyavyakhyd
V 24: yathaha 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 notapplicable [e.g. the term anasva] serve? [We answer that] it is not mere nega-
tion 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 n. 1.

Dharmakirti quotes a slightly edited version of it at PVSV 62,26: arthdntara-
vydvrttya tasya vastunah kascid bhago gamyate; cf. PST Ms B 205a3: tasya vastunah
kascid bhago ’rthantaranivrttyd gamyate. Jinendrabuddhi seems to quote a simi-
lar passage from Digndga at PST Ms B 61a6: etad uktam bhavati: arthdntara-
vyavrttyupalaksito yo vastuno bhagah sa eva vrksasabdasydrtha iti. “Only that part
of the object that is implied by exclusion of other referents is the referent of the
word ‘tree.”

Cf. PST Ms B 191b3-4: yasydrthasya pratydyandartham™ uccdryate, sa tasya visayah
pratydyyatvdt, 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 indicat-
ed, in the same way as the bearer of the inferential indicator (lirigf) is [the object]
of the inferential indicator (linga).

Wem. (cf. go bar byed pa T) : °dprayatvatmdyandartham Ms

avinabhavitva “the being invariably concomitant” defines the sambandha “con-
nection” between any given word (Sabda) or logical indicator (linga, etc.) and the
thing indicated viz. the referent (artha) or the thing inferred. Dignaga addresses
the fundamental asymmetry that holds between the two relata of the indicator-
indicated connection in a crucial passage at PSV I1 19-20 that fortunately is extant
in Sanskrit:

nanu dvigatatvat sambandhasya samyogivad lingidharmana lingena bhavitavyam.
naitad asti.

sambandho yady api dvisthah sahabhavyangalinginoh

adharadheyavad vrttis tasya samyogivad na tu. [19]
yatha hi saty api dvigatatve sambandhasya, na kadacid adhara adheyadharma
bhavati napy adheya adharadharma, tatha na kaddcil lingam lingi bhavati lingi va
lingam. samyogi yathaikas tathd 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 dhiimo dravyatvadinam
api prakasakah, na taiksnydadinam. yasmadc ca linginy eva lingam bhavati, nanyatra,
tasmad yuktam yad dhiimo dhiimatveneva pandutvadibhir api prakasayati, na dra-
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(*tasmat) [verba'l cognition] does not differ from inference.

§ 2. On the other hand, some claim'” that a general term'® (jatiSabdah)

18

vyatvadibhir iti. evam hi avadhdranavaiparityena sambandho lingaliriginoh.”
“Certainly the indicator (linga) will have the property of the indicated (lingi-
dharman) 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 indi-
cated 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 con-
tainer 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, itis correct that smoke, in the same
way as 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 n. 26. Jinendra-
buddhi'’s gloss at PST Ms B 72bé6: avinabhavitvam sambandhah explains Dignaga’s
use of the term sambandha at PS 11 20a: sambandho yady api dvisthah; cf. the defini-
tion of sambandha at PST Ms B 183a7: avinabhavitvam hi sambandha iti.
@ For 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).

Here as elsewhere Dignaga seems to quote the work he is addressing. It is not pos-
sible 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. n. 20 below.

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 prop-
erty to every individual substance in the form of non-difference (abhedopacara).
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
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denotes all its own particulars'® (svabhedan sarvan evaha). But when

the properties of a lion to a brahmana boy like in the statement “the brahmana boy
is alion.”

Cf. Simhasiiri’s lucid exposition of the view Dignaga is addressing at NCV 627,11~
13: yasmadt sacchabdo jatisambandhino jatim upaddyatmartpena dravyddin abhedo-
pacdrdd dha, tasmdad abhedopacdrahetuna vyapadisyate jatisabda iti. yatha simho
manavaka iti simhasabdo manavakagundn updddydabhedopacdrapravrtter abhedo-
pacdrahetuna 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-dif-
ference, 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 ‘qual-
ity 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 PST Ms B 193a2-3 is similar: katham
punar anabhidheya sati jatir vyapadesahetuh? abhedopacdrahetutvad gunavat.
yathd “simho mdnavaka” iti Sauryddigunavisesah simhamanavakayor abhedopaca-
rahetur bhavan vyapade$ahetur bhavati, gunasabda iti, tathd jatir api Sabdasya bhe-
dair abhedopacdarahetur iti sadhyavyapadesahetuh. "How, moreover, is the general
property the cause of designation (vyapadesahetu), when it is not denotable? Be-
cause it is the cause of transfer in the form of non-difference in the same way as
a 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 ad-
dresses views comparable to those traditionally ascribed to Vyajapyayana by
Katyayana at vart 35-44 on A 12.64, namely that a term denotes a class property
as resident in individual substances; cf. n. 20 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 kalpang,
cf. TSP 456,15-19 quoting and explaining the passage: "yaj jidnam arthe ripadau
(so read) visesanabhidhdyakdbhedopacdrenavikalpakam tad aksam aksam prati va-
rtata iti pratyaksam” iti. viSesanam jatyadi, abhidhdyakam ndma, tayor abhedo-

bhedena grahanam: asya gotvam asyedam nameti, tatrapi kalpanesyata eva.
Notice that throughout PSV V Dignaga uses the terms jati and samdnya inter-
changeably to denote any given general property.

Cf. PST Ms B 193a4-5: svasyd jater bhedan". ya jatir yasya sabdasya vyapadesa-
hetuh, sa tasya svam bhavati. bhidyante parasparato visisyanta iti bhedah. yatha
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they are denoted, a particular term serves the purpose of restriction
(niyamdrtham visesasrutih).”®

jater dravyagunakarmani.
M em.: %dm Ms

20 Jinendrabuddhi addresses the implications of the expression sarvan eva at PST Ms
B 193a5-6: 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 de-
notes 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 MBh I
242,24f on varttika 39: dharmasastram ca tatha, whose implications Pataijali ex-
plains 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 was the referent denoted by the word one could do as one
pleased by abstaining from killing one brahmana;” cf. Scharff 1996: 118-119.

Mallavadin alludes to the view that the application of a term denoting particu-
lars merely has the purpose of restricting the scope of the general term; he pre-
sents his view at in a karikd based upon PS V 2: na jatiSabdo bhedanam anantyad
vyabhicaratah, vacako niyamdrthokter jatimadvad apohavan; cf. NCV 606,21-22
and the passage op. cit. 606,10-13 in which Simhasiri 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., itis a restriction with respect
to the referent: niyamartha punahpunahsrutir vivaksitartha, kasmat? tadartha-
tvad visesarthatvad visesandrthatvat purvasruteh samanyasruter brahmanddeh.
tasmdc chravanakalakramena 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 11
64ff (cf. the expression niyamarthd punahsrutih, 64b).

Jinendrabuddhi comments briefly on the subject of restriction at PST Ms B 193a7
by introducing the delimitative/restrictive particle (avadharana) eva, which
Simhasiiris’s explanation presupposes: Kaundinya eva na Mathara iti yatha kriya
hi dravyam ninayatiti ujte punar nadravyam iti niyamdrtham ucyate yatha gamye-
ta dravyam eveti. "Only (eva) Kaundinya, not Mathara. Just as when it is said ‘for
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To this it is replied that

a general term (jatiSabdah) does not (na)

‘denote’ (vacaka iti), as [2¢,] will state (vaksyate),

particulars (bheddnam).** [2a]

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

2

2

-

N

because they are infinite (Gnantyat).* [2b,]

an action 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 sub-
stance.”

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

Dignaga refers to the occurrence of vacakah in pada 2c, which is to be construed
with 2a; Cf. PST Ms B 193b1: sakdnksatvad aparisamaptam vakyam iti vaksyama-
nena padendakariksavicchedam darsayati. “Thinking that the clause is incomplete
because it entails expectation of a sentence complement (sdkanksatvat) he ex-
cludes 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 onto the verb like in classi-
cal 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 Vloc. cit. reproduces correctly the sentence comple-
ment vdcaka 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 2b, mtha’ yas phyir
dan (= anantyat) without any syntactical connection with 2a. V introduces cor-
rectly the negation min in 2d, cf. n. 33 below.

Cf. PST Ms B 193b1: anantyad 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. kasyanantydt? bhe-
dandm, yasmat te purvam prakrtd na canyah Sriyate; TSP 342,12-14: ayam eva
cakrtasamayatvad iti hetur dcdryadinndgena “na jatisabdo bhedanam vdacakah,
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For (hi) itis impossible (asakyah) to tell (kartum)® the connection (sam-
pandhah) of particulars [with a general term like ‘existent’] when they
are infinite;** and as the connection of the word [with particulars] is
not told (akrtasambandhe sabde),* it is not justified that it denotes its

2

w

25

anantyad” ity anena nirdistah. tatha hi “anantyad” ity anena samaydsambhava
eva nirdistah. Uddyotakara presents the argument at NV 324,3-4 as follows:
sacchabdah pindanam vacako bhavisyatiti na yuktam pindanam anantyat; cf. n. 29
below for Uddyotakara's reproduction of Dignaga’s argument.

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

Simhasuri interprets dnantya as denoting: 1. spatial remoteness, cf. NCV 627,16:
na hi pataliputradistha dravyddaya ihasthena sacchabdena sahakhyatum Sakyah.
“For it is not possible for one who is situated here simultaneously to denote sub-
stances, and so on, that are situated in Pataliputra, and so on, by means of the
word ‘existent;’” cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s similar explanation at PST Ms B 193b3-4:
ye vidirade$avartino na ta ihasthandm svasya pratiyoginah sambandhitvendakhya-
tum Sakyah; 2. infinity in terms of the variety of particulars, cf. NCV 627,16:
anantyad va dravyadinam. tatha hi te ghatapatarathadibhedenanantah. evam tdavat
sambandhibhedad bhedam abhyupagamyedam ucyate, na tu tasya vastunah sva-
gato bhedo ’sti. tatredam eva kdaranam yat sambandhantaravisistabhidhayi sabdah
sambandhantaravisistasabdavacyam asamartho vaktum, gavasvadivat. tasmad bhe-
dandam avdcakah. "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 under-
stood 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.”

Simhastiri’s use of the term sambandhibheda would seem to allude to VP III 1.33:
sambandhibhedat sattaiva bhidyamdna gavadisu jatir ity ucyate. tasyam sarve sa-
bda vyavasthitah. One cannot therefore exclude the possibility that Dignaga has
Bhartrhari's view of sattd in mind.

Cf. PST Ms B 193bé6: yo bhedair anakhyatasambandho na sa tesam vacako mleccha-
$abdavat.

Simhastiri explains sambandha in terms of avinabhavitva, cf. NCV 627,21-22:
akrtasambandha ity andkhyatasambandhe sabda iti dvisthatve *pi sambandhasya
Sabdasyaivavinabhavitvad arthapratydyakatvam 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 avindbhdvitva as defining the scope of sambandha, cf.
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referent?® because merely its own form? is cognized (svaripamatra-
pratiteh).?®

26

27

28

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 n. 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 I1I 166c.

Cf. PST Ms B 193b2: tad etad dhetudvayam uktam: dnantyam sambandhasakyatve
hetuh, andkhydtasambandhatvam punar anabhidhane™. “The following two rea-
sons 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 pdaramparyendna-
bhidhanahetuh: tato hi sambandhasakyata, sambandhavyutpatter anabhidhdnam.
“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: sydd etad anantydd vya-
ktinam asakyah $abdena sambandhah kartum. evam satidam dnantyam tadvaty api
samdnam. jatyapi hi visista vyaktaya eva vaktavya ity akrtasambandhasydanabhi-
dhanad avasyam tatra sambandhah karaniyah. sa ca na Sakyate.

M egne em. : °Gno Ms

The technical term svariipa denotes the phonetic form of any linguistic item with-
out reference to its denotation. Itis used by Paniniat A1 1.68: svam riipam Sabdasya
Sabdasafijfid to indicate that the own form of a linguistic item refers to that ele-
ment itself, and not to the thing it denotes. The term was interpreted differently
in the grammatical tradition. Some considered the svaripa 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 I 68-69,83; Pind 1991. See
Abhyankar 1961, Renou 1957 s.v.

In the present case Dignaga is using the term in the original sense, cf. NCV 627,23~
68,7: yatra Sabdasydrthena sambandho *vyutpanno yatha mlecchasabdanam tatra
$abdamatram 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, presum-
ably based on the same source, in all likelihood SPVy, is given at PST Ms B 193bé:
mlecchasabde hi $abdasvaripamatram eva pratiyate, narthah.

Uddyotakara reproduces almost verbatim the content of this paragraph at NV
324,4-6: sacchabdah pindanam vdcako bhavisyatiti na yuktam pindanam danantyat.
na hy ekasya $abdasydnekadravyagunaprapaficena sambandha akhyatum $akyah.
na canakhyate Sabddarthasambandhe Sabdad arthapratipattir yukta, svarapamadtra-
pratiteh. “Itis not justified to claim that the word ‘existent’ will denote the particu-
lars because they are infinite. For it is impossible to tell the connection of a single
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§ 3. Moreover, [a general term like ‘existent’ does not denote particu-
lars]

because of ambiguity (vyabhicdratah). [2b,]

For just as (yathd hi) the word ‘existent’ applies to substance (dravye),
soitalso [applies] to quality, and so on (gundadisv api); consequently (iti)
there will be doubt (samsayah syat) because of ambiguity (vyabhicarat),
but there will be no denotation (habhidhanam).*®

§ 4. Someone believes (yo ’pi manyate) that the general term [‘exis-
tent’], on the other hand, is used to denote the mere general property
(*jatimdtre) or its mere inherence relation (*tadyogamatre va)*® because

2

o

word with a multitude of many substances and qualities. And in that the connec-
tion 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.”

Uddyotakara may have used the infinitive akhydtum because he found it in the
source he was quoting, which in all likelihood is Samanyapariksavydsa cf. n. 29
below.

Uddyotakara reproduces Dignaga’s argument in a more elaborate form at
NV 324,6-9, presumably on the basis of Dignaga's lost Samanyapariksavyasa:
vyabhicdrdc ca. sacchabdasravandc ca dravyagunakarmaniti pariplavamana bu-
ddhir 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 particu-
lars are mentioned by Kumarila at TV (on MSa Il 1.12) p. 39,16ff: nanu vyaktinam
anantyavyabhicarabhyam anabhidhanam uktam.

Jinendrabuddhi closes his exegesis of this paragraph with the following dis-
cussion at PST Ms B 194a2-5, which presupposes Dharmakirtian philosophy:
nanu ca jatisabdat sarvasvabhedapratitih. na hi sarvesu samsaya upajdyate. na ca
sarvasvabhedabhave kadacij jatisabdasya kvacid arthantaravrttir upalabdhd; tat
kuto vyabhicarah? naisa dosah. na hi jatiSubdena bhedabhedaripasamsparsena
pratyayayate. na ca samastabhedartiipam ndma tesam samdanyam asti yac chabde-
nabhidhiyeta, bhedartupaparityage tesam eva jatitvaprasangat. na ca bhedaripena
vyaptir asti, parasparavyavrttatvad® bhedariipasyeti, nasty asiddhih.
WCE. PV140-42 and PVSV 24,24 ad loc.

3 The two locatives are used to express “in the sense of” or “to denote,” a usage
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Even In the case of implication (arthaksepe ’pi), there is un-
certainty {anekantah)."® [11c}

for implication (arthaksepah) means obtainment of certainty accord-
ing to the state of the case'”® (*yasminn arthad niscayotpattih), like, for
instance, the certainty that NN is eating at night (ratribhojane) on the
basis of [the statement] that he does not eat during the day (divd na
bhunkta iti)." In the present context, however, (iha punah), when one
says ‘existent’ (sad ity ukte) there is no certainty about ‘pot, etc. There-
fore (iti) there is no implication (ndsty arthaksepah) as there is doubt.

§22.Since'”* (*yasmat) itis notjustified under any circumstances (*na ka-
tham api)'’° that a general term (*jatiSabdah) denotes particulars, a gen-
eral property, the connection [with a general property], or the general

assumed by the word, and this [referent] is by necessity connected to some gen-
eral property from among potness, etc. And therefore it implies a particular like a
pot in that it implies a particular general property.”

17

@

This statement introduces the rebuttal of the preceding argument, cf. PST Ms B
204a2-3: imam api kalpandm nirgkurvann aha.

e Cf, gan la don gyi Sugs kyis V : don gari la K. Since the traditional understanding of
arthdpatti is that it is something that obtains according to the state of the case
{cf., e.g., NBh 573,3: arthad dpattir arthdpattih), it is reasonable to assume that
V has recorded a word that is missing in K.

17
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This example belongs to the category of Srutdrthdpatti, i.e., implication of an oral
statement, cf. $Bh 32,6: arthdpattir api drstah $ruto vi ‘rtho “nyathd nopapadyata
ity arthakalpand; cf. the discussion at SV Arthapatti® 51 in the context of the criti-
cism of Dignaga's attempt to include arthdpatti in anumdna: pino divd@ na bhurkte
cety evamddivacah §rutau rdtribhojanavijfidnam $rutdrthapattir 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.”

17
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Cf.garn gi phyir K : de’i phyir V. gan gi phyir = yasmdt correlates with tenq of PSV 11d;
the readings of K suggest the following restoration: yasmat sa jatisabdo na katham
api bhedasamanyasambandhajatimadvdcako yufyate, cf. n.s 181-182 below.

Y9 The reading ji ltar yan ... rigs pa ma yin no K would translate Sanskrit na katham

api .. yujyate. vV is entirely confused. In addition to misconstruing the dvanda com-
pound khyad par dan spyi dari dah *brel pa dan rigs dan ldan pa X for which V reads
tha dad *brel pa’i spyi (NP ci) rigs dari Idan pa, the translators misunderstood the
expression na katham api, construing katham as acc. of kathd in dependence on the
verb. Thus the adverblal complement katham api is reproduced as the noun phrase
lan’ga’ yan.
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property possessor'®® (*bhedasamdnyasambandhajatimadvicakah),

(tena) a word ($rutih) excludes other (anyapohakrt) [refer-
ents].'® [11d]

®2Therefore, what was stated previously namely that

80 Cf. NCV 609,19f; tathd ca Jatisambandhajatimadabhidhanandm asambhavad ‘anyd-
pohakrc chrutih!

18
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Simhasiiri regards the flokapada PS V 11d as anyapohalaksanavakyam, cf. NCV
611,20 and explains it ibid. line 21ff: tasya vydkhya: fabdantardrthapoham hi
svarthe kurvati srutir abhidhatta ity ucyate ... tadanuvrttyd vyavrttir yasmin vidya-
te svarthe sa grhyate na vydvrttimatram, The first line of the explanation is the
beginning of a well-known prose fragment defining apoha, which evidentiy be.
longs in a similar context. The same fragment is also addressed by Mallavadin,
cf. NCV 612,5ff, just as Uddyotakara in his critique of Dignaga’s apoha theory -
quotes the Slokapdda followed by the first line of its explanation as the conclu-
sion of the pirvapaksa, cf. NV 324,20f. 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; °
318-319: atha ca jatisambandhajdtimadabhidhdndndm asambhavit “tendnyd- -
pohakre chrutih.” Sabdantardarthapoham™ hi svarthe kurvati Srutir abhidhatta ity
ucyate; hisabdo yasmadarthe. yasmdd vrksasabdo *vrksanivretim® svarthe kurvan
svdrtham vrksalaksanam pratydyayatiti ucyate, evam nivrttivisistam vastu $abdd-
rthah, ‘dravyddi san, na nivrttimdtram, alaksaniyam eva ca sydn nivretimatram,
avastutvat, kharavisénakun;hatik;natddr’varnanﬁvat. "And since the denactations 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 hi 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 ref-
erent 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 in-
definable because it is an unreal thing, like {the unreal referents of] descriptions
like bluntness or sharpness of donkey’s horns.”

For the referent as an entity (vastu} qualified by the non-existence or exclusion of
other things from its locus, ¢f. PSV V 34-36.
@ CF. the reading at NCV 640,7: fabdantardrthdpoham svarthe kurvati, which in all
likelihood imitates Dignaga’s original formulation; the defnition 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.

18
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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
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it, [i.e. a word] denotes its own referent through exclusion
of other [referentsj like [the inferential indicator] ‘being a
product,’ etc. [1cd],

is settled (*tad eva sthitam).*?

justifiable solution to the problem of the denotation of words. The two verses that
follow P5 V 11 introduce topics that are unrelated to those introduced in the pre-
vious paragraphs, cf. n. 193 below. Uddyotakara closes his exposition of Dignaga's
view in a similar way at NV 324,20-21: anyatra pratyaydbhdvaprusangdc ca, na
canyd gatir asti, tasmdd anydpohakre chrutir itf, “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 [inendrabuddhi’s remarks 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:
yathoktajatyddyabhidhdanapratisedhopasamhdrena svayam eva sthirikaroti, nanu
ca "parapaeksapratisedhena svapaksasiddhir alabhya” " yathoktam dvitapratisedhe.
naiva dosah. piirvam evdtra "krtakatvddivat svartham anydpohena bhasata™ (PS
V 1cd) iti pratipdditam $abdasydnumdndd abhinnatvam. tatra kevalam pramdnd-
ntaravadibhir vidhimukhena jityddaya ucyante ity uktam. tasmin pratisiddhe sa
evdrtho vyavatisthate. vaksyamandm 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 ‘establish-
ing 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 dvita inference?
There is no faultat 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 pro-
duced” (PS V 1¢d}). In this context it has been said by those who claim that {verbal
cognition] is a separate means of cognitlon that general properties, and so on, are
denoted in an affirmative 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 thests that is going to be explained.”

After this comment Jinendrabuddhi inserts an excursus on the apoha doc-
trine. it reflects Dharmakirti's apoha theory and includes many quotations from
Dharmakirti's Pramdnavirttikasvavrtti. For the Sanskrit text of the EXCUrsus, see
Appendix 1.
“!finendrabuddhi appears to quote a passage from PSV I where Dignaga debunks
the Samkhya opponents view of indirect proof {avita) as that of the action of estab-
lishing one’s own thesis through negation of the thesis of the opponent, cf. PST Ms
B 122a5: parapaksapratisedhena svapaksasthapanakriva avitah.

' de fiid = tad eva, cf. the phrase sa evdrtho vyavatisthate at PST Ms B 205a1, which
probably imitates the original Dignagan formuiation.
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§ 23. It is, moreover, explained'®* that

a word does not indicate [its referent] in toto, although it is -
denotable In many ways.'® On the contrary (tu), it performs
its purpose which Is exclusion'® in accordance with its own
connectlon (svasambandhanuripyat).'#” [12]

*#* According to Jinendrabuddhi this verse settles that only exclusion of other {refer- -
ents) is the word's referent by showing that it constitutes a part of the referent :
to be indicated, cf PST Ms B 208al-2: dha cety arthasya pratydayyasydrga®san-
darfanendnydpoham evq $abddartham samarthayate.

@ pratydyyasydrga® em. (cf. rtogs par bya ba’i cha T) : pratydsyamgi® Ms

1% Cf. PST Ms B 208a2-3: SimSapddibhedena pusphitaphalitadibhedena ca bahuprakd-
ratve pity arthah. abhidheyasyeti vrksader arthasya. tasyaivam anekaprakaratve pt -
Sabddt sarvaprakdrena pratitir ndsti. “The meaning is as follows: even though it
has many modes because of particulars like §imsapd and particulars such as hav- |
ing flowers and fruits. The denotable object means a referent like a tree. Thus, al- -
though it has many modes, there is no cognition of it from the word in all its modes.”
Simhasuri explains 12a with the theoretical background of PSV V 34 (g.v.), ¢f. NCV
653,15ff; bahudhdpy abhidheyasyeti §im$apadibhedd atrabhipretd na dravyadayah;
tathd hi vrksavad bhedesu samsayo drsto ‘rthatas tu dravydadisu nifcayah. “In the
present context a particular like $imsapd is intended, not [particulars] like sub-
stance. 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.”

18
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This verse has a close parallel at PS 11 13: <anekadharmano rthasya na lingdt
sarvatha gatih>, anubaddhasya vicchedam tasyényato gamayati.’”

K (Kitagawa 1973: 462b2-5 = P 112b7-8): don gyl chos rnams du ma ni thams cad
rtags las rtogs ma yin /{ gari #ig rjes brel gfan la ni Idog pa rtogs par byed pa yin //
V (Kitagawa 1973: 462a3-6 = P 31b3}: chos don du ma gtan tshigs kyis rnam pa
thams cad du rtogs min /{ gar dan *brel pa yons bead nas chos gfan 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.”
“For the restored pddas ab, cf. PSV V 12b and the parallel formulation at PS I Sab:
dharmino nekaridpasya nendriydt sarvathd gatih, on which, v. Hattori 1968: 27,91 n.
1.43; padas ed are restored on the basis of pratika and paraphrase at PST Ms B 70a4:
anubaddhasya vicchedam iti ... tasydnyato vivaksdd vicchedam vyavrttim gamayati;
PS 1113 also occurs in NM as verse 17, cf. T 1628 3¢10-1113, T 1629 8a4-5; Frau-
wallner 1982: 778.

7 See Appendix 7.
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Even though a word has many properties,'® it only indi-
cates by means of that [property] by virtue of which it does
not devlate'® from its referent,”’® but not by virtue of the
word's being a quality [of ether], etc.'™

18 Cf NCV 653,18ff: samdnyadharmaih khagunatvadibhir vrksdartham tasmin vastuni
nabhidhatte, tathd hi te vindpi vrksarthena rasadisu drstah, na tu vrksasabdo nyatra
drstah, tasmad vrksasabdenaiva pratydyanam upapannam. "It does nat, 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.” PST Ms B 208a4-5: atha $abdasya ko mso gamaka ity dha. anekadharma
$abdo pityddi. svasamdnyadharmair anekadharmd; cf. the phrase at VPl 253
$abdasya anekadharmanah.

w9 [jke Bhartrhari Dignaga uses ativartate as a synonym of vyabhicarati; cf. VP Il
3.51: etdm sattam paddrtho hi na kascid ativartate. sd ca sampratisattdyah prthag
bhdsye nirdisitd, alluding to MBh [1 391,7 (ad A V 2.94): na sattdm padartho vyabhi-
carati; cf. the use of ativartate at PS 1 17, q.v. n. 193,

19 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 the-
ory at PS V 22c § 35, 33ab § 47, qq.v; Cf. PST Ms B 208a5-6: samdnyadharmena
vrksasebdatvading yena na vyabhicarat pratydyayati 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 devi-
ate 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 (fabde) 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 22¢d above and 33ab below.

19

Cf.PST Ms B 20Ba6-7: ddisabdena sabdajiieyatvadindm grahanam. apratydyakatvam
punas tesam vyabhicdritvat. tatha hi te vindpi vrksarthena rasadisu drstah, na
vrksasebdatvadikam sdmdnyam. “By the expression ‘etc.’ is included the word’s be-
ing 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
50 on, but the general property treewordness is not” (cf. the similar explanation at
NCV 653,18ff, q.v. n. 189 above).

Dignaga’s statement is similar to the view which Bhartrhari propounds at VPV |
53,2-3: yatha hi ghate dravyatvaprthvitvaghatatvadinam aviruddhah samavayah,
tatha vrksasabde "pi gunatvafabdatvavrksasabdatvadindm dkrtivisesdanam aviru-
ddhah samavdyah. "Just as the inherence in a pot of general properties such as
substanceness, earthenness, potness, and so on, is not in conflict, so also the
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($abdagunatadibhik).'*2 [13]1

§ 24. If the word’s referent (*$abdarthah) is merely exclusion of other
{(anyapohamatram) [referents),how then (katham) could words like ‘blue’
and ‘lotus’ (*nilotpalddisabdanam) be co-referential (*samandadhikara-
nyam) and related as qualifier and qualified (*viSesanavifesyabhavah)?

And why would that not be the case?

Because (yasmat) the excluded object (*apohyam) of general and par-
ticular terms (*sdmanyavisesasabdanam) is different (bhinnam)."**

19

=]

193

194

inherence in the word ‘tree’ of such particular universals as qualityness, word-
ness, treewordness, and so on, is not in conflict.”

Dignaga’s point is that the word's being a quality (gunata) of ether (cf. VS 11 1.5;
PBh § 61) is irrelevant to its semantic properties. This is also emphasized by
Bhartrhari's commentator Vrsabhadeva at VPT 52,23: gunatvam tv anabhidhd-
yakam pratitam eva ripddisv api samavayat. “But qualityness is understood not to
denote because it also inheres in colour, ete.”

See Appendix 8.

The reading Zes bya ba bsdu ba’i tshigs su bcad pa’o V 116,3 indicating that PS ¥
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
safgrahasioka 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, Mallavadin quotes the verses immediately after citing PSV
V 34-35 §§ 47-48 (cf. NCV 652-653), and Simhasiiri merely restricts himself to
explaining that Dignaga indicates the purpose of the preceding exposition in two
$lokas (cf. NCV 653,15: dha cety etam artham $lokadvayena darfayati), thus con-
necting them to PSV V 34-35, without even hinting at their being sangrahaslokas.
The introductory dha ca seems to indicate that Dignaga quotes them from another
treatise (presumably the Sémdnyapariksdvydsa) to corroborate his conclusion at
PS V 11d because, as indicated above, they presuppose some of the fundamental
theoretical issues of the apoha theory, which he will address at PSV V 34f,

CE. PST Ms B 208b1-2: apohyabhedena sahacarydd arthabhedam darfayati. esa
hetuh: ye bhinndrthd na te samanddhikarana napi visesanavigesyabhutah, ghata-
patddisabdavat. tatha ca nilotpalddayah $abdah. "He shows that difference of ref-
erent 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 expres-
sions like ‘blue lotus’ are the same.”

Uddyotakara’s criticism of Dignaga's view at NV 334,6-12 sheds more light on
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§37. The qualifier-qualified relation (viSesanavisesyatvam) has
already been explained above on the grounds that it is not
self-dependent (asvatantryat).**® [25ab]

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

§ 38. Now (tatra)

the denotable objects of general terms, particular [general]
terms, and synonyms are not excluded (na samdnyabheda-
parydyavicyanut}, although they are different.*?* [25cd]

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

How can this be?

Because they are not in conflict (avirodhdt).** In the first place (tdvat),

18 Cf PS V 4a above with PSV ad loc.; PST Ms B 217b4-5: “tadvato ndsvatantratvad”
(4a) ity atra hy etadbhedatvam uktam. atadbhedatve ca yatha samanadhikaranyam
na sambhavati, tathd visesanavifesyabhdve 'pi. bhedena hi samdnyam visesyate,
nabhedena.

3z

&

According to Jinendrabuddhi, Digndga 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 217b5-7: sabdasya
pravretinivrttyarthatvid anvayavyatirekacodandyd vyahdrdngatd, na™ tv anyathd
iti darfayitum parvam krtakatvadivat svdrtham anydpohena Sabdo bhdsata (cf. PS
V 1cd above) ity uktam. tasyedanim anyatve *pityddindpavadam aha. yad utsrstam
“‘anydpohena bhasata” (PS V 1d above) iti tat sdmdnyavifesaparydyasabdartha-
parthdreneti,
“ng em. (cf. mayin T} : om. Ms

0 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 cdpohe nimittam.
avirodhdd iti anapohyatdydm hetuh., y@® hy aviruddhd na te parasparebhyo dru-
hyanti ndpohanti, yathd riapadayo dravye. NCV 637,15-16: anyatve samdnyabheda-
paryayasabddanam artham vrksasrutir ndpohate prthivi§iméapdtarvadiSabddnam
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the excluded object (apohyam) of a synonym is the same because [syn-
onyms] are not applied simultaneously (yugapad aprayogit).?** And itis
not justified that it rejects its own referent (na ca svdrthapratiksepo yu-
ktah).>* A particular [general] term,** moreover, approves (anumodate)
that the general term** has excluded another referent?* (arthdntaram
vyudastam) for the sake of its own particulars®* (svabhedesu) because
they are in need of it (arthitvat).*” For just as (yathd ki) a $imsapa [tree]

aviredhat, virodhdc ca patddin apohata iti. “The word “tree’ does not exclude the
referent of a general term, a particular term, and a synonym although they are dif-
ferent because terms like ‘earth,’ ‘$iméapd,’ and ‘taru (tree) are notin conflict; and
it excludes cloth, etc. because of conflict.”
SVT 69,27-70,1 on §V Apoha® 148: atra bhiksund vrksah §im$apeti sdmanadhi-
karanyam darfayatoktam: vrksas tarur iti parydyanam ca parasparam anapohya-
tvam. anyatve 'pf na sdmdnyabhedaparydyavdcindm avirodhdt - iti. “"While illustrat-
ing co-reference such as ‘§imsapd is a tree’ the monk explains: Synonyms like ‘vr.
ksa' and 'tary’ 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 samdnyavi§esasabdandm Stmfapdvrksddindm parydyanam
ca taruvrksadindm avirodhendnapohakatvam uktam: anyatve ‘pi na samdnyq-
bhedaparydyavicing <m avirodhdad=>"iti.

D ydem.: yo Ms

“'So probably read: om. NR.

¥t CE PST Ms B 218a2-3: ekena tasydrthasya krtakatvan na dvitivah prasajyate. satf
ca samarthye yatra dvitiyasydprayogah, tayor ekdrthatd yatha <taruvrksa>yoh®.
“Since the referent is dealt with by asingle {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] ‘tary’ and 'vrksa.”
! yatha taruvrksa® em. : yasthd [prasth?)ayoh Ms (dper na bye brag dag b#in no T,
which is incomprehensible in the context; the translator may have had difficulties
interpreting the Sanskrit Ms; the proposed em. is based on the examples mentioned
at NR 429,32 q.v. n. 330 above).

2 Another reason for non-exclusion according to Jinendrabuddhi, cf. PST Ms B 218a4:
anapohyatdydm hetvantaram dha.

*¥ For instance the word '§imsapa.’

" That is, the term ‘tree’ (vrksa).

i3

@

Such as pot, etc. (ghatddi).

% That is fim$apd and the rest, cf. PST Ms B 218a5-6: samanyasabdasya vrksasa-
bdasya yat svavrksatvasdémanyam tasya bheddh svabhedah Sims$apadayah,

7 Cf. PST Ms B 218a6: arthi™ hi $imsapdsabdo ghatddivyudasena. “For the word
‘$imsapd’ is In need of the exclusion of pot, etc.”
Warthfem. : arthd Ms
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is not a paldsa [tree], and so on,* it is not a pot, and so on, either.*¥
Thereby (etena) it is also explained why it does not reject the referent
of a general term’s general term (sdmdnyasamanyasabdarthapratiksepa
uktah).*** Similarly, why would a general term (samanyasabdah) not tol-
erate that its own referent®* is being restricted to the intended refer-
ent*® (abhiprete visaye vyavasthapyamdanam) by a particular [general]
~ term or aparticular [general] term’s particular [general] term?’*} Thus,

18 Cf, §in $a pa ni pa la $a la sogs pa V : §in $a pa ni pa la sogs pa K.

1 Cf, PST Ms B 218a6-218b1: etena ghatadyapohendrthitvad ekdrthakdritdm udbhd-
vayan bhedasabdah samdanya$abdeng na virudhyata iti darfayati. tathd hi pala-
éadiripah fim$apasabdasydrtho na bhavatit!. tasya pald$dadayc ‘pohydh. tathd
ghatadirdpo "pi na bhavatiti. ghatddayo *py apohyah. te ca vrksasabdendpohyante.
“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 ‘§imfap@’ does not have the form of
palaa, etc. Thus its excluded referents are paldéa, 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 excluded by the word 'tree.””

W Cf, PST Ms B 218b1-3: svasya samdnyasya vrksatvasya yat samdnyam pdrthivatvam
tacchabdah parthiva$abdah samdnyasdmanyasabdah. tena yat vyudasyam apdrthi-
vadi " tac chim$apasabdo numanyate ‘rthitvat. yathd hi $imsapa na palasah, evam'
napdrthivady’™ api. evam dvrttyd adravyasydsatas ca dravyasacchabdabhyam nird-
kriyamdnasydrthitvad abhyanumodanam yojvam. “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 $imsapd’ approves that non-
earthen things, and so on, are to be excluded by it because it is in need of it. For just
as a §imsapd [tree] is not a paldfa [tree), so it is not not [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.”

W apdrthivadi em. : apddi Ms
Henaldsah, ev® em. : °paldsas cev® Ms

BICE. chu las ma gyur pa fid la sogs T = Gpaditvadi; the translator of T evidently read
apaditvadi. However, it makes no sense in the context.

34

That is, for instance, the word 'existent’ and its own referent existence, cf. PST Ms
B 218b3-4: samdnyasabdo 'pi sadadih. svartham sattddikam.

34

L}

That is, e.g., a substance as defined by a property, and so on, cf. PST Ms B 218b4:
gunddivyavacchinne® dravyddau.
Woyyavacchinne em. (cf. rnam par bead pa’i T) : vyavasthinne Ms

24

by

A particular term is a term like ‘substance,’ and a particular term's particu-
lar term comprises in descending order terms like ‘earthen,’ 'tree,’ ‘$iméapd,’
and so on, cf. PST Ms B 218b5: vifegadabdena dravyadind, visesavifesasabdena vd
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since they are not in conflict {*avirodhdt), the exclusion of the refer.
ent of a general term, and so on, is not justified (*na sdmanyadisabda-
rthapoho yuktah).***And an aggregate*® (samithah) denotes a separate
referent (arthantaravacakah) in the same way.*** And thus it is justi-
fied, in the manner explained previously (yathoktam prak)**’ that a gen-
eral term and a particular [general] term, whether they are two®*? or

pdrthivavrksa$imsapdsabddding.

4 Cf. PST Ms B 218b5-6: arthi hi svavisaydvasthanena” nirvisayasya svirthasyg-
nupapatteh. anendbhistdrthasampddandd vifesa$abdah samanyasabdasyopakdri,
tata$ ca samdnyasabdas tena na virudhyata iti darfayati. "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 realized 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.”

W svavisaydva® em. (cf. ran gi yul la gnas pas T} : sasvavisayava®Ms

34

i

Although Dignaga does not explain the linguistic implications of the term samiiha,
it is clear from Jinendrabuddhi and Simhasiri’s explanations in PST and NCV., re-
spectively, that samiha 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 (vdkya), and 4. a sentence consisting of more than
two syntactical words. According to Dignagan theory, the sentence is the principal
speech unit, cf. PSVV 46 § 61.

3 CL PST Ms B 218b6-7: avirodhdd apratiksepe gunotharsam darfayati. athavd
paraspardrthdpratiksepe hetvantaram dha. paraspardrthapratiksepe hi svartha-
vifistasydrthasya vacakatvam upapadyate, nanyathd.

*" 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 referent
of their aggregate, it also explains that the aggrepate denotes a separate refer-
ent (arthdntara), cf, PST Ms B 219b1: samuddydrthena pratyekam dnarthakyam
nilotpalasabdayor darfayata samuddyasyarthantardabhidhayitvam uktam.

38 Jinendrabuddhi quotes as an example of a string consisting of stem and af-
fix the syntactical word vrksam (PST Ms B 219al: dvayor iti yathd vrksam iti
prakrtipratyayoh), which he analyses at PST Ms B 219a1-3 as a combination of the
denotation of the nominal stem vyksa and the affix am denoting the direct object
(karma): atra ki pratipadikam svdrthe vrksasamdnye vartamdnam karmddivibha-
ktyarthdn na pratiksipati. am ity api pratyayah karmasdmadnye *vasthito vrksadin
pratipadikdrthdn ndpohate. evam paraspardrthipratiksepe tayor yah samiho
vrksam iti so *vayavdrthavisistasydrthasya™ vacaka upapannah. “For in this case the
nominal stem™ does not reject the referent of the direct obiect 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
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many**® (dvayor bahiinam vd), denote a separate referent that is quali-
fied by these (tadvisistdrthdntaravdcakatvam), while being applied to
the general property which is their own referent.

§ 39. It is, moreover, explained that

339

350

a**? particular [term] is not rejected (nojjhitah) by its own

referents of nominal stems like ‘tree,’ etc.; thus, in that there is no mutual rejec-
tion 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 PST
Ms B 219a3-6: tathd nilotpalam® iti nilotpalasabdayoh samdsapadayoh samdsd-
rthavdcakatvam anyonydrthdvyuddse sati yujyata iti yojyam. tathd hi nilafabda-
sya nilavisesan anutpalddin® apratiksipata™ utpaldnutpalavrttir arthah. utpalasa-
bdasydpy utpalavisesan aniladin® apratiksipate®™ nilanilavretih. samuddyas™ tv
avayavarthabhydm 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 notrejecting 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 particu-
lars 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 refer-
ents of the two constitutive parts.”

® For the definition of pratipadikam, cf. A | 2.45; arthavad adhdtur apratyayah
pratipadikam, The first triplet (prathama) serves the purpose of denoting the ref-
erent of a mere nominal stem (prdtipadikdrtha[matral), ¢f. A1l 2.46.

M yayavd©em. (cf. yan lag gi T) : pacd®Ms

@ pilot® em. : lot® Ms

™ gnutpald® em. : utpald® Ms

Y apratiksipata em. : pratiksipatah Ms

) easdnn ani Ms

 apratiksipato em. : pratiksipate Ms

! samuddyas em. : samuddyasya Ms

The commentator mentions as an example of the combination of more than two
terms the example rdjapurusa abhiripaman dgaccheti:™ "let the handsome prince
come.” (PST Ms B 219a7), cf. NCV 647,18-20 which develops more fully the im-
plications of Dignaga’s concise statement: devadatta tisthati, devadatto gehe
tisthatt, devadatta gam abhydja $ukldm ityddidvitricatuhpaficaddipadasamith@ndm
vakydrthavdcakatvam.

U ggaccheti conj. (< dgaccha + iti, cf. $og ces pa T) : apeti Ms

Jinendrabuddhi explains that since general and particular terms are not in con-
flict, Dignaga formulates this verse with reference to the fact that a general term
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§ 47. Again, why does the first-mentioned problem*? not follow [Elh-:
surdly] if the word’s denoting its own referent is through exclusion of
other referents?

Because (*yasmat)"!

41

=

41

412

41

w

414

415

the word’s connection is feasible* (sambandhasaukaryam}'
and there is no ambigulty** (vyabhicaritd) as it is not ob.
served (adrsteh) [to apply] to the referent of other wordsi+
andisalso (api) observed (darsanat) [to apply] to a member*s

caikam evaksyasva ity evamprakdram padam. VPV 1| 259,16-17 {ad VP II 268}
tathd vayur vayuh, asvo *$vah, tena tena, itt namdkhydatanam tulyaripatve visayanta-
rasyasamsparsan na gaunamukhyavyavahdro *sti; cf. VPV [ 304,12 (ad VP 11 405).

Dignaga’s opponent asks why the consequences - anabhidhdna and vyabhicarg -
that follow from the first theory, the so-called bhedapaksa introduced and ey
plained at PSV V 2ab, do not apply to the apaha theory; ¢f. NCV 728,20; bhedapakge
param praty uktayor drantya(d} anuktivyabhicdradosayor “adrster anyasabddrthe”
(PSV V 34a) ityadinapyaparihrtatvat; PST Ms B 226a1: Sabddrthantaravyavacche-
dena yathoktasya svarthasyabhidhayaka ity asmin pakse catursu paksesu parvam ya
uktd dasds tesdm katham abhdvah? Cf. NCV 650,10~651,1: bhedajatitatsambandha-
tadvatpaksagatd dogds tavapi dnantyavyabhicarddayah katham na syuh?

Cf. gan gi phyir K:°di ltar V.
See Appendix 10.

Cf.the related formulation of Kumarila's solution to the problems ofinfinity and am-
biguity at TV ad 111112 where he rejects Dignaga’s two arguments against the pos-
sibility 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 [ofthe residence fnitofthe
general property],” cf.loc. cit. p. 39,16ff: nanu vyaktindm dnantyavyabhicardbhydam
anabhidhdnam uktam. naisa dosah: anantye’pi hi bhavandam ekam krtvopalaksanam.
$abdah sukarasambandhah na ca vyabhicarigyati.

M Kumarila assumes by implication that the universal resides identically in each

particular and therefore justifies the application of a general term to each instance.

Cf. PST Ms B 226a2: fabdarthagrahanam vipaksopalaksanam. vipakse *darsanad ity
arthah. “The use of ‘referent of the word' is an implicit indication of the vipaksa.
The meaning is this: because of not being observed to apply to the vipaksa;” ¢f. n.s
224 of the text edition and 420 below,

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
tox,” cf. n. 419 below on the use of vrtel.
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(amse) of its own referent.*¢ [34]

for (hi) joint presence and joint absence (anvayavyatirekau) are a
means (dvdram) to the word’s denoting its referent*” And these
rwo are its application*'® to what is similar and its non-application

a6 Cf. NCV 652,8-9: atrocyate tvayd: adrster anyasubdarthe svarthasyamse *pi darsa-

ndt, anydpohendrthabhidhanasiddhir iti vakyasesah; op. cit. 728,20-21: "adrster
anyasabddrthe” ityadindpy aparihrtatvdt.
Jinendrabuddhi deviates completely from the theoretical framework of Dignaga's
apoha theory by claiming that the svdrtha Is the aggregate of persons as possessed
of intention (vivaksavatpurusasamiiha), the term ‘part’ (am$a) denoting a single
such person, cf. PST Ms B 226a2-4: svo 'rtho *sminn iti svdrthah. kah punar asau?
vivaksdvatpurusasamiihah. tasy@mso *vayavah vivaksdvdn purusah. amse ’piti ca
vivaksavata iyam™ sankhyd. This interpretation is indebted to Dharmakirtian and
post-Dharmakirtian philosophy according to which one infers a speaker's vivaksd
from the words he is using, ¢f. n. 9 above (= Appendix 5). In spite of this deviation
from Dignagan doctrine the subsequent presentation reproduces fairly accurately
the underlying rationale of Dignaga's theory of induction: [inendrabuddhi 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 de-
note a single instance; to which Jinendrabuddhi adds that the use of ap/ indicates
that it is observed to denote several instances as well’”; and he concludes his expo-
sition by explaining that Dignaga uses the word ‘member’ because the pervasion
of the sapaksa [i.e., everything similar to the indicated referent] is without fall] 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 svarthasydngdndm dnantyam, tathdpi tatraikatrdapi darfandd iti.
apisabdo 'nekatrapiti dyotayati. sapaksavyapteh pratydyandydm anamsatvad amse-
grahanam. avydpake 'pi hi gamakah.

Uk sksayata lyam em. : *ksiteyam Ms

! [inendrabuddhi alludes to the well-known use of api after numerals to indicate

the notion of totality, cf. Renou 1961: 517 § 382.

A1

o}

Joint presence and joint absence are a means {dvdram) in the sense that the word
has the property of an indicator and as such it indicates by virtue of its connec-
tion, which is established through joint presence and joint absence, cf. PST Ms
B 226a5-6: dvaram updyah. $abdasya lingatvat tasya canvayavyatirekalaksana-
sambandhabalena gamakatvat. Dignaga's view of joint presence and absence dif-
fers 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.

For an analysis of the procedure of induction through anvaye and vyatireka in the
context of the Sanskrit grammatical tradition, cf. Cardona 1980.
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For the implications of the use of (a)drsti/{g)darfana and vrtti in the context of
Sanskrit grammatical literature, cf. the references in Renou 1957: s.vv. drs- and
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to

419

what is dissimilar*® In this case, however (tu), application to alf

vrt-. Dignaga's use of these terms is ambiguous because it is open to a localist -
interpretation as in the case of the canon of the trafripya, 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 de
scribed 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 vres
with the locative like that of {a)drsti/(a)darsana rather reflects the common us-
age 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, Digniaga’s critics evidently interpreted his formulation in a localistie
sense as appears from Kumarila's criticism at SV Sabda® 86, where he address-
es the second member of the trairipya, namely the sapaksdnvaya: yatra dhimg
st tatrdgner astitvendnvayah sphutah. na tv evam yatra $abdo sti tatrdrtho *stitf
nifcayah. "It is obvious that wherever there is smoke, there it is continually ac-
companied 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 appar-
ently attempted to reinterpret joint presence in terms of joint presence of verbal
cognition (Sabdajfidna) and cognition of the referent (arthafiidna), cf. Umveka's In-
troductory remarks to §V $abda® 89 (368,21~22): kascid aha: vindpy Sabdasvaripa-
syarthasvarupendnvayam Sabdajiidnasydrthajfianendnvyayo bhavisyati. yatra yatra
gosabdajfidnam tatra tatra gojiidanam iti.

Cf. Simhastri's exegesis at NCV 652,9-11 explaining the homology between the
logical and verbal indicator: anumdnanumeyasambandho hy abhidhanabhidheya-
sambandhah. tatra yathd dhimasyaikadese darsandd agner anagnau cadaréanad
anagnivyuddsendgripratitis tathanvayavyatirekdv arthabhidhdane dvdaram. “For the
connection between signifier and signified is an inference-inferendum connec-
tion. 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
atnon-fire, joint presence and joint absence are a means to denoting the referent.”

Jinendrabuddhi also connects induction by means of joint presence and joint ab-
sence to Dignaga’s view of the purpose of the second and third member of the can-
on of trairdpya, cf. PST Ms B 226a6: anvayavyatirekaripopavarpanam: tattulya eva
vrttis tadatulye "vrttir eva lingasyeti, etat svarapam anvayavyatirekayoh. “The de-
scription of the form of joint presence and joint absence is [as follows): the indica-
tor'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 Il 5¢d (q.v. n. 9 above) of the three criteria any valid
indicator must fulfil.

YD alludes to Dignaga's descriptlon of induction by means of joint presence and
joint absence at 100,13-16: na, anvyavyatirekabhyam adhigamahetutvat. yathd
krtakatvadir dharmo “nityadau' visaye drstah tadabhdve cadrsta ity anitye rthe
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that is similar is by necessity not statable with regard to any [ref-
grent] whatever*?® (kvacit) because stating it is impossible (akhya-
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pasambhavat) as the referent is infinite (arthasyanantye).*!

niscayam ddadhdty evam $abdo °pi svdrthe drsto ‘nyatra catajjatiye™ na drstah
pratipattihetur bhavati. tasmdd qnumdandd abhinna evdyam iti. “No, [dgama, i.e.,
verbal communication, is not something different] because it is a cause of cogni-
tion 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.”

Dpityadau em. : ed. anityatvadau; however, according to Dignagan epistemology

general properties do not occur at other general properties as in Vaisesika ontol-

ogy, but only as mediated through the objects/referents in which they occur.

@189 read with A; ed. anyatra tajjdtive.

The adverbial complement kvacit is here syntactically equivalent to kasmimscit.
There is no doubt that kvacit is to be construed with the preceding negation na.
jinendrabuddhi, however, interprets kvacit as if it constitutes a separate clause,
syntactically independent of the preceding clause, cf. PST Ms B 226a7f: yadrcchd-
$abdanam sambhavati sarvatra darfanam tadvisayasyaikatvad iti. atah "kvacid”
ity dha, "It is possible to observe arbitrary terms [denoting] every [referent] be-
cause 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 infinite therefore does not apply to the referents of proper nouns. It may
have been motivated by the exposition of an (0ld?) Tikd on PS which both
Mailavadin and Simhastri quete, cf. below n.s 422-423.

Elsewhere Simhasuri cites a passage (from the Tikd) 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 consti-
tute the object denoted by the proper name dittha, consequently one might draw
the canclusion that joint absence {vyatireka) like joint presence is impossible too,
cf NCV 706,13-15: tvaydnvayavyatirekdv arthanumane dvdram ity uktvd guna-
samuddye ditthakhye 'rthe kdnakuntddyavaydnvaydnabhidhandd anvaydsambha-
vam niruktikreyanvayasambhavdd vyatirekdsambhavam dfankyoktam sydd etad
vyatirekasydsambhava iti, NCV 652,12-15, q.v. below n. 421.

For Dignaga’s analysis of proper nouns with the background of the apoha theory,
cf. PSV 50a,

Cf. NCV 652,12-15: na hi sambhavo ’sti vrksa$abdasya sarvavrksesu darfane,
ndpi sarvatra lingini sarvalingasya sambhavo ‘gnidhimddivat. yady apf kvacid
asti ditthddisu sambhavas tathdpi na taddvarendnumdnam, sarvatmandpratiteh.
gunasamuddyo hi ditthdkhyo ‘rthah, na ca sarve kanakuntddayo dittha$abdad ga-
myate. evam anvayadvdrenanumandsambhavah. “For it is not possible to observe
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On the other hand,*” stating its non-application to what is dissinﬂ._.
lar is possible, even though it is infinite*?? (atulye saty apy anantyej,
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that the word ‘tree’ denotes all trees, nor is it possible to observe every indicatgr'
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 toto. 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 svg-
rthasydmse pi daranad gamakatvam samarthayatoktam: na sarvatra lingini Higam
sambhavati; cf. NCV 678,13-14; bhrdntavacanam etad: “sarvatra linginy adarfandn
na drstavat pratipatith;” for the epistemological implications of the term drstavat,
cf. PS 11 15 with PSV ad loc. n. 13 above.

Simhasari's explanation at NCV 652,12-15 appears to be an almost verbatim re-
production of the passage of the (0ld?) Tikd on PSV, cf. NCV 662,11,14: vrksasg-
bdasyavrksetyadi yavad darfane ndsti sambhavah, ndpi sarvatra linginityadi ... yady
api kvacid ityddi sa eva tikdgrantho yavad anumdndsambhava itf; cf. NCV 716,18- -
19: gunasamuddyamdtrasya kanakuntdder dar$andsambhavah, saty api darfane
sarvathdnumdndsambhavah 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 toto because [the ag-
gregate] has not been observed in every possible way.”

Since Simhasiri introduces his exegesis of this phrase at NCV 652,16 by stating

syad etad vyatirekasydpy asambhavakh, it is highiy likely that this sentence and the -

following exegesis is indebted to the Tikd he was using because the remaining
part of his explanation is identified by Simhasiri at NCV 662,10,14 as quoted by
Mallavadin from the Tikd. Simhasiri repeats the sentence at NCV 706,15 imme-
diately after addressing the impossibility of anvaya as applied to any referent of
proper nouns, cf. above n. 421, It is obvious that Jinendrabuddhi made use of the
same source because his introductory remark is similar, cf. PST Ms B 226b1: sydd
etad atulydndm dnantyad vyatirekdkhyanasydpi sarvatrasambhava iti.

Cf. Stmhasiri's lucid exposition of Dignaga's standpoint at NCV 707,8-10: anvaya-
gatadosabhavam™ vyatirekagatam gunam ca darsayati granthah: “atulye saty apy
dnantye™® ityadi. tato ’nyasydbhdvamadtram samdnyato vyatirecaniyam tadbhe-
dardpany asamspréatd $abdena lingena va. tasmad adosa iti parih@rah. “The text
(granthah) shows 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 (s@mdnyato) by the word or the logical indicator without [its] being
in contact' with the forms of its particulars [L.e., the particulars constituting the
excluded other referents]™. Therefore there is no problem. Such is [Dignaga’s] re-
buttal.”

™Mo read : ed. *dbhdvam.

@ For this citation, cf. n, 224 of the text edition.
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hrough mere non-observation*** (adarsanamatrena);

(¥ No speech unit is in direct touch with its referent beyond the fact that it de-
notes 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 generalizing representation of things, is also expressed in
a well-known verse ascribed to Dignaga viz. vikelpayonayah $abdah, etc, for which
cf n. 530 below.

M For this, cf. the exposition of the theoretically crucial § 60.

#¢ Dignaga’s introduction of adarfanamdtra to justify vyatireka - anydpoha is equiva-
lent to mere joint absence (vyatirekamdtra, cf. n. 13 = Appendix 6) - reflects the
treatment of lopa in Sanskrit grammatical literature, cf. Pataiijali's explanation
of vartt 2 {on A [ 1.60: adarsanarit lopah) at MBh | 158.10f: sarvasyadarsanasya
Iopasarjfid prapnoti. kim kdranam? sarvasyanyatrddrstatvdt, sarvo hi abdo yo
yasya prayogavisayah sa tato ‘nyatra na drsyate. Cf. n. 419 above and the related
statementat PSVV 1.

Jinendrabuddhi explains vyatireka as characterized by non-existence, cf. PST Ms
B 226b2-4; tesdm dnantye saty api svarthabhdve {ruter abhdvalaksano vyatirekah
$akyate darsayitum adarfanasydbhdvamdtratvat. éabddrthayor hi karyakdranabhd-
ve siddhe kdranasydrthasyabhdve tatkdryam $abdo na bhavatiti. etdvatddarfanam
pratydyitam bhavati. tatrasrayadaréanam' aprayojanam, vindpi tena vyatireka-
nicayat. na hi kdrandbhave karyasambhava iti. ato vyatirekasydpi sukaram akhyd-
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 refer-
ent 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 refer-
ent does not exist. That much explains non-observation. In this context non-obser-
vation 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
itis also feasible to tell the joint absense [of the word and its referent].”

On the subject of adar§anamdtra, Simhasiri limits himself to explaining that non-
observation is nothing but absense of observation, cf. NCV 652,17: adarfanam hi
darsandbhdvamdtram, Kumarila mentions, $V Anumana® 131cd-132ab, Dignaga's
view that it is feasible to establish the connection through non-observation as it
relates to the dissimilar without exception and connects non-cbservation and
joint absence vyatireka: afesdpeksitatvdc ca saukarydc cdpy adariandt, sddhane
vady apisto ‘tra vyatireko 'numdm prati; cf. the criticism of adar$éanamdtra Apoha®
75: na cadar$anamdtrena tabhyam pratyavanam bhavet [ sarvatraiva hy adrstatvat
pratydyyam navasisyate j/

Dignaga's view that mere non-observation of the word's application to dissimi-
lar instances establishes the connection between the word and its referent is
reflected in his alleged pupil I$varasena’s theory of upalambhdbhdvamatram,
cf. Steinkellner 1966; cf. HB 1l 154 foll.. Dharmakirti’s theory of anupalabdhi breaks
with the Dignagan tradition.

Cf. Dharmakirti’s implicit criticism of Dignaga's view of adarfanamdtra as the
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and just therefore*”® (ata eva ca) it has been explained that [the :
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principal means of establishing apoha at PV III Pratyaksapariccheda 172a-¢:
anyatradrstyapeksatvat kvacit taddrstyapeksandt Srutau sambadhyate ’poho. Thig
criticism, which treats observation and non-observation as equipollent, is implicie .
in the clause anyatradrstyapeksatvat, for which Dignaga would have sarvatrg for
anyatra, i.e., in the atulya in toto; v. PVBh 264,30 foli. ad loc. cit.: Sabdasya hy anya-
tra vijatiye ‘drstatvat™, kvacit tu tajjatiye daréandad apoha eva satiketa iti jidyate;
note especially the following reference to Dignaga’s view loc. op. cit. p. 265,23: anye
tu punah sarvato vijatiyad vydvrttim, kvacid vidheye vrttim apeksata iti vyatireke
tatparyam®™ anvaye tu neti, vyatireka eva pradhdnyena pratydyate. "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 ab-
sence, but not to joint presence. Therefore {iti} joint absence is understood as the
primary thing.” A similar statement is quoted in Jiidnagrimitra’s Apohaprakarana
207,10-11: tathd hi vijative sarvatradrstyapeksatvat, kvacit tu apeksandtmajdtiye
$rutau sambadhyate "poha iti §astram. The édstra to which [fAdnasrimitra refers (s,
as one can see, the above-mentivned passage from Dharmakirti's PV 11! 172. How-
ever - and this is remarkable - it breaks completely with Dharmakirti’s view by
substituting sarvatra for anyatra, thus apparently returning to Dignaga's origi-
nat 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 11 13 quoted n. 187 above (= Appendix 7}, q.v.

For a discussion of the theoretical impiications of Dignaga's view of adarfana-
mdtra, cf. Pind 1999.

" °adarsanam em. : “adarsanam Ms (cf. mthor ba T}. The em. is required by the con-
text as the argument otherwise would seem incomprehensible.
“drstatvat em. : drstatvat PVBh

® yyatireke tatparyam em. : vyatirekitatparyam PVBh

Cf. NCV 652,17-18: yasmdd darsanasya sarvatrasambhavah. saty api darsane sarva-
thanumdndsambhavah. "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 fn
toto is impossible.” inendrabuddhi must have used the same source as Simhasiri,
as appears from the parallel explanation at PST Ms B 226b4: yasmad darfanasya
tattulye sarvatrasambhave *tattulye tu sambhavo ‘darfanasya. “Because observa-
tion to denote all that is similar to it is impossible, whereas non-observation to de-
note all that is dissimilar to it is possible.” Dignaga also mentions at PSV I1{ 45 the
impossibility of observing the indicated at all that is similar. Both versions deviate
from each other, cf. K (Kitagawa 1973: 508b7-11): ’di rigs pa yan yin te / gan rigs
mi mthun pa thams cad las Idog pa’i phyir dan / de’i sgo nas bsgrub bya thams cad la
rtogs par byed pa’t phyir ro f/ di ni bsgrub bya dar 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 lu
Ses pa’jug par byed pa de dag ni rigs kyi / 'dir gor ma chags par mthun phyogs mtha’
dag la yod pa’o fes pa ni ma yin £ / thams cad la yod par ’dzin payan misrid do [f
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word's] denoting its own referent (svdrthabhidhdnam) is an infer-
ence from [its own referent’s] exclusion from these*?® [other referents]

*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 proban-
dum).”

£

«% The compound tadvyavaccheddnumdna is syntactically equivalent to tato vyava-
ccheddnumana, cf. NCV paraphrasing the {old?) Tikd (cf. n.s 421-423 above} 752,21~
22: yatraivadar§anam uktam vrksabhdve 'vrkse, tato vyavaccheddnumdnam ‘avrkso
na bhavati’ iti. evam ca krtvd vrksa$abdad dravyatvddyanumdnam upapannam bha-
vati. "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 substance-
ness, and so on, from the word ‘tree’ is justified.” Thus, the inferential component
of Dignaga's apeha theory presupposes that it is possible to draw valid inferences
from negative evidence based upon non-observation.

Jinendrabuddhi's gloss at PST Ms B 226b5 is syntactically ambiguous: yatrddar$a-
nam svdarthabhdve tadvyavaccheddnam 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 lat-
ter 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 applica-
tion, 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-exis-
tence in its locus of things that are not trees, the relation hetween the referents
being one of privative oppaosition between two types of objects, namely trees and
non-trees. This is the reason why Dignaga emphasizes the predominant role of
joint absence (vyatireka) in 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 {samdanyadharma) that distinguishes non-trees from trees, cf. the impor-
tant paragraph PSV V 43b below.

For the qualifying role of negation or exclusion as equivalent to the non-existence
or absence (abhdva) of other things from the locus of the referent, cf. n. 466 below,
and Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks on the predominance (pradhanya) of vyatireka (cf.
n.s 13 (= Appendix 6), 188, and 426 above, n. 428 below) over anvaya at PST Ms
B 226b5-6: etena yady apy anvayavyatirekayor ubhayor apy anumitdv angatvam,
tathapi vyatirekasya pradhanyat tadvarenaiva gamakatvam iti dar$ayati. “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
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(tadvyavaccheddnumdnam), from its not being observed [to appl
to other [referents] than its own relata*”’ (svasambandhibhyo ‘nyatrg.

only by means of that [the word] indicates.”

“" The technical term svasambandhin denotes any of the general properties that o=
gether define an entity, Thus the referent tree is defined by the general proper-
ties treeness, substanceness, earthenness, etc. Not all of these properties are cop. -
nected 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 re.
lata, 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 itf. yatra drstah so ’trg
sambandhi abhipretah, na tv avindbhdvitvasambandhena. anyatradaréanad iti abhi-
dheyadbhdve ‘darfandt, anyathd hi vrksasabdasya tasmin vastuni prhividravyddya-
bhave 'pi darfanam 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 con-
nection 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 Simhasuri appears to reproduce more or less verbatim an old
Tika on PSV on the concept of svasambandhin, which Mallavadin evidently com-
bined with extracts from Digniga's PSV, cf. NCV 718,15-16: “ata eva cedam” ityadi
etatpaksusamsrayadarsandrtham bhdsyagrantham dha “svasambandhibhyo ‘nya-
tradar§andd” ityddi. asya vyakhya tikdgrantho "yatra drsta” ityddi yavad “avrkso
‘nagnir vd na bhavati"ti gatdarthah. evam ca krevetyddi 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 Tikd: anekdvinabhdvindm
prthividravyatvadingm vrksasabddd dhimdc canubandhindm anumdnam yujyate
taddarsanasparsanena, vrksatvat prehivi dravyam sac ca dhimatvde ca vrksavad
agnivac ceti. itarathd tv ityddi. atyantavyatireke sambandhitvabhdve ‘nubandhinam
dravyddindm apy anyatvad atulye vipaksa eva vrtter apaksadharmatvinaikd-
ntikatvaviruddhatvanumandbhdvadosah syuh. anubandhindm dravyddindm tydge
tadavindbhavino vrksasya svarthasydsambhava eveti ca dosah. tatah pratydyya-
pratydyanayor anupapattih. tasmdt svasambandhydbhdvetyady uktopasamhdrah,
sambandhino ‘rthantarasya bhive darsandt sambandhina eva bhavabhave ‘dar$andc
cdnumanasyabhipretasya siddhir iti. “The inference of the invariable concomitants
such as earthenness, substanceness, and so on, from the word ‘tree’ and the con-
comitants™ from smoke is justified due to their observation or touch: from tree-
ness, earth, substance, and ‘existent,’ and from smokeness in the same way as tree
and fire. Otherwise, however, etc.: If they were completely disconnected, i.e., if they
did not have the property of being a relatum, then, because of the occurrence of
the adjuncts viz. substance, and so on, in what is dissimilar viz. the vipaksa, as also
they are different, there would be the faults of not being inference viz. not being a
property of the probandum, being ambiguous, and being contradictory; and if the
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daréandt). If, however,*® the inference was by means of joint pres-
ence (anvayadvarena), the word ‘tree’ should not give rise to doubt
sam$ayah) appearing as $imsapd, etc. (Simsapadydbhdsah), about one
and the same entity (ekasmim vastuni). Yet, in the same way as there
. ijs 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).

- Moreover 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 opposite
order (gnyathad) they serve the purpose of ascertalnment
(niscaye).*** [35]

concomitants viz. substance, and so on, are taken away, there would be the prob-
lem that its own referent tree that has these as its concormitants were impossible.
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 rela-
tum viz. another thing at an entity and because of not observing the same relatum
when the entity does not exist the meant inference is realized.”

“For the term anubandhin, cf. PS 11 18-19, g.v. n. 374 above.

8 Cf. PST Ms B 226b6-227a2: casabdo 'vadhdrandrthah. Simhasiri's explanation of
the passage beginning anvayadvdrena canumadne is related to the corresponding
passage of Jinendrabuddhi's explanation at Ms B 226b6-227a1-2 quoted above
n. 225 of the text edition, cf. NCV 652,23-653,12: envayadvdrena canumdne yam
dogah: yasmad anugamo “sti vrksa$abdasydrthddisahitasya simfapddisu, tasmat ke-
valendpy anumdnam prapnoti. atha bahusu paldsadisv api drsta itf sams$ayo bhavati.
evam sati vrksdrthe pdrthivatvadravydrthasattarthah™ santi tesu vrksasabdasya
samdnatvdt samsayah syat, niScayas tu drstah $ubdat. "If, however, the inference
were by means of joint presence the problem is as follows: Since there is joint pres-
ence of the word ‘tree’ accompanied by the referent, and se on, with §imfepa, and
so on, itfollows [absurdly] that the inference is through that alone. But it is also ob-
served to denote the palds$a, 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.”

M One would expect the reading dravyatvdrtha instead of dravydrtha.

4% See Appendix 11,
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This is an inserted verse** (*ity antaraslokah).

430

CF. Jinendrabuddhi's explanation of the antarasloka at PST Ms B 227a2-6: M
rekamukhenaiva pratydvanam ity etat sambandhayitum antaraslokam éha, fhe
yasabdah saddravyaparthivavrksatvesu catursu samséayahetuh, yatah sa tadabhdye
pi drstah. evam™ uttaratrdpi vacyam: sacchabdo dravyapdrthivavriksatvesu trigy,
dravyasabdah parthivavrksatvayor dvayoh, pdrthivasabdah ekasmin vrksatve,
niscaye ‘nyatheti nimittam iti vartate. anyathety anulomyena vrksasabdah parthive.
dravyasajjfieyatvesu catursu nifcayahetuh. tathd hi sa tatra ca drstah, tadabhdve cg
na drstah®. evam uttaratrapi vakyam: parthivasabdddayo 'py evam ekaikahdnyg®
dravyatvddisu nifcayahetavo jieyah. yadi ca drstavad vidhing pratydyanam syig
yathdkramena catustridvyekdrthaniécayah. tatha pratilomyendpi ta<t?> sydj Jheya-
Sabddadindm sattvadisu darsandt. yatas tadabhdve *pf drstatvat samsayah, tasmag
vyatirekadvdrenaiva gamakatvam iti. “In order to bring it into connection with the
idea that the indication is only through joint absence he formulates an inserteg
sloka. The word ‘knowable’ is a cause of doubt about four viz. existence, substance-
ness, earthenness, and treeness since it is also observed where they are absent.
The same is to be formulated with regard to 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 doubt about four viz. earthenness, substanceness, existence, and know-
ability. 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 ascertainment 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 exis-
tence, 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: vrksasabda *vrksanivrttyaikarthako ‘parthivavyavrttyapi
svarthe vartate, tathd hi vrksapdrthivadravyasacchabdd anulomyena tridvyekd-
rthanifcayahetavah. evam arthintaravyudasendrthantardbhidhanam 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 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 (arthdntara) is by means of exclusion of other referents {artha-
ntara).”

Similarly SVT 72,20-25 who interprets the verse in the light of Dignaga's rejection
of vidhi as it necessarily is a cause of doubt: yat punah parapakse vidhimukhena
$abde pravartamdne sarvatmakdrthagrahanam prdpnoti, tata$ ca yathanulomye-
na vrksapdrthivadravyasajjifeyasabdebhyas catustridvyekanifcayo bhavati, tathd
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wolour’ is necessarily*** to be observed (anugantavyah) as denoting
plue and yellow, and so on, even though they are entirely different be-
cause it is current usage**® in the world (loke riidheh), but not to denote
gaste, etc. Therefore, what is to be determined, namely the exclusion of
~ pther [referents] is restricted.

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

its valldity (siddhih) [for denoting its referent] would only be
by means of joint presence (anvaydad eva), [38c¢]

put the word’s [validity]*” for denoting its referent (arthabhidhane)
~ would not be by means of joint presence and joint absence (anvayavya-
tirekabhyam), and this is maintained.*® Yet, since the denotation fulfills
its purpose*®® by means of restriction of either [term] or both [terms

Ifit 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].”

O pgsmimé® em. (cf. ’ga’ #ig kho na la T) ; kacid Ms

=

#+ That is, because it is not justified that visibility is the cause with regard to the con-
nection with colourness, cf. PST Ms B 231a4: yasmdc caksusatvasya ripatvayogam

prati ketutvam na yujyate.

#5 Cyurrent usage is based upon general properties that only exist conventionally,
cf. PST Ms B 231a5: riicthes ca nimittam samvrtisad eva samanyam, na tu dravyasad
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 substantially.”

¢ 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, ¢f. PST Ms B
231a5-6: punar arthantaravydvrttidvarena sabdah svartham pratydyayatity etad
darfayitum™ dha: yadi cetyadi.
Ndarayitum em.: dra(T)yifti /} tum Ms

#7 It is not possible to construe this sentence unless one assumes that the grammati-
cal subject is siddhih that is to be supplied from 38¢.

B8 Cf PSVV 34 at § 47 above.

4% Cf. the statement at PV 1V 192a = PVin 11 11a: vyavacchedaphalam vakyam, which
belongs in the context of the logical properties of restriction and thus by implica-
tion the semantic function of the restrictive particle eva, cf. Steinkellner 1979: 33
n. 66, and n.s 497-498 below. Dhammapala's statement at Uddnatthakathd 12,23ff
(= Itivuttakatthakathd 1 23,22ff}: sabbani hi vakyani evakdratthasahitdni yeva
avadharanaphalattd, evidently belongs in the same context; see Pind 1997: 523ff;
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of a statement],* the denotation of the referent is also by means of
joint absence, like, for instance, “[the technical term] karman denoteg
what the agent (kartuh) most wants to obtain (fpsitatamam) [by his ac.
tion]*™ [A 1 4.49].”

cf. also the related discussion of restriction as a concomitant property of verhy}
discourse at PVSV 61,16ff: $abdam hi prayufijanah sarvo ‘nvayavyatirekau nag.
vartate, tasya pravritinivrityarthatvdt. yadi hy avam na kasyacit kutascin nivg.
rtayet pravartayed va buddhim yathabhiitdnujfidndt sarvavyavahdresu na kimeid
vydharet, vyahdrasydvadhdranandntariyakatvat: yatha ghatena udakam dnayeti,
Yyadi ghatena afijaling va udakdnayanam yathdkathameid abhimatam syat, udakam
dnayety eva vaktavyam sydt, na ghateneti. It is interesting in the present cop-
text that Madhyantavibhdgabhdsya uses the avadhdrana 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 vastuni sariketasamstavanupravistayd buddhya sarvesam
laukikandm darsanatulyata™ bhavati: prthivy eveyam ndgnih, rapam evedam ng
fabda ityevamadi.
" For this view, ¢f. VP 111 3.55 and n. 311 (= Appendix 9).

*%¢ The concept of anyatarobhayavadhdrana belongs in the context of subject-pred-
icate sentences like “x(+ avadhdrana) is y(+ avadhdrana),” the resultant cogni-
tion being said to depend upon whether the scope of the predicate or the subject,
or both, is restricted by implicit avadhdranas. For the use of the term anyata-
robhaydvadhdrana, cf, Dignaga's criticism of the Naiyayika definition of pratifiid at
NSa [ 1.33: sddhyanirdesah pratiffid as entailing absurdities when interpreted by
means of avadhdranas. His criticism is addressed at length at NV 514, 14ff: ubha-
ydvadhdranaprdptdv anyataravadhdrane ca dosah. yadi sadhyanirdesah pratijfleti
pratijficlaksanam, tatah pirvottare dve avadhdrane na kalpyete, etc; cf. PSV 111 4¢cd
(Kitagawa 1973: 473,11ff): parvavadhdranam vyartham anistam itaratra tu {qu.
PVBh 560,4; 562,28). For the role of avadhdranas in discourse, cf. Dharmakirti’s
statement at PVSV 61,19-20: vydhdrasyavadhdranandntariyakatvat.

Cf. PST Ms B 231a7-231b2: kartur eva nakartuh. kartréabdo *kartaram vyavacchi-
ndan ipsitatamam svdrthe na sambadhndti. evam ipsitatamam eva ndnipsitatamam.
ipsitatamasabdo py anipsitatamam®™ vyudasya® na kartr$abdartham svdrthena
Yyojayati. evam ubhayavadhdranena visistarthaniscayad abhidhdnasdphalyam. anya-
targvadhdranena yathd satsu meghesu vrstir bhavatiti. satsv eva ndsatsu, na tu
bhavaty eveti. “The agent only, not the non-agent. The word agent does not con-
nect ‘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 expres-
slon ‘most wants to oblain’ too does not connect the referent of the word agent
with its own referent by excluding “not most wants to obtain." Thus the denota-
tion 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 con-
tinues explaining the implications of lack of restriction at PST Ms B 231b2-4: tad

50
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_§55.1tis certainly the case (nanu ca) that if the word’s referent is mere-
ly exclusion of other [referents], it would only (eva) denote its referent
 py means of joint absence (vyvatirekat).

“guch would be the case (syad etad evam) if joint presence was not main-
. tained. However,

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

entity®*? (bhavena). For (hf) it has been stated that “it is impossible
that a general property (jatih) occurs in entities, whether it is sepa-
rate {*vyatiriktd) or not separate (*avyatiriktd) [from its substrata].”>*

arthantaranivrttyanapeksataydm Sabdasye na prdpnotiti. tathd hi yady akartur
anipsitatamam™ karma, kartréabdoccdranam aparthakam sydt. tathd yady anipsita-
tamam ap! karma, Ipsitatamam ity abhidhdnam nisphalam sydt. tasmad arthantara-
nivrttidvarena $abdo *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 kar-
man 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 karmakdraka was interpreted by means of avadhdranas in the way Dignéga's
formulation suggests, and the quotation as well as the interpretation may well
have been motivated by a wish to extend the use of avadhdranas to the Paninian
sitra, since the Naiyayika definition of pratijfid as sddhyanirdesah, involves the in-
troduction of a krtya affix which, according to the Paninian derivational system,
denotes karma, and thus involves the Paninian definition, cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s
remarks PST Ms B 113b6 ad PSV Il 3cd: karmani cqyam krtyapratyayah. tena na
karmdabhidhdying sddhvasabdenasadhyasydksepah: kartur ipsitatamam hi karma;
Uddyotakara quotes A [ 4.49 at NV 516,13f in his rebuttal of Dignaga’s objections
and explains: karmanirdesas cayam sddhyanirdesah pratiffieti.

W nanipsitatamam. Ipsitatamasabdo em. (Sin tu thob par ’ded pa min pa ni ma yin, $in

tu thob par’dod pa’i sgra T) : nanipsitatamasabdo Ms

® yyudasya em. : (rnam par bsal nas T) : vudasya Ms

W gni®em. : api°Ms

2 That is, concomitance with a real general property that is assumed to be the prin-
cipal referent denoted by the word, cf. PST Ms B 231b6: vastusatsdmdnydkhyena™
$abdasydnvayo nesyate. "The word's joint presence is not claimed to be with a so-
called substantially existent general property.”

D yastusat® em. : vastusattd® Ms

53 See Appendix 12.
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But if the referent is qualified by the exclusion of other referentss -
(arthantarapohavisiste rthe) without the general property,>® the word’s
joint presence and joint ahsence do not have different referents in ac-
cordance with the [statement at PS V 34a:] “since it is not observed fto
apply] to the referent of other words.”

§ 56. Someone, however, objects®¢ that ifs%7 everything manifest like
a cow is a modification that is due to something non-existent (gavadi
vyaktam sarvam asato vikarah), it follows fabsurdly] that [everything
manifest] has an existent nature (prayuktam asatah saddtmakatvam}
that is due to something non-existent because of the [absurd] conse-
quence of its being the nature of everything (sarvatmyaprasangat).”s®
Regarding this (*tatra) [we ask you],

wherewith is existence (sattvam) connected, " according to

*%* Jinendrabuddhi's interpretation of this crucial term is indebted to the view that
a verbal utterance indicates the speaker’s intention (vivaksd), and that which is
qualified by exclusion of other referents is in fact the person who is qualified by
vivaksd because he is the substrate (@sraya) of the referent of the word, cf. PST Ms
B 232al: vivaksdvati puruse. sa hi $abddrthasyddraya iti tadvisista ucyate. For the
interpretation of sabda as indicating vivaksg, cf. n. 9. above (= Appendix 5). For the
implications of the expression ‘qualified by exclusion of other referents,’ cf. the
remarks under n. 465 above.

5% That is without a substantially real {vastusat) general property (jatih), cf. PST Ms
B 231b7-~232al: vind hi jatyd vastusatyeti yavat.

6 See Appendix 13,
97 Cf. PST Ms B 232b2: yadisabdo hy abhyupagamam paridipayati,

5% As it appears from Jinendrabuddhi’s reproduction of Madhava's objection, Digniga
quotes it in a slightly abbreviated form, cf. PST Ms B 232a6: etasmin plrvapakse
sdrikhyenoktam “yadi vyaktam sarvam asato vikdrah sddhyate, evam sati sarva-
tmyaprasangat prayuktam asatah saddtmakatvam.”

Jinendrabuddhi explains the argument at PST Ms B 232a6-232b1: sarvavikdra-
svariupata sarvatmyam, vikdrasvaripadarsandc ca prakrtes tatsvardpdnumdnam'.
tatha hf ksiravikard dadhyddayas tadatmakdah. taddtmakaprakrtaya eva sarvatmakd
vikardh. tatah prakrter api sarvatmakatvam. sarvatmakatvdc ca sattvaprasangah®.
ndsat sarvitmakam upapadyate. tatas ca siddhasddhanam asatpirvakd bhedd iti.
M egnuma® em. : “dmd®Ms
Begh em, : % Ms
% Thequestionrelatestothefactthattheanswerto Dignaga’s objecticnisinconsistent

with the opponent’s own assumption, cf. PST Ms B 232b2: nabhyupagamenottaram
sambadhyata ity arthah,
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§ 59. Nor is the claim justified that no cognition occurs at ail (pratyayq.
vrttir eva ndsti),>3¢

531

>

537

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

If, moreover, it is not separate from the substrate, even so the problem is similay
to that of the particular because, when it is not separate from the particulars, it jg
infinite in the exact same way as these. Thus the [absurd] consequence that there
is no first cognition only concerns one who upholds the doctrine of general prop.
erties.”

Y darsanam em. :*ddarfanam Ms

) °gyds (gen. sg. f. qualifying an implicit jteh in construction with dnantyar)

linendrabuddhi quotes Dignaga's source at PST Ms B 234b6-235al: ‘pratyaya-
vrttir'™ eva ndsti. kasmdt? vyudasyatmantardanantydt. na hi sarvatmantarabhavada-
réanam astiti” etad uktam bhavati: yadi sarvatmdntardndm apohena pratyayah,
tesam agavarthandm dnantydd adarsanam gobhedavat. tatas ca na tadapohena™
gopratyayas, tadvad eveti. “There is no cognitlon 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 thatare 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 $V Apoha® 58, where Kumarila ad-
dresses 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, yad! pratyekariipena napohyd-
nantyato bhavet. “If exclusion of all [non-cows by the word ‘cow’] is asserted, itis 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 $V Apoha® 58 through 72 is
primarily concerned with the views that Dignaga propounds in PSV V 43d.

W eyettir em. : vrddhir Ms

™ tadapo® em. : taddpo® Ms

PST Ms B 235a2: avrkso' na bhavatity evam samdnyaripena nirdkarandt. “Because
exclusion is in a general form such as, ‘it is not a non-tree;”” cf. SV Apoha® 63cd:
yadi sdmdnyariipena te pohyante, na vastutd®. *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.”

™ gvrkso em. : avrksye Ms

®Cf. Sarkarika introducing $V loc, cit.: yad tu pratyekasamudayapariharena agoru-

pena sarvasddhdranendpohyata ity ucyate; tathd sati tasya tvanmatena vastutvam
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For the [word] (saf) does not exclude a different general property
(anyam jatim) for each individual substance*® (pratidravyam), but rath-
er (kim tarhi) with the intention of denoting the things to be exclud-
ed™®® (vyavacchedyavivaksayd) by means of a single common property
(ekena samdnyadharmena).**® And on this point it has been explained

ndstity avasturipendpohyatvam angikrtam sydt. “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 commeon to all [the
things to be exciuded]; this being the case, the property of being a thing to be ex-
cluded would be due to the form of an unreal object as (it{) the thing to be excluded
does not, on your theory, have the property of being a real object.”

s CF, PST Ms B 235a2-3: na' yasmdt so vrksasabdo *nydm ghatatvadikam™ jatim

53

541

ey

E=)

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 innumer-
able exclusions corresponding to the innumerable general properties that define
it Not surprisingly one finds the same objection at $V Apoha® 59: bhinnatvic cdpy
apohydndm bhinno *pohah prasajyate, tatratkasmin bhavet pinde “nantajatisama-
nvayah. “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.”

@ The awkward position of the negation na is motivated by the paraphrase, yasmat

being intended as a gloss on Ai.

@ ghatatvd® em. : ghatd® (cf. bum pa la sogs pa T) Ms

An example of vyavacchedavivaksd is found in a Sanskrit fragment from Dignéaga's
no longer extant Hetumukham quoted at TSP 385,11-12: ajfieyam kalpitam krtvad
tadvyavacchedena jfieve ‘numdnam. "By positing what is not knowable as imagined
the inference of what is knowable is [performed] by means of exclusion of that.”

According to Jinendrabuddhi's explanation Dignaga must have dealt more fully
with the crucial concept of ekadharmea in another treatise, cf. PST Ms B 235a3-5:
ekena sdmdnyadharmena vyavacchedyasya yd vivaksd, tayd hetubhiitaydpohate.
kena kdrepdpohate? prakarandntaranirdesat'’) tenaiva simdnyadharmeneti vijiid-
yate. etad uktam bhavati: sdmdnyadharmena vyavacchedyavivaksayd prapitabhe-
darapena™ vrkso na bhavatiti. evam ghatddin vyavacchedydn apohata iti, tato ’si-
ddham anantyam avrksddeh 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 [sin-
gle] 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 {vyvavacchedydn) like
pots and so on. Therefore infinity [of the things to be excluded] is not established
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(uktam cdtra) that the inference [of the referent] is from mere nop-.
observation [of the word’s application] to what belongs to the class of
dissimilar things (vijatiye ‘darsanamatrepanumanam).’** However, thig
problem® concerns only you (tavaiva): If [the word] were to apply by
universally pervading fthe referents] pertaining to its own class of sim-
ilar things (svajdtiyavyaptyd varteta), the pervaded®* would be infinite

54

=

342
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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
statementlike “x is not a tree (= non-tree).” The negated term non-tree denotesing
general way (sdmdnyend) 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 inten-
tion of denoting all objects to be excluded {vyavacchedyavivaksa) by their shared
general property (sdmanyadharma), the so-called single property (ekadharma),
namely that of not being trees whereby they form an aggregate {samuddya) of
non-trees that is to be excluded. Kumaérila addresses the content of PSV V 43b in
$§V Apoha® 61ff: samudaydtmand ndpi bhaved esam apohyatd, samuddyo hi natkena
vind dharmena jdyate. He refers twice to the concept of ekadharma “single prop-
erty” in his criticism of the apoha thesis without connecting it to Dignaga's con-
cept of apohyavivaksd, which emphasizes the secondary and derivative character
of the negated term. Cf. SV ibid. 72: apohydn api cdsvadin ekadharmanvayad rte, na
nirdpayitum $aktis tatrapoho na sidhyati. TS 932 and TSP 367,11-15; TS 1049-1050
and TSP 404,17-21,

Weraranirdesat em. : “tardnirdeéds Ms

B ergpena em. : “ripdna Ms

Jinendrabuddhi refers in his explanation at PST Ms B 235a6-7 to the pivotal jus-
tification of exclusion at PSV V 34: adrster anyasabdartha (PS V 34a) ity atroktam
vijatiye adarsanamdtrendnumdanam iti, and continues explaining: yo hi yatra <na>%
drstah, sa tam apohate. vrksasabdas$ ca svarthabhdve vijative na drstah. kdranabhdve
karyabhdvat. atah saty apy @nantye ‘numitir upapadyate. “For [the word] excludes
that to which it is not observed to apply. And the word ‘tree’ is not observed to ap-
ply to what is dissimilar i.e. where its own referent it not found 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.”
® g em., cf. ma mthon ba T : om. Ms

That is, the problem that no cognition occurs, cf, PST Ms B 235a7: pratyayasam-
vrttyabhavadosah; cf. the discussion above PSV 43b.

CE. PST Ms B 235a7-235b1: yasya hi vidhing pratydyanam tasyanvayah pradhanam
iti sakalasvajatiyavydptyd Sabdena vartitavyam, etac ca na sambhavati, sajatiyanam
dnantydt, tadavyatirekdc ca jdter iti. "For joint presence is the primary thing ac-
cording to someone who is of the opinion that [the word] indicates in an affirma-
tive form. Thus the word is to apply by pervading all the referents that pertatn to
the kind that is proper to it, and this is not possible because of the infinity of the
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(*Vydpyasydnantyam]. Therefore, like in the statement “it is a non-horse
pecause it is horned” (*visdnitvad anasva itf), the inference is from its
exclusion from this [namely a horse] (tadvyavacchedanumanam)™**
pecause of not observing the general property of being horned in a
norse {asve visanitvadarsanena), but the white horses, etc. (*karkadin)
are not excluded each separately {pratyekam), nor is every single cow,
etc. (*ekaikagavadin)>* apprehended.>*® Also you maintain the theory
that cognitions are based upon exclusion and continuous application®’

things belonging to the same class and because the general property is not sepa-
rated from these.”

CF. the exegesis of the term tadvyavaccheddnumdna at PSV 'V 34,

Cf. PST Ms B 235b1-3: visdnitvam a$vdd vydvartamdnam anasvatvam gamayati. tac
ca vastusatsamdnyavadibhir api na kificid ana$vatvam ndma sémdnyam vastusat
pratijiiatam. ye *pi te ‘nasvd gavadayah, tdn api visdnitvam na pratyekam vydproti;
ye pi tadvijativd asvdh, 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 Dvddasasatika: yathdha Dvadasasatikdyam: yady apy uktam “aprasakta-
sya kimartham pratisedhah” iti ? naivaitat pratisedhamdtram ucyate, kin tu tasya
vastunah kascid bhage ‘rthantaranivrttyd loke gamyate yathd visanitvad anasva iti
fqu. NCV 11 548,24-25). “As he claims in the Dvadasasatika: Even though it is ob-
jected: 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 rath-
er 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.”

re te 'dzin pa K : 50 so la yan 'jug pa ma yin no V. Since the passage describes to two
types of cognitions, | have concluded that K is preferable to V. jug pa translates
Sanskrit *enuvrtti occurring in the immediately following sentence.

? Cf. PST Ms B 235b3-4: atha ca tato yathd vipaksavydvretibuddhir bhavati samanye-

na vijatiyatiraskdardad asvo na bhavatiti, anuvrttibuddhif casvavydvrttesu gavadisu
samanydkdrenanasva iti, tathdtra nydyah'. sabdo *pi hi lingam. ato'® gavadisabdad
apt gavadisv anuvrttibuddhir agavddisu ca vyavrttibuddhir bhavati. “And therefore:
Just as there is a cognition in terms of exclusion from the vipaksa because of sepa-
rating it in a general way from dissimilar things viz. [the cognition] ‘it is not a
horse,” as well as a cognition in terms of continucus application in a 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
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(*vyavrttyanuvrttibuddhimatam); and the principle (nydyah) in this
treatise (atra) is the same (tatha).

§ 60. The notion of identity and difference (ekanekatvakalpang) ig

not justified on the assumption (upetyq) of non-existence of
the nature of other things since (i) it is concerned with ap
entity.’*® [44a-c]

For (hi) it is justified to conceive of the identity and difference of g
thing whose nature is existent (*saddtman), but not on the assump-
tion of non-existence of the nature of other things (*atmantarabhdavam

548

‘cow,” and so0 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 vydvrttipratyaya in Prasastapada’s PBh
§ 7 and § 361ff; the term vydvrttibuddhi occurs op. cit. § 369. Simhastri quotes a
related passage from an unknown Vaiéesika treatise at NCV 29,22-23: yathoktam;
anuvrttipratyayakaranam samdnyam, vydvrttibuddhihetur visesa iti.

@ *dtra nydyah em. (cf. de itar 'dir rigs pa ste T): °a dravyddayah Ms
“ rtags dan Idan pa las T reading lirgam ato Ms as lingamata sic!

This interesting paragraph continues addressing the question about what consti-
tutes 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-exis-
tence of non-cows in cows. Dignaga responds to an argument by Midhava, which
Jinendrabuddhi quotes at PST Ms B 235b5-236a1: “yady dtmdntarabhdvadarsanad
dtmdntare pratyayo bhavati, ekaé catmantardbhdvah, tatah sarvitmantaresv eka-
pratyayaprasaigah. sarvam ekartpena pratyayena pratiyeta viesanasyaikatvat,
yatha SuklatvaviSesanasyabhinnatvat kumudddayo *bhinndkdrena pratyayena prati-
yante, §uklam kumudam kundam $ankha#t ceti. atha naika atmantarabhavah, tatah
pratydtmam pratyayandndtvaprasarigah $abdavrttinimittasya bhinnatvit, $ukla-
madhurasurabhisitam kandam iti yatha. na caitad ubhayam isyata iti abhyupeta-
hdnam” 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 lo-
tus, 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] conseguence 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 [consequences) are unwanted. Therefore {iti) you give up what you have
assumed.”
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intuition®’ (*pratibhd), however,** is sensation (*pratyaksam) as it is
. gelf-awareness®® (*svasamvedanam). Consequently it does not trans-
:'. gress [the domain of] this [namely sensation].

- § 64. If, in the first place, it is justified, in the case of words having a
. cause of application (naimittikesu),5°® that they denote their referents
(arthabhidhdnam) through exclusion of other referents (anyapohena),
how then [is it justified] in the case of those that are arbitrary (yadr-
cchikesu) 7%

97 Cf.spobs pa K: rtogspa V.
98 Cf, ni (= Sanskrit tu, cf. PSV 49a, q.v. above) V: yan K.
9% Cf. rig pa yin pas K: ran rig yin p&’i phyir V.

&9 That is, words denoting a general property, a quality, an action, or a substance,
cf. PST Ms B 238b2: naimittika jatigunakriyadravyasabdah. This classification cor-
responds to the semantic conditions mentioned at PSV 1 3d: jatifabdesu jatya gaur
iti. gunasabdesu gunena Sukla iti. kriydsabdesu krivaya pdcaka iti. dravyasabdesu
dravyena dandr visapiti; cf. Hattori 1968: 83 n. 1.27. Prominent Sanskrit grammar-
ians like Bhartrhari did not accept this classification. Bhartrhari, for instance, ex-
plains terms like pdcaka and dandin as krt and taddhita derivatives, respectively,
whose cause of application (pravritinimitta) is a syntactical relation (sambandha)
that is expressible by means of the abstract affixes tvatalau; this view is men-
tioned by Digniga who writes: atra kecid dhuh - sambandhaviSista iti.')) For the
idea of sambandha as pravrttinimitta, ¢f. PSVV 9ab § 15 above with n. 131 ad loc.

OV Cf. Kasikavreti 1V 105,300 kecit tu krivdkarakasambandham kriydsabddndm
pravrttinimittam icchanti. Like Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi probably has Bhartrhari's
view in mind.

60

According to the theory to which Dignaga's opponent alludes, arbitrary terms
are characterized by being applied to a single (eka) not common (esddhdrana)
entities (vastu) (Cf. PST Ms B 238b3: yddrechikesu tv ekavastiupanipatisu 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’"), Since Dignaga’s apoha the-
ory 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 238b3-4: na hi tesdm
sdmdnyam abhidheyam samasty anekddhdratvat s@manyasya. etena yddrechikesu
samdanydrthanabhidhdnad 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 arbi-
trary terms you abandon your thesis.”

Dignaga describes very briefly at PSV I 3d the characteristic of proper nouns as
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[Itis] also {justified] in the case of arbitrary terms because
their referents are without distinction®® (*farthabhedat,
[50a]

For (hi) an arbitrary term like the word ‘dittha,’ which denotes ap
aggregate (samuddyavaci),®” denotes the members of the aggregate

60

X}

603

that of qualifying a referent by means of a name: yadrcchasabdesu ki ndmnd visisty
rtha ucyate dittheti; Jinendrabuddhi explains at PST 1 38,4 that Proper nouns are
not dependent upon such causes of application as general properties, cf. Ms B
loc. cit.: anapeksitajatyadipravrttinimittd yddrcchdsabdah; NCV 60,5-6: nimittg.
nirapeksam nama yadrcchikam ‘dittho, ‘davittha' ityadi.
Yuktidipikd is the only non-Buddhlst source that alludes to Dignaga's view of the
cause of application of arbitrary terms, cf. YD 100,17-20, q.v. below n. 603 below.
Y Cf, e.g., Patafijali’s statement at MBh 1 19,20: catustay? Sabdandm pravrtti:
Jjatifabdd gunasabdah kriyasabdd yadrecha$abdds caturthéh. The view that arbi-
trary terms are without cause of application can be traced to the debate at MBh II
367.18ff (ad A V 1.119), where Patafijali discusses the problem of what accounts for
the introduction of the bhavapratyaya td or tva after arbitrary terms like ‘dittha,’
when there is no subsisting property (vartin) ditthaness in persons like dittha:
dicthadisu tarhi vartyabhavet vretir na prdpnoti: ditthatvam, ditthatd; Kalyata ex-
plains that proper names are not dependent upon 2 cause of application inherent
in the object because they apply according to a persons wish, cf. MBhP V 348,17-
18: ditthddayo yadrecchafabdd arthagatam na kimcit pravrteinimittam apeksyante,
purusecchdvasena pravartandt; cf. PVSVT 419,18-19 (ad PVSV 115,19-20): bdhvam
nimittam antarena fabdaprayogecchd yadrcchd. tasydm bhavad yddrcchikdh, tesu
devadattadisu vyaktisu.

Arbitrary terms like dittha denote referents that consist of an aggregate of sepa-
rate properties. Consequently such referents are plural like the referents of gen-
eral terms and thus comparable to those of general terms, cf. PST Ms B 238b4:
ditthddindm anekatvam dar§ayan, tatrapt sémdnyam astiti pratipadayati.

A word like ‘dittha’ denotes an aggregate of qualities like being blind on one eye
or being dwarfish, cf. PST Ms B 238b4-6: kdnakuntddigupasamuddyavici ya-
drechiko ditthadisabdah. The same examples are mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi
and Simhasiiri in their explanations of PSV V 34, v. above n.s 421-422 where the
relevant texts are quoted and translated. YD relates Dignaga’s view at 100,17~
20: candrddisv idanim asddhdranavisayesu ka pratipattih sydd iti. dha: avayavd-
peksatvdt. candra$abdo hy anekesv avayavesu vartate jatidravyagunakriydsu ca.
tathd ditthddisabdah. tasmdd evamjatiyakdndm api canumdndd 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 PST Ms B 239b4-5: ye tarhy ete saryadayah $abdah ekavyaktyupanipdtinah, te
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(*samuddyinah) without distinction®* (abhedendha).

what then is the difference between a general term and an aggregate
term?6%®

[There is] none whatsoever!®®®

According to acknowledged usage®®’ (prasiddhivasat) a general term in
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katham s@mdanyavacandh. tatrdp! siryadindm avasthdbhedena bheddd 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. Conseguently (it{) there is no prob-
lem;” cf. PVSVT 419,21f (ad PVSV 115,19f): atha devadattasabdo ’py avasthabhedena
jativacaka igyate; a similar discussion is related at TSP 453,14-18 (ad TS 1225):
ye ’py ete ditthddayah $abdd yadrechasabdatvena pratitah, te 'pi janmanah prabhr-
tyamaranaksandd anuvartamdndh pratiksapabhedabhinnam asddhdranabhedena
vastu gamayitum afektah kdlaprakarsamarydddvacchinnavastusamavetdm jatim
abhidheyatvenopddadate. “Also words like ‘ditthe’ that are known as proper nouns
depend upon a general property inharent 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.”

Thatis, in a general form without distinguishing between the many parts that con-
stitute the aggregate, which is also the property of the so-called aggregate terms
{samuddyasabda), ¢f. PST Ms B 238b5-6: tasya samuddyasya ye 'vayavah kdna-
kuntddayah, tan abhedena samdnyendha. tato yathd vrksasabdah Simsapadin vise-
san abhedenabhidadhat samanyavdci tathd samuddyasabdo pi ditthadisabdah. "The
partsoftheaggregateare the [propertiesof] beingblindonone eyeandbeingdwarf-
ish, 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.”

That is, if both terms denote a general property, cf. PST Ms B 238bé6: yady ubhav api
samanyavdacinau.

Jinendrabuddhi qualifies this statement at PST Ms B 238b7 with the subsequent
exposition in mind: etdvatd lefena ndsty eva videsa fty abhiprdyah, na tu sarvatha
ndsty eveti. anyathdyam jatifabdo vam samuddya$abda 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."”

Jinendrabuddhi explains Dignaga’s statement with reference to a similar ex-
position in Samdnyapariksdvydsa, cf. PST Ms B 238b7-239al: nanu cdvayavesu
mukhyopacaritavrttitvena viseso bhavati. jdtiabdasya hi pratyekam avayavesu
mukhyd vrietih samuddyasabdasya tipacaritd. yathoktam Sdmdnyapariksdvydse:
ayam tu jatisamuddyasabdayor visesah prasiddhivasaf®) jatiSabdah pratyekam api
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some cases (kvacit) is transferred to each single (pratyekam) part (ava.
yavesu), as, for instance, in the statement “one should not eat the village
swine™ (abhaksyo gramyasikara iti). In other cases (kvacit) it [ap-
pliesj directly (mukhyah) [to the parts). It is, for example, said that

In

without reference to number, quantity, and material shape the
denoting [word] (vacakah) applies to water, or the like,*® wheth.
er a [singlej drop or a multitude [of drops].#® (VP 11 156)

certain cases (*kvacit} it does not refer to a part (*avayave)®"! [of a

referent]. For instance,

601

=]

610
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the word which applies to [a referent] that is qualified by mate-

samuddyisu vartate, samuddya$abdas tu pratyekam samuddyisipacaryata iti, “Cer-
tainly 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 Sdmdnyapariksavydsa: ‘This,
however, is the difference between general and aggregate terms: according to ac-
knowledged 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 ag-
gregate.”
Wem, : prasiddha® Ms

CL. PST Ms B 23%a2-3: sukaravyaktyavayavesv api sikakarasabda upacdrdt prava-
rtate. tadyatha hy “abhaksyo gramyasikara™™ ity ukte, avayavd api na bhaksyante,
“The word 'swine’ is also applied in a transferred sense to the parts of the indi-
vidual 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 11 224,16-17 with reference to the
parts of a swine: abhaksyo gramyasikara i1, atra bhaksayatikriyd tathabhittam eva
s@dhana(bhitam dravydvayavam apeksate) ... avayave ca samuddye ca samuddya-
sabdapravrttir iti.
“ICf. MBh 1 5,16-17: abhaksyo gramyasiikara ity ukte gamyata etad dranyo bha-
ksya iti.

Cf. PST Ms B 239a3-4: adisabdena prthivyddiparigrahah.

Cf. PST Ms B 239a4-6: sankhyadyanapeksatvendvayavesu mukhyavrttitvam darfaya-
ti. sankhyddisdpeksyatve karsdpanayojanacatura$rddisabdavad ekadefavrttitvam
na syat. tatra sankhyanapekse bindumustikadisankhydanapeksatvad™ ekasminn api
hi bindau® vartate. anekasminn api salilasabdah. pramdnanirapekso nabhyiruja-
numdtratvdadyanapeksandt.

“mustikd em. (cf. T 219,9: khyor pa gan ) : muka®Ms

Blogy em. : %r Ms

yanlag la K: yan lug *ba’ £ig la V (*a part alone”).
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rial shape, colour, and parts, is not recognized to apply to [each
single] component [of these]. (VP 11 155)

* When [applied] to [a referent] that is qualified by material shape (*sam-
 sthanaviSista) [the terms] ‘circular’ (*vrtta), ‘spherical’ (parimandala),
- +oblong’ (dirgha), and ‘quadrangular’ (caturasra), and in the same way
‘fist’ (musti), ‘knot’ (granthi), ‘wreath’ (*mala)}, and ‘ear-ring’ (kundala-
ka) do not denote the parts.®? When [applied] to [a referent] that is
qualified by colour (varpavisiste): [The terms] ‘speckled’ (citrah) and
‘variegated’ (kalmdsah), and so on,*** [do not denote the parts]. When
[applied] to [a referent] that is qualified by parts (avayavavisiste): [The
terms] ‘hundred’ (Satam), ‘thousand’ (sahasram), ‘prastha,*** ‘drona,s"
‘month’ (mdsa), 'year’ (samvatsara), and ‘weight’ (tul@) do notapply tothe
parts.®’® And in some cases an aggregate term (samuddayasabdah) com-
prises each single [part]*’ (pratyekam parisamapyate), as, for instance,
[in the statement]: “The village came back” (grama agatah).®™® In some

siz Cf. VPV Il 223,5-6: samsthanavifistopakramah parimandalo dirghas caturasra iti
tadavayave nabhidhiyate. tathd mugstigranthi(ktela? read mala?}kundalakadayah
$abdds tadavayavesu na prayujyante.
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Cf. VPV 1L 223,7-B: varnasabddnam citrah kalmagah sdranga iti tadavayavesy apra-
vrttih: “Words denoting colour such as 'speckled, *variegated,’ ‘dappled’ do notap-
ply to their parts;” Cf. PST Ms B 239a7: nile rakte vd citrdvayave na vartante: “They
do not refer to a part of the speckled whether it is blue or red.”

44+ The Tibetan translations bre V 148,7 : bre phyed (= ardhaprastha/drona) K 149,7
are ambiguous since bre is used to render both Sanskrit prastha and drona, cf. the
dictionary by Tshe rin dban rgyal s.v. In view of the fact that Digniga quotes the
examples in the order of the VPV 11 223,7-8 (q.v. n. 613 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.

1

=S

Cf. VPV II 223,7-8: avayavasabdena $atam sahasram prasthe drono mdsah sam-
vatsarah (ityddayo grhyante?). PST Ms B 239a6-7: niyatdvayavavisistam samudd-
yam abhidadhatah $atddisabdd avayave na vartante. “Words like ‘a hundred’ that
denote an aggregate qualified by fixed parts do not apply to a part.”

87 Cf. PST Ms B 239a7-239b1: pratyekam avayave mukhyah prayujyata ity arthah.
mukhya ity etat kutah? uttaratropacarita iti vacandt. “The meaning is that it ap-
plies directly to each part. What is the reason for [using] the expression ‘directly.
Because of the expression ‘transferred’ in what follows."

819 Cf, gron ons V : ’gro K; PST Ms B 239b1-2: gramasabdo grhaksetravatapurusadi-
samuddyavicakas™ tadekadesesu purusesu vartate. “The word ‘village’ that de-
notes the collection of houses, fields, enclosure, people, and so on, refers to parts
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cases it is transferred (upacaritah) fto each single part], like [VSG v
2.18]: “The action of the dtman is explained by the action of the body”
(kayakarmanatmakdrma vyakhyatam).*® In some cases it does not ra-
fer to the parts [of the aggregate], as for instance, [the words] ‘troop’
(yatham), and forest™® (vanam).5*!

§ 65. Now how could the cognition of a referent (arthapratitin) from a

L2
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of these viz. the people;” MBh I 59,20-22: grdmas$ubdo *yam bahvarthah. asty eva
saldsamuddye vartate, tadyathd: gramo dagdha iti. ast! vdatapariksepe vartate,
tadyathd: grdmém pravista iti. asti manusyesu vartate, tadyathd: gramo gatah,
grama dgata {tl. “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.””
®There is no word in this definition that matches lam T.

Dignaga quotes as an example of this usage VSi V 2.18. Jinendrabuddhi ex-
plains it at PST Ms B 239b2 as follows: atra kdyaSabdah karacaranadisamudaye
vartamdnas 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 kdya stands for hasta:
thatmasabdena vayuh, yathdtmasamyogaprayatndbhyam haste karma tathdtma-
vdyusamyogdt prayatndc ca prandydmakarma.

CE. khyu Zes bya ba dasi nags Zes bya ba V: kho bo cag #es bya ba X; MBh | 239,24-25:
ekdrthd samuddyd bhavanti tadyatha yiitham §atam vanam itf; ibid. 426,21.

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 passage at PST Ms B 239b2-4, quoting a brief definition from
Dignaga's Samanyapariksdvydsa: Samdnyapariksavydse tu avayavesipacaritavr-
ttitvam bhiyastvena drstam iti jatisabddt samudayasabdasya videsanatvenoktam.
dinmatradarsanam caitat. ayam punar atra sphuto viSeso jatisamuddyasabdayoh:
samuddyasabda ekasamuddyantarvartino™ vijatiyan sajatiyam$ cabhedendha.
ja-tisabdas tu tatsamdnajdatiyan eva samuddyan asamuddydms ceti, “In Samdnya-
pariksavydsa, 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 differ-
ence between a general term and an aggregate term, namely: the aggregate term
denotes without distinction the [properties] belonging to similar as well as dis-
similar things that reside in a single aggregate, whereas a general term [denotes]
aggregates and non-aggregates that are of the same kind.”
W gntarvartine em. : *Gmtah (7)atino Ms
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word whose connection has not been told (*akrtasambandhasabdat)®*
be an inference about it like, for instance, from [the statement] ‘thisis a
jack-fruit tree’ (ayam panasa iti)?%%*

[n that case there is no cognition of the referent from the word ‘jack-
fruit tree.’

Why?

Because [it’s] referent is shown (*arthadarsandt) (7) by some-
one to whom [its connection] is known {pratitena).* [50b]

Since the [word’s] referent is established?® (*arthasiddhatvat) by an
acknowledged authority (*vrddhena) to whom the connection is known
(*pratitasambandhena)®®® by means of the demonstrative pronoun

822 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 sambandhanabhijfiah pratipattd™, This interpretation is pos-
sible, but it makes no sense in the context and may be due to carelessness. Jine-
ndrabuddhi may not always have compared his explanations to the original he
commented upon.

Wopated em.: °pattdh Ms
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Cf. Jinendrabuddhi's explanation at PST Ms B 239b6: akrtasambandhasabdajd ya
pratitir na sadnumdnam, tadyathd yasya miecchafabdajah sams$ayah. tathdvidha
sambandhakale ’yam panasa ity atrapi prati<tir {>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 Jteaching] the connection through the statement 'this is a jack-fruit tree,
the cognition is also in that case of the same kind.”

4 Cf. PST Ms B 239b7: pratitasambandhenety arthah, For a different translation of
50b, cf. note [310] note 2. above,

5 Cf. don grub pa’i phyir K:om. V.

% It is not possible to decide with absolute certainty what the original Sankrit ver-
sion of the first sentence of PSV V 50 might have been: XV are syntactically con-
fused and both versions omit crucial words. The term grags pa riiin 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 (vrddhavyavahdra, cf. $Bh 46,7); cf,, for instance, the
explanation at $Bh 46,2-4: vrddhdndm svarthena vyavahdramdnam upasrpvanto
balah pratyaksam artham pratipadyamana drsyante. See also Kumarila's related
discussion at SV Sambandhiksepaparihara 138ff. Raja 1963: 26ff. 1 assume that
’brel pa bstan pas K : ’brel pas rab tu rtogs pa V correspond to Sanskrit pratita-
sambandhena, cf. the use of pratitena at PS V 50b.
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‘this"*’ (ayams$abdena) and ostentation®® (*hastasamjfiayd),’® there is
no cognition of the referent {*arthapratitih) due to the word ‘jack-fruit
tree, but rather, itis the name [of the referent] that is taught (samjiavyy-
tpattih).**® The co-reference (samanddhikaranyam) of this [namely the

627
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At this point [inendrabuddhi addresses the question of the denotation of the de-
monstrative pronoun, cf. PST Ms B 239b7-240a2: nanu cayamsabdo *py dsannapra-
tyaksavastusamanyavacanah, kutas™ tena panasarthasiddhih? naisa dosah. yatha
pratitasambandho vrksasabdah sdmé@nyavacano pi yada purovartini pal@$adau pra-
yujyate 'yam vrksa$ chidyatam iti, tada vrksaviSesa eva vartate. tathdyam$abde®
'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.”

™ kutas em. : tatas Ms

1 °%abdo em. : *bdo Ms

Cf. lag pa’i brda’ V : lag brda’i. For Dignaga's use of hastasarpjia, ¢f. $V $abdac 20:
hastasamjfiddayac ye ’ye pi yadarthapratipadane bhaveyuh krtasarketds te na
fingam (ti sthitah. Sambandhiksepa 139; PVSV 1349,

I assume that the introduction of the particle ‘am after yan lag brda’ V fom. K) re-
produces Sanskrit ca.

Cf. PST Ms B 240a2: panasa$abdena tatra samjiiavyutpattimatram kriyata ity
arthah. In the case of samjfidvyutpatti the relation between any given word and
the thing it denotes is taught by pointing at a prototypical instance of the refer-
ent and thus presupposes a visible referent. Consequently there is no inference in
the case of samjfidvyutpatti. Dignaga addresses briefly the implications of samjig-
vyutpatti at PSV [l 5: Sabdam api tu <asddhdranena visayena> sambandhdabhdve
<dvidhdnumdnam pariksyeta> drstartham adrstartham <ca>. <tatra> drstarthe
samjhRgvyutpattih. adrstarthe rthavikalpamatram, na vi€istarthapratitih, Restored,
cf. PST Ms B 62b5: sdbdam api tv ityddi. sambandhdbhdva iti. 62b6-7: drstartham
o adrstdrtham. 62b7; drstdrthe samjfavyutpattih. adrstdrthe ‘rthavikalpamatram
(qu. PVSV 37,26); 63a5: na vifistarthdpratitih,

The two Tibetan versions translate this crucial passage as follows:

K (Kitagawa 1973: 454b8f = P 111al-3): sgra las byur ba yar *brel pa med par thun
morn ma yin pa’i yul mthon ba dan ma mthon ba las rjes su dpag pa rnam pa gfiis su
brtag par bya'o f/ de la mthon ba'’t don la min bstan pa’o // ma mthoA be'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 g#is ka rjes su dpag pa brtag par bya ste / mthon ba’i
don dari ma mthon ba’i don no // de la mthon ba’i don la ni mi gsal bar hyed pa’e //
ma mthati ba'i don la ni rnam par rtog pa tsam *ba’ £ig ste { don gyi bye brag rtogs
par byed pa ni ma yin no f/
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*However, when there is no connection [of any given word] with an individual ref-
erent, 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 refer-
ent. 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],"™
! Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation at PST Ms B 62b5-63a4 is deeply indebted to
Dharmakirti's PVSV 37,24fF; text lifted from PVSV is printed in reman: “sambandha-
bhdve" iti sanketakale. fabdarthasambandhdbhiffio hi sariketakaldnubhitdrthasa-
mdnyam eva pratipddyate Sabdat, na svalaksanam, tasya pirvam adrstatvatprayo-
gakdle vifesavifavatvasunkd na bhavaty eva. sanketakale tu pratyaksam svalaksa-
nam iti, sambhavati tadvisayatvasankd. atah “sambandhdbhava” ity aha. "drstd-
rtham" yatrdrthah pratyaksena driyate. “adrstartham” viparyayat. "drstdrthe safi-
jAdvyutpattir” iti. yathdyam panasa iti. atra sambandhavyutpattir eva bhavati,
ndnumdnam, arthasya pratyaksatvdt. adysgdrthe svargaddv arthavikalpamdtram iti.
na hi svargadisabdah svargddindm sanketakdle *nyada va svalaksanam buddhav
arpanti, anatindriyatvaprasangit (cf. PVSV 37,24-25). kevalam tatpratipdda-
nabhiprayath prayuktah. §rotary apratibhdsamdnatatsvabhavam corthabimbam
arpayanti (cf. PVSV 37-25-27): asti kascit surddhivasavifesa ity evamddikam.
naivam svalaksanam pratipannam bhavati pratipaditam va: svargadiravane
tadanubhavinam iva pratibhasabhedaprasangat. apratipadyamano ‘pi ca tatsva-
bhavam tathabhita eva vikalpapratibimbe tadadhyavasayl samtugyati, tatha-
bhitatvad eva $abdarthapratipatteh {cf. PYSV 37,27-38,5). atra ca sambandhd-
bhdva iti etan napeksyate, kim tu drstarthesv eva. tatra hi drstatvad vifes<as>ya,
tasyaiva vacyatdsanket<a>. tatas tannivrttyartham uktam safjfidvyutpattir iti
“When there is no connection’ that is, at the time when the language conven-
tion is taught (sanketakdle). 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 lan-
guage conventlon [s putinto practice doubt about whether a particular is the object
does not exist at all. However, because (it{] the individual is visible at the time of
teaching the convention, doubt about whether it is its [i.e. the words] object is pos-
sible. 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 amere
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 particu-
lar is not understood or explained in this way because the [absurd] consequence
is that there would be no difference of mental picture from hearing fwords] like
‘heaven’ in those who in a way would experience it directly. Although [the listen-
er] does not understand its essential nature he takes pleasure in a representation
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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 (sambandhapradar§andrtham tu),%* on the assumption

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 con-
text 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.”

31 Cf. PST Ms B 240a2f.: sadjidrtho yasya sa tathocyate.
€2 Cf. PST Ms B 240a2: tufabdo *vadhdrandrthah.

¢33 Cf PST Ms B 240a3: yad etad ayamsabdena panasdrthena panasasabdasya samg.
nadhikaranyam tat sambandhapradaréandrtham. “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 $abda® 102): ayam
panasa iti va prayujyamane vacyavdcakalaksenasambandhdvagatih, na ca sa eva
panasa$abdavdcyah, ayamitiprasiddhdrthapadasamandadhikaranydvaseyatvit, “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 fviz. the connection] is not only denotable by the word ‘jack-frult 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."™

Jinendrabuddhi continues the discussion of the role of co-reference in estab-
lishing the connection at PST Ms B 240a 3-5: nanu caikatrabhidheye $abdayor
vrttth sdmanddhikaranyam. tuda canirjiidgtasambandhatvdad eva ndsti panasasabda-
sydrthah®, tat kutah samanadhikaranyam? sanketayitra safjfidtvena panasdrtha-
vreteh™, tadd™ ayamsabdasydrthe sa niyuktah, tatas tatra tasya vrttir ity adosah.
ayam atrarthah: safdffidsafijfiisambandhavyutpattimdtrartha eva tadd panasafa-
bdasydyamsabdavisaye panase safijiidrthena niyoga iti. "Co-reference is certainly
the application of two words to a single denotable object. And at this point (tadd)
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 pa-
rasa 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 pradaréana in relation to vyutpatti, cf. the discussion at
PV 1117ff with PVSV ad loc.

i 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
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(iti krtva) that [the connection] is the denotable object of both
[terms].?** And since the word ‘jack-fruit tree’ does not have this [name-
ly the jack-fruit tree] as its referent, its purpose is that of [teaching]
aname.5®

view, cf. the quotation from the Sarngraha at VPV [ 101,3: so yam iti vyapadesena
sambandhopayogasya $akyatvat; VPV 105,3-4; VPV 1 126,4-5: s0 'yam iti safijfiind
Suktyavacchedalaksanah sambandho niyamyate; VP11 128.

© o¢abdasyarthah em. (cf. T sgra’i don) : *asya Ms

@ panasdartha® em. (cf. pa na sa’i don T) : paldsartha®Ms

™ tadd em. : taddpis® Ms

834 Cf. PST Ms B 240a5-6; katham punas tena sambandhah Sakyate pradarayitum,
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yavat@ ndsya tatra kificit pravrttinimittam vastusat bhavadbhir isyata ity dha:
“ubhayor abhidheya iti krtva™ iti. panasdyamsabdayor dvayor apy abhidhdndrhah,”
tabhyam va fakyo *bhidhdtum ity arthah. etud uktam bhavati: $abddndm icchd-
mdtravrttitvat sarva evdarthd yogydh. tasmad vindpy anyena pravrttinimittena
$akyate 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 ob-
ject of both.’ The meaning is that both the word ‘jack-fruit tree’ and the demonstra-
tive 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 {s possible to show the connec-
tion even without something else as cause of application.”

Wogsem. : “am Ms

Cf. PST Ms B 240a7-240bt: tena panasendnarthavattvat panasasabdah safijiavyu-
tpattiprayojana 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 underly-
ing intention is that until the connection between the name (safjfd) ‘panase’ and
its referent is established, the term per se has no referent and only denotes its own
form {svardpa). Its sole purpose is that of being a name whose relation to its refer-
ent has to be taught by pointing to a prototypical instance of it, and the use of the
demonstrative pronoun “this” as mentioned by Dignaga.

tion 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 lac.: safijidsarijfiisambandhavyutpattikile ‘ayam
panasah’ iti. na hi safijfidyas tadd so ‘rthah. “Like at the time of teaching the connec-
tion 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.”



