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Intreduction xlvii

Jocative merely has the function of imitating the original locative pl.
of the definition of naimittika °sabdah, from which we only have to ex-
tract the term $abddh in order to restore the original Sanskrit phrase.
Thus the grammatical structure of Dignaga’s text is carefully reflec-
ted in Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation, which makes it possible to restore
the original sentence complement in the locative: naimittikesu $abde-
su. This restoration matches the syntax of the Tibetan translations of
K and V and is mirrored in the subsequent noun phrase yadrcchikesu tu
katham, which Jinendrabuddhi subsequently quotes.

6 Dignaga’s philosophy of anyapoha

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

6.2 All sources indicate that anyapoha was conceived as a substitute
for real general properties. Kumarila claims, for instance, in the first
$loka of his apoha critique, that exclusion of non-cows as samdnya in
principle does not differ from the general property cowhood (gotva) as

5 The analysis draws on the explanations of crucial paragraphs of PSV V pre-
sented in the annotations to the translation,

¢ Cf. the frequently quoted statement, which Buddhist writers attribute to
Dignaga: apohah $abdalingdbhyam eva pratipadyate. See PVSV 25,27f; TSP
367,17 commenting on Kumarila's statement at $V Apohavada 73ab: na
canyavyavritimuked pravrttif Sabdalingayoh.
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real entity (vastu), and Dignaga rejects the assumption that real gen.
eral properties are real entities. Kamalaéila explains that Kumarila's
use of the term sdmdnya in his presentation of the apoha doctrine pre-
supposes Dignaga’s thesis that the general property (sdmdnya) as de-
notable object is characterized by exclusion (apohalaksanam).t® The
question is, however, in what way apoha could be presented as a gener-
al property like samanya, which contemporary Sanskrit grammarians
and non-Buddhist philosophers assumed is the semantic condition for
the application of words (pravrttinimitta). As the Buddhists reject as
untenable the idea that extramental real general properties inherent in
the object of denotation are grounds of application of words, they were
somehow forced to present a theoretically consistent explanation of the
cause of denotation, which dispenses with real general properties like
existence (sattd) and substanceness (dravyatva) or the like. The apoha
theory is thus very much part of the contemporary Indian philosophical
scene at the time when Dignaga propounded his apoha doctrine, He ad-
dresses the inherent ontological difficulties that attach to the thesis of
real general properties in the second chapter of PSV II 16%° and substi-
tutes anyapoha for real general properties, claiming at PSV V 36d that
anydapoha has the same properties as real general properties without
being subject to the same absurd consequences as the thesis that real
general properties constitute the semantic condition for denotation.

6.3 In PSV V Dignaga also claims that words denote things (bhd-
va) as qualified by preclusion (nivrtti) of other referents (arthdntara-
nivrttivisista).”” In a theoretically related fragment - presumably from
the SPVy - we find a similar phrase which substitutes vastu for bhdva,
claiming that the referent is a real object qualified by preclusion:
nivrttivisistam vastu Sabdarthah.' It is thus clear that the §abdartha
qualified by nivyttiis conceived as a real object (vastu) or entity (bhdva).
These definitions of denotation and the concomitant function of nivrtti

%8 Cf. TSP 360,15: apohalaksanam samanyam vacyatvenabhidhiyamanam.
® Cf. PSV [1 16 restored and translated n. 504.

70 Cf. the crucial paragraph PSV V 364d.

" Cf. Translation n. 182,
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raise the obvious question of what a term like nivrtti denotes in this
particular context. Neither nivrtti nor its synonyms have verbal impli-
cations per se. In grammatical contexts nivrtti is recorded in the sense
of cessation or removal and is thus semantically related to apoha in
the sense of exclusion. It is difficult, however, to relate these terms and
their well attested denotations to verbal knowledge and inference as
described by Dignaga in PSVV.

6.4 Dignaga’s apoha doctrine and its basic presuppositions as pre-
sented in PSV V were never adopted by post-Dignaga Buddhist scholars
without modifications. Their views on anydpoha were inevitably influ-
enced by the works of the central Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti,
and post-Dharmakirti thinkers. In fact, the theory of knowledge un-
derlying the original version of the apoha doctrine as expounded in
PSV V is incompatible with its subsequent elaboration by Dharmakirti.
In spite of an undeniable family likeness between Dignaga’s original
theory and Dharmakirti’s version of it, there are substantial differences
between them, and we must differentiate between Dignaga’s views and
those of Dharmakirti and later generations of Buddhist thinkers. Thus
it is obvious that the expression "apoha theory” does not designate a
uniform theory with an invariable set of theoretical presuppositions.
This study therefore aims at shedding light on the theoretical obscuri-
ties of the apoha theory by focussing on some of Dignaga’s statements
in PSV 'V, which are crucial to our understanding of its basic presuppo-
sitions, and hopefully thereby paving the way for an in-depth study of
what suggested to Dharmakirti to reformulate, in his remarkable ceu-
vre, some of the basic presuppositions of the apoha doctrine in the light
of the criticism it met with.

Verbal knowledge as inference

6.5 Thereis one assumption whose importance far outweighs all oth-
er elements of the apoha theory: Dignaga’s claim that verbal knowledge
($abda) and inference (anumdna) share the same properties. He rejects
the commonly acknowledged doctrine that verbal knowledge presup-
poses the existence of real general properties inherent in things. In
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PSV II 1672 he addresses its absurd consequences and substitutes
anyapoha for real general properties, claiming that exclusion has the
same properties as real general properties without being subject to the
same consequences. Thus Dignaga presents the apoha theory as a theo-
retical achievement superior to the doctrine of real general proper-
ties.”® The question is in what way it is possible for Dignaga to maintain
that there is a functional homology of exclusion or preclusion of other
referents and real general properties without generating an ontologi-
cal aporia similar to the one he has shown pertains to the thesis of real
general properties. In the first paragraph of PSVV 1 Digniga propounds
the fundamental hypothesis of the apoha theory, that verbal knowledge
($abda) does not differ from inference (anumdna)’ since a word denotes
its referent (artha) by means of exclusion of other referents (anydapoha)
in the same way as indicators like "being produced” (krtakatva). And
Dignaga continues explaining that when a word is applied to an object
(visaya) it denotes any given part or attribute (ams$a) of it by exclusion
of other referents (artha), like the general property “being produced,”’
which excludes things that are not produced (akrtaka).”

6.6 The reason why Dignaga introduces the abstract term krtakatva
in the context of explaining that verbal cognition is inferential, is to
show that exclusion of other referents (anydpoha) is in fact equivalent

"2 Cf. Translation n. 504 where PSV 1] 16 is restored and translated.

™ Cf PSV V 36d where its superior merits {gunotkarsa) are mentioned; cf.
Translatfon.

™ This assumption, however, was re-interpreted by Dignaga’s influential
commentator, Dharmakirti, whose work was to dominate Buddhist epis-
temology and logic for centuries. Dharmakirti’'s work shows that the infer-
ential nature of verbal cognition was no longer of any theoretical concern
because he re-interprets Dignaga's original statement about the inferen-
tial nature of verbal cognition in such a way that the inference is presented
as one of the speaker’s intention (vivaksd) and not of the referent {(artha) as
Dignaga originally assumed. Cf. Transiation n. 9,

'S Cf. Transiation PSV V 33ab.

™ For the implications of Dignaga's introduction of the abstract affix tva
after krtaka, cf. Translation n. 14.




Introduction li

to a general property (samanya). This is shown by an important pas-
sage at PSV V 33ab in which Dignaga explains that:

In the exact same way as the general property (sdmdnyam)
‘being produced’ (krtakatvam) is [explained] to indicate ‘im-
permanence’ {anityatvagamakam) through its exclusion of what
is not a product (akrtakavyuddsena), the general property in a
word (Sabde) is explained [to be] due to its exclusion of other
words (Sabdantaravyavacchedena); and only through this (tenai-
va ca) does it indicate its referent (arthapratydyakah).

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

6.7 Dignaga’s theory of knowledge is characterised by a well-known
set of dichotomies. The object of immediate sensation (pratyaksa) is the
svalaksana, i.e. the individual character of things, which by definition
is beyond linguistic representation. The object of the indicator or the
word and the thing indicated or the referent is the samanyalaksana, i.e.
the general character of things, and the samanyalaksana is according
to Dignagan epistemology the domain of inference and language. The
term samanyalaksana is rarely used in PSV and Dignaga never defines
its exact scope, but limits himself to state without any qualifications
that it is the object of inference and verbal communication. However,
the explanation at PSV [ 2¢,-d; is in a way an implicit definition of the
content of the term:
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svasamanyalaksanabhyam hy avyapadesyavarnatvabhyam varng-
di grhitva nityatayd canityam varnaditi manasd samdhatte.”

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

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

6.8 Exclusion of other referents presupposes that the relation (sam-
bandha) between the word and the thing it denotes is subject to the con-
straints of invariable concomitance {avindbhava): They are supposed
to be invariably concomitant (avinabhavin) in the same way as the
logical indicator and the indicated. Dignaga assumes that the relation
(sambandha) between the word and its referent is comparable to that
of the inferential sign (hetu or linga) and the thing it indicates, which
shows that Dignaga established his philosophy of language on the basis
of his logical theory. This is confirmed by a passage in the chapter on
the role of exemplification (drstanta) presented at PSV IV 57 in which
he explains the connection between the word and its referent in terms
of the rules that must be observed for establishing the connection be-
tween the indicator and the thing indicated. In other words, they are
subject to the triple constraints of the trairipya.’® The severe criticism

77 For a translation and analysis of this phrase, cf. Translation n. 1.
8 Cf. Translation n. 9.

™ Cf Translationn. 9.
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which Kumarila, for instance, levelled at Dignaga’s view of sabda as
similar to the logical reason of an inference takes this assumption for
granted,” and PSV V and contemporary sources indicate beyond doubt
that Dignaga established the apoha theory on the analogy of his philos-
ophy of logic.

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

6.10 Since Dignaga elaborated the apoha thesis on the basis of his
philosophy of logic, it is essential to understand how the connection
(sambandha) between a term and the thing it denotes is established
as invariably connected (avindbhavin). In PSV V 50b towards the very
end of the chapter, Dignaga describes how the connection between the
word “panasa,” breadfruit tree, and a prototypical instance of a bread-
fruit tree is taught. The discussion centres on the question of whether

® See Kumarila's criticism at $V Sabdapariccheda 68-98. Cf. 6.9 below.

® Dignaga's statements are ambiguous as their interpretation depends upon
the meaning of his use of the locative. See PSV V 34 and Translation n.s 416,
419 where [ suggest thatitis possible to interpret the use of the locative in
terms that are compatible with its use in Sanskrit grammatical literature
and lexicography.
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or not verbal cognition is comparable to inference in the situation where
someone is taught the denotation of words. Dignaga answers that
learning the denotation of a word is not inference because learning the
denotation of a word is the condition of apoha and thus of verbal cog-
nition as inference. This paragraph addresses the process of vyutpatti:
teaching the denotation of a word by ostentation (hastasamyjfia).

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

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

8 In a different context Dignaga explains that vyutpatti relates to observed
instances of referents (drstarthad), in other instances to those that are not
observed (adrstdrtha). Cf. Translation n. 631.
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that a general term like “existent” does not denote all particulars (bhe-
da) because

it is impossible (asakyah) to tell (kartum) the connection (sam-
bandhah} 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 justi-
fied that it denotes its referent because merely its own form is
cognized (svardpamdtrapratiteh).

Denotationthus presupposesthatthe connection ofatermlike “existent”
and its referent is established, which is not possible on the assumption
that its connection with every particular instance is ascertained by
enumeration showing every single referent, as particulars are infinite.
In addition the use of the word “existent” is ambiguous as it denotes
many different things like substances or qualities and so on. As men-
tioned above Dignaga addresses the problem of infinity of particulars at
PSV V Zab and presents at PSV V 34a solution to this classical problem
of induction.

6.13 He explains that

the word’s connection is feasible (sambandhasaukaryam) and
there is no ambiguity {vyabhicdrita) as it is not observed (adr-
steh) [to apply] to the referent of other words and is also (api)
observed (darsanat) [to apply] to a member (amse) of its own
referent. (PSV 34)

The explanation pivots on the implication of “observation” (darsana)
and “non-observation” (adrsti) because Dignaga claims that the feasi-
bility of the connection (sambandhasaukarya) depends upon the appli-
cation of e.g. the term “existent” to an example of its referent and non-
observation of its application to the referent of other words. The ques-
tion is what the two terms imply in terms of theory of cognition. The
following explanation gives the answer: Digniga assumes that non-
observation is the fundamental element of the process of reification. In
fact, he equates non-observation to joint absence of word and referent
and observation to their joint presence:
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For (hi) joint presence and joint absence (anvayavyatirekau) are
a means (dvaram) to the word’s denoting its referent. And these
two are its application to what is similar and its non-applica-
tion to what is dissimilar. In this case, however (tu), application
to all that is similar is by necessity not statable with regard to
any [referent] whatsoever (kvacit) because stating it is impos-
sible (@khyandsambhavdt) as the referent is infinite (Gnantye
rthasya). On the other hand, stating its non-application to what
is dissimilar is possible, even though it is infinite (atulye saty apy
dnantye), through mere non-observation (adar§anamdtrena);
and just therefore (ata eva ca) it has been explained that [the
word’s] denoting its own referent (svarthabhdhanam) is an infer-
ence from [its own referent’s] exclusion from these [other ref-
erents] (tadvyavacchedanumanam), from its not being observed
[to apply] to other [referents] than its own relata (svasam-
bandhibhyo *nyatradarsanat). (PSV on PSV 34)

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

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

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

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

If, however, the inference were by means of joint presence
(anvayadvdrena), the word ‘tree’ should not give rise to doubt
(samsayah) appearing as Simsapd, etc. (Siméapadyabhasah), about
one and the same entity (ekasmim vastuni). Yet, in the same way
as there is doubt about it, there will also be doubt appearing as
earthenness and substanceness, etc. However, since the word
‘tree’ is not observed to denote what is non-earthen, etc., the in-
ference is only by means of joint absence (vyatirekamukhenaiva).
(PSVon PSV 34)

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

6.18 Dignaga addresses this question in the commentary on PSV V
43b, which is a crucial paragraph of the apoha chapter:
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For the [word] does not exclude a different general property
(anyam jatim) for each individual substance (pratidravyam), but
rather (kim tarhi) with the intention of denoting the things to
be excluded (vyavacchedyavivaksaya) by means of a single gen-
eral property (ekena samdnyadharmena). And on this point it
has been explained (uktam catra) that the inference [of the ref-
erent} is from mere non-observation [of the word’s applica-
tion] to what belongs to the class of dissimilar things (vijatiye
‘dar$anamatrenanumanam).

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

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

6.20 Dignaga equates verbal cognition te inference by means of joint
absence (vyatirekamukha),®® which explains why commentators com-
pare apoha to vyatireka and unanimously refer to Dignaga's apoha theo-
ry as “having joint absence as the chief thing” (vyatirekapradhana).®*
Classical Indian scholars interpret vyatireka as characterized by non-
existence (abhdvalaksana),® and Dignaga assumes that joint absence of
word {$abda) and referent (artha) is equivalent to mutual non-existence
of any speech unit and non-speech unit and any referent and non-ref-
erent, which is implied by his claim that existence of the nature of one
thing presupposes the non-existence of the nature of other things.?
Jayamisra, Kumarila’s commentator, interprets apoha in terms of
itaretarabhdva “mutual non-existence,” which mirrors Dignaga’s basic
assumption that apoha presupposes mutual non-existence of exclu-
ded and not excluded.*” With this background this study will address

8 Cf. PSV V 34: vyatirekamukhenaivinumanam.

8 Cf. Translation n. 188; Pind 1999: § 8. Kumarila’s commentator Jayamisra
refers to followers of Dignaga’s apoha theory as vyatirekavdadins, cf. SVT
46, 18,

85 Cf. Translation n. 425.

3% Cf. Translation PSV V 45 and the statement: atmantarabhdva atmdantaram
iti.

87 Cf. e.g. Translation n.s 466, 517, 523.
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Dignaga's attribution of all the commonly acknowledged features of
real general properties to exclusion.

6.21 Dignaga evidently conceived apoha as a substitute for real gen-
eral properties. As mentioned above (5.2) the remarkable Mimamsa
philosopher Kumarila attributes the view to Dignaga that exclusion of
non-cows (agonivrtti) is equivalent to a general property (samanya).*®
Santaraksita quotes the verse at TS 914 and his commentator Kamala$ila
explains that exclusion of non-cows as general property means general
property as qualified by exclusion® (apohalaksanam samanyam), and
elsewhere he expressly equates apoha to non-existence {(abhava).” This
interpretation of the underlying purpose of the apoha theory is, for in-
stance, confirmed by Kumarila, who states loc. cit. that “it is obvious
that those who imagine that exclusion of non-cows (agonivrtti) is the
denotable general property (samanya)} have designated by the term “ex-
clusion of non-cows” (agopohagir) nothing else but [the general proper-
ty] cowhood {gotva) which is a real object (vastu).” Kumarila’s conclu-
sion is clear: apoha is just another name for sdmdnya, general property.
Thus he indirectly corroborates the assumption that apoha is a substi-
tute for general properties. However, the role of apoha as semantic jus-
tification for denotation similar to that of real general properties leaves
many questions unanswered.

6.22 Kumarila continues his criticism asking Dignaga to explain "what
the entities (bhava) [viz. cows] are, whose nature consists in exclusion
of horses or the like {asvadinivrttydtman), as it has been explained
[viz. by me, Kumarila] that a non-entity (abhava} is equivalent to an-
other entity (bhavantaram).” Thus, Kumarila, on the one hand, equates
preclusion or exclusion, nivrtti or apoha, with the category of general
property (samdnya), on the other hand, he interprets Dignaga's view

8 Cf. SV Apohavada 1: agonivrttih simdnyam vacyam yaih parikalpitam /
gotvam vastv eva tair uktam agopohagird sphutam.

8 Cf. Dharmakirti’s definition of the general property of referents as quali-
fied by exclusion: arthanam yac ca samdnyam anvavydvrttilaksanam,
yannisthds ta ime sabdd, na riipam tasya kificana, PV 11 30ab.

% Cf. TSP 960,15.
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of exclusion as involving nothing but the privative opposition between
different entities (bhdva), one being the negation of the other and thus
a non-entity (abhava), which Kumarila interprets as just a different
entity (bhavantaram).®* Kumarila's observation is not invented ad hoc,
Indeed, there are statements in the fifth chapter of PSV that corrobo-
rate Kumarila's introductory remarks of the apohavada chapter of Sio-
kavarttika, and Dharmakirti, for instance, addresses the question of
how the general property is exclusion of other referents (katham idanim
anydpohah samanyam) at PVSV 39,1ff in an important and theoretically
charged paragraph of the apoha section of PVSV.”> And the assumption
that anydpoha is equivalent to sdmanya is mentioned by [inendrabuddhi

9 Cf. §V Apohavada 1-2. Kumdrila connects elsewhere in $V apoha as
sdmdnya to abhdva; cf. the important discussion in §V Siinyavada 135ff.

9

=

I made the following observation in Pind 1991: 271-272: “One thing is
clear: The apoha theory represents Dignaga’s solution to the epistemo-
logical probiem raised by his denial of the existence of universals (jati or
samanya). As is well-known, they were conceived by the Nyayavai$esika
tradition as ubiquitous entities inherent in substances (dravya), thereby
differentiating them (visista) as belonging to a certain class of things hav-
ing certain definable features. In fact, Dignaga's apoha theory only be-
comes fully understandable when we realize that he used it as a substitute
for universals, in contexts where the Nydya-Vaiesika school of philosophy
would formulate its theories with reference to the existence of univer-
sals. Thus, for instance, the Digndgan expression arthdntaranivrttivisista
is the exact equivalent of the Nyayavaisesika jativisista. Moreover, in the
important section of the Vrtti on PSV 36d [q.v], he explicitly attributes the
properties of the Nyayavaiéesika universal {jdti) to the apoha ... It appears
from a revealing passage in the Vrtti ad PS Il 16, in which Dignaga shows
the consequences of the assumption that universals are real entities, that
certain philosophers attempted to solve the problem of how to justify the
existence of universally valid connections between properties [e.g., be-
tween smoke and fire], by claiming that knowing the universal in a single
substratum is equivalent to knowing it in all. This claim is understand-
able since it was tacitly assumed that universals would always instantiate
in the same way. Hence they could serve as a means of establishing uni-
versally valid connections of the kind that was required by the develop-
ment of contemporary logical theory. However, if one rejects the idea of the
universal as untenable, one is left with the problem of accounting for the
possibility of universally valid connections. Dignaga evidently solved this
fundamental epistemological problem with reference to the apoha theory.”
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too in an interesting discussion recorded in PSV II 4c.** However, the
question is, in what way apoha could be presented as a general prop-
erty in contrast to real general properties as semantic condition for
the application of words (pravrttinimitta). Since the Buddhists rejected
as untenable the idea that extramental real general properties inher-
ent in things are grounds of application of words, they were somehow
forced to present a theoretically consistent explanation of the cause of
denotation, which dispenses with real general properties like existence
(sattd) and substanceness (dravyatva) or the like.

6.23 The apoha thesis is centred on exclusion as qualifier of the ref-
erent of any word. In a central passage Dignaga claims that words de-
note things (bhdva) as qualified by preclusion (nivrtti) of other refer-
ents (arthantaranivrttivisista)® In a theoretically related fragment -
presumably from the SPVy - we find a similar phrase which substitutes
vastu for bhava, claiming that the referent is a real object qualified by
preclusion: nivrttivisistam vastu Sabdarthah.® It is thus clear that the
$abdartha is conceived as a real object {vastu) or entity (bhava) qualified
by nivrtti. These definitions of denotation and the concomitant function
of nivrtti raise the obvious question of what a term like nivrtti denotes
in this particular context. Neither nivrtti nor its synonyms have verbal
implications per se. In grammatical contexts nivrtti is recorded in the
sense of cessation or removal, which implies preclusion and is thus se-
mantically related to apoha in the sense of exclusion. It is difficult, how-
ever, to relate these terms and their well attested denotations to verbal
knowledge and inference as described by Dignaga in PSV V. In order to
understand the implications of Dignaga’s statements it is necessary to
review each of his claims. In the first place it is necessary to address
the claim that verbal knowledge is inferential, because it presupposes
invariable connection, i.e. concomitance between the word and its ref-
erent.

# Cf. Translation n. 2.2 (1) where Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation is quoted and
translated.

% Cf. the crucial paragraph PSV V 36d.
% Cf. Translation n. 182.
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6.24 The evidence recorded in PSV V clarifies the issue. It shows unex-
pectedly that the apoha theory pivots on the concept of non-existence
(abhdva) and describes non-existence of other referents or words in the
referent (arthe) or in the word ($abde) as the foundation of preclusion
of things and words, thus seemingly imitating well-established philo-
sophical usage among Sanskrit grammarians and non-Buddhist philos-
ophers: It is not inherent real general properties in things or words
that are the causes of application of words and identity of words, but
rather non-existence or preclusion of other, whether things or words.
Thus Dignaga attributes the properties of real general properties to
exclusion of other referents. A crucial passage at PSV V 45 explains
that the statement that “the nature of one thing is the non-existence
of the nature of other things” {(dtmdntardbhdva atmdntaram iti), has
been foermulated with regard to (prati) the denotable [object]. Thus the
samdnyalaksana lies outside the domain of perception and must be con-
sidered an abstract entity comparable to a type.

6.25 The main question is in what way it is possible for Dignaga to
maintain that non-existence of other things understood as exclusion
or preclusion of other referents and real general properties are homol-
ogous without generating an aporia similar to the one that pertains to
the thesis that each general property inherent in every single object
of denotation is the cause of application of words (pravrttinimitta).
Dignaga’s claim at PSV V 36d that properties (dharma) of exclusion like
“being one, eternity, and extension to each single particular” (ekatva-
nityatvapratyekaparisamapti} are similar to those of real general prop-
erties (jati)* is difficult to understand with the background of apoha
as characterized by joint absence (vvatireka) or non-existence (abhava).
Dignaga’s justification for this claim is particularly illuminating.

6.26 He explains that these properties are confined to exclusion

because (1) [exclusion of other referents] is not a particular
(abhedat), because (2) its substratum is not discontinued (dsra-
yasyavicchedat), and because (3) its referent is cognized com-

% Cf. PSVV 364d.
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pletely (krtsndarthapratiteh). (PSV on PS V 36d)

The explanation first addresses the question of the distribution of
apoha among the particulars like a real general property whose pos-
tulated oneness (ekatva) is transformed into a particular because of
its distribution among the particulars. This argument is only under-
standable with the background of the postulate that “exclusion of
other referents,” anydpoha is qualified by non-existence (abhdva) of
other referents in the referent. And non-existence is not, like real gen-
eral properties, divisible because mere non-existence as qualifier of
things implies absence of other things from their substrata. It is note-
worthy that Dignaga introduces the term @séraya, substratum, to justify
that anydpoha is eternal like general properties, because this term was
commonly used among contemporary grammarians and philosophers
to denote the substratum of real general properties. The argument
seems obscure, but Dignaga intends to explain that since apoha has
substrates and as substrates of non-existence are not discontinued,
anydpoha is eternal. The substratum of anydpoha thus mirrors the ob-
jects {vastu) or things (bhava) which according to Dignaga are qualified
by preclusion of other referents (anydarthanivrttivisista). As all substrata
of the same kind are qualified by non-existence of other referents
Dignaga concludes that their knowledge is comprised by exclusion of
other referents. It is noteworthy that Dignaga takes care to empha-
size that exclusion is not just another type of general property (bha-
va).”” However, non-existence per se is an indivisible absence, and the
universal non-existence of other referents in any particular referent,

%7 Cf. PSV V 36¢; 38d; cf. Simhastri's critique at NCV 735,17-18: abhdvantara-
tvad arthantardpohasydpohavan arthah sabdavdacyo na bhavati, ato n@poho
vifesanam ndpohavdn so 'rtha iti yadi tvayestam. "If you claim that since
the exclusion of other referents is not a different [kind of] entity, exclu-
sion is not a qualifier and the referent is not exclusion possessing.” NCV
734,20: atha svamatena brise na samanyam na vyavrttimad iti kutas tadvi-
Sistavastvabhidhanam. khapuspasekharavi$istavandhyaputrabhidhanavat.
“Now, if you say in accordance with your own theory that [exclusion of oth-
er] is neither a general property, nor is Jthe referent] exclusion possessing,
then how could the {word] denote a thing as qualified by it [viz. exclusion].
It is like denoting the son of a barren woman as qualified by a wreath of
sky flowers!”
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e.g. a tree, is the object of inference which qualifies verbal knowledge
(sabda) as not different from inference.

6.27 Asshown in PSVV 34 Dignaga claims that the inference is based
upon joint absence which he qualifies as inference from exclusion of
what is other than the referent. Dignaga never presents an apoha infer-
ence, but Mallavadin’s commentator Simhasiri gives an example of such
inference at NCV 732,10-13:

arthantarapohah sad ity asan na bhavatiti ndsadbhavamatram
evocyate, kim tarhi, arthantarapohena viistam vastv eva sad
ity ucyate, yasmin vastuni so ’pohah kriyate, tac ca dravvam
Sabddrthah, ndpohamatram. sa capohavisisto rtho dravyadih sa-
cchabdena vyapto ’paritydgdt, na tu saksad uktah.

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

AtNCV 752,21-22 he presents a similar example of an apoha inference:*®

yatraivadarsanam uktam vrksabhave 'vrkse, tato vyavacchedanu-
manam ‘avrkso na bhavati' iti, evam ca krtva vrksasabdad dravya-
tvadyanumdnam upapannam bhavati.

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

% Cf, Translation n. 427,
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verbal cognition as inference is thus based upon what the inferred thing
is not, e.g., a tree which is not a non-tree. The latter term is as mentioned
above an instance of what Dignaga designates as intention to denote
the excluded objects (vyavacchedyavivaksa), “non-tree” denoting things
as qualified by the single property (ekadharma), non-existence of trees,
and the term “tree” as excluding these. As appears from Simhasiri’s
presentation of an apoha inference the negation “is not” {na bhavati)
merely conveys the notion of negation of non-existence (abhadva), and
in the present context the notion of negation of non-existence of non-
trees. An apoha inference would thus seem to be an instance of the
type of inference known as kevalavyatirekin which is a purely negative

type.g'}

Conclusion

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

% Cf. Randle 1930: 241ff.
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of the view that denotation presupposes real general properties inher-
ent in things.

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

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

6.31 Itis not clear how Dignaga understood the qualifying function of
non-existence as it is nothing but an absence. However, it is an absence
of something from something else: non-trees are absent from trees.
Dignaga apparently thought that this would define trees in general and
that this universally applicable observation would qualify as a substi-
tute for real general properties and thus constitute the ground of appli-
cation of words. Thus, in the final analysis the inferential component of
the theory concerns the possibility of establishing an inferential canon
thatinvolves non-existence as a premise: the use ofthe word "tree" leads
to the inference: it is a tree because it is not a non-tree. The inference,
however, is about things and exclusion is exclusion of other referents
or other speech units, not denotation or representation.
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Ed.P.Shastriand H. Shukla. Kashi Sanskrit Series 43. Varanasi: Chowkham-
ba 1970 (First edition 1942).

NV - Nydyavarttika of Uddyotakara. Ed. Vindhyeévari Prasada Dvivedin. Re-
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Pt. Kalika Prasad Shukla. Varanasi: Prachya Bharati Prakashan: Tara Pub-
lications 1965-1967.
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PSV_1-Dignaga’s Pramdnasamuccaya, Chapter 1. Ed. Ernst Steinkellner 2005.
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hrsg. und mit einem pada-Index versehen von Wilhelm Rau. Wiesbaden: Deut-
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line A. F. Rhys Davids. London: Pali Text Society 1884-1904.
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YSuBh - Yegasiatrabhdsya (Vyasa} - Patadjalayogasitrani. Poona: Anandasra-
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