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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The questions
This thesis attempts to answer the following questions:

1. What is the text of the Apohasiddhi (AS)?
2. What does that text say?
3. Why does it say what it says?

These questions I try to answer in a critical edition of the AS, in its annotated trans-
lation, and in a study of some of its main arguments. The text edition (
), and the translation (khapter 3 on page 3% jointly try to answer questions 1
and 2. The translation, along with some comments (lsection 4.1 on page 6ﬂ) and an
analysis of the argumentative structure (Eection 4.3 on page 954), as well as a study of
the AS (I:hapter 5 on page 111|) try to answer question 3.

1.2 Ratnakirti

Ratnakirti, a Buddhist monk and teacher in the monastery of Vikramasila, is listed as
the 32" of 41 authors belonging to the tradition of the Buddhist epistemological-logical
school of thought in Steinkellner and Much [1995: 99 ff., and his dates are given there
as 990-1050 CE.

Ratnakirti was a pupil of Jianasrimitra. This is shown by the phrase “yad ahur gura-
vah” used to introduce quotations from his teacher in various passages.' Jiianasrimitra
is unanimously recognized as a highly important Buddhist thinker.> Since Ratnakirti’s
existant texts are closely based on those of his teacher, this importance is imparted to
these texts too. But whether there are any differences between the position’s of these

ICf. the comments in Thakur 19754: 11 ff. The following list of these passages is based on the
vi§istanamasiict (index of specified names) in RNA4 151 f.: SJS4 27.5 (most probably referring to a
verse in the lost Sarvajiiasiddhi of Jianasrimitra, see Steinkellner [1977: 384, also cf. frag. 8 on p. 388),
KBhSA; 72.5, KBhSV, 88.3, SSD; 118.23, SSD4 119.9, SSD4 118.31, CAPV 132.6, CAPV| 133.16,
CAPV| 136.23, CAPV, 138.28, CAPV| 141.9, CAPV, 142.28. The references to RNA4 32, 96, 135, given
under the entry guruh, do not actually contain the word guruh.

2Cf. the reconstruction of his importance by Frauwallner (193 1)), and the assessments, after his works
had become known, by Thakur (1987a: 29), Jong (1962: 75), and McCrea and Patil (2006: 304 ff.).
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two authors is a question that can not be answered with certainty until both their works
have been properly studied.’

Ratnakirti’s texts were amongst the earliest to become the subject of modern stud-
ies. The editio princeps of the Apohasiddhi is found in Shastri 1910.* Mookerjee
(2006: 125 ff.) made an early (1935) attempt to place Ratnakirti’s AS in its historical
and argumentative context, and was also responsible for a long running debate about
the development of the apoha-theory.> In 1932, Stcherbatsky noted about the AS that it
“...was written in one night and, probably for this reason, [is—PMA] lacking in clear-
ness....” (Stcherbatsky 1994 2: 404)%

The next important event was the 1934 discovery of a manuscript of Ratnakirti’s col-
lected works by Sankrtyayana in Za Iu ri phug.” On the the 3™ of June 1938 pictures of
that manuscript were taken.® On the basis of these pictures, the Ratnakirtinibandhavali
(RNA ) was published by Anantalal Thakur, with a second revised edition appearing in
1975 (RNA,).

The most noteworthy books on Ratnakirti, in order of publication, are as follows:’

3Cf. the considerations at the beginning of Mc Allister Forthcoming. I have nothing to add to the
scholarly presentations of Ratnakirti’s life, works, and intellectual surroundings in Thakur 19754, Thakur
1987a: 29 ff., Kajiyama [1998: 7 ff., Mimaki 1976: 3 ff., and Mimaki [1992.

4This book was reprinted in 1989 and, for want of a better word, re-edited in 1996. This latter publica-
tion is not very useful, because it introduced quite a few misprints, omitted some footnotes, and changed
the layout.

SCf. Kataoka 2009: 498-496 for a concise summary of this discussion.

®This misinterpretation of the colophon was corrected by Thakur (1957a: 13, fn. 1).

"1 follow the spelling found in Kellner and Sferra 2008: 426, fn. 16.

8The discovery of the RNA is described in Sankrtyayana [1933: 25 f., and the manuscript was first
catalogued as item 22 (=VIIL.2, sect. III) in Sankrtyayana 1935 29, i.e., on Rahula Sankrtyayana’s 2nd
expedition to Tibet, April 4th—-November 10th, 1934 (cf. Sankrtyayana [1935: 21 f.). Pictures of it might
also have been taken between the 5™ and 15" of August 1936, according to the account in Sankrtyayana
1937: 14 f. Unfortunately, as Sankrtyayana (1938: 138) reports, “[1]ast time [i.e., in 1936—PMA] we took
Photographs of some of these MSS., but we had failed to get good results.” But manuscript P, is signed and
dated on the empty folio 60a by “Fany Mockerjee” (the photographer as spelt in Sankrtyayana [1938: 137).
The signature in fact looks more like “Fany Mookj”, but the date “3/6/38” is clear.

9Two other published studies about the Apohasiddhi should be mentioned: Sharma 1969 and Chat-
topadhyay 2002. For an appreciation of Sharma [1969, see Oberhammer 1975. Sharma [1969 provides a
text based on AS| with corrections according to AS, a translation, and a study. The translation I found
very hard to understand in some passages, and it seems to have missed a few of the more important
points. The study, although it is very interesting since it aims at a philosophically relevant restatement of
Ratnakirti’s apoha-theory, is, for that very reason, not very informative about Ratnakirti’s theories them-
selves. One example might suffice to prove the point concerning the translation: the phrase “tatra na

buddhyakarasya tattvatah samvritya va vidhinisedhau, svasamvedanapratyaksagamyatvad ...” (from
) is translated as follows by Sharma (1969: 91):

In this context, affirmation and negation are applicable to the configuration (which is a
passive cognition) neither in reality, nor in internal feeling (for it is neither to be desired
nor to be not desired), for the self-feeling (or the internal feeling) is produced by sense-
perception.

Apart from the terminological disagreements I have with this translation, I think that the understanding
of samvrttya as “in internal feeling” and the analysis of svasamvedanapratyaksagamyatva as “the self-

feeling (or the internal feeling) is produced by sense-perception” are not merely confusing but misleading
(cf. for my understanding of this phrase). The proof cited for (as far as I understand) the
interpretation of samvrttya as “in internal feeling” by Sharma (1969: 90, fn. 238) is not very convincing:
“samvrtya samvrtti = svasamvedana. See PVST.[=PVSVT, PMA], p. 121; PVP. [=PVA, PMA], p. 573:

2
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Mimaki 1976 contains an edition, based on SSD; and the manuscript used for that
edition (= ms P), a translation and careful study of the SSD, the “Réfutation de la per-
manence des choses” (Mimaki [1976: 2).

Bithnemann [198( translated and studied the SJS, the “Proof of an Omniscient One”,
basing herself on SJS, SJS,, and the manuscript used by Thakur for that edition (again,
this is manuscript P)).

Lasic 2000Y provides a true critical edition of the VyN based on the pictures taken
by Sankrtyayana, a translation, and an analysis of the argument structure.

Patil 2009 follows a different aim than the books mentioned. He intends to provide
a more “systematic” account of Ratnakirti’s ISD. It should be called systematic since
Parimal Patil shows how the various positions that Ratnakirti holds on subjects such as
inference, perception, awareness, and language influence the very specific arguments
of the ISD. To this end, he relies mainly on the AS, and in a lesser degree on the VyN,
the KBhSA, the KBhSV, and the CAPV. None of these texts is translated in its entirety,
but certainly the main passages of the ISD and the AS are translated and interpreted
very thoroughly. Especially for the AS it should be noted that Parimal Patil has had
access to (and used) the manuscripts from Nepal that were used also for the edition in
the present work (mss. Ny, N, N4).

Apart from these publications, I was also able to avail myself of a few studies that
are not easily available, or had kindly been provided to me as drafts by their respective
authors. Akamatsu 1983, a doctoral thesis providing an annotated translation of Jfiana-
$rimitra’s AP, was invaluable to me. This is a pioneering work of the highest quality,
and it is a great mystery to me why it was never published. Even though a few of the
more poetic parts of Jiianasrimitra’s treatise were not perfectly understood, the main
philosophical points and historical influences of the AP were clearly outlined.

Parimal Patil kindly made available to me a draft of his translations of both the
AS (Patil 2008b) and the AP (Patil 2008a, which he worked on jointly with Lawrence
McCrea). The latter has just been published as McCrea and Patil 2010, but it was too late
to systematically incorporate that publication (and its highly informative introduction)
into this dissertation.

Furthermore, I was able to profit greatly from Woo 1999, a dissertation on the KBh-
SA, from a draft of M. T. Much’s German translation of the apoha-section in PV 110
(Much 2008), as well as from a draft of Hisataka Ishida’s critical edition of [T'S; 866—871
and Parijika thereon (Ishida 2008).

samvrttisadeva dharmi-dharmalaksanam.” For the rest of the footnote he cites (and paraphrases) material
from Stcherbatsky [1994 2: 385 f., fn. 6 (whose note only concerns svasamvedana, but not samvrtti). 1
couldn’t find either svasamvedana or samvrtti mentioned in PVSVT 121. Although I haven’t studied the
context of the phrase “samvrttisad eva dharmidharmalaksanam” (PV A 573.24) as closely as it deserves,
it doesn’t seem to say more than that what has the characteristic of property and property bearer exists
only conventionally.

The text edition in Chattopadhyay 2002, which draws on |AS| and |AS3, is generally reliable. The
English translation, which is rather free, suffers a bit from terminological problems that seem to stem
from not having studied more recent translations of similar works in much detail, but is usually close to
the mark. The Bengali translation I am unfortunately not able to read.

McDermott [1969, a study of the KBhSV, did not receive much critical acclaim, cf. Seyfort Ruegg
1971 (replied to in McDermott 1972) and Steinkellner 1972.

1The chapters of the Pramdanavarttika are counted as follows: Svarthanumana, Pramanasiddhi,

Pratyaksa, and Pararthanumana. For the discussion about the sequence of these chapters, cf. Kellner
2004a, Gnoli [1960a: xv ff., and Frauwallner 1954: 142-147.
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1.3 The Apohasiddhi

Title of the Apohasiddhi

According to the colophon of manuscript P, the title of the text is Apohaprakarana,
the same as Jiianasrimitra’s work on the same subject (AP). All the other manuscripts
support the name Apohasiddhi. Since Ratnakirti himself refers to the AS as “...iti
apohasiddhau prasadhitam” (...so it is well established in the Apohasiddhi.) in the
CAPV, 122.18-19, preference is given to the title Apohasiddhi.

Purpose of the Apohasiddhi

Ratnakirti does not say what kind of text the Apohasiddhi is supposed to be. The first
impression certainly is that it is little more than a condensed version of Jiianasrimitra’s
AP, or even only a rearrangement of passages from that work.!! But a closer examina-
tion reveals at least two interesting points of difference between the AS and the AP. On
the one hand, Ratnakirti, at least in the AS, does not follow Jfianasrimitra’s interpre-
tatorial technique of “a conditionally adopted position (vyavastha)” (Patil 2007: 598),
whereby certain theories can be provisionally accepted “for only specific and philosoph-
ically legitimate purposes” (Patil 2007: 603), just in order to be abandoned or at least
substantially altered when those purposes change.'? The central term used by Jiianasri-
mitra in this context is vyavastha. In the AS, this connotation of the term can not be
found, and it simply means definiton or classification.'* A second noticeable difference
lies in the arrangement of the texts. The AP is organized according to the introductory
verse, as has been shown by Akamatsu (1983: 35-38) and Katsura ([1986: 179, n. 15).
The AS is arranged according to more ‘logical’'* principles, in particular'® according
to the requirements of the inference found at its end (|§ 54| to § 58 on page @).

As pointed out by Thakur (1975a: 12), Ratnakirti states his intention in writing texts
comparable to the AS at the end of the SJS and at the beginning of the ISD:

durvaraprativadivikramam anadrtya pramapraudhitah sarvajiio jagade-
kacaksur udagad esa prabhavo ’tra ca |
sambuddhasthitimedinikulagirer asmadguroh kin tv ayam samksepo ma-
ma ratnakirtikrtinas tadvistaratrasinah || SJS; 31.24 ff.

Disregarding the strength of irrepressible opponents, through the full de-
velopment (praudhi) of true knowledge (prama), the omniscient one, the
single eye of the world, arose. And the majesty with regard to this [subject,
omniscience,| is [that] of my revered teacher, the chief mountain in the land
of residence of the allenlightened one. But this compendium [is] mine, the
obeying Ratnakirti’s, who fears this [master’s| extensive treatise.'®

'1Cf. the remarks in Lasic 2000b for examples of differences between Jiianasrimitra’s VC and Ratna-
kirti’s VyN, and cf. Thakur 1975a: 12 for a general assessment, as well as the beginning of Mc Allister
Forthcoming.

12Cf. McCrea and Patil 2006 and Patil 2007 for two excellent studies on this technique.

B, e.g., the arguments in @ and .

!4First observed by Thakur (19574: 13, fn. 1, and pp. 14 f.) as a general stylistic mark of Ratnakirti’s
works.

13T have tried to argue this point in the study of the AS, cf. lsection 5.1 on page 112!.
16Cf. Bithnemann [1980: 90.
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siktaratnasrayatvena jitaratnakarad idam | guror vagambudheh sma-
rtum kificid akrsya likhyate ||

ritih sudhanidhir iyam sattame madhyavartini | vidvesini visajvala kificij
jite tu na kificana || ISD 32.5 1.

Having'” retrieved some [jewels] to remember from that ocean of words,
the revered teacher, who has conquered ratnakara'® based on beautifully
expressed jewels, this [treatise| is written.

This stream [of words] is a reservoir of nectar for a venerable one occupy-
ing the center, [it is] a poisonous torch for a hostile one, but [it is| nothing
at all for someone knowing a little.

To these should be added the verses introducing the SSD and the CAPV:

vadyogad andhavad visvam samsare bhramad isyate |
sa krpavasagaih papa sthirasiddhir apasyate || SSDy 112.4-5

That wicked proof of permanence, in consequence (yogat) of which the
whole world, as if blind, is assumed to be wandering in the course of exis-
tence, is driven away by those under the power of compassion. '

dig esa svaparasesaprativadiprasadhant |
citradvaitamatabodhadhvantastomakadarthini || CAPV| 129.5-6

This is a line [of reasoning] (dis) which overpowers (prasadhanin) all op-
ponents, whether internal or external,”’ [and] repells (kadarthin) the mass
of ignorance [that is due] to not knowing the doctrine of non-duality in
plurality (citradvaita).?!

From these verses, even though the above translations are far from secure, the fol-
lowing intentions can be attributed to Ratnakirti’s texts: they intend to restate the main
points of Jianasrimitra’s much longer treatises, they should abolish wrong opinions,
held by internal, Buddhist, and external, Non-Buddhist, opponents, they should streng-
then correct opinions, and, through this, they should aid in the deliverance from the
cycle of existence.

17Cf. also the translation of this difficult verse in Patil 2001;: 307:
Having taken something from the ocean of (my) teacher’s words through which he, in virtue
of being a locus of well-spoken jewels, conquered the ocean (of samsara) this was written,
in rememberance.
Among those who follow the middle path and are the best of men this course is an ocean of
ambrosia, among those who are enemies it is a poisonous flame, and for those who know a
little it is nothing.

Bratndkara can refer to a mine of jewels (the literal meaning) or the ocean. Acc. to McCrea and
Patil 2010: 3, the phrase jitaratnakarad means “the one who has defeated Ratnakara”, or Ratnakarasanti,
a Buddhist contemporary of Jiianasrimitra and Ratnakirti. In that case, the follwing phrase “based on ...”
might be a reference to the verse work SaSaSi.

19Cf. Mimaki 1976: 83: “Il est admis que quiconque est d’accord avec cette [preuve] erre dans la
transmigration (samsdara) comme un aveugle. Aussi, cette fausse preuve de permanence [des choses]
est-elle rejetée par ceux qui sont sous I’empire de la compassion (krpa).”

201 e, whether they are Buddhists or Non-Buddhists.

2IDr. Abhijit Ghosh, Jadavpur University, Kolkata, gave me his very helpful opinion on this verse in
May 2009.
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Persons and texts mentioned in the Apohasiddhi

The following texts or persons (or groups of persons) are mentioned by name in the
Apohasiddhi and its colophon:

The persons mentioned are:
¢ Dharmottara: |§ 51 on page 351 (referring to the DhAP)
¢ Followers of Kumarila (i.e., Sucaritamisra): |§ 25 on page 24|
e Ratnakirti: |§ 60 on page 38|
* Trailokyadatta (scribe): |§ 60 on page 38|
¢ Trilocana: § 38 on page 3d
* Vacaspati: § 10 on page 17|, |§ 22 on page 22], |§ 24 on page 23|, |§ 30 on page Zd
(all references to NVTT)
* Vidhivadin: 5 9 on page lgl

* Pratisedhavadin: |§ 9 on page IQZZ

The texts mentioned are:

* Nyayabhusana: |§ 31 on page 27| and |§ 43 on page 32].
. Sastra: |§ 28 on page Zd.

1.4 Manuscripts

Five of six?® known manuscripts of the AS have been used for this edition:

1. Manuscript K:?*
* This is manuscript number G 4711 in the collection of the Asiatic Society
in Kolkata (cf. the description in Shastri 2005: 32 f.).
* Its script is characterized by Shastri (2005: 32) as Bengali of the 12th cen-
tury.

2. Manuscript P:

* [ was able to use copies of the prints catalogued as “Xc 14/26” in the Samm-
lung des Seminars fiir Indologie und Buddhismuskunde in Gottingen (Col-
lection of the Seminar for Indology and Buddhist studies in Gottingen).?
This manuscript is reported by Bandurski (1994: 60) to be in Beijing, un-
der the signature ‘“Pek.-L., Nr. 52-58.”, and is described in Bandurski
1994: 58 ff. The text of the Apohasiddhi is to be found on folios 32b—36b.

22Unnamed persons are referred to in the following paragraphs: |§ 4 on page 14|, § 31 on page 27|
(Bhasarvajiia), § 37 on page 3d, § 40 on page 31| (probably Trilocana), § 41 on page 31| (probably Trilo-

cana), § 54 on page 37|. References to the Siddhantin are found in these paragraphs: E 8 on page 13,
bn page 3(1

2 Two manuscripts were used in Shastri 1910 for the edition of |AS,: The first is manuscript G 4711
in the collection of the Asiatic Society in Kolkata (cf. Shastri 2003: 32 f.). This is manuscript K| in the
present edition. The other (S;) was in Shastri’s private possession, and I was not able to find it during a
visit to Kolkata in 2009.

24These keys to the entries are used to reference the source in the critical apparatus.

Z5For details on this collection, cf. Bandurski [1994: 15 ff., and see Kellner 2007: 19 for how copies
of the prints came to Vienna.
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1.4. Manuscripts

The ms was discovered by Rahula Sankrtyayana in Za Iu ri phug during
his second expedition to Tibet.?® In his note to the manuscript he called the
script Puranamaithili, which he seems to have used synonymously with
Nevari and Vartula.*’ Thakur [1975a: 11 states that the manuscript convo-
lute that the Apohasiddhi is a part of “...consists of eighty-six folia in clear
Maithil script of circa 1200 A.D.”*

* This manuscript is the basis of the editions AS, and AS4.

3. Manuscripts Ny, N; and N3 were microfilmed by the Nepal-German Manuscript
Preservation Project (NGMPP). Their numeric identifiers in the NGMCP are
3890, 3889, and 3891 respectively, and their microfilm numbers are A109/12,
D35/1, and A117/7. The descriptions given on their scanned catalogue cards are
as follows (my additions are in square brackets, the values are written in Devana-
gari on the cards of mss. N and N3):

* Manuscript Ny, whose script is identified as Newari in the Nepalese-Ger-
man Manuscript Cataloguing Project (NGMCP: entry 3890):
— [Number, probably of the microfilm]: e 109/12

Subject: bauddhadarsana

Manuscript-Name: apohasiddhih

C. No. [=accession number of the National Archives of Kathmandu]

3-717

S. No. 2

Folio No. 13

— Size: 34,5 x 10 [cm]

* Manuscript N, whose script is identified as Newari in Nepalese-German
Manuscript Cataloguing Project (NGMCP: entry 3889) (this manuscript is
not in the National Archives of Kathmandu, and the scanned catalogue card
is written in English):

Short Title: Apohasiddhi

Running No. 764D

Subject: Baudd. Nyaya

Title (acc. to Colophon) Apohasiddhi

Author: Ratnakirti (c. 10th cent. AD)

No. of leaves: 14 complete

Size in cm: 32,5 x 8,4

Reel No.: D 34,1

Remarks: paper [note to the effect that manuscript is undamaged]

— Script: Newari
* Manuscript N3, whose script is identified as Devanagar in Nepalese-Ger-
man Manuscript Cataloguing Project (NGMCP: entry 3891):

26Cf. the comments in .
2For a discussion of this script see Bandurski [1994: 20; 58 f., Dimitrov 2002: 29 ff., as well as Ishida
2011a: xxvi—xxxiii.

2Kellner (2007: 21) gives a succinct overview of the various classifications of the very similar script
in INA,J.



1. Introduction

— [Number on front:] E 117/7

— Subject: bauddhadarsana

— Manuscript-Name: apohasiddhih

— C. No. [=accession number of the National Archives of Kathmandu]
5-256

- 8. No. 2 (kha)

— Folio No. 11

— Size: 32,5 x 11 [cm]

Considering Anantalal Thakur’s expertise in editing these kinds of texts, I have
noted those differences to any of Thakur’s observations and footnotes in either AS4 or
AS{ which could not be easily resolved as misprints or similar circumstantial errors.

Relation of the manuscripts

The following points must be noted in order to establish the relation between the avail-
able manuscripts:

1. In the opening line, K|, Ny, N, N3 pay hommage to Srilokanatha, P to Tara.

2. K|, Ny, N3, N4 share a practically identical colophon.

3. N3 appears to be dependant on N,: they have many errors in common, and the
same repetition of 11. 41 to 49. Some of the other factors that point to this depen-
dency are:

* N4 might have misread some of the unclearer passages in Nj: cf., e.g.,
the evidence for °sabdat (1. 160);*° the evidence for Sabdantaravagatena
(1. 118), first emended from Sabdantaravabhabhavamgatena to Sabdanta-
rabhavabhavamgatena, by placing the numbers 2 and 1 over the syllables
va and bha, and then finally to Sabdantaravamgatena in N, 7b1, deleting
vabhabha (and forgetting to delete the remaining anusvara) by placing a
kakapada on va and the last bha, is found in N3 6a6 as sabdantarabhava-
bhavagatena. The simplest explanation is that the scribe of N4 correctly
understood the first correction in N,, but missed the deletion marks.*
* In the case of °samkarya® (1. 238), N{ apparently mistook a rika for ka. N
has a prefixed 7 that looks like a sign for a long 4 in its script.’!
But there are also a few readings which do not fit in with this: cf., e.g., the variants
for kim samanya (1. 187), or for vipaksato (1. 256).

4. Nj and N in turn depend on K: c.f., e.g., the variants for °pari®inl. 13, ca in 22,

°sphuritam in 1. 24, esa in 1. 66, or apoha® in 1. 69.

From this, the following sketch can be constructed, the top node “a’ standing for
the archetype, and a line meaning “descended from”, without claiming directness:*

21f N{ and N are linked, it could be that N3 misread the hook for @ occurring at the end of line 1 in
N5 9b, which resulted in the erroneous reading “Sa«b»dat” in N4.

30The other important possibility is that N; and N4 had a common ancestor reading Sabdantarabha-
vabhavagatena, which N initally reproduced, and then, having corrected a slight mistake made during
copying, changed to something more meaningful.

3ICE. figs. to on page [12.

32This means that a line connecting A to B should not be understood as indicating that B directly
descended from A, a fact that could hardly be verified. But it does mean that a dependency on A is
visible in B.



1.5. Notes on the critical edition

1.5

K/“\P

RN

N, N,

N
N3

Notes on the critical edition

Conventions and abbreviations used in the critical apparatus

The following conventions are used in the critical edition:?

1.
2.
3.

e

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

3

Names are signified by underlining, like vacaspatih.

{ka} means that “ka” was deleted or marked as erroneous in the ms.

«ka» means that “ka” was added into the original textflow. There is no implicit
specification as to where this addition is placed (i.e., above, below, in the margin,
etc.)

A “V” indicates that there is an insertion mark at this point.

(ka) means that “ka” was not read with certainty.

Some** scribal corrections are marked as anyapodhovadharya/t{e}—ta/, mean-
ing that the scribe wrote fe and then deleted the vowel sign for e, so that the result

was fa.
J\f|2b

. tadanupraveso signifies the beginning of a folio, in this case it would be the

beginning of the reverse of leaf 2 in manuscript Ny after the aksara pra.
1K

. tatpratitivyavastha signifies the end of line 2 in K| (for example if the manuscript

is torn at that point). It is put after the last whole aksara in the line.
K3

. athaivammatih signifies the start of a new line (start of line 3 in K|). If this coin-

cides with the end of the previous line, so that nothing is missing, only this sign
will be recorded.®
anaikantikaxmbha® indicates that there is a space of one aksara between ka and
mbha.
A “-” indicates an illegible sign with the width of one aksara.
°bahya~ ~ ~ visayatvena indicates that there are three filling signs between ya
and vi (cf. lsection 1.5 on page 11|).
A “*” indicates that there is a dot in the ms, often marking a word boundary.
Punctuation used in the edition does not reflect the punctuation of the mss. Some
special signs are:

a) Mangala sign:*®

33The following is based on Steinkellner 2007: x1vi f.

341.e., those where a simple note of the correction would not provide useful or clear information. In
the example given, a simple report of the correction as “t{e}” could be misunderstood as a correction to
“¢’ instead of “ta”.

BCE. item hf on the following pagel for the use of marking the end of line and start of line in K.

35Cf. G. Roth 1986 for a discussion of these signs, and see lsection 1.5 on page 1 ]l for examples of the

signs

used in the manuscripts of the AS.
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b) Siddham sign: ®

¢) Ornamental sign at the end of ms: %
In the notes to the edition, I have tried to follow these rules:

1. An entry in the critical apparatus is typically as follows:
a) The line number or range of lines that this entry is indexed to is given.

b) The lemma is printed. This is a quotation of a text string as found in the
edition, and its purpose is to index the entry to the text. If it is not unique
within the line, a raised number following the lemma indexes it to the rele-
vant occurrence in the referenced line.

c) Next come the sigla of the manuscripts supporting the reading accepted in
the edition (i.e., of the manuscripts reading as the lemma does save for the
neglected errors mentioned [section 1.5 on the next page{). If no manuscript
supports the reading, it is an emendation and is marked as “em.”.

d) Next, the variants found in the other manuscripts are given. These readings
(in contrast to the lemma) do reflect the text as it is found in the manuscripts.
They are separated from each other (and the lemma) either by

i. a colon, which indicates that the reading following it is different from
the one accepted, or

ii. a comma, which indicates that the following reading partially or indi-
rectly supports the accepted reading, or

iii. asemicolon, indicating that the following variant (usually an omission)
does not provide decisive evidence.

These signs always express the relation that the variant has to the accepted
reading, and not the relation between two subsequent variants.

e) Separated by an opening square bracket, an explanation may be given.

f) On most folios of K, a few aksaras at the end of the line are missing. When
the remaining material supports a reading or a variant only partially, I have
added it as a witness nevertheless. The reader will easily be able to see
which part of the reading is actually supported or not supported by looking
at the end-of-line and start-of-line marks (cf. items E and f on the preceding
page). When the remaining material does not have any value for deciding
the reading, I have entered “ no ev. K’ (meaning “no evidence in K).*’

2. A missing virama is not noted, except when there are other variants or it is rele-
vant for the meaning of the passage. In these cases it is rendered as word (e.g.,
saty for satya in the manuscript).

37 An example is the reading canyapodhanyapohayorvirodho at the beginning of @: K| reads °dha-
nyapohayorvirodho, starting on line 6, and canyapo® was, presumably, at the end of the previous line
that is damaged. This I have taken as evidence in K| for the reading adopted in the edition, because the
relevant information, °dhanyapoha® vs. °hanyapodha® is found in K. And that canyapo® is not found in
K| can easily be gathered from the end-of-line and start-of-line marks in the edition. I believe this is the
most useful way of presenting the information without cluttering the apparatus with irrelevant informa-
tion. Another example is the reading aprapter bhrantir against aprapte bhrantir (cf. 1. 164). There K
reads pra, then the folio is torn, and the next folio starts with °rbhranti°. This I have taken as support in
K| for aprapter bhrantir.
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1.5. Notes on the critical edition

Textual references in the critical edition

To show textual relations (as opposed to content relations) of the AS to other texts, I
have made use of two symbols:

1.
2.

A “="is used to show that the passage has a close parallel.
A “~” indicates a loose parallel.

Differences not reported in critical edition

Discrepancies between the manuscripts that result from any of the following factors
have not been noted as variant readings:

NNk wD =

K, P, Ny, N; do not usually degeminate ¢ following r. N3 does.

P, Ny, N5, N3 degeminate # before a semi-vowel, Kl does not.

All manuscripts irregularly geminate m, t, and y after r.

avagraha-s are not always written.

Substition of a nasal with an anusvara.

Additional anusvara before nasals.

Ny, N4 and N5 use dots to separate words as well as parts of compounds without
any recognizable pattern, and sometimes with an obvious misunderstanding.®®
These dots do not usually influence samdhi. They are only reported (as ““*”)
when they are useful for understanding a variant.

Particularities of the scripts

The most noteworthy peculiarities of the aksara-s encountered in the manuscripts are
as follows:

b=

Siddham signs (&) used: cf. figs. , an?.39

Ornamental signs (%) used: cf. figs. m and .

Spacing (- ) in K| 8b1: cf. fig.

P sometimes (e.g., 1. 40, p. 16) uses a stylized ma with virama as shown in, cf.
fig. .40

Deletion markers: Kl sometimes “brackets” wrong text, e.g., in 1. 121 (p. 24): cf.
fig. .

N and N4 sometimes use a special correction mark, a sort of tilde above an
aksara, to transform that aksara within its class. Cf. the following corrections:
/sa—sa/ in 1. 175 (p. 30, cf. fig. ), /Sa—sa/ in 1. 182 (p. 30), /ma—na/ in
1. 132 (p. 25, cf. fig. ), /na—na/in 1. 209 (p. 32), /sye—sye/in 1. 218 (p. 33).

BCH. |1.8 on the next page!.
3 All references in this list are to p. .

40For a discussion of this letter cf. MacDonald 2003: xxii, and the references given there. See also
Kouda 2004: 110, “Characters with m,”.
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Figure 1.1: Siddham sym-  Figure 1.2: Siddham sym-
bol, K| 1b1 bol, K 8b3

—

anusvara

Figure 1.4: Spacing Sym-
bols, K 8b1

Figure 1.5:
(ryam), E 33a3

m

F@igure 1.8: bahyaemeva,

Figure 1.7: Ornamental
symbol, @ 14b4

A

1b2

10a5

- A

Figure 1.12: “Sabda” in Fiﬁe 1.13:

@gure 1.10: Correction of Sa to sa,

“Sa«br»dat.”’
9b1 before end of line. in N1 7b6.

Figure 1.15:
“sakaryya”  in
NJ 10b5.

F@gure 1.16: Usual bha in

12

<

Figure 1.3: Siddham sym-
bol 1bl

Figure 1.6: Ornamental
symbol, N| 13b2

Figure 1.9: Correction of
ma to na, @ 7a5

Figure 1.11: Deletion, @ 4b6

“sankaryya”

Figure 1.14:
@glﬁibl.

Figure 1.17: Second ver-
sion of bha in N4 11a4.



Chapter 2

Text of the Apohasiddhi

om namabh Srilokanathaya.

[] apohah Sabdartho nirucyate.

[.] nanu ko yam apoho nama. kim idam anyasmad apohyate, asmad vanyad apo-
hyate, asmin vanyad apohyata iti vyutpattya Vljatlvyavrttam bahya?n eva vivaksitam
buddhyakaro va yadi vapohanam apoha ity anyavyavrttimatram iti trayah paksah.

[@ na tavad adimau paksau, apohanamna vidher eva vivaksitatvat. antimo ’py

B

asangatah, pratltlbadhltatvat tatha hi parvatodde$e vahnir astiti §abdi pratitir vidhiru-

pam evollikhanti laksyate, nanagnir na bhavatiti nivrttimatram amukhayanti. yac ca

1 om] NJN{ ; @ KNy ; ne P—Cf 3-4 apohyate] K P : apohyateh Ny Nj :

punctuation schema, . Symbols in ayohyateh N3

K| and N/ closely resemble symbols number 1 4 apohyata] K P Ny N; : ayohyata N3

and 12, respectively, in G. Roth [1986: plate 4 iti] KPNyN4: n.e N3

“Signs used in the article of Dr. Gustav Roth”. 5 apoha] K P N4 N4, aha«2» | po«l» Ny

1 Srilokanathaya] K Ny, Srilokanathaya{h} 5 trayah] K P Ny N3 : traya N
7
7
8

N4 : Srilokanathayah N ; tarayai | — Scribal parvatoddese | K P Ny N; : parvatodese N3

additon. astiti] K PNy N;: asmiti N4

2 apohah] K P N; N3 : apoha N; evollikhanti] K P : evolikhayanti Nj:

2 Sabdartho] K|/ P N; Nz : Sabdartha Ny evolikhamti N4: evolikhanti N,

3 apoho] KB Ny N4 : apoha N3 8 laksyate] K P N : laksyateh Ny : laksate

8 idam] KNy N4{ Nz : n.e. P N4

3 apohyate ] K P Ny N; : ayohyateh N3 8 amukhayanti] K P Nj N; : amukhayamti
N3

1 om] Mss K Nj N4 N4 begin on folio 1b, P on folio 33b.

3-5 nanu ko ...paksah ] Cf. TBhj; 52.7-12

3-5 anyasmad ...buddhyakaro va] ~AP 202.12-13

3 vanyad] Acc. to |AS3 58, fn. 3: “anyad omitted T.” (“T” is ).

6 apohanamna ...vivaksitatvat] =AP 202.13-14

7-9 pratitibadhitatvat ...atiprasiddham ] AP 201.9-12

7-8 parvatoddese ...amukhayanti] Cf. ATV; 112.9-10 (ATV | 278.6-8)
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15

20

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

| KS VK4
pratyaksabadhitam, na tatra sadhanantaravakasa ity atiprasiddham.

[@J atha yady api nivrttim aham pratyemiti na vikalpah, tathapi ni-
.]N:za | K4, NIZaVKS
vrttapadarthollekha eva nivrttyullekhah. na hy anantarbhavitavi§esanapratitir visi-

stapratitih. tato yatha samanyam aham pratyemiti vikalpabhave ’pi sadharanaka-
| K5 vK()
raparisphuranad vikalpabuddhih samanyabuddhih paresam, tatha nivrttapratyayaksipta
N7 2a
nivrttibuddhir apohapratitivyavaharam atanotiti cet.

[@] nanu sadharanakaraparisphurane vidhirtipataya yadi samanyabodhavyavastha,
| K() vK7
tat kim ayatam asphuradabhavakare cetasi nivrttipratitivyavasthayah. tato nivrttim

aham pratyemity evamakarabhave ’pi nivrttyakarasphuranam yadi syat, ko nama ni-
| K7 JKZL\

vrttipratitisthitim apalapet. anyathasati pratibhase tatpratitivyavahrtir iti gavakare ’pi

cetasi turagabodha ity astu.

K
[@J atha viSesanatayantarbhiita nivrttipratitir ity uktam, tathapi yady agavapodha

2 J.\IZb

X |
itidrsakaro vikalpah, tada viSesanataya tadanuprave§o bhavatu, kim tu gaur iti

pratitih. tada ca sato ’pi nivrttilaksanasya viSesanasya tatranutkalanat katham

10 pratyemiti | K P Ny N4 : pratyemiti N3
10 vikalpah] K B Nj N4 : vikalpa N3
10-11 nivrtta®] K P Nj N : nivrti N4

11 °padartho®] K Ny N; Nz : pa{tha}rtho B
11 nivrttyullekhah ] K P Ny N3 :
nivrtyalekhah N

11 anantarbhavita®] K|/ P N4 N3 :
anantabhavita N

11 °pratitir] K P : pratiti Ny Ny Nz

13 °pari°] KNy N, N3: n.e. P

13 °sphuranad] K P Ny N4 : sphuraranat. Nz
13 nivrtta®] K B Ny N; N§ — Acc. to AS| 1,
fn.2, S, reads nimitta here.

15 samanya®] K/ BN N4 : sanya N3

15 °vyavastha] K P N; Nz : vyavasthah N;

10-23 atha ...pratitivyavastha] =AP 201.17-202.4

16 °vyavasthayah] K/ P Nj N;: vyavasthaya
Nz

17 pratyemity | K P Ny N; : pratyemity N3
17-18 nivrttipratiti®] K P Ny :

nivrttitti N — In N4, both i and 7 are attached

nivrti Nz :

as vowel signs to the same base letter, #z.
18 apalapet] Ny N; N3 : apalepet P ;
no ev. K

20 °‘tayantarbhiita] K/ P Ny :
Ns : taya antabhiita N;

20 agavapodha] P Nj; Nz :

no ev. K

21 vikalpah, tada] K P Ny N; : vikalpes
tada N

22 pratitih] K P Ny Ny : pratiti N3

22 ca] KN N;N3:

taya amtabhuta

agadapodha N ;

n.e. P

10-16 yady api ...°vyavasthayah | ~ATV, 112.11-113.7 (ATV 279.17-280.6)

16-19 tato ...astu] ~ATV; 113.8-12 (ATV/ 282.2-5)

20-22 agavapo ...pratitih] ~ATV, 113.7-8 (ATV, 282.1)
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30

| K?
tatpratitivyavastha.

x
[@] athaivam matih — yad vidhiriipam sphuritam, tasya parapoho ’py astiti tat-

pratitir ucyate tathapi sambandhamatram apohasya. vidhir eva saksannirbhasi. api

K4

caivam adhyaksasyapy apohavisayatvam anivaryam, viSesato vikalpad ekavyavrttol-

4

lekhino khllanyavyavrttam 1ksamanasya. tasmad vidhyakaravagrahad adhyaksa‘vad vi-

F33i

K°
kalpasyapi vidhivisayatvam eva, nanyapohavisayatvam iti katham apohah $abdartho

ghusyate.

K’

[@J atrabhidhiyate — nasmabhir apohasabdena vidhir eva kevalo "bhipretah,

KG

,]NS‘

napy anyavyavrttimatram, kin tv anyapohaviSisto vidhih Sabdanam arthah. tata$ ca na

pratyekapaksopanipatidosavakasah.

| K() N[?a U

[@ | yat tu goh pratitau na tadatma paratmeti samarthyad apohah pascan niSciya-

ta iti vidhivadinam matam, anyapohapratitau va samarthyad anyapodho ’vadharyata iti

24 matih] K P Ny N4 : mati N3
24 yad vidhirtipam ] P Ny N; Nz : yadi
«vi»dhirtipam K
24 sphuritam ] K Nj N; N4 : sphurati P
24 parapoho] K B Nj N4 : paramproho N;
24 astiti] PNy N4 N3, asti{i}ti K
25 tathapi] K/ Nj N; Ny : tadapi P
25 vidhir] K Ny N4 N4 : vidher P
25 saksannirbhasti] Kl P Ny N :
saksanirbhasi N3

6 °syapy apo°] Ny Ny N{: syapo B ;
no ev. K
26 apoha®] K/ P NjN4: ahoha N3
26 °visayatvam anivaryam ] K/ P Ny N4 :
visayanirvayam N
26-27 °vyavrttollekhino] P N7,

vya{--}vrttollekhino Kl : vyavr(tto)llesino N :

vyavrtolekhino Nz

27 ’khilanyavyavrttam] B Nj N{,
’khilanya(vyavr)ttam K| ( Worm damage.) :
likhanyavrtam N

28 vidhivisayatvam eva,
nanyapohavisayatvam iti ] K P Ny N,
vidhivisayatva’ «m eva nanyapohatva»(m)m
iti Ny — The aksara “mi”, which the scribe of
Nz had difficulties with, is not written as usual
in N; (the prefixed line being only half the
usual height in this case).

28 katham apohah] K P Ny Nj :
kathapomaheh N

28 sabdartho] K Nj N N3 : Sabdartha uda P
30 kevalo ’bhipretah ] Ny B : kevalo ’pretah
N4 : kevalopretah N4 ; no ev. K

32 °paksopanipati®] K PNy N3 :
paksopanipati Nz

33 yattu] K/ P N4: yatu Ny : yata N3

33 paratmeti] K P N; N3 : paratme N

33 samarthyad ] B N; Nz : samarthyad N
34 samarthyad] P : samarthyat N N; Na
34 anyapodho ’vadharyata] P Nj :
anyapodhovadharya/t{e}—ta/ K :
anyapodhovadharyate N :
anyapodhovadharyate Nz

24-28 yad vidhiripam ...nanyapohavisayatvam ] ~/AF 202.7-202.11

31 anyapohavisisto ...arthah ] Cf. TBh{ 52.14

33-34 yattu..matam] ~AP 206.15-16

33-44 yat tu goh ...abhidhiyate ] ~TBh; 52.14-53.12

33 na tadatma paratmeti] Cf. TSP, 1013a.
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40

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

| K7 JKZb
pratisedhavadinam matam, tad asundaram, prathamikasyapi pratipattikramadarSanat.

na hi vidhim pratipadya kascid arthapattitah pascad apoham avagacchati, apoham va
pratlpadyanyapodham tasmad goh pratipattir ity anyapodhapratipattir ucyate. yady

api canyapodhasabdanullekha uktah, tathapi napratipattir eva vi§esanabhutasyanyapo-

hasya, agavapodha eva gosabdasya nive§itatvat. yatha nilotpale nive$itad indivara-
K} N1 3a
Sabdan n'lotpalapratltau tatkala eva nilimasphuranam anivaryam, tatha gosabdad apy
N3 3b

agavapodhe niveSitad gopratitau tulyakalam eva viSesanatvad ago’pohasphuranam

35 pratisedhavadinam] K BN/ N : 38 °a
pratisedhavadina N3

35 °kasyapi] KIP NN :
35 pratipattikrama®] Ny Nj :

nullekha] P N; N5 :
no ev. K

38 napratipattir] KN} N :
napipratipatir N3

38 °bhiitasya®] BNy Ny :
°anya®] P Nj Ny N3 :

anulekha N3 ;
kasyami N3 napratitir P, :
pratitikrama P:
pratipatikrama N5 ; noev. K

36 Vidhim] K P N2 N3 : vidhi N1 38

bhutasya N3
{anya} K

36 pratipadya] B Nj Nj Na,
prati/p{a} —pa/dya K
36 kascid] K PNy Nj:
36 arthapattitah ] K/ B Ny N :
Nz — N3 is smudged here.
36 pascad] P Ny N; N3, «pascad» K

kaSctyad N3
(arthapa)titah

0 °Sabdan nilotpala®] K P N :
Sabdanilotpala Ny :
40 eva] KPBNj N3 :
40 nilima®] K/ P N; :

0 °sphuranam anivaryam] K P Ny Nj :

Sabdanilopala N3
evam N3
nilama N : nilima N3

sphuram anicaryam N3

36 apoham avagacchati, apoham va] K P N; 41 agavapodhe] K P Nj N; : agavapodheh
N; : apoha«m avagacchati apoha» va N3 N

37 goh] K F: agoh Ny Nj;: ago Nj 41 eva] K PNy NJ{ Ny N{ : evah N3

37 ity] P: itie KNy Ng: iti N3 41 ago’poha®] K Ny N; Nz N;” N3’ : apoha
37 anyapodha®] K/ P N; N4 : anyapodho N; P

37 °pratipattir] K P Ny N; : pratipatir N3 41-42 °sphuranam anivaryam ] K P Nj N;

Nz , sphuranani«2»ma«l»varyyam N4’ :

sphura(na)nimavaryyam N3’ ( smudged)

35 tad asundaram ...°adarSanat ] ~AP 206.16

36 apoham] AS: 59, fn. 2 states that |AS reads artham, which is not true. Also all the mss support
apoham.

37 tasmad ...ucyate ] ~AP 206.19-20

37-39 yady api ...niveSitatvat] ~AP 203.16-17

39-42 yatha nilotpale ...anivaryam ] ~AP, 203.20-22

41 nivesitad] K P Ny N5 N3 :
41 gopratitau] Nz and Ny repeat the passage from 1. 41 “gopratitau”
1. 49): N; 3b1-6 equals N; 4al-6, and N3 3al-7 equals N3 3a7-3b5. It might be significant for the

relation of the two mss to note that “gopratitau” is the first word both on folio N4 3b and N; 4a, because

niveSitatvad P acc. ASs

to “jater adhikayah” (starting

this makes it seem more likely that the repetition originated in N; rather than in N1, where “gopratitau” is
found in positions less prone to error. In this section of the edition, variants found in the first occurrence
of this passage will be referenced by the usual N5 or N1, while variants found in the second occurrence

will be referenced by N4’ and N4’ respectively.
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45

3

3b

anivaryam. yatha pratylaksasya prasajyartipabhavagrahanam abhavavikalpotpadana-

Saktir eva, tatha vidhivikalpanam api tadanurapanusthanadanas$aktir evabhavagrahanam

19

K

abhidhiyate. paryudasarupabhavagrahanam tu niyatasvaripasamvedanam ubhayor avi-

Sistam. anyatha yadi Sabdad arthapratipattikale kalito na parapohah, katham anya-

pariharena pravrttih. tato gam badhaneti codito *§vadin api badhniyat.

[] yad apy avocad vacaspatih — jatimatyo vyaktayo vikalpanam Sabdanam

ca gocarah. tasam ca tadvatinam ripam atajjatiyaparavrttam ity arthatas tadavagater

42 pratyaksasya | Em E @’ @’ :
pratyaksa«(--)» @ ; noev. E

42 prasajyariipa’ | E@ @’ : prasahyariipa
E' @ @ ; NO ev. @

42 °grahanam | @ E M @ @ @ :

yahanam E’
42-43 abhavavikalpotpadana$aktir

...grahanam | @E@ @ @’ @’ I on.e. E|
42 °lpotpadana® ] E B @ @ @ :
Ipotpadena @

43 vidhivikalpanam ] E E E @ :
vidhikalpanam @’ @’

43 °anusthana® ] EE@ @’ @’ ,
anustha{danurtipanustha}na

43 °dana’ | E@ @ @ @ :on. e.E

44 abhidhiyate | @ E E' @ @ @ :

abhidhiyate E

44 niyata® ] EEI @’ : niyanta @ @ :

niyeta @’ ; NO ev.

44 °svartpasamvedanam ] @ E E' @ @

@’ : svaripamamvedanam @

45 anyatha ] @ E @ @ @ @ : anyatha

yatha E'

45 sabdad artha® ] BNJ* NI : sabdartha K :

sabdad artha N| NJ N4

45 °pratipatti® ] E E E' @ @ @ :

pratipadya @

45 °kale kalito | @ E' @ @ : kalakalito E
45 katham] P NJ NI N2 NI, ka(thaym K
( Worm damage.) : kanyam m

46 °pariharena ] E E @ @ : pariharena

E' @ : pariharana @

46 tato gam ] @Em E’ @’ : tato (")gam

NN

46 codito | @ E @ @’ . codita @ :
cadito @

46 ’$vadin ] E : ’$codin E @ @ : $codin
@ . Scodin @ ; noev. E

47 avocad ] E E m @ @’ @’ : avacad @
47 vacaspatih | @E@’ @’ : vacaspati
NN

47-48 vikalpanam ...gocarah | E E E' @ :
vikalpanam $abdanam cagocarah @ :
vikalpanam $abdanam cangocarah @ :
vikalpanasabdanasca goraca @’

48 tasamca] EE' @ @ @’ @’ : tésﬁmE
48 atajjatiya® | E E @ : atajjatiya m @ :
atajatiya @ @

48 °paravrttam | EE @ s

pa{rihare }ravrttam E : paravrtyam E'

48 arthatas | E E' @ @ E’ @’ : arthasE
— Read as atas in .

48 tadavagater | @ E E' : tavagater E @ :
tadavagate @ @

42-44 yatha pratyaksasya ...aviSistam ] z@ 205.12-16

45-46 anyatha ...badhniyat ] z 53.12-15

45-46 yadi sabdad ...badhniyat] ~AP 206.13-14; cf. also |AP 206, fn. 2
47-53 yad apy ...uktaprayam ] =@ 206.25-207.4

47-49 jatimatyo ...badhnati | ~NVTT 443.23-444.2
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50

55

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

 K° K’

na gam badhaneti codito *$vadin badhnati, tad apy anenaiva nirastam. yato jater adhi-

N3 4a’ N13b

K’

kayah praksepe ’pi vyaktinam ripam atajjatiyavyavrttam eva cet, tada tenaiva riipena

N34 1K=

$abdavikalpayor visayibhavantinam katham atadvyavrttipariharah.

[] atha na vijatiyavyavrttam vyaktiripam tathapratitam va, tada jatiprasada esa

iti katham arthato ’pi tadavagatir ity uktaprayam.

4a

INIFR! K ‘
[] atha jatibalad evanyato vyavrttam, bhavatu jatibalat svahetuparamparabalad

vanyavyavrttam, ubhayathapi vyavrttapratipattau vyavrttipratipattir asty eva.

8 13]

na cago’podhe

“:33b | K> VK3

gosabdasamketavidhav anyonyasrayadosah, samanye

tadvati va samkete ’pi taddosavakasat. na hi samanyam nama samanyamatram

abhipretam, turage ’pi goSabdasamketaprasangat, kim tu gotvam. tavata ca sa

49 codito] B N;j N4 N;” N5’ : $codito N3 ;
no ev. K

49 ’Svadin] K P : ’$cadin Nj N4 NA* :
Scodina Nz N4’

49 badhnati] P Nj Ny Nz, ba{xxx}dhnati K
49 anenaiva nirastam | P Nj| NJ N;” N3’ :
anenenaiva nirastam K : ateneva nirasta N
49 jater] K P Nj N; Ny” N3’ : jatecar N3
50 vyaktinam] K P Ny N; : vyaktinam N3
50 atajjatiya®] K P Ny : atajjatiya Nj :
atajatiya Na

50 °vyavrttameva] Nj N3, vya{(--)}vrttam
ef{tyarthabha}va K| : paravrttameva P :
vyavrttem eva Ny — AS4 59, fn. 9 claims
“vyavrtta” for P. The reference should
probably be to AS|.

50 tenaiva]| K P N, Nz : tainaiva N;

51 °vikalpayor] K B : vikalpayo Nj :
vikalpayo N3 N3

51 visayibhavantinam|] K P N :
visaryobhavantinam N : visayibhava(p)ina
N

51 °pariharah] K/ P Nj Ny : parihyarah N4
52 atha] K Ny Ny N3, atha{h} P

52 na vijatiyavyavrttam] K/ Ny N4 : na
vijativyavrttam P : na vinavijatiyavyavrkta N
53 arthato ’'pi] K P Ny : athatopi N4 N3

53 tadavagatir] K P Nj N; : tadevagatir N3
54 jatibalad] K B N; : jatibad Ny : jatibasad
N3

54 bhavatu] B Nj N; : bhavatu {kodo} Kl :
evabhu N3

54 °paramparabalad] K| P : parasparabalad
Ny N4 Nz

55 vanyavyavrttam] K BNy N :
vanyathavrtama N

55 ubhayathapi] K P Ny Nz :
ubhayayathapi N

55 C°pratipattau vyavrttipratipattir ] K N :
pratipattau vyavrttipratitir B : pratipattau
vyavrttipratiprattir Ny : pratipatir Nz

56 cago’podhe] KNy N; : cagavapodhaP :
ragopate Nz — ASA reads cagavapodhe.

57 samkete ] K P Nj N; : sankate Nz

57 taddosavakasat] K P Nj N :
dosavakasat N3

57 samanyam nama] K P Nj N :
samanyanama Nz

57 samanyamatram ] K/ P N; N4 :
sanyamatram Nz

58 turage 'pi] K P Ny N4 : bhurage ’pi Nz
58 gosabdasamketa®] K/ P Ny N :
goSabdasankata N4

49-50 adhikayah] Repetition in N; and N3 ends here, cf. note to line 41.

54 atha ...vyavrttam ] ~AP 207.5

56-60 na ca’...°vacyaparijianat] ~AP 203.23-204.2
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60

65

K |<4

Ki
adhyasto Vikalpabuddhyﬁkérah, tatrayam gaur iti samketakarane netaretarﬁérayadosah.
| K’
abhimate ca gosabdapravrttav agoS$abdena Sesasyapy abhidhanam ucitam.

[-I na canyapodhanyapohayor virodho viSesyaviSesanabhavaksatir va, paraspa-
N
ravyavacchedabhavat, samanadhikaranyasadbhavat bhiitalaghatabhavavat. svabhavena

6

hi virodho na parabhavenety abalapras1ddham

E| esa panthah $rughnam upatisthata ity atrapy apoho gamyata eva, apra-
1IN 4b
krtapathantarapeksaya esa eva, srughnapratyan'kamstasthanapeksaya Srughnam eva,
1R
aranyamargavad Vlcchedabhavad upatisthata eva, sarthadutadivyavacchedena pantha

59 gavaparijiane | K| P Nj Ny :
gavaparijiiana N3 — |AS4 reads
gavadiparijiiane.

59 samanyaparijﬁa‘mat] K P Ny NS :
59 °parijiiane ] K P N2 jhane Ny :
«pari»jianam N3

60 tasmad] K P N4 N{: tasma N

60 °pindada®] P Nj Nj N{,
p(i)nda/d{e}—da/ K

61 adhyasto] K P Nj N4: adhyasta N3
61 samketakarane] K P Nj N :
maketakarane N3

62 °pravrttav] K/ P Ny Ny : ravrtav Na
62 Sesasyapy abhidhanam] K P Nj :
Sesyapy avidhanam Nj :
abhidhanem N4

Sesasyapy

3 °apodhanyapohayor] K| :
apohanyapodhayor P : apodhanyapohayo N
Ny : apotanyapohayo Nz — AS| 5.14 reads
as accepted here, implying that S/ also
supports this reading.

63 °visesanabhava®] P : viSesana K Nj N
N4 — The accepted reading is also found in S4
acc. to AS{ 5, fn. 1.

63 °ksatir] K P Nj N; : ksatir N3

64 °abhavat] K P N; N{: abhavata Nz

60-61 tasmad ...°dosah ] Cf. AP 204.2-12
62 abhimate ...abhidhanam ] ~AP 204.13-14
63-65 naca ..°prasiddham] Cf. AP 206.1

66-69 ecsa panthah ...sulabhatvat] ~AF 206.6-9

64 samanadhi®] K BNy :
samamnyadhi Nz
64 °karanya®] K P N{: kararnya Nj :
karamnyam N3

4 °sadbhavat] K P Nj :
sadbhava{samanadhi} N; :
sadbhavasamanadhi N4
65 hi] K BNjN{:
65 parabhavenety | K P Ny Nj :
parabhavenaty N3
66 esa] K Nj N; Nj:
66 panthah] K/ Nj N4 N4 : pantha P
66 Srughnam] K PNy Nj:

samanyadhi N :

n.e. Ny

ayam P

Sraghnam N3

66 upatisthata ity ] K| B Ny Ny : upatisthata
itity N3
66 apoho] K/ B N N4 : apaho N3

6667 aprakrta®] K N N4 Nq: prakrta P,
S, acc. AS|
67 °patha®] K P N4 : pantha Ny : pata N4
67 °pratyanikanista®] K PNy :
pratyayan’kamsta N, : pratyayanikabhasta Nz
°apeksaya] K B Nj N4 :
67 srughnam ] K P N, N3 :
68 °dutadivyavacchedena] K Ny N :
datadivyavacchena P : dutadivyavacchedana
N3

apeksayah N3

Srighnam N,
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70

75

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

eveti pratipadam vyavacchedasya sulabhatvat. tasmad apohadharmano vidhiriipasya $a-
J NZ 5b | K 1
bdad avagatih, pundarikasabdad iva SvetimaviSistasya padmasya.

sz
[] yady evam vidhir eva §abdartho vaktum ucitah, katham apoho giyata iti

cet, uktam atra — apohasabdenanyapohav151sto vidhir ucyate. tatra vidhau pratiya-
K
mane viSesanataya tulyakalam anyapohapratltlr iti. na caivam pratyaksasyapy apoha-
1N 5a
visayatvavyavastha kartum ucita, tasya sabdapratyayasyeva vastuv1sayatve vivadabha-

vat. vidhi§abdena ca yathadhyavasayam atadrupaparavrtto bahyo ’rtho “bhimatah, ya-
thapratibhasam buddhyakaras ca. tatra bahyo ’rtho ’dhyavasayad eva Sabdavacyo Vya—

K4
vasthapyate, na svalaksanaparisphiirtya, pratyaksavad desakalavasthamyatapravyakta—
JN Sa
svalaksanasphuranat.

yac chastram —

69 vyavacchedasya sulabhatvat] K P N; :
avacchedasya sulabhatvat Ny :

vyavacchedasubhalatvat N3

69 apoha®] K N| N4 : anyapohaP: amoha
N
0 °Sabdadiva] K PNy N3 : sabdadi N4

70 Svetima®] P Nj NJ Nz, Svetima{sa} K
71 yady evam] PN N :

noev. K

yadyavam Nx ;

71 apoho] K P N{ N, : apaho N
2 °Sabdena®] K P Nj N; : Sabdana N
72 ucyate] K P N N4 : ucyateh N3

72-73 pratiyamane | K/ P Ny Ny :
pratiyamana N3

73 Cpratitir iti] Kl Ny N4 : pratitih P : pratir
iti Ny

73-74 pratyaksasyapy apoha®] K P,
pratyaksasyapy aho«2»po«l» Nj :
pratyaksasvapy aho Ny : pratyaksasyapy
ahopo N3

74 °visayatva®] P Nj|N; Nz,
{vyavastha}visaya’ «tva3» K

74 kartum ucita] KB Nj N3, kartu" «m

u»cita Nz

69-70 tasmad ...avagatih] ~ AP 204.19-20

70 pundarika®...padmasya] Cf. AP 204.16-18

74 §abda°] K : Sabda P Nj :
75 ca] KN|N{N{: n.e. P
75-76 atadriipa ...’dhyavasayad] Repetition
in N4: 4b5-6 = 4b6-7. One explanation is an

Sabda NQ Ng

eye-skip from ’dhyavasayad to
yathadhyavasayam, further corroborated by
N=z’s ‘dhyavasdayam at the end of this
passage’s first occurrence. Variants found in
repetiton are noted as N3’ (cf. note to 1. 41).
75 atadrupa®] K PNy :
Nz’

75 °paravrtto] P Ny N; : paravrtau N3 N3° ;

antadripa N; Nz

no ev. K

75 bahyo 'rtho "bhimatah ] K PN :
bahyorthorvibhimatah Ny : bahyarthobhimata
N3 : bahyarthobhimatah Nz’
76 °pratibhasam] K P N N7’
Ny N3

76 bahyo 'rtho "dhyavasayad ] K P Ny Nj :
bahyarthodhyavasayam N3 :

: pratibhasam

bahyarthodhyavasaryyad N4’
77-78 °pravyaktasva®] K P N; N3 :
pravyaktah sva N||

72 uktam atra] Cf. line 31 on page 15 and line 69 on page 20.

73-75 na caivam ...vivadabhavat] ~ AP 205.9-10

76-78 tatra ...svalaksanaparisphiirtya] ~AP 208.11-14

76-82 bahyo ...iti ] ~TBh; 53.15-54.2

78-83 yac chastram ...iti cet] ~AF 208.16-19
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80

85

90

[] Sabdenavyaprtaksasya buddhav apratibhasanat |
arthasya drstav iva

iti.

| Kw Kb ,]V;Ga

[] indriyasabdasvabhavopayabhedad ekasyaivarthasya pratibhasabheda iti cet.
atrapy uktam —
[] jato namasrayo 'nyanya$ cetasam tasya vastunah |
ekasyaiva kuto ripam bhinnakaravabhasi tat ||
| K° K’

[J na hi spastaspaste dve riipe parasparaviruddhe ekasya vastunah stah, yata

1 F34d
ekenendriyabuddhau pratibhasetanyena vikalpe, tatha sati vastuna eva bhedaprapteh
1K*
na hi svariipabhedad aparo vastubhedah. na ca pratibhasabhedad aparah svartipabhedah.
1 \Il Sb

anyatha trailokyam ekam eva vastu syat.

[- durasannade$avartinoh puriisayor ekatra sakhlnl spastaspastapratlbhasabhede

’pi na Sakhibheda iti cet. na briimah — pratlbhasabhedo bhlnnavastumyatah kim tv

80 Sabdena®] K P Ny N, : sabdana N 87 yata] KN N4: yad P : yetah N3
80 °‘avyaprtaksasya] KB : 88 ckenendriya®] K/ P Nj: ekenandriya N
avyavrttakhyasya Nj N, : avyavrtakhyasya N3
N3 88 buddhau] K P Ny N4 : buddhauh N;
83 °bhedad] K P Nj N3 : bhedata N3 88 pratibhasetanyena] K P N :

3 °syaivarthasya] P : syaiva K Nj Ny N3— pratibhavatanyena N : pratibhasatanyena N
syaivarthasya also in S;, acc. to AS| 6, fn. 1 88 vikalpe] K P Ny N; : vikalpa Nz
83 pratibhasa®] K P : pratibhava Nj N; N3 88 bheda®] P N N4 N3 : bhada K
84 atrapy ] KINj N4, a¥«tra»py N4 : tatrapy 88 °prapteh] K P Ny : prapte Ny Nz
P 89 aparo] K PNy Ny : apara N3
85 °asrayo ‘nyanya$] K/ BNy Nj : 89 vastubhedah ] K/ P Ny N4 : vastubheda Nz
asramonyanyah N3 89 pratibhasa®] K P Ny N3 : pratibhasa N
85 cetasam tasya] K P Ny, ce/t—ta/santasya 89 aparah] B : aparaNj N; N{; noev. K
N, : cetsamtasya N3 — N, deleted virama, 90 trailokyam] K P Nj : trelokyam Ny Nz
resulting in ta 90 ekam eva vastu] K/ P N5 : ekam evastu
86 °avabhasitat] K Nj: avabhasiyatP: Ny : evastu N3
avabhasit N5 : avabhasita N3 90 syat] KB : nasyat Ny N; N3
87 spastaspaste dve ] [KI]P Ny N : 91 °desa®] KNy N;N{: n.e. P
spastaspastadve N3 91 °vartinoh] K/ PN N4 : vartinah N3
87 vastunah] K Ny N4 : vastuna P : 91 purusayor ] K/ BNy Ny : purtsayo N3
v(e)stunah N3 92 cet] KIP Ny N;: ceta N4
87 stah] K P Ny N; : sta N3 92 °bhedo] PNy N, : bhe(d)a N{; noev. K

80-81 §abdena®...drstaviva] =PVin 1 15a-c
84-90 atrapy ...vastu syat] =AP 208.20-209.1
85-86 jato ...bhinnakaravabhasi tat] =PV 3 235
91-92 durasannadesa ...na §akhibedha] ~/AP, 209.2
92-93 na brimabh ...niyata iti] =AP 209.5-6
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95

100

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

ekavisayatvabhavaniyata iti. tato yatrarthakriyabhedadisacivah pratlbhasabhedah tatra

K
vastubhedah, ghatavat. anyatra punar niyamenaikavisayatam pariharatity ekapratlbhaso
bhrantah.

\Iib JN 6b
[-] etena yad aha vacaspatih — na ca Sabdapratyaksayor Vastugocara—

tve Hratyayﬁbhedah, karanabhedena paroksyaparoksyabhedopapatter iti, tan nopayo-
gi, f)aroksapratyayasya vastugocaratvasamarthanat. paroksatasrayas tu kéranablieda
indriyagocaragrahanavirahenaiva krtarthah. tan na $abde pratyaye svalaksar_lam‘ ;ari—
sphurati. S

[] VKkim ca svalaksanatmani vastuni vacye sarvatmana pratipatter vidhi-
nisedhayor ayogah. tasya hi sadbhave ’stiti vyartham, nastity asamartham. asadbha-

| KS JV]ba vK()
ve tu nastiti vyartham, astity asamartham. asti castyadipadaprayogah. tasmac cha-

93 ekavisayatva®] K/ PNy N{: visayatva N, 99 virahenaiva] K P Ny : viharaneva Nz :
93 °niyata] K P Nj N; : niyata N2 viraheneva N,

93 °sacivah] K| P N4 : saciva Ny : sacirvah 99 pratyaye svalaksanam] K P Ny N4 :

N pratyayasvalanam N

93-94 pratibhasabhedah ...°visayatam ] K P 101 vastuni vacye ] K P Nj N4 : vastu vacye
N; Nz : pratibhasayatam N Na

94 vastubhedah] K B N; , «vastu»bhedah N 101 sarvatmana] K/ P Ny : savatmana N5 N3
94 ghatavat] KN, : ghatavata N{: n.e. P 101 pratipatter vidhi®] K N; N3 : pratipatte
94 niyamenaika®] K P N4 : niyamanaika N3 vidhi N : pratipatte vidhe P

94 °visayatam] K/ P : visata N4 : visatam Nj 102 vyartham, nastity ] K P : vyarthanastity
94 eka®] P: n.e.Njy: evaN; Ni; N N5 N3

noev. K 103 tu] P: n.e. KNy N; N{— tu also
95 bhrantah ] K/ P N N4 : bhranta N3 supported in S acc. to AS| 8, fn. 1.

96 vacaspatih] K PNy N; : vacaspati N3 103 asamartham ]| K P : asamartha N :

96 Sabdapratyaksayor] K Ny N3 Nj : asamatham N; : asamartham astity
§abdapratyaksayor P — JNA | 11b6 supports asamartham N3

Sabdapratyaksayor. 103 castyadi®] K Nj Ny N3 : catyadi P

97 paroksyaparoksya®] KB : 103 °prayogah] K P Nj Nj : prayoga Nz
paraksyaparoksya Ny : paratmaparokta N7 : 103-104 tasmac chabda®] B : tasmac
paroksyaparoksya N chabda K/ Ny Nz : tasmatasabda N;

93-95 tato ...bhrantah ] ~AP 209.12-14

96-99 etena ...krtarthah ] ~AP 210.3-5

96-97 na ca Sabda®...bhedopapatter ]| ~<NVTT 115.8-10
99-100 tan na ...parisphurati] Cf. AF 210.1-2
101-103 kim ca ...prayogah ] ~IBh; 54.3-6
101-104 kim ...ksamate ] Cf. AP 211.1-6
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105

110

bdapratibhasasya bahyarthabhavabhavasadharanyam na tadvisayatam ksamate.

[] yac ca vdacaspatina jatimadvyaktivacyatam svaIVKe':caiva prastlig/énantaram
eva — na ca Sabdarthasya jater bhavabhavasadharanyam nopapadyatef stgl hi7 svaru-
pato niﬂ?yﬁpi deéakﬁlaviprakirnénekavyaktyﬁésrayatayé bhﬁvﬁbhﬁvasédhﬁranii)lilavanty
astina'igtisambandhayogyﬁ. Vartamﬁnavyaktigitt;nbandhitﬁ hi jater astita, atitanagata-

vyaktisambandhita ca nastiteti sandigdhavyatirekitvad anaikantikam bhavabhava-
K R
sadharanyam, anyathasiddham veti vilapitam, tad aprastutam. tavata tavan na

prakrtaksatih, jatau bharam nyasyata svalaksanavacyatvasya svayam svikarat.
kim ca sarvatra padarthasya svalaksanasvariipenaivastitvadikam cintyate. jates tu

| K? K 1N
vartamanadivyaktisambandho ’stitvadikam iti tu balaprataranam. evam jatimad-

105 svavacaiva] Ny N; N3 : (approx. 12 aksaras) could have been written
svabhavatayaiva P ; noev. K in K. Since |AS | reads vilapitam, missing in K,
105 prastutyanantaram] K P : it can be assumed to have its basis in S;. |AS3
prastutyananantaram N Ny N3 obviously emends to vikalpitam, noting the
106 jater] K P : jate Nj NJ N3 reading of P in /AS;3 61, fn. 7.

107 °viprakirna®] K P Ny : viprakina Nj : 110 tad aprastutam] P : n.e. Nj N4 Nz ;
vikirna N3 — Since viprakirna, contrary to no ev. K— Apparently not entered in S,

the claim in ASy 8, fn. 2, is not found in K|, it either, as JAS| does not read it.

must either be misassigned, and therefore the 110 tavata] F: n.e. Ny Ny N3; noev. K—
reading of S4, or a mistaken reading of K| by Acc. to ASy 8, fn. 3, S; reads ravata tavat.

the editor of AS;. 111 prakrtaksatih] KB Ny NA :

107 °bhavanty] P : bhavann Nj Nj : prakrtaksanti Nz

bhavan Nz ; no ev. K. — S{ probably read 111 bharam nyasyata] K Ny, bharam
bhavann, as this appears in ASj 8.9 and K sya«2»nya«l»ta N, : bharam nyasyatapi P :
gives no evidence here. bharasyanyeta N4

108 astinastisambandhayogya] K Nj: 111 svalaksanavacyatvasya] K/ BN} Nj N4 :
astyadisambandhayogya P, : svalaksanavacyatvasya |AS;
astinastisambandhayogyah. Ny : 112 kim ca sarvatra] K| P N; N7 : kifi ca
astisambandhayogya N savatra N

108 astita] K P N4 N4 : astitah Ny 112 svalaksana®] KINj N; N3: n.e. P
109 °vyatirekitvad] K P Ny N : 112 °svariipenaiva®] K/ BN} N :
vyatirekitvad N svariipaiva N3 — If [ understand AS; 8, fn. 4
109 anaikantikam bha°] P Nj : correctly, S; reads ripenaiva.
anaikantikaxmbha K| : anaikantikabha N4 N3 113 °sambandho ’stitvadikam | K| F N :
110 vilapitam] B Nj N : V«2yi»lapite N7 ; sambandhastitvadikam N4 Nz — sambadhi
no ev. K —In K|, 5 aksaras are missing in stitvadikam in |AS3

average on this folio, so it is unlikely that the 113 evam] K PNy : eva N4 N3

phrase “vilapitam, tad aprastutam. tavata” 113 jatimad®] K P N{ N4 : jamad N

105-111 yac ca vacaspatina ...svikarat] ~AP 211.7-13
105 svavacaiva prastutyanantaram ] Cf. line 47 on p. 17
106-110 na ca ...anyathasiddham ve®] ~NVTT 444.2-6
113-115 evam ..muktih] ~/AP 212.18-19
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115

120

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

vyaktivacane ’pi dosah. vyaktes cet pratitisiddhih, jatir adhika pratiyatam ma va,

3

na tu Vyaktlpratltldosan muktih.

[-] etena yad ucyate kaumarilaih — sabhagatvad eva vastuno na sadharanya-
NI
dosah. vrksatvam hy anirdharitabhavabhavam Sabdad avagamyate. tayor anyatarena
K4 KS JFMb
sabdantaravagatena sambadhyata iti, tad apy asangatam, simanyasya nityasya pratipa-

ttav anirdharitabhavabhavatvayogat.

-J yac cedam — na ca pratyaksasyeva Sabdanam arthapratyayanaprakarah
1N 6b
yena taddrsta 1vastyad1sabdapeksa na syat, vicitraSaktitvat pramananam iti, tad apy
| K¢
aindriyaka$abdapratibhasayor ekasvarupagrahitve bhinnavabhasadiisanena dusitam.
K7

vicitrasaktitvam ca pramananam saksatkaradhyavasayabhyam api caritartham. tato
.].\I]h
yadi pratyaksarthapratipadanam $abdena, tadvad evavabhasah syat. abhavams$ ca na

114 dosah] K P Nj N5 : dosa Nz 120 pratyaksasyeva] K BNy Ny,

114 vyakteS cet] K P Ny : vyakta$ cete NA : praksa«2»tya«l»syeva N

vyaktes$ ceta N 121 taddrsta] P : tadadrsta Ny N4 N7 ;
114-115 mava,natu] K PN N;: ma no ev. K

caratu N3 121 ivasty®] KNy Ny Nz : ivaty P

116 ucyate] K PNy : ucya N4 N3 121 tad] B Ny Ny N4, {tato yadi pratyaksa.}
116 kaumarilaih] K P Ny : komarilaih N; tad K

N 122 aindriyaka®] K P N4 Nz : endriyaka N,
117 hy anirdharitabhavabhavam] K|: hi 122 °avabhasa®] P N Ny N3 :
anirdharitabhavabhavam P : hy avabha{va}sa K

anidharitabhavabhavam Nj : hy 122 °disanena] K/ P N{Ny: n.e.Ns
amnirdvaribhavam N : hy anirdvaribhavam 123 saksat®] K P N; N4 : saksa Ny

N 124 yadi] K PNy : yadbhi N4 : yahi N,
117 anyatarena] K P Nj N, : anyatarena Nz 124 pratyaksartha®] K/ BNy N :

118 §abdantaravagatena] P Nj : pratyaksartham Na
Sabdantara{va«2»bha«l»bha}vam gatena N : 124 °pratipadanam ] K/ P Nj : pratipadanam
Sabdantarabhavabhavagatena N1 : ; noev. K Ny : pratipadanam N;

118 sambadhyataiti] K B Ny N : 124 abhavams$ ca] K/ P : abhavasca Ny Nj :
sambandhyate iti N3 abhaves ca N

120 naca] K P Nj N, V«lna ca» N3 124 na] KIPN{|N4: n.e. Nz

116-118 etena ...sambadhyata iti ] ~AP 212.20-21

116-118 sabhagatvad ...sambadhyata] Cited from Sucaritamisra’s Kasika ad SV Av 1, acc. to Kata-
oka 2010.

120-122 yac cedam ...dusitam ] ~AP 213.3-5

120-121 na ca ..pramananam] Also a quotation from Sucaritamisra’s Kasika ad SV Av 1, acc. to
Kataoka 2010.

121 vicitra ...pramananam ] =ATV, 135.6-136.1 (ATV, 327.12-13)

123 vicitrasaktitvam ...caritartham | Cf. AP 213.7

123-125 tato yadi ...ksamate ] ~/AP 213.5-6
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125

130

135

| K5
tadv1sayakhyapanam ksamate.

[§ 27] nanu vrksasabdena vrksatvamse codite sattvxﬁdyaméaniécayanértham
astyadipadaprayoga iti cet, niramS$atvena pratyaksasama{[c\llh;gatasya svalaksanasya
ko ’vakaSah padantarena dharmantarawdhlmsedhayoh pramanantarena va. pratya-
kse ’pi pramanantarapeksa drsteti cet, bhavatu, tasyani§cayatmakatvad anabhyasta-
svariipavisaye. Vlkalpasztu svayam niScayatmako yatra grahi, tatra kim aparena. asti ca
sabdallngantarapei(ga tKato na vastusvarupagrahah.

[] nanu bhinna jatyadayo dharmah parasparam dharminas$ ceti jatilaksanaika-
dharmadvarena pratlte 'pi Sakhini dharmangaravattaya na pratitir iti kim na bhi-

el

K*
nnabhldhanadhmo dharmantarasya nilacaloccaistaratvader avabodhah. tad etad asa-

ngatam, akhandatmanah svalaksanasya pratyakse pratibhasad dr§yasya dharmadharmi-

125 tadvisayakhyapanam] P Nj N; : 132 dharminas ceti] K|/ P N{ :

tadvisayakhyapana N4 ; no ev. K dharmmi/ma—na/(--)ti Ny : dharmmanasceti

125 ksamate ] P N4 Nz : ksamah te Ny ; Nz — N is smudged here.

no ev. K 133 $akhini | K P Ny N4 : $akhini N2
126 vrksatvams$e] K P N4 : vrksatvase N, 134 °abhidhanadhino] K/ P N/ :
N3 abhidhanadhini N, : abhidhanadhini N3

126 °niScayanartham] K| Ny Ny N4 :
niScayartham P

127 °pada®] K Nj N; N3 : sabda P
127 °gatasya] K/ INj N4 Nj1:
128 °vidhi®] P Ny N; N3, V«vidhi» K
129 drsteti] K P Ny : drSeti N4 N3
129 °atmakatvad] P: atmatvad K :
atmatvat N N4 :
129-130 anabhyastasvariipa®] K PN/ :

n.e. P

atmatva N4

anabhyasvariipa N :
130 vikalpas] K P N; N3 :

130 svayamni®] K P Nj , ya<2»sva«I»nni

anityasvarupa Nz

vikapas N;

Ny : svaya ni N3
130 grahi] KFN; :
N/ did not delete the prefix for the short i.

grahit Ny : grahi N1 —

134 dharmantarasya] K P N Nz :
dhammantarasya N;

134 nilacaloccaistaratvader ] K PNy :
nilacalaccaistaratvat der Ny :
nilacalaccaistaratvat. der N3

134-135 asangatam] K P Nj N :
asargjatam N3

135 akhandatmanah] K P N/ :
N{ : akhadatmanah N;

135 pratyakse pratibhasad] Kl : pratyakse

akhadatmana

'pi pratibhasanat | P : pratyakse pratibhasat |
Ny : praksa«2»tya«I»pratisat || N4 :
pratyeksapratisat || N3 — |AS4 opts for
pratyakse ’pi pratibhdsat.

135 dharmadharmi®] K Nj N, N{ :

dharmmidharmma P

126-127 vrksasabdena ...iti cet] ~TBh; 54.9-11. Cf. AP 212.25-26

127 niramS$atvena ...svalaksanasya] Cf. AP 213.10

128-131 ko ’vakasah ...vastusvariipagrahah ] ~AP 213.11-14

129-130 tasya’...
132-134 bhinna ...

aparena] ~[Bhj54.11-14
°occaistaratvader | ~AP 213.15-17
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2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

Jl;ﬁ;dasya pratyaksapratii(KsAiptatVﬁvt[ij anyatha sarvam sarvatra Ebyﬁd ity atiprasangah. ka-
Ipanikabhedasrayas tu dharmadharmivyavahara iti prasﬁdhitvazun Sastre. i

[J bhavatu va paramarthiko ’pi dharmadharmibhedah, tathapy anayolhK
samavif;;'lder dusitatvad upakaralaksanaiva pratyasattir

esitavya. evam ca

140 yathendriyapratyasattya pratyaksena dhgrmiprat%pattau sakalataddharmapratipattih,
tatha Sabdalingabhyam api va‘\cya‘VKﬁcakﬁdf:ambandhapratibaddhﬁbhyﬁm dha-
rmipratipattau niravasesataddharmapratipattir bhavet, pratyasattimatrasyavisesat.

i s 30] yac ca vacaspatih — na caikopadhina sattvena viSiste tasmin grhita
ﬁ[}édhyantaraff/iéistatadgrahah. svabhavo hi dravyasyopadhibhir viSisyate, na tupa-

145 dhayo va viSesyatvam va tasya svabhava iti, tad api plavata eva. na hy abhedad

136 pratyaksa®] K/ P Ny N4 : pratyaksah N;
136 ity atiprasangah ] K P N; : ity ati ||

delete the vertical bar of the prefixed short i.
142 °pratipattir bhavet] K P Ny :
prasangah Ny : ity aepratisargjah Nz pratipattibhavet N4 N
136-137 kalpanika®] K P Ny N; : kalpani
N2 pratyasattimatrasyapi visesat Ny :
137 dharmadharmi®] K| Nj N, N{ :
dharmmidharmma P

137 iti] KB Ny : i Ny : iti ||iti N3 — N}
has a linebreak after i.

138 °arthiko] K|/ P N N3 : arthiko N
138 'pi] P: n.e. KNj N; N4

138 dharma®] P N{ N; N4, dharmm/o—a/

142 pratyasattimatrasyavisesat] K P Nj :

pratyasattimatrasyapi visesyat N3

143 vacaspatih—mna] K B Nj N :
vacaspatina N3

143 sattvena] P : satve K Ny N4 : satva N3
— Acc. to ASy 10, fn. 1, S4 reads sattvena.
143 visiste ] K P Ny N3 : visista N3

143 grhita] K : grhite { | } P: grhite N} N

K N3

139 upakara®] K B Nj N;: ukara Nz 144 °viSistatad®] K| Ny N, N4 : viSistas tad
139 pratyasattir] K P : pratyasantir Ny N; P

N4 144 °grahah] K PN N4 : graha N3

139 evamca] K Ny N; Ni: evam P
140 pratyaksena dharmi®] K P Ny Nj :

144 dravyasyopadhibhir] P :
dravyasya{vi}upadhibhir K : dravyasya

pratyaksena dharmma N

140 °taddharma®] K/ P N, : tadharmma Nj :

saddharmma N3

141-142 °pratibaddhabhyam dharmi®] P
Nj N; : pratibaddhaxbhyam dharmmi K :
pratibaddhyatyadharmi N

142 °pratipattau ] K/ B Ny Nj :
pratipatt/i—au/ Nz. The scribe of N4 did not

upadhibhi N N3 : dravyasya upadhibhir N,
144 viSisyate] P Ny N4 Nz : viSesyate K —
Acc. to |ASy 10, fn. 2, S; reads visesyate.
144-145 tiupadhayo] K PN N :
tupadhayo N3

145 visesyatvam] K N Ny : viSesatvam P, :

viSesyatva N3

136-137 kalpanikabheda ...vyavahara] Cf. PVSV|2.22-3.1, and see translation of § 28 on page 51| for

more material.

143-147 yac ca ...°prasafijanat] ~AP 215.3-6

143-145 na caikopadhina ...svabhava] ~NVTT 115.10-13

26



150

IN KS 1 KSb 1 N7 7b
upadhyantaragrahanam asafijitam, bhedam puraskrtyaivopakarakagrahana upakarya-
J \I 9a
grahanaprasafijanat. na cagnidhiimayoh karyakaranabhava iva svabhavata eva dha-
JF'ﬁa | Kl 2
rmadharminoh pratipattiniyamakalpanam ucitam, tayor api pramanasiddhatvat. prama-

nasiddhe ca svabhavopavarnanam iti nyayah.

[-I yac catra nyayabhiisanena — suryadigrahane ta;dupakaryasesavastura51-
grahanaprasafijanam uktam, tad abhlprayanavagahanaphalarfl tatha h1 tvanmate yada
dharmadharminor bheda upakaralaksanaiva ca pratyasattih, tadopakarakagrahane
samanadesasyaiva

K? K
katham siiryopakaryasya bhinnadesasya dravyantarasya va drstavyabhicarasya gra-

dharmartipasyaiva copakaryasya grahanam asafijitam. tat

146 upadhyantara®] K P Nj Nj,
upadhya(nta)ra N2

151 °prasaiijanam] P Ny,
prasa{ngah}fijanam K| : pramaifijanam N; N3
151 tvanmate | K|/ P N7 : tvatmate Ny N5
151 yada] B: n.e. KNy Ng N3

146 °grahanam asaifijitam ] P : grahanaii ca

masafijitam Ny Ny : grahanam ca masafjitam

Nz ; no ev. K — Since there is no evidence in
K|, S; apparently read grahanam ca
masarijitam.

146 bhedam] K P Ny N4 : bheda N4

146 °grahana] em.: grahane K P Ny N1 :
graha/na—n«e»/ N

147 °prasafijanat] K PN :
prasa{nga}ijjanat Nj :
147-148 svabhavata eva dharma®] K P N;
N, : svabhato dharma N3

148 pratipatti®] P : prati K| Ny N4 N4

148 tayor api] K Ny N3 Nz : tayoradyapi P
148 pramanasiddhatvat] P Ny Nj :

pramanasiddhatvat N4 ; noev. K

prasangafijanat N3

149 °opavarnanam] K P N N;: opavarnam
N3

149 nyayah] K BNy Nj:
150 °upakaryasesavastu®] K P Nj Nj :

nyayat N3

upakaryyavasesavastu Nz

151 °grahana®] K/ P N Nj: grahanam Nz

150-151 yac catra ...

°phalam.] ~AP 215.8-9
151 siryadigrahane ...prasafijanam | ~NBhas 247, 2

152 dharmadharminor bheda] K P
dharmmadharmmino bhedah Ny Nj :
dharmmadharmminor bheda(h) N

152 °laksanaiva] K P N N; : laksaneva N3
152 °pratyasattih] K P Ny : pratyasanti Ny :
pratyasamtih N4

152-154 tadopakaraka ...°opakaryasya] K
P Ny N; In N4, this passage has been added in
the bottom margin.

152 °opakaraka®] K P Nj :
N

152 °grahane]| K B Ny Nj:
{upakara} N

opakaraka N
granor bhedah
153 samanade$asyaiva] K P Nj : samane
desasyaiva N, N3

153 asafijitam ] K P Nj N; : asaksitam N3
154 katham] P Ny N; : katha N3 ; noev. K
154 °antarasyava] K PNy N :

antarasvabhava Nz
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155

160

165

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

hanaprasangah sangatah.

[] tasmad ekadharmadvarenapi vastusvariipapratipattau sarvatmapratiteh kva

IN® K RS

§abdantarena vidhinisedhavakasah. asti ca. tasman na svalaksanasya $abdavikalpa-

INI%

lingapratibhasitvam iti sthitam.

K° K

[J napi samanyam $abdapratyayapratibhasi. saritah pare gavas carantiti gavadi-

Sabdat sasnasrngalanguladayo ’ksarakaraparikaritah sajatiyabhedaparamar$anat sam-

pinditaprayah pratibhasante. na ca tad eva samanyam.

6 7

N3 8a

| K
[J varnakrtyaksarakarasiinyam gotvam hi kathyate.

[] tad eva ca sasnasrngadimatram akhilavyaktav atyantavilaksanam api sva-

| K7,|K(m

laksanenaikikriyamanam samanyam ity ucyate. tadrSasya bahyasyaprapter bhrantir

evasau kesapratibhasavat. tasmad vasanavasad buddher eva tadatmana vivarto yam

155 °prasangah sangatah] K BN N :
prasangasangatah N

156 °pratiteh ] K Ny Ny : pratipattih B :
pratite N — Acc. to |ASz 63, fn. 3, P reads
pratipatteh.

157 °antarena] P N{ N4 : antare Nz ;
no ev. K

157-158 °vikalpalinga®] K P Nj N; :
vikalpabhilinga N3

159 $abda°] K P Nj N4 : sabda N

159 °pratibhasi] P Ny Ny N3 : «prati»bhasi
K

159 carantiti | P Ny N4 : caranti Nz ;

no ev. K

160 °sabdat] K P Nj N;: Sa«b»dat Ns.
160 °languladayo 'ksara®] Kl : languladayo
"ksara PNy : languladayoksara Nj :
1a¥«2gula»dayoksara Nz

160 °aparamar$anat] K/ Ny N; N3 :
aparamars$at B — The reading vamarsat,
found in P acc. to AS{ 63, fn. 4, can not be

found there.

160-161 sampindita®] K : sampihi«ndi3»ta
P : sapindita Ny N; : sapandita Nz — In B,
the point where the aksara in the bottom
margin is to be inserted is not clearly marked,
but this is the most sensible place.

161 pratibhasante ] K B N4 N4 :
pratibhasante N

162 gotvam] K P Ny N4 : gatva N3

162 kathyate] K Ny : vaksyate P : (hi)
ka(thyam)te N4 : kathyamte N4 — Nj is
smudged here.

163 ca] KN|NJN4{: n.e.P

163 atyanta®] K P Nj: antyanta Nj N3
163-164 svalaksanenaikikriyamanam ] K P
Ny N4 : svalaksanaivikriyamanam Na

164 tadrsasya] K F Ny N; : tadrSyasya N3
164 °aprapter bhrantir ] K : aprapte bhrantir
P Ny N; N3

165 evasau]| P N{| N; N3, e{sai}vasau K
165 kesa®°] K P Ny N3 : vesa N

165 buddher] K P Ny N3 : buddhar N3

156-157 tasmad ...°avakasah ] ~AP 218.22-23

157-158 tasman na ...sthitam | AP 219.23-24

159-162 napi ...kathyate ] ~AP 220.2-5

162 varna ..kathyate | ~PV 3 147cd (varnyate instead of kathyate)
163-164 tad eva ca ...ucyate ]| ~AF 220.8-9

164-165 tadrsasya ...bhasavat] ~ AP 220.15-16

165-168 tasmad ...samanyavarta | ~AP 220.23-221.1
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170

astu, asad eva va tadrupam khyatu, vyaktaya eva va sajatiyabhedatiraskarenanyatha
| K] VKZ 1K ]‘)u
bhasantam anubhavavyavadhanat, smrtipramoso vabhidhiyatam. sarvatha nirvisayah
.]N;loa
khalv ayam samanyapratyayah. kva samanyavarta.
 KPKP

[ | yat punah samanyabhave samanyapratyayasyakasmikatvam uktam, tad ayu-

ktam, yatah pﬁrvapir_ldadarsanasmaranasahakﬁriné}iﬁicyamﬁné viSesapratyayajanika sa-
magri nirvisayam samanyavikalpam utpédayati.‘ ?agl evam na $§abde pratyaye jatih pra-
tibhati, napi pratyakse. na canumanato ’pi s41ddh1h adr$yatve pratibaddhalingadarSa-
nat. napindriyavad asyah siddhih, Jnanakaryatah Kkadacr[kasyalva nimittantarasya si-

ddheh. yada hi pindantare ’ntarale va gobuddher abhavam darSayet, tada $abaleya-

166 asad] K P Nj N; : prasad Nz
166 cvavatad®] PNy N{:
tad Ni: — eva va tad also supported by S;
acc. to ASq 12, fn. 1.

166 va’] PNy N;i N3:
supported in Sy acc. to ASj 12, fn. 2.
166 sajatiya®] K BN :
Ny — AS; reads svajatiya, misprinted in |AS3

evatad Kl : eva

n. e. K — va also

sajaya N7 : sajaya
as svajatoya.

166 °bhedatiraskarena®] K/ P Ny N :
bhedatireskarena N

167 bhasantam ] K P : bhasantam N N N3
167 anubhava®] KINj N; Nj:
anubhava«sya4» P — The addition is written
in the topmargin, directly above this passage
(which is in 1. 4 of P 35a). There is no mark
indicating that the addition should go here, but
I see no other reasonable possiblity.

167 smrtipramoso] K/ Nj N4 Nz :
smrtivipramoso P

167 vabhidhiyatam] K| Ny Nj N4 : va
"bhidhiyatam. P

167 sarvatha] K| P N4 N3 : sarvartha N;
167 nirvisayah] K P Nj N; :
168 khalvayam] K P N; Nz : svalpayam N
168-169 samanyavarta. yat] K P Ny N4 :
sanyavarttayet || Nz

169 °akasmika®] P N{| N4 :
no ev. K

169-170 tad ayuktam] K| Nj N4 N4, «tad
ayuktam (5)» P — That this addition was

nirvisaya N3

akasminka N3 ;

made “...by a separate hand” (ASz 63, fn. 8) is
not evident from my copy.

170 °darsana®] P : dandadarSana K :

dandadasana Ny : dandana N4 N3 — S, reads
like B acc. to AS{ 12, fn. 3.
170 °smarana®] K/ P N, N4 : marana N

170 °sahakarinatiricya®] K P Ny Nj:
sahakarinarimecya N3

170 °pratyayajanika] K/ B Ny Ny,
pratyaya{ || }janika N3

170-171 samagri] K P : samagri Nj N4 N3
171 nirvisayam] K P N; Nz :
171 °sSabde pratyaye®] B :
Ny Na Nz

172 pratyakse.na] K P Nj N; :

pratyaksanena N4

nirvisayam N

Sabdapratyaye K

172 canumanato] K P Nj N5 : canamanato
N
172 ’pisiddhih] K P Ny N4 : ’siddhih N4

172 adrsyatve] K P Nj N; : adrSyetve Nz

173 asyah siddhih] K P Ny N; : asyasiddhi
Nz

173 °karyatah] P Nj N3 : karyata N3 ;

no ev. K

173 kadacitkasyaiva] K/ B Ny Nj :
kadacitkasyeva N4

173 nimittantarasya] K P Nj N :
nimittantara N

174 yadahi] Ny N N{: yada P : yadapi K
174 °buddher] K/ P Ny N; : buddhar N4

169-170 yat punah ...tad ayuktam ] ~AP 221.11
170-171 yatah ...utpadayati] ~ AP 221.13-14
172-173 naca®...siddheh] Cf. AP 221.17-20
174-178 yada ..bhavatu mava] ~APF 221.20-25
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175

180

185

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

N7 8b 5 K

E 1K
disakalagopindanam evabhavad abhavo gobuddher upapadyamanah katham arthanta-

ram aksipet. atha gotvad eva gopindah, anyatha turago ’pi gopindah syat. yady evam,
J\I|qh JF35h | KblNQI()h vK7
gopindad eva gotvam, anyatha turagatvam api gotvam syat. tasmat karanaparamparata

eva gopindah, gotvam tu bhavatu ma va.

[] nanu samanyapratyayajananasamarthyam yady ekasmat pindad abhinnam, ta-
| K7 1R
da vijatiyavyavrttam pindantaram asamartham. atha bhinnam, tada tad eva samanyam,

namni param vivada iti cet, abhinnaiva sa Saktih prativastu. yatha tv ekah §aktasvabhavo
1K K
bhavah, tathanyo ’pi bhavan kidr§am dosam avahati. yatha bhavatam jatir ekapi sama-

nadhvaniprasavahetuh, anyapi svaripenaiva jatyantaranirapeksa, tathasmakam vyaktir

api jatinirapeksa svariipenaiva bhinna hetuh.
KK
[I yat tu trilocanah — as$vatvagotvadinam samanyavisesanam svasraye samava-
1N 1la
yah samanyam samanyam ity abhidhanapratyayayor nimittam iti. yady evam vyaktisv

175 °sakala®] K P Nj : Sakala Nz : 180 asamartham] K/ P Nj : asamartha N,

/Sa—sa/kala N5
175 evabhavad] K| P Ny N5 : savabhavavad
N

175-176 arthantaram] K P N/ :
aryantaram Nj : aryyantaram Nz

176 atha] B: n.e. K Ny N; Na

176 gopindah' | K/ P N : gopinda N5 N3
176 turago ’pi gopindah] K P Nj Ny :
turagopinda Nz

177 eva gotvam] K P N; Nz : eve gotvam
N

177 turagatvam] K Nj N4 N3 :
tura«(ga)»tvam P

177 °paramparata] K P : parasparata N

N4 : parasparat N

178 gotvam] K P N N; : gotva Nz

178 tu] KNyNyN4: n.e. P
179 °samarthyam] K P Ny N3 :
N;

179 ekasmat ] K PN N4 : ekasmata Nz
179 pindad abhinnam ] K P Nj Nj :
pindabhinna N3

180 vijatiya®] K/ B N4 N{:

samarthyam

vijatiya N

179-184 nanu ..hetuh ] ~AP 222.3-8
185-186 yat tu ...nimittam iti | ~AP 222.10-11
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N3

180 bhinnam ] K|/ P N N, : bhinna N3
181 param] K/ B Ny Nj : para Nz

181 sa saktih] K P Ny N5 : sa (Sa)ktih N3
182 dosam] Kl P Ny, do/Sa—sa/m Nj :
dosan N3

182-183 samana®]| K P Ny N; : sama N3
184 ‘aiva bhinna] K P N; Nz :
bhinna N

184 hetuh] K P Nj N5 : hetu N3
185 asvatva®] B Nj N4 N4 : asvatvam K
185 °gotvadinam] K P Nj N; : gotvadina
Ak

185 svasraye] K Ny : svavisayesu P :
svasraye N; N3 — |AS 13, fn. 1 attests

aivam

svasrayesu in S{.

186 samanyam] KINj|N; N2: n.e.F—K
puts a danda after this samanyam.

186 abhidhana®] K P Ny : abhitvabhidhana
N; N3

186 °pratyayayor nimittam] K/ P N :
pratyayor nimittam N : pratyayor nirmittam
Nz

186 vyaktisv] K P Nj N; : vyaktisv N3



190

195

JN,IO“ | K3 VK4 J\I}()ﬂ
apy ayam eva tathabhidhanapratyayahetur astu, kim samanyasvikarapramadena. na ca

samavayah sambhavi —
[] iheti buddheh samavayasiddhir iheti dhi$§ ca dvayadarSane syat |

na ca kvacit tadvisaye dvayeksa svakalpanamatram ato bhyupayah ||
K K
[§ 40] etena seyam pratyayanuvrttir anuvrttavastvanuyayini katham atya-

ntabhedinisu vyaktisu vyavrttavisayapratyayabhavanupatinisu bhavitum arhatity
| K K
uthapravartanam asya pratyakhyatam, jatisv eva parasparavyavrttataya vyaktiyama-

nasv anuvrttapratyayena vyabhicarat.

[J yat punar anena viparyaye badhakam uktam — abhidhanapratyayanuvrttih
| K° K7
kutadcin nivrtya kvacid eva bhavanti nimittavati, na canyan nimittam ityadi, tan na
131
samyak, anuvrttam antarenapy abhidhanapratyayanuvrtter atadripaparavrttasvaripa-
JV]IOb

viSesad ava§yam svikarasya sadhitatvat. tasmat —

187 kim samanya®] K P Ny N4 : kisamanya
N

187 °svikara®] P N N{: svikarah Nj ;

no ev. K

187 °pramadena] K/ Nj N; : vacanena  :
prasadena N3

188 sambhavi] K P N; Nz :
sambha/vi—vil/ Ny — The scribe of N;
apparently wrote vi, and then emended to vi
without deleting the short i.

189 iheti] K P Nj Nf : iti he/tu—tui/ Ny —
N4 here probably corrected fu to #i without
deleting the u.

189 dhis] K PNy N4 : dhi§ N

189 °darSane syat] K Ny N;: darSanena P :
darSana syat N4

190 tad°] KIP Ny Nj: n.e. Nz

190 dvayeksa] K : tv apeksa P N N4 N3
190 svakalpanamatram] K B N; N1 :
svakalpanamamatram N

190 ato ’bhyupayah] K P Nj N5 :
atotyupayah N

191 seyam] P : yeyam Nj N; N3 ; noev. K
— As this is missing in K|, S; probably also
supported yeyam, found in AS; 14.8.

191 anuvrtta®] K PNy : anuvrti N4 :
anuvr/tt{i}—tta/ N,

191-192 atyanta®] K B Nj, atya{ya}nta
N4 : atyayanta Na

192 °pratyayabhava®] K P Nj : pratyabhava
N3 N3

192 bhavitum ] K|/ P N3 : bhavitum Nj ,
(bha)vitum N, — bha in N3 is not written as is
usual for this ms (cf. figs. and ).

192 arhatity ]| K PNy : arha/ti—tit/ty N; :
arhatity N3

193 °pravartanam] K P Nj N :
pravartenam N3

193 asya] KB Ny Njy: atya Nz

193 jatisveva] K P N{: jatisteva Ny Na
193-194 vyaktiyamanasv] K P Nj :
vyaktiyamanasv Ny Nz

194 anuvrtta®] K BNy N; : anuvrti Nz

195 anena] K Nj N4 N3 :
196 kutascin] K/ P N : katascin N :
katascin N

196 nivrtya kvacid eva] K B Nj N3 :
navrtyakvaniveda N4

196 bhavanti] K P Ny : bhavantiti N3 N3
196 °anyan nimittam] K B : anyanimittam
Nj N; N3

197 antarenapy abhidhana®] K B Nj Nj :
antaranapi abhidhana N3

198 svikarasya] K|/ P Nj Ny : svikarasya Nz

anana P

189-190 iheti ...’bhyupayah | =KBhV, 70.13-14
191-194 etena ...vyabhicarat] ~AF 222.23-25
195-198 yat punar ...tasmat] ~ AR 223.15-18
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200

205

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

K] K7a

[J tulye bhede yaye‘lI jatih pratyasattya prasarpati |
kvacin nanyatra saivastu §abdajiananibandhanam ||

[] yat punar atra nyayabhiisanenoktam — na hy evam bhavati — yaya pratya-
| N; 9b ) KZ
sattya dandasiitradikam prasarpati kvacit, nanyatra, saiva pratyasattih purusasphatika-

disu dandisutritvadivyavaharanibandhanam astu. kim dandasutradineti, tad asangatam

— dandasitrayor hi purusasphatikapratyasannayor drstayor dandisutritvapratyayahetu-
K
tvam napalapyate. samanyam tu svapne ’pi na drstam. tad yadidam parikalpaniyam,

tada varam pratyasattir eva samanyapratyayahetuh parikalpyatam. kim gurvya parika-
vK4
Ipanayety abhiprayaparijiianat.
1 »\II 12a
[] athedam jatiprasadhakam anumanam abhidhiyate — yad vi§istajianam, tad

| F3bu

viSesanagrahananantariyakam, yatha dandijfianam. viSistajianam cedam gaur ayam ity

199 tulye] K P : tulya Ny Ny N{4— AS;
reads tulya.

199 bhede yaya] K P N; Nz : bhedena
yatha N,

199 pratyasattya] K P N4 Nz :
pratyayasattya N

199 prasarpati] K P Ny : prasarsati Ny N3
201 bhavati] K P Ny N3 : bhavati N4
201-202 pratyasattya] K B N; N3 :
pratyayasattya N

202 °sutradikam] K Nj N; Nz :
In the pictures of P, the position of the label
identifying the batch of folios (“5B”) in the

top margin of B 35b covers the place where an

sutradi P —

additon would be expected.

202 pratyasattih] K P Ny N3 :
pratyayasattih N

203 °“sitritva®] K P N{ N4 : sitratva Nz
203 °adineti] K P N{ N4 : aneti N3 —
tvadina in S4 acc. to ASy 15, fn. 1.

204 dandasutrayor] K P : dandasitrayo N,
N3 N3

204 °pratyasannayor ] K| : pratyasannayoh P

204 drstayor] K : drstatvad B : drstayoh N
N : drstayo N4

204 °sutritvapratyaya®] P : sutripratyaya K
N, : sutripratyaya N} : sutrapratyayo N3
204205 °hetutvam napalapyate | K/ PN/ :
hetum«2»tva«1» nappalapyate N4 : hetum
utpanam upala(pya)te N4 — N4 is smudged
here.

205 yadidam] K B Nj N; : yad idam N
205 °kalpaniyam] K/ P Nj Nj:
206 tada varam pratyasattir ] K B N , tada

kalpanim N3

varam pratya{ya}sattir Ny :

(seveeermmeesnnee )asatir N4 — N4 is smudged here.
206 parikalpyatam] K/ BNy N :
parikalpatam N3

206-207 parikalpanayety | K/ B N N :
parikalpenayety Nz

208 jatiprasadhakam] B Ny Ny N4,
jati{bha}prasadhakam K

208 anumanam ] K/ P Ny N; : anutanam N3
209 visesana®] K/ P N; : viSesa/na—na/ Ny :
viSesena N

209 °jiianam cedam] K/ Nj N; : grahanam

N4 N4 : pratyayasannayoh N «jiianam1» cedam P : jiiana(fice)dam N3

199-200 tulye bhede ...°nibandhanam ] =PV 1| 162 =AP 224.6-7
201-203 yat punar ...dandasutradineti ] ~AP 224.10-12
201-203 na hy evam ...kim dandasutradineti] =NBhug 261.5-7
208-210 athedam ...°hetuh] ~[TBh; 55.17-56.1

208-219 athedam ...vyavaharasya] ~AR 225.1-9
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210

215

KS

arthatah karyahetuh. visesananubhavakaryam hi drstante visistabuddhih siddheti.

[I atranuyogah — viSistabuddher bhinnaviSesanagrahananantariyakatvam va sa-
Kﬁ

dhyam viSesanamatranubhavanantariyakatvam va.

[] prathamapakse paksasya pratyaksabadha sadhanavadhanam anavakasayati,

vastugrahinah pratyaksasyobhayapratibhasabhavat. viSistabuddhitvam ca samanyahe-

JN'. 10a

K
tur anaikantikah, bhinnavisesanagrahanam antarenapi darS§anat, yatha svartipavan gha-

tah, gotvam samanyam iti va.

|
[I dvittyapakse tu siddhasadhanam, svariipavan ghata ityadivad gotvajatiman

K712

K®

pindaiti parikhlpitam bhedam upadaya viSesanaviSesyabhavasyestatvad agovyavrttanu-

210 arthatah] K BNy : artham Ny Na

210 °hetuh] K P Ny Nj : hetu N3

211 atranuyogah] K P Ny Nj : atranuyoga
N3

211 °visesana®] K P Ny Nj : viSesa Na

211 °grahananantariya®] K PN,
graha/{na}—na/nantariya N : grahanamtariya
Nz

211 va] P Ny N; N3, va {prathamapakse} K
212 visesana®] P N N4 Nz : visesa(na) K
212 °anubhavana®] K/ P Ny : anubhavata
Ny N3

212 °katvam] P Nj NJ Nz : ka{tva}m K
214 °grahinah] K P Ny N; : grahina N3
214 pratyaksasyo®] P Nj Nz : praksasyo K,
pra{tha}tyaksasyo N;

214-215 samanyahetur] P : samanyam.
hetur K N N5 : samamnyam hetur Ny — K
Ny N; support a clear syntactical break,

having either |or ||.

215 anaikantikah ] K P Nj N :
anekamntikah N3

215-216 ghatah] K P N, : ghata Nj N4
216 gotvam] KINj N4: gotvaP: n.e.Nj
217 dvitiya®] K Ny Ny N3 : dvitiye B

217 °sadhanam, sva®] K/ P Ny N :
sadhanasva N3

217 ghata] K P N; Nz : ghatah N

217 gotva®] BNy : go¥«tva7» K| : gitva N,
N

217 °jatiman] K P Ny N3 : manm N

218 parikalpitam] K/ P Ny N : kalpitam N3
218 upadaya] K/ BNy Nj: upayaN;

218 °bhavasyestatvad] K PN,
bhava/sye—sye/statvad N : bhavasvestatvad
N

218 ago°] K/ P N4 N{: davyo go N;
218-219 °anubhavabhavitvad] K|/ N; N
N4, anu«bha(3)»vabhavitvad P

211-219 atranuyogah ...vyavaharasya] ~[IBh; 56.2-10
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220

225

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

bhavabhavitvad gaur ayam iti vyavaharasya.
1N 11b K2

[] tad evam na samanyasiddhih. badhakam ca samanyagunakarmadyupadhi-
cakrasya kevalavyaktigrahakam patupratyaksam dr§yanupalambho va prasiddhah.

[] tad evam vidhir eva Sabdarthah. sa ca bahyo ’rtho lguddhyﬁkﬁraé ca viva-
ksitah. tatra na buddhyakarasya tattvatah samvrttya va Vidhinfgédhau, svasamvedana-
pratyaksagamyatvad anadhyavasayac ca. napi tattvato bahyasyapi vidhinisedhau, ta-

sya $abde pratyaye ’pratibhasanat. ata eva sarvadharmanam tattvato 'nabhilapyatvam,
4

K
pratibhasadhyavasayabhavat. tasmad bahyasyaiva samvrttau vidhinisedhau, anyatha

N3 13a
samvyavaharahaniprasangat .

[] tad evam

nakarasya na bahyasya tattvato vidhisadhanam |

219 gaur] K PNj N;: gor N2
220 evam]| B:
also in S, acc. to AS{ 16, fn. 1.

220 °siddhih] P : buddhih K Ny N4 :
buddhi Nz — S{ also supports siddhih acc. to
ASq 16, fn. 1.

220 badhakam] K P N; Nz : badhaka N
220 ca] KN|{NJN{: n.e. P

220 °guna®] K P N{N;: gurna N4

220 °karmady®] B Nj N{ N4,
karmma{dika}dy K

220-221 °‘upadhicakrasya] K P,
upadhikra«2»ca«l»sya Nj :
upadhikacakrasya N4 N4

221 va] PN{|N; N3: n.e. K—va also
attested in S acc. to AS; 16, fn. 2.

221 prasiddhah] K Nj N; : siddhah B :
praddha N3

222 sa] KNy N4 N3: (sa)P

222 bahyo 'rtho] K P Nj N4 : bahyartho N3
222 buddhyakaras] K P Nj : buddhyaras N;
N

222-223 vivaksitah ] K P Ny Nj :

vi/viksa—vaksi/tah N3 — N4 wrote viksa, and

eva K| Ny Ny N{ — evam

then emended to vaksi using the vertical line
of the long 7 for the vertical line of the short i

in ksi.

223-224 tad evam ...vidhinisedhau] Cf. AP 229.6-15
226-227 anyatha ...°prasangat] =AP 229.15

223 tattvatah ] K P Ny N4 : tatvata N4
223 ‘°nisedhau] K|/ P Ny N5 : nise ’dho N3
224 °pratyaksa®] K P Ny, pratya{ya}ksa
N; : pratyayam ksa Nz

224 °gamyatvad] K/ P Ny N3 : gamyatvata ||
N3

224 anadhyavasayac] K P Nj :
anadhyavasayac N; Nz

224 tattvato| K| : tatvato P N; N; N3

225 Sabde] K N4 Nz : sabda P : Sabde N;
225 ’pratibhasanat] K N : ’pratibhasat P :
pratibhasanat N : pratibhasanat N

225 tattvato]| Kl|: tatvato P N; N; N3

225 ’nabhilapyatvam] K Nj :
’nabhilapyatvam P : ’'nabhilapyatva Ny Nz
226 bahyasyaiva] K P Ny N5 : bahyasaiva
Nz

226 samvrttau | K B Ny : savrtto N3 :
savrttau N

227 samvyavahara®] K/ Ny Ny N4 :
vyavahara P

227 °prasangat] K/ P Ny : prasangat Ny N3
229 nakarasya] K P Nj N, : nakalasya N3
229 tattvato]| K| : tatvato P N; N; N3z

229 °sadhanam ] N; Nz : sadhanama K| :
badhanam P, : sadhanamm Ny — badhanam

also supported in S§ acc. to AS| 16, fn. 3.

229-230 nakarasya ...nakrteh ] =AP 229.3-4, 5aSiSa 443.13-14
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230

235

KS

bahir eva hi samvrttya samvrttyapi tu nakrteh ||

N110b

[] etena yad dharmottarah — aropitasya bahyatvasya vidhinisedhav ity alauki-

JNI 12a

kam anagamam atarkikiyam kathayati, tad apy apahastitam.

K
[] nanv adhyavasaye yady adhyavaseyam vastu na sphurati, tada tad adhyava-

sitam iti ko ’rthah. apratibhase ’pi pravrttivisayikrtam iti yo ’rthah. apratibhasavisese
K7

visayantarapariharena katham niyatavisaya pravrttir iti cet, ucyate — yady api vi§vam

agrhitam, tathapi vikalpasya niyatasamagriprasutatvena niyatakarataya niyataSaktitvat

230 °api] KIPNyNy: n.e. Nj

230 nakrteh ] K P N{ N5 : nakrte Nz

231 etena] P Ny N; N3, ete/{naropita} —na/
K

231 dharmottarah | K B Ny : dharmmottara
N3 : dharmmonttarah N5

231 bahyatvasya vidhi®] Ny Nj Nz,
bahyatva «sya5» vidhi K| : bahyatvavidhi P
— bahyatvavidhi also found in S acc. to
AS| 16, fn. 4.

231-232 alaukikam] P Ny Nj :
alaukika{h}m K| : alokikam N

231-232 etena ...apahastitam ] ~AP 229.16-17

232 atarkikiyam] K/ P Ny : atakirkiyam
Nj :  atakirttiyam Na

232 tad apy apa®] P : tad apa K Nj N; Nz
233 yady] K B Nj Ng: yay Nj

233 tadatad] K P Ny N, : tadat N{

234 yo ’'rthah] K P N N7 : yo 'rtha N3
234 °viSese] K Nj Nj : viSese («pi») B :
visaye N4 — It is not certain that the addition
in the bottom margin of P really belongs here.
235 katham niyatavisaya] K B Nj :
kathaniyatavisaya Ny : kathamnniyatavisaya
N

231 aropitasya ...nisedhav ] Cf. DhAP 244.3—4: “sgrub pa dan dgag pa dag ni sgro btags gan Zig phyi

rol fiid du nes par byas pa de dan ‘brel pa yin te.” Identified in Frauwallner [1937: 266, fn. 1.
234 apratibhase ...°krtam ] ~AP 211.23. Cf. KBhSA; 73.11

235-237 yady api ...pravrttih ] ~AF 226.2-3
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240

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

niyataiva jaladau pravrttih, dhimasya paroksagnijfianajananavat.

8a N: 13b

1
[] niyatasaktayo hi bhavah pramanaparinisthitasvabhava na Saktisamkaryapary-

FS()b

anuyogabhajah. tasmat tadadhyavasayitvam akaraviSesayogat tatpravrttijanakatvam.
KZ

na ca sadr§yad aropena pravrttim briimah, yenakare bahyasya bahye vakarasyaropa-
1N 12b
dvarena dusanavakasah, kim tarhi svavasanavipakava$ad upajayamanaiva buddhir apa-
IN3 11a

Syanty api bahyam bahye pravrttim atanotiti viplutaiva. tad evam anyabhavavisSisto

| K

K? §
vijativyavrtto ’rtho

237 niyataiva] em. : niyata’«eva7» K| :
niyata eva P : niyata eva Nj N3 : niyata evam
N3

237 dhiimasya paroksagnijiianajananavat |

N Ny Nq @ Ve(---)pattivat7» yady api
vahnau dhiimasya trailokyasyabhavas tathapi
tato dhima«syaivotpado nanyasya» K| : yatha
vahnau dhiimaghatadyor asatvepi dhiima
evotpadyate na ghatadih B — S, supports the
reading accepted here, cf. ASj 17.9-10, and
fn. 1. Concerning Ki: The whole passage is
obviously an emendation. The writing is much
more condensed than in the rest of the ms,
suggesting that the reading now found in Kl is
significantly longer than the previous one.

AS| 17, fn. 1 reads “asadapattivat.” Since this
addition in the bottom margin of K| 7b is
smeared, I am not able to verify this from the
manuscript. But it is clear there is no danda
after the addition, but only a “7”, indexing the
addition to the line where it should be entered.
238 niyatasaktayo] em. : niyatavisaya K P
Nj N; N3. Cf. CAPV, 138.5-6: “niyatasaktayo
bhava hi pramanaparinisthitasvabhavah, na
Saktisankaryaparyanuyogabhajah ...” ;

AP 226.3-4: “niyatasaktayo hi bhavah
pramanaparinisthitasvabhava na
Saktisankaryaparyanuyogabhajah ....” In both
cases, the context in which the sentence
appears is the same as in this passage.

238 °samkarya®] K P N N4 : sakaryya N
238-239 °paryanuyoga®] K P N4 Nz :
nuyoga N

238-239 niyatasaktayo ...°bhajah ] =AP 226.3-4

240-242 naca...viplutaiva.] ~AP 226.9-12
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vidhih. sa eva capohasabdavacyah Sabdanam arthah pra-

239 tasmat tad®] K|/ P N4 : tasmatad Ny N4
— S, reads tasmat acc. to |ASy 17, fn. 2.
239 ‘°adhyavasayitvam] B NJ| N4,
adhya«vasa»yitvam K : adhyavasayitvam
N;

239 °visesayo®] P Nj N; N{,
vise{sayo}sayo K

240 aropena] K P Nj :
240 pravrttim brimah ] K/ B Ny Nj : pravrtti
driimah N3

240 yenakare] K B Nj N4 : enokare N3

arosena N, Na

240 vakarasya®] P : va akarasya K Ny N
Nz

241 svavasana®] K| N; : vasana P : svavasa
Nj : svavana N3

241 °vipaka®] K Ny N4 Nz : paripaka P
241 upajayamanaiva] K P Nj :
upajayamanaiva N, Na

241-242 apaSyanty | K/ P : apasyanty Nj
N; N3

242 pravrttim] P : vrttim K Nj Ny N4 — P
actually reads : ¥ «pra»vrttim

242 anyabhava®] K P Ny N; : anyabhava
Nz — anyonyabhava in AS| acc. to AS3 66,
fn. 1, but that is apparently a mistake.

243 °vyavrtto 'rtho] K B Ny : vyavrttartho
N3 N3

243 eva capoha®] K N4 N4: evapohaPp :
ecapo N;

243 °vacyah] K/ PN N4 : vacya N3
243-244 arthah pravrtti®] BNy Ny :
a/rtho—rthe pra/vrtti N: — NA wrote rtho,
then made vertical bar of the attached o into
the left part of pa, and let the topstroke for o in

rtho become the topstroke for e.



245

250

255

vrttinivrttivisayas ceti sthitam.

[] atra prayogah — y§d vacakam, tat sarvam adhyavasitatadripaparavrttavastu-
matragocaram, yatheha kﬁ‘pKé jKalam iti vacanam. vacakam cedam gavédiéa?gmﬁpam
iti svabhavahetuh. nayam asiddhah, piirvoktena nyﬁyena5péramﬁrthikave'ig:yaivécaka-
bhavasyabhave ’py adhyavasayakrtasyaiva sarvavyavdﬁﬁribhir avaSyam svikarta-

vyatvat, anyatha sarvavyavaharocchedaprasangat. napi viruddhah, sapakse bhavat. na
Kfu

canaikantikah. tatha hi Sabdanam adhyavasitavijativyavrttavastumatravisayatvam ani-

cchadbhih paraih — paramarthato

V]l}a

[
[I vacyam svalaksanam upadhir upadhiyogah sopadhir astu yadi vakrtir
astu buddheh |
[I gatyantarabhavad avisayatve ca vacakatvayogat. tatra —

KK

[J adyantayor na samayah phalasaktihaner madhye ’py upadhivirahat

tritaye na yuktah ||

]N:llh

[] tad evam vacyantarasyabhavad visayavattvalaksanasya vyapakasya nivrttau

K IR®

vipaksato nivartamanam vacakatvam adhyavasitabahyavisayatvena vyapyata iti vya-

ptisiddhih.

244 °visaya$ ceti] KNy N4 N4 : visayah
ceti P

245 vacakam] K P : vacakram Ny N5 N3
245 adhyavasita®] KN N4 : adhyavasitat
P : adhyavasthitah Nz

245 °ripa®] K BN Ny : rupa N4

246 vacakam ce®] K/ P Ny : vacaka$ ce N
Nz

246-247 °Sabdarupamiti] K P Nj N :
Sabdam iti N

247 svabhavahetuh. nayam] K/ P Ny Nj,
svabhavahetu({----})nayam N3

247 paramarthika®] K P : paramarthaka N
Ny Nz

247-248 °vacakabhavasya®] P Nj N; N3 :
vacakasya K

248 °abhave 'py] KNy N, abhavepy P :
abhavepi Nz — S, also supports the accepted
reading acc. to AS{ 18, fn. 2.

248 °krtasyaiva] P : krtasya K/ N; Nz :
krtatasya N

248 sarva®]| K PNy N; N{ — Acc. to

AS| 18, fn. 2, S; reads sarvasya here.

248 °vyavaharibhir] K P Ny : vyavaharibhir
Ny Nz

247 purvoktena nyayena] Cf.1l. 136-137.

248 avaSyam] F: avasya K Nj N4 N3

249 viruddhah, sapakse] K P Nj :
viruddhah mapakse N4 : viruddham apeksa N3
250-251 anicchadbhih] K P Ny N3 :
anicchadbhi N

252 vacyam] K P Nj Nj: vacya N3

252 upadhir] KB Ny N :
252 sopadhir astu] B N4 N4 : sopadhivastu
K| : sopadhirustu N,

252 vakrtir] PNy N4, va Y«a6»krtir K :
krtivar N4 — The additional & in K is

n. e. N3

metrically not correct.

253 avisayatve] BNy Ny,
avisa/y{e}—ya/tve K : avisayetve Nz
254 °haner madhye 'py] K P : hane
mardhyepy N : haner madhyapy N4 Na
254 °virahat tritaye na] K P : viraham
tritaye na N Nz : viraham tritye na N;
255 °laksanasya vyapakasya] Nj N; N{:
laksanasya vyakasya K| : laksanavyapakasya P
256 vipaksato] K P Ny Nz : vipeksato N
256 °bahyavisayatvena] PN Nj N2,
bahya~ ~ ~ visayatvena K

257 °siddhih] K P Nj N : siddhi N3
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260

265

2. Text of the Apohasiddhi

N1

[] Sabdais tavan mukhyam akhyayate ’rthas tatrapohas tadgunatvena

gamyabh |

artha$ caiko *dhyasato bhasato 'nyah sthapyo vacyas tattvato naiva kascit ||

[@] apohasiddhih samapta. krtir iyam mahapanditaratnakirtipadanam.

| K] VKQ

[J bhavatv apohe krtinam prapafico vastusvartpasphuranam tu marma |

N7

tatradrdhe sarvam ayatnasirnam drdhe tu sausthyam nanu tavataiva ||

[@] sampurnaratripraharadvayena kirter apoho likhitah sukhena |

| K?

trailokyadattena paratmahetor yatnad ato yam pariraksaniyah ||

[§ 63] *Subham.

258-259 Sabdais ...kascit] N; N4 Naz:
V«$abdais ...kascit» Kl : n.e. J— Acc. to
AS{ 19, fn. 1, this verse is also not found in
S,. In K| this verse is written after the
colophon, i.e., after pariraksaniyah in 1. 264,
and marked as an insertion that should follow
siddhih, 1. 257.

258 Sabdais] K Nj : Sabdes N4 N3

258 tavan mukhyam] K Ny N7 : tavat
mukhyam N

258 ’rthas] K N4 N4: rthe N

258 gamyah] K Nj N; : gamya Nz

259 arthas cai®] K Ny N5 : arthacai Nz
259 bhasato] K|: bhasato N N4 N3

259 ’'nyah] K N4, {naiva kascit} 'nyah Ny :

n. e. N4

259 sthapyo] K Ny N4 : ’sthapya N3
259 tattvato] K/ Nj : tattato N; Nz

259 kascit]| K Nj : kascita Nj , ka(«$»)cit
N3

N; N; N3: mahapanditaratnakirtipadaviratam

258-259 S$abdais ...kascit] =APF 203.1-4 =SR 712.4-6
261-262 bhavatv apohe ...tavataiva] =AP 232.12-15
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apohaprakaranam samaptam P — Emend
viratam in P to viracitam, as in AS3 66.22.
260 apohasiddhih samapta] K Ny N : {(]|
apohasiddhih samapta || )} Nz

260 °pandita®] PN Ny N4 : pand(i)ta K
261-264 bhavatv apohe ...pariraksaniyah |
KINy N4 N4 : n.e. B — This passage is not
found in S{ acc. to ASy 19, fn. 2.

261 apohe] K N N4 : amoha Nz

261 krtinam ] K Ny N3 : krtina N3

262 °Sirnam ] K Ny N; : Sirna N3

262 sausthyam] K Nj N4 : sausth«(--)»an
N

263 kirter] K P Ny Nj : Kirttir N3

263 likhitah ] K Nj N; : likhita N3

264 paratmahetor ] KNy N; : pavatmaheto
Nz

264 pariraksaniyah] K Ny N4 :
pariraksaniya N3

265 xSubham] N4: ||*|]|® K: n.e. PB:
Subham % Nj : {(Subham)} N3
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Chapter 3

Translation

Om. Hommage to Srilokanatha!*!

@ | Exclusion (apoha) is declared (nir-\vac) as the referent of words.*2

N

@ Objection:** | What is this so-called exclusion (apoha)— s it that,] through an [B.1]

etymological derivation such as “this is excluded from another, or another is excluded
from this, or another is excluded in this,” either only [something]| external, differentiated
(vyavrtta) from that of another genus (vijati) [is] what is meant, or [is it that by such an
etymological derivation| the form of awareness (buddhyakara)** [is meant],* or else [is
it that], if “exclusion [is] [the act of| excluding” [is understood], the mere differentiation
from something else [is meant|? [These are the] three positions.*®

@ To begin with, the first two positions are not [correct], because by the name
“exclusion” only a positive element*’ is meant (vivaksitatva). The last [position] is

“1Tara in P. Numbers in the margins are those used in the analysis of the argument structure,
hon 4.3 on page 98].

“2What is at stake in this definition is the kind of object that every conceptual state of cognition has. Cf.
the explanations in [section 5.3 on page 12 ]] The Sanskrit compound Sabddartha is expanded as Sabdanam
arthah in 1. 31, p. 15. The most common translations are: meaning, object, or referent of words, cf.,
e.g., “meaning of words” for “Sabdasya svartha” Ishida 2011b: 204 f., “objects ...of expressions” for
Sabdarthasya Dunne 2004: 359, “referent of the word” for “Sabdarthah” Pind 2009: 84. As pointed out
by Patil (2003: 245, n. 6), artha covers all of these semantic possibilities, and more. I shall generally
translate artha as referent in the Apohasiddhi, since I think that in this way both object and, should it
be necessary, meaning can be understood. For some material on the Tibetan discussion of this term, cf.
Dreyfus 1997: 220 ff.

3 Acc. to Patil 2003: 245, fn. 7 this objection continues to @ This is feasible not only because of
the content, but also stylistically: all Buddhist viewpoints are introduced by atha (cf. @ R ), and
are embedded in a discussion led from the opponent’s point of view. For an example of this technique in
another text, cf. also the notes on the VyN, . Another example is found in the opening section
of the SSD (cf. the overview in Mimaki [1976: 11).

*Generally I translate buddhyakara as “form of awareness.” But in situations where this would be
misleading or sound strange, e.g., the form of awareness of blue, [ use “cognitive form.”

4SThis position is mentioned PVV| 169.13 ad PV 3 169 (cf. trl. on page [168, and
page 173). Itis one of the theories about the word referent discussed in the TSP, cf. the detailed discussion
in ection B.3.

6Cf, lsection 4.1 on page 65| for the background of this paragraph.

4TFor the scope of the term vidhi, cf. .
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3. Translation

inconsistent as well, because it is invalidated by cognition (pratitibadhitatva). For [it
is| so: The verbal (sabdin) cognition “There is a fire on the upper part of the hill.” is
observed as representing (ullikhant) [something]| having a positive nature, but not as
making a mere non-occurrence (nivrtti)*® “Non-fire does not exist.” apparent. And it is
widely known* that there is no opportunity for a further proof (sadhanantaravakasa)
for that invalidated by perception.®

§ 4 If [a Buddhist replies:] | Even though there is no conceptual cognition (vika-
Ipa) as (iti) “I cognize a non-occurrence (nivrtti).”, still, the very representation of a
non-occurring (nivrtta) word referent is a representation (ullekha) of non-occurrence
(nivrtti).>! For there certainly is no cognition of [something] that is qualified that does
not contain the cognition of a qualifier.’> Therefore, in the same way as an awareness
of a concept is an awareness of a universal for others®® because it appears (parisphur)
as a common (sadharana) form (akara) even though there is no concept “I cognize a
universal.”, in that way the awareness of non-occurrence, that is implied (aksipta) by
the apprehension (pratyaya) of what does not occur, causes (a-\tan) the common talk
(vyavahara)®* of “cogniton of exclusion”.

“Bnivrtti is here translated like this rather than as negation or exclusion, because cognates of ni-\ vrt

seem not to be used as synonyms of apa-\/uh derivatives (as apoha is one) in the AS. For one thing,
Ratnakirti does not use them in the passages that he outlines his own theory in, in contrast to derivatives
from vy—d—‘/vrt. Perhaps the reason is that the connotation of ni—\/vrt was too negative (or “negation-
ist”). A similar consideration might also have influenced the formulation nivrttyapohavadinam matam
TBh4 52.17 instead of Ratnakirti’s pratisedhavadinam matam (@).

#This argument might be based on the idea that perception precedes, and hence is more authoritative
than, inference. This opinion was important to Kumarila, cf. Mimaki 1976: 16 and notes, and Taber
2005: 84-92. Acc. to Taber R005: 198, fn. 101, also NSu 1.1.5 maintains that “...inference, at least, is
dependent on perception ....” (Taber 2005: 198, fn. 101) Cf. also Angot 2009: 280 f.

0This objection, that exclusion is refuted as the word referent by the mere experience of a verbal
cognition, has been traced back to Kumarila by Akamatsu ([1983: 159-164, n. 4), based on SV Av 38-39,
TS5 909-910 (which he convincingly argues are verses from Kumarila’s Brhattika, being quoted as of
Kumarila in PVSVT 114.7-11), TS{ 1012-1013a (cf. bection B.10 on page 18§), and PVSVT 114.7-17
(trl. [section A.2 on page l6d). Cf. also Akamatsu [1981): 54 f.

SICf. DhAP 246.26 ff. for Dharmottara’s explanation of why this is not the way exclusion is cognized.

3That differentiation and that differentiated from others (i.e., that which is qualified by differen-
tiation) are the same is one of Dharmakirti’s central arguments against Kumarila’s and Uddyotakara’s
critiques of Dignaga, cf. Akamatsu [1986: 68—72 and Much [1997: 170 f. respectively. See also PV 1| 59
(cf. trl. on page 159), and notes thereto, for more details on Dharmakirti’s position. A similar point,
namely that—if there is a difference of a property and its bearer—they can not be known without each
other, is made by Ratnakirti in . This argument is also brought as an interjection against SV Av| 88
after its quotation as IS4 947 (cf. lsection B.8 on page 1861, and kn. 56 on the next page!).

3 Acc. to ATVK 280.16 (paresam naiyayikanam), the others in this passage are the Naiyayikas.
Acc. to ATVP 283.10 (paresam naiyayikadinam), the Naiyayikas et. al. are meant. Since this passage
is not very specific, and its exact source is not known (cf. Kajiyama [1998: 122 f., fn. 333), the latter
interpretation seems more likely to me. The others would thus be all those who think that a concept’s
object is a universal. This is the position of the Naiyayika authors (cf., e.g., NSl 2.2.66, and Dravid
1972: chapter 2), as well as of the Mimamsaka authors (cf. Dravid [1972: chapter 3).

*Usually this term has the broader connotation of “everyday activity.” Acc. to Schmithausen
(11965: 268, fn. 215) and Steinkellner (1967b: 156, n. 3, section 1) a threefold and fourfold classification
of “everyday activity” can be made: that into a cognitive, linguistic, and physical dealing with something,
and that which adds causal efficacy to these three types. According to Steinkellner (1967h: 156, note 3,
section 1, subnote 3) this 4th sense of the term is already present in Dharmakirti’s writings. See Dreyfus
1997: 269 ff. and Dunne 2004: 258, fn. 58 for vyavahara as “convention.”
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pp @ | [Then we opponents say|: Now, if [there is] a classification (vyavastha) as

knowledge (bodha) of a universal when a common form appears as being of a positive
form,> what is it that is achieved by a classification as cognition of non-occurrence in
the case of a thought having the form of an absence that does not appear?°® Therefore,
if there should be an appearance of a form of non-occurrence, even though there is no
form such as “I cognize a non-occurrence.”, who indeed (nama) would deny (apa-\/ lap)
the existence (sthiti) of a cognition of non-occurrence?’’ Otherwise,”® there would be
common talk (vyavahrti) of a cognition of something (tar) when there is no manifes-
tation [of it], so that (iti) [the following| would have to be [the case]: even though a
thought has the form “cow”, there is knowledge of a horse.

up | @ If (atha) it is said [by the Buddhists| that | a cognition of non-occurrence is B.2.3
contained (antarbhiita) in the form of the qualifier (visesanata) [in the cognition of

pp | something qualified], | [then]| nevertheless, if [there were| a concept (vikalpa) having a
form such as (idrs) “excluded by non-cow”, then there may be an involvement (anupra-
vesa) of this [non-occcurrence] as being the qualifier (visesanata); but still (kim tu) the
cognition [is] “cow.” And then, how [can there be] a classification (vyavastha) as a cog-
nition of this [non-occurrence| because a qualifier (visesana), characterised (laksana)
as non-occurrence, does not appear (anutkalana) here, even though it [may| exist?*

up 4 @ If this thought (mati) [is entertained]|: | “For that, which appears in a positive form B.2.5
(vidhiriipa), there is also exclusion from [that which is] different (parapoha). There-

The role of vidhiriipataya in this sentence is ambiguous in my opinion. It could be either a modal
or an instrumental qualifier of either °parisphurane or °vyavastha, resulting in the following four possi-
bilities:

1. If there is a classification as knowledge of a universal when a common form appears as being of
a positive form, ...;

2. ...appears due to being of a positive form, ...;

3. If there is a classification of the knowledge of a universal as being of a positive form when a
common form appears, ...;

4. ...of a universal due to being of a positive form when ...;

It seems to me that the causal interpretation is not suitable. The sentence recapitulates what a Buddhist
had argued in , that non-occurrence is cognized by cognizing a non-occurring object (i.e., the absence
of non-fire on a hill), and at no point was it admitted that it was due to the positive nature of anything
that an object is conceptually understood. But the argument was introduced by a concession made about
what appears in a conceptual cognition: “Even though there is no conceptual cognition as “I cognize a
non-occurrence.” ....” I think that it is this phrase that is being echoed here by vidhiripataya. If so,
it should be taken as a modal qualifier of an appearance in a conceptual cognition (°parisphurane) as
before, rather than as a modal qualifier of °vyavastha. Cf. also the phrase “yad vidhiriapam sphuritam,
...” at the beginning of @

56 Akamatsu [1983: 168.,n. 9 refers to SV Av 88, cited [T'S{ 947 for this position. Cf.
bage 184

STCf. SV Av 164, also discussed in PVSVT| 114 f. (cf. lsection A.2 on page 16d).

58That is, if one were to deny this.

9 Acc. to Akamatsu [1983: 169, n. 13, this objection corresponds to SV Av41. Again, this is found in
TS; 923, cf. lsection B.6 on page 185].

41



3. Translation

fore [it] is called cognition of this [exclusion].”,%* | nevertheless [there is only| a mere
connection to exclusion. Only (eva) a positive thing actually (saksat) appears. And ad-
ditionally, in this way it is unavoidable (anivarya) that exclusion [would be]| the object
also for perception, specifically (visesatas) because [there would be] a concept for [a
perceptual cognition] that, seeing what is different from all (akhila) others, represents a
single excluded thing.%! Therefore, because of the apprehension (avagraha) of a posi-
tive form, only a positive element is, as in perceptual cognition, the object of a concept
also; exclusion of others is not the object. So, how [is it that] exclusion [is| announced
as the referent of words?%*

§8 | [Answer:] To this [the following] is replied (abhi-Ndha): By us through the word
“exclusion” an indeed (eva) positive element alone (kevala) is not meant (abhipreta),
nor mere differentiation from others, but rather that a positive element qualified by
exclusion from others® [is] the referent of words. And therefore, there is no possibility
(avakasa) for the errors afflicting each individual position.®*

But the idea (mata) of the affirmationists (vidhivadin) that, where there is the cog-
nition of cow, exclusion is ascertained subsequently because of the implication (sama-
rthya) that “That not of this nature (na tadatman) [is] of another nature.” (paratman),
or the idea of the negationists (pratisedhavadin) that, where there is the cognition of
other-exclusion, that excluded from others is understood because of implicaﬁon,65 are
incorrect (asundara), because not even for a first time [learner of a word| (prathamika)
is there an observation of a sequence (krama) in cognition. For neither does anyone,

having cognized (pratipad) a positive element, understand (avagam) exclusion later

0 Akamatsu [1983: 170, n. 16 takes this to be the opinion expressed in the TS, and refers, in Akamatsu
1983: n. 4, p. 162, to T'S; 1012-1013a as the central passage that supports this interpretation (cf. trl. on
page ). This seems to be the last, and weakest, option for someone endorsing exclusion as the word
referent. The argument of the defender of apoha thus goes through four variations: exclusion, in the
sense of mere differentiation from others, is the word referent (stated and attacked in @—@); there is
no representation of non-occurrence in awareness, but the representation of a non-occurring object is the
representation of non-occurrence (discussed @—@); a cognition of non-occurrence is contained as a
qualifier (@); a positive representation possesses, or is connected to, an exclusion of others (@).

61T was not able to find a precursor to this specific objection in either PV 1, TSP, or DhAF. Kamalasila,
in commenting on [TS; 1060-1062, explicitly states that exclusion, in the sense of the particular, is the
object of sense perception: tatra svalaksanatma tavad apoha indriyair avagamyata eva. (ISP, 407.15,

for a trl. cf. lsection B.11 on page 18q). Cf. McCrea and Patil 2006: 340-56 for Jiianasrimitra’s position.
6

’The introductory objection (pitrvapaksa) ends here, questioning the programmatic statement in .
See fn. 43 on page 39,

3 As discussed in @, various interpretations of “other-exclusion” (anyapoha) are possible. Since it
is not altogether clear which analysis Ratnakirti himself endorses, or even if he thinks they are all wrong
(cf. Kajiyama [1998: 123, n. 333: “...three kinds of wrong interpretation of apoha ...”; but see Akamatsu
1983: n. 22, p. 175 for an alternative opinion), I will usually render anyapoha as “exclusion from others,”
or simply “other-exclusion,” unless the context suggests another interpretation. Cf. also the comments
in l;ection 4.1 on page 651.

54Cf. the three positions in : An external thing, a form of awareness, and exclusion as such.

% Acc. to Akamatsu 1986, Santaraksita and Kamalasila are the affirmationists (cf. especially the
evidence in T'S; 1013a, trl. on page ), and Dharmottara is a negativist. This analysis by Ratnakirti
has been very important for modern scholarship on the development of the apoha theory. Cf.
for more comments on this passage and secondary literature.
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by implication,®® nor [does anyone], having cognized exclusion|, understand| that ex-

cluded from others. Therefore the cognition (pratipatti) of that excluded from others
is called cognition of a cow.®” And even if the non-representation of the words “ex-
cluded from others” [in conceptual cognition| has been taught,® nevertheless there is
no noncognition at all (eva) of other-exclusion, which is the qualifier, because the word
cow is founded only on that excluded from non-cow.%® As the appearance of blue is
unavoidable (anivarya) at that time when there is the cognition of a blue lotus because
of the word indivaral, i.e., blue lotus,] which is founded on a blue lotus, so also the
appearance of the exclusion of non-cow is unavoidable, because it is a qualifier, in the
same moment (fulyakala) as there is the cognition of cow from the word “cow” which
is founded on that excluded from non-cow. As for perception the grasping of absence
in a purely negating form (prasajyariipa) is only the capacity to generate the concept of
absence, so also for positive concepts only the capacity of granting activity (anusthana)
in conformance to (anuriipa) this [absence] is considered the grasping of absence.”® But
the grasping of absence in an implicative form is the awareness (samveda) of something
with a limited own form (niyatasvariipa) that is not different for either. Otherwise, if
the exclusion of others is not formed (kalita) at the time of the cognition of a referent
because of a word, how can [there be] activity7l that avoids other [things| (anyapari-

<qrthapattitah” is here synonymous to “samdrthyad”. For a Buddhist critique of arthdpatti as used

in Mimamsa philosophy, cf. Kajiyama 1998: § 4.4. In the SSD this term plays an important role, cf. the
comments in Mimaki [1976: 41.

"This is a synthesis of the two positions mentioned: goh pratipatti and anyapodhapratipatti. So
there is no relation between positive and negative content as main and implied content in a cognition, but
both are simultaneous. For a further discussion, cf. lsection 5.3 on page 129].

%8 Apparently this is referring back to @

Tmmediately after this passage in AP, Jiianasrimitra cites PV 1/ 124 (cf. a trl. from the Tibetan in
Frauwallner 1933: 58 ). Akamatsu 1983: 184 ff., n. 34 translates PV 1 124—127, and then states that in
these verses and the commentary Dharmakirti presents the four points constituting his theory of apoha.
Akamatsu (]1983: 185, n. 34) says:

1) Le mot exprime 1’affirmation et la négation a la fois. ...2) C’est pourquoi’ la désigna-
tion de I’objet affrmatif (A) et la différenciation-négation de non-A ne sont pas en relation
réelle du “détermine” et du “déterminant”. ...3) Par suite de la simultanéité de la désigna-
tion affirmative de A et de la négation de non-A, la critique de Bhamaha contre Dignaga
ne sera plus valable. ...4) ...un tel caractere différentiel ...est irréel.

"OThe parallel passage in AP 205.12-16 is preceded by a quote attributed to a Sastric source, i.e.,
Dharmakirti. Akamatsu ((1983: 195, n. 49) traces it to HB 26%23-24, as does Katsura 1986: 180, n. 20.
For the latter, it is an important factor in making the case that “...Jianasrimitra’s idea of simultaneous
understanding of affirmation and negation is not necessarily unique to him, for a similar idea is alread
found in the Hetubindu.” (Katsura 1986: 174) For a closer analysis of this comparison, see

bn page 12§
7IRatnakirti distinguishes the usual (cf. fn. 54 on page 40) three classes of activity (vrtti or pravrtti):

verbal, bodily, and mental, cf. the beginning of Ratnakirti’s answer to the objection that conceptual
cognition does not exist since it does not refer to an external thing in CAPV, 139.17-19: atrabhidhiya-
te. ihagnir atrety adhyavasayo yatha kayikim vrttim prasiite tathagnir maya pratiyata iti vacikim api
prasiite, etadakaranuvyavasayaripam manasim api prasavati (To this it is said [by us]: Here, as the
determination “Here’s fire.” brings forth bodily activity, so [it] brings forth also the verbal [activity,
consisting in saying] “I cognize fire.”, [and] also brings forth this mental [activity] that has the nature of
a determination according to the form of awareness.)
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972

hara)?’> Consequently someone instructed “Tether a cow!” could also tether a horse

etc.”?

§ 10  Also what Vacaspati said: | “Particulars (vyakti) qualified by a genus (jatimat)"*
are the objects’ of concepts and words. And the form of these so qualified is distin-
guished (pard—\/vrt) from what is not of that genus. Thus, because of implicitly under-
standing this,”® someone instructed “Tether a cow!” does not tether a horse etc.””” |,
that also has been refuted (nirasta) exactly by this.”® Because (yatas), if — even though
an additional (adhika) genus is thrown in — it is the form of the particulars that is really
(eva) differentiated from that of another genus, then how [should there be| an escape
from [the theory of] differentiation from what is not that for those [objects] that become
the object of both word and concept due to this form alone?”’

ﬂ Or, if the form (ripa) of the particulars [itself] is not differentiated from that of a
different genus or cognized in that way (fathapratita), then is this a gift of the genus?*
So how could there be a conception of this [form of the particulars| even implicitly?
[ This (iti)| was generally said (uktaprayam).!

2IAP 206.3 quotes PV 196 in this context. Cf. Vetter 1964: 61 for an explanation of the context and
a translation. Akamatsu (1983: 200 ff., nn. 60 and 62) links the discussion in the AP to the objection in
SV Ay 143cd and the answers to it in PV 1 122-123a, as well as in TS4 1159-1161.

3Cf. McCrea and Patil 2006: 342 for a discussion of these last two sentences’ parallel in the AP.

74For more on this topic’s history, see Hattori 1996.

7SMore precisely, gocara means field of activity. Since I was not able to see a difference between the
use of gocara and visaya, and since “object” makes for a much smoother reading than “field of activity”,
I have translated gocara as “object.”

7%].e., that the particulars are distinguished from others according to the genus that qualifies them.

""Note the differences (marked by emphasis) of the quote found here from the text as it appears in
NVTT| 443.23-444.2: tasmat jatimatyo vyaktayo vikalpanam ca Sabdanam ca gocarah, tasam tadvati-
nam riupam atajjatiyavyavrttam ity arthah. atas tadavagater na gam badhaneti codito ’svadin badhnati.
Unfortunately, an assessment of the main difference, arthatas vs. “arthah. atas”, must await further
research, since the passage in NVTT] is quite difficult to understand without a very thoroughgoing study
of its context. In the meantime, see the translation (or paraphrase) and notes in Stcherbatsky 1994 2:
420-421.

"8Probably by the general point made in @, according to which exclusion and the positive element
are cognized simultaneously, and not sequentially.

|AP 207.3 reads atadvyavrttipratitipariharah instead of atadvyavrttipariharah, i.e., “How should
there be an avoidance of the cognition of the differentiation from what is not that ....” Ratnakirti here
reduces Vacaspati’s opinion to the point that exclusion from others is the only relevant factor in cognizing
a particular as belonging to a genus. For, so Ratnakirti, the genus of a thing is irrelevant for the thing’s
classification, since it is the particular’s form alone that its classification (and hence the cognition of its
genus) depends on.

801.e., the genus makes it possible that particulars are differentiated from others and that they are
cognized in such a way, thus facilitating correct activity. It is not very likely that esa refers to atadvya-
vrttipariharah (the escape from the theory of differentiation from others), and it would not make good
sense. In his translation of the corresponding passage in AP, Akamatsu [1983: 64 adds “connaissance de
la différenciation des autres hétérogenes” in brackets, thus taking esa as referring to atadvyavrttipratiti,
which is not found in AS3 (cf. ). Apart from the grammatical glitch (masculine pronoun referring
to feminine noun), this way of taking the argument is very good.

81Understanding uktaprayam in this way, it is debatable who its subject is. If understood as referring
to Ratnakirti (“this was generally said by me”), it is not clear to me which passages he is referring to
here, since the past participle, ukta, can hardly be taken as pointing to subsequent arguments. Since this
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ﬂ Or, if that differentiated from another [is so| only by virtue of the genus, [then]|
let it be differentiated from others either by virtue of the genus or by virtue of its uninter-
rupted row (parampara) of causes, in both cases, given a cognition of the differentiated,
there certainly is a cognition of differentiation.

And there is no error of mutual dependence® (anyonyasrayadosa) when the
positive element (vidhi) of the verbal convention (samketa)®® of the word cow [is] that
excluded from non-cow, because this error is possible (avakasa) even in the case of the
conventional designation of a universal or that qualified by it. For the so-called universal
does not mean the mere universal, since there is the unwanted consequence (prasariga)
that even for a horse there is the conventional designation by the word cow:¥ rather,
[the universal means| cowness. And to this extent there is this very error [of mutual
dependence], because in the case of the noncognition of a cow [there is| no cognition
(aparijiana) of the universal cowness, [and]| because in the case of the noncognition
of the universal cowness [there is] no cognition of what is to be denoted by the word
cow. Therefore there is no error of mutual dependence (itaretaradosa) when making
the conventional designation “This is a cow.” for (fatra) a form of conceptual aware-
ness (vikalpabuddhyakara) that, preceded by (pitrvaka) the observation (darsana) of a
single material object (ekapinda), is spread out (adhyas) externally as if (iva) common
(sadharana) to all particulars. And if [this] application of the word cow is admitted
(abhimata), the denomination (abhidhana) also of the rest (Sesa) by the word non-cow
is accepted (ucita).

And there is also no contradiction (virodha) between that excluded from others
and the exclusion from others, nor a damage (ksati) to the relation (bhava) of that qual-
ified and the qualifier, because of the absence of a mutual distinction (vyavaccheda)

passage is taken from |AP, it could also be that uktaprayam there had Jianasrimitra as its subject, and
was reused by Ratnakirti somewhat imprecisely. But also in the AP the preceding discussions do not
deal with this question in much depth (cf. the synopsis at Katsura [1986: 179, n. 15, acc. to which the
section against samanya (and jati) as the word referent is found later in the text). So it seems most likely
that this should be taken as a statement referring to previous authors: “It was generally said” with no one
subject intended. Lasic (2000a: 127) translates this phrase (together with a preceding iti) as “Damit ist das
Wesentliche gesagt.” This would also make good sense here. Furthermore, cf. the gloss of uktaprayam
at PVSVT) 280,1. 23 to PVSV, 71, 1. 2: prayasabdo bahulyavacanah. prayenoktam uktaprayam. (The
word praya expresses “abundance.” It was said for the most part[, thus,] generally said (uktaprayam).)
Karpakagomin then states that the word praya is at the end of the compound because it is to be analysed
acc. to Pan 2.2.31.

82That the cognition of “exclusion from non-cow” presupposes the cognition of “cow” was an objec-
tion to Dignaga by Kumarila (SV A+ 83-84, quoted in [T'S] 942-943, and refuted in [T'S; 1063-1064,
cf. lsection B.12 on page 19d) and Uddyotakara (NV| 324.1-7). Dharmakirti’s refutation is found
in PV 1 113cd-121 (cf. lsection A.l on page 16d). Other instances of this argument are found in
NMg, 187.5-186.5 (translated [section D.1 on page 195]). Cf. Akamatsu [1983: 187, fn. 37 for a trl.
of SV Av 83-84, and Much [1994: 361 for the context of Uddyotakara’s argument. See also
for some comments on this argument.

83 samketa, verbal convention, is the act of establishing that a certain word refers to a certain object.
Acc. to Dharmakirti, there is convention only for exclusion, cf. PV 1 72cd (trl. Dunne 2004: 343 f.),
as well as PV 1 110 (trl. lsection A.l on page 16d). Cf. Hugon R011| for a discussion of samketa and
the problem of circularity as it appears in PV 1 (also discussed in Hugon 2009) and the TSP. See Arnold
2006 for some of the broader philosophical issues that are involved.

84Cf. the similar argument at the end of (trl. on p. @).

45



3. Translation

[between them],% since for them there really is (sadbhava) co-referentiality, as for ex-

ample a pot’s absence on the floor. For there is a contradiction with its own absence, but
not with the absence of another. This is established [for everyone| down to children.3°

Also here [in the sentence] “This road leads to Srughna.”®’ exclusion can indeed
be cognized, because a distinction can easily be understood for each word: the very
‘this’ with regard to other roads that are irrelevant,®® the very ‘Srughna’ with regard to
the location (sthana) of undesired (anista) [places| opposed (pratyanika) to Srughna,
the very ‘leads to’ because of not being cut off (viccheda) like a forest track, the very
‘road’ as distinct from a caravan or a messenger (diita). Therefore that having a positive
form [and] having the property of exclusion is understood from a word, as from the word
pundarika a lotus characterised by white is understood.*

J

§ 1 | Objection: If it is thus (evam) acceptable (ucita) to call the positive element
alone the referent of words, how is exclusion to be asserted (\/ gai)?

81.e., it is not the case that that excluded from others, or the object that is qualified, and exclusion
from others, or the qualifier, preclude or contradict each other.

8 That the apoha theory is not compatible with a relation of qualifier and qualified, and that co-
reference is not possible in it, were objections of Kumarila (cf. the references in Hattori 2006: 62).
samanadhikaranya, the co-referentiality that two words may have, was a very important issue in earlier
texts on apoha, cf., e.g., Much [1997, and the passages referred to there in which Dharmakirti discusses
co-referentiality: PVSV, 34.25-35.4, 42.12-43.18, 65.19-66.1 (cf. the translation of the second passage
in Dunne 2004: 346 ff., as well as lsection A.1 on page ISd for a translation of the first of these passages).
This passage is the only time Ratnakirti explicitly mentions this issue. But, as Much [1997: 170 notes,
already “Dharmakirti does not repeat Dignaga’s treatment of samanadhikaranya, but concentrates on
discussing the preclusion (apoha, vyavrtti) and the precluded (apodha, vyavrtta).” So the problem of
co-referentiality can be subsumed under the more general debate of qualifier and qualified, as is also
suggested by such formulations as: PVSV, 42.12-13: jianapratibhasiny arthe samanyasamanadihka-
ranyadharmadharmivyavaharah, where Dharmakirti says that universal, co-referentiality, as well as
property and property bearer are used for an object that appears in a cognition; or [I'S4 1100: visesanavi-
Sesyatvasamanadhikaranyayoh | tasmad apohe Sabdarthe vyavastha na virudhyate || (cf.
for a trl.).

87Cf. Kajiyama [1998: 57 f., fn. 132 for the background of this example in the theory of 3 kinds
of vyavaccheda. The problem of a sentence having exclusion as its object was already clearly seen by
Kumarila, cf., lsection B.9 on page 187].

88Herzberger claims that for Dignaga “...the apoha-operation is confined to names and does not ap-
ply to demonstratives.” (Herzberger [1986: 107 f.) If this is true, then this passage would show a very
clear break that occurred at some point between Dignaga and Ratnakirti. Acc. to Hattori 1968: 25, and
p., n. 1.27, Dignaga accepts proper names (yadrccha-), genus words (jati-), quality words (guna-), ac-
tivity words (kriyd-), and substance words (dravyasabda). This conclusion is also arrived at in R. P.
Hayes 1988: 203, and accepted in Pind 2009: 315, n. 600. For a discussion by Dignaga of demonstrative
pronouns’ denotation, cf. Pind 2009: § 65, and see notes thereto for additional material. Jinendrabud-
dhi’s explanation, as cited and translated in Pind 2009: 322, n. 627, could be understood as implying that
demonstrative pronouns refer to exclusion, since they are used in the same way as a general term, e.g.,
tree, might be used to refer to a single tree.

89 As traced by Akamatsu (1983: 200 ff., n. 62), it was Kumarila who objected that other-exclusion
can not be what a sentence expresses (cf. SV Av 143cd = [I'S; 977cd, trl. pection B.9 on page 187|).
For the difference between Dignaga and Santaraksita concerning whether a sentence makes exclusion
known, cf. Hattori [1979. Patil 2009: 208 ff. argues that Ratnakirti’s argument in this passage makes it
seem “...as if a compositional theory of semantics is assumed to explain how word-meanings are related
to sentence-meaning and vice versa.” (Patil 2009: 210)
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| Answer: In this regard it was said (uktam atra)® that by the word exclusion a
positive element qualified by the exclusion of others is meant. Hereby, when a posi-
tive element is being understood (pratiyamana), the cognition of other-exclusion in the
form of [its] qualifier (viS§esanata) [occurs| simultaneously. And the definition (vyava-
stha) that also for perception the object is exclusion can not (ucita) be made, because
for it there is no dispute (vivada) that the real thing (vastu) is the object (visaya), like
[there is] for verbal apprehension (Sabdapratyaya). And by the word “positive ele-
ment” (vidhi) an external object that is distinguished from that of another nature (ri-
pa)’! is meant according to determination, and according to manifestation (pratibhasa)
a form of awareness [is meant]. Amongst these, the external object is defined as that
to be expressed by a word only because of determination, not because of a particular’s
appearance (parisphiirtya), since there is no manifestation (asphurana) of a manifest
(pravyakta) particular that is limited (niyata) as to space (desa), time and condition
(avastha) like [there is in the case of| perception. What [is also said] in the scripture
(Sastram):

Because an object (artha) does not appear due to a word in the aware-
ness of [someone having] an inactive sense organ (avyaprta-aksa) in the
same way as [it does] in perception (drsti)|, ....|°*

§ 1§ Objection:| Because of the difference in the ways (upaya) [of apprehending
an object| according to the nature (svabhava) of a sense faculty and a word there is a
difference of appearance even for a single object.”?

| With regard to this it is also said:

The basis of thoughts (cetas) is truly different (jato nama) [in each
case. So] why does a completely unique real thing have a nature that ap-
pears with different forms of awareness?**

M For there aren’t two forms (ripa), ‘clear’ and ‘unclear’, of one and the same
thing (vastu) that are contradictory to each other (parasparaviruddha), so that [that
single thing| would appear with one [form] to the cognition of the sense faculties, with

0, E 8 on page 41 This paragraph repeats Ratnakirti’s own theory of what the word referent is in
broader lines than above. Cf. lsection 5.2 on page 11@, kn. 356 on page 135], and lsection 5.5 on page 138].

91Cf. PVin 2 8 for a very prominent occurrence of the phrase atadriipapardavrita.
9The full verse PVin 1 15 is:
Sabdenavyaprtaksasya buddhav apratibhasanat |
arthasya drstav iva tad anirdesyasya vedakam ||
Ratnakirti only quotes the ablative clause giving the reason for the main sentence, i.e., for the fact that
“this [perception]| makes known [something] that can not be designated [by words].” Cf. PVin 1| 16, notes
ad loc. for other texts where this verse is found, as well as Vetter 1966: 55 for a translation of this verse’s
context. For the fundamental difference between the objects of perception and conceptual awareness,
cf., e.g., the expositions in Dunne 2004: 79-84 or Taber 2003: 31 ff., and see Krasser [1995: 252 ff. and
McCrea and Patil 2004 for a study of the revisions that this strict distinction underwent with Dharmottara
and Jhanasrimitra respectively.
93This argument is also found in ATV, 237.8 ff. (ATV 330.14 ff.). Concerning the parallel passage in
AP 208.16-19, Akamatsu 1983: 206, n. 86 notes that the same discussion is found in PV 3 233cd-234ab.
Cf. lsection A.3 on page 16q for a translation.
9This is PV 3 235, cf. kection A.3 on page 16q for the context. PV 3 235a is also cited in Jianasri-
mitra’s SaSiSa 396.10.
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another in a concept, since, if it were so, even [that real | thing (vastu) would obtain [this]
difference.” For the difference of a real thing (vastu) is no other than the difference of
[its] own form. And the difference of [its] own form is no other than the difference of
lits| appearance. Otherwise, the threefold world would be only one thing.*®

M Objection: | There is no difference in a tree (Sakhi), even if there is, in the case
of a tree in a single place, a difference in [its| appearance as ‘clear’ and ‘unclear’ to
two people [one] situated in a far away (ditra) [and the other in a] nearby (sanna) place
(desa).”” | |Answer:] We do not say that a difference in appearance is limited (niyata)
to different things (vastu), but rather that it is limited to it not being [the case] that there
is a single object (visayatva) [for the two faculties of cognition]|. Therefore there is also
a difference in the real thing (vastu) when there is a difference in appearance that is
accompanied (sacivah) by a difference in causal effectiveness etc., there , as in the case
of a pot.”® In the other case again, [i.e., when there is a difference in appearance but
none in causal effectiveness,| one appearance is wrong (bhranta) because it is certainly
(niyamena)® refuted that there is the same object.!®

Due to this what Vacaspati said[, i.e.]: | “[Even though|'*! the two [valid means
of cognition| word and perception have a real thing as [their| object (vastugocaratva),
the [two] apprehensions (pratyaya) are not without a difference, because the difference
between being imperceptible and being perceptible (paroksyaparoksya) arises due to

9This cannot be the case, because a real thing is a partless entity, the relation of property and property
bearer being only conceptually constructed. Cf..

%A slightly clearer version of this consequence is found in SSD, 118.4-7 (and cf. Mimaki
1976: 122-123):

viruddhayor dharmayoh padmaragad anyatve ’pi viruddhadharmayogat padmaraga-
sya bhedah katham apahnityate, trailokaikatvaprasangasya durvaratvat. na hi dharma-
dharminor anyatve ’pi brahmanatvacandalatve ekadhare bhavitum arhata iti padma-
ragasya bhedo duratikramah.

Even if two contradictory properties|, e.g., here and there, or earlier and later,] are dif-
ferent from the lotus, how can a difference of the lotus [itself] be excluded since it is
connected with contradictory properties? For[, if that could be done,]| the unwanted con-
sequence of the threefold world being one would be difficult to avoid. For even though
property and property bearer are different, ‘being a Brahmin[, i.e., of the highest caste,]’
and ‘being a candalal, i.e., of the lowest caste]’ can not exist in the same subject. So the
difference of the lotus is difficult to overcome.

The consequence in this passage seems to be that, if two contradictory properties can qualify the same
thing, all qualities can qualify the same thing. The same argument might work in the case of ‘clear’ and
‘unclear’ as the two forms of one and the same thing.

97 Akamatsu 1983: 207, n. 89 refers to PV 3 407ab (cf. [section A.3 on page 16%, where a similar
statement is negated.

%1n the corresponding passage of Jiianasrimitra (cf. lsection 4.1 on page 72]) the example is: “...like
the appearance of a cloth [is contrary] to a [perceptual] grasping of a pot.”

PInstead of reading niyamena adverbially, it could also be understood that there is a refutation through
the restriction (niyama) mentioned, i.e., due to the the fact that difference of appearance is restricted to
there not being the same object.

100For an explanation of this paragraph and Jiianasii’s version of this argument, cf.

'

101 This concessive construction is much clearer in NVTT 115,8-10 : na ca Sabdapratyaksayor vastu-
gocaratve saty api pratyayabhedah, karanabhedena paroksyaparoksyabhedopapatteh.
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a difference in the cause.” | is not applicable, because of the impossibility that a cog-
nition of [something| imperceptible (paroksa) has a real thing as [its] object. Rather,
the difference of the causes, which is[, according to Vacaspati,| the basis (asraya) of
imperceptibility, achieves its end (krtartha) |of causing a different cognition] simply
by lacking (viraha) the grasping of the object (gocara) of the sense faculties (indri-
va). Thus, the particular does not appear (parisphur) in verbal apprehension (§abda

pratyaya).

Moreover, if a thing (vastu) that has the nature of a particular [were| what
is to be denoted (vdcya), both affirmation (vidhi)'* and negation (nisedha) would be
impossible, because [the thing]| is observed (pratipatti) with its whole nature.'® For if
this [thing] really exists, [the expression] “it exists” is meaningless (vyartha) and [the
expression]| “it does not exist” is impossible (asamartha). But if [it] does not really
exist, [the expression] “it does not exist” is meaningless (vyartha) and [the expression|
“it does exist” is impossible (asamartha). But [there] is the usage (prayoga) of the
words “is” etc. Therefore, the commonness of the appearance in verbal [cognition]| to
[both] the presence and absence of an external referent does not tolerate (\/k_sam) that
this [particular should] be the object (visayata) [of verbal cognitions].!%*

M And right after (anantaram) having pointed out (pra-\/stu) the fact [that] that
which is to be denoted is a particular possessing a universal (jatimadvyakti)'® with his
very own words, Vacaspati uttered (vilapita) [this]:| “And the commonness of a univer-
sal (jati), [which is| a word’s referent, to the existence and non-existence [of an external
object] is not impossible, since this [universal|, which, although permanent by its own
nature, becomes common to existence and non-existence by being based on many par-
ticulars scattered in space and time, is fit for a connection [to] “it is” and “it is not”. For
the connectedness to an existing (vartamana) particular is the state “it is” for a univer-
sal, and the connectedness to past and future particulars is the state “it is not”. Thus,
because [the reason’s] negative concomittance is doubtful, [the reason| “commonness
to existence and non-existence” [of an external object] is [either| ambiguous (anaika-
ntika) or established in a different way.”!%| This is not to the point (aprastuta). To the
extent (tavata) [of what has been said there is| at any rate (tavat) no damage (ksati) to
what has been put forth [by us] (prakrta), because by laying (nyasyat) the burden on the
universal [Vacaspati| has himself accepted (svikara) the fact that the particular is not

1021 the dvandva compound vidhinisedha, vidhi is not used in the technical sense of “positive ele-
ment.” Cf. the argumentation in , where vidhinisedha appears alongside vidhi in its technical sense.

1031 ¢., if a word would make a particular known (in the same way as perception), every statement
about a thing would be either impossible or superfluous: e.g. “A cow exists.” is a pointless statement
if the word “cow” made a particular, and therefore existing, cow known. Conversely, the statement “A
cow does not exist.” would be impossible (or at least nonsense), if “cow” here referred to a particular
COw.

194The obvious fact that words can refer to their objects irrespective of the objects’ existence was
always an important concern in Indian theories of language: cf. Houben [1995: 257 ff., and Ogawa
1999: 275 (esp. fn. 17) , where Bhartrhari’s explanation of secondary or mental existence (upacarasatta)
is given. As noted by Frauwallner (1937: 262, fn. 2), the discussion here and in the following paragraph
is very similar to DhAP 241.11-242.6 (trl. Frauwallner 1937: 262 f.).

5C£. § 10 on page 17,

106, lsection 4.1 on page 75] for the inference that Vacaspati is discussing here.
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what is to be designated. Furthermore (kim ca), in every case the state “it is” etc. of a
word’s referent (padartha) is considered only according to the nature of the particular.
But [this idea]: “But the universal’s connection to present etc. particulars [is considered
as| the state “itis” etc.” [is] a trick for a child (balapratarana). Equally, there is an error
even in the declaration of a particular possessing a universal [as the word referent]. If
a cognition is established (siddhi) because of a particular (vyakti), [then]| an additional
(adhika) universal'”” may be cognized or not; but there is no liberation (mukti) from the
error [that there is| a cognition of a particular (vyakti).

Due to this [explanation| what is said by the Kumarilites:'%| “It is only because
of a thing’s having parts (sabhdga) that there is no error in [a permanent universal] be-
ing common [to existent and non-existent things|. For treeness (vrksatva), unspecified
(anirdharita) as to presence or absence, is understood from a word. By understanding
another word treeness is connected with either of these.”'”| is also false (asargata),
because, when there is a cognition of a permanent universal, it is not possible that the
state of existence [or| non-existence is not specified.

§ 26  And also this [statement]:| “Also, the way (prakara) of words to cause the ap-
prehension of referents (arthapratyayana) is not like [the way| of perception, so that
(vena) there would not be a requirement (apeksa) of the words ‘is’ etc. as in the case of
observing (taddrsta) this [object], because the means of valid cognition have different
capacities (vicitrasSaktitva).” | has been falsified (dusita) by the falsification (diisa-
na)''° of different appearances (avabhasa) when one and the same nature is grasped
in two appearances, perceptual and verbal. And that there are diverse capacities of the
means of valid cognition is achieved (caritartha) also by both direct perception and de-
termination (saksatkaradhyavasaya). Therefore, if the object of perception were made
known (pratipadana) through verbal [cognition], there would be an appearance in ex-
actly the same way |as for perception|. And something non-existing does not tolerate
(\/k_sam) being made known as an object of this|, i.e., of perception| (tadvisayakhyapa-
na).

M [Objection:| | Now, if the part (amsa) “treeness” is indicated (codita) by the
word “tree”, then the application of the words “is” etc. [has] the purpose of letting the
part of existence etc. be restrictively fixated (niScayana). | [ Answer:] What possibility
(avakasa) of affirmation or negation of another property (dharmantara) is there through
another word or another means of valid cognition for a particular that is, due to [its]
partlessness, completely comprehended (samadhigata) by perception?'!! [Objection:|

| Also in [the case of]| perception the requirement of a different means of cogntion is

107This repeats the point of § 10 on page 44.

18 Acc. to Kataoka 2009: 496, Kaumarila refers to Sucaritamisra. As mentioned in the critical edi-
tion, Kei Kataoka has informed me that this quote is indeed from Sucaritamisra’s Kasika. Cf. Biardeau
1964: 164 ff. for a consideration of Sabara’s ideas concerning the relationship between a thing, its parts,
and the denotation of words.

109, lsection 4.1 on page 7d for some material on this position.

H0Cf. the discussion in .

1 A5 noted in Akamatsu 1983: 223 f., n. 119 this argument is found in PV 1,43, cf. trl. on pages —
149.
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observed. | [Answer:| That may be because this [perception]| does not have the nature
(atmaka) of restrictive fixation (aniscaya) when a [thing’s| own form that has not been
repeatedly experienced (anabhyasta) is the object.!'? But what [use] is another [means
of valid cognition| where a concept, itself (svayam) having the nature of restrictive
fixation (niscaya), [is] grasping? But (ca) there is a requirement for another word and
a logical mark. Therefore, a real thing’s own form is not grasped [by a concept].

M [Objection:| | Now then, properties like universal etc. |are] different from each
other (paraspara) and from the property bearers.'’* So in the case of a tree, although
cognized (pratita) by means of a single property that has the character of a genus (ja-
tilaksanaikadharmadvara), there is no cognition [of it] as possessing other properties
(dharmantaravatta). Therefore, why [is there| no cognition (avabodha)—dependent
on different expressions (abhidhanadhina)—to another property [of a tree], like green-
ness, swaying (calatva), height (uccaistaratva) etc.? | [Answer:| Precisely this (fad
etad) is unsuitable (asarigata), because a perceivable difference of property and prop-
erty bearer has been refuted by perception, since in perception a particular with an in-
divisible nature (akhandatman) appears.''* Otherwise there is the overreaching conse-
quence (atiprasarga) that everything would be everywhere.!!> “But the common talk
(vyavahara) of property and property bearer has [its| basis (asraya) in a conceptual
(kalpanika) difference.” This [fact] is well established in the authoritative scripture
(Sastra).''®

121p the tradition following Dignaga, perception itself does not ‘ascertain’ its object (cf., e.g., the pro-
grammatic statements in Hattori 1968: 25-27, p. 36 (IIL.Bc-1), and see McCrea and Patil 2006: 318 ff.
for a concise review of research on this matter), insofar as ‘ascertainment’ (niscaya) is synonymous to
determination (adhyavasaya). Ratnakirti is probably referring to habituated perceptions here, which are
discussed in PVSV 27.15 ff. and PVSV 32.5-12, passages closely analysed in Kellner 2004b: 11-29
(see especially Kellner 2004b: 26 for a note on Jiianasrimitra’s view of habituation and inference). So
Ratnakirti’s statement should probably not be understood as implying that when an object is familiar
perception itself does ascertain it. It is only a conceptual awareness event that can ascertain something.
This also finds slight support in the phrase “svayam ni§cayatmako™ qualifying conceptual cognition in
the next sentence, because it suggests that it is opposed (fu) to perception in so far as it has the nature
of ascertaining something of its own accord (svayam), i.e., without an additional (ascertaining) means
of cognition. For the difference of this position to Kumarila’s, cf. Taber 1998a: 96-101. The Naiyayi-
ka’s position is discussed in B. K. Matilal 1986: 330 ff. VacaspatimiSra’s discussion of perception as
ascertaining its object is found in NVTT 107.8-117.6 (a passage translated, or at least paraphrased, in
the pioneering work, Stcherbatsky [1994 2: 257-298).

13 As noted in Akamatsu [1983: 224, n. 121, cf. PVSV| 29,7 ff. for a discussion of the same objection
(trl. on page ). The opponents there are Naiyayikas and/or VaiSesikas (cf. kn. 413 on page 152). The
relation between the separated dharma and dharmin is called samavaya. Cf. Halbfass 1992: 147 ff. for
a short characterisation of this concept.

14¢f. PV 143 (and Frauwallner 1932: 249 f., as well as the trl. on page [14§).

15This unwanted consequence is not clear to me. “Otherwise” can be taken as “if a particular separable
into parts such as treeness, height, swaying, etc., appeared in perception.” In this case, where an instance
of treeness appears as separated from an instance of height, etc., we could probably not say which partic-
ular tree these various properties belonged to, and so they might be said to occur everywhere. If, on the
other hand, “otherwise” means that the refutation of a difference between property and property bearer
by perception could be wrong, then it could be understood that anything that is cognized by perception
could be wrong, so that a tree appearing to me in some place might as well be somewhere else. (This last
explanation I owe to Parimal Patil.)

16Cf, PVSV, 2.21-3.1: na. dharmabhedaparikalpanad iti vaksyamah. tatha caha. sarva evayam
anumananumeyavyavaharo buddhyariidhena dharmadharmibhedeneti. This passage is also found in
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Or''7 may it be that the difference of property and property bearer is even real

(paramarthika), nevertheless [their]| contact (pratyasatti) is to be assumed (esitavya)
[by you] only as qualified by assistance (upakaralaksana) because [contact such as]
inherence (samavaya) etc. between them (idam) has been falsified (disitatva).''® And
so (evam ca), in the same way as there is, when a property bearer is cognized through
perception, a complete cognition of its properties through contact to the sense faculties,
so there would be, when a property bearer is cognized through both word and logical
mark, which are connected (pratibaddha) [to their object]| by a connection such as de-
noted and denoting etc.,''” a complete cognition of its properties, because there is no
difference in contact as such.

Also what Vacaspati [said]: | “But if that [real thing] is grasped [which is]| qual-
ified by a single additional attribute (upadhi),'* [e.g.,| existence (sattva), then there
is no grasping of it as qualified by other additional attributes (upadhi). For the nature
of a substance (dravya) is characterized through additional attributes (upadhi), but nei-
ther the additional attributes nor the state of being qualified [by them is] its nature.”
| [Answer:| This also only (eva) flows away (\/plu). For the grasping (grahana) of the
other additional attributes does not follow (asarijita) from a nondifference, since only
after a difference is presupposed (puraskrtya) is there the consequence (prasarijana)
that [there is| a grasping of that which is assisted (upakarya) when that assisting [it]
(upakaraka) is grasped.'”! And it is not appropriate to assume, as in the case of the

PVin 2 56.12-57.1 (corr. to PVin 2{ 40,4-6). As noted in Steinkellner 2007: n. ad 56.13 f., Dharmakirti
is invoking Digndaga as authority here: “tatha ca ...”. For a translation of this passage, see Steinkellner
1979: 45. Note also that acc. to Gnoli ((1960b: 189, n. to p. 2, 1. 22), iti vaksyamah refers to the apoha
section. Cf. also PVSVT 143.15-16 (in fn. 432 on page 153).

17 As observed for the corresponding passage in the AP by Akamatsu (1983: 229 f., fn. 129) the
arguments in this section, discussing the relation of particular and universal under the condition that the
really are separate, is quite clearly based on the discussion in PV 1/46 and PV 15255 (cf. trl. on page @
and kection A.1 on page 152] respectively).

V8Cf. the comments in section lsection 4.1 on page 771. @, Ratnakirti says that inherence is not
possible, and then quotes KBhV| 70,13—14 (corresponds to ).

19T, the case of the logical mark, the connection would be between logical mark (liriga), such as
having smoke or being a SimSapa, and the paksa (or linigin), something qualified by the logical mark,
such as a mountain or a tree. Note that this amounts to an equation of the relation of both vacya-vacaka
and linga-lingin with the relation of dharma-dharmin in the following respect: knowledge of a denoter
(vdcaka) or a logical mark (lirnga), like that of a dharma, can not be had without knowledge of the de-
noted (vacya) or that having the logical mark (/irigin), which thus resemble the property bearer dharmin.
This equation is, of course, an unwanted consequence (prasariga), because it is formulated under the
unaccepted assumption that this relation is real, i.e., that the relata really exist as relata. It is only on the
theory that a word and a logical mark do not refer to or designate any real thing that this consequence
does not arise.

120See for some explanations of the term upadhi.

1217 e., the problem formulated by Vacaspati does not occur under the Buddhist premise of nondiffer-
ence between a property and its bearer. This passage is a little clearer in INA 215.5-7:

...na hy abhedad upadhyantaragrahanam asafjitam, akare ’py upakaryopakaradvarena
bhedam puraskrtyaiva sarvakaragrahanaprasafijanat. Saktinam tu Saktimatoh abheda
uktah. tad anenapi na sprstam.

[The grasping of other additional attributes] does not follow from nondifference, because
even in the treasury/, i.e., PV 1|,] grasping all forms of awareness follows only after pre-
supposing a difference by means of [the terms] assisted and assisting. [Objection:| But
[Dharmakirti] stated that there was the non-difference of abilities and that possessing an
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cause-effect relation of fire and smoke, a limitation of a cognition to a property and
property bearer only due to [their| own nature, because these two are not established
by a means of valid cognition.'?? And the rule (nyaya) [is| that when [something] is
established by a means of valid cognition (pramanasiddha) [there is] a description of
[a thing’s| nature (svabhavopavarnana).'*

And what the Nyayabhitsana says about this: | “If “sun etc.” is grasped there is
the consequence (prasaiijana) of grasping the multitude (rasi) of all [other| things (ase-
savastu) [as] that assisted (upakarya) by this [sun etc.].”!?* | is the result (phala) of not
fathoming the intent (abhiprayanavagahana) [of what was said by Dharmakirti]. For
itis so: [If,] in your opinion, [there is] a difference of property and property bearer, and
[their| contact (pratyasatti) [is] only characterized as assistance (upakaralaksana),'”
then, if the assisting is grasped, [there]| follows (asarijitam) the grasping of the assisted
only [when it has| the same place and only [when it has] the form of a property (dha-
rmaripa). Therefore (tat), how does the unwanted consequence (prasariga) of grasping
that assisted by the sun (sitryopakarya), whose deviation was observed [in as far as that
assisted is] [either| at a place other [than the sun]| or has a different substance, follow
(sarigatah)?'

E Therefore, because of the complete (sarvatman) cognition (pratiti) where the
nature (°svaripa®) of a thing (vastu®) is apprehended (°pratipatti) even by means of
one property (ekadharma), what possibility of affirmation or negation (vidhinisedha)
is [there]| for another word? But [there] is [this possibility]. Therefore it is established

ability. [Answer:]| This is also not touched on by him [i.e., Vacaspatimisra].

As shown by Akamatsu (1983: 229 ff., n. 129), this passage ( to on pages @—@) closely
follows the argument in PV 1 52cd-55. PV 1 52cd, where the unwanted consequence under discussion is

introduced, is stated under the hypothetical assumption that there really is a difference between properties
and their bearers, cf. the phrase that starts the auto-commentary on PV 1 52cd, PVSV, 29.12 ff.: yady
apy upadhayo bhinna eva .... (For a trl. of this passage, cf. lsection A.1 on page 152|). The opponent in
Jianasrimitra’s text argues that Dharmakirti has stated that there is no difference between a capacity to
support an attribute and that having that capacity (probably PVSV|29.13-16, cf. kection A.1 on page 152]
for a trl.). I understand the opponent’s point to be that there would be a contradiction to the hypothetical
acceptance of a difference. But Jiianasrimitra says that this point is not touched by Vacaspatimisra.

I thank Parimal Patil for telling me that @kara can also mean the “treasure of a tradition”, i.e., the most
important scriptures.

1221 understand this argument as follows: In an inference from smoke to fire, which are in the effect-
cause relation to each other, two different entities are established, since the nature of the effect smoke,
which is established by valid cognition, restricts the inferential cognition to fire. But in a cognition that
determines a property and property bearer, these two entities are not established merely due to the fact
that a cognition represents them separately. The reason for this is given in the next sentence.

3. fection 4.1

12413 this unwanted consequence, the sun is what assists the cognition of all other objects, i.e., those
assisted by the sun, because a person sees things by the light, or assistance, of the sun. Cf. the translation
of the passage in lsection 4.1 on page 83].

125This was stated above, .

126Dharmakirti’s argument, according to this interpretation, was only valid for dharma and dharmin
relations, which have to fulfill two criteria: First, the relata must be in contact with each other. Second,
they must be properties of the same substance. So the relation between objects in daylight and the light
of the sun is not a proper relation of upakaraka and upakarya, since the sun illuminates things at a great
distance and these things are not properties of the sun.
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(sthita) that a particular (svalaksana) does not appear (pratibhasitva) because of a word
(Sabda), a concept (vikalpa) or a logical mark (liriga).

Neither does a universal (samanya) appear (pratibhasin) in a verbal apprehen-
sion (Sabdapratyaya). Because of a word such as “cow” etc. in [the sentence] “Cows
are grazing (\/car) on the other side (para) of the river (sarit).” there appear dewlap,
horn, tail etc. [which are| accompanied by (parikarita) the forms of letters (aksara-
kara), [and which are]| so to speak (praya) lumped together (sampindita) because of
the disregard (aparamarsana) for the differences between that of the same genus. But
exactly this is not a universal.

§ 34 For [the universal| “cowness” is proclaimed to be devoid (Siinya) of
colour (varna), shape (akrti), and the forms of letters (aksarakara).'*’

And precisely this mere'?® dewlap, horn etc., which is identified (eki-Vkr) with
the particular (svalaksana) though (api) completely (atyanta®) different (°vilaksana)
in every (akhila®) particular (°vyakti), is called (\lvac) a universal (samanyam). This
(adas) [is] only an error because such (fadrsa) an external [object]| (bahya) is not ob-
tained (aprapta), like the appearance of hair (kesa).'”® Therefore, [a universal] may
(astu) either be this unfolding (vivarta)'*® only of the mind (buddhi) itself as having
the nature of this [universal] in virtue (vasa) of the remaining impressions (vasana), or
that having its [a universal’s] form, which is simply inexistant, appears, or the things
(vyakti) themselves (eva) might appear (\/ bhas) in some other way with disregard of (-
raskara) the differences to that of the same genus because |differences amongst things]|
are hidden from experience (anubhava), or a deprivation of memory (smrtipramosa)
may be considered [as the reason|.!3! In all ways (sarvathd), this cognition of a uni-
versal (samanyapratyaya) is truly (khalu) without an object (nirvisaya). [So| where [is
there| news of a universal?

What is said [as objection| again,'*? | that if a universal is inexistent there is ac-
cidentality (akasmikatva) of the universal’s cognition,| is wrong (ayukta). For (yatas) a
causal complex (samagri), which, enriched (ati—\/ ric) by the assisting cause (sahakarin)
of recollecting an observation of an earlier material object (purvapindadarsanasma-

127¢f, lsection 4.1 on page 84| for a discussion of this verse.

128For the import of “mere” (mdtra) here, cf. fn. 177 on page 62.

129This is one of the standard symptoms of a person suffering from an eye-disorder called timira that
causes perceptual errors. Cf. Chu 2004: 131 ff. for further information on timira (and note the reference
to Anne MacDonald’s forthcoming work in Chu 2004: 131, fn. 67).

130Cf. the characterisation of this term in the context of the Vedantin’s error theory, Schmithausen
1965: 102: “...d. h. der eine Geist nimmt die ihm fremde unwirkliche Gestalt einer Mannigfaltigkeit an,
ohne dabei sein Wesen zu verlieren ....”

Bley, lsection 4.1 on page 85| for more details on these forms of error.

132¢f, lsection 4.1 on page 83 for who might have said this.
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rana generates (janika) a particular (visesa) apprehension (pratyaya produces
(ut—\/pacb the objectless concept of a universal. In this way (tad evam) a genus (ja-
ti) does not appear in a verbal apprehension, nor in perception.'*> Nor is [a genus]
established (siddhi) through an inference (anumanatas), because a connected (pratiba-
ddha) logical mark (liniga) is not observed in the case of invisibility (adrsyatva) [of the
genus|.!3® Neither is this [genus] established like a sense faculty (indriyavat), because
an only occasional (kadacitka), other reason (nimitta) is established by the effect, [i.e.,]

133 An observation of a material entity was stated to be a prerequisite for conventional agreement,
cf. 1. 60, p. 19 (trl. ). Here Ratnakirti makes the point that it is on the basis of a complex of
causes, supported by a recollection of such an observation, that a conceptual cognition of a “universal” (or
non-difference, abheda, avisesa) is produced. What exactly Ratnakirti is referring to here with “complex
of causes” is not quite clear to me.

Generally, a samagri is a set of factors that, taken together, causes a particular effect. The causal
complex of perceptual cognitions has been treated very thoroughly in the translation of and notes to
HB| b.1221 in Steinkellner 1967b, as well as in Kellner 1999: 197 ff. The causal complex governing
conceptual cognitions is less clear. Perceptual judgement, a conceptual cognition following a perception,
is treated by Dharmakirti in PVSV|31.26-32.12 (see Kellner 2004b: 19-32 for an excellent interpretation).
I do not know of a discussion explicitly about the “‘causal factors for ascertainment’ (niscayapratyaya)”
(Kellner 2004b: 24) that are at work in fully inferential cognitions.

Ratnakirti’s argument at this point is supposed to prove that there is no appearance of a universal
in perception or verbal apprehension (Sabdapratyaya), cf. 1. 171, p. 29. If it is correct to classify this
verbal apprehension as a form of perceptual judgement, the causal complex referred to here could be
analysed as the appearances on hearing the sentence: “Cows are grazing on the far side of the river.”.
These, according to Ratnakirti’s explanations in , are “such things as dewlap, horn, etc., which are
accompanied by the forms of letters, and which are so to speak lumped together because of a disregard
for the differences between things of the same genus.”

This position is rather similar to Dharmakirti’s explanations of the interplay of memory, convention,
and real things: cf., e.g., the discussion following PV 1 64 (trl. lsection A.1 on page 15d), PVSV 54.12-14
(translated and referred to in Akamatsu [1983: 247, fn. 164 in this context), and see also PV 1] 72 and
commentary (cf. the trl. in Dunne 2004: 344 f. ), PVSV, 42.13-22 (cf. the trl. in Dunne 2004: 346 f.),
and PVSV, 82.4-22 (trl. lsection A.1 on page 164]).

134AS| and |AS, as well as all the mss available to me, read °manavisesa®. 1 therefore take °ma-
navisesa® in |AS4 to be a misprint. There are three ways of analysing this: °mana vi°, °mana ’vi°, and
°mana-avi®. Respectively, one will understand either as translated above, or as “a causal complex, which,
enriched by the assisting cause ..., generates a non-specific apprehension,” or as “a causal complex, which
generates a non-specific apprehension that is enriched by the assisting cause.” The differences concern
two points: what is enriched by memory, the conceptual cognition or its set of causes, and what is en-
gendered by the mentioned causal complex—a viSesapratyaya or an avisSesapratyaya?

I think the first option yields the best sense. Concerning point one, memory—as an additional cause
(sahakarin)—is more likely one condition in the the set responsible for a conceptual cognition than a
part of conceptual cognition itself; and, concerning point two, visesapratyaya (a certain/specific appre-
hension) seems to be the right option since it is what Ratnakirti is trying to prove here: that the cognition
is not arbitrary, but specific.

135 Cf. the notes in kection 4.1 on page 8§.

136The inference considered here aims to prove a genus (sadhya). Neither the reason (hetu) nor the
locus (paksa) of the inference are specified. The counter argument is that if a genus is not observable,
it can not be proven that it is connected to the hetu in the first place. Given that an effect of the genus
is used as a reason, as supposed in the next sentence, this argument would appeal to the impossibilty of
establishing the cause-effect relation between a genus and a cognition (or all its other effects). Cf. Mimaki
1976: 292, fn. 321 for a concise summary of Ratnakirti’s opinion in this matter. As Patil 2008h: 22,
fn. 100 notes, “...the inference of other minds (santanantara) and of the functioning of our sense faculties
(indriya) ...” are instances where Ratnakirti accepts that even though that which should be established is
invisible, a vyapti can be established.
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cognition (jiianakaryatas).'>” For when [someone| points out the absence of the cog-
nition “cow” in [the case of] another material object (pinda) or an intermediate space
(antarala), then how should the absence of the cognition “cow”, [which is| generated
(upapadyamana) from the absence of all (sakala) material cow entities, like flecked
ones (Sabaleya) etc., implicate (d-\/kgip) another object], i.e., a genus|?'*® [Objection:]
| Now (atha), it is] only because of cowness [that there is| a material entity (pinda) cow,
otherwise (anyatha) also a horse would be the material entity (pinda) cow. | [Answer:|
If so, [then it is] only because of the material entity cow [that there is| cowness, oth-
erwise (anyatha) also horseness would be cowness. Therefore the material entity cow
lis] only because of a succession of causes (karanaparampara).'* But cowness may
either exist or not.

E [Objection:| | Now, if the capacity (samarthya) to generate a universal’s appre-
hension (samanyapratyayajananasamarthya) is not different (abhinna) from a singular
material entity (ekapinda), then another material entity, excluded from that of anoth-
er genus (vijatiyavyavrtta), [is] without [that| capacity (asamartha). But [if] different
[from a single material entity], then this is the universal, [and there is| at most (param)
a dispute (vivada) concerning the name. | [Answer:| This capacity is indeed nondiffer-
ent for each thing (prativastu). But in the same way as one being has a capable nature
(Saktasvabhava), so also another exists (bhavant): what sort of error does [this] bring
about (d-\lvah)? In the way that for you one genus (jati) is the reason (hetu) for the
creation (prasava) of a common term (samanadhvani) as well as (api ...api) another
[genus] is by its very nature independent (nirapeksa) of other genera, in that way also
a particular (vyakti), independent (nirapeksa) of genera [and| differentiated (bhinna)
[from other particulars] through its very own form, [is] for us the reason [of a common
term].'40

Q

§ 38  But what'*! Trilocana'*? [said is this]: | “Inherence (samavdya) of specific

137¢f, lsection 4.1 on page 8d for some remarks on this argument.

138The problem whether a genus is omnipresent (sarvagata), so that it might occur both in the space
between its manifestations as also in other entities, is also discussed in NV, 303.6-10 (cf. Potter [1977: 325
for a summary), and SV Av 25. Both of these passages are quoted by Karnakagomin, ad PVSV| 76.25-77.4
(cf. the references in lsection 4.1 on page 88]). See also Potter 1977: 139-140 for a short sketch of the
various positions held by Nyaya-Vaisesika authors in this matter.

B9Ct. 11. 54 ff. in , where a causal chain such as this is also mentioned as a reason for a thing’s
differentiation from other things.

140This paragraph, giving only a very general argument, draws on many of the central ideas of the
apoha theory as developed by Dharmakirti:

* that a capacity is not different from the particular having that capacity is argued for in PV 1| 54

(cf. the trl. on page );

* that many particulars have a non-different capacity Sakti, one of which is to cause the same cog-
nition, for particulars is discussed in PV 1/ 73 ff. (cf. Dunne 2004: 343 ff.), PV 1 109 (referred to
and translated by Akamatsu (1983: 248, n. 170); cf. the trl. on page ), and PV 3 163cd-164

(cf. the trl. on page );

* that particulars are essentially different from each other is introduced at the beginning of Dhar-
makirti’s discussion of apoha in PV 1| 40-42 and the auto-commentary thereon (cf.

bn page 146).
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universals like horseness, cowness etc. in [their| own basis (svasraya) [is| the cause
(nimitta) for both an appellation and apprehension (abhidhanapratyaya) as ‘A univer-
sal, a universal’.”'* | [Answer:] If [it is] so (yady evam), [then] this very reason for
such appellations and cognitions exists in the particulars (vyakti) too, [so] what [is the
use of| the obsession with claiming a universal (samanyasvikarapramada)? Moreover,
inherence is not possible (sambhavin) |either]:

E Inherence (samavaya) is established because of the cognition (bu-
ddhi) “[something is] in here.” And the thought (dhi) “in here” [exists]
through observation of two (dvayadarsana) [where one is in the other, i.e.
“in here”].

But in no object of that [cognition] is there a perception of both (dvayeksa).
Therefore [there is| agreement (abhyupaya) [with regard to inherence| on-
ly as [your]| own imagination (svakalpanamatra).'**

@ Through this [verse] [this following] speculation'®’ of his!*® (asya) is rejected:
| “How can this continuity of an apprehension (pratyayanuvrtti) according with a contin-
ued thing (anuvrttavastvanuyayin) exist where there are completely (atyanta) different
(bhedin) particulars (vyakti) that concur (anupatin) with the fact of an apprehension
of excluded objects (vyavrttavisayapratyayabhava)?”, | for [there is| a deviation (vya-
bhicara) through a continued apprehension (anuvrttapratyaya) when the genera (jati)
themselves are particularised (vyaktiyamana) due to being mutually (paraspara) ex-
cluded (vyavrttata).'*’

41yat tu is supported by K|, B, N}, N4, Na. It is not clear to me why yac ca is reported for F in AS{ 64,
fn. 1.

“2Trilocana’s texts have been lost. For more information about this Naiyayika author, who was a
teacher of Vacaspatimisra, cf. Potter [1977: 396 {f.

13Oberhammer reads according to JNA and ms. P, translating: “Das Inhirieren der besonderen
Gemeinsamkeiten wie Pferdtum, Kuhtum etc. in dem jeweiligen Substrat ist die Ursache fiir das Be-
nennen und Erkennen der Gemeinsamkeit.” (Oberhammer 1964: 144, fn. 47) He makes no comment
about the reading “samanyam samanyam iti”. 1 think that the repetition of “universal” can be made
sense of here: Cowness, horseness, etc. are causes for corresponding cognitions. These cognitions are,
according to Trilocana, repeated cognitions in the sense that they have the inherence of the same univer-
sal in (at least two) particular things as their cause. So for both things the same judgement arises: “The
universal cowness, the universal cowness.” Since this is at least possible, and it is difficult for me to see
how the mistake of a repeated samanya could have crept into the text (but easy to see how its repetition
might have been overlooked), I retain this reading for the meantime.

1%4This verse is in the upendravajra metre (as defined in Apte 1992: Appendix A, p. 4), and in all
likelihood originally from Jiianasri. For inherence as assumed by Naiyayika and VaiSesika authors, cf.
the explanations in Dravid [1972: 19 ff., and the notes in lsection 4.1 on page 771.

“SEven though the masculine form itha is found in the corresponding passage in AP, the feminine
form itha exists as well according to Bothlingk and R. Roth [I1855: 1036. So a text emendation is not
necessary here.

146Since no new opponent has been introduced following , this passage is most likely taken from
one of Trilocana’s texts.

147The logical error seems to be as follows: Trilocana thinks that a continuity of cognitions concerning
particulars (hetu) can not occur without a continued thing, e.g., a particular with a universal inhering in
it. Since the cognition is dependent on these continued particulars as its cause, it establishes them. In
other words, they are the sadhya of the inference in the background of this passage. But, as Ratnakirti
suggests, even the genera themselves are differentiated from each other, since they are “particularized”
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What is again formulated (ukta) as a [valid cognition| eliminating (badhaka) [the
continuity of cognition| in the opposite case (viparyaya) by him,'* [i.e.,] | “A continuity PP v
of appelation and apprehension (abhidhanapratyayanuvrtti) existing (bhavat) only in
some places while averted from some [others| has a cause (nimittavat), but there is
no other cause (nimitta) [except a continuous particular].” and so on | is not correct, P +
since, even without a continuing [thing], it has been established'*® that the continuity
of appellations and cognitions is [to be| necessarily (avasya) accepted because of the
specificity (visesa) of [a thing’s| own nature, which is differentiated from that of another
form (atadrupaparavrttasvarupavisesa). Therefore:

By which contact a genus spreads out into something, when [there
is] the same difference of things, but not into another, that [contact| alone
should be the cause of both words and cognitions. !>

What is again said about this [verse| (atra)'>! by the Nyayabhiisana: | “For it pp 4
is not so: By which contact (pratyasatti) [such things as] a stick, a string etc. extend
somewhere [but| not elsewhere, that very contact should be the cause of the common
talk of ‘having a stick’, ‘having a string’ etc. in cases of a man [carrying a stick], crystal
[on a string] etc. [So]| what [then] is the use of stick, string etc.?” | is wrong (asarigata), "’ +
because the intention [of this verse, correctly given as follows,| was not understood
(abhiprayaparijiiana) |in the Nyayabhiisana]:'>?> “For it is not denied that both a stick
and a string, connected (pratyasanna) to a man and a crystal, [and| observed [as such],
are the reason (hetutva) for the apprehension of ‘having a stick’, ‘having a string’. But
a universal is not observed even in a dream (svapna). Therefore, if something is to
be imagined (parikalpaniya), then (tada) preferably (varam) only contact (pratyasatti)
should be imagined as the reason for the apprehension of a universal. [But| what is the
use of a complicated (guru) assumption (parikalpana) [like this|?”

or, literally, have gone into the particulars. Therefore the logical reason that Trilocana professes, the
continuity of cognition, goes astray or deviates: there can be differentiated things causing a continuous
cognition.

148 Presumably this is still Trilocana. The full formulation of the logical error Ratnakirti is defending
against here is sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana. Cf. Kajiyama [1998: 116 f. for more information.
Acc. to Kajiyama [1998: 116 f., fn. 310, it is supposed to establish the pervasion of a separate inference
by disproving other possibilities. Trilocana, as mentioned above ( kn. 147 on the previous pagel), wishes
to prove that a cognition of sameness is caused by, and so can prove, the sameness of its objects. Here he
argues that, in the case opposite to the one he wants to prove, i.e., when there is no continuous thing, the
reason of his inference, the continuity of cognition, is not possible (or is eliminated). In this way, the fact
that there is a continuity of cognitions is a valid reason for inferring its only cause, a continuous thing.

149Ratnakirti has argued that the inexistence of a universal does not mean that cognitions of a universal
are without cause (§ 36), and that particulars differentiated by their own nature are possible as a cause for
a cognition of sameness (). Together, these arguments might account for the present statement that
continuity of appelations and cognitions must be accepted on the basis of the specific characteristics of
particulars alone.

150This verse is PV 11162 (cf. the trl. on page ), where it also follows a discussion about the causes
of cognitions and designations.

51The following quote, NBhiis 261.5-7 is actually directly aimed at PV 1| 162, which is quoted at
NBhug 261.34.

152The structure of the argument is: what the Nyayabhiisana says about PV 1/ 162, i.e. that the verse is
wrong in claiming that a stick (or universal) is not the cause of the cognition “someone having a stick”
(or something qualified by a universal), is wrong itself, because the Nyayabhitsana does not correctly
understand Dharmakirti’s intention, which is as follows.
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@ [Objection:| | Now this inference (anumana) demonstrating a universal (jatipra-

sadhaka) is set forth (abhi-Ndha): What is a cognition of [something] that is qualified
(visistajiiana), that [is] inseparable to the grasping of the qualifier (visesanagrahana-
nantariyaka), like the cognition of ‘having a stick’ [in the case of someone carrying a
stick]. And this is a cognition of [something] that is qualified: “This is a cow”. In fact
(arthatas) [this is] an effect-reason (karyahetu). For in the example (drstanta) the cog-
nition of [something]| qualified is proven as the effect of the experience of the qualifier
(viSesananubhavakarya).'>

@ | [Answer:| With regard to this [inference] [there is] a question (anuyoga):

[Is] the inseparableness of an awareness of what is qualified (visistabuddhi) from a
grasping of a differentiated (bhinna) qualifier what is to be proven (sadhya), or [its]
inseparableness from the experience of a mere qualifier?

§ 46  In the first case, the elimination of the locus through perception (pratyaksa-
badha) does not provide an opportunity'>* for attention towards the proving [reason|
(sadhanavadhana), because there is no appearance of both [a qualified thing and that
qualifying it] in a perception grasping a real thing.!>> Moreover, that there is an aware-
ness of [something]| qualified (visistabuddhitva) is an ambiguous (anaikantika) reason
for a universal (samanyahetu), because [that cognition of something qualified is] ob-
served also without grasping a differentiated qualifier, as (yatha) “A pot (ghata) has its
own form (svaripavat).”, or “Cowness [is] a universal.”!%¢

@ But in the second case (dvitiyapaksa) [there is an] establishing of what is [al-

153The elements used in this inference are as follows: The paksa, or locus of the inference, is cogni-
tion. The hetu, reason, is that the cognition is of something that is qualified, which simply means that
the object that is known in a cognition is specified in some way. The sadhya, which is what is to be
proven, is that this cognition of something qualified implies an apprehension of that which qualifies its
object—on a realist account, a universal. The example, drstanta, is the cognition of a person carrying a
stick, which implies that there be the cognition of the stick. The reason used in this inference is a so-called
effect reason, karyahetu, i.e., the reason (cognition of something qualified) is an effect of what is to be
established (grasping of a qualifier). This is one of three types of reasons that are admissable according

to Buddhist logicians in the tradition of Dharmakirti (cf. the explanations in Kajiyama |1998: 72 ff.).

5% anavakasayati could be either the causative 3rd person singular active presence of ava-+Vkas pre-

fixed by a-, or a denominative of an-avakasa. The negation by the prefix a- is very uncommon in verbs,
although it is possible acc. to Whitney 2000: § 1121a. I don’t think that any difference in meaning would
result for this passage, but I think the derivation from the verb form is more likely, since Ratnakirti is
certainly not averse to a truly nominal style and I cannot see a reason why he should use a denominative
in this passage instead of a normal participle.

155Meaning we do not apprehend the universal cowness in the perception of a specific cow. And
since there is no cognition of both a qualified thing and its qualifier, it is no use paying any attention
to the reason. For the exemplary inference from ‘smoke on a mountain’ to ‘fire on a mountain’, the
corresponding argument would be that the ‘mountain qualified by smoke’ is shown not to exist, so that
the inference becomes futile. For Ratnakirti’s stance on the relation of qualifier and qualified, cf. the
argument in .

156These examples show that it is possible to have a cognition of something that is qualified without
grasping a qualifier that is different from the thing: a pot is not different from its own form, and cowness
is not different from the universal that it is. Since it is therefore possible that a qualified cognition (hefu)
can occur independently of a separate qualifier (sadhya), the reason is ambiguous, anaikantika. Cf. the
notes on an anaikantikahetu in lsection 4.2 on page 94|.
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ready]| established (siddhasadhana), because, in accepting a difference imagined as “A
material entity possesses the genus cowness.” in the same way as [one thinks]| “A pot
has its own form.”, a relation of qualifier and qualified is postulated [even by us],'’
since common talk [such as]| “This is a cow.” comes about due to an experience of that
differentiated from non-cow.

§48 Sointhis way a universal is not established. And the [valid cognition] eliminat-
ing the circle of additional attributes like universal, property, action etc.,'*® [is] a sharp-
ened perception (patupratyaksa) grasping a complete particular (kevalavyaktigrahaka),
or the well established non-perception of what is observable.'>

§49  Soin this way'® only a positive element is the referent of a word. And this [pos-
itive element] is intended to be called the external object and the form of awareness.'®!
Amongst these, [there is| no affirmation [or] negation of the form of awareness in reality
or in a relative sense, because of the fact that [it| is understood through the perception
self-awareness,'®? and because of non-determination (anadhyavasaya) |of the form of
awareness|. Neither is there in reality a negation or affirmation of the external, because
of its non-appearance in verbal apprehension. Precisely for this [reason] all properties
(dharma) |of an object] are inexpressible in reality, because there is no determination
[or| appearance [of them]. Therefore there is conventional affirmation and negation
of an external [object] only, because otherwise there is the unwanted consequence of
insufficiency for everyday interaction (samvyavahara).'®®

§ 50  Soin this way

an affirmation [and negation| in reality establishes neither a form of aware-
ness nor an external [object].

For [affirmation and negation]| conventionally [establish an object] only
externally. But even conventionally [there is| no [such establishment]| of a
form (akrti).'®*

S7Cf, (trl. on page 1)) for this argument.

1581 ¢., all things that can be understood as qualifying a particular. Ratnakirti here hints at the entities
that, according to the ontology of Nyaya and VaiSesika authors, can inhere in substances (dravya). Cf.
the summary in Halbfass 1992: 70 ff.

159Ratnakirti here summarises his two main lines of attack on entities that exist separately from a
particular but nevertheless are capable of qualifying it: a particular is not observed as having a sepa-
rate qualifier, and there is no perceptual evidence for this qualifier. This corresponds to the two main
polemical sections, to @ on pages —@ and to on pages respectively.

160This paragraph sums up Ratnakirti’s own position. Cf. [section 5.3 on page l21| for explanations of
the issues mentioned in this paragraph.

I61Cf. the same statement in § 16 on page 47.

162For a discussion of Ratnakirti’s ideas about self-awareness as relevant for conceptual cognition,
cf. l;ection 5.4 on page 132].

163Cf. fn. 185 on page 63 and references given there for this unwanted consequence.

164Cf. McCrea and Patil 2006: 338 f. for more on this verse’s context in the AP. Their translation
of the verse is as follows: “There is no way of really affirming either the mental image or the external
object. Conventionally [there is affirmation] only of externals, whereas even conventionally there is no
[affirmation] of the mental image.” (McCrea and Patil 2006: 338)
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Through this [verse] what Dharmottara says uncommonly (alaukika), against
scripture (anagama), and illogically (atarkikiya): | “| There is| affirmation and negation
of externalness that is superimposed.”!% | is also rejected (apahastita).

@ If this (i) [is objected:| | “If the thing to be determined does not appear in a
determination (adhyavasaya),'*then what is the meaning of [saying| “this [real thing]
is determined?”'®” [You say| the meaning [is| “[something is| made an object of activ-
ity (pravrttivisayikrta), even though it does not appear.”'%® How [then] is there, when
there is an unspecific nonappearance,'® activity (pravrtti) having a limited object (ni-
yatavisaya) through an avoidance of other objects (visayantaraparihara)?” | [then] it
is said [in answer]: even though everything (visva) is ungrasped (agrhita), still there
is activity (pravrtti) that is indeed restricted to [its proper object,| such as water etc.,
because a concept, since [it] has a restricted form of awareness due to being produced
by a restricted complex of causes, has a restricted capacity,'’” like smoke generates the
cognition of a hidden fire.!"!

165Cf, DhAF 244.3-4: “sgrub pa dar: dgag pa dag ni sgro bdag gan Zig phyi rol iiid du ries par byas pa
de dan ’brel pa yin te.” (Translation acc. to Frauwallner 1937: 266: “Dagegen wird eine Bejahung oder
Verneinung mit dem Ubertragenen verbunden, das als auBen bestimmt wird.”) Note that in Ratnakirti’s
quote a Sanskrit equivalent for ries par byas pa is missing. This position is illustrated by Dharmottara
with the example of a rope that is mistaken for a snake: it is with regard to the superimposed snake,
which is determined as external, that there is affirmation and negation. Cf. lsection 4.1 on page 8q for a
translation of that example.

166This criticism is expressed also in CAPV| 133.23-24.

Y571f tadadhyavasitam is interpreted as a compound, one could understand “...[saying] ‘[it is] deter-
mined through this [determination]?”

168 This opinion is expressed, e.g., KBhSA; 73.9-12 (cf. I:hapter C on page 193] for a translation of the
latter passage, as well as Woo [1999: 187). In CAPV, 140.4-7, Ratnakirti makes it clear that an object can
be determined regardless of its ontological status:

tasmad vastu va ghatapatadi sandigdhavastu va sadhakabadhakatikrantam, avastu
vatmadikkalaksanikadikam adhyavasitam iti, apratibhase ’pi pravrttivisayikrtam ity
arthah. ayam eva caropaikikaranadhyavasayabhedagrahadinam arthah sarvatra Sastre
boddhavyah.

Therefore, [the statement]| that a real thing, like a pot, a cloth etc., or a doubtful thing,
which goes beyond an establishing or refuting [means of valid cognition], or an unreal
thing, like a soul, space time (dikkala), an unmomentary thing, etc., is determined, means
that, even though there is no appearance [of any of these], [each of these things] is made
the object of activity.

And exactly this is the meaning of [terms] such as imposition, equation, determination,
grasping as non-different etc., which should be heeded everywhere in the Sastra.

1691 ¢., the non-appearance of horse can not be distinguished from the non-appearance of cow.

10Cf. the notes to (especially fn. 133 on page Sﬂ) for Ratnakirti’s idea about how a concept is
causally linked to things.

17The variants of this example in mss K and P are as follows:

K: ...like in the case of something that doesn’t exist. Even if [there is] absence of smoke, which is in
the three worlds, where there is fire, nevertheless from that|, fire,| only smoke arises, but nothing else.
(It is not obvious to me how dhiimasya trailokyasyabhdavas should be construed. Perhaps an emendation
to dhitmasya trailokyabhavas (understood as “absence of smoke in the three worlds”) would be a good
idea.)

B: ...like, even though there is no [such thing as] smoke, pot, etc. when there is fire, smoke alone is
created [by fire, but] not a pot etc.
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For existing [things], [which] have restricted capacities,'’?> have natures com-
pletely ascertained by a means of valid cognition, [and| are not liable to be questioned as
to a mixing of [their]| capacities. Therefore, the state of determining this [object] (tada-
dhyavasayitva) is, because of a relation to a specific form of awareness (akaravisesayo-
ga), the state of being generative of the activity towards this [object]| (tatpravrttijanaka-
tva). But we do not speak (bri) of activity (pravrtti) due to a superimposition (aropa)
because of similarity (sadrsya),'” so that there would be the possibility of falsification
(dusanavakasa) by means of superimposition (aropadvara) |either| of an external ob-
ject on a form of awareness or of a form of awareness on an external object;'”* rather],
we say|, an awareness (buddhi)—arising (upajan) only in virtue of (vasa) the ripening
of one’s own remaining impressions (vasana)—even though not seeing (apasayat) an
external object, brings forth (d-\/tan) activity towards an external object. Thus (iti),
[it] is completely mistaken (vipluta).'” So in this way a positive element (vidhi) is the
referent (artha), which, qualified by the absence of others (anyabhavavisista), is dif-
ferentiated from that of another genus (vijativyavrtta). And only this [positive element]
[which is] to be denoted by the word “exclusion” (apoha) is the referent of words, and
the object (visaya) of activity and inactivity (pravrttinivrtti). This is settled.

Here [there is] the formulation of a proof (prayoga):'’® All that, which is denot-
ing (vacaka), has as [its| object a mere thing!”’ that is determined [and] distinguished
(paravrtta) from that of another form, as the expression “Water (jala) [is] here in a well
(kitpa).”'™® And this [expression] having the form of a word like cow etc. is denoting
(vacaka).'” [This is] the logical reason of essential property (svabhavahetu).'®® This
[reason| is not unestablished (asiddha), because, even though there is no real relation

172 Apart from the similar passages quoted in the critical edition, an emendation of niyatavisaya to
niyataSakti suggests itself also from context. For it is not clear to me how to construe niyatavisaya, just
having been used by Ratnakirti’s opponent as a bahuvrihi compound in niyatavisaya pravrttih (in line
235 of the critical edition), with bhava in this sentence, because things don’t have objects. But they can
have capacities.

!73This is also discussed in CAPV 138.12-16.

174Cf, the discussion of these possibilities, amongst others, in CAPV, 133.23-135 4.

SPollowing the passage that Ratnakirti based himself on for the current discussion, AP 226.14—15
quotes PV 3 13b-c. Ratnakirti quotes that verse in CAPV, 138.17-18.

176, lsection 5.2 on page 114] for a discussion of this proof.

177patil R009: 239 translates vastumatra as “thing-in-general”, which he takes to be the same “as
‘similarity classes’ and ‘constructed universals’.” (Patil 2009: 240) vastumatra is an odd term. vastu has
been used by Ratnakirti strictly in the sense of a real thing (cf., e.g., 1. 74, or the argument in ). So here
the word matra must have some special significance that alters the import of vastu so far that Ratnakirti
is not claiming that a real thing is the object of words. In , matra was used in a similar meaning: from
the word “cow” a mere dewlap, etc. is to be understood, i.e., a thing that is determined and differentiated
from something else. A similar usage of matra is seen in the argument about the visesanamatra in
and in . There Ratnakirti accepts a “mere qualifier”’, which means an abstracted property of a thing,
since that facilitates everyday activity.

178For this example, cf. Krasser [1991: 55 f., fn. 91.

179Patil (2009: 239) points out that even though the paksa of this inference is “something that “has
the form of a word such as ‘cow[...]””” it should be understood as “the inferential/verbal awareness-
event produced in the mind of a competent speaker of a language upon hearing a token utterance of an
expression in that language.” Also see the arguments in lsection 5.3 on page 123| which show in what way

“expression” is equivalent to a conceptual state of awareness.

180The translation of svabhava here follows the usage in Kellner 2010H.
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of a denotable and denoting (paramarthikavacyavacakabhava) |according to] the rule
stated earlier'®!, [this relation], made by determination (adhyavasayakrta), is necessar-
ily (avasya) to be accepted (svikartavyatva) by all [those| engaged in everyday activity
(sarvavyavaharin), for otherwise [there is| the unwanted consequence of the extermi-
nation of all usual activity (sarvavyavaharoccheda).'®? Neither is that [reason| con-
tradictory (viruddha),'®® because it exists in a similar instance (sapaksa). Nor is [that
reason| ambiguous (anaikantika).'® For [it is] like this: the others, averse (anicchat)
to [our theory that| the object of words is the mere thing which is determined [and] ex-
cluded from that of a different genus (adhyavasitavijativyavrttavastumatravisayatva)
pp [say]: | In reality

that denoted (vacya) must be a particular (svalaksana), an additional
attribute (upadhi), a connection to an additional attribute (upadhiyoga),
[something] possessing an additional attribute (sopadhi), or (yadi va) must
be a form (akrti) of awareness (buddhi),

§ 56  because there is no other way [for a word to have an object], and because, if
U there is no object [for a word], it is not possible that [a word] denotes. | [Answer:]| To
this [it is said]:

There is no convention (samaya) for either the first [possibility, the
particular or| the last [possibility, the form of awareness]| because of the
insufficiency (°hani) of the capacity (°Sakti®) for a result (phala®).'®> Even
to the middle triad [of options convention is| not bound because of the lack
(°viraha) of an additional attribute (upadhi®).'s¢

§ 58§ In this way therefore, [the logical reason of| being denoting, which is excluded
from the counter instances given the negation of a pervading [property| characterised
by the state of having an object because there is no other [object] that is to be denoted, is

181This is probably referring back to 1. 136-1. 137, p. 26 (cf. also the notes on Ratnakirti’s usage of
nyaya in [section 4.1 on page 83|). Patil 2009: 241, fn. 111 carefully says that “[t]his seems to be referring
to what preceeds “iti sthitam,” RNA (AS 66.06-66.07)” which corresponds to 1. 243, p. 36-1. 244. But I
think that i#i sthitam ends the discussion about what appears in determination ( to on pages @—
@), and, even if that is wrong, I don’t see how the unreality of a denoter-denoted relation should be a
consequence of the passage that says that the positive element can indeed be called exclusion, and is the
object of everyday activity.

182The same consequence resulted in f§ 49.

183Cf. kection 4.2 on page 93 for a viruddhahetu.

184Gee lfn. 156 on page 591, and lsection 4.2 on page 94| for what this means.

185Particular and the mental construct can not be made an object of everyday activity, because they are
incapable of a result in this respect: the particular is strictly unique, and the mental construct is private
as well as a particular. Obviously result, phala, can not well mean causal efficacy here, otherwise this
would be a rather controversial statement for a Buddhist thinker. Rather, the result mentioned here is a
usefulness for everyday activity, as was said above in (trl. on page @), and (trl. on this page): if
there is no affirmation or negation of the conventional external object there would result an insufficiency
for common usage.

186, lsection 4.1 on page 9d for some notes on this verse.
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3. Translation

pervaded by the fact of [having| an object that is determined [and] external[, the property
that is to be established].'®” Thus pervasion is established (vyaptisiddhi).

First of all (tavat), areferent (artha) is principally (mukhya) expressed
(d—\/khyd) through words. In that [case], exclusion (apoha) [is] to be un-
derstood (gamya) due to being this [referent|’s quality (tadgunatva).
Further (ca), one referent [is] set up due to [being]| determined, the other
[referent| due to [being what| appears.'®® [But] In reality, nothing at all
lis] to be expressed.'®’

il The Proof of Exclusion (apohasiddhi) is completed (samapta). This [is the]
work of the honourable Mahapandita Ratnakirti.

May there be a long explanation (praparica) for those who work
(krtin) on exclusion (apoha). But the nonappearance (asphurana) of a
thing’s own nature [is]| the vulnerable point (marman).

There, if [that problem is| not certain (adrdha), everything is shattered
without effort (ayatnasirna), but, if certain, [everything] is well grounded
indeed, at all events (nanu tavata).

In a full (sampurna®) night (°ratri®) and two watches the [proof of]
exclusion of [Ratnalkirti was written (likhita) joyfully by Trailokyadatta
from effort grounded in the highest being (paratman). Therefore (atas)
this [text] is to be protected.

Kl Good luck (subha)!

187By this the ambiguity under discussion is shown not to apply to the reason: All instances of denoting
are instances where the object is one that is determined and excluded. For denoting can not occur without
this sort of object, since all the other possible objects, i.e., those that the opponent is trying to promote as
the word referent, have been shown to be unsuitable for denotation.

1381 e. the external object and the form of awareness, cf. (trl. on page @).

189Cf, the argument in (trl. on page @), and also the translation and interpretation in McCrea and
Patil 2006: 341 ff.
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Chapter 4

Additional comments on the
Apohasiddhi

4.1 Notes on individual passages of the Apohasiddhi

Argument structure in other works of Ratnakirti

Anantalal Thakur observed that in all works in the RNA “the discussion is started just
in the way of a formal debate, as if the opponent is present before the author.” (Thakur
19574: 14) Even though this is probably not true for all these texts,'*" the opening section
of the VyN does show this structure:

VyN

The structure of the opening passage up to VyN 5*.7 atrocyate is quite similar to that
of the Apohasiddhi. Tt consists of a presentation of other opinions (those of the fol-
lowers of Kumarila Bhatta, of Trilocana, and Vacaspati), interspersed with Buddhist
objections.!! The perspective in this whole section is that of the opponent, e.g., asma-
kam tu refers not to Buddhists in general, but to Trilocana and people commited to his
position. As an example, here is the structure of the presentation of Trilocana’s ideas
in VyN 2*.1-16:

o | trilocanas tv aha ...

® | atha ...eveti,

® | nanu ...

e | atha ...

® | evam api .... asmakam tu ...

Notes to

It is not obvious how the explanations of anyapoha are linked to the different meanings
of apoha.

19 At least for the CAPV the same can not be said. It starts with the statement of Ratnakirti’s own
claim and various other views (CAPV| 129.7-21), presents the central inference (CAPV, 129.22-24), and
then starts a discussion of this inference. The SJS does not conform with Thakur’s statement either, acc.
to the analysis in Bithnemann [1980: xxix ff.

YICf, the analysis given in Lasic 2000b: 73-75.
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

Ratnakirti offers four interpretations for the term anyapoha, the first three of which
he calls etymological derivations (vyutpatti):

1. idam anyasmad apohyate. (This is excluded from another.)

2. asmad anyad apohyate. (Another is excluded from this.)

3. asminn anyad apohyate. (In this another is excluded.) These are the three ety-
mological derivations (vyutpatti).

4. apohanam apohah. (Exclusion is excluding.)

These four ways of understanding apoha are stated to be the reasons for calling
three things apoha:

1. vijativyavrtta bahya, the external object excluded from what is not of its kind.

2. buddhyakara, the form of awareness.

3. anyavyavrttimatra, the mere differentiation from others.

The last element here, the mere differentiation from others, is explained by the fourth
understanding of apoha, that as apohana, the act or process of excluding, and is not
related to the etymological explications.

The question is, therefore, how anyapoha in the first and second sense should be
aligned with the three etymological explications. The options are as follows:

1. The three derivations all lead to apoha as meaning the external object (bahyam
eva), and form of awareness (buddhyakara) has no explanation.

2. The three derivations all explain both the external object and the form of aware-
ness.

3. Two of the three derivations explain the external object, the third the form of
awareness, or vice versa.

To judge which option is most suitable, it is helpful to survey the development of
this threefold distinction.!'?

The earliest known version of these three forms of anyapoha is found in the PVT.
It is found, in various forms, also in the TSP, the PVSVT, the AP and the TBh.

As recently shown by Ishida (2011b: 206) “it has become clear that Sakyabuddhi and
Santaraksita adopt almost the same structure to classify the anyapoha, but Santaraksita
has a more developed understanding concerning the meaning of words.”

The situation presented by Sakyabuddhi in his comment on PV 1 179 is rather
straight forward: The external particular, excluded from everything else, corresponds to
understanding anyapoha as “anyo 'pohyate 'sminn iti” (PVTg| 207.1-2). Simple other-
exclusion follows from understanding “anyapohanam anyapoha iti” (PVTg| 207.5).
Lastly, an understanding of anyapoha as “anyo ’pohyate 'neneti” (PVTg| 207.7) corre-
sponds to exclusion as an appearance in awareness.

In the TSP, the situation is less clear. As noted in Ishida 2011b: 202, fn. 12, a
statement of an etymological analysis supporting one of the three forms of exclusion is
given [['SP, 391.12-22 , where Kamalasila appends it to the explanation that the name
exclusion is applied to the object’s reflection in awareness because the reflection is

192 Akamatsu [1983: 171, fn. 22 provides ample material for tracing this distinction back to Dharmakirti,
as well as a sketch of its development. Other studies on this topic include Kajiyama [1998: 122, fn. 333
(but see Akamatsu [1983: 173 ff. for a criticism of some of these points), Dunne 2004: 131 f., and Ishida
20118. Cf. table kable 4.1 on the facing pagd for an overview of the various positions taken by Buddhist
authors.

66



4.1. Notes on individual passages of the Apohasiddhi

(11-01°2S fyd.y) wednelia arexedyp

(67CS Fuda)

-pnq urws, ALY eyd ojedyode (Z1°2S fug) nr eyode weueyode nr weAnelia pedAue pews, 9jedyode ggr

(61'¥11 [LASAd) neuau, sjefyode (0T¥11 [LASAd) L1 eyode weueyode (17411 [LASAd) v uurws, sredyode  [[ASAd
(F1'16€ LdST) D eyodedu, (6-8°T6¢ FdSIL) 1eAeyq eise)

oyode pewselu, oyode n1 ejedyode smiaeAA 0S9[SIA peAnE(iA prwiselue cdS.ll
(P2600T 'SI) Yereaeyqesasia

(9€001 FS.I) esepnired (86001 FS.I) eypasnerdekfeserd -eAue / (qg001 FSI) esepnired S

ed pakq 1eq [9s uez3 SIp, ed poo3 uez3  ed pakq req [9s uez3 uep uezs sej 1p, JLAd
(T-1'L0T 1A

(L' L0T MILAd) neuau, areAyod, oAue  (G'20Z MI.Ad) B eyodeAue weueyodelue 11 uuus, areAyod, oAue YiAd

eIeye/eseyqnerdyppnq enewepayooeAeiaefue euesSye[RASENRIARAA IXo,

pyodp JO SUOIIBDIJISSB]O P[OJAAIY], [ 9[qBL

67



4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

different from other reflections.'”® The other two things that can be called exclusion,
an external thing and mere exclusion, are also upheld, but no etymological explanations
corresponding to those given by Sakyabuddhi are offered.!** It would thus appear that in
the TSP, whilst a form of threefold other-exclusion is maintained, it is not systematically
linked to an etymological analysis in such a way that it would help understand the intent
of Ratnakirti’s introductory paragraph ().

Karnakagomin also refers to three types of exclusion, but, unlike Sakyabuddhi, he
does so in his comment on PV 1 41 (cf. section A.2 on page 166).'% His classification
corresponds to that of Sakyabuddhi: The form of awareness is called exclusion because
“by it [another] is excluded”, mere negation is called exclusion because “[the act of]
excluding is exclusion”, and a particular is called exclusion because “for it [another] is
excluded”.!%

Jiianasrimitra explains:

AP 202.12-14: yat punar anyasmad apohyate, apohyate 'nyad asmin veti
vijativyavrttam bahyam eva buddhydkaro vanyapoha’ iti giyate. tena
na kascid upayogah, apohanamna vidher eva vivaksitatvat, na ca nama-
ntarakarane vastunah svarupaparavrttih.

Furthermore, because of [the expressions]| “it is excluded from another,
another is excluded, or in this [another is excluded]”,!”® either the exter-
nal [object] itself, differentiated from that of another kind, or the form of
awareness is called other-exclusion. This [explanation] is useless, since
through the designation “exclusion” only an affirmation is intended, and,
if a thing is called by another name, there is no change of [its] own na-
ture.'”

193¢, lsection B.10 on page 1891.

194Cf. the assessments and translated passages in Ishida 2011b: 202-203.

195Sakyabuddhi cites PV 1 40cd in his explanation, though, cf. PVTg| 207.3. For the gist of Karnak-
agomin’s commentary on PV 1| 179, cf. Ishida 2011b: 205, fn. 21: Karnakagomin refers only to two
forms of exclusion, the particular and exclusion itself, and does not give any etymological explanations.
Therefore, this passage is of little relevance for the discussion here.

Y99PVSVT| 114.19-21: kalpitas cakaro ’pohasritatvad apoha ucyate. apohyate 'neneti va. anya-
nivrttimatram tv arthad aksiptam apohanam apoha ity ucyate(.) svalaksanam tv apohyate ’sminn ity
apoha ucyate. (Ttl. .)

YTINA,,! 8b6 reads buddhyakaro va 'nya® (i.e., supporting vanya®) against buddhyakaro 'nya°
AP 202.13.

1981 thank Hisataka Ishida for discussing this passage with me. He had the good idea of putting a lot of
emphasis on the fact that va is in a position that indicates three rather than two alternatives. If only two
alternatives had been intended by Jiianasrimitra here, the placement of va would be expected to be after
the first word of the second alternative, perhaps resulting in something like this: ...anyasmad apohyate,
apohyate vanyad asminn iti. And if understood as expressing the same three alternatives, Ratnakirti’s
corresponding passage can be understood as a clearer restatement of the same point, rather than as offering
a different kind of classification. The parallels would then be as follows (AP, = |AS3): anyasmad apohyate
= anyasmad apohyate, apohyate 'nyad = asmad vanyad apohyate, asmin = asmin vanyad apohyate.

199C¥, also Katsura 2011 125, and the references given there: Dunne 2004, and to a Japanese article by
Toru Funayama (an English summary can be found in Funayama 2000). Also see Ishida 2011b, as well
as Patil 2008b: 6, fn. 14: “This grammatical analysis of exclusion (apoha) seems to have begun with
Sakyabuddhi, in his commentary on Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika, the Pramanavarttika-tika (See
PVT ad Pramanavarttika (PV 1), Svarthanumana v. 169). Karnakagomin, another commentator on
Dharmakirti’s text, also mentions it in his Pramanavarttika-svavrtti-tika (PVSVT), as do Santaraksita
and his commentator Kamalasila in their independent works the Tattvasamgraha and Tattvasamgraha-
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Here, obviously, the three etymological explanations are not as clearly differentiat-
ed as in the interpretations of Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin. Basically there is the
same problem as for the passage in Ratnakirti: Both the external object and the form
of awareness are understood as derived from three ways of analyzing exclusion. The
fourth, purely negative interpretation of exclusion, is not mentioned in the AP, as far as
I can see.

In the TBh, the relevant passage runs:

[TBhy 52.7-14] nanu ko ’yam apoho nama ? yathadhyavasayam bahya
eva ghatadir arthah apoha ity abhidhiyate, apohyate ’smad anyad vijati-
yam iti krtva. yathapratibhasam buddhyakaro® *pohah, apohyate prthak
kriyate ’smin buddhyakare vijatiyam iti krtva. yathatattvam nivrttima-
tram prasajyariupo 'pohah, apohanam apoha iti krtva. nanu yathadhya-
vasayam vidhir eva, tarhi kevalo visaya ity agatam. na/, | anyapohavisi-
sto®™ vidhir abhipretah.

| Now, what is this called exclusion? According to determination, a tru-
ly external object like a pot etc. is designated as “exclusion”, by thinking
“Another, which is of another class, is excluded from it.” According to
appearance, a form of cognition is [designated as| exclusion, by thinking
“That of another class is excluded, [i.e.,| singled out in this form of aware-
ness.” According to reality, mere absence is exclusion having the nature of
absolute negation, by thinking “exclusion [is the act of] excluding.” Now,
if according to determination [exclusion is| only a positive element, then
an object alone is understood. | No[, none of these is correct]. A positive
element qualified by other-exclusion is meant.?*

What, then, is the conclusion that can be drawn from these passages for ‘? Ap-
parently Ratnakirti clarified JianaSrimitra’s analysis (““...asmad vanyad apohyate ...”,

paiijika (TS and TSP). For a parallel passage in the work of Ratnakirti’s teacher, Jiianasrimitra, see JNA
(202.12-212.14).”

20TBhy 52.10 f. reads buddhyakaro va ...prasajyariipo va .... Since the position of the second va
is somewhat awkward (one would expect nivrttimatram va), 1 think the reading without these va-s, as
attested in TBh 28.27 f., is better.

1Read anyapohavisisto acc. to TBh against apohavisisto TBhy.

202Cf. the trl. in Kajiyama 1998: 122 f., as well as Akamatsu [1983: 171 ff., n. 22 for valuable notes.
Amongst other things, Akamatsu 1983 notes that Kajiyama [196€ did not translate the qualifier “according
to reality”. Akamatsu 1983: 174 f. then argues that Moksakaragupta’s position reflects that of Jianasri-
mitra, and not that of Ratnakirti, because the three qualifiers, i.e., “according to appearance, determi-
nation, and reality” are essential to the AP: “Pour Jiianasrimitra, les trois possibilités de 1’interprétation
de I’apoha ont été les trois éléments les plus importants pour composer sa théorie sur I’Apoha. ...C’est
pourquoi, ces trois sortes d’interprétation de 1’apoha ne peuvent étre pas fausses.” (Akamatsu 1983: 175)
I can not see how this can be right. Neither Jianasrimitra nor Moksakaragupta consider these interpreta-
tions to be correct: In the AP, it is a part of the pitrvapaksa, as Akamatsu 1983: 172 notes. Also in the AS
this is part of an objection, and is answered by a clear no and Ratnakirti’s definition of what exclusion is
(cf. 1. 31, p. 15). So it is difficult to see how Moksakaragupta could have taken any one of these three in-
terpretations to be correct. Whether this passage owes more to the AP than to the AS is also questionable:
Moksakaragupta does not employ the first of Jianasrimitra’s (or Ratnakirti’s) alternatives, “anyasmad
apohyate” (AP 202.12). Instead, he adduces the analysis “apohyate ’smad anyad” (TBh{ 52.9) in order
to show how an external object is meant by exclusion, which is stated in this explicit form only by Ratna-
kirti. Also, the three qualifiers are not without basis in the AS (cf. lsection 5.4 on page 13d for the two
qualifiers “according to appearance and determination”, and for what words really refer to acc. to
Ratnakirti).

69



4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

. 3in , instead of AP, 202.12 apohyate 'nyad ).**

One problem remains. In the TBh there is a clear difference to all etymological in-
terpretations other than those of Jiianasrimitra and Ratnakirti: It associates the locative
construction (apohyate ...’smin buddhyakare vijatiyam, “...in this form of awareness
that of another genus is excluded”) with the form of awareness, and not, as PVTg/ and
PVSVT| do, with the external object.?** Considering how much the TBh is indebted to
the writings of Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti,® it could well be possible that Moksakara-
gupta saw his interpretation justified in his predecessors’ texts. If that is the case, and
if it is a correct interpretation, then the most reasonable way would be to understand
Ratnakirti (and per force Jianas§rimitra) as follows: anyasmad apohyate and asmad
vanyad apohyate®® lead to an understanding of the external object as exclusion, and
asmin vanyad apohyate to an understanding of the form of awareness as exclusion.2"’

Taking these considerations together, what can be said about Ratnakirti’s passage?
It seems that there are two ways to interpret it, both of which have difficulties: follow-
ing Moksakaragupta’s understanding, and ignoring the problem that he only uses two
of the three possible understandings, the analysis of anyapoha as “this is excluded from
another” and as “from this another is excluded” can be taken to support the external
object differentiated from that which is of a different genus, and its analysis as “in this
another is excluded” would explain the form of awareness. The alternative is this: to
give Moksakaragupta’s formulation less weight, and take the three forms of etymologi-
cal derivation as summing up the tradition up to Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti concerning
the external object and the form of awareness. I tend towards this last option. For, the
positions in the TSP on the one hand, and in the PVT and the PVSVT on the other would
be loosely summed up in Ratnakirti’s statement as follows: [[SP4 analyzes the form of

203Given that this passage is an objection, it could of course be that another text, where these variations
are originally to be found, is being cited. But this passage is quite closely related to AP, 202.12—13, which
is a part of the introductory objection in that text. And it is unclear where that objection comes from.
Kajiyama [1998: 122 f., fn. 333 concludes that “...JianaSrimitra ...must have cited these [passages—PMA]
from an author unknown to us.” Akamatsu 1983: n. 22,p. 175, on the other hand, surmises: “...mais il [le
pirvapaksa de ’AP—PMA] est ...I’objection imaginaire produite par Jiianasrimitra lui-mé&me, et nous
ne pouvons pas le considére comme une citation de quelque auteur.” This view is also voiced in Patil
2003: 245, n. 7. The character of the AS’s textual dependence on the AP in this passage supports, it seems
to me, Akamatsu’s and Patil’s conclusions: Ratnakirti obviously feels free to rearrange the arguments
found in the AP, whereas most of the other objections shared by the AP and the AS are actually quite
clearly attributed to their authors, and, at least in the cases where the source texts can be identified, quoted
quite faithfully.

204TSP4 is of little help here, since no etymological derivation using the locative formulation is used.
In the TSP the interpretation as buddhyakara is associated with the ablative construction.

205Cf. the argument in [fn. 300 on page 114.

206The only reason for grouping these two options together is that they share ablative constructions.
This is of course not a very good reason, but if taking the TBh seriously in this point, I see no alternative.
For there must be a division into two groups, and an ablative construction must be associated with the
external object, and a locative one with the form of awareness.

207This is also the understanding reflected in the translation of Jiianasrimitra’s passage in Akamatsu
1983: 171, n. 22. A second possibility is that the interpretation in the TBh is simply not correct. It could
be imagined that, Moksakaragupta, facing the same problem of how to understand these two explanations
of Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti, decided to drop the first alternative, anyasmad apohyate, and assign the
remaining two, asmad vanyad apohyate asmin vanyad apohyate, to the external object and the form of
awareness respectively. But I believe that the premiss, that Moksakaragupta misinterpreted the very two
writers he drew much of his material from for the TBh, very unlikely.
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awareness as “exclusion from another”?%, and the latter two analyze the external object

as “in this another is excluded.” As for the second of Ratnakirti’s alternatives, “another
is excluded from this”, it could well be that it was endorsed in a text not known to us.

Notes to @

In this paragraph the three positions on what it means to say that exclusion is the referent
of words are refuted. The discussion of the “negative” position is rather clear, but the
reduction, before that, of the two other options to a merely “positive” position might
need some comments:

Only a positive thing

The first two positions are refuted only by pointing out that, if other-exclusion is either
an external thing that is differentiated from that of another kind, or a form of awareness,
then it is only a positive element, i.e., a real entity, that is meant by “exclusion.”

The passage is too succinct to allow any precise determination of whose (or if any-
one’s) positions are meant here. But a few pointers might be in order:

That something external, excluded from what is of another kind, is the word referent,
could refer to any of the external-realist theories on the word referent.?” All three
elements of the word referent as adopted in the Nyaya school of thought, the particular
(vyakti), the class (jati), and the form (akrti), are external to the cognizing subject and
real. For the Vaisesika, the very categories of reality, “...padarthas [...] are the sum
total of all that ‘supports’ the meaning of words and guarantees that words are not mere
words, but that they have a denotative value.” (Halbfass 1992: 138) Within the various
strands of Mimamsa, the form (akrti), interpreted as a universal, was taken to be the
primary word referent.>!° But none of these views seems to be a clean fit for the option
that apoha, and thus the word referent, is only “something external.”?!! That the form
of awareness is the referent of a word is probably Bhartrhari’s view.?!

Additionally, there are some precursors in apoha-treatises to the problem that apoha
can be reduced to something external or the form of awareness:

Dharmottara makes it an important point to show that apoha is neither external nor
internal >!?

208Cf. the corresponding rows in kable 4.1 on page 67], and Ishida 2011b: 202, fn. 12.

2OFor a clear and general overview of the Nyaya’s, Vaisesika’s, and Mimamsa’s theories cf. Taber
1998b. The classification of these views as external-realist here is based on the discussion in Dravid
1972: chapters 2 and 3.

219Cf. Dravid [1972: chapter 3, Taber [1998b, and Hattori [1979: 72, n. 21.

21 The very similar passage in the TBh reads “...bahya eva ghatadyarthah apoha iti abhidhiyate”
(TBh4 52.8), unequivocal in understanding “external” as common-sense objects, such as a pot etc.

212¢f, Ogawa 1999, as well as Hattori 1993, and Kataoka 2009: 489. If Ogawa [1999 is correct, then
also the previous view, that an external thing is the word referent, could be attributed to Bhartrhari.
Moreover, in the TSP ad TS, 882, Kamalasila ascribes the view that a substance (dravya) is the referent
of words to Vyadi, cf. also Herzberger 1986: 73 £.

213Cf. the programmatic statement in the introductory verse to DhAPF (see DhAP, Steinkellner [1976,
Hattori 2006: 63 f., and Ishida’s translation cited in Kataoka 2009: 486, fn. 17).
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The position that the referent of a word is the form of awareness is discussed in the
TSP ad [T'S4 890 (cf. trl. in Eection B.5 on page 183]), where it becomes clear that this
view is very similar to Bhartrhari’s position (or one of his positions).>'*

According to the exposition of the apoha theories as found in the NM, it could also
be that a reduction to an external thing and a form of awareness was the opponent’s
interpretation of Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s position respectively. In the introducto-
ry essay in Kataoka 2009, the analysis of Jayanta’s exposition leads to this statement:
“It is evident that Jayanta makes clear the difference of the three views by distinguish-
ing the three phases: external —> internal —> neither external nor internal.” (Kataoka
2009: 483).

Ratnakirti’s answer to the objection as a whole (@) will be to the effect that none
of these elements, external thing, form of awareness, and exclusion, are free of errors
when individually taken to be the word referent. In consequence, he adopts what can
be seen as a combination of the three (kin tv anyapohavisisto vidhih sabdanam arthah,

1. 31in§ §).

pratibhdasabheda and vastubheda (ad § 21)

Ratnakirti’s point here is that the difference between two objects is founded on the
difference of their two natures, and this difference is founded on the difference of the
objects’ appearance in two different ways. Akamatsu [1983: 71 f. adds the following
explanation to his translation of the corresponding passage /AP 208.25: “Donc, les objets
qui ont les manifestations des images différentes dans la connaissance doivent avoir les
natures propres différentes, et donc ils ne peuvent étre une seule et méme chose.” So, if
there are different appearances, these appearances necessarily are of different objects.

Concerning the relation between the difference of appearances and the difference
of real things, AP 209.4-209.14 gives the following inference:

AP 209.2-209.14] [Objection:] | But surely there is no difference in a tree
even in the case where one and the same tree has a difference in the ap-
pearance as clear and unclear to two [people]|, one close by and the other
in a distant place, because there is no difference in the causal efficacy [of
the tree|. [For,] the difference in appearance that is really (eva) assisted
by (upakrta) a difference in causal efficacy is [that which] differentiates.
And in this case there is no difference in the causal efficacy. So how should
the object of a cognition generated by (janitajiianavisaya) the sense fac-
ulties [or| words [i.e. verbal cognition], like a cow etc., share (bhdj) [this]
difference?

| [Answer:] We do not say that a difference in appearance is restricted to
different things, but that [it] is restricted to the absence of the fact that there
is the same object [for both appearances]. For itis so: Any appearance that,
with regard to some real thing, is contrary to the appearance in a perceptual
cognition does not have the same object as this [appearance in a perceptu-
al cognition|, like the appearance of a cloth [is contrary]| to a [perceptual |
grasping of a pot, or like the appearance of yellow [is contrary| to grasping
a conch shell. And in the same way, with respect to a cow, the appearance

214Cf, Hattori [1993: 139 f., and Kataoka 2009: 488.
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at the time of a conceptual cognition is contrary to the appearance in a per-
ceptual cognition. This (i#7) [is a case of| perceiving [something| opposed
to the pervading element.?'> For, the fact of there being the same object
[for both types of cognitions] is pervaded by the non-difference of appear-
ances, observed [here| as [something] is observed by the left eye and the
other[, right eye]. But if there were no pervasion,>'¢ there would be anoth-
er perception, having an opposed appearance, or?'’ there would be a real
thing having two natures. And none of these two is [the case|. Therefore,
there is indeed pervasion. And when a cognition, which is different ac-
cording to [its] basis [that is either in the sense faculties or in concepts, ]
is made the locus [of pervasion], a difference of appearance is established.
Therefore, where there is a difference of appearance accompanied by a dif-
ference of causal efficacy etc., there there is a difference of the real thing,
as in the case of pot and cloth. Moreover, [a difference in appearance]
occurring without this companion by definition refutes the fact of there be-
ing the same object. Thus here one appearance is only erroneous, like the
appearance of yellow in the case of a conch shell.

Analysis

Jianasrimitra’s argument here is that the fact that perceptual and conceptual awareness
do not have the same object can be ascertained through vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi, the
apprehension of that opposed to the pervading element. This is one of the ways in which
a person can correctly infer the absence of something. The explanation of this type of
non-perception in TBh, 30.9-11 is as follows:!?

vyapakaviruddhopalabdhir yatha—natra tusarasparsah, dahanat. prati-

sedhyasya tusarasparsasya vyapakam Sitam, tasya viruddho dahanavise-

sah [...] tasyehopalabdhih.

The perception of that opposed to the pervading element [is] like this:

There is no feeling of cold here, because of a fire. Coldness is the per-

vader of the feeling of cold, which is to be negated; that contradictory to

this [coldness] is a particular fire; of that there is a perception in this place.

A comparison of the elements involved is given in kable 4.2 on the following pagel.
Accordingly, Jianasrimitra’s argument can be paraphrased as follows: In a perceptual
and a conceptual awareness, two different appearances are observed (hetu). The fact
that there are two different appearances is, obviously, contradictory to the fact that there
are not different appearances. And since all cases, where there is the same object for
two cognitions, imply that there are no differences in the respective appearances, these
two cognitions can not have the same object.

So what do Jhanasrimitra and Ratnakirti mean by this statement: “We do not say
that a difference in appearance is restricted to different things, but that [it] is restricted to
the absence of the fact that there is the same object [for both appearances].”? The main
intention is to state that different appearances prove the absence of the same object,

258ee for an explanation.

215Read avyaptis tu acc. to INA,J 11b1 against avyaptitas tu |AF 209.10.
21TRead va acc. to INA,,! 11b2 against ca AF 209.11.

2183ee Kellner [1997: 103 ff. and Kajiyama [1998: 151 ff., Appendix 1 for more background on non-
perception, and Kajiyama [1998: 83, fn. 220 for this specific type.

73



4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

Table 4.2: Structure of vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi

logical role TBh; AP

hetu dahana pratibhasa-bheda
sadhya a-tusarasparsa ekavisayatva-a-bhava
paksa iha jiiana

vyapaka Sita pratibhasa-a-bheda
vyapya tusarasparsa ekavisayatva
contradictory to vyapaka dahana pratibhasa-bheda

but not the presence of two different objects.?!” This restriction has, as spelled out by
Ratnakirti in the last two sentences of , consequences as to what can be known
from the fact that two cognitions have different appearances of their objects: depending
on whether there is causal efficacy of the appearing objects or not, the two cognitions
either have different real things as their objects, as in the case of a pot and a cloth, or
one of the appearances is wrong (i.e., has no real thing as its object), as the appearance
of yellow in the case of the white conch. For Ratnakairti, this differentiation will allow
the argument (in ) that a conceptual cognition can have an object which is both
different from the object of perception and not a real thing.

Common to existence and non-existence (bhavabhavasadharanya ad
§ 2218 24)

About the argument that a word applies to its objects irrespective of the existence or
non-existence of this object, Katsura [1986: 174 f. wrote:

This argument also stems from Dharmakairti....Dharmottara utilized it in a
skillful and systematic way in his Apohaprakarana....Then he was severely
criticized by Vacaspatimisra,...who in turn was criticized by JianaSrimitra.

In this context, Katsura (1986: 180, n. 23) refers to PVy; 4 223-236 (which is very
similar to PVin 2 15-28).2% Akamatsu 1983: 211, n. 103 refers explicitly to PV 4 228,
and Ogawa [1999: 275, fn. 17 to PVy 4 226 and 228. The most relevant passage in
Dharmottara’s DhAP is, approximately,??! DhAP 241.11-244.16. The arguments found
there were criticised by Vacaspatimisra, esp. NVTT 444.2—6, and the particular problem
of a word’s object being common to existence and non-existence is mentioned also by
Bhatta Jayanta, NMg, 467.8-9.

Akamatsu [1983: 211 ff., n. 103, traces the origin of the inference in the background
of the discussion found in [§ 22 and to DhAP 244.10-16.%*

2BFor if there were two different objects, a realist can be imagined to argue that one is the particular,
the other the universal. This would obviously be a very unwelcome consequence for an Apohavadin.

220These verses are translated and discussed in Steinkellner 1979: 41 ff.

221K atsura 1986: 180, n. 24 refers to DhAF 244.10 ff. Akamatsu [1983: 212 ff., n. 103 draws on various
passages from DhAP 241.22-244.16.

222 Akamatsu (1983: 215) says that this inference is cited in NVTT 442.16—18. He supports this claim
by saying that Frauwallner 1937: 267 indicates this dependency, but there is no such indication there.
Nevertheless, the inference found in NVTT| 442.16-18 is indeed quite similar to Dharmottara’s, but is
not, as far as can be judged on the basis of the Tibetan translation of Dharmottara’s inference, a faithful
quotation. Cf. the trl. in lsection 4.1 on page 7d.
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The argument as given by Dharmottara is as follows:

[DhAP 244.10-24] gan Zig dnos po dan dngos po med pa thun mon du
Zen pas nes par ’dzin pa de ni gcig las ldog pa nes pa lhur byed pa yin
te | dper na bum pa ma yin par Ses pas bum pa ma yin par nes par ’dzin
pa na yod dam med ces dnos po dan dnos po med pa thun mon du res
par ’dzin par byed pa bZin no || rnam par rtog pa thams cad kyis kyan
dnos po dan dnos po med pa dag gi ran bZin thun mon du nes par ’dzin
par byed do || gtan tshigs ’di ma grub pa ni ma yin te | rnam par rtog pa
giiis ka’i thun mon gi ran bZin du dmigs par iiams su myon bas grub pa’i
phyir ro || snar bsad pa’i tshul gyis thun mon du ’dzin pa’i rgyu mtshan
ni gcig las ldog pa lhur vies pa iiid yin te | de ni rgyu mtshan med pa ma
vin la | rgyu mtshan gZan yan mi dmigs pa’i phyir ro || de la mi mthun
pa’i phyogs la ’jug na khyab par byed pa rgyu mtshan dan ldan pa fiid
med par 'gyur ba’i phyir khyab par byed pa mi dmigs pas mi mthun pa’i
phyogs las ldog pa na thun mon du ’dzin pa ldog pa gcig gi mthar thug
pa la gnas pa’i phyir khyab pa grub po |

What ascertains [something| by grasping [it] as common to existence and
non-existence, that only determines the differentiation from some [other
thing], like a cognition [of something]| as not-a-pot ascertains [something],
in ascertaining [it] as not-a-pot, as common to existence and non-existence
[since one can say|“It exists or does not exist.” And all conceptual cogni-
tions ascertain [something]| as having a nature common to both existence
and non-existence. This logical reason is not unestablished, because a
conceptual cognition is established by direct perception as apprehending
[something] that has a nature common to these two. In the manner previ-
ously explained, the cause for grasping [something| as common [to both]|
is the ascertainment as only different from something [else], because this
[ascertainment] is not without a cause, and another cause is not apprehend-
ed. In this regard, when there is a differentiation [of the pervaded element]
from the counter-instance due to not apprehending the pervading element,
because the pervading element]|, i.e.,| the state of having a cause, does not
exist considering/in**® the counter instance, the grasping as common [to
existence and non-existence| occurs [only] for that based on some differ-
entiation. Therefore pervasion is established.

The inference given at NVTT 442.16-20, which is referred to in NVTT 444.2-6,
the passage quoted by Ratnakirti in , runs like this (in the voice of an opponent,
most likely Dharmottara):

tatha hi—yad bhavabhavasadharanam tadanyavyavrttiripam** eva, ya-

tha amirtatvam. tat khalu vijiane ca Sasavisane ca sadharanam. tatha
ca vivadadhyasita vikalpavisaya ghatapatadaya iti svabhavahetuh. gaur
asti gaur nastiti hi bhavabhavasadharano gavadir vikalpavisayo vidhi-
riupasvalaksanavad bhavasadharanye nastity anena na sambadhyate vi-
rodhat.

223The import of the phrase ’jug na, as Frauwallner [1937: p. 266, fn. 2 notes, is not clear here.
224Read °rilpam eva acc. to NVTTp 476.9 instead of °riipayeva in NVTT]| 442.16.
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For [itis] so: What is common to existence and nonexistence, that has only
the nature of exclusion from others, like incorporeality. That [incorpore-
ality] indeed is common to cognition[, which exists,| and a hare’s horn|[,
which does not exist]. And the objects of conceptual cognitions, which are
subject to discussion, like pot, cloth, etc. are like this. This [is an inference
with] a logical reason of the type “nature.” For [in the sentences| “a cow
is, a cow isn’t”, cow etc., the object of conceptual cognition, could not be
connected with this [predicate], “is not”, if it were specific (asadharana)
[only] to existence, like a particular that has a positive nature, because of
a contradiction.

The logical elements used here are: the reason, hetu, is “common to existence and
nonexistence,” what is to be proven, the sadhya, is “having the nature of exclusion from
others,” and the site of the inference, the paksa, is “objects of conceptual cognition.”
Dharmottara’s inference is basically the same: Cognizing something as common to the
referent’s existence and non-existence can only work for exclusion from others, not for
a real positive entity.

In the passage quoted in |§ 24 on page 23], VacaspatimiSra criticizes this inference
by showing that it is possible that a genus can be the object of conceptual cognitions.
For, even though it is by its nature eternal and hence exclusively existent, it can be com-
mon to both existence and non-existence: a genus becomes applicable to both of these,
so Vacaspatimisra, depending on its connection to presently existing or presently not
existing particulars. What he has thus shown is that the reason, being common to exis-
tence and non-existence, can occur in the counter instances, i.e., when something—in
this case the genus—does not have the nature of exclusion from others. The reason thus
becomes inconclusive (anaikantika), because one can not be certain that it does not also
qualify things, or objects of conceptual cognition, that do not have other-exclusion as
their nature. The alternative?® is that the reason is “established in another way,” i.e.,
that being common to both existence and non-existence can be shown to pertain even
when exclusion is not the nature of conceptual objects.??®

The position of Kumarila’s followers (ad § 25)

As Akamatsu 1983: 218, n. 112 has pointed out, the position that words apply to parts
of their referent is found in SV Av| 64ab:

samanyamsan apoddhrtya padam sarvam pravarttate |

Every word applies [to its object] in extracting the part [that is| the univer-

sal.

Cf. also these arguments in the SV, where it is quite obvious that there is an aware-

ness of a closely related problem:

SV Av 125ab: nirbhdgo ’pi hi vastvatma Sabdair bhagena gamyate |

2251f one accepts the reading veti (1. 110, p. 23) instead of ceti in NVTT 444.6.

2261t is not really clear to me what anyathdsiddha means here. Glossing on NV| 62.4—5 ad NS 1.1.10,
NVTT| 276.7-8 notes: asiddharthata anyathasiddhdarthata hetoh hetuvacanasyety arthah. (The aim of
the reason|, i.e.,| of the statement of the reason, is unestablished|, i.e., its| aim is established in another
way. That is the meaning.) Cf. Gokhale 1992: 83 f. for a helpful example of this fallacious reason. He
also gives this definiton: “The hetu is called anyathasiddha when the existence of hetu is capable of full
explanation without reference to sadhya.” (Gokhale 1992: 84)
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For [something| having the nature of a real thing is partially understood
through words, even though it has no parts. For there is no cognition of an
object such as pot etc. due to understanding the word “existing.”

SV Vak 309cd-311: na ca Sabdena sadbhavas tasya carthasya bodhitah ||

astitvadyanapeksam hi samanyam tena gamyate |

astisabdaprayogo ’pi tenaivatropapadyate ||

Jjater astitvanastitve na ca kas cid vivaksati |

nityatval laksyamanaya vyaktes te hi visesane ||

Neither is the real existence even (ca) of this object understood through a
word. For a universal, which is independent of the state “it is” etc., is un-
derstood through this [word]. Also the usage of the word “it is”?*" applies
herel, i.e., to this pot,] only for this [reason]. No one wishes to express
[either| the state “it is” [or] the state ““it is not” of a genus, because [it]
is permanent. For these two [states]| are qualifiers of the particular that is
characterized [by a genus].

In the commentary on SV Vak 309cd—310ab, Parthasarathimisra explicitly address-
es the problem of sadasattvasadharana (which I take to be the same as bhavabhava-
sadharanya):

NRA 657.5-8: syad evam yadi ghatasabdena ghatasya sattvam bodhitam
syat. sa tu sadasattvasadharanam ghatasvarupamatram abhidhatte. ta-
tsvarupam hi pradeSikatvad anityatvac ca kvacit kadacic ca sat, kvacit
kadacic casad iti sadharanam samanyam iti, sadasattvasadharanam ity
arthah.

It would be sol, i.e., there would be a problem about being common to ex-
istence and non-existence, | if the existence of a pot were cognized through
the word “pot”; but this [word| denotes a pot’s own form alone, common
to the state of being and non-being. For, the own form of this [pot] exists
in some places and at some times, and does not exist in some [other| places
and at some [other| times because [this pot] has its own place and is not
permanent. In this sense a universal is common, which means “common
to being and non-being.”

upakara (ad @)

upakara literally means assistance or support (cf. Bothlingk and R. Roth 1855: 237.1).
Dharmakirti discusses the relationship of property and property-bearer under the head-
ing of an upakara relation in PVSV| 29.6-31.5 (trl. on pages ), and in PVin
2 67.4-68.2 (trl. on the basis of the Tibetan text in Steinkellner [1979: 66—69).2%

In , itis “contact” (pratyasatti) that is characterised as upakara. Ratnakirti says
that the other options, such as inherence (samavaya) etc., for what this contact could be
have been refuted. The question is what he means by “etc.” Various forms of contact

2271t is” translates the single Sanskrit 3rd person present word asti, lit. “he, she or it is.”

2288teinkellner (1979: 68, fn. 213) notes that upakara was also used in a similar sense by Kumarila,
and the interpretation of upakarat in VP 3.3.5 by Houben ([1995: 170, and 173 f.) is strikingly similar.
See also PSV 3 5cd for a similar employment (gunopakarat).
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between a property bearer and a property (one case of such contact being that of a partic-
ular with the universal qualifying it) were assumed by the realist schools: samavaya and
samyoga by the Naiyayikas and VaiSesikas, and non-difference or a form of inherence
by the Mimamsakas.??® Since Ratnakirti does not discuss the Mimamsakas’ opinions in
the following paragraphs, I take “samavayader” (1. 139, p. 26) to mean samavaya and
samyoga.

samavaya, mentioned by Ratnakirti, is the sixth category in the VaiSesika system
(cf. Halbfass [1992: 70-75). There, it “[...] is the relationship between entities that
cannot occur separately. It is the one omnipresent principle [...] that integrates parts
and wholes, particulars and universals, substances, qualities, and motions.” (Halbfass
1992: 72) It was also endorsed by the Naiyayika thinkers, and in the context of the
Apohasiddhi it is relevant specifically as the relation that a universal, that which inheres,
has to the particular, in which it inheres. Cf., e.g., NV 305.14-16:

[NV 305.15-16:] katham tarhi gotvam gosu vartate? asrayasrayibhave-
na. kah punar asrayasrayibhavah? samavayah. tatra vrttimad gotvam,
vrttih samavaya itihapratyayahetutvad ity uktam.

| How then*** does cowness exist in cows? | Through the relation of sup-
porter and supported. | What then is [this] relation of supporter and sup-
ported? | Inherence (samavaya). Here, cowness is that having existence
[in the particulars], [and] the existence is inherence. Therefore “because
[inherence] is the reason for the cognition ‘[cowness is| here [in a cow]””
was said.

samyoga, contact, which is a different form of contact assumed at first in Vaisesika
ontology, is a quality (guna), the second category in all the Nyaya-VaiSesika systems.
It had a rather broad scope of application,?*! but the main difference to the category of
inherence was that contact exists between two things that can exist separately from each
other (such as between a stick and a stick-bearer).

For a criticism of samyoga and samavaya as the relation between a property and its
bearer in the TS, cf. Eection B.2 on page 179].

upadhi (ad § 28 and § 30)

Ratnakairti, as well as Vacaspatimisra in the passage quoted in , use the term upadhi
in a way strikingly different from that commonly ascribed to Naiyayika authors. In the
following, I would like to inquire what, if any, cause this term’s different employment

229For the Bhatta Mimamsa idea that properties and their bearers are different aspects of the same entity
(e.g., sthitam naiva hi jatyadeh paratvam vyaktito hi nah, SV Ps 141cd), cf. Taber 2005: 106-12. Cf.
D’Sa|1980: chap. 12, and Taber 2005: 217 f., n. 40 for clear summaries of the SV Av’s main points, where
the specific relation of a class to its particulars is discussed in the same terms. Cf. also Dravid [1972: 64—-66
for some notes regarding the Prabhakara Mimamsa stance that the universal and that qualified by it are
really distinct and related by a non-eternal samavaya.

230NSi 2.2.64, which Uddyotakara is discussing here, is one of a row of sitras refuting that either
akrti, vyakti, or jati alone is the word referent (cf. Biardeau |1964: 229-240, Much [1994: 351-352).
Here, Uddyotakara has just repeated his argument from NV, 206.21-22 that the relation of a whole to its
parts can not be understood in terms of a unitary thing (such as a genus) existing in manifold things (such
as its manifestations, vyakti-s). So the opponent wonders what their relationship might then be. Parts of
this passage are also quoted in PVSV 277.3—4, and 305.6-11.

231Cf. Frauwallner [1956¢: 127 ff., Halbfass [1992: 122 f., 147.
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has for the two different schools of thought, and whether any particularly important
issues are attached to it.

General observations

An upadhi is usually described as a non-essential universal: “Other general character-
istics such as ’cookness’, ’tallness’, ’blindness’, etc., which are adventitious features,
are recognised not as universals (jati) but as upadhis.” (Dravid [1972: 25; cf. also Potter
1977: 135 ff.and references given there.)

The term upadhi, in the context of Nyaya-Vaisesika ontology, is usually translated
as “‘nominal’ properties”, “superimposed condition”, “imposed properties”, or “limit-
ing condition”?*? Acc. to Halbfass 1970: 148, “Udayana was the first Nyaya-Vaisesika
author who took into full account all the difficulties involved in the jati-upadhi problem,
and the jatibhadaka doctrine in his Kiranavali became fundamental for all subsequent
considerations,...for the period following the conflict with the Buddhists.” This would
mean that before Udayana, i.e., also for Ratnakirti, there were no fixed and conclusive
criteria for what differentiated a universal proper from an imposed universal.

But it seems that at least since Trilocana (cf. Potter 1977: 202 ff.) upadhi had im-
portant implications also for the Nyaya analysis of svabhava reasonings (cf. Kajiyama
1998: 101, fn. 271 and the reference there to RNA | 42,20-23?%). The central point
is, acc. to Kajiyama [1998: 100 f., fn. 270, that smoke always implies fire (svabhavi-
kasambandha Kajiyama [1998: 100, fn. 270), whereas fire only implies smoke when a
specific additional attribute of fire, i.e., wet fuel, is given (“aupadhika- or sopadhika-
sambandha” Kajiyama 1998: 101, fn. 271).

As Kajiyama (1998: 101, fn. 271) points out, Ratnakirti’s and Moksakaragupta’s
definition of upadhi as “...arthantaram kimcid apeksaniyam is based on this explana-
tion of Vacaspati and perhaps his teacher Trilocana, though it is not verbally found in
NVT.” (NVT = NVTT) The passage containing this definiton in the TBh is translated,
Kajiyama [1998: 101, as “...for by the word upadhi is meant some other thing by the
dependence on which [the probans is related to the probandum, i.e. if x needs z in order
to be related with y, this z is called upadhi].”

Buddhist logicians, on the other hand, called all universals supposed by realist
schools upadhi.***

To these observations, the following two comments based on the material in the AS
might be added:

Comment1 For one thing, in the argument of Ratnakirti subsumes all the Nyaya-
Vaisesika categories except substance (dravya) under the heading upadhi. The phrase
indictating this equivocation is “for the circle of additional attributes like universal,

22Cf, B. K. Matilal |1986: 382, Halbfass [1992: 252, Halbfass [1970: 148, and Kajiyama [199§: 101
respectively.

233This corresponds to [SD 47.6-10. Cf. kection 4.1 on the following pagd and Patil 2009: 123 f. for
translations, as well as Patil 2009: 174 ff. for a discussion of the role of updadhi in inferential cognitions.

234 Akamatsu [1983: 225, n. 121 is of the same opinion. I was not able to trace the term upddhi in either
PSV 5 or Hattori 1968. Dharmakirti employs it in much the same sense as Ratnakirti, cf. PV 1 52-55
(trl. [section A.1 on page 152], cf. also L‘n. 414 on page 152]). Santaraksita subsumes all categories under
the term upadhi in TS 2ab: gunadravyakriyajatisamavayadyupadhibhih (cf. [section B.1 on page 1771
for a translation).
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property, action etc.” (samanyagunakarmadyupadhicakrasya). This would also con-
cur with the following explanation, [SD 47.4-10:

tatha hi svabhavikas tu dhumadinam vahnyadibhih sambandhah tadupa-
dher anupalabhyamanatvat. kvacid vyabhicarasyadarsanad iti tvayaiva-
sya laksanam uktam. etac casiddham. yatah, upadhisabdena svato ’rtha-
ntaram evapeksaniyam abhidhatavyam. na carthantaram drsSyataniya-
tam, adrSyasyapi deSakalasvabhavaviprakrstasya sambhavat. tatas ca
dhiimasyapi hutasena saha sambandhe syad upadhih, na copalaksyata
iti katham adarsanan nasty eva yatah svabhavikasambandhasiddhih.
For it is so: “But the relation of smoke etc. with fire etc. is natural (sva-
bhavika), because an additional attribute in this [relation] is not cognized,
[and] a deviation [of smoke from fire] is nowhere observed.”?* This defi-
nition of a natural relation was given by you[, an opponent, at [SD 46.8-9].
But it is not established, since what is meant by the word|[s] “additional at-
tribute” is [some| required thing other than [the relation of smoke etc. with
fire etc.| itself. But another thing is not limited to visible [things], because
an invisible [thing], distant in location, time or essence, is possible. And
therefore, there may be an additional attribute in the relation even of smoke
with fire (hutasa), but it is not seen. So how does [this additional attribute|
not exist at all [only]| because [it is] not observed, so that [you believe]
there is an establishment of a natural relation?>

In the explication of what the word “additional attribute” means, Ratnakirti makes
two points: it is another thing, and it is required. This can be expected to include all
categories except the first, substance, since that would hardly be what is dependent on
another object, whereas all other categories are dependent on substances.>’’

The example in the background of this passage®*® is that smoke is a correct reason for
inferring the presence of fire. It is correct because, amongst other reasons, no additional
attribute is involved in the relation between the two that causes the connection of smoke
with fire.”** T understand this to mean that there is no thing other than the relation of
the two terms that is what makes the inference from smoke to fire valid. This also finds
support in Ratnakirti’s somewhat ironic conclusion that “in the relation even of smoke
with fire”, a standard example of a correct pervasion, an additional attribute could be
present if all that is required is that it is not observed.

23] follow the translation of this passage in Patil 2009: 123 f., and understand the two justifications to
be in the same relation to the main sentence, adding an “and” to reflect this. So smoke is a sure sign of
fire, because a) no additional attribute of smoke that might cause its relation to fire is perceived, and b)
smoke is never seen where there is no fire. It is the first point that Ratnakirti attacks in the next sentences.

ZFor the broader context of this passage, cf. Patil 2009: 105 ff., and see Patil 2009: 123 . for another
translation.

237 Acc. to Ratnakirti the only way any kind of dravya (as dharmin) can be qualified by samanya-
gunakarmadi (as dharma) is in fact upakara, cf. .

238Cf. Kajiyama [1998: 100 f., fn. 270 and Patil 2009: 105.

2391t is important to note that here “relation of smoke with fire” is not the same as “relation of fire
with smoke”: in the first case, an inference from the relation’s first term, smoke, to its second term,
fire, is valid, but in the second case it is not. Cf. [SD 46.7-8: tatha hi dhiimadinam vahnyadibhih saha
sambandhah svabhaviko na tu vahnyadinam dhiumadibhih. (translated Patil 2009: 105) Fire is not a
correct reason for inferring smoke since smoke depends on the “additional attribute” wet fuel.

80



4.1. Notes on individual passages of the Apohasiddhi

The second point is that this additional attribute is required. As quoted above, Ka-
jiyama [1998: 101 translates a similar passage: “...some other thing by the dependence
on which [the probans is related to the probandum, i.e. if x needs z in order to be relat-
ed with y, this z is called upadhi].” This brings out the import of the second point very
nicely: there is no relation of fire with smoke without the element “wet fuel.”

Comment2 In , Vacaspati’s phrase ekopadhina sattvena visiste tasmin suggests
that he accepts that sattva is an upadhi. This usage of the term upadhi at this point is
perhaps not as decisive as it could be expected to be.

The passage that Ratnakirti quotes is addressing one of the points made by Vacaspati
in NVTT| 110.2 ff. (=PV 1 52; 53ab; 55), exemplified by the following objection:**

NVTT| 109.14-17: api ca vastunivese jatyadinam upadhinam ekasya va-
stunah sattvam ca dravyatvam ca parthivatvam ca vrksatvam ca SimsSa-
patvam copadhaya iti ditrad ekopadhivisistasya grahe sarvopadhivisista-
grahaprasangah.

Moreover, if additional attributes such as a genus etc. rest in a real thing,
then—because a single real thing has [these]| additional attributes|, i.e.,]
existence, substantiality, treeness, and SimsSapaness—there is the unwant-
ed consequence that, when that [thing| qualified by a single additional at-
tribute is grasped from a distance, it is grasped as qualified by all additional
attributes.

I think that it is fair to interpret Vacaspati’s statements as following the formulation
of this objection very closely in his answer (quoted by Ratnakirti in ), and does
therefore not have to be taken as endorsing that sattva really is an additional attribute
and not a proper jati.

svabhavopavarnana (ad |§ 30 on page 27)

The rule mentioned in this argument is invoked in various passages of Ratnakirti’s
works. Two passages give more details, PABhP, 103.6 f. and KBhSA; 77.10 f.:**!

PABAP 103.1-7: naiyayikaparikalpitopamananirakaranartham apy ayam
eva prayogo drastavyah, tasyapi nirvisayatvat. tatha hi samakhyasamba-
ndhas tasya visayo varnyate. sa ca paramarthato nasti. sa hi sambandhah
sambandhibhyam bhinno ’bhinno va. yadi bhinnas tada tayor iti kutah.
na ca sambandhantarad iti vaktavyam, tad api katham tesam iti cinta-
yam anavasthaprasangah. na ca yatha pradipah prakasantaram antare-
na prakasate tatha sambandho ’pi sambandhantarena sambaddho bhavi-
syatiti vaktum ucitam. pramanasiddhe hi vasturiipe "yam asya svabhava
iti varnyate. yatha pradipasyaiva. sambandhas tu na pramanapratitah.

words “Not by a single [additional attribute]” [Vacaspatimisra] falsifies the aim of the Varttika stated
by the words “For whom” etc.) “Varttika” here refers to PV 1 52, which was quoted in NVTT| 110.3-4.

24 probably VyN 14#.2-3 (VyN; 111.17 f.) should also be considered here: pramanasiddhe hi ri-
pe svabhavavalambanam. na tu svabhavavalambanenaiva vastusvarupavyavastha. Trl. acc to Lasic
2000b: 71: “Wenn namlich ein Ding (ripa) durch eine giiltige Erkenntnis erwiesen ist, stiitzen wir uns
(bei der Erkldrung) auf das Wesen. Nur kraft dessen, dal man sich auf das Wesen stiitzt, ergibt sich aber
keine Feststellung eines realen Dinges.”
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Exactly this inference?? is to be observed also in order to reject resem-

blance[, a means of valid cognition| imagined by the Naiyayikas,’* be-
cause that too does not have an object. For it is so: the connection with a
name is described as the object of this [resemblance]|. But that connection
does not really exist. For this connection is either different from the two
[things] that have a connection, or not different. If different, then why [is it
a connection] “of these two”? Neither is “because of another connection”
to be said [in answer to this question]|, since, when one considers: “Also
this [other connection], how [could it belong] to these two?”, [there is] the
unwanted consequence of an infinite regress.>** And it can not be said that,
in the same way that a lamp illuminates without another illumination, so
also a connection becomes connected without another connection. For if
the form of a real thing has been established by a valid means of cognition,
it is explained: “That [is]| the nature of that.” As it indeed is for a lamp.
But a connection is not known through a valid means of cognition.

KBhSA, 77.10 f. sthiratve ’py esa eva svabhavas tasya yad uttaraksana
eva karotiti cet. hatedanim pramanapratyasa. dhumad atragnir ity atrapi
svabhava evasya yad idanim atra niragnir api dhiuma iti vaktum Sakya-
tvat. tasmat pramanasiddhe svabhavavalambanam. na tu svabhavavala-
mbanena pramanavyalopah.

[Objection:| | Even though persistent, this [thing], which produces [an ef-
fect] only at a later moment, has precisely this nature.>* | [Answer:| Now
confidence in the valid means of cognition is destroyed. Because it is pos-
sible to say even here [in this inference,| “Because of smoke, [there is]
fire there.”, that, at the time of that which has [this| very nature, there is
smoke here, even though there is no fire.?*® Therefore there is reliance
(alambana) on a [thing’s] nature when [something] is established by valid

242 e., the inference in PABhP 102.10-11:
ihapi prayogah — yasya na visayavattvam na tasya pramanyam. yatha kesondukajiiana-
sya. na siddham ca visayavattvam upamanajiianasyeti vyapakanupalambhah. For that
which has no object|, heru,] there is no being a valid cognition|, sadhya]. As the cognition
of a net of hair [has no object, and therefore is not valid, drstanta]. And that a cognition
through comparison has an object is not established. This [is an inference by the reason]
non-apprehension of the pervader]|, i.e., of being a valid means of cognition].

23Cf. NSa 1.1.3.

2441 am not quite sure how to construe the tad api (which is correct acc. to RNA! 54b5). Another
possibility might be to start a new sentence with fad api, taking it as expressing causal force. A translation
would then be: “...is not to be answered. |[For,| because of this [answer]| too, there is the unwanted
consequence ....”

2$1.e., uttarakaryotpadanasvabhava, the nature of producing a later effect. The point is that a thing
that remains identically the same during a given period of time can produce an effect at a certain time
(such as its last effect in its last moment) but not at others. The opponent (Bhasarvajfia in the previous
two paragraphs acc. to Woo [1999: 211) thinks that a nature such as “producing an effect at a later time”
could help explain how this is achieved.

2461 am not sure I properly understand this argument. My best explanation is: the nature of smoke is
to be caused by fire. But if the opponent is right, and a thing can have a nature that sometimes produces
an effect and sometimes doesn’t, i.e., sometimes is in effect and sometimes isn’t, then smoke could
sometimes be dependent on fire and sometimes not.
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cognition. But there is no dispelling (vyalopa) of a valid cognition by re-
liance (avalambana) on a nature.

Both passages, as , make the point that when something is cognized

by a means of valid cognition, its nature is made known. And since a real thing, known
by the valid means of cognition perception, does not appear in such a cognition as having
the structure of property and property bearer, it cannot really have it.

Moreover, Ratnakirti refers to this description of a thing’s nature as a rule, nyaya.
A formulation such as this would usually appeal to a text of highest authority, cf., e.g.,
SIS, 21.32-22.1: ...iti nyayah. yad varttikam..., which is then followed by a quote of
PV 3 532b-d (see Biihnemann [1980: 63 for a translation of and notes on this passage),
or [SD 44.10-11. But I was not able to find an exact source for this particular rule.

A similar idea, at any rate, is expressed in the following passage, 'SP, 808.13-15:

tasmad yat pramanasiddhavastu na tasya kenacid badha. anyatha hi pra-
manalaksanopapannasya badhayam tallaksanam eva disitam syad iti sa-
rvatranasvasan na kvacit tat pramanam syat.

Therefore, there is no refutation by anyone of a real thing that has been
established by a means of valid cognition. For otherwise, when there is a
refutation of that having arisen characterised as valid cognition, that char-
acteristic itself would be falsified. Therefore, without assurance in every
instance, this would not be a valid means of cognition in any instance.

At least Dharmakairti is clear about the fact that conceptual cognition does not de-
termine the nature of a real thing, but only has exclusion from others as its object:

PVSV 28.19-22: tadviveka eva canyapohah. tasmat tad api tanmatrapo-
hagocaram. na vastusvabhavaniscayatmakam. tatha hi kasyacin niscaye
'py anyasyapratipattidarsanat, tatsvabhavaniscaye ca tasyayogat. >’

But perhaps it is Dharmakirti’s principle that the own nature of a thing is at least
remotely involved in conceptual cognition that gave rise to this rule that Ratnakirti refers
to:

Die Sonderung (apohah) als Gegenstand der Vorstellung und der Wortkon-
vention beruht also auf dem Svabhava der Dinge selbst, insofern es dieser
ist, der einerseits mit den Svabhavas anderer Dinge eine gleiche Wirkung
und andererseits, indem er an verschiedenen Ursachenkomplexen teilhat,
mehrere Wirkungen hervorbringt. (Steinkellner 1971: 191)%48

Notes to § 31

The discussion found in the NBhus about the supporter (upakaraka) and the supported
(upakarya), quoted in part by Ratnakirti in , is directed against Dharmakirti’s anal-
ysis of this problem in PVSV, 29.7-31.1 (cf. the trl. in lsection A.l on page 152!). After
having fully quoted the lengthy passage, Bhasarvajiia says:

NBhiis 246.30-247.5: sarvopadrsye siryadau grhyamane ’pi na sarva-
tra drastrdarsanagrahanam asti. anenaitad api nirakrtam — na hy anya

¢t lsection A.1 on page 15]] for a translation.
248Cf. also PV 3 166 (trl. on page ) for a passage supporting this.
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evanyopakarako yo na grhitah syat. na capy upakarake tathagrhite upa-
karyagrahanam tasyapy agrahanaprasangat, svasvamitvavad iti. evam
hi suryagrahane tadupakaryasya trailokyasyapi grahanam syat. na hy
upakarakatvena grhitad anya eva trailokyopakarako bhanur yo na grhi-
tah syat. upakarakagrahane copakaryagrahanam nasti svasvamitvavad
ity evamvadinah siryopakaryatrailokyagrahanam durnivaram syat.
Even if that [which is]| visible everywhere, the sun etc., is grasped, there
is no grasping of the observations of observers everywhere. By this [state-
ment| also this [following one |** is refuted: | For there is no really different
supporter of something else that would not be grasped. Nor is there, when
a supporter is grasped in such a way, no grasping of that which is support-
ed, because of the unwanted consequence of not grasping that [supporter|
either, as in the case of being the property and owner. | For, in this way,
if the sun is grasped, the threefold world too, which is that supported by
the sun, would be grasped. For since [the sun] is grasped as being the
supporter there is no truly different light supporting the threefold world
which would not be grasped. And if the supporter is grasped, there isn’t
no grasping of that which is supported, as in the case of being property and
owner. For [those]| believing [that it is]| so, the grasping of the threefold
world supported by the sun is hard to avoid.

varnakrtyaksarakara ...(ad @, PV 3 147)

PV 3 147%° poses two problems: Whose opinion is expressed here, and what exactly is
a universal free of?

Dharmakirti does not say who holds the opinion that the universal is empty of
colour, form, etc..”®! Manorathanandin simply identifies them as Samanyavadins, peo-
ple teaching universals (PVV| 161.17, cf. Eection A.4 on page 17d). The same position
is stated by Kamalasila to be held by the Naiyayika Bhavivikta (cf. its presentation in
TSP, ad kk. 715-717, and its criticism in TSP, ad k. 738, trl. lsection B.3 on page 18d).

It is not clear whether Dharmakirti’s intention here is that a samanya is said to be
free of the forms of colour, form and letter, or whether it is that it is said to be free
of colour, shape, and the form of a letter. Ratnakirti’s interpretation leans towards the
latter option: he uses the phrase “aksarakaraparikaritah” (1. 160, p. 28), suggesting
that he understands aksardakara as a unit, and therefore “colour, shape, and the form
of letters” also in Dharmakirti’s verse. Whilst Kamalasila explains that in Bhavivikta’s
position by aksara-s the individual letters are meant that make up a word (“C-o-w”),
he does not say how he understands the compound as a whole. Manorathanandin un-
derstands it (cf. lsection A.4 on page 17d) differently from Ratnakirti: according to that

29This corresponds to PVSV| 29.24-26.

20Cf, lsection A.3 on page 1671 for a translation.

251 As Akamatsu [1983: 245, n. 158 points out, a very similar thougt is also to be found in PVSV|55.9-10
(cf. trl. in lsection A.l1 on page 158]). Note that Karpakagomin ends his explanation of this pas-
sage as follows, PVSVT 223.26-28: tad evam udyotakaradyabhihitam abhinnapratibhasam abhy-
upagamya vyatiriktasyavyatiriktasya ca samanyasyayogad bhrantir evayam vyaktisv ekakarapratibha-
sa ity uktam. (Thus, having assumed in this way an undifferentiated appearance as proposed by Uddy-
otakara etc., a universal [either] separated [or] unseparated [from particulars] is not possible; therefore
this appearance of a single form of awareness for particulars is only an error.)
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interpretation a universal is free of the appearances or forms of awareness (abhasa or
akara, PVV| 161.13 ad PV 3 147ab) of colour, shape, and letters.>>?

Forms of khyati (ad § 35)

In , Ratnakairti gives four explanations for the error that might account for the cogni-
tion of a universal. These four explanations are apparently closely linked to four theories
of khyati, appearance or false appearance, the equivalences being as follows: >

1. atmakhyati (appearance of a self): that a cognition of a false universal is nothing
but the unfolding of awareness itself due to mnemonic impressions (vasanavasad
...vivarto ’yam astu, starting 1. 165, p. 28).

2. asatkhyati (appearance of an inexistant thing): that that which appears as a uni-
versal has no real existence at all (asad eva va tadripam khyatu, starting 1. 166,
p. 29).

3. anyathakhyati (appearance in another way): that it is only the particulars that
appear other than they are, due to their differences being concealed (vyaktaya
eva ...°vyavadhanat, starting 1. 166, p. 29 ).

4. smrtipramosa (deprivation of memory): that memory interferes in the correct
cognition, but does not come to awareness as memory (smrtipramoso, starting
1. 167, p. 29).

Respectively, these theories are endorsed by authors belonging to the Yogacara,
the Madhyamaka and Vedanta, the Nyaya and Bhatta Mimamsa, and the Prabhakara
Mimamsa schools.?>*

Ratnakirti himself, even though he says here that it doesn’t matter which of the error
theories is the right one,?> explains the appearance of a universal as an erroneous cog-
nition that is close to the atmakhyati position as described in the VV.?® This becomes
fairly clear from an argument in (11. 240-242):

kim tarhi svavasanavipakavasad upajayamanaiva buddhir apasyanty api
bahyam bahye pravrttim atanotiti viplutaiva. (Trl. on page p2)

22K arnakagomin, glossing on the similar passage in PVSV, 55.9—10, mentions an opponent who tries
to escape by saying that “a universal certainly has the form of colour etc.” (PVSVT 223.17-18: varna-
dyakaram eva samanyam iti ced ...)This would also hint at an understanding of the compound as “forms
of colour, shape, and letters.”

233In general, see Schmithausen [1965: 141 ff. for a systematic discussion of the following (and other)
error theories. Without giving a full account, the main ideas are as follows: atrmakhyati means that the
content (or object appearing) in an erroneous cognition is only that cognition itself, not an external object.
asatkhyati means that there is an appearance of a non-existing object in erroneous cognition. According
to anyathakhyati something real appears differently than it is. smrtipramosa, usually associated with the
akhyati (non-appearance) theory, means that the memory involved (according to this theory) in erroneous
cognition does not come to awareness: “The fifth theory [of the 8 different theories of erroneous cognition
discussed in the Nyayabhiisana—PMA] (smrtipramosa) is held by the Prabhakaras. They maintain that
the perceptual error expressed as “this is a snake” is, in fact, partly confused with the memory of the
snake, but the perceiver is not aware at that moment that it is a memory.” (Potter 1977: p. 412, cf. also
Schmithausen 1965: 206 f.).

254This is how the VV presents the matter, acc. to the analysis in Schmithausen [1965: 92-106.

233This is only a preliminary statement, and is meant to support only the main point of this paragraph:
that cognition of a real universal is entirely wrong (bhrantir eva asau, ).

26 Acc. to Schmithausen [1965: 233 f., this is also Dignaga’s, Dharmakirti’s, and Jianasri’s position.
For Dharmakirti’s position, also cf. PV 1 68-70 (translated in Dunne 2004: 339).
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Ratnakirti here makes two points important for the khyati context: An awareness
event does not “see” an external object, so that nothing other than itself appears in it.>’
And an awareness comes about only by force of the ripeninig of its own mnemonic
impressions (vasana-s). These two statements, in addition to the usage of adhyava-
saya that, based on an internal form of awareness, externalises the object of cognition
(cf. Eection 5.4 on page 13d), undoubtedly support his endorsement of armakhyati to
explain the erroneous cognition of a commonness in particulars.

Kataoka 2009: esp. pp. 484-482 (15-17) has made it clear that, at least for Bhatta
Jayanta, these error theories were of importance for describing the differences between
the apoha theories of Dharmakirti and Dharmottara, who explained the erroneous cog-
nition of universals according to, respectively, armakhyati and asatkhyati theories.

Proving a universal like a sense faculty (ad 1l. 173-176 in @)

Ratnakirti here presupposes an opponent who wishes to prove a universal in the same
way as a sense faculty is proven.”® The opponent is not named in this passage. This
sort of proof is already referred to in PVSV| 16.12—-14, where an opponent wishes to
show that the self or the soul (arman) is inferrable like a sense faculty. The argument
there is as follows:

PVSV 16.12-14: indriyadinam tu vijiianakaryasya kadacitkatvat sape-

ksyasiddhya prasiddhir ucyate — kim apy asya karanam astiti. na tv

evambhiitam iti.

But®’ the general acceptance of the sense faculties etc., which [is] due

to an establishment of [their] dependency based on [their] effect|, i.e.,]

cognition, being occassional, is stated as “This [cognition] has a certain

cause.”,”® but not as “[This cause is] just so.”

Karnakagomin’s commentary on this passage is as follows:

[PVSVT 73.8-16]: yatha nityaparoksanam apindriyadinam anumanam
tathatmano bhavisyatiti ced aha—indriyanam ityadi. adisabdat smrtibi-
jadinam. vijiianam eva karyam tasya kadacitkatvat. tatha hi satsv api
ripalokamanaskaresu nimilitalocanadyavasthasu vijianasyabhavat, pu-
nas conmilitalocanavasthasu bhavat, vijianakaryam karanantaram sa-
peksam sidhyati, tato ‘sya sapeksyasiddhya indriyadinam prasiddhir ucya-
te. etad uktam bhavati—yat sapeksam idam kadacitkam vijianam, tat kim
apy asya vijianasya karanam astity anumiyate. tad eva cendriyam iti vya-
vahriyate. na tv evambhiitam iti na riupavisesena mirttatvadina yuktam
indriyam anumiyata ity arthah.>®!

[PVSVT 73.8-13]:

[Objection]: | There should be [an inference]| of the self in the same way
as there is an inference even of what is permanent and hidden, such as the
sense faculties etc.. | [So Dharmakirti| said: For the sense faculties etc.

257Cf. also the discussion of Ratnakirti’s position in [§ 16.

28Cf. also Kajiyama [1998: 74 for a reference to such a proof of a sense faculty.
2This passage is also translated in Gillon and R. S. Hayes 2008: 347.

260This sentence seems to have been skipped in Gillon and R. S. Hayes 2008: 347.

26T have changed the text’s punctuation in part according to handwritten marks in Frauwallner’s copy
of Sankrtyayana 1943.
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From the word etc. [one unterstands also| for memory, seeds, etc. Because
this, a cognition, which alone is the effect, is occasional. For it is so: Be-
cause, even when form, eye, [and] cognitive activity exist, [that| cognition
does not exist in [certain| conditions, such as when the eyes are closed etc.,
and because, furthermore, it exists in [certain other| conditions[, such as
when| the eyes are opened, the effect cognition is established as having a
dependency on another [hidden| cause; therefore, the general acceptance
of sense faculties etc. through an establishment of its[, i.e., the effect cog-
nition’s,| dependency is expressed. [By this] the [following] is said: That,
which is this dependent, occassional cognition, is inferred as “This [cog-
nition| has some cause.” And only this [cause]| is normally referred to as
“sense faculty.” But not [as| “[This cause is| just so.” meaning that a
sense faculty is not inferred as connected with being corporeal etc.

According to Karnakagomin’s interpretation, sense faculties are inferred from the
fact that perceptions, dependent on the sense faculties, don’t occur when the sense fac-
ulties are not active. But what can not be inferred from their non-occurrence is of what
nature those faculties are.

In Dharmakirti’s argument the self (atman) is hidden from perception and perma-
nent. In Ratnakirti’s passage it is the universal (samanya) that, so the opponent, is
hidden from perception (or at least not perceivable apart from its manifestation) and
permanent. The following points can be made about Ratnakirti’s appeal to the argu-
ment as found in the PV 1:

The opponent’s argument seems to be: That which is hidden can be known by its
effect. A universal is hidden, but there is the effect of a cognition of sameness between
things. This must be the effect of the universal, which proves that it exists.?%>

Ratnakirti’s counter then is: What is established is only an occassionally active
cause. L.e., when the cognition “cow” occurs, that cause, a universal according to the
opponent, is active, but is inactive when the cognition does not occur. But, so Ratnakirti,
since the absence of the cognition cow can be explained by the absence of all particular
cows, no other cause needs to be postulated.

At first sight, it might seem that there is an important difference between Dharmakir-
ti’s and Ratnakirti’s arguments, though: for the former, the effect is occasional, but for
the latter it is the cause that is occasional.’®® But Ratnakirti makes it clear in the next
sentence (yada hi ...), which is an explication of the reason “by the effect cognition”
JAanakaryatas, that the cognition is occasional too.

For Ratnakairti, it is the fact that the assumed cause is occasional which opposes that
a samanya be considered as that cause, since it is, at least for all known opponents of
Ratnakirti, not occasional, but permanent.

It should also be noted that this argument, in proving an only “occasional cause”,
indicates a rather specific theory on the opponent’s part, namely, that the universal is
omnipresent in both space and time (spatially and temporally not occasional), and not
only present in all its manifestations (or particulars of the same class). For consider
this: if a universal were present in only its instances, then its permanence (that it is not

262How this last sentence follows from the previous one is very unclear, mainly since the opponent
and the exact theory supporting this relation of a hidden cause and the effect is unknown.

263In a similar discussion in [T'S; 1400-1, it is also the effect, the cogniton, which is occasional, and
not the cause. Cf. Kunst 1939: 40 ff. for a translation of and comments on that discussion.
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occasional in respect to time) would not really matter, since it would not be constantly
causing a cognition of itself anyway, but only via its particulars.?*

Chance cognitions (ad @)

In JNA| 221,11-16, a more detailed variant of this argument is found:

yat punar akasmikatvam uktam tad ayuktam, janakasamagribhedasya
bhavatapy avasyasvikaraniyatvat. katham anyatha indriyarthau nirvika-
Ipakajiianajanananiyatau drstau vikalpam utpadayatah ? tasmat pirva-
pindadarsanasmaranasahakarinatiricyamanasamarthyeyam samagri vi-
kalpam utpadayatiti nirvisayam jianam utpadayaty evarthah, nirvisaya-
tanisthatvad vikalpatayas tadamsena. tad varam vijatiyavikalpavad vi-
spastapratibhasad anubhavad bhinna eva sajatiyavikalpo ’pity eva sa-
dhu, tasman na jatisiddhir adhyaksat.

The?® accidentality [of a universal’s cognition,| which was stated [by you],
is not correct, because even you necessarily have to admit a difference
of the producing collection [of causes|. How else can sense faculty and
object, both observed as restricted to generating unconceptual cognitions,
produce a concept? Therefore, that this collection [of causes], possessing
a capacity enriched by the assisting cause of a memory of an earlier ob-
servation of a material thing, produces the concept, only means (evartha)
that it produces a cognition without an object, because [the fact] that there
is a concept [due to] a part of that [object] is based on not having a [real,
and thus partless, | object. So [it would be] better that also a concept of that
of the same genus, like a concept of that of another genus, is really dif-
ferentiated from experience/, i.e., perception,| which [alone] has a distinct
appearance [of an object|. That alone is right. Therefore there is no proof
of a genus from perception.

Note that Ratnakirti’s argument seems to end on a different note: A genus does not
appear in either perception or in verbal apprehension (cf. 1. 171, p. 29). Of course, if
verbal apprehension is taken to be perception, or at least sufficiently like perception in
respect of its appearing content, then this would only be an explication of the intent of
Jiianas$rimitra’s argument.

264Gych a position is endorsed, for example, by Vacaspati, as is mentioned in Potter [1977: 139, and
also in the summary by B. K. Matilal (1977: 474 £.). The passage referred to is probably this one:

NVTT 353.13-15: tatha samanyam api sarvasambaddham api sarvaih sahavatistha-
te. yas tv asya vyaktayas tabhih param sambadhyate. tathd ca yatra jayante vyaktayas
tatrasambaddhav api stah samanyasamavayayv iti. tasam janmaiva samanyasamavaya-
vacchedah.

In that way also a universal, even though not connected with everything, exists together
with everything; but later (param) [it] is connected with its manifestations. And in such
a way, a universal and inherence exist in that [place], even though [previously| not con-
nected [to that place], where a manifestation is generated. The very generation of these
[manifestations is| the limitation of universal and inherence [to a particular place].

265Cf, also the translation in Akamatsu [1983: 119 f.
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4.1. Notes on individual passages of the Apohasiddhi

That a genus is the cause for words and cognitions is argued for both by Kumarila
and by Naiyayika authors.?*® In the Apohasiddhi, this position is also ascribed to Trilo-
cana in , and is also involved in the effect-reason (karyahetu) used in the inference
of . Soitis quite possible that Ratnakirti is here generalising the views of opponents
postulating a real universal as a cause of cognitions.

Nevertheless, a lead to a historical person might be found in NV| 303.11 ff., where
a position is presented (and argued against) that appeals to the non-accidentality of par-
ticulars’ cognitions as a proof for the genus being the word referent (visesapratyaya-
nam anakasmikatvacca NV, 303.11). This passage is also quoted by Karnakagomin
(PVSVT 301.19-25) as an exemplification of the position that a universal is imag-
ined as existing only in its proper substrates, even though it is different from them (cf.
PVSV 76.25-77.4, trl. lsection A.1 on page 163]). Whoever endorsed that particular
position might be expected to argue that there is the result of the accidentality of con-
ceptual cognitions, because the genus responsible for the correctness of these cognitions
is missing. Also note the similar discussion in PVSV| 82.4-25 (cf. trl.
), where Dharmakirti defends himself against the objection that, without a uni-
versal, cognitions and denotations are without cause. Acc. to Frauwallner 1933: 69,
and p. 83, Dharmakirti is arguing against Naiyayikas and VaiSesikas in these passages.

Dharmottara’s argument (ad § 51
DhAP 243.27-244.9:2%7

-’

gal te dgag pa’i Ses pa phyi rol la ni ma yin te, de mi snan ba’i phyir ro.
blo dan gzun ba’i rnam pa la yan ma yin te, de griis ni iams su myon bar
bya ba niid yin pa’i phyir ro. sgro btags pa la yan ma yin te, de yan de’i
tshe sgro btags kyi ran bZin du gzun ba dgag par mi nus pa’i phyir ro. de
bZin du sgrub pa’i Ses pa yan phyi rol la ni ma yin te, mi snan ba’i phyir
ro. blo la sogs pa rnams kyan yod pa la "khrul pa med pa’i phyir di dag
la mi rigs ma yin nam Ze na bden te, phyi rol dan blo dan rnam pa dan
sgro btags pa la yan dgag pa dan sgrub par rtog pa ma yin no. sgrub pa
dan dgag pa dag ni sgro btags gan Zig phyi rol fiid du nes par byas pa
de dan ’brel pa yin te, dper na sbrul sgrub pa dan dgag pa’i Ses pa thag
pa’i rdzas la ni ma yin te, mi snan ba’i phyir ro. sbrul gyi blo dan gzun
ba’i rnam pa dan®® sgro btags kyi sbrul la yan ma yin te, de dag ni ran
gi ran bzin du yod pa la mi ’khrul pa’i phyir ro. ’on kyan sgro btags kyi

266 For an argument of Kumarila’s, cf. SV Av 37-38, a passage also quoted by Karnakagomin
(PVSVT 320.12-15) in the context of PV 1 162 (trl. bection A.1 on page 164).

As regards the Naiyayika positions, this point is typically made in commenting on NSu 2.2.70: sa-
manaprasavatmika jatih., which Angot 2009: 523 translates: “La jati ‘genre’ c’est ce qui produit la
connaissance de I’identité.” Cf. also NVTT| 450.15-17: prasiita iti prasavah. samanabuddher bhinnesu
prasotri jatih. atra ca ya jatih, savasyam samanapratyayam prasiite. na punar ya samanapratyayam
prasiite sa jatih, pacakadisu vyabhicarad iti. ([NVTT 450.15] It produces, so production. A genus is
productive of the same awareness for different things. And here, that is the genus, which necessarily
produces the same apprehension. But that which[, not necessarily,| produces the same apprehension is
not the genus, because of the deviation in such cases as cook etc.)

267 Also cf. the translation in Frauwallner 1937: 265 f.

268 Erauwallner places a Sad after this dan, DhAP 244.6. It is probably only a misprint, since the dar
has a dash affixed to it which indicates that it was not to be separated from the following word.
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

sbrul gan Zig phyi rol gyi sbrul iiid du ries par byas pa de ni sgrub pa dan
dgag par nes pa bZin no.

[Objection:| | There is no negating cognition for an external [thing], be-
cause it does not appear. Neither is there [a negating cognition]| for an
awareness and a grasped form, because these two are perceived. Nei-
ther is there [a negating cognition| for a superimposed [object]|, because
it too—being grasped at that time with its own nature of superimposi-
tion—can not be negated. In the same way, there is no affirming cog-
nition for an external [object|, because [it] does not appear. And because
awareness and so on do not go astray with regard to what exists, [an affirm-
ing cognition] is not incorrect with regard to these|[, i.e., awareness and so
on].?® | [Answer:] True. For an external [object], awareness, a form,
and a superimposed [thing]| there is no negating or affirming conceptual
cognition. Affirming and negating are connected with some superimposed
[thing] that is ascertained as being external. Like there is no cognition af-
firming and negating a snake for the material entity rope, since [that rope|
does not appear [to that cognition|. [Such a cognition]| does also not exist
for the awareness of snake, the grasped form of “snake”, and the snake that
is superimposed, because [that cognition| does not go astray with regard
to what exists as their own proper nature. However, some superimposed
snake that is ascertained as an external snake is ascertained as established
or negated.

Five canditates for Sabdartha (ad |§ 55-§ 57)

The verse, spread over and and interspersed with a prose sentence, is in the
vasantatilaka metre, as defined in Apte [1992: Appendix A, p. 7. Frauwallner [1931: 234
is doubtful as to whether this verse was written by Jiianasri. I could not find itin the J NA,
and it might have been composed by Ratnakirti himself, who is not basing himself on
Jiianasrimitra in his formulation of the inference establishing exclusion (starting ).
In , Ratnakarti lists five opinions on what a word referent is if it is not anyapoha:
a particular, an additional attribute, a connection to that additional attribute, something
qualified by an additional attribute, and, lastly, a form that appears to awareness.

The verse in which he says this has thematical equivalents throughout apoha trea-
tises. PSV 5 says that a word for a genus does not denote either particulars, a connection
with a genus, a genus, or that having the genus:

PSV 5 2: na jatisabdo bhedanam anantyad vyabhicaratah |
vacako yogajatyor va bhedarthair aprthaksruteh || >’

29This interpretation is not the same as that in Frauwallner 1937: 266: “Und da auch die Erkenntnis
usw. mit dem Sein fest verbunden ist (avyabhicarah), ist sie auch bei diesen nicht am Platz.” I think the
idea is as follows: awareness, a grasped form and a superimposed object can not deceive a person with
regard to something that exists. As Dharmottara explains in his answer (DhAP 244.7-8: de dag ni ran
gi ran bZin du yod pa la mi "khrul pa’i phyir ro.), this means they can not be deceiving with regard to
what exists in their own form. But if these objects of an affirming cognition must exist when and as they
are cognized, an affirmation of them is useless.

20This verse is in anustubh metre, with a na-vipula in the first quarter (°bdo bhe da° are 3 long
syllables, cf. Steiner 1996: 229). Cf. R. P. Hayes [1988: 255 ff., Hattori 2000: 140 f. and Pind 2009: 7677
for translations, and Hattori 1996: 387 ff. for an overview of Dignaga’s arguments in this section.
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4.2. The inference and logical errors in the AS

sadhya (what is to be proven): .S hetu (what proves): H
paksa (about which something is proven): p  drstanta (the example): d
sapaksa (something similar to p): s vipaksa (something dissimilar from p): v

Table 4.3: Abbreviations for anumana elements.

PSV 5 4ab: tadvato nasvatantratvad upacdarad asambhavat | !

The same point, but with the addition that a form of awareness is not the referent of
a word, is made in [T'S4 870 (cf. trl. lsection B.4 on page 181|):272

TS, 870 yatah svalaksanam jatis tadyogo jatimams tatha |
buddhyakaro na sabdarthe ghatamaricati tattvatah ||

4.2 The inference and logical errors in the AS

The?"? inference found at the end of the AS makes use of various elements that are per-
haps not immediately clear. In the following an overview of the usage of these elements
will be given, inasfar as necessary for an understanding of this specific inference.?’*

The similar instance and the counter instance

In the following discussion, two terms, similar instance (sapaksa) and dissimilar, or
counter instance (vipaksa), as well as the relationship of the logical reason (H) to them
will be of central importance.

The similar instance is something similar to the instance under consideration in that
they both are qualified by the property that is to be established.?’”> The counter instance,
conversely, is something that is not qualified by the property that is to be established.

What the similar instance and the counter instance actually are becomes clear from
the opponent’s statement that /7 is ambiguous (1. 251 ff., in ):

In reality,
that denoted must be a particular, an additional attribute, a con-
nection to an additional attribute, [something| possessing an ad-
ditional attribute, or must be a form of awareness,

because there is no other way |[for a word to have an object|, and because,

if there is no object [for a word], it is not possible that [a word]| denotes.

271Again, cf. the translations in R. P. Hayes [1988: 261 f., Hattori 2000: 142, and Pind 2009: 78.
212The refutation of these positions is found in TS; 871-884.

23This section is a supplement to kection 5.2 on page 114!.

274The abbreviations used for frequently recurring terms are listed in .

25Cf. NPSil 399.11-12: sadhyadharmasamanyena samdano ’rthah sapaksah. ...vipakso yatra sa-
dhyam nasti. (Trl.: A similar instance is an object that is similar [to the paksa] due to a commonness

of the property that is to be proven. ...A dissimilar instance is where the property to be established
does not exist.) Cf. also Tachikawa [1971): 121, Gillon and Love [1980: 363, and the comments on the
sapaksa passage in Tillemans [1999a: 94 f., as well as Tillemans 2004. The explanation in TBh; 25.7-8
runs: samanah paksah sapaksah. paksena saha sadrso drstantadharmity arthah. (Tillemans (1999a: 91)
translates: “Sapaksa are instances which are similar (samana), that is to say, subjects which are examples
(drstantadharmin) that are similar to the paksa [i.e., to the subject of reasoning].”)
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

Two of the claims made here are important for understanding the scope of similar
instances and counter instances:

1. What is the object of a denotation (i.e., that which is denoted) is something other

than S.

2. Denoting presupposes having an object.

In consequence of these two statements, v must be whatever does not have that
specific object that Ratnakirti is trying to prove, i.e., “a mere thing that is determined
and distinguished from that of another form”, but has some other object, and denotes.
The counter instance is not what does not have any object at all. For this latter position,
even on the view of the opponents speaking here, would preclude that anything can
denote at all.

Pseudo reasons
Reason as unestablished (asiddha)

The exact reason why a hetu is not established or certain can vary. An early exposition
of a distinction widely accepted amongst Buddhist logicians (cf. Funayama [1991}: 1027,
and p. 1022 f., n. 2) is made in NPS@ 400.19—-401.4, which can be summed up as follows:

1. The reason is unestablished for both the proponent and the opponent (ubhayasi-

ddha).

2. The reason is unestablished for either the proponent or the opponent (anyatara-

siddha).

3. The reason is unestablished because it is doubtful whether it really is what qual-

ifies the paksa (sandigdhasiddha).

4. The reason has an unestablished basis, i.e., the paksa it is supposed to qualify

does not exist (asrayasiddha).

I can not trace explicit mention of the first and second kind of asiddhahetu-s in
Ratnakirti’s works. A sandigdhasiddhahetu is mentioned, e.g., in KBhSA; 81.8-9: na.
drsyadrsyasamudayasya karanasyadarsane ’py abhavasiddheh karananupalabdheh
sandigdhasiddhatvat. (Cf. Woo [1999: 242 f. for the context and a translation.) The
asrayasiddhahetu is mentioned by Ratnakirti as well (see below for an example).

According to Funayama (1991: 1027) “there were some other asiddhas which were
sometimes mentioned in the post-Dharmakirtian period, e.g. svaripasiddha and vise-
sanasiddha.” Both of these are used by Ratnakirti in various contexts, the first, and the
asrayasiddha mentioned above, e.g., in the KBhSA; 67.18-19: ...iti na svaripenasra-
yadvarena vasiddhi sambhavanapi., and the latter, e.g., in the SJS; 3.17-18: tan nayam
visesanasiddho ’pi hetuh. (For translations of these passages cf. Woo [1999: 145, and
Biihnemann [1980: 8 respectively.)

TBh; 24.14-18, explaining NB 2.5, says: anumeye parvatadau dharmini linga-
syastitvam eva niscitam, tad ekam ripam paksadharmatasamjiiakam. atra sattvagra-
hanenasiddhasya nirasah, yatha — anityah Sabdas caksusatvat, caksustvam caksurvi-
JjAanagrahyatvam ucyate, tac ca Sabde dharmini nasti. (Cf. Kajiyama 1998: 65 f. for a
translation and more on the context.) The asiddhahetu being explained in this passage
is not specified, but the example is that which is used in NPSt 401.1: tatra Sabdanitya-
tvam sadhye caksusatvad ity ubhayasiddhah. Moreover, in TBhy 51.13—14%7 the same

2I5TBh4 51.13-14: svaripasiddhya ’py asiddho hetvabhaso bhavati. yathd anityah Sabdas caksusa-
tvad iti.
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4.2. The inference and logical errors in the AS

example is again used to exemplify a hetu’s svaripasiddhi. This would suggest, at least
for Moksakaragupta, an equality between a hetu’s svarupasiddhi, its being ubhayasi-
ddha, and its being asiddha without any specification, explained merely as consisting
in the hetu’s non-existence in the paksa. The comments in Funayama 1991: 1027, and
p- 1021,n. 4 that svaripasiddha “...means the incompatibility between the reason and
the locus.” could be understood as supporting a stronger interpretation, such that it is
impossible that the hetu in question ever qualify the paksa. It is not difficult to see how
this would hold for visibility and sound in the example of ubhayasiddha. And a link
between the two ways for a hetu to be false could be seen by understanding that a hetu
would be unestablished for both sides if it is impossible through the hefu’s nature itself
that it qualify the paksa.

Patil (2009: 240 f., and fn. 110) understands the asiddha here as svariupasiddha,
and, amongst others, references [Bh, 61.3—62.3. The proof of an omniscient person is
there followed by a defence introduced by the phrase na tavad asrayadvarena hetu-
dvarena vasiddhasambhavana. (TBhy 61.8-9). This phrase is taken almost verbatim
from Ratnakirti’s SJS; 1.25 (cf. Biihnemann 1980: 93,n. 12). Thus an equality between
*hetudvarenasiddha and svarupasiddha seems to be implied in the analysis at Patil
2009: 240 f. This is also supported by the strikingly similar construction, referred to in
Patil 2009: 240, fn. 110, found in KBhSA, 67.18-19: na svaripenasrayadvarena vasi-
ddhi sambhavanapi. (Instead of vasiddhi® ms “S” reads ’siddha®, acc. to KBhSA4 67,
fn. 4, as also ms “N” acc. to Woo [1999: 41, fn. 7.)

So it appears that Ratnakirti made no important differentiation between *hetudva-
renasiddhi and *svariipendasiddhi. The latter seems, in turn, to have been equated with
a hetu’s being generally asiddha, at least by Moksakaragupta, which is, according to
the example, classified as ubhayasiddha in NPSt 401.1. I will therefore understand Ra-
tnakirti to be examining the problem that a hetu does not qualify a paksa, so that the
statement “p is qualified by H.” is false for both the opponent and the proponent.

Reason as contradictory (viruddha)

As before, the logical literature on this topic is extensive (e.g., NPSu, NB, NBT)). The
NPSu 402.11-403.8 for example discusses four subtypes of this error, summed up as
follows:

1. dharmasvarupaviparitasadhana: establishing the opposite of a property’s na-

ture,
2. dharmavisSesaviparitasadhana: establishing the opposite of a part of a property,
3. dharmisvarupaviparitasadhana: establishing the opposite of a property bearer’s

nature,
4. dharmivisesaviparitasadhana: establishing the opposite of a part of a property

bearer.

Due to the brevity of Ratnakirti’s argument in 1. 249 (, also cf.
), any classification will have to be speculative. One argument that can be
made is that since the argument is so short, it can be understood to mean the simplest (or
perhaps most common) category of this error, which would be the first in the above list,
as is exemplified, e.g., by TBhy 25.9-12: atra sattvagrahanena viruddhasya nirasah,
yatha — Sabdo nityah krtakatvat ghatavat. krtakatvam hi nityatvavipaksenanityatvena
vyaptam iti viruddham ucyate., and TBhy 26.2—4: atrapy asattvagrahanena viruddha-
sya nirasah. yatha nityah sabdah krtakatvad ghatavat. viruddho hi vipakse ’sti. (For
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

translations cf. Kajiyama [1998: 10.1 and 10.2.) Also see Patil 2009: 67, fn. 94 for a
clear formulation of this error based on KeSavamisra [1934. (This particular edition is
not available to me.) More material from the RNA is given in lsection 5.2 on page 1171.

Reason as ambiguous (anaikantika)

NPSii 401.5-402.10 lists six ways in which a hetu can be ambiguous:>”’

1. sadharana: common [to sapaksa and vipaksa)]

2. asadharana: not common [to sapaksa and vipaksa)|

3. sapaksaikadesavrtti, vipaksavyapin: occurring in a part of the sapaksa and hav-

ing a pervasion by the vipaksa

4. vipaksaikadesavrtti, sapaksavyapin: occurring in a part of the vipaksa and hav-

ing a pervasion by the sapaksa

5. ubhayapaksaikadeSavrtti: occurring in a part of both the similar and counter

instances

6. viruddhavybhicarin: not deviating from what is contradictory

As Iwata (2002: 235) has argued (translating anaikantika as “inconclusive”), Dhar-
makirti in the Pramanaviniscaya “...bases the inconclusiveness of the reason not on the
ascertainment of the reason’s presence or absence in similar and dissimilar instances,
but on the doubt of the reason’s presence in things possessing the property to be proved
and its absence in things which do not possess the property to be proved.” This leads
Dharmakarti to a classification of “...the inconclusive reasons ...as follows: both anvaya
and vyatireka are doubtful; either anvaya or vyatireka is doubtful; vyatireka is reversed,
namely, unestablished.” (Iwata 2002: 236)

Moksakaragupta defines this type of error as follows in TBh, 47.19-48.1: vyaptya-
niscaye hetor anaikantiko dosah. sa ca trividhah — asadharananaikantikah sadhara-
nanaikantikah sandigdhavipaksavyavrttikas ceti (If [there is] no ascertainment of per-
vasion, the reason’s error is “ambiguous.” And that [ambiguous error| is threefold: am-
biguous due to non-commonness, ambiguous due to commonness, and having a doubt-
ful exclusion from the counter instance.)?’® The examples adduced by Moksakaragupta
for these various pseudo-reasons are:

1. for asadharananaikantika:

a) TBhy48.1-2: satmakam jivacchariram, pranadimattvat. (This corresponds
to the example in NB| 3.97 for a reason that is ambiguous because both pos-
itive and negative concomitance are doubtful.)?”’

b) TBhy 48.6: anityah Sabdah sravanatvat. (This corresponds to the example
for the same kind of pseudo reason in NPSa 401.8: sravanatvan nitya iti)

2. for sadharananaikantika, TBhy 48.7-8: nityah sabdah prameyatvat. (This cor-
responds to the example for the same error in NPSu 401.8: prameyatvan nitya
iti)

3. for sandigdhavipaksavyavrttika, TBh, 48.9-10: sah Syamas tatputratvat.

217 The following is adapted from Tachikawa [1971): 122 f.and notes, where these terms, as well as the
examplifications of each type of error, are translated.

278 Cf. Kajiyama [1998: 113 for another translation.

29For an early note on the history of this proof, cf. Stcherbatsky 1994 2: 208 f., fn. 1. See Potter
1977: 95-100 for a short general overview of the Naiyayika’s atman proofs, and Oetke [1988: 320 ff. for
a discussion of this and similar proofs as they appear in VS 3.2.4.
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4.2. The inference and logical errors in the AS

Leaving the “unspecified” ambiguous pseudo-reasons aside, Ratnakirti uses at least
all the types of anaikantika defined by Moksakaragupta:

1. sadharananaikantika, e.g., KBhSA; 68.25, SSD, 114.16-7
2. asadharananaikantika, e.g., KBhSA4 80.8
3. sandigdhavyatireka-hetvabhasa, e.g., SAD 147.4, or, in a formulation as reason

and consequence, e.g., atah sandigdhavyatirekitvad anaikantikatvam eva pra-
meyatvam. (SSD, 124.23-24)

Ratnakairti, in representing a Naiyayika point of view, also uses their typification of
ambiguous reasons, including a characterization as anupasamharya:

ISD 36.21-25 na canaikantikah. sa hi bhavann asadharano va syat, yatha
nitya prthvi gandhavattvad iti, anupasamharyo va, yatha sarvam nityam
prameyatvad iti, sadharano va yatha nityah Sabdah, asparsavattvad iti.
tatra na tavad adimau paksau, sapaksasadbhavadarsanena pratiksipta-
tvat. napy antimah, adhigatakartrnivrtter vyomader vipaksad vyavrtter
upalabdheh.

Neither® is [the reason| ambiguous. For the existing [reason| would be
either uncommon, as in “Earth is permanent because it has odour.”, or [it
would be] unrestricted, as in “Everything is permanent, because it is cog-
nizable.”, or [it would be] common, as in “Sound is permanent, because it
is intangible.”

Amongst these [alternatives], to begin with, the first two are not [right],
because they are refuted by an observation as really existant in a similar in-
stance. Neither is the last [correct], because an exclusion from the counter
instance, ether etc., which is qualified by the exclusion of a known maker,
is perceived.

But in the context of the AS’s inference, other than in the context of the ISD, this
scheme is in all probability not applicable, since this inference is one valid according to
Buddhist rules of inferring.

sadharananaikantika An instance of a reason that is supposedly sadharananaikanti-
ka is advanced against Ratnakirti, e.g., in the following passage:

CAPV 130.33-131.3: nanv ekatve sadhye tatpracyutir dvitvam ca vipa-
ksah, tasmac ca vipaksad dhetuvyatirekapratipattyavasare kim vipaksa-
tma prakasate na va. pratibhasapakse prakasamanatvasya hetoh sadhara-
nanaikantikata, vipakse ’pi drstatvat. atha na prakasate tada sandigdha-
vyatirekitvam, kuto vyatireka ity avadher evaprakasamanasariratvat ka-
tham atah sadhyasiddhipratyasa.

| Now, if oneness is to be proven, the loss (pracyuti) of this [oneness| and
twoness [are] the counter instance. And therefore, on the occasion of the
cognition of the exclusion of the reason|, i.e., appearance, | from the counter
instance/, i.e., twoness|, does the nature of the counter instance appear or
not? In the case that it appears, the reason “being appearing” is inconclu-
sive [because of| commonness, because it is observed also in the counter
instance. If], on the other hand, the counter instance| does not appear, then

280Cf, also Patil 2009: 76 f.
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the [reason’s| being qualified by exclusion [from the counter instance] is
doubted, because for the limit itself (eva), [answering]| to [the question]
“exclusion from what?”, there is no appearing solid support (Sarira). How
[is there], from this, any expectation of establishing what is to be estab-
lished?

In this argument, Ratnakirti’s opponent is trying to show that the counter instance
can not be ascertained, and that therefore the reason used in the inference®®! is either am-
biguous due to being common to similar instances (what is one) and counter instances
(what is not one), or is doubtful as to its exclusion from the counter instances. The
counter instance is that not qualified by “oneness”, which is what is to be established.
The reason is “appearing.” Accordingly, if there were an appearance of the counter
instances, it would obviously be qualified by the reason, which would thus fall under
the error of the type “ambiguous because of commonness to similar and dissimilar in-
stances.”

Ratnakirti’s strategy in the answer is to show two things: first, that the reason is not
doubtful as to its exclusion from the counter instance, because the counter instance can
be known without directly appearing to a cognizer, and second that the counter instance
can not be qualified by the reason, because then—since things not directly appearing
would become known as if they appeared—all inferences would be useless:

[CAPV| 131.4-10]: atrocyate. iha dvividho vijiananam visayah grahyo

"dhyavaseyas$ ca. pratibhasamano grahyah. agrhito ’pi pravrttivisayo

"dhyavaseyah. tatrasarvajiie 'numatari sakalavipaksapratibhasabhavan

na grahyataya vipakso visayo vaktavyah, sarvanumanocchedaprasangat,

sarvatra sakalavipaksapratibhasabhavat tato vyatirekasiddheh. pratibha-
se ca deSakalasvabhavantaritasakalavipaksasaksatkare sadhyatmapi vi-

rakah sutaram pratiyata ity anumanavaiyarthyam. tasmad apratibhase

'py adhyavasayasiddhad eva vipaksad dhiumader vyatireko niscitah.

| To this it is said. Here?? the object of cognitions is twofold, that to be

grasped and that to be determined. The appearing [object] is [that] to be

grasped. The object of activity (pravrtti), even though not grasped, is [that]

to be determined.

With regard to this [inference], in the case of a non-omniscient inferrer, the

counter instance is not to be called an object due to being grasped because

of the absence of the appearance of the whole counter instance; because of
the [unwanted| consequence that all inferences would be destroyed, since,

because there is no appearance of all the counter instances in any [infer-

ence], there is no establishment of the [reason’s| exclusion from this [whole

counter instance].

281 The inference is given in CAPV, 129.22-24: yat prakasate tad ekam. yathd citrakaracakramadhya-
varti nilakarah. prakasate cedam gauragandharamadhurasurabhisukumarasatetaradivicitrakara-
kadambakam iti svabhavahetuh. (What appears, that is one. Like the form of blue occurring in the
middle of a circle of various forms. And this collection (kadambaka) of various forms, such as white
(gaura), the sound “ga” (gandhara), sweet (madhura), fragrant (surabhi), soft (sukumara), pleasure and
its opposite (satetara), etc. appears. [This is a proof using] the own nature [of the paksa as] a reason.)

282Here probably refers to the writings of Ratnakirti in general, since this idea of a twofold object of
both conceptual and perceptual cognitions is expressed in various treatises, e.g., VyN 8*10-15,
, KBhSA; 73.20 (where it is said that the object of perception is twofold).
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4.2. The inference and logical errors in the AS

And if there is an appearance, which is a direct presentation (saksatkara)
of the whole counter instance distant (antarita) in space, time, and its own
nature, then that having the nature of what is to be proven, that poor fellow,
would be easily (sutaram) cognized. Thus an inference would be pointless.
Therefore, even though there is no appearance [of the whole counter in-
stance], the exclusion of smoke etc. from the counter instance/, i.e., places
where there is no fire etc.,| which is indeed established through determi-
nation, is ascertained.®?

So, at least in this passage, the reason’s being ambiguous due to its commonness to
the similar instance and the counter instance is refuted by showing that the reason can
not pertain to the counter instance on pain of an unwanted consequence.

Two further examples for a reason’s ambiguity due to its being common to sim-
ilar and counter instances are found in the KBhSA and the CAPV. In both cases, it
becomes clear from context that the error must be sadharananaikantika: In the KBh-
SA there is one case in which it is certain that an “unspecified” ambiguous reason is to
be understood as being ambiguous due to being common to both the similar instance
and the counter instance: anaikantiko 'py ayam, sattvasthairyayor virodhabhavad iti
(KBhSA, 72.1, trl.: This [reason, existence,| is also ambiguous, because there is no
contradiction between existence and [temporal| continuity.)?%*

The example in the CAPV| 130.5-6 (discussed lfn. 312 on page llﬂ), is also clear in
this respect: A reason (“to appear”, in this case) is contradictory when it occurs only in
the counter instances (here, in what is not one). If the reason also occurs in the similar
instances, the reason is subject to the fault of ambiguity due to commonness.

asadharananaikantika The second candidate for the way the reason can be ambiguous
is that it is ambiguous due to not being common to both the similar instances and the
counter instances. One of Ratnakirti’s examples for such a reason that is correctly called
“ambiguous due to un-commonness” is contained in the following passage:

KBhSA, 82.6-11: tad etau dvav api vyapakanupalambhav asiddhau na
ksanikat sattvam nivartayata iti nayam asadharano hetuh.

api cavidyamano bhavah sadhyetarayor aniscitanvayavyatireko gandha-
vattadivad asadharano yuktah. prakrtavyapakanupalambhac ca sarva-
tharthakriyaivasati ubhabhyam vadibhyam ubhayasmad vinivartitatvena
nirasrayatvat.

tat katham asadharananaikantiko bhavisyatity |[...].

Thus, also these two unestablished non-perceptions of a pervader do not
exclude existence from a momentary [thing]. Thus, this reason is not un-
common [to the similar instance, impermanent things, and the counter in-
stance, permanent things].

Moreover, an existent thing, which has an unascertained positive and neg-
ative concomitance of that to be proven and its opposite, like the fact of

283The last sentence contains a hint that this way of ascertaining negative concomitance by determi-
nation is applicable to all inferences, not only those which have, like the guiding inference of the CAPV
(cf. fn. 281 on the preceding pagd), a svabhavahetu: otherwise the exemplification “of smoke etc.”,
typical of a karyahetu, could not be explained. This exemplification will appear again a bit further on,
CAPV 131.18.

Z4Cf, Woo [1999: 177 £. for another translation and some comments.
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

having a smell etc., is correct as a non-common [ambiguous reason|. But
because of the non-perception of the pervader that is being discussed|, i.e.,
momentariness,| causal efficacy itself would be inexistent in every way,
due to the fact that there is no basis [for the pervader| since it is complete-
ly excluded from both [the similar instance and the counter instance| by
both disputants. Therefore, why should [the reason]| be ambiguous due to
un-commonness?*%

Here, Ratnakirti is arguing that in the proof of the momentariness of all things,
the reason—that these things exist—does not have the fault of being uncommon to the
similar instance (momentary things) and the counter instance (non-momentary things).

Acc. to Woo [1999: 228 {., the issue is whether two pervaders of “existence”, namely
dependence and independence (sapeksatvanapeksatva) on the one hand, as well as one-
ness and manyness (ekatvanekatva) on the other,?® exclude existence from momentary
things. If existence were thus excluded not only from permanent things (as assumed
by Ksanabhangavadins like Ratnakirti, cf. Woo 1999: 226), but also from momentary
things, it would be a reason that is not common to both the similar instances and the
counter instances.

Additional note: not anaikantika in any sense

Interpreted from a more systematic (and less literal) perspective, the argument in the AS
can also be understood to subvert all three varieties of a reason’s being ambiguous: For
Ratnakirti’s answer is that all counter instances (particular, universal, etc.) are impos-
sible, in consequence of which (and in view of the fact that the preceding two possible
faults of the reason, that it is unestablished and contradictory, have been shown not to
be the case) one has to admit that the reason can not be ambiguous in any sense of the
term:

1. H can not be ambiguous such that it qualifies both the similar and the counter
instance, for the counter instance does not exist.

2. H can not be ambiguous such that it does not qualify both the similar instance and
the counter instance, because it has been shown to occur in the similar instance
(the argument in the section about the reason not being contradictory,
bn page 110)

3. H can not be ambiguous such that it is doubtful whether it is excluded from the
counter instance, because the counter instance does not exist and can, as in the
first argument in this list, therefore not be qualified by it.

4.3 The argument structure of the Apohasiddhi

Overview
The paragraph numbers refer to the paragraphs in the critical edition.

A. : Statement of the basic thesis: apoha is the referent of words.
B. —E?I: Introductory objections and replies concerning this thesis.

285 Cf. Woo [1999: 250 for the context and another translation of this passage.
26Cf. KBhSA; 79.11-13,79.25-26, and 80.7—8 for the main points in the argument.
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4.3. The argument structure of the Apohasiddhi

C. @»@ Revised statement of the thesis, and first explanation of it: the referent
of words is a positive element qualified by exclusion of others.

D. : Arguments showing that neither a particular nor a particular qualified
by a genus can be the referent of words.

E. : Arguments showing that a universal or genus can not be the referent
of words.

F. : Restatement of thesis that the referent of words is a positive element
qualified by exclusion of others, and further explanations.

G. : Refutation of a view held by Dharmottara which concerns a central
cognitive function involved in conceptual cognition.

H. § 54—l§ 58|: A formal proof establishing the thesis.

I. § 59: Verse summarizing the main points.

J. § 60§ 63: Colophon.

Detailed analysis

In the following, a detailed analysis of the AS’s argument structure is given. The num-
bers in the margin again refer to the paragraphs in.

A. [Proponent:] General statement of thesis: Exclusion is the referent of words. El]
B. Introductory objections and answers concerning the thesis. @@
B.1. [Opponent:] Three explanations of exclusion are presented and refuted: @

B.1.1. [Proponent:] Exclusion is either
B.1.1.1. the external object itself (bahya),
B.1.1.2. the form of awareness (buddhyakara), or
B.1.1.3. mere exclusion of others.
B.1.2. [Opponent:] The first two alternatives (IB. 1.1.1 HB 1.1 .2]) are wrong, because B
they are only positive elements.
B.1.3. The third () alternative is wrong,
B.1.3.1. because conceptual cognition has the form of a positive element, and
does not make inexistence known, and
B.1.3.2. because what is so faulted by perception cannot be saved by another
proof.
B.2. Discussion of theories that the cognition of an inexistent object implies or is @]—@
somehow connected to the cognition of inexistence.
B.2.1. [Proponent:] A conceptual cognition does not cognize inexistence itself, E&]
but only what is inexistent.
B.2.1.1. For a cognition of a qualifier (inexistence) () is implied by the
cognition of that qualified by it (that which is inexistent).
B.2.1.1.1. This is an instance of the qualifier-qualified relationship.
B.2.1.2. For others, a conceptual cognition’s object is not the universal as such,
but the universal as the qualifier of some instance,
B.2.1.2.1. because of the appearance of a common form of awareness.
B.2.1.3. In the same way, the cogniton of what is inexistent, which implies the
cognition of inexistence, justifies the common talk of “cognition of exclusion”.

B.2.2. [Opponent:] Why call a cognition which has a positive form () and @
results from the appearance of a common form of awareness (B.2.1.2.1)) a cogni-
tion with a nonappearing (), inexistent () form of awareness?

99



4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

B.2.2.1. If a cognitive form of inexistence appeared, nobody would deny that
there is a cognition of inexistence.

B.2.2.2. Otherwise, a cognitive form of one thing could be taken for the cognitive
form of another.

kd B.2.3. [Proponent:] Due to the qualifier-qualified relation (), a cognition

of inexistence is contained in the cognition of what is inexistent.

B.2.4. [Opponent:] Inexistence as a qualifier is only an addition to the cognition of
some positive element, so how should such a cognition be defined as a cognition
of inexistence? For the qualifier inexistence does not appear.

@ B.2.5. [Proponent:] What actually appears has a positive form (), but there

is also an exclusion of others for it. Therefore it is called cogniton of inexistence.
B.2.6. [Opponent:] Still, exclusion is only connected, and it is only a positive ele-
ment that is actually cognized.
B.2.6.1. Otherwise also direct perception would have exclusion of others for its
object,
B.2.6.1.1. because it also has a single thing excluded from all others as an
object.
B.3. Conceptual cognitions therefore have a positive element as objects, just like per-
ception.
@«@ C. Revised statement of the thesis, and first explanation of it: [Proponent:] A word’s

@ referent is affirmation qualified by the exclusion of others.

@ C.1. Affirmationists/negationists think that affirmation/exclusion is the primary ob-
ject of a conceptual cognition, and that negation/an excluded thing is understood by
implication.

C.2. This is wrong, since there is no sequentiality in conceptual cognitions. Cognition
of the positive element is the cognition of that excluded from others.
C.2.1. Even though a verbal expression does not represent its object as that exclud-
ed from others (), exclusion is cognized as it is a qualifier of a conceptual
cognition ()
C.2.1.1. because a word is based on what is excluded from others.
C.2.2. Therefore, a conceptual cognition of a positive element is necessarily simul-
taneous with a cognition of exclusion.
C.2.3. Absence can be grasped in a nonimplicative or implicative way both by per-
ception and conceptual cognition.
C.2.3.1. As for perception
C.2.3.1.1. the nonimplicative form is a capacity to generate a conceptual cog-
nition of absence, and
C.2.3.1.2. the implicative form is an awareness of the thing itself,
C.2.3.2. so for conceptual cognition
C.2.3.2.1. the nonimplicative form is a capacity to impart activity in confor-
mance to what appears in it, and
C.2.3.2.2. the implicative form is a consciousness of the thing itself, as for
perception ().
C.3. So if the exclusion of others were not formed simultaneously with the cogni-
tion of an object, no differentiation between objects would be possible in everyday
activity.
@—@ D. Arguments showing that neither a particular nor a particular qualified by a univer-
sal/genus can be a referent of words.
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D.1. [Opponent:] Vacaspati says: The object of a conceptual cognition is a particular § 1
qualified by a genus.
D.1.1. Since these are differentiated from that which is not of that genus,
D.1.2. there is activity avoiding wrong objects ().
D.2. [Proponent:] If it is the form of a particular that is excluded from that of another
genus, then, even if it possesses a genus, how should other-exclusion not be true?
D.2.1. For if it is only due to the particulars themselves that they are differentiated
from other particulars, the genus doesn’t matter.
D.3. If the particular is not cognized as differentiated, then how could we act correctly
with respect to particulars?
D.4. If it is only the genus that differentiates certain particulars from others, then § 12
cognizing that differentiated is a cognition of differentiation,
D.4.1. may it really be the genus, or only the particular’s causal sequence (,
E.7.13)),
D.5. Logical problems of exclusion being a qualifier dismissed:
D.5.1. There is no error of mutual dependence in the theory that the positive ele-
ment, which the convention of the word “x” is made for, is what is excluded from
non-x
D.5.1.1. because this error also pertains to the theory that a convention is made
for a universal or that qualified by it:
D.5.1.1.1. For universal does not mean mere universal, but a specific universal.
And so:
D.5.1.1.1.1. Cognition of xness depends on cognition of the particular x, and
D.5.1.1.1.2. cognition of that denoted by the word x, i.e., the particular, de-
pends on cognition of xness.
D.5.1.2. Therefore there is no error of mutual dependendency if the conventional
designation is made for a form of conceptual awareness which, preceded by a
perception of a single particular, is generalized externally as if common to all
things.
D.5.1.3. And if this manner of using a word is accepted, then it is also accepted
that the rest, i.e., every other thing, is designated by this word’s negation.
D.5.2. Neither is there a contradiction between excluded and exclusion, nor damage
to the qualifier qualified relationship,
D.5.2.1. because they are not mutually distinguished from each other
D.5.2.2. since they are related to something common.
D.5.2.3. For there is contradiction to its own absence, not to another thing’s ab-
sence.
D.6. Also a sentence is understood due to exclusion only. S 15
D.7. Therefore an affirmation characterized by exclusion is understood from a word
(.
D.8. [Opponent:] If affirmation alone is the referent of words in this way, why is § 16
exclusion asserted?
D.9. [Proponent:] By the word exclusion affirmation qualified by exclusion of others
(@) is meant.
D.9.1. This means, exclusion is simultaneously () understood as the qualifier
in understanding affirmation.
D.9.2. Exclusion can not be taken as the object of perception () in the same
way, because there is no dispute as there is for conceptual cognition.
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4. Additional comments on the Apohasiddhi

D.10. And by affirmation

D.10.1. the external referent excluding others is meant according to determination,
and
D.10.2. the form of awareness is meant according to appearance.

D.11. The external referent is what is to be denoted by a word because of determina-
tion only, not because an external thing appears as in perception

102

D.11.1. Scriptual evidence: Because of a word an object does not appear to some-
one as it would because of perception.
D.11.2. [Opponent:] Even the same thing appears differently, depending on whether
it is known by a sense faculty or by a word.
D.11.3. [Proponent:] Different cognitions have their basis in different real things.
So how should the form of a single thing make different forms of awareness man-
ifest?
D.11.3.1. For there are no two contradictory forms of a single thing, so that one
could appear to perception, the other to conceptual cognition.
D.11.3.2. For there is no difference of a thing apart from the difference of its own
nature.
D.11.3.3. And there is no difference of its own nature apart from the difference
of appearance.
D.11.4. [Opponent:] But there are different appearances of one and the same thing.
D.11.5. [Proponent:] A difference of appearances is not a sure sign for different
things, but it is a sure sign for there not being the same object for the two cognitive
faculties.
D.11.5.1. Therefore a difference of appearances accompanied by a difference of
causal effectiveness etc. means a difference of the thing, and
D.11.5.2. adifference of appearances alone means that one appearance is wrong.
D.11.6. [Opponent:] Vacaspati: Even if both faculties have the real thing for an
object, still they would apprehend it differently
D.11.6.1. because the difference between perceivable and unperceivable results
from different causes.
D.11.7. [Proponent:] That’s wrong, because there is no thing that is an object of the
apprehension of something hidden.
D.11.7.1. The difference of causes () is fullfilled by the fact that an
apprehension of an imperceivable thing (e.g., an inference) does not grasp a sense
object.
D.11.7.2. Therefore a particular does not appear in conceptual cognition.
D.11.7.3. Moreover, if words made a real thing known, negation and affirmation
of properties would be either
D.11.7.3.1. superfluous, as when “it exists” or “it does not exist” is said of an
existent or inexistent thing respectively, or
D.11.7.3.2. meaningless, as in the opposite case,
D.11.7.3.3. because a thing would be completely known on hearing the word
alone.
D.11.7.4. Therefore, the commonness of what appears in conceptual cognition
to the nonbeing and being of an external referent excludes that a real thing could
be its object.

D.11.7.5. [Opponent:] Vacaspati: This commonness (D.11.7.4]) is possible,
because



4.3. The argument structure of the Apohasiddhi

D.11.7.5.1. auniversal can be qualified by existence and nonexistence in so far
as it is connected to present or past and future spatiotemporal things respec-
tively.

D.11.7.6. [Proponent:] This is not the topic, and there is no harm to what we say
D.11.7.6.1. insofar as it makes clear that Vacaspati also accepts that particulars
are not denoted by words.

D.11.7.7. Additionally, the existential qualifications are cognized according to

the nature of the particulars.

D.11.7.7.1. But to say that a universal is so qualified because of a connection
to a particular is foolish.

D.11.7.8. There is the same error for a particular qualified by a genus ().
D.11.7.8.1. For, if the cognition is established because of a particular, there is
always the error of this cognition, may an additional genus (@) be cognized
or not.

D.11.7.9. [Opponent:] Kumarila’s followers: Commonness () is not

erroneous because a thing has parts.

D.11.7.9.1. By one word one aspect is made known, e.g., treeness, indepen-
dently of existence. This other aspect is made known by another word.

D.11.7.10. [Proponent:] Cognition of a permanent universal independently of its

existential status is not possible.

D.11.8. [Opponent:] A word presents its object in a different way than perception
because they have different capacities.

D.11.9. [Proponent:] This was proven wrong by the error of two appearances when
a single nature is grasped by perception and conceptual cognition (
ﬁ o page).

D.11.10. The difference between the capacities of these two means of valid cog-
nition is achieved by perception directly perceiving its object, whereas conceptual
cognition determines it.

D.11.11. So, without the same appearance, conceptual and perceptual cognition do
not have the same objects.

D.11.12. And nonbeing (the object of conceptual cognition?) can not make per-
ception’s object known.

D.11.13. [Opponent:] The word “tree” refers to the part treeness, and the word
“is” refers to the part existence.

D.11.14. [Proponent:] For a particular completely comprehended by perception,
there is no possibility of affirmation or negation of another property through either
another word or another means of valid cognition.

D.11.14.1. [Opponent:] The need of a different means of knowledge is observed

even in perception.

D.11.14.2. [Proponent:] Only when perception has an object with an ill known

nature,

D.11.14.2.1. because perception has an unascertaining nature.

D.11.14.3. But what would another means of valid cognition help in the case of

conceptual cognition, which is itself of an ascertaining nature?

D.11.14.4. But the need for other words and logical marks is a fact.

D.11.15. Consequently, the nature of a real thing is not grasped by conceptual cog-
nition.
D.12. Discussion about properties and property bearers.
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D.12.1. [Opponent:] Properties are different from each other, and different from
the property bearer.
D.12.2. So, in conceptual cognition, different properties are cognized through dif-
ferent expressions.
D.12.3. [Proponent:] This is wrong,
D.12.3.1. since perception refutes a distinction between property and property
bearer, and
D.12.3.2. since otherwise everything would be everywhere.
D.12.3.2.1. Scriptural evidence: The appelations property and property bearer
are only based on a conceptual difference.
D.12.4. And even if this difference were real,
D.12.4.1. the only possible relation between property and its bearer is that of
proximity qualified as assistance,

D.12.4.1.1. because other relations like inherence etc. have been refuted.
D.12.4.2. And in that case (), conceptual cognition would work in the
same way as perception, because

D.12.4.2.1. as perception grasps all properties when grasping the property bear-

er due to their proximity to the sense faculties,

D.12.4.2.2. so a cognition by a word or logical mark, which are both connected

to their objects as denoting and denoted etc., would cognize all properties,

D.12.4.2.3. because there is no difference in mere proximity.

D.12.4.3. [Opponent:] Vacaspati: But grasping a nature as qualified by an ad-
ditional attribute, like existence, does not imply grasping all the other additional
attributes also qualifying that nature, because

D.12.4.3.1. because the nature of a substance is qualified by additional at-

tributes,

D.12.4.3.2. but is not identical with either the additional attributes or being that

qualified by them (D.12.1]).
D.12.4.4. [Proponent:] Bad argument, because grasping the other additional at-
tributes () does not follow from nondifference (6.12.3.1]),

D.12.4.4.1. since grasping the assisted where the assisting is grasped (D.12.4.1 J)

follows only after their difference is assumed ().
D.12.4.5. Additionally, a cognition of a property and property bearer is not de-
pendent on a real property and property bearer, because they are not established
by a means of valid cognition, and the rule is:

D.12.4.5.1. When established by a means of valid cognition, the thing’s nature

is exactly described.
D.12.4.6. [Opponent:] Nyayabhitsana: Then there would be the cognition of all
assisted things as soon as there is the cognition of an assisting thing like sun etc.
D.12.4.7. [Proponent:] This is the result of misunderstanding our explanation:

D.12.4.7.1. In your view, if there is a difference between property and property

bearer ( and proximity is only assistance (),

D.12.4.7.2. then only an assisted that is in the same place and has the property’s

form can be grasped when the assisting is grasped ().

D.12.4.7.3. So it does not follow that that is grasped which is

D.12.4.7.3.1. an assisted in a different place and
D.12.4.7.3.2. another substance deviating from the observed.

D.13. Therefore, wherever a thing’s own nature is cognized, it is cognized as a whole.
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4.3. The argument structure of the Apohasiddhi

D.14. So it is settled that a particular does not appear due to a word, a concept, or a
logical mark ().
E. Arguments showing that a universal or genus can not be the referent of words. S
E.1. Neither does a universal appear in conceptual cognition.
E.1.1. On hearing a word the generalized constituent parts of an object appear
which
E.1.1.1. are accompanied by letters, and
E.1.1.2. are mixed together because the differences of things of the same genus
are disregarded.
E.1.2. And this appearance is not a universal,
E.1.2.1. Scriptural Evidence: since a universal is said to be free of colour, form, M
and the form of letters.
E.1.3. So auniversal is only an agglomeration of an object’s generalized constitu- [§ 33
tent parts which,
E.1.3.1. although completely different for each particular,
E.1.3.2. are identified with the particular.
E.1.4. This is only an error,
E.1.4.1. because such an exterior object is not attainable.
E.1.5. Therefore the cognition of a universal has no object, no matter if its false
cognition is due to
E.1.5.1. the external object being a transformation of the mind itself, or
E.1.5.2. the form being completely inexistent, or
E.1.5.3. the particulars themselves appearing so that the differences between them
are obscured, or
E.1.5.4. alapse of memory that causes differences to be overlooked.
E.2. So, there is no news about a universal.
E.3. [Opponent:] If there is no universal, cognitions of the same things are accidental.
E.4. [Proponent:] Wrong, for a causal complex that, aided by memory, generates a
cognition that overrides specific differences produces the concept of a universal.
E.5. So a genus appears neither in conceptual cognition () nor in perception.
E.6. A genus is not established by inference, because a logical mark connected to the
universal can not be seen.
E.7. A genus is not established like a sense faculty, because by the effect, cognition,
only incidental / occasional other causes are established,
E.7.1. because the absence of the genus cognition depends solely on the absence of
all the particulars of that genus, not on the absence of the genus itself.
E.7.1.1. [Opponent:] A cow is a cow only because of its cowness. If not, also a
horse could be the material object cow.
E.7.1.2. [Proponent:] In that case, cowness is cowness only because of the ma-
terial object cow. If not, horseness would also be cowness.
E.7.1.3. Therefore there is a material object “cow” only because of a sequence
of causes (), but cowness may exist or not.
E.8. [Opponent:] The capacity to cause a cognition of a universal can be either
E.8.1. identical with a singular material object:
E.8.1.1. then it is impossible that another object could make the same universal
known, or
E.8.2. different from a particular:
E.8.2.1. then this is a universal and we are only arguing about the name.
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E.9. [Proponent:] The capacity is indeed not different for each thing.
E.9.1. But two things with the same capacity are no problem ().
E.9.2. As for you a genus is
E.9.2.1. the cause of a common term, and
E.9.2.2. independent of all other genera
E.9.3. so for us a particular is
E.9.3.1. independent of genera and differentiated by its own nature,
E.9.3.2. the cause of a common term.
E.10. [Opponent:] Trilocana: The cause for the cognition and appelation of universals
is the inherence () of specific universals (D.5.1.1.1)) in their respective
basis.
E.11. [Proponent:] If only inherence in the particulars is the reason for these cogni-
tions, what are the universals for?
E.12. And even inherence () is not possible:
E.12.1. Inherence is proven by the cognition “here in this that inheres.” And the
cognition “here” results from observing two different objects, one inhering in the
other.
E.12.2. But these are never perceived in any object of cognition.
E.12.3. So inherence is a conceptual construct.
E.13. [Opponent:] What Trilocana speculates: A continuous cognition is then impos-
sible, because it depends on a continuous object. But if the particulars are completely
different, how can there be a basis for such a cognition?
E.14. [Proponent:] is shown to be wrong,
E.14.1. because there is a logical deviation by a continuous cognition when the
universals themselves are particularized by mutual exclusion.
E.15. What Trilocana says against the opposite case:
E.15.1. [Opponent:] “There is no other reason for the occurrence of continuous
cognitions in only certain cases.”
E.16. is wrong, because it is proven ( ) that one must accept the continuity
() of appelations and apprehensions () due to the specificity of a thing’s
own nature which is excluded from that of another nature.
E.16.1. Only the proximity () according to which a genus extends to some
but not other particulars is the basis for cognition.
E.17. [Opponent:] What the Nyayabhiisana says to this
E.17.1. i.e.: In the Buddhist view then, the proximity of the thing x to the thing y
is the basis of the common usage «has x.» So what use is the x then?
E.18. is wrong, since what is meant is this:
E.18.1. That the observation of x in proximity to y is the reason for the cognition
«has y» is not denied.
E.18.2. But no universal is ever observed.
E.18.3. Therefore it is better, if one wants to imagine a universal at all, to only
imagine proximity as the cause of continuous cognitions.
E.19. [Opponent:] This is an inference proving a universal:
E.19.1. The hetu is the cognition of something qualified (x-ly).
E.19.2. The sadhya is the necessary involvement of the cognition of a qualifier (x).
E.19.3. The paksa is the cognition “This is x-ly.”
E.19.4. The drstanta is “This is stick-ly.”
E.19.5. The type of logical reason used is the effect reason.
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E.20. [Proponent:] What are you trying to prove: S 45
E.20.1. the necessary involvement of the cognition of a separate qualifier, or
E.20.2. the necessary involvement of the cognition of a mere qualifier?

E.20.3. In the first case ():
E.20.3.1. perception refutes the paksa ( because a perception does not

;
i-ll

grasp both a particular and the universal (E.12.2)).
E.20.3.2. Additionally, the cognition of something qualified is an ambiguous rea-
son for a universal, because it occurs also without a separate qualifier.
E.20.4. In the second case () there is proof of what has already been proven,
E.20.4.1. because of postulating a difference between particular and universal as

in the cognition “This particular possesses that universal.” a relation of qualifier-
qualified is postulated (D.12.3.2.1))

E.20.4.1.1. because the common expression “This is x-ly.” is really due to an
experience of that differentiated from non-x (, D.5.1)).
E.21. So there is no proof of a universal.
E.21.1. The reason that refutes all the additional attributes like a universal, proper-
ty, action etc. is
%21 .1.1. aclear perception that grasps a whole particular (discussion under point
)
E.21.1.2. or the nonperception of something otherwise observable (discussion
under point E).
F. Restatement of thesis that the referent of words is a positive element qualified by @
exclusion of others, and further explanations.
F.1. Thus only affirmation is the referent of a word. (, ) S 49
F.1.1. And this referent is the external object () and the form of awareness
(D.102))
F.1.1.1. The form of awareness is neither affirmed nor negated in reality or con-
ventionally, because
F.1.1.1.1. it is directly understood through self-awareness,
F.1.1.1.2. and is not determined.
F.1.1.2. And the external object is neither affirmed nor negated in reality,
F.1.1.2.1. because it does not appear in a conceptual cognition.
F.1.1.3. In reality, all entities are inexpressible because
F.1.1.3.1. they are not determined, and
F.1.1.3.2. do not appear.
F.1.1.4. Conventionally, external things are affirmed or negated, because
F.1.1.4.1. otherwise there would not be everyday activity.
F.1.2. Therefore: Neither an external object nor a form of awareness can be af-
firmed in reality.
F.1.3. For only an external object can be conventionally proven to exist.
F.1.4. But a form of awareness is not affirmed even conventionally.

O
(0%

G. Refutation of Dharmottara. @
G.1. [Opponent:] Dharmottara’s thesis:

G.1.1. There is affirmation and negation of a superimposed external thing.

G.1.2. [Proponent:] This is also rejected by this (E).
G.2. [Opponent:] If no determinable thing appears in determination, then what does
it mean to say “It is determined?”
G.3. [Proponent:] Even though it does not appear, it is made an object of activity.
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So how does activity, which is directed at a certain object, avoid other objects (C.3.)?
G.5. [Proponent:] Even if no object is grasped, still there is only activity restricted to
certain objects
G.5.1. because the capacity of a conceptual cognition is limited according to the
form of awareness
G.5.1.1. because a form of awareness is limited by its specific set of producing
factors ( ).
G.6. For objects that have particular capacities are
G.6.1. well established through means of valid cognition, and
G.6.2. are beyond doubt as to a mixing of their capacities.
G.7. Therefore a concept’s being determined is its being productive of activity only
with regard to certain objects ( )
G.7.1. because it is connected to a specific form of awareness.
G.8. There is no activity through superimposition () because of similarity, since
there is the
G.8.1. possibility of an error through superimposition of an external object on an
image or
G.8.2. vice versa.
G.9. Rather, a cognition arises due to remaining impressions and extends activity
towards an external object without being able to see it.
G.10. So it is actually always erring.
G.11. So in this sense
G.11.1. a positive element is the referent, which is
G.11.1.1. specified by the absence of other things, and
G.11.1.2. differentiated from that of another genus.
G.11.2. Exactly this (), which is meant by the word exclusion, is
G.11.2.1. the referent of words, and
G.11.2.2. the object of positive and negative activity.
G.12. This is established.

G.4. [Opponent:] There is no difference between two things that do not appear ().

@—@ H. Inference establishing the thesis (@,@, ,):

§ 54

O 2,
W
N

H.1. A conceptual cognition which denotes (svabhavahetu) something has only a
thing determined and differentiated from that of another form as its object (sadhya).
H.2. The example (drstanta) is: “There is water in the well here.”
H.3. And this is denoting: an expression having the form of the word “cow” etc.
H.3.1. The reason, denoting, is not unestablished because
H.3.1.1. evenif there is no real denoted-denoting relation (ID. 12.3.1 L ID 12.4.2.21),
H.3.1.2. everyone performing everyday activities necessarily accepts that rela-
tionship as made through determination, because otherwise there is no such ac-
tivity (F.1.1.4.1).
H.3.2. Neither is the reason contradictory
H.3.2.1. as it exists in the similar instance.
H.3.3. Neither is the reason ambiguous, for the following reason:
H.3.3.1. [Opponent:] The denoted must be either a particular, an additional at-
tribute, a connection to an additional attribute, possessing an additional attribute,
or must be a form of awareness,
H.3.3.2. because it must be bound to something and must be one of these.
H.3.3.3. [Proponent:] There is no convention for the particular and the form
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of awareness, because they are useless for convention (|F.1.1.2L lF.l.l.ll). And
for the others there is no convention, because there is no additional attribute
(D.12.4.3), E.21.1)).
H.3.3.4. So there is a pervasion of the reason by the property to be proven, be- § 58
cause denoting can not exist in a counter instance
H.3.3.4.1. as there is no other pervader with the quality of having an object
H.3.3.4.1.1. because nothing else that could be denoted exists.
H.4. Thus pervasion is established.
I. Summary: Words express an object. Exclusion is understood as its qualit (@). One
object is explained as determinated (), the other as appearing (D.10.2)). But in
reality nothing at all is expressed ().
J. End of the Apohasiddhi, which was written by Ratnakirti. @

K. Colophon. @
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Chapter 5

The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

apoha-theory, as used in these pages, is the equivalent to the Sanskrit term apohava-
da. Other translations of this term could be “the teaching of apoha”, or “the apoha
doctrine”.

For more than 80 years this theory has been the subject of study. Pioneering work
was done by Stcherbatsky, as well as by Mookerjee.?®” The latter discusses quite a
few passages of Ratnakirti’s AS, based on the editio princeps in Shastri 1910. Ma-
jor early insights are due also to Frauwallner’s series of articles on the theory of apoha
(1932,1933,1935), where the main tenets of the apoha theory have been brought into
sight, at least as developed by Dharmakirti.?®® And from the 1960s onwards, there has
been a steady increase in ever more specialised studies on the topic.?®” It thus would
seem that yet another general introduction to this theory of apoha is perhaps not really
in place here. For one thing, plenty of the very insightful studies that have been pub-
lished in recent years are certainly not in general to be challenged, even though I believe
it will be necessary to discuss some elements of these interpretations in the light of the
AS.

Apart from this, it is often not quite clear what the scope of the term apoha-theory is
supposed to be. Some regard it as a methodological device®” that provides a substitute
for universals as really existing entities in whichever context these universals might be
invoked to explain something. Others would equate “apoha-theory” with the language
theory developed by Buddhist epistemologists from Dignaga onwards, or seem to make

BTCS. reprints of their classical works for this, Stcherbatsky 1994 2 and Mookerjee 2006: Chapter VII
respectively.

30f course, Frauwallner [1937 should also be mentioned here. There the apoha theory of Dharmot-
tara has been presented through a translation and discussion of the Tibetan translation of the DhAP. As
pointed out by Akamatsu [1986: 75 f. though, this translation suffers from a systematic misinterpretation,
mistranslating ma yin dgag and med dgag as prasajyapratisedha and paryuddsa respectively. Frauwall-
ner notes this, but does not really justify it (cf. Frauwallner [1937: 263, fn. 1).

289S0me examples, by no means comprehensive: Vetter 1964, Katsura 1979, Akamatsu [1983, Katsura
1986, R. P. Hayes 1988, Katsura 1991], Dreyfus [1997, Bronkhorst 1999, Ogawa [1999, Pind [1999, Siderits
1999, Dunne 2004, Saito 2004, Hattori 2006, McCrea and Patil 2006, Kataoka 2009, McCrea and Patil
2010, Tillemans 20114, Tillemans 201 1b, Siderits, Tillemans and Chakrabarti 201 1.

20K atsura [1986: 178, n. 10, crediting Prof. Steinkellner with having the idea, speaks of a “working
hypothesis”. Ogawa [1999 makes a very interesting point, culminating in the following assessment: “...I
cannot refrain from saying that there is nothing original to be found in Buddhist epistemologists’ linguistic
theory, other than the theory of apoha.” (Ogawa [1999: 284, with a typo corrected)
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no strict distinction between the two.%”!

But an inquiry broad enough to provide a definition of “the” apoha-theory, even
if it ever existed, is certainly not in this author’s powers. So I will try and give an
explanation of the apoha-theory as it is detailed in the AS of Ratnakirti. I hope this will
serve as an introduction to the main aspects of the apoha theory as it appears in the AS.

5.1 Establishment of apoha—The purpose of the AS

The title of the AS means “establishment of exclusion”, or “proof of exclusion”. Even a
short glance at the analysis of the arguments given in this text (cf. lsection 4.3 on page 98])
makes it obvious why this is a very adequate name for the text: After the presentation
of various versions of apoha theories and their possible criticisms, there follows a fairly
short exposition of Ratnakirti’s own opinion. This in turn is followed by discussions and
refutations of various positions that try to argue that there is some form of a universal
(samanya, jati, etc.). At the end of this section Ratnakirti also distances himself and
criticises an aspect of Dharmottara’s, a Buddhist thinker’s, theory of apoha. There
then follows a formal proof, prayoga, establishing that every word has as its object a
generalized thing (vastumatra) that is determined and excluded from others. This proof
is closely knit into the preceding arguments of the text, in that they are here adduced to
show that none of the typical logical fallacies applies to this inference.*?

In this final inference, anyapoha (or, more precisely, atadrupaparavrtta, “distin-
guished from that of another form”) becomes established as a part of that thing that
anything that names anything refers to or has as its object. It is in this sense that the
establishment mentioned in the title will probably best be understood: establishment of
exclusion as a part of the word referent.?*?

Additionally, this inference can be used as a general guide to the rest of the AS.
According to Thakur (1975a: 5 f.), Ratnakirti’s works “[...] are written in a style that is
more common in neo-logic than in the old system. In each case the discussion is started
just in the way of a formal debate, as if the opponent is present before the author. Argu-
ments are syllogistic. The refutations are generally through the hetvabhasa fallacies.”
Steinkellner (1977: 385) concludes that “Ratnakirti [...] is using the logical forms in the
macro-structure of his texts. The analyses of his texts are therefore structured by logical
titles.”>**

YICf., e.g., Dunne 2004: 116: “...our aim here is to raise the central issues ...in the apoha-theory, and
to avoid surpassing ...that goal, we must forego any detailed examination of ...other analyses, despite
their importance to my understanding of Dharmakirti’s philosophy of language.” Hattori [1982: 103 even
says that what a word refers to is “a concept formed through the mental process of anyapoha, ....”

22From this it can also be seen that the AS is a carefully composed and well structured text, even
though much of it is taken essentially verbatim from the AP of Jianasrimitra.

293The other property composing the word referent is adhyavasita (that it is determined). The substrate
of the two properties, “determined” and “differentiated from others”, is the vastumatra, a mere thing,
which is said to be what a word has as its object. That this is the object of words is the sadhya, the
property (or rather, in this case, the fact) which is to be established in this inference.

2941t might be helpful for a chronology of Ratnakirti’s works to remember that of all of Ratnakirti’s “si-
ddhi” texts (SJS4, AS, KBhSA;, KBhSV, as well as CAPV, cf. the classification in Thakur [1975a: 3-4),
the AS has two specific characteristics within that group: it is the only text that has the inference summing
up its main purpose at its end, and it is least strictly built around that inference.
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So it can be assumed to be a characteristic of Ratnakirti’s texts to be constructed
along the lines of formal proofs. For example, the CAPV is constructed in this way,
building around this central inference:

CAPV 129.22-24: yat prakasate tad ekam. yatha citrakaracakramadhya-
varti nilakarah. prakasate cedam gauragandharamadhurasurabhisuku-
marasatetaradivicitrakarakadambakam iti svabhavahetuh. **°

Similarily, according to Woo [1999: 126 ff. , and Woo [1999: 141 f., the KBhSA is
structured around the following logical proof KBhSA, 67.7-8: “yat sat tat ksanikam,
yatha ghatah, santas cami vivadaspadibhiitah padartha iti.”

The VyN, on the other hand, is characterised by Lasic (2000b: 19) as follows: “An-
ders als der Titel es vermuten 146t, wird in diesem Werk jedoch nicht die Feststellung
des logischen Nexus schlechthin diskutiert, sondern ausschlieBlich der durch das Ver-
hiltnis von Rauch und Feuer exemplifizierte.” Whereas this text is not centered around
a formal inference, it does discuss the pervasion of smoke by fire, the heart of what is
perhaps the stock example of inference in Indian logical theories.

For the SJS, the main structure at least of the first part of the text is titled “Der Beweis
und seine Verteidigung” by Biihnemann ([1980: XXIX ff.) , i.e., the formal proof and
its defense. But also the next two sections are closely related to this inference: sections
2 and 3% consist of a systematic refutation of elements that could make this inference
invalid.?’

Consequently, it might be in order to try and take this inference at the end of the AS
as a guideline to understanding and explaining this text. In the following, I will therefore
give first an analysis of this inference, and then try to explain the various points in the
AS that are needed to fully appreciate the inference.?”®

Before this, a methodological caution might be in place: There are two groups of
problems that have to be dealt with when explaining the AS in this way. First, what the
precise import of each of the elements of the inference is, with special interest perhaps
attaching to the complex quality that this supposedly central inference is supposed to
prove (i.e., what this inference means). And second, why it is logically coherent to state
that the reason leads only to this consequence (why this inference is valid). After all,
as will be seen, it is not directly a matter of logic why it should be the case that a word

3¢t for a translation.

2% According to Bithnemann [1980: XXX-XLV, these sections are respectively: “Verteidigung der
Moglichkeit einer Schlulfolgerung iiberhaupt” (SJS/ 3.30-6.21) and “Polemik” (SJS; 6.22-31.11), i.e.,
the defense of the possibility of a reasoning concerning the existence of an enlightened person, and a
polemical section against the opponent’s attempts to disprove this reasoning.

27Cf. Biihnemann [1980: 101, n. 62, noting on section 2: “Es folgen nun Einwiinde gegen den Beweis
der Existenz des Allwissenden im allgemeinen [...] und gegen die Beschrinkung des Beweises auf den
Beweis des alles fiir die Erlosung Niitzliche Wissenden [...].”, as well as Bithnemann [1980: 106, n. 102,
noting on section 3: Es “[...] folgt nun eine ausgedehnte Polemik [...]. Ein den Allwissenden aufheben-
des Erkenntnismittel konnte seine Nichtexistenz beweisen bzw. seine Existenz widerelegen.” Cf. also
Steinkellner 1977, quoted lsection 5.1 on the preceding page!.

298 Another reason for proceeding in this way is that the more obvious explicatory approach, the one
that follows the order of explanation in the text fairly closely, has already been very successfully taken in
both Patil 2003, and, in a broader fashion, in Patil 2009: Chapter 4, p. 197 ff., although there it is observed
that “[Ratnakirti’s] decision to conclude his essay [by providing an inferential reason to support his view]
is important, because it brings together the various subarguments used throughout his essay and does so
in a more “formal” context.” Patil 2009: 239 It is of course obvious that the results of both expositions
will, if correct, be the same (or both wrong in the same way).
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is expressive and therefore must not have any other sort of object than the one proven
in Ratnakirti’s inference.

Moreover, it is difficult to explain these two groups of problems separately. On the
one hand, it will not be possible to make it completely clear why the inference is valid
without understanding its components and their relations, mainly because these facts
are ascertained in separate, mostly ontological or epistemological, considerations about
how everyday use of language works (e.g., what it means that a word is expressive).
The pervasion®”® at work in this inference is one that is a matter of fact. On the other
hand, and if the idea is correct that the preceding parts of the AS build towards this
inference, an explanation of all its components and their relations should be expected
to go only so far as is useful for correctly understanding the inference. This means that
an analysis of the various components involved in establishing the involved matters of
fact (the nature of words, their objects, how language works, etc.) need go only so far
as to make the inference valid. This is important for understanding the scope of the
analysis, or the explanatory strategy, of the AS: much of it is a preparation that gives
the inference its quantificational force, that all that is expressive has that sort of object.
So it could happen that without having the inference in mind it might be difficult to
understand certain elements of the discussion of the AS.

This last point needs clarification: It need not be that all of the preceeding passages
in the AS are directly dedicated to this aim, but it should be the case that these passages
somehow have a bearing on the inference, or are superfluous (which of course is not a
problem per se). So, as not to overstate the importance of this inference for the AS, a
caution might be in place: Its role in this text is a hypothesis. There is good reason to
have it, judging from Ratnakirti’s general style, but it does not mean that any passage
that does not fit the picture is somehow out of place. Each of the arguments will have to
be scrutinized for its own value, and in the immediate context it appears in. And only
then should it be decided how or whether it serves this inference.

Moreover, if the mentioned supposition about the structure of the AS is wrong, none
of the passages preceeding the inference would have the aim ascribed to them at all. But
even then the interpretation of the individual passages should not suffer much, and it
should be more a matter of rearrangement than reassessment that lets one strike closer
to home.

5.2 The central inference

The inference that the AS is built around runs as follows:

All that, which is denoting, has as [its] object a mere thing that is deter-
mined [and| distinguished from that of another form, as the expression
“Water [is| here in a well.” And this [expression| having the form of a
word like cow etc. is denoting. [This is| the logical reason of essential

property

The formal elements at work here are:>®

29For more information about this technical term of Indian logic cf. ection 5.3,

30A detailed exposition of the Buddhist theory of inference is not in the scope of this study. Cf.
Kajiyama [1998: § 9-10.2 for an overview of this theory, and Kajiyama |199§: § 12 “Logical mark of
essential identity” for a succinct discussion of inference based on a thing’s nature. The TBh will in the
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1. hetu, the reason (of the type “essential property”): denoting. (This hetu will be
abbreviated as H.)

2. paksa, the instance™! qualified by H: that which has the nature of words like
“cow etc.” (This paksa will be abbreviated as p.)

3. sadhya, that to be proven: having as an object a mere thing that is determined
and distinguished from that of another form. (This sadhya will be abbreviated as
S_)302

4. drstanta, example: Water here in a well. (This drstanta will be abbreviated as
d.)

The pervasion (vyapti) governing this inference is expressible as the implication of
“having as its object a mere thing, which is determined and distinguished from that of
another form” by “something denotes.”

The paksa, the locus of the hetu and consequently of the sadhya, is said to be what
has the form or nature of “words like cow etc.”, a statement that seems to elicit little
controversy.’® The gist of the inference thus is that any word must, by its very nature of
being denoting, have as its object a mere thing that is a) determined and b) differentiated
from that which has a form other than its own.

This is only a part of the inference. Its validity depends on the truth of the pervasion
of the property that is the reason by the property that is to be inferred. “Because p
is qualified by H, it is qualified by S.” is true of p if everything that is qualified by
H is also qualified by .S, or every instance of H is also an instance of S. Among the
various factors that have an influence on the truth of this pervasion, Ratnakirti discusses
three: That the reason is not unestablished, that the reason is not contradictory, and that
the reason is not ambiguous. These are the three types of fallacious reasons or pseudo
reasons (hetvabhasa).>*

following arguments be used as a fairly normative text for interpreting some of Ratnakirti’s terms, based
on the arguments given in Kajiyama [199§: 3—5. The model used there is, in all points that will be relevant
in the following analysis, the same as “the orthodox scenario” described in Tillemans 1999a: 90-92.
Additionally, I have in all cases attempted to find passages in Ratnakirti’s texts that shed light on the
logical terminology employed in this inference. But if it is true for Jianasrimitra that he rarely enters into
lengthy explanations of topics he presumes his audience well acquainted with (cf. Lasic 2000a: 19 f.,
Franco 2002: 192), the same is certainly true for Ratnakirti, writing in a manner “more concise and
logical, though not as poetical and elaborate as that of his spiritual father.” (Thakur 1975a: 12) Other
texts taken into consideration in the following are the NPS#, NB, and its commentary, the NBT.

3011y this context, paksa is usually translated as “locus of inference” (e.g., B. K. Matilal [1985: 50 f.),
“subject” (e.g., Tillemans 1999a), or “site of the inference” (e.g., Patil 2009: 60 f.). For the context that
the argument under discussion works in, I will translate paksa with “instance”, mainly because it fits in
well with the translations of “similar instance” for sapaksa and “counter instance” for vipaksa. Another
reason is that this specific reason and this property which is to be established seem to be understood more
easily as co-occurring in an instance (of some sort, awareness for example) rather than a subject, site, or
locus of inference.

392y arious formulations of this are used by Ratnakirti. For the time being (until an explanation starts
in lsection 5.2 on page 12d) only this first formulation will be used.

303To which group of things the quality “denotes” in fact applies according to Ratnakirti, and what this
means, is discussed in section lsection 5.3 on page 123]. For the moment, it is enough to take it for granted
that words like cow etc. denote.

34hetvabhdsa is translated as “pseudo-reason” in B. K. Matilal [1985: 42, Kellner 20104. The hetva-
bhasa is generally considered as threefold, cf., e.g., NPSt 400.18 (asiddhanaikantikaviruddha hetvabha-
sah), NB 3.109 (evam esam trayanam ripanam ekaikasya dvayor dvayor va ripayor asiddhau sandehe
va yathayogam asiddhaviruddhanaikantikas trayo hetvabhasah), Kajiyama [1998: § 10 (and the notes
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

The reason is not unestablished (asiddha)

In lines 247-249 in , Ratnakirti shows that H is not unestablished (asiddha). A
hetu is considered unestablished when it is not certain that it actually qualifies, or is a
property of, the paksa, so that the premiss in this inference becomes false (“p is qualified
by H.”).3% Ratnakairti thus has to defend the statement “An expression, having the form
of a word like cow etc., denotes.”

His argument here draws on various points in the AS:

1. A statement widely proven in an authoritative text (line 136 in ).

2. A statement about the denoted-denoting relation (line 141 in )

The statement proven in the §astra is the reason for the concessive subclause in this
argument: that the distinction between properties and their substrates is a conceptual
one, and thus is not true about real things. According to this rule and its consequence,
it could be argued that “p is qualified by H.” is not, in fact, a true statement.

But that H qualifies p is true in a “conventional” sense. Ratnakirti’s argument is that
the relation of denoting word and denoted referent is made by determination, a function
operating in conceptual cognition and allowing it to classify its object and to generate
awareness of it as an external thing (cf. lsection 5.4 on page 13d). So, whereas this
conceptual construction of the relation does not reflect reality, it is to be endorsed by all
people who engage in worldly activity (vyavahara). Obviously two important positions
are implied in this statement: Worldly activity presupposes a distinction of denoted and
denoting (as of substance and quality) in order to work. And, second, this distinction
is only conceptually constructed. Accordingly, the proposition that A qualifies p must
be endorsed by all people on pain of not being able to engage in normal activity, even
though it is not a true statement when taken to be about reality.

In this way, Ratnakirti can show that any conceptual cognition must be taken to
have an object. Accordingly, that H qualifies p, that words denote, must be accepted
by everyone. Consequently, no one can reasonably argue that H is unestablished, or
that expressions do not denote anything at all.

The reason is not contradictory (viruddha)
Ratnakirti’s defence against this type of logical error is quite curt, 1. 249 in :
Neither is that [reason| contradictory, because it exists in a similar instance.

This type of error consists in the reason proving something opposite than what some-
one inferring with it wants it to prove.’®® If H were contradictory, then H would be
a sign for what is not qualified by the S, so that instead of the statement “Because H
qualifies p, S qualifies p.” being true, its opposite would be true: “Because H qualifies
p, S does not qualify p.”, i.e., if something denotes it never has the sort of object that
Ratnakirti describes (S).

for some secondary literature), and Oetke 1994: 33 ff. Ratnakirti himself regularly uses these distinctions
to discuss the validity of inferences, e.g., SIS; 29.19-20 (in an objection): kim ca sarvajiiasattasadhane
sarvo hetuh trayim dosajatim nativartate asiddhatvam viruddhatvam anaikantikatvam ceti (cf. Biihne-
mann [1980: 89 for a translation), or KBhS A, 67.10: hetvabhasas ca asiddhaviruddhanaikantikabhedena
trividhah. Cf. Patil 2009: 70, fn. 102 for a detailed list of the pseudo reasons that the Naiyayikas defend
themselves against in the ISD.

305¢f. for a discussion of Ratnakirti’s definitions of this pseudo reason.

306¢t. for a discussion of Ratnakirti’s definitions of this pseudo reason.
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Others of Ratnakirti’s explanations for why a reason is contradictory are as follows,
clearer in stating why the respective hetu is contradictory:

1. SIS, 13.8: tatha ca sati sadhyaviparyayavyapter viruddhata hetoh.

2. SIS, 29.21-22: asarvajiie dharmini na sarvajiiasiddhih, hetoh sarvajiiaviparita-

sadhanatvena viruddhatvat.

3. ISD 33.21-23: napi viruddhah. tatha hi yo vipaksa eva vartate sa khalu sadhya-
viparyayavyapteh sadhyaviruddham sadhayan viruddho ’bhidhiyate. yatha ni-
tyah Sabdah krtakatvad iti. na cayam tatha, prasiddhakartrkesu sapaksesu sa-
dbhavadarsanat.>”

In view of these formulations, as well as the one in the TBhy 25.9-12 (cf.

), the problem Ratnakirti is facing could be understood like this:

In the inference “Because H qualifies p, S qualifies p.”, H would be contradictory
because H is pervaded by ~ S, i.e., by not “having as an object a mere thing that is
determined and distinguished from that of another form.”

So the basic charge is that the reason is contradictory because it is the counter in-
stance, i.e., what has a real universal as its object, that is expressive.

A logically sufficient defence against this would be to show that H is indeed per-
vaded by .9, i.e., that there is at least one instance beside p that has both the H and S.
In this passage, Ratnakirti merely states this to be the case. But why does he see himelf
entitled to this?

To begin with, the problem of knowing what pervades what is not a problem of
logic (at least not always), but is a problem of knowing a matter of fact. For exam-
ple, a logical error of the same type is discussed at some length in the answer to an
objection starting at KBhSA,; 67.20. There the matter is resolved through a prasanga
and prasangaviparyaya which show that both the hetu “existing” and the sadhya “mo-
mentary” are true of one sapaksa instance, namely a pot (which is the example in the
inference, KBhSA; 67.7-8).3% In ISD 33.21-23 (cf. section 5.2), this kind of error is
argued against by an appeal to a generally acknowledged matter of fact. The question
must therefore be what other statements in the AS allow Ratnakirti to make the claim
at this point that A occurs in that which is similar to p.

I believe the claim can be defended by appealing to two arguments:

1. that Ratnakirti believes he has already shown that something that denotes has this
kind of an object, and

2. that no one engaged in the discussions of the AS believes that words do not ex-
press anything at all.*®

The second argument is fairly easy to see: None of the opponents in the AS argues
that there is no referent or object of words at all: Vacaspati, quoted in , expressly

397For translations of the first two of these passages cf. Biihnemann [1980: 35, and p. 84. Patil 2009: 71
translates the last, spoken in the voice of “Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas” (Patil 2009: 71), as follows:
It is well know that a [reason property] that exists in only dissimilar cases proves what
is opposed to the target property, through its being pervaded by the absence of the target
property, and that it is named “opposed” (viruddha). ...But this [reason property, “being an
effect”] is not like that, since it is observed to really exist in similar cases such as a pot, for
which a maker is well known.

308Cf, the assessment in Woo 1999: 163.

30For Ratnakirti it is only conventionally true that words denote something, cf. and
references there.
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

states that “Particulars qualified by a class are the objects for concepts and words.” And
none of the other objections contains any statements that would be to this effect.*'?

The first argument amounts to the claim that S is at least a possible way in which
words can denote.>!! This possibility is explained in the presentation of his own view
of what the word referent is, given in paragraphs l§ 8 on page 15! to l§ 9 on page li and
repeated in the answer given in |§ 16 on page 2d to the objection that apoha is not the
referent of a word because it is only the positive elment that is called the word referent.

So Ratnakirti’s claim at this point is: If an expression like “There is water here in
the well.” denotes (H ($)), it is possible that it “has an object that is a mere thing which
is determined and distinguished from that of another form” (S5). That it is always the
case that it has this object is shown only in the next step of the inference.?!?

The reason is not ambiguous (anaikantika)

The third error that could afflict H is that it could be ambiguous (anaikantika). Put sim-
ply, a logical reason that is ambiguous is one that is at least doubtful as to the terms of
its presence or absence in both similar instances and counter instaces.>'* Again, Ratna-
kirti’s defence against this error (see lines 249-256, p. 37) does not detail which variety
of this logical error it is against. Judging from the outcome of the investigations into
the two other pseudo-reasons, it is to be expected that this error will be the “standard”
form of an ambiguous reason: sadharananaikantika.

From the three possibilities mentioned by Ratnakirti in the RNA, the situation for

H would be as follows:!#

1. asadharananaikantika:*“H does not qualify v and does not qualify s.” would be
true.

2. sadharananaikantika: *“H qualifies v and qualifies s.” would be true.

3. sandigdhavyatirekanaikantika: “H does not qualify v.” would not be certain.

So which of these positions most closely resembles the situation in the passage under
discussion?

The first candidate, ambiguity of H due to not being common to both s and v can
not be accepted, because then the opponent would have to admit that “to denote” is a

310This argument is supposed to defend against the possibility of the opposite of the s@dhya being
“having no object at all.”

311In the next step of his inference (cf. pection 5.2, Ratnakirti will show that is the only way in which
words can denote anything.

312This is not an uncommon tactic in Ratnakirti’s writings, cf., e.g., the objection in CAPV| 130.5-6
(punctuation and paragraphs modified): tad ayam sadhyasiunyo drstanto hetus ca vipakse paridrsyama-
no. yadi tatraiva niyatas tada viruddhah, tatrapi sambhave ’naikanta iti cet. (Therefore this example is
free of the [property| to be proven], i.e., oneness], and the reason is observed in the counter instance. If
the [reason] is limited to this [counter instance] alone, [it is] contradictory, [and if] limited to this [counter
instance] also, it is inconclusive.) This refers back to the inference in CAPV, 129.22-24, where the reason
was “it appears”, and the example was “the form blue amid other forms” (cf. ). Here
the opponent states that if the faulty reason is ascertained only for the counter instances, then the reason
is contradictory, and if for the counter instances as well as for the similar instances, then the reason is
ambiguous. A similar link is presupposed in the argument in SJS; 3.30—4.2 (cf. Biihnemann [198(: 9,
and p. 102, n. 64).

313 Put more precisely, the situation is much more complex. Cf. lsection 4.2 on page 94].

Sct, lsection 4.2 on page 94| for the arguments underlying this.
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quality neither of the similar nor of the counter instances — a consequence which surely
is to be avoided, since the counter instances include all the options for the word referent
endorsed by the opponent.3'

The second candidate, ambiguity of A due to being common to both s and v, en-
tails no such consequence. On the contrary, this understanding would have quite a few
advantages: First, as claimed before, since in both cases the analysis of the other two
“unspecified” pseudo-reasons above returned that the simplest, or default version, was
to be understood, this might be expected here also.?!® Second, the opponent is not ar-
guing that v is not specified by H, but rather that “what denotes” must have one of a
range of things as its proper object, none of which agrees with .S. Lastly, Ratnakirti’s
defense against this error consists in showing that none of the other options are viable
alternatives to S, implying that the important thing to do is to show that v is not qual-
ified by .S, which is the fault defined in the typical case of the reason’s ambiguity due
to commonness.>!’

The arguments sofar do not yet decide whether H is being criticised because it is
doubtful as to its negative concomitance with the counter instance. But it is quite plainly
not what the opponent is arguing for, since he is not criticising the way the reason’s
negative concomitance with the counter instances is shown, but rather claiming that the
counter instances are indeed also qualified by H.

So, since, first, there are no good reasons to consider the ambiguity in this passage
as one either due to non-commonness or due to a doubtful negative concomitance with
the counter instance, since, second, Ratnakirti’s unspecified mention of ambiguity in
other cases means ambiguity due to commonness, and since, third, this understanding
fits the argument, this argument will be interpreted as concerning /’s ambiguity due to
its commonness to both s and v.

Once this is settled, the structure of the argument in this passage can be analysed as
follows. There is an objection by an adversary, making three claims:

1. H, “to be denoting”, can also be said of the counter instance, i.e., instances that
denote something and are qualified by having as their object either a particular, an
additional attribute, a combination of these two elements, or a form of awareness.

2. These options are all the options there are.

3. If these counter instances have no object at all, they cannot be called “denoting”.

Ratnakirti’s answer is that all options suggested by the opponent are wrong. The
particular and the awareness act can not be objects of denoting instances, because no
convention can be made with regard to them, since doing this would not lead to any use-
ful result.’'® And all the options involving an additional attribute are precluded because
additional attributes don’t exist.

In consequence of this, the pervasion of H by S is established:

1. There are no options other than .S for how a denoting instance could have an
object.

315This, in itself, is not a particularly strong argument, as it is rather hypothetical. But from the dis-
cussion of the other options it will emerge that it is strong enough.

316¢f, lsection 4.2 on page 971 for some examples of unspecified “ambiguous” reasons that are of the
sadharana type..

317Cf. the discussion in [section 4.2 on page 94!.

318Meaning convention, and thus everyday activity, would not be possible. Cf. fn. 185 on page 63.
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2. Therefore, a pervader qualified by having an object but not S’ is excluded.

Due to this, H, “being denoting”, is excluded from the counter instances.

4. Therefore, H is pervaded by S, so that “Because H qualifies p, S qualifies p.”
is true.

et

This is the formal end of the inference. Pervasion of the reason by the property to
be proven is established, due to which the inference—that the instance under discussion
is qualified by the property to be proven because it is qualified by the reason—is true.

Claims made in the inference

The above discussion about the inference’s structure has, for the reasons stated in
kion 5.1 on page 1 14|, not discussed but only mentioned the various claims and positions
that are involved in the inference. To recapitulate, and to begin deciding on a strategy
for explaining the various elements, an overview might be in order:

1. H is “to be denoting”. Its characteristics are:
a) it depends on there being an object (acc. to the opponent at least, cf. 1. 253,
p- 37);
b) it is an element in the merely conceptually construed relation between de-
noting and denoted (1. 247, p. 37).
2. p: The instance under discussion that is
a) qualified by H,
b) qualified by S,
¢) dissimilar from v, i.e., not qualified by anything opposed to S, and
d) similar to s, i.e., qualified by S.
3. 5:
a) Itis variously formulated as:
i. adhyavasitatadripaparavrttavastumatragocara (1. 245, p. 37).

ii. vacya (1. 247, 37, and, by the opponent, 1. 252, p. 37.)
iii. adhyavasitavijativyavrttavastumatravisayatva (1. 250, p. 37).
iv. adhyavasitabahyavisayatva (1. 256, p. 37).
b) Its characteristics are:
i. Itis what denoting instances have as their object.

ii. It is what is denoted.

iii. Itis an element in the merely conceptually construed relation between
denoting and denoted (1. 247, p. 37).
iv. Itis capable of supporting a linguistic convention (1. 254, p. 37).
v. Itis a mere thing that is:
A. determined,
B. differentiated from what is not the same = differentiated from that
of another kind,
C. external.
4. s: All instances qualified by S.
5. v: All instances not qualified by S. The alternative options discussed®!® are that
what is denoted is either

31There must be options, since the possibility of not having any object is not accepted. Cf. 1. 253,
p- 37, as well as l3 on the preceding pagel.
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a) a particular,

b) an additional attribute,

¢) a connection to an additional attribute,

d) what has the same additional attribute, or
e) aform of awareness.

It is notable that Ratnakirti is not arguing for any of these claims in much detail.**°
It is therefore required to supply the relevant arguments from the main corpus of the
AS. As argued above (Eection 5.1 on page 1121), the various elements appearing here
will be interpreted as giving the AS its structure. A schematic overview of the relevant
passages is given in table kable 5.1 on the following pagel.

5.3 The referent of words

Ratnakirti gives various definitions of what the word referent is. The most concise is
perhaps that the referent (artha) of words®?! is an affirmation or positive element qual-
ified by exclusion from others (anyapohavisisto vidhih sabdanam arthah, 1. 31 in § §).
Since this is also a definition that has no equivalent in Jiianasrimitra’s AP*?? it is to
be expected that it represents Ratnakirti’s own point of view on the subject in a form
clearer than he considered it expressed in Jianasrimitra’s writings. But it is not the only
definition that Ratnakirti gives of the word referent. Some of his other explanations are
collected in table kable 5.2 on page 123]. Only those have been included that use formu-
lations significantly different from those that have been used in the passages preceding
each occurrence.

Patil (2003: 230) has already presented “[...] Ratnakirti’s analysis of this complex
entity [anyapoha-visista-vidhi — PMA] by describing each of its analytically separable
components [...]”, and I too believe that this is the best tactic to follow in explaining the
sense of this definition.

One thus comes to ask these four questions, one for each part of the definition anya-
pohavisisto vidhih Sabdanam arthah (1. 31 in @):

What is meant by “referent of words” (“...§abdanam arthah”)?

What is this vidhi or positive element?

What is this vidhi’s property, anyapoha?

How does this property qualify its substrate, or what is the relation of anyapoha
and vidhi?

bl el e

Apart from this analysis of the definition’s content, it is also important to see how far
Ratnakirti must let the explanation go: It has to be made clear that this thing is capable
of being the word referent, in order to fullfil its role as S in the inference establish-
ing apoha. The passages that deal directly with Ratnakirti’s idea of this word referent

are: |§ 8 on page 1ﬂ—|§ 9 on page li |§ 49 on page 341, |§ 53 on page 3d.

320Cf. the observation about the impossibilty of a denoting instance having a particular or universal
as its object: “We know this to be the case since, as Ratnakirti has shown earlier in his essay, infer-
ential/verbal awareness-events cannot have either particulars or real universals as their objects.” (Patil
2009: 243)

321This translation of Sabddrtha has been preferred to a possible “meaning of a word” only because
the latter does not make good sense in the context of lsection 5.3 on page 123| and lsection 5.5 on page 1324.

322Cf. the apparatus to the passage just cited, as well as the table in Akamatsu 1986: Appendice A,
which shows no correspondence in column “RNA (AS)” for 59,4-6.
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Table 5.1: Concordance between claims made in the inference and previous discussions in the AS

Item

Claim (line) Discussed in Paragraph(s)

avisayatve vacaktvayoga (253)
vacyavacakabhavasyabhave ’pi adhyavasayakrta (247)

qualified by H (247-249)
qualified by S (249-256)

vacya (= object of vacaka) (247,252)

samaya | samketa (254)

vastumatra (245, 250), which is
adhyavasita (245, 250, 256)
atadrupaparavrtta (245, 250)
bahya (256)

svalaksana (252) 10-K 24, § 3d (Vacaspati); § 23-§ 29 (Kumarila’s school);

31| (Nyayabhitsana)

upadhi ( 252) 33§ 37: § 38§ 42 (Trilocana); § 43 (Nyayabhiisana):;
4 48;

upadhiyoga (252) also cf. § 24;

sopadhi (252) also § 10, § 24, § 30;

buddhyakrti (252) k4.5 516549 k54
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Table 5.2: Definitions of sabdartha found in the Apohasiddhi

Formulation Crit. ed. (starting
line)

apohah Sabdartho nirucyate. 2

...anyapohavisisto vidhih Sabdanam arthah. 31

...apohadharmano vidhiripasya Sabdad avagatih ... 69

tad evam vidhir eva Sabdarthah. 222

...anyabhavavisisto vijativyavrtto ’rtho vidhih. sa eva capoha$abda- 242
vacyah Sabdanam arthah, pravrttinivritivisayas ceti ...

yad vacakam, tat sarvam adhyavasitatadripaparavrttavastumatra- 245
gocaram ...

What is meant with “referent”

What has to be understood by the expression “referent of a word” (Sabdartha) is not
explicitly discussed in the AS. But some passages clearly show that Ratnakirti here fol-
lows the standard account as it is expressed already by Dharmakirti,*?* namely that the
word referent is the same as the object of all conceptual cognitions. Thus, the discussion
about the word referent is of great consequence for an understanding of what conceptual
awareness is, and how it operates.

Two examples of such passages show that Ratnakirti shares this assumption:

One passage appears in the answer to Vacaspatimisra’s contention that a particular
qualified by a class is what a word refers to (cf. ). Ratnakirti there effec-
tively endorses that verbal and conceptual cognitions have the same objects by using the
phrase: “...those that become the object of words and concepts ...” (Sabdavikalpayor
visayibhavantinam, 1. 51, p. 18). It seems highly improbable that he would use such
an expression without any qualification and not touch on the subject anywhere in the
following if he did not accept it.

Another clear indication of this tacit equation is found at the end of the section dis-
cussing the possibilty of the word referent being some sort of particular (qualified by
a universal). He there says: “Therefore it is settled that a particular does not appear
because of a word, a concept or a logical mark.” (cf. |§ 32 on page 281) This statement
suggests that there is an equivalence amongst verbal, conceptual, and inferential cogni-
tions in that they do not have a particular as their object.

These two instances should suffice to show that Ratnakirti takes the equation of
conceptual, verbal, and inferentially produced cognitions for granted.

vidhi—The positive element

The term vidhi is explained by Ratnakirti in various statements that, taken together,
suggest it would either best be left untranslated, or can only be rendered by a very loose

3238ee, e.g., PV 3 183ab (cf. lsection A.3 on page 16q). I do not know of any scholarly disagreement
on this topic, cf., e.g., Steinkellner (1967h: 92, fn. 25), or McCrea and Patil 2006: 305 f. for a concise
discussion of the two means of cognition and their objects, and of the problems involved. Dharmottara
subverted this clear distinction, cf. McCrea and Patil 2006: 325, fn. 64. To what extent this subversion is

upheld in Ratnakirti’s texts will become apparent in the course of the next sections, especially
_ pag (.
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approximation, as a positive or affirmative element or aspect of the word referent, as
opposed to its negative aspect, exclusion of others. The first step in understanding what
could be meant by vidhi certainly must be to collect Ratnakirti’s explanations of this
term and try and see what results from these. To this end, a close look at the following
two passages is helpful:

1. 75-78, § 16 on page 20: And by the word “positive element” an external

object that is distinguished from that of another nature is meant according
to determination, and according to manifestation a form of awareness [is
meant|. Amongst these, the external object is defined as that to be ex-
pressed by a word only because of determination, not because of a partic-
ular’s appearance, since there is no manifestation of an manifest particular
that is limited as to space, time and condition, as there is in the case of
perception.

11. 222-227, |§ 49 on page 341: So in this way only a positive element is the
referent of a word. And this [positive element] is intended to be called the
external object and the form of awareness. Amongst these, [there is| no
affirmation [or] negation of the form of awareness in reality or in a relative
sense, because of the fact that [it] is understood through the perception self-
awareness, and because of non-determination [of the form of awareness].
Neither is there in reality a negation or affirmation of the external, because
of its non-appearance in verbal apprehension. Precisely for this [reason]|
all properties [of an object]| are inexpressible in reality, because there is no
determination [or]| appearance [of them]. Therefore there is conventional
affirmation and negation of an external [object| only, because otherwise
there is the unwanted consequence of insufficiency for everyday interac-
tion.

The main points these two passages make about the affirmative element are:

1. by vidhi a twofold object is meant — a form of awareness and an external object,
2. two modes of awareness are indexed to these two aspects of it — appearance and
determination,

3. the vidhi as a determined, external object is the object of practical activities.*?*

vidhi as a twofold object

In 1I. 75-78, |§ 16 on page 2d, Ratnakirti defines what is meant by the word vidhi: An
external object according to determination and a form of awareness according to appear-
ance. The phrasing of the passage, yathadhyavasayam ...yathapratibhasam, makes it
clear that the vidhi is either the external object or the form of awareness depending on
the way in which a person becomes aware of it. This suggests that the vidhi is better
described as a single entity which can play two roles according to the awareness it is

324This allows for a notion of true and false cognitions in the sense that a cognition can lead to an ex-
ternal object that is able to fulfill a desired aim. Cf., e.g., the succinct formulation in Krasser [1995: 247:
“Following Dharmakirti, Dharmottara defines correct or valid cognition (pramana) as reliable cognition
(avisamvadakam jiianam). Avisamvadaka is explained as causing a person to obtain (prapaka) the in-
dicated (pradarsita) object (vastu), which itself is capable of producing an effect or of fulfilling one’s
purpose (arthakriyasamartha).”
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present in, as opposed to a description of two modes of awareness having two different
objects which both are a vidhi.’*

In the same passage, the vidhi as external object is then explained not to be a partic-
ular that appears in a conceptual awareness, but to be due to determination alone. And
it is to this external object that the qualification atadriupaparavrtta, differentiated from
that of another form, is applied. This should be noted as one way in which the anya-
pohavisista of the central definition in 11. 31-31 (@) can be predicated of the vidhi.
Taking into account that this aspect of the vidhi is the one that is brought to awareness
in the form of determination, a first main line of understanding the central definition
comes into focus: An external object qualified by other-exclusion is the referent of
words, speaking in terms of determination.

Qualified by other-exclusion (anydapohavisista)

So, presupposing the above two sides of vidhi, the affirmative element, what can be said
about its quality, the exclusion from others?

As already analysed by Patil (2003: 231 ff.), exclusion is presented by Ratnakirti
both as a quality of the positive element, and as a capacity of conceptual awareness.

That it is a quality (or property) of the positive element is clear from the definition
anyapohavisisto vidhih Sabdanam arthah (1. 31-31 in @).

Inll. 4244 in @, grasping exclusion as a quality of the form of awareness is stated
to be a capacity (Sakti) that conceptual awareness has. These two aspects, being the
qualifier of something and being a capacity, are presented alongside a comparison of
two types of negation that can be brought to bear on perceptual as well as conceptual
cognition of absence.*?® The structure of the example is the following:

1. prasajyaripabhavagrahana: grasping absence in a non-implicatively negating
form3?’

a) For perceptual cognition (pratyaksa) this is the capacity to produce a con-
cept of absence (abhavavikalpotpadanasakti), i.e., what is meant by “per-
ception of non-x" is the capacity to produce the conceptual cognition “There
is no x there.”

b) For the concept of a positive element (vidhivikalpa) this is the capacity of
leading to activity in conformance with the grasped absence (tadanuripa-
nusthanadanasakti), i.e., what is meant by “conceptual cognition of non-x”

325 About the two modes of awareness, cf. also the comments in section lsection 5.4 on page 13d.

326Whilst the perceptual grasping of an absence is a special case of perception, the conceptual grasping
of absence is not a special case of conceptual cognition. For the object of conceptual cognition is always
anyapoha, cf. lsection 5.3 on page 1231.

327The terms prasajya and paryudasa have long been the subject of discussions. The standard account
is Staal 1962. Cf. Kellner 1997: 92, fn. 135 for further literature on the topic. Additionally, there is a
useful discussion in Kajiyama [1998: 3 f. where the difference is postulated as a driving factor behind
the development of different types of apoha. 1 will use implicative and non-implicative negation for
paryudasa and prasajyapratisedha respectively. One way of making sense of this distinction is: “This
is anon-red apple.”, which implies that the subject is an apple, and “This is not a red apple.”, not implying
that the subject is an apple.
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

Table 5.3: Grasping absence

prasajya paryudasa
object of abhavapratyaksa ghatabhava bhitala
object of vikalpa agavapodha (not non-cow)  buddhyakara
cognitive function adhyavasaya pratibhasa
classification Sakti niyatasvarupasamvedana

is the capacity that a concept of the positive element has by which it makes
activity possible.??8
2. paryudasaripabhavagrahana: grasping absence in an implicatively negating
form
a) the awareness of something with a fixed own form, niyatasvaripasamve-
danam, for both perception and the conceptual awareness of a positive ele-
ment.

This comparison is not easy to make sense of.*>° I will try and argue that it corre-
sponds to the schema shown in .
The two main problems that need to be solved in this passage are the following:

1. How is the absence in the two cases relevantly similar — how is it useful to
compare the perceptually cognizable absence of a pot on a perceived stretch of
floor with the conceptually cognizable absence of something not being not that,
i.e., its quality “the exclusion from others”?

2. What is the relationship between the non-implicative and implicative negation:
Is each just possible and sometimes the one and at other times the other will have
to be applied in the analysis of these cognitions, or are they somehow interdepen-
dent?

What seems clear is that the absence which is grasped both by perception and con-
ceptual cognition can be grasped in two forms: as non-implicative and implicative nega-
tion cognized by means of that which is present to cognition, i.e., an empty piece of floor
or the form of awareness.**° In the case of conceptual cognition, the absence which is
cognized is anyapoha, exclusion from others, e.g., non-cows. In the case of perception,

328The relevant example (1. 46) is that someone is told “Tether a cow!”, and tethers a cow, but not a
horse. “Tether a cow!” generates a conceptual cognition of cow, which in turn is the awareness of the
absence of non-cows that makes activity with regard to any cow possible.

321t seems that both in Patil 2003: 232 and Patil 2009: 213 only the first part of the example (pra-
sajyarupabhavagrahana) is translated and discussed. The only detailed scholarly discussion of the cor-
responding passage in the AP is in Akamatsu [1983: 56-7. Katsura 1986: 174 notes that the context in
which this comparison appears in the AP is based on the HB Chapter V: anupalabdhihetuh. The reason
he gives there is that Jianasrimitra cites a HB passage in the same context (cf. Katsura 198€: 174 and
p. 180, fn. 20), apart from the fact that clearly the grasping of absence in perception is anupalabdhi. Note
that, according to the explanations by Steinkellner (1967b: 167, n. 6), the prasajya-paryuddsa distinc-
tion in HB 21*#22 has to be understood as follows: It is the perception itself that is either implicatively or
non-implicatively negated, and not the absence that it lets the subject cognize.

330The absence of the pot in some place is the standard example of non-perception, used, e.g., in
HB 23*22, as well as in That it is the form of awareness, buddhyakara, that is present in
conceptual awareness is apparent from the argument that a form of awareness is not affirmed or negated
because of being comprehended through self-awareness, 1. 223 in .
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it is the non-existence of something in a specific, perceptually cognized place, e.g., on
a stretch of floor.

There seem to be two ways of interpreting these statements: either both forms of
negation can occur or both must occur so that a full flung®*! perceptual and concep-
tual cognition of absence is such a cognition of absence. I would like to argue for
the latter option: Both in perception of absence and in the conceptual awareness of
absence, which means in every conceptual awareness given that its object always is
other-exclusion (anyapoha, cf. lsection 5.3 on page 1234), an abhava both in the non-
implicatively negating form as well as in the implicatively negating form is involved.

In the perception of an empty floor, for example, the absence (abhava) of all things
not on the floor becomes known in a non-implicatively, or absolutely, negating way. It
is not actually all things that are cognized as absent (which would require a judgement
like “There is no pot, no cloth, no chair, ...here on the floor.”), but the absence itself of
all these things (so that a judgement like “There is no pot here on the floor.” or “There
is no chair here on the floor” becomes possible). Correspondingly, in the conceptual
awareness “cow” the non-implicatively negating absence (abhava) of all things that
aren’t cows becomes known for the appearing form of awareness (a@kara). In both cases
this is a non-implicative negation, i.e., a negation that, upon perception, can potentially
be expressed as “It is not the case that anything is here on the floor.”, and in the case of
conceptual cognition can lead to activity directed towards anything of which it is true
thatitis notanon-cow: in the case of the perception of the empty floor, this grasping of a
non-implicative absence or negative constituent, which explains the adjective “empty”
(i.e., the absence of a pot on the floor, bhiitalaghatabhava), is discernible only as a
capacity to generate a conceptual cognition of absence: “There is no pot, chair, etc.
on the floor.” In the case of conceptual cognition, the grasping of a non-implicatively
negating element, the anyapoha, becomes apparent only in the cognition’s capacity to
lead to an act with regard to what is in accordance with this negation, which, in the
example, is any cow.>*?

According to Ratnakirti’s comparison, one also grasps an absence in the form of an
implicative negation. The result of this is the same for perception and conceptual cog-
nition: the awareness of something with a fixed own form, niyatasvaripasamvedana,
meaning a particular. In the case of the perception of an absence, the awareness of ab-
sence is identical with the awareness of the presence of another thing. It is implicative
negation or absence in that it is the affirmation or presence of some other positive thing,
in this case a particular piece of floor. In the case of conceptual cognition, which al-
ways has absence or the exclusion from others as its object, it is the buddhyakara that is
qualified by absence in an implicatively negating manner, the form of awareness which
is a particular that is present in any given awareness event.

3lwith “full flung” I want to say that the cognitive event is as complete as it can get, which of course
must not happen in every case. lL.e., in the case of perceptual cognition of absence, there is an event of
direct perception, followed by a perceptual judgement. Both together, at the very least, make for this
“full flung” perception of absence (cf. also the careful interpretation of HB 25%9-19 in McCrea and
Patil 2006: 322-324). In conceptual cognition the case is not as clear. But important events will be the
“becoming aware” of a particular form of awareness, akara, and a determinative state that, somehow,
relates to it.

332 Actually it depends a bit on the situation. The speaker could be referring to a particular cow that
she wishes to be tethered. In that case, the proper other-exclusion would be “what is not not that cow”,
instead of “what is not a non-cow.”
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

The absence in a non-implicatively negating form is determined, and the absence in
an implicatively negating form is grasped — both in the perception of absence and in
conceptual awareness. For it is a particular that is manifest and grasped in perceptual
awareness>>®, and it is a form of awareness that is directly manifest and grasped in
conceptual awareness.” This is one of the aspects of the vidhi. From the side of
determination however, it is commonness as a “genericized-particular” (Patil 2009: 259,
fn. 32) that is determined in perception, and thus makes activity possible with regard to
it (one activity being the formation of the concept “No pot here.”), and it is an external
object that is determined on the grounds of the appearing form of awareness in the case
of conceptual cognition.

Consequently, the exclusion from others that qualifies the positive or affirmative
element is

1. the capacity in a conceptual cognition to make action that accords to expecta-

tion possible in so far as this exclusion is understood (determined) as a non-
implicatively negating element, and

2. a quality of the form of awareness in so far as it is understood (grasped) as an

implicatively negating element.

The second point can be understood as founding the quality aspect “exclusion” on
the ontological level, because it states that the reason exclusion is cognized when a word
is understood is that that word is defined as referring to something, a cow particular, in
so far as it is differentiated from non-cows (cf. ).

On Ratnakirti’s explanation,®*® this does not present more problems than the expla-
nation of reference as a word’s referring to a real commonness taken as a really existing
universal: in that case too, the word referent is supposed to be a specific commonness,
not a particular or a commonness as such (“ness-ness”, or the fact that a universal is
common to various things, as opposed to cowness, the specific commonness).

The question remains how Ratnakirti’s definition of the referent of a word as “af-
firmative element characterized by the exclusion of others” should be understood as a
whole. It is with regard to the relation of the positive and negative aspect involved in
this definition that the above differentiation between the capacity aspect and the quality
aspect of exclusion from others comes into meaningful perspective.

Relation between anydapoha and vidhi

A distinctive feature of Jiianasrimitra’s and Ratnakirti’s version of the apoha theory is
the stress they lay on the simultaneous cognition of the two parts of the word referent,
exclusion and the positive or affirmative element:**°

333 About this there is no dispute, so it is not expressly proven. This seems to be the argument in
1. 73 £, |§ 16 on page 20.

334This is, in my opinion, implied in the argument given in 1. 223: There is no activity with regard to
the form of awareness, because it is known through the form of perception that is self-awareness. I am
here supposing that Ratnakirti held a notion of self-awareness very similar to that explained in Kajiyama
1998: 47: self-awareness is “...[a kind of] indeterminate knowledge free from fictional constructs and
unerring ....”

3¢, . The point of the arguments given there is to show that anyapoha does not lead

to any worse logical problems than the assumption of a really existing universal.

33This is also the central point of the critique of the affirmationist and negationist positions (vidhi-
and pratisedhavadin positions) in this passage. This distinction made by Ratnakirti has been an impor-
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1. 3742 in @: Therefore the cognition of that excluded from others is
called cognition of a cow. And even if the non-representation of the words
“excluded from others” has been taught, nevertheless there is no noncog-
nition at all of other-exclusion, which is the qualifier, because the word
cow is founded only on that excluded from non-cow. As the appearance of
blue is unavoidable at that time when there is the cognition of a blue lotus
because of the word indivaral, i.e., blue lotus,| which is founded on a blue
lotus, so also the appearance of the exclusion of non-cow is unavoidable,
because it is a qualifier, in the same moment as there is the cognition of cow
from the word “cow” which is founded on that excluded from non-cow.

From this passage it follows that the cognition “cow” is equivalent with the cogni-
tion of that excluded from others, from non-cows in this example. In other words, the
positive element, vidhi, is that excluded from others, anyapodha, due to having exclu-
sion, anyapoha, as its qualifier. The point of the example is that the cognition of “blue
lotus” is impossible without the qualifier “blue” being cognized in the same moment as
“lotus”. This means that what can be understood as the vidhi’s quality, exclusion from
others, is essential to it in the sense that it can not be grasped or cognized without it.
Understanding the word cow is simultaneous to, and inseparable from, understanding
“not non-cow.”

The question that this analysis leads to is the following: Given that the positive
element is both present in the mode of appearance and determination (cf.
bn page 124], lsection 5.4 on the following pagel), is its qualifier, the exclusion from
others, also present in both modes?**” I think that on the background of the arguments
above (lsection 5.3 on page 125]), this can be answered with a yes. It is with respect
to the implicative and non-implicative modes of absence that it can be made sense of

how differentiation qualifies and is present in every event in the sphere of conceptual
awareness.

Accordingly, the main constituents of the “complex entity” (Patil 2003: 230) that is
the referent of words, the anyapohavisisto vidhih, might be analysed as follows:

The positive element (vidhi) both appears and is determined. Appearing, grasped
by a perception of the type self-awareness, it is the form of awareness qualified by the
exclusion from others in the manner of an implicative negation. Determined, it is a form
of awareness qualified by the exclusion from others in the manner of a non-implicative
negation. It is in this sense that determination, which also involves externalisation,
makes action according to an expectation possible.

tant factor in periodizing the apoha theory’s development. The main secondary literature on how to
understand this aspect is: Mookerjee 2006: 132 ff., Kajiyama 1998: 125, fn. 338, Akamatsu [1986, Kat-
sura (1986, Siderits 1986, Patil 2003: 230 f., and—given the reasonably probable similarity of the AS to
Jianasrimitra’s AP—also McCrea and Patil 2006.

337This is not supported in the place where a direct clarification could have been given by Ratnakirti,
L. 75 ff., : “And by the word “positive element” an external object that is distinguished
from that of another nature is meant according to determination, and according to manifestation a form of
awareness [is meant].” Here Ratnakirti qualifies only the determined aspect of the positive element, the
external object, as distinguished from that of another nature, but not the form of awareness. On the other
hand, if it were not the case that differentiation from others would qualify the form of awareness also, it
would be hard to see how Ratnakirti separates his view from that of the affirmationist (vidhivadin). Cf.
Akamatsu 1986 for a description of their view.
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

5.4 Two modes of awareness: pratibhdasa and
adhyavasaya

In describing the complex object that is the word referent (cf. |§ 49 on page 34!), Ratna-
kirti makes use of a distinction between appearance and determination of that complex
object. I would like to make some comments on this distinction, in order to gain a
clearer picture of Ratnakirti’s general idea of cognition and its structure, and because
this structure is one that is repeatedly invoked in Ratnakirti’s writings, for conceptual
as well as perceptual cognition.**

The most extensive analysis of this matter is found in Patil 2009: Chapter 5. The
basic theory developed in Patil 2009: 250-299°% is that each means of valid cognition,
pratyaksa and anumana, has two kinds of object: a direct object, grasped in virtue of
directly appearing (pratibhdsa) to either perceptual or conceptual awareness, and an
indirect one, known to**’ perceptual or conceptual awareness in virtue of determination
(adhyavasaya).

There are, therefore, three pairs of concepts that are used to classify the
contents of awareness: “perceptual” or “inferential/verbal,” which indi-
cate the kind of awareness-event in which a particular object/image ap-
pears; “manifest” or “determined,” which indicate the way in which it ap-
pears; and “particular” or “universal,” which indicate (in retrospect) what
appears. (Patil 2009: 253)

The analysis then goes on to show how the direct and indirect objects of perception
and conceptual awareness are related to these concepts.

Ratnakirti’s statements about the two states of awareness, perception and conceptual
cognition, and their objects are not, at first sight, easy to make sense of. A problem
might arise, for example, if the following statements from the VyN and the KBhSA, are
read alongside each other:

VyN 8*.12—-15 (VyN4 109.14-18): yad dhi yatra jiiane pratibhasate, tad
grahyam. yatra tu yatah®*! pravarte, tad adhyavaseyam. tatra pratyaksa-
sya svalaksanam grahyam, adhyavaseyam tu samanyam atadriupapara-
vrttasvalaksanamatratmakam. anumanasya tu viparyayah.

For, what appears in some cognition, that is what is to be grasped. But
that, with regard to which [someone] acts because of some [appearance],
is what is to be determined. For perception, amongst these [two objects],

338See, for example, SIS; 20.11-13: agamanumanayor dvividho visayah grahyo ’dhyavaseyas ca.
tatra grahyah svakarah, adhyavaseyas tu paramarthikavastusvalaksanatma. (Scriptural tradition and
inference have a twofold object, grasped and determined. Amongst these, the grasped [object] is the
own form [of awareness], but the determined [object]| has the nature of a particular, an ultimately real
thing.); KBhS A4 73.20: dvividho hi pratyaksasya visayah, grahyo ’dhyavaseyas ca. (For perception has
a twofold object, grasped and determined.), as well as lsection 5.4 on page 135|.

33 An overview of the various characteristics assigned to these four objects are shown in
fhe next pagd,

340 A5 Patil 2009: 254, fn. 14 points out, Ratnakirti is not terminologically strict about words related
to Vbhas (“appear”). So, instead of “known to” one could expect Ratnakirti to say “appears to”. It is too
early to say whether it is inexact terminology on Ratnakirti’s part, or our inexact understanding which
affords us this puzzle.

341Read yatah acc. to VyN 8.13, against Thakur’s emendation to taz VyN, 109.16.
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

Table 5.5: Objects of pratyaksa and anumana

Awareness mode Obj. of perception Obj. of conc. cognition Ontological status

grahana svalaksana svakara svalaksana
adhyavasaya vastumatra svalaksana samanya

a particular is what is to be grasped. But what is to be determined is a
universal, having the nature of a particular in general excluded from that
of another form. But for inference the opposite is [the case].>*?

Apparently Ratnakirti here claims that perceptual and conceptual cognition have
the same kinds of objects, but in inverse modes of awareness. This passage, taken
for itself, would thus come to mean that perception’s grasped object, a particular, is
the same as the determined object in conceptual awareness, i.e., a particular, and the
determined object of perception is the same commonness or universal*** that is grasped
in conceptual cognitions. So it would be the very same particular that is grasped and
determined in perception and conceptual awareness.*** There is nothing here to indicate
that the particular is a very different entity in both cases. In a similar vein, Ratnakirti
states:

ni manasadipravrttikarakatvam®® vikalpasyadhyavasayitvam. apratibha-

se 'pi pravrttivisayikrtatvam adhyavaseyatvam. etac cadhyavaseyatvam
svalaksanasyaiva yujyate, nanyasya, arthakriyarthitvad arthipravrtteh.
evam cadhyavasaye svalaksanasyasphuranam eva.>*®

In the last sentence of this passage, Ratnakirti categorically (“eva”) denies that a
particular can appear in determination. So, according to these two passages, a particular
appears, but is not determined, in perception, and is determined, but does not appear, in
conceptual cognition.

342, also the translation and note in Lasic 2000b: 64. This passage is closely modelled on VC 13.3-6.
In the translation of that passage, Lasic (2000a: 95, fn. 52) refers to Kajiyama 1998: 58, Steinkellner and
Krasser 1989: 77 f. and Krasser [1991]: 41 ff. for information about the view that every cognition has two
objects. To this should be added the translation of the same passage and the discussion in McCrea and
Patil 2006: 334-336. Note also that in [VC 13.6-8, Jiianasrimitra adds the following: fatra sadhanapra-
tyaksam tadaivarthakriyarthinah ksanaviksane ’pi santanapeksaya samanyavisayam. (Trl. by Lasic
(2000a: 95): “Dabei hat die Wahrnehmung eines Mittels [zur Zweckerfiillung] (sadhanapratyaksa), ob-
wohl der, der auf eine Zweckerfiillung abzielt, zu eben dieser Zeit (nur) eine Phase sieht, mit Riicksicht
auf das Kontinuum eine Gemeinsamkeit zum Objekt.””) With this statement it becomes clear that the “uni-
versal” determined by perception is a continuum of point instants that make up the “thing” of everyday
parlance. In as far as this generalisation from a single phase to a continuum of phases is not essentially
different from the generalisation from one particular to a class of particulars (cf. Patil 2003: 233 f., as
well as Kajiyama [1998: § 7.1.2), Ratnakirti’s use of the term samanya without further qualification is of
course perfectly justified.

343 As pointed out Patil 2009: 259, this universal’s characterisation, atadriipaparavrttasvalaksana-
matratmakam, is importantly reminiscent of what words have as their objects: adhyavasitatadriipa-
paravrttavastumatragocaram (1. 245 in ).

344This would also have to be understood from SJS, 20.11-13, quoted and translated in

33 Corrected against manasyadi® acc. to Woo [1999: 72.

6cf, khapter C on page 19j for a translation.
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There is a different set of statements that points to quite the opposite. Interestingly,
these passages usually involve a hint at self-awareness, a perceptual mode common to
all cognitive events, perceptual as well as conceptual.

Probably the clearest passage in Ratnakirti’s ceuvre is the following, where he an-
swers a Mimamsa (cf. Mimaki [1976: 123, and notes) objection that inference would
be both a perceptual and non-perceptual cognition, a non-conceptual and conceptual
cognition, and a non-superimposition and superimposition:

SSD4 118.8-11 ...[i/ty apy ayuktam. anumanasya hi paramarthatah sva-
samvedanapratyaksatmano ’'vikalpasyasamaropasvabhavasyapratyaksa-
tvavikalpatvasamaropatvadeh parapeksaya prajiiaptatvad viruddhadha-
rmadhyasabhavat katham bhedasiddhih.

That also is not correct. For, how should a difference of inference[, due to
which it would have said contradictory properties, | be established, since, in
reality, [inference,| which has the nature of the perception self-awareness,
is unconceptual, and has the nature of non-superimposition, is not deter-
mined as having contradictory properties because being perception, con-
ceptual cognition, super-imposition, etc., are defined in respect of each
other?**’

So, according to this passage, inference, and perforce conceptual awareness, is not
really different from perceptual cognition in as far as they are unconceptual, have the
nature of self-awareness, and do not perform any super-imposition.**® But if conceptu-
al cognition is thus reducible to perception, then, amongst other difficulties, the above
distinction of two objects in two modes of awareness can not hold. So either one or the
other of the positions following from these passages will have to be taken less serious-
Iy 34

In the last passage, SSD; 118.8—11 (on the current page), however, the modifier “in
reality” might be given a very literal interpretation that can help understand these two
positions as not constituting an opposition. For if the second group of positions is taken
as being about how things really are, and the first conversely about how things appear,
their discrepancy might be removed. To begin with, therefore, two explanatory motives

341Cf. the translation in Mimaki [1976: 123:

...cela ne pas juste non plus. En effet, du point de vue [de la vérité] absolue ..., I’inférence
possede la nature de la perception en tant que connaissance-de-soi ..., n’est pas imagi-
nation et a la nature propre de non-surimposition .... Mais [du point de vue de la vérité
conventionelle] on qualifie I’inférence, par rapport a 1’autre [c.-a-d. la perception], de non-
perception, imagination et surimposition. Donc, pour I’inférence on ne peut pas mettre [ces]
attributs contradictoires [sur le méme plan]. Ainsi comment peut-on prouver une différence
dans I’inférence?

348This contradiction, or at least tension, arises also in light of formulations important for understand-
ing central issues in the AS, e.g., that the appearing objects are not different for perception and conceptual
cognition (l. 44 in @: ”...ubhayor avisistam.”); also cf. 1. 223 in , and the analysis of this statement
in gection 5.3 on page 125].

349 Alternatives might be to suppose that Ratnakirti changed his mind, or that he simply made a mis-
take. But the first alternative would have to be supported by an analysis of the chronology of Ratnakirti’s
writings, a project that might not be wholly conclusive, and the second would be very surprising, giv-
en that determination and direct appearance are central structural elements in both Jiianasrimitra’s and
Ratnakirti’s writings. (Cf. McCrea and Patil 2006.)
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that Ratnakirti uses should be distinguished: statements about the ontological status of
cognitive objects, and statements about the phenomenal status of these objects.

This is also supported by of the AS: There too a double standard, in
reality and conventionally, is appealed to to help explain what the word referent actually
is. Neither in reality nor conventionally is a form of awareness an object of activity,
because it appears in the perception self-awareness. This corresponds to the respect in
which SSD, 118.8-11 on the previous page expresses that conceptual awareness is no
different from perception: A true particular is the grasped object in both cases, and, since
this is the perception of a particular, there is no determination (or superimposition)>>°
of that particular. But conventionally the external particular is the determined object of
both a conceptual and perceptual cognition, in as far as practical activity is directed at
it.

It also emerges that the “parallelism” of the double object for both perceptual and
conceptual cognition can not be a simple one. Otherwise one would have to assume that
Ratnakirti both claims that conceptual cognition has a particular as a determined object,
and that it does not. The method of distinguishing 4 objects of cognition, a grasped
and a determined object each for perception and conceptual awareness, prefigured in
McCrea and Patil 2006, and fully worked out in Patil 2009: chapter 5, is certainly a
good solution to this apparent contradiction.

A similar, but perhaps more parsimonious solution to this problem might be to put
increased emphasis on the two modes of awareness that objects can be known through.
The idea is to show that whatever appears to awareness is a particular, and whatever is
determined is a universal. Thus there would be only two objects of awareness, instead
of four.>>!

A first point can be made in noting that, according to Ratnakirti, both perception and
conceptual cognition have a twofold object, a grasped and a determined one.>? As ex-

330Whether this equation of superimposition and determination is appropriate to Ratnakirti’s under-
standing of the matter is a very difficult question. Cf., e.g., CAPV, 135.31-136.2 tatha vikalparopabhima-
nagrahaniscayadayo ’py adhyavasayavat svakaraparyavasita eva sphuranto bahyasya vartamatram
api na janantity adhyavasayasvabhava eva Sabdapravrttinimittabhede ’pi, tat katham yuktyagamaba-
hirbhiito "natmasphuranam dacaksita (Read Sabdapravrttinimittabhede ’pi acc. to RNA,{ 73al against
the misprinted Sabdapravrttimittabhede ’pi in CAPV, 136.1. The emendation by Thakur from yuktyaga-
mabahir in RNA ! 73al to yuktyagamabahir does not seem necessary to me. Trl.: In the same way, also
conceptual cognition, imposition, conceit (abhimana), taking [something for something else], ascertain-
ment and so on, like determination, only ending in the form of awareness itself [as they are] appearing,
know not even the merest news of the external thing. So (iti) [these| have the nature of determination in-
deed, even though there are different causes for the use of [these] words. Thus, how should someone not
transgressing reasoning and scripture assert a manifestation of [something that] is not the self [of aware-
ness]? ) Here Ratnakirti, on the one hand, equates forms of conceptual cognition, imposition, etc. with
determination, but immediately adds the reservation that there are different causes for the employment
of the different terms.

351 Ag noted in Patil 2003: 237, and explicated in Patil 2009: 249, an assessment of Ratnakirti’s epis-
temological framework, or “...theory of mental content ...” has to proceed “...by providing an interpre-
tation of his scattered remarks on...mental objects/images ...and does not present Ratnakirti’s position as
he himself presented it ....” (Patil 2009: 249) So all attempts at outlining this framework can only be
interpretations and reconstructions. One important factor is how broadly the passages that such an inter-
pretation is based on are scattered. For Patil 2009, passages of nearly all of Ratnakirti’s writings were
used. Here, I will focus mainly on the AS, and claim coherence only for it and the CAPV. As such the
reconstruction, or perhaps only construction, of Ratnakirti’s epistemological framework, whilst probably
not as unifying as that in Patil 2009, will hopefully be simpler.

392Cf. note kn. 338 on page 13d for textual evidence of this claim.
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plained, this in itself leads into interpretative difficulties: In some instances this object
is said to be, respectively, a particular (as grasped) and a universal (as determined) for
perception, and a universal (as grasped) and a particular (as determined) for conceptual
cognition.®* In other instances, especially where self-awareness is discussed or men-
tioned in the context of conceptual cognition, this clear differentiation is not upheld.>>*
A second point lies in the fact that “grasped” and “determined” are indexed to two
modes of awareness, appearing and determination, or being an object of intentional
activity:*?
CAPV 131.4-5: iha dvividho vijiiananam visayah grahyo ’dhyavaseyas
ca. pratibhasamano grahyah. agrhito ’pi pravrttivisayo 'dhyavaseyah.
(Ct. lsection 4.2 on page 9d for a translation.)

As seen in the interpretation of Ratnakirti’s comparison of perceiving and conceptu-
ally apprehending absence or negativity (lsection 5.3 on page 1251), he equates perception
and conceptual awareness as to the directly appearing object: “paryudasariippabhava-
grahanam tu niyatasvarupasamvedanam ubhayor avisistam.” (11. 44—44 in @) This
passage also shows an equivalence between grasping absence in an implicative form
(i.e., as the presence of something else) and an awareness of something having a “limit-
ed own form”, meaning that that awareness has an object that is fixed as to its location,
time, etc.>>® This means that both perception and conceptual cognition have a particular
as their object, at least in respect of what appears in them. In the AS, this is supported
by Ratnakirti’s statement that a form of awareness is not positively or negatively act-
ed towards since it is present to awareness through the perceptual mode self-awareness
(1. 223 in [§ 49).37 And, being perception, it must have a particular as its grasped or
appearing object.

As their determined object both perception and conceptual cognition have a con-
structed mere thing. Within the AS, a number of passages support this as far as con-
ceptual cognition is concerned.’® The argument for perception can be made by an

353CF, e.g., VyN 8%.12-15 (VyN4 109.14-18, quoted and translated section 5.4 on page 130).

354Cf. the material bection 5.4 on page 133, as well as 1. 223 in .

3531t might be debatable as to how being an object of intentional activity is actually a mode of aware-
ness. But at least for the mental activity (“thinking about”) a successful argument might be made (cf.
for some pointers to the various modes of activity). Another thing to notice in the following
quote is that the object of activity will probably have to be understood as including (but not as being
limited to) real particulars, especially in light of such arguments as this: etac cadhyavaseyatvam svala-
ksanasyaiva yujyate, nanyasya, arthakriyarthitvad arthipravrtteh. (KBhSA{73.11-12, cf.
for a translation.) A more detailed argument about pravrttivisaya, highlighting that determina-
tion is what makes something into an object of activity, is found in KBhSA; 73.9-12 (cf. the references
in note fn. 168 on page 61).

3% Cf., e.g., the (negative) formulation in § 16 on page 20: “..deSakalavasthaniyata-
pravyaktasvalaksanasphuranat.”  This is the defining characteristic of a particular: “The term
svalaksana ...entails from the beginning that the phenomenon is individual, unique and distinct.”
(Yoshimizu 2004: 119) Cf. also the similar formulation SSD, 124.22-23: nanv ananuvrttav api tadarpi-
takarasvariupasamvedanam eva tadvedanam. tad eva ca savisayatvam. (Trl. by Mimaki (1976: 159):
“[Les Bouddhistes:] Méme si [I’objet] ne dure pas [jusqu’au moment de la connaissance], la connais-
sance de la nature propre de la forme projetée par 1’[objet], c’est la connaissance de 1’[objet], n’est-ce
pas? Et ce fait [montre] précisément que la [connaissance] a un objet ....”")

3¢, lsection 5.4 on page 133].

358 Cf., e.g., the guiding inference of the AS (cf. kection 5.2 on page 114): yad vacakam tat sa-
rvam adhyavasitatadripaparavrttavastumatragocaram. (1.245-246 in ), and see also table 5.1 o
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linterpretation of the following passagei

73.18-24] tatha trtiyo ’pi paksah prayasaphalah. nanakala-
syaikasya vastuno vastuto ’sambhave ’pi sarvadeSakalavartinor atadrii-
paparavrttayor eva sadhyasadhanayoh pratyaksena vyaptigrahanat. dvi-
vidho hi pratyaksasya visayah, grahyo ’dhyavaseyas ca. sakalatadrii-
paparavrttavastumatram saksad asphuranat pratyaksasya grahyo visa-
yo ma bhiit, tadekadesagrahane tu tanmatrayor vyaptiniscayakavikalpa-
Jjananad adhyavaseyo visayo bhavaty eva, ksanagrahane santananisca-
yavat, rispamatragrahane riparasagandhasparsatmakaghataniscayavac
ca. anyatha sarvanumanocchedaprasangat.®’

As mentioned before, Ratnakirti here asserts that perception also has two objects: a
grasped and a determined object. But he goes on to specify that the determined object
of perception is a mere thing that is excluded from that which is not like it (sakalata-
drupaparavrttavastumatram). And this is quite obviously the same as the determined
object of conceptual cognition, which is explained in basically the same phrase in 1. 245
in @: adhyavasitatadripaparavrttavastumatragocaram.>®

So how should VyN 8%.12—15 be reconciled with these statements? I think that
the simplest answer is as follows: perception grasps a particular and determines it as a
generalised thing excluded from others.*®! In this latter form it can become an object
of activity. But when Ratnakirti, in VyN 8%.12—15, states that it is the opposite for
inference, he does not mean that inference determines a particular in the same sense that
perception grasps that particular: rather, a conceptual cognition determines what seems
to be a particular, but is in fact a commonness of things (i.e., a non-difference from
others erroneously but effectively imposed upon something external), and is directly
aware of what seems to be a universal, but is in fact a particular (the form of awareness).
Therefore, Ratnakirti is, in VyN 8*.12—15, not speaking about the ontological status of
the objects, but about their phenomenal status.

5.5 Double negation

anyapoha is a tatpurusa compound that is usually analyzed as exclusion from others,
or exclusion of others.>®? Taking “other” to mean “not that”, or “not the same,” one
quickly faces the most baffling and counter-intuitive aspect of the apoha theory: it is a
form of double negation.

Dharmakairti expresses the situation as follows:

PVSV 38.9 f. uktam yadrsam samanyam asamsrstanam ekasamsargas
tadvyatirekinam samanateti.

page 122 for a list of passages where these points are argued for.

3For a note on the context of this passage, a translation, and an emendation against KBhSAj,
see I:hapter C on page 194].

360CF, also fn. 343 on page 132.

3611 other words, as stated in the passage quoted above, KBhSA/ 73.23 f.: ...ksanagrahane santana-
ni§cayavat, riipamatragrahane riparasagandhasparsatmakaghataniscayavac ca. (...as, when a mo-
ment of a particular is grasped, a continuum [of such moments] is ascertained, and as, when only the
form [of a particular| is grasped, a pot is ascertained which has the nature of a form, a taste, a smell, [and]
a feel.)

362Cf, the discussion of the various options in , and the materials indicated there.
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It was explained what a universal is like: That things unmixed [with each
other| are not mixed with one thing is the sameness of these things different
from that.

This passage is a succinct formulation of what apoha does in substituting for, or
perhaps even being, a universal: It differentiates some things from those that are differ-
ent.

On a formal level, the insight that double negation is equivalent to a positive state-
ment is not difficult to have.’** It might perhaps be counterintuitive and unwieldy, but
it certainly won’t make a statement wrong to negate it twice.

Ratnakirti discusses two logical problems®® that might ensue: a circular dependen-
cy, that the negation of non-cow is dependent on the notion of cow, and a contradic-
tion between that qualified by exclusion and exclusion itself (cf., respectively,

bage 18| and |§ 14 on page 1q)'366

Circular dependency Ratnakirti’s general strategy to rid himself of this problem is
quite remarkable. He basically counters the objection by saying that the same fault
applies to the opponent’s theory of real universals.*®’ The parallel, as I understand it, is
as follows:

A realist might define cow like this: “A cow is what is qualified by cowness.”, and
an exclusionist might do the same with this sentence: “A cow is what is qualified by
exclusion from non-cow.” Structurally, both statements are of the form “X is what is
qualified by x.”

The realist now says that, in the exclusionist approach, to know what is qualified by
the exclusion from non-cow presupposes a knowledge of what a cow is. The circular
dependency consists in “exclusion from non-cow” (=x) being dependent on “cow” (=X),
and “cow” being defined in terms of x. Ratnakirti does not, at this point, supply a reason
for why someone may say this.

Ratnakirti counters this as follows: to know what is qualified by cowness presuppos-
es aknowledge of what a cow is. Here, the dependency consists, again, in x (“cowness”)

363Cf, Vora and Ota [1980: 67 for another translation and the context.

364Cf. Quine [1980: §16(4) showing the equivalence of the schemata “~~p” and “p”, or Goldfarb
2003: 12, using “-” as the sign for negation: “It should be clear that “— —p” amounts to the same thing

as “p”. For “— —p” is true just in case “—p” is false, and “—p” is false just in case “p” is true. Double
negations, therefore, are redundant.”

365 For i ointers to the objections of this kind that were made against anyapoha, cf. fn. 82 on page 49,

and fn. 86 on page 46.

3%Ratnakirti’s explanations in concerning the contradiciton are rather succinct, and
I am not sure I understand them very well. A restatement of the problem, based on Kumarila’s criticism
of the apoha theory as outlined in Hattori 2006: 62, could be as follows:

The contradiction that Ratnakirti refers to can be explained like this: there is a contradiction between
something excluded from others and an exclusion from others, in so far as both are existing things. The
main problem therefore is that there is a contradiction in one thing (e.g., a particular blue lotus) being
two things at the same time: an absence of non-blue and an absence of non-lotus.

This kind of criticism is a consequence of Kumarila’s understanding of abhdava as a sort of bhava, as
Hattori (2006: 62) pointed out. Ratnakirti’s answer (as I understand the the last sentence of ) is that
there is no problem: In the apoha-theory a qualified thing is qualified only by the absence of another
(more precisely, an absence of a difference from another), because absence is not a positive qualifier.

367This is remarkable in my opinion because Ratnakirti is not even trying to save his own position.
He merely states that it is just as wrong in this respect as that of his opponents. The same strategy is
employed by Dharmakirti, cf. the discussions in Hugon 2009: 535-540, and Hugon 201 1.
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5. The apoha-theory in Ratnakirti’s AS

being dependent on X (“cow”), and X being defined in terms of x. For this he supplies
areason: When “cow” (X) is not known, the universal cowness (x) is not known, and,
when the universal cowness (x) is not known, that to be designated by the word cow
(i.e., X) is not known.*®

In other words, Ratnakirti here shows that setting the convention “cow” for what is
qualified by cowness is just as problematic as setting it for that qualified by the exclusion
from non-cow.

Denoting and denoted

In the following I will present some observations on how Ratnakirti sees the relation
between a denoting element,*® such as a word, and a denoted element, the referent of
the word. From the arguments in lé 28 on page 23] and the statements about the denoting-
denoted relation in |§ 54 on page 37, it is plainly obvious that Ratnakirti does not believe
that there really is such a relation, but that it is a conceptual construction. Two questions
might be posed here: What kind of relation is this conceptually constructed relation of
a word and its object, and of what consequence is the ontological status of this relation
according to Ratnakirti?

Conceptual construction of reference

According to lsection 5.3 on page 124L Ratnakirti supposes that there are two aspects
of a word’s object: the subjective one, a form of awareness, and the objective one, an
external thing. They are known in two different awareness modes, perception (of the
type self-awareness) and determination respectively.

The question in this section is what sort of relation a word has to this twofold object,
and, more specifically, if it can be said to refer to, denote, or express this object.

In lines 75-78 (), as well as in and the following verse, Ratnakirti argues
that in reality no real external thing is denoted by words (in the first passage), or is
affirmed or negated by words (in the second passage). Rather, it is only due to the
determination of a form of awareness that an external object becomes the object of
any kind of activity, including the activity of denoting it.>’" Ratnakirti explains that an
external object is said to be denoted by a word only because of determination:

tatra bahyo ’'rtho ’dhyavasayad eva Sabdavacyo vyavasthapyate, na sva-
laksanaparisphiirtya, pratyaksavad desakalavasthaniyatapravyaktasva-
laksanasphuranat. (11. 7678, p. 20. Trl. on p. @.)

Consequently a word can be said to denote its object, an external object, only by
means of determination, not directly. If it were directly denotative of a real external

3%8In accordance with this argument, the following reason could be the one that led the opponents to
charge the apoha theory with circularity: When a cow (X) is not known, exclusion from non-cow (x) is
not known, and when the exclusion from cow (x) is not known, a cow (X) is not known.

39Patil usually translates the terms important for this discussion as follows: vacya and vacaka re-
spectively as “expressed” and “expressor” or “expressive” (Patil 2009: e.g., p. 239, p. 241), artha as
“meaning, object, or semantic value” (Patil 2009: 202, fn. 13).

370The details of these arguments are discussed in L‘ection 5.3 on page 124]. For short examples of the
various forms of activity that are induced by conceptual cognition, cf. CAPV| 139.18-19 (tl.

). See also the references given in footnote fn. 54 on page 4.

138



5.5. Double negation

thing there would be the undesirable consequence that a word would make its object
known in the same way as a perceptual cognition of that object.’’!

The other aspect of an object of a word is the form of awareness, which directly
appears to selfawareness, a perceptual type of cognition.>’> But there is no denoted-
denoting relation between a word and this aspect of its object because direct appearance
refutes the assumption that there is a real relation of a quality and a thing qualified by
it (dharmadharmibhedasya pratyaksapratiksiptatvat, 1. 135, p. 25).37

To summarize: as regards an external particular a word does not denote, and as
regards the form of awareness a word does not denote either. It is only with regard to
the determined object that a referential relation can properly be understood. But since
this determined object, that everyday activity centers upon, does not really exist, words
do not, in reality, refer to anything.

In l§ 29 on page 2d, Ratnakirti advances an argument that is very important for un-
derstanding the relation of word and object. That argument might be paraphrased as
follows: If a relation of property and property-bearer were real, the connection would
have to be that of supported and supporter, i.e., a property-bearer supporting its proper-
ties.>’* Perceiving a property bearer, e.g., a tree, entails perception of all its properties,
e.g., its height, etc. For a particular (the proper object of perception) can not be in con-
tact with a sense-faculty with only one of its properties or its property-less self (perhaps
a substance), because a supporter is a supporter only in as far as it actually is seen to
support its properties.

On the opponent’s theory now, a word, e.g., “tree”, and a logical reason, e.g., “pres-
ence of smoke”, make something real known (a particular qualified by treeness, a par-
ticular place qualified by smokey-ness, cf. l§ 10 on page 171). This real thing they make
known, by the previous argument, must be related to its other properties, height, colour,
etc., as a supporter. And since this supporting relation is not different from the support-
ing relation that causes perception to always grasp the whole particular (properties and
their bearer), it follows that that made known by words or logical marks would also be
grasped with all its properties at once. Therefore, if words were to make something real
known, and there really were this difference of properties and their bearer, conceptual
cognition would not be discernable from perceptual cognition.

For Ratnakirti, the theory of apoha in combination with the concept of determination
offers a way out of this conundrum: Since it is only a determined difference from other
things that a word makes known, it is not a real thing (an entity) that is brought to
awareness, and thus the consequences involved in cognizing a real thing do not result.?”

37ICS. the quote of PVin 1 1.15a-c in § 17.

32Cf. the arguments in , as well as lsection 5.3 on page 124].

3730therwise it would have to be presumed that a word could denote its object (e.g., the word cow
denote a form of awareness cow) without all aspects of that form of awareness being known to the person
experiencing that cognitive event, so that self awareness would only have partial knowledge of its own
object.

374That the only connection is that of supported and supporter was advanced by Dharmakirti. Cf. the
references to the translation of paragraph .

375Cf. the notes above as to how exclusion is a capacity, [section 5.3 on page 125‘. Also in perception
there is a possibility of an (indirectly) perceived generality: absence. Perceiving an empty stretch of
floor, an absence of many things in that place can be correctly cognized, although not every absence has
to actually be cognized.

Cf. also PV 3 167 (translated in on page ) about the word not being a part of the

referent. The point there is that the referent is an external thing, and it is not possible that something in
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Furthermore, that there is no real relation of denoted and denoting should, one ex-
pects, hold for Ratnakirti’s theory as well: As the particular height of a particular tree
can not be perceived without perceiving all other perceivable characteristics of that same
tree, so that which a word signifies, the twofold positive element qualified by other-
exclusion,?’® must be apprehended in its entirety. For the form of awareness, this is
not problematic, since it comes to awareness in the form of direct appearance or self
awareness. An account of the external object, on the other hand, is a little more difficult
to give. The determined external object (as opposed to a real particular) is known in
conceptual awareness by determination. As argued above, lsection 5.3 on page 12i the
external thing, to which activity can be successfully directed by a correct conceptual
cognition, does not become directly present to awareness, but is constructed only due to
a capacity lying in an awareness of a form of awareness. It is thus only a cognition that
has negative content, and that does not require any entity, imagined or real, to appear.
And this absence (or difference from what is of another kind) does become fully known
in conceptual awareness—as the capacity for a cognition (cf. kable 5.3 on page IZd).
But, since an external object is what everyday activity is directed at, it is conventionally
considered as what is denoted by a word.>”” This is also supported by 1. 247249 (in
), where Ratnakirti says that the relation of denoted and denoting, that does not exist
in reality, does exist as something constructed by determination.

To sum up: there is no real denotative function at work in conceptual awareness,
mainly because neither the subjective or objective aspect of the object that a word makes
known is a thing that is denotable (the form of awareness is private and a particular, the
constructed external thing is only a negation). It is only conventionally that one has
to assume that a word denotes an external particular because otherwise no everyday
activity is possible.

Ontological status of reference

Since denotation is only conceptually constructed, it is not real.*’® Its components are
relata differentiated from each other only conceptually, and have the same ontological
status as the relation of a quality and the thing qualified by it, i.e., they do not really
have separate existence.’”® But since the relation of denoted and denoter is necessary
for language and concepts, this relation has to be assumed to be real by anyone who
uses language and concepts.

the cognition of a speaker (or hearer) really be a part of the external thing. But it can be a part, or aspect,
of the conceptual cognition.

376Cf. the analysis in lsection 5.3 on page 124!.

3¢, . Affirmative and negative activity are there said to be applicable only to the
determined external thing.

Y8CE. |§ 49 on page 34

39Cf. the discussion in § 29 on page 2d, and kn. 119 on page 52!.
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About the appendices

The following sections consist of translations of, and notes to, various material that I
found helpful in understanding the AS. The purpose of these sections is not to provide
a thorough study of all these texts, but rather to acquire at least a basic understanding
of their intent, scope, and arguments. As a consequence of this, it will probably not be
very useful to read these passages, often not more than sketches, separately from the
discussions in the previous sections that reference them.
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Appendix A

Dharmakirti on apoha

A.1 Passages from the apoha section in the PVSV

Acc. to Frauwallner [1932: 248, Dharmakirti introduces the concept of apoha in an
answer to the objection that there is a petitio principii in his svabhavapratibandha.
Frauwallner (]1932: 248) describes the apoha-theory as “[...] Lehre von den Vorstellun-
gen, also die Apohalehre.”3%

PVSYV 24.16-25.26

[PVSV 24.16] | Then precisely that which is produced is precisely that which is imper-
manent, because there is no difference [between these two]. [There] would be a reason
that is a part of the object of the thesis.*®! | [There is] no such error, for [the following
reason: |

All entities have, through [their| own nature, a part in the differentiation
from both the same and other entities**? because [they| subsist in their own
own nature.’®3// PV 1,40 //

For this reason (yasmad—tasmad) different genera, which are based on
whatever the referents are differentiated from, and which fathom (ava-
\/gdh) [the particulars’| specific differences (visesa), are construed (pra-
Nklrp). 33 /I PV 141 1/

380 Also see Frauwallner 1937: 278 f. for some remarks on the relationship between “Vorstellungen”
and object of words.

BICf. PVSVT 108.6 f.: tathd hi yavad uktam anityah Sabdo ’nityatvad iti tavad anityah krtakatvad
iti tatha casiddho hetur. (For it is so: the proposition “Sound is impermanent because of being imper-
manent.” [would be| as much as [the proposition] “[Sound is| impermanent because of being produced.”
And in this way the reason would not be established.)

382For understanding svabhava as sajatiya here, cf. the explanations in PVSV| 25.14, and Steinkellner
1971}: 198, fn. 66.

33Cf. the translation of these verses in Steinkellner [1971: 198, where Steinkellner also says that
Dharmakirti explains the main structure of conceptuality (“wesentliche Struktur dieser Begriffslehre”,
Steinkellner 1971: 190) in these verses.

34Here it is quite obvious that differentiation (vyavrtti), specific difference (vi§esa), and also differ-
ence (bheda, which is then substituted for vyavreti by Dharmakirti in his explanation of this verse in
PVSV, 25.15-23) comes to be a synonym for property, aspect, or quality of a thing, in the sense of some-
thing that makes it different from other things. This connotation has to be understood in the following
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Therefore, whichever specific difference is recognized through some prop-
erty, that [specific difference is| not capable |of being recognized| through
a [property| other than that one. By this (tena) a differentiated subsistence
[of two properties with respect to the same thing is shown]. // PV 142 //

For indeed all entities stand in their own form. They do not mix their nature with
a different [entity], because [then] there is the consequence of this[, one entity,| not
being a different [entity]. Also, that [form] is not theirs, which is an undifferentiated
form for them [and] has become [their] self,**> because then (tadanim) they|, i.e., these
entities with a nondifferent form,| do not exist. [PVSV, 25.1] For there would be only
this [one form for them], because [there] is an undifferentiated [form only], because
[there] is no [other form for the entities, which is| distinct from this [undifferentiated
form| (vyatirikta) and differentiated, and because, further, exactly this [nonbeing of
a different form| contradicts [their| difference. And therefore (tac ca) [each thing is]
subsists in [its] self, completely unmixed [with other natures].

[PVSV 25.3] Also a different thing, even if connected to many [things], is not a
commonness to them, because of [their| not being of that [common] form, because of
the unwanted consequence |of being a commonness] also in [the case of | twoness etc., 80
connection, and substance as effect (karyadravya). For, even due to one (anya) having
a connection [to others], the others should not be called common, [but they| should be
called having that (tadvat), like figures [are connected]| by a garland at the neck [are
not called the same]|. [They, entities having something in common, are| not objects of

also. Cf. also PVSVT 111.28-112.5:

yasmad ityadi. yasmat sarvasmat sarvabhava vyavritas tasmad yato yato nityakrtakadeh Sabdadi-
nam arthanam vyavrttis tannibandhanah, vyavrttyavadhivyavrttinibandhanda dharmabheda anityakrta-
kadayah kalpyante vikalpair aropyante. kimvisistah, tadvisesavagahinah. tasya svalaksanasya ye vi-
Sesa akrtakadivyavrttiriipalaksanas tadavagahinas tadavagahanasilah, tadabhedavabhasanasila ity
arthah. (For that reason etc.|, i.e.,] for the reason that all beings are differentited from everything
[else, as explained in PV 1 40], therefore, from whatever the objects of words are differentiated from|,
e.g.,] from permanent, non-produced etc., based on that, i.e., based on the differentiation of [their]| lim-
it[, i.e., what is not something else (cf. PVSVT| 347.28-30),] different properties, such as impermanent,
produced, etc., are constructed through differentiation|, that is,| superimposed by conceptual cognitions.
How [are those different genera or properties| qualified? [As] tadvisesavagahinah. [They]| fathom|, that
is, they| have the disposition (Sila) of fathoming, its[, i.e.,] a particular’s, specificities which are charac-
terised by the form of a differentiation from [those that do not qualify this particular,] such as unproduced
etc. [This] means (artha) that [these different genera or properties] have the disposition of manifesting
the non-differences of these [particulars].)

385Probably the point is that this same form is identified with the particulars themselves. Karnaka-
gomin glosses atmabhiitam with “unseparated” in PVSVT 115.19 f.: “tesam iti bhavanam abhinnam ity
ekam atmabhiitam ity avyatiriktam yad ripam svabhavo ...”. (Read ekam atma® acc. to PVSVT,,{ 44b7
against printed ekatma®.)

BOPVSVT 116.21-24: tada dvitvadikaryadravyesv api prasangah. dvitvam api hy anekadravyasa-
mavetam(.) adigrahanad bahutvadih. tatha samyogo 'nekadravyasamavetah. karyadravyam cavaya-
visamjiiitamarambhakadravyesu samavetamato dvitvadisu samanyariipataprasangah. (Then there is
an unwanted consequence also [for the case of| twoness etc., [as well as for the case of a] material
cause. For twoness also inheres in multiple substances. From using [the word] “etc.” many-ness etc. [is
understood]. In the same way, contact inheres in multiple substances. And a substance as effect, called
a whole, inheres in the producing substances. Therefore, there is the unwanted consequence of being a
universal for twoness etc.)

The point is that all these things are not universals, acc. to VaiSesika ontology. Number and contact are
qualities, and the karyadravya, here equated with the whole (avayavin), is a substance. Cf. the general
explanations in Halbfass 1992: 93 f., and 122 {., as well as in Franco and Preisendanz [1998: § 4.
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nondifferent apprehensions, like figures [connected by a garland|. For an awareness,
mixing together their very selves, appears as having commonness as an object, but not
[as having] “two [objects| connected by one” [as an object], as [it does in the case of]
the figures.

[Objection:| | This [is] an error of seeing [only] this [commonness].*¥” | [ Answer:]
Why “seeing [only] this”? [Objection:| | Because an error not having a cause is impos-
sible. | [Answer:| Only those having this same effect are the cause, because [such an
error| does not exist in [things| possessing number, connection, substance as effect (ka-
ryadravya), plurality etc. and [it doesn’t exist] in figures etc.*®® Therefore, because in
this way there is no impression [of a commonness| on the cognition of a commonness, a
commonness is not something other [than the things]. Or if this [commonness] existed
[as something else], it would not be mixed with something else because of subsisting in
its own self (svatman). Therefore these entities are completely distinct (vyatirikta) from
that considered (abhimata) to be of the same genus and from something else, because
they are of only one form due to [their| own nature.

[PVSV 25.15] Based on the difference from whatever [things are]| different from,
multiple properties are cognized through words which are settled upon (krtasamnivesa)
for causing the apprehension of these differences, even though there is no difference in
[a thing’s| own nature. These words also are only based on this particular (svalaksana),
even though [they| do not indicate (anaksepa) all differences [of a particular|, because
they indicate a single difference; [remembering that|*® there is a difference of this [par-
ticular| from that single [difference]| also. Therefore, as many [things having] different
forms [there are]| for a single entity, so many differentiations [are there| with regard to
these [things of different forms], because [what| has an effect and a cause which can not
occur for this [other thing] is different from that [thing].**° [PVSV|25.21] And as many

B¢t PVSVT 118.5-6: samanyam kevalam pasyaty eva buddhih. tasyas tu taddarsinyah samava-
yasya sitksmatvat sa bhrantir yad etad vyaktinam samanyabhedena grahanam iti cet. (Awareness sees
only the commonness. But for this [awareness| seeing this there is, because of the fineness of inherence,
this error, which is exactly this grasping of the particulars without a difference to [their] commonness.)

38The argument is that a cognition as the same can exist for things which are not qualified by any
real, common thing inhering in them. This shows that commonness is cognisable without such a universal
being the cause of that cognition, which in turn is an error because particulars do not, in fact, have anything
in common with each other.

BPVSVT 119.20: tadekasmad api yato yato vyavrtto 'rthah Sabdair visayikriyate tasmat tasmad
atatkaranad atatkaryac caikasmad api tasya svalaksanasyanekavyavrttasya bhedo ’stiti krtva tadvisa-
ya ucyante na tu tadvisaya eva. (Read °anekavyavrttasya acc. to PVSVT,, 46a6. Trl.: This, a particular
which is differentiated from many [differences with other causes and effects], is different also from this
single [thing, i.e.,] from whatever has another cause and has another effect, differentiated from which an
[external] object is made the object [of a cognition] by words. Thinking so, [words] are said to have this
[external thing] as an object, but they do not really have it as an object.) In PVSVT| 119.13-14, ekabhe-
dacodanat from PVSV, 25.17-18 was glossed by ekaikasya binnasya svabhavasya codanat (...because
they indicate some differentiated nature [of a particular]). So in these passages, Karnakagomin equates
“difference” (bheda) with a certain aspect of a particular’s real being. It is thus permissible to understand
the somewhat awkward phrase “differentiated from a difference” simply as “having a certain quality”.
We could then render PVSV' 119.20 as “This, a particular which has many qualities, is different also
from this single quality, that is, from whatever thing has another cause and effect ....” So even though
words are based on particulars, the particulars do not actually have the qualities (or differences) which
words pick out in order to make that quality the object of a conceptual cognition.

30PVSVT 119.26-28: kim kdaranam. tasmin vyavarttye ’vidhibhiite dharminy asambhavi karyam
karanam ca yasya vivaksitasya dharminah sa tadasambhavikaryakaranas tasya tadbhedat. tasmad ata-
tkaryad atatkarandc ca bhedad vyavrttatvat (What is the cause? Because of a difference of this|, i.e.],
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differentiations [there are|, so many sound complexes (§ruti) [are there| which have the
purpose of everyday activity (vyavaharartha) by turning away [that of]| another (arar)
cause and effect. Like [this expression:] “A sound following immediately on an effort
is audible.” has the purpose of turning away [that of| another cause and effect. There-
fore, even though the own nature [of a thing] is without difference, which characteristic
(visesa) difference is known through some property|, or| name, that [difference| cannot
be made known by another [property, or name|. So words do not all have the same
referent. Therefore the logical reason is not a part of the object of the thesis.*”!

PVSYV, 25.26-27.6

[PVSV, 25.26] | [Question:|***> How then is this understood: Through both a word and
a logical mark a removal (vyavaccheda) is arrived at,>” [but] not [something] that has
the form of a real thing in an affirmative way (vidhi)?

| [Answer: It is known| because of the use of another means of valid cognition and
another word. For [it is] so:

Which other part of an object’s single own nature that is itself directly
perceivable could be unobserved, [so that] it is examined by [other| means
of valid cognition? // PV 1 43 //

[PVSV 26.4] For the self of an object (artha) is one. It is perceptible, because in the
case of an unestablished property bearer an establishing [reason] is not possible. Like a
sound (Sabda) [is perceptible], when [its] impermanence is to be established. Because
of the establishment of this[, a thing’s nature,| through perception alone, [there is] an
establishment of all [the thing’s]| forms (dkara), because there is no unestablished [own
nature| other than this [own nature of a thing]. Or, if it exists, [it is] not the own nature
[of that thing]. For what does not exist as having the same acquisition and keeping
(yogaksema) as something, that is not suitable as the own nature of that,*** because

[of] that [property bearer| which has an effect and cause that does not occur there; [this]| property bear-
er, which one wishes to express, has an effect and cause that do not occur where [there is] this property
bearer that is to be excluded|, or, in other words, | is the limit; [“because of a difference from this” must
be understood like this:| because of a differencel, i.e.|, because of being excluded, from that|[, i.e.], from
that which does not have that effect and that which does not have that cause.)

I think the argument works like this: A, which one wants to express, has an effect and cause (properties,
for example), neither of which occurs in the case of B. So B is the limit of A, or that which one wishes
to exclude. In this sense, A is different from B.

F1As pointed out by Much 2008: 8, fn. 9, this is the preliminary end of the discussion starting at
PVSV 24.16 f., and the same point is made at the end of the apoha section, PVSV, 93.4-5.

32¢f. Kellner 2004b: 4 f. for another translation of the next few sentences.

3 pratipadyate is glossed as adhyavasiyate (is determined) in PVSVT| 121.8. This strong connotation
of cognition should not be missed. But in the following discussion in the PVSV, where the opponent’s
question is answered, it will become apparent that a very factual sense of “arriving at” must also be
understood: cf., e.g., the formulations °vyavacchedakani ...pramanani (PVSV, 26.23) or yadanumanam
...pratyayayati na vyavacchedakrt (PVSV, 27.9-10), where it is obvious that removal or distinction of
a wrong concept from the object of cognition is something that is done (and not, primarily at least,
understood) by conceptual cognition or inference.

394 PVSVT 121.28-29 explains: alabdhadharmanuvrttir yogah. labdhadharmanuvrttih ksemah. eko
yogah ksemas ca yasya sa tatha. tulyadharmeti yavat. (Acquisition is an activity towards unobtained
properties, keeping is an activity towards obtained properties. That which has [the same] acquisiton and
keeping is [called] so. [It means]| as much as “having the same property.”) Much (2008: 9, fn. 32) cites
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everyday usage of [things]| having differences is bound (nibandhana) to this alone/, i.e.,
to the sameness in acquisition and keeping]|. Because otherwise there is the consequence
of nonexistence |of everyday activity]. [This] has been said.>* Therefore, because in
the case of a perceived property bearer there is a complete discernment of its own nature,
the use of another means of cognition does not have any opportunity here,

unless a cause for an error causes [someone] to attach a different quality
(guna) [to something| like**® the form “silver” to mother of pearl (Sukti)
because of observing a likeness of form. // PV 1 44 //*7

[PVSV 26.14] [This means another means of valid cognition is not possible] if the
cause of an error, which obstructs the ascertainment (niscaya) of an entity as [it is],
even though it is seen with [its|] complete reality, does not cause another quality to
be attached, as the form of silver to mother of pearl. For there are not two forms for
mother of pearl, one common [to it and silver| and a specific [one], because of the
[unwanted| consequence [that there is| a cognition like that.**® Or because, if [these
two forms are| not cognized separately, this concept of twoness would be wrong, and
because of the overreaching consequence.’ Therefore someone seeing what has the
form of mother of pearl sees only [its] specific form. But because of the defectiveness
of the circumstances (pratyaya) of ascertainment [he|, without ascertainment, thinks “I
see a commonness to this [form of silver|.” Therefore there is the superimposition of
silver for him. In the same way, [there is|, because of the superimposition of that state/,
i.e., persistence], the error [of a cognition of| persistence for [someone]|, who does not
cognize a difference [of two moments of a causal continuum| due to the production of
a different [second moment]|, similar [to the first]. As many other states there are for
this[, a thing’s own nature,| exactly so many superimpositions are there, coming into
existence according to their own cause.*”® So means of valid cognition, which become
what removes these [superimpositions from the objects]|, do indeed have a result. But
these means of cognition resulting in [such a] removal are not applied for causing the
apprehension of an uncognized part of a thing, because that [part] has [already| been

the following explanation given in Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964: 99, n. 1: “This is the commonplace
cliché in philosophical parlance. Things supposed to be identical must have identical yoga and ksema.
...That which has the same incidents, gain or loss with another, is identical with the other.”

3%5Gnoli 1960b: 189 notes that PVSVT| 122.7 says that this refers to PVSV| 20.21.

3For va as iva, cf. Gnoli [1960b: 26, note to line 13.

37Cf, also the translation in Steinkellner 1971 194, fn. 55.

38PVSVT 123.14-15: tatha samanyavisesariipena Savalabhdsayah pratipatteh sarvada prasangat.
(...because of the unwanted consequence that there is always a cognition like that/[, i.e.,| a multifarious
appearance in a both common and particular form.)

3This consequence, which results when there is a construction of a twoness of qualities or forms
without a difference in appearance, is that such a construction of twoness would be possible also in
another case, where mother of pearl is considered as being only silver, because of the consequence that
the negating judgment, “this is not silver,” could not arise. (C£f.PVSV'| 123.17-19: pratibhasabhedam
antarena dvitvakalpanayam atiprasangat. anyatrapy ekatvabhimate dvitvakalpana syat. nedam rajatam
iti badhakasyanutpadaprasangac ca.)

400 rasmad yavanto ’sya Sabdadeh ksanikanatmadisvabhavasya parabhava nityadayas tavanta eva
yathasvam nimittabhavinah yasya yad anuriipam nimittan tadbhavinah samaropa iti | (Read yathdasvam
acc. to PVSVT,,{ 48al against yathasva® in PVSVT 124.12. Trl.: From this, i.e., from a word etc., as
many other states, i.e., permanent etc., of this, i.e., of that having a nature such as momentary, without
self, etc., exactly so many superimpositions [are there|, which have come into existence according to
their own cause, i.e., which have come into existence from a cause according to it.)
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observed; for, moreover, observing a partless [thing| by [only] one [of its]| part is not
correct.*0!

Therefore each quality of an observed entity is indeed observed, [but] is
not ascertained because of an error. So a logical reason is applied.**? // PV
1145 //

This is the recapitulating verse. Therefore no other means of valid cognition is
applied to [what was| observed in order to grasp something that wasn’t observed.

PVSYV 27.7-29.5

And if a real thing [were]| grasped because of an inference [there would be]
a grasping of all properties when [only] a single property is ascertained.
This error does not follow in the case of exclusion. // PV 1 46 //

[PVSV 27.9] Not only is there no application of another means of valid cognition for
[something that| has been observed by direct perception, but also, if inference caused
the apprehension of a thing in an affirmative [form|, [and did] not perform a removal [of
a wrong idea], then all properties would be ascertained when one property is ascertained
because [they]| are not completely distinct from this [one property]. So there [would be]
no application of another means of valid cognition. For it is not correct that the self of
this [one property| is not ascertained if this [one property| is ascertained. Furthermore,
if the removal of a superimposition [from an object] is performed by inference, then,
because of the removal of one superimposition, a removal of another would not become
effected. So, to this end, another [inference] is applied. [Objection:] | Now,*” an
ascertainment of an uncognized [thing] is not necessarily preceded by a mistake. Like
inadvertently*® [there is] a cognition of fire because of smoke. For in this case the
superimposition of non-fire is not considered possible. Therefore, a removal is not
performed in every case [of conceptual cognition]. | [Answer:] To this it was said:**®
when a property bearer is cognized there is the cognition of all [properties| because of
[their] non-difference. Or, if different, there is no cognition of [a property| which is
unconnected in this [case of cognizing a property bearer|. Therefore, also here [in this
example| there is no ascertainment of the own nature of this [fiery place as fiery| for

40 Apart from the evidence in the Tibetan tradition mentioned in Gnoli [1960b: 27, ad. 1. 1,
PVSVT] 124.17 attests to a version where these two reasons are not linked by ca: ...drstatvat. kim kara-
nam. anamsasyaikadeSena darSanayogat. Since this seems to make quite good sense, I have not taken
the two ablatives to be in the same, supporting, relation to the main sentence, but instead understand that
the second supports the first (which is the primary reason for the statement). A free rendering would be:
Other means of valid cognition only ever remove something from their object, but never make anything
about a real thing known, because that must already have been observed. And it must have been observed,
because it is not possible to observe a partless thing by only one of its parts.

402Cf, the translation of this verse in Steinkellner 1971: 198, fn. 70.

403For more on the context and a translation of this passage, cf. Kellner 2004b: 11 f.

404pVSVT| 126.7-8 explains: akasmad ity atarkitopasthitat. sahasaiva kvacit pradese dhiimad agni-
pratipattih. (Inadvertently, i.e., having come about without thought. The cognition of fire because of
smoke in some place [occurs] all suddenly.)

405 As Much 2008: 12, fn. 43 observes, this point was made in PVSV| 26.5-7, although not in the exact
same words.
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someone seeing that [smoke]. Why? Because of a mistake.*’® And how should he, who
ascertains that place in a form separated from this [fire] through an awareness that is
free of the notion of the existence of fire, be called unmistaken? And someone who is
free of both a superimposition of this cognitive form [of nonfire onto a smokey place]
and doubt**” would not follow the [logical| mark [smoke] in the case of this cognition.
Neither would he respect [it] in the case of its logical concomittance and separation.

Therefore the logical mark is proclaimed to have exclusion as an object.
[For] otherwise, if the property bearer is established, what apart from it
would [still] be unestablished? // [PV 1 47] //

This|, above,] is a recapitulating verse.

Even when something is observed, a cognition having commonness as a
referent, [i.e., a] conceptual [cognition], has, if there is no other part that is
superimposed, exclusion of that [other part] alone as [its] object.*® // [PV
1 48] //

[PVSV 28.8] | An ascertaining cogniton, that follows immediately on seeing form
etc., [and] has no logical mark, how can that [cogniton|, which exists when there is
no superimposition, exist as having removal as an object? [| | Because it does not ex-
ist where [there is| an object of superimposition. For an ascertainment does not exist
concerning that difference, for which there is a superimposition for a person, such as
“persistent” or “having a self,”

because there is the relation of defeated and defeating between an under-
standing by ascertainment and by imposition. // [PV 1/49ab] //

[PVSV 28.13] For an entity, even though it is observed as differentiated from every-
thing, is not understood in this way alone; because a covering is possible for some dif-
ference, like in the case of mother of pearl’s mother-of-pearlness [which is then thought
to be its silverness|. But for which [difference| a cognizer has no cause for an error, for
that alone a mnemonic ascertainment exists, even though there is no different observa-
tion of this [difference| for him[, as opposed to the observation of the other differences
or aspects of the same thing|. Because of the defeated-defeating relationship between
superimposition and ascertainment, [there is], for ascertainment,

an application of it when there is a removal (viveka) of a superimposition.
This is understood. // [PV 1{49cd] //

[PVSV 28.19] And precisely the removal of this is other-exclusion. Therefore this
[ascertaining cognition]| too*® has the exclusion of this alone as its object. [It] does not
have the nature of the ascertainment of a thing’s own nature. For it is so, because, even
if some [part] is ascertained, the non-cognition of another is observed, and because if

406 Acc. to PVSVT 126.18: viparyasad evanagnimatd pradeSena tulyatvagrahandd eva. (Only [be-
cause of a mistake], i.e., only because of the grasping of a sameness with a place not having fire.) The
argument is, probably, that because the cognition of fire is inadvertently (akasmad) arrived at, there is no
proper ascertainment of this fact, and therefore there is no difference between this place and one where
there is no fire.

WIPVSVT 126.30-127.6: anagnyakarasamaropena samsayena ca rahitas ca ...

408Cf, the translation of this verse and the next half-verse in Steinkellner [1971: 199, fn. 71.

41ad api refers to niscayajiiana in PVSV, 28.8.
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its own nature were ascertained, this [cognition of one part but not another| would not
be consistent.*!°

As many superimpositions of parts [there are], just so many clear ascer-
tainments and words [are there| in order to remove them. Therefore they|,
words and ascertainments, each| have different objects. // [PV 1 50] //
Otherwise, if a single thing were pervaded by a single word or by an aware-
ness, |there would] not be any other [uncognized|*!! object. So there would
be synonymity [of all words]. // [PV 1/51]//

[PVSV 29.5] These are two intermediary verses.

PVSYV) 29.6-31.5

Also*'? for whom*!? a cognition (dhi) grasps a referent that, having differ-
ent additional attributes,*'* is differentiated, // [PV 1 52ab] //

[PVSV 29.7] Whoever thinks this: “Additional attributes [are| different from each
other and from their basis; sound complexes, which are based on them, apply to sub-
strata (adhara) of these [additional attributes], or to these [additional attributes| alone.
Therefore there is no such unwanted consequence [as synonymity|.” For that [person]|
also,

if that, which has a nature undifferentiated from the capacities that are an
auxiliary (ariga) to the additional attributes’ support, is grasped with all
its self, which difference of [that which is] supported would not be ascer-
tained? // [PV 1] 52cd—>53ab] //

[PVSV 29.12] Even if the really different additional attributes [are| the cause of
other words and cognitions about a referent, still only this single [referent] having these
[additional attributes] is clung to*'> by these [words and cognitions]. [There is| no dif-
ference in the own self of a [property possessor| that has the nature of a capacity for
supporting the various additional attributes; therefore, if grasping [this supporter| with
all its self, indeed which particular additional attribute would not be ascertained, since
one grasps [this supporter| as being what supports all the additional attributes.*!® For
[it is] not [the case that] a completely different supporter-state of that grasped with its

H0Cf, also the argument in PVSV] 26.24-27.2. The construction fathd hi plus two ablative clauses and
no main sentence strikes me as somewhat awkward.

H1CE PVV 306.11-12: nanyo ’pratipanno visayo ’stiti ....

42Eor PVSV] 29.6-47.13 (kk. 52-94) cf. also the translation in Vora and Ota 1979, Vora and Ota
1980, Vora and Ota [1982.

43pVSVT 132,1. 4 identifies this as “vaiSesikasya” (for a VaiSesika). PVV|306.17 identifies the opin-
ion as “naiyayikader mate”, i.e., as held “in the theory of the Naiyayikas and so on”. This “and so on” is

paraphrased as “vaiSesikader”, “for a VaiSesika and so on” in [Vibhi 306, fn. 3.

4ypadhi, a non-essential attribute or pseudo universal in Nydya and VaiSesika theories, is glossed as

meaning the proper universals “substance-ness, etc.” by both PVSVT 132.9 (upadhayo dravyatvadayah)
and PVV, 306.17 (nanopadher dravyatvadyanekadharmavisistasya® ...).

4SPVSVT 133.26: “...upaliyate visayikriyate.” (“...clung to, i.e., made an object.”

4161 other words: A thing’s nature is not different from the capacities by which it can support its
attributes. Therefore the thing, grasped with its own nature, can not be grasped without being grasped as
supporting these additional attributes. And since there can not be two separate supporting states for the
same thing, it must be grasped as the supporter of all its additional attributes.
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own self is not really grasped. Therefore, exactly that, which is grasped with its own
nature, [is grasped] also as being a support. So [it is stated].

Both are grasped in the cognition of one because of a connection of both
in [their]| self. // [PV 1 53cd] //

[PVSV 29.20] Because of grasping the relation of supported and supporter, which
has become their self,*'” between the additional attribute and that having it, all two are
grasped in the cognition of one. So, where this[, which has an additional property,]| is
grasped, even if [itis| characterized by [only]| one additional attribute, there is a grasping
of all additional attributes, because grasping that possessing additional attributes is not
separable from (nantariyakatva) grasping that [single additional attribute|. Otherwise,
it would not be grasped as such*!® either. For [there is] no really different supporter
of another [additional attribute|, which would not be grasped. Neither is there a non-
grasping of the supported when the supporter is grasped in this way/, i.e., as a supporter|,
because of the consequence of not grasping this [supporter] either, as in the case of being
the owner and property.*!° Therefore, even in the teaching that an additional attribute
is a different object [than its supporter], there is a similar consequence. | But those
capacities, through which the [different| additional attributes are supported, could also
be really different from that having these capacities. Therefore this consequence [does]|
not [follow].

| Given there is a difference of the capacities that are the support of the
properties, why are these [the capacities] of this [having these capacities],
if there is no support of those [capacities| by that [possessing them|? In
this way there would be no stopping.*® // [PV 1 54] //

[PVSV 30.3] If the states of being a supporter for each additional attribute are (bhit-
ta) not really the own self of this [which has the additional attributes], nor do [these
states| experience support from this, why are they called “its”? Or, if there is a support,
this single [supporter|, [which]| supports capacities with capacities that have become its
own self, and is grasped even by only a single additional attribute, is grasped with its
whole self. For [it is| so: If a single additional attribute is grasped, the capacity sup-
porting it is grasped. If that is grasped, the entity supporting it, having been grasped as
the support of all capacities which have become its own self, causes [a person] to grasp
all [its]| capacities. And these [capacities cause the grasping of| their own additional
attributes. So the consequence remains.**!

[PVSV 30.10] Or, also these capacities that support the capacities are really differ-
ent from an entity. Because in this way [there is] an endless connection (ghatana) of
the additional attributes and their capacities to always different capacities, this single

#17Cf. the comment above, fn. 385 on page 146,

48pySVT 234.25 f. comments: upadhinam upakaraka upadhiman ity evam api na grhyeta. ([It]
would not be grasped in this way either: that supporting the additional attributes [is] what has the addi-
tional attributes.)

419For the criticism of this argument by Bhasarvajia, cf. lsection 4.1 on page 83|.

4201 e, a regressus ad infinitum.

“IPVSVT 136.22 points out: tadavasthah prasangah ko bhedah syad aniscita iti ya uktah. (So the
consequence remains, which was explained as “Which difference would not be ascertained?” [in PV,
1| 53b].) Indeed, the infinite regress mentioned in PV 1| 54 does not follow from this argument, but is
discussed in the next few lines.
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[entity having additional attributes], not having been grasped with these [capacities| at
any time, [and] having a self [consisting in] the support of those [capacities],*** is not
grasped as having these [capacities]|. | If on the other hand words and cognitions were
to adherel, i.e., refer,| exclusively to the additional attributes, then, because there is no
inclusion of this [entity having the attributes],*** there is no cognition of all [additional
attributes| by means of the cognition of that [which has the attributes]. | Nevertheless,
because of its not being indicated by words, there would not be an application [of words]
to it. So the usage of words would be useless.*** For all everyday activity [engaged|
with*?® affirmation and negation has a basis in causal efficacy. And, since additional
attributes [are| without power as to this [causal efficacy], and that having the power],
i.e., a specific particular,| is not named, what [is achieved by| the usage of words? And
therefore the additional attributes would not be additional attributes. For it is because
[additonal attributes]| are, when there is an application [of a word] to something, part
of some primary [thing], that [additional attributes| are so called with reference to that.
These [additional attributes] are not parts of any [primary thing]|, because this [primary
thing] is not indicated by words. So why |are they| additional attributes? If this [is said]:
| “Because of the characterization [of a thing| through [additional attributes| character-
ized [by words|** there is no error.” |, then there is [that] same consequence.*’’ To
begin with, that [having properties,] which is inseparably*?® beheld (upa-\laks) with
these additional attributes, is, if [it] is beheld by even [only| one [additional attribute],
beheld with its whole self. So the [unwanted| consequence has this [same] position [as
before|. For what difference (visesa) is there here [in this matter|—either words should
let [a person]| behold that [having attributes]|, or the additional attributes characterized
by these [words should let a person behold that having attributes|? [PVSV 31.1] For, to
that extent, this [thing having the additional attributes] is ascertained as supporting all
[additional attributes]| at that time. So this [difference] is nothing. Therefore,

if that supporting a single [additional attribute] is to be grasped, [there are]
no supports that are different (apara) from it, which would be unobserved

4221 e., the secondary capacities, PVSVT 137.7-8 ...tadupakaratma. Saktyupakaratma. upadhyupaka-
rikanam Saktinam yah Saktayas tadatmeti yavat (... having a self consisting in the support of those, i.c.,
having a self consisting in the support of those capacities. That is to say, having a self consisting in the
support of those, which [are]| the capacities of the capacities supporting additional attributes.)

423pVSVT 137.14: tasyopadhimatah Sabdajiianairasamavesad avisayikaranat. (Because [there is]
no inclusion of this, i.e., because there is no making an object of that having additional attributes by
words and cognitions.)

424yyartha, useless, can also literally mean “without a referent”.

425This is a qualification of activity acc. to PVSVT| 137.21: itthambhitalaksana (paninih) .... Also
see Speijer 1998: § 67.

426pVSVT| 138.13-14: yady upadhimatram codyate tathapi Sabdair laksita ye upadhayas tair upa-
dhimato laksanat paricchedad adosah. Sabdaprayogavaiyarthyadoso neti cet. (If it [is said by an oppo-
nent|: If only the additional attribute is meant, still [there is] no such error, i.e., there is no error of word
usage being useless, because of a characterization, i.e., a delimitation of that having additional attributes
by those additional attributes which are characterized by words.)

4271 e., the consequence of grasping all of the thing’s additional properties. Cf. PVSVT| 138.15: ...ta-
davasthah sarvopadhigrahanaprasangah.

428This was also argued in PVSV] 29.22 f. Cf. also PVSVT] 138.16: nantariyakatayety upadhyupa-
dhimator avyabhicarena. (Due to not being separabale, i.e., since there is no deviation of additional
attribute and that having an additional attribute.) This means additional attribute and that having it do not
occur separately from each other.
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if it is observed. If it is grasped, the whole is grasped. // [PV 1 55] //

This is the recapitulating verse.**

PVSV 32.13-32.18

Moreover,*? in this [case|**! words as well as ascertainments, even though
[they name and cognize]| a differentiation from another and [that]| differ-
entiated from another, only conform (anu—\/ rudh) to convention.**? // PV
159 //

[PVSV 32.15] There also, in the case of other-exclusion, the differentiation [is] not
one, and truly another that [which is| differentiated, because of the unwanted conse-
quence that that, which is being turned away from the differentiation of this, is this.*3
And in this way there is the nonbeing of differentiation. Therefore exactly that is differ-
entiated, which is a differentiation. But the difference of [both| a word and the cognition
[due to a word exists| because of convention. There is no difference of that designated.

“2This repeats the main intent of the section starting at PV 1| 52ab (trl. on page [152).

#30This verse and a part of the PVSV concerning it are translated and discussed in Hattori [1996: 392 f.

BIPVSVT 143.14: tatrapi canyapohe Sabdarthe. (Moreover, in that [case], i.e., when other-exclusion
is the referent of a word.) For the discussion preceding this verse, cf. Kellner 2004b: 19 f. The main
point that Dharmakirti was trying to prove in the preceding passages (starting with PV 1 52, trl. on
page ) was that in all cases of a word denoting a real thing (property or property bearer), the result
is an understanding of the whole thing in all its aspects. Dharmakirti now proceeds to show that this
problem does not exist when words denote exclusion.

B2Cf. PVSVT| 143.16-17, explaining samketam anurundhate: ye $abda dharmadharmivacanah ni-
Scayas cobhayavisayah, te sanketam anurundhate. sanketanuvidhanenaisam dharmadharmivisayavi-
bhagah kalpitah. paramarthatas tu vyavrttir eva nastity arthah. (Words, naming properties and prop-
erty bearers, and ascertainments, which have these two as [their] objects, [only conform to convention].
This means that in conformity with convention their[, the words’ and ascertainments’,| separation of ob-
jects [into] properties and property bearers is conceptually constructed. But in reality there is no [such]
differentiation at all.)

433This passage is also translated and discussed in Hattori 1996: 392 f. and Kataoka 2009: 491. Accord-
ing to these interpretations (which I agree with), the unwanted consequence is that the thing differentiated
from others becomes identical to these others, because it’s differentiation is not identical with it itself. A
cow is qualified by, but not identical with, not non-horseness, and thus is not distinguishable from horses,
which are also not identical with not non-horseness.

This is also how PVSVT] 143.21-24 understands this passage: yadi casvad vyavrttir anasvata godra-
vyasyanya syat tadasvavyavrtter api godravyena nivartitavyam bhedat. tata$ ca tadvyavrtter anasva-
tayah sakasan nivartamanasya gos tadbhavaprasangat. asvabhavaprasangad asvavat. evam hy asva-
vyavrtter anasvatvalaksanaya gaur vyavrtto bhavati yady asyasvatvam syat. (And if the differentiation
from horse, the non-horseness of the material entity cow, were different [from that entity], then also the
differentiation from horse would be turned away by the material entity cow, because of a difference [be-
tween that differentiated and the differentiation]|. And therefore, for a cow|[, which is] that being turned
away from non-horseness|, that is,] from the differentiation from this [horseness], there is the conse-
quence of being this, i.e., the consequence of being a horse, like a horse. For in that way a cow would
become differentiated from the differentiation from a horse, which is characterised as non-horseness.)
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PV 1 64

Therefore** the depiction [of the errors occurring for| the opinion [that a
thing| possesses this [genus] is rejected when the [word’s| object [is] other-
exclusion. For [this] error would exist if there is a separation of genus and
that possessing it.** // PV 1 64 //

[PVSV 34.19] What was said: | “Even if other-exclusion is the referent of a word,
every [unwanted| consequence arising for the position of [a thing] possessing that [genus]|
[would be the] same, because that qualified by this [exclusion of others] is designated
[by words].”, | that also [a defense] is drawn up against by that [explanation].**® For in
this [theory of a thing possessing a genus], a word that is applied by means of anoth-
er referent|, i.e., by means of the genus,| to some other [referent, that possessing the
genus, | is oppressed by the errors of non self-dependency etc.*’” But*® differentiation
from another is not a referent other than that differentiated, because both designate the
same. This was explained.**’

[PVSV 34.23]| How then, [when a differentiated thing and its differentiation are one,
could] the differentiation from another [be| a commonness, since the one differentiated|,
being a particular,| does not correspond to another? | Because there is an appearance in
this way [as corresponding to another] in the awareness of this [commonness].*** Indeed
there is no true (nama) commonness at all. An awareness based on words is generated as

434Cf. the translation and interpretation of this verse in Hattori [1996¢: 393 and Tillemans 2011a: 452 ff.
It is also translated and discussed in Kataoka 2009: 493(6), but I think a slight misunderstanding has hap-
pened there: “...tadvatpaksoparnanam/ pratyakhyatam...” is interpreted as “...the [opponent’s] explana-
tion of the [Buddhist] view of tadvat (a locus qualified by apoha) is refuted ...” (Kataoka 2009: 493(6)).
This doesn’t concur with the understanding of the same phrase in Hattori [1996: 393: “mention (made by
Kumarila) in reference to (the theory of) anyapoha, of (the faults to be found with the tadvat theory (viz.,
the theory maintaining that a word denotes that which is qualified by the universal) has been rejected.”
Apart from the following explanation in PVSV, 34.19-21, cf. also PVSVT 153.17-19: yatas ca vya-
vrttivyavrttimator abhedas tena karanenanyapohavisaye jatiman Sabdair abhidhiyata iti tadvatpaksah.
tatra yo dosah, so 'nyapohe ’pi syad iti tadvatpaksopavarnanam pratyakhyatam. (°visaye corr. acc. to
PVSVT,,! 57b7 against °visayo in PVSVT] 153.18. Trl.: And for the [reason that there is] no difference
between differentiation and differentiated [thing], due to that, as a cause, given that other-exclusion is
the object [of words], [the| depiction [of these errors occurring] for the position of *[a thing]| possessing
that [genus]” is rejected|, i.e., the depiction which consist in this statement]: the error, which [exists]
for this[, i.e., for] the position [that a thing]| possesses this [genus][, expressed as| “Words designate that
having this [genus].”, would exist also for other-exclusion.)

435 As first explained in Frauwallner [1932: 260-263, it was Kumarila’s objection against Dignaga’s
apoha-theory that it entailed all the same errors levelled against the tadvat-theory by him. Cf. the refer-
ences in Frauwallner 1932: 261, fn. 2, the explanations and the references in Kataoka 2009: 493(6), as
well as the references in .

4361 e, that there is no difference between the differentiated thing and the differentiation qualifying it.
Cf. PVSVT] 143.26-27: aneneti vyavrttivyavrttimator ananyatvena prativyiadham pratyakhyatam.

BTPVSVT 153.29: adisabdad asamandadhikaranyopacaradosaparigrahah. (From the word “etc.”
the errors of non-co-referentiality and metaphor [should be] understood.) Cf. Much 1997 for a discussion
of the first problem, whether and how words can denote the same thing, and cf. Pind 2009: 78-79, and
notes thereto for a translation of Dignaga’s discussion of all three problems.

438For another translation of PVSV| 34.22-35.7, see Tillemans 201 14d: 453, fn. 12.

49Cf., e.g., PVSV 32.15-17 (trl. pection A.1 on the previous pagd).

H0Csf. PVSVT 154,1. 7 f.: samanyabuddhau vikalpikayam tathaikakarena pratibhasanad ekakdra eva
vyavartyate 'neneti vyavrttih. samanyam ucyate. (Because of an appearance in this way/, i.e.,| with the
same (eka) form of awareness, to the conceptual awareness of a commonness, exactly the same form of
awareness is differentiated by this [appearance]. So differentiation is called commonness.)
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mixing together actually unmixed properties, because of the capacity of beginningless
mental impressions. By the power of the appearance for this [awareness|, commonness
and a coreference are defined, no matter [that this appearance has| a nonexistent referent,
because there is neither mixing[, so as to justify the commonness, nor| difference[, so
as to justify coreference,| of referents.

[PVSV, 35.2] The basis for all of these|, commonness and co-reference, are| the ref-
erents differentiated from others by having this cause and this effect, and words lead to
activity by avoiding the unwanted. Therefore the object [of words] is said [to be]| other-
exclusion. In this [theory], [an object], which has an external reality that is not indicated
[by words and concepts]|, which is one, and which is differentiated from many by the
power of the appearance in awareness, is made an object by words, [and| by concepts,
[which]| have an origin in the awakening of impressions that are conceived by the expe-
rience of this [singular thing]| [and that] have referents [which are| determined as being
sol, i.e., as an externally existing thing|. And only there[, in the appearance to aware-
ness,| does this which is commonly used|, i.e., spoken about,]| as property and property
bearer, which are not designatable as being the same [as] or being different [from| each
[other]|, spread out. For there is no property different from a property bearer because
[they]| do not denote a different referent. Neither is this [property| only [the property
bearer|, because, like for that denoting this [property bearer|, there is the consequence
of indicating another distinction][, i.e., another property,| also for that denoting the prop-
erty,**! and because, in this way, that which [a person| desires [to express with a word
for a property]| is not made clear [since it would express a property bearer|, no particular
convention would be made. This then (i#i) is the fact that property and property bearer
can not be named*** with regard to the word referent. But for a real thing, a particular,
the common characteristic can not be named because [commonness| does not exist.

PVSV) 54.17-55.13

If this is thought: | There is no cognition having a nondifferent appearance
for different [things]. // PV 1 107ab //

[PVSV 54.18] We [opponents]| do not say: what is not the same (aneka) does not
create the same (eka) effect. Rather [we say:| an awareness, which has the form of
something fixed upon different objects, should not have a non-different appearance. | -
Indeed there is no appearance of particulars[, which are not the same,| in [awareness
events|*? grasping a commonness, because*** these [awareness events] exist even if

#1Which means that by saying “blue” about something also other qualities would be known (such as
that the thing is a lotus, a plant, etc.).

42 Acc. to PVSVT| 156.28-29: etad anantaroktan tattvanyatvabhyam avacyatvam dharmadharminoh
Sabdarthe buddhipratibhasiny arthe uktam. (This, which was just explained, is the fact that property
and property bearer can not be named as being the [other] (tattva) or different, [which is] explained
for the word referent, i.e., for the object appearing in awareness.) This argument thus shows that even
though property and property bearer are differentiated in everyday activity, this is not really true with
regard to the word referent as the object appearing in awareness. And since there is, ultimately, no
difference or identity between property and property bearer in this way, the errors that Kumarila thought
arised for Dignaga’s apoha-theory (cf. PV 1 64) are shown not to pertain to it.

3Cf. PVSVT 221.24 samanyagrahinisu buddhisu (In [those| grasping a commonness, i.c., in
[those| awareness events.)

444The three reasons given now are, according to PVSVT 221.25-222.10, aimed against three different
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those [particulars| do not exist, and because of the appearance in their own cognition|,
i.e., perceptual cognition,| with another form of awareness|, i.e., other than the form of
the commonness|, and because [there is| an overreaching consequence445 since a single
[thing] is not consistent with multiple forms of awareness [of it]. Therefore this [aware-
ness of a commonness| does not appear as grasping different objects, as nondifferent,
[or] as arising from these [different objects|. Even though [it] has no appearance of this|,
a particular|, [conceptual awareness]| causes the world to engage in everyday activity
because of the confusion of determination. But this form, appearing in this [concep-
tual awareness|, does not exist in the objects, other (anyatra) than as a difference that
has no difference.**® But this [common form of awareness]| is unreal. In this way this
[awareness| grasping only this [unreal common form| goes astray. This was already
explained.*’

[PVSV 55.6] Moreover: even for those teaching a commonness as a real thing,
the particulars are completely differentiated. How [should there be| an awareness hav-
ing a nondifferent form of awareness with regard to these [particulars|? This is to be
questioned in the same manner.**® | [It is] not [to be questioned] in the same manner,
because a non-different commonness really exists there [in the particulars]. | Now,*

opinions about the relation between something that appears and particulars or universals: first, the form
in which a particular appears to perception is the same as the form in which it appears to conceptual
cognition. Second, the form appearing in the awareness of a universal is the form of the particulars. Third,
the same individual has a twofold form: with one it appears to perception, with the other to conceptual
cognition.

MSPVSVT 222.8-10: trtiyam paksam nirakartum aha—anekakarayogad iti. ekasyanekatvam ayu-
ktam ekanekatvayor virodhat. atiprasangac cety ekasyanekatvakalpanayam na kvacid ekatvam syad
ity arthah. (In order to refute the third position (cf. kn. 444 on the preceding pagd), [Dharmakirti| said:
“Because it is not consistent with multiple forms of awareness.” Being many is not consistent for one,
because being one and being many are contradictory. And because there is the overreaching conse-
quence|, i.e.,] there would not be oneness for anything when there is the option that one [thing]| is many
[things]. This is the meaning.

#OFor this way of construing anyatra, cf. Béthlingk and R. Roth [1853: 265-266, anyatra, 7. A dif-
ference that has no difference, is nothing but other-exclusion. Cf. PVSVT]| 222.22-25: katham tarhi
vyaktisv abhinnakarapratibhasa ity aha—anyatra bhedadabhedina iti. bhedo 'nyapohah sa eva prati-
vyaktyabhedi. tatha hi yathaika govyaktir agovyavrtta tathanyapi. tad anena prakarena svalaksana-
ny eva vijatiyavyavrttany abhedini bheda ity ucyante. anyatrasabdas cayamvibhaktyantapratiriipako
nipatah. anyasabdasamandrthah. na tv ayantralpratyayantah saptamyarthasyavivaksitatvat. tenayam
artho yathoktena prakarena svalaksanatmakad bhedadabhedino "nyah pratibhasamana akaro ’rthesu
nasti kim tu svalaksanatmaka eva bhedo vijatiyavyavrtter abhedi sarvatra vidyate "bhedadhyavasayat.
abheddadhyavasayasya ca sa eva bhedah paramparyena nimittam. (Because of [the question]: “How
then is there an appearance of a non-different form in particulars?”, [Dharmakirti| said: other than a
difference that has no difference. This difference, i.e., other-exclusion alone has no difference for [mul-
tiple] particulars. For [it is] so: As one cow-particular is differentiated from non-cow, so also another
[cow-particular is differentiated from non-cow]. Thus, by this method, the particulars alone, which are
differentiated from that of another genus, i.e., non-different, are called “difference.” And this word
“anyatra” is an indeclinable that accords to a case ending. It has the same meaning as “other.” But this
is not the tral ending, i.e., tra,] because the sense of the seventh[, locative,] case is not meant. Thus this
is the meaning: An appearing form, which is different from the non-different difference—which has the
nature of a particular in the way explained—does not exist in the objects; rather, a difference, which only
has the nature of particulars, [and which is] without difference due to a differentiation from [things] of
a different kind, is seen in all [particulars of the same class| because non-difference is determined. And
for a determination of non-difference precisely this difference is the indirect cause.)

47 A5 pointed out in Gnoli [1960b: 190, acc. to PVSVT| 223.9-10 the reference is to PVSV, 50.16-17.

#8] e., in the same manner that Dharmakirti’s theory was questioned in PV 1/ 107a: abhinnapratibhasa
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the appearance of this commonness in that [particular], even though it [may] exist, is
not noticed. For this [conceptual awareness] is regarded as having an appearance of
colour, [and]| constellation. But the commonness is not like this [, i.e., it does not have
colour, constellation, etc.], and neither is there any undifferentiated form apart from
this. Also for one teaching shape (akrti) as the commonness, there is no occurrence [of
the commonness] in another object because, like [the particular| having a specificity,
this commonness is not separate [from the particular|. Therefore (iti), because of this
difference, an undifferentiated appearance is not consistent.

PVSYV, 56.10-57.23

| [Objection:| Now,** a cognition is their [the particulars’]| effect and it is
differentiated. // PV 1 108cd //

PVSV|56.11 According to [its]| object[, that is]|, because, like this [particular], also a
cognition which has an appearance of this [particular| is different. How [then can there
be| the same (eka®) effects? For this [cognition] is their effect and differentiated. Also
what is the same effect of a pot etc., like carrying water etc., that also is differentiated
because of the difference according to the thing. Therefore different [things| do not
have the same effect. | [Answer:| This error [does]| not [exist], for [this reason]:

Because®! of being the reason for the same judgement (pratyavamarsa), a
cognition (dhi) is without difference. Through being the reason for a single
cognition also the particulars are not differentiated. / PV 1, 109 //

[It has been] made known earlier (nivedita)*>> how there is no mixing of the own

natures of beings. An awareness (buddhi) having a mixed form of awareness with re-
gard to these [things| is merely an error. And this (ifi) [has also been explainedl:453
“But the different referents of words (padartha), indirectly being reasons for a concept,
generate this [awareness| because of [their] own nature.” But this discrimination (vi-
veka) of the own nature causing non-that [i.e., different effects], [is] called their [the
referents’ | nondifferent difference, because [it is] the cause for some [thing| which is
the same, [i.e., the same]| cognition etc. Even though it[, an effect like cognition etc.,]
also [is] differentiated according to the thing (pratidravya), [it] appears (\/ khya) as non-
different, being (bhavart) by [its| nature the reason for the same judgement which covers
(°avaskandin) [different things| with non-difference. Because of being the reason for
an object like cognition etc., [which a)] [is] the reason for the judgement of being like
this [thing, and b)] is qualified by an appearance of a nondifference, things too generate
by [their] own nature a single (eka) cognition [which has| a mixed form (akara)|, and

dhir na bhinnesv iti cen matam.

449 Karnakagomin says that “nanu’ here introduces the Siddhantavadin’s, i.e., Dharmakirti’s statement
(nanvityadi siddhantavadi, PVSVT 223.14).

49 Also cf. the translation and discussion of this and the next verse in Dunne 2004: 120-126.

HICf. also the translation of this verse and the following commentary up to PVSV| 57.7 in Steinkellner
1971): 190, fn. 46.

$2Acc. to Gnoli 1960b: 190, note to p- 56,1. 18 and PVSVT] 227.26-27, this refers to PV 1/ 40. Dunne
2004: 122, fn. 111: “a likely candidate is PVI.68—75 and PVSV ad cit.”.

43PVSVT 228.7-8 cakaro niveditam ity asyanukarsandarthah. etad api tatraiva prastave niveditam.
(The conjunction “ca’” has the purpose of pulling over this [phrase]: “it was explained”. This too was
explained in the same passage/, i.e., PV 1/40].)
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A. Dharmakirti on apoha

has| the difference [of the thing’s| own nature as [its] real referent. This has often been
said.** Therefore the non-difference of entites is only that [they]| have the same effect.

And this[, that they have the same effect,] is the separation (vislesa) from
[things having] other (atar) effects // PV 1/ 110a//.

alone
because of the non-observation and negation // PV 1| 110c //

of a real thing
other than that [particular]|, [which would] persist [in different particulars]
//PV 1110b//

[PVSV 57.13] “For there is no observable [thing| not appearing separately [from
the particulars].” This has been said,* or [also]: “If [it] exists, how [could it,] having
no basis anywhere|, be| the reason for a cognition?”, and [also this was said]: “And
because [its| negation is performed (vidhana) it is impossible to conceive of it.”

Therefore it is correct that

convention (samketa) // PV 1| 110d’ //
also
has a knowledge of that [difference] as [its| purpose // PV 1 110d” //

alone. Also the convention which is made should shine forth (\/s’ubh) only for the
[sake of the] cognition of that which is this mutual discrimination of things, since [con-
vention] serves [successful] activity by [means of]| a discrimination of [that] causing
non-that. If there were no convention with the purpose of a cognition of that [differ-
ence|, one would not be acting by [means of] an avoidance of others, because, even
at the time that there is everyday activity [directed at] this [thing differentiated from
others],*® there is no contact to it [anymore]|. For [then] a discrimination of these [that
have the same effect| from those [different effects] is not indicated by a word.*’

PV 1 113cd-123

| If the object “tree” is grasped through the exclusion from non-trees, both
have a basis in each other. So, if one [of them| is not grasped, both are
not grasped. Convention is impossible because of that. | So some (kecit)

434Gnoli [1960b: 190, to p. 57,1.6: ““see f. ex. the words tam tu bhedinah padarthah, etc. (above p. 56,
1. 19-20) and stanzas 73-74.”

435 Acc. Gnoli [1960b: 190, note to p. 57, 1. 13: “[...] see the stanzas 71-75.” Cf. Dunne 2004: 341-352
for a translation of these verses and Dharmakirti’s autocommentary.

$6Cf. PVSVT 230.16: tasyanyavyavritasya svabhavasya ....

4571 think the argument here is that if a verbal convention were to be made for something real, then
that thing would not exist anymore when that convention is used. And the reason is that words would not
indicate a difference (viveka) of things, as they do in the apoha-theory.

PVSVT 230.18-21 explains: etad uktam bhavati. yada vidhiriipenanyavyavrto ’rtho visayikrtas ta-
danyavyavacchedah pratiyeta. etad evaha — na hityadi. viveka iti viviktah svabhavah, tesam tatkari-
nam, tebhya ity atatkaryebhyah. yadi hi tasya viviktasya svabhavasya pratitaye sanketah krtah syad
evam vyavahare 'pi §abdena codyeta. tatha canyapariharena pravarteteti sanketo ’pi tadvidarthika eva
yuktah. ([By this] the [following] is said: When an object differentiated from others is made an object
[of conceptual cognition] in a positive form, then [its] separation from another would be cognized. Ex-
actly this [Dharmakirti| said: “For not” etc. Discrimination, i.e., a discriminated nature of these, i.e.,
which have that effect, from those, meaning those with different effects. For if a convention were made
in order to cognize this discriminated nature [itself], it would be indicated by words in the same way
also in everyday activity. And in this way a convention also, as (if7) [it] should apply [to an object] only
through avoiding what is other, has only knowledge of this [separation] as its object.)
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say.*8 // PV 1 113cd-114 //

[PVSYV 58.22] | If the difference from non-trees [is] tree, [then,]| because this [tree]
can not be grasped in this way without grasping non-tree, [and| because also non-tree,
which is has the form of a distinction from that [tree], is not known by [someone who|
does not know tree, convention is not possible for an object that has not arisen in aware-
ness. | So some [say].

For these [people], are non-trees distinguished in convention or not? // PV,
1) 115ab’ //

[PVSV 59.2] For those [persons]|, who, assuming a commonness as a single real
thing, so question (Veud) the mutual basis when convention [is made] through distinc-
tion (vyavaccheda) from others, [for them|, when a convention is made for this [real
commonness] too, [are] non-trees distinguished or not?

If [non-trees are| distinguished, how [are they| known without (rze) first
grasping tree? // PV 1 115b”cd //

[PVSYV, 59.7] For then*® a cognizer (pratipattr) does not know tree, nor non-tree,
because [the cognizer| approaches intent on [learning about] this [convention]| only in
order to know that[, what a tree and a non-tree is]. How does this unknowing [person]|
understand the distinction from non-tree when a convention [is made|? And if [that
distinction is| not understood, [then|—Dbecause of a word [which is| based on [what is]
other than that which is not avoided—

those engaging in everyday activity would, if [there were]| no negating [of
nontree at the time a| convention [is made], not act avoiding that [non-tree],
as [they would not act avoiding] a particular kind (bheda) of tree. // PV
1116//

[PVSV 59.13] Activity because of a word which, at the time a convention [is made],
is based [on something] without a distinction from that which is different (para), is
not possible as avoiding that [which was not distinguished] at [the time of| everyday
activity, as a particular kind [of tree]|, such as S’ims’apd etc. [is acted towards because
of the word tree|. Or also [this| may be [objected]:

| Affirming [is] not negating another. Pointing out one [thing]*** stand-

ing infront [of one], an agreement is made: “This is a tree.” This [same
thing] is acted towards also at [the time of]| everyday activity. Therefore
this error [of mutual dependency]| doesn’t exist [for this position]. // PV,
1] 117-118ab’ //

[PVSV 59.18] Indeed, by someone [adhering to the| teaching that commonness is
an existing real thing nothing is affirmed through the distinction of something. Rather,
clearly seeing a single real thing positioned in front [of one|, the convention is made:

48Py SVT 233.20-28 cites both Uddyotakara (NV] 314.5-7) and Kumarila (SV Ay 83-85ab, cf.
kion B.7 on page 185] for a trl. of SV Av 83-84) as maintaining that other-exclusion as a word referent
leads into a circular dependency between A (e.g., a cow) and non-A (e.g., a non-cow).

49 Acc. to PVSVT 234: tadeti samketakdle pratipatta, yasmai samketah kriyate. (Then, i.c., at the
time of a convention, a cognizer, i.e., for whose sake a convention is made.)

460pVSVT 236.18 ekam iti samanyam. (One[, i.e.,| commonness.)
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A. Dharmakirti on apoha

“This is a tree.” This object, exactly as observed at the time when the convention [is
made], or that connected to it,*®! is cognized also in everyday activity. [PVSV 60.1]
So [there is]| no similar [unwanted| consequencel, i.e., that tree and non-tree are inter-
dependent]. | [Answer:| There is no dissimilar consequence. For also here[, when a
convention is made for a real thing, by saying]

¢

“This also [is] a tree”, “only this [is a tree|”. So the [unwanted]| conse-
quence is not averted. // PV 1 118b”cd //

Also someone saying “This is a tree.”, [whilst] pointing out a single [thing] does not
go beyond these two options: “That also [is a tree].”, [or] “That only [is a tree].” And
for both of these there is precisely this error. | [Opponent:| [There is] no error, because
a cognition of what is opposite to that seen is easy. For, in someone seeing some single
[thing] [and| experiencing an awareness that has a form distinct from that [thing], an
ascertainment of difference, which distinguishes these [things], arises according to the
experience ““[this is| other than that.” For, someone who has been taught “Only this is
a tree.” whilst being shown [a tree| cognizes all by himself exactly this non-tree just
where he does not see this [tree]. This is not possible for someone teaching exclusion,
because a form observed in one [instance]| does not continue in some [other instance].*%?
When there is a cognition [of tree and non-tree| through observation, there would not
be a cognition in this way even for another particular. | [Answer:| Thus then also here
there is this same [error], due to this [reason]:

For, based (sthita) on a single cognition called a single judgment, the cog-
nizer (prapattr) himself divides the referents which are reasons for this
[cognition| and for another (atad) [cognition]. // PV 1,119 //

[PVSV 60.16] As this has been made known earlier,*®®> some such entities, even
though different as to [their| original form (prakrti), produce a single effect, like a cog-
nition etc., [but] not others. These this [cognizer| cognizes there|, at the time a conven-
tion is made], all by himself distinguishing reasons for that [same effect] and reasons
not for that [same effect].

[The learner of a convention| should cognize the entities present in his***

awareness of them—(which| appear as a cognition’s cause, [which]| lack
the form of not [being that| cause, [and so are] as if of the same form—as
different [from those which do not cause that cognition].**> So an expres-
sion is bound to a difference. A cognition, making this [difference| known

4611 e, the particular which is connected to a universal, cf. PVSVT| 236.22-23: tatsambandhinam veti
samanyasambandhinam asrayam. (Or that connected to it, i.e., the basis which has a connection to a
commonness.)

462 According to PVSVY 294b1 ananvayat should be understood as giving the reason for the previous
sentence, that this is not possible for someone adhering to an exclusion theory: rnam par gcod pa smra
ba la ni ’di mi srid de, gcig na mthon ba’i no bo ni gan la yan rjes su 'gro ba med pa’i phyir ro.
mthon bar rtogs na ni gsal ba gZan pa yan de ltar rtogs par mi ’gyur ro Ze na. This is also reflected in
PVSVT, 237.22-29 (the opponent is speaking): anyapohavadino ’py evam iti cet. aha — nedam ityadi.
ekatra samketakale drstasyasadharanasya riapasya kvacid vyaktyantare 'nanvayad ananugamat.

463pV 1 7374 acc. to Gnoli 1960b: 190, note to p. 60, 1. 13 (sic!), cf. Dunne 2004: 344—345 for a
translation. Also see PVSV, 25.15-23.

464tasya is not part of the verse.
465Cf. PVSVT 239.23: ...atatkaribhyo bhedena ...
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because of this [expression|, beholds [this difference] as if it were the same
real thing due to an error. // PV 1 120-1 //

[PVSV] 60.23] Since*® these [things] are experienced only according to [their| na-
ture (prakrti) [there is| continuity (anvaya) of such a concept’s causes. Therefore a
learner*®’ cognizes [those things which|

1. occur in the mind of someone seeing this [same effect amongst the things],

2. are determined as being a cause for this cognition and as excluding what is other

than this [cause for this cognition] even though they are really not like [this],
[and]

3. have a difference of external and internal [form| that is not distinguished,*®8
[this learner now| who is based on conceptual cognition after having been shown in
accordance with [this] cognition [just described| those [things| appearing as the same
in his own and the other’s concepts, [this person| will cognize as different the reasons for
this [conceptual]| cognition. [PVSV| 61.1] Therefore [the learner| binds an expression
to the difference [of these things| from those [things which are| not reasons for that[,
i.e., what is not a reason for the conceptual cognition of tree|. [It is] only in virtue of
an error [that]| a conceptual awareness, understanding this [difference| because of that
[expression], appears as if (iva) grasping one single real thing[, i.e., a commonness]|.
Further, no [such] single thing is observable there [amongst the particulars]|, because
of seeing and not-seeing*® which [he], even though seeing [things] as different, could
make a distinction between tree and non-tree, because [he| does not grasp it [the single
real thing, e.g., treeness, | separately from the appearances of branch etc. like [he grasps|
a stick where [there is]| a stick-bearer. Also, because [such a single thing]| which is not
grasped as separate (pravibhaga) from others (apara) is not noticed (anupalaksana),
[as] also because a form (akrti) seen in one [thing]| can not be seen in another,*’® only
a single particular would be a tree, given that [that| having that [form| and [that] not
having that [form] are[, respectively,| a tree and not a tree.

PVSV 76.5-77.11

[PVSV 76.25] What’s more, some [person| imagining a commonness as an object dif-
ferent [from a particular|*’! will imagine [it] either as being in (gata) its own basis alone,
or as being in everything, as [in the case of] ether etc. If, amongst these [options], [it is
imagined] as being in its own basis alone, [then], if pot etc. comes into being in places
that are free from potness etc., how is a commonness, which occurs in material things
in different places, possible where these [are|? For this [commonness]|

466The following passage is translated and discussed in McCrea and Patil 2006: 312 ff.

OTPVSVT 241.7: yasmai samketah kriyate sa pratipatta. (For whose sake a convention is made, that
is a learner.)

468Meaning the learner does not differentiate between what is internal and external to his cognition,
the form of awareness and the real thing.

“9Emend darsanadarsanabhyam PV 1 61.3-4 to darSanadar§anabhyam, supported by
PVSVT 242.14.

470 According to PVSVT| 242.22 f., this is an argument against an anarthantarasamanyavadin. Cf. also
the reference to an akrtisamanyavadin in PVSV, 55.21 (cf. PVSVT 223.20-25).

4T1PYVSVT| 301-302 refers to discussions found with Kumarila (SV Ay 25-29a and SV Vv 30 and
32, with variations) and Uddyotakara (N'V| 302.21-303.13, approximately, I could not find the last few
sentences (following nilapratyayas, PVSVT 301.21) in the NV).
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does not go // PV 1 152a’ //

from an earlier material thing into a material thing wanting to arise, because inac-
tivity [of the commonness] is admitted to [by you|. For an entity occurring in another
material thing, which does not move from this [and] which does not pervade the inter-
mediate space between the two, can not be connected with an entity having a different
place. This [entity], at an earlier [time],

was not there, [but] is there later // PV 1 152a”b’ //

and it has not arisen there, nor come from anywhere. So who is capable of shoul-
dering (ud-\vah) this burden of obstacles, except because of stupidity (jadya)?

PVSYV) 82.4-25

[PVSV 82.4-25] | How then, when there is no undifferentiated real thing|, i.e., no uni-
versal|, is there now an occurrence of a cognition and word which conform [to many
things|? | [In the same way]| as for cook etc.*’? | But this is considered: How [can cogni-
tion and word apply]| to these also? | [But] this was considered, how (yatha) [a universal]
is not possible for these.*’* | So then would these two[, word and cognition, | be without
a cause? | [The two are| not without cause, but rather, they do not have a cause that is
an external reality. The generation of a concept is due to an awakening—according to
lits] self*’*—of mnemonic imprints. From this, words [follow|. Further, that the basis
of a concept and a designation is not the existence of a real thing was explained often,*’>
because, even though there is an observation of mutually different [real things], these
two[, cognitions and words,| are observed to conform [to these different things| by an
association (samavesa) of contradictory forms in virtue of the mnemonic imprints from
a convention [set for a thing|. But amongst these [things] there is no own nature at all
that has a binding to this[, word and cognition|, because an association of two [things],
contradictory to each other, in one [thing] at the same time is not possible. | Then [a
word and a cognition| would be without any restriction (aniyama). For an existing
[thing] that has no cause is not capable of restriction, since [it can be said at will:] “[It]
exists somewhere, [it] doesn’t exist somewhere.” | Truly, that [word and cognition]| is
not without a cause, because the specific quality of a mnemonic imprint is a cause. But
an external [thing] that exists in such a way|, i.e., as a cause for the same cognition,] is
not observable. This is what we say. Nor must [a conceptual cognition| not be, when
this [external cause] does not exist,*’® because such a concept is generated when [there

412pVSVT 317.30-318.10 yatha pacakadisu pacakatvadisamanyan nasti, tathd prasadhitam. atha ca
tatra pravartete anvayinau jiianasabdau. tathanyatrapy antarena samanyan tau bhavisyatah. (Corrrect
bhivasyatah in PVSVT 318.10 to bhavisyatah acc. to PVSVTy,{ 117al. Trl.: As for a cook etc. there is
no commonness cookness etc., as is well established. But still (atha ca), conforming words and concepts
apply to this cook etc., so also for another [thing] they will exist without a universal.)

413 Whether the universal cookness qualifies cooks was discussed following PV 1| 63 and again in
PVSV,80.18-81.23 (cf. the translation of these verses from the Tibetan and their explanation in Frauwall-
ner [1933: 79 ft.).

4741 e., every conceptual cognition is due to the awakening of specific (its own, or its proper) mnemonic
imprints.

415Cf., e.g., PVSV 35.2-9 ( kection A.1 on page 157).

476 Additions acc. to PVSVT 319.14-15: na casati tasminn anvayini bahye nimitte vikalpena na bha-
vitavyam bhavitavyam eva. (Nor, when this does not exist, i.e., the continous external cause [of a cog-
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are| inexistent objects, grasped by sleepers and [persons suffering from| timira, and
when there are specific forms that are superimposed [due to] mnemonic impressions of
an agreement. And it is not [the case that] all forms of awareness [occur| for everything
because these [concepts]| are generated for inexistent [objects], since those which are
perceived in such a way|, i.e., separately,| are [also| conceptualized entirely separate.
And about this something was said*’” by us: even by the nature [of things there are]
certain causes for the same cognition, because of a difference in [these things’] own
nature. Moreover,

by which contact a genus spreads out into something when [there is] the
same difference of things, but not into another, that [contact] alone should
be the basis of both words and cognitions. / PV 1,162 //

[PVSV 82.25] This is an intermediate verse.

nition|, must a conceptual cognition [not exist][, i.e.,] it really must exist.) For this construction of the
3rd case (instrumental) with bhavitavyam cf. Bothlingk and R. Roth [1868: 224 f.

477 According to Gnoli [1960b: 191, this refers to PV 1 73. This is also said in PVSVT 319.28-29.
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A. Dharmakirti on apoha

A.2 PVSVT 114.9-21 ad PVSV 41

Because of this*’®, that which was said by Kumarila[, i.e.|:*"

480 a5 described on

| “But there is no word which performs other-exclusion,
your position. Mere negation is simply not understood*! in this appear-

ance.

2% ¢

Rather, from words, such as “cow,” “gayal” (gavaya), “elephant,” [or]
“tree,” a verbal awareness (mati) turns up through a determination having
an affirmative form.

Therefore, only for those words, to which the [negating particle| narn is
joined, shall there be an element of negation of another. For others|, i.e.,
words that are not negated,| only**? the own self [of this word] is under-
stood.”,

| establishes only what is [already] established [for us], because it is assumed [by
us| that the referent of a word has an affirmative form.*33

| How then is the Buddhist opinion different from the opinion of others? Or, why is
the object of word and [logical| mark called exclusion?

| Now, there is a big difference between [these two opinions], because conceptual
cognition, which is postulated by the others as being [something that| has a real thing
as [its| object, is postulated by the Buddhists as being [something that| has an imag-
ined [thing] as its object. And*** the imagined form (@kara), because of being based
on exclusion, is called exclusion, or [one states this fact with the words] “| Another] is
excluded by this.” But the mere negation of another, which is implicitly (arthat) re-
ferred to [in the previous statement], is called [exclusion] since [one says]| “[the act of]
excluding [is] exclusion.” But the particular is called exclusion since [one says] “In this
[particular the other] is excluded.”

478The reference is to PV 1 126, which Karnakagomin has just quoted.

479 As pointed out by Akamatsu (1983: 159—164, n. 4), the first two of the following three verses are
not found in the SV, and might therefore be from Kumarila’s lost Brhattika. The last verse corresponds
to SV Ay 164.

40Cf, PV 3 164 (trl. on the next page) and the references to Dignaga given there.

“81The words have been awkwardly separated here, read pratibhdse 'vagamyate instead of pratibha-
seva gamyate in PVSVT 114.11.

482Read svatmaivanyatra acc. to PVSVT,,{ 44b2 against svatmevanyatra in PVSVT 114.15.

43Cf. the argument in PVSVT 113.6-7.

484For the rest of this paragraph, cf. the material in PV Tg,.
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A.3 Material from PV 3

The most detailed modern study of the PV as a whole was carried out in Japanese by
Tosaki (1979-1985). Even though I do not read (or speak) Japanese, Masamichi Sakai
was so kind as to discuss with me the main differences he found between Tosaki’s and
my interpretations.

PV 3 147

Even*®

if [there is] a continous (avayavin) cognition, it [is a cognition
possessing| the manifestation (avabhdasi) of a word [and] a particular. [But
the universal| cowness is indeed declared [to be]| free of the form (akara)

of a colour (varna), a shape (akrti), [and] a letter (aksara).**® // PV 3 147 //

PV 3161-173

Objects,”®” even though |[there is] a difference [between them], are causes
for a similar (tadrs) cognition only due to their nature [of being| a real
thing. This (faf) [similar| cognition, which [occurs]| for some [objects],
cognizes these [objects] as suchl, as being the same]. // PV 3 161 //

Cognitions too, [even though there is a] difference [between them],*® [are
acause| for a judgement of a non-difference. So a continuity of a separation
(vislesa) from what does not have that effect, but not of a single real thing,
exists for real things.*® Therefore a sound complex,*” referring to this
[separation, applies] to a real thing. // PV 3 162—163ab //

Even though there is no reference (nistha) to a distinction of a capacity of
external [things], a sound complex for this [distinction] is bound to [those]
reflections in conceptual cognitions [which| have a reference to that [dis-
tinction|. Therefore, because of referring to an exclusion from others, a

#85For Manorathanandin’s commentary on this verse, cf. pection A.4 on page 17(.

486 A5 explained in pection 4.1 on page 84, Ratnakirti’s understanding of the compound varnakrtya-
ksarakarasunyam differs. Cf. the translation of .

“87The section PV 3 163cd—173 is titled anyapohacinta (“A Consideration of Other-Exclusion”) by
Sankrtyayana (cf. Sankrtyayana 1938-1940: iv), and Miyasaka 1971-1972: 62 probably adopted this
title. But it seems easier to understand the question of “continuity” (a word can repeatedly refer to similar
objects) and the relation between word, its object, and the real thing starting in PV 3 163cd as following
from the context of PV 3 161-163ab.

The translation presented here depends strongly on Manorathanandin’s commentary
(PVV 166.16-170.26, trl. lsection A.4 on page 17d). Tosaki 1979: 263-272 lets the section start
at PV 3 163ab (but notes, as Masamichi Sakai explained to me, that it can be understood to start
with PV 3 161 in Tosaki [1979: 262, fn. 141) and Dreyfus 1997: 225-232 translates and discusses PV,
3 163cd-170, adding plenty of information about Tibetan interpretations of these verses.

“88This interpretation follows that in Tosaki 1979: 259 f. as explained to me by Masamichi Sakai.
489Tosaki does not, as Masamichi Sakai told me, construe vastiinam vidyate with anvayah as I do (and
as [ think PVV sees it, cf. lsection A.4 on page 17d), but with a supplied anyapohah. Probably this is due

to the fact that acc. to Tosaki a new section starts before PV 3 163ab.
4

O§ruti could simply be a synonym for Sabda (“word”) as indeed Tosaki 1979 understands it here. I
have chosen to translate it as sound complex nevertheless, since it seems to me that Dharmakirti might
have in mind not only words, but also parts of words like suffixes etc.
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sound complex was called “making an exclusion from others” [by Dig-
nagal.*! // [PV 3 163cd-164] //

Which reflection**? of an object appears in a cognition [arising]| because
of a word, as if separate [from a cognition], that also [is] not the nature of
[that] object. This error arises from impressions. // [PV 3 165] //

[Objection: |*** | If this [reflection] is designated by sound complexes, which
part is understood regarding the object? And if that [part] is not under-
stood, making a convention would be meaningless [as it] has that pur-
pose.** // [PV 3 166] //

[Answer:] | To this [question:] “Which part of an object does a word
express?”’, exclusion from others is said [in answer|. But this form does
not exist in the object. How [should a word| expressing that [form| partake
of the object? // [PV 3 167] //

A continuous word’s interest (karya) is in a continuous object. But this
[form of awareness is| discontinuous, because of [its| non-difference from
thought, and [it is| formed by the repetition of [a thing’s| observation. // [PV
3168]//

Further, because of understanding that differentiated from others by means
(gatya) of a superimposition of that form, there is no contradiction if [there
is] this formulation: “That object alone (eva)|, the form of awareness,| is
the object of a word.” // [PV 3 169] //

Or, apprehensions, which are formed by words, have an erroneous appear-
ance. And since [these apprehensions]| accord to this part of an object, a
sound complex [is called] performing exclusion. // [PV 3 170] //

Therefore, even at the time [of forming| a convention, exclusion from oth-
ers—which has been connected with an object pointed out [that] results in
one’s own cognition [of that exclusion]**>—is connected*® to the sound
complex. // [PV 3 171] //

Y1Cf. PSV 5 11d, and see the corresponding passages in Pind 2009: 85, and notes and the references
to [I'Sy. According to Pind 2009: 183 f., n. 182 this phrase is part of the last verse in the first part of Dig-
naga’s exposition of the apoha theory, where all alternatives are shown to be untenable, and anyapohakrt
remains as the only alternative.

4921 understand pratibimbaka here as a noun (equal to pratibimba), which is also how it is understood
in Tosaki [1979. If it is taken as a bahuvrihi, one could understand “as if separate and as if reflecting an
object.” This has some support in the PVV, cf. lsection A.4 on page 171|.

493 Acc. to the interpretation in Dreyfus 1997: 228229, this verse is Dharmakirti’s answer to a Bud-
dhist’s objection. I follow the interpretation in the PVV and the explicit identification of the piirvapaksa
and uttarapaksa in [Vibha 168, nn. 4 and 6 (cf. lsection A.4 on page 171 and lsection A.4 on page 172!),
according to which PV 3 166 is spoken from an opponent’s point of view. One text-immanent argument
for this is that the question introducing PV 3 167 (Sabdo ’rthamsam kam aheti) seems to make more
sense this way, since it can be understood as taking up the central concern of the objection.

494Cf. PV 1 110d, referred to in Tosaki 1979: 266, fn. 151 (cf. trl. on page ), where Dharmakirti
says that the purpose of convention is to make exclusion known, which is understood as a part of an
object (e.g., a thing’s difference from all non-red things, its difference from all non-chair things etc.).

4931 .e., an object (e.g., a red apple) is pointed out to a person who is learning a convention (e.g., “red”),
and this object causes that person’s own cognition of the relevant object’s exclusion from others (“is red”,
or different from all non-red things).

491 would actually prefer the causative sambandhyate (is caused to be connected) found in PVy 3 171
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Because [a convention| depends on a non-observation [of a word]*7 for

another [thing], [and] because it depends on an observation of this [word]
for some [thing], exclusion is bound to a sound complex. This [double
dependency] is not possible in [the case of] a real thing. // [PV 3 172] //

Therefore class etc., [and]| a connection to these, are not in an object, and a
sound complex is [therefore] not bound to these, because words indeed**®
are joined to differentiation from others. // [PV 3 173] //

PV 3 183ab

Words designate a commonness, and a conceptual construction has the
same referent [as words]. // PV 3 183ab //

PV 3 233-235

Even if |a universal such as| whiteness etc. exists, this, [which is] such
an object of the sense-faculties, is not designated by words, because of the
difference of the form [appearing in| the two cognitions|, a perception and
a conceptual awareness|. // PV 3 233 //

If [this is said:] | “Even though awareness [events all] have the same ob-
ject, this [difference does exist], since there is a different basis [for these
awareness events|.”, | then cognitions (citta) [based on| hearing etc. have
different objects. So why [is] that [the case|? // PV 3234 //

The basis of thoughts (cetas) is truly different [in each case]. [So] why
does a completely unique real thing (vastu) have a nature that appears with
different forms of awareness (akara)? // PV 3235 //

PV 3 407ab

[That an object is| manifest [or] non-manifest [to awareness| can not be
due to a difference such as distant, near, etc. // PV 3 407ab //

to sambadhyate (is connected) here. On the one hand, it is uncommon that the seventh, locative, case
“Srutau” is construed with sambadhyate (which typically construes with the third, instrumental, case),
but it is typical for the causative form (cf. Bothlingk and R. Roth [1868: 13—14). On the other hand,
understanding a causative would mean that in setting a convention the learner is caused to connect a
difference that an object has with a word, which reflects the situation of setting a convention as described
by Dharmakirti quite well (cf., e.g., PV 1 120-121 and PVSV, trl. on page ). But since PV 3 172
contains the same phrase without any variants, it seems more likely that sambadhyate is actually the
correct form, and I have followed this in my translation.

497This addition follows Tosaki 1979 (explained to me by Masamichi Sakai). In a convention, a word
is bound to some things, but not to others.

4%Note that PVV] 170.26 reads anyavyavrttav eva, resulting in “because words are joined only to
differentiation from others.” This is also how Tosaki 1979 understands this passage.
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A. Dharmakirti on apoha

A.4 Material from the PVV

PVV 161.9-18 ad PV 3 147

[Objection:]| | If universals do not exist, then how [can there be| a continuous (anvayin)
cognition for completely differentiated particulars? | So [Dharmakirti]| said: Also [that]
continuous cognition,*”® which arises, that also (ca) is cognized as having that|, i.e.,
having| an appearance |or| form of a word (Sabda) such as “cow” etc., and [the appear-
ance| of a particular thing with a specific colour (varna) [and| shape (samsthana); [but
it is] not [cognized] as having an appearance of a genus (jati).

[Objection:| | What then, is [there| no [cognition] at all having an appearance of a
universal? | So [Dharmakairti| says: For cowness is explained by the Samanyavadins to
be empty (Sitnya) of the form, cognized as such, of these|, i.e., of the form of]| colour|,
i.e.,| blue etc., shapel, i.e.,] figure, letter|, i.e.,| the word “cow.” Therefore, that which,
having colour, shape, etc., appears in a continuous cognition is not a universal.

PVV 166.20-170.26 ad PV 3 161-173
PVV 166.20-167.3 ad PV 3 161

[Objection:] | If a universal is not differentiated from the particulars (vyakti),>® then
how [can] an apprehension [be| continuous (anugamin) [for various particulars|? | So
[Dharmakirti| said: Some objects, even though there is a difference between them, are
the cause for a similar, continuous, cognition|, i.e., a cognition| that has the differen-
tiation from that not having that effect as its object, only due to their nature [of being]
a real thing|, i.e.,| only due to [their]| basic nature (prakrti).

A cognition, which accords to some objects, cognizes these, i.e., the objects which
are without differences, as such, as being the same. But there is no cognition as such in
virtue of a single universal.>"!

PVV 167.4-167.13 ad PV 3 162-163ab

[Objection:| | May it be that also cognitions are differentiated according to [each| par-
ticular. How [then can] a cognition [be| continuous [with regard to these particulars|?
| So [Dharmakirti| said:

Cognitions too, [even though there is| a difference between them, are, in the same
way|, i.e.,| like the objects, due to their nature [of being] a real thing,’** a cause for a
judgement of a non-difference. Therefore, cognitions also are called continuous appre-
hensions due to having as their object the same judgement of this [difference]. So, i.e.,
in this way, a continuity of a separation|, i.e.,| of a distinction of an object from that
not having that effect amongst the different things exists. But a continuity of a single
real thing|, i.e.,| of a universal [does not exist for real things],’® [i.e.,| for individuals

4Note that PVV, (as well as PVV,,| 31a5) reads yad apy (“Also which”) instead of the yady apy
(“Even if”’) accepted in PV 3 147.

S00Which would result in there being as many universals as there are particulars.

S'Emend samanyam balat in PVV| 167.3 to samanyabalat acc. to PVVy{ 32a7, as suggested by
Sankrtyayana.

S02Read vastudharmatayd acc. PVV,,| 32a7 against vastudharmitayd acc. to PVV| 167.7.

S8Vibhi 167, n. 1 glosses “for real things” as: “Amongst the real things.”
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(visesa), because that [universal] is refuted by non-perception|, a valid means of cogni-
tion]. Therefore a sound complex, referring to this|, i.e.,| which has [that] distinction
as its object, applies to a real thing.

PVYV 167.16-168.3 ad PV 3 163cd-164

PVV| 167.16-20 [Objection:| | Now, the differentiation from [that having]| a different
(atat) effect is the own nature of real things. Therefore, given that the object [of a word]
is distinction, only the real thing would be the object of a word.’™ | So [Dharmakirti]
said:>® a distinction of the capacity, such as not having that effect etc., of an exter-
nal real thing; a reference to this[, i.e.,| the state of having [that] as an object; even
though that does not exist, a sound complex for this[, i.e.,| a sound complex designat-
ing this distinction,’® is bound at the time a convention®” [is made] to the reflections
of conceptual cognitionsmg[, i.e.,] to forms of awareness, which have a reference to
these|, i.e.,] which have a constancy (vyavasthiti) for everyday activity concerning those
[things]| due to the fact that a classification (vyavastha) |of these things]| has an object
since the differentiation of these [things from that not having that effect] is real.

Therefore, because reflections of conceptual cognitions are the object of everyday
activity due to being of the nature of the external [thing]’® which is differentiated],
that is to say,| because of referring to an exclusion from others|, i.e.,| because of
[this] cause, a sound complex was called ‘“making an exclusion from others.” [l.e.,]
because of the generation of a conceptual cognition through a form that is differentiated
from others, and because of the application®'” to those [real things| differentiated from
others, a sound complex is called “making an exclusion from others.”

PVV 168.4-10 ad PV 3 165

[PVV 168.4] [Someone objects|: | Now, that to be grasped in a verbal cognition is
recognized only as an external [thing], not as being the image in cognition. | So [Dhar-
makirti| said: What appears in a cognition arising because of a word as reflecting an
object [and] as if separate|, i.e.,| as if differentiated [and]| external, that also [is] not
the nature of [that] object|, i.e.,] does not have the own form of an externally [existing]
object; rather, this error arises from impressions.511

Like the mistake of [thinking] “external [thing]” with regard to the hair etc. that
is seen by someone [suffering from| timira, so [there is| even for the form of concep-

504Vibhi 167, n. 2: This [objection] is considered contradictory with this statement: A word does not
touch a real thing.

3%5The verses of the PV printed in Sankrtyayana [1938—-194( are not actually part of the PVV, cf.
Sankrtyayana 1938-1940: iv. For their translation, cf. lsection A.3 on page 1671.

506Vibhd 167, n. 3: katham iti na vrttena sambandhaniyah [ This statement] is not to be connected with
the mentioned [word] “how.” (L.e., this is not an answer anymore to the question raised in PVV, 167.4.)

S97Vibhi 167, n. 4: Due to the mistake of [thinking] that a particular and an object of conceptual
cognition are one.

5081 take the sixth, genitive, case as possessive here, i.e., reflections of external things that a conceptual
cognition has.

SVibhil 168, n. 1: Because of referring to the distinction of a real thing.
>10ibhil 168, n. 2: Because of identifying a visible [thing] and a concept.
SHVibhi 168, n. 3: The reason [being] the impression [left by] the experience of particulars.
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tual cognition everyday activity [taking that form as] an external [thing] in virtue of
ignorance. That (iti) [is| the meaning.

PVV 168.11-16 ad PV 3 166

PVV|168.11-16 | Then the form of cognition,5 12 which is a real thing, would be what is
to be denoted. [So, explaining the objection,] [Dharmakirti] said [as follows:]>!?

If this form of a cognition is designated by sound complexes, which part is un-
derstood regarding the object, which is differentiated from that not having that effect
[and| not named by a word? None at all. And if that[, i.e.,] an object that is excluded
from that which does not have that effect’'* is not understood, truly making a con-
vention would be meaningless because®'” this [making of a convention| is assumed as
having that purpose|, i.e.,| as having a cognition of an object differentiated from that
not having that [same] effect as a result.

PVV 168.17-24 ad PV 3 167

Then in that way, if a convention is made, even with regard to the exclusion from others,
there would be no activity towards the referents, because this [exclusion from others]
lacks the nature of a referent.’!6

| [Answer:| To this question: “Which part of an object does a word express?”,
exclusion from others|, i.e.,| a differentiation from that not having that effect, which
is possible for all distinctions, is said[, or declared| as that which is to be designated.
Therefore a person who has grasped a convention with regard to other-exclusion, which
has the nature of [being| a part of an object, acts towards that [object], having recog-
nized the object because of an uttered word.”'” This is correct. But’'® which form of
awareness is to be grasped,’! that is not in the object. How should a word, express-
ing that form of awareness, partake of the object[, i.e.,| be qualified by expressing the
external object?

512Vibhil 168, n. 4: The verse introduced (savatara) [here] is an objection.

313 According to Sakyabuddhi, this is the objection of a Buddhist, PVT| 191b4-6: de 7iid kyi phyis
bstan par bZed nas, de lta na yan don gyi rnam pa ’dzin pa Zes bya ba la sogs pas re Zig ran gi sde pa
la brgal Zin brtags pa byed pa yin te, gan dag rnam par rtog pa la snan ba’i nan tshul can gyi rnam
pa dnos su sgra’i brjod par bya ba yin no Zes de ltar Zugs pa’o. don gyi rnam pa Zes 'dzin pa ni don
gyi rnam pa ’dzin pa ste, rnam par rtog pa’i rnam par Ses pa la snan ba’i gzugs briian no. don gyi Zes
bya ba ni phyi rol gyi ran gi mtshan fiid kyi’o. gan gi tshe de las gZan pa las ldog pa Zes bya ba ni dnos
po la gnas pa’i gZan sel ba’i ran gi mtshan fiid kyi bdag fiid can no. Acc. to Dreyfus 1997: 228 f., and
n. 36 on p. 515, also Go rams pa understands this as an objection by a Buddhist.

Sl4perhaps °scittadakérya®, appearing in both PVV | 32b3 and PVV, 168.15, should be emended to
°Scitatadkarya®. The meaning I take to be the same in both cases.

S15Vibhi 168, n. 5: [Asked] “Why?” he says.

S1687ibhdl 168, n. 6: To this the Siddhantin says.

S"Read Sabdad uccaritad artham pratitya (PVVy 32b4) against Sabddad uccaritartham pratitya
(PVV, 168.22).

S18Read yas tu grahyakarah acc. to PVV | 32b4 against yas tatraksarakarah PVV| 169.23.

S19Vibhi 168, n. 7: What was attained (d@ydta) by the repetition of observing an external blue [thing]
etc. is to be known.
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PVYV 169.1-6 ad PV 3 168

PVV 169.1 Moreover: A continuous word’s interest’?’ [is] in a continuous object, |,
i.e., a word’s| purpose has the character of a cognititon [of the same object] at the time
of everyday activity. But this form of awareness is formed from impressions through
the repetition of observing particulars, [and is| not continuous,’! because of [its] non-
difference from thought which is [itself| not continuous.

PVV 169.7-14 ad PV 3 169

[PVV] 169.7] | Now, if the [real] object is not the word’s object, then how can other-
exclusion, even though it is of the nature of a part of that [object], [be] what is to be
designated? | So [Dharmakirti| said: By means of a superimposition of that form|,
i.e.,| of the exclusion which is a part of the object, onto the form of awareness, > [that
is,| through a determination [of exclusion and form of awareness]| as being one, the
object,’?* differentiated from another, is understood; because [of this understanding, |
exclusion, which is a part of the object of a word,*** is called word object. But an
object is not understood from a word because of a universal. If, however, because
of cognizing a form of awareness as being the differentiated object, this very form of
awareness is metaphorically called “word referent” by someone proclaiming that the
form of awareness is the word referent (buddhyakarasabdarthavadin),’® then, if there
is such a formulation, there is no contradiction at all, because there is no assumption
by [Dharmakairti| that a form of awareness, which is not qualified by continuity, is the
word referent.

PVV 169.17-170.3 ad PV 3 170

[PVV 169.16] Or, these erroneously appearing apprehensions that are formed by
words. For [itis] so: first of all a [real] object is not the object of an awareness [that is]
due to a word, because the own form of this [object| does not appear [in that awareness|,
and because for this [object] there is no convention of words. Neither [is] the form of
awareness [the object of a word], even though there is a cognition of this [form|, because
[this form] is not determined as being the object, because it is a particular, and because

S20ibhil 169, n. 1 glosses Sabda as: “Cow, cow.” Probably the point is that the word “cow” can be
used twice with the same meaning, and is so continuous.

21Vibhi| 169, n. 2: yatra buddhau bhasate tato bhinnah jiianavat. (From that awareness, in which
something appears, [the form] is not different, like cognition.) The construction of this short phrase is
not quite clear to me.

>22Vibhil 169, n. 3: vinaropam vyavaharabhdvat yatha samgatis tasya tathaha (Tentatively: Because
there is no everyday activity without imposition, [Dharmakirti] spoke so as if it is applicable to this [form
of awareness].)

323Vibhi 169, n. 4: “a particular [...is understood].”

S2Pperhaps Sabdarthamsapohah should be emended. One possibility is an emendation to Sabddrtha-
nyapohah (“...other-exclusion, which is the word object...”). This is, as Masamichi Sakai informs me,
also how Tosaki [1979-1985 1: 269, fn. 160 translates this passage, albeit without making an emendation
in the text.

325 A similar position is shown to be different from that of an exclusion theorist in [TSP; 352.5 ff.
(cf. lsection B.5 on page 183]), where PV 3 1609 is also quoted. Manorathanandin is here saying that Dhar-
makirti’s explanation is not contradictory to the position that the word referent is the form of awareness,
but qualifies that position as metaphorical usage. This qualification is not made in the TSP.
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there is no convention [with regard to it|. For the form of awareness is not external, nor
is an external [thing] a form of awareness, due to which an appearance as “like>%® would
be a true appearance. In reality, therefore, verbal apprehensions have no appearance of
areal thing.

[Objection:] | In this case then, how is a sound complex called performing an ex-
clusion [that is] a part of the referent?”?’ | So Dharmakirti said: Words, even though
they do not have an appearance of that [object], accord to this, exclusion from others,
[that is to say,| a part of the referent, [meaning they] cause a classification as being
the object of activity (vrtti), because [they] are indirectly connected with it due to being
arrived at by an observation of an [external | object.528 And so [articulate] sound [is
called] performing exclusion.’?’

PVV 170.5-12 ad PV 3171

For the [reason] that, due to a word, [there is] a cognition of that separated from an-
other [thing] at the time of everyday activity, therefore also at the time [of forming] a
convention is the exclusion from others, connected to the sound complex as that to be
designated, [but]| nothing else.

[Objection:| | Now, a convention is made pointing out an object. So how [can it be|
called exclusion? | So [Dharmakirti| said:

Connected with an object that was pointed out|, i.e.,| [an object] that is exclud-
ed from others, [and]| whose result|, i.e.,| purpose, is a cognition of [one’s] own at
the time of everyday activity—[connected with such an object, i.e.,| brought near to
identity [with that object] because of a determination of non-difference [between the
two object’s exclusions], other-exclusion, having the nature (svabhava) of a form of
awareness, is connected to a sound complex, [but| the [external] object itself (eva) [is
not connected to a sound complex].

PVV 170.13-21 ad PV 3 172

For [it is] s0:>*° Because convention depends on [a word] not being observed for an-
other [thing, i.e.,| for a non-tree that is to be distinguished [from tree, and| because [it]
depends on an observation of this [word] for some [thing, i.e.,| for one instance (eka-
desa) of a tree that is not to be distinguished, exclusion is bound to a sound complex.
This is ascertained.

In [the case of]| a real thing|, i.e.,] for an object of convention [such as| a univer-
sal etc., [this] dependence on the observation and non-observation of that to be dis-
tinguished and that not to be distinguished is not possible.’*! If a real thing is to be
cognized in an affirmative way, what use is the dependence on the non-observation in

5261 e., either the external thing would be like the form of awareness, or vice versa.

327Vibhil 169, n. 5: anistam parityajya iste pravartanat Sabdah. (Words [perform exclusion], because
of activity towards that which is desired avoiding that which is not desired.)

328Read paramparayd acc. to PVV | 32b7 against parasparam yd in PVV, 170.2.

329Vibhii 170, n. 1: “Dignaga [said]: Not to these, [but] to the object should they apply.” I was not
able to find out where Dignaga said this.

330Vibhi 170, n. 2: [Manorathanandin] states the error in the case of the application of a word caused
by a commonness [existing] in an affirmative way/, i.e., in the case of a real commonness].

31ibhd 170, n. 3: “For it is so: in the case of a commonness|[, which is a real thing].” (Introducing
the following argument.)
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some other place? But it depends [on this observation]. Therefore, only a distinction
from others is to be cognized. This is understood. If [someone says] that | distinction
from others depends on [such things as| commonness etc., which have the aim of an
apprehension by avoiding a dissimilar instance,”? | then [we say| enough with [this]
commonness. Because only by the distinction from others is everyday activity fully
achieved.

PVV 170.22-26 ad PV 3 173

And for the [reason that]| qualifiers such as genus, quality, movement, etc. do not appear
in a cognition grasping a real thing, therefore genus etc., and a connection to these™*
are not in the object.’> And, therefore, a sound complex is not bound to these, be-
cause words are joined only to a differentiation from others that is established by
cognition.

PVV 189.14-190.9 ad PV 3 233-235

Or may it be that a universal truly is a real entity, nevertheless, this is not an object of
words and concepts. So [Dharmakirti| said: Even if whiteness etc., i.e., a universal, is,
in a property bearer such as a garment etc., this object of the sense faculties, which has
a clear form of whiteness etc., [nevertheless] this[, i.e.,] an object that is the object of a
cognition of the sense-faculties, is not named by words, because there is a difference
[between the two objects]| due to the clarity or vagueness of the form, i.e., the form of
awareness, of these two cognitions, which are generated by the sense faculties [and]
words.

If [this is said]:| “Even though awareness events, which are generated by sense fac-
ulties and words, have the same object|, i.e., even though| they have the same object,>*
[there is] this, a difference of the forms of awareness which has the nature of the differ-
ence of their causel, i.e.,] since there is a different basis [for these awareness events.|”
| Then|, i.e.,] in such a situation, this is explained: cognitions [based on| sense faculties
such as hearing etc. have different objects|, i.e., | have different objects such as sound
(Sabda), shape, smell etc. Why is that|, i.e.,| from [which| means of valid cognition is
this ascertained?

Also, what is not contrived [in this result of your thesis|: “These cognitions, even
though there is no different object for them, have different forms of awareness because
of the difference of the sense faculties that are their basis.”?

Moreover, the basis of cognitions of universals etc.|, i.e., their| cause is truly dif-
ferent|, i.e.,| a sense faculty and a word,. Nevertheless, why does a completely unique
real thing, like a universal etc., have a nature that appears with different forms of
awareness|, i.e.,| appears as clear and unclear|, or, have| a clear and unclear appear-
ance. For a single [form|, appearing with its own form, [and| having a differentiated
appearance is not coherent.

332ibhil 170, n. 4: Grasping an object that is filled with constructions.

53Vibhii: “Connection (sambandha).” He is giving a synonym for yoga, which I have also translated
as connection here.

334¥ibha 170, n. 6: In the object of sense-faculties.

535Manorathanandin glosses artha with visaya, both of which have to be translated as “object” here.
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Appendix B

Santaraksita and Kamalas$ila on apoha

B.1 [TS;2.5-6

[TS5 5-6] This Tattvasamgraha is composed having bowed to the omni-
scient one, who, [being] the best of the teachers [and] not hanging on to
an autonomous teaching,536 taught, due to a wish for what is beneficial for
the world—he had great compassion which had become his nature during
a large number of time-periods—dependant arisal, which ...3%’

[TS; 2] is devoid of additional attributes such as quality, substance, ac-
tivity, genus, inherence etc., [and in which]| the object of a [conceptual ]
cognition and a word [has the nature of]| a superimposed form.

TSP, ad TS; 2

[TSP, 14.15] | Now, substance, quality, movement etc. are real things. Why is it not pp |
[the case] [that] they [arise in dependence on other factors]?33®

| To this [objection Santaraksita] said “quality” etc. “Qualities, substances, move- up |
ments, genus, as well as inherence”, that is a copulative compositum. Through the word
“genus” the (api) twofold universal, the primary (para) and secondary (apara) [one],
is included.’® By the word “etc.” there is an inclusion of those properties of the spe-
cific characteristics occurring in the lowest substances which, separate from a property
bearer, are described by some [as| beginning in such a way as “For all six categories,
is-ness (astitva) is the state of being an object of a valid means of cognition that grasps
[the property] ‘existing’.”*** [These are| both qualities etc. and additional attributes|,
which are the| qualifiers [of qualities, substances, etc.]. This is a modifier compound

3361 e., vedic teachings: TSP4 18.20-21: svatantra Srutih = svatah pramanabhiito vedah, nityam va-
canam iti yavat. (An autonomous teaching, [meaning| the Veda, which is a means of valid cognition by
itself, which is to say, [it is] an eternal statement.)

37TS, 14 are to be construed with TS, 6ab (cf. TSP{ 13.13—14). A full translation of these verses,
along with a general appreciation for their role in the TS, can be found in McClintock 2010: 96 ff. Cf.
also the translation in Jha 1937: 1 ff.

SB8Cf. TSP, 14.13-14: sa punar ayam pratityasamutpddah skandhadhatvayatananam drastavyah,
tesam eva pratityasamutpannatvat. (Moreover, this very dependent arisal is to be observed for the ag-
gregates, the elements, and the sense spheres, because only these have arisen in dependence.)

339Cf. Halbfass 1992: 117.

340Cf, the comments on astitva in Halbfass [1992: 144 f., and 156 ff.
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(visesanasamasa). Empty means void of these. With regard to this, this was said by the
Lord: “Everything everything, o Brahmin, [that means] just as far as the five aggregates
(skandha), the twelve sense spheres (dyatana), the 18 elements (dhatus) [go]!”>*' And
this is a hint at the investigation of the six categories.’*?

[TSP, 14.23] | Now, if there are no additional attributes, then how can dependent
arisal be made an object through both words and concepts? And what is not made an
object through these can not be denoted, nor is there [any| usage of word and concept
without an additional attribute. [So| how did the Bhagavat teach this [dependant arisal
to people]?

| [In answer Sﬁntaraksita] said: Superimposed form etc. Superimposed, [meaning]
imposed as being external; form, [meaning| nature; the object of words and cognition
which [has] that [nature], that is so called|, i.e., aropitakarasabdapratyayagocarah). In
which dependant arisal [there is this| object (gocara)l, i.e.,| the object (visaya) of word
and cognition which has a superimposed form, that is so called|, i.e., aropita...gocarah
pratityasamutpadah|. The word cognition, because of its close connection with the
word “word” [in the compound Sabdapratyaya] is to be understood as [meaning]| the
particular cognition “concept,” which has the nature of an internal expression (avista-
bhilapa), because both [word and conceptual cognition] go together [in the compound]
since they don’t deviate with regard to having the same object. By this the [follow-
ing] is said: Even if additional attributes do not exist, still that conceptual cognition
[which is] attained (a@-Vi) by means of the observation of real things differentiated from
each other, [which is| determined as being of an external form, has the nature of a re-
flection,>* [and] is the referent of a word, [that conceptual cognition| exists here [in
dependent arisal|. For this is not really the object of words because here [in dependent
arisal| all conceptual cognitions have passed. Rather, exactly as a word referent is es-
tablished for people due to beauty (ramaniyata) that is not [further| considered, so also
the Bhagavats, aiming at the reality which is disregarded by them during teaching],
explain [that dependent arisal| by closing their eyes like an elephant [and so]| veiling
[their| insight into it,’** for the introduction [of people] into the highest truth, because
there is no other way [to do this]. Even though being a superimposed form, the word
referent is, because of an indirect connection with the real thing, truly a reason for the
attainment of this [real thing]|. Therefore, in this manner the real thing becomes taught
indeed, because of their|[, the word referents’,| ability [to lead to that real thing]|. Thus
deception (vipralambha) is not possible. With regard to this the Protector said:

For whichever thing is denoted by some name, that [name| does not exist
in that [thing] at all. For that is the nature of things.>*

341 This means everything that exists is contained in these factors.
52These, as Jha [1937: 18 points out, are the topics of the 10th—15th chapter, TS, Dravyapadarthapa-
riksa-Samavayapadarthapariksa.
3Emend to pratibimbatmakam against pratibandhdtmakam found in TSPy 6al, TSP, 12.6,
TSP, 15.6-7 . Cf. rnam par rtog pa’i gzugs briian gyi bdag 7iid TSPY 143a3 (= TSP He 172b6),
as well as the formulation pratibimbatmako ’pohah in IS4 1027.
S44Cf. Kyuma 2005: 80 f., fn. 101 for the background of this metaphor, and see also Dunne 2004;: 410.
S85Cf. Hoornaert 2002: 125 f. and Eckel 2008: 276 f. for other translations and pointers to other
occurrences of this verse. It is quoted again in TSP 339.22-23 ad [T'S; 869, which reads:
yasya yasya hi Sabdasya yo yo visaya ucyate | sa sa samghatate naiva vastinam sa hi
dharmata ||
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And this is a hint at the [16th chapter, the| Sabdarthapariksa.

B.2 TS, 573-574

[TS, 573-574] | These property bearers|, i.e., the categories,| were pro-
claimed to be six. The properties are indeed assumed to be distinct from
them. | If that [is said], what is this relation of this [property]| with these
[property bearers| that is assumed? Connection (samyoga) is not cor-
rect,’*® because it is limited to substances, and there is no other inherence,
and another relation is not accepted by the others.

TSP, ad TS, 573-574

[TSP; 239.24] | There is no [such] error, because that is accepted.’*’ | If so, how [can
it be that] “six categories” are taught? Therefore [Santaraksita] formulated [a piirvapa-
ksa starting with] “These are six.” Only those things that are of the nature of a property
bearer are taught as “six categories”, but those [things] that are of the nature of prop-
erties are assumed to be different [from]| the six categories.548 For a passage in the
Padarthapravesaka states: “In such a ways, this explanation of the property bearers was
given without the properties.”* “What is this” etc. was said in answer. [Relation|
“of this” [means| “of a property such as is-ness and so on;”>*° “with these”|, i.e.,] with
the six categories. What is the relation on account of which this is a property of those
[six categories|? For without a relation, being property and property bearer is not possi-
ble, because of the overreaching consequence. For in such a way there would be every
property for every [property bearer|; for there is no relation at all with these [proper-
ty bearers|. For it is so: [this] relation is[, according to VaiSesika authors,]| twofold,
characterised as connection, and characterised as inherence. Of these, to begin with,
there is no [relation| characterised as connection, because this [connection] is restricted
to substances alone since it is a quality.551 Neither is there [a relation] characterised
as inherence, because that [inherence] is assumed as singular, like being.”> And, if

46Read yukto acc. to TSy 12al instead of yukta. This is also how yukta is emended in Frauwallner’s
copy of Krishnamacharya 1926, and by Hishida 1971 13.

>#The opponent has just explained (TS4 572a-c) that the is-ness (astitva) of the six categories is the
reality in the case of an object of a valid means of cognition that lets a person cognise “existing” about a
thing. (For some remarks on astitva, cf. Halbfass 1992: 143 ff.) Santaraksita’s reply was that this forces
the opponent to assume a seventh category in addition to the standard six. The opponent counters here
that he accepts that there are dharmas separate from the six categories.

>*3In Frauwallner’s copy, the text is emended to satpaddarthavyatirikta instead of the printed satpada-
rtha vyatirikta (in both TSPy and TSP, as well as TSPg 61a10). This emendation (or one to satpadarthe-
bhyo vyatirikta, as in Hishida [1971]: 13,n. 66) is also supported by TSPY Ze 262b6 (=TSPY He 323b5):
tsig gi don drug las ma gtogs pa ’dod pa kho na’o.

>This seems to refer to PDhS 15.20: “evam dharmair vina dharminam udde§ah krtah.” Cf.
Chemparathy [1970 and the notes to Potter [1977: 282 for more information on this text and its author.
The import of uddesa in this passage is discussed in Halbfass 1992: 78 £., 96 ff.

530s-ness, denotability, and cognizability are the three characteristics common to all categories. Cf.
PDhS 16: sannam api padarthanam astitvabhidheyatvajiieyatvani || . See Halbfass 1992: 158 ff. for a
discussion of this sentence, and Halbfass 197(: 143 f. for how it applies to universals.

S51Cf. the explanations in Halbfass [1970: 122 f.

52Cf. PDhS 16.18: “dravyadinam paficanam samavayitvam anekatvam ca.”
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there were a relation of the type inherence with inherence, a second inherence would be
endorsed.”?

B.3 [TS;738

[[TS4 738] For a recurring cognition has an appearance of words and par-
ticulars. But a genus is declared [to be] free of colour, shape, and the form
of letters.

TSP2 ad TSz 738

[TSP; 300.23] Showing also that the thesis is defeated by an inference, [Santaraksita]
said: “Recurring” etc. [With this] the following is said:>** You wish to prove that
repeated apprehensions have a cause different from the individual things etc., which is
really the basis [for these cognitions]|. And this is wrong, because that [cause]| does not
appear, and because colour, shape, etc., [all] different from this [cause], do appear. For
it is so: A universal such as cowness etc. is declared by you to be completely empty of
colour, shape, and the forms of letters, but a cognition that conforms to the appearance
of colour etc. is experienced. So how should the basis of this [cognition| be empty of
colour etc.? For there can not be one (anya) basis for a cognition having another (anya)
form, because of an unwanted consequence [that goes| too far. A [formal] proof: that
cognition, which has an appearance of an object different from some [other object],
never grasps that [other object], as a cognition through a word does not grasp the shape
[of a thing|. And a recurring cognition has an appearance of colour etc., [all of] which
are different from a genus. This [is] due to apprehending that opposed to the pervader.>>
[The phrase| “it has an appearance of words and particulars” [is analyzed:] Word
is the denomination “a cow” etc., particular is what has the nature of colour, shape,
etc.; this appearance of these two belongs to [cognition], so: “it has [that appearance].”
Letters are such as the letter c, the letter o, the letter w, etc.>>®

33 ncidentally, the explanation of SV Pg 148 given in Taber 2005: 109 is remarkably close to this pas-
sage. Since he thinks it is “...better, rather, for the translator to provide his or her own commentary, after
thoroughly studying and digesting the available classical ones ...” (Taber 2005: xiii), these arguments
might actually be related.

354This is a paraphrase of the thesis of Bhavivikta’s inference, given in TS§ 715ab. This thesis is,
as forumlated in [TSP; 294.24-295.9: tatra bhaviviktah praha—gavasvamahisavarahamatangadisu
gavadyabhidhanaprajiianavisesah samayakrtipindadivyatiriktasvariupanuripasamsarginimittantara-
nibandhana ity avaghosana. (To this Bhavivikta said: In the case of cow, horse, buffalo, boar, elephant,
etc., the particular cognitions and names such as cow etc. depend on another cause mixed together with
[and] according to the own nature [of these things, but] separated from convention, shape, material body,
etc.—This is the declaration [of what Bhavivikta wants to prove].) After giving a slightly different sec-
ond interpretation of the phrase samaya®... *nibandhana, TSP 295.19 clarifies: avaghosaneti pratijiia
(Declaration means thesis.). For Bhavivikta, cf. Potter [1977: 281.

535For Bhavivikta, the pervader, which is what he wanted to prove, was the fact that there must be a
cause other than the perceptible qualities of a thing due to which there is the same cognition about different
things of the same class, and that this can only be a genus (cf. [TSP; 295.12-13: yani ca tani nimttantarani
tani gotvadiniti siddham. (And those which are these other causes are cowness etc. That is established.)).
The vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi here consists in showing that in these cognitions something that is not a
genus appears, and that, since cognitions can only be based on what appears in them, they can therefore
not be caused (or have their basis in) a genus.

556Literally: “The letter ga, the letter au, and the visarga”, these spell the word gauh, cow.
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B4 TS,870

[TS4 870] For*> particular, class, the connection to this [class], that having
a class, as [also| a form of awareness do not really assemble>® where the
word referent [is].

TSP2 ad TSZ 870

[TSP, 340.4] If [it is asked:] | Now, which means of valid cognition [is there]| for the pp |
fact that a verbal cognition559 [is] both erroneous and without object? | We have stated up |
the means of valid cognition for this, which is [as follows] (yad ...itJ): Each and every
verbal cognition is erroneous because it occurrs by means of a determination of non-
difference for different [things].>*

For [it is] so: Which cognition is “this” with regard to what is not this, that [cogni-
tion| is erroneous, like the cognition of water where there is a mirage. And this verbal
cognition, which determines non-difference with regard to different referents, is so.
This [is a reasoning based on| the reason of [a thing’s| own nature. And neither does
this [verbal cognition]| have a graspable commonness that has the nature of a real thing,
due to which the reason would not be established; for this [commonness]| has earlier
been refuted at length.’®! Or may a commonness [really] exist, still, given that this
[commoness] is an object different from the differences|, i.e., the different things], the
determination of non-difference with regard to differentiated [things| would be only er-
roneous. For some things similar to something else, [and so]| connected to it, would not
be called having that [other thing, i.e., a commonness]|. [Alternatively,] even if [you
were to say that] a commonness is not an object different [from the particulars], [then]|
the entire universe (visva) would in reality be only one (eka) real thing; so the cognition
of a commonness in this is entirely erroneous. For the cognition of a commonness does

55TThis verse gives the reason for the preceding verse, where it was claimed that whatever a word
refers to is not a real thing (cf. kn. 545 on page 1754).

538 iterally the phrase ghatam ajicati means “it enters a group/collection”. It is translated as sgra
don du | de kho na nyid du mi "thad | (“...is not really correct as the word referent.”) in TSY Ze 33a2
(=[T'SY| He 40b6). T understand it to mean that the particular etc. do not belong to what is rightly catego-
rized as the word referent.

>For the reading §abdapratyayasya see also Ishida 2008: 4.
30Cf, e.g., TSP, 338.10-13:

apohavadinam tu na paramarthatah Sabdanam kificid vacyam vastusvariipam asti. sa-
rva eva hi Sabdah pratyayo bhrantah, bhinnesv arthesv abhedakaradhyavasayena pra-
vrtteh. yatra tu paramparyena vastupratibandhah, tatrarthasamvado bhrantatve ’piti
darsanam.

But for those proclaiming exclusion [as the referent of words] the view [is this]: “For
words there is in reality nothing denotable at all that has the nature of a real thing. For
every verbal apprehension is erroneous, because [it] applies to different referents due to
the determination of a non-different form. But for which [conceptual cognition] there
indirectly is a connection to a real thing, for that there is concurrence with the referent,
even though [the cognition] is erroneous.”

I follow the emendation in Ishida R008: 1 to tatrarthasamvado, against tatrarthasamvado in both TSP
and [T'SP;.

S1As Sastri (1968: 340, n. 2), points out, this was the general topic of chapter 13, the
Samanya(padartha)pariksa, of the TS.
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not have the same real thing as an object, because this [cognition| requires the grasping
of a difference. And if [this cognition’s]| erroneousness is established, [its] objectless-
ness is also established; for|, in the case of a wrong cognition,]| there is no referent at
all which fullfills the criteria of a basis [for cognition], in that [it is| productive [of the
cognition| through a projection of its form [into cognition].

[[TSP, 340.15] Or else: in another way the objectlessness [of a conceptual cognition]|
is proven. For only with regard to which referent sounds are agreed upon, that alone is
consistent as their referent, [and] nothing else, because of an overreaching consequence.
And an agreement of these for any real thing can not exist in reality. Therefore sounds
[producing] a cognition are without objects. A [formal] proof: Whichever [sounds] do
not, in reality (bhavatas), become agreed upon with regard to something, those do not
truly denote that, like the word horse is not agreed upon with regard to a material entity
having a dewlap etc.|, i.e., a cow]. And in reality no sounds at all become agreed upon
with regard to any real thing. This is because of a non-observation of the pervading
element.’®> Because [a word]| denotes is pervaded by the fact that [it has] an agreed
upon convention; and this [pervading element| does not exist here[, i.e., words are not
agreed upon for real things].>%

And, making it clear that this reason is not unestablished etc.|, i.e., that a word does
not denote any real thing], [Séntaraksita] said “for” etc. [in [I'S4 870].

For itis so:°** [inasfar as] a real thing, which an agreement is grasped for, is defined
as being the word referent, [insofar it is| the particular that is sometimes defined [as
word referent|, or the class, or the connection with it—with it[, meaning| with the
class, connection[, meaning] relation—or the thing565 having a class, or the form of
awareness. These are the alternatives. For none of these is it consistent that [it] is the
referent of a word, because a convention is impossible [for them|. By [saying] really,
[he] shows that a conventional referent of words is not negated. Because of this there
is no inconsistency (vyaghata) in [his] own words. For otherwise [if he hadn’t added
“really”| there would be a contradiction of the thesis to [his| own words. For it is so:
without conveying these, particular etc., through a word it is not possible to convey their
not being the referent of a word etc. And [someone| showing these, a particular etc.,
with words, wishing to convey this [that they are not the word referents| would admit

32Consider also the emendation of vyapakanupalabdheh to vyapakanupalabdhih in Ishida 2008: 5.
But iti vyapakanupalabdheh does occur a few times (e.g., TSP4 119.13; 137.8-9; 198.12), although not as
frequently as iti vyapakanupalabdhih. So it could be that it is a usage particular to Kamalasila. Also, the
next sentence’s construction is not straightforward, looking more like a gloss on vyapakanupalabdheh
than an additional statement. The Tibetan is not much clearer: ...mi dmigs pa ste. brda byas pa fiid rjod
par byed pa la khyab pa’i phyir la de ’di la med do. (TSPY Ze 313al-2 = I'SPY He 389a4-5).

631 think the argument is as follows: abhidhayaktva, therefore krtasamayatva, or a-krtasamayatva,
therefore an-abhidayakatva. This understanding follows the schema found in TBhy 31.16-18: vyapaka-
nupalabdhir yatha—natra simSapa, vrksabhavat. pratisedhyayah SimSapayah vyapako vrksah, tasye-
hanupalabdhih (A non-observation of the pervading element is like this: “There is no Simsapa tree here,
because there is no tree [here].” Here, there is no observation of a tree, which is the pervading element of
a SimSapa tree, which is to be negated. Cf. also the trl. and note in Kajiyama [1998: 82.) This means that
the following two arguments are correct: Simsapd, therefore vrksa, and a-vrksa, therefore a-Simsapa.

364Read tatha hi acc. to Ishida 2008: 5, TSP/ 276.20 instead of yatha hi TSP4 340.22.

331n the copy I am using there is a handwritten note, in all likelihood by Erich Frauwallner, to the
effect of reading padartho, probably according to TSPY Ze 313a3 (=T'SPY| He 389a6): “...rigs darn Idan
pa’i drios po pa’am, blo’i rnam pa....” This emendation is also made in Ishida 2008: 5, and a correction
in TSPy 86a7 can be interpreted as “h | ”, also supporting padarthah, ....
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that [they| are word referents. Furthermore, precisely this is negated by the thesis. So
there would be an inconsistency in [his| own words.

By this also what was said by Uddyotakara: “If words do not denote [anything],
[there is] inconsistency both of the thesis and the reason.”>® is answered. For we do
not deny the word referent in every way, because there is a thorough cognition®®’ of
this [conventional word referent| right down to the cow-herdsman (a-gopala). Rather,
the property “being in accordance with reality” is negated, which is superimposed by
[others] onto this [word referent], but not the property bearer.

B.S TS;890 (=VP 2.132)

(TS5 890] Or’%® that object, which is the object of awareness [and] has a
founding in an external real thing, is assumed by some [to be| the word
referent cognized as “external real thing.”

TSP, ad TS; 890

[TSP, 351.20] But others state the word referent to be a form that is a) only placed on
(arudha) awareness, b) belongs to (visaya) the external real things, c) is grasped as be-
ing an external real thing, [and] d) appears as being [of] the nature of awareness. This
[opinion]| he explains|, saying| “Or that” etc. Object of awareness|, i.e., | that going
around in awareness, that is to say, situated in awareness. Has a founding in an exter-
nal real thing|, i.e.,| that has a founding in an external real thing, for which a real thing,
which exists [or] does not exist [and is] external, is undertaken to be shown as the ba-
sis[, i.e.,] the own nature having its place in the letter signs (aksaracihna).’®® Cognized
as “external real thing”, this means: manifest as having the nature of awareness [and|
determined as being external. For it is so: in as far as what has the nature of aware-
ness, that is not projected amongst the objects, is grasped as “only having the form of
awarenss” through a consideration of [its] real state,’’® insofar its being the word refer-
ent is not determined, because there is no connection to a specific activity concerning it.
For activities, such as “Bring the cow! Eat the curd!”, are not possible for that having
the form of awareness in such a way; rather, words denote an object that is capable of
a connection to an activity. Thus this grasped as having the form of awareness is not
the word referent. But if it becomes projected onto an external real thing, then someone
erroneously cognizing this (tfasmin) [form| as being external, thinks [there is] a capacity
for establishing action. Thus it becomes the word referent.

[TSP4 352.5] | But now, what difference of this is there from the position of an
Apohavadin? For it is so: also by an Apohavadin the form of awareness, grasped as

%66 A5 pointed out in Ishida 2008: 6, fn. 2, this is a quote of NV, 312.21-22.

37Read atipratitatvdt, as suggested by TSP4 341.13 against api pratitatvat TSPy 277.2. Cf. also
agopalam atipratitam eva in TSP, 1072.11.

68This is the last in a series of options of what the word referent could be, starting TSP, 887. This
verse is obviously very close to VP 2.132 (or practically the same as VP (II) 132). It is translated in Rau
2002: 71. Cf. also Houben [1995: 159, who notes there that he sees “...no objective reason to assume that
in Bhartrhari’s eyes this view in which superimposition is the crucial notion took a foremost position
among the various views [expressed in VP 2.119-142—PMA].”

3%This phrase is unfortunately not clear to me.

%tattvabha® (TSP) 285.14, MS Ishida 89a6) seems preferable to sattvabha® in TSP; 351.26.
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having the nature of an external [thing], is indeed proclaimed as the word referent. As
it was said [in PV 3 169:]

Further, because of understanding®’! that distinguished from others due to

the obtaining of a superimposition of that of that form, that object alone is
the word referent. [Even| if [there is] this formulation, it is not contradic-
tory.

up | | That is not [so]. For a Buddhyakaravadin®’?> assumes a form of awareness, which
a) is non-erroneous®”® with regard to the external real thing, b) belongs to [the external
things], and c) is imposed on real [things| such as substance etc., to be the word referent
in reality. But>’* he does not assume |[it to be a form of cognition| that is a) without
basis, b) erroneous because of [its] occurrence due to a determination of non-difference
for differentiated [things], [and] ¢) based on the [particulars’| differences from each
other. But if [he] says, as we [do, in PV 1/ 72 |:

A wholly (sarva) false appearance is this grasping of the things as having
the same nature. A mutual difference [of things|, which an expression has
as its object, is the seed of this [grasping].

then that to be established is [already] established. And he[, Santaraksita] will speak
in this way [in TS, 904]:37

If [someone says:| “a mutual difference is the seed of this [grasping],”
[then] that is our position.

But by an Apohavadin in reality nothing denotable for words is postulated, neither a
form of awareness nor anything else. For it is so: What appears in verbal apprehension
due to being what is to be determined, that is the word referent. But the form of aware-
ness is not determined®’® by verbal cognition, but rather a completely (eva) external
real thing performing a causal effect. But even an external [thing] is not really deter-
mined by it, because there is no determination corresponding to reality, [and| because
there is no reality corresponding to determination.’’” Thus the word referent is only
superimposed. And what is superimposed, that isn’t anything.’’® Thus nothing is really
denoted by words. What was further said [in PV 1 72], “Exactly this object is the word
referent.”, that [was said| intending (abhisandhaya) only the superimposed object. But
by a Buddhyakaravadin a form of cognition is assumed as denotable in reality. This is
a big difference [between his view and that of an Apohavadin].

ST Read °vyavrttadhigateh acc. to PV 3 169 against *vyavrttyadhigateh TSP) 285.20 and °vydvritya-
dhigate in TSP 352.7.

372This doctrine is also mentioned in PVV] 169.13 ( lsection A.4 on page 173|).

SB3Read vastuny abhrantam acc. to TSPy 285.22 against vastubhrantam TSP4 352.9.

5T4This sentence, TSP{ 285.24-25, is not found in TSP4. Read na fu acc. to TSPy 89all instead
of nanu, as also noted by Frauwallner’s handwritten emendation, and reflected in TSPY Ze 319a5
(=[TSPY| He 397a7-8): ...sgra’i don du ’dod kyi. tha dad pa dag la tha mi dad par zhen nas ’jug pa’i
*khrul pa phan tshun ldog pa’i rgyu mtshan can (TSPY: n.e. TSPY) *dod pa ni ma yin no.

ST5Cf. Hattori [1993: 139 f. for a translation and discussion of this verse.

ST6Read vyavasiyate acc. to TSP 286.2 against the obvious misprint vvaprasiyate TSP4 352.18.
S71Cf. NMgs 460, and see AP 219.16-17.

S78Cf. also DhAP 239.15 f.: cusi zad kyar ma yin no Zes smra’o.
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B.6. TS; 923 (=SV Av 41)

B.6 TS, 923 (=SV Av 41)

[TS4 923] And”° a distinction of an awareness event from another aware-
ness event is not cognized. And this awareness event does not carry any
element apart from the arisal of its own nature.’%°

TSP, ad TS, 923

[TSP4 364.11] | This might be [said by an Apohavadin|: “There is a differentiation
of an appearance [to awareness| from another appearance that is of a different kind;
thus exclusion is constructed.” | So [Kumarila] said: “From another awareness event
etc.” To this [reply:] | “Even though this [distinction of one awareness event from
another| is not cognized, nevertheless it really exists.”, | [Kumarila] said: because it
arises with its own nature etc. Even if there is a differentiation of one awareness event
from another awareness event, nevertheless, there is no function of a word regarding
this [differentiation]. For it is so: this awareness event that arises because of a word is
not observed as carrying another element, [which is| qualifed as a differentiation from
another awareness, [and| determined because of a word, apart from the arisal of its own
nature; rather, this means that it arises only as determining what has a positive nature.
And that part of a real thing that is not determined because of a word can not be the
referent of a word, because of an overreaching consequence.581 Therefore, the thesis
[that exclusion is the word referent] is refuted by [experiential | knowledge.

B.7 TS, 942-943 (=SV Av 83-84)

[[TS4 942] And a non-cow would be excluded which was established and
has the nature of a negation of cow. In this [expression “non-cow,”] only
that cow is expressed which is negated by the [negative]| particle na.

[TS, 943] And if that [cow] had the nature of an absence of non-cow, one
would have a connection to the other. If [you say] | cow has been estab-
lished for the sake of exclusion, | [then]| the assumption of exclusion is
vain.

SThis verse is part of a series of objections made by Kumarila in the SV Av, and quoted by San-
taraksita. See Jha [1985: 303 ff. and Jha [1937: 498 ff. for translations.

80Read nanyam amsam bibharti sa acc. to TSy 46b3 against nanyam samjiiam bibhartti sa in TS,
and “(vidhirapavasayini)” in [TS.

8311 emend to “Sabdad anavasiyamano” against Sabdad avasiyamanao in TSPg 91b17, TSP, 364.17
and TSP|. Cf. TSPY Ze 324b3—4 (=TSPY He 404a8): sgras ma Zen pa’i dios po’i cha yan sgra’i don
du rigs pa ma yin te .... The copy of 'SP, with emendations by Frauwallner that I am using has “na?”
written above “Sabdadavasiyamano” so as to suggest “Sabdadanavasiyamano”. The translation of Jha
1937: 498 also reflects such an understanding, even though there is no note as to why this is assumed.
Also, I am not quite sure which unwanted consequence is supposed to result. A common error pointed
out in these contexts is that, if a word makes something other than its proper object known, it could make

any object known. Cf., e.g., the unwanted consequences mentioned in TSP4 301.11 (
bage 18()) and TSP, 373.9-10 ( kection B.8 on page 187).
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B. Santaraksita and Kamalasila on apoha

TSP, ad TS, 942-943

[[TSP, 370.15] | Therefore, because of the unwanted consequence of an error of mutual
dependence, a convention for exclusion can not be made. Explaining this, [Kumarila]
said: “And the established” etc. There is a cognition of cow through the differentiation
from non-cow, and that non-cow has the nature of a negation of cow. Therefore, in
[this expression] here, “non-cow”, the latter word referent is what is to be expressed,
which is negated by the negative particle na as in [this case| here: “A non-cow|, or,| not
a cow.” For something that has a nature that is not clearly known can not be negated.

Moreover, now [this| might be [said by an Apohavadin]: | “Is that to be expressed
here that cow which has the nature of an absence of non-cow?” | Because of this [ques-
tion Kumarila] said: “And if that ....”>%? “That” [refers to] cow. For it is so: A cogni-
tion of cow [comes about| only by means of a cognition of non-cow, because [it] has
the essence of an absence of non-cow; and a cognition of non-cow has its very means
in a cognition of cow, because [non-cow| consists in a negation of cow. So (iti) a de-
pendence on each other very clearly presents itself.

Moreover, [this| might be [said by an Apohavadin]: | “A cow, which is negated
by the word non-cow, is established only as having the form of an affirmation for the
sake of exclusion], i.e.,] for the sake of an establishment of exclusion as qualified by a
distinction from non-cow. Due to this, there will not be a dependency on each other.”
Therefore [Kumarila] said: | “If cow is established ....”[, meaning:] If it is so, then a con-
struction of exclusion in such a way as [this]: “For all words the object is exclusion.”%3
is vain, because the referent of a word has the form of an affirmation. Therefore, no
established word referent at all, which has the form of an affirmation, should be made
an element [in exclusion|. And if not making that [positive word referent| an element,
the error of dependence on each other is hard to avoid.

B.8 TS, 947-949 (=SV Av 88-90)

[[TS; 947] Neither is an awareness of exclusion generated from words such
as horse etc. In this [world], an awareness of that which is qualified is not
assumed to have an uncognized qualifier.

[[TS4 948] Neither should a qualifier having one form cause a cognition of
another kind.*®* But how is this[, being of one kind, | called a qualifier for
a cognition of another kind?°%

[[TS; 949] If a qualifier were assumed even though the qualified [thing] is
[classified] in a different way, then, if it were so, any qualifier whatsoever
could follow.

TSP, ad TS, 947
[TSP, 372.11] | And this mode>®® [of qualifying] is not possible for exclusion. |Kumari-

382Read sa ced ity adi acc. to TSPy 93al4 against sa cety adi TSP, 370.19, TSP, 300.18.
383Read °apohartha acc. to TSP4 against °dpoho 'rtha in TSPy .

3841 e., exclusion or difference should not lead to a cognition of a positively characterized thing.
358V AV 89 reads jitate instead of jiidne found in TS| 949 and TS, 948.
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B.9. TS, 977cd (=SV Av 143cd)

la’s] words: “neither etc.” show this. For exclusion is not determined through an
awareness of “horse” etc., but rather only the real thing. And for that [reason], because
an awareness of exclusion can not occur, horse etc. is not coloured with this [exclusion|
by the awareness of [horse etc.] itself.

Should this be [said]:**” | “Exclusion, even though not cognized, becomes the qual-
ifier [of a real thing, like horse etc.],” then | this is said [in answer]: of that qualified
etc. For, an awareness of a qualified [thing]| that does not grasp a qualifier does not
exist. That [awareness] is so called, which has no known qualifier.

[TSP4 372.16 Or| may it really be that there is an awareness of exclusion, never-
theless, because there is no awareness with a form of that [exclusion]| when there is a
real object [that is being cognized], this qualifier[, exclusion, ] for that [thing supposedly
qualified by it,] is not coherent. Showing this, [Kumarila] said [in SV Av 89]: “Neither
should [a qualifier]| having one form” etc. For every qualifier, corresponding to its
own form, is seen to generate an awareness with regard to the [thing| qualified. But a
qualifier of a different kind does not generate an awareness of [yet| another kind with
regard to the specified [thing]. For, [the qualifier| blue does not bring about an aware-
ness “red” with regard to a lotus, or a stick [the awareness| “an earring-possessing one.”
Neither is a verbal awareness for [the words| horse etc. produced here that is tainted by
the absence [of a thing]. Rather, it determines the form of a thing (bhava).

Should this be [said]: | “[It] is called qualifier, even [if] it produces a cognition [that
is] of another kind.”, | [Kumarila] said: “And how, when something of another kind
...~ For a [cognition] of another kind [, that is,| for a [cognition| not conforming to the
qualifier.

[TSP4 373.8] Because [of the question:| | “If it were so, what error [would there
be]?”, | [Kumarila] said [in SV Av 90 : if [...] otherwise etc. If, for you[, Apohavadin],
there should bel, i.e.,] when [there is], an assumption as the qualifier with regard to a
specific quality, even though it is classified in a different way|, i.e.,] as not conforming
to the qualifier, [then,]| if that is so, everything indeed, blue etc., would be a qualifier of
everything. And therefore there would be no classification [of anything].

B.9 TS, 977cd (=SV Av 143cd)

[TS4 977cd] And®®® it is not possible to show absence of another in the
referent of a sentence.

TSP, ad TS; 977cd

[TSP, 384.15] Moreover, the referent of a sentence is assumed to have a single multi-
farious form, like the colour spotted black (kalmasa). Therefore, absence of others can

8610 TS4 946 (=SV Av 87) it was argued that the mere existence of a qualifier is not sufficient for it
to be a qualifier of something. Rather, a qualifier (apoha) has to “colour” « raftj) that which it qualifies
(in this case, exclusion has to qualify the object of conceptual cognition). TS, 946¢cd: svabuddhya ra-
Jyate yena visesyam tad visesanam (A qualifier is that with which a qualified [thing] is coloured by the
cognition [of that qualifier] itself.)

S87Cf. the argument in par. .

388This verse is also discussed in Hattori [1979: 69 f., as is Sﬁntaraksita’s answer ('S, 1159-1161); for
the latter also see the discussion in Siderits 1985: 143 ff.
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B. Santaraksita and Kamalasila on apoha

not be shown in that [referent| because there is no cognition of an opposite [to this sen-
tence’s object| having a completed nature. And the absence of others having the form
of a distinction from non-Caitra etc., which is described [by you] in cases like “Caitra,
bring [the| cow!” etc., by grasping the parts [of the sentence], that is only the meaning
of a word, not the meaning of a sentence, because this [referent of a sentence|, which
does not have parts, can not be divided. Thus, the definition of the word referent [as
exclusion] is not comprehensive.

589

B.10 TS, 1004-1014

[TS4 1004 ] The*" reasons for the same judgement [about different things],
which were earlier explained [in the chapter called Samanyapariksa),"
are similar objects such as [the herb| abhaya, which are differentiated from
others by [their| very (eva) nature.

[TS4 1005-8ab] To call that object’s reflection, which, based on these ob-
jects, appears in a conceptual cognition, [and]| is ascertained just as the
object,®?> even though not being of the essence (atmata) of an [external |
object, by the name “exclusion” is well founded, because of the difference
from another appearance, because of being the cause of the attainment of
real things that are differentiated from others, as well as (api) because of
[its| origination by means of a real thing not connected [to other things],
and’”? because the confused determine this [reflection] as identical in na-
ture (tadatmya) to the particular which is differentiated from that of another
class, [and] has that [reflection] as a result.

[[TS, 1008cd] Also [to call] a particular that is the reason for this [reflection
by the name “exclusion” is reasonable]|, because [a particular] is differen-
tiated from others.

[[TS; 1009] And the absolute negation is this: “A cow is not a non-cow.”
This is evidently (ativispasta) understood as exclusion from others.’**

[[TS; 1010] Amongst these [three sorts of exclusion], the first exclusion],
areflection in cognition, | is made known by words, because an awareness
that determines an external thing arises from a word.

[[TS; 1011] And, given that, because of a word, there is an arisal of a cog-
nition possessing a reflection of that having that form|[, i.e., of that deter-
mined as external,] this relationship of denoted and denoting has resulted
as having the nature of cause and effect.

397 e., it does not cover all cases of language usage. If taken in a more technical sense as “does not
pervade”, avyapin could mean that there are some cases where a linguistic referent (hetu) occurs without

exclusion as an object (sadhya).
3For these verses I follow the edition in Ishida 2011b: 201 ff., where they are also translated.
M1See the references in Ishida R011b: 201, fn. 10 (TS4 722-725).
32Read artha ity acc. Ishida 2011b: 201.
33Read ca instead of vd according to Ishida 2011h: 201.

3%4The translation follows the emendation in Ishida 2011b: 202 of ativispasta to iti vispastam.
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B.11. [I'S; 1060-1061

[TS; 1012-1014] And if this form is directly cognized in this way|, i.e.,
as the effect of a word,] also absolute negation is understood by implica-
tion, as “That of this nature is not of another nature.” Given that there is
a connection with real things, also a cognition of an excluded real thing
arises by implication (arthat). Thereby, this [exclusion]> is also figura-
tively called the proper referent of a word. But this twofold exclusion is
not directly expressed by words.

TSP, ad TS; 1006-7

TSP; 391.12 | Now, why is there this designation “exclusion” for this [appearance in pp |
awareness|? | Because [of this question, Santaraksita, in TS, 1006] said: “[because of up |
the difference| from another appearance” etc.. Due to four reasons this [appearance] is
named exclusion. Primarily, [this is the case because this appearance] itself appears as
different from other appearances imposed by other conceptual cognitions. [This is| be-
cause of such an etymological derivation: “It is excluded.”, thus exclusion; “exclusion
from another,” thus other-exclusion. But due to metaphorical usage [the name exclu-
sion is given to this appearance] for three reasons: either because of the imposition of
the property>® of an effect|, i.e., a particular,] onto a cause[, a conceptual cognition, ]
which was stated by [the words]| “due to being the reason for the attainment of a real
thing differentiated from others”; or because of the metaphorical usage of the property
of a cause[, a particular,| for an effect|, a conceptual cognition,] this being explained
by “as well as because of [its] origination by means of a real thing not connected [to
other things],”—not connected|, i.e.,| not related to another, meaning that differentiat-
ed from another. Just this [quality of not being connected with others] is the means|,
or| the method, of a real thing [to produce a conceptual cognition], because, in virtue of
an experience of this [real thing], a conceptual cognition corresponding [to that thing]
arises. And [an appearance is rightly called exclusion] because [this appearance] is
determined by erring cognizers as one with the object excluded from that of another
class. This is the fourth cause. This is explained: “that of another class” etc. Its [de-
termination], i.e., [a determination| of the object’s reflection contained in conceptual
awareness. Well founded|, i.e., the word exclusion]| occurs [for the reflection] together
with the fourfold foundation (nibandhana) explained with [the words| “because of a
difference from another appearance” etc. So [it is] well founded.

B.11 [TS; 1060-1061

[TS; 1060-1061] And a real thing, differentiated from non-cow, is what is
cognized through the sense faculties. A reflection, imposed on it, is cog-
nized by self-awareness. And having observed this [differentiated thing],
a word is used for this [thing] by people. Also an experience of the con-
nection of this [word] with that [thing] clearly arises.

3 gyam here refers to the kind of apoha being discussed, the one having the nature of a particular.
Cf. [ISP{ 393.23: ayam iti svalaksanatma. The import of the following “also” (api) is that the apoha
having the nature of negation is metaphorically called the word referent, T'SP4 393.23-24: apisabdat
prasajyatma ca.

3%Read °dharmaropitad acc. to TSP instead of °dharmydropitad in TSP;.
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B. Santaraksita and Kamalasila on apoha

TSP, ad TS; 1060-1061

[[TSP; 369.13] And what was said, “by sense perceptions” etc.””’, is not established.
Showing this, [Santaraksita] said: “And [a real thing| differentiated from non-cow”
etc. Here, first of all, exclusion, which has the nature of a particular, is indeed under-
stood by the sense faculties. And this exlcusion, which has the nature of a reflection of
the object, is established by the very perception self-awareness, because [it, exclusion
as a reflection, ] is in reality of the nature of awareness. The uninflected word “and” [is
spoken]| in order to include the meanings [of exclusion]| not mentioned. Thereby, also
that [exclusion] having the nature of absolute negation is indeed understood by impli-
cation. [This] was shown [in T'S{ 1013a] with [the words] “That of this nature is not of
another nature.” Thus having observed, cognized,’”® only this exclusion that has the
nature of a particular etc.,> a word is used by people, but not [on having observed|
a real universal, because that is non-existent, and because it doesn’t appear to aware-
ness. A connection of this [word]| with that [exclusion] alone is understood, upon the
observation of which people use a word; but no [connection| with another [exclusion is
understood], because of an overreaching consequence [that then a word would refer to
everything].0%

597

B.12 TS, 1063-1064

[[TS; 1063—-1064] Cows and non-cows were fully established, because of
different judgements. But a word, not established itself, is used as one
wants.

For a different real thing does not, for [the sake of | an awareness [of this
thing|, depend on the grasping of another [thing]|. Therefore, this error of
dependence on each other is out of place here.

TSP, ad TS; 1063-1064

[[TSP, 407.23] And to that which was said [by Kumarila]: “And non-cow, which was
established, would be excluded” etc.,’*! [Santaraksita] said “Cows and non-cows” etc.
For itis on [their| very own [accord] that things like cows etc., which generate different
judgements, are correctly ascertained as separated.’”> To these things normal speakers
apply, according to [their] wish, an unestablished word for the sake of every day lan-
guage usage. For it is so: if that having the nature of a different real thing depends,
for the sake of [its] cognition, on a grasping of another object, then there would be the

37This was said in [T'S7 938 = SV Ay 78. Kumarila’s argument was that the exclusion of non-cow is
not apprehended by the sense faculties when a linguistic convention is being made, and that consequently
the word would not refer to anything.

8 The pratika ca is mentioned here acc. to TSP, 407.18, but I was not able to construe it with the rest
of the sentence. It is also not reflected in TSPY Ze 345a5 (TSPY He 430b3—4): de’i phyir ran gi mtsan
itid la sogs pa’i tio bo’i sel ba ’di fiid mthon na ste Ses nas ’jig rten gyis (ISPY: gyi TSPY) sgra sbyor
gyi spyi dnos por gyur pa la ni ma yin te.

399By “etc.” here understand exclusion in all senses just described.

600Cf. fn. fn. 581 on page 183

%01 This was objected in SV Av 83-84, quoted in [T'S; 942-943, cf. lsection B.7 on page 18i

602Cf., e.g., PV 1 119 (trl. and notes trl. on page ).
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B.13. [I'S; 1097-1100

error of mutual dependence. [But] inasfar as a different real thing is known without any
grasping of another [thing], the convention “cow and non-cow” is made as one wishes
given that this [different real thing] is established as separate [from other real things]
due to being the reason for a judgement [as having]| a different form. So in what way
could there be a dependency on each other? “vittau” [in [I'S;] 1064b means] “for the
sake of an awareness [of this thing].”

B.13 TS, 1097-1100

[TS4 1097] From®* words such as blue, lotus etc. only a single [object]
is determined. What is differentiated from non-blue, non-lotus, etc. is a
reflection [of a real thing in the mind].

[TS; 1098] But, a real thing endowed with exclusion from others is not
postulated by us as what is to be denoted. For us differentiation is not
different from the thing that is differentiated from others.5%*

[[TS; 1099] Thus, this error of dependency does not, as [it does] for a genus,
come about for the [object of a word]| as explained by the clear minded
[Dignaga].®% For there is no separation [of a word’s object, which is qual-
ified by exclusion, from the object excluded from others. |

[[TS; 1100] Therefore a classification of being qualifier and qualified, [as
well as] of co-referentiality for the word referent exclusion is not contra-
dictory.

03This verse is an answer to SV Av 115-117 (corresponding to T'S; 966-968). There, Kumarila had
pointed out that if it were only other-exclusion that a word refers to, words could not have co-reference
or be in a qualifier-qualified relation to each other.

04Read, respectively, bhavan and anya vyavrttir acc. to TSy 21al4 instead of ’bhavan and anydd
vyavrttir acc. to TS| 1097cd, TS4 1098cd. Cf. also TSP Ze 41al (TSY He 50a4): gZan las Idog pa’i drios
po las | gZan pa’i ldog pa’i na la med || .

805Read avadatamatiprokte acc. to TSy 21al4 instead of the avaddtamiti prokte as printed in TS
and TS4. Cf. TSPY Ze 41a2 (= [TSPY He 50a6): blo gros bzan pos gsuns pa ni. Also in the copy of
TS| used by Erich Frauwallner, this phrase is emended to avadatamati-prokte, and accordingly also the
TSP’s pratika “avadatamiti prokta iti.”
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Appendix C

KBhSA , 73.8-24

KBhSA; 73.8 | But both what is grasped and what is determined are negations of an-
other, not real things, because, if [what is grasped and what is determined]| concerns
(avagahin) only the particular, there would arise no connection to an expression.5%

| No, because the nature of determination is not fully understood. Even though a real
thing is not grasped, the fact that a conceptual cognition produces activity, like thought
etc.,% is the fact that it is what determines. To be made the object of activity, even
though there is no appearance |of the real thing], is to be that which is determined.®%
And this fact of being what is determined is correct only for the particular, nothing else,
because the activity of someone having an aim (arthin) has an effecting of [this] aim
(arthin) as its aim. And in determination [understood] in this way there is absolutely
no appearance of a particular. But, even though there is no appearance of it, there is no
unwanted consequence [such that] undifferentiated activity towards everything without
difference is instigated, because a capacity of activity toward that [particular| which is
indeed restricted, [and| excluded from others, even though not cognized, is observed,
since a restricted capacity follows from [a thing’s] own restricted form, as [this form
in turn] is generated from a restricted complex of causes.’” As, even though none [of
the possible effects| exist [when there is a seed], it is only from a seed that a shoot
arises, because the observed restricted relation of cause and effect can not be refuted.
Further, when there is a connection with an external object, [conceptual cognition| is a
valid means of cognition. But otherwise it is not a valid means of cognition. That is the

606 An emendation of *bhilapasamsarganupapatter to ’bhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasanupapatteh
acc. to SISy 10.26-28 is also possible, because the former could be taken as a mistaken reproduction of
an original that was like the latter, and because the latter is clearer (*...there arises no appearance that is
capable of a connection to an expression”). But since no variants are given here by Woo [1999: 71 f., and
the meaning is not much changed by the omission, the emendation is not necessary.

In any case, the passage is based on Dharmottara’s DhAB: Cf. the references in Frauwallner [1937: 277,
fn. 3 to KBhSA | 33.10 f., and to NVTT, 444.22. The translation by Biihnemann ({198() of the parallel in
SJS; 10.26-28 is: “Néamlich, was durch Schlufffolgerung erfait wird und was bestimmt wird, auch diese
beiden Verneinungen anderer (Bestimmungen) sind keine wirklichen Dinge, weil ein (Erkenntnis-)Bild
(pratibhasa), das fiir eine Verbindung mit sprachlichem Ausdruck geeignet ist (abhilapasamsargayo-
gya), nicht entsteht, wenn ein Bezug auf ein Einzelding vorliegt.”

07Emendation of manasyadi to manasadi acc. to Patil 003: 247, fn. 17, following Woo [1999: 72,
n. 1.

08patil 2009: 257, fn. 23, as well as Patil 2003: 247, fn. 17 read pravrttivisayikrtam instead of pra-
vrttivisayikrtatvam. 1 take this to be only a typo, since neither RNA4 73.10 nor Woo [1999: 72 note any
variants to pravrttivisayikrtatvam.

99The interpretation of this sequence of reasons follows Woo [1999: 188.
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C. KBhSA; 73.8-24

difference [between valid and invalid conceptual cognition]|.

KBhSA; 73.18 In this way, also the third option is a result of hard effort,'® because,
even though a single real thing, [existing] at different times, is not really possible, per-
vasion of that to be established|, i.e., momentariness,| and that establishing [it, i.e., ex-
istence|, which occur at all places and times, [and]| are indeed differentiated from what
is not of that nature, is grasped by perception. For the object of perception is twofold,
grasped and determined. The mere thing that is differentiated from all that is not of its
form®'! must not be the grasped object of perception because it does not appear directly,
but it certainly is the determined object, because, if there is a grasping of one part[, or
instance, | of this [mere thing], [perception| produces a conceptual cognition that ascer-
tains the pervasion of these two as such (matra), like a continuum is ascertained when
a moment is grasped, and like, when only the form [of a pot] is grasped, a pot is ascer-
tained that [in fact] has the nature of a form, a taste, a smell, [and] a feel. For, [if it is]
otherwise, there is the unwanted consequence that all inference is ended.

610 Acc. to Woo [1999: 189: “The third view is the objection in text [71.28—-30] above that no logical
reason can have a relationship with momentariness (ksanikatva) in terms of the proving property and
the property to be proved. ...Beginning with this passage, he [i.e., Ratnakirti—PMA] demonstrates that
perception can grasp the pervasion (vyapti) between existence and momentariness.”

The opponent there said:

[KBhSA4 71.28-30] yadva sarvasyaiva hetoh ksanikatve sadhye viruddhatvam desaka-
lantarananugame sadhyasadhanabhavabhavat. anugame ca nanakalam ekam aksani-
kam ksanikatvena virudhyata iti. (Or else, if momentariness is to be established, each
and every reason is contradictory, because, given that [the reason]| does not continue in
a different place or time, there is no relation of that which is to be established and that
which establishes it. But if [the reason| does continue, then one non-momentary [entity,
existing] at a different time, is in contradiction with momentariness.)

11 An emendation of “°paravrttam vastumdtram” (KBhSA; 73.20) to ““paravrttavastumatram’” ac-
cording to Woo [1999: 74, also adopted Patil 2009: 259, fn. 30, does not seem necessary to me.
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Appendix D

A passage from Bhatta Jayanta’s
Nyayamarnijart

The paragraph headings are loose translations of the Sanskrit titles supplied by Kei
Kataoka.

D.1 NMk; 187.6-186.3

[3.4 A difference of exclusion, due to which words referring to exclusion are not
synonymous, is not known through a negation of cow] [NMg, 187.6] Now,°'? if
only the negation (pratisedha) of cow is assumed as the cause for a categorization [of
cow particulars as cows], then, alas! (hanta) a previously established cow has to be
assumed, through the negation of which non-cows must be arrived at. And if the cow
that is previously established is known, what is the use of non-cows, or what is the aim
of this exclusion?

[3.4.1 Such a difference is not known through the negation of the particular cow| If
[it is said:| | The particular cow really is established earlier, | [the answer is:] No, be-
cause due to that [particular| there is no common [language| usage. But if the universal
“cow” is earlier established, then the effort of exclusion is in vain (mudhda). This has
been explained.®?

[3.4.2 It is not known through the negation of the commonness cow] Now, [if it is
said:] | The universal “cow” is established by the negation of non-cow, | then there is
the unconquerable mutual dependence—through the negation of non-cow cow is estab-
lished, and through the establishment of cow the negation of non-cow is established.

612This passage appears within a discussion in which Bhatta Jayanta shows how Kumarila argues that,
in the apoha-theory, all words are synonymous (starting in NMg; 191.5). The Buddhist opponent then
tries to ward off that unwanted consequence with various arguments. Here, he is trying to argue that a
mere negation such as “This is not a cow.” is sufficient for collecting all cows into the class “cow.” Cf.
also the general summary of this section in Hattori 2006: 59 ff. (which does not focus on this particular
argument). [ would like to thank Sanjit Kumar Sadhukhan (Rabindra Bharati University) for his kind
help in translating this passage during my visit to Kolkata in 2009.

613This seems to be referring to the argument in NMg | 192.6-7: tasminn angikrte va kim agovyavrtti-
kalpandyasena. (Alternatively, if this[, i.e., the universal cowness,] is accepted [by someone endorsing
apohal, then of what use is the exertion of contriving a differentiation from non-cow?)
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English Abstract

The aim of this dissertation is, first, to fixate a specific point in the development of a
philosophical theory, and, second, to give an overview of how it came to this point.

The theory in question is the Buddhist theory of other-exclusion (anyapohavada), a
theory about how radically unique particulars can be known to share common features.

The principal textual basis for this investigation is a text called Apohasiddhi (‘“Proof
of Exclusion”), written by the Buddhist monk Ratnakirti (fl. 1000-1050 CE). Ratnakirti
lived in the north-east of modern-day India, during the last vibrant phase of the Buddhist
epistemological tradition in India and approximately 500 years after Dignaga (480-540
CE), the founder of that tradition.

To achieve the first aim it was necessary to critically edit, translate and analyse the
Apohasiddhi in order to determine, as precisely as possible, the form of the Buddhist
theory of other-exclusion in its last Indian phase. For the critical edition five manu-
scripts were compared, three of which had not been edited before.

An answer to the second question was sought by tracing the Apohasiddhi’s central
points in texts of Ratnakirti’s Buddhist predecessors, and comparing their arguments to
those of Ratnakirti. This was augmented by a study that tries to reconstruct the theory
of other-exclusion as understood by Ratnakirti.

Deutsche Zusammenfassung

Das Ziel dieser Dissertation ist es, einen bestimmten Punkt in der Entwicklung einer
philosophischen Theorie festzustellen, und einen Uberblick dariiber zu geben, wie die
Entwicklung bis zu diesem Punkt verlief.

Diese Theorie ist die buddhistische Lehre der Sonderung von anderem (anyapoha-
vada). Sie erklirt, wie vollig voneinander verschiedene Einzeldinge als gemeinsame
Merkmale besitzende erkannt werden kdnnen.

Die Basis fiir diese Untersuchung war die Apohasiddhi (‘“Nachweis der Son-
derung”), ein Text des buddhistischen Monchs Ratnakirti (fl.  1000-1050 u. Z.).
Er lebte im Nordosten des heutigen Indien wihrend der letzten indischen Phase der
buddhistischen logisch-epistemologischen Tradition, und somit ca. 500 Jahre nach
Dignaga (480-540 u. Z.), dem Griinder dieser Tradition.

Um das erste Ziel zu erreichen, muBte eine kritische Edition, eine annotierte Uber-
setzung und eine griindliche Analyse der Apohasiddhi erstellt werden. Damit liel} sich
mit einiger Sicherheit feststellen, welche Form die Lehre der Sonderung zu Ratnakirtis
Zeit erhalten hatte. Fiir die kritische Edition wurden fiinf Manuskripte verwendet, von
denen drei bisher noch nicht ediert worden waren.

Eine Antwort zur zweiten Frage wurde gesucht indem die Hauptpunkte der Apo-
hasiddhi in den Texten von Ratnakirtis buddhistischen Vorgiangern verfolgt, und die
Unterschiede bzw. Gemeinsamkeiten in deren Argumenten festgehalten wurden. Dies
wurde durch eine Studie ergédnzt, die die Lehre der Sonderung, wie sie Ratnakirti ver-
stand, nachzuzeichnen versuchte.
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