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A Critical Edition of Bhaṭṭa Jayanta's
Nyāyamañjarī:

The Buddhist Refutation of jāti

Kei Kataoka

Introduction
The por tion of the Nyāyamañjarī edited in the present ar ticle is the 

beginning of the fifth āhnika, the section in which Jayanta discusses word-

meanings (padār tha), whereas in the sixth āhnika he discusses sentence-

meanings (vākyārtha). The aim of the entire fifth āhnika is to refute the Buddhist 

idea of arthāsaṃsparśitva, i.e. the view that words do not touch or contact (i.e. 

refer to) real entities, and to establish the Naiyāyika view that words refer to 

things qualified by universals (jātimat, tadvat)（1）. Buddhists deny the existence of 

universals (jāti), i.e. generic properties (sāmānya), and instead posit “exclusion 

of others” (anyāpoha) as the meaning of words. Therefore, Jayanta needs to 

refute apoha before he can justify the existence of universals in this āhnika. The 

present portion comprises two parts: Jayantaʼs introduction to the fifth āhnika 

and his presentation of the Buddhist refutation of universals.

1　After rejecting the Buddhist criticism (dūṣaṇaparihāra) and establishing (sādhana) 

the brahmanical view that external reality (bāhyo ʼrthaḥ) is the word-meaning, Jayanta 

further discusses in detail which of the three, ākṛti, vyakti or jāti, is denoted by a word. 

NM II 47.7-8: evaṃ siddhe bāhye ʼrthe nirasteṣu tadapahāriṣu tathāgatataskareṣv adhunā 

vicāryate gośabdaḥ kim ākṛter vācakaḥ, uta vyakteḥ, atha jāter iti. “Having established 

an external object and expelled the Buddhist robber who [tries to] take it away, now 

the following is examined: does the word ʻcowʼ denote form, individual or universal?”
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    Mysore edition Kataoka's edition

 Introduction   NM II 3.7–5.14 The present article

 Buddhists on jāti   NM II 6.2–14.13 The present article

 Kumārila on apoha  NM II 14.15–21.15 Kataoka [2008]

 Buddhists on apoha  NM II 21.18–29.4 Kataoka [2009]

 Jayanta on jāti and apoha  NM II 29.7–47.4 Kataoka [2010]

For more detailed information on the context of the present portion in the 

entire Nyāyamañjarī, see the introduction in Kataoka [2008]. Textual problems in 

the published editions such as the Vizianagaram edition and the Mysore edition 

are also discussed there. For a survey of research on apoha and its historical and 

theoretical development, see the introduction in Kataoka [2009]. A summary 

presented in Kataoka [2010] deals with Jayantaʼs response to the Buddhist 

criticism of jāti and therefore is most relevant to the present portion edited here. 

In the following I confine myself to giving a summary of the present portion and 

discussing related problems. 

Summary
Buddhists claim that linguistic items (śabda) do not touch real entities. To 

the contrary, brahmanical schools hold that linguistic items refer to real entities. 

As an a priori restriction, Jayanta limits the word under discussion to the domain 

of jātiśabda. In other words, when jātimat is claimed to be the meaning of a word, 

the “word” intended here is not just any word but only a jātiśabda. Jayanta 

assumes the following typology of linguistic items (§1.1–1.4).

 śabda  

  1. pada  

   1.1.  nāman (subanta), including upasarga, nipāta, 

karmapravacanīya

    1.1.1. jātiśabda
    1.1.2. dravyaśabda (NM II 64.8–16)



A Critical Edition of Bhaṭṭa Jayanta's Nyāyamañjarī

― 634 ―（ 3）

    1.1.3. guṇaśabda (NM II 65.2–14)

    1.1.4. kriyāśabda (NM II 65.16–66.14)

    1.1.5 upasarga (NM II 67.2–68.10)

    1.1.6 nipāta, karmapravacanīya (NM II 68.11–13)

   1.2. ākhyāta (tiṅanta), to be discussed in the vākya section

  2. vākya (NM II 69.8–142.20)

A locus that has a universal, i.e. the so-called tadvat (=jātimat) in the Nyāya 

school, is the meaning of a word. This is Naiyāyikasʼ final view (§1.5.1). 

Buddhists attack the Naiyāyika view by pointing out that words do not touch 

reality because the universal (jāti) is not real and therefore there can be no such 

thing as a jātimat, i.e. what Naiyāyikas claim to be the meaning of a word 

(padārtha) (§1.5.3). 

The Buddhists raise the following question: by what means is a universal 

(jāti) cognized? Perception (pratyakṣa), i.e. non-conceptual cognition 

(nirvikalpaka), cannot grasp it. The universal cowness is a generic property 

(sāmānya) common to every cow. One cognizes cowness in such a way: “This is a 

cow.” “This is a cow.” Therefore, it is necessary to first connect several cows in 

order to cognize their generic proper ty, i.e. the universal cowness. But 

perception, which is produced immediately after one turns the eye to the object, 

does not have this capacity of synthesizing (anusaṃdhāna) several cows (§2.1–

2.2). Nor does conceptual cognition subsequent to perception attest the existence 

of a universal, because conceptual cognition by its very nature does not have the 

ability of touching reality (§2.3). This also applies to inference (anumāna) and 

verbal testimony (śabda). Being conceptual, they do not touch reality (§2.4). 

There is no such thing called a universal separate from individual objects. 

Only individuals (vyakti) exist. If cowness existed as separate from individual 

cows, it should be possible to observe it separately from individual cows (§3.1). 

Furthermore, a difference of place (deśabheda) is not observed. Cowness, if it 

were different from cows, could be grasped at a locus different from the loci of 

cows (§3.2). Thus, it is impossible to grasp only cowness without cows. When a 
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cow is not cognized, cowness is not cognized either (§3.3). Therefore, cowness 

does not exist separately from individual cows. 

After this comprehensive statement, the Buddhists proceed to examine and 

refute individual brahmanical views, i.e. the views of the Naiyāyikas (§4.1), the 

Vaiśeṣikas (§4.2), the Prābhākaras (§4.3), the Bhāṭṭas, in particular Kumārila 

(§4.5), and the Vedāntins (§4.6). 

The Naiyāyikas explain the reason for the inseparability of universals from 

individuals by focusing on the particular way in which universals reside (vṛtti) in 

individuals, e.g. that cowness resides only in cows and not horses, etc. But what 

exactly is the mode of this residing (vṛtti) in individuals? If a universal as a whole 

(kārtsnyena) resides in a particular cow, it cannot reside in other cows. On the 

other hand, if it resides in each individual cow partially (ekadeśena), i.e. with a 

tiny part of cowness, no cow has the entire cowness. Furthermore, it is generally 

accepted that cowness does not have parts. Naiyāyikas may claim that cowness 

as a whole resides in a particular cow and simultaneously resides as a whole in 

another cow, too. But such a mode of residing has never been experienced in 

other cases and thus lacks the corroboration from similar examples (§4.1.1). 

The Vaiśeṣikas call this kind of relationship “inherence” (samavāya) and 

consider it to be the relationship between a locus and its super-locus which are 

inseparably connected (ayutasiddha). But a “relation” is possible between separate 

things and not inseparable things. For example, a man can have a relationship 

with a woman, but he cannot have a relationship with himself (§4.2.1). A 

substance (dravya) which inseparably possesses a quality (guṇa) is never 

observed separately from the quality (§4.2.2). The relationship which Vaiśeṣika 

technically calls ayutasiddhi is nothing but the state of being established as one 

(aikyena siddhiḥ). Therefore, by definition it cannot be a kind of relationship 

(saṃbandha) which takes place between two relata (§4.2.3). If a relatum has not 

yet arisen (aniṣpanna), it cannot have a relationship. But if it has already arisen 

(niṣpattau), it exists separately (yutasiddha) from the other relatum and cannot 

be regarded as inseparably connected (§4.2.4). 

The Prābhākaras call the relationship between universals and individuals 
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rūparūpitvalakṣaṇaḥ saṃbandhaḥ, i.e. the relationship between rūpa and rūpin. 

But they cannot themselves clarify what exactly this rūpa is. It can neither be 

color, form, nor essence. They introduce only a new name without a substantial 

content (§4.3). 

The omnipresence (sarvagatatva) of universals that all brahmanical schools 

accept is also problematic. Is a universal present literally in all things 

(sarvasarvagata) or only in every (relevant) individual (piṇḍasarvagata) (§4.4)? 

If cowness existed everywhere, even a white horse would be recognized as a cow. 

The theory of manifestation (abhivyakti) does not explain why cowness is made 

manifest only in cows. Because once cowness is made manifest by a particular 

cow, it ought to be observed everywhere and not just in the cow. It does not make 

sense to say that cowness is omnipresent although it is not grasped everywhere 

(§4.4.1). Nor is it the case that cowness exists only in individual cows. Before a 

particular cow is born, cowness did not exist there. But after it is born, it comes 

to exist. From where does this cowness come? It is accepted that universals are 

not subject to movement. The universal cowness cannot arrive at one particular 

cow after leaving another. Nor does it reside in each individual only partially 

(§4.4.2). 

Kumārila holds a Jaina-like view that a single entity possesses two aspects: 

that of being generic (anugāmin), and that of being particular (vyāvṛtta). He 

regards universals as being different-cum-non-different (bhinnābhinna) from 

individuals. The cognition of a generic property (sāmānyapratyaya) and the 

cognition of a particular (viśeṣapratyaya) are not erroneous (bhrānti). With 

regard to a single entity both cognitions take place without contradiction. 

Therefore, an entity has two aspects (dvyātmaka) that are grasped by perception 

(§4.5.1). This view of Kumārila is untenable, because it is contradictory to state 

that a single (eka) entity has many aspects (nānārūpa). A single entity cannot be 

a generic property (sāmānya) and simultaneously a particular (viśeṣa) (§4.5.2). 

The cognition of a generic proper ty cannot be non-conceptual but only 

conceptual. Therefore such a cognition must be an error (§ 4.5.3). 

The Vedāntins, in particular the sattādvaitavādins, hold that perception at 
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first grasps mere existence (sadrūpa, sanmātra, sattā), and that subsequently the 

object is conceptualized as a pot, etc. But this goes against the fact that it is only 

after having grasped a particular (vastusvalakṣaṇa) that one grasps the generic 

property “existence” (sattā) (§ 4.6). As shown above, perception grasps only 

individuals (bheda) and not generic properties (sāmānya) (§ 4.7). 

A question is raised against the Buddhists who deny the existence of generic 

pr oper t ies  as  to  how they  expla in  the  cogni t ion  o f  a  r ecur r ence 

(anuvṛttapratyaya), e.g. the cognition of “cow” that we repeatedly have with 

regard to individual cows (§ 5). The Buddhists respond that they regard the 

cognition of recurrence as merely conceptual (vikalpamātra) and not based on 

real objects. They point out a good counter-example that demonstrates the 

conceptual nature of the cognition. We do have the cognition of “generic property 

(sāmānya)” with regard to generic properties such as sattā, dravyatva and 

guṇatva. They are all recognized as “universals”. As brahmanical theorists accept, 

however, it is not necessary to postulate universalness that is common to all 

generic properties. In other words, generic properties do not have another, 

higher generic property, since the brahmanical schools themselves accept that 

“generic properties do not have a generic property” (niḥsāmānyāni sāmānyāni). 

(§ 5.1)

Uddyotakara and Kumārila, representative scholars of brahmanical schools, 

solved the problem of universalness by introducing the notion that Jayanta calls 

upādhi, i.e. an accidental, external factor that causes people conceptually (and 

erroneously) to cognize universalness. Uddyotakara introduced the notion of 

“inherence in many things” (anekārthasamavāya). For example, both cowness 

and horseness inhere to many things, i.e. cows or horses. Therefore, they are 

cognized similarly as “universal”. Kumārila introduced the notion of “producing a 

single cognition with regard to many” (bhinneṣv ekadhīkaraṇam) in addition to 

Uddyotakaraʼs idea that Kumārila calls “one thing residing in many” (ekasya 

bhinneṣu vṛttiḥ). But Buddhists rebut by applying the same reasoning to cowness. 

The cognition of “cow” is caused by an upādhi, not by cowness, with respect to 

individual cows in a similar way as the cognition of “universalness” is caused by 



A Critical Edition of Bhaṭṭa Jayanta's Nyāyamañjarī

― 630 ―（ 7）

an upādhi with regard to generic properties. Thus, the Buddhists can explain the 

cognition of universals as caused by an upādhi and not by objective universals.  

They countermand the existence of universals by using the brahmanical notion 

of upādhi that originally was introduced by brahmanical theorists to solve the 

problem of universalness. But what exactly is this upādhi for Buddhists? 

Dharmakīrti, clearly reworking Kumārilaʼs notion（2）, replies that “producing a 

single effect” (ekārthakriyākāritva) is the upādhi. For example, individual cows 

are cognized as “cow” because they produce the same effect such as carrying or 

milking (vāhadohādi kāryam) (§ 5.2). 

But the alleged single effect is not in fact single, because the effect of a 

particular cow is different from the effect of another cow. To this criticism the 

Buddhists reply by claiming that this is a case of upacāra or figurative expression 

operating due to the absence of distinction (bhedabuddhyabhāvāt). It is true that 

the effect of a particular cow is cognized as different from that of another cow. 

But it is not the case that the effect of a particular cow is cognized as different 

from that of another cow in a similar way that it is cognized as different from that 

of a particular horse. In other words, the two effects caused by the two cows can 

be cognized (figuratively) as the same due to the absence of distinction (§ 5.3). 

Of course, brahmanical schools can still criticize the Buddhist view by pointing 

out that the two effects are different and not single. Dharmakīrti then satisfies 

the opponent by presenting a single perception (darśana) as the single effect. For 

example, the two cows produce the same perception in a perceiverʼs mind (§ 

5.4). 

As Dharmakīrti already noticed, the perception is not in fact single but 

remains multiple, because the instance of perception is different with respect to 

each individual cow (prativyakti bhinnam eva). Dharmakīrti solves the problem 

by introducing a single pratyavamarśa or a single judgment (§ 5.5). Although 

instances of perception are multiple and not single, they have a single effect, i.e. a 

single judgment “cow”. Through this single effect perceptions can be regarded as 

2　See Kataoka [2010:215(66)]. 
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one. For example, people have the cognition of “cow” after perceiving a śābaleya 

cow and similarly they have the same cognition of “cow” after perceiving a 

bāhuleya cow. Consequently, perceptions are regarded as non-different (abhedinī) 

from each other because they produce a single judgment. And similarly, 

individual cows are regarded as non-different (abhinnatā) because they produce 

a single (non-different) perception. As shown above, it is not necessary to accept 

the existence of universals because the cognition of recurrent things 

(anuvṛttabuddhi) can be explained as caused by the external factor upādhi (§ 

5.5).  

As is clear from the above summary, the Buddhists do not accept universals. 

But how do they explain the operation of words (śabda) and inferences 

(anumāna) without accepting universals (§ 6)? Words necessitate the prior 

grasping of the relationship between words and their meanings. Inferences 

necessitate the advance learning of the invariable concomitance between probans 

and probandum. But one cannot learn the relationship just by looking at 

individuals. First, with regard to all individuals, one cannot grasp the relationship, 

because there is an infinite number of individuals. Second, with regard to a 

limited number of individuals, it is useless to learn the relationship, because the 

relationship learned in this way cannot apply to the rest of individuals for whom 

the relationship is not yet learned. For words and inferential reasons, unless 

learned, do not produce proper cognition of meanings and probandum (§ 6.1).

The Buddhists reply: This sort of anxiety would occur if one believed that 

words and inferences operate with regard to particulars (svalakṣaṇa). But it is 

not the case that they operate towards particulars, i.e. the objects of perception. 

Although their operation is not based on perceivable objects, it does not 

undesirably follow that words necessitate other words for learning them and that 

an inference requires another inference for learning it. There is no danger of 

infinite regress (anavasthā). They operate with regard to the object of 

conceptualization (vikalpaviṣaye vṛttiḥ), because, as explained above, they do not 

deal with real entities (avastuviṣaya) (§ 6.2). 

Although Buddhists do not accept the real entity such as cowness that 
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recurs in individual cows as the object of conceptualization, they can in this way 

explain the operation of words and inferences. Words and inferences operate 

towards “exclusion from non-X” (atadrūpaparāvṛtti), i.e. what Dignāga calls 

“exclusion of others” (anyāpoha). Ascertaining cognitions (niścaya) have as their 

objects “exclusion from non-X” that does not exist externally but appears to be 

external (§ 6.3). 

Conceptual cognitions do not touch external entities. Their function is only 

to exclude a falsely attributed notion of non-X, thereby determining a cow as 

“This is not a non-cow” (agaur na bhavati). A perceptual cognition has grasped 

the totality of the objectʼs aspects and therefore no room is left for a subsequent, 

conceptual cognition. These deal only with exclusion and ser ve to refute 

(niṣedhāya) a superimposed form (samāropitākāra) caused by error (bhrama) (§ 

6.4). 

Brahmanical theorists might deny the Buddhist view, and instead suggest 

that an object has many qualifiers (viśeṣaṇa) as its properties, and that only one 

of them that has not been grasped by a previous cognition, is freshly grasped by 

a subsequent, conceptual cognition. In this way they claim that conceptual 

cognitions touch real entities, i.e. qualifiers. But Dharmakīrti rejects this view of 

the qualifier and the qualified by examining the relationship between the 

contributive capacity (upakāraśakti) and the contributed (upakārya). According 

to the opponents, a locus object has many qualifiers. Therefore they have to 

accept that these qualifiers contribute to the locus by means of some capacities 

(śakti). But the locus is not seen as separate from the contributive capacities that 

its qualifiers have. Therefore the locus is not distinct from the capacities. But if 

the locus is not distinct from the capacities, a subsequent, conceptual cognition 

has no fresh qualifier to grasp because the object has been grasped by perception 

as embedded with all qualifiers. Thus, one must conclude that conceptual 

cognitions and words operate towards exclusion (apoha) and not real entities (§ 

6.5). 
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Consulted editions and manuscripts
In the present edition the Srinagar manuscript Z1 used in Kataoka [2009]

[2010] is omitted, because it does not contain the present portion. But another 

manuscript designated here as O1 is added.

M  Nyāyamañjarī of Jayantabhaṭṭa with Ṭippaṇi –– Nyāyasaurabha by the Editor. 

Ed. K.S. Varadācārya. 2 vols. Mysore: Oriental Research Institute, 1969, 

1983. 

 Mka  Variants reported in M as ka, a paper manuscript preserved in the 

Oriental Research institute, Mysore, according to the prastāvanā of 

the first volume. This must be identical with O1 below. But it is not 

always the case that its reported variants are identical with those of 

O1. It is also possible that the designation ka is sometimes confused 

with those of other manuscripts: for example, kha is wrongly printed 

as ka. 

 Mkha  Variants reported in M as kha, a published text (mudritakośa) which 

can be identified either with V or S (the latter is basically a copy of 

V（3）). 

 Mga  Variants reported in M as ga, a transcript owned by Ātmakūru 

Dīkṣācārya, according to the prastāvanā in the first volume.  

 Mgha  Variants reported in M as gha, a manuscript preserved in the Adyar 

Library, according to the bhūmikā of the second volume. 

 Men   The editorʼs own corrections given in the end of the second volume 

as śodhanika. 

V  The Nyāyamañjarī of Jayanta Bhaṭṭa. 2 par ts. Ed. Gaṅgādhara Śāstrī 

Tailaṅga. Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, No. 10. Benares: E.J. Lazarus & Co., 

1895, 1896. 

A1  A manuscript preser ved in the Ganganatha Jha Kendriya Sanskrit 

3　See Kataoka [2003:116‒117]
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Vidyapeetha, Allahabad, No. 833/52. Devanāgarī. Paper. Complete. 660 

folios. 

K1  A manuscript preserved in the Malayalam Department of the University of 

Calicut, No. 2602. Malayalam script. Palm leaf. 188 folios（4）. Incomplete. 

O1:   A manuscript preserved in the Oriental Research Institute, Mysore, No. 

C1374. Devanāgarī. Paper. Complete. 292 folios. 

The relationship between A1 and O1

The Allahabad manuscript A1 and the Mysore ORI manuscript O1, both paper 

manuscripts written in Devanāgarī script, share many mistakes. For example: 

sūtra-] MVK1 ; tatra- A1O1

-dyavayava-] MVK1 ; -dyava- A1O1

jātiḥ] MVK1 ; matiḥ A1O1

jātāyāṃ] MVK1 ; tāyāṃ A1 O1

tad eva nityaṃ] MVK1 ; om. A1 O1 (eyeskip)

It is probably not the case that one of them is the direct parent of the other. 

O1 has an additional mistake that A1 does not have. In other words, it is unlikely 

that O1 is the direct parent of A1 (O1 → A1).

yathāha] MVA1K1 ; yathāha bhaṭṭaḥ nāniṣpannasya saṃbaṃdho 

niṣpattau yutasiddhateti yathā O1

Nor is it likely that A1 is copied by O1 (A1 → O1). In other words, it is not the 

case that O1 always inherits the mistakes of A1. 

4　Folio numbers are written on the recto side of each leaf. The number starts with 0 

and ends with 187. So the total folio number is 188 and not 177 as I wrongly counted in 

Kataoka [2008:6].
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samāpta-] MVK1O1 ; samāptasya- A1

saṃgaccheta] MK1O1 ; saṅgacchate V ; saṃgachet A1

jātijāti-] MVO1 ; jāti- A1; vijātijāti- K1

They do not seem to be in the direct connection. Rather it seems that they 

had a close ancestor in common and introduced new mistakes of their own (3: X 

→ [ A1+ O1]). For example: 

-ty alam avāntaracintanena] MVK1 ; -ti kim avāṃtatena A1 ; -ti kim 

avāṃtareṇa vitatena O1

The following case can be also explained by assuming that X already has the 

variant with the highline marks. 

nirvikalpakabodhena] K1; nirvikalpabodhena MV ; ti¯¯¯¯kalpakabodhena 

A1 ; ni¯¯¯kalpakabodhena O1

It is likely that this ancestor X was written in Devanāgarī script and already 

had many mistakes, because many errors shared by A1 and O1 can be explained 

by considering the process of (mis)transcribing from Śāradā to Devanāgarī 

scripts. 

subantānāṃ] MVK1 ; subartānāṃ A1O1

kathā] MVK1 ; karṣā A1O1

samavāyā-] MVK1 ; sumavāyā- A1O1

parihartavyaḥ] MV ; parihaṃtavyaḥ A1O1; ++hartavyaḥ K1

aśva-] MVK1 ; śvaśva- A1O1

jhaṭity evā-] K1; drāgito hya- MV ; jāginve vā- A1 ; jāginve cā- O1

cānusandhāna-] MVK1 ; cānumanvānaṃ A1O1

aupādhika] MVK1 ; aupāyika A1O1

tayor vṛ-] MVK1 ; tayovṛ- A1 ; tayovva- O1
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-paghātā-] MVK1 ; papātā- A1 ; payātā- O1

agaur na] MVK1 ; gagaur na A1O1

In other words, it is better to assume that this X already has many 

transcriptional errors than to assume that A1 and O1 independently introduced 

them.  

The opening verse of the fifth āhnika
The praṇāma verse in the opening of the fifth āhnika as witnessed in 

MVA1O1 but lacking in K1 does not look original. 

prasannāya vipannānāṃ duḥkhitānāṃ sukhātmane/

saṃpūrṇāya dṛḍhāśānāṃ namaḥ kāraṇabandhave//

Homage to the Cause-kinsman, who is peaceful for the distressed, 

blissful for the afflicted, fulfilled for the strongly longing. 

Jayanta has no reason at all to give a praṇāma in the middle of the third to 

sixth āhnikas, all of which, at least formally speaking, comments on the same 

sūtra, i.e. Nyāyasūtra 1.1.7: āptopadeśaḥ śabdaḥ. Furthermore, the beginning of 

the seventh āhnika, for example, does not have a praṇāma verse, although the 

place is a big boundary between pramāṇa and prameya and therefore a suitable 

place for giving a praṇāma if Jayanta had such a convention. Stylistically and 

aesthetically, too, the verse in question does not reflect the excellent taste that 

Jayanta normally shows. Possibly the verse was added later by a scribe (not 

intending as a part of Jayantaʼs text but for the sake of his own merit) when he 

found it a place suitable for praṇāma from the viewpoint of quantity, because, as 

the Mysore edition divides the book into two in this place, it is the beginning of 

the latter half of the entire book from a quantitative standpoint（5）. 

5　The Vizianagaram edition, the first part of which is much bigger than the second, 

starts the second volume from the seventh āhnika.
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