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A Critical Edition of Bha.t .ta Jayanta's 
Nyāyamañjarī:

Jayanta's View on jāti and apoha

� Kei KATAOKA　

Introduction
The portion of the Nyāyamañjarī edited in the present article deals with 
Jayanta’s conclusion (siddhānta) concerning universal (jāti) and exclusion 
(apoha), which corresponds to NM II 29.7-47.4 in the Mysore edition. This part 
follows an introduction (NM II 3.7–5.14), the Buddhist refutation of universals 
(NM II 6.2–14.13), Kumārila's criticism of apoha (NM II 14.15–21.15, edited in 
Kataoka [2008]), and Buddhist rejoinders to this (NM II 21.18–29.4, edited in 
Kataoka [2009]).

				    Mysore edition	   Kataoka's edition
	 Introduction 		  NM II 3.7–5.14
	 Buddhists on jāti		 NM II 6.2–14.13
	 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	   The present article

For a general introduction to the theory of apoha, see Kataoka [2008][2009]. In 
the following I confine myself to giving a summary of this section and discussing 
related problems.

1  Summary
1.1  Existence of universals
	 Dignāga’s definition of perception, pratyakṣaṃ kalpanāpoḍham (PS I 3c), 
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makes it clear that perception is free from conceptualization, i.e., any association 
of names, universals, etc. (PS I 3d: nāmajātyādiyojanā). In other words, what we 
perceive of a cow is a unique form (svalakṣaṇa) not connected with the word 
“cow,” cowness, or the like. The universal cowness, which is in fact “not being 
non-cows” for Buddhists, is (erroneously) cognized subsequently through a 
conceptual cognition (kalpanā, savikalpakajñāna, vikalpa), which by definition is 
not accepted as a genuine perception. 

	   stage	 status	 object
	 1. nirvikalpaka 	 pratyakṣa 	 svalakṣana (vyakti, viśeṣa, bheda, vyāvṛtta)
	 2. savikalpaka 	 pratyakṣa 	 sāmānya (jāti, anuvṛtta, anugatarūpa)

Furthermore, the generic form (sāmānyalakṣaṇa) cowness is not a real entity 
as Naiyāyikas assume. What we cognize as a general property of cows is only 
the exclusion of non-cows (agonivṛtti, agovyāvṛtti), i.e., the exclusion of others 
(anyāpoha). There is no positive entity in the external world that corresponds 
to our notion “cow.” A genuine perception which is free from conceptualization 
grasps only a unique form of a particular cow excluded from all others 
(vyāvṛtta). Only subsequently does a conceptual cognition cognize a generic 
form which recurs in each cow (anuvṛtta).

		  “cow”		    agovyāvṛtti	 (anuvṛtta)

				    cow1	 cow2	 (vyāvṛtta)

Opposing the Buddhists, Jayanta proves the existence of universals such as 
cowness by demonstrating that we do perceive universals through non-
conceptual, valid cognition. This is shown by the fact that the similarity of 
one’s fingers—“fingerness”—can be immediately grasped without any delay 
(§1.2.2). Furthermore, conceptual cognitions of universals are not explicable 
unless preceding, non-conceptual cognitions have grasped them (§1.2.1). Other 
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phenomena such as recollection (smaraṇa) and recognition (partyabhijñā) 
indicate the same (§1.2.3-4). In this way, Jayanta demonstrates that both 
individuals (bheda) and generic properties (sāmānya) are real entities inasmuch 
as they are grasped by non-conceptual cognitions.
	 Furthermore, there is an exceptional case in which a non-conceptual 
perception grasps only a generic, recurring form (anuvṛttaṃ rūpam) and not a 
unique form distinguished from others (vyāvṛtta) (§1.2.5). Thus the Buddhist 
claim that perception grasps only individuals is rejected. We do perceive both 
forms, i.e. sāmānya and viśeṣa, in a single entity (§2.1). They are not contradictory 
to each other. A real entity (vastu) has both forms (ubhayātmatā) (§2.4).

1.2  Universals reside in individuals
	 How, then, is a universal related to individuals? We can understand 
cowness separately from individual cows in our minds. But we always find it 
only in cows. In other words, we never grasp a universal and individuals in 
different places (deśabhedenāgrahaṇam). They are always together. If the 
universal cowness is an entity completely distinct from individual cows, as 
Naiyāyikas claim, isn't it possible that they are found outside separately? Isn't 
it more likely, as Buddhists hold, that only individuals exist, and not universals?
	 Jayanta responds to this criticism by repeating the traditional view of the 
Vaiśesikas. Because a universal always resides in individuals (vyaktivṛttitvāt), it 
cannot be perceived separately (§3.2.2). The manner of its residing (vṛtti) in 
individuals, though it may seem odd, has to be accepted as experienced. A 
singular, i.e. undivided, universal resides in each and every cow (pratipiṇḍaṃ 
kārtsnyena jātir vartate). The cowness resides in this cow and at the same time 
in other cows, too (§3.2.3). This is what we experience, and it is not subject to 
debate. 

			    cowness

			   cow1	 cow2

― 218 ―
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This relationship, called “inherence” (samavāya), takes place between the two 
relata which are inseparable (ayutasiddha). That the cowness is inseparably 
connected with individual cows is justified by postulating that the inherence of 
cowness takes place at the time when individual cows are born (§3.2.5).
	 Jayanta refers to both explanations regarding how universals are universal. 
The cowness is either omnipresent (sarvasarvagata) or present in all individual 
cows (vyaktisarvagata) (§3.3). The latter view is attributed to “some of our 
groups” (svayūthyaiḥ kaiścit), i.e. some Naiyāyikas or Vaiśesikas. 

1.3  Necessity of universals
	 It is not the case that universals are to be postulated (kalpya). They are 
directly perceived. Therefore their existence is unquestionable, just like that of 
individuals (§3.4, 3.4.1). Buddhists, however, who do not accept the existence of 
universals, postulate that individuals are capable of producing cognitions of 
universals (sāmānyajñānajananaśakti). But what is this “capability”? If it is 
something substantial, it amounts to being the same as a universal (§3.4.2). We 
do perceive something in addition to individuals. Therefore we have to accept 
that there is something additional in the external world. This is nothing but a 
universal (§3.4.3).

1.4  The problem of “universalness”
	 Kumārila refers to an opponent, evidently a Buddhist, who holds that 
cognitions of universals can be explained without positing their existence. 
Vaiśesikas and Kumārila as well agree that people cognize a similarity of 
universals, such as sattā, dravyatva, and guṇatva, despite there being no such 
thing as “universalness,” an upper universal common to all universals. Indeed, 
Dignāga points out that a universal does not have another universal (PS V 11, 
Harada [1984:32]: jāter ajātitaḥ).

― 217 ―
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			           universalness

			   sattā	 dravyatva    guṇatva

This doctrine would support the Buddhist claim that there is no such thing as 
cowness.

			            cowness

			   cow1	 cow2	  cow3

Kumārila solves this problem by introducing the idea of upādhi, an accidental 
factor. There are two optional solutions: 1. All universals have as a common 
feature the fact that they reside in different things, while being one (ekasya 
bhinneṣu vṛttiḥ). This is the cause of our applying the word "universal" to all 
universals, such as sattā; 2. All universals have as a common feature the fact 
that each of them produces one cognition (ekadhīkaraṇa), i.e. a cognition of a 
universal such as cowness, with respect to different things such as individual 
cows. In other words, each universal unifies different individuals in our minds 
(§3.4.4).

		  accidental cause			      effect
	 1. ekasya bhinneṣu vṛttiḥ			   sāmānyaśabdaḥ sattādau
	 2. (ekasya bhinneṣv) ekadhīkaraṇam		 sāmānyaśabdaḥ sattādau

1.5  Having a single effect (ekakāryatā)
	 Kumārila’s second solution is a natural application of the Mīmāṃsā device 
arthaikatva or ekārthatā, i.e. having a single purpose. For example, apparently 
different mantras are grouped as one unified sentence (ekavākya) if they aim at 
one action(1).

― 216 ―

１	 Jaiminisūtra 2.1.46: arthaikatvād ekaṃ vākyaṃ sākāṅkṣaṃ ced vibhāge syāt.
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			   A
			   B		  one purpose (ekārtha)
			   C

As Jayanta correctly discerns, Kumārila's solution probably influenced 
Dharmakīrti’s new idea of explaining the unification of individuals by means of 
ekakāryatā, without postulating real universals. Individual pots can be grouped 
as “pot” because they all produce one similar effect. In other words, having a 
single effect functions as a kind of similarity (PV I 108bc: ekakāryatā sādṛśyam). 
An objective effect such as “carrying water” (PVSV 56.13: udakāharaṇādikam 
ekaṃ ghaṭādikāryam) is the single effect of individual pots. Ultimately, however, 
it is the mental effect in our minds that Dharmakīrti intends to be the single 
effect. Individuals produce cognitions that in turn produce a single judgment 
(PV I 109a: pratyavamarśa), “pot”. This single effect unifies different cognitions 
and individuals. 

			   vyakti1	     dhī1
			   vyakti2	     dhī2	      pratyavamarśa
			   vyakti3	     dhī3

Immediately after quoting Kumārila’s verse (Ślokavārttika ākṛti 24), Jayanta 
refers to Dharmakīrti’s view with a quotation of PV I 109ab (§3.4.5). We can see 
the correspondence between the two thinkers.

	 Kumārila: 	   arthaikatva/ekārthatā	 ekadhīkaraṇena vā(2)

	 Dharmakīrti:	  ekakāryatā		  ekadhīhetubhāvena(3)

						      jñānādeḥ kasyacid ekasya karaṇāt(4)

― 215 ―

２	 Ślokavārttika ākṛti 24d.
３	 PV I 109c.
４	 PVSV 56.21-57.1.
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1.6  The problem of “a single judgment”
	 Jayanta refutes Dharmakīrti’s device of unification by pointing out that 
“one judgment” is not one but in fact remains multiple (§3.4.5.1). Neither 
perception nor another conceptual cognition can grasp the unity of judgments 
(§3.4.5.2). Nor is it the case that an internal image (ākāra) that appears in 
conceptual cognitions in an identical way, without any difference, can unify 
them. Jayanta asks what this image ontologically is. If it is an entity distinct 
from conceptual cognitions, it is nothing but a universal. If it is not different 
from them, as Dharmakīrti actually intends, it remains many. In this way, 
Dharmakīrti’s solution by means of “a single judgment” does not work at all. 
As Jayanta points out, Dharmakīrti’s explanation cannot escape from the fault 
of mutual dependence between "single conception" and "single effect" (§3.4.5.3-
4).

				    mutual dependence 
	 ekākāravikalpa (vikalpaikya)		  kāryaikya

1.7  Various aspects of a single entity
	 It is further pointed out by Dharmakīrti (PV I 43-47) that a cognition, if it 
grasps the locus, i.e. a real entity, would grasp all aspects of an entity the first 
time, and that subsequent cognitions would have nothing left to cognize. But, 
as Jayanta replies, this is not the case. A single entity has numerous properties, 
each of which can be grasped separately by different cognitions aided by 
different subsidiary causes (§3.5).

1.8  Jayanta’s criticism of apoha
	 Dignāga’s theory of apoha as “something external having the nature of 
negation (niṣedhātmā bāhyaḥ) is refuted by Kumārila (§4.1). The fanciful apoha 
that Dharmottara posits as being neither internal nor external is not capable 
of coloring a conceptual cognition, which is essentially transparent (§4.2). 
Furthermore, a conceptual cognition (vikalpa) that Buddhists postulate as 
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touching only exclusion (vyāvṛttimātra), and not an excluded entity itself 
(vyāvṛtta), would touch both kinds of exclusion, i.e. exclusion from others of the 
same category (sajātīyavyāvṛtti) and exclusion from others of different 
categories (vijātīyavyāvṛtti), in the same way as perception (darśana) grasps an 
entity excluded from both types (sajātīyavijātīyavyāvṛtta). Thus a conceptual 
cognition would grasp a unique individual, e.g. a particular cow, and not a 
generic property, e.g. cowness (§4.3).

			      vyāvṛtti   (vijātīyavyāvṛtti)

	 vikalpa	    vyāvṛtta  (sajātīyavyāvṛtti)

Dignāga’s “exclusion” as an external negation is criticized by Kumārila. 
Dharmakīrti’s “exclusion” as an internal, mental image cannot color a conceptual 
cognition because it is not different from a cognition. Dharmottara's “exclusion”, 
which is neither internal nor external, is a mere fancy. If the last is not 
something substantial, it is just like a donkey's horn, i.e. absolutely nonexistent. 
If it is something substantial, it must exist either inside or outside. Thus 
Dharmottara’s new theory amounts to falling into the same difficulties (§4.4).

1.9  Connection with existence and nonexistence
	 The expression “a cow exists” is meaningful for Naiyāyikas, because “cow” 
denotes only the universal cowness without any implication of whether it is 
existent (asti) or nonexistent (nāsti). Thus the cowness, although an external 
entity and therefore existent, can be further connected with existence or 
nonexistence in order to remove our expectation, i.e. doubt. Thus Dharmottara’s 
claim that only apoha is common to both existence and nonexistence 
(bhāvābhāvasādhāraṇa), whereas the universal is not, does not hold (§5.1).

1.10  Understanding of exclusion
	 The fact that an object is understood as distinct from other things such 
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that “this is a pot and not a cloth” does not necessarily suggest that only 
exclusion is cognized. Once a positive form is ascertained, a negative form can 
be also ascertained through excluding other things (§5.2). Thus Dharmottara's 
claim that an object is understood in a restricted form (niyatarūpatā) is rejected.

1.11  Everyday activity
	 It is also clear that the theory of apoha has a difficulty in explaining our 
everyday activity, which is oriented towards external objects (bāhyārtha) and 
not apoha. Dharmottara's explanation that we do not distinguish between the 
seen (dṛśya) and the conceptualized (vikalpya) is not convincing, because we do 
not find any factor that would cause this erroneous cognition in which the 
conceptualized appears as if seen, and because it is not the case that this 
alleged error is denied later. Rather we should accept conceptual cognitions as 
being valid (§5.3).

2  Theoretical difference between Dharmakīrti and Dharmottara

Frauwallner [1937:280, n.1] concludes that there is no substantial theoretical 
difference between Dharmakīrti and Dharmottara. But this is clearly not the 
case. Dharmottara is well aware of the difference. He constructs his theory 
with a clear denial of the view that can be ascribed to Dharmakīrti(5). Of course, 
Dharmottara does not openly oppose Dharmakīrti. The fact that Dharmottara 
is not permitted to explicitly deny the authoritativeness of Dharmakīrti forces 
him to embrace the strategy of reinterpreting Dharmakīrti’s passages that 
contradict his view(6).

― 212 ―

５	 Dharmottara denies the theory of buddhipratibimba that can be traced to 
Dharmakīrti (AP 241.5-6). He takes up the opposing view that buddhipratibimba is 
the vikalpaviṣaya (AP 237.27-28, 238.6-7). For Dharmottara buddhipratibimba is not 
the vikalpaviṣaya (AP 241.2-3).

６	 AP 238.22-23 quotes PVin II 46.7 and AP 239.1-6 quotes PV III 164ab and 165. 
Cf. also Akamatsu [1984].
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	 Dharmakīrti denies universals (sāmānya) that Naiyāyikas and Mīmāṃsakas 
accept as existing in the external world. He does not simply replace universals 
with exclusion (apoha), as Dignāga does. In Kumārila’s understanding, the 
external apoha that Dignāga posits in the place of universals is nothing but 
abhāva, a kind of external reality. This causes many undesirable consequences, 
such as mutual dependence (itaretarāśraya), as Kumārila points out in his 
criticism of Dignāga's theory of apoha(7).
	 Dharmakīrti instead accepts that an internal image (ākāra) that is 
essentially cognition itself functions as a kind of universal. Trees, for example, 
produce in our mind the same image due to their nature (prakṛtyā) and the 
nature of residual impressions (vāsanā). Because of this same image (ākāra0), 
our various judgments (pratyavamarśa) of “tree” are regarded as identical(8).  
Hence perceptions (darśana) that precede these judgments are grouped as one; 
and the objects such as individual trees that produce these perceptions are 
therefore also grouped as one. All trees accomplish the same effect (artha, 
kārya), i.e., a particular judgment, whereas water, for instance, does not have 
that effect.

		  ākāra0	         *sāmānya	          ākāra0

		  vikalpa1	    atatkāryaparāvṛtti      vikalpa2

		     ⇧				    ⇧
		  darśana1 ⇦  artha1      artha2  ⇨ darśana2

As Jayanta points out in §3.4.5.3, internal images (ākāra) that are essentially 
not different from conceptual cognitions (vikalpa1 and vikalpa2) are different 

― 211 ―

７	 See section 3.4.2 in Kataoka [2008:27].
８	 I reconstruct here Dharmakīrti’s model as interpreted by Dharmottara and 

Jayanta. Dharmakīrti’s own model presupposed in PV I 109 is probably a bit 
different. He presupposes a single judgment. See Kataoka [2010].
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from each other because instances of conceptual cognition are different from 
each other. In other words, it is not the case that ākāra0 is the same, as 
Dharmakīrti suggests. Different objects (artha1 and artha2) produce different 
conceptual cognitions (vikalpa1 and vikalpa2) that have different internal images 
(ākāra1 and ākāra2). Dharmottara points out in AP 241.5-6 that internal 
reflections (pratibimba), because they are individuals (svalakṣaṇa) inasmuch as 
they are not different from cognitions, cannot be the meanings of words 
(śabdārtha). The internal image, ākāra0, that Dharmakīrti wants to have the 
role of the universal, cannot fulfill the task, because it is not one but remains 
many, just like cognitions and objects.
	 Instead of maintaining in vain internal images to be one, Dharmottara 
posits something outside conceptual cognitions. (But at the same time he denies 
the externality of that something.) This is a certain form that is superimposed 
(āropitaṃ kiñcid ākāramātram), which is neither internal nor external (nāntar 
na bahir), and which is unreal (nistattva) and false (alīka). The form superimposed 
functions as a kind of universal. Different conceptual cognitions have this 
common form as their objects. Therefore the difference of conceptual cognitions 
does not matter in Dharmottara's theory of apoha. They have the same form 
in common and therefore are regarded as one, as Dharmottara explicitly states: 
“We claim conceptual cognitions caused by force of perceptions of objects to 
be non-different [from each other], not because the effects are non-different, but 
because their objects are non-different(9).”

		          vikalpa1	         āropita	           vikalpa2

			   ⇧	   atatkāryaparāvṛtti           ⇧
		 		  
		          darśana1 ⇦  artha1        artha2   ⇨  darśana2

― 210 ―

９	 AP 249.7-9.
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An internal image naturally has many limitations, because it is essentially not 
different from the cognition. Ontologically it has definite characteristics. This 
newly introduced superimposed form, however, can fulfill any task that is 
expected of universal apoha, because it is nothing definite (Kataoka [2009:31.11]: 
na kiñcid eva). It can become anything. Its character of being neither positive 
nor negative gives it an important aspect of being common to both that which 
is positive and that which is negative (bhāvābhāvasādhāraṇa). In other words, 
the meaning of “tree” (or more strictly speaking, the externality of the meaning 
of “tree”) can be connected with the meanings of “exists” and “not exists.” 
Furthermore, it is not difficult for this superimposed form to have the negative 
aspect of exclusion (apoha). It is “excluded from those that do not have the 
same effect” (atatkāryaparāvṛtta). 
	 By avoiding the problem of the difference between internal images 
Dharmottara succeeds in reinstating Dignāga's simple model of apoha being 
common to different conceptual cognitions. In other words, Dharmottara 
reestablishes the so-called “top-down” model(10). At the same time he does 
retain ideas derived from Dharmakīrti’s “bottom-up” model, such as that of 
“accomplishing one effect” (ekārthasādhana), which can be paraphrased in a 
negative form as “exclusion from those that do not have the same effect” 
(atatkāryaparāvṛtti).

3  na cāṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati

Philologically speaking, the most difficult and interesting passage for the 
present editor is the maxim quoted by Jayanta in §3.4.4. Evidently many 
scribes and previous editors did not understand the original meaning. Let us 

― 209 ―

10	 Dharmottara's passage quoted above (AP 249.7-9) strongly suggests that the 
device of ekārthasādhana, which is essential for Dharmakīrti's bottom-up model, no 
longer plays a decisive role in Dharmottara's model in which the āropita functions 
as a cause of unifying different individuals as if it were a universal.
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look at what is at stake. The first edition V reads it as follows: 

	 V 314.9-10: na cāśeṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati

All the subsequent editions, i.e. S, S2, M, G, N, read the same. No variant has 
been reported. K.S. Varadācārya, the eminent editor of the Mysore edition M, 
does not comment on it. It is Nagin Shah, another great scholar and the editor 
of N, who translates and comments on the passage (N 187.3-8). He interprets 
the passage as something like the following (the original is in Gujarati): The 
number fifty cannot be present as a whole in each of fifty cows (ʻpacāsʼ saṃkhyā 
[pacās govyaktimāṃthī pratyekmāṃ] saṃpūrṇpaṇe hovī ghaṭṭī nathī). According 
to his note, the passage means: although the number fifty is not present in an 
individual cow, we apply the word “fifty” to the aggregate of cows (pacās 
saṃkhyā govyaktimāṃ na hovā chatāṃ gosamudāyamāṃ āpṇe ̒ pacāsʼ saṃkhyāvā-
cak śabdno vyavahār karīe chīe). It is clear how Shah interprets the Sanskrit 
passage.

The number fifty (pañcāśad) cannot be present (na ... bhavitum arhati) as 
a whole (aśeṣeṇa) [in each of fifty cows, although we apply the number to 
its aggregate].

But is this really what Jayanta intends? Is the reading given in the editions 
really correct? Let us turn to the manuscripts.

A1: na cāṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati
K1: na cāśena pañcaṣad bhavitum arhati
Z1: na cāśeṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati

Whereas Z1 reads cāśeṣeṇa as the previous editions do, A1 reads cāṣeṇa and K1 

cāśena. Which should we adopt? Interestingly, we find a parallel passage 
elsewhere in the Nyāyamañjarī.

― 208 ―
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NM II 636.14: na hi cākṣuṣeṇa paṃcāśad bhavitum arhati

Here we have cākṣuṣeṇa. All the previous editions read the same. One 
manuscript, GOML R3583 (SR1712) f.120r4, which I designate C1 in Kataoka 
[2003], reads as follows:

C1: na hi cāṣeṇa pañcāṣad bhavitum arhati (corresponding to NM II 636.14)

This evidence strongly suggests that we should not separate ca, because here 
we have hi as a conjunction. Rather it is likely that cāṣeṇa or whatever it may 
be is a single word. The reading of the previous editions, ca+aśeṣeṇa, is very 
unlikely. The evidence of the manuscripts for the passage in question, and a 
parallel passage as well as its corresponding reading in a manuscript, suggest 
that the following reading, i.e. that of A1, is most likely:

	 A1: na cāṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati

Furthermore, the parallel passage mentioned above has a preceding statement 
that helps us understand the expected meaning of the maxim.

NM II 636.13-14: na ca tatsāmānyāt atrāpi tathā'stv iti vaktavyam

Here Jayanta clearly says one cannot claim that the same applies to A because 
of its similarity with B. In other words, he warns against overextension. But 
how can we squeeze this meaning out of na cāṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati 
or the like? Why is the blue-jay (cāṣa) relevant if the reading is correct?
	 Harunaga Isaacson kindly helped me to confirm the reading and shed light 
on its interpretation.  He points out a parallel passage found in Bhaṭṭa Ruyyaka's 
Alaṃkārasarvasva. (I also thank Somdev Vasudeva for the reference to the 
edition.)
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Alaṃkārasarvasva (S.S. Janaki ed.) 227.8:
na hi cāṣeṇa pañcāśatsiddhiḥ

Vidyācakravartin comments on the passage as follows:

Vidyācakravartin's Saṃjīvanī 227.17-228.11: 
atropahāsāyāha—na hi cāṣeṇeti. cāṣāṇāṃ samūhaḥ cāṣam iti sthitau 
pañcāśacchabdaḥ (de?) śaṣayor abhedāśrayaṇā(ṇe?) py avyutpannapratīteyaṃ 
cāṣaśrutiḥ. na khalu tannibandhanā pañcāśadrūpasamūhasiddhiḥ.

Although the commentary suffers from a textual corruption here, the rough 
meaning is clear as Janaki discerns. 

S.S. Janaki's note on p. 227 on this passage: 
If ‘śa’ and ‘ṣa’ are interchangeable and ‘Pañcāśat’ could be also ‘Pañcāṣat’, 
the word would contain a sound-group Cāṣa, common with the Cāṣa 
meaning a group of Cāṣa-birds; however it would be ridiculous to suggest 
that ‘ Pañcāśat’ is derivable from ‘Cāṣa’: This is what Vidyācakravartin’s 
comments probably mean.

These suggest the following.

1. cāṣa and pañcāśad both share the same sound cāṣa (=cāśa).
2. pañcāśad means fifty in number
3. Therefore cāṣas, i.e. a flock of the blue-jay (cāṣāṇāṃ samūhah), are fifty 
in number

This reasoning fits Jayanta's explanation. He says: tatsāmānyād atrāpi tathāstv 
iti. A flock of blue-jays must be fifty in number because cāṣa has a similarity in 
pronunciation with pañcāśad, which means fifty.
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		  fifty	     cāṣa		     fifty

		   pañcāśad      cāṣa (cāṣāṇāṃ samūhaḥ)

But of course a mere similarity between two things does not allow us to 
extend a property of one thing to the other. That cāṣa and pañcāśad are similar 
in pronunciation does not prove that both have a similar meaning, i.e. fifty in 
number. na hi cāṣeṇa pañcāśad bhavitum arhati. A flock of blue-jays cannot be 
concluded to be fifty in number just because of the similar sound cāṣa (cāṣeṇa).
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