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A survey of research

The Buddhist theory of apoha (exclusion)——"cow’” denotes negation of non-
cows and not a positive entity such as a universal <cowness>——is one of the topics
that have attracted many scholars of Indian philosophy and Buddhist studies. Its
description in general introductory books on Buddhist logic, such as Stcherbatsky
[1930-32], has contributed to excite readers’ interest in this paradoxical doctrine
of negation as the meaning of a word and as the object of conceptual cognition.
A detailed study by Mookerjee [1935] on apoha based on Sanskrit texts thitherto
published has provided a foundational hypothesis of its historical development,
distinguishing three main phases: 1. Dignaga (who is criticized by Uddyotakara and
Kumarila), 2. Later Buddhists, notably Santaraksita, 3. and Ratnakirti (who criticizes
Vacaspati).

As in the case of many other topics in Indian philosophy, the most important
pioneering work for philological and historical research on apoha was carried out by
Frauwallner [1932-37]. His series of articles “Beitrage zur Apohalehre” elucidated the
apoha theory of Dharmakirti’'s Pramanavarttika (PV) I and Dharmottara’s
Apohaprakarana (AP). Frauwallner’s careful study is based on their Tibetan
translations of these works. Sankrtyayana discovered the original Sanskrit texts of
PV, Manorathanandin’s Pramanavarttikattka (PVV) and Karnakagomin’s
Pramanavarttikasvavrttittka (PVSVT) in Tibet and published them in 1938, 1938-40
and 1943 respectively. He also reconstructed the Sanskrit text of Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (PVSV) based on its Tibetan translation and its commentary
PVSVT. On the basis of Sanskrit manuscripts, Malvania and Gnoli published editions
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of PVSV in 1959 and 1960 respectively.

Krishnamacharya published Séntarak$ita’s Tattvasamgraha (TS) and its
commentary Tattvasamgrahapaiijika (TSP) by Kamalasila in 1926 and
Moksakaragupta’s Tarkabhasa (TBh) in 1942. Thara [1951] (and later Ota [1973])
expounded Santaraksita’s theory of apoha. Ratnakirti’s Apohasiddhi (and
Ksanabhangasiddhi) were published by H. Shastri in his Six Buddhist Nyaya Tracts
in Sanskrit back in 1910. Thakur’s editions of Ratnakirtinibandhavali RNA) and
Jianasyimitranibandhavali JNA) appeared in 1957 and 1959. Based on this Sanskrit
edition Kajiyama [1960] and Sharma [1969] expounded Ratnakirti’s theory of apoha.

Hattori’s Japanese translation with detailed annotation of the apoha chapter of
Kumarila’s Slokavarttika (SV) appeared in 1973-75. Since 1978 Akamatsu published
a number of important articles clarifying the Buddhist theory of apoha both
theoretically and historically. Ogawa [1981a][1981b] elucidates Jiianasrimitra’s theory
of apoha. Concerning the criticism of the Buddhist theory of apoha by Nyaya scholars,
Hattori [1979b][1980] studied Uddyotakara’s Nyayavarttika (NV) and Akamatsu
[1982] studied Jayanta’s Nyayamarijari (NM), Bhasarvajia’s Nyayabhiasana (NBha),
Vacaspatimisra’s Nyayavarttikatatparyatika NVTT) and Sridhara’s Nvayakandali (NK).
Contrasting the Vidhivadin and Pratisedhavadin, Akamatsu [1986] concludes that the

historical development of the Buddhist theory of apoha must have been as follows.

Dignaga (480-540)
!
Dharmakirti (600-660)

Santaraksita (725-788) Dharmottara (750-810)
(Vidhivadin) (Pratisedhavadin)

~_

Jianasrimitra (980-1030)
!
Ratnakirti (1000-1050)
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Katsura [1986]1988] reviews the ‘remarkable advancement’ of recent research on
apoha and shows that it is time to reconsider Mookerjee’s hypothesis. His careful study
of Jianasrimitra’s theory of apoha demonstrates that the apparently new idea of
Jianasrimitra in fact stems from Dharmakirti at least in germ, e.g. with regard to the
simultaneous understanding of both affirmation and negation (cf. also Ogawa [1981a)).

The loss of the original Sanskrit texts of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya (PS) V
and Dharmottara’s AP is a major obstacle for us in attempting to proceed further in
reconstructing the historical development of the apoha theory in detail.”’ However,
the gap can be filled in by carefully studying non-Buddhist texts. Kumarila criticizes
Dignaga and Jayanta criticizes Dharmottara. Jayanta first depicts Kumarila’s criticism
of apoha and thus provides us a summary in prose to understand Dignaga’s theory
from the viewpoint of a severe opponent. The relevant portion has been critically
reedited by the present author in Kataoka [2008]. Jayanta then reproduces the Buddhist
refutation of Kumarila’s criticism clearly based on Dharmottara’s AP, as Cakradhara’s
commentary NMGBh (132.24: jiianarthabhyam anya eveti dharmottarah) and modern
studies such as Frauwallner [1937] and Hattori [2006] demonstrate. This is the portion
that is reedited in the present article.

It is noticeable that previous research has a tendency to see the whole history of
apoha from the viewpoint of the latest theorists such as Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti.
Needless to say, however, it has to be borne in mind that these scholars were engaged
in refuting their own opponents such as Vacaspati and Sucarita (the latter is referred
to as kaumarila). They have their own motivation that is quite different from their
predecessors such as Dharmakirti, who must have been targeting his own opponents in
the seventh century. Dharmottara’s old view that was once most influential is discarded
by Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti by pointing out that his theory ‘is supported neither
by ordinary people, tradition nor philosophers’ (NA 229.16-17: alaukikam anagamam
atarkikiyam) and labeling him simply as pratisedhavadin (RNA 54.4). Jayanta’s
perspective provides us with another look at the history and motives for various

theories of apoha.

1 For studies on PSV'V, see Hattori [2000:138].
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Historical development of the theory of apoha

On the basis of the description by Jayanta (ca. 840-900 AD), we can reconstruct
the historical development of the apoha theory as viewed by a scholar in late ninth-
century Kashmir. Jayanta refers to three Buddhist views of apoha that can tentatively
be called *abhavavada, *ifianamsavada and *aropitavada, the last of which can be

safely attributed to Dharmottara.

1. apoha: abhava
2. apoha: jiianamsa (or jianakara, buddhipratibhasa, buddhyakara, buddhipratibimba)

3. apoha: aropita (or samaropita, altka, mistattva, niriapa, bhavabhavasadharana)

The distinction between the latter two views is also found in Sucarita’s description
of Buddhist views.? Just as is the case for Jayanta, this distinction comprises the
basic framework of Sucarita’s understanding of the Buddhist theory of apoha.
According to Sucarita, the second view regards apoha as ‘a form of cognition itself
(svakara) and the third, i.e. Dharmottara’s view, as being ‘postulated, unreal and false’
(kalpitam nistattvam altkam). Therefore, it seems that around 900 AD, i.e. in the post-
Dharmottara period, it was not uncommon to describe the Buddhist theory of apoha
under this kind of scheme.

The view of Santaraksita, whom Dharmottara seems to criticize® and whom
Ratnakirti labels as vidhivadin (RNA 54.3), cannot be precisely identified in Jayanta’s
explanation. It is conceivable that Jayanta may have understood Séntarak$ita’s view
criticized by Dharmottara as being in the same line as the second view j7anamsavada’.

And insofar as Santaraksita accepts a reflective image (pratibimba) in a cognition,

2 SVK 2615.9-11: kas tasya visayah. svakara evety eke. kalpitam nistattvam alikam ity anye.
“What is the object of that [cognition]? Some say that it is precisely the form of [cognition]
itself. Others say that it is postulated, unreal and false.”

3 Akamatsu [1979] points out the similarity of the view attributed to ‘someone’ criticized in
AP 589(240).24-26 and 590(241).11-18 with the view of Santaraksita and Kamalasila in TS(P)
1018.
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his view could indeed be classified as the second, according to Jayanta’s scheme. One
should perhaps also take into consideration that Séntarak$ita was rarely referred to in

brahmanical texts. There is no hint in NM that Jayanta knows TS.”

Dignaga, Kumarila and Dharmakirti

A noun such as ‘cow’ denotes a universal (jati) or an entity qualified by a
universal (jatimat). Dignaga criticizes these and other brahmanical views by replacing
the universal with ‘exclusion of other things' (anyapoha) or ‘being excluded from other
things' (arthantaranivrtti). According to Dignaga, a word denotes an entity qualified
by the exclusion from other things (Sabdo ‘rthantaranivyttivisistan eva bhavan aha).”
Kumarila captures the parallel structure between the two views. Namely, both views
presuppose a qualified entity. Therefore Dharmakirti correctly designates the theory

of apoha as criticized by Kumarila as fadvatpaksa (PV 164, see below).

jati anyapoha
| = |

dravya bhava

As Jayanta’s description of the first view ‘abhavavada’ suggests, Kumarila first

reinterprets Dignaga’s apoha as being equivalent to an external nonexistent (ebhava)

4 Cf. also Hattori [2006:68]: “But Jayanta makes no mention of the responses to and counter-
criticism of Kumarila’s criticism by Dharmakirti, Santaraksita and Kamalagila. It is to be
surmised that this was perhaps because in late ninth-century Kashmir, where he lived, the
main current of Buddhist philosophy was represented by the thought of Dharmottara, who
had also been active in Kashmir, but for the moment I wish to refrain from being any more
explicit in this regard.”

5 PSV ad V 36d (quoted in PVSV 62.27-63.1).

6 SV apoha 1: agonmivrttilh samanyam vacyam yail parikalpitam/ gotvam vastv eva tair uktam
ago’pohagira sphutam// “It is clear that the [Buddhists] who postulate a universal ‘exclusion
from non-cows’ as being expressed [by the word “cow”] are referring precisely to the real

entity ‘cowness’ with the word ‘exclusion of non-cows’.”
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and severely criticizes it by making the point that the alleged <not non-cows>
(exclusion from non-cows, agonivrtti) is nothing but cowness (gofva). Double negation
of a cow comes to be the same as affirmation of a cow, as is pointed out by Kumarila
in the opening verse of the apoha section of the Slokavarttika.® The ontological status
of apoha and of anya are now questioned. As Hattori [1975:52]2006:68] points out®”
and Akamatsu [1980]1986:70] explicitly claims,® one can regard Dharmakirti’s apoha-
theory as a reply to Kumarila. See, for example, Dharmakirti’s reply to a criticism of

just the kind which is made by Kumarila.

PV 164 (34.17-18):

tenanyapohavisaye tadvatpaksopavarnanam/

pratyakhyatam prthaktve hi syad doso jatitadvatoh//

Therefore, concerning the object (i.e. locus) of exclusion of other things, the
[opponent’s] explanation of the [Buddhist] view of fadvat (a locus qualified by
apoha) is refuted, for if [apoha and its locus were] different, the problem that
applies to [the non-Buddhist view of] universal and its locus would apply [similarly
to the Buddhist view of apoha).

As Jayanta correctly paraphrases in section 1 of the present edition, Dharmakirti
points out his opponent’s misunderstanding of apoha as being an external entity
<nonexistent> (ebhava) separate from its locus. Indeed, Dignaga’s way of presenting
apoha is vulnerable to Kumarila’s criticism.”

The problem of double negation pointed out in SV apoha v. 1 and v. 97 is one
of the most serious objections to which the Buddhists must respond.’” As Kumarila
points out in v. 97 and Jayanta clarifies in section 5 in Kataoka [2008:185], because
other things such as horses to be excluded, are also essentially an apoha and therefore

a kind of nonexistent (ebhava,), the apoha, i.e. abhava,, that is different from abhava,

7 See, for example, Hattori [2006:68]: “Dharmakirti provides answers to several of the points
raised in Kumarila’s criticism.”

8 See his translation of PVSV 34.19 yad ahul as “Ce que [Kumarila] dit”. (Akamatsu [1986:70])
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would be a positive entity. In other words, apoha that is different from abhava, would
be nothing but existent (bhava).

abhava,=apoha + anya (=apoha=abhava,)

gault

On the other hand, if the apoha is not different from other things to be excluded,
a cow would be equal to non-cows. These and other problems that Kumarila has
pointed out in SV come out from his wrong assumption that apoha is a separate entity

<nonexistent>. In other words, Kumarila presupposes the tadvat view and thereon

9 In this regard, remarks by Mookerjee [1935] and Katsura [1986] are both to be reconsidered.
Mookerjee [1935(1997): 131]: “There are indications which warrant us to suppose that

Dignaga put forward the theory of apoha as a pure negation without any positive reference

and so his theory came in for ruthless animadversion first in the hands of Uddyotakara and
then of Kumarila.” Katsura [1986:171]: “Further, if we look into the works of Dinnaga and
Dharmakirti, it is rather difficult to regard them as pure Negativists. A fragment of Dinnaga
quoted by Dharmakirti, “A portion of the real object is known through the exclusion of the
other objects; a linguistic item (Sabda) expresses the object qualified by the negation of the
other objects,” even shows a close affinity to the Synthetist theory.” (underlined by Kataoka)
Katsura’s objection to Mookerjee, especially concerning the misleading passage ‘without any
positive reference’, can be partly justified, because Dignaga accepts a positive entity qualified
by apoha. But Katsura misses the point of ‘pure negation’. As Jayanta describes, Kumarila
assumes that Dignaga’s apoha is nothing but abhava distinct from its locus. This is the ‘pure
negation’. Whatever Mookerjee really intends with the word ‘pure negation’ here, it seems
to me that Kumarila correctly captures Dignaga and that therefore Dharmakirti gives up
holding Dignaga’s view that he designates tadvatpaksa. It is true, as Katsura assumes, that
the basic structure remains the same for Dignaga, Jfianasrimitra and Ratnakirti (RNA 54.2:
anyapohavisisto vidhil sabdanam arthal). But it does not mean that Dignaga’s view “shows
a close affinity to the Synthetist theory.” ‘Pure negation’, i.e. apoha as an external abhava
distinct from its locus, and ‘pure Negativists', i.e. pratisedhavadin, are to be distinguished as
they belong to completely different contexts. One would fall into anachronism if one claimed
that Dignaga already anticipated Jiianasrimitra’s synthetic theory that intends to overcome

the defect of a vidhivadin, such as Séntarak§ita, and a pratisedhavadin, such as Dharmottara.
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applies the logic of double negation. But his presupposition is false according to

Dharmakirti.

PVSV 32.15-17:

tatrapy anyapohe na vyavrttir anyanya eva vyavritah, tadvyavriter niartamanasya
tadbhavaprasangat. tatha ca vyavrtter apy abhavah. tasmad yaiva vyavrttih sa eva
vyavrttah.

Furthermore, with regard to ‘exclusion of the other’ (anyapoha), it is not the case
that exclusion (vyavrtti) and the excluded (vyavrtta) are absolutely different. For,
[if they were different], the thing [such as a cow] that is [different and therefore]
excluded from ‘exclusion of the other’ (tadvyavrtti) would be equal to the
affirmation of the other. [To explain, a cow would be equal to a horse, because
a cow is the double negation of a horse., i.e. a cow is not a non-horse.] And then
even the exclusion [e.g. of a cow from a horse] would not occur [because a cow is

equal to a horse]. Therefore exclusion is not different from the excluded."”

Dharmakirti explains a problem caused by this separation, probably modeling it
on Kumarila’s criticism in v. 1 and partly in v. 97, in which Kumarila uses the logic of
double negation. If vyavrtti (in tadvyavrtti) is different from vyavrtta, vyavrita would be
equal to fad, because vyavrtta is different from the negation of tad. Double negation of

tad results in the affirmation of fad.

wavrtti * tad (=agaul)
+#
vyavrtta

10 SV apoha 97: abhavasya ca yo “bhavah sa cet tasmad vilaksanah/ bhava eva bhaven, no ced
gaur agaus te prasajyate// “And if the negation, of a nonexistent, were different from the
latter,, it, would be equal to an existent. If [it; were] not [different], a cow would be equal to
a non-cow for you.”

11 Cf. a translation by Ota [1979:80].
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Against this criticism, Dharmakirti makes it clear that exclusion (apoha, nivrtti,

vyavrtt) is ontologically not different from the excluded (nivrtta, vyavrtta)™.

mrtti < anya

nivrtta

As Jayanta makes clear in the opening section 1 of the present edition when
describing a Buddhist view that is most probably attributed to Dharmakirti,"? apoha
is not an external nonexistent (e¢bhava) but only an internal cognition itself (@ntaro
Jnanatma). Conceptual cognition grasps its own part (sva@msa) and does not operate
towards something external. Sucarita specifies it as jiianakara and Ratnakirti more
correctly bahiradhyasto vikalpabuddhyakarah RNA 55.1).

The Buddhist view of apoha as jrianamsa

It is perhaps necessary to examine whether the view of jiianamsa referred to
by Jayanta can be attributed to Dharmakirti. In SV apoha 38ab Kumarila proposes a
view that a form that appears in a cognition plays the role of universal as a real entity
(samanyam vasturapam hi buddhyakaro bhavisyati)."® Dharmakirti explicitly rejects

this view of buddhyakara.

PVSV 40.3-5: evam tarhi buddher eva pratibhaso jiianariapatvat sann eva
samanyam. tan na. yasmat——jnanad avyativiktam ca katham arthantaram
vrajet// (PV 171cd)

[Q:] Then the reflective image that precisely belongs to a cognition is a universal

as it exists being essentially a cognition.

12 Cf. also section 2.3 in the present edition.

13 Hattori [2006:66] also attributes to Dharmakirti this view that Jayanta describes as
atmakhyatigarbha saranil (section 3.2 in the present edition).

14 See also Karnakagomin'’s clarification in PVSVT 175 (ad PV I 71cd).
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[A:] No. The reason is as follows. ——And how can [a form] that is not distinct

from a cognition operate towards another object?

As Ogawa [1999] demonstrates, the view of buddhyakara, conceptual
representation, can be traced back to Bhartrhari. Dharmakirti’s rejection makes it seem
as if he does not accept the view of internal cognition as apoha. But this is probably
not the case. Dharmakirti’s intention here is to reject Bhartrhari’s view (as suggested
by Kumarila) that postulates an internal image that appears in a cognition belonging
to different objects and thus functioning as a ‘real’ (vasturipa, sann eva) universal.

Dharmakirti’s own view is quite different.

PVSV 34.26-35.1: sabdasraya buddhir anadivasanasamarthyad asamsystan
apt  dharman samsrjantt jayate. tasyah pratibhasavasena samanyam
samanadhikaranyam ca vyavasthapyate.

A cognition arises depending on a word, as it connects even unrelated properties
by means of residual impressions that has no beginning. [Our daily activity
related to] <universal> [such as cowness] and <having the same locus> [such
as ‘nilam utpalam’] are established by means of an image that appears in that

[cognition].

Dharmakirti’s view which refers to the role of vasana is clearly echoed by
Jayanta in section 3.2 in which he describes the second view ‘7ianamsavada’. Here
Dharmakirti clearly accepts buddhipratibhasa which plays the role of universal not
as a real entity (vasturipa, sann eva) but merely by appearance. It is not the case
that buddhipratibhasa actually belongs to external objects. Externality is merely

superimposed on it, as is clarified by Karnakagomin as follows.

PVSVT 175.16-21: satyam. na jiianarapasya vyaktisv anvayah, kim tu tasmin
buddhipratibhase tadbhavadhyavasayat, bahyabhavadhyavasayat. tatha
bhrantya samanavyavahara iti cet. etac cestam eva siddhantavadinal. kevalam

prakytyaikakarya vyaktayo ’tatkaryad vyavritas tathabhitaya vikalpabuddher
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nmimittam ity anyapohasraya sa buddhir ity ablumatam Sastrakarasya.

[Q:] It is true that a form in a cognition does not belong to [different] individuals.
But [it operates as a universal] by superimposing the nature of those [individuals],
1.e. by superimposing externality, to that appearance in a cognition. In this way,
the daily activity of ‘generic’ [is possible] by error.

[A:] This is exactly [the view] that the [Buddhist] proponent accepts. Merely [there
is a difference] that individuals which by nature have the same effect and which
are excluded from [other things] not having the same effect are the cause of this
kind of conceptual cognition. In this way, Dharmakirti accepts that this cognition

[of a universal image] is based on exclusion of other things.

Karnakagomin admits that an internal image that essentially is part of cognition
functions as a kind of universal. Santaraksita also accepts a reflective image that
appears in a cognition (TS 1005ab: jiiane bhaty arthapratibimbakam; 1011ab:
tadrapapratibimbasya dhiyah). Kamalasila (TSP 352.5-24) discusses in detail the
difference of the Buddhist view from that of the buddhyakaravadin, i.e. Bhartrhari,
a proponent who has the same view proposed by Kumarila in SV apoha 38ab, who

accepts it as an absolute truth that an image in a cognition is the referent of a word.

TSP ad 890 (352.5-24): apohavadinapi buddhyakaro bahyarapataya grhitah
sabdartha iti bhasyata eva. ... buddhyakaravadina tu buddhyakaral paramarthato
vacya isyata iti mahan visesal.

[Opponent:] The [Buddhist] proponent of apoha, too, definitely states that an
image in a cognition that is grasped as an external object is the meaning of a
word. ... [Buddhist:] The [non-Buddhist] proponent of buddhyakara claims that an
image in a cognition is the referent [of a word] from the viewpoint of the absolute
truth. Therefore there is a big difference [from the Buddhist view].

Opponents tend to simplify the Buddhist view and reduce apoha to buddhyakara,
an image that appears in cognition. But Buddhists emphasize that apoha is not

accepted from the viewpoint of the absolute truth (paramarthatah)."” Dharmakirti
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and his followers do accept buddhyakara, but only in the mundane level. Buddhyakara
plays the role of universal only practically. Thus, we can probably say that the second
Buddhist view that Jayanta refers to is attributed to Dharmakirti and his followers
before Dharmottara, at least by Buddhist logicians up until S;‘mtaraksita. At least
one can say that Jayanta understands Dharmakirtian view before Dharmmottara as

Jiianamsavada in contrast to Dharmottara’s aropitavada.

Dharmottara’s view

Dharmakirti clarifies that the demarcation between ‘that’ (fad) and ‘other things’
(anya) to be excluded is determined from the viewpoint of their utility. That is to
say, <other things> are those which do not have the same effect (atatkarya). Thus,
according to Dharmakirti as is described by Jayanta’s representation, <exclusion of
other things> (anyapoha) is reinterpreted as <being excluded from those which do not

have the same effect> (atatkaryaparavrtti).

vikalpa — svamsa

nivrtta = mvrtti <> anya (atatkarya)

This solution by Dharmakirti is not the final one. As Jayanta describes in section
2.4, then our conceptual cognition (vikalpa) evoked by a noun ‘cow’, which has only
a vague image of cow, would become equal to direct perception (g7ahana). In other
words, when we grasp exclusion (vyavrtti), we grasp the entity being excluded (nivrtta),
too, because the two are not different from each other according to Dharmakirti’s

reinterpretation. Furthermore, as a certain opponent whom Jayanta refers to as kecana

15 A parallel discussion is found in Mookerjee [1935(1997): 112-113] and Ogawa [1999]. See,
e.g. Ogawa [1999:283]: “Thus, for the Vaiyakaranas, the word does have its object, directly a
conceptual representation and indirectly Brahman. While for the Buddhist epistemologists
the word never touches the reality, for the Vaiyakaranas it does in one way or another.”

16 See section 2.3 in the present edition.
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and whom Dharmottara refers to in his Apohaprakarana"®

rightly points out, if we
followed this view that one grasps the entity being excluded (vyavrttagrahanapakse),
it would be necessary to simultaneously grasp the three items ({7itayagrahana): 1.
the entity that is excluded from other things (vad vyavrttam); 2. the cause by which
it is excluded (yena nimittena vyavrttam), namely, <not having the same effect>
(atatkaryatva); 3. and the other things from which it is excluded (vato vyavrttam).
Contrary to Dharmakirti, Dharmottara separates the two, i.e. nwvrtti and nivrtta
so that conceptual cognition and perception are distinct. Ontologically speaking,
apoha is neither external nor internal (nantar na bahir), but a certain image that is
superimposed (@ropitam kivicid akaramatram) on an entity, as he proclaims in the

U 1t is unreal (nistattva) and false (alika). In

opening verse of the Apohaprakarana.
other words, the object of conceptual cognition is a shadow of an entity. Conceptual
cognition (vikalpa) is colored only by the shadow of an entity (drsyacchaya) and not by
the entity itself (@rsyo 7thah), and different from perception (darsana) with respect to

their objects.

vikalpa  — aropitakara=chaya=vyavrtti <> anya (atatkarya)

darsana  — drsya

One can regards Dharmottara’s unique view of apoha as being partly inspired
by his teacher Arcata (ca. 710-770 AD). Arcata states that a form which functions as
a kind of universal (samanyakara) is untrue (nvipa) and that it cannot be a reflective

image of a conceptual cognition (vikalpapratibimbaka).

17 See Ishida [2008]. buddhya kalpikaya viviktam aparair yad rapam ullikhyate buddhir no
na bahir yad eva ca vadan nistattvam aropitam/ yas tattvam jagato jagada vijayt nifise-
sadosadvisam vaktaram tam itha pranamya Sirasapohah sa vistaryate// “The nature which
is distinct from others is drawn by the conceptual cognition, as neither the cognition nor
the external (object). Paying reverence here with my head to the faultless teacher who is the
conqueror and who, stating that unreal and superimposed (nature), taught people the truth,

I shall explain in detail that (doctrine of) exclusion (zpoha).” (Ishida’s translation)
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HBT 221.10-11: vikalpavabhast ca samanyakaro naiva vikalpasyatmabhitah, tasya
niripasya vasturapavirodhat, tadriapasya ca vikalpapratibimbakasya (-bimbakasya]
em., -bimbacakrasya ed.) samanyatmatavivahat. yasmad abahyasyap: bahyataya
vyavasitasyananuyayino ‘py anuyayitaya samanyatmakatvam.

It is not the case that a generic form that appears in a conceptual cognition is the
conceptual cognition itself, because it [i.e. a generic form] cannot be a real entity
insofar as it is unreal, and because an image in a conceptual cognition that is
essentially [a conceptual cognition itself] cannot be a generic property. For it is
essentially a generic property that is determined as being external though it is not
external insofar as it belongs to [the objects of the same kind] though [in fact] it

does not belong to [them].

Durvekamisra clarifies Arcata’s intention and states that Arcata assumes apoha

that is essentially false (altka).

HBTA 407.8: samanyakarasya wiripasyeli (nirapasyeti] corr.; niripasyeti ed.) ca
vyacaksano "karapatam apohasyabhipraiti.
And when [Arcata] states ‘of a generic form that is untrue’, he intends that apoha

is essentially false.

As Arcata’s passage indicates, the main motive for him to refute the view of
vikalpapratibimba, i.e. an internal image that appears in a cognition (i.e. buddhyakara),
is that it cannot function as universal belonging to different external entities because
it is real (vasturipa) insofar as it is essentially part of conceptual cognition. In the
immediately following line he quotes PV I 71 (by which Dharmakirti probably intends
to criticize SV apoha 38ab). Comparing Arcata’s immature expression %#ripa’ with
Dharmottara’s description of apoha as ‘buddhir no na bahir’ and ‘nistattvam aropitan’,
it is likely that Dharmottara is indeed the originator of this unique view. But it is also
clear that Arcata already feels dissatisfied with the traditional interpretation of apoha

as vikalpapratibimba, an interpretation that can be traced back to Dharmakirti. One
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can propose that Dharmottara’s main motive to introduce a new view inspired by his
teacher is the concern that the old view of wikalpapratibimba in fact cannot overcome
the defect that Dharmakirti intends to avoid in PV I 71cd. Insofar as an internal image
is essentially part of cognition, it is real (vasturiipa) and remains to be an existent (sann

eva) and therefore cannot take the role of universal.

Dignaga, Dharmakirti and Dharmottara
From the preceding investigation we can probably draw a historical development

of the theory of apoha up to Jayanta as follows.

1 Dignaga
Kumarila

2 Dharmakirti

Séntafal@ita Arcata

N

3 Dharmottara

Jayanta

Recapitulating the three Buddhist views that Jayanta describes, apoha is
ontologically defined as follows:
1. Dignaga: apoha = abhava (as interpreted by Kumarila)
2. Dharmakirti: apoha = buddhyakara, atatkaryaparavrtta (because vyavytti =
vyavrtta)
3. Dharmottara: apoha = kascid aropita akarah (neither external nor internal)
Epistemologically, their theories of apoha as viewed by Jayanta can be described
as follows:
1. Dignaga: a word denotes an entity qualified by exclusion and thus operates
externally.

2. Dharmakirti: conceptual cognition grasps its own part (sv@msa) and thus
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operates internally.
3. Dharmottara: conceptual cognition is colored by a shadow of an entity
(drsyacchaya) that is neither internal nor external.

It is evident that Jayanta makes clear the difference of the three views by

distinguishing the three phases: external — internal — neither external nor internal.

He also contrasts the latter two views which we can attribute to Dharmakirti (and

his subsequent followers) and Dharmottara respectively as ‘a path based on the

appearance of itself (@imakhyatigarbha saranilt) and ‘a path based on the appearance

of nonexistent’ (asatkhyatigarbha saranih), by using Mandana’s scheme of classifying

cognitive error (vibrama).

Dharmakirti: atmakhyatigarbha saranih

Dharmottara: asatkhyatigarbha saranil

18 Not only Jayanta but also Dharmottara is conscious of the difference of his view from

Dharmakirti’s. An opponent in AP 587(238).22 criticizes Dharmottara’s final view by
pointing out that his view of apoha as being untrue and false (diios po med pa) contradicts
Dharmakirti’s statement in PVin II that assumes apoha as being svapratibhasa, i.e. an
internal image. PVin II 46.7: svapratibhase ‘narthe ‘rthadhyavasayena pravartanat. Of
course Dharmottara justifies his view by reinterpreting Dharmakirti’s statement. But this
shows that Dharmottara implicitly criticizes Dharmakirti. As Jayanta correctly captures,
there is a clear and substantial difference between Dharmakirti’s and Dharmottara’s views.
But Frauwallner [1937] finds no substantial difference between the two. Frauwallner
[1937:280, n.1]: “Den Unterschied zwischen dieser Auffassung und der Lehre Dharmakirtis
hat Jayantabhatta gut hervorgehoben. ... Auch Dharmakirti hatte nicht das Vorstellungsbild
an sich als Gegenstand der Vorstellungen bezeichnet, sondern nur insofern es nach auflen
verlegt erscheint. Aber Dharmottara hat die Verschiedenheit von der Erkenntnis als solcher
schirfer hervorgehoben, wenn er auch, wie seine Darstellung zeigt, den Zusammenhang
zwischen Erkenntnisbild und Gegenstand der Vorstellung nie aus dem Auge verloren hat.
Uber die tatsichlichen Verhaltnisse bestand also keine Meinungsverschiedenheit. Nur in
der Art, wie sie aufgefal3t und ausgedriickt wurden, liegt der Unterschied.” Frauwallner’s
observation that dismisses the sharp contrast between the two views is in contrast with

Jayanta’s understanding of the historical development of apoha.
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From the perspective of Jayanta at least, Dharmakirti regards apoha as an
extension of internal cognition itself that appears as if external being influenced
by various residual impressions (§3.2), whereas Dharmottara denies any kind of
existential possibility of apoha (§3.1). It exists neither internally nor externally. It is a

certain image merely superimposed. It is an appearance of nothing (asatkhyati)."®

The appropriateness of the name ‘exclusion’

Whereas the negative term “apoha” (exclusion) is suitable in Dignaga’s view,
it is not necessarily so in the latter two views. Therefore, it is necessary for them to
show how the negative name fits in its referent. Dharmakirti presupposes apoha as
an extension of internal cognition. This is not a negative entity but positive. It would
be proper for him to say that the cognition produced by hearing “cow” has cognition
itself as its object. Dharmottara presupposes apoha as a certain superimposed image
that is neither external nor internal and that is neither existent nor nonexistent. His
view would imply that the object of conceptual cognition is a superimposed image and
not exclusion. How could the expression ‘exclusion as the object of a noun’ or ‘exclusion
as the object of conceptual cognition’ fit in? According to Jayanta’s description
of Dharmottara’s view (§2.4, 2.6, 2.8), the negative term ‘exclusion’ is used not on
the basis of our actual feeling (pratipattital), but it is a figurative usage (upacara)
applied only theoretically (yuktitah). This is a usage by analytic scholars (nztividah,
vyakhyatarah) and not ordinary people in everyday activity (vyavahartarah). Jayanta’s
explanation of the other view is simpler. The usage is based on ‘the connection with

the shadow of exclusion’ (§3.2: vyavrtticchayayogat).

The problem of activity (bravrtti)

The apoha theory denies a non-Buddhist view that conceptual cognition has an
external entity as its object (vastuvisayatva). But our activity deals with an external
entity and not exclusion. Therefore it is necessary to explain how people who have
undertaken action (pravrtta) will obtain an external entity (vastuprapti). Buddhists

have to explain the gap between the object of conceptual cognition and that of activity.
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drsya - - - - darsana
!

apoha - - - - vikalpa
!

drsya - -- pravrtti

Jayanta’s manner of description reveals that there are two different views inside

Buddhism, probably one attributed to Dharmakirti and the other to Dharmottara.

Dharmakirti: drsyavikalpyayor ekikaranam (abhedadhyavasayalh) — pravrtti
Dharmottara: drsyavikalpyayor bhedanadhyavasayah — pravrtti

Dharmakirti holds that combining the seen and the conceptualized (drsyavikalpyayor
ektkaranam) is the cause of activity. In other words, the cause is the determination of
oneness (abhedadhyavasaya). Dharmottara reinterprets this ‘making one’ (ektkarana),
‘ascertainment of oneness’ (abhedadhyavasaya) or ‘determination of non-object as
an object’ (anarthe “rthadhyavasayah) as being equivalent to ‘non-determination
of distinction’ (bhedanadhyavasaya) (§4.1, 4.4). The cause of activity, according to
Dharmottara, is not positive ascertainment of oneness but only the lack of distinction
between the seen and the conceptualized. As Jayanta correctly sniffs out, one can
perhaps suggest that Mandana’s description of the Prabhakara view of cognitive error
(bhranti) that error is in fact not an error but a mere lack of distinction (bhedagrahana,

vivekagrahana, akhyati)™ has influenced Dharmottara’s view of bhedanadhyavasaya.

An additional manuscript consulted in the present edition
In addition to a Devanagart manuscript A, and a Malayalam manuscript K, I

consult yet another manuscript Z,, written in Sarada script, for the present edition.

19 See, for example, BSi 137.2-3: bhrantis tarhi katham? pratyaksasmaryamanayor

vivekagrahanat.
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Z, A manuscript preserved in the Oriental Research Library, University Campus,
Hazaratbal, Srinagar, No. 10232 (Acc. No. 1933). Sarada. Paper. Incomplete. 98
folios. The text edited in this article is contained on ff. 200r9-202r5.

Abbreviations and conventions

For the abbreviations and conventions used in the present edition, see my previous
editions of selected portions of the Nyayamarijari, Kataoka [2003b][2004][2005] [2007a]
and [2008].
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Correction to Kataoka [2008]

Printed text Correct text
p.- 115 only upto v. 38 only up to v. 39ab
p.9,11.16-17  Sabaleya Sabaleya sabaleyo ‘sabaleyatt
p. 9,123 bahuleyadisv bahuleyadisutt
p.28,1.2 AT TS ATRTTTS*

#1 thank Yasutaka Muroya for the correction of these two errors.
*[ adopt a variant reading. Accordingly change the order of variant readings in

the apparatus.
Abbreviations and Bibliography (see Kataoka [2008] for those unmentioned here)
AP: Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana. See the Tibetan text

edited in Frauwallner [1937].
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2.5 sajatiyavijatiyaparavrttt
2.6 apohatvopacarah
2.7 rupatrayam
2.7.1 bhavabhavasadharanatvam
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STIRITE AT AaTdT I=F= |

r SN <
[2.3 AT AagATHaTHE=T=T |

9 ATGAdadiHarg a7 F ATg a9 ATdd A d-
S ~ o ~ ~_rc N c [ ~ - ~
THHATd ATGAUT R A dheTATGAATT ald STaia g-
© S =~
IAgeAT U d Wag: |

Aaqean | T faecdeAga e TS | T T IIATY -
o A | AT § dfgefag & | a7

199 TIZHAHT | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.5: @€ T (T ) H&HT |
2§ | See Nyayamaijar 11 6.10-11: TeqSTIae] fadedr: @ Taq
UT TEIHETH R IAITHTT & |

3 ATIAITIEVNS | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.6: SATd I EATUR T~
fafa

597 .- AE&HATT | Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 32.15-17: TATH=ITITE
T AT TF AT, TN AaaHA T TaTaqdgrd | auT
T ATGALHATG: | THTIT AT T 0T ATI: |

9 IfT d FfFaTOad ATHC: ] Nyayamainjarigranthibhanga 133.9: 1T
q wfgerfaa ATaTT gha |

1 9T, T g9Ar §9: ] MAK,; °997 Ag9T §¥: M*'*; 9« -
FUT ¥ V; 9T T g¥AT O 7, 1AGY & ] MVAK,; FTET
Z, 18IF° ] MVK.Z,; &E° A, 23] MVA,Z,; 9T 3T T K,
2 q=gTATe | MAK, Z,; a=arde V2 fa&edr ] MVA,Z,; faseTe
K, 3 °UgWE | MVA,Z,; °U8UT K, 33=U=] MAK,; ST=A=T
MV SET=AT Z, 5 °WETE ] MVK,Z,; °9&T A, 53T T| K% ;
IT M; om. MV IT T A, 6 TAEEHATT | MVK,Z, ; AedhHdRHAT
A, 7UT T ]| MAK,Z;; om MV 87 fasede | MVK, ; fasede
M A, ; T fg faseTe 7,
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ATAATHETI T 19T GST: | T &Er aucgad |

AT U Feodd TA99eA [hed —ATGaugraer -
TIUEY WIS, Fgmga a4 ¥ AfFaT =g 999
ATGOAT | T F FagusuAsicad: &7 ATETURIH -
fa— e wafa | afs =T [eHicaqdar J49g
HAEGATET , deqTar [Gggedd, T Iqae eI IaHd -
al

(2.4 AT AaTITaRY=H |
TEEAT AR ayar g fadear I@r vaf=<a | =H19-

<
1 @W] See section 2.1.
2 m e WWTﬁ:lﬁ' ] Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana

595(246).4-9: gal te dnos po gzan las ldog par sgro btags pa yin na/ ldog pa

gan yin pa de dan/ ldog mtshams gan yin pa de dan/ rgyu mtshan gan gis
ldog pa de gsum ka yan rnam par rtog pas rtogs par bya bar ’gyur te/ dper
na lha sbyin mchod sbyin las ldog par 'dzin pa na gsum ka yan ’dzin pa bzin
no// dnos po med pa’i phyir ji skad bsad pa gsum ni rnam par rtog pas ’dzin

par mi 'thad cin fiams su myon bas yan ma yin no//

13gade | MVA,Z,; 39T d° K, 1 *HEI9T | MVK,Z,; °&-
fo M*A, 1Td] MAK,Z,; TF VM*  1&9T: | MVK,Z,; &9
A, 1WTEST: | MVK,; WTE:&T: A, WTE:T: Z, 17 @9t aucgad |
MVK.Z; om. M*A, 2 9999eq] MVK,Z,; T9=gq A, 3 f&a-
TUEW | MVAK,; @@ ugw z, 3 ggmEw av ¥ fqfaes s
TaT | MA,Z,; FgET = 9T &AET gag VM e ; Jar SJmad
a9 Fgaraay AT K, asmgafafta ] MvA,; sagauuEaa-
TR gfq gSId K, ; SATg9H a0 U 7, 4 HEIuEmEe | MALK, ;
fragere MHev; wEwfaaawEe 7z, s53fe] K, ; af< fg Mva,z, 57-
FIHIT® | K, ; TR §d° MVZ,; JEURET 5fd A, 6dsd° | MVK, ;
qede AZ, 639° ] K,; d@99° MVA,Z, 97-9° ] MVA,Z,; T=a9°
K, 9c°f@@rua] MAK,; °faw@ar mrev; ofavgug z, ofa@wedr
IHT| MA,Z,; fa&wear g&r M ev; faaedT K,
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[ e o

Ffavaaa=gmafadegsy | GATEaadd | TTISIT-
fafrttrenfefaseamargT s IfEed ) T &
Mfade  aenT A THETL AT A : | EAT T T 9 |
qHT T 9rqd AT | aeTedenaqg aiayacadd

fAReaETHafaSd — 349 Tl dHagaYIaq=ad, T
gfaafaa: |

~ _r~ ~ ~
[2.5 AT TGS AITg T |
TAACRTETGA AT AT AT aAT gIIeT FEH |
ENER NP ERERIEIMEIGCEE LR E R T I CEIR EC T e
~ ~ ~ _r~ ~
T aTATRHfEET: | T f& aerdrafasrdara-

1 °&g&H | See section 1: HAAIIEATA e |
6 T gfaufaa: | Nyayamaitijarigranthibhanga 133.11: T gfaafaa: |

139mgfe | MVA K, ; &FTgae Z, 1 °Tqf=gd° | MVK,Z,; °If=ade
M A, 1 °FHAA ] MVK.Z,; °THqd-~ A, 2 °900d« | M VK, Z;;
oqTTEAT MA, 2 H;AT&HRIT | MMVK,Z,; AT&HET MA, 2 If@Eead |
MM VA K, Z,; 3f@ed= M 3 Mfaseutdae | MVA,Z,; JHased
§ST° Ky 3T T MVZ,; T MA,; § T K, 4 THEqcHhAT-
Tafae - o9OEaHT | MVK, ; TEHTEacRiaIaaarad A, (eyeskip) ;
TEHTEAERIIGTe - *Igqaiad z, 5 °dfasd | MVZ,; °afds-
T K, 8 °IIEUHAT] K,; °FTGOANT MVA,Z, 8F¥IT FEIH |
Z,; TITEEIH MV ; 9O €7 A, ; g9I&IH K, 9+ .. fawrar-
TG | MA K, Z, ; aF fasreizeamgtea: vm e 9 fasmraraasre |
K, ; SaTdrafasraaeare M; fawae=are A,2, 10 °§T—nﬁrﬁﬁﬁa—
THT IYEISITaAT fadeur: | audaeagaaara T i@@d: | em.

awwm‘f\a'@v MA,K?; ~FATRIT M @aaS e agsHTar f%r—
W‘% TEETT Hﬁﬁﬂm?ﬁﬁ'@' geafavary faset: wreaT 3-
AT aYaTeT 3= AT ST ST T FETiacaTea

AT Ke®; FATRITA @I eI gS T a1 oI AT aTHEAT TR -
WfEEd: 2, 10FSdae | MAK, ; &Smdaiae Z,
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T ST AT | T Tha TR A A THR T I4T -
T

A, #g 7T | e fg faser: | |-
ENINPEIERNICIR R ENC R e DI R CE T IR

hd |

IERT=ATUT ITHG T ST | AT T I TR TG T A T
[ [ N o . ~ ~
fAeTa I e e edd ([@aeT: Jaad, T aAdiaeAr-
FATEE! | o favaTy faded: T=T SATIE v 3-
== |

[2.6 SATTRATIATL: |
AT SHHTUTIT ATHRMAT T Tig:, AT Gqcared | AT=:,

HAITETETT | AaFTEr T w7 fwfgefr vaq <o

1 @@ aTe | ALK, ; *@EAgHTe M; *@E@qaaq° VZ, 35T |
MVK,Z,; =1 A, 3fg fageum: ] K, ; fAfdsear: mva,; faser
7, A GATdrEtaSTar e | MVK,Z, ; Garearde MM A, 4 °@-
"] K,; @™ T MVZ,; °®@ T A, 49aedAT | MVK,Z,; ddreT-
ar A, 5 EWMENT: ] MAK,; ¥afd: VZ, 6 *&UE&ET | MK Z ;
CHIUAGT VM, oF~ ~qq IUAIEAT G AT g aaed tqear-
TREIEAT AR AT T & Mifascaeaa RS e
AR T FIYAT AATT T Jread e qeaedehiaadarag -
ST FATITATT FIIET €T aF f[aoraaesargaaArarga@ay: T f&
AT TATISATA T ISATI T ETARI T T AR TR TAD AT aTH T -
YT §AE 79 e frgamemEr fAfaser: asdasgararEE
T HATHAT ata=ar fadeqam searauT Igia: S aur T
T seaTgeramT™T faaTdasaTgarE - @ T A, 6 °FT: e |
MVA,Z,; °%T §99d K, 6] MVA,Z;; om. K, 7 °FAT@EET | MV
KiZ,; °TAMT A, 7 °=TIE® | MVK,Z,; °=TIE fd A IUFIT
AqT IEEIE. A, 7 ofavErer | MAK,; ofavET vM*ez, 83-
=T | MVALK,; 390 o Z;, 10 °f9a =m&er] AK,; efuararr
MVZ,
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TE:” T A ITTIT | ATH T AT THFHI AT -
= EYIATE ®USITTHATHTAST (el aqme=iaT: |

[2.7 ©TF |
afr 7 fasenyAon faecrararaariaa e
fFoaear IgyEeys Jdigd | T 9% S9999(T 978
TET 5 |

[2.7.1 HIdIHIQHIHI(UICdH]
EH&JW ]%-GH‘CI"I (‘qb‘iullqlld(‘q T chl’lt"'ll"('lil“l"lldqﬁ-
= ITIA, AT | ATHTTHT: , (aofas=e |

[2.7.2 Faa®TEH |

~ ~= = «Y )
(TITEIAT d TdhcddyaH g, 14 SCAAHAI -

1 ®Ad Wﬂ'ﬁﬁ'] Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.12: eld IIEY |
4 fasearaeafaaTiaa e | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 133.14:  faerear-

ESECIECHES IS
8T - - ﬁm | Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana 590(241).22—

25: gan gi phyir phyi rol gyi me ni dnos po yod pa la mi ltos te/ mthon ba
nid kyi ran bzin ni yod pa’i dnos po’i bdag niid du yod pa’i phyir ro// dnos
po med pa la yan mi ltos te/ mthon ba de’i ran bzin ni med pa dan ’gal ba’i

phyir ro//

11 fga=sgar - Wﬁw ] Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana
1 7 fefgefT yag «odE:” | MvAZ,; fefEes vegsmTE K.

1 oI T | MMVK,Z,; °"H° MA, 20T | MA,K,Z; &-
YU (7) MM, &€ gYUTe Vo 2 oTgTET | K, ; °9=TH MVA,Z,
2 FUSITY® | MVK,Z,; &TF9qE° M, &Eqege A, 2f&sr] Mmv
K.Z,; fa® A, 23QmE0IE: | MVK,Z,; S@TE0009T A, 4 aTaar |
ALK, o@TEYT MV; oqTaeT M ; qrerdr z, 5aramde | K, ; aral
MVA,Z, 53T&l | MVK.,Z,; §T&] A, 9 I | MVA,Z,; IoATq
K,
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AT e A asgaq~I 0 ATadhedd S(q adTg Hd-
TBEAVIEH , FAYT [Maui=gammarg | afery 7 3]

T TR 0T

[2.7.3 FTETOIQAT: ATE9aH |
Trgaegavaes 7 (o fadeq=m T e
ST =TI TemTeaTEfavyaed AT | GTal AT

594(245).19-21: de’i phyir cig $os kyi ran bZin gyis ston pa fnid du rtogs
pa’i rnam par rtog pa ni nes pa’i don rtogs par byed pa yin no//; Nyaya-
maiijarigranthibhariga 133.16-17:  IXamatafa T faaaegaar qEfa:
qT A TAT e ATd IJg I ae |

2 AT rﬂQGHr{‘WMId\ ] Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.15-16:
=T faTi=gEnaTelT | sraaTaa=g T - LU 9 |
2qferT T IE&T T T&ld | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.18: gfera T
T T IR g

5 THREATIETHTEET | Pramanavarttika 1 43: THeATSEaTTaET Tedeed
q: TGIH | &I ST T FET ANT: ST TATO: TEEAT N this is also
quoted in NM II 13.14-15 and NM I 239.12-13.

1 *FEHEIIHET | MVK,Z,; *T@EAET A, 2 ofavgs@d | M
VA,; ofavaq K.z, 2 F=uT] MVK.Z,; =99 A, 2 fq=ae ]
Mo A, 7, ; Fae Mv; fqgaeTe K, 2 °qWET | em.; °qTENATT
MVA,K,Z, 2®fesr ] MVK,Z,; afefa fg Ace; a@farr fgoare
3IEIT UT | Ky ; &ld | Ud MVZ,; &Id UF A, 5406 ] MVA,Z, ;
e T K, 5 9T “T&° | MVAK,; °ATH&®® 7, 6 FHEe |
MVA,Z,; °¥F@Me° Ky 6 TEH | VALK, ; ®FTEH M; STEH 7,
6 STATET ITLT9a | MA, K, Z, ; SASTET=aLrarad M v

— 466 — (33)
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[

SUH | dF dTe]Jd<dHTdd | T F AT =S TITHIATH dT8]T-

<

~~

r o [
AU Qg IYHAENINd AT AIEYIT [dhedT: heldl

o= |

(2.8 IATIIEfAYTEH |
Ferty fafasgor o Ifq awr wgha:, @urfe Sfafasr
SATIEAYITT aTe HAITII (= | TITHH AT
N~ o~ ~ c ’ r~
qodq faa=afr, T sagai:” gfa|

[3 TrEHAEITIERTY: |
[3.1 STHCATIAITHT FL: |

AT ST AT-a <l 7 &l , I+ UF &fFarariaa ATRILr AT-

1 9 STEIeadTad | Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana 593(244).25-28:
gzan yan mi bden pa’i ran bZin ston pa’i rnam par rtog pa phyi rol 'dra ba
kun tu ston par ji ltar 'gyur te/ de giis ni §in tu chos mi mthun pa’i phyir
ro// de’i phyir de’i ran bzin gzan las ldog par Zen pa na rnam par rtog pa
phyi rol ’dra bar kun tu ston par ’gyur ba yin no//

19 = W@ﬁ"’ ‘-Ta'r-'_d‘] Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana
593(244).29-30: gan zig $in tu mi 'dra ba de’i ran bzin du ’dzin pa de ni
gzan las bzlog pas byas pa’i ’dra bar ’dzin pa lhur len pa yin te/

6 ATATATL: ®|od° | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.4:  SATEATATL:
Ffeafd |

6 HATRATATL: - HAFEAT: ] Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 39.5-6.

1 FAEA=gE@™ e | K Z,; ATGa=grade MV; SATaaEre A, 1
SYETT | MVK,Z,; *899™ A, 2 °fawar] K,; fawar ua Mva,z,
7 fag=gt=r ] MvK,Z,; faaeaf=r M*M*@A, 10 T STE:, 3T ]
MVK,Z, ; STaTeqia<r Jraral @ A,

—465— (34)

10
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=g EENR IR Id — ST IAFRAT AT d-

Tfur: |

[3.2 ATCHEATIAITAT dL0T: |
o a7 fadeaufafesms JTTREaET=TE T deare iy faf=-
FAIATNEITEaETHe STEaeauTaqTT Araar=T fofd |
r~ -~ S s
AT T=STATANTT dedrg iq AGf gad | HTATHSATIT -

T g |

1 °1:|'F|355|Tﬁ|1'|'3ﬁ] Nyayamaifijarigranthibhanga 134.6:  STHCATIAITHT |
T AT SHA UATEET fadeagal Sfaqre soga Jaf |

5 fafa=amaare ... faafa | Cf. Pramanavarttika I 205abc:  SAFTIG@TEAT-
S?rf%lwwﬁﬁrfa?r | SIS&TIH; Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 105.24-25: 24T
3%‘ WeaT: Ty aT, a4~1||qq|<1-1|>{HQ|qqan|dﬂTFH=|Tr¥3‘ faw=-

c~

SAATHHTSH AT |; Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 182.9-10: qefr faseT-

gfafaras FaeqIeITATaTIauTad haTaT eaar gfayrad |

1 °@qE° | MVA,Z,; °898: K, 13=9d | MVA,Z,; $F=Ad K,
1 HEATd° | K, ; HAFceATdare® MVA,Z, 43 ar] MVK,Z, ;
ST VT A, 4 °HATHHT | K,; °HTEHSHT MVA,Z, 4dg° ] MVA,Z,;
dere K, b5 oATH&MIEd® | MVA,K,; °d9TEde Z, 5 °®qq4-
T] MVA,Z,; °¥EET K, 5 °T@ITEHTT | MVK,Z,; °TATHATT A,

5 ATRATAT | MVK.Z,; &IATSAT A, 6 T&IE | MVK,Z,; T9E A,
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[4 FTTTTITEAH |
[4.1 wrfeEe ]
q‘—anFcr FEIEAYI@EM™TE f[@ded=T & I F98-
T Tad=d | 999 FEeIAT Jaa-d, 3% sfr &g
g r JUITET TgoaTaTd | STfed g &0 |

2

4 7

f\.]

[4.2 ARTTHIATITIT]

TANATEE FUAATT ®IOOHT, AEAT SHITITT I -
TITATA | ANETE T T U FUTAfT aFeaq |
I=q | FgaeTae A ahe T L R ua==-T | §-
IR T [a&ed f[aded faae=aar T vyfavard

3 TTIUTT | Nyayamaiijarigranthibhariga 134.8: TTHIITIT | IT T-
FHHATUIATRGTGH, 9 AT T FATfEATH qAT1q | FET
FTEATRTTIETE ATUIATRITIE TR = |

9 ISR IILHIHLITAGIAT | Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 39.6-7:
T § WTAEaHaHaEand F=gqET gy faaedrauidaided Ta-
T= I; sce also Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.5-6: SIqgAT: TAGYT-

faseanie s Jad- |

3 fageam=T #9 | MVZ,; faeeamET &9 A, ; &9 fadea =T K, 4599-
gaTC: | MK, Z,; SATGgIIT: M ; SHagTeT: V; FGgdi: A, 4-Td-
¥ FEGEIETT 99 | Z,; om. MVA, ; ATHeT TRIEIATT Jaa= K,
43¥ ST ] MVAK,; g 2, 5&HfEg T ] MVK.Z, ; TIT S
A, 7F=e - wAETT ] MAK,Z,; &R MoV 8 ETe | MA,
Z,; T Ky 8 F@edH | MVA,Z,; T&eAT: K, 9 gogfaadee |
MA,K,Z,; S¥TfadeTe V9 oTHIHTITe | MVZ,; °oThaTLore Mo,
SEXHATIUT® A,; °THILUL K, 10 °Heq=l | MVA,Z,; °Feu+ K,
10 faser fadeaar 7] em.; fadeqaar 7 M; s a5 M7V ;
fageaar 7 A, ; fasew fageaaar 7 K, ; faeea fawe=aar 2,
10 ¥fa9ara | MVA,K, ; Sfa9meard 7z,
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~

FHTAT | AT aAASHE] g9aHd [ald A-9d | da-
~ ° . ~ ° ~ 3N
R = y9dd | 38 RS HTg g vaiadeTdr: |, e
TEIAT TATR (@& I+ ald | T [ AAg e adqrd
T RO, AT I [aaeaeT JHivd Sraeq

fEgHoreaTd, FHSTTTHTT FIITITATET | ATHETeT T -

~ < fa r fa ~
T AHITH:, [FheITEaYIdcdld | 7 [dhed:, TIIT9-

23T .- TE]%' ] Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 171.8-10: Wﬁ‘ gfa
TACRTIIETST TETHTT ICTTATAT [aahed: STHRTT T TaTgaeT -
fa, 7 @fas &0fa | a7 faecafayaer geaTaaraaaTaTg §99-
fagdeaaT (fademdqT ] em.; ~faF AT ed.) THFT=AT |
3T W" ... ofgsger | Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 171.4-5: 9
gafadeaa (faFemaT ] em.; fq&®eTTLT ed.) THEHOT fH-
g9 | afe gvaer faseameds:, aeg oF yafaw =g | fase=rer
TIITENE:, AU e T |

6 faseaTfayaeaTa | Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 171.5-6: T = g9aa-
FEIITLRIRII TR, T fqdheATavadand |

1&9A=T° | MVAK, ; @9FT° 7, 1 °fauesasg] MVK,Z,; °fa-
TARTET MeA, 2 ofaqde=ar:, ¥e= - T&d | em.; ~fadcganies
- TEd M ofaweraniEr o= (gvEa) MM ofaweraniEr o=
el V; ofa@erandeT aegar gyaTigaedr a9 §9ad A, ofa@weT-
e - TR K, ofademandieT o gvEa 72, sfa@es ] em;
faeedar MAK, ; fase=r 2, 3 eq%=are | K,; oF: fy=are Mva, ;
safifmaEaTe 7z, 4 ofghreer ] MvK.z,; ofgfres A, 4fa=s-
FTHET | MA,Z, ; fa@eqesr M VK, 49&Ha] K. Z,; THd] MV;
FHOT A, 5IMMETe | MAK, ; IATe M *VZ, 5ATHET® | MA,
K,; T 9are M"*VZ, 6fase=are | AK,; faseare Mv; faseare
Z, 67 fa@eT: ] MVA,Z,; LULET K,
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~

YT | dEHTR ST IHdTed A4 |

[4.3 T IITEH |
AT FEaea T R A TR 0T aeq:, TETHT qfofedT -
NI | UATESAH, darl [q&ed:, qa: ggiard |
I f& gorafdaquenT YaadaTTedHTIIT | ATaThiiE -

[ . ~ ~ ~ < r~ . r
TRTYEATET FfFgRaa - araraa $9TET "fgeEr I-

FAATT: | I T Aof SHAT A106T, aF ATHIRTCTTAAT]
fawenaa e, SnTaTET 9T y9qarT: |

1 m] Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 171.6-7:  9T1q faehed T,
T gEATaYIeaTq |

5 ATGLH° - auT TIIHTT: | Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 43.3-5: Teafa-
FEoAT [adeaHaotauTae sfr aeg=afagars: | afonmartas
"orT=T: |; Pramanavarttika I 81: P ELT=E W?‘Aﬁ ’J’Qﬁ_ﬂ’l—l—'\'l;ﬁ:l?ﬁ' q-
T | AT yTfeaar=r s Er9asiT 99T T9T; Pramanavarttikasvavrtti-
t1ka 191.13-16: ot 7ot Ffa | Zrom "foraste aforgfgut=ar | aur
faerea T goa sfv yraes |fnr /e EaT Aumafar=aes
garfaa®r | 7  S9aa: |

1 gegiawae | MMVK, Z,; gegtaware M; ~--fawze A, 18-
F° ] MVK,Z,; @8° A, 1 &A@ | MVZ,; °&MFT@°e MFM""A, ;
ogATHT e K, 1Wgfa:] MVK.Z,; Jf: A, 4 °FIE9H, qar |
MVK,Z,; °FITESATAL MFMe e, oIF@ed-ae A, 4ad:] MV
K.Z,; dar sfr Mremeren,  awgfafdfa] mvak,; safa sfa z,
5 oFETATIINT | MVZ,; oTHTEIG Ay *TUUUSITT K, 5 qa7ahiTe ]
MVK, ; 9a¥@iTe A,; J@T&HRIT° Z, 6Frgare | MVK,z,; fafaare
A, 6 ofamETT ] MVK, Z,; ffamam@a A, 79| MVK,Z,;
qAT A, 7 S9UT | MVK.Z,; =ar A, 8 fayenaa ua] MAK,;
fawenzra M evz, 8dUT| K.; aud AIUGET MVA.Z,
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~

S~
[4.4 FITRATATATATT: |

f S ~

T R aeqaeTi Y [aacdy aa@faay “arar sof 7-
g7 gfaw=r: , = 978 Y9, q T 75T G SAAT
Tafq A& | T FIAUTATEI A : | agad “THT-
STIHTIAAE, TITawd Faeaaaqrara ” ga | “&=aufa-

ITH ST SUTHa AT Iq<: 7 SeAATT U= SATATATAT

5 TUTHGATIH ° | Nyayamaijarigranthibhaniga 134.10:  THTeGETITT -

fT| SEEETT TEEIdITs SHaHTA e s ST S qadTs TeadT -

q7 |
5 JYTIIHETT > -.-  FATTHIETAT] | Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana

588(239).18-20: ji ltar nes pa ni de kho na nid ma yin pa’i phyir la/ de kho

na nid kyan ji Ita ba bzin du ma nes pa’i phyir ro Zes gan bsad pa dan/; NM
163.15-16: Tg Wate: — “TUTHIHEAGEG (odqard | M; od-
AT M), T EIEAZERIEIS sfa I; cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti
107.2-3; FITATAEHaaTq, TUTawd ITaHITgdcard |

6 TWTAWTH | Nyayamadjarigranthibhanga 134.11-12:  E@TQATE i |
sfavmaa gfa sfovmar uareea e | faseaaeat=-
i

6 AT - - ‘Jlat%'! | Pramanaviniscaya 46.7-8: TIITTeE STY §UT-
STTHTAT TqaATE AT LT a=a JEea T = TeIHTIA |; quoted in
Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana 587(238).22-23; cf. also Nyayabindutika 71.5:

TITTHATAT AT ST SUTHTETIT T LTHUT R |

20T ] K,; U& F MVA,Z, 28&d° ] MVA,Z,; aLU K, 2 °F-
Y] KiZi; oF=safT MVA, 2 fa&e9y ] MVALK, ; fasearsafT z,
2 gH@ATEAY | MM eVK, ; qqfafady MA,Z, 2 T&ET s9T | MVA,Z;;
FIETIT K, 3 HIT UTH: | MVK,Z,; 9T A, 4T @g@ursge | M
VZy; T FEET JHATST e Aje; T FIaE&TA e A, T @aadl §eTe
K, 6 SUTSHEETAT | M MoK, Z,; SUTSATETIT MV; ~ =~ &0ad-
O A, 6WFW: ] AK,; @A MVZ, 6 SuTsI@drar | MVK, Z, ;
JTeEETT A,
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ASTTATHT U9 HATHT: | U9 g asmeATadhidicd

Jadd, WTIHa SrfaEta |

(4.5 ITHETL: ]
AETHY AT STIETIT STHI |
C | = [

([T dleedT ATRIATAT o AThdd |l

[5 ATEEHYH |

AT A T e e TR ATHTE T AT : |

1 ST&IT: | Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana 587(238).23-24: sgro btags
pa’i ran bzin de las gzun ba’i rnam pa bye brag tu ma rtogs pa zes bya ba’i
don ’di yin no//; Dharmottarapradipa 72.11-13: 3T¥ “r EEHTaTe
SUTHTHETAATIHA G AT ST a7 Jada: 7 gia fegas wafa | @ufa-
HTEETI I T A Ead i a e faas 7 afaqera seg& wafa |,
cf. also Kamalagila’s different interpretation in Tattvasangrahapanjika ad 1016
(394.17-20): ATHTATISATIHATT: | T TG FTEITEATHTAT AT qReTT -
fafea e fa uT=aT ST g9ata, feaaarea-
TYATTH | AT FTTITE AT Tgiafaaeaufaiara Saa=r gfa:
AT §eg=aq s |

7 ofg@eavufafemaTeT | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.13-14: fa&eT-
gfafaraaeafa | faseaafafaa fasenfaanar aemere:, faseT-
TafSdr ar aHiaCae |; of. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 37.25-27: m
“TUTE Tt 3fq ok HadegeacaiTe faaeaufafa-
=HI T |

1 ofade=re | MA,Z,; ofgdedare M** VK, 1 cq9ide ]| MVK,; °d-
gTae A, °d° Z, 4 °HY] VAK,Z,; °HG M 43T98TEr | MVA,;
FETT K, (unmetrical); STTETL Z, 4 §THeAd | MVK, ; ITT:F:edqd
A, (unmetrical) ; fadewra z, 5 faafearta | MA K, ; faasare mre
MV fquuufT z, 5 °FT T MAK,; °FqTT Vz, 7 ofemaaer ]
MHevz, ; ofarEder MAK, 7 °ddq@EET | MVK,Z,; °9d YgLe
A,
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T AN G a=T AT T AT qaHaTa-
AT FFATATRIC: FZIAT AMAY JAIAT: |
AEAEIRSET o UF yaaaaadae] 9= |
T sfT 9 s 5 Al gy
HHATHIAT AT Tged AT : RIAGITIaAT: |l
frovufesras g iam=a s=Ts T T g59d T: |

AT AT AT TITEINT ATATR (T dmaar==r |

2 ITaTH &fFfere | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.14-15; JTaTs HfF-
fafa | o fafaar=ay faae safee s=fey g aaafa agfa=fa
g o =g seeTTaed ARTEde. Aiasfa a-

aTiesae Tt geaa gfa )

4 sfT 9T | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.17: g sfo ¥& gfa
4 g@' ... FIATIRYIHT: | Cf. Pramanavarttika 1 74: SaCI(GRHAT &T-
focay yeUsHT a1 g7 IUT SIVeET ArEred i T STIRT 0 (This
verse is quoted in Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.19-20.)
6@“1&@331’(%" ] Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.20-25: fa-
VU ag TG A d | ghgia TAraf=gaqcIarara araiag qa9-
TFAIT T AT G217 Aivreareasadr A | ATfEuguma
AT CUAIIHY: | TATIARIHa~ SfH aTegfaa yewd=dr -
fgra TemyErfa ) gew —agvg=r T fae= ==4ar sy TENE: |
EERNCIEERS ég‘ W! Il Eﬁrll; Pramanavarttika I 87: H’ﬁﬂ%
T fyer= war suT: IHTYET: | €9 H TS T dY §4599a: |

2 9f9ar | Ky; J9dd MVA,Z, 2 STAQY ge99<4ar: | MVK.Z,; ST-
faweam: A (unmetrical) ; Gﬂﬁ'ﬂa‘?ﬂ‘: AY°(unmetrical) 3 °TEIT ° |
MVK,Z; ; °TEqe@q® A,(unmetrical) 4 °TAGTIT: | MA K, Z,; °&T-
T T MV 5 oI | MK, ; oF@T: MMOVZ,; o' @ A,
6T T] MVK,Z,; A9 A, 7Halge ] MVK,Z,; dfge A, 7 °39T]
MVK,Z,; °3F M*; 39T A, 7S (A& d° | MVK, Z,; srea-fa
A1
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