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The portion of the Nyāyamañjarī edited in the present article is Jayanta’s 

summary of Kumārila’s criticism of the Buddhist apoha theory. Dignāga (470–

530 AD), Dharmakīrti (600–660 AD) and their followers such as Dharmottara (740

–800 AD) hold that a word (pada) such as “cow” denotes anyāpoha (exclusion of 

what is different), e.g. exclusion or negation of non-cows, and not a positive 

entity, e.g. a universal (jāti) such as cowness. Kumārila (600–650 AD) refutes 

Dignāga’s view in the apoha section of his Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika. Taking into 

consideration Buddhist rejoinders by Dharmakīrti and Dharmottara, Jayanta (840

–900 AD) has further developed the brahmanical criticism of the apoha theory.

In the fifth āhnika of his Nyāyamañjarī, after a brief introduction (NM II 3.7–

5.14 in the Mysore edition), Jayanta first presents the Buddhist refutation of jātis 

or universals (NM II 6.2–14.13). There, a Buddhist opponent concludes that 

“words and concepts have exclusions as their objects” (NM II 14.13: apohaviṣayāḥ  

śabdāḥ vikalpāś ca).  This is followed by the present portion (NM II 14.15–21.15), 

in which Jayanta summarizes Kumārila’s criticism discussed in the apoha chapter 

of the Mīmāṃsāślokavār ttika. That is then in turn followed by Buddhist 

rejoinders (NM II 21.18–29.4) and then by Jayanta’s final view (NM II 29.7–47.4). 

The Buddhist opponent sets for th ‘recent ’ apoha theories developed by 

Dharmakīr ti and Dharmottara and in response Jayanta establishes the 

brahmanical view that words denote external objects. 

A good overview of the relevant portion (NM II 10.7–29.4) is given in Hattori 

2006, “The Apoha Theory as Referred to in the Nyāyamañjarī”. Hattori worked 

on the basis of the two published editions that I refer to as S and M. An English 
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summary is also available in Shah 1997. An annotated Japanese translation of 

Kumārila’s Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika by Hattori (1973, 1975) is also helpful for 

clarifying Jayanta’s procedure. 

Jayanta’s Nyāyamañjarī is a commentary on Akṣapāda’s Nyāyasūtra, in 

particular on the definition-sūtras (lakṣaṇasūtras) by which Akṣapāda defines 

each of the sixteen padārthas and their subordinate categories. Therefore, in 

theor y at least, the present por tion is also a par t of his commentar y on 

Nyāyasūtra 1.1.7 (āptopadeśaḥ śabdaḥ), although the apoha theory is not directly 

relevant to the original sūtra. The sūtra does not presuppose the apoha theory at 

all. 

It is remarkable that Jayanta inserted many peripherally relevant discussions 

in his commentar y on this sūtra. The entire commentar y on 1.1.7, called 

śabdaparīkṣā or the examination of speech, extends from the third to the sixth 

āhnika, and covers more than one third of the Nyāyamañjarī, i.e. 554 pages of 

1419 in the Mysore edition. Jayanta himself enumerates at the beginning the 

various subordinate topics in thirteen verses (NM I 412.14–414.17). The following 

is the list of the topics given by Jayanta (or, strictly speaking, by an opponent) as 

those which will be discussed in the examination of speech, modified by the 

present author into appropriate Sanskrit terms on the basis of Jayanta’s usage. 

(Jayanta’s list is not exhaustive. For example, the section called atharva-

vedaprāmāṇya, I 614-629, is not listed.)

1.  Speech does not touch external objects (arthāsaṃsparśitva)

 I 415–419, II 3–47

2.  Word-meanings (padārtha) II 47–69

3.  Relationships between words and meanings (śabdārthasaṃbandha)

 I 591–603 

4.  Sentence-meanings (vākyārtha) II 69–142

5.  The cause of understanding a sentence-meaning (vākyārthabodhakāraṇa)

 II 143–219

6. Eternity of sounds (śabdanityatā) I 513–572
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7. Being stated by a reliable person (āptoktatva) I 603–614

8. The Veda is man-made (vedapauruṣeyatva) I 573–586

9. The author of the Veda (vedakartṛ) I 586–590

10. Authoritativeness of scriptures (āgamaprāmāṇya) I 629–649

11. Problems of the Veda (vedadoṣa) I 649–667

12. Explanatory passages, etc., in the Veda (arthavādādi) I 667–690 

13. Meaning of the Veda (vedārtha) I 691–702

Our section on apoha is subordinate to the first topic arthāsaṃsparśitva. 

Buddhists claim that speech does not touch external objects. In the third āhnika 

Jayanta announces as follows: “By way of rejecting word-meanings such as 

universals, it is taught that speech does not touch an [external] object. This 

[Buddhist view] will be dismissed below [in the fifth āhnika]” (NM I 419.17–18: 

yā tu jātyādiśabdārthaparākaraṇavartmanā/ arthāsaṃsparśitocyeta (-tocyeta] 

Lucknow ms.; -tā proktā M) sā purastān niṣetsyate//). This announcement is later 

echoed in the beginning of the fifth āhnika: “It is stated that words do not touch 

[external] objects, because word-meanings that are real do not exist. This 

[Buddhist view] is now rebutted” (NM II 3.9–10: yad uktaṃ vāstavasya śabdārtha-

syāvidyamānatvād arthāsaṃsparśinaḥ śabdā iti, tat pratividhīyate). 

While giving a summary of Kumārila’s criticism of the Buddhist apoha 

theory, Jayanta glosses in prose Kumārila’s verses of the Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika. 

Therefore it is important to trace parallel passages to the Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika 

in order to clarify the background of Jayanta’s ideas. This necessary procedure is 

followed in the present edition. 

Jayanta explains Kumārila’s discussions in a lucid manner, as is often the 

case also in the other sections of the Nyāyamañjarī. Some of my previous articles 

have illustrated that Jayanta’s Nyāyamañjarī can be used as a kind of commentary 

on or introduction to the Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika, which, being composed in 

verse, is not easy to understand at a glance. 

In this perspective, the present section is all the more important, for the 

oldest extant commentary on the Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika, the Tātparyaṭīkā by 
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Umbeka, is not available for the apoha section. The Adyar manuscript (No. 67591, 

XX.N-2) that is the codex unicus used for the Madras edition of the Tātparyaṭīkā 

ends with the sphoṭa chapter. The same manuscript then continues with 

Jayamiśra’s Śarkarikā, which covers the sections on ākṛti, apoha, vana and 

saṃbandhākṣepaparihāra (only upto v. 38). Furthermore, Sucaritamiśra’s Kāśikā 

commentary published from Trivandrum in three parts (1926, 1929, 1943) 

stopped at the saṃbandhākṣepa (not saṃbandhākṣepaparihāra!) and thus does 

not cover sphoṭa and the following sections. Therefore, for the apoha section of 

the Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika we only have the two brief commentaries published, 

i.e. Jayamiśra’s Śarkarikā and Pārthasārathi’s Nyāyaratnākara. Thus the present 

section of the Nyāyamañjarī provides one of the oldest known interpretations of 

Kumārila’s verses on apoha（1）.

Sources of the present edition
Bhaṭṭa Jayanta’s Nyāyamañjarī has been published many times, as shown in 

the following list（2）.

V The Nyāyamañjarī of Jayanta Bhaṭṭa. 2 parts. Ed. Gaṅgādhara Śāstrī 

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

Co., 1895, 1896. 

1　Before Jayanta, Kamalaśīla (740–795 AD) provides a yet older interpretation of a 

certain number of Kumārila’s verses on apoha in his commentary on Śāntarakṣita’s 

Tattvasaṅgraha. As Frauwallner and other scholars have suggested, on the basis of 

close investigation of other sections such as the atīndriyārthadarśiparīkṣā, most 

probably Śāntarakṣita quotes there from the lost Bṛhaṭṭīkā and not from the 

Mīmāṃsāślokavār ttika. See Kataoka 2003a. Hattori (1973, 1975) misses this 

perspective and sometimes overcorrects the texts of the apoha section of the 

Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika in favor of the readings as given in the Tattvasaṅgraha.

2　Pañcānana Tarkavāgīśa’s edition published from Calcutta in 1939–1941, which covers 

the first āhnika, is not available to me.
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S Nyāyamañjarī of Jayantabhatta.  2 parts. Ed. Sūrya Nārāyaṇa Śukla. 

Kashi Sanskrit Series, No. 106. Benares: Jaya Krishna Das Haridas 

Gupta, 1934, 1936. 

S2 Nyāyamañjarī of Jayantabhatta.  2 parts. Ed. Sūrya Nārāyaṇa Śukla (Part 

I), Sūrya Nārāyaṇa Śukla and A. Madhvācārya Ādya (Part II). Kashi 

Sanskrit Series, No. 106. Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, 

1971, 1969.  

G Nyāyamañjarī of Jayanta Bhaṭṭa with the Commentary of Granthibhaṅga 

by Cakradhara. 3 parts. Ed. Gaurinath Sastri. Varanasi: Sampurnanand 

Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya, 1982, 1983, 1984. 

M Nyāyamañjarī of Jayantabhaṭṭa with Ṭippaṇi –– Nyāyasaurabha by the 

Editor. Ed. K.S. Varadācār ya. 2 vols. Mysore: Oriental Research 

Institute, 1969, 1983. 

N Jayanta Bhaṭṭa’s Nyāyamañjarī with Gujarati Translation. 5 volumes. 

Ed. Nagin J. Shah. Ahmedabad: L. D. Institute of Indology, 1975, 1978, 

1984, 1989, 1992. 

Of these editions I consulted for the present section only V, the first 

published edition, and M, in which the eminent editor K.S. Varadācārya improved 

the text by consulting manuscripts. In addition I consulted two original 

manuscripts: A1 from Allahabad that was allegedly consulted by M (but 

insufficiently), and K1 from Kerala (Calicut) that has not been consulted by 

previous editors. 

A1 A manuscript preserved in the Ganganatha Jha Kendriya Sanskrit 

Vidyapeetha, Allahabad, No. 833/52. Devanāgarī. Paper. Complete. 660 

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

of Calicut, No. 2602. Malayalam script. Palm leaf. 177 folios. Incomplete. 

Other editions are basically copies of previous editions, as I have 

demonstrated in my previous research. Most of them are based on V either 

directly or indirectly, without consulting any manuscript. Naturally later editions 

often inherited wrong readings and mistakes of previous ones. 

Case 1　This is also the case in the present section on apoha. For example, the 

first published edition V reads: 

nanv apohaśabdārthapakṣe mahatīṃ kṛpāṇavṛṣṭim utsasarja 

bhaṭṭaḥ. 

S (published in 1934) and its second edition S2 (1971) read the same. G (1983) 

also reads the same. Bhattachar yya (1978:631), who bases himself on V, 

translates the line wrongly: “Kumārila Bhaṭṭa has measured his swords with the 

Buddhist hypothesis that a word denotes a negative general image.” (My 

emphasis)

　M (1983), however, reads differently: 

nanu! apohavādaviṣaye, mahatīṃ dūṣaṇavṛṣṭim utsasarja bhaṭṭaḥ.

N (1989) reads the same as M. The two manuscripts, however, read yet 

differently for the problematic portions emphasized above. 

nanv apohaśabdārthapakṣe mahatīṃ dūṣaṇavṛṣṭim utsasarja 

bhaṭṭaḥ. 

Surely, Bhaṭṭa [Kumārila] released a big rainfall of criticisms on the 

[Buddhist] view that apoha (exlusion) is word-meaning.
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The reading kṛpāṇa in VSS2G does not sound right, because the image “a big 

rainfall of swords” (mahatīṃ kṛpāṇavṛṣṭim) is less fitting than “a big rainfall of 

criticisms” (mahatīṃ dūṣaṇavṛṣṭim). M’s reading dūṣaṇa is actually supported by 

the two manuscripts A1K1. Furthermore, Jayanta’s concluding remark in § 11 

ityādi dūṣaṇaudāryam apohe bahu darśitam, which echoes the opening remark at 

stake, supports dūṣaṇa and not kṛpāṇa. 

However, in the other portion M’s new reading vādaviṣaye in place of 

śabdār thapakṣe is neither suppor ted by A1 nor K1. The phrase apoha-

śabdār thapakṣe, on the other hand, is supported by Jayanta’s usage in the 

beginning of § 6 (kiñcāpohaśabdārthapakṣe). From the viewpoint of Jayanta’s 

usage, apohavādaviṣaye does not sound right. It seems to me that apoha-

vādaviṣaye rather reflects modern colloquial Sanskrit. 

Case 2　It is clear that M has improved the text considerably. The first edition V 

sometimes omits an entire line. For example in § 1.2, M reads: 

tasyāpi hi sāmānyātmatvena apohasvabhāvatvāt. abhāvasya cābhāvāśray-

atvānupapatteḥ. na ca śābaleyasāmānyam agonivṛtter āśrayaḥ.

The whole line is completely missing in V and also SS2G. But it is attested in 

A1K1 with minor differences. N reads exactly as M. Following the present edition, 

it can be translated as follows: 

tasyāpi sāmānyatvenāpohasvabhāvatvād abhāvasyābhāvāśrayatvānupapa-

tteḥ. na ca śābaleyasāmānyam agonivṛtter āśrayaḥ.

This is because that it is impossible that non-existence is the locus of 

[another] non-existence, for [an intermediate universal], too, essentially 

being a universal, is apoha (exclusion) in nature. And the universal of 

śābaleya cows is not the locus of the exclusion of the non-cow.

Case 3　A similar example is found in § 2, for which M reads: 
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kin tu ya eva te kecid apohyā agorūpās turagādayaḥ tadagrahaṇe ’pi 

tadapoho durgraha eva. na ca teṣām ānantyāt grahaṇaṃ

Again the whole line that is attested in MN and A1K1 with minor differences 

is missing in V and SS2G as well. Following the present edition, it can be 

translated as follows: 

kin tu ya ete kecid apohyā agorūpās turagādayaḥ, tadagrahaṇe ’pi 

tadapoho durgraha eva. na ca teṣām ānantyād grahaṇaṃ saṃbhavati.

On the other hand, if some of such non-cows to be excluded–––horse 

and so forth–––are not comprehended, their exclusion also becomes 

impossible. And they cannot be comprehended, because they are 

infinite in number. 

Case 4　The next passage in bold face from § 3 is missing not only in V (and 

SS2G) but also M (and N). 

kiñ ca ya ete parasparavisadṛśasāmānyavācino gavāśvādiśabdā 
ye ca viśeṣavācinaḥ karkādiśābaleyādiśabdāḥ

Furthermore, these words, such as cow and horse, that express 

mutually dif ferent universals, and the words, such as karka and 

śābaleya, that express particulars . . .

Although M has improved the text to a considerable degree by consulting 

original manuscripts, it is possible for us to fur ther improve the text as 

demonstrated in the preceding example. Above all, it is at the very least our duty 

to record in a critical apparatus what manuscripts actually read and whether the 

accepted readings are actually attested in manuscripts or merely the result of 

emendation or conjecture by the editor, without any direct manuscript support. 

This due process in text criticism is lacking in previous editions. M occasionally 

reports variant readings in footnotes, but it is clear that these are not exhaustive. 
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Case 5　The present section on apoha contains abstract arguments concerning 

negation and even negation of negation such as agovyāvṛtti or “exclusion of a non-

cow”. Editorial work is difficult when it comes to the problem of the presence or 

absence of negative particles. For example, V reads: 

na hy evam upapadyate aśābaleyo bhavatīti gauḥ kiṃ tu śābaleya iti. 

śābaleyavyāvṛttir hi goṣv api bāhuleyādiṣv asti. 

Based on this text and his imagination, Bhattacharyya (1978:632) translates 

as follows: 

If the Buddhists accept the above suggestion then a cow cannot be 

logically distinguished from the exclusion of the other of Śābaleyas. In 

other words, we fail to draw a distinction between a cow and non-non-

Śābaleya since Śābaleya is only not non-Śābaleya. Other cows such as 

Bāhuleya, etc., are non-Śābaleya but they are not non-cows.

SS2G read the same. M, however, reads differently, adding negatives and a 

negative noun: 

na hy evam upapadyate, aśābaleyo na bhavatīti gauḥ, kin tu śābaleya 

’śābaleya iti. aśābaleyavyāvṛttir hi goṣv api bāhuleyādiṣv asti. 

Although M improved the text to a certain degree, it is not yet sufficient, 

because the clauses kin tu śābaleya ’śābaleya iti and aśābaleyavyāvṛttir hi goṣv 

api bāhuleyādiṣv asti do not make sense. N, which normally follows M, reads 

them differently, clearly being aware of the textual defects of M. 

na hy evam upapadyate, “aśābaleyo na bhavatīti gauḥ” kin tu “śābaleyaḥ 

aśābaleyaḥ na bhavati” iti. aśābaleyavyāvṛttir hi goṣv api bāhuleyādiṣv 

nāsti. 
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N’s readings seem to be the editor’s independent conjectures. Neither A1 nor 

K1 supports N. The Kerala manuscript K1 reads as follows: 

na hy evam upapadyate––aśābaleyo na bhavatīti gauḥ. kin tv aśābaleyo 
na bhavatīti śābaleya iti. aśābaleyavyāvṛttir hi na goṣv api 

bāhuleyādiṣv asti. 

For it is not possible [to construe] in this way: “A cow is what is not not 

a śābaleya cow.” Rather [it is appropriate to construe as follows]: “A 

śābaleya cow is what is not not a śābaleya cow.” This is because the 

exclusion of a non-śābaleya-cow is not relevant with regard to bāhuleya 

cows, etc., even though they are cows. 

This text perfectly expresses the sense that N’s editor, Nagin Shah, wished 

to bring out in a slightly different form. 

Case 6　Similarly, a confusing argument of negation is troublesome in the 

following case. In § 9, Jayanta asks his opponents about the meaning of a 

negative naÑ. V reads: 

pratiṣedhavācināṃ ca nañādiśabdānāṃ kā vārtā atra na bhavatīti neti 

ko ’rthaḥ

Bhattacharyya (1978:638) translates this as follows: 

How do you account for the negative particles ‘not’ (nañ), etc.? In the 

sentence “It does not exist” what is the meaning of the particle ‘not’. 

S and S2 read the same. G kindly segments the line as follows: 

pratiṣedhavācināṃ ca nañādiśabdānāṃ kā vārtā? atra na bhavatīti, neti 

ko ’rthaḥ?
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This text could have the intention that Bhattacharyya presupposes. N seems 

to follow G. M reads the same except that it reads nañādipadānāṃ instead of 

nañādiśabdānāṃ. It also divides the sentence as follows, just as N:  

pratiṣedhavācināṃ ca nañādipadānāṃ kā vārtā––atra na bhavatīti? 

neti ko ’rthaḥ?

Consulting the two manuscripts, I reconstruct the text as follows: 

pratiṣedhavācināṃ ca nañādiśabdānāṃ kā vārtā. ana na bhavatīti neti 

ko ’rthaḥ.

How do you explain the words such as NOT that express negation? 

What is the meaning [of the sentence]: ‘NOT is not non-NOT’?

The most problematic is ana, for which the previous editions unanimously 

read atra. The reading atra na bhavati probably assumes a common example of a 

negative sentence such as atra ghaṭo na bhavati. However, both manuscripts A1 

and K1 read ana. Furthermore the structure is the same as in other examples. 

Compare the present line (§9) with other examples of word-analyses in §1.2 

and §8: 

§9  :　ana na bhavatīti neti

§1.2:　aśābaleyo na bhavatīti śābaleya iti

§8  :　anapoho na bhavatīty apohaḥ 

Thus the whole line is asking the meaning of a negative NA which could be 

analyzed, according to the theory of apoha, as “not non-NOT” (aNA na bhavati), 

just as “cow” is analyzed as “not non-cow”. The word ana, though it certainly 

looks strange at first glance, is in fact the reading most appropriate in the present 

context. 
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Case 7　After refuting samudāya or aggregate in §1.3, Jayanta refutes in §1.4 

samudāyins or individuals, such as individual cows, that the opponents might 

insist to be the loci of negation or the elements to be negated, e.g. in the case of 

the “non-cow” (a-go). But all editions read as follows in the concluding part: 

iti samudāyo ’pi na tadāśrayaḥ. 

But the reading samudāya does not fit the present context, where Jayanta is 

talking about individuals (samudāyināṃ ca svalakṣaṇānāṃ . . . ).  Both of the 

manuscripts A1K1 read samudāyino instead of samudāyo: 

iti samudāyino ’pi na *tadāśrayaḥ. 

*tadāśrayaḥ] A1; tadāśrayāḥ K1

Therefore, neither are individuals the loci of the [exclusion of non-

cows].

Probably deluded by the wrong reading, Hattori (2006:59) misses the point 

of §1.3 (refutation of samudāya) and §1.4 (refutation of samudāyins) and 

summarizes Jayanta’s view as follows: 

Again, if it had as its locus the totality (samudāya) of all cows, the 

“negation of non-cows” would not be comprehended as long as not all 

cows were known.

His summary corresponds in particular to the following portion of M (II 

15.13–16.2) and S (277.27–29): 

samudāyināṃ ca svalakṣaṇānāṃ deśakālādibhedenānantyāt vargī-

karaṇaṃ puruṣāyuṣaśatenāpi na śakyakriyam iti samudāyo ’pi na 

tadāśrayaḥ. 
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However, as is clear from the correct reading samudāyino, what is directly 

refuted by the present argument concerning the impossibility of classifying 

countless individual cows is samudāyins and not samudāya. Following the present 

edition, the whole passage can be translated as follows: 

samudāyināṃ ca svalakṣaṇānāṃ deśakālādibhedenānantyād vargī-

karaṇaṃ puruṣāyuṣaśatenāpi na śakyakriyam iti samudāyino ’pi na 

tadāśrayaḥ. 

Even for hundreds of human lives, it is impossible to classify individual 

particulars, because they are infinite in number due to the difference of 

place, time and so forth. Therefore, neither are individuals the loci of 

the [exclusion of non-cows].  

Case 8　The next example is difficult to judge at a first glance. V reads (304.27–

28): 

athāśvādiviśeṣodghoṣarahitam āgorūpyaṃ vyavacchedyam ucyate

Bhattacharyya (1978:635) translates this as follows: 

Now, the Buddhists may take up a new line of defence. If they hold that 

the term ‘cow’ denotes only an exclusion of non-cow but does not make 

mention of a horse as the distinct object to be excluded . . . (My 

emphasis)

S and S2 correct āgorūpyaṃ to agorūpyaṃ. G reads as SS2. M reads agorūpaṃ 

instead of agorūpyaṃ and reads as follows (II 18.11): 

athāśvādiviśeṣoddhoṣarahitam agorūpaṃ vyavacchedyam ucyate

Here it is clear that ddhoṣa must be a typographical error for dghoṣa. N 
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correctly reads dghoṣa. The Kerala manuscript K1, however, reads instead: 

athāśvādiviśeṣonmeṣarahitam agorūpaṃ vyavacchedyam ucyate

If you say that it is non-cow devoid of the appearance of individuals such 

as horses that is to be excluded, . . .

Here K1 has viśeṣonmeṣa (‘the opening or appearing of a particular’) instead 

of viśeṣodghoṣa (‘proclamation of a particular’). Jayanta’s usage actually supports 

unmeṣa in reference to viśeṣa. See, for example Nyāyamañjarī I 288.4–6: 

tad ihāpi “yat kṛtakaṃ tad anuṣṇam” iti sāmānyataḥ paricchedān na 

tadānīm analonmeṣa iti siddho ’nvayaḥ. 

Then, here, too, a positive cooccurrence is established, for fire does not 

appear at that point because it is ascertained in a general form that 

whatever is produced is not hot. 

This usage of unmeṣa in reference to sāmānya and viśeṣa suffices for us to 

accept unmeṣa and not udghoṣa in the present line under discussion. Here the 

word unmeṣa triggers the image that a particular such as an individual horse 

appears all at once in one’s mind just as an eye opens or a flower blossoms in a 

flash. 

One can also take into consideration the fact that in Śaiva theology, which 

was already active in Kashmir in Jayanta’s time, the notion of unmeṣa extends its 

meaning from the physical ‘opening of the eye’ to metaphorical meanings of 

various kinds, such as more soteriological ‘opening of one’s inherent capacity’. 
(For the Kashmirian usage of unmeṣa, see, e.g. A. Sanderson, “History through 

Textual Criticism.”, in Les Source et le Temps, IFP/EFEO, 2001, p. 37.) For 

Kashmirians in Jayanta’s period and later, the phrase viśeṣonmeṣa probably does 

not sound odd, though it might have been strange for his predecessors. 
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Abbreviations and conventions
For the abbreviations and conventions used in the present edition, see my 

previous editions of selected portions of the Nyāyamañjarī, Kataoka [2003b] 

[2004] [2005] and [2007a]. 
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5 apoho ’pohyād vilakṣaṇo ’vilakṣaṇo vā

6 vyavahāravipralopaprasaṅgaḥ
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8 apohaśabdasya vācyam

9 anyaśabdasya vācyam

10 pratibhāmātram

11 upasaṃhāraḥ
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