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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 Santarak$ita, 3. and Ratnakirti (who criticizes
Vicaspati).

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 “Beitrige 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 Pramanavarttikatika (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 Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha (TS) and its
commentary Tattvasamgrahapanjika (TSP) by Kamalastla in 1926 and
Moksakaragupta's Tarkabhasa (TBh) in 1942. Ihara [1951] (and later Ota [1973])
expounded Séntaraksita’s theory of apoha. Ratnakirti’'s Apohasiddhi (and
Ksanabhangasiddhi) were published by H. Shastri in his Six Buddhist Nyaya Tracts
in Samskrit back in 1910. Thakur's editions of Ratnakirtinibandhavali (RNA) and
Jianasrimitranibandhavali NA) 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
Kumirila’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 Nyayamarijar: (NM), Bhasarvajna’s Nyayabhisana (NBha),
Vacaspatimiéra’s Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (NVTT) and Sridhara’s Nyayakandali (NK).
Contrasting the Vidhwvadin 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)

~_

Jidnasrimitra (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 Jfianasrimitra’s theory of apoha demonstrates that the apparently new idea of
Jaanasrimitra 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 Jiianasrimitra 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 kaumdrila). 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 Jfianasrimitra 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 apoka that can tentatively
be called *abhavavada, *jiianamsavada and *aropitavada, the last of which can be

safely attributed to Dharmottara.

1. apoha: abhava
2. apoha: jianamsa (or jhiandkara, buddhipratibhasa, buddhyakara, buddhipratibimba)

3. apoha: aropita (or samaropita, alika, nistattva, nirapa, 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, ie. 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 Santaraksita’s view
criticized by Dharmottara as being in the same line as the second view ‘Aanamsavada’.

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

2 SVK 26159-11: 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 Sﬁntaraksita and Kamalastla 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 Séntaraksita 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 (7at) 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' (arthantaranivrit). According to Dignaga, a word denotes an entity qualified
by the exclusion from other things (Sabdo ‘rthantaranivrttivisistan 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 Kumdrila as tadvatpaksa (PV 1 64, see below).

jati anyapoha
| = |

dravya bhava

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

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

4 Cf. also Hattori [2006:68]: “But Jayanta makes no mention of the responses to and counter-
criticism of Kumarila’s criticism by Dharmakirti, Santarak§ita and Kamalasila. 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: agonivritih samanyam vacyam yaih 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, agonivriti) 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 Kumirila
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 Kumdrila. 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/

bratyakhyatam 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 tadvat (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> (abhava) 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 apoka 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 apoka and therefore

a kind of nonexistent (abhavay), 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 @huh 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,)

gauh

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 fadvatpaksa. It is true, as Katsura assumes, that
the basic structure remains the same for Dignaga, Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti (RNA 54.2:
anyapohavisisto vidhth Sabdanam arthah). But it does not mean that Dignaga’s view “shows
a close affinity to the Synthetist theory.” ‘Pure negation’, i.e. apoka 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 Jianasrimitra’s synthetic theory that intends to overcome

the defect of a vidhivadin, such as Santaraksita, 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 vyavrttiy anyanya eva vyavyttah, tadvyavytter nivartamanasya
tadbhavaprasangat. tatha ca vyavrtter apy abhavah. tasmad yava vyavrtiih sa eva
vyavrttah.

Furthermore, with regard to ‘exclusion of the other’ (anyapoha), it is not the case
that exclusion (vy@vrtti) 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’ (fadvyavrtti) 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 tadvyavytti) is different from vyavrtta, vyavrtta would be
equal to tad, because vyavrtta is different from the negation of fad. Double negation of

tad results in the affirmation of fad.

vydvrtti * tad (=agauh)
+#
vyavrtta

10 SV apoha 97: abhavasya ca yo “bhavah sa cet tasmad vilaksanah/ bhava eva bhaven, no ced
gaur agaus te prasajyatel// “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 (epoha, nivrtt,

vydvrtt) is ontologically not different from the excluded (nivrtta, vyavrtta)"®.

nmvrtti < 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 (@bkava) but only an internal cognition itself (antaro
jhanatmd). Conceptual cognition grasps its own part (svamsa) and does not operate
towards something external. Sucarita specifies it as jfignakdara and Ratnakirti more
correctly baliradhyasto vikalpabuddhyakarah (RNA 55.1).

The Buddhist view of apoha as jranamsa

It is perhaps necessary to examine whether the view of jiignamsa 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 jhianaripatvat sann eva
samanyam. tan na. yasmat——jiianad avyativiktam ca katham arthantaram
vraget// 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 saranih (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 apoka. 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’ (vasturiipa, sann eva) universal.

Dharmakirti’'s own view is quite different.

PVSV 34.26-35.1: Sabdasraya buddhir anadivasanasamarthyad asamsystan
apt dharman samsyjanil jayate. tasyah pratibhdsavasena 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 ‘jianamsavada’. 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 jAanarapasya vyaktisv anvayah, kim tu tasmin
buddhipratibhase tadbhavadhyavasayat, bahyabhavadhyavasayat. tatha
bhrantya samanavyavahara iti cet. etac cestam eva siddhaniavadinah. kevalam

prakrtyaikakarya vyaktayo ’tatkaryad vyavritas tathabhitaya vikalpabuddher
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mimittam ity anyapohasraya sa buddhir ity abhimatam sastrakarasya.

[Q:] 1t 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],
i.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): apohavadinap: buddhyakaro bahyarapataya grhiitah
Sabdartha iti bhasyata eva. ... buddhyakaravading tu buddhyakarah paramarthato
vdcya isyata iti mahan visesah.

[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 Sﬁntarak$ita. At least
one can say that Jayanta understands Dharmakirtian view before Dharmmottara as

JAanamsavada in contrast to Dharmottara’s dropitavada.

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 (afatkarya). 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

mvrtta = nivrtti < 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 (grakana). In other
words, when we grasp exclusion (vyavriti), 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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"9 rightly points out, if we

and whom Dharmottara refers to in his Apohaprakarana
followed this view that one grasps the entity being excluded (vyavrttagrahanapakse),
it would be necessary to simultaneously grasp the three items (titayagrahana): 1.
the entity that is excluded from other things (vad vyavrttam); 2. the cause by which
it is excluded (vema nimittena vyavrttam), namely, <not having the same effect>
(atatkaryatva); 3. and the other things from which it is excluded (vato vyavritam).
Contrary to Dharmakirti, Dharmottara separates the two, i.e. nivztt and nivrtta
so that conceptual cognition and perception are distinct. Ontologically speaking,
apoha is neither external nor internal (ndntar na bahir), but a certain image that is
superimposed (@ropitam kificid akdramdtram) on an entity, as he proclaims in the

17 1t is unreal (nistattva) and false (altka). 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 (drsyacch@ya) and not by

the entity itself (drsyo ‘rthah), and different from perception (darsana) with respect to

their objects.
vikalpa  — aropitakara=chaya=vyavriti < anya (atatkarya)
i
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 (frpa) 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 nihSe-
sadosadvisam vaktaram tam iha pranamya $irasapohah 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,

1 shall explain in detail that (doctrine of) exclusion (apoka).” (Ishida’s translation)
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HBT 221.10-11: vtkalpavabhast ca samanyakaro naiva vikalpasyatmabhitah, tasya
niripasya vasturiipavirodhat, tadripasya ca vikalpapratibimbakasya (-bimbakasya)
em,; -bimbacakrasya ed)) samanyatmatavirahat. yasmad abahyasyapi bahyataya
vyavasitasyananwyayino by anwyayitaya samanydatmakatvam.

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 (alika).

HBTA 407.8: samanyakarasya niripasyeti (nirfipasyeti] corr.; niripasyeti ed) ca
vydcaksano ‘likarapatam apohasyabhipraity.
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 (vasturapa) 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 ‘nirfipa’ with
Dharmottara’s description of apoha as ‘buddhir no na bahir’ and ‘wistattvam aropitam’,
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

—435— (14)

A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta's Nvayamarjari:

can propose that Dharmottara’s main motive to introduce a new view inspired by his
teacher is the concern that the old view of vikalpapratibimba 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 (vasturipa) 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 ~

Séntafak$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 vyavrtti =
vyavrtia)
3. Dharmottara: apoha = kascid aropita akarah (neither external nor internal)
Epistemologically, their theories of @poha 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 (atmakhyatigarbha saranih) and ‘a path based on the appearance
of nonexistent’ (asatkhyatigarbha saranih), by using Mandana’s scheme of classifying

cognitive error (vibhyrama).

Dharmakirti: atmakhyatigarbha savanih
Dharmottara: asatkhyatigarbha saramh

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 (dsios po med pa) contradicts
Dharmakirti’s statement in PVin II that assumes apoha as being svapratibhasa, i.e. an
internal image. PVin Il 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
scharfer hervorgehoben, wenn er auch, wie seine Darstellung zeigt, den Zusammenhang
zwischen Erkenntnisbild und Gegenstand der Vorstellung nie aus dem Auge verloren hat.
Uber die tatséchlichen Verhaltnisse bestand also keine Meinungsverschiedenheit. Nur in
der Art, wie sie aufgefafit und ausgedrtickt 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 (asatkhyat))*®

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 apoka 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 (pratipattitah), but it is a figurative usage (upacara)
applied only theoretically (yuktitak). This is a usage by analytic scholars (nitividah,
vyakhyatarah) and not ordinary people in everyday activity (uvavahartarah). Jayanta’s
explanation of the other view is simpler. The usage is based on ‘the connection with

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

The problem of activity (pravrtti)

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
l

apoha - - - - vikalpa
l

dr$ya--- 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 (abhedadhyavasayah) — pravriti
Dharmottara: drs§yavikalpyayor bhedanadhyavasayah — pravrtt;

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

An additional manuscript consulted in the present edition
In addition to a Devandgarl manuscript A, and a Malayalam manuscript K,, 1

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 Nyayamaiijari, 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.9,1.16-17  Sabaleya Sabaleya Sabaleyo $abaleya#
p.9,123 bahuleyadisv bahuleyadisu#t
p.28,1.2 AR AR

#] 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 sajatlyavijatiyaparavrtt
2.6 apohatvopacarah
2.7 riipatrayam

271 bhavabhavasadharagatvam

2.7.2 niyatariipatvam

2.7.3 bahyaropitayoh sadrsyam

2.8 anyapohavisayatvam
3 bauddhamatadvayopasamharah
3.1 asatkhyatigarbha saranih
3.2 atmakhyatigarbha saranih
4 pravrttyupapadanam
4.1 arthitvam
4.2 bhedanadhyavasayat pravrttih
4.3 praptyupapidanam
44 laukikanam abhimanah
4.5 upasamharah

5 apohasamarthanam

‘ ‘ | ‘ Tsukamoto Keisho, Matsunaga Yikei, Isoda Shobun (ed.)
i 1990: Bongo Butten no Kenky# IIl. Kyoto: Heirakuji Shoten.
| ‘ Synopsis

1 apoha antaro jfianatmeti paksah

‘ ‘ 2 apoho nantaro na bahya iti paksantaram
I 2.1 aropitatvam

\ 2.2 jhanoparafijakatvam

‘ 2.3 vyavrttitadvator bhedabhedacarca

‘ 2.4 vyavrttivisayatvasamarthanam
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=TI |
eI TREIVITE LU |

[1 Mg AT FTATHT T4: |
A [ B A A G G E I TA G EARIE I B E el
HAIIET TTATITAT TR QLI |
qar yafa JITach aaTe T oG9t ayTi
g FoggAT=Ir AT RIS G904 |
TYNITTH HIATRATI G | SOaYT T&r -
fregareass agafean|
[2 STYTET AT=ALr T TTEl i T |
UqEry AT | ATEHT=ar T ATy sug:, feeq gremet-
Wﬁﬂ'ﬁ’?‘ ] This passage will be referred to in section 2.4: SHT-
g&rﬁﬂ?mm:ﬁg%ﬁr%ﬁw|
- °Hg UJ] Cf Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana
588(239).14716: gan Zig rnam par rtog pa rnams kyis nes pa’i don de yan

gan yin/ ci $es pa’i bdag fiid yin nam/ ’on te gfan yin Ze na/ cun zad kyan

ma yin no Zes smra’o//

2 3T qedge | MVK,Z,; ~~~"- Tae A, 3TT° | MK, Z;
gfe MV; IIT° A, 3 ST | MVK, Z, ; IR MM A,
434aT ] MVK,Z,; -~~~ A, 430 | MVK,Z,; 00 A, 5 °9I-
g:] MVA,Z,; °TE° K, 6&F° ] VZ,; 99° M; ar &ag° A,; T
FTe K, 6 °qgarargid: | MVK,Z,; °ITgarIigim A, 6 &&iwe |
MVK,Z,; &~ A, 7 °FMERTe | VAK,Z,; ° AR M 7 &=
ATEET | MK,Z,; °TAed M**V; °F--qmEed A, 7 apai=aq |
MVK,Z, ; §(ad FTINET TET HIEaTT afggTmad A, 9 Udefq
T ] MVK,Z,; Uasfd -f&g A, 9 oHT=a¥r| Mvz,; °Ha3r A,;
HMTT: K, 9] MVK,; AT A,Z,
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TH-T Uq |

[2.1 sITOTadeaH |
T Ffgaa ATae g T
7= faga wafa & = I=aq
AT RS AT qiear: |
AETTAT: T AEAgSAH g ATl
aq UF aATaatger, aq g frafa sreafastata -
To | fe goeaq | et fefgemaras faseqaega i |

22 §1|#|q(aaﬁaq

T Wﬁiﬁﬂr frftar srare ST TR §T-
TENICHF: | 399 qRa=graariraar faeeq=mH, T

1 FEANITHT Uq | Nyayamarjarigranthibhanga 132.24: TR -
= gafq a7 |

10 A STETISATAYRI | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 133.1: T ITeIT-
g |
11 g39 “&IZIGII'\'IQ(F%AQI | Nyayamaifjarigranthibhanga 133.3: %9 ‘ﬁla-

TRt |

3 AT | MVA,Z,; ATAC K, (unmetrical) 4 | MAK,Z,; T
M*eV 43T | MVA,Z,; IO I K, (unmetrical) 6 AT | MV
KiZi; ®T A, 6 °JSUH(E | MVAK,; °J0H8 2, 799 ) MVZ; T
AK, TUT] MVK,; UF A,Z, 7 °qfg<feq | MVK,Zz,; e@fga
A, TaT] MVA,Z,; AT K, 7&EATe ] MVA,Z,; SediTe K,
7 o&®fAfaT | AK.Z,; & fafa T MV 8f&fge | MvK,zZ,; &fF° A,
10 JATT AT | Z,; AT M; AT-qa8T M*eV; HATaT
FEATET A, ; ATATe K, 11 g9a=ardare | MAK,Z,; g9gaddre

Mk‘ha,v
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9T 54 | AN g aeg qveET fava:, a9 evgwaEr
faaeaT oo | Y TeEETHIEEHTET faheaT AT -
HTAEUTE AT avaT I=4= |

[2.3 =TgfqaganiaTITTT|
T AT I NETR AT T ATGradd AT e -
Rnafq AgfauTRiIfaacTgaaiT e et g-
AT U F Hag: |
TaeeH | T faeedsgigT =g YR T T IAT-
& SATgia: | AT g &fgafaa s | areaes fe

1T SIGHAAT | Nyayamarjarigranthibhanga 133.5: @€ T% (¥ ) H&HET |
2 §Y®H | See Nyayamardjari1l 6.10-11: mﬁﬁ faeeaT: @I
TT TREEARAALATHTT 5T |

3 ATIAEATUEINS | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.6: EIESIRIP I
fafa)

5497 .- FEeHATT | CF. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 32.15-17: TATA-ATIE
T FGETATT 0T AEw:, TEEAHaaHTTe= TETayegred | aur
T AT | THAGT AT T T A9 |

9 1fy T FFFITOTNT STHTT: | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 133.9: 7Fq
T sfgeTafe e gfa

1 °YTATH, T 94T S | MA,K,; °99T Jg9T S¥: M. oqqT Y-
FUT §F: V; 9T T AT ¥: Z, 13T9W &) MVAK,; SET
Z, 18F°]| MVK,Z,; &E° A, 239 ] MVA,Z,; quT 3T T K,
2 T=gETe | MAK,Z,; d=gr@e V2 fa&ear) MVA,Z,; fasere
K: 3 °UgUWIE ] MVA,Z,; °URUT K, 33I=0=T] MAK,; §g=a=
M*eV; §I=Ad Z, 5 °WETE ] MVK,Z,; °WeT A, 53T T] K,Z,;
ar M; om. M**V; IT T A, 6TEHHANT | MVK,Z,; deFHIFHITT
A, TUT & ] MAKIZ;; om M*V 8 fg@elre | MVK, ; faa@ete
M A, ; T fg faeeae 7z,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta's Nyayamarijari:
ATTATIAS T T &I9T: WS | T @ET T |
AT UF Taad TA99ged fed— srgausoas -
qIUE WISIfq, JgEd a4 ¥ AEeT s=Ed gaw

1 Erﬁ?g-eﬁq:] See section 2.1.

2 W'UT‘T@’ e W'U’Fﬁ?rﬁ' ] Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana
595(246).4-9: gal te dios 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 béad pa gsum ni rnam par rtog pas 'dzin

par mi ’thad cin flams su myon bas yan ma yin no//

13Tgaae | MVA,Z,; ST @° K, 1 °HEq(9= | MVK,Z,; °¥-
fo=r M**A, 1T&] MA.K,Z,; TF VM** 1&WT: ] MVK,Z,; &¥:
A, 1VTEST: | MVK,; TG A, WTg:Y: 2, 17 @G|t aucgad |
MVK,Z;; om. M*A, 2 9499aed] MVK,Z,; v9sjgq A, 3fa-
TUEY | MVA.K,; faa wgew z, 3 ggmgw a9 ¥ fMfaes s
qa9 | MA,Z,; dgaw a7 Afas s aaw vMe*e; gar |amga
gg Ao AfF9T K, a4 sAgafAfta | MvaA,; sSagauUEaa-
RO |fT goud K, ; SATgTH & UF Z, 4 FOGUEIEe | MAK,;
Framre Mev; uEufaaawe 7z, 53fT| K, ; afs fg MvAa.z, 57]-
FEAEre | K, ; TRIA §8° MVZ,; eI @ A, 6T<9° | MVK, ;
Fage AZ, 699° ] K,; cd9° MVA,Z;, 97T° | MVA,Z,; 9<4H7°
K, 9c°famarua] MaAK,; ofavar M*ev; favorug z, ofawear
I | MA.Z,; faFewr g&r MAev; faser K,
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WHEACHEILE FELTAHR

Fafrvarae=gfaeTTacg e | aaTRaHad | TRTIST-
fafriha s amrdragT smae Sfaera 7 7
MR A A TTH TS RS : | Sy T T S99 |
HEATT T qIeqe el | qETeqeh g g afayacaa g

1 °T®H | See section 1: FIATEATIIG H: |

6 T gfaqfaa: | Nyayamardjarigranthibhaniga 133.11: T Wfa9fee: |
18qTgfae | MVALK, ; SATgqe 2, 1 °TAf=aere | MVK,Z,; °¥fwaare
M*A; 1 °THAQ | MVK,Z,; °FHT-- A, 2 °qXqT | M¥*VK,Z,;
SqTGAT MA, 2 THIT | MM™VK,Z,; SATHRIET MA, 2 If@eda ]
M*VAK,Z,; Sf@ea~ M 3 Tfased¥ae | MVA,Z,; Tifader
§T° K, 3T T] M™VZ,; F MA,;; § T K, 4 qTEqchidv-
Tgfere .. eqTgaiay | MVKI, TEATETHIAIGATHT A, (eyeskip) ;
a'mﬁa?m—r&q-(a—vr “YLTAHT Z, 5 °qfdsd | MVZ; wﬁr@-

erKl 8 q’(wﬁ]m, CFTUHIT MVA,Z, 8 T¥IET &&IH |
; TEIEEYA MV ; g9 €9 A, ; 9I&99 K, 9a% ... fawrdr-
W]MAKZI,WEWW VMt 9 faRTeaTTTe |

K, ; aearafaarargsare M; fasrdasare A,Z, 10 ° -

mﬁwmﬁmﬁrﬁswﬂﬁﬁmwaﬁﬁhﬁaﬁ?

AT K T S g BT T ST AT AT T -
WiERT: 2, 10 G9MEIEe | MAK, ; S&Tdae 7,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta's Nyayamarijari:

HTIAT EAWT TG | T IRa TR UG TIARH AT~
T

S, 89§ | e g fawear: | g
Fﬁ'ﬁﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬁwwmﬂw
WS- LTOIT ST : &7 | 9T F Wi seargeaaqA T
femdgeTgaTaEeT [AHeT: g99d, T ardaeAT-
TAIRET | ToaavaTy faded: WsaT Sq-—aTuIgayare 3-
== |

[2.6 FTNEATIIAT: |
T STATUT T&d1er 7 Ifg:, sArafyadred | ar=:,
HITyETET | agrar 7 fafge | 7 fefaeft sy <o

1 @@ gTe | A\K,; @EAgHT° M; fE@{qaq° VZ, 3HT: ]
MVK.Z,; & A, 3§ fagwr: | K, fAfdsear: mva,; faae
Z, 4 @SrdEfasTarde | MVK,Z,; SSTdr@e MM A, 4 °@-
"] K,; °BR T MVZ,; °®F T A, 49aHAT] MVK,Z,; dareq-
AT A, 5 ETIEMA: ] MAK,; W VZ, 6 &UE®AT | MK.Z,;
CHTURENT VM, oF~~T7a TWIEHIa I earfafasmed<acar-
EICEAT AHREeAd 7§ Mfased acr e i E
AR T YIS G T I AT aeRacaa g aiig -
ST IATGOHTT g9 €9 a7 faadaeagaaarar o iaad: T g
AATH AN ISATI I S T T Jha ORI g g H T -
T 9 89 gen: fmaremEr fAfaesr: s araTie e
T |ateAT afergar faseqiauT weRiaT S S aur ¥
M ssaTgeremTET faedasaTgare —#R T A, 6 °F9: a9 |
MVA,Z,; °%9T §%90 K, 67 ] MVA,Z,; om K, 7 °AT@ET | MV
K\Z,; °gOIE A, 7 °TIE° | MVK,Z,; °=TI1g & HeAq T4
AT FTEEIEe A, 7 ofavErer ] MAK,; ofgwaT vMm*rez, 83-
=] MVAK,; 30 & Z, 10 °fqq amamar ] AK,; efaamerr
MVZ,

— 468 — (31)



~

FHELMERLE FEESH

qE:” fq hod ITHAA | AT TRITTITCHTRHI R AT -
o EYUIITHT FUSAIYATHTART (@l a1 |

[2.7 ®THTH |
aft ¥ fasenifAoat MeeTarasTiremanmaTiar
fFgasar sEmTsey yodEa | T 9T SYI99iT 9w
TR oI |

[2.7.1 MTATHTIATHTLOCTH |
ger g g wsvTaasr T faeerraira e -
I JTIEA, AT | ATHNTTET:, faofasTe |

[2.7.2 FFa®TET)

~

fFraa=sgar 7 faeafeyger “mRe, qm:” TUIHIT-

1 Fd I999d | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 133.12: ®old 994 |
4 fasearaafaaTiaae | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.14:  faeveqT-

SSECIEC RG]
8T - ﬁ"ﬂ'ﬁ'ﬁ‘ﬂﬂ: ] 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 fFraaswar - mﬁ?ﬁwa'n: ] Cf. Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana

17 fofagefr wa cordig:” | MvA,Z,; fefaee yagsmE K,
1 °FTETH H® | M**VK,Z,; °F° MA, 2gY0re | MAK,Z,; &-
WUTe (7) M*he; EFEY EWUITe V. 2 o gT&ET | K,; °T=aT9 MVA,Z,
2 FUSHIT® | MVK,Z,; FTATAEe M+ drarqrae A, 2 f@sr] Mv
Ki.Z; fE® A, 23@E0E: | MVK,Z,; SRITHET A, 4 o&TqeT |
AK,; cFTEIYT MV; oqTURfT M**; °aT&dT Z, S5ITETYe | K, ; ST&Ere
MVAZ, 5FTE] MVK.Z,; aT&l A, 9 JTATE | MVA,Z,; JoAie

K,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta's Nyayamarijari:

HHTAT e A3 AR ATahedd gfd qdTg A4 -
Rfavgay, =T MEaei=ganmeTd | gfery T 3
T TR U

[2.7.3 STEITOTIAT: TGYaH |

TRIT AT T e faaeam o TaeT
gfq =TaT T emTeETalaYacd TS, | TqTE] AT

594(245).19-21: de’i phyir cig Sos kyi ran bZin gyis ston pa fiid du rtogs
pa’i rnam par rtog pa ni nes pa'i don rtogs par byed pa yin no//; Nyaya-
manijarigranthibhanga 133.16-17: maETafafa ar fFaasgaar llflﬁl'i
T AFHI=IZEHAL Afq g€ IH ao |

2 3JAUYT Wﬁﬁ@m | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 133.15-16:
T fgaf=genmaTtefa | avaaaa=ggTH T q¥: |
28fay T & T &I | Nyayamaiijarigranthibhariga 133.18: gfery T
TE T IR &

5 UHEATYEIITaET | Pramanavarttika [ 43: USHEATIREWTTET Toaeed
HO: TG | &7 ST T FET AAT: TYTET: FATH: TR ;5 this is also
quoted in NM II 13.14-15 and NM I 239.12-13.

1 *FIHEGHTAT | MVK,Z,; °TE@FHMET A, 2 ofavaeaq ] M
VA,; °fa¥ K.z, 2 3=9¥T] MVK,Z,; =99 A, 2 fraqe )

M*eA,Z,; e Mv; faa@®Te K, 2 °8TWTET | em.; °qTEWAT
MVA,K,Z, 2 8fery ] MVK,Z,; "fefig fg Ay, "ferg fg Az
3IET UT | K,; &S TT MVZ,; &q TF A, 50T ] MVALZ;
= T K, 5 AW “T&F° | MVAK,; °AH&® Z, 6 °FTHIe |
MVA,Z,; °¥@TaE° K, 6% | VAK,; ®T&H M; =1aH Z,
6 TR ITATIT | MA,K, Z, ; ETET=aLItad Mr»ey
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HEREREE #ELTAHR

TIH | §F TGS | T T AT =S AHIRTT qTadT-
Tfqar: ageaA-aeea @rgtarayar faaear: wear
wafeT |

[2.8 FTATIIEAYTEH |
Tarfy fafusgor ier sfa 9w wgfa:, aarfe Sifafasr
SHTIEfAYATAT I FITIAT | TITHA. “SATATAT:
Tgaq faavgf<, T Hagaie:” gfa
(3 FTEHAAGATTHETT: |
[3.1 THCRATIAITAT G |
| §F AT qTEl:, AT UT HIGRrATad AR 4T~

199 STggaeadTEd ] 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 gnis 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 T aﬂqﬁn ~ovEfeT ] 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 ATHATATT: |ed°© | Nyayamanjarigranthibhariga 134.4: SqTRATAIL:
gfeafa

6 TSATATL: .- SAIEATT: | Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 39.5-6.

1 FEfa=gE@Te | K,Z,; SAgia=gade MV; Arfagare A, 1
°UETT | MVK,Z,; °HIAT A, 2 °fawar] K,; °favar wad Mva,z,
7 fag=af=r | MvK,z,; faaeafr MPM*A, 10T TR, o1
MVK,Z, ; dTaTeqia<r AEmEr O A,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta’s Nvayamarijari:

FhasgEEaTEIRTSTY 3T — SHgIHCAT T J-
Tfur: |

[3.2 HATHEATIGITAT Ffur: |
oy a7 faseawfafams FETREAT=THT Jeare |y fafa-
TATAATIR T a e de ITaaeaqTaqT dregrar |
AT A=FTATARNE de9Ig q Al g A | GIATHATIT -
IT /T |

1 °W?\’WTFC|TDTT] Nyayamanjarigranthibhariga 134.6: HFRAT AT |
TS FJ=aH AT U e faaeager Mo sog& wafd )

5 fafssargare ... ffa | Cf. Pramanavarttikal 205abc:  AATIQETEAT-
m: Im; Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 105.24-25: 9T
AT =T FEAWfgYET, aTfeaEannREfaseas et favg-
TATCTETeEa T |; Pramanavarttikasvavrititika 182.9-10: qiq faswea-
gfaferas FagqeIraaEauTeRaTaT@ar sfauread |

1 °TGE® | MVA,Z,; °TE: K, 13IFd| MVA,Z,; §FAT K,
1 °HHcEATde | K, ; AT arg® MVA,Z, 439 a7 ] MVK,Z;;
I VT A, 4 °HTHAHT | K,; °HAHGHT MVA,Z, 4dT° ] MVA,Z;;
d&Te K, 5 °ATHGINTEa® | MVA,K,; °dAI9Tgd® Z, 5 °®Id-
T] MVA,Z,; °WEET K, 5 °TFGVTHHTT | MVK,Z,; °@HTEHATA A,

5 ATHATAT | MVK,Z, ; FATSAT A, 6TeIE | MVK,Z,; dIE A,
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RESLMERRE FEL M

EREARARIEREY
(4.1 RieH |
T FegiavTaEnTT fadeamr & awgfq =a98-
T gqa=d | I T Jaa-a, ¥ sfr swfug
TR U SgaNTETq | e g g AT
[4.2 ATTHTATATHL T : |

TETTEE EWTAT FOAT, FAAT sSHIETET W9 -
THVTETA | ATETE T qgoeq eI : FATAfT aohea T |

Id | FEaETag gV aRe g R S e ~T | § -
AT T faaey faae faeegaar 7 sfavaa

3 W] Nyayamaiijarigranthibhanga 134.8: :TTW?JT%I qq -
FFHATAIATRIIYIEH, a9 AT T geareArs a=Ta | rar
FEMHRTTIET AT TIATRTIETS fe |

9 @WWUW] Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 39.6-7:
T § WerRaHaNRaEn g AEET gy faaeaaaia ey a9 -
aer I; see also Nyayamafijarigranthibhanga 134.5-6: axaz?ﬁ't: ‘E_F@W-
EERRIL AR E R E LR

3 faFeamr & | Mvz,; fageaT &9 A, # fagewT K, 4519
EATT: | MK,Z,; ATAgIT: M**; SggIT: V; Fagait: A, 479-
T ST 9990 | Zy; om. MVA, ; ATHET F&IEUATY aa= K,
43¥ sfT] MVALK,; ¥ 2, 5&ag &G | MVK,Z,; =T Hfaaq
A 7o - FTEAT ] MALK.Z, ; FfAEfT MV 8 aRge | MA,
Z,; IET: K, 8THAT| MVA,Z,; THeAT: K, 9 TeAfadheTe |
MAK\Z,; FEAfG&eqTe V9 oYFIHWe | MVZ,; oTH@TOwe M,
SEXRATCUT® A,; °F&HTULU K, 10 °HETH | MVA,Z,; °Foao K,
10 fase faee=aar 7| em.; faweaaar 7 M; faeme a1 MoV,
faweaaar 7 A,; fage faeewaar 7 K, ; fasew faseaar 2,
10 ¥fa9ara | MVA.K, ; wfauresr z,

—463— (36)

10

A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamanjari:

JHTAT | I AT g9aHT Rl Hﬂﬁ‘l ag-
R = yada ) 5

28 .- 113]% ] Cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrttittka 171.8-10: ﬂ'ﬁ_{*ﬁ' qfa
FEHEHTIIITIT TS ITIHTAT fadeT: @TaTT TR T -
fa, 7 s s0fa) a7 feecafavosr g@ToHOarEaq g g9a-
faaeaaiy (fade=maT] em.; fAFETAT ed.) THHTHA |
3T W" ... »fISIq | COf Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 171.4-5: T
grafaseadT (ofaame=ait] em.; fTHeTAT ed.) THEO -
g=aer | afe gwvaen faeearang:, |l o wafos & | fasea=r
FUATENT:, 0 ATy ST |

6 ﬁmﬁ@m | Pramanavarttikasvavrttittka 171.5-6: =T < gygfa-
FEIGTA R Fogr, 67 fawearayadnd |

189 | MVAK, ; @9T=Te 2, 1 ofauesasg | MVK,Z,; °f3-
TARTET MA, 2 ofade=ar:, ¥ - &I | em.; fqdeagnieT
. TR M; ofqmewanier gw (gvad) M ofaderandEr aw
e V; ofameaanieT aegeT qvaTigwedr a9 g9ad A, ofaweT-
gnfeT - TR K,; cfaeemaniew - gvaa z, sfeee ] em;
faeedr MALK, ; fa@er 2, 3 oAGTEre | K,; °F: frsdre Mva,;
ohfEaTaTe 7, 4 ofghrm=w] MVK,Z,; ofghras A, 4fa=-
TEET | MA,Z, ; (968 M*VK, 4TFT ]| KiZ,; ARG | MV,
FHT A, 59YMETe | MAK,; SATe MH“VZ, 5ATIET® | MA,
K,; T 9are MHevz, e famewre | AK,; faseare My, fasere
Z, 67 fa®eT: | MVA,Z,; ULUFT K,
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WAL AR E FaA R
YT | THATS ST aqaTed g |

[4.3 HTEGIITEAH |
FTTaiT geaedandfRaTaruT aega:, TRIdT g dT-
TRIEVEET | TIATEIEH, qar fadeT:, da: yghafa)
g gEafaaqIeng TadATHTIIT | AIavafaig -
arforygaET FigsrieawaEraT wTEr qfgeT ¥-
TAATT: | T T Hof SAYT AT, T ATARTTIaATAT
fayenae e, SnmaTEe 9T J9aqT |

1 m] Pramanavarttikasvavrttittka 171.6-7: Tt faseT,
T grATravaET |

5AqALH - TAT TITHTT: | Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 43.3-5: TeAfea-
Tgo=T faaeaamasiauTiaer sfr aeg=afagars: , At
qforyT=r: \; Pramanavarttika I 81: TFATIET a’(ﬂ'ﬁm Wﬁ:ﬁﬁ' -
T | AT wTf=ar=r s Erqasr |t g, Pramanavarttikasvavrtti-
tTka 191.13-16: JIqaaT Fit T | @t Fforasta Aforgfgui=r | aJr
ety 3o sfr s afmnr afrers Ear qumafiraer
garfear | T J r9a: |

1 g grfayae | M*°VK,Z,; geafavge M; ---favae A, 1d=T-
F° ] MVK,Z,; T&° A, 1 °T(TeTT° | MVZ,; °qThT° MFMA, ;
oFATHT e K, 1¥9fd:] MVK,Z,; gfa: A, 4 °YITEHAH, qar |
MVK,Z,; °TITENATHL M*M*; -FGaeqaia¥y A, 4dd:] MV
K,Z,; qar sfy mreMeea, 4 wgfafda] MvaK,; safa sfa z,
5 oTEIRTIIT | MVZ,; FHTEIC A, ; o FUUUST K, 5 FATaCHITe |
MVK, ; qaCH{Ce A,; HAALHA° Z, 6 Ffgare | MVK.Z,; fafaawre
A, 6 oftamaTfEE | MVK.Z,; fiamama A, 78] MVK.Z,;
qAT A, 7S99l MVK,Z,; ar A, 8 fawenaa ta] MAK,;
fawenad M*evz, 88T K,; 99 HgET MVA,Z,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyvayamarjari:

[4.4 AHRSTITATIHATT: |
T TR HETALAY Aoy FHEfady e oot 7-
a7 gfquer:, a 978 99, § T 7IT A7 FEATET
yafa ARRETH | T TIAITATATI A : | TGO “TuT-
FIHTIATET, TITAE TIAqqrara” 3 | “&wfa-
T s SuTadTae Ya: ” SATT U= SuTAaarar

5 TUTHTATIT ° | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.10:  TUTAaETI -

fr 1 i TEETaaTs AT TR S TR € Ta TS T adT-

g7+ |
5 JYTHQHI e ... S99 HIITd | Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana

588(239).18-20: ji ltar fies pa ni de kho na fiid ma yin pa'i phyir la/ de kho
na fiid kyan ji lta ba bZin du ma nes pa’i phyir ro Zes gan bsad pa dan/; NM
163.15-16: qgdh ValS: —“AUTHIHTIATATT ( °d<ard | M*; °F-
AT M), TyTaT EIEASERIEIN gfq |, of. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti
107.2-3: FUTATAEwaT, TUIEw IEAgaerd |

6 TIWIOITH | Nyayamarjarigranthibhanga 134.11-12: &I9fqdTe gfq |
gfevmae sfa gfavmar areareeters |y faseraafar-

i
6 T@WfaIT - - ‘J@%‘: ] Pramanaviniscaya 46.7-8: Tty s suv-

T TTAATE WA AT AT TEATHATTHIE |; quoted in
Dharmottara’s Apohaprakarana 587(238).22-23; cf. also Nyayabindutika 71.5:

TUTTHATHATT THfaHTa ST suTsaaaTas TgTaaTe |

20T ] K,; U§ T MVA,Z, 2TTgT° ] MVA,Z,; LU K, 2 °F-
AY | KiZ,; TIaT Mva, 2 fadwT] MVAK, ; fasersfr z,
2 GEEAY | M**VK, ; Tf@fEaY MA,Z, 2 JT&IT S4T | MVA,Z,;
et K, 3 T9T WTH: ] MVK,Z,; WTH A, 4T @a@ursge | M
VZ,; T TETIT gEYTSTe A, T qOUETH e A?°; T @g9dl seFe
K, 6 SUYTHEEIAT | M*M#"°K,Z, ; SHTHIHTIT( MV; ~~~~&g9-
AT A, 69T ] ALK, ; W MVZ, 6 SUTIEETAr | MVK,Z, ;
IrTqaT A,
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HEER LR FEAHAH

ST [T SATeAT: | U qafaaoaadaaniged
yaad, srarfa Srdfafa

[4.5 ITHETT: |
TTAY ATRET HIETL STHA |
farafaarfs TresaT ArwgmE=T T AFad )

[5 AMEEAYTH |
T g I e A=A TR AT |
1 TS ] 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: Y «or e TEwfeaTe
SUTHTHATAATTHATHENT AT a7 Fadd: » gfa faqa wate | &awfa-
HTHETIHATE SrEradaa- ey faas 7 sfavaa goga wafa ;
cf. also Kamalasila’s different interpretation in Tattvasarigrahapanjika ad 1016
(394.17-20): STIAHTATIATATIHITL: | T T2 FTITUTATHTI AT HeTT -
fafeareresafaidum=ar srehrar=eaTaTT: avafa, AT -

7 ofg@eawfafe=aaea | Nyayamaijarigranthibhanga 134.13-14: fa&eT-
yfaferaafa | faserfafam fasenfanEr sme: | faeeT-
Wﬁ?‘ﬁ' qr aHiaTTar ; cf. Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 37. 25 27: W

1 ofgFeaTe | MA,Z,; fadeare M eVK, 1 eguiae | MVK,; °d-
MTde A,; °F° Z, 4°AY] VAK,Z,; °HT M 4 FIEIRT| MVA,;
FET K, (unmetrical); SAGETU Z, 4 STHe9qd | MVK,; T :&Heqd
A, (unmetrical); fa@ema z, 5 faafeare] Ma K, ; faadarfe Mk
MkReV ﬁ:mLJqu Z, 5 °FT T MA,K,; °aT% vz, 7 ofam=ex)
MMeVZ,; ofemE e MAK, 7 *9@TIETe | MVK,Z,; °9d WTgTe
A,
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A Critical Edition of Bhatta Jayanta's Nyayamanjari:

JAfaARTE A =T =T T ATaATa=d
Ty HfgfFFARTSTC: y=f¥ar Jray §ag<r: |
AEIEE T §od U dqcaaefeadaag J<: il
To7 SfT 3 ywe || AT gAY |
T[T 1T T53q TgATHT: FIATTHTIR: |
faorynfesraegireg=s s=vR T T I59d T |
A AT AT WATSINT AT TRqeamaard ==l

2 qTaTy Hfgiere | Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.14-15: TaTy &f9-
fafe | zur fAfaarax fave sgfag sAfEy amm= q9afq Fg=«Aia
a7 fagm: fAfaaramgem smeeTIaRe FeTATE Jfasafa q-

aRTfeag mffa weaT gfa
4 aﬁr sfT W] Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.17: a?& sfr vz st
4T

§| . FTATGRYI®T: | Cf. Pramanavarttika I 74: SEfewHT & i7-
WWW|WWWWS&WW:H (This
verse is quoted in Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.19-20.)

W@W ] Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga 134.20-25: fa-
SryvTfesraRTE AT | gty Faraf g g cras el aeltaT Jar-
T T (AT TS e eTar aAfE | ATRugT
TS OIIHS: | AT -eaaa— e aigliHa ge9d= g-

fgra aumngarafa m—ﬁg@%#ﬁmﬁwﬁ‘rsu’r‘ AT |
EERRCITEE ?rg ﬂw: | §fTN; Pramanavarttika I 87: m
7 e =gar syt qrHTNST: | SRS T dY g4 |l

2 WEf¥ar | K,; 9gdd MVA,Z, 2 WAy geag<ar: | MVK,Z,; ST-
fawear: A (unmetrical) ; G‘l’rﬁl’m AP(unmetrical) 3 °TEIT° ]
MVK,Z,; °d@&cd¥°® A,(unmetrical) 4 ° SFIGINYA: | MA,K,Z,; °F-
o7 @ATYT: MMV 5 W@ | MK,; T Mk’wvzl; oHET: A,
6T T| MVK,Z,; 99 A, 79afg°] MVK,Z,; Wfge A, 7 9T ]
MVK,Z,; °XF M**; °XNT A, 7 STeAT&IGe | MVK,Z,; Sed--fq
A1
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