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1. An unknown Jain ‘distinctionist,” a Vaibhagika

In PS 5.39-44 Dignaga defends his theory of apoha in reply to a Samkhya theorist. PSV
ad 5.39 begins with the words yas tv aha; the commentator Jinendrabuddhi identifies
this theorist as Vainasika, i.e. “the destroyer.” As Pind (2015: II Appendix 13) comments,
this theorist must be the famous Samkhya theorist Madhava, who is elsewhere often
called Samkhyanasaka, the destroyer of the Samkhya system, because his unique views
often deviate from orthodox Samkhya tenets.! As Pind observes, it seems that Madhava
criticizes the theory of apoha by quoting from a lost work of Dignaga, probably either
the Samkhyapariksa or the Samanyapariksavyasa. The main scenario of PS 5.39 can be
depicted as follows:

1. Dignaga has criticized Samkhya views in an earlier work.
2. Madhava criticizes Dignaga’s theory of apoha.
3. Dignaga replies to Madhava’s criticism in the Pramanasamuccaya.

PS 5.41ab refers to a certain view, namely, that the cognition of a cow is based on the
observation of a dewlap, and so on (sasnadidarsanad gopratyayah). Pind (2015: 11 153-154,
n. 516) ascribes this view to “an unknown Jain ‘distinctionist,” a Vaibhagika,” on the basis
of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary tatra hi vaibhagikenoktam.? Further, he ascribes the view
presented in PS 5.41d (bhinnapohyas tu te mithah) to Madhava.® In the following the
present author reexamines the relevant material, i.e. PS(V) and PST, and shows that the
first view should not be ascribed to a Jain Vaibhagika but to Madhava, and the second view
not to Madhava but to Dignaga.

Pind Kataoka

PS 5.41ab: sasnadidarsanad gopratyayah Jain Vaibhagika Madhava
PS 5.41d: bhinnapohyds tu te mithah Madhava Dignaga

1 For Madhava, see Pind 2015: Appendix 13; and Kataoka 2011: 497-498, n. 707.
2 Pind 2015: II 153-154, n. 516.
3 Pind 2015: 1T 154, n. 518.
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2. Vaibhagika and Vainasika

It seems that the sole evidence on which Pind ascribes the first view to a Jain Vaibhagika is
Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary. The edited text in Pind (2015: I 153-154, n. 516) reads as
follows:

PST Ms. B 233a7-233b2: tatra hi vaibhagikenoktam. yasya darsanad yad
iti loke pratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati, tadyatha sasnadidarsanad go-
pratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gaur. atmantarabhavadarsanac catmantare
pratyayah. tasmad atmantarabhdava evatmantaraniti.*

Here the passage vaibhagikenoktam indicates that the subsequent paragraph quoted with iti
in the end is a quote from a Vaibhagika. But the corresponding Tibetan translation suggests
that the original reading was not vaibhagika but vainasika.’

Hattori 1982: 210, 11-12: de la ’jig pa smar ba pa yis brjod pa

The Tibetan translation suggests that the original reading is tatra hi vainasikenoktam. This
vainasika is also mentioned previously in PST ad 5.39, where the Sanskrit text reads as
follows (Pind 2015: II Appendix 13):

PST Ms. 232a2: anvayavitoktisamanantaram vainasikenoktah®

The same opponent is also called Samkhya in the following explanation of PST (Pind 2015:
IT 150, n. 508, B232a6). Regarding the paragraph of PSV ad 5.39 beginning with yas tv
aha, Pind observes as follows:

This paragraph introduces a lengthy discussion, covering § 56 through § 60,
with the Sankhyavainasika Madhava, who, as it appears, addresses Dignaga’s
criticism of his proof of the existence of pradhana, in connection with his own
rebuttal of the apoha theory. Dignaga now answers his criticism. According
to Jinendrabuddhi, Madhava addresses Dignaga’s objection immediately after
dealing with the direct proofs of the continuous connection of the particulars
with primordial materiality (Pind 2015: IT Appendix 13).

4 The translation by Pind (2015: II 153-154, n. 516): “For in this context the Vaibhagika has stated: ‘In
this world whatever cognition is due to the observation of whatever thing: this is such and such a thing
only. For instance, the cognition ‘cow’ is due to the observation of dewlap, etc. A cow is only dewlap,
etc. And the cognition of the nature of one thing is due to the observation of the non-existence of the
nature of other things. Therefore the nature of some things are nothing but the non-existence of the
nature of other things’.”

The Tibetan translation ’jig pa, as also shown in the next example, means perishing (vinasa) and not
dividing (vibhdga). If one wanted to support Pind’s reading vaibhdagika, one would have to explain how
’jig pa can mean vibhaga, which is usually translated as dbye ba.

6 vainasikenoktah at PST Ms. B 232a2 is translated as ’jig pa 7iid du brjod de (Hattori 1982: 208, 10-11).
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As Pind remarks here, Jinendrabuddhi’s expression anvayavitoktisamanantaram indicates
the location of the text quoted by Dignaga in PSV ad 5.39. It is a quote from Madhava’s
work, in which the precise location is “immediately after the statement of anvayavita.”
This suggests that fatra in tatra hi vainasikenoktam in PST ad 5.41 also indicates the same
context in the same text: “For in the same context it is stated by Madhava.”

Thus, we can conclude that the quotation Pind ascribes to an unknown Jain Vaibhagika
should be ascribed to Madhava by correcting the reading vaibhagikenoktam to vainasike-
noktam on the basis of the Tibetan translation.” The main scenario of PS(V) 5.41 is the
same as that of PS(V) 5.39. The argument is between Dignaga and Madhava in both cases.

3. The cognition of a cow due to the observation of a dewlap, etc.

It is now clear that the quote in PST following vainasikenoktam is a quote from Madhava’s
text. In order to clarify its content, let me quote the entire PST ad 5.41ab, which reads as
follows:®

A. tatra hi *vainasikenoktam.

B. yasya *khalv api darsanad yad iti loke pratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati.
tad yatha sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh. atma-
ntarabhavadarsanac catmantare pratyayah. tasmad atmantarabhava evatma-
ntaraniti.

C. etena yaddarsanad yatpratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati. tad yatha
sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh. atmantarabhava-
darsanac catmantare pratyayo bhavatiti karyam aha.

D. atra samkhyena pratividhanam uktam.

E. yadi sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati(1), evam sati yad uktam atma-
ntarabhavadarsandd atmdantare pratyayo bhavatiti(2), tad ayuktam iti.

F. atmantarabhavanimittasarvapratyayabhyupagame katham sasnadinimitta-
tvam gopratyayasyeti yavat.

G. atmanabhyupetahanir ukta, drstante svapaksatyagat.

*vainasikenoktam) Corr.; vaibhagikenoktam Pind; vaibhasikenokta Ms. *khalv
api] Corr.; omitted by Pind; khasvavi Ms.

According to information provided by Horst Lasic, the relevant passage of the manuscript can be read as
vaibhasikeno® and surely not vaibhagikeno®. The reading vaibhagikeno® is probably a mistake arisen in
two steps: vainasikeno® — vaibhasikeno® — vaibhagikeno®. First the original na was probably mistaken
by an Indian scribe as bha. Then the modern transcriber who prepared the transcript that Pind uses
mistakenly copied §i as gi. We can conclude that the reading vaibhagikeno® is a modern invention.
Furthermore, the immediately following passage which Pind reads as yasya darsanad has something
in between in the manuscript. Probably the entire passage can be read as yasya khalv api darsanad,
although the manuscript seems to read kha sva vi instead of kha lva pi.

This citation is based on Pind’s edited text with slight modifications of sandhi and punctuation, etc. See
Pind 2015: 1T 153-154, n. 516.
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Paragraph A (vainasikenoktam) indicates that the subsequent paragraph B is a quote
from Madhava’s text. Paragraph B constitutes a syllogism: udaharana (vyapti + drstanta),
upanaya, nigamana. Paragraph C, in which the nigamana part is missing, is almost identical
to B. By adding the words etena ... iti karyam daha Jinendrabuddhi seems to classify the
reason (hetu) in the syllogism B as karyahetu.® Paragraph D (atra samkhyena pratividhanam
uktam) indicates that the subsequent paragraph E is the Samkhya’s rebuttal (pratividhana) to
the view given in B. This Samkhya theorist seems to be Madhava, because there is no other
candidate in this context. Paragraph F restates the main point of E with the expression iti
yavat. In order to clarify Madhava’s intention in these paragraphs, let me start by examining
the easier paragraph F.

F. atmantarabhavanimittasarvapratyayabhyupagame katham sasnadinimitta-
tvam gopratyayasyeti yavat.

It means: If it is accepted that all cognitions are caused by the non-existence of
non-X, how then could the cognition of a cow be caused by a dewlap, etc.?'”

Here Jinendrabuddhi explains Madhava’s intention. Madhava is criticizing someone as
being inconsistent because he has stated something that goes against his own view. The
main view that this someone accepts is that all cognitions of X (sarvapratyaya) are caused
by the non-existence of non-X (armantarabhavanimitta). This is exactly what Dignaga
insists on as his theory of apoha. A cow is cognized by means of the exclusion of the
non-cow. This view is formulated in E2 as follows:

E2: atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyayo bhavati.

The cognition of X is due to the observation of the non-existence of non-X.!!

Cf. PST 1 10, 6-10: yo 'nanyasattvaneyasyabhiratipurvako hinasthanaparigrahah, sa atmasnehavato
duhkhasukhatyagaptivaiichapurvakah. tad yatha maksikanam abhiratipurvako ‘Sucisthanaparigrahah.
ananyasattvaneyasyabhiratipiurvakas ca garbhadihinasthanaparigrahah pranina iti karyam; PST 1
11, 9-11: yo yadviparitasvabhavah, sa tasya pratipaksah. tad yatha vayuviparitasvabhavam tailam
vayoh. atmadarsanaviparitasvabhavam ca nairatmyadarsanam iti svabhavah; PST 1 11, 12-13: yo
yannidanaviruddhah, sa tasya badhakah. yatha vatikasya vyadhes tannidanaviruddham tailam. atmasne-
api nameti. asyayam arthah — yat svasamvedyam, tat svadhigamam prati pratyaksam, ragadijianavat.
tatha ca kalpanajiianam iti svabhavah; PST 1 84, 3—4: asyayam arthah. yatra smrtih, tatranubhavah,
rupadivat. asti ca smrtir iti karyam; PST 1 130, 12-131, 1: kuta etat — samudayavisayam tu na punar
vastusadghatadidravyavisayam ity aha — riupadyagrahe tadbuddhyabhavad iti. yo yadagrahe saty u-
palabdhilaksanaprapto nopalabhyate, na sa tato vyatirikto ’sti. tad yatha kasthadibhyah sannagart
pramadamala va. riupadyagrahe nopalabhyate copalabdhilaksanapraptam ghatadi dravyam iti svabha-
vanupalabdhim aha; PST 2 41, 6-7: siddhatvad iti. yat siddham na tat sadhyam, usno ’gnir iti yatha.
siddhau ca kevalau dharmadharminay iti svabhavaviruddham aha; PST 2 78, 15-16: samyogasya
cetyadi. yah samyogasrayah sa dvitiye pratiyogini pratitihetuh, tad yatha dhumah. tatha cagnir iti
svabhavam prasangam aha; PST 2 111, 1-4: na hityadi. anena yat purvanubhiitam tad evedam iti
pratyavamrsati, tat smrtyatmakam. yatha sa evayam dhima iti jianam. yathoktadharmakam ca vise-
sadrstam iti svabhavam aha; B 119a5: ekadesatvad iti. tad anena yo yadekadesah sa tadvyapadeSam
arhati. tad yatha pate desah patavyapadesam. paksaikadesas ca dharmiti svabhavam aha. (I thank
Horst Lasic for these references. Orthographical modifications are given by the present author.)

10 My translation; cf. the translation by Pind (2015: II 153154, n. 516).

11" My translation; cf. the translation by Pind (2015: II 153154, n. 516).
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This view is incompatible with the view that the cognition of a cow is caused by observing
the dewlap, etc. This view is formulated in E1 as follows:

El: sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati.

The cognition of a cow is due to the observation of the dewlap, and so on.!?

In paragraph E (yad uktam ... tad ayuktam), as restated by Jinendrabuddhi in F (katham),
Madhava criticizes Dignaga for stating the incompatible views E1 and E2. Madhava’s
intention is summed up by Jinendrabuddhi in paragraph G as follows:

G. atmanabhyupetahanir ukta, drstante svapaksatyagat.

You yourself have formulated the abandonment of what you have accepted,
because you give up your own thesis in the example.!?

Dignaga’s own view (svapaksa) is E2, i.e. the view that the cognition of X is based on the
observation of the non-existence of non-X. This is what he has accepted (abhyupeta). But
Dignaga, according to Madhava, abandons this when he states E1 as an example.

svapaksalabhyupeta (E2): atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyayo
bhavati.

drstanta (E1): sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati.

These analyses confirm the main scenario. Dignaga first refers to E1 as an example adduced
in another work of his that is now lost. Madhava criticizes Dignaga as being inconsistent,
because this E1 is incompatible with Dignaga’s theory of apoha, which can be summarized
as E2. But where does Dignaga state E1? A candidate is easily found in paragraph C.

C. etena yaddarsanad yatpratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati(1). tad yatha
sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh(2). atmantarabha-
vadarsandc catmantare pratyayo bhavatiti(3) karyam aha.

With this [paragraph B] he speaks of an effect [as a reason]: If the cognition
of X arises by observing Y, X is nothing but Y. For example, the cognition of
a cow arises due to the observation of the dewlap, etc. A cow is nothing but
the dewlap, etc. And the cognition of X arises due to the observation of the
non-existence of non-X.'*

The passage in C “yaddarsanad ... bhavati,” i.e. C1, C2 and C3, seems to be a reformu-
lation of B’s syllogism by Jinendrabuddhi in accordance with the Dharmakirtian style:
udaharana (vyapti + drstanta) and upanaya (i.e. hetu, which shows paksadharmata). Here
the syllogism can be analyzed into three parts as follows:

C1 (vyapti): yaddarsanad yatpratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati.

12 My translation; cf. the translation by Pind (2015: II 153-154, n. 516).
13" My translation; cf. the translation by Pind (2015: II 153154, n. 516).
My translation. This passage is quoted but not translated in Pind 2015: II 153-154, n. 516.
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C2 (drstanta): tad yatha sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh.

C3 (upanaya): atmantarabhavadarsanac catmantare pratyayo bhavati.

C1 states an invariable concomitance (vyapti): If X is cognized by observing Y, X is
nothing but Y. C2 gives an example (drstanta): One cognizes a cow by observing the dewlap,
etc. Therefore, a cow is nothing but the dewlap, etc. In other words, a cow is nothing but
the aggregate of the dewlap, etc.!> C3 presents the application (upanaya) of this invariable
concomitance to his theory of apoha: One cognizes X by observing the non-existence of
non-X. The conclusion, which is not stated in C, is obvious: armantarabhava evatmantarani
(Xs are nothing but the non-existence of non-X).!® This missing part is explicitly stated in
paragraph B, which reads as follows:

B. yasya khalv api darsanad yad iti loke pratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad
bhavati(1). tad yatha sasnadidarsanad gopratyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva
gauh(2). atmantarabhavadarsanac catmantare pratyayah(3). tasmad atmanta-
rabhava evatmantaraniti(4).

In this world, as is also well known, if the cognition “X” arises by observing
Y, X is nothing but Y. For example, the cognition of a cow arises due to the
observation of the dewlap, etc. A cow is nothing but the dewlap, etc. And
the cognition of X is due to the observation of the non-existence of non-X.
Therefore, Xs are nothing but the non-existence of non-X.!”

B1, B2 and B3 are almost identical with C1, C2 and C3.

B C

1. yasya khalv api darsanad yad iti loke 1. yaddarsanad yatpratyayo bhavati, tad
pratyayo bhavati, tad eva tad bhavati eva tad bhavati.

2. tad yatha sasnadidarsanad gopra- 2. tad yatha sasnadidarsanad gopra-
tyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh. tyayo bhavati. sasnadaya eva gauh.

3. atmantarabhavadarsanac catmantare 3. atmantarabhavadarsandc catmantare
pratyayah. pratyayo bhavati.

4. tasmad atmantarabhava evatmanta-

rani.

The main difference lies in B4, which clarifies the unstated conclusion (nigamana).
In paragraph C Jinendrabuddhi reformulates the syllogism of B in accordance with the
Dharmakirtian style and classifies the reason as karyahetu.

15 Cf. PST B 233b5: sasnadisamitha eva gauh, quoted by Pind 2015: II 154, n. 520.

16 With the plural form armantarani Dignaga intends, for example, cows in general. See, e.g. his usage in
PSV ad 5.36d (Pind 2015: 1 45): Sabdo ’rthantaranivrttivisistan eva bhavan aha; cf. also PST Ms. B
238b5-6 quoted in Pind 2015: II 179, n. 604: yatha vrksasabdah SimSapadin visesan abhedenabhida-
dhat samanyavaci tathd. ..

My translation.
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C. etena “Cl, C2, C3 (=Bl1, B2, B3)” iti karyam aha

With this [paragraph B quoted above] he speaks of an effect [as a reason, for
which the entire syllogism is reformulated as] C1, C2, C3.

But who has composed this syllogism in paragraph B? As suggested in paragraphs E,
F, G, the syllogism of B must have been originally formulated by Dignaga. Then it is
quoted by Madhava, either literally or not literally, as a purvapaksa, as Jinendrabuddhi’s
opening remark tatra hi vainasikenoktam indicates. Thus, it is surmised that paragraph B
(which Jinendrabuddhi explains as C) is Madhava’s quote from a lost work of Dignaga and
that Madhava criticizes Dignaga’s view in E (which Jinendrabuddhi explains in F and G).
Recapitulating these analyses, the main scenario can be reconstructed as follows.

1. First a syllogism was stated by Dignaga in a work that is now lost.

2. Madhava quotes Dignaga’s statement as B, which Jinendrabuddhi reformulates with
classification as C.

3. In paragraph E, which follows D (atra samkhyena pratividhanam uktam), Madhava
points out Dignaga’s inconsistency with the words yad uktam ... tad ayuktam. The is-
sue at stake raised by Madhava is that the example Dignaga mentions does not fit with
the theory of apoha, because the cognition of a cow (gopratyaya), according to the
theory of apoha, should be based on the exclusion of the non-cow (agovyavaccheda)
and not on the dewlap, etc. (sasnadi). By referring to, and thereby admitting the
example, Dignaga amounts to having abandoned his own tenet that the cognition of
X (e.g. a cow) is based on the observation of the non-existence of non-X (e.g. the
non-existence of the non-cow).

4. Dignaga’s intention in referring to the example

Although there are uncertainties here and there regarding the reconstruction of PSV ad
5.41, the main argument of the following part is more or less certain.'

PSV ad 5.41: yasya hy [agonivrttagopratyayah, tasya katham sasnadidarsa-
nanimittah]."

PST B 233b5: yasya hity apohavadinah.

As an apoha theorist (apohavadin), it is inappropriate for Dignaga to state that the cognition
of a cow is based on the observation of the dewlap, etc., because according to the theory of

18V (Hattori 1982: 142, 10-11): gari la ba lai ma yin pa las log pa’i ba lan gi blo de ji ltar nog la sogs

pa mthon ba’i rgyu mtshan can du smra bar byed /; K (Hattori 1982: 143, 11-12): gan gi ba lan ma
yin pa las ldog pa’s ba lan gi rogs par ’gyur ba de’i ji ltar lkog Sal la sogs pa mthon ba rgyu mtshan
du smra bar byed [; Pind 2015: 1I 154: “For how could someone, to whom the cognition of a cow
(*gopratyayah) as precluded from non-cows (*agonivrttah), assert that it is caused by the observation
of dewlap, etc. (*sasnadidarsananimittah)?”

Pind 2015: I 52 presents the reconstruction as “yasya hi [...],” not filling in the blank. But the main
words are more or less safely reconstructed on the basis of the two Tibetan translations; Pind provides
the Sanskrit words in his translation.
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apoha it is based on the exclusion of the non-cow. Here Dignaga seems to accept Madhava’s
claim of inconsistency. The example sasnadidarsanad gopratyayah is indeed incompatible
with the theory of apoha. PS 5.41ab amounts to saying, using the word katham: How could
an apoha theorist accept the example? But then how can Dignaga defend his reference to
the example? The subsequent passage clarifies his strategy.

PSV ad 5.41 (reconstructed by Pind 2015: 1 52): abhyupagamyayam drstantah
svamataviruddhah. Sabdabhedad dhi gosasnadisu bhinnam apohyam.*

PST Ms. B233b5-B234al: abhyupagamyetyadi. bhavato hi sasnadisamitha
eva gaur iti. atas tad abhyupagamyayam drstantah svamataviruddho ’py uktah.
etad uktam bhavati. yatha tava sasnadisamithadarsanad gopratyayas tatha ma-
mapy atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyaya iti. Sabdabhedad dhityadi.
sasnadisabdasyasasnady apohyam sasnadisu, goSabdasyapy agaur gavi. yata
evam bhinnam apohyam, atah sasnadisv asasnadyapohena sasnadipratyayah,
gavy agovyavacchedena gopratyayah. evam catrapy atmantarabhavadarsanad
evatmantare pratyayah.?!

It is not easy to reconstruct the original text of PSV, because the two Tibetan translations
differ from each other. Nonetheless the main argument can be summarized as follows: the
example (drstantah), although it is incompatible with the Buddhist view (svamataviruddho
'pi), is presented by provisionally accepting (abhyupagamya) your view, i.e. the Samkhya’s
view.

Samkhya: sasnadisamithadarsanad gopratyayah (—sasnadaya eva gauh)

Dignaga: atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyayah (—atmantarabhava
eva atmantarani)

It is clear from this that the view referred to by Dignaga as an example is a Samkhya view.
The Samkhya holds the view that the cognition of a cow is based on the observation of
the dewlap, etc. (sasnadisamithadarsanad gopratyayah), and that a cow is nothing but
the aggregate of the dewlap, etc. (sasnadisamitha eva gauh). Dignaga refers to this view
by accepting it only provisionally (abhyupagamya). Therefore, there is no inconsistency
in Dignaga’s statements, because he does not wholeheartedly accept the Samkhya view.
Dignaga consistently keeps his doctrine of apoha, i.e. the view that the cognition of X (e.g.
a cow) is based on the observation of the non-existence of non-X (e.g. the non-existence of
the non-cow), i.e. atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pratyayah. Therefore, X is nothing
but the non-existence of non-X for Dignaga (armantarabhava eva atmantarani). For him
the cognition of a cow is caused by the non-existence of the non-cow and not by the dewlap,

20V (Hattori 1982: 142, 12-13): ba lan dar nog la sogs pa sgra tha dad pas tha dad du sel ba can yin
yan khyod kyi lugs khas blans nas | *gal bZin du yan de res par bstan to [, K: khas blans kyan khyod kyi
‘dod pas dpe 'di ’gal ba yan yin no / ba lan gi lkog Sal la sogs pa rnams la sgra’i khyad par gyis tha
dad pa sel ba /; Pind 2015: II 154-155: “Having assumed [this], the example is in conflict even with
your own theory (svamataviruddhah). For the excluded [object] is different with regard to a cow and
the dewlap because of verbal difference (Sabdabhedat).”

2l For the text, see Pind 2015: 152, n. 275, and Pind 2015: II 154-155, nn. 520, 521 and 522.
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etc. The two things, i.e. a cow and a dewlap, etc., have a different scope of exclusion. It
is obvious for Dignaga that the words “cow” and “dewlap, etc.” have different objects to
be excluded (apohya). The expression “dewlap, etc.” (sasnadi) communicates the dewlap,
etc. (sasnadisu) by excluding the non-dewlap, etc. (asasnadi). The word “cow” (gauh)
communicates a cow (gavi) by excluding the non-cow (agauh). This is Dignaga’s own view.
The fundamental view of apoha is consistent.

apohya pratyaya
“sasnadi”’ asasnadi sasnadisu
“gauh” agauh gavi

The view that the two different words have different scopes of exclusion is explicitly
expressed in PS 5.41d, which runs as follows.

Pind 2015: 1 51: bhinnapohyas tu te mithah.*

PST: asmanmatena tu bhinnapohyas tu te mitho gosasnadayah, bhinnam
apohyam esv iti krtva.

Here Pind’s reconstruction of PS 5.41d is strongly supported by PST. However the recon-
struction and interpretation of PS 5.41abc are a bit problematic.??

PS 5.41abc, Pind 2015: 151: sasnadidarsanad <gopratyayo yo "yam udahrtah /
so> viruddho bhavanmatya.

PST: sasnadidarsanad ityadi ... viruddha iti siddhantavirodhat. bhavanma-
tyeti. bhavato hi sasnadaya eva gaur iti matam.

Considering the meter, it would be better to change the word order of PS 5.41abc to the
following:

Kataoka: sasnadidarsanad yo ’yam gopratyaya udahrtah / sa viruddho bha-
vanmatya

It is true that viruddho bhavanmatya can be interpreted as Pind translates, “is in conflict
with your own theory.” K’s translation supports Pind’s interpretation. But this interpretation
does not fit the entire context. Here bhavat clearly refers to the Samkhya, as Jinendrabuddhi
clarifies by stating, “For it is your view that a cow is nothing but the dewlap, etc. (bhavato hi
sasnadaya eva gaur iti matam).” As we have already confirmed, this view should be ascribed

22V (Hattori 1982: 142, 6): phan tshun tha dad dag yod kyan; K (Hattori 1982: 143, 0): tha dad sel la de
log pa; Pind 2009: 110: “On the contrary, they have mutually different excluded referents.”

23V (Hattori 1982: 142, 7-9): nog la sogs pa mthor ba las | de’i blo dper brjod ’gal ba de | khyed kyi lugs
la rten pa yin /; K (Hattori 1982: 143, 7-9): lkog Sal la sogs mthon phyir gan / ba lan rtogs pa’i dper
byas pa / de ni khyod kyi 'dod pas ’gal /; Pind 2015: 11 153—-154: “The example [you have] adduced,
namely that the cognition of a cow is due to the observation of dewlap, and so on, is in conflict with
your own theory.”
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to the Samkhya and not the Buddhist. Then viruddho bhavanmatya would mean that the
example is in conflict with the Samkhya view. But what we expect here is the opposite: The
example is in conflict with the Buddhist view. Taking into consideration V’s translation
of bhavanmatya as khyed kyi lugs la rten pa yin (resorting to your view), it seems more
appropriate to interpret bhavanmatya as being separate from the preceding word viruddhah.
Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary also supports this interpretation, because he comments
on viruddha separately from bhavanmatya, and states viruddha iti siddhantavirodhat.
Considering that the opponent bhavat is the Samkhya in this context, the opposite siddhanta
(i.e. svamata) must refer to the Buddhist view (cf. svamataviruddha in PSV ad 5.41).
Therefore, the main argument in PS 5.41abc can be reconstructed as follows:

The example (drstantah) that the cognition of a cow (gopratyayah) is based on
the observation of the dewlap, etc. (sasnadidarsanat) is presented (udahrtah)
by me in my earlier work. This example is indeed incompatible with the
Buddhist view (viruddhah), as you, Madhava, claim. But it is mentioned by
me only by provisionally resorting to your Samkhya view (bhavanmatya).
Therefore, there is no fault of abandoning my thesis.

5. Positive and negative methods of cognizing a cow

The conflict of opinion between Madhava and Dignaga is clear. Madhava holds the view
that a cow is cognized positively, i.e. by observing the dewlap, etc., whereas Dignaga holds
the view that a cow is cognized negatively, i.e. by excluding the non-cow. For Dignaga
any X, inasmuch as it is cognized in a general form, is cognized by observing the non-
existence of non-X. A dewlap, etc. are no exception. They, too, are cognized by excluding
the non-dewlap, etc. This is explicitly stated in PSV ad 5.42 as follows:

Pind 2015: 1 52: sasnadisu hi <samanyarupam> arthantarabhavanirapeksam
na bhavatiti piirvam evopapaditam.**

Madhava holds that X (atmantara) is cognized positively, without dependence on the ob-
servation of the non-existence of non-X (atmantarabhavadarsana). This view of Madhava

is criticized by Dignaga in PS 5.42ab as follows:?’

PS 5.42ab, Pind 2015: 1 52: so ’napeksa <ity etat tu> svavikalpavi<nirmitam> |

24V (Hattori 1982: 142, 18-19): nog la sogs pa la spyi’i 1o bo dan Idan pa gZan med par mi ltos

pa ni mi srid do Zes snar bsad zin to /; K (Hattori 1982: 143, 9-20): lkog Sal la sogs pa rnams la
spyi’i no bo bdag 7iid gzan med pa la bltos pa med par srid pa ma yin no Zes snar bstan pa yin no /;
Pind 2015: II 156: “For it has previously been demonstrated that the general form in a dewlap, etc.
(sasnadisu), does not exist without dependence upon the non-existence of other referents (samanyaripam
arthantarabhavanirapeksam na bhavati).”

V (Hattori 1982: 142, 14-15): de mi Itos Ses pa 'di ni / ran gi rnam rtog spros par zad /; K (Hattori
1982: 143, 15-16): de ltos med phyir ’di yan ni | ran gi rnam par rtog pas sprul /; Pind 2015: 11 155:
“The idea, however, that this [namely the cognition of one thing (atmantara)] is not dependent [upon
the observation of non-existence of other things], is created out of your own imagination.”

25
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PST ad 5.42: so ’'napeksa atmantarapratyayah. kasmat. na hi nah pratyayo
bhavaty atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare, kim tarhi vidhiripenaiva gaur
iti.

According to Dignaga, Madhava holds that the cognition of X is independent (so 'napeksah),
i.e. does not depend on the exclusion of the other. A cow is cognized as such in a positive
way (vidhirupenaiva). But Madhava’s idea is a mere fancy, because a general form is
never cognized without exclusion of the other, as Dignaga has implied in PSV ad 5.34:
vyatirekamukhenaivanumanam. The individual form (svaripa), i.e. the particular form
(svalaksana), is beyond the scope of language and therefore inexpressible (anabhilapya).
Thus, the individual form is not the object of everyday communication (vyavaharika). This
is stated by Dignaga in PSV ad 5.42 as follows:

PSV ad 5.42 (Pind 2015: 1 52): svarupam tu ten<avyavaharikam> anabhila-
pyatvat.?®

According to the Samkhya, the individual form is denotable. Therefore, the word “cow”
refers to the aggregate of the dewlap, etc., in a positive way. For Dignaga, by contrast, the
particular form is not denotable. It is the object of perception and not inference. Words
communicate things in a general form only by excluding the other. Our cognition of a cow
is not independent but always dependent upon the non-existence of the non-cow.

6. Conclusion

1. The crucial passage in PST vaibhagikenoktam should be corrected to vainasikeno-
ktam.

2. The argument in PS(V) 5.41 is not between a Jain Vaibhagika and Madhava but
between Vainasika Madhava and Dignaga. The scenario is similar to that of PS(V)
5.39. The Jain ‘distinctionist’ that Pind postulates does not exist.

3. The view that the cognition of a cow is due to the observation of the dewlap, etc.
should be ascribed to the Samkhya, not a Jain Vaibhagika.

4. Dignaga refers to the Samkhya view in an example in an earlier work that is now lost.
Dignaga’s text quoted by Madhava is quoted by Jinendrabuddhi in paragraph B and
modified as in C.

5. Madhava criticizes Dignaga’s view as being inconsistent, because Dignaga abandons
his thesis by admitting the Samkhya example. Madhava first quotes Dignaga’s earlier
work (paragraph B) and then criticizes it (paragraph E).

6. Dignaga defends his earlier statement by insisting that his mentioning of the Samkhya
example that is incompatible with his thesis is not wholehearted acceptance, but only
a provisional acceptance (abhyupagamya). For Dignaga the cognition of a cow is due
to the exclusion of the non-cow (agovyavaccheda) and not due to the observation of

26V (Hattori 1982: 142, 19-20): ran gi rio bo ni brjod par bya ba ma yin pa’i phyir de’i sgo nas tha sitad

du bya’o /; K (Hattori 1982: 143, 20-21): ran gi rio bo ci brjod par bya ba ma yin pa’i phyir de tha
dad mi bya’o /; Pind 2015: II 156-157: “The individual form, however, (svaripam tu) is not denotable
(*vyavaharikam [sic]) in this (tena) [form] because it is inexpressible (anabhilapyatvat).”
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the dewlap, etc. (sasnadidarsana). His main thesis of apoha that the cognition of X
is based on the non-existence of non-X (atmantarabhavadarsanad atmantare pra-
tyayah), is consistent. For him a cow is essentially the non-existence of the non-cow
and not the aggregate of the dewlap, etc. (sasnadaya eva gauh; sasnadisamitha eva
gauh). X is essentially the non-existence of non-X (atmantarabhava evatmantarani).
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