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Shoryli Katsura, Hiroshima

Two recent contributions to the study of Dignaga's apoha doctrine by Radhika Herzberger (1986)
and Richiard Hayes (1988) argue strongly that we should not consider that Dignaga and Dharmakirti
shared the same basic philosophical position, although they traditionally have been regarded as
belonging to the same Buddhist school of epistemology and logic. I basically agree with them and in
this paper I would like to comment on Dr. Herzberger's interpretation of the apoha doctrines of
Dignaga and Dharmakirti and to present what I can summarize at the moment as the main doctrinal

differences between the two Buddhist logicians.

In Chapter 3 of her book, Herzberger attempts a new interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha doctrine,
completely different {rom what she terms ‘the dominant view of Dignaga’s theories_of language’
presented by Masaaki Hattori. She guotes the following passage from Hattori's monumental work on
Digniga: : '
" ..a word indicates an object merely through the exclusion of other objects (anyapoha, -
vyavytti). For example, the word ‘cow’ simply means that the object is not a non-cow. As such,
a word cannot denote anything real, whether it be an individual (vyakti}, a universal (jati), or
any other thing." [Hattori 1968: 12; Herzberger 1986: 109]
Although Herzberger does not directly reject Hattori’s presentation of Dignaga’s theories, she
seems to regard it as inconsistent with some of Dignaga's crucial arguments found in chapter 5 of the
Pram@nasamuccaya. Apparently she considers that Hattori and others have been misled by
Dharmakirti in interpreting Dignaga's apoha doctrine. In contrast with the above received view,
Herzberger presents the gist of her own interpretation as follows:
"My conclusion . . . will be that Dignaga's apoha doctrine was meant to ensure that names apply
directly to their perceptual objects (s@ks@dvrtti), and are not in excess of their perceptual
objects.” [Herzberger 1986: 109; my emphasis] .

She bases her argument oa two verses of the Pramanasarnuccaya chapter S, namely,
na pramandntaram $abdam anumandt tatha ki tat (or sah) /
ktakatvadivat svartham anyapohena bhasate 1/* (1)
vyapter anyanisedhasya tadbhedarthair abhinnata |
[saksadvrtter abhedac ca] jatidharmavyavasthith 1> (36)

She translates them as follows:
"Knowledge derived from words is not a separate means to truth from inference; for the name
signifies its own object (svdrtha) by excluding what is other in the same way as (the reason}
‘being an artifact’ [establishes what is to be proved]." [Herzberger 1986 145; my emphasis]
"Where the concomitance excludes others, there is non-separation [of the word for the universal]
from the meaning of its individuals [i.e. with its sub-classes]. Because [the name] directly applies

1 gapnckrit frapment recovered by Hattord 1982; 107 fn. 1.

2 Sanskrit fragment of v. 36ab is found in the Nyayagamanusarint (cf. DANC 11} p. 730, and that of v. 36d recovered by
Hattori 1982; 137 fn. 33. Sanskrit reconstruction of v. 36¢ was doot by Jambavijaya, DANC IT 728 [n. 9.
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[to its bearer] and is not distinct [from it], the characteristic of universals are properly
established.” [Herzberger 1986: 163; my emphasis] '
Regarding Herzberger’s translation of verse 1, I have no serious objection except for her peculiar
interpretation of the word “svartha’, which I shall discuss later. Her translation of the verse 36,
however, is simply a mistranslation. It seems to have resulted from her failure to comsult
Jinendrabuddhi’s subcommentary.? It is true that Jinendrabuddhi is often heavily influenced by
Dharmakirti, so that we should be very careful in adopting his interpretation of Digniga. In the
present case, however, I do not see any reason to suspect that this is the case. Let me quote
JTinendrabuddhi’s comments on the verse 36ab together with Jambivijaya’s Sanskrit reconstruction.
gran bkag pa ni khyab pa'i phyir Zes pa / khyab pa ni ran gi khyad par mi spor ba’o /! gian
bkag pa ni ji skad béad pa’i spyi'o /1 de khyab pa'i phyir te / rant gi khyad par mams la khyab par
byed pa fid kyi phyir zes pa’i don to /] gzan bkag pa'i fes pa krti sbyor ba'i mtshan Aid can gy
byed pa po la drug pa 'di’o // de khyad don dad tha dad med ces pa / gian sel ba’i khyad par
briod pa mams dan ste | rdzas la sogs pa'i sgra mams dan yod pa la sogs pa’i sgra g mthun
pa'o fes pa’i don to [/{PST V 201,36-202,2)
vyapter anyanisedhasyeti vyaptil svabhedipratiksepah, anyanisedho yathoktam samdnyarm, tasya
vyipteh svabhedesu vydpakatvad ity arthah. anyanisedhasyeti krdyogalaksaneyam kartari sasthi.
tadbhedarthair abhinnateti any@pohabhedanhavacakair dravyadisabdaih  sadBdiSabdasya
samanadhikaranyarn ity arthah. (DANC II 729)

My translation:
"In the phrase ‘vyapter anyanisedhasya’ (= V. 36a), ‘vyapti’ (pervasion) means non-rejection of
its own particulars (bheda) and ‘anyanisedha’ (negation of others) refers to a universal
(s@manya) discussed above. ‘Since it pervades’ (vydpteli) means ‘since [pegation of others]
pervades its own particulars’. Of ‘anyanisedhasya’ the genitive case ending (sasthi) characterized
by its connection with the Krt suffix is applied in the sense of an agent (kartr). ‘tadbhedarthair
abhinnat@ means that a [unmiversal] term, such as ‘being’ (sat), and [particular] terms, such as
‘substance’ {dravya), which express particular objects belonging to that [universal, i.e.] negation
of others, can refer Lo the same object.”

Jinendrabuddhi clearly identifies anyanisedha (ie., anyapoha) as the subject (kartr) — not as the
object (karman) as Herzberger understands it - of the action of pervasion. Furthermore, he explains
that what is meant by the expression ‘anyanisedha’ is a universal, such as being-ness (salt@), which
does not reject but pervades its own particulars, such as substance. The expression ‘tadbhedarthair
is a Bahuvrihi compound ~ not a Talpurusa as Herzberger understands it — meaning ‘the words)
whose objects are the particulars of that {universal]’. And ‘abhinnatd’ simply means the fact that the
two words, viz. the word for a universal and that for its particular, say e.g. ‘sat’ and ‘dravyarn’, can
refer to the same object (samanadhikaranya); in other words, they can be put in apposition like ‘sad
dravyam’. Following Jinendrabuddhi, 1 translate verse 36ab as follows: _

"Since negation of others (i.e. a universal) pervades [its particulars], [the word for the universal]
is not different [in terms of the casc-cnding] from [the words] whose objects are particulars of
that [uniwars:-.mll."4 ' '

A linguistic phenomenon called ‘co-refercnce’ (s@manddhikaranya) is possible between two terms

3 Herzberger |1986: 163] translates JambOvijaya's Sanskrit reconstruction of the Pramdnasamuccayenyid ad PS V 34. Her
translation is not always accurate. for a betler translation of the same passage from the original Tibetan texts, see Hayes 1988:
2991 i ' :

4 Cf. Tlayes 1988: 29%: "Since a term's denial of other \erms pervades narrower terms, the wider term is not different from
lerms natrower than itself.” Note that Ilaycs lmnslatgs: sdmdnyaiabda by ‘wider term' and bhedasabda by ‘narrower Vtcrm'.
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“+A" and ‘B, if A is the universal of particular Bs and consequently A pervades the domain of B, Whay
Digniga w:mrs to stress in this half verse is that co-reference is explainable only when universalg and
particulars are understood in terms of anydpoha. A similar view is more fully expressed by Dignag,
in PS§ V 277 :

Commenting upon PS V 25¢-38, I have once argued® that Dignaga was well aware of the fact that
in his apoha doctrine the ‘exclusion’ (apoha) operation is not universally applicable but quite limiteg
in its scope; namely, two synonyms (e.g. vrksa and faru, both meaning a tree) do not exclude tach
other’s object, a term for a particular (bhedasabda, say vrksa) does not exclude the object of a term
for its universal (s@manyasabda, say parthiva ‘made of the carth element’), nor vice versa.’ As &
matter of fact, the apoha operation is possible only in the following two cases; namely, a term for 3
particular A (say wksa) directly excludes the object of a term for a particular B (say
ghata) when A and B share the same uvniversal (parthivatva), and a term for a particular A (say
§imfapd) indirectly excludes the object of a term for a particular B (say ghata) when
B shares the same umiversal (parthivatva) with another particular C (vrksa), to whose class the
particular A belongs, and B is directly excluded by the word for C8

As I demonstrated then, it is clear that Dignaga’s apoha doctrine Presupposes a genus-species type
of hierarchy of terms for universals and particulars. With the help of Jinendrabuddhi, we can
reconstruct a part of his presupposed hierarchy in the following manner:

Simsapa
vrksa palisa
- parthiva —[ ghata etc.
dravya L dpya - ete.
- etc
- rfipa — nilg, pita, etc.
sat guna ——| Sabda — ‘vrkya'Sabda, etc.
- etc.
jiieya karman —— utksepana, etc.

asat

3 tfanmanakdidsandd bhedoh svasdmanyena ngjjhitak { nopanah samsayoparneh Sdmye caikdrthard tayok | Hattori 1982:
129 fn. 24. Cf. Hayes 1988: 291 "A wider term does not exclude its narrower terms, because it creates anticipation for them
alone. Neither does it entajl them, because uncertainty arises concerning which of its narrower terms is applicable. In either
case the two lerms can apply to the same set of object.”

8 “The Apoha Theory of Dignags*, fndageikar Bukkydgaka Kenkyd 281, 1979, (16)-(20).

T See PSV 25cd: anyarve pi na sdmanyabhedaparydyavacyanus /{ Hattori 1982 129 fn, 22. Cf. Hayes 1988; 287: "A term
does not exclude terms of wider extension, terms of narrower extension or co-extensive terms, even though they differ from it.”

8secpsvios: bhedo bhedantarartham w virodhivad apokaie | samanydniarabhedarthah svasamdnyavirodhinal // Hattori
1982: 129 fn. 24 and 131 fn. 25. CL. Hayes 1988; 291: "A narrower term preeludes the objects denoted by other nan:owcr lerms

because of hostility. (Because) particulars of another wider term are contradicted by the word ($iméapa)'s own wider term."
{parentheses mine) .

%1 then thought that Dignaga borrowed a hierarchical structure of universals from the Vaisesika school; hawever, thanks

to Herzberger's studies of Bhartrhari, it seems more likely that Digniga owes the idea to Bhartrhard. CF Herzberger
1985: 35(F. .
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My criticism of Herzberger's translation so far does not perhaps pose a serious threat to her
interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha doctrine. However, her misunderstanding of verse 36¢ presents a
fundamental problem for her theory of direct application. Let us first look at
Jinendrabuddhi's comments.

diios su ‘jug phyir fes pa . .. / *dir ni yod pa fid la sogs pa’i yon tan gian la ma ltos par yod
pa ma yin_pa bsal ba’i dios po la sgra jug go !/ . . . | don gran scl ba tsam ni tha mi dad pa’i
phyir fes pa ste / 'dis ni tha dad med phyir Zes pa 'di bkral ba'o /1. (PST V 202,31-203,10)
saksadvrtter itf . . . atra sattadigunantaranapeksaya asadapohavaswuni Sabdah pravanate. . ..
arthantarapohamatrasyabhinnatvid ity abhedat ity etad anena vyakhydyate. (DANC II 729)
My translation:

"Concerning the phrasc ‘saksadvttelt’, . . . Here [it is meant that] without depending upon
external qualities, such as ‘being-ness’ (satt7), the term ['sat’ (being)] applies to the thing which-
is the exclusion of ‘non-being’ (asat). . . . The phrase ‘abhinnatvat’ is explained by [the Teacher
Digniga as] ‘since the mere exclusion (apoha) of other objects has no subdivisions’."

If we follow Jinendrabuddhi, the phrase ‘saksadvrtteh’ (literally: because of the direct application)
in verse 36c in no case supports Herzberger’s new interpretation of the apoha doctrine that names
directly apply to their perceptual objects. Rather, it means that names directly apply to
their proper objects, anydpoha (i.e. anyanisedha in v. 36a). For instance, the term ‘sat’ directly applies
to the exclusion of non-being (asadapoha) without depending on the universal sattd. As a matter of
fact, as the conclusion in v. 36d clearly indicates and as Hattori and Hayes have demonstrated,1®
anydpoka is a substitute for a universal (s@mdnya or jati} of other schools of Indian realism. Thus,
‘saksddvrtt? in v. 36c must mean that a term applies directly to a universal, which is nothing but
anyipoha, without the intervention of another universal. '

Furthermore, the word ‘abhieda’ in verse 36c does not mean that a name is not distinct from its
bearer, as Herzberger understands it. But it means that anyapoha (i.e. anyaniyedha in v. 36a) has no
internal subdivision; consequently, it fulfills one of the conditions of a universal, unity {ekatva). Now
I translate verse 36cd as follows: _

"Because [a word] dircctly applies to {the negation of others] and there is no subdivision [in the
negation of others], the properties of a universal (viz. ekatva, nityatva and pratyekaparisamapti)
are established."t! '

Let us now return to verse 1. Commenting upon the term ‘svartha’ (own object), Herzberger says:
". .. the own object of a name is the object in space/time directly designated by a demon-
strative. .. . it is exempt from the apoha operation because it does not designate its object on
the basis of a universal but directly. The apoha-operation is restricted to that part of the name-
giving sentence which - designates its object indirectly through universals. This is because
demonstratives are never in excess (ati-vrt) of their bearers.” [Herzberger 1986: 124f; my
emphasis] : ' :
Now the expression ‘name-giving sentence’ in her comment may need some explanation. According
to her, Dignaga's apoha doctrine consists of a pair of basic sentences: a singular affirmative sentence,
“this has H" (where H is a name) and a singular negative sentence "this has nonnonH" (Herzberger

10 pMasaaki Hattord, “The Sautrantika Background of the Apcha Theory”, in Buddhist Thought and Asian Civilization:
essays in konor of Herbert V. Guenther on his sixieth birthday, cd. L. S. Kawamura and K. Scott, Emeryville, California 1977:
48, and Hayes 1988: 185. .

N Hayes 1988: 29%: "Because denial of others applics directly, and because it has no internal divisions, the properties
of a universal are established.” He wrongly takes ‘anydpaha’ as the subject rather than the object of the verb ‘applics”
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1986: 107). From this she develops a complex procedure of the apoha operation, the full discnssion
of which is beyond the scope of this paper. Anyhow, if I am not mistaken, Herzberger seems to
understand that every name (say c.g. wksa) possesses a kind of deep structure consisting of a
demonstrative and a name (e.g. ‘ayam vrksah'). The demonstrative directly designates an individual
or what she calls a spalio-temporal object, while the name designates a class of such spatio-temporal
objects indirectly through a universal or a shared feature (s@manyalaksana). She does not seem to
regard that spatio-temporal object either as an intrinsic feature (svalaksana) or as a shared feature
(Herzberger 1986: 144, 168). It should be noted in passing that Herzberger (1986: 126) considers the
demonstrative to be omitted/dropped by an operation similar to matuplopa. .

The fact that Dignaga himself never discusses the role of a demonstrative in the Pramanasamucca-
ya chapter 5 makes it rather difficult for Herzberger to work on the hypothesis that his apoha doctrine
‘tacitly presupposes what she calls a pair of basic sentences. It seems to me a rather futile undertaking
to reconstruct such an claborate theory of apoha which was never even mentioned by Dignaga. Her
only textual support for the idea of the basic affirmative sentence comes from the Pramanasamuccaya
chapter 1 where Dignaga criticizes the VaiSesika theory of perception. The passage shé gquotes!?
simply indicates that Dignaga admits a phase immediately after perception, which involves both a
demonstrative and a generic name. It is of course concerned with a psychological process fro
perception to judgement rather than a process of name-giving. -

[ will refrain from commenting further upon her detailed interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha

doctrine and I will concentrate upon what she calls a spatio-temporal object. Herzberger says:
"Dignaga proposed granting spatio-temporal continuants such as human bodies a status in
between the illusory and the unconstructed, a status he described as ‘constructed in dependence
on realities’, i.e., ‘in dependence on’ the purely empirical." [Herzberger 1986: 114]

As I mentioned above, she takes this spatio-temporal object to be directly designated by the

demonstrative and to be neither svalaksana nor samanyaiakyana. She understands that it possesses

both svalaksana and sd@manyalaksana at the same time, which she belicves conflicts with Hattori's

whole framework of understanding Dignaga. In this connection she quotes Hattori:
"The former is real, while the latter lacks reality. As each is incompatible with the other, there
cannot be anything which possesses both svalaksana and samanyalaksana at the same time."
[Hattori 1968: 80; Herzberger 1986: 115] ‘

There are several questions to be raised in this cootext. What is the ontological status of
Herzberger’s spatio-temporal object? What are the svalzksana and s@manyalaksana in Dignaga's
system? And what is it that bears both svalaksana and s@manyalaksana? Is there any unsurmountable
gap between the perceptual and the conceptual realm?

First, what is it that Herzberger calls a spatio-temporal object? Relying on Hidenori Kitagawa's
English summary of Dignaga's *Upadayaprajfiaptiprakarana, she believes that Dignaga's concept of

. upaddyaprajnapti, which she understands as an entity "constructed in dependence on realities”,
permits her to propose just such a spatio-temporal object which bridges the gap between the
perceptual and the conceptual.l? :

It should be pointed out at the outset that the term upadayaprajiiapti cannot mean any entity, but
literally means a ‘concept based on’ realities. Therefore, it cannot be something distinct from both

‘12 Herzberger 1986: 119; of. Hattori 1968: 43f.; [or Sanskrit reconstruction, see Jambuvijaya 1961: 170 {Appendix ).

13 Herzberger 1986: 1131, CF. H. Kitagewa, "A Study of & Short Philesophical Treatise ascribed to Dignaga", Sino-Indian
Seudies, 5/3-4, 1957 = rcprinted in Kitagawa 1965, 430-439.
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svalaksana and sdmanyalaksana; it belongs to the conceptual realm and it must be identified as
s@manyalaksana in Dignaga's system. As a matter of fact, the idea of upadiyaprajiiapti goes back
much earlier than Dignaga. For example, Nagirjuna mentions it in his celebrated Mizlamadhyamaka-
karika 24.18:
yah pratityesamutpddah §inyatém tdm pracaksmahe /|
5@ prajiiaptir up@daya pratipat saiva madhyamna /1 b
"It is conditioned origination which we call ‘emptiness’. It is a ‘concept based on’ (upadaya
prajiiapti, ‘concept attached to') something (else, Le. not n ipsclf some entity, something
‘existiri%'), and precisely it is the ‘intermediate way’ (avoiding the extremes of ‘it is’ and ‘it is
not’)."

Candrakirti explains upadayaprajfiapti by the example of a chariot. He says that a concept of a
chariot is formed, based upon its components, such as wheels.'® The idea of upadayaprajiiapti is
neither unique to Nagarjuna nor to Dignaga. It is rooted in the common Buddhist belief that an
apparently singular object should be analyzed into its real components. For example, such common
ideas as ‘T, ‘Self and "Person’ can be and should be analyzed into the five Groups {(skandha). This
is the basic principle behind the dharma theory of Abhidharma schools, as well.

Hattori, too, was well aware of the fact that Dignaga utilized the term upadayaprajriapti (Hattori
[cited in note 10] 1977; 54-56). Actually Dignaga mentions three types of up@dayaprajiiapti, viz. whole
(samitha) like a body, continuant (sant3na) like a person, and particular states or aspects

(avasthavisesa) such as non-eternity (anityatd). Hattori takes them to be understood by Dignaga as.

‘nominal existence’ and finds them discussed in Dharmakirti's Pramﬁnavﬁrtﬁkasvavﬂﬁ.” Thus, the
theory of up@dayaprajfiapti cannot be a dividing point between Dignaga and Dharmakirti as
Herzberger supposes. - .

Digniiga works out his epistemological and logical investigation through two key words, viz. dharma
and dharmin. T would Jike to understand the significance of up@dayaprajfiapti in terms of dharma and
dharmin. Let me quote three half verses from the Pramanasamuccaya.

dharmino 'nekaripasya nendriydt sarvatha gatih | (PS I 5ab)'®

"A. thing possessing many properlies cannot be cognized in all its aspects by the sense."’’

13 Egited by L. de la Vallée Poussin together with Prasannapadd of Candrakirti, St. Petersburg 1903-1913 {Reprint:
Osnabriick 1970: 503}

15 Translation by A. K. Warder, [ndian Buddhism, Delhi 1970; 383. Warder has written an interesting article on prajiiapd,
using Pali sources: "The Concept af a Coneept”, /IP# 1, 1971, 181-196. For a detailed discussion of the Karka of Nagarjuna,
sec J. May, "On Madhyamika Phitosophy", JiPA 6, 1978, 233-241.

16 Prasannapad? (cited in note 14) p. 504.

17 pySV 681 evamjartyas ca sarve samBhasantdndvasthdvisesasabdd . . . For a German translation of this portion, see
Tilmaan Vetler, Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmaldrti, Wicn 1964: 110-112. N

It may be noled in passing that although Fattori attributes the idea of upddayaprajiiapti to the Sautrantika schodl, it was
shared by most of the Abhidharma schools including the Pudgalavadins who actually insist that pudgaia is an updddyapra-
jAapti. CE. the Abhidharmakesabhdsya of Vasubandhu, chapter 9, (the recent transiation by James Duerlinger, JIPA 17, 1989,
129-187) as well as the * Aérayaprajiaptisasra of lhe Sammaliya schoo! (Tasiho 1649, tr. by K. Venkataramanan in Visvabhdrati
Annals 5,1953). Halteri scems Lo have heen infiuenced by Frauwallner who identified the dbhidharmakesa VT 4 (ed. together
with YaSomitra's Sphugarthd by Dvarikadasa §astrl, Varanasi 1972: B89: yama béinne na tadbuddhir anydpohe dhivd ca ol !/
ghayambuvat semvpisat paramdrthasad anyathd /1) as a typical Sautrantika view (Die Philosqphie des Buddhismus, Berlin 1958:
119-122). However, I once demonsimated (hat the theary of two existences, nominal and ultimate (samvyrisat and
paramdrthasat), expressed in this versc was not unique to the Sautrantika but shared by the orthedox Vaibhagika school too,
by referring to a parallel verse in the "Samyuktdbhidharmasdra, Taisha 1552, by Dharmatrata who preceded Vasubandhu
(Indological Review 2, 1976; 28). )

1B Sansket fragment recovered by Jambovijaya, DANC | 104 (Appendix); Hattori 1968: 91.

19 T2 nslation by Hattori 1968 27, Hayes [1988: 138| gives a diffcreat translation: “No knowledge at all of a possessorT
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lanekadharmino 'nhasya na lingat sarvatha gatin] | (PS II 13ab)®

"An object has many properties. But we do not become aware of them all through ¢,

inferential sign."? _

bahudhapy abhidheyasya na Sabdat sarvatha gatih | (PS V 12ab)®

"Although that which is expressed by a word has many properties, it is not cognized in itg

entirety throngh a word.">

These parallel lines clearly indicate that Dignaga does not admit the complete understanding

(sarvatha gati) of a single object (dharmin / abhidheya) with many properties (dharma) either by 5
sense organ (indriya), or an inferential mark (finga) or a linguistic item (§abda). According to him the
dharma-dharmin distinction exists only in our conceptual realm, not in the external world? |
understand that both dharmin and its dharmas are identified as such separately and nepgatively (i.e.
through anyapoha), but never in totality (na sarvatha), by the conceptual cognition (vikalpa), while the
actual object is perceived as it really is in its totality and positively.” Concerning the three types of
upadadyaprajriapti I would like to propose that the first two, viz. ‘whole’ and ‘continuant’, correspond
to the concept of dhanmnin and the last one, particular aspects, represents that of dharmas. They are
nothing but sd@manyalaksana in Dignaga's system. Thus I cannot support Herzberger’s identification
of upddiyaprajiiapti as a single spatio-temporal entity which is distinct from both svalaksana and
samanyalaksana and which is the bearer of both features. Her remarks on upadayaprajriapti, however,
are not always consistent because she also mentions that shared features (i.e. s@manyalaksana) are
constructed ‘in dependence on’ what is given in the perceptual world (Herzberger 1986: 159).

Now what are the svalaksana and s@minyalaksana in Dignaga's system? The two terms certainly
go back to the Abhidharma literature. For example, Vasnbandhu, commenting upon the Abhidharma-
kosa VI ldcd, says:

kayam svasamanyalaksanabhyam pariksate, vedanam cittamn dharmams ca. svabhava evaisam
svalaksanam. samanyaloksanam tu anityatd samskptanam, duhkhata s@sravanam Siinyal@natmate
.s‘::ifrwm‘hfau'rmc‘u_:::Tm.26

"One examines the body by its sva- and s@manyalaksana, as well as sensation, mind and
dharmas. Their svalgksana is precisely [their] own nature (svabhava), while s@manyalaksana is

of propertics that has many characteristics is derived from a sense faculty.” For his comments on Hattori's translation, see
ibid 170 n. 20.

20 don gyt chos rmams du ma ni [/ thams cad rags las riogs ma yin {{ Kitagawa 1965: 462. Sanskrit reconstruction given
by Jambdvijaya, DANC I 724 fn. 6. For another Sanskrit reconstruction, see Frauwallner 1959: 102: bahurne 'py artho-
dharmdandm na lifgdt sarvathd gatih |

21 Trapstation by Hayes 1988: 244,
2 Sanskrit fragment recovered by Hattori 1982: 115 fn. 18.
2 Translation by Hayes 1988: 277.

Acta possible fragment of the Hewmuukha: sarva evayam anumdndnumeyavyaviharo buddhydridhenaiva dharmadharmi-
bhedena na bahih sadasaivam dpeksate (Frauwallner 1959: 164), Cf. PVSV 2-3. Dharmakirti is also very keen to establish the
dharma-dharmin distinction conceptually by the apoha doctrine. See PV 1 61-62 and Svavprd, PV 11 90102, and PV IV 181-188.

CL. Emst Steinkellner, 'Wirkhchkclt und Begriff bei Dharmakirti”, Wiener Zeitschrift far die Kunde Siidasiens 15, 1971 [179-
211): 1995,

2 L PS 11 15t dryravad vidhiripena yadi lingam prakdsiayer .san'mhdprmrpam}x sydt sarvathd v gatir bhaver {f Sanskrit
reconstruction given by Jambovijaya, DANC 11 720,

26 Abhidharmakeiabhdsya (cited in note 17): 902, CI. Yadomitra on this passage: kah svabhdvnh. kdyasya bhltabhautila-
tvam, vedandyd anubhavaram, citasyopalabdhireanm,
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the non-eternily of the conditioned [gharmas], Lhe unhappincss of the deliled [dhanmnas), and the
emptiness and non-substantiality of all dharmas."?

Thus, for the Abhidharmikas svalaksana is svabhava of a dharma, such as hardness of the earth-
element (ppthividhatu), and s@nanyalaksana is the common [cature of dharmas, such as non-eternity,
and every dharma is supposcd to possess both svaleksana and .';iz'mJ:TJ'IyHIm'cmr_ia.23 Since svalaksana
of a dharma is nothing but that diarma itself, we must undersland the Abhidharma [ramework, just
as we have seen with reference lo Digniga, in terms of a dhamnin (i.e. svalaksapa or a particular
dharma itself) and dharmas (i.c. s@manyalaksana, such as non-eternity) which are possessed by that
dharmin and sharcd by other dharmins. Tt is unneccssary lo say that, being lcgitimate dhizrmas, both
svalaksana and samanyalaksana arc rcal according to the Abhidharmika ontology.

I am surc that Digndga inherited the two terms, svalaksana and s@manyalaksana, from the
Abhidharmikas. As is well known, Dignaga admils only two means of cognition (pramana), viz.
perception (pratyaksa) and inference (gnumana), because he aceepts only two types of the object of
cognition (prameya), viz. svalaksana and simanyalaksana, which are to be cognized respectively by the
two means of cognition.zg Unfortunately, he gave no formal definition of those two key-terms, which
may suggest that Dignaga accepted the Abhidharmika's concepts of them at least in general,
Nonetheless, he appears to have attached to thcm new significances.

When Dignaga discusscs the scnse cognilion, one of the four subdivisions of perception
acknowledged by him, he refers to its object, which is no other than svalaksana, in the following
manner:

svasamvedyam anirdesyam riipam indriyagocaralt | (PS 1 5ed)®
"“The object of the sense is the form which is to be cognized [simply] as.it is and which is
inexpressible.">!
As to s@manyalaksana, he says:
/ ran gi mtshan fiid bstan bya min /! yu! tha dad phyir géan du yin |

27 1. Vittorio A. van Bijlert, Epistemology and Spiritual Authority, Wien 1989: 56.

28 ¢f Yasomitra on Abkidharmakosabkdsya [Varanasi 1970] 12 (ad Abkidharmakoia | 2ab): svasdmanyalaksanarm . . .
khakkhajalaksanak pphividhduds, anityamt dubkham iy evamddi, Tbid 16: svasd@manyalaksanadharapdd dharmah,

29 The idea first appeared in the Nyayamukha (Taisho 1628, 3b), then in PS(V) 1 2: tara prayaksam anumanam ca
pramane dve eva, yasmad laksanadvayan: prameyant. na hi svasamdnyalaksandbiydm anyai prameyarn ast. svaleksanavigayam
hi prafyakgam, sdmdnyalaksanavisayam aniimdnam i pratipadayisydmah. Sanskrit reconstruction is given by Jambivijaya,
DANC 1 100 {Appendix). Hattord (1968: 24} translates: "Now, the means of cognition are [immediate and mediate, namely,]
perception (prarvaksa) and inference tanumana). They are only two, becavse the object 1o be cognized has [only] two aspects.
Apart from the particular (sva-lakjana) and the universal (sdmdnva-laksanaj {here is no other abject to be cagnized, and we
shal! prove that perception has only the particular for its object and inference only the universal.® For Herzberger's
disagreement with Hattori's translation and interpretation of this passage, see Herzberger 1986: 1151

I have some reservations with regard to Hattori's translation of ‘lakyanadveayan prameyam' as "the object to be cognized
has [only] two aspects™ (my emphasis), which may suggest that the object to be cognized is a possessor of the two {aksanas
and something different from them. “This might have resulted in Herzberger's peculiar interpretation of ‘nartha’ as a spatio-
temporal entity which possesses svalaksana and sdmdnyataksana. Van Bijlert {cited in note 27, p. 56) states; "they are two
aspects of one and the same abject, the real visible aspect which is revealed by perception and the conceptualized aspect of
the thing, which is the fisld of inference.” He, too, scems to be presupposing the existence of the object apart from svaleksapa
and samanyalgksana. He characterizes svalaksane of Dignaga by momentariness (1988: 57), which is the doctrinc of
Dharmakirti and which has no textual basis in Dignaga. .

1 do not think that Dignaga admitted any bearer of the two laksanas. 1 would prefer the simple translation of
Yaksanadvayam prameyam’ given by Hayes (1988: 133): "twu altri.bult':s are knowable”. Tibetan translation (Hattori 1968: 177:
mushan Aid giis gial bya) does not support the scnse of possession in that sentence.

30 Sanskrit fragment recovered by Jambavijaya, DANC [ 104 and by Hattori 1968: 91.

31 Translation by Hattori 1968: 27.
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! mthon ba la sogs fiid kyis bstan I/ rar gi fio bos brjod pa min { (PS 11 2)*
"Because the particular is inexpressible. [Inference], since the object grasped by it differs, is
-otherwise. It is described through the fact of its being scen, but it is not named through itg
essential property.”3

This is virtually all Dignaga says about the two lakyanas. Now the main distinction between sva-
laksana and samanyalaksana, according to Dignaga, lies in the fact that the former is inexpressible,
while the latter can be expressed through its general feature. Thus it is clear that svaleksanas of
Abhidharma, viz. dharmas which are actually named as riipa, vedana, etc., should be regarded by
Dignaga not as svalakyanas but as samanyalaksanas. Consequently, Dignaga's samanyalaksana
corresponds to both sva- and samanyalaksana of the Abhidharma, which cannot be regarded as real
in Dignaga’s system. To him s@mznyalaksana is after all anyapoha* Tt is an equivalent of
s@manyaljdti (universal) of other schools,® whose reality he rejects.¥®

Dignaga’s concept of svalaksana is hard to clarify because his only positive phrase about it is ‘the
object of the sense’ (indriyagocara). What is the object of the sense? He says that it is ‘inexpressible’!
Therefore, we must wait for Dharmaldrti who gives the more detailed analysis of svalaksana at the
beginning of the Pramanavartika Chapter 337 1 suspect that Dignaga’s svalaksana may carry the
sense of svabhava of its Abhidharma equivalent and that it perhaps means the object itself,
whatever we may call and describe it. It is to be noted in passing that to Dharmakirti svalaksana is
the only real object of both perception and inference. According to him, perception grasps svalaksana
directly and inference takes it indirectly through samanyalaksana 3

Now let us consider what it is that bears svalaksana and s@manyalaksana in Digniga’s system. |
have already proved that Herzberger's spatio-temporal entity or upddayaprajfiapti cannot be the bearer
of the two laksanas because it itself is a mere concept. Actually I do not think Dignaga would admit
any real bearer of the two laksanas. Consequently, I do not accept Herzberper's framework for
understanding Dignaga ¥ As a matter of fact, T would like to propose an even more radical version
of the framework than Hattori’s. Namely, :

32 Kitagawa 1965: 4481,
33 Transtation by Hayes 1988: 232,

3 See e.g. Hattori 1982: 135: ci ftar don ia don gEan gsal (sic) ba spyf yin pa de biin du ! sgra gtan mam par geod pa
ni [l sgra la spyir ni brjod pa yin (PS V 33ab). Hayes (1988: 296) iranslates: "What a universal is at the Tovel of abjects is an

object’s exclusion of contrary objects. Similarly, at the level of verbal symbols, expression of a universal is the term's preclusion
of contrary lerms.”
—_

3 ¢r. ps V 364 discussed above, which declares that anydpoha possesses the three properties of jad.

36 See P5 I1 16 (Kitagawa 1965: 464): spyf nf yod pa ma yin na'arn /I nen ni mthoh ba med pa’i phyir [{ de las gian te
mithof mi ‘gyur ) peig la muhori phyir tha dad pa'am {{ For Sanskrit reconstruction sce DANC II 725. Hayes (1988: 246)
translates: "But there really is no universal. Because we do not observe it throughout its substratum, nor do we see it outside
its substratum. But if it is observed in each of its substrata, it is divided."

37 por my own discussion of Dharmaldrti's distinction between the two {aksanas, see Shorye Katsura, "Dharmalirti's
Theory of Truth”, JiPh 12/3, 1984 [215-235]: 217, where 1 characterized them by ‘moment’ and ‘continuum',

3B See PV I 5354,

3 In order 10 support her opposition to Hattori's framework, Herzberger (1986: 159) quotes the foliowing remark, of
Jinendrabuddhi's from Hayes' article: "In the process of learing an object's name by having the object pointed out while its
name is being vttered, we simultancously grasp jts particular aspect and its general aspect. When that name js used later, only
the general aspects are communicated,” (Richard P. Hayes, "Difiniga’s views on Teasoning (svdrthanumanay", JIPh B/3, 1980,
219-277: &9 fn. 57; cf. Hayes 1988: 238.) She should be reminded that the above guotation is not a literal translation of
Jinendrabuddhi's and that it is meant to be a summary, the original source of which, however, I could not trace in
Jinendrabuddhi's commentary on Pramdnasamuccayavyr.
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There cannot be anything (in the external reality) which passesses either svalaksana or samanya-
laksana at any time. )

1 would like to assume that in Dignaga's system svalaksana is the object itself whichis
to be grasped directly by perception, which is neither expressible nor identifiable at that moment, but
which is later identified by our conceptual thinking (kalpand) and given a certain name, while
samanyalakyana is the general feature common to individual objects which is to be grasped by our
conceptual thinking, e.g. inference and verbal communication, and'which is a coneept or a name itself.

Now, if there is no bearer of the two laksanas, is there any unsurmountable gap between the
perceptual and the conceptual realm in Dignaga's system as Herzberger thought? I do nat think that
there are enough textual sources to solve this question. Dignaga does not seem to be much interested
in the question of how to relate the perceptual realm with the conceptual one. We must again wait
for Dharmakirti who attempted to bridge the gap between the two realms by introducing a new
category of cognition called “perceptual judgement’, which arises immediately after the perception,
which identifies the perceived object, and which is the driving force behind both inferential and verbal
cognitim;.‘m : . .

Then what is actually meant by the word ‘svirtha’ in the verse 17 The relevaot portion of v. 1 may
be re-written as follows:

§abdam svirtham any@pohena bhasate /
And it should be compared with the following concluding remark on v. 36 given by Dignaga:

fabdo ‘rthantaranivritivisistdn eva bhavan dha /4 - .

"A name really designates objects qualified by the exclusion of others.” [Herzberger 1986: 163]
In spite of the importance attached to the second statement by the post Dignaga Buddhist logicians,
such as Dharmakirti and Jidnaérimitra, Dignaga himself never elaborated on this part of the apoha
doctrine. Unfortunately, Jinendrabuddhi provides no comment on this passage. Therefore, we are
forced to conjecture., _

Following Herzberger, il we take ‘svdrtha’ to mean what she calls a spatio-temporal entity, i.e.
upadayaprajiapti, then the above first statement of Dignaga must mean that 2 name designates its own
object, i.e. samanyalaksana, by excluding others, which cannot be what she wants to present. Taking
into consideration Lhe second statement and accepting a part of her suggestion, 1 would like to take
‘svirtha’ as referring to the perceptual object itsell which is something real in our external world.*

40 [ dealt with this topic at the First Dharmaklni Conference in Kyoto 1982 and the revised version of my paper "On
Perceptual Judgement® will appear. in 4.K Warder Festschrift. H. Yaita recently published a new critical cdition of the
Tarkarahasya (Jeumnal of Naritasan Institute for Buddhist Studies 12, 1988), which includes the foliowing twa impartant Sanskrit
fragments of PSV: caksubtsparian@bhydm bhinnam visayam upalobhydnyad eva tatsahacarasamuddyavisayam smdaran
abhedajidnam uipadyate; tathd vifegydn svair indriyair bhinndn upalab}grarrhdmamwm'ar:chedmi;ayam abhedena sarvard
mdnasam jAdnam utpadyate. na bhavagunatvayoh pratyaksar, tasydnupalaksandt. praryaksabhimdna esa krdrkikanam (my
cmphasis). CI, Hattori 1968: 48 and 204, JambOvijaya 1961: 172. This material clearly indicates that Digniiga, besides his
concept of samviisajjidna (cognition of conventional existence), had already developed the notion of smdra {recognition)
as a kind of perceptual judgement. [ regret that I cannat utilize this new information in the present paper.

41 Hattori 1982: 139 fn. 36. T would like to thank Mr. Was0 Harada of Koyasan University who first suggesied to me the
parallelism between the two passapes. Dharmakirti quotes the second sentence together with a possible fragment of the
Hewmulcha, a lost work of Dignaga: ayam arthdmaravyéhpryd tasya vastunah kascid bhage gamyate (PV5V 62,26). He does
50 in order to support his view that a linguistic item expresses a positive conceptual image of a universal (e.g. a cow in general)
and at the same time indicates the negation of others {e.g. the ncgation of non-cows), It is well known that this simultancous
understanding of both positive and negative aspects of an object is later strangly advocated by Jignadrimitra. Sce my paper

*Jfiznaéimitra on apoka”, in Buddhist .ogic and Epistemology, ed. Matilal & Evans, Dordrecht etc. 1986.

. s quite certain that Dignaga admitted the exteraal reality, for he mentioned it at least twice in PSV (ad PSIV 4)
in tonnection with the ‘example’. Kitagawa 1965: 515: phyi rol gyi don la bstan pa ni dpe ia giso bo yin no; 517: phyi rol gyi don
la bltos pa 'di ni dpe yin no. - '
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Even in that case, however, the first statement can only mean that a name designates its own object,
ie. svalaksana, by excluding others (viz. indirect] y through any@poha). Thus in any case, we
cannot read the theory of direct application into the first verse as Herzberger wishes to do.

In this connection, it should be noted that the above interpretation of ‘svartha’ should not conflict
with our common understanding of svalaksana being ‘inexpressible’. Of course, a name or our verbal
cogaition does not grasp the perceptual object directly, nor does it designate the same object of the
complex features totally and positively. A name refers to the object only indirectly, partially and
negatively through anyapoha®3 It is in this sense, perhaps that svzlaksana is called ‘inexpressible’.
I must admit that my conjecture as to Dignaga’s position may have been much influenced by
Dharmakirti’s interpretations. '

Now what is the main difference between Dignaga and Dharmakirti with reference to the apoha
doctrine? As the late Professor Franwallner (1959: 98ff) so elegantly demonstrated, Dignaga’s apoha
doctrine was first suggested in the Nyayamukha in connection with the function of a logical mark
(lifiga) and it was later incorporated into chapter 2 of the Pramanasamuccaya, where the apoha theory
of inference was fully expounded; then it was applied to the verbal cognition in chapter 5 of the
Pramanasamuccaya in order to establish the apoha theory of semantics.* Thus, the apoha doctrine
became a sort of the genéral theory of the conceptual knowledge (vikalpa) which includes both
inference and verbal cognition in the case of Dignaga. In other words, what Dignaga tried to advocate
is that there is no essential difference between the inferential and verbal cognition because both a
logical mark (lifiga) and a linguistic item (fabda) function in the exactly same way, i.e. anydpoha.

As I have assumed elsewhcre,"s Dignaga was much concerned with the problem of the inevitable
relation (gvinzbhava) between lifiga and Krgin or between hetu and sadhya. He insists that a logical
mark can successfully indicate its object (/irigin) not when there is a casual relation such as ‘causality’
etc. proposed by the VaiSesika (and the Samkhya), but only when there is the inevitable relation
between liriga and lingin.*

Dignaga established the theory of pervasion (wapti) in order to justify the inevitable relation.
Namely, an item x has the inevitable relation to another item y only when the domain of x is pervaded
by the domain of y. The introduction of the restrictive particle eva into the frair@pya formulae of a
legitimate /iriga or hetu seems to have played a decisive role in giving formal and precise expression
to the pervasion. When the domain of x is pervaded by the domain of y, the situation can be expressed
by x y eva’, if we follow Vyadi's metarule: yata evakaras tato ‘nyatravadharanam (Restriction should
be made to the item other than that which is accompanied by the particle eva.)

How to establish the pervasion is one of the questions which Dignaga never satisfactorily answered.
Of course, he was fond of utilizing the anvaya-vyatireka (inductive) method*’ to determine the
relation between /firige and Jingin or between jabda and artha (its object). However, as the following

43 See PS V 1220 quoied above.
M Cr. Nyayamuicha w. 17 and 18; PS 11 13 and 17, PS V 12 and 13.

45 See c.g. "Dignaga on traitGpya”, fndogoky Bukkydpaky Kenkyl 32/1, 1983, and "On the origin and development of the
concept of vydpri in Indian logic”, Tewsugaky 38, 1984,

46 gee e.g. Dignaga's criticism of the Vaiiesika theary of inference in chapter 2 of 1he Pramapasamuccaya; Jambovijaya
1961 1BAfL.

e . Cardona, "On Reasoning from Anvaya and Vyatireks in Early Advajpar in Studies in Indian Philosapiy,
Ahmedabad 1981, 79-104.
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well-known passage of chapter 5 of the Pramapasamuccaya mdlcales he was aware of the
shortcomings of such a method:
katham punah .s‘abda.syarthantar&pohena svarthabhidhine pﬁntado;&pmsarigﬂli- yasmad
adrster anyafabdarthe svarthasyamse, 'pi darfanat |
Srutel sambandhasaukaryam na casti vyabhicarita /{ (PS V.34)
§abdasyanvayavyatirekav arthdbhidhdne dvdram, tau ca tuly@tulyayor vrityavittl, tatra tulye
navadyain sarvatra vpitir akhyeyd, kvacit dnantye ‘rthasyskhydnasambhavat: atulye tu saty apy
anantye Sakyam adarfanamatrenavptter Gkhyanam. ata eva svasambandhibhyo ‘nyatradarfanat tad-
vyavacchedanumanam svarthabhidhanam ity uq:ate.48
"If a term expresses its own meaning by precluding other meanings, why do the faults mentioned
above not arise?
Because a term is not observed to apply to objects in the extension of a contrary term, and
because it is observed to apply to members of its own extension, it is easy to connect [the
term Lo its meaning), and the term is not errant in its meaning.
Association and dissociation are the two ways that a verbal symbol expresses its object. They
consist respectively in applying to what is similar and in not applying to what is dissimilar. It is
pot necessary to say that a verbal symbol applies to every instance of what is similar, because
in some cases it is not possible to express an extension that is unlimited. But it is possible to say
that it does not occur in the dissimilar — although it too is unlimited — simply on the basis of its
not being observed to apply to any dissimilar instance, For this reason, because a term is not
observed to apply to anything other than that to which it is related, its expression of its own
object is said to be a negative inference.”*® (my emphasis)

Here Dignaga is clearly aware of the fact that it is impossible to establish the anvaya relation
(association, agreement in presence) between a particular linguistic item {or a verbal symbol} and all
of its objects, which reflects the core of the diflficulty faced by any inductive method. As to the
vyatireka relation (dissociation, agrecment in absence), he seems to believe that it can be established
on the basis of mere non-observation (or non-perception, adarsanamatra) of a counterexample. In
view of Dignaga's general principle of the essential identity between the verbal communication and
the inferential process, the above interpretation should not be restricted to the former; the same must
apply to the latter. Thus it is clear that Dignaga's theory of. pervasion has no strong claim for
universality and that it is of a purely hypothetical nature: '

1t is possible that the domain of x is pervaded by the domaiu of y (what is similar to x, tu!ya =
sapaksa) as long as x is not observed in the domain of non-y {what is dissimilar to x, atulya =
vipaksa).
Consequently, for Dignaga all the verbal as well as the inferential knowledge essenr_lally amount to
the negative inference of a hypothetical nature. In this sensc he cannot and does not have to establish
a universal relation between a linguistic item or a logical mark and their respective objects.

As Richard Hayes suggests Dignaga's system of epistemology and logic does not seem to be bound
by any doctrinal prejudice.’® I believe that this is due to the fact that he does not commit himself
to any specific kind of ontology or metaphysics at least when he is dealing with the epistemological
and logical subjects in the NyaZyamukha, the Framanasamuccaya, etc., which may be inferred from the

48 5anskrit reconstruction made by Frauwallner, 195%: 100f; cf. DANC {1 850, For Tibetan w:rs:cm and Sanskrit fragments,
see Hattori 1982: 134f.

* Transtation by Hayes 1988: 2971 CF. Herzberger 1986: 161.
50 ¢t Hayes 1988: 166-168. . g
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lack of his own clear definition of svalakyana as 1 argued above. I have suggcstcd that Dignaga’s
apoha docirine presupposcs a certain hierarchical tree of universals and partxcul_ars. Yet we sh_ouljd
not superimpose any mctaphysical doctrine, even a Buddhist one, upon such a h_Jerarchy.’ Dignaga’s
final recourse in determining the domain of application of a certain linguistic item is people’s common
scnse (lokavyavaha@ra or Ioqupnv-cz.s'iddh1').51 Thus Digniga's hierarchy of umiversals and ?aruc-:ula:s
must reflect common sense, and the pervasion between two items, either Linguistic or logical, in his
logic should be determined by the observation of how people use their own language. Naturally people
can argue and debate ‘cach other on the common ground. One cannot convince another solely by
basing one’s argument upon his own system of logic and metaphysical doctrines. In this sense, it may
be possible to argue that Digniga tricd to build a2 n e w system of logic which is free from any
tradition (dgarna) and which is acceptable to any one who is interested in a serious investigation based
on our common experience and knowledge. '

Let us now examine Dharmakirti's fundamental difference from Dignaga. I agree with Herzberger
(1986: 212) when she says "Dharmakirti sought stronger conditions for the truth of universal
sentences”. She is also quite right in pointing out that "Dharmakirti argued that non-observation by
itself is altogether a very weak form of proof” on the basis of the Pramanavantikasvavriti > Although
Dharmakirti does not mention the above-quoted passage of Dignaga when he denies adarfanamatra
theory there and in chapter 2 of the Pramanaviniscaya™3 1 believe that he is tacitly criticizing the
whole inductive framework of Dignaga’s logic. See e.g. PV I 13:

na cddarsanamdatrena vipakse *vyabhicarita |

sarmbh@vyavyabhicaratvat sthalitandulapakavat |/

"By mere non-observation in the opposite one cannot be sure of the necessary concomitance of
the probans, because there is the possibility of the concomitance proving to be contingent, as
it is found to be the case with the grains in a cooking vessel."**

As a matter of fact, Dharmakirti in this context quotes a passage from chapter 2 of the
Pramanasamuccaya, where Dignaga mentions the expression ‘adarsanamatra’ in order to refute the
VaiSesika proof of the existence of the invisible ‘wind’> together with a few passages from the
Nydyamukha. The sheer silence in face of Pramanasamuccays V 34 seems to indicate his
dissatisfaction with Dignaga's whole approach towards the problem of how to determine the pervasion
and the logical connection.

As iswell known, Dharmakirti introduced the theory of svabh@vapratibandha (essential connection)
in order to assure the universality of his theory of the logical connection, as a result of which he could
reject the inductive nature of Indian logic represented by Dignaga. It is most likely that Dharmalkirti
was the first to establish the deductive method of logic in India. Furthermore, he introduced the new

51 CI. PSV ad PS V 38b, Hattori 1682: 138 (Vasudhararaksita): gdorn mi za bar mig gi gzun bya fiid med par | sfon podar
Ser po la sogs pa'f tha dad pa In yar grugs kyi sgra Yig ren la grags pa khas blas bar bya ba'i ro la sogs pa la ni ma vin no {}
140 (Kanakavarman): mig gis gaut bar bya ba fiid spans nas | o po dar: ser po i sogs pa tha dad pa mams la yarn | Jig ren
fa bstan pa'i gzugs kyi sgra khas blan bar bya'i 1o la sogs pa mams Ia ni ma yin no /{ {my emphasis).

52 Herzberger 1986: 215¢; PVSV 14,

3 pysy 1I0fL. and PVin I 39f, (= Ernst Steinkeliner, Dharmaldrd’s Pramdnaviniscayah, nweites Kapitel: Svarthanumanam,
Teil I, Tiberischer Text und Sanskrinee, Wien 1973).

5 Translation by Mookerjec and Nagasaki, The FPramanavardkam of Dharmatdnt. An English Translation of the First
Chaprer with the Autocommentary and witk Elaborate Comments, Patna 1964: 43.

33 pysv 14: yady adarfanamdamena dmelbhyah pratisedhal koripate, na ca so 'pi yukiah, Cf. PSV ed. Kitagawa 1965; 461.
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categories of hefu, viz. karya (result), svabhava (essence), and anupalabdhi (non-perception). The first
two correspond to the two types of svabhavapratibandha recognized by him, viz. tadutpatti (causality)
and t@datmya (identity), while the last one must have been intraduced by him in order to replace the
preceding incorrect notions about the proof of non-existence {or negative inference) including
Dignaga’s concept of adarfanamatra. I propase to discuss Dharmakirti's criticism of Dignaga’s theory
of adarfanamatra in a future paper. -

Thus the first and foremost important difference between Dignaga and Dharmakirti on the apoha
doctrine is closely related to the fundamental difference of their systems of logic; namely, Dignaga’s
logic carries with itself the inductive approach of traditional Indian logic, while Dharmakirti’s system
has a strong tendency towards deductive logic with his new theory of svabhavapratibandha. Dignaga’s
theory of pervasion reveals a hypothetical nature, which is strongly criticized by Dharmakirti.

Now Herzberger (1986: 212) says "[Dharmakirti] found these [stronger] conditions [for the truth
of universal sentences] in an @ priori sphere”. She maintains that Dharmakirti established the inevitable
logical relation not in the actual world of reality but in the conceptual realm of essential natures
(svabhava) which are a priori given by the beginningless v@sand (impressions); thus, there is a great
gulf between the perceptual and the conceptual realm in the framework of Dharmakirti.

Regarding Dharmakirti’s concept of vasana, we are not in a position to say anything definitive, for
the study of this very interesting topic has only just begun®® and whether or not the distinction once
made by Stcherbatsky between anubhava- and anadi-vdsana is valid for Dharmakirti®” is still to be
investigated. In any case, Digniga also refers to v@sanz at least once in the Pramﬁnasamuccaya.SB
Therefore, Herzberger should not take the theory of wZsana to be an important dividing coneept
between Dignaga and Dharmakirti>

As to the concept of svabhava in Dharmakirti’s works, however, we have a thorough study by
Steinkellner (cited in note 24). Following his lead, I would like to take the term to mean not only the
concept (vikalpa) but also the causal efficiency (arthakriyiSakti) of real existence. Thus, although
svabhavapratibandha holds primarily between two conceptual items, either linguistic or logical, it
certainly reflects the state of affairs in reality which stimulates us to conceptually construct an essential
relation of this kind. Namely, there is an essential connection between smoke and a fire in the
conceptual realm (or the universe of discourse) because a fire can produce smoke in the actual world,
and there is a similar connection between being a $imsap@ and being a tree because a §im$apd can
be called a tree. Thus, it is certain that to Dharmakirti the conceptual realm of the universals are not
necessarily given a priori by the beginaingless vasan but firmly rooted in the actual world of causal
efficiency. ) . i

An important characteristic of Dharmakirti’s epistemology, which is apparently missing in Dignaga,
is the strong interest in explaining away the whole epistemolagical process which begins with an object
in the external world, being followed by perception of the object, identification or judgement of it,
verbal or inferential knowledge bascd on the judgement, a desire to act towards the perceived object,
an action, etc., and ends with the actual fullillment of the desire.?? Thus he is not only interested

36 gee i:,g. Esho Mikogami, ~Subhagupta no vasand-riron hihan®, Buldypgaku Kenkyni 38, 1982, and Y0sho Wakahara,
“vidsand to pratyoksa”, Bukkydgaku Kenkyl 44, 1988. )

57 Buddnist Logic. Vol. 2. Daver 1962: 3671

58 pg v 47, CT. M. Hattori, “Apoka and Pratibha”, in Sanskrit and Indian Studies, ed. Nagatomi et al., Dordrecht etc.
1980; 65.

59 Cr. Herberger 1986: 167.
60 Sec Katsura (cited in note 37) 1984: 231.
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in knowledge but also in a human activity stimulated by knowledge and aimed at a certain external
object which is capable of fulfilling 2 human purpose. Therefore he is bound to deal with the probiem
of how to relate the perceptual realm with the conceptual one, As I mentioned before it is perceptual
judgement which bridges the two realms in Dharmakirti's system. In any case it is hard to imagine
the gulf between the two realms there as Herzberger suggests.

Let us now consider how Dharmakirti could claim the universal concomitance between two items
without relying o the a priori sphere proposed by Herzberger. Here I would like to refer to Richard
Hayes’ interpretation of Dharmakirti. As I mentioned before he takes Dignaga to hold ‘the essentially
open-minded and critical spirit’ of classical Buddhism, but he regards Dharmakirti as one who violates
such a spirit by strongly defending Buddhist teachings.®! As far as I can see Dharmakirti could claim
the stronger conditions for the logical relation than Dignaga because his ‘universe of discourse’ was
neatly organized in accordance with the two principal relations of tadutpatti and tadatmya while
Dignaga’s was just a collection of common sense. The whole system of Dharmakirti is based upon the
Buddhist doctrine of causation and everything can be and should be explained away there by means
of causal relation. In this comnection it is unnecessary to meation that Dharmakirti gave the clear
definition of svalaksapa, which constitutes the perceptual realm of the ultimate reality by introducing
the concept of causal efficiency. For Dharmakirti, to be is to be causally efficient. The notion of causal
efficiency is not found in Dignaga.

Dharmakirti’s strong inclination towards the causal inferpretation finds its way into his apoha
doctrine. As I have shown before, Dignaga’s apoha doctrine is based on his open-ended hierarchy of
universals and particulars especially when it comes to determine what is anya (the contrary, which is
to be excluded) in anyapoha. It seems significant that Dharmakirti never refers to such a hierarchy.
He determines anya by causation. According to him two items are non-different when they share the
same result (ekakZryatz) and they are different when they do not share the same result (atar-
karyaz).% For example, a number of different items can be grouped together and identified -as a
pot when they can all contain water or other liquids; they are distinguished from the other kinds of
vessels such as a dish because the latter cannot hold water. Thus it is clear that identity and difference
in Dharmakirti’s system are determined by causal relation.

As I mentioned before, Dignaga would not accept causality as the basis of his inference, while
Dharmakirti strongly relies upon the theory of cavsation, which seems to make it possible for him to
claim the universal connection between the two items. it might have been the case that Dharmakirti
substituted people’s common sense, which is Dignaga’s final recourse in his system of logic, by the
traditional Buddhist doctrine of causation equipped with the new theory of causal efficiency. This may
be counted as the other important difference on the apoha doctrine between the two logicians.

In conclusion I would like to state that Herzberger's new interpretation of Dignaga’s apoha
doctrine cannot be textually supported and that the orthodox view still holds good. I cannot aceept
her understanding of the whole framework of Dharmakirti’s system. Yet I appreciate her critical spirit
and great efforts to investigate the three important figures of Indian philosophy. Certainly she
stimulated me to re-consider the whole apoka doctrine of both Dignaga and Dharmakirti. I am quite
sure that Dharmakirti and post-Dharmakirti Buddhist logicians shared Herzberger's keen interest in
the problem of how to relate the perceptual and the conceptual realm, which had not been fully

61 [aves 1988: 309-312.
62 pySV 57 ekakaryataiva biavanam abhedal; PV 1 76, B3,
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discussed by Dignaga. Let me now give a tenlative list of the main doctrinal differences between
Dignﬁga and Dharmakirti.

(1) Ontology: Dignaga gives no explicit definition of realily, which secms to indicate his non-
commitment to any ontology and system of metaphysics. Dharmakirti, on the other hand, presents the
celebrated definition of reality by introducing'the concept of arthakriyasakii. Furthermore, his reality
is characterized by momentariness, an idca which has no place in Dignaga.

(2) Epistemology: Again Dignaga gives no dcfinition of pramana in general. His main contribution
in this field is the introduction of the theory of svasamvedana (self-cognition) and apoha Dharmakirti,
however, gives the definition of pramana being avisamvadin (non-contradictory) and apiirvagocara
(fresh knowledge), which enables him to classify various kinds of cognitions systematically. He
introduced a new catcgory of cognition, ‘perceptual judgement’, by which he was able to bridge the
gap between the perceptual and the conceptual realm and explain away the whole epistemological
process leading to a practical activity.

(3) Logic: Dignaga's logic centers upon the theory of trairfipya. He first introduced the whcel of
reasons (hetucakra) in order to map various possible relations between a logical reason and a property
to be proved, He must be the first Indian logician to hit upon the concept of vyapti. Dignaga’s logic
is essentially inductive in nature. Dharmakirti seems to have tried to eliminate the weakness of
Dignaga's inductive method. He introduces the concept of svabhavapratibandha, consisting of tadutpatti
and tadatmya, in order to ensure the universal nature of vy@pti or avinabhava. Thus Dharmakirti finds
a small space for the trairfipya theory and develops a new set of three reasons, viz. kdrya, svabhava,
and anupalabdhi. The whole framework of his logic is based on causatmn while Dignaga rejects
causation as the basis of inference.

Finally, there are a number of topics which are discussed for the first time by Dharmakirti. For
example, he tries to prove several Buddhist doctrines, viz. momentariness, existence of the other warld
(paraloka) and other continuants (santanantara), etc. He also gives a detailed discussion on both
Buddha and agama.
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APPENDIX

FPramanasamuccaya V 13

anekadharma Sabdo 'pi yenartham nativartate |
pratylyati tenaiva na $abdagunatvadibhip 1/ .
(Sanskrit reconstruction by Franwaliner 1959: 102; J ambfvijaya, DANC II 630, reconstructs: . . . ng
tu Sabdagunadibhil) .
Kanakavarman (Hattori 1982: 117) translates:
! du ma chos can sgra la yan 1/ gart gis don ni mi spon ba /
! de 7id kyis ni rtogs byed kyi 1 sgra da# yon tan sogs kyis min /
Vasudhararaksita (Hattori 1982: 114-116) translates:
! sgras kyan chos gan du ma Yi I don la Yjug pa ma yin gyi |
! sbyar bya de rid la de sgra’i I yon tan fiid sogs kyis ma yin /

Herzberger translates: "Even though a word has multifarious properties, it causes the object to be
conveyed by means of that [quality] alone which does not exceed over (ati-vrt) the object; not by
means of gualilies ete. which belong to words. [Herzberger 1986: 155]

Hayes translates: "A word too has many properties. But it makes its object known through those
properties by which it does not deviate from the object; it does not make its object known through .
the fact that significant sound is a quality and other such properties. [Hayes 1988: 277] (my emphasis)

It is amazing that all of the four translators misunderstood the last pada of this important verse.53
The compound Sabdagunatvads should be understood as a dvandva compound, meaning ‘being a word
(Sabdatva), being a quality (gunatva), ete’ The purport of the verse is that a word (e.g. vrksa)
posscsses many properties, viz. being a quality, being a word, being a particular word ‘wrksa’, etc; of
them only those properties, such as ‘being a particnlar word ‘v_rk.ya",' by which the word ‘rksa' does
not deviate.from its object, can help that same word denote its object, but the rest of its properties,
namely, ‘being a word’, ‘being a quality, etc., can be of no help, for they, being higher universals,
deviate from the object of the word ‘vrksa'.

Herzberger, who understands the compound as a tatpurusa meaning ‘qualities of words’, tries to
read the influence of the Vyadi-Vajapyayana debate as well as the negative allusion to Bhartrhari into
the above verse (Herzberger 1986: 110-112). This is simply impossible. As a matter of fact, Bhartrhari
holds a similar remark of the hierarchy of universals related to a word, which Herzberger herself
quotes and translates:

yath@ hi phate dravyatvaprthivitvaghatatvadinam aviruddhah samavayas tatha vrksasabde ‘pi
gunatvalabdatvavrksasabdatvadinam @kativisesanam aviruddhah samavayah, (Vakyapakiyavrtti
p. 33, Herzberger 1986: 61)

"Just as there is in the pot a compatible inherence of [universals such as]: being a substance,
being earthen, being a pot, so also there is in the word ‘tree’ a compatible co-inherence of
particular universals, such as: being a quality, being a word, being the word ‘tree’" [Herzberger
1986: 18, my ‘emphasis]

&3 The pada quoted by Jinendrabuddhi is also not correctly transiated. See Hartrori 1982: 174: sgra yi yon tan sogs kyis min,
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In this connection I would like to express my thanks again to Mr. Harada who first suggested the
possible link between PS V 13 and Vakyapadiyavrtti and who also supplied me with his excellent
studies of Dignaga and Bhartrhari from which I profited immensely.
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