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 Pramāṇasamuccayavṛtti V – Translation 1

§ 1. It has been explained that there are two means of cognition (pramā
ṇadvayam).1 But some2 think that verbal cognition (śābdam)3 is a sepa-
rate means of cognition (pramāṇāntaram) too.4 
 1 Jinendrabuddhi explains this statement with reference to Dignāga’s definition of 

the means of cognition at PSV I 2ab. The purpose is to present the greater merit 
of Dignāga’s theory of the actual means of cognition and to refute the views pre-
sented by other philosophers, cf. PSṬ Ms B 191a7–191b1: yat prāk pratijñātaṃ 
“pratyakṣam anumānaṃ ca pramāṇe dve eva” iti tad uktaṃ pramāṇadvayam iti 
svapramāṇaguṇodbhāvanataḥ parapramāṇapratiṣedhataś ca. See Hattori 1968: 24, 
76 n. 1.11. 

  In the first chapter of PSV Dignāga sets forth his theory of sensation (pratyakṣa) 
introducing the crucial distinction between svalakṣaṇa and sāmānyalakṣaṇa. sva
la kṣaṇa denotes the individual character of any given thing as observable through 
sensation, which Dignāga claims is beyond linguistic representation, whereas 
sā mān yalakṣaṇa designates the general character of things as known either by 
means of an inferential indicator (liṅga) or communicated through language. Al-
though Dignāga never explicitly defines sāmānyalakṣaṇa, it appears indirectly 
from a passage recorded at PSV I 2c2–d1 that sāmānyalakṣaṇa is comparable to 
general properties like colourness (varṇatva) and impermanence (anityatā): sva
sā mān yalakṣaṇābhyāṃ hy avyapadeśyavarṇatvābhyāṃ varṇādi gṛhītvānityatayā 
cānit yaṃ varṇādīti manasā saṃdhatte. “For having apprehended a colour and so on 
through its individual and general characters, i.e., through what is not denotable 
and colourness, [respectively], as well as through [the general property] imper-
manence, one combines [the two] at the thought: ‘Colour, and so on, is imperma-
nent.’” 

  This passage shows unequivocally that sāmānyalakṣaṇa is equivalent to sāmānya 
“general property,” which contemporary grammarians and philosophers claimed 
to be a real singular property inherent in things and the cause of application of 
words (pravṛttinimitta). Dignāga, however, rejects the theory of real universals 
and substitutes anyāpoha “exclusion of other [referents]” for real general prop-
erties. He defines apoha as equivalent to preclusion (nivṛtti) or non-existence 
(abhāva) of all instances of non-x in all instances of x, thereby qualifying any in-
stance of x as x (excluded from non-x). See PSV V 34ff, and cf. n. 9 below (= Appendix 
5) on Dignāga’s introduction of the abstract affixes tva or tā to denote anyāpoha as 
the general property of things and as cause of application of words.

 2 See Appendix 4. 
 3 Cf. the definition of śābdam at PSṬ Ms B 191b1: śabdād upajātam asannikṛṣṭe ʾrthe 

jñānaṃ śābdam. “Verbal cognition is an awareness, which follows from a word, 
about a referent with which one is not in [direct] sense contact.” ŚBh 32,3: śāstraṃ 
śabdavijñānād asannikṛṣṭe ʾrthe vijñānam; ŚV Śabda° 3; TSP 530,22ff. 

 4 That is, not only implication (arthāpatti) and the rest are separate means of 
cognition, but also śābdam, cf. PSṬ Ms B 191b1: na kevalam arthāpattyādīnīty 
apiśābdārthaḥ. For the nature and number of pramāṇas admitted by the various 
Indian schools of philosophy, cf. Hattori 1968: 78 n. 1.12.
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Now (*tatra)5

verbal cognition is not a means of cognition separate from 
inference (anumānāt).6 That is, a [word] denotes7 (bhāṣate) its 
own referent (svār tham)8 by exclusion of other [referents] 

 5 Cf. de la V : om. K.
 6 For Dignāga’s explanation of what constitutes the inferential nature of verbal cog-

nition, cf. the theoretically important passage at PSV V 34 and n. 9 below (= Appendix 
5). Kumārila contrasts at ŚV Śabda° 15 the views of Sāṃkhya and other schools on 
śābda with those of the Buddhists and the Vaiśeṣikas who include verbal cognition 
in inference: tatrānumānam evedaṃ bauddhair vaiśeṣikaiḥ śritaṃ bhedaḥ sāṅkhyā
dibhis tv iṣṭo na tūktaṃ bhedakāraṇam. For the Vaiśeṣika definition, cf. Candrā-
nanda ad VSū IX 19: yathā kāryādismṛtisavyapekṣam anumānaṃ trikālaviṣayam 
atīndriyārthaṃ ca tathaiva śābdaṃ saṅketasmṛ tyapekṣaṃ trikālaviṣayam atīndri
yārthaṃ ca. ato ʾnumānenaikayogakṣematvād anumānam evety uktaṃ bhavati. In 
contrast to this explanation, the statement at PBh § 256 shows that Praśastapāda 
regards the word as an indicator like the inferential indicator (liṅga) and thus sub-
ject to the constraints of the triple format of inference (for which, cf. PBh § 247: 
śabdādīnām apy anumāne ʾntarbhāvaḥ, samānavidhitvāt. yathā prasiddhasama
yasya liṅgadarśanaprasiddhyanusmaraṇābhyām atīndriye ʾrthe bhavaty anumānam, 
evaṃ śabdādibhyo ʾpīti). For the relation between the trairūpya and śābda, cf. n. 9 
below (= Appendix 5). The Vaiśeṣika view that verbal cognition is inference (anu
māna) because a word (śabda) functions in the same way as an inferential in-
dicator (liṅga), is also propounded at NSū II 1.50–52; cf., e.g., NSūBh ad NSū 50: 
yathānupalabhyamāno liṅgī mitena liṅgena paścān mīyata iti anumānam. evaṃ 
mitena śabdena paścān mīyate ʾrtho ʾnupalabhyamāna ity anumānaṃ śabdaḥ. See 
Biardeau 1964: 127; 205.

 7 According to Kamalaśīla, Dignāga is using bhāṣate with the same value as dyo
tayati (for which, see n. 12 below), cf. TSP 540,7f, equating bhāṣaṇam with dyo
tanam, i.e., the act of indicating, making known: tatra bhāṣaṇam = dyotanam, 
jñāpanam iti yāvat; PSṬ Ms B 191b5–6: bhāṣaṇasya śabdadharmatvena rūḍhatvād 
dṛṣṭāntadārṣṭāntikayor vaiṣamyaṃ mā bhūd iti dyotayatīty āha.

 8 Throughout PSV V Dignāga uses the term artha of the thing or referent denoted 
by the following classes of speech units: 1. affixes (pratyaya), to which Pāṇinian 
grammar attributes distinct denotations, 2. words (śabda) [usually common nouns 
or adjectives in the nominative, cf. the Pāṇinian definition of the nominative as de-
noting the mere referent of the nominal stem (prātipadikārthamātra, cf. A II 3.46); 
this class also includes the referents of proper nouns], 3. compounds (samāsa), and 
4. sentences (vākya), utterances or judgements. The referents (artha) of words are 
infinite, cf. PSV V 2b above and the expression arthasyānantye at PSV V 34 below. 
Dignāga does not address the artha of verbs in PSV V, but mentions ākhyātaśabda 
at PSV II 4c; cf. n. 2. above (= Appendix 4) and the passages quoted at paragraph 2., 
especially Jinendrabuddhi’s interesting explanation of Dignāga’s introduction of 
the denotation of verbs in the context of the apoha thesis. 
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(anyāpohena) like [the general property] ‘being produced,’ 
and the like.9 [1]

Since (hi)10 a word11 (śabdaḥ) indicates (dyotayati)12 through exclusion 
of other referents13 (arthāntaravyavacchedena), that part (aṃśa)14 of the 
 9 See Appendix 5. 
 10 The particle hi (cf. ni VT : yaṅ K) is syntactically equivalent to Sanskrit yasmāt. 

It is to be construed with the restored *tasmāt < T deʾi phyir KV; cf. the gloss 
hiśabdo yasmādarthe inserted by Dignāga in a Sanskrit fragment from Sāmā
nyaparīkṣāvyāsa, q.v. n. 181. As a rule the translators of KV render Sanskrit hi by 
the Tibetan topicalization particle ni; cf. Obermiller 1970: (Indices II) 71a.

 11 The term śabda is somewhat ambiguous: It denotes any given speech unit posit-
ed by the Sanskrit grammarians through grammatical analysis, from phonemes 
through syllables to affixes and finished words. Most of the examples mentioned 
by Dignāga belong to the last-mentioned category, but he evidently regards pho-
nemes and affixes to be definable within the theoretical framework of the apoha 
theory, cf. Pind 1991 and n. 348 below. Like Bhartṛhari, Dignāga considers any 
given speech unit posited apart from a sentence as a useful grammatical fiction, 
the sentence being the principal speech unit, cf. § 61 below.

 12 Dignāga uses dyotayati with the same value as prakāśayati or prakāśaka, the 
function of the logical indicator (hetu, liṅga) and the word (śabda) being struc-
turally similar; cf. the use of the cpd. dyotakadyotya at PS II 33a–c: liṅgasyānyena 
sāmānyaṃ viśeṣāś ca liṅgino na dyotakadyotyam, qu. PSṬ Ms B 81b5. This is the only 
instance where Dignāga uses the verb dyotayati of the action of denoting. Cf. the 
similar use at YSūBh 139,2–3 (ad YSū III 17): sarvābhidhānaśaktiparihṛtā gakārau
kāravisarjanīyāḥ sāsnādimantam arthaṃ dyotayantīti. 

  For the use of dyotana, dyotaka, dyotya in Sanskrit grammar, cf. Abhyankar 1961 
s.vv. dyotaka; Renou 1957 s.v. dyut. 

 13 See Appendix 6. 
 14 The technical term aṃśa ‘part’ or attribute denotes any given general property as 

defined by exclusion of other referents. Things are qualified by a multitude of prop-
erties constituting a logical hierarchy, whose characteristics are defined by their 
position in the hierarchy. These properties, however, are not real general proper-
ties that are resident in the things they qualify, but are, according to Dignāgan 
epistemology, defined by exclusion of other things; cf. PSṬ Ms B 191b4–5: bahavo 
hy abhidheyasyārthasyāṃśāḥ sattvajñeyatvā dayo na ca taiḥ sarvair vṛkṣādiśabda
syāvinābhāvitvasambandhaḥ. “For the denotable object has a multitude of parts 
such as ‘existence,’ ‘knowability,’ and so on, and the word ‘tree’ is not connected 
with all of these as invariably concomitant.” Cf. PS V 12–13,34 with PSV V ad loc. 

  A similar use of aṃśa to denote any given part of the referent occurs in the alleged 
fragment from Dignāga’s Hetumukha: grāhyadharmas tadaṃśena vyāpto hetus tri 
dhaiva saḥ, Frauwallner 1982: 840; for the Dignāgan use of grāhya, cf. Dharmakīrti’s 
PV I 89 with Manorathanandin’s PVV ad loc.
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object (viṣayaḥ)15 to which (yatra) it is applied (prayujyate), being con-
nected [to it] as invariably concomitant (avinābhāvitvasambandhaḥ),16 

  Dignāga uses the synonymous term bhāga ‘part’ in the Sanskrit fragment from 
Dignāga’s Dvādaśaśatikā quoted in Siddhasenagaṇin’s Tattvārthabhāṣyavyākhyā 
V 24: yathāha Dvādaśaśatikāyām: yady apy uktam aprasaktasya kimarthaṃ prati
ṣedhaḥ? iti naivaitat pratiṣedhamātram ucyate, kin tu tasya vastunaḥ kaścid bhāgo 
ʾrthāntaravyāvṛttyā loke gamyate yathā viṣāṇitvāḍ anaśva iti. “As he claims in the 
Dvādaśaśatikā: Even though it is objected: What purpose does the negation of what 
is not applicable [e.g. the term anaśva] serve? [We answer that] it is not mere nega-
tion that is expressed, but rather a certain part of the object in question is inferred 
in ordinary language (loke) through exclusion of other referents like, for instance, 
in the inference: It is a non-horse because it is horned.” Cf. Pind 1991: 269 n. 1.

  Dharmakīrti quotes a slightly edited version of it at PVSV 62,26: arthāntara
vyāvṛttyā tasya vastunaḥ kaścid bhāgo gamyate; cf. PSṬ Ms B 205a3: tasya vastunaḥ 
kaścid bhāgo ʾrthāntaranivṛttyā gamyate. Jinendrabuddhi seems to quote a simi-
lar passage from Dignāga at PSṬ Ms B 61a6: etad uktaṃ bhavati: arthāntara
vyāvṛttyupalakṣito yo vastuno bhāgaḥ sa eva vṛkṣaśabdasyārtha iti. “Only that part 
of the object that is implied by exclusion of other referents is the referent of the 
word ‘tree.’” 

 15 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 191b3–4: yasyārthasya pratyāyanārtham(1) uccāryate, sa tasya viṣayaḥ 
pratyāyyatvāt, yathā liṅgasya liṅgī. “The referent for the sake of indicating which 
[the word] is articulated, is its object (viṣaya) because it is the thing to be indicat-
ed, in the same way as the bearer of the inferential indicator (liṅgī) is [the object] 
of the inferential indicator (liṅga). 

(1) em. (cf. go bar byed pa T) : °āprayatvātmāyanārtham Ms
 16 avinābhāvitva “the being invariably concomitant” defines the sambandha “con-

nection” between any given word (śabda) or logical indicator (liṅga, etc.) and the 
thing indicated viz. the referent (artha) or the thing inferred. Dignāga addresses 
the fundamental asymmetry that holds between the two relata of the indicator-
indicated connection in a crucial passage at PSV II 19–20 that fortunately is extant 
in Sanskrit: 

  nanu dvigatatvāt sambandhasya saṃyogivad liṅgidharmanā liṅgena bhavi tav yam. 
nai tad asti.

sambandho yady api dviṣṭhaḥ sahabhāvyaṅgaliṅginoḥ
ādhārādheyavad vṛttis tasya saṃyogivad na tu. [19]

  yathā hi saty api dvigatatve sambandhasya, na kadācid ādhāra ādheyadharmā 
bhavati nāpy ādheya ādhāradharmā, tathā na kadācil liṅgaṃ liṅgi bhavati liṅgi vā 
liṅgam. saṃ yogī yathaikas tathā dvitīya iti na tadvad iha. tathā hi

liṅge liṅgi bhavaty eva liṅginy evetarat punaḥ
niyamasya viparyase ʾsambandho liṅgaliṅginoḥ. [20]

  yasmāl liṅge liṅgi bhavati eva, tasmād yuktaṃ yad agnivad dhūmo dravyatvā dīnām 
api prakāśakaḥ, na taikṣṇyādīnām. yasmāc ca liṅginy eva liṅgaṃ bhavati, nānyatra, 
tasmād yuktaṃ yad dhūmo dhūmatveneva pāṇḍutvādibhir api prakāśa yati, na dra
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(*tasmāt) [verbal cognition] does not differ from inference. 

§ 2. On the other hand, some claim17 that a general term18 ( jātiśabdaḥ) 

vya tvā dibhir iti. evaṃ hi avadhāraṇavaiparītyena sambandho liṅgaliṅ ginoḥ.(1)

  “Certainly the indicator (liṅga) will have the property of the indicated (liṅgi
dharman) because the connection (sambandha) relates to both [the indicator 
and the indicated] in the same way as [a conjunction relates to its two] conjuncts 
(saṃyogivat)! This is not the case.

Even though the relation between the together connected indicator and indi-
cated resides in both, [nevertheless] its mode of existence is like [that of] a 
container and the contained, but not like [that of] conjuncts. [19]

  Because, just as the contained never has the property of the container or the con-
tainer never has the property of the contained, even though the relation is found to 
be resident in both, so also the indicator is never the indicated, nor is the indicated 
ever the indicator. In the case of a conjunct, however, one is just like the other. 
Therefore the case is not the same in this context.

  That is,
the indicated only exists at the indicator; and the latter, in turn, exists only at 
the indicated. If the restriction is inverted, there is no connection of indicator 
to indi cated. [20]

  Since the indicated necessarily exists at the indicator, it is correct that smoke, in 
the same way as [it indicates] fire, also indicates substanceness, and so on, but [it 
is] not [correct] that it indicates [fire’s] temperature, etc.; and since the indicator 
exists only at the indicated, and not elsewhere, it is correct that smoke, in the same 
way as it [indicates] through smokeness, also indicates through the property of 
being smoke-coloured, and so on, but [it is] not [correct] that it [indicates] through 
sub stanceness. Therefore, if the restriction is transposed, there is no relation of 
indicator to indicated.”

  Dignāga apparently never defines sambandha in terms of avinābhāvitva in PS or 
PSV, but Siṃhasūri takes it for granted at NCV 627,21–22, q.v. below n. 26. Jinen dra-
buddhi’s gloss at PSṬ Ms B 72b6: avinābhāvitvaṃ sambandhaḥ explains Dignāga’s 
use of the term sambandha at PS II 20a: sambandho yady api dviṣṭhaḥ; cf. the defini-
tion of sambandha at PSṬ Ms B 183a7: avinābhāvitvaṃ hi sambandha iti. 

(1) For the Sanskrit fragments, cf. 1. NCV 678,5ff; 2. NCV 699,18; 3. NCV 678,18–
679,19; 4. PM 43; NCV 679,16 (pāda a).

 17 Here as elsewhere Dignāga seems to quote the work he is addressing. It is not pos-
sible to ascertain the identity of the work and its author. It is noteworthy, however, 
that the term niyama is used by Bhartṛhari in a similar context, cf. n. 20 below. 

 18 The theory of denotation to which Dignāga refers is based upon the assumption 
that a general term denotes all particulars through transfer of the general prop-
erty to every individual substance in the form of non-difference (abhedopa cāra). 
That is, the general property and the thing in which it is claimed to be instantiated 
become identified through co-reference, in the same way as when one transfers 
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denotes all its own particulars19 (svabhedān sarvān evāha). But when 

the properties of a lion to a brāhmaṇa boy like in the statement “the brāhmaṇa boy 
is a lion.”

  Cf. Siṃhasūri’s lucid exposition of the view Dignāga is addressing at NCV 627,11–
13: yasmāt sacchabdo jātisambandhino jātim upādāyātmarūpeṇa dravyādīn abhe do
pa cārād āha, tasmād abhedopacārahetunā vyapadiśyate jātiśabda iti. yathā siṃho 
māṇavaka iti siṃhaśabdo māṇavakaguṇān upādāyābhedopacārapravṛtter abhe do
pacārahetunā vyapa diśyate guṇaśabda iti. “Since the word ‘existent,’ while being 
based upon the general property, in its own form denotes substances, and so on, 
that are the relata of the general property due to transfer in the form of non-dif-
ference, it is designated as ‘general term’ on account of transfer in the form of non-
difference. Just as the word ‘lion’ in the statement ‘the young brāhmaṇa is a lion,’ 
while being based upon the qualities of the young brāhmaṇa is designated as ‘qual-
ity word’ on account of transfer in the form of non-difference because it applies by 
transfer in the form of non-difference.” 

  Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the view at PSṬ Ms B 193a2–3 is similar: kathaṃ 
punar anabhidheyā satī jātir vyapadeśahetuḥ? abhedopacārahetutvād guṇavat. 
yathā “siṃho māṇavaka” iti śauryādiguṇaviśeṣaḥ siṃhamāṇavakayor abhedopacā
rahetur bhavan vyapadeśahetur bhavati, guṇaśabda iti, tathā jātir api śabdasya bhe
dair abhedopacārahetur iti sādhyavyapadeśahetuḥ. “How, moreover, is the general 
property the cause of designation (vyapadeśahetu), when it is not denotable? Be-
cause it is the cause of transfer in the form of non-difference in the same way as 
a quality (guṇavat). For instance, in the statement ‘the young brāhmaṇa is a lion,’ 
a particular quality like bravery, being the cause of transfer in the form of non-
difference of the lion with the young brahmin, is the cause of designation; in the 
same way the general property is the cause of transfer of the term [denoting it] in 
the form of non-difference of [the general property] with the particulars. Thus it is 
the cause of designation of that which is to be indicated.”

  The subsequent explanation at NCV and PSṬ would indicate that Dignāga ad-
dresses views comparable to those traditionally ascribed to Vyājapyāyana by 
Kātyāyana at vārt 35–44 on A I 2.64, namely that a term denotes a class property 
as resident in individual substances; cf. n. 20 below.

  Dignāga’s well-known definition of pratyakṣa at NM (T 1628 3b15–17; T 1629 
8c9–11) is terminologically indebted to this view, although this does not imply 
that he considers qualifiers to be real entities rather than products of kalpanā,  
cf. TSP 456,15–19 quoting and explaining the passage: “yaj jñānam arthe rūpādau 
(so read) viśeṣaṇābhidhāyakābhedo pacāreṇāvikalpakaṃ tad akṣam akṣaṃ prati va 
rtata iti pratyakṣam” iti. viśeṣaṇaṃ jātyādi, abhidhāyakaṃ nāma, tayor abhedo
pacāro jātyādimadbhiḥ sañjñinā ca. abhedopacāragra haṇam upalakṣaṇaṃ yatrāpi 
bhedena grahaṇam: asya gotvam asyedaṃ nāmeti, tatrāpi kalpaneṣyata eva. 

  Notice that throughout PSV V Dignāga uses the terms jāti and sāmānya inter-
changeably to denote any given general property. 

 19 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 193a4–5: svasyā jāter bhedān(1). yā jātir yasya śabdasya vyapadeśa
hetuḥ, sā tasya svaṃ bhavati. bhidyante parasparato viśiṣyanta iti bhedāḥ. yathā 
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they are denoted, a particular term serves the purpose of restriction 
(niyamār thaṃ viśeṣaśrutiḥ).20 

jāter dravyaguṇakarmāṇi.
(1)  em. : °ām Ms

 20 Jinendrabuddhi addresses the implications of the expression sarvān eva at PSṬ Ms 
B 193a5–6: sarvān evāha, na kiñcid eva. tathā hi brāhmaṇo na hantavya ity ukte 
sarve brāhmaṇajātibhedā Māṭharādayo na hanyanti. yadi jātiśabdo niravaśeṣān 
svabhedān āha, kimarthaṃ tarhi brāhmaṇaḥ Kauṇḍiṇya ānīyatām iti viśeṣaśrutiḥ? 
yāvatā brāhmaṇaśabde naiva Kauṇḍiṇyo ʾbhihita iti. “Denotes all, i.e., not just some. 
That is, when it is said that one should not kill a brāhmaṇa, all individuals of the 
brāhmaṇa class like the son of Maṭhara are not to be killed. If a general term de-
notes all its particulars without exception, then what purpose does a particular 
term serve, like when it is said ‘bring the brāhmaṇa, son of Kuṇḍina’ inasmuch as 
the son of Kuṇḍina is denoted by the word ‘brāhmaṇa?’” 

  The example brāhmaṇo na hantavya is taken from Patañjali’s comment at MBh I 
242,24f on vārttika 39: dharmaśāstraṃ ca tathā, whose implications Patañjali ex-
plains in the following way: evaṃ ca kṛtvā dharmaśāstraṃ pravṛttam: brāhmaṇo 
na hantavyaḥ … brāhmaṇamātraṃ na hanyate … yadi dravyaṃ padārthaḥ syād ekaṃ 
brāhmaṇam ahatvā … anyatra kāmacāraḥ syāt. “And on this assumption [viz. that 
a term denotes a class property] the dharmaśāstra proceeds: [The injunction] ‘one 
should not kill a ‘brāhmaṇa’’ means ‘one does not kill any brāhmaṇa at all’ … If an 
individual substance was the referent denoted by the word one could do as one 
pleased by abstaining from killing one brāhmaṇa;” cf. Scharff 1996: 118–119. 

  Mallavādin alludes to the view that the application of a term denoting particu-
lars merely has the purpose of restricting the scope of the general term; he pre-
sents his view at in a kārikā based upon PS V 2: na jātiśabdo bhedānām ānantyād 
vyabhicārataḥ, vācako niyamārthokter jātimadvad apohavān; cf. NCV 606,21–22 
and the passage op. cit. 606,10–13 in which Siṃhasūri explains that every new 
term that is added to the preceding general term, like for instance ‘brāhmaṇa,’ has 
the purpose of restricting the scope of the general term in accordance with the 
intended meaning. Thus any term that is articulated subsequently to the general 
term with the function of restricting its scope is a particular term. Consequently 
restriction is the establishing of its own referent, i.e., it is a restriction with respect 
to the referent: niyamārthā punaḥpunaḥśrutir vivakṣitārthā, kasmāt? tadartha 
tvād viśeṣārthatvād viśeṣaṇārthatvāt pūrvaśruteḥ sāmānyaśruter brāhmaṇādeḥ. 
tasmāc chravaṇakāla krameṇa punaḥśrutir iti viśeṣaśabda ucyate. ko ʾsau niyamo 
nāma? ity ucyate: niyamaḥ svārthavyavasthāpanaṃ vivakṣite ʾrthe ʾvadhāraṇam. 

  Cf. also Bhartṛhari’s discussion of the restrictive function of punaḥśrutiḥ at VP II 
64ff (cf. the expression niyamārthā punaḥśrutiḥ, 64b).

  Jinendrabuddhi comments briefly on the subject of restriction at PSṬ Ms B 193a7 
by introducing the delimitative/restrictive particle (avadhāraṇa) eva, which 
Siṃha sūris’s explanation presupposes: Kauṇḍinya eva na Māṭhara iti yathā kriyā 
hi dravyaṃ ninayatīti ukte punar nādravyam iti niyamārtham ucyate yathā gamye
ta dravyam eveti. “Only (eva) Kauṇḍinya, not Māṭhara. Just as when it is said ‘for 
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To this it is replied that 

a general term ( jātiśabdaḥ) does not (na)

‘denote’ (vācaka iti), as [2c1] will state (vakṣyate), 

particulars (bhedānām).21 [2a]

In the first place, a general term like ‘existent’ ( jātiśabdas tāvat sadādiḥ) 
does not denote substances, etc.

because they are infinite (ānantyāt).22 [2b1]

an action moves a substance (towards something),’ and, in addition, it is said for 
the sake of restriction, ‘not a non-substance,’ so that one understands ‘only a sub-
stance.’” 

  For Dignāga’s use of eva as semantically equivalent to vyatireka “joint absence” or 
exclusion, cf. PSV V 38c § 54 below.

 21 Dignāga refers to the occurrence of vācakaḥ in pāda 2c, which is to be construed 
with 2a; Cf. PSṬ Ms B 193b1: sākāṅkṣatvād aparisamāptaṃ vākyam iti vakṣyamā
nena padenākāṅkṣāvicchedaṃ darśayati. “Thinking that the clause is incomplete 
because it entails expectation of a sentence complement (sākāṅkṣatvāt) he ex-
cludes the expectation of a sentence complement by means of the syntactical word 
that is going to be used (i.e., vācakaḥ).” 

  The problems which PS V 2a–c caused its Tibetan translators are basically due to 
the fact that in Sanskrit the negation does not cliticise onto the verb like in classi-
cal Tibetan. This excludes the possibility of using it as a morpheme syntactically 
independent of the verb unlike the negation na in Sanskrit. In the present case the 
negation na of 2a has to be construed twice with vācakaḥ. Since the translators 
of K and V have followed the common practice of translating 2a as a syntactically 
independent clause, they were unable to construct the negation with rjod par byed 
pa = vācakaḥ twice. Although V loc. cit. reproduces correctly the sentence comple-
ment vācaka iti vakṣyati as rjod par byed pa źes brjod par byaʾo, the introduction of 
med before the complement is syntactically and semantically impossible, whereas 
the use of mi would have been syntactically correct. K, on the other hand, uses min, 
and, moreover, correctly adds, as if to compensate for the syntactical ambiguity 
of min, another negation after the sentence complement, so that K reads brjod par 
byed pa ma yin no, although it occurs in the wrong place after 2b1 mthaʾ yas phyir 
daṅ (= ānantyāt) without any syntactical connection with 2a. V introduces cor-
rectly the negation min in 2d, cf. n. 33 below.

 22 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 193b1: ānantyād ity upapattiḥ. kasyānantyāt? prakṛtatvād bhedānām 
eva; cf. the similar explanation at NCV 627,14–15, indicating that it is based upon 
the same source as Jinendrabuddhi’s Ṭīkā: ānantyād iti hetuḥ. kasyānantyāt? bhe
dā nām, yasmāt te pūrvaṃ prakṛtā na cānyaḥ śrūyate; TSP 342,12–14: ayam eva 
cākṛtasamayatvād iti hetur ācāryadiṅnāgena “na jātiśabdo bhedānāṃ vācakaḥ, 
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For (hi) it is impossible (aśakyaḥ) to tell (kartum)23 the connection (sam
bandhaḥ) of particulars [with a general term like ‘existent’] when they 
are infinite;24 and as the connection of the word [with particulars] is 
not told (akṛtasambandhe śabde),25 it is not justified that it denotes its 

ānantyād” ity anena nirdiṣṭaḥ. tathā hi “ānantyād” ity anena samayāsambhava 
eva nirdiṣṭaḥ. Uddyotakara presents the argument at NV 324,3–4 as follows: 
sacchabdaḥ piṇḍānāṃ vācako bhaviṣyatīti na yuktaṃ piṇḍānāṃ ānantyāt; cf. n. 29 
below for Uddyotakara’s reproduction of Dignāga’s argument. 

 23 Cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss at PSṬ Ms B 193,2: ākhyātuṃ: karoter anekārthatvāt; 
cf. the identical gloss at NCV 627,17: kartum ākhyātum; karoter anekārthatvāt. 

 24 Siṃhasūri interprets ānantya as denoting: 1. spatial remoteness, cf. NCV 627,16: 
na hi pāṭaliputrādisthā dravyādaya ihasthena sacchabdena sahākhyātuṃ śakyāḥ. 
“For it is not possible for one who is situated here simultaneously to denote sub-
stances, and so on, that are situated in Pāṭaliputra, and so on, by means of the 
word ‘existent;’” cf. Jinendrabuddhi’s similar explanation at PSṬ Ms B 193b3–4:  
ye vidūradeśavartino na ta ihasthānāṃ svasya pratiyoginaḥ sambandhitvenākhyā
tuṃ śakyāḥ; 2. infinity in terms of the variety of particulars, cf. NCV 627,16: 
ānantyād vā dravyādīnām. tathā hi te ghaṭapaṭarathādibhedenānantāḥ. evaṃ tāvat 
sambandhibhedād bhedam abhyupagamye dam ucyate, na tu tasya vastunaḥ sva
gato bhedo ʾsti. tatredam eva kāraṇaṃ yat samban dhāntaraviśiṣṭābhidhāyī śabdaḥ 
sambandhāntaraviśiṣṭaśabdavācyam asamartho vaktum, gavāśvādivat. tasmād bhe
dānām avācakaḥ. “Or because substances, and so on, are infinite. That is, they are 
infinite because of the difference between pot, cloth, wagon, etc. Thus, in the first 
place, this is said on the assumption that the difference is due to difference of the 
relata. The difference of the entity [from other entities], however, is not under-
stood per se. This then is the reason why a denoting word which is qualified by 
one connection is incapable of denoting the [entity] that is the denotable object of 
a word that is qualified by another connection, like [the words] ‘cow’ and ’horse,’ 
etc. Therefore it does not denote the particulars.” 

  Siṃhasūri’s use of the term sambandhibheda would seem to allude to VP III 1.33: 
sam bandhibhedāt sattaiva bhidyamānā gavādiṣu jātir ity ucyate. tasyāṃ sarve śa
b dā vya vasthitāḥ. One cannot therefore exclude the possibility that Dignāga has 
Bhar tṛhari’s view of sattā in mind.

 25 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 193b6: yo bhedair anākhyātasambandho na sa teṣāṃ vācako mleccha
śabdavat. 

  Siṃhasūri explains sambandha in terms of avinābhāvitva, cf. NCV 627,21–22: 
akṛta sambandha ity anākhyātasambandhe śabda iti dviṣṭhatve ʾpi sambandhasya 
śabdasyaivā vinābhāvitvād arthapratyāyakatvaṃ darśayati. “By the statement ‘as 
the connection [of the word] has not been told’ viz. as the connection of the word 
has not been stated, he shows that although the connection is resident in two 
things [viz. the word and the thing it denotes] the word exclusively indicates its 
referent because of being invariably concom itant with it.”

  For the technical term avinābhāvitva as defining the scope of sambandha, cf. 
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referent26 because merely its own form27 is cognized (sva rūpa mātra
pratīteḥ).28

Dignā ga’s use above of the term avinabhāvitvasambandha for defining the nature 
of the relation between a word and its denotation at PSV V § 1 with n. 17. The 
term akṛtasambandha refers to the situation before the denotation of any given 
word has been taught by pointing at its referent (vyutpatti). Dignāga addresses 
the theoretical implications of vyutpatti below at PSV V 50bc (§ 65). The term 
akṛtasambandha occurs once in Bhartṛhari’s VP III 166c.

 26 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 193b2: tad etad dhetudvayam uktam: ānantyaṃ samban dhāśakyatve 
hetuḥ, anākhyātasambandhatvaṃ punar anabhidhāne(1). “The following two rea-
sons are formulated: infinity is the reason for the impossibility of connection; the 
reason, moreover, for not denoting is the fact that the connection is not told.” 

  A similar explanation is found at NCV 627,22: atra cānantyaṃ pāram paryeṇāna
bhidhānahetuḥ: tato hi sambandhāśakyatā, sambandhāvyutpatter anabhi dhānam. 
“And in this case infinity is indirectly the reason for not denoting. For because of 
this [infinity] the connection is impossible, and as a consequence of not teaching 
the connection there is no denotation.”

  Dharmakīrti argues in the same way at PVSV 47,7–10: syād etad ānantyād vya
ktīnām aśakyaḥ śabdena sambandhaḥ kartum. evaṃ satīdam ānantyaṃ tadvaty api 
samānam. jātyāpi hi viśiṣṭā vyaktaya eva vaktavyā ity akṛtasambandhasyānabhi
dhānād avaśyaṃ tatra sambandhaḥ karaṇīyaḥ. sa ca na śakyate. 

(1)  °āne em. : °āno Ms
 27 The technical term svarūpa denotes the phonetic form of any linguistic item with-

out reference to its denotation. It is used by Pāṇini at A I 1.68: svaṃ rūpaṃ śabdasya 
śabdasañjñā to indicate that the own form of a linguistic item refers to that ele-
ment itself, and not to the thing it denotes. The term was interpreted differently 
in the grammatical tradition. Some considered the svarūpa to be any particular 
instance of any given linguistic item, whereas others considered it to be identical 
with the word type, cf. Bhartṛhari’s exposition at VP I 68–69,83; Pind 1991. See 
Abhyankar 1961, Renou 1957 s.v. 

  In the present case Dignāga is using the term in the original sense, cf. NCV 627,23–
68,7: yatra śabdasyārthena sambandho ʾvyutpanno yathā mlecchaśabdānāṃ tatra 
śabda mātraṃ pratīyate nārtha ityādi. “When the connection of the word with 
[its] referent has not been taught as in the case of the words of non-Aryans, only 
the speech unit is understood, not the referent.” A similar explanation, presum-
ably based on the same source, in all likelihood SPVy, is given at PSṬ Ms B 193b6: 
mlecchaśabde hi śabdasvarūpamātram eva pratīyate, nārthaḥ.

 28 Uddyotakara reproduces almost verbatim the content of this paragraph at NV 
324,4–6: sacchabdaḥ piṇḍānāṃ vācako bhaviṣyatīti na yuktaṃ piṇḍānām ānantyāt. 
na hy ekasya śabdasyānekadravyaguṇaprapañcena sambandha ākhyātuṃ śakyaḥ. 
na cānākhyāte śab dārthasambandhe śabdād arthapratipattir yuktā, svarūpamātra
pratīteḥ. “It is not justified to claim that the word ‘existent’ will denote the particu-
lars because they are infinite. For it is impossible to tell the connection of a single 
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§ 3. Moreover, [a general term like ‘existent’ does not denote particu-
lars]

because of ambiguity (vyabhicārataḥ). [2b2]

For just as (yathā hi) the word ‘existent’ applies to substance (dravye), 
so it also [applies] to quality, and so on (guṇādiṣv api); consequently (iti) 
there will be doubt (saṃśayaḥ syāt) because of ambiguity (vyabhicārāt), 
but there will be no denotation (nābhidhānam).29

§ 4. Someone believes (yo ʾpi manyate) that the general term [‘exis-
tent’], on the other hand, is used to denote the mere general property 
(*jātimātre) or its mere inherence relation (*tadyogamātre vā)30 because 

word with a multitude of many substances and qualities. And in that the connec-
tion of the word with its referent is not told it is not justified that the cognition of 
the referent follows from the word because it is merely the own form of the word 
that is cognized.”

  Uddyotakara may have used the infinitive ākhyātum because he found it in the 
source he was quoting, which in all likelihood is Sāmānyaparīkṣāvyāsa cf. n. 29 
below.

 29 Uddyotakara reproduces Dignāga’s argument in a more elaborate form at 
NV 324,6–9, presumably on the basis of Dignāga’s lost Sāmānyaparīkṣāvyāsa: 
vyabhicārāc ca. sacchabdaśravaṇāc ca dravyaguṇakarmāṇīti pariplavamānā bu
ddhir avatiṣṭhate; na ca yasmād abhidhānāt pariplavate buddhis tad abhidhānam iti 
yuktaṃ vaktum. tasmāt sacchabdo bhedānāṃ na vācaka iti. “Moreover, [the general 
term ‘existent’ does not denote the particulars] because of ambiguity. Moreover, 
from hearing the word ‘existent’ the mind remains in a state of confusion as to 
substance, quality, or action; and it is not justified to claim that the denotation due 
to which the mind is confused is denotation. Therefore the word ‘existent’ does not 
denote the particulars.” 

  Dignāga’s arguments for the impossibility that general terms denote the particu-
lars are mentioned by Kumārila at TV (on MSū III 1.12) p. 39,16ff: nanu vyaktīnām 
ānantyavyabhicārābhyām anabhidhānam uktam. 

  Jinendrabuddhi closes his exegesis of this paragraph with the following dis-
cussion at PSṬ Ms B 194a2–5, which presupposes Dharmakīrtian philosophy: 
nanu ca jātiśabdāt sarva svabhedapratītiḥ. na hi sarveṣu saṃśaya upajāyate. na ca 
sarvasva bhedābhāve kadācij jātiśabdasya kvacid arthāntaravṛttir upalabdhā; tat 
kuto vyabhicāraḥ? naiṣa doṣaḥ. na hi jātiśabdena bhedābhedarūpasaṃsparśena 
pratyā yayate. na ca samastabhedarūpaṃ nāma teṣāṃ sāmānyam asti yac chabde
nā bhidhīyeta, bhedarūpaparityāge teṣām eva jātitvapra saṅgāt. na ca bhedarūpeṇa 
vyāptir asti, parasparavyāvṛttatvād(1) bhedarūpasyeti, nāsty asiddhiḥ. 

(1) Cf. PV I 40–42 and PVSV 24,24 ad loc. 
 30 The two locatives are used to express “in the sense of” or “to denote,” a usage 
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the connection is feasible and because there is no ambiguity (samba
ndhasaukaryād avyabhicārāc ceti).31 

that is well known in Sanskrit grammatical literature. For tadyoga = tayā = jātyā 
yogaḥ = sambandhaḥ, cf. TSP 340,23; NBh ad NSū II 2.62: yasya jātyā yogas tad atra 
jātiviśiṣṭam abhidhīyate gaur iti; cf. the reference to tadyoga at PV III 173: tasmād 
jātyāditadyogā nārthe teṣu ca na śrutiḥ.

  The relation to which Dignāga’s opponent is referring is samavāya ‘inherence,’ 
which is defined at PBh §§ 373 as follows: ayutasiddhānām ādhāryādhāra bhū tānāṃ 
yaḥ sam bandha ihapratyayahetuḥ sa samavāyaḥ; cf. TSP 313,15: sama vāyalakṣaṇaḥ 
sambandhaḥ (quoting an unidentified work by Uddyotakara). 

  PBh § 384 uses the expression sattāyogaḥ to denote the inherence of the general  
property existence in substances, qualities, and actions: yathā dravyaguṇakarma
ṇāṃ sad ātmakasya bhāvasya nānyaḥ sattāyogo ʾsti, evam avibhāgino vṛttyātmaka
sya samavāyasya nānyā vṛttir asti. 

  Bhartṛhari mentions the view at VP II 126 that a general term denotes the inher-
ence relation (saṃsarga). The underlying assumption is that since the inherence 
relation is not perceived apart from its relata i.e. the general property and the thing 
in which it inheres through the inherence relation, it is unreal (asatya) as the deno-
tatum of any given general term as only the object as related to the general prop-
erty (saṃsṛṣṭa) through the inherence relation is real. Since Bhartṛhari’s Svavṛtti 
on VP II 126 is no longer extant, I quote Puṇyarāja’s Ṭīkā ad loc.: atha jātiguṇa
kriyātmakasyārthasyāsatyabhūtaḥ saṃsarga eva śabdārtha iti pañcamaṃ pakṣaṃ 
darśayitum āha: asatyo vāpi saṃsargaḥ śabdārthaḥ kaiś cid iṣyate (VP II 126). 
ghaṭādibhiḥ śabdair ghaṭādīnāṃ jātyādisaṃsarga ucyate. sa cātra tadvyatirekeṇā
nupalambhād asatyabhūta evocyate. tasmāt saṃsṛṣṭaḥ padārtha eva satya bhūta iti.

 31 The expression yo ʾpi no doubt refers to a particular philosopher, whose view 
Dignāga briefly mentions. Although it is not possible to identify him, he must 
have been a Vaiśeṣika because the doctrine Dignāga addresses in this paragraph 
is characteristic of Vaiśeṣika philosophy. The claim that a general term like sat 
denotes either the mere general property or the mere inherence relation of the 
general property is only understandable with the background of Vaiśeṣika  ontolo-
gy. When Dignāga’s opponent claims that the connection is easy to establish with 
the general property existence, it is because it is conceived as one and indivisible. 
The same is true of the connection of the general property to the thing in which it 
resides because the connection or inherence is one and indivisible like the general 
property existence. Since general properties instantiate iden tically giving rise to 
the same cognition in each individual instance, and the connection which connects 
by way of inherence (sambandha = samavāya) any given substance to the general 
property is one and the same like the general property itself, it follows that the 
problems of the individuals being infinite and the ambiguity of the denotation 
of the word ‘existent’ do not obtain. The unity of existence is explained at VSū I 
2.18: salliṅgāviśeṣād viśeṣāliṅgābhāvāc caiko bhāva iti; Praśastapāda explains the 
unity (ekatva) of general properties as such at the related paragraph PBh § 367: 
dravyādiṣu vṛttiniyamāt pratyaya bhedāc ca parasparataś cānyatvaṃ pratyekaṃ 
svāśrayeṣu lakṣaṇaviśeṣād viśeṣalakṣaṇā bhāvāc caikatvam; cf. also §§ 361ff; and 
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This is not justified32 (tad ayuktam); for [the general term ‘existent’] 
does not [denote] these two either (*na hi tayor api),33 

he deduces the unity of inherence at PBh § 377: na ca saṃyogavan nānātvaṃ 
bhāvaliṅgā viśeṣād viśeṣāliṅgābhāvāc ca bhāvavat sarvatrai kaḥ samavāyaḥ; cf. also 
§§ 373ff. 

  Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the opponent’s claim at PSṬ Ms B 194a5–7 pre-
supposes this theoretical background: sukaro hi jāter ekatvāt, saty api bahu
viṣayatve pratyekaṃ sar vātmanā parisamāptatvāt, sāmīpyāc cāśrayasamīpata yā 
sambandhaḥ. sambandhasya ca svāśrayasamavāyasya vyabhicāro ʾpi nāsty eva. 
bhedānāṃ hy anekatvāt parasparam abhāve tu bhāvād vyabhicāro yujyate, na tu 
jātau yoge vā tayor abhedāt tadabhāve ca śab dasyāvṛtteḥ. “For the connection 
(sambandha) is feasible (sukara) due to the unity of the general property because 
it pervades every single entity completely, although the referents are many, and 
because of [its] proximity due to the proximity of [its] substrate. Nor is there am-
biguity with regard to the relation, i.e., its inherence in its own substrate. For it 
is correct that there is ambiguity with regard to the particulars because they are 
many, and, moreover because they occur as mutually non-existent, but not with 
regard to the general property or the relation because they are not particulars and 
because the word would not apply if they did not exist.”

 32 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 194a7–194b1: yuktyā na sambandhyata ity arthaḥ. kā punar atra 
yuktiḥ? āgamākhyaṃ pramāṇam. kathaṃ tayā na sambadhyate: “bhedārthair apṛ
thakśruteḥ.” “The meaning is that it is not in agreement with reasoning. What, 
more over, is reasoning in this case? It is the means of knowledge called āgama 
(received doc trine). In what way is it not in agreement with this [reasoning]? Be-
cause it is not ‘heard apart’ from [words] having particular [general properties] as 
referents [2cd].” 

  Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation connects the phrase tad ayuktam with PS V 2d, as if 
the latter followed immediately after it. It is not possible to decide if his explana-
tion reflects the readings of the Ms he was using for his Ṭīkā.

 33 The negation na of PS V 2a has to be construed with vācakaḥ of 2c, cf. NMGBh 
137,15–16: atra na jātiśabdo yogajātyor vā bhedārthair apṛthakśrutair (sic) ity ato 
vācaka iti sambadhyate. 

  V 106,29–30 has placed the negation min after rjod byed. This is correct from the 
point of view of Tibetan syntax in that the negation in Tibetan necessarily clings 
to the verb, although strictly speaking it is not part of the original Sanskrit ver- 
sion of 2cd. The negation necessarily carries over from 2a to 2c, and Dignāga 
therefore had to incorporate it as part of the Vṛtti on 2cd. K, on the other hand, 
reproduces the negation ma yin te immediately before rjod byed that translates 
vācakaḥ, evidently imitating the syntax of the underlying Sanskrit at the cost of 
producing a syntactically and semantically misleading Tibetan translation. How-
ever, the negation preceding vācakaḥ is correctly reproduced in K § 15, where 2cd 
is quoted in the following form without consideration for the usual metrical con-
straints: ldan pa daṅ rigs rjod par byed pa ma yin te / khyad par gyi don daṅ tha mi 
dad pas thos paʾi phyir ro. 
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(vācakaḥ) neither the general property nor the inherence re-
lation, because it is not “heard apart”34 (apṛthakśruteḥ) from 
[words] whose referents35 (bhedārthaiḥ) are particular [gen-
eral properties]. [2cd]

That is (tathā hi), there would be no co-reference (sāmānādhikaraṇyaṃ 
na syāt) with words like ‘substance’ (*dravyādiśabdaiḥ) whose referents 
are particular [general properties] (*bhedārthaiḥ), like, for instance, 
‘existent substance’ (*sad dravyam), ‘existent quality’ (*san guṇaḥ), and 
‘existent action’ (*sat karma); but this is observed (tac ca dṛṣṭam).36 For 

  The demonstrative pronouns de dag gi K : de dag V probably render Sanskrit tayoḥ 
in agreement with yogajātyoḥ of 2c. There is no reason to assume that de dag and 
de dag gi reproduce the correlative *tasya of yo ʾpi because both K and V usually 
distinguish between singular and plural/dual. For such constructions, cf., e.g., 
PVSV 29,7: yo ʾpi manyate … tasyāpi (+ PV I 52); 66,7: yo ʾpi … āha tasyāpi; 67,1–6: 
yo ʾpi manyate … iti, tasyāpi. 78,24–26: yo ʾpi … tasyāpi. 

 34 Dignāga is using the technical term apṛthakśruti as a synonym of co-reference 
(sāmānādhikaraṇya), which entails inflectional identity of case affixes. It refers to 
the fact that there is no auditive perception of difference of case affix (vibhakti) 
between that of the term sat and the term it qualifies, e.g., dravya (n.) or guṇa 
(m.); cf. the mention of apṛthakśrutidoṣa at PSV V 36ab. Kumārila uses the term 
pṛthak ‘apart’ (= vaiyadhi karaṇya) as opposed to abhinna ‘one with’ (= sāmānadhi
karaṇya) at ŚV Anumāna°: 25b (cf. Randle 1930: 270). The somewhat odd term (a)
pṛthakśruti is known from indigenous Sanskrit phonology, cf. Renou 1957 s.vv. 
pṛthak-, and śruti. Uddyotakara repro duces Dignāga’s argument at NV 323,17–18 
(cf. op. cit 325,19–20) as follows: bhedārthair abhinnavibhakti katvāt, cf. n. 37 be-
low.

 35 Cf. PSṬ Ms B 194b1: bhedā arthā yeṣām iti bhedārthā viśeṣaśabdās; tair apṛthakśru
tiḥ sāmānādhikaraṇyam. apṛthag ekasminn adhikaraṇe śrutir iti kṛtvā. “‘Having par-
ticular [general properties] as referents’ means ‘whose referents are particular 
[general properties],’ namely particular terms. ‘Not hearing apart’ from these 
means ‘co-reference’ in that the hearing is not separate with regard to one and the 
same referent (adhikaraṇa).” 

 36 The opponent assumes that the word ‘sat’ exclusively denotes sattā or the relation 
of sattā to the thing it qualifies as distinct from the substance, quality or action 
in which it inheres. Dignāga therefore concludes that observable instances of co-
reference like the phrase “sad dravyam” are in conflict with the theory of denota-
tion to which the opponent is subscribing. The phrases sad dravyam, and so on, are 
syntactically similar to compounds and Dignāga and his commentators therefore 
interpret them as as if they were compounds. This appears from his statements at 
PSV V 35ab addressing the above-mentioned problems.

  The content of this paragraph presupposes Vaiśeṣika philosophy, cf. PSṬ Ms B 
194b1: dṛṣṭā hy āptebhyo ʾpṛthakśrutiḥ sad dravyam ityādi tad na syāt: “For co-ref-
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existence (sattā) or its inherence relation (tadyogaḥ) is neither a sub-
stance (dravyam) nor a quality (guṇaḥ),37 but is rather (kiṃ tarhi) of a 

erence as in sad dravyam, and so on, that is observed from trustworthy authorities 
would not occur,” and ibid. 194b2: jātisambandhābhidhānapratijñā śāstradṛṣṭena 
sāmānādhikaraṇyena bādhyata ity arthaḥ: “The thesis that it denotes the connec-
tion of the general property is in conflict with the co-reference that is observed 
in śāstra;”cf. Candrānanda ad VSū I 1.7: sad dravyaṃ san guṇaḥ sat karma iti sattā 
trayāṇām aviśeṣaḥ, and ad VSū I 2.7: “sad iti yato dravyaguṇakarmasu.” bhinneṣu 
dravyādiṣu triṣu yato jāyate ‘sat sat ’ iti buddhiḥ sā sattā. 

  Uddyotakara reproduces Dignāga’s argument as pūrvapakṣa at NV 223,17–21: 
tatra na tāvaj jātir abhidhīyate bhedārthair abhinnavibhaktikatvāt. yady ayaṃ 
jātivācakaḥ sac chabdo bhavati sad dravyam iti bhedavācinā dravyaśabdena saha 
sāmānādhikaraṇyaṃ na prāpnoti, na hi bhinnārthavācakānāṃ sāmānādhikaraṇyaṃ 
paśyāmaḥ, na hi gavāśvam iti sāmānādhikaraṇyaṃ dṛṣṭam. “In the first place, [the 
word ‘existent’] does not denote the general property because it has the case af-
fix in common with [words] whose referents are particular [general properties]. 
If the word ‘existent’ denotes the general property, co-reference with the word 
‘substance’ that denotes a particular [general property] as in [the statement] ‘a 
substance is existent’ does not obtain. For we do not observe that [words] denot-
ing different referents are co-referential, for co-reference is not observed like [it is 
not observed] in [the dvandva compound] ‘cows and horses’ (cf. A II 4.11).”

 37 According to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignāga alludes to the definition of sattā at VSū I 
2.8–10: dravyaguṇakarmabhyo ʾrthāntaraṃ sattā. ekadravyavattvān na dravyam. 
guṇakar masu ca bhāvān na karma na guṇaḥ: “Existence is a different thing from 
substance, quality, and action. It is not a substance because it is possessed by a 
substance. Because [existence] is resident in qualities and actions, it is neither a 
quality nor an action;” and samavāya at VSū VII 2.31: dravyatvaguṇatvakarmatva
pratiṣedho bhāvena vyākhyātaḥ: “The negation of being a substance, a quality, and 
an action is explained in accordance with [the general property] existence;” cf. 
PSṬ Ms B 194b4: yasmād dravyaguṇakarma bhyo ʾrthāntaraṃ sattety uktam. sam
bandhasya ca dravyādipratiṣedho(1) bhāvena(2) vyā khyātaḥ: “Since it is explained 
that ‘existence is a different thing from substance, quality, and action,’ and that 
the negation of the inherence relation’s being a substance, etc. (dravyatvādi), is 
explained in accordance with existence.” 

  Candrānanda explains at VSūV 61,18: yathaikadravyavattvān na dravyaṃ bhāvo 
guṇa karmasu ca bhāvān na karma na guṇa evaṃ samavāyo ʾpi. “Just as existence is 
not a substance because it is possessed by a substance, and it is not a quality or an 
action because it is resident in qualities and actions, so also inherence.”

(1) Although T corroborates the reading dravyādi° the correct reading must be 
dravya tvādi°.
(2) bhāvena conj. : bhāve tu Ms. The reading bhāve tu is meticulously reproduced at  
T 154,35 as dṅos po la ni bśad paʾo, although it is meaningless in the context. In spite 
of that the Tibetan translator evidently preferred to translate what he read in his 
Ms, and made no attempt to “correct” it. 


