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Introduction

In the Apoha section in the Svarthanumana chapter of his Pramanavarttika, Dharmakir-
ti starts by characterizing apoha as the difference (bheda) among real entities from an
ontological point of view (PV 1.40—42), and then as the exclusion of superimposition
(samaropavyavaccheda) from an epistemological point of view (PV 1.43-58). He defines
as a determinate cognition (niscayajiiana) an inference (anumana) and a perceptual judg-
ment, of which the latter is the conceptual cognition that follows a perceptual cognition
(pratyaksaprsthabhavivikalpa), and argues that both have the exclusion of superimposition
as their object. It is important to note that what Dharmakirti means by the term samaropa-
vyavaccheda “exclusion of superimposition” differs for inference and perceptual judgment.
In the case of an inference, the term in question signifies the function of excluding super-
imposition (samaropavyavaccheda) that is carried out by the inference when there is an
erroneous cognition with respect to the subject of the inference. In the case of a perceptual
judgment, on the other hand, it means “lack of superimposition” (samaropaviveka). This
latter point is made by Dharmakirti in PV 1.48.

PV 1.48: kvacid drste ’pi yaj jianam samanyartham vikalpakam /

asamaropitanyamse tanmatrapohagocaram //

Katsura (1984, 1989, 1993) and Kellner (2004), when dealing with Dharmakirti’s concept
of perceptual judgment, refer to the exclusion of superimposition. Katsura (1984: 226),
relying on PV 1.48-49, says: “Apart from provoking a practical activity, another important
function is to prevent wrong judgement from arising.” In addition, Kellner (2004: 41)
explicitly states that “ascertainment which follows immediately after perception, serves to
keep error and doubt away and for this reason also has an ‘exclusion’ as its object.” Their
view of perceptual judgment is quite acceptable. But to my knowledge, no studies have ever
tried to show how perceptual judgment is linked to the exclusion of superimposition. The
aim of this paper is thus to show how Dharmakirti establishes that a perceptual judgment
has “exclusion” as its object.
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1. Arguments in PV 1.43—-47: samaropavyavaccheda

Before entering into the main task, let us look at the preceding arguments Dharmakirti
brings forward in PV 1.43—-47. Dharmakirti introduces PV 1.43 by saying the following:

PVSV ad PV 1.43 (G25.26-26.1, M17.1-2): katham punar etad gamyate —
vyavacchedah Sabdalingabhyam pratipadyate vidhina na vasturupam eveti
pramanantarasya Sabdantarasya ca pravrtteh /

[Objection] But how can this be understood: it is exclusion (vyavaccheda)
and not a real thing in a positive form that is understood from a word and an
inferential mark?

[Answer] [This is reasonable] because another word occurs [with respect to
one and the same real thing] and because another valid cognition occurs [with
respect to one and the same real thing].

Dharmakirti here cites Dignaga’s well-known statement: vyavacchedah Sabdalingabhyam
pratipadyate vidhind na vasturippam eva.' According to Dharmakirti, the fact that different
words or different valid cognitions can occur with reference to one and the same real thing
shows that what is understood from a word or an inferential mark is not the real thing
itself but exclusion (vyavaccheda). In order to demonstrate this point, Dharmakirti starts to
develop arguments.

In PV 1.43-44, to begin with, Dharmakirti says the following:

PV 1.43: ekasyarthasvabhavasya pratyaksasya satah svayam /
ko ’nyo na drsto bhagah syad yah pramanaih pariksyate //
PV 1.44: no ced bhrantinimittena samyojyeta gunantaram /
Suktau va rajatakaro rupasadharmyadarsanat //

When the single essential nature of an object is perceived as it is, what part
could be left unseen separately from it? To be sure, if a part is left unseen, it is
examined through valid cognitions.

[But the condition must be imposed:] “On the condition that a quality foreign
to the object is not connected with it by cause of an erroneous cognition
(bhrantinimitta), unlike the case where the form of a piece of silver is connected
with mother of pearl due to the perception of the similarity in form between
them.”

PVSV ad PV 1.44 (G26.18-27.2, M17.16-21): tasmat pasSyan Suktirupam
viSistam eva pasyati | niScayapratyayavaikalyat tv aniscinvan tatsamanyam

This translation of Dignaga’s statement is based on Sakyabuddhi’s interpretation. According to Karna-
kagomin, the statement is interpreted as follows: It is exclusion in a positive form and not a real thing
that is understood from a word and an inferential mark. On the different interpretations, see Kellner
2004: 5, n. 3. On this statement of Dignaga’s, see Pind 2015: II 127, n. 431.
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pasyamiti manyate / tato ’sya rajatasamaropah / tatha sadrsaparaparotpattya-
laksitananatvasya tadbhavasamaropat sthitibhrantih | yavanto ’sya parabha-
vas tavanta eva yathasvam nimittabhavinah samaropa iti tadvyavacchedakani
bhavanti pramanani saphalani syuh | tesam tu vyavacchedaphalanam napra-
titavastvamsapratyayane pravrttis tasya drstatvat | anamsasya caikadesSena
darsanayogat /

Therefore, a person, when seeing the form of mother of pearl, is to see it
precisely as what is differentiated [from a piece of silver]. But, due to the
deficiency of causes of a determinate cognition,” the person, without determin-
ing the form, conceives: “I see a property common to them.” Consequently
the person superimposes [the image of] silver [on mother of pearl]. Similarly,
to a person who does not recognize the difference between moments since
there arise similar moments in sequence, there arises the erroneous cognition:
“This is [temporally] persistent” because of the superimposition of identity
(tadbhavasamaropa).’

If an entity has a certain number of foreign properties, that number of properties
is what arises from causes [of erroneous cognitions] according to each case
and is superimposed on the entity.

Therefore, valid cognitions which arise to exclude what is superimposed must
be fruitful.

But, it is not the case that the [valid cognitions] bringing about the exclusion
take place in order to make known the part of a real thing which has not
been understood. For the [part for which valid cognitions take place] has been
perceived. Indeed, it is not proper to say that something indivisible is partially
perceived.

It is important to note that Dharmakirti accepts the following points:

1. On the condition that no erroneous cognition (bhranti) arises with respect
to a real thing, when a real thing is perceived, all its parts are perceived.

2. An erroneous cognition can arise with respect to a real thing.

3. When a person does not recognize the difference between moments,

the person superimposes identity between them, and erroneously cog-
nizes “this is permanent.” (The non-recognition of the difference between

According to Dharmakirti, the causes of a determinate cognition in the form of a perceptual judgment
are: acuity of a cognition (buddhipatava), a state of habituation to the imprint of this (tadvasana-
bhyasa), situation-context (prakarana), and others. PVSV ad PV 1.58 (G32.3-8, M20.29-21.1): yady
apy amSarahitah sarvato bhinnasvabhavo bhavo 'nubhiitas tathapi na sarvabhedesu tavata niscayo
bhavati | karanantarapeksyatvat | anubhavo hi yathavikalpabhyasam niscayapratyayan janayati | ya-
tha ripadarsanavisese 'pi kunapakaminibhaksyavikalpah / tatra buddhipatavam tadvasanabhyasah
prakaranam ityadayo 'nubhavad bhedaniscayotpattisahakarinah / On the concept of the causes of a
determinate cognition, see Kellner 2004: 19-32.

Karnakagomin glosses tadbhava as satta “the property of continuing to exist.” PVSVT 123.28: radbha-
vasamaropat sattasamaropat. But the term tadbhava, synonymous with tattva, can be taken as meaning
“identity,” as opposed to “difference” (nanatva).
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moments or the observation of the similarity between moments [bhra-
ntinimitta] — superimposition of identity [samaropa] — an erroneous
cognition [bhranti].)

4. A valid cognition (pramana), i.e., an inference, is resorted to in order to
exclude the superimposition.
5. This superimposition must take place with reference to the part which

has been perceived.

Dharmakirti here explains the basic structure in which a valid cognition brings about the
exclusion of superimposition.

In PV 1.45,* which is a recapitulating verse (samgrahasloka), he goes on to argue
that when a real thing is perceived, all its qualities are perceived; but when an erroneous
cognition arises with reference to that real thing, these qualities are not determined. Thus
one must resort to an inference in order to determine them.

Moreover, in PV 1.46° he states that if an inference were to grasp a real thing, then
it would follow that once one property of it is determined, all properties are determined;
and that if an inference has exclusion (apoha) as its object, the undesirable consequence
does not follow. It is in commenting this verse that Dharmakirti makes an important point:
an inference brings about the exclusion of superimposition (samaropavyavaccheda). He
states:

PVSV ad PV 1.46 (G27.13-15, M18.1-3): yada punar anumanena samaropa-
vyavacchedah kriyate tada naikasamaropavyavacchedad anyavyavacchedah
krto bhavatiti tadartham anyat pravartate /

However, when [it is assumed that] the exclusion of superimposition is brought
about by an inference, then [it can be said that] since the exclusion of a
different [superimposition (non-B)] is not brought about just because the
superimposition (non-A) is excluded by one [inference (A)], another [inference
(B)] takes place in order to [exclude the different superimposition (non-B)].°

Here Dharmakirti assumes that, with reference to sound, two superimpositions arise: (non-
A) the superimposition of the property of not being produced (akrtakasamaropa), and
(non-B) that of the property of being permanent (nityasamaropa). Also, two inferences take
place: (A) the inference to prove the property of being produced (krtakanumana) and (B)
that to prove the property of being impermanent (anityatvanumana). He supposes that when
a real thing is perceived, a property which the real thing does not bear is superimposed on
it and that an inference is performed in order to exclude such a superimposition.

4 PV 1.45: tasmad drstasya bhavasya drsta evakhilo gunah | bhranter nisciyate neti sadhanam samprava-

rtate [/

PV 1.46: vastugrahe 'numanac ca dharmasyaikasya niscaye | sarvadharmagraho 'pohe nayam dosah
prasajyate I/

PVSVT 125.23-25: tadaikena krtakanumanenaikasyakrtakasamaropasya vyavacchedad anyasya nitya-
samaropasya vyavacchedah krto na bhavatiti krtva tadartham anyasamaropavyavacchedartham anyad
ity anityatvadyanumanam pravartate /
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In PV 1.47,7 which is also a samgrahasloka, he states that it is due to the reason stated

in PV 1.46 that Dignaga declares an inference to have exclusion as its object; if an inference
did not have exclusion as its object, it would follow that when the subject of an inference is
known, it would be knowns in its entirety, and therefore there would be no part left to be
inferred.

All these points make the following clear: In PV 1.43—47 Dharmakirti develops an

argument to establish that an inference has for its object exclusion and not a real thing. It is
in this connection that, in PV 1.48, Dharmakirti introduces an argument to establish that a
perceptual judgment also has exclusion as its object.

2. PVSV on PV 148

2.1 Now let us look closely at what Dharmakirti says in PVSV on PV 1.48. He comments
on the verse as follows:

A: PVSV G28.8-9, M18.15-16: yad ripadidarsananantaram alingam nisca-
yajiianam bhavati, tat katham asati samarope bhavad vyavacchedavisayam
bhavati /

[Objection] A determinate cognition that arises immediately after the percep-
tion of an entity like color is not an inferential cognition (aliriga). Therefore,
how is it that such a determinate cognition, arising when superimposition is
absent (asati samarope bhavat), has exclusion for its object?®

B: PVSV G28.10-11, M18.16-17: samaropavisaye tasyabhavat® / yatra hy
asya samaropo yatha sthirah satmaka iti va, na tatra bhede' niscayo bhavati /

[Answer] For the very reason that the [determinate cognition] does not arise
with respect to an object of superimposition (samaropavisaya), [it is proper
to say that it has for its object the exclusion of superimposition]. Indeed, a
determinate cognition does not arise with respect to the difference (bheda) on
which something is superimposed by the cognizer (asya), as in the case where
[one has an erroneous cognition such as] “[this is] permanent” or “[this has]
an Atman.”!!

PV 1.47: tasmad apohavisayam iti lingam prakirtitam | anyatha dharminah siddhav asiddham kim atah
param [/

PVSVT 129.21-24: yad ityadina slokam vydcaste | adisabdac chabdadiparigrahah | nasya lingam
astity alingam rupadikam (alingam rupadikam Ms; ilingaripadikam S.) etad iti niScayajiianam [ asati
samarope bhavati | na hi pratyaksadrste riupadau tadanim viparitakarasamaropo ’sti | tat katham
vyavacchedavisayam bhavati / iyata Slokasya pirvarddho vyakhyatah /

samaropavisaye tasyabhavat G; samaropavisaye 'bhavat M. PVSVt and PVT: sgro ma btags pa’i yul
la yod pa’i phyir ro (*asamaropitavisaye bhavat). G’s reading is supported by PVSVT: samaropavisaye
tasya niscayajiianasyabhavat (see note 11). In PVT ad PV 1.48 we find a passage parallel to G’s reading:
de ni sgro ‘dogs pa’i yul la med pa’i phyir (see 2.3.1).

bhede G; bhedo M.

PVSVT 129.25-28: uttararddham vyakhyatum aha | samaropavisaye tasya niscayajiianasyabhavat
tadvyavacchedavisayam bhavatiti prakrtena sambandhah | etad evaha / yatra bhede ’sya pumsah
samaropo na tatra bhede samaropavisaye niscayo bhavaty asthiro niratmaka iti va //
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In A Dharmakirti makes two points. First, immediately after the perception of color there
arises a determinate cognition (niscayajiiana) which is not an inference. Needless to say,
this determinate cognition is what we call perceptual judgment. Second, a perceptual
judgment arises when there is no superimposition (asati samarope bhavad), and thus,
unlike an inference, the perceptual judgment cannot have the exclusion of superimposition
as its object. This second point is extremely important because it is a strong indication
that a perceptual judgment arises when superimposition is absent. Let us note here that
Dharmakirti holds that if the “exclusion” (vyavaccheda) is that of superimposition as in
the case of an inference, then the exclusion certainly does not obtain; but if it is not, then it
does obtain.

In B Dharmakirti argues that perceptual judgment does have the exclusion of super-
imposition as its object, because a perceptual judgment does not arise with respect to
an object of superimposition (samaropavisaye tasyabhavat). To explain. First of all, an
object of superimposition (samaropavisaya) is bheda “difference.” With respect to the
bheda on which (yatra) something is superimposed, there is no determinate cognition.
The superimposition leads to the erroneous cognition “this is permanent” (sthira). Thus
the superimposition in question is that of the property of being permanent. We should,
however, have the determinate cognition “this is impermanent.” Accordingly, what is meant
by the term bheda here must be the property of being impermanent. We must note that
Dharmakirti holds the property of being permanent to be superimposed on the property
of being impermanent. A real thing has differences (bheda) from all other things, such
as the property of being impermanent. Suppose that a person superimposes the property
of being permanent on the property of being impermanent, resulting in the erroneous
cognition “this is permanent.” In this case the person has no determinate cognition with
respect to the property of being impermanent. In contrast, suppose that a person has a
determinate cognition with respect to the latter property. In this case, the person clearly
has no superimposition with respect to the property of being impermanent. This is how the
determinate cognition in the form of a perceptual judgment is said to have the exclusion of
superimposition as its object. According to Dharmakirti, one is justified in saying that the
exclusion of superimposition forms the object of a perceptual judgment only insofar as the
perceptual judgment arises only when a superimposition is absent.

2.2 In the latter half of the verse Dharmakirti says: asamaropitanyamse tanmatrapohago-
caram. It is important to note here that what Dharmakirti means by the word amsa “part”
in PV 1.48 is a difference (bheda) such as the property of being impermanent. Naturally
it follows that that which has parts is an object to be perceived, referred to by the phrase
kvacid drste in the verse.

If we accept that the phrase asamaropitanyamse tanmatrapohagocaram can be para-
phrased as asamaropitanyamse niscayajianam, the expression asamaropitanyamsa must
refer to the difference (bheda) that is the object of a determinate cognition. If the difference
is the property of being impermanent, the term anyamsa “a different part” must refer to the
property of being permanent, which is different (anya-) from the property of being imper-
manent. According to Dharmakirti, the property of being permanent can be superimposed
on the property of being impermanent. Therefore, the expression asamaropitanyamsa, as a



bahuvrihi, must refer to the property of being impermanent on which the property of being
permanent is not superimposed. When the property of being permanent is superimposed
on the property of being impermanent, the latter property is concealed by the former and
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goes beyond the scope of determination.

2.3 At this point it may be useful to consider how the commentators interpret this com-

pound.

2.3.1 Sakyabuddhi

The compound asamaropitanyamsa is a bahuvrihi formed from asamaropita and anyamsa,
referring to an image (rnam pa, *akara) (image x). The latter part of the compound,
anyamsa, signifies “a different part,” which refers to “an image contradictory to the image”
(zla bo rnam pa, *pratiyogyakara) (image non-x). Thus the compound in question means

PVT ad PV 1.48cd (D63b6—-64al, P75a4-7): rnam pa gang la gzhan gyi cha
ste | zla bo rnam pa sgro ma btags pa de ni gzhan gyi cha sgro ma btags
pa’o Il de la ’jug pa de yang de tsam sel ba’i spyod yul can cha sgro ma btags
pa gang yin pa de tsam gyi rnam par gcod pa’i yul can yin no // 'di skad du
mngon sum gyi rjes la "byung ba’i shes pa rnam par rtog pa can gyis sgro
‘dogs pa sngar zhugs pa sel bar mi byed mod kyi | "on kyang de ni sgro 'dogs
pa’i yul la med pa’i phyir de rnam par gcod pa’i yul can kho na yin no zhes
bya bar shes so [/ gal te yang rnam par rtog pa can gyi shes pa de dngos po
la'? bsgrub par ’jug par ’gyur na ni | rnam pa thams cad la nges par ’gyur ro
zhes bshad pa yin no //

(a) The compound asamaropitanyamsa is a bahuvrihi, referring to “an image
(x) on which a different part, i.e., an image (non-x) contradictory to the image
(x), is not superimposed.”

(b) The [cognition] which arises with respect to the [image (x)], too, has for
its object the exclusion only of that, i.e., the exclusion only of the part (non-x)
which is not superimposed.

(c1) [What Dharmakirti means to say] is this: It is not the case that a conceptual
cognition arising immediately after perception excludes a superimposition
which occurred before [this conceptual cognition].

(c2) On the contrary, it is seen that the [conceptual cognition] does have
exclusion as its object because it does not arise with respect to the object of
superimposition.

(c3) If the conceptual cognition arose as what establishes a real thing, then it
would follow that [the conceptual cognition] determines all forms [of the real
thing].

This is what was explained by the teacher.

12

la D; om. P.
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“an image (x) on which an image (non-x) contradictory to it is not superimposed.” The
demonstrative tad in tanmatra refers to the image which is not superimposed (image non-x).

2.3.2 Karpakagomin

PVSVT ad PV 1.48cd (128.4-12): (A) asamaropitah anyamsah pratiyogya-
karo yasmin visaye sa tatha / tatra pravarttamanam tad api tanmatrapoha-
gocaram | tenayam artho bhavati | samaroparahitam svalaksanam svaka-
rabhedena grhnad' vikalpakam jiianam bhrantatvat tatsamaroparahitaba-
hyadhyavasayakam eva na tu bahyasvariupagrahakam | atas tanmdtram eva
niyatabahyavasaya evanyasya samaropasyapohagocaram vikalpakam jiia-
nam /

(B) yadva asamaropitas casav anyamsas ca tasmin sati vikalpakam jiianam
pravarttamanam tanmatrapohagocaram / yo ’sav asamaropito ‘nyansas ta-
nmatravyavacchedavisayam bhavati /

(A) [First interpretation:]

(a) The compound asamaropitanyamsa is a bahuvrihi, denoting “an object
(visaya) on which a different part, i.e., an image contradictory to it (pratiyo-
gyakara), is not superimposed.”

(b) The [cognition], which arises with respect to the [object], too, is spoken of
as tanmatrapohagocara “the cognition whose part is of that [i.e., an external
object] and whose object is exclusion.”

(c1) Therefore, [by the present verse] is meant the following: Since [a concep-
tual cognition] grasps an individual (svalaksana) that is devoid of superimpo-
sition (samaroparahita) through its own image, it is an erroneous cognition.
Therefore, the conceptual cognition is a mere judgment about the external
object that is devoid of superimposition and does not grasp the external object
in itself.

(c2) Accordingly, [the cognition] is a conceptual cognition in the form of [a
cognition] that has a part related to the [external object] (tanmatram eva), i.e.,
in the form of a judgment about a specific external object (niyatabahyavasaya
eva), whose object is the exclusion of what is other, i.e., superimposition.

(B) [Second interpretation:]

(a) Or, the compound asamaropitanyamsa is a karmadharaya, meaning “‘that
part (non-x) which is different [from what is to be determined] and which is
not superimposed.”

(b) When there is such a part (non-x), a conceptual cognition arises. Accord-
ingly, the conceptual cognition has for its object the exclusion only of such a
part (non-x). That is, [the conceptual cognition has] for its object the exclusion
only of such a part (non-x) which is different [from what is to be determined]
and which is not superimposed.

13 grhnad Ms; grhnan S.
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Karnakagomin offers two interpretations for the compound asamaropitanyamsa: as a
bahuvrihi and as a karmadharaya. In the bahuvrihi interpretation the compound refers to
an object (visaya) on which an image contradictory to the object is not superimposed. The
object is an individual (svalaksana), which is said to admit of no superimposition. The
expression tanmatra refers to adhyavasaya “judgment,” which is said to be that whose part
(matra), i.e., an image, is related to the object.

In the karmadharaya interpretation the compound refers to a different part that is not
superimposed, i.e., the part (non-x) that is different from the part (x) to be determined and
that is not superimposed on the latter part (x). The demonstrative tad refers to this putative
part (non-x). When such a different part is present (sati), that is, when a different part is not
superimposed on the object with respect to which determination takes place, a perceptual
judgment arises as what excludes only the different part. Accordingly, perceptual judgment
is said to have the exclusion only of the different part as its object.

2.3.3 Manorathanandin

PVV ad PV 1.48 (305.11-15): nanu kvacin niladav asamaropito ’nyo vipa-
ritam$o yasmin tasmin pratyaksena drste yaj jiianam alingajam vikalpakam
samanyavisayam bhavati, tad aropabhavat katham anyapohavisayam /| aha
tanmatrasyanilamatrasyapoho vijatiyad vyavrttir vyavacchedah sa gocaro
yasya tat tatha / nilavikalpasyanilavyavaccheda eva visaya ity arthah //

[Objection] When a certain [entity], say, blue, on which a part foreign to it, i.e.,
a part contradictory to it, is not superimposed is cognized through perception,
there arises a cognition (jiiana) which is not based on an inferential mark,
which is conceptual, and which has a universal as its object. How could it
be that such a cognition has exclusion as its object, since no superimposition
occurs?

[Answer] [Dharmakirti] answers [this objection by stating]: The cognition is
spoken of as “that whose object is the exclusion only of that, i.e., the exclusion
only of non-blue; exclusion means the exclusion (vyavrtti = vyavaccheda) of
an entity of a dissimilar class.” The conceptual cognition “this is blue” has as
its object only the exclusion of non-blue. This is what is meant by the verse.

According to Manorathanandin, the compound asamaropitanyamsa refers to a perceived,
real blue on which a part foreign to it is not superimposed. The expression tanmatrapoha
means the exclusion of non-blue. We must say that his interpretation strays quite far from
the earlier interpretations. Manorathanandin fails to grasp the point made by Dharmakirti
that in the context of a perceptual judgment, the exclusion of superimposition forms the
lack of superimposition.

3. PV 1.49 and PVSV

In PVSV B, Dharmakirti states that a determinate cognition does not exist with respect
to an object of superimposition (samaropavisaye tasyabhavat). This means, as shown
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in 2.1, that a determinate cognition does not arise with respect to the property of being
impermanent on which the property of being permanent has been superimposed. In PV
1.49ab, the reason for this point is given.

3.1 badhyabadhakabhava

Dharmakirti states the following:

C (=PV L49ab):
niscayaropamanasor badhyabadhakabhavatah |

Because the relation of what is to be blocked and what does the blocking
obtains between a determinate cognition and a superimposing cognition.'*

According to Dharmakirti, the relation of what is to be blocked and what does the blocking
obtains between the determinate cognition “this is impermanent” and the erroneous cogni-
tion “this is permanent,” which is based on superimposition. Because of this relationship,
it is said that a determinate cognition does not arise with respect to the property of being
impermanent on which the property of being permanent is superimposed. This point is
explained in PVSV as follows:

D: PVSV G28.13-14, M18.19-20: na hi sarvato bhinno drsto ’pi bhavas

tathaiva pratyabhijiiayate | kvacid bhede vyavadhanasambhavat / yatha Sukteh
Suktitve /

Indeed, even if an entity has been perceived as something differentiated from
all others, it is not recognized as it really is. For there can be an impediment
to a certain difference [being cognized], just as there is [an impediment to the
cognition of] mother of pearl’s property of being mother of pearl[, if mother
of pearl is erroneously cognized]."

E: PVSV G28.15-16, M18.20-21: yatra tu pratipattur bhrantinimittam nasti
tatraivasya taddarsanavisese ’pi smarto niscayo bhavati /

With respect only to the [difference] about which a cognizer has no cause
to have an erroneous cognition, a determinate cognitionl[, i.e., a perceptual
judgment,] arises for the cognizer based on remembrance even if [all] the
[differences] have been equally perceived.'®

14 PVSVT 130.9-10: kim karanam / niscayaropamanasor badhyabadhakabhavatah (bhavatah Ms; bhavah
S.) / niscayajiianasya tadviparitasamaropajiianasya ca badhyabadhakabhavatah |

PVSVT 130.10-15: badhyabadhakabhavam eva sadhayann aha na hiti | sarvatah sajatiyad vijatiyac
ca bhinno drsto ’pi bhavas tathaiveti yathadrstena sarvenakarena pratyabhijiiayate nisciyate na hiti
sambandhah | kim karanam | kvacid bhede ksanikatvadike vyavadhanasambhavat | *bhrantinimi-
ttagatah (read; bhrantinimittasambhavat) | yatha Sukteh sarvato vyavrttaya darsane ’pi suktikaditve
rajatasadharmyasya bhrantinimittasya sambhavan na niscayah | *PVT: khrul pa’i rgyu mtshan srid
pa’i phyir ro.

PVSVT 130.15-17: yatra tv akare bhrantinimittam ndsti tatraivasya pratipattur anubhavottarakalabhavi
smarto niscayo bhavati | taddarsanavisese 'pi sarvasvakaresu pratyaksasyavisese 'pi | smarta iti
smrtirupah |

15
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D. An entity that is differentiated from all others is a real thing (svalaksana). A real thing
has differences relative to all other things. Such a real thing, even if it has been perceived,
is not recognized as it really is through a perceptual judgment. This is because a certain
difference of the real thing can be blocked from being cognized.

E. Recall that, according to Dharmakirti, when a person does not recognize the differ-
ence between moments, the person superimposes identity between them and so has the
erroneous cognition “this is permanent.” That a cognizer has no cause of an erroneous
cognition with respect to a difference of a real thing means that the cognizer recognizes
the difference as it is. Therefore, when the cognizer has no cause of an erroneous cognition
with respect to a difference, there is no chance of superimposition arising with respect to
the difference. The point Dharmakirti makes here is that a determinate cognition arises
only with respect to the difference on which nothing is superimposed.

Now we can see the following. A real thing has differences (bheda) from all other things,
which can also be conceptually posited as parts (amsa) of that real thing. On the condition
that no erroneous cognition arises with respect to a real thing, when the real thing is
perceived, all its differences are perceived. A determinate cognition arises only with respect
to a difference that is not erroneously cognized. For instance, the determinate cognition
“this is impermanent” arises only with respect to the property of being impermanent, which
is not the object of an erroneous cognition. When the property of being permanent is
superimposed on the property of being impermanent, the latter property is said to be the
object of an erroneous cognition. Thus it is clear why Dharmakirti says that a determinate
cognition does not arise with respect to an object of superimposition (samaropavisaye
tasyabhavat).

3.2 samaropaviveka

3.2.1 In PV 1.48d Dharmakairti speaks of a determinate cognition in the form of a percep-
tual judgment as ranmatrapohagocara. The next step is to consider how this expression
should be interpreted.

Consider the following passage:

F,: PVSV G28.16-19, M18.22-24: samaropaniscayayor badhyabadhakabha-
vat / niscayasya

samaropaviveke ’sya pravrttir iti gamyate // [49cd]
tadviveka eva canyapohah /

Because there obtains the relation of what is to be blocked and what does the
blocking between superimposition and a determinate cognition, it is understood
that the determinate cognition

occurs when there is a lack of superimposition (samaropaviveka). [49cd]

And this very lack of [superimposition] is the exclusion of others (anyapoha).'’

17" PVSVT 130.20-24: yatas$ ca pratyaksavisese 'pi samaroparahita eva visaye niscayo bhavati tasmat

samaropaniscayayor badhyabadhakabhavo gamyate | tato badhyabadhakabhavat karanat samaropavi-
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According to Dharmakirti, a determinate cognition arises when there is a lack of super-
imposition (samdaropaviveka). The reason for this is that a determinate cognition and
superimposition are incompatible with each other.

3.2.2 The term samaropaviveka can be paraphrased as samaropabhava “absence/negation
of superimposition.”!® It is proper to say that viveka is an equivalent for abhava “non-
existence, absence.” In PV 1.56-57a Dharmakirti, having introduced an opponent’s position
that, after a real thing is grasped in its entirety by a conceptual cognition, a valid cognition
arises to remove an erroneous cognition which prevents one from determining the real
thing as it is, says the following:

PV 1.56-57a: yadi bhrantinivrttyartham grhite 'pi anyad isyate /
tad vyavacchedavisayam siddham tadvat tato "param //
asamaropavisaye vrtteh

If it is accepted that even if an entity is grasped in its entirety [by a deter-
minate cognition (C1)], another [valid cognition (C2)] occurs to remove an
erroneous cognition [that prevents one from determining the real thing as
it is],' it is established that the [valid cognition (C2)] has exclusion as its
object. Like the [valid cognition (C2)], [it is established that] the [cognition
(C1)] different from the [valid cognition (C2) has exclusion as its object]. For
[cognition (C1)] occurs with respect to an object that has no superimposition
(asamaropavisaya).>

In PVSV Dharmakirti explains:

F,: PVSV ad PV 1.56cd-57a (G31.12-15, M20.14-16): tat tarhi bhranti-
nivrttyartham pravrttam pramanam anyasamaropavyavacchedaphalam®' iti
siddham anyapohavisayam | tadvad anyad api | asamaropavisaye vrtteh |
yatrdsya samaropo na tatra niscaya iti samaropabhave®* vartamano ’nyapo-
havisayah siddhah /

(a) In that case, it is established that the valid cognition which occurs to remove
an erroneous cognition, bringing about the exclusion of the superimposition

veke samaropavirahe niscayasyasya (samaropavirahe niscayasya... Ms; samaropavirahaniscayasya...

S.) pravrttir iti gamyate | bhavatu nama samaropaviveke pravrttis tathapi nanyapohavisayatvam vi-

dhiripena pravrtter ity aha / tadviveka evanyapohah (read: eva canyapohah) samaropaviveka eva

canyapohah /

In PVSV Dharmakirti states that existence is viveka of non-existence, while non-existence is viveka of

existence. PVSV ad PV 1.291 (G154.10-11): bhavabhavayor anyonyavivekaripatvat /

19 PVSVT 139.18-19: yadityadina parabhiprayam asamkate | ekena niscayajianena sarvatmand grhite
'pi vastuni bhrantinivrttyartham anyad iti pramanantaram /

20 PVSVT 139.23-26: yady evam ityddina siddhantavadr | yat tad bhrantinivrttyartham uttaram pramd-

nam isyate tad vyavacchedavisayam anyapohavisayam siddham pirvoktena nyayena / tadvad uttara-

pramanavat / tata uttarakalabhavi pramanad (read: uttarakalabhavipramanad) aparam api purvakala-

bhaviniscayajiianam tad api vyavacchedavisayam | kim karanam | asamaropavisaye vrtteh /

anyasamaropavyavacchedaphalam G; anyavyavacchedaphalam M.

samaropabhave G; samaropabhave ca M.

21
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of a different [image] (vyavacchedaphala), has as its object the exclusion of
others (anyapoha).

(b) In the same manner, it is established that, like the [valid cognition], another
[cognition], [i.e., the preceding determinate cognition,] also [has as its object
the exclusion of others]. For it occurs with respect to an object which is devoid
of superimposition.

(c) Since a determinate cognition does not arise with respect to an object
on which something is superimposed by a cognizer, it is established that the
determinate cognition, occurring when there is an absence of superimposition
(samaropabhava), has as its object the exclusion of others.??

An opponent makes the following points. First, a conceptual cognition grasps a real thing in
its entirety. Second, a valid cognition can arise in order to remove an erroneous cognition
that is assumed to occur with respect to the real thing. According to Dharmakirti, in this
case it can be said that the valid cognition has exclusion as its object, since the valid
cognition brings about the exclusion of the superimposition of something foreign to the
real thing. What is important is that Dharmakirti points out that, like a valid cognition, a
perceptual judgment can also be said to have exclusion as its object. It is imperative to
note here that the reason the perceptual judgment is said to have exclusion as its object is
held to be that it occurs with respect to an object which is devoid of superimposition, or
that it occurs when there is absence of superimposition with respect to the object. In this
connection, let us recall the passage in B: samaropavisaye tasyabhavat. There it was said
that no determinate cognition arises with respect to an object of superimposition which
consists in a difference. In the above-cited passage (F,b), on the other hand, it is stated that
a determinate cognition arises with respect to an object which is devoid of superimposition.
It is clear that the reason a perceptual judgment is described as having exclusion as its
object must be found in the way the object of the perceptual judgment should be: the object
is far from being what something is superimposed on. To put it in another way, it is because
its object lacks superimposition that the perceptual judgment is defined as having exclusion
as its object.

3.3 tanmatra

In PV .48 Dharmakirti has defined a determinate cognition as tanmatrapohagocara instead
of defining it as anyapohavisaya. A question arises: What is meant by the term tanmatra?
The following passage offers a key to solving this problem.

G: PVSV ad PV 1.49cd (G28.19-22, M18.24-26): tasmat tad api tanmatrapo-
hagocaram | na vastusvabhavaniscayatmakam [ tatha hi kasyacin niscaye 'py
anyasyapratipattidarsanat / tatsvabhavaniscaye ca tasyayogat /

23 PVSVT 140.11-15: tat tarhityading Slokam vydcaste | anyasyakarasya yah samaropas tad vyavacche-

daphalam iti krtva siddham anyapohavisayam utpitsusamaropanisedhadvarena / tadvad anyad api
pirvam api niscayajianam anyapohavisayam | kim karanam | avidyamanasamarope visaye vrtteh /
etad evaha [ yatrakare ’sya *pratipatteh (read: pratipattuh) / iti hetoh samaropabhave varttamanah
paurastyo niscayo 'nyapohavisayah siddhah // *PVT: 'di’i zhes bya ba ni rtogs par byed pa po’i’o.
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Therefore, the [determinate cognition in the form of a perceptual judgment]
also has as its object the exclusion only of that [putative specific difference]. It
does not consist in a determinate cognition which determines the real thing
in itself. For [the determinate cognition is defined] in that manner because it
is seen that, even if a certain difference is determined, another difference is
not understood and because, when the real thing in itself is determined, it is
improper to say that [another difference is not determined].?*

It is clear that the term matra makes a restriction on the differences the real thing has. In B
it has been stated that a determinate cognition does not arise with respect to a difference on
which something is superimposed, and in E that a determinate cognition arises only with
respect to a difference which does not fall under the scope of an erroneous cognition. In
PV 1.48c it is stated that a determinate cognition occurs with respect to the part on which a
part different from it is not superimposed.

All this makes the following clear: Suppose that a given real thing has the property of
being impermanent as its part or difference. When a determinate cognition occurs with
respect to this property, the property is that on which the property of being permanent
is not superimposed, that is, what has no superimposition of this latter property. Thus
the absence of superimposition must be that of the superimposition only of this property.
What is meant by the expression tanmatrapoha is the absence (viveka, abhava) of the
superimposition only of that part or difference which is different from the part or difference
to be determined. There is no doubt that the demonstrative fad in tanmatra- refers to the
part which is different from the part to be determined (anyamsa).

4. PV 1.48: reinterpretation

Now we are in a good position to interpret PV 1.48.%°

24 PVSVT 130.24-29, 131.7-9: tasmat samaroparahite vrttivasat / tad apiti na kevalam anityah $abda iti
niscayajiianam purvoktena nyayena tanmatrapohagocaram, tad api pratyaksaprsthabhaviniscayajia-
nam (-niscayajianam Ms; nisciyajianam S.) api tanmatrapohagocaram na vastusvabhavaniscayakam
(read: -niscayatmakam) svaripena | kin karanam [ tatha hi kasyacid akarasya ripatvader niscaye "py
anyasya ksanikatvadyakarasyapratipattidarsanat / yadi tu pratyaksaprsthabhavina niscayena (nisca-
yena Ms; niscayena S.) vastusvabhavasya niscayah kriyate tada tatsvabhavaniscaye ca niramsatvad
vastunas tasyayogad anyasyakarantarasyaniscayayogat I/
This verse has already been interpreted as follows: Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964: 108: “Now when in
respect of a perceived datum a determinate judgement arises (in its trail) referring to a conceptualized
construction without the obtrusion of the opposite misconception, it also serves to eliminate the
unperceived misconception (or doubt) of the opposite of that very datum.” Steinkellner 1971: 199, n. 71:
“Die vorstellende Erkenntnis, welche ein Allgemeines zum Gegenstand hat, richtet sich, wenn irgendein
[Ding] wahrgenommen wurde, ohne daf} [auf dieses Ding] ein Teil eines andern [Dinges] iibertragen
worden ist, blof} darauf, diesen [fremden Teil] fernzuhalten ...” Zwilling 1976: 96: “Even in the absence
of an opposing misconception the determinate cognition which follows the direct cognition of some real
and whose prime object is a [constructed] general nature nevertheless has for its sphere of operation
the elimination of just that [absent misconception.]” Okada 2007: 4, 6: [> ¥ —F ¥ 7 v 7 ¢ fi#
W] HE IS0 EDICBL TS, LT (BHEAEOKICAELS) Falid. il
EMRELTED. DHlEAL TV, D5 (=RVHDIER) BAETEIhTnAan
OER) IS LT (< 20d813) « 25 (=fMETEhTW»AWnihoilis) DOHzHiR

25



Miyuki Nakasuka 297

PV 1.48: kvacid drste ’pi yaj jianam samanyartham vikalpakam /
asamaropitanyamse tanmatrapohagocaram //

Even when a certain [real thing] has been perceived, a cognition which has a
universal as its object and which is conceptual arises; [this cognition, arising]
with respect to the [real thing’s part (x)] on which a part (non-x) different
[from it] is not superimposed, [is characterized as] what has as its object the
exclusion only of that [part non-x].

Dharmakirti is saying this: A conceptual cognition arising immediately after the perception
of a real thing, that is, a perceptual judgment, has for its object only one part or difference
of that real thing, say, the property of being impermanent (x); if this part or difference is
determined, then it is one on which a putative part or difference contradictory to it, say,
the property of being permanent (non-x), is not superimposed. In this case the perceptual
judgment is said to have as its object the exclusion of the superimposition only of the
putative part or difference, or, in other words, the exclusion only of the putative part or
difference.

Thus the reason that a perceptual judgment is described as that which has exclusion as
its object lies in the fact that the object of the perceptual judgment is what is devoid of the
superimposition that gives rise to an erroneous cognition with respect to that object. We
may say that Dharmakirti establishes that perceptual judgment has exclusion as its object

DIEBHIKE T 5, [HNFHT=I VIR MEI NS LDEDICHL TS, B&
Z (BHAEOBZIAEL D) illd. HEENRELTBO. MillEALTWVS, (5T
NTOLRWBMDOIDDH B, (RN 25 (=fFEETh TV ihdikisy) OAsz
HROWEEMEIRE §5, [ v 2 A5 2FFER] MDAV REZMFTT TR
SOOI N G ICBLTH, BEXZOHIAIR. (RIHEINhDIRETN
%) BEEMNRELTED, TZ2hDH (=ARRITHFEE NS w[REVED H B D HERS)) |
PR D yEE Lk & LT\ 5, “[Sakyabuddhi’s interpretation:] With respect to something that
has been perceived, too, any cognition [that arises immediately after perception] has for its object an
universal and has conceptualization. [Such a cognition, which functions towards] an image on which the
part different from the image (= an image conflicting with it) is not superimposed, has for its domain of
exclusion only that (= the different part which is not superimposed). [Karnakagomin’s interpretation:]
With respect to something that has been perceived, too, any cognition [that arises immediately after
perception] has for its object an universal and has conceptualization. When there is a different part
which is not superimposed, (a conceptual cognition) has for its domain of exclusion only that (= the
different part which is not superimposed). [Sankaranandana’s interpretation:] With respect to a certain
(object) which has been perceived and on which the part different from it is yet to be superimposed,
too, the conceptual cognition, whatever it be, has for its object an universal (qualified by the perceived
object) and has for its domain of exclusion ‘only that (= the different part that has the possibility of being
superimposed in the future)’.” (English translation mine.) Fukuda 2011: 62: $ % [XMRABEIZ K -
Tl ARSI NTHE6THoTH, HiEENRE LI BIABMUD BN (amsa) OGRS
T DR] 1T LT, tanmatrapoha% 7EB)#lk (gocara) & LT [4EU %] o (“Even
in the case where a certain [object] has been perceived [through perception], a conceptual cognition
whose object is a universal [arises], having for its domain tanmatrapoha, with reference to an [object]
on which another property (amsa) has not been superimposed.”) (English translation mine.) Eltschinger
et al. 2018: 43: “The conceptual cognition [arising] with reference to something [just] perceived on
which an extraneous element (anyamsa) has not been superimposed [and] which has a universal for its
object, also pertains to an exclusion[, namely, the exclusion] of just this [non-superimposed extraneous
element].”
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from the point of view of the object of a perceptual judgment. By contrast, he establishes
that inference is said to have exclusion as its object from the point of view of how one can
remove an erroneous cognition which can occur with reference to a real thing.

5. Conclusion

In PV 1.48 Dharmakirti tells us that in the case of a perceptual judgment, the occurrence of
determination implies the absence of superimposition. To put it in another way, perceptual
judgment and superimposition are incompatible with each other. Unlike in the case of an
inference, in the case of a perceptual judgment there is no chance of a prior superimposition.

Dharmakirti defines a perceptual judgment as having exclusion as its object in the sense
that the perceptual judgment arises with respect to the difference which a real thing is
supposed to bear and on which no putative contradictory difference has been superimposed.
According to Dharmakirti, a perceptual judgment is described as “what has exclusion as
its object” because its object is devoid of superimposition. In Dharmakirti’s theory of
perception, perceptual judgment plays a critical role in sustaining the practical efficacy of a
perceptual cognition. By defining perceptual judgment as having as its object the absence
of superimposition, he tries to show that perceptual judgment, distinguished from a mere
Dharmakirti attaches to perceptual judgment is clearly seen in his interpreting apoha as
“lack of superimposition.”
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