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1. Introductory remarks

In an earlier paper, “Remarks on the Origin of All-Inclusive Pervasion” (henceforth Shiga
2011b), I proposed the hypothesis that the theory of all-inclusive pervasion (sarvopasamha-
ravyapti), considered to have been created by Dharmakirti, in fact originated in Dignaga’s
theory of inference. The statement of Dignaga’s in question, which appears in the third
chapter of the Pramanasamuccayavrtti (henceforth PSV), is the following:

To be more precise, the co-existence [of a logical reason] with such an [ob-
ject to be proved] is understood by means of two [types of] exemplification
based on similarity or dissimilarity, [in] which [the property to be proved] is
associated! with external thing[s? that respectively have the proving property]
(bahyarthopasamhrtena).’

This research was supported in part by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 24720029 and 25284014. 1
would like to express my gratitude to Prof. Kei Kataoka for having given me valuable comments after
the conference.

As we will see below, Jinendrabuddhi understands the word upasamhrta or upasamhara as forming
part of the compound bahyarthopasamhrta or bahyarthanupasamhara as upadarsita (PST D185b3;
P211a7; Skt. B146a2), upanayana or prakasana (PST D230a3; P260b5; Skt. PST B185a2). Moreover,
he interprets the word upasamhdara as “associating/bringing the [property] to be proved with/near all
the proving [properties]” elsewhere in the same chapter (PST D227b1; P257b7f.: nye bar bsdu ba
ni med na mi "byung ba nyid de[ste P] / thams cad du sgrub par byed pa la bsgrub par bya ba nye
bar bsdu ba ste | nye bar 'dren pa’o I/ Skt. B182b6f.: upasamharo ’vinabhavitvam, sarvatra sadhane
sadhyasyopasamharanam upanayah). Therefore, it would be more appropriate in this case to translate
upasamhrta as “associated,” “applied” or “brought near” than as “summed up” (Shiga 2011b: 525 with
n. 14) or “included,” as in the case of Dharmakirti’s term sarvopasamhara (HB 5*, 21), which could be
translated as “including” or “summing up [the property to be proved in] all the [property-bearers that
respectively have the proving property]” (HBT 62, 18-20: sarvasmin sadhanadharmavati dharmini, na
drstantadharminy eva, sadhyadharmasyopasamharanam upasamharo dhaukanam ...). Meanwhile, it
should be noted here that Arcata glosses upasamhara as dhaukana (“bringing [the property to be proved]
near [all the property-bearers that respectively have the proving property]”). Taking this interpretation
into consideration, it is probable that the word upasamhara, even in the compound sarvopasamhara,
could mean “associating” or “applying” rather than “summing up” or “including.”

According to Jinendrabuddhi, bahyartha is to be understood not as a single and particular individual
(PST D215a4f.; P244b2; Skt. B171a2f.: ... ekatraiva vyaktivisese pradarSanasya pradhanyanirasaparam
drastavyam), but as a whole assembly of things (PST D215a3; P244a8f.; Skt. B171b7: samanyena sarvo
yathoktadrstantalaksano 'rtharasir drstantah, na tu ghata eva) or the generalized property-bearer as
opposed to the particular property-bearer to be proved (PST D185b3; P211a7; Skt. B146a2: dharminah
paksikrtad visesad anyatra samanye ...).

PSV(K) P138a6f.: de 'dra ba’i lhan cig rgyu ba nyid ni phyi rol gyi don nye bar sdud par byed
pa chos mthun pa dang mi mthun pa’i dpe gnyis po dag gis rtogs pa yin te /| PSV(V) D51a7-bl;

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 411-427.
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This statement coincides with Dharmakirti’s formulation of all-inclusive pervasion in his
Hetubindu* (henceforth HB). Considering various factors, I concluded that Dignaga and
Dharmakirti shared the idea that pervasion is established or confirmed by taking individual
cases’ into account.®

As I mentioned in Shiga 2011b, the term bahyartha also appears several times in the
fourth chapter of the Pramanasamuccaya (henceforth PS) and the PSV in the expressions
bahyarthanupasamhara, bahyarthapradarsana, bahyarthapeksa, as well as bahyartho-
pasamhrta. These examples of its use need to be examined in a new light to clarify the
relationship between bahyartha and drstanta. This paper aims to further investigate various
issues that were not settled in Shiga 2011b, including the following: (1) What do Dignaga
and Jinendrabuddhi mean by the term bahyartha used in logical contexts, mainly in the PS
and PSV 47 (2) Does it literally denote “an external object,” that is, “a thing in the external
world as an object of cognition,” or does it denote “something external to the subject
or the property-bearer to be proved,” as Jinendrabuddhi understands it? (3) In this case,
does Jinendrabuddhi deviate from Dignaga’s original intention by adopting Dharmakirti’s
theories when he interprets Dignaga, or are his comments on the term bahyartha in keeping
with Dignaga’s intention? (4) What is the relationship between the terms bahyartha and
bahirvyapti?

2. Usage examples for the term bahyartha in the PS/PSV 4

2.1. Regarding the role of drstanta’

First, we will observe an example of Dignaga’s use of the term bahyartha in PS/PSV 4,
where he defines the role of drstanta.®

P54b6f.: de dang mthun pa dang lhan cig tu rgyu ba nyid dang | chos mthun pa’am chos mi mthun

pa nyid kyis[nyid can gyis D] phyi rol gyi don nye bar bsdus nas dpe gnyis kyis go bar byed do //

(Skt. reconstruction: *tadrksahabhavyam hi sadharmyena vaidharmyena va bahyarthopasamhrtena

drstantadvayena gamyate.) See also Shiga 2011b: 524-526 with n. 11-18.

HB 5%, 18-22: tasya dvividha prayogah; sadharmyena vaidharmyena ca, yatha yat sat tat sarvam

ksanikam yatha ghatadayah, sams ca Sabda iti, tatha ksanikatvabhave sattvabhavah, sams ca Sabda ity

anvayavyatirekabhyam sarvopasamharena vyaptipradarsanalaksanau sadharmyavaidharmyaprayogau.

While Dignaga states “external case[s]” (bahyartha), Dharmakirti refers to “all cases” (sarva).

6 See Shiga 2011b: 532f.

In Dignaga’s system of logic, the word drstanta has two different meanings: an actual example or a

thing (artha, abhidheya) and an exemplification or a statement (vacana, abhidhana). (See Katsura 2004:

141f.)

8 See Shiga 2011b: 527. In PS 4.2 drstanta is defined differently as follows: sadhyenanugamo hetoh
sadhyabhave ca nastita | khyapyate yatra drstantah sa sadharmyetaro dvidha // (See Jambuvijaya
1966:133. This verse is quoted in Dasavaikalikasutraharibhadrivrtti 34b. Cf. NMukh 11.) “The example
is a [thing] in which it is conveyed that a logical reason is accompanied by what is to be proved and that
[the logical reason] is absent when what is to be proved is absent. This is in two forms: [the example on
the basis of] similarity and the other (= the example on the basis of dissimilarity).” (See also Katsura
2004: 141 withn. 11.)
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Reconstructed text’ of PSV on PS 4.3 (= Appendix [2]):'°

evam tarhi ghato "nudaharanam. tatra hi yatha hetuh sadhyanugatah, tatha
sadhyam api hetvanugatam iti cet. na, avivaksitatvat [yatha)'' krtakatvavi-
Sesasya hetutvena, tatha ghate sadhyanugamasya. bahyarthapradar§anam hi
nidar$ye pradhanam.'?

[Question:] If so (= if the example on the basis of similarity is defined as a
thing in which a logical reason is accompanied by what is to be proved),'® a
pot would not [constitute a valid] exemplification, because in the [pot], just as
a logical reason is accompanied by what is to be proved, what is to be proved
is [also] accompanied by the logical reason.

[Answer:] This is not [right], because just as being produced as a particular
property is not intended to be the logical reason, what is to be proved is
[not intended to be] accompanied [by the logical reason] in a pot[, which is
a particular thing, even though that is the case],!* for the primary [role] of
exemplification is to indicate external thing[s].'3

Jinendrabuddhi comments on the term bahyartha as follows:

9

Words in roman type are found in the PST or in the fragments, whereas those in italics are reconstructed.
The Sanskrit reconstructions of the Tibetan translations of PS/PSV 3 and 4 cited in this paper, other
than a few passages, are part of the achievements of the PST seminar organized and led by Prof. Shoryu
Katsura at Ryiikoku University. I would like to specially thank all the participants of this seminar,
especially Dr. Yasuhiro Okazaki, who made Sanskrit reconstructions and editions of PS/PSV/PST 4; Dr.
Toshikazu Watanabe, who checked and corrected Dr. Okazaki’s draft; Prof. Diwakar Acharya for his
valuable comments and suggestions on the Sanskrit reconstructions; and Prof. Katsura for permission
to use these results and other relevant materials. Any errors that remain are my own.

See also Shiga 2011b: 527 with n. 21-24.

No equivalent in PSV(K).

PSV(K): P148b4—6: ‘on te de ltar na bum pa dper mi bya ste | de la ni ci ltar gtan tshigs bsgrub bya’i
rjes su ’gro ba de bzhin du | bsgrub bya yang gtan tshigs kyi rjes su ’gro ba yin no zhe na / ma yin
te | byas pa’i khyad par gtan tshigs su brjod par ‘dod pa ma yin pa bzhin du bum pa la bsgrub bya rjes
su 'gro ba brjod pa ma yin pa’i phyir ro // phyi rol gyi don la bstan pa ni dpe la gtso bo yin no // PSV(V)
D60b1-3; P64abf.: gal te 'di ltar bum pa dper brjod pa de Ita na ni ji ltar gtan tshigs bsgrub bya dang
ldan pa de Iltar bsgrub bya gtan tshigs dang ldan par ’gyur ro zhe na ma yin te | brjod par mi bya
ba’i phyir te | bum pa ni gang bsgrub bya’i rjes su ’gro ba can gyis[gyi P] byas pa nyid kyi khyad par
du byas pa brjod par bya ba’i phyir ro I/ ngag gi don bstan pa ni nges par bstan pa’i don gtso bo yin
no // (See also Katsura 2004: 155 with n.28.)

PST D214b5f.; P244a2f.: o na de lta na zhes pa / gal te gang du gtan tshigs bsgrub byas rjes su ’gro
ba yin pa de chos mthun pa nyid kyi dpe’o zhes pa mtshan nyid yin na / (Skt. B171b3: evam tarhiti
yadi hetoh sadhyanvayo yatra sa sadharmyadrstanta iti laksanam.)

PST D214b7; P244a4f.: ma yin te brjod par mi ’dod pa nyid kyi phyir zhes pa bsgrub bya’i gtan tshigs
kyi rjes su ’gro ba yod kyang | brjod par ’dod pa yod pa ma yin te / (Skt. B171b4: navivaksitatvad iti.
sann api sadhyasya hetunanugamo na vivaksyate.)

Cf. Katsura 2004: 143: “Dignaga clearly states that the main purpose of an example statement is to
indicate an external object (bahyartha) as an example. This seems to suggest that as long as he is
discussing logic and epistemology, he is assuming external reality.” Also cf. Katsura 2004: 155: “He (=
Dignaga) further states that the main purpose in referring to a particular object like a pot is to indicate
some positive support in external reality.”
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External thing[s] mean [those things] in general that are [similar] in kind
to what is to be proved, which are [external] to a particular [thing, that is, a
particular property-bearer] such as a pot. [The expression bahyarthaprada-
rSanam, i.e.] “to manifest external thing[s]” means to generally manifest the
pervasion of a logical reason by what is to be proved in the [external things in
the following way:] “Whatever is produced is all necessarily impermanent.”!®

Here, Jinendrabuddhi interprets bahyartha differently from how he commented on the
phrase bahyartha (-upasamhrta) in the third chapter, where he interpreted bahyartha as
“elsewhere than in a particular [property-bearer] that is made to be the subject, i.e., the
[property-bearer] in general” (dharminah paksikrtad visesad anyatra samanye).'” This
gloss shows the contrast between the inside and the outside of the subject (paksa), and the
contrast between particular and generalized property-bearers.

The above quotation, on the other hand, suggests that the term bahyartha does not
mean a particular thing such as a pot, which is one of similar examples, but the generality
of things that are similar in kind to what is to be proved (sadhyajatiyasamanya). In this
case, particularity (= an internal thing) is contrasted to generality (= external things).
Jinendrabuddhi focuses on the division between an example as an individual thing and a
generalized example, but not on the division between a thing inside the subject and things
outside the subject.

Next, let us look into the compound bahyarthapradarsana. According to the Prama-
nasamuccayatika, the first half bahyartha is to be interpreted in the locative sense, i.e. as
“in external thing[s],” and the word vyapti is complemented as an object of the last half
-pradarsana. Thus, the compound as a whole means “indicating the pervasion in external
thing[s].” Elsewhere in the same chapter, Jinendrabuddhi presents another interpretation
with regard to bahyartha. He understands drstanta as meaning an assembly of things (artha-
rasi), but not as a particular individual thing (vyaktivisesa). And that particular individual

16 PST D215alf.; P244a6f.: bum pa la sogs pa’i khyad par las | bsgrub bya’i rigs can gyi spyi ni phyi rol

gyi don no(to D] // de la spyir gang cung zad byas pa zhes bya ba de[de’i P] thams cad mi rtag pa kho
na’o zhes bsgrub byas gtan tshigs la khyab pa gsal bar byed pa ni phyi rol gyi don gsal bar byed pa’o I/
(Skt. B171b5f.: ghatader visesat sadhyajatiyasamanyam bahyo ’rthah, tatra samanyena yan nama
kimcit krtakam tat sarvam anityam eveti sadhyena hetor vyaptiprakasanam bahyarthaprakasanam.)
PST D185b2-4; P211a7f. (= Appendix [1]): phyi rol gyi don nye bar bsdus pas zhes pa | phyogs su
byas pa’i chos can gyi khyad par las gzhan du spyi la nye bar bstan pas zhes pa’i don to I/ spyi yang
khyad par yongs su mi spong pa’i phyir | bsgrub par bya ba’i chos can yang der nang du 'dus pa kho na
ste | bsgrub bya’i chos can kho na la med na mi ’byung ba nyid ston pa bsal ba lhur len pa ni phyi rol
gyi don smos pa’o I/ (Skt. B146al-3: bahyarthopasamhrteneti. dharminah paksikrtad visesad anyatra
samanya upadarsitenety arthah. samanyasya ca visesaparityagat, sadhyadharmy api tatrantargata
eva. sadhyadharminy evavinabhavitvapradarSananirasaparam tu bahyarthagrahanam.) “[The phrase]
bahyarthopasamhrtena means ‘by [means of two types of examplification based on the similarity or
dissimilarity, in which the inseparable relation] is indicated elsewhere (anyatra) than in the particular
[property-bearer] that is made to be the subject, i.e. in the [property-bearer] in general.” And because
the general does not abandon a particular, the property-bearer to be proved is also included in it (= the
property-bearer in general). The word bahyartha, on the other hand, is mentioned for the purpose of
negating the indication of the inseparable relation only in the property-bearer to be proved.” See also
Shiga 2011b: 525f. with n. 18. It is to be noted that Jinendrabuddhi paraphrases the word bahyartha to
anyatra here.

17
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thing is described as being included in the assembly of things.!® For Jinendrabuddhi, the
term bahyartha means “something external to a single and particular individual thing,” or
“an assembly of similar things.”

It is worth mentioning in passing that an opponent paraphrases this role of drstanta
as: “This exemplification depends on external thing[s]” (*bahyarthapeksam idam nidarsa-
nam).'® Jinendrabuddhi paraphrases this as “pervasion that depends on external thing[s].”?

3. Examination of the instances in PS/PSV 1

As Katsura (2004) points out, there is still a possibility that the term bahyartha in bahya-
rthapradarsana means “an object in the external world” and implies “some positive support
in external reality.”?' The expression bahyartha is used at least nine times in PS/PSV 1. An
examination of these instances (PSV 14, 8; 18, 13; 18, 25; 19, 2; 19, 6; 19, 11; 19, 15; 19,
16; 19, 18) reveals that all of them mean “an external object” or “an object in the external
world.”?? It is easily understood that the counterpart of bahydartha is “an internal thing,”
such as cognition, knowledge or the mind.

However, if the term bahyartha, which is used in logical contexts in PS/PSV 3 and
4, means ‘“‘an external object,” we encounter certain difficulties. First, Dignaga uses the
example buddhi in his formulation of this inference: “Sound is permanent, because it is
intangible, like cognition.”?? It is obvious that this buddhi is not a so-called ‘external object.’

18 PST D215a3-5; P244a8-3: de’i phyir spyis[spyi vis P] ji skad bshad pa’i dpe’i mtshan nyid can gyi

don gyi phung po thams cad dpe ste | bum pa kho na[na ni D] ma yin no // bum pa ni de’i nang du ’dus
pas te de[om. P] kho na nye bar mtshan pa’i don du dper rjod[brjod P] pa’o I/ ... phyi rol gyi don ston
pa ni nges par bstan par[par om. P] bya la gtso bo’o zhes pa’i tshig ni gsal ba’i khyad par gcig kho
na la rab tu ston pa gtso bo nyid yin pa sel ba lhur byed par blta bar bya’o // (Skt. B171b6-172a2:
tasmat samanyena sarvo yathoktadrstantalaksano ‘rtharasir drstantah, na tu ghata eva. ghatas tu
tadantargatas tasyaivopalaksanartham udahriyate. ... bahyarthapradarsanam hi nidarsye pradhanam
iti vacanam ekatraiva vyaktivisese pradarsanasya pradhanyanirasaparam drastavyam.) “Therefore the
example is a whole assembly of things in general that have the characteristic of the example as already
stated, but not just a pot. A pot, on the other hand, being included within it (= the assembly of things),
is given as an [actual] example for the purpose of implying the very [assembly of things]. ... It should
be understood that [Dignaga’s] statement: ‘For the primary [role] of exemplification is to indicate
external thing[s]’ is [made] for the purpose of negating [the view that] to indicate [pervasion] only
[in] a single particular individual is its primary [role].” See also Shiga 2011b: 527, n. 23.

19" PSV on PS 4.4 (K) 149b1-3; (V) D60b5f.; P64b2f.

20 PST D217a6; P246b71.: 'dir phyi rol gyi don la ltos pas ci zhig | khyab pa kho nas zhes pa gang du bsgrub
byas rjes su ’gro ba zhes pa’i mtshan nyid las so // (Skt. B173b7-174al: kim atra bahyarthapeksaya
vyaptyaiveti, sadhyenanugamo yatreti laksanat.)

21 See Katsura 2004: 143: 155.

22 The expression bahyarthopasamhara is found in PST 1 160, 7-9: yadi tavad visaye pravartamanam
mana indriyavrttikrtam anugraham napeksate, evam satindriyanam sarvathaivanarthakyam syat, ma-
nasaiva bahyarthopasamharat purusasyopabhogasiddheh. In this case, bahyarthopasamhara means
“to comprehend/cover objects in the external world.”

23 PSV(K) P125b3f. (Kitagawa 1965: 474, 2-5): dper na sgra ni rtaglem. : mi rtag P/Kitagawa] ste / reg
bya ma yin pa’i phyir blo bzhin no // de bzhin du mig gi gzung bar bya ba yin pa’i phyir mi rtag zhes
bya ba ’di yang bsgrub byar bstan pa’i phyir dam bca’ ba thob po /| PSV(V) D41a5f.; P43b8—44al
(Kitagawa 1965: 474, 2-5): dper na sgra rtag ste | reg par bya ba yin pa’i phyir blo bzhin no zhes bya
ba dang / de bzhin du mig gis gzung bya yin pa’i phyir mi rtag ces bya ba 'di yang bsgrub bya bstan
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Although the formulation that contains the example buddhi is presented as fallacious, this
is not because buddhi is not “an external object,” but because buddhi is a pseudo-example
that does not have the property to be proved (nityatva).**

Furthermore, if we take a close look at the expression bahyartha, the word artha itself
can mean “an actual thing” with some factual basis.? So it is likely that the word bahya is
used in the sense of “outside” or “external [to the subject]” and artha is used in the sense
of “actual example” or a thing that can be verbally expressed or named, i.e., in the sense of
padartha.?®

4. The expression bahyartha-upasamhara or -anupasamhdara

4.1. A usage example found in the criticism of the Naiyayika definition of exemplifi-
cation (udaharana)

Next, we shall examine cases where the word upasamhara or anupasamhara comes after
bahyartha.

[Even] if [an opponent states that] the example is qualified by the first half [of
the definition of udaharana in NS 1.1.36],>’ the similarity or dissimilarity to
the [property-bearer] to be proved does not need to be mentioned [as a part of
the definition of example], because:

[If] so, it (= the example) is not seen as what conveys the knowledge [of what
is to be proved]. (PS 4.19b)

To wit, when [the example] does not associate [the property to be proved] with
external thing[s that respectively have the proving property] (bahyarthanupa-
samhare), the example does not convey the knowledge of the property to be
proved. Alternatively, for that reason, [the necessity of mentioning similarity
or dissimilarity] is not established, [because similarity and dissimilarity are

pa’i phyir dam bea’ bar thal bar ’gyur ro I/ (Skt. reconstruction: *tad yatha nityah Sabdah, asparsatvat,
buddhivat, evam anityah Sabdah, caksusatvac cety etad api sadhyanirde$at pratijiia prasajyate. Cf. NV
274, 4f.) Cf. NP 8, 9: sadhyadharmasiddho yatha nityah Sabdo "miirtatvad buddhivat.

NP 8, 10f.: yad amirtam vastu tan nityam drstam yatha buddhir iti. buddhau hi sadhanadharmo
‘murtatvam asti, sadhyadharmo nityatvam nasti, anityatvad buddher.

Also cf. PV 1.26: tasmad vaidharmyadrstante nesto 'vasyam ihasrayah / tadabhave ca tan neti vacanad
api tadgateh // This is Dignaga’s view on the substratum (asraya) of vaidharmyadrstanta, which is
indirectly quoted by Dharmakirti. They both think that it is not always necessary for a dissimilar example
to have a substratum.

Cf. Hetumukha () sarva evayam anumananumeyavyavaharo buddhyariidhena dharmadharmibhedena,
[na bahih sadasattvam apeksate NVTT]. (Quoted in PVSV 2,22-3, 1; NVTT 51, 11f.; 162, 28f.) See
also Frauwallner 1959: 164.

The entire Naiyayika definition of udaharana is as follows. NS 1.1.36-37: sadhyasadharmyat taddhar-
mabhavi drstanta udaharanam, tadviparyayad va viparitam. “The exemplification is an [actual] example
that [is supposed to] have [another] property (i.e., the property to be proved) of it (= the property-bearer
to be proved) due to the [example’s] similarity (i.e., the proving property) to the [property-bearer] to be
proved. The counter[-example] is [an actual example that is not supposed to have another property (i.e.,
the property to be proved) of the property-bearer to be proved] due to its opposite (= the similarity to
what is to be proved) (i.e., the dissimilarity to what is to be proved).”

24
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implied] just by [the qualifier:] “having the property of the [property-bearer to
be proved]” (taddharmabhavitvena).”

This is found in the criticism of the Naiyayika definition of the exemplification (udaha-
rana) in the paramata-section of PS/PSV 4. Dignaga asserts that if drstanta “does not
associate [the property to be proved] with external thing([s that respectively have the proving
property],”? such drstanta cannot prove what is to be proved. This suggests that bahyartho-
pasamhara is an indispensable condition for drstanta to prove what is to be proved. Just
before this assertion, he also states that if drstanta is treated as separate from the content
of the logical reason, a fallacy would occur: a certain thing (e.g. space) could become
both a similar and dissimilar example because of its similarity (e.g. being existent) and
dissimilarity (e.g. being inaudible) to the property-bearer to be proved (e.g. sound).*

Jinendrabuddhi comments on the use of the words bahyartha and upasamhara in the
above quotation as follows:

[The word] bahydartha in [the phrase] na hi bahyarthanupasamhare means
another thing that is different from mere similarity or dissimilarity. Further-
more, it (= bahyartha) [actually] means a pervasion or inseparable relation
(avinabhavitva). The association (upasamhara) of it (= bahyartha = avi-
nabhavitva) means applying (upanayana), i.e. manifesting (prakasana) that
[bahyartha] is an object to be explained. When it (= upasamhara) is not present,
the example is not what conveys the knowledge [of what is to be proved]. ...>!

B PSV(K) P153b6-8: gal te dpe snga mas khyad par du bya ba yin na bsgrub bya dang chos mthun pa

dang mi mthun pa smos par mi bya ste | gang gi phyir, de Itar go byed de ma mthong / (PS 4.19c) phyi
rol gyi don rjes su ma bsdus pa la dpes bsgrub bya’i chos rtogs pa ni yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir de’i
chos rtogs pa nyid du ma grub pa kho na yin no // PSV(V) D64a7-bl; P68a6-8: gzhan yang gal te
dpesldpe yis P] sngon du khyad par du byed na ni bsgrub par bya ba’i chos dang mthun pa dang / chos
dang mi mthun par ‘dzin pa yin[ma yin P] te / go byed du de mthong ma yin // (PS 4.19¢) phyi rol
gyi don gyi rjes thogs su ma smos pa’i dpes ni bsgrub par bya ba’i chos la go bar bya ba yin no zhes
chos de rtogs pa nyid du yang mi ’grub po // (Skt. reconstruction: *yadi piirvena drstanto visesyate, na
sadhyasadharmyavaidharmyagrahanam kartavyam. yasmat, naivam sa gamako drstah (PS 4.19b) na
hi bahyarthanupasamhare drstantasya sadhyadharmagamakaltvam) astiti taddharmabhavitvenaiva
vasiddham.)

Or “does not associate [the pervasion or inseparable relation of the proving property with the property

to be proved] with external thing[s],” according to Jinendrabuddhi.

30 PSV(K) 153b5f.: 'di la yang gal te gtan tshigs kyi don las dpe tha dad pa yin na dpe gtan tshigs kyi don
la ’brel pa nyid du gdon mi za bar brjod par bya bar mi ’gyur ro I/ de lta na yang byas pa’i phyir mi
rtag ste nam mkha’ bzhin zhes bya ba yang dper ’gyur te yod pas yod pa’i phyir dang | mnyan bya ba
ma yin pa’i phyir zhes bya ba ’di la bsgrub par bya va dang chos mthun pa dang mi mthun pa yod pa yin
no I/ PSV(V) D64a6f.; P68a5f.: de yang[de yang om. P] gal te gtan tshigs kyi don las dpe logs shig pa
yin na ni dpe gtan tshigs kyi don dang rjes su ’brel par brjod par mi bya bar ’gyur ro I/ de bzhin du byas
pa’i phyir na mi rtag pa ste | nam mkha’ bzhin no zhes bya bar yang dper "gyur ro [/ de’i phyir bsgrub
par bya ba’i chos dang mi mthun pa dang | chos dang mthun pa ni yod pa dang mnyan bya nyid dag la
sogs pa la yang yod palyod pa om. P] yin no // (Skt. reconstruction: *atrapi yadi hetvarthat prthag
drstantah, na drstanto hetvarthanugata evavasyam vacyam syat. tatha ca krtakatvad anitya akasavad
ity api drstantah syat. asti hy asya sadhyena sadharmyam vaidharmyam ca sattvasravanatvadi.)

31 PST D230a2f.; P260b4—6 (= Appendix [4]): phyi rol gyi don nye bar ma bsdus pa zhes pa chos mthun
pa nyid dang chos mi mthun pa nyid tsam las gzhan pa’i don ni phyi rol gyi don te | de yang khyab
pa ste | med na mi ’byung ba nyid do zhes pa’i tha tshig go // de’i nye bar bsdus pa ni rtogs par bya
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Jinendrabuddhi understands bahyartha as “another thing that is different from mere simi-
larity or dissimilarity,”* then regards it as “pervasion” or “inseparable relation.” These
interpretations are unique, in that he takes bahya in the sense of “different” and then
identifies it as pervasion.*

In any case, regarding the word bahyartha, Jinendrabuddhi calls attention to the fact that
drstanta does not consist of the combination of an actual example (e.g. a pot) and its mere
similarity (e.g. being produced)* or dissimilarity (e.g. not being produced) to the subject
(e.g. sound), but instead the combination of drstantadharmin and the inseparable relation
of a logical reason (e.g. being produced) with what is to be proved (e.g. impermanence).

4.2. Usage examples regarding the Naiyayika definition of the applica-
tion (upanaya)

Here we will examine the uses of bahyartha and bahih found in the criticism® against the
Naiyayika definition of the application (upanaya).*®

ba’i yul nyid du nye bar sbyar ba ste | gsal bar byed pa zhes pa’i don to I/ de med na dpe la go bar
byed pa nyid med do zhes pa ngag[dag P] gi don to // (Skt. B185al-3: na hi bahyarthanupasamhara
iti sadharmyavaidharmyamatrad anyo 'rtho bahyarthah. sa punar vyaptir avinabhavitvam iti yavat.
tasyopasamharah pratipadyavisayatvopanayanam prakasanam ity arthah. tasminn asati nasti drsta-
ntasya gamakatvam iti vakyarthah.) Cf. HBT 62, 18-20: sarvasmin sadhanadharmavati dharmini na
drstantadharminy eva sadhyadharmasyopasamharanam upasamharo dhaukanam ...

This interpretation seems to reflect Dignaga’s preceding assertion that the part of the Naiyayika definition
of exemplification sadhyasadharmyat is useless, because an example defined as such does not convey
the knowledge of the property to be proved. Cf. PST D232blf.; P263a7: chos mthun nyid kyang mi
rigs ’gyur / zhes[shes P] khyad par med par brjod pa’i phyir | (Skt. sadharmyam ca na yujyata ity
avisesanabhidhanat.)

In other words, Jinendrabuddhi here equates ‘the place’ where the association is made (= bahyartha)
with ‘the object’ of the associaion (= vyapti). And there is another passage in the PST where bahyartha
is interpreted as pervasion. PSV(K) P154a6f.: gal te khyod kyis bsgrub bya dang sgrub byed dang
ldan pa dpe’i don yin na gnyi ga’i chos dang ldan du zin kyang phyi rol gyi don nye bar ma bsdus
na bsgrub bya’i don rtog par nus pa ma yin no zhes bshad zin to // PSV(V) D64b6; P68b5f.: gal te
khyod kyis bsgrub par bya ba dang sgrub par byed pa’i chos dang ldan pa’i dpe las don yin na ni
gnyis ka’i chos dang ldan pas kyang ngag gi don mjug bsdus pa las bsgrub par bya ba’i don rtogs par
mi nus so zhes sngar brjod zin to // (Skt. reconstruction: *yadi bhavatam sadhyasadhanadharmavata
drstantenarthah, na tibhayadharmavatapi bahyarthanupasamharena sadhyo ’rthah Sakyo bhavayitum
ity uktam.) PST D231b1; P262a5: khyab pa gsal bar byed pa 'di tsam med par bsgrub par bya ba’i don
rtogs par nus pa ma yin no zhes sngar bshad zin to // (Skt. B186a4: na tv etavata vyaptiprakasanam
antarena sadhyo ’rthah Sakyo gamayitum ity uktam prak.)

For the meaning of sadharmya, see NBT 152, 8—10 on NB 3.5: samano dharmo ’sya so ’yam sadha-
rma. tasya bhavah sadharmyam ... drstantadharmina saha sadhyadharminah sadrsyam hetukrtam
sadharmyam ucyate.

The outline of Dignaga’s criticism is as follows. According to the Naiyayika definition of upanaya,
the property as a logical reason, such as “being produced” (krtakatva), is applied to the subject, such
as “sound.” In that case, it follows that the property krtakatva could be applied as either a common
property or a particularized property. However, fallacies would occur in both cases. It is not possible to
apply all kinds of common properties of the example to the subject. (PSV(K) 154b5, PSV(V) D65a4f;
P69a3-5)

NS 1.1.38: udaharanapeksas tathety upasamharo na tatheti va sadhyasyopanayah. “The application is
to associate [the property of the example, i.e., the proving property] with what is to be proved in relation
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On the other hand,* the application [of the property to be proved and/or the
proving property] to [a dissimilar example such as] space [in the inference:
“Sound is impermanent, because it is produced”] by depending on external
thing[s] is correct, because, unlike space [and so on], there is nothing that is
produced [and] permanent®® outside [the subject, i.e. sound], whereas, like
a pot [and so on], there is something [produced] and impermanent [outside
the subject, i.e. sound]. Therefore [sound that is produced] is impermanent.
Hence, [the application] is [valid only when it is made] with regard to certain
external case[s].> ...40

As we have already seen, both Dignaga and Jinendrabuddhi recognize “associating [the
property to be proved or inseparable relation] with external thing[s]” (bahyarthopasam-
hara) as an essential factor of drstanta for a valid inference. And here “external thing[s]”
(bahyartha) are restated as being “outside” (bahih), and space and a pot are given as actual
examples. According to Jinendrabuddhi, common absence (vyatireka) is indicated in space,
whereas common occurrence (anvaya) is indicated in a pot. And the word bahih is men-
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to the examples: [the subject] is like [the similar example] or [the subject] is unlike [the dissimilar
example].” It should be noted in passing that Vi§vanatha glosses the word upasamhara as “placing near”
(upanyasa) in his Vrtti 313, 26 on NS 1.1.38. Cf. YD 91, 3: sadhyadrstantayor ekakriyopasamhara
upanayah. “The association, i.e., the application is to equate an example with what is to be proved.”
The preceding passage reads as follows: PSV(K) 155b3f.: mi rtag pa nyid kyi gtan tshigs lus can nyid
la sogs pa yang med pa’i phyir mi rtag pa nyid 'gog par yang ma gyur cig snyam nas / gang las de
med pas rtag par mi ’gyur ba ma byas pa kho na rtag pa nyid kyi gtan tshigs ni ma yin no // PSV(V)
D66al; P69b8—70al.: ma byas pa nyid ni rtag pa nyid kyi gtan tshigs ma yin te | gang de med pa las
rtag par mi 'gyur ro // mi rtag pa nyid kyi gtan tshigs lus can ma yin pa la sogs pa yang med pa’i
phyir mi rtag pa nyid ’gegs pa yang ma yin no // (Skt. reconstruction: *ma bhiid mirtatvader apy
anityatvahetor abhavad anityatvapratisedho ’pi. na hy akrtaka eva nityatvahetuh, yatah tadabhavan
na nityah syat.) “Also regarding [the logical reason] having a fixed form (miurtatva) and the like, it is
not [possible] to negate impermanence either, because [murtatva] is not a [valid] logical reason for
[proving] impermanence, for [the fact of] not being produced [would] never be a [valid] logical reason
for [proving] permanence; otherwise (= if the fact of not being produced were a valid logical reason for
proving permanence) what is permanent would not be present for the reason that it (= the fact of not
being produced) is not present.”

PST D236a3; P267a4f.: de nyid kyi phyir gsungs pa / rtag pa nyid byas pa ni ’ga’ yang yod pa ma
yin no zhes pa ste | mi rtag pa nyid dang bral ba’i byas pa yod pa ma yin no zhes pa’i don to // (Skt.
B190a3f.: na hi kimcin nityam krtakam astiti na kimcid anityatvarahitam krtakam asti.)

PST D236a4f.; P267a6f.: rjes 'gro dang ldog pa la ltos[bltos P] nas / de bstan pa’i ched du nam
mkha’ bzhin dang bum pa bzhin zhes phyogs gcig dper brjod pa tsam nye bar sbyar ba’o zhes pas kho
bo’i lugs kyis nam mkha’ sogs nye bar sbyar balba’i P] rigs so // (Skt. B190a4{.: anvayavyatirekam
capeksya tatpradarsanartham akasavad ghatavac cety ekadeSa udaharanamatram upaniyata iti yukto
‘smanmatenakasadyupanayah.)

PSV(K) 155b4-6: phyi rol gyi don la bltos nas kyang nam mkha’ dper byed pa gang gi phyir phyi rol
na nam mkha’ bzhin du byas pa rtag pa ni med la bum pa bzhin du mi rtag pa yod la de’i phyir mi rtag
go zhes bya ba ’ga’ zhig gi ni phyi rol na yod pa yin no I/ nye bar sbyor ba yang de Iltar mi rigs pa yin
no I/ PSV(V) D66al-3; P70al-3: nam mkha’ ni ngag gi don la ltos nas nye bar sbyar bar rigs te gang
gi phyir ma byas pa las phyi rol dultu P] gyur pa’i rtag pa ni cung zhig kyang yod pa ma yin te | nam
mkha’ bzhin no I/ mi rtag pa la yang bum pa bzhin no zhes bya ba yin no [/ de’i phyir mi rtag pa’o zhes
bya ba nyid kyis nye bar sbyar bar yang rigs pa ma yin no // (Skt. reconstruction: *bahyarthapeksaya tv
akasasyopanayo yuktah [akasam udahriyate K], yasmad bahir akdasavat, na hi kimcin nityam krtakam
asti, anityam casti ghatavat. tasmad anityam iti kvacid bahir asti. evam upanayo 'py ayuktah.)
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tioned “for the purpose of negating the dependence on the mere [fact that the property to
be proved and/or the proving property] is present only in a pot and absent only in space,”*!
which implies that bahyartha does not refer to a single case, but plural cases. Indeed, on
the basis of this passage alone, we cannot decide whether bahyartha means “an object in
the external world” or “external things outside [the subject],” but at least Jinendrabuddhi’s
comments consistently support the meaning of “external thing[s] outside [the subject].”*?

5. bahyartha and the term and notion of bahirvyapti

As I observed in Shiga 2011b, the expression anyatra, which means “in another place
[than the location of the property-bearer to be proved],” is found in PS 2.11.** Dignaga
himself comments on this word, presenting a remarkable idea. He introduces the concept
of “the generalized substratum” (adharasamanya)**.** Jinendrabuddhi glosses the word
anyatra as “generally (samanyena) in all cases, e.g. a kitchen.”*® He also uses the words
anyatra and samanya when he comments on the expression bahyarthopasamhrta in PST
3.7 From this fact, we can safely say that Jinendrabuddhi, for one, sees the terms bahyartha
and anyatra as referring to substantially the same thing: that is, property-bearer[s] of the
example outside the subject. It is worth noting that he also states that a logical reason (e.g.
smoke) is inseparably related not only with the property to be proved (e.g. fire), but also
with the generalized substratum (e.g. any place that has fire), because a property-bearer
depends on its property, and the property to be proved is particularized by the generalized
substratum.*®

41 PST D236a2f.; P267a4 (= Appendix [8]): phyi rol smos pa ni *ba’ zhig pa’i bum pa dang | nam mkha’
yod pa dang med pa nyid tsam la ltos[bltos P] pa sems[sem pa P] lhur byed pa’o // (Skt. B190a3:
kevalaghatakasasadasattvamatrapeksatvanirasaparam bahirgrahanam.)

42 Cf. PST D185b2—4; P211a7f. (Skt. B146al1-3).
43 PS 2.11: lingasyavyabhicaras tu dharmenanyatra darsyate [ tatra prasiddham tadyuktam dhaminam
gamayisyati // See also Shiga 2011b: 528-532.
This is paraphrased as “the generalized property-bearer” (dharmisamanya) by Jinendrabuddhi.
4 PSV(K) P112b5 (Kitagawa 1965: 461, 11f.): spyi dang ’di bstan pa nyid yin te gang na du ba yod pa de
na me yod do zhes rab tu bstan phyir ro [/ PSV(V) D30bl; P31b1 (Kitagawa 1965: 461, 11f.): gzhi
thun mong ba nyid du bstan pa ste gang na dud pa yod pa de na me yod|[de na med P] do zhes bstan
pa’i phyir ro // (Skt. reconstruction: *adharasamanyena tu pradarsita eva, yatra dhiimas tatragnir iti
pradarsanat.)
PST 2 45, 6: anyatreti samanyena sarvatra mahanasadau. Jinendrabuddhi glosses the word anyatra in
the PSV as “the generalized place that has smoke” (PST 2 45, 10: dhimavatpradeSasamanye).
PST D185b2-4; P211a7f. (= Appendix [1]): phyi rol gyi don nye bar bsdus pas zhes pa | phyogs su
byas pa’i chos can gyi khyad par las gzhan du spyi la nye bar bstan pas zhes pa’i don to I/ spyi yang
khyad par yongs su mi spong pa’i phyir | bsgrub par bya ba’i chos can yang der nang du 'dus pa kho na
ste | bsgrub bya’i chos can kho na la med na mi byung ba nyid ston pa bsal ba lhur len pa ni phyi rol
gyi don smos pa’o I/ (Skt. B146al-3: bahyarthopasamhrteneti. dharminah paksikrtad visesad anyatra
samanya upadarSitenety arthah. samanyasya ca visesaparityagat, sadhyadharmy api tatrantargata eva.
sadhyadharminy evavinabhavitvapradarsananirasaparam tu bahyarthagrahanam.)

PST 2 46, 4-9: adheyenavinabhavitve darsyamana adharenapi darsitam bhavati. adheyatantratvad

adharasya. atha va yatra dhumah, tatragnir iti nanena dhiumasyagnimatrenavinabhavitvam kathyate,

kim tarhi, adharasamanyavisistena. tasmad adharasamanyenapi tad darsitam eva. “When it is indi-
cated that [a logical reason] is inseparably related with what is to be contained, it follows that [the
inseparable relation of the logical reason] with the container (i.e. the generalized substratum) is also
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If these observations thus far are valid, it follows that bahya in the term bahyartha and
bahir- in the term “external pervasion” (bahirvyapti) have the same logical value. Dignaga
is sometimes described as a “typical” bahirvyaptivadin by modern scholars, presumably
because he constructed the system of inference, especially the theory of trairipya, which
requires presenting the similar (sapaksa) and the dissimilar (vipaksa) as separate from
the subject (paksa).*® Nevertheless, Dignaga does not declare himself a proponent of
bahirvyapti. In Buddhist treatises on logic and epistemology, the term bahirvyapti first
appeared in Arcata’s HBT 62, 9; 62, 23; 62, 27.°° Santaraksita uses both bahirvyapti
and antarvyapti in his VNT 5, 30-6, 7. It should be noted here that Arcata and others
understand bahirvyapti as “pervasion that is indicated ‘only’ outside the property-bearer
to be proved, that is, ‘only’ in a property-bearer of the example,” but this is different
from Dignaga’s view. Dignaga does not state that pervasion is indicated ‘only’ outside the
property-bearer to be proved. Rather, he devised the notion of “the generalized property-
bearer” (adharasamanya), which can implicitly include the property-bearer to be proved
(sadhyadharmin, paksa).>!

Patrasvamin (7-8 cent.),>? a Jaina logician who is considered to have been the first to

advocate the theory of the single characteristic (ekalaksana) of a logical reason, which
is virtually identical to the theory of antarvyapti, states that the inseparable relation
(avinabhavitva) asserted by Buddhists is acknowledged outside sadhya or in drstanta,
whereas “being otherwise impossible” (anyathanupapannatva) is only acknowledged
in the property-bearer to be proved.* Patrasvamin’s view was followed by other Jaina

indicated, because a container depends on what is to be contained. Alternatively, it is not stated by this

[formulation:] ‘Wherever there is smoke, there is fire,’” that smoke is inseparably related [only] with

mere fire, but that [the smoke is inseparably related] with the [fire] that is qualified by the generalized

substratum. Therefore, that (= the inseparable relation) [of the logical reason] with the generalized
substratum is actually indicated.”

We can describe the relationship between trairipya and bahyarthopasamhara as follows: to confirm the

three characteristics of a logical reason (hetu), i.e., its being the property of the subject, its being present

in sapaksa (which is similar to the subject in that it has the property to be proved [sadhyadharma]) and
its not being present in vipaksa (which is dissimilar to paksa because it does not have sadhyadharma),
means to check whether the logical reason is valid, when or after the inference in question is made or
formulated. This could be called “the process of applying the logical reason to those cases other than
the subject” or “the process of inference from the perspective of hetu.” bahyarthopasamhara, on the
other hand, means to associate/apply the property to be proved (sadhyadharma) with/to external things

(= drstantadharmin), having the proving property (sadhanadharma) in the exemplification (drstanta)

as a member of proof, when or after the inference in question is made or formulated. This could be

called “the process of applying the property to be proved to those cases other than the subject” or “the
process of inference from the perspective of sadhyadharma.”

Cf. HBT(V) D117a3f.; P145b2f.: ji ltar gzhan dag gis bsgrub par bya ba’i chos can yongs su spangs

nas khyab pa gzhan rab tu ston pa lta bu ni ma yin te | thams cad smos pas|pa P ni khyab pa gzhan

dgag pa’i phyir ro // (For this passage, see also Funayama 2001.)

31 See Shiga 2011b: 528-533 and Matilal 1985: 129, n. 1.

32 For the detail of Patrasvamin, see Shiga 2011a: 423-426.

33 See Shiga 2011a: 425f.

3 TSP 500, 13f. and PST 2 2, 13f.: vind sadhyad adrstasya drstante hetutesyate | parair maya punar
dharminy asambhusnor vinamunda // PST 2 2, 10f.: avinabhavitvam hi sadhyad bahir isyate, anyatha-
nupapannatvam tu dharminy eva sadhya eveti; 2 3, 4: avinabhavitvam hi paraih sadhyad bahir isyata
iti, eso ‘dhyaropah. Cf. HBT 62, 27-63, 2: na hi sa Syamah, tatputratvat, paridrsyamanaputravad iti
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logicians such as Akalanka.>® They regarded themselves as proponents of antarvyapti and
the Buddhists as proponents of bahirvyapti.>® Therefore, it seems reasonable to suppose
that Arcata and other successors of Dharmakirti did not intend to criticize Dignaga’s view
directly, but rather to point out that Dignaga was allegedly credited with creating the theory
of the so-called bahirvyapti.

6. Conclusion

We can safely state that, as long as we do not disregard Jinendrabuddhi’s annotations,’’
when Dignaga uses the term bahyartha in connection with upasamhara, pradarsana or
apeksa in the context of inference, he does not mean “an external object” or “an object in
the external world,”>® but “external thing[s] outside the subject.” It is possible to suppose
that Dignaga was well aware of the division between the inside and outside of the subject
or property-bearer to be proved.

More specifically, the term bahyartha found in PS/PSV 3 and 4 refers to (1) “[external]
things, that is, the generalized [property-bearer], which is other than a particular [property-
bearer] that is made to be the subject” (PST B146a2, Appendix [1]); (2) “the generalized
[property-bearer] that is similar in kind to what is to be proved, which is external to a
particular [property-bearer] such as a pot” (PST B171b5, Appendix [2]); (3) “an [external]
thing that is different from mere similarity or dissimilarity,” that is, “pervasion or inseparable
relation” (PST B185a2, Appendix [4]); (4) more than simply a single example such as a pot
or space (PST B190a3, Appendix [8]). Apart from (3), Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretations do
not seem to deviate from Dignaga’s original intention.

Due to his trairipya-theory, Dignaga is often regarded as the proponent of bahirvyapti.
What he intended to maintain, however, might not be the so-called position of bahirvyapti
that means, according to Arcata, the pervasion that is to be grasped or observed ‘only’
in a property-bearer of the example, that is, outside the subject. Rather, it is probable
that Dignaga, like Dharmakirti, assumed some sort of generality or universality regarding
pervasion and its substratum.

tatputratvasya Syamatvena sadhyad bahih paridrsyamanaputre vyaptipradarsane ’pi sadhyasiddhir
bhavati.

See SVin 5.15cd: antarvyaptav asiddhayam bahirvyaptir asadhanam // PSam 32cd: avinabhavasa-
mbandhe ’'py antarvyaptyavatisthate // PSam 50cd: antarvyaptav asiddhayam bahirarigam anartha-
kam [/

Cf. NA 20: antarvyaptyaiva sadhyasya siddher bahirudahrtih | vyartha syat tadasadbhave 'py evam
nyayavido viduh // See also NAVi 401, 10f. on bahirudahrtih: bahir vivaksitadharmino ’nyatra drsta-
ntadharminy udahrtir vyaptidarsanaripa ...

Indeed Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation may have been influenced by Dharmakirti’s thoughts, but it
is also problematic to think that Jinendrabuddhi always comments on the PS/PSV by adopting and
following Dharmakirti’s theories. There may be cases where Jinendrabuddhi’s comments conform to
Dignaga’s original intention. (Cf. Steinkellner 2004: 227f. with n. 5.)

We cannot find passages that positively support the meaning of “an object in the external world” in
Dignaga’s statements on inference either.

55

56

57

58



Kiyokuni Shiga 423

As for pervasion, on the other hand, Dignaga asserts the logical predominance of
the common absence (vyatireka) over the common occurrence (anvaya),”® and states that
vyatireka can be grasped or understood by mere non-observation (adarsanamatra).®® Indeed,
the pervasion based on Dignaga’s system appears to be hypothetical, because pervasion
would not be valid if even a single counter-example is found, but it is likely that he thought
that pervasion should be universal once it was established.’! We can assume that Dignaga
thought that this universal pervasion should be applied to external cases outside the subject.
In addition, since the subject is supposed to be implicitly included in those external cases,
it is possible to apply the pervasion to the subject and infer what is to be proved.

Table 1: Dignaga’s usage of bahyartha in logical contexts, with Jinendrabuddhi’s
comments (PS/PSV/PST 3 and 4)

No.

Dignaga

Jinendrabuddhi

[1]

PSV on PS 3.36b:%? tadrksahabhavyam
hi sadharmyena vaidharmyena va ba-
hyarthopasamhrtena drstantadvayena
gamyate. (PSV(K) P138a5-7 ; PSV(V)
D51a6-bl; P54b5-7)

PSV on PS 4.3: bahyarthapradarsa-
nam hi nidarsye pradhanam. (PSV(K)

PST B146al-3: darminah paksikrtad vi-
Sesad anyatra samanya upadarsitenety
arthah. samanyasya ca visesaparitya-
gat, sadhyadharmy api tatrantargata
eva. sadhyadharminy evavinabhavitva-
pradarsananirasaparam tu bahyartha-
grahanam.

PST B171b5-6: bahyarthapradarsa-
nam hiti ghatader visesat sadhyajati-

P148b6; PSV(V) D60b2f.; P64a7) yasamanyam bahyo ’rthah, tatra sama-
nyena yan nama kimcit krtakam tat sa-
rvam anityam eveti sadhyena hetor vya-
ptiprakasanam bahyarthaprakasanam.
See also PST B171b6-172a2: tasmat
samanyena sarvo yathoktadrstantala-
ksano ‘rtharasir drstantah, na tu ghata
eva; PST B171b6-172a2: bahyartha-
pradarsanam hi nidars§ye pradhanam
iti vacanam ekatraiva vyaktivisese pra-
darSanasya pradhanyanirasaparam dra-
stavyam.

3 PST 247, 16-18: sarvatranagnau na drsta ity anena vyatirekasya pradhanyam vipakse sarvatradarsa-

nena khyapayati. anyatrapi ca drsta iti. apisabdena kvacin na drsto "piti dyotayann anvayasyapradha-
nyam. (See also Pind 2015: 11 232.)
60 See PS/PSV 5.34 and Pind 2011: 70-73.
1" For the interpretation of adarsanamatra, see Kataoka 2011: 195 with n. 12f. and Pind 1999: 323-330.
62 Words in italics are not attested in the PST or other texts.
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Table continued

No.

Dignaga

Jinendrabuddhi

[6]

PSV on PS 4.4: bahyarthapeksam idam
nidar§anam. (PSV(K) P149b3; PSV(V)
D60b6; P64b3)

PSV on PS 4.19: na hi bahyarthanu-
pasamhare drstantena sadhyadharmo
gamyate. (PSV(K) P153b7; PSV(V)
D64b1; P68a7)

PSV on PS 4.20: yadi bhavatam sadhya-
sadhanadharmavata drstantenarthah,
na tiubhayadharmavatapi bahyartha-
nupasamharena sadhyo ’rthah Sakyo
bhavayitum ity uktam. (PSV(K) P154a6;
PSV(V) D64b6; P68b51.)

PSV on PS 4.20: na ca drstanta-
sadhyayor ekikaranad evam anitya-
tvam siddham, bahyarthanupasamha-
rat. (PSV(K) P154b8; PSV(V) D65a6f.;
P69a6)

PSV on PS 4.20: bahyarthapeksaya
tv akasasyopanayo yuktah. (PSV(K)
P155b4f.; PSV(V) D66alf.; P70alf.)
PSV on PS 4.20: yasmad akasavad ba-
hih, na hi kimcin nityam krtakam asti,
anityam casti ghatavat. tasmad anityam
iti kvacid bahir asti. (PSV(K) P155b5f.;
PSV(V) D66a2; D70a2f.)

No direct comment. Cf. PST B173b6:
na hi sadbhavamatradarsane bahya-
rthapeksatvam nidarsanasya yujyate;
PST B173b6-174al: tatas ca ghate ’ni-
tyatvam prayatnanantariyakatvam ca
drstam iti krte hetoh sapakse gamyata
eva sadbhavamatram iti kim atra bahya-
rthapeksaya vyaptyaiveti ...

PST B185al1-3: na hi bahyarthanupa-
samhara iti sadharmyavaidharmyama-
trad anyo ’rtho bahyarthah. sa punar
vyaptir avinabhavitvam iti yavat.

No direct comment. Cf. PST B186a3—4:
na tv etavata vyaptiprakasanam anta-
rena sadhyo ’rthah Sakyo gamayitum
ity uktam prak; PST B186a4—6: na hi
vastudharmavatapi drstantena vina ba-
hyarthopasamharena sadhyo ’rthah Sa-
kyo bhavayitum.

No direct comment.

No direct comment. See the example [8].

PST B190a2-3: katham bahya-
rthapeksa ity aha: yasmad ityadi.
kevalaghatakasasadasattvamatrape-
ksatvanirasaparam  bahirgrahanam.
See also PST B190a3-5: anvayavyati-
rekam capeksya tatpradarsanartham
akasavad ghatavac cety ekadesa
udaharanamatram upaniyate.
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