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How to Distinguish between Non-existing Entities?
Dharmakirti and Prajiakaragupta
on Universals as Objects of Knowledge!

Abstract

The paper concerns the very beginning of the chapter on perception in Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttika. It focuses on an apparent contradiction in Dignaga’s and Dhamrakirti’s
epistemology, namely, that universals do not exist and yet aare considered to be objects
of valid inferences. Thus, universals have to be distinguished from other non-existing
entities, such as objects of illusions. The paper elucidates Dharmakirti’s theory with the
help of his great commentator Prajiakaragupta.
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This paper concerns the very beginning of the chapter on perception in Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttika, which was conceived as a commentary on the second verse of the

' The following paper is one of the results of research project FR 2531/2 funded by the German Research

Foundation (DFG), which has been conducted at the Institute of Indology and Central Asian Studies, University of
Leipzig since February 2008: A Study on the Buddhist Theory of Perception Based on Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika,
Chapter III: A Critical Edition, Translation and Study of Pramanavarttika III 1-122. I would like to take this
opportunity to thank the DFG for its generous grant. The project is part of an international effort to translate the
Pramanavarttika, Dharmakirti’s magnum opus, into English; more specifically, three teams are working on the chapter
dealing with perception. The Leipzig team aims at a translation of the first 122 verses, John Taber together with
graduate students of the Philosophy Department, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, will translate verses
123-240, and Birgit Kellner, Heidelberg University, will translate selected verses of the remaining part.

I would like to thank very warmly Miyako Notake, my collaborator in the above-mentioned project. Very special
thanks are also due to my wife Karin Preisendanz for her most helpful comments.



www.czasopisma.pan.pl P N www.journals.pan.pl
X
\ -

52 ELI FRANCO

Pramanasamuccaya. In this verse, Dignaga states that there are only two means of
knowledge or instruments of valid cognition (pramanas), namely perception and inference,
because the objects of these means of knowledge have two characteristics: Perception
has the particular as its object, and inference the universal.> However, with the same
breath Dignaga also states that the universal is only a conceptual construction and that
as such it does not exist in reality. “Conceptual construction is the association of a name,
genus, and so forth [with the thing perceived which results in a verbal designation of the
thing].” Therefore, the question immediately arises: How could something non-existing
be an object of a means of knowledge?

Dignaga neither raises nor answers this question. This is indeed one of the greatest
mysteries of the Pramanasamuccaya, that is, not only what Dignaga’s answer to this
question would have been, but also why he saw no need even to raise the question. If
this is such an obvious problem, as it seems to us, how could it be that Dignaga had
nothing to say about it?

I am not going to propose an answer to this question. As far as I can see, it cannot
be answered with our present knowledge of Dignaga’s work. What I propose to do
instead is to try to explain, very briefly, Dharmakirti’s answer to this question. Further,
as indicated in the title of the paper, I will dwell, again very briefly, on a specific aspect
of this answer, namely, the issue of what distinguishes non-existing universals from other
non-existing entities, such as the object of illusion, for instance, that there are two moons
in the sky or floaters in the clear air.

Dharmakirti begins his comments on Dignaga’s verse by proposing four criteria for
the distinction between particulars and universals. The first and most important of them is
that particulars are capable of efficient action, and universals are not. And already in the
first verse of the chapter Dharmakirti states that floaters are not objects, that is, not real
objects because they are not determined as real objects (artha),* presumably by people in
the context of their everyday practice.’ This statement, albeit not an argument, is already
a clarification and an indication towards where things are going: illusory objects are not
real objects, which implies that universals are.

A word about the word artha. The Sanskrit word artha literally means “aim,” “goal,”
“purpose,” “telos,” and a most commonly derived meaning is “referent.” For instance,

EEINT3

2 Cf.PS I, p. 1.15-20 (I quote the verse together with the Vriti): pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane. te dve
eva, yasmal laksanadvayam prameyam. na hi svasamanyalaksanabhyam anyat prameyam asti. svalaksanavisayam
ca pratyaksam samanyalaksanavisayam anumdanam iti pratipadayisyamah.

3PS 1, p. 2.8: namajatyadiyojana. The translation quotes Hattori 1968: 25.

4 PV 3.l

pramanam dvividham meyadvaividhyac chaktyasaktitah |

arthakriyayam kesadir nartho 'narthadhimoksatah |
The PV verses quoted here follow our forthcoming edition. For the reading pramanam dvividham meyadvaividhyat
we follow Inami et al. 2002. See also Dreyfus 1997: 297-298 and n. 53, Dunne 2004: 391, Hugon 2011: 369.

5 This is how Manorathanandin and Jinendrabuddhi interpret the statement. It could also be understood, of
course, as determined by means of knowledge or philosophical investigation. However, the exact implication is of
no consequence for us here.
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in a linguistic context, it is often used to refer to the referent of a word, in which case
it is habitually translated as “meaning.” In an epistemological context, the word is used
to refer to the referent of a cognition or an awareness (jiana, vijiana, etc.), and unless
one presupposes an idealistic or illusionistic metaphysics, it refers to the cognition’s
counterpart in reality, to a real thing that corresponds to the cognition’s content or to
the image that appears in the cognition. The common German translation of artha as
Gegenstand conveys this meaning of artha well: something that stands against or towards
something else.

To come back to our question, how can the universal, which does not exist, be the
referent, the objective counterpart, of a valid cognition? And inversely, if the universal
is a real object, how could it not be capable of efficient action? After all, the criterion
of true existence (paramarthasattva) is the capacity to act efficiently.®

Dharmakirti is a very laconic, at times obscure writer, and to understand his arguments
we often have to rely on his commentators. The most important of his commentators is
Prajiiakaragupta who lived in the second half of the 8™ century (750-810 according to Ono)
and was one of the most brilliant philosophers in the Buddhist epistemological tradition.
In the following, I will rely on his great (both in size and importance) commentary the
Pramanavarttikalankara.

In his comment on the above-mentioned verse (PV 3.1), Prajiakaragupta explains the
negation in the statement about the non-capacity of the universal to produce efficient action
as an implicative negation, referring thereby to the well known division of negations as
implicative and non-implicative (paryudasapratisedha and prasajyapratisedha). A non-
implicative negation is merely a negation, whereas an implicative negation actually implies
a positive statement by means of exclusion. For instance, when we say that someone is
not at home, we usually imply that she is outside; when we say that someone does not
eat during the day, we imply that she eats at night. So what does the implicative negation
mean in our case? It means that the universal does not produce efficient action directly,
but that it produces it indirectly. An illusory object like a floater produces no efficient
action, neither directly nor indirectly, and is therefore not a real object neither directly
nor indirectly (PVA 169.25-26):

6 PV 33:

arthakriyasamartham yat tad atra paramarthasat |

anyat samvrtisat prokte te svasamanyalaksane |l
This verse has been often translated and discussed many times, for instance in Dunne 2004: 292. Yoshimizu
(2007: 1050) deals with the Sautrantika background of this distinction, and Moriyama (1991: 202, 206) points out
Jhanagarbha’s and Haribhadra’s response and criticism of it. (Dharmakirti’s tenet is, of course, an anathema to the
Madhyamakas who consider causally arisen entities unreal.) For Go ram pa’s comment on PV 3.2a see Yoshimizu
2007: 1067-1068 and for Gyel tsap’s Dreyfus 1997: 117. See also Ono 1999: 313 on the relation of this verse to
the sattvanumana; on its relation to Abhidharma see Katsura 2011: 275-276.
The first half of the verse is repeated in PVin II 55ab; cf. also PV I 166ab. See also Lindner 1984: 152-153.
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paramparyena Saktir evasaktih paryudasavrttya, na Saktyabhavah. keSades tu
taimirikopalabdhasya $abdadyupalabdhasya ca narthatattvam saksat paramparyena va
Saktatvendapratite.

“Non-capacity is nothing but capacity in an indirect way by the [negation’s] function
of exclusion, [it is] not absence of capacity [as such]. The hairs, etc., however, which
are perceived by a person who suffers from fimira, and something that is perceived by
a verbal [cognition] and so on, do not possess reality as objects because they are not
perceived as capable, neither directly nor indirectly.”

However, with this we do not solve the problem, but only take it elsewhere. If the
universal does not exist, how can it produce an efficient action, even indirectly? In PV
3.7, Dharmakirti returns to the distinction between universals and illusory objects. Floaters
and so forth are not universals because they are not determined as real objects (artha).’
And Prajiiakaragupta explains that the universal is certainly (eva) a real object (artha)
inasmuch as a real object which is a particular by nature is in this case being perceived
in the form of a universal, that is, in a general form.®

The somewhat puzzled opponent then asks: If the real object is a particular, then —
since in this case it causes an efficient action — how is it a universal? And if it does not
cause an efficient action, how could it be a real object (artha)? For something is a real
object (artha) by the fact that it causes an efficient action. And one and the same thing
cannot cause and not cause an efficient action.”?

Prajiiakaragupta answers that this is not impossible. The thing under discussion is
a universal as well as a real object inasmuch as it is incapable of efficient action directly,
but is capable indirectly; thus is capable and incapable at the same time. The universal
is a real object because it is determined as a real object. From the point of view of
absolute reality, the universal is not a real object; the status of a real object is ascribed
to it metaphorically because of a mental transposition of the characteristics of a particular
to it, because it indirectly has the effect of a real object.!”

7 PV 3T
keSadayo na samanyam anarthabhinivesatah |
Jjieyatvena grahad doso nabhavesu prasajyate |l
This verse is translated in Dunne 2004: 394, and briefly discussed in Meindersma 1991: 171 and Hugon 2011: 373.
For the second half of the verse see also below.
8 PVA 189.23: artha eva hi samanyariipataya svalaksanatma prattyamanah samanyam. Here, Prajiiakaragupta
alludes, of course, to PV 3.54cd: tasya svaparariapabhyam gater meyadvayam matam |l
9 PVA 189.23f.: yady asau svalaksanam arthakriyakaritvat katham samanyam anarthakriyakaritve ca katham
arthah. arthakriyakaritvenarthatvat. na ca dvayam ekatrarthakriyakaritvam itarac ca.
10 PVA 189.25-27: naitad durghatam.
saksad arthakriyasaktam paramparyena Saktitah |
samanyam ca tad artha$ ca Saktam casaktam eva ca 1173l
samanyam arthadhyavasayenarthah. paramarthato nartha eva. upacaritam arthatvam asya paramparayarthakaryatvat
(anyarthatvat).*
*Sankrtyayana’s note 3 thereon: “T na bhasantare.” 1 am not quite sure what he means; perhaps that anyarthatvat
has no equivalent in the Tibetan.
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Another problem arises in this connection: If universals are real objects, what about
referents of negative assertions? An example for a negative assertion would be: “Here
on the table there is no bottle.” Now the referent of this statement, namely, the absence
of a bottle, is considered by Dharmakirti to be a universal, but surely, an absence cannot
be a real object (artha). On this point there seems to be a difference in terminology
between Dharmakirti’s commentators. For Prajiiakaragupta absences are arthas,'' whereas
for Manorathanandin they are not, yet they are conventionally determined to be objects
of awareness, which in this context probably means objects of valid cognition (jiieya).!?
The difference in terminology among the commentators may be explained as being due
to a shift in Dharmakirti’s terminology. Hugon has suggested recently (2011: 375) that
Dharmakirti considered the universal to be artha in the Pramanavarttika, but abandoned
this position in the Pramanaviniscaya.

Thus, we are dealing with three kinds of phenomena: illusory objects, universals such
as ‘being a bottle,” and special universals such as absences or non-existences of things
which are the results and referents of inferences that something does not exist. The latter
are also distinct from illusory objects because they are correctly cognized.!3 Therefore, at
least according to Prajhiakaragupta, absences too are real objects/things (artha), and that
for two reasons: First, inasmuch as they are in the final analysis other things, which have
efficient action; for instance, the object of the apprehension of the absence of a bottle on
the table is in the final analysis nothing but the table. Second, and here Prajiakaragupta
relies on the literal meaning of the word artha, absences serve a purpose, for instance,
dispel fear or doubt about something by proving that it does not exist.

PVA 190.10-14: abhavo ’pi hi kenacid akarena jiieya eva. anyabhava evabhava
iti siddhantah, sa carthakriyakaryena. atha vasav api pramanena paricchidyata eva.
prayojanavattvac casav arthah. abhavenapi hi prayojanam eva nihSankagamandrthatvat.
tatas tatrapy arthadhimoksa iti, artha evabhavah svena riapena, na punah kesadir,
bhrantavijiieyataya paricchedat.

“Absence too is indeed nothing but an object of [valid] cognition with a certain form.
The established tenet is that absence/non-being is nothing but the presence of something
else/another being. And it is [correctly known (jiieya)] through its result, which is efficient
action. Or rather, this [absence] too is indeed determined by a means of knowledge.
And because it fulfils a purpose, this [absence] is a real object. For a purpose is also
[fulfilled] by an absence because its purpose is fearless going [and so forth]. Therefore,
it too is determined as a real object. Consequently, absence is indeed a real object sui
generis (svena riipena), but floaters and so forth are not [real objects] because they are
determined as erroneous objects of cognition.”

Dharmakirti’s universal is of course not the eternal entity maintained by the realists.
It is not an entity distinct (prthak) from the particular; it also does have the particular

I Cf. PVA 190.10-14 quoted below.

12 PVV 115.13-14: yady apy abhave ’rtharapataya (read —taya?) adhyavasayo ndsti jiileyataya tv asti lokasya.

13 PV 3.7cd (quoted above): jiieyatvena grahad doso nabhavesu prasajyate . jiieyatva clearly has to be understood
here as prameyatva.
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as its support (asraya, cf. PV 3.25cd). It has no svabhava (cf. PV 3.27b, 28) because it
cannot be established as different from the particulars.'* According to Prajiiakaragupta, if
the universal would be different from the particular, it is not connected to the particular
and thus not perceived, and therefore lacks own nature.!> For him, this also distinguishes
the universal from non-existing things: Non-existing things do not have dependence
relationship with individual things, but universals do. Prajiakaragupta explains the
difference between universals and non-existent things in their relationship to individual
things as follows.

PVA 200.5-7: vastusamanyavadino ’pi gotvam karkadikasya kasman na bhavati.
apeksabhavat. na hi karkadivyaktya tad vyajyate. evam tarhi Sabaleyadisv apeksabhavad
eva kharavisanadikasya na tatsamanyariipatd. gotvasya tu tadasrayanena bhavat tatra
ca pravartanad bhavaty apeksalaksanah sambandha iti na dosah.

“Why is it — also for the [opponent] who holds that universals are real — that [individual]
white horses and the like do not possess cow-ness?

[Opponent:] Because there is no relationship of dependence [between them]; for it
(i.e., cow-ness) is not manifested by individuals such as white horses.

[Proponent:] If so, because [non-existent things] such as the horn of a donkey do
not at all depend on [individuals] such as spotted cow (Sabaleya), they (i.e., non-existent
things) do not have the form of their universals. Cow-ness, on the other hand, has
a relationship characterized by dependence [on such individuals as the spotted cows]
because it exists as being supported by them, and also because one is prompted to act
towards them. Therefore, there is no fault [in our theory].”

To go back to Dharmakirti, the universal only appears to have an own nature due to
an error that is caused by repeated experience of individuals and that has no beginning:

tasyam riipavabhdso yas tattvendarthasya va grahah |
bhrantih sanadikaltnadarsSanabhyasanirmita |l PV 3.29

“The appearance of a form/own nature in respect to a universal, or the apprehension
of an object as that (i.e., as having the nature of a universal),'® is an error that is caused
by repeated experience that has no beginning.”!”

Although the cognition of a universal is valid inasmuch as it leads to an efficient action,
it is also false: In the cognition of a universal one perceives things that are distinct from

14" There is an extensive literature on Dharmakirti’s theory of the universal which relies mainly on the more detailed
exposition in the first chapter of the PV. See, for instance, Dreyfus 1997, chapter 7 and Dunne 2004: 113-144.

15 According to the PVV on 27ab, the universal cannot be expressed as identical with or different from the
individual things. In fact, it cannot even be expressed as identical with or different from other universals (PV 3.33cd).
The impossibility of being expressed as identical with or different from something real (tattvanyatva) is occasionally
used by Dharmakirti as a criterion for unreality.

16" This interpretation follows Manorathanandin (PVV 133.16: tattvena jatisvabhavena). Prajfiakaragupta’s
interpretation of tattvena is more complex and possibly offers two readings of the text: tattvena and tattve na.
For lack of space, it cannot be discussed here.

17" See also Dunne 2004: 141.
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each other in a general form, and this form is false, for one perceives an external thing
in a form that it does not have. The general form of the universal spils (abhiplava), so
to speak, onto the individuals.!® Consequently, the universal has a somewhat ambiguous
status: It is said to be a real object (artha), but is not a real thing (vastu)'® (PV 3.33a)
and has no own nature (nihsvabhava, aripa) (PV 3.32¢); its cognition is false (bhranta)
and yet it is valid (prama).

Dharmakirti takes up this topic again in 3.50 and the following verses: The universal
as such, i.e., as distinct from the individuals, is never perceived, and is thus incapable of
producing even its own cognition. For this reason it is said to lack own nature because
this incapacity is the characteristic sign of unreal things (avastu).2

Although unreal, the universal is divided into three kinds, depending on whether it has
an existing thing as its support, non-existing thing, or both.>! Here too the commentators
differ in their explanations. According to Manorathanandin, who follows Devendrabuddhi,
the division refers to the extension of the universals. For instance, the universal “being
produced” (krtakatva), which is an inferential sign, has existing things, such as the visible
(riipa), as its support; non perception (anupalabdhi) of something that is in principle
visible and non having been produced (anutpattimattva), etc., extends to non-existing
things; these too are inferential signs. Non-perception in general (anupalabdhimatra)
extends to both non-existing perceptible objects and existing imperceptible objects;
similarly the universal “being knowable” (jiieyatva) extends to both since both existing
and non-existing things can be known. However, Manorathanandin does not mention that
these universals serve as universal signs,?> and I am not aware of inferences in which
they do. Prajiiakaragupta suggests two alternative explanations of the above division of
universals. The text of the second is somewhat corrupt, but the explanation seems to
be the same as the one proposed by Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin. In the first
interpretation, however, the three kinds of universals correspond to the three types of
valid reasons (svabhavahetu, anupalabdhihetu and karyahetu). A conceptual cognition
that has something existing as its support is one that has arisen from a reason that is its
own nature (svabhavahetu). A conceptual construction that has non-existing thing as its
support has arisen from a reason consisting in non-perception (anupalabdhihetu), and

18 Cf. PV 3.31:
samanyabuddhau samanyenaripayam aptksanat |
arthabhrantir aptsyeta samanyam sapy abhiplavat |l
19 The terminology is indeed confusing; in Sanskrit philosophical texts artha (in the sense of object) is usually
considered to be vastu.
20 PV 3.50d: tad (i.e., jAianamatrarthakaranam) dhy avastusu laksanam. See further PVSV 84.10: tasmat sarvam
samanyam anarthakriyayogyatvad avastu. See also Dunne 2004: 86.
2L PV 3.51cd: samanyam trividham tac ca bhavabhavobhayasrayat 1l. On Go ram pa’s response to this verse,
see Dreyfus 1997: 157. See also the parallel passages in PVSV discussed in Steinkellner 1971: 195-197 and Hugon
2011: 373-374.
22 PVV 131.2-5: kimcid bhavopadanam samanyam yatha ripadin bhavan asritya krtakadisabdavacyam lingam.
abhavopadanam yathopalabdhilaksanapraptasyasato ’nupalabdhir anutpattimattvadi ca. tad dhy abhavasrayam
samanyam lingam. ubhayasrayam anupalabdhimatram jiieyatvadi ca bhavabhavasadharanatvat.
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the one that is supported by both existing and non-existing things from a reason that is
an effect (karyahetu).” Prajiiakaragupta’s two interpretations are not mutually exclusive,
but their difference is considerable: according to the first interpretation, the scope of
the statement about the triple division is limited to universals insofar as they occur in
inferences, whereas according to the second interpretation, the division of universals is
a general one (which also includes, of course, universals used as reasons of inference).?*

The fact that the universal has an existing thing as its support or basis does not mean
that its cognition has an existing thing as its object (PV 3.52). If this were the case, the
sense faculties would be superfluous. If the universal, which is the referent of a word,
were real, the cognition of a word such as “peach” would have the same effect as seeing
or tasting a peach. Thus, one would not need the sense faculties in order to experience
a particular peach. Furthermore, it is clear that the cognition of a universal does not refer
to existing things because one can speak about past and future things, e.g., when one
says, ‘there was a pot,” ‘I will make a pot,” and so on (PV 3.52d).

In the final analysis, the object to be cognized is only the particular (PV 3.53d: meyam
tv ekam svalaksanam). If one says that there are two kinds of valid cognition, this is
only because the particular is cognized in two different forms, with its own form and
with a general form (PV 3.54cd: tasya svapararapabhyam gater meyadvayam matan).2°

Dharmakirti has made up a nice example to illustrate the difference between universals
and illusory objects (or in fact among different universals). Even though all universals
are unreal, and even though all cognitions of universals are false, certain cognitions of
universals lead to efficient action and other do not. Imagine two persons, the one mistaking
the light of a lamp falling through a keyhole?” for a jewel, the other mistaking the glow
of the jewel for the jewel itself. They both run to fetch the desired object, but only one
of them will get the jewel 28

23 PVA212.8-9: tatha hi bhavopadano vikalpah svabhavahetor udayt. abhavopadano "nupalabdheh. ubhayopadano
vikalpah karyahetor iti.
24 The threefold division of universals appears also in PV 1.205-206:
anadivasanodbhiitavikalpaparinisthitah |
Sabdarthas trividho dharmo bhavabhavobhayasrayah 1l 205ll
tasmin bhavanupadane sadhye ’syanupalambhanam |
tatha hetur na tasyaivabhavah Sabdaprayogatah |l 206l
See also PVin III 53. Verse 205 is translated in Steinkellner 1971: 189, n. 43, see also Tillemans 1999: 176. In
neither of these contexts I can discern a threefold division of universals according to the three kinds of reason.
25 One has to note, however, that universals and particulars are not co-extensive with things that are the objects
of a word or not respectively. As Prajiiakaragupta clearly puts it, the universal is an object only of a word, but it
is not the case that whatever is the object of a word is a universal. And what is not the object of a word is not
thereby a particular. Rather, the particular is not, i.e., never, the object of a word. See PVA 170.20-21: §abdasyaiva
visayah samanyam. na tu Sabdasya yo visayas tat samanyam eva. avisayo 'pi na svalaksanam evapi tv avisaya eva
svalaksanam ity artho vivaksitah. 1 do not know to which further objects of words Prajiakaragupta refers here.
26 See Katsura 1991: 136 and 2011: 276, Hugon 2011: 370.
27 Cf. NBha 197.22-23: ... kuficikavivaranihsrtayam prabhayam ...
28 See PV 3.57. This verse has been translated many times, most recently in McCrea 2011: 321. It is repeated
by Dharmakirti in PVin 2.5.
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The example is illuminating, but not unproblematic from a systemic point of view.
Sakyabuddhi raises an objection that the cognition in the second case, the one of the
glow of the jewel that leads to the obtainment of the jewel, would amount to a third type
of means of knowledge, since it is neither perception nor inference. It is not perception
because it is erroneous and conceptual. Nor is it an inference because it does not arise
from an inferential sign (linga). Nor is it a cognition that is not pramana because it
agrees with reality (vastusamvada) inasmuch as it leads to efficient action. Sakyabuddhi’s
reply is that the cognition in question is in fact an inference. The general characteristic
of inference, he says, is this: Inference is the cognition of an object beyond the range
of the senses (paroksa) from its connection to another object. And in the present case,
the erroneous cognition of the jewel arises because of the connection of the sense to the
light of jewel and because the latter (i.e. the light of the jewel) is the result of the jewel.
Therefore, because the cognition of the jewel arises from an inferential sign that is a result
of that jewel (karyalingajatva), it is nothing but inference. First a non-erroneous visual
cognition of the light of the jewel arises. Through this it is apprehended that it has the
nature of an inferential sign that consists in a result (karyalingasvariipa) because only
the particular is an inferential sign...?° However, the reasoning is not very convincing.
Although one can establish a concomitance in the form wherever there is light of a jewel,
there is a jewel, the putative inference happens unconsciously. One would similarly
have to assume that the erroneous cognition of fire with regard to smoke is actually an
inference of fire from smoke.

Whatever the case may be, a further distinction between universals seems necessary.
In the examples mentioned above, the universals that rely on both existing and non-
existing things such as “being known” (jiieyatva), and even those that rely exclusively on
non-existing things (e.g., the non-perception of non-existing, but in principle perceptible
things), agree somehow with reality.>® They could be said to cognize particulars in an
indirect way and in a form that is not the particulars’ own (pararipa, cf. PV 3.54cd quoted
above). There are, however, universals, (or could these be concepts without universals?3!)

29 Sanskrit fragment in Steinkellner 1981: 291: tada pratyaksanumanavyatiriktam trttyam idam pramanam
apatitam. tatha hi maniprabhayam manibuddher (read —buddhir) na pratyaksam, bhrantatvat savikalpakatvac ca.
pratyaksam tv etadviparitam. napy anumanam, alingajatvat. na capramanam vastusamvadat. atrocyate. anumanam
evaitat. tatha hy anumanasya samanyalaksanam anantaram sthapayisyate: paroksarthasyanyasambandhat pratipattir
anumanam iti. iha ca manau maniprabhasambandhat tatkaryatvat tasyam <mani>prabhayam manibhrantir
utpadyate. tatah karyalingajatvad anumanam eva. tatha hi maniprabhayam adav abhrantam eva caksurvijianam
upajayate, tena ca karyalingasvariipam adhigatam. yatah svalaksanam eva lingam ...

30 A different interpretation is found in Steinkellner 1971: 195, n. 59. According to Steinkellner the third kind
of universals refers to metaphysical errors such as primordial matter (prakrti); see also Vetter 1968. Note that
both Steinkellner and Vetter refer to the PV 1.205 (not PV 3.51) and that the example of pradhana is suggested
by Karnakagomin. However, the formulation in the two verses is too similar to warrant a different interpretation.
Interestingly, Manorathanandin on PV 1.206b suggests that pradhana and svara rely both on existing and non-existing
things: ubhayopadanah pradhanesvaradih. This does not seem to make sense and perhaps the text is corrupt here.

31 Steinkellner (1971: 195ff.) speaks of “Vorstellung ohne Begriff”. However, this distinction does not amount
to the postulation of a conceptual construction without a universal; rather, if I understand him correctly, only
universals that rely on existing things are termed “Begriff”.
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that have no connection at all to any particulars, for instance, the concept of primordial
matter (prakrti, pradhana) mistakenly maintained by the Samkhyas, the concept of
God (7$vara) postulated by the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, or simply the famous son of a barren
woman.’2 Such fictitious entities, inasmuch as they have no counterpart in reality,
cannot exclude anything from any existing particular. Dharmakirti (PVSV 92.21, see
also Steinkellner 1971: 197) calls these conceptual constructions the “chief” or “principal
distinctions” (mukhyaviveka). I assume that viveka here is interchangeable with apoha’?:
the “chief distinction” must be the exclusion of everything that exists from something
that does not exist.>* Basically, however, these conceptual constructions operate just as
those that rely on existing things, and in fact they are the clearest cases of exclusion.
For even though there could be a doubt whether conceptual constructions that refer
to existing things do not have a referent in reality after all, in the case of conceptual
constructions referring to non-existing things such doubt does not arise in the first
place 3

32 This example (vandhyasuta) is used by Santaraksita in the parallel passage TS 1201.

3 Steinkellner (1971: 197) provides two interpretations of viveka; the one, which I follow here, as “Sonderung,”
the other, in his translation of PVSV 92.21, as “Fehlen” (absence). In the latter case, he seems to follow Frauwallner
1933: 94 (= KI. Schr. 449).

34 The question may arise as to whether two different concepts of illusory entities, which equally exclude
all things, would have the same meaning (apoha). For instance, the notions of prakrti and purusa, both being
completely non-existent and thus excluding all existing things (at least according to the Buddhists), would have to
be synonymous. This, however, is not the case because the exclusion applies not only to individuals/particulars but
also to all other concepts. Thus, the exclusion has a double function; the distinction between these two functions
roughly corresponds to the one between sense and reference, connotation and denotation, intention and extension,
etc. This double function is also seen, of course, in concepts/exclusions that rely on existing things, e.g., “being
a product” and “being impermanent”; see the discussion in Tillemans 1986. I owe this reference to the kindness
of Pascale Hugon. The twofold function of apoha can be contrasted with the inability to distinguish universals
from their particulars and from other universals. According to Dharmakirti, the unversals as conceived by the
Nyaya-VaiSesikas cannot be said to be either different from or identical to (their) particulars or other universals.
It is this inexpressibility which testifies to their unreality; cf. PV 3.32cd-33:

nihsvabhavatayavacyam kutascid vacanan matam |l

yadi vastu na vastinam avacyatvam kathamcana |

naiva vacyam upadanabhedad bhedopacaratah |
“Because [the universal] lacks its own nature, it cannot be expressed [as being identical to or different from
the particulars]. If it is thought to be a real thing because it is expressed [as being different] from some [other
universal], [it should also be possible to express it as being identical to or different from the particulars, because]
real things are in no way inexpressible. [A universal] can certainly not be expressed [even as being identical to or
different from other universals] because one speaks about a difference [between universals] only figuratively on
the basis of the difference between [their] substrata.”
The inexpressibility of identity and difference is used by Dharmakirti several times as a criterion for unreality,
e.g., PVSV 144.11, 148.5, PV 3.25-27, VN 14.11, 15.6.

3 PV 1185:

ripabhavad abhavasya Sabda ripabhidhayinah |

nasankya eva siddhas te ’to vyavacchedavacakah |l
“Because a non-existing thing has no form (i.e., own nature), words [that denote non-existing things] cannot at all
be suspected to designate [an existing] form. Therefore, it is established for you [that words] express exclusion.”
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To conclude, our world is populated by different kinds of non-existing things. There
are illusory objects (conceptual®® and non-conceptual), which include universals, which
again include absences. The universals are subdivided into two groups, depending on
whether they lead to efficient action or not. Although different examples are mentioned and
discussed, Dharmakirti does not seem to suggest different mechanisms for misconceptions
that appertain to everyday life such as the light of a lamp mistook for a jewel, metaphysical
errors such as the concept of primordial matter and God, or misconceptions involving
logical impossibilities such as sons of barren women. The former group of universals,
i.e., those that lead to efficient action, is further divided into three groups depending
on whether they rest on existing things, non existing things, or both. These universals,
which are objects of knowledge, are, to be sure, unreal, and yet they are not completely
unreal like other objects of illusion, for they are somehow and indirectly connected to
real objects. They can be said to be the erroneous aspects through which one cognizes
real things.
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