
Sucaritamísra on Apoha∗

Kei KATAOKA

1 A critical edition of the apohasection of Sucaritamísra’s Kāśikā

Sucaritamísra’sKāśikā published from Trivandrum in three parts (in 1926, 1929
and 1943) stopped at the end of thesaṁbandh̄aks.epasection. The remaining sec-
tions, i.e.,sphot.a, ākr. ti, apohaand so on, were not published despite the avail-
ability of manuscripts. The present author has started editing theapohasection of
theKāśikā consulting four manuscripts, i.e., three Devanāgar̄ı and one Malaȳalam
manuscript. So far two parts have been published. The first part (Kataoka 2014a)
covers Sucarita’s long commentary on v. 1; and the second part (Kataoka 2015)
covers Sucarita’s commentary on vv. 2–94.

2 Kāśikā ad Ślokav̄arttika apohav. 1

It might appear surprising that Sucaritamiśra spends many pages (38 pages in the
Adyar manuscript; 39 pages in my edition) just on a single verse. In his commen-
tary on v. 1 Sucaritamiśra offers his own elaborate critique ofapohaas a kind of
introduction to the entire section onapoha. One can regard this opening part as
an updated version of the M̄ımāṁs̄a criticism ofapohawhich reflects the trend of
arguments of his time, around the first half of the tenth century. This part contains
new arguments developed after Kumārila.

3 The historical development of theapohatheory

After Dignāga, the founder of the Buddhist theory ofapoha, Dharmak̄ırti and
his followers continued to modify the theory in response to Kumārila’s criticism.
Śākyabuddhi (660–720) and́Sāntaraks.ita (725–788) are known to hold the “inter-
nal” view that the object of conceptual cognition is cognition’s own form (svaprat-
ibhāsa).1 In other words, they regard an image or a form reflected in cognition
(jñānākāra) as the direct object of conceptual cognition and also of a word.

Dharmottara (740–800), who is known to be anirākārajñānav̄adin,2 severely
criticizes this view and claims that the object of conceptual cognition,apoha, is
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1 Cf. Sakurai 2000; Ishida 2005; Kataoka 2009:488(11); Kataoka 2014b:118, n. 23.
2 Oki 1982:190–192; Kataoka 2014a:340(23).
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neither external nor internal, i.e., neither outside nor inside the mind. For him
apohais something merely fabricated (āropita), unreal (nistattva) and false (alı̄ka).
Taking into consideration both types of Buddhist theories, Sucaritamiśra rejects the
Buddhist claim. The present paper gives an overview of the topics related toapoha
discussed in theKāśik̄a and also pays attention to its sources.

4 Two Buddhist theories ofapoha

As briefly mentioned above, when Sucarita introduces the Buddhist theory of
apoha, he divides it into two subclasses: one is thesv̄akāra theory and the other is
thealı̄ka theory.

ŚVK adapohav. 1, §2.1.7: yo hi vikalp̄anāṁ vis.ayah. sa śabd̄arthah. . ... kas
tasȳa [=kalpanāyā] vis.ayah. ? (1) sv̄akāra evety eke. (2) kalpitȧm nistattvam
alı̄kam ity anye.

[Buddhist:] For the object of conceptual cognition is the object of an utterance
(i.e. the meaning of a word). ...
[Q] What is the object of [conceptual cognition]?
[A] Some [Buddhists] say that it is its own form, whereas others say that it is
something [mentally] constructed, untrue and false.

Sucarita calls the former groupjñānākāravādin (§2.3.3.5). V̄acaspati, too,
designates the former asjñānākāravādin (NKan. Stern ed., 1390.8). V̄acaspati
also calls the formersākāravādin (1390.11) and the latternirākārajñānav̄adin
(1392.9).3 Jayanta, too, pays close attention to this dichotomy. He regards the
former theory as a line of thought arisen from̄atmakhȳati (NM apoha II §3.2:
ātmakhȳatigarbh̄a saran. ih. ) and the latter as a line of thought arisen fromasatkhȳati
(§3.1: asatkhȳatigarbh̄a saran. ih. ). We can therefore infer that around the ninth and
tenth centuries it was well established among brahmin scholars that the Buddhist
theory ofapohawas divided into two subclasses.

1. Dharmak̄ırti, etc. 2. Dharmottara
Jayanta ātmakhȳatigarbh̄a asatkhȳatigarbh̄a
Sucarita jñānākāravādin
Vācaspati sākāravādin nirākārajñānav̄adin

3 But see note 2 on p. 1393 (Stern ed.), which reports a variant reading:bimb̄akārajñāna-
vādināṁ for nirākārajñānav̄adināṁ.
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5 Sources of the two Buddhist theories

We can trace the main source of the former theory to Dharmakı̄rti’s works as in-
terpreted by his early commentators such asŚākyabuddhi,4 and the latter to Dhar-
mottara’sApohaprakaran. a. In his Apohaprakaran. a, for which we only have a
Tibetan translation, Dharmottara severely criticizes the “internal” theory ofapoha
and instead claims that the object of conceptual cognition, i.e.,apoha, is neither
internal nor external. In the opening verse of hisApohaprakaran. a Dharmottara
clearly states that the object of conceptual cognition is neither cognition itself nor
external (AP:buddhir no na bahir). Jayanta glosses this and states thatapohais
neither internal nor external (NMapohaII, §2.1: nāntar na bahih. ).

6 Sucarita’s source:Śālikanātha’s Prakaran. apañcikā

Sucarita’s reference to the two Buddhist theories in theapohasection quoted above
(§2.1.7 in my edition) is based on his explanation in the preceding section, i.e., the
ākr. ti section, which runs as follows:

ŚVK ākr. ti, Adyar ms. p. 2594:kim idān̄ıṁ jñānākāra ev̄ayamāpannah. . (1)
tathā nāmeti kecit. (2) na tv evam api, bahiravabhās̄at, na c̄arthagata eva,
anekatvavirodh̄apātāt, kiṁ tv asann eva jñānaṁ bh̄asam̄anam anu bh̄asate,
śabdam iva pratísabda ity anye.

[Q] Then does it follow that this is merely the form of cognition?
[A-1] Some [Buddhists] say: Yes, let that be the case.
[A-2] Other [Buddhists] say: No, that is not the case, either, because it appears
externally. Nor is it the case that it is something solely belonging to an external
object, because the contradiction of plurality [ofapohasuch asagonivr. tti
which functions as a kind of single universal like cowness] would follow.
Rather it is nothing at all; it appears after cognition appears, just as an echo
appears after a sound.

Here Sucarita gives reasons and the example of an echo (pratiśabda) to support
Dharmottara’s view ofapohaas being neither internal nor external. Sucarita’s
present description in thēakr. ti section is based ońSālikan̄atha’s PrP, which runs as
follows:

PrP 76.1–3:sa c̄ayaṁ tasȳakārah. pratham̄ano na j̃nānasyaiva, bahis. t.ven̄a-
vabh̄as̄at. na c̄arthagata eva, uktena nȳayena nirastatv̄at. kiṁ tv ayam asann
eva j̃nānam anu bh̄asate, śabdam iva pratiśabdah. .

And this form which is revealing itself does not belong to cognition, because it
appears as something external. Nor is it the case that it is something solely be-

4 PVT. ad 1:40 (cf. Ishida 2011:198):vikalpabuddhipratibh̄asas tu tr. tı̄yah. , anyo ’pohyate
’neneti kr. tvā, yo ’yaṁ śāstrak̄arasyaśabdav̄acyataȳabhimatah. . See also Kataoka 2012:115.
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longing to an external object, because such a possibility was already rejected
due to the rational mentioned above. Rather it is nothing at all; it appears after
cognition, just as an echo appears after a sound.

To sum up, Sucarita’s explanation of the two Buddhist theories in theapoha
section is based on his explanation in theākr. ti section, which again is based on
Śālikan̄atha’s description in thePrakaran. apãncikā.5

PrP 76.1–3:
sa c̄ayaṁ tasȳakārah. pratham̄ano na
jñānasyaiva, bahis.t.ven̄avabh̄as̄at.

na c̄arthagata eva, uktena nyāyena ni-
rastatv̄at.
kiṁ tv ayam asann eva jñānam anu
bhāsate,
śabdam iva pratiśabdah..

ŚVK ākr. ti, Adyar ms. p. 2594:
kim idān̄ıṁ jñān̄akāra ev̄ayam
āpannah.. tath̄a n̄ameti kecit. na
tv evam api, bahiravabh̄as̄at,
na c̄arthagata eva, anekatvavi-
rodh̄ap̄at̄at,
kiṁ tv asann eva jñānaṁ bh̄asam̄anam
anu bh̄asate,
śabdam iva pratiśabda ity anye.

ŚVK apoha §2.1.7: yo hi vikalp̄an̄aṁ vis.ayah. sa śabd̄arthah.. ... kas tasȳa
[=kalpan̄ayā] vis.ayah.? sv̄akāra evety eke. kalpitȧm nistattvam al̄ıkam ity anye.

7 Other explanations by Sucarita based on thePrakaran. apañcikā

The apohasection of theKāśik̄a begins with a reference to Buddhist opponents
who reject the existence of real universals such as cowness that the realists postu-
late. The steps of the arguments made by Sucarita’s Buddhists run as follows:

§2.1.1. A recurrent form (anugatar̄upa) does not really exist.

§2.1.2. Cognition of cowness is a conceptual cognition based on the percep-
tion of individual, real cows.

§2.1.3-6. [Q] How is it possible to explaińsabdaand our activity based on
it that, according to the Buddhist theory, would lack a corresponding
object?

§2.1.7. [A] The object of conceptual cognition is the object ofśabda.

Here again we can trace Sucarita’s source directly to theākr. ti section and in-
directly toŚālikan̄atha’sPrakaran. apãncikā. Sucarita makes it clear that his expla-
nation of Buddhistsāmānya is already present in the previous section, i.e.,ākr. ti,
by saying: “It was already elaborated before that a common property is merely

5 For more detailed sources regarding the relationship between Sucarita andŚālikan̄atha, see
Kataoka 2014a:343(20), n. 41.
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the form of conceptual cognition.” (§2.1.2: vikalpākāramātram eva s̄amānyam iti
prāk prapãncitam eva.) The portion of theākr. ti section referred to (Adyar ms.
pp. 2593–2594) is based on PrP 73.6–74.5.

PrP 73.6–13:
kāryabh̄utā hi buddhir es.ā kāran.am
āks.ipant̄ı yadanantaram evopajāyate
tad eva k̄aran.aṁ kalpayati . . .6

ŚVK ākr. ti, p. 2593:
kāryabh̄utā hi buddhih. kāran.am
āks.ipant̄ı yadanantarabh̄avin̄ı tat
kāran. ı̄kārayati,

sā ceyȧm svalaks.an.avis.ayadaŕsana-
samanantarabh̄avin̄ıti

svalaks.an.adaŕsanasamanantarabhāvin̄ı
ca seti

tā eva vyaktayah. svanirbh̄as̄a bu-
ddh̄ır upajanayya tanmukhena tām
ekākār̄anubh̄asin̄ıṁ dhiyamāvirbh̄ava-
yanti.7

vyaktaya eva svasȧmvedanadv̄aren.a
tasȳah. kāran.am.

nitāntabhedavatı̄nāṁ ca vyakt̄ınāṁ
kās̄aṁcid es.a mahim̄a na sarv̄as̄am iti
kim anupapannam.
yath̄a hy atyantabhinn̄a api caks.urā-
lokamanah.saṁyoḡa ekas̄amagr̄ısamu-
panipatit̄a ekavij̃nānodayalaks.an.aṁ
kāryamārabhante, tath̄a vyaktayo ’pi
kiṁ nārabhanta iti nedȧm pratipattika-
t.hinam.8

na ca n̄an̄abh̄utās t̄a ekasmai k̄aryāya
na ghat.anta iti s̄aṁpratam.

dr.s.t.aṁ hi bhinn̄an̄am api caks.urā-
lokād̄ınām ekȧm rūpādijñān̄atmakȧm
kāryam.

ŚVK apoha, 2.1.2: svalaks.an.avis.ayavísadadaŕsanaprabhavas tv ekākāravikalpah.,
tadbh̄avabh̄avāt. tasmin hi sati tatpr.s.t.habh̄avigotv̄adivikalpo j̄ayate.

Here the main point of the discussion is as follows: conceptual cognition of
cowness, according to Buddhists, is caused by a clear perception of individual
cows, because the former accords with the existence of the latter (tadbh̄avabh̄avāt).

PrP 74.2–5:
es.ā ca man̄ıs.ā na svalaks.an.aṁ
vis.aȳıkaroti, tasya vísad̄avabh̄asi-
tvāt,

ŚVK ākr. ti, pp. 2593–2594:
viśad̄avabh̄asinyo hi t̄ah.. ek̄akār̄a ca
dh̄ır aviśadavis.ayā,

6 “To explain: when this cognition as a result alludes to [its own] cause, it causes one to postu-
late only that cause, immediately following which, it (the cognition) is produced.”

7 “And because this [conceptual cognition] arises immediately after the perception of a partic-
ular, the same individuals, having produced [perceptual] cognitions of the [individuals’] own
forms, cause to appear, through these [perceptual cognitions], a cognition that has a single
form.”

8 “Of all individuals, all of whom are totally different [from each other], only some have this
power and not all [i.e. only some individuals are grouped]. Therefore, what is inappropriate?
For just as the eyes, light, the internal organ, and their connection, when they fall in the
same causal aggregate, produce a single result, i.e., the production of a single cognition,
similarly [these] individuals, too, produce [a single result]. Therefore, this is not difficult to
understand.”
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asȳás c̄abhil̄apasȧmsargayogȳartha-
pratibh̄asatv̄at.

abhil̄apasȧmsargayogyavis.ayatv̄at.

abhil̄ap̄an̄aṁ ca vísad̄akāram ava-
bhāsitum ásakteh.,
abhil̄apam̄atren.a tath̄avidhaprat̄ıtya-
bhāvāt.
tenais.ā na svacch̄akār̄avabh̄asin̄ı.9

abhil̄ap̄an̄aṁ ca vísad̄avabh̄asahetu-
bhāvāsȧmbhav̄at,
abhil̄ap̄antare tath̄adaŕsan̄at.

iha tu samasamayabhāvinirvikalpa-
kasvalaks.an.avis.ayavísadadaŕsana-
bhāvitvāt tath̄avabh̄asah., tadabh̄ave
tath̄anupalambh̄at.

ŚVK apoha, §2.1.2: ato vikalp̄akāram̄atram eva s̄amānyam iti pr̄ak prapãncitam
eva. na tu vȳavr.ttātman̄am anugatȧm nāma kiṁcit tāttvikaṁ rūpam.

Cowness is only an object of conceptual cognition and not an object of percep-
tion, because conceptual cognition, since it deals with only an unclear image to be
denoted by a word, cannot have individual cows as its object.

8 Sucarita’s rejection of the jñānākāra theory

After introducing the two Buddhist theories (in§2.1.7), Sucarita first criticizes the
theory of jñānākāra (in §2.2.1–2.2.4).10 The main points of his arguments run as
follows:

§2.2.1. Cognition’s form (jñānākāra) is not different from conceptual cogni-
tion itself (vikalpajñānād ananyah. ) and therefore, being unique, cannot
be the object of words (avis.ayah. śabd̄anām).

§2.2.2. When cognizing itself (svasȧmvittau), i.e., with respect to its own
form, which is not different from cognition itself (svato ’bhinne
sv̄akāre), conceptual cognition (kalpan̄a) is not conceptual (avikalpik̄a)
but perceptual (pratyaks.a).

§2.2.3. Externality (bāhyatva) of the image that appears in conceptual cogni-
tion (vikalpapratibh̄asa) is not śabd̄artha, either.

9 “And this [conceptual] cognition does not deal with a particular, because it (a particular) has
a clear image, whereas the [conceptual] cognition has an [unclear] image of an object which
can be associated with a verbal designation. And this is because a verbal designation cannot
cause a clear image to appear, for such cognition that has a clear image does not occur merely
by means of a verbal designation. Therefore, this [conceptual cognition] does not cause a
clear image to appear.”

10 §2.2 is located still in thepūrvapaks.a. (Theuttarapaks.a, i.e., Sucarita’ssiddh̄anta, starts from
§3.) Therefore, it is thenirākārajñānav̄adinwho criticizes thejñānākāravādinhere.
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§2.2.4. Conceptual cognition itself, being the object ofanubhava, cannot be
different from externality which is alleged to be an object of conceptual
cognition.

Among these four points the first and the second are found to be directly based
on Dharmottara’sApohaprakaran. a.

8.1 vikalpajñānād ananyah.
Sucarita explains the first point with the expressionvikalpajñānād ananyah. , i.e.,
jñānākāra is not different from conceptual cognition itself, which is based on Dhar-
mottara’s expression: “anȳapoha(gźan sel ba) is not different from cognition (́ses
pa dȧn tha mi dad pa).”11

AP 241.2–10:
de’i phyir ji ltar blo’i gzugs br̃nan yin/
rtog ge rig pa rgyu mtshan ’ga’źig las
gźan sel ba sgra’i don du brtags nas
rtog pa med pa’i yul yȧn sgra’i don du
lhag parźen páses pa dȧn tha mi dad
pa’i phyir gzugs br̃nan rȧn gi mtshan
ñid yin yȧn sgra’i brjod byar yȯns su
brtags par ji ltar ’gyur te/
śes pa dȧn tha dad pa ma yin pa sgra’i
brjod byar yȯns su brtags par ji ltar
’gyur ro/
śes dȧn tha dad ma yin pa/ ji ltar don
gźan ’brȧn bar ’gyur//
źes bya ba la sogs pasbrjod bya yin
pa slob dpon gyis bkag payin no/

My reconstruction:
tasm̄at kathȧm buddheh. pratibimbah. .
tarkavit kutáscin nimitt̄ad anȳapohȧm
śabd̄arthaṁ kalpayitv̄a nirvikalpa-
vis.ayam api śabd̄arthatven̄adhyava-
sitaṁ pratibimbȧm jñānābhinnatv̄at
svalaks.an. aṁ sad api śabdav̄acyaṁ
kathaṁ parikalpayet.

jñānād abhinnȧm śabdav̄acyaṁ ka-
thaṁ parikalpyeta.

jñān̄ad avyatiriktȧm ca katham arth̄a-
ntaraṁ vrajet// (PV1:71cd)
ityādinā vācyatvam ācāryen. a nis. i-
ddham.12

ŚVK apoha§2.2.1–2: kathȧm punar j̃nān̄akāro ’bhilāpasȧmsargayogyah.. sa hi
vikalpaj ñānād ananyastadvad eva ks.aniko ’s̄adh̄aran.a iti sukh̄adisvasȧmvittivad
avis.ayah. śabd̄an̄am. ... nir ākr.taṁ cedamācāryen.a svayam eva vikalp̄akārasya
śabdavācyatvamjñān̄ad avyatiriktȧm ca katham arth̄antarȧm vrajet// (PV 1:71cd)
iti.

11 The reconstructed Sanskrit text of the AP is italicized in the following.
12 “Therefore, how can it (the object of conceptual cognition) be a reflected image in a cog-

nition? How can a wise man, having postulated exclusion of others as a word-meaning for
some reason, postulate a reflected image, which he considers as a word-meaning although it
is [in fact] the object of a non-conceptual cognition, as a word-meaning despite its being a
particular because it is not different from a cognition? How can something not different from
a cognition be postulated as a word-meaning? It is denied by the master (Dharmakı̄rti) that
[a reflected image in a cognition] is a denotation when he says the following: And how can
something not different from a cognition go out to another object?” Cf. a German translation
by Frauwallner 1937:262.
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Sucarita’s way of quoting Dharmakı̄rti’s PV 1:71cd is almost the same as Dhar-
mottara’s. We can easily confirm that Dharmottara’s phrase “vācyatvais denied by
the ācārya” (brjod bya yin pa slob dpon gyis bkag pa) is glossed by Sucarita by
adding some explanatory words such asvikalpākārasya.

8.2 ātmany avikalpik̄a

Sucarita’s second point is that conceptual cognition is not conceptual with respect
to itself (ātmany avikalpik̄a). Dharmottara explains this with the phraseraṅ gi bdag
ñid la rnam par mi rtog pa.13

AP 237.28–238.5:
gzu̇n ba’i rnam pa ni rȧn rig pa’i yul
yin gyi
rnam par rtog pa’i ni ma yin no//
’di ltar gaṅ źig ṅes par byas pa de rnam
par rtog pa’i yul yin no//
gzu̇n ba’i rnam pa ni̇nes pa ma yin na
ji ltar rnam par rtog pa’i yul du ’gyur/
de’i phyir rnam par rtog pa sgra daṅ
’dres pa’i donṅes par byed kyȧn
raṅ gi bdag ñid la rnam par mi rtog
pa yin no//
gȧn gi phyir bdagñid ni maṅes pa yin
la/
ma ṅes pa yȧn rnam par rtog pa’i yul
ma yin no//
de ltar yȧn/
ṅes pa rnams kyis mȧnes pa/ de ni ji
ltar de dag yul//́zes b́sad do/

My reconstruction:
grāhȳakārah. svasȧmvedanasya vis.a-
yah. ,
na tu vikalpasya.
tathā hi yo nísc̄ıyate sa vikalpasya
vis.ayah. .
grāhȳakāro ’niścitah. san
kathaṁ vikalpasya vis.ayo bhavati.
tasm̄ad vikalpo ’bhil̄apasȧmsarga-
[yogya]arthaṁ niścinvann apy
ātmany avikalpakah. .

ātmā hy aníscitah.

aniścitaś ca na vikalpasya vis.ayah. .

tathā coktam
yan na nísc̄ıyate r̄upaṁ tat tes.āṁ
vis.ayah. katham// (PV 1:57cd)iti.14

ŚVK apoha§2.2.2: api ceyȧm kalpan̄a svasȧmvittau pratyaks.am is.t.ā. s̄a katham
ātmany avikalpik ā bhūtvā svato ’bhinne sv̄akāre vikalpavat̄ı bhavis.yati.
Cf. NKan., Gosv̄am̄ı ed., 184.2–3:na vikalp̄anāṁ vis.ayah. sv̄akāro ’pi tu svasȧm-
vedanasya.

13 Sanskrit words in square brackets are supplements to the Tibetan supplied by the present
author.

14 “An objective aspect is the object of self-awareness and not [the object] of conceptual cog-
nition. To explain: every [object] that is ascertained is the object of conceptual cognition.
How can an objective aspect, although not ascertained, be the object of conceptual cognition?
Therefore, conceptual cognition is non-conceptual with respect to itself although it ascertains
an object to be associated with verbal designations. For [cognition] itself is not ascertained;
and every [object] that is not ascertained is not the object of conceptual cognition. And sim-
ilarly it is stated: How can a form which is not ascertained be the object of [ascertaining
cognitions]?” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:258.
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8.3 vikalpākārasya b̄ahyatvam

The third point, i.e., externality ofjñānākāra (vikalp̄akārasya b̄ahyatvam), is pre-
sented by Sucarita here as one possible alternative that directly contacts a word
(śabdasȧmspr.s. t.a). We do have evidence for a Buddhist view that posits externality
as a possible alternative. Jñānásr̄ımitra, for example, refers to the view of Dhar-
mottara, whom he calls theT. ı̄kākāra:

JNĀ 229:24: tatrāropitamāropitab̄ahyatvȧm v̄a.

Here J̃nānásr̄ımitra presents Dharmottara’s view as one which positsāropita
or āropitab̄ahyatvaas a denotation (vācya). We can also confirm the view of
alı̄kab̄ahyatvain Vācaspati’s works (Kataoka 2014a:348(15)). In Dharmottara’s
AP, however, this option is not explicitly presented. Probably the view ofbāhyatva
as a word-meaning is introduced into the theory ofāropitaonly after Dharmottara.

It is probably also the case for the theory ofjñānākāra. We come across
references to externality (bāhyatva) in Dharmak̄ırti (PVSV ad 1:75cd: bāhya
iva), Kamalás̄ıla (TSP ad 2c: bāhyatven̄adhȳaropita ākārah. ), Karn.akagomin
(PVSVT. 113.20: sādr. śyam antaren. a vāsan̄abalād ev̄adhyavasitab̄ahyar̄upasya
vikalpasyotpatteh. ; 169.13:na hi s̄adr. śyanimitto b̄ahyatv̄aropa iti niveditam etat)
and Praj̃nākaragupta (PVA ad 2:170:apoho b̄ahyatven̄adhyavasito bhavati).
The two possible alternatives, i.e.,svapratibh̄asa and its bāhyatva, however,
are not clearly stated in their works as we see in Sucarita’s phrases such as
svapratibh̄asa-b̄ahyatvayoh. or tatpratibh̄asa-b̄ahyatva. I guess, therefore, that
Sucarita’s reference to the view of externality ofjñānākāra (A2 below) as a
possible alternative reflects a later stage of the theory’s history, much more
contemporaneous to his time.

A. sākāravāda B. nirākārajñānav̄ada
1. svapratibh̄asa āropita
2. (svapratibh̄asasya) b̄ahyatvam āropitasya b̄ahyatvam

A theoretical consideration also supports my guess, because the view of exter-
nality in thesākāravāda(A2 above) is probably introduced to avoid Dharmottara’s
criticism thatjñānākāra (=grāhȳakāra) is a perceptual object and not conceptual.
The newly introduced view (A2) admits thatgrāhȳakāra is a perceptual object, but
further proceeds to claim that its externality is conceptual. This view is reported
by Sucarita as follows:

§2.2.4: yat tusv̄atmā vikalpasȳanubh̄uyate gr̄ahȳakārah. , tadb̄ahyatvȧm ca
śabdasȧmspr.s. t.ataȳa vikalpyateiti.

On the other hand, it is said: Conceptual cognition itself is directly experi-
enced as an objective aspect but its externality is conceptually cognized as a
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direct denotation of a word.

Sucarita’s way of quoting the passage (yat tu ... iti) also suggests that this view
can be ascribed to some real proponent ofjñānākāra who came after Dharmottara.

8.4 niśc̄ıyateand ananubhūyamāna

The fourth point raised by Sucarita is basically the same as that of the first (AP
241.2–10) and the second (AP 237.28–31) explained above. The same logic is
here applied to externality (bāhyatva) of the image that appears in conceptual cog-
nition (vikalpapratibh̄asa). Firstly, externality that is alleged to be an object of a
word is not different (abheda) from conceptual cognition. Secondly, conceptual
cognition itself, which is the object ofsvasȧmvitti, is different from the object of
conceptual cognition that is ascertained (niśc̄ıyate). Dharmottara here clarifies the
opposition between the two objects with opposing expressions*na niśc̄ıyate(ma
ṅes pa) and*ni śc̄ıyate(ṅes par byas pa), whereas Sucarita contrasts the two objects
asanubh̄uyam̄anaandananubh̄uyam̄ana.

object of self-awareness object ascertained by
conceptual cognition

AP *svasȧmvedanasya vis.ayah. *vikalpasya vis.ayah.
na niśc̄ıyate niśc̄ıyate

ŚVK svātmā vikalpapratibh̄asa/b̄ahyatva
anubh̄uyate vikalpyate
anubh̄uyam̄ana ananubh̄uyam̄ana

9 A fault of the theory of āropita

In §2.3 Sucarita introduces Dharmottara’s theory ofāropita, something fabricated,
which is mentally constructed (kalpita) and false (alı̄ka). He then points out a fault
of this theory. If something mentally constructed and false were a word-meaning
(śabd̄artha), then a word-meaning would be positive (vidhirūpa) and not negative;
and thus it would be inappropriate to call itanȳapohaor anyanivr. tti. In other
words, Dharmottara’s̄aropita does not fit as a candidate for negativeapoha. The
same fault is pointed out in Jayanta’s NM (apohaIII §2.4), too. The source is found
in Dharmottara’s AP.
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AP 241.11–18:
gal te rnam par rtog pas sgro btags kyi
raṅ bźin ṅes par byas pas deñid sgra’i
don yin na
sgrub pa’i rȧn bźin sgra’i don yin mod
de ṅes na yȧn meñid chu ma yin pa’i
phyir
gźan ldog pa ni gcig sgrub pa’ísugs
kyis ṅes pa yin gyi/
gźan las ldog pa rtogs par byas pa ni
ma yin no//

My reconstruction:
yadi vikalpen̄aropitasya r̄upasya niści-
tatvāt tad eva śabd̄arthah. ,

vidhirūpah. śabd̄arthah. sȳat.
tanníscaye ca “vahnir eva na jalam”
ity
anyanivr. ttir ekavidhis̄amarthȳan nís-
c̄ıyate,
na tv anyanivr. ttih. prat̄ıyate.

gcig ṅes par ma byas pa ni gźan las
ldog pa rtogs par mi ’thad pa’i phyir
ro//

na hy ekaniścayam antaren. ānyanivr. -
ttih. pratyetu̇m yujyate.15

des na gal te sgro btags sgra’i don yin
na

tasm̄ad yady āropitaṁ śabd̄arthah.
sȳat,

sgrub pa’i tshul̃nid du ’gyur gyi
gźan sel ba’i don du ni ma yin no
źes bya ba ni kha cig gi’o//

vidhirūpa eva [śabda-]artho bhavet,
na tv anȳapohah.
ity eke.16

ŚVK apoha§2.3: astu tarhi kalpitam alı̄kaṁ śabd̄arthah.. astu t̄avat, kathȧm tad
anyanivr.ttirūpam. evȧm hi pratibh̄as̄anugun.ataȳa vidhirūpa evásabd̄arthah. kalpito
bhavet, na tv apoharūpah.. ekavidhin̄antar̄ıyako hy anȳapohah., na prat̄ıtikr.tah..
NM apoha III 2.4: nanv evamāropit̄akāravis.ayā eva vikalp̄a ukt̄a bhavanti.
vyāvr.ttivis.ayatvav̄acoyuktir ananvitety uktam.

Two points are important here.

1. If something fabricated (sgro btags; āropita) is a word-meaning (sgra’i don;
śabd̄artha), then a word-meaning would be positive (sgrub pa’i rȧn b́zin;
vidhirūpa) and not negative, i.e., not exclusion of others (gźan sel; anȳapoha,
anyanivr. ttir ūpa).

2. This would lead to the unwelcome result that exclusion of others (gźan ldog
pa; anȳapoha) is not understood directly from a word; but rather by impli-
cation from the affirmation of one thing (gcig sgrub pa; ekavidhi).

15 “If a fabricated form alone were a word-meaning because it is ascertained by a conceptual
cognition, a word-meaning would be positive. And when it (a fabricated form) is ascertained,
by implication from the affirmation of one thing, negation of the other is ascertained, as in
the expression: “This is fire, not water”; but it is not the case that negation of the other is
understood [directly from a word]. For negation of the other cannot be understood without
the ascertainment of one thing.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:262.

16 “Therefore, if something fabricated were a word-meaning, a word-meaning would be posi-
tive and [not negative, i.e.,] not exclusion of others. This is the view of some people.” Cf.
Frauwallner 1937:262.
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Dharmottara gives the following sentence as a reason for the second point:

AP 241.15–16: gciġnes par ma byas pa ni gźan las ldog pa rtogs par mi ’thad
pa’i phyir ro// (*na hy ekaníscayam antaren. ānyanivr. ttih. pratyetu̇m yujyate.17)

ŚVK apoha§2.3: ekavidhin̄antar̄ıyako hy anȳapohah..

It might be the case that the original structure of the AP’s Sanskrit is the same as
theŚVK, namely in a form such asekaniścayan̄antar̄ıyak̄ı hy anyanivr. ttih. , which
might have been translated into Tibetan in an easily understandable form.

10 Three characteristics ofapoha

In order to defend his theory of̄aropita as beingapoha, Dharmottara discusses
three points which indicate that the object of both conceptual cognition and words
is in fact (philosophically speaking) negative exclusion (vyāvr. tti). The three char-
acteristics ofapohathat he introduces are the following:

1. bhāvābh̄avas̄adh̄aran. a: apoha is common both to existence and nonexis-
tence, i.e., “cow” is connectable with “exists” and “does not exist.”

2. bāhyasadr. śa: the object of conceptual cognition is similar to an external
object although they are totally different, because they share a similarity of
being different from something else.

3. niyatarūpa: the object of conceptual cognition is definite and exclusive as in
the expression “this is a cow only” (gaur eva).

10.1 bhāvābhāvas̄adhāran. a

The original Sanskrit form of Dharmottara’s explanation of the first characteristic,
bhāvābh̄avas̄adh̄aran. a, can be reconstructed from Sucarita’s description in§2.3.1,
because here Sucarita very closely follows Dharmottara’s AP. The following is the
comparison of Dharmottara’s AP in Tibetan translation and Sucarita’s gloss of it.

17 Straightforwardly,rtogs par mi ’thad pacan be reconstructed aspratyetu̇m nopapadyate. It
is not common in Sanskrit, however, fornopapadyateto be connected with the infinitive
pratyetum. This may also suggest that the original structure is the same as Sucarita reads.
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10.1.1 sadasattve praty apeks. ā na sȳat

AP 241.18–22:
’di la gal te phyi rol sreg pa’i don byed
par bzod pa mthȯn ba ci ’dra ba
de ’dra ba kho nar rnam par rtog pas
phyi rol gyi me ñid du sgro btags pa
snȧn bar byed na ni
phyi rol bźin duṅes par ’gyur gyi
yod dam med ces dṅos po dȧn dṅos po
med pa’i rnam rtog ǵzan ñe ba la mi
ltos śiṅ
de dag dȧn ’brel par yȧn mi ’gyur ro//

My reconstruction:
atra yadi bahir dahan̄arthakriyāsama-
rtho dr.s. t.o yādr. śas
tādr. śa eva vikalpair b̄ahyavahnitven̄a-
ropita avabh̄asyate,

[tadā] bāhya iva nísc̄ıyata ity
asti n̄asti veti bh̄avābh̄avavikalp̄a-
ntaram praty anapeks.ah. sȳat,

na ca t̄abhȳaṁ sȧmbadhyeta.18

ŚVK apoha §2.3.1: yadi ca ȳadr.śo bahir19dahan̄adyarthakriȳasamartho dr.s.t.as
tādr.śa eva vikalpair̄aropyate, evȧm tarhi vr.ks.a ity ukte sadasattve praty apeks.ā
na sȳat. tadvacanásabdasamabhivȳah̄arás ca, yath̄asti vr.ks.o na veti.

The main point of the argument here is as follows: If an image made to appear
by conceptual cognition were similar to an external object such as real fire, then
people would not anticipate a further semantic component, either “exists” or “does
not exist,” when they hear the word “fire,” nor would they say “the fire exists” or
“the fire does not exist,” because the fire would be ascertained as if being externally
existent.

Interestingly, in the latter half of the sentence Sucarita uses an example of a tree
(vr.ks.a) instead of fire mentioned in the first half, although, in view of consistency,
Dharmottara intends only fire in this paragraph throughout. As will be shown later,
this example of a tree was relocated to the present paragraph from another portion
of the AP. In other words, as a result of importing the well known example of a tree
used in another context, Sucarita breaks the consistency of the present paragraph.

18 “Here, if [an image] fabricated as an external [real] fire which is made to appear by conceptual
cognitions were similar to an external [fire] which is perceived as being able to perform a
function, i.e., burning, [then], being ascertained as if being external, another conceptualization
of existence or nonexistence, i.e., either “exists” or “does not exist” would not be expected
[by it]; nor could its connection with them arise.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:262–263.

19 The reading of the editiondahan̄adir artha- is corrected todahan̄adyartha-.
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10.1.2 na sadbh̄avāpeks. ā and nābhāvāpeks. ā

AP 241.22–25:
gȧn gi phyir phyi rol gyi me ni ḋnos po
yod pa la mi ltos te/
mthȯn bañid kyi raṅ bźin ni yod pa’i
dṅos po’i bdagñid du yod pa’i phyir
ro//
dṅos po med pa la yaṅ mi ltos te/
mthȯn ba de’i rȧn bźin ni med pa dȧn
’gal ba’i phyir ro//

My reconstruction:
na hi b̄ahyo vahnih. sadbh̄avāpeks.ah. ,

dr.s. t.asvabh̄avasyaiva sadbh̄avātmaka-
tvena sattv̄at.

nāpy abh̄avāpeks.ah. ,
dr.s. t.asvabh̄avasȳasattvavirodh̄at.20

ŚVK apoha§2.3.1: na hi b̄ahye dr.śyam̄ane sadbh̄avāpeks.ā bhavati, dr.s.t.asvabh̄ava-
syaiva sadbh̄avātmakatv̄at. n̄apy abh̄avāpeks.ā, dr.s.t.asvar̄upasȳasattvavirodh̄at.

External, real fire does not require a further connection with either existence
(na sadbh̄avāpeks. ā) or nonexistence (nābh̄avāpeks. ā), because being real, i.e., inas-
much as its nature is directly perceived, it is existent in nature (sadbh̄avātmakatv̄at)
and it is contradictory for it to be nonexistent (asattvavirodh̄at).

10.1.3 bhāvāvyabhic̄arāt and abhāvavirodh̄at

AP 241.25–28:
de b́zin du mthȯn ba dȧn ’dra bar sgro
btags pa yȧn dṅos po mi ’khrul pa dȧn/
dṅos po med pa daṅ ’gal ba’i phyir de
dag la mi ltos pa dȧn/
de dag dȧn gźi mthun ñams su myȯn
bar mi ’gyur ro//

My reconstruction:
evam eva dr.s. t.asadr. śah. sam̄aropito ’pi
bhāvāvyabhic̄arād
abh̄avavirodh̄ac ca tayor n̄apeks.eta,

na ca t̄abhȳaṁ saha sam̄anādhikaran. o
’nubhūyeta.21

ŚVK apoha §2.3.1: evam eva dr.s.t.asadr.śah. sam̄aropito ’pi bh̄avāvyabhic̄ar̄ad
abh̄avavirodh̄ac c̄asti n̄ast̄ıti nāpeks.eta. na ca t̄abhȳaṁ saṁbadhyeta. . . .

Similarly, the image fabricated by conceptual cognition as being similar to an
external object would require neither the component “exists” nor the component
“does not exist” and would not be connected with them, because it does not de-
viate from existence (bhāvāvyabhic̄arāt) and because it contradicts nonexistence
(abh̄avavirodh̄at).

20 “For external [real] fire does not require [a further connection with] existence, because being
precisely [a real entity] whose nature is directly perceived, it does exist inasmuch as it is
existent in nature. Nor does it expect [a connection with] nonexistence, because being [a real
entity] whose nature is directly perceived, it is contradictory for it to be nonexistent.” Cf.
Frauwallner 1937:263.

21 “Similarly, although it is fabricated [by conceptual cognition] as being similar to a perceived
object, it would require neither [existence nor nonexistence] and would not be experienced
as having the same locus as them, because it does not deviate from existence and because it
contradicts nonexistence.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:263.
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10.1.4 vidhipratis.edhas̄adhāran. a and ubhayasȧmbandhayogya

AP 242.2–5:
de’i phyir sgrub pa dȧn dgag pa thun
moṅ ba

My reconstruction:
ato vidhipratis.edhas̄adh̄aran. a

gñis ka dȧn ’brel par ru̇n ba’i don
rnam par rtog paṡnes pa yin no
źes bya ba’i don ’dĩnams su myȯn ba
las ’oṅs pa yin gyi/

ubhayasȧmbandhayogyo ’rtho
vikalpair avas̄ıyata
ity anubhav̄ayattam etat.22

ŚVK apoha §2.3.1: ato vidhipratis.edhas̄adh̄aran.a ubhayasȧmbandhayogyo
vikalpair artho ’vas̄ıyata ity anubhav̄ayattam etat.

Therefore, it is concluded on the basis of experience (anubhav̄ayatta) that the
object ascertained by conceptual cognition is common to affirmation and negation
(vidhipratis.edhas̄adh̄aran. a) and is connectable with both “exists” and “does not
exist” (ubhayasȧmbandhayogya).

10.1.5 bāhyavidharman

AP 242.6–9:
de’i phyir gñis ka’i thun mȯn ba’i phyi
rol dȧn chos mi mthun pa rnam par rtog
pas sgro btags pa ’di ni sgrub pa’i tshul
du sgro btags par ma mthoṅ ṅo//

My reconstruction:
tasm̄ad ubhayas̄adh̄aran. o bāhyavi-
dharm̄aropito vikalpaih. , (sa) na dr.s. t.o
vidhirūpah. (āropitah. ).

gȧn gi phyir phyi rol dȧn ’dra bar snȧn
ba sgrub pa’i rȧn bźin gyis sgro btags
pa ni ma yin no//

na hi b̄ahyasadr. śah. (pratibhāsam̄ano)
vidhirūpaāropitah. .23

ŚVK apoha§2.3.2: evȧm cobhayas̄adh̄aran.o bāhyavidharm̄aropito vikalpair ity
ā́srayan. ı̄yam. dr.s.t.asadr.śe hyāropyam̄an.e vidhirūpah. śabd̄artho bhavet, darśanena
bhāvar̄upavidh̄an̄at.

Therefore, it is to be accepted that the object made up by conceptual cognition
is common to both existence and nonexistence (ubhayas̄adh̄aran. ah. ) and (in fact)

22 “Therefore, it is concluded on the basis of experience that the object which is common to
affirmation and negation and which is connectable with both [existence and nonexistence] is
ascertained by conceptual cognitions.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:263. The Tibetan translation
hasartha (don) and thus may suggestity es.o ’rtho ’nubhav̄ayattah. . Considering Sucarita’s
corresponding passage, however, it is probable thatdon is supplied by a Tibetan translator in
order to clarify the referent ofetat.

23 “Therefore, [the object] which is common to both [existence and nonexistence] and which
is dissimilar to an external [object] is made up of conceptual cognitions; [it is] not the [per-
ceived] object which is positive in nature. For [the object] which is similar to an external
object and which is positive in nature is not made up.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:263. Those
words that I think are probably supplied by a Tibetan translator are marked with round brack-
ets.
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dissimilar to an external object (bāhyavidharm̄a), because if it were (in fact) similar
to an external object it would be positive in nature (vidhirūpa).

10.1.6 avr.ks. ābhāvanis. t.haṁ vr.ks.am āropayati

AP 242.11–15:
de la rnam par rtog pas ni bsgrub pa’i
raṅ bźin la reg pa ’am sgrub pa daṅ ’dra
bar sgro btags ni mi nus kyi/

My reconstruction:
ato vikalpo vidhir̄upaṁ spras. t.uṁ
tatsadr. śaṁ* cāropayitum asamartho
(Tib: *vidhisadr. śaṁ)

’on kyaṅ śiṅ ma yin med pas khyad par
du gyur paśiṅ ma yin med pa’i mthar
thug pa’i śiṅ sgro ’dogs par byed pa
’ba’ źig tu zad do//

’vr.ks. ābh̄avavísis. t.am avr.ks. ābh̄ava-
nis. t.haṁ vr.ks.aṁ kevalam̄aropayati.24

ŚVK apoha§2.3.2: ato vidhir̄upaṁ spras.t.uṁ tatsadr.śaṁ cāropayitum asamartho
vikalpo ’vr.ks.ābh̄avanis.t.h.aṁ vr.ks.amāropayati.

Therefore, conceptual cognition makes up only a tree that culminates in the
negation of non-trees (avr.ks. ābh̄avanis. t.ha), because it can neither touch something
positive nor make up something similar to it.

10.1.7 Syllogism

AP 244.10-16:
gȧn źig dṅos po dȧn dṅos po med pa
thun mȯn duźen paṡnes par ’dzin pa
de ni gcig las ldog pȧnes pa lhur byed
pa yin te/
dper na bum pa ma yin parśes pas bum
pa ma yin paṙnes par ’dzin pa na yod
dam med ces ḋnos po dȧn dṅos po med
pa thun mȯn duṅes par ’dzin par byed
pa b́zin no//
rnam par rtog pa thams cad kyis kyaṅ
dṅos po dȧn dṅos po med pa dag gi
raṅ bźin thun mȯn duṅes par ’dzin par
byed do//

My reconstruction:
yad bh̄avābh̄avas̄adh̄aran. am (adhy-
avas̄ayena) avadh̄aryate,
tad anyavȳavr. tti(niścaya)param.

yath̄aghat.ajñānen̄aghat.o ’vadh̄arya-
māno ’sti na veti bh̄avābh̄avas̄adh̄a-
ran. o ’vadh̄aryate.

sarvaís ca vikalpair bh̄avābh̄avas̄a-
dhāran. aṁ rūpam avadh̄aryate.25

24 “Therefore, conceptual cognition makes up only a tree that is qualified by the nonexistence
of non-trees and that culminates in the negation of non-trees, because it can neither touch
something positive nor make up something similar to it.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:264.

25 “Every [object] that is ascertained as being common to existence and nonexistence culmi-
nates in the exclusion of others, just as a non-pot [such as a cloth] which is ascertained by a
cognition of a non-pot, is ascertained as being common to existence and nonexistence, i.e.,
[connectable with] “exists” and “does not exist.” And all conceptual cognition ascertains an
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ŚVK apoha§2.4.1: yad bh̄avābh̄avas̄adh̄aran.aṁ rūpam avas̄ıyate, tad anyavȳavr.tti-
nis.t.ham. yath̄aghat.āvas̄ayena pat.o ’vas̄ıyamānah. sa hy asti na veti bh̄avābh̄avas̄a-
dhāran.o ’vas̄ıyate, anyanivr.ttinis.t.hás ca. tath̄a ca sarvésabd̄a bh̄avābh̄avas̄adh̄ara-
n.arūpābhinivésinah. ity anubhavasiddham.

The syllogism shown at the end can be summed up as follows:26

Vyāpti: Every object that is ascertained as being common to existence and
nonexistence, i.e., connectable with “exists” and “does not exist,” cul-
minates in the exclusion of others.

Dr.s. t.ānta: Like a cloth which is ascertained as a non-pot.

Paks.adharmat̄a: The objects of all words are the same, i.e., they are ascer-
tained as being common to existence and nonexistence.27

10.1.8 Correspondence and absence of correspondence

The correspondence and the absence of correspondence between the AP and the
ŚVK are as follows:

AP ŚVK apoha Key concepts
1 241.18–22 41.5–42.1 sadasattv̄anapeks.atvam
2 241.22–25 42.1–3 sadbh̄avātmakatv̄at
3 241.25–28 42.3–5 bhāvāvyabhic̄ar̄at

*241.28–242.2 (ł 41.7–42.1) (A) (“vr.ks.ah.”)
4 242.2–5 42.5–7 vidhipratis.edhas̄adh̄aran.atvam

*242.5–6 (B) (bāhȳarthah.)
5 242.6–9 42.9–11 bāhyavidharm̄aropah.

*242.9–11 (ł 42.10–11) (C) (dr.s.t.avr.ks.ādi)
6 242.11–15 42.11–12 avr.ks.ābh̄avanis.t.hatvam
7 244.10–16 45.9–46.3 anyavȳavr.ttinis.t.ham

image as being common to existence and nonexistence.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:266.
The Tibetan translatiońzen paṡnes par ’dzin pasuggestsadhyavas̄ayen̄avadh̄aryate. Other

corresponding parts are translated in the following passages merely asṅes par ’dzin pa
(avadh̄aryate) without źen pas. Sucarita’s corresponding passages all have the same form
avas̄ıyate instead ofavadh̄aryate. It might be possible that a Tibetan translator translates
the simple wordavadh̄aryate into an explanatory phrasézen paṡnes par ’dzin pain its first
occurrence.

For Sucarita-para and-nis. t.ha are synonymous. Cf.́SVK apoha§2.4.3 (Kataoka 2014a:
317(46)–316(47)):yat kilātyantavisadr. śānāṁ tādrūpyagrahan. aṁ tad anyavȳavr. ttiparam.
(Quoted below in p. 42.)

26 Udāharan. a is divided intovyāpti anddr.s. t.ānta for the sake of clarity.Paks.adharmat̄a corre-
sponds toupanaya(application) in the Naiȳayika system ofpañcāvayava.

27 Conclusion: Therefore, they are ultimately exclusion of others.
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There are three paragraphs of the AP (marked with asterisks) the correspon-
dences of which are not clearly recognizable. (A) In the first case, AP 241.28–
242.2, Dharmottara gives an example, “tree,” which Sucarita transferred to and
incorporated into 41.7–42.1, and therefore, most probably, omitted here. (B) The
second case, AP 242.5–6, is a sentence which restates the content of a preceding
passage in a negative formula, and therefore most probably Sucarita considered it
omissible. (C) The third case, AP 242.9–11, is again a reference to the example
“tree” together with an explanation, which Sucarita made into a compact reason
darśanena bh̄avarūpavidh̄anāt subordinate to the preceding sentence.

10.2 bāhyasadr. śa

The second characteristic ofapoha, namely, “being (apparently) similar to an ex-
ternal object” (bāhyasadr. śa) is explained by Suracita in§2.4.3. His explanation is
based on Dharmottara’s AP as shown below.

AP 244.29–245.5:
gȧn źig śin tu mi ’dra ba de’i rȧn bźin
du ’dzin pa de ni ǵzan las bzlog pas
byas pa’i ’dra bar ’dzin pa lhur len pa
yin te/

My reconstruction:
yad atyantavisadr. śānāṁ tādrūpyagra-
han. aṁ tad anyavȳavr. ttikr. tas̄adr. śya-
(grahan. a)param.

dper na snam bu bum pa daṅ śin tu mi
’dra yȧn śiṅ ma yin par khyad par can
du ṅes par rtogs pa na ’di yaṅ śiṅ ma
yin na ’di yȧn śiṅ ma yin źes yin na
bum pa dȧn ’dra barṅes par rtogs pa
bźin no//
de b́zin du rnam par rtog pa’i don phyi
rol dȧn śin tu mi mthun pa yȧn phyi rol
tu ṅes par rtogs pa yin no//
rnam par rtog pas phyi rolṅes par byed
pa yȧn ñams su myȯn bas grub po//

yath̄a ghat.ātyantavisadr. śo ’pi pat.o
vr.ks. ābh̄avaviśis. t.o ’vadh̄aryam̄a-
n. ah. “ayam apy avr.ks.ah. , ayam apy
avr.ks.ah. ” iti ghat.asadr. śo ’vadh̄aryate.

tathā ca vikalpavis.ayo (’rtho) ’tyantaṁ
bāhyavisadr. śo ’pi bāhyo ’vadh̄aryate.

vikalpena b̄ahȳavadh̄aran. am apy
anubhavasiddham.28

ŚVK apoha §2.4.3: yat kil̄atyantavisadr.śān̄aṁ tādr̄upyagrahan.aṁ tad anyavȳa-
vr.ttiparam. yath̄a ghat.apat.ayor ek̄antavisadr.śayor apy avr.ks.o ’yam ayȧm ceti
tādr̄upyen.āvadh̄aran.am anyanivr.ttikr.tam eva. tath̄a ca vikalpavis.ayo ’rtho
’tyantāsann atyantab̄ahyavisadr.śo b̄ahyo ’vadh̄aryateity anubhavasiddham eva.

28 “Every [cognition] which grasps something totally dissimilar as being similar in fact has a
similarity based on exclusion of others as its object, just as a cloth, although being totally
different from a pot, when it is ascertained as being qualified by the nonexistence of a tree, is
ascertained as being similar to a pot, as in the expression: “This too is non-tree, this too is non-
tree.” And the object of conceptual cognition, although being totally dissimilar to an external
object, is ascertained as being external. That conceptual cognition ascertains something as
being external, too, is established on the basis of experience.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:267.
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PVSVT. 112.18–22: etena yad ucyateyad bāhȳatyantavisadr.śasya sv̄akārasya
tādr̄upyagrahan.aṁ tad anyanivr.ttikr.tas̄adr.śyaparam. yath̄a ghat.avisadr.śo ’pi
pat.o vr.ks.ābh̄avavísis.t.o ’vadh̄aryam̄an.ah. “ayam apy avr.ks.ah.” iti ghat.asadr.śo
’vadhāryate, vr.ks.avyāvr.tter ghat.apat.ayos tulyatv̄at. tath̄a vikalpavis.ayo ’tyantȧm
bāhyavisadr.śo ’pi bāhyo ’vadh̄aryate, ’nyanivr.ttikr.tas̄arūpyagrahan.ātiti.29

Here Dharmottara and Sucarita intend a syllogism:

Vyāpti: Every cognition which grasps something totally dissimilar as being
similar in fact has exclusion of others as its object.

Dr.s. t.ānta: Like a cloth which is grasped as being similar to a pot inasmuch as
being a non-tree.

Paks.adharmat̄a: The object of conceptual cognition, although totally dissim-
ilar to an external object, is ascertained as being similar to it.30

It is clear that Sucarita very closely follows Dharmottara’s original passages.
Our impression is further confirmed when we compare Sucarita with Jayanta,
whose corresponding passage (NMapohaIII 2.7.3) does not take the form of a
syllogism although there is a loose correspondence in terms of contents.

10.3 niyatarūpa

The third characteristic ofapohais niyatarūpa, i.e., having a restricted, definite
form. In other words, the content of conceptual cognition takes a formula, for
example, “This is a cow only and not something else.” Here again Sucarita’s de-
scription closely follows Dharmottara’s syllogism presented in the AP.

AP 245.21–25:
gȧn źig ṅes pa’i rȧn bźin ṅes par rtogs
par byed pa de ni ǵzan las ldog pa’i yul
can yin te/
dper na ’di ni bum pa kho na’ózesṅes
pa ñid kyi bum paṅes par rtogs pa’i
rtog pa b́zin no//

My reconstruction:
yan niyatar̄upāvadh̄aran. aṁ tad anya-
nivr. ttivis.ayam.

yath̄a ghat.a ev̄ayam iti niyataghat.āva-
dhāran. aṁ vikalpah. .

de b́zin du ram par rtog pa thams cad
kyaṅ ṅes pãnid du ’dzin par
ñams su myȯn bas grub pa yin no//

tathā ca sarve vikalp̄a niyatagr̄ahak̄a
ity
anubhavasiddham.31

29 See the apparatus of my edition,ŚVK apoha§2.4.3, for varitant readings; see also NKan.
1386.8–1388.5 and NVTT. 443.6–9 quoted there.

30 Conclusion: Therefore, it in fact communicates exclusion of others.
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ŚVK apoha §2.4.4: api ca niyatar̄upāvadh̄aran.am anyanivr.ttivis.ayaṁ dr.s.t.am.
yath̄a ghat.a ev̄ayam ity aghat.anivr.ttivis.ayam. tath̄a ca sarve vikalp̄a na sȧmdi-
gdhavis.ayāh. ity anubhavasiddham eva.

The syllogism intended here can be summed up as follows:

Vyāpti: Every cognition which ascertains something in a restricted, definite
form “This is X only and not something else” in fact has exclusion of
others as its object.

Dr.s. t.ānta: Like the conceptual cognition “This is a pot only.”

Paks.adharmat̄a: All conceptual cognition grasps an object in a restricted,
definite form “X only.”32

Jayanta, on the other hand, does not follow the AP closely (NMapoha III
§2.7.2), although in terms of content he ultimately conveys the same thing.

So far we have compared Sucarita’s explanation of the three characteristics of
apohawith corresponding passages in the AP. In all cases it is demonstrated that
Sucarita closely follows Dharmottara’s original phrasing and sentence structure. In
this way, with regard to the three characteristics ofapoha, Sucarita’s passages are
a very important source for reconstructing the original form of Dharmottara’s AP.

11 ekapratyavamaŕsa,etc.

Similar investigations are possible with regard to Sucarita’s description of
tatkāritvādhyavas̄aya (ŚVK apohaIII §2.3.3.2) andekapratyavamaŕsa (§2.3.3.3),
in which Sucarita follows, in terms of content, the logical steps of Dharmottara’s
arguments in the AP.

AP 247.13–17:
sṅar ma mthȯn ba’i dṅos po la go
mthȯn ba’i de ma thag pa’ízen pas
mthȯn ba’i rȧn bźin dṅos po ǵzan las
ldog par ’dzin pa ci ’dra bázig yin/
gȧn gi phyir ’bras bu’i khyad par byed
pas na rnam par rtog pas de’i ’bras bu
can ma yin pa dag las ldog pa’i raṅ bźin
du gsal bar byed pa yin na/

My reconstruction:
adr.s. t.apūrve vastuni daŕsan̄ananta-
rādhyavas̄ayena “dr.s. t.arūpaṁ vastv
anyavȳavr. ttam” ity avadh̄aran. aṁ
k̄ıdr.k.
kāryavíses.akaraṁ hi vikalpen̄atatk̄a-
ryavȳavr. ttarūpaṁ prak̄aśyate.33

31 “Every [cognition] which ascertains something in a definite form has exclusion of others as
its object, just as in the case of the conceptual cognition “This is a pot only,” which ascertains
a pot in a definite form. And all conceptual cognition grasps [an object in] a definite form.
This [reason] too is established on the basis of experience.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:268.

32 Conclusion: Therefore, it in fact communicates exclusion of others.
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ŚVK apoha §2.3.3.2: pr̄ak kāryadaŕsan̄ad adr.s.t.ap̄urvavastudaŕsane kathȧm
tatkāritvādhyavas̄ayah.. tadanavadh̄aran.e ca katham atatk̄arivyāvr.ttaṁ rūpaṁ
vikalpair āropitam abhinivísantésabd̄ah..

AP 247.22–23:
gal te ḋnos po b́zin du mthȯn ba yȧn
tha dad pa ma yin nam/

My reconstruction:
nanu dravyavad darśan̄any api bhi-
nnāni.34

ŚVK apoha §2.3.3.3: nanu darśan̄any api ȳavaddr.śyaṁ bhidyam̄an̄ani katham
ekaṁ kāryam.

AP 247.28–31:
mthȯn ba’i de ma thag tu ’byu̇n ba’i
ṅes par byed pas ni tha dad pa med par
źen par byed do//
de’i phyir mthȯn ba gcig byed pa’i gsal
ba rnams ’bras bu de mi byed pa dag
las ldog pa rȧn bźin mtshu̇ns par rtogs
par byed do/

My reconstruction:
taddarśan̄anantarabh̄avipratyavamar-
śena tv abhinnatven̄adhyavas̄ıyante.

tasm̄ad ekadarśanak̄arin. yo vyaktayo
’tatkāribhyo vȳavr. ttarūpās tulyȧm
prat̄ıyante.35

ŚVK apoha§2.3.3.3: na, ekapratyavamarśahetutvena tes.ām abhed̄at. bhavati hi
gāṁ dr.s.t.avato gaur iti p̄urvāparayor eko ’vamarśah.. tadekatv̄ac ca tatk̄arin. āṁ
daŕsan̄an̄am abhedah.. tadabhed̄ac ca dr.śyān̄aṁ vyakt̄ınām.

In these cases Sucarita paraphrases Dharmottara’s sentences in different forms
without losing each logical point. In the first case, AP 247.13–15, for example, the
logical point “only after A, B is possible” is paraphrased in theŚVK as “Before
A, B is impossible” (A:kāryadaŕsana; B: tatkāritvādhyavas̄aya). In other words,
both passages explain the point that the ascertainment of cows as being the same in
that they accomplish the same result is possible only after having seen the result.
In the second case, AP 247.22–23, Dharmottara’s simple phrase “they are different
like real entities” (dravyavad ... bhinn̄ani) is explained by Sucarita as “they are
different for each of the entities that is to be seen” (yāvaddr. śyaṁ bhidyam̄anāni)

33 “With regard to an entity that one has never seen before how can one ascertain by means
of judgment which arises immediately after perception, that the entity that is perceived is
excluded from the other? For an [entity] which has a particular effect is shown by concep-
tual cognition as being excluded from those things which do not have the same effect.” Cf.
Frauwallner 1937:270.

34 “Surely perceptions, too, are different like real entities.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:270.
35 “[Perceptions] are regarded as being non-different [from each other] due to [their single re-

sult, i.e.,] one and the same judgment that arises immediately after the perceptions of them.
Therefore, individual entities that produce one and the same perception are understood as be-
ing similar inasmuch as they are [all] excluded from those things which do not have the same
effect.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:270.
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together with a concluding remark “how can they be one result?” (katham ekȧm
kāryam). In the third case, AP 247.28–29, both passages explain the point that
perceptions (darśana) can be regarded as being non-different (abhinna) from each
other due to their single result, i.e., one and the same judgment (ekapratyavamarśa)
that they produce.

12 Concluding remarks

1. Like other authors around his time Sucarita knows the subdivisions of the
Buddhist theory ofapoha: jñānākāra theory on the one hand and Dharmot-
tara’s opposing view on the other.

2. Śālikan̄atha’sPrakaran. apãncikā is one of the sources of Sucarita’s explana-
tion of the Buddhist theory ofapoha.

3. Sucarita’sKāśik̄a is an important source for our reconstruction of some parts
of the original form of Dharmottara’sApohaprakaran. a. This is particularly
the case with regard to the three characteristics ofapohadescribed by Dhar-
mottara, i.e.,bhāvābh̄avas̄adh̄aran. a, bāhyasadr. śaandniyatarūpa.
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Editor. Ed. K.S. Varad̄ac̄arya. 2 vols. Mysore: Oriental Research Insti-
tute, 1969, 1983.

NM apohaI: See Kataoka 2011.

NM apohaII: See Kataoka 2008.

NM apohaIII: See Kataoka 2009.

NM apohaIV: See Kataoka 2010.
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PV 1 See PVSV.
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Ed. R̄ahula S̄aṅkr.tyāyana. Patna: Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research
Institute, 1953.
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derÖsterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 197–210.

Kataoka, Kei

2008 “A Critical Edition of Bhat.t.a Jayanta’sNyāyamãnjarı̄: The Section on
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