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Sucaritaméra on Apoha

Kei KATAOKA

1 A critical edition of the apohasection of Sucaritaméra’s Kasika

Sucaritaméra’s Kasika published from Trivandrum in three parts (in 1926, 1929
and 1943) stopped at the end of gs@nbandlaksepasection. The remaining sec-
tions, i.e.,spho#t, akrti, apohaand so on, were not published despite the avail-
ability of manuscripts. The present author has started editinggbbasection of

the KaSika consulting four manuscripts, i.e., three Deagar and one Malaglam
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 Kasika ad Slokaarttika apohav. 1

It might appear surprising that Sucarité@ma 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 Sucaritargra offers his own elaborate critique afohaas a kind of
introduction to the entire section apoha One can regard this opening part as
an updated version of the Iklamsa 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 Karita.

3 The historical development of theapohatheory

After Dignaga, the founder of the Buddhist theory ajjoha Dharmakrti and
his followers continued to modify the theory in response to l&tila’s criticism.
Sakyabuddhi (660—720) arféBntarakita (725—788) are known to hold the “inter-
nal” view that the object of conceptual cognition is cognition’s own foswaprat-
ibhasg.! In other words, they regard an image or a form reflected in cognition
(jhanakara) as the direct object of conceptual cognition and also of a word.
Dharmottara (740-800), who is known to baeisakarajianavadin,? severely
criticizes this view and claims that the object of conceptual cognitipohg is

* The present article is based on a paper read at the 16th World Sanskrit Conference held in
Bangkok (Renaissance Rachaprasong) on June 29th, 2015. This work was supported by JSPS
KAKENHI Grant Number 15K02043. | thank Elliot Stern, Peter Sahota, and Somdev Va-
sudeva for their comments.

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 fabricatedrbpita), unreal istattvg and false élika).
Taking into consideration both types of Buddhist theories, Sucadtamgjects the
Buddhist claim. The present paper gives an overview of the topics relatgadba
discussed in th&asika 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 hakara theory and the other is
thealikatheory.

SVK adapohav. 1, §2.1.7: yo hi vikalpanam visayahsasabdarthah ... kas
tasya [=kalpanaya] visayal? (1) s\akara evety eke. (2) kalpita nistattvam
alikam 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 groyfianakaravadin (§2.3.3.5). \acaspati, too,
designates the former ganakaravadin (NKan Stern ed., 1390.8). a&taspati
also calls the formesakaravadin (1390.11) and the lattemirakarajfianavadin
(1392.9)% Jayanta, too, pays close attention to this dichotomy. He regards the
former theory as a line of thought arisen fratmakhwti (NM apohall §3.2:
atmakhytigarbha sararih) and the latter as a line of thought arisen frasatkhwati
(§3.1: asatkhwtigarbha saranh). 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. Dharmalkti, etc. | 2. Dharmottara
Jayanta | atmakhwtigarbha | asatkhwtigarbha
Sucarita | jianakaravadin
Vacaspati sakaravadin nirakarajfianawadin

3 But see note 2 on p. 1393 (Stern ed.), which reports a variant reatingakarajfiana-
vadinam for nirakarajfianavadinam.
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5 Sources of the two Buddhist theories

We can trace the main source of the former theory to Dhamtiiakworks as in-

terpreted by his early commentators sucléilsyabuddhﬂ and the latter to Dhar-
mottara’sApohaprakaraa. In his Apohaprakaras, for which we only have a
Tibetan translation, Dharmottara severely criticizes the “internal” theoapoha

and instead claims that the object of conceptual cognition,apohag is neither

internal nor external. In the opening verse of Aigohaprakaraa Dharmottara
clearly states that the object of conceptual cognition is neither cognition itself nor
external (AP:buddhir no na bahiy. Jayanta glosses this and states #puhais
neither internal nor external (NMpohall, §2.1: nantar na bahif).

6 Sucarita’s source:Salikanatha’s Prakaranapaficika

Sucarita’s reference to the two Buddhist theories iraghehasection quoted above

(§2.1.7 in my edition) is based on his explanation in the preceding section, i.e., the

akrti section, which runs as follows:

SVK akrti, Adyar ms. p. 2594kim idanim jianakara ewayamapannah (1)
tatha nameti kecit. (2) na tv evam api, bahiravasht, na @rthagata eva,
anekatvavirodhpatat, kim tv asann evafianan brasananam anu bhsate,
Sabdam iva praiabda 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 fgpohasuch asagonivitti
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 pcaitiSgbda to support
Dharmottara’s view ofapohaas being neither internal nor external. Sucarita’s
present description in thekrti section is based dBalikaratha’s PrP, which runs as
follows:

PrP 76.1-3:sa @yan tasykarah prathanmano na flanasyaiva, bahivera-
vabhasat. na @rthagata eva, uktena ayena nirastatat. kim tv ayam asann
eva flanam anu bhsate, Sabdam iva pratisabdah

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)vikalpabuddhipratibBsas tu tfiyah anyo ’pohyate
‘neneti kitva, yo 'yan SastralarasyaSabdaacyatayabhimatah 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 itis 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 irapuiha
section is based on his explanation in #iati section, which again is based on
Salikaratha’s description in thBrakararapaicika.®

PrP 76.1-3:
sa @yan tasyakarah prathanano na
jhanasyaiva, bahigeravablasat.

na @rthagata eva, uktena ayena ni-
rastatat.

kim tv ayam asann evaianam anu
bhasate,

Sabdam iva pratabdah

SVK apoha §2.1.7: yo hi vikal@ram visayah sa sabdrthah

SVK akti, Adyar ms. p. 2594:

kim idanm jfiarakara ewayam
apannah tatha rameti kecit. na
tv evam api, bahiravalatsat,
na arthagata eva,
rodhapatat,

kim tv asann evaianan bhasananam
anu blasate,

Sabdam iva pratabda ity anye.

anekatvavi-

kas tasg

[=kalparaya] visayal? s\akara evety eke. kalpita nistattvam akam ity anye.

7 Other explanations by Sucarita based on th&rakaranapaicika

The apohasection of theKasika 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 formgnugataupa) 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 explaisabdaand 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 objecéabda

Here again we can trace Sucarita’s source directly takm section and in-
directly to 'Salikarﬁtha’sPrakara.rapaﬁcikE. Sucarita makes it clear that his expla-
nation of Buddhissamanyais already present in the previous section, iaufi,
by saying: “It was already elaborated before that a common property is merely

5 For more detailed sources regarding the relationship between Sucarifalikatatha, see

Kataoka 2014a:343(20), n. 41.
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the form of conceptual cognition.§2.1.2: vikalpakaramatram eva amanyam iti
prak prapdicitam eva. The portion of theakrti section referred to (Adyar ms.
pp. 2593-2594) is based on PrP 73.6-74.5.

PrP 73.6-13:
karyabtuta hi buddhir ea kararam
akspant yadanantaram evopmjate

tad eva lrararn kalpayati ..5
sa ceyan svalakaravisayadasana-

samanantaralatviniti

ta eva vyaktayahsvanirblasa bu-
ddhr upajanayya tanmukhenaarh
ekakaranublasinm dhiyamavirbhava-
yanti./

nitantabhedavatam ca vyakinam
kasamcid es mahina na sarasam iti
kim anupapannam.

yatha hy atyantabhirm api cakera-
lokamanabkanyoga ekaamagrsamu-

SVK akti, p. 2593:
karyabluta hi buddhih kararam
akgpant yadanantaraldvin tat

karankarayati, o
svalakanadasanasamanantaradhni

ca seti

vyaktaya eva svasavedanadarera
tasyahkararam.

na ca mmbhutas & ekasmai &ryaya
na ghaanta iti @mpratam.

drstam hi bhinrmanam api caksra-
lokadnam ekan rupadijfiaratmakan

29

panipati  ekavifianodayalakasnam karyam.

karyamarabhante, tathvyaktayo 'pi

kim narabhanta iti neda pratipattika-

thinam?

SVK apoha 2.1.2: svalakaravisayavbadadasanaprabhavas tv akaravikalpah
tadblravablavat. tasmin hi sati tatgthablavigotvadivikalpo pyate.

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 latixavablavat).

PrP 74.2-5:

e ca marma ha svalakasmam
visaylkaroti, tasya \dadhvablasi-
tvat,

¢ “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.”

" “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.”

SVK akrti, pp. 2593-2594:
visadavablasinyo hi ah ekakara ca
dhir avisadaviaya,
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asygs @bhilapasansargayoggrtha-  abhilapasansargayogyaviayatat.
pratibrasatat.

abhilapprain ca vbadikaram ava- abhilaparam ca viadivabtasahetu-

bhasitum &akteh bhavasanbha\at,

abhilapanmatrera  tattavidhapratya- abhilapantare tathdagarat.

bhavat.

tenais na svaccakaravablasin. iha tu samasamayabwinirvikalpa-
kasvalakaravisayaveadade&sana-
bhavitvat tathavablasah tadablve
tathanupalambat.

SVK apoha §2.1.2: ato vikalpkaramatram eva amanyam iti pak prapdcitam
eva. na tu vavittatmaram anugata nama kimncit tattvikam rupam.

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 thejfianakara theory

After introducing the two Buddhist theories (§2.1.7), Sucarita first criticizes the
theory ofjfianakara (in §2.2.1-2.2.4}% The main points of his arguments run as
follows:

§2.2.1. Cognition’s formjfianakara) is not different from conceptual cogni-
tion itself (vikalpajfianad ananyahand therefore, being unique, cannot
be the object of wordsa/isayahsabdanam).

§2.2.2. When cognizing itselfsyasanvittay), i.e., with respect to its own
form, which is not different from cognition itselfsyato ’'bhinne
svakare), conceptual cognitiork@lpars) is not conceptualdvikalpika)
but perceptualgratyaks).

§2.2.3. Externality lfahyatvg of the image that appears in conceptual cogni-
tion (vikalpapratiblasg is notsabdartha, 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 theurvapaks. (Theuttarapaks, i.e., Sucarita'siddranta starts from
§3.) Therefore, it is thairakarajiianavadin who criticizes thgfianakaravadin here.
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§2.2.4. Conceptual cognition itself, being the objecantibhavacannot 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'®\pohaprakaraa.

8.1 vikalpajfianad ananyah

Sucarita explains the first point with the expressitkalpajianad ananyabhi.e.,
jhanakarais not different from conceptual cognition itself, which is based on Dhar-
mottara’s expression:ahyapoha(gzan sel bais not different from cognitionges

pa dan tha mi dad py”!

AP 241.2-10: My reconstruction:

de’i phyir ji ltar blo’i gzugs bian yin/  tasnat kathan buddhelpratibimbah
rtog ge rig pa rgyu mtshan 'gdig las  tarkavit kut&cin nimited anyapohan
gzan sel ba sgra’i don du brtags nas Sabdrthan kalpayita nirvikalpa-
rtog pa med pa’i yul yasgra'idondu visayam api Sabdrthatveradhyava-
lhag parzen pases pa da tha mi dad sitan pratibimban jfianabhinnatvat
pa’i phyir gzugs bfian ran gi mtshan  svalakenam sad api Sabdacyan
fid yin yan sgra’i brjod byar yas su  kathan parikalpayet.

brtags par ji Itar 'gyur te/

Ses pa datha dad pa mayin pa sgra’'i jfianad abhinnan Sabdaacyan ka-
briod byar yas su brtags par ji ltar tham parikalpyeta.

‘gyur ro/

Ses da tha dad ma yin pa/ ji Itar don jfanad avyatiriktan ca katham aré-
gzan 'bran bar 'gyur// ntaran vrajet// (PV1:71cd)

zes bya ba la sogs paésjod bya yin ityadina vacyatvam acaryera nisi-
pa slob dpon gyis bkag payin no/ ddham??

SVK apoha§2.2.1-2: kathen punar fianakaro 'bhilapasansargayogyah sa hi
vikalpg fianad ananyastadvad eva kaniko 'sadharara iti sukhadisvasenvittivad

aviayahSabdam. ... nirakrtarn cedamacaryena svayam eva vikalgkarasya
Sabdaacyatvanjfiarad avyatiriktain ca katham ar@intaran vrajet// (PV 1:71cd)
iti.

1 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 (Dndijntiadt
[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 Dharmak’s PV 1:71cd is almost the same as Dhar-
mottara’s. We can easily confirm that Dharmottara’s phraaeyatvais denied by
the acarya’ (brjod bya yin pa slob dpon gyis bkag p@a glossed by Sucarita by
adding some explanatory words suchvéslpakarasya

8.2 atmany avikalpila

Sucarita’s second point is that conceptual cognition is not conceptual with respect
to itself @tmany avikalpi&). Dharmottara explains this with the phraaé gi bdag

fiid la rnam par mi rtog pa3

AP 237.28-238.5:

gzw ba’i rnam pa ni ra rig pa’i yul
yin gyi

rnam par rtog pa’i ni ma yin no//

'di Itar gan zig nes par byas pa de rnam
par rtog pa'i yul yin no//

gzuw ba'i rnam pa nhes pa mayin na
ji Itar rnam par rtog pa’i yul du 'gyur/
de’i phyir rnam par rtog pa sgra da
'dres pa'i donnes par byed kya

ran gi bdag fid la rnam par mi rtog
payin no//

gan gi phyir bdaghid ni manes pa yin
la/

manes pa ya rnam par rtog pa'’i yul
ma yin no//

de ltar yan/

nes pa rnams kyis maes pa/ de ni ji
Itar de dag yul/zes tsad do/

My reconstruction:

grahyakarah svasanvedanasya Vis
yah

na tu vikalpasya.

tatha hi yo niayate sa vikalpasya
visayah

grahyakaro 'niscitahsan

kathan vikalpasya viayo bhavati.
tasmad vikalpo ’'bhiBpasansarga-
[yogya]arthan niscinvann apy
atmany avikalpakah

atma hy anécitah
aniscita$ ca na vikalpasya \agah
tatha coktam

yan na ngayate wpan tat tesm
visayahkatham// (PV 1:57cdii. 14

SVK apoha§2.2.2: api ceymn kalpara svasenvittau pratyakam iga. s katham
atmany avikalpik a bhutva svato 'bhinne sakare vikalpavatbhavigati.
Cf. NKan, Gos\am ed., 184.2—3na vikalpanam visayahswvakaro 'pi tu svasan-

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 vikalpakarasya lahyatvam

The third point, i.e., externality gfianakara (vikalpakarasya lahyatvam)is pre-
sented by Sucarita here as one possible alternative that directly contacts a word
(5abdasénspista). We do have evidence for a Buddhist view that posits externality
as a possible alternativefi@hanmitra, for example, refers to the view of Dhar-
mottara, whom he calls thBkakara:

JNA 229:24:tatraropitamaropitabahyatvan \a.

Here JAlan&nmitra presents Dharmottara’s view as one which pasitpita
or aropitabahyatvaas a denotationvacyd. We can also confirm the view of
alikkabahyatvain Vacaspati's works (Kataoka 2014a:348(15)). In Dharmottara’s
AP, however, this option is not explicitly presented. Probably the viebabfatva
as a word-meaning is introduced into the theor@ipita only after Dharmottara.

It is probably also the case for the theory jdhnakara. We come across
references to externalitypghyatvg in Dharmakrti (PVSV ad 1:75cd: bahya
iva), Kamal&@la (TSP ad 2c: bahyatvemadhyaropita akarah), Karnakagomin
(PVSVT 113.20: sadrSyam antarea vasarabalad ewadhyavasitaBhyamupasya
vikalpasyotpatteh169.13: na hi sadrSyanimitto lahyataropa iti niveditam etgt
and Prajiakaragupta (PVA ad 2:170:apoho lahyatvemdhyavasito bhavalti
The two possible alternatives, i.esyapratiblasa and its bahyatva however,
are not clearly stated in their works as we see in Sucarita’s phrases such as
svapratibtasa-tahyatvayohor tatpratibhasa-lahyatva | guess, therefore, that
Sucarita’s reference to the view of externality jfinakara (A2 below) as a
possible alternative reflects a later stage of the theory’s history, much more
contemporaneous to his time.

A. sakaravada B. nirakarajfianavada
1. | svapratiblasa aropita
2. | (svapratiblasasya) Bhyatvam| aropitasya lahyatvam

A theoretical consideration also supports my guess, because the view of exter-
nality in thesakaravada (A2 above) is probably introduced to avoid Dharmottara’s
criticism thatjfianakara (=grahyakara) is a perceptual object and not conceptual.
The newly introduced view (A2) admits thgitahyakara 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 tus\atma vikalpasgnubhuyate gaehyakarah, tadbahyatvan ca
Sabdasanspstataya 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 passagat(tu ... it also suggests that this view
can be ascribed to some real proponerjfiahakara who came after Dharmottara.

8.4 nisayateand ananubhuyamana

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 externalityp@hyatva of the image that appears in conceptual cog-
nition (vikalpapratibrasg. Firstly, externality that is alleged to be an object of a
word is not different #dbheda from conceptual cognition. Secondly, conceptual
cognition itself, which is the object afvasanvitti, is different from the object of
conceptual cognition that is ascertainais@yate. Dharmottara here clarifies the
opposition between the two objects with opposing expresgioasisayate (ma

nes pa and*nisayate(hes par byas pawhereas Sucarita contrasts the two objects
asanubhuyanmanaandananubluyamana

object of self-awareness | object ascertained by
conceptual cognition
AP | *svasanvedanasya v&yah | *vikalpasya vislyah

na nisgyate nisayate

SVK | svatma vikalpapratiblasa/lahyatva
anubluyate vikalpyate
anubluyamana ananubbiyamana

9 A fault of the theory of aropita

In §2.3 Sucarita introduces Dharmottara’s theonampita, something fabricated,
which is mentally constructeddlpita) and false &lika). He then points out a fault

of this theory. If something mentally constructed and false were a word-meaning
(5abdartha), then a word-meaning would be positiveédhirupa and not negative;

and thus it would be inappropriate to callahyapohaor anyanivtti. In other
words, Dharmottara’aropita does not fit as a candidate for negatagoha The
same fault is pointed out in Jayanta’s Nepphalll §2.4), too. The source is found

in Dharmottara’s AP.
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AP 241.11-18: My reconstruction:

gal te rnam par rtog pas sgro btags kyi yadi vikalpemropitasya upasya nisci-
ran bzin nes par byas pas ded sgra’i tatvat tad eva Sabarthah

donyin na

sgrub pa’i ra bzin sgra’i donyinmod  vidhirupahSabdrthahsyat.

de hes na ya mefiid chu ma yin pa’i  tanniscaye ca “vahnir eva na jalam”

phyir ity
gzan ldog pa ni gcig sgrub paSugs  anyanivitir ekavidhismarthyan nis-
kyis hes pa yin gyi/ Clyate,

gzan las Idog pa rtogs par byas pa ni natv anyanivttih pratiyate.

ma yin no//

gcig hes par ma byas pa nizgn las  na hy ekaniscayam antarenyanivr
Idog pa rtogs par mi 'thad pa’i phyir ttih pratyetun yujyate'®

ro//

des na gal te sgro btags sgra’i don yin tasnad yady aropitam Sabdarthah

na syat,

sgrub pa’i tshufid du 'gyur gyi vidhirupa eva [sabda-]artho bhavet,
gzan sel ba'i don du ni ma yin no na tv anyapohah

zes bya ba ni kha cig gi'o// ity ekel®

SVK apoha$2.3: astu tarhi kalpitam &arn sabdirthah astu &vat, kathén tad
anyanivitirupam. even hi pratibfasanugumtaya vidhirupa evasabdrthahkalpito
bhavet, na tv apohapah ekavidhirantaryako hy angpohahna prattikrtah

NM apohalll 2.4: nanv evamaropikaravisya eva vikal@ uk@ bhavanti.
vyavittivisayatvaacoyuktir ananvitety uktam.

Two points are important here.

1. If something fabricateds@ro btagsaropita) is a word-meaningsgra’i don
Sabdartha), then a word-meaning would be positivegtub pa'i ran bzin;
vidhirupa) and not negative, i.e., not exclusion of otheyaan selanyapoha,
anyanivitirupa).

2. This would lead to the unwelcome result that exclusion of othgzan(ldog
pa; anyapohg is not understood directly from a word; but rather by impli-
cation from the affirmation of one thing¢ig sgrub paekavidh).

15 4 5 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: gciges par ma byas pa nzgn las Idog pa rtogs par mi 'thad
pa’i phyir ro// (*na hy ekancayam antareamyanivitih pratyetun yujyate'’)

SVK apoha§2.3: ekavidhi@ntaryako hy ang@pohah

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

10 Three characteristics ofapoha

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

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

2. bahyasadsa 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. niyatarupa the object of conceptual cognition is definite and exclusive as in
the expression “this is a cow only§éur eva.

10.1 bhavabhavasdharana

The original Sanskrit form of Dharmottara’s explanation of the first characteristic,
bhavabhavasadharana, can be reconstructed from Sucarita’s descriptio§Ri3.1,
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 psatyetun nopapadyatelt
is not common in Sanskrit, however, fappapadyatdo 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 apedsa syt

AP 241.18-22: My reconstruction:
'di la gal te phyi rol sreg pa’i don byed atra yadi bahir dahaarthakriyasama-
par bzod pa mthoba ci 'dra ba rtho drsto yadrsas

de 'dra ba kho nar rnam par rtog pas tadrsa eva vikalpair Bhyavahnitvea-
phyi rol gyi mefid du sgro btags pa ropita avablasyate,

shah bar byed na ni

phyi rol bzin dunes par 'gyur gyi [tada] bahya iva nsayata ity

yod dam med cesiobs po da dnos po  asti rasti veti blavabhavavikal@a-
med pa’i rnam rtog ganfie ba la mi  ntaram praty anapelksh syat,

Itos §in

de dag da ’brel par ya mi ‘gyur ro// na ca Bbhyam sanbadhyetd?®

SVK apoha§2.3.1: yadi ca gdiso bahir'dahamdyarthakrigsamartho dtas
tadsa eva vikalpaimaropyate, eva tarhi viksa ity ukte sadasattve praty apeks
na syat. tadvacarisabdasamabhi@arss ca, yathsti vikso 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
(vrksa) 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 editiodaharadir artha- is corrected talaharadyartha-
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10.1.2 na sadbtavapeks and nabhavapeks

AP 241.22-25:

gan gi phyir phyi rol gyi me ni thos po
yod pa la mi ltos te/

mthan bafiid kyi ran bzin ni yod pa’i
dnos po’i bdaghid du yod pa’i phyir
ro/l

dnos po med pa la yami ltos te/
mthan ba de'i ra bzin ni med pa da
‘gal ba’i phyir ro//

My reconstruction:
na hi bahyo vahnitsadbtavapeksh,

drstasvablavasyaiva sadtdvatmaka-
tvena sattat.

napy ablavapeksh,
drstasvablavasysattvavirodiat.2°

SVK apoha§2.3.1: na hi Bhye dsyanane sadbivapeks bhavati, dstasvab@va-
syaiva sadb@vatmakatat. rapy ablvapeks, distasvaupasysattvavirodht.

External, real fire does not require a further connection with either existence
(na sadblavapeks) or nonexistencen@bhavapeks), because being real, i.e., inas-
much as its nature is directly perceived, it is existent in nasadlflavatmakatat)
and it is contradictory for it to be nonexistemts@ttvavirodat).

10.1.3 bhavavyabhi@rat and abhavavirodhat

AP 241.25-28:

de kzin du mtha ba da 'dra bar sgro
btags pa ya dnos po mi khrul pa da/

dhos po med pa de'gal ba'i phyir de
dag la mi ltos pa da

de dag da gzi mthunfams su myo

bar mi 'gyur ro//

My reconstruction:

evam eva dtasadahsanaropito 'pi
bhavavyabhi@arad

abhavavirodhac ca tayor mpeketa,

na ca ibhyam saha samnadhikararo
'nubhiyeta?!

SVK apoha §2.3.1: evam eva erasadsah sanaropito 'pi bravavyabhi@rad
abhavavirodlac @sti rastti napeketa. na cagbhyam sanbadhyeta. ...

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 existencebhavavyabhi@rat) and because it contradicts nonexistence

(abhavavirodhat).

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.



Sucaritarméra on Apoha (Kei KKTAOKA) 39

10.1.4 vidhipratissdhasdharana and ubhayasanbandhayogya

AP 242.2-5: My reconstruction:

de’i phyir sgrub pa da dgag pa thun ato vidhipratiedhasdharana

mon ba

ghis ka da 'brel par ruh ba'i don ubhayas&bandhayogyo 'rtho

rnam par rtog pages pa yin no vikalpair avasyata

zes bya ba'i don 'ditams su myb ba ity anubhaayattam eta#?

las 'ons pa yin gyi/

SVK apoha §2.3.1: ato vidhipratisdhaadrarara ubhayasabandhayogyo
vikalpair artho 'vagyata ity anubhaayattam etat.

Therefore, it is concluded on the basis of experiemcribhaayattg that the
object ascertained by conceptual cognition is common to affirmation and negation
(vidhipratisedhasdharana) and is connectable with both “exists” and “does not
exist” (ubhayasanbandhayogyga

10.1.5 bahyavidharman

AP 242.6-9: My reconstruction:

de’i phyir gfiis ka'i thun man ba'i phyi tasmad ubhayaadharano bahyavi-
rol dah chos mi mthun pa rnam par rtog dharnaropito vikalpaih (sa) na dsto
pas sgro btags pa 'di ni sgrub pa’i tshul vidhirupah(aropitah).

du sgro btags par ma mth@o//

gan gi phyir phyi rol dan 'dra bar sna na hi bahyasadsah (pratibhasanano)
ba sgrub pa’i ra bzin gyis sgro btags  vidhirupaaropitah??

pa ni ma yin no//

SVK apoha$§2.3.2: evan cobhayaadrararo bahyavidharraropito vikalpair ity
aSrayamyam. dstasadse hyaropyanare vidhiupahsabdartho bhavet, ddanena
bhavaupavidiamat.

Therefore, it is to be accepted that the object made up by conceptual cognition
is common to both existence and nonexistendeh@yaadharanah) 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 suggeiy e 'rtho 'nubhavayattah Considering Sucarita’s
corresponding passage, however, it is probabledbats supplied by a Tibetan translator in
order to clarify the referent aftat

Z «“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 | think are probably supplied by a Tibetan translator are marked with round brack-
ets.
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dissimilar to an external objedtgdhyavidharm), because if it were (in fact) similar
to an external object it would be positive in natuvelbirupa).

10.1.6 avrksabhavanigharn vrksam aropayati

AP 242.11-15: My reconstruction:

de la rnam par rtog pas ni bsgrub pa’'i ato vikalpo vidhiupan sprasum
ran bzin lareg pa’am sgrub padadra  tatsadSam* caropayitum asamartho
bar sgro btags ni mi nus kyi/ (Tib: *vidhisadrsan)

'on kyan §in ma yin med pas khyad par ‘'vrksabhavavéigam  avksabhava-
du gyur pasin ma yin med pa’i mthar  nistham viksam kevalanmaropayati®*
thug pa’i §in sgro 'dogs par byed pa

'ba’ zig tu zad do//

SVK apoha§2.3.2: ato vidhiupan spratum tatsadsan caropayitum asamartho
vikalpo 'vrksabhavanigham vrksamaropayati.

Therefore, conceptual cognition makes up only a tree that culminates in the
negation of non-treesyrksabhavanigha), because it can neither touch something
positive nor make up something similar to it.

10.1.7 Syllogism

AP 244.10-16: My reconstruction:

gan zig dnos po da dnos po med pa yad btavabhavasadharanam (adhy-
thun ma duzen pashes par 'dzin pa avasyena) avadaryate,

de ni gcig las Idog paes pa lhur byed tad anyavavrtti(niScaya)param.
payin te/

dper na bum pa mayin paes pas bum yathaghatjfianeraghabt 'vadharya-
pa ma yin pames par 'dzin pa nayod mano 'sti na veti blavabhavaadha-
dam med cesmbs po da dhos pomed  rano 'vadharyate.

pa thun ma dunes par 'dzin par byed

pa kzin no//

rnam par rtog pa thams cad kyis kya sarvaé ca vikalpair blavabhavasa-
dhos po da dhos po med pa dag gi dharanam rupam avadbryate2®

ran bzin thun ma dunes par 'dzin par

byed do//

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.

%5 «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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SVK apoha$2.4.1: yad bAvabtavasdrararem rupam avayate, tad anyawgurtti-
nistham. yatlaghahvasyena pai 'vasyamanahsa hy asti na veti ldvabravas-
dhararo 'vasyate, anyanivtinisthas ca. tath ca sarvé&sabd bravabhavasadhara-
narupabhinivesinatity anubhavasiddham.

The syllogism shown at the end can be summed up as foféws:
Vyapti: 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.

Drstanta: Like a cloth which is ascertained as a non-pot.

Paksadharmag: The objects of all words are the same, i.e., they are ascer-
tained as being common to existence and nonexist€nce.

10.1.8 Correspondence and absence of correspondence

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

AP SVK apoha Key concepts

1| 241.18-22 41.5-42.1 sadasatt@napekatvam

2 | 241.22-25 42.1-3 sadblavatmakatat

3| 241.25-28 42.3-5 bhavavyabhiarat
*241.28-242.2 (141.7-42.1) (A)| (“vrksah’)

4| 242.2-5 42.5-7 vidhipratissdhaadhararatvam
*242.5-6 (B) | (bahyarthah

51| 242.6-9 42.9-11 bahyavidharraropah
*242.9-11 (+42.10-11) (C)| (drstaviksadi)

6 | 242.11-15 42.11-12 aviksabhavanighatvam

7 | 244.10-16 45.9-46.3 anyawvyavittinistham

image as being common to existence and nonexistence.” Cf. Frauwallner 1937:266.

The Tibetan translatioben pasies par 'dzin pasuggestadhyavaayeravadharyate Other
corresponding parts are translated in the following passages merdigsapar 'dzin pa
(avadraryate without zen pas Sucarita’s corresponding passages all have the same form
avagyateinstead ofavadtaryate It might be possible that a Tibetan translator translates
the simple worcavadharyateinto an explanatory phrasgen pasies par 'dzin pan its first
occurrence.

For Sucarita-para and-nistha are synonymous. CEVK apoha§2.4.3 (Kataoka 2014a:
317(46)-316(47)):yat kilatyantavisadsanarn tadrupyagrahamarm tad anyavgvrttiparam
(Quoted below in p. 42.)

28 Ydaharara is divided intovyapti anddrstantafor the sake of clarityPaksadharma# corre-
sponds taipanaya(application) in the Naiglyika system opaficavayava
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
darsanena bavarupavidranat subordinate to the preceding sentence.

10.2 bahyasadéa

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

AP 244.29-245.5: My reconstruction:

gan zig §in tu mi 'dra ba de’i ra bzin yad atyantavisadianam tadrupyagra-
du 'dzin pa de ni gan las bzlog pas haram tad anyavgvrttikrtasadrsya-
byas pa'i 'dra bar 'dzin pa lhur len pa (graham)param.

yin te/

dper na snam bu bum pardain tu mi yatha ghaktyantavisadso ’'pi pab
'dra yan §inh ma yin par khyad par can vrksabhavavisigo 'vadharyanma-
du nes par rtogs pa na 'di yesin ma  nah “ayam apy avksah, ayam apy
yin na 'di yan §in ma yinzes yin na  avrksah' iti ghat asadso 'vadharyate.
bum pa da ’'dra barnes par rtogs pa

bzin no//

de kzin du rnam par rtog pa’i don phyi tatha ca vikalpaviayo ('rtho) 'tyantan
rol dan §in tu mi mthun pa ya phyi rol bahyavisadso 'pi bahyo 'vadlaryate.
tu hes par rtogs pa yin no//

rnam par rtog pas phyi roles par byed vikalpena [lahyavadtaranam apy
pa ya) fiams su myo bas grub po// anubhavasiddharff

SVK apoha§2.4.3: yat kiltyantavisad@ana tadiipyagrahaamn tad anyavg-
vrttiparam. yath ghaépatyor elantavisagsayor apy awso 'yam ayan ceti
tadiupyeravadtararam anyanivitikrtam eva. tath ca vikalpaviayo ’'rtho
'tyantasann atyantathyavisadso tahyo 'vadlaryateity 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 ucyateyadhfatyantavisadrasya sakarasya
tadiuupyagrahaan tad anyaniutikrtasadSyaparam. ya#h ghaavisadéo ’'pi
pab vrksabhavaviigo 'vadharyanarmeh “ayam apy avksah’ iti ghatasadso
'vadharyate, vksavyavitter ghaapatyos tulyatat. tatta vikalpavigyo 'tyantan
bahyavisadso 'pi bahyo ‘vadlaryate, ‘nyanivitikrtasarupyagrahaatiti.®

Here Dharmottara and Sucarita intend a syllogism:

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

Drstanta: Like a cloth which is grasped as being similar to a pot inasmuch as
being a non-tree.

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

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 (Nidohalll 2.7.3) does not take the form of a
syllogism although there is a loose correspondence in terms of contents.

10.3 niyatarupa

The third characteristic adipohais niyatarupa, 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: My reconstruction:

gan zig nes pa’i ra& bzin hes par rtogs  yan niyataupavadtaranam tad anya-
par byed pa de nizan las I[dog pa’iyul  nivrttivisayam.

can yin te/

dper na 'di ni bum pa kho na’esnes  yatha ghat evayam iti niyataghaava-
pa fiid kyi bum panes par rtogs pa’'i dharanam vikalpah

rtog pa tzin no//

de kzin du ram par rtog pa thams cad tatha ca sarve vikalp niyatagahala
kyan hes paiid du 'dzin par ity
flams su myo bas grub pa yin no// anubhavasiddharft

2 gee the apparatus of my editioBYK apoha§2.4.3, for varitant readings; see also NKan
1386.8—-1388.5 and NVT#43.6-9 quoted there.
%0 Conclusion: Therefore, it in fact communicates exclusion of others.
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SVK apoha §2.4.4: api ca niyataipavadfararam anyanivitivisayan drstam.
yatha ghat ewayam ity aghatnivrttivisayam. tath ca sarve vikal@ na sandi-
gdhavisiyahity anubhavasiddham eva.

The syllogism intended here can be summed up as follows:

Vyapti: 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.

Drstanta: Like the conceptual cognition “This is a pot only.”

Paksadharmag: All conceptual cognition grasps an object in a restricted,
definite form “X only.”82

Jayanta, on the other hand, does not follow the AP closely @tdhalll
§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 characteristicapbhg Sucarita’s passages are
a very important source for reconstructing the original form of Dharmottara’s AP.

11 ekapratyavamaga,etc.

Similar investigations are possible with regard to Sucarita’s description of
tatkaritvadhyavaaya (SVK apohalll §2.3.3.2) ancekapratyavamaa (§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. My reconstruction:
shar ma mtha ba'i dhos po la go adrstapurve vastuni dasarananta-
mthon ba’i de ma thag pa'zen pas radhyavaayena “drstarupan vastv
mthan ba'i ran bzin dhos po gan las  anyavyavittam” ity avadharanam
Idog par 'dzin pa ci 'dra baig yin/ kidrk.
gan gi phyir 'bras bu'i khyad par byed karyaviseskaran hi vikalpemtatia-
pas na rnam par rtog pas de'i 'bras bu ryavyavrttarupan prakasyate3®
can mayin pa dag las Idog pa’irré&zin
du gsal bar byed pa yin na/
81 “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.
%2 Conclusion: Therefore, it in fact communicates exclusion of others.
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SVK apoha §2.3.3.2: pak karyadasarad adstapirvavastuddane kathé
tatkaritvadhyavaayah tadanavadirare ca katham atastivyavittain rupan
vikalpair aropitam abhinisantesabdh

AP 247.22-23: My reconstruction:
gal te dhos po izin du mthan ba yan nanu dravyavad dd&arany api bhi-
tha dad pa ma yin nam/ nnani 34

SVK apoha§2.3.3.3: nanu daarany api yavaddéyan bhidyanarani katham
ekan karyam.

AP 247.28-31. My reconstruction:

mthon ba'i de ma thag tu 'byin ba'i taddarsamnantarablavipratyavamar-
nes par byed pas ni tha dad pa med parSena tv abhinnatvehyavasyante.
zen par byed do//

de’i phyir mthah ba gcig byed pa’'igsal tasnad ekadarSanakinyo vyaktayo
ba rnams ’bras bu de mi byed pa dag 'tatkaribhyo wyavrttarupas tulyan
las Idog pa ra bzin mtshuns par rtogs  pratryante3®

par byed do/

SVK apoha§2.3.3.3: na, ekapratyavansahetutvena t@sn abhedt. bhavati hi
gam drstavato gaur iti prvaparayor eko 'vaméah tadekatac ca tatRrinam
darsararam abhedahtadabhedc ca dsyanam vyakinam.

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 B¥K as “Before
A, B is impossible” (A:karyadaisang B: tatkaritvadhyavaaya). 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” (fravyavad ... bhinani) is explained by Sucarita as “they are
different for each of the entities that is to be seeygviaddiSyan bhidyaranani)

33 “Wwith 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.

3 “[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 resukath@m ekén
karyanm). In the third case, AP 247.28-29, both passages explain the point that
perceptionsdarsang can be regarded as being non-differatil{inng from each
other due to their single result, i.e., one and the same judgmlesyp(atyavamarga

that they produce.

12 Concluding remarks

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

2. 'Salikarﬁtha’sPrakara_rapaﬁcikEis one of the sources of Sucarita’s explana-
tion of the Buddhist theory aipoha

3. Sucarita’¥Xasikais an important source for our reconstruction of some parts
of the original form of Dharmottara’8pohaprakaraa. This is particularly
the case with regard to the three characteristiapohadescribed by Dhar-
mottara, i.e.phavabhavasdharana, bahyasadsaandniyatarupa
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