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General Introduction

1.1 The Life of Jrianapada

Jnanapada (or Buddhasrjjiana) was one of the most distinguished and
influential figures in the roughly half-millennium history of mature es-
oteric Buddhism in South Asia. His activity can be assigned with some
confidence to the last decades of the 8th century and the first two of
the 9th century. By the standards of the time, we know a considerable
amount about his life, and these pieces of data are all the more remark-
able because they come from the author himself. There are quite a few
studies on this subject,! so here we will only repeat the essential points of
his biography.

At an unknown point in his mature life, Jianapada set out from Ma-
gadha, first heading west to begin his studies with one of the most impor-
tant exegetes of the period, Haribhadra, author of the Abhisamayalamka-
raloka, in Taksasila (i.e., Taxila).

After a while, he relocated to Nalanda, but then headed back north-
north-west, this time to Oddiyana (i.e., the Swat Valley) to study with the
early tantric commentator Vilasavajra, author of the Namamantrarthavalo-
kinz commentary.

After an obscure journey further north and then back to Jalandhara,
he headed southwest to the Konkan coast—for reasons unknown, per-
haps driven by the desire for more knowledge—where he met a guru of

'"To mention only the latest studies: Davidson 2002, 309-316; Szant6 2015; Dalton
and Szant6 2019; Dalton 2019.



General Introduction

the Guhyasamajatantra,® an individual known as Palitapada. After having
spent some time with this teacher and the community around him, Jiia-
napada grew dissatisfied with his and his master’s lack of understanding
of the Guhyasamajatantra, so he set out on the long road back to Magadha.

Here, not far from the Vajrasana (i.e., Bodh Gaya), he met an un-
usual, defrocked monk, who eventually turned out to be an emanation
of the deity Manjusri. Having received teachings from him in a vision-
like experience, Jianapada settled down in the vicinity of the Rajgir Hills,
where he began heading his own community of followers.

At one point, he decided to visit his erstwhile master, Palitapada.
Several sources suggest that it was at this time and upon the Konkani
master’s request that he wrote the meditation manual called the Sama-
ntabhadrasadhana.

After this second trip, he returned to his hermitage and continued his
career of teaching and composing. Some evidence points to his intimate
connection with two Pala emperors (Dharmapala and Devapala, father
and son), but he probably did not act as royal chaplain.

1.2 The Samantabhadrasadhana

The Samantabhadrasadhana, also known simply as the Samantabhadra or the
Caturangasadhana, proved to be an influential work. It is short, consisting of
only 164 verses (mostly in the @rya metre), but pithy and sometimes rather
difficult.® While it survives in Sanskrit, the complete text is at present
inaccessible.t The text is essentially a guidebook to the initiate’s daily
practice centered on deity yoga.

*Tor the Guhyasamajatantra in general, see Tanemura 2015,

*The peculiar structure of the arya metre demands a certain variety in vocabu-
lary (for example, not entirely straightforward synonyms for the more usual technical
terms), compounds that require some pondering over, and elliptical statements, to name
but a few. It was probably also more difficult to memorize than the anustubh. On near-
contemporary critiques of Jianapada’s difficult rhetoric from the viewpoint of the rival,
and therefore not entirely unbiased, Arya School, see Tomabechi 2008.

*This now-notorious multiple-text manuscript, a bound volume of birch bark leaves
from mid-11th century Kashmir and now in the Tibet Museum in Lhasa, was first no-
ticed by Kawasaki (2004). A partial edition (vv. 19d—55a) from a photograph of facing
pages of the Samantabhadrasadhana was published by Kano (2014). Further pages from this
manuscript have been published by Kano and Szanté (2020).

16



General Introduction

There are two Tibetan translations of this work: the first” is an almost
word-for-word rendering at the expense of Tibetan syntax, perhaps a first
draft, by Smrtijianakirti (ca. mid-11th cent.), whereas the second® is a
more polished effort by Rin chen bzang po (958—1055) and Sraddhaka-
ravarman.

A major channel for the Samantabhadrasadhana’s influence was an ini-
tiation manual by one of Jhanapada’s direct students, Dipamkarabhadra
or Bhadrapada. This Mandalavidhi,” also known as the Sardhatrisatika, is
in many parts an anustubh paraphrase of the a@ryas of the meditation man-
ual. As for the source for the rest of the Mandalavidhi, we know from the
testimony of Jiianapada’s main exegete, *Vitapada, that the master also
wrote an initiation manual, but this was not available to him as it had
been taken to Kashmir.? Thus, while there is a possibility that Dipamka-
rabhadra’s work contains little that is original, it is clear that it was deeply
influential on authors such as Abhayakaragupta (ca. 1075—-1135) and his
followers: for example, Jagaddarpana’s (ca. 13th cent.) Aripasamuccaya, a
massive compendium of rituals used in Nepal to this day. The Manda-
lavidhi was influential even before this, as it received exegetical attention
from *Vitapada® and Ratnakarasanti'® (ca. 970-1045'!), which made it
even more prominent.

Another proof of the Samantabhadrasadhana’s influence is the sheer
number of commentaries on it. We are aware of at least five such texts.
The first is by the above-mentioned *Vitapada.'? While this man was
undoubtedly the chief commentator of Jhanapada’s oeuvre, his relation-
ship to the master is still not clear: he may have been a late direct disciple
or a grand-disciple. There are two lesser known commentaries, by one
*Thagana'® and one *Sriphalavajra,'* respectively. None of these three

D 1856, P 2719. This text was garbled in transmission, as shown in Kikuya 2012.

°D 1855, P 2718.

"Bahulkar 2010, missing final verses in Szant6 2015; D 1865, P 2728.

8Sece D 1866, 134r: dkyil “khor cho ga ni shlo ka nyis brgya Inga beu pa de Kha che’i yul du
khyer zhes grags te | bdag cag gis ma mthong ngo | |.

D 1873, P 2736.

D 1871, P 2734.

"On these dates and Ratnakarasanti’s scholarly activity in general, see Seton 2019
and 2022.

2D 1873, P 2735.

5D 1868, P 2731.

“D 1867, P 2730.
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General Introduction

texts survive in the original Sanskrit. The accessible photographs of the
previously mentioned birch bark manuscript (see n. 4) contain five pages
of a commentary on the Samantabhadrasadhana, which is very similar to
but not the same as *Sﬁphalavajra’s.15 Finally, we have a commentary
called Saramafijarz, by Samantabhadra.

1.3 The Saramafjart of Samantabhadra

The Tibetan translation of the ‘S“dmnwﬁjan",16 while a fairly skilful one,
had not received much attention by modern scholarship, until Kimiaki
Tanaka discovered a fragment of the original Sanskrit in Nepal,!” which
showed that what stood behind the Tibetan was a slightly different recen-
sion. When, due to the kindness of Francesco Sferra, Szant6 was granted
access to photographs of the Tucci archives in 2012, a long-forgotten and
almost complete witness of the text emerged. This too turned out to be
a different, much longer recension. The manuscript is dated in the Pala
style; therefore, for the sake of convenience we shall refer to the text trans-
mitted in this witness as the “Pala recension”, while the text behind the
Tibetan will be termed the “Tibetan recension”, and the text of which
Tanaka’s find is a witness, the “Nepalese recension”. We also have a short

fragment preserved in Beijing, which may or may not be part of a “Chi-

nese recension”.!®

15 An index sheet in the codex attributes the work to one Padmavajra, but a Tibetan
heading in a margin claims it is the work of one "Phags pa, that is to say, the *Arya. The
available portions have since been published in Kano and Szant6 2020.

"D 1869, P 2732. According to the colophon, the translation was made in Bal yul
mthil by the ‘great pandita’ Nya ya na shri, and the ‘great Tibetan translator’, the monk
Blo I1dan shes rab. The latter is the famous translator of the Rngog (1059-1109; see
Kramer 2007). Nothing is known about the South Asian scholar, who may or may not
have been a Newar. His name is odd; perhaps the original form was *Nayanasri or
*Nyayasri. Kramer (2007, 41-42) suspects that this cooperation must have taken place
in Patan (as Verhagen identifies mthil), on Rngog’s return from Magadha shortly before
1092. See also Kano 2016, 195. Rngog’s enthusiasm and enormously important work in
the field of logic and epistemology is well known (e.g., van der Kuijp 1983, 29-58). This
interest may explain why he chose the Saramafjari for translation.

""National Archives Kathmandu 1-1697 2/20 = Nepal German Manuscript Preser-
vation Project reel no. A 994/8. It is now the subject of a monograph, Tanaka 2017,
reviewed in Szant6 2017b.

'8 This is a single-folio fragment, only the recto of which is inscribed, containing the
very end of the work. We thank Ye Shaoyong for granting us access to this image.
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1.3.1  The “Pala Recension” Manuscript

What we can reconstruct from the history of this remarkable Pala man-
uscript is the following. According to the colophon, it was commissioned
by a Buddhist male (it is not made explicit whether a monk or a lay-
man) called Ratnamati, or one whose name began with Ratnamati®. The
copying was finished on the sixth of the month of @sadha in the fifth regnal
year of Nayapala. Fortunately, there was only one Pala emperor by this
name, so we can be relatively confident that this ruler was meant.!¥ Ac-
cording to the latest advances in Pala chronology,?’ Nayapala ruled for
at least fifteen years, and his predecessor’s rule came to an end around
1028. Various sources indicate that this was a period of war, so it is al-
most impossible to determine which regions were obedient to Nayapala’s
command during these years. However, judging by the style of the dat-
ing, it must have been copied in a polity under Pala rule. The scribe says
nothing more, save for the customary disclaimer of having copied the
text as he saw it, and declaring the measurement of the text as “2,100”.
The unit is not specified, but it is almost certain that he means granthas
(units of thirty-two syllables).?!

At some point in the next decades or centuries, the artefact was taken
to Tibet, eventually ending up at Zhwa lu Ri phug (or Ri sbug/spugs),
a small but very important subsidiary of Zhwa lu proper, once home to
the famous scholar Bu ston Rin chen grub.??

It was not until modern times that the manuscript was first noticed
here by Dge *dun chos ’phel*
during their visit from 5 to 15 August, 1936. According to the latter’s

and Rahula Sankrtyayana, most likely

"It is unlikely that we are dealing with the Nayapala of the Kamboja Palas (see
Majumdar 1938). His record dates to the late 10th century, which for our manuscript is
more or less impossible on palaeographical grounds.

2See Dimitrov 2016, 756.

'Here is a formatted diplomatic transcript of the colophon (f. 39r6-7): deyadharmo
yam pravaramah@yanayayino ratnamatikrte yad atra punyam tad bhavatv acaryopadhyayamatapitrpi-
roangamam krtod sakalasatvaraser anuttarqjianavaptaya it | | srimannayapaladevasya pravarddha-
manavijayar@ye samvat 5 | | asadhadine 6 | | pramanam asya 2100 | | yatha drstam tatha likhitam
lekhako (two lost aksaras) dosa ittt || | ].

22Sce also Deleanu 2006, 51-54 and 63-66, who offers the hypothesis that the Ri
phug collection originally came from Sa skya.

#The Sarnath edition of his journal, the Gtam rgyud Gser gyi thang ma (written between
1934 and 1941, finished in Sri Lanka; see Norbu Sastri 1986, 15-16) reads: R: phug nas
rgya dpe rnams gdan drangs te blias pas | pod che chung bzhi beu zhe gnyis kyi nang du | /...]
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General Introduction

report, they attempted to take photographs of the manuscripts found at
the location, but the plates were somehow spoiled by the photographer.
A second attempt was made, and was successful, but it did not capture
the entire collection. Unfortunately, our manuscript was not among the
lucky few. Nevertheless, Sankrtyayana did take some notes, which were
published.?*

The manuscript was observed again, in 1939, by Giuseppe Tucci,
who also managed to have it photographed. The procedure was simple:
the folios were (somewhat carelessly) pinned to a large wooden board,
which an assistant then held upright to face the camera. The quality of
the final images varies greatly; the edges in particular are out of focus and
sometimes blurred beyond recognition. The photographs are printed on
six plates.

Tucci’s processed film was converted into digital images by Francesco

Sferra.?> In this incarnation, they received the file identifications

EEO010001 to EE070001, and it was in this form that we first accessed
the witness.”® The folios were photographed in the correct sequence,
with the exception of 9 and 25, which were mistaken for each other.”’
Folios 1r and 39v were not photographed, presumably because Tucci
did not consider them important enough. Furthermore, in the process of
photographing the two sides of each leaf, neither 32 nor 33 were turned

saramanydzart — gnad kyt snye ma cha tshang | tsaturangasadhanatika — yan lag bzhi sgrub thabs
kyt grel pa slob dpon samantabhadras mdzad pa |. The inadequate English translation of this
text (Jinpa and Lopez 2014, 39—40) has “mountain cave” for the toponym and splits
the somewhat confusing entry into two, adding the item mentioning the Amnayamanjart
between them.

#See Sankrtyayana 1937, 44. He calls the script “Kutila”, gives the measurements
as 22.5/2.25 (length/width in inches), the number of folios as 39, and the number of
lines as 7 (although this varies between 6 and 8), and notes that the witness is complete
in spite of some torn leaves. He then transcribes the available incipit, the explicit, and the
colophon. The narrative given in Sankrtyayana’s biography (1994 [1998], 251) differs
slightly from the account given in the report.

P The first guide to this remarkable collection is Sferra 2008. Our manuscript is de-
scribed on p. 45 (item 30).

% The arrangement of folios is as follows. EE010001: 1v; 2r up to 8r, 251, 10r up to
15r; EE020001: 161 up to 24r, 9r, 26r up to 30r; EE030001: 31r up to 39r; EE050001:
2v up to 8v, 25v, 10v up to 15v; EE060001: 16v up to 24v, v, 26v up to 30v; EE070001:
31v, 32r bis, 33r bis, 34v up to 38v.

’The rectos contain, in the middle of the upper margin, a series of Arabic numerals.
We cannot say with certainty who added these numbers, but in any case, 9 and 25 had
already been confused.
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over to the reverse side of the folio, resulting in duplicate images of both

rectos and missing images of both versos. Folios 1 and 4 are missing the

left third; folio 9, about one-sixth of the same area.”®

The manuscript then somehow made its way to Beijing, where it was
archived once again.?’ Thanks to the good offices of Ye Shaoyong, we
could gain access to these images as well. For these images, the folios had
been arranged on a flat surface, four at a time (five in the first and three in
the last). Through this set, we also have access to the cover pages and the
two versos not archived by Tucci, as well as most of the original numer-
ation.’® The black-and-white pictures show little further damage since

®These parts may simply have broken off and disappeared. However, in some other
cases, we know that Indian manuscripts were used for healing purposes; see Sankr-
tyayana 1957, (67): “The way in which I obtained [this manuscript of the Dohdkosa]
was very strange. On my second journey searching for Indian palm-leat manuscripts,
I arrived at Sa skya. There were some palm-leaf manuscripts there. Upon my inquiries,
someone said that the chaplain [H. pwar7] of a local temple has a bundle of palm-leaf
manuscripts in his possession. My memorable friend who has now passed away, Geshe
Sanghadharmavardhana (Gendun Chomphel), went there and somehow obtained the
bundle. In Tibet, palm-leaf manuscripts that came from India are thought of as extremely
holy [H. pavitr]. If a drop of water that has washed a palm-leaf manuscript enters the
mouth of a moribund person, his/her sins are washed away; of this they have no doubt.
This is a belief similar to what we [Indians] think Ganges water does for a person on the
verge of death. [So] it should not come as a surprise that there [too] every pious house-
holder would wish to keep such holy things in their house. For those devotees wishing to
be even more pious, the chaplain gave as holy victuals [H. prasad] pieces he had broken
off a palm-leaf manuscript, and it was for this purpose that he was in the possession of
the bundle of leaves from various books. Who could say how many leaves from what
variety of books have been distributed in this way? I was not going to allow this chaplain
to resume custodianship of these important leaves. He did receive a small fee, so he did
not object.” Translation from Hindustani in Szant6 2023.

Sce Saerji 2014, 294. For the collection it was included with when it was moved,
see Wang Sen’s catalogue in facsimile in Hu-von Hintiber 2006.

%The arrangement of the folios is as follows: 1 = misc. cover-leaf recto, 1r with scrib-
bles (marked 002A), 2r to 4r (003A-005A); 2 = misc. cover-leaf verso, 1v to 4v (002B-
005B); 3 = 5r to 8r (006A-009A); 4 = 5v to 8v (006B-009B); 5 = 25r (010A), 10r to 12r
(011A-013A); 6 = 25v (010B), 10v to 12v (011B-013B); 7 = 13r to 16r (014A-017A); 8
= 13v to 16v (014B-017B); 9 = 17r to 20r (018A-021A); 10 = 17v to 20v (018B-021B);
11 = 21r to 24r (022A-025A); 12 = 21v to 24v (022B-025B); 13 = 9r (026A), 26r to 28r
(027A-029A); 14 = 9v (026B), 26v to 28v (027B-029B); 15 = 29r to 32r (030A-033A); 16
= 29v to 32v (030B-033B); 17 = 33r to 36r (034A-037A); 18 = 33v to 36v (034B-037B);
19 = 37r to 39r (038A-040A); 20 = 37v to 38v (038B-039B), 39v with scribble (040B).
Folio 1r has the Tibetan title of the work in dbu med script: gnad kyi snye ma zhes bya ba
yan lag bzhi pa’i sgrub thabs kyi “grel pa sloon [bsdus yig for slob dpon] kun tu bzang pos mdzad
bzhugs | and then a badly written consecration formula: & | | ye dharma hetuprabhava up to
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the 1930s. Unfortunately, conducting a personal autopsy of the witness
was impossible.

The manuscript consists of 39 large leaves, on which the text is ar-
ranged in a tripartite format; the three parts are separated by two com-
pletely empty string spaces. There are usually 7 lines, with about 120
aksaras per line.®! It is the work of one scribe, or possibly two, if we dis-
count the possibility that hands might change somewhat after long peri-
ods of writing. The most important palacographical feature is that while
the manuscript is clearly the product of a Pala scriptorium, it more than
occasionally employs techniques we would instinctively, due to received
wisdom, call Nepalese: most notably, the hook-tops and the sirorekha e/o.
This is by no means an isolated incident; however, this is neither the
time nor the place to reconsider East Indian palaeography. Other fea-
tures of the scribal dialect are: occasional fluctuation in vowel quantity
between /7 and «/4; the rare conflation of ya and ja as well as ksa and
kha; the rare fluctuation of intervocalic ba or va and ma (also pa and va in
yugapat/yugavat>®); and the not-uncommon elision of the visarga before un-
voiced consonants. The manuscript was read and annotated by at least
two rather attentive readers, one of them much older than the other, as
evinced by an archaic bfa on the lower margin of 15v.

1.3.2  Samantabhadra’s Environment

As for the date of the author Samantabhadra, he must have been active
before or during the date of the manuscript, i.e., before ca. 1030. How-
ever, we can push back this terminus ante quem by almost two centuries.
While the first and a half verse is missing in the Pala manuscript, the Ti-
betan translation shows that there was a stanza in which he specified the
person who commanded him to write the commentary.®>* The name of

mahasramanalh ye svaha | |. Folio 39v contains a scribble of the alphabet: + + siddhir astu |
a di?up to Sasa sa ha ksah | |. Note that the title of the canonical translation is slightly
different: snying po or snying po’i for gnad kyr.

*Note that the scribe’s measurement is very accurate: 39 leaves whose 2 sides cach
contain 7 lines containing 120 aksaras, which, divided by 2,100, yields 31.2, i.e., almost
32, the measure of a grantha.

¥ There is a slight chance that this spelling goes back to the author himself: in the
very good Géttingen manuscript of the Mandalavidhi, 108d also has yugavat kramaso “tha va.

B 1r3, D 1869 13, G 333v3, N 36511, P 2732 274v5: Grags pa’i zhabs kyis bkas bskul
bas | | sgrub (CD, bsgrub GNP) pa’i thabs ni bdag gis bya | |.
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this authority can be reconstructed as *Kirtipada. As already shown in
Szant6 2015 (552-554), there is some evidence to guarantee that this was
the same as one Srikirti, also a student of Jhanapada’s Konkani master,
Palitapada. It therefore stands to reason that Srikirti was more or less
from the same generation as Jianapada, which would make Samanta-
bhadra coeval with Jhanapada’s direct disciples. In other words, Jhana-
pada was Samantabhadra’s “uncle-guru”, and therefore only one gen-
eration removed. However, this generation gap must have been quite
large, because Samantabhadra often refers to Bhadrapada, i.e., Dipam-
karabhadra, Jianapada’s direct disciple. He also seems to speak of the
episode of Palitapada requesting Jhanapada to write his text as some-
thing not from his lifetime. Our author therefore probably dates from
the middle of the 9th century.

This date 1s substantiated by the pool of texts from which Samanta-
bhadra quotes (see Appendix A). There is nothing here to suggest a date
after 900; in particular, the fantras that are quoted (the longer Parama-
dya,** the nebulous Guhyatilaka, the once immensely popular Guhyenduti-
laka, the now-lost Mahasamayatattva, the Vajrasekhara, and the Sarvabuddha-
samayogadakinijalasamvara) betray a 9th-century environment.*® Discount-
ing Jhanapada himself, whose two other works (the Mahayanalaksanasamu-
ccaya and the Atmasadhandvatara) are quoted profusely, the latest sastrakara
appealed to is Santaraksita (ca. 725—788). As will be shown below, the
influence of Kamalasila (ca. 740-795) is also evident.°

We have no evidence whatsoever as to where the text was written. If
*Kirtipada did not relocate, there is a slight possibility that Samantabha-
dra too was active around the Konkan. However, for the time being, this
must remain mere speculation.

The fact that the Saramasjart of Samantabhadra survives in several
recensions offers us a tantalizing glimpse into the workshop of a tantric
author of the mid-9th century. The Pala manuscript is the most complete

*Note that Samantabhadra refers to two texts by this name: the Adhyardhasa-
tika Prggiiaparamita and the text transmitted in Tibetan translation as the *Paramadya-
mantrakalpakhanda.

®In the commentary on v. 11 (Ms 4v5), the deity Vajrahmkara is mentioned in
passing. This is probably the chief deity of the Vajramrtatantra. However, we now know
that this was one of the earliest of the scriptures retrospectively classed as the yoginitantras.

For Santaraksita and Kamalaila, we follow the dates proposed by Frauwallner
1961, 141-144.
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and longest witness of his efforts, and our hypothesis is that this was the
latest version. Now, one would expect that a tantric author would have
added more and more esoteric materials as his understanding of the text
grew. However, what we seem to have is the addition of more and more
Mahayana doctrine and epistemology, showing that the author’s primary
concern was to show how these are compatible and complementary with
tantric teachings.

As for Samantabhadra’s influence, the evidence is somewhat surpris-
ing. On the one hand, we have several close parallels with *Vitapada’s
and *Thagana’s commentaries. The direction of borrowing is not clear.
However, many of the philosophical passages examined in this book
show up later in two rather unexpected places: the *Sugatamatavibhariga-
bhasya of Jitari (ca. 9401000 or late 10th to early 11th cent.) and the 7a-
rkabhasa of Moksakaragupta (active between 1050 and 120237). We have
more to say on this below.

1.3.3  The Passage Examined in This Book

To give some context to the passage we will examine, the first half of the
description of the so-called Yoga of the Drop (binduyoga), here is a general
outline of the Samantabhadrasadhana. The technical terms are taken either
from the root-verses or the commentary and are given simply for the
sake of reference. An apostrophe after a number denotes a mantra after
the verse bearing that number.

* 1 Obeisance verse to Mafijusri.

7 Kajiyama 1998 [1966], 1 and 6-11. The terminus post quem is determined by
the authors Moksakaragupta cites; the terminus ante quem, by the date around which
Jagaddala, the monastery where the author worked, was destroyed (the date 1292 in the
first line of p. 10 in Kajiyama’s introduction must be a typographical error for 1202, also
cf. 1. 21 of the same page). The site of this institution is now identified with some ruins
found in Naogaon District, Rajshahi Division, northwest Bangladesh. Several classical
sources attest that Jagaddala was situated in Varendra/ Varendri; we can therefore dismiss
the opinion, also discussed by Kajiyama, that this site was in Orissa. See also Kano 2016,
124. Khro phu lo tsa ba’s biography seems to attest the existence of the monastery as
late as 1208/9 (Pan grub gsum gyi rnam thar Dpag bsam “khri shing, p. 176), but this is only
a small extension of the time limit, as Jagaddala was indeed destroyed soon after. The
Tarkabhasa was transmitted widely: the most reliable edition is based on an old Kannada
manuscript once in the possession of a Jaina scholar (Iyengar 1952, iii-iv), and the title
is also mentioned in a Burmese inscription from 1442 containing a list of books gifted to
a monastery (Taw Sein Ko 1899, 45).
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* 2-3 Statement of purpose.

* 4-6 Qualifications of the practitioner (mantrin) and the place of
practice (sthana).

» 7-18 Preliminaries: purification (samsuddhi); adornment of the
meditation chamber (dhyanalaya); visualization and worship of
buddhas, etc.; confession of sins (papadesana); rejoicing in merit
(punyanumodana); taking refuge (Saranagamana); generating the re-
solve for awakening (bodhicittolpada); contemplation of emptiness
(Sunyata).

* 19-69° First Yoga Meditation (a@diyogasamadhi): visualization and
symbolism of the inverted triangle (dharmodaya); of the mandala
palace (katagara); of the moons etc. of the Fivefold Awak-
ening (paficakarabhisambodhi); of oneself as the deity Vajrasa-
ttva, with three faces and four arms, embracing a con-
sort; of the subsidiary deities; then of oneself as the main
deity Mafjjughosa/Mafjuvajra/Mafjusri in his pledge aspect
(samayasattva), awakened by the songs of the goddesses; of the ema-
nation of subsidiary deities, empowerment (adkisthana), and making
love to the consort (ratz).

* 70-108 The Foremost King of Mandalas Meditation (mandalara-
Jagrisamadhi): emanation of the mandala deities via ejaculation (ut-
sarga); inviting and worshipping the gnosis circle (jianacakra); tasting
nectar (i.e., consumption of antinomian substances; amrtasvada).

* 109-129 The Foremost King of Acts Meditation (karmargjagrisama-
dhi)/'The Yoga of the Drop (binduyoga): introducing the entire world
as buddhas into the mantra (situated in the heart of the gnosis being
[jianasattva] on a scimitar upon a moon disc)—while undertaking a
philosophical meditation on the nature of things and the
mind—and the mandala into its bindu; fusing the mind as a perfect
bindu; repeated emanation (spharana) and resorption (samharana) of
rays of light thence through the pores. See Appendix C for the full
reconstructed text.

* 130-131 The Subtle Yoga (sizksmayoga): emanation and resorption
of buddhas; perceiving the signs of stabilization (sthairyanimitta).

25



General Introduction

* 132-138 Recitation (japa) and reinvigoration (apyayana).

* 139-143 Dismissal of the deities (visarjana) and rising from the for-
mal meditation session (utthana).

* 144-146 The yogic way of eating (bhgjanavidhana) and forms of
oblation into fire (homa).

* 147-151 Concluding verses on the superiority of the practitioner
(yogin).
* 152-153 Mending broken vows (khanditasamayotthapanavidhs).

* 154-155 Differences between the morning meditation session (pra-
tahsandhya) and the others.

* 156 Achieving and exercising supernatural accomplishments

(stddhisadhanavidhana).

* 157 Doing away with obstacles (vighnanwaranavidhi).

* 158-162 Concluding verses on the identity of the mind and the
mandala implying the superiority of the tantric method.

* 163-164 Apology and dedication of merits.

The ways in which the four limbs (caturariga) relate to this model merit a
separate study, especially because there seem to have been serious dif-
ferences among the exegetes.*® However, this is outside the scope of the
present work.

The passage we will edit and examine is the one marked in bold in
the previous outline, corresponding to Samantabhadra’s Saramafjari on
Jianapada’s Samantabhadrasadhana vv. 109—120. For the rest of this section
of the miila, see Appendix C. Quantitatively speaking, this means dealing
with 12 out of 164 verses and about one-eighth of the full commentary
in its longest recension. While this may not seem much, we argue that
it is one of the earliest and most informative documents about the inter-
actions that must have taken place between the logico-epistemological
school and tantrism.

A short and lucid overview is presented in Tanaka 2017, 34-37. An alternative
overview is tabulated on p. 46 of the same work.
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1.4 Notes on the Use of Designations, Terms, and Translations

1.4.1  Designations

For the sake of convenience, for some schools or traditions, we purpose-
tully use the general name with which they are called in the Saramarfjart
or in the texts that are translated within the various chapters of the book.
This is the case for example with Sautrantika, Mimamsakas, etc. No fur-
ther specifications, such as mention of sub-schools, etc., are added, unless
necessary.

What is here referred to as Buddhist “logico-epistemological tradi-
tion”, “tradition of logic and epistemology” (pramana), etc., is a tradition
of thinkers designated as such mainly based on the a-posteriori labelling in
Tibetan texts.>® The corpus of texts belonging to this tradition is found
mostly in the ‘pramana’ (ishad ma) section of the Bstan *gyur of the Tibetan
Buddhist Canon. In modern scholarship, Steinkellner and Much (1995:
XV) regard as such a group of authors that share the same interest for
epistemology, but also mostly follow Sautrantika and Yogacara doctrines
as introduced by Dignaga and Dharmakirti. We use this designation to
indicate a lineage of thinkers who follow and draw on the works of Vasu-
bandhu,* Dignaga, and Dharmakirti, by commenting on them or sim-
ply elaborating on, discussing and adaptively reusing their doctrines and
arguments. This lineage is also what we point at when referring to a non-
Esoteric Mahayana mainstream. In the 8th century, particularly, we be-
lieve that Santaraksita and Kamalasila provided a systematization of the
mainstream combining the tenets of the logico-epistemological tradition
and a final Madhyamaka perspective on ultimate truth. Our hypothesis
is that Jianapada and Samantabhadra testify to the importance of the
legacy of such systematization.

¥The terms found therein are, for example, ‘the Cittamatrin that follow
logic/reasoning’ (rigs pa rjes su brang ba’t sems isam pa) and ‘the Sautrantikas that follow
logic/reasoning’ (rigs pa rjes su “brang ba’t mdo sde pa). On this and for a general introduction
to the school, see Tillemans 2011.

19 As is known, there is a debate on the number of authors called Vasubandhu and the
attribution of the works regarded as his. On this, among others, we refer to the summary
presented in Kritzer 2019. In this book, we consider the author of the Abhidharmakosa and
Bhasya, the Vimsika and the Trimsika (arguably the same person) as one of the authoritative
exponents of the tradition.
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1.4.2  lerms and Translations

The Sanskrit term @kara has been translated differently by various schol-
ars, the most common translations being ‘image’, ‘aspect’, or ‘form’. We
will be employing either ‘image’ or ‘form’, depending on whether the
term refers to the object’s phenomenal appearance in cognition or to its
physical aspect.

We have translated svabhava and ripa/ svaripa simply with ‘nature’.
Given its semantic complexity, svabhava is also translated as ‘essential
property’ or is left untranslated in specific contexts. Ripa is at times trans-
lated as ‘nature-form’ to render both the ideas of ontological status and
physical form.

Anupalabdhi is translated as ‘non-cognition’, while upa-Vlabh is gener-
ally rendered as ‘apprehend’.

In spite of different possible renderings of the term, we translate vi-
Jfiana simply as ‘cognition’ or ‘primary awareness’ depending on whether
emphasis 1s laid on its epistemic aspect or its referring to the aggregate
(skandha).

We translate vgfiaptimatrata as ‘mere cognition’ based on Kellner and
Taber (2014, 735; see also Introduction n. 14). We use this translation
especially when referring to works or contexts that discuss and refer to
that doctrine as elaborated and justified based on Vasubandhu’s Vimsika.

Ahamkara is translated as both ‘sense of I’ and ‘sense of individuality’.
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2.1 Overall Structure of the ‘Philosophical Portion’. Its Scope and Doctrinal

Elements

The “philosophical portion’ of the Saramafjarz, which forms the subject of
this book, is the commentary of Samantabhadra on vv. 109-120 of Jia-
napada’s Samantabhadrasadhana. Here, the author presents the Yoga of the
Drop (binduyoga), a specific type of mental cultivation. The binduyoga con-
sists in the visualization of the whole world, perfectly awakened, in the
body of the seed-syllable residing in the heart of the gnosis-being’s scimi-
tar, as well as the visualization of the mandala-circle, which has everything
as its nature, in the drop (bindu) of that syllable.

Samantabhadra introduces Jhanapada’s verses as a response to the
fictitious objection that, if external things exist, then this practice is not
logically justified through arguments (upapattr). The motive of posing such
an objection is to prompt a rational analysis of the proof for the non-
existence of objects that are external (bafus) to cognition—the latter be-
ing only aware of itself, devoid of an apprehender (gr@haka) or an ap-
prehended (grahya). As we shall see, this self-awareness of cognitions is
regarded as only conventionally true, because it is supported by reason.
Ultimately, however, Samantabhadra aims to demonstrate that cogni-
tions, too, are not real.

While Jianapada’s verses afford equal prominence to the positive
assertion of his standpoint (pars construens) and the refutation of others’
theories (pars destruens), in the commentary Samantabhadra insists par-
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ticularly on the pars destruens. The style seems to echo that of other more
strictly philosophical treatises that are concerned with debates.

This combination of rational justification with attacks on different
views in the framework of depicting a proper meditative practice is cer-
tainly not unique to the Saramafjari. Other works dealing precisely with
meditative undertakings, such as the Bhavanakramas by Kamalasila, en-
gage in a process of progressively refuting inferior doctrines in order to
generate conceptual certainty about a superior, final truth. In this case,
such a process is explicitly connected with cultivating the insight born
of reflection (cintamay7 praji@),' and is intended to ascertain whether the
object of mental cultivation is real.? Similarly, in the S@ramafjari, the use
[of the absence] of positive proofs (sadhakapramana) and [the presence] of
negative proofs (badhakapramana) is introduced as having the final aim of
generating rational conviction about the object of mental cultivation.®
This is spelled out by Samantabhadra in the concluding passage:

evam eva sambuddhikrtanikhilajagadantarbhavanam nijamantre (see
109d), tadbindau ca visvasvabhavamandalacakravibhavanam upapannam
evelt vyfieyam, jiieyadyabhave svapratibhasasyawa tathotpadat. i sarvam
sustham.

'On the role of the cintamay? prajia in the Bhavanakramas, see Kellner 2020. For a
general review of cintamayi prajiia, see Eltschinger 2014, 318-328 and Eltschinger 2010a.

2On the relationship between cintamayi prajia and bhavanamay? prajia in Kamalasila’s
Bhavanakrama 1, see tatas cintamayya prajiiaya nitaneyarthataya nirvedhayati | tatas taya niscitya
bhiitam artham bhavayen nabhiitam | anyatha hi viparitasyap: bhavanad victkilsayas cavyapagamat
samyagjiianodayo na syat | tatas ca vyarthaia bhavana syat | yatha torthikanam | uktam ca bhaga-
vald — navratmyadharman yadi pratyaveksate tan pratyaveksya yadi bhavayeta | sa hetu nirvanapha-
lasya praptaye yo anyahetu na sa bhoti Santaye || [Samadhirgasatra 9.37] iti. (Bhavanakrama I,
ed. pp. 9, 17-10, 4) ‘Afterwards, through the insight born of reflection, he penetrates
[the meaning of the scriptures] as being explicit or implicit. Then, having ascertained
through that, he can meditate on the real meaning, not the false one. For, otherwise,
because one also meditates on what is false and the doubt is not removed, there can-
not be the arising of correct knowledge. And, therefore, the mental cultivation would be
completely purposeless, like [that] of the non-Buddhists. And this is said by the Bhagavat
[in the Samadhirajasitra]: “If he considers the selfless dharmas, if, having considered them,
he meditates on them, this is the cause for the attainment of the fruit that is nirvana; that
which is another cause does not [lead] to peace.”’ On the relation between meditative
cultivation and reasoning in Kamalasila, see Kellner 2020.

3Similarly, Eltschinger (2014, 322) notes that, according to Dharmakirti, ‘the reli-
ability of a yogin’s perception rests on the fact that its objects have been submitted to
a rational analysis carried out by means of (a) pramana(s)’. On yogic perception and the
conditions of its reliability in Dharmakirti and commentators, see Eltschinger 2009. On
Kamalasila’s view on yogic perception and its connection with the Bodhisattva path, see
Funayama 2011.
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In this way, then, it must be known that the introducing of the
entire world that has been made perfectly awakened ‘into the
self-mantra’ (see 109d), and the visualization of the mandala-circle,
which has everything as [its] nature, into the drop of that are
demonstrated. [This is] because, since there are no [external ob-
jects that are] cognizable and so on, it is only the own appearance
[of the mind] that arises like that [(i.e., with false images of exter-
nal objects)]. Thus, everything is well established.

In analyzing this dialectic process, the general impression is that Sa-
mantabhadra strives to provide materials from the so-called logico-
epistemological tradition,* particularly from the mainstream Dharma-
kirtian one. In doing this, he mirrors some of the argumentations and
refutations (not to mention the very sequence of the overall argumenta-
tive strategy) found in Séntaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s works, his ultimate
perspective being a Madhyamaka one.

More so than in the Samantabhadrasadhana, in the commentary, em-
phasis is laid on the detailed disproof of Brahmanical opponents. In cer-
tain cases, when Jhanapada appears to be attacking only other Bud-
dhists, Samantabhadra takes the opportunity to include a criticism of
non-Buddhist views, especially those of some Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas.
In doing so, he appears to be regarding the dialectic/apologetic pur-
suit as also having a spiritual/soterial value.” This is perhaps a sign of
a greater need to compete with non-Buddhists. The final outcome is
that of portraying many different arguments and doctrines from vari-
ous traditions, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, in the style of a ‘para-
doxography’.

Our hypothesis is that in this portion of the Saramaijarz, Samanta-
bhadra (following, in part, Jianapada)® appropriated Santaraksita and

*For an account of this tradition, see Eltschinger 2014; for an overview on its litera-
ture, see Steinkellner and Much 1995.

*With reference to the insight born of reflection, Kamalasila states: yuktya hi sthirtkr-
tasyagamarthasyanyair apohitum asakyatoat | ato yuktyap: pratyaveksaniyam | (Bhavanakrama I, ed.
p- 11, 4-5). “Since the meaning of the scriptures that is confirmed indeed by reasoning
cannot be denied by the opponents, one must therefore investigate also by means of rea-
soning.” Eltschinger (2010a, 462-463) notes that starting from the mid-6th century, rea-
soning (yukti), connected with cznt@may? prajiia, intended for examining and demonstrating
key concepts of Buddhism, had merged together with the science of logical reasons (fe-
tuvidyd), meant to defeat and convert non-Buddhist opponents.

%As noted in the general introduction to this volume, Jiianapada studied under Hari-
bhadra, author of the Abhisamayalamkaraloka, in Taxila, and lived in Nalanda for a period
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Kamalasila’s doctrinal legacy by drawing on their oeuvre. In this respect,
while the general structure is certainly closer to that of purely Madhya-
maka works, such as the ¥*Madhyamakalamkarakarika,” Samantabhadra also
greatly exploits materials found in more strictly philosophical writings,®
such as the Zattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahapafjikd, which are ar-
guably carlier than the above-mentioned texts.” The echo of Kamala-
§ila’s arguments and refutations from the Pafyjika, in particular, resonates
throughout the text and, in the case of the criticism of atoms, it is even
made explicit.'” We shall discuss some evidence for this in detail in the
following,

What is more important, however, is that Jianapada and Samanta-
bhadra seem to share the doctrinal system of Santaraksita and Kama-

of time. In his Prgjiiapradipavali, he copies a significant portion of Haribhadra’s Abhisama-

yalamkaraloka word by word (Dalton and Szant6 2019, 266). Haribhadra is sometimes
associated with Santaraksita and Kamalagila, being regarded as a disciple of the former
and influenced by the latter (see also n. 56). On his life and works, see Harter 2019.

"These include, among others, the *Madhyamakalamkarakarika and *Madhyamakalam-
karavriti of Santaraksita as well as the *Madhyamakalamkarapaijika, *Madhyamakaloka, the
*Varacchedikatika, and the three Bhavanakramas of Kamalasila. For a list of Kamalasila’s
works, see Keira 2004, 3.

80n the relation between rational argumentation and spiritual path in Santaraksita’s
and Kamalasila’s Tattvasamgraha and Pafijika, see McClintock 2010 (especially pp. 105—
111 and n. 294; 299-303) and 2019. In particular, she argues (2019, 437) that ‘the argu-
ments in the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahaparjika are aimed at others, rhetorically
at least and quite possibly in the public square. But they are also necessary to rehearse
again and again for the Buddhist’s own ““familiarization with reality” (tattvabhyasa), which
is a critical step that must be taken before one meditates in such a way as to turn these
conceptual insights into modes of knowing and experiencing the world.’

9The Tattvasamgraha was likely composed before 763 (Frauwallner 1961, 143; Krasser
1992, 157), the Tattvasamgrahapanjika, likely ca. 780 (Schmithausen 1965, 216 n. 150;
Krasser 1992, 157). It has been put forward that Santaraksita wrote the Tattvasamgraha
before the *Madhyamakalamkaravrity, since the latter explicitly mentions both the former (as
de kho na bsdus pa) and the Paramarthaviniscaya (as don dam pa gtan la dbab pa); see *Madhyama-
kalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 330, 13. This also demonstrates that the *Madhyamakalamkarakarika
must have been composed after the Tattvasamgraha (and the Paramarthaviniscaya). By the
same token, Funayama (2007, 192) notes that it is possible that Kamalasila composed
the *Madhyamakalamkarapanjika atter the Tattvasamgrahapanjika; in this context, he mentions
Mimaki 1982b, 221.

"Needless to say, some similar passages or identical argumentations can be found
also in other works of Kamalasila that are Madhyamaka in nature, such as the *Ma-
dhyamakalamkarapaijika. However, we think there is enough evidence to believe that here
he is quoting directly from the Pafijika, which is also arguably earlier than any of the
above-mentioned texts of his.
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lagila in its entirety: both their so-called ‘Yogacara-Madhyamaka syn-

"I and their hierarchy'? of other, inferior, views.!® This synthesis

thesis
finds its full expression in those works that are traditionally regarded as
purely Madhyamaka and is found less in the Zattvasamgraha or the Pafjika.
Jnanapada and Samantabhadra present the Vijianavada, with its key
doctrine of ‘mere cognition’ (vijiaptimatrata),'* as professing the highest
(provisional and) conventionally sound truth, ‘a necessary stepping stone
for the full realization of emptiness’ (Kellner 2020, 43). However, it is the
Madhyamaka that provides the ultimate final standpoint on the reality
of things, namely, selflessness.

In short, in this ‘philosophical portion’, Samantabhadra reuses
proofs and doctrines found in various works of Santaraksita and Ka-
malasila. He does so while outlining a process of progressive refutation
of different conceptual constructions regarding reality and real things.
This process, which is dialectic in nature (i.e., involves reasoning), is orga-
nized according to a specific hierarchy of truths—reflecting the hierarchy
present in the writings of Santaraksita and Kamalagila. The ultimate mo-
tive 1s (to provide instruction on) attaining conceptual certainty regarding
the emptiness of all things as well as the fundamental erroneousness of
all concepts. As we shall see, ultimately, Jianapada and Samantabhadra

" According to Bu ston Rin chen grub (Chos *byung, ed. p. 152, 2; Obermiller 1932,
135), Séntaraksita and Kamalasila are classified as Yogacara-Madhyamika (in Tibetan:
Rnal “byor spyod pa’c dbu ma pa). This means that they advocate the conventional reality
of Vijiianavada and the ultimate reality of Madhyamaka, proposing independent argu-
ments to prove both. On this, see, e.g., Seyfort Ruegg 1981, 87-100. On the central
tenets of Santaraksita’s and Kamalagila’s thought, see Ichigo 1985, Ix—xcvii and Keira
2004, 1-2 and n. 3. Ichigo (1985, xcviii, n. 2) notes that, in the *Madhyamakalamkarapa-
fjtka, Kamalasila defines Yogacara-Madhyamaka and Sautrantika-Madhyamaka as the
‘two paths of the Madhyamika’ (D 128r1; P 128v4). On their position according to other
Tibetan scholars, see Mimaki 1982a, 27-38. With reference to Séntaraksita’s Yogacara-
Madhyamaka synthesis, see also Blumenthal 2004, 41-51.

2The latter is true only lato sensu, since the exact progression of refutations sometimes
differs from that in the works of the two masters (and these present different progressions
themselves). The reasons underlying those differences are beyond the scope of this intro-
duction.

"On their doctrinal hierarchy and the concept of a ‘sliding scale of analysis’, see § 6.

"*TFor this translation of the term, see Kellner and Taber 2014, 735. They highlight
that, in the Vimsika, the meaning of vyfiapti is that of a cognitive ‘event-aspect’, and that
matra serves the purpose of denying objects. We use this translation especially when re-
ferring to works or contexts that are related to that doctrine as elaborated and justified
starting with that work of Vasubandhu.
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advocate a path of rationality and conceptuality that culminates in the
self-combustion of rationality and conceptuality.

2.2 Statement of Conventional Truth: Self-Awareness (svasamvedana) of

Cognitions

After a preliminary and cursory commentary on verse 110, Samantabha-
dra states the siddhanta, the final point of view that he is aiming to prove
in this first stage, namely, the self-awareness of all cognitions. Cognitions
are unitary events that are identical to themselves and occur without any
external, 1.e., different, entity, which would (necessarily) have the aspect
of an apprehended or an apprehender. This position is clearly related
to conventional truth. From this perspective, perception, which is self-

aware, a-conceptual, and non-erroneous,

is the only reality. It man-
ifests with images, which are conceptually formed through the aspects
of apprehended and apprehender and are not real. In order to support
his standpoint, Samantabhadra quotes two verses by Dharmakirti (be-
tween 550-660):'° Pramanaviniscaya 1.38, a verse that was very popular
in the literature of the tradition of logic and epistemology (pramana), and
Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 354.

In other words, Samantabhadra initiates the gradual argumentative
process by first asserting its final conclusion, this also being his own thesis
on conventional truth. Conventional reality is ‘mere cognition’!’; this
theory is elaborated and justified according to the way of the Dignaga-
Dharmakirtian tradition.

!5 This view is a key doctrine in the Buddhist logico-epistemological tradition. Cf. Pra-
manasamuccaya 1.3cd and Vrtti (ed. p. 2, 7-9): pratyaksam kalpanapodham yasya jiia-
nasya kalpana nasti, tat pratyaksam | atha keyam kalpana nama namajatyadiyojana | © ““Direct
perception is devoid of conceptual construction.” That cognition which has no concep-
tual construction is direct perception. Then, what indeed is this conceptual construction?
“The connection with designations, universals, etc.”’ pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam
abhilapint | pratitih kalpana |...) (Pramanaviniscaya 1.4acl). ‘Direct perception is devoid of
conceptual construction [and] non-erroneous. Conceptual construction is a cognition
endowed with linguistic expressions.” This part of the verse is also quoted by Santara-
ksita in Zatvasamgraha 1213acl.

®Dharmakirti’s chronology has been extensively and longly debated. We follow the
rough dating by Eltschinger 2019. For a summary of the debate, see Eltschinger 2019.

'"For a similar statement in *Madhyamakalamkarakarika 92, see n. 98.
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2.3 Refutation of the Apprehender (grahaka)

Samantabhadra interprets verse 110 as the claim that there are no pos-
itive proofs of the existence of something different from the images ap-
pearing in a unitary cognition. This applies to an apprehender, the grasp-
ing cognition of that cognition, as well as to an apprehended, an object of
that cognition. The positive proofs to which Jhanapada is explicitly refer-
ring in this verse consist in direct perception and ‘another pramana’, which
is obviously inference. While commenting on this, Samantabhadra adds
implication (arthapattr) as well, since he is also targeting the Mimamsa,
particularly Kumarila Bhatta (ca. 6th cent.).!® Accordingly, from the very
beginning, our author is leveling his criticism at the non-Buddhist oppo-
nents, as well.

2.3.1 The Apprehender as a Property-Bearer (Against Nyaya and Vaise-
stka)

The first target of refutation is the concept of a real apprehending subject
of cognitions. In particular, Samantabhadra takes issue with the idea of
that apprehending subject being a property-bearer. This is in response to
a first objection that runs as follows: Awareness is a property. Properties
are observed as depending on a property-bearer. Accordingly, there must
be a locus of that property, and this is the agent of that activity,!” i.e.,
the apprehender.?” Since there is an apprehender, there must also be an
apprehended.

18According to Kumarila, an action cannot be seen, but it can be inferred from
its result, through arthapatti. If the object is seen, then one can infer the occurrence of
an act of cognition from it; otherwise, that object would not be cognized. See tasyam tu
grhyamanayam anya dhir grahikespate | (Slokavarttika Sﬁnyavéda 67ab); sapi hy arthapattyanuma-
nena va grhyate, yatha vaksyati ‘nanyatha hy arthasadbhavah’ iti (Nyayaratnakara, ed. p.
205, 31-32); nanyatha hy arthasadbhavo drstah sann upapadyate | jiianam cen nety atah pascat
pramanam upajayate | | na capy apratibandhena kevalena graho bhavet | visistakaranabhave *py artho
natvanubhiiyate | | (Slokavarttika Sﬁnyavéda 182-183).

"One should note that in the Nyayavarttika (as well as Nyayabhasya) and the Vaisesikasii-
tra, cognition (jfiana or buddhi, respectively) is described as a quality (guna), not an activity.
On this, see n. 22 and English Translation n. 50.

®Tn the Abhidharmakosabhasya, Vasubandhu makes reference to an unidentified op-
ponent, likely a Vaiesika, who aims to establish the Self (@man) in a similar way. See
avasyam atmabhyupagantavyah, smrtyadinam gunapadarthatodt, tasya cavasyam dravyasritatoat tesam
canyasrayayogad iti cet | na | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, ed. p. 148, 11—
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The opponent here is introduced as compounding two arguments
that are employed by the Naiyayikas and the Vaisesikas in order to prove
the existence of a permanent and all-pervading Self (atman). The main
idea is that the existence of a property-bearer is inferred from the exis-
tence of properties, which must depend on it. Some properties, such as
pleasure, pain, desire, or aversion, must belong to a property-bearer and
they do not belong to the body.?! In the Nyaya context, the list of prop-
erties that are an inferential mark for the Self in this way includes cog-
nition (jiana).?> At the same time, Samantabhadra also echoes another

12). ‘[An opponent could argue:] (it ced) The Self must be necessarily admitted, (1) be-
cause memory and so on are [included in the] category of qualities, (ii) because that [cat-
egory of qualities] necessarily depends on a substance, and (iii) because for those [(i.c.,
memory and so on)| another substratum|, different from the Self, would] be illogical. [It
would be answered:] No.’

21 At the end of this discussion, Samantabhadra defines this as an inference or an
implication, perhaps alluding to the fact that this type of argument could be interpreted
as both. As a matter of fact, Naiyayikas see arthapatti as a special type of inference.

2See Myayavarttika ad 1.1.10, ed. p. 64, 12-18: atha vecchadvesaprayatnasukha-
duhkhajiianany atmano lingam ity anyatha varmayanti | guna icchadayah | gunas ca
paratantra bhavantiti nyayah | gunatvam ca parisesyan na samanyavisesasamavayabhavo ‘nityatvat |
na dravyam karma va vyapakadravyasamavayac chabdavad ityevamadi samanyato drstam ity etasminn
anumanam varmitam | elenamityatvat paratantryam icchadinam karyatvac ca riapadivad ity uktam |
ayavaddravyabhavitvena ca Sariragunatvapratisedhah | tatpratisedhac catmagunatoam iti parisesyat sid-
dha atmeti | ‘Or else, some explain [the sitra]: “Desire, aversion, effort, pleasure, pain, and
cognition are the inferential mark of the Self” otherwise. Desire and so on are qualities
and the logical rule is that qualities are dependent on [a subject]. Moreover, since it is the
only alternative left, being a quality is not being a universal, a particular or an inherence,
since [qualities] are impermanent; noris [being a quality] a substance or an activity, since
[qualities] are inherent in a pervading substance, like sound [in the sky]. This and other
[similar ones] are [the type of inference called] ‘apprehended as a generality’ (samanyato
drstam). In this way the inference was described in the [Nyayasatra 1.1.5]. Through this,
there is the dependence of desire, etc., because they are impermanent and because they
are an effect, like visual forms and so on. This is said. Furthermore, since they do not
last as long as the substance [lasts], it is denied that they [can] be qualities of the body.
And, due to that negation, it is [admitted that they are| a quality of the Self. Since it is
the only alternative left, the Self is established.” See also pranapananimesonmesajivanamano-
gatindriyantaravikarah sukhadulkhe icchadvesau prayatnas cety atmaliigani | (Vaisesikasatra 3.2.4),
as well as the commentary by Candrananda: sukhadayas ca gunisapeksah, gunatvoat, riapavat
(VaiSesikasttravrtti ad Vaisestkasitra 3.2.4, ed. p. 29, 5). ‘And pleasure, etc., stand in need of
a property-bearer, because [they] are properties, just as colour.’; sukhaduhkhecchadvesapra-
yatnais ca gunair guny anumiyate | te ca na Sartrendriyagunah |...J (Padarthadharmasamgraha, ed.
p- 70, 6) And [the Self] is inferred [as] a property-bearer through the properties that are
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort; and these are not properties of the body or of
the sense faculties [...].". For a recent reference to this argument, see Watson 2017, 310
n. 6 and the works cited there.
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argument that is employed by Naiyayika and Vaisesika authors to estab-
lish the Self. An activity, such as being aware, needs an agent, and that

agent is the Self.??

A similar formulation combining the two arguments
is indeed found, for example, in the works of a later VaiSesika author,
namely, Sridhara (ca. 10th cent.).?*

Samantabhadra’s response is grounded in the impossibility of find-
ing a means of reliable cognition (pramana) that could establish an appre-
hending subject. It cannot be direct perception, because that subject is,
by definition, extrasensory. Furthermore, it cannot be inference, since
there is no observed relation between awareness as a property and its
property-bearer, i.e., someone who is aware. In general, the response is
based on the postulate, presumably shared by all the parties, that the
grahaka is not perceivable.?

An implicit objection advancing a proof through arthapatti follows.
Here, the opponent rebuts precisely the assumption that the apprehen-
der cannot be established because it is not perceivable. Much to the con-
trary, the apprehender can in fact be inferred from the occurrence of
sense cognitions, just like sense faculties. Sense faculties are commonly
referred to as an example of an object that, in spite of being radically
imperceptible, can still be postulated given the occurrence of sense per-
ceptions. Some proponents of [the reality of] the Self (@tmavadin) employ
cognitions as evidence for the existence of the Self, though extrasensory,
because they require an agent. This is alluded to, for example, in some

BSee, e.g., lasya sauksmyad apratyaksatve sati karanaih sabdadyupalabdhyanumitaih Srotradibhih
samadhigamah kriyate | vasyadinam karananam kartrprayopyatvadarsanat | sabdadisu prasiddhya ca
prasadhako “numiyate | (Padarthadharmasamgraha, ed. p. 69, 6-10). ‘Since it is not directly
perceived, because of its being subtle, [the Self] is cognized through [its] instruments,
such as the auditory faculty, which are inferred from the perception of sounds and so
on. This is because one observes that instruments, such as an axe, are used by an agent.
Moreover, the cognizer is inferred through the cognition regarding sounds and so on.’
For similar arguments in Nyaya sources, see Eltschinger and Ratié 2013, 140 n. 77, 181
n. 206, 182 n. 207 and the works cited there.

HSee sabdadisu visayesu. prasiddhir jiianam tatrapt prasadhako jiiatanumiyate | jianam kvacid
asnitam kriyatoac chidikriyavat | yatredam asritam sa atma | (Nyayakandali, ed. p. 71, 15-17).
“The knower (prasadhaka) [i.e.,] the knowing agent (jiatr) is inferred also with respect to
knowledge (prasiddhi)[, i.e.,] the cognition (jiana) of objects, such as sound. A cognition
must reside in some [substratum], because it is an action, such as the action of cutting.
That in which it resides is the Self.’

P On the (im)perceptibility of the @man according to different authors of Nyaya and
Vaisesika, see § 8 and § 8.1.
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Vaisesika®® and Nyaya sources.”” Moreover, the view that the Self is de-
duced from its effect [such as cognitions], like the sense faculties from the
sense perceptions, is introduced as a Naiyayikas’ idea in Bhatta Rama-
kantha’s (ca. 950—1000) Naresvarapariksaprakasa.”®

The inference of sense faculties is based on the commonly observed
fact that, even though all the other causes are present, an effect does not
occur if a certain, additional, cause is missing. On the other hand, the
effect does occur when that cause is present. This is the case for sense
faculties, as demonstrated by the example of blind people, who do not
grasp an object, albeit manifest, because their sight is impaired. However,
the Buddhists answer that this cannot be the case for the Self. In spite of
its sharing the characteristic of being imperceptible, the Self cannot be
inferred through the same inference as the sense faculties. This topic is
discussed in Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha:

anumanam ca tadyatha paficanam idriyanam | tatredam anumanam | sati
karane [sakarane ed.] karanantarasyabhave karyasyabhavo drsto bhave ca
punar bhavas tadyathankurasya | saly eva cabhasapraple visaye manaskare
ca karane visayagrahanasyabhavo drstah punas ca bhavo ‘ndhabadhiradiam
anandhabadhiradinam ca | atas tatrapt karanalkarana® ed.|ntarasyabhavo
bhavas ca nisctyate | yac ca tatkaranantaram tad indriyam ity etad anuma-
nam | na carwam atmano stiti nasty atma | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pu-
dgalavadapratisedha, ed. p. 4, 15-23).

Moreover, [with reference to the dharmas,] there is an inference, as
in the case of the five sense faculties. In this respect, the inference
is as follows: When there is a cause, the absence of the effect is
observed in the event of the absence of another, additional cause.
Moreover, on the other hand, the presence [of the effect is ob-
served] in the event of the presence [of that further cause], as with
regard to a sprout. And, when indeed the object has appeared,
and the attention, [which is another]| cause, [is aroused,] the ab-
sence of the apprehension of the object is observed for the blind,
deaf, etc., and, on the other hand, [its] presence [is observed] for
the non-blind, non-deaf; etc. Therefore, in both of these cases, [re-
spectively,| the absence and the presence of an additional cause

®Sce Padarthadharmasamgraha in n. 23, and Eltschinger and Ratié 2013, 140 n. 76.

?"For similar arguments in Nyaya sources, see Eltschinger and Ratié 2013, 140 n. 77,
181 n. 206, 182 n. 207 and the bibliography therein.

BSce satyam | ata evendriyadir iva karyat so *picchatmakad anumiyata iti naiyayikah | (Watson

2006, 130).
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1s ascertained. Furthermore, the further cause of that [apprehen-
sion] 1s the sense faculty. This is the inference. However, there is
no such [inference] regarding the Self. Therefore, there is no Self.

In the Pramanavarttikasvavrttr, while responding to an atmavadin, Dharma-
kirti argues that the Self cannot be inferred in the same way as sense
faculties, precisely because of its being imperceptible:

[...] anupalambham casya pramanayata atmavado niralambah syat |
apratyaksatvad atmanas tatkaryasiddheh | indriyadmam tu vyfianakaryasya
kadacitkatoat sapeksyasiddhya prasiddhar ucyate | kim apy asya karanam
astiti | na tv evambhitam i | nawam sukhadikaryam prasadhitam kam-
cid artham pusnati | yena kenacit karanavattoabhyupagamat | tatha canu-
palambha evatmanah syat | (Pramanavarttikasvavrtti ad Pramanavarttika
Svarthanumana® 22, ed. p. 16, 11-17).%

[...] Moreover, the doctrine of the Self for those [people] who
regard non-cognition as a means of reliable knowledge would be
groundless. This is because the effect of the [Self] is unestablished,
since the Selfis non-perceivable. Nevertheless, regarding the sense
faculties, etc., due to the fact that the effect that consists in the
[sense] cognition is proven as dependent on them—because [this
sense cognition] is occasional—the proof is stated [as follows:]
‘There [must] be a certain cause of this [effect that is the sense
cognition].” However, it is not [said as follows:] ‘[The cause] is of
this kind.” In this way, the effect that is pleasure, etc., being estab-
lished, does not serve any purpose [in establishing the Self]. This
1s because it is admitted that [pleasure, etc.] has a cause [that is]
in an undifferentiated manner [and not with specific characteris-
tics]. And, in this way, there can be only the non-cognition of the
Self.3

In order to counter the atmavadin’s objection, Samantabhadra resorts to a
regressus ad infinitum as an undesired consequence. Sense cognitions can be

*For Sakyabuddhi’s and Karnakagomin’s comments on this passage, see Eltschinger
and Ratié 2013, 149 n. 103. Dharmakirti also refers to the illogicality of proving the
absence of something imperceptible based on its non-cognition. See adrsyanupalambhad
abhavasiddhau [...] (Pramanavartiikasvavrtti ad Pramanavarttika Svarthanumana® 18c, ed. p.
13, 4); upalambhanupalambhabhyam hi tayoh pratibandham janiyat, tau catyantaparoksasya na sid-
hyatah | (Pramanaviniscaya 3, ed. p. 118, 7-8).

%00n this passage, see Eltschinger and Ratié 2013, 146-151.
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explained without admitting an apprehending subject. The causal com-
plex that precedes the occurrence of a perception is enough to account
for it. If one were to admit the need for more causes, there would be no

grounds for limiting the number of ‘necessary’ additional causes.®!

2.3.2  The Apprehender Intended as Mind and Mental States (Against the
Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas)

While Jiianapada does not mention the non-Buddhist thesis of an appre-
hending subject of cognitions, Samantabhadra regards its refutation as
the initial step in the criticism of the concept of ‘apprehender’. First of all,
he wants to discard the idea that there must be a permanent locus of that
property that is awareness, namely, the Self as an apprehender. He then
goes on also to refute the view that mind and mental states, which do not
depend on an apprehending subject, can themselves be the apprehender
of objects. The duality is now that of mind and objects which are external
to it. Here, Samantabhadra is addressing fellow Buddhists, particularly
the Vaibhasikas and (later) the Sautrantikas. While not engaging with the
position of the Self as a grahaka, in the Samantabhadrasadhana, Jhanapada
also introduces a refutation of mind and mental states as apprehending
external objects.

The first objection Jianapada and Samantabhadra respond to is
that, granted that mind does not have something else as its apprehen-
der, it is itself brought to awareness internally, in the form of feelings,
etc., as the apprehender of something else. This objection may be from
a Vaibhasika and is also found in the quotation from Jfianapada’s Atma-
sadhanavatara that is quoted in the Saramafjar? immediately following. A

*'With reference to the logical defect of the regressus ad infinitum regarding the Bhatta
Mimamsa theory of cognition, see English Translation n. 15.
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similar position appears to be held by Subhagupta?’2 (8th cent.).® In fact,
the idea that mind and mental states are the apprehender of an object
and its different aspects, respectively, is a Vaibhasika one. In the Abhidha-
rmakosabhasya, Vasubandhu states:

la eva i cittacaittah sasraya ucyante indriyasnitatvat | salambana visaya-

grahanat | (Abhidharmakosabhasya ad 2.34bcdl, ed. p. 62, 5-6).

Tor precisely these mind and mental states are said to have a basis,
because they are based on the sense faculties. [They are said] to
have an object-support, because they apprehend [their respective]
object.?*

2While arguing against the sahopalambhaniyama argument (see infra, n. 36, n. 37), Su-
bhagupta appears to claim that there is indeed an internal awareness of cognition in the
form of feelings. At the same time, cognition, which is cognized insofar as it has the svab-
hava of being a cognition, due to a causal process, has the nature of making an external
object known (without assuming its form). So, like light and visual forms, a cognition
and its object are part of the same causal complex and, accordingly, they are cognized
‘together’. See don dmigs tshe na gdung ba dang | | dga’ ba’i tshor ba de dag ni | | gal te shes pa’t
ngo bo yi | | tshor ba med par mi srid do | | gal te rtogs pa rang ngo bo | | “ga’ zhug kho na myong zhe
na || shes dag ngo bo mi myong bas | | de yi phyir na de mi rigs | | [...J gang gis lhan cig myong
oyur ba | | tshogs pa snga ma kho na las | | shes pa yul beas skad cig ste | | snang ba dang beas gzugs
bzhin no || (*Bahyarthasiddhikarka 78-79; 81). At the moment of the perception of an
object, those awarenesses of pain and pleasure could not occur if there is no awareness
of the form of cognition’; ‘If [it is argued that] the awareness is just of the mere form of
cognition, [the reply will be that] this is illogical, since the form of pure cognition is not
brought to awareness’; [...] ‘But [it is] precisely the preceding (pirvika) [causal] complex
[that] can make the instant of the object cognized, in the same way that a visual form
[is lit up] by light, by which there can be [their] being brought to awareness together.’
(*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 78-79; 81).

%0n Subhagupta’s life and works, see Saccone 2019.

**Yagomitra comments on this as follows: yena te salambandas tasyaivalambanasya prakarena
grahanat | katham | vyfianam hi ntlam pitam va vastu vyanat upalabhata ity arthah | tad eva
tathalambanam vastu vedananubhavati | sanyfia paricchinatti | cetanabhisamskarotityevamad: |
athava tasyawalambanasya vyiianam samanyariapenopalabhyatarapam grhnati | visesaripena tu
vedananubhavaniyatarapam grhnati | sanyiia paricchedyatarapam grhnatityevamadi | (Sphutartha
Abhidharmakosavyakhya, ed. pp. 141, 29-142, 6). ‘[They are said salambanah] due to the
apprehension in a [certain] manner of precisely that object-support, through which they
have an object-support. How? For primary awareness cognizes, 1.e., perceives, an indigo
or a yellow thing. This is the meaning. Feeling experiences this very object, that is, such
an object-support [as pleasurable, etc.]; notion determines [it]; volition conditions [it],
and so on and so forth. Or else, with regard to that very object-support, through [its]
general form, primary awareness apprehends the nature of being perceived. Whereas,
through [its] specific form, feeling apprehends the nature of being experienced; notion
apprehends the nature of being determined, and so on.’
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This topic is discussed, for example, in Durvekamisra’s commentary on
Dharmottara’s Nyayabinduttka where Madhyantavibhaga 1.8 is quoted:

vatbhasikaprakriyaya yadacaryena cittacaittau bhedenoktau tayor artham aha
— altam arthamatragrahi vastumatragrahi | “tatrarthadrstir vyianam’ i
vacanat | caitld visesavasthagrahino visesavasthasvtkarttaro visesavasthakara
i yavat | tadvisese tu caitasa iti vacanat | (Dharmottarapradipa, ed. p. 64,

8-10).

When the master [Dharmottara] says that mind and mental states
are different, in the way of the Vaibhasikas, he [also] states [their]
object: Mind is the apprehender of nothing but the object, that
1s, it 1s the apprehender of nothing but a thing. [This 1s] based
on the authoritative statement (vacana) [i.e., the Madhyantavibhaga):
‘Among these, cognition is the vision of the object.” [Moreover,]
mental states are the apprehender of different conditions, 1.¢., they
seize (svtkarttarah) different conditions—that is to say, they have the
aspects of different conditions. [This is] based on the authoritative
statement [i.e., the Madhyantavibhaga]: ‘And, the mental states are
[the vision] of its differences.’

Here Dharmottara is commenting on Nyayabindu 1.10, where Dharma-
kirti enunciates the self-awareness of all minds and mental states (sarvaci-
Htacaiitanam atmasamvedanam).

In countering the first objection, Samantabhadra advances the sa-
hopalambhaniyama argument,®® a pivotal theory for the Dharmakirtian tra-
dition. This argument is meant to prove the non-difference between a
cognition and its object, since they are always invariably perceived to-
gether. This is stated by Dharmakirti in Pramanaviniscaya 1.54ab,*® but
is already present with a different formulation in the Pramanavarttika.’’

»On this argument, sec Matsumoto 1980; Iwata 1991; Taber 2010; and Kellner
2011b, 419-424.

%See sahopalambhaniyamad abhedo nilataddhiyoh | apratyaksopalambhasya narthadystih prasi-
dhyati | | (Pramanaviniscaya 1.54). “There is no difference between an indigo [thing] and
its cognition, because they are necessarily perceived together. The vision of an object is
not established for someone who does not directly perceive his/her perception.’

7See sakrt samvedyamanasya niyamena dhiya saha. | visayasya tato “nyatvam kenakarena sidhya-
t | | bhedas ca bhrantivyiianair drsyetendav wadvaye | samvittiniyamo nasti bhinnayor nilapttayoh | |
nartho “samvedanah kascid anartham vap: vedanam | drstam samvedyamanam tat tayor nast viveki-
ta | | tasmad arthasya durvaram jiianakalavabhasinah | jiianad avyatirekitvam [...J (Pramanavarttika
Pratyaksa® 387-390abc). “With regard to an object that is brought to awareness, neces-
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There is no possible proof for the separate existence of an object exter-
nal to its cognition, since the object is invariably found along with that
cognition. They must be acknowledged as non-different. However, they
are conceived as different by people having misconceptions, as in the
case of the two moons seen by those suffering from dimness of vision. In
his answer, Samantabhadra appears to refer to both formulations of that
argument as found in the Pramanaviniscaya and the Pramanavarttika. More-
over, he concludes with a quotation from the latter work (see English
Translation § 111.1).

In short, echoing Jianapada’s words, Samantabhadra responds that
mind and mental states are always perceived together with sense objects
and, accordingly, cannot have a relationship of cause and effect. Such a
relationship requires a time difference between two things, but feelings
and sense objects are synchronous. For this reason, feelings cannot ap-
prehend sense objects, just as sense objects cannot apprehend feelings.
Furthermore, bringing the sahopalambhaniyama argument into play, Sa-
mantabhadra concludes that they are established as non-different, since
they are invariably perceived together. This is adduced as further ev-
idence for feelings not being the apprehender (nor the effect) of sense
objects.

The sahopalambhaniyama argument, which is widely cited as evidence
for the doctrine of mere cognition, is largely advocated by subsequent
authors within the ‘mainstream’ logico-epistemological tradition. In the
Tattvasamgrahapaiyjika, in particular, Kamalasila defends this argument
against the attacks of Subhagupta, a syncretic figure, hovering between

sarily simultaneously with [its] cognition, by virtue of which image is its being different
from that [cognition] established? Moreover, [their] difference can be seen by people
having erroneous cognitions, like [the vision of] two moons when there is [only] one.
There is no necessity of being aware of two distinct [things, such as] indigo and yel-
low. There is no object that is not brought to awareness, or else, an awareness, albeit
devoid of an object, is [always] observed as being brought to awareness. Hence, there
is no difference between those two [(i.e., the object and its awareness)|. Therefore, the
non-difference of an object that appears at the moment of [its] cognition from [that]
cognition necessarily follows [...].” On these verses, see Vetter 1964, 73—74; Eltschinger
2005, 166 and n. 34, and Eltschinger 2010. Iwata (1991, 1, 15-18) also refers to Pramana-
varttika Pratyaksa® 333-335. Kellner (2017, 115) discusses Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 335
as presenting an argument that is ‘very close to a sahopalabhaniyama-inference, if not fully
identical with it.” At the same time, she claims that this might be a weaker version of the
proof if compared to the sahopalambhaniyama argument, because it does not involve the
innate reflexive awareness of perception in the same way.
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being a Vaibhasika and a Sautrantika.*® As noted above, his position
is somewhat similar to that of Jianapada’s (and Samantabhadra’s) op-

ponent. Accordingly, this opponent may be a Vaibhasika (or a para-

Vaibhasika, such as Subhagupta himself?).3?

Following the reference to the sahopalambhaniyama argument, Sama-
ntabhadra poses an objection to it. Visual forms are the producers of
cognitions, 1.e., their cause, and, accordingly, precede them. It is not ten-
able that they could be perceived simultaneously. A similar claim is found
in the commentary on Pramanaviniscaya 1.54cd as a refutation of the sa-
hopalambhaniyama argument stated in Pramanaviniscaya 1.54ab. In the Sa-
ramafjar?, the objection could be advanced from both a Vaibhasika and a
Sautrantika standpoint.*” The two traditions, in fact, admit an external
object as the cause of its own cognition, albeit in different ways. Sama-
ntabhadra critically engages them both. He aims to deny the idea of a
cause-effect relationship between an object and its cognition: This cannot
be justified in any scenario, whether the cognition is regarded as being
devoid of the image (@kara)*' of its object (the Vaibhasika view) or as being

%For an outline of Subhagupta’s views, see Saccone 2022.
%1f, as we surmise, the influence of Santaraksita’s and Kamalagila’s thought and

works on our two authors was so decisive, then the refutation of Subhagupta’s theories
might simply be viewed as a consequence of that.

YO Cf. visapasya vijianahetutayopanidheh prag upalambhah pascat samvedanasyeti cet | (Pramana-
viniscaya ad 1.54cd, ed. p. 40, 11-12). For an English translation and analysis of the pas-
sage in the Pramanaviniscaya, see Kellner 2011b, 420. This passage is also quoted by Ka-
malasila in the Tattvasamgrahapaiyjika while defending the sahopalambhaniyama argument,

mainly from Subhagupta’s attacks: nanu cacaryadharmakirting visayasya jiianahetutayopanidheh
prag upalambhah pascat samvedanasyeti ced 1ty evam pirvapaksam adarsayatatkakalarthah sahasabdo
’tra darsito na v abhedarthah | ekakale hi vivaksite kalabhedopadarsanam parasya yuktam na tv abhede
satiti cet | (ad Tattwasamgraha 20292030, ed. pp. 192, 15-193, 1). ‘[Subhagupta objects,]
“Surely, the master Dharmakirti—who expounds the piarvapaksa with the following, ‘and
if [it is argued that], at first, there is the perception of an object because of its proxim-
ity, since it is the cause of the cognition, and then, [subsequently, the perception] of the
awareness [...|" (Pramanaviniscaya ad 1.54cd)—shows that, in this [half verse, i.e., 1.54ab],
the word ‘together’ means ‘synchrony’ and not ‘non-difference’. For, if ‘synchronic’ is in-
tended, it is logical for the adversary to put forward a difference of time, but not if there
is a non-difference.”’ This passage is included in a portion of the text discussing and
refuting the nira@karavada, the theory that sense cognitions do not take the images of their
objects. See Saccone 2018, 260-292.

' The Sanskrit term @kara has been translated differently by various scholars, the
most common translations being ‘image’, ‘aspect’, or ‘form’. We will be employing either
‘image’ or ‘form’, depending on whether the term refers to the object’s phenomenal
appearance in cognition, or to its physical aspect.
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endowed with it (the Sautrantika view). These two theses are respectively
known as nirakaravada and sakaravada.*?

2.3.3  Refutation [of One] of Vasubandhu’s Opponent/s] i the Vimsika as
well as of the Anyakaravada (Mimamsa)

The refutation of the two Buddhist theses is discussed very briefly, by
using arguments that are already found (among others) in Kamalasila’s
works (for example, the Tattvasamgrahapanjika and the *Vajracchedikatika).*®
Despite the existence of several other proofs he could employ to refute
the Vaibhasika and the Sautrantika epistemological theories, Samanta-
bhadra gives the impression of dismissing the Buddhist theses hastily. In-
stead, he levels a longer and more detailed criticism at the anyakaravada,
a position held by/attributed to the Mimamsakas.**

The sequence of the refutation of the three theses is indeed the same
as that found in the Bahirarthapariksa of the Tattvasamgraha and the Ta-
ttvasamgrahapafjika. However, unlike Samantabhadra, Santaraksita and
Kamalasila devote more space to the refutation of the Buddhist antag-
onists than that of the Brahmanical opponents. In fact, in that chapter,
while discussing the anyakaravada, Santaraksita and Kamalagila address
their criticism (once again) to their Buddhist peer Subhagupta (a main
target also due to his nirakaravada).

In this part of the Saramafjarz, the initial objection (which is not
present in the Tibetan translation) is advanced from the perspective of

*The term nirakaravada generally indicates epistemological theories that regard sense
cognitions as occurring without assuming the image of their objects. The term sakaravada,
in turn, applies to those views that regard sense cognitions as being endowed with the
image of their objects. The two terms are also used to indicate two sub-schools of Yo-
gacara, see § 6 and n. 84, 85, 86. When provisionally admitting a form of externalism
(bahirarthavada) in the Tattvasamgraha and the Pafyjika, Santaraksita and Kamalasila endorse
the sakaravada. However, within the context of the Bahirarthapariksa, when advocating
vyiiaptimatrata, they refute both the nirakaravada and the sakaravada. Similarly, in their Ma-
dhyamaka works, they criticize both positions. The same holds true for Jianapada and
Samantabhadra. For one of the first studies on the subject of nurakaravada and sakaravada,
see Kajiyama 1965 and 1998 [1966], 154—158. For a more recent overview on the subject
of akaras of cognitions, see Kellner and McClintock 2014.

*Tor the arguments against the Vaibhasikas, sce English Translation n. 29. For the
arguments against the Sautrantikas, see English Translation n. 30.

HFor a definition of anyakaravada, see infia in this section.
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someone who justifies the existence of an external object through im-
plication. External objects are necessary to explain the commonly expe-
rienced restrictions (nzyama) of time, space, image, and causal efficiency
when we perceive something. This is most likely a reference to a similar
objection found in the Vimsika:*

na desakalaniyamah santananiyamo na ca |
na ca krtyakriya yukta vijiiapter yadi narthatah | | )
(Vimsika 2 ed. Lévi 1932; ed. Silk; ed. Ruzsa and Szegedi).*®

If a cognition [does] not [arise] from an [external] object, then
there are no restrictions in terms of space and time and no non-
restrictions in terms of mental continuums. Moreover, [with re-
gard to this,] causal efficiency is not tenable.

Here, one difference is that Vasubandhu’s opponent is explicitly talking
about a non-restriction regarding mental continuums (santana), while Sa-
mantabhadra’s opponent is talking about a restriction regarding images
(@kara). However, in further elaborating on the subject, Samantabhadra
will indeed take issue with the notion of non-restriction in terms of san-
tanas (disregarding the notion of restriction of @karas).*” This is because
he understands those two (i.e., non-restriction of santanas and restriction

®Tor a detailed philosophical analysis of the arguments found in the Vimsika, see
Kellner and Taber 2014.

* As mentioned by Kellner and Taber (2014, 735-736), who refer to the studies of
Harada (2003) and Hanneder (2007), this verse, which is the second in Lévi’s edition, may
have in fact been the first. This is inferred from the fact that the first k@rika in that edi-
tion (and in the manuscript containing the karikas only), while missing from the Tibetan
translations and Xuanzang’s Chinese translation, corresponds there to prose sentences
of the introductory portion of the commentary. Therefore, according to Harada’s and
Hanneder’s thesis, the first verse was purposefully fashioned based on the prose passage
in the commentary. However, Ruzsa and Szegedi (2015, 134) take it to be part of the
original Sanskrit text, as does Silk (2016, 151-152).

7 As a matter of fact, Samantabhadra responds to his opponent by reversing the use
of the example of the hairnet, which is brought forward by Vasubandhu’s opponent. The
latter aims to show an instance of an object that is not external, but appears in the vision
of someone due to an eye defect, and, accordingly, is exclusive only to a single mental
continuum. On this, see English Translation n. 38. Samantabhadra argues, instead, that
some people who have the same ocular defect and find themselves in the same place and
at the same time all see hairnets. Still those hairnets are not really there. Thus, he uses
the example of the hairnet as an example of something that is not external and yet seen
by more than one person in the same place and at the same time.
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of akaras) to be one and the same. He arguably intends the @kara restric-
tion to mean the fact that many mental continuums (all of those that
are present in the same place and time)*® are endowed with some spe-
cific akaras related to certain specific objects. Samantabhadra’s direct re-
sponse to ‘his opponent’ also openly echoes the Vimsika. One does not
need an external object to account for those restrictions in perception.
They can be explained as the effects of certain latent impressions (vasana),
as in dreams and so on.*

Following this, Samantabhadra introduces another objection. It is
intended to establish that dreams and other erroneous cognitions are in
fact cognitions grasping object-supports that are external to them. This
serves the purpose of showing that that example, which is advanced to
prove a restriction in terms of time/space also when external objects are
absent, is not tenable. At the same time, it is the statement of an epistemic
standpoint, namely, the any@karavada. A cognition is always and only the
grasper of something other than itself, even in those instances where no
external objects are commonly admitted to exist. The verse quoted here
is taken from the Niralambanavada chapter of Kumarila Bhatta’s Sloka-
vartitka; in fact, it is the second half verse of 107 and the first half verse
of 108 (according to editorial conventions). The same quotation, in this
exact form, is found in the Mimamsaparikalpitatmapariksa of the Zatfva-
samgrahapafjika (ad Tattvasamgraha 250). Meanwhile, verse 108 is quoted in
the Bahirarthapariksa of the Pafjika to introduce very briefly the anyakara-
vada, which is mentioned and refuted along with the nirakaravada and the
sakaravada. Samantabhadra’s arguments in this part do not bear any strik-
ing similarities to the arguments advanced in those parts of the Pafjika
(except in one instance; see mfra). However, the presence of the quota-
tion of those two half-verses as well as the reference to verse 108 in the
context of the refutation of the any@karavada is reminiscent of Kamalasila’s
work.

0On a similar idea in the Vimsikaortti: tatra desakale pratisthitanam sarvesam santananiyama
utpadyate na kasyacid eva | (ed. Silk 2016 p. 150, 22-24); tasmin desakale sthitanam sarvesam
santane “niyamam utpadyate, natkasyaiva (ed. Ruzsa and Szegedi 2015 p. 137, 4-5).

YSee desadiniyamal siddhal svapnavat pretavat punah | santananiyamah sarvaih payanadya-
didarsane | | svapnopaghatavat krtyakriya narakavat punah | sarvam narakapaladidarsane tais ca
badhane || (Vimsika 3—4 ed. Lévi).
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Samantabhadra introduces the anyakaravada thesis of the Mimamsa-
kas specifically in connection with the idea that a spatio-temporal restric-
tion of cognitions can happen only when external objects are present.””
What follows is a refutation, point by point, of the position that (i) restric-
tion in terms of time and space, (ii) non-restriction of continuums, and
(111) restriction of causal efficiency are necessarily linked to the presence
of an external object. In particular, with reference to (i), he also uses one
prasaiga-based argument that partly recalls Kamalasila’s®! in his critical
engagement with that same verse from the Slokavarttika (namely, Nirala-
mbanavada 107cd—108ab). If an object could appear even in cognitions
that have a different image (anyakara), there would be the undesired and
untenable consequence that we would not experience different cogni-
tions for different objects.??

To sum up, (as made particularly explicit in the Pala recension) Sa-
mantabhadra employs the refutation of the anyakaravada, as maintained
by the Mimamsakas, as part of his argumentative strategy to defend Va-
subandhu’s initial argument to establish mere cognition (vjfiaptimatrata).
The positive statement of his standpoint is then entrusted to a frequently
cited verse of Dharmakirti, i.e., Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 336. The re-
strictions in terms of space and so on can be explained through the awak-
ening of a specific internal latent impression. In other words, the oc-
currence of a specific cognition in a specific time and space for more
than one specific mind does not necessarily require an external object.
As is known, the ultimate goal of proving vyiiaptimatrata also underpins

the Bahirarthapariksa chapters of the Tattvasamgraha and its Pafyjika.

"This is particularly true for the text contained in the Pala recension.

> As a matter of fact, in the Bahirarthapariksa of the Zattvasamgraha, Séntaraksita also
brings forward a similar argument. See anyakaram api jianam katham anyasya vedakam | sa-
rvah syat sarvasamvedyo na hetus ca niyamakah | | (Tattvasamgraha 2039). ‘Also, being endowed
with one image, how can a cognition be aware of another thing? Every [object] could
[then] be brought to awareness by every [cognition], and the cause would not be restrict-
ing (niyamaka).’

%2See na hy anyena ripenanyasya pratibhasanam yuklam atiprasangal | evam hi sarvam eva jia-
nam sarvavisayam prasajyeta | latas ca pratiniyatarthavyavasthoccheda eva syat | | (Tattvasamgra-
hapafijika ad Tattvasamgraha 251, ed. p. 129, 22—24). ‘For it is not tenable that one thing
appears through [a cognition endowed with] another form, due to overextension. This
is because, if it were like this, every cognition would follow as having every [thing as its]
object [i.e., as being undifferentiated]. Moreover, therefore, there would be the end of
the determination of specific objects.’
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2.4 Against an Anti-Sahopalambhaniyama-Argument Externalist’>

The final statement of this part, which concludes the refutation of an ap-
prehender of cognitions, reconnects with the initial thesis that is referred
to also in v. 111 of the Samantabhadrasadhana. Awarenesses, in the form of
feelings, etc., cannot be the apprehender of external objects, since they
are perceived together with them. This is the positive statement of the
core concept of what is established through the sahopalambhaniyama argu-
ment. As noted above, the initial opponent is likely a Vaibhasika, who ar-
gues that those cannot be perceived together because an external object,
as the cause of a cognition, precede awareness. Samantabhadra coun-
ters this by refuting the three theses according to which a cognition can
apprehend an external object. His final conclusion is the untenability of
external objects as the cause of cognitions. Given this, the logical defect
advanced by the opponent does not hold. Mind and mental states are
indeed necessarily perceived together with their objects.

This conclusion is, in turn, followed by a final objection that is raised
once again from an externalist point of view. The opponent is yet an-
other adversary of the sahopalambhaniyama argument. He concedes that
feelings and objects of sense cognitions can be cognized simultaneously.
However, although being apprehended together, they are conceptually

We use the term ‘externalism’ as the English translation of bahyarthavada or bahi-
rarthavada, intending it mostly in an anti-vyiaptimatrata key. With this term, we refer to
views according to which material objects are real and are the cause of their cognitions
(whether or not such cognitions assume the image of their objects), based on Kamala-
sila’s definition of bahirarthavada as a doctrine establishing that an external object is appre-
hended and that atoms are real. See etac ca sarvam paramaninam siddhim bahyasya carthasya
pratyaksatvasiddhim abhyupagamyoktam | yasya tu vyiianavadinah [...J (1attvasamgrahapadyika ad
Tattvasamgraha 587, ed. p. 244, 20—21). ‘And all this[, which has been discussed so far,] is
stated accepting (abhyupagamya) the establishment of atoms and the establishment of the
direct apprehensibility of an external object. But [there are the] Vifianavadins, [...].
In particular, he defines the theory that cognitions have an [external] object (visapa) as
bahirarthavada. See tatha hi — idam jiianam avisayam tavad bahirarthavadina sata nawestavyam,
anyatha hi vyRanamatratadarsanam eva syat | (lattvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tattvasamgraha 591, ed.
pp- 245, 24—246, 10). “To explain: This cognition is not admitted as truly being devoid
of an object by someone who is a bakirarthavadin, since otherwise precisely the theory of
vyfianamatratd would be [admitted].” He uses the term bahirarthavadin as generally refer-
ring to those who maintain externalist views, and thus also to the Mimamsakas; see yeyam
asmabhir vyfianavadasthitair nirakaracintda prag akari sa sampratam bahyarthabhinivistan bhavato mi-
mamsakan prati bahirartham abhyupetya sarvagiie pratipadyamane bhavatam bakirarthavadinam ka-
tham api nopayujyata eva kartum | (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 3645, ed. p. 1130,
15-17). On the latter passage, see also McClintock 2010, 340—341 and n. 742.
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determined with the conditions of apprehender and apprehended, be-
cause they are part of the same complex of causes that has a specific cog-
nition as its result. This seems to summarize some of Subhagupta’s epis-
temological theses, which were conceived in critical engagement with the
sahopalambhaniyama argument. In his *Bahyarthasiddhikarika, he argues that
the cognitive process requires two elements in order to occur: A cogni-
tion, which is the only apprehender, and an object (specifically, a *visaya),
which possesses a form that is apprehended. Cognitions are compared
to pure ‘light’, since they have the nature of making their objects known.
For this reason, a cognition and its object depend on each other and are
part of the same causal complex, namely, a particular perceptual act. He
concludes that this is why a cognition and its object are necessarily per-

ceived together; the invariable restriction (niyama) is due to their causal
relationship, not their non-difference.’*
Subhagupta’s thought is summarized similarly in Kamalasila’s 7a-

tvasamgrahapaiijika™ as well as *Madhyamakalamkarapaijika. In the latter

See shes pa las gzhan “dzin pa med | | yul med par ni dbang blo med || de phyir than cig rig
pas na | | sngon po de’t blo geig phywr man | | (*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 66); nanyo ’sti grahako jiianan
naksadhir visayair vin@ | atas ca sahasamoittir nabhedan nilataddhiyoh | | (original Sanskrit from
Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 2031, ed. p. 194, 11-14). “There is no other ap-
prehender besides cognition, [and] there is no sensory cognition without objects. And
therefore, the [fact of] being aware [of them]| together is not because of the non-difference
off, for example,] an indigo [thing] and its cognition.’; gang gis than cig myong “gyur ba | |
tshogs pa snga ma kho na las | | shes pa yul beas skad cig ste | | snang ba dang beas gzugs bzhin no | |
(*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 81); parvikawa tu samagr? sajfianam visayaksanam | salokaripavat kuryad
yena syat sahavedanam | | (*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 81; original Sanskrit from Tattvasamgraha-
pajika ad Tattvasamgraha 2031, ed. p. 194, 15-195, 1). ‘But [it is] precisely the preceding
(parvika) [causal] complex [that] can make the instant of the object cognized, in the same
way that a visual form [is lit up] by light, by which there can be [their] being brought to
awareness together.’; gang tshe shes pa dang don dag | | snga phyt kun tu “byung de’t tshe | | de
dang “dra phyir de ming gi | | dngos su lhan cig myong ma yin | | (*Bahyarthasiddhikarka 82). ‘Since
cognitions and [their] objects always arise in continuity, then the term [“co-perception”]
1s [used], because it is [just] like that; however, in reality there is no co-perception [of
them].’

PSee also latha hi — visayavisayibhavena niyatatoad anyathapi sahopalambhaniyamal sam-
bhavaty eva | yato jiianasya grahaka eva svabhavo visayagrahanadharmakatoat | tasya visayasyapt
ladgrahya eva svabhaval | tayos catkasamagryadhinatvan mityam sahabhavita | (Tattvasamgrahapa-
fjika ad Tattvasamgraha 2031, ed. p. 194, 2-6). “To explain: Because [they are] restricted
[to each other] as being an object (visaya) and its cognition (visayin), the necessity of being
perceived together is indeed possible also otherwise, because the nature of a cognition
1s nothing but [that of being an] apprehender, due to [its] having the property of ap-
prehending the object; the nature of the object, in turn, is nothing aside from [being]
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case, the same passage is also found in Haribhadra’s Abhisamayalamkara-
loka (who likely copies Kamalasila).’® There too Subhagupta is reported
as saying that apprehender and apprehended are two concepts through
which the occurring of a perceptual act is conceptually determined.

slob dpon dge srungs na re | [...] shes pa de la sngon po la sogs pa myong
ba’i ngo bo nyid du rnam par bzhag pa gang yin pa de ni sngon po la sogs
pa myong ba’t ngo bo yin pa’t phyir yin gyt | sngon po la sogs pa’t ngo bor
gyur pa’t phyir ni ma yin te | “di ltar rnam pa ni dmigs pa “dzin pa’t rnam
pa kho na yin par brjod kyi | dmigs pa’t ngo bo ni ma_yin no | | sngon po
la sogs pa phyt 1ol gyt lta bur snang bar shes pa gang yin pa de ni shes pa’t
rnam par ma yin gyt | sngon po la sogs par rig pa’t shes pa nyams su myong
na sgrub pa pos sngon po la sogs pa de lta bu’t ngo bor rtogs so zhes zer ba
[...] (*Madhyamakalamkarapafyika, ed. p. 163, 2 [...] 5—12).

[...] niladisamvedanarapata ya tasya vyavasthapyate sa tatsamvedanaripa-
tvan na tu niladirapapatieh. tatha hi — alambanagrahanaprakara evakarah,
na tu tadrapyam | yat tu niladi bahir wa pratibhasamanam alaksyate tan na
JRanakarataya | apr tu jianam niladisamvedanam anubhavan pratipatta mo-
hat tatha bahiripena ntladikam adhyavasyatit | (Abhisamayalamkaraloka
Tathataparivarta, ed. pp. 633, 1-6).

The master Subhagupta says: ‘[...] The fact that this [cognition] is
determined as having the nature of experiencing an indigo [thing]
and so on, 1s because it has the nature of experiencing an indigo
[thing] and so on, and [it i3] not because it assumes the form of

apprehended by that [(i.e., the cognition)|; and since these two are dependent on one
[causal] complex, they always appear together.” A far less articulated objection that is
based on the same principle is brought forward in Pramanaviniscaya ad 1.54ab. There,
light and visual forms are indicated as a counterexample where two things that are dif-
ferent are indeed necessarily perceived together. On this, see Saccone 2018, 287 n. 284.

%Several scholars have noticed the dependence of Haribhadra on Kamalasila. Ichiga
(1985) traces some parallel passages between the *Madhyamakalamkarapaijika, * Madhyama-
kalamkaravrtti, on the one hand, and the Abkisamayalamkaraloka on the other. Given that, in
the same work, Haribhadra also copies from Séntarak$ita, it seems reasonable to assume
that the parts found in the Abhisamayalamkaraloka are copies of the prose in the *Madhya-
makalamkaraparyika. 'Taniguchi (1992) discusses the parallel passages in the Bhavanakrama
I and the Abhisamayalamkaraloka, and brings evidence for the conclusion that the latter is
quoting the former. Sparham (1989, 3, and various other places; 2006, 152) also refers to
instances of passages in the Abhisamayalamkaraloka that are copied from several works by
Kamala$ila, including the Tattvasamgrahapaijika. For an instance of Haribhadra certainly
borrowing, also verbatim, from the Tattvasamgrahapaiyjika, see n. 76. Regarding the depen-
dence of Haribhadra on Kamalasila, see also Amano 1969 and Moriyama 1986-1987.

51



Introduction

an indigo [thing] and so on. To explain: An image (@kara) is said to
be only [the] aspect (prakara) of apprehending the object-support,
but not the form of that object-support [Abhisamayalamkaraloka: But
not the szmilarity of form (of the cognition with the object)]. As for
[that] indigo [thing] and so on, which is cognized as appearing as
if it were external, it is not an image of cognition [Abhisamayalamka-
raloka: It is not cognized as being an image of cognition]. However,
the cognizer, experiencing a cognition [that is] the awareness of
an indigo [thing] and so on, conceptually determines the indigo
[thing] and so on with such an image [Abhisamayalamkaraloka: Due
to ignorance, he conceptually determines an indigo (thing) and so
on, in this way, namely, with an external image].’

Since Jhanapada and Samantabhadra knew both Kamalasila and Hari-
bhadra and most likely refer to their works, it can be argued that they
indeed intend Subhagupta as the paradigmatic advocate of the anti-
sahopalambhaniyama-argument externalism.

2.5 Refutation of the Apprehended (grahya). T he Neither-One-Nor-Many
Argument

The section on the absence of positive proofs that demonstrate external
objects concludes with the claim that this was (also) meant as a refutation
of the two aspects of apprehender and apprehended. In fact, Samanta-
bhadra ends the section with a quotation from the Atmasadhanavatara that
includes some arguments to prove the unreality of those two aspects. This
quotation is absent in the recension lying behind the Tibetan translation.

The following section is devoted to the specific refutation of the ap-
prehended, this being a material external object, with the goal of estab-
lishing the doctrine of vyfiaptimatrata. In order to do this, Jhanapada in-
troduces the neither-one-nor-many argument; so does Samantabhadra,
who also uses the argument to counter that very doctrine when shifting
to a Madhyamaka perspective.

In particular, Samantabhadra takes the opportunity to investigate
and disprove several conceptions of the real existence of external objects,
starting with the VaiSesika categories (padartha),’’ admitted also by the

*’Samantabhadra mentions only dravya, guna (in fact in the reverse order for stylis-
tic reasons), and samavaya. Then, he uses adi, potentially including the other categories.
Based on the parallel with the Tattvasamgraha and Pafyjika, we believe he intends them to
be dravya, guna, karman, samanya, visesa, and samavaya.
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Naiyayikas.”® He directs his criticism only towards the category of sub-
stance (dravya), with the understanding that if this is refuted, so are all the
other categories.” In analyzing the nine substances (i.e., earth, water,
fire, wind, sky, time, space, Self, and internal organ [manas]), Samanta-
bhadra starts with sky. This section does not present any significant nov-
elties. He continues by denying the remaining categories in exactly the
same order and with similar arguments as found in the Dravyapadartha-
pariksa of the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahapajika. After having
refuted sky, time, and space, however, he makes original use of an ar-
gument already found elsewhere: He counters the tenet of the perma-
nence of those elements by adaptively reusing a verse by Dharmakirti.
The aim is to establish that if they are admitted as eternal, they will either
produce their effects at all times, or never at all. In its original context,
this verse tackles the view of the permanence of universals.®® Kamalasila
too quotes the same verse, but in a chapter different from the Dravya-
padarthapariksa.®!

Like Séntaraksita and Kamalasila before him, Samantabhadra arguably treats the
concept of six categories as a tenet that is shared by both traditions. See jatyader niisvabha-
vatvam ayuktam prak prakasitam | dravyadayah sad artha ye vidyante paramarthikah | | ity aksapada-
kanadah prahur agamamatrakah | dravyadipratisedho *vam samksepena tad ucyate | | (lattvasamgraha
546-547) [...] yato dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesasamavayakhyah sat padarthah paramarthikah
dravyasantah sanitty ahur aksapadadayah | Aksapadasisyatvad aksapada nayyayikah | Kanada-
Sisyas tu vaisestkah kanada ucyante | agamamatraka ity agamamatram apetayuktikam esam
astity agamamatrakah | | (Tattvasamgrahapaiiyika ad Tattvasamgraha 546-547, ed. p. 231,
15-19). “The fact that universals, etc., are devoid of nature, which has been expounded
previously [in the Sthirabhavapariksa], is not tenable. The six categories, beginning with
substance, which exist, are ultimately real. So say the followers of Aksapada [(i.e., the
Naiyayikas)] and the followers of Kanada [(i.e., the Vaisesikas)], who [rely] only on Scrip-
tures (agama). Therefore, the following refutation of [the categories,| beginning with sub-
stance, 13 briefly expounded. [...] [This is] because the followers of Aksapada, etc., say:
The six categories, namely, substance, quality, activity, generality, specificity and inher-
ence, exist ultimately, i.e., exist substantially. Since they are students of Aksapada, [they
are called] “followers of Aksapada”, thatis to say the Naiyayikas. And the Vai$esikas, who
are students of Kanada, are called “followers of Kanada”. “[Those] who [rely] only on
Scriptures”, i.e., for them, mere Scriptures are [valid] free from reasoning. [This is why]
they are [called] “[those] who [rely] only on Scriptures.”’ On Tattvasamgraha 546—547
and the related Pasjika, see Saccone 2016, 168 n. 14.

*This is also stated by Santaraksita at the beginning of the Gunapadarthapariksa of
the Tattvasamgraha, see English Translation n. 48.

%90n this verse, see Franco and Notake 2014, 74-75 and English Translation n. 56.

®'See the Samanyapariksa of the Tativasamgrahapaijika: yathoktam — tasya Saktir asaktir
va ya svabhavena samsthita | nityatoad acikitsyasya kas tam ksapayitum ksamah | | i | | (Tattva-
samgrahaparjika ad Tattvasamgraha 788-794, ed. p. 317, 7-10).
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2.5.1  Atoms: Criticism of the Vaibhasikas

Samantabhadra continues by analyzing the physical elements. Regard-
ing these, he mentions the two possible natures they have according to
the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems: the whole as their impermanent nature,
and the atoms as their permanent one. With regard to the refutation of
the whole, Samantabhadra once again shows his indebtness to Santara-
ksita and Kamalasila, in particular to their attacks against the Nyaya and
Vaisesika concept of the whole in the Dravyapadarthapariksa of the Za-
tasamgraha and the Paiijika.%> With reference to atoms, however, Sama-
ntabhadra appears less concerned with focusing on Brahmanical oppo-
nents. At the same time, they do somehow remain his target; he makes a
point of specifying that there is no refutation of the Mimamsakas’ atomic
theory, since they do not necessarily admit one. This specification is in
fact not found in the recension behind the Tibetan translation.

Samantabhadra’s main scope is now to refute the atomic theory of
the Vaibhasikas (from Kashmir). He introduces three possible theses re-
garding the nature of atoms: the Vaibhasikas’, the Vaisesikas’, and the
Sautrantikas’. In fact, what he presents is the epistemic counterpart of
those ontological theses. The Vaibhasikas, he asserts, uphold the percep-
tibility of atoms. The Vaisesikas maintain that they aggregate to form
a whole and are perceived as such. The Sautrantikas claim that they
are like pisacas,%® always beyond the reach of the senses, and are known
through the images they bestow on cognition. Samantabhadra interprets
the second half of Jianapada’s verse 113 as primarily countering the
Vaibhasika view of atoms that are the object of perception. Jhanapada
says that the apprehended, i.e., an external object of cognitions, cannot
be atoms, because they are never apprehended with their own form, one
by one, as distinct from each other.

82See Tattvasamgraha 592-593 and Tatasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 592593 in
English Translation n. 63.

%The present participle of the denominative (i.c., pisacayamana) used to refer to the
Sautrantika theory of atoms is found also in Manorathanandin’s Pramanavarttikavriti ad
Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 336: na, tathap: paroksasya bahyasya sadhakasyabhave *pi nabhavasthi-
tir it cet, pratibhasamanam jianam bahyam tu na pratibhasata eveti tavataivabhimatasiddheh, sadha-
kapramanarahitapisacayamanabahirarthanisedhe nasmakam adarah | (Sanskrit text as quoted in
Ratié 2014, 359 n. 23). On this, see also Ratié 2014 and Arnold 2008. For a discussion
of this passage and its interpretation by each of these scholars, see Saccone 2016, 181 n.

63.
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This verse and its interpretation are reminiscent of Vimsika 11 and
its Vott2,5% particularly, the refutation of the object of cognitions as being
manifold and composed of atoms.®> However, in the Samantabhadrasa-
dhana, only two theses regarding the object of perceptions are mentioned:
that of one (¢ka) object and that of a manifold (an¢ka) object as consisting of
atoms. This second one, in Samantabhadra’s interpretation, is attributed
to the Vaibhasikas. The Vimsika, instead, states three possible theses con-
cerning the nature of an external sense sphere (@yatana) that could be the
object of sense perceptions: namely, (i) it being one (¢ka), like the whole
admitted by the VaiSesikas; (ii) it consisting in many (aneka) atoms; or (iii)
it being those atoms aggregated (samhata). The last one is introduced as
upheld by the Vaibhasikas from Kashmir.%

In the literature of the logico-epistemological tradition, starting from
the Vimsika, the number of theses on the nature of an external object are
generally listed as two or three.” The idea that atoms are not the ob-
ject of sense cognitions since they are not apprehended distinctly in their
form is also found in the Vimsika (as seen above) and the Alambanapari-
ksa,%® and elaborated on in the Tattvasamgraha and Pafjika. In particular,

*See na tad ekam na canekam visayah paramanusah | na ca le samhald yasmat paramanur na
sidhyatt | | (Vimsika 11) [...] yat tad rapadikam @yatanam rapadwyiiaptinam pratyekam visayah syat
tad ekam va syad yathavayaviripam kalpyate vaisesikaih | anekam va paramanusah | samhata va ta
eva paramanavah | (Vriti on Vimsika 11, ed. Lévi p. 6, 27-29). “That [external sense sphere
(@yatana)] as the object (visaya) [of sensory perceptions] is not one, nor many [divided]
into atoms. Nor is it those [atoms themselves when] aggregated, since the atom is not
established.’” [...] ‘Any [external] @yatana, such as a visual form, that could be the object,
respectively, of the perceptions of visual forms, etc., could be one, like a thing that has the
nature of a whole (avayavin) is imagined by the Vaisesikas; or many [divided] into atoms;
or those atoms themselves [when] aggregated.’

®There, Vasubandhu states that atoms are not the object of sensory perceptions
because they are not apprehended individually: napy anekam paramaninam pratyekam agra-
hanat | (Vrtti on Vimsika 11, ed. Lévi p. 6, 30-7, 1).

%6Unlike with the Vai$esikas, Vasubandhu does not immediately ascribe this view to
the Vaibhasikas. However, after refuting it, he introduces an objection of theirs defending
the idea of aggregated (samhata) atoms: nawa hi paramanavah samyujyante niravayavatvat |
ma bhiid esa dosaprasanigah | samhatas tu parasparam samyujyanta i kasmiravaibhasikah | (Vrtti
on Vimsika 13, ed. Lévi p. 7, 9-10). ‘It is indeed not the case that atoms conjoin, since
they do not have parts. Let there not be the undesired consequence of this defect [for
us]. However, [when] aggregated[, they|] do join each other. This is [the view of] the
Vaibhasikas from Kashmir.’

570On the possible theses regarding an external object of cognitions in Santaraksita,
Kamalasila, Vasubandhu and Dignaga, see Saccone 2018, 66-71.

8See der mi snang phyir de’i yul ni || rdul phran ma yin dbang po bzhin || (Alambana-
partksa 1cd). ‘Atoms are not the object of a [perception], since they do not appear in
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Santaraksita claims that atoms are not established by direct perception
because they do not appear there in their partless form.® While com-
menting on this, Kamalasila specifies that they do not appear in a cog-
nition admitted as direct perception and acting as the cause of their own
ascertainment.”’ The opponent here is Subhagupta, who is attacked as
the upholder of the thesis of atoms as external objects of cognition.’!

The hypothesis that, once again, Jianapada and Samantabhadra
draw on the treatment of the same topic in the Bahirarthapariksa of the
Tattvasamgraha and (especially) its Pafjika is supported by the following,
While discussing atoms in the Samantabhadrasadhana, Jianapada intro-
duces a verse stating a prasariga-based argument, namely, stanza 114. If
an atom is admitted as devoid of parts (as it is by all the opponents), since
it cannot be surrounded by other atoms, it will not be able to aggregate.
If this is the case, accumulations, like the sphere of earth, are not logical,
and the opponents are left with an undesired consequence of their own
thesis. Samantabhadra presents this verse as the response to an objection
by an adversary trying to demonstrate the existence of atoms through in-
ference. Atoms are inferred because, otherwise, the occurrence of coarse
things could not be explained.

Similarly, after the above-mentioned proof through absence of direct
perception establishing atoms, Santaraksita and Kamalagila also intro-
duce a disputant advancing a possible inference. Namely, what is firstly
visible must consist of an accumulation of subtle things, since it is coarse,

it, like the sense faculties [do not, in spite of being its cause].” The whole verse in the
original Sanskrit is found in the Pramanavarttikalamkara. See yady apindriyavyiiapteh karanam
paramanavah | atadabhataya nasya aksavad visayo “navah | | (Pramanavarttikalamkara ad Prama-
navarttika Pratyaksa® 294, st. 597, ed. p. 336, 5).

Sce na tavat paramaninam akarah prativedvate | niramsanckamirtanam pratyayapra-
twedanat | | (Tattvasamgraha 1967). ‘First of all, the form of atoms is not specifically brought
to awareness, since, in cognition, there is no specific awareness of [atoms that are] devoid
of parts, many and corporeal.’

OSee yatah pratyayaprativedanad ity atra pratyaksabhimate pratyaye paramarsahetav a-
pratibhasanad ity ayam artho “blupretah | (1attvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 1972, ed.
p- 161, 6-8). ‘Because, with regard to this—i.e., “since there is no specific awareness
in/of cognition” (Tattvasamgraha 1967d)—the intended meaning is: “Since there is no
appearance [of atoms] in a cognition admitted as direct perception [and acting as] the
cause of a reflective awareness.””’

'On the debate on this particular subject, see Saccone 2014 and Saccone 2018,
71-86.
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like, for example, a mountain.”? This disputant (like that of Samanta-
bhadra) refers to the property of coarseness as an inferential mark for
the existence of accumulations of subtle things, that is to say atoms. Per-
ceivable things are established as an accumulation of subtle things, since
they are coarse. In other words, what an ordinary being apprehends must
be understood as the gathering of subtle things, since the latter are, by
definition, imperceptible; only through accumulation do they reach per-
ceptibility, i.e., become coarse. This inference is valid for atoms and their
aggregates as well. In the Bahirarthapariksa, the objection is not explic-
itly ascribed to anyone, but given the flow of the argument, Santaraksita
and Kamalasila clearly imply that it is upheld by Subhagupta. In fact, in
the *Bahyarthasiddhikarika, we find a karika that seems to be the reverse of
Jianapada’s stanza 114:7%

phan tshun bdag nyid ma reg pa | |
cha shas med par rnam gnas te | |
de phyir sa yi dkyil “khor sogs | |
bsags pa las ni byung ba yin | | (*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 56)

[Atoms] do not touch each other’s nature-form [and] are estab-
lished (*vyavasthita) as being devoid of parts; therefore], i.e., be-
cause they are devoid of parts and, hence, unitary,] they arise
having aggregated, like in the sphere of earth.

2See sitksmapracayarapam hi sthitlatvad adyacaksusam | parvatadivad atrapi samasty esanumeti
cet || (Tattvasamgraha 1974). ‘It [éubhagupta argues that] [what is] visible at first indeed
consists of an accumulation of subtle things since it is coarse, such as a mountain, [then,]
also in this case[, i.e., with reference to atoms and their aggregates], there is this inference
[...]"; svad etat — amityatadivad anavo *pi siddha eva pramanatah | tatha hi — yad yat sthalam tat tat
suksmapracayatmakam, yatha parvatadayah | sthiilam cadyacaksusam avayavidravyam iti
svabhavahetul | caksusagrahanam acaksusasya dvyanukader vpavacchedaya | (Tattvasamgrahapaijika
ad Tattvasamgraha 1974, ed. pp. 161, 18-162, 3). ‘Let the following be the case: “Atoms are
also, indeed, established through a pramana, [exactly]| like impermanence, etc. To explain:
Everything that is coarse consists of an ‘accumulation of subtle things’, like mountains
and so on, and ‘[what is] visible at first’, a part-possessing substance, is a coarse [entity].
Thus, there is a logical reason as an essential property. The apprehending (grakana) of the
visible is in order to ascertain the non-visible—for example, a dyad of atoms.””’

Sce *niravayavatve canor anckaparamanuparikarabhavat | bhamandaladirapapracayo na hi ka-
Seid atra syat | | ‘Moreover, if an atom is [admitted as] devoid of parts, since it [can]not
be surrounded by many atoms, no accumulation, such as the sphere of earth, etc., would
be possible at all in this case.’
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In commenting on verse 114, Samantabhadra introduces two arguments
that are reminiscent of those presented in Vimsika 12,”* which is quoted
at the end of the paragraph (in the Pala recension only). The first one is
based on the undesired consequence of an atom’s divisibility. An atom
would follow as having parts, since it is admitted as joining with other
atoms synchronically (and this is a conditio sine qua non for its aggregat-
ing). In fact, Samantabhadra explicitly states that such an atom, which
aggregates and 1s accordingly endowed with parts, undesirably follows
as manifold. Here, the bottom line 1s that atomists try to justify the exis-
tence of material things as ultimately consisting of irreducible unities of
matter. However, in order to be such, these unities must aggregate and
by aggregating they lose their singularity. In other words, a unitary atom
is never to be found and any atomic theory proves to be simply absurd.

The second argument in Vimsika 12 is based on the undesired con-
sequence of the untenability of atoms’ aggregation if they are viewed as
being unitary, 1.e., devoid of parts. However, for this second argument,
Samantabhadra introduces a more detailed elaboration, which is taken
directly from the Zattvasamgraha and the Pafijika. In this case, we actually
have a straightforward (albeit unattributed) quotation from Santaraksita’s
work. As a matter of fact, the type of argument Samantabhadra uses, fo-
cusing on the idea of the nature (svabhava) of atoms as opposed to their
mere physical segments, is first presented in verses 1989 and 1990 of the
Tattvasamgraha (which is indeed quoted in the Sa@ramafjar?) as well as the
Paijika:"

See /...] yasmat | satkena yugapadyogat paramanoh sadamsata | sadbhyo
digbhyah sadbhih paramanubhir yugapadyoge sati paramanoh sadamsata prapnoti, ekasya yo desas
latranyasyasambhavat | sannam samanadesatvat pindah syad anumatrakah | |
atha ya evaitkasya paramanor desah sa eva sannam | tena sarvesam samanadesatvat sarvah pindah
paramanumatrah syat parasparavyatirekad it na kascit pindo drsyah syat | | (Vimsika 12 and Vriti,
ed. Lévi p. 7, 2-9). [...] Since, “because of the simultaneous joining with six [atoms],
an atom would have six parts.” Since there is the simultaneous joining with six atoms
from six directions, an atom [would] follow as having six parts, given that it is impossible
for another [atom to occur] in that spot where one [atom] is. “Since [those] six [atoms]
would all be in the same spot, a conglomerate would amount to only one atom.” If [it
is argued that] precisely that spot where one atom 1is is also [the spot] for the [other] six
[atoms], then, since all of them would share the same spot, every conglomerate would
amount to only one atom because there would be no exclusion from each other. There-
fore, no conglomerate would be perceivable.’

PWith reference to these verses, Tatloasamgraha 1989-1991 (and *Madhyamakalamka-
rakarka 11-12, see English Translation n. 70), Kajiyama (1978, 141 n. 5) maintains that
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latha hi — yenatkarupenatkanvabhimukho madhyavartt paramanus
lenawaparaparamanvabhimukho yadi syat tada parivarakanam aninam eka-
desatvaprasangat pracayo na syat | prayogah — yad ekaripaparamany-
ablumukhasvabhavam tad ekadesam yatha tasyaiwa parvadesasthitah pa-
ramanur ekaprasadabhimukhaparoaprasadavad va | ekaripaparamanva-
bhimukhasvabhavas ca sarve parwvaryavasthitah paramanava i svabhava-
hetuly | atah pracayo na syat | (1attvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tattvasamgraha
1989-1990, ed. p. 167, 12-19).

To explain: If an atom that is in the middle [of many others]
could face the other atoms precisely with that singular ‘nature-
form’ with which it ‘faces [only] one atom’, then there would
‘not’ be an ‘accumulation’ of the surrounding atoms because of
the undesired consequence (prasariga) of their occupying the same
space. The proof statement is [as follows]. That which is endowed
with the essential property of facing an atom provided with a uni-
tary nature-form occupies only one space, as [it is with]| the atom
[that 1s] situated in front of that very [atom], or a building [that is
placed] in front of and faces only one building. And all atoms po-
sitioned as surrounding [another single atom] are endowed with
the essential property of facing an atom [that is] provided with a
unitary nature-form. Thus, there is a logical reason based on es-
sential property. Therefore, there cannot be an accumulation [of
atoms].

If atoms are unitary, they have only one nature (svabhava). If the central
atom of an aggregate has the nature of facing one atom, all the surround-
ing atoms will occupy the same spot as that one. This is because they
all surround that same atom with that unitary nature. Accordingly, no
surrounding by many atoms in different places will be possible and no
aggregate could arise. This argument of Kamalasila is also presented in
the Abhisamayalamkaraloka in a slightly different form, but with verbatim
parallel phrasing,’®

while in the Vimsika and Vrtti Vasubandhu analyzes atoms quantitatively, Santaraksita
criticizes them qualitatively, changing the idea of segments of atoms into that of intrin-
sic natures. Here, Samantabhadra’s reference to svabhava is based on Séntarak$ita’s and
(most likely) Kamalasila’s elaboration of the argument.

®Sce atha vijatiyair api samsparso nanumanyale, lada yo “sau madhyavarti paramanur yenai-
kena svabhavenatkaparamanvabhimukhdvasthitas tenawanyaparamanvabhimukho, yad vanyeneti vika-
Ipadvayam. tatra yady adyah paksas lada yad ekarapaparamanvabhimukhasvabhavam tad ekadesam.
ladyathd tasyaiva paramanoh pirvadigavasthitaparamanuh. ekaparamanvabhimukhasvabhavas ca sa-
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Kamalagila’s argument is advanced consistently against all three
types of possible theses on how atoms can aggregate.”” However, af-
terwards, he takes explicit issue with Subhagupta’s atomic theory as
discussed in the *Bahyarthasiddhikarika. In particular, Kamalasila refutes
some of the ideas brought forward by Subhagupta in critical engagement
with Vasubandhu’s Vimsika 14ab and Vitti’® (as well as 12).79 It is to be

rve parivarakah paramanava i svabhavahetuh | (Abhisamayalamkaraloka Tathataparivarta, ed.
p- 625, 5-11 [the underlined text is copied verbatim from the Pafjika]). ‘If the contact by
heterogeneous [atoms] as well is not admitted, then, the atom that is in the middle [of
many others] will face the other atoms precisely with that singular nature with which he
is placed as facing [only] one atom, or [it will do that] through another [nature|. These
are the two options. Among these, if the first thesis is [admitted], then, that which is
endowed with the essential property of facing an atom provided with a unitary nature-
form occupies only one space, like, for example, the atom that is placed in the eastern
direction in relation to that very atom. And all surrounding atoms are endowed with the
essential property of facing an atom [that is] provided with a unitary nature-form. Thus,
there is a logical reason based on essential property.” The underlined text is identical to
Tattvasamgrahaparjika 1989-1991 (ed. p. 167, 12-19).

7See tatra kecid ahuh— parasparam samyujyante paramanava iti | sanlard eva nityam na sprsan-
lity apare | nirantaratve tu sprstasamyiiely anye | latraitasmin paksatraye *pi madhyavartinah
paramanor bahublih parwaritasya yadi digbhagabhedo na syat, tada cittacaitasikakalapasyeva pra-
cayo na syad anamsatat | (Tattvasamgraha ad Tattvasamgrahapaijika 1989-1990, ed. p. 167,
6-11). ‘In this respect, some say: “Atoms conjoin with each other”; others [say]: “Indeed,
having interstices, they never touch [each other]”; [and still] others [say]: “Having no in-
terstices, there is, however, the idea of touching [each other]”. In this regard—regarding
all of these three theses—if an atom “that is in the middle” [and] surrounded by many
[other atoms] had no difference of parts based on orientation, then there would “not”
be an “accumulation” [of atoms,] [just] like [there is not] for a bundle of [single entities
such as] mind and mental states, because [that atom] would not have parts.’

78See yadi ca paramanoh samyoga isyate yadi va nesyate | digbhagabhedo yasydsti ta-
syatkatvam na yujyate | anyo hi paramanoh parvadigbhago [ py anyo ed. Ruzsa and Szegedi
p- 148, 2] yavad adhodigbhaga iti dighhagabhede sati katham tadatmakasya paramanor ekatvam yo-
ksyate | (Vimsika 14ab and Ve, ed. p. 7, 17-21). ‘And [regardless of] whether or not the
conjoining of an atom [with other atoms] is admitted: ‘““The singularity of that which is
endowed with a difference of parts based on orientation is not tenable.” For, regarding
[a unitary] atom, there being a difference of parts based on orientation so that the part
that is in the east up to the part that is at the nadir are different, how will the singularity
of an atom consisting of those [parts] follow?” On this, see Saccone 2018, 93—103. On
Subhagupta’s criticism of (parts of) Vasubandhu’s Vimsika, see Saccone 2015.

K amalasila refers to a few verses of the *Bahyarthasiddhikarika. These are part of the
refutation of the pirvapaksa expounded in *Bahyarthasiddhikarika 45ab: rdul phran phyogs cha
tha dad phyir | | med ces smras gang de ma “brel | |. ‘What is said [by Vasubandhu], “Atoms
are not real, since there is a difference of parts based on orientation™ is incoherent (ma
“brel /*asambaddha, *asangata).” This clearly echoes Vasubandhu’s argument as expounded
in the Vimsika, specifically in k. 14ab, but is also a general summary of his proof against
atoms as unitary. In fact, the property of a difference of parts based on orientation is also
presupposed in the argument as found in Vimsika 12ab. See n. 74.
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noted that Subhagupta closes the section dealing with such a criticism
with a statement of his siddhanta on atoms. This is argued in the same
kartka 56 that Jianapada might be reversing in his verse 114 (see supra).

In the Saramajart, the conclusion, which is not found in the Tibetan
recension, is entrusted to the quotation of Vimsika 12 and consists in the
declaration of an atom’s lack of singularity. Moreover, if the atom is not
singular, there cannot be many atoms, since these aggregate as singular
entities.2” In this sense, the neither-one-nor-many argument is shown as
the final refuting proof against external, material objects.

In the Pala recension, at the end of the portion disproving the real-
ity of atoms, a paragraph is added. Therein, Samantabhadra intends to
justify the validity of a separate refutation of the whole as such, different
from that of atoms. He quotes the Slokavarttika, implying that such a refu-
tation can be aimed at the Mimamsakas, since they do not necessarily
admit atoms (but admit external material objects, nonetheless).

2.6 “The Yogacara-Madhyamaka Synthesis’. Conventional Reality of Vi-
Jhanavada, Ultimate Reality of Madhyamaka

In the first part of the ‘philosophical portion’, Samantabhadra clearly
sets the goal of demonstrating vyiiaptimatrata. 'This is provisionally admit-
ted against any forms of externalism, whether Brahmanical or Buddhist.
Moreover, the achievement of this goal, through a conceptual ascertain-
ment, is put into relation with spiritual practice as its necessary require-
ment. External objects need to be proven as unreal to justify the practice
of visualization.

However, having undertaken the method of the neither-one-nor-
many argument (and having brought it to its extreme consequences), the

8CL. evam tavad ekatvam paramananam asiddham | ladasiddhau napy anckatvam siddham, lat-
sandohatmakatoat tasyeti nasiddho “ninam abhdvavyavahare sadhano hetuh || (Tattvasamgrahapa-
wjika ad Tattvasamgraha 1992-1996, ed. p. 172, 10-12). ‘In this manner, first of all, the
singularity of atoms is unestablished. If this is unestablished, [their] manifoldness is also
unestablished, since the latter consists of a conglomeration of those [unitary things].
Therefore, the logical reason [that is] a proof regarding treating atoms as absent is not
unestablished.” Cf. e¢kasya kasyacit svabhavasyasiddhav anekaripatapy ayuktimati | ekasamihari-
patvad anekasya | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p. 13, 9-10); gang geig pa’i rang bzhin du mi °thad pa de
du ma’t bdag nyid du khas blangs pa ni rigs pa ma yin pa nyid de | “di ltar du ma ni goig bsags pa’t
mitshan nyid do | | (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 172, 10-12).
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practitioner cannot but surpass this provisional truth, too, in order to at-
tain also the next level of truth, that of the unreality of the mind as well.
It is to be noted that Jianapada, in the Samantabhadrasadhana, does not
devote a separate refutation to cognitions. Samantabhadra explains this
with the mere fact that it is quite evident that the same arguments re-
futing external objects also refute their cognitions. Just like those objects,
cognitions cannot stand the test of the neither-one-nor-many argument.
Accordingly, there is no need for the master to repeat himself.

The idea of a doctrinal hierarchy—according to which some view-
points are more correct than others in a certain context, only to be tran-
scended in a different one—is found in the work of many Buddhist au-
thors.8! The exact same progression that one finds in the philosophical
portion is also present in Santaraksita and Kamalagila. With reference to
these authors and this peculiar argumentative strategy, Sara McClintock
(2010, 97)82 has adapted the term ‘sliding scale of analysis’. Santaraksita
and Kamalasila also share the idea that vyiiaptimatrata is superior to ex-
ternalism, even though they themselves, in other contexts, defend a ver-
sion of it.2* However, as we will see in greater detail, they (particularly
Kamalasila) demonstrate, with arguments analogous to the ones found
here, that Madhyamaka is the ultimate truth. On the level of conven-
tional truth, nevertheless, they are committed to the truth of mind-only
(cittamatra, see infra). So is Samantabhadra, who states:

[...] samortya syad vyiianam, samorter asakyapahnavatoat.

[...] conventionally, cognition will be [real], since conventional
reality cannot be denied.

After claiming that cognition itself cannot pass the test of the neither-
one-nor-many argument, and therefore cannot be treated as real, Sa-
mantabhadra turns to the pars destruens. Unlike Jhanapada, he appar-
ently feels the need to spell out the arguments against the true reality of

8 For this idea in Dharmakirti, see Dunne 2004, 53-79; Dreyfus 1997, 98-99, 103—
105; and Kellner 201 1a.

8he has referred to this as carly as McClintock 2003. Previously, Kajiyama (1978)
also discussed a similar theme regarding the *Madhyamakalamkarakarika, the *Madhyama-
kalamkaravrtti, and the *Madhyamakalamkarapaiijika.

#0On this topic, see Saccone 2016.
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cognitions. He goes on by attacking two important groups within Vijiia-
navada, which were subsequently called *satyakaravada (usually and com-
monly known also as sagkaravada)®* and *alikakaravada (usually and com-
monly known also as nirakaravada).®®

Being a later development of the Yogacara, which occurred after
Dharmakirti and reached its final phase with Ratnakarasanti and Jhana-
srimitra (Kajiyama 1998 [1966], 155), the controversy between the two
groups essentially focuses on determining the ultimate nature of cogni-
tion, and, more precisely, the nature of the knowledge of an emancipated
person, who has acquired non-conceptual gnosis (nzrvikalpajiiana). For the
first group, every cognition must have an image, as do the cognitions of
an emancipated person, who is still devoid of concepts, even while know-
ing images. For the second group, pure cognition is like a crystal and im-
ages are unreal. The knowledge of an emancipated person is accordingly
free of images.°

In criticizing these theses, Samantabhadra establishes a hierarchy
between the two, with the *alikakaravada being more tenable than the
*satyakaravada, which is refuted first. It goes without saying that, regardless
of this provisional, conventional, superiority, the *alitkakaravada position
is ultimately not true either.

The same hierarchical system of truths is shared in its entirety by Sa-
ntaraksita and Kamalasila. Based on this same progression, in his *Ma-
dhyamakalamkarakarika, Santaraksita investigates several doctrines on the
reality of things through the lens of the neither-one-nor-many argument.

#0On the non-equivalence between the terms sakarajianavadin and *satyakaravadin, with
special reference to Kamalasila, see Funayama 2007.

®TFunayama (2007, 190) recommends some caution in ascribing the use of these la-
bels and that classification between the sub-schools of Yogacara to authors who are ear-
lier than the 10th/11th century, particularly Séntaraksita and Kamalasila. For the sake
of convenience, we will use the term *alikakaravada and *satyakaravada, albeit anachronis-
tically, when talking about the standpoints that were refuted by earlier authors such as
Jnanapada and Samantabhadra. Moriyama (2014) examines the debate in Séntaraksita’s
*Madhyamakalamkarakarikd and particularly discusses Ratnakarasanti’s view on images be-
ing false (alika) or non-existent (asat). Isaacson and Sferra (2014, 64 and n. 21) note that
Ratnakirti distinguishes this view of Ratnakarasanti from nirakaravyfianavada and refers to
his position with the expression: altkakarayogin paramarthikaprakasamatra (Citradvaitaprakasa-
vada, ed. p. 129, 6).

%Tor a brief survey of studies on these two sub-schools and related bibliography, see
Funayama 2007, 187-192.
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In the Bhavanakrama I, after having stated the provisional truth of Vina-
navada, Kamalasila introduces similar arguments to deny the viewpoints
of those two groups in the same order.?” This may lead one to conclude
that the two authors (as well as Samantabhadra who most likely follows
them) can be regarded as *alikakaravadins when it comes to this contro-
versy among Yogacarins.®®

In fact, in the Saramaijart (as well as in the Atmasadhandvatara), the
sakaravada/*satyakaravada is the first thesis to be attacked. It is proven as
being less tenable than the contrary view, since images in cognition nec-
essarily face the same logical defect as material objects possessing spa-
tial extension. The very same thing that is a shaped external entity for
a bahirarthavadin is an image for the sakaravadin. Images also have an ex-
tension and cannot stand the scrutiny of the neither-one-nor-many argu-
ment.?? The same argument also disproves the reality of cognitions that
the *alikakaravadins admit to be ultimately pure and devoid of images,
which are false. The two, cognition and image, must be viewed as one
and the same, because cognition’s real nature is manifestation (according
to them), and it never manifests without an image. Therefore, given their
standpoint, images cannot possibly follow as false and the *altkakaravading’
position is proven as untenable.

As in the case of Kamalasila in the Bhavanakramas (I and IIT),”° Sa-
mantabhadra’s objective also appears to be that of advocating the de-
construction of all concepts as based on the conceptual dichotomy of
existence/non-existence.’! The latter two are not real and are logically

870n this, see also Kellner 2020.

%1n the Bahirarthapariksa of the Tatvasamgraha and Paijika, in verses 2040 to 2045
(and to a certain extent up to 2049), Santaraksita and Kamalaila appear to defend them-
selves as nurakaravyfianavadins. Funayama (2007, 191) notes that a good number of Tibetan
doxographies classify Santaraksita and Kamalagila as *satyakaravadins as far as their Yo-
gacara position is concerned (see also Mimaki 1982a, 29-31). For a discussion of their
positions regarding this subject in contemporary scholarship, see Funayama 2007, Mc-
Clintock 2014, and Saccone 2018, 296 n. 320.

#Tor parallel arguments against the sakaravada in Kamalasila and Subhagupta, see
English Translation n. 30.

90n this topic and for references to related passages, see Kellner 2020.

NIn Bhavanakrama I, while commenting on Larikavatarasitra 10.258, Kamalasila in-
troduces these ideas while talking of vipasyand, the meditative counterpart of a rational
inquiry regarding the reality of things: tasmat samahitasya prajiiaya nmiriipayatah sarvadharma-
nam anupalambhal | sa eva paramo “nupalambhah | sa ca tadyst yoginam avasthanalaksana gatir
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conceived based on the dependence of non-existence on existence.”” Re-
ality is devoid of the tetralemma (catuskoti) and consists in the very fact of
being devoid of reality. The whole universe is thus established as being
comprised merely of concepts (kalpana), which are unreal per se and must
be eliminated. The main error is that of ascribing a real, independent
nature (ripa, svabhava) to things that are devoid of it. The reification of
entities can and must be fought against through the process of gradual
rational deconstruction of several views, as is expounded in detail in this
‘philosophical portion’.

2.6.1 fiianapada and the Lankavatarasitra Verse(s)

As mentioned above, Samantabhadra makes a point of justifying why
Jhanapada does not introduce a separate refutation of the reality of cog-
nitions. Nevertheless (in the Pala recension only) he concludes the sec-
tion by quoting from another of this master’s works, the Atmasadhandva-
tara. There, Jnanapada embarks on a rejection of mind-only (cittamatra),
which he admits only as conventionally real.

anabhoga | talah param drastavyasyabhavat | santeti bhavabhavadivikalpalaksanasya prapafica-
syopasamat | tatha hi yada prajiiaya miraipayan na kimeid bhavasvabhavam upalabhate yogt, tadasya
naiva bhavavikalpo bhavati | abhavavikalpo “pi tasya nasty eva | yadi bhavah kadacid drsto bhavat,
evam sati tannisedhenabhavavikalpah pravartate | yada tu kalatraye *pi bhavo yogina prajiiacaksusa ni-
ripayata nopalabdhah, tada katham tasya pratisedhenabhavavikalpam kurvita | evam anye *pi vikalpas
tada tasya na sambhavanty eva bhavabhavavikalpabhyam sarvavikalpasya vyaptatvat | vyapakabhave
ca vyapyasyasambhavat | ayam asau paramanirvtkalpo yogah | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p. 21, 6—
17). “Therefore, there is no perception of any dharmas for one who is absorbed in samadh:
[and] investigates through insight. This indeed is the supreme non-perception. And such
“understanding” of the yogins, characterized by stability, is [called] “devoid of effort”
because there is no[thing] to be seen beyond that, and is said [to be] “pacified” because of
the pacification of the mental proliferations characterized by concepts, such as existence
and non-existence. To explain: When, investigating through insight, the yogin does not
perceive any nature of existence, then he does not have any concept regarding existence
at all. In fact, he does not have the concept of non-existence, either. If existence is seen
at some point, then the concept of non-existence occurs through its negation. However,
when existence in all three times is not perceived by the yogin who investigates through
the eye of insight, then how could he adopt (kurvita) the concept of non-existence through
the negation of that [concept of existence]? Similarly, then, other concepts, too, [will]
not occur for him at all, because all concepts are pervaded by the two concepts of exis-
tence and non-existence and because the pervaded is not possible if there is no pervader.
Precisely this is the supreme yoga devoid of concepts.’

9Non-existence is admitted as presupposing existence. On this concept and a parallel
in the Bhavanakrama I, see English Translation n. 90.
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His criticism, however, appears to target exclusively the thesis that
cognitions endowed with images are real. Unlike Samantabhadra in the
Saramafyart, he does not engage with the nirakaravada/*altkakaravada at
all.”® The argument against the sakaravada/*satyakaravada is the same as
the one discussed in the Saramafjari, namely, a neither-one-nor-many ar-
gument. Since images in sense cognitions (precisely like sense objects)
also appear as shaped, they must follow as manifold, such as in the case
of the appearance of a multicoloured rug. A unitary cognition is never
seen; it 1s logically untenable, even if one tries to reduce an image to its
infinitesimal components. Similar argumentations against the s@karavada
are found in earlier works of other authors, including the Zattvasamgraha
and Pafjika (albeit within a different type of proof)’* as well as other writ-
ings by Santaraksita and Kamalagila.%’

In this passage, Jiianapada asserts that, from a purely conventional
point of view, if not properly examined, things can tenably be viewed
as impermanent and having a specific causal efficiency, which is their
distinctive characteristic. However, based on a specific progression of
refutations of all conceptions regarding the real nature (svabhava) of all
things, it is demonstrated that these are ultimately selfless, i.e., unreal.
This strongly reminds us of the rigorously Madhyamaka position upheld
by Santaraksita in the *Madhyamakalamkarakarika. There, the author ad-
mits only one type of conventional reality (samvrti), the true one, and
describes it as: (1) agreeable so long as it is not investigated critically
(avicararamaniya); (1) characterized by arising and decay; and (iii) having
causal efficiency.”® This is quite common in Madhyamaka works of his
period.97 As also noted by Ichigo (1985, Ixiv—Ixv), for Séntaraksita, con-
ventional truth is also ‘nothing but mind-only’.% On the other hand,

PThis does not mean he adopts this point of view as final. His ultimate standpoint is
clearly a Madhyamaka one.

M the Tattvasamgraha and Pafjika, the argument is used to prove that cognitions,
as endowed with images, cannot apprehend external objects. The proof is against the
Sautrantika and finally aims to demonstrate mere cognition.

PWith regard to the arguments against szkaravada as found in Santaraksita’s and Ka-
malasila’s works, see Saccone 2018, 116-118.

CL. ma brtags geig pu nyams dga’ zhing | | skye dang 7ig pa’i chos can pa | | don byed pa dag
nus rnams kyt | | rang bzhin kun rdzob pa yin riogs | | (*Madhyamakalamkarakarika 64).

9These three elements that describe correct conventional reality are also found in
other authors of this period, including Jiianagarbha. On this, see Eckel 1992, 137-138.

9BSee sems tsam la ni brien nas su | | phyi rol dngos med shes par bya || tshul dir brien nas
de la yang | | shin tu bdag med shes par bya | | (*Madhyamakalamkarakarika 92). ‘Being based
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Kamalasila distinguishes between the two kinds of conventional truth,
mithyasamorti and tathyasamorti—the first being that of mere verbal con-
ventions, and the second, that of dependent origination and ‘causal effi-
ciency, which is well known even to a cowherd’ (see Ichigo 1985, Ixit).

In order to substantiate his claim, Jhanapada refers to a rather pop-
ular verse from the Larikavatarasiitra, namely, 10.256, which is also quoted
in the Bhavanakrama I (and in the *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti as well as the
*Madhyamakalamkarapaijika)™ and connected with the cultivation of vi-
pasyana. There, Kamalasila in fact quotes three verses from the sitra,
10.256—258.1% In commenting on them, he introduces a specific pro-
gression of investigations that form the mental cultivation of insight (pra-
Jjiiabhavanakrama).'’" The sequence is similar to the one we have seen in
the Saramafjart, where the rejection of the reality of external objects is fol-
lowed by that of the reality of cognitions. With reference to the latter, the
thesis that cognition is endowed with images is refuted before that of it be-
ing devoid of images, thus establishing a hierarchy of truths between the
two views of sakaravada/*satyakaravada and nirakaravada/*altkakaravada. As
noted by Kajiyama (1978, 140), each of the different stages in the Bha-
vandkrama corresponds to a different school of Buddhism, with the first
two being the Sarvastivada and the Sautrantika. The scholar (1978, 132)
also notes that Kamalasila is here following his master Santaraksita'02
who, in turn, is referring to Nagarjuna’s Yuktisastika vv. 21, 34.1%% A very
similar progression of stages (also generally referred to as ‘fourfold yoga’),
along with a direct quotation from the Lankavatarasitra, i.e., kk. 256-257,

is found in the *Madhyamakalamkaropadesa by Ratnakarasanti.'**

on cittamatra one should know the inexistence of external objects. Based on this doctrine-
method (*naya), also that should be known as totally devoid of Self.’

PSee, respectively, ed. pp. 296 and 297, as well as the *Madhyamakaloka (Keira 2016,
105, 22-25). On this verse and related contents in the *Madhyamakalamkarakarika, see
Kajiyama 1978.

'On Bhavanakrama I and the quotation of Lankavatarasitra 10.256—258 (cd. pp. 298,
15-299, 3) found therein, see particularly Kellner 2020 and the English translation in
the appendix. Cf. also Nagasawa 1962; Kajiyama 1978; Gomez 1983; Lindtner 1997;
and Bentor 2002.

101 A parallel is found in the Bhavanakrama I (ed. pp. 5, 15-8, 17). This starts with an
investigation of the concept of pudgala, which is not present in the Bhavanakrama 1.

19211 this respect, he mentions *Madhyamakalamkarakarika 92. See n. 98.

On these verses as quoted in the *Madhyamakalamkaravriti, sce ed. p. 302 and n. 1,
n. 2; Kajiyama 1978, 143 n. 31.

% On this, see Yiannopoulos 2012, 176-185; Bentor 2002, 42-44; and Westerhoff
2018, 208-2009.
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In the case of the Atmasadhanavatara, however, Jianapada does not
explicitly attack the nirakaravada/*altkakaravada. In fact, he states that one
cannot deny the conventional reality of things based on their mere ap-
pearance, and thus his assertion is in line with the aforementioned doc-
trine in the sense of admitting @aras as only conventionally true.!®> He
quotes only one verse from the Lanikavatarasitra in order to suggest that,
after externalism, the belief in cittamatra must also be abandoned. This
belief serves to discard inferior concepts related to material objects, but
it is, in and of itself, not ultimately true. A statement to the same effect is
also found at the end of the ¥*Madhyamakalamkarakarika.'*®

2.7 The Final Avm: Non-Conceptuality Through Conceptuality

After the refutation of the *alikakaravada, Samantabhadra (commenting
on Jhanapada’s conclusion to the same effect) comes to the statement
of the innermost meaning of the previous progression of refutations.
Through the gradual, rational process of deconstruction of all doctrines
and concepts related to real things, i.e., real svabhavas, the practitioner
attains the ascertainment of the truth that all things are devoid of Self
and are mere conceptual constructions. There is nothing that has an in-
dependent svabhava; there is no real cause whatsoever. Everything is but
an illusion, like the city of the Gandharvas.

Both Jiianapada and Samantabhadra suggest that, precisely through
the process of dismantling concepts related to ‘I’ and ‘mine’, namely,
concepts that reify things, practitioners attain their goal, i.e., the purifi-
cation of concepts. This process must take place through a dialectical
analysis, entailing arguments according to the progression previously de-
scribed. The purification is indeed carried out through a gradual, ratio-
nal de-reification, the aim of which is the realization of the selflessness

% Tillemans (1990, 42 n. 92) suggests that in this respect the school is closer to that
of the Svatantrika-Madhyamikas, who recognize an ‘object-gua-appearance’, which is
ultimately illusory, but conventionally real. On this view as found in Santaraksita’s Ta-
ttvasamgraha and Kamalasdila’s Paijika, see McClintock 2019.

1%See n. 98. In the autocommentary on that verse, Santaraksita quotes the three
verses from the Lankavatarasitra, namely, 10.256—258; see *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p.

296; 298; 300.
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of all things.'?” Ultimately, to reach conceptual construction devoid of
concepts, conceptual construction must be used for the sake of its own
purification. This may allude to the attainment of non-conceptual gnosis
(mirvikalpagiiana), which is purely perceptual in nature and ultimately leads
to liberation.

There is clearly a shift in perspective here. At the beginning, Sama-
ntabhadra had introduced this ‘philosophical portion’ to demonstrate the
unreality of external things for the sake of a specific type of visualization.
In other words, he wanted to present this as a process for generating con-
ceptual certainty regarding a specific object of mental cultivation. This is
in accordance with the authors’ theory of mind-only being convention-
ally real, a truth that cannot be denied, since it conforms to logic. In this
respect, cognitions have a conventional reality and external objects do
not. Towards the end, however, Jhanapada and Samantabhadra give the
verses and the ‘philosophical portion’, respectively, the sense of a more
comprehensive gradual process of refinement of reason, through which
the ultimate goal of purification, i.e., non-conceptuality, can be attained.
This is a purely Madhyamaka standpoint and relates to the ultimate level
of truth. Quoting an untraced source, Samantabhadra states:

ata evoktam — kalpanasuddhau yatitavyam.

It is precisely for this reason that it was said: One should strive for
the purification of conceptual constructions.

Thus, he clearly marks this purification as the highest spiritual pursuit
of the practitioner. When purified, a concept dwells on its own nature,
aware of itself, freed from the error of the determination of objects that
are other (bakus) than itself.

2.8 Dusproving the View of the Self (atmadarsana)

As his final step in the philosophical analysis of the concepts concerning
real things and admitted by others, Samantabhadra undertakes the refu-

%For a treatment of the topic of the vision of selflessness as the antidote to radical
ignorance, namely, the vision of the Self, in Kamalasila, see McClintock 2010, 187-220.
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tation of the Self (significantly expanding on what Jiianapada states).!”

The entire section relies heavily on previous debates and views that are
found in the Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha (or Atmava-

dapratisedha),!’ in the Ny@yavarttika of Uddyotakara (first half of the 6th

110

cent.),”"” and, particularly, on the elaboration and treatment of those

topics made by Kamalasila in the Naiyayikavaisesikaparikalpitatmapa-
riksa of the Tattvasamgrahapaijika. Long parallel passages are found, at
times verbatim, in the *Sugatamatavibharigabhasya of Jitari, namely, in the
Vaibhasika section, as well as in the Zarkabhasa, where Moksakaragupta
criticizes the Self while expounding the concept of asrayasiddhahetu, the
logical reason whose locus is unestablished.!!!

It is to be noted that, unlike Vasubandhu in the Pudgalavadaprati-
sedha, in the Saramarfjarz, Samantabhadra has no interest in refuting the
concept of the pudgala, which is upheld by the Buddhist Vatsiputriyas.'!?

Such a refutation is, however, the subject of an independent pariksa in

the Tattasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahapajika.''>

Samantabhadra introduces a distinction between two kinds of views
of a permanent Self (@madarsana), an innate one (sahaja) and a conceptu-
ally formed one (@bhisamskarika). This distinction with regard to the per-
sonalistic view (satkayadrsti) is also found, for example, in Vasubandhu’s

1% This is certainly not the usual sequence, since the concept of the Self is commonly
one of the first views to be discussed and refuted in these kinds of philosophical analy-
ses. However, here Samantabhadra is following the order of the topics in the verses of
Jhanapada.

%"'With regard to a recent analysis of the arguments in this chapter, see Kellner and
Taber 2014, 719-727. Yor a general study and an English translation of the chapter, see
Duerlinger 2003.

"%With reference to a philosophical investigation of Uddyotakara’s defense of the Self,
see Taber 2012; for a summary of the related section in the Nyayavaritika, see also Oetke
1988.

MK ajiyama (1998 [1966], 120 and n. 326) quotes precisely this part of the Tattva-
samgrahaparjikd as a parallel of the passage in the Tarkabhasa. As a matter of fact, Mo-
ksakaragupta follows Jitari very closely. See appendix B. On the relationship between

Jitari and Séntaraksita, see Shirasaki 1978. On Jitari’s understanding of Dharmakirti as
a Madhyamika, see Steinkellner 1990.

"2For a comprehensive contribution on the pudgalavada, see Priestley 1999.

"3 For a new edition and translation of the Vatsiputriyatmapariksa of the Tattvasam-
graha and the Tattvasamgrahapaijika, see Sterra 2023.
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Abhidharmakosabhasya'* and Paiicaskandhaka, in the Yogacarabhiimi'™ (see

Kritzer 2005, 292—293), and in the Larikavatarasitra.''° In the Saramarjart,
the innate view is said to be common to all ordinary people (prthagiana),
not to the buddhas, etc. In the Abhidharmakosabhasya, it is also attributed to
animals and is described as morally neutral (avyakrta), while the one that
is conceptually formed is unwholesome (akusala)."'” This concept can be
traced back to certain passages in the Yogacarabhimi.''® As highlighted by

WSee sahaja satkayadstir avyakria | ya mygapaksinam api vartate | vikalpita to akusaleti
parvacaryah | (Abhidharmakosabhasya ad 5.19c¢, ed. p. 290, 20—21).

"5SWith reference to the account in the Yogacarabhiimi, see Eltschinger and Ratié 2013,
16; on the passages in the Paficaskandhaka and the Yogacarabhiimz, see Pecchia 2015, 23-24
n. 20, n. 21.

"9See tatra Mahamate satkayadystir dvividha yad uta sahaja ca parikalpila ca, paratantraparika-
Ipitasvabhavavat | tadyatha Mahamate paratantrasvabhavasrayad vicitraparikalpitasvabhavabhinive-
Sah pravartate | sa ca tatra na san nasan na sadasan, abhataparikalpalaksanatoat | atha ca balair
vikalpyate vicitrasvabhavalaksanabhinivesena migatrsnikeva mygath | iyam Mahamate srotadpanna-
sya partkalpita satkayadrstir jiianac cirakalabhinivesasameita | sa ca tasya pudgalanairatmyagraha-
bhavatah prahina | sahaja punar Mahamate srotad@pannasya satkayadrstih — svaparakayasamataya
catuhskandharipalaksanatvad rapasyotpattibhatabhautikatoat parasparahetulaksanatoad bhitanam ri-
pasyasamudaya iti krtva srotadpannasya sadasatpaksadrstidarsanat satkayadrstih prahing bhavati | ata
eva [evam ed.] satkayadrstiprahinasya rago na pravartate | etan Mahamate satkayadrstilaksanam | |
(Lankavatarasatra, ed. p. 117, 17-118, 13) ‘In this respect, o Mahamati, the personalistic
view [can]| be of two kinds, namely, innate or conceptually formed, as in the case of de-
pendent nature and conceptually formed nature. For instance, o Mahamati, based on
dependent nature, an attachment to varied conceptually formed natures occurs. More-
over, of those two, the [conceptually formed nature] is not existent [and] not inexistent,
[as well as both] not existent and not non-existent, because it has the characteristic of
false conceptual construction (abhataparikalpa). And, if it is conceived of by fools, [it is]
by virtue of [their] attachment to the varied characteristics of a nature, like a mirage [is
imagined] by deer. This personalistic view, o Mahamati, that is conceptually constructed
for the one who has entered the stream is accumulated due to long-time attachment out
of ignorance. Furthermore, this [view] is removed due to the absence of the grasping [of
a Self], thanks to his/her [realization of the] selflessness of the pudgala. The innate [view],
in turn, o Mahamati, is the personalistic view for the one who has entered the stream.
He/She thinks: “Due to the sameness of my own body/person and those of others, the
non-origin of the material form of beings is because these [beings] are characterized as
the four aggregates and the [aggregate of] material form, because the [dharmas] are the
elements that are the origin of the material form, [and] because they have the charac-
teristic of one being the cause of the other.” [Based on this reflection,] the personalistic
view is removed for the one who has entered the stream, due to the vision of those wrong
views that are the extremes (paksa) of existence and non-existence. Precisely for this rea-
son, passions do not occur to those who have abandoned the personalistic view. This, o
Mahamat, is the characterization of the personalistic view.’

"See Abhidharmakosabhasya in n. 114.

180n this, see Schmithausen 1987, 148, 439 n. 928, and 439 n. 929; Eltschinger and
Rati¢ 2013, 16.
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Pecchia (2015, 24 and n. 23), Vasubandhu himself appears to suggest that
the distinction between these two types of views of the Self goes back to
the Yogacarabhami.'' In the Abhidharmakosavyakhya, Yasomitra singles out
Kapila and Uluka, i.e., the founders of Samkhya and Vaisesika, as the

120

upholders of such views.'“" In the Saramafjarz, there is explicit mention

of Kanada and the Vaisesikas. Samantabhadra also adds ‘etc.’, intending
the Naiyayikas, who are in fact the main target. While the innate view
of the Self can be removed only through the path of mental cultivation
(bhavanamarga), the conceptually formed one is eliminated through the

121

path of vision (darsanamarga).’ <" In fact, Samantabhadra investigates the

conceptually formed view in detail in the following passages in order to
refute it rationally.

As noted above, the primary targets appear to be the Naiyayikas and
the Vai$esikas. According to the description found in the Saramafjar, the
opponents regard the Self as: (1.) distinct from the body, etc.; (2.) the
agent of good and bad actions; (3.) the experiencer of their fruits; (4.)
permanent; and (5.) all-pervading.'?? A very similar description of the
Nyaya-Vaisesika view of the Self is found in the Naiyayikavaisesikapari-
kalpitatmapariksa of the Tattvasamgraha (171-172, 174). We shall use bold
type for the exact statement of these characteristics.

anye punar thatmanam icchadinam samasrayam |

svato “cidripam icchanti nityam sarvagatam latha | |
subhasubhanam kartaram karmanam tatphalasya ca |
bhoktaram cetanayogac cetanam na svariapatah || /...J

nikayena visistabhir apiirvabhis ca sangatih |

buddhibhir vedanabhis ca janma tasyabhidhiyate | |

In this regard, others [(i.e., the exponents of Nyaya and Vaise-
sika)], for their part, regard the Self (@man) as the basis (samasraya)
of desires and so on, having an insentient nature by itself, eternal

"9Tn that part, Pecchia refers to Hakamaya 1986 on ‘the identification of the
parvacaryah, “former teachers”, mentioned by Vasubandhu with the masters of the 1o-
gacarabhama’.

'200S¢ce yatmavadibhil kapilolikadibhir vikalpita | (Abhidharmakosavyakhya, ed. p. 463, 17—
18).
210n this, among others, see Schmithausen 1987, 148; Eltschinger and Ratié 2013,
16. Cf. also the description of the elimination of the personalistic view in the Lankavata-
rasitra, see n. 116.

122Cf. Tarkabhasa; see English Translation n. 110.
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as well as all-pervading; [they regard it as] the agent of positive
and negative actions and as the experiencer of those [actions’]
fruit, as conscious due to the connection with consciousness, [but]
not by its own nature. [...] Its association with a body, specific
and hitherto not [experienced] cognitions, and feelings is called
its birth.

The Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas of that period no longer considered
agency to be a part of the true nature of the Self.'>> The body and the
senses are directed through an impulse called effort (prayaina). The latter
is included in the qualities, like cognition, and is accordingly purely ad-
ventitious. With regard to these ideas, while Samantabhadra provides us
with a vaguer description, Santaraksita gives us a more accurate depic-
tion in the Zattvasamgraha (173):

Jianayantradisambandhah kartrtvam tasya bhanyate |
sukhaduhkhadisamvittisamavayas tu bhokirta | |

[Its] relation with cognition and the instrument, etc., is said to
be its agencys; [its] inherence with the awareness of pleasure and
suffering, etc., is said to be its being the experiencer.

Given the spiritual character of Samantabhadra’s Saramafjarz, however,
it is most likely that his intention was merely to limit himself to summing
up his opponents’ position, referring his audience to more detailed treat-
ments such as the ones in the Tattvasamgraha and the related commentary.

The innate personalistic view (satk@yadarsana), on the other hand, is
common to all ordinary people (prthagiana), Buddhist and non-Buddhist
alike, and has the form of that concept of ‘I’ intended as the permanent
subject of our experiences.

Samantabhadra begins his refutation of the conceptually formed
view of the Self, by demonstrating that there are no positive proofs to
prove the Self. Direct perception cannot establish the Self because each
sense cognition is necessarily restricted to its proper object, and the Selfis
not an object of the senses. The inherent imperceptibility of the Self can
indeed be seen as a shared viewpoint, particularly if one assumes that Sa-
mantabhadra has the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems in mind. This is also

23 For a historical account of the Nyaya and Vaisesika conception of the Self, see for
example Watson 2006, 60-67.
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postulated at the beginning of the portion, when Samantabhadra rebuts
the concept of the ‘apprehender’ as a property-bearer (see § 3.1). The
)12* admit that
However, as we are

Naiyayikas and the VaiSesikas generally (but not always

the Self cannot be perceived, it must be inferred.!?

about to see, among the Naiyayikas, Uddyotakara (as well as Udayana,

who follows him) does admit that the Self can be perceived.'?°

On the other hand, Samantabhadra argues, inference cannot prove
the Self either, because no relation of causality or identity can be granted
for a totally imperceptible Self. Thisideais already discussed by Dharma-
kirti, who argues that the Self, being radically imperceptible, cannot be
determined as existent or non-existent.!?” In general, the logical defect
that derives from admitting the Self as imperceptible underpins all of the
following proofs against its inferability.!?® Samantabhadra makes this ex-
plicit when discussing the relation of causality. Since this is based on the

"2 See atmany atmamanasoh samyogavisesad atmapratyaksam | (VaiSestkasitra 9.13). On this,
see Isaacson 1993.

125See, for example, tatratma tavat pratyaksato na grhyate | sa kim aptopadesamatrad eva prati-
padyata iti? nety ucyate | anumandc ca pratipattavya ir | katham? icchadvesaprayatnasukha-
duhkhajiianany atmano lingam iti || (Nyayabhasya ad Nyayasitra 1.1.10, ed. p. 16,
1-3). ‘Among these, first of all, the Self is not apprehended through direct perception.
[Objection:] “Is it cognized based merely on the teaching of an authoritative person?”
It will be responded: “No.” And it must be cognized based on an inference. How? “De-
sire, aversion, effort, pleasure, pain and cognition are the inferential mark of the Self.”’
A similar concept is expressed in Nyayavaritika ad 1.1.10; see n. 22. In Nyapabhasya (ed. p.
9, 8-11), however, Vatsyayana also states that the Self can be perceived through yogic
perception. On this, see Watson 2006, 131 n. 25. According to Taber (2012, 99), Va-
tsyayana’s and Uddyotakara’s arguments to prove the Self as commentary on Nyayasitra
1.1.10 are essentially arguments from memory.

'2While Uddyotakara and Udayana can be considered upholders of the view of the
perceptibility of the Self, this cannot be stated (except for the yogins) with regards to
thinkers like Vatsyayana and Vacaspati Misra. On the different views of the perception
of the atman according to the Naiyayikas, see Watson 2006, 131 n. 25. In his Nyayama-
fyart, Bhatta Jayanta (ca. late 9th cent.) discusses and refutes four versions of the view of
the perception of the atman. He believes that the Self is inferable, but not perceivable.
Watson (2020) has identified these views as belonging to four different Mimamsakas (the
Vrttikara, Kumarila Bhatta, Umbeka, and Prabhakara).

27Sce pranddes ca kvacid distya satboasattvam prativate | tathatma yadi drsyela saltoasattvam
pratyate | | (Pramanavarttika Pararthanumana® 212); pranadayo “pi hi kvacid darsandd eva sa-
dasantah pratiyante | na cawam atmeti na tasya sadasattvapratitth | | (Pramanaviniscaya 3, ed. p.
118, 10-11). On these two passages of Dharmakirti and their English translation, see
Eltschinger and Rati¢ 2013, 130.

128 At the end of the paragraph, Samantabhadra asserts a conditio sine qua non for valid
inferences. An inferential mark, provided it is real, must be pervaded by the probandum
(sadhya). Moreover, in this case, there cannot be such a thing, since the sadhya itself, i.e.,
the Self, is never established.
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ascertainment of positive concomitance (anvaya) and negative concomi-
tance (vpatireka), they cannot establish that relation, because one cannot
establish the presence or absence of something that is imperceptible by its
very nature and thus is regarded, ex fypothesi (of the opponents), as always
present, in time and space.!??

This may also echo Dharmakirti’s response in the Pramanavarttikasva-
ortti, !0 to an opponent (Uddyotakara) who defends the (kevala)oyatirekihetu
in relation to a proof of the Self. The vyatirekihetu is a logical reason that
is a property of the object of the inference, and is absent in dissimilar
instances (vipaksa), but is not present in similar instances (sapaksa). In Nya-
yavarttika ad 1.1.5, Uddyotakara defines it and provides the example of
breath as proof of the existence of the Self in living bodies.!*! Dharma-
kirti’s refutation is based on the impossibility of determining co-absence
when one of the elements is radically inaccessible to perception.

2.8.1  The Perceptibility of the Self

However, as already stated, some Naiyayikas accepted the idea that the
Self was in fact perceptible. In order to refute that view as well, Sama-
ntabhadra introduces the objection of an opponent who indeed admits
the perceptibility of the Self through a mental direct perception. This is
the mental direct perception having the form of the pronoun ‘T’. Here,
our author must specifically have Uddyotakara in mind.

Like Samantabhadra’s opponent, in a prose passage of the Nyaya-
varttika, the Naiyayika takes issue precisely with the imperceptibility of
the Self as a logical reason for its inexistence. In other words, he aims
to counter the Buddhist argument ex silentio'? (or ad ignorantiam).'*> He
argues, instead, for its perceptibility. This passage is the response to the

'290n this, see § 3.1.

0S¢ Pramanavarttikasvaortti, ed. p- 12,2613, 11. On this see Eltschinger and Ratié
2013, 117-129.

31 S ee ppatireki vivaksitavyapitve sati sapaksabhave sati vipaksavrttih | yatha nedam jiwacchariram
nuratmakam apranadimattoaprasangad it | (Nyvayavarttika ad 1.1.5, ed. p. 43, 11-12). On this,
see Eltschinger and Rati¢ 2013, 119 and n. 9.

2 Taber (2012, 98) deems as ex silentio the Buddhist anupalabdhi argument that Ud-
dyotakara aims to disprove. According to his analysis, this is the main argument against
the Self being considered by Uddyotakara.

YTt is called an argumentum ad ignorantiam by Kellner and Taber (2014, 721), who dis-
cuss the whole argumentative strategy of the chapter (2014, 719-727).
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(Buddhist) objection that the Self does not exist, since it cannot be ap-
prehended (anupalabdheh). Uddyotakara maintains that the cognition ‘T’
1s indeed direct perception, since one has a direct cognition of ‘I’ that is
independent of inference. This cognition must have the Self as its object
(visaya). He states:

nasty atmanupalabdher iti cet | atrapi pratyiiadoso drstantadosas ca parva-
vat | yad apy anupalabdher iti tad apy ayuktam | sapy anupalabdhir a-
siddha pratyaksadipramanavisayatoad atmanah | pratyaksena tavad atmo-
palabhyate | katham pratyaksena? lingalingisambandhasmyrtyanapeksam vi-
sayasvabhavabhedanuvidhayy aham iti viiianam rapadwyianaval pratya-
ksam | (Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 323, 12—15).

If [it is argued that] there is no Self, since it is not apprehended,
[it will be answered that] in this case, too, there is a defect in the
thesis and in the example, as before. That [logical reason, 1.e.,]
‘since it is not apprehended’, is also illogical. That non-cognition
(anupalabdhi), too, is unestablished, because the Self is the object
of pramanas, such as direct perception. First of all, the Self is per-
ceived through direct perception. How [is it perceived] through
direct perception? The cognition ‘I’ that is independent of a rec-
ollection of a relationship between the inferential mark and the
probandum and conforms to the different natures of the objects is
direct perception, exactly like the cognition of visual forms, etc.

Afterwards, he adds that the Self is the only feasible object of the sense
of ‘T’ (ahamkara), because it cannot possibly have the aggregates (rapadi) as
its object.!3* The latter is an explicit reference to the Buddhists.

The view of the perceptibility of the Selfis also shared by other Brah-
manical traditions. This is generally the case with the Mimamsa sys-
tem.'?> Kumarila Bhatta, for example, argues that the Self is cognized

¥4 See atha manyase — asty ayam ahampratyayah, na punar asyatma visayah, hanta tarhi ni-
rdisyatam visayah | riapadir visaya it cet | atha manyase — ripadaya evahamkarasya visayah |
tatha coktam ahamkaralambanotpattimimittatvad atmety ucyata it | tan na, pratisedhad asattvac ca |
MNyayavartika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 323, 17-20). ‘If you think that there is indeed this cognition
“I”, but that its object is not the Self| then, pray, show [its] object! If [itis argued that| the
aggregates are the object, [then it will be answered as follows]. If you think that precisely
the aggregates are the object of the sense of “I”—and as it is said, [they are] called the
Self' because they are the cause of the arising of the object-support of the sense of “T”—[it
will be responded:] It is not possible. This is because [they] are denied and are not real.’

%3 0n different versions of the view of the perception of the Self according to the
Mimamsakas, see Watson 2020.
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through the cognition ‘T’ (ahampratits), such as in the form ‘I know
and that one erroneously identifies oneself with one’s own body, think-
ing ‘T am fat’. Moreover, in the Vaisesikasitra, there is a statement to the
effect that the Self is inferred from the use of the word ‘T’, namely, that

the word ‘I’ refers to a specific object.!?”

In the Pudgalavadapratisedha of the Abhidharmakosabhasya, Vasuba-
ndhu introduces an opponent, likely a VaiSesika, who argues that the
atman is established as the locus of those qualities that are memory and
so on (see, n. 20). Later, it is arguably the same opponent who asks about

the aim of actions, if there is no Self.!*® Vasubandhu answers that the aim

is feelings such as ‘T am happy’,'*? and that, when one says ‘I’, they mean

the object of the notion of individuality, i.e., the sense of ‘I’ (ehamkara).
Moreover, he argues, the real object (visaya) of the notion of individuality
is the aggregates (skandhas), since people think of their selves as identical
with them. They think ‘T am fair’, ‘T am dark’, etc., and these attributes
cannot be regarded as belonging to the Self. Accordingly, the notion of
individuality and the attributes related to the aggregates always have the
same referent, and that notion has only them as its object. The passage
reads:

ko s@v aham nama | yadvisayo yam ahamkarah | kimvisayo *yam aham-
karah | skandhavisayah | katham jiiayate | tesu snehad gauradibuddhibhih
samanadhikaranyac ca | gauro *ham aham Syamah, sthiilo "ham aham krsah,

156 See ahampratyayavijieyah svayam atmopapadyate | | (Slokavarttika Atmavada 107cd); aham
vedmity ahambuddhir jiataram adhigacchat | tatra syad jiatroyiianam tadadharo “tha va puman | |
(Slokavarttika Atmavada 110). On this, sec Rati¢ 2011, 55.

137See aham iti Sabdavyatirekan nagamikam | (Vaisesikasiitra 3.2.9). See the discussion of this
passage with possible translations/interpretations in Eltschinger and Ratié¢ 2013, 124~
126. We follow Oetke’s understanding. See Oectke 1988, 321, 323-324. Cf. also Candra-
nanda on this: aham it Sabdena ksityadibhinnatmadravyavisayenaikadhikaranyad aham pranadiman
aham sukhavan iti | tasmat pranadilingatvan nagamikam | (VaiSestkasitravrtti, ed. p. 29, 22-23).
‘Itis due to the coreferentiality [of the words “breath” or “pleasure”] with the word “I”,
which has as [its] object that substance that is the Self which is different from [other sub-
stances,| such as earth, [that one utters sentences] such as “I breathe, etc., I am happy”.
Therefore, due to the fact that breath and other [things] are [its] inferential mark, that
[assertion that the Self exists] is not [based only] on scriptures.” For other passages to the
same effect, see Eltschinger and Ratié¢ 2013, 125-126 n. 28.

8See amany asati kimarthah karmarambhal | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadaprati-
sedha, ed. p. 150, 1).

19 aham sukhi syam aham duhkht na syam ity evamarthal | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgala-
vadapratisedha, ed. p. 150, 2).
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Jimo "ham aham yuveti gauradibuddhibhih samanadhikarano *yam ahamka-

10 drsyate | na catmana ele prakara isyante | tasmad apr skandhesv ayam
it gamyate | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, ed. p.
150, 3—-11).

What s this ‘I'? [That] which is the object of this sense of ‘T’. What
1s the object of this sense of ‘I’? [It] has the aggregates as its object.
How does one know? Due to the attachment to those [(1.e., the ag-
gregates)| and the co-referentiality with cognitions, such as “fair’.
This sense of ‘T’ is [commonly] observed as being co-referent with
cognitions such as ‘fair’ [in the following way:] ‘I am fair’, T am
dark’, ‘T am fat’, ‘T am thin’, T am old’, ‘T am young’. And these
are not admitted as aspects of the Self. For this reason too, this
[sense of T’] 1s known with reference to the aggregates|, not the

Self].

In the Saramafyari, in response to his opponent’s objection, Samanta-
bhadra makes a similar argument. The object of the cognition T’
(ahampratyaya) is the body and the other aggregates. People think ‘T am
fat’, ‘I move’, etc. They conceive of ‘I’ as having attributes that cannot
be attributed to the Self—in particular, the Self as it is conceived of by
the opponents, namely, the Naiyayikas and the VaiSesikas (see § 8). This
is because some of these properties, such as being fat or being dark, re-
late to the body, and the Self is admitted as distinct from the body (first
point in § 8). Moreover, other qualities, like ‘I move’, relate to a moving
substance, and the Self is admitted by the opponents as immaterial and
all-pervading (fifth point in § 8).

In a passage that is found only in the Pala recension, Samantabhadra
continues by saying that one cannot even metaphorically speak of the Self
while talking about the body. Here, he is responding to the implicit objec-
tion that one could speak figuratively of the Self, while in fact referring to
the body. The latter point is also made by Vasubandhu’s opponent, who
1s portrayed as countering that, in such cases like ‘I am fair’ etc., there
is the metaphor of the Self (@mopacara) with regard to the body.!* This
metaphor is tenable because the body is the ‘assistant’ (upakaraka) of the
Self. In a passage of the Naiyayikavaisesikaparikalpitatmapariksa of the

"0See atmana upakarake *pi Sarira atmopacaro yathd ya evayam sa evaham, sa evayam me bhrtya
iti | (Ablidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, ed. p. 150, 12-13). A very similar quo-
tation is attributed to Uddyotakara and the other [Naiyayikas?] by Kamalasila; see infra.
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Tattvasamgrahapaiyika, Kamalasila uses a very similar phrasing as Vasuba-

ndhu’s opponent while introducing the statement of antagonists whom

he identifies as Uddyotakara and the other Naiyayikas.!*!

As a matter of fact, in the Myayavarttika, Uddyotakara uses this re-
lation of ‘assistance’ between the body and the Self to explain the co-

referentiality of the notion/word ‘I’ and the body. This is due to the

clision of the possessive suffix (-mat);'*?> one should more properly say

something like ‘my body is fair’ or ‘I possess a fair body” and so on. They
can tenably say this, because the concept of ‘my’ and ‘T’ have the same
referent, insofar as one identifies oneself with something that assists them,
namely, an instrument they use. Accordingly, the idea that the body is
the real object of the notion of individuality is erroneous. I can think that
I am my hand, but truly I am not. One perceives only the Self through
the ahamkara.'*® As we will see, Samantabhadra’s response to this type of

" See infia, Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 214.

"28ee /...] nanu bhavaty aham gauro *ham krsna iti | na bhavatzti brimah. | katham | na hy eta-
sya drastur yad etan mama ripam gauram etad aham iti pratyayo bhavatr | kevalam matublopam krtva,
aham gaura ii sasthyartham nirdisati | evam etan na tattvata ii | [...J uktam catra — ripadiska-
ndhesv ahamkaro “tasmims tad iipratyaya it | tad evam ahamkaravisayatvad atma tavat pratyaksah |
MNayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 324, 1-3, 8-10). °[...] [Objection:] There is [indeed] [the
notion] “I'am fair”, “Iam dark”. We reply: ““There is not [such a notion].” How so? [This
is] because, for the [Self, who is the] seer, the notion “This physical form of mine that
is fair is me” does not exist. Simply, having elided the possessive suffix -mat, [the notion]
“I am fair” indicates the meaning of a genitive. This [must be intended] like that, not
as ultimately true. [...] And it is said in this respect— ““The sense of ‘I’ regarding the
aggregates, starting with material forms, is the notion of something regarding what is
not that thing [namely, a mistake].” Therefore, since it is the object of the sense of ‘I’ in
this way, the Self'is indeed directly perceived.” On this, see Rati¢ 2011, 54 n. 46.

"3 See atha manyase matublopad ayam sasthyarthavyapadeso na tattvata i, atra ko hetur iti |
mamapratyayasamanddhikaranasya nirdesat | yasminn arthe mamapratyayo “sya bhavati, tatrawayam
ahamkaro “piti | mamapratyayasamanadhikaranyad gamyate matublopa i1 | mamapratyayasamana-
dhikaranas cayam ahamkaro “nyatve drsta upakarakatvat | upakarake vastuni mamapratyayasama-
nadhikarano “hampratyayo drsto yo yam so *ham v | (Nvayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 324, 3-8).
‘[Objection:] If you think that, due to the elision of the possessive suffix -mat, this is an
indication of the meaning of a genitive, [but it is] not ultimately true, in this respect, what
is the cause? [Answer:] Due to the indication of the same referent as the notion “my”; this
sense of “I” also occurs precisely with reference to that referent (artha), regarding which
the notion “my” occurs for him. The elision of the possessive suffix -mat is understood
based on the coreferentiality of the notion “my” [and the notion “I”]. And this sense of
“I” that has the same referent as the notion “my” is observed when there is [something]
else[, such as my body], because it is the assistant [of that Self]. With regard to some
thing that is an assistant, the notion “I” is observed as having the same referent as the
notion “my” [as in the following statement:] “That [assistant] is me.””’
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objection is the same as Kamala$ila’s and is different from that of Vasu-
bandhu.'**

The dispute between Buddhists and Naiyayikas (as well as Vaidesi-
kas) is evidently the background of Samantabhadra’s treatment of the
debate. In particular, he is defending the Buddhist view against Uddyo-
takara. Furthermore, the passage in Samantabhadra follows exactly the
same succession of topics as found in the above-mentioned passage of
the Naiyayikavaisesikaparikalpitatmapariksa of the Tattvasamgrahapaiyika
as well as in the Zattvasamgraha. It seems very likely that he had this in
mind while summarizing the arguments against the perceptibility of the
Self. In that part, Santaraksita and Kamalagila are responding precisely

to Uddyotakara’s Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1 (which Kamalasila quotes almost

verbatim):'*3

lad ayuktam ahamkare tadripanavabhasanat |

na hi mityavibhutvadinirbhasas tatra laksyate | |
gauravarnadinirbhaso vyaktam tatra tu vidyate |
latsvabhavo na catmesto nayam ladvisayas tatah | |
(Tattvasamgraha 213-214)

tad ayuktam ityadina pratividhatte | asiddham ahamkarasyatmavisaya-
lam tadakarasanyatvat | prayogah — yad yadakarasianyam na lat tadvi-
sayam | yatha caksurjiianam na Sabdavisayam | atmakarasianyam caham

MSee bhavaly upakarake *py atmopacaro na tv ahamkarah | sati Sariralambanatve parasarvra-
lambano “pi kasman na bhavati | asambandhat | yenawa hi sahasya sambandhah kayena cittena va
latrawayam ahamkara utpadyate nanyatra | anadau samsara evam abhyasat | kas ca sambandhah | ka-
ryakaranabhavah | (Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, ed. p. 152, 1-6). “There
exists the metaphor of the Self also regarding the assistant, but not the sense of “I”. If
[the sense of “I”’] has the body as [its] object-support, why does not it have also someone
else’s body as [its] object-support? [The anwer will be:] Because there is no relationship
[between the sense of “I” and someone else’s body]. For this sense of “I” arises precisely
with regard to that body or mind with which it has a relationship, due to habituation
in this way in the beginningless samsara. And what is this relationship? The relationship
between cause and effect.’

Y See te hy evam ahuh— pratyaksata evatma siddhal | tatha hi— lingalingisambandhasmytyan-
apeksam aham it jiianam riapadyfiianavat pratyaksam | asya ca na riapadir visayah, tadvyfianabhinna-
pratibhasatvat (Jp] °pratibhasattvat ed.) | tasmad anya eva visaya wi | (lattvasamgrahapaiyjika ad
Tattvasamgraha 212, ed. p. 115, 17-20). ‘For they say as follows: “The Selfis established in-
deed through direct perception. To explain: The cognition ‘I’ that is independent from
the memory of a relationship between logical reason (liriga) and probandum (Lingin) [(i.e.,
inference)] is directly perceived like the cognition of visual forms, etc. However, this
[cognition] does not have visual forms, etc., as [its] object, since it has a distinct image
from those [sense] cognitions. Therefore, [its] object is indeed [something] different.”’
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i jRanam i vyapakanupalabdhih | na cayam asiddho hetur it darsayati
— na hityadi | tatha hi — nitpavibhutvacetanatvadigunopeta atmesya-
te | na catrahampratyaye nityatvadipratibhaso laksyate | kim tu gauro
*ham mandalocanah parikrsas tivravedanabhinna ityadidehavasthasamspa-
rSenotpatter gauravarnadilaksanah pratibhasah pratiyate | tasmad deha-
dyavasthasamsparsenotpadyamano "hamkaro dehadyalambana eveti jiiayate |
vyaktam iti spastam askhaladvrttitvat | tatas ca yad uktam Uddyotakara-
prabhrtibhih — upabhogayatane Sartre yam atmopacarah, yathanukile bhr-
lye raja briite — ya evaham sa evayam me bhriya iti tad apastam bhavaty |
tatha (Jp 49v1; yatha ed.] ki — yady ayam gaunah syat tada skhala-
dvrttir bhavet | na hi loke simhamanavakayor mukhyaropitayor dvayor api
sumha iy askhalita buddhir bhavati | madiyah Sariradaya it vyatirekada-
r$anat skhaladvritir ahamkarah Sartradisv i1 cet | na | atmany api skhala-
dvrttitvaprasangat | tatrapt hi madiya atmeti vyatireko drsyate | kalpito “tra
bheda iti cet | itaratrapi samanam astu | tarhi gauro ham wyadipratyayo mu-
khyas tathap: kasmad atmasya visayo na bhavatity Gha— tatsvabhava i-
U gawradisvabhavah, tasya riapadigunasambhavat | (1attvasamgrahapaiyika
ad Tattvasamgraha 213-214, ed. pp. 115, 21-116, 20).

This [view] is illogical, since the nature of the [Self] does not ap-
pear in the sense of T". This is because the appearance of perma-
nence, all-pervasiveness, etc., is not cognized in it.

Nevertheless, in this [sense of ‘T’,] the image of a fair colour, and
other [physical attributes] is found vividly. However, the Selfis not
admitted as having that nature[, namely, a material one], there-
fore, that [sense of T’] does not have the [Self] as its object.

With [the words] starting with “This is illogical’, [Santaraksita] is
responding [to Uddyotakara’s possible objection]. The sense of ‘T’
1s not established as having the Self as its object, since it is devoid
of the image of the [Self]. The proof statement is [as follows]: A
[cognition] does not have as [its] object anything whose image it
is devoid of. [This is] like a visual cognition [that] does not have a
sound as [its] object. And the cognition ‘T’ is devoid of the image of
the Self. Thus, there is the non-cognition of the pervader. [With]
“This 1s because’, moreover, he shows that the logical reason is
not unestablished. To explain: The Self is admitted as being en-
dowed with qualities such as permanence, all-pervasiveness, and
consciousness. However, the appearance of permanence, etc., is
‘not cognized’ in this cognition I’. On the contrary (kim tu), [what
1s] cognized is the appearance characterized by ‘a fair colour,
and other [physical/psychological attributes|’, [which is] due to
[its] arising in connection with the perception of conditions of the
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body, such as ‘I am fair’, ‘[I] have weak eyes’, ‘(I am] very thin’,
‘(I am] shattered by violent sensations’. Therefore, the sense of
‘I’ that has arisen due to the perception of bodily states, etc., is
known as having only the body, etc., as [its] object-support. [It is
known] ‘vividly’, i.e., evidently, since there is no erroneous occur-
rence. And therefore what is said by Uddyotakara and the other
[Naiyayikas] is discarded. [They say:] [There is] this metaphor of
the Self (atmopacara) with regard to the body[, which is] the abode
of the [activity of] experiencing. [This is] like [when], with re-
gard to a faithful servant, the king says: I am indeed this servant
of mine [=precisely what I am is this servant of mine].'*® To ex-
plain: If this [cognition ‘T’ that is expressed with the pronoun T’]
were secondary [(i.e., metaphorical)] (gauna),"*” then there would
be a stumbling functioning [of the pronoun ‘T’]. This is because
it is not commonly the case that a non-stumbling cognition refers
to both of the two, a lion and a young Brahmin [zealous in study
and debate], being][, respectively,] the direct [referent] and the in-
direct [one] (@ropita). [Objection:] If [it is argued that,] based on
the observation of a distinction [in cognitions/statements such as]
‘my body’, etc., the sense of T’ has a stumbling employment re-
garding the body, etc., [it will be answered:] No. This is because
there is the undesired consequence of the stumbling employment
also regarding the Self] since also in this case, [namely,] [when
thinking/saying] ‘my Self’, a distinction is commonly observed.
[Objection:] If [it is argued that] the difference between those is
[just] conceptually constructed (kalpita), [it will be responded that]
then let the same [hold true] also in the other case. Then, [the op-
ponents say: We concede that] cognitions such as ‘I am fair’ are
[employed] primar(il]y; nevertheless, why [can] the Self not be
their object? Therefore, [Séntaraksita] says: ‘[However, the Self
is not admitted] as having that nature’, i.e., the nature of ‘fair’,
and so on, due to the impossibility of its having qualities such as
material forms.

Here, Kamalasila is evidently adaptively reusing Vasubandhu’s argu-
ment that the only object of the cognition ‘T’ is indeed the aggregates,
contra Uddyotakara. In other words, he aims to defend the former from
the attacks of the latter. So does Samantabhadra. However, there is an
element of novelty in Kamalasila’s argumentative strategy against the

198 ce Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha in n. 140.

"T0 indicate the indirect use of a word, Kamalasila also employs the term bhakta. In
this case, however, he uses gauna, perhaps in reference to Dharmakirti’s terminology.
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Naiyayika(s). He uses a specific argument that is based on the lack of
stumbling employment (skhaladvrtti) in the case of the word T’. Based on
this, both Kamalasila and Samantabhadra reject the idea that the word
‘I’ can be used metaphorically while, in fact, talking about the Self. This
is because a figurative use always involves a stumbling employment of the
word, and this is not observed in the case of ‘I’. The analogous concept
of skhaladgati is found in Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 37.14
A word is used primarily with reference to an object according to an
established convention, and used secondarily with reference to an ob-
ject that is similar. However, in this case, the word has a stumbling use.
This means that that word conveys its meaning only partially, namely,
it makes one apprehend its referent only to a certain extent. Kamalasila
(and, accordingly, Samantabhadra) uses the topos of the young Brahmin
and the lion. In this case, there are clearly two objects, and it is never the
case that one primarily uses the word ‘lion’ to indicate both of them. The
word ‘T’; however, does not satisfy that requirement. We do not have two
objects, the Self and the aggregates, which are different and similar at the
same time, by which we would have the Self as the primary referent of
the word ‘T’ and the aggregates as the figurative referent. When talking
about ‘T, the only referent is the aggregates. There is no metaphorical
use of the word ‘I’ and, accordingly, its primary use as meaning ‘Self’
would also cease, since we would be always talking about the body.
While Samantabhadra summarizes this argument in a few lines, Ka-
malasila elaborates on it in greater detail. In the Pafljika, in order to jus-
tify the use of ‘I’ with reference to two different objects, the Self (directly)
and the body (metaphorically), Kamalasila introduces an opponent. He
brings forward the concept of one’s own body, etc. (madiyah sariradaya iti)
to point out an instance in which there are indeed two different refer-
ents of two different words. In the latter case, when one says ‘I’ (accord-
ing to the form of the possessive adjective madiya), they primarily intend
the Self, attributing it figuratively to the body. In the Saramafjarz, albeit
within a different type of argument, an opponent (most likely Uddyota-
kara) points to the employment of the concept of ‘mine’ (mamapratyaya)
as evidence that the Self is indeed perceived as different from the body.

Y8See yatra riidhyasadartho *pi janaik sabdo nivesitah | sa mukhyas tatra tatsamyad gauno nyatra
skhaladgatih | | (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 37).

83



Introduction

Against that objection, Kamalasila had countered that if, given the in-
stance of the cognition ‘my Self’, there is in fact a figurative use of ‘I’
also regarding the Self, then the primary meaning of I as ‘Self” would
vanish as well. If one says that the distinction in the case of ‘my Self* is
only conceptually constructed, then that must also be true for ‘my body’.
Therefore, one cannot but go back to stating that there is no figurative
use of the word ‘T".

2.8.2  Anupalabdhi as a Refuting Proof for the Existence of the Self?

As mentioned above, a few elements of this argument of Kamalasila’s are
used in Samantabhadra’s proof denying the Self. The latter is aimed at
refuting the existence of a Self with an insentient nature. The refutation,
which is based on non-cognition (anupalabdhi) as a negative proof, is not
found per se in Kamalasila’s Pafjika.

In the Saramafjarz, the part that is devoted to the anupalabdhi-based
proof regarding the unreality of a non-sentient Selfis not found in the Ti-
betan translation; it appears, instead, in the Pala recension. The Tibetan
ends with the mere statement that anupalabdh: disproves the existence of
a non-sentient Self. However, in the Sanskrit text, we find a long elabo-
ration on the topic, which, surprisingly, has a word-for-word parallel in
the later *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya of Jitari.

As seen above, in Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1., Uddyotakara introduces an
opponent whose argument to prove the inexistence of the Self is as fol-
lows: “There is no Self; since it is not apprehended’ (nasty atmanupalabdher
iti cet). Uddyotakara counters this by demonstrating that the logical rea-
son is unestablished, because the Self is indeed perceived through the
cognition ‘I". Most likely following up on this, Samantabhadra tries to
validate the logical reason anupalabdeh. He immediately makes clear his
Dharmakirtian interpretation of it'*? in the sense of the non-cognition of

"98¢e pradesavisese kvacin na ghata upalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupalabdhelh | yadi syad upala-
bhyasattva eva syan nanyatha | (Pramanavarttikasvavriti ad Pramanavarttika Svarthanumana® 1,
ed. p. 2, 16—18). ‘In some specific place, there is no pot, because there is no perception
of something], such as a pot,] that fulfils the conditions of perceptibility. If [the pot] were
there, its being there would indeed be perceived, [but] not otherwise.” On this passage,
see Kellner 2003, 123—-124.

84



Introduction

something that meets the condition of perceptibility (upalabdhilaksanapra-
pta)? in some place.!®! Provided that there are no obstacles to percep-
tion, 1.e., provided that all its conditions are fulfilled, if one thing exists
in one place, it must be perceived. If it is not, it must be treated as non-
existent. If the Self existed there, it would have to be apprehended by the
same perceptions that have the aggregates as their object, but it is not
apprehended. In other words, Samantabhadra is trying to prove that, if
intended according to the Dharmakirtian view of non-cognition, anupa-
labdhef 1s indeed a logical reason that justifies the treatment of the Self as
inexistent. As noted by Kellner and Taber (2014, 729-732), Dharmaki-

rti himself would never consider an argument from ignorance as proof
of the non-existence of the Self in all cases and without any doubt.'>?

Following this, drawing particularly on Dharmakirti’s view as pre-
sented in the Hetubindu, Samantabhadra specifies that, with anupalabdhi,
he intends the perception of something different that is conjunct in one
cognition with one thing (¢kajianasamsargin).'>* It is only in this sense that
one must understand that the Selfis disproven through the perception of
the aggregates.

In the Hetubindu, Dharmakirti says:

P0For the concept of upalabdhilaksanaprapti, see upalabdhilaksanapraptir upalambhapratya-
_yantarasakalyam svabhavavisesas ca | yah svabhavah satsv anyesu upalambhapratyayesu san pratyaksa

eva bhavati sa svabhavavisesah | (Nyayabindu 2.13—14). “The [fact of] meeting the condition
of perceptibility is the completeness of the other causal factors for perception and [the
presence of] a specific nature. A specific nature is a nature that, if the other causal factors
for perception exist, when it exists, is verily perceived.” For other related passages in
Dharmakirti’s works, see Kellner 1999, 197 n. 11.

10n the topic of anupalabdhi, see, among others, Kellner 1999 and Kellner 2003.

P2With reference to Dharmakirti’s view, Kellner and Taber (2014, 730) argue that
‘understood specifically as the non-occurrence of perception, anupalabdhi can only prove
that things that are not perceived in a situation where their perception, if they existed,
would be inevitable, can be cognitively, linguistically and physically treated as non-
existent. But the non-apprehension of things without any further qualification is not
evidence for their absence; non-apprehension in this sense only yields the absence of
its treatment as existent, because to treat something as existent presupposes its appre-
hension.” On the subject of the relation between Dharmakirti’s logical theories and his
treatment of external objects as absolutely imperceptible, see Kellner 2017, particularly
116-118.

%3Tn the Hetubindu (see passage quoted below), Dharmakirt introduces anupalabdhi in
terms of ‘apprehension of another [thing]’ (anyopalabdhz) that is ‘conjunct in one cognition’
(ekggiianasamsargin) with something else. However, he had already discussed the topic of
anupalabdhu as anyopalabdhi in earlier works.
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yatra yasminn upalabhyamane niyamena yadupalabdhir bhavati yogyataya
avisesat, sa tatsamsrstah, ekajfianasamsargat | tayoh sator natkarapaniyata
pratipattih, asambhavat | tasmad avisistayogyataripayor ekajiianasamsarg:-
noh parasparapeksam evanyatvam ihestam | sa kevalas tadapeksaya tasmad
anyah | (Hetubindu, ed. p. 26, 8-12).

If there is necessarily the perception of one thing, when something
else (yasmin) 1s perceived, since [they are] not different in terms of
being apt [to be perceived], [then] that one thing (sa) 1s mixed with
the other (tat®), because they are conjunct in one cognition. [If]
they both exist[, then their] cognition is not restricted to one [of
the two] nature[s only], since that would be impossible. Therefore,
the other-ness of two natures that have a non-different aptness [to
be perceived] [and] are conjunct in one cognition is intended in
this case [(i.e., in the case of anupalabdii as anyopalabdhi)] as one
depending on the other. One, being alone, 1s other than the other,
in dependence on it.

As an expedient to spell out his argument based on anupalabdhi (as well as
go into further detail regarding his view on the latter), Samantabhadra
conjures two objections to his own position. One is a reference to that
brought forward by Uddyotakara in the Nyayavarttika; the other is more

general in nature.

The passage from the Ny@yavarttika'>* is also quoted as an objection in

the Tattvasamgrahapaiyika. However, Kamalasila responds with a different
type of argument.!> To Uddyotakara, who maintains that Naiyayikas
do not admit the Self as being contained in the body, Samantabhadra
rebuts that non-cognition is not a proof against the body as a locus of
the Self that is admitted as contained in it. It establishes, instead, that the

P*See Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 320, 8-9 (and p. 325, 23).
5See atha Sarira aima pratisidhyate, siddham sadhayasi | kasya va Sarira @tma vidyate /...
yac coktam — kasya va Sarira atma vidyata it tad apy asamyak | tatha hi — yesam darsanam
angusthaparvardhasyamakadiphalapramana atmeti tesam matendtmano marttatodc charirasthitir asty
eveli an prati pratisedho yujyata eva | (Tattvasamgrahapaiijika ad Tattvasamgraha 220, ed. p. 118,
14-15 [...] 120, 6-8). ‘If the Self [as being contained] in the body is denied, you prove
what is already proven. Who admits that the Self is found in the body? [...] And that
which is said: “Or, who admits that the Selfis found in the body?” is also not correct. In
other words, according to the thought of those who think that the Selfis the size of half
of a thumb or a [small] fruit, such as an awned grain, the Self resides indeed in the body,
because it is corporeal. Therefore, against those, the refutation [of the Self as residing in
the body] is indeed logical.’
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Selfis not apprehended when the body is apprehended. Since the two are
conjunct in one cognition, then the Self must be treated as non-existent.

Immediately thereafter, the author introduces a second, more gen-
eral objection that analyzes a few ways in which this anupalabdhi could
be intended, as well as their logical defects. These statements echo other,
earlier types of refutation of the validity of anupalabdhi as proof. Samanta-
bhadra once again takes the opportunity to justify his use of an anupala-
bdhi-based argument in this case, as well as to specify the exact meaning
of this non-cognition. The opponent himself upholds that the cognition
‘T’ has the Self as its object. However, that cognition is only experienced
as having the aggregates as its support. Hence, the opponent cannot but
admit that the two must be viewed as conjunct in one cognition and,
while one is perceived, the other is not. Therefore, this non-cognition is
not the absence of a cognition, and is not a cognition having something
else as its object. It is the cognition of something conjunct in one cogni-
tion with the Self. As he says: The non-cognition of the Self is nothing
but the cognition of the body.

Accordingly, a shift in the interpretation of the argument based on
anupalabdhi seems to occur in the passage, a shift that is linked to the
presence of the long passage in the Pala recension. At the beginning,
Samantabhadra presents such an argument from ignorance as proof of
the inexistence of the Self, tout court. As noted by Kellner and Taber, %0
Vasubandhu (and Uddyotakara, most likely in critical engagement with

him)!%7 also appears to see the ‘anupalabdhi argument’!>8

as proving the
very inexistence of the Self. Immediately following, however, in the Pala
recension only, Samantabhadra shows his indebtedness to Dharmakirti
and sets a different goal for his proof. He goes on to argue that one should
regard this argument from ignorance as establishing merely the fact that
the Self must be treated as non-existent. Here, he might be implying that
the sheer non-existence of the Self is not at stake—at least not with re-
gard to the anupalabdhi argument. In fact, Samantabhadra clarifies that
(against his opponents’ claim) the aim of his proof is just to establish that

there is no other object for ‘I’ than the aggregates.

156S¢e Kellner and Taber 2014, 719-727, and 734 with notes.

57 This is also Taber’s understanding of it; see Taber 2012, 107-109.

8 This is what Taber (2012, 107) calls the original Buddhist argument based on anu-
palabdhi that Uddyotakara counters in Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1.
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One opponent, such as a general Naiyayika who loosely refers to
Uddyotakara’s words in the MNapavaritika, may suggest that the con-
cept/statement ‘my body’ proves that there is indeed another referent
of ‘I’ that is different from the body. However, Samantabhadra argues,
this difference is only conceptually constructed and not real. It is exactly
like the difference imagined when one speaks of the body of a statue—
this being a classic example of two things that are clearly just one and the
same thing. There is no direct perception of the referent of ‘my’, just as
there is no direct perception of the two things: the statue and the body.
If there were such a perception, then one should also accept the absurd
(and never commonly experienced) difference between the body and the
statue. Not only that, but, proceeding by the same logic, one would also
have to admit two selves, one possessing the other, since there is indeed
the concept/statement ‘my Self’. As we have seen, these last arguments
somehow echo Kamalasila’s treatment of the subject in the Naiyayika-
vaisesikaparikalpitatmapariksa (see passage quoted in § 8.1).

In spite of the presence of other arguments against the Self (also by
Uddyotakara himself), Samantabhadra is particularly concerned with re-
futing the idea that the Self can be perceived. It is possible that in Uddyo-
takara’s time, the anupalabdhi argument brought forward by Vasubandhu
was one of the main arguments against the very existence of the Self. Va-
subandhu uses it to prove its inexistence. Samantabhadra appears to be
interested in establishing that, when understood properly, the anupalabdhi
argument 1s in fact proof that the Self is not being perceived when one
has the cognition ‘I". In other words, he is interested in refuting Uddyo-
takara’s refutation of Vasubandhu. However, whether or not he intends
it as a final proof of the absolute inexistence of the Self is left unclear.
Although he starts by saying that this is precisely the goal of the argu-
ment, the following references to the Dharmakirtian view on anupalabdhi
seem to suggest that he reappraises his scope: He was merely intending
to demonstrate that we do not apprehend a Self when we cognize ‘I’.

It is to be noted that, while discussing the innate view of the Self,
Samantabhadra hints at the fact that it can be refuted according to the
same arguments as before. This emphasizes the need of (first) discarding
that view through conceptual means. As seen for example in the Larikava-
larasitra (see n. 116), the Mahayanists generally believe that the only way
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to eliminate the innate sense of the Self is through the path of mental
cultivation.

2.9 Conclusion: The Two Recensions and the Non-Esoteric Mahayana

Samantabhadra concludes the ‘philosophical portion’ by emphasizing,
once again, that it was meant to logically justify the specific type of visu-
alization that is the object of that part. This practice is tenable because,
conventionally, all external things are unreal, whereas the mind, which
is devoid of the duality of an apprehended object and an apprehending
subject, 1s real. As far as reasoning and argumentation are concerned,
the doctrine of mind-only can be veritably established. However, from
a meditative and superior point of view, due to repeated practice on ul-

timate reality (paramarthabhyasa),'

‘conceptualization must be purified
from concepts’. This is indeed the supreme realization of selflessness.

In sum, what begins as a rational justification of a meditative practice
(at a conventional level) turns into the much more ambitious depiction
of a strategy aimed at purifying concepts and abandoning misconcep-
tions related to real natures, with the final goal of eliminating concepts
altogether (namely, attaining nirvikalpayiiana).

In this introduction we have outlined Samantabhadra’s philosophical
heritage. That he is indebted to Santaraksita and Kamalagila and their
more or less original elaboration of the doctrines and argumentations of
the Vasubandhu-Dignaga-Dharmakirtian tradition is abundantly clear.
In order to understand how original a thinker Samantabhadra was, par-
ticularly with reference to Jianapada, one should investigate the entire
Saramafyari more comprehensively, as well as the works of Jianapada.
This remains a desideratum.

At the same time, the impressive length and number of literal bor-
rowings from this philosophical portion by Jitari (and Moksakaragupta)
testify to the importance of Samantabhadra’s legacy for the later propo-
nents of the pramana tradition. Accordingly, to a certain extent his elab-
oration of arguments must have been received as original.

PIWith reference to the concept of tattvabhyasa, which she translates as ‘familiarization
with reality’, and is found as a reference to the composition of the Tattvasamgrahapadyika,
see McClintock 2019, 407 and 407 n. 5.
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Our overall impression when comparing the different recensions of
the Saramafjar? is that—contrary to what one might have reasonably
expected—the aim of expanding the work was not to explain the tantric
topics treated therein, but rather to add more and more material from
non-Vajrayana ‘classics’. The intent appears to be that of supporting, or
perhaps even legitimizing, a tantric practice and text within non-esoteric
‘Mahayana’, as connected to the monastic establishment. The reason
for this was doubtless the concern, already clearly visible in Jianapada,
although not in such profuse detail, to show how the esoteric and non-
esoteric parts of Buddhist revelation fit together, complement each other,
and mutually reinforce one another. While from a practical viewpoint,
the tantric path with its visualization and ritual methods was clearly the
superior one, it had to be thoroughly grounded and in harmony with
what these authors saw as earlier levels of revelation.
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Critical Edition of the Sanskrit

We organize the text into numbered paragraphs. The first number shows
the verse the comment goes with, the second, sub-units within the dis-
cussion. The number 0 means the passage i1s an avataranika. The most
important thing this achieves is to mark how the present “Pala recen-
sion” differs from the “T'ibetan recension”.

Since at present we do not have access to the Sanskrit of the maila,
we reconstructed the verses in bold type and marked each such pada with
an asterisk (the only exception is 115¢cd for which we have external testi-
mony). The reconstruction is of course tentative. We were helped greatly
by Smrtijianakirti’s translation, but we also diverge from it if the logic of
the metre, or some other constraint, dictates it.

Words we consider to be lemmata are also marked in bold. If the lemma
referred to is not in the verse under discussion, we give the locus in paren-
theses immediately after it.

Quotations are typeset in italics. If we can trace the quotation, it is
given in a separate register using Roman numerals.

Only major editorial interventions are noted. We use the following
abbreviations: em. means an emendation, conj. means a conjecture, diag
cony. means a diagnostic conjecture. If the intervention was not ours, we
give the name of the person who first suggested the reading, in parenthe-
ses. Occasionally we give the manuscripts’s (Ms) post correctionem and ante
correctionem readings thus: Ms ¢ and Ms *“. Very minor corrections, post
correctionem and ante correctionem readings, punctuation marks and the such
are not noted.

If the Tibetan translation (marked here as Tib.) was helpful in estab-
lishing the intervention, we give that reading in the note preceded by ¢f;
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if the intervention goes against the Tibetan, we give the reading preceded
by contra. We italicize the relevant portion. Sometimes the Tibetan is not
available because of the differences in recensions (marked here with No
Tib.), sometimes it is missing due to a fault in transmission, and some-
times it is simply inconclusive.

We adopt a Western-style punctuation, which is almost entirely ours,
although it sometimes overlaps with the dandas of the scribe. In case of
doubt the reader may consult the formatted diplomatic transcript given
in the following chapter.

We only mark folio changes; the line changes as well as string-spaces
are indicated in the diplomatic transcript.

3.0  The Meditative Context

109.0 adhuna parita ityady apuarayan visvam ityantena (see 129d)
binduyogam aha.

*parito nirastavibhramam
*anantahrdrasminirmitamunindraih |
*sambuddhikrtam akhilam

*jagad antarbhavya nijamantre | | 109

109.1 ananta ye jhanasattvahrdras$minirmitamunindras taih
sambuddhikrtam ata eva parito nira[25v]|stavibhramam jagad
akhilam nijamantre jianasattvahrnmantre *ntarbhavya rupadya-
krtimuktam (see 110a) ityadyartham akalayya (see 127a) sanma-
ntrabindurupam (see 127c) svamanah paribhavayed iti (see 127d)
sambandhah.

[The Vijiianavada (Provisional) Standpoint]

3.1  Piarvapaksa

110.0 nanu bahyarthasadbhave katham jhanasattvahrdayavartikara-
valasthitabjjatanau sambuddhikrtanikhilajagadantarbhavanam tadbi-
ndau ca visvasvabhavamandalacakravibhavanam upapattim anubhava-
ti?
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3.2 Absence of Positive Proof (sadhakapramana)

iti manyamano ’rthasattasadhakapramanabhavam eva tavat kathayati
— rupadyakrtityadi.

*rupadyakrtimuktam
*pratyakseneksyate na tadgrahi |
*grahyam na capi kimcit
*sambandhaniksanan na canyena | | 110

110.1 rapadyakrtimuktam! iti rapadyakara’rahitam tadgrahiti
tasya rupader grahakam na pratyakseneksyate. grahyam na capi
kimcit pratyakseneksyate.

3.2.1  Statement of Self-Awareness (svasamvedana) of Cognitions

kim tu rapadyakaram eva svasamvidrupam avikalpakam abhrantam
pratyaksam prakasate. grahyadirtpam tu vikalpasilpikalpitam eveti bha-
vah. yad uktam —

nanyo ‘nubhayyo buddhyasti tasya nanubhavo “paral |
grabyagrahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva prakasate | |!

tatha —

avibhago *pi buddhyatma® viparyasitadarsanaih |
grahyagrahakasamuvittibhedavan wa laksyate | |*

iti.
'°muktam] em., °nirmuktam Ms (unmetrical); contra Tib. nges grol ba.

%ozkara®] em., °akare Ms; ¢f Tib. gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa dang bral ba’o.
%°atma] em., °atma® Ms; ¢f. Tib. blo bdag rnam par dbyer med kyang.

_mema'navinis’ca_ya 1.38.
" Pramanavartitka Pratyaksa® 353.
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3.2.2  Refutation of the Aspect of the Apprehender’ (grahaka)

3.2.2.1 The Apprehender Intended as a Property-Bearer (Against Nyaya and Vaise-
stka)

nanv* arthajidnam samvedanam dharmah. tat katham samvedakam a-
ntarena bhavet? dharma hi dharmitantra drsyante, yatha pakadayah. ta-
smad avasyam asyah samvedanakriyayah kartra samvedakenasrayabhu-
tena dharmina bhavyam. sa eva ca grahaka ucyate. tasya rupadivisaya-
tvad grahyam api siddham. tato 'numanad?® arthapatter® va grahya’gra-
hakasiddhir iti, katham tannisedhah?
iti $ankayam aha — sambandhaniksanan na canyeneti. rupadya-
krtimuktam grahakam grahyam ceksyata iti sambandhah.

ayam abhiprayah. anumanenarthapattya paropakalpitapramana-
ntarena va paroksarthasya na svato ’dhigatih, pratyaksatapatteh. parato
pi na, asambandhat®, sarvatah sarva9pratipattiprasaflgét. sambandho
’pi tadatmyatadutpattibhyam nanyo ’vyabhicari sambhavati. tatra —

(1) tadatmyapratibandhabhyupagame dharmadharminor ekatvam e-
va vastavam iti rupadyakarasamvedanam eva kevalam asti. gra-
hakadibhedas tu pratipattradhyavasayavasena vyavrttinimittatvat
kalpita eveti sampratipattir eva.

(ii) tadutpattipratibandhabhyupagame tu tan'%niscayakayoh pratya-
ksanupalambhayor asambhavah. na hi parokse grahake dharmini
tau bhavitum arhatah. tatas tadutpattir apy asambhavini.

rvapurvakaranakalapamatrad ropadyakarajhanasyotpatteh. tathapi ni-

*nanv] em., tanv Ms; ¢f Tib. gal te ... ma yin nam.

>*numanad] em., nupanad Ms; ¢f Tib. rjes su dpag pa’am don gyi go bas.
Sarthapatter] em., aréapatter Ms; ¢f Tib. rjes su dpag pa’am don gyi go bas.

va grahya®| em., bahya Ms; ¢f Tib. "am ... gzung ba dang ’dzin pa grub pa yin pas.
asambandhat| em., asambaddhat Ms; contra Tib. °brel pa gzhan las kyang,

sarva®] em. (Isaacson), sarvam Ms; ¢f Tib. thams cad rtogs par thal ba’i phyir.
%an®] em., tam Ms; contra or no reflection in Tib.

Hoanupapattya] em., °anutpattya Ms; ¢f Tib. mi *thad pas.
1203divad] em., °adiva Ms; ¢f Tib. la sogs pa bzhin du.

© o =
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mittantarangikare ‘navasthaprasango duruttarah!®. tato na vastavo gra-
hyagrahakasamvittibhedah. pakadayas tu paramarthatas tatha!*tatho-
tpadyamanapadartharapa eva vyavrttimatrakalpitabhedah, na tu tatrapi
vastutah kriyakarakabhedo dharmadharmiruapah.

3.2.2.2 The Apprehender Intended as Mind and Mental States (Against the Vaibha-

stkas and the Sautrantikas)

111.0 nanu ma bhat"® samvitter anyo grahal, saiva tu satadirapena-
ntahsamvidita!® bahirdesastharapadyakaragrahini samvedyate. tat ka-
tham advayasiddhih? ity asankayam aha — vyapara ityadi.

*vyaparah satader

*na kascid etatparigrahe drstah |
*yugapatpratiyamanam
*rupadivad eva na grahi | | 111

111.1 tasyarupadeh parigrahe satadisamvedanasya vyaparo [26r]
na kascid drstah, yato riipadina saha yugapatpratiyamanam'’ e-
tat satadi vartate, tato rapadivad evagrahakam yuktam. yatha rapa-
di satader agrahakam yugapatpratiyamanatvenopakaryopakarakabha-
vabhavat savyetaravisanavat, tatha satady api rupader agrahakam. a-
bhinnam eva hi sahopalambhaniyamat, bhedas tu viparyasitadarsanair
iksyate, abhinnagasiniveti!® bhavah. yad uktam —

paricchedo “ntar anyo ’yam bhago bahir wa sthitah |
JRanasyabhedino bhedapratibhaso hy upaplavah | |'

nanu jhanajanakatvena rapadikam prak samnidhatte pascat satadisam-
vittyutpattih. tat katham yugapatpratiyamanata? atrabhidhiyate —

Yduruttarah]  em. (Isaacson), runtarah Ms; Tib. bsal bar dka’o
(*durvarah/*durnivarah?).

"oz rthatas tatha®] cony., °arthata + + tha® Ms; ¢f Tib. don dam par de lta de ltar.

ma bhat] em., bhiit Ms; ¢f Tib. med mod.

19osamvidita] em., °savidita Ms; ¢f Tib. nang du yang dag par myong bar *gyur ba’i.

epratiyamanam] em., °pratimanam Ms? ¢, °pratimanam Ms®“; ¢f Tib. lhan cig
gcig pa nyid du togs pa.

Boeti] em., °eta Ms; ¢f Tib. zhes.

| Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 212.
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3.2.2.3 Refutation of the Vaibhasikas’ Thesis that Cognitions are Devoid of the Image
of their Object (nirakaravada)

yadi tavad Vaibhasikamatena nirakaram vijianam tadutpattipratiba-
ndhenakaravato ’rthasya grahakam isyate, tada pratitimatrasya sarva-

rthasadharanatvena nilasyeyam pratitih pitasya veti'?

pratitipratiniya-
mabhavad rafjjanadyarthakriyarthino niyamena niladau pravrttir na

syat. tatah sutaram narthavedanam.

3.2.2.4 Refutation of the Sautrantika’s Thesis that Cognitions are Endowed with the
Image of thewr Object (sakaravada)

atha?® Sautrantikanayenakaravad vijianam pragbhavino janakasya-
rthaksanasya tadutpattya grahakam isyate, tada jianakale janakasya’!-
rthaksanasya ksanikatvenasattvad akaradvayasamvedanabhavac ca jia-
nakara eva kevalam samvedyata ity artha?’riapam khapuspam natiseteti

katham arthangikarah?

3.2.2.5 Refutation of the Proof through Implication (arthapatti)

111.2 {no Tib.} arthabhave desakalakararthakriyaniyamenopala-
mbho nopapadyata ity arthapattya nityaparoksasyarthasya siddhir iti cet,
na, asaty api desadiniyate bahye vastuni vasananiyamat svapnadivan
niyatade$adyupalambho bhavisyatiti kim anarthakalpanayatmanam vi-
pralabhemahi?

3.2.2.6 Refutation of the Objection that Restrictions Can Be Explained Only When
External Objects Are Present as Well as of the ‘Anyakaravada™ (Mimamsa)

i. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of space and time only when an external
object 1s present

Yveti] em., ceti Ms; ¢f Tib. *di ni sngon po’i rtogs pa’am ser po’i rtogs pa yin no.

Patha] em., artha® Ms; ¢f Tib. “on t.

ianakasya®] em., janasya® Ms; ¢f Tib. skyed par byed pa’i.

Zity artha®] em. (Isaacson), ity arthah | Ms; ¢f Tib. rig pa’i phyir don gyi rang bzhin
(*arthasvarapam?).
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111.3 athasyat svapnadav api de§antaradrstam bahyam eva nimittam.
yad aha —

svapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvatha na hi nesyate | A
sarvatralambanam® bahyam** desakalanyathatmakam | |!

iti. tat katham svapnadidrstantena jagraddasabhavivijianasya desadini-
yamo varnyata iti?

tad asat, svapnadijianasyalambananupapatteh. tad dhi grahanara-
pam va syat smaranariipam va. tatra® na tavad grahanam, grahanasya
hi parvagrahananapeksatvan na parva®®darsanavisayagrahitapratiniya-
malh syat, darSanantaravat. smaranartpatapy asya nirvikalpatvat, varta-
manavisayatvat, sphutabhatvac ca nopapadyate. tatah katham asya de-

santaradidrstavastuvisayatvam iti na pratimah.

111.4 athastu tan nimittam. de$adiniyamas tu tannimitto na $akyate
samarthayitum. yatraiva hi desadau samnihitam?’ bahyam svapne ’pi
yadi tatraiva pratibhaseta syad asya tan nimittam. na caivam sambha-
vati, visamvadabhavaprasangat. tadrahite kutracid eva tatpratibhase tu
nasya hetutvam upapadyate. yadi tadruparahite pratibhasam kuryat, vi-
Sesabhavad yatra tatra kuryat.

. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of images (i.e., a non-restriction in
terms of mental continuums) only when an external object is present

asaty api ca sadharane ’rthe santananiyama upalabhyate yada dva-
yoh sadr$ah svapnopalambho bhavati, bahtinam va bhrantajhaninam
kesadipratibhasa iti.

. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of causal efficiency (arthakriya) only
when an external object is present]

Bo3lambanam] em., °alambane Ms; contra Tib. kun du dmigs pa la.

24béhyam] em., bhrantam Ms; contra T'ib. “khrul pa.

Btatra] em., tata Ms; ¢f Tib. de la.

®pirva®] em., parvava® Ms; ¢f Tib. sngon mthong ba’i yul.
27sarnnihitam] em., sannahitam Ms; ¢f” Tib. nye ba.

i Slokavarttika, Niralambanavada 107cd—108ab.
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tatha bahi[26v]rarthavirahe *py arthakriya svapne pratiyata eva. ya-
thaiva® jagraddasayam vanitanimittah satadayas tatpratibaddhas ca vi-
srstyadayo ‘rthakriyah saksad anubhuyante, tathaiva svapnavasthayam
api. tato yatha svapnadau bahirartham antarena desaniyamadayo bha-
vanti, tatha jagraddasayam api bhavantah kenabhibhuyante?

yad uktam —

kasyacit kimeid evantaroasanayah prabodhakam |
lato dhiyam viniyamo na bahyarthavyapeksaya | |'

iti. tat samvedanasya bahyanimittatvabhave katham rupadisatadyoh
purvaparabhave yugapatpratiyamanatavirahadosopavarnanam upapa-
nnam bhavisyatiti na vidmabh.

nanu yugapatpratiyamanatayam api rupadigrahakatvena nisciya-
manasya satader?” grahitvam eva, arthasya tu riipadeh sakalapratipattr-
sadharanatvena grahyatvam eva, purvapurvakaranakalapad eva hi vi-
sayajianaksananam grahyagrahakatvenotpatter niyatatvat. tat katham
grahyagrahakasamkaryasadbhava iti?

etad apy atyantanihsiram, yasmad avikalpatmany adhyakse®® na
grahyagrahakatvadhyavasayah sadharanatvam va nilasya pratibhati.
na hi nilasyaparapratipattrdréyatvam®' adhyaksagamyam, aparapratiter
api pratyaksata®’prasangat; napi lomaharsadilingajanumanagamyam,
tasya samanyavisayatvat. tato ‘sadharanarapadiyugapatpratiyamanam
jhanam eva, yogyadesakair ajiatasya svayam jianat.’

®yathaiva] conj. (Isaacson), omitted in Ms (eye-skip); ¢f Tib. ji ltar.

Psatader] em., satadre Ms; ¢f Tib. bde ba la sogs pa’i.

%adhyakse] em., anyakse Ms; ¢f Tib. mngon sum la.

3lopratipattrdréyatvam] em. (Isaacson), ®pratipattradréyatvam Ms; ¢f Tib. rtogs pa po
gzhan gyis blta bar bya ba nyid ni.

pratyaksata®] em., prapratyaksata® MsP- (dittography), pra + + Ms®“"; ¢f Tib.
mngon sum nyid du thal ba’i phyir ro.

_mema'navdrtti/ca Pratyaksa® 336.
" Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 16b2c.
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3.2.3  Refutation of the Aspect of the Apprehended’ (grahya)

112.0 nanu caksanikam avayavyadirupam ekam eva bahyam vastu, ta-
sya purvaparakalasthayitvat, sadharanatvam apy anumanena vijiayata
itt nasambaddham. ity asankayam aha — drstam cetyadi.

*drstam ca yat sitadyam

*tad eva kalantaresu drstam na |
*anyo’nyena virodhad

*anayoh satadivan nityam | | 112

112.1 yat sitadyam $uklaripadikam ekam?® drstam pratyaksena
pratipannam tad eva kalantaresu purvam pascad va na drstam. pu-
rvaparariparahitam eva drstam ity arthah. hetum aha — anyo’nye-
na parasparam anayor drs‘ga“dréyaménayor dréyaménagf’ draksyama-

36

nayor va satadivan’ nityam virodhat. samnihitavartamanamatra-

grahakam hi caksuradivijianam, anyatha duravyavahitader atitanaga-
tabalavrddhades ca yugapadgrahanaprasango durvarah®’ syat.

112.2 {no Tib.} uktam cacaryena® bahyarthanirasartham Atmasa-
dhanavatare —

nanu grahyadiripena pratibhasamanah katham® vikalpamatratmakah sam-
saro bhaved ili cet, na, pratitivisayasya grahyaditvenaprasiddheh. na hi ra-
padipratibhasavyatirekenanyad grakyam grahakam va kimeid upalabhyate.
na caprattyamanasvarigpam sadvyavaharavisayam namdatiprasangat. na ca
tatsambaddhapratitau®® tatpratitih, atyantapratyaksatatmand kasyacit sam-
bandhaprasiddheh. antahpratibhasamanasya satader grahakatvam nilades tu

3 ekam] em., eka® Ms; contra or no reflection in Tib.

drsta®] em., drstam Ms; ¢f Tib. mthong zin pa dang | mthong ba’am.

% dréyamana®] em., dréyamanan Ms; ¢f Tib. mthong bzhin pa dang mthong bar *gyur
ba.

satadivan] em., satad iva Ms; ¢f Tib. bde ba la sogs pa bzhin du.

37durvérah] em., rdurvarah Ms; ¢f 'T'ib. bzlog dka’ bar.

38 cacaryena) em., cacayena Ms

$katham] em., kathitam Ms; ¢f Tib. ji liar na.

*tatsambaddhapratitau] em., tatsambaddhapratitau Ms; ¢f Tib. de dang *brel pa’i dngos
po (!) gzhan rtogs pas.
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tadbahiriipataya pratitalaksanasya grahyatvam iti cel, na, sukhader*' ntla-
dau®® vyaparasiddheh™. na capratitavyaparam grahakam nama, tatha sati
bahyasya|27r|pt riapader grahakatvaprasangat. na hi yugapat svatantryena
pratibhasamanayoh kimcid grahyam kimeid grahakam i pratimiyamakara-
nam pasyamah. aham niladikam vedmily apr kalpanamatram eva, svata-
ntryenantarbatibpratibhasamananam pratiteh. svatantranubhavaprakasana-
paro va sarva evayam grahakadiikalpaprabandhah, parasparaparigrahavya-
pararahitesv eva pratibhasamanesu bhavat. tan na** kimeit kasyacid graha-
kam nama. tatha caha — na hi Subhite dharmo dharmam janatiti vistarah.!
yat titktam — ity api rapani dvabhyam vijianabhyam vijiayanta ityadi," tat
tadriapadhyavasayamatrapeksaya kvacit pudgaladidesanavad ity adosah.

iti.
112.3 tad iyata grahyagrahakasadhakapramananiraso darsitah.

3.3 Exposition of Negatiwe Proof (badhakapramana): Things Have Neither
One Nor Many Svabhava/s]

113.0 idanim badhakapramanenarthanam asattvad vijiaptimatratam

khyapayann aha — ekam na cetyadi.

*ekam na ca rupader
*adyantadiprabhedato drsteh |
*paramanuso ’py adrster

*anekarupam na bhavati tadvac ca | | 113

Hsukhader] em., sukhade Ms; ¢f Tib. bde ba la sogs pa’i.

*niladau] em., nilade Ms; ¢f Tib. sngon po la sogs pa la.

Byyaparasiddheh] em., vyaparasiddheh Ms; ¢f Tib. byed pa ma grub pa’i phyir ro.
*tan na] em., tan na Ms; ¢f Tib. de lfa bas na ... ma yin no.

' Prajiiaparamita, untraced.
" Locus classicus untraced.
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3.3.1  Refutation of External T hings: The Padarthas of Nyaya and Vaise-

stka
3.3.1.1 Sky, Tume, Space and Internal Organ

113.1 ayam abhiprayah. bahyam vastv artho gunadravyadibhedena
bahuprakarah parair upavarnyate. tatra gunadinam*’ dharmanam asra-
yo dravyam, tannisedhenaiva te samulam unmaulita bhavantiti na prthag
dasanam abhidhiyate. na casati samavayini samavaya iti taddusanam api
nakhyayate.

dravyam ca prthivy ap*® tejo vayur akasam kalo dig atma mana iti
navavidham. tatratmanantaram nirakartavyah. akasam tu sabdagunam
istam, tac caikam iti samanade$atvat sarvasabdanam bhedena $rutir na
syat. tata$ ca samipadesa iva vyavahitadesabhimato ’pi §abdah srayeta,
na'’ vanyo ’pity ekantah. dikkalayos*® caikatvat parvaparadipratyaya-
yogah.

syad etad upadhinam bhedenayam®’ pratyayavibhaga iti. kim upa-
dhinam svatah paurvaparyam uta paratah? tatradye pakse tata eva ta-
tpratitisiddher nihprayojanav etau. dvitiye tu pakse yadi dikkalabhyam
eva tada tad evedam ekatvad anayor na samgacchati. anyatas cet tada-
vastham tayor”? vaiyarthyam.

nitya$§ cami vyomadikkalah sahakarisahitye tadvirahe valabdhasva-
bhavabhedih, katham kadacid eva svakaryam janayeyuh®!. tatha hi —

tesam Saktir asaktir>* va ya svabhavena samsthita |
nityatvad actkitsyanam kas tam ksapayitum ksamah | |

®gunadinam| em., gunanam Ms; ¢f Tib. de la yon tan la sogs pa.
*ap] em., ap Ms

“"na] em., na Ms; ¢f Tib. *am gzhan du yang mi *gyur ro.
*Bokalayos] em., °kajalayos Ms; contra Tib. phyogs dang yul dag.
“bhedenayam] em., bhedenayam Ms

tayor] em., tayo Ms; ¢f Tib. de dag.

*lianayeyuh] em., janayeyu Ms

2agaktir] em., aktir Ms; ¢f. Tib. nus med pa.

| Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 22.
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anena mano ’pi°® nirastam. yugapajjiananutpattya ca manovadinam
mano ‘numeyam. anubhiiyanta eva ca nartakidar§anadau yugapad vi-
jhanani, na caitan manasi sati kadacid yujyate. tasman na santy eva vyo-
madayah.

3.3.1.2 Physical Elements
3.3.1.2.1 The Whole (avayavin)

prthivyadayo *vasisyante. te *py°! avayaviparamanubhedena dvidha ka-
Ipitah”°.

tatrapl navayavl san napi paramanavah santah, tadubhayatrapi
badhaka®®sadbhavad iti. tad eva badhakam yathakramam kathayati.
ekam iti paramanubhir dvyanukadikramenarabdham avayavirapam
prasiddham ghatadikam ca naivasti, rapader adyanta’’madhyadi-
prabhedenanyo’nyavirodhina dharmena sthulaikaruparahitasyaiva dr-
ster hetoh. tad anenaikajfianasamsargivastiipalambha®®ripo nupala-
mbho hetur uktah.

bhaga eva hi bhasante sammwistas tatha tatha |
tadvan anyah punar nawa nirvibhagah prakasate | |'

e[27v]kasyavayavasya rage kampe va tatsamaveto 'py avayavi raktah ka-

mpamano va dréyeta. avayave ragah kampo va navayaviniti cet, sa tarhy

arakto ’kampamano va dréyeta®’. ekavayavavarane ca tasyavrtau® na sa

drsyeta®!. tadanavarane ‘navrtasya tasyopalabdheh prasango durniva-
rah®? syad iti bhedakatmaka®viruddha®*dharmadhyasan naiko *vayavi

P mano ’pi] em., mano Ms; ¢f Tib. yid kyang.

*te *py] em., tapy Ms; ¢f. Tib. de yang.

Plkalpitah] em., kalpitah Ms

**hadhaka®] em., vicaka® Ms; contra Tib. sgrub par byed pa med pa’i phyir ro.
oanta®] em., ®antu® Ms; ¢f Tib. thog ma dang tha ma.

Bogpalambha®] em., °Gpalambha® Ms; ¢f Tib. dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid can.
Pdréyeta] em., dréyet Ms

60°€wrtau] em., °avrttau Ms; no reflection in Tib.

%1 dréyeta] em., dréyet Ms

82qurnivarah] em., durcivarah Ms; ¢f Tib. bzlog dka’ bar.
%3°3tmaka®] em., ®atmakam Ms; ¢f Tib. tha dad pa’i bdag nyid can.
btoviruddha®] em., °viruddham Ms; ¢f Tib. ’gal ba’i chos gnas pa’i phyir.

'Dharmakirti? Untraced.
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bhavitum arhatity asadvyavaharavisayatvam evasya praptakalam pasya-
mah.

3.3.1.2.2 Atoms

idanim ckanisedhe canekarupam avasisyate. tac canekair anckapraka-
ram upakalpitam. yatha Vaibhasikaih saksad adhyaksagocarah, Vaise-
sikais tv avayavyarambhakah, Sautrantikai§ ca nityaparoksah pisacaya-
mana dar§ane svakarasamarpanapravanah paramanava isyante.

tatra tavad Vaibhasikakalpitaparamanun nirakartum aha — para-
manuso *pityadi. yatha caikam sthilam nasti tadvad anekam ca na
bhavati. hetum iha — paramanuso ’py adrster iti® paramanuri-
pasya parasparaviviktasyanupalabdher®® ity arthah.

114.0 atha sthalanyathanupapattya®’ paramanvanumanam ity aha —
niravayavatva ityadi®®.

*niravayavatve canor
*anekaparamanuparikarabhavat |
*bhumandaladirapa-

*pracayo na hi kascid atra syat | | 114

114.1 ayam abhiprayah. savayavatvam tavat® paramanor’’ drasta-

vyam, yugapad amsair viruddhadigvartibhih satkayogadina viruddha-

71

dharmasamsargena’” sthulasyeva nanatvaprasangat. niravayavatve

camsalaksanavayavarahitatve saty ekasyanor’’ anekaih paramanu-

bhih parikarasya parivestanasyabhavah syat, yatah paramanupari-

iti] em., iri Ms; ¢f Tib. zhes bya ba’o.

88oyiviktasyanupalabdher] em., °viviktasyanupalabdher Ms; ¢f Tib. phan tshun tha
dad pa ni mu dmigs pa’t phyir ro.

%7sthalanyathanupapattya] em., sthilam anyathanupapattya Ms; ¢f Tib. rags pa gzhan
du mi ’thad par.

S8 niravayavatva ityadi] em., niravayavetyadi Ms; ¢f. Tib. rdul phran cha med yin na zhes
bya ba la sogs pa’o.

%savayavatvam tavat] em., savayavatamvat Ms; ¢f Tib. re zhig ... cha shas dang beas par
ni.

" paramanor] em., paramanonair Ms; ¢f Tib. rdul phra rab rnams.

"losamsargena] em., °samsargina Ms; ¢f Tib. *gal ba’i chos dang ldan pas.

2 ekasyanor] em., ekasyaksanor Ms; not reflected in Tib.
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vestane tasyadharo’’ttaracaturdikparamanumadhyasino niyamena sa-
damsatapattih. yo hy asya svabhavah purvaparamanupratyasanno na sa

"t ghatate, tayor ekade$atapatteh. evam

evaparaparamanupratyasanno
hi purvaparamanusamnihitah svabhavo ’param paramanum pratyasi-
ded yadi, so ’pi tatra syat. pratyasattyabhave’® *py abhimukhyamatre *py
ayam eva dosah. tata$ ca paramanumatrapindarapaprasangad bhuma-

ndaladirupapracayah kascid atra na hi syat. yad aha —

samyuktam diradesastham nairantaryavyavasthitam |
ekanvabhimukham riipam yad anor madhyavartinah | |
anvantarabhimukhyena tad eva yadi® kalpyate |
pracayo bhidharadimam evam sati na yujyate | |!

1tl.

114.2  {no Tib.} tasmad avasyam tayoh’’ svabhavayor bhedo *bhyu-
pagantavyah. yatha canayos tathadharottaradaksinottaraparamanupra-
tyasannanam svabhavanam bheda iti sadams$ataiva paramanor balad a-
patati. tad aha —

satkena yugapad yogat paramanoh sadamsata | )
sannam samanadesatvat pindah syad anumatrakah | |"

1tl.

114.3 na caikasiddhav anckasya siddhir iti na santi paramanavabh.

7303dharo°] em., °adharo® Ms; ¢f Tib. steng dang ’og.

™na sa evaparaparamanupratyasanno] conj., omitted in Ms (eye-skip); ¢f Tib. gang
zhig rdul phra rab gzhan (!) dang nye ba de nyid du rdul phra rab de las gzhan dang nye bar ni
mi ’byor te.

P pratyasattyabhave] em., pratyasattyabhave Ms; ¢f Tib. nyer bar gnas pa med pa na.

"Svadi] em., pari® Ms; ¢f. Tib. gal te.

77 avagyam tayoh] em. (Sferra), avasyan taya tayoh Ms (dittography)

' Tattvasamgraha 1989-1990 or *Madhyamakalamkarakarka 11-12.
" Vimsika 12.
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114.4 {no Tib.}
mimamsakais ca n@vasyam isyante paramanavah |'

itl na paramanunirakaranamatrena nirakrtah syad avayaviti nasya vya-
rtham dasanam.

[The Madhyamaka Perspective]

3.3.2  Refutation of Vyiiaptimatrata

114.5 astu tarhi vijianamatrasvabhavam jagat. tad apy ekam anekam
va riipam’® pragvan na ksamata iti gaganabjam iva na sadvyavaharam
arhati. vastusato gatyantarabhavad ekanekayor anyatarena’® tena bha-
vyam. na ca tat tathi ghatata iti katham idam sadvyavaharavisaya®® iti
na janimah.

3.3.2.1 Refutation of the (Vyiianavada-) *Satyakaravada or Sakaravada

athaikanekasvabhava[28r]yogo vijiiane na sambhavatiti syat. tad asat,®!

sakarajiiane bahyata ivaikanekartupavirahasya spastatvat. yatra hi loka-
sya bahyarthavyavaharas tad eva sakaravadino jhanam. tato yat tasya
bahirbhave®? badhakam tad evantarbhave ’pi. badhakena hi sthilam e-
kam anekam ca paramanuriapam apakriyate. vijianatmabhuta$ cayam
akaro yady ekah sthulo yadi vanekah paramanuso bhinna ubhayathapi
bahir®3arthabhavi diasanam asakyam apagantum. na hi tad vijianaba-
hirbhavanibandhanam® diasanam®® yena tadbhave na bhavet.

78rﬁpam] em., rupa Ms; ¢f Tib. rang bzhin du.

"anyatarena] em., anyantarena MsP-® | anantarena Ms®"; ¢/ Tib. gcig dang du ma
dag las gang yang rung ba geig *gyur dgos na.

Woyisaya) em., °visayam Ms; ¢f Tib. yod pa’i tha snyad kyi yul du “gyur.

8 tad asat,] conj., omitted in Ms (eye-skip); ¢ Tib. de ni mi bden te.

82obhave] em., °bhava® Ms; ¢f Tib. phyi rol gyi don () yin pa la.

Bhahir°] em., barahir® Ms; ¢f Tib. phyi 10l gyi don la.

#onibandhanam] em., °nibandhana® Ms; contra Tib. rgyu mishan gyi.

85dﬁsanam] em., dusana Ms; ¢f Tib. sun *byin pa.

iSlokavarttika, Anumanapariccheda 183ab.
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martinibandhanam®® badhakam namirte vijianatmanity apy asa-
ram, niladyakaratayam vijianasyapi murtatvat. ayam eva hi desavita-
navan akaro mirtih. tad asya bahyatve mirtisamjfia na tu jianatva®” iti
na vidmah.

3.5.2.2 Refutation of the (Vyiianavada-) *Altkakaravada or Nirakaravada

114.6 syan matam — yesam sakaram vijianam tesam ayam astu do-
sah. yesam tu nirakaram sukhadirapam tattvikam iti paksas tesam ayam
ekanekaviyogah katham samgaccheta? atrabhidhiyate. iha prakasatma-
kam vijianam, na ca prakasamananiladivyatiriktas tesam prakasah sva-
pne ’pisamvidyate, na ca sukhadivat prakasamanasya nilader alikata yu-
Jjyate.

badhakasadbhavad iti cet, tad etad badhakam sukhadau kena ba-
dhyate? sukhader amurtatvat tadabhava iti cet, naitad asti, tasyapi desa-
vitanena prakasamanasya Sakyapahnavatvat. srantasya hi yavanty anga-
ni payasi vi§anti tavatam vyapakam sukham upajayamanam anubhtya-
te. napi tathanubhtyamanam ade$avitanam nama, Sarirasyapi tadbha-
vaprasangat, desavitane ca $ariravad asyapi martatvat. tad etad akara-

8 va vijianam bahirbhavavihita®dasanam natikramatiti

90

van nirakaram

na prthag dusanam ahitam” acaryeneti pratipattavyam.
prthag dusan ryenetu pratipattavy

3.3.3  Conventional Reality of Cognition (viyfiana)

114.7 tat sthitam etat — etad”! vijianam api na sadvyavaharam a-
rhatiti. tarhi jianajieyayor”?

samvrtyé%

asattvad asadripam tattvam iti syat. na.

95

syad®* vijianam,” samvrter asakyapahnavatvat”.

onibandhanam] em., °nibandhana® Ms; contra Tib. rgyu mishan gyi.

8 na tu jiianatva) diag conj., na tva Ms; not reflected in the Tib.

®nirakaram] em., nikaram Ms; ¢f. Tib. rnam par med pa.

8ouihita®] em., °virahita® Ms; ¢f Tib. phyi rol gyi don (!) gyi sun dbyung ba las.

P3hitam] em., adritam Ms; ¢f Tib. logs shig tu sun dbyung ba lur ma byas so.

Metat — etad] em., etanetad Ms; ¢f Tib. des na rnam par shes pa de yang ... *di gnas
pa yin no.

92oifeyayor] em., °jiieyor Ms; ¢f Tib. shes pa dang shes bya dag.

9 samvrtya| em., samvrttya Ms; ¢f Tib. kun rdzob tu.

Ysyad] em., d MsP-<, yad Ms®“; or syad ctad?; Tib. suggests *syad elad, de ... yod pa
i te.

Pyijiianam,] em., vijiana® Ms; ¢f Tib. rnam par shes pa.

%asakyapahnavatvat] em., asakyapahnavatvat Ms; ¢f. Tib. bsnyon par mi nus pa yin pa’i
Pphyir ro.
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astitvanisedhan nastitvam balad ayatam iti cet, na, astitvapturvaka-
tvan nastitvasya, tadasiddhau tasyapy asiddheh. yad aha —

astitvaparoakam nasti asti nastitvaparvakam |
ato nasti na vaktavyam astitvam na ca kalpayet | |'

1t1.

napi sadasadatmatayobhayarapam sadasator’’ virodhat. napi sada-
sadbhyam anyad evanubhayasvabhavam, ubhayabahirbhutasya paryu-
dastasyayogat™®.

na kimeit tarhi tattvam iti praptam. nanv etad eva® tattvam yad u-
ta!% tattvarahitatvam nama. tat sthitam etat —

catuhkotivinirmuktam vijianam pratibhasate |
iti tattvavidam tattvam na tattvam api tattvatah | |

1tl.

3.3.4  Quotation from the Atmasadhanavatara
114.8 {no Tib.} tad uktam Jhanapadaih —

astu larle vyRaptimatrasvabhavam anasvaratmakam jagad
ityady upakramya,

na, vijianasyapy ekaneka'"! svabhavavaidhuryat. tatha hi na tad ekam, nila-
dibhedenopalambhavaicitryat, ekavarnasyap: dhavalader adimadhyantabhe-
dena pratibhasanat, arthakrivo'**payogabhedac ca; anekatvasya cait@vanma-
tralaksanatvat. napy anckam, paramanukalpanam'® sitadipratibhasabha-
ganam apratiteh'™. na caikanckavyatirekena prakarantaram asti, anayor a-
nyonyabhavasvabhavatvena [28v] virodhat.

Ysadasator] em., sado sadasator Ms; ¢f Tib. yod pa dang med pa dag ni.

% paryudastasyayogat] em., paryudastasya yogat Ms; ¢f Tib. gzhan ni mi *thad pa’i phyir.

Petad eva] em., etatved eva Ms; ¢f Tib. di nyid.

19yad uta] em., yad u Ms; ¢f Tib. “di lta ste.

Vijfianasyapy ekaneka®] em., vijianasyanekaneka® Ms; ¢f Tib. rnam par shes pa yang
geig dang du ma’t.

1020k riyo°] em., °krityo® Ms; ¢f Tib. don byed pa’i.

193okalpanam] em. (Kataoka), °kalpanam Ms; contra Tib. rdul phra rab kyi rnam par rtog
pas.
1%%°hhaganam apratiteh] em., °bhago nama pratiteh Ms; ¢f Tib. cha rnams rtogs pa med
pa’t phyir ro.

Lankavatarasiitra 3.83.
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nanu sarvatha niratmakatve bhavanam kuto *yam anubhiiyamano “rthakriya-
bheda iti cet, avicaritarkatmanah parvapirvakalpanamatrad eva tadanyasya-
pratiter ity aveditam.

astu tarhi bhavata eva sattvam sarvabhavanam vastutvasyarthakriyalaksana-
tvad i cet.

lan na, pratibhasamatrena sattabhyupagame “virodhat. yathoktakramena la-
ksanavivekad eva nairatmyam vyavasthapyate, na tu pratibhasamatrataya-
by apaknavad . yathaha — na hi Subhiite “nyad ripam anya Sianyata,
api tu riipam eva Siinyam ripalaksaneneti vistarah.' ata eva pirvaparabhe-
dena samastasamortavastupratibhasamanatoan na nityatvam asarkantyam.
yat tu vijiaptimatram bho jinaputra yad uta traidhatukam ity uktam" tad a-
tyanta'® bhavabhinivesinam bahirarthadhyavasayanirasartham, tasmin sati
sukhenaiva cittamatradhyavasayasyapi nirakaranasambhavat. tad evaha'*®

cittamatram samasritya jiieya bahyasvabhavata |
tathatalambane'"’ sthitva cittamatram vyatikramet | |
s,

114.9 tad iyata badhakapramanasadbhavo darsitah.

3.4 Statement of the Madhyamaka Standpoint on Reality

115.0 tata$ ca sadhaka'®®pramanabhavad badhakasadbhavac'®? ca
jhieyadisamastavastunairatmyaj' " jagad idam kalpanamatranirmitasva-
bhavam ity upasamharann aha — tad grahakadityadi.

*tad grahakadivirahat
*svatantrarupadikalpanarupam |
gandharvanagarasamnibham
akhilam sacaracaram vastu | | 115
B atyanta®] em., utyantar® Ms; ¢f Tib. shin tu.
1%ad evaha] em., tadavaha Ms; ¢f Tib. de ltar yang ... zhes gsungs pa yin no.
19703lambanc] em., °arambane Ms; ¢f Tib. (?) dmigs nas ni.
1%sadhaka®] em., badhaka® Ms; ¢f Tib. sgrub byed kyi.
1090gadbhavac] em., °sadbhavac Ms; ¢f Tib. gnod byed kyi tshad ma yod pa’i phyir.
10°nairatmyaj] em., °nairatmya Ms; Tib. different phrasing or not reflected.

_mejﬁﬁpdmmitd, untraced.
" Dasabhimikastra, ed. p. 49, 9.
" Lankavatarasatra 10.256 (different pada b).
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115.1 tad ity anantarokto'!!

had gandharvanagarasamnibham, paramarthasannimittarahita-

papattisamarthyato grahakadivira-

tvena ca kalpanasantatiripataya svatantrarupadikalpanarapam
sthavarajangamam vastu.

116.0 nanu yady evam tattvam tada sSuddham eveti katham samsarah,
tadabhavad!'? vyavadanam ca katham bhaved iti $ankayam aha — a-
tmetyadi.

*atmatmiyaropad

*vikalpasantana esa samsarah |

*$uddhis tadviparita-
*svarupamatra tu vijiieya | | 116

116.1 tatraiva catuhkotirahite cetasy atmady aropya vikalpasanta-
nakarah samsarah, Suddhis tu moksah punar atmadyaropavipari-
tanairatmyasvaruapamatranisthatvena vijfieya. ata evoktam — kalpa-
nasuddhau yatitayyam.' tatha hi bahirarthadhyavasayi vikalpo bhrantatvad
bhavanukilah!''® prakrtah, svaripamatranisthatvenabhrantatvena!!vi-
kalpatvat pratyaksarupah parisuddhah. tad uktam —

kalpanapi svasamuvittav ista narthe vikalpandat |
iti.

116.2 {no Tih.} ragadayo ’py aropayanto dustacittasvarapanisthah.
tad uktam Sriparamadye —

rago dvesas’ ca mohas ca traya ele visatam gatah |
visatvam upayanty ete visamena tu sevitah |
amrtatvam punar yantt amrtatoaya sevitah | |™

iti. tato vikalpam bahirarthadhyavasayadosad vyavartya svarupe *vastha-
payitum yogibhir yatitavyam.

" anantarokto®] em., antaro® Ms; ¢f Tib. brjod ma thag pa’i.

"2tadabhavad] em., tadbhavat Ms; ¢f Tib. de med pa’i phyir.

"hhavanukilah] em., bhavanukilah Ms; ¢f Tib. srid pa dang rjes su mthun pas.

Htopisthatvenabhrantatvena®] em., °nisthatvena bhrantatvena® Ms; ¢f Tib. gnas pa nyid
kyis rtog pa med cing ma *khrul pa’t phyir.

_fLocus classicus untraced.
" Pramanasamuccaya 1.7ab.
" Paramadya D 220v4-5.
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117.0 tasmad vikalpo ’pi svarupe nirvikalpa eveti svabhavasuddhah sa-
rvadharmah. tad aha — na ca'!® kascid ityadi.

*na ca kascid atra bhedo

*dharmataya samabhavasvabhavanam |
*grahyadyakrtivirahah

*sarvatra yatah sada siddhah | | 117

117.1 kascid iti nirvanam idam samsaras tv ayam, iyam samalava-
stheyam tu nirmalavastha, heyam idam upadeyam idam ityadir bhedo
vi$eso na ca naiva yukto dharmatayeti tattvatah. atropapattim aha —
grahyetyadi. ata evaryaNagarjunapadair apy uktam —

nirvanam ca bhavas cawa dvayam etan na vidyate |
paryfianam bhavasyawa nirvanam i kathyate | |'

na samsarasya nirvanat kimei[29r|d asti visesanam |
na nirvanasya samsarat kimeid asti visesanam | |*

iti.
117.2  {no Tib.} bhagavatapy uktam —

ya Subkhiite prthagianatathatd ya ca tathagatatathatatkaiva.

ityadi'!ovistarah i

118.0 atha yadi tattvatah $amabhavasvabhavanam na bhedah
(see 117ab), katham tarhi grahyadyakrtivirahah sarvatrety (sec
117cd) abhidhiyate? sarvasabdah kilanekarthavisayah, sa ca bhedabhave

prayogam narhatity asankyaha — sarvam na cetyadi.

*sarvam na capi kimcit
*tatpratibhasasvabhavasamkalpat |
*na ca cittad anyah syad

*aham iti kascid ata atmadih | | 118

na ca) em., na Ms (unmetrical).

H6otathataikaiva. ityadi®] em., °tathata ekaivaityatyadi® Ms

uktisastika 6.
" Milamadhyamakakarika 25.19.
" Prajiiaparamita, untraced.
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118.1 samvrtya!!” tu $éamabhavasvabhavanam (see 117b) bhe-
do (see 117a) sty eva'®, tatah samvrtavastupratibhasasvabhavo yah
samkalpas tato ‘nyan na kimcit sarvam nama. vikalparopitabheda-
visayah sarvasabdah. tad evam!"bhite sarvatra (see 117d) tattvika'?0-
bhedanisedhah pratipadyata ity arthah. evam caracaram api na tatpra-

tibhasasvabhavasamkalpad anyat.

3.5 Refutation of the View of the Self (atmadarsana)

118.2 nanv'?! atmadarsanasya satyarthatve nairatmyabhavena bha-
vasadbhavad bhavasama'?’svabhavanam (see 117b) katham bhe-
dabhava iti cet, tad asat. atmadar$anam hi dvividham, abhisamskari-
kam sahajam ceti. tatra Sariradivyatiriktah Subhasubhakarmakarta ta-
tphalopabhokta nityo vibhus catmety atmabhidhayakaKanada'?®sastra-
dyabhyasopajanitasamskarabhavam abhisamskarikam Vaisesikadinam.
anadyavidyavasanavasad vijiana!?*santateh sthiragrahakadiriipadhya-
vasayl yo "hampratyayas tadrapam tu sahajam satkayadarsanam sadha-
ranam prthagjananam.

3.5.1  Refutation of the Conceptually Formed (@bhisamskarika) View of the
Self
3.5.1.1 Absence of Sadhakapramanas

tatra prathame pakse na tavad atmanah sadhakam pramanam asti. na
hi pratyaksenatma pratiyate, caksuradivijhananam rupadivisayapaiica-
kaniyatatvat. napy anumanena pratiyate, karyasvabhavalingabhavat, ni-
tyaparoksena'?
vyatirekatmakajanyajanakabhavasiddheh karyalingabhavat, dharmisa-

desakalavyatirekavikalenatmana saha kasyacid anvaya-

“7samvrty51] em., samvrttya Ms; ¢f Tib. kun rdzob tu.
U85ty eva) em., syeva Ms; ¢f Tib. yod pa kho na.
"9evam®] em., eva Ms; ¢f Tib. de lia bur gyur pa.
20attvika®) em., tatvika® Ms; de kho na nyid dang ldan pa’i.
2 hanv] em., na tv Ms; Tib. missing,

12206ama®] em., °sama® Ms; ¢f Tib. srid pa dang zhi ba’i.

139K anada®] em., °ranada® Ms; ¢f Tib. Gzeg zan pa.

2iifiana®) em., vijiianam Ms; ¢f Tib. rnam par shes pa’i rgyun.
1Poparoksena] em., °paroksana® Ms; ¢f Tib. rtag tu lkog tu gyur pa.
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ttayas casiddhatvat svabhavalingayogat. na canyad vidhisadhanam -
ngam sambhavati yenanumanam asya syat. anyena ca lingena bhavata

sadhyavyaptena!?® bhavyam. sadhyasya'?’ tmanas ca kvacid asiddher!'?8

129

vyapakatvani$cayan'?? na tadvyaptatvam'? kasyacin niscetum $akyata

iti nasya kimcil lingam upapadyate.

118.3 nanu ma bhic caksuradivijianam anumanam va sadhakam,
manasam ahampratyayarapam adhyaksam tv atmano ni$cayakam asty
evety asankyaha — na ca cittad anya ityadi. na ca cittad anyah ka-
$cid atmadir aham ity ahampratyayavisayah syat sambhavet, aham-
pratyayasya Sariradivisayatvat. krsno "ham sthulo "ham gacchamy aham
ityadina hy akarena'*'hampratyaya utpadyate. na casya $ariravyatirikta-
sya taddharmah krsnatvam stholatvam va, napi vibhor amurtasya ma-
rtadravyanuvidhayini gamanakriyopapanna.

118.4 {no Tib.} na cayam manavake simhapratyaya iva bhakto'3? yu-
ktah, skhalanabhavat. na casati skhalane bhaktiparikalpana yukta, mu-
khyavyavaharastamgamaprasangat.

118.5 tatah sthitam ectat — atmanah sadhakam pramanam nastiti sa-
dvyavaharayogyatastamgataiva.

3.5.1.2 Presence of Badhakapramanas

badhakapramanasadbhavena tv asyasattvam eva yuktam. [29v] atma hi
bhavan bodharupo va syad abodhartipo va. tatradye pakse caksuradivai-
phalyaprasango ’nivaryah. na hi nitye rapadyupalambhatmany atmani
caksuradinam asti saphalyam.

abodharupasyapy atmanah sadbhavam anupalambho badhate.

1260y vaptena] em., °vaptena Ms; ¢f Tib. bsgrub byas khyab par gyur dgos na.

127 sadhyasya®] em., sadhasya® Ms; ¢/, Tib. bsgrub par bya ba bdag ni.

128 asiddher] em., asiddhe Ms; ¢f Tib. ma grub pa’i phyir.

129yyapakatvaniscayan| em., vyapakatvan niscayan Ms; ¢f Tib. khyab par byed pa nyid du
gtan la ma phebs pas.

0tadvyaptatvam| em., tadvyaptitvam Ms; ¢f Tib. des khyab par.

lityadina hy akarena®] em. (Sanderson), ityadina bahyakarena® Ms; ¢f Tib. zhes bya
ba la sogs pa’i rnam par

132bhikto] em., bhokto Ms
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118.6 {no Tib.} tatha hi yasya yatropalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupala-
mbhal, tasya tatrabhavo vyavahartavyah, yathasvasirasi visanasya. upa-
labdhilaksanapraptasya tv atmano ‘nupalambhah Sariradav iti.

118.7 {no Tib.} nanu $ariradyadhikaranatvam atmanas tadvadinam
anistam eva. yad aha — kasya va Sarira atmeti'® ! tathabhitasya ca tasya
nisedhe na kimcid anistam.

satyam. nasmabhir apy atradheyasya nisedhah kriyate, kim tu samsa-

134 samsargina eva hi!3?
136

rginah. nisedhah sarvatranupalambhena kriya-

te, ghatader api nisedhyasya £.137

samsargitva na cadheya eva samsargl
bhavati, anyatha hy atmana'**nadheyena samsargabhavat satmakatvam
api $arirader na syat. na ceha nisedhyasya $ariradikam adhikaranatveno-
pattam, api tv anupalambhanisedhavyavaharayor iti na dosah.

nanv ayam anupalambho na tavad upalambhabhavah, tasya sadha-
natvayogat. napy ckajiianasamsargivastvantaropalambhasvabhavah, ka-
syacid atmana sahaikajianasamsargabhavat. na ca bhinnajianavisaya-
vastupalabdhirapah, tasyabhavasiddhav anupayogat, upayoge $abdopa-
labdher!®? api riipabhavasadhakatvaprasangit. na ca gatyantaram asti.
tat kimatmayam anupalambha iti na janimah.!*’

ucyate — madhyama evatra pakso ’smakam abhimatah. ahampra-
tyayo hy atmavisayatvena paraih parikalpyate. sa ca Sariradikam ala-
mbamanah sphutataram anubhuyate. atah!'*! $ariradikam evatmana

¥ 3tmet] em., atmiti Ms

13/1sar.rlsargir‘lah.] em. (Isaacson), samsargena Ms

135 samsargina eva hi] conj., evam hi Ms; ¢f Jitari’s *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya: ldan pa kho
na dgag par bya ba.

% nisedhyasya] em. (Kellner), nisedhasya Ms
samsargitvat| em., ca samsargitvat Ms

8y atmana®] em., bahyatmana® Ms; ¢f Jitari’s *Sugatamatavibhangabhdsya: brten pa
ma yin pa’i bdag dang.

13906palabdher] em., °opalabdhir Ms

5anTmah.] em., jama Ms; of. Jitari’s *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya: mi shes so.
"atah] em., ata Ms

137

Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1; p. 320, 89 (or p. 825, 23).
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sahaikajfianasamsargi bhavati, na ca tadvyatiriktam aparam aham!*?-

pratyayavisayabhtGtam anubhiitam astiti tadupalambha eva tadanupa-
lambhah.'*3

nanu yadi §ariradivyatirikto ’smadarthah!** pratitivisayo na syat,'*>
mama $ariram iti na syat. asti caisa pratyayah. tasmad asmadarthah $ari-
radivyatiriktah pratiyamana eva drastavyah. tat kim ucyate nopalabhya-
ta iti?

asad etat. asantam api hi bhedam abhimanyamanah pratyayo jaya-

te, yatha silaputrakasya $ariram iti. na ca pratyayamatram atro'*0

pala-
mbhah, kim tarhi pratyaksabhimatah pratyayah. na cayam eva pratya-
ksapratyayah, Silaputrakasariravyatirekapratyayad apratyaksad avisesat,
tadavisistasya casya pratyaksatayam tasyapi pratyaksataprasangat, pra-

tyaksatayam 't/

ca vyatiriktavastuvyavasthangatasangat. yatha ca mama
ariradikam iti pratitih, tatha mamatmety api bhavaty eva. tad ayam de-
vanam priyo smadarthavyatirekapratyayam anyam pramanayann avise-
sad imam api pramanayitum arhati, pramanayams caparam apy atma-
nam vyavasthapayitum. athamum pratyayam $ilapu[30r]trakasariravya-
tirckapratyayapakse niksipati mama $ariradikam ity evamatmanam api
niksipet. ity alam!'*® bahuna. tasmad avasthitam etat — abodhatmanam
149

atmanam " anupalambho na sahata iti.

118.8 tato ’sattvam evasya yuktam iti sthitam.

3.5.2  Refutation of the Innate (sahaja) View of the Self

0 satkayadarsanam!®! sakalalokasiddham ka-

153

118.9 atha sahajam!

tham apahnotum!?

sakyam'” ity asankyaha — na ca cittad ityadi.
1J‘Qahamo] em., aha® Ms
" tadanupalambhah] em. (Isaacson), tadupalambhah Ms; ¢f. Jitari’s *Sugatamatavibha-
ngabhasya: de mi dmigs pa yin no.
"smadarthah] em. (Watson), smady arthah Ms
“na syat,] em., na sate Ms
"02tr0°] em., ato® Ms
" pratyaksatayam| em., pratyaksato ya Ms
" alam] em., a Ms
"93tmanam] em., atmanam Ms

14.

0sahajam] em., sahaja® Ms

Blodarsanam] em., °darsana Ms; ¢f Tib. Jig ishogs su lla ba.
2 apahnotum] em., apahnetum Ms; ¢f Tib. bsnyon par.

3 gakyam| em., satyam Ms; ¢f Tib. nus.
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ayam abhiprayah. yathoktakramena jhatrjiieyadirupasakalabhavabha-
van na ca cittad yathoktaripad anyah'>* kascit sthiragrahakadira-
po ’ham ity ahamkaravisayah syat sambhavet. atah karanat pragu-
ktacittam evahamkaravisayah. tasmat sarvathatmano ’bhavat kesadivi-
jhanasyevatmadar§anasyasatyarthata. tato napi nairatmyabhave bhava-
sadbhavad bhavasamasvabhavanam (see 117b) bhedanisedhabhava
1t1.

3.6 Conclusion

119.0 abhedam eva yathoktam upapadayann aha — yad rapam i-
tyadi.

*yad rapam pratipannam

*tasya tad eva nijam eva rupam yat |
*tat tasyabhedamater

*abhinnata sarvabhavanam | | 119

119.1 {no Tib.} tena ca cittena yad rupam yad vastu pratipannam

tac cittad anantarokta!®

yukter bahir asiddham. atas tasya nijarapam
kim bhavatu cittapratitarupad anyabhavat? tad eva rapam yac citte-
na pratipannam. tatas ca vicaranam — bhedaprasiddhau yac cittam
abhedam manyate tac cittasyabhedamatir ya mananakriya tato he-
toh sarvabhavanam abhedena cetasa pratipannanam abhinnam eva

nijam rapam. ity abhinnatvam eva tesam yuktisiddham bhavati.

119.2 athava — yat samvrtam %% balaih pratipannam tasya yan

nijam tattvikam '’ riapam abhrantair dhimadbhih pratipannam, ta-

t158

sya tad eva nijam eva rupam. yad yasmad evam tat ’® tasmat sa-

rvesam $amabhavasvabhavanam abhedasya Sunyataikartipatvena bhe-
dabhavasya mater avabodhad abhinnata sarvabhavanam.

Ytanyah] em., anya Ms; ¢f Tib. gzhan pa.

1% anantarokta®] em., anantara® Ms

P0samvrtam| em., sasvatam Ms; ¢f Tib. kun rdzob pa.
tattvikam| em., tatvika® Ms; ¢f Tib. de kho na nyid kyr.
%8tat] em., tan Ms

157
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119.3 {no Tib.} tad uktam —

cko bhavah sarvabhavasvabhavah'’
sarve bhava ekabhavasvabhavah |

eko bhavas tattvato yena drstah

sarve bhavas tattvatas tena drstah | |!

iti. Nagarjunapadair apy uktam —

samortwyatirekena na tattvam upalabhyate |

100 Sinyata prokia sanyataiva hi samortih |

samort |"

1tl.

120.0 sarvam na capi kimcid (see 118a) ity etat sphutayann aha —
abhatityadi'®'.

*abhati yas ca visayo

*ya$ canyah kalpanaspadam kascit |
*tattadviyogavirahad

*anyo’nyam atas$ ca no sarvam | | 120

120.1 abhatiti grahyataya pratibhasate yas ca rupadirtpo visayah,
yas$ canyah kascid ahamkaravisayo grahakarupah kalpanaya aspa-
dam asrayah, tasya tasya grahyasya grahakasya ca yo viyogo viyukta-
tvam nanatvam tasya virahan no sarvam anyo’nyam'%? vibhidyate.
atas ca no sarvam sarvam nama na kimcit, paramarthatah $anyata-

matraripatvat. nanatvam tu kalpanikam eveti bhavah.

1990gvabhavah] em., °svabhavah Ms
1%0samvrtih] em., samvrti Ms

!%1abhatityadi] em., abhad ityadi Ms

12 anyo’nyam] em., anyo'nyah Ms; ¢f Tib. phan ishun.

_fLacus classicus untraced. See Sferra 2003: 69.
" Bodlicittavivarana 67cd—68ab, D 40v7—41rl.
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120.2 {no Tib.} ata evacaryaDignagenoktam —

prthagiananam yaj '%® jaanam prakrtivyavadanikam | '
uktam tad buddhasabdena bodhisattvo'®* yatha jinah | |!

iti. ata eva ca Paramadye *pi sarvasattoas tathagatagarbhah Samantabhadrama-
habodhisattvasarvatmatayety uktam."

120.3 tasmat tattvato buddhabuddhatvasamatvad buddhan na bhe-
dah sattvinam'%| samvrtyaiva'®® bhedat. evam ca yat sambuddhi-
krtam akhilam jagad (see 109cd) ity uktam tad yuktam'®’ iti bo-
ddhavyam, svabhavasuddhatvaj jagatah. paramarthabhyasat tu!%® vika-
Ipo visodhyah kalpanavasad buddhadi[30v]bhedadhyaropadosat. evam
eva sambuddhikrtanikhilajagadantarbhavanam nijamantre (see 109d),
tadbindau ca vi§vasvabhavamandalacakravibhavanam upapannam eve-
ti vijieyam, jiieyadyabhave svapratibhasasyaiva tathotpadat. iti sarvam
sustham.

1% yaj] em., ya Ms

6%ogattvo] em., °satva Ms

1% sattvanam] em., satvana Ms; ¢f Tib. sems can rnams ni.

1% samvrtyaiva)] em., samvrttyaiva Ms; ¢f Tib. kun rdzob kho nar.
17y uktam] em., uktam Ms; ¢f. Tib. de *thad pa nyid do.

1%803bhyasat tu] em., °abhyasante Ms; ¢f Tib. don dam pa goms pas ni.

_fijﬁa'pdmmitﬁpinddrt/zammgmha 37.
"Adhyardhasatika Prajaaparamita, ed. p. 97, 13-14.
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Nagart Study Text

We give here Samantabhadra’s commentary with the reconstructed root-
text stripped of all notes and section headings in Nagar7 script.
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Formatted Diplomatic Transcript of the Sanskrit

For the sake of easy reference we have formatted this transcript and have
given the paragraph (but not the higher-register) headings in bold at the
beginning of the paragraph. Cancelled or erased aksaras or vowel signs
are marked thus: (kimcitt. The string space is signalled with (O). Lost
aksaras are marked with +. The sign o refers to a small fleuron used by
scribes of the period to cancel whatever was written beneath once it had
been erased or to mark unusable writing surface. The sign § marks a sign
which looks like a tha to mark a new verse. Additions are marked thus:
<kimcit>. Numeration is by line number and is given in square brackets.

109.0 [25r7 after fleuron] adhuna parita ityadi || aparayan visvam
1(O)tyantena binduyogam aha | |

109.1 anantd ye jAanasatvahrdrasminirmitamunindras taih sambu-
ddhikrtam ata eva parito nira[25v1]stavibhramam jagad akhilam nija-
mantre jianasatvahrnmantre ‘ntarbhavya rapadyakrtimuktam ityadya-
rtham akalajjalyya sanmantrabindurapam svamanah pa(O)ribhavayed
itt sambandhaly |

110.0 nanu bahyarthasadbhave katham jhanasatvahrdayavarttika-
ravalasthitabijatanau sambuddhiknityaltanikhilajagadantarbhavanam |
(O) tadbindau ca visvasvabhavamandalacakravibhavanam upapattim a-
nubhavatii manyamano ’rthasattasadhakapramanabhavam eva tavat
ka[25v2]thayati | | § | | rupadyakrtityadi | |



Formatted Diplomatic Transcript of the Sanskrit

110.1 ruapadyakrtinirmuktam iti | | rupadyakare rahitam | tadgrahi-
ti tasya rupader grahakan na pra(O)tyakseneksyate | grahyan na ca-
pi kifcit pratyakseneksyate | kin tu rupadyakaram eva svasamevidru-
pam avikalpakam abhrantam pratyaksam prakasate grahyadi(O)rapan
tu vikalpasilpikalpitam eveti bhavah | | yad uktam | ¢ nanyo ‘nubhavyo
buddhya’sti tasya nanubhavo ’parah | grahyagrahaka[25v3]vaidhuryat
svayam saiva prakasate | | tatha | | avibhago ’pi buddhyatmaviparyasi-
tadar§anaih | grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavan iva la(O)ksyata iti | tanv
arthajhanam samvedanam dharmas tat katham samvedakam antarena
bhavet | dharma hi dharmitantra dréyante | yatha pakadayah | tasmad
avalalsyam asyah sam(O)vedanakriyayah kartra samvedakenasrayabht-
tena dharmina bhavyam | sa eva ca grahaka ucyate | tasya rupadivisa-
yatvad grahya[25v4]mi? api siddham | tato ‘nupanad ar$apatter bahya
grahakasiddhir iti | katham tannisedha iti samkayalyalm aha | samba-
ndhaniksana(O)n na canyeneti | rapadyakrtimuktam | grahakam gra-
hyam ceksyata iti sambandhah | ayam abhiprayah | anumanenarthapa-
ttya paropaka(O)lpitapramanantarena va | paroksarthasya na svato ’dhi-
gatih | pratyaksatapatteh | parato pi nasambaddhat | sarvatah sarvam
prati[25v5]pattiprasangat | sambandho ’pi tadatmyaltmyaltadutpatti-
bhyam nanyo *vyabhicart sambhavati | tatra tadatmyapratibandhabhyu-
pagame dha(O)rmadharminor ekatvam eva vastavam iti | rapadyaka-
rasamvedanam eva kevalam asti | grahakadibhedas tu pratipattradhya-
vasayavasena vya(O)vrttinimittatvat | kalpita eveti sampratipattir eva |
tadutpattipratibandhabhyupagame tu tam niscayakayoh pratyalvelksa-
[25v6]nupalambhayor asambhavah | na hi parokse grahake dharmini
tau bhavitum arhatah | tatas tadutpattir apy asambhavini | napi rapa-
di(O)jiiananutpattya caksuradiva grahako ‘'numeyah | purvapurvakara-
nakalagpamatrad rupadyakarajiianasyotpatteh | tathapi nimitta(O)nta-
rangikare ‘navasthaprasango runtarah | tato na vastavo grahyagraha-
kasamvittibhedah | pakadayas tu paramarthata[25v7] + thatathotpa-
dyamanapadartharipa eva vyavrttimatrakalpitabhedah | na tu tatrapi
vastutah kriyakarakabhedo dharmadharmi(O)rapah |

111.0 nanu bhat samvitter anyo grahah | saiva tu satadirapenantah-
savidita bahirdesastharupadyakaragrahini | samvedyate tat ka(O)tham
advayasiddhir ity asamkayam aha | | vyapara ityadi | |

138
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111.1 tasyarupadeh parigrahe satadisamvedanasya vyaparo [26rl] na
kascid drstah | yato rapadina saha yugapatpratiitimanam etat satadi va-
rttate | tato rupadivad evagrahakam yuktam | yatha rapadi (O) sata-
der agrahakam | yugapatpratiyamanatvenopakaryopakarakabhavabha-
vat savyetaravisanavat tatha satady api rupader agrahakam | (O) abhi-
nnam eva hi sahopalambhaniyamat | bhedas tu viparyasitadarsanair 1-
ksyate | abhinnasasiniveta bhavah || yad uktam | [26r2] paricchedo
‘ntar anyo yam bhago bahir iva sthitah | jhanasyabhedino bhedapra-
tibhaso hy upraplavah | nanu jiianajanakatvenal@ rapadi(O)kam prak
sannidhatte pascat satadisamvittyutpattih | tat katham yugavatpratiya-
manata | atrabhigdhiyate | yadi tavad vaibhasikamatena nirakaram (O)
vijianam tadutpattipratibandhenakaravato ’rthasya grahakam isyate |
tada pratitiomatrasya sarvarthasadharanatvena nilasyeyam [26r3] prat-
tih pitasya ceti | pratilitipratiniyamabhavat | rafijanadyarthakriyarthi-
no niyamena nililadau pravrttir na syat | tatah su(O)taram narthaveda-
nam | artha sauetrantikanayenakaravad vijianam pragbhavino janaka-
syarthaksanasya tadutpattiilya grahakam isyate | tada jhanaka(O)le ja-
nasyarthaksanasya | ksanikatvenasatvad akaradvayasamvedanabhavac
ca jianakara eva kevalam samvedyata ity arthah | [26r4] rapam khapu-
spam natiseta iti katham arthangikarah |

111.2 arthabhave desakalakararthakriyaniyamenopalambho nopapa-
dyate (O) | ity arthapattya nityapaseeroksasyarthasya siddhir iti cet | na
asaty api desadiniyate bahye vastuni vasananiyamat svapna(O)divan ni-
yatadesadyupalambho bhavigyatiti kim anarthakalpanaya atmanam vi-
pralabhemahi |

111.3 atha syat svapnadav api desa[26rd]ntaradrstam bahyam eva ni-
mittam | | yad aha | | svapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvatha na hi nesyate |
sarvatralambane bhrantam desakalanyatha(O)tmakam iti | | tat katham
svapnadidrstantena jagraddasabhavivijianasya desadiniyamo varnnya-
naripam va syat smaranaruapam va | tata na tavad grahanam grahana-
sya hi purvagrahananapeksatvat | na parva[26r6]vadarsanavisayagrahi-
tapratiniyamal syat | darSanlanlantaravat smaranarapatapy asya nirvi-
kalpatvat | varttamanavisaya(O)tvat | sphutabhatvac ca nopapadyate |
tata<h> katham asya desantaradidrstavastuvisayatvam iti na pratimah |
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111.4 athastu tan nimittam desadini(O)yamas tu tannimitto na $akyate
samarthayitum | yatraiva hi desadau sannahitam bahyam svapne pi yadi
tatraiva pratibhaseta sya[26r7]d asyalal tan nimittam | na caivam sam-
bhavati visamvadabhavalalprasangat | tadrahite kutracid eva tatprati-
bhase tu nasya hetutvam upa(O)padyate | yadi tadraparahite pratibha-
sam kuryat | visesabhavad yatra tatra kuryat | asaty api ca sadharane
rthe santananiyama upala(O)bhyate | yada dvayoh sadrsah svapnopa-
lambho bhavati | bahtinam va bhrantajiianinam kesadipratibhasa iti ta-
tha bahi[26v]1]rarthavirashe py arthakriya svapne pratiyata eva jagra-
ddasayam vanitanimittah satiloldayas tatpratibaddhas ca visrstyadayo
’rthakriya(O)h saksad anubhuyante tathaiva svapnavasthayam api tato
yatha svapnadau bahirartham antarena desaniyamadayo bhavanti ta-
tha jagraddasayam api (O) bhavantah kenabhibhuyante | | yad uktam |
kasyacit kincid evantarvasanayah prabodhakam | tato dhiyam viniya-
mo na bahya[26v2]rthavyapeksayeti | tat samvedanasya bahyanimitta-
tvabhave katham rupadisatadyoh purvaparabhave yugavatpratiyamana-
tavi(O)rahadosopavarnnanam upapannam bhavisyatiliti na vidmah |
nanu yugavatpratiyamanatayam api rupadigrahakatvena ni$ciyamana-
sya satadre grahitvam eva | arthasya tu rapadeh sakalapratipatrsadha-
ranatvena grahyatvam eva | purvapurvakaranakalapad eva [26v3] hi vi-
sayajhanaksananam grahyagrahakatvenotpatter niyatatvat | taltralt ka-
tham grahyagrahakasamkaryasadbhava iti | etad a(O)py atyaentanih-
saram | yasmad avikalpatmany anyakse na grahyagrahakatvadhyavasa-
yah | sadharanatvam va nilasya pratibhati | na hi nila(O)syaparaprati-
pattyadréyatvam adhyaksagamyam aparapratiter api prapratyaksatapra-
samgat | napilomaharsadilingajanumana[26v4]gamyan tasya samanya-
visayatvat | tato ’sadharanarapadiyugapatpratiyalalmanam jianam eva
yogyadesakair ajhata(O)sya svayam jianat |

112.0 nanu caksanikam avayavyadirapam ckam eva bahyam vastu ta-
sya purvaparakalasthayitvat | sadharanatvam apy a(O)numanena vijia-
yata iti nasambaddham ity asankayam aha | | § | | drstai cetyadi | |

112.1 vyatsitadyam Suklarapadikam e[26v5]kadrstam pratyaksena pra-
tipannam tad eva kalantaresu purvam pascad va na drstam | parvapa-
rartparahitam eva drstam ity arthah | (O) hetum aha | | anyo’nyena pa-
rasparam anayor drstam dréyamanayor dréyamanan draksyamanayor va
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satad iva nityam virodhat | sa(O)nnihitavarttamanamatragrahakam hi
caksuradivijhanam | anyatha daravyavahitader atitanagatabalavrddha-
des ca yuga[26v6]padgrahanaprasangor durvarah syat | |

112.2 uktaf cacaryena bahyarthanirasartham atmasadhanavatare | |
nanu grahyadi(O)rapena pratibhasamanah kathitam vikalpamatratma-
kah samsaro bhaved iti cet | na pratitivisayasya grahyaditvenaprasi(O)-
ddheh | na hi rapadipratibhasavyatirekenanyad grahyam grahakam va
kincid upalabhyate | na capratiyamanasvarupam [26v7] sadvyavaha-
ravisayam namatiprasangat | na ca tatsambaddhapratitau tatpratitir a-
tyantapratksaltyaksatatmana kasyaci(O)t sambandhaprasiddheh | anta-
hpratibhasamanasya satader grahakatvam nilades tu tadbahirapataya
pratitalaksanasya grahyatva(O)m iti cet | na sukhade nilade vyapara-
siddheh | na capratitavyaparam grahakan nama | tatha sati bahyasya-
[27r]]pirapader grahakatvaprasangat | na hi yugapat svatantryena pra-
tibhasamanayoh kificid grahyam kimcid grahakam iti pratiniyamakara-
nam (O) pasyamah | aham niladikam vedmity api kalpanamatram eva |
svatantryenantarbahihpratibhasamananam pratiteh svialatantranubha-
vaprakasanaparo (O) va sarva evayam grahakadivikalpaprabandhah |
parasparaparigrahavyapararahitesv eva pratibhasamanesu bhavat | tan
na kificit kasya[27r2]cid grahakan nama | | tatha caha | | na hi subhute
dharmo dharmam janatiti vistarah | yat toktam ity api rapletani dva-

trapeksaya kvacit pudgaladidesanavad ity adosa iti | |

112.3 tad iyata grahyagrahakasadhakaprama(O)naniraso darsi-
tah [ § [

113.0 idanim badhakapramanenarthanam asatvad vijhaptimatralal-
tam khyapayletann aha || § | | ekan na [27r3] cetyadi | |

113.1 ayam abhiprayah | bahyamil? vastv artho gunadravyaedibhe-
dena bahueprakarah parair tpavarnnyate | tatra gunanan dharma(O)-
nam asrayo dravyam tannisedhenaiva te samulam unmaulita bhavantiti
na prthalkalg dasanam abhidhiyate | na casati samavayini samavaya
iti (O) | taddusanam api nakhyayate | dravyan ca prthivy ap tejo va-
yur akasam kalo dig atma mana iti navavidham | tatratma’nantaram
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nira[27r4]karttavyah | akasam tu $abdagunam istam tac caikam iti sa-
manadesatvat | sarvasabdanam bhedena $rutir na syat | tatas ca sami-
padesa i(O)va vyavahitadesabhimato *pi $abdah $rayeta | na vanyo ’pity
ekantah | dikkajalayo$ caikatvat purvaparadipratyayayogah | syad e-
(O)tad upadhinam bhedenayam pratyayavibhaga iti | kim upadhinam
svatah paurvaparyam uta paratah | tatradye pakse tata eva tatpratitisi-
ddhe[27r5]r ni<h>prayojanav etau | dvitiye tu pakse yadi dikkalabhyam
eva tada tad evedam ekatvad anayor na samgacchati | anyata$ cet tada-
va(O)stham tayo vaiyarthyam | nitya$ cami vyomadikkalah sahakarisa-
hitye tadvithalrahe valabdhasvabhavabhedah katham kadacid eva sva-
karyam jana(O)yeyu | tatha hi || tesam $aktir aktir va ya svabhavena
samsthita | nityatvad acikitsyanam kas tam ksapayitum ksamah | anena
mano nira[27r6]stam | yugapajiananutpattya ca manovadinam mano
ni | na cai(O)tan manasi sati kadacid yujyate | tasman najal santy eva
vyomadayah | prthivyadayo ’vadisyante tapy avayaviparamanubhede-
na dvidha ka(O)lpitah | tatrapi navayavi san napi paramanavah | sa-
ntah tadubhayatrapi vacakasadbhavad iti | tad eva badhakam yathakra-
man kathaya[27r7]ti || ekam iti paramanurbhir dvyanukadikramena-
rabdham avayaviripam prasiddham | ghatadikam {nal ca eoge naiva-
sti rupa(O)der adyantumadhyadiprabhedenanyonyavirodhina dharme-
na sthulaikartparahitasyaiva drster hettwos tad anenaikajiianasamsargi-
vastupalambharu(O)po ‘nupalambho hetur uktah | bhaga eva hi bha-
sante sannivistas tatha tatha | tadvan anyah punar naiva nirvibhagah
prakasate || e[27v]]kasyavayavasya rage kampe va tatsamaveto py a-
vayavl raktah | kampamano va drSyeta | avayave ragah kampo va na-
vayaviniti cet | (O) sa tarhy arakto ’kampamano va dréyet | ekavayava-
varane ca tasyavrttau na sa dr$yeta | tadanavarane anavrtasya tasyopa-
labdheh prasango durvica(O)rah syat | iti bhedakatmakam viruddham
dharmadhyasan naiko ’vayavi bhavitum arhatity asadvyavaharavisaya-
tvam evasya praptakalam pa[27v2]syamah | idanim ekanisedhe cane-
karpam avasisyate | tac canekair anckaprakaram upakalpitam | ya-
tha vaibhasikaih saksad adhya(O)ksagocarah | vai$esikais tv avayavyara-
mbhakah | sautrantikai§ ca nityaparoksah pisacayamanah dar§ane sva-
karasamarppanapravanah pa(O)ramanava isyante | tatra tavat | vai-
bhasikakalpitaparamanun nirakarttum aha | | § | | paramanuso ’pitya-
di | yatha caikam stha[27v3]lam nasti tadvad anekam ca na bhavati |
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hetum aha | paramanu$o ’py adrster iri paramanurtpasya parasparavi-

viktasyanupalabdher i(O)ty arthah |

114.0 atha sthalam anyatha’nupapattya paramanvanumanam ity a-
ha || § | | niravayavetyadi | |

114.1 ayam abhiprayah | savayavatamvat paramano(O)nair drasta-
vyam | yugapad amsSair viraddhadigvarttibhih satkayogaditina viru-
ddhadharmasamsargina sthulasyeva nanatvaprasangat | nirava[27v4]-
yavatve cansalaksanavayavarahitatve sati ekasyaksanor anekaih parama-
nubhih parikarasya parivestanasyabhavah syat | (O) yatah paramanupa-
rivestane tasyadharottaracaturdikaparamanumadhyasino niyamena sa-
dansata’pattih | yo hy asya svabhavah parvaparama(O)nupratyasanno
ghatate | tayor ckadesatapatteh | evam hi purvaparamanusannihitah
tsvabhavo ’param paramanum pratyasided ya[27v5]di so *pi tatra syat |
pratyasattyabhave py abhimukhyamatre py ayam eva dosah | tatas ca
paramanumatrapindartpaprasangad bhu(O)mandaladirapapracayah |
kascid atra na hi syat | yad aha | samyuktam darade$astham naira-
ntaryavyavasthitam | ekanvabhimukham rapam yad anor madhyava-
rtti(O)na<h> | | anvantarabhimukhyena tad eva parikalpyate | pracayo
bhudharadinalmim evam sati na yujyata iti |

114.2 tasmad avasyan taya tayoh sva[27v6]bhavayor bhedo ’bhyupa-
gantavyah | yatha canayos tatha’dharottaradaksinottaraparamanupra-
tyasannanam svabhavanam bheda i(O)ti | sadansataiva paramaenor ba-
lad apatati | tada’ satkena yugapad yogat paramanoh sadansata sannam
samanadesatvat pinda(O)h syad anumatraka iti |

114.3 na caikasiddhav anekasya siddhir iti na santi paramanavah |

114.4 mimansakai§ ca navasyam iSyante parama[27v7|nava iti | na
paramanunirdkaranamatrena nirakrtah syad avayaviti nasya vyartham
dusanam |

114.5 astu tarhi vijhanamatrasva(O)bhavan jagat | tad apy ekam ane-
kam va rupa pragvan na ksamata iti | gaganabjam iva na sadvyavaha-

ram arhati <|> vastusato gatyantarabhavad ekaneka(O)yor an<y>anta-
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rena tena bhavyam | na ca tat tatha ghatata iti katham idam sadvyavaha-
ravisayam iti na janimah | athaikanekasvabhava[28rl]yogo vijiane na
sambhavatiti syat | sakarajhane bahyata ivaikanckartpavirahasya spa-
statvat | yatra hi lokasya bahyarthavya(O)vaharas tad eva sakaravadino
jhanam | tato oe yat tasya bahirbhavabadhakam tad evantarbhave piba-
dhakena hi sthilam ekam anekafl ca paramanurapam apa(O)kriyate |
vijianatmabhuta$ cayam akaro yady ekah sthalo yadi va’nekah parama-
nuso bhinna ubhayathapi barahirarthabhavi dasana[28r2]m asakyam
apagantum | na hi tad vijhanabahirbhavanibandhanadisana yena tad-
bhave na bhavet | murttinibandhanabadhakam namaurtte vijhanatma-
nity a(O)py asaram | niladyakaratayam vijiianasyapi murttatvat | ayam
eva hi desavitanavan akaro murttih | tad asya bahyatve murttisamjha na
tva iti na vidmabh |

114.6 syat matam yesam sakaram vijhanan tesam ayam astu dosah |
yesam tu nirakaram sukhadiripam tatvikam iti paksas tesam[28r3]m a-
yam ckanekaviyogah katham sangaccheta | atrabhidhiyate | tha praka-
satmakam vijianam na ca prakasamananiladivyatiriktah | (O) | tesam
prakasah svapne pisamvidyate na ca sukhadivat prakasamanasya nilader
alikata yujyate badhakasadbhavad iti cet | tad etad badhakam su(O)kha-
dau kena badhyate sukhader amurttatvat tadabhava iti cet | naitad asti |
tasyapi desavitanena prakasamanasya $akyapahnava[28r4]tvat. sranta-
sya hi yavanty angani payasi visanti tavatam vyapakam sukham upa-
jayamanam anubhuyate | napi tathanubhiyamana(O)m adesavitanam
nama | $arirasyapi tadbhavaprasangat | desavitane ca $ariravad asyapi
marttatvat | tad etad akaravan nikaram va vijianam bahi(O)rbhava-
virahitadisanan natikramatiti na prthag dusanam adritam acaryeneti |
pratipattavyam |

114.7 tat sthitam etanetad vijianamm api na [28r5] sadvyavaharam
arhatiti | tarhi jianajieyor asattvad asadripan tatvam iti syat | na sam-
vrttya yad vijiana samvrter aSakyapahnavatvat | (O) astitvanisedhan na-
stitvam baoglad ayatam iti cet | na astitvapurvakatvan nastitvasya | tad-
asiddhau tasyapy asiddheh | yad aha | | asti(O)tvapurvakam nasti | asti
nastitvapurvakam ato nasti na vaktavyam astitvam na ca kalpayed iti | |
napi sadasadatmatayobhayarapam sado [28r6] sadasator virodhat | na-
pisadasadbhyam anyad evanubhayasvabhavam | ubhayabahirbhutasya
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paryudastasya yogat | na kifcit tarhi (O) tattvam iti praptam | nanv e-
tatved eva tatvam yadu tatvarahitatvam nama | tat sthitam etac catuh-
kotivinirmuktam | vijiianam pratibhasate | iti tatvavidam (O) tatvan na
tatvam api tatvata iti |

114.8 tad uktam || jhanapadair astu tarhi vijiaptimatrasvabhavam
anasvaratmakam jagad ityady upakramya | na vi[28r7]jianasyakane-
kasvabhavavaidhuryat | tatha hi na tad ekam niladibhedenopalambha-
vaicitryat | ekavarnnasyapi dhavalader adi(O)madhyantabhedena prati-
bhasanat | arthakrityopayogabhedac ca | anekatvasya caitavanmatrala-
ksanatvat | napy anekam paramanukalpanam (O) sitadipratibhasabha-
go nama pratiteh | na caikanekavyatirekena prakarantaram asti | ana-
yor anyonyabhavasvabhavatvena [28v1] virodhat | nanu sarvatha nira-
tmakatve bhavanam kuto ’yam anubhuyamano rthakriyabheda iti cet |
avicaritaikatmanah purvapurvakalpa(O)namatrad eva tadanyasyaprati-
ter ity aveditam | astu tarhi bhavata eva satvam sarvabhavanalmim va-
stutvasyarthakriyalaksanatvad iti cet | tan na prati(O)bhasamatrena sa-
ttabhyupagame ’virodhat | yathoktakramena laksanav<i>v<e>kad eva
nairatmyam vyavasthapyate | na tu pratibhasamatrataya[28v2]py apa-
hnavad iti || yathaha | na hi subhite ‘nyad rapam | anya $anyata |
api tu ripam eva Sunyam rupalaksaneneti vistarah | ata e(O)va purva-
parabhedena samastasamvrtavastupratibhasamanatvan na nityatvam a-
sankaniyam | yat tu vijiaptimatram bho jinaputra yaduta traidhatu-
kam ity u(O)ktam tad utyantarbhavabhinivesinam bahirarthadhyavasa-
yanirasartham | tasmin sati sukhenaiva cittamatradhyavasayasyapi ni-
ra[28v3]karanasambhavat | tad avaha | cittamatram samasritya jiieya
bahyasvabhavata | tathatarambane sthitva cittamatram vyatikramed iti

©O) 1811

114.9 tad iyata badhakapramanasadbhavo darsitah | | § | |

115.0 tata$ ca badhakapramanabhavad badhakasadbhavac ca jieya-
disamastavastunairatmya (O) jagad idam kalpanamatranirmitasvabha-
vam ity upasamharann aha | | § | | tad grahakadityadi | |

115.1 tad ity antaropapattisamarthyato [28v4]| grahakadivirahad ga-
ndharvanagarasannibham | paramarthasannimittarahitatvena ca ka-
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Ipanasantatirupataya svatantrarupadikalpa(O)narupam sthavarajamga-
mam vastu |

116.0 nanu yady evam tatvam tada suddham eveti katham sansarah |
tadbhavat | vyavadanam ca katham bhaved iti sankayam aha || § ||
(O) atmetyadi | |

116.1 tatraiva catuhkotirahite cetasi | atmady aropya vikalpasantana-
karah samsarah suddhis tu moksah | | puna[28v5]r atmadyaropavipari-
tanairatmyasvarapamatranisthatvena vijiieya | ata evoktam | kalpana-
suddhau yatitavyam tatha hi ba(O)hirarthadhyavasatyalyt vikalpo bhra-
ntatvad bhavanukulah prakrtah | svarupamatranisthatvena bhrantatve-
navikalpatvat pratyaksarupah parisu(O)ddhah || tad uktam | kalpana-
lsv alpl svasamvittav ista narthe vikalpanad iti |

116.2 ragadayo py aropayanto dustacittasvarupani[28v6]sthah tad u-
ktam $riparamadye | | rago dvesa$ ca mohas ca traya ete visatan gatah |
visatvam upayanty ete visamena tu sevitah (O) | amrtatvam punar yanti
amrtatvaya sevita iti | tato vikalpam bahirarthadhyavasayadosad vyava-
rttya svarupe ‘vasthapayitum yogibhir ya(O)titavyam |

117.0 tasmad vikalpo pi svarape nirvikalpa eveti || svabhavasu-
ddha<h> sarvadharmah | tad aha || § | | na kascid ityadi | |

117.1 [28v7] kascid iti nirvanam idam samsaras tv ayam iyam samala-
vastha iyam tu nirmalavastha heyam idam upadeyam idam ityadir bhe-
(O)do viseso na ca naiva yuktah dharmatayeti tatvatah | | atropapattim
aha || § | | grahyetyadi | | ata evaryanagarjunapadair apy ukta(O)m |
nirvanail ca bhavas caiva dvayam etan na vidyate | parijianam bhava-
syaiva nirvanam iti kathyate | na samsarasya nirvanat kifici[29r1]d asti
visesanam !m it} | <na nirvanasya samsarat kificid asti visesanam iti | >

117.2 bhagavatapy uktam | ya subhute prthagjanatathata ya ca tatha-
gatatathata ckaivaityalaletyadi vistarah | (O)

118.0 atha yadi tatvatah $amabhavasvabhavanam na bhedah | ka-
tham tarhi grahyadyakrtivirahah sarvatrety abhidhiyate | | sarvasabdah
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witkilpalanekarthavisayah | (O) sa ca bhedabhave prayogan narhatity
asamkyaha | | § | | sarvan na cetyadi | |

118.1 samvrttya tu Samabhavasvabhavanam bhedo ’syeva ta[29r2]tah
samvrtavastupratibhasasvabhavo yah samkalpas tato ‘nyan na kificit sa-
rvan nama | vikalparopitabhedavisayah sarvva(O)sabdah | tad eva bhu-
te sarvatra tatvikabhedanisedhah pratipadyata ity arthah | evam cara-
caram ({lapi na tatpratibhasasvabhavasamkalpad anyat |

118.2 na (O) tv atmadar§anasya satyarthatve nairatmyabhavena bha-
vasadbhavad bhavasamasvabhavanam katham bhedabhava iti cet | tad
asat | | atmal29r3]darsanam hi dvividham | abhisamskarikam | saha-
jam ceti | tatra $ariradivyatiriktah subhasubhakarmakartta tatphalopa-
bho(O)kta nityo vibhu$ catmety atmabhidhayakaranadasastradyabhya-
sopajanitasamskarabhavam abhisamskarikam vai$esikadinam anadyavi-
(O)dyavasanavasad vijianam samtateh sthiragrahakadirapadhyavasay1
yo ’hampratyayas tadrapam tu sahajam satkayadarsanam sa[29r4]dha-
ranam prthagjananam | tatra prathame pakse na tavad atmanah sadha-
kam pramanam asti | na hi pratyaksenatma pratiyate caksuradi(O)vi-
jhananam rapadivisayapancakaniyatatvat | napy anumanena pratiya-
te | karyasvabhavalingabhavat nityaparoksanadesakalavyatire(O)kavi-
kalena atmana saha kasyacid anvayavyatirekatmakajanyajanakabhava-
siddheh | karyalingabhavat | dharmisattayas ca[29r5]siddhatvat | sva-
bhavalingayogat | na canyad vidhisadhanam ¢ lingam eee sambhavati
yenanumanam asya syat | a(O)nyena ca lingena bhavata sadhyavaptena
bhavyam | sadhasyatmanas ca kvacid asiddhe vyapakatvan niscayan na
tadvyaptitvam kasyacin ni§cetum $akya(O)ta iti n<a>sya kificil lingam
upapadyate |

118.3 nanuma bhic caksuradivijianam anumanam va sadhakam ma-
nasam ahampratyayartpam a[29r6]dhyaksam tv anmano niscayakam a-
sty evety asamkyaha | | § | | na ca cittad anyaityadi | | na ca cittad anyah
kascid atma(O)dir aham ity ahampratyayavisayah syat | sambhavet | a-
hampratyayasya Sariradivisayatvat | krsno ’ham sthulo *ham gacchamy
ahamm i(O)tyadi bahyakarenahampratyaya utpadyate | na casya $arl-
ravyatiriktasya taddharmah | krsnatvam sthulatvam va napi vibhor a-
mi[29r7]|rttasya murttadravyanuvidhayini gamanakriyopapanna
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118.4 na cayam manavake simhapratyaya iva bhokto yuktah | skha-
(O)lanabhavat | na castylati skhalane bhaktiparikalpana yukta | mu-
khyavyavaharastangamaprasangat |

118.5 tata<h> sthitam etad atmanah sa(O)dhakam pramanam nasti-
ti | sadvyavaharayogyata’stamgataiva badhakapramanasadbhavena tv
asyasatvam eva yuktam || [29v1] atma hi bhavan bodhartpo va syad
abodharupo va tatradye pakse caksuradivaiphalyaprasango ‘nivaryah |
na hi nitye ri(O)padyupalambhatmany atmani caksuradinam asti sapha-
lyam | abodhartpasyapy atmanah sadbhavam anupalambho badhate |

118.6 tatha hi yasya (O) vyatropalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupala-
mbhah | tasya tatrabhavo vyavaharttavyah | yatha’$vasirasi visana-
syopalabdhi[29v2]laksanaimipraptasya tv atmano ’'nupalambha<h>
$ariradav iti |

118.7 nanu $ariradyadhikaranatvam atmanas tadvadinam anistam e-
va || (O) yad aha | kasya va $arira atmiti | tathabhutasya ca tasya ni-
sedhe na kincid anistam | satyam | nasmabhir apy atradheyasya ni(O)-
sedhah kriyate | kin tu samsargena evam hi nisedhah sarvatranupala-
mbhena kriyate | ghatader api nisedhasya ca samsa[29v3]rgitvat | na
cadheya eva samsargl bhavati | anyatha bahyatmana’nadheyena sam-
sargabhavat | satmakatvam api $arira(O)der na syat | na ceha nise-
dhyasya Sariradikam | adhikaranatvenopattam | api tv anupalambha-
nisedhavyavaharayor iti na dosah | (O) nanv ayam anupalambho na ta-
vad upalambhabhavah | tasya sadhanatvayogat | napy ekajianasamsa-
rgivastvantaropalambhasvabhava[29v4]h kasyacid atmana sahaikajfia-
nasamsargabhavat | na ca bhinnajianavisayavastapalabdhirapas tasya-
bhavasiddhav anupayoga(O)t | upayoge $abdopalabdhir api rupabha-
vasadhakatvaprasangat | na ca gatyantaram asti | tat kimatma’yam a-
nupalambha iti na jama (O) ucyate | madhyama evatra pakso ’smakam
abhimatah | ahampratyayo hy atmavisayatvena paraih parikalpyate |
sa ca $arira[29v5]dikam alambamanah sphutataram anubhuyate | ata
$ariradikam evatmana saha ekajiianasamsargi bhavati na ca tadvyatiri-
kta(O)m aparam ahapratyayavisayabhutam anubhiatam astiti tadupala-
mbha eva tadupalambhah | nanu yadi $ariradivyatirikto smady arthah
pratitivisa(O)yo na sate mama $ariram iti na syat | asti caisa pratya-
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yah | tasmad asmadarthah | sariradivyatiriktah pratiyamana eva dra-
sta[29v6]vyah | tat kim ucyate | nopalabhyata iti | asad etat | asantam
api hi bhedam abhimanyamanah pratyayo jayate | ya(O)tha sunlapu-
trackasya $ariram iti | na ca pratyayamatram atopalambhah | kin tarhi
pratyaooeosksabhimatah pratyayah | na cayam e(O)va pratyaksapra-
tyayah | Silaputrakasariravyatirekapratyayad apratyaksad avisesat | ta-
davisistasya casya pratyaksata[29v7]yam tasyapi pratyaksataprasangat |
pratyaksato ya ca vyatiriktavastuvyavasthangatasamngat | yatha ca ma-
ma Sariradi(O)kam iti pratitih | tatha | mamatmety api bhalalvaty eva |
tad ayam devanam priyo ’smadarthavyatirekapratyayam anyam prama-
nayann avise(O)sad imam apirdi pramanayitum arhati | pramanayams
caparam apy atmanam vyavasthapayitum | athd’'mum pratyayam $ila-
pu[30rl]trakasariravyatirekapratyayapakse niksipati mama $ariradikam
ity evamatmanam api niksiped ity a bahuna | tasm<a>d avasthitam e-
tat | (O) abodhatmanam atmanam anupalambho na sahata iti |

118.8 tato ’satvam evasya yuktam iti sthitam |

118.9 atha sahajasatkayadarsana sakalalokasiddham ka(O)tham apa-
hnetum satyam ity asamkyaha | | § | | na ca cittad ityadi | | ayam abhi-
prayah | yathoktakramenalal jhatrjiieyadirapasaka[30r2]labhavabha-
van na ca cittad yathoktarapad anya kascit sthiragrahakadirapo *ham
ity ahamkaravisayah syat | sambhavet | atah kara(O)nat praguktacittam
evahamkaravisayah | tasmat sarvatha atmano ’bhavat | kesadivijiana-
syevatmadar$anasyasatyarthata | tato napi nai(O)ratmyabhave bhava-
sadbhavad bhavasamasvabhavanam bhedanisedhabhava iti |

119.0 abhedam eva yathoktam upalatpadayannaha | | § | | [30r3] yad
ropam ityadi | |

119.1 tena ca cittena yad ripam yad vastu pratipannam tac cittad ana-
ntarayukter bahir asiddham atas tasya nijarapam kim bhavatu ci(O)tta-
pratitaripad anyabhavat tad eva ripam yac cittena pratipannam tatas
ca vicaranlelam bheda | prasiddhau yac cittam abhedam manyate tac ci-
ttasyabhedamastiy(O)tir ya mananakriya tato hetoh sarvabhavanam a-
bhedena cetasa pratipannanam abhinnam eva nijam rapam | iti abhi-
nna[30r4|tvam eva tesam yuktisiddham bhavati |
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119.2 athava | yat sasvatam balaih pratipannam tasya yan nijam |
tatvikarapam abhrantair dhimadbhih (O) pratipannam tasya tad eva ni-
jam eva rupam lyasmal | yad yasmad evan tan tasmat | sarvesam $ama-
bhavasvabhavanam abhedasya $tunyataikartpatvena bhe(O)dabhavasya
mater avabodhad abhinnata sarvabhavanam |

119.3 tad uktam eko bhavah sarvabhavasvabhavah sarve bhava eka-
bhavasvabhava[30r5]h | eko bhavas tatvato yena drstah sarve bhavas
tatvatas tena drsta iti nagarjunapadair apy uktam | samvrtivyalaltircke-
na na tatva(O)m upalabhyate | samvrti Sinyalalta prokta stunyataiva hi
samvrtir itl |

120.0 sarvam na capi kimficid ity etat sphutayann aha || § | | abhad
ityadi (O) | |

120.1 abhatiti grahyataya pratibhasate | ya$ ca rapadirapo visayah |
yas$ canyah kascid ahamkaravisayo grahaka[30r6]rapah kalpanaya aspa-
dam asrayah | tasya tasya grahyasya grahakasya ca yo viyogo viyukta-
tvam nanatvan tasya viraha(O)t | no sarvam anyo’nyah vibhidyate | atas
ca no sarvam sarvan nama na kifcit paramarthatah §unyatamatrarupa-
tvat | nanatvan tu kalpanikam e(O)veti bhavah |

120.2 ata evacaryadignagenoktam | | prthagjananam ya jiianam pra-
krtivyavadanikam | uktan tad buddhaiddhai$abdena bo[30r7]dhisatva
yatha jina iti | ata eva ca paramadye pi sarvasatvas tathagatagarbhah
samantabhadramahabodhisatvasarvatmataye(O)ty uktam |

120.3 tasmat tatvato buddhabuddhatvasamatvad buddhan na bhedah
satvana samvrttyaiva bhedat | evan ca yat sambuddhikrtam akhilam ja-
gad ity uktam (O) tad uktam iti boddhavyam | svabhavasuddhatvaj jaga-
tah | paramarthabhyasante vikalpo visolddhaidhyah kalpanavasad bu-
ddhadi[30v1]bhedadhyaropadosat | evam eva sambuddhikrtanikhilaja-
gadantarbhavanan nijamantre | tadbindau ca visvasvabhavamandala-
cakravibhavana(O)m upapannam eveti vijiileyam | jiieyadyabhave sva-
pratibhasasyaiva tathotpadad iti sarvam sustham | | 2 | |
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Collation of the Tibetan Translation

In this chapter we present the Tibetan evidence, which oftentimes
prompted our emendations; however, we also disagree with it in almost
just as many cases. As we specify in the introduction, the Tibetan transla-
tion 1s based on a different, most likely earlier, recension of the text. What
we are trying to achieve here is to reconstruct an ‘editorial moment’, that
of the manuscript which stands behind all the Canonical prints (in other
words, the <fiwa lu Bstan “gyur of 1334): the non-extant "Phying ba stag rtse
(mid-17th cent.) witnessed by its descendants, the Peking print (P; 1724),
the Snar thang print (N; 1741-1742), and the Golden/Dga’ Idan man-
uscript (G; mid-18th cent.), as well as the Sde dge print (D; 1737-1744)
and its offshoot, the Co ne print (C; 1753-1754). This document was
almost certainly glossed, as many of the contaminations can be viewed
as having been erstwhile notes which made it into the main texts in the
hands of a careless editor. These glosses are not very sophisticated, but
convenient aids for a student. Many of the corrupt readings can be ex-
plained in the context of the Tibetan transmission (e.g. through dicta-
tion), but it is also very likely that the Zhwa lu manuscript itself was al-
ready laden with serious errors. Moreover, the translation, while in many
ways admirable and helpful, was far from perfect to begin with. We point
out some of these 1ssues in the second register. A complete assessment of
the Tibetan translation is beyond the scope of this volume.

Our text here is eclectic, because where Samantabhadra is quoting
two long passages from the Atmasadhandvatara—a feature lacking in the
recension behind the Tibetan—we supply the text from the Canonical
Tibetan translation of that text. This, the work of Santibhadra and Lhas
btsas of the Mgos/’Gos (ca. mid-11th cent.), is a less than mediocre trans-
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lation. We also supply the two Canonical translations of the root-text.
These too are very imperfect texts, essentially canonized rough drafts,
and we will not discuss their many errors. Some minor differences be-
tween the prints, such as the occasional shad, abbreviations, or the fluc-
tuation between f and du are not reported.

109.0 [C 27v4-27v5, D 27v5, G 369v2, N 294r5, P 307v5] da ni
snying ga’i zhes bya ba la sogs pa thams cad yongs su dag par
bya zhes bya ba’t mthar thug pa ’dis thig le’i rnal *byor brjod payinno | |

[(vss. 109-112 & 113-120 transmitted out of sequence) C 40v2—-40v3 &
39v7-40r4, D 40v1-40v4 & 39v7-40r4, G 56r3-5616 & 55r4-55v3, N
47r1-47r4 & 46r4—46v2, P 48r5-48r8 & 47v1-47v7]

kun du ’khrul pa spangs pa’i

snying gi ’od zer las byung thub dbang mtha’ yas kyi |
’gro ba ma' lus yang dag sangs rgyas byed pa

bzhi® yi sngags nang thim par bya | | 109

[C 33v4—34r4, D 33v5-34r5, G 46r5—47r2, N 38v1-39r2, P 39v1-40r3]

snying po’i ’od zer dpag med kyis sprul pa’i |
thub pas mi shes kun du nges bsal’ nas |

’gro ba ma lus rdzogs sangs rgyas byas te |

rang gi gsang sngags nang du chud par bya | | 109

109.1 [C27v5-27v7,D 27v5-27v7, G 369v2-369v5, N 294r5-29417,
P 307v5-307v8] ye shes sems dpa’i snying ga’i od kyis sprul pa
mtha’ yas pa’i thub pa’i dbang po gang dag yin pa de dag gisrdzogs
par sangs rgyas su byas pa dang | de nyid kyi phyir kun nas ’khrul
pa dang bral® bar gyur pa’i ’gro ba ma lus pa rang gi sngags te
ye shes sems dpa’i snying ga’i sngags la bsdus te | gzugs sogs rnam

'ma] CDGN, omitted P
bsal] CD, gsal GNP
*bral] CGNP, dral D

*Correctly: *gzhi.
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pa dag las nges* grol ba® zhes bya ba la sogs {pas brjod}” pa’i don
dran par byas nas sngags® kyi thig le’i rang bzhin rang gi yid
yongs su bsgom mo zhes bya ba’i don? to | |

110.0 [C27v7-28r1, D 27v7—28r2, G 369v5-370r1, N 294r7-294v2,
P 307v8-308r2] gal te phyi rol gyi don yod na ye shes sems dpa’i thugs
ka na gnas pa’i ral grila ’dug pa’i sa bon gyi lus su rdzogs pa’i sangs rgyas
su byas pa’i gro ba ma lus pa ji Itar nang du sdud | de grub na® ni thams
cad kyi rang bzhin can® gyi dkyil ’khor gyi ’khor lo rnam par bsgom pa
’thad par ’gyur ba yin no snyam pas don yod pa la sgrub byed ky1 tshad
ma med pa nyid re zhig brjod pa ni | gzugs sogs rnam pa zhes bya
ba la sogs pa’o | |

gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam par grol bas

mngon sum gyis ni mthong min de ’dzin pa |

gzung ba ’ga’ yang med de

gzhan yang yod pa ma yin ’brel ba ma mthong bas | | 110

gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam’ pa dang bral bas |

’dzin pa de ni mngon sum mthong mi nus |

gzung ba rnams kyang cung zad yod’ min la |
gzhan pa’i ’brel pa yis kyang mthong ba med | | 110

*nges] D, des CGNP

Srang bzhin can] GNP, rang bzhin CD
%rnam] CDNP, rnams G

7yod] CDP, yong GN

*This rendering (nges and its common corruption des, also see the lemma in 110.1)
mirrors the reading found in the Ms in 110.1 (r@padyakrtinirmuktam), which, however, must
be dismissed because it produces an unmetrical first pada in the arya verse.

"The bracketed portion was very likely an auxiliary gloss.

“The first element of the compound, san® (*dam pa’), is not mirrored.

4While it is possible that the translators read *ity arthah for iti sambandhah, the latter
is obviously the correct reading.

“This translation possibly reveals a genuine but inferior variant, *tatsiddhau for tad-
bindau.
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110.1 [C 28r1-28v6, D 28r2-28v6, G 370r1-371r2, N 294v2-295v1,
P 308r2-309r3] gzugs sogs rnam pa dag las nges® grol ba? zhes
bya ba ni gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa dang bral ba’o | | de ’dzin zhes bya
ba ni gzugs la sogs pa de ’dzin pa mngon sum gyis mthong ba med
la gzung ba ’ga’ zhig kyang mngon sum gyis mthong ba med’
kyi'? | *on kyang gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa can rang rig pa’i {mngon
sum gyis}? rang bzhin rnam par rtog pa med cing ma ’khrul pa’i mngon
sum nyid rab tu gsal bar zad do || gzung ba’i rang bzhin la sogs pa’i®
rnam par rtog pas bzor byas pa‘ yin no zhes *ongs pa’o® || ji skad du |

blo yis nyams myong bya gzhan med |
de yis* myong ba gzhan yod min |
gzung dang “dzin dang mu ldan phyir |
de ni de ltar rang bzhin® gsal | |

zhes gsungs pa’o | | de bzhin du |

blo bdag rnam par dbyer med kyang |
mithong ba phyin ct log rnams kyus |
gzung dang “dzin pa myong ba rnams |
tha dad beas bzhin riogs “gyur te | |

zhes gsungs so | |

gal te don shes pa’t myong ba ni chos ma yin nam | de ji ltar rig pa
po med par ’gyur | chos ni chos can la Itos'! par mthong ste | dper na
chos pa" 1a sogs pa bzhin no || des'? na myong ba’i bya ba *di la gdon
mi za bar!'® nyams su myong mkhan byed pa po gzhir gyur pa’i chos can

®nges] DGNP, des C
9med] CDGP, mod N
%kyi] DGNP, kyis C
"tos] CDNP, bltos G
2des] CD, de GNP

za bar] CDGP, za ba N

*Once again, a mirror of an unmetrical reading, see note to the lemma in 109.1.

"The bracketed portion is a contamination. This string could have been a gloss,
which at some point was inserted into the main text in the wrong place.

“This is a faulty translation, correctly: *gzung ba la sogs pa’ rang bzhin ni.

4This is a slightly free translation, more correct would have been a formulation sim-
ilar to *rnam par rtog pa’t bzo mkhan gyis byas pa.

“This perhaps mirrors of an older formulation by Samantabhadra, which ended the
sentence with *ity ayatam instead of i bhavah.

fPerhaps *de yi would have been more faithful to the original.

$Again, *rang nyid would have been a better choice.

"This must be an old corruption of *#shos pa.
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’ga’ zhig yod dgos so | |* de gzugs la sogs pa’i yul can yin pa’i phyir na
phyi rol® yang ’grub bo || des na rjes su dpag pa’am don gyi go bas
gzung ba dang ’dzin pa grub pa yin pas de ji ltar bkag snyam du dgongs
nas gzhan gyis kyang ma yin *brel pa mthong ba med phyir ro
zhes gsungs te | gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa las nges par grol ba®
gzung ba dang ’dzin pa mthong ba ma yin no zhes ’brel to | |

bsam pa ni °di yin te rjes su dpag pa don gyi go ba’am gzhan gyis nye
bar brtags pa’i tshad ma gzhan gyis kyang rang nyid kyis lkog tu gyur
pa’i don rtogs pa ni ma yin te | mngon sum du gyur ba’i phyir ro | |
’brel pa gzhan las kyang ma yin te |4 thams cad las thams cad rtogs par
thal ba’i phyir'* ro | | *brel pa yang de’i bdag nyid dang de las byung ba
dag las mi ’khrul pa dang Idan pa gzhan ni yod pa ma yin no || de la
de’i bdag nyid kyi ’brel pa khas len na chos dang chos can dag dngos po
la gcig kho na yin pa’i phyir gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa can gyi'> myong
ba® nyid ’ba’ zhig yod pa yin la ’dzin par byed pa la sogs pa’i dbye ba ni
ldog pa’t rgyu mtshan can yin pa’i phyir rtogs pa po’i zhen pa’i dbang
gis brtags pa kho na yin pa’i phyir yang dag par rtogs pa yin no | | de las
byung ba’i *brel pa yang' nges par byed pa’i® mngon sum dang mi dmigs
pa srid pa ma yin te chos can *dzin pa po la Ikog tu gyur pa® ni de dag
yod par mi ’os pa des na de las byung ba’ang srid pa ma yin no | | gzugs

"phyir] DGNP, phyar C
Pgyi] GNP, gyis CD

*The sentence sa eva ca grahaka ucyate is not translated. This could be an omission, but
it could also be the case that the text in front of the Tibetan translators did not contain
the sentence and that it was an addition in Samantabhadra’s later version.

"This is obviously rendering a misreading/ corruption, *bahyam for grahyam. Gram-
matically, ‘an external [object]’ would make sense, but this does not fit the argument.

“Once again, a rendering of an unmetrical reading, already seen in 109.1 and 110.1.

4This seems to be a faulty translation; alternatively, there was a loss in the transmis-
sion (as *%brel pa med pa’t phyir could make sense).

“This seems to be a misunderstanding of the translators: the statement ‘awareness of
the image, such as visual form, etc.” was interpreted as ‘awareness of that which possesses
the image, such as visual form, etc.’

"The word °abhyupagame is not translated.

8The first member of the compound, tan® (*de; spelt as tam in the Ms) is not translated.

"This seems to be a garbled translation; more correctly: *lkog tu gyur pa’i chos can “dzin

pa po la.
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la sogs pa’i shes pa {gzhan du}® mi ’thad pas'® gzugs la sogs pa bzhin
du® *dzin pa po rjes su dpag par bya ba yang ma yin te | rgyu’i tshogs
snga ma snga ma'!’ tsam gyis gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa can gyi'® shes
pa skyed pa’id phyir ro || de Ita na yang rgyu mtshan gzhan khas len
na thug pa med par thal ba’i nyes pa bsal bar dka’o | | des na gzung ba
dang ’dzin pa dang rig pa’i dbye ba ni dngos po ma yin no || chos® la
sogs pa ni don dam par de lta de ltar skyes pa’i don! gyi rang bzhin nyid
la Idog pa tsam gyis brtags pa’i tha dad pa yin no | | de la yang dngos po
nyid du bya ba dang byed pa po tha dad pa’i chos dang | chos can yod
panimayinno ||

111.0 [C 28v6-28v7, D 28v7—29rl, G 371r2-371r4, N 295v1-295v2,
P 309r3-309r5] myong ba las gzhan pa’i ’dzin pa po med mod | nang
du yang dag par myong bar ’gyur ba’i bde ba la sogs pa de nyid ni phy1
rol na gnas pa’i gzugs la sogs pa® ’dzin pa yin par yang dag par myong
ba yin pa des na ji ltar gnyis su med par ’grub snyam du dogs pa la brjod
pa ni bde sogs la ni zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

sim pa la sogs rang gi las kyang'’

’ga’ yang ma mthong de yongs bzung?’ bas na |

dus gcig’! *brel par gyur pa

gzugs la sogs pabzhin du de”? dag gzung ’dzinmed | | 111

bde sogs de ni yongs su ’dzin pa ni |

%thad pas] CDGP, ’thad pa’i N

snga ma snga ma] GNP, snga ma CD
Bgvi] CD, gyis GNP

kyang] CD, kyi GNP

“bzung] CDGP, gzung N

gcig] CDNP, cig G

22de¢] CDG Thn, de de P

“The bracketed portion seems to be a misplaced gloss. It would be more apposite
for it to stand at the beginning of the sentence, as this is the opening of a new/alternative
argument.

This renders *ijpadivad, not caksuradivad, and does not make good sense.

“See six notes above.

4This translation is somewhat odd; the correct one would be the non-causative *skyes
pa’i.

“Once again an old corruption of */shos.

"While don is perhaps not impossible for padartha, *dngos po would have been a more
apposite translation.

8The word °@kara® within the compound is not translated.
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bya ba ’ga’ yang yod par ma mthong ste |
cig car shes pa’i phyir na gzugs sogs bzhin |
’di dag ’dzin pa por ni yod ma yin | | 111

111.1  [C 28v7-29v1, D 29r1-29v1, G 371r4-371v6, N 295v2—-296r4,
P 309r5-309v7] bde ba la sogs pa myong ba la ni gzugs la sogs pa de
dag ’dzin par byed pa la® ’ga’ yang mthong ba med do | | gang gi
phyir bde ba la sogs pa {rab tu ’jug pa} ni gzugs la sogs pa dang?® lhan
cig {gcig pa} nyid du rtogs pa” de’i phyir gzugs la sogs pa bzhin
du ’dzin pa ma yin par ‘thad pa yin no | | ji ltar gzugs la sogs pa cig car
rtogs pa nyid kyis g.yas g.yon gyi rwa ltar phan gdags®* par bya ba dang
phan *dogs par byed pa med pa’i phyir bde ba la sogs pa ’dzin pa ma yin
pa bzhin du (!) bde ba la sogs pa yang gzugs la sogs pa ’dzin par byed
pa ma yin te | lhan cig dmigs pa nges? pa’i phyir tha dad pa med pa
kho na’o | | tha dad pa ni mthong ba phyin ci log pa rnams kyis mthong
ba yin te zla ba tha dad pa med pa {mthong ba}¢ bzhin no zhes dgongs
so | | de skad du |

nang gi yongs geod *® cha gzhan “di |
phyt rol lta bur gnas pa ste |

tha dad med can shes pa yi |

tha dad snang ba bslad pa yin | |

zhes gsungs so | | gal te shes pa bskyed?’ par byed pa yin pa nyid kyis
gzugs la sogs pa sngar nye bar gnas pa la phyis bde ba la sogs pa myong
ba skye ba ma yin nam | des na jiltar | cig car rtogs pa yin zhe na | ’di
la brjod pa re zhig gal te Bye brag?® tu smra ba’i ’dod pas rnam pa med

»dang] GNP, dang | CD

*gdags] CDNP, gdag G

P nges] CDNP, des G

®yongs gcod] GNP, longs spyod CD
T hskyed] CGNP, skyed D

®hye brag] CDGP, bye breg N

*This is a corruption in the Tibetan transmission; the correct original must have
read *dzin par byed pa’i las.

"The bracketed portion must have been a gloss.

“The bracketed word was very likely an explanatory gloss for the terse formulation.
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pa’i rnam par shes pa?? de las byung ba’i ’brel pa las rnam pa dang ldan
pa’i don ’dzin par ’dod pa de’i* rtogs pa tsam don thams cad la khyad
par med pa’’ nyid kyis ’di ni sngon po’i rtogs pa’am ser po’i rtogs pa yin
no zhes rtogs pa so sor nges pa med pa’i phyir tshon rtsi bya ba don du
gnyer ba sngon po la sogs pa la nges par ’jug par mi ’gyur ro | | des na
don rig pa ni shin tu chos med” do || ’on te?! Mdo sde pa’i lugs kyis
rnam pa dang ldan pa’i rnam par shes pas bskyed®? par byed pa’i don
gyl skad cig sngar yod pa de las byung ba las ’dzin par ’dod pa de’i tshe
skad cig ma nyid kyis shes pa’t dus na skyed par byed pa’i don® med pa’i
phyir dang rnam pa gnyis myong ba med pa’i phyir shes pa’i rnam pa
’ba’ zhig kho na rig pa’i phyir don gyi rang bzhin ni nam mkha’i me tog
las khyad par med pa’i phyir ji Itar don khas len |

1112 {no Tib.}

111.3  [C29vI-29v4, D 29v1-29v3, G 371v6-372r5, N 296r4—296v1,
P 309v7-310r4] ’on te rmi lam la sogs par yang yul gzhan du mthong
ba’i phyir phyi rol nyid rgyu mtshan yin te | ji skad du |

rmi sogs shes las tha dad du |
phyt rol don med “dod ma yin |
kun du dmags pa la “khrul pa® |
yul dang dus gzhan bdag nyid yin | |

¥shes pa] CD, shes pas GNP

%khyad par med pa] CDGN, khyad med pa P
*on t] CDGP, *on te ma N

2hskyed] GNP, skyed CD

“In light of the Sanskrit and that of the required meaning, a */she must have dropped
out here.

"This unanimous reading is a corruption of *ches med.

“More correctly, *don gyi skad cig; more likely a loss in the Tibetan transmission and
not a mirror of a genuine reading,

4The particle las must be a corruption of */a. The word choice for bahpam, tha dad du,
is unconventional and possibly even an error.

“This formulation mirrors the reading of the Ms (sarvatralambane bhrantam); this
learned error is discussed in the translation.
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zhes brjod payinno | | des najiltar rmilam la sogs pa’i dpe sad pa’i gnas
skabs su *byung ba’i rnam par shes pa® yul la sogs pa nges pa®® brjod ce
na | de ni ma yin te | rmi lam la sogs pa’i shes pa la dmigs pa mi ’thad
pa’i phyir ro | | de ltar” *dzin pa’i rang bzhin nam dran pa’i rang bzhin
zhig yin | de la re zhig ’dzin pa ni ma yin te | ’dzin pa ni sngon gyi ’dzin
pa la mi ltos** pa’i phyir ro | |¢ sngon mthong ba’i yul *dzin pas ni so sor
nges par mi gyur te mthong ba gzhan bzhin no | |9 *di ni dran pa’i rang
bzhin du yang mi ’thad de | rnam par rtog pa med pa’i phyir dang | lta
ba’i® yul can yin pa’i phyir dang | gsal bar snang ba’i phyir ro | | des na
yul gzhan du mthong ba la sogs pa’i dngos po’i yul® ji ltar yin pa mi shes
o ||

111.4  [C 29v4-30r7, D 29v5-30r7, G 372r5-373r4, N 296v1—297r4,
P 310r4-311r2] ’on te de rgyu mtshan yin du chug kyang yul la sogs pa
nges pa ni rgyu mtshan des byed par" mi nus so | | gal te yul la sogs pa
gang du phyi rol nye ba de nyid rmi lam du yang snang na de ni de’i rgyu
mtshan du ’gyur ba zhig na | de Itar na mi srid de bslu®* ba med par thal
pa’i phyir ro | | de dang bral ba ’ga’ zhig kho nar de snang na ni *di*®
rgyur 'thad pa ma yin no | | gal te de’i rang bzhin du bral bar snang bar
byed na ni khyad par med pa’i phyir gang yang rung bar byed par ’gyur

ro || thun mong ba’i*’ don med kyang rgyud®® nges pa med par skye

% nges pa] GNP, nges par D, des par C
tos] CD, bltos GNP

%bslu] GNP, slu CD

36°di] CDNP, *dir G

*’mong ba’i]l DGNP, mongs pa’i C
%rgyud] GNP, rgyu CD

*Correctly: *shes pa’i or *shes pa la.

"This is not an apposite translation of tad dhi.

“Here the translators misunderstood the logical structure of the sentence. Alterna-
tively, a corrector added the sentence closer in error.

dPossibly prompted by a misunderstanding of the argument (see note above), this
sentence seems garbled.

“A corruption of *da lta ba’:.

fPerhaps more correctly: *de’i yul gzhan la sogs par mthong ba’i.

$Perhaps more correctly: *dngos po’i yul can nyid?

"Something must have dropped out here; we propose *go byed par.
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ba ni gang gi tshe gnyis® kyis*’ rmi lam mtshungs par dmigs pa’am |
’khrul pa’i shes pa can mang po rnams la skra la sogs pa snang ba bzhin
no | | de bzhin du phyi rol gyi don med kyang don byed pa ni rmi lam
du dmigs pa kho na’o | | jiltar sad pa’i gnas skabs na bud med kyi rgyu
mtshan can gyi bde ba la sogs pa dang de dang "brel pa {sa bon}* byung
ba la sogs pa’i don bya ba*! dngos su myong ba de kho na bzhin du rmi
lam gyi gnas skabs su yang yin no | | de’i phyir ji ltar rmi lam la sogs par
phyi rol gyi don med par yul nges pa la sogs par ’gyur ba de bzhin du
sad pa’i gnas skabs su yang ’gyur ba gang gis zil gyis mnan | ji skad du |

“oa’ yi nang gi bag chags ni |

‘ea’ zhig nyid kyis zad® byed pa |

de phyir blo ni rnam** nges kyi*> © |
phyi ol don ltos ™ ma yin no | |

zhes gsungs pas so | | des na* rig pa la phyi rol gyi rgyu mtshan med pa
na'® gzugs la sogs pa dang | bde ba la sogs pa dag snga phyir gyur pas
cig car rtogs pa dang bral ba’i nyes pa brjod pa ji Itar thad par ’gyur ba
ni mi shes so | |

gal te cig car rtogs pa yin yang | gzugs la sogs pa’’ ’dzin par byed
par nges par byas pa’i bde ba la sogs pa’i ’dzin pa kho na yin la | gzugs
la sogs pa’i don rtogs pa¥ thams cad la thun mong*® ma yin pa® nyid kyis
gzung ba kho na yin te | rgyu’i tshogs snga ma snga ma nyid las yul dang
shes pa’i skad cig rnams gzung ba dang ’dzin pa nyid du skyed nges pa’i
phyir ji Itar gzung ba dang *dzin pa *chol bar gyur zhe na | *di la! snying

gnyis] GNP, gnyid CD

“kyis] GNP, kyi CD

*'bya ba] GNP, bya ba la CD
rnam] DGNP, rnams C

kyi] NGP, kyis CD

*ltos] CD, bltos GNP

#des na] GNP, de na CD

*na ] GN, ni CDP

“pa] DGNP, par C

*thun mong] CD GP, thun mongs N

“The bracketed word seems to be an auxiliary gloss to disambiguate *hyung ba, which
by itself has the same meaning, but this is not always clear.

P All Canons transmit zad, which must be an old corruption of sad.

“Correctly: *blo yi rnam nges ni.

9Very likely a corruption of *rtogs pa po.

“This rendering mirrors *pratipattrasadharanatvena, which does not fit the argument.

"Perhaps a corruption of *i yang.
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po ye® med de | gang gi phyir rnam par rtog pa med pa’i {phyir}* bdag
nyid mngon sum la ni {sngon po la sogs pa’i rnam pa bzhin du}® gzung
ba dang ’dzin pa nyid dam sngon po’i thun mong ba nyid ni snang ba
med do | | sngon po rtogs pa po gzhan gyis blta bar bya ba nyid ni mngon
sum gyis rtogs par byed pa ma yin te | gzhan gyis rtogs pa yang mngon
sum nyid du thal ba’i phyir ro | | spu langs pa la sogs pa’i rtags las skyes
pa’irjes su dpag pas rtogs par bya ba yang ma yin te | de’i yul ni spyi yin
pa’t phyir ro | | des na thun mong ma yin pa’i gzugs la sogs pa dus gcig
tu rtogs pa ni shes pa kho na yin te | yul rung ba®® na gnas pas ma shes
pa rang gi shes pa yin pa’i phyir ro | |

112.0 [C 30r7-30vl, D 30r7-30vl, G 373r4, N 297r4-297r5, P
311r2-311r3] gal te phyi rol gyi don ni skad cig ma yin pa yan lag can la
sogs pa’i rang bzhin gcig pa kho na t...1¢ ma yin nam zhes dogs pa la!
brjod pa®? ni dkar po la sogs pa’o | |

dkar po la sogs gang gis dang por mthong ba

de nyid dus gzhan mthong ba min |

de gnyis phan tshun du yang mi mthun phyir na
rtag tu sim la sogs pa bzhin | | 112

dkar po la sogs gang zhig mthong ba rnams |

de nyid dus gzhan dag tu mthong mi ’gyur |

’di nyid rtag tu gcig la gcig ’gal ba |

yin phyir bde ba la sogs dag dang mtshungs | | 112

*ve] CD GP,le N

*’rung ba] GNP, rung bas CD

! dogs pa la] DGNP, dogs la C

hrjod pa] CD, brjod pa brjod pa GNP (dittography)

“This second phyir does not fit the context and must be dismissed.

"The bracketed portion is either an auxiliary gloss or a trace of an older formulation
by Samantabhadra; alternatively, it mirrors something that was lost in our Ms.

“There seems to be a significant omission here, corresponding to tasya pirva-
parakalasthayitvat, sadharanatvam apy anumanena vyiiayata iti. Either some loss occurred in the
Tibetan transmission or the present translation preserves an older, simpler formulation
by the author.
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112.1  [C 30v1-30v4, D 30v1-30v4, G 373r4-373v1, N 297r5-297v]1,
P 311r3-311r7] dkar po la sogs pa ste gzugs dkar ba la sogs pa®
mthong ba ste |mngon sum gyis rtogs pa gang yin pa de nyid ni
des® gzhan snga ma’am phyi ma dag tu mthong ba med do | | snga
phyi stong pa nyid® mthong ba yin no zhes bya ba’i don to | | gtan tshigs
bshad pa mthong zin pa dang | mthong ba’am mthong bzhin pa dang
mthong bar ’gyur ba ’di dag ni rtag tu phan tshun du gcig la gcig
bde ba la sogs pa bzhin du ’gal ba’i phyir ro | | mig la sogs pa’i
rnam par shes pa ni nye bar gnas pa da ltar ba tsam ’dzin par byed pa
yin te | de lta ma yin na thag ring ba dang bar chod pa la sogs pa dang |
’das pa dang | ma ’ongs pa dang | byis ba dang | rgan pa la sogs pa
yang cig car ’dzin par thal ba bzlog® dka’ bar *gyur ro | |

112.2 [No Tib.; here added from C52v3-53r3, D1860 52v3-53r4, G
74r5-75r2, N62r1-62v3, P2723 63r7-64r2] gzugs la sogs pa’t ngo bo nyid
du so sor snang bar gyur pa ma_yin nam ji ltar na rnam par riog pa tsam gyi bdag
nyid “khor bar “eyur zhe na | ma yin te | gzugs la sogs pa rtogs®* pa’i yul nyid du ma

4 par gzhan gzung ba’am |

grub pa ste | gzugs la sogs pa so sor snang ba ma rtogs
de®® “dzin pa cung zad kyang dmigs su med pa’i phyir 10 | | yul rtogs par gyur pa
ma yin par yang rang gi ngo bo yod pa’i tha snyad kyi yul mi *grub ste | shin tu thal
bar “gyur ba’i phyir o | | de dang *brel pa’i dngos po gzhan rtogs pas®’ de rtogs par
“oyur ba yang ma yin te | “ga’ zhig mngon sum gyt bdag nyid las shin tu “das pa la
“brel pa rab tu ma grub pa’t phyir ro | | nang du so sor snang bar gyur pa rang gi
bde ba la sogs pa’t snang ba ni “dzin pa nyid yin la | sngon po la sogs pa de las phyi
10l gyi°® gzugs nyid du rtogs™ pa’i mishan nyid ni gzung ba yin no zhe na | ma yin

»hzlog] CDNP, zlog G

rtogs] CD, rtog GNP

Prtogs] CDGP, rtog N

*de] CGNP, da D

rtogs pas] CDNP, rtogs pa G

% phyi rol gyi] CDGN, phyir gyi P
Prtogs] CDGP, rtog N

*The word ¢kam (eka® in the Ms) is not mirrored.

"The unanimous reading des must be a corruption of dus.

“This is a most unusual translation of parvaparariparahitam eva.

4The reading of N is evidently a secondary corruption, whereas rtogs should be cor-
rected to *gtogs.
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te | sngon po la sogs pa la® bde ba la sogs pa’i byed pa ma grub pa’i phyir ro | |
rtogs®" pa’i byed pa med par yang “dzin pa zhes bya ba de lta na ni | phyi rol gyi
gzugs la sogs pa yang “dzin pa nyid du thal bar “gyur ba’ phyir ro | | cig car rang
dbang nyid®® du so sor snang ba dag ni | cung zhig ni gzung ba | cung zhig ni “dzin
pa’o® zhes so sor nges pa’i rnam pa ni ma mthong ngo | | bdag ni sngon po la sogs
pa rig pa’o zhes bya ba yang rnam par rtog pa tsam nyid de |°* phyi dang nang nyid
du rang dags so sor snang ba rnams khong du chud pa’t phyir ro | | “dzin pa la sogs
pa rnam par rtog pa’t rgyun “di thams cad nyid ni rang dbang du nyams su myong ba
rab tu ston pa la gzhol® ba yin te | so sor snang ba rnams geig la geig yongs su “dzin
pa’t byed pa dang bral ba’t dngos po nyid yin pa’i phyir vo | | de lta bas na ‘ea’ zhig
la ‘ga’ zhig gis “dzin pa zhes bya ba ni ma yin no | | de ltar yang Rab *byor chos kyis
chos yongs su shes pa ni ma yin no | | zhes bya ba rgyas par gsungs pa yin no | |
gang yang gzung ba ni shes pa gnyis kyis shes par byed do%® zhes bya ba la sogs pa
gsungs pa de dang de ni gzugs la sogs pa zhen pa tsam la ltos®” nas la lar gang zag
la sogs pa bstan pa dang “dra bas nyes pa med do | |

112.3 [C 30v4, D 30v4, G 373v1-373v2, N 297v1, P 311r7] de ltar *di

yan chad kyis ni gzung ba dang ’dzin pa sgrub pa’i tshad ma bkag pas®
bstan to | |

113.0 [C30v4, D 30v4, G 373v2, N 297v1-297v2, P 311r7-311r8] da
ni gnod pa can gyi tshad ma las don rnams med pa’i phyir rnam par rig
pa tsam ston pas brjod pa ni thog ma tha® zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

gzugs la sogs pa gcig min

la sogs pa la] CD, la sogs pa GNP
®1rtogs] GP, rtog CDN

2nyid] DGNP, nyad C

%pa’o] CD, pa’o | | GNP

%de |1 CD, do | | GNP

%g7hol] CDNP, gzhal G

%do] CDGP, pa N

tos] CDP, bltos GN

“In light of the Skt. the instrumental is not justified, therefore this reading seems to
be a corruption of *bkag pa.

There seems to be a ma missing here. The lemma is cited in the correct form in
paragraph 113.1.
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rdul phran cha yang ma mthong |
du ma’i gzugs kyang ma yin
zhes pa’ang de bzhin no | | 113

thog mtha’ la sogs bye brag snang bas na |
gzugs la sogs pa ’di dag gcig ma yin |

phra rab rnams kyang mthong ba ma yin pas |
du ma’i gzugs su min pa’ang de dang ’dra | | 113

113.1 [C30v4-31v7,D 30vd5-31v7, G 373v2-375r5, N 297v2-298v7,
P 311r8-312v8] bsam pa ni ’di yin te | phyi rol gyi don® ni yon tan dang
rdzas la sogs pa’i dbye bas rnam pa mang por®® pha rol po rnams kyis
brtags pa yin no | | de la yon tan la sogs pa chos rnams kyi rten ni rdzas
yin pas de bkag pa’i® P de dag rtsa ba dang bcas pa {du ma} phyung’®

bar *gyur ro || des na logs su sun *byin pa ma brjod de | du ma yang?

’du ba can med par ma yin pa des na de’i lugs su’! ¢ sun *byin pa mi

brjod do || rdzas kyang sa dang | chu dang | me dang | rlung dang |
nam mkha’ dang | dus dang | phyogs dang | bdag dang | yid ces bya ba
rnam pa dgu yin no | | de la bdag ni de ma thag’? tu bsam par' bya’o | |

% mang por] GNP, mang pos CD
%bkag pa’i] GNP, bkag pa’i rdzas CD
"bhyung] GNP, *byung CD

ugs su] CD, lugs GNP

2thag] CDNP, thags G

“The lemma corresponding to vastu is omitted, unless don here stands for it, in which
case the gloss artho is missing.

"The readings of C and D can be dismissed, while those of N and P are very likely
a corruption of *bkag pas.

“The bracketed word does not make good sense in its present place. This was per-
haps an erstwhile gloss to some other word or portion in the present paragraph. The
most likely candidate would be the passage discussing samavaya, which is normally ren-
dered with “du ba. However, unless we are dealing with a corruption of the standard form,
it is possible that the translators did use du ma for rendering this concept, see the note
immediately below.

9Normally samavaya is “du ba.

“The original reading must have been *logs su; this reading is therefore a corruption
in the Tibetan transmission.

*While this reading is not impossible and even apposite, it is more likely that it is a
corruption of bsal bar.
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sgra yang nam mkha’i {rang bzhin gyi} yon tan can du 'dod do | |? de
yang ci” yin pas mtshungs pa’i® phyir na sgra’® thams cad tha dad par
thos par mi *gyur ro | | des na {rang dang}9 nye ba’i yul bzhin du bar
chod pa’i yul du mngon par *dod par yang® sgra grags pa’* thos par *gyur
ba’am gzhan du yang mi ’gyur ro zhes pa ni gcig tu nges pa yin no | |
phyogs dang yul’ dag kyang gcig yin pa’i phyir na snga ma dang phyi ma
la sogs pa’i rkyen du mi ’thad do | |

’di snyam du rnam par dbye ba ’di ni khyad par du byed pa rnams
tha dad pas yin no | |2 ci khyad par du byed pa dag gi" snga ma dang
phyi ma rang las yin nam ’on te gzhan las yin | de la phyogs dang po ltar
na de nyid las rtogs pa de grub pa’i phyir de dag don med do | | phyogs
gnyis pa ltar na yang gal te phyogs dang yul' dag kho na las yin na de ni
de’i tshe geig yin pa’i phyir na {’di nyid kyi tshe "gyur ba”™} de dag ml
thad do | |! gzhan yang yin no zhe na | de dag don med pa por ’jug’®
go ||

nam mkha’ dang phyogs dang yul® °di rnams ni rtag pa yin pas lhan
cig byed pa dang ldan pa’am | de dang bral ba yang rung ste | rang
bzhin gyi khyad par ma thob par rang gi ’bras bu res ’ga’ kho na skyed
par byed par’’ ji Itar *gyur | °di ltar |

Bsgra] CDGP, sga N

Tarags pa] CD, grags par GNP

7>gyur bas] GNP, *gyur ba CD

762ug] CD, dug GNP

77skyed par byed par| CD, bskyed byed par GNP

*Surely, the other way around, i.e., *nam mkha’ yang sgra’i yon tan can du “dod do? The
bracketed portion is out of place.

"The unanimous reading ¢i is a transmission corruption of *gcig.

“This reading too is corrupt. The original may have been something similar to *yin
pa na gnas mtshungs pa’s.

4The bracketed portion was probably an explanatory gloss.

“Once again we are dealing with a corruption in the Tibetan transmission; correctly:
*mng(m par “dod pa’.

"This reading is very puzzling; surely, we expect *dus and not _yul. Somewhat dis-
turbingly, this occurs at least once more in the text, see note below.

8This sentence is slightly corrupt. First, pratyaya® (*rtogs pa’) is not translated, but it
can be understood as implied. Second, there is probably a *ky: missing between rnams
and tha dad pas.

"This gi must be a corruption of the topic marker *ni.

'Once again yul for *dus, sce three notes above and two notes below.

IThe bracketed portion was probably an explanatory gloss.

*Together with the instances given five notes above and two notes above, this is the
third time where we have yul for *dus.
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de dag nus pa’am nus med pa |
ngo bo nyid kyis gang gnas ni |
rtag pa nyid phyir gso min na |
de zad bya phyir nus pa gang | |

zhes so | | *dis ni yid kyang bsal to | | yid smra’® ba rnams kyis yid *di ni
shes pa cig car mi skye ba las dpag par bya ba yin na | gar Ita ba la sogs
pa la rnam par shes pa cig car nyams su myong ba yin na | de Itar yin
na ni* nam yang mi ’thad par ’gyur ro | | des na nam mkha’ la sogs pa
ni med pa kho na’o | |

sa la sogs pa lus pa yin na de yang yan lag can dang rdul phra rab kyi
dbye bas rnam pa gnyis su brtags so | | de la” yan lag can yod pa ma yin
la rdul phra rab kyang med de”® | de gnyis ka la yang sgrub par byed pa
med pa’i phyir ro | | © de nyid la gnod par byed pa‘ rim pa ji Ita ba bzhin
du brjod?®” par byed pani | thog ma tha ma zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |
snam bu la sogs pa dag® ni rdul phra rab gnyis la sogs pas brtsams pa’i
rim®! gyis brtsams pa yan lag can gyi rang bzhin du rab tu grags par yod
pama yin no || {ci’i phyir zhe na |}’ gzugs la sogs pa ni thog ma
dang tha ma dang dbus la sogs pa’i dbye bas®? phan tshun gal ba’i
rang bzhin rags pa gcig dang bral ba kho nar mthong ba’i gtan tshigs
kyi phyir ro | | de ltar “dis ni shes pa gcig dang *dres pa’i®® {rang bzhin

"smra] CDP, sma GN
de] CDGP, do N
Obrjod]
Tg Tn P, rjod CD
8 rim] DGNP, rims C
8 dbye bas] CD, dbye ba N, dbye GP
#dres pa’i] CD, *dre ba’i GNP

“Very probably due to an eye-skip, the subject *yid dropped out; correctly we should
have: *de ltar yid yin na nz.

"More correctly in light of the Skt.: *de la yang. The loss of the yang is probably due
to an eye-skip, as the next word is yan lag.

“This mirrors *sadhakabhavat and not badhakasadbhavat, possibly the formulation of an
carlier draft by the author. In this recension, the latter reading is more apposite.

4This seems muddled; correctly: *onod par byed pa de nyid.

“This rendering is due to a misreading of the Skt. ghatadikam as *patadikam.

"The bracketed portion was very likely an auxiliary gloss in the Tibetan.
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gyi}® dngos po dmigs pa’i®* mtshan nyid can mi dmigs pa’i gtan tshigs
brjod do | |

de lta de ltar gnas “gyur ba’i |
cha shas “ba’ zhig snang ba ste |
de dang ldan pa cha med pa®™ |
gzhan ni snang ba yod ma yin | |

yan lag gcig kha bsgyur ram g.yo®® na’ang de la ’du ba’i yan lag can yang
kha bsgyur ba’am®’ g.yo ba mthong bar *gyur ro | | *on te yan lag kha

bsgyur ba dang g.yo ba yin gyi yan lag can ni ma yin no zhe na® | ‘o

na de kha bsgyur ba” dang mi g.yo bar®® mthong bar gyur ro || yan
lag gcig bsgribs pa na yang de mi mthong ba kho nar gyur ro | | de ma
bsgribs na ni dmigs par thal bar ’gyur ba bzlog dka’ bar "gyur ro | |©

de ltar tha dad pa’i bdag nyid can ’gal ba’i chos gnas pa’i phyir yan
lag can gcig yin par mi ’os pas na ’di ni”’ med pa’i tha snyad kyi yul du
’gyur ba’t dus la bab par mthong ngo | |

de Itar gcig bkag pas da ni du ma’i rang bzhin lus pa’! yin no | |
de yang du ma rnams kyis rnam pa du mar nye bar brtags te | dper na
Bye brag tu smra ba rnams kyis {dang po}9dngos su dbang po’i spyod
yul yin pa dang | Bye brag pa rnams kyis ni yan lag can rtsom par byed
pa nyid dang | Mdo sde pa rnams kyis? sha za ltar rtag tu lkog tu gyur

# dmigs pa’i] CDNP, dmigs dmigs pa’i G (dittography)
®med pa] CGNP, med ? D

%gvo] GNP, gyon CD

8 hsgyur ba’am] CD, bsgyur ’am GNP

2he na] CGNP, zhi na D

#g.v0 bar] CDNP, gyo ba G

9°di ni] CD, ’di na ’di ni GNP

9lus pa] CDNP, lus pa bzhan lus pa G

kyis] N, kyi CDGP

“The bracketed portion was an auxiliary gloss, specifying the object of the investi-
gation, the property (note that just above dharma was translated with rang bzhin).

PClorrectly: *kha mi bsgyur bar.

“In the last two sentences, lasyavriau and avrtasya are not mirrored. This might possi-
bly reflect another formulation or both are omissions due to a double corruption.

9The bracketed word seems like an auxiliary gloss out of place. Its original position
was probably at the beginning of the sentence (alternatively, the beginning of the next
sentence) to introduce the Vaibhasika view as the first of the three listed.
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RinSra

Collation of the Tibetan Translation

pa rang gi rnam par® gtod pa’ nus pa yin no zhes rdul phra rab’* *dod
paltabu’o | | delare zhig Bye brag tu smra bas brtags pa’i rdul phra rab
bsal ba’i phyir gsungs pa ni | phra rab rdul rnams zhes bya ba la sogs
pa’o || jiltar rags pa gcig med pa de bzhin du du ma nyid kyang
yod pa ma yin no || gtan tshigs brjod pa ni phra rab rdul rnams
mthong ba med pa’i phyir zhes bya ba’o | | rdul phra rab kyi rang
bzhin phan tshun tha dad pa ni mi dmigs pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba’i don
]

114.0 [C31v7,D 31v7-32rl, G 375r5, N 298v7, P 312v8] de ste rags
pa gzhan du mi ’thad par rdul phra rab rjes su dpog go zhe na | brjod
pani | rdul phran cha med yin na zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

yan lag med pa’i rdul phran nyid la

du ma’i rdul phra rab kyis” rjes ’brang med phyir dang |
sa yi’ dkyil ’khor la sogs gzugs kyi

dbye bas de la ’ga’ yang mi ’gyurro || 114

rdul phran cha shas’’ med pa nyid kyang ni |
phra rab du ma ’dus pa yod”® min pas |

sa yi dkyil ’khor la sogs rang bzhin te |

bsags pa ’ga’ yang ’dir ni med par ’gyur | | 114

114.1 [C 31v7-32r6, D 32r1-32r6, G 375r5-375v5, N 298v7—299r6,
P 313r1-313r8] bsam pa ni °di yin te | re zhig rdul phra rab rnams cha
shas” dang bcas par ni *dod par mi bya ste | cig car ’gal ba’i yul ni® gnas
pa {bcu po rnams dang} drug gis sbyar ba la sogs pa ’gal ba’i chos dang

PBgtod pa] CD, gtong ba GNP

%zhes rdul phra rab] CD, zhes phra rab GN, zhos phra rab P
Pkyis] GNP, kyi CD

%yi] CDGN, yid P

Yshas] DGN, shes CP

%yvod] GNP, yin CD

95has] CDNP, shes G

*Correctly: *rnam pa.

"More correctly: *phyogs la.

“This seems to be a slightly misplaced erstwhile gloss. Its more natural place would
have been after la sogs pa, as this is an alternative for the connection with six other atoms.
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ldan pas rags pa bzhin du du mar thal ba’i phyir ro || {rdul phran}?*
cha med yin na ste | yan lag gi mtshan nyid cha dang bral ba yin par
gyur na {du ma’i}” rdul phran du ma rnams kyis bskor ba ste |
du ma’i nang du bcug pa med par ’gyur ro || ’di Itar® rdul phra rab
kyis!?" bskor ba yin na steng dang ‘og phyogs bzhi’i rdul phra rab!! kyi
dbus na gnas pa de gdon mi za bar cha drug tu ’gyur te | °di’i rang bzhin
gang zhig rdul phra rab gzhan? dang nye ba de nyid du rdul phra rab de
las gzhan dang nye bar ni mi ’byor te'%? | de dag yul gcig par *gyur ba’i
phyir ro | | gal te de yang de na yod pa de Ita na | shar gyi rdul phra rab

dang nye ba’i rang bzhin nyid nub kyi rdul phra rab dang nye bar gnas

103f

par ’gyur ro | | nye bar gnas pa med pa na">' mngon du bltas pa tsam

105

la yang nyes pa!®® °di nyid yin no | | de’i phyir!® gong bu’i rang bzhin

rdul phra rab tsam du thal ba’i phyir ro | |® sa’i dkyil ’khor la sogs
rang bzhin gyis |" bsags pa ’ga’ yang ’di la med par ’gyur | | ji
skad du |

*byar ba dang ni bskor ba am |

bar med rnam par gnas kyang rung |
dbus gnas rdul phran rdul gcig la |
bltas pa’i rang bzhin gang yin pa | |
de nyid rdul phran gzhan dag la |

1Pkyis] CDNP, kyi G

% ydul phra rab] CD, rdul ? rab N, rdul rab GP
12¢¢] CD, ste GNP

" med pa na] CD, med na GNP

%yes pa] GNP, nye ba CD

105 de’i phyir] CD, de phyir GNP

“Clearly an explanatory gloss to aid the reader.

"The words ¢kasyanor are not translated or were lost in the transmission. The brack-
eted portion is a confusing gloss, as the words du ma also occur in the lemma.

“Perhaps more apposite would have been *gang phyir.

Less confusing would have been *shar gyi (as in the next sentence) or *snga ma’i.

“We can sympathize with the translators here as the syntax of the original sentence
1s indeed somewhat awkward.

The first api of this sentence is not translated.

$The translators seem to have failed to understand that this is an argument for what
follows and that therefore the sentence should not end here. Alternatively, 1o | | was
inserted by a well-meaning but inattentive corrector.

"The unanimous reading gyis | is a corruption of *gyi.
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gal te bltas par rlog"®® byed na |

de ltar yin na sa "dzin las |
sogs pa’i® rags""” pa mi *thad do | |

zhes gsungs so | |
114.2 {no Tib.}

114.3 [C 32r6, D 32r6, G 375v5-375v6, N 299r6, P 313r8] gcig ma
grub na du ma mi ’grub pa’i phyir rdul phra rab dag ni med pa kho
na’o | |

? [G32r6, D 32r6-32r7, G 375v5-375v6, N 299r6-299r7, P 313r8—
313v1] *dis'” ni thun mong du sun phyung bas rdul phra rab tu smra
ba rnams thams cad bsal ba’i phyir so sor sun phyung!% bas'!? gtan pa

la thag pa gus par ma byas so | |

Cf. 114.9 & 115.0 [C 32r6-32r7, D 32r7-32v1, G 375v6-376r2, N
299r7-299v1, P 313v1-313v3] ’di yan chad kyis ni sgrub byed kyi tshad
ma med pa’i phyir dang gnod byed kyi tshad ma yod pa’t phyir phyi’i
don ni med do zhes bstan nas | da ni ’gro ba ma lus pa ’di rnam par rig
pa tsam kho na’o zhes nye bar sdud par byed pas | des na zhes bya ba
gsungs so | |

1% tog] GNP, rtogs CD

1% ags] CDNP, rag G
1%:dis] D GN B, ’dus C
"%phyung] CDGN, byung P
"%as] GNP, bsam CD

“Dividing the standard la sogs pa (las seems to be a retained archaism) across padas is
noteworthy.
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Cf. 115.1 [C 32r7-32v1, D 32v1-32v2, G 376r2-376r3, N 299v1—
299v2, P 313v3—313v4| des na zhes bya ba brjod ma thag pa’i rigs pa’i
mthus ’dzin pa la sogs pa dang bral ba’i phyir rang rgyud kyi

i 12 rang bzhin can gyi rgyu ba

gzugs la sogs pa rtog' ' pa’i phyir
dang mi rgyu ba’t dngos po thams cad ni phyi rol gyi don dang bral bas
rang gi bag chags tsam las byung ba nyid kyis dri za’i grong khyer lta

bu yin no | |
114.4 {no Tib.}

114.5 [C32v1-32v7, D 32v2-33rl, G 376r3-376v4, N 299v2-300r2,
P 313v4-314r5] rnam par shes pa tsam yin mod® de laP snga ma bzhin
du gcig dang du ma’i rang bzhin du mi bzod pas na nam mkha’i padma
bzhin du yod pa’i tha snyad du bya bar mi ’os so | | yod pa’it dngos po
la ni rnam pa gzhan med pa’i phyir des ni gcig dang du ma dag las gang
yang rung ba!!® gcig *gyur dgos na de Ita ma yin no | | des na ’di ji ltar
yod pa’i tha snyad kyi yul du ’gyur zhes bya ba mi shes so | |

’on te rnam par shes pa la ni gcig!'* dang du ma dang mi ldan pa
d

nyid® mi srid do zhes bya bar sems na | de ni mi bden te | shes pa rnams
dang beas pala ni'! phyi rol bzhin du geig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang
bral ba nyid bsal® ba’i phyir ro | | gang yang ’jig rten gyi''® phyi rol gyi
don du tha snyad byas pa de nyid rnam pa dang bcas par smra ba’i shes
pa yin no || des na phyi rol gyi don' yin pa la gnod pa gang yin pa de

"rtog] GNP, rtogs CD
"2phyir ] CDGP, <phyir> N
" rung ba] CDNP, rung G
" gcig] CDNP, cig G

514 ni] CD, la GNP

"egvi] GNP, gyis CD

“The word jagat is not mirrored.

"More correctly: *de yang.

“The word °svabhava® is not mirrored.

9This unanimous reading is a corruption of *rnam pa.

“More correctly: *gsal.

‘Judging by the translators’ formulation in the second half of this sentence, don here
confusingly stands for *dngos po.
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nyid ni nang gi dngos po yin pa la yang gnod pa kho na’o || {’diltar}*
gnod pas ni rags'!” pa gcig gam rdul phra rab ma yin pa® sel bar byed
do!!® | | shes pa’i rang bzhin du gyur pa’i rnam pa 'di yang gal te rags'!”
pa gcig yin nam | gal te rdul phra rab mang po tha dad pa yin yang rung
ste | gnyi ga ltar yang phyi rol gyi don la ’byung ba’i sun ’byin pa spangs
par!? 121" de med pas med par ’gyur ba de rnam
par shes pa las phyi rol yin pa’i rgyu mtshan gyis® sun ’byin pa ni ma yin

mi nus so | | gang gis

no | |

lus can gyi? rgyu mtshan gyi'?? gnod!?
yin pa rnam par shes pa’t bdag nyid la yod pa ma yin no zhes bya ba
yang snying po med de | sngon po la sogs pa’i rnam pa shar ba'** nyid
yin na® rnam par shes pa yang lus can nyid yin pa’i phyir ro | | yul khyab

par byed pa ni lus can ma

par byed pa dang ldan pa’i rnam pa *di nyid lus can yin la de ni ’di la yod
pakhona’o ||f

114.6 [C 32v7-33r2, D 33r1-33r3, G 376v4—-376v6, N 300r2—300r4,
P 314r5-314r8] 1...1% thde baf la sogs pa gsal ba bsnyon par mi nus

" rags] CDNP, rag G

8do] CDNP, de G

"9rags] CDNP, rag G

20spangs par] CD, spang bar GNP

2l gang gis] CDNP, gang gi G

22gvi] GNP, gyis CD

enod] CD, snod GNP

'2*tnam pa shar ba] GNP, rnam par shes pa CD

*Very likely an erstwhile gloss.

"Something must have dropped out here; we expect a sentence along the lines of:
*rdul phra rab kyt rang bzhin can geig ma yin pa.

“Correctly: *gyi.

4This perhaps mirrors *mirta® rather than miti°.

“It is not at all clear how this is supposed to mirror °@karatayam. Perhaps shar ba is a
corruption?

"There seems to be a different underlying Skt. text here. Also note that somewhere
around this area we have the beginning of a rather substantial loss of text.

8This is perhaps the longest loss in the Tibetan transmission, from syan matam ap-
proximately up to naitad asti, tasyapi, i.e., about seven lines of Skt. in our print. The loss
also seems to have produced a garbled argumentation.
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pa'® nyid kyang ma yin te | ’di ltar dub pa’i lus? ji srid chu bur zhugs pa
de srid du khyab pa’i bde ba skye bar nyams su myong ba yin la | de lta
bur gyur pa® ni yul khyab pa ma yin pa yang ma yin te | lus kyang de Itar
yin par thal ba’i phyir ro | | yul khyab par byed pa yin na!'?® lus bzhin
du de las!?’¢ lus can yin pa’i phyir ro | | des na rnam pa gzhan du rnam
par shes pa rnam pa med pa yang® phyi rol gyi don® gyi sun dbyung ba
las ma *das pa’i phyir slob dpon gyis logs'?® shig tu sun dbyung ba Ihur
ma byas so zhes rtogs par bya’o | |

114.7 [C 33r2-33r7, D 33r3-33r7, G 376v6-377r6, N 300r4—300v3,
P 314r8-314v6] des na rnam par shes pa de yang yod pa’i tha snyad du

bya ba ma yin no zhes bya ba ’di gnas pa yin no | |'** *0 na rnam par

shes pa dang shes bya dag med pa’i phyir med pa’i rang bzhin de kho na

yin no zhes bya bar ’gyur ro zhe na | ma yin te | rnam par shes pa de'

kun rdzob tu yod pa yin'®" te | kun rdzob ni bsnyon'®! par mi nus pa yin

pa’i phyir ro | | yod pa nyid bkag pa’i phyir med pa nyid nan gyis byung
ba yin nam zhe na | ma yin te | med pa nyid ni yod pa nyid sngon du
’gro ba can yin pas de ma grub na de yang mi ’grub pa’i phyir ro || jt
skad du |

med pa yod pa’t zlas drangs te |
yod pa med pa’i zlas drangs yin |
de phyir med pa mi brjod la"*? |
yod pa nyid du mi rtag go | |

Bhsnyon par mi nus pa] CD, bsnyon par nus pa GNP
%hyed pa yin na] CD, byed na GNP

127de las] CD, de la GNP

2logs] CDNP, log G

%'ma yin no zhes bya ba ’di gnas pa yin no | |] CDG, ma yin no | | NP (eye-skip)
y0d pa yin] CDGP, yod ma yin N

¥ hsnyon] CDNP, bsnyen G

152]a] GNP, na CD

*Inapposite rendering of arigani (*yan lag rnams).

"We expect *de lta bur myong bar gyur pa in light of the Skt.

“This must be a corruption of *de yang.

4This sentence seems garbled for ‘whether cognition is endowed with images or not’
(approximately *des na rnam par shes pa rnam pa dang beas pa’am gzhan du rnam pa med pa yang).

“Perhaps *dngos po’t would have been more satisfying; also note that the word ®vihita®
is not mirrored.

"This translation suggets *efad vijianam. Note that the Ms is corrupt at this point.
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zhes gsungs pa'®? yin no | | yod pa dang med pa’i bdag nyid gnyi ga’i
rang bzhin yang ma yin te | yod pa dang med pa dag ni ’gal ba’i phyir
ro | | yod pa dang'**
yang ma yin te | gzhi gangla

med pa dag las gzhan gnyl ga ma yin pa’i ngo bo
1352 bhyi rol du gyur pa gzhan® ni mi *thad
pa’i phyir ro | | ’o na ni de kho na nyid ’ga’ yang yod pa ma yin no zhes
bya bar ’gyur ro zhe na | ’di nyid de kho na nyid ma yin nam | ’di lta ste
de kho na nyid dang bral ba zhes bya’o | | des na

mtha’ bzhi las nges par grol ba’i rnam par shes pa snang ba’i phyir
ro | | de kho nar de kho na med!*® pa nyid de kho na rig pa’i de
kho na yin no®

zhes bya ba'®” *di gnas pa yin no | |

114.8 [No Tib.; here added from C53r4-53v5, D1860 53r4-53v5, G
7512-75v6, N62v3—63r7, P2723 641r2-64v6] de lta yin du chug na yang “gro
ba rnams kyang rnam par rig pa tsam gyt rang bzhin gzung ba dang “dzin pa med
pa’i rang bzhin can yin la | de yang ldog pa med pa’i phyir gang gis de rnam'>® par
ldog pa tsam mya ngan las *das pa*>® zhes bya zhe na | ma_yin te rnam par shes pa
yang geig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang bral ba yin pa’i phyir vo | | “di ltar de geig
ma yin te | sngon po la sogs pa tha dad pas dmigs pa sna tshogs pa’ phyirro | | dkar
po la sogs pa kha dog geig pa yang thog ma dang dbus dang tha ma’i cha tha dad par
snang ba’t phyir dang | don byed pa’i nye bar sbyor ba tha dad pas du ma nyid ni
de tsam gyi' ™ mtshan nyid yin pa’i phyir ro | | du ma yang ma yin te | rdul phra

% gsungs pa] CDGN, gsungs pa pa P

¥*yod pa dang] CGNP, yod pa D

' g7hi gang la] CD, bzhi gang la GNP

% med] CD, nyid GNP

197 hes bya ba] CD, bya ba GNP

¥ rnam] CDGP, rnams N

%mya ngan las *das pa] CDGN, mya ngan las pa P
"gvi] CDGP, gyis N

“The reading of N and P are secondary corruptions, whereas the reading of C and
D originally must have been *gnyi ga la.

"This is a very simple but effective rendering of paryudastasya.

“Itis extremely surprising that the otherwise competent translators did not recognize
this passage as verse.
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141 :Z'H—Q

rab kyt rnam par rtog™™" pas dkar po la sogs pa’t rnam par snang ba cha rnams
rtogs pa med pa’i phyir ro | | geig dang du ma la ma gtogs pa rnam'*® pa gzhan yang
yod pa ma yin te | “di dag phan tshun med pa nyid pas “gal ba’i phyir ro | |

thams cad du bdag med pa nyid ma yin nam gang dngos po rnams nyams su
myong ba’i don byed pa’i rab tu dbye ba bya zhe na | ma brtags geig pu’i'™* bdag
nyid snga ma snga ma’i rnam par rlog pa tsam nyid yin pa’t phyiwr de rtogs pa las
M5 2hes bya bas bstan to | | de lta yin du chug na dngos
M6 07 don byed

gzhan ma yin pa’t phyir ro
po thams cad kyi ngo bo yod pa nyid du gyur te | yod pa’t dngos po
nus pa’t mishan nyid yin pa’t phyir ro zhe na | de ni ma yin te | so sor snang ba tsam
du yod par khas blangs pas mi “gal ba yin pa’t phyir dang | ji skad du bshad pa’i
rim pa’i mishan nyid dang bral ba nyid kyi phyir | bdag med par rnam par gzhag'*’
pa tsam'® yin gyi so sor snang ba tsam la bsnyon pa’i phyir ni ma yin te | Rab
*byor gzugs kyang gzhan la stong pa nyid kyang gzhan ma yin te | “on kyang gzugs ni
gzugs kyt rang bzhin gyis stong pa nyid do zhes rgyas par gang gsungs pa yin no | |
de nyid kyi phyir kun rdzob kyi dngos po'* ma lus pa snga ma dang phyi ma’i dbye
bas snang ba yin pa’t phyir | rlag pa yin zhes dogs par mi bya’o | | gang yang “di
lta ste | kye rgyal ba’t sras khams gsum pa “di dag ni rnam par rnig pa tsam mo zhes
gsungs pa de yang shin tu dngos po la mngon par zhen pa dag phyi rol gyt don la zhen
pa tsam™° bzlog pa’i phyir te | de las ni bde ba la sogs pa sems tsam du zhen pa
yang bsal'" ba srid pa’i phyir ro | | de ltar yang |
sems tsam la ni brten nas su |

phyi 1ol don la mi brtag">* go |

de bzhin nyid la dmigs nas ni |

sems tsam las kyang “da’ bar bya | |

zhes gsungs pa yin no | |

" rtog] CDGP, rtogs N

"2rnam par snang ba’i] CD, snang ba’i GNP

" rnam] CDNP, rnams G (s possibly cancelled)
" gcig pu’i] CDNP, gcig pa’i G

"] CDGR 1o || N

"6y0d pa’i dngos po] CD, dngos po GNP

" gz7hag] CD, bzhag GNP

"8tsam] CD, omitted GNP

9 dngos po] CDNP, dngos po dngos po G (dittography)
0 tsam] CDNP, omitted G

Plhsal] GNP, gsal CD

%?brtag] CDNP, brtags G
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114.9 [See Tib. on p. 170]

115.0 [See Tib. on p. 170]

Smrti de bas ’dzin pa la sogs bral bas
rang dbang gzugs la sogs pa kun brtags ngo bo yin |
ma lus g.yo dang mi g.yo’i dngos po
dri za’i grong khyer dag dang ’dra ba yin | | 115

RinSra de bas ’dzin po la sogs dang bral bas |
rang rgyud gzugs sogs brtags'> pa’i ngo bo nyid |
rgyu dang mi rgyu dngos po ma lus pa |
dri za’i grong khyer dag dang mtshungs pa yin | | 115

115.1 [See Tib. on p. 171]

116.0 [C 33r7-33vl, D 33r7-33vl, G 377r6-377v1, N300v3, P
314v6—314v7] gal te de ltar yin na de’i tshe rtag tu rtag pa* yin pa’i
phyir ji ltar *khor ba yin | de med pa’i phyir rnam par byang ba yang ji
Itar gyur zhes dogs pa la brjod pa ni | ’di la zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

Smrti bdag gir” ’dzin pa’i
rtog pa’i rgyun'®! gyi'® ngo bos ’khor ba ’di dag ste |
dag pa yang ni de las 1dog pa’i
ngo bo tsam la rnam par shes par bya | | 116

RinSra bdag dang bdag gi rnam rtog rgyun gyi ni |
ngo bo dag!"® gis der ni ’khor ba ste |
dag pa phyin ci log de med pa yi |
ngo bo tsam gyis rnam par shes par bya | | 116

P¥hrtags] CDGP, brtag N

Ptrtog pa’i rgyun] CD, rgyun GNP
gvi] CDGP, gyis N

% dag] GNP, bdag CD

“A transmission corruption of *dag pa.
"This must be an old corruption prompted by an eye-skip; the correct reading was
very likely *bdag dang bdag gir.
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116.1 [C33v1-33v3,D 33v1-33v4, G 377v1-377v4, N 300v3-300v7,
P 314v7-315r3] mtha’ bzhi dang bral ba’i sems ’di nyid la* bdag la sogs
par® sgro ’dogs pa rnam par rtog pa’i rgyun gyi ngo bos ni ’khor
ba{’i rnam pa} yin la bdag la sogs par sgro ’dogs'”’ pa las bzlog pa
la bdag med pa’i rang bzhin tsam gyis (!) mthar thug par rnam par
shes pas ni {rnam par} dag pa ste thar pa yin no | | ’dir rtog pa sbyang
ba la *bad par bya’o zhes kyang (!) gsungs pa yin no | | ’di ltar phyi rol gyi
don du lhag par zhen pa’i rnam par rtog pa ni ’khrul pa dang bcas pa
yin pa’i phyir srid pa dang rjes su mthun pas tha mal payinno | | {gang
gi} rang bzhin tsam la gnas pa nyid kyis rtog pa med cing ma ’khrul pa’i
phyir mngon sum gyi rang bzhin ni yongs su dag pa yin no | | ji skad
du |

don la rnam par rtog pa’i phyir |
rtog pa’ang rang rig"® la mi “dod (!) | |

ces gsungs pa bzhin no | |
116.2 {no Tib.}

117.0 [C 33v3-33v4, D 33v4, G 377v4-377v5, N 300v7, P 315r3—
315r4] de’i phyir rnam par rtog pa yang rang gi rang bzhin la rnam par
mi rtog pa yin pa’i phyir ngo bo nyid kyis chos thams cad yongs su dag
payinno || de nyid gsungs pa ni ’di la zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

chos nyid kyis ni srid dang zhi ba’i ngo bo Smrti
’dir ni dbye ba ’ga’ yang med |

ci’i phyir °’dzin'* pa la sogs rnam par bral ba

rtag tu kun la sgrub pa’i phyir | | 117

’dir ni zhi dang srid pa’i ngo bo dag | RinSra
chos nyid kyis ni dbye ba ’ga’ yang med |

gang phyir gzung ba la sogs rnam pa dang |

bral bar thams cad du'®’ ni rtag tu grub'®! || 117

5"dogs] CDNP, *dog pa G
8 ang rig] CD, rig GNP
1%9°dzin] CGNP, *jin D
1%du] CDGP, de N

1 grub] CDGP, grug N

*More correctly: *de nyid la.
"More correctly: *a sogs pa?
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117.1 [C 33v4-33v5, D 33v4-33v6, G 377v5-377v6, N 300v7-30112,
P 315r4-315r6] 1...1 (!) de nyid kyi phyir'®? slob dpon Klu sgrub kyi zhal
snga nas kyang |

mya ngan “das dang srid pa nyid |
gnyis po di ni_yod man te |

srid pa yongs su shes pa nyid |
mya ngan ’das pa yin par brjod | |
mya ngan “das pa "khor ba las |
khyad par cung zad yod min te |

*khor ba mya ngan “das pa las |
khyad par cung zad yod ma yin | |

zhes gsungs so | |
117.2  {no Tib.}

118.0 [C 33v5-33v7,D 33v6-33v7, G 377v6-378r2, N 301r2-301r3,
P 315r6-315r8] ’on te gal te de nyid du srid pa dang zhi ba’i rang
bzhin dagla dbye bamed na’onajiltar | {gang phyir}® gzugs sogs
rnam pa dang bral ba | thams cad la ni zhes bya ba la sogs pa brjod
pa’o | | thams cad kyi sgra ni don du ma’i yul can yin no zhes grag go | |
de yang tha dad pa med na shyor bar ’os pa ma yin'% no snyam pa’i
dogs pa bsu nas gsungs pa ni | thams cad nyid kyang zhes bya ba la
sogs pa’o | |
Smrti thams cad ’ga’ yang med de

so sor snang ba’i rang bzhin rtog pa las |

sems!'% las gzhan du gyur pa’i

nga zhes ’ga’ yang med de de phyir bdag kyang de | | 118

RinSra de ni snang ba’i rang bzhin kun rtog las |
thams cad ci yang yod pa ma yin te |
sems las gzhan pa dag” ces bya bani |
yod pa ma yin de phyir de bdag nyid | | 118

"phyir] CGNP, phyi D
1(fﬁ’os pa ma yin| CD, ’os pa yin GNP
1%t sems] CGNP, sams D

“The bracketed words were most likely a gloss to ji lfar, which the intruded the main
text at some point in the transmission.
"This unanimous reading is a corruption of *sdag.
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118.1 [C 33v7-34rl, D 33v7-34rl, G 378r2-378r4, N 301r3-301r5,
P 315r8—315v2] kun rdzob tu ni zhi ba dang srid pa la sogs pa®* tha
dad pa yod pa kho na ste | des na kun rdzob pa’i dngos po snang ba
rang bzhin gyi'® kun du rtog pa gang yin pa de las gzhan pa’i thams
cad ces bya ba ni ’ga’ yang yod pa ma yin te thams cad kyi sgra ni
rnam par rtog pas sgro btags pa’i yul can yin no'%® | | des na de Ita bur

gyur pa thams cad la de kho na nyid dang ldan pa’i tha dad pa’i'®”’

1P

118.2 [C 34r1-34v1, D 34r1-34v1, G 378r4—-378v6, N 301r5-301v6,
P 315v2-316r4] f...1¢ don bden pa yin na bdag med pa med pas'®® srid
pa yod pa yin pa’i phyir | srid pa dang zhi ba’i rang bzhin rnams
ji Itar tha dad pa med pa yin zhe na | de ni ma yin te | bdag tu Ita ba
ni rnam pa gnyis te | mngon par ’du byed pa las byung ba dang | lhan
cig skyes pa’o || de la lus la sogs pas tha dad pa dge ba dang mi dge
ba’i las byed pa po dang | de’i ’bras bu spyod pa po rtag pa dang khyab
pa ni bdag yin no zhes bdag tu mngon par smra ba Gzeg zan pa la sogs
pa’i bstan bcos la sogs pa goms pas nye bar bskyed pa du byed'® las
byung ba ni mngon par ‘du byed pa!’? las byung ba ste | Bye brag pa
la sogs pa’ yin no | | thog ma med pa’i ma rig pa’i bag chags kyi dbang
gis rnam par shes pa’i rgyun la brten par ’dzin pa la sogs pa’i rang bzhin

du'”! zhen!”? pa bdag tu rtogs'”® pa gang yin pa de’i rang bzhin ni lhan

% gvi] GNP, gyis CD

1%16] CDGP, na N

1%tha dad pa’i] CD, omitted in GNP

1%®hdag med pa med pas] GNP, bdag med pa bdag med pas CD
1%9°du byed] CD GP, ’du byad N

""hyed pa] DGNP, byed C

"rang bzhin du] GNP, rang bzhin CD

1722hen] GNP, zhes CD

"rtogs] CD, rtog GNP

“The last member of the compound, °svabhavanam is replaced with la sogs pa. This
might mirror an earlier version of Samantabhadra’s text (*samabhavadimam).

"The last portion of this paragraph (corresponding to nisedhal ... anyat) and the
beginning of the next one (corresponding to nanv atmadarsanasya) are lost in the Tibetan
transmission.

“See preceding note.

YJudging by the parallel formulation below, so so% skye bo rnams kyi yin no | |, there
should be an additional *rrnams kyz at this point.
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cig skyes pa ste | {srog chags thams cad la}* thun mong du yod pa’i so
0’1 skye bo rnams kyi yin no | |

de la phyogs dang po la re zhig bdag yod pa sgrub par byed pa’i tshad
ma yod pa ma yin no | | mngon sum gyis ni bdag rtogs pa ma yin te |
mig la sogs pa’i rnam par shes pa rnams kyi yul ni gzugs la sogs pa® so
sor nges pa yin pa’i phyir ro | | rjes su dpag pas rtogs pa yang ma yin te |
’bras bu dang rang bzhin gyi rtags med pa’i phyir ro || rtag tu lkog tu
gyur pa yul'’* dang dus su ldog pa dang bral ba’i bdag dang gzhan ’ga’
zhig lhan cig ’gro ba dang ldog pa’i bdag nyid bskyed par bya ba dang
skyed par byed pa’i dngos po ma grub pas ’bras bu’i rtags med pa’i phyir
dang | chos can yod par ma grub pa’i phyir na rang bzhin gyi!”
mi thad pa’i phyir ro | | gang gis!’®

rtags
rjes su dpogs'’’ par *gyur ba yod pa
sgrub pa’i rtags gzhan yang srid pa ma yin no | | rtags gzhan du gyur pa
yang® bsgrub byas khyab!”® par *gyur dgos na bsgrub par bya ba bdag
ni ’ga’ yang ma grub pa’i phyir khyab par byed pa nyid du gtan la ma
phebs pas *ga’ yang des khyab par nges par!”?
rtags ’ga’ zhig kyang ’byung ba med do | |

mi nus pa’i phyir ’di la ni

118.3 [C 34v1-34v4, D 34v1-34v4, G 378v6-379r3, N 301v6-302r2,
P 316r4-316r8] mig la sogs pa’t rnam par shes pa’am rjes su dpag pa
sgrub byed ma yin mod | nga zhes rtogs'®® pa’i rang bzhin can bdag gi
sgrub byed yin gyl mngon sum ni yod pa kho na snyam pa’i dogs pa bsu
nas gsungs pa ni | nga zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |'®! nga zhes bya ba

7yul] CD, omitted GNP
i:g_yi] GNP gyis CD
“gis] GNP, ¢i CD

7 dpogs] CD, dpog GNP

"khyab] GNP, khyad CD

" nges par] CD, nges pa’i GNP

rt0gs] CD, rtog GNP

¥ nga zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |] GCD, nga zhes bya ba zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |
NP (dittography), nga zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o || nga zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o || G
(dittography; cancelled)

“The bracketed portion is a contamination, perhaps an erstwhile explanatory gloss.
"The topic marker 7 yields a slightly mislcading translation; also note that the word
°paficaka® is not mirrored.

“Perhaps *gyur na/yang would have been more apposite, ¢f bdag ces bya ba yod pa yin na
in 118.5.
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rang rtogs pa’i yul du gyur pa sems las gzhan pa bdag la sogs pa ni
’ga’ yang yod pa ma yin te | srid pa ma yin no | | ngar rtogs'®? pa’i yul
ni gzugs la sogs pa yin pa’i phyir te | nga skem pa®* nga shom nga ’gro’o
zhes bya ba la sogs pa’i rnam par® nga’o snyam pa’i rtog pa skye ba yin
no || skem pa nyid® dang sbom pa nyid de ni lus las gzhan du gyur pa’i
chos? ma yin no | | khyab dang® lus can ma yin pa la ni lus can gyi rdzas
kyi rjes su byed pa can ’gro ba’i bya ba yang ‘thad pa ma yin no | |

118.4 {no Tib.}

118.5 [C 34v4—34v6, D 34v4—34v6, G 379r3-379r6, N 302r2-302r5,
P 316r8-316v3] de nas bdag sgrub par byed pa’i tshad'®® ma med pas
yod pa’i tha snyad du byar rung ba las ’das pa dang | gnod par byed pa’i
tshad ma yod pas kyang ’di med pa kho nar ’thad do zhes bya ba ’di gnas
payin no || bdag ces bya ba yod pa yin na rtogs pa’i rang bzhin nam
’on te rtogs pa ma yin pa’i rang bzhin yin grang!'® | de la phyogs dang
po la ni mig la sogs pa ’bras bu med par thal ba bzlog dka’o | | rtag tu
gzugs la sogs pa la dmigs pa’i bdag nyid can gyi bdag la n1 mig la sogs
pa rnams yod pa *bras bu dang bcas pa ma yin'®

186 vod pa’i dngos po mi dmigs pas gnod

no || bdag rtogs pa
med pa’i rang bzhin yin na yang
do ||

118.6 {no Tib.}

118.7 {no Tib.}

1820gs] CDNP, rtog G

18 shad] CDGP, chad N

18 grang] CGNP, kyang D

% ma yin] CD, yin GNP

'%yin na yang] GN P, yin yang CD

*This perhaps reflects a genuine variant, *krso for krsno.

"Most likely a corruption of *rnam pas.

“See two notes above, here *krsatwam for krsnatvam.

4The translation suggests not reading laddharmal as a compound.

“All Canons have this reading, a seemingly old corruption of *kkyab bdag (vibhor).
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118.8 [C 34v6-34v7, D 34v6-34v7, G 379r6, N 302r5, P 316v3—
316v4] des na'®” ’di ni med pa kho nar'® *thad do zhes gnas so | |

118.9 [C 34v7-35r2, D 34v7-35r3, G 379r6-379v4, N 302r5-303v1,
P 316v4—316v8] yang ’jig tshogs su Ita ba® lhan cig skyes pa ni ’jig rten

kun la {ji ltar}> grub pa ji ltar bsnyon!®” par nus snyam du dogs pa bsu
nas gsungs pa ni | nga zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o || dgos pa® ni ’di yin
te | ji skad brjod pa’i tshul'® du shes pa po dang shes bya'"! la sogs pa’i
rang bzhin gyi dngos po thams cad med pa’i phyir | nga zhes bya ba
ngar ’dzin pa’i yul du gyur pa brtan pa dang | ngar ’dzin pa po la sogs

1192 rang bzhin gyi sems las gzhan

pa’id rang bzhin ji skad brjod pa
pa ni ’ga’ yang yod min te | srid pa ma yin te | T...7¢ des na bdag

:il93

thams cad du med pa phyir na skra'%* la sogs pa’i shes pa bzhin du

bdag tu lta ba ni bden pa’i don can ma yin no | | de’t phyir bdag med
pa med pas srid pa {dang}! dngos por yod pa’i phyir srid pa dang zhi
ba’i dngos po rnams tha dad pa med pa bkag pa med pa yang ma yin
no () | |9

187 des na] CD, des ni GNP

'8 kho nar] CGNP, kho na D

'8 hsnyon] DGNP, bsnyen C

9¢shul] CDGP, chul N

19%shes bya] CD, zhes bya ba GNP

2rang bzhin ji skad brjod pa’i] CDNP, rang bzhin ji skad brjod pa’i rang bzhin ji
skad brjod pa’i G (dittography; cancelled)

med pa’i] CDNP, med pa pa’i G

¥%skra] CDGN, sgra P

*This is a very rare form of the more usual Jig tshogs la lta ba; for the only other oc-
curence we could trace, see the Canonical translation of the Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodanasitra
(D 217, 358r).

"The bracketed portion does not make good sense.

“The Skt. abhiprayah reveals that this is an old corruption of *dgongs pa.

4The translation seems to be garbled here. We would expect *brtan pa’i “dzin pa po
and a slightly different word order.

“The sentence atah karanat pragukiacittam evahamkaravisayah is not mirrored. The reason
is very likely an old eye-skip in the Tibetan transmission, where both atah in the missing
sentence and fasmat in the next were translated as *des na. It is probably not the case that
this is a sentence added later by Samantabhadra, because then atah of the mila would
not be explained.

"The word dang does not make sense here.

$This last sentence seems garbled in translation.
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119.0 [C 35r2-35r3, D 3513, G 379v4, N 303v1-303v2, P 316v8] ji
skad du brjod pa tha mi dad pa!®® nyid *chad par byed pa brjod pa ni |
gang phyir zhes bya ba ste |

gang gi ngo bo gang yin
i'% de nyid rtog!”’ pa’i gzhi ste ci phyir dngos |
de bas thams cad dbyer med shes te
dngos po thams cad dbyer med pa nyid yin | | 119

gang zhig gzugs la so sor zhugs gyur pa |
de yi'”® bdag nyid gang yin de nyid gzugs |
de bas thams cad khyad'” par med par brtag | | 119

119.1 {no Tib.}

119.2 [C 35r3-35r4, D 35r3-35r5, G 379v4—-379v6, N 303v1-303v3,
P 316v8-317r3] gtan tshigs gang gi phyir kun rdzob pa byis pa rnams
kyis rtogs pa’i rang bzhin gang yin pa de’i rang gi ngo bo ste de kho
na nyid kyi rang bzhin blo ldan ma ’khrul ba rnams kyis rtogs pa de

200 rang rang de nyid de’i rang bzhin no | | des na?’! zhi

nyid de dang
ba dang srid pa’i rang bzhin thams cad tha dad pa med pa stong
pa nyid du ro gcig pa nyid kyis dbyer med par rtogs pa’’? ste | tha dad
pa med pa khong du chud pa’i phyir dngos po thams cad tha dad
pa med panyid yinno || ()

119.3 {no Tib.}

120.0 [C 35r4-35r5, D 3515, G 379v6-380rl, N 303v3—303v4, P
317r3] thams cad kyi* ga’ med ces bya ba de nyid gsal bar byed
pas brjod pa ni | yul gang zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o | |

kha cig yul dang kha cig gzhan du

% tha mi dad pa] GNP, mi *thad pa CD
19%de yi] GN, de yis CD, omitted in P
"rtog] N, rtogs CDGP

8 de yi] CD, de’i GNP

%%hyad] CD, khyab GNP

2de dang] CD, de GNP

21 des na] GNP, des ni CD

22rtogs pa] GNP, rtog pa CD

*The particle £yi is perhaps a corruption of *ni.
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snang bar rtogs pa phun sum tshogs pa gang zhig gis |
de dang de yi bral dang bral ba’i
phyis te de phyis thams cad ma yin no | | 120

snang bar gyur pa’i yul rnams gang yin pa |
gang zhig rtog pa’i gnas su gyur pa rnams |

de de gnyis su sbyor ba dang bral bas |

des na rnam par dbye ba thams cad min | | 120

120.1 [C 35r5-35r6, D 35r5-35r7, G 380r1-380r3, N 303v4—303v6,
P 317r3-317r6] gzugs la sogs pa gzung ba’i yul gang zhig snang bar
*gyur ba rnams”’> dang | ngar ’dzin pa’i yul ’dzin pa po’i rang bzhin
gzhan gang yin pa ’ga’ zhig rtog pa’i rten du gyur pa ste | gzhir
gyur pa gzung ba dang ’dzin pa po de dang de ni dbye ba ste so sor
gyur cing bral bar gyur pa de dang bral ba’i phyir thams cad phan
tshun dbyer med pa yin no | | des na thams cad min te thams cad

204

ces bya ba ni ’ga’ yang yod pa ma yin no™"* zhes bya ba ni de kho na yin

no | |* du ma nyid ni rtog pa las gyur pa yin no zhes dgongs pa’o | |
120.2 {no Tib.}

120.3 [C 35r6-35v3, D 35r7-35v3, G 380r3-380r6, N 303v6-307r3,
P 317r6-317v2] de’i phyir de kho nar sangs rgyas dang sangs rgyas ma
yin pa mnyam pa’i phyir sangs rgyas rnams ni tha mi dad la | sems can
rnams ni kun rdzob kho nar tha dad pa yin no | |” de Itar na yang rdzogs
pa’i sangs rgyas su byas pa’i ’gro ba ma lus pa zhes gang brjod pa
de ’thad pa nyid do zhes rtogs par bya ste | ’gro ba ni ngo bo nyid kyis
rnam par dag pa’i phyir ro | | don dam pa goms pas ni rnam par rtog pa
rnam par dag par bya ba yin te | rtog pa’i dbang gis sangs rgyas la sogs

203>
2

gyur ba rnams| CD, gyur pa NP
yod pa ma yin no] CGNP, yod par yin no D

“Instead of the causal sentence paramarthatah sinyatamatraripatoat here we have a mir-
ror of *iti tattvam.

"While the meaning is more or less the same, this sentence is slightly differently
formulated here. The plural particle rnams is perhaps a Tibetan gloss.
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pa’t dbye ba sgro ’dogs par bstan pa’i phyir ro |

# de bzhin du rdzogs
pa’i sangs rgyas su byas pa’i gro ba ma lus pa rang gi sngags de’i thig
ler beug paP thams cad kyi rang bzhin gyi dkyil ’khor gyi *khor l0’i rnam
par bsgom pa ni ’thad pa nyid do zhes shes par bya ste zhes bya ba® la
sogs pa med na rang gi snang ba de kho na de ltar skye ba’i phyir ro | |
des na thams cad legs par gnas so | |

“The reading bstan pa’i phyir for °dosat cannot be right. Perhaps the translators
thought that they saw some derivation of the root .

"This sentence is slightly garbled; we would expect *rang gi sngags su beug pa dang | de’i
thig ler yang, etc.

“In light of the Skt. this is a corruption of *shes bya.

185






English Translation

7.0 The Meditative Context

109.0 Now, beginning with ‘after having introduced the entire world’
[i.e., verse 109] and ending with ‘filling the universe’ [in verse 129, the
author] teaches the Yoga of the Drop (binduyoga).

109. After having introduced the entire world, whose error has
been completely cast off [on account of having been] made per-
fectly awakened by means of endless lords of sages fashioned from
the rays of the heart, into the self-mantra (ngamantra), [the prac-
titioner ‘should contemplate’ ‘his own mind’ ‘in the shape of the
drop of the true mantra’].!

109.1 ‘After having introduced the entire world’ ‘made perfectly awak-
ened’ by means of those ‘lords of sages’ [i.e., buddhas] ‘fashioned from
the rays of the heart’, which are ‘endless’, of the gnosis-being (jianasattva)
and for this very reason ‘whose error has been completely cast off”’, ‘into
the self-mantra’, i.e., the mantra in the heart of the gnosis-being, ‘after
having pondered on’ (see 127a) the import [of the passage] beginning
with ‘an apprehending [cognition] of the [sense objects] is not observed’
[in verse 110], [the practitioner] ‘should contemplate’ ‘his own mind’
(see 127d) ‘in the shape of the drop of the true mantra’ (see 127c). This
is how the passage is [to be] construed.

"The expression njjamantra is not very common. Elsewhere in the Szramafjart it is
glossed as either the deity itself (Ms 3r3: ngamantro mantradevatayor abhedat svestadevata), or
as the mantra of the deity (Ms 3r4: athava nyamantrah svestadevatamantrah), which in our case
is the bya mam. The sadhaka is to identify as the deity, therefore in that sense ‘self-’ is
perhaps not inappropriate, but nga could also mean ‘private, individual, personal,” etc.



English Translation
[The Vijianavada (Provisional) Standpoint]

7.1  Pirvapaksa

110.0 [Objection:] If external objects really exist, how [can] one prove
the inclusion of the whole world that is made perfectly awakened into
the body of the seed-syllable established in the scimitar that resides in
the heart of the gnosis-being and the visualization of the mandala-circle,
which has everything as [its] nature, into the drop of that [seed-syllable]?

7.2 Absence of Positwe Proof (sadhakapramana)

Thinking of this [objection], [starting with the verse] beginning with ‘an
apprehending [cognition] of the [sense objects] is not observed’, first of

all, he expounds precisely the absence of positive proofs regarding the

existence of [external] objects.’

110. An apprehending [cognition] of the [sense objects] is not
observed through direct perception as being separated from the
images of visual forms and other [sense objects]; nor is anything
apprehended [observed]. Moreover, [they are] not [observed]
through another [means of valid cognition (pramana)], because a
relation is not observed.

110.1 ‘As being separated from the images (@rt) of visual forms and
other [sense objects]” [means] devoid of the images (@kara), starting from
visual forms. An apprehending [cognition] of those’, [i.e.] the appre-
hender® of those visual forms and other [sense objects], ‘is not observed
through direct perception’. ‘Nor is anything apprehended’ ‘observed’
‘through direct perception’.

?The concept of ‘external objects’ also includes material, shaped things. However,
it must be taken in the more general sense of the opposition between sva- and bahis-, that
is, singularity/identity vs. otherness. According to the Dignaga-Dharmakirtian tradition
(which Samantabhadra closely follows here), a cognition is a unitary event, devoid of an
external support, and independent from any other thing for its own cognition. See the
following statement of self-awareness of all cognitions.

*While grahya (lit. “that can be apprehended’) is well attested as a noun, the same
does not apply to grahaka. However, the use of grahaka as a nominalized adjective, and not
merely as an adjective, seems to be commonly accepted within philosophical literature.
Therefore, we will treat it as both an adjective and a noun.
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7.2.1  Statement of Self-Awareness (svasamvedana) of Cognitions

Rather, direct perception manifests itself just as having the images of vi-

sual forms and other [sense objects], endowed with the nature of self-

awareness, devoid of conceptual constructions [and] non-erroneous.*

However, the forms of [something] apprehended, and so on, are only
constructions by the architect that is conceptual construction. This is the
intended meaning. As [Dharmakirti] stated:

There is no other [object (artha), different from itself]] that can be
experienced by a cognition [and] there is no experiencing of that
[cognition] different [from that cognition itself]’; since it is devoid
of apprehended and apprehender, only that [cognition] manifests
by itself. (Pramanaviniscaya 1.38)°

Similarly:

Even though undivided, the nature of cognition is characterized
as 1f it were endowed with [three parts, namely,] apprehended,
apprehender, and awareness, by those [whose minds] have mis-
conceptions (viparyasitadarsana). (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 353)

7.2.2  Refutation of the Aspect of the Apprehender’ (grahaka)

7.2.2.1 The Apprehender Intended as a Property-Bearer (Against Nyaya and Vaise-
stka)

[Objection’:] The cognition of an object, i.e., the awareness, is a prop-
erty. How can it be without [a property-bearer, i.e.,] someone who is

*This view is a key doctrine in the Buddhist logico-epistemological school. For ref-
erences in Dignaga, Dharmakirti, and géntaraksita, see Introduction n. 15.

’Our interpretation of the verse follows Dharmakirti’s own commentary on it: tasmad
atmaiva buddher anubhavah | sa ca nanyasya kasyacit | (Pramanaviniscaya ad 1.38, ed. p. 35, 11—
12).

*Dharmakirti had already dealt with the same topic as the one found in this oft-
quoted verse in the Pramanavarttika (with slight differences): nanyo ‘nubhavyas tendasti tasya
nanubhavo *parah | tasyapi tulyacodyatvat svayam saiva prakasate | | (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa®
327). Cognition does not manifest any other object different from itself and does not
need anything else to be known.

"This objection could be by a Naiyayika or a Vaisesika. It actually compounds ar-
guments found in the sources of both traditions in order to prove the Self. On this, see
Introduction § 3.1.
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aware? For properties are observed as depending on a property-bearer,
as [in the case of] cooking, etc. Therefore, [it] necessarily [follows that]
the agent of that activity of being aware, i.e., someone who is aware
(samvedaka), must be the property-bearer that is the locus [of that prop-
erty of being aware]. And it is precisely that which is called ‘apprehen-
der’. Since this has visual forms and other [sense objects] as its object, the
apprehended, too, is established. Therefore, whether through inference
or implication, the apprehended and the apprehender are established.?
How can one deny them?

Anticipating this objection, he states: ‘Moreover, [they are] not [ob-
served] through another [means of valid cognition], because a relation is
not observed.” One has to construe this [with:] An apprehending [cogni-
tion] ‘as being separated from the images of visual forms and other [sense
objects]’ ‘and’ ‘anything apprehended’ ‘are observed’.

The intended meaning is as follows: Through inference or through
implication[, which is] another pramana imagined by others,” there is no
cognition of an extrasensory object!? from itself, because of the undesired
consequence of [its] being perceptible [and, hence, an object of direct
perception]; nor from something else, since there is no [observed] rela-
tionship (asambandhat), because of the undesired consequence that any-
thing could be known from anything else. As for the relationship, if it
is to be non-deviant [i.e., invariable and reliable, it] cannot possibly be

8The opponent argues that the inference, which is mentioned immediately above,
proves the existence of an apprehender. Since awareness is a property, one needs a
property-bearer, i.c., a locus of that property. That locus is the apprehender. At the
same time, based on that, also the existence of something apprehended is established,
because it is observed that that awareness has sense objects as its object, and it must
be apprehending something else having those forms. The opponent also adds that one
could prove it through implication, hereby referring perhaps to the fact that the previous
argument can be interpreted also as an implication. For a discussion of this objection,
see Introduction § 3.1.

“Implication (arthapatti) is admitted as a pramana by the Mimamsakas and as a specific
type of inference by the Naiyayikas. In this case, particularly, it can be used in order to
prove the existence of an apprehender. According to Kumarila Bhatta, an action cannot
be seen, but it can be postulated through implication from its result. This holds true for
the occurrence of an apprehending cognition as well. If an object is seen, then one can
imply from it that an act of cognition has occurred, since otherwise that object would
not be cognized. On this, see Introduction n. 18.

'""Here, Samantabhadra is postulating the imperceptibility of the gr@haka, which is
admitted by all parties. Accordingly, for the opponents, the only way to establish it is
through inference or implication.
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anything other than either identity ({adatmya) or production (fadutpatti).
Between these two:

(1) If we are to admit the relation of identity, precisely the unity be-
tween property and property-bearer [must| be [admitted as] real.
Therefore, there is only the awareness of an image, starting with
a visual form. However, the difference between apprehender and
[apprehended] is only conceptually constructed, since it is based
on exclusion (wyavrtti)'! by force of the conceptual determination
[of the concept] ‘cognizer’.!? On this, there is nothing but perfect
agreement.

(i) If; on the other hand, we were to admit the relation of production,
the direct perception and non-cognition that ascertain that [type
of relation] are not possible.'® For those two cannot occur, if the
apprehender, i.e., the property-bearer, is extrasensory. Therefore,
the production, too, is impossible.

Nor can it be the case that, due to the logical incongruity [otherwise] of
the cognition of visual forms and other [sense objects], the apprehender
is inferable as [in the case of] sense faculties, since a cognition of an im-
age, such as visual forms, arises from nothing other than the totality of

" Wavrti is synonymous with apoka. The apoha theory, the ‘theory of exclusion’, was
first conceived by Dignaga and further elaborated by Dharmakirti. See sarve bhavah sva-
bhavena svasvabhavavyavasthitel | svabhavaparabhavabhyam yasmad vyavrttibhaginah | | tasmad yato
yato rthanam vyavrttis tannibandhanah | jatibhedah prakalpyante tadvisesavagahinah | | (Pramana-
varttika Svarthanumana® 40-41). ‘Since all things, because [they] are, by nature, estab-
lished in their own-nature, partake of the exclusion from similar and dissimilar [things],
therefore, from whatever [other object] the exclusion of the objects [occurs], different
universals, based on those [exclusions], are conceived [as] penetrated by those differ-
ences.” On the apoha theory, see (among others) Frauwallner 1932, 1933, 1935; Katsura
1979; Hattori 1982; Katsura 1991; Hattori 2000; Dunne 2004. For more recent contri-
butions, see Siderits—Tillemans—Chakrabarti 2011 and Eltschinger et al. 2018.

"?Here, Samantabhadra is referring to the mental process of conceptual represen-
tation through apoha. One indeed conceives of an apprehender as distinct from what is
apprehended. This is because there is the conceptual determination of ‘cognizer’, which
is superimposed on certain mental images through the process of exclusion (vyavriti/apoha)
from everything else that does not have their specific nature.

" Cloncerning a thing that is always, ex Aypothesi, not perceptible, one cannot prove
positive concomitance or negative concomitance with something else, since the former
is never seen.
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every preceding cause.!* Nevertheless, if another cause is admitted, the
undesired consequence of a regressus ad infinitum"® is difficult to overcome

(duruttara).'® Therefore, the difference between apprehended, apprehen-

LY

der, and awareness is not real.”” However, [activities| such as cooking,

"This can be regarded as the refutation of the proof of the grahaka through impli-
cation. One cannot infer an apprehending cognition through implication, namely, by
implying it, since otherwise there would not be an apprehended object. This is because
many causes are involved in producing a single cognition. On this, see Introduction §
3.1.

Y The regressus ad infinitum may refer here also to the Bhatta Mimamsa tenet that a
sense cognition is known through another cognition, which is an additional cause to
explain the actual perception of objects. If one admits another cognition for the first one
to be cognized, then one needs a third cognition for the second to be cognized and so
on, infinitely. See grahyatvam tu yada tesam tadaksam grahakam matam | aksagrahanakale tu gra-
hika dhir bhavisyati | | tasyam tu grhyamanayam anya dhir grahikesyate | (Slokavartiika Sﬁnyavéda
66—67ab).

"®Here, the text appears to be corrupt. The manuscript reading runtarah, which is not
reflected in the Tib. translation bsal bar dka’o (*durvarah/*durnwarah), does not fit semanti-
cally. We choose the emendation duruttarah. The reading durvarah, which corresponds to
the Tibetan translation, would be preferable and is used in at least one other instance in
this portion of the text to define prasariga (see Critical Edition of the Sanskrit § 110.1, p.
97, n. 13). However, it is paleographically implausible.

This final point restates the idea of self-awareness of cognitions, providing its cor-
rect interpretation. Self-awareness of cognitions must not be intended as having a sepa-

ration of conditions such as apprehended, apprehender, and apprehension. This is Sa-
ntaraksita’s (and Kamalasila’s) perspective on svasamvedana as argued in the Tativasamgraha
(and the Tattvasamgrahapaiyika), likely prompted by the previous criticism from Kumarila
Bhatta. See vyanam jadarapebhyo vyavritam upajayate | iyam evatmasamoittir asya yajadaripa-
a || (Tattwasamgraha 1999) na hi grahyagrahakabhavenatmasamovedanam abhipretam | kim tarhi
svayamprakrtya prakasatmataya nabhastalavartyalokavat | | (1attvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tattvasam-
graha 1999) atha kasmad grahyagrahakabhavena nesyata ity aha— kriyakarakabhavenetyad: |
kriyakarakabhavena na svasamovittir asya tu | ekasyanamsarapasya trairapyanupapattital | | (Tattva-
samgraha 2000) trairupyam — vedyavedakavittibhedena | | (Tattvasamgrahapaiiyika ad Tattva-
samgraha 2000). ‘Coognition arises as distinct from [those things that are] endowed with an
insentient (jada) nature. [Its] self-awareness (@masamoitts) is precisely as follows: The fact
of its having a non-insentient (gjada) nature.’ (Tattvasamgraha 1999) ‘For self-awareness [of
cognition] is not intended [as occurring] with the conditions of apprehended and appre-
hender, but rather as having, by its own nature, the nature of light, like the light abiding
in the firmament.’ (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 1999) ‘If [the opponent asks,]
“why is [self-awareness] not admitted with the conditions of apprehended and appre-
hender?” then, [as a reply, Séntaraksita] states [the verse] beginning with “however, its
self-awareness”. However, its self-awareness is not [admitted] on the basis of the rela-
tionship of Ariya and karaka, since it is not logical for a single thing whose nature is devoid
of parts to have three natures.” (Tattvasamgraha 2000). © ““Three natures”, i.e., according to
the distinction of cognized, cognizer and cognition’ (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasam-
graha 2000). The two verses are found identically in *Madhyamakalamkarakarika, vv. 16,
17.
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[which] ultimately [have] the nature of things that are arising in various
[diverse] manners, have differences [between agents, activities, and so
on] that are conceived of through nothing other than exclusion. Never-
theless, in this case, too, ultimately, the difference between activity and
agent does not have the nature of property and property-bearer.

7.2.2.2 The Apprehender Intended as Mind and Mental States (Against the Vaibha-
stkas and the Sautrantikas)

111.0 [Objection:] Let there be no other apprehending (graha)'® than
being aware. However, precisely this [being aware], which is brought to
awareness internally in the form of pleasure,'? etc., is brought to aware-
ness as apprehending an image of visual forms and other [sense objects]
that are situated outside [of it].? Therefore, how can one establish non-
duality??! Anticipating this [objection], [Jiianapada] says [the words] be-
ginning with ‘and precisely that, which is [directly] perceived’.

111. No function of pleasure, etc., is seen with regard to the appre-
hending of those? [visual forms and other sense objects]. Being
cognized simultaneously, [pleasure, pain, etc.,] are not the appre-
hender, precisely like visual forms and other [sense objects are
not|.

111.1  ‘With regard to the apprehending’ of those visual forms and
other [sense objects], no’ ‘function’ ‘of” the awareness [in the form]
of ‘pleasure, etc.” ‘is seen.” Since that pleasure, etc., occurs ‘being cog-
nized simultaneously’ along with visual forms and other [sense objects],

8The Tib. has here myong ba las gzhan pa’i “dzin pa po [...] °[...] a perceiver different
from awareness’. "Dzin pa po suggests the presence of grahaka, rather than graha.

"The idea that the mind and mental states are the apprehender of, respectively, the
object and its differences is a Vaibhasika one. Cf. Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhasya ad
2.34bcdl and Durvekamisra’s commentary on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutika ad Nyayabi-
ndu 1.10; on this, see Introduction § 3.2.

*This objection and the following are also found in the Atmasadhanavatara; cf. § 112.2
nfra.

2! A similar objection could be raised, for instance, by Subhagupta. See Introduction
n. 32.

2In the reconstructed Sanskrit text of the verse, etat® is uncertain. However, it has
been conjectured based on the metrical pattern.
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therefore, ‘precisely like visual forms and other [sense objects]’, [plea-
sure, etc.,] is tenable as non-apprehender. Just as visual forms and other
[sense objects] are not the apprehender of pleasure, etc., because there is
not a relationship?® of [something] being assisted (upakarya) and [some-
thing else being] an assisting factor (upakaraka),?* since they are cognized
simultaneously, like a left and a right horn, similarly, [feelings] such as
pleasure, too, are a non-apprehender of visual forms and other [sense
objects]. For [feelings] are indeed non-different [from visual forms and
other sense objects], because they are invariably perceived together (sa-
hopalambhaniyamat); however, a difference [between them] is seen by those
[whose minds] have misconceptions, as in the case of the moon, which
is non-different [from a second moon that is seen by those who have an
ocular defect].? This is the intended meaning,

As [Dharmakirti] says:

A part as if it were on the outside, another segment as if it were in-
ternal, the appearance of [this] difference with reference to a part-
less cognition is indeed a distortion. (Pramanavartiika Pratyaksa®

212)

[Objection:] Visual forms and other [sense objects], qua producers of cog-
nitions, are first found close at hand (samnidhatte), then the awareness [in

B The manuscript reading is *bhaabhavat while the Tib. reads only *abhavat (med pa’i
phyir). The Tib. reading is also plausible. In that case, the Sanskrit variant could be ex-
plained as a dittography.

At times, however, the apprehension of upakarya and upakaraka is admitted as syn-
chronous. On their simultaneous cognition, cf. tatha hi — upadhimati grhite tasyatmabhiita
upakarakabhavas tavad grhitah | tasmin grhita upadhinam apy upakaryabhava atmabhato grhitah |
ladgrahananantariyakatvad upakarakabhavagrahanasya | (Pramanavarttikattka D 66r2/P 77v6—
7 = Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika, ed. p. 134, 20-22). “To explain: To begin with, when the
property-possessor is apprehended, its being an assisting factor, which is its nature, is
apprehended. This being apprehended, the properties’ being assisted, which is their na-
ture, is apprehended, too, because apprehending [a thing’s] being an assisting factor is
invariably connected with apprehending this [i.e., another thing’s being assisted].” (trans.
Eltschinger et al. 2018: 47, n. 98).

»Here, Samantabhadra is referring to another key tenet of the Dharmakirtian tradi-
tion, 1.e., the so-called sahopalambhaniyama argument. On this, see Introduction § 3.2 and
the notes therein.
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the form] of pleasure, etc., arises.”® Therefore, how can [they] be cog-
nized simultaneously??’ In this respect, [the following] is stated.

7.2.2.3 Refutation of the Vaibhasikas’ Thesis that Cognitions are Devoid of the Image
of their Object (nirakaravada)

If, first of all, according to the Vaibhasika view, a cognition that is devoid
of images (nirakara) is admitted as the apprehender of an object endowed
with a form (@kara) through the [invariable] relation (pratibandha) of pro-
duction, then, since there is no specific restriction of cognitions such as
‘this is a cognition of an indigo [thing] or [a cognition]| of a yellow [thing]’
because what is nothing but a [blank] cognition would be common to all
objects,”® someone who desires a specific causal efficiency, such as dye-
ing [a cloth with indigo], etc., could not specifically make use of indigo,
etc.?? Therefore, in no way [could] the awareness of an object [be tenable
through a cognition that is devoid of images].

% A similar objection is found in the commentary on Pramanaviniscaya 1.54cd. On this
passage and its quotation in the Tattvasamgrahapadijika ad Tattvasamgraha 2029-2030, see
Introduction n. 40.

7 Given the following refutation, the objection is presented as advanced by ecither a
Vaibhasika or a Sautrantika. They share the idea that a cognition is the apprehender of
an object that is its cause and, accordingly, precedes it in time.

8 A similar view is expounded in the Abkidharmakosabhasya: vijianam tu samnidhyamatrena
ripam vyanatity ucyate | yatha siryo divasakara iti. (Abhidharmakosabhasya ad 1.42cd, ed. p. 31,
11-12.)

PWith regard to the argument against the nirakaravadins, Kamalasila introduces a
similar objection in a less articulated way in both the Tattvasamgrahapaiyika and the *Va-
Jracchedikatika. See na jianam sattamatrena paricchinatli sarvaparicchedaprasangat. (Tativasamgra-
haparjika ad Tattvasamgraha 2008, ed. p. 178,10-11) ‘A cognition cannot distinguish [an
object] by [its own| mere existence, since the undesired consequence would follow that
it [(i.e., the cognition)] would distinguish all [objects, not only that specific one.]’; rnam
pa med pa zhes bya ba’t phyogs kyang ma yin te | de sngon po la sogs pa la ci yang mi byed pa’t phyir
0 | | yod pa tsam gyis rig na ni shes pa thams cad kyis thams cad rig par “gyur te | thams cad la bye
brag med pa’t phyir ro | | de bas na “di ni sngon po rig pa_yin gyt ser po ni ma yin no zhes rnam par
bzhag par mi “gyur te | rnam par bzhag pa’i 1gyu’i bye brag gang yang med pa’i phyir ro | | bye brag
geig khas len na nt de nyid rnam pa dang beas par khas blangs par “gyur te | riogs pa’t ngo bo tsam
du bye brag med pa’i shes pa’i bdag nyid la ni rnam pa ma gtogs par tha dad pa gzhan med do | |
(*Vajracchedikatika, ed. Saccone forthcoming) Also the thesis [that cognition is] “devoid
of image” is not [logical,] because this [kind of cognition] is not able to do anything with
regard to an indigo [thing], etc. If [a cognition] cognizes by merely existing, then every
cognition would perceive everything, because there [would] be no characteristic differ-
ence regarding anything whatsoever. Therefore, the determination “this is a perception
of a indigo [thing], but not of a yellow [one]” could not be there. [This is] because there
is no specific characteristic that [can] be the cause of [that] determination. If one ad-
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7.2.2.4 Refutation of the Sautrantika’s Thesis that Cognitions are Endowed with the
Image of thewr Object (sakaravada)

If, according to the Sautrantika doctrine, a cognition endowed with im-
ages (akaravat) is admitted as the apprehender, through [the invariable
relation of] production, of the instant of the object that, existing before,
generates [it, 1.e., the cognition], then, since, in the moment of [its] cog-
nition, the instant of the object that generates [that cognition] does not
exist [any longer| due to [its] being momentary, and since there is no
awareness of two images [i.e., one of the object and the other of its im-
age in cognition]|, merely [its] image in cognition alone is brought to
awareness.>’ Therefore, the nature of an object would not be any better
[than] a flower in the sky. Hence, how can one admit [the existence] of
an object?

7.2.2.5 Refutation of the Proof through Implication (arthapatty)

111.2  {no Tib.} If [someone argues:] One can establish an object that
is always beyond the reach of the senses through implication as follows:

mitted one specific characteristic, they would admit that precisely that [cognition] has
an image. There is no other distinction other than an image regarding the nature of an
undifferentiated cognition that has the mere nature of awareness.” In the Pramanavarttika,
from a provisional Sautrantika standpoint, Dharmakirti argues that object-specificity of
cognitions can be explained only through their having images of objects. On this, see
Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 301-319 and Kellner 2017, 108-109.

%A somewhat similar argument is made by Kamalaéila in the *Vajracchedikatika. See
don shin tu lkog tu gyur pa’i shes pa de’t rnam pa kho na yin no zhes bya ba de lta bu ga la yod |
rgyu ni nges par bdag gi ngo bo bskrun pa kho nas skyed par byed pa nyid du grub pa med de “khrul
pa snang ba’t phyir ro | | (*Vayracchedikatika, ed. Saccone forthcoming) ‘How is it possible
that a cognition of objects that are utterly beyond the reach of the senses is truly en-
dowed with their images? A cause is not necessarily established as the generator [of its
image in a cognition] merely through producing [it] by means of its own nature, because
[also] errors appear [in false cognitions].” In the *Bahyarthasiddhikarika, Subhagupta ar-
gues against the sakaravadins. He claims that a secondary cognition of an external object,
which occurs merely through the image of the object in that cognition, is not a real appre-
hension of the external object. Based on this, one can at most prove the non-difference
between an image in a cognition and its cognition. However, this does not establish the
non-difference between an external object and its cognition. See gzugs dang “dra ba’t byed
pa’idon || “bras bu’i sgo nas myong byar “dod | | de dngos myong bya ma yin pas | | tha dad min par
mi gyurro | | (*Bahyarthasiddhikarika 88). “The object that causes [an image] similar to [its]
form is admitted as being brought to awareness by means of [that] effect. [However,]
since that [external] thing is not brought to awareness, it would not be non-different
[from its cognition].’
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‘If there is no [external] object, a perception [that occurs] with restric-

tions in terms of space, time, image, and causal efficiency [would] not be

possible’, 3! [it will be answered:] No. Even if there is no external thing re-

stricted in terms of space, [time,] etc., a perception related to a restricted
space, [time,] etc. will [nonetheless] occur due to the restriction of latent
impressions, as in the case of dreams and so on. Therefore, why should
we bother ourselves with this useless delusion?

7.2.2.6 Refutation of the Objection that Restrictions Can Be Explained Only When
External Objects Are Present as Well as of the “Anyakaravada™ (Mumamsa)

t. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of space and time only when an external
object is present

111.3 [Possible objection by a Mimamsaka:] Let us assume that, also
with regard to dreams and so on, precisely an external [object-support]
that was seen in another place is the cause. As [Kumarila Bhatta] said:

For, with regard to the cognitions of dreams, etc., it is not admitted
that there is no external [object-support] at all. In every case, there
is an external object-support (alambana),** different in [terms of]
space and time. (Slokavdrttika Niralambanavada 107cd—108ab)*

*'On a similar note, cf. the objection by an unidentified opponent at the beginning
of Vasubandhu’s Vimsika. On this, see Introduction § 3.3. However, Vasubandhu talks
about the non-restriction of an object to a specific mental continuum when that object
is external. In other words, only if there is an external object can many people see the
same thing. See Vimsikavrtti in Introduction § 3.3 n. 48. In the Saramaijari, in contrast,
Samantabhadra’s opponent appears to be saying that the existence of an external object
must be postulated because of the occurrence of specific images (@karas) in certain cog-
nitions, but no other images. Nevertheless, in countering this, Samantabhadra is taking
issue with the idea implied in the objection as found in Vasubandhu’s work. On this, see
Introduction § 3.3.

2The emendation in pada c (i.e., alambanam and bahyam) is based on the text of Sloka-
varttika Niralambanavada 107cd—108ab as well as parallels in the Tattvasamgrahapanjika.
See svapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvatha na hi nesyate | sarvatralambanam bahyam desakalanyathatma-
kam || (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 250, ed. p. 129, 12—13); sarvatralambanam
bahyam desakalanyathatmakam | (1attvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tattvasamgraha 1998, ed. p. 174 ,8).
Instead of bahyam, both the manuscript and the Tib. have bhrantam. This leads us to think
that the text is corrupted and the corruption must be old.

% According to the traditional verse numbering of the Niralambanavada of the Sloka-
varttika, these are indeed padas ¢ & d of 107 and padas a & b of 108. An identical quotation
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Therefore, how can one account for the restriction in terms of space,
[time,] etc., for a cognition related to the waking state, through the ex-
ample of dreams, etc.?

[Answer:] This [view of the Mimamsakas] is not [correct], because of
the logical incongruity (anupapatiti) of an object-support for an [illusory]
cognition, such as that related to dreams. For this [illusory cognition]
must have the nature of apprehension or the nature of memory. Among
these, first of all, [it does] not [have the nature of] apprehension. [This is]
because, since apprehension is not dependent on a previous apprehen-
sion, there could not be the specific restriction of being the perceiver of
the object of a [specific] previous perception, just as [there is not in the
case of] another perception.** Also its having the nature of memory is
impossible, because this [illusory cognition] is non-conceptual, because
it has an object that is present, and because it has vivid images. There-
fore, we do not understand how that [illusory cognition] can have as [its]
object a real thing (vastu) that was perceived in another space, [time,] etc.

111.4 Let us admit that [external] cause [for illusory cognitions]. How-
ever, [with regard to them,] the restriction in terms of space, [time,] etc.,
cannot be demonstrated as having that cause. This is because, [only] if
an external [object-support] appeared precisely in that space, [time,] etc.,
where it is at hand, even in a dream, it would be the cause of the [restric-
tion]. And this is not possible in this way, because it would undesirably

of the two half verses is found in Tativasamgrahaparjika ad Tattvasamgraha 250 (ed. p. 129,
12-13). Since we are not aware of any other previous occurrences of the quotation in
this precise form, this could be evidence of the fact that Samantabhadra was quoting
from the Tattvasamgrahapaiyika.

$Kumarila Bhatta argues that, for example, one sees a pot in their dreams since
they had seen a pot in the waking state. This second pot from the waking cognition is
the object-support of that dream cognition of a pot. Samantabhadra responds that, if
the dream cognition is admitted as a perception, then it cannot have a necessary relation
with the object-support of another perception which has occurred during a waking state.
By their very nature, perceptions do not depend on other previous perceptions; they are
not caused by them. Accordingly, when I dream of a pot, if that dream cognition had the
nature of the perception of that pot, there would not be any necessary restriction for me
to be apprehending a specific other pot that was grasped at an earlier time during my
waking state. In other words, a pot that was previously apprehended is not the object-
support of the cognition in my dream. This is similar in the case of any other perception
with a different object-support. A cow thatis apprehended through a different perception
is obviously not the object-support of my cognition (whether dream or waking) of a pot.
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follow that there would not be unreliability (visamvada) [of cognitions].
However, if in some cases[, such as in illusory cognitions,]| the appear-
ance of that [object cognized in those illusory cognitions]| is devoid of
that [i.e., an external object-support, which is right there], the [external
object-support] cannot be the cause [of that illusory cognition].*® If [an
external object-support] could produce [its own] appearance in [a cogni-
tion that is] devoid of its form, then it could produce it everywhere [i.c.,
in every cognition], since there would be no specific characteristic.®’

w. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of images (i.e., a non-restriction in
terms of mental continuums) only when an external object is present

Moreover, even though a common object is not there, a non-
restriction to a [specific] mental continuum is perceived when two peo-
ple have a similar dream perception, or when there is the appearance of

%What distinguishes an illusory cognition from a real one is that the object is there
precisely in that space and time where and when it is apprehended. A snake is not in that
place and in the moment where and when someone mistakenly sees it. However, a rope
is. Even if a real snake were to be admitted as the object-support of an illusory cognition,
it cannot be the cause of a spatio-temporal restriction for that cognition in the same way.
This is because a spatio-temporal restriction is caused by an object that appears in a
specific place and time, since it is at hand, i.e., right there. If an external object were
always the support of a cognition and the cause of a spatio-temporal restriction, then
that snake, which is the object-support of an illusory cognition and the cause of a spatio-
temporal restriction, would always be present, also in the case of that illusory cognition.
Accordingly, there would be no such thing as an illusory cognition.

% Samantabhadra starts with a provisional admission of the possibility that an exter-
nal object-support could be the cause of an illusory cognition. However, he takes issue
with the possibility that that external object-support could also be the cause of a spatio-
temporal restriction, and refutes it. Based on that refutation, he continues by refuting also
the first point—that an external object-support can be the cause of an illusory cognition.

%7If an object could bestow its image onto a cognition that does not have its form, it
could bestow it onto every cognition, since it would not be the cause of the appearance
of an image related to its own form. In other words, every cognition could be consid-
ered as the apprehender of every object. Cf. anyakaram ape jianam katham anyasya vedakam |
sarvah syat sarvasamvedyo na hetus ca niyamakah || (Tattvasamgraha 2039). Also, being en-
dowed with one image, how can a cognition be aware of another thing? Every [object]
could [then] be brought to awareness by every [cognition], and the cause would not be
restricting (niyamaka).” This verse is part of Séntaraksita’s refutation of the anyakaravada
theory, which was exemplified carlier in Slokavarttika Nirdlambanavada 108. In the fol-
lowing, however, the target of Santaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s refutation scems to be,
once again, Subhagupta and his *Bahyarthasiddhikarika.
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floaters (&t a hair-net) and other [visual defects] for many people who

have defective sight (bhrantajiianin).>®

wi. Refuting that there is a restriction in terms of causal efficiency (arthakriya) only
when an external object is present]

[Another argument:] Similarly, causal efficiency is indeed observed
in a dream even though [it is] devoid of an external object. Exactly as
[happens] in the waking state, pleasure, etc., which are caused by [the
presence of] a woman, and the ejaculation, etc., which are associated
with them, are experienced directly (saksat) as having causal efliciency, in
the same way, [that happens] also in the dream state.>” Therefore, just as
in dreams and so on, the restrictions of space, [time,] etc., occur without
an external object, similarly, when they occur also in the waking state,
what [could] defeat them?

As it is said [by Dharmakirti]:

%The argument seems also based on a response to Vasubandhu’s opponent’s exam-
ple. See yatha taimirakasyaiva samtane kesadikam pratibhasate, nanyesam (Vimsikavrtti ad 2, ed.
Ruzsa and Szegedi p. 137, 5-6). yatha taimirakanam samtane kesadyabhasah, nanyesam (ed.
Lévip. 3, 11-12). yatha taimirikasyaiva samtanasya kesadayo drsyante nanyesam (ed. Silk p. 150,
24-25). This appears to be a refutation of a rather frequent statement that the presence
of an external object is proven by the fact that two or more people can see it, namely,
there is a non-restriction to a specific mental continuum (santananiyama). This point is
also refuted by Vasubandhu in the Vimsika, for example, by bringing forward the ex-
ample of pretas, who experience the same unreal things due to the maturation of their
karman. However, Samantabhadra argues that some people can have the same dream or
the same ocular defects and thus, even in the absence of an external object that is present
for all of them, can see the same thing. This amounts to a non-restriction to a specific
mental continuum also in the case of illusory cognitions or dreams. To the best of our
knowledge, this argument is peculiar to this text.

S CL. evam santananiyamo vijhaptmam asaly apy arthe siddhah | svapnopaghatavat krtya-
kriya siddhet: veditavyam | yatha svapne dvayasamapattim antarena sukravisargalaksanah svapnopa-
ghatah | evam tavad anyanyair drstantair desakalaniyamadicatustayam siddham | | (Vimsika 4abl
and Irtti, ed. Lévi p. 3, 4-8). ‘Similarly, with reference to cognitions, the non-restriction
of mental continuums is established, even if the object is absent. “Like in the case of a
nocturnal pollution, the causal efficiency” is established, this must be understood. During a
dream, without the coming together of two [people], there occurs a nocturnal pollution
characterized by the release of semen. Like this (yatha) just similarly (evam), because of
many different instances, the four restrictions of space, time, etc., are established.” With
reference to the translation of vijfiapt: as ‘cognition’ in the Vimsika, see Kellner and Taber
2014 in Introduction n. 14.
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For some [specific] person [there is] truly some [specific] thing
[that] awakens an internal latent impression; due to this there is
a restriction regarding cognitions. [The restriction] is not depen-
dent on external objects. (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 336)*

Therefore, since [it has been proven that] an awareness does not have an
external cause, we do not know how one will [be able to] talk logically
about the defect that visual forms and other [sense objects], and pleasure,
etc., [can]not be cognized simultaneously (yugapatpratiyamanataviraha) be-
cause they are in a temporal continuity.

[Objection:] Even though they are being cognized simultaneously,
pleasure, etc., which are ascertained gua apprehender of visual forms
and other [sense objects], are indeed the apprehender; as for the ob-
ject, such as visual forms and other [sense objects], [this] is indeed the
apprehended, [since it is ascertained] as being common to all cognizers
[who are co-present at the same place]. This is because the instants of ob-
jects and cognitions are restricted [to each other] inasmuch as they arise
qua apprehender and apprehended precisely due to [their being part of]
a complex (kalapa) of causes, each preceding the other. Therefore, how
can the confusion of apprehended and apprehender be real?*!

This too is utterly pointless, since, with reference to direct perception
[that is] non-conceptual, there is no conceptual determination in terms
of ‘apprehended’ and ‘apprehender’, nor does the being common [to all
cognizers| of an indigo [thing] manifest. This is because [one cognizer]
cannot comprehend through direct perception the being visible of an in-
digo [thing] [as experienced] by another cognizer, due to the undesired
consequence of being able to directly perceive also someone else’s cogni-
tion [and not only one’s own]. Nor can it be comprehended through an
inference generated by the inferential mark that is the horripilation,*?
etc., because that has a universal for its object. Therefore, something

T he immediately preceding verse, k. 335, contains an argument that is very close
to the sahopalambhaniyama inference. On this, see Introduction n. 37.

*'The opponent here may be Subhagupta; see Introduction § 4.

*0ne cannot perceive the content of another person’s perception. Moreover, it is
not possible to infer it either, as, for example, by interpreting someone’s horripilation
as being an inferential mark for pleasure. Inference has a universal for its object, not a
particular, which is the content of a perception. Accordingly, upon seeing someone else’s
horripilation, one could infer the concept of pleasure, but not perceive someone else’s
actual pleasure.
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that 1s cognized contemporancously with a non-common form, etc., is
only cognition, because something that is not known by those who stay
at a place that is fit [for knowing that| is known by itself (Pramanavarttika
Pratyaksa® 16b2c).*?

7.2.3  Refutation of the Aspect of the Apprehended’ (grahya)

112.0 [Objection:] An external thing is permanent [and] unitary, hav-
ing the form of a whole, etc., since it endures for subsequent times, also
its being common is cognized through inference. Therefore, the [latter
fact] is not incoherent. Anticipating this objection, [Jianapada] says:

112. And precisely that, which is [directly] perceived, such as
white, is not perceived in other moments since there is a recipro-
cal contradiction between those two[, namely, between past and
present moments of perception, etc.], as [it is the case with] plea-
sure, etc., [occurring] always.

112.1 “Which’ ‘is [directly] perceived’, i.e., cognized through direct
perception, ‘such as white’, i.e., one unitary thing having the form of
white, etc.; ‘precisely that’ ‘in other moments’, i.e., before or after, ‘is
not perceived’. The meaning is: It is seen as truly devoid of the previous
and following form-nature (riipa). He says the logical reason [with]: ‘Since
there is a contradiction’ [that is] ‘reciprocal’, i.e., one with the other; ‘be-
tween those two’, i.e., between what was perceived and what is being
perceived or what is being perceived and what will be perceived, ‘as [it is
the case with] pleasure, etc.” ‘[occurring] always’. For a sense cognition
is the apprehender of nothing but what is close, at hand, [and] present
[(i.e., in the same space and at the same time)]. Otherwise, it would be
difficult to avoid the undesired consequence of grasping simultaneously
what 1s far, separated, etc., and[, in the case of the same person,] the
child from the past [or] the old person in the future, etc.

#1n other words, if people who are at the same place as someone else who apprehends
something cannot apprehend that thing, then, that object has the nature of mere cogni-
tion; it is not external. Part of this is a quotation from a passage by Dharmakirti where
he describes objects that are experienced during the dream state. See niladyapratighatan
na jianam tad yogyadesakaih | qjiatasya svayam jiianad namady etena varnitam | | (Pramanavarttika
Pratyaksa® 16). The context is, however, different.
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112.2  {NoTib.} And, in the Atmasadhanavatara, the master [Jiianapada]
said, in order to refute external objects:

If [it is argued:] How can samsara, which manifests with the forms
of apprehended and [apprehender], consist of mere conceptual
constructions? [It will be answered:] It does not [manifest with the
form of apprehended and apprehender]. This is because an ob-
ject of cognition is not well-established as being an apprehended,
etc. For no [nature (ripa or svariipa)], whether it is an apprehended
or an apprehender, [that is] different, apart from the appearance
of a visual form and the other [sense objects], is perceived. And
a nature that is not cognized cannot be the object of a treatment
as existent at all, because of an overextension. And its cognition
does not occur because there is the cognition of something related
to it[, namely, it cannot be inferred]. This is because a relation-
ship of something with [another thing] that has a nature which is
completely non-perceivable is not established. One could argue
(ced) that the condition of apprehender belongs to pleasure, etc.,
that manifests inside. However, the condition of apprehended be-
longs to something that has a cognized characteristic qua being a
form external to the [apprehender], such as an indigo [thing], etc.
[i-e., something conceptually determined as being outside, like a
visual form and the other sense objects].** [To this, it will be an-
swered:] No, because a function [of apprehending] belonging to
feelings with regard to an indigo [thing], etc., is not established.
And something having no recognized function [of apprehending]
cannot be an apprehender at all, since, if it were so, there would be
the undesired consequence that visual forms and the other [sense
objects], though being external, would have the condition of ap-
prehender. This is because, with respect to two things that appear
simultaneously [and] independently, we do not see [any] cause for
a specific restriction such as ‘one thing is the apprehended, one
thing is the apprehender’. Also [the cognition] ‘T am aware of an

#This reconnects with the objection that was already refuted in v. 111. An echo of
a similar position, at least regarding external objects, can be found in the *Madhyama-
kalamkarapafyika (with a parallel in Haribhadra’s Abhisamayalamkaraloka). That position is
explicitly attributed to Subhagupta by Kamalasila. Cf. sngon po la sogs pa phyi rol gyi lta bur
snang bar shes pa gang yin pa de ni shes pa’t rnam par ma yin gyt | sngon po la sogs par rig pa’i shes
pa nyams su myong na sgrub pa pos sngon po la sogs pa de lta bu’t ngo bor rtogs so /...J] (*Madhya-
makalamkarapanyika, ed. p. 163, 9-12); yat tu niladi bahir wa pratibhasamanam alaksyate tan na
JRanakarataya, api tu jiianam niladisamvedanam anubhavan pratipatta mohat tatha bahrrapena nila-
dikam adhyavasyati [...] (Abhisamayalamkaraloka Tathataparivarta, ed. p. 633, 4-6). For this
point and the related passages, see Introduction § 4.
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indigo [thing] and so on’ is merely conceptualization, since things
that appear internally and externally are cognized independently.
Orr else, all these connections of conceptual constructions, such as
apprehender, ctc., have the purpose of indicating (prakasana) in-
dependent experiences. This is because of [their] presence with
reference to things that are manifesting, being verily devoid of the
function of comprehending each other. Therefore, nothing is the
apprehender of anything at all. And thus [the Buddha] says: ‘O
Subhuti, a dharma does not know a dharma’ and so on. As for what
is said ‘[...] Also forms are cognized by two consciousnesses [i.e.,
sense consciousness and mental consciousness]* and so on, [this]
1s [stated] in some cases in dependence on the mere conceptual
determination of that form, as in the case of the teaching of the
pudgala, etc. Accordingly, there is no logical defect.

112.3 Therefore, with this much, the refutation of the positive proofs
of [the reality] of apprehended and apprehender is shown.

7.3 Exposition of Negatiwe Proof (badhakapramana): Things Have Neither
One Nor Many Svabhava/s]

113.0 Now, since [external] objects are non-existent [as it is estab-
lished] through the negative proofs (badhakapramana), proclaiming vijfia-
pumatrata [Jhanapada] states the [words| beginning with ‘and [it] is not

3

one .

113. And [it] is not one, because one perceives a visual form, etc.,
differentiated into beginning, end, etc.; nor, similarly, does it have
a manifold nature since one does not perceive [it as being distin-
guished] also atom by atom.

®The locus classicus remains untraced. On a similar note, sce pafica bahya dvivi-
Jheyah | ripasabdagandharasasprastavyadhatavo yathasamkhyam caksuhsrotraghranajihvakayavi-
JAanair anubhita manovyfiianena vyiidyante | evam ete pratyekam dvabhyam vyianabhyam viyfieya
bhavanti (Abhidharmakosa 1.48a and Abkidharmakosabhasya, ed. p. 36, 24-25).
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7.3.1  Refutation of External T hings: The Padarthas of Nyaya and Vaise-

sika™®
7.3.1.1 Sky, Time, Space and Internal Organ

113.1 The intended meaning is as follows: An external thing i.e., an
object, is described by the opponents as having many aspects with a dif-
ference of quality, substance, etc.?” Among these, a substance is the sub-
stratum of properties, such as qualities. Precisely through the refutation
of that [(i.c., substance)], those [properties] become utterly uprooted.*®
Therefore, a separate refutation is not set forth. And, if there is not some-
thing inherent, there is no inherence [either]; therefore the refutation of
that [(i.e., inherence)] is not discussed.

Moreover, substance is of nine types: earth, water, fire, wind, sky,
time, space, Self, internal organ.* Among these, the Self will be refuted
subsequently. As for sky, it is admitted [by you, Naiyayikas and Vaisesi-
kas,] as having sound as a quality’” and it is [regarded as] unitary. Ac-
cordingly, [if this were the case,] since all words would be in the same
place, they could not be heard as being different. And, therefore, a word,
even though expected to be in a distant place, would be heard as if it were

*On this tenet being treated as a shared idea by the two traditions, see Introduction
n. 58.

¥ Generally, the order of the categories (padartha) of the Vaisesika is as follows: dravya,
guna, karman, samanya, visesa, samavaya. Here the first and second elements are inverted. A
similar structure (with other differences) is also found, for example, in the Tattvasamgraha.
See gunadravyakriygatisamavayadyupadhibheh | (lattvasamgraha 2ab).

*Similarly, at the beginning of the Gunapadarthapariksa of the Tattvasamgraha, Sa-
ntaraksita states: dravyanam pratisedhena sarva eva tadasritah | gunakarmadayo “pasta bhavanty eva
tatha matah | | (lattvasamgraha 633).

Y9See prihivy apas tejo vayur akasam kalo dig ama mana iti dravyani | (Vaisesikasitra 1.1.4)

The Vaisesikasiitra does not include sound (szbda) in the list of qualitics (guna). See ri-
parasagandhasparsah samkhyah parimanani prthaktvam samyogavibhagau paratvaparatve buddhayah
sukhaduhkhe icchadvesau prayatnas ca gunah | (Vaisestkasatra 1.1.5). However, Prasastapada
does include it: gunds ca raparasagandhasparsasamkhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhagaparatoa-
paratvabuddhisukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayainas ceti kanthoktah saptadasa | casabdasamuccitas ca guru-
adravatvasnehasamskaradrstasabdah saptaivety evam caturvimsatir gunah | | (Padarthadharmasam-
graha, ed. p. 10, 11-15). He is also explicit on sabda being a quality of the sky (a@kasa). See ta-
trakasasya gunah Sabdasamkhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhagah (Padarthadharmasamgraha, ed.
p- 58, 7-8). The Mayasitra introduces sabda as a quality of akasa: prihivy apas tejo vayur
akasam it bhitani (1.1.13), gandharasarapasparsasabdah prthivyadigunah tadarthah (1.1.14).
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1

in a nearby place;’! or else [(another argument) if this were the case,]

[a word] [could] not [be heard] also somewhere else [and in other mo-
ments| (anyatra).’? This is conclusive. And with reference to space and
time, since they are unitary, the [different] notions of before and after
[would] be illogical >

Let the following be the case: This difference of notions occurs due
to a difference of adventitious attributes.’* [Answer:] Perhaps this pri-
ority and posteriority of the adventitious attributes is based on those [at-
tributes| themselves or based on the other [two, namely, space and time]?
Among these, in the first hypothesis, since the establishment of the no-
tions of those [i.e., before and after] is based only on the [adventitious
attributes], those two [i.e., time and space,] are useless.”” As for the sec-
ond hypothesis, if it is due indeed to space and time, then precisely that
[being before and after] does not logically follow, since those two are
unitary. If it is argued that it is based on something different [from the

PICf. a similar argument in the Tattoasamgrahapaijika: ata eva Sabdanam apy ekadesatoam
bhavet | tatas ca dirasannataradesabhedavasthatipratiia yeyam padarthanam kesameit sa virodhini syad
i [...] | (Tattvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tatlvasamgraha 627, ed. p. 259, 9-10).

Here, the different arguments can be stated as follows: 1. If sounds were in one and
the same place, one could not hear a distant sound as opposed to a close sound. 2. If
sounds were in one and the same place, one could not hear the same sound in different
places or on different occasions.

S CA. niramsaikasvabhavatvat paurvaparyadyasambhavah | (Tattvasamgraha 629ab). “Since
these two [(i.e., space and time)] have a partless and unitary nature, priority and pos-
teriority, etc., are not possible.” tatha hi — na dikpadartho namasti kanadadikalpitah | tasyatka-
svardpatvad anekarapah piarvadipratyayo na syat | (Tattvasamgrahaparyika ad Tattvasamgraha 1989—
1991, ed. p. 168, 2-3). “To explain: [What is| called “category of space”, [as] imagined by
Kanada and other [VaiSesikas], does not exist. Since[, according to them,] this [category
of space] is endowed with a unitary nature, with regard to it, a manifold nature—like
the concept of east, etc.—could not occur.’

**That is to say, being before and after are properties that are conceptually deter-
mined and superimposed. These are temporary and, hence, different from the substances
of space and time.

»On a similar note, see the refutation that is advanced by Santaraksita against the
categories of space and time: visistasamayodbhitamanaskaranibandhanam | paraparadivynianam
na kalan na disas ca tat | | niramsatkasvabhavatvat paurvaparyadyasambhavah | tayoh sambandhibhe-
dac ced evam tau misphalau nanu | | (Tattvasamgraha 628-629). “The cognition of [something
being] before and after, [high and low,] etc., is based on a mental determination (manas-
kara) arisen from specific conventions. That is not due to time or space.’ ‘Since these two
[(i.e., space and time)] have a partless and unitary nature, priority and posteriority, etc.,
are not possible. If [it is argued: They are possible] because of the difference of things
that are connected to them [(i.e., space and time)], [it will be answered:] In this way,
these two are verily useless.’
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previous two alternatives], [it will be answered: Then,] based on that, the
inutility of those, [space and time,] is established.

And these—sky, space and time—that are permanent are devoid of a
difference of natures, whether in association with cooperating causes or
without them. How can they produce their effects only at a certain time
[and not always]? To explain:

Since those, being unmodifiable, are permanent, who can destroy
their capacity or incapacity that is established by [their] nature?
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 22)>

With this [reasoning], also the internal organ (manas) is refuted. More-
over, for the [Natyayikas and Vaisesikas who] uphold the [reality of the]
internal organ, the latter is inferable through the non-arising of cogni-
tions simultaneously.”’ However, cognitions are indeed experienced si-
multaneously in the case of a dancer’s performance, etc. And this would
not be tenable in certain cases [such as that], if the internal organ were
real. Therefore, the sky and the following [(i.e., time, space, and internal
organ)| do not really exist.

7.3.1.2 Physical Elements
7.3.1.2.1 The Whole (avayavin)

Earth and the other [physical elements| are left. As for these, the

[Natyayikas and Vai$esikas| conceive of them in two ways as [being im-

permanent qua a] whole and as [being permanent gua] atoms.*®

The original verse is slightly different. Cf. tasya saktir asaktir va ya svabhavena samsthit |
nityatvad actkitsyasya kas tam ksapayitum ksamah || (Pramanavaritika Pratyaksa® 22). For a
philological discussion of this verse, see Franco and Notake 2014: 74-75.

See yupagajiiananutpattir manaso lingam | | (Ny@yasutra 1.1.16). According to Nyaya,
the internal organ is atomic and imperceptible; it can only be inferred. It is an instrument
of the Self that connects it with each sense-organ individually in order to direct attention
to the several sense data. For this reason, one cannot experience different sense percep-
tions at the same time. This is precisely how one can infer the existence of the manas,
since otherwise they would be overwhelmed by sensorial data. See also anindriyanimittah
smytyadayah karanantaranimitta bhavitum arhantiti | yugapac ca khalu ghranadinam gandhadinam ca
sannikarsesu satsu yugapaj jianant notpadyante | tenanumiyate, asti tat tad indriyasamyogi sahakari ni-
muttantaram avyapi, yasyasannidher notpadyate jianam sannidhes cotpadyate tan manah | manahsam-
_yoganapeksasya hindriyarthasannikarsasya jiianahetutve yugapad utpadyeran jianantti | (Nyayabhasya
ad Nyayasitra 1.1.16, ed. p. 19, 5-9).

¥The Vaisesikas conceive of the four physical elements as having two natures, a per-
manent one as atoms, and an impermanent one as their aggregates. See sa [= prthw?]
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Between these, then, neither is the whole existent, nor are atoms ex-
istent, since there is a negative proof (badhaka[pramana))*® regarding both
of them. [Jianapada] expounds precisely this negative proof in due suc-
cession. ‘And [it] is not’ at all ‘one’, namely, a whole composed by atoms
with a progression, namely, a dyad and so on, [which is] well known,
such as a pot. [This is] due to [this] logical reason, that is, ‘because one
perceives’ ‘a visual form, etc.’, as being ‘differentiated into beginning,
end’, middle, ‘etc.’, that is to say, [one perceives a thing that is] really
devoid of a coarse and unitary nature, due to properties that are mutu-
ally contradictory. Therefore, with this it is expressed the logical reason
[called] non-cognition that has the nature of the perception of a thing
conjunct in one cognition [with another].

For only parts appear, according to a specific composition; some-
thing different [from those parts], possessing them, however, does
not manifest at all as being devoid of parts. (Dharmakirti? Un-
traced)®’

In the case of the colouring or shaking of a single part, the whole, be-
ing also inherently connected with it, would be observed as coloured

tu dvividha mitya camitya ca | paramanulaksana nitya | karyalaksana tv anitya | (Padarthadha-
rmasamgraha, ed. p. 27, 17-19). Cf. also ksityadibhedato bhinnam navadha drayyam isyate |
catuhsankhyam prthivyadi mityamityataya dvidha | | (1attvasamgraha 548) tatra prihivy apas tejo vayur
iy etac catuhsanikhyam dravyam nityanityabhedena dviprakaram || (Tattvasamgrahapaiyika ad Ta-
ltvasamgraha 548, ed. p. 231, 22-23)

*Note that this is our emendation. The Tib. reads here along the lines of ‘since there
are no positive proofs’ (*sadhakabhavat/sgrub par byed pa med pa’ phyir ro).

9This verse is quoted twice in the Tarkabhasa as well, with some variants in the sec-
ond half. Cf. bhdga eva hi bhasante sannivistas tatha tatha | tadvan nawa punah kascid vibhagah
sampratiyate | | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 22, 14-15) The same verse, with nirbhdagah in-
stead of vibhagah, is found later (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 66, 15—16). A similar verse is
found in Arcata’s Hetubindutika: bhaga eva ca bhasante sannivistas tathd tatha | tadvan kascit punar
naiva mirbhagah pratibhasate | | (Hetubinduttka 32, ed. p. 106, 25-26). As noted by Kajiyama
(1998 [1966], 60 n. 140), Moksakaragupta ascribes this verse to the Nyayaparamesvara
(Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 22, 13), an epithet used for Dharmakirti in the Zarkasopana
by Vidyakarasanti (ed. Tucci 1956 p. 304, 21-22). Kajiyama was unable to identify the
verse. He notes that Arcata seems to be quoting it from another work of Dharmakirti.
Accordingly, he regards the attribution to Dharmakirti as likely. In fact, Moksakaragupta
(Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 53, 17-18) uses the same epithet to introduce part of a verse
that, while also untraced, is attributed to Dharmakirti by Jhanasrimitra and Ratnakirti.
That same verse is also found in Arcata (Hetubinduttka 3cd—4a, ed. p. 104, 26-27). He
appears to be ascribing it to Dharmakirti, without explicitly mentioning his name.
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or shaking.%! If it is argued that the colouring or the shaking are [ad-
mitted] regarding a part, [but] not regarding the whole, then [it will be
argued that] that [(i.e., the part)] would be observed as non-coloured
or non-shaking. Moreover, in the case of the covering of one part, the
[whole] would not be observed, because it [would] be covered [as well].
[Also,] the undesired consequence of the perception of the [whole] be-
ing uncovered when the [part| is uncovered would be difficult to avoid.
Therefore, due to the attribution of contradictory properties (viruddhadha-
rmadhyasa),%? [such as covered and uncovered,] which have the nature of
differentiating [things], a unitary whole cannot exist. Thus, we oppor-
tunely see that this [can]not be the object of a treatment as existent.%?

SYCL. panyadikampe sarvasya kampaprapter virodhinah | ekasmin karmano *yogat syat prthak si-
ddhir anyatha | | (Pramanavarttika Pramanasiddhi® 84). “There should be a separate estab-
lishment in another way, because of it being illogical that an action [occurs]| within a
unitary thing, since the movement of the whole [body] [would follow] when a hand,
etc., moves, which is contradicted [by our experience].” A short reference to the same
argument is also found in the Tattvasamgrahapaiyjika ad Tattvasamgraha 1997 (ed. pp. 172,
20-173, 1).

20n the concept of viruddhadharmadhyasa, see, for example, Ezaki 2004.

¥ Here, Samantabhadra is following two main lines of argument. The existence of a
unitary whole is contradicted (1) by direct perception, and (2) by inference: (1) It is con-
tradicted by direct perception, because we see wholes as in fact having different parts.
If the whole were unitary, one would never experience it as being partly covered or as
being multicoloured. This is because, since the whole is admitted as unitary, i.e., de-
void of parts, any nature of one part would also have to be the nature of the whole. (2)
It is contradicted by inference since, due to the state of being partly covered or multi-
coloured, the whole follows as manifold. That is because the attribution to the whole
of contradictory properties is the cause of its being differentiated. Accordingly, it can-
not be unitary as being identical to itself. Quite similar reasoning regarding the whole is
found in the Dravyapadarthapariksa of the Tatfvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahaparjika.
Sce sthilasyaikasvabhavatve maksikapadamatratah | pidhane pihitam sarvam asapyetavibhagatah | |
rakte ca bhaga ekasmin sarvam sapyeta [em.; rajyeta S] raktavat | viruddhadharmabhave va nanatvam
anusajyate | | (Tattvasamgraha 592-593) ‘If a coarse thing is [admitted as] having a unitary
nature, [then] if there is [its] being covered, [be it] due to the [stepping on it of] just the
foot of a fly, the whole thing would follow as covered, because [it] has no parts. More-
over, if one part is coloured, the whole thing would follow as being coloured, or [another
argument] since [it] has contradictory properties, the manifoldness [of that coarse thing]
follows.” yadi hi sthiillam ekam syat, tadatkadesapidhane sarvasya pidhanam, ekadesarage ca sarva-
sya ragah prasajyeta, pihitapihitayo raktaraktayos ca bhavanmatenabhedat | na caikasya parasparavi-
ruddhadharmadhyaso yuktah, atiprasangat | evam hi visvam ekam dravyam syat, tatas ca sahotpadadi-
prasangal | na tv ekadesapidhane sarvam pihitam tksyata iti pratyaksavirodhah | tathanumanavirodho
bt | tatha i — yat parasparaviruddhadharmadhyasitam na tad ekam bhavati, yatha gomahusam |
upalabhyamananupalabhyamanaripam pihitadirapena ca viruddhadharmadhyasitam sthilam it vya-
pakaviruddhopalabdhil | sarvasyakatvaprasango badhakam pramanam | (lattvasamgrahapaiyika ad
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7.3.1.2.2 Atoms

And, if now a unitary [nature] is refuted, one is left with ‘a manifold
nature’. And the latter is conceived in many ways by many [thinkers]. For
instance, the Vaibhasikas regard atoms as an object directly perceivable
by the senses; the Vai$esikas, in turn, regard them as composing a whole,
and the Sautrantikas view atoms as always beyond the reach of the senses,
behaving like the pisacas, [and] disposed to bestow their image on [their]
perception.

Among these, first of all, in order to refute atoms as conceived by
the Vaibhasikas, [Jianapada] says, ‘also atom by atom’, etc. (see 113cd).
Furthermore, just as a unitary coarse thing does not exist, ‘nor, similarly,
does it have a manifold nature’. [Jhanapada] states the logical reason
[with] ‘since one does not perceive [it as being distinguished] also atom
by atom’.®* The meaning is: Because there is a non-cognition of things
having the form of atoms [and] being distinct from each other.

114.0 Ifitisargued thatatoms can be inferred since, otherwise, a coarse
thing would be illogical (anupapatti),’ [as a response] to this [Jianapada]
states:

Tattvasamgraha 592-593, ed. p. 246, 14-21). ‘For, if a coarse thing is [admitted] as uni-
tary, then if one part “is covered”, the whole thing is covered. Moreover, if one part is
coloured, the whole thing follows as coloured, due to the non-difference, according to
your view, of what is covered and uncovered or coloured and not coloured. Furthermore,
it is not logical that one can attribute qualities that contradict each other (parasparavirud-
dhadharmadhydsa) to a unitary thing, because there would be an overextension. If it were
like this, everything would be one substance, and from this it would undesirably follow,
for example, that [everything] would come into existence at the same time. However,
it is not the case that one observes that, when one part is covered, the whole thing is
covered. Therefore, there is a contradiction by direct perception. Similarly, there is also
a contradiction by inference. To explain: That thing to which qualities that contradict
each other are attributed is not unitary, like a cow and a buffalo. And a coarse thing,
to which one attributes contradictory qualities, has a nature that is being perceived and
a nature that is not being perceived, since it has the nature of being covered [and that
of being uncovered], etc. Thus, there is the cognition of the contradictory of the per-
vader. The undesired consequence that everything would have a unitary [nature] is the
negative proof.’

*Samantabhadra explains that this argument refuting a manifold svabhava as con-
sisting of atoms is intended to oppose the Vaibhasika atomic view. In fact, Jhanapada
must be referring to a similar argument as found in Vimstka 11 and Vitte. Cf. napy anekam
paramananam pratyekam agrahanat | (Vrtti on Vimsika 11, ed. Lévi pp. 6, 30-7, 1). On this,
see Introduction § 5.1.

S Cf. Tattvasamgraha 1974 in Introduction n. 72.
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114. Moreover, if an atom is [admitted as] devoid of parts, since
it [can|not be surrounded by many atoms, no accumulation, such
as the sphere of earth, etc., would be possible at all in this case.%

114.1 The following is the intended meaning. First of all, the fact that
an atom has parts must be observed, because, due to the simultaneous
union of six [atoms], etc., with parts that are situated in opposite direc-
tions, it undesirably follows that it would be manifold. [This is exactly]
like [the manifoldness of] a coarse thing due to the conjunction of con-
tradictory qualities.” With regard to a unitary ‘atom’, ‘moreover, if [it]
is [admitted as] devoid of parts’, i.e., if it is free from parts (avayava) char-
acterized as members (amsa), ‘it’ can ‘not be’ ‘surrounded’, i.e., encircled,
‘by many’ ‘atoms’. [ This is] because, if it were encircled by [other] atoms,
the [atom] that stays in the middle of [the other]| atoms [placed] at the
nadir, the zenith, and in the four directions will necessarily follow as hav-
ing six parts. For that very nature (svabhava) of that [atom] which is con-
tiguous to an atom [placed] eastward cannot logically be contiguous to
an atom placed westward, since those two [atoms] would follow as oc-
cupying the same space. This being the case, if the nature [of a central
atom] that is next to the eastern atom can be contiguous to the western
atom [in the same manner], also that [western atom] would be [placed]
there [where the eastern atom is].%® Even if there is no contiguity, even
if there is merely the facing [each other without touching], there is the
same logical defect. And therefore, due to the undesired consequence
that what consists in a conglomerate would consist of merely one atom,
‘no accumulation, such as the sphere of earth, etc., would be possible at
all in this case.” What [Séntaraksita] says:

5% A very similar phrase, but to prove the opposite, is provided by gubhagupta in *Ba-
hyarthasiddhikarika 56. Jianapada would appear to be reversing Subhagupta’s statement.
On this, see Introduction § 5.1.

7 This most likely refers to the argument that was previously advanced by Samanta-
bhadra against the reality of the whole.

% Here, Samantabhadra’s reference to nature (svabhava) is based on Séntaraksita’s
and Kamalasila’s elaboration of the argument. See Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha
1989-1990 in Introduction § 5.1.

%9Samantabhadra is hinting at the idea that atoms can aggregate in various ways.
However, in all cases, if they do aggregate, they face the same logical defect. See Vimsika
14ab and V7t in Introduction n. 78.
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[Regardless of whether atoms are] conjoined, situated at a dis-
tance [or] placed in continuity [with other atoms], if the very
nature-form (rigpa)—which faces [only] one atom—of an atom
that is in the middle is conceived (kalpyate) as facing other atoms,
[then,] this being the case, an accumulation [of atoms,]| such as
mountains, is not tenable. (Tattvasamgraha 1989-1990)7°

114.2 {No Tib.} Therefore, the difference between those two natures
must be necessarily admitted. And just as [there is a difference] with re-
gard to these two [natures, the one of being contiguous to an atom placed
eastward and the one of being contiguous to an atom placed westward],
there is a difference of the natures that are contiguous to atoms [that are
placed] at the nadir, the zenith, the south and the north. Therefore, the
atom forcibly follows as having indeed six parts. This [Vasubandhu] says:

Because of the simultaneous joining with six [atoms], an atom
[would] have six parts. Because [those] six [atoms] would all be
in the same spot, a conglomerate would amount to only one atom.

(Vimsika 12)

114.3 And, if a unitary [atom] is not established, many [atoms] are not
established [either]. Therefore, atoms do not exist.’!

114.4 {No Tib.} [Therefore,] the refutation of the [whole was] not use-
less considering that (i/2) [according to the Mimamsakas] it is not the case
that, through the mere refutation of the atoms, [also] the whole would
be refuted. [For Kumarila Bhatta said:]

And atoms are not necessarily admitted by the Mimamsakas. (Slo-
kavarttika, Anumanapariccheda 183ab)

OCE., also, *byar ba dang ni bskor ba’am | | bar med rnam par gnas kyang rung | | dbus gnas
rdul phran rdul geig la | | bltas pa’i rang bzhin gang yin pa | | rdul phran gzhan la blta ba yang | |
de nyid gal te yin brjod na | | de lta_yin na de lta bu | | sa chu la sogs rgyas “gyur ram | | (*Madhya-
makalamkarakarika 11-12).

"'Tor similar statements in the Tatvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 1992—1996 and
other sources, see Introduction n. 80.
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[The Madhyamaka Perspective]

7.3.2  Refutation of Vyiiaptimatrata

114.5 Then let us concede that the universe has the nature of mere
cognition.”? Also this[, i.e., cognition (vijidna)], as before[, namely, in the
case of the external object], cannot allow a nature [that is] one or man-
ifold. Therefore, like a lotus in the sky, [a cognition] cannot be treated
as existent. Since there is no other way for something really existent, this
[cognition] must be one of the two: either one or many.”® And this [cog-
nition] is not possible like this[, i.e., either one or many], therefore, we
do not know how this can be an object that is treated as being existent.

7.3.2.1 Refutation of the (Vyfianavada-) *Satyakaravada or Sakaravada

There might be this objection: The illogicality of a cognition [having]
one or manifold nature is not possible. [The answer would be:] This is

>This may be an intertextual reference to the subsequent quotation from the Afma-
sadhanavatara (see § 114.8 mnfra). However, in that quotation the universe is defined with
the attribute ‘imperishable’ (anasvaratmaka).

"Here the ‘neither-one-nor-many’ argument is introduced by Samantabhadra, sig-
nalling a shift to a Madhyamaka standpoint. He had previously used this argument in
a Vijhanavada context to prove vyiaptimatrata through the refutation of external objects
of cognition. The statement is also very close to that of Kamalasila in the Tattvasam-
grahapafjika: yad ekanckasvabhavarahitam tad asadvyavaharayogyam, yatha viyadabjam | (Tattva-
samgrahaparjika ad Tattvasamgraha 1989-1991, ed. p. 166, 19-20) ‘What is devoid of a
svabhava, either one or many, is apt to be treated as non-existent, such as a lotus in the
sky.” /[...] prayogah — yad ekanekasvabhavam na bhavati na tat sattvena grahyam preksavata yatha
vyomotpalam | ekanekasvabhavarahitas ca parabhimatah prthiyadaya it vyapakanupalabdhih | trti-
yarasyantarabhavenaikatvanckatoabhyam sattvasya vyaptatvad vyapyavyapakabhavanupapatth | (Ta-
ttvasamgrahapafyika ad Tattvasamgraha 1964, ed. p. 156, 9-13) °[...] The proof statement is
[as follows]: That which is not endowed with a svabhava, either one or many, cannot be
apprehended—by a judicious man—as being real, such as a lotus in the sky. And earth
and the other [elements], [which are] admitted by the opponents [as real], are devoid of
svabhava, either one or many. Therefore, [in this proof,] the non-cognition of the pervad-
ing [property] [is the logical reason]. Since, due to the absence of another third option,
real existence is pervaded either by the [property of] being one or [of] being many, there
is a logical incongruity in the relation between the pervaded [property] and the per-
vading [property| [in the case of the earth, etc.]’ See also Santaraksita’s statement in the
*Madhyamakalamkarakarika: bdag dang gzhan smra’t dngos °di dag | | yang dag tu na geig pa dang | |
duma’i rang bzhin bral ba’ phyir | | rang bzhin med de gzugs brnyan bzhin | | (*Madhyamakalamka-
rakarika 1). The original Sanskrit verse is quoted by Prajfiakaramati: nihsvabhava ami bhavas
tattvatah svaparoditah | ekanekasvabhavena viyogat pratibimbavat | | (Bodhicaryavatarapafiika, vol.
IV 1905, ed. p. 358, 1-2).
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false, because a lack of one or manifold nature is evident [also] in the case
of a cognition endowed with images, like externally’* [(i.c., in the case of
an external object)].”> This is because precisely this [thing] that is treated
as an external object by ordinary people is [admitted as just] a cognition
for the sakaravadin. Therefore, precisely [the pramana] that contradicts the
external existence of that [thing, when it is admitted as an object,] will
contradict also [its] internal existence[, when it is admitted as a cognition
endowed with an image],’® since the negative [proof] refutes a coarse

unitary thing and something manifold having the nature of atoms. And

77

whether this image, which is the very essence of cognition,’’ is unitary

[and] coarse or manifold [and] distinct into atoms,’® in both cases the
refutation concerning the external object cannot be avoided.”” This is
because that [negative proof] is not a refutation connected to something

"With regard to this passage, both Jitari and Moksakaragupta have parallel passages
in which one finds the words ‘external object’ (as opposed to ‘externally’). Cf. phyi rol gy
don (*Sugatamatavibhargabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1985 p. 101, 15) and bakirarthe (Tarkabhasa,
ed. Iyengar p. 70, 17). However, the Tib. appears to confirm the reading bahyatath.

PThe phrasing is ambiguous here. Moksakaragupta makes his interpretation of the
sentence clearer, rephrasing the passage as: sakare jiane bahirartha wa ekanekasvabhavayogya-
asya parisphutatvat | (larkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 70, 17-18); rnam par shes pa rnam pa dang
beas pa yin na phyi rol gyi don bzhin du geig dang du ma’t rang bzhin dang mi ldan par gsal ba’t phyir
le | (*Sugatamatavibhargabhasya D 46v7—47rl; ed. Shirasaki 1985 101, 14-16).

%A similar point is made, for example, in the Bhavanakrama I. CE. ye *py arapinas te pi
tathaiva vicaryamand nihsvabhava eva | tatha hi — bahyasya nilader arthasyabhdavat samarthyad eva
vyRanadayo “ripinah skandha ntladirapena pratibhasanta ity abhyupeyam | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p.
13, 4-6). “Those immaterial [dharmas,] too, [if] examined precisely in this way, are indeed
devoid of svabhava. To explain: Since there is no external object, such as an indigo [thing],
indeed, by implication, the immaterial skandhas, such as consciousness, etc., appear in the
form of an indigo [thing], etc. This must be admitted.’

""Here, atmabhiita appears to have the stronger connotation of ‘being the very nature
of”. The thesis that Samantabhadra is refuting at this point is clearly the Vijhianavada-
sakaravada or *satyakaravada. In this latter doctrine, images are regarded as the very nature
of cognitions.

8 The specific way this thesis is stated may be echoing the Tatasamgrahapanjika. Cf.
[...] aneko va paramanuso bhinnah [...] (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 1966, ed. p.
158, 3).

"Samantabhadra states: /...] disanam asakyam apagantum. After asakyam, one would
expect a transitive verb. Moksakaragupta phrases it differently: /.../ dasanam asakyam ud-
dhartum | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 71, 4). In Jitari, one finds: sun *byin pa bsal bar mi nus
so | | (*Sugatamatavibhargabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1985 p.102, 4).
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existing outside of a cognition® by which there would not be [a refuta-

tion] regarding the [very internal] existence of that [cognition].?!

The [objection:] “The negative [proof] connected to shaped things
(mirt) does not [apply] to what has the nature of a cognition, which is
non-shaped’ is also worthless. This is because, since it has images, such
as an indigo [thing], also a cognition is shaped. For, after all (), [it
is] precisely this image which is endowed with spatial extension [that]

1s a shaped thing. Therefore, we do not understand how the notion of

‘shaped thing’®?

1s with reference to its[, i.e., of the form (@kara),] being

external, but not with reference to its[, i.e., of the image (@kara),] being a

cognition.®?

7.3.2.2 Refutation of the (Vyiianavada-) *Alikakaravada or Nirakaravada

114.6 The following thought might be argued: Let this [previous] logi-
cal defect [follow] for those who [admit] a cognition as endowed with im-

8OCIL. Tib. de rnam par shes pa las phyi rol yin pa’i.

81The Tib. differs slightly here. See gang gis de med pas med par *gyur ba de rnam par shes

pa las phyi rol yin pa’i rgyu mishan gyis sun "byin pa ni ma yin no | | (*na i tad vyiianabahirbhavani-
bandhanadiisanam, yena tadabhavena na bhavet). Cf. also, na hi tad vyfiane bahirbhavanibandhanam
diisanam, yena tadbhavena bhavet | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 71, 4); gang gi phyir gang gis de
yod na yod par “gyur ba rnam par shes pa de phyt rol gyt dngos po’t rgyu mitshan can gyt sun *byin pa
can ma yin te (T'ibetan translation of Tarkabhasa, D 4264, tshad ma, zhe 368v4—5); gang gis
de ma_yin na mi “byung ba sun “byin pa ni rnam par shes pa de’t phyi rol yin pa’i 1gyu mtshan can ma
v no || (*Sugatamatavibharngabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1985 p.102, 4-6).

811 the objection, mirti/ mirta has a connotation close to the meaning of 7ipa in the
sense of the ripaskandha, i.e., the material aggregate. In the Abhidharmakosa, the latter is
subdivided into objects of the senses, sense organs, and the non-informative (avyiapts). It
is contraposed to the ‘immaterial’ skandhas. In the answer, mirti/mirta is intended more
as ripa with the meaning of visual forms as sense objects. In the Abhidharmakosabhasya,
Vasubandhu points out that rizpa, as visual form, is twofold, i.e., colour and shape. Since
the context here is primarily one of visual images, the translation as ‘shaped thing’ for
martt/ mirta seems to be the most appropriate. Note that, according to Vasubandhu, there
was a disagreement on whether or not colours were to be considered as being shaped.
Here, in the following, this seems to be assumed, with colours being regarded as being
shaped insofar as they have different parts. Cf. ast riipayatanam varnato vidyate na samstha-
natah | nilapttalohit@vadatacchayatapalokandhakarakhyam | [...] atapalokav eva varnato vidyete ity
apare | drsyate i niladinam dirghadipariccheda iti | (Abhidharmakosabhasya ad 1.10a, ed. p. 6,
17-18; 19-20).

#The diagnostic conjecture na lu jianatva is based on Jitari’s text: shes pa yin na ni ma yin
no (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya D 47r4, ed. Shirasaki 1985 p. 102, 9). The Ms. reading tva
could be explained as an eye-skip (from the first za to the second). Similarly, an eye-skip
could potentially justify also the diagnostic conjecture na tv antaratva (from the first tva to
the second) (Watson 2019; private communication).

215



English Translation

ages. However, [there are] those who [maintain] the thesis that [aware-
ness/cognition], which is devoid of images [and] has the form of feelings
[(vedana)], is real; for them, how can this lack of unity and manifoldness
apply? In this respect, it shall be responded: In this doctrine [i.e., the
*altkakaravada], cognition has the nature of light-manifestation; and the
manifestation of those [cognitions], as being separated from [images,]
such as an indigo [thing], which are appearing, is not brought to aware-
ness, even in dreams; and[, accordingly;] the falsity of [images,] such as

an indigo [thing,] that are appearing is not tenable, just as [it is not ten-

able regarding] feelings.®* [This is the statement of the prasanga.]

If it 1s argued: [The falsity of images] is [established] because there
are negative [proofs], [it will be answered:] Who could prevent this neg-
ative [proof] [from being applied] to feelings? But it could be argued
that, since feelings are not material (amirta),® that [negative proof against

8 QL. athava latralika evamt rapadaya akarah pratibhasanta ity abhyupagamyate | lada vijianam
apy altkam prapnoti | vyiianasya tatsvarapavyatirekat | na hi samprakasamanaripatavyatirekenanyad
vyAanasya rapam asti | svayam ca na nirbhasante rapadayah | tesam ca vyiianasvarapapannanam
alikatve, sarvam eva vyianam alikam abhyupetam syat | tasman mayopamam ca vyiianam ity uktam
bhagavata | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p. 13, 11-15). ‘Or else, [a second argument is that] it
is admitted that these images, such as visual forms, appear as truly false in it[, i.e., in
cognition]. Then, the cognition also follows as being false, since cognition is not distinct
from their|, i.e., the images’] nature. For the nature of cognition is not another apart
from having the nature of manifesting itself, and visual forms and other [sense objects]
do not appear by themselves. Moreover, if these [visual forms and other sense objects],
having arisen with the nature of cognitions, are false, [then] indeed every cognition can
be admitted as false. Therefore, the Bhagavat said, “And cognition is similar to illusion.”’
’On te rnam par shes pa ni geig pu kho na yin la | rnam pa brdzun pa rnams de la snang bas sna tshogs
kyt skyon du mu “gyur ro zhe na | gal te de lta na go brdzun pa de dag ji ltar de la snang bar “gyur |
snang zhes bya ba mi gsal ba’i bdag nyid la bya ste | de ni shes pa’t bdag nyid du gtogs pa’i chos yin
na, brdzun pa ri bong gi rwa la sogs pa dang dra bar shin tu med na go snang bar ji ltar *gyur | de
lta bas na gsal ba’i bdag nyid kyi rnam pa rnams brdzun pa nyid du khas len na khyod kyi bden par
‘oyur ba gang yin pa shes pa’i ngo bo gzhan ci zhig lus te | rnam par shes pa yang gsal ba’ bdag nyid
kyt mtshan nyid yin pa’t phyir la | sngon po la sogs pa yang bdag nyid kyis snang bas gsal ba’t bdag
nyid yin pa’ phyir ro | | (*Vagracchedikatika, ed. Saccone forthcoming). ‘Let the following be
the case: Cognition is truly one; since [it is only]| false images [that] appear in it, there
cannot be the defect of [it] being manifold. If it is like this, how can these false [images]
appear in it? Appearance is having the nature of light. If this is a property regarded as the
nature of cognition, how can false images, if they are absolutely non-existent like a hare’s
horns, etc., appear? Therefore, if the images that have the nature of light are admitted
as false, what other nature of cognition which is real for you is left? [This is] because also
cognition has the characteristic of having the nature of light. And because also an indigo
[thing], etc., have the nature of light due to the appearance through that nature [of the
cognition].’

B As seen (n. 82), the sense of mirta in the objection appears to convey the more
generic idea of materiality. The answer is based on mirta in the sense of ‘shaped’.
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shaped things] is absent [(i.e., does not apply to them)]. [The answer
would be:] That is not [true], since also those [feelings] appearing with a
spatial extension can be denied [through that proof].®® For, with regard
to a tired person, the feeling of pleasure is experienced as originating as
pervading as many limbs as enter the water. And it is not the case (na ca) at
all (nama) that something devoid of spatial extension can be experienced
like this, because it would undesirably follow that also the body would be
devoid of spatial extension. Moreover, [this is also] because, if [feelings]
have spatial extension, like the body, they also [must] be shaped [(i.e., be
material)].%” Precisely this cognition, whether endowed with images or
devoid of images, does not surpass the refutation meant for what exists
outside. Therefore, a separate refutation is not provided by the master
[Jhanapada]. This must be understood.®®

7.3.3  Conventional Reality of Cognition (vyfiana)

114.7 Therefore, this is established: Also the [above-mentioned] cog-
nition cannot be treated as existent. Then, this could be [argued:] Due
to the non-existence of cognition and cognized, the reality [of cognition]
has the nature of non-existence. No, [it is not like that.] Conventionally,
cognition will be [real], since conventional reality cannot be denied.?
Ifit is argued: Non-existence necessarily derives from the negation of
existence, [the answer will be:] No. [This is] because, since non-existence

% With reference to a similar objection and a different type of response, see *Madhya-
makalamkarapaiyjika (ed. p. 139) and the parallel in the Abhisamayalamkaraloka (ed. p. 627,
13-21).

% The argument here is meant to prove that also feelings could be regarded as having
spatial extension. The feeling of pleasure, for example, is experienced as originating in
some parts of the body and not in others. Accordingly, like the body, if feelings have
spatial extension, they must be admitted as being shaped (mirta). They are then prone to
being refuted like other shaped things.

#Here, Samantabhadra is suggesting that Jiianapada does not ultimately admit the
reality of vyfiaptimatrata. However, since the criticism addressed at cognitions is the same
as the one for external objects, he does not devote a separate refutation to it.

#Samantabhadra most likely endorses the idea that vjiaptimatraia is real from the
point of view of conventional reality (samort). This view is also shared by Santaraksita
and Kamalasila. See Introduction § 6.
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presupposes existence,” if the latter is unestablished, the former is not
established either.”! As [the Bhagavat] said:

‘It does not exist’ is preceded by existence, ‘it exists’ is preceded
by non-existence, therefore, ‘it does not exist’ cannot be said, and
one cannot conceive of existence. (Lankavatarasitra 3.83)%

% Samantabhadra, among others, appears to advocate a logical hierarchy in which
existence comes first. Existence and non-existence are not simply dependent on each
other, but rather non-existence presupposes existence. The same holds true for Kama-
lasila in the Bhavanakrama: tatha hi — yada prajiaya niripayan na kimeid bhavasvabhavam upa-
labhate yogt, tadasya naiva bhavavikalpo bhavati | abhdvavikalpo “pi tasya nasty eva | yadi bhavah
kadacid drsto bhavati, evam sati tannisedhenabhavavikalpah pravartate | yada tu kalatraye “pi bhavo
yogind prajiidcaksusa niripayatd nopalabdhah, tada katham tasya pratisedhenabhavavikalpam kurvr-
ta | (Bhavanakrama 1, ed. p. 21, 10-14). “To explain: When, examining through insight,
the yogin does not perceive any nature of existence, then he does not have any concept
regarding existence at all. He does not have the concept of non-existence, either. If exis-
tence [could] be perceived at one point, then, such being the case (evam sati), the concept
of non-existence would occur through its negation. However, if; in all three times, ex-
istence is not perceived by the yogin who is examining through the eye of insight, how
then could he/she adopt (kurvita) the concept of non-existence through the negation of
that [concept of existence]?’ For the larger context of this passage, see Introduction n.
91.

9'On a similar note, see Candrakirti’s Prasannapada: nanu ca bhavanam svabhavo nasti-
ty abhyupagacchato ma bhad bhavadarsanabhavac chasvatadarsanam, ucchedadarsanam tu niyatam
prasajyata iy | nawam abhavadarsanam bhavati | yo hi parvam bhavasvabhavam abhyupetya pascat
lanmivrttim alambate, tasya parvopalabdhasvabhavapavadat syad abhavadarsanam | yas tu taimiri-
kopalabdhakesesv wa vitavmiriko na kimeid upalabhate, sa nastiti bruvan kimein nastits brigyat prati-
sedhyabhavat | viparyastanam tu mithyabhinivesanivrttyartham ataimirika wa vayam briamah — na
santi sarvabhava it | na caiwam bruvatam asmakam parahitavyaparaparayananam ucchedadarsana-
prasanigah | | (Prasannapada 15.11, ed. pp. 273, 12274, 4) /[Objection:] Since he does not
[accept] the view of existence, let there not be the view of permanence for [that person]
who admits that there is no real nature of things. However, [for him] the view of nihilism
follows necessarily. [Answer:] In this way, the view of non-existence does not [follow for
him]. For, the one who, having previously admitted a real nature of things, relies on its
cessation afterwards, could have [such] a view of non-existence due to the negation of a
real nature previously perceived. Nevertheless, [there is a person] who, being devoid of
dimness of vision, does not perceive something, as in the case of hairs perceived by those
who are affected by dimness of vision. This [person] saying “it is not there” could say
“nothing is there”, because there is no[thing] to be denied. And (fz) in order to stop the
false attachment of people with misconceptions, like those who are devoid of dimness of
vision, we say: “All things do not exist”. And for us [who are]| intent on the activity of
benefitting others, and say thus, the undesired consequence of the view of nihilism does
not follow.”

2The Lankavatarasitra differs in pada c. See astitoapiroakam nasti asti nastitvapiroakam |
ato nasti na gantayyam astitvam na ca kalpayet | | (Lankavatarasatra 3.83). The latter quotation is
found, among other places, in the *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (ed. p. 240, 6-9). A quotation
presenting the same difference as our text in pada c is found in the *Madhyamakaloka; see
med pa yod pa’i zlas drangs te | yod pa *ang med pa’i zlas drangs so | de phyir med par brjod mi bya |
yod pa nyid du “ang mi brtag go | (*Madhyamakaloka D 152v2).
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Nor does [reality] have both natures as being existent and non-existent
[at the same time], since existence and non-existence are contradictory.
Not even does it have a nature which is neither of them, verily differ-
ent from existence and non-existence, because something positively im-
plied” that is apart from these two is illogical.

Surely, we must conclude that reality is nothing whatsoever! [The si-
ddhanta is:] Precisely this is reality, that is to say, the fact of being altogether
devoid of reality. Therefore, the following is established:

Cognition manifests as devoid of the tetralemma. This 1s the real-
ity for those who really know reality [i.e., the Madhyamikas], even
though it is not reality ultimately.*

7.3.4  Quotation_from the Atmasadhanavatara

114.8 {No Tib.} This is stated by Jhanapada, beginning [with the

words], [objection:] ‘Let the imperishable universe have the nature of

mere cognition.’®

It is not [like this], since also a cognition lacks a nature[, whether]
unitary or manifold. To explain: That [cognition] is not unitary,
(1) because perceptions (upalambha) are varied due to a difference
of an indigo [thing], etc., (ii) because also a single colour, such as
white, appears with a difference of front, middle and end, and (ii1)
because of a different use due to [a specific] causal efficiency; and
because the definition of manifoldness consists of nothing but all of
the [three]. [Cognition] is not even manifold, since the parts of an
image, such as white, which are similar to atoms [with respect to

%This means something negated through implicative negation (paryudasa), i.c., the
negative particle as excluding something and thus positively implying something else.

9"We interpret this stanza as the author’s samgrahasloka. However, the possibility that
it is a quotation remains, in which case it is untraced. A similar concept is found, among
other places, in: na san ndsan na sadasan na capy anubhayatmakam | catuskotivinirmuktam tattvam
madhyamika viduh | | (Jiianasarasamuccaya 28); the latter verse is found identically in Bodhi-
caryavataraparyika (ed. p. 359, 10—11) and is also quoted in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya
(ed. Shirasaki 1985 p. 128, 7-10).

PIn the Tibetan translation of the Atmasadhanavatara this sentence is followed by a
portion that is missing in this quotation: de lta yin du chug na yang ‘gro ba rnams kyang rnam
par 1ig pa tsam gyt rang bzhin gzung ba dang “dzin pa med pa’i rang bzhin can yin la | de yang ldog pa
med pa’t phyir gang gis de rnam par ldog pa tsam mya ngan las “das pa zhes bya zhe na | ma yin te rnam
par shes pa yang geig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang bral ba yin pa’i phyir ro | | (Atmasadhanavatara
D 53r4-5).
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their treatment as inexistent], are not apprehended.”® And there is
no other [third] way aside from one or many, since these two are
contradictory due to their having the nature of being mutually
exclusive (anyonyabhava).

[Objection:] If things are absolutely devoid of Self, where does this
difference of causal efficiency that is experienced [come] from?
[Answer:] [That is] because, regarding a single nature, which is
not investigated (avicarita)’’ [i.e., is only conventionally true], there
1s a non-apprehension of another [difference of causal efficiency]

9CE. ye tu manyante — samanajatiany api jianany akarasamkhyany eva bahini citrastaranadi-
su_yugapat samudbhavanty eva vyatiyariapasabdadyiianavad i1 | tatas ca prasange siddhasadhyatet |
tesam citrastarane yatha niladayo bahava akarah samvedyante, evam ekakare *pi sitadav arvagmadhya-
parabhagaripa bahava akara it tadatmakam tatrapi jianam anekatmakam prapnoti | isyata eveti cet |
kim idantm ekam jiianam bhavatiti vaktavyam | yad anavayavanuvisayam iti cet | tad etad anubha-
vaviruddham | na h kvacid anavayavam anuriipam bhasamanam alaksyate jiane | na capy ami-
rtanam paurvaparyavasthanam desakrtam yuktam, yena tasya satyataprasiddhaye “nekajiianakalpana
sadhvt syat | (Tattvasamgrahaparyika ad lattvasamgraha 2036-2037). ‘However, [there are]
those who think: “Cognitions, albeit homogeneous, numerous, precisely according to
the number of the images, arise simultaneously in the case of a multicoloured carpet,
etc., as [it happens with] cognitions of visual forms and sounds, etc., which are heteroge-
neous [and arise simultaneously|. And therefore, regarding the undesired consequence
[put forward by the opponent], there is the establishing of what is [already] established.”
[Precisely] for them[, the reply will be the following]: As, with regard to a multicoloured
carpet, many images—such as an indigo one—are brought to awareness, likewise, also
with regard to a single image—such as a white one—there will be many images, [each]
having the form of the parts [situated] below, in the middle or above. Therefore, in this
case too, the cognition [of a single white image], consisting of those [(i.e., images of the
different parts of that white image)], [will] follow as having a manifold nature. If [it is
argued:] “[This] is indeed admitted”, [then the reply will be:] “One must say which one
is the unitary cognition in this case.” If [it is argued that the unitary cognition is the cog-
nition] that has the partless atom as [its] content, [the reply will be that] precisely this is
contradicted by direct experience, for nowhere can the partless form of an atom be seen,
as appearing, in cognition. Nor is it logical that immaterial things|, like cognitions,] are
placed in continuity extending in space (desakrta), by virtue of which, in order to establish
the truth of that [image], the conception of many cognitions [occurring together| could
be fit.” Cf. also du ma rnam grangs bzhin du rnam par shes pa cig car “byung ngo zhes brjod du yang
mi rung ste | cha shas med pa dang lus med pa rnams la ni | tshu rol dang pha rol na gnas pa mi rigs
pa’t phyir ro || de ltar gnas pa med na ni | de ltar snang bar mi *gyur ro | | (*Vajracchedikatika, ed.
Saccone forthcoming) ‘Moreover, it is not logical to say that cognitions arise synchroni-
cally according to the number of the many images [that compose a variegated image],
because it is illogical that things devoid of parts and incorporeal are in spatial continuity.
If they do not stay like this, they cannot appear like this.’

9This term echoes the concept of avicara/ekajramaniya, something that is satisfying as
long as no analysis is undertaken. Itis related to one of the characteristics of relative truth.
On this, see for example Eckel 1992, 42, 138 and Seyfort Ruegg 2010, 167-168. Yor the
concept of relative truth in Jianapada, Santaraksita and Kamalagila, see Introduction §
6.1.

220



English Translation

other than that [single one which is experienced], since this [ap-
prehension] is based merely on [a succession] of preceding con-
ceptual constructions [in beginningless samsara].”® This has been
stated [already].%?

[Objection:] Let us grant that this is the case, then all things really
exist, since being a real thing is characterized by causal efficiency.

[Answer:] That is not [true], because admitting [something] as
[conventionally] existent by virtue of [its] mere appearance is non-
contradictory. Selflessness is established based precisely on the in-
vestigation of the nature (laksana) [of all things] according to the

%Here, Jiianapada is arguing that only a single specific nature of something, which
is connected to its causal efficiency, is experienced by someone at a certain moment.
This is experienced based on habituation (abhyasa), which is related to previous concepts
experienced also in previous lives. This idea, which is often discussed in the literature of
the logico-epistemological tradition, finds a clear expression, for instance, in Dharma-
kirti’s Svavrtti on the Svarthanumana chapter of the Pramanavarttika: yady apy amsarahitah
sarvato bhinnasvabhavo bhavo “nubhitas tathapi na sarvabhedesu tavata miscayo bhavati | karananta-
rapeksatoat | anubhavo hi yathavikalpabhyasam niscayapratyayan janayati | yatha rapadarsanavisese
bt kunapakaminibhaksyavikalpah | tatra buddhipatavam tadvasanabhyasah prakaranam ityadayo “nu-
bhavad bhedamiscayotpattisahakarinah | tesam eva ca pratydsattitaratamyadibhedat paurvaparyam |
_yatha janakatvadhyapakatvavisese “pi pitaram ayantam drstoa pita me agacchati nopadhyaya iti | (Pra-
manavarttikasvavrtti ad Pramanavarttika Svarthanumana® 58, ed. p. 32, 3—11). ‘Even though
a nature different from everything [and] devoid of parts, i.e., a real thing, is experienced,
nevertheless, there is not the ascertainment to such an extent regarding all the differences
[(.e., aspects)], since [that ascertainment] depends [also] on other causes. For experience
generates ascertaining cognitions (niscayapratyaya) according to the habituation to concep-
tual constructions. For instance, even though there is no difference in seeing a visual form
[related to a woman], [there arise| the concepts of a corpse, a woman, and food. In this
respect, the acuity of the cognition, the habituation to its latent impressions, the context,
etc., are cooperating causes for the arising of [episodes of] ascertainment of differences
[(G.e., aspects)] based on the experiencing [of some thing]. Moreover, the succession of
these [different episodes of ascertainment] is, indeed, due to the difference of proximity,
difference in degree, ctc. For instance, even though there is no difference between [his]
being a father and being a teacher, [the son,] having seen the father coming, [thinks,]
“my father is coming”, and not, “a teacher [is coming].””’

PThis refers back to the very beginning of the Atmasadhanavatara (D 52v3), where Jiia-
napada substantiates his initial thesis with an unattributed verse, the first half of which
reads: rnam rtog las gzhan *khor ba zhes | | bya ba “ga’ yang yod min te | |. The verse is the penulti-
mate stanza in a praise of Mafjughosa attributed to Dignaga (in the Tibetan translation,
D 2712), a part which is available in the original in a fragment, Kaiser Library no. 127
(see Szanté 2017a, 226), where we have: na vikalpad rte kascit samsaro nama vidyate |. The
verse is also quoted, again without attribution, by Vilasavajra in his Namamantrarthavalo-
kint (in a still unpublished part, here we read Ms Cambridge University Library Add.
1708, 48r) ad Masjusrinamasangiti 6.15cd (not traced in Tribe 2016, 377). The entire text
of this Marjughosastuti has recently surfaced in China in a multiple-text manuscript from
"Bras spungs, but it is not available to us (for what can be known for now about this
collection, see Matsuda 2019).
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previously stated progression, but is not [established] based on
the denial [of a nature] also as merely appearing. As [the Bud-
dha] says: ‘O Subhuti, it is not the case that form is one thing and
emptiness is another, but the form itself is empty of the nature of
form’!%
cannot be conjectured [for us], because all conventional things
appear with a difference of [temporal] succession. And what is
said[, namely,] ‘O Jinaputra, these three worlds are nothing but
mere cognition (vijiaptimatra)’'®! is in order to refute the concep-
tual determination of external objects for those who are extremely
attached to things. This is because, if there this [refutation], it is
possible to reject also the determination of mind-only (cittamatra)
casily. This is precisely [what the Buddha] says:

and so on extensively. Therefore, indeed, permanence

Relying on mind-only, the absence of a nature
of external [objects] should be cognized. Dwelling
in [a state] that has fathata as [its] support,'”? he
should transcend mind-only [as well]. (Larikavatarasi-
tra 10.256)!%

%A similar untraced quotation from a Prajaaparamita is found in certain works of

Santaraksita and Kamalagila. Sce rgyal ba bskyed ma las kyang 1gyal bas ji skad du mishan nyid
stong pa nyid kyi phyir rnam par shes pa’t bar du rnam par shes pa’i ngo bo nyid kyis stong ngo zhes
gsungs pa lta bu’o || (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 198, 12-13); evam ca krtva, ayam ap:
Prajpaparamitapathah sunito bhavati vyiianam vyiianasvabhavena Sinyam laksanasinyatam upadaye-
t (Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasamgraha 2076-2077, ed. p. 217, 4-5); Prajiiaparamitayam
coktam — rapam Subhite rapasvabhavena Sanyam yavad vyfianam vyiianasvabhavena Sanyam iti sva-
laksanasanyatam upadayeti | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p. 10, 16-17).

S ee cittamatram idam yad idam traidhatukam | (Dasabhimikasitra, ed. p. 49, 9). A similar
quotation is also found in other texts, see, e.g., vyfiaptimatram evaitad (Vimsika 1a); vyfia-
ptimatram evedam (Vimsika 1a, ed. Ruzsa and Szegedi 2015); vyiiaptimatram evedam (Trimsika
27a); mahayane traidhatukam vifiaptimatram vyavasthapyate | cittamatram bho jinaputra yad uta
trardhatukam i satrat | (Vrtti on Vimsika, ed. Lévi p. 3, 1-2); vyiiaptimatram traidhatukam |[...]
(Bhavanakrama 1, ed. p. 23, 6-7); vyiaptimatram evedam traidhatukam | (Tattvasamgrahapaiijika
ad Tattvasamgraha 1964, ed. p. 155, 3—4); khams gsum pa *di ni sems tsam mo (*Madhyamakaloka
156b5). Schmithausen (1973, 172) discusses this passage in connection with the devel-
opment of the vgiiaptimatrata doctrine. The original quotation has cittamatram becoming
vyRaptimatram in Vasubandhu, who likely influenced Kamalasila and then Jhanapada.

"20ur translation follows Kamalagila’s interpretation of the text. See advayalaksane
tathatalambane sthitva tad api cittamatram atikramet | grahakam akaram atikramet | dvayanirabhasa
evadvayajiiane tisthed ity arthah | (Bhavanakramal, ed. p. 19, 1-3) ‘Dwelling in [a state] that has
tathata, which is characterized by non-duality, as [its] support, he should transcend that
mind-only as well. That is to say, he should transcend the aspect [of the| apprehender.
The meaning is: He should reside in the non-dual cognition that is truly devoid of the
appearance of duality.’

18 Cf. also cittamatram samaruhya bahyam artham na kalpayet | tathatalambane sthitva cittama-
tram atikramet | | (Bhavanakrama I, ed. p. 18, 2-3). Regarding this verse, see Introduction

§6.1.
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114.9 Therefore, with this much[, namely, the previous passages], the
presence of negative proof is shown.

7.4 Statement of the Madhyamaka Standpoint on Reality

115.0 And therefore, due to the selflessness of all things, such as the
knowable, [which is established] based on the absence of positive proofs
and the presence of negative [proofs], this universe has the nature of be-
ing made out of only conceptual constructions. Summarizing this, he
says [the words] beginning with ‘therefore, due to the lack of apprehen-
der, etc.’

115. Therefore, due to the lack of apprehender, etc., all things,
[be they] movable [or] immovable, are similar to the city of the
Gandharvas [and] have the nature of conceptual constructions,
such as independent natures.

115.1 ‘“Therefore’, i.e., on account of the demonstration that was ex-
pounded immediately [before]; ‘due to the lack of apprehender, etc.’,
inanimate and animate ‘things’ are ‘similar to the city of the Gandhar-
vas’ and inasmuch as they are devoid of an ultimately existent cause, i.e.,
inasmuch as they have the nature of a continuum of conceptual con-
structions [they] ‘have the nature of conceptual constructions, such as
independent natures’.

116.0 [Objection:] If reality is like this[, i.e., devoid of the tetralemmal],
then it is truly purified. [Answer:] How can samsara [be possible] and, due
to its[, 1.e., samsara’s] non-existence, how can purification be possible?
Suspecting this objection, he says [the words] beginning with ‘due to the
superimposition of Self and Self-related [things]’.

116. Due to the superimposition of Self and Self-related [things],
this samsara is a continuum of conceptual constructions. As for!**
purification, [it] must be known as having nothing but the nature
that is the opposite of that [superimposition].

""The t in the verse is out of sequence (bhinnakrama).
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116.1 Having superimposed the ‘Self”, etc., precisely on this mind that
is devoid of the tetralemma, samsara has the aspect of “a continuum of con-
ceptual constructions’. ‘As for purification’, i.e., as for liberation, ‘must be
known’ as being grounded on ‘nothing but the nature’, i.e., selflessness
that 1s ‘the opposite’ of the superimposition of Self, etc. It is precisely
for this reason that it was said: One should strive for the purification
of conceptual constructions (source?).!®® To explain: A conceptual con-
struction that determines (adhyavasayin) an external object is conducive to
worldly existence [and] is impure because it is erroneous; [a conceptual
construction] that has the nature of direct perception since it is devoid
of conceptual constructions, inasmuch as it is related only to its nature
and inasmuch as it is non-erroneous, is purified. This has been stated [by
Dignagal:
Conceptual construction, too, is admitted [as perception] in the

case of [its] self-awareness, not with reference to an object because
it conceptualizes it. (Pramanasamuccaya 1.7ab)

116.2 {No Tib.} Also [the defilements (klesa),] such as attachment, etc.,
superimposing [the Self and so on], are[, nonetheless,] based on the na-
ture of a spoiled mind. This is said in the Sriparamadya:

Attachment, aversion, and ignorance, [ordinarily] these three be-
come poisons.

However, [if] pursued in a perverted way, these become poi-
sonous, but they become nectar, [if] pursued in order to reach

[their] being nectar. (Paramadya D 220v4-5).

Therefore, having averted conceptual construction from the defect of the

106

false determination of an external object, ™ yogins should exert them-

selves to make [a conceptual construction] be established on [its] nature.

1% The purification of concepts, here, is tantamount to eliminating the superimposi-
tion of concepts such as ‘I’ and ‘mine’. Accordingly, this seems to go along with an idea
of the path where concepts do not have to be totally eliminated, but simply purified. See
Introduction § 7. This is quoted in the Zatvavatara with attribution to an upadesa. See rtog
pa sngon du glong ba la *bar par bya’o zhes bya ba ni man ngag yin no | | (Tattvavatara D 39r6).

1%The main defect here is the superimposition of concepts related to the external exis-
tence of objects. This externality (bakis) can be also understood in terms of the opposition
to one’s own identity (sva). In this sense, it is the conceptual determination of anything
other than the nature of the purified conceptual construction itself. This is linked to
the idea of a superimposition of concepts connected to the Self and Self-related objects.
Bahirartha could be referring to any other mental contents, as opposed to sva-contents. In
other words, it refers to anything that is outside self-awareness.
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117.0 For this reason, also a conceptual construction is verily devoid
of a conceptual construction [when it] concerns its nature; therefore, all
dharmas are pure by nature. Accordingly, he says [the words] beginning
with ‘and there is not any difference’.

117. And there is not any difference in this system (atra) according
to real nature between [things] that have the svabhava of cessa-
tion and those that have the svabhava of becoming;, since the lack
of aspects, such as apprehended, etc., is established always [and]
regarding everything.

117.1 ‘Any’ ‘difference’, i.e., a distinction [of this kind], that is to say,
‘this 1s nirvana and this is samsara; this is an impure condition, and this is
a pure condition; this is to be abandoned and this to be taken up, and
so on and so forth’ ‘and’ ‘not’, i.e., is not logical at all, ‘according to real
nature’, i.e., ultimately. In this respect, he states the demonstration as
follows: ‘Since the lack of aspects [...]’, etc. Precisely because of this, also
the Venerable Nagarjuna says:

The pair, both nirvana and becoming, does not exist at all. Nothing
but the thorough knowledge of becoming is called nirvana. (Yukti-
sastika 6)

There 1s no differentiation of samsara from nirvana, there is no
differentiation of nirvana from samsara.'’’ (Milamadhyamakakarika

95.19)

117.2  {No Tib.} Also the Bhagavat has stated:

O Subhiuti, the true reality of ordinary beings and the true real-
ity of the Tathagatas are verily one and the same. (Prgjfiaparamita,
untraced).

and so on and so forth.

" There is no indication between the two verses conveying that they belong to two
different works. Perhaps they were quoted together somewhere else.
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118.0 [Objection:] ‘But, if ultimately “there is not” any “difference”
“between [things] that have the svabhava of cessation and those that have
the svabhava of becoming” (see 117b), how then [can] it be said that “the
lack of aspects, such as apprehended, etc., [is established] regarding ev-
erything?” As it is well known (ki/a), the word “everything” has verily
many objects as its content and it cannot be employed if there is no dif-
ference [between things].” Suspecting this objection (a@sarnkya), he states
[the words] beginning with ‘and everything cannot be something [differ-
ent]’.

118. And everything cannot be something [different] from the
conception that has the nature of its image. And, therefore, [also]
a Self] etc., in the form [of the pronoun] ‘I’ cannot be different
from the mind.

118.1 However, conventionally, ‘the difference’ ‘between [things] that
have the svabhava of cessation and those that have the svabhava of becom-
ing’ (see 117b) truly exists; therefore, ‘everything’ is verily ‘not’ ‘some-
thing’ different from ‘the conception’ that has ‘the nature of the image’
of a [certain] conventional thing. The word ‘every’ has as its content
differences superimposed through conceptual constructions. Therefore,
the denial of a real difference is demonstrated ‘regarding everything’ (see
117d) which is of that sort [as mentioned above]. This is the meaning,
Thus, both movable and immovable [things] are ‘not’ different ‘from the
conception that has the nature of the[ir] image’.

7.5 Refutation of the View of the Self (atmadarsana)

118.2 [Objection:] It may be argued that if the view of the Self’is true,
since there is a true existence of becoming due to the unreality of selfless-
ness, how [can] there be the absence of a difference ‘between [things]
that have the nature of becoming and those that have the nature of ces-
sation? (see 117b)’ [It will be answered that] this is false. For the view of
the Self is twofold: conceptually formed and innate. Among these two,
[the view of the Self] is conceptually formed for the VaiSesikas and the
[Naiyayikas],'*® being originated by mental formations generated by the

% The debate here appears to be mostly against Nyaya and Vaisesika. On this, see
Introduction § 8, § 8.1, § 8.2.
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study of [treatises| such as the Vaisesikasitra, which describe the Self [as

follows:] “The Self is distinct from the body, etc., the agent in the case of

109

good and bad actions, ™~ the experiencer of their fruits, permanent and

all-pervading.’l 10 Furthermore, the innate [view of the Self], i.e., the per-
sonalistic view, i3 common to all ordinary people, having the form of the
cognition ‘T’; which, by force of beginningless latent impressions due to
ignorance, conceptually determines a nature such as that of a permanent
apprehender with reference to a continuum of consciousness.

7.5.1  Refutation of the Conceptually Formed (abhisamskarika) View of the
Self

7.5.1.1 Absence of Sadhakapramanas

Among these, regarding the first position [(i.e., the conceptually formed
view of Self)], first of all there is no positive proof of the Self. For the Self

is not cognized through direct perception, because sense cognitions are

restricted to [their respective] five sense objects, like visual forms, etc.!!!

Nor [can] the Self be cognized through inference, because there is no log-
ical reason, [whether] as an effect or as an essential property[, to prove
it]. This is because (1) there is no logical reason as an effect, since the

%At the same time, agency is not considered part of the true nature of the Self. It
directs the body and the senses through an impulse called effort (prayatna). The latter,
however, is included in the qualities, such as cognition, and is accordingly purely adven-
titious. On this, see n. 50

"For a very similar description of the Nyaya and Vaisesika view of the Self, see the
Naiyayikavaisesikaparikalpitatmapariksa of the Tattvasamgraha; on this, see Introduction
§ 8. Cf. also de dag ni *di skad du lus la sogs pa las tha dad pa dge ba dang mi dge ba’i las kyis byed
pa de’t bras bu’t myong ba po rtag pa dang khyab pa’t ngo bo bdag ces bya ba rdzas gzhan yod pa yin
la | des sna tshogs la khyab pa_yin mod kyi | “on kyang nye bar longs spyod pa’i gnas nyid du yongs su
gzung ba’t gson po’t lus gang yin pa de kho na bdag dang beas pa zhes brjod do zhes smra’o zhe na |
(*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p. 39, 3—7). The same passage is found in
the Tarkabhasa: tatha hi — tawthikah khalv evam bruvanti | Sartradivastuvyatiriktam subhasubha-
karmakartrtatphalabhoktrmityayyapirapam atmakhyam dravyantaram asti | tena ca yadi nama visvam
vyaptam tadapt yadupabhogayatanataya parena parigrhitam jivacchariram tad eva satmakam ablidhi-
yata it | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 50, 5-9).

YWLCL. i liar 1e zhig bdag sgrub par byed pa’i tshad ma ni yod pa ma yin no | | mngon sum gyis ni
bdag rtogs pa ma_yin te | mig la sogs pa’t shes pa ni gzugs la sogs pa’t yul Ingar nges pa’t phyir dang |
(*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p. 39, 8-10); and similarly: na i pratyaksena
atma pratiyate | caksuradyiananam riapadivisayapaiicakaniyatatoat | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p.
50, 10-11).
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relation of generated and generator—characterized by [their] positive
and negative concomitance—is not established between anything and a
Self that is always beyond the reach of senses [and] is devoid of negative
concomitance in terms of space and time.''?> Moreover, this is because
(2) alogical reason as an essential property is illogical, since the existence
of the property-bearer [i.c., the Self] is unestablished[, namely, it is an
asrayasiddhahetu]. And there is no other inferential mark, being a positive
probans, possible by means of which there could be an inference of that
[Self].''® And another inferential mark, provided it is there, must be per-
vaded by the probandum. And since the Self, which is the probandum, is not
ascertained as pervading due to [its] being unestablished in any case, the
fact of being pervaded by that [Self] cannot be ascertained with reference
to anything. Therefore, for the [Self], no inferential mark is tenable.

118.3 [Objection:] Let there not be sense cognition or inference as pos-
itive [proof]. However, a mental direct perception having the form of the
cognition ‘I’ indeed ascertains the Self.!!* Having suspected this objec-
tion, [JAanapada] states: [118cd, that is, the half verse] beginning with:
‘And, therefore, [also] a Self, etc.” And’ [there] ‘can be’ (syat = sambhavet)
‘not’ ‘a’ ‘Self, etc.” ‘different from the mind’ ‘in the form [of the pronoun]
“I”’, i.e., as the object of the cognition ‘T’, since the cognition ‘T” has for
its object the body, etc.: ‘Tam dark’,'’ ‘T am fat’, ‘T move’ and so on; with

"2With regard to the illogicality of a logical reason for the Self, see Pramanavarttikasva-
urttt ad Pramanavarttika Svarthanumana® 22 (ed. p. 16, 11-17) in Introduction § 3.1. See
also Karnakagomin’s commentary: apratyaksatvad evatmanas tatkaryasvabhavaripasya linga-
syaniscayan nanumanam upalambhah | (Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika, ed. p. 72, 29-30). “There
is no inference, i.e., cognition, [regarding the Self], since a logical reason that has the
nature of its effect or of essential property is not ascertained. This is due precisely to the
fact that the Self is not perceptible.’

"3The inferential mark as a positive probans can be admitted as an effect or as an es-
sential property. There is no other possibility. According to Dharmakirti, there is also a
negative probans, namely, non-cognition (anupalabdhi). See te ca tadatmyatadutpattt svabha-
vakaryayor evett tabhyam eva vastusiddhih | (Nyayabindu 2.24).

"*This is most likely a reference to Uddyotakara’s My@yavarttika ad 3.1.1. See Intro-
duction § 8.1.

"5Tn the parallel passage that is found in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, one finds “fair’
(Tib. dkar sham) instead of ‘dark’ (krsna). In his Tarkabhasa (see n. 116), Moksakaragupta,
who follows Jitari, also mentions ‘fair’ (gaura) instead of ‘dark’. This reference to how one
generally conceives of oneselfis originally found in Vasubandhu, and is also mentioned by
Uddyotakara, Santaraksita and Kamalagila. Jitari and Moksakaragupta probably have
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such [external] aspects, the cognition ‘T’ originates. And the properties
of that [body], i.e., being dark or being fat, do not belong to the [Self]
as separated from the body, nor is the action of moving that conforms to
the rules of a corporeal substance fit for [the Self], which is all-pervading
and incorporeal.!10

118.4 {No Tib.} And this [cognition ‘T’] is not tenable as being

metaphorical 7 like the concept of ‘lion” with regard to a young brah-

n,'18 since there is no stumbling [cognition/functioning (skhaladvrtti) of

the word] M9 And if there is no stumbling [cognition/functioning of the

word], the imagining of a metaphor is not tenable, because the cessation

of the primary ordinary usage would undesirably follow.'?’

118.5 Therefore, this is established: There is no positive proof regard-
ing the Self. Hence, the aptness to be treated as existent indeed vanishes.

all of these passages in mind. Vasubandhu states ‘gauro “ham aham syamah’ (Abhidharmako-
Sabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, ed. p. 150, 8-9); see Introduction § 8.1. Uddyotakara
introduces the words ‘aham gauro “ham krsna it (Nyayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 324, 1); see
Introduction n. 142. Santaraksita talks about ¢ gawravarna’ (Tattvasamgraha 214a); see Intro-
duction § 8.1. And Kamala$ila states ‘gauro *ham’ (Tattvasamgrahapaiyika ad Tattvasamgraha
213-214, ed. p. 116, 8); see Introduction § 8.1.

"®In this paragraph (118.3 nanu ... °opapanna, see Appendix B), Jitari follows Sa-
mantabhadra literally. Moksakaragupta follows Jitari (almost literally). Moksakaragupta
changes krsnatvam into gauratvam (Tib. dkar sham nyid), and inserts a quotation from Pra-
manavarttikalamkara: yad aha Alamkarakarah — aham ity api yaj jiianam tac charirendriyamsavit |
aham kanas sukh? gaurah samanadharavedandt | | [Pramanavarttikalamkara st. 744 ad Pramanava-
rttika Pratyaksa® 331cd—333ab] (Zarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p. 50, 13-15).

"Wn the Abhidharmakosabhasya Pudgalavadapratisedha, Vasubandhu mentions the
metaphor of Self (atmopacara) as referring to the body. See Introduction § 8.1.

"¥K amalasila discusses the same example in the Tattvasamgrahapaijika ad Tattvasam-
graha 213-214. See Introduction § 8.1.

"90n this concept in Dharmakirti, see Introduction § 8.1.

120See *di bram ze’i khye'u la seng ge shes pa bzhin du bags par rtog pa yang mi rigs te | gyo ba
med pa’i phyir 1o | | gyo ba med pa la btags pa bar rlog pa_yang mi rigs te | dngos kyi tha snyad rgyun
chad par thal ba’i phyir ro | | (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p. 40, 3-5) Cf. na
cayam manavake simhapratyaya wa bhakto yuktah, skhaladvrttiprasangat | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar
pp- 50, 18-51, 1). Jitari follows Samantabhadra literally. Moksakaragupta follows Jitari
almost literally, but does not include the last two sentences.
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7.5.1.2 Presence of Badhakapramanas

However, due to the existence of negative proofs, precisely its non-
existence is [proven as] logical. For the Self, provided it is there, can have
either the nature of consciousness or the nature of non-consciousness.
Among these, regarding the first thesis, the undesired consequence of the
uselessness of the senses is unavoidable. This is because there is no use for

the senses, if there is a permanent Self with the nature of the perception
of visual forms and other [sense objects].!?!
As for a Self with a nature of non-consciousness, [like the one that

is admitted by Nyaya and VaiSesika,] non-cognition contradicts its exis-

tence.lQQ

118.6 {No Tib.} To explain: One should treat as inexistent in a certain
place a thing that fulfils the conditions of perception, of which there is a
non-cognition in that place,'?” like a horn on the head of a horse. And (t)

there is non-cognition of the Self that fulfils the conditions of perception

in the body, etc.!?*

118.7 {No Tib.} [Objection:] The fact of the body, etc., being the sub-
stratum of the Self’is certainly not admitted by those who uphold the [ex-
istence of the Self]. As said [by Uddyotakara]: ‘Or who admits that the

"1 Titari uses similar arguments, but in a slightly different context. See bdag ni srog la

sogs pa’t rgyu yang ma yin la khyab par byed pa’i rang bzhin yang ma yin pa’i ngo bo zhig yin grang |
de la phyogs dang po la ni mig la sogs pa “bras bu med par thal ba bzlog par dka’ ste | “di ltar gzugs
la sogs pa dmigs pa’t bdag nyid can gyt bdag rtag pa yod na | mig la sogs pa la nye bar mkho ba c
yang med la | gang la “di dag nye bar mkho bar “gyur ba | bdag shes pa’t ngo bor smra ba rnams la
dmigs pa mi rtag pa ni srid pa ma yin no | | (*Sugatamatavibharigabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p.
41, 16—21). A similar passage is also found in Moksakaragupta. See kim ca kim ayam atma
bodhariapah, abodhariipo va | yadi bodharapo mityas ca tada caksuradwaiphalyaprasargo durvarah |
athanityo bodhariipas tada jiianasyaivatmeti nama krtam, na vipratipattih | athabodharipo drsyas ca
tadanupalambho “sya sattam na ksamata it niratmasiddhir anavadya | (Tarkabhasa, ed. Iyengar p.
51, 7-11).

Y2 QL. 1togs pa’i ngo bo ma yin pa’i bdag yod par mi dmigs pas mi bzod de | (*Sugatamatavibha-
nigabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p. 42, 33—-34)

' For the concept of anupalabdhi, see the discussion in the Pramanavarttikasvavriti in
Introduction n. 149.

22 CI. gang zhig gang du dmigs pa’i mishan nyid du gyur pa ma dmigs pa de ni der med pa’i tha
snyad du bya ba yin te | dper na rta’ mgo la rva bzhin no | | lus la sogs pa la yang dmigs pa’i mishan
nyid du gyur pa’t bdag ma dmigs pa yin no || (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986
pp- 42, 3543, 3).
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Self subsists in the body?’ (Myayavarttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 320, 8-9; p. 325,
23).125 And, regarding a denial of the [Self] of this sort [(i.c., as subsisting
in the body, etc.)], nothing is not admitted [by us Naiyayikas].

True. We, too, are not denying [the Self as] contained in the [body,
etc.], but [we are denying it as|] conjunct [with it in one cognition]. For,
in all cases, through non-cognition only the refutation of something con-
junct!2 is made, since also a pot, etc., that is negated is conjunct (samsar-
gitvat) [in one cognition with an empty space,'?’
it].!?® Moreover, it is not the case that what is conjunct [with some-

and not contained in

thing else] is the same as [something] contained [in it]. For, otherwise,
since there is not conjunction with a Self that is non-contained [(as you,

Naiyayikas, admit the Self to be)], the body, etc. could not have a Self

129

either.”*” Furthermore, in our system, the body, etc., is not admitted as

being the locus of what is to be denied, but rather [as the locus] of both
non-cognition and the treatment as negated. Therefore, there is no logi-
cal defect.

[Objection:] This non-cognition [of the Self], first of all, [can]not
be the absence of cognition, since the latter is illogical as a probans [(i.e.,
logical reason)|. And it is not the case that [this non-cognition of the

B For a discussion of this quotation in the Nyayavarttika, sec Introduction § 8.2.

The conjecture samsargina eva (for evam, which is the Ms reading) is confirmed by:
ldan pa kho na (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. Shirasaki 1986 p. 43, 7).

'27With reference to non-cognition in terms of ‘apprehension of another [thing]” that
1s ‘conjunct in one cognition’ (¢kajianasamsargin), see Introduction § 8.2.

128Body, cognitions, feelings, etc., are perceptible, but, in them, the Selfis never seen.
The theory of non-cognition implied here is such that, being two things conjunct in the
same cognition, if they are both real, they should both be perceived. If one is not, then it
1s established as non-existent there. If the Self were existent, it would be perceived along
with the body and mental phenomena. Accordingly, if it is not perceived, it is established
as absent when one perceives those.

2 Here, Samantabhadra is claiming that his opponents, i.c., the Naiyayikas, (i) must
acknowledge that their objection is misplaced and (ii) are bound to admit that the Self
and the body/mind are conjunct in one cognition. If the Naiyayikas respond that they
do not admit that the Selfis found in the body/mind when the objection relates to their
being conjunct, they are missing the point. Being conjunct and being contained cannot
be regarded as being one and the same thing. If they were identical, since the Naiyayikas
deny that the Selfis contained in the body, they would also have to deny their conjunction.
They thus would not be able to explain how the relation between the body and the Self
subsists when they say that the cognition ‘I’ has the Self as its object, even though it
has the body/mind as its content. Accordingly, since their proof'is based on that mental
direct perception, it would be refuted that there is a Self for the body/mind. On this, see
Introduction § 8.2.
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Self] has the nature of the apprehension of another thing conjunct in
one cognition, because nothing is conjunct in one cognition with the Self.
Moreover, it does not have the nature of the cognition of a thing which
is the content of a different cognition, since that would be useless for the
establishment of the absence [of something else]. This is because of the
undesired consequence that, if [the cognition of one thing] were useful
[as proof of the absence of a different thing], [then,] the perception of
a sound, too, would be the probans of the absence of a visual form. No
other [possibility] is given. Therefore, we do not know which nature this
non-cognition has. !>

It is answered: Among these [three theses], we admit only the mid-
dle[, i.e., the second,] thesis. For the cognition ‘T’ is postulated by the
opponents as having the Self as its object. And that [cognition ‘T’] is expe-
rienced very vividly as apprehending the body, etc., as its object-support.
Therefore, precisely the body, etc., is conjunct in one cognition with the
Self, and another thing, separate from it, is not experienced as being the
object of the cognition ‘I’. Hence, it is the non-cognition of the [Self] that
is precisely the perception of the [body].

[Objection:] If the referent of [the pronoun] ‘I, as distinct from the
body, etc., were not the object of a cognition, there could not be the
[notion] ‘my body’. And this notion does exist. Therefore, the referent of
[the pronoun] ‘I’ which is distinct from the body, etc., must be accepted
as being indeed cognized. Thus, why is it said ‘it is not apprehended’?!®!

This is false. For the notion arises by [provisionally] admitting a dif-
ference, albeit [a difference that is] not real, as [in the statement] ‘the
body of a statue’.!3? And perception (upalambha) in this case is not barely

%0This objection appears to be conceived by Samantabhadra as the occasion to de-
fine his understanding of non-cognition, in general, and with regard to the Self and the
body/mind, in particular. On this, see Introduction § 8.2.

"'Here, the opponent, likely a common Naiyayika (who loosely refers to Uddyota-
kara’s words in the Nyayavarttika), argues that ‘my’ in the cognition ‘my body’ is evidence
of a cognition of another referent of ‘I’ that is different from the body. When people say
‘my body’, they are thinking of two different referents for two different words. Thus, this
1s an instance in which the two, Self and body, are cognized as being different. On this,
see Introduction § 8.2.

1%20n a similar note, cf. yatha svasya svabhavah, Silaputrakasya Sarram ityadav asaly api vastave
bhede buddhiparikalpitam bhedam asritya /.. .] (Tattvasamgrahapanjika ad Tattvasamgraha 389, ed.
p- 179, 22-23). And ¢ ste dngos po nyid du that dad pa med kyang tha dad pa gzhan spangs pas de
tsam shes par “dod pa’t phyir mehi gu’i lus zhes bya ba bzhin du tha dad par brtags pas “dzin pas “gal
ba med do zhe na | (*Vyracchedikatika, ed. Saccone forthcoming).
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a cognition, rather [perception] is [precisely] a cognition that is admitted
as directly perceived.!® And it is not the case that precisely this [cogni-
tion, such as ‘my body’,] is a directly perceived cognition, because there
is not a distinction from [the case of] the cognition of the difference be-
tween the statue and the body, which is not directly perceived. And, [the
latter is] (1) because of the undesired consequence that also this [cogni-
tion ‘the body of the statue’] would be directly perceived, if this [cognition
‘my body’,] which is non-distinct from it, were directly perceived [as you
claim]; and[, accordingly,] (ii) because, if [the cognition ‘the body of the
statue’] were directly perceived, it would undesirably follow that it would
be part of establishing a separate thing [(i.e., a statue that is different from
the body)]. And, just as there is the notion ‘my body, etc.’, similarly, there
is also verily the notion ‘my Self”. Therefore, this ‘beloved of gods’, con-
sidering another cognition[, which is a cognition] of the distinction [of
the body] from the referent of the [word-pronoun] ‘I, as a pramana,'>*
ought to regard that [notion ‘the body of a statue’] also as a pramana, since
there is no difference; and making [the latter] into a pramana, he [ought
to] establish even another Self.!33 If one puts that notion[, i.c., ‘my self’]
into the same group as the notion of the difference between a statue and
[its] body, [then,] they ought to put also this kind of notion, i.e., ‘my body,
etc.” [in that group].'®® Enough is enough. Therefore, this is established:
Non-cognition does not endure a Self with a non-sentient nature.

118.8 Therefore, it is established that its inexistence is truly tenable.

53In responding to the objection, the siddhantin takes issue with the assimilation be-
tween pratyaya and upalambha. He argues that they are not the same, since upalambha specif-
ically means direct perception, not cognition in general. Moreover, having a notion of
Self, which is not direct perception and is conceptual, is not fit for establishing the reality
of a Self.

'%*In other words, he considers the cognition ‘my body” as direct perception.

" That is to say, the Self of the Self, in the case of the cognition ‘my self’.

Tf one considers “my self” as similar to ‘the body of a statuc’, that is, as a cognition
that arises by provisionally admitting an unreal difference as if it were real, then they
should put into that group also the cognition ‘my body’. Accordingly, the latter cannot
be considered as proof for the existence of a separate cognition of a referent that is the
object of the pronoun ‘I’, which is different from the cognition having the body as its
object.
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7.5.2  Refutation of the Innate (sahaja) View of the Self

118.9 Ifitis argued: How can the innate belief of an existing person,
which is established for all people, be denied? Suspecting this objection,
[Jiianapada] states [the words| beginning with: ‘And, therefore, [also] a
Self, etc., in the form [of the pronoun] “I””’ (see 118c). The following is
the intended meaning. ‘And’, it is ‘not’ the case, due to the inexistence
of all things with the nature of cognizer, cognized, and so on, accord-
ing to the above-mentioned progression, [that] ‘a [Self, etc.]’, which has
the nature of an enduring apprehender, etc.—‘different from the mind’,
which has the previously stated nature—*can be’ (syat = sambhavet) the
object of the notion of individuality ‘in the form [of the pronoun] “I"’’.
“Therefore’ (atah karanat), the above-said mind is the object of the sense
of individuality. Hence, due to the total inexistence of the Self, there is
the falsity of the doctrine of the Self, just as [in the case] of the cognition
of hair [(i.e., floaters)], etc. Due to this, it is not even the case that there
1s no negation of the difference ‘between [things] that have the svabhava
of becoming and those that have the svabhava of cessation’ (see 117b) due
to the real existence of becoming, since there is no selflessness.

7.6 Conclusion

119.0 To establish precisely the above-mentioned non-difference, [Jiia-
napada] says [the verse] beginning with ‘since whatever form’.

119. Since whatever form (ripa) [(i.e., thing)] is cognized [by the
mind] has exactly that as its own inherent nature (r@pa), accord-
ingly, non-difference regarding all things is based on thinking of
the non-difference of that [mind].'?’

119.1 {No Tib.} And'*® ‘whatever’ ‘form’, i.c., thing, ‘is cognized’ by
the mind is not established as external to that mind, based on the rea-
soning that was just stated. Therefore, which ‘inherent nature’ of ‘its’ can

%"The reconstruction of this verse is even more tentative than it is usually the case.
Should the reconstruction turn out to be correct, we might have to emend the commen-
tator’s nyaripam to nyam eva ripam.

P8 The ‘and’ (ca) is used here to suggest that this verse is connected to the previous
one.
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there be, since there is no other [form] different from the form (r#pa) that
is cognized by the mind? ‘Exactly that’ is the ‘nature’ (ripa), [namely, the
one] ‘which’ ‘is cognized’ by the mind. And, based on this, one considers
[as follows]: If the difference is not established, [then,] there is the ‘think-
ing of the non-difference’ ‘of that’ mind ‘that’ thinks of non-difference. !
Based on that cause, which is [this] activity of thinking [of non-difference
performed by the mind,] the inherent nature is indeed non-different ‘re-
garding all things’ that are cognized by a mind devoid of difference. Thus,
precisely the fact of non-being different for them [(i.e., for all things)] is
established according to reasoning.

119.2 Or else [the second interpretation of the verse]: ‘It ‘has exactly
that as its own inherent nature (ripa)’, that is, the inherent, i.e., ultimately
real, nature cognized by wise people [whose minds are] devoid of er-
rors. [The latter nature belongs| to that [form, i.e., thing,] that is cog-
nized conventionally by ordinary people. Since (yat = yasmat), being like
this (evam), therefore (tat = tasmat), there is ‘non-difference regarding all
things’ ‘based on thinking of”, 1.e., based on the realization of ‘the non-
difference’ for all [things] that have the nature of cessation and the nature
of becoming, i.e., of the absence of difference, since they have the same
single nature of emptiness.

119.3 {No Tib.} This has been stated:

A single thing has the nature of all things. All things have the na-
ture of a single thing. The [one] who sees a single thing ultimately,
ultimately sees all things. (Untraced)!*

The glorious Nagarjuna, too, stated:

Ultimate reality is not perceived without conventional reality.
Conventional reality is said to be emptiness, for emptiness itself
is conventional reality. (Bodhicittavivarana 67cd—68ab)

"¥The difference between forms and mind is well-established for ordinary beings
because of the imprint of beginningless latent impressions. However, when one’s own
mind does not perceive any difference, then there is no difference between things that
have the nature of cessation and things that have the nature of becoming.

10See Sferra 2003, 69.
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120.0 To clarify that previous [statement]: ‘And everything cannot be
something [different]’ (118a), [Jhanapada] states [the verse] beginning
with ‘since there is a lack of diversity’.

120. Since there is a lack of diversity of both the object that ap-
pears [in a cognition]| and a different [object of the sense of indi-
viduality] that is the subject of conceptualization, and therefore,
all [things] are not [different] from each other at all.

120.1 ‘Both’ ‘the object’, which has the nature of visual forms and other
[sense objects], ‘that’ ‘appears’, i.e., manifests as the apprehended, ‘and’
‘a’ ‘different’ object of the sense of individuality, [having] the form of the
apprehender, ‘that is” ‘the subject’, i.e., the basis, ‘of conceptualization’.
With reference to both of them, that is, both the apprehended and the
apprehender, ‘since there is a lack’ of that which is ‘diversity’—i.e., the
fact of being distinct, [in other words,] difference—"all [things] are not’
differentiated ‘from each other’. ‘And therefore’, ‘all [things,]” ‘are not
[different] at all’, that is, nothing at all [is different], since, ultimately,
they have the nature of nothing but emptiness. However, the difference
is only conceptual. This is the intended meaning.

120.2 {No Tib.} Precisely for this reason, the master Dignaga stated:

The mind (jiana) of ordinary beings, which is naturally purified,
[can] be expressed by the word ‘buddha’, just as the bodhisattva is
[called] ‘the victorious [one]’. (Prajfiaparamitapindarthasamgraha 37)

And precisely because of this, also in the Paramadya it is taught:

All beings have [the nature of] Tathagatagarbha, inasmuch as they
are totally identical with the great bodhisattva Samantabhadra.
(Adhyardhasatika Prajiaparamita, ed. p. 97, 13—14)

120.3 Therefore, ultimately, there is no difference between [all] beings
and the Buddha, since being a buddha and not being a buddha are the
same; this is because the difference [all beings apprehend] occurs only
conventionally. And, being such the case, what was stated, ‘the entire
world [...] made perfectly awakened’ (see 109cd), must be understood as
logical, because the world is pure by nature. However, due to the prac-
tice of ultimate reality (paramarthabhyasa), conceptual construction should
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be purified, since the defect of superimposition of a difference between
buddhas and [all beings] is by force of conceptualization. In this way,
then, it must be known that the introducing of the entire world that has
been made perfectly awakened ‘into the self-mantra’ (see 109d), and the
visualization of the mandala-circle, which has everything as [its] nature,
into the drop of that are demonstrated. [This is] because, since there are
no [external objects that are| cognizable and so on, it is only the own
appearance [of the mind] that arises like that [(i.e., with false images of
external objects)]. Thus, everything is well established.
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A

Traced Quotations in the Saramanjari

NB: (s) means silent quotation, (r) means some kind of reference is given.
For brevity’s sake only the Derge print’s loci are given.

* Adhyardhasatika Prajiiaparamita Leumann 1912: 97 (r = Paramadye)
o Abhisamayalamkara 5.21 (s), 8.2-6 (s), 8.1 (s), 8.33 (s)
o Avaivartikacakrasitra' 'T240b27-28 (s)

o Atmasadhanavatara® D 57v2 (v = acaryena), D 57v2 (s), D 57v2-3 (s),
D 57v5 (r = atmasadhanavatare), D 57v5 (v = acaryena), D 57v5-6
(r = atmasadhanavatare), D 57v6 (r = atmasadhanavatare), D 58r1 (s),
D 58r1-2 (s), D 58r2-3 (s), D 58r3 (s), D 58r5 (s), D 58r5-6 (s), D
58r6 (r = atmasadhanavatare), D 58r6-7 (r = acaryena), D 52v3-53r4
(r = atmasadhanavatare), D 53r4—53v5 (r = Ffiianapadaih), D 57r5 (r
= atmasadhanavatare), D 37r5-6 (r = atmasadhanavatare), D 5716 (r =
atmasadhanavatare), D 57r6 (r = atmasadhanavatare), D 59r2-3 (s), D
59r3-4 (s), D 59r4-5 (s), D 59r5-60r5 (s), D 53v6-57r4 (s).

* Guhyatilaka [but actually Sarvatathagatatattvasamgraha 1,217,322] (r =
Guhyatilake), ? (r = Guhyatilake)

* Guhyasamajatantra p. 109, 6-7 & 18-19 (r = Samaje & tatrawva), 7.4c
(r = bhagavata), p. 5, 2-3 & 4 & 5 (r = Samdgje & tatraiva & tatha),

'On this quotation, see Apple 2016.
?Quotations within this work are not pointed out separately.
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18.164cd-165ab (r = astadase), 18.40 (s), 18.41 (s), 18.42 (s), 18.43
(s), 18.44 (s), 18.50ab (s), 18.51c (s), 18.50cd (s), 18.51a (s), 18.51¢
(s), 18.53 (s), 18.58 (s), 18.54 (s), 18.59 (s), 18.55 (s), 18.60 (s), 18.56
(s), 18.61 (s), 18.33cd (s), 18.38¢cd (s), 18.150cd-151 (s), 13.13ab (r
= Srisamaje), 16.32cd-33a (v = sodasapatala®), 7.2-3, 7.8a-9b-3cd-5
®

Guhyendutilaka D 391r6-7 (s)

Tattvasamgraha 1989-1990 [= *Madhyamakalamkarakarika 11-12] (s)
Dhatupatha 5.5 (s)

Nyvayavarttika Thakur 1997a: (ad 3.1.1) 320, 8-9 or 325, 23 (s)
Paficavimsatisahasrika Prajiiaparamita p. xx (s)

Paramadya D 220v4-5 (v = Sriparamadye), D 242v4-5 (s)
Prajiaparamitapindarthasamgraha 37 (v = dcaryaDignagena)
Prajiiaparamitahrdaya p. 150 (s)

Pramanavartiika Pratyaksa® 359 (r = Varttikakrta), Pratyaksa® 26abc
(r = acaryaDharmakirting), Pratyaksa® 215 (s), Pratyaksa® 353 (s),
Pratyaksa® 212 (s), Pratyaksa® 336 (s), Pratyaksa® 22 (s), Pratyaksa®
16b2c (s), Pramanasiddhi® 211-213 (s)

Pramanavarttikalamkara 377 (v = Prajfiakaraguptena)
Pramanaviniscaya 1.38 (s), 1.23 (v = bahirarthanaye)
Pramanasamuccaya 1.7ab (s)

Bodhicaryavatara 9.1abc (s)

Bodhicittavivarana 67cd—68ab (r = Nagarjunapadaih), 20 (s)
Bodhisattvasamvaravimsika 20c (s)

Mandalavidhi 203-204 (s), 6 (r = Bhadrapadaih), 9ab (r = Bhadrapa-
daih), 327cd (r = Bhadrapadaih), 328 (r = Bhadrapadaih), 329-330a
(s), 330bcd (s), 331abc (s), 25cd (s), 48 (s), 51 (s), 113 (r = Bhadrapa-
daih), 101a (s)
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» Madhyantavibhaga 1.13ab (s), 1.14-15 (s), 1.16 (s), 1.21 (s), 1.18b (s),
1.18¢ (s), 1.18d (s), 1.19a (s), 1.19b (s), 1.19¢d (s), intro to 1.20 (r =
Maitreyena), 1.20cd (s), 1.17-20 (s), 2.4-8 (s), 2.9 (3), 2.10ab ()

» Madhyantavibhagabhasya ad 1.13ab (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.14-15 (r =
Bhasyam), ad 1.16 (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.21-22 (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.17
(r = acaryaVasubandhuna), ad 1.17 (v = acaryaVasubandhuna), ad 1.17
(s), ad 1.17-18 (r = Bhasyakrta), ad 1.18b (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.18c (r =
Bhasyam), ad 1.18d (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.19a (r = Bhasyakrta), ad 1.19b
(r = Bhasyam), ad 1.19¢d (r = Bhasyam), ad 1.20cd (r = Bhasyam), ad
2.4-10ab (s)

* Mahayanalaksanasamuccaya® §7a (s), §7b (s), §7¢ (s), §7d (s), §7e (s), §7f
(9§78 (5, §7h (5), §7p (5), §7r (5), §70 (5), §8g (r = acaryah), §7-8 (5),
§8a (s), §8c (s), §8d-e (s), §8S (s), §8f(s), D 301r1-4 (s), D 301r—v1 (s),
D 301v4-5 (s), §15 (r = acaryena), §4a (s), D 305r3-4 (r = Mahayana-
laksanasamuccaye), D 305r4 (r = Mahayanalaksanasamuccaye), D 305r4
(r = Mahayanalaksanasamuccaye), D 305r4-5 (r = Mahayanalaksanasa-
muccaye)

» Mahayanasatralamkara 18.39 (s), 17.39-40 (s), 17.37-38 (s), 17.36ab
(s), 17.36¢d (s), 18.40 (s), 9.62 (s), 9.61 (s), 9.64 (s), 9.63cd (3), 11.34
(s), 6.8 (s),9.67-69 (r = Satralamkare),9.70-71 (v = Satralamkare), 9.72-
73 (r = Satralamkare), 9.74-75 (r = Satralamkare), 9.76 (s), 9.14 (s)

* Mahayanasitralamkarabhasya ad 9.67 (s), ad 9.68-69 (s), ad 9.70-71
(s), ad 9.74-75 (s)

» Mahavastu vol. 3, p. 190, 3—4 (s)
» Mahasamayatattoa [lost] (r = Mahasamayatattve)

» Mahasanghikapratimoksasutra closing verses 10—11 (r = agamavakyasya)

* Mulamadhyamakakarika 1.6 (v = pratyayapariksayam), 16.9-10 (r
bandhamoksapariksayam), 25.20 (v = nirvanapariksayam), 25.19 (r
aryaNagarjunapadaih)

Paragraph numbers, where the Sanskrit is available, are according to Yonezawa
1998.

243



Traced Quotations in the Saramaijart

Yuktisastika 6 (r = aryaNagarjunapadarh)

Ratnavalt 1.42 (r = Rainavalyam)

Lankavatarasatra 3.83 (s)

Vayrasekhara D 191v7 (s)

Vimsika 12 (s)

Sravakabhiimi p. 60 (r = agamoktena) or Samgitisitra, q.v.

Slokavarttika Niralambanavada 107cd-108ab (s), Anumanapari-
ccheda 183ab (s)

Sambandhapariksa 3 (s)
Samgttisitra V.19 (v = agamoktena) or Sravakabhiimi, q.v.

Sarvabuddhasamayogadakinijalasamovara 5.66 (s)
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Parallels with Jitari and Moksakaragupta

For Jitari’s *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya we consulted D and Shirasaki’s edi-
tion published in instalments. We noted and commented only on crucial
variants, where the constituted text was not acceptable. For Moksakara-
gupta’s Tarkabhasa we consulted Krishnamacharya 1942 (herein: K) and
the superior edition Iyengar 1952 (herein: I); we also kept an eye on the
derivative editions of Singh 1985 and Norbu SastrT 2004, but did not
note their variants.

111.3 atha ... na pratimal |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 42r5—42v2, Shirasaki 1984, 100, 5-21):

ji ste rmi lam la sogs pa’i shes pa’t yang dmigs pa dang bcas pa
kho na ste | yul gzhan la sogs par mthong ba des shes pa’i phyir
ro || de skad du |

rmi lam la sogs shes pa la |

phyi rol med par yod mi ‘dod |

kun tu dmigs pa phyi rol te |

yul dus gzhan gyis bdag nyid can | |

zhes gang smras payin no | | des na khyad par ma grub pa’i phyir
’di ma grub pa’i gtan tshigs yin zhing | dpe yang bsgrub bya sgrub
byed kyi chos ma tshang ba yin no snyam na | de ni mi bden te |
rmi lam la sogs pa shes pa’i dmigs pa mi ’thad pa’i phyir ro | | ’di
Itar de *dzin pa’i ngo bo ’am | dran pa’i ngo bo yin grang na |* de

*According to Shirasaki, this is an unidentifiable Aarika, but now with the source-text
available (tad dhi grahanariipam va syat smaranariipam va) we can see that the passage is not
metrical.
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la re zhig °dzin pa ni ma yin te | ’dzin pa ni sngon gzung ba la mi
Itos pa’i phyir | sngon mthong ba’i yul °dzin pa’i nges pa med par
‘gyur te | mthong ba gzhan bzhin no || rnam par rtog pa med
pa’i phyir dang | da ltar byung ba’i yul can yin pa’i phyir dang |
gsal bar snang ba’i phyir | ’di dran pa’i ngo bor yang brtag pa rigs
pamayinno || de’i phyir ’diji ltar yul gzhan la sogs par mthong
ba’i dngos po’i yul can yin zhes bya ba mi shes so | |

113.1 bahyam ... upavarnyate |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v3; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 5-6):

phyi rol gyi don yang gzhan gyis yon tan dang rdzas la sogs pa’i
bye brag gis rnam pa mang por brtags pa yin la |

* tatra gunadinam ... navavidham |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v3-4; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 7-11):

de la yon tan la sogs pa® chos rnams kyi rten rdzas yin te | de
bkag pa nyid kyis de dag drungs phyung bar ’gyur bas na gud du
sun dbyung bas brtag par mi bya’o | | ’du ba can med na ’du ba
yod pa ma yin pas na de’i sun ’byung ba yang rjes su mi bya’o | |
rdzas kyang sa dang chu dang me dang rlung dang nam mkha’
dang dus dang phyogs dang bdag dang yid ces bya ba rnam pa
dgu yin no | |

Tarkabhasa (K 35, 9-13; 1 64, 9-14):

na! punar asau bahyo ’rtho *vayavi, guniadayo dharmah dravya-
srayinah parabhimatah, navavidham dravyam paramanavo veti |
tatra na tavad gunadayah, dravyanisedhenaiva tesam nisedhat” |
na casati samavayini dravye samavaya iti taddasanam? atra® na-
driyate | dravyam ca prthivy apas tejo vayur akasam kalo dig a-
tma mana iti navavidham |

'na] I, kah K

%nisedhat] I, nisiddhatvat K
*taddisanam] I, diisanam K
*atra] T, api K

*This mirrors *gunadimam, substantiating our emendation.
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* tatra ... nirakartavyah ]
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v4-5; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 11):

de la bdag ni sngar nyid du® bkag zin to | |

* akasam tu ... ekantah |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v5-6; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 11-14):
nam mkha’ ni sgra’i yon tan can du ’dod la | de yang gcig yin pas
na yul mtshungs pa’i sgra thams cad bye brag tu thos par mi ’gyur

ro || de’i phyir yul thag nye ba bzhin du yul thag ring bar *dod
pas kyang thos pa’am | yang na gzhan nas kyang ma yin no | |

Tarkabhasa (K 36, 4-7; 166, 1-4):
parais tv akasam $abdagunam? isyate | tac caikam iti® samanade-
Satvat sarvasabdanam vibhagena Sravanam na syat | tatah sam-
nihitadesa iva diradesabhimato ’pi §abdah $riiyeta’ | na vanyo

pity ekantah® |

* dikkalayos ... °ayogah |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v6; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 14-15):

phyogs dang dus kyang gcig yin pa’i phyir snga ma dang phyi ma
la sogs pa’i rtogs pa mi ‘thad do | |

Tarkabhasa (K 36, 7; 166, 4):
dikkalayo$ caikatvat parvaparadi’pratyayanupapattih |

* syad etad ... vaiyarthyam |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 40v6-7; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 15-20):

°gunam] K, °gunakam I
%iti] K, iti cet T

"¢rayeta] I, pratiyeta K
8ckantah] I, anaikantikah K
9o3paradi®] I, °apara® K

*This is simply because Jitari structured his text differently.
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khyad par du byed pa’i bye brag gis rtogs pa’t dbye ba ’di yin no
zhe na | ci khyad par du byed pa rnams kyis snga ma dang phy1
ma rang las yin nam | ’on te gzhan las yin | phyogs dang po la de
nyid las rtogs pa de grub pa’i phyir de dag don med do || gnyis
pa la ni gal te de de dag nyid las yin na de gcig yin pa’i phyir de
dag mi srid do | | gzhan las yin no zhe na | de dag don med pa
gnas skabs de nyid yin no | |

* nityas ... ksamah |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r1-2; Shirasaki 1984, 96, 21 — 97, 8):

nam mkha’ dang phyogs ’di dag gcig yin zhing | lhan cig byed pa
tshang ba dang ma tshang ba dag gi tshe yang rang bzhin khyad
par med pa yin na | ’ga’ zhig kho na’i tshe ’bras bu skyed par ci
ltar "gyur | de ltar yang |

de dag nus dang nus med pa |
ngo bo nyid kyis gnas pa gang |
rtag phyir bsgyur du med pala |
gang gis de ni dgag par nus | |

zhes so | |

* anena mano ... vyomadayal |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r2-3; Shirasaki 1984, 97, 8-11):

yid smra ba rnams kyi yid ni gcig shes pa mi skye bas rjes su dpag
par bya ba yin na | gar mkhan la Ita ba la sogs pa’i cig car ba’i
shes pa ni nyams su myong ba kho na yin la | de yod na ni ’di
nam yang mi ‘thad do | | des na nam mkha’ la sogs pa ni med pa
kho na’o | |

Tarkabhasa (K 36, 7-11;1 66, 5-9):

etena nityasyapi manaso ‘sambhava eva | tatha hi — yugapa-
jjiananutpattya mano ‘'numiyate tadvadibhih | anubhuyanta eva
yugapad bahuni jianani narttakidarsanadau | yadi punar mano
[nityam]'? syat tadanim etani jianani na yujyante | tasman nasty
eva mano pi | |

"mano [nityam]] I, manah K
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* prthivyadayo ... prakasate |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r3-5; Shirasaki 1984, 97, 11-18):

sa la sogs pa lhag lus pa yin la | de dag kyang yan lag can dang |
rdul phra rab kyi bye brag rnam pa gnyis su ‘"dod do | | de la rdul
gnyis pa la sogs pa’i rim gyis rdul phra rab rnams kyis brtsams
pa’it bum pa la sogs pa’i yan lag can gang yin pa de ni yod min
te | med pa nyid de | de dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid du gyur pa ma
dmigs pa’t phyir ro | |

de Ita de Itar bkod pa yis |

cha rnams nyid ni snang ba yin |
de dang ldan pa cha med pa |
gzhan ni snang ba ma yin nyid | |

Tarkabhasa (K 36, 11-17;1 66, 10-17):

prthivyadayo *vasisyante | te cavayaviparamanubhedena dvidha
isyante | tatra yo *vayavi ghatadih paramanubhir dvy''anukadi-
kramena'?rabdhah prasiddhah, tasyopalabdhilaksanapraptasya-
nupalambho badhaka ity uktam | yady avayavi nasti katham ta-
rhy!® ayam ekatvena pratibhasata iti cet —

bhaga eva hi bhasante sannivistas tatha tatha |
tadvan naiva punah kascin nirbhagah sampratiya-
te | |

ity uktam |

* ckasyavayavasya ... durnivarah syat |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r5-6; Shirasaki 1984, 97, 19-23):

yan lag gcig kha bsgyur ba’am g.yo ba na | de la ’dus pa de dag
med pas na de la yang kha ma bsgyur ba dang g.yo ba med par
dmigs par ’gyur shing yod na gzhan la yang kha bsgyur ba dang
g.yo ba dang bcas par dmigs par thal ba’i phyir ro | | yan lag gcig
bsgribs pa na de la yang ma bsgribs par dmigs par thal shing |
bsgribs na gzhan la yang mi dmigs par thal ba’i phyir ro | |

dvy] I ghy K
2okramena®] T, °kramana® K (°ma® offset, perhaps a botched correction)
Pkatham tarhy] I, katham K
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* yatha ... isyante ]
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r6-7; Shirasaki 1984, 97, 23 — 98, 2):

bye brag pa rnams kyi Itar na de dag rtsom par byed pa dang |
bye brag tu smra ba rnams kyi Ita ba Itar na dngos su dbang po’i
spyod yul yin pa dang | mdo sde pa rnams kyi ltar na rang gi
rnam pa ’jog par byed pa’i rdul phran gang yin pa de dag kyang
med do | |

Tarkabhasa (K 36, 22-24;1 67, 2-5):

ye ’pi tadarambhakah paramanavo Vai$esikanam, saksad adhya-

ksa''gocard Vaibhasikainam darsane, svakirasamarpanaprava-
a e . T , 5

nah Sautrantikinam mate, te ’pi Yogacaranam darsane'® na sam-

bhavanti |

114.1 vyatah ... 1t ]
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41r7—41v3, Shirasaki 1984, 98, 2-17):

rdul phra rab ni geig tu grub pa yod pa ma yin te | steng 'og dang
phyogs bzhi dbus na gnas pa’i rdul phran de nges par cha drug
tu ’gyur ba’i phyir ro | | °di’i shar gyi rdul phran la nye ba’i rang
bzhin gang yin pa de nyid rdul phran gzhan la nye ba mi ’thad
de | de dag yul gcig tu ’gyur ba’i phyir ro || de Itar na shar gyi
rdul phran la nye ba’i rang bzhin gyis gal te rdul phran gzhan la
nye na de yang de na yod par ’gyur ro || ’byar ba med kyang
mngon du phyogs pa tsam la yang tshul ’di nyid yin no | | des na
gong bu rdul phra rab tsam du ’gyur ba yin te |

’byar dang yul gzhan gnas pa dang |
bar med rnam par gnas kyang rung |
dbus gnas rdul phran rdul geig la |
Ita ba’i rang bzhin gang yin pa |
rang bzhin gzhan la Ita ba yang |

gal te de nyid yin rtog na |

de Ita yin na ri la sogs |

bsags pa rigs pa ma yin no | |

zhes gang bshad pa yin no | |

"adhyaksa®] 1, aksi® K
Bdargane] I, mate K
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114.2 tasmad ... iti |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41v3-5, Shirasaki 1984, 98, 17 — 99, 6):

de’i phyir gdon mi za bar de dag rang bzhin tha dad par khas
blangs dgos so | | de dagjilta ba de kho na bzhin du byang dang |
lho dang | steng dang | og gi rdul phra rab nye ba’i rang bzhin
rnams tha dad pas na | rdul phra rab cha drug nyid nan gyis thob
bo || de skad du |

drug gis cig car sbyar ba na |
phra rab rdul cha drug tu ’gyur |

drug po go gcig yin pa’i phyir |
gong bu rdul phran tsam du ’gyur | |

zhes gsungs so | |

114.3 na ... paramanaval |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41v5, Shirasaki 1984, 99, 6-7):

gcig ma grub pa na du ma ’grub pa ma yin pas na | rdul phra rab
rnams med pa yin no | |

114.4  mimamsakais ... dusanam |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 41v5-6, Shirasaki 1984, 99, 7-9):
spyod pa pa rnams rdul phra rab nges par ’dod pa ma yin pas na |

rdul phra rab sun phyung pa tsam gyis yan lag can bkag pa yin
pas na gud du de sun ’byin pa don med pa yin no | |*

114.5 astu tarhi ... na vidmabh ]

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 46v6—47r4; Shirasaki 1985, 101, 10 — 102,

10):

rnam par shes pa ’di ni gcig dang du ma dang bral ba yin la | des
na ’di nam mkha’i chu skyes bzhin du don dam pa yin par mi rigs
so | | sbyor ba ni gang gcig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang bral
ba de ni don dam par yod pa ma yin te | dper na nam mkha’i

*Note that the line from the Slokavarttika was not recognized as metrical and that the

na was either not translated or was lost in transmission.
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padma bzhin no | | rnam par shes pa ’di yang gcig dang du ma’i
rang bzhin dang bral ba yin no zhes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa
mi dmigs pa’o | | gtan tshigs ’di ma grub pa ni ma yin te | rnam
par shes pa rnam pa dang bcas pa yin na phyi rol gyi don bzhin
du gcig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang mi Idan par gsal ba’i phyir
te | gang la ’jig rten gyis phyi rol gyi don du tha snyad °dogs pa de
kho na shes pa rnam pa dang bcas par smra ba’i shes pa yinno | |
de’1 phyir de phyi rol yin na gnod byed yod pa gang yin pa de kho
na nang yin na yang yod do | | gnod byed kyis ni rags pa gcig yin
pa’am | rdul phra rab kyi rang bzhin du ma yin pa sel la | rnam
par shes pa’i bdag nyid du gyur pa’i rnam pa ’di yang gal te rags
pa gcig yin pa’am | gal te rdul phran du tha dad pa’it du ma yin
grang na | rnam pa gnyi ga ltar yang phyi rol gyi don gyi phyogs
la yod pa’i sun ’byin pa bsal bar mi nus so || gang gis de ma yin
na mi ’byung ba sun ’byin pa ni rnam par shes pa de’i phyi rol
yin pa’i rgyu mtshan can ma yin no || lus kyi rgyu mtshan can
gyi gnod byed lus med pa rnam par shes pa’i bdag nyid la med do
zhes bya ba yang snying po med pa yin te | rnam pa dang bcas
pa yin na rnam par shes pa yang lus can yin pa’i phyir ro || yul
rgyas pa dang bcas pa’i rnam pa ’di nyid lus yin na | ’di phyi rol
yin na lus zhes bya’o | | shes pa yin na ni ma yin no zhes bya ba’t
ming dang ming can gyi ’brel pa ’di kho bo cag gis dus ’di tsam
gyl bar du ma rig go | |

Tarkabhasa (K 38,21 — 39, 2;170, 14— 71, 8):

prayogah punar evam — yad ekanekasvabhavam na bhavati na
tat paramarthasat, yatha vyomakamalam, ekanekasvabhavam ca
na bhavati vijianam iti vyapakanupalabdhih | na tavad ayam'®
asiddho hetuh | sikare vijiane!” bahirartha ivaikanekasvabha-
vayogyatvasya'® parisphutatvat | yatra hi lokasya bahyarthavya-
vaharas tad eva sakaravadino jianam | tato yat tasya bahirbha-
ve badhakam'? tad evantarbhave ’piQO | badhakena?! hi sthillam
ekam anekam ca paramanuriipam apohyate?? | vijha

nam ayam?® dkaro yady ekah sthiilo yadi vanekah paramanuso

tavad ayam] I, tavad K
Yvijiane] K, jiiane 1
"Bozyogyatvasya] 1, °ayogyasya K
Ybadhakam] I, bhavabadhakam K
20pi] 1, piti K

'badhakena] K, badhakam | na I

2apohyate] K, apisyate I
93 eem— = 1— - oo o
v
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bhinna ubhayathapi bahyarthabhavi®* diisanam asakyam uddha-
rtum | na hi tad vijiane?® bahirbhavanibandhanam diisanam ye-
na tadbhavena?® bhavet | marti?’ nimittam badhakam namirte
vijidnatmanity api nihsiram | sakaratayam vijfianasyapi’® ma-
rtatvat | ayam eva hi desavitanava(n akaro)*® martir iti | |

114.6 syan matam ... yujyate |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 47r4—47v1; Shirasaki 1985, 102, 12103, 1):

’di snyam du gang dag g1 Itar na rnam par shes pa rnam pa dang
ldan pa de dag la skyon ’di yod kyi | gang dag gis phyogs rnam
pa dang bral ba’i rtog pa tsam de kho na yin pa de dag la gcig
dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang bral ba ’di ma grub pa’i lam la
gnas par ji Itar mi ’gyur zhe na | brjod pa ’di rnam par shes pa ni
gsal ba’i bdag nyid yin la | de dag gi gsal ba’i sngon po la sogs pa
las ma gtogs pa’i gsal ba ni rmilam na yang myong ba med do | |
sngon po la sogs pa mi bden pa yin pa* gzhan rnam par shes pa
de lhag lus pa ci yod | ji ste *dir sngon po la sogs pa snang ba na
dus mnyam du nang gi bde ba la sogs pa myong ba yin la | de
la bsnyon na ni mi bsnyon pa zhes bya ba cung zad kyang med

do | |

114.7 astitvanisedhan ... kalpayet | | iti |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 61r1-2; Shirasaki 1985, 129, 13-19):

yod pa bkag pa nyid kyis med par ’dod pa yin no zhe na | ma yin
te | med pa ni yod pa sngon du ’gro ba yin pa’i phyir ro | | de ma
grub na de yang mi ’grub pa’i phyir ro || med pa yod pa’i zlas
drangs te | | yod pa med pa’i zlas drangs yin | | de phyir med par
mi brjod cing | | yod par yang ni mi brtag go | | zhes bcom ldan
"das kyis gang gsungs pa’o | |

*bahyarthabhavi K, bahyarthapaksabhavi© I

Ptad vijiane] (or: tadvijiiane) I, tad vijianam (or: tadvijianam) K
®tadbhavena] I, tadabhavena K

7 marti€] I, mirtta® K

Byijfianasyapi] 1, jiianasyapi K

Poyitanava(n akaro)] I, °cittanam akaro K

“mi bden pa yin pa] CD, mi bden na bden pa P (accepted by Shirasaki)
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118.2 tatra prathame ... upapadyate |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 9v7—10r1 & 10r3-6; Shirasaki 1986, 39, 8—
10 & 40, 5—-14):

di Itar re zhig bdag sgrub par byed pa’i tshad ma ni yod pa ma
yin no | | mngon sum gyis ni bdag rtogs pa ma yin te | mig la sogs
pa’i shes pa ni gzugs la sogs pa’i yul Ingar nges pa’i phyir dang |
[...] rjes su dpag pas rtogs pa yang ma yin te | rang bzhin dang
’bras bu’i® rtags pa med pa’i phyir ro | |” rtag tu Ikog tu gyur cing
yul dang dus su ldog pa med pa’i bdag dang ’ga’ yang rjes su ’gro
ba dag ldog pa’i bdag nyid can gyi rgyu dang ’bras bu’i ngo bo
ma grub pas na ’bras bu’t rtags mi 'thad pa’i phyir dang | chos
can yod pa nyid ma grub pas na rang bzhin gyi rtags mi thad pa’i
phyir ro | | gang gis rjes su dpog par ’gyur ba yod par sgrub par
dbang ba’i rtags gzhan yang yod pa ma yin la | rtags gzhan yod
na yang bsgrub byas khyab par ’gyur dgos la | de ni °gar yang
ma grub pas na khyab par byed pa nyid du ma nges pa’i phyir |
gang du yang gang gis kyang gang yang des khyab par nges par
mi ’gyur bas na ’di la rtags ’ga’ yang med do | |

Tarkabhasa (K 27, 24-26 & 28, 3-9; 150, 9-11 & 51, 1-6):

etac cayuktam | atmanah siddhaye pramanabhavat | na hi pra-
tyaksenatma pratiyate, caksuradijiananam rapadivisayapafca-
ka®*'niyatatvit | [...] napy anumanena pratiyate, karyasvabhava-
lingabhavat, nityaparoksena®! desakala®*vyatirekavikalenatmana
saha kasyacid anvayavyatirekatmakakaryakaranabhavasiddheh
karyalingayogat, dharmisattayas casiddhatvat®
nupapatteh | na canyal lingam asti | anyenapi lingena bhavata
sadhyavyaptena bhavitavyam | tasya ca sarvathasiddheh katham
tena®! vyaptatvam lingasya nisciyatam |

svabhavalinga-

30oyisayaparicaka®] 1, °paficavisaya® K

3 °paroksena] I, °paroksena ca K

32desakala®] K, desakalakara® I

Bosattayas casiddhatvat] I, ®sattaya asiddhatvat K
katham tena] I, katham K

It is unclear why the compound was translated inverted.
"The sentence should not end here, understand *phyir dang.
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118.3 nanu ... °opapanna |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 10r1-2; Shirasaki 1986, 39, 10 — 40, 3):

bdag tu rtog pa’i yid kyi shes pa’i yul yang lus la sogs pa yin pa’t
phyirro | | bdag dkar sham mo bdag sbom mo bdag ’gro’o snyam
pala sogs pa’i rnam pas bdag tu shes pa ’byung la | lus las tha dad
pa ’dila nilus de’i chos dkar sham nyid dang sbom pa nyid yod pa
ma yin shing | khyab byed lus can ma yin pa la lus can gyi rdzas
kyi rjes su ’brang ba’i gro ba’i bya ba ’thad pa dang ldan pa yang

ma yin no | |
Tarkabhasa (K 27, 26-28 & 28, 1-2; 150, 11-13 & 16-17):

manasasyapy ahampratyayasya Sariradivisayatvat | gauro "ham
sthiilo *ham gacchamy aham ityadyakarenahampratyaya® utpa-
dyate | [...] na casya $ariravyatiriktasya taddharmo®® gauratvam
sthulatvam va | na ca vibhor amurtasya murtadravyanuvidhayini
gamana®kriya yuktimati |

118.4 nacayam ... °prasangat |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 10r2-3; Shirasaki 1986, 40, 3—-5):

’di bram ze’1 khye’u la seng ge zhes pa bzhin du btags par rtog
pa yang mi rigs te | g.yo ba med pa’i phyir ro | | g.yo ba med pa
la btags par rtog pa yang mi rigs te | dngos kyi tha snyad rgyun
chad par thal ba’i phyir ro | |

Tarkabhasa (K 28, 2-3; 150, 18 — 51, 1):

na cayam® manavake simhapratyaya iva®® bhakto yuktah, skha-

ladvrttiprasangat |

®ityadyakarenahampratyaya] I, ityadina karanenahampratyaya K
3% taddharmo] (or tad dharmo) I, dharmo K

7gamana®] I, gamanadi® K

%na cayam] I, napy ayam K

%opratyaya iva] I, °pratyayavat K
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118.5 tatah ... badhate |
Tarkabhasa (K 28, 9-13; 151, 7-11):

kim" ca, kim ayam atma bodhariipah, abodharipo va | ya-
di bodharupo nitya$ ca tada caksuradivaiphalyaprasango durva-
rah | athanityo bodhariipas tada*' jfianasyaivatmeti nama kr-
tam, na*? vipratipattih | athabodhariipo®® drsyas** ca tadanupa-
lambho ’sya sattam na ksamata iti niratma*’siddhir anavadya |

118.6 tatha hi ... §ariradav iti |
*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 11r5, Shirasaki 1986, 42, 35 — 43, 3):

gang zhig gang du dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid du gyur pa ma dmigs
pa de ni der med pa’i tha snyad du bya ba yin te | dper na rta’i
mgo la rwa bzhin no | | lus la sogs pa la yang dmigs pa’i mtshan
nyid du gyur pa’i bdag ma dmigs pa yin no | |

118.7 nanu Sariradyadhikaranatvam ... na sahata iti |

*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (D 11r5—12v3, Shirasaki 1986, 43, 3 — 44, 3):

"o na lus la sogs pa bdag gi rten du smra ba rnams mi ’dod pa nyid
ma yin nam | gang gi lus la bdag yod min | zhes gang smras pa
yin te | de Ita bur gyur pa de bkag pa na mi *dod pa ci yang med
do zhe na | bden te | kho bo cag gis kyang ’dir brten pa yin pa
dgag par bya ba ni ma yin gyi | ’on kyang bstan pa® yin no | |
thams cad du yang mi dmigs pas ldan pa kho na dgag par bya ba
kho na yin te | dgag par bya ba bum pa la sogs pa yang ldan pa
yin pa’i phyir ro | | brten pa kho na ni ldan pa ma yin te | brten
pa ma yin pa dang de Ita bu yod pa’i phyir ro || de Ita ma yin
na brten pa ma yin pa’i bdag dang Idan pa’i® phyir lus la sogs pa
bdag dang bcas par yang mi ’gyur ro | | *dir lus la sogs pa dgag

kim] T, api K

"tada] I, tadanim K
*na] 1, na kapi K
#oripo] 1, °svariipo K
Hdréyad] I, dréyas K

45 . 2 -
“niratma®) I, niratmaka® K

*For bstan pa read with P: ldan pa.
For ldan pa’i read with P: ldan pa med pa’i.

256



Parallels with [fitari and Moksakaragupta

bya’i rten du gzung ba ni ma yin gyi | ’on kyang dmigs pa dang
med pa’i tha snyad dag gi rten yin pas na skyon med do | |

"o na mi dmigs pa ’di re zhig dmigs pa med pamayin te | de sgrub
par byed pa nyid du mi ’thad pa’i phyir ro | | shes pa gcig la *dre
ba’t dngos po gzhan dmigs pa’i rang bzhin yang ma yin te | bdag
dang shes pa gcig la °dre ba gang yang med pa’i phyir ro | | shes
pa tha dad pa dmigs pa’i dngos po dmigs pa’i rang bzhin yang ma
yin te | de med par sgrub pa la mi mkho ba’i phyir ro | | nye bar
mkho na ni sgra dmigs pas kyang gzugs med pa sgrub par thal
ba’i phyir ro || rnam pa gzhan yang yod pa ma yin te | de bas
na mi dmigs pa ’di ci’i bdag nyid yin pa mi shes so zhe na | brjod
pa | phyogs bar ma nyid kho bo cag gi ’dod pa yin te | bdag tu
shes pa ni bdag gi yul can du pha rol gyis btags pa yinla | de yang
lus su gtogs pa yin la dmigs bzhin du shin tu gsal bar myong ste |
de’i phyir lus la sogs pa nyid bdag dang shes pa gcig la °dre ba yin
shing | bdag gi shes pa’i yul du gyur pa de las tha dad pa ni nyams
su myong ba med pas na lus de dmigs pa kho na de mi dmigs pa
yin no | |

gal te lus la sogs pa las tha dad pa’i bdag gi don can gyi shes pa’i
yul med pa na | bdag gi lus la sogs pa zhes bya bar mi ’gyur la |
shes pa °di ni yod pa yin te | de bas na bdag gi don can ni lus
la sogs pa las tha dad par rtogs par blta bar bya’o || des na ma
dmigs so zhes ci’i phyir brjod ce na | de ni mi bden te | tha dad
pa med kyang mngon par zhen pa’i shes pa skye ba’i phyir te |
dper na mchi gu’i lus shes® bya ba bzhin no | | ’dir dmigs pa shes
pa tsam yang ma yin gyi | ’on kyang mngon sum du ’dod pa’i shes
pavyinla | °di nyid kyang mngon sum gyi shes pa ma yin te | mchi
gu’l lus las gzhan pa’it shes pa mngon sum ma yin pa dang khyad
par med pa’i phyir dang | de dang khyad par med pa’i mngon
sum yin na de yang mngon sum du thal ba’i phyir ro | | mngon
sum yin na yang dngos po tha dad par rnam par ’jog pa’i yan lag
tu thal ba’t phyir ro || ji ltar bdag gi lus la sogs pa’o snyam du
shes pa de bzhin du nga’i bdag go snyam du yang ’gyur ba kho
na ste | des na ’di ni lha rnam dga’ ba yin no | |> bdag gi don
can las tha dad pa’i shes pa gzhan tshad mar byed na khyad par
med pa’i phyir ’di yang tshad mar bya bar ’os la | tshad mar byed
na yang bdag gzhan yang rnam par gzhan par ’gyur ro | | ji ste
nga’i lus la sogs pa’o snyam pa’i shes pa ’di mchi gu’i lus las tha
dad pa’i rtogs pa’i phyogs su ’jog na ni | de Ita na bdag kyang ’jog
par ’gyur te | mangs pas bzhag go | | des rtogs pa’i bdag nyid ma

“Instead of shes, read with D and C: z/es.
"This sentence was completely misunderstood by the translators.
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nyin pa’i bdag mi dmigs pas mi bzod do zhes bya ba ni gnas pa
yin no | |
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Samantabhadrasadhana 109—-129

Since Samantabhadra refers to lemmata from v. 127 in his commentary
to v. 109, in this appendix we present, in addition to the mala vv. 109—
120 as we believe it may have looked, the reconstruction of the following
nine verses for the sake of reference. We feel fairly confident about the
reconstruction, save for tasya ca in 125b. Also note that the only way to
reconstruct 128b is if &7 does not make position, i.e. the preceding jra
must be read as short. As in the case of vv. 109—120, our sources were
the Saramafjar? in the Pala manuscript and the two Tibetan translations.
Bhadrapada’s Mandalavidhi (vv. 102—-105) was also of some help. We hope
to deal with the commentary for the remainder in detail in a future pub-
lication. We also eagerly hope that the Tibet Museum manuscript (see
General introduction n. 4) will become available in the near future, so
that we can check whether our reconstruction was plausible.

*parito nirastavibhramam
*anantahrdrasminirmitamunindraih |
*sambuddhikrtam akhilam

*jagad antarbhavya nijamantre | | 109

*rupadyakrtimuktam
*pratyakseneksyate na tadgrahi |
*grahyam na capi kimcit
*sambandhaniksanan na canyena | | 110

*vyaparah satader

*na kascid etatparigrahe drstah |
*yugapatpratiyamanam
*rupadivad eva na grahi | | 111



Samantabhadrasadhana 109—129

*drstam ca yat sitadyam

*tad eva kalantaresu drstam na |
*anyo’nyena virodhad

*anayoh satadivan nityam | | 112

*ekam na ca rupader
*adyantadiprabhedato drsteh |
*paramanuso ’py adrster

*anekarupam na bhavati tadvac ca | | 113

*niravayavatve canor
*anekaparamanuparikarabhavat |
*bhumandaladirapa-

*pracayo na hi kascid atra syat | | 114

*tad grahakadivirahat
*svatantrarupadikalpanarupam |
gandharvanagarasamnibham
akhilam sacaracaram vastu | | 115

*atmatmiyaropad
*vikalpasantana esa samsarah |
*$uddhis tadviparita-
*svarupamatra tu vijiieya | | 116

*na ca kascid atra bhedo

*dharmataya samabhavasvabhavanam |
*grahyadyakrtivirahah

*sarvatra yatah sada siddhah || 117

*sarvam na capi kimcit
*tatpratibhasasvabhavasamkalpat |
*na ca cittad anyah syad

*aham iti kascid ata atmadih | | 118

*yad rapam pratipannam

*tasya tad eva nijam eva rupam yat |
*tat tasyabhedamater

*abhinnata sarvabhavanam | | 119

*abhati yas ca visayo

*yas$ canyah kalpanaspadam kascit |
*tattadviyogavirahad

*anyo’nyam atas$ ca no sarvam | | 120
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Samantabhadrasadhana 109—129

*$raddhaviryavisuddhya

*tatha smrtisamadhayor visuddhyapi |
*saddvarapalarupa-

*prajiiasuddhya samastavisayabham | | 121

*animittarativiSuddheh
*samastadeviganasvabhavam tat |
*sattvarthatmavikalpa-

*pravrttivijianasuddhes tat | | 122

*adarsadimano’mala-

*rupatvat sarvabuddharapam ca |
*tathatavisuddhiyogat

*cakres$ataya vyavasthitam caitat | | 123

*rupadibhramavirahad
*amalaskandhadibhavasamsiddham |
*matsaryadinivrtteh
*paramitabhimisukladharmamayam | | 124

*avikalpasvaparodaya-
*nibandhanatvena tasya ca kramatah |
*gambhirodarataya
*prajiiopayatmakam cetah | | 125

*paramarthatas tv abhinnam
*nabhinnam kimcid isyate nyasmat |
*anyagrahavinivrttes

*tathapratiter na citratvam | | 126

*ity akalayya nijahrdi
*nirmalacandrasthacihnamadhyastham |
*sanmantrabindurapam

*svamanah paribhavayed bhasvat | | 127

*taccittara$mimalam

*prabodhya vakkayavajrasresthatanum |
*punar atraiva nivistam
*jiianamrtavahinim dhyayat | | 128

*antastanum atha sarvam
*avabhasya taya samantato *nantaih |
*pratiromaprabhavabha-

*vyuhair apurayan visvam | | 129
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Index of terms

abhyasa (habituation), 80

adhisthana (empowerment), 25

adiyogasamadhi (First Yoga
Meditation), 25

agama, 243, 244

ahamkara (sense of ‘I"), 28, 76,
77,7981

ahampratiti (cognition T’), 7678

akara (form), 215

akara (image), 28, 44, 46, 47, 52,
68, 188, 195-197, 215

akrti, see image (akara)

alambana (object-support), 41,
76, 80, 81

amrtasvada (tasting nectar), 25

anupalabdhi (non-cognition), 28,
75,76, 81, 8488,
228, 230

anyakaravada, 45, 47, 48, 98, 197

apoha (exclusion), 191

apology, 26

apprehended (grahya), 29, 34,
35, 50-52, 54, 89,
101, 188-192,
201-204, 213, 225,
226, 236
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apprehender (grahaka), 29, 34,
35, 37, 40, 42, 43,
49-52, 74, 96, 97,
189-196, 199,
201-204, 222, 223,
227, 234, 236

apprehending, 35, 37, 40, 89,
187, 188, 190, 192

apyayana (reinvigoration), 26

arthapatti (implication), 35-37,
98, 190, 196

Arya school, 16

atmadarsana (view of the Self),
69, 70, 113, 226

atman (Self), 36-39, 72, 74,
77-80, 86

atmasamvedana, see svasamvedana

atmasamuvitly, see svasamvedana

atoms (paramanu), 32, 5461,
207, 208

avayavin (whole), 53, 57, 104,
207

badhakapramana (negative proof),
30, 102, 114, 204,
208, 230

being invariably perceived
together
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(sahopalambhaniyama),
42,43, 194

being selfless (nairatmya), 30, 66

bhavana (mental cultivation), 72

bhavanamay? prajiia (insight born
of mental cultivation),
30

bhojanavidhana (yogic way of
eating), 26

bindu, 25

binduyoga (Yoga of the Drop),
24, 25, 29, 187

bodhicittothada (generating the
resolve for
awakening), 25

category (padartha), 36, 52, 53,
205

caturaniga (four limbs), 26

catuskoti (tetralemma), 65

cintamayt prajiia (insight born of
reflection), 30, 31

cittamatra (mind-only), 62, 65,
67, 68, 222

cognition devoid of an image
(mirakarajiiana), 67, 216,
217

cognition endowed with an
image (sakargiiana), 66,
67,214, 216, 217

cognition ‘I’ (ahampratiti),
76-78, 80-82, 84, 87,
88,227, 228

colophon, 18-20

concept of ‘I’ 73

confession of sins (papadesana),

25

294

conjunct in one cognition
(ekajiianasamsargin),
85-87, 231

consort, 25

conventional reality (samortr),
33, 34, 61, 62, 65, 66,
68

conventional truth, 34, 62, 66,
67

conventionally real, 68, 69

conventionally true, 29, 68

dedication of merits, 26

deity, 25

deity yoga, 16

dharmodaya, 25

dhyanalaya (meditation
chamber), 25

direct perception (pratyaksa), 34,
35, 37, 42, 56, 7376,
79, 80, 85, 88,
188-191, 201, 202,
209, 210, 224, 227,
228, 231, 233

dismissal (visarjana), 26

ejaculation (utsarga), 25

ekajianasamsargin (conjunct in
one cognition), 85, 86,
231

emanation (spharana), 25

empowerment (adhisthana), 25

emptiness (Sanyata), 25

familiarization with reality
(tattvabhyasa), 32, 89

First Yoga Meditation
(adipogasamadhi), 25
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Fivefold Awakening
(paficakarabhisambodh),
25

fleuron, 137

Foremost King of Acts
Meditation
(karmar@agrisamadhi),
25

Foremost King of Mandalas
Meditation
(mandalar@agrisamadh),
25

form (@kara), 215

four limbs (caturanga), 26

fourfold yoga, 67

generating the resolve for
awakening
(bodhucittotpada), 25

gnosis being (jianasattva), 25

gnosis circle (jianacakra), 25

goddess, 25

grahaka (apprehender), 29, 35,
37, 40, 50, 96,
188-190, 192, 193,
222

grahya (apprehended), 29, 52,
101, 188, 202

grantha (measurement unit), 19,

22

habituation (abhyasa), 80
homa (oblation), 26
hook-tops, 22

image (nirbhasa), 81

image (pratibhasa), 80

image (@kara), 28, 31, 34, 35,
44-46, 48, 49, 52, 54,
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63, 64, 66, 81, 99,
188-191, 193,
196-199, 210,
9214-216, 219, 220,
226, 237

implication (arthapatt), 35, 36,
46, 98, 190, 192, 196

insight (prajiia), 32, 65, 67

insight born of reflection
(cintamay? prayia), 30,
31

internal organ (manas), 53, 103,

205, 207

Japa (recitation), 26
JRanacakra (gnosis circle), 25
JRanasattva (gnosis being), 25

karmar@agrisamadhi (Foremost
King of Acts
Meditation), 25
katagara, 25

logico-epistemological tradition

(pramana), 26, 27

Madhyamaka, 27, 31-33, 45,
52,61, 62, 66, 68, 69

Madhyamika, 33, 70

Mahayana, 24

making love (rati), 25

manas (internal organ), 53, 207

mantra, 24, 25

mantrin (practitioner), 25

mandala, 25, 26

mandalar@agrisamadhi (Foremost
King of Mandalas
Meditation), 25
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meditation chamber
(dhyanalaya), 25

meditation session, 26

mental cultivation (bhavana), 29,
30, 67, 69, 72, 89

mental states, 42

mere cognition (vyfaptimatrata),
28, 33, 34, 43, 48, 66

metre

anustubh, 16, 17
arya, 16, 17

Mimamsa, 35, 40, 45, 4749,
54,61, 74, 76, 98,
190, 192, 197, 198,
212

Mimamsaka, see Mimamsa

mind, 25, 26, 31, 40—43, 48,
49, 62, 89, 97, 187,
193, 224, 226, 228,
234237

mind-only (cittamatra), 62, 63,
66, 69, 89, 222

nawratmya (being selfless), 30, 71

Naiyayika, see Nyaya

nature (svabhava), 28, 31, 85

negative proof (badhakapramana),
30, 84, 102, 204, 208,
210, 214-216, 223,
230

neither-one-nor-many
argument, 52, 61-64,
66, 102, 204

nirakaravada, 44, 45, 47, 63,
66—68, 98, 108, 195,
215

mirvtkalpajiiana (non-conceptual
gnosis), 63, 69, 89
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non-cognition (anupalabdhz), 28,
39, 76, 81, 8487,
191, 208, 210, 213,
228, 230233

non-conceptual gnosis
(nirvikalpagiiana), 63, 69

notion of ‘I’, 79

Nyaya, 31, 35-38, 53, 54,
72-75, 78-80, 82, 83,
86, 88, 96, 103, 189,
190, 205, 207, 226,
227, 230232

Nyaya-Vaisesika, 72

object-support (alambana), 41,
47,52, 76, 80, 82, 199

oblation (homa), 26

obstacles (vighna), 26

padartha (category), 35, 52, 103,
205

palaeography, 22

paficakarabhisambodhi (Fivefold
Awakening), 25

papadesana (confession of sins),
25

paramartha (ultimate reality), 89

personalistic view (satkayadrstt),
70-73, 227

pisaca, 54, 210

pledge being (samayasattva), 25

positive proof (sadhakapramana),
30, 35, 52, 73, 95,
188, 204, 208, 223,
229

practice (abhyasa), 89

practitioner (mantrin, yogin), 25,

26
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prajiia (insight), 64, 65

pramana (logico-epistemological
tradition), 27

prasarga (undesired
consequence), 48, 55,
56, 59, 75, 81

pratyaksa (direct perception), 34,
37,42, 49, 56, 74, 76,
79, 80, 85, 209, 227,
228

pronoun ‘I’, 75, 82

property-bearer (dharmin),
35-37, 74, 96,
189-191, 193, 228

pudgalavada, 70

punyanumodand (rejoicing in
merit), 25

purification (samsuddhi), 25

rati (making love), 25

readers, 22

reasoning (yuktr), 30, 31, 33, 53,
89

recitation (japa), 26

reinvigoration (@pyayana), 26

rejoicing in merit
(punyanumodana), 25

resorption (samharana), 25

sadhakapramana (positive proof),
30,95, 113, 188, 227
sahopalambhaniyama (being
invariably perceived
together), 41-44, 49,
50, 52, 194, 201
sakarajfiana (cognition endowed
with an image), 214
sakarajfianavadin, 63
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sakaravada, 45, 47, 63, 64, 66,
67,98, 107, 196, 213,
214
samaya (vows), 26
samayasattva (pledge being), 25
samharana (resorption), 25
samsuddhi (purification), 25
samyrti (conventional reality),
62, 66, 67
Saranagamana (taking refuge), 25
satkayadrsti (personalistic view),
70,71,73
*satyakaravada, 107, 213
Sautrantika, 40, 44, 45, 54, 66,
67,97, 98, 193, 195,
196, 210
Sautrantika-Madhyamaka, 33
scribal dialect, 22
scribe, 19, 22
Self (atman), 36-40, 53, 67-89
self-awareness (svasamvedana),
29, 34, 42,95, 188,
189, 192, 224
selflessness, 33, 68, 69, 89
sense of ‘I’ (ahamkara), 28, 76-82
siddhi (supernatural
accomplishments), 26
signs of stabilization
(sthavryamimitta), 25
Sirovekha, 22
skhaladgati, see skhaladvrtti
skhaladvrtti (stumbling
employment), 83
skhaladvrtti (stumbling
functioning), 81, 229

spharana (emanation), 25
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sthairyanimutta (signs of
stabilization), 25
stumbling cognition, 82
stumbling employment
(skhaladvrtti), 82, 83
stumbling functioning
(skhaladvriti), 82
stumbling use, see skhaladvrtti
Subtle Yoga (siksmayoga), 25
sitksmayoga (Subtle Yoga), 25
Sinyatd (emptiness), 25
supernatural accomplishments
(stddhi), 26
svabhava (nature), 28, 30, 41, 53,
58-61, 65, 66, 68, 71,
76, 80, 81, 85, 102,
204
svasamvedana (self-awareness), 34

taking refuge (saranagamana), 25
tasting nectar (amrtasvada), 25
lattvabhyasa (familiarization with
reality), 32, 89
tetralemma (catuskotr), 65, 224

ultimate reality (paramartha), 89

undesired consequence
(prasanga), 39, 48, 55,
56, 58, 59, 82

utsarga (ejaculation), 25

Vaibhasika, 40, 42, 44, 45, 49,

54, 55, 70, 97, 98,
193, 195, 210
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Vaisesika, 31, 35-38, 52-54,
72-74,77, 78, 80, 96,
103, 189, 205, 207,
210, 226, 227, 230

Vatsiputriya, 70

view of the Self (atmadarsana),
69, 70, 72, 113, 226

vighna (obstacles), 26

Vijiianavada, 33, 61, 63, 64,
94,108, 188, 214, 215

vyflaptimatrata (mere cognition),
28, 33, 45, 48, 49, 52,
61,62, 107,204, 213

visarjana (dismissal), 26

vows (samaya), 26

vyatirekihetu, 75

vyavriti, see apoha

whole (avayavin), 54, 53, 61,
104, 202, 207, 208

Yoga of the Drop (binduyoga),
24, 25, 29, 187
Yogacara, 45, 63, 64
Yogacara-Madhyamaka, 33
Yogacara-Madhyamaka
synthesis, 33, 61
Yogacara-Madhyamika, 33
yogic way of eating
(bhojanavidhana), 26
yogin (practitioner), 26
yukti (reasoning), 31, 53, 61
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Abhayakaragupta, 17
Arcata, 208

Bal yul mthil, 18

Bangladesh, 24

Beijing, 18, 21

Bhadrapada, 17, 23, 242

Bhatta Jayanta, 74

Bhatta Ramakantha, 38

Blo ldan shes rab, Rngog clan,
18

Bodh Gaya, se¢ Vajrasana

Bu ston Rin chen grub, 19, 33

Buddhasrijiana, see Jianapada

Burma, 24

Candrakirti, 218
Candrananda, 36, 77

Devapala, 16

Dge *dun chos *phel, 19

Dge ’dun chos ’phel, 21

Dharmakirti, 27, 30, 34, 39, 42,
44,48, 53, 62, 63, 70,
74,75, 82-85, 87-89,
188, 189, 191, 194,
196, 200, 202, 208,
221, 228, 229, 242

Dharmapala, 16
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Dharmottara, 42, 193
Dignaga, 27, 34, 55, 89, 188,
189, 191, 221, 224,
236, 242
Dipamkarabhadra, see
Bhadrapada
Durvekamisra, 42, 193

Haribhadra, 15, 31, 32, 51, 52,
203

Jagaddala, 24

Jagaddarpana, 17

Jalandhara, 15

Jitari, 24, 70, 84, 89, 214, 215,
228-230, 245

Jnanagarbha, 66

Jnanapada, 15-17, 23, 26, 27,
29, 31-33, 35, 40,
4345, 52, 54, 56, 57,
61-63, 65-70, 89, 90,
193, 202-204, 208,
210,211, 217,
219-222, 228, 234,
236, 241

Jhanasrimitra, 63, 208

Kamalasila, 23, 27, 30-33,
43-45, 47-57, 59, 60,
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62-64, 6670, 78-80,
82-84, 86, 88, 89,
192, 195, 196, 199,
203, 211, 213, 217,
218, 220, 222, 228,
229

Kamboja Pala, 19

Karnakagomin, 39, 228

Kashmir, 16, 17

Khro phu lo tsa ba, 24

Kirtipada, 23

Konkan, 15, 16, 23

Kumarila Bhatta, 35, 47, 74,
76, 190, 192, 197,
198, 212

Lhas btsas, Mgos/’Gos clan,
151
Lhasa, 16

Magadha, 15, 16, 18
Maitreya, 243
Mainjughosa, 25, 221
Manjudri, 16, 24, 25
Mainjuvajra, 25
Manorathanandin, 54
Moksakaragupta, 24, 70, 89,
208, 214, 228-230,
245

Nagarjuna, 67, 225, 235,
242-244

Nalanda, 15

Nayapala, house of Kamboja
Pala, 19

Nayapala, house of Pala, 19

Nepal, 17, 18

Newar, 18

Nya ya na shr1 (*Nayanasri?
*Nyayasri?), 18

Orissa, 24
Oddiyana, 15

Padmavajra, 18

Pala, 16, 18, 19, 22, 23
Palitapada, 16, 23
Patan, 18

Prabhakara, 74
Prajiakaragupta, 242
Prajhakaramati, 213
Prasastapada, 205

Rajgir Hills, 16
Ratnakarasanti, 17, 63, 67
Ratnakirti, 63, 208
Ratnamati, 19

Rin chen bzang po, 17

Sa skya, 19, 21

Sakyabuddhi, 39

Sankrtyayana, Rahula, 19, 20

Santaraksita, 23, 27, 31-34, 44,
45,48, 51, 53-59,
62-64, 6668, 70, 73,
80-82, 89, 189, 192,
199, 205, 206, 211,
213,217, 220, 222,
228, 229

Santibhadra, 151

Sterra, Francesco, 18, 20

Smrtijianakirti, 17

Sraddhékaravarman, 17

Sri Lanka, 19

Sridhara, 37

Srikirti, see Kirtipada

*Sriphalavajra, 17, 18
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Subhagupta, 41, 4345, 50-52,
56, 57, 60, 61, 64,
193, 196, 199, 201,
203, 211

Swat Valley, see Oddiyana

Taksasila, 15

Tanaka, Kimiaki (HH/285), 18
Taxila, see Taksasila
*Thagana, 17, 24

Tibet, 19

Tibet Museum, 16

Tucci, Giuseppe, 18, 20, 21

Udayana, 74
Uddyotakara, 70, 74-76,
78-84, 86-88,
228-230, 232
Umbeka, 74

Vacaspati Misra, 74
Vajrahumkara, 23
Vajrasattva, 25
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Vajrasana, 16

Varendra, 24

Varendri, see Varendra

Vasubandhu, 27, 28, 33, 35,
38, 41, 46, 48, 55, 59,
60, 70, 72, 77-80, 82,
87-89, 193, 197, 200,
212,215, 222, 228,
229, 243

Vatsyayana, 74

Vilasavajra, 15, 221

*Vitapada, 17, 24

Wang, Sen (E£5%), 21

Yasomitra, 41, 72
Ye, Shaoyong (H45), 18, 21

Zhwa lu, 19
Zhwa lu Ri phug, 19

"Bras spungs, 221
"Phags pa, 18
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Abludharmakosa, 27, 204, 215
Ablidharmakosabhasya, 35, 38,
41,70,71,77,78, 80,
82, 193, 195, 204,
215,229
Abhidharmakosavyakhya, 72
Ablisamayalamkara, 241
Ablisamayalamkaraloka, 15, 31,
32,51, 52, 59, 60,
203, 217
Adhyardhasatika Prajiaparamita,
23,236, 241
Alambanapariksa, 55
Amnayamaijart, 20
Atmasadhanavatara, 23, 40, 52,
64, 65, 68, 109, 151,
193, 203, 213, 219,
221, 241

Avawartikacakrasitra, 241

*Bahyarthasiddhikarika, 41, 50,
57,60, 196, 199, 211
Bhavanakrama I, 30, 31, 51, 61,
64, 65, 67, 214, 216,
218, 222
Bhavanakrama 111, 64, 67
Bhavanakramas, 30, 32, 64, 67
Bodhicaryavatara, 242
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Bodhicaryavatarapatyika, 213, 219
Bodhicittavivarana, 235, 242
Bodlisattvasamvaravimsika, 242
Bstan “gyur, 27
Co ne Bstan “gyur, 151
Dga’ ldan Bstan “gyur, 151
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