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BAHYARTHA SIDDHI KARIKA
Introductory
Genesis of the Treatise.

We have in the collection of Tibetan Tripitaka Tangyur five
works attributed to Bhadanta Subhagupta in the following
order: (1) Sarvajnasiddhikarika, (2) Bahyarthasiddhi Karika
(3 ) Srutipariksa, (4) Anyapoha-vicara, (5) Iswarabhangakarika. Of
these the second, viz. Bahyarthasiddhi, Tib. phyi.rol.gyi.don.grub,
pa is the most valuable and interesting. It consists of about
190 verses (anustup) counted for convenience into 188 wverses.
The purpose of the treatise, as its title implies, to refute the Yogaca-
ra idealistic philosophyand to prove the reality of the external
universe from the standpoint of the Sarvastivadi-Vaibhasikas.
Vasubandhu, for example, in his Vimsatika elaborated a good deal
to demonstrate the impossibility of atomic theory of the Vaisesikas.
Dignaga again in his Alambanapariksa confirmed Vasubhandhu’s
opinion on the basis of his logical and epistemological foundations.
Next the upholder of the Idealistic School of Buddhism was
Dharmakirti who embarked on the task of establishing his
philosophy of absolute Idealism by enumerating several logical
arguments. Of those, the argument of Sahopalanibha-niyama,
concomittance of co-cognition is most powerful and proverbial
with all the posterior writers of Indian philosophy. Now the
uphill task of reviewing all the arguments set up by the
above masters of Idealism rests with Bhadanta Subhagupta, a
renowned master of the Vaibhasika school of Buddhism. Subhagupta,
in the present treatise takes up to examine in detail ail the
points raised in favour of Idealism and succeeds in presenting
his case, the case of the Vaibhasika masters (on the subject) so bril-
liantly and vehemently that still later some masters, like Santaraksita
and Kamalasila could not remain without making another attempt
to vindicate their own positions in opposition to Subhagupta’s
premise. In course of their examination into Externalism
(Bahirarthapariksa) they quote Subhagupta’s passages verbatim
and refute his arguments one by one. Thus we have about
11 verses of Subhagupta cited all of which are traced in the
present treatise (see verses Nos. 29, 35, 44, 66, 68, 71, 81, 87, 89,
95, 101). Kamalasila cites also some prose passages (V Panjika,
p. 574, 20) from Subhagupta giving rise to a surmise that
Subhagupta might have also written some commentary on the
treatise which is not translated into Tibetan.
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This appraisal of the treatise may give a fair idea of
when the author Subhagupta must have flourished. His time
must be fixed betweenn Dharmakirti (650 A. D.) and Santaraksita-
Kamalasila (700-50 A. D.). He must be also anterior to Akalanka,
a Jain author (c.700A. D.) since the latter quotes the former in his
Nyayaviniscaya the ver : saha-sabdasca loke’smin, etc. (Bahyartha,
ver. 71). We may therefore place him during 650-700 A. D.
(Cf. T. Sangraha, Intro. XXXIV).

REVIEW OF TOPICS

Now let us make a brief survey of the whole contents
of the treatise. Cne of the most powerful arguments in favour
of ldealism is the example of dream experiences Subhagupta
refutes it by pointing our differences between the wake experiences
which are never contradicted and the dreams which are always
contradicted. To the contention of the Yogacara that all our
knowledge and experience are illusive, the author replies that
some knowledge may err on account of some defect in our
cognitive apparatus but to say that it errs even in the absence
of such defects creates an absolute darkness in the universe (v.
ver. 31 with note).

Dignaga holds that because each atom is not separately
cognized there could be no atoms at all; the author points out in
reply that the reason, ie. non-cognition of atoms in isolation
(ekaika-aparicchede) is not conclusive; mind and mental phenomena,
though not separately experienced, exist (v. ver. 33, 34). He
maintains further that atoms cannot appear in life in isolation;
when they appear in association with others they loose their
atomic characteristics; how, then, could each of the atoms be
reflected in our conciousness 7—he asks (ver. 43). On an external
material object which is constituted of several atoms, we have
an idea of ‘one’ but thisidea of oneness is illusive and is produced
as a result of cognition of the uninterrupted and homogeneous
atoms (ver. 35) and that is our mental construction (36). The
atoms being coagulated into an integrated form discharge a
uniform action and therefore they cannot be designated as non-
substances (40).

Vasubandhu’s criticism of atomic theory on the basis of spacial
distinction (dighhagabheda) which contradicts the theory itself is
not at all reasonable; for we hold that there is no space apart
from the atoms themselves. When we talk of space we mean
the atoms themselves spread in certain fashion (45-46). The
conception of one whole (avayavin) is also illogical. If you
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consider it possible as a result of the atoms being closely knit
together in a large number, you may better also conceive one
time-unit on the moments that are preceeding and succeeding
in an uninterrupted succession (50). Atoms have a peculiar
relationship amongst themselves due to which no intruder could
enter in the midst of atoms:; by virtue of the same relationship
the covering of atoms by other atoms has been upheld and
therefore there is not any reason to presume the atoms have
parts (52). The atoms, though mutually unrelated and partless
become collocated and accomplish the gross things like the globe
of earth, etc. on account of some excellence of mutual efficiency
(anugrahavisesa) (56-57). Certain number of atoms alone enter
into combination by virtue of that substance-efficiency (dravya-
sakti) but there are many others which could not do so on
account of their meagre power (58-59). The atoms could be
counted by some spritually advanced saints alone and therefore
conceive them to be existing even though we do not cognize
them. (69).

Next the author taking up to examine the maxim of Sahopal-
ambhgniyama remarks that the knowledge is only cognizer
and that too is only in the presence of some visible object
and therefore they are cognized simultaneously but this fact does
not testify their identity (67). Then the said hefu, reason has
been pointed out to be defective in several respects ; sometimes
it is indefinite, sometimes contradictory and sometimes unproved
and so on. The term saha ‘together’ always implies a companion
and 1if there is really Saha-vedana, ‘together-cognition’, the
reason will obviously prove the contrary to what is cherished,
The object felt by some other person in his own mind cannot
be denied by us because it is far removed from our cognizance.
The meaning of Sahavedana, according to the author is that
when the knowledge-factors, sense-organ, etc. being present pre-
viously produce the sensuous consciousness in the next moment,
then it may be termed Saha-vedina (82). Speaking truly, the
knowledge is not at all cognized, but it is said to be cognized
figuritively since it cognizes its object by the law of nature.
But the object is indeed cognized since it gives rise to its
knowledge (85). To the question: How a knowledge cognizes,
the author replies: the knowledge functions as if it measures
the external thing (90-92).

We have to take note here that the author does not plead,
as the Sautrantika does, that the knowledge cognizes through the
process of asuming the image of its object. Therefore he says:
The image which you presume as existent in the object-
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knowledge truly exists in the external things alone and not in
the knowledge (96). This image-theory is not favoured by the
advocates of Citrfamairata, 1dea-alone 1n the ultimate plane of
existence. The point becomes evident from the following statement
of the author: “You plead that the krowledge which, in fact,
is imageless experiences its unreal images. I, likewise, advocate
that the imageless knowledge experiences real things (102). He
makes his position further clear by saying that the conscious-
ness which is imageless and formless comprehends (paricchid)
through the agency of material sense-organs like the eye, etc.
(105). The author turns the image theory as an unfavourable
proposition to the opponent thus:

When a consciousness—form is accepted to be shaped
by the form of an object, how does it mean that the
consciousness comprehends it 7 (50). When we maintain that
consciousness flashes up in the presence of 1its object, your
query as to how 1t dces so is an irrelevant question (91).
The consciousness is not creator of its object; nevertheless
people on its simple awareness of its content, attribute to
it a creative function (92). The author’s realistic outlook is
quite obvious in his solemn declaration that the process of
cognizing the external things is the same with the saints
as with the worldlings, with this much difference that the
former is characterized by his detached and comprehensive vision
(Sarvakara dhiya) whereas the latter by covetous observation of
things (94). Immediately after this assertion however, the author
concedes a special privilege to Buddha whose power of know-
ledge cannot be interrogated whether it comprehends simul-
taneously or in succession and whether it assumes the image of
the object or does not (95). This opinion may not be shared
by the Sautrantika who is not in favour of allowing any ex-
ception to the general law of knowledge operating always ina
gradual process. Note Vasubandhu’s clear-cut exposition of this
law : Santanena samarthatvat yatha’ gnih sarva-bhug math[Tatha
sarvavid estavyo na sakrt sarva-vedanat/Kosakarika, X, 1.

The Kramavedana is also the opinion of Harivarman.— Satya-
siddhi, Chaps 75, 76, etc. Cp. Pancavastuka-Vibhasa, p. 27 (Visva-
Bharati Annals, X).

It is interesting to note that the well known lamp example
cited in favour of Sva-samvedina theory has been turned by
the author to his advantage thus: As you hold that the lamp
illumines itself as well as others, just so I hold that a knowledge
illumines the selves of two or more alambanas of the same kind



5

(106). Therefore according to Subhagupta, the visual conscious-
ness, €. g. can comprehend simultaneously several visible things
falling within its range; thus our cogaition of several colours
in a carpet (citrastarana) is quite reasonable.

The Yogacara maintains that knowledge cognizes its own
aspect as its objects and hence what is cognizable (grahya) is
only a part of knowledge. On this point the author remarks
that the Tathagata’s sayings like everything is impermanent, etc.
do not at all disclose that things meant there are the aspects
of consciousness itself (104). Some doctors maintain that a
knowledge of previous moment serves as the object-cause of the
next following knowledge ; this view is not acceptable to the
author ; for, no knowledge necessarily follows immediately after
another knowledge (118-119). Some other doctors consider that
some force (sakti) productive of knowledge is regarded as the
object-cause ; this too is not appropriate for the reason that not
any Sakti is experienced in our sensuous consciousness (120-21).
It has been stated finally on the authority of the world and
scripture that the external things alone are reasonable to be upheld
as the object-cause of our cognitive experiences (123-24). The
author further states that the external things are established not
merely on account of their simpie efficiency in their presence
but also on account of such efficiency being experienced even
in the case of their mistaken knowledge (viparyaya-jnana) (129-
31); that is to say, when we mistake a snake for rope and
tread upon it we arc at once startled by its reaction.

According to this author the knowledge of the discerner of
other’s thought is not untrue but it is quite natural. The
others mind could be comprehended just as any other external
things are comprehended. The grasping of an object by our
mind is not an act of running towards its objects, but simply
an act of measuring (pariccheda). The Buddha is omniscient
because he comprehends the entire universe through the agency
of his cognizing knowledge (147-48). In the absence of external
things none can become omniscient (150). The author has not
accepted what Dignaga states in regard to an indescribable
form of the object being cognized in the first moment (149-49).
Nor does he subscribe his opinion to Dignaga’s theory of
construction-free mind in the first moment. (115). Dignaga’s
theory of Svasamvedana, introspectiion is also not favoured by this
author, who constantly maintains that knowledge is always a cogni-
zing agent and never becomes cognized. The theory of intro-cogni-
iton is generally believed to have been propounded by the
Sautrantikas on the strength of memory of the knowledge in a later
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period (v. Madh. Avatara VI, ad. 72 Tib. p. 167, my Skt.
text p. 60) and to have been followed by Dignaga and his
followers (v. Pramanas. I, Il). Subhagupta though not in favour
of Svasamvedana explains the memory as merely a mind directed
towards ihe past thing; therefore it is not a cognition (graha)
since it does not flash up from its cause (145-48). The
Vaibhasika is not only the school that refuses to certify
Svasamvedana, the Madhyamika too dces the same. The memory
however is possible, says the Madhyamika, since the consciousness
as a cognizer is related to the past thing (Bodhicar. panjika. p.
401, 16).

The author further points out some more flaws in the
system of the Yogacaras. When we assume some entity existing
externally then alone the contemplation upon it as no-soul
becomes possible; but no such contemplation is possible in the
case of Idealism (159,. The Buddahood which is according to
you, completely an inactive state can be secured without making
any efforts (161). The person who conceives the charity, etc. as
mere thoughts is not able to release any person from poverty
even by repeated practice of the charity-mind (168). Thesz are
some of the objections that are levelled against Idealism; and
therefore the scriptural passages which speak of cirtamatrata
must not be interpreted quite literally. Their interpretations, accor-
ding to Subhagupta are as follows: The Buddha has declared
(cittamatrata) with reference to the imaginary aspects of the
external things but that does not at all imply that the external
things are absolutely non-existent (179). Likewise the doctrine
of no-soui has been preached with reference to the imaginary
aspect of things in order to remove all the passions in the
mind of worldlings addicted to sexual pleasures (180). It has
also been stated in some place that the external things do not
exist in such forms as the ordinary worldings entertain in
their mind (181).

In fine the author sums up his constructive conclusion of
his system as follows: There i1s something inferred (kalpita),
something fancied (vikalpita) and Dharmata. The inferred (kalpita)
is nothing but bhava, some basic entity, atoms; the fancied is
diversity of the former (like the earth, etc.) and Dharmata finally
is the self-substance (Svalaksana). Of these three the author
probably views the first and the last as real and the second,
1.e. Vikalpita as unreal. This explanation may quite accord with
the opinions of the Vaibhasikas.
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Text and Translation

The Tibetan text that is presented in the following pages
is based on Bstan hgyur collection of the Tibetan Tripitaka
preserved in our Visva-Bharati Library (Narthang edition) and
then it was collated with the same in Peking Edn. recently
printed in Japan and preserved in the Library of the Sahitya
Akademy, New Delhi. Different readings are all noted in the
foot-notes to the Tibetan text.

The Tibetan text has been preceded by its English translations
with copious annotative foot-notes supplying all the available
references and informations on the topics discussed in the text.
A tentative rendering into Sanskrit of each verse of the treatise
has also been provided in the foot-notes with a view to making
the trend of discussion more understandable to the readers who
may be familiar with Indian philosophical texts and their styles.
Indian (Sastraic) texts are generally not very easy to interpret
without having recourse to some commentary. The present
text being not provided with any commentary, the task of interpre-
ting it properly has become much tough. I have, however,
endeavoured to understand the text with the sole aid of my
limited experiences and studies in Buddhism and its philosophy.
My Tibetan-Sanskrit glossary contains only those words that are
found in the original Sanskrit verses arranged in a separate
page 9. My thanks are due to Geshe Byam pa thsul khrim,
a Tibetan refugee Lama working in the Visvabharati for supplying
me with a transcript of the Tibetan text included in this publication.

N. 4. Sastri.
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The original Sanskrit verses of the Bahyartha Siddhi
identified so far
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BAHYARTHA—SIDDHI
Establishment of Objective Reality

1. One' who fulfilled in every aspect all duties beneficial to
his own person (Svartha) as well as duties beneficial to other
living 2beings; to Him 1 salute in order to achieve the success
(artha-siddhi) and demonstrate the truth of the objective universe.

2. (The lIdealist says:) The® external thing that serves as
the object of consciousness in the person of perfect eyesight
does not exist (as real); (Reason); because it is a (mere) idea
and because the idea manifests itself as external thing, (example;)
just like a dream-thought and the double-moon idea.*

3. Thus® the advocate of Idealism (theory of mind alone)
proves the non-existence of the external thing. Now, we at the
outset prove that the external things on the basis of experience
never contradicted® in our daily life (avisamvadadrsti).

4, The? alternative prosposition that either the object-cause
(alambana) is unreal because its knowledge is contradicted in our
daily experience, or it i1s so, because the material and other
things arc not fit to exist, is, both unsatisfactory.

5. One® experiences in dream one’s own body chopped up
into pieces; but this act of chopping is utterly unreal. If externalism
is untrue in dream, does it apply to the waking stage?

6. If* you mean (lit. desire) that the beheading'® of a waking
person and his bodily exuberance resemble' a dream experience,
why are you then so much care-laden about your gain and loss.

7. If'' you say that every human activity is guided by
illusion; but there is no perversion'? in naming things. A knowledge
which i1s non-illusive is naver contradicted. What is contradicted
is always illusive.

8. A knowledge™ of a material thing which differs from
neither space' nor time is never contradicted; hence it is non-illu-
sive (abhrantu). This alone is the characteristic of non-illusive
knowledge and nothing else.

9—10a. The™ person who comprehends the extremely long
things as well as the extremely small things is distinguished as
the Saint'® (Yogin). (In case of absolute denial of external things)
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the Buddhist Saint would not be omniscient and not get double
sided release' (ubhayatobhaga-vimukti) and thus Buddhahood
would also be contradicted.

10. b-d. (The Idealist continues:)'® Even our truly appre-
hension (yathavaipratiti) that every thing exists absolutely resembles
the experience of things in dream.

Now, why does it not become possibly contradicted (as a
dreamy thing does) ?

11. If'® (things exist) on account of deep-rooted impressions
(vasana), why are not the dreamy things also explained (In the
like manner ?) Hence the cognizable things like village and garden,
etc. are true and become visible.

12. The?® mere thought bereft of sense-data and its impression
(vasana) are all momentary ; (thus) the gain of their resultant
fruits is interrupted. (Therefore) the sense-data (be admitted) as the
stable causes of 2!fruition.

13. For??2 him who opines that the knowledge of one?® taste
does not at all arise from any sense-datum, the nature of that
knowledge (we ask) is whether permanent or impermanent.

14, 1f24 it is similar to a dream (lit. sleep) will it not produce
its resultant fruit? The cause of fruition (vipaka) being present,
the destruction of fruition is improper.

15. Just®*® as som:thing secen by a sleepy person in his
dream does not appear the same in the next moment, and hence
bzcomss impermanent; likewise the destruction of the matured
fruition is possible.

16. In?® whose opinion the sense-data are non-existent and
hence thare is no occasion (lit. cause) for preaching, (for him)
the fruition will repeat endless even after its destruction.?’

17. Why?® do you view that a man does a religious action
by virtue of his deep-rooted impressions (vasana) of non-con-
tradiction ? If you say : because the material and other external
things are unfit to be real, to this point we shall reply (later on).

18. If 2° npon-contradiction in the waking state persists on
account of the maturation of asraya (= Alayavijnana) why is it
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not (like this) that as long as there is eye-disese (timirg) as
basis (asraya), so long there is non-contradiction®® ?

19. Suppose® the Yogacarin acts (pravriti) on the notion
of mind alone (Cittamatrata) and on the presumption of the
all alambana®* as false; when in the interval the notion of
Cittamatrata is absent, even then the act is not contradicted
(avisamvada) and therefore the act is not caused by that notion.

20. The?2 Sakti matured (paripaka) for aropa, assumption is.
produced from some other external thing and not from the self*?
just like the sesame seed produced is from its flower.

21. And®* the seed from the water, etc. What is produced
from a cause, that product is similar to its cause, No vasana®s is
to be assumed on account of the genesis of the fruit as one
infers the fire at the sight of the smoke.

22. Things®® are made fragrant on account of an act praduced
from some other thing; for example, the sesame seed becomes
fragrant on its contact with the Jari®? flowers.

23. Here®® the seven kinds of consciousness are produced
from their upadana consciousness and their sezds being previously
imputed there and dormant become matured into such consciousness
under favourable conditions.

24. Therefore® the theory of vasana needs not to be assumed
(as the Idealist does) on the presumption that no entity 1s
produced from another entity, declare the advocates of Sakti.*°

25. Nevertheless,*" if you say:the knowledge of adhigama
(rtogs.pa), definite perceptual experiences arises of its own accord
(svatantratah) and this my opinion may be compared with the
fact of the seed*? which being sowed matures of itself.

26. This*® opinion too is not acceptable. Again your plea
that its dependence on its upadana consciousness is common
to us both, is not valid as it incurs a logical fallacy of mutual
reliance (anyonyasraya).**

27.-28a. This*® defect is absent in the system*® which holds
that Saktis that are imputed (aropita) by the knowledge produced
by the sensuous objects get nourished and matured into seven
kinds of sensuous consciousness by dint of some Visesa, excel-
lence of favourable conditions, like the object, time, individual, etc.
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28 b-d. But*? there is a system?*® of thought which maintains
that there is not any cause (of our objective experiences) other
than the knowledge itself named wupadani (= Alaya-vijnana) and
this is quite irrelevant.

29. When*® the proposition of Cittamatrata that is to be esta-
blished the proof or argument (sadhana) is the knowledge
itself (Jnanatva) ; this proof is non-contradictory to any heterogeneous
case (vijatiya) and therefore the said proposition is declared to
be sesavar® (i.e. sesavad-anumana).

30. A® close scrutiny (legs-dpyad) joyfulness (dgah mgur)
engagement (pravriti) gain of the good and rejection of the
bad ; all these activities of the wake-up person never exist in dream.

31. Certain® sensuous knowledge errors on account of some
impediment (-this is possible). But to say that even in the
absence of an impediment there is an error® creates an absolute
darkness in the unjverse.

ATOMIC THEORY PROVED.

32. Others™ say: Everything is nothing but consciousness ;
the notion that there is an external object (corresponding
to the sensuous consciousness) is 2 mental illusion. The knowable
(object) is what is produced internally from one’s own mind
but it is not a visible object (rupa) (existing externally outside
of the mind®),

33a-c. The®® proposition that there exists no object is to
be maintained (samsadhya); because each atom is not separately
cognized, atoms do not appear in knowledge® :—So says Dinnaga.

33d-34. (Hetu-Reason)®*® would become doubtful (sandigh-
dha) when itis applied to Citta and Caitta, mind and mental-
phenomena.

Just like momentary things are not cognized in their discrete
moments, the atoms would be undetermined even by the understand
ing of Tathagata.

35. (The author continues:)®*® Just as the illusive idea of
permanance appears to us as a result of continuous rise of homogene-
ous moments (= momentary atoms ) in succession, just so the
illusive idea of a patch of blue appears as a result of cognition

of the uninterrupted and homogeneous atoms. |,
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36. When®® we cognize in our mind the uninterrupted and

homogeneous atoms, our constructive thought constructs their
oneness®'.

_ 37. Therefore®? the theory (of the Idealists) that the atoms
in their self-substance are not reflected in our®® consiousness is
totally unfounded.

38. What® a form of object is reflected in a knowledge,
from that object-form its knowledge does nct arise, and this
object-form is not a substance (dravya) and resembles the double®s
moon : (says-Dinnaga). This conclusion is not a sound one
because its hetu, probans is not at all proved as valid one.

39. The® atoms which teing integrated, discharge a uniform
act'io.n are termed Sancita,®” integrated;—to the upholder of this
opinion how do the atoms become non-substances (adravya)?

40. They® (atcms) are spoken of as one but they possess
no oneness. For, the import of all words being investigated
is not at all reflected in the sensuous consciousness.®

41. The’® philosopher (i.e. Idealist) who states that one
part of the mind reflects as the object-image in consciousness
must have witnessed a piece of carpet with pictures in variegated
colours” (Citrapataka).

42. 1In?? certain place, when an image of certain object
(rupa) is cognized, that image being related to higher and lower
areas (asraya) appears divided (to form) a picture in varied
forms?3,

43. An’* atom which may manifest its own single knowledge
cannot appear in life as separated from other atoms. When it
appears associated with other atoms it loses its atomic form,
how then could each of the atoms appear to our knowledge ?7°

44, Atoms’® cannot each individually and independently
appear in life and this is also the reason why each of the
atoms never flashes out in our consciousness.

45. Vasubandhu’s” criticism of the atocms on the basis of
their spacial distinctions is taseless’. For, the term, space
(diksabda) is employed on the atom itself that is associated
with some other atoms.
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46. Hence” by the spacial distinctions the atoms themselves
are meant when surrounded by several®® other atoms but never
the atoms are constituted of parts.

47. When® one atom is situated at the bottom and the
other on the other side they so situated never become double
on account of these two sides.

48. When®? the atoms are situated in the midst of several
atoms, they are imagined as many and likewise by the process
of reverse of the one they are assumed as many.

49. A® (gross) form distinct from its own, for example, is
witnessed on the atoms as a result of their mutual combinations
(Lit. one depending upon another) but this gross form does
not at all exist there just like a distinction of the front and the
back made on the atoms.®*

50. If,* asa result of atoms being uninterruptedly knit
together in a large number, one substantial whole (avayavin) is
conceived, why will not the moments that are preceeding and
succeeding in an uninterrupted succession be conceived so®® (i.e.
one indivisible time-unit) ?

51. Since®” knowledge continues to exist for two moments®®
its uninterrupted existence (nairantarya) is possible, yet the form
of one unit (avayavi-rupa) is not permissible on the knowledge ;
the same principle is likewise applicable to the atoms®® also.

52. By®° virtue of a peculiar relationship (pratyasattt) amongst
atoms the entry of a moving body into the aggregated company
of atoms is hindered and by the same device the covering of
atoms by other atoms is accepted, but not due to their consti-
tuent parts.*

53. The®* shadow is produced when there is a covering
of the sun, but that shadow is not proper to be accepted as
existing in between the two atoms of the sun.?®

54. Just®® as the power of producing the shadow and
covering is the phenomenon of several united things so also is
the case with several atoms but no single atoms can produce
such phenomenon.

55. Therefore®> what is stated by Vasubandhu that a lump
(pinda) is impossible to existy,; since the distinction between ' the
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atoms and the lump is not available, may perhaps be accidental
(kadacitka) if there is any propriety in maintaining the atoms
as stagnant (i.e. never transformed into any other form under
any circumstances).

56. The%” atoms, (though) they are mutually un-related®®
and devoid of parts, nevertheless become integrated and accom-
plish (the gross things like) the globe of earth, and others.

57. By®* virtue of some excellence of mutual efficiency
(anugraha) the atoms become transformed and likewise they never
become scattered (i.e.) of the diamond (vajra) and other such
things.

58. Certain'® atoms become integrated by virtue of their
peculiar substance-efficiericy (druvya-sakti) just like the evil spirit
(pisaca) the serpent and others are subdued by force of mantra-
sakti.

59. But'®' there are many other atoms having very little
power and strength'®? (to appear in life).

» The' person endowed with a sharp intellect and living in
a mountain (acala) and such other places could count the atoms
of the hell (and the heaven), etc. with their numbers and other
distinctions.

60-61a. Therefore' it is not proper to declare that the
atoms do not at all exist. If you say that the affirmation of
the atoms has been made due to some illusion (bhranti) then
your understanding’® that everything is nothing but the activity
of the sixth knowledge (= intellect) would be much more illusory
resembling an illusory knowledge of the number ‘eight’ on the
aggregate of eight atoms. '

610-62. [f'*° you plead that the conception of the atoms is
a notion mistaken for some other basic'®? thing for these two
considerations, viz. (1) that things like the hell, etc. are known
as nothing but condemned living beings'® and (2) that the atoms
are never cognized directly (in our perceptual experiences), then
why do you not state likewise (as illusory) of the number
form and other characteristics of Pradhana'® and Purusa, etc.?

63. You'" may say: The same remark holds good with
regard to such things also because Pradhana is regarded in the
terms of some excellence of characters (gunatisaya) (like saitva,
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rajas and tamas). I now reply: though the conception of
Pradhana, etc. 1is illusory, this does not warrant us to forsake
our previous contention (about the atoms).

64. Therefore'' the atoms are existing really. They are
not cognized by any body other the sages living in''? a mountain
and other places. The atoms are conceived because the saints
cognize them.

Saha-vedana, co-cognition possible

65. When'* two persons (look at an object) in a place, it
is an invariable rule that they have simultaneous cognition of it ;
it is also the law of nature that knowledge with lts content (11t
knowable) are invariably cognized at once.''

66. There™® is no cognizer other than knowledge and the
visual knowledge is no more cognizer in the absence of visible
objects, and therefore their cognition is simultaneous but ihis
co-cognition is not due to the identity between the object, i.e,
patch of blue and its cognizer.

67. If''® the consciousness is not in the mood of cognizer
or the knowledge is bereft of an object, then only that could
reasonably be stated so and not otherwise.'"’

68. If''® the term saha is employed to signify one and the
same time the reason (i.e. Sahopalambha) becomes indefinite in
all respects (anaikantika) when it is applied to the Buddha’s
knowledge which co-exists withits content, other’s mind (jreyacetasa)
and the mind that co-exists with mental properties (citta-caittaisca).

69. If''S the mental properties are not illusory as they are
sanctioned in the scriptures; how do you then say that the
knowledge of the ghost,'®® hell and others is an illusion?

70. 1If,'*' even in the absence of any relevancy some distinc-
tion (between the idea of the hell, etc. and the mental elements)
saves your difficulty (lit. serves your purpose), that distinction
is absolutely unproved, yet you cherish it proved; thus your
rejoinder is based again on illusion,

71. The'® term °‘saha’ co-cxistence is never employed in
the world in any place where a companion is not available.
The reason (hetu—Sahopalambha) will then be a contradictory one
if there is really a co-cognition.
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72. 1If'? the term Saha ‘co-existence’ is taken to mean one
and the same thing (ekarth1) then hetu would be wunproved
(asiddha) for other party;'?* for example when some common
things are present, how does only one person look at them ?

73. If'*® every mind of other living beings is cognized by
the knowledge of the omniscient being, then, where is it proved
that only one person experiences it (ekena upalambha) ?

74. The'?® object-cause felt by a peron internally in his own
mind cannot be denied by any other person, as there can be
no evidence for doing so.

The reason (hetu) further becomes doubtful and unproved
on the ground that it is, in its very nature, far removed, i.e.
beyond the reach of other’s cognizance (svabhava-viprakrsta=
nan-bshin. bkhal. ba).

75. T1f'?” the reason (ketu) considered to be proved as a
result of the denial of external things and (thus leading to
the conclusion) that one aspect of the consciousness itself is
cognizable, then the reason would be known to only one party'2®
who plead for the doctrine of mind alone (cittamatrata).

76. 1f'2° you consider it a proven fact that the knowledge and
the knowable flash out as identical (aprthakbhasa), then the reason
would simply prove what is already proved. Even the advocate
of knowledge having the capacity to assume the image of the
object (sakarajranavadin) would not dispute here in'this matter!3®
(thus leading to siddhasadhanata).

77. If you'' conceive the object-cause as identical (with
its knowledge) how is it that the object-cause is cognized distinctly
from the knowledge ?

78. Suppose,'3? for example, a man, while experiencing an
external object (artha), has joyful feelings in this wise : this shell
is black, if these feelings are regarded as coming from the
knowledge itself this will be improbable in the absence of experience
of the object in that fashion.'®?

79. 1If'3* certain imaginary form (kalpita-rupa i.e. black) of
knowledge is experienced, then its real form is not experienced ;
therefore the reason (Sahopalambha) is not proper to set up.

80. For'3% this reason two forms's of the knowledge are to
be experienced in the same manner as the double moon is



20

looked at by some. Thus the author’s (= Dharmakirti) statement
of “one” (abheda) becomes unfounded.

81. The' causal factors (samagri)**® of the preceeding moment
give rise to a full cogaition of the object in the next moment just
in the same fashion as a visible object (rupa) in association
with the light produces its cognition, due to whichfacta successive'
cognition (sahavedana) would become justifiable, .

- 82. When' the knowledge and its sense-organ happen
to be just one after another (purvapara) the term co-cognition
(sahavedana) is used by way of similarity (with a simultaneous
phenomenon) but never there is literally co-cognition (satavedanam
na arthatah).

83. Since™ the knowledge-content is felt internally, it is
no entity other than the self of knowledge; to the advocate
of the system of maintaining the knowledge possessing a knowable
aspect in itself the reason becomes undetermined.'*

84. Since'® it is the law of nature that a knowledge cognizes
its content ( jrnanam vetti), the knowledge is said to be cognized;
since the content produces the knowledge as reflector of itself
it is consided as cognized.'*

85. Though'® the term ‘cognized’ (samvedya) is applied
equally to the knowledge and its content, its tmport is quite
different. For, the wild cow, etc, e.g. are not regarded of the
(same) forms, visanin, horned figure on account of *** the usage
of the term, cow, etc.

86. There'® are certain dharmas which are contemplated
in the minds of other streams of elements (santanantara) are
perceived by the knowledge of the Omniscient (Sarvajna). Then
the reason (when it is applied to those dharmas) becomes uncer-
tain,¢* anaikantika (because they are perceived simultanecusly,
yet distinct from the knowledge of the Omniscient). If he does
not comprehend them, how can he be an Omniscient ?'4®®

87. In'¥ the system of the image-invested knowledge (of
the Sautrantika) the knowledge is perceived only when it reflects
the image of an object. If you desire to prove the identity
of the knowledge with its reflected image the reason would
then, simply achieve what is already achieved (siddha-sadhanata).

88. The'® external thing (artha) produces in the knowledge
an image similar to itself and as a result of this fact it is



21

considered as perceived figuratively.® The external thing is not
at all perceived and hence its identity with knowledge will not
be proved.

89. If'™ you ask: How is the knowledge (or consciouness)
considered to be the cognizer of its object ? (we answer:) the
consciousness is characterized as (if 1t is) measuring the object
(tat pariccheda laksana) and therefore no query should be made
as to: how is it and what like it is?

90. (In™ the system of th: Sautrantika-Yogacaras) an image
1s aroused and imprinted in consciousness by the external things ;
how could it be said that the consciousness is a measurer of
the external thing (artha-paricchedaka)?

91. Consciousness's® (by law of nature) is considered to be
entirely a comprechending agent and hence it is irrelevant to
ask how the consciousness would comprehend its own object.'s

92. The'™* consciousness is not creator of any thing and
in fact, it is functionless. Its characteristic, however, is mere
awareness of the presence of an object'™ (vittimatra), but the
act of creation, is attributed to it by imposition (sumaropa).

93. Just'™ as a saint of detached vision enters into the self
of knowledge (jnana-rupa), etc. so also the person of a meagre
vision enters into it.

94. No»? distinction exists between the Saint and the world-
ling so far as their knowledge alone is concerned. But the great
souls however, are distinguished by their knowledge of varied
aspects'® (Sarvakaradhi).

95. Do™ we enquire into the knuwledge of the Buddha
whether it assumes the image of the object or does not, and
again whether it comprehends the object simultaneously or
successively.'®

Akara-vada disproved

96. What™' image according to you, presumably exists as
pertaining 1o an object-knowledge, that image exists in fact only
in the external thing like the visible element (rupa), etc. but
it is assumed to exist in the knowledge.™? )

97. 1It'®is irrelevant to say that not any cognizable thing
exists for the Saint who has given up all obscurations™ (avarana),
for, he is anchored in this cognizable (world); how can it be
substituted and equalized to the mind alone (tanmatra-sama) ?
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08. Our,' intellect is sole demonstrating agent whether the
external thing exists or does not exist. There really exist the
external objects to which fact no contradiction is experienced,'®®
for example in the case of eye-disease, etc. some figure is observed
even when there is not any figure.

99. Likewise'® one thinks that he experiences in the knowledge
a patch of blue and accordingly imposes upon the knowledge
the presence of the blue image but in fact no such image
exists in it.

100. The'” assumption that the image exists in the know-
ledge or doss not exist i3 a type of consciousness in the nature
of a productive imagination (kalpanatma). The consciousness,
however, becomes differentiated due to visesa, individual charac-
teristic of the observed object.'®

101. You'™ plead that the knowledge which is in fact
imageless'’® experiences its unreal image, I likewise, advocate that
the imageless knowledge experiences the real external thing.

102. There is not a distinct self of the xnowledge (in the
form of a separate knowable aspect); for, to assume it would
contradict the non-dual essence of the knowledge (advaya-jnana).
No unreal image could be experienced by. the knowledge; (if
the image is experienced) it would turn to be non-illusory.

103. 1f2 (you argue that) the above arrangement has been
made in accordance with the presumption under the influence
of the deep rooted illusion, then the image of the knowledge
ought to be viewed as illusory,'” otherwise how could it be
an assumed image ?

104. Hence' consciousness which is imageless in truth,
would comprehend (pariccid) through the agency of the material
eye, etc. all the fitting things whether existent or non-existent '’

105. 1f' (you say that) just as the lamp'’ illumines the self
as well as others, just so the consciousness (illumines) the selves
of two dlambanas'™ (of one kind); then, there would be no
contradiction at all.

106. However'”® the various objects, visible, sound etc. are
domains of various™ sense-organs; hence they cannot be
experienced by one sense-organ.
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107a-b. (According to you) even when different causes are
absent the knowledge is experienced as (in the presence of )
alambanag.'®

- 107¢-9a. A'™2 knowledge arises from an external object as
similar to it and that knowledge in the immediately next moment
bears an image similar to that external thing:—this contention
is a simple illusion'™; for, the knowledge does not exist as
permanent (to assume the image of the object). Further there
1S not any experience of the self of the knowledge similar to
the object at the moment when the object becomes illuminated.

~ 1096-10q. In'™ every mind the knowledge form'™ is uniform-if
this view is favoured, it could not be stated particularly, it is
similar to this object,

110b-d. When'* this (knowledge) illumines the cognizable
thing no knowledge immediately after that would appear, because
it ‘becomes entirely assimilated with its content' (visaya).

111-12b. 1If,"™ while the knowledge lights up just a patch
of blue, etc. the knowledge lighting up the patch of blue, etc.
exists immediately after that, and then, if it exists having the
patch of blue as its content, then at that time the knowledge is
not similar to the object. True, it exists indeed, but never similar
(to its content).

Grahya aspect criticised

112¢-13. The' Tathagata’s saying, for example, that all is
impermanent and sorrowful does not exhibit as content the
cognizable aspect of knowledge (grahyabhaga).

If you are inclined to plead that since the object-cause (alambana)
is not fit to exist in thz external, the cognizable aspect of the
knowledge is accepted as the content, then the characteristic'*® of
the content cannot appropriately be applied to it (= content).

114. How™' does the mind exist as separated from its act
of construction 72 Thatidea isonly a fancy of your mind (cittasvaa-
bhasa). There does not exist the mind shedding light on its content,
because the latter is not available (for you) other the mind itself.

115a-b. If'** there is nothing productive (of the knowledge),
how is it at all desired'™ (as content) ?
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Discussion on the actual object

115¢-16b. The's simple atoms and the co-agulated atoms.
(in your system) are not the object-causes, because they lack
one requisite (anga) each.’® How is the denial of both (simple
and co-agulated atoms) cherished ?

116¢-17h. The'” knowledge in the form of cognizer is devoid
of two characteristics (of alambana, viz. objectivity and causality).
Then if there is no object-cause (alambana) (for you) the cognizable
aspect of knowledge is also not accepted (by us).

117¢-18b. The'® opinion that a similar'® knowledge of the
previous moment serves as the object-cause (of the next following
knowledge) is also improper; for, no knowledge flashes up (bhati)
immediately after a similar knowledge.

118¢-19h. 1f2° the knowledge in the form of a visible object
(rupa) arises due to contact with the knowledge of the sound,
how will that knowledge of rupa be similar to the alambana,
i.e. sound 72

119¢-20b. Some*? consider that a force (sakti) producing a
knowledge akin to its content is the object-cause.?® This opinion
is also improper; for, no force, sakti 1s reflected in the sensuous
knowledge.

120c-21b.  If*** (you again argue that)the objectivity lies in
the cognizable part of knowledge and that alone remains invariably
as the object, (we may reply that) the external thing (artha)
(as the object) has been proved from the standpoint of the world
and therefore its characteristic as alambana exists indeed though
not expressly stated.

121¢-22b. 1f**° you say that the force of knowledge is also
quite familiar with the world, it is not definitely proved as
the content (artha). If it lacks the characteristic?®® (of alambana)
how can it be a/ambana?

122¢-23b. (Thus)*? it is proper to maintain on close scrutiny
that the external object-cause alone is desirable on the authority
of the world and scripture, but never the cognizable aspect of
knowledge by any means.*®

123c-24b. The?*? objects like desirable and undesirable?'® never
exist in the external in truth and hence all this is nothing but
mind : this contention is absclutely irrelevant.
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124¢-25b. On?" certain unpleasant material object if one
meditates as good (he experiences it as good); for, the result
becomes distinguished with some benefaction on account of varied
causes.?'?

125¢-26b. Certain**knowledge relating to an object (artha)
reflects (the same object) as a patch of bluish (virilaka) and
immediately after that (the object) turns to be in the form of
unpleasant thing, etc. (duwhkharupadi) on account of meditation;
likewise it may become otherwise on account of other causes.

126¢-276. Feelings®* like joy, sorrow and dullness are
all become differentiated by virtue of kinds of meditation but
they never arise from any kind of external things—if this is
your contention; how is it proper?

127¢-28b. (The*® Idealist continues) All your refutations
are made on the assumption (of external things) (aropa); Why is
it unreasonable to accept the truth of no alambana in the external ?
The external things we establish ‘by virtue of their efﬁc1ency
(arthakriya) and we negate them when there is no efficiency.

128¢-30c. If #'¢ you say, even in the absence of the external
things the purposive action?” is achiecved and therefore the
external things are not accepted, then we may reply that
we establish their existence not merely on account of their
efficiency, but also on account of efficiency being witnessed
even in the case of their perverted knowledge ( viparyaya-jnana).

130d-31c. But®'® again as a result of securing the external
things good or harm could be afflicted to the body; some sort
of simple efficiency (kriyamatra)*® is experienced even in the
case of a mistaken notion (vibhrama) of some thing present for
something absent.

131d-132c. As®° to the argument based on the sexual act
(kama-carita)®' in dream, we may say that the semen-discharge
is a necessary phenomenon. If one has not that phenomenon,
how can he be coasidered to have gained the sexual pleasure
(one of the four purposes of human actions) ?

132d-133¢c. Since®?* the semen-discharge and the extreme
passion (raga) are specially related (to each other) the former
happens also on the occasion other than the dream; for example
when one embraces a woman out of extreme love no contradiction
is felt to the phenomenen of semen-discharge.
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133d-134c. If,?® in the presence of a woman, the discharge
happens out of extreme passion why does one not dlbcharge
the nail, the tooth, etc. as he discharges semen in dream ?

134d-135¢. 1If,>* in the absence of a woman, the discharge
happens out of extreme passion, why does he not dlqcharge the nail,
the tooth, etc.' as he discharges semen in dream ?

1354-136¢b. The** semen bemg discharged out of extreme
passion (raga) the purpose of life is fulfilled :—this idea is not a
happy one.??*®

136d-137b. For** example, when it is not spoken even as
a simple act,?*® the gain of the son, etc. that are experienced in
dream as realities are all contradlcted to the actually perceptual
experiences.

137¢-138¢c. Since**® there -really exist the keepers?®® of the
hell, etc. as produced from the said acts, the system of everything
as a reflected image of consciousness is neither admissible nor is any
purposive action in dream possible. Therefore the doctrine of
Cittamatrata “mind alone” becomes unproved.

1384-139c. When®' different living bodies are evident' for
proving the existence of other minds, the existence of the hell
also may likewise, be (entertained). On what evidence then do
you deny the existence of other living beings 72%

1394-140c. - Similarly>® the god (i.e. Garuda) bestowing
the boon of reviving the life (anugraha) on the person who is
dead on account venom poured out from the hood (of a serpent)
remains true in his promise.?*

140d-141b. In?>s the absence of preliminary®e rites efficient act
can noi be accompli.hed; therefore that (efficient act) is nota simple
creation of the mind.

141c-d. Why®” is the knowledge of the others’ thought-
_discerner is untrue {(ayathartha) ***

142. When?* other’s mind being present our knowledge enters
into it (that knowledge is considered to be its cognizer). (or) when
some object being present, the knowledge assumes the image?° of
that object, then the knowledge is considered to be its cognizer.

143a-c. The** grasping of an object (by the mind) is not an
act similar ta that of running** towards its object, just immediately
after which the knowledge would arise.
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143d-144b. So** also is the case with the knowledge of one’s
own mind.** (In both the cases) the mind 1s regarded as cognizer
in the manner above described (i.e. pariccheda-laksana).

144c-145b. The?*s memory is a mind being directed towards
the past thing What is directed towards the past (bhuta=yan-dag)
is not a cognition?* (graha) because that mind does not flash up
from its cause.

145¢-146b. The* non-dual form (advaya-rupa) which is
(supposed to be) domain of the well-awakened (Sambudda) is not
cognizable to us and therefore?® untrue (ayathartha). What
is said io be untrue, is un-satisfactory because of the non-dual
nature (advayatvat) of the knowledge.

146¢-147b. The* Buddha is Omniscient because he comprehends
the entire cognizable universe through the agency of his cognizing
knowledge, and not because he does so in a non-dual form.zs°

147¢-148¢c. To*' what is said (by Dignaga), viz. a non-describ-
able form is cognized (by one’s own self, we now ask:) What?> is
cognized by other person, is it possible to describe because the
other’s mind carn be comprehended ?

1484-49. Then>® there exists definitely the object-cause in the
external and therefore every mind is not at all (proved to be)
objectless (niralambana). 1f the mind has not any cognizable in
the external anywhere, how could one become omniscient 725

150-1516. By*®®* comprehending one’s own mind alone there
may be nothing but the self-knowledge of the mind (svasamvedana).

If any one is supposed to be omniscient by merely com-
prehending one’s own mind and he is known to be a separate
individual then there would be no realisation of the mind alone
(cittamatra-darsana) .

151¢-152b. 1f#° you think that this defect is obviated in view
of the fact that the knowledge is non-dual in its nature, how,
then does that (non-dual) knowledge comprehend its content ?

152¢- (If %7 you say again, that) when the knowledge becomes
freed from every kind of dual form then it comprehends the
universe in all aspects—this saying is indeed a matter of great
wonder. Therefore there is one (i.e. omniscient) in the nature
of comprehending (grahaka-rupa) (the eatire universe).
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153. There*® is not any person known to us as omniscient—
says a self-styled wiseman®°® amongst the so called learned persons;
but this saying reveals his dull intellect ( sva-durmati ) being
engrossed in it. '

154. As?° the actual experiences dictate it is possible that
as a result of contemplation on certain definite antidote the whole
group of desire and other defilements are entirely destroyed.

155. But?®' there is hardly any possibility of applying an
antidote in the case (of the Yogacara conception of emancipa-
tion; for the Yogacara holds) that the mind of all worldlings
is under the firm grip of dual forms (subject and object) and this
idea of dual form may be destroyed by contemplation on some
object.

156. The*? knowledge which flashes out in the form ‘this
is void (sunya)’ is related to (lit. entered into) to the said
dual forms and such knowledge being associated with dual forms;
how can it serve as an antidote 72%

157. Just*®* as one meditating on a desirable object does
not destroy his desire, just so a man meditating on a thing in
dual form does not destroy the idea of dual form.

158. Assuming®® in the mind an idea of entity*®® one
contemplates upon it of no-soul. But the principle of non-duality,
a mere word has not any purpose (nirartha) and hence a contem-
plation upon it will be quite unnecessary.

159. The*” contemplation upon impermanence frees one
quickly from the delusion of permanence. (-a reasonable proposi-
tion). (But in your system) by discarding every kind of perceptual
experiences one necessarily secures Buddhahood (not a reasonable
proposition).

160. The?®® person who is free from every kind of perceptual
experiences is completely inactive. Thus Buddhahood is desired (by
you) without making any effort and practice.?®

161. Therefore?® the state of well-faring (Saugata-pada) i.e.
Buddhahood is secured on constant practice of compassion towards
the sentient beings, doing good for them, and meditating on every
manifested elements of existence as impermanent (samas krta-
anitya).*"!
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162. When?? one entertains the idea of mind alone, how
could he fulfil the preliminary duties such as charity, etc. In
the absence of charity there is no possibility of one obtaining
the Buddhahood.

163. If#® you argue that under the influence of mutual
causation and on the principle?® of mind-alone ¢hought arises
in the form of acts like giving and taking the charity. That
cannot be proved either by percaption, inference or reliable
scripture. Such system is only a presumption and it is nothing
but a verbal eloquence. '

165. When?® one practises repeatedly and several times men-
tally a charity-thought (i.e. the thought in the form of charity)
it never releases anybody from poverty.

166. Even®* if innumerable thoughts (manaskara) of Yogins
are meditated upon (by us) neither happiness is gained nor
misery is removed in reality.

167. In*’ doling out everything (material) to all living beings
and in fulfilling the charity of compassion there exists no distinction
in the nature of things (arthatmana=arthasyarupa) however, in
practising the compassion-charity we have a prohibitive injunction
not to give certain®® things (viz. three garments, etc).

168. There*® was great Decease of the Buddha in the world
and we have his relic now as his mortal remains. The mansion
and monastery, etc. are witnessed by us; how can they be
products of the mind-alone?®®® (lit. paratantra) ?

169 [If?¢' these things have no existence of their own how
can we infer therefrom the great events of the past ? If the past
events are not inferred, the whole system would be reduced into
an extreme malterialism (lokayata).

170. A?? man witnessing the relics of the Saint who is
purified through emancipation of the Sravaka, disciple becomes
free from passions. If he has no recollection (lit. inference) of
the past event, how can he entertain the faith (in his relics) ?

171. 1If2%** (you say) it is produced by succession (prabandha)
of people the life is seen to be cut ofl. If you again say that
one continues to exist due to other, how would there be complete
and last deliverance®s (parinirvana) ?
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172. Tt#*¢is the settled fact in the worldly system that from
the seed, etc. come up sprout, etc. and therefore there is not
any sound reasoning for the plea that the whole universe is
nothing but the mind.

173. When*®” a knowledge arises immediately after a know-
ledge, the subsequent knowledge is the result of the previous
knowledge-cause.?* This rule is also not permissible (in your system).

174. Thus,* (e.g.) there would arise the knowledge of smoke
in the absence of the knowledge of the*° fire, and also the knowledge
of the sprout would arise from non-knowledge of the seed.

175. If*'you plead that mind perfumed by the knowledge
of the fire produces (lit. is the cause of) the knowledge of the
smoke; when there are several potentialities (sakti) in the mind,
wherefrom could arise the thought of distinction ?

176. 1If?? the cause immediately preceeding knowledge (or
mind) of fire is the cause of the mind of the smoke, that also is
not good; for, the mind of fire is not deﬁmte ( =concomitant)
with the mind of smoke.

177. When?*the concomitance is completely unproved how
do the people talk in the unmixed terms about the cause thus:
this result arises from that cause ?

178. Therefore** the doctrine that the whole universe is
Chittamatra, ‘mind-alone’ has been declared (by the Buddha)
aiming at the imaginary or assumed aspect of the external things
(kalpitam asritya) but not because the matter, etc. are improbable
to exist.>s

179. For*®*what (object) one may display desire and other
passions, Buddha viewing that object as merely an imaginary
(kalpita = Vikalpita) has preached the doctrine of no-soul with
reference to these (the assumed) things***g in order to remove
all such passions (dosa) of the worldings.

180. Similarly 27 in other places too the Buddha has stated
that the external things do not exist in such forms as are assumed
by the ordinary worldings.>* Why is it so? (Buddha’s knowledge)
is superior to (that of ordinary worldings).

181. Since*® some sort of agent has been just previously
stated and the duties are understood alongside of the attachment
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towards an agent as real the idea-of agent as real is necessarily
to be negated.>®

182-183. In**' other places it has been likewise declared thus:
There is something inferred (kalpita) and some other thing
fancied, vikalpita (- parikalpita). The true form of dharmata
(dharmata-rupa - gzugs —form= svarupa) has been explained thus ;
dharmata is svalaksana, self-essence. What is kalpita is no other
than a basic reality (bhavamatra), ana the vikalpita is its diversity
(bheda). This diversity of dharmata will be inappropriate in the
absence af bhava®? (some basic entity, i.e. atoms).

184. 1If** the Rupa is declared to be sunya (devoid of rupa-
nature) how the term rupa is employed on it ? If you argue that
it is done so on the assumption of the rupa-nature, what is the
ultimate objective (phala) gained®*®* (therefrom) ?

185. Of** what object any contradiction is impossible to
exist that object thereby is verily existing.>® (But, for the opponents)
since everything is non-existing their experiences are not really
there as in the dream.**’

186. The3°® advocates of the external reality point out to
the Idealist (citta-matrata-vadin) thus: Let the men of erudition
investigate whether this (my conclusion) is just appropriate or not.

187. But**® | have no wonderful (wise) knowledge suited to
investigate what is right and what is wrong; I have however
stated in brief the truths propounded by other masters.

188. The*® wise men realize the destruction of ignorance
darkness by means of the lustre of their true knowledge. Hence-
forth let the unlearned get purified in the path of the great men.
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NOTES

This verse may be rendered into Sanskrit :
qftgd = 7 Tad g aFAISES_ |
QA st fagaEdt fAsead o1 q

" In accordance with the tradition the author speaks of the Bud-

dha as possessing two qualities, svartha and parartha as done by
Vasubandhu (Kosa, I, ver. 1), Dignaga (Pram, Sam. I. ver.-
1. with vritih. v, my Review in ALB,) and the author of the
Sutralankara (=Kalpanamandatika), Chap. T (v. my Sanskrit
text, published in the journal of Sri Venkata, Institute,
Tirupati, 1941).

wgewAqrfzfaamfaumet a agas: |
wrafgarrelaedl o MEIAFATANEATT 11 I 1

a. lit sica—Jnanatva as Sadhana, reason is referred to in the
verse 29 below. .

This is the conclusion arrived at in the Viméatika and the
Alambana-pariksa.

gremd: gregd Afa gfgmraEter |
sfagarEeeaeafeaareg i 12

Dharmakirti’s definition of pramana is: sawmfaaaify smAY,

s frmfigfa: ¥am@ay. . ...1 Pram. vartika, I, ver, 1. Subhagupta’s
one of the arguments to prove his externalism is avisamvaditva;
cfr. Tatt. San. panjika. p. 574, 11. 20, ff.

AW T 1q9 9181 IR AHAWE: |
qTeFEA HfAS wY 999 O AHAY (| ¥ )

wrgsRaEal e @ 3] 9 wafa )
g Al faRteifa ssg 91 aAqg 1 YL\

a=the word is used to bring out the Tib. expression: mi-gyur-
ram implying a simple query.

wroenifa: faaee 1Y s war)
zfa 3g o FATd JTAaT ALY N & 0

The Realists, while opposing the extreme idealism, genrally
raises such objection as the present one to prove its absurdity.
It may be interesting to Comparea European parallel: Dr.
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Johnson is said to have expressed his opinion on Berkeley’s |
philosophy by kicking” a stone with his foot and saying: No,
Sir, T prove it wrong (Sir James Jean, Mysterious Universe,
the Bridge series, p. 71).

wreeaT e wafas q Aifea qmfagaa: |
guteanfagaify ot avea fagadg nos
a=fawaifz wrwafq |

In the illusion there is always a perversion in naming things ;

e.g. in rope-snake illusion the snake-name is mistaken for
the rope-name.

3] FBTIATRLAIT 59 faqaaq |
SEEIC CRIR I DS It S

The idea meant here is this: Time and space are not different
from the materialthings,ie. atcms; cp. Nya. binda-pradipa
p.44. dronq fg Area 2 A 2 wfEgmEd « and Pram. va.
bhasya. p. 188: 7 3 ammt ®9rfe¥d:| The Buddhists including

the Sarvasti-vadin maintain that every thing is momentary
and the moment is no other than the thing itself.

Qregentfersar annfa g e
qGEH: TESAT ATTIFAETHERF: 1 R

faaafa ggcam, | .

A partly definition of yogin.

This is explained in the Puggalapannatti, p. 145: zds=
qae o fama@ F@a gfacar fagdfa 1 gvam =em fgeam st
qferdiar gifa s Fefa Toet swar smfagdr)y Abh-kosa
(Poussin, VI, p. 276) ; One who is entered in Nirodhasamaptti
is named ‘doubly delivered’, because by force of prajna
and Samadhi he is delivered from klesa-avarana and
vimoksa-avarana (cp. 8 vimoksas in VI11, p. 205) Satya siddhi,
chap. 163 (Eng. Summary) If he gains both, he is
ubhayato-bhaga-vimukta; for the defilement is one part and
the element hindering dhvana-concentration is another
part. (v. also chap. x. end) V.Magga (XXI para 78).

Fegewmda v afgmww Wiy swar wiw fager fao swan
mqf\qﬁfﬁ. ......... i
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gaEefiaat a gam, |
weAlfean fqfaeq, fawamrmwE: ga: w o
a=3fa FarEeIRia |

gAEAGT A T, IH: @A A FA:
TARMAIAIET SAEAT G 199 0

sfafzaraifegfeammmafmraa: |
faqmamfeqsgafaar semal zzgaa v 0

It is difficult to understand the author’s intention here.
According to Abh. kosa theory of momentariness is
applicable to the elements both internal and external.
It is the Theravadin who makes a distinction in applying
it to the elements and pleads that the material elements
continue tc exist for 17 thought-moments (v, Abh. Athasan,
IV. 86. Kosambi’s Tika, p. 67). Despite the momentary-
theory the Vaibhasika maintains that karman produces
its Truits through avijnapti which continues to exist on
the support of four great elements (v. kosa, I. 11). This
may not hold good in the Yogacara system.

geg grmszgiafeamis Ima )
qeq ge w@wEA [2036 ] fF easgar vavy

Ekarasa-jnana=advaya-jnana  of the Yogacara which
is dichomotized into subject and object due to premordial
force, (anadi-vasana). 1t is somewhat similar to the
Sautrantika’s ekarasa-skandha = jnana, v. Masuda, sects p. 68
with note 1.

frafaarreamar=aq afgwssa 7 5o
faammi aFgal A oH AT 0 9Y
a=Jnana-svabhava.

te wey fafggen Avdanfeq q@isagn
graEfa gar a7 afvmgraa: &3
a="Tib. de-ma:phyir-mi-brten-shin.
arAfegmEdFea WAFRT 79 |

(@) Afaafeaatar @ afwerag voag

a=Read in Tib. gan.-gi for gan-gis.
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The idea seems to be this: when the Yogacara denies the
external things, there will be no occasion for preaching
dharma or listening to it and arousing the right view
which leads to the destruction of Vipaka. Dharmakirti,

however, defends his position thus: 3a% HFgzda arafarar
wyada | Pram, va. ver. 220.

TR 4 AEERAAN, I ¥ g AdH

w3 AEAgaEh | o
a=gaifq@q1E ATETAT )
b=See the verse 29.

gfeqrtsEaarsfag are: garam |
fafaearaat aEAEATaTaR: FAT A A U 95 0
a=qma aig-fagaiE:

The knowledge of the eye-diseased person (taimirika) is,
however, contradicted at once.

qgREAT J TIIA  WRArETEAAISA | -
aggev@aslamama 7 dggfegafasad g

cp. Nya, bindu-Tippani, p. 19 : @&a1S=ad | W7 qacar ATgIa-
wtA"_ | Every perceptual knowledge is illusive so far as
its object is concerned.

qrQqqfeqrFes @ d earaigard |
|IEAT! wEd d7 ggaR fa@ g nlen

This Sakti, according to the Idealist comes into existence
from the self of consciousness and not from some other
exterrnal causes.

waifevn aMa S a=E a9 A A |

g 99 19 ERIGIH  FTEAT 19

AT A

a=sEd is to be added from the previous sentence.
This is probably anadikalika-vasana accepted by the Idealists
to account for the universal causation c¢fr, Madh. avatara,
VI, ver. 46 with Bhasya, my sanskrit text, p. 42-43; Bud.
Logic II, p. 367 with note 3 and p. 400 Jinendrabudhi’s
comment: Every ncticn of causation is produced by
Biotic Force; and Alambanapariksa, ver. 8.
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FeraQgaa Hfoad s ol aread a9 |
IR qEEAr Ty oSy faw R

Jati flower as a factor in producing fragrance is a common
example in Indian Sastraic literature, cp. Kosavy. II p.39. 22

gAMEHfERETSIET MAGaF |
g dafs (raeg fegaufy fagsaq w3 o

HAT qrEEaISar |wrar qreafa aaarn |
ARG qYATRT IEAT8 MEESA: | ¥ 1)

Here Sakti-vadin is the Sautrantika. According to him
seven kinds of consciousness (five sensuous, one non-
sensuous consciousness and one mind) are produced from
their wpadana consciousness, a subtle mind in possession
of all seeds, something resembling the Alaya-consciousness
of the yogacarin, The~sautrantika contradicts the vasana
theory postulated by the latter on the assumption that nothing
is produced from anything but the mind = Alaya-consciousness,
or the Sautrantika’s subtle mind, v. Ef. Lamotte, Histoire
du Buddhisme, p. 673; and Masuda, Sects p. 68. The kosa

speaks of the seven types of vijnana in this line : sfaggrrFa=
w1/ (1, 16 ). ’

We may note here a parallel discussion between the
Yogacara and the Sautrantika as reproduced by the
Stcherbatsky from Vacaspati’s Nyayakanika: (The Yogacara:)
(The external object is superfluous, there is in the internal)
Biotic force which accidently becomes mature and evokes
an idea ; this is also accidental ( and changing concomitantly
with a change its cause). (The Sautrantika:) But, is it
not your Biotic force in this case simply the force of
the subject thought contained in one continuous stream,
the force to produce out of itself, a corresponding the
objective thought, Bud. Logic, II. p. 367-68). One
interesting reference to the Sautrantika may be noticed

here : @Yaifrasaa cafatia aa | awnes derrRafoifqan sfeam
wan genied famafay q sfggfrafasmaafs;  Arthaviniscaya
Sutratika. The idea probably meant here that the six
consciousness-bodies are conditioned by Samskara, a subtle
Sakti formed from the experience of external things; cp.
the ver. 27 below the same idea.
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£3q7AE AT g AFrATS = |
7ATE A1 9247 AT ged wAfa AT 1%
a = wafafasm 1

qeerer (aegeagaamE e |
swategEatafadq A gt 1o

Pravrtti-vijnana depends on upadana-vijnana and the latter
again on the former to produce it.

genfeaE ImA YT | THA: |
famrosaEaeT faaw aafiafgan nxe
aeg g8 a9 <mrsfe,

a z afwoitfar:

This is the Sautrantika’s standpoint, v. ver. 24, 76.

JEG AT AATHHRIT
wARFAd FW A SfgEFE 7 g8 7 0 s 0 -

This is the system of the Yogacara. Alaya is named
upadana, cfr. Trimsatika, ver. 3 with Bhasya of Sthiramati.

HiATAcaT W@ g FFAcAT(TETERH |
fasaranfaggeard, a9 Awagsad N3R N

This verse is cited in Tatt. pan. p. 582.

Sesavadanumana-—=vaidharmyavat, v. Bud. Logic. Il. p.
208, n. 1.

Rema giub: wafaw ¢ fgarfafeasan: |

TFEIARIA 7 @ qfed g=ar | o U

azgMeaug b, Tib. dgah. mgur. c. lit. fgarfgagetag,
sfaamm@aram weafs aEqesg |

famifa at weadifa &9 @¢ q@ &g w0

According to the Yogacara every human knowledge is
illusive with reference to its object (v. note 3la above).
The author asserts that knowledge can be iliusive if it
is vitiated in' a laler stage.

7 gag fagrmadraiaar wm: )
A4 fvaaa aq &7 ar Aiffg a8 T 1R
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This and the following are the opoinions of Dignaga,
v. Alam. pariksa, ver. 6.

agt Aedfy TaremdTemafdead: )
Aarrafafs g

This is the main argument sei up by Dignaga in favour
of his idealism, v, Alam. par. ver. 1.

faoatad<fa n3zn
afigraar w33y ayT q SR |
udFr ArawEea aariefdEsfe usv
fraifear ama: &1

This verse s made of 5 lines, the next four lines being
traced to the original Sanskrit. The implied hetu is
ekaika-apariccheda.

JeareTnemE i Accataya: |

afafsagmgariang exmiafasm: 1 W)

Tatt. san. p. 552 cites this verse with the reading Tgefasm
for @ —. The Panjika further quotes his comments thus:
IR-gAT  GEATOREnNcTEEesyry  agasfy  weasinr  gearE)
facaeafa s | qar  quEAWfafgmRamt  gwdaEn g
zfe  maEr fawwm wafa v (Cp. p. 199 and  ver. {589).

It is interesting to note the difference in readings.
Kamalasila thinks that mfa is empirically real from the
Sautrantika standpoiut of view but sthula is unreal. Subha-
gupta, on the other hand, thinks that sthula is a real
substance rather than nilg, a quality, derivative element.
The idea may be clear if we look into the discussion
in Kosa, IV, 8—12 on Samsthana.

Fgar 931 @fsfegmammrmmgn afq
fageqda ST FIFCITIEITS 1) 3% 1 ,
The idea of oneness as illusive is explained in Tatt. san.

ver. 598-9. Similarly the idea of grossness as illusive in
ver. 592-4 (Ibid). This latter position is of the Sautrantika.

qA: TG fasry qemmore: )
avre-a 3fg gt g0 wat a g fasafa wzew

The opinion of Vasubandhu, Vimsatika, ver. 11, and al.o
of Dignaga, Alam. par, ver. 1.



64.

65.
66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

40

gewars gar [204] aifeq gsumeTeniEREa )
fa fag aifedt aq ar =a@ gl wasa

cp. Alam. par. ver. 2: Pram. sam. I, ver.

WATHT ASUR: FeA: GRIARAHRA |
d gfgare ga s el & @
a=Tib. hdus. pa.

The author thinks that Szncita atoms are dragya, subs-
tance since they discharge a uniform function. The same
opinion in his Amyapoha-vicara, ver.2. The logical school
of Dignaga following the Sautrantika standpoint defines
dravya as one capable of discharging a perposive action :
artha-kriya-ksamam vastu-taksanam. v. Tatt, pan. p. 730,
(18; Nya. bindu Tika p. 76-7.) cp. pram. var. III, ver. 195:

Fai-aafagraaE oAy AESTR |
IFaEq afgared fg fafag sassaa:

It may be noted here that the opinion of  Sancita:-anu
as the object of consciousness is atributted to the Neo-
Sarvastevadin, (Sanghabhadra) by Kuei. chi.v. my forthcom-
ing edition of the Alam. par.

THERIAEATEY 7 qqEFEaed |
i aeael 7 wdRRadata 1 Yo i

The same idea in the author’s Anyapoha-vicara, ver.
7. cp. Tatt. san. ver. 870.

g e fg pereg MY A faug Ssqq @ @ Hfaar?r da aegAi ar fg gAqr 0
with Pan. citing the Bhavasankrati, ver. 9: 37 37 fg arar
i @t oy sy A §aey qa wdi ar g os"atn
wiar sgfq: | gaamuadiaed qeqar evE:  (saseeA) sfa arad )
T FERFATN ACATRR ZAIA, |

ifad aeg fqug faEaToqaT N0 ¥

This very instance compells the Yogacara to declare that
the images that are reflected in our consciousness are all

false (alika) v. Tatt. pan. ad ver. 20 37: sFEsafa fewcamaagar
TAQ | qqA dgodteq  AEdagatafa ) sFREgaftRa am
qT FAFAT WAT, | SKFOAT  FARTeqAAgn:  qfiwecay | Fad o
THeAIq  AEsafafiiwea S sqagEsei agq a4 st
gagiFrsafaftwae amecadsar seafa p. 571, op. p. 181,
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ver. 536. @ a9 faw@....1 A thorough examination of

this topic from the Yogacara standpoint has been made
by Ratna-kirti in hi. Citra-advaita-prakasa-vada. (v. Ratna-
kirtinibandha, K. P. J. Institute. Patna, 1957,

Dharmakirti from the standpoint of his logic offers this
explanation: Our practical experiences dictate that several
non-sensucus consciousnesses can arise simultaneously; v.

Pram. var. amifisr waq aen fegisdtfasfast o faweg-
guasd  gaisagf . gzafay cp. vers; Ibid, 197-201; Tatt.
san. ver. 1253; ¥ gda faud T AR WAT | QTURT-
ATEE] Waq, FearfIardad | etc.

Another explanation is offered in the following lines:
I gar AT qF qq qdarpEd | gl answa wna s
J9g: 1 Pram. var. III, 222. Bhasya: deq@ ATdedAoM™I-
I faer gfgdafa faam’ara p. 290.

Dharmakirti further argues as another solution that several
things can produce simultaneously one cognition : #1 3t fq<i-
O w53 afgafasar asq) w47 seor g dfk aeafafs qa
Ibid. 224. Bhasya: zafgafraeria aatzagafasst  ar
grasfafrgafamd smafa qor gt o w1 fqQa: 4 p. 296.

Kosa (IV. 10) also refers to the citrastarana problem. v.
Note. 178 for the author’s solution.

HfaN FeIETARFTIR AfT )
g IgraEar HrefarnaaT@s: 1o
a—Tib. bkra-ba-—f=d, variegated.

A similar explanation in T. Panji. p. 571,/ 16, v. note
178 below the passage/gan®@®iRsT.... )

TFRRIARISTE  faAraaRd A, |
gearEren fasgd udd wrEnd F49 0930

Atoms appear and disappear together: @g\a=a g fqeswy |

This is what the Sarvastivadi-Vaibhasikas. conclude. It is
further made clear in the next verse, cp. kosa, 1. p. 35,
11, 18-20, and Vis. Mag: w41 T % T9E 39 grday |

sga Afaforeamm ugorRr agswar |
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». my paper on Nilakesi, Annals of Research Institute,
Tirapati, IV, p. 61. Tatt. sangraha defenus that the atoms
though invisible individually, become the object of
perception; » ver. 570.

STATFILHIIAT  ETACATETTTTT: |

IRt qraTTARS RN, 1w

This verse is cited in T. Panji. p. 551, 1 21: safa e
gufear @rawr  faazafa Ifa fegramidsswmsfaam sfq
JAHA, .. ... |

o frrwpriarg Afq o qEEEaE)

amt fewmsy S=aq Fafeq afageer g v

The second line of this verse is cited in prose in T, panji.
p.556, cp. n. 79 below.

The author refers here to Vasubandhu’s criticism of
atomic theory in his Vimsa. ver. 12, 14:

9ZHA AT GIATO: ST |

guort gETAREeArd, fquer ExEvEIEE: |

ferarmagl geanfiq qefsd 7 gsud !

Some similar criticism has also been made by him in the
kosabhasya, I. ver, 43. Tib. pp. 81-84. and the Vaibhasika’s
defence.

faramriRama: agha: afwrfan

Ffaqr svEsd 97 AEITARIFT N w0

cp. T. panji. p. 555: WEFORAEE AF—AAFEIN [FATHILSAT-
froargaegins gmrd 7 @waw  Foogd | gafagfe  qeamAmEs-
aftcamea®es fewy, A YaEd | qarfe-a feFmed) ammfeq Forifer-
fegq: | qEietIRqiagaTET: TEifgnadl A @ daeHuE o
et orafeuar fearsgat=an | qom fevmrigaar st Fae agfn
gfearuAais &q 7 gEagEd, 3fq)

The same idea in the ver. 8 above, c¢p. note 14.

TRISRIY Wi feq@isa g

Fanamfc wrnar sawr F fgansoa uove

cp. Vimsa, bhasya: @t fg qwmmm: gafasmm  maasifasm
zfa femmar wfq ®d agraswea quamiEed Mg | The present
verse answers this objection.
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sasaenafaarEine fameeod |

fRFHERITIFE TFeTd U ws 4

The idea of this verse is also included in the prose
passage above cited in n. -79. safg® = udcasgrgfa. This
explanation suggests idea of manifoldness on the atom
is imaginary as the idea of the oneness on the aggregate.

qAEAFIEIT &9 4 JAA JAT |
g afga@ qa qeEgfedzam nve

The explanation is made here of how an invisible atomic
form becomes a visible gross form.

A variggmgEatad Ay |
fATaT: qaqTT A qreem FAE, N Lo ||

If the latter proposition is acceptable, the former one also
will be so.

.

TFeq fgEmeETATad aqrsta =
qur Faafasd Jsad § qEUIT N ug

The advocate of knowledge of two and more moments,
duration is probably the Naiyayika. The Theravadin
pleads that it exists for three moments, v, Abh. San. TV.

Atoms, though ecxisting in an uninterrupted series are
not coaceived as one avayavin on the analogy of
knowledge.

seaqrgear Fartas afqaer adwa: )
TR NEAIATTAT A T 0 4R I

This is in reply to Vasubandhu’s criticism: qraed afgaal
ufq: &7 wiafosaa 1 Kosabhasya, I. 43, This answer implies
that the author is a Sautara-paramanu-vadin.

srvgnew afy sgEn @gaer T faE
gt faasaeata megesr 4 gsad 0wl
This answers Vasubandhu’s query : &Iadr 9 a1 Vimsa. 14.

gagEAdr:  af® SgAr St g9
qEATSEfy qar AFHewr gaarsty g on wwn
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s g arfeqeang faoet e aga:
Farfaed waaeag  aqfxendr § gsga o w4 a=parinama=
hgyur. ba.

cp. Vimsa. 124: fove: wgumme: |

FAIHRAISH BT AT sqaAfeqa: ¢
s afger wafq gfadrogsnfesa o we o

This makes clear that the author holds the opinion that

atoms do not contact with one another. Read in Tib.
reg. pa for rig. pa.

qreqged faRiaa, aafeerfaa o
qeorasl Fenad fafsger wafq & o we
a—hgyur. ba.v. Madh. vrtti, p. 7.

fremraadgyad-aaw ar Iy a9 |
GEFFFAVE: AT, ZATFTAL TETA, 1 45
a=brgyus. pa afaa S. Das, Dictionary.

sAsqafFasF: ; ggamasitE |
denfanfator FeqasuTEETT (4R

It appears that there are millions of atoms having no
capacity strong enough to come into combination and
to form any visible object.

The Yogin can count the number of atoms even of the

hell, etc. remote objects. The expression: acaladigah
is again used later in ver. 64 below. -

a1 ardifg A gea s Sw  snfkaarf

SSAETE g TETEQRAY (| S0 |

gemfy wnfaserar; o—wifiqan gfa [

The idea may be amplified thus: If my apprehension of
atoms by outer senses is 1llusive, your understanding of
the mind alone with equily be illusave. Here the author‘s
reference to the mind as the sixth sense is suggestive

of the fact that the mind understands always what is
apprebhended by the outer senses. Cp. the Saying ; gnai

fowa) &9 g0 wgfawAT 9g@ea @w@r 91 cited in Nya-
Tippani, p. 26.
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saifqegea ar  qur |
afg aqgaET AeEfafaara aad (<9
qQEATIATAETS qdfasass @1 afg |
afrg 7 wifanisa @b; samyesrfay
FEEIT®  WAfg TSAFERTATT, 1 SR W
a=lit. fas= b = e=a@ will be a better reading.

The Yogacara conceives the mind as the basis of illusion
of the whole universe; thus the mind is a real entity
while the objective universe is illusory.

The Yogacara’s conception of the hell is well explained
in the Vimsa-bhasya ad. 4. Read my English translation
of the treatise and a bilingual edition of the textes with
notes from Vinitadeva’s comments (Institute of Tibetology,
Gangtok, 1964).

The author thinks; As you (opponents) declare the
atoms, etc. as illusory, why do you not say likewise of
the Pradhana and Purusa as illusory ?

qeaedr F ANE [OfEmEEsAd

wrer fawfesqedsf @ caear gaFeRr (1 €3

apa qeReda saenfeea |
A SFAAME: q Taedifa Fod | & |

The same expression previously in ver. 59. n. 103.

seerafaa s@ acqevEd |
AT AAEA fgAIg 98 AT 0 sU

T. Panji. explains Jnana-Jneya-svabhava thus: fawafqufawr@g
fraqeqizragify agigeewfaan gemmedg 1 o @A a@E @
avra: fauamzuadsarem, favgaft qgues v @wE 1 do-
N FETEAcay fAed agwifaar | T 7 agicaranfaRusiy SgEiaie
fawcasay: qafasamEmaEg | a1 fg am ar fenfafawrsmea-
w0 FAd 7 FAEAIRT | Aoty § aesgadiantasa
afadt 7 =wgafaffs + ag = arasfa ygFr o0 1 p. 569.
arqsh aewt @Ay a9 fawdfaar o

gw ags fafaaiRardieaten: o ey

This is cited in T. Panji. v. note. 114. end.
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amgsy « faww @7 ar fawdfaar

JIT AT JAT FH, IoAT AFTAT T N €O |

azlit. ES.

What is implied in the previous verse is made clear here, viz.
in the absence of either of the two. knowledge or the object

no cognition flashes out and that is the reason why they are
felt simultanegusly.

uFFigaena: qrggam=adr |

faaddy gafg aadsifrasr a9 nes

This verse is cited in T. Panji (p. 568, 1, 4) in prose: 3
agxse nFFISlqaer aat q@fanafad 7 faaads  gur sAFtaFaT
gtz e ggwm wiad afesd seamradea aw gEeEE
T ggigerAfamsia sqwag Macag 1 aur Aok acafy ggiosR
A FeqfaeansAafeat gaffa

gy fageag dammit snffaat 1 30
foamameaTdat W 9% FAT W 0 &k

The author probably intends to say thus: The ghost, the hell,
etc. are equally spoken off in the scripture, why do you
say that our knowledge of these things is an illusion?
sgcafq arard fame gmwafz o

arfagafasgm adgfa faswmg 0w

ggaeaa Jvhsfeaq darad faAr sfag )

faggisa aar ¥goafa agdzag 1wl W

Kamalasila introducing this verse remarks : ‘& 933 Aia&caig-
faegist gy a=A-agasTa - 1 This objection is also noticed
by Dharmapala in his comment 4an Alam. par.

uFY: gemsedadistagar qer

4 GIERY WE AT T S 19 |

’

124 T Panji. refers to this idea of onenessand its implications thus:

o @ uAg afz @gwes wF: aan gfag 1 anfe AewrEweRey
AR GISEHAT dter: | Wiy AeagresmRadaesa | gnfg
AAIqerAsiy agUSTAMTGGANAAFTESAEG | I3 F &F  (ic)
gy @9 feenn gadaEdaa | aa saaad e | fag: e
frgraiasvafay gfa oty fasafs |« 9 Frosagsfqoy-
i | egaEfargse fafasfagaming o
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gEgaay &4 faw waEfE

udAage qaish: A faafd negn ,

The idea expressed in this verse is well state in T. Panji.
passage cited in the previous note.

yreEAfaa s garwEe faeafa o
qurafaggsen af-zrarfagar aa: 1 ¥

The idea of this verse has been summed up in T. Panji.
passage cited in the note 124.

grameEs: fadt @eam faefE )

FEafama @afagy g fg usu

Thus the reason becomes anyatara-asiddha.
sgennEs fag) [2064] waf@gm @reaarn |
grFTeEATR faaEmd a1 9Eg 0 g

For the advocate of sakara jnana, the image is a part of the
knowledge. To prove it is useless.

uF U qFiEH qresE  wEeEd |

AAETEIRT F9 TATAT FI N 90

guterie Ty b JeETc AFATA AL

afy smeasae; fqar fafg 7 @ssag s 0
a—3aqigmsat. b. No case-ending in Tib, ¢. dgah. bai.

. The author appears to mean this: If the experience of the

black shzall consist, in the nature of knowledge alone, the
knowledge should then be experienced as black. Since
the black colour canot be attributed to the knowledge,
there ought to be something black material other than the
knowledge. The classical example is: pitah sankhah. This
example of bhrama jnana seems to be purposely employed
in order to point out that there are two aspects of the
object, viz, black and the shell which cannot be accommo-
dated in the only knowledge. ‘

. afy =7 wfqay frfgea fg a=a

T Jud sEeqfAaeEa gSad e i
W ©IET I AEARIS Ul |
qreawgEafa sfad aw om0 se
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136. Le. One imaginary form and the other real. Similar objection
in T. panji. p. 574, ver. 2051. ¢p. my paper on Bud. Idealism.
Tirupati Institute, Journal, I, pt. 3. p. 83.

137. ofeda g @it s fawaeorg
IEFEIE] FATH, A &g ggacag. N s
This verse is cited in T. panji. p. 569, /. 16-17 along with
the verse ; Awasfa. ... .. 1-v. n. 114,

138. Samagri. according to early Buddhist includes three factors :
(1) visaya (2) indriya, and (3) vijn®ana, manas and it gives rise
to a sensation, sparsa, which is followed by feeling, vedara, and
then image, samjna, v. Bud. logic. I, p, 311, Table, Cp. Kosa,
I11, p, 63, 23. -

139. Here the term saha is in the sense of immediate suceession:
¢fr. the next verse,

140. qafex a1 swiAfzayg saad |
qeateRqd qwrH Arda: 9gATAq || 5 Ui

141. Fereaa faamrar-asaf, ggramEy |
ai fasafs @ gema gavefass ns3 0

142. That is, the reason is doubtful, (v. ver. 74 above.) Sardigdha-
asiddha.

143, gmfas: wwaeaq 3o A Foad
fagarifafaaasasce 3gag n s

144, The idea is made clear in T. Panji, p, 570, /, 18. ff.
afg wead) aed FHECAAE  qEIHATIESY |
fe afg | cagEsmaAscanar @3acaq 1 The author probably
means this mukhyato vedyatva by the expression juana-vitteh
svabhavatvat. Tt does not however follow from it that the
author means that the knowledge knows itself. According to
the Vaibhasika knowledge knows its preceding moment and
hence there is no jnana-sva-vitti.

145, @ygasezarasfy qzd: gwg g
TEAE @A Maraawnt@ A fesfaa wswn
a lit. sfag:

145a. The idea of this verseis also referred to in T. Panji. p. 570.
l.20, /-
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qow aff wed W3 gaeANOEIad 1 agr gavfagar 1+ enfa
aurrufyq @ IgAnsearaqErEa | gfa A gafanfaefafs: |« afg
Maeearearq @At fanfncafafg: 1 Mukhya samvedana above
referred to is also implied in the following passage : FRGTcH aad
s adardeafa onfa srgaafesgizay « (T, Panji. p. 568, 1.

12) The Bahyarthavadin of this passage is probably, the
Vaibhasika (?)

146, GaRAE qq@eTATFILAT AT |
qH T ASTRIFEGHRIET: FERNsaaT: BT I &5 ||

146a. This defect of anaikantika is explained in T. Panji. v. note on
ver. 68.

146b. cp. T. Panji. p. 573, 1. 15 ff. making this same prasanga in a
diferent context.

147. grprenaas T afsaias J=@r |
gy 7 7q1ed fagqEaar 93q v <o
This verse 1s cited in T. panji p. 570, // 20-4 with this introduc-
tory remark: 39 s demmr gfauabaa aERaEeE

fafaesfa 3qefda: | aar fegamamar) @stby— The Sakara-
Jnana-vadin is the Sautrantlka

148, STTEARAEE  a T SR |
W= q@aaar it 9 wfgsafa w sz 4

a=399R1q, Its samvedang is gauna. The idea is well explained
in the passage quoted in note 145. This is the tandpoint of
the Sautrantika also. He is therefore called Bahyarthanumana-
vadin v. my paper : Bud. Idealism. ob. cit. p. 78; Tsan. p. 402,

ver. sfafarae agaTg @Ry 387q |

149. %% qgua® a=¥ q [206b] aeafesaasioy |
- famd a9 Frgy #9 a9 fF afgfa nse

T. Panji. (p. 561, 1. 11 f)cites this verse withthis remark :
wg=g- YTaEcaTs : fammmATes favasafy o sfqeed 1 qeafegg-
TIEATT | qEATARETyT  wasar 79 qfifsgafa 1 frag afdeRfa
g ¥—1 Definition of pariccheda, v. ver. 92. below.—

150. famrasan=a= suqeqrg TR a @ |
F¥ qreg g gafsagafafa n go n
A={ATA |
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This is probably the author’s criticism of the sarupya theory
of the Sautrantika—Yogacaras.

qeqfifeglomey fGamfrena aar )
F9 e §E AgRREgar i /g N

fame gemus 7 fafewd qeanda:
fafaae F1ewed aaricn fg F=qv 0 ] 0

Thus the above stated pariccheda of the ver. 89 is simply
vittimatra. -

WAEEA @i 9 fage wfad aem
ferfopeett @om STaAeTRY faad g 0’
a=ses. pa. gzugs=knowledge-form,

gITS qE=auf 7 W) AW |
gatsTefaar 99 wgrear faafoar n ¥

This is very important to note that the author denies an
apparent distinction between the Saint and the ordinary man
in respect of their grasping the external things. The Saint
has an additional virtue of penetrating into different aspects
of things; sarvakara-jnana 1s one of the qualicies attributed
to the Buddha, v. kosa, 1X. ver. 1.

FIET q1 UFT JAR AT |

gfa atgsfy fagm fg faran® gaad 0 Qe

cited in the T. Panji. p. 573, 1. 7 with the explanation:
oy grerafafasT arie e gy 3fq T B aur wadtsty
s At agel wfq fr 7

a Read bsam. pa for byis. pa.

Sakara#vadin is the Sautrantika, and nirakara-vadin Vaibha-
sika. The Yogacara is tulya-kala-vadin and the Vaibhasika
and Satyasiddhi are qtulya-kala-vadin=Krama-vadin. Similarly
Vasubandhu, a follower of the Sautrantika school pleads for
atulya-kala-vedana, a Suceessive comprehension even of
omniscient Buddha thus:

AT gRa@ng aarfa qEysua: |
qan Gd fagwsal 7 gFcadagTg 1 Kosa. IX. 1.
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161. swesa a@d gevacaa afga
AT T F YR qA&d  Fheead 1| /% |

162. We experience different things in different shapes. some long,
some short, some square and so on. These shapes according
to the Vaibhasikas are external and real belonging to the
coagulated atoms. The Sautrantika and Dignaga school on
the other hand, hold that they are internal and unreal as they
are merely our mind’s construction. :

163. @wEfaeag afesr a2 3fq 7 agfa
9 g RamEeRcad a wfafgzay n Qo
a = lit. T HEEH |

164. The Mahayanists think that the yogin, having removed ihe two
kinds of obscuration, klesa and jreya-avarana would not
have any idea of external things, The author redicules this
point, ¢p. T. Panji. p. 574 ad. ver. 2048.

" 165. fasqumferrt gfg: a@ma qreageand |
asaifaeastagae:,
a = lit. st sfq grerfagams: |

165a. The avisamvada argument has already been stated in ver. 3.
v. also ver. 185. Here we may note the passage cited in T.
Panji. 574, 1. 20, ff: ®=1 Wa~agr+e: samvafa-at aEER: @ garfees
gfa quifarmadafa: T s e, arAEEefeeRtaas

Awfaafamafaty: @adtfq ear@gg: | This prose passage may
be from his lost commentary on the katikas.

166. fafqr=Y farasy q es 0
Rferay g &7 e Areve seafd
Qe gy ggraer: wsfy arfe w0 %2
a= JISTHIIIE: (

167. afw areftfa weqisfy fase gty (
srfaemfaziger famd famg=aa o qoo 1

168. The author probably means to say what constitutes distinc-
tion of one knowledge from another in his theory of
imageless knowledge.
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aort fg wra@i st fAausRy @@ )
afq SEATRTE aad G99 A1 0 geg 1l
This verse is cited in T. san. p. 572.

For the Yogacara the truz knowledge is non-dual, advaya as
stated in the next verse and imageless, c¢fr. T. Panji. p. 182:

Fagerwafy fausfasrmanfat stgameR wisafs The imagesTare
imputed by anadi-vasana or saktis formed out of knowledges
produced by the sensuous objecet for the Sautraatika. v. ver.
27. above.

AT T Aqw fAduEEacE: |
A AGA T gESAAT AlRqRT aq N 9o N

a z In the sense of a separate image, prthak akara.

agaadfag s sygead Fafa g
[207a] wAraFQsaqga T8 EQ wfeqar A9 103 1
a or faafea

This is exactly what the Yogacara says; this is accepted by

the author himself, note afq =ry@w@RY in the ver. 101.
The author, has, however, stated it as kalpita by way of

prasanga.

174.

175.

176.

1717.

HaaEd faaT RUsng 989
wifaaw afefegrang ooz sty awasg n 0¥ o
axlit. =egarfear |

This 1s the basic conclusion of the author. The sense-organs,
for the Vaibhasika, are derivative material elements ; but, for
the Yogacara they are some forms of Sakti. v. Alambanap
ver. 7. w1th Vinitadeva’s tika. c¢p. Satyasiddhi, chap, 45. they
are nominal. Pariccheda is explained in ver. 89-92 above,
Yogya=an object that falls within the range of senses and
not a remote one.

SE1: EALRHAT FETHREA J4T |

faaw fefaarerarasay qar afg u qou

ECHEANEEE

This verse is made of 5 lines in order to complete the sense.

The lamp-example is cited by the Sautrantika-Yogacaras in
favour of their theory of svasamivedana which is criticised in
Mad. karika, VII, 8 and Madh. avatara, my Sanskrit text,
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p. 60: 31d wfaq dreafawaeinrqaa=a | [t seems that the early Sau-
trantika, 7 e. Darstantika does not accept the theory of sva-
samvedana, cfr, Kosa, IX, p. 231, n. 4 ; Vyakhya, p. 698, 2-3;
Satya-Siddhi, chap. 68,71,72. The Vaibhasika maintains that
one knowledge cognizes its preceding one, (¢fr. ver. 84. n.
144, cp, ver. 90, 144 and 147. also) In case of not accepting
svasamvedana, how the memory is possible is explained in
Bodhi-avatara 1X ver. 246, my Epitom. p. 39, ALB. 1953.

178. This implies that the simultaneous grasping two and more

colours, e.g. is possible. Therefore the cognition of several
colours in the case of cirrastarana is quite permissible, v.
T. Panji. p, 571: 3 g @a7q GREITAATATHIE earaq agf ferre-
wnfey gmegevaeedy fasdtasrsarfeatzfa | qaw sag fagar-
egafa 1 Qi faema ISR 983 SER: Gad « TFRREH S
faqEmEai auATET 9§ AERT 3fd qERAS Ay MARIS RS

weifg | geadwa fa wg oo { “Kamalasila probably means
some Sautrantika author who pleads that several images are
simultaneously experienced in the case of citrastarana. But
Subhagupta may not agree with this opinion, as a sensuous
knowledge, according to him can comprehend several
homogeneous objects at once.

179. wmyzemredsaba fafreafzamau: )

180,

AT TFFT GeaTAEAr A

¢cp. M. 1,295; S.V, 218, cited in kosa 1X, 242 ; Satyasiddhi,
chap. 35. The different kinds of objects, such as colour,
sound, etc. cannot be simultancously cognized by theirrespec-
tive sense—organ—ssays the Vaibhasika, The Yogacara on the
other hand, thinks that simultaneity of different nonconstruc-
tive consciousnesses is possible as T. san, says;

WHeTEEEEfEd TN a3

3 ¥ AEY F7 sgFEEd A %

dq. @ad fAed 9 FORT wAR |

TSI (Y WA=sgsgifaaaag « (1250-53)

The same in Pram. var. 111, 136-37,

aFcagaqaty fsafsafsag geaf)

------ el g |Fq faa

cp. Ibid. 208: st w3g aewrq fagrsaisfasfeaan )
fameqasrcastd aavsazfa ayafa

Prajnakara’s Bhasya: faasfqamt fg ammanfassn Srsfaafafa
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fageqaafy wdrqafadiafes mada | @ F gmagAsfFaqasa: | p.286.
The last sentence makes clear that the Yogacara bans the
simultaneity of different constructive thoughts. cp. again T.
san: AfAE A ga:: @Fq1  Panji. p. 241 Azl 1 groefi-
®qzd gdad 1 See also note 71 above.

s g N 908 !

FafREFICOT TR @ @ 8O |
a=dmigs, pa.

182. o S=A JIeH, WA AT ARG W o9 il

fawasgeatquafiea (4] wifaar &=
g, g fae@ &, fagamaEar @@ o qes
AHEAGATSHIAT ;

183. Here and oawards the author criticises the opinion of some

184.

Sautrantika masters who hold that our consciousness while
grasping an external thing, moulds itself into an image similar
to that of the external thing and that this moulding is effected
in just immediately next moment after the external thing falls
within the ken of the sense-organ. According to Dharmakirti
a non-constructive mental perception intefvenes in the second
moment and the synthetic cognition (savikalpa) is effected
with the image-formation in the third moment (v. Bud.
logic. 11, p. 312, the Table) our author here, without taking
notice of the second stage mental perception speaks of the
image-invested knowledge as immediately following the first
moment’s pure sensation.

AATHR: TAE: |
gafady wafa 73 39 fazisa: v qee
A ared audegeaq, [2fa]

185. Jnanakara, for this author, is grabakakara, c¢fr. n. 165a.

186,

afend AEuTanNTES |
AT FA WIR faudor g aeaa: v g0 !

187. cp. T. San. ver. 2039. qafaT ¥ grewd FARAEAAT TG |

188, MarfemamaE § aF Arefaasq

qedeaedted dq @ar afewd fg oaq 0 22g
A EIRECaT e S i ko
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sfrcagefs zar qwmaa Rfwag] o9
AEEEF 97 ; *eFgqEmar afg:
TMETAMSYT LAY A 3% G &0 4 193 01
axz lit, faug,

. Causality and objectivity are two characterislics of the
content,

. &1 Ifg afafawem @ faommm @3 9
genaEafet fasgmmgmRaa: ooaav
axzlit. 58

. The kind of nirvikalpa mind that is pleaded by the Sautran-

tika-Yogacara school is not accepted by the author. The
Vaibhasika conception of nirvikalpa is explained in kosa. 1.
ver. 33. with Poussin’s note.

. 959 ¥ Jif|cd £9 am afgsaq | )

194.

195

196

197.

198.

199

200.

201

. ARWEAA TFTAT THFIFIAFSET 10 194
AredEd &, Fiq TIHATAE  FE |

., This argument is set up by Dignaga, v. Alambanap, ver. 1-3.

ITEFTHILE AW asorzaafiag i ¢ 1& u
qoT gASFIR A AEATRIASTY fend ¢

qdF Gea WA AFaT LIS 1 190 I
qERI® T AL qF g = 0

. Here ‘similar’ is with reference to the objective element. The
idea seems to be this: the knowledge first becomes similar to
its object and, this similraized knowledge becomes the objet
of its immediately following knowledge, The author objects
to this because no knowledge flashes up immediately after its
predecessor, In Tib. or after sna~ma stands for objective case
governed by the verb hdod, pa.

QAED AR famE TAFIK wEgE h 995
AT eqrFAAAg AAY e FA |
a—Tib. mjug. thogs. su.

A\

. The author’s objection appears to be this: Suppose in the first
moment there is a knowledge of the Sound and in the next
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moment a knowledge of rupa arises in its continuity, This
second knowledge must bear the image of the sound accord-
ing to your Sarupya theory. Therefor it is not well founded.

202, Ffaargeqramag aagie: b fa wafeafa o (e n
FRreEng afeeeg 7 watfaata
a=lit. 9%, b, lit. sw=a

203. See T. San. ver. 2083 : mhiaa-a< AW g fawafeafa: o
Panji. IR 719 sfa safaswomery | svvar am 3fa aeararcea
el a1 afe: qanfaardsfarrascasaafdar

Sakti may be considered alambana as it arouses the knowledge.
v. note 40. Sakti—alambana theory has also been referred
to byVinitadeva in his Tika Alambanap. ver. 8. v. my forth-
coming edn.

204, wrea fawgaa frang fawafeafa: 10
sigarsaafag: swfa qgomgEy |

205. aam=fes SfAHT I ardcas g fatsar o e n
TN F T F WA o
azTib. 17 =fem

206. The Characteristics as stated before (note 190) are causality
and objectivity. Sakti may fulfil the first but not the second.

207. @wdlmE 9 diemaeaaas fgon 9
N 590 7 A @9 gaaifia )

208. This is the fundamental doctrine of the author, Vaibhasika.

209 zeifrefesag T awgwmfa A 0 9R3
feantafuzfafe smagfne [a9:])

210. The opponent thinks that there cannot be any thing in the
external like desiarable or undesirable ; for, what is desirable
for one person is undesirable for another, v. Bhavasan-
tika, p. 39.

211, gafewd #Fhafag qmfzawEaEd o Ry o
TR FERaTRRITE |
axlit. waARg—The case-ending is notin Tib.
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212. The idea here and in the following seems to be this:
The Yogacara thinks that the yogin can change any thing
into another form by dint of his deep meditative power

or adhimukti, cp. Madh. Avatara, VI, 69. Tewma f&e aifir
fe Fgmqumafiaad aq

213. 9 arefauife g9 aEwaa@, o )RL

¥ @R qEFITaN  HAq, |

214. DNfqergatagammsamifemE fara v 1%
sfeRTe dafq waouq g A
axTib. bye-brag-dbye.

215, -TA9TE g0 9 EATSFEASEIAT 11 {30 1
w9 gAmtaasn, fafgedfwarean
qeATE 9 A ;

216. FAT FFCIGHIFEA 1 §RE )
faar fopor gewansa AR qa o
arEerE) adsad ad siREEEE 1 ke
aimafalg 7 A g emAEEa: |
Ffrafgsdgseam ; ax= Tib. log-par-sespa.

217. Svapnopaghatavat, v. note 221 below. The Sautrantika-
Yogacara’s definition of reality is: sdfrurmndwac ag |
Nyayabindu, I, 15 ; T. Panji. p. 730, L. 16 : @tenfasaaq. ... ..
gRARFTHIR a¥a e qEO, ¥FAEd. ...

218. srafarcazarfa =11 930 1
feafeafrar &@ afgdasfa s
AR 9539 ;

!

719. This is already pointed out in the previous verse.

220 [208a] =er FiHEg Afseqw, o 139 «
genaaeg fraay Argegatane |
Fq: DA T,

221. This is givea as example to disprove externalism by Vasu-
bandhu in his Vimsa. ver. 3 a: caw\qurga Feaf¥ar | Bhasya:
fasefy afzasaw | gar @ grwwAfaRFa ol AT SeEgEE: |
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FrEFET FERTEL (| 3R
Hgd Ty GO R FEA
aqr eFIfEaganR: ;
Fifaear &7 afs o 33 0

FHEHATE GO, FHAIT FFAITLT |
LICCH AT

fagenfe = Ffaga u 93¢
d gfge qRqR FERE EESEEAd, |

AGTAATEI;
AT, T TR 1) 9341

g2 T 3fq aq @ T @ |
Blo yi-don = buddher arthah probably is the same as kamartha

previously stated in the ver. 132, note, 220, i.e. purusartha
purpose of human action.

Prarata #9r A% qAQATIEAE 3 1 93% |
gogq: & g fawagfa eusw

The definitlon of action is: Iqar ¥ FerfH Jafgear =
corresponding to pali A. 1II. 415. Ref. Kathavatthu, p.
393. Madh. kar. XVIII, 2-3, Madh. Av, VI, ver, 89. cited
in Bocdh. Panji. p. 472-Poussin, kosa. IV, n. 3. since there
is no celana, will in dream, there is no real action.

LINESAL RIS ISR P e e ST EONT
gat faafamrad @ Fegpifrn fig =)
faaarmalsiagy;

azlit. qur [FqERa:  qfa.

b x lit. faacrwTCAE

The author rcfutes the Vimsa, ver. 4..... . A% G- |
gd AqeifE qan au aee

Bhasya : 91 @Y AFW AFNSMEAT RS-

faamn fagd. AAEgEIEA AR Ao

afagsiA @aury TEElq da g fagauEand

ALEHTANEY  qATAEAFA faqrsfaaend |

AATHATEATER 1| 935 (]
AT Rl ARy quilE q
qIE: Al AT,
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234.
235.

236.

237.
238.

240.
241.

242.

243,

244,
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Vasubandhu and other Yogacaras deny the existence of
other living beings c¢p. Ratnakirti’s Santanantara-dusana,
K.P. T. Institute, 1959. Dharmakirti however, does reverse
it in his Santanantara-Siddhi, v. Bud. logic I, P. 521,
P. 521 ff.

qqr fgameEsIa, 1 932 1

STNVAAEE 39 ST TF: |
wgeqaa fas

Reference is probably a Garuda-mantra promising the boon.

qaqse fa|r @@ wave
wifwar 9 T9dd qabagsar 9 @1

Purvatantra, rituals containing the Buddhist Tantric rites
described in Tantric literature as to how one may ward
off the influence of the evil spirits and gain earthly prosperity.
Here reviving the dead person cannot be accomplished
without the assistance of such rituals.

gqefaafadl F@RaaTd &8 93 L 99 o

Vasubandhu contends that para-citta-jnana is untrue, v.
Vimsa. ver. 20, but is true for the author, v. ver. 148. below.

. gErafaT gy ww fafene fgoaq o

gogg [a1] qgwrR fasrd gigE "G 0 90l

This is said fromthe standpoint of the Sautrantika-Yogacaras.

wafagaIfaFaTegr sulrag Al A T |
OURATCHERE
a = Tib. - gan-gi-mjug-pa-thogs-su-hbyun, cp. ver. 173.
The author probably refers to the Naiyayika’s theory of
of rasmi moving towards the object much criticised in the
Satya-siddhi, Chap. 49-50 what is termed. gt (vyapara) for
Dignaga, Pram-sam 1,9, T. Panji. p. 399:

JAT HqH EEEEE 048R )
T qME A A@E  FrAfe aq

Sva-citta-jnana, knowing one’s own mind is possible in the
same manner as paracitta-jnana is. This 18 not, however,
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249.

250.
251.

253.

254.

255.

256.
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sva-samvedana, self-knowledge of the Yogacaras, but simply
one mind knowing the other mind.

safad | TR apganaRfed F u Qv
aa g Feeenwed g oug

Memory is not a perceptual cognition (grahu), v.Pram.
Sam. I, 8. Read Bodhi. Panji. p. 401-2 explaining it without

accepting sva-samvedana, cp. Satyasiddhi chap. 91. same
explanation of memory.

YA AETRAMER: G 11 ¢w¥ (1

9a YUrda 3g® qIEI@TE WEAT |

azTib. don-bsin-min. The same expression in Vimsa.
Tib. version.

cp. Vimsa. p. 10: .... gar wafagamy azfo $am gurdg
HATAGAT FE@NML 11 Y (1 g afaeirsredarenar ggmat =  aa
qERFR] | Jgad 7 gy famasfaaman mamesfas ik |

AT URHE Tgd AEATATHF 11 $¥E 1
gas: N=ad A CAAGATHRIGAT |

This is the Vaibhasika’s conception of Sarvajna.

yfadzagearq 37 ag AT 1 o Iy
I g gg aw, FIE fRY awa o
srafaTafamg,

. Dignaga’s theory of amirdesya in Pram. Sam. I.5:

waagwfage safufgame |

TEARIGFETTT: || 9¥5 1)
froerd @afaa af@, ag afs gafeg o
A sfgfiem W, @@ &4 g0 ¥R 0
In the absence of an object nothing could be regarded
as cognizer of it v. n. 249-50,
wfaTAfanarg EwagTaa T |
wfaqaafaaian gdm gefaa: o Qvo -
qray I 9AF wAg A g aaEaq |
FGAMHAACY A T sfAFHAT 11 I U
9 qurfy faae  fagedioerdsq, |
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258.

259
260

261

262

263

264

265

266

207

268
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. AR gafmE T galsreasd e | ) I
xfq farmanad ; gavsha argemas: |
qIF IS
azlit. T

arr Aafq wET
ST wFAE AT agaaA o @RI 09U |
a x Tib. der. sdugs. so.
. This probably refers to Kumarila's objection.

. gERAtaTs o IATATEATZAT |
TrmfeRvarrr fard b afegiaw i quy
axzlit. Frfgeafqaesaqmassang |
bzlit. fraraufesra: gwwafq

. §3 3 efaay gamiEiaead: o
frfggraam s@a 7 adwsa glab: n 1wt h
azqftd bz saEx:

. FFAfAedE o AW qHFRATE T |
ATFRFINGTP  fATe ad F99 1 4& 1
axlit. sfaeq

. This probably refers to the Sunyata-meditation as interpreted
by the Yogacara.

. STHIE WEgEl @A A4 F )
g ATagd: WTEalol g4 a9 1 q¥e U

. g8t At [2094] A ifearar )
#Ed weanrd gmAT agraar g i us i

. It is interesting to note that the author’s statement to the affect
that our idea of one entity (bhava)in as assumption on the
discrete atoms.

. facteafeamama o afawmalaaan o
gataafeuaifaeay ggcarfawazast 1 aue u
axzadd. g |

. gafosfsatfea: qaafa = ﬁfﬁ%ql’l
sagaray Jary faar geafwsad o gge o
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It is historicaliy true that the Buddha obtained his enlighten-
ment as a result of long practices and effort. That enlighten-
ment can not be obtained very easily and ina moment by the
Yugacara. -

270, s@: @<ay FEN dAfgIaEd: @

271.

272.

273.

274.
275.

2176.

2717.

278.

279.

280.

281

geparfAcalarad: ad qafasm i 9%9 1

The author has summed up here how Buddhahood should be
secured in the system of the Vaibhasikas.

F4 deaAtacs gAIfafagzem |
e 9 fae QA g8y A |EEAq 1 eR

yaagagraa faafafaans = o
FAEAETET 9 Ffgermy afz 1 q%3 0
AeTARIAHE TR TS faeafa o

TG WOAWE FAS  AfGIGTH (g

cp. Vimsa. ver. 18: sravrafuafacan Fafafram faa o

FATFAFREAN Tovasy gasisia |
geg@ Fofag faq 7 afeafadsag ok

A wAeERR wifadsty fg afong o
q gegangit wpnfengaa 1t

A gEAIA T FIRATGN |
safenar 9 AAsfa qammfassag 1gce

See. Bodhic. avat. V, 8 and Panji, citing the authority
of the Bodhisattva-pratimoksa.

afdfrainaeads arge gasifas: |
D HERA RS oI s ARG G S (I R

cp. Trimsa. ver. 24.
. afy craeer A T Eadrafafa s

Tiddedeifad a1 wefaeifEFre 11t
azlit. ATHRFIHEA =sin-tu-hjig-rten-thal.

. Hage fagge  qiag® AaTE: |
FAT AW A HF T FALZAL 11 9% N



63

283. Tib. nan-thos-grol pas-rnam-dag-gi. ...
Sravaka-moksa is the highest perfection attainable by any
disciple of the Buddha.

284, gfz sawudy; sva: @hea: [2006]) e oem |

aq qAwRdioNg F49 w afefag fa n qeq
285. A tentative interpertation.

286. smafeag FEwArear Eﬂmfm‘rgﬂqu |
edtfa faamrear At @ goar 0 e Il

287, aqwATraia w fAaaqgantz o
aoe wavag &, faamisfra faem 0wy o
a = Ses-pa-gan-mjug-thogs-su. ¢p. ver. 143 above.

288. cp. T. Panji. p. 180 : axdaras aq wafq aq qed FafAesa |

289, amsEwIE A faar gwafasda
a9 gy B “ggtrmfmﬂ AT 1 99¥ 1l
290. This prasanga has been made, because the knowledge of

smoke 1s not concommittant with the knowledge of flre : this
will become clear from the just next verse.

291, sfradfiarfad faq qEdsre afg |
TR GoATy WIAIE: FAT WA 1 oY 1l

292, FReaIiAIEaY qAfaae SR
SECE LI Gt IR ENE DL INEE CIHITIUICORT
293, sfaarasfag ¥ Famewifad w3g
AfAeaag I F9 AT 9a7 i1 199 U

294. s wfcqaqnifaey fagant fagsy |
fa wwifed o 7 syRT@ESEE 1 Qo= 1

295. The author, from here, attempts to offer his own interpreta-
tions of those passages which speak of cirtfamatrata.

296. afery auRaY sman gy 9 wfoag )
NI qEAIREA TIEEEGITAT 1 QR 1
a=zlit. faua 4

296a. This is the author’s” explanation of Dharma-nairatmya, a
Mahayanic idea of the external things. Thus; according to
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him all the passages declaring dharma-nairatmya are to be
understood in the manner indicated here,

297. wFaenfq @ SI% guy Sefawieaa |
agaEA da zfq; wemm, fafosag qse w

298. cp. ver. g A faem WAl M aSfawecad |
graargled faamatar sada
cited in T. Panji. p. 14 and Subh. sangraha.

299. sA=qlteRarE FrewTHATA: |
FAATY i, JARAIE =T 1 590

300, Pudgala-nairatmya is also accepted by the Sarvasti-vadi-Vai-
bhasikas. The author here puts forth the reason for
accepting it.

301, aMiwsaeraer sfqay  fasfeaa
SATEqE GHATEd gHaT q TSI 1 1ER !
wEAE Fhaag [awm] W fawfeaang
SHAET TN AEsEfT 7 gead 1Sy

302. It is well-known that the Yogacara accepts three characteris
tics, (laksana), viz. Parikalpita, paratantra and parinispanna,
Likewise this authorenumerates three things, viz kalpita, vikal-
pitaand dharmata, of which the last one is explained as svalak-
sana corresponding to Parinispanna of the Yogacara. Kalpita,
a basic entity, i.e. a bhavamatra may correspondto Paratantra
and Vikalpita, a false aspect imputed on may correspond to
parikalpita. Thus accerding to this Vaibhasika author as in
the case of the Yogacara, two things, Kalpita and dharmata are
true whereas vikalpita like parikalpita of tie Yogacara is
untrue. That thevikalpita is untrue has already been pointed
out in the note 297 above. It is entirely false in as much as

fancied by worldlings. cp. ver. 40. fasfeaqa gsarat a wial-

fizaafa «  Dharmata, is an everlastingly true as it is the same
as svalaksang, an everlasting svabhava, (svabhavah sarvada
casti .... ) Kalpita that is explained as bhavamatra, a basic
entity probably implies atomic foundations on which the
various things are fancied. Atoms are kalpifa, i.c. infered, v.
ver. 64, (n. 111). why the separate atoms are not cognized is
made clear by the author in the ver, 44 (n. 76), though the
z(xggregate atoms are cognized in their svalaksana, v. ver, 37.
n. 62).
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afg «7 groger  saeR: Fafcag |
Feqfacar 37X A FATEATSTI 1| 95¢

This is said probably with reference to the Madhyamika
standpoint.

aEaRt gg [210q] WY § O Y@ T T |

HEIEd a9 aF qofeawy T@WEd. (1 9%

a Tib. dmigs-ma-yin.

The author’s repeated argument of reality of the external

things is avisamvada, a non-contradicted experience, v. vers:
3, (n.5) 19 (n. 31) and 98. (n. 169%).

This refers to the Madhyamika’s position. The sentence may
also read thus: their experiences resemble the dream, and
[therefore] are non-existent.

qigEarfe: sgE  afadwartad
fe matsomE M @1 faemeaeg afvean o ase o
azlit. fa=amEr

gpeaAf Asgat FANAfR |
frcgataaamt HEFF&TW WA 1 459 1)

AN AgAAeAT: aEARFA o |
gy WEAt AW 6HF: S eI w I5s 1)
a. Tib. mnon. mdzed. cin=uEEF—
b. Tib. skye. ba glen=vyzsa: |

c. Tib. SCN'EW]' dwang-sig.
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