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Introductory Note

This article presents a first edition and translation of the commentary of
the tenth-century Saiddhantika theologian Bhatta Ramakantha II, an older
contemporary of the Kashmirian theologian Abhinavagupta, on the Tattva-
trayanirnaya of Sadyojyotih. Sadyojyotih was probably active between 675
and 725 AD! and is the first systematising theologian of the Saiva Siddhanta
of whom works survive. The three entities alluded to in the work’s title are
God, souls and primal matter (maya), but much of the work is devoted to
determining the nature of a fourth entity, an innate impurity (mala) that
afflicts all souls and that determines the relations between the three entities
of the title.

Although Ramakantha was a Kashmirian, a number of his works sur-
vive only in the South of India. Exceptions are the Matangavrtti, which
is transmitted both in South Indian sources and in Kashmirian ones, and
the NaresSvarapariksaprakasa, which is transmitted almost exclusively in
Kashmirian sources. The Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti, transmitted in a single
Sarada manuscript, now joins Ramakantha’s ceuvre. Like the Naresvara-
pariksaprakasa, it appears not to have been.transmitted in South Indian
sources.

Another, shorter commentary on the Tattvatrayanirnaya survives, by
the well-known twelfth-century follower of Ramakantha’s theological school,
Aghorasiva, and this was printed along with the first edition of the karikas
(Ep), as well as in both subsequent editions, that of Vrajavallaba DWIVEDI
(1988: Ey) and Pierre-Sylvain FILLIOZAT (1991: E;). Aghoradiva’s com-
mentary departs from that of Ramakantha both in its interpretations and
in its readings of Sadyojyotih’s work, and it seems a reasonable assumption
that Aghorasiva, who knew and echoed Ramakantha’s commentaries on the
Kirana, the Matanga, the Sardhatrisatikalottara, the Moksakarika and the
Paramoksanirasakarika, did not know Ramakantha’s commentary on the

1See SANDERSON 2006, the conclusions of which regarding Sadyojyotih’s date are to be
found on p. 76.
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Tattvatrayanirnaya.® It is possible that the work never reached the South
of India. Furthermore, we are aware of no reference in any other work of
the Saiva Siddhanta to the existence of the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti.

One might conjecture that one reason for the work’s limited spread is
that it was written in a relatively remote place. Ramakantha’s concluding
verse mentions that he composed it while in Darvabhisara, a place that might
have been outside his usual working area. But we are not certain of where
Ramakantha usually lived. The concluding verse of the Kirapavrtti reveals
that he began to write that work in Vijayapura (see GOODALL 1998:xi—xii),
on the bank of the Vitasta, and finished it on the bank of a river called the
Candrabhaga. As Peter BISSCHOP has pointed out to us,® Darvabhisara was
delimited by these two rivers according to STEIN.4 Since the Kiranavrtti too
was composed in Darvabhisara and actually survives in South India, it is
possible that others of Ramakantha’s works were also written there, in other
words that this was in fact Ramakantha’s regular working area, and that
the merest chance dictated that the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti never came to
be transmitted in the South.

Although preserved in just one manuscript, the work seems relatively well
transmitted and we found the task of constructing a readable text less diffi-
cult than we had feared. A similar project (undertaken by S.L.P. Anjaneya
SARMA, Alex WATSON and Dominic GOODALL) to edit and translate Rama-
kantha’s Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti has taken years of work to approach
completion: that work is admittedly longer, more wide-ranging and philo-
sophically richer, but the principal reason why it has taken so much longer
to work through is that it is transmitted poorly and in a large number of

*SANDERSON, to whom we provided a first draft of the edition, rather implies (2006:44)
that Aghoradiva might have known the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti, but he is there defend-
ing the proposition that Aghorasiva might have composed a commentary on the Ratna-
trayapariksa in spite of knowing that a commentary by Ramakantha on the same work
existed. It is similarly conceivable that Aghoradiva knew of the existence of the Thttva-
trayanirnayavivrti when he wrote his own Tattvatrayanirnayavrtti, but we think that it
can be reasonably assumed that he had not studied the Tattvatrayanirpayavivrti, nor does
Aghorasiva make reference to it in any of his surviving commentaries.

%In an undated letter to Dominic GOODALL.

4STEIN (1979:32-33, annotation to Rajatarangint 1:180) identifies the area as follows:
‘From the evidence available it appears that Darvdbhisara as a geographical term com-
prised the whole tract of the lower and middle hills lying between the Vitasta and Candra-
bhaga. [The Candrabhaga seems to mark the eastern limit of the territory in the passage
of the Visnupur., iv. p. 223.] From Rajat. viii. 1531 and the topographical point dis-
cussed in note viii.1861, it is clear that the hill-state of Rajapurt (Rajauri) was included
in Darvabhisara.’
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sources. Editing Ramakantha’s Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti has seemed vastly
easier (which is not to say that we feel confidence in having resolved all its
problems).

The commentary of Aghorasiva on the Tattvatrayanirnaya, reedited and
translated into French by FiLLiozaT (1991), is, by contrast, a very much sim-
pler composition. In general Aghorasiva follows, imitates and echoes Rama-
kantha’s interpretations quite closely, but, as we have mentioned above, it
seems to us unlikely that Aghorasiva had access to Ramakantha’s Tattva-
trayanirnayavivrti. Unlike, Ramakantha, whose style is more discursive and
whose interpretations seem often distortive, Aghorasiva seems to stick ex-
tremely closely to commenting on Sadyojyotih’s verses. We had therefore
at first thought that it would be interesting to compare Ramakantha’s in-
terpretations of the Tattvatrayanirnaya with those of his twelfth-century
epigone Aghorasiva; but we found that for much of the work the readings
of Aghorasiva’s text are simply different from those of Ramakantha: the
two exegetes were not commenting on the same wording. Qur edition is
therefore significant also as a fresh testimony for a part of Sadyojyotih’s
ceuvre. Given that Ramakantha is nearly two centuries closer in time to
Sadyojyotih, we would expect his text to be better, and this expectation
seemed occasionally confirmed (e.g. verse 19). In at least three places, how-
ever, we suspected Aghorasiva’s text to be superior (verses 6, 27 and 31).
In other places, neither text seemed unquestionably better than the other.
As for our policy in constituting the malapatha, it was simply to put what
Ramakantha read, but, wherever his commentary did not make clear what
wording he was following, we followed the readings of our sole manuscript,
L, as long as they were metrical and interpretable.

It has been rewarding to find in this work another body of evidence
that helps us to reconstruct Ramakantha’s thought and its place in the
development of Saiddhantika theology. Of particular interest in this regard,
perhaps, is the discussion of pralaya in his commentary on verse 3, which
furnishes further evidence about the virtually forgotten Saiddhantika exegete
Brhaspatipada and his relation to Sadyojyotih and to the Rauravasiitra-
sangraha. The primary focus of the Tattvatrayanirnaya, however, despite
its title, is the innate impurity of souls (mala) and, more particularly, a
justification of the tenet that the ripening of this impurity (malaparipaka)
is required to account for the attainment of liberation by different souls at
different moments.

Here follows a brief outline of the topics treated in the text (verse num-
bers appear in the right-hand column):
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1 upodghatah
1.1 namaskarah
1.2 sambandhabhidheyaprayojanani
1.3 tattvatrayam
2 1éah
2.1 sadharmyam
2.2 parame$varah

2.3 muktedvarah
2.4 sakalakalaprabhedah

3 purusah
3.1 malanirodhah

3.2 anidatvam

3.2 Sivavadikarah

4 malah

4.1 moksavaicitryam
4.1.1 pumbalanityatvam
4.1.2 malasaktayah
4.1.3 malaparinatih
4.1.4 sadhanad udayabhedah
4.1.5 sadhananantyam
4.2 malaparinamah
4.2.1 srstisthitikale
4.2.1.1 malaparinamakah
4.2.1.2 muktiyogyasadhanam
4.2.2 gvapakale
4.3 18varasya svatantryam
4.3.1 sthitikale
4.3.1.1 svatantrasaktipatavidinam praty uttaram
4.3.1.2 karmabhogah
4.3.1.3 purvapaksinah punaruttarabhidhanam
4.3.1.4 siddhantinah pariharah: ubhayatra samanam
4.3.2 svapakale
4.3.3 punahsrstikale

4.4 malopasamharah

5 prakaranopasamharah
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According to Aghoradiva’s commentary on verse 2, Sadyojyotih’s Tattva-
trayanirnaya elaborates the Svayambhuvasitrasangraha’s presentation of
doctrine, in contrast to the Tattvasangraha (among other texts), in which
Sadyojyotih expounds that of the Raurava: srimadrauravasiddham arthasad-
bhavam tattvasangrahena samksepat prakasya, srimatsvayambhuvasiddham
anena prakasayati. It may be that Sadyojyotih himself makes the same
point in Tattvatrayanirnaya 32, where he describes himself as the author of
the commentary (vrtti) on the Svayambhuva, but we cannot be certain that
he means to express thereby that the Tattvatrayanirnaya is an exposition of
the doctrines of the Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha.

It does seem, however, that Sadyojyotih’s theology in general depends
to a greater extent on the Svayambhuvasitrasangraha than on the other
Siddhantatantras that we may assume him to have known. The only two
Saiddhantika scriptures that we know him to have known are the Svayam-
bhuvasiitrasangraha, on which he wrote a partial commentary, and the
Rauravasiitrasangraha, on which his Bhogakarika, Moksakarika and Para-
moksanirasakarika are commentaries.’> Among the other Siddhantatantras
that survive, the Nisvasa and the shorter non-eclectic recensions of the
Kalottara (DviSatikalottara and Sardhatridatikalottara) appear conceptu-
ally less developed and so likely to be earlier still.® Within this small group
of early scriptures, the most advanced doctrinally is unquestionably the
Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha: not only is it the only one in whose cosmogra-
phy the ladder of worlds (bhuvanadhvan) has been mapped on to the ladder
of tattvas (tattvadhvan),” but it is also the only one which makes mention
of innate impurity (mala).

Now mala is absolutely central to Sadyojyotih’s system, just as it is for
those of all the known works of the Saiva Siddhanta that postdate him.
Furthermore, it is in the Svayambhuvasttrasangraha that Sadyojyotih can
find what may be the only early (if oblique) allusion to the doctrine that
is the focus of our text, namely the ripening of impurity (malaparipaka),
which he detects in Svayambhuvasiitrasarigraha 1:17 (quoted several times
by Ramakantha in the course of our text). It would therefore not be surpris-
ing if Sadyojyotih meant to imply, in verse 32, that his Tattvatrayanirnaya
was an exposition of an important nexus of doctrines that is presented in

®See GOODALL 1998:xix-xxvi, SANDERSON 2006:47, fn. 11 and GOODALL [forthcoming].

8For some indication of why we believe the Nisvasa may be the earliest Saiva tantra to
survive, see GOODALL and ISAACSON 2007.

"On this matter, see Tantrikabhidhanakosa III [forthcoming] s.v. tattvadhvan. The
Dvisatikalottara and Sardhatrisatikalottara cannot be compared on this point, since they
present no cosmography.
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the Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha. FILLIOZAT (1991:134) expresses this in the
following way:

Sadyojyoti laisse entendre que ce présent ouvrage sur le mala et
les trois entités qu’il relie entre elles a une relation particuliére
avec un des grands Tantra de son école, le Svayambhuva. Il a
composé le présent opuscule apreés avoir écrit un commentaire de
cet agama. Il le dit dans le vers final. Il y a une parenté certaine
entre les deux textes. La relation n’est pas celle d’'un ouvrage
de base et d’un résumé. Auteur du commentaire du Tantra,
Sadyojyoti a repensé la matiére qu’il avait expliquée pas 3 pas
en suivant le texte canonique. On ne peut donc reconnaitre de
concordance phrase 4 phrase ou section & section entre les deux
textes. Mais on ne releve non plus aucune contradiction, aucune
divergence entre eux.?

Remarks on the Manuscript

Kei KATAOKA remarked some years ago upon the existence of the sole sur-
viving MS of this work in Lucknow and Dr. Imre BANGHA kindly helped
us to obtain a copy of only the relevant pages of the manuscript: Akhila
Bharatiya Sanskrit Parishad, Accession No. 2390.°

The manuscript is on paper and written in Sarada script of no special
calligraphic merit. The writing occupies 11 lines to a side and a generous
margin surrounds the text. The text of the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti covers
only a few pages (ff. 106r-118r) and follows upon the text of the Sivasiitra-
vimarsini of Kgemaraja, the colophon of which occupies the bottom lines
of . 105v. Immediately after the colophon to the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti,
which ends on line 3 of f. 118r, there appears the following verse:

sandhyavandana bhadram astu bhavato bho snana tubhyam namo

8<Sadyojyotih implies that the present work on impurity and the three entities that it
connects has a special link with one of the major tantras of his school, the Svayambhuva.
He composed the present small work after having written a commentary on that agama.
He says so in the final verse. There is certainly a relationship between the two texts. The
relationship is not that of a base-text and a résumé. As the author of a commentary on
the Tantra, Sadyojyotih has rethought the subject-matter that he had expounded step by
step and following the canonical text. It is therefore not possible to identify a sentence-
by-sentence or section-by-section correspondence between the two texts. But one cannot
discover any contradictions or divergences between them either.’

®The manuscript is catalogued on pp. 18-19 and 362-3 of A Catalogue of Manuscripts
in The Akhila Bharatiya Sanskrit Parishad, Second Series, vol. IV. Lucknow: The Akhila
Bharatiya Sanskrit Parishad, 1995.
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bho devah pitaras ca tarpanavidhau naham ksamah ksamyatam
duhsamsaravikarabhaskarakarapragbharabharoddhatam
cetah samprati citsudhajalanidhau pirne $ive majjatu.”

After that follows what appears to be a Vedantic discussion of susupti that
begins with the words susuptav ahankarabhave pi tadvasenavasitajnana-
bhasakasya caitanyasya svatah.... The discussion breaks off, just as it
starts, in media re, and so there is no label to identify the work; but an
argument in it is identified with the tag iti madhusudinyam. If this is a ref-
erence to a work of Madhustidanasarasvati, the manuscript could not have
been copied before the eighteenth century. It seems to us to be unlikely to
be as early as that, but our limited experience allows us to compare it with
only a few handfuls of manuscripts in Sarada script. One relatively late
feature of the script that we have seen in many other Sarada documents is
not to be found in this manuscript: our manuscript marks no distinction
between sta and stha. The regularly spaced marked lacunae in some parts
of the text (e.g. in verse 7 and in the commentary thereon) suggest that it
descends from an exemplar that had damaged corners.

As we have indicated above, the text seems to have been rather well
transmitted with relatively few copying errors. Typical Kashmirian copying
errors connected with Kashmirian pronunciation (confusion of a and i; 7
and e; da and dha, etc.) appear to be rare. If there is one kind of error that
predominates, it is the accidental dropping of portions of text. Clear cases,
by way of example, are to be found in the quotation of Matangavidyapada
25:62c at the end of the commentary on verse 3 and in the quotation of
Kirana 2:26ab towards the end of the commentary on the first half of verse
4. In most cases, we think, the bits of text that have been dropped are just
a few syllables long, but we have in a few places judged that longer units
of text have been accidentally missed out and, where we felt confidence in
being able to reconstruct the argument, we have supplied what we think

10This appears to be an adaptation of Vilvamangala’s Krspakarpamrta 2:107:

sandhyavandana bhadram astu bhavato bhoh snana tubhyam namo
bho devah pitaras ca tarpanavidhau naham ksamaeh ksamyatam
yatra kvapi nisidya yadevakulottamsasya kamsadvisah

smaram smaram agham harami tad elam manye kim anyena me.

Relatively late dates have in the past been proposed for this work and doubt has been
cast on the authenticity of its second and third asvdsas, but the presence of a verse
inspired by it in our manuscript is after all of no great use to us as a means of dating our
manuscript, for KUNJUNNI RAJA’s detailed discussion (1958:31-51) convincingly dates the
Krsnakarpamrta to not later than 1300 AD (1958:44) and shows that suspicion about the
authenticity of the second and third asvdsas is not particularly well-founded (1958:34-40).
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would have been conveyed in double angled brackets. With such diagnostic

conjectures we are of course unlikely to have hit upon the exact wording
that Ramakantha used.

‘Who did what?

Since this is an edition prepared by many hands, we add here a word about
our working procedure. The work was first typed in from the manuscript by
Dominic GOODALL and read over once rapidly by Dominic GOODALL and
Diwakar ACHARYA together in 2004 at the Pondicherry Centre of the Ecole
francaise d’Extréme-Orient. The above two then proposed a month-long
meeting with Kei KATAOKA to finalise together a critical text and English
translation. With the gracious financial aid of the Japanese Society for the
Promotion of Science, Dominic GOODALL was able to come to Japan for
the month of March in 2008. This team of three was then able to read
through and discuss the text together in long, uninterrupted daily sessions,
first in the Indology Department of Kyushu University, Fukuoka, and then
at Kyoto University. At almost all of these sessions in both cities, Yuko
YOKOCHI was also able to participate. A draft English translation was pre-
pared by Dominic GOODALL and circulated for discussion, and, at the same
time, a draft Japanese translation was prepared by Kei KATAOKA, which
was circulated among the Japanese participants who sat in on the reading
sessions (Dr. Yasunori HARADA and Mr. Kazuho YAMASAKI in Fukuoka,
and Professor Masato FuJil, Dr. Kazuo KANO, Dr. Makoto KITADA, Dr.
Werner KNOBL, Dr. Taisei SHIDA, and Miss Junko SHINODA in Kyoto).!!
Our interpretation—and therefore our punctuation, choice of readings, and
all our proposed emendations—resulted from these stimulating group ses-
sions and the edition is therefore very much a joint effort.

We conclude this brief introduction with a word of thanks to the
Akhila Bharatiya Sanskrit Parishad, Lucknow, for granting us access to
the manuscript.

"Dominic GOODALL also read and discussed the first few pages of the work in
Pondicherry in February 2008 with Alberta FERRARIO and Dr. Marzenna CZERNIAK-
Drozpzowicz. And a considerable number of important last-minute corrections and
suggestions were made by e-mail by Professor Harunaga ISAACSON, to whom we are most
grateful. ’
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TIIRIQUS AT A qIRATST HETTaIaeedT [aReT aari |
s 3§ g geaaugergs i vefiwraaua saraer Jfgar-
IR A ER IR L R ] B R B L P E R L b b DK C R
FoaTaTsr YT aEAadrd aracq g CIuTH: |
e S fafesr gerfa g9t a=matesa
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TAAT T g TATHTAEE RATHIT | (£106°) ATITER T T1C-
qTaTeTa af=sa Frearaaitarntecraratasaor ghaatasatata
o TE THEHT WUTHAUT &I | T T SATATChT HLOT=aor,
dgue ST waid T | § T, AATCERT: qagcadadd-

1b. §4TeT | EpEp; 8T L 1d. 9T SATIAT T8 | L; sAMIAT -
AT AHETE Ep(unmetrical) ?; SATIXT IT AT THEEN Ep; 9T SATAT AT
THETE Ep’s M

1.6 Cf. Paramoksanirasakarika 55cd: faqmama=arendiamgr &H: &amd |

0.1 T | em.; >&FET AT 77 faramern o =T L 0.4 ¥nTET=Te |
conj.; °WWTETET® L 0.5 a@qﬁrémx] conj.; a—@' gfeg™ L 1.1 31"7501]
em.; A L 1.3 °&1’qﬁ%ﬁW] conj.; °&HET AT L 1.5 ‘-ﬁTI'] conj.;
VAT ¥ L 1.5 AcAi9eaTcaH® | conj. Isaacson; GeaiaqTcHS L 1.7 €9 |
conj.; HFE-T L 1.8 FTATAIGIOTIGET&IT® | conj.; FTcaTA=—NS VT -
ATAGTUTETTe L 1.9 ST | conj.; HTLUT=ALT L
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3.34 qﬁl"lﬁ': .. .Frarfay: Tattvatrayanirnaya 6.
3.9-11 TEATCHICThe! -- -G T FHAT SN Svayambhuvasiitrasaigraha 2:9-10b.

1.11 AMEHT | conj.; FAMCE® L 2.4 a4 SRAT] conj.; aafeTT L
8.5 TL YT | conj.; TagfgeT L
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FraataTecgsd | {6 T aqutegsiafe | s ET2asd
e | AramET AT TR aTE T fid TR Teh e T
FALT | TG —

gt ar fagar ar samm T =1 |

HAYGT: AT a7 § FAT ATH A I §f |
e H == (£, 107°)TEHAT &ged SIT AT qevaRv e SHea o =TT -
for: ) wg FwerEEr & sfr agnor sifeswraT AT o
FIUCATATATATIH IR , ATcHEHeaHT qTITAT: &7 Iq: |

f& = gu sfr fagfasa fag anrdifa | agmwesr gat=-
TEIIHEIS SHAed qeaIgHIITd §TN: | T aeacaT -
qree e | g | fawfavfafrgent § e o SfEer-
AT HRRHE AT ST [ 68T
TSI | T g | I dita af¥a Tagwr e | i
fe Trea—

HAAIICH AT Hgar Tharaam |

fafger Taaqeaaror IO 9237 gf |
HAay sfr
3.18-19 ‘»'{H:t'ﬁ' qr F:@?ﬁ’ . FAT TH &TH: Source unknown. Also quoted ad
Naresvarapariksa 1556, ad Matarigavidyapada 6:31 and ad Bhogakarika 72c-73b.

3.29—30 IFT=ATILH AN ---9XH 9GEH_ inserted in the edition of the Rauravasitra-
sangraha between 4:21 and 4:22, but not to be found there in MY or the other MSS: it

is in fact Rauravasitrasangraha 2:13 as read by MS B776.

3.16 TEQHTUATAAAA | conj.; TRAHTITIAAET L 3.18 FTLHIVT | conj.;
HLOMAT L 3.26 °TAT STAITHEIL | conj.; °ToTdr A=ar {7 g L 3.27
°qHEIC ] em.; °IHEL L
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YErEAIqaT 9T TS THIGIHT: |

AT SIS FAT TCH 98| 33
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AT Teerar sfr agwag=aa — 3

Fragevafaagt veafadat faar a@ar 7
Fererearar(c. 108y~ yforarieraTagaT sa=a: | faraaseaaay |-
& T aET: | TR ST agpE:, (e e e R
TG SHITAT [OVaashadr § [y, T ariemeeg i - o
I | T STy sfagey freeeagy ua | gg& JrEe —
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Frar sfaierar  2fa) 6
HOH, M@ <UF a7 Taafa | 55 g amma o awed wfawr-
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g Hfacor —

TIRUTHT SIATET IaTeT T o0 | 56T |
forar gaat =) fegamaes=aa | 7 g AEEeTRET I99, 95F o
Traay —

3.32-33 YEAIAIT 24T --YXH 9SH Matangavidyapada 25:62cd and 63cd, in
which the edition reads YT~ YeqWHHA, for which it records no variant. The
intervening line reads: T HIGIT T FATT T T T ST

4.5—6 THUTTCHFATHTAT WRTETSEELT: | FraaT sfnirare af@aT aaehe
Bhogakarika 105¢c-106ab. :

4.11 TIUTHT SITTET ITTET T o0 | Kirana 2:26ab.

3.32 °UqdT éaT] em.; °HTHAT L(unmetrical) 4.3 °a??ﬁ("|'QT] conj.; °dTH
TATL 4.7 AT Q@ AT | 9@ UR3-u T L 4.8 fov = yerafadimfafa ) con.;
f& ukau fafT L 4.0 gaTfeeaSa™t ] conj; qT Uf4ju L 4.11 ThComET
SYTTET IqTET | em.; TXUTHT FGI6T L(unmetrical) 4,12 FaT @8t 7|
em.; QT @8aT T L
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15

18

21

faafaceger a9 1 gfa
I ATATET TARAT S =ad —
Td J9iacaga AraTa<s (dar e =0 ¥ |
THAT ATATAH, (e arded TATUTTETT, Alg~ai -
qTEARHNT HTO g A | yEfaeEgE TUTHT S, ST -
qTETTRIUER-q [ag: | 3Tq UF Ir=a+ qari<ad | Ta(t 108°)F
TCET AT ATETET g 7

oy fraqeyataagraca farawrsear=ar =T 989 91-
YA G =ad —
9T JIOIATEA SR SATGTagIuITaa: |
qReECaned gard gfgr T @

T TgOdded OalaTaugayhaTcRaed qEATHIe Il 94 -
YT GHTH | TRTaeTHaeg [T | TRHa e e,

Y T N[ | RO g aiga: Raarheatey ad:
geaferaTfefan w i

Iq T —
Ffaqa: wfaareT @rEaaeaag: |
qhAaTaATHGT Iar 39 FRarara:u

T & Jfa: afrfa: ‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁ‘qw Fraaiey ferfaagemT-

TAVATIUETCHT: & HAGIEI A=A AT TEL sAfefag: |
T g gEfeay, offefageard | I gadareds: Haaya: dr

5b. °fa@: | LEp; °f@vTa: Er(unmetrical) 6a. Ffd° | L; Fd° EpEr
6b. °F|'ﬁ:|—x&":] L; °m EpEr

4 ﬁm g Matangavidyapada 6:81a.
4.14 FSATTEESIT | em.; AOFACHESIT L 4.16 THIUTMTATA ] conj. Isaacson;

FHTHTETT, L 6.1mﬁ=r]em FEA L 6.3 GHIAAY, ATKITGET ] conj.;
Tafwarsgaraiageard L
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SHAATTEg: THEY | gwivaY carfafag 5T | o7 aewiaaT
AT 7 WEAta | o & wia a=gmcd 97 FreeTaeIT (£ 1097)
forer: #emd | o7 a9 9T GeaTHETERT g | g-
TIT: JgAhged 87 GHFATTEET Seldhed SHIHAT qeaaane: |
qd0g: —
TR TIAT FAT (AT 7|
e sfr—
qX: gaTTwE: 9T Fegdeghrea | gfa
ErHTIEAT § TEICTRTHT SYREIRaTe qeaTaeT aaie Uq,
FhaTers: S aeTToRT sSAmaT e m =TT I € I
™ Fraremafaagt saafad=t faar qaqt 70 5fy faa-
TEYET: HEE | oY SEy=aa —
Fﬂ'ﬁgwqﬁumuci qETHTT gEETa faeg |
AT fg 9 Ao aeATiedegmi 9
TEITHIT <foraurEgs U gatdeEE T, e -
TETTATT | TS T <TG, 9839 gayeareny-
§: 1 9T, WWWWW<WH>W%—
szﬁlwwnﬁ?ﬁﬂwﬁmwﬁ?www«mm

7b. WTH'FW‘Hé’HTIﬁ'Fﬁ'] Er; 99T U [7] U feg L; qomfT adee fag
Ep c. TdT fg AT L, w%ﬁWEDEF

6.9 YIW: EESE) &ar ffes T Source unknown. Also quoted elsewhere,
e.g. ad Kirana 3:13, ad Matarigavidyapada 3:20. And note that this half-line is plainly

alluded to in Ratnatrayapariksa 265 and then expounded in Ratnatrayapariksa 266-82.

6.11 ¥W: GI(WT: WT: FEAVCTEITS Kirana 3:13cd.

6.13 FHHHIIA See Matarnigavrtti ad vidyapada 3:20.

6.14 foaqevafaagt saafag=t faar @39 T Tattvatrayanirnaya dab.

7.1&@@?\'] conj.; U [-67-]u L 72‘1%“”7:[‘73?!?!' HIET | conj.; U [-67-]u
BT L 7.4 AATHEGEEE qerTe ]conj,qﬁwru[m]uw L
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fag 1 e g doEIeeR@yTIIaT, e B

TEIT(£. 109°) TAATCRTLNTAHEAT FAT X ATIEAATEAT G g IT-
fo: 1 7 & Fgoaeer feees a= aamEdfan v

[
qq: Jod (A7 I=Fd —

& saT s argT Freatarer AT FereatE |

AT SATEHAATHTRIUTT [HTET STET: |, A eThgasd -
ETAT: , AATIIATdd aahiead: | 37d Uq —
TIT A & &

TAAAA G & dgall gl
TAETAATI e d N d Jedre grartaara: grafa, o-
ATATCHTRTATCHA T aH ATl algeaTyaer fagartas e
qrre ETfafa TEasaTIuT TeATe O eI Srarrerer-

o ae Frgfafeegs Siacarsne —

T AR AT TEY: EETAAieRerST | g |
TEaERE sfr—

TrET AEIEs 99 9T 99l
TR G

T

8a. T SAT STIWT | L;TATHIET EpEr  8cd. & & FOFHS G | L; &
famer @@ T E Er

8.7 T HIe AT T€T: EHETATCHETIT Quoted and attributed to the Pauskara in
the Mrgendravrtti ad vidyapada 2:28 and in the Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 3:150cd.
The line occurs in the South Indian Pauskara: 1:90ab (Adyar ed.).

8.9 AT MIASA I 9T AIATT Svayambhuvasitrasangraha 2:24cd.

7.5 W] conj.;THT L 7.6 °§WUT@W] conj. ; T -
THIEHAT L 7.7 FATILETC® | conj.; FATRIATNG I 8.1 THIET ] em.;
qETET L 8.4 oTHTRAGHTATSAT | em.; °TATAQETITHAT L 8.5 °SATdT-
%‘ﬁ?] em.; STTYTUT L
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HE U Taga YA Sar [ faraasiere: |
TGET STAT AT To4T: FreAT: FaraT= i @ i
AT AVHATE Aegaa-ratedrts, qagaargar sarfag faaer
TR T SRR | o (110 TF e W-
TEAr AT JTATAT AATYSAT, ST qriae=a: |, s
<TaTgT, AT JrATEhe N
I AT CHRAATTTRI T Tar: —

frear yrfeeer aefeafaes a9 sam: |

Y TESqAcAS I e {6 EqaTeaaT ey afa aer a-

TTRITAT FATATSHAGIETT AT HeqT TheadT 980,
T g afersfaer, emarge ey qer Ay atareR e

HoT AT e g e Teag T gl 9ol
qeqHad | ?W&aTﬁmm?rawm Freirent: | Fd: | T-
Wﬁ@@?&'ﬁﬁ'ﬁa%wwl I —qgaAly afaer fag-
AATRAEAIIS T (IR gT Afafaaarare: | #¥ afs ard-
HXOTITE T AT (£.1107) FHFITTCE® aeaage —

9ab.qﬂ'ﬂ'ﬁ'ﬂﬁf€\%¢ma—cﬁ] conj.; HAGETAGAYNT THAT L; TAEISTIET -
YT EpEp Wﬁseﬁﬁwr]LPEF WML“'W
AT Ep  od. sﬁw T° ] Ep; WIEAT: WT° L; IATH B, 10d. 94T |
LEr’s M; €L EpEp

10.2 gfEHAAT aEH | conj.; M L 10.3 AT | conj.; afer-
e L 10.4 TS0 | conj.; THTEERT L 10.5 3fs=aT | conj.;
AT L 10.6 ~InFATE® | conj.; qTememtiae L 10.11 ST T
Y9 | conj. Isaacson; HTARTIUATET &9 L
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d FATCANTEHRUTE ST 7 faad)

gfer Srefaear—
HFHUET a7 5 AT Jald T Goadarard || FeaTEaril e
AT AAGUITCIT T TAT FegaH | T ST aqad: —

TSN &9 T 7T JfaTH |

TN (4T T $9er U T SO0, AT g FHEH 0T |
ERIERINEERIERINIFIC T LEE- RIS
fagmraaereT W anifaeda: 1 i@

e A g9 e aEesed Tauisd AuTnmarcad -

YOI GIT9geHT HI&r ar To& 304 | qayadad

gorermar fafwar:
TEITCHT o TRUTaTCaRT: Il 92 1

AT I ST AT THAT [aheT: ﬁwmﬁmﬁv

qENTOT J[UTETaT: | S T Waed T T | STt ATt -

HTC: FATATH BT T | FEaOree f§ 996 gaiiag : |

g WITHR —
o=t f7 gEEET gEr Wer T 359
Irega FHUT VETARST (£1117) TE A8 | AT 81
T AIa{eY AAT AR qUvcHaal T Hraeq

ar yag: | TG —

10.12 ﬁwﬁmmm@?ﬁéﬁlmﬁ%ﬁ@%?

HadR/9I Il Tattvasangraha 20.
11.2 -3 fagmaARTE=—=a L . - GfaT&Ia:  Paramoksanirasakarika 55cd and an

unknown half-verse.

11.10-11 =97 fg G@TEET. . - afT TreTd Bhogakarika 106¢-107b.

11.8 °FTT: TATHTT | conj.; °FIXHCTITAT L 11.8 FTIRHIEITHS | conj.;
FEFOEENS L 11.11 T84T | em.; da¢ L
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faferadar FraTegaera: afvorseaer: #mem |

T SN aenytaw i 91

Wﬁﬂ@rﬁlﬁﬁiﬁw&ﬁﬂwm
TR RATRERY g e | agE e —

&0 gferferamar ereT T3=e wfa gfr
AT TR TATTHATH HeT: FTTAToadaT, T adar| aeT-
REIEICIEISaS Il e T q997 | FafET dga=reNeors
WIWWIH?WIW
HATET T FAY, ATEEHENTT SfT mETIerd geraaaeTs:
ghourmaTfafau 921

YT yHFer e g9 fqfaafafa sa=mafwr-
qarfe:, Tfeh et wRufaeasmasmer=aT TR rEeTTaT
%I%rla?ﬁ—q?r—

AT TT IEATT IIEe: gryargeans: |
FATGIUTT TIT S ST AT=TIT AT 93 1
AT ST TENTIT ATITETHTEATGETET HrayerT a9 sarfaeh-
Ff=Rfa s wfaufear st srenfafs wRrwTerer -
%Wrmmw&wﬁmaﬁ, AT | aETT
a. IEMT | EpEr; HFATT L 13b. °F¥: ATIAIGEEANT: | Ep; °g8:

WW LEp's M; °3ET: HINAGEANET: E,  18d. AT-GNT S | L;
W@'WEDEF

12.3 &0 FRAF=ETET SITeTC AT AT Svayambhuvastitrasangraha 1:17cd,

12.6 3’315?7 TR See Kirana 5:30ab (and commentary): H&T H-<&q¥l (e
AT aTRET |

12.1 AFTCHATATCRI | conj.; ARTHATENIT L 12.3 T34 | L; Frsdae
Svayambhuvasitrasangraha Ed. 12.8 Wﬁ“ﬂqrﬁﬁf] em.; gfCoETEfT L
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A=A IRYG NG IERETE § U9 q&ae: T9g: | I999,
AT T @ Ta e AT Td =T eay: | T ffaaratarca-
Wa=ggq:, dda@Eaa ¥, JAfT &raayar | 91 T o
qaaLcaTe TRIEdIcg® AT —
A=A AT ST d LT aTFTHar |
i @A=AHqrg T HATITIH T
TTEIT: 0 93 1
qaET T (Eie: T9§ sed=9d —
T uETR T FAfREhETe S |
HAAlgHHaa AT ATa-T=a{ 1l ¢ |
T T : e By i
AAICIThTeT® de(oh: TTRTHATT&UT g faed ae a-
UT(£. 112" P ATTVETT HITadT qeaTa-eT &I TedeaT- g |igdr-
WA, T TR AT ST TaaTerarTray sead: 119¥ |
R
TET g7 19l @A TOIGAeT: T2 |
qET qaT aTafsiagatacTaria a=caq il 9% |
T AR ¢ﬁgdzimww, RN IR
TR 9 9 9T gRfq auehaqi IR 99 T ST Je
l4c. °THL]| L; °THN EpEr  15ab. JaT JIaTE: =g aTOIHT: | em.;
TaT FTafe: =d0 AT L; TuT a1afs: § GG EpEp; TaT

grafs: € FAUNST Ex’s M 15c¢d. TaT dTafgidgde | L; der qratafgae
Er’s M; T¥T arafa{fgad® EpEr

13.8 -9 WAATHTIASTE - - -7 FHTTYIHAT The second line is Naredvara-

pariksa 2:30ab; the first line contains the same ideas as 2:29, but in different wording.

Our verse appears attributed to Siddhaguru ad Mrgendravidyapada 3:5.

13.4 TEIET: | conj.; TEAEIT L 13.8 TGTA-ATAT® | conj.; SaTq=aTedre L

141 BT | conj.; Fe@E L 150 ATEEE: | conj; HIETE: L
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TEFATAIH TS, a6 Jaeafe=hmer ST Wi 3
erfrar: ﬁsﬁm&rﬁwﬁnwﬁwﬁwgﬁrwﬁ#w
AT ATEET AT AT SRR I STAT M AT /T |
Tﬂﬁwmﬁwsﬁﬁmﬁ&wiueiu
TTEAq —
T T q g Q=TT gea= |
AT ATE QU T FTT ghwafea Sra=r 1l 951
q: aTEET wrer sfefaeeTvde yfaes Wergri s -
TS TaR (0 Ga: T geae, aar sfy anrnafigaea
T HAET (£.112%) Aa-gHhcd (9dd a T | FA=94T ar=g1T
YA Toqsa=r, Tsareor sereacarqurtafa i ok |
e fOlae | 37 Te39 ST T TR F: —
R fir we 7
feet AerTRomAReTTTar FereTaTRT gor: TR i e
s, 7 wfaffr saemetag oo @ o, TrEds
gfer afcaend @a=wfmIaTar angwrer i y=m: |
ARSI

T: HATIeT TR |
Fromeatta [ frsasr g@mae W v
T Y A FEATE TG A |
frg = @ fafee wordr 99 =t s

17 a. TFComafa Fg] conj. (supported in the commentary on 19); gforafa fe
L(unmetrical); TROTHATT EpEr  17b. T FATIRT | LEr(following M); F-
qtUeIT B, 17cd. f9F ST | LE (following M) ; f== frsds1 7 =: B,
18c. (9| ExEp; far L 18d. ¥4 4T ] conj.; Waﬁ?L AT
dT EpEr ’

15.3 XIS | em.; FIFEeA Le; °qoF xFaTx e L 16.4 T-
9T | conj.; TYSEAT L
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FH T Y 9T Ut fow &Ofa Sm |

T A ATgl 7€ HTeUTeadad fafaed |l 92 |
T furr fafassaivedT (ehar ST gITRTATg T
fafesr W7 a8 eI e T T SR d; (£.1137) TET-

AT AR <M ITHET T TET HETIerr qigsT=eaT qeare
FAAT; AT T qF afered 9 «faw qenmasyay qer-

A gERE greereay fafgaw; @ gieame sfr & v

FUTT TETL>, F UT:, Fof §d AAET, [ENIT -
W FoAlled XA T0e:, gaar iaevr Jo fafaqer &ata
Tromadifa ) s | 3T aforfaenmee sfr g &-
AT FHUEEC: GEEETEN: AT —T g AMEeeaagaT
giedagr —watsioad, agavrortarar sfr ¢ oa qres-
atvera gfa oa: @awimarararg: I 9= |
T T —

afafga: wew fg goamder awear g
Frafg Al ARSI IaeaTaaca{urd: TR ye g
HAHANT (AU S G%e (had | T @9ys 0 fHaaa
Ty auT fg—

e Fa-adta iy & rereiEETRea T e |

19b. fo #Ofd Jwrr: | L fodr sfy fefediarT: BpBr  19c. & et AT

TS | L; A & AGTOAS: EpEr  19d. §4ed ] EpEp; zﬁa'L(unmetncal)

20 ab. W%WW%@%]L TTRr

& Ep(unmetrical); NTTTY JEHTATT G9@Tdad Ex(following ABM, all his

MSS); but Er remarks that Aghoraswas commentary suggests the reading: TcdT-

IR A E TR 20d. 999 f§ & TOwiFEaTReT ] L; g8 § T
{ EpEr

19.2 M| em.; WIT L 19.3 *TETHITHETT T&H | conj.; TETHT -~~~ &%
T L 194Fq'ﬂ'aﬁwmmﬁ'1conj.;ﬁruﬂwﬁrL 19.6 & MNTETT
W@FFCI‘WVIT] conj. ; FEVATET UL 19.7 Elﬁ'] conj.; g L 19.8 YfQUr-
ﬁﬂa"’] conj.; TfuAfaeTe L
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gg'r#aﬁlﬁu’r(fm)ﬁrug‘ﬁﬁmmm
TT ¥ AT GURERY JaeRy FE i g aqe T AT -
TET AT ATRETEAT oA GETHTNRTET IiCTHiasTe
eI | BT f SEEITERT I | a9 §¥T aenTeITaTh -
o {7 qiwher wor SETe T |
T TR FIE=AT, ATATAT T FATE | HAST ATGIT-
TR TaRaT TRuTATT IRl | sE=aa —
T @
ahorfafeeT goer fafagmn e
T SIS ST ATATET: ST HETYAdaTer Tt gae-
TICATRTI: IfaeayiaesT: eIy omaRT yafa —T &r-
ATHAT FOST AT, e aeanEaTd — g &l
Faaadiae ST serTiufaenmaares FHfaerafayyr sfr
qiorfacat whrsrdiegery: i 91
T EFIAARIAATE ATHFTIS TTTaT: —
afe  fafrafoara Fea s aa: fafafa
HAICAY A7 FATQIrela o SEg==r=a: 1 |

HEITIAT Hored wiufaeayraed wafs T o aer Ifarae-

qed: | @ T faumrererder afomafefa of: gog: ) aeae

TEITEREAET QAT WITqar STedT | qasareq =

TEAT Ao TRufaheTfa T9edey uq a&e: I 3
SYfETER=IT —

Tefafa 7 99 goveped wivd § &
21b. TAHA| T; THFT Ess M 21d. fafager ] L; fafaem: EoEr
22 cd. FATYIUFEAT T] L; JUEANET EpEr  28b. @ &7 L; @&

EpEr

21.1 AN ° | em.; HOYd° L 21.3 9] conj.; I9 L
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12

15

waerar sfT FHuT TS sT R, Ta: FHET: TIomeT Wy
99 &gt fenarfeafafa T 9989 sy &diia | T
T U7 AT FRETRGNG JUT A A7 Wiasgdifa samesaa T |
w7 fg sfaarfear araaraaeTgsET g @) awg: —
HAATIATGIITHGINISIa §aT: |
e =g T g&fAta IS
TGN, A FHITAR AR STahed 6 |
AT R -aRIT TR T —

SEIEIGN
T eI e

HIATA I TIAT T TN 3
T FAfr fRT(E i TETfeET 'Y fag, gow geTieAT-
AHEH, THRIAANT [T THAOIGAT, SgaTaT aoaed
T FEIedr f[uYr fqea) saHaTSiadeawer g
HATSHATT, FET T FATIEASEH, AT HIIAT, THaed
ar| FA:? T GEHTY: GreqgiHvgHEET g aTata | gor
SHY FYUAGATENTHAF §ea¥:, TAeqAq Taqey qimaar-
qhed ATATA T U AEHTaed T STad CehA T ST aHg &I C-

23b. TIETA | L; TE8AT EpEr  23c. °Adcd | L; °AHETT EpBr

23.5—6 AT IATIH -~ -7 ﬂ?ﬁ?ﬁd’ TSI Verse from the beginning of Dharma-
kirti’s Vadanyaya. The verse is quoted in the Nyayamafijari (vol. 2, p. 679), where the
following explanation is given (p.680): grfeT ﬁwﬁﬁmﬁ@ SIEERIRES
T & AT §A, R wfaatfe area arae geusTaiE |
T JeaivHg IvEAEEa, e & o gaetferfaarfaiugemT

AT s=auT fAugsH—aTIEaT |

23.3 H | conj. ;AT L 23.6 FUEEITH=IT | em.; Mugeam@aea=g L 23.7
T, WA ] conj.; °NAdd L 23.8 IATT° | em.; AT L 23.12 THIZ-
T, T | em.; GATEATEET L 23.13 °THHCATEIT | conj.; *THTAT & T
L
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gt fagrifaeTae T stacgey sfar, T saftrasr-
T3
afr 7 —

HAfIRTICIdT AT Wi qeq qiatear |

T Fror F gar JiafT faye 7 WmaE ke

TR : FeaT a1l SraRTuTe: |

ISTRTICTET HISTag & FEHATO N Y 1
THLIAT HIATAAT ATAHT AT §T B2, WIq8r fg qear: g4
AR a9V, NIgs aTTseaT q49 BIEI

FIET §d: FEAROE: TOVE(E 157 AST (Rt T qa-
qifor gfcar=x wsrafa & swrar=ra: |
T TR —

TIAH: AT 8T AT YoqHT=T |
ferafa ade smETfa

TEFEETERY ST =g ®F STATIa I ThAT oI q T gET
AT G aaTUes e TTEaeST FRUTTEga | aqr ArsTa -
frrar s7 ggefagmaTtafa | sei<a —

HATAGHIA N R
TIT, FAUTHT AW $HAGE ATHEEAST GUTIHIATHRIT: |

U= —

24d. feT | EpEr; Sg@ L 25d. WINTAQ || ein.; WISE=g & L; MIorafaq
Ep(unmetrical) ; ¥ISTGfad § E-  26a. Eh_q_ch’] L; H9T EpEr  26c. fauafa
En‘)a’] Er; fauafa a¥9 L(unmetrical) ; IT=gfa a9a Ep

23.16 °ﬁ:|—-&"‘TF('UTﬁ|'°] conj.; °fag afturfae L  23.16 ETF?T‘[] conj.; ﬁﬁ[ L
25.2 AETITIIRANT | conj.; TYATIARNIE L 25.3 HIARCIT: | em.; HT-
TR L 26.2 °TEIT | Lee; oA L*o?  26.4 ~fageawed | conj.;
fagHeT L
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gETeRTd e fafaer e Jer ST |
wdita f& I aUF &g 7893 sHfau s

TaT Ao SFr AT —avT gEeaTREsATyT Aty e
TIITHAT FTAHT WIS TG TF | Tgh HHCATTRE —
effor gfet=ramaT sreaT 39 wfa ) gfa
TUT T VAT FHAUT JEAATHANT  <TATHRgHe= T
AT T U@ TROTha g e auTeede saIaraiagacd -
&Y
T FAAAAT ITEq (£.115%) —

| ST qgiTaed FHIT 93 |
TaqraHi e ferfaaaaaam=are =1 a1

ThA A AT e A AT A aaq o ched T, ®HOIE &I+~
AU aaa O ST I aq e hed 1 WHTETTATH T ged -
fafa aormaaeTeTE AETEEEtEETRr yafe T |
Y SHTR I I N ATH T~ TR " A |
AT A TRATAT: THa-ad TIITTIT eqTad i §fa |
27a. T | L; IET EpBy  27b. fafaged e qer s | 1; fafghay
TS AT EpE, 28a. °HE | L; 99 EpEe  28b. o7¥ET | L; oTO

EpEr  28d. *HHIHAEH | L; °THY KN Ep(unmetrical); ~TTARTATT
Er -

27.4 &0 afeframar Sread T:399 Ifq | Svayambhuvasttrasangraha 1:17cd
28.5-6 TATY ST YA - - - TAUT TEISITAH, Mrgendravidyapada 4:15.

27.4 ?ra'qv] L; M:399 Svayambhuvasiitrasarigraha Ed. 27.5 Wﬁ'] conj.;
T L zmzfn'qamﬁﬁa’wﬁvm%ﬁﬂhm 9T AT § UF ] conj.;
TRIATHRAOET L 28.1 °TGXAT® | em.; °A4%dle L 28.3 °&MTATINIcT-
ﬁTFd'] conj.; AN AT L 28.5 T ] Mrgendra (Ked); ﬁb‘qﬂ: L
28.6 9 wa—q:] L; 999 aq Mrgendra (Ked)
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qqT faunTaTc TR arETEE T FAT F e srar
FETCLTET T fvr?  femt avtaware aamiwe ? s
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which Sadyojyotih’s text has ATAT EHA

31.7 & afeaf~gamar ST Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha 1:17c.
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RAMAKANTHA’S TENTH-CENTURY TATTVATRAYANIRNAYAVIVRTI
TRANSLATION

O Sambhu, when those whose perception has been rendered free
of impurity after being empowered by the descent of power that is
your grace see you, pure, your power uninhibited, then, surely,
the arguments that philosophers formulate over difference and
non-difference are devoid of purpose.!?

Although the settled view of the thirty-six principles (sattrimsattattva-

12For the inability of the bound soul to use its limited faculties to grasp Siva, see
Moksakarika 106; but Ramakantha is here referring to the ‘seeing’ of Siva by a soul with
its unmediated power of knowledge after it has been empowered by initiation: see Moksa-
karika 109-110 and Ramakantha’s commentary thereon:

visuddhenatmatattvena caitanyakhyena sutrakrt

Siwasaktikaleddhena (Sivasaktikaleddhena ] conj.; Sivasaktikaledhyena GOML
R 14466; sivasaktikale suddhe Ev) sivo dhyeya iti bruvan

pasagamyo mahesana iti khyapayati sma nah.

[Moksakarika 109-110b.]

[Moksakarikavrtti] diksitair jnanasaktyaiva nirmalaya Sivasaktya dipitaya $ivo dhyeya iti
rauravasutrakaro bruvan (bruvan | GOML R 14466; ’'bravit Ey) na buddher dhyatavyo
(dhyatavyo | Ev; yamtavyo GOML R 14466) bhagavan ity aha

sarvanjenavinirmuktam Sivasaktikalaidhitam (Sivasaktikalaidhitam | BHATT,
GOML R 14466; Sivasaktikalotthitah Ev)

atmatattvam idam Suddham sadhakanam prakirtitam

tatstho ’linasvatattvena tam kalam cintayed budhah (budhah ] GOML
R 14466, Ev; sada BHATT).

Here ‘BHATT’ refers to BHATT’s edition of the Rauravasiitrasangraha, in which the 3
quoted half-lines are 4:43ab, 4:43cd and 4:42cd. The siglum Ev marks the readings of
Vrajavallabha DVIVEDI's edition of the texts of the Astaprakarana.

The author of the sitras [of the Rauravasiitrasangraha, on which I am com-
menting], in telling [us] that Siva is to be meditated upon by the purified
‘entity that is the soul’, [that may be] called ‘the power of consciousness’,
[once it has been] set alight by a part of the power of Siva, has informed us
that the Supreme Lord cannot be approached through [the limited faculties
of knowing that are] bonds. [Moksakarika 109-110b.]

[Moksakarikavrtti:] In saying that initiates should meditate upon Siva by means of their
pure power of consciousness inflamed by the power of Siva, the author of the Rauravasiitra
tells us that the Lord is not for the buddhi to meditate upon:

Freed of all impurities, strengthened by a part of the power of Siva, this is
proclaimed to be the purified ‘soul’ of the aspirants. Located in that, with the
entity that is his self unmerged (or merged?), the wise man should: meditate
upon that power(?).
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nirnaye) according to this system (iha) has certainly (hi) been enunciated
(ukte) in such works as the Tattvasangraha, [our author| now (tavat) [pays]
obeisance to the Supreme Lord in order to obviate obstacles (avighnaya)
so as to be able to teach here (atra) a further treatise (prakaranantaram
vaktum) that is intended to settle the nature (-arthasadbhavanirnaydya)'3
of three main entities (pradhanasya. . . tattvatrayasya),'* namely that which
experiences, that which is experienced and that which enables experiencel®
—[a nature] that may be defined by what they do and do not have in com-
mon (sadharmyavaidharmyalaksana®), both with each other and with the
other principles.

Obeisance to Him, who, independent (andyattah) and
of beginningless splendour (anadyudayah), bestows
through his own greatness various rewards upon souls,
after determining the nature of the varying [degrees of]
bondage [that afflicts them]. (1)

Obeisance to Him who gives to souls the varied fruits, namely (-laksanam)
experience, liberation and whatever is connected as the means of achiev-
ing those two (bhukti-mukti-tatsadhanasambandha-),'8 after ascertaining the
varying nature of their bondage, which can be the result of past action,
derived from primal matter and of the type [of impurity] that belongs. to
[each] individual [bound soul] (karmamayiyanavasya). From among those
[bonds] (tatra), he ascertains (jiatva) the variety of the power to give expe-
rience (bhogadanaksamatvavaicitryam) of the bond that derives from past
action, and then gives (dadat:) the various experience that is connected
with (sambandhi) the means of bringing about experience (tatsadhanaih),

3¢nature’ may seem a weak translation of arthasadbhdva, but something of this kind

appears to be required. Ramakantha seems to be echoing Sadyojyotih’s use of the word
in verse 2. We do not find other parallels.

MHere Ramakantha shifts to a non-technical sense of tattva, for, as we shall see below,
the three tattvas that are the subject of the treatise cover more than three of the thirty-six
tattvas of the Saiva Siddhanta.

B Er conj.

*®As we shall see in what follows, the Lord bestows experience and liberation by means
of a connection with a number of factors which produce or condition them. Why then
should one enumerate the connection with factors that produce liberation and experience
separately from bhukti and mukti? Perhaps the answer is that Siva can in certain cases
simply give mukti (or lower levels of mukt:) directly, without needing to connect the soul
with instruments. It is not inconceivable that the text is corrupt and that we should
read instead bhuktimuktisadhanasambandha®, ‘connection with the means of achieving
experience and liberation’.
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which derive from primal matter (mayiyaih), and that consists in awareness
of them (tatsamuittyatmakam),'” [namely:] the tattvas from kala to earth;
the worlds that rest in them (tadadhikaranai$ ca), beginning with that of
Kalagni and going up to that of Angusthamatra;!8 the infinite variety of
bodies born in those various worlds; and the experienceable [states of mind]
that are the bhavas and pratyayas.!® Then, upon ascertaining (jratva) the

7 Bx conj.

¥Why is Angusthamatra mentioned here? The Saiddhantika scriptures are not unani-
mous in placing the world of Angusthamatra in at the top of the maya-derived ‘impure’
part of the cosmos. Thus in the SarvajAanottara (9:109), the Kirana (8:123-4) and the
Matariga (vidyapada 11:38), he is at the head of a group of eight- Rudras who are placed
in ragatattva; in the Mrgendra (vidyapada 13:151-2) we find him at the head of the same
group, but described as being inside a tranche of three tattvas, namely kala enveloping
raga and vidyd (ragavidydgarbhe kalapade); and in the largest old Saiva cosmographical
account, that of the Svacchanda, Angusthamatra heads the same group, but is found lower
still, in buddhitattva (10:1045-6). )

But Ramakantha appears here to be following the cosmographical tradition represented
by the Malinivijayottara (5:28-9) and of which the earliest surviving source is perhaps
the Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha (4:25), according to which what is essentially the same
group of eight Rudras headed by Angusthamatra is at the top of the impure universe in
maydatattva. The Rauravasiitrasahgraha, although it does not allocate worlds and Rudras
to particular tattvas, also implies that this is where Angusthamatra lies (4:19-21). The
Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha and the Rauravasiitrasangraha are the only surviving tantras
of the Saiva Siddhanta that we can be certain Sadyojyotih knew, and so it is fitting here
that Angusthamatra should be placed here at the head of the uppermost level of the
universe within which embodiment is regulated by karman. Ramakantha is presumably
echoing verse 55 of Sadyojyotih’s Paramoksanirasakarika:

angusthamatrabhuvane katvalyam sambhavet pasoh
vijAianayogasamnyasair bhogad va karmanah ksayat

Isolation is possible of the bound soul in the world of Angusthamatra by the
destruction of karman through knowledge, yoga, renunciation (semnyasa)
or consumption.

One other relatively early source that places Angusthamatra high up is worth men-
tioning in passing: Bhoja’s Siddhantasarapaddhati (SANDERSON’s unpublished e-text,
NAK 5-743, NGMPP B 28/19, f.46"): mahdtejavamadevabhava-udbhava-ekapirgeksana-
#$anabhuvanesa-angusthamatra iti mandalesvarastakam mayayam.

19The bhavas are the eight basic propensities that are properties of the buddhi, namely
dharma, jiana, vairagya, aivarya and the opposites of these four. They are the fruits of
karman. When this karman becomes yet further ripened, they develop into more concrete
experienceable states of mind called pratyayas (thus Aghorasiva in the Mrgendravrtii-
dipika ad 10:25: te dharmadaya eva prakarsavastham praptah sthilena rupena bhogyada-
$am pratipannah pratyayah). According to the Sankhyas, from whom this nexus of ideas is
inherited, there are 50 pratyayas; according to Aghorasiva ad Mrgendravrttidipika 10:25,
interpreting the Mrgendra and the Matarnga, there are 300 for the Saivas. For more on
the subject, see Mrgendravidyapada 11.
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variety of this same [bond resulting from past action] that depends upon
destruction, either by knowledge, by yoga, by renunciation or by consump-
tion [of karman], [He bestows| the ‘fruit’ that consists in being a soul in
the state of being deprived of experience on account of the universe’s being
resorbed or in another state [of deprivation of experience, namely that of the
vijiianakevala] (pralayakevalatvadi phalam),?® which [in turn] depends upon
(sambaddham) [such factors as phases of]| creation and resorption. Upon
ascertaining the variety of [the bond of innate impurity] that affects each
individual, [a variety] which is produced by [the degree of] its ripening,
[He bestows| various types of liberation by means of various types of ini-
tiation, starting with [the commonest type, namely| the salvific initiation
whose effect is not immediate (asadyonirvanadidiksavaicitryena). And this
He bestows by means of His own splendour alone (eva), which means ‘by
His Powers’ (svasaktilaksanena), and not by means of any independent in-
strument, for even if He should make use of such a thing (tadupadane ’pi), it
is His Power that remains the [primary] instrument (Sakter eva karanatvat).
Furthermore (ca) He is one whose ‘splendour’ (udayah), which consists in
omniscience and omnipotence, is beginningless. The meaning is that He is
beginninglessly liberated.?!

Now, immediately after the offering of homage, the connection [with
Saiva scripture], the subject-matter and the motivation of this work [are
given|, necessarily together with (-p@rvam) [mention of] the qualification of
certain particular persons [for studying it].

Now, o you who merit honour,?? for the benefit of those

“Here again Ramakantha is plainly echoing Paramoksanirasakarika 55, quoted above
in footnote 18 on p.11. As we shall show below (see footnote 67 on p.28), the second
half of the verse is in other passages typically used when explaining how someone becomes
a vijnanakevala, in other words, a soul whose karman has been completely used up and
who can therefore no longer have a body made up of the evolutes of maya. For such a
soul, only mala remains. It is clear therefore that in this sentence Ramakantha intends
to speak of the two conditions in which the soul is deprived of experience, namely that of

2 Bz conj.

#2We could instead take natibhdjah as an ablative agreeing with gurutah. The position of
the two words seems to us to make Ramakantha’s interpretation more plausible. Another
possibility, the one adopted by Aghorasiva, is to take it as a genitive, referring to Siva as
the author of tantric scripture. Yet another would be to take the expression as a vocative
addressing devotees: ‘o you who have respect’. The advantage of this last interpretation
is that we could smoothly construe the phrase with tantre: ‘o you who have respect for
this tantra’. One more conceivable interpretation worth mentioning requires taking nati®
in the sense in which it is used in verse 6, namely ‘transformation’: ‘o you who are subject
to [a need for] maturation [of impurity].’
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of slow intellect [who belong] inside this tantric system
(tantre), I am about to teach briefly the special (kamcid)
essence? that I learnt from the Guru. (2)

O you who merit veneration (natibhajah = namaskéararhah), [namely| elders!
I shall teach the special (kamecit) nature (arthasadbhavam) that is on the
agenda of this work (vaksyamanam) and that consists in settling what three
entities have and do not have in common [both with each other, and with
other entities|. The meaning is that this is the subject-matter of this [work].
And this [subject-matter| has been ‘learnt from the Guru’, in other words
has reached us from the Supreme Lord through a succession of teachers
of the Sastra. This is the statement of the connection [of this work with
Saiva scripture]. Saying (iti) [that this is] for the benefit of those of slow
of intellect who are specifically (eva) initiated inside this tantric system
(tantre ’smin),?* [he conveys that] the work is targetted at particular persons
qualified to study it and is thereby (visistadhikarigatatvena) a statement of
the motivation [for the studying] of this [work].
Here the nature [of these three] is taught:

Siva, the soul and primal matter are eternal (nityam),
pervasive (vibhu), and endowed with power of agency
(kartréaktiyuktam). Even when all evolutes sleep, this
triad, among [all] entities [alone] wakes.” (3)

Sambhu, that is to say the entity Siva, [which is one of the three entities
discussed in this treatise, means| the Supreme Lord together with liberated
Sivas,?6 and together with the two reality-levels of Sadasiva and Iévara. This
he will [by implication] teach [below in verse 6:]

The group of actions that require transformation [of the uni-
verse’s cause| are therefore beginninglessly established [as being

23 Aghoragiva’s text requires understanding a compound kimcidarthasadbhavam, which
FILLIOZAT (1991:137) renders with ‘I’essence réelle de quelques objets’. We assume this
to be a secondary reading. It is clear in any case from, for example, his preamble to verse
1 that Ramakantha takes arthasadbhava as a unit of vocabulary the meaning of which we
took to be ‘nature’.

24 Ey conj.

25This follows Ramakantha’s interpretation; but more natural would be ‘this triad of
entities wakes’.

2630uls who attain liberation may be referred to as ‘liberated Sivas’. They have achieved
omniscience and omnipotence, in other words have become identical to Siva, but they have
to be freed from bondage to realise their innate Siva-nature, whereas Siva has always been
free of bondage.
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vested] in the Lord, and so is the division into Sakala, Sakalzkala
and Akala that is proclaimed [in scripture] and which relates [in
fact] to [a difference in degree of involvement in] activity.

Now the soul is [so called because he is] one who requires to lie (§ayanarhah)
inside a body (par vapus tatra);?" [he is] bound, according to circumstance
by one, two or three bonds—[that is] the entity of the bound soul.

As for matter (maya), she can be higher or lower. The higher one is the
reality-level of [pure] vidya, the locus of the [eight] Mantresvaras®® and the
Mantras.

t.. 129

This has been taught in the venerable Svayambhuvalsttrasanigrahal:

From that [mayatattva evolved] time and kala,3° passion, [im-
pure] knowledge and [lower] matter (ragavidyavyaktam), to-
gether with [the tattva of] guna. [Below these] from buddhi came
aharikara [and from that in turn] the subtle elements and the fac-
ulties [of sense and action]. From the subtle elements [evolved]
the gross elements. And He created all this in due order.

This triad alone among entities is eternal; all other entities are not eternal.
And furthermore it is ‘pervasive’. This same triad is also pervasive, because
even primal matter pervades [at least] its effects. And you cannot say that
in this [statement] there is a problem of insufficient-inclusion on the grounds
that Sadasiva and I$vara are also all-pervading, since those two are already
included here [within the three entities|. This has [already] been taught (ity

*"For this widespread nirvacana, see, e.g., Satapathabréhmapa 13.6.2: ... so’ syam puri
Sete tasmat parusah. ... Cf. also Mahabharata 12.203:35.

®In Ramakantha’s usage, the term Mantregvara refers to the eight Vidyedvaras, namely
Ananta (the demiurge responsible for creation), Siksma, Sivottama, Ekanetra, Ekarudra,
Trimirti, éﬁkal_ltha and Sikhandin (cf., e.g., his introduction to Moksakarika 93). Pure
vidy@ (which can be referred to as mahamaya) and primal matter (maya) are contiguous
tattvas, but the first is the matter for the ‘pure universe’ (suddhddhvan) and the second is
the matter for the ‘impure universe’ ( asuddhadhvan), which we inhabit. For a brief outline
of the ladder of tattvas in the classical Saiva Siddhanta, see GOODALL 1998:lii-liv.

Tt seems more than likely that some text has dropped out here which identified the
lower of the two mayas as mayatattva and stated that it was the source of all the evolutes
of the impure universe, since that appears to be the claim for which the following quotation
of the Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha is intended to furnish scriptural support. A statement
to this effect might well have begun with apara and ended with mayatattvam. Such an
ending might then easily have provoked eyeskip by being similar to that of the sentence
before it.

300r, if we follow the interpretation of Sadyojyotih ad loc., ‘time, niyati and kala’.
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uktam). Furthermore it is ‘endowed with power of agency’. This same triad
is also one whose nature is to do things (karyakartrsvabhavam). Matter’s
being a cause is taught [here] to be its agency, given that it is impossible for
it to be an agent [in the primary sense of that word], since it is insentient,
as will be explained below.

Whoever is the controlling agent of the factors that govern a
verbal action (karakanam), whether in setting in motion or in
cessation, whether or not he happens to be engaged in action or
not engaged, he is the factor governing a verbal action which we

call the agent.3!

And although Mantras and Mantresvaras are also agents, there is no under-
extension in this [statement], since they are particular types of soul. Simi-
larly, although kal@ and the other [evolutes of maya] are causes [and there-
fore might in a limited sense be considered ‘agents’ in the way maya is],
there is no under-extension here since it is really maya, existing as poten-
tiality, who is the true cause through them, and so there is no fault [here],
for the true nature of maya is to exist as potentiality.

Furthermore ‘even when all evolutes sleep, this triad wakes’. The mean-
ing is that in a total resorption [of the lower universe] (mahapralaye), even
when all other entities have been resorbed, this same group of three entities
remains. Surely this is [already] understood simply (eva) from the mention
of their being eternal. True, but it is repeated here in order to remove a
mistaken notion (vipratipattinivrttyartham). For some people, such as the
author of the Varttika on the Raurava, hold that at the moment of total re-
sorption, when [the world /rank of] Ananta is resorbed, there is no resorption
of the [ranks/worlds] of the other Vidye$varas. But that is wrong, because
scripture teaches [that they attain] simultaneous liberation. This has been
shown by Sadyojyotih in the Rauravavrtti3? For this has been taught in
the Rauraval-sitrasangraha, in 2:13]:

31The point of citing this verse must be to justify the impossibility of maya being an
agent in the primary sense. In the other places in which we have found it quoted (see the
apparatus), we find pravrttau ca nivritau ca.
32This is a reference to Sadyojyotih’s Moksakarika 93:
ami rudrds tu suksmadya mantras ce Stvatulyatam
sanantah svadhikarante yanti muktim hareranat
This is evidently intended as commentary upon Rauravasitrasanigraha 2:13, which Rama-
kantha is now just about to quote in our text. (The Bhogakarika, Moksakarika and Para-
moksanirasakarika, as well as some now lost works, made up Sadyojyotih’s Rauravavrtti:
see GOODALL 1998:xx-xxvi.) A fragment of Brhaspatipada’s lost Rauravavarttika that is
evidently commenting on exactly the same unit, Rauravasiitrasangraha 2:13, is quoted by
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Ramakantha in his Moksakarikavrtti ad 93:

anantoparame sthanam (sthanam | GOML R 14466; sthane Ey) tat tu
suksmo ’dhitisthate

padat padam vicarato hy ekaikasya mahdtmanah

sthane Sikhandinas tv anyam (tv anyam | Ey; satyam GOML R 14466)
rudranam kurute Sivah.

When Ananta desists [from his duties] Siiksma assumes that position. As
each of these great-souled [Vidyeévaras] moves [up] from one position to the .
[next] position, Siva places another of the Rudras into the position of [the
lowest of the Vidyeévaras,] Sikhandin.

We must understand vicarato hy ekaikasya as a genitive absolute, though without the
connotation that that construction is held to express (viz. anadare). Note that the line
is shared by the Matanga, where it is vidyapada 5:14ab. For the Matanga contains an
account (vidyapada 5:10-15) similar to that of Brhaspatipada, and we may surmise that
one account must have served as the inspiration for the other:

nirvati krtakrtyatvad ananto ‘nantaviryavan

tatas tasmin samariadhe paricamantratanuh Sivah 10
dadaty anujiam saksmasya vidyesasya mahatmanah
sa ca praptavareh $riman bhartur @jfianuvartakah 11
tattantrah padam anantam adhisthaya mahayasah
niwvartayaty adha$ cakram yat tan maydtmakam jagat 12
evam Sivottamasyapi saksmasyoparame $ivah
pradadatidasamghasya karanatvam aninditem 18
padat padam vicarato hy ekaikasya mahatmanah
yavat sa parama kastha tavac cakrasya karanam 14
avyucchedaya rudranam krtva saktibal@nvitam
niyunakti pade tasmin yaviyasi sikhandinam 15

® lla anujfiam stksmasya | Kashmirian MSS; ajfiam siksmasya Ed.
® 12b mahayadah ] Kashmirian MSS; mahayasah Ed e 15¢. yaviyasi |
Kashmirian MSS; yaviyamsam Ed.

Ananta, whose power is infinite, because he has accomplished his duties, goes
to the liberated state, and then, once he has ascended, Siva, whose body is
the five mantras, gives authorisation to Siiksma, the great-souled Vidyesa.
And be [in turn], having acquired [His] favour (praptavarah), splendid, as-
sumes the glorious position of Ananta, and carries out the commands of his
master, remaining within his [master’s| control. He keeps the wheel moving
below [—the wheel] that is this universe of maya. In the same way when
Stiksma stops [his work], Siva [gives authorisation] to Sivottama. He gives to
all the Vidyesas ($asarighasya) the blameless state of being the [instigating]
cause [of the creation and maintenance of the universe]. Of each great-souled
one as he moves up from level to level the [duty of] keeping the wheel moving
(cakrasya karanam) [is maintained] until he reaches the Supreme State. In
order that there should be no interruption, He makes one among the Rudras
who is endowed with powers [into] Sikhandin and employs him in the most
junior position.
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Once Ananta has finished [his cosmic duties], the supreme state,
which brings about omnipotence, is realised for those great uni-
versal emperors.

And also in the Matanga, [in vidyapada 25:62cd, 63cd]:

The gods who are lords in the pure universe, and mantras, who
are of invincible power, upon ceasing at the end of their [phase
of] duty, go to the supreme level.

And so there is no contradiction.

And so, with this group of properties, what is common among these three
entities, and also what they do not hold in common with other entities, has
been stated. Now he will further (api) state both of these [viz. both what is
held in common and what is not] within the group [of three] (parasparatah).

Siva and the soul are beyond number, do not produce
anything (prasavavihinau) and are endowed with sen-
tience (cita). (4ab)

In brief, it is clear that the two great ancient exegetes of the Saiva Siddhanta, Sadyojyotih
and Brhaspatipada, were perceived by the tenth-century Kashmirians as having taken sides
over Rauravasiitrasangraha 2:13. Sadyojyotih, in verses 93—4 of the part of his Raurava-
vrtti known as the Moksakarika, favoured a straightforward interpretation, according to
which all the Vidye$varas attained liberation simultaneously, and Brhaspatipada, both in
his *Rauravavarttika, which we have cited above, and in his *Sivatanudastra, cited by
Abhinavagupta in Tantraloka 8:345-53, upholds the position that each of the Vidyesvaras
moves up to the position of his superior each time that the Vidye$vara who bears the
uppermost rank of Ananta becomes liberated. In this Brhaspati may have been drawing
on Matangavidyapada 5:10-15, if that text existed when he wrote. Ramakantha accepts,
on the authority of the Matanga, that the Vidye§varas can move up step by step, but
rejects, on the authority of the Rauravasiitrasangraha and of Sadyojyotih, the position of
Brhaspatipada that this takes place in mahapralaya.

Why is all this relevant here? If Brhaspatipada’s position were to be adopted, that
would mean that the ranks (adhikara) of Ananta and the other Vidye$varas would still be
present at a time of mahdapralaya, but also, and perhaps more importantly, their bodies
and worlds, made up of the subtle matter of vidyatattva would also remain, and that
would mean that not only the entity maya (which includes both maya and pure vidya)
would remain, but also the evolutes of pure vidya. Ramakantha goes to some trouble
over this detail, but he seems not to remark at all on the fact that there are two rather
important entities other than sambhu, purusa and maya as they are defined in this text
that survive in maehdpralaya, namely mala and karman, neither of which find a place
among the Saiva tattvas. Because they are subject to change, they cannot be treated as
properties of the soul (as Ramakantha explains of karman in his commentary on Kirana
3.8), since this would entail the mutability and therefore the impermanence of the soul.
Ramakantha’s explanation, in his commentary on Kirana 1:13, of their vicarious inclusion
in the tattvakrama, does not show how this problem might be solved.
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First of all (tavat), Siva, taking into account [the fact that this category in-
cludes| liberated Sivas (muktasivapeksaya), is uncountable (asamkhyatah),
[i.e.] infinite [in number] (anantah).3® In this system (iha), liberation con-
sists in being equal to Siva ($ivasamatvam eva), and not in being merged in
Him (na tu tallayah). The [category of the] soul too is infinite in number,
since we here adopt the position that souls are plural, on the grounds that
the soul (tasya) is proved to be so (evam siddheh) [viz. proved to be plural]
because of [the combination of] his self-awareness (svasamuedanena) and the
fact that he knows other souls; [we do] not [accept] (na tu) the position that
there is only one soul (atmaikyasya). This we have taught elsewhere.3¢ One
might object that (nanu) other entities such as kal@ must also be infinite
in number since they too are divided [so as to belong individually] to each
[bound] soul. This is taught in the treatise on Experience and Liberation
(bhogamokse):33

... the collection of means to experience ending with kala is sep-
arate (niyata) for each experiencer.

True, and that is why he will say exactly this [later in the text].3¢ But here
what is to be expressed is what is not held in common [by Siva and the soul]
specifically (eva) with maya, and not with other entitities, and so there is
no fault [with the argument].

331t would also be possible to split the words differently here to yield muktasivapeksaya
samkhyato 'nantah. This would make the sentence more closely parallel with the parallel
statement about the soul in the next line, but we think that Ramakantha intended first
to give, as is often his practice, an etymologically close gloss (asamkhyatah) followed by
a looser one (anantah). When commenting on the expression the second time, as applied
to souls, he chose to gloss differently for variety, just as in line 4 he writes asamkhya to
express the same notion, again for the sake of variety. We find that he uses asamkhyata
to mean ‘uncountable’ in the Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 3:49.

34Many of Ramakantha’s works discuss his theory that the existence of the soul is
proven by svasamvedana. We do not know when Ramakantha composed the Tattvatraya-
nirnayavivrti, and so it is difficult to say which earlier works of his own this cross-reference
might refer to (cf., however, fn. 46 on p.22), if it is indeed a reference to one of Rama-
kantha’s own works. Among the earliest of his compositions (see GOODALL 1998:xviii and
ff) is the Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti, and this work deals at length with svasamvedana,
particularly in the refutation of Buddhist views (commentary on verse 43), and also with
the plurality of souls, particularly in the refutation of the Paficaratrika view of liberation
(commentary on verse 48).

%5 Bhogakarika 105c~106b. The Bhogakarika and the Moksakarika are here referred to
as forming just one work. As we have recalled above (see p.5 and fn. 5), they form part
of Sadyojyotih’s Rauravavrtti.

36 pr conj. The passage in question occurs in 11.7-8.
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Furthermore (kim ca), the two of them [viz. Siva and the soul] ‘do not
produce anything’, in other words (iti) both of them are not subject to
transformation (aparin@minau), for if they were [subject to transformation],
they would be insentient like clay and such. This is taught in the Kirana,
[in 2:26ab]:

Transformation [is a property| of what is insentient; it is not
possible of what is sentient.

And the two of them are ‘endowed with sentience’. [In other words] they
are taught to be of the nature of consciousness, and not [simply] sentient
because of being connected with the mind, or for some other reason.3” This
is taught in the Matanga, [in vidyapada 6:81a:]

Sentience is the innate property of the soul (citeh).
Now a dissimilarity between these two and maya is stated.

The category maya is single, is of a nature to produce
effects and is devoid of sentience. (4cd)

The category mdaya is just one, since there is no proof that it should be
plural,3® as there is in the case of the category of the soul, and since it
is proved to be the sole cause [of the universe] because [all effects] share
[with each other and with maya as their material cause] the one common
property of seductiveness (mohanaikanvayat).3® It is ‘of a nature to produce
effects’, [i.e.] it is subject to transformation (parinamayuktam), because this
is proved by the very fact of its being the material cause of kala and the
other evolutes. And for this same reason it is insentient, like clay and the

371t is not clear to us what this other reason or factor might be. One possibility is that
manahsamyoga is the first in a sequence of requirements, the next being a connection
between an indriya and the manah. Another conceivable possibility is that adrsta is
referred to with -adi here: cf. Nare§varapariksaprakasa 1:1, p.3.

38 Er conj. The conjecture is not strictly speaking necessary, since pramabhavat could
mean pramanabhdvat, but it would be ambiguous and not typical of Ramakantha.

%91t i{s probably not the usual sense of anvaya that Ramakantha intends here, but
another technical sense that he uses in his refutation of the Paficaratrika view of liberation
towards the end of his commentary on Paramoksanirasakarika 48: ya tv arthasya karye
pratyavayavam canyatra visadréatare 'pi vastuni tenaiva ripepa sarvatraivanuvrttih, so
nvaya ucyate; ‘That (ya@) continuity (anuwvrttih) of a thing (e.g. clay) in an effect {e.g.
sherds), in every part {e.g. the neck and bottom of a pot), and elsewhere even in extremely
dissimilar objects (e.g. clay dishes) in every case in that very form—that is called anvayah.’
Thus anvaya of a property is something shared by a material cause and all its evolutes.
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like. And the same must be understood to be the case also for the higher
maya. '

By saying here that ‘Siva and the soul are beyond number’, the I§varas
who can be referred to with the expression ‘Siva’ have been stated above
(proktah) to be plural: the similarities and dissimilarities between them too
are now (atha) stated:

I$varas have realised their power (pravrttaviryah); one
among them is one whose full range of properties has
been beginninglessly realised. Through Him (tatah)
the purity of liberated Sivas [is realised], and also
their powers of knowledge and action, which are all-
encompassing. (5)

Among these [shared and not shared properties| (tatra), the state of hav-
ing realised their power (pravrttaviryatvam), which means a state in which
they have realised powers of knowledge and action in every possible domain
(sarvam’.5ayapmvrttajﬁdnakm’ydtmakatvam), is common to all the I$varas
[since they are] in this [same liberated] condition (tasyam avasthayam).
But the difference [between them and the Supreme Lord] is the result
of their previous condition: the plenitude with respect to His qualities
(gunesu vaibhavam), [in other words] the omnipotence (prabhutvam), of the
Supreme Lord is beginninglessly established, whereas (tu) in the case of
liberated Sivas (muktesvaranam) the cessation of bondage (bandhanivrttih
[=vaimalyam]) and the realisation of innate Siva-hood (Sivatvabhivyaktih
[=sarvarthe drkkriye]) [come about] through Him (tatah), in other words
(4ti) through the Supreme Siva.
Because this is so,

The group of actions that require transformation [of
the universe’s cause| are therefore beginninglessly es-
tablished [as being vested] in the Lord, and so is the
division into Sakala, Sakalakala and Akala (sakalakala-
prabhedah)® that is proclaimed [in scripture] and which

0By avriti we interpret this to mean more than simply ‘Sakala and Akala’. Aghora-
§iva’s interpretation here is entirely different, in part because he reads krtavargah (which
is perhaps more likely to be original than krtivargah). Following his interpretation, we
may translate: ‘The group of effects [of maya] depends on transformation [of mayal. That
is why (tena), although the Lord is established to be without beginning, a division into
‘with parts’ and ‘without parts’ is taught, as well as one which relates to action.’ ’The
expression sekalakalaprabhedah here refers, as in Ramakantha’s interpretation, to Siva,
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relates [in fact] to [a difference in degree of involvement
in] activity. (6)

Therefore (tena karanena)*' the group of actions consisting in creation,
maintenance, resorption, occlusion and compassion (sthitisamraksanadana-
bhavanugrahatmanah),*? and at whose beginning (yasya pirvam = adau)
there is [necessarily] a transformation (parinatih = natih) [of the material
cause of the universe],*® is beginninglessly established to be [vested] in this .
Lord (tasmin svamini), [in other words] in the Supreme Lord [as his prerog-
ative], and not in the liberated Sivas (na tu muktadivesu), since in them this
is established at a certain initial moment (adisiddhatvat).** And also the
division into Sakala and so forth, which relates to [the Lord’s degree of in-
volvement in] action, that too is beginninglessly established in the Supreme
Lord, but in liberated Sivas it is established at a certain initial moment.
This [division] is in this system (atra) ‘proclaimed’ (gitah) as being included
within Him (tadantarbhavenaiva), in other words (iti) as being not distinct
[from Him] (na bhedena). Among these [subdivisions] (atra), the state of
[inactive] capacity ($aktatvam) with respect to [the five types of] action is
the undivided state (niskalavastha), called Siva. As for the state of readi-

Sadasiva and Iévara, but also to a division among souls, for they too may be either sakala
by Aghorasiva separately to refer to the five cosmic acts (panicakrtya), each of which is
assigned to one of the five faces of Sadasiva.

4171 other words, because, as is implicit in the previous verse, no other soul was liberated
and so no other soul than Siva could initially have performed the cosmic functions of
creation, maintenance and so forth.

42Ramakantha’s wording here deliberately echoes the formulation for the locus classicus,
Rauravasiitrasangraha 1:15ab: sthitisamraksanddanabhavanugrahakarinah. Cf. Kirana-
vrtti 1:9.47 and GOODALL 1998:173. It is possible that the author of the Rauravasutra-
sangraha did not in fact intend to refer to the list of five actions, but the subsequent
tradition has interpreted the half-line in this way.

43We have assumed that Ramakantha means to understand natiparvah to mean ‘which is
necessarily dependent upon a transformation [of maya)’, but it must be admitted that the
analysis of the compound is not exactly what we would have expected as the most natural
way of conveying this. It is possible, therefore, that natih paripatih purvam adau yasya
is intended rather to mean ‘at the beginning of whose [list] there must be transformation
[i.e. creation]’.

“4This is perhaps a very clumsy rendering of this last expression and one is tempted to
translate as though the text read sddisiddhatvat. But emendation is probably unnecessary,
for the very next sentence contains the expression @disiddhah. It is presumably the capacity
to perform the five cosmic acts that is realised in liberated souls and not the performance
itself, since souls are content to leave off acting once liberated (cf. Parakhya 15:68-70). It
is unlikely that Ramakantha had in mind here the lower levels of liberation, seven levels
of which are taught in Matangayogapada 5:63-9.
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ness (udyuktatvam) with respect to that [group of actions] (tatra), it is the
state which is both divided and undivided (sakalaniskalavastha), [also called]
Sadasiva. And as for the state of being engaged in action (yat punah pra-
vrttekriyatvam), that is the divided state (sakalavastha), [also known as]
I$vara. Thus, even though there is only one [Lord], this division into three
reality-levels (tattvatrayabhedah) is [found] in Him (atra). As they say [in
the following verse:]

An agent is held to be of three kinds: empowered, ready, and
engaged in activity.*®

And also in the venerable Kirana, [in 3:13cd:]

He 'is differentiated according to the division of His activities
[into the following forms]: Santa, Sadasiva and Isa.

But from the perspective of the soul who through initiation or some other
means attains some particular world there [among these high reality-levels]
(tatpadapraptah), there is indeed a real differentiation (vastubheda eva) of
these three reality-levels, because of the degree of involvement (vyaktatvat)
of the power of action (kriyasakteh) [in them|, which may be gross, subtle
or ultimate(ly fine] (sthilasiksmaparabhedena). This [I have] taught else-
where. 6

Earlier, what is shared by Siva and the soul was stated in [the half-verse]
‘Siva and the soul are beyond number, do not produce anything and are
endowed with sentience’ (4ab). Now what they do not share is taught.

The group of properties (gunajatam) possessed by
souls (pumsam) [viz. their capacity to know and act]
is also (api) all-encompassmg (sarvasamgatam), just
as is the case of Siva’s properties; but in their case
that [group of properties] is beginninglessly obstructed
(anadisamruddham) by one single (ekenaiva) impurity
(malena).*” (7)

The group of properties of souls too, as is the case of Siva’s properties,*® is
capable of connecting with all things (sarvarthasambandhayogyam), since it

45Quoted also in Kiranavrtti 3:13.5: cf. GOODALL 1998:279, fn. 361.
“SThis issue is discussed in the Matangavrtti ad vidyapada 3:20 and we may assume
that it is to this work of his own that Ramakantha means here to refer.
“"The hi is presumably emphatic rather than causal here, and has not been translated.
It i 1s possible that it reinforces the emphatic force eva.
BBz cong.
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is the [very] nature [of souls] to know and to do (jiiatvakartrtvasvabhavatvat).
[Objection:] if they too possessed this [group of properties], just as Iévara
does, then [there would be] the corollary that everybody would be omniscient
and omnipotent (sarvajiiatvadiprasarigah).*® True, but because that group
of qualities in souls is beginninglessly obstructed® by impurity (malena),
that corollary does not apply. And here, by the very mention of the fact
that it is beginninglessly blocked by impurity, impurity too is proven to be
beginningless. As for the oneness of impurity, [it is proven] because it would
be impossible otherwise to account for its being beginninglessly binding
(anddibandhakatvdnyathdnupapattyaiva). For if it were plural, since it is
insentient, it would therefore require some cause [to set it in motion] (karana-
piirvakatvena),?! just as is the case of kald and other [evolutes of mayaj,
and since it would therefore have a beginning (adimattvat), it would be
impossible for there to be beginningless bondage (anddibandhdnupapattih).52

For bondage would not occur (sambhavati) for one for whom, as is the
case for Siva, impurity has ceased to operate (nivrttamalasya $ivasyeva).

What follows from this that is relevant (tatah prakrte kim)? He replies
(ucyate):

These [souls] are therefore powerless (anisah), [in other
words] nescient (ajiah)>® [and] inactive (nirvyaparah),

OEr conj.

50 Br conj.

51 Ex conj.; cf. the passage of the Naregvarapariksaprakasa cited in the next footnote.

52Ramakantha attributes to Sadyojyotih the view that this type of argument is used by
the Sankhyas in his commentary on Nare§varapariksa 1:70:

yah proktah kapilair nyayo jagadgaunatvasiddhaye
agamanugrhitatvan nydyah sadhuh sa eva hi

yenaiva s@mkhyair acaitanye saty anekatvad buddhydadinam ghatadinam tva
karanapirvakatvanumanena gunah karanam avasthapitas tenaiva gunanam
apy acaitanye saty anekatvad avyaktatvam karanam. avyaktaragavidyanam
kalakalanam api pratipurusam bhinnandm mayasmabhih sadhyate.

Cf. also Tantralokaviveka ad 9:153: atra paficavayavam parartham anumanam nirdistam.
tadyathd—pradhdnam karyam, acaitanye sati anekatvat: yad acaitanye saty anekam tat
sarvam karyam, yatha ghatah; yan na karyam tad acaitanye sati anekam na bhavati,
yathatmd; acaitanye saty anekam ca pradhanam, tasmat karyam iti. bahusa$ caitad bheda-
vadibhir (conj. YOKOCHIL; vedavadibhir Ed.) wupapaditam itiha granthavistarabhayan na
vitanitam.

530nce again, as in the last verse, the particle hi need have no causal force, but it is
conceivable that it reinforces the causal force of the atah. It is also possible that it is
placed here simple to obviate a hiatus. Yet another possibility is that it is irregularly
placed (bhinnakrama) and that we should interpret: ‘They are therefore powerless, and
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[being] without any revelation of their powers (bala-
vyaktim).5* (8ab)

Therefore (atah), [in other words] because of (karanat) beginningless
bondage by impurity (anadimalabandhat), these souls are powerless
(ani$varah), [in other words] with powers of knowledge and action un-
revealed (anabhivyaktajriatvakartrtvabalah), since it is only when impu-
Iity ceases to operate (malanivrttav eva) that those [powers] are revealed
(tadabhivyakteh). For this same reason (ata eva),

And they are not able by themselves each to make
their own (svam svam) [innately unlimited] abilities
(balam) devoid of impurity (amalam) [and thus] all-
encompassing (sarvagam). (8cd)

Because it is a substance (dravyatvat), like an impurity in the eye, such
as a cataract (pataladeh), it is not the case that the cessation (nivrttih) of
this [impurity], which is the cause of nescience (ajfianahetoh), may come
about through knowledge (jrianat), as a result of which], if it were the case,|
(yena) men would have power, as they do [have increased power] when
mental nescience, which is of the nature of wrong superimposition of notions,
such as the notion that something is the soul when it is not the soul (an
atmadav atmadhyavasayatmanah), ceases. Therefore (iti) the cessation of
this [impurity may be accomplished] only (eva) through an action of the Lord
(%varavyaparenaiva), namely initiation (diksalaksanena), just as something
like a cataract [can be removed only] by the intervention of an eye-doctor
(caksurvaidyavyaparena).
This is taught in the venerable Pauskara:5°

The soul never attains liberation through his own power.
and also in the venerable Svayambhuva[siitrasangraha, in verse 2:24cd]:

Initiation alone liberates and leads upwards to the glorious level
of Siva.

and so there is no fault [in our position].
Thus

so (hi) without knowledge and without action. . .’.
54Or perhaps ‘unless they have (vina) their powers revealed (balavyaktim)’.
55See apparatus to the edition.
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Because of their being blocked by impurity,’® accord-
ingly they are subject to the uncreated (akrtah) con-
trol of Siva:%" therefore (atah) they belong to the Lord
(patyus te) [as creatures| requiring to be blocked, to be
bound, to be purified and to be awakened. (9)

Just as their impotence and so forth,%® being caused by impurity, are begin-
ningless, in just the same way (tadvad eva) their subjection to the control of
Siva, [in other words] their state of being governed, is beginningless (anadir
eva = akrtah). And because of (hetoh) this same fact of being conjoined with
impurity (malasamsargdt = ata eva) they are the Lord’s (bhagavatah) to be
blocked (rodhyah) by [His power known as] Vama,? through her presiding
over impurity (maladhisthanena),®® and [further] bound (bandhyas ca) by
the bonds that derive from primal matter (mayiyair bandhanaih), and puri-
fied (Sodhyas ca) by initiation, and awakened (prabodhyas ca) by knowledge
and the others (jAanadibhih).5t

On this point (atra) [the author now presents] a rival view in the form of
an attack on the existence of an impurity that is distinct [from other known
entities] (vyatiriktamalapratiksepena). -

Surely the postulation of impurity and the rest [of your
theory] is desirable (jyayah) if the powers of knowledge
and such [viz. the powers of knowledge and action] are
[indeed] eternal [in souls]. (10ab)

Surely it is [only] if the powers of knowledge and action are eternal, [in other

561f we had retained malasamsargdt, we could have translated ‘because of their be-
ing conjoined with impurity’, but we chose to adopt the reading malasamrodhat on the
strength of the allusion back to this verse in the avatarika to the first half of verse 11.

57Once again the particle hi is not translated here: it may be intended to express
emphasis.

58Gince the anivaratva corresponds to ani$a@h in 8ab, the adi refers perhaps to nescience
(ajfiatva) and inactivity (nirvyaparatva), these being also mentioned in 8ab.

59For the role of Vama in rodha, cf. Moksakarika 32¢-33b as quoted and translated in
COODALL 1998:329. For the names of these Saktis and more about their functions see also
GOODALL 2004:308ff.

B0Ft is odd that Vama presides over mala rather than over some more obviously manip-
ulable aspect of bondage, such as mayd. Perhaps the manuscript’s reading is not correct
here and some conjecture is required, such as vamay@ mayiyamaladhisthanena. Another
possibilty would to retain the adopted text but to interpret mala- to mean anavemayiya-
karmamala-.

611t is not clear what is intended by the @di here. One possibility, perhaps, is this is
a reference to the four principal topics of a full fanira, namely jiana, yoga, kriya, and
carya.
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words] proven to be the very nature (svabhavataya siddhe) of the soul, that
the postulation of impurity can be reasonably claimed (yuktimats vaktum)5?
as a way of accounting for the removal of the [otherwise expected| corollary
of omniscience and omnipotence (sarvajriatvadiprasarigaparihardya) in the
soul (tasya) while in this [worldly] state. But this would not be so (na tu)
if these [powers] were not eternal,® since it would then of itself (eva) be
proven that the nature of souls must be one of nescience, and so it would be
wrong to postulate the existence of an impurity separate [from other known
entities]. If they are not eternal, say the Naiyayikas and others, then, since
they will be perceived only when the [cause, which in this case is the body
made up of] this [soul’s] instruments and effects is present (tatkaryakarana-
bhava eva), and since they will not be perceived when that [causal relation] is
absent, the proof of an independently existing impurity [must be] abandoned
(ugjhita).®* The use of the word ddi [in the compound maladiparikalpanam]
[refers to] the postulation of such previously stated [consequences of impurity
as the] impotence [of souls] and their requiring to be bound and so forth,
since these are caused by this [impurity] (tannimittatvena). The established
view (siddhantah) on this point [is as follows]:

True. [In fact] this [group of powers] is not otherwise
[i.e. is not non-eternal], since it is found at all times in
the Lord in just this way (tadrk) [i.e. eternal]. (10cd)

That is true. [In fact] these powers (tad balam) are experienced as being
(drsyate) not like [anything of] the other [type] (anyad iva), [in other words,

52 By conj.

53 Er conj.

5Bz conj. Cf. Kiranavrtti ad 2:22¢-23b: yad ahur naiyayikavaisesikah—yad yatra
karanantarepa kriyate tat tatra nasty evandhakara o pradipading kriyamanah prakasah.
kriyate ca karyakaranadibhir atmani vijianamp. tatas tad api tatra nastity ajiiasvabhiva
evatma siddhyati kuto vyatiriktamalasiddhih. ‘This the Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas say:
whatever is produced in something by some other cause does not [naturally] exist in that
thing [prior to its being produced], just as light, which is produced by a lamp or the like,
[does not naturally exist] in darkness. And knowledge is produced in the soul by the
instruments and effects [that embody it], as well as by other factors (karyakaranadibhih),
and therefore that too does not [naturally] exist in it. Thus the soul is proved to be
essentially ignorant. How then can one prove the existence of an independent impurity.’

For the use of the old collocation karyakarana to refer to embodiment, cf. Kiranavrtti
ad 2:7-8: bhogas ca na vind maywaih kaladibhih karyakaranair iti tair api sthalasiksma-
Sarirakarena bandho yatah, tate na farirabhdvan nirvrtir muktih. ‘And experience does
not take place without the instruments and effects of kald and so on, which are evolutes of
primal matter, and so (iti) there is bondage by these too in the form of subtle and gross
bodies. Thus (...yatah, tatah) liberation (muktih = nirvrtih) does not come about from
the absence of a body.’
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not| like what is non-eternal. The meaning is that they are eternal. Why?
Because they are experienced as being exactly as they always are in the
Lord, [in other words] as eternal. This is the meaning: those (tat) powers in
the soul (pumbalam) are also eternal, since they are powers of consciousness
(cidbalatvat) 85 just as s the case for the Lord’s powers, and so, by the above-
stated reasoning, the existence of an independent impurity is established.
How is it then [that these powers are] not seen in the absence of effects
and instruments?% Because there is [then| an absence.of factors that cause
them to be revealed. This is stated in the Tattvasargraha, [in verse 20,]
after raising this objection (iti codayitva)

Before being connected with kalad and the others [among the
evolutes of mayd), [the powers of] knowledge and action do not
exist, since they are not perceived.

with the passage that begins as follows (ityadina)

Because (ki) in that circumstance (tatra) they are not perceived
because they are devoid of factors that reveal them, and not, as
is well known (khalu), because they do not exist.

That is why it was stated ‘Because of being bound by impurity...these
[souls] belong to the Lord...[as creatures] to be bound...’. For that
[bondage] (tatra) [he now explains the need for] the addition of another
cause:

The cause for those in samsara being connected with
the evolutes of primal matter is impurity together with
karman. (11ab)

For souls, it is not impurity just by itself (kevala eva) that is the cause of
being joined to bonds that evolve from primal matter (maywyabandhayoge),
but rather [impurity] only when (eva) linked with [the retributive force of]
past actions (api tu karmayuktah).

85The expressions cit and caitanya are not infrequently used in the sense of jfiana and
kriya: see GOODALL 2004:233, fn. 319. '

66 Bx conj. (IsAACSON). Before adopting this text we had considered the smaller, but,
as we now think, less convincing emendation karyakaranabhavena darsyate. We then
translated this question’ and the reply that follows in this way: ‘How is it then (katham
tarhi) [that these powers| can be presented [as though they occurred] as a result of a
causal relation? Because [at certain particular times| there is an absence of factors that
cause them to be revealed.’
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Through the destruction of karman through knowledge, yoga,
renunciation (sennydsa) or consumption, [souls] are taught to
be liable then to become (sambhavinah) Vijianakevalas.57

Given that this impurity which envelops all souls has been stated above
to be one,®® since there is nothing that differentiates it, the simultaneous
bondage or liberation of all souls should logically follow. In response to this
[possible objection], the following [is stated]:

The powers of impurity are also (ca)® separate for each
soul; they envelop the capacities of those [souls]. (11lcd)

For this reason, although this impurity is one, its powers, which veil the
capacities of these souls, are to be understood to be (gamyante) separate
for each soul. And so this unwanted corollary does not apply. From the word
‘also’ (casabdat) [we are to understand that] the above-mentioned evolutes
of primal matter [with which souls are embodied| are [also] separate for
each soul.”’ For if the collection of effects and instruments [that make up
the subtle transmigratory body|™ were not separate [for each different soul],
then there would be the unwanted consequence that all souls would share
all experience. This has been taught in the treatise on Experience and
Liberation (bhogamokse) in the passage that begins as follows [Bhogakarika
106¢c-107b):

For otherwise the variety of happiness and such [other types
of experience] that we directly perceive must be impossible (na

87We have seen above (in footnote 18 on p.11) that the much-quoted first half-line
of this verse is also the second half-line of Paramoksanirasakarika 55. It is possible,
however, that the Paramoksanirasakarika is not its original context and that it comes
rather from another lost work, perhaps a scriptural one. In other places we find the half-
verse associated, as here, with becoming a Vijiianakevala. In commenting on Naresvara-
pariksa 3:91cd (kstne ’'pi karmajate syan malader naiva sammksayah; ‘Even when [a soul’s]
collection of [the retributive force of] past actions has been used up, impurity and so forth
are not destroyed.’), Ramakantha gives the following explanation: VYRANAY0gasamnyasair
bhogad va karmanah ksaya iti ksine ’pi tasmin, malasyadigrahandd w$varapreryatvasya ca
naiva ksaya iti vijfianakevalitvam eva tesim, na moksah. ‘When that has been used up
“through the destruction of karman through knowledge, yoga, renunciation (sannyasa) or
consumption”, impurity and the fact of being commanded by the Lord, which is expressed
by the use of the word adi, are not destroyed, and so these [souls attain| the state of being
vynanakevalins, not liberation.’

%8 See the second half of verse 7. .

59T his follows Ramakantha; in a natural interpretation the ca would link the two parts
of this half-line.

"Eg cong.

" Ry conyj.
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yujyate). It would be possible only on the basis of variety of
karman; [but] only if variety of that [karman] will [indeed itself]
be possible.

In that case (yady evam), since even a power of impurity which is particular
to a particular soul, is just one, [and so] without distinction [over time], the
unwanted consequence will follow of [that particular soul being] always [in
a state of] bondage or liberation. In reply to that he says:

This [individuated power of] impurity, ripening, turns
back, after ‘time’, from the powers of the soul, [which is
to say turns back]| from [the activity of] blocking [them],
as a result of acquiring a certain particular [degree of]
ripeness at a certain moment, for a certain soul and in
a certain particular manner.”? (12)

As it ripens in its blocking (nirodhakatvena), [in other words, as it
ripens] in its form as an individuated power ($aktyatmang) that en-
velops (@varakena),” it attains a particular [degree of] maturity and turns
back from (avadheh) the powers of the soul, namely from the above-
mentioned powers of knowledge and action. This is taught in the venerable
Svayambhuva[siitrasangraha, in 1:17cd]:

Once that [impurity] has diminished, a desire to go to the
Supreme Highest State arises.

And so, [in other words| because of the particular [degree of] its maturity,
this impurity ceases at a certain point [in ‘time’], and not always. And
because there is sometimes no maturation in it, [the author says that it
ceases| only in the case of certain particular souls, not for everybody. And
in a certain particular way, [in other words| in varying degrees of intensity
or mildness (twvramandadibhedena). This has been taught in the venerable
Kirana.™

"1t seems unlikely indeed that this verse was intended to mean what Ramakantha’s
commentary requires it to mean. Aghorasiva’s treatment is more natural and it probably
reflects Sadyojyotih’s intentions more closely. Following Aghorasiva we might translate:
‘As it transforms over time, impurity stops (vinivartate) its blocking (nirodhat) [the mani-
festation] of the soul’s powers. Because it may have different particular degrees of ripening,
this [impurity stops] at a certain particular moment for a certain particular soul and in a
certain particular way.”

S Ez conj.

"4t is possible that Ramakantha has in mind his distortive interpretation of Kirana
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Therefore the unwanted consequence [mentioned in the introduction to
verse 12] does not apply. And this [impurity ceases] ‘over time’, [that is to
say| through ripening. The [so-called] ‘time’ for this [impurity] is nothing
other than (eva) ‘having the nature of ripening’ (paripatisvabhavatvam).”™
Because it transforms for pralayakevalas and others™ even in the absence
of the familiar time [that is an evolute of maya), [in other words] in a phase
of total resorption of the universe (mahdpralaye).

Those who maintain that the [grace-giving] descent of [the Lord’s] power
must depend on nothing else [than the Lord’s will] (svatantrasaktipata-
vadinah) will say (iti): ‘And what if (atha), in order to avoid this unwanted
corollary, it is the Lord Himself who is the cause [of putting an end to the
occlusion by impurity of a given soul’s powers]? In that case (tat), why
postulate that impurity’s essential nature is to transform or that it has as a
quality [a certain degree of] ripeness? In reply to this he teaches:

It is for this very reason that various degrees of ‘suc-
cess’ (udayabhedah) that have been explained above

9:30ab, manda mandatara Saktih karmasamyaviveksaya, of which a natural interpreta-
tion might be ‘[Siva’s] power is [said to be] slow or very slow with the intention of re-
ferring to the [speed of attainment of a] mutual blockage of [two simultaneously ripe]
actions.” Instead, Ramakantha interprets as follows: ‘[Siva’s] power is [said to be] slow
or very slow with the intention of referring to its balancing the activity [of the ripening
of the soul’s innate impurity].” His commentary reads: karmana malaparipakalaksanena
yat sdmyam mandatvam mandateratvam va tasya vivaksahetutvad vivaksd jAanam eva
taya hetubhitaya manda mandatard va Saktih paramesvari diksa va yasyopatisthate tasya
pratyavayayogo bhavaly eva. yasya tu malaparipakalaksanena karmand tivrena tivratarena
va samyamn tadvivaksaya tawra tvratara va Saktih patati tasya na pratyavayah katham api
sambhavatity uktam bhavati. “The soul whom a weak or very weak divine power or initi-
ation approaches—[said to be weak| because there is an awareness ([here referred to as|
a desire to express, because it is the cause of a desire to express) that it equals (i.e. is
[appropriately] weak or extremely weak) the activity of the ripening of impurity—such a
soul (tasya) does (eva) become linked to transgressions. But for the soul on whom [what
is referred to as] an intense or extremely intense power falls—[so called] because there is
a desire to express the fact that it balances an intense or extremely intense activity of
ripening of impurity—for such a soul (tasya) transgression is in no way possible. This is
the purport [of the above half-verse].’

"Or perhaps: ‘[so-called] time is nothing other than the transformation of impurity’.
Cf. the unattributed Sankhya verse about transformation and time quoted in the Matanga-
vrtti ad vidyapada 12:3 on p. 338: '

parinamah prthagbhavo vyavasthakramatah sada
bhutaisyadvartamanatma kalaripo vibhavyate.

"$These ‘others’ are presumably vijfianakevala souls.
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(paridrstah)”” come about for souls through the means
[known as initiation], in the same way (tathd), [i.e.] be-
cause of ‘time’ and because of the quality [of each indi-
vidual’s impurity] and not ever otherwise. (13)

The particular degree of success, in other words, liberation, that was alluded
to (pratipaditah = paridrstah) earlier with the expression ‘at a certain mo-
ment. ..and in a certain particular manner’ [and that is attained] by souls
through the means called initiation comes about (ghatate) through so-called
‘time’, in other words the above-mentioned [‘time’] that is impurity’s self-
transformatory nature (parinatisvabhavatmakat), and because of the quality,
i.e.] the particular [degree of] ripeness [of a given individual’s impurity].
It does not come about otherwise, [i.e.] through [the intervention of] the
Lord alone. As for Him, since he is without any difference in being equally
independent [in his actions towards all souls] and since he cannot have af-
fection, hatred or other such [bias], the same unwanted corollary [stated in
the introduction to verse 12] would remain unchanged (tadavasthah) [if we
were to adopt the postion of the svatantrasaktipatavadin|. In that case (yady
evam,), because He would then be dependent upon such factors as the ripen-
ing of impurity, it would follow that in this context (atra) the Lord (tasya)
is afflicted by the fault of not being independent and by other such [en-
tailed problems]. [We reply:] being dependent upon certain circumstances
(nimittapeksitvam) is not [necessarily| a cause for lacking independence, as
for example being dependent on the past actions [of bound souls is not a
cause for the Lord’s lacking independence| in the context of [His enabling]
experience. But [what would be a cause for saying that the Lord lacked
independence would be| being dependent on another Lord, and that is not
[a] possible [charge here], since He is Lord over all. This is stated in the
Naresvarapariksa:™®

"TSadyojyotih perhaps intended that this should mean simply ‘seen’, but our translation
follows Ramakantha’s interpretation.

“8The second half of this verse is Naresvarapariksa 2:30ab; the first half contains the
same ideas as 2:29, but with different wording. It is conceivable that Naresvarapariksa 2:29
is a secondary expansion of our first half-verse, but in that case it is odd that R&makantha’s
Naresvarapariksaprakasa should comment on the expanded form. Perhaps his commentary
too was expanded in transmission. Or perhaps he used different sources for the Naresvara-
partksa when writing his commentary on it than the one he used when quoting from it in
the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti. Another possibility is that he has here consciously modified
the Nares$varapariksa’s formulation in order to make a pithier quotation. But this is not
his usual practice, and furthermore, the same short quotation is found, with attribution to
Siddhaguru, in Narayanakantha's Mrgendravrtti ad 3:5¢—6 (with the same readings that
we have adopted in the Devakottai edition, and with svatantranya® in the KSTS edition).

- 361 -



It is this which is that [well-known] independence of the agent:
not being used by some other person according to their will (sva-
tantryanyaprayojyatvam) [and] being someone who makes use of
instruments [and other factors]. It is not independence from
[the retributive force of] past actions or other such [immutable
things].

Thus there is no problem [in our position].

And so here the previously stated corollary [mentioned in the introduc-
tion to the second half of verse 11] does not apply, as he states [with the
following verse|:

And discerning [a range of permutations of] the cause of
liberation [that are] thus beyond counting and [that have
been| defended by valid argument (sadyuktimat), the
Lord has [thus and] not otherwise taught an infinitude
of means.” (14)

Having discerned the cause (nimittam) of liberation, which is the matura-
tion of impurity and which is in this way [as we have seen above] infinitely
various in that it affects an infinite number of souls, [in other words] different
(bhinnam eva) for each individual soul, [a cause] for which good reasoning
exists to prove it, in the form of logical inferences that have been previously
stated [in the preceding 3 verses and in the commentary thereon|, the Lord
has taught an infinitude of means, called initiation, for this [liberation|, in
the various scriptures (samhitabhedena), and not in any other way.8® And
so (iti) what is meant is that the problem of everbody being liberated when

one person is liberated does not apply in this system (atra).
And so,

Along with all the bonds that have all been destroyed
[and in company] with which it blocked the liberation

It is conceivable, then, that Ramakantha has a different text here because he is drawing
on Narayanakantha’s passage in which the quotation occurs, rather than on the sources
he used when commenting on the Nare§varapariksa.

"We think that this translation reflects Ramakantha’s commentary; a more natural
interpretation of the verse would be as follows: ‘And having thus discerned [the permuta-
tions of] the situation, [which are] beyond counting, the Lord has taught an infinitude of
means for attaining liberation, which are defensible by reason. It could not be otherwise.’
Unfortunately, Aghoradiva does not make clear exactly how he understood this verse.

8()Rzimakz;\,r.n;ha appears to be understanding ittham...netarath@ almost as relative
(yatha) and corelative (tathaiva).
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of a soul (yasya), at that same moment (yada. ..tada),
impurity gives up its binding function for that soul (ta-
sya).8! (15)

Since it has been stated [above] that impurity together with past action is the
cause for being connected with the evolutes of primal matter, accordingly,
along with the bonds of matter that have been destroyed by experience
and in company with which (maywyair yaih®? pasaih saha...bhogena taih
ksapitaih) it blocks liberation, in other words (iti) keeps bound down a
particular soul (yasya pumsah), at the same moment (yada. . . tasmin kale),
namely (iti) when [that soul’s] various past actions have ripened, and in
that same place (yatra ca sthane. .. [tasmin| sthane), impurity gives up its
binding function for that soul (tasya pumsah).B3 According to the rule that
‘nothing unmixed transforms’,3* the bonds derived from primal matter, as
they act or cease to act, are also contributory causes for the ripening of
impurity, tjust as [the bonds of primal matter, when they cease to act, are a
contributory cause] for the [partial] arising of the qualities of Sarva in [souls
such that they become] vijianakevalast.®
And the above (etat) is so also (ca) because of the following:

[A reason why we must accept that impurity stops bind-
ing in these circumstances is| because means to true

81This is an attempt to follow Ramakantha’s commentary as we now understand it; but
it is possible that Sadyojyotih rather intended: ‘Impurity blocks liberation of a certain
soul at a certain time by means of as many fetters as it has (yavadbhih pasaih), and when
all those [fetters| are destroyed, at that time and for that particular soul, impurity gives
up its function of binding.’

82 By conj.

83The verse appears to mean, for Ramakantha, that when certain particular past ac-
tions ripen, then impurity, which bound the soul together with those particular bonds
of karman, gives up, together with those bonds, which have been destroyed, its binding
functions. We also considered another interpretation, in which bhogena taih ksapitaih
would have to be treated as an instrumental absolute: ‘...accordingly, impurity blocks
liberation, in other words (iti) keeps bound down a particular soul, at a particular time,
in other words (iti) while various particular past actions ripen, and in a particular place,
together with the bonds that evolve from primal matter. With those bonds being de-
stroyed by experience (bhogena), impurity too (so ’pi) gives up its binding function for
that particular soul and at that particular time and place.’

84This tag is much quoted in Ramakantha’s other works, for example in the Kiranavrtti
ad 2:8 and ad 4:29ab, in the Matarigavrtti ad vidyapada 2:19 and in the Naresvarapariksa-
prakasa ad 3:2.

85We find no parallel for this idea and are not sure that the text is correct here. Perhaps
we could instead take gunodaya as a nominatve and interpret: ‘just as the qualities of Sarva
[are the contributory cause for the ripening of impurity] in the case of vijianakevalins’.
For this idea too we find no clear parallel.
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liberation of such a particular kind (itthamrapani) are
found in Saiva scripture ($arve sastre), and these would
otherwise become unjustifiable by reason. (16)

In this scriptural tradition taught by the Lord (paramesvare $astre ’smin)
means to liberation are found of such a particular kind (itthamrapani),
[in other words] ones that in every situation (pratisthanam) bring about
the destruction of the bonds that derive from primal matter through ex-
perience alone (bhogadvarenaiva),%¢ and for this reason too (yatah. . . tato
'pi) we must understand that the binding by impurity of various souls
(tattadbandhakatvam) ceases as the [bonds] derived from primal matter are
destroyed (tair mayiyair vihataih) for those particular souls (tatra tatra).
Otherwise the unwanted consequence would result that (prasagyante) those
means, for their part (ap:), would be unjustified (ayuktani), because of the
destruction of the other bonds [which those means would effect] pointlessly
(niskaranam).87

So (tat), with this much [of the text] (iyata), starting from the section
‘the group of properties possessed by souls (pumsam). . . just as Siva’s prop-
erties’ [in verse 7], we have settled the nature of impurity (malasvarapam
nirnitam), which is the cause of the difference between Siva and the soul.
Now [comes] a question in a quarter of a verse on this subject (atra) that
alms to settle the question of its transformation (rapantaranirnayaya).

Who is it that causes impurity to transform? (17a)

It seems that (kila) according to the view [the Siddhantin holds] in which we
postulate that impurity transforms itself, it is because of impurity’s nature
alone that impurity transforms. So (iti) who is it who causes it to transform?
Nobody does. Therefore (iti) the unwanted corollary is that liberation is
brought about by the nature of impurity and is not brought about by the
Lord (nesvarakartrkah). And so (iti) in order to prove that [the Lord brings
about liberation], it is the view that the descent of [the Lord’s grace-giving]

8 These means here are presumably still varieties of initiation, so it might seem odd
here that the text underlines that bonds must be destroyed ‘through experience alone’.
But it must be borne in mind that initiation is not in fact a means of destroying karman
without the fruits of that karman being experienced: initiation is rather a means of
making all a soul’s karman be destroyed by being experienced in all the various worlds
and embodiments in which it was due, but magically speeded up through mantras in the
course of the initiation ritual.

8 nitiation magically induces the experience of all karman and thereby gets rid of the
souls bondage by karman and by the evolutes of maya, but there would be no point in
doing this if this did not also in some way serve to bring about the destruction of impurity.
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power is autonomous that must be accepted. That is the purpose of the
question.
But the settled view (siddhantas tu) [is as follows|:

He who discerns the varying [retributive power of] past
actions and, drawing upon the seed [that is primal mat-
ter], gives to souls various experience, together with the
means of experiencing it; (17bcd)

And He who, in [the universe’s phases of] sleep keeps
ensuring (kurvann aste) that the seed should be ready
(yogyam) for producing [evolutes]; and He by whom the
universe is placed in that [seed] at a time of resorption,
in order that there should be rest; (18)

And [who] makes (karoti) karman [ready] for being con-
sumed by souls at a time when the universe is awake;
That (sah) Lord, the destroyer of impurity, the giver
of [souls’] power, out of compassion at all times [makes]
impurity [ready] for ceasing to act (vinivrttyai).®® (19)

The Lord who, with due respect to the varying [retributive power of] past
actions, causes varied experience to arise from the seed, [in other words|
from the material cause that is primal matter, and gives it to souls, along
with the instruments to experience it (tatsadhanaih), namely tattvas, bhavas
and worlds;3° and who recognising that that [seed] is incapable of ceaselessly
providing experience to an infinite number of souls (anavaratanantapurusa-
bhogapradane),’® keeps on (aste) working to make it (kurvan) ready for that
(tatksamam) in phases of total resorption of the universe (mahapralaye), by
allowing it to rest (tadvisrantya);®! and He by whom at that [same] time

88Note that Aghoradiva’s readings here, and therefore also his interpretation, differ
widely from ours. Following his apparently somewhat corrupt text, as constituted by
FILLIOZAT, we might translate verses 18 and 19 as follows: ‘And He who, in [the universe’s
phases of] sleep keeps ensuring (kurvann dste) that the seed should be ready (yogyam) for
producing [evolutes] and the karman of souls [ready] to be consumed, by Him (tenaiva)
the universe is placed in that [seed] at a time of resorption, in order that there should be
rest. When the universe is awake, this Lord, who bestows the great power [of giva—hood]
(mahabaladah), at all times [makes karman] along with impurity (samalam) somewhat
(kimcit) [ready] to be removed, because of his compassion.’

89More common is the collocation tattvakaranabhuvana, but tattvabhavabhuvana is not
without parallel: see, for instance, Ramakantha’s Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 2:2-3.

P Ex cong.

911t is odd that Ramakantha should mention vi§ranti when glossing the first half of 18,
in which it is rather prasitaye that occurs, and that he should then mention utpatti (which
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(tadan?m) the universe (visvam), [in other words| all tattvas, bhavas and
worlds and so forth®? without exception (sarvam eva), is placed in that
same seed (tasminn eva bije = tatra), in order that it may rise up again
(punarutpattyartham); and He who, also at the time of creation makes the
[retributive force of the] past actions of souls ready to give experience;%
that [same] Lord, who destroys impurity (malam hantiti malaha), and who
gives to souls their powers of omniscience and omnipotence (purusebhyas
ca balam jratvadikam dedatiti baladah), at every moment (pratiksanam =
sarvada) makes impurity [ready] for ceasing to act, [in other words| causes
it to transform. This is the meaning: just as you claim that the Lord is the
agent for creation and resorption even though the nature of primal matter, of
the evolutes beginning with kala and of [the retributive force of] past actions
is to transform—and (#u) you do not hold that creation and resorption are
produced entirely by the nature of primal matter or the others (mayadisva-
bhavasiddhav eva)—so too ( tadvat) it is reasonable to maintain (upapadyate)
that it is really the Lord (ivara eva) who is the agent of liberation (moksa-
karta) also in [this] view [of ours] that impurity transforms (malaparinati-
pakse). So (iti) on what ground (kutah) [should we go to the extreme of
claiming that there is| proof of the view that the [grace-giving] descent of
[the Lord’s] power must be independent [of all other factors|?
And for this reason [viz. because He is agent of liberation)]

And even (hi) before this [impurity] ceases [to act], the
success (saphalatd) of its capacity is produced [by the
Lord].%* (20ab)

corresponds to prasuti) when glossing the second half of 18, in which visrantyai occurs.
But in fact the two notions are so closely related in this context as to be virtually the
same: pralaya takes place to allow the universe to rest in order that it should be able to
produce its effects. We assume therefore that Ramakantha felt free to rearrange these two
words {and to use an instrumental rather than a dative) in order to give a free paraphrase
of the verse.

2 Br conj.

S Er conyj.

MFILLIOZAT (1991:151) constitutes and interprets verse 20 very differently, but not, it
seems, in a way that follows Aghorasiva, for, as he remarks in his fn. 203, the commentary
of Aghorasiva seems to support a text somewhat closer to the unmetrical reading of Ep.
We assume that FiLLIozZAT did not wish to put what no written source supported into his
text of the mala. FILLIOZAT prints:

tadvinivrtteh prag api tatsamarthyasya sabalatakrtaye
pumbalarodham kurvan drstah sa ca pasasektisahayyam

This he interprets

Méme avant I’élimination du [karman et du mala], pour renforcer la capacité
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While impurity, since it is the cause of transmigration, is still not ripened
(aparinatah), before its transformation the Lord rather (pratyuta) helps to
make (kriyate) the capacity of impurity (malasamarthyam), which consists
in its blocking of the powers of the soul, successful; but it does not desist
from acting when it is unripe. That is the meaning. For, to explain:

As he effects the blocking of the soul’s powers, he sees
the success of the power of the bond [of impurity]. And
upon seeing [this ‘success’], He uses (yurikte) an instru-
ment suitable (yogyam) for the rescuing [of souls] from
that [bond] (tennivrttyai) and for [producing] the liber-
ated state in souls (nrmuktaye).” (20c—21b)

While the Supreme Lord thus performs the blocking of the soul’s powers by
favouring with his grace the power of impurity, he sees the completion of
the duty (samaptadhikarata = saphalyam) of the power of the bond called
impurity, [in other words] a certain [degree of] ripeness (paripakavidesah),
for (hi...yatah) the duty (adhikarah) of every [person or thing] (sarvasya)
culminates in the [attainment of the] goal (phalaparyantah). And having
seen this,”® He employs (upayurikte) an instrument known as initiation,
which is suitable for causing souls to escape from that bond (tasmat pasan
nivrttyartham [= tannivrttyai yogyam]) and whose fruit is the liberation of
souls.

Surely a transformation is said to be an effect, as for example kala and
the other evolutes [are transformations] of primal matter. But one cannot
have transformations of impurity, for it is impossible for it to have effects,
since it is not a material cause (aprakrtitvat). In reply to this (atra) he says:

A cela, le [Seigneur] apparait accomplissant Parrét de la manifestation de la
puissance de I’Ame et P'aide de la puissance du lien.

But FILLIOZAT is probably correct in suggesting (1991:151, fn. 203) that Aghorasiva com-
mented instead on the reading tatsamarthyopodbalanadanakrtaye. This changes little in a
translation of Aghorasiva’s understanding of the verse:

Even before the removal of that [impurity], in order to bring about an invigo-
ration of its power, He is seen to perform a blocking of the powers of the soul
and to help the power of the bond.

95 A more natural interpretation of this unit, assuming the reading tam nivrttyas (instead
of tannivrttyai) would be as follows: ‘As he effects the blocking of the soul’s powers, he
sees the success of the power of the bond [of impurity]. And upon seeing this [impurity]
to be ready to cease (nivrttyai) he employs (yurikte) an instrument for the liberation of
the soul”’

96 B cony.
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Just as there is transformation of the seed [without pro-
duction of effects] during [the universe’s] sleep, so to
we hold there to be [transformation] of impurity, with
the result that there is no sentience (citihanau) [in the
soul].%” (21cd)

Just as, in a period of total resorption (mahapralayakale = svape), the seed
of the universe that is primal matter transforms, [i.e.] attains an access of
power (§aktyatz’§ayapmtz’lambhah) that is conducive to bringing forth cre-
ation again (punahsargotpadanugunah), only by [matter producing] trans-
formed results that are [still nothing other than] its own nature (svaripa-
parinamad eva)—not by [a transformation producing] transformed results
different from itself that would be effects (karyatmano vijatiyaparinamat),
since that would be impossible at that time—so in the same way also in
the context of the destruction of [the soul’s| sentience (citihanivisaye ’pi),
this same (asau) [sort of] transformation will take place in impurity, even
though it is not a material cause of effects different from itself (karyantara-
prakrtitve), but simply (eva) because its essential nature is to transform [in
such a way as to produce transformed results that are nothing other than]
its own nature (svardpaparinatisvabhavatvat). And so there is no problem
(ity adosah).

On this point (atra) [there follows| a rebuttal [by the Siddhantin], pre-
ceded by the raising of a doubt by the proponent of the view that a descent
of [the Lord’s grace-giving] power must be independent:

‘And if (yadi ca) Sambhu makes impurity ready for ces-
sation, why does He not then make [it ready] simulta-
neously for all souls?” To one who makes this objection,
one should reply as follows. (22)

[The opponent speaks:] You have postulated that impurity is something
whose nature it is to transform and then you have proclaimed that it is
the Lord who is the cause of its maturation. The above-stated unsatisfac-
tory consequence of this (p@rvah prasarigah) is that He should cause [the
impurity] for all [souls at once] to transform, because of the absence of any
differentiating factor. So (tat) inevitably (avasyam) you have to accept the
Lord’s independence in this context [of determining the when and how of
liberation] (atra) in order to avoid this [problem]. So (tat) let there be only

%7 Aghorasiva reads citihaneh and interprets this to mean ‘because of the absence of
sentience [in impurity]’.
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(eva) that [independence of the Lord]! What need of this redundant (antar-
gaduna) postulation of the ripening of impurity? [The Siddhantin says:] one
who raises this objection should be replied to as follows.

With a part of a verse (aryabhagena) [the author] explains how [to re-
spond].

Why does He not make all [the retributory force of] past
actions ready to be experienced simultaneously? (23ab)

Even in your position this logical ground (hetuh) is rendered inconclusive
(anaikantikah) by [the case of] past actions (karmana).® For why does
He not, because of the absence of any differentiating factor, make all [the
retributive force of past actions] simultaneously experienceable [for all souls],
given that (iti) the Lord ripens [the retributive force of] past action and
makes it experienceable by souls? And (tu) you cannot explain [our position]
(vyakhyeyam) by saying (iti) that just as you admit this [dependence of the
Lord on external factors] in the case of past actions, we will also have it [viz.
this same dependence of the Lord, but as a fault] in the case of impurity.%
For if in this way the opponent does not raise a fault [in that he raises as
a fault what is in fact not a fault] in the proof stated by the [first] debater
(vadyuktasadhanadosanudbhavanam), he is defeated (nigraha eva).
As they say,

Stating something as part of an argument when that something is
not capable of proving [what one wishes to prove] (asadhanarga-
vacanam) [and] raising [as a fault] what is [in fact] not a fault
(adosodbhavanam)1®—these are the bases for defeat in argu-
ment (nigrahasthanam) for the two [speakers, namely the first

98The logical ground here of the opponent’s prasariganumana should be vifesabhavat:
‘because of the absence of any differentiating factor’. The Lord should be impartially
the same without difference towards all souls and so impurity should be simultaneously
ripened to the point of cessation for all souls. But the same type of argument could be con-
structed for karman, all of which should, by this logic, be rendered simultaneously ready
for experience for all souls. This is clearly absurd and the logical ground is inconclusive.

% Er conj. Or perhaps: ‘And (tu) you cannot explain [our position] (vyakhyeyam) by
saying (iti) that just as you admit this [dependence of the Lord on external factors] in
the case of past actions, we may also have it [viz. this same dependence of the Lord as a
fault] in the case of impurity.” In such a case, we would have to take adosodbhavanam to
mean ‘not [being capable of] stating a fault [which in fact exists]’.

100This nigrahasthana is also interpreted as ‘not [being capable of] stating a fault [which
in fact exists]’ (see, e.g., Nydyamaijarl, volume 2, pp.679-80 and 714); but it appears
that Ramakantha does not here understand it in this way, even though his introduction
to this quotation might seem to suggest such an interpretation.
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debater and the opponent, respectively] (dvayoh). No other [ba-
sis for defeat] is logical (yuktam) and so we don’t accept [any
other| (nesyate).

Accepting this [viz. this notion of the Buddhists about what are bases for
defeat in argument],’%! this [passage above] was taught [by the author| in
order to point out [that the opponent’s position suffers from] the fault of
inconclusiveness [in the logical ground| because of [the case of] the retributive
force of past actions (karmana).

Here [the Siddhantin presents] a refutation of the grounds [that the op-
ponent might use] for rejecting the problem that his logical ground is incon-
clusive:

Plurality (anekatvam), needing to be experienced at dif-
ferent times (kalantarabhogyata), and relative strength
(balzyastvam)—I[these properties of karman are] not an
answer [that resolves the difficulty of inconclusiveness|,
since they are not absent [in impurity]. (23)

[The opponent might say:] the logical ground ‘because of the absence of any
differentiating factor [in the Lord’s treatment of different souls’] does not
apply in the case of [the retributive force of] past actions, since there are
[indeed] differentiating factors (visesah) [namely]: this [retributive force of
past actions] (tatra) is plural [because the fruits of past actions are to be ex-
perienced] by different souls; it needs to be experienced in different rebirths
even when it belongs to a single soul; and it can be stronger with respect
to [the retributive force of] some other action by being of greater intensity
(tvravegatvena). If [the opponent] (yah) wishes to resolve (samadadhyat)
the problem of the inconclusiveness of the logical ground in this argument
(atra) in such a way, [none of these factors,] neither plurality, nor need-
ing be to experienced in different periods, nor relative strength is a factor
that can resolve the fault (samadhih) for him (asya). Why? Because [each
supposedly] resolving factor (samadheh) is to be found (vidyamanatvat =
ahanat)!%? also in the paksa (sadhyadharminy api) [i.e. in mala]. The mean-
ing is that this [original] logical ground [of the absence of any differentiating
factors in the Lord’s treatment of different souls (wiesabhavad iti)], since
it is not established even in impurity, does not serve to prove [what the
opponent wishes, viz. that we must therefore assume the independence of

0L g conj.
102 B conj.
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the descent of the Lord’s grace-giving power| (apagamakah).'® [This is so]
because (yatah) even there [in the case of impurity] (tatrapi) [these factors
are found: it has] plurality, because it is divided into [individuated] powers
[with each one] corresponding to a soul (pratipurusam); and [it has| the na-
ture of transforming over different periods (kalantaraparinatisvabhavatvam);
and it is such (°svabhavatvam) that in the case of certain particular (kvacit)
souls,® not all, its transformation may be brought about by the proximity
of auxiliary causes such as the performance of meritorious actions and such
and [so it may be] relatively intense (t7vratarasatkarmadyanusthanadisaha-
karisannidhyasiddhaparinati®).!%® Thus there is no fault [in the position of
the siddhantal.
Furthermore

Since power (Saktih) is at all times (sadaiva) at hand
(sannihitd) that is capable of causing all creation to
arise (sarvavikarotpattau $akta) [both] in the Lord and
in the seed, and [since] souls (bhavini) are all-pervading
and have the condition of being experiencers, (24) then
(tena) let the Lord create (krtva) the great quanti-
ties (anekani. . . vrndani) of effects and instruments and
other factors [required for experience] (karyakaranadeh)
out of the seed and make souls experience (bhojayatu)
all [the fruits of their] actions simultaneously. (25)

This logical ground [of the absence of any differentiating factor in the
Lord’s treatment of different souls (vifesabhdvad iti)] is rendered inconclu-
sive (anaikantikaeh) also by the Lord’s power and by the power of primal
matter, for (yatah...hi) in your view (bhavatpakse) why (kim iti) should
the Lord not link [all] souls with all the groups of instruments and effects
[that they require for experience], ripen all [the fruits of their] past ac-
tions and cause them to enjoy them all together at the very same time
(yugapad eva), given that the powers [of the Lord and of primal matter]
are omnipresent (sarvatra) and capable of producing all things (sarvartha-
karitvena) and that there is thus no difference in their being equally close
[to all souls] (sannidhanavisesat),'®® and given that the experiencing soul

103\We find no parallel for this form. Perhaps we should emend here to agamaka?

104 gy cony.

105 pr conj. As for the two instances of adi in °satkarmadyanusthanadi®, perhaps we
should take them to refer respectively to asatkarman and to ananusthana.

108 g conj.
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(bhoktuh), being all-pervading (vyapakatvena), is [also] present everywhere
(sarvatra bhavat)?107

In response to this (atra) the view of the opponent [is stated] (parabhi-
prayah):

Surely it is upon seeing [the fruits of] past actions being
experienced in a gradual sequence (kramatah) that we
infer that (iti) it is Sambhu who [of necessity]!® ripens
them in just that way. (26abc)

Even though there .is no differentiating factor on the side of the ripener
(pacakasya), when we see [the fruits of] past actions that have to be ripened
being experienced in a given sequence of childhood, [youth] and the other
life-stages, we conclude (avastyate) that the Lord too (api) ripens these
[past actions] (tesam) in accordance with their fitness for that [viz. fitness
for being experienced] (tadyogyatapeksayaiva) in a given sequence (kramena
[=tathaiva]). And so this [same] logical ground [of the absence of any dif-
ferentiating factor in the Lord’s treatment of different souls (videsabhavad
iti)] is not inconclusive [as a proof of the simultaneous ripening of impurity

107Rémakantha is not closely reflecting this part of the verse, for Sadyojyotih’s word-
ing, translated more literally, would be ‘[since] in the soul in samsara (bhavini) [are the
properties of] all-pervasiveness (vibhutvam) and the condition of being an experiencer
(bhoktrbhavah).” Perhaps Ramakantha paraphrases this rather loosely because it seems to
him pleonastic: the soul in samsara is necessarily endowed with bhoktrbhavah, since the
latter is a beginningless state caused by souls’ impurity. Cf. Kirana 3:2ab (bhoktrtvam
nama yat proktam andadi malakaranam; ‘The condition of being an experiencer, which
we have taught, is beginningless, [because] it is caused by impurity.’) and Ramakantha’s
Kirapavrtti thereon: i

vad etad bhokirtvam asmabhih prag uktam ted anads. yato malakaranam
uktarn tato malasyanaditvat tad apy anadi. etad uktam bhavati—anyad
evasman mohaganitad bhoktrtvad bhogayogyatvalaksanam etad bhoktrtvam.
pralayakale vidyate na tu vijianakevale karmabhavat.

This condition of being an experiencer, which we have taught above, (prag
uktam [= prokiam]) is beginningless. Because it has been taught to be
caused by impurity, and since impurity is beginningless, it too must be be-
ginningless. This is the purport [of this half-verse|: this condition of being
an experiencer can be defined as a fitness for experience, and it is different
from that [other condition referred to as a] condition of being an experi-
encer which arises from delusion. It occurs in the pralayakala but not in the
vijiianakevalin because of the absence [there] of karman.

198 Adding here ‘[of necessity]’ reflects what appears to be Ramakantha’s understanding
of this verse, but it is not clear whether this was really what Sadyojyotih intended.
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unless we accept that the Lord’s grace is independent]|, since it is not estab-
lished (asiddhatvat) here [in the case of past actions] (atra). The reply [of
the Siddhanta] to this [is as follows]:

This is the same in both cases. (26d)

In that case [if the Lord depends on the fitness of karman], this [situa-
tion, in other words this] unprovenness of that [logical ground] (asiddhatvam
asya)'9? is the same (samanam) in the case of impurity too, just as in the
case of past actions, and so here too there is no problem [in our position].
[With the next verse| is explained how.

Because the effect [that is] taught [of past actions,
namely the effect that is ripening,| is also understood
here [in the Saiva Siddhanta to take place] in impurity
[in such as a way as| to result in its cessation. And
also (api) because (iti) the Lord really (hi) is capable
of producing readiness in exactly the same way [in both
cases].!tV (27)

109 B cony.

110This seems 10 us conceivable as a rendering of what might have been Ramakantha’s
interpretation of this verse, but it is full of doubtful points. The constitution of the text,
which Aghoraéiva transmits quite differently, is uncertain, and it seems to us far from
certain that Ramakantha renders what Sadyojyotih intended to express. He might have
wished to express, for instance, ‘Because the effect [that is] taught [in the case of karman
for the sake of experience (cf. verse 19)] is also understood according to this [scriptural
tradition to take place] in impurity for the sake of its cessation|. For scripture teaches|
that (it) the Lord is indeed (hi) also capable of producing readiness in the same way [in
impurity]’. Or perhaps more plausible would be: ‘Since the effect [you have] referred to
[in the case of karman] is known [to us] (gamyate) also, according to this system (atra), in
impurity, such that it results in cessation, [we infer (anummumah)] that Sambhu is capable
of creating ripeness [in impurity] too in exactly the same way.” But it seems to us most
likely that Sadyojyotih wrote matva instead of yasmat and that he intended verses 26 and
27 as part of a single unit drawing parallels between what we can infer about kerman and
mala, the effects of which are known to us respectively from direct perception and from
scripture: ‘Surely it is upon directly perceiving (drstva) that [the fruits of] past actions
are experienced in a given sequence that we infer that (iti) Sambhu ripens them in exactly
this way [i.e. sequentially]. It is the same in both cases. Knowing (matva) that there is an
effect which results in [impurity’s] cessation [because that effect is] taught [in scripture],
we infer (gamyate) [the same| in the case of this impurity too: [namely] that (iti) the
Lord is indeed (h4) able to bring about its ripeness too (api) in the same way [i.e. in due
sequence].’

Since we assume that this is more likely to be a faithful interpretation, it seems likely
to us that Ramakantha was hampered by the corruption of matva to yasmat. If we
had been reconstructing Sadyojyotih’s text as he might have composed it (rather than as
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Because, just as in the case of [the retributive force of] past actions the effect
that is a particular kind of maturation is said to come about gradually by
reason of its own fitness [for being experienced], so too [does this come
about| gradually in the case of impurity—Ii.e.] so too [in the case of mala]
is there understood in this $@stra to be an effect, [namely] a particular
kind of maturation that comes about gradually, [an effect] that is proved
by the impossibility of otherwise accounting for our observing people who
have a desire for liberation and others [at various stages along the path to
liberation].!*! This has been taught in the venerable Svayambhuva[sitra-
sangraha, in 1:17cd]:

Once that [impurity] has diminished, a desire to go to the
Supreme Highest State arises.!12

And just as the Lord is the [instigating] cause of the ripening of [the retribu-
tive force of] past actions for experience, in due order in accordance with
their readiness [for being experienced], in exactly the same way [i.e. in due
order in accordance with its readiness] it is He who is the [instigating] cause
of the ripening of impurity t00.123 And so the logical ground ‘because of
the absence of any differentiating factor [in the Lord’s treatment of different
souls]’ is not established even here [in the case of impurity, just as it is not
there in the case of past actions]. Thus there is no problem [in our position].

It is not only on this point [that the opponent is forced to acknowledge
our position that the logical ground he proposed is inconclusive] (atra),'!4
in so far as

commented upon by Ramakantha), we would have adopted matva. Once again, Rama-
kantha’s distortive interpretation is aimed at bringing to the forefront the logical ground
avisesabhavat in the opponent’s syllogism.

117t appears that vinivrityai is effectively glossed here with mumuksvadidarsand-
nyathanupapattisiddham. The adi in mumuksvadi could refer perhaps to others further
back on the ‘path’ who have not yet conceived a desire for liberation, but it could instead
refer to those further advanced along the path who have already approached a guru, taken
a first inititiation (samayadiksa), etc.

1210 fact, according to Ramakantha, further stages intervene: a salvific Saktipata takes
place once the soul’s mala is sufficiently ripened, whereupon the soul manifests equanimity
with regard to all that befalls him in this world and so a desire to be released. See Kirana
1:20c-22b and the Kiranavrtti ad loc.

Ry i conj. We have assumed haplography triggered by an eyeskip here. Two phrases
ending in paripakahetuh have, we guess, been involuntarily collapsed into one by a copyist.
The diagnostic conjecture will almost certainly be ‘wrong’ in details of wording, but we
think that it probably conveys what the now missing text once conveyed.

"0r perhaps: ‘It is not only here [that the logical ground is not proven], since. ..’
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In the same way also in [periods of the universe’s] sleep
[the Lord brings about] the readiness of primal matter
(yoneh) and of [the retributive force of] past actions
over a period that equals the time in which creation
was maintained: upon being asked, you are obliged to
give [the same] answer [that consists in acknowledging
that the logical ground is inconclusive].1!®> (28)

Since [primal] matter (prakrteh [= yoneh]) has increasingly depleted pow-
ers (apacitatarasaktitvat) from ceaselessly providing experience to count-
less souls (anavaratanantapurusabhogapradatvena), and since [the retribu-
tive force of] action too at the same time (tadanim) becomes increasingly
depleted (apacitatarasaktitvat), on account of being produced by embodied
souls who themselves have increasingly depleted forces (apacitatarasakti-
$ariryanusthitatvena), they [viz. matter and the retributive force of past ac-
tions] become unfit (ayogyatvam) for providing experience (bhogadanaya). 118
And so (iti), in order to bring about their readiness (tadyogyatotpadanaya),
you will have to admit that there is a period of total resorption of the
universe that enables them to rest (tadvisramakah). This is taught in the
venerable Mrgendra:''”

Even in [a period of the universe’s| sleep He keeps on awaken-
ing those deserving of awakening, blocking those to be blocked,
ripening the [retributive force of] the past actions of those who
have [still to experience the fruits of] past actions, making the
powers of primal matter ready to become manifest, [and| He
observes all things as they are.

Now (ca) [if we were to take the opponent’s position], because of this [log-
ical ground of| ‘absence of any differentiating factor’, why should the Lord
not resorb [the effects of] this [matter] (tam upasamhrtya) and cause [the
retributive force of] past actions to rest (karmani ca visramya) just for
an instant (ksepamatram eva) and then [at once] produce a new creation
(punahsargam)? Why does he wait (apeksate) before doing that (tatra) for

1151 this rendering we attempt to follow Ramakantha’s interpretation. It seems likely,
however, that Sadyojyotih intended rather: ‘If you are asked about the [reaching of a state
of] readiness by primal matter and by karman in a similar way even when the universe is

resorbed, you have to give answer that it lasts the same time as a period in which creation
is maintained.’

18 By conj.
17 Mrgendravidyapada 4:15. Frequently quoted elsewhere, for instance in the Naresvara-
pariksaprakasa ad 2:31, p. 153, and in the Kirapavrtti ad 4:17.
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the length of a period of [maintenance of] creation? Here too you have to
give the very same answer, [the answer] that consists in [acknowledging] the
failure to establish [the logical ground] ‘because of the absence of any dif-
ferentiating factor’™8 in this [viz. in mahapralaya, which is here the paksal,
because [He is forced to act] in accordance with the way the nature of mat-
ter happens to be (prakrtes tathasvabhavatvanusarena). And the same is
also true without any difference (avisistam) in the case of impurity in the
manner stated above (proktanayena). And so there is no contradiction [in
our position].
In the same way (tatha)

Also (ca) at the beginning of a phase of creation
(sargadau), which is [something that has happened]
without restriction [of number],'® the Lord is able [on
each occasion] to create [from] within the streams [that
issue from primal matter| exactly the same things (yad
vastu ...tad dhi) in the same way (yathd. ..tathd) and
for the same time (ydvatkale...tavat). In the case of
liberation too, this!? is the same (tulyam) with the con-
ditions that produce that [liberation] (tannimitiena).!?!
(29-30b)

At the beginning of a phase of creation, [a moment that is| infinite in
number (anantasamkhye [= niyamavihine]), because it is many in that
it [is invariably something that has| happened on many previous occa-
sions (purvapirvateradibhedena), why does the Lord not cause the body
of tattvas (tattvajatam) beginning with guna and ending with earth to arise
[directly] out of the streams of primal matter that are the causes [of creation]
(nimittebhyah), just as kalg and the rest!22 [arise directly out of maya]? Why

18 Er conj. For this conjecture, cf. the formulation in the first line of the commentary
after 23cd. A similar repair to the text is required in the parallel phrase towards the end
of the commentary on 29-30b (30.13).

19This follows Ramakantha’s interpretation of niyamavihine, but it seems almost certain
that Sadyojyotih took it to mean ‘in which there is no restriction [as to the Lord’s apparent
options]’. He might have intended it to be construed closely with srotahsu: ‘in which there
is no restricition as to the streams [that might form from primal matter]’.

120We have not followed L’s ittham, since this seems not to have been glossed by Rama-
kantha, whereas his tad idam could be a reflection of idam in the verse.

121 Aghoradiva’s commentary is transmitted with a simpler (and probably secondary)
reading here: tulyam mokse ca tannimitte ca; ‘this is the same in liberation and in the
conditions that produce that [liberation]’.

122Br conj. According to Sadyojyotih’s much quoted interpretation of Svayambhuva-
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“does He depend upon (apeksate) connecting them (tasya) with a lower mat-
ter [namely the avyakta that is recognised also by the Sankhyas| (avantara-
prakrtisambandham)? As is taught in the glorious Rauravasiitrasangraha,'%

From the principle of limited power to act arose the two princi-
ples of passion and [impure] knowledge and [also] the unmani-
fest. The Lord further created the gunas [from the unmanifest).
From the gunas was born the buddhi, which is eightfold accord-
ing as it has [eight] qualities (astaripa gunanvitd).’** And then
from the buddhi, because of its being shaken (samksobhat), arose
ahamkara. Now from ahamkara arose the imperceptible subtle
elements and the faculties [of sense and action|, and from the
subtle elements the gross elements. And all [this] he created in
due order.

There too you have to give an answer that consists in the failure to establish
[the logical ground] ‘because of the absence of any differentiating factor’
(avisesasiddhilaksanam)'® in this [viz. in creation, which is here the paksa],
[in that you have to answer] that (iti) when a particular thing (yad vastu)
becomes fit to arise (bhavanayogyam [= bhavati])1?® from among the various
things that are effects (k@ryavastinam) in a particular way (yatha), [in other
words] in a manner requiring the [involvement| of avyakta (prakrtiniyama-
laksanaprakarena), and for a certain particular length of time (yavati kale),
[then] the Lord is able to creat that thing (tat) in the same way (tatha)
for the same length of time (tavati), and not in any other way (nanyatha).
This is the same with the condition that produces liberation, namely the
ripening of impurity (malaparipakatmana). Thus (iti) the above-stated fault
[of simultaneous liberation for all]'?” is not entailed (noktadosaprasarigah)
and so (iti) how could one prove that the [grace-giving] descent of [the
Lord’s| power must be independent [of all external factors, since it has been|

siitrasangraha 2:9 (e.g. Kiranavrtti ad 4:22¢—23) three tattvas evolve directly from maya,
namely kal@, kala, and niyati. The remaining evolutes all evolve directly or indirectly
from kal, as the following quotation from the Rauravasttrasangraha shows.

123 Rauravasiitrasangraha 2:15-17. Ramakantha discusses the sequence of creation of
these evolutes ad Kiranavrtti 4:22c-23, in which passage he quotes part of Rauravasitra-
sangraha 2:15, the first verse of this quotation.

124These are the eight properties of the buddhi, namely dharma, jrana, vairagya,
aisvarya and their opposites.

125 fx conj. For this conjecture, cf., once again, the first line of the commentary after
23cd.

126 By comj.

127This unwanted corollary was first mentioned in Ramakantha’s introduction to 1led.
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refuted by the rejection of that corollary.128
Thus (evam), then (tat),

The true form of impurity (asuddheh) has been thor-
oughly (alam) outlined (uddistam), omitting nothing
(niravasesena). Its properties, such as oneness, [learnt]
from scripture ($astrat), would be for the destruction
[of impurity] (nivrttyartham) if it were not for its infini-
tute of powers.1?% [And therefore these properties| have
as the most important property infinitude in powers
(.s‘aktydnantyapmmukham), [which is proven] through
true arguments (sadyukteh) that come from the [Lord
who is| Cause [of All] (kdranotthayah).'3 (30c-31)

The true form (paramarthikam rapam) of impurity (malasya = asuddheh),
which is the cause of the dissimilarity between the two entities of Sambhu
and the soul, has been thoroughly ( paryaptam krtva = alam) taught, omit-
ting nothing (nihsesena [= niravasesenal). And as for (yac ca)'3! impurity’s
oneness and other [properties] (ekatvadyam) [learned] from scripture—as in
the glorious Svayambhuva[siitrasarigraha, in 2:1ab:]

128 B conj. The conjecture may not be necessary, but it gives the sense required.

1291t would also be possible to take all the above (from 30c to 31b) as one sentence:
“The true nature of impurity, beginning with the property of oneness, has been thoroughly
outlined in accordance with scripture, leaving nothing out.” We have discussed this passage
at some length and have come to the conclusion that a smooth interpretation of the text as
transmitted to Ramakantha is probably impossible. Aghorasiva’s text of the last syllables
of the first line of verse 31 seems to us much more likely to be original. Here is the same
unit as it appears in FILLIOZAT's edition:

alam uddistam a$uddheh sadrapam niravasesena
Sastresv ekatvadyam Saktyanantyam vinanivartyam tat
Saktyanantyapramukham sadyukteh Sasanotthayah

Following Aghorasiva’s commentary we may translate as follows:

The true form of impurity, [as well as its properties of] oneness, among other
properties, have been thoroughly and completely taught in the scriptures.
Without its having an infinitude of powers it would be unremovable. Begin-
ning with its infinitude of powers [its properties have been taught here] on the
basis of good reasoning that has been drawn from scripture.

"It is possible that karanotthayah, the interpretation of which is not at once obvious, is
in fact not original and that we should therefore adopt the easier reading $asanotthayah.
Cf., however, the expression karapavakirapadmad vinirgata/vinihsrta in Rauravasitrasan-
graha 10:103 and Matangakriyapada 6:67.

131The corelative (tat) to this relative pronoun occurs after the second of the quotations
from the Svayambhuvasitrasangraha, in other words in line 31.8.
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Now the impurity of men is beginningless; it is proclaimed to be
that which makes them bound souls (pasutvam).!32

for since impurity is there mentioned as singular and souls as plural, this
conveys that there is just one impurity for all souls. The use of the element
‘and other [properties|’ (adigrahanat) [in the compound ekatvadyam] refers
to [impurity’s] being subject to transformation. This is taught in the same
text, [in Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha 1:17c:]

Once that [impurity] has diminished, a desire to go... arises.

—that [group of properties beginning with oneness| would be for the [logicall
destruction of impurity (abhavayaiva malasya bhavati = nivrttyartham), if
it were not for (vina) its infinitude of powers (Saktyanantyam). The mean-
ing is that [this group of properties beginning with oneness,] without the
infinitude of powers, [in other words] if it did not include infinitude of pow-
ers (abhavacchaktyanantyam), would result in impurity’s ceasing to exist
(malanivrttaye = malasya nivrityartham)—tit would be like saying that the
havoc (ksepah) that [we see usually] caused by a thief had been produced
by no thieft!33—since (yatah) without postulating many powers it is not
possible to account for one thing enveloping many (anekavarakatvam). For
this reason (ata eva) [the true form of impurity] has been proven (siddham)
through (sakasat) true reasoning (sadyukteh) that comes from the scripture
He has taught (tadagamotthayah [= karanotthayah]), in which the princi-
pal property is having an infinitude of powers (s’aktytinantyapmdhdnam).134
This has been shown above in [verse 11cd with] ‘The powers of impurity are
separate for each soul’.
And now the conclusion of the work.

This ‘settled view on the three entities’ has been taught
concisely (samasatah) by the author of the commentary

132 A lternatively, if we read athanddimalah, we may render this with ‘Now the beginning-
less impurity of men is proclaimed to be that which makes them bound souls’. pasutva is
in fact also simply used as a synonym of mala, for cf., e.g., Kirana 2:19¢-20, so we might
also render this: ‘Now the beginningless impurity of men is called pasutva.’

133We discussed several unsatisfactory interpretations of this puzzling sentence without
reaching consensus. One earlier translation was: ‘just as we say “by removing theft
(caurabhavakrtah) one gets rid (ksepah) of the thief (caurakrtah)”’, but this would require
taking caura in the sense of caurya (a meaning that MONIER-WILLIAMS attributes to
‘L’[exicographers]). Applied to our context this might mean that impurity would be
logically destroyed if its activities, which depend on its many powers, were not to exist.
Another suggestion was the following: ‘just as the havoc (ksepah) that [we see usually]
caused by a thief [is inexplicable if you say that it is] produced by no thief’.

134 Bx conj.
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of the Svayambhuva, in order to remove from souls their
beginningless dullness (jadatam).'®> (32)

This ‘settled view on the three entities’ has been taught concisely (sari-
ksepena [= samasat]) by Khetapala, the commentator on the Svayambhuva-
sutrasangraha, in order to remove insentience from souls.

Thus [ends] the commentary (wivrtih) on the ‘settled view on
the three entities’, composed by the Kashmirian Bhatta Rama-
kantha, residing in Darvabhisara (darvabhisarasamsthena), [for
others] to attain the supreme reality level (paratattvaptyai).3

135 This presumably refers to souls’ impurity, which is indirectly removed by correct
understanding of the Svayambhuvasiitrasangraha, since that understanding will then put
them on the right path to lead a good life, which will then in turn help to induce ripening
of impurity. Impurity may also be referred to by various synonyms for ‘nescience’, since
it is the cause of nescience: cf. Kirana 2:19c-20.

%8This is probably intended to mean at the same time also: ‘[for others] to attain the
highest truth [about the subject of the text]’.
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