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580 A. Saito, F. Sferra

Introduction’

1. In 2006, Dominic Goodall most kindly put at the disposal of F. Sferra some
excellent digital photographs, taken by Kei Kataoka, of a composite multiple-text
palm-leaf manuscript in Nandinagari script kept in the Oriental Research Institute
Library of Mysore and bearing the signature MS ORlas P 269. Among several Saiva
works in Sanskrit, with one exception in Kannada, this manuscript was considered
to contain a copy of the Ratnatrayapariksa by Srikanthasari (9"-10™ cent. ?)* and
of its commentary (Ullekhini) by Aghorasiva (12" cent.).® At the time, Sferra was
reading and studying these two texts with some students in Naples. After a quick
analysis, however, it became clear that the part of the manuscript thought to contain
the Ratnatrayapariksa and the Ullekhini only coincided with the latter (with
negligible differences) in the exegesis of stanza 1 and the avataranika of stanza 2. In
fact, the text is a commentary that until then had been completely unknown. In
general, it is more sophisticated and complex than Aghorasiva’s Ullekhini. We have
provisionally called it *Vyakhyana. The commentary starts immediately after the
salutation formula and the quotation of the miila text’s first stanza; unusually there
are no mangalaslokas®:

[fol. 71v3] srisivaya namah |
namah Sivaya Saktyai ca bindave $asvataya ca |
gurave ca ganesaya kartikeyaya dhimate ||

atra ca purvardhena prakaranapratipadyam ratnatrayam prastavayan pranamati |
uttarardhena sakalasamhitanam avatarakatvena gurum [fol. 71v,] bhagavantam
srikanthanatham sarvavighnapaharakam® ca ganapatim siddhantasastrasravanavi-
Sesitajiianam ca kartikeyam asyaivavighnaparisamaptyartham abhivandate |

' A preliminary version of the Sanskrit text published in this paper was read and discussed by F. Sferra
at the “International Workshop on Tantric Studies” held at the Centre for Religious Studies, Manipal
Centre for Philosophy and Humanities (Manipal University, 23-27 January 2017). A few pages of the text
were also read at a reading-seminar at the Sapienza University of Rome (5 May 2018). Some problems
connected with this text were presented by Sferra in two lectures (University of Hamburg, 22 January
2016; University of Vienna, 11 May 2018). We wish to thank all those who organized these events
and also those who attended them and provided us with comments and suggestions, in particular (in
alphabetical order): Dominic Goodall, Harunaga Isaacson, Mrinal Kaul, S.L.P. Anjaneya Sharma, Péter-
Daniel Szant6 and Raffaele Torella. We are particularly grateful to R. Torella, who carefully read this
paper and provided us with useful comments, and to D. Goodall, who from 2018 arranged regular reading
sessions on the Ratnatrayapariksollekhini with Akane Saito in Pondicherry, and from 2020 regular online
readings via Zoom on the *Ratnatrayapariksavyakhyana with both of us (and occasionally other
scholars). We have greatly benefitted from his inspiration, comments and knowledge. We also owe
a special thankyou to Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek, who kindly revised the English text.

As for the policies regarding symbols, parentheses, etc. adopted in this paper, see below, “section 8
of the Introduction”.

2 On érfkan;hasﬁri (also known as Srfkantha), see Sanderson (2006, pp. 41-44).

3 On the life and dates of Aghorasiva, see Bhatt (1977, pp. ix—x), Gengnagel (1996, pp. 14—18), Davis
(1992), and especially Goodall (1998, pp. xiii—xvii, note 24), and Goodall (2000).

4 The Ullekhini does contain a mangalasloka.
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The Proof of Bindu as the Source of Determinate Knowledge... 581

tato® vastutrayam vyakhyeyataya pratijanite

*sarvavighnapaharakam *Vyakhyana | sarvavighnapaham Ullekhint
®tato *Vyakhyana ] tad eva Ullekhini

Unfortunately, the part of MS ORlas P 269 (henceforth M") containing this
commentary is incomplete: the text of the work ends abruptly while quoting the first
pada of st. 322. The last folio is missing (or possibly the last two folios) and thus we
are not able to gather any information about its author—if any was mentioned—
from the colophon.

Recently, in July 2018, R. Sathyanarayanan identified another manuscript
containing the same commentary in the Tiruvavatuturai Manuscript Library. It is a
Grantha manuscript and is listed in the library catalogue as MS No. 15 (henceforth
T). This manuscript is also incomplete: it begins with the last word of st. 3b,
continues to the end, but breaks off at the beginning of the commentator’s own
genealogy, just after a discussion of the verse numbered 321cd—322ab in Dvivedt’s
edition of the Ratnatrayapariksa (see below for further information).

After a careful collation of M? and T, it is evident that their scribes consulted two
distinct exemplars. M” is usually quite correct and it shows very few typos or
grammatical errors and almost no eye-skip. Its readings are therefore often consistent
and preferable. However, even though in general T contains abundant mistakes and its
copyist does not appear to have been a well-educated Sanskritist, it exhibits significant
and sometimes recurrent variants that are not merely attributable to transmissional
errors, variants that we believe sometimes represent an older stage of the text.

2. The absence in both manuscripts of a final colophon opens the problem of the
text’s authorship. A possible candidate could be the Kashmirian Bhatta Ramakantha
(second half of the 10™ cent.),” the celebrated Saiddhantika master son of
Narayanakantha who, according to Alexis Sanderson, might have composed a vrtti
on the Ratnatrayapariksa. Sanderson (2006, pp. 42-44) provides arguments
supporting this hypothesis; for the time being we limit ourselves to referring the
reader to his paper. Suffice it here to say that a stanza that, starting with the editio
princeps of 1925, was printed as the final stanza of the miila text, actually seems to
be part of the Ullekhini. In this stanza the author states that he has followed the
celebrated Saiddhantika predecessor (Sriramakanthasadvrttim mayaivam anuku-
rvatd | ratnatrayapariksarthah sanksepena prakasitah ). This issue is taken again
and discussed in more detail by Sathyanarayanan and Goodall (2020, pp. 518-525).
They strengthen Sanderson’s hypothesis and come to the conclusion that the two
Ramakanthas mentioned in stt. 321 and 322 are two different persons, with
AghoraSiva, the real author of st. 322, referring to Bhatta Ramakantha II, and
§rikamha, in st. 321 (the final stanza of the work), probably referring to Ramakantha
I. However, we can dismiss the attribution of the *Vyakhyana to Bhatta
Ramakantha: the style, vocabulary and manner of thinking are hardly those of

5 On the dates of Bhatta Ramakantha (sometimes referred to in secondary literature as Ramakantha II),
see Bhatt (1977, pp. xii—xiii), Sanderson (1985, pp. 566-567), Torella (1994, pp.483-484), Goodall
(1998, pp. xiii—xviii), Watson (2006, pp. 114-115), and Sanderson (2006, pp. 44-45).
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582 A. Saito, F. Sferra

this famous Kashmirian master.® Regarding stylistic features, we note, for instance,
that objections are sometimes introduced with the verb astu, and that conjunctions
with asyndeton are not uncommon. A more in-depth analysis of the modus operandi
and modus cogitandi of our anonymous commentator will only be possible when his
entire work has been studied and a critical edition published. It can be noted en
passant, however, that whenever Srikantha starts a new argument, our commentator
gives a precise definition of each term appearing in the stanza or that is needed for a
better understanding of the topic. It is not a word-by-word commentary: when he
finds the mila text clear enough, he does not dwell on it. And yet he writes
digressions and extensive explanations if he finds it worthwhile.

Fortunately, the author of the *Vyakhyana refers to himself at two points in his
work. These references will no doubt be useful for his identification. In fact, from
them it seems certain that our commentator previously wrote a gloss on the
Svayambhuva(vrtti), perhaps entitled Padavivarana.

The first reference is found at the end of the commentary on stt. 31cd—-32ab (M”
fol. 761’3_4, T fols. 21V8—22}”1):

samastadhvasuddhyanantarabhavitvar paramamoksasyeyam®bhanitir ayusmatah®
“srimatsvayambhuvamatangaditantrani purusartham dacaksano bhagavan na
paramamoksam  adistavan” iti tatpariharaprakarah svayambhuvavrttav©
evasmabhir niripita iti tata evavaseyah |l

* samastadhva® M” | samastadhva® T ¢ °$uddhy® T ] °Sudhy® M"

b paramamoksasyeyam em. | paramamoksasyayam M paramoksasyayam T
° bhanitir M? ] bhuvanavanitir T

d ayusmatah em. | ayusmat M7, ayusman T

¢ svayambhuvavrttav T (svayambhuvavrttav) ] svayambhuvaprakavrttav MY

“Since the highest emancipation [necessarily] happens immediately after the
purification of all the Paths, the manner to refute the following words of an
honorable [master, namely,] ‘The Bhagavan [Siva] when teaching scriptures
such as the venerable Svayambhuva and the Matanga for the sake of individual
souls did not teach ultimate liberation,” has been described by me exactly in
the [commentary on the] Svayambhuvavrtti. It is from this [commentary] that it
should be ascertained.””

The second reference appears in the commentary on stt. 274-275ac (M” fol. 98v;,_
12, T 68rg_15), where the author apparently quotes five stanzas he composed himself:

¢ For some considerations on Ramakantha’s style, see Goodall (1998, pp. xxViii—xxX).

7 Unfortunately, at this point the readings of both manuscripts are a bit shaky and thus not completely
reliable. We have emended the text in two places, trying to limit our intervention as much as possible. Of
course the text could be emended in other ways, as for instance by reading °moksasyayam bhanaty
ayusman, partly following M?, partly T, and correcting bhanitir/°vanitir into a finite verb. While the
syntax would not be completely smooth, we could tentatively translate the sentence as follows: “This
honorable [master] states: ‘The Bhagavan [Siva] who is teaching the scriptures such as the venerable
Svayambhuva and Matanga for the individual souls did not instruct the ultimate emancipation.” Since the
highest emancipation [necessarily] happens immediately after the purification of all the Paths, the manner
to refute these words has been ascertained by me in the commentary on the Svayambhuvavrtti.”
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The Proof of Bindu as the Source of Determinate Knowledge... 583

vad uktam svayambhuvavrttau padavivarane >smabhir —

$anam iita vis'vabhdvda’hi,s,thdt,rtdgunah9 |

sa eva mirdha'’mirdheva''yasya so 'yam tathavidhah |
yat pirnam'? uttamam"® Saivam jianam tatpurusahvayam |
binduksobhad yato vakti'* tat tejo vaktram aisvaram ||
aghaso bandhasantanad alam harati yan naram |">
patitvam'® ca disaty asmai tadaghorahrdisvarah |

avaty'” asesatattvani devatvat kridaya yatah |

tad asya guhyavad guhyam'® tejah sarvavilaksanam |
sadyah"® saktyanuvedhena® guhyadyarthan®' karoti yat |
tad®* idam Suddhavidyadav® ajata Saktir’* aisvart™ ||

[The energy called] I$ana is the supremacy (iSita), [namely, it] is the
property of being the presider over all beings. This is [called] the “head,”
[in the sense that it is] like the head. The one [= Siva] who has that [head] is
so described.

That full (piarna > pur), supreme (uttama > u) Saiva (Saiva > sa)
knowledge, which is called Tatpurusa (pur-u-sa), through which He [=
Siva] speaks after/through the activation of Bindu, that energy is [called]
the Lord’s “mouth.”

8 ita MY] isivata Tpc; isivata Tac; the text could be emended with #$ata, which is quite frequent, but

isita is also attested (see, e.g., Ajadapramatrsiddhi 24d, Parakhyatantra 14.91d)
* gunah M" ] gunah T
10 mirdha M” ) mirdha T (a bit broken)

" iirdheva MY | miirdhe T (a bit broken)

2 yat (vad) pirnam T | yat pirnam M*

13 uttamam My] attamam T

% binduksobhad yato vakti em. | bindukso{.. .. .. ..}kti MY binduksobhad yato vakta T
'S This line is missing in T.
16 patitvam T | patitam MY

'7 The reading avaty might sound a bit odd here where the names of the five faces of Siva are
etymologically explained. One could tentatively emend avaty, which is shared by both M? and T, to
vamaty, as has been suggested to us by Goodall, which might better explain the name Vamadeva and
provide a closer parallelism with the other explanations.

8 guhyam MY Tpc | gu..hyam Tac (the aksara that is cancelled after gu is undecipherable)

9 sadyah MY | sadyatas T
20 aktyanuvedhena em. | $aktyanuve{.. ..} M"; saktyanuvedhena T

21 guhyadyarthan em. | {.. ..}dyarthan M"; guhyadyartham T

2 tad em. Goodall | yad M" T

2 Suddhavidyadav T | suddhavidya{..} M” (the lower part of the aksaras is broken off)

2 gjata Saktir T1{.. .. .. .. .} M" (only small tips of the aksaras are visible); cf. Ramatrayapariksa 94cd

and Parakhyatantra 3.74-75 (pp. 222, 465).

S aisvart MY ] vart T
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584 A. Saito, F. Sferra

The [energy] that entirely (alam) removes (harati) the soul from sin
(aghas),”® [which is to say] from the unbroken sequence of bondage, and
gives to that [soul] the property of being the Lord: I§vara [= Siva] has such
Aghora as his “heart.”

That from which [Siva] impels (avati) all the Tattvas playfully, because of
[His] nature of being God (div = krid), that energy [= Vamadeva] is [called]
His “organ of generation,” [in the sense that it is] like the organ of
generation (lit. “that which must be hidden”), which is kept apart from
everything [because it is to be hidden] (sarvavilaksana).

The [energy] that in the Suddhavidyﬁ, etc., creates the objects beginning
with the organ of generation [= all the other body parts] immediately
(sadyas), by means of a penetration of Power, that is the “unborn” (ajata)
Sakti of the Lord [= Sadyojata].

These verses would deserve a thorough explanation, since they apparently contain
issues that deviate from the usual Saiva mainstream exegesis. Unfortunately, at
present we are only able to propose a tentative translation and are unable to provide
the reader with a detailed analysis.

Further relevant information about the author is found in the incomplete
colophon of his *Ratnatrayapariksavyakhyana, unfortunately only available in T:

gurur netraguruh®sriman ayato® gaudadesa(79vo)tah |

neta sivagamartthanam <.. .. .. ........ . l1I>

(*80r)) pranavam paricabhedani® vyakrtakabheda {.. ..} sanmukha d\
sakalyam sambhavam saukhyam sa{..}(*80ry)Syam sayuj <y >am tatha |
ete caiva paiicabhedani paiicavaktresu codbhavam® |*’

* netraguruh em. | netraguru T

b ayato em. | ayato T

¢ paiicabhedani em. | paficabhedam T < this pada is unmetrical
4 yyakrtaka® em. | vyakkta® T

¢ codbhavam standardization | cotbhavam T

26 We assume that aghasah is the ablative of aghas, even though this stem is not attested. One might also
consider to correct the reading aghaso to aghaso. In this case, a possible rendering could be: ‘The
[energy] that entirely (alam) removes (harati) the soul from the unbroken sequence of bondage in
connection with every sin (aghasah) [...].

27 The last three metrical lines belong to fol. *80r. We are not sure that these lines are intended to be the
continuation of the colophon beginning on fol. 79v. It is also possible that fol. *80 was added later from
another manuscript with the function of protecting our text, or that these lines were added by someone
else on a blank leaf, again put at the end of the manuscript for protective reasons. The lack of an original
Grantha number on fol. *80 supports this hypothesis. Moreover, the ductus is different and thus the last
three lines were probably the work of another copyist. At the very end of a manuscript, we usually expect
an independent benediction or some information from the copyist about himself; the statement of the
sacred syllable we find in this case does not match the normal usage. If this passage is really a part of the same
colophon, as D. Goodall has tentatively suggested to us, it might be the case that the five portions
(paricabhedani) of the sacred syllable mentioned there, beginning with s@kalyam and ending with sayuj <y
> am, are probably to be connected with five gurus.
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The Proof of Bindu as the Source of Determinate Knowledge... 585

The extant portion of the colophon is uncertain and some emendations are no doubt
needed. For instance, we are not completely certain that the word netraguru(h) (note
that the visarga before the palatal § is often dropped in Grantha script) is correct and
should be interpreted as a personal name. In fact we do not have any evidence of a
master called Netraguru. One possible emendation, albeit tentative, might be
gurunetda guru(h) instead of gurur netraguru(h). Such an emendation would imply
that the name of the guru was present in the missing last quarter of the first stanza or
in the other lines following it. What seems to be certain is that the first three padas
refer to a master who came from Gaudadesa (present day Central Bengal). This
toponym occurs in other South-Indian Saiddhantika works referring to the
birthplace of important masters of the guruparampara. For instance, we find it in
the concluding section of the Natarajapaddhati by Ramanatha (11" c.), where the
lineage of his masters is given in metrical form.”® According to stanza 6 of this
panegyric, the master who came from Gaudadesa is Brahmasiva. In the Gotrasantati
of his Kriyakramadyotika, Aghorasiva mentions a master named Dhyanasiva who
also originated from Gaudadesa.”” As pointed out by Dominic Goodall, in
Parvakamika 4.437c—438b there is a reference to gaudabhasa, which again might
suggest a special link between Bengal and the Tamil-speaking South between the
10™ and 12" centuries.’® We thus can infer that relevant information about a master
coming from Gaudadesa and his lineage up to our commentator was originally
present in the missing portion of the above colophon.

3. There is a third place where at first sight it appears the author is referring to
himself. This reference is found in the commentary on stt. 91-94ab:

tatra tavan nivrttivyaptim samharakramenaha — [stt. 91-94ab] tatra
rudranamany eva bhuvananam api namani | bhuvanadayas ca paddhaty
<am> asmabhir vivicya vistarena darsitah | granthavistara([line 11]{% 21
aksaras are broken}tipada devi pratisargapadakramat | samharakramenanti-
mapranavad arabhyastavimsatipadair atu (sic for atra) nivrttikalayam
vyavasthita | kim ca — [stt. 94cd—95ab] (M” fol. 81v;o 1))

This passage is present only in M’ it is totally absent in T. We suspect it was added by
the copyist of M” or by one of his predecessors in that line of manuscript transmission,
due to his apograph (or one of the apographs) being damaged and his trying to cover the
gap by copying from the Ullekhinz,>" or due to him (or of one of his predecessors) feeling
that the text needed some explanation but had unusually been left uncommented. Our
supposition is supported by comparing the introductory words of this passage as transmitted in

28 The entire panegyric has been edited and translated into English in Goodall (2014).

2% The relevant passage is introduced, edited and explained in the introduction to the Kiranavrtti by
Goodall (1998, pp. xiii—xvii).
30 See Goodall (2015, p- 41, n. 57). See also Davis (1992, p. 370).

31 o _ S _ . - [
tatra rudranamany eva bhuvananam api namani | bhuvanadayas ca paddhatyam evasmabhir vivicya

darsitah | granthavistarabhayat paddhatyantaresu bahusah prasiddhatvac ca natra likhyate |l [stt. 93cd—
94ab]  ekasitipada  devi  vyomavyapilaksana  Saktih | sa  ca  pratisargapadakramat
samharakramenantyapranavadarabhyastavimsatipadair atra nivrttikalayam vyavasthita || kim ca — [stt.
94cd-95ab] (Ullekhint p. 165).
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586 A. Saito, F. Sferra

the two codices. The avataranika in T (fol. 29vg_o) runs as follows: atha vyaptiprakaram
aha— “nivrtta (sic for nivrttau) parthivam tattvam” ityadind “vyapako bhuvanadinam
(sic for bhuvandadinam)” ityantena granthasandarbhena, whereas in M it is simply:
tatra tavan nivrttivyaptim samharakramenaha. It is striking that here T shows—as
would be expected—an independent text, but M" repeats exactly the words of the
Ullekhini. We find it therefore very plausible that someone copied the passage cited
above from the Ullekhini into the * Vyakhyana and not the other way around. We also
know that Aghorasiva actually composed a Paddhati, the Kriyakramadyotika, where
he gives a detailed description of the bhuvanas (pp. 277-289) that supports the
expression asmabhih [...] vistarena darsitah found in this passage. We cannot
completely rule out the possibility that also the author of the *Vyakhyana wrote a
Paddhati, but for the time being this cannot be verified.

In the light of the above, we also suspect that a similar thing occurred at the
beginning of the work (see above, “section 1 of the Introduction”), for which we
unfortunately only have M”. Here, too, it is probable that the beginning of the
apograph of MY, or of one of the manuscripts in its line of transmission, was
damaged and so the corresponding words from the Ullekhini were copied in order to
offer a complete text to the reader.

We believe that these similarities must be considered a product of interpolations
introduced during the text’s transmission and that, notwithstanding appearances,
they do not demonstrate any direct connection of our text with the commentary and
interpretation of AghoraSiva. In fact, although we see no substantial differences
regarding doctrinal presuppositions between the *Vyakhyana and the Ullekhini, the
two works do differ in several ways. We see, for instance, that (1) the way of
dividing the verses of the mila text differs; (2) the text of the *Vyakhyana is
generally more verbose; (3) there is a tendency in the *Vyakhyana to lean more on
scriptural sources (and the quoted stanzas are generally different from those
mentioned in the same places by AghoraSiva); and (4) often the *Vyakhyana makes
a possible debate with an objector or questioner more explicit.

Differences in interpretation between the *Vyakhyana and the Ullekhini are sometimes
visible and quite significant. This is based on a variety of reasons, ranging from the
simple interpretation of single words or compounds, to differences in the reading of
the mizla text. We limit ourselves to providing the reader with just a few such instances.
Ad stt. 41cd-44, where Srikamha enumerates six reasons (“impure insentience” and
so forth) why Maya is the material cause of the Impure Path, according to AghoraSiva
these are qualifications of the Impure Path, whereas in our commentator’s gloss they
qualify Maya. Ad stt. 166cd—168cd, where Srikantha defines Bindu as parigrahasakti,
the word udita (167d) is understood by AghoraSiva as the past participle of vad,
meaning “stated,” whereas our commentator takes it as derived from the root ud-i (“to
arise”). In st. 168b, Aghorasiva interprets the text on the basis of the reading pasatvena
instead of pasutvena, the one followed by our commentator.

We note also that, even where our commentator’s interpretation does not differ
from Aghorasiva’s, he often goes into more detail and provides a more in-depth
analysis. For instance, he gives quite a bit of importance to those Saivas who claim
that Bindu is the same as Siva’s Kriyasakti and therefore inheres in Him, a
viewpoint presented by Srikantha in stt. 126cd—134a. In support of their view, our
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The Proof of Bindu as the Source of Determinate Knowledge... 587

commentator quotes various passages from scriptural sources such as the
Sarvajiianottara and the Kirana (ad stt. 134b—139ab), as well as from non-
scriptural treatises such as the Tattvaprakdsa (ad stt. 126cd—134a). In contrast,
Aghoradiva’s discussion remains quite superficial, briefly explaining Srikantha’s
words and not providing a real picture of the opponent’s viewpoint. This suggests
that in Aghorasiva’s time or in his environment (or at least in his region) there were
no opponents who maintained the above-mentioned “heretical” doctrine and that he
thus had no reason to be concerned about them. Seemingly, this identification of
Bindu with Kriyasakti had some circulation between the 9™ and the 11" centuries
and was felt worthy of criticism. Also Ramakantha refers to and criticizes this
viewpoint in stanza 18 of his Nadakarika. Tt is worth noting that Aghorasiva’s
commentary thereon is again quite short, and provides no information about the
padavids (lit. “knowers of the words”) who are mentioned by Ramakantha as the
holders of this view.** The same attitude is also found in other parts of Aghorasiva’s
commentary on the Ratnatrayapariksa, for example in his explanation of stt. 166cd—
168cd, which deal with the topic of parigrahasakti. Here, again, he does not give
any deeper analysis, whereas our commentator deals with the subject at length.

All of the recognized quotations in the *}yakhyana appear to be from texts and
authors that predate the 12" cent. (see below, “section 4 of the Introduction”). This
consideration, in addition to the fact that our commentator does not seem to allude to
AghoraSiva or echo his style, suggests that he may have been relatively early. In view
of the above, we believe that it is plausible that our commentator may have predated
Aghorasiva (or lived during the same period without knowing him), with his
estimated timeframe possibly spanning from the 11" cent., when Bhojadeva was
active, to the 12t cent., when Aghorasiva lived. It is also worth noting that
Sathyanarayanan and Goodall (2020, pp. 523-524) have pointed out that AghoraSiva
claims to have known an earlier exegesis of the Ratnatrayapariksa, which might of
course be only a literary trope. Therefore it is not impossible that he was referring to
the *Vyakhyana, even if he did not actually study it closely.

Further considerations on the relationship and the differences between the two
commentaries (as well as a more accurate assessment of the differences in the
transmission of the miila text) can be made with greater precision when the
Ratnatrayapariksa and these two commentaries have been edited critically and
translated with annotations. Both projects are currently underway: Sathyanarayana
Sarma (EFEO, Pondichéry) and T. Ganesan (IFP) are working on a new critical
edition of the Ratnatrayapariksd and the Ullekhini by Aghorasiva (personal
communication, 3 January 2024), while we are preparing the complete editio
princeps of the anonymous commentary. An excerpt thereof is being published here.
An annotated English translation of the *Vyakhyana, authored by A. Saito alone,
will later appear in the volume of our edition of the entire text.

4. As one might expect, the commentary contains several quotations from
Saiddhantika scriptures. Those that are most frequently cited, and mentioned by
name, are the Kirana, the Matanga and the Svayambhuva. Less frequently we find

32 See Nadakarikavyakhya ed. p. 243.
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citations from the Sarvajiianottara, the Sardhatrisatikalottara (referred to simply as
Kalottara) and other Saiva scriptures. Among the latter we also find silent
quotations of verses that we know as belonging to the Kamika and the Mrgendra.>”
These are introduced with phrases such as yad uktam (ad stt. 254cd—255ab) or tad
ahuh (ad stt. 164cd—166ab), or they are simply embedded in the prose and marked
with an i#i at the end (ad st. 7ab). Saiddhantika scriptures such as Kirana, Mrgendra,
Pauskaragama, and Sardhatrisatikalottara are often referred to as Sivﬁmnéya (on
one occasion, simply as amndya), a word that, to the best of our present knowledge,
is not used in this way by other Saiva exegetes.”* Occasionally, like Narayanakantha
and Ramakantha, our commentator cites stanzas also from the Malinivijay[ottar]a
(e.g., st. 2.60ab [ad 26cd-29ab], st. 3.5 [ad 276-278ab]),>> as well as a verse from
the lost Bhargavottara (ad 23b).%¢

Among scriptural but non-Saiva sources, we find only one sentence from
Svetds’vataropanisad 3.19 (ad 185ab), which is labelled amnayah.

Among the non-scriptural sources, we find stanzas 24cd-25ab from the
Tattvasangraha (ad st. 38, 251cd); stanza 55 from the Paramoksanirasakarika (ad
23b) and stanzas 45b, 101, and 111 from the Moksakarika (ad stt. Tab, 17cd—18)*’
by Sadyojyotis (ca. 675-725)*; stanzas 28-30, 33abc from the Tattvaprakasa (ad
126-134ab;) by Bhojadeva (11" cent.); and stanzas from works by other masters,
such as Brahmasambhu (first half of the 10t cent.)39 (ad st. 6¢d).

The only non-Saiddhantika texts that are quoted are Sankhyakarika 3b (ad st.
38a,d) and 10 (ad st. 35ab), Vakyapadiya 3.9.50 (ad stt. 35cd-36¢), Slokavarttika
Sambandhaksepaparihara 110 (ad stt. 146-149ab) and Pramanaviniscaya 1.55ab
(ad stt. 219-220ab). However, in all these cases it is possible that the quotations are
not taken directly from the original sources, but indirectly from other works, since
they appear to be part of a set of stanzas that is frequently quoted in Saiva
doxographical literature.*’

It is worth noting that in his Siddhantasaravalivyakhya, Anantasambhu (14" cent.
7) quotes and briefly explains some stanzas of the Ratnatrayapariksa. When he

3 A relatively large number of verses in the Kamika, both in the Uttara- and in the Pirva-Kamika, have
now been found in Brahmasambhu’s paddhati, which our commentator also cites (see Sanderson 2012—
2013, p. 21, n. 74). So the Kamika citations might actually not be from the Kamika itself.

3 We have rendered this compound, which occurs 12 times in total in this commentary, as “Siva’s
transmitted doctrine” or “Siva’s scriptural tradition.”

35 This is a further confirmation that albeit this tantra is deemed by Saivadvaita masters, Abhinavagupta
in primis, as one of the mair) advaita scritures, “it contains certain clear indications that it followed the
dualism of the mainstream Saivism of the Siddhantas” (Sanderson 1992, p. 293).

36 1t should be noted, however, that also in this case the name of the text is not given by our
commentator, who introduces the stanza with the words yad uktam. The identification is instead provided
by Narayanakantha in his Mrgendravrtti ad 1.2.11.

37 Note that stt. 101 and 111 are wrongly attributed to Narayanakantha.

3 See Sanderson (2006, p. 79).

3 See Sanderson (2012-2013, p. 20).

40 For instance, Sankhyakarika st. 3 is quoted in the Mygendravrtti ad Vidyapada 1.2.15ab;
Sankhyakarika st. 10 in the Matangavrtti ad Vidyapada 1-3; the citation from the Kalasamuddesa in
the Pauskaravrtti (transcript p. 498); Slokavarttika Sambandhaksepaparihara 110 in Kiranavrtti 1.14 (see
Goodall, 1998, p. 192, n. 102); Pramanaviniscaya 1.55 in the Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 1.10ac.
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explains stanzas 73-77,*' in particular, his sentences recall or are partly identical
with the words of our commentator. For the time being we are not certain about the
direction of dependence between the two texts. This should be investigated more
carefully in the future.*?

Unfortunately, we are unable to identify a number of quotations, some referred to
as Sivﬁmnéya; approximately fifteen remain untraced.

5. Before introducing the content of the passage that is presented here for the first
time, we will describe the two manuscripts used for this edition.

Mysore ORlas P 269 was first described by H.P. Malledevaru in 1987 in vol. XII of
the Oriental Library’s Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts (henceforth
Cat.). More recently, Alex Watson, Dominic Goodall, and S.L.P. Anjaneya Sarma,
who used this manuscript for their edition and translation of the editio princeps of
the Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti by Bhatta Ramakantha, have corrected Mallede-
varu’s description in several points (2013, pp. 81-83). Here follows a further
description of the manuscript mainly focused on as yet unpublished information.

The leaves of the codex show common features. They are all produced from the
same species of palm, have the same measurements (Malledevaru states that each
leaf is ¢. 38cm 5cm),*? and are all pierced by two string-holes whose position is the
same on each leaf. However, MS ORlas P 269 is likely a composite of at least three
originally independent manuscripts, each written by a different copyist.

Let us start by saying that the codex can be divided into three parts. The first two
parts start with new foliation (fols. 1r—115v; fols. 1r—64v),44 whereas the third
consists in 26 leaves beginning with fol. 288 (fols. 288r—315v).*

The first part of the codex, which contains several Saiddhantika works, can in its
turn be divided into two sections. In the first section we have eight texts followed by
a commentary; the second section contains seven miilapatha texts. Those two
sections are referred to here with the siglum M” and the siglum M}, respectively:*°

MY
Fols. 1r;—12r3: Tattvaprakdsa of Bhojadeva with the Vi [Cat.
Tattvaprakasavyakhya) by Aghorasiva (complete) [Cat. Serial
numbers E 40729, E 40731]

Fols. 12r;3-23rs: Tattvasamgraha of Sadyojyotis with the Dipika (aka Tika) by
Aghorasiva (complete)*” [Cat. Serial number E 40736]

4l This section of the text, which deals with the levels of the “word” (vdc), is edited in Sferra (2007,
pp. 469-473).

42 PFor references to these parallels, see Sferra (2007, p. 473).

43 Cf. Malledevaru (1987, pp. 163, 167, 173, 175, 195, 209, 233).

4 Since two folios of the second part bear the number 56, the actual number of leaves of this part is 65.
43 Fol. 292 has not been digitally reproduced and is probably missing.

6 These sigla have already been used to refer to these two parts of MS ORlas P 269 by Sferra (2007), by
Watson et al. (2013), and by Kataoka (2015).

47 In Filliozat 1988, this part of the manuscript is referred to with the siglum G.
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Fols. 23rg—27r: Tattvatrayanirnaya of Sadyojyotis with the Vivarana (aka
Vrttiy by Aghorasiva (complete)*® [Cat. Serial number E
40728]

Fols. 27rg—41v;: Bhogakarika  of Sadyojyotis with the Vr#ti  [Cat.
Bhogakarikavyakhya] by Aghorasiva (complete)*® [Cat.
Serial numbers E 40790, E 40792]

Fols. 41v,—47r¢: Saivasiddhdntadz}aikd of Sarvatmasambhu (complete) [Cat.
Serial number E 40926]

Fols. 47v,—58v,;:  Moksakarika of Sadyojyotis with the FVreti by Bhatta
Ramakantha (complete) [Cat. Serial number E 40803]

Fols. 597 —71v,: Paramoksanirasakarika of Sadyojyotis with the FVreti by
Bhatta Ramakantha (complete)50 [Cat. Serial number E 40759]

Fols. 71v3—102vy,:  Ratnatrayapariksa [Cat. Ratmatrayodyotah] of Sm‘kanthasﬁn' with
an anonymous commentary [Cat. Ratnatrayodyotavyakhya)
(incomplete) [Cat. Serial numbers E 40804, E 40806]

M
Fols. 1057,_;3: Tattvasamgraha by Sadyojyotis (incomplete)’' [Cat. Serial
number E 40735]
Fols. 105v_;3: Tattvatrayanirnaya by Sadyojyotis (complete)®* [Cat. Serial

number E 40727]

Fols. 105v135-107vy,:  Bhogakdarika by Sadyojyotis (complete)’® [Cat. Serial
number E 40791]

Fols. 1087,-109v,5:  Moksakarika by Sadyojyotis (complete)>® [Cat. Serial
number E 40801, 40802]

Fols. 1107—111r5: Ratnatrayapariksa by Srikanthasiri (incomplete)™ [Cat.
Serial number E 40805]

“8 In Filliozat 1991, this part of the manuscript is referred to with the siglum M.

9 This part of the manuscript has been used by Fabio Boccio for his new edition of the text (PhD thesis,
University of Rome “La Sapienza,” unpublished).

0 This part of the manuscript has been used by Watson, Goodall and Sarma for their edition of the
Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti (2013).

5! The text is presently acephalous, the beginning likely found on the missing fol. 104. It starts abruptly
with the fourth aksara of st. 29 (bhu ca malena hy anadisamruddhadyrkkriyam tattvam 1). This part of the
manuscript was not used by P.-S. Filliozat for his edition and translation of the Tattvasamgraha by
Sadyojyotis and its commentary by AghoraSiva (Filliozat, 1988).

52 This part of the manuscript was not used by Filliozat (1991).
33 After the last stanza of the text, there is no colophon (the rest of the folio is blank).

54 The text ends with two double dandas; after this we find the following verse: krpaluh paripiirno mam
rugbamdhananivartakah | karmamaye ca sambaddhya daselline 14lyam patu {samkarah} || After this
stanza, one aksara is partly visible; then the edge is broken off, a space that could have contained (but did
not necessarily contain) about 13 to 14 syllables.

55 The title given in Malledevaru (1987, p. 174) is Ramatrayodyotah. Folio 1107 (formerly 1087) begins
with the salutation formula Srisivaya namah and includes stt. 1-41a (padas lbc are broken). Folio
110v (formerly 108v) contains stt. 41a—77b1. Folio 1117 contains stt. 77b2 (the aksaras °napa°® are almost
totally broken; the aksaras °yini are partly legible, their upper half being partly broken)-99c (the last
words are avyaktam api). Stanzas 82ab, and 94-95ab are missing. The folio contains some blank space
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Fols. 112r,-113rs5: Paramoksanirasakarika by Sadyojyotis (complete)’® [Cat.
Serial number E 40758]

Fols. 1157,-115v;: Sataratmasamgraha (mila only) by UmapatiS§ivacarya
(incomplete)57 [not identified by Malledevaru]

After fol. 102, folios 103 and 104 are apparently missing. We cannot be fully certain
of this, since folio 105 is broken on the left margin and only the upper edge of a
number, likely a 5, is partially decipherable. Since the numbers 106-110 of the
following leaves have been written above earlier numbers 104—108, which are still
partially visible, this could lead us to believe that only one leaf, namely, fol. 103,
was originally missing. Fol. 114 is missing and fols. 111v and 113v are blank.
The second and third parts of the codex contain two Virasaiva works, namely:

Fols. 171—64vy: Dipika by Viranacarya™ on the Dasagranthi (complete; in
Kannada)*® [Cat. Serial number E 40997-98: Dasagranthzvyakhya]

Fols. 288r1-315v,:  Srivirasaivadharmanirnaya Siddhantasikhamani by Sivayogin
(also known as Renukacarya, probably fI. 13"-14™ cent.;
incornplete)60 [Cat. Serial number E 41138]

There is no clue in the extant parts of the codex regarding the contents of the
missing first 287 leaves of the third part, although we might presume that they
contained Virasaiva works. It is possible that 224 folios are missing (if we presume
the foliation of the third part continued from the codex’s second part), or only 173
(if it continued from the codex’s first part), but this is less likely.

While variations in the ductus are slight, in some aksaras they are quite apparent,
sometimes strikingly so (e.g., see below the syllables tra and ha). Differences are

Footnote 55 continued
and a further salutation formula, perhaps written by a different hand, in the last and eighth line whose
aksaras have been carved but not filled with ink: Srisivaya namah srimadagastyalimgaya namah.

36 After the last stanza of the text there is no colophon. The remaining portion of the folio is blank.

57 The text starts with the first stanza but without a salutation formula at the beginning of fol. 115r; it
ends with the following words: ahur eva jagat sarvam prabuddham sabdavrttibhih | na hi sabdalline 7]d
rte pumsah pratyayo sti kadacana |l 50 | Sabdanuviddham eveha visvajianam pradysyate | 51 |l eta eva
paro bamdhah pasinam paramarthatah | (cf. Addendum in the edition of the text on p. 118). The
remaining portion of the folio is blank.

38 The author is defined as “Son of the master Vi§vanatha” (vi§vanathdcaryaputa); cf., e.g., fols. 25vg_o,
4673, 55v11, 64vg.

9 The text consists of seven ahnikas; colophons are found on fols. 87 [1], 17v[2], 25v [3], 357 [4], 467 [5], 56
(ka)r [6], 64v [7]. After the final colophon, the copyist has filled the leaf with the following words in Sanskrit
and Kannada: Il subham astu |l [line 9] karakrtam aparadham ksamtum arhamti samtah | || Srisadasivaya
namah | Srigurubhyo namah | srinamdumdalimganegati || || Srimadekaksaraganapataye namah |
balamvikayai namah |l. The text is rich in quotations in Sanskrit from Saiddhantika scriptures (e.g.,
Pauskara and Matanga).

60 The manuscript contains 20 paricchedas; the last pariccheda of the work, the 21, is lacking
completely, since the final folio is partly broken; its last three lines (one line on fol. 3157 and two lines on
fol. 315v) are almost illegible. Malledevaru (1987, p. 233) states that the manuscript contains only
chapters 5-20.
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sometimes visible also in how numbers are written on the left margin of the recto,
especially the numbers 4 and 5, and to some degree also the numbers 8 and 9. Here
follows a comparison of certain letters, clusters and numbers whose differences are
most noticeable.

Part 1 Part 2 Part 3

initial 7
(fol. 8v3) (fol. 3rs) (fol. 293vy)
initial e .
n(fol. 6vs) (fol. 14v,;) (fol. 294vg)
na
. -(fol. 80r,) -(fol. 42r3) .(fol. 310v;)

tra
na
pa
-(fol. 321"10) .(fO] 51\/8) .(fOl 303V8)

la

(fol. 88vs) (fol. 43r¢) (fol. 305vy)
ha

(fol. 79v7) (fol. 3r9) (fol. 29875)
4

.(fol. 4r) .(fol. 4) .(fol. 304r)

5
8
-(f"l' os) | o 55

9
(fol. 97)

The number of lines contained in each leaf varies in the three parts of the codex.
Most of the leaves contain 10—11 lines, but there are some with only 8 lines (e.g., pt.
3, fol. 310v), some with 9 lines (e.g., part 1, fols. 17, 4r; part 2, fol. 64rv; part 3, fol.
288r), others with 12 lines (e.g., part 1, fol. 102rv), 13 lines (e.g., part 1, fol. 107r)
or even 14 lines (e.g., part 1, fol. 110r). It is worth noting that the leaves of the first

(fol. 2987)

(fol. 289r)
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part never contain less than 9 lines and leaves in the third part rarely have more than
9 lines.

In the first two parts, the average number of aksaras in each line fluctuates
considerably, from between 71 and 99 (e.g., pt. 1, fol. 41v, 77-79 aksaras, fol. 101v,
91-99 aksaras; pt. 2, fol. 4v, 72-82 aksaras, fol. 56v, 71-75 aksaras, fol. 59v, 81-95
aksaras). In contrast, in the third part the leaves rarely exceed 70 aksaras per line (e.
g., fol. 292v, 64-66 aksaras, fol. 308r, 6771 aksaras).

Unfortunately, in none of the three parts is there a copyist colophon and thus we
lack any direct reference to place(s) or date(s) of the copying. No doubt a deeper
study of the codex (for instance, a consideration of how corrections and additions
have been made) and the works contained in it may shed light on other aspects
regarding the production and use of this document.

The Tiruvavatuturai Manuscript Library MS No. 15 is also a palm-leaf
manuscript. As mentioned above, it is in Grantha script and incomplete. Each
page contains two string holes and has 9 to 11 lines per side. On the cover the
following misleading information is given:

ratnatrayapariksa — Srikantharacita
aghorasivacaryakrtavyakhyasahita
RATNATRAYAPARIKSA Of SRIKANTHA

with the commentary of Aghorasivacarya

The folios of the manuscript are numbered on the left recfo margins in three
different ways:

(1) The original Grantha numbers, starting with 2. The second folio also bears the
number 2 (the leaf is partly broken at this point). Here we have thus labelled the
first folio 2** and the second folio 2", Some folios are damaged and the
number 10 in Grantha characters is broken. Numbers Zkha, 23, 34 and 35 are
partly broken.

(2) A second set of Grantha numbers, added starting with fol. 48r. Strangely, this
second set begins with the number 31 and ends abruptly with 60 (= fol. 777).
Some numbers of this second set are also partly broken: 36, 40—41, 43—45.

(3) Arabic numbers. These are mainly written in the left margin; in a few cases they
are on the right (i.e., 96-98, 104-110, 117-120).

On the left margin of fol. ka recto, we read, in Grantha script, ratna-
trayavyakhyanam.

The missing portion at the beginning of the text is quite short and would not
cover the space of an entire verso side of the missing fol. 1. This might be a clue that
this manuscript was the last work of a multiple-text manuscript, with each text
having its own foliation; it might also indicate that a long portion of text is missing
from the beginning. The first legible words are: fatah ksantum arhati tat santo
nasityd paricarake |, which correspond to Ratnatrayapariksa st. 3cd. The end of this
manuscript has already been discussed above (see “section 2 of the Introduction”)
and by Sathyanarayanan and Goodall (2020, pp. 522-523). The blank protective leaf
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at the beginning of the bundle contains a title, in Grantha script, in two lines:
ratnatraya/viyakhyanam (sic).

6. The extant portion of the miila text contained in M})\}, T and the miila text
embedded in M" are not always consistent. However the major part of the
differences between them can be explained as transmissional mistakes. Conversely,
it is worth noting that they all show several significant variants with respect to the
mitlapatha text of the extant printed editions (E; and E,). As regards the portion of
the work edited here, the most striking variant can be seen in stanzas 66 and 67 (see
below). Usually, with only some exceptions, the miila readings of T match those we
find in M}, and M”. In Appendix, we have recorded all the significant variant
readings between M,’(,, MY, T and E, and E,.

Three other things are also worth noting:

(1) in some cases the sequence of the stanzas differs between the available editions
and the miila text of our manuscripts (M*, M}, and T). The sequence in M” and
Tis: 1 — 218, 220cd-221ab, 223-225, 219-220ab, 222, 226 — 251ab, 253ab,
251cd — 252, 253cd — 321;

(2) st. 94ab is missing in MY M}, and T, and stt. 207ab and 221cd are missing in MY
and T;

(3) in Mj}, the stanzas are sometimes numbered, but their numbers do not exactly
correspond to those of the printed editions of the work.®' For the time being we
have preferred to keep the numbers of the stanzas in accordance with those of
the worl;’s edition by Vrajavallabha Dvivedt in order to facilitate comparisons
with it.°

7. The portion of the text edited and translated below makes up part of the
description of Bindu, which starts from stanza 22, where Srikantha proclaims that it
is the cause of the Pure Path and speech, and, according to our commentator, ends
with stanza 176ab. The main topic of the portion we present here is about the
relationship between indeterminate and determinate cognition in the Pure Path. In
Saivasiddhanta theology and philosophy, this is a quite important topic, intertwined
with cosmology.®® Saiddhantika sources explain the creation of the universe in
terms of a gradual appearance of Tattvas (Principles, Ontological Realities),
Bhuvanas (Worlds) and Kalas (Sections, Segments, Divisions). However, at some
point in the development of this tradition, thinkers came to the conclusion that the
creation of these entities, and consequently of all items within them, is possible only

! For the portion edited here, in MAY/I we find the number 47 after st. 46ab of the edited text, the number
50 after st. 49ab, the number 53 after st. 52ab, the number 59 after st. 58ab, the number 65 after st. 64ab,
the number 67 after st. 66ab, and the number 68 after st. 67ab.

2 1n the edition by Krsnasastri, the stanzas are not always numbered; starting with stanza 53 (p. 23) their
numbers do not correspond with those in the edition by Dvivedi.

63 In contrast to the topic of the part of the text being discussed in this paper, which is about the pure
universe and the souls at the higher level, including transcendent Siva, later in the Ratnatrayapariksa (stt.
202cd-264) Srikantha deals with the ordinary souls’ (i.e. bound souls’) conceptual/non-conceptual
cognition, as well as with erroneous cognition.
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if these become the object of conceptual cognition, or, to be more precise, if they are
initially determined conceptually by a creator. Conceptualization requires speech,
which in turn needs the mental organs and therefore a body. But Agamas teach that
bodies are a product of maya. We therefore have a vicious circle: In order to activate
and thus differentiate maya, we need Tattvas such as Buddhi, Manas, and
Ahamkara. But these are only produced after the activation of maya. As far as we
know at present, it was Srikantha who contributed to solving this circle by proving
in his Ratnatrayapariksa, based on several reasonings, that Bindu is the cause of
both the Pure Path and speech, and that it also provides body and conceptualization
to the VidyeSvara Ananta, the conscious agent responsible for the activation of
mayda. Antecedents to Srikantha’s viewpoint were already visible in earlier Saiva
writings, although expressed in a less coherent and precise way. It is very probable
that he was the first to have attempted to give this nexus of notions a more
philosophically respectable rigour.

In stanzas 45-49, Serantha shows that none of the possible candidates (including
maya, éiva, individual souls, and their gaktis) but Bindu can be the material cause
of the Pure Path. As already pointed out in stanzas 41cd—44, mdya is the material
cause of the Impure Universe, it is subject to transformation, connected to
defilements, and pervaded by the higher insentient entity, i.e. Bindu. This Bindu is
essential for Ananta to acquire speech at all levels, which is indispensable for him to
grasp objects, i.e. to conceptualize the universe. Following 48cd, Srikantha
interrupts his direct discussion of the issue of conceptual cognition and his focus
moves to transformation. Since Siva, the individual souls, and their Saktis are
conscious, in accord with a Samkhya tenet that is fundamentally accepted by all
Saiddhantikas, they cannot be subject to any kind of change and for this reason they
also cannot be the material cause of the Pure Path. Let us note here that in this
regard, Srikantha differentiates between two kinds of change: transformation
(parinama), which is the attainment of another state by abandoning the previous
state, as we see when milk becomes yogurt; and modality-change (vr#ti), which is
the attainment of another state without abandoning the previous one, as we see cloth
becoming a tent.**

In stanzas 50-56, grikantha identifies another piece of evidence for the existence
of Bindu in the variety between the individual souls who dwell in the Pure Path:
Their Saktis and states differ from each other but, as we have just seen above, they
are conscious and never undergo change, because change is a quality only of
insentient entities. Variety of souls and their Saktis, as well as the variety of
experience, cannot be explained only on the basis of past action, which, indeed, is
what usually gives account for variety in common experience. Thus Srikantha
concludes that those varieties must be the result of the imposed attribute that is
Bindu.

In stanzas 57-62ab, Srikantha establishes two things: first, that Bindu is the
“ether” (ambara), that is, the locus, of the souls who dwell in the Pure Path; second,
coming back to the issue of conceptual cognition, that Bindu becomes “concep-
tualization” (vikalpa) and thus speech, which develops in accordance with its own

%4 See below, nn. 317, 319.
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modalities.®> From this point of view, Bindu can be defined—as our commentator
does—as the “assistant” (upakaraka) of all souls, namely, also of those who dwell in
the Impure Path. In fact, Bindu exists in all beings when assuming its various
modalities of speech. It is precisely at this point that Srikantha feels the need to
clarify that conceptual cognition cannot be equated with latent impressions or with
the tanmatra sound. In fact, latent impressions are imperceptible whereas
conceptual cognition is perceptible. The fanmatra sound is not present in the Pure
Path, but Ananta, who lives there, requires conceptualization for creation.

In stanzas 62cd—70ab, Srikantha summarizes the point of view of other, not
identified Saiva masters who prove Bindu in a different way. They believe that
Ananta, as being an agent-creator (kartr) but nonetheless inferior to the autonomous
Siva, should not be responsible for the same level of creation as Siva is. Their
unique assumption seems to be that one who acts on things subject to transformation
is himself/herself subject to transformation (vikrta), while one who does not possess
conceptual constructions (nirvikalpa) impels without modification (see below, “Siva
Creates Things by Non-conceptual Cognition, While Ananta does so by Conceptual
Cognition” and ‘“Modality-Change Belonging to Bindu Requires Only Non-
conceptual Cognition” sections). Referring to the previously mentioned difference
between modality-change and transformation, they claim that Ananta cannot be the
agent of modality-change, but only of transformation, inasmuch as he is endowed
with conceptual cognitions. In fact, Siva does not possess conceptual cognitions: if
he had them, their cause would be needed and that would entail a regressus ad
infinitum. Thus, these masters conclude that Siva is the agent only of modality-
change—he activates Bindu without conceptual cognition and Bindu is subjected
only to modality-change. Aiming at avoiding the risk of infinite regress, Srikantha
agrees with these masters that Siva does not possess conceptual cognitions. The
disagreement between them is that for Srikantha, modality-change is not necessarily
produced by an agent without conceptual cognitions; for instance, the change of a
piece of cloth into a tent also requires an agent endowed with conceptual cognitions.

Srikantha and our commentator do not clearly explain to what extent they
consider Bindu to be subjected only to modality-change. On the basis of other
passages in the Ratnatrayapariksa and its two commentaries, it seems that Bindu is
mainly subject to modality-change, but for the production of things in the Pure Path,
such as Tattvas, Worlds and so forth, it is also subject to transformation. However,
in the section of the text that is edited and translated in this paper, the focus is only
on Bindu’s modality-change. Its being subject to modality-change means that, as a
material cause, it changes only its function and structure. In this regard, Srikantha
and his commentators give the above-mentioned example of cloth turning into a
tent, without providing the reader with a more detailed explanation. Therefore, not
all the implications of this example are completely clear. One might speculate, for
instance, that, with respect to transformation, modality-change is reversible—a tent,

% The modalities of speech, i.e. nada, bindu, and arna, or in other terms, Stiksma, Pasyanti, Madhyama,
and Vaikhari, which are implicitly referred to here, are discussed by Srl’kantha in stanzas 72-78ab (for a
preliminary edition of this section, see Sferra, 2007). In the commentary on st. 22, our commentator also
clarifies the correspondence between nada (= Stiksma), bindu (= Pasyanti and Madhyama), and arna (=
Vaikhari).
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for instance, can again become a piece of cloth or turn into something else, like a
carpet or a floor cloth, in dependence on the agent who, while handling a piece of
cloth, thinks of a tent, a carpet, etc. and then acts in order to produce those items
using that cloth. In the place of the piece of cloth, we could perhaps think of the sky,
which remains the same even though its state changes according to the light in the
morning, the afternoon, the evening, etc. In contrast, transformation is irreversible:
we cannot, for instance, recover milk from yogurt. Transformation implies a change
in the essence, whereas functional change implies the essence remaining the same.
From this point of view, Bindu and its modalities—i.e. speech like Siiksma and the
phases of Siva that are later called Kaladhvan, the locus of all the other Paths—
share the same essence. That’s why Bindu is compared to the “space” (avakasa) or
the “locus” (adhisthana) that pervades everything by providing it the place to exist.
This metaphorical definition is backed by another well-known name of Bindu, “the
imperishable ether” (st. 57), as our commentator explains: “as that [gross sky] gives
the space for the celestial bodies, this [imperishable super ether] does so too.”

8. The part of M containing the Ratnatrayapariksa and its commentary is fairly
correct. Each leaf is damaged slightly on the upper edge above the left string-hole,
with the result that often the first line of the recto and the last of the verso are
missing an average of about fifteen aksaras. The damage is most grievous for fols.
81-82, with a little more than a quarter of each leaf broken off on the left end, and
fol. 98, with about a tenth of the leaf broken off also on the left end. In the section
edited here (M” 1* part, fols. 77v1(—80rs), in both fol. 797, and fol. 80r; circa ten
aksaras are broken. Manuscript T is not broken, but heavily damaged by worms.
Moreover, as noted above, its copyist was quite inaccurate, with the text suffering
from trivial mistakes and frequent eyeskip.

As for the editorial polices adopted here, the reader should keep in mind that sandhi
has been standardized and that punctuation (namely, dandas, commas, em-dashes, the
use of bold, indentation of stanzas, and division into paragraphs) reflects our
interpretation and does not reproduce the copyists’ choices. There are no avagrahas in
either of the manuscripts. They have been added when we felt them necessary for
easier understanding. We have inserted short titles into the text and translation that
provide the reader with brief summaries of the topic under discussion.

For this paper and the edition of the excerpt below, the following symbols,
abbreviations and sigla have been used:

{} contain aksaras or parts of aksaras that are damaged or partly broken in the
MSS; one dot corresponds to a part of an aksara, whereas two dots
correspond to one aksara

contain references to the pagination of the MSS

contain stanza numbers, short comments, and readings of the MSS with or
without the application of sandhi that require a special attention

contain aksaras, letters, or spaces that should be occupied by aksaras which
> have been restored on the basis of the context

~ r—
~ —

A
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O separates the commentary on different lemmas within the same compound,
or within series of words that are graphically connected
ac ante correctionem

conj. conjecture
deest absent
em. emendation

pc post correctionem
r recto
verso

At Ratnatrayapariksa: The Adyar Library, MS TR 285 (paper MS; Devanagari
script; incomplete [stt. 63b—148 are absent, as folios 20-23 of the exemplar
are missing; stt. 207ab, 219c¢d-220 are omitted]; copied by V.
Krishnamachari on 6 March 1901).

E, Ratnatrayapariksa with the Ullekhini: ed. in Astaprakaranam, 2 vols., ed. by
Krsnasastri, Sivégamasiddhéntaparipélanasaflgraha Publications, Devakottai
1923, 1925, vol. 2, pp. 1-108.

E, Ratnatrayapariksa with the Ullekhint: ed. in Astaprakaranam, ed. by
Vrajavallabha Dvivedt, Varanasi 1988, pp. 147-202.

MY Ramatrayapariksa with the *Vyakhyana: Mysore, Oriental Library, MS
P 269, fols. 71v—102v.

M}(,, Ratnatrayapariksa: Mysore, Oriental Library, MS P 269, fol. 1107v.

T Ratnatrayapariksa with the *Vyakhyana: Tiruvavatuturai Manuscript
Library, MS 15.

Text
evam(’6 prokta[T 15vg]hetubhyo maya kaladiiM” 77\111]nispattau67 Sarira-
vatkartrpiirva suvarnavad®® iti |l
sadhyantaram aha —

saivam® vikalpa[T 15v,,]vijiiinagocaraiva sati ca yat’’ |
ksobhyate *nantanathena kumbhakarena mrd’'yatha || (45)

iti | evam ity evamviSiste[T 16r,]na’? Sariravatanantanithena’” yad yasmat’* kso-
[M” 78, ]bhyate maya’> tasya vikalpavijiianagocareti’® ||

% evam T | edavam M”

o7 kaladinispattau MY kaladinispatto T

%8 suvarnavad M* | suvarnavid T
% saivam M}, MY ] saisa T E; E,
" yat MY E, E, | yet T
" myd M'E,E;] trad T

ovisistena M” ] visiste{..} T

72
73 $ariravatananta® M" | $ariravant{..Ynanti® T
74 yasmat M yat syat T

7 ksobhyate maya T | ksof.. .. .. ..} M’

78 tasya vikalpa® em. | tasyadvikalpa® T; {.. .. ..}kalpa® M
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nanu maya[T 16r,]ksobhakasya éaﬁravattvavikalpajﬁénavattvavarnanéo77

chuddhadhvanam prati mayanupadanatve’® kim ayatam ity a[T 16r;]traha —

savikalpam ca’® [M” 78r,] vijianam® citeh $abdanuvedhatah®' |
sa tu $abda$ caturdha vag®> vaikharyadivibhedatah®® || (46)
jayate [T 16r4] bindusanksobhad anantasyarthadarsane |
vidyasariro bhagavan anantah ksobhako® matah || (47)
mayayah sa ca vidva[T 16r5]dbhir baindavam tattvam ucyate |

ayam arthah—avisuddhajadatvadibhyah® piarvo[M” 78r;]ktahetubhyo®® maya
Sariradima[T ~ 16r¢]ntam®”  vikalpajiianopetam®  svaprerakam  aksipati |
vikalpajiianatmakasabdasya®® ca hetutayanya[T 16r;]d yad® upadanam’' aksipati’>
tad eva” $uddhadhvopadanam® bindur ity angikartavya iti bhavah Il

evam maya[T 16rglnupadanatvam upasamhrtya,” 1§va[M” 78r,]ranupadanatvam
apy upaksipati —

ato na mayopadanam tathaiva[T 16r9]yam mahes§varah || (48)
iti Il
tatra hetlin acaste —

cetanatvad avrttitvad aparir_u?tmatal_l96

77 vikalpa® M Tpc ] °vijiia Tac

78 odanatve M? | °danatvena T

7 savikalpam ca My; M* T (savikalpaii ca) ] savikalpaka® E, E,

80 _ae~o A gY e~

81 Cf. Vakyapadiya 1.131 (ed. Rau, p. 29): na so sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte | anuviddham

iva jiianam sarvam sabdena bhasate |l.

82 caturdha vag B, B, ] caturdha va Mj; M*; caturdhaiva T

8 vaikharyadivibhe® My; T E; E, ] partly broken in M”
84 ksobhako MY M}, E; E, | ksobhakso T

85 ojada® M'pe T | %jada® M'ac

86 °ktahetubhyah MY °ktahetubhyam Tpc; °ktahetutu Tac

87 sariradimantam MY ] sariradiva{ta?}m T

88 ojiianopetam M | %jiianena{pe? }tam T
8 okasabdasya M" | °kam api $abdasya T
% yad T | ya MY

v upadanam M"" | upadananim T
92 Gksipati T | aksipatiti MY

93 eva MY 1 evam T

9% Suddhadhvopadanam MY | Suddhvaddhvopadana T

95 upasamhrtya MY upasam{.. ..} T

9 aparinamatah MY, MY (°ta) (sic metri causa) | aparinamatah T (°ta) (contra metrum); parinamat tatas

E| E;
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iti | cetanatvad iti | na hi cetanasya[T 167 o]cetanam’’ praty”® upadanatvam,’”

atyantavailaksanyat | yasmad atyantavailaksanyam'® yayor na'®' talM? 78rs]yoh
karyakaranabhavo yatha tantughatayoh'®® | [T 16v,] kim cavrttitvad iti | vrttis tv
atirohitapiirvavasthasyaivopadanasyavasthantarapattir'® yatha'®* pata[T 16v,]sya
kutyavastha'® | ivasyanidrsasvabhavatvac'® ca nopadanatvam | aparinamata'®’
ity aparo he[M” 78rg]tuh |

athava [T 16\/3]108 cetanatvenavrttitva[ T 16v4]parinémitvébhyﬁm109
hetubhyam $ivasyanupadanatvam uktam''® [ na''! hi cetanasya vrttih parinamo
[T 16vs] va''? dryate, acetanesv eva tadubhayadar$anat |

parinamo “citah''? proktas cetanasya''* na yujyate | *

ifMY 78r5]ti [T 16vg] éivﬁmnﬁyﬁxt“5 parinamanisedhas ca |l

atha prastutanusaktyanupadanatvam''® apy uktahetvati[T 16v;]desenaha''’ —

tatha |

atma''® §akti§ ca vijiieyau''"”

97 Y
°cetanam M" | °canam T

o8 praty MY lpraty T

9 upadanatvam M” | upadanatvam T

100 °vailaksanyat | yasmad atyanta® MY | deest in T ¢ °vailaksanyam MY 1 °vailaksinyam T

101 g MY ] deest in T

102 tantughatayoh MY tantupatayoh T

193 atirohitapiirvavasthasyaivopa® MY | parohitapirvatvasthasyopa® T
194 yatha M” | yetha T

105 ¢f, Ratnatrayapariksa 68ab: vrttir eva mata bindoh patasyeva kuti tatah |.

106 - R Yo o _ ,
Sivasyanidysasva® M" | Sivasthanedrsasya® T

107 aparinamata MY 1 aparinamita T

198 Here T has “cetanatvad avrttitvad aparinamata iti cetanatvad iti na hi cetanasyacenam” but it is

crossed out using parentheses.

109 cetanatvenavrttitvaparinamitvabhyam M}; ] cetanatvo M; cetanatvenapibhutvaparinamitabhyam T

10 oy padanatvam uktam MY | °nupadanatvat ukta T
naM¥ 1 neT

M2 ya MY 1 hi T

Y3 citah MY (citah) | citam T

114

11

proktas cetanasya Mpc T | proktah $ce Mac
1S Sivamnayat MY | $ivamnayati T

°saktyanupada® M" | °sakyanupada® T

uktahetvati® M'pc | uktadesetvati® M ac; uktyahetvati® Tpc; ukyahetvati® Tac
"8 atma M¥ T E, E, | atma Mj;

119

116

117
vijiieyau E| Ey; M'T vijiieyav | vijiieya Mi,
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iti | evam uktahetubhir'?’ mayesvaratmatacchaktinam'>' upadanatvayo[T 16vs]

gic'?? chuddhadhvano [M” 78rg] bindur evopadanam iti siddham'?? ||
atha tad'** eva prapaficayitum upakramah —

vistaro [T 16vo] ’traiva'> vaksyate'*® || (49)

iti Il
127 eixs =

- - - 128 .- 12
atha'?’ vijianakaladicetanananatvena'*® bindum'’

sadhayati —

ito ’pi laksyate [T 16v,o] bindur anuvaisamyadarsanat |
dr$yante'*° pudgalah kecid alpajianakriyanvilM’ 78ro]tah || (50)
tebhyo *dhikah pare [T 17r,] canye'’' sarvajia balasalinah |
pudgala$ cetana nitya vikararahita matah'>? || (51)
vikaritve jadanityabhavah syad [T 17r,] ghatakudyavat
tathaiva citisakti§ ca'>* tayor apy avikarinoh || (52)
bahudha yad avasthanam tad upadhivasad bhavet |
sampr[M” 78r,o; T 17r;]kta' *cid anor yena mayadyarthavalokane || (53)
yadupadher vicitra ca sa bindur bahuvrttikah |

133 |

it | pudgala [T 17r4] atmanah'*® | kecid alpajiiznakriyabhyam anvita
vidyatattvavartino'>”  ’pi  dr$yante'*® | anantadyapeksayalpajia[T 17rs]

nakriyz‘mvitﬁlg139 | te cz‘mantz‘tdayas140 tadapeksaya [MY T8r11] adhikapaldz"l141

120 ykta® MY  ukti® T

[0 R N Y. -
mayesvaratmatac® em. | mayesvaratmavatac® M"; mayesvaratac® (°ratach®) T

122 onyayogac MY | °tvayoyogat T

123 siddham MY | siddhantad T

124 4tha tad MY | deest in T

25 ygiva MY E, E, | tatraiva T

126 vaksyate M'TE| E, | laksyate M
27 atha MY ] atha T

128 ocetanananatvena MY] °cetananamamgatvena T

129 pindum MY (bimdum) | bindu T

130 drsyante M"E, E, | drsyate Ml T

13U dhikah (dhikah) pare canye MY, MY T ] ‘dhikah pare ‘nye tu Eq E,

pudgalds cetand nitya vikararahita matah My MY T | pudgalas cetano nityo vikararahito matah E, E,
ghatakudyavat MY MY E, E, ] ghatadyavat T

tathaiva citisaktis ca My MY T | tathaiva ca citih saktis E; E,

samprkta M}, MY E, E, | samprktac T

132
133
134
135

136 Gtmanah MY | atmanam T

BT vidyatattvavartino (vidyatatvavartino) M¥ | vidyatvavarttino T

138 “pi drsyante em. | vidyante M"; pi dr$yate T

39 nantadyape® M | anantatmape® T < °nakriyanvitah M” | °nakrivanvitam T
140 canantadayas M” | canantayadayas T

141 opada MY | °pada T
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i§varasadasivapadapraptah'*?, sarvajia'®’ [T 17r¢] balasalinas'** ca dryante

tantresu | uktam ca érimatsve’lyambhuve145 —

atha devz'ldhidevasy.a\146 Sivasyamitateja[T 17r7]sah147 |
sarvanugrahika Saktir amogha balasalini Il

ekanekavibhagena samsthitasau MY 78v,] Sivecchaya | [T 17rg]
tayodbalitasamarthyah'*® sarvasya prabhavisnavah |
anantesadividyesa'* babhavuh karanecchaya'™” Il

tebhyo mita[T 17r,]balas'>' canye tebhyas canye niyoginah'>* | ®

iti | nayam pudgalanam svabhavas tadvikaro va, yatas te [T 17r]
cetanatvanityatvadidharmair ekasvabhava'>® vika[M? 78v,]rarahitas ca sarvatra
Srayante | vikaritve ca tesam gha[T 17v;]tader iva jadatvanityatvaprasangah |

yady evam atmasakter'>* eva nanavasthanam astu | tadartham aha'>® — tathaiva
citiSakti§ ca | tatas ca'>® tayo[T 17v,]r a'ltmas'aktyor157 bahudhavasthanam'>®
upadhim antara na bhavatiti kenapy upadhi[M" 78v;]na bhavitavyam |

nanu drkkriyayor evava[T 17v3]rananivrttiprakﬁravaicitryer_la15 ? bahudhavastha-
nam, na tadyuktasyatmanas, tasya svapratibhasariipatvena vai[T 17v4]citryayogat |

satyam,'® Sakter eva nanatvam, atmani vyavahdras tdpacarat | ata eva —
samprkta cid anor yene[M" 78w,]ti [T 17vs] | anor anantader dtmana$ cicchaktir
mayadipadarthavalokane'®' yena samprkta samartha bhavati sa [T 17vg]
bahuvrttiko binduh | na hy atyantasiksmo'®®  mayadipadartho

192 opadapraptah MY | °prapitah T

143 sarvajia M sarvajiia T
144 pala® MY | bali® T
145 Srimatsvayambhuve (°mbhuve) MY Srimanmatamge T

196 atha devadhidevasya MY | adhidevadhidevasya T; atha devadidevasya ed. Filliozat

YT Sivasyamita® MY Tpe | Sivasyamamita® Tac
8 tayodbalitasamarthyah M” | tayorbbalitasamarthyat T
°vidyesa M" | ®vidyesa T

°ecchaya M" | °ecchayah T

149
150
51 mita® (mita®) MY] nanta® T
52 niyoginah (niyogina) M" | vyomina T
153 ogyabhava MY | °svabhavah T

154 oSakter M" | °Saktir T

155 Gha conj. (see also below, avataranika ad 59cd) | deest in M and T
tatas ca MY | deest in T

atma® MY 1 atma® T

°sthanam MY | °sthana T

156
157
158

159 .. Y ..
®vaicitryena M" | °vaicitrena T

160 satyam MY (satyam) ] deest in T

1V mayadipadarthavalokane MY | mayapadarthopalokane T

162 g hy atyantasitksmo MY (na hy atyamta®) | nabhyantasiiksmo T
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visistakaranasamparkavidhuraya[T 17v7]h163 Sakter gocaro bhavati'® | tac ca

karanam éuddhavidyai[MY 781/5]Va]65 binduvrttih | uktam ca Srimanmatange —

viveko ’yam166 su[T 17vg]Suddhanam mantranam sarvatomukhah'®’ ||
vivekat'®® tat svariipena'® vidyatattvam iti'’® smrtam | €

bindapadhikam'’* bhavi[M” 78ve]tum arhati nanya[T 17v;,]theti bhavah Il
suddhadhvany'’® asya vaicitryasya'’* karmaiva'’> karanam astu, na'’® bindur iti
| tatrocyate —

na karma[T 17v;;]nanor vaicitryam anapeksena jayate || (54)

yatrasuddhadhvani'”’  karmangikriyate na tatrapy anucai[T 18r,]tanyavaici-

tryam'’® karmama[M” 78v,]trena, pralayakalesv api'’® prasangat | na hi saty api
karmani pralayakale[T 18r,]su jiatrtvadivaicitryam sriyate | kim tu'®” pratyuta'®'
tadabhava eva | tatha ca Srimatsvayambhuve —

acetano [T 18r3] vibhur nityo gunahino ’kriyo ’prabhuh |
vyaghatabhag asaktas ca $o[M” 78vg]dhyo bodhyo ’kalah pasuh Il ¢

iti | tata$ ca ta[T 18r4]dvaicitryapadakatvena'®® kaladinevatrapi'®® binduvrttya
bhavitavyam'®* |l

163 yisistakaranasam® MY (°sam®) ] visistakaranam sam® T (°sam®)

1% phavati M* 1 na bhavati T

165 vidyaiva M" | °vidyau T

166 ‘yam MY (vam) T (vam) ] yat Bhatt’s edition
167 oppukhah MY | °mukhe T

168 yivekar M” | vivekas T

169 svaripena MY tariddhvaprena T

170 iti MY T ] atah Bhatt’s edition
17

sarvajiiatvasarvakartrtvaripam T
172 oapadhikam T | °apadhikam iti M*
' Suddha® M” | suddhva® T

174 vaicitryasya M vaicitryakaranasya T

5 karmaiva MY | karmeva T

176 a MY ] deest in T

77 yatrasuddha® MY | yatra suddha® T
178 vaicitryam MY °vaivicitryam T
179 api MY Viti T

180 4, MY] tuta T

pratyuta T ] pratyukta M*

°katvena M" | °kagatve T

181
182
183 faladinevatrapi em. | kaladinaivatrapi M”; kaladivaicitryapi T

184 bhavitavyam MY (-vyam) ] bhavitavya T
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evam185 bhogavaicitryam api na karmamatrene[T 18r5]ty186 aha —

vaicitryam api bhogasya sapeksenaiva tena yat'®’ |

karmopabhogam'®® kurute vai[T 18r¢]citryam canda[M” 78v,Inadayah

Il 55)
atranupapattim aha —

tad eva'® yadi tat'” kuryat kim tair iti vilupyatam'®’ |

pra[T 18, ]vrttih sarvabhiitainam tyagopadanakaranam'®” || (56)

iti subodhah193 | tata$ ca sakalénﬁném194 candanadikam'®’ ivanantadi[T 18rglnam
api bhogavaicitryasya sadhanasamagrihetutaya bin[M’ 78v,o]dur estavya'®® iti
bhavah ||

athaisam'®” anantadinam ku[T 18r]tracid avasthitanam'®® eva bhogadaya ity'*”
adharataya bindur estavya ity aha —

kim cati§$ayakam®” prahus tam ambaram®' a[T 18r,(]nasvaram |
sivanam asamaiSvaryabhajam bhogadhikarayoh || (57)

jyotirgananam’*> aka[M" 78v;,]$am iva bhutadi[T 18v,]karanam>" | ¢

asamai§varyabhajam vidyatattvakramenai§varyataratamyam anubhavatam®®*
bhogadhikarartha[T 18v,]m avakasapradayi | ata evati$ayakam>®> anasvaram

5
185 evam MY Jeva T

186 karmamatre® MY | karmatre® T

87 yat MY ] yet T

188 farmopabhogam MY T E, E, | karmapabhogam M}y

189 tad eva MY, T E, E, | tadaiva M*

190 0t MY T E, E, | yat M}
19

vilupyatam M* M}, B, E, | lupyatam Tpc; lupyatatam Tac
192 orgranam MY M}, E, E, | °karanam T

193 subodhah MY | subodha T

9% sakalaninam MY | sakalamganan T

195 ogdikam M" | °adi kim T
196 estavya M7 estavyam Tpc; estavya{..} Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)

Y7 athaisam MY | tathaisam T

198 gvasthitanam Mypc 1 avasthanatanam M'ac; avasthitaram T

199 °adaya ity M¥ | °adayad T

°atisayakam My | °atisayakam MY; °adisayakam T; °atisayikam E, E,
20

ambaram (ambaram) MY MY, (ambaram) E, E, | amparam T

202 °gananam MY Tpc E, E, ] °gananam Tac
203 phitadic My By B, 1 bh{..}tadi® MY; bhiitadhi® T
204 °myam anubhavatam MY ] °myanubhavatam T

205 oyati®c MY | evadi® T
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ambaram tam bindum prﬁ[MY 797, Thuh®® santa iti | bhatadir ahamkarah,””’
tat karapa[T 18v3]m°®® $abdatanmatravyavadhanena yasya tad bhiitadika-

ranam>"’ sthalakasam | taj jyotirgananam avakasam yatha prayacchati, [T

18v4] evam etad apiti210 Il

na cayam Suddhadhvanisthanam evopakirakahzl !, kim tu sarvesam apity aha —
MY 79r,]

bindur eva [T 18vs] vikalpakhyam savikalpakabuddhisu || (58)
svavrttibhedasambhedair ullikhan®'? labhate citim”'” |

214 apy atmasu svavrttibhe-

savikalpaka[T 18vg]buddhisv amuktesu sarvesv

dﬁnﬁm215 siksmadivagvrttinam sambhedaih sambandhai§®'® citim atmanah [T
18v;] saktim ullikhan pravartayan $abda[M” 79rs]ripikurvan bindur eva
vikalpakhyam vikalpajiianam®'” iti safijiam labhata [T 18vg] iti sarvapranigata
eva binduh svikartavyah®'® | tatha ca®'’ §ivamnaye —

220 221 | f

nadakhyam yat™" param bijam sarvabhitesv avasthita[T 18vg]m
iti |
agopalanganabala mlecchah prakrtabhasinah Il [MY 7974]
antarjalagatah”®* sattvas te ’pi nityam bruvanti tam | &
iti [T 18v;0] ca®* Il

nanu piirvanubhavajanitasamskaro®* hi karanam vikalpapratyayasya, kim
binduna |

206 prahuh MY ) prahup T
27 ahamkarah MY (°karas) 1 af..}mkara T

208 satkaranam MY | tiktaranaii ca T

29 sabdatanmatravyavadhanena yasya tad bhitadikaranam em. | Sabdatamatravidhanena yasya tat

bhitadikaranam T; Sabdatanm{. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .}utadikaranam MY
20 gpiti MY 1 ipita T
21 evopakarakah MY ] eva upakarah T

212 yllikhan MY E, E, 1 ullikhal T

213 citim MY (citim) E, E, | cidam T

2% umuktesu sarvesy MY | deest in T

25 syavpttic T | vt MY

216 sambandhais MY (sambamdhais) Tpc (sambandhais) | sambandhes Tac

27 vikalpa® MY | savikalpaka® T

218 svikartavyah MY | svakarttavya T

219 tatha ca MY | taya $t T

220 yat T | yata MY (perhaps the aksara ta was actually intended as °; the space after #a is in fact very

small)

21 gvasthitam MY ] a{..}sthitam T

222 antarjala® M" | antajalpa® T
223 ca M ] deestin T

24 pirvanubhavajanita® MY | pirvanujanita® T
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tad asat | samskarasya Sabdarthasanketasmrtimatrodbodhakatvena
sahakarikdranatvam eva, na tu $abdatmakavikalpa[M” 79rs]janakatvam iti
taddhetutaya bindur estavyo na tu sam[T 197, ]skarah”* |

astu tarhi kalpanalaghavabalat samskara eva kalena vikalpapratyaya iti

tadartham aha®’® — [T 19r,]

na cayam bhavanasaijiiah samskaro dhyaksabhavatah || (59)

na cayam vikalpapratyayah samskaro [M” 79r¢] bhavitum®*’ arhati, [T 19r]
vikalpapratyayasyadhyaksatvat | naivam®*® samskarah | kutah —

samskarah smrtilinga®> hi nasmatpratya[T 19r,]ksagocarah |

na hi samskarah pratyaksah, kim tu smrtilingah smrtyanumeya™" iti katham

samskara [T 19r5] eva vikalpapratyayah |l
ya[M” 79r,]dy evam, ma bhat samskaro>' vikalpapratyayah, kevalam ahamkara
[T 19r¢]sya parinamo bhavatu | ahamkarad dhi**? sabdo>*? jayata ity atraha —

napi buddheh parina[T 197;]mo™* mayordhvam api sambhavit || (60)

iti | nayam Sabdatmako vikalpo hamkaravyavadhanena bu[M" 79rg]ddheh pari[T
197g]namah $abdatanmatralaksano® bhavitum arhati | kutah | mayordhvam api
sambhavad iti | na hi sarvasyapi karyasya [T 19r9] svakaranatikramenanya-
travasthanam®® upapadyate®” ||

katham upari savikalpajianastitvam ity atraha™® — [T 19r,]

tatha vidyesva[M” 79r]ro *nanto mayam akramya tejasa |
tatah® srstim prakurute’’ savikalpakabodhavan®' [T 19v] || (61)

225 tad asat | samskarasya Sabdarthasanketasmrtimatrodbodhakatvena sahakarikaranatvam eva, na tu

Sabdatmakavikalpajanakatvam iti taddhetutaya bindur estavyo na tu samskarah MY | nanu samskarah |
kutas samskarah T

25 tadartham aha MY | tadarttha aha T

27 samskaro bhavitum em. (Torella) | samskaribhavitum MY, samskara bhavitum T

228 naivam MY] naiva T

229 smrtilinga MY Tpc (smrtilimga) 1 {..}smrtilimga Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)
230 smrtyanu® T | smrtyanu® MY

21 samskaro M” | samskarat T

B2 ghiM 1va(ca D T

233 Sabdo MY ] $alo T

234 napi buddheh parinamo MY, MY (metri causa) | napi buddheh parinamo T; na buddheh parinamo va

Ei E;
5 olaksano T | °laksana MY

23 . .
© svakaranati®° M | svakaranad iti® T

7 upapadyate M” | upadyate T

238 atraha MY ] atraha T

> tatah M" E, E, | titas T

240 prakurute MY M}, E, E, | prakurite Tpc; prakurita Tac

241 opodhavan MY B E, | °bodhandt T
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anutve sati kartrtvad>*? asmatpresyo yatha janah |

iti | anutvam dehendriyadyupadhisanko[T 19v,]cenavyapakatvam>* | anutve sati
kartrtvad ity arthah | yadvanutvam paraprerya[MY 79r10244]tvam | ye tv anavas te
parapre[T 19vs]rya®*> eva | parapreryatve sati ka[M” 79r,]rtrtvad ity arthah |
savikalpakabodhavan ananto mayam akramya karoti ceti [T 19v,4] | dvayam atra
sadhyam | kim idam akramya karanam | svatejasadhikarenopadanam®*® viksobhya
tatah karyotpa[T 19vs]danam®*’ karoti Il

nanu vyarthaviSesano *yam hetuh, preryah®*® prerako va yah [M" 79r,,] karta
tasyasmada[T 19ve]dinam>* iva vikalpajiianapeksatvat | i§varasyapi tadapeksayam
satyﬁmzso tatka[ T 19v7]ranabhﬁtakéryakaranédisambhévanﬁyémzs1,
tatkaranabhiitabindvantarakalpanena tatprerakakartrantarakalpa[T 19vg]nena®” ca
anavasthapattir™ ity atra matantaral]M” 79v,]vydjena pariharam aha —

.

anye vrttiparinamabhedavadavisara[T 19v,]dah>* || (62)

guravah kathayanty enam anyathoktavisesanam®™ |

parinamasya®° kartayam”’ na tu vrttes tatas tatha || (63)

ida[T 19v,o]Jm evam® 8 maya ksubdham istam sampadayed dhruvam |
iti janati yah $§a[M” 79v,]ktah®*’ sa karta parinaminam”® || (64)
parina[T 20r;]misv ayam dharmo vrttimatsv anyatha bhavet |

tatha hi sarvo nirdhutavikalpam avalokayan || (65)

vastu lo[T 20r,]ko vijanati savikalpakam anyatha”®' |

22 kartrtvad MY | kartrivadid Tpc; kartrtvadi{..}d Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)

23 oypadhic MY | Pupadhi® T § °navyapaka® MY | °navyapaka® T

244 In M this line is shorter than usual.

245 paraprerya M param prerya T
246 ogdhikareno® MY | °adhikarano® T

7 karyotpadanam M” | karyopadanam T

28 preryah MY | prerya T

29 tasyasmadadiam MY | tasyarmadanena prerakam T

250 satyam MY ] tam Saktyan T

25

tatkaranabhiita® M" ] tatkaryakaranabhiita® Tpc (the correction is indicated through the insertion of
brackets); tatkaryakaranopadananabhiita® Tac § °karanadisambhavanayam em. | °karanddisambha-
vanayam MY °karanadisambhavanayan T

252 opindvantarakalpanena tatprerakakartrantarakalpanena MY | °vidvantarakalpakakartrantarakalpe-
nena T

253 ogpattir MY | °apatir Tpe; °apari{..} Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)

254 °paripama® metri causa for °parinama®  °bheda® MY TE, E, ] %hetu® M, °visaradah My, TE, E,
] °visapradah MY

255 anyathokta® MY Toc By By 1 anyatho{..} Ty (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)
256 parinamasya MY Tpe By Bz ] parina{..}amasya T, (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)
257 kartayam ML MY T (karttayam) E, | kartd yan E; (perhaps a typographical mistake)

258 oyam MY T E; E; ] eva MY,

2 $aktah My, M" E, E, ] Saktih T

260 parinaminam MY T E, E, | parinaminan MX,,

21 anyatha MY Tpc B, E, | anyathatha Tac
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jidananavastha’®” §abdanuviddhavijianapiirvakam || (66)

sarvam [M” 79v5] ced iha vi[T 20r;]jianam>®’ isyetato®®* mahe$varah |
nirvikalpamatir nityam evam esa karoti ca®® |

savikalpam vijanamity avabodha[T 20r4]bhidhanatah®®® || (67)

vrttir eva mata bindoh patasyeva kufl tatah |

nirvikalpakabodho®®” *pi bindum i$o *dhitistha[T 20rs]ti || (68)
naivam vidyesva[M” 79v,]ro mayam>®® esa hi parinamini |

“anutve sati kartrtvat” ™ ity uktaviSesanam>® e[T 20r¢Jnam hetum anye punar

anyatha kathayanti | katham | parinamasya kartayam iti parinamakartrtvad ity
arthah [T 20r;] | tato yam na vrtteh karta | tad evopapadayati — tatheti | ma[M”
79vslyedam evam ksubdham ksobhitam®’® dhruvam istam sampa[T 20rg]dayatiti
yo janati sa parinaminam®’' Karta drstah | ayam dharma iti savikalpajiianavat-
preryatvalaksano®’? dharmah [T 20ro] | sa ca parinamisv>’> eva drstah | tasmad
ayam parinamavanmayakarta na*’* tu [M? 79v¢] vrttimatkarteti’”> | Vrttimatsv276
anya[T 20v,]theti vrttimatsipadanesv>’’ anyatha®’®
nirvikalpakajiianavadadhistheyatvam iti | tad evopapadayati — tatha hiti*’® | [T
20v,] sarvo>*" hi loko nirdhitavikalpam nirvikalpakam vastu piirvam avalokayan
pascad vyutpa[M? 79v;]ttikale®®' aptato [T 20v;] 'nvayavyatirekabhyam ca
savikalpakam janati*®” |

262 jAananavastha M MY T anantenapi E| E,
263 yijianam My, MY T | viiiatam E, E,
264 isyetato MY ] isyetato Mﬂy,,; isyatato T; isyetaisa E| E,
265 mahesvarah | nirvikalpamatir nityam evam esa karoti ca MY, MY | mahesvara | nirvikalpakamitin-
nityam evam esa karoti ca T; karoti ca E; E,

266 ogphidhanatah My, MY T | °abhimanatah E; E,

267 opodho Mi; MY T | °bodhe E; E,

2% mayam M}, T By B, | maya M

°yisesanam M” Tpc ] °vise{..}sanam Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)

270 ksobhitam MY | ksobhanibha T
271

269

sa pari® M ] svapari® T

272 ojjianavatpreryatva® MY | °jiianam preryat® T

273 .o Y .-
7 parinamisy M" ] parinamesv T

274 na MY Tpe | na na Tac

275 omatkarteti MY | °matktateti T

276 yrttimatsy MY | vrttih sv T

277 o Y, . Y o
°matsipadanesy M'pc | °matsipdadanosv M ac; °mastipadananesv T

2

2

8 anyatha T | anyatho M*

O hiti MY Tpc | bhahiti Tac
280

2

2

sarvo MY] sarva T

B yyupatti® conj. | utpattic MY T

22 savikalpakam janati M | savikalpakajiianadi T
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tatrasmadadayo”®® ’smatpitrpitimahadibhyah”?, te ca®® rsibhyah, te ca”®® de[T

20v4]vebhyah, te ca*®’ brahmadibhyah, te canantadibhyah®®®, te ca?®® paramesvarad
ity anantasambandhino nirvikalpaka[M” 79vg; T 20vs]jiianasya®® savikalpakatvam
paramesvaraprasadadhinasanketapiirvakam®®" iti nirvikalpakabodhe[T 20ve]nasarira
eva janati karoti ca’®” sarvam adikarta bhagavan mahe$vara iti svikartavyam |
anyatha parame[T 20v,]$varajiianasyapi $abdanuviddhavijiana[M” 79ve]piirva-
katve™? jiiananavastha tadupadanantaradyabhyupagamenani[T 20vg]varaniya> " |
tata$ ca “preryah®™’ prerako va yah karta tasyavasyam>’° savikalpakajiianena
bhavitavyam” ity etad ana[T 20ve]daraniyam®’ | kim tu parinamavatkartur®’®
vikalpajhanavattvam vi[M¥ 79\/10]ttimatkartur299 nirvikalpakajﬁﬁnavattvam300
cadarani[T 20v;p]yam | na kevalam ayam anantah301 s.avikalpakajﬁz'inava'ln302 eva,
kim tu Karoti ca, svayam ca [T 21r,] vyaparayogena® > vikrtah san karoti*** |
atha keyam vrttih, ko va taddharmavan®’, katham va bhagavan avikrta®®® [T
21r,] eva [MY 80r] tam®” prerayatity atra vrttir eveti | aparitya-

ktapﬁrva‘wasthasyopa'ldz?masyz‘wa'\sthz'mtatraprziptirm8 U vrttih, yatha [T 21r5] patasya

23 tatrasmadadayo MY | te casmadatayo T

B4 opinpita® MY | °pittatripita® T
285 ca MY ] deest in T
286 cqa MY ] deestin T

B caM 1jaT
28 cananta® MY | jananta® T
29 ca MY ] deest in T

20 pirvikalpaka® MY Tpe | nirvikalpa{..}ka Tac (the ante correctionem reading is unclear)

2V osadadhinasarketapiirvakam em. | °saradhinasamketapiirvakam M”; °sadadhinasamsepiirvakam T

22 cq em. ] sa MY; deest in T

23 yijiana® M” | %jiiana® T
24 ooamenanivaraniya M" | °gamena nivaraniya T

25 preryah MY | prerya T

29 tasya® M” 1 nasya® T

27 etad andadaraniyam MY (anadaranivam) | etan nadaraniyam T

298 oyatkartur M | °kartta T

29 okartur MY | kartta T
300 °jﬁa‘na° MY] ojﬁdo T

301 ayam anantah MY yam antah T

302 ojianavan M* | ®jianavan T
303 yyapara® MY | vyapara® T

karoti MY | karoti ca T

305 taddharmavan M” | ddharmavan T

306 gvikrta MY | vikrta T
307

304

eva tam MY 1 epantam T

308 ogvasthasyopadanasyavasthantarapraptir em. | °avasthasya upadanasyadhastarapraptir T; °avastha

{oo oo oo o L Yraptir M
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kutyavastha | sa°* ca bindor dharmabh, tatprakérena?’lo binduh311 karyatmana

bhidyate | tam imam bindum nirvikalpakabodha [T 21r4] evadhitisthati, avikrta
eva samnidhima[M” 80r,]trena prerayati | na caivam vidye$varo ’nantah kartum
Saktah®'? [T 21rs] | hiti hetau, yasmad esa maya>'> parinaminity uktarthaniga-
manam ||

evam prakarantarena bindum sadhayitvasmin pakse vrttiparinamabhyam yah
kartrbhedah kathitah — “nirvikalpakajfianavan vrttikarta [M" 80r3] savikalpaka-
jhanavan parinamakarta” iti, sa tv anadaraniya ity aha —

na vrttiparinpamabhyam®'* kartrbhedo ’vadharyate || (69)
kurvato ’pi’"> kutim buddhih savi[T 21r¢]kalpa hi drsyate |

“vrttikarta nirvikalpakajfianavan parinamakarta savikalpakajiianavan” iti [T 21r]
kartrbhedo®'® [M” 80r,] navadharyate na’'’ nisciyate, yatah®'® patam kutim®'’
kurvato ’pi buddhih savikalpopalabhyate”“ | pata[T 21rg]sya kutibhavo hi vrttih |

kim tarhy atradaraniyam’>' | bindur vrttiman®>* parindmavan va>> bhavatu |
adyasrstir avasyam nirvikalpa[T 21ry]kajianavacchivadhisthanavyaptetidam®** e
[MY 80rs]vadaraniyam | ato nz"lnavastha"ldosah325 Il

Notes to the Text
This verse corresponds to Pauskardgama, Vidyapada 2.4cd (cit. also in Sataratno-
llekhant [sic] ad st. 15). A similar verse, which is probably the source of this line, can
be found in Kirana 2.26ab: parinamo ’cetanasya cetanasya na yujyate (cit. also in
Spandanirnaya ad 1.3, p. 14).
b Srl’matsvdyambhuva 3.1-2ab, 3—4ab.

399 futyavastha sa MY ) {.. ..}sthasyas T

310 tatprakarena MY prakarena T
" binduh M" 1 bindu T
32 Saktah M” | Sakte T
313

3

maya MY | deest in T

314 °parinamabhyam M! E, E, ] °parinabhyam MY parinaminimabhyam T ¢ the words ty

uktarthanigamanam || evam prakarantarena bindum sadhayitvasmin pakse vrttiparinamabhyam yah
kartrbhedah kathitah — nirvikalpakajiiagnavan vrttikarta savikalpakajiianavan parinamakarta iti, sa tv
anddaraniya ity aha — na vrttiparind are missing in T, probably due to a saut du méme au méme.

35 pi (piy MVE B, 1 hi T

316 kartrbhedo MY ] tatkatrbhede T
317 g MY ] deest in T

318 yatah T ] tatah MY

319 fugim MY ] deest in T

320 savikalpo® MY | savikalpako® T

321 atradaraniyam MY nadaraniyam T

322 vritiman Y 1 vrttivan T
323 ya MY J deestin T

324 oyqcchivadhisthanavyaptetidam MY | °van Sivadhisthanavyaptoti | idam T

325 nanavasthadosah MY | nanavasthadosam T
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“Matarigaparamesvaragama, Vidyapada 7.3cd—4ab (with the variant readings yat
instead of ’yam and atah instead of iti). Ramakantha’s commentary, which is quoted
here with slight changes (ed. p. 236), runs as follows: yad yasmat tasmin vidyatattve
sthitandm mantranam vivekah sarvatomukhah sarvajiiatvam bhavati | Suddhanam iti
nivrttasuddhinam | atas ca samalanam® vijianakevalinam satam mantranam apy
adhikara iti siddham | ato vivekat samanad dhetos tena mantrasvaripena saha tad
vidyatattvam ucyate | tattvadiksayam mantraih saha etat® tattvam Sodhyam® ity
arthah | (* samalanam Pune MS, fols. 185r,4—185v, | samalanam vijianam ed. ¢ b
etat ed. | deest in Pune MS ¢ € Sodhyam ed. | Sodhanam Pune MS). Note that
Ramakantha’s commentary supports the reading yat instead of 'yam and perhaps
also atah instead of iti.

4 Srimatsvayambhuva 1.6. Quoted in [$anasSivagurudevapaddhati, p. 22, and
Sataratmasamgraha 35.

¢ Cit. in Nirmalamani’s Prabhavyakhya ad Kriyakramadyotika Bhutasuddhi
section (ed. p. 7137_39), with the readings catisayikam (57a) and bhogapavargayoh
(57d) instead of catisayakam and bhogadhikarayoh.

' Sardhatrisatikalottaragama 1.5ab.

& Sardhatrisatikalottaragama 1.6cd-Tab (= Pauskardgama 2.27cd-28ab); cit.
also in Nadakarikavyakhya ad st. 15.

" See above, st. 62a.

! Cf. the following passage of the Saivasiddhantaparibhasa by Sivagrayogin
(16th cent.): yathd patasya kutyavastha ahes ca kundalavastha apracyu-
tapiarvaripasyaivavasthantarapraptiripatvad vrttis tatha  jagad api
sivadhisthitasuddhasuddhamayayor vrttir eva (2.22). See also above, comm. ad st.
49abq: vrttis tv atirohitapirvavasthasyaivopadanasyavasthantarapattiv yatha pata-
sya kutyavastha |.

Translation
Thus, due to the reasons that have been stated above, Maya presupposes an agent”°
equipped with a body in order to produce [the realities] beginning with Kala, just
like “gold.”**’

326 The word kartr occurs in the following text with different, but sometimes overlapping meanings. We
have translated it as “agent,” “creator,” and even “agent-creator,” on the basis of the context.

327 This sentence is still part of the commentary on st. 44. Tt is reproduced here to understand the context:
in st. 39 §rikamha states that Bindu must be admitted as the material cause (upadana) of the Pure Path
(Suddhadhvan) because Maya, Siva, Sakti or souls cannot perform this function. In st. 40 he states that
maya is the material cause of the Impure Path (asuddhadhvan) and in stt. 41-44 he gives six reasons for
that (1. maya is impure and insentient; 2. It leads us to illusory phantom; 3. It is connected with suffering;
4. Tt is connected with the three defilements [mayeya-, karma-, anava-malal; 5. It transforms for the
purpose of the sakala-souls’ enjoyment; 6. It is pervaded by another insentient entity, i.e. Vidyakala).
Inasmuch as it is the material cause of the Impure Path, maya needs a conscious agent endowed with a
body, i.e. Ananta, who acts like a goldsmith in the action of making a crown from gold (see st. 44cd).

@ Springer



612 A. Saito, F. Sferra

Maya is in the Domain of Ananta’s Conceptual Cognition

[Srikantha] relates another topic to be proved:

And this [i.e., maya] is in the domain of the conceptual cognition, since (yat)
[it] is shaken [i.e., activated] by the lord Ananta, who is such (evam), just as
clay [is in the domain of a potter’s conceptual cognition because it is activated]
by a potter. 45

“Because (yat = yasmat) by the lord Ananta who is such,” [namely,] who is
characterized in this way, [in other words] who is endowed with a body, maya “is
activated,” [it] “is in the domain of” his “conceptual cognition.”

Ananta’s Conceptual Cognition is Caused by Bindu

Since the one who activates maya is described as being endowed with a body as well
as endowed with conceptual cognition, maya is ot the material cause of the Pure
Path, so what is attained? In view of such [implicit objection, Srikantha] says:

Conceptual cognitionf, which Ananta requires for activation, comes about
only] on the basis of penetration of consciousness with speech.>*° 46ab

As for speech, which [consists in] the fourfold speech (caturdha vak) according
to the distinction of Vaikharif, Madhyama, Pasyanti, and Sitksma], it arises on
the basis of activation of Bindu for the purpose of Anantas seeing the
objects. ™" 46cd—47ab

[In the scripture,] Bhagavan Ananta whose body is Vidya (vidyasarirah) is
considered to be the activator of maya. And such [Vidyad] is taught by learned

328 We translate the word evam on the basis of the commentary. Two readings are available at this point
of the text (see also below, Appendix): saivam and saisa; both are plausible. If saivam was the original
reading of Srikantha, it is possible that he used the word evam in the more usual meaning of “in this way,”
“thus,” etc. Unfortunately, AghoraSiva’s commentary does not deal with this word and thus we cannot
determine which of the two readings was available to him.

329 Here Srikantha is echoing Vakyapadiya 1.131: na so ti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte |
anuviddham iva jiianam sarvam Sabdena bhasate 1| (“In this world there is no cognition that is not
pervaded by speech. Every cognition appears as if it is penetrated by speech.”), which he silently embeds,
with slight differences, later in the Ratnatrayapariksa (stt. 84cd—85ab).

330 With some hesitation we have adopted the reading caturdha vag of the printed editions (caturtha vak
of At is simply a corruption of this reading). In its place, T has the reading caturdhaiva, which is no doubt
smoother but perhaps, precisely for this reason, to be considered a secondary attempt to improve the text.
In light of this reading, the stanza could be rendered as follows: “As for speech, which has precisely the
fourfold [modes] according to the distinction of Vaikhari[, Madhyama, Pasyanti, and Stiksma], it arises on
the basis of activation of Bindu for the purpose of Ananta’s seeing the objects.” M” and M}, read caturdha
va (incidentally, we note that this reading is also present in MS Adyar Library No. 71471, fol. 209r,),
which, in its turn, is not an impossible reading, the particle va being interpreted with an emphatic value,
but which could also be the result of either a corruption of caturdha vag (more plausibly) or even of
caturdhaiva.
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[Saiddhantikas] to be a Baindavam tattvam (“reality consisting in Bindu »). 331

47cd—48ab

The following is what is meant: by the various reasons that were stated before, such
as impure insentience of [maya], maya makes [us] understand its activator, who has
a body and so forth, and who is endowed with conceptual cognition. Furthermore,
[the existence of] a material cause which [mdaya] makes [us] understand as the cause
of speech that consists in conceptual cognition is nothing but Bindu, which is the
material cause of the Pure Path. This [Bindu] must be accepted. — This is the
intended meaning.

Siva is Not the Material Cause of the Pure Path for Three Reasons

Thus, [éﬁkantha,] after having summarized that maya is not the material cause [of
the Pure Path], commits to [prove] also that the Lord [Siva] is not the material
cause:

Therefore, maya is not the material cause [of the Pure Path], just as
Mahesvara is not,>** 48cd

He states the reasons for this:

(1) for [He is] a sentient being, for [He] does not have any modality-change,**
[and] due to [His] absence of transformation.

(2) for [He] does not have any modality-change [and] is not subject to transfor-
mation, since [He] is a sentient being. 49ab>>*

“For [He] is a sentient being”—for a sentient being cannot be the material cause of
an insentient thing, because [they] are totally different. For, of those two that are
totally different, there is no relationship of cause and effect—as in the case of a
piece of thread and a pot. Furthermore, “for [He] does not have any modality-
change.” As for the modality-change, it is when the material cause attains another
state without concealing [its] previous state—as when a piece of cloth becomes a

31 On the basis of the Saiddhantika tenet according to which maya does not consist in Bindu and of the
usage of the word baindava in the present work, mostly referring to products of Bindu (see, e.g., comm.
ad 164cd—166ab: mantrapadavarnanam tv aksaratmanam baindavatve pi [...], “As for those consisting
in syllables, i.e., Mantra, Pada, and Varna, even though they consist in Bindu [...]”), here we interpret sa@
as referring to vidya and not to maya, even if this might be grammatically possible. Ananta is endowed
with a body made of the power of the language of mantras (vidya), that is, of word (sabda, vic), which is
produced by Bindu (see Sferra, 2010, pp. 332-334). On the concept of vidya, see Goodall (2016,
pp. 100-105).

332 Lit. “Mahes$vara is exactly in the same way.” In other words, also Mahe$vara is not the material cause
of the pure universe.

333 In this context, we have rendered the word vrtti with “modality-change.” Elsewhere in the text, the
word simply means “modality” or “state.” See for instance below, in the commentary on st. 53, where the
commentator uses the compound binduvrtti clearly in the sense of “modality of Bindu.”

334 The text is translated here in two ways in accordance with the two interpretations provided by the
commentary. See below.
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tent.>* But Siva cannot be a material cause because [He] does not have such a
nature. Another reason is “due to [His] absence of transformation.”

Alternatively, it is stated [in the stanza] that Siva is not a material cause, because
of the [two] reasons: “for [He] does not have any modality-change” and “for [He] is
not subject to transformation” inasmuch as [He is] a sentient being. For, one does
not observe in a sentient being either modality-change or transformation, because
both of them are perceived only in insentient things. Furthermore (ca), [His]
transformation is refuted on the basis of Siva’s scriptural tradition.

Transformation is proclaimed [to exist] in an insentient thing; [it is] not
logically applicable for a sentient being.*

Soul and Sakti are Not the Material Cause of the Pure Path

Now, by extending the range of application of the reasons that have been stated,
[Srikantha] claims what has been introduced [above], namely, that also the
individual soul and the Sakti are not the material cause®>’:

The individual soul and the Sakti should be known in the same way. 49bc

In the same way, by the reasons which have been stated it has been proved that only

Bindu is the material cause of the Pure Path because it is illogical [to claim] that

maya, the Lord, the individual soul, and [their] Saktis are the material cause.
Now, [Srikantha] commits to explain in more detail the same thing:

The detail will be explained from now on. 49d

35 The definition of parinama was already given in stt. 35cd—36abc: parinamo hi vastinam
purvavasthaparicyuteh || avasthantarasampraptih ksirasya dadhibhavavat | dadhnas ca takravat, “For
transformation means [the process] by which entities attain a different state after having lost their
previous state, just as milk becomes yogurt and yogurt becomes buttermilk.” The distinction between
parinama and vrti, where instead the previous state is not abandoned/concealed (vrttis tv atirohi-
tapurvavasthasya updadanasya avasthantarapattih), is the controversial point of discussion up to stt.
68-70ab.

336 On this verse, which is found verbatim in the Pauskaragama Vidyapada 2.4cd, see above note a to the
text. On the Pauskaragama(s) and its/their relationship with other Saiddhantika scriptures, see Goodall
(2004, pp. li-liii), where also other references are indicated.

337 The commentator is pointing out that the verses about to be quoted and commented on have already
been referred to in stt. 39cd—40ab: na maya nesvaro nanur na Saktih Suddhavartmanam || upadanam ato
binduh parisesena labhyate |, “It is neither maya nor God (éiva) nor an individual soul nor Saki that is the
material cause of the [six] Pure Paths. Therefore, by elimination Bindu is understood [as their material
cause].” In the commentary thereon it is clarified that the word sakti must be intended here as a reference
to both the Sakti of Siva and the power of the individual soul: atra Saktir iti Sivasaktir atmasaktis ca
vivaksita, tayor ubhayor upadanatvasyoparistan nirakarisyamanatvat, “Here, by [the word] Sakti Siva’s
power and an individual soul’s power are intended, because [Srikantha] will refute later on that both of
them would be the material cause [of the Pure Path].”
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Bindu is Proved to Exist Because of the Variety of Souls

Now [érikamha] proves [the existence of] Bindu by the fact that sentient beings

From the following fact, 100,38 [the existence of] Bindu is known (laksyate):

for [we] observe inequality of individual souls. [In scriptures] it is seen that
some individuals are endowed with less [power of] knowledge and action;
others are superior compared to them,>>° [and some others] are omniscient;
[and some others] are omnipotent.>** 50-51ab

The individuals[, however,] are considered to be sentient, eternal, and free
from changes. If [they were to] undergo changes, they would be insentient and
impermanent, like a pot or a wall. 51cd-52ab

The power of consciousness (citiSakti), too, is exactly in the same way [=
sentient, eternal, and free from change]. Of both of them, which do not undergo
changes, the various states must be caused by an imposed attribute. 52cd—53ab
Bindu is that with which the consciousness of the individual soul gets in contact
in order to grasp [conceptually all the] objects beginning with maya, and that
on the basis of which as the imposed attribute [the consciousness of the soul
appears to be] variegated; such [Bindu] has multiple modalities. 53cd—54ab

Variety of Souls and Powers is Caused by an Imposed Attribute

“Individuals” [means] souls. (1) “Some endowed with less [power of] knowledge
and action are seen” [in the scriptures] also as those who abide in Vidyatattva.
[Those Vidya souls] are endowed with less [power of] knowledge and action in
comparison with [the VidyeSvaras] beginning with Ananta. And (2) those Ananta
and the others who, in comparison to them[, namely, to the Vidya souls], are at the

“superior” level, reached the level of ISvara or Sadasiva®*'; (3) [the souls] who “are

338 The word api (“too”), which is used here by Srikan;ha to introduce a further reason for the existence
of Bindu, clearly refers back to the other proofs that were previously discussed: stt. 32cd—33ab (Sadasiva,
Iévara, and [Suddha]vidya, as well as the souls located in those tattvas, require a material cause); stt.
40cd—41ab (mdya is not the material cause of the Pure Path); stt. 46—48ab (Ananta’s conceptual cognition
is caused by Bindu).

339 We have followed the reading of the available manuscripts (tebhyo 'dhikah pare). However, the
commentator paraphrases these words by using the compound adhikapadah, which might reflect a
different reading in the mula text: 1) adhikapadah (suggested by H. Isaacson), or 2) adhikapade
(suggested by D. Goodall), which could be rendered as: “others [live] at a level that is superior in
comparison to them.”

30 We consider the omniscient ones (sarvajiia) and the omnipotent ones (balasdlin) as two groups of
souls in accordance with Kiranavrtti ad 3.27cd (see Goodall, 1998, pp. 89, 299): sarvajiiah Suddhadehas
ca sarvajiianaprakasakah 1. Ramakantha’s comm.: i§varad ayam kartrtvenaiva kalaya nyiino na tu
Jhatvenapity arthah | Suddhadehas ca na mayagarbhadhikarivad asuddhadehah | sarvesam ca
dasastadasabhedabhinnanam Sivajiiananam upadestrtvena sthitah na tu gurvantaravat katipayanam iti
Il (Goodall’s translation: “In their powers of action alone this [group] is slightly inferior (kalaya nyiinah)
to ISvara, but not in their powers of knowledge. This is what is meant. And their bodies are pure, not
impure like those of the souls invested with office within the realm of primal matter. And they are
teachers of all the ten [Sivabhedas] and eighteen [Rudrabhedas that are the] divisions of the [Saiva]
scriptures, not just of some of them, as other teachers are.”)
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omniscient” and (4) [the souls] who “are omnipotent,” [all these] “are seen” in the
scriptures.’** And [this] has been taught in the venerable Svayambhuva:

Now, the Sakti of éiva, who is the foremost God of gods [and] who has infinite
radiance, bestows [her] grace to all [souls]; she is invincible, omnipotent,
[and] exists with multiple divisions because of Siva’s [Power of] will, [even
though she is] one.**’

Those whose capacity has been increased by her, namely, by the [Power of]
will [of Siva] that is the cause, who are powerful over everything, became
Vidyesvaras, beginning with the Lord Ananta. There are other [souls] who
have more infinite powers’** compared to them and other [souls = the
Mantras] who are employed by them [= Vidyesvaras]**

Such [variety] is neither the innate nature of the individual souls nor their
transformation, because all [the scriptures] teach that they have a unitary nature with
[their] properties such as being “sentient” and “eternal,” and that [they are] “free
from changes.” Furthermore, “if [they] undergo changes,” they undesirably would
be “insentient” and “impermanent” just like “a pot” and so forth.

If that is the case [= if the variety cannot be the property of the souls], let indeed
the Sakti of the individual souls have the various states! In order to [answer] to such
[an objection, Srikantha] says: “The power of consciousness, too, is exactly in the
same way.” And therefore, there should be some kind of imposed attribute, given
that “the various states of both of them,” [namely,] of the individual soul and [its]
power, do not arise without “an imposed attribute.”

Not Souls but Their Sakti has Variety, Which is Caused by Bindu

[Objection:] It is [the power of] knowledge and action that has multiple states by
means of the variety of degrees of the blockage of the obstacle; and not an
individual soul connected with them,>*® for it[, i.e., the soul] is not connected with
the variety inasmuch as [its] nature is [only] self-illumination.>*’

341 At the very end of his commentary on chapter 4 of the Matarnga Vidyapada, stt. 53cd onwards (p. 99
ff.), Ramakantha describes the world of Sadasiva, which is equivalent to the state of Sadasiva, and
explains how the Vidyesvaras like Ananta attain that state and become SadaSivas.

32 In the Ramatrayapariksa, Srikantha already described the souls at the level of Vijiianakevalin, i.e.,
Vidya (stt. 24cd—26ab), Vidyesvara (stt. 26cd—29ab), and Pasusadasiva (stt. 29cd-31ab).

343 Svayambhuva 3.1ab—2ab. For another translation, see also Filliozat (1994, p. 65).

3% Our translation is based on the reading 'mitabaldh, which is supported by the commentary by
Sadyojyotis (see Filliozat, 1994, pp. 68—70). However, it is not impossible to read the compound without
the avagraha, i.e., as mitabalah (“[who have] limited powers”). Possible support for this reading is the
fact that in the previous sentence, the Svayambhuva explains the Vidyesvaras beginning with Ananta as
“those who are powerful over everything,” which could imply that they are the most powerful souls, with
all others endowed with more limited powers.

345 Syayambhuva 3.3ab—4ab. For another rendering, see also Filliozat (1994, p. 69).

346 According to a well-known Saiddhantika doctrine, the Power of all the individual souls is covered by
maculation (mala) since a beginningless time, except for Siva, whose Power is stainless. The more the
maculation is removed, the closer individual souls get to Siva’s state. Therefore, the variety of degrees of
blockage of the obstacle (@varananivrtti) brings about the variety of Powers of the individual souls. See

@ Springer



The Proof of Bindu as the Source of Determinate Knowledge... 617

[Response:] That is true. It is Sakti that has the variety. As for speaking [of
variety] about a soul, it is in a figurative sense. Precisely for this [reason, Srikantha
states:] “with which the consciousness of the soul gets in contact.”**® “Bindu,”
which “has multiple modalities, is that with which” the power of consciousness “of
the individual souls,” [namely,] of the souls beginning with Ananta, “gets in
contact” [and as the result of which the power of consciousness] is empowered “in
order to grasp [conceptually all] objects (artha = padartha) beginning with maya.”
For, entities such as maya that are extremely subtle are not in the scope of the
power [of the souls in the Pure Path] if [their power] is devoid of contact with a
special cause[, namely, Bindu].*** And that cause is nothing but Suddhavidyﬁ,
which is a modality of Bindu. And [this] has been taught in the venerable
Matanga:

This [power of] knowledge, which belongs to the very pure mantrasl, i.e., the
souls who reside in the Pure Path], faces all directions. Because of [this]
knowledge, this is traditionally taught as the Reality of Vidya, together with
the nature [of those mantras].350

What is meant by [the phrase] “and that on the basis of which as the imposed
attribute [the consciousness of the soul appears to be] variegated” is that the variety,
which consists in a limited power of cognition and a limited power of action, must
have Bindu as [its] imposed attribute, [and] it cannot be otherwise.

Footnote 346 continued
Kiranavrtti 2.26c-33d (Goodall, 1998, pp. 55-60, 255-260); cf. also Naresvarapariksaprakdasa ad
3.150ab (ed. p. 255).

347 The individual souls are held to be consisting in self-illumination (svapratibhasariipa) and are single
entities, unaffected by maculation. Their Powers, in contrast, are manifold; their variety depends on the
degrees of how much they are affected by maculation. See the previous fn. 346 for references.

38 With the words samprkta cid anor yena, Srikantha would have been emphasizing that it is not the
individual soul, but its Sakti that is in contact with Bindu.

39 With the compound mayadipadartha (“entities such as maya’), the commentator emphasizes that the
topic here is not any kind of soul, but only the Vidyesvaras and the souls who reside in the Pure Path, like
Ananta. In order to create the universe, these souls first have to grasp maya and modify it. It is only due to
contact (samparka) with Bindu, and hence due to dependence on it, that their powers, which are
variegated, become able to perform their actions.

350 These lines correspond to Mataiga Vidyapada 7.3cd—4ab, with two differences with respect to the
critical edition by Bhatt (p. 235): 1) viveko 'yam (yam in M and T) instead of viveko yat, and 2) iti smyrtam
instead of atah smytam. On the basis of the printed edition and in light of Ramakantha’s commentary (see
above, note ¢ to the text), these lines could be translated as follows: “Since [the power of] knowledge
belonging to the very pure mantras|, i.e., the souls who reside in the Pure Path,] faces all directions, this is
traditionally taught as the Reality of Vidya together with the nature [of those mantras] due to [this]
knowledge.”

It is worth noting that Ramakantha does not clarify the exact value of the pronoun fat in pada 7.4a. His
commentary leaves two possibilities open: of interpreting tat either in compound with svarupena (=
tatsvariipena, “together with that nature”), or as a separate word connected with vidyatattvam (tad
vidyatattvam, “this Reality of vidya”). A third possible, albeit less probable, interpretation of the word tat,
not supported by Ramakantha, could be to take it with the value of tasmat. This stanza contains an
etymological analysis (nirvacana) of the word Vidyatattva—it is called Vidyatattva because of
knowledge (viveka = vidya) of the Vidyas and Vidyesvaras. For further information on Suddhavidyé and
its connection with mantra, see above, fn. 331.
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Past Action Alone Cannot be the Cause of Variety of Souls
Let the cause of this variety in the Pure Path be only [past] action, but not Bindu.*'
To such [an opinion, Srikantha] answers:

The variety of the souls does not arise by [their past] actions independently
[from other reasons, such as Bindu]. 54cd

Even in the Impure Path, where [past] action is accepted [as being existent], “the
variety” in the consciousness “of the souls does not” [arise] just “by [their past]
actions,” for [if that were the case], there would be the undesirable consequence that
even in the case of Pralayakalas [there would be diversity caused by their past
actions]. For, in the case of Pralayakalas, even though [they have past] actions,
scripture does not teach that they have the variety of omniscience and so forth; but
rather [it teaches] exactly absence of that [variety].3 52 And accordingly [it has been
taught] in the venerable Svayambhuva:

The bound soul without Kala is insentient,> all-pervading, eternal, free from

[the three] gunas, bereft of action, wanting power, subject to the obstacle[, i.e.,
occultation by Siva], having no capacity, fit for purification, and fit for
awakening.*>*

And because of this, just as there should be Kala and the rest as that which brings
about their variety [in the Impure Path], here [in the Pure Path], too, there should be
the modality of Bindu [as the cause of the variety of the souls].

Past Action Cannot be the Cause of Variety of Experience

In the same way, also the variety of experience does not [arise] just by [past] action.
Thus [Srikantha] says:

351 The idea that past action is the cause of variety can be read for instance in Abhidharmakosa 4.1a
(karmajam lokavaicitryam); cf. Yogasitra 4.7 and its Bhasya. See also Tantrikabhidhanakosa 11,
pp. 60-62.

352 While the Sakala souls (= fully bound souls) are connected with mala, past actions, and maya, the
Pralayakala souls (= those who become akala at the time of pralaya), even though connected with mala
and past actions, become unobstructed at the time of the cosmic dissolution, when their variety
disappears. This means that the opponent’s claim that variety is produced only by past action is
unjustifiable in the case of the Pralayakala souls. For further details, see Tantrikabhidhanakosa 111,
pp. 536-537.

353 In the light of Svayambhuva Vidyapada st. 1.5, which refers to three kinds of souls, namely, kevala (=
pralayakala and vijiianakevala souls), sakala, and amala (= liberated souls), the word akala in this stanza
refers to both pralayakala souls and vijiianakevala souls, who are begininglessly tied with mala and
completely enveloped by it (the mdayeya type of obstacle is for them totally removed). As a consequence
of this, they are “insentient” in the sense that they are “not fully conscious” — their knowledge, which is
obstructed by mala, is not complete and does not apply to objects: caitanyam jiianakartrtvaripam balam
atmanah | tan nityam | tad atra jiianamatram vivaksitam | na sakalam tad asya malena samniruddhatvat |
tan narthesu pravartata ity acetanah | (Sadyojyotis’ commentary, ed. p. 14).

354 Svayambhuva Vidyapada 1.6. For another translation, see Filliozat (1994, p. 15).
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The variety of experience, too, [arises] from that [past action] only when [the
latter is] dependent [on something else (= Bindu)], because the action®>
brings about the experience, [while] sandalwood, etc., [bring about its]
variely.356 55

[Srikantha] explains the logical incongruity in that case:

If only [past action] were to generate that [variety], what would be the use of
them [= sandalwood, etc.]? So the undertaking of the action of all the beings,
which is the cause of taking and leaving, would [all] cease.”’ 56

[This stanza] is easy to understand. And because of this, just like sandalwood for the
Sakala souls, Bindu must be accepted as the cause[, i.e., source] of the totality of
means that realize the variety of experience also for Ananta and so forth. This is
what is meant.

Bindu is Necessary as the Locus of Experience of Ananta, etc.

Now [gﬁkantha] states that experience and so forth belonging to [the souls] such as
Ananta are [possible] only when [the latter] is located at some place; and therefore,
one must accept Bindu as [their] locus:

Furthermore, [virtuous people] proclaim that [Bindu] as the imperishable
ether that is beyond [the ordinary sky]*>® for the experiences and duties of the

355 In the previous passage and also in the first line of this stanza, where referred to by means of the
pronoun fena, the word karman means “past action.” Here, in pdda c, however, it is to be taken simply as
“action,” without any further qualification.

336 The point is that not only the variety of the souls (see the discussion above), but also the variety of
experience is not caused by action, whether past or present, but by something else that cannot but be
Bindu. In fact, action brings about only experience, while sandalwood — an example of an object of
experience (bhogya) — brings about the variety/flavor of that experience (with the variety ascribed to the
bhogya); and Bindu is the fundamental cause of all the bhogyas. Sandalwood is given as an example of
bhogya by Aghorasiva in the Bhogakarikatika ad st. 49: sa ca bhogah srakcandanadibhogyam vina na
syad iti (p. 215), and in the Tattvasamgrahalaghutika ad st. 13/15: adhyavasitasrakcandanadivisaya, ata
eva sukhaduhkhamohddhyavasayaripa buddhir eva pumsah samdsatah samksepena bhogyam, tasya eva
saksad bhogyatvat | (ed. Dvivedi, p. 121; ed. Kataoka, p. 251).

357 This statement echoes the beginning of the Nydyabhdsya: pramanena khalv ayam jiatartham
upalabhya tam artham abhipsati jihasati va | tasyepsajihasaprayuktasya samihd pravrttir ity ucyate | (pp.
4-5).

358 According to Saiva doctrine, the element @kasa (“sky”) is not imperishable: it will be destroyed at the
time of the cosmic dissolution. Therefore, by saying atisayakam ambaram anasvaram (*‘imperishable
ether that is beyond [the ordinary sky]”), Srikantha is underlining the special ontological status of Bindu.
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Sivas who possess unparalleled superhuman powers, like the sky — whose
cause is “the origin of the elements>>° — for the celestial bodies.>*® 57-58ab

There is [something] which bestows the space for the purpose of “experiences and
duties” belonging to “[the Sivas] who possess unparalleled superhuman powers,” i.
e., those who are enjoying superhuman power to different degrees in accordance
with [the place where they live,] beginning with Vidyatattva. Exactly because of
this, virtuous people361 “proclaim” [the existence of] “that,” i.e., Bindu, which is
“the imperishable ether that is beyond [the ordinary sky].” “The origin of the
elements” is the ego-factor; what has that as “the cause” through the intermediary of
the tanmdtra sound is that “whose cause is ‘the origin of the elements,’” namely, the
gross “sky.” In the same way as that [gross sky] gives the space “for the celestial
bodies,” this [imperishable super ether,] too, does [so].

Bindu Assists All Souls, Not Only Those in the Pure Path

And this [Bindu] does not only assist [the souls] located in the Pure Path, but rather
all [kind of souls]. Thus, [Srikantha] states [the following]:

1t is precisely Bindu that gets the name “conceptualization,” while inscribing
the consciousness in those who are endowed with conceptual cognitions with
the combinations of its own various modalities [beginning with Siksma and
ending with Vaikhari].>** 58c¢d—-59ab

3% Here Srikantha adopts Samkhya terminology, according to which the ego-factor (ahamkara) is the
origin of the tanmatras (see, e.g., Samkhyakarika 22). In fact, the word bhiita, lit. “element(s),” refers here
to the tanmatras and not to the mahabhiitas. Our translation reflects the interpretation of the commentary
below, which suggests a bahuvrihi interpretation of the compound bhitadikaranam. It is worth noting,
however, that AghoraSiva interprets st. 58ab in a different way: yatha hi paiicabhiitadibhiitam akasam
avakasadayitvena sthiilasabdabhivyaiijakatvena ca siryadinam jyotisam bhogadhikarayoh karanam,
evam [...], “For, just as the sky, which is the first of the five elements, is the cause of the experiences and
roles of the celestial bodies, inasmuch as [it] provides the space and makes manifest the gross sound, in
the same way [...].” Thus, according to Aghorasiva, who takes bhitadi as separate from karanam, the
mitla text should be translated as follows, “[...] just as the sky, which is the first element, is the cause of
[the experiences and roles of] the celestial bodies.”

360 Namely, the sun, the moon, the stars and the planets, which, in their turn, have unequal brightness.

361 Very probably, in this context “virtuous people” are to be intended as the authoritative Saiddhantikas,
as Aghorasiva explains in his commentary: [...] dgamajiiah prahuh (p. 159).

362 Aghorasiva interprets the compound savikalpakabuddhisu as a karmadhdaraya instead of as a
bahuvrihi (bindur eva Sabdopadananatvat siksmadivaikharyantasabdatmakasvavrttibhedasambandhad
ghato ’yam lohitah parivartula ityadiparamarsavikalpollekhanena savikalpajianesv atmanas citim
savikalpakanubhavam utpddayati | Sabdanuvedhena hi jatyadivisesanavisistam savikalpakajiianam
utpadyate | [...], p. 159). Accordingly, the miila text could be rendered as follows: “It is precisely
Bindu that brings about the [Soul’s] consciousness called ‘conceptualization’ in the conceptual cognitions
while inscribing [it] with the combinations of its own various modalities [beginning with Siksma and
ending with Vaikhar].”

While our commentator explicitly states that Bindu becomes vikalpa, Aghorasiva is hesitant to do so,
preferring to say: “Bindu brings about consciousness, that is, the cognitive experience endowed with
vikalpa.” Broadly speaking, the difference between the two interpretations is not huge in this regard and
involves no unsolvable theoretical issues. It is possible that in addition to these two interpretations, there
are two other ways of defining vikalpa, i.e., as “speech” (Sabda), as our commentary seems to suggest, or
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“While inscribing,” i.e., activating, [or rather] turning into speech, “the consciousness,”
i.e., the power of the soul, “in those who are endowed with conceptual cognitions,”
namely, in absolutely all the unliberated souls, “with the combinations (sambheda =
sambandha) of its own various modalities,” i.e., the modalities of speech beginning
with Stksma, “it is precisely Bindu that gets the name ‘conceptualization,”” namely,
the label “conceptual cognition.” Thus, one must accept that Bindu exists in all
beings. And accordingly [it has been taught] in Siva’s transmitted doctrine:

The highest seed called ndda is rooted in all beings.*®?
and

All beings, starting with cowherds, women and children, barbarians, Prakrit
users, [and even] those creatures that live in the water always speak that
[na’da].364

A Latent Trace Cannot be Conceptual Cognition

[Objection:] It is indeed the latent trace produced by a previous experience that is
the cause of conceptual cognition, [so] what is the use of Bindu?

[Response:] That is wrong. A latent trace is nothing but a co-operating factor,
because it calls forth mere memory of the conventional relation between a word
and [its] object, but it does not generate conceptual cognition consisting in speech.
Thus,;g the cause of [conceptual cognition] one must accept Bindu but not a latent
trace.

Footnote 362 continued

as “distinction” (bheda), as is likely intended by AghorasSiva. This topic is discussed in a few Vedantic
works produced between the 9™ and the 11™ centuries (see, e.g., Sarvajiiatman’s Pramanalaksana p. 5:
vikalpo bhedah | saha vikalpena vartata iti savikalpakam | yatha dharmipratiyogigrahanapirvakam
arthendriyasamprayogat prthivyadibhinnavastujianam | anye punar ahuh — vikalpah sabdah; tena saha
vartata iti savikalpakam sabdollikhitam vijiianam, sabdollekhavikalam tu nirvikalpakam iti ).

363 Sardhatrisatikalottara 1.5ab.

364 Sardhatrisatikalottara 1.6cd-Tab (later included in the Pauskardagama, stt. 2.27cd-28ab). Alterna-
tively, this stanza could be rendered in a slightly different way with the following words: “[Even those]
who speak Prakrit, up to cowherds, women and children, [as well as] barbarians, [and] even those
creatures that live in the water, [all of them] always speak that [nada].”

D. Goodall pointed out to us (personal communication) that in the Dvisatikalottaravrtti, AghoraSiva
gives a quite unique interpretation of this stanza. According to the latter, gopala refers to the Vidyesvaras
such as Ananta; angana, mleccha, etc. also refer to a particular level of souls: gopaladayah prasiddhas ca
| gam sadasivoktim Sastrariipam palayantiti gopala anantadayah | anganah saptakotisamkhya vidyah | bala
mandalyadayah paramantresah | mlecchah sanjandagahanesadayo bhuvanesah | prakrtabhasino
gunatattvastha{nalyogino buddhitattvastha devayonayas ca | antargata brahmandantastha brahmadayah
| jalagata jalopalaksitajaldadyavaranasthah pariicastaka rudrah <| sattvas> tattadbhuvananivasinah |
evam suddhasuddhabhuvananivasinah sarva evatmanas tam nadam abhidheyabuddhihetutvena para-
marsatmakam pratyatmaniyatam bravanty antah svayam uccaranti dharayantity arthah | (comm. ad st. 1).
Following Aghorasiva’s interpretation, Jiianaprakasa gives a similar explanation in his Pauskaravrtti (IFP
T.110, p. 162).

365 Thig objection with its answer is an original contribution of our commentator; it is not found, either
explicitly or implicitly, in Srikantha’s text and consequently is also not found in Aghorasiva’s Ullekhini.
Our commentator refers to the difference between two kinds of causes, the co-operating or efficient cause
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For the sake of not requiring so much postulation, then let [us admit that] a latent
trace itself becomes conceptual cognition in time.*® In order to [respond to] such
[an implicit objection], [Srikantha] says:

And this [conceptual cognition] is not the latent trace (samskara) called
bhavana, because it is directly perceived.*®” 59cd

“And this” conceptual cognition can “not” be a “latent trace,” because conceptual
cognition “is directly perceived.” A latent trace is not like that. Why?

For, latent traces have memory as [their] inferential mark/[; they] are not in the
domain of our direct perception. 60ab

“For, latent traces are not” directly perceivable, but rather “have memory as [their]
inferential mark,” [namely, they] are inferred by memory. So how can it be possible
that a latent trace becomes conceptual cognition?

Conceptual Cognition Exists Above Maya

If this is the case, conceptual cognition is certainly not a latent trace, but instead
(kevalam) [it] is a transformation of the ego-factor. For, speech (sabda) is produced
from the ego-factor. In view of such [an implicit objection, Srikantha] says:

Also [conceptual cognition] is not a transformation of the intellect, because [it
exists] even above maya. 60cd

This conceptualization consisting in speech (Sabda) can “not” be “a transformation
of the intellect” by the intermediary of the ego-factor, which is known as the
tanmatra “sound” (s'abda).368 Why? “Because [it exists] even above maya.” For, no

Footnote 365 continued
(sahakarikaranalnimittakarana) and the material cause (upadanakarana), which is the main factor for the
generation (janaka) of an effect.

3% In the previous objection, the opponent claimed that latent traces are the sole cause of conceptual
cognitions, and thus that we do not need to postulate the existence of Bindu at all. Because the opponent
uses a quite ambiguous term, karana (“cause”), our commentator clarifies that it is not a cause in the same
way as Bindu is the material cause. After his response, we have here a “revised” version of the same
objection: it is the latent trace itself that develops into conceptual cognition. In other words, not Bindu but
the latent trace is to be considered the material cause of conceptual cognition, the latter being a
transformation of the latent trace. It is for this further reason that Bindu is not needed. It is worth noting
that our commentator introduces the idea of the development “in time” (kalena) of the latent traces into
conceptual cognitions; this idea is not found in Srikantha or in Aghorasiva’s interpretation. The revised
objection in the following stanzas that the conceptual cognition is the transformation of ahamkara is also
based on the same intention that some already-known entity might take on the role of material cause
instead of Bindu.

37 We leave the word bhavand untranslated here, because it clearly refers to the concept of samskara
found in the VaiSesika tradition, including “momentum” and “impression” (see Prasastapadabhasya:
samskaras trividhah — vego bhavana sthitisthapakas ca, p. 62).

368 The commentary plays on two meanings of the word $abda, which is used by the objector in the sense
of “speech.” Our commentator points out that what is produced by the ego-factor is only the
Sabdatanmatra and that it has nothing to do with speech, despite the same word sabda being used here.
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effect at all can be justified as existing elsewhere than within the range of its own
cause.

Conceptual Cognition is Required Above Maya for the Purpose
of Ananta’s Creation

How can it be possible that conceptual cognition exists above [maya]? In view of
such [an implicit question, Srikantha] says:

That being the case, the Vidyesvara Ananta, endowed with conceptual
cognition, after bestriding maya through [his] radiance, thereafter’® under-
takes the creation, for [Ananta] is a creator while being an individual soul,>”°
Jjust like a servant employed by us.>’' 61-62ab

The fact of “being an individual soul” is the fact of being non-pervading, which is
due to the contraction of the limiting conditions such as body and sense-organs.
What is meant [in the verse] is: “For [Ananta] is a creator while being an individual
soul,” [i.e. while being non-pervading]. Alternatively, the fact of “being an
individual soul” is the fact of being impelled by someone else. As for the individual
souls, they are indeed impelled by someone else. What is meant [in the verse] is:
“For [Ananta] is a creator while being impelled by someone else.” “Endowed with
conceptual cognition, Ananta, after bestriding maya,” also does the creation (karoti
ca). Here, two [things, i.e., bestriding and creation] are accomplished [by him].
What is the act of creation after bestriding? [He,] after activating the material cause

39 Or: “from that [maya).” Both interpretations of tatah are possible; the commentary is of little help.

”

370 we interpret the locativus absolutus (anutve sati) as a concessive force (“when,” “even though,” etc.).
The entire clause (anutve sati kartrtvat), however, might also be interpreted as a causal force (“since,”
“because,” etc.). In that case it might be rendered in the following way: “For he is a creator, since he is an
individual soul,” the assumption being that only someone who is endowed with limitations (a body, sense-
organs, etc.), and inasmuch as he is endowed with them, can act — no action is possible for an agent who
is not limited, i.e., endowed with instruments for acting.

371 As Srikantha indicates in Ratnatrayapariksa 149cd—150ab, Ananta is the instigated agent
(prayojyakartr) who is under the control of the instigator (causative agent), i.e., Siva. Usually, from a
grammatical point of view, what is autonomous (svatantra) is called the grammatical agent, and the
instigated agent is not counted as part of it (A 1.4.54; see also Vakyapadiya 3.7.101-102). However,
Ananta is a special soul, a Vidye§vara, who possesses a limited autonomy unlike the souls of lower levels.
This may indicate that the servant (*presyajana-) referred to in the stanza is not to be compared simply to
a slave, but to a willing worker employed by an owner. Indeed, Manusmyti 7.125 states that a servant
(presyajana) is employed by a king with a certain fixed allowance (r@jakarmasu yuktanam strinam
presyajanasya ca | pratyaham kalpayed vrttim sthanakarmanuripatah |l, ‘He should fix a daily allowance
for women in the royal service and for menial servants in accordance with their rank and duties’; Olivelle
(2005, p. 161). Both the Ullekhini and our commentary do not explain the words asmatpresyo yatha janah,
which clarify the words anutve (= avyapakatve, parapreryatve) sati kartrtvat. The idea may be that
Ananta, like a servant, performs some activities even though he is not as powerful as his master (= Siva)
who employs him. Alternatively, if we interpret anutve sati with a causal force (see the previous fn. 370),
the idea might be that Ananta is like a servant who can perform actions only because he is directed by his
master. Taking the role of the instigated agent into consideration, however, anutve sati with a concessive
force might be more likely than that with a causal force.
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by [his] own “radiance[,” i.e. his own] duty and privilege (adhikara), “thereafter”
undertakes the production of the effects.

Another View: Ananta is the Agent of Transformation

This logical reason [i.e. anutve sati kartrtvat] has a meaningless thing as [its]
qualifier, since an agent-creator, whether he is impelled or [himself] impels, requires
conceptual cognitions just like [ordinary people] like us. If the Lord [Siva] also
requires them, in order to make possible a body, sense-organs, etc.,’’? that are the
cause of those [conceptual cognitions], one [must] postulate another Bindu as the
cause of those [bodies, sense-organs, etc.], and one [must] postulate another agent-
creator who activates this [further Bindu]—thus there would be infinite regress. In
view of such [an implicit objection, Srikantha] states a refutation under the pretext
of [introducing] another opinion:

Other masters, who are proficient in claiming the distinction between modality
[-change] and transformation, explain differently that [reason] which has the
above-stated qualifier [i.e. anutve sati kartrtvat]: 62cd—63ab

This [Ananta] is the agent of transformation and therefore [he is] not [the
agent] of modality[-change].>”* To explain, any competent and efficient (Sakta)
person, who cognizes that “This [thing] activated by me in this way surely will
bring about the desired [object],” is the agent of things subject to
transformation.>”* This property[, i.e., the property of being impelled by one
who has conceptual cognition, which is observed] in things subject to
transformation, is present in a different way in things that are subject to
modality[-change].>”> 63cd—65ab

372 The compound karyakarana (lit. “effects and instruments”) is attested in Saiva literature as a
technical term to refer to the body (the “products” of maya) and organs (of sense and action), or simply to
the body. See, for instance, Kiranavrtti ad 1.19 (see Goodall, 1998, pp. 25, 214).

373 We follow our commentator’s interpretation of the words na fu vrttes tatas tathd. Srikantha’s original
intention, however, may be different and rendered as follows: “This [Ananta] is the agent of
transformation, but (fu) not of modality[-change]. Therefore (tatah), in the same way...” / “[Since]...,
therefore (tatah), this [Ananta] is the agent of transformation, but (fz) not of modality[-change]. To
explain...”

374 By rendering parinamin as “thing[s] subject to transformation,” we have tried to express the dynamic
aspect of this word, which of course encompasses also entities that have been already transformed, like a
pot, which, in turn, is subject to further transformation, for instance, into kapala.

375 We follow our commentator’s interpretation of st. 65ab, in particular of the words ayam dharmah.
Again, Srikantha’s original intention may have been different. The line could be rendered as follows:
“This property [i.e., the property of being the agent] with respect to things subject to transformation is
present in a different way with respect to things that are subject to modality[-change].” Aghorasiva’s short
comment possibly supports the latter interpretation (vrttikartus tu na tadapeksa, “The agent of modality|-
change], however, is not dependent on such [a property],” ed. p. 160).
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To be more precise, every person perceives an entity without conceptualization
and then cognizes [it] with conceptualization. Otherwise,>’® if all the
cognitions in this world were admitted as presupposing cognition penetrated
by speech, [there would be] an infinite regress of cognition.>’” Therefore,
Mahesvara always has non-conceptual cognition, and in the same way he (esa)
creates, [and] in the same way this (esa) [= Ananta] also creates [the
world]®’® on the basis of the verbalization of [his] awareness: “I cognize [it]
conceptually.” 65¢cd—67

Bindu is considered to have only the modality[-change], just like a piece of
cloth that has [the state of] tent.””® Therefore, even though [his] cognition is
non-conceptual, the Lord [Siva] presides over Bindu. [But] the Vidyesvara
does not [do] the same to maya, because this latter is subject to transforma-
tion. 68—69ab

Ananta is the Agent of Transformation, Because His Cognition is Conceptual

“Others,” however, “explain differently that” logical reason “which has the above-
stated qualifier[,” i.e.,] anutve sati kartrtvat. Why? [Because] “this [Ananta] is the
agent of a transformation.” It means because [Ananta] is the agent of a
transformation. “Therefore,” he is “not” the agent “of modality[-change].”
[Srikantha] justifies precisely this—“To explain...” It is actually seen that one
“who cognizes that ‘This [thing] activated (ksubdha = ksobhita) by me in this way
surely’ brings about ‘the desired [object]’ is the agent of [things] subject to
transformation.” “This property” is the property of being impelled by one who is
endowed with conceptual cognition. And it is observed only “in [things] subject to

376 1t should be noted that the word anyatha, which we have rendered in accordance with our
commentator’s interpretation, could be more naturally construed with st. 66ab: “Every person... cognizes
[it] in a different way, i.e., with conceptualization.”

377 1t is worth noting that M" and T, and also our commentator, support the reading jiananavastha
instead of anantenapi in st. 66¢ (see also below, Appendix). The latter reading is found in the printed
editions of the Ratnatrayapariksa and, possibly, but not at all certainly, is the reading that was available to
AghoraSiva.

378 Two things should be noted here: first of all, that the words ato mahesvarah | nirvikalpamatir nityam
evam are attested only in My, T, and our commentary, but they are absent in earlier editions of the
Ratnatrayapariksa and very probably in the text that was available to Aghorasiva (see below, Appendix).
Second, our commentator suggests a double interpretation of the pronoun esa in the clause evam esa
karoti ca, in one case standing for Mahe$vara, and in the other case standing for Ananta. Also the
conjunction ca has been interpreted with two slightly different functions. See below, “Siva Creates Things
by Non-conceptual Cognition, While Ananta does so by Conceptual Cognition”. Accordingly, we have
translated this sentence twice.

379 The commentary does not provide a clear explanation of the word kuff, which we have rendered as
“tent” (“hut” might be a possible alternative translation). The same example occurs in st. 70ab, where
again the commentators are silent. Even though we do not know the exact meaning of the word kufi in this
context, the overall meaning of the example is clear: a substance can be used in several ways without
changing its form. Although we give it specific names in accordance with its various functions, no real
change occurs to it. A piece of cloth, for instance, can be used as a tent and is then called “tent,” even if it
still remains a piece of cloth and at a later time might be used for another function and be given a different
name. Thus, vreti (“modality-change”) means that something changes its function without changing its
nature. For a parallel, see above, note i to the text.
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transformation.” Therefore, he[, i.e., Ananta] is the agent-creator [in the realm] of
Maya, which is subject to transformation, but not the agent-creator [in the realm] of
[something] that is subject to the modality[-change]. “[It is present] in a different
way in things subject to modality[-change],” namely, in the material causes that are
subject to modality[-change], [it happens] in a different way, which means that [the
latter] are presided over by [someone] whose cognition is non-conceptual.
[Srikantha] justifies precisely this—“To be more precise ...” For, “every person
perceives” first “an entity without conceptualization,” i.e., in a non-conceptualized
way, then at the time of language acquisition “cognizes [it] with conceptualization”
on the basis of [language usage of] reliable persons and through positive and
negative concomitance.

Siva Creates Things by Non-conceptual Cognition, While Ananta does so
by Conceptual Cognition

Among them, [ordinary people] like us [cognize an entity with determinate cognition]
on the basis of [the usage of] our father, grandfather, etc.; they [did the same] on the
basis of [the usage of] the seers; the latter [did the same] on the basis of the deities; the
latter, in their turn, [did the same] on the basis of Brahma, and so forth; the latter [did
the same] on the basis of Ananta, etc.; and the latter [did the same] on the basis of the
Supreme Lord. Thus, non-conceptual cognition belonging to Ananta becomes
conceptual in connection with the linguistic convention that depends first on the favor
of the Supreme Lord. Therefore, one must accept that it is precisely without a body
and by using non-conceptual cognition that the primordial creator Bhagavan
“Mahesvara” cognizes and creates everything. “Otherwise,” if even the cognition
of the Supreme Lord presupposes “cognition penetrated by speech, the infinite regress
of cognition” would be unavoidable, because [we must] accept another material
cause, etc., for that [i.e., for Siva’s speech]. And because of this, this [criticism]: “An
agent-creator, whether he is impelled or [himself] impels, must have conceptual
cognition” is not worth considering. Rather one should consider that the agent of
things subject to transformation has conceptual cognition, while the agent of things
subject to modality[-change] has non-conceptual cognition. This Ananta is not only
possessed of conceptual cognition, but he “also creates,” i.e., he himself also creates
[the world], while being transformed (vikrtah san) by means of [his own] activity.

Modality-Change Belonging to Bindu Requires Only Non-conceptual
Cognition

But what is this modality[-change]? Who has it as [his] property? How does
Bhagavan (= Siva) impel it without undergoing any change (avikrta eva)? In view of

such [an implicit question, it is stated in the stanza]**°: “only the modality[-

380 1t should be noted that the more common expression would have been ity atrdha and not ity atra, as
we find in M" and T. Of course, we cannot exclude that gha was dropped in transmission. We have
preferred not to emend the text, considering that @ha is in any case understood and could have been
intentionally omitted in order to make it clear that this part is still representing the viewpoint of the
opponent and is not Srikantha’s own idea.
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change,]” [etc.] Modality[-change] occurs when a material cause attains another
state without abandoning [its] previous state, just like “a piece of cloth that has” the
state of “tent.” And that [modality-change] is the property of “Bindu,” [that is to
say,] Bindu is divided/classified as [various] products due to the degree of “that
[modality-change].” Only [the one] whose “cognition is non-conceptual presides
over” this “Bindu”; [that is to say,] only the one who does not undergo change
impels [Bindu] by [his] mere presence. But “the Vidye$vara” Ananta can “not” do
“the same.” [The word] “because” is in the sense of a logical reason, [i.e., it means]
because “this” Maya “is subject to transformation.” Thus, the topic exposed [by
other scholars] has been concluded.*®!

Response: Even the Agent of Modality-Change Needs Conceptual
Cognition; Only Siva is the Exception

Thus, after first proving Bindu in another way, the “distinction of agent-creators
according to whether it is a case of modality[-change] or of transformation” has been
explained in this view [in the following way:] “The agent of modality[-change] has non-
conceptual cognition, while the agent of transformation has conceptual cognition.” This
[distinction] is, however, not worthy of consideration. Thus, [grikantha] says:

[Response:] A distinction of agent-creators is not determined according to
whether it is a case of modality[-change] or of transformation, for it is
observed that even [a person] who is making a tent [using a piece of cloth] is
endowed with conceptual cognition. 69cd—70ab

“A distinction of agent-creators” [in the form:] “The agent of modality[-change] has
non-conceptual cognition, while the agent of transformation has conceptual cognition”
“is not determined,” i.e., not ascertained, since people experience that “even [a person]
who is making a tent” from a piece of cloth “is endowed with conceptual cognition.”
Becoming a tent out of a piece of cloth is indeed [a case of] modality[-change].
What then is to be considered in this case? [Answer:] Let Bindu be subject to
either modality[-change] or transformation®*; the only thing worth considering is

that the first creation is inevitably pervaded by the supervision of Siva who is

381 The word nigamana in the clause ity uktarthanigamanam could be interpreted in various ways: in the
sense of “conclusion” or “end,” as reflected in the translation above (and for which we can find parallels
in other works, such as Ahirbudhnyasamhita [intro. ad 12.52] and Padmasamhita [intro. ad 5.30]), or in
the sense of “quote.” In the latter case, the clause might be rendered as follows: “Such is the quote of what
has been exposed [by the other scholars].”

32 In the commentary on this stanza, Aghorasiva explains that Bindu is subject to both modality-change
and transformation, which our commentator also later accepts (see above, Introduction, “section 7 of the
Introduction™). See Ullekhint ad 69cd-70ab: etac ca paramatabhyupagamanadisanam uktam, na tu
siddhantataya, bindor api tattvabhuvandadiripena parinamasruter vrttiparinamayor atyantabhedabhavac
ca |l “And this has been stated [only] as the criticism against the acceptance of the other opinion, but not
as the settled view, because, since scripture teaches that Bindu, too, is subject to transformation in the
form of Tattvas, Bhuvanas, and so forth, there is no absolute distinction [regarding it] between modality|[-
change] and transformation.”
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endowed with non-conceptual cognition.*®® Therefore, there is no fault of infinite
regress [of cognition].”*
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use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:/
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Appendix

The following is a list of the main differences (we do not systematically record the
scribal mistakes) between the variant readings of MY, M}(,,, T, and those of the
printed editions of the miila text, as well as of A, which sometimes shows/confirms
the same reading of M7, MX,[ and T.’%

Stanza MY /M), T Printed editions / At

33 In the light of the distinction between transformation, in the case of conceptual cognition, and
modality-change, in the case of non-conceptual cognition, the objector’s viewpoint is that Siva’s act of
creation is modality-change because it is performed by him without conceptualization. ngkantha
disagrees with this viewpoint because he believes that this distinction cannot be applied to Siva (whose
non-conceptual cognition is beyond any classification), and that conceptuality is required even in the
mundane modality-change shown by the example of cloth and tent.

384 The opponent pointed out this possible logical defect in st. 66c.

35 n the case of Ar, only the variants related to the stanzas mentioned in the table have been recorded.
Ante correctionem and post correctionem readings have been registered only when they seemed relevant.
We are aware of the existence of other manuscripts containing the miila text of the Ratnatrayapariksa
within the Ullekhini by Aghorasiva, including: (1) Adyar Library MS 71471 (a palm-leaf manuscript in
Grantha script, incomplete and numbered with Arabic numbers added later on the right margin); and (2) a
transcript from the collection of the IFP (reproduced from IFI, RE 45959), No. 1134. Variants from these
manuscripts have not been recorded here.

386 chreyaso sti vidhayakah M,fc] chreyaso sti vidhanatah ML
%7 In M}y, st. 12a is identical with st. 20a.

388 Note that st. 12cd is copied twice in Mjy.
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Stanza MY/ MY,

4a rajanat

4d dhiya

Tab bijadvayam

7d nityam

10d chreyaso sti vidhayakah®*®

1lc agamah

11d §ivo nye

12a sevyate / sevitah®®’

12¢ kamakaribhir anyais tu’*®

13c hetor va

13c kim ca

2la maya hy

24c pirve / sarve

27c °samparka® / °samsparsa®

29ab asann apy

34a vinasotpattimatvena

37¢c tadavasthapi®®’

39d Suddhavartmanam

4lab  kaladiksitiparyantatatvajatam /
kaladiksitiparyantatattvajatam

42b °malanvayat

42¢ °pabhogyaya

42d parinamodayad

45a saivam

46a savikalpam ca

46¢ caturdha va<g>

49b aparinamata(s) / aparinpamatas

49¢ atma Saktis ca vijiieyau /
atmasaktis ca vijiieya

49d vaksyate / laksyate

Sla pare canye

Slc pudgalas cetana nitya

51d vikararahita matah

52¢ citiSaktis ca

56a tadaiva yadi tat / tad eva yadi yat

57a catisayakam / catiSayakam

60c napi buddheh parinamo

62d °bheda® / °hetu®

64a evam / eva

64c Saktah

66¢ jhananavastha

389

390

The text here should likely be emended with tadavastham hi.

isyetato MY Isyetato MY,

T

rajanat

taya

bijadvayam

nitya®

chreyaso pi vidhoyakah

aptas tu

§ivo nye

sevyate

kamakaribhir anyais tu

hetor va

kim ca

maya hy

purve

°samparka®
(missing)
vinasotyatimatvena

tadavastha yiva

Suddhavarnmatmanam

kaladiksitiparyantatatvajatam

°malanvayat
°pabhogyaya
parinamodayad

saisa

savikalpaii ca
caturdhaiva
aparinamata(s)

atma Saktis ca vijiieyau

vaksyate
pare canye
pudgalas cetana nitya

vikararahita matah

citiSaktis ca

tad eva yadi tat
cadisayakam

napi buddheh parinamo

°bheda®

evam

Saktih
jhananavastha

Printed editions / Ay
rafijanat / rajanat

dhiya / dhiya

bijam trayam / bija trayam
nitya® / nityam

chreya aptividhayakah /
Sreyaso sti vidhayakah
aptas tu / agamas
Sivanye / §ivo nye
sevyate / sevyate
kamakaritayanyais tu /
kamakaritayanyais ca
hetubhih / hetor va

kim tu / kim tu

mayapy / mayapy

purve / plirve
°samparka® / °samparka®
asan napy / asan apy
vinasotpattimattvabhyam /
vinasotpattimatvabhyam
sadavastham hi /
tadavasthavi

Suddhavartmanah /
Suddhapadmajah
jaladiksitiparyantam tattvajatam /
kaladiksitiparyantam tatvajatam
°malanvayaih / °malanvayaih
°pabhogyatvat / °pabhogyatvam
parinamodayair / parinamodayair
saisa / saisa

savikalpaka® / savikalpakaii ca
caturdha vag / caturtha vak
parinamat tatas / aparinamatmanas
atma Saktis ca vijiieyau /

atma Sakti$ ca vijiieyau

vaksyate / laksyate

pare 'nye tu / pare nye tu
pudgalas cetano nityo /
pudgalacetano nityo

vikararahito matah /
vikararahito matah

ca citih Saktis / Sivasaktis ca
tad eva yadi tat / tad eva yadi tat
catisayikam / catisayakam
na buddheh parinamo va /
na buddheh parinamo va
°bheda®

evam

Saktah

anantenapi

391 This reading could either be a mistake for vidhrte, which is found in the other sources of the
Ratnatrayapariksa and also in Pauskaragama 2.22a, or for vivrte, which is accepted in Rau’s edition of
Vakyapadiya 1.165a (p. 36; in Iyer’s edition, where this verse is part of the vr#ti and not of the miila text,
the accepted reading is vidhrte, whereas, in its commentary, Vrsabhadeva seems to support the reading
vivrte [pp. 218-219], which is probably the original reading).
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Stanza M" /My, T Printed editions / Ay

67a vijiianam vijiianam vijiiatam

67b isyetétowo mahesvarah Il isyatato mahesvara | isyetaisa karoti ca |
nirvikalpamatir nityam nirvikalpakam iti nityam
evam esa karoti ca | evam esa karoti ca |

67d avabodhabhidhanatah avabodhabhidhanatah avabodhabhimanatah

68c °bodho pi °bodho pi °bodhe ’pi

69a maya / mayam mayam mayam

7Tla paro paro para

Tlc eva eva evam

71d vyomanahata vyomanahata vyomanahatam

73¢ vidhrte vavrtau™! vidhrte

74d krama® krama® kramad

76b samhrtakrama samhrtakramat samhrtikramat

T8¢ kevalah kevalam kevalah

78d nityoditaprabhah nityoditaprabhah nityoditah prabuh

80c tam / tam tam tam

82b Srutih stutih Sruteh

83b °samudyoge tu °samudyoge tu °samudyogesu

84a visuddheva visuddhe pi visSuddheva

85a iva iva iha

85¢ saisa / saivam saisa saisa

86d samtis tathaiva ca samtis tathaiva ca santis ca paficami

87a Samtyatitakala yabhir Samtyatitakala yabhir Santyatitah kala eta

87b vyapto dhva pamcadha sthitah vyapto dhva paficadha sthitah yabhir vyapto *dhvapaficakam

87d varnadhvadhva varnadhva ca varnadhva ca

91d amtaramdasya antarenasya anantandasya

92a pracyadiksu dasasvaiva / pracyandiksu daSasv evasasv pracyadiksu dasasv asan
pracyadiksu dasasvaiva

98b avanim avanim (°van® is partly broken) avanim

103c pratistha ca pratistha pratisthito

105b  paramadibhuvananam paramadibhuvananam mayadibhuvananam ca

108c tatpralina® tatra lmna® tatpralina®

111c satkonoditakalpanta® satkonoditakalpanta® satkonoditam alpanta®

112b  Sakti® Sakti® Saktir

112¢ tatpralina® tatra lia® tatpralina®

114b  tatpuruso syadhidevata (missing) purusas tv adhidevata

115¢ varna visargapirvaya varnani sarvapirvaya varna visargapurva ye

116a param mantrah paramam mantram paam mantrah

116b  Sivastresanasabditah Sivasvisanasamjiiakah Sivastresanasabditah

116c  sa Santyatita sa Santyakatva santyatita ca

120c anyatranyasya anyatranyasya anyasyanyatra

121d  paratmani vidhanatah paratmani vidhanatah paramatmavidhanatah

122¢ dinacestayam dinacestayam dinacestanam

124d  parinamavata parinamavata parinamitaya

126a sa sa sa

127d  jiianakriyatmake jhanakriyatmane jhanakriyatmike

128a  tatradya tatradya adya tu

129¢  na tabhyam na tabhyam tabhyam na

130c 180 dhika® Sorik® 1§a’dhika®

134a  Saktir bindur Saktir bindur bindur

138a  yas tv evam yas tv evam yas tv enam

139¢  kriyaya kriyaya kriyaya

140b  matih matih matam

140c  jayetadhva jayetadhva jayate "dhva

144ab  nekaSaktiman nekah Saktiman naikasaktiman

144c na na tu

149b  visuddhadhvopabhuktaye visuddvaddhvopabhuktaye Suddhadhva copabhuktaye /

392 o

samyuktakartaram Mypc 1 °samyuktartaram Mac

393 The reading ante correctionem of st. 164d in At is maya madhyam ca nasvarama.
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Stanza

154¢
157d
158¢

159a

164d

165¢
168b
170b
171a
171b
173b
175a
176a

183a

184a
185b
187¢
189a
189¢
190d
192b
192¢
193a

196d
198a

201b
201c

204b

204c

206a

206¢cd
208d
217d
220d
221a
224d

M/ MY,

kalapy apta®
sa
karyatmikasau mayeya®

39
°samyuktakartaram 2
adhvasv anaSvaram

vyaptis

pasutvena
avivekatah
visayabhogam

prati lalasacetasam
Suddhavartmanam
asuddhaivam
mayaviveke tu yatha

nityoditanavacchinna®

°sambheda®
°prakasa
yayaitaya®
sarasvan
lola®
vibhidyate
kriyam tatha*®

asya (the upper side is broken)

tadatadrpint

va
evapadesabhyam

§asvatah
idam asiddhir

pratyayaty api
jhanamatra

bandho badhyo

°anamta samvid
°tulyaisa®

hetuh
°visesanaih
°jata®

tu

T

kalavyapta®
sa
karyatmikasau mayeya®

°sayuktakarttaram
adhvasv anam

vyaptis
pasu{..}Sutvena
(missing)
visayabhogam

prati lalasacetasam
Suddhavartmanam
asuddhaiva
mayaviveke tu yatha

nityoditanavacchinna

°sambheda®
°prakasa
yayau taya
sarasvan
lola®
vibhidyate
kriyam tatha
asya
tadatadripint

va
evapadesabhyam

sasvatah
itamam asiddhir

prayaty api
jhanamatra

baddho bandho

°ananta samvid
°tulya®

hetuh
°visesanaih
°jata®

tu

Printed editions / Ay
Suddho dhva copabhuktaye

kalavyapta® / kalavyapta®
ya/ya

karyatmika sa mayeyam /
karyatmika sa mayeyam
°samyuktam kartaram /
°samyuktam kartaram

adhvasv anasvarim /

adhvan amisvaram®®?

Suddhis / vyaptis

pasatvena / pasatvena

avivecita / api yecita

visayabhoga® / visayabhoga®
pritilalasacetasah / pritilalasacetasah
Suddhavartmanah / Suddhavartmanah
asuddhaiva / asuddheva
mayapurusaviveke tu®* /
mayapurusaviveke tu

nityoditanavacchinna /
nityoditanavacchinna
°sambandha® / °sambheda®
°prakasya / °prakasya
tayaitaya® / tayaitaya°®
saridvan / saridvan
lolaih / lola®
vibhavyate / vibhavyate
kriya tatha

yasyah / yasya

tad etadrtpini /
matattadrapind

cal/ca
evopadesabhyam /
evopadesabhyam
§asvati / sasvati
jagatah siddhir /
jagatas siddhih
prathayaty asau /
pratyayaty asau
jhanamatram /
jfianamatra

bandho bandho (E;) /
baddho bandho (E,) /
baddho baddho (At)
°anantasamvid / °ananta samvid
°tulyaiva® / °tulyova®
hetu® / hetu®
°visesatah / (missing)
°jatam / °jata®

na/ na

394 This unmetrical reading (mayapurusaviveke tu is probably to be read mayapur,saviveke tu, namely,
with a silent or quick u) is also the one that was available to the author of the anubandha, an anonymous
commentary on the Matangaparamesvaragama, who quotes stt. 175cd-176ab ad Vidyapada 14.18 (ed.
p. 610). This gloss is likely a southern composition produced after the 12™ cent. The attribution of the

anubandha to Ramakantha in Sferra (2007, p. 453) is simply wrong.

395 kriyam tatha M'pe | kriyam yatha M*ac
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Stanza M" /My, T Printed editions / Ay

226c  vyavrtta® vyavrtta® vyavrtti® / vyavrtta®

228b  nopajayate nopajayate nopapadyate / nopapadyate

229c °sambuddhe °sambuddhe °sambandhe / °sambuddhe

230c bhedasiddhe tathananya® bhedasiddhe ta{..}manya® bhedah sidhyed athananya® (E,) /

bhedah siddhyed athananya® (E,) /
bhedasiddhyai tathananya® (Ar)

232a  rajjur rajjur rajjor / rajju

234d samiksita samiksyata samiksate / samiksate

236a tatha casana® tatha casana® yatha vasana® (E;) / yatha vajana® (E,) /
yatha vasana® (Ar)

236b  kvarthyamane pi kvarthyamane pi kvathyamane ca / kvathyamane ca

237a samvid samvid samyag / samvid

238a  jiananivartyam jhananivartyam jAanani vrttim (E;) / jiananivrttim (E,) /
jhanan nivartyam (Ar)

239a  nivarteta nivartyeta nivartyeta / nivarteta

241b sadhitah pura sadhitam pura eva sadhitah / eva badhitah

243a °sambamdho °sambandhe °sambaddhas / °sambandha®

245d  svatmanam svasaktyd svatmanam / samanyan

246d  api api atah / atah

247b  bamdha® bandha® mala® / bandha®

248c  °bheda °bheda °bhedo (E;) / °bheda (E,) / °bheda (Ar)

251b  prarthyate / praryate paryate varyate / va yute

255b  Sivasyeva Sivasyeva Sivasyaiva / Sivasyeva

255d  citir citir Saktir / Saktir

256b  sa pradarSayet sadhu darsayet sa tu darSayet / sadhu darsayet

257c atra muktas tu atra muktas tu ato vimuktah / ato vimuktas

258¢c  ye ye hi / hi

258d  hi hi ca/ca

259ab  °samksobhasabda® °samksobhasabda® °samksobhac chabda® /
°samksobhasabda®

260b °moksatah’®® °moksatah °moksaja / °moksatah

26la  yatha tatha yada / yada

261b  bhavi ca te bhavi ca tam bhavi ca tat / bhavi ca tat

26lc  °Csthiti °sthiti °sthiti (E;) / °sthitim (E,) / °sthiti (At)

261d  avyayah avyaya avyaya / avyaya

262b  hi hi yat / yat

262d  gamyate gamyate vidyate / vidyate

269¢ cicchaktir (missing) tacchaktir / tacchaktih

271a  §anti° $anti° §antih / $antih®’

272a  avibhago yah avibhago yah avibhago "yam / avibhago yam

273d  sadakhyam tattvam sadakhyan tatvam sadakhya tanur / sadakhyam tatvam

274d Sivanam amalatmanam anina{.. ..}latmanam nirmalanam $ivatmanam /
aninam nirmalatmanam

275a  °jhana® °jiiana® °sthana® / °sthana®

276¢ °akhya °akhya °adya / °advarat

277d sabhogah sadhikarakah sabhogas thatakarakah subhagah svadhikarakah /
sambhogas sadhikaragah

278a saika {.. ..} seyam / seyam

281b  °kalarcitah °kalarccitah °kalanvitah / °kalanvitah

283b  avyabhicarint avyabhicarint apy avikarini / apy avikarint

285b  pi Serate viSerate (or perhaps pi Serate) viSerate / viSerate

285d  apara apara apare / apare

286a  °samspar$a® °samsparsa® °samparka® / °samparka®

286c  param vyoma paravyoma paravyoma / paravyoma

396 o

397

moksatah Mch ] the ante correctionem reading is uncertain (it might be °moksajah)

santih Atpc | santi® Arac

398 5 -
karanam Axpc | karanam Arac
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Stanza MY/ MY,
287a  pamcakrtyani kurvanti

287b  ajnaniyogatah
289b  karanam
291c  paranapeksarfipam

292a  Saktih parapeksa®

292¢ °samvitter

294a  cadi

295a  parapeksa

296a  nirvisayajiianam

296b  tadaiva
297c¢  yan
299d  kriyat karte cen matih

300a esa na yuktaiva
301d  karana®

302a  puruso pi

303d  aisvarl

304a maslran mangustho

304b  na bhinnah proktahetutah

307a  vikaryasya
308ab  srstaprapamco
309b yatah

309d  curpam

311b  yatharkah
311c bodha®

313c drtata®

317a vimuktatma
317b  §ivajiaya
321b  °dayine

References

Primary Sources

T
paicakrtyani kurvanti

ajiianiyogatah
karanam
paranapeksaripam

Saktih parapeksa®

°samvitter

°adi

(missing)
nirvisayam jiianam

tadaiva
yan
(missing)

(missing)

karana®

puruso pi

$vari

maslro mamgustho

nibhinnah {..}ktahetutah

vikaryasya
srstih prapafico
yata

curnam
yatharkah
bodhi®

trda®
vimuktatma
Sivajiiaya
°dayine

Printed editions / Ay

kurvanti paficakrtyani /
kurvate paficakrtyani
ajiianuvartinah / ajianuvartinah
karanam / kz’lranar_n”8
paranapeksam rapam /
paranapeksariipam
Saktim parapeksam /
Saktih parapeksam

°samvittir / °samvitteh
°adau / °adau
parapeksam / parapeksam
nirvisayam jiianam /
nirvisayam jiianam

tad eva / tad eva

tan / tan

kurvan karta bhaved iti /
kurvan karta bhaved iti

esam ayuktaiva / esam ayuktaiva
karana® / karana®

puruso va / puruso va

isyate / isyate
mastra tv angusthan
mastiram angustho

napi bhinnoktahetubhih /
napi bhinnoktahetubhih

399
9)/

’pi karyasya / vikaryasya
srastrprapafica® / srstam prapafco
yatha / yatha

purvam / pirnam

yathokta® / yatharka®

bheda® / bheda®

dravata® / mrtata®

vimukto ’sau / vimukto sau
Sivecchaya / Sivecchaya
°dayinam / °dayinam
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Texts and Studies 34, Srinagar 1921.
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Research Centre, Adyar 1986% [1*' ed. 1916].
Abhidharmakosa by Vasubandhu: Abhidharmakosabhdasya of Vasubandhu. Deciphered & Edited by
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