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sa�skāraparīk	ā nāma trayodaśama� prakara�a� 

 
B:  Investigations of Samskaras (Change) 

 
SB:  Change 

 
S:  An Analysis of Conditioned Elements (samskara) 

 
G:  Examination of Compounded Phenomena 

 
I:  Examination of Mental Conformation 

 
K:  Examination of Action and the Agent 
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tanm*	ā mo	adharma yadbhagavānityabhā	ata | 
sarve ca mo	adharmā�a- sa�skārāstena te m*	ā || 1 
 
B:  The Bhagavan said that whatever dharma is deceptive, that is false. All 
conditions [are] deceptive dharmas, thus they are false. 
 
S:  A thing of which the basic elements are deception is vain, as the glorious one 
said.  All conditioned elements (samskara) are things that have basic elements 
(dharma) which are deception; therefore, they are vain.  
 
G:  The Victorious Conqueror has said that whatever Is deceptive is false.  
Compounded phenomena are all deceptive.  Therefore they are all false. 
 
I:  The Blessed One has said that elements with delusive nature are untrue.  All 
mental conformations are delusive in nature.  Therefore, they are untrue. 
 
K:  The Blessed One has said that whatever is of deceptive nature, that is delusion.  
All things that are of deceptive nature involve dispositions.  Therefore they are 
delusions. 
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tanm*	ā mo	adharma yadyadi ki� tatra mu	yate | 
etattūkta� bhagavatā śūnyatāparidīpaka� || 2 
 
B:  If whatever is a deceptive phenomenon is false, what is deceptive about it [in 
what way is it deceptive]? That statement by the Bhagavan is a complete 
presentation of emptiness. 
 
S:   "If that which has deceptive basic elements is vain, what is there which 
deceives?"  This was spoken by the glorious one to illuminate "emptiness."  
 
G:  If whatever is deceptive is false, What deceives?  The Victorious Conqueror has 
said about this that emptiness is completely true. 
 
I:  If the elements with deusive nature are untrue, what is there which deludes?  
On account of this the Blessed One merely expounded the significance of shunyata. 
 
K:  If whatever that is of deceptive nature is delusion, what is it about whihc there 
is delusion?  That too, namely, that which illuminates emptiness, has been spoken 
of by the Blessed One. 
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bhāvānā� ni-svabhāvatvamanyathābhāvadarśanāt | 
asvabhāvo bhāvo nāsti bhāvānā� śūnyatā yata- || 3 
 
B:  Things have no essential nature because they are seen to change into something 
else. Things do not lack an essential nature because things are emptiness. 
 
S:  [An opponent says:]  There is non-self-existence of things [since] a thing, by 
observation, [becomes] something else. (i.e. impermanence.  A thing without self-
existence does not exist—due to the emptiness of existing things.  
 
G:  All things lack entity (hood),  Since change is perceived.  There is nothing 
without enitty Because all things have emptiness. 
 
I:  From the perception of varying natures all entities are without self-natures.  An 
entity without self-nature does not exist because all entities have the nature of 
shunyata. 
 
K:  Because of the perception of change, the absence of self-nature of existents is 
[recognized].  Because of the emptiness of existents, there is no existent without 
self-nature. 
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kasya syādanyathābhāva- svabhāvaścenna vidyate | 
kasya syādanyathābhāva- svabhāvo yadi vidyate || 4 
 
B:   If there were no essential nature, whose [nature] would it be to change into 
something else? If there were an essential nature, how would it be possible to 
change into something else? 
 
SB:  If something has an essence—How can it ever change Into anything else? 
 
S:   If self-existence does not exist, whose "other-existence" would there be?  
[Nagarjuna answers:]   If self-existence does exist, whose "other-existence" would 
there be?  
 



G:  If there is no entity (hood), What changes?  If there were entity, How could it be 
correct that something changes? 
 
I:  If self-nature does not exists, what is it that has this varying nature?   (On the 
other hand), if self-nature does exist, again, what is it that has this varying nature? 
 
K:  Whose change would there be, if self-nature were not evident?  Again, whose 
change would there be, if self nature were evident? 
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tasyaiva nānyathābhāvo nāpyanyasyaiva yujyate | 
yuvā na jīryate yasmādyasmājjīr�o na jīryate || 5 
 
B:   This itself does not change into something else. The other itself too does not 
[either]. Because youth does not age. Because age too does not age. 
 
SB:  A thing doesn’t change into something else – Youth does not age, Age does 
not age. 
 
S:  Just as there is no other-existence of a thing, so also [an-other-existence] of 
something else is not possible—Since a youth is not aging (jiryate), and since "who 
has already aged" is not aging (jiryate).  
 
G:  A thing itself does not change.  Something different does not change.  Because a 
young man doesn’t grow old, And becase an old man doesn’t grow old either. 
 
I:  It is not possible for this or another entity to have a varying nature.  This is from 
the fact that youth does not age (over again). 
 
K:  Neither change of something in itself not of something differnet is proper.  The 
reason being that a youth does not age, nor does an aged person age. 
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tasya cedanyathābhāva- k	īrameva bhaveddadhi |  
k	īrādanyasya kasya ciddadhibhāvo bhavi	yati || 6 
 



B:   If this itself changes into something else, milk itself would be curds. Something 
other than milk would be the being of curds. 
 
SB:  If something changed into something else – Milk would be butter Or butter 
would not be milk. 
 
S:  If there would be an other-existence of a thing, milk would exist as curds.  [But] 
surely "being curds" will be something other than milk.  
 
G:  If a thing itself changed, Milk itself would be curd.  Or curd would have come 
to be An entity different from milk. 
 
I:  If an entity does have a varying nature, then it will be possible for milk to 
become butter.  But butter-nature will have to arise in something other than milk. 
 
K:  If change were to be of something in itself, then milk itself would be butter.  
Butter-ness would then be something other than milk. 
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yadyaśūnya� bhavetki� citsyāccūnyamiti ki� cana | 
na ki� cidastyaśūnya� ca kuta- śūnya� bhavi	yati || 7 
 
B:   If a bit of the non-empty existed, a bit of the empty would also exist. If there 
did not exist a bit of the non-empty, how could the empty exist? 
 
SB:  Were there a trace of something, There would be a trace of emptiness.  Were 
there no trace of anything, There would be no trace of emptiness. 
 
S:      If something would be non-empty, something would [logically also] be empty.  
But nothing is non-empty, so how will it become empty?  
 
G:  If there were even a trifle nonempty, Emptiness itself would be but a trifle.  But 
not even a trifle is nonempty.  Houw could emptiness be an entity? 
 
I:  If something devoid of the nature of shunya exists, then there also will be 
something else which may have the nature of shunya.  But as anything devoid of 
the nature of shunya does not exist, how could there exist the nature of shunya? 
 



K:  If there were to be something non-empty, there would then be something called 
empty.  However, there is nothing that is non-empty.  How could there be 
something empty? 
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śūnyatā sarvad*	Nīnā� proktā ni-sara�a� jinai- | 
ye	ā� tu śūnyatād*	Nistānasādhyān babhā	ire || 8  
 
B:   The Conquerors taught emptiness as the forsaking of all views. Those who 
view emptiness are taught to be without realisation [incurable/incorrigible]. 
 
SB:  Buddhas say emptiness Is relinquishing opinions.  Believers in emptiness Are 
incurable. 
 
S:   Emptiness is proclaimed by the victorious one as the refutation of all 
viewpoints;  But those who hold "emptiness" as a viewpoint—[the true perceivers] 
have called those "incurable" (asadhya). 
 
G:  The victorious ones have said That emptiness is the relinquishing of all views.  
For whomever emptiness is a view, That one will accomplish nothing. 
 
I:  The wise men (i.e., enlightened ones) have said that shunya or the nature of 
thusness is the relinquishing of all false views.  Yet it is said that those who adhere 
to the idea or concept of shunyata are incorrigible. 
 
K:  The Victorious Ones have announced that emptiness is the relinquishing of all 
views.  Those who are possessed of the view of emptiness are said to be 
incorrigible. 
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sa�sargaparīk	ā nāma caturdaśama� prakara�a� 

 
B:  Investigation of Connections 

 
SB:  Connection 

 
S:  An Analysis of Unification (samsarga) 

 
G:  Examination of Connection 



 
I:  Examination of Combination or Union 

 
K:  Examination of Association 
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dra	Navya� darśana� dra	Nā trī�yetāni dviśo dviśa- | 
sarvaśaśca na sa�sargamanyonyena vrajantyuta || 1 
 
B:  The seen, the seeing and the seer: these three do not mutually connect [as] pairs 
or all [together].  
 
SB:  I the beholder, The one I behold, The beholding itself Do not connect with one 
another. 
 
S:  That which is seen, sight, and the "seer": these three 
    Do not combine together either in pairs or altogether.  
 
G:  The seen, seeing, and the seer: These three – pairwise or All together – Do not 
connect to one another. 
 
I:  The three phases of the object perceived, the perceiving function, and the 
perceiver cannot mutually combine in two-fold senses or all together.  [note:  The 
two0fold senses refer to: 1) the object and the perceiving function, 2) the perceiving 
function and the perceiver, and 3) the perceiver and the object.] 
 
K:  The object of seeing, the seeing and the seer – these three do not function in 
mutual association either in pairs or all together. 
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eva� rāgaśca raktaśca rañjanīya� ca d*śyatā� | 
traidhena śe	ā- kleśāśca śe	ā�yāyatanāni ca || 2 
 

B:  Likewise desire, desiring and the desired, the remaining afflictions and also the 

remaining sense-fields do [not connect] by three aspects. 

 



SB:  Just as I who desire, The one I desire, The desiring itself Do not connect. 
 

S:  Desire, the one who desires, and the object of desire have to be regarded in the 
same way, [As also] the impurities which remain and the three kinds of "base of 
sense" (ayatana) which remain.  
 
G:  Similarly desire, the desirous one, the object of desire, And the remaining 
afflictions And the remaining sources of perception Are understood in this 
threefold way. 
 
I:  The passion, impassioned self, and the impassionable can be seen in the same 
manner.  The rest of the kleshas (i.e., mental defilements) and ayatanas (i.e., seats of 
sense perceptions) depends on these three phases (for exposition). 
 
K:  Lust, the lustful as well as the object of lust should be seen in the same way.  
The remaining defilements as well as the remaining spheres of sense should be 
seen in the triadic mode. 
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anyenānyasya sa�sargastaccānyatva� na vidyate | 
dra	Navyaprabh*tīnā� yanna sa�sarga� vrajantyata- || 3 
 
B:    If the other connects to the other, because the seen and so forth do not exist [as] other, 

therefore there is no connection. 

 

SB:  We do not connect Because we are not Apart from one another; We would not be 

together.  

 

S:  [Some hold:] There is unification (samsarga) of one different thing with another 
different thing; [but] since the differentness  Of what is seen, etc. does not exist, 
those [factors] do not enter into unification.  
 
G:  Since things connect to one anohter, But in seeing, etc., There is no difference, 
they cannot connect. 
 
I:  There is combination of something with something different.  But there are 
(essentially) no different natures in the object perceived, etc., and these, therefore, 
cannot coalesce. 
 



K:  Association is of the mutually different [events].  Such difference is not evident 
in the objects of seeing, etc.  Therefore, they do not function in mutual association. 
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na ca kevalamanyatva� dra	Navyāderna vidyate | 
kasya citkena citsārdha� nānyatvamupapadyate || 4 
 

B:  Not only are the seen and so forth alone not existing as other,  it is invalid for 

anything simultaneous with something to be other [than it]. 

 

S:  Not only does the differentness of that which is seen, etc. not exist, 
    Also the differentness of something coming from another does not obtain. 
 
G:  No only in seeing, etc., Is there no such difference: When one thing and another 
are simultaneous, It is also not tenable that there is difference. 
 
I:  Not only do differnt natures in the object perceived, etc., not exist, but it is also 
not possible for an entity to have a different nature jointly with another. 
 
K:  It is not only that the difference with regard to objects of seeing, etc. is not 
evident; the possibility of something possessing difference jointly with another is 
also not appropriate. 
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yatpratītya ca yattasmāttadanyannopapadyate || 5 
 
B:  The other is other in dependence upon the other. Without the other, the other would not 

be other. It is invalid for whatever is dependent on something to be other than that. 

 

SB:  We would not be together If we were apart.   

 

S:  A thing is different insofar as it presupposes a second different thing. 
    One thing is not different from another thing without the other thing.  
 



G:  A different thing depends on a different thing for its difference.  Without a 
different thing, a different thing wouldn’t be different.  It is not tenable for that 
which depends on something else To be different from it. 
 

I:  Differentiation comes about by the relational conditions of differnet (entities) an 
dit does not exist removed from them.  And yet by virtue of the relational factor, 
there cannot be a differentiation between the entities involved. 
 
K:  Different things are dependent upon different things.  Different things are not 
without different things.  Because something depends upon something, a different 
thing is not appropriate. 
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yadyanyadanyadanyasmādanyasmādapy*te bhavet | 
tadanyadanyadanyasmād*te nāsti ca nāstyata- || 6 
 

B:  If the other was other than the other, then, without the other, it would be other. 

Without the other it would not be other. Therefore, it does not exist. 

 

SB:  I am other than you In relation to you; I could not be your other without you.  

Were I other than you I would be someone else; I cannot be your other without you. 
 

S:   If one different thing is different from a second different thing, it exists without 
a second different thing; But without a second different thing, one different thing 
does not exist as a different thing.  
 
G:  If a different thing were different from a different thing, Without a different 
thing, a differernt could exist.  But without that different thing, that different thing 
does not exist.  It follows that it doesn’t exist.  
 

I:  If a different (entity) is different because it arises from another different (entity), 
then it will also exist removed from the latter.  But such a situation of a different 
(entity) cannot possibly exist. 
 
K:  If a thing is different from another because it arises from a different thing, then 
it would exist even without that other thing.  However, that other thing does not 
exist without the other, and therefore, it does not exist. 
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nānyasmin vidyate 'nyatvamananyasmin na vidyate | 
avidyamāne cānyatve nāstyanyadvā tadeva vā || 7 
 

B:    Otherness does not exist in the other. Nor does it exist in what is not other. If 

otherness does not exist, neither the other nor that itself exists. 

 

SB:  There is no otherness In either you or me; Without otherness, There is no me 

or you. 

 
S:  Differentness does not exist in a different thing, nor in what is not different. 
    When differentness does not exist, then there is neither what is different nor 
"this" [from which something can be different].  
 
G:  Difference is not in a differnt thing.  Nor is it in a nondifferent thing.  If 
difference does not exist, Neither different nor identical things exist. 
 
I:  It is not possible for a differentiation to exist in a different or non-different 
(entity).  When a differentiation does not exist, difference and identity also do not 
exist. 
 
K:  A differnece is not evident in relation to a different thing.  Nor is it not evident 
in a different thing.  When difference is not evident, there is neither differene nor 
identity. 
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na tena tasya sa�sargo nānyenānyasya yujyate | 
sa�s*jyamāna� sa�s*	Na� sa�sra	tā ca na vidyate || 8 
 

B:   That does not connect with that. The other too does not connect with the other. 

The connecting, the connection and the connector too do not exist. 

 

SB:  I do not connect with me Nor do I connect with you – Not connecting, no 

Connections, no connectors. 

 



S:  Unification is not possible by [uniting] one thing with that one thing, nor by 
[uniting] one thing with a different thing; 
    Thus, the becoming unified, the state of being united, and the one who unites are 
not possible. 
 
I:  The combination of identical entities or of different entities is not justifiable.   For, 
there cannot exist a presently combining, an already combined, and the agent 
which combines. 
 
K:  The association of identical things or of different things is not proper.  Neither 
the associating nor the associated nor even the agent of association is evident. 
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svabhāvaparīk	ā nāma pañcadaśama� prakara�a� 

 
B:  Investigation of Essences 

 
SB:  Essence 

 
S:  An Analysis of a Self-existent Thing (svabhava) (being and non-being) 

 
G:  Examination of Essence 

 
I:  Examination of Self-nature 

 
K:  Examination of Self-nature 
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na sa�bhava- svabhāvasya yukta- pratyayahetubhi- | 
hetupratyayasa�bhūta- svabhāva- k*tako bhavet || 1 
 
B:  It is unreasonable for an essence to arise from causes and conditions. 
Whatever essence arose from causes and conditions would be something that has 
been made.  
 
SB:  If my essence came From causs and conditions, It would have been 
constructed. 
 
S:  The production of a self-existent thing by a conditioning cause is not possible, 



    [For,] being produced through dependence on a cause, a self-existent thing 
would be "something which is produced" (krtaka).  
 
G:  Essence arising from Causes and conditions makes no sense.  If essence came 
from causes and conditions, Then it would be fabricated. 
 
I:  The rise of self-nature by relational and causal conditions is not justifiable.  For, 
such a self-nature will have a character of being made or manipulated. 
 
K:  The occurrence of self-nature through causes and conditions is not proper.  Self-
nature that has occurred as a result of causes and conditions would be something 
that is made. 
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svabhāva- k*tako nāma bhavi	yati puna- katha� |  
ak*trima- svabhāvo hi nirapek	a- paratra ca || 2 
 
B:   How is it possible for there to be “an essence which has been made?” 
Essences are not contrived and not dependent on anything else. 
 
SB:  Essences are neither contingent nor contrived. 
 
S:  How, indeed, will a self-existent thing become "something which is produced"? 
    Certainly, a self-existent thing [by definition] is "not-produced" and is 
independent of anything else.  
 
G:  How could it be appropriate For fabricated essence to come to be?  Essnece 
itself is not artificial And does not depend on another. 
 
I:  How is it possible for the self-nature to take on the character of being made?  For, 
indeed, the self-nautre refers to something which cannot be made and has not 
mutual correspondence with something else. 
 
K:  Again, how could there be a self-nature that is made?  Indeed, an unmade self-
nature is also non-contingent upon another. 
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kuta- svabhāvasyābhāve parabhāvo bhavi	yati | 
svabhāva- parabhāvasya parabhāvo hi kathyate || 3 
 
B:  If an essence does not exist, how can the thingness of the other exist? 
[For] the essence of the thingness of the other is said to be the thingness of the 
other.  
 
SB:  If I have no essence, how can you?  What is other for me is for you your own – 
How can you not be Yourself or someone else? 
 
S:  If there is an absence of a self-existent thing, how will an other-existent thing 
(parabhava) come into being? 
    Certainly the self-existence of an other-existent thing is called ''other-existence."  
 
G:  If there is no essence, How can there be difference in entities?   The essence of 
difference in entitites Is what is called the entity of difference. 
 
I:  Where self-nature is non-existent, how could there be an extended nature?  For, 
indeed, a self-nature which has the nature of being extended will be called an 
extended nature.  [note:  Parabhava, in the sense of extended nature, means that an 
entity has the existential character of extending or reaching over into the nature of 
other entities.  It also means other-nature in contrast to self-nature.  However, the 
argument obtains regardless of the translation.] 
 
K:  In the absence of self-nature, whence can there be other-nature?  For, self nature 
of other-nature is called other-nature. 
 

1���������b���� % ���# �)�# � )
#। 

1���% �����% �� ��� ���� �` ��L��॥ ४ 
svabhāvaparabhāvābhyām*te bhāva- kuta- puna- | 
svabhāve parabhāve vā sati bhāvo hi sidhyati || 4 
 
B:   Apart from an essence and the thingness of the other, what things are there? If 
essences and thingnesses of others existed, things would be established. 
 
S:  Further, how can a thing [exist] without either self-existence or other-existence?  
    If either self-existence or other existence exist, then an existing thing, indeed, 
would be proved.  
 
G:  Without having essence or otherness-essence, How can there be entities?  If 
there are essences and entities, Entities are established. 



 
I:  Again, separated from self-nature and extended nature, how could existence be?  
For, indeed, existence establishes itself in virtue of either self-nature or extended 
nature. 
 
K:  Without self-nature and other-nature, whence can there be an existent?  For, the 
existent is established only when there is self-nature or other-nature. 
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B:   If things were not established, non-things would not be established. 
[When] a thing becomes something else, people say that it is a non-thing. 
 
SB:  Without something, There could be no nothing – Do not people say: A thing 
beocmes nothing When it changes into something else? 
 
S:  If there is no proof of an existent thing, then a non-existent thing cannot be 
proved. 
    Since people call the other-existence of an existent thing a "non-existent thing."  
 
G:  If the entity is not established, A nonentity is not established.  An entity that 
has become different Is a nonentity, people say. 
 
I:  If existence does not come to be (i.e., does not establish itself), then certainly 
non-existence does not also.  For, indeed, people speak of existence in its varying 
nature as non-existence. 
 
K:  When the existent is not established, the non-existent is also not established.  It 
is, indeed, the change of the existent that people generally call the non-existent. 
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B:  Those who view essence, thingness of the other, things and non-things do not 
see the suchness in the teaching of the awakened. 
 
SB:  You who behold Somethings and nothings, Yourselves and others, Are blind 
to what the Buddha taught. 
 
S:  Those who perceive self-existence and other-existence, and an existent thing 
and a non-existent thing, 
    Do not perceive the true nature of the Buddha's teaching.  
 
G:  Those who see essence and essential difference, And entitites and nonentities, 
They do not see The truth taught by the Buddha. 
 
I:  Those who see (i.e., try to understand) the concepts of self-nature, extended 
nature, existence, or non-existence do not perceive the real truth in the Buddha’s 
teaching. 
 
K:  Those who perceive self-nature as well as other-nature, existence as well as 
non-existence, they do not perceive the truth embodied in the Buddha’s message. 
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B:  Through knowing things and non-things, the Buddha negated both existence 
and non-existence in his Advice to Katyayana. 
 
SB:  Through understanding Somethings and nothings, Gautama told Katyayana 
To relinquish being and nothingness. 
 
S:  In "The Instruction of Katyayana" both "it is" and "it is not" are opposed 
    By the Glorious One, who has ascertained the meaning of "existent" and non-
existent."  
 
G:  The Victorious One, through knowledge Of reality and unreality, In the 
Discourse to Katyayana, Refuted both “it is” and “it is not.” 
 
I:  According to the Instructions to Katyayana, the two views of the world in terms 
of being and non-being were criticized by the Buddha for similarly admitting the 
bifurcation of entities into existence and non-existence.  [note:  The Sanskrit, 



Katyayanavavada, either refers to the sutra or to the instructions given to 
Katyayana by the Buddha.] 
 
K:  In the admonition to Katyayana, the two theories [implying] “exists” and “does 
not exist” have been refuted by the Blessed One who is adept in existence as well 
as in non-existence. 
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B:   If [things] existed essentially, they would not come to non-existence. 
It is never the case that an essence could become something else. 
 
SB:  If I had an essence, I would never cease to be me – My nature could never be 
anything else. 
 
S:  If there would be an existent thing by its own nature, there could not be "non-
existence' of that [thing]. 
    Certainly an existent thing different from its own nature would never obtain.  
 
G:  If existence were through essence, Then there would be no nonexistence.  A 
change in essence Could never be tenable. 
 
I:  If existence is in virtue of a primal nature, then its non-existence does not follow.  
For, indeed, a varying character of a primal nature is not possible at all. 
 
K:  If existence were to be in terms of primal nature, then there would not be its 
non-existence.  A change of primal nature is certainly not appropriate. 
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B:   If essences did not exist, what could become something else? Even if essences 
existed, what could become something else? 
 



SB:  If I had no essence, Whose nature would it be to be anything else? 
 
S:  [An opponent asks:] 
If there is no basic self-nature (prakti), of what will there be "otherness"?  
[Nagarjuna answers:]  

    If there is basic self-nature, of what will there be "otherness"?  
 
G:  If there is no essence, What could become other?  If there is essence, What could 
become other? 
 
I:  If primal nature does not exist, what will possess the varying character?   If, on 
the other hand, primal nature does exist, what then will possess the varying 
character?  [note:  The opponent raises the first question and Nagarjuna counters 
with the second.  He follows up with an answer in the next two verses.] 
 
K:  When primal nature is non-existent, whose change would there be?  When 
primal nature is existent, whose change would there be? 
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B:   “Existence” is the grasping at permanence; “non-existence” is the view of 
annihilation. Therefore, the wise do not dwell, in existence or non-existence. 
 
S:  "It is" is a notion of eternity. "It is not" is a nihilistic view. 
    Therefore, one who is wise does not have recourse to "being" or "non-being."  
 
G:  To say “it is” is to grasp for permanence.  To say “it is not” is to adopt the view 
of nihilism.  Therefore a wise person Does not say “exists” or “does not exist.” 
 
I:  Existence is the grasping of permanency (i.e., permanent characteristics) and 
non-existence the perception of disruption.  (As these functions are not strictly 
possible), the wise should not rely upon (the concepts of) existence and non-
existence. 
 
K:  “Exists” implies grasping after eternalism.  “Does not exist” implies the 
philosophy of annihilation.  Therefore, a discerning person should not rely upon 
either existence or non-existence. 
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B:   “Since that which exists by its essence is not non-existent,” is [the view of] 
permanence. “That which arose before is now non-existent,”leads to [the view of] 
annihilation. 
 
SB:  “I am me, I will never not be” – The longing for eternity.  “I used to be , I am 
not any more” – The cut of annihilation.  The sage avoids being and nothingness. 
 
S:  That which exists by its own nature is eternal since "it does not not-exist." 
    If it is maintained: "That which existed before does not exist now," there 
annihilation would logically follow. 
 
G:  “Whatever exists through its essence Cannot be nonexistent” is eternalism.  “It 
existed before but doesn’t now” Entails the error of nihilism. 
 
I:  It follows that permanency means that existence based on self-nature does not 
become a non-entity and disruption means that what formerly was existent is now 
non-existent. 
 
K:  “Whatever that exists in terms of self-nature, that is not non-existent” implies 
eternalism.  “It does not exist now, but existed before” implies annihilation. 


