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s<Sk«tprI]a sÝm< àkr[m! 
B:  Investigation of Birth, Abiding and Perishing[Skt. title is “investigation of the compounded - 

samskrta”] 

SB:  Birth 

S:   Analysis of Composite Products (samskrta) 

G:  Examination of the Conditioned 

I:  Examination of the Created Realm of Existence 

K:  The Examination of the Conditioned 

 

. 

    yid s<Sk«t %TpadStÇ yú a iÇl][I, 

Awas<Sk«t %Tpad> kw< s<Sk«tl][<.1. 
7.1 

If the starting of a thing 

Was something that was made 



It would have those 

Three defining qualities 

 

If the starting of a thing 

Was not something that was made, 

How could it have 

A made thing’s quality? 

 
B:  If birth were compounded, it would possess the three characteristics [of a compound]. If birth 

were uncompounded, how would it be a characteristic of a compound? 

 

SB:  Were birth conditioned It would be born and live and die Like all conditioned things.  Were it 

unconditioned, How could it describe Conditioned things? 

 

 S:  If origination (utpada) is a composite product, then the three characteristics [of existence: 

"origination," "duration," and "dissolution"] are appropriate.  

    But if origination is a non-composite (asamstrta), then how [could there be] characteristics of a 

composite product?   

 

G:  If arising were produced, Then it would also have the characteristics.  If arising is not produced, 

How could the characteristics of the produced exist? 

 

I:  If origination is of the created nature, then the three characteristics (i.e., origination, duration, 

cessation) will prevail.  But if origination is of the uncreated nature, how could it be a characteristic 

of the created? 

 

K:  If arising is conditioned, therein three characteristics are proper.  If arising is unconditioned, 

how can there be characteristics of the conditioned? 

 

%Tpada*aôyae VySta nal< l][kmRi[, 

s<Sk«tSy smSta> SyurekÇ kwmekda.2. 
7.2 

The three defining qualities 

Of something which is made— 

It’s starting and the rest— 

Could not come about one at a time 

 

Yet, how is it possible 

For them to be contained 



In a single object in 

A single moment? 

 
B:  The three such as birth cannot individually be that which characterizes compounds. How is it 

possible for one at one time to be compounded [of all three]? 

 

S:  When the three are separate, origination of either of the other two characteristics does not 

suffice to function as a characteristic.  

    If united in a composite product, how could they all be at one place at one time?  

 

G:  If the three, arising, etc., are separate, They cannot function as the characteristics of the 

produced.  But how could they be joined In one thing simultaneously? 

 

I:  When the three characteristics of origination, etc., are discrete, there will be no action in the 

characteristics with respect to the created nature.  And if they are compounded or united, how could 

they occur at the same time in the same place? 

 

K:  When the triad consisting of arising, etc., are discrete, they are not adequate to function as 

characteristics of the conditioned.  If they were to be combined, how can they be in the same place 

at the same time? 

 

%TpadiSwitÉ¼anamNyTs<Sk«tl][<, 

AiSt cednvSwEv< naiSt ceÄe n s<Sk«ta>.3. 
7.3 

If starting, staying, and stopping 

Each possessed the qualities 

Of something that was made, 

It would be neverending 

 

But if they do not, then 

They can’t be something that was made 

 

 
B:   If birth, abiding and perishing had an other characteristic of being compounded, this would be 

endless. If not, they would not be compounded. 

 

S:  If origination, duration, and dissolution are other [secondary] characteristics of composite 

products,  

    It is an infinite regress. If this is not so, they are not composite products.  

 



G:  If arising, abiding, and ceasing Have characteristics other than those of the produced, There 

would be an infinite regress.  If they don’t, they would not be produced. 

 

I:  If other characteristics of the created nature besides that of origination, duration, and cessation 

are permitted, then this process (of assigned characteristics) could go on ad infinitum.  If they are 

not permitted, on the other hand, then they are not of the created nature. 

 

K:  If there were to be a characteristic of the conditioned other than arising, duration, and 

destruction, there would be infinite regress.  If there were to be no such [characteristics], these 

would not be conditioned. 

 

    %TpadaeTpad %Tpadae mUlaeTpadSy kevl<, 

%TpadaeTpadmuTpadae maElae jnyte pun>.4. 
7.4 

The start of the starting 

Starts 

The overall starting 

 

But the overall starting 

Also starts 

The start of the starting 

 
B: The birth of birth gives birth to the root birth alone. The root birth also is that which gives birth 

to the birth of birth. 

 

S:  The "originating origination" (utpadotpada) (i.e. the beginning of the origination) is only the 

origination of the basic origination (mulotpada) (i.e. the beginning of the product);  

    Also the origination of the basic [origination] (i.e. the beginning of the beginning of the product) 

produces the "originating origination." (i.e. the beginning of the origination)  

 

G:  The arising of arising only gives rise To the basic arising.  The arising of the basic arising 

Gives rise to arising. 

 

I:  The origination of origination is nothing but the arising of the primal origination.  And of course 

the primal origination gives rise to the origination of origination. 

 

K:  The arising of arising is exclusively the arising of primary arising.  Again, the primary arising 

produces the arising or arising. 

 

%TpadaeTpad %Tpadae mUlaeTpadSy te yid, 



maElenajintSt< te s kw< jniy:yit.5. 
7.5 

Say its own start starting 

Starts 

The overall starting; 

 

But until its overall starting 

Starts it, 

How could it start anything? 

 

 
B:  If your birth of birth gives birth to the root birth, how does that which is not yet born from your 

root give birth to that [root birth]? 

 

S:  But if, according to you, the originating origination (i.e. self-originating origination) produces 

basic origination, (i.e. also causes the beginning of the product) 

    How, according to you, will this [originating origination] (i.e. self-originating origination) 

produce that [basic origination] (i.e. the beginning of the product) if [it itself] is not produced by 

basic origination (i.e. the beginning of the product)?  

 

G:   If, as you say, the arising or arising Gives rise to the basic arising, How, according to you, does 

this, Not arisen from the basic arising, give rise to that? 

 

I:  If you say that the origination of origination is the arising of the primal origination, then how 

could it give rise to the primal origination, when it depends on the latter (for its own being) and has 

not yet arisen? 

 

K:  If arising of arising is the primary arising, not being produced by the primary, how can it [the 

former] produce that [the latter]? 

 

    s te maElen jintae maElm! jnyte yid, 

maEl> s tenajintStmuTpadyte kwm!.6. 
7.6 

If its overall starting 

Starts it, 

And then the overall 

Starting starts, 

 

Then the overall starting 



Has not yet been 

Started by it— 

So how could it start anything? 
 

B:  If that which is born from your root birth gives birth to the root, how does that root which is 

born from that give birth to that [from which it is born]? 

 

S:  If, according to you, that which has originated through basic [origination] (i.e. referring to the 

dependent originating origination) produces basic [origination], (i.e. like affirming that the effect 

exist before the cause) 

    How does the basic [origination], which is yet unproduced by that [originating origination] (i.e. 

self-originating origination), cause that [originating origination] (i.e. self-originating origination) to 

be originated?  

 

G:  If, as you say, that which is arisen from basic arising Gives rise to the basis, How does that 

nonarisen basis Give rise to it? 

 

I:  If you say that that which depends on the primal origination gives rise to the primal origination, 

then how could it give rise to the primal origination which in turn depends on the origination of 

origination and which has not yet arisen? 

 

K:  If, produced by the prmary, it produces the primary, how can that primary, not produced by it, 

produce it? 

 

AymuTp*manSte kammuTpadyeidm<, 

ydImmuTpadiytumjat> z²…yady<.7. 
7.7 

If the one 

Could start the other 

Without itself having started, 

 

You must believe 

It starts it 

While it’s starting 

 
B:  If that which has not been born is able to give birth to that, that of yours which is being born 

should be able to give birth to that. 

 

S:   According to you, this, while originating, would certainly cause that to originate— 

    If this, not being produced, would be able to cause origination.  

 



G:  If this nonarisen Could give rise to that, Then, as you wish, It will give rise to that which is 

arising. 

 

I:  This so-called presently originating will, as you wish, cause an origination if that whch has not 

arisen is capable of causing such an origination. 

 

K:  This, while arising, if it may so desire, produce that, so that it, being not yet born, will be able 

to produce that. 

 

    àdIp> SvpraTmanaE s<àkaziyta ywa, 

%Tpad> SvpraTmanavuÉavuTpadyeÄwa.8. 
7.8 

Suppose just as a butter lamp 

Lights both itself and the other things, 

So too does the starting 

Start itself and other things, 

 

B:  Just as lamplight illuminates itself and others, likewise birth too gives birth to both itself and the 

thing of others. 

 

SB:  Does birth give birth To itself and something else Like light illuminates Itself and something 

else? 

 

S:  [The opponent claim:] 

    As a light is the illuminator of both itself and that which is other than itself,  

    So origination would originate both itself and that which is other than itself.  

G:  Just as a butterlamp Illuminates itself as well as others, So arising gives rise to itself And to 

other arisen things. 

 

I:  As light illuminates both itself and other entities, so does origination give rise to both itself and 

others. 

 

K:  As a light illuminates itself as well as others, so does arising produce both itself and others.   

 

àdIpe naNxkarae =iSt yÇ casaE àitiót>, 

ik< àkazyit dIp> àkazae ih tmaevx>.9. 
7.9 

Wherever there’s a butter lamp, 



There the darkness cannot be. 

So just what is it 

That this lamp illuminates? 

To illuminate is to dispel darkness 

 
B:  Wherever lamplight is present there is no darkness. What does lamplight illuminate? It 

illuminates by dispelling darkness. 

 

S:  [Nagarjuna answers:] 

    There is no darkness in the light and there where the light is placed.  

    What could the light illumine? Indeed illumination is the getting rid of darkness.  

 

G:  In the butterlamp and its place, There is no darkness.  What then does the butterlamp 

illuminate?  For illumination is the clearing of darkness. 

 

I:  There is no darkness in light or in its abode.  What does light illumine when, indeed, it destroys 

darkness? 

 

K:  There exists no darkness either in the light or in whatever place it is situated.  What does light 

illuminate?  For, illumination is indeed the destruction of darkness. 

 

kwmuTp*manen àdIpen tmae ht<, 

naeTp*manae ih tm> àdIp> àaßute yda.10. 
7.10 

If while the lamp is starting 

It never touched darkness, 

How can its act of starting 

Ever dispel any darkness? 

 
B:  If, when lamplight is being generated, it does not encounter darkness, how does the generation 

of lamplight dispel darkness? 

 

SB:  Light illuminates By shedding darkness; Can light dispel A dark it never meets? 

 

S:   How is darkness destroyed by the light being originated,  

    When the light, being originated, does not come in contact with darkness?  

 

G:  If the arising butterlamp Does not reach darkness, How could that arising butterlamp Have 

cleared the darkness? 

 



I:  How could darkness be destroyed by a presently shining light?  For, indeed, the presently 

shining light has not as yet extended over to darkness. 

 

K:  How can darkness be destroyed by the emergent light, when the emerging light, indeed, does 

not reach darkness? 

 

AàaPyEv àdIpen yid va inht< tm>, 

#hSw> svRlaekSw< s tmae inhin:yit.11. 
7.11 

And if the lamp 

Dispels the darkness 

Without ever touching it, 

 

Then darknesses 

Across the world 

Would be dispelled 

As surely as 

The darkness in this place 
. 

B:  If darkness is dispelled even though it does not encounter lamplight, this [lamplight] dwelling 

here would eliminate the darkness that dwells in all the worlds. 

 

SB :  Were darkness shed By light it never meets, A single lamp could lift The darkness of a 

galaxy. 

 

S:  But then, if darkness is destroyed by a light having no contact with [darkness],  

     [A light] placed here will destroy the darkness of the entire world.  

 

G:  If the illumination of darkness occurs Without the butterlamp reaching darkness, All of the 

darkness in the world Should be illuminated. 

 

I:  If darkness is destroyed by light which is not extended, then light, in such a state, will destroy 

the whole world of darkness. 

 

K:  On the contrary, if darkness is destroyed by light without reaching it, then that [light] remaining 

here wil destroy the darkness present in all the worlds. 

 

àdIp> SvpraTmanaE s<àkazyte yid, 



tmae=ip SvpraTmanaE Dadiy:yTys<zy<.12. 
7.12 

If a lamp illuminates 

Both itself and other things, 

No doubt darkness too 

Would cover 

Both itself and other things 

 
B:  If lamplight illuminated itself and the thing of others, darkness too would without doubt 

obscure itself and the thing of others. 

 

SB:  If light illuminates Itself and other things, Does the dark obscure Itself and other things? 

 

S:   If the light illuminated both itself and that which is other than itself,  

    Then, without a doubt, darkness will cover both itself and that which is other than itself.  

 

G:  If, when it is illuminated, The butterlamp illuminates itself and others, Darkness should, 

without a doubt, Conceal itself and others. 

 

I:  If light illumines both itself and other entities, then undoubtedly, darkness will also darken itself 

and other entities as well. 

 

K:  If light were to illuminate both itself and others, then certainly darkness too will conceal itself 

and others. 

 

AnuTpÚae=ymuTpad> SvaTman< jnyeTkw<, 

AwaeTpÚae jnyte jate ik< jNyte pun>.13. 
7.13 

Before the starting starts, 

How could it start itself? 

After the starting’s started 

It’s started already— 

So what would it start? 

 
B:  How can unborn birth give birth to itself? If the born gives birth, when it has been born, what 

would be born? 

 

SB:  How can a child That’s not yet born Give birth to itself? 

 



S:   If it has not yet originated, how does origination produce itself?  

    And if it has already originated, when it is being produced, what is produced after that which is 

already produced?  

 

G:  How could this arising, being nonarisen, Give rise to itself?  And if it is arisen from another, 

Having arisen, what is the need for another arising? 

 

I:  How could an origination which has not arisen give rise to its own self?  Again, if that which has 

arisen gives rise to itself, how could there be a rise again? 

 

K:  How can this non-arisen arising produce itself?  If it is the arisen that produces, then being 

born, what is it that is produced again? 

 

naeTp*man< naeTpÚ< nanuTpÚ< kw< cn, 

%Tp*te twaOyat< gMymangtagtE>.14. 
7.14 

Whether it’s started 

Or it hasn’t, or 

It’s in the midst of starting, 

Any way you look at it 

It cannot start a thing. 

 

We covered this before 

With going, not going, and walking 

 
B:  The born and the unborn, the being born do not in any way give birth. That has been explained 

by the gone, not gone and going. 

 

SB:  What has been born, What’s not yet born  And what is being born Do not give birth. 

 

S:  In no way does anything originate 

    by what is being originated (ii),  

    by what is already originated (iii),  

    or by what is not yet originated (i)—  

    Just as it has been said in [the analysis of] "presently going to (ii)," "that which is already gone to 

(i)" and "that which is not yet gone to (iii)."  

 

G:  The arisen, the nonarisen, and that which is arising Do not arise in any way at all.  Thus they 

should be understood Just like the gone, the not-gone, and the going. 

 



I:  In no way is it possible that origination rises from presently arising, that which has arisen, or that 

which has not arisen.  This (line of argument) has already been discussed with respect to 

gamyamana, gata, and agata. 

 

K:  Neither the present arising, nor the arisen, nor the non-arisen, is being arisen in any way.  This 

has already been explained by means of [the concepts of] present moving, the moved and the not 

yet moved. 

       

%Tp*manmuTpÄaivd< n ³mte yda, 

kwmuTp*man< tu àtITyaeTpiÄmuCyte.15. 
7.15 

If you’re at the point of starting 

That’s no longer in the midst of starting 

How then could you ever say 

“In the midst of starting” 

Which has to rest upon the starting? 

 
B:  When being born does not arise in what is born, then how can one say “[it is] being born in 

dependence on the born”? 

 

S:  When, in that-which-is-originated (iii), there is nothing which activates that which is being 

originated (ii),  

    How can one say: That which is being originated (ii) [exists] presupposing that which is 

produced?  

 

G:  When there is arising but not yet That which is arising, How can we say that that which is 

arising Depends on this arising? 

 

I:  When this presently arising does not proceed from the origination, how can it be said that the 

former depends on the latter? 

 

K:  When this present arising does not proceed from within arising, indeed, how can the present 

arising be spoken of as dependent arising? 

 

àtITy y*Ñvit tÄCDaNt< SvÉavt>, 

tSmaÊTp*man< c zaNtmuTpiÄrev c.16. 
7.16 

All that arises in dependence 



Is in essence peace 

So being in the midst of starting 

And starting too 

Are peace itself. 

 
B:  Whatever is dependently arising, that is by nature pacified. Therefore, being born and what is 

born too are pacified. 

 

SB:  Everything contingent Is naturally at ease. 

 

S:  Whatever comes into existence presupposing something else is without self-existence 

(stabhava).  

    [As there is] an allayment of "being originated," so [also] of that which is originated (iii).  

 

G:  Whatever is dependently arisen, Such a thing is essentially peaceful.  Therefore that which is 

arising and arising itself Are themselves peaceful. 

 

I:  Any entity which exists by virtue of relational origination is quiescence in itself.  Therefore, 

presently arising and origination per se are likewise in the nature of quiescence. 

 

K:  Whatever that comes to be dependently, that is inherently peaceful.  Therefore, that which is 

presently arising as well as arising itself are peaceful. 

 

yid kiídnuTpÚae Éav> s<iv*te Kv ict!, 

%Tp*et s ik< tiSmNÉav %Tp*te=sit.17. 
7.17 

If there could be 

A working thing 

That hadn’t started yet, 

Could you find it anywhere? 

 

But if there did not exist 

A thing that could be started, 

What could ever start? 

 
B:  If any unborn thing existed anywhere, on being born that [unborn] thing would not exist. If so, 

what would be born? 

 

S:  If some particular thing which is not yet originated (i) is indeed known to exist,  



    That thing will be originated. What originates if it does not exist?  

 

G:  If a nonarisen entity Anywhere exists, That entity would have to arise.  But if it were 

nonexistent, what could arise? 

 

I:  If an entity which has not arisen is granted to exist somewhere, then it would originate.  But how 

could this entity, when it actually does not exist, originate? 

 

K:  If a certain non-arisen existent is evident somewhere, then that would arise.  When such a thing 

does not exist, how can an existent arise? 

 

. 

%Tp*manmuTpadae yid caeTpadyTyy<, 

%TpadyeÄmuTpadmuTpad> ktm> pun>.18. 
7.18 

If the starting 

Is what starts 

Being in the midst of starting, 

What kind of starting 

Acts to start that starting? 

 
B:  If that which has been born gives birth to what is being born, what [other thing] that has been 

born would be giving birth to that which has been born? 

 

S:  And if the origination originates that which is being originated (ii),  

    What origination, in turn, would originate that origination? (i.e. infinite regress)  

 

G:  If this arising Gave rise to that which is arising, By means of what arising Does that arising 

arise? 

 

I:  If origination gives rise to the presently arising, then again, what kind of origination will now 

give rise to the (first type of) origination? 

 

K:  If arising were to produce this present arising, which arising would again produce that arising 

of that arising? 

 

ANy %TpadyTyen< y*uTpadae=nviSwit>, 

AwanuTpad %TpÚ> svRmuTp*te twa.19. 



7.19 

If another starting started it, 

We’d go on like that forever; 

 

If there was a start 

That had no start, 

It could just as well 

Start everything 
. 

B:  If another [thing] that has been born gives birth [to it], this would be endless. If it is born 

without [another] which has been born [OR if it is born without being born], everything would be 

born like that [i.e. causelessly]. 

 

S:   If another origination originates that [origination], there will be an infinite regress of 

originations.  

    But if non-origination is that which is origination, then everything [without qualification] would 

originate.  

 

G:  If another arising gives rise to this one, There would be an infinite regress.  If something 

nonarisen is arisen, Then all things could arise in this way. 

 

I:  If another (origination) gives rise to this (first) origination, then origination will go on ad 

infinitum.  But if that which has arisen arises from non-origination, then everything will arise in 

such a way. 

 

K:  If this arising were to produce another, arising would turn out to be infinite regression.  If the 

non-arising is arisen, then it will produce everything in this manner. 

 

stí tavÊTpiÄrstí n yuJyte, 

n stíastíeit pUvRmevaeppaidt<.20. 
7.20 

Whether a thing exists or not, 

Its starting is impossible 

 

What I said before is true: 

It’s not that things exist in truth 

Nor do they truly not exist. 
. 

B:  Thus it is not reasonable for what exists or does not exist to be born. It has been shown above 

that there is no existent or non-existent. 



 

S:  It is not possible that what has originated either exists or does not exist,  

    Nor that what has not originated either exists or does not exist; this has been demonstrated 

earlier.  

 

G:  Neither an existent nor a nonexistent Can be properly said to arise.  As it is taught 

before with ‘For neither an existent nor an nonexistent.’ 

 

I:  Indeed, an origination relative to either being or non-being cannot be justified.  Nor it is 

possible with being and non-being (at the same time).  This has been demonstrated before.  

[note: reference is to Chapter 1, Verses 6 & 7] 

 

K:  As such, neither the arising of an existent nor the arising of a non-existent is proper.  

Even so is the arising of that which is both existent and non-existent, and this has been 

previously explained. 

 

inéXymanSyaeTpiÄnR ÉavSyaepp*te, 

yíainéXymanStu s Éavae naepp*te.21. 
7.21 

It’s not true that 

A thing is starting 

While it’s in the midst 

Of stopping 

 

But anything that 

Was not stopping 

Couldn’t be a thing 

 
.B:  It is not tenable for a thing that is perishing to be born. It is not tenable for that which is not 

perishing to be a thing. 

 

S:  The origination of something being destroyed is not possible;  

    And whatever is not being destroyed, that entity is not possible.  

 

G:  The arising of a ceasing thing Is not tenable.  But to say that it is not ceasing Is not tenable for 

anything. 

 

I:  Origination of a presently extinguishing entity is impossible  Moreover, it is equally impossible 

for a presently non-extinguishing entity. 



 

K:  The arising of an existent that is ceasing is not appropriate.  Whatever existent that is non-

arising, that existent too is not appropriate. 

 

n iSwtÉaviStóTyiSwtÉavae n itóit, 

n itóit itóman> kae=nuTpÚí itóit.22. 
7.22 

A thing that lasts 

Could never stay. 

But if it doesn’t last 

It couldn’t stay. 

It can’t stay 

Even in the midst 

Of staying. 

What could stay 

Which hasn’t begun? 

 
B:  A thing that has remained does not remain. A thing that has not [yet] remained does not remain. 

That which is remaining also does not remain. What unborn [thing] can remain? 

 

S:  Neither an "entity that has endured (iii)" (sthitabhava) nor an "entity that has not endured (i)" 

endures;  

    Not even something enduring (ii) endures.  

    And what endures if it is not originated?  

 

G:  A static existent does not endure.  A nonstatic existent does not endure.  Stasis does not endure.  

What nonarisen can endure? 

 

I:  An entity which has arisen does not abide (i.e., endure) nor does an entity which has not arisen.  

A presently enduring entity also does not abide.  How could something without origination abide? 

 

K:  An existent that has endured is not stationary, nor is an existent that has not endured.  The 

presently enduring is not stationary.  What non-arisen can stay? 

 

iSwitinRéXymanSy n ÉavSyaepp*te, 

yíainéXymanStu s Éavae naepp*te.23. 



7.23 

You couldn’t say 

It’s a lasting thing 

When it’s in the midst 

Of stopping 

 

But anything not 

In the midst of stopping 

Couldn’t be a functioning thing. 

 
B:   It is not possible for a thing that is perishing to remain. It is not possible for that which is not 

perishing to be a thing. 

 

S:  Duration is not possible of a thing that is being destroyed.  

    But whatever is not being destroyed, that thing (bhava) is [also] not possible.  

 

G:  The endurance of a ceasing entity Is not tenable.  But to say that it is not ceasing Is not tenable 

for anything. 

 

I:  The abiding of a presently extinguishing entity is impossible.  Indeed, the abiding of a presently 

non-extinguishing entity is equally impossible. 

 

K:  Duration of an existent that is ceasing is not appropriate.  Whatever existent that is non-ceasing 

is also not appropriate. 

 

jramr[xmeR;u svRÉave;u svRda, 

itóiNt ktme Éava ye jramr[< ivna.24. 
7.24 

If all functioning things 

Are things which 

Constantly get old and die, 

 

Where is the functioning thing 

Which lasts— 

A thing that doesn’t 

Get old or die? 

 
B:  If all things at all times are aging and dying phenomena, what things are there which could 

remain without aging and dying? 

 



SB:  When everyone is dying, Can I be born and live?  Could I live, But neither age nor die? 

 

S:  Because every entity always [remains in] the law of old age and death,  

    What entities are there which endure without old age and death?  

 

G:  Inasmuch as the nature of all things Is aging and death, Without aging and death, What 

existents can endure? 

 

I:  As all entities are always subject ot the conditions (i.e., dharmas) of aging and death, what 

entities abide which are not subject to the conditions? 

 

K:  When all existents are always of the nature of decay and death, which existents that are without 

decay and death can stay? 

 

iSwTyaNyya iSwte> Swan< tyEv c n yuJyte, 

%TpadSy ywaeTpadae naTmna n praTmna.25. 
7.25 

Just as starting 

Can’t start itself 

And can’t be started 

By something else, 

 

It’s impossible 

For something that lasts 

To last itself 

Or be lasted 

By some other lasting. 

 
B:  It is not reasonable for what remains to remain due to something else that remains or due to 

itself. This is like how what has been born is not given birth to by itself or another. [cf. v.18-19] 

 

S:  The enduring quality of a different duration is as impossible as of that same duration,  

    So the origination of origination is neither itself nor that which is other than itself.  

 

G:  Stasis cannot endure through itself Or through another stasis.  Just as arising cannot arise from 

itself Or from another arising. 

 

I:  The abiding state of an entity is not justifiable on the grounds of another entity’s abiding or by 

its own abiding.  This is just as the origination of origination which is dependent neither on its own 

self nor on another. 

 



K:  The endurance of an enduring thing based on the endurance of itself or of another is not proper.  

It is like the absence of arising of arising, either from itself or from another. 

 

inéXyte nainéÏ< n inéÏ< inéXyte, 

twaip inéXyman< ikmjat< inéXyte.26. 
7.26 

A thing that stops 

Could never stop 

 

But without stopping 

It couldn’t stop 

It can’t stop 

Even in the midst 

Of stopping 

 

What could stop 

Which hasn’t begun? 

 
B:  What has ceased does not cease. What has not ceased also does not cease. Likewise what is 

ceasing also does not. What unborn [thing] can cease? [cf. v. 22] 

 

SB:  The living are not the dying Nor the unliving the dying.  Neither milk nor butter Causes milk 

to cease. 

 

S:  "That which has ceased (iii)" (niruddha) does not cease; and "that which has not ceased (i)" does 

not cease;  

    Nor even "that which is ceasing (ii)."  

    For, what can cease [if it is] produced? (i.e. or if it is not really produced?)  

 

G:  The ceasing of what has ceased does not happen.  What has not yet ceased does not cease.  Nor 

does that which is ceasing.  What nonarisen can cease? 

 

I:  That which has not extinguished does not extinguish.  That which has extinguished does not 

extinguish also.  This is also the case with that which is presently extinguishing.  How could an 

entity which has not arisen extinguish itself? 

 

K:  That which has not ceased does not cease.  That which has ceased also does not cease.  Even so 

is that which is ceasing.  Is it the unborn that ceases? 

 



iSwtSy tavÑavSy inraexae naepp*te, 

naiSwtSyaip ÉavSy inraex %pp*te.27. 
7.27 

Any thing 

That lasted 

Couldn’t stop 

 

Any thing 

That didn’t last 

Couldn’t stop either 

 
B:  It is not possible for a thing which has remained to cease. It is also not possible for a thing 

which has not remained to cease. 

 

S:  Therefore cessation of an enduring entity is not possible.  

    Moreover, cessation of a non-enduring entity is not possible.  

 

G:  The cessation of what is static Is not tenable.  Nor is the cessation of Something not static 

tenable. 

 

I:  In truth, the cessation of an abiding entity is not possible. Also, the cessation of a non-abiding 

entity is not possible. 

 

K:  The cessation of an existent that has endured is not appropriate.  The cessation of an existent 

that has not endured is also not appropriate. 

 

tyEvavSwyavSwa n ih sEv inéXyte, 

ANyyavSwyavSwa n caNyEv inéXyte.28. 
7.28 

It couldn’t ever be 

That a certain length of time 

Came to an end 

All by itself 

 

And it couldn’t ever be 

That this period of time 



Was ended by 

Another length of time 

 
B:  A particular state [of something] does not cause that particular state itself to cease. Moreover, 

another particular state does not cause that particular state to cease. 

 

S:  Indeed, a state [of existence] does not cease because of this state;  

    And a different state [of existence] does not cease because of a different state.  

 

G:  Being static does not cease Through being static itself.  Nor does being static cease Through 

another instance of being static. 

 

I:  From its abiding state, surely, the same state does not extinguish itself.  Also, from another 

abiding state, that state does not extinguish itself. 

 

K:  Indeed, a certain state [of existence] does not cease from a state identical with its own.  Nor 

does a state [of existence] cease from another state different from its own. 

 

ydEv< svRxmaR[amuTpadae naepp*te, 

tdEv< svRxmaR[a< inraexae naepp*te.29. 
7.29 

When the start 

Of any thing 

Becomes impossible, 

 

That’s when the end 

Of any thing 

Is equally impossible 
 

B:  When the birth of all phenomena is not possible, then the cessation of all phenomena is not 

possible. 

 

S:  So, if the production of all dharmas is not possible,  

    Then neither is the cessation of all (i.e. any?) dharmas possible.  

 

G:  When the arising of any entity Is not tenable, Then the cessation of any entity Is not tenable. 

 

I:  As the origination of all dharmas (i.e., factors of existence) is not possible, so, also, is the 

cessation of all dharmas. 

 



K:  Indeed, when the arising of all things is not appropriate, then the cessation of all things is also 

not appropriate. 

 

stí tavÑavSy inraexae naepp*te, 

@kTve n ih Éaví naÉavíaepp*te.30. 
7.30 

If a thing exists, 

Then it couldn’t ever stop. 

But if it’s just one thing, 

It can’t both 

Exist and not exist 

 
B:  Cessation is not possible in an existent thing. Thingness and nothingness are not possible in 

one. 

 

SB:  Something real would never die; Something can’t be nothing. 

 

S:  Therefore cessation of a real existing entity is not possible;  

    And certainly both an existing entity and a non-existing entity cannot be possible in the same 

case.  

 

G:  For an existent thing Cessation is not tenable.  A single thing being an entity and A nonentity is 

not tenable. 

 

I:  In truth, the cessation of a real existing entity is not possible.  For, indeed, it is not possible to 

have the nature of existence and non-existence at the same time. 

 

K:  Furthermore, the cessation of a real existent is not appropriate.  Indeed, in the context of 

identity, neither existence nor non-existence is appropriate. 

 

Astae=ip n ÉavSy inraex %pp*te, 

n iÖtIySy izrs CDedn< iv*te ywa.31. 
7.31 

But if a thing did not exist, 

It also couldn’t stop: 

How could you cut off 

A purple elephant’s two heads? 



 
B:  Cessation is not possible also in what is not a thing. This is similar to how there is no cutting off 

a second head. [i.e. a person cannot be beheaded twice] 

 

SB:  Nothing too would never die: You can’t behead a person twice. 

 

S:  Even more, cessation of a non-real existing entity is not possible.  

    Just as there is no second decapitation!  

 

G:  Moreover, for a nonentity, Ceassation would be untenable.  Just as a second beheading Cannot 

be performed. 

 

I:  The cessation of an unreal existing entity is also not possible.  It is as if the severance of a 

second head (of a person) is inconceivable. 

 

K:  The cessation of an unreal existent is also not appropriate, just as a second beheading [of a 

person] is not evident. 

 

n SvaTmna inraexae=iSt inraexae n praTmna, 

%TpadSy ywaeTpadae naTmna n praTmna.32. 
7.32 

Stopping can’t happen 

All by itself 

Nor is it triggered by 

Some other stopping; 

 

Just like starting 

Doesn’t start 

All by itself, or 

By anything else 

 
B:  Cessation does not exist by its own self, nor does cessation [exist] by something else. This is 

like how what has been born is not given birth to by itself or another [cf. 25] 

 

S:  There is no cessation by means of itself; nor cessation by something other than itself;  

    Just as there is no origination of origination by itself nor by another.  

 

G:  Cessation does not cease by means of itself.  Nor does it cease by means of another.  Just as 

arising cannot arise from itself Or from another arising. 

 



I:  There is no cessation by itself or by another entity.  It is just as the origination of origination 

does not arise by itself or by another. 

 

K:  There is no cessation by itself or by another entity, just as the arising of arising is neither by 

itself nor by another. 

 

%TpadiSwitÉfœganamisÏenaRiSt s<Sk«t<, 

s<Sk«tSyaàisÏaE c kw< seTSyTys<Sk«t<.33. 
7.33 

Since nothing starts 

And nothing stays 

And nothing ever stops, 

 

Nothing’s ever made. 

 

So made things 

Do not exist. 

 

And however could 

An unmade thing exist? 
. 

B:  Because birth and remaining and perishing are not established, there is no conditioned. Because 

the conditioned is utterly unestablished, how can the unconditioned be established? 

 

S:  Because the existence of production, duration, and cessation is not proved, there is no 

composite product (samskrta);  

    And if a composite product is not proved, how can a non-composite product (asamskrta) be 

proved?  

 

G:  Since arising, ceasing, and abiding Are not established, there are no compounded things.  If all 

compounded things are unestablished, How could the uncompounded be established? 

 

I:  As the establishment of origination, duration and cessation is not possible there is no created 

realm.  Without the establishment of the created realm, how then will the uncreated realm come 

about? 

 

K:  With the non-establishment of arising, duration, and destruction, the conditioned does not exist. 

With the non-establishment of the conditioned, how could there be the unconditioned? 

 



ywa maya ywa Svßae gNxvRngr< ywa, 

twaeTpadStwa Swan<twa É¼ %daùt<.34. 
7.34 

It’s just as Lord Buddha spoke: 

 

The way things start 

The way they last 

And the way they end 

 

Are just a dream 

Just an illusion 

Just a city 

Full of ghosts 

 

.B:  Like a dream, like a magician’s illusion, like a city of gandharvas, likewise birth and likewise 

remaining, likewise perishing are taught. 

 

S:  As a magic trick, a dream or a fairy castle.  

    Just so should we consider origination, duration, and cessation. 

 

G:  Like a dream, like an illusion, Like a city of Gandharvas, So have arising, abiding, And ceasing 

been explained. 

 

I:  It is like an illusion, a dream, or an imaginary city in the sky.  In such a way, (the concepts of) 

origination, duration and cessation have been described. 

 

K:  As an illusion, a dream, a city of the gandharvas, so have arising, endurance and destruction 

been exemplified. 

 

 

 

 

 


