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The Meaning of Satkayadrsti
Akira Saito

Preamble

Among many noteworthy terms in Buddhism, satkayadysti (Pali sakkayaditthi) is no
doubt one of the most important keywords which requires a detailed examination in the
contexts of its usage. It was regarded in the Sarvastivada system of defilements (klesa) as
one of the five false views (drsti).!

As is well-known, Vasubandhu gives an etymological explanation to the same word
as follows: “Because it perishes (sidati), it is [called] sat. Kaya means accumulation,
collection, and aggregate. It is satkaya ‘perishing body (kaya)’ because it perishes and at
the same time a body, that is, the five appropriative aggregates.”

Before turning to the meaning of satkayadrsti (Pali sakkayaditthi), it may interest us
to refer to traditional Tibetan and Chinese translations and several of modern renderings
adopted by contemporary scholars.

Traditional Tibetan rendering: 7jig tshogs la lta ba (Mvy. Ishihama and Fukuda nos.
1966, 4670/ Sakaki nos. 1955, 4684) reflects the above Vasubandhu’s interpretation of
the term satkayadrsti, specifically that of sat, i.e., “Because it perishes (sidati), it is
[called] sat.” As will be later seen, this interpretation was criticized by Samghabhadra in
his *Nyayanusara (JE1EPEFE) who therein understood sat- in the sense of “existing”.
Similarly, the Chinese translations include A5 & 5. “the view of existent body, & Ji. “the
view of body”, B0 HE i, phonetical translation of satkayadrsti, but we also see L
5.”the view of perishing body” and fil¢£r 5. “the view of breaking body”, etc.

On the other hand, modern translations include: “the wrong view of an existing
personality,” “the belief in a real personality” (Stcherbatsky 1923: 50, 51), “the view of
(the existence of) a real body” (Takasaki 1987: 146), “Self-view” (Dhammajoti 2015:
613), “the view of self” (Cox 1995: 214), “(false) view of individuality” (Conze 1973:
396), “identity-view” (Fuller 2005: 26-28), “personality belief’(Collins 1982: 93-94),
“the view that the individual exists”(Gethin 1998: 148), “Personlichkeitsglaube”
(Oldenberg/ Glasenapp 1959: 513), “die ketzerische Ansicht, da3 es eine Individualitit
gebe” (Schmidt 1928, repr. 1991: 353), “the heretical belief in a real personality”
(Edgerton, 1953, repr. 1970: 553), “the (heretical) view (or doctrine) of the existence of
a personality or individuality”(Monier-Williams 1899, repr. 1982: 1134), “jiko no shintai
wo shitsuru kenkai B C. O H K% ¥9 2 FLfi# [the view clinging to one’s own body]”
(Nakamura 1970: 156), etc.

U satkayadysti, antagrahadysti, mithyadysti, drstiparamarsa, and stlavrataparamarsa. See AKBh
281.16-282.11.

2 AKBh 281.19-20. See also suggestion and explanation in section 3. (3) below.
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1 satkayadrsti (Pali sakkayaditthi)

Let us, first, turn to a typical usage® of this term found in the SN, which says as
follows:

(1) Idha bhikkhave assutava puthujjano ..... riupam attato samanupassati// rilpavantam
va attanam attani va riapam riapasmim va attanam// Vedanam// // Saniiam// //
Sankhare// Vininianam....// (SN 111, p. 46)

“Herein, Monks, the unlearned ordinary men regard body as the self, self as possessed
of body, body as being in the self, or self as being in body. [They regard likewise]
sensation, representation, volitional actions, and consciousness.”

Next, it is interesting to refer to Buddhaghosa’s etymological explanation of the
concept sakkayaditthi found in his Atthasalini, commentary on the Dhammasangani:
(2) sakkayaditthi ti vijjamanatthena sati khandhaparicakasankhate kdaye sayam va sati
tasmim kaye ditthiti. (Atthasalint, PTS, E. Miiller ed., p. 348)
“The view of sakkaya means the view with respect either to the saf - in the sense of
‘existing’ - aggregation called “five aggregates” or to the aggregation being of
oneself.”*

The above explanation clearly shows Buddhaghosa’s understanding of the word sat
in the sense of “existing” and “being”, which was also shared by the Sarvastivada in the
following way.

s

(3) BEMIHR L, o ILHGRE TR TR AT, ... DGR E A R ER A,
TR AT HR, FIF A, SRS R, AT, Ikt A, §E
FREE A G, BRI, BAEAT, AT, TAITHOR AT, FREX
AT, (TPr g R RV ) *Abhidharmamahavibhasa, Taishd, vol.27,
36a25-29)

“Satkayadrsti is [the view] which, taking the five appropriative aggregates as its
objects, adheres to the self and what belongs to the self. ... It is because the five

appropriative aggregates truly exist. [Question]: Of this twenty-alternative view of
satkaya, what are the views of self and what are the views of those belonging to self?
Answer: There are five views of self, that is to say, regarding body as the self, and

[regarding] sensation, representation, volitional actions, or consciousness as the self.
There are fifteen views of those belonging to self, that is to say, regarding self as

3 Though rather exceptional, the usage of satkaya (Pali sakkaya), which means six outer bases (sad
bahyayatanani) of cognition such as form-and-color, sound, odor, taste, tangible object, and
[material and mental] elements, is found in the Sutfanipata. See Imanishi 2016.

4 Cf. La Vallée Poussin 1980, p. 15 (n.2).
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possessed of body, body as belonging to the self, or self as being in body, or

[regarding] self as possessed of sensation, representation, volitional actions, and
consciousness, or [regarding] sensation, representation, volitional actions, and
consciousness as belonging to the self, or [regarding] self as being in sensation,
representation, volitional actions, and consciousness.”

In the above citation from the *Abhidharmamahavibhasa, it is to be noted that
unlike “body in the self’(attani ... ripam), etc. found in the above-cited SN, the third
alternative regarding the relationship between the self and five aggregates, is depicted as
“body as belonging to the self” 2 & ¥ T (atmiya), ....“sensation, representation,
volitional actions, and consciousness as belonging to the self”= 81Tk & F 1. The
same depiction of the third alternative is also given by Yasomitra as follows:

(4) vimsati-kotika hi satkdya-drstih pathyate. rilpam atmeti samanupasyati. rilpavantam

atmanam. atmiyam rilpam. ripe atmety evam yavad vijianam vaktavyam. (AKVy p.
705.20-22.)
“The view of satkaya is [traditionally] spoken of as having twenty alternatives [in the
following way]: “One regards body as the self, self as possessed of body, body as
belonging to the self, or self as being in body. The explanation of the same type should
be applied up to consciousness.”

Based on the above references to the explanation of the contents of satkayadrsti
transmitted in the Sarvastivada tradition, and also in the Theravada tradition except the
division of the higher categories both atmadrsti and atmiyadrsti, which lacks in the latter
tradition, we may draw the following diagram:

(5) vimsati-kotika satkaya-drstih:

satkayadrysti 1.  atmadrsti ripam datmeti samanupasyati
Il  atmivadrsti -1. ripavantam atmanam
-2. atmiyam riipam/ atmani rilpam
-3. riipe atmeti

2 sakkaya (Skt. satkaya) or *sakaya (svakaya) ?

Then, let us proceed to another question whether *sakaya (Skt. svakaya) was original
and has later been changed into the currently well-known form sakkdaya (Skt. satkaya).
The problem of this understanding is that no usage of the form *sakaya (Skt. svakaya)
has so far been attested in the Theravada and Sarvastivada traditions. However, on the
other hand, the form svakaya can only be found in a few texts of Mahayana tradition such
as Nagarjuna’s Milamadhyamakakarika, the Astasahasrika-Prajiiaparamitasiitra and
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Haribhadra’s Abhisamayalamkaralokd on the Asta-’s unique usage.’
Of them, Nagarjuna’s usage is as follows:

(1) svakayadrstivat klesah kliste santi na paricadha/
svakayadrstivat klistam klesesv api na pancadha// (MMK, 23.5)
svakayo hi nama riupadilaksanasamhatah/ svakaye drstih svakayadrstir atmatmiya-
karagrahanapravrtta// (PSP, p. 454.10-13).
“As with the view of svakaya or ‘one’s own aggregation’, the defilements do not
exist in relation to the defiled one [i.e., defiled mind (citfa)] in any of the five
ways. As with the view of svakaya or ‘one’s own aggregation’, the defiled one
does not also exist in relation to the defilements in any of the five ways. (MMK,
23.5)
Svakaya, or ‘one’s own aggregation’, means a collection of the characteristics of body
and so forth. Svakdayadrsti is a view regarding one’s own aggregation, which comes
forth as an apprehension of the aspects of either the self (afman) or what belongs to
the self (atmiya).”

The Tibetan and Chinese translations of svakayadrsti in the above usage are rang (gi)
lus (la) lta (ba) and [ .| (GEAER THER] ), TAS R (MEFER TRFEHEIR
i ). The anonymous commentary on the PSP also glosses the above svakayadysti as
follows: svakayadrstih satkayadrstih (Yonezawa 2007: 229) in which the author of
*Laksanatika shows his understanding of Nagarjuna’s term svakdayadrsti as
corresponding to the referent of satkayadrsti. Although whether Nagarjuna is the first
who, intentionally or not, changed the traditional term satkdayadrsti to svakayadrsti is
unclear, it seems certain that he used the term svakayadrsti as including the contents of
both atmadrsti and atmiyadrsti (see MMK XVIII.1-2). In this regard, it may safely be
said that svakaya “one’s own aggregation” means both svah kayah “one’s own
aggregation” (= atma kayah = aham kayah) and svasya kayah “aggregation of one’s own”
or “aggregation belongs to oneself” (= atmanah kdayah = mama kayah).

The following explanation of the same concept svakayadrsti by Haribhadra also
agrees with the above Nagarjuna’s usage and intention.

(2) atmatmiyakarena paiica-skandha-darsanam svakayah (sic, read svakayadrstih as the
following Tib.) (AAA, p. 81). Tib.: bdag dang bdag gi ba’i rnam pas phung po
Ingar lta ba ni rang gi lus su Ita ba’o// (D Tsha 50al)

“The view of svakaya or ‘one’s own aggregation’ means viewing the five aggregates
as having the aspects of either being the self or belonging to the self.”

3 Analysis of the Term satkayadysti

> For the usage of svakayadrsti in detail, see Saito 2021.
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What, if it is original, does the concept satkaya mean? The following may be called
the two typical formulae for representing no-self and non-self tenets in Buddhism, the
second of which almost corresponds to the explanation cited under the section 1. (1):

(1) yam pananiccam dukkham viparinamadhammam kallam nu tam samanupassitum/

etam mama eso ham asmi eso me attati// (SN, 11, p. 124)

“But that which is impermanent, painful, changeable by nature, do we well to regard
it as: ‘this is mine, [ am this, or this is my self’?”

(2) assutava puthujjano....riipam attato samanupassati// riupavantam va attanam attani
va rilpam rilpasmin va attanam aham riipam mama ripan ti pariyutthitatthayi hoti//
(SN, 111, p. 3)

“The unlearned ordinary men regard body as the self, self as possessed of body, body

as being in the self, or self as being in body. They are possessed by the ideas like ‘I
am the body,’ or ‘body is mine.’”

Also noteworthy is that the above two explanations clearly tell us a significant
implication found in the Buddha’s teaching of no-self and non-self. That is, the question
of self is no other than that of “I”’ and “mine”; in other words, the matter of “being the
self” and “those belonging to the self” corresponds exactly with that of “I am X" and “X
is mine” in which ‘X’ represents one of the five aggregates in the Buddhist tradition.

Finally, it may be appropriate to refer here to the well-known Vasubandhu’s
interpretation of satkayadrsti.

(3) atmadrstir atmiyadrstir va satkayadrstih/ sidatiti sat/ cayah kayah samghdatah

skandha ity arthah/ sac cayam kayas ceti satkayah paiicopadanaskandhah/
nityasamjiiam pindasamjiiam ca tyajayitum evam dyotitda/ etatpiurvako hi tesv
atmagrahah/ (AKBh, p. 281.19-21)
“The view of satkaya is either the view of self or the view of those belonging to the
self. Because it perishes (sidatiti), it is sat. Kaya means accumulation, collection, and
aggregate. Because it is ‘perishing’ and at the same time an ‘aggregation’, it is satkaya
‘perishing aggregation’, that is, the five appropriative aggregates. It was so expressed
for the purpose of eliminating both the [wrong] conception of eternity and that of a
mass because adherence to the self in regard to those [five aggregates] is preceded by
these [wrong conceptions].”

To the above Vasubandhu’s explanation, Samghabhadra (#&&) provided another
interpretation of the phrase satkaya , while criticizing the former, as follows:

(4) WA R Rl i, A A g, FGEHHR, BUEMERIRR TR, W RNRES bE
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IER, R EAI R, R, ARIEE, ZEFTRIME R, SRR
SISV, AR R, A e, TR IER, B MR RS R
SOV AN EAL DEINHR,  HCREDIARED TG, R llH — AT A, BB ST
PR, AT AR AR, (HONHRAR R, RIS R4, MEVER
FIMARE, HE FAELIEREE, | (Taisho, vol. 29, 605¢20-606a9)

“This view is called satkayadrsti. Because they (five aggregates) exist, they are called
sat or ‘existing’. Kaya means aggregation, that is, collection or accumulation. The
kaya or ‘aggregation’ itself is sat or ‘existing’, hence it is named satkaya. It is of real
existence and of non-singularity. This view clings to the self (*atman), but in reality
the self does not exist. [However,] it is not possible that the view [of the self] arises
without having an objective basis. Therefore, the word ‘existing’ is applied to the
object of the view. .....

The satrakara [i.e., Vasubandhu], on the other hand, gives the following
explanation: ‘Because it perishes (sidati), it is [called] sat. Kaya means accumulation,
that is, collection of impermanent aggregates. Kaya is sat or “perishable”, hence it is
named satkaya or “aggregation to be perished”. This satkaya is the five appropriative
aggregates (parnicopadanaskandhah). This expression is used in order to dismiss the
ideations of permanence and unity, because there must be, first, these ideations before
he or she clings to the self.’

If so, what is the use of qualifying [kaya] by the label sat [in the sense of
“perishable”], for the word kaya alone suffices to dismiss the ideation of permanence?
Thus, it should be simply designated kayadrsti. There is no element (dharma) that is
permanent and at the same time capable of being accumulated. What is, then, the use
of qualifying kaya by the label [sar which allegedly means] ‘perishable’?”

In the above explanation, at least two points are to be noted. First, unlike the
Sarvastivada’s traditional interpretation of sat as “existing” or “being”, Vasubandhu took
the same word in the sense of “perishing” and he explains the Buddha’s intension to be
the elimination of a misconception of the five aggregates as being eternal and a mass.
Second, according to Vasubandhu, kaya means accumulation (caya), collection
(samghata), and aggregate (skandha). Judging also from his explanation of the meaning
and intention of the term satkaya, kaya therein refers to the five aggregates separately or
collectively. Third, despite his deviation from the Sarvastivada tradition in interpreting
the first member of the compound sat-kdya, he follows the latter’s tradition when he takes
the term satkayadrsti as composed of both armadrsti and atmiyadrsti.

4 Further Investigation

Then, what does the concept satkaya (Pali sakkaya) mean if it is original, in other
words, if it has been transmitted without any substantial change? Of the five wrong views
as prescribed in the Sarvastivada tradition, the other four wrong views except satkayadrsti,
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viz. antagrahadrsti, mithyadrsti, drstiparamarsa, and silavrataparamarsa are rather clear
in meaning and the reasons why they were put in the list of “wrong” views are also
understandable. On the other hand, even if the word sat- is taken in the sense of either
“existing/being” or “perishing”, the above question of what the concept satkayadrsti
means and why it should be counted as a “wrong” view still remains unsolved. If the
Sarvastivada as well as Vasubandhu’s understanding of satkaya as “existing aggregation”
and “perishing aggregation” respectively are correct, why then the view (drsti) of either
“existing aggregation” or “perishing one” should be called “wrong”? The answer,
according to them, is that the view is wrong because ordinary people take one of the five
aggregates, existing or perishing, as being the self or belonging to the self.

If such is the case, is it not appropriate to understand that the first member sat of the
compound sat-kaya originally refers to the very relation between aggregates, or
aggregation (kaya) of these aggregates, and the wrongly imagined self? Is it not more
appropriate to take sat- as indicating this relation, i.e., “being” or “belonging to” the self
although the word “self” (afman) itself, whether in nominative or genitive form, is merely
implied by the compound?

Then, the compound satkayadrsti may remind us of the well-known Samkhya term
sat-karya-vada or “the doctrine of the actual existence of an effect (in its cause)”” (Monier-
Williams). In his commentary on the SK, Mathara explains the phrase sat karyam (SK
9d) as pradhane mahaddadi karyam astiti or “an effect, the great (i.e., buddhi ‘intellect’)
and so forth, exists in its primary matter (i.e., prakrti ‘the original matter’).”® Here also,
though the word kdrana or “cause” is omitted, it may be said that the omitted word is
easily understood or the word is therein implicitly mentioned.

Used in different tenets and contexts, the two compounds, sat-kaya- and sat-karya-,
are similar in their usage of sat-. Just as Mathara and Gaudapada rightly took the karika
phrase sat karyam, which corresponds to sat-karya- of sat-karya-vada, as pradhane (viz.
karane) asti karyam, the Buddhist phrase sat-kdya may suitably be understood as
meaning both atmasti kayah and atmano sti kayah. Taking into consideration the almost
fixed contents of satkayadrsti, i.e., both atmadysti and atmiyadrsti, the above
understanding can more fittingly be confirmed than the traditional prescription of sat as
“really existent” found in both Theravada and Sarvastivada schools or “perishing” by
Vasubandhu. Giving different interpretations to the first member sat-, they equally took
it as referring to the nature of k@ya rather than as referring to the relation of kaya to the
self (atman) or “I” (aham). It seems to me that we have long been puzzled by the
traditional, but rather dogmatic and stereotyped, understanding of the term satkayadrsti.

I agree with Buddhaghosa inasmuch as sat- of the compound sat-kdya means
“existing [kaya]” or “[kaya] being [of oneself]”. However, based on the above
consideration, it appears more likely that the adjective sat-, “existing” or “being”, therein
refers to the relation of kdya to the self or “I”. In this sense, I also agree with Vasubandhu

¢ Mathara-v, p. 13.13-14. Cf. Gaudapada-v, p. 10.18: pradhane mahadadi lingam asti.
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in his understanding of kaya in the sense of aggregates or aggregation in a collective usage,
1.e. the aggregation (kaya) of five aggregates (skandha) (though the latter implication
refers only to the ordinary people’s wrong conception of a mass (pinda) of five
aggregates).

Then, the final question may be why the phrase in question was so named and not
atmadrsti, atmatmiyadrsti, atmakdayadysti, or matkayadrsti, putting aside the difference
in meaning between kaya and skandha. This may be the reason why, if the above
hypothesis discussed under section 2 is correct, Nagarjuna changed the first member of
the compound from sat- to sva- in order to make the meaning of the phrase clearer.

However, although I do not agree with the traditional understanding of the phrase found
in the Theravada and Sarvastivada traditions, the form sat-kaya probably best reflects the
original philosophical standpoint of the Buddha’s teaching. That is, the Buddha’s teaching
method usually consists in making appeal to categories understandable through our daily
experience such as the five aggregates or eighteen factors of consciousness, and trying to
make the practitioners understand their universal nature, viz. changeability, painfulness,
and lack of both being the self and belonging to the self.

In this context, the reason for the phrase sat-kdya may be explained as follows: First,
just as the six aggregates of consciousness such as eye-consciousness, etc., so the teaching
of the five aggregates was adopted in order to make the disciples understand that all
dharmas (elements) are neither the self nor belonging to the self. Second, the disciples
then could understand that the Buddha’s teaching of the five aggregates is closely related
to the negation of the self, whether direct reference to the word afman is made or not.
Third, the usage of the present participle saf in the sense of either “being” or “existing”
makes sense when the implicit word atmda or atmanah is supplemented.

Conclusion

From the above discussion, we may draw the following conclusions: First, the
question of whether, as Childers and Nakamura pointed out, *sakaya (Skt. svakaya) was
the original form which was later changed into the well-known sakkdaya (Skt. satkaya)
has yet to be confirmed by textual sources.

Second, as far as our present knowledge goes, sakkaya (Skt. satkdya) is the only form
which can be attested in the traditional schools of Theravada and Sarvastivada as well as
by Vasubandhu.

Third, in this connection, as pointed out in my previous paper (Saito 2021), it is
interesting to note that the usage of svakaya can be found only in a few texts of Mahayana
tradition such as Nagarjuna’s Miilamadhyamakakarika, the Astasahasrika-Prajia-
paramitasiitra and Haribhadra’s Abhisamaydlamkaraloka on the Asta-’s unique usage.

Forth, although in a simple way we may render the term satkayadrsti into “the view
of self”, it literally means “the [false] view of aggregation as being or belonging to [the
self]” in which the present participle sat is used in the sense of both being (yin pa, &)
and existing (yod pa, H * 1£). Therein, “belonging to the self” (@tmanah sat) means that
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an aggregate exists as belonging to the self. (See also the following diagram II.) This
understanding of satkayadrsti coincides with both armadrsti and atmiyadysti.

sva-kaya = svah kayah + svasya kayah (kdaya=skandha)
sat-kaya (=sat-skandha) = 1.[atma] asti kayah + 11.[atmano] sti kdayah
(Latmadrsti + W.atmiyadrsti)
L. skandha atmasti  (FE2F%)
1I-1. skandhavan atmasti  (FA7E)
11-2. atmany asti skandhah — (FETEFR)
11-3. skandha atmasti  (FL1ERE)’

Abbreviations

AAA: Abhisamayalamkaraloka. U. Wogihara ed., Abhisamayalamkaraloka Prajia-
paramitavyakhya: The Work of Haribhadra, Tokyo: The Toyo Bunko, 1932; repr.
Tokyo: Sankibo Buddhist Book Store, 1973.

AKBh: Abhidharmakosabhdasya. P. Pradhan ed., Abhidharmakosabhdsya of Vasubandhu,
Patna: K. P. Jayaswal Research Institute, 1967.

AKVy: Abhidharmakosavyakhya. U. Wogihara ed., Sphutartha Abhidharmakosa-
vyakhya: The Work of Yasomitra, Tokyo: Sankibo Buddhist Book Store, 1936.
Mathara-v: Mathara-vrtti on 1$varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika. Vishnu Prasad Sharma ed.,
Samkhyakarika Matharavrttisahitd. Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series 296 (No. 56).

Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, 1970; Repr. 1994.

Gaudapada-bh: Gaudapada-bhasya on I$varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika. Har Dutt Sharma
ed., Srz‘mad—fs’varakrsnapmnl'tdh Sa-Gaudapdadabhasyah Samkhyakarikah. Poona:
The Oriental Book Agency, 1933.

Asta: Astasahasrika-Prajiiaparamitasitra. P. L. Vaidya ed., Astasahasrika Prajia-
paramitd, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts 4, 1960.

D: Tibetan tripitaka, sDe dge edition.

MMK: Milamadhyamakakarika by Nagarjuna. Ye Shaoyong ed., Zhonglunsong
(Miilamadhyamakakarika), Shanghai: Zhongxi Book Company, 2011.

Mvy: Mahavyutpatti. See Ishihama and Fukuda 1989, and Sakaki 1916.

P: Tibetan tripitaka, Peking edition.

PSP: Miilamadhyamaka-vrtti-Prasannapada by Candrakirti. L. de la Vallée Poussin ed.,
Miilamadhyamakakarikas — (Madhyamikasiitras) de  Nagarjuna avec la
Prasannapada Commentaire de Candrakirti, Bibliotheca Buddhica, IV. St.
Pétersbourg: Académie impériale des sciences, 1903-1913.

PTS: Pali Text Society.

T Cf. AR, BRI, RERA., AERKR M EEE, Taisho, vol.2, 11b) ; Rt @, Ribha
B, R aEeaE, REatham (PRIE#E, Taisho, vol.1, 788a).
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SK: Samkhyakarika by I$varakrsna. See Mathara-v and Gaudapada-bh.

SN: Samyuttanikaya. M. Léon Feer ed., Samyutta-nikaya of the Sutta-pitaka, London:
Pali Text Society, 1884 ~ (vol. III 1890).

Taishd: Taisho Shinshi Daizokyd (Taisho tripitaka) K IEHH & Kk
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