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Preface to the Second Edition

In 1997, I delivered the "Professor KN Jayatilleke Memorial Lecture"
in Colombo, and the lecture was printed as a monograph entitled The
Abhidharma Controversy on Visual Perception. The present publication is a
substantially revised and enlarged version of the said monograph.

I would like to thank my student, Venerable Dhammapäla at the Post-
graduate Institute of Pali and Buddhist Studies, and my two Bangladeshi
pupils, Venerable Bhaddiya Tanchangya and Venerable Dhammadipa
Tangchangya, for proofreading the whole text and generating the index.

I must also express my gratitude to members of the Compassion Buddhist
Publication Fund, Singapore, for their financial assistance in the publication
of this work.

KL Dhammajoti
December, 2003
Mulleriyawa
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PREFACE

Preface to the Third Edition

The first edition was a short monograph published in 1997 under the title
The Abhidharma Controversy on Visual Perception. The second edition,
published in January, 2004, was a revised and enlarged version of the first.
As its content covered considerably more doctrinal ground than the first,
it was renamed as Abhidharma Doctrines and Controversies on Perception.
The present third edition is a further revision on the second edition.

In this edition, I have incorporated the content in three papers that I have
published in recent years since the second edition: 1. 'Sarvâstivâda,
Därstäntika, Sauträntika and Yogäcära', 2. 'The Citta-caitta Doctrine of
Sriläta' and 3. 'Äkära and Direct Perception: Vaibhäsika versus Sauträntika'.
The first is incorporated in chapter two; the second is adapted as chapter
seven; the content of the third is incorporated into chapters nine and ten
(a small part is also integrated into a couple of other chapters). I am grateful
to the editorial authorities of Bukkyö Kenyü, published by the Kokusai
Bukkyöto Kyökai, and of the Journal of Buddhist Studies, published by the
Centre for Buddhist studies, Sri Lanka, for permitting me to incorporate the
contents of these three articles in this book.

As this book grew in three stages, and contains a portion that was originally
written a little more than a decade back, I must request the readers to bear
with me for certain inconsistencies and overlapping within the chapters that
still remain in spite of some effort (imperfect owing to pressure of time) on
my part to rectify them.

The second chapter stands out differently from the other chapters, being
a lengthy discussion of the historical issues related to the disputants of the
Abhidharma controversies. I have decided to present the content of this
chapter — at the risk of scaring away the more general readers from almost
the beginning — on account of the relative scarcity of modern discussion
on these issues. I suggest that those readers troubled by the numerous
technical terminologies and new doctrinal categories should at first just scan
the chapter, looking for only the summarized comments given at different
places and the concluding remarks. They can revisit the chapter at a later
stage when they feel more ready to do so.

IV
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to the publication project, and Aosi Mak for proof-reading a large part of
the book, drawing the charts and generating the index. Two other students
of mine, Ven. P Chandaratana and Mei Ling Fok must also be thanked for
participating in the proofreading of the first couple of chapters.

I must also express my gratitude to Professor CF Lee, Ven. Dr. Jing Yin,
Ven. Hin Hung and other members of the Li Chong Yuet Ming Buddhist
Studies Fund of the Li Ka Shing Foundation, for including this book in
the publication series of the Centre of Buddhist Studies, The University of
Hong Kong.

KL Dhammajoti
November, 2007
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1. Introduction

According to Buddhism, the fundamental cause that binds us in the samsaric
process is ignorance: the fundamental cognitive error on account of which
we see things topsy turvy (viparïtam). Absolute liberation is achieved with
the attainment of perfect insight through which we see things truly as they are
(yathä-bhütam). Our mind then comes to be perfectly appeased, completely
unperturbed — completely freed from defilement. The Buddhists in the
Abhidharma period, as much as the early Buddhists and the later Mahäyänists,
are deeply concerned with this question of the cognitive error. From this
perspective, it is no exaggeration to state that epistemological doctrines have
been, without exception, the main part of what comes to be known — for
want of a better term — as 'Buddhist philosophy'. This said, however,
it must be borne in mind that, for the Äbhidharmika schools, particularly
the Sarvästiväda, epistemological views are intimately connected with their
ontological commitment. Often, one lends support to the other; and at times
they even stand or fall together.

In spite of their divergent epistemological views, all the Abhidharma schools
and individual masters accept the existence of the external reality in some
form or another. The main issues of contention are:

(1) the instrument of perception;
(2) the ontological status of the cognitive objects;
(3) the mental factors involved in cognition;
(4) the process through which we acquire knowledge of this external

reality.

In the following pages, we shall outline the Abhidharma doctrines and
controversy on perception. The epistemological theories of the Sarvästiväda
and Sauträntika are still little understood, and we hope here to be able to shed
a little more light on them with the help particularly of'the Abhidharma-mahä-
vibhäsä and Samghabhadra's *Nyäyänusära. These two texts, authored
by leading orthodox Sarvästiväda masters and extant only in classical
Chinese translations, are very valuable sources for our understanding of
the Sarvästiväda doctrines in their proper perspective. It is no exaggeration
to say that modern discussion in the West on Sarvästiväda doctrines
have mostly been derived from Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa-bhäsya,
Yasomitra's Sphutärthäbhidharmakosa-vyäkhyä and the partially preserved
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Abhidharmadïpa with Prabhä-vrtti. However, the expositions in the first
two lean heavily on the Sauträntika stance and often do not do justice to the
orthodox Sarvâstivâda perspective. The Abhidharmadïpa, undoubtedly an
important work representing the Sarvâstivâda orthodoxy, is unfortunately
only partially preserved. It is our belief that Samghabhadra has most
brilliantly defended the Sarvâstivâda theses, and an in-depth analysis of
them simply cannot neglect his expositions and arguments. Besides, by
studying his *Nyäyänusära alongside with the Mahävibhäsä, we can avoid
the pitfall of hastily labelling some Vaibhasika doctrines not found in the
Abhidharmakosa-bhäsya as 'neo-Sarvästiväda'.

The additional importance of the Mahävibhäsä and the *Nyäyänusära lies
in the fact that they also provide a wealth of information on the doctrines
of the early Därstäntika and the Sauträntika. For the understanding of
the Sauträntika doctrines, Western and Indian scholars generally rely
heavily on the later Sanskrit tradition, and often through the comments
and argumentations by Buddhist and non-Buddhist logicians. In this
circumstance, the *Nyäyänusära which cites the teachings of the Sauträntika
master Sriläta extensively, often in great details, additionally constitutes
an indispensable source for our understanding of the Sauträntika. A study
of Sriläta's doctrines, alongside with those that can be gatthered from the
logical texts, should prove fruitful for a fuller picture of the Sauträntika
doctrines.

There is another important text, most probably belonging to the early
Därstäntika lineage within the Sarvâstivâda tradition, which is relatively
little known. This is the *Arya-vasumitra-samgrhïta (T28, no. 1549, U l i
g f l g l f i l ^ ^ g j t ) which is now preserved only in Chinese. It is the only
extant post-canonical Sarvâstivâda text that antedates the Mahävibhäsä.
Unfortunately, the translation is very abstruse and inconsistent, and as
a result not much study, to date, has been done on it.

It is through the process of the various vigorous Abhidharma controversies
that Buddhist thoughts in India developed, and continued to exert their impact
throughout the doctrinal development of the Mahäy äna. The disputant schools
of thought which we shall be encountering in the following chapters are the
Sarvâstivâda, Vaibhasika, Därstäntika and Sauträntika (and to a lesser extent
the Yogäcära). But we must admit that our present knowledge as to what
these sectarian appellations standpoint for is far from being satisfactory.
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The historical relationship among these schools has been a keen subject of
investigation in recent years among some Japanese and Western scholars.
But modern researches into their historical relationship have in a way raised
more questions than answered — and this is in a sense undoubtedly also
a positive advancement in Buddhist scholarship. Thus, for instance, while
in the relatively later texts, the Sautrantika and Yogäcära are mentioned as
two distinct schools, often mentioned together with the Sarvastivada and
the Mädhyamika as the four representative schools of Buddhism,1 E. Lamotte
remarks that the Sautrantika represented a philosophical movement rather
than a homogeneous sect, adding that no Sautrantika monastery has ever
been attested.2 Other modern scholars recently propose that the Sauträntikas
belonged to the Sarvastivada sect and that Vasubandhu, when authoring the
Abhidharmakosa-bhäsya, was already a Mahäyänist Yogäcära basing his
Sautrantika doctrines on the Yogäcärabhümi-sästra?

In this book, therefore, before we actually get into the Abhidharma doctrines
and controversies, we shall begin in the next chapter with a fairly lengthy
discussion on the question of the historical interrelation among these
schools. Recently, a whole volume of the Journal of the International
Association of Buddhist Studies (= JIABS),4 was devoted to the studies on
the Sauträntikas. The discussion in the next chapter reviews some of the
major views put forward by the scholars in this volume. While we may not
be able to concur on most of their interpretations made by the scholars in the
volume, we nevertheless greatly value their scholarly contribution which,
among other things, offer fresh perspectives on the related historical issues.
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Notes

1 E.g., In Moksakara Gupta's Tarkabhäsä, ed., Embar Krishnamacharya (Baroda, 1942), 34 ff.
2 Lamotte, E. History of Indian Buddhism (English tr), (Louvain-La-Neuve, 1988), 526.
3 E.g., See views of Yoshifumi Honjö, Robert Kritzer, et. al. in JIABS, vol. 26, no.2. See also

discussion on their views in the next chapter.
4 Vol26,No.2,2003.



2. Sarvastivada, Vaibhasika,
Därstäntika, Sauträntika and Yogäcära

2.1. Sarvastiväda and Vaibhasika

At the outset, it must be emphasized that "Sarvastiväda", "Vaibhasika"
and the "Mahävibhäsä orthodoxy" do not have the same connotations.
The Sarvastivada remained the most powerful and influential school in
North-western India from around the beginning of the Christian era to
about the 7th century A.D., initially established in Mathurä and expanding
in the north where Kasmîra became its centre of orthodoxy. It was here
that the encyclopaedic Abhidharma-mahävibhäsä (= MVS) was compiled.
This 'Great Commentary' (mahä-vibhäsä), consisting of 200 fascicles in
Xuan Zang's translation, purports to be the commentary on the canonical
Abhidharma text, the Jnänaprasthäna-sästra ( = JPS, T 26, no. 1544). It must
have been the effort of a large group of Kâsmïrian Sarvastivada pandits
whose motive was to establish the Sarvastivada orthodoxy based primarily
on the Jnänaprasthäna positions, purging and repudiating doctrines — both
within and outside the Sarvastivada school — that contradict the compilers'
stance. The whole process of compilation, including revision and additions,
resulting in its final completion around mid 2nd century A.D. could have
taken more than half a century.

The Sarvästivädins represent a fairly broad spectrum of people who are
united by their categorical doctrine that dharma-s persist (sarvadä asti)
through the three periods of time. This doctrinal stance is opposed to that
of the Vibhajyavâdins (the Distinctionists). The latter are so called because
they hold that the status of existence of the dharma-s in the three periods of
time has to be distinguished: only the present, or those karma which have
not given fruit exist; all other past dharma-s as well as future ones are not
existent.

As is evident from the MVS, the broad lineage of Sarvastivada is divided
into several communities, including the Dârstântikas who are essentially
anti-äbhidharmika, the "western" and "outside" masters (those based in
Gandhära, west of and outside Kasmîra), and some individual masters.
Generally speaking, those labelled as "western masters" are observed to
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doctrinally lean more on the Prakarana-päda, rather than the JPS, and their
doctrines often differ to varying degrees from those of the Kâsmîrian
masters. These masters outside Kasmira apparently do not even consider
JPS as a treatise of their affiliation. For instance, contrary to the Kâsmirian
masters, they maintain that rüpa-dharma-s do not have homogenous cause
(sabhäga-hetu). When asked how, in that case, they would explain the
statement in the JPS1 that past mahä-bhüta-s and bhautika-s can serve as the
homogeneous causes for the similar future rnahä-bhüta-s and bhautika-s,
they answer thus:

Why should we bother to comprehend [statements] in the treatise of others
(See below, § 2.2)

Since the compilation of the MVS, the adherents of the Mahavibhäsä,
based mainly in Kasmira, came to be known as the "Vaibhâsika". But even
this orthodox and conservative group of Sarvästivädins are not entirely
unanimous in what they uphold as the true doctrines of the MVS. It must be
borne in mind that the Vaibhäsika doctrines themselves, since the compilation
of the MVS, had gone through centuries of development, some indications
of which are visible in the various Chinese recensions, distanced by some
four centuries, of the Mahävibhäsä. In fact, the doctrines in the MVS are
the fruition of some three or four centuries of studies by the Sarvastivada
Äbhidharmikas from the time of the JPS (2nd B.C.) to that of the compilation
of the MVS. Reflection of this evolving nature in the Vaibhäsika doctrines
can be observed in Samghabhadra's *Nyäyänusära. {circa 5th century A.D.)
Thus, whereas the MVS compilers and Vasubandhu severely criticised
Dharmaträta's explanation on the theory of tri-temporality {sarvastivada),
Samghabhadra, a staunch Vaibhäsika, enthusiastically defends it and in fact
extensively employs it in his own expositions.

2.2. Darstânika, Sautrantika and Yogäcära

Most scholars studying the historical relationship between the Darstantikas
and the Sauträntikas adopt and are influenced by the theory of Przyluski, J.,
that "Dârstântika" and "Sautrantika" are two names referring to the same
group of Buddhist masters: the former is used derogatorily by their opponents,
namely the Äbhidharmikas; the latter, by these masters themselves with
a sense of pride.3 La Vallée Poussin4 endorses this view, citing in support
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a passage from the MVS5 which condemns the Darstantika way of establishing
a doctrinal point by using worldly similes {drstäntä). Katö, J., does likewise.6

Arguing that drstäntä has a depreciative connotation, Przyluski asserts:

...just as sruta is opposed to drsta- or sruti- to pratyaksa- the former term
applied as compared to the latter, a knowledge of superior quality.7

Professor Jayatilleke, KN.,8 however, has already refuted Przyluski's view.
In conclusion, Jayatilleke states, referring to the Buddhist tradition:

We see here the very opposite of what Przyluski was suggesting, namely
the superior valuation of dittham (what is seen) over sutam (what is heard).
Przyluski has also apparently confused dittham with ditthi.9

As an example of modern scholars influenced by Przyluski's view, Yoshifumi
Honjö in a recent study claims that the name "Sauträntika" dates back to the
pro-Vibhäsä period.10 Among the evidences cited by him, one is that:

If we are to accept Przyluski's view, it is unnatural that the Darstantikas in the
Vibhäsä should have had only a pejorative name.11

However, contrary to Honjö's reasoning, we may equally — and perhaps
more justifiably — argue that if Przyluski were right, we should expect at
least an occasional mention of the name 'Sauträntika' in the gigantic volume
of the Vibhäsä. The term ' I S P P ' — usually corresponding to 'Sauträntika'
— does occur in Xuan Zang's version of the text a couple of times. But as
has long been pointed out by Yin Shun,12 this rendering was in fact Xuan
Zang's own responsibility.

As a matter of fact, the MVS passage cited by Poussin and Kato in their
support do not sufficiently lend support to Przyluski's view. For, the criticism
therein are clearly against the manner in which drstänta-s, eulogizing hymns,
poems, stories are employed, which happen to contravene Vaibhäsika
doctrines. There does not seem to be any specific and deliberate contrast
between drstäntä and sütränta, in the manner suggested by Przyluski,
Poussin and Kato. The Därstäntika masters are in fact not the only ones
criticized in this manner; the Mahäsämghika and other Vibhajyavädins,
some individual masters mentioned by name and some heretics, are likewise
condemned wherever the similes they employ present a challenge to the
Sarvästiväda tenet under discussion.13
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In such contexts, the compilers or the Savâstivâdin masters concerned
would simply reject the simile as being outside the tripitaka, unworthy
of any attempt at comprehending. Yet, in most cases, such a rejection is
actually followed by an attempt — given as an alternative to the rejection —
to expose the logical fallacy of the simile. Thus, when the Mahäsämghika
claims that knowledge (jnäna) is self-aware, illustrating with the example of
a lamp that illuminates itself as well as other things at the same time — thus
contradicting the Äbhidharmika thesis that a dharma itself (a svabhäva)
does not know itself — the Sarvästivädins argue in an ostensibly logical
manner that it is a case of false analogy:

This need not be comprehended, for it is not included in the sütra, vinaya or
abhidharma. Moreover, one cannot object to the ärya-dharma-s by means
of the worldly dharma-s, [the two] being different from each other. If it has
to be comprehended, the fallacy of the example should be explained. The
example being fallacious, what is to be illustrated is not established.

Just as a lamp is without any sense faculty (indriyd) or the ability to take
an object, pertaining to the non-sentient (asattvakhyd) as it does; the
knowledge [compared to] ought to be likewise. Just as a lamp is composed of
atoms (paramänu), knowledge ought to be likewise. Since such is not the case,
how can it serve as an illustration? Moreover, do they concede that a lamp
is of the nature of illumination? If it is, why does it need to be illuminated?
[On the other hand] if it is not of the nature of illumination, then it ought to
be darkness and ought not be called a lamp. A lamp is so-called on account of
its shattering darkness, how can it not be of the nature of illumination? Hence
it should not be held that a lamp illuminates itself. Accordingly, that which is
to be illustrated also is not established ( ^ $L asiddha).14

Another such instance concerns the Vibhajyavâdins' claim — and the
corresponding Sarvästivädin refutation — that an arhat cannot retrogress
since the defilement he has destroyed cannot possibly re-arise, citing the
worldly example that a vase broken into pieces cannot be reconstituted.
There, it is concluded that "the example and the dharma are dissimilar."15

It must, moreover, be noted that the Sarvästivädin Äbhidharmikas
themselves — both the Kasmïrians and non-Kasmïrians — are quite aware of
the important logical function of examples and similes, and certainly employ
them themselves at times in support of their own propositions. Thus, in the
above cited argument concerning the impossibility of an intrinsic nature
knowing itself, while rejecting the Mahäsämghika's use of a commonplace
simile to claim the opposite, the MVS compilers earlier have quoted one
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opinion, presumably by some Sarvâstivâdin masters — "some say"
— who argue as follows:

It is seen in the world that the blade of a knife does not cut itself; the tip
of a finger does not touch itself; an eye pupil does not see itself; a heroic
person does not think highly of himself. Thus, an intrinsic nature does not
know itself. 16

This argument purely on the basis of commonplace similes is not rejected
or even criticized! The Kasmîrian Sarvâstivâdin attitude towards the use of
similes as proof given on the part of other fellow Sarvästivädins is also clearly
seen in a discussion on the homogeneous cause (sabhäga-hetu, a causal
category that generates a result of the same moral nature). The Kasmîrian
view is that, just as mental dharma-s, material dharma-s too have this causal
category. The foreign Abhidharma masters (outside Kasmira), however,
disagree, maintaining that they arise solely by virtue of the coming together
of other conditions. The only proof they offer consists of two commonplace
examples: (i) It is seen that (§t JL drsyate) from mud grass appears on
account of being exposed to sunlight and wind, and then rain, (ii) It is also
seen that plants grow on roofs and mountain peaks even though there has
not previously been any seed. When asked how they would explain the
statement in the JPS which says that past mahä-bhüta-s and bhautika-s
can serve as homogeneous causes for the similar future mahä-bhüta-s and
bhautika-s, these foreign masters first answer that such statements need not
be explained by them, since they occur in the treatise of others (See above,
§2.1). Immediately following this, however, they proceed to interpret the
statement to avoid the contradiction: "If it need be comprehended, one should
explain thus ..." (Cf. this to the way the Sarvästivädins comment on the use
of similes as proofs by the Därstäntikas and others). Interestingly, when
the Kasmîrian Sarvästivädins are next asked how they would explain the
examples cited by the foreign masters; instead of beginning by condemning
such use of similes as we have observed above, they straight away proceed
to interpret the examples:

There have previously been seeds in the mud from which [the grasses
subsequently] arise; it was due to the deficiency in other conditions that the
grasses could not arise ...17

Besides similes, the Sarvästiväda Äbhidharmikas at times also do not
hesitate to cite stanzas in their support. As one of the proofs for their most
important doctrine of sarvästitva, the Kasmîrian masters rely on a gäthä
from the Udänavarga which likens the gradual maturation of karma to
the transformation of milk into curd and to a fool's gradual realization of
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the heat underneath the ashes on which he has been treading.18 One final
example: To establish the doctrine of simultaneous causality (sahabhü-
and sarnprayukta-hetu-s), the Sarvästivädins heavily rely on a few visible
examples: two bundles of straws mutually supporting each other; many
people crossing a river by joining hands together; etc. Samghabhadra certainly
vehemently defends this doctrine by dealing at great length with the example
of the simultaneous causal relationship between a lamp and its light.19

As to the contention that the appellation "Därstäntika" is pejorative, it is
very noteworthy that we find instances where the Darstantikas are referred
to as "The Venerable Därstäntika" (# a É'^^") , which is hardly humiliating.
Moreover, the well-known Därstäntika masters, Dharmaträta and
Buddhadeva, are in fact respected by the compilers of the MVS as among
the "four great äcärya-s of the Sarvästiväda". Very recently, it has further
been pointed out that the Därstäntika leader, Kumäraläta entitled his own
book as Drstäntapankti,20 and it is hardly imaginable that he would have
chosen such a title had drstäntalDärstäntika been treated by his opponents
as a pejorative term.

A key factor in considering the relationship between the early Darstantikas
and the later Därstäntika-Sauträntika is the doctrinal position concerning
sarvästitva. Whereas the latter indisputably are Vibhajyavädins, the
former are Sarvästivädins. Evidently under the influence of Przyluski's
theory, however, Katö considers the Darstantikas as being opposed to the
Sarvästiväda standpoint.21 In this context, he cites the following view of the
Darstantikas in the MVS:

When dharma-s arise, they arise by reason of a cause; but when they cease,
they do not cease by reason of a cause.22

But this view can hardly serve as evidence that these Darstantikas
are opposed to sarvästitva. The issue here concerns whether or not
dharma-s require a cause for their ceasing. The Äbhidharmikas,
as much as the Darstantikas hold that all conditioned dharma-s are
momentary! Robert Kritzer23 similarly asserts that the Darstantikas
share the same present-only-exist position with the Sautrântika. But in
his case, he refers to the following passage in the MVS:

The Därstäntika-vibhajyavädins maintain that time (adhvan) and the
conditioning forces (samskära) are distinct entities. Time is a permanent entity;
the conditioning forces are impermanent entities.24 When the conditioning

10
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forces are coursing in time, they are like the fruits in a vessel, coming out from
this vessel and turning into that vessel.... Likewise are the conditioning forces:
they enter into the present time from the future time, and enter into the past
time from the present time. To repudiate their proposition, it is shown [here]
that time and the conditioning forces are not different in intrinsic nature.25

It is not clear whether the term If ^^SOfraEffi, which we have rendered
here as a compound, stands for "the Darstantikas who are Vibhajyavädins",
or "Darstantikas and Vibhajyavädins" (i.e., asakarmadhäraya or a dvandva).
If it is the former, Kritzer might be justified in his interpretation. This is
also how Yin Shun takes it, though he thinks that the Darstantikas referred
to here probably represent only a section of those who were beginning to
merge with the Vibhajyavädins.26 However, we must note that in the older
translation of the MVS (T no. 1546), the term here is simply 'Darstantikas'
(|§^).27 More importantly, although in this context, the Vibhäsä compilers
begin by citing the Jnänaprasthäna that "there are three [categories] of
dharma-s, viz, past, present and future; it is only after quoting the above
passage that, they say:

Furthermore, [another reason why the Jnänaprasthäna presents this topic
is that] there are some who are deluded with regard to the intrinsic nature
(svabhäva) of [the dharma-s] of the three times, denying the existence of
the past and future [dharma-s], and maintain that the present [dharma-s]
are unconditioned. To repudiate their proposition, it is shown [here] that the
characteristic and intrinsic natures of the past and future [dharma-s] exist
truly, and that the present [dharma-s] are conditioned. Why? If the past and
future [dharma-s] were non-existent... (he. cit.).

It is therefore clear that concerning the Darstäntika view, the point to be
refuted is the independent existence of time. The impermanence of the
svabhäva of conditioned dharma-s is no problem at all for the Sarvästivädins.
The intrinsic nature of a dharma, though existing throughout time {sarvadä
asti), is not permanent; only the unconditioned dharma-s, transcending the
temporal process, are permanent (nitya)?% It is only the second group of
people (probably the Mahäsämghika) who are to be refuted concerning the
unreality of the tri-temporal dharma-s. The same view of this second group
is refuted elsewhere several more times,29 and in each case the Vibhäsä
compilers argue for the reality of the tri-temporal existence of dharma-s.
In the two occurrences of this view in the older version of the Vibhäsä,
the compilers' argument is also unambiguously against the unreality of the
past and future dharma-s.

11
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Kritzer remarks here that although otherwise the Därstäntikas are not
identified as those who deny the existence of past and future, "since the
Tattvasiddhi clearly denies the reality of past and future, it is probably safe
to say that this position was held by the Därstäntikas." (loc. cit.) But this is
yet another instance of confounding the early Därstäntikas with those in the
later, post-MVS period. It is even a case of begging the question, since he
has not yet ascertained the nature of the Därstäntikas in the Vibhäsä. Xuan
Zang's tradition tells us that Kumäraläta was the "original master" of the
Sauträntika.30 But even this Därstäntika guru of the post Vibhäsä era holds
the sarvästitva standpoint.31 Harivarman, the author of * Tattvasiddhi,
who, according to tradition, was his pupil, on the other hand, had become
a Vibhajyavädin. From this fact, we should learn to be more cautious not to
hastily equate the early with the later Därstäntikas. Moreover, Buddhadeva
and Dharmaträta, two early Därstäntika masters, are well known to subscribe
to the sarvästitva doctrine.32

Honjö,33 who also seems influenced by Przyluski, states the following as
an evidence for his assertion that "Sauträntika" is pre-Vibhäsä:

( 1 ) Commentators on the Abhidharmakosa-bhäsya, such as Samghabhadra,
do not distinguish between Sauträntika and Därstäntika.

(2) Przyluski's theory implies the Därstäntika ought to have the other
name as "Sauträntika".

(3) The severe attack in the MVS on the Vaibhäsika orthodoxy is
substantially a claim that Abhidharma is not Buddhavacana (this for
Honjö, is the "basic definition" of "Sauträntika"34).

(4) The Sphutärthä Abhidharma-kosa-vyäkhyä (= Vy) contains two
instances mentioning a Sauträntika view.

Among these four points, the second one has already been examined above.
As for (1), these commentators/critics were of the 5th or 6th century when the
Därstäntika had evolved into the Sauträntika. As for (3), as Honjö himself
observed, there is no evidence that the Därstäntika in MVS explicitly rejects
the authority of the Abhidharma. (loc. cit.) In fact, Buddhadeva, Dharmaträta,
and the "Därstäntika", alongside with the Äbhidharmikas, each is recorded
to have offered a descriptive definition of 'Abhidharma\ and none of these
definitions is rejected by the compilers.35

As for (4), the two textual instances Honjö gives in his support are:
(i) Vy, 673: vibhäsäyärn Bhadantena Sauträntikenoktam I
(ii) Vy, 44: Sauträntikadarsanävalambi cäyam bhadanto Vibhäsäyärn

likhitah I

12
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(i) concerns a Därstäntika view that the dhyänänga, sukha, is a bodily
sukhendriya, which contradicts the Vaibhäsika position.36 Yasomitra states
here that in this connection a Sauträntika Bhadanta in the Vibhäsä reasons
that since according to the Äbhidharmikas one in the second or higher
dhyäna (though without vitarka and vicära) can 'draw5 the caksurvijnäna
etc. from the lower dhyäna-s, it is thereby conceded that there exist sensory
consciousnesses in the second and higher dhydna-s as well This seems
likely to be a reference to the Därstäntika view in the MVS that there
can be visual consciousness etc in the last three dhydna-s; but unlike the
Äbhidharmikas, they hold that the sensory consciousnesses are generated
directly from the sensory faculties pertaining to these three dhyäna-s.31

This is in keeping with the Därstäntika position that vitarka and vicära exist
throughout from kämadhätu up to bhavägra.3* On the other hand, elsewhere
in the MVS, Bhadanta (Dharmatrata) is reported as stating that whatever is
bodily vedanä is also mental vedanä, but not conversely.39 It therefore seems
likely that Yasomitra, whose era had already witnessed the emergence of
the Sauträntika descending from the Därstäntika, interprets the statement
in question as coming from a "Sauträntika Bhadanta in the Vibhäsä".
This is probably in the sense as expressed by him in instance (ii): 'a Bhadanta
in the Vibhäsä inclined towards the Sauträntika {sauträntikävalambi)\
This latter description occurs in the context of commenting on a Bhadanta's
explanations of rüpa-s said to be "gross", "subtle", etc. Here, he disagrees
with.Bhagavadvisesa that this Bhadanta is Bhadanta Dharmatrata in the
Vibhäsä; Dharmatrata is recorded in the Vibhäsä as holding the standpoint
of sarvästitva and is hence not a Sauträntika.40

It is interesting to observe that this very same difference in opinions is also
recorded in Sthiramati's Tattvärthä. Commenting on "bhadanta äha" in the
AKB,41 Sthiramati states:

"The Bhadanta further says thus"42 — One43 master says that this is
a Sauträntika master named Dharmatrata, ... Another says that if this were
Dharmatrata, he ought to be a Vaibhäsika, not a Sauträntika. The Sauträntika
calls [this master by the word] 'Bhadanta' only, and this master does not
accept the Vaibhäsika explanations; hence he is not Dharmatrata. Why does
he not accept? Because the Bhagavat himself has spoken of past and future;
why should they explain the past and future as that which are far and the
present as that which is near? The 'far' has this nature; the meanings of
'gross' and 'subtle' are indeterminate; and the meanings of "inferior"
"superior" are not completely reasonable — for these reasons, this master
offers another explanation.44

13
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These information, firstly, conspire to confirm that there had indeed been
some confusion — even on the part of the ancient — concerning the sectarian
affiliation of "the BhadantcT. In the MVS, this term generally refers to
Dharmatrâta whom everybody knew as a Därstäntika leader. But because
a major section of the later-time Sautrantika — such as that led by Sriläta —
advocated doctrines derived from or heavily influenced by him, some
commentators seemed to think of him as a Sautrantika or 'one leaning towards
the Sautrantika'. Secondly, for others, the Bhadanta Dharmatrâta — and for
that matter the Därstäntikas in the MVS — was a Vaibhäsika/Sarvästivädin,
sharing the thesis of sarvästitva. Thus, to say the least, it is certain that the
ancient did not indiscriminatively equate 'Därstäntika' with 'Sautrantika'.
In brief, Honjô's arguments for his proposition that 'Sautrantika' predates
the Vibhäsä are unconvincing.

2.3. Sautrantika and Yogacara

Several scholars concur that the Sautrantika doctrines in Vasubandhu's
Abhidharmakosa-bhäsya are to be traced to the Yogäcärabhümi-sästra
(YBS). Thus, Y Honjô proposes that:

The Sautrantika theories of Vasubandhu in the Abhidharmakosabhäsya
have their origin in the Yogäcärabhümi. Therefore, it is highly probable
that Vasubandhu was a Mahâyânist already at the time of writing the
Abhidharmakosa. Sriläta and others, on the other hand, seem to have been
"Hïnayanists".45

In a similar vein, Robert Kritzer asserts:

An examination of the passages in which Vasubandhu attributes a doctrinal
position to Sautrantika shows that, in almost every case, a closely related,
if not identical, position can be found somewhere in the Yogäcärabhümi.46

Nobuyoshi Yamabe states that "the Därstäntika or Sautrantika tradition
was fairly closely linked to meditative traditions".47 This statement seems to
correspond better to historical facts. As noted by Yamabe himself (/oc. cit.),
Yin Shun (1968) has already demonstrated elaborately that the early
Därstäntikas were at once preachers and meditation masters.48 However,
Yamabe goes further. He observes that some passages on meditation practices
in the Saundaränanda of Asvaghosa, a Därstäntika, find parallels in the
Srävakabhümi of the YBS . While admitting that "these two texts seem to
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have had common sources in the Agamic literature", he nevertheless thinks
that "the similarities are too extensive for us to assume that these two texts
separately relied on common sources."49 However, since all the parallels
he has presented on sïla and bhojana are traceable to the Pali sutta-s and
Vinaya,50 all long antedating the two texts under discussion, it would indeed
seem more reasonable to assume that the Agamic and Vinaya parallels are
indeed their common sources, unless and until the direct connection between
these passages of the two texts can be established beyond doubt. This is all
the more probable when we consider that these passages concern the daily
practices of a bhiksu most likely since the Buddha's time.

Sharing a similar stance with Honjö, Kritzer and others, Yamabe in this
regard also provides three doctrinal parallels which we shall examine
below:51

(1) Basing on Honjö, Harada and his own observations, Yamabe
concludes that the Saundaränanda, AKB and YBS share the same
tenet of anusaya as dormant defilement in contrast to paryavasthäna
as its manifestation (samudäcära). Yamabe further proposes that
"Vasubandhu directly based his description of this Sauträntika theory ...
from the Yogäcärabhümi. ... ", and that this theory cannot be confirmed
in the earlier Darstäntika sources such as the MVS and the *Tattvasiddhi.
Many other scholars, such as Harada52 and Kritzer,53 share this latter
conviction with Yamabe. According to Kritzer, other Yogäcärabhümi
sources for Vasubandhu include the doctrines of santati-parinäma-
visesa, mutual perfuming of näma and rüpa, etc.54

But, as Yin Shun has shown, Asvaghosa was a typical Darstäntika
master characterized by a combination of being at once a meditator
and a £)/zarm<2-preacher55 — a combination to which Yamabe would
agree. Besides the Saundaränanda reference above, Asvaghosa's
Buddhacarita also alludes to an elementary form oîbïja theory, along
with the (at least implicit) notion of santati-parinäma-visesa:

The spout arises as a result of the seed, [yet] the seed is not the sprout
itself; [the two] are neither identical nor different. Likewise is the birth
of a sentient being.56

As is too well known to require elaboration, another somewhat more
explicit reference to such a doctrine of Asvaghosa is alluded to by
Vasubandhu in his Karmasiddhi.57 The same doctrine is clearly
discernible in another Biography of the Buddha, the
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(T3, no.190)58 which is probably also a work by a master belonging to
the broad Därstäntika movement:

Just as, the sprout arises because of the seed;
Apart from the seed, the sprout does not arise.
This does not obtain when the two are mutually separated;
And yet it is neither [a case of] permanence nor impermanence.59

An even more concrete expression of the blja andsantati-parinäma-visesa
doctrines, said to belong to the Äbhidharmikas60 is cited by Yin Shun61

from Nägärjuna's Mülamadhyamakakärikä.62 Other sources on this
doctrine predating the AKB, cited by Yin Shun are: Dharmasresthî's
*Abhidharma-hrdaya (P^Jêli'l^ïlffl);63 Upasânta's *Abhidharma-
hrdaya-sütra (^Si l t^frafM); 6 4 Dharmaträta's *Abhidharma-hrdaya-
vyäkhyä (ff H Jellr^HÈ65 — regarded by many as a direct source for the
AKB); Asvaghosa's stanza (referred to above) in *Karrna$iddhi; and the
MVS.66 All these references relate to the serial continuity of avijnapti
and the notion of väsanä. I shall quote below the MVS reference which
is perhaps relatively little noticed by scholars in this connection:

According to some: the prätimoksa-samvara, from the first moment of its
projection by the informative karma, is present at all times [in the ordainee
who] is endowed (samanvägata) with it: Whether he is asleep, drunk,
mentally derailed, fainted; whether he is having a volition or not; whether
he is having a defiled or neutral thought, or is thoughtless (acittaka) — in
all states it is present, existing as an uninterrupted serial continuity.67

This description of avijnapti is essentially the same as Vasubandhu's
definition in the AKB which speaks of it also as a continuous series
(anubandha).68 It is significant that this notion was already in the MVS.
I have proposed elsewhere69 that the doctrine of avijnapti as an ever-
present, transforming serial continuity enables the Sarvästivädins
to explain their notion of a karmic force projected by a cetanä
that continuously undergoes transformation: A meritorious karma
continuously grows in strength (abhivardhate, as said in the sütra;
also: upacita) in the person (this is regarded as one of the scriptural
supports for the doctrine) when he is subsequently rejoicing in the
action; an unskillful karma can have its effect counteracted when the
doer subsequently truly repents. As far as the notion of a karmic series
undergoing continuous transformation until fruition is concerned, it is
essentially the same as the Sautrântika doctrine of santati-parinäma-
visesa; with the important difference, of course, that for the Sautrântika,
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avijnapti is unreal and the cetanä that initially projects the continuity,
being past, is also non-existent. We can therefore see clearly here
that, to account for the Buddhist conception of karmic continuity,
the Vibhajyavädins in particular need some such notion of santati-
parinäma that continuously arises in the present — the only temporal
point of dharma activity left for them!70 It is probably for this reason
that Samghabhadra, the orthodox Vaibhäsika, considers all such notions
as bîja, anudhätu, avipranäsa, väsanä, etc, as being essentially the same
doctrinally.71 In brief, as Yin Shun remarks, it seems reasonable that
the Sauträntika doctrines of bîja and väsanä are derived from the early
Därstäntikas, representing as they do the present-only-exist version of
the Äbhidharmika theory.72

In this connection, it is illuminating to note in the MVS (96b),
the following Vibhajyavädin position of the Kâsyapïya:

They are some who hold that the vipâka-hetu-s exist always as entities
(ÄfütS'Ef) so long as their retribution fruit-s have not ripened.
Once their fruits are ripened, they are destroyed as entities (ÄISfMÄ).
Thus, the Kâsyapîyas assert: Just as, so long as the sprout has not been
generated, the seed always exists as an entity; it is destroyed once the
sprout is generated. Likewise are the retribution causes (vipâka-hetu-s).
To repudiate their claim, it is shown here that a retribution cause still
exists even when its fruit has ripened.

To account for karmic continuity, the Vibhajyavädins can no more
employ the Sarvästiväda notion of the continued existence of a past
cause. They must find a mechanism through which the karmic efficacy
is continuously transmitted until final fruition: This is the reason why
they need a doctrine of bîja and santati-parinäma-visesa. Samghabhadra
reports as follows this common tenet of the later Därstäntika-Sauträntika,
stated more articulately than the Kâsyapïya statement above:

According to the tenet of... the Därstäntikas:... It is just as a seed in the
external [world]; when distinctive conditions obtain, it functions as the
cause directly transmitting [the generative efficacy]; having effected the
fruition, it ceases. Following this stage, there arise successively the root,
the sprout, the stem, the branches and leaves, etc. Dharma-s of different
forms, though not enduring as entities, arise as a serial continuity.
At the final stage, it is again when distinctive conditions obtain that it
can become the cause generating its specific fruit.73
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We may also note in this connection another early Därstäntika reference
to the bïja theory, albeit once again not as developed as that in the AKB.
This is found in the *Süträlankära/'Drstäntapankti/' Kalpanä-manditikä
of Kumaralata (or according to the Chinese translation and also some
modern scholars: Asvaghosa):

Now I would like to give a drstänta in order to make its meaning clear.
Just as the seed of a crop which, as a result of the coming together of
various conditions (pratyaya-s) gives rise to the sprout. However in
reality this seed does not produce the sprout. By virtue of the fact the
seed ceases, there is the growth of the sprout; because the seed ceases,
there is no fault (dosa) of eternal ism. By virtue of the fact that there is
a growth of the sprout, there is no annihilism.74

In summary: the anusaya—paryavasthäna doctrine and those of bïja
and santati-parinärna-visesa, at least in their less developed form,
already exist in the MVS and are attributed to the Vibhajyavädins.
The early Därstäntikas, being originally Sarvästivädins, did not need
them for their doctrinal expositions. But at the same time, we have
also found some early Därstäntika masters, such as Asvaghosa and
Kumaralata, propounding these doctrines in some form. When later
on the Därstäntikas decisively leaped over to the Vibhajyaväda camp,
it is only natural to find them advocating these doctrines. From this
perspective, therefore, there is no necessity to assume that Vasubandhu
relied on the Yogäcärabhümi for his exposition of these doctrines.

(2) Vasubandhu refutes the view that there is no real sukha. Concurring with
Honjô, Yamabe observes that this view is not in YBS, but is attested
in the Därstäntika sources, such as the *Satyasiddhi. He highlights the
point that the theory "seems to have been propounded by some of the
earlier meditators."75

Moreover, Dharmaträta's Pancavastu-vibhäsä also contains a very
similar debate between the Äbhidharmikas and 'some5 who deny
real sukha.16 Samghabhadra too attributes it to Sriläta whom he calls
a Därstäntika, and like Vasubandhu, rejects it. The MVS too records
similar arguments, and the compilers likewise reject it.77 We can therefore
be sure that the doctrine must have existed at a very early stage within
the Sarvästiväda lineage — but not even necessarily confined to the
meditators. On this point, then, even if it could properly be established
that the doctrine was taught among some early meditators, there seems to
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be no sufficient reason to necessarily link it with the Yogäcära tradition
that later came to be represented by the YBS. Rather, we can also see
here a good illustration that Vasubandhu is familiar with, and probably
draws from, the Därstäntika and other early sources, and that he does not
always side with the relatively later Därstäntika-Sauträntika.

(3) Saundaränanda says that man is bound by abhütaparikalpa of the object.
Honjö links the verses concerned to a Därstäntika view in Ny (639b)
which speaks of the relativity of experience on account of discrimination
{parikalpa) with regard to the object. Yamabe further refers to a passage
in the MVS in which the Därstäntikas argue for the unreality of the object
using the simile of different people having different perceptions of one
and the same woman (MVS, 288b). Nevertheless, Yamabe thinks that
the verses are also significantly closely linked to the Yogäcära tradition
because of the expression abhüta-parikalpa. To further substantiate his
contention, he also refers to an argument in the * Mahäy änasangrahopa-
nibandhana, and further to a Srävakabhümi passage which speaks of
vikalpakam manovijnänam following the visual consciousness.

However, these references do not add up to much weight, since the
Äbhidharmika schools too would agree that in contrast to the five
sensory consciousnesses, manovijnäna is vikalpaka on account of
which we have attachment or aversion. Yamabe further argues that
the close link between the Saundaränanda and the Srävakabhümi is
also to be seen in the fact that both discuss 'grasping the nimitta and
anuvyanjana\ On the basis of all these, he concludes:

Therefore, Asvaghosa, Därstäntika, and Yogäcära seem to share the
same position on this matter. It is clear that this view is not shared by
the orthodox Sarvästiväda, since it is expressly rejected in the Vibhäsä
(T. 1545:288b27-cl)"78

But while it is true that the orthodox Sarvästivädins maintain the reality
of the external objects, they equally speak of the cognitive process as
involving the grasping of nimitta and anuvyanjana,79 and stress the
negative conditioning of vikalpa. Thus, arguing for the position that
the five sensory consciousnesses are morally definable (as kusala and
akusala), Samghabhadra explains:

[A sensory consciousness] though staying for one thought moment in
the visaya, is capable of grasping nimitta; they are therefore morally
definable. Thus, the sütra says: "Having seen nipa-s with the eyes,
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he does not grasp the nimitta (ft ), [or] the amivyanjana (#?) (sa caksusä
rüpäni drstvä na nimitta-gràhï bhavati / nänuvyanjana-grähi)"m

Because the visible objects are grasped by two consciousnesses, there is
first the arising of visual consciousness that grasps the nimitta of rüpa,
and then the arising of mental consciousness that grasps its amivyanjana.
Thus, the sütra intends to show that because visual consciousness can
grasp nimitta, it can also generate defilement. But if so, why is mental
consciousness alone said to be vikalpakal It should be understood that
it is only account of the force of vikalpa that there comes to be the
various faults.81

Moreover, we should not over-stress the connection of 'abhüta-parikalpa'
with the Yogäcära tradition in the description of the perception of an ordinary
worldling. The term JÉ;Jë53*30 which is Xuan Zang's usual rendering for
abhüta-parikalpa occurs twice in Ny.82 In MVS, other slightly different
renderings which probably translate abhüta-parikalpa are: ^ K ^ / ' J 8 3 and
T\ïE^)jy.84 The following occurrence in Ny, in the same context as the
above discussion, describes its role in the arising of klesa:

Sentient beings are of different natures; some with feeble defilements,
others with strong defilements. For those with feeble defilements,
there must first be the generation of false discrimination (JmL^éffi/fli,
abhüta-parikalpa) before a defilement can come into play (sam-ud-ä-
4car). For those with strong defilements, without depending on vikalpa,
a defilement arises as soon as it accords with the object. Accordingly,
there are cases where a defiled mental consciousness first arises, and other
cases where another type of defiled consciousness first arises.85

2 A Vasiibandti i i , Sae t ra i î t ika , Yogäcä ra

It seems, in the main, a reasonable assumption that the Yogäcära as
represented by the tradition of the YBS was evolved from among members
of the meditator community within the broad lineage of the Sarvästiväda.
The term Yogäcära master (ÏÉfiJHlilfO occurs about 140 times in the MVS.
These masters are the meditators whose primary concern is spiritual praxis
and realization, generally well respected by even the Äbhidharmikas.
These Yogäcära masters articulated certain doctrinal explanations on the basis
of their meditational experiences, and some of these explanations are accepted
by the Äbhidharmikas. Yin Shun86 cites the following example in which the
meditational experience of Yogäcäras is invoked as authority — even more
important than that of the sütra-s — by the compilers of the Vibhäsä:
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"Comment (by the compilers): Whether there is scriptural support or not,
there is definitely the äkära having the nairätmya of all dharma-s as object.
That is, the Yogäcära masters give rise to this äkära at the stage of practising
contemplation."87

Against this backdrop, we may understand that Vasubandhu would have been
familiar with doctrines propagated within the larger Sarvästiväda lineage,
some of which later developed into the so-called Sauträntika doctrines,
and others, Yogäcära doctrines. Of course, being within the same milieu,
the Därstäntika-Sauträntika and the Mahäyänic Yogäcära — particularly
those who are praxis-oriented — must have been mutually influenced
doctrinally. Accordingly, it should not be surprising to find doctrinal
parallels between what Vasubandhu identifies as Sauträntika doctrines in
the AKB on the one hand, and some of the doctrines in the Yogäcärabhümi
on the other. This does not necessarily imply that Vasubandhu bases his
Sauträntika doctrines on the Yogäcärabhümi. This, however, is precisely
what Robert Kritzer, and it would seem Honjö (see above) and others as
well, seek to establish. But while not ruling out the possibility entirely at
this stage, and not contesting that Vasubandhu was probably familiar with
the Yogäcärabhümi™ we must say that the parallels that Kritzer presents are
mostly unconvincing.

Among these "parallels", the ones that that are relatively more persuasive
are the bïja theory together with its associated notion of santati-parinäma-
visesa, and the description of anusaya as dormant seeds.89 But I have
already argued against these points above — regarding väsanä and santati-
parinäma-visesa, I have argued that they were already found in the doctrines
of as early a Därstäntika as Asvaghosa, and also Kumäraläta.

Kritzer remarks here that in the defense of sarvästitva, the MVS does not
refer to the notion of santati-parinäma-visesa. But again, we have seen that
in defending the continued existence of a past cause, it in fact does refer to
the Vibhajyavädin Kasyapïyas who speak of the cessation of a seed as soon
as the sprout arises, which necessarily implies the notion that a fruit does not
arise directly from the seed, but due to a kind of santati-parinäma-visesa.

Moreover, the cmain version' of bïja theory in the Yogäcärabhümi is
actually closer to Srïlâta's version known in Ny as the anudhätu theory
than Vasubandhu's (See infra, § 6.5), and Sriläta is vehemently against the
sahabhü-hetu which the Yogäcärabhümi version cannot do without.
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One of the biggest issues to be addressed by Kritzer is the absence of the term
älaya-vijnäna in the whole of the AKB. On this issue, he argues at length
concerning Vasubandhu's view that in the ärüpya, there is no support for
consciousness external to consciousness itself. To make possible a parallelism
between the AKB passage (112) and the YBS passages, he suggests that citta-
santati in Vasubandhu's passage could stand for älayavijnäna. However,
he seems to have read far too much into the passage. The only thing that
we can be definite about here is Vasubandhu's/Sautrantika explanation that
(i) for those free from attachment to rüpa — as beings born in the ärüpya
are — their cittasantati can operate without depending on rüpa', (ii) the force
of the äksepa-hetu is sufficient to sustain the cittasantati of a being in the
ärüpya. This Sauträntika position is made clear in the following criticism by
Samghabhadra:

(a) If as Vasubandhu claims, the cittasantati continues by virtue of
the äksepahetu, then it would be without a support (nisraya) when
a kusala or klista citta arises.

(b) Since he acknowledges that the citta, etc of beings in the käma-
and rüpa-dhätu definitely cannot operate without depending on the
physical body, why is it that for beings in the ärüpya, their citta, etc.,
can operate without absolutely any support?90

Accordingly, Vasubandhu's primary stress here is the strength and nature
of the äksepa-hetu\ and he acknowledges at least the dependence of the
cittasantati on rüpa in the two lower dhätu-s. There seems no need to
extrapolate, as Kritzer does, that the Sauträntika statement is based on
a notion of a consciousness that has already "transcended its original feature
of essentially being bound, and somehow subordinate, to corporeal matter,
and has rather in its turn become a fundamental constituent of personality."91

At any rate, it is noteworthy that whereas Samghabhadra can detect
a similarity between Vasubandhu's denial of tri-temporal existence on the
one hand and the Sünyatä doctrine negating all svabhäva-s on the other
(see below), he does not observe any connection between Vasubandhu's
conception of the cittasantati here and the älayavijnäna doctrine which
should have been well-known by his time.

Concerning the samskrta-laksana-s (Kritzer's point 3), their denial is already
attributed to the Därstäntikas in the MVS (198a).92 The same comment in
fact applies to the other passages concerning the denial of prthagjanatva
(= asamanvägama), avijhapti, samsthäna-rüpa, the asamskrta-s,92 etc.
Concerning the Sauträntika denial that the Buddha said an asamskrta is
a cause (point 4), Kritzer finds no parallel in YBS, while as he observes,
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a similar denial is found in MVS (103c). We might also note that the
main point in the Sauträntika denial of äkäsa is that it is none other than
äkäsa-dhätu which is just a prajnapti.94 In the MVS, the Äbhidharmikas
precisely endeavour to show that the two are not the same.95 Both in the
AKB and MVS, the Äbhidharmikas maintain that äkäsa has as its svabhäva
the absence of obstruction; it is against this notion that the Sauträntika %

argue that it is simply the absence of any obstructible/tangibles. From this
perspective, there is even more similarity on this debate between the MVS
and AKB, than between the AKB and YBS. All the above considerations
taken together, then, we cannot rule out the possibility that Vasubandhu's
sources in most cases could very well be the MVS or some other sources
which are now no more extant, rather than necessarily the YBS.

2.5, Hinayana Sautrantika and Yogacara Santrantika?

One more parallel pointed out by Kritzer (point I)97 concerns the debate on
what sees rüpa. The MVS tells us the different positions here — Vaibhäsikas:
the eye sees; Dharmatrâta: visual consciousness; Ghosaka: the prajnä
associated with visual consciousness; Därstäntikas: sämagrü98 At the end
of the debate in the AKB, Vasubandhu ascribes to the Sauträntika the
remark that it is futile to argue on this, because there is nothing that sees or
is seen — only the momentary dharma-s qua causes and effects (dharma-
rnätram / hetuphala-mätram /)." Concurring with Katö, Kritzer states:

As Katö points out, the commentators think that Vasubandhu favours
Dharmatrâta's opinion, but in fact, he may simply be using it to refute the
Vaibhäsikas.100

However, it does seem wiser to trust the commentators' opinion, not only
because these ancient masters were much closer to the time of the AKB,101

but also in consideration of the following fact: The Sauträntika remark at
the end effectively denies the reality of the äyatana-s — there is neither the
internal ayatana as that which sees, nor the external ayatana as the object of
vision. This is in line with Sriläta's position that "both the supporting bases
(äsraya; i.e. the organs) and the objects (älambana) of the five [sensory]
consciousnesses do not exist truly; the dhätu-s alone are real existents."102

For him, even the consciousnesses themselves do not exist as real entities:

When the sütra speaks of consciousness as that which is conscious (yijänätiti
vijnänam), it is not a discourse of paramärtha; it is a conventional one
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(samvrti-desana). If what is conscious is consciousness, then it ought also to
be called non-consciousness. That is: if what is capable of being conscious is
called consciousness, then it ought to become non-consciousness when it is
not capable of being conscious, [as when a requisite assemblage of conditions
is lacking]. It ought not be the case that what is a non-consciousness can be
called a consciousness.103

In contrast, Vasubandhu is known to hold that the äyatana-s exist truly in
as much as they are epistemic facts.104 According to Sthiramati,105 this view,
contrary to the understanding of some scholars, is not Vasubandhu's own,
but a Sautrântika view. Accordingly, it is more reasonable to understand
Vasubandhu as basically advocating the "consciousness sees" position,
rather than the one that is in line with Srïlata's denial of the äyatana-s.
There is some confusion concerning the holders of this "consciousness
sees" position. In the MVS, it is attributed to Dharmaträta; in ADV (31),
the Därstäntika-paksa, likewise in Ny (367b: i f öEnßlE, Wjfftlfcfc;1 .̂..),
in Tattvärthä,106 the Sauträntikas. As we have argued above, however,
this confusion results from the fact that in the period of these commentaries,
the early Därstäntikas, of whom Bhadanta Dharmaträta was an important
representative, had already evolved into the Sautrântika, or Därstäntika-
Sautrântika. The "consciousness sees" view attributed to Dharmaträta must
have been inherited by some sections of the Sautrântika . This would of
course be problematic to Katö, Kritzer and others who have decided that
the views specifically labeled in the AKB as ' Sautrântika' are those of
Vasubandhu himself.

In this connection, there is an interesting comment in the Uighur version
(Japanese tr.) of the Tattvärthä that deserves our attention:

[The bhäsya:] sautrântika ähuh ... janapadaniruktim näbhiniveseta samjnä
ca lokasya näbhidhäved iti I Commentary: Before this, it has been said
"consciousness can see". [There] the tenet of the masters of the Sautrântika
among the eighteen schools is included. The Sautrântika masters now
spoken of [in sautrântika ähuh] are all the Yogäcära masters of the
Sautrântika School.107

According to this commentary, then, it is correct to attribute the "consciousness
sees" view to the Sauträntika(-Därstäntika), and also correct to attribute
the concluding remark to the Sautrântika. But the two Sautrântika are not
exactly identical. The former is the Hïnayâna Sautrântika, and we might
call them Därstäntika-Sauträntika; the latter, the Sautrântika Yogäcära,
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who were probably Mahäyänists (since they are not included under the
eighteen sects) derived from the broad Sauträntika lineage. Unfortunately,
I cannot trace any explanation to this effect in the Tibetan version in which
mdo sde pa mam occurs only once in the debate — at the end (as in the
AKB). Compared to the Tibetan version, and the portion of the Chinese
version included in the ZW, Vol.1, we can see that the Uighur version which
is a translation from the Chinese, is much more lengthy, often providing
elaborate explanations. But on the other hand, the quality of the Tibetan
translation is not so satisfactory and at times incomplete, and therefore
difficult to comprehend. Moreover, it often simply transcribes the Sanskrit
sentences in the Tibetan script without translating them. This being the case,
it is difficult to be absolutely certain whether the above-quoted distinction
was in fact in the original Sanskrit.108 If it was not, it was probably supplied
by the Uighur translator or taken from the Tang dynasty109 notes written
on the Chinese original; but even in this case the comments should still be
valued as a relatively ancient source. In any case, the distinction seems to
make good sense, and helpful at least as a clue to the understanding of the
well noticed close relationship between the Sauträntika and the Yogäcära.

We of course should refrain from making too big a fuss with this explanation
at least until we are certain that it was indeed transmitted in the original
Tattvärthä. But in the light of this distinction as a clue, we might now feel
a little more confident in understanding that the Yogäcära at least in part
evolved from the praxis-oriented Sauträntika who in turn evolved from
the early Därstäntikas. In this process, it is possible that, given the attitude
of openness to non-orthodox doctrines among the early Därstäntikas —
as witnessed in the MVS — and their predilection towards the authority of
meditation experience, some of them had been influenced (and reacted to)
the then flourishing Mahäyäna tenets such as $ünyatä,uo becoming perhaps
the early members of the 'Mahäyänic' Yogäcära. But judging by the earliest
portion of the YBS (maulïbhûmï), even these early 'Mahäyänic Yogäcärins'
were still realists. Yin Shun remarks that the early Yogäcärin doctrine of
the nirähhiläpya svahhäva-s of dharma-s was in fact adopted from the
Sauträntika doctrine (of Sriläta and others) of the eighteen dhätu-s being the
only reals transcending epistemological superimposition.111 Others within
the Sauträntika lineage, who were in some way more 'resilient' to the new
doctrines and ideals, remained as 'Hinayäna' Sauträntika , holding on in
particular to their form of realism. This latter group seemed to have been
greatly influenced by Bhadanta Dharmaträta (and later on also Kumäraläta
and others), and in Vasubandhu's time had Sriläta as a prominent leader.
It is this group which preserved — sometimes with slight modification
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(e.g. Sriläta doctrine that there are only three caitta-s vedanä, samjnä
and ceîanâ; all the other caitta-s being cetanä-visesa) — many of the
Därstäntika doctrines in the MVS. Probably for this reason, he is generally
called a Därstäntika master in the Ny.

In the AKB, Vasubandhu himself seems to be generally partisan to this
latter Hînayana group. But, he too was evidently open-minded, of which
fact the AKB is a testimony, and accordingly did not seem to have
become exclusively partisan to the tenets of any group as such — be it
those of Hînayana or Yogäcära Sauträntika or Sarvästiväda. Thus, in the
context of the "what sees" debate, he seems to basically side the view of
Dharmaträta; and yet at the same time probably senses the meaningfulness
of the Yogäcära-Sauträntika's concluding remark. As another illustration,
Vasubandhu is known to accept some of the Sarvästiväda caitta-s, and the
notion of samprayoga of citta-caitta-s — differing from Sriläta. This also
neeesarily means that he accepts the sahabhü-hetu doctrine which Sriläta
rejects. Furthermore, he disagrees with a Sauträntika view — held also by
Sriläta112 — that a subtle citta exists in the nirodhasamäpatti, and endorses
the Pürväcärya-s" view113 of the mutually seeding of näma and rüpa, a view
that is found in YBS. Yet quite often, Samghabhadra has to protest that he
is partisan to Sriläta.114

The "Two-Sauträntika" explanation in the Uighur *Tattvärthä also makes
good sense when we read in Karmasiddhi that the vipäkaphala-vijnäna/
älaya-vijnäna doctrine was proposed by "a certain group of Sauträntika"
(-^SfS^M^f).115 It likewise makes sense in our attempt to understand
why such masters as Dignäga and Dharmakîrti, known to hold Sautrantikas
like views, are generally taken by tradition to belong to the Yogäcära.

In terms of the above analysis, we might understand the Vasubandhu of
the AKB thus: He belonged to the Hînayana Sauträntika school of thought,
while also maintaining allegiance to certain acceptable Sarvästivädin
tenets, and at the same time was open to the developing Yogäcärin tenets.
This is not surprising considering his own doctrinal background,116 as well
as the fact that the Yogäcära evolved from the broad Sarvästiväda lineage.
He must have been quite well exposed to the evolving Yogäcära tenets in
North-western India117 where he had been active. In Ny, Samghabhadra at
several places accuses Vasubandhu and Sriläta for siding with the äkäsa-
puspa (?§Ah) doctrine118 in an attempt to deny the svabhäva of all dharma-s.
The following is an illustrative example:
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Further, he holds that there exist defilement-seeds (klesa-bïja-s) ... You are
used to taking as your own tenets such types of false assertion of a non-
existent as an existent. ... It is now abundantly clear that the Sütrakära seems
to be generally averse to the Vaibhasika tenets, and intends to deny the
svabhäva of all dharma-s from the standpoint of the sky-flower (i.e. sünyatä)
[doctrine] ... If one truly wishes to advocate the Vaibhasika tenets, one should
not be partisan to theories that repudiate the dhanna-s. ... (T29, 432a-b)

The tone of Samghabhadra's complain seems to suggest that Vasubandhu
pretends to be still a Vaibhasika when in fact he clearly is not. This kind of
pretension on Vasubandhu's part is highlighted by Yin Shun119 who rightly
believes that the best criterion for judging whether or not Vasubandhu is
Sarvästivädin is actually his own definition given in the AKB:

Those who hold 'all exists' — the past, the present and the future — belong to
the Sarvastivada. Those, on the other hand, who hold that some exist, viz. the
present and the past karma which has not given fruit; and none of those which
have given fruit or the future exist, are followers of the Vibhajyaväda.120

In accordance with this definition, Vasubandhu, subscribing to the
Vibhajyavädin standpoint as he does, cannot qualify as a Sarvästivädin.
This is in contrast to the suggestion by Honjö121 and others who base the
judgment on Yasomira's explanation below:

What is the meaning of "Sauträntika"? Those who take the sütra as the
authority, and do not take the sästra as the authority.122

Honjö's view is that Vasubandhu belongs to the Sarvästiväda, but does not
recognize the authority of the Sarvästiväda Abhidhanna sästra-s}23 But it
seems to me that Yasomitra's definition provides the necessary, but not
the sufficient condition for the qualification of being a Sarvästivädin.
The fundamentally different doctrinal standpoint of Sarvästiväda versus
Vibhajyaväda cannot be completely ignored in this judgment, in as much
as the argument that a Sauträntika is one who rejects the authority of the
Abhidharma sästra-s itself entails a doctrinal element of consideration:
the central Sarvästivädin tenet that cannot dispense with the stamp of
authority of the Abhidharma sästra-s is sarvästitva. The distinction between
the Sarvästiväda and the Sauträntika is not merely one pertaining to the
attitude with regard to the Abhidharma sästra. Otherwise, a sect like the
Vatsîputrïya with its five-fold Categories124 that include past, present and
future dharma-s, and is said by the compilers of the MVS to differ only with
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respect to a few doctrinal points from the Sarvästiväda,125 and moreover
respects certain Abhidharma texts of the Sthaviraväda lineage, would be
better qualified as Sarvastivada. Although such a consideration still cannot
ascertain beyond the fact the Sautrantika is a distinct school of thought, it may
be noted that the Vibhajyavädins and Vatsïputrîyas are indeed also distinct
Buddhist sects. The issue of the absence of the featues of the Sautrantika as
a sect will be addressed below. (§ 2.6)

Furthermore, as we have seen above, Yasomitra, who gives the above-cited
definition on "Sautrantika", himself acknowledges that the Därstäntika
Dharmaträta cannot be a Sautrantika since he subscribes to sarvästitva. This goes
to show that Yasomitra's definition is not intended to be a sufficient one.

In Ny, Samghabhadra bluntly excludes the Vâtsïputrïya and others from the
name of Sarvastivada:

Only [those who] believe in the existence of the tri-ternporal [dharma-s]
and the three types of truly existent asamskrta can claim to be Sarvastivada.
For it is only on account of their holding the existence of these dharma-s
that they are acknowledged as Sarvastivada. The others are not; because they
either superimpose/add on, or subtract from, [the dharma-s recognized by
the Sarvastivada]. The Superimposers assert that there exist the Pudgala and
the previous dharma-s. [On the other hand], the Vibhajyavädins assert the
existence of only the present and those past karma-s which have not yet given
fruit. The Ksanikavädins assert the existence of only the 12 äyatana-s in the
single moment of the present. The Prajnaptivädins assert that the dharma-s of
the present too are mere prajnapti-s. The Vainäsika-s assert that all dharma-s
are completely without any svabhäva like äkäsa-puspa-s. All of them are not
Sarvastivada.

In this context, the Sütrakära vilifies thus: If one says that the past and the future
truly exist, it is not a good proposition with regard to the Noble Teaching
You people assert that among the present 12 äyatana-s, some exist truly,
some do not; like the tenet of Sthavira [Sriläta] concerning rüpa, sabda,
sprastavya and dharma-s — how can you be Sarvastivada? There are others
who, owing to the force of defilements assert that all dharma-s exist as mere
prajnapti-s — can they too be Sarvastivada? There are yet others who, owing
to the force of false views, assert that all dharma-s are completely without
any svabhäva:, they too say that the present exists as an illusion — can such
an assertion of existence in such a manner be also named Sarvästiväda?126

Obviously, then, we cannot interpret Yasomitra's explanation as intending
to offer a sufficient definition of a Sautrantika. Fundamental doctrinal
commitment does matter in this regard.
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Fukuda, T. asserts that Vasubandhu "carefully avoids introducing fully
developed Yogäcära conceptions, for they might conflict with the scheme
of abhidharmic philosophy that forms the substructure of the Kosa.
Thus he succeeds in formulating a coherent high-level abhidharma theory
of his own, under the name of "Sauträntika".127 But is there any need for
such an avoidance if Vasubandhu feels religiously committed enough to
those "fully developed Yogäcära conceptions", when he has already so
vehemently repudiated the central Sarvästiväda doctrine of tri-temporal
existence? In the concluding remarks at the completion of the AKB (end of
chapter eight), Vasubandhu expresses his 'religious sentiment', stressing
the importance of the True Doctrines and True praxis and realization for
the continuance of the Buddha's teaching. All the expositions within the
AKB from the different doctrinal perspectives are declared to be for this sole
purpose. It would therefore be difficult to imagine him holding back from
introducing in the AKB what he has truly understood and felt in his heart to
be the true doctrines. It is useless for him as a monk with a sense of religious
mission to work out a system of Abhidharma of his own simply for the sake
of doing so, when what he knows to be the Truth cannot be expressed.

Kritzer argues that älayavijnäna is not expounded in the AKB because this
text is an exposition of provisional truth. It is because of "the nature of
the text which is an exposition and criticism of traditional abhidharma."m

But, this, again, would conflict with what is expressed in Vasubandhu's
concluding sentiment. Besides, the distinction of the two levels of
truth — provisional and absolute — is very much stressed throughout the
Abhidharma, and certainly elaborately discussed in the MVS and AKB.129

Moreover, we shall have to explain why then, subsequent to composing the
AKB, in Karmasiddhi, Vasubandhu did not hesitate to refute even positions
that he himself had endorsed — such as the mutual seeding of näma and
rüpa — in the AKB, and proceeds to expound on the älayavijnäna as the
true doctrine. Like the AKB, Karmasiddhi too is a Hïnayana work dealing
with Abhidharma categories; more specifically, the topic of karma. It is
also "an exposition and criticism of traditional abhidharma." With the only
exception of a single reference to the Sandhinirmocana, all the sources cited
by Vasubandhu there in support of the älayavijnäna doctrine are Hïnayânic.
Significantly, the text urges the srävaka-s not to think that the älayavijnäna
doctrine was not taught by the Buddha Himself simply because no Agamic
exposition on it can be found. For, he argues, "at this juncture, infinite
number of sütra-s belonging to each nikäya have been lost."130

It is not surprising that, as Kritzer observes, the compilers of the
Yogäcärabhümi distinguishes between levels of teachings within the text.

29



ABHIDHARMA DOCTRINES AND CONTROVERSIES ON PERCEPTION

When a new doctrine of a particular school or movement has been articulated,
there must be justification accounting for its absence hitherto, and a usual
one is that the new doctrine expounded now pertains to a higher (/highest)
level of Truth.131 This is not just with regard to the alayavijnana doctrine.
When the tri-svabhävatä (and tri-nihsvabhävatä) doctrine was first proposed,
it was presented in the Yogâcâra texts as representing a new doctrine and
a higher level of understanding Reality, in contrast to standpoints of the
two extremes of 'sarvam sünyam" (of the Mädhyamika) and \sarvam astV
(of the Sarvästivädin Äbhidharmikas). Moreover, the Yogäcärabhümi is
a compilation representing a record of the doctrinal developments of the
school, and it is quite understandable that the compilers at appropriate places
remark on the different historical stages of doctrinal explanations within the
school. It is from this perspective that we ought to understand the following
explanation in the YBS:

Furthermore, the explanation in terms of bïja established here should
be understood as that expounded before the establishment of the Noble
Teaching of the alayavijnana. If [it is in the manner of exposition] after the
establishment of the alayavijnana, it should be understood that in brief all the
bija-s have the alayavijnana as their supporting basis.132

This passage, cited by Kritzer (loc. cit.), can hardly support Kritzer's contention
that the alayavijnana doctrine is to be expounded only at the highest level of
Truth; and the bîja doctrine, at the provisional level ! In this connection, Kritzer
also refers to the distinction made by Vasubandhu between abhidharma in the
conventional sense and that in the absolute sense (päramärthika),133 suggesting
that "from Vasubandhu's point of view, although most of the Sarvästiväda
abhidharma that he describes without criticism in the Ahhidharmakosabhäsya
is conducive to pure wisdom, it is not necessarily a statement of all that is
known by pure wisdom." But, even the Vaibhäsika would have no problem
with this observation: the said distinction is in fact not Vasubandhu's own,
but based on the explanations given in the Vibhäsä,134 and Samghabhadra
expounds on it without the slightest protest.135

I therefore see no justification for the assertion that Vasubandhu intentionally
avoids the alayavijnana doctrine, and prefer to think that he in fact himself
did not believe in it at the stage of composing the AKB. Yin Shun explains
Vasubandhu's initial reluctance to accept the alayavijnana doctrine as
follows: Vasubandhu basically accepted the Äbhidharmika doctrines
pertaining to the citta-caitta. At the initial stage of the development of the
alayavijnana, it did not seem acceptable to Vasubandhu that the alayavijnana
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as a vijnäna could be without associated caitta-s. It is in fact out of the same
kind of consideration that he preferred the doctrine of the mutual seeding
of näma and rüpa, rather than the Därstäntika-Sauträntika doctrine that in
nirodhasarnäpatti, there can be a citta without any caitta. But when later
on (at the stage of the Karmasiddhi) it came to be articulated that it too had
associated caitta-s, the doctrine became acceptable to him.136

2o6. Why the Saetrantika did not develop into a Buddhist sect in
the proper sense

One more final issue: If the Sauträntika cannot be considered to belong to the
Sarvästiväda school and is a relatively independent school in its own right,
why is it that as Lamotte points out, no Sauträntika monastery has ever been
attested? Despite the school being known throughout the Buddhist tradition
as an important representative of the Hïnayâna, Xuan Zang and Yi Jing
who traveled in India in the 7th century described the regional centres and
strongholds of various India sects, but not any of the Sauträntika. Were the
Sauträntika indeed content with — or even capable of — remaining
throughout merely as a school of thought within the Sarvästiväda sect?
Some would no doubt see this situation as yet another indication in support
of their view that the Sauträntika had always been Sarvästivädins. Yin Shun,
however offers a different perspective. According to him, the Sauträntikas
failed to establish their organized monastic strongholds for the following

>ons:137

(1) They emerged too late (to be properly established as a distinct
sect), when the Buddhist sects with their sütra-vinaya as basis were
continuing to thrive after flourishing for some 500 years, having
long established their specific areas of propagation and monastic
systems. The fact that the Vinaya was not the Sauträntika emphasis
also did not help in this regard.

(2) Doctrinally, they tended to (a) be liberal, resulting in the lack of unity
and stability; (b) merge with other sects in the process of breaking
away from the Sarvästiväda, which in turn added to the inconsistency
in their tenets; (c) be transformed by the then well-flourishing
Mahäyäna thoughts of the Sünyatäväda and Yogäcära, given the
compatibility of some of their tenets with those of the Mahäyäna
— especially Yogäcära that was nearing doctrinal maturation.

(3) The early Därstäntikas and the Äbhidharmikas were at first mutually
benefiting, and each in their own way — the former being influential
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religious preachers and meditation masters, and the latter, articulate
and thorough theorists — contributing to the common cause of the
Sarvästiväda. But once the later Därstäntikas themselves had turned
into full-fledged theorists claiming to be sütra-prämänika and were
constantly engaged in anti-äbhidharmika confrontation, they began to
lose the charisma that they once had in the hearts of the devotees whose
support was needed in establishing regional strongholds of their own.

It seems that the historical facts involved in the emergence of Buddhist
sects — in the sense of distinct monastic traditions — are probably more
complex than have been assumed by some. The Vâtsîputrïya is a good
case in point. This school shared most of the doctrines of the Sarvästiväda
sect, including sarvästitva. Yet it (especially its branch, the Sâmmitîya)
established itself as an influencial sect, distinct from the Sarvästiväda,
with many regional strongholds. The main reason for its split from the
Sarvästiväda, as well as for its apparently powerful influence on some
other sects and probably also on many devotees, was its innovative Pudgala
doctrine. Their successful establishment was also partly due to their early
emergence in the pre-Christian era (c/point (1) of Yin Shun above). At the
same time, it is equally noteworthy that some of their members co-existed
closely with, and were receptive to, the Mahäyäna to the early stage of
which they in turn seemed to have contributed doctrinally.138 We learn, for
instance, that the Vâtsîputrïya master, Dharmaruci, went from South India to
Sri Lanka and resided at the Abhayagiri, preaching the Vaitulya (= Vaipulya)
doctrines. He even succeeded in establishing a sect, named after him as the
Dharmaruci-nikäya which very likely advocated a hybrid of Vâtsîputrïya
and Mahäyänic doctrines. Äryadeva, the famous follower of Närgärjuna,
was said to have been a monk of the Vâtsîputrïya. Another Vâtsîputrïya
master, Samghassena, was described as being an aspirant for the
Mahäyäna139, and composed works, such as the *Avadäna-sataka (tVÈ
IM) very much in the style of a typical Därstäntika.140 In addition, Xuan Zang
tells us that there were in his time "Mahäyäna Sthaviravädins (j\.^h
M*)" from Sri Lanka residing around the Mahäbodhi Temple; some others
described by the same appellation also resided in Kalinga.141

When we survey the modern history of Sri Lankan Buddhism, we find three
distinct nikäya-s — the Slam, the Amarapura and the Rämanna, which came
into existence not on account of doctrinal disputes, but owing to historical
circumstances. Although all are really sub-divisions within the Theraväda,
upholding the same tripitaka; each nevertheless has its own strongholds,
effective head-quarter and ordination system, and their members do not
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mix with those of the other sects in matters relating to ecclesiastic acts —
i.e., each is effectively a sect (nikäya) — even a "Vinaya sect" — in the
proper sense of the term. A similar situation is seen in Thailand, with the
Dharnmayutta-nikäya and the Mahä-nikäya as the two major nikäya-s.

All these indicate that in ancient India, members belonging to a particular
sect might actually at heart belong to a school of thought other than that of
their sectarian allegence. On the other hand, one dissident standpoint — such
as Pudgalaväda — if considered of fundamental importance, was enough to
cause a schism and the formation of another distinct sect. Furthermore, monks
belonging to a particular school of thought might reside in centres which did
not quite advocate their doctrinal commitment, but were nevertheless able to
accept them as co-residents. The Nikäya-s or sub-nikäya-s were sometimes
formed as a result of an influencial leader, and sometimes largely due to
historical and social circumstances (such as in the case of the Sri Lankan
nikäya-s). Returning to the case of the Sautrantika, it is possible that some
of these Buddhist masters belonging to the Sautrantika school of thought,
being unable to establish their own sectarian strongholds, might have opted
to reside in those of other Buddhists sects of their choice — a choice partly
determined by such factors as affinity in respect of outlook and doctrinal
inclination. Others, however, for some reason or other, might have remained
within the Sarvästiväda sect, even though we have no evidence that any self-
professed Sautrantika had ever explicitly at the same time identified himself
as a member of the Sarvästiväda.

2.7. Conclusion

Modern studies on the relationship between the Därstäntika and Sautrantika
are often influenced by Przylusky's theory. I believe that once we are
freed from the shadow of this influence, there will be much space for more
instructive investigation. It should be understood in the proper historical
perspective that whereas the early Därstäntikas were Sarvästivädins,
the relatively later Därstäntikas were Vibhajyavädins.

We are inclined to think that the Sautrantika gradually evolved from a certain
section of the Därstäntikas, taking a drastic leap from the standpoint of
Sarvästiväda to that of Vibhajyaväda — a leap made possible on account
of their anti-Äbhidharmika and liberal attitude from the beginning.
The Därstäntika leader Kumäraläta, known to have held distinctly
Sarvästiväda doctrine,142 must have been instrumental in the final stage of
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the transition from the Darstantika to the Sauträntika. By the time of the
AKB, Ny, and ADV, the two names are seen to be used interchangeably,
and sometimes hyphenated as Sauträntika-Därstäntika. Thus, in the Vy,
Yasomitra explicitly states that the Därstäntikas are just the Sautrantikas143

(without any suggestion on the pejorative implication of the former term).
In the Ny, Samghabhadra ridicules Sriläta, often referred to as the Darstantika
leader at the time, in the following words:

He does not comprehend the difference in characteristic between the nïtartha
and neyärtha sütra-s and yet claim to be sütra-prämänika ($M^AEM). This is
most illogical.144

Another instance indicating the interchangeability between appellations
"Darstantika" and "Sauträntika" concerns the famous controversy in the
AKB between the Sautrantikas and the Vaibhasikas on the interpretation of
the compound kämamga-anusaya. Vasubandhu sides the Sautrantikas (evam
tu sädhuyathä sauträntikänäm) who interpret it as "anusaya ofkämaräga"]45

(i.e as a genitive tatpurusa). In the Ny, Samghabhadra states that the Sthavira
Sriläta asserts that the defilements themselves such as räga etc., are the
anusaya-s — i.e. sharing the same view as the Sautrantikas — and then says
that Sriläta's explanation therein is not acceptable because it does not tally
with the Sauträntika tenets.146

However, in the study of the Sauträntika doctrines, we must bear in mind
that the Sauträntika movement, with its liberal attitude from the very
beginning, comprises an even broader spectrum of sub-groups and more
or less independent individual masters than the Sarvästiväda, united by
their professed adherence to the sütra-s as the final authority. Xuan Zang's
tradition speaks of the later — probably around or sometime after the time
of Kumäraläta (late 2nd to early 3rd century A.D.)147 — Därstäntikas as
'variant Sauträntika masters' (^nf5-®gi|j)5 and divide the school into three
subgroups:

( 1 ) the "original", represented by Kumäraläta as the supposed "founding
master"148;

(2) the group led by Sriläta;
(3) the group known simply as the Sauträntika, being followers of

Kumäraläta.149

The question of the degree of credibility of this tradition conveyed through
Xuan Zang's disciple, Kuei Ji apart, we may note that Yasomitra likewise
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speaks of the Därstäntika as "a particular group of the Sauträntika"
(Sauträntika-visesa).150 Accordingly, we must be cautious not to forcibly
synthesize some of the widely divergent tenets coming from members of
this broad movement and over-enthusiastically treat them as if they are
commonly held and fidelity-bound doctrines of a single sect in the strict
sense. Generally speaking, we can divide the Sauträntika masters into two
broad groups:

(1) Some are popular preachers and meditators, continuing with the
tradition of the early Därstäntika preachers that we come across in
the MVS;

(2) others, on the other hand, are more theoreticians, and in the process
of counteracting and refuting the Sarvästiväda Äbhidharmikas are
gradually turning into Äbhidharmikas of a sort in their own right.

Xuan Zang tells that the Sauträntika master, Sriläta, composed the
Sauträntika-vihhäsä in Ayodhyä.151 It is likely from the latter sub-group
that the Buddhist logicians evolved into effectively a school of its own —
sometimes known as the 'pramäna ' school, of which Dharmakïrti is perhaps
the most illustrious master.

It seems not quite accurate to describe the Sautrantikas as simply those
members of the Sarvästiväda who do not accept the authority of the
Abhidharma sästra-s — given that Sarvästiväda and Vibhajyaväda are
completely and fundamentally diametrically opposed to each other.
That the Sauträntika did not seem to have established any distinctive
monastic identity of their own was not the result of their choice; but largely
due to historical circumstamces and might be called "the laws of religious
evolution". While it is possible that some of the emerging Sautrantikas and
Yogäcäras could have, for various reasons, stayed on in the broad
Sarvästiväda tradition, it is more likely that in the process of breaking away
from the Sarvästiväda, they were being merged into other sects.

I have also drawn attention to a distinction between 'Hïnayana Sauträntika'
and 'Yogäcära Sauträntika' in the Uighur version of the Tattvärthä.
Although it is at this stage difficult to confirm that this distinction was
indeed passed down by Sthiramati, it nevertheless makes sense and offers
a plausible perspective in our understanding of some aspects of the historical
issues discussed.
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3. The Oetologkal States of
the Cognitive Objects

3.1. The Sarvastivada notion of the real as that which engenders
perception

In the Abhidharma period, the question of the ontological status of the
objects of knowledge (jnäna) became an increasingly important topic
of investigation. Several terms, some of which with distinguishable
significations, are used. Perhaps the most generic term corresponding to
'object of knowledge' is jneya, 'knowable', which increasingly occupied the
mind of the Buddhist scholiasts. Consistent with the 'empirical attitude' —
in the broader sense — throughout the whole Buddhist tradition from its
inception, this term came to be synonymous with 'existent' or dharma-s as
factors of existence. Thus, the Prakarana-päda-sästra states:

What are the knowable dharma-s (jneya-dharma)! All dharma-s are
knowable by knowledge, accordingly as the case may be (yathä-vastu).
How is this? The knowledge with regard to duhkha (duhkha-jnäna) knows
duhkha. The knowledge with regard to samudaya (samudaya-jnänd) knows
samudaya ..}

Another generic term is artha, 'object', which seems to be used preferentially
by the Yogäcärins to refer to an objective entity whose ontological status
they deny.2 Two other terms, more important from the epistemological
point of view, are visaya and älambana. The first may be rendered as
'object', 'object domain' or 'object field'; the second, 'cognitive object'.
The Sarvastivada distinction is that whereas an external object that
is sensed by a sense faculty is called a visaya — the domain wherein it
can exercise its activity — sometimes also called an artha; an object that
generates a corresponding consciousness is called an älambana (<ä-yflamb,
'hang on to'). This latter is so called because it is that which is hung on to —
i.e., is grasped (grhyate) — by a mental dharma so as to arise at the present.3

In this capacity of serving as one of the two necessary conditions for the
arising of a consciousness, it is called an älambana-pratyaya, 'condition
qua object'. Thus, whereas the mental dharma-s have both visaya-s and
älambana-s, the sense faculties have only visaya-s. The älambana-pratyaya
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subsumes all dharma-s - i.e. all the twelve äyatana-s — since all real entities
known as dharma-s have this capacity.4 Whereas the ontological status of
the älambana-pratyaya is contentious among the Buddhists, the following
definition as given in Dinnâga's *Alambana-parïksa, is apparently accepted
in its essentials by most schools:5

An älambana-pratyaya is that which the perceiving (älambaka) consciousness
[takes as object] arising with its image, and which exists as a real entity
{dravyato 'stï) enabling the perceiving consciousness to arise in dependence
of it.6

For the Vaibhäsika, all visaya-s are real existents; for "whatever that does
not fall outside the object-domain of [sensory] consciousnesses, visual, etc.,
exists truly."7 "Whatever that is conceptually real (prajnaptito 'stï) can only
be the object domain of mental consciousness."8 The main epistemological
argument advanced in the Vijnäna-käya-sästra (= VKS), one of the seven
fundamental abhidharma texts of the Sarvästiväda, for the central thesis
of the tri-temporal existence of dharma-s, is that in conformity with the
Buddha's teaching, consciousness necessarily has a cognitive object; the fact
that we can be conscious of past and future objects proves that these objects
exist truly.9 The AKB inherits this as one of the four major arguments for
sarvästitva:

Consciousness arises when the object exists, not when it does not exist.
And if the past and future [dharma-s] were non-existent, the consciousness
would be having a non-existent as its cognitive object (asad-älambana).
Then, in the absence of an existent cognitive object, the consciousness itself
would not occur.10

The MVS states that "all perceptions (buddhi) have real existents as their
objects There is no knowledge — the knower — that does not know
the knowable; and there is no object of knowledge that is not known by
knowledge."11 Samghabhadra states succinctly that "the characteristic of
an existent (sal-laksana) is that it serves as an object producing perception
(buddhi)." On these existents, he further articulates as follows:

This is divisible into two: What exists truly (dravyato 'sti), and what exists
conceptually (prajnaptito 'sti), the two being designated on the basis of
samvrti-satya andparamärtha-satya [respectively]. If, with regard to a thing,
a buddhi is produced without depending on anything else, this thing exists
truly — e.g. rüpa, vedanâ, etc. If it depends on other things to produce
a buddhi, then it exists conceptually/relatively — e.g., a vase, an army, etc.
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Those which exist truly are further divisible into two: Those which have only
their essential natures (svabhäva/svarüpa), and those which [in addition] have
activities (käritra). Those which have käritra are again of two types: with or
without function (sämarthya/vyäpara/sakti) ... Those which exist relatively
are also of two types: having existence on the basis of something real or on
something relative, like a vase and an army respectively .12

Samghabhadra's characterization of the existents emphasizes their
cognitive distinctiveness: Eye sees only forms, ear hears only sounds, etc.
Moreover, a particular form is seen in its particularity, a particular sound is
heard in its particularity, etc. Even a mistaken perception, such as the illusion
of a fire-wheel, presupposes an existent as the real object on which, due to
various factors, a mental construction or illusion comes to be possible:

It is only with regard to an existent constituting the visual object, that there
comes to a difference in perception — correct or mistaken — on account of
the difference in the sense faculty, brightness, distance and location.13

This fact of distinctive cognition in each case is due to the distinctiveness
in the object itself. It is a mark of the reality of the object, intrinsic to which
are unique specific characteristic {svalaksana) and common characteristic
(sämänya-laksana) :

A non-existent is an absolute non-entity — what does not exist being
necessarily without (j|§, lit. 'going beyond') svalaksana and sämänya-
laksana, what is it that is said to be the object of cognition or consciousness?
Should one say that non-existence itself is the object of consciousness — no;
for a consciousness necessarily has an object. That is: All mental dharma-s
have svalaksana and sämänya-laksana as their objects; it is not the case that
an absolutely non-existent dharma arises as an object.11

In other words, the possibility of a perception necessarily implies the true
ontological status of the object perceived, correctly or mistakenly. It is,
of course, only in the case of immediate perception (pratyaksa) that the object
as a uniquely real is perceived (see infra). For this reason, Samghabhadra's
argument may be characterised as epistemic-ontologic. The author of the
ADV expresses an essentially similar notion:

An objective entity having a unique form established by its intrinsic nature,
whose distinctive characteristic is observed by an error-free observation of
dharma-s, is said to be a real/existent entity.15
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3.2. The Därstäntika-Sauträntika doctrine of non-existent
cognitive objects

Contrary to the Sarvastivada position, the Därstäntika and Sauträntika
maintain that the cognitive object may either be existent or non-existent.
This notion seems to have been in existence among the Abhidharmikas since
fairly ancient time. The *Säriputräbhidharma (T no. 1548) which seems to
have been a fundamental abhidharma text for many of the abhidharma
schools — and hence probably of a very ancient date — including the
Pürva-Sthaviraväda, the Vibhajyavädins and the Vâtsïputrîya,16 enumerates
various types of knowledges among which is that of non-existent objects
(M^M^f^a *asad-visayam jnänam),xl defined as mental perception of past
and future dharma-s.1* In the VKS debate alluded to above, Maudgalyäyana
(= Moggaliputta Tissa?), as the proponent of Vibhajyaväda also claims
that there can be consciousness of a non-existent object (MPJx^ù asad-
älambanam cittam), as in the case of the perception of past, future and the
unconditioned dharma-s.19

In the MVS, we are informed that the early Därstäntika masters claim that
there can be knowledges whose cognitive object is non-existent (asad-
älambanamjnänam). Such objects include a fire-wheel, a mirage, an illusion,
the imaginary city Gandharva-nagara, etc.20 They also hold that the objects
of conjunction (samyoga-vastu) — i.e., of mental defilement — are unreal,
contrary to the Sarvastivada view that both the defilements as well as their
objects exist truly. How do they arrive at such a view?

They explain that the objects [of perception] do not have a fixed nature, as they
may or may not generate defilement: This is just like the case of a good-
looking woman, variously adorned, who enters into an assembly. On seeing
her, some give rise to respect, some to greed, some to hatred, some to jealousy,
some to disgust, some to compassion, and some to equanimity. That is
to say: herein a son gives rise to respect; those sensually indulgent, greed;
those with enmity, hatred; those sharing a husband with her, jealousy; those
who have practised the contemplation on the impurities {asubha-bhävanä),
disgust; those sages who are detached (vïta-râgarsi), compassion, thinking
this beautiful appearance will soon be destroyed by impermanence; those who
are arhat-s, equanimity. Accordingly, one knows that the object does not exist
as a real entity.21

In a similar vein, the great Därstäntika master, Bhadanta Dharmaträta,
asserts that there can be experience or sensation of objects which are purely
imagined by the mind:
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There are two types of sensation (vedanä), one bodily, the other mental.
Whatever is a bodily sensation is also a mental sensation. There exist mental
sensation which are not bodily sensation — all those sensation which, without
grasping an external thing, gives rise to a conceptual construction (vikalpa);
depending solely on internal things, they grasp their forms and give rise to
conceptual constructions. That is: [those sensation] which perceive (älambante)
that all pudgala-s are existent, and those which perceive the rüpa-s subsumed
under the dharmäyatana (i.e. the avijnapti-riipa), the viprayukta-samskära-s,
the asamskrta-dharma-s, etc. [Remarks by the compilers of the MVS:] The
Bhadanta intends that such mental sensation are devoid of real objects and are
merely the operation of conceptual construction.22

The later Sauträntika-Därstäntika masters continue to maintain this stance
of the unreality of the cognitive objects. In the Ny, Samghabhadra contrasts
this with the Vaibhäsika stance:

The masters of the Därstäntika (ffB ĵpßErP) assert thus: "Since duhkha and
sukha arise through the strength of conceptualization (5^0 , vikalpa), it is
known that object-domains (visaya) are not existent entities at the absolute
level (WPffiHIÈi, *svabhävena aparinispanna). For, the Buddha in the
Mägandika-sütra speaks of lepers feeling pleasure when touched by fire of
duhkha. He also says that a rüpa may be called an agreeable mental object for
a given beings, but not for other beings. Moreover, the pure and the impure
are not existent at the absolute level (aparinispanna): this is because beings
of the same homogeneity (sabhäga; i.e. of the same species, e.g. human
beings)23 differ from those of other [homogeneity] (i.e. of another species,
e.g. beings in hell) in the way they experience the pure and the impure.
Since purity and impurity cannot be apperceived in a determinate manner,
both pure and impure objects are not existent at the absolute level.

[In contrast], those conforming to logical reasoning (jESfra^, *yuktavädin;
i.e. the Sarvästivädin) assert thus: All object domain is existent at the absolute
level. ...

We can easily understand that such doctrines, denying the objective reality
of the cognitive objects as they do, are just one step before the later full-
fletched Yogäcära idealistic doctrine that all objects of knowledge are
nothing but the superimposed manifestation within consciousness itself.
It may be noted that the Därstäntika illustration that different sentient
species experience pure and impure objects differently is also among the
major arguments put forward by the Yogäcära idealists to establish their
thesis of vijnaptimätratä.24
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Thus, to prove that nothing exists apart from consciousness, Sthiramati,
in his TVB, makes good use of this tenet that consciousness can arise even
where the cognitive object is a non-existent:

How is it known that the cognitive object is non-existent? Because whatever
thing is the cause of whichever, when that thing [as the cause] is complete and
unobstructed, that [of which it is the cause] arises from it, not from another.
But consciousness arises even with regard to non-existent cognitive objects
such as an illusion, the [imaginary] city of Gandharva, a dream, an optical
illusion due to eye defect, etc. Now, if the arising of consciousness could occur
[only] when it is bound up with a cognitive object; then no consciousness will
arise with regard to an illusion, etc, since there exists no real object (artha).
Hence, consciousness arises from a preceding consciousness of the same
species which has ceased; not from an external object, since it comes into
being even in its absence.25

The Yogäcära maintains that there are two types of älambana-pratyaya-s,
one immediate, the other remote. The first is integral to the perceiving
consciousness and is grasped by the perceiving aspect (darsana-bhäga)
of the consciousness which in fact requires it as a supporting basis for its
arising. Every consciousness thus must have this condition qua the immediate
cognitive object. The second, though separated from the perceiving
consciousness, is the substratum for generating the internal image — the
perceived aspect (nimitta-bhäga) of the consciousness — grasped by the
perceiving aspect. A perceiving consciousness may or may not have this
type of remote älambana-pratyaya-s, "since it can arise even without any
external [object] on which it bears and is supported."26

In the Ny, there is a lengthy debate between the Vaibhâsika and the
Sauträntika on the issue. The Sautrântika, represented by Sriläta, enumerates
the following cases which they claim to represent examples of perception of
non-existent objects:27

(a) Optical illusion of a fire-wheel (aläta-cakra) resulting from
a whirling firebrand.

(b) The cognition of the non-existent Self (ätman).
(c) The meditational experiences, such as the all pervasiveness of

a meditational object (the so-called 'base of entirety \krtsnayatana),
e.g., a primary colour, that results from resolute mental application
(adhimukti-manaskära).

(d) The view (drsti) that has non-existence as its object, as mentioned
in the sütra.2*
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(e) The awareness of the non-existence of certain mental states such
as craving, as spoken in the sütra.

(f) Objects in a dream.29

(g) Optical illusion of a double-moon, etc., resulting from ophthalmic
disease.

(h) Knowing something that is non-existent.
(i) Cognition that takes as its object the prior non-existence (präg-

abhävä) of a sound.

As a general reply to the Sauträntika claim, Samghabhadra invokes the
scriptural authority that each of the six cases of cognition — visual, etc.,
up to mental — necessarily has two requisites: the sense faculty and the
corresponding object. There is not a 7th type of cognition that is generated
apart from the object, so that one can call it a cognition of non-existent
object. In fact, if this could be the case, then a blind person ought to be
able to see as much as one possessing eyes, there being no specifically
requisite conditions that distinguish the two cases. Besides, non-existent
dharma-s cannot be subsumed under any of the six types of objects taught
in the sütra-s. All the Vaibhäsika arguments here are based on the main
premise — which we have seen above — that whatever that can serve as
a cognitive object producing a cognition is an existent, though it may be
real in the absolute sense or in the relative sense as a mental construction
or concept. What is non-existent in the construction necessarily has as its
basis something real. It is this latter basis that constitutes the actual object
of the perception. An absolute non-existent (atyantam asad) has no function
whatsoever, and hence can never engender a consciousness. Thus, in the
case of the perception of the unreal pudgala, the cognitive object is not
the pudgala which is superimposed, but the five skandha-s which are real
existents. The illusory perception of a double-moon has as its object the single
moon; etc. In the same way, dreams, illusion, are actually recollections of
real entities previously experienced —just that the element of imagination
sets in resulting in the superimposition on these real entities under certain
influences such as mental sluggishness, etc. Likewise, the imagination of
a fictitious thing such as the tortoise's hair (kaurmasya romah) and a hare's
horn (sasa-srnga) become possible because the rabbit, the horn, etc, have
been experienced before. Even in the case of negations, their perception
do not arise having absolute non-existents as objects. Thus, the perception
of what we ordinarily regard as apure abstraction such as 'non-existence'
too has a real object: the expression (abhidhäna) itself which for the
Vaibhäsika is real, being word (närnan) which is a viprayukta-samskära-
dharma. When the knowledge taking this as its object arises, it knows that
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the negated does not exist. In the case when one perceives a negation such
as 'non-brahmin' (abrährnanä), the knowledge arises with the expression
and the expressed (abhidheya) as its objects; the expression itself negates
'brähmana\ operating with regard to what is expressed by it — 'ksatriya ':

When this knowledge first arises, by taking merely the expression as its object,
it knows that the negated [— i.e., brahmana —] does not exist. When it arises
subsequently, it may also take the expressed [— i.e. ksatriya —] as its object
and knows that what is negated therein does not exist.30
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Notes

1 These four knowledges pertaining to the four truths are the outflow-free knowledges

arising in the practitioner when he is in direct compréhension(abhisamaya).

2 Cf. TVB, 16: katham etadgamyate vinä bähyenärthena vijnänam evärthäkäram utpadyata iti /

3 AKB, 19: kah punar visayälambanayor visesah /yasmin yasya käritram sa tasya visayah /
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4 C/Ny, 447b, 521c.
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7 Ny, 472b. For this reason, Samghabhadra (loc. cit.) argues that since reflections in the

mirror can be seen, they exist truly.

8 Ny, 536a.

9 VKS, 535a ff.

10 AKB, 295: sati visaye vijnänam pravartate näsati/ yadi cäütänägatam na syäd asad-

älambanam vijnänam syät / tato vijnänam eva na syäd älambanäbhävät/

11 MVS, 558a.

12 Ny, 621c-622a. See also the definition given in *Satya-siddhi-sästra: "The mark of the
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13 Ny, 471b. Cf. the logician Dharmakïrti's notion of the absolutely real in his Nyäya-

bindu — See infra.

14 Ny, 622b.

15 ADV, 264: yasya khalv artha-vastunah svabhäva-siddha-svarüpasyä 'vipantäkärayä

dharmopalaksanayä paricchinnam laksanam upalaksyate tat sad-dravyam ity ucyate /

16 Cf Study, 66 ff.

17 T no. 1548, 590a.

18 Tno.1548, 593c.

19 Tno.1539, 535a ff.

20 MVS, 228b. We may note that, being also Sarvästivadins, these early Därstäntika masters

do not include past and future dharma-s in their list of non-existent objects.

21 MVS, 288b.

22 MVS, 599b.

23 In the Sarvästiväda, sabhägatä or nikäya-sabhäga is a cittaviprayukta-samskära which

causes the similarities in appearance, inclination, etc., among members of the same species.

24 E.g., The Vimsatikä Vijnaptimätratäsiddhi, 4: tulya-karmavipäkävasthä hipretäh sarve

'pipüyapürnäm nadïm pasyanti naika eva I... Also cf. Vasubandhu's commentary on the

*Mahäyäna-samgraha, T 31, no. 1596, 310b; etc.

25 TVB, 35: katham punar etad vijnäy ate tad älambanam as ad iti /y ad dhi yasya käranam tasmin
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samagre cäviruddhe ca tad utpadyate nänyatah / vijnänam ca mäyä-gandharvanagara-
svapna-timirädäv asatyälambane jäyate /yadi ca vijnänasyälambana-pratibaddha utpädah
syät / evam sati mayadisv arthäbhävän na vijnänam utpadyate/ tasmät pürvakän niruddhät
taj-jätiya-vijnänäd vijnänam utpadyate/ na bähyäd arthät tasminn asaty api bhävät /

26 Siddhi(C), 40c.
27 Ny, 622a ff. Also cf. ADV, 271 ff; *Satyasiddhi-sästra, T32, 254a ff.
28 The £J$BfM {Mäyä-jäla-sütra) corresponding to the Brahma-jäla-sütra of the Dïrgha-

ägama.
29 Also cf. the same stance of the early Därstäntikas in MVS, 193a-b. They also assert the

unreality of such other objects like echo, etc. (MVS, 390c).
30 Ny, 624a.
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4. What Sees the External Reality

4.1. "The eye sees" view of the Vaibhasika

The question of what actually constitutes the instrument through which
we come to acquire knowledge of the external world is one of the important
epistemological issues among the Abhidharma schools. In the following
chapter, we shall be presenting the controversy in full. Before we proceed,
however, to examine the relevant literary sources, we need first of all to
clarify as to whether the "eye sees" theory is a Sarvästiväda or Vaibhäika one.
As regards the problem: "What sees?", the MVS1 informs us that in addition
to the Vaibhasika's own view, there are three others, which are all refuted:

There are some who hold that visual consciousness sees, like Venerable
Dharmaträta.

There are some who hold that the understanding conjoined with visual
consciousness sees, like Venerable Ghosaka.

There are some who hold that the complex/assembage (samagrï) [of citta-
caitta]2 sees, like the Därstäntika ...

Now, if visual consciousness sees, then consciousness should have the
characteristic of seeing; since consciousness does not have this characteristic,
the proposition is not acceptable. If the understanding conjoined with visual
consciousness sees, the understanding conjoined with auditory consciousness
should also hear sound; since understanding does not have this characteristic
of hearing, the proposition is not acceptable. If it is the complex that sees
visible forms, it follows that we should be able to see forms at all times, since
a complex always exists; hence this proposition too is unacceptable.

The above sources then make it clear that "the eye sees" is a specifically
Vaibhasika view, since great Sarvästiväda masters like Dharmaträta and
Ghosaka (Ghosaka, however, is not entirely opposed to the Vaibhasika
view. See below) deviate from it.

This controversy, in a more elaborated form, is also found in the
Pancavastuka-vibhäsä (=PVV)3 by a certain Dharmaträta of about the 4th

Century A.D. (Despite De La Vallée Poussin's remark4, this Dharmaträta is
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unlikely to be the same one as Bhadanta Dharmaträta of the MVS; since as
quoted above, the MVS tells us that the latter holds the "consciousness sees"
theory). Here, all the four divergent views (i.e. including the Vaibhâsika one)
are also enumerated and then refuted, by a certain disputant. This concise
account is as follows:

Question: What sees — the visual organ, or visual consciousness, or the
understanding (prajna) conjoined with visual consciousness, or the complex
of citta-caittal

The author asks: What are your doubts?

The disputant continues: If the visual organ sees, how is it that it does not
see when other forms of consciousness are operative? Why are all objects
not grasped at once? If visual consciousness sees, then all consciousness
having only the characteristic of cognizing, and not seeing, how can it see
visible forms? If the understanding conjoined with visual consciousness
sees, then it must be conceded that the understanding conjoined with
auditory consciousness can hear. Since that cannot hear, how can this
see? If the complex of citta and caitta sees, since the complex is never
fixed — a wholesome visual consciousness are conjoined with 22 caitta-s;
an unwholesome visual consciousness is conjoined with 21 caitta-s; a veiled-
nondefined (nivrtävyäkrta) visual consciousness are conjoined with 18
caitta-s; a nonveiled-nondefîned (anivrtävyäkrta) visual consciousness is
conjoined with 12 caitta-s — how can it see?

The author, upholding the Vaibhâsika position, then answers: It is the
visual organ that sees. But it can only do so when associated with visual
consciousness. It is just like the case that visual consciousness can exercise
its function of cognizing visible forms only by relying on the force of the eye,
and that the functions, sensation, etc., of vedanä, etc., must rely on the mind.
Accordingly, when another form [than visual] of consciousness is operative,
the eye cannot see, since it is devoid of consciousness. This also explain why
[our position] does not entail the fallacy of [the eye] grasping all objects at
once; for within one and the same series there cannot be two citta-s operating
simultaneously.

The disputant asks: But why is it that within the one series where all the
six supporting bases and objects are present, the six forms of consciousness
cannot operate simultaneously?

The author continues his answer: This is because there can only be one
samanantara-pratyaya (condition qua the immediately precedent citta).
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There are other reasons [why we reject the other theories]: If visual
consciousness sees, who then cognizes? If understanding sees, who then
understands? As to the theory that the complex of citta-caitta sees, this is
definitely impossible, as their individual functions are all different from
one another. Moreover, it entails that one given essence has two different
functions — seeing and sensing, etc. There are other problems: If consciousness
sees, being not susceptible to obstruction, it should see visible forms which are
screened. The same applies to the other theories — "understanding sees" and
"the complex sees". For these reasons, only the visual organ can be said to see.

Aiyaswami, N., who has rendered this text into Sanskrit, seems to have got
it wrong here when he asserts:

The author points out that each of these four propositions is defective ...
Since the above four propositions are defective, Dharmaträta arrives at the
conclusion that the eye when it becomes associated with consciousness
perceives the visible.5

It should be clear from our rendering above (note the words "Question" and
"Answer") that the author upholds the Vaibhäsika view which consistently
and explicitly insists that "the eye sees". In the AKB, the Vaibhäsika position
is stated categorically: "caksuh pasyati rüpäni"6; and "esa tu käsmlra-
vaibhäsikänäm siddhäntah / caksuh pasyati..."1 Samghabhadra defends this
elaborately, emphasizing, as the PVV's author does, that it is the eye, sustained
by the force of visual consciousness, that sees. It will be a blatant contradiction
on their part if the Vaibhäsika themselves were to deny that "the eye sees"!

Another work of this Dharmaträta, the *Abhidharma-hrdaya-vyäkyhä
(T no. 1552) contains an even more elaborate account of the controversy,
the first part of which is very similar to that in the PVV. Vasubandhu
(known to have been substantially based his AKB on this work and
Dharmasri's *Abhidharma-hrdaya, of which this work is a commentary/
revision), the author of the Abhidharmadïpaprabhàvrtti (= ADV), as well as
Samghabhadra, seem most likely to have consulted this text in their accounts.

The Sanskrit text of the ADV8 also gives an almost identical account here, as
the Pancavastuka, differing only with regard to the notion of "the complex
which is given as that of the eye, etc. (caksurädisärnagri pasyati)". The text
here begins by enumerating the four views in the form of asking a question:

This has to be explained: Of [the four] — the eye, visual consciousness,
prajnä and the assemblage (sâmagrï) — what sees? (idam tu vaktavyam /
caksuscaksurvijnäna-prajnäsämagnnäm kah pasyati /)
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It then immediately poses an anticipatory objection, followed with the
detailed rejection of all the four views, in much the same way as we find in
the Chinese Pancavastuka: "kutah samsaya iti cet/ sarvatra dosadarsa{na)
nät... " Jaini, P.S.,9 explains as follows:

Of these, the eye alone, independent ofvijfiäna, cannot be said to apprehend ...
After showing the invalidity of all these four views, the Dïpakâra sets forth
the Kâsmîra-Vaibhâsika theory: "The eye apprehends ...".

Obviously, Jaini, like Aiyaswami, has erred here. The author is only trying
to anticipate and explain the objections raised with regard to the four views.
In any case, the Sanskrit in this context does not at all mention the first view
as that it is the "eye alone that sees."

The material available does not offer much by way of explanation on behalf
of those who hold the "understanding sees" and "complex sees" views.
However, from other information in the MVS, we may also derive a more
faithful version of Ghosaka's view. To the question why only one out often
äyatana-s is called rüpa-äyatana as such, the MVS says:

According to the Venerable Ghosaka, that which comprises the visaya for
the two eyes and is the älambana for visual consciousness is named rüpa-
äyatana}®

The immediate context here makes it clear that the "two eyes" refer to the
human "fresh-eye {jnämsa-caksus)" and the "wisdom-eye" {prajnä-caksus).
Now, for Ghosaka, "all dharma-s are visible (sanidarsana) because they are
the objects of the wisdom-eye"11; even "atoms should be said to be visible,
as they are the objects of the wisdom-eye."12 Obviously, this prajnä in the
context of prajnä-caksus is not the same as the prajnä qua one of the ten
universal thought-concomitants (mahä-bhümika-s). Accordingly, despite
the representation made on his behalf by the MVS compilers, Ghosaka does
not seem to deny that visible forms are seen by the physical eye, even if he
at the same time holds that the view that the prajnä associated with visual
consciousness too sees visible forms.

Both the ADV13 and the AKB14 explain that the Vaibhäsika considers the
eye as a view in the sense of seeing/perceiving, älocanärthena. This is unlike
the other views subsumed under prajnä which are views on account of their
judgmental nature.15 The dialogue we have given in the following chapter
should also show clearly that the emphasis on this non-judgmental and

54



4. WHAT SEES THE EXTERNAL REALITY

non-discriminative nature is echoed in the AKB and the Ny. These sources
then, unanimously relate the Vaibhäsika insistence that the mere-seeing by
the eye is strictly speaking, non-epistemic, since the operation oîprajnà is
not involved — which is to say that in this instantaneous process, there is no
element of understanding, properly speaking. This is to be contrasted with
the function of cognizing by simultaneously arising visual consciousness
and the discriminative function of the mental consciousness {mano-vijnäna)
induced in the subsequent moment.

In the context of explaining why the five sense faculties are so-called — that
is, in each case an "indriya" which is said to denote ädhipatya, "supremacy/
dominance" — Vasubandhu in the AKB differentiates the Vaibhäsika and
the Sauträntika views: According to the Vaibhäsika, the eye is an indriya
because it exercises dominance in the seeing of visual forms; whereas for
the Sauträntika, the dominance is with regard to the apperception of its
specific object (svärthopalabdhi)}6 As far as the statement in the Sauträntika
proposition — "dominance in the perceiving of its specific object" —
is concerned, the author of the ADV may be justified in remarking that it is
not any different from the Vaibhäsika view.17 However, the different senses
ascribed to the statement underscores their fundamentally different views
as regards the perceptual process. For the Sauträntika, it means that the
dominance is with regard to consciousness (vijnäne tu tayor ädhipatyam), for
the perceiving — as far as one can speak of a "perceiving agent" in a relative
sense — is performed by visual consciousness, not by the visual faculty.
There is in fact no "seeing of a visual form" or "hearing of a sound" apart
from consciousness:18 There can be no seeing of form apart from grasping
(grahana), and grasping is none other than consciousness.19 In other words,
in as much as the eye has dominance in the arising of visual consciousness,
one could speak of its "seeing of a visual form". But this should really mean
the "perceiving of a visual form by consciousness". And as the Dipakära
notes elsewhere, the mere seeing (alocana) by the eye is vastly different
from the apperceiving (upalabdhi) by consciousness.20 (See below, on the
process through which an external object is "seen'Vperceived by visual con
sciousness).

4.2. The MVS: The eye as a view — in contrast to other views,
and to prajriä and jnäna

The MVS21 in fact discusses at great length, the distinction between the eye as
a view/seeing (drsti) and other views on the one hand, and that between these
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other views from knowledge and understanding, on the other. Having defined
the differences as regards self-nature, between view, knowledge (Jnäna) and
understanding (prajnä), three important mental categories in the Vaibhäsika
epistemology, it further explains their inter-relationship in the form of a 'four-
alternative scheme' (catuskoti). These descriptions provide considerable
amount of information, both positively and negatively, on the Vaibhäsika
doctrines concerned. It must be borne in mind that in the Sarvâstivâda system,
prajnä as the faculty of understanding has different modes of operation
according to which it receives the different appellations —jnäna, drsti, etc.
Moreover, unlike in other schools, such as the Theraväda, prajnä may be
skillful (kusala), unskillful (akusala), proper or right (samyanc), false or
wrong (rnithya), with-outflow (säsrava, 'impure'), outflow-free (anäsrava,
'pure'); etc. Thus, even the form of ignorance known as the non-defiled
ignorance which is said to still exist in the arhat, is prajnä in its intrinsic
nature.22 In its highest form, it is the perfect insight of a Buddha.

4.2.1. Understanding

As one of the ten universal thought concomitants (mahäbhümika-s) in the
Vaibhäsika system, understanding (prajnä) necessarily arises in any mental
state. It is usually defined as the "discernment/examination of dharma-s
(dharma-pravicaya)" P The MVS24 describes it as the discrimination of
the self-characteristic (svalaksana) and common-characteristic (sämänya-
laksana) of dharma-s. Skandhila's Abhidharmävatära gives a somewhat
more descriptive explanation:

Understanding is the discernment of dharma-s. It is the examination, as the
case may be, of the following eight kinds of dharma — inclusion (samgraha),
conjunction (samprayoga), possession (samanvägama), cause (hetu), condition
(pratyaya), fruit (phala), self-characteristic (svalaksana) and common-
characteristic (sämänya-laksana).25

In the above mentioned context, the MVS26, besides giving the usual
description that it is "discernment of dharma-s" and that it is found in all
mental states, also defines it as the set of understanding conjoined with all
the six forms of consciousness.

4.2.2. Knowledge

For the Sarvâstivâda, knowledge is not synonymous with consciousness
(vijnäna). There indeed can be consciousness without knowledge as such.
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This category is described as the set of all understanding conjoined with the
first five forms of sensory consciousness, as well as all the understanding
conjoined with mental consciousness excepting the Pure Receptivity
(anäsrava-ksänti)21. The latter is excepted because it represents only
a preliminary stage of receptivity, but not final, thorough and decisive
knowledge, as regards the four noble truths. Here, we learn that knowledge
must be full, ultimate, thorough knowing. Vasumitra, the äcärya generally
taken as the authority by the MVS compilers, offers a similar view.
The Bhadanta (Dharmaträta) requires that "It is only the thorough seeing of
a thing that can be qualified as knowledge, while Vâspa says that knowledge
is derived through repeated examination. These äcärya-s' explanations are
apparently uncontested by the compilers.28

4.2.3. View

View is actually the first of the three categories discussed by the MVS29 in
this context, and is described in comparatively much greater length. The text
begins by saying that the discussion on view is given "so that heretic views
can be refuted and logical reasoning can be shown."30 It then states, as in
the AKB, that only the eye and the understanding which is of the nature
of judgement or decision, are views. They comprise the eye, the five false
views, the worldly right view and the views of the trainees and non-trainee.
A view is defined as that which has the nature of judgement or decision
(samtïrakatva), which is also part of Vasumitra's definition which requires
judgement and investigation.31 Elsewhere,32 four characteristics of view are
given — seeing, judging, firm attachment, and penetrating into the objects
of perception (älambana).

The inter-relationship of the three can be summarized as follows:
1. Some views are not knowledges — viz. visual organ and the pure

receptivity.
2. Some knowledges are not views — viz. the understanding conjoined

with the group of the first five forms of sensory consciousness (panca-
vijnänakäya-samprayukta-prajnä); knowledges of exhaustion
(ksaya-jnäna) and non-arising (anutpäda-jnäna); all impure
understanding conjoined with mental consciousness (säsrava-
mano-vijnäna-samprayukta-prajnä), excepting the five false views
(mithyä-drsti) and the worldly right views (laukild samyag-drsti)

3. Some views are also knowledges — viz, the five false views;
the worldly right view; all pure understanding, excepting the pure
receptivity, the knowledges of exhaustion and of non-arising.
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4. Some views are not understanding — viz. the visual organ.
5. Some understanding are not views—viz. the understanding conj oined

with the group of the first five forms of sensory consciousness;
the knowledges of exhaustion and of non-arising; all impure
understanding conjoined with mental consciousness, excepting the
five false views and the worldly right views (as in 2 above).

6. Some views are also understanding — viz. all pure understanding
excepting the knowledges of exhaustion and of non-arising, the five
false views, and the worldly right view.

7. All knowledges are also understanding.
8. Some understanding are not knowledges — viz. the pure receptivity

(for it has vision of the truths for the first time, and therefore cannot
make decisive judgement).

This inter-relationship may be diagrammatically (not to the scale) represented
as follows:

Knowledge

Understanding

View

5 views, lsd
some pure prajnä

Diagram Text Abbreviations
pvksp = pancavijnäkäya-samprayukta-prajnä
kj = ksaya-jnäna
aj = anutpäda-jnäna
mvsp = manovijnäna-samprayukta-prajnä
lsd = laukiJd samyag-drsti

These distinctions clarify that the eye is not a member of the set of
understanding; and therefore not knowledge, a subset of understanding.
On the other hand, the understanding conjoined with the first five forms
of sensory consciousness all fall within the set of knowledge. That is,
the necessary condition for knowledge is understanding, defined as having
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the discerning/discrimination of mental objects as its nature. But this
condition is not sufficient. Understanding becomes knowledge only when
it is full, final, and decisive. Such a requirement in the Vaibhäsika notion
of knowledge may seem more demanding than that in our ordinary usage
of the term. These distinctions and explanations in MVS, together with the
other sources given above, make it abundantly clear that, for the Vaibhäsika,
visual consciousness, but not the eye as seeing (i.e. the seeing by the eye)
is knowledge. In other words, the mere seeing by the eye is non-epistemic,
whereas visual consciousness is "conscious seeing" and epistemic.

The diagram also shows that the first five forms of consciousness are outside
the subset of views. This in fact further specifies the epistemic scope of
visual (and for that matter, the other four) consciousnesses induced by
the eye's seeing: Though it has the ability to understand, it cannot do so
decisively, arriving at final judgement after repeated reflection. It is in
the next (second) moment, when the corresponding mental consciousness
is induced that the possibility of such a capability exists. The Vaibhäsika
is even more specific: the first five forms of consciousness in kämadhätu,
though associated withprajna and srnrti, are capable of only one of the three
types of superimposition (yïkalpa), called svabhävavikalpa which is of the
nature of reasoning (yitarkd) and investigation (yicärd)?3 But they are not
capable of the other two types — superimposition by way of recollecting
(anusmarana-vikalpa), and superimposition by way of determining
(abhinirüpanä-vikalpa).34 (See also infra, chapter 6)

But though visual consciousness is said to be devoid of this ability of the
two types of superimposition and of decisive judgement (samtïrakatva),
it is nonetheless not of an amoral nature which might be taken to imply its
non-epistemic nature, moral significance obtaining only where deliberate
thinking exists. That it is capable of being endowed with moral significance
is explicitly stated in various contexts in the MVS. Thus:

The three roots of unwholesomeness (räga, dvesa, moha) are present... in all
the six forms of consciousness. Why? ... If [they] are present only in the
mental domain (mano-bhümi), then the unwholesomeness in the first five
forms of consciousness would arise without roots.35

Again: "... Another explanation is that the first five forms of consciousness
can also give rise to physical and vocal karma..." — which is endorsed by
the MVS compilers. This is quite unlike the opinion of the Theraväda
Äbhidhammikas that "visual consciousness is just the mere seeing of
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a visible form. Herein, no lusting, or hating, or deluding exists (cakkhu-
vinnänam hi rüpadassana-mattameva / ettha rajjanam vä dussanam vä
muyhanam vä n 'atthi I)?6 The Därstäntika-Sauträntika too likewise holds
that the five sensory consciousnesses are free from defilements.37

The explanations offered by the MVS in the above context as to why the eye
is called view, however, are hardly those of a logical nature. They are:

(1) Because it is said to be so by the Sages.
(2) Because it is said so in the world.38

(3) Because it is said so in the sütra-s.
(4) Because of what can be observed in the world.

Two äcärya-s' explanations are also given :
Vasumitra: Because in the world, it is observed that those with pure eyes
say, "I see purity", and those with impure eyes say, "I see impurities";
Bhadanta: Because the sütra says, "what is attained by the visual organ,
what is discerned by visual consciousness, is the seen."

4.3. Samghabhadra's major arguments in Ny (See following
chapter)

In the Ny, Samghabhadra shows up as a vigorous and formidable debater,
scrupulously supporting his arguments not only with scriptural quotations —
skillfully interpreting them where necessary — but also logical reasoning
(ägama andyukti). An instance of his skill in interpretation is where he has
to face the opponent's challenge with a clear-worded sütra quotation that
"the eye is a gate, to the extent of seeing visible forms." Samghabhadra
says that the "eye" here actually should be taken to refer to consciousness.
He offers several "implicit" meanings of "gate" in this context: It signifies
"condition"; it signifies "expedience", and it signifies the "tatsabhäga eye".
On the other hand, where the Vaibhâsika's position finds a very clear support
in the sütra sentence: "Seeing visible forms with the eye"; he, by means
of logical argument, leaves no room for the opponent's attempt at any
metaphorical interpretation.

His method of turning the opponents own weapons back onto themselves,
as it were, is exemplified in the following example:
The opponent argues: If you say that the eye sees, but it cannot do so when
the object is screened, then why is it that objects screened by a glass, etc.,
are visible?
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Samghabhadra: If you say that visual consciousness sees, but it cannot arise
with regard to a screened object, then why is it that it arises with regard to
objects screened by a glass, etc? If you say that this is because in this case the
passage of light is not hindered (the opponent actually does say so), then you
have ipso facto conceded that visual consciousness does actually arise with
regard to a screened object — contradicting your earlier assertion.

Again, in the AKB,39 the opponent argues: if it is the eye that sees, then it
ought to see even when it is occupied with other forms (than visual) of
consciousness.

In the Ny,40 Samghabhadra argues: If the function of seeing visible forms is
a dharma produced by consciousness, then this function ought to arise even
when consciousness is separated from the eye.

Similarly, the opponent argues: when the sütra says the eye sees visible
forms, it is a metaphorical attribution of the action of visual consciousness,
the supported, to the eye, the support. A clear instance of such an attribution
is when it says, "having cognized dharma-s with the mind", as the mind,
being always past, cannot cognize.

Samghabhadra uses a similar strategy: When the sütra says the eye is the gate
for seeing visible forms, it metaphorically refers to visual consciousness,
the support for seeing, as the eye. The sütra cannot say, as we might wish,
visual consciousness is the gate, etc., for it would have to say later on in
the same passage that mental consciousness (and not "mind") is the gate,
etc. This would then be incorrect since it is mental consciousness itself that
cognizes; rather than that it serves as the gate (= expedience) for another
mind to cognize — the mind can never cognize.

As should be evident, however, many of Samghabhadra's arguments in his
Ny are often traceable to earlier Vaibhäsika sources, and must not be too
hastily assumed to be brand new or even "neo-Sarvästiväda". In most cases,
all he has done is to present the Vaibhäsika viewpoint more articulately and
put their arguments in clearer terms. In support of the "eye sees" doctrine,
Samghabhadra41 quotes from the MVS which says:

What is attained by the eye, what is experienced (S?) by visual consciousness,
is called the seen (caksuh-sarnpräptam caksur-vijnänänubhütam drstam ity
ucyate).
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The same MVS passage is also quoted in the AKB;42 but there it was quoted
by the opponents against the Vaibhasika. (See dialogue in § 5). In the MVS,
this passage occurs as "Bhadanta's" (Buddhadeva according to the earlier
Chinese version of the Mahävibhäsä)43 quotation of the sütra ("The sütra
says ...") in explaining why the eye is called a view. The compilers of
the MVS makes no criticism or comment on this, which means that it
is accepted as a Vaibhasika explanation. In fact, elsewhere44 the MVS
uses this explanation to show that it is the sense organs, rather than their
corresponding forms of consciousness that do the seeing, etc. There it also
explains, in accordance with the consistently Vaibhasika standpoint that
"consciousness is mentioned to indicate that the organs eye etc., can grasp
their objects only when assisted by consciousness" (loc. cit.).

Samghabhadra actually lays stress on this qualification in interpreting this
same passage. He interprets "caksuh-sarnpräptarn" as the subject clause,
with "drstam ity ucyate" as the predicate, "caksur-vijnänänubhütam"
is said to have been added to qualify that the visual organ becomes capable
of attaining only when sustained by consciousness. We can see therefore
that Samghabhadra has offered nothing new (nothing "neo-Sarvästiväda")
as a Vaibhasika explanation here. However, we may say that he has made
things more explicit by arguing clearly that "consciousness is the cause for
seeing, and hence not the essence (the agent) that sees."45 That is, in the
simultaneous (sahabhü) cause-effect relationship which obtains when visual
consciousness, the eye, and other necessary conditions flash forth their
individual functions in co-ordination to give rise to the seeing of a visible
form; visual consciousness is a cause, not an effect (seeing). This is in
contrast to the Sauträntika view that visual consciousness — which is the
seeing of the object — is an effect that is produced in the moment subsequent
to that when the eye, the visible form, etc. were present (See infra, § 7. more
details on the Sauträntika view).

In addition, Samghabhadra is quite articulate in explaining the sense
in which consciousness is a cause in the process of visual perception:
It serves as the proximate condition and as the support for the visual organ;
it nourishes the co-nascent Great Elements (mahä-bhütas), causing the
potent (visesa — lit. specific: that is the indriya that has come to the stage of
being capable of exercising its potency) sense organ to arise and see visible
forms.46 No knowledge as such is derived at this stage of seeing. But at the
stage of cognizing, the visual organ in turn serves as a support as well as
the proximate cause for consciousness, so that the cognizing of a visible
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form can take place. It is also the visual organ that serves as a support for
a particular mental state (citta-caitta) so that it can operate in its specific
manner with regard to an object.47

More important is Samghabhadra's argument that it is absolutely necessary
that the function of seeing visible forms uniquely belongs to the visual organ.
It is in fact, for that matter, absolutely necessary that each dharma, in the
complex process of conditioned co-arising, is able to exercise its specific
function. Here we can better appreciate why Samghabhadra insists at such
great length that it is the eye that sees. This absolute necessity, of course,
stems from the central Vaibhäsika conception that in the persistence of all
dharma-s in the three periods of time, each and every dharma is a distinct
dharma by virtue of its specific nature and function. Thus the MVS says:

How are the twelve äyatana-s to be established? Answer: On the basis of the
difference as regards intrinsic nature and function.48

Now, if the eye does not have a specific function — the only one of seeing
visible forms — as mentioned in the sütra (at least so from the Vaibhäsika
viewpoint) and confirmed in experience of the world — the eye as a äyatana
or a unique rüpa dharma will fail to be established. By the same token,
the specific nature and function of consciousness has to be established and
distinguished from those of the eye. The conditioned dharma-s, however,
are said to be "feeble in their svabhäva, not free, dependent on others,
not capable of exercising their functions by themselves, and unable to accord
with their own wishes."49 This means that "the dharma-s cannot exercise
their function without the help of causes and conditions."50 Dharma-s in fact
are transcendent as far as their svabhäva is concerned.51 The dimension of
our empirical experience is that of their functions or activities. It is here that
causality pertains:

We say that the causes have the functions [of dharma-s], and not their natures
qua entity (Ala, dravya), as effects. We also say that the effects have the
functions, and not the natures qua entity, as causes. The natures qua entity of
dharma-s remain unchanged in time, being neither causes nor effects.52

The Vaibhäsika believe that they can remain as good Buddhists in explaining
the causality of the functions of dharma-s in accordance with the Buddha's
teaching of pratïtya-samutpada. But their theory of "sarvästitva" logically
requires that each function too must not only uniquely belong to a given
dharma', it must also persist in time together with the dharma. Unlike the
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dharma's intrinsic nature (the dharma as an entity in itself), it can be brought
into operation with the help of causes and conditions, but it is not anything
new that comes into existence.

It is in accordance with such a Vaibhâsika doctrine that Samghabhadra seeks
persistently to establish that the seeing by the eye must properly belong
to the eye, even though at the same time its exercise needs the assistance
of visual consciousness as a supporting condition. Towards the end of the
debate in the AKB, the Sautrantika ridicules the debaters for their attempt to
"devour the Empty Space", Samghabhadra retorts in the Ny that it is in fact
the Sautrantika who is "trying to grab the Empty Space"! He argues that the
Buddhist principle of conditioned co-arising will in fact collapse altogether
if the reality of the individually specific functions of the dharrna-s — such
as the seeing of visible form by the eye — is denied.

Samghabhadra further claims that the Sautrantika has misunderstood what
the Buddha means when He urges us "not to obstinately cling on to regional
linguistic usage nor to over insist as regards worldly conventions." He argues
that when the Buddha's advice is applied in the context of their debate,
it means that the reality of the collective must be denied — this accords with
absolute truth; but not that of the individual dharma's function participating
in the collective, complex process of conditioned co-arising. Denial of the
latter amounts to a denial of the possibility of conditioned co-arising in toto.
The Vaibhâsika position in this debate, he concludes, is in fact founded in
accordance with this reasoning, and stands firmly on both conventional and
absolute truths: Following the Buddha's advice, in asserting that

the eye sees, it does not unnecessarily clash with the conventional point of
view. By establishing that the eye — rather than a fictitious collective agent
such as the soul — has the unique, intrinsic function of seeing, it conforms to
the absolute truth that while a collection of dharma-s as such are unreal, real
dharmas indeed exist, each being uniquely defined by its specific svabhäva/
svalaksana and käritra/kriyä.53

From the dialogue in the next chapter, the dispute between the Vaibhâsika
and Sautrantika as to whether we can really say there exist the subject and
object of perception in the perceptual process could at least in part be regarded
as a semantic one: It depends on what one really means by the "seer" and
the "seen" in this situation. Likewise, the "eye sees" theoreticians and the
"consciousness sees" theoreticians could very well be seen as saying about
the same thing in different words: It depends on what one means by "seeing".
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Neither of the party has actually articulated their definition of "seeing"
throughout the debate. When one says that the visual organ cannot see alone
without the support of consciousness; the other that consciousness cannot
see alone without the visual organ serving as its supporting basis, it gives the
impression that the whole issue depends on where one wants to lay the stress
in the act of seeing — eye or visual consciousness. Part of the dialogue also
shows that both parties even attempt to assign different meanings to "eye"
or "visual consciousness" or "eye sees". Interpreting the sütra statement:
"the eye is the gate to the extent of seeing visible forms", the Vaibhasika
says that "eye" here refers to "visual consciousness". Interpreting the sütra
statement: "seeing visible forms with the eye", the Vijnanavada says the real
meaning is that visual consciousness sees, and that "eye" is mentioned here
only because it serves as the support for seeing.54

It is interesting to note here that the subcommentarial tradition in the
Theraväda seems to be well aware of these arguments recorded in the AKB.
Thus, in Sumangala's Abhidhammatthavibhàvinï (12th century A.D.), we see
very similar arguments succinctly summarized in the words of its author:
The eye cannot see because it is material. If the eye could see, then one in
whom another form of sensory consciousness (e.g. auditory) is operating
would also see. On the other hand, if consciousness sees, then even objects
screened by a wall should also be visible. Sumangala then concludes: when
the sutta says that one sees rüpa by the eye, what is intended is that one sees
by the eye-door.55

But of course such semantic nuances alluded to above are mostly found
only when they attempt to interpret the sütra in their own favour. It can
hardly be concluded thereby that either the Vaibhasika or the Vijnanavada
(such as Theraväda) would actually equate "visual consciousness" with
"eye" in their Abhidharma-systems. Beyond this much of "semanticism",
their fundamentally different positions are sufficiently clear: The Vaibhasika
maintains that the seeing of visible forms is a non-conscious act, belonging
specifically to the eye. For him, consciousness is consciousness — be it
visual or otherwise — its specific nature is that of cognizing, not seeing.
On the other hand, the Vijnanavada maintains that seeing is possible only
by a mental agent, not a material organ; there is no difference in this case
between seeing and cognizing. The Theraväda, as a Vijnânavâdin, may not
go along so far as to equate seeing with cognizing; but also unambiguously
concurs that the eye cannot see on account of its not being of a mental
nature: cakkhu rüpam na passait acittakattä (Visuddhimagga 20).56

The view that "consciousness is consciousness" is a perfectly orthodox
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one — the svabhäva of each dharma is unique. Samghabhadra argues that if
consciousness can both cognize and see, then a single dharma would have
two svabhäva-sl This argument is already found in the PVV (see above) and
the *Abhidharma-hrdaya-vyäkhyä.51

Finally, it is interesting that the viniscaya section of the Yogäcära-bhümi-
sästra5* {circa 300-350 A.D.), a representative Yogäcära work, concerning
this dispute, offers a comment that could almost be read as a concession,
on the part of some Sauträntika-Därstäntikas, to the Vaibhâsika position.
In answering the question as to whether it is the sensory organs, eye, etc.,
that see, etc., or their corresponding consciousnesses, it explains:

From the point of view of absolute truth, it is neither the eye, etc., nor their
corresponding consciousness. Why? Because the self-nature of dharma-s
is such that they are dependently originated; because they are momentary;
and because they are without any activity. From the point of view of
conventional truth, [however], since the eyes, etc., are the most prominent,
we may designate them as the agent of seeing, etc. Why? Because, where the
visual organs, etc., are present, [the corresponding] consciousness is bound
to arise, without any diminution. Also because, even where a consciousness-
stream obtains, [the corresponding consciousness] cannot be obtained
independent of the sensory organ, eye, etc. Herein, the true doctrine is: It is
only seeing itself, that can be spoken of as the agent of seeing. The same
applies to other forms of perception.

Such explanations seem to reflect the impact that this long drawn out
Abhidharma controversy, since the early period of the Abhidharma schools,
must have had on the newly emerged Mahäyäna Yogäcära.
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5. The "What Sees" Debate in the AKB,
VY and NY

5.1. Preliminaries

In the first chapter of the AKB (= Abhidharmakosabhäsya)\ we find
a dispute as to what really sees (pasyati). The Vaibhäsika insists that it is the
eye that sees, while others that it is consciousness. The Sauträntika appears
towards the end of the dispute, ridiculing that the whole controversy has
been in vain, in as much as there is in reality neither the agent of seeing
nor any object qua the seen, but merely a play of dharrna-s, flashing forth
momentarily and in accordance with the principle of conditioned co-arising.
This controversy, as well as many of the arguments and counter-arguments
found therein, is not a new one, being already attested to in the Kathävatthu
(XVIII 9), as well as northern sources antedating the AKB.

In the presentation of the dispute, Vasubandhu, the author of the AKB,
as is very often the case, is clearly biased against the Vaibhäsika, giving them
little chance to defend themselves properly. Samghabhadra, in his Ny
(= *Nyäyänusära), argues at length in defence of the orthodox Vaibhäsika
position. In addition, he also briefly refutes the other views on "what sees"
(see below), as well as the Sauträntika theory of indirect perception (in this
case somewhat indirectly). The AKB provides little information as regards
what the Vaibhäsika really means by the seeing of the eye — visual
perception, or what the mechanism of this seeing is, or the reason for the
Vaibhäsika's insistence that the function of seeing belongs uniquely to
the eye. In our attempt to form a much better picture of the controversial
positions of the main disputants — Vaibhäsika, the "Vijnänaväda", and the
Sauträntika — we propose here to examine the relevant northern sources,
both antedating and postdating the AKB.

The controversy presented below in a dialogue form, is based on material
drawn from the AKB, the Vy (= Abhidharmakosavyäkhyä) and the Ny.
It hardly needs explaining that, the terms "Vijnänaväda" and "Vijnänavädins"
mentioned throughout this paper do not refer to the Yogäcära Vijnänaväda and
its followers, respectively. Rather, they stand for the "consciousness sees"
theory and its followers. It will be seen that Samghabhadra's argumentation
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forms the bulk of the dialogue, as it is in the Ny that we find the debate
in its most elaborate form. We have decided to incorporate the whole of
Samghabhadra's arguments, in fairly literal rendering, not only because his
Ny is extant only in its Chinese version, but also that it is he who clarifies
the Vaibhâsika position most.

5.2.The debate recorded in the AKB, the Vy and the Ny

Abbreviations:

Vai = Vaibhäsika; Vij = Vijnänaväda (those who hold that consciousness sees)

Vai: Among the eighteen elements (dhätu-i), the eye element and eight
items coming under the element of mental objects (dharma-dhätu) — viz.
the five views of defilement, the worldly right view, and the right views of
the trainee and the non-trainees — are views.

Among them, the worldly right view refers to the understanding co-nascent
with mental consciousness, for view is judgement or decision preceding
from reflection, and the understanding co-nascent with the first five forms
of consciousness are not of this nature.

In fact,(Ny among the non-material dharma-s, only those whose activities are
clear and sharp, which make judgement as regards their objects, and which
axQprajnä that operate internally — are views.)2

Vij: Why then do you consider the eye as view?

Vai: The eye, though devoid of any ability of making judgement
(samtlrakatvd), is classified as a view as opposed to a non-view, in the
sense of the seeing of visible objects (rüpälocanärthena). (NyWe classify
it thus for three reasons: Because it is considered in the world that it sees
(ä-Vloc) visible forms; because it is opposed to darkness; and because its
activity is clear and sharp.)3

Vij: But if it is the eye that sees, then it should be able to see even when it is
occupied with audio and other types of consciousness: It should see since the
required conditions, the object, etc., are present. But for us who hold that it is
consciousness that sees, there is no such fault, this consciousness being absent.

Vai: No. It is only the sabhäga-caksus — visual organ participating in
the activity of seeing — when being conjoined with visual consciousness,
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(Ny

that sees. It is not the case that all the organs are simultaneously sustained
by their respective consciousnesses. Hence there is no such fault.)4

Vij: If so, it is the consciousness, of which the visual organ is the supporting
basis {äsraya), that sees, not the visual organ; since whether there is seeing
or not depends on the presence or otherwise of visual consciousness.

(Ny

Vai : No. The eye, sustained by the force of consciousness, gives rise to
its specific activity. This is like the arising of the specific activity of fire with
the support of the force of fuel.)5

In fact, if the activity of seeing visible forms is a dharma produced by
consciousness, then this activity ought to arise [even] when separated from
the visual organ. The co-nascent mahä-bhüta-s, nourished by consciousness,
are caused to produce the specific organ capable of seeing visible forms.
Therefore, it is wrong to say that it is the supporting consciousness that sees.

Will any wise one say: "Whatever causes and conditions give rise to cognition,
the resulting cognition is none other than those very causes and conditions"?
Consciousness is the cause, not the essence, of seeing,6 [i.e., it is not seeing
in its intrinsic nature].

Vij: How do we know for sure that it is not visual consciousness that sees?

Vai: (NyBecause there is neither valid logical basis nor scriptural authority
for it:
First, invalid logical reasoning: Visual consciousness will not be distinguished
from other forms of consciousness — what difference is there, between
visual and other forms of consciousness so that it alone is designated as
view? Accordingly, we cannot assert that consciousness is the essence of
view.

Vij: But what if we establish the distinction of visual consciousness from
other forms of consciousness on the basis of the different sense organs
(indriya) which form their respective bases?

Vai: No. On account of the differences among their supporting bases,
consciousness may be differentiated only conceptually as visual
consciousness. It cannot be legitimately accepted that simply on account
of the differences as regards their organ, their inherent nature change
accordingly, so that the consciousness associated with the visual organ is
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transformed to be of the essence of view. Compare this with the case of
fire which is produced using straw, wood, cow-dung, husk, etc. The names
may vary — "straw fire", "wood fire", etc. — but the essential heat-nature
{usnata) remains the same. As far as their basic nature is concerned, there is
no difference among the various forms of consciousness.

Vij: But shouldn't visual consciousness be considered view in as much as it
takes visible forms as its objects?

Yai: If this is the case, then mental consciousness which takes visible forms
as its object should be view.

Vij: No, because only visual consciousness which takes the present visible
form as object can be considered view.

Vai: This again is not logical, for there isn't any distinguishing cause in
this case. It is accepted by all (prasiddha) that prajnä which takes objects
of the three periods of time (past, present, future) is view. It follows that
consciousness which takes past and future visible forms should also be
considered as view. And if there could be any past or future consciousness
which takes a present visible form, then we would have to concede that the
blind can see present visible forms!

Vij: But mental consciousness is not of the essence of view.

Vai: Then, you should also concede that visual consciousness too is not of
the essence of view: It is not logical to assert with regard to one and the same
category of a substance, that some are of the essence of view, while others are
not. This is as illogical as the assertion that within one and the same category
of a substance, one part is wholesome, other unwholesome. The essence of a
given dharma and its specific content are not the same. While visual and other
forms of consciousness belong to the same class as regards essence, they can
differ as regards their class of content — wholesome, unwholesome, etc. This
is like the case of the essential nature of fire and the specific content of fire.

The various forms of consciousness which cognize objects, while belonging
to the same class as regards essential nature, may differ as regards the
class of specific type or content —-- pure or impure — on account of which,
they may be called pure or impure consciousness. Now, it is not the case that
just because the different forms of consciousness differ as to their specific
content, they become different in their essential nature. Take the case of fire.
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There may be different types of fire — fierce, feeble, with smoke, without
smoke, depending on different conditions. Yet they are identical in their
essential nature, all being of the nature of heat, likewise, while all forms of
consciousness have the same essential nature of the cognizing of objects,
they can be of different types — wholesome, etc. Hence your answer given
above is not acceptable.

Vij: What if we say that, while the different forms of consciousness are
identical in their essential nature, they can be differentiated as regards their
specific types — view, etc.

Vai: No, this is unacceptable. Because, what is observed as the difference
in appearance of the essential natures of different dharma-s must not
be confounded with the difference in their specific type or content.
[What pertains to different genuses must not be confounded with what
pertains to different species of a given genus]. This is quite unlike the case
of wholesomeness, etc., which can be found in all consciousnesses and other
dharma-s.1

Vai: (NyYour thesis also lacks scriptural authority: None of the Buddha's
discourses says that visual consciousness sees, giving rise to this kind of
understanding. On the other hand, everywhere in the sütra-s, the visual
organ andprajnä are called views.8

(NyThere are other considerations: It contravenes worldly convention to speak
of visual consciousness — rather than the visual organ — as view. In the world,
only those without their visual organs are said to be blind. That is, one becomes
blind on account of the non-possession (asamanvägama) of the visual organ;
not on account of the non-possession of visual consciousness. It is not the case
that, one born in the sphere of the second dhyäna or above, where there is the
visual organ but not visual consciousness, can be said to be blind.

Moreover, the blind, while lacking the visual organ, are in possession of
visual consciousness. We should then not say that they are blind, or call
them those without view!

Vij: But though the blind are in possession of the consciousness for seeing,
they are said to be blind on account of the fact that the consciousness for
seeing does not arise.

Vai: If so, ordinary people in the world, who have visual organs should also
be regarded as blind when the consciousness for seeing does not arise!
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Should you say that visual consciousness can be called view, because it
has a distinguishing characteristic which distinguishes it from other forms
of consciousness; then, this very distinguishing characteristic itself should
be view. If, on the other hand, in the absence of any such distinguishing
characteristic, you still maintain that visual consciousness alone is view,
then it is just like the order issued by an evil king — without any need for
justification.)9

Moreover if it is consciousness that sees, what is it that cognizes (yijänäti)!
What is the difference between the two functions — now having to be
attributed to the same consciousness — of seeing and cognizing?

Vij: The very cognizing of a visible object is the seeing of it. It is just like
the case that a certain prajnä is said to "see" as well as to "comprehend".
Likewise, a certain consciousness is said to "see" as well as to "cognize":
All forms of consciousness have the cognizing of objects as their
characteristic; but sometimes they are both view and cognition, sometimes
not view but simply cognition.

Vai: (NyThis explanation is very much a case of fallacious analogy (visarna):
The very distinguishing characteristic, on account of which prajnä is called
view, is none other than that which sees. But it is not true that the very
distinguishing characteristic, on account of which consciousness is called
view, is none other than that which sees. Indeed, if this very distinguishing
characteristic itself is none other than that which sees, then it should follow
that it is the eye, the very supporting basis, which sees; for it is only on
account of the supporting basis that consciousness gets a different name.
Otherwise, you must tell us: Apart from the supporting basis, what other
dharma can there be which definitely constitutes the distinguishing
characteristic possessed by visual consciousness alone, and not other forms
of consciousness.)10

(NyConcerning your assertion that the case of drsti and vijnäna is just like that
of drsti and prajnä, conceded as being no different from each other — if this
assertion is to be accepted, then one should also concede that the essence of
consciousness is none other than prajnä; for it is conceded by both you and
us that the samprayukta-drsti is none other than prajnä in essence.

Moreover, if drsti and prajnä are the same, then all forms of consciousness
are drsti, and drsti are all forms of consciousness. This being the case, how
is it that the blind and those asleep do not see?
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Vij: In these circumstances, there is no visual consciousness.

Vai: No because visual consciousness is identical in essence with other
forms of consciousness: In what way is visual consciousness different from
the other forms of consciousness such that it alone, and not other forms of
consciousness, can see?

Or, your arguments would entail that one and the same dharma has two
essences — one can cognize, the other can see! If you concede that a thing
which is not of the essence of view can actually see, then this is a fallacy of
over-generalization (atiprasanga) on your part.

Vij: But as in the case of prajnä which can both see and discern, here too
there is no contradiction.

Vai: No. There, drsti and prajnä are not different from each other.

Vij: But isn't it also the case that drsti and vijnäna are not different from
each other?

Vai: If this is the case, then one with eyes should be no different from a blind
person: Why is it that for one without eyes, though in possession of visual
consciousness, he is said to be blind; while for one having eyes, when other
forms of consciousness other than visual arise, he is not said to be blind?)U

Some masters: If it is the visual consciousness that sees, then being not
susceptible to obstruction (Vybeing immaterial (amürti))u — it should see
even objects behind a wall or a screen. Yet this is not the case in our daily
experience. This proves that it is the eye that sees, not consciousness .

The AKB author on behalf of Vij: Visual consciousness cannot arise
with regard to an object obstructed by a wall or a screen, (Vyas the object is
concealed from light)13. Where consciousness does not arise, how can there
be seeing?

Vai: Then you would have to explain why visual consciousness cannot arise
with regard to an obstructed object: (VyConsciousness being not susceptible
to obstruction, having penetrated the wall, etc., should arise, just as in the
case where the object is not intervened.)14 For us who hold that the visual
organ sees, the explanation is simple: The visual organ being susceptible
to obstruction (sa-pratigha), cannot exercise its activity with regard to
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a screened object. Accordingly, visual consciousness cannot arise with
regard to a screened object, since it must do so with regard to the same
object as its supporting basis, the visual organ.

(NyBesides, the counter question — "Where consciousness does not arise, how
can there be seeing?" — is illogical: Even if visual consciousness could arise
in this case, it still cannot see; for, as we have argued above, it is not different
from other forms of consciousness — its function is cognition, not seeing.

Moreover, it is logically invalid for you to answer that visual consciousness
does not arise with regard to a screened object. For, the meaning of the
objection is that if you maintain that visual consciousness has the function
of seeing visible forms; then, consciousness being not susceptible to
obstruction, should arise even with regard to a screened object.

Vij: We mean that, with regard to a screened object, the type of function like
the cognizing of a visual form by consciousness, does not arise.

Vai: No, this too is not acceptable logically. For, this school concedes that
both visual consciousness and the eye which is susceptible to obstruction,
operate with regard to one and the same object.

Vij: But, are we not saying exactly the same thing as you?

Vai: No. In your case, the assertion is not a valid one; for, given your denial
that the eye sees, it is not logically valid to assert that visible forms are
objects of the eye.

Moreover, what is the rationale of your counter-question: "Consciousness
not arising, how can there be seeing?"? Arising is seeing, and seeing is
arising. What you said amount to: consciousness not arising, how can there
be arising — a meaningless question!

Shouldn't the objection here be a general one: "Why does it not arise?
Why does it not see?"

Some of you might answer: "All causes and conditions arise in the previous
moment; none arise simultaneously [with consciousness]. This being the
case, whether consciousness arises or not, there can be no seeing." But then,
this too, being an inference derived from on your own premises, cannot be
a legitimate answer.
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Moreover, visual consciousness also arises with regard to screens like glass,
cloud, etc... Why do you say that visual consciousness does not arise will
regard to a screened visible form?)15

Vij: Consciousness arises in this case because there is no obstruction to
light. In fact, this is how we would explain why consciousness cannot see
a screened object, as here the passage of light is obstructed.

Vai: (NyYou have then thereby conceded that visual consciousness arises
with regard to a screened object, and what you have asserted earlier thereby
contradicts your own concession.

Moreover, it is observed in the world that visual consciousness can actually
arise in the absence of light. Thus, humans can see dark objects, and nocturnal
creatures can see visible forms obstructed by darkness — indeed there is no
need for light in order to see darkness.

Vij: We consider that objects of perception are so by their intrinsic nature.

Vai: If so, then the visual consciousness of nocturnal creatures should not
arise with regard to objects obstructed by darkness, just as in the case of
humans. It is not reasonable to say that, depending on whether the perceiver
is human or creature, one and the same visible form — darkness — changes
its intrinsic nature.

Vij: We shall say then that this is so on account of the intrinsic nature of the
various abodes of existence (gati).

Vai: No, for an abode of existence is a karmic retribution. Cats, dogs, etc.,
in darkness give rise to a greedy mind for taking various objects. It is therefore
only the eye, a karmic retribution, which belongs to a particular abode of
existence. Accordingly, we may say here that this is so by virtue of the
intrinsic nature of karmic retribution: Among the various abodes of existence,
some can perceive objects obscured by darkness, while others cannot.

Vij: The nocturnal animals can see [in darkness] because there is always
light in their eyes.

Vai: This is not acceptable, because this is not observed to be the case.

Vij: This is not observed because of the amount of light being small.
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Vai: If this were so, it should be impossible to see distant objects, for
visual consciousness ought not arise therein. Thus, your reply — "visual
consciousness does not arise with regard to a screened object. Consciousness
not arising, how can there be seeing?" — is not a legitimate one. It is only
a personal fancy of those who lack proper understanding^16

Vij: How then do you, who hold that the visual organ sees, explain that one
does not perceive a screened visible form?

Vai: Because the visual organ is susceptible to obstruction, it cannot give rise
to its function of seeing with regard to a screened object. As consciousness
operates on one and the same object as its supporting basis, it too cannot

The author of the AKB on behalf of Vij: When you say that the visual
organ is susceptible to obstruction and hence cannot see in this situation,
do you mean to say that it is like the organ of touch {kayendriya) which can
exercise its activity on an object only when in contact with it?: (VyDo you
mean that like the tangible organ which, being susceptible to obstruction,
cannot move over the screen which is obstructive, to reach the object, and
thus cannot exercise its activity on the object: The eye cannot see in this
case because it needs to move over the screen which it cannot do, being
susceptible to obstruction to reach and see the object?)18 But then, your
school holds that the visual organ sees objects in a distance.

Besides, how would you explain that objects obstructed by glass, crystal,
etc., which are susceptible to obstruction, are visible? This in fact disproves
your assertion that the visual organ cannot see obstructed objects on account
of its being obstructive.

Vai: (NyThis is not a valid objection, for it fails to properly understand what
is meant by "being susceptible to obstruction". We do not simply mean that
the visible form, being susceptible to obstruction on account of hindrance
(ävarana-pratighäta), can only take objects that are in contact, and hence
cannot take objects, which are screened. "Being susceptible to obstruction"
here also includes the meaning of being "susceptible to obstruction on
account of being confined to a given object (visaya-pratighäta)": When it is
confined to a given object, it cannot exercise its activity on any other object,
even if the object is not screened — how much more so if it is screened.
This in fact applies to any dharrna, which takes an object — it cannot
simultaneously take all objects.
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Vij: But then, visual consciousness too is "susceptible to obstruction".
In accordance with your own assertion that this principle applies to all
dharma-s which take objects, you should not have applied this to the visual
organ alone, and say that on account of this, it cannot give rise to its function
of seeing with regard to a screened object. Nor should you have asserted
that, "consciousness and its supporting basis being operative on one and
the same object we may say that visual consciousness does not arise on
a screened object".

Vai: You have here committed a fallacy of false analogy, not understanding
what we said. What we mean is: Because the eye is also susceptible to being
obstructed on account of being confined to a given object, and because
a visible form is susceptible to being obstructed on account of hindrance;
the eye cannot give rise to its activity with regard to a screened visible form.
The mind and visual consciousness, qua the supported and the support, are
necessarily related to the same object. But their activities are not necessarily
operative on one and the same object. It is not the case that these two can
take the same object simultaneously. On the other hand, the object taken by
the visual organ, the supporting basis, is the same as that taken by visual
consciousness, the supported. In addition, the two must exist simultaneously.
Thus, when there is an obstruction to the activity of the eye, the activity of
[visual] consciousness is also accordingly obstructed. It is for these reasons
that we have asserted: "consciousness and its support, being operative on
one and the same object, we may say that visual consciousness does not
arise on a screened object."

It remains for you, who hold that it is consciousness that sees, to explain the
non-arising of visual consciousness in this case?

Vij: But isn't it true that the eye, which is susceptible to obstruction on
account of being confined to a given object, when confined by glass, etc., as
object, can still exercise its activity on the screened object? Why then, did
you say: "When it is confined to a given object, it cannot exercise its activity
on any other object, even if the object is not screened — how much more so
if it is screened"?

Vai: Haven't we explained that this is because it cannot perceive both
simultaneously: When it perceives the glass as its object, it does not
perceive the screened object; when it perceives the screened object, it does
not perceive the glass. There is thus no contradiction, by reason of the fact
that not both are perceived at once.
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Vij: If so, why then does the eye not see visible forms screened by a wall, etc.?

Vai: We do not explain as you do, that it is because there is no light herein,
since in the world it is observed that there can be perception in the absence
of light. Rather, this is because of the [different] ways accumulated forms
(samcita-rüpa) constitute obstruction. Thus, light and darkness differ in the
ways they constitute hindrance: Though darkness and light both belong to
the category of material forms (rüpäyatana), we can see what is obstructed
by light, but not what is obstructed by darkness. Nocturnal creatures, while
capable of seeing forms obstructed by darkness as well, cannot see what
are obstructed by a wall, etc. In this way, though the visual organ can see
forms screened by a glass, etc., it cannot see those screened by a wall, etc.
By virtue of the obstructive nature of accumulated forms, the visual organ
can only see the wall, etc., and not the objects screened by the wall, etc.

Such is the nature of dharma-s; it is not a matter for speculation. There are
organs, though capable of taking objects in a distance, fail to take some
such objects due to certain obstruction. There are organs, though capable of
seeing objects in contact, fail to see some such objects. Thus, as regards the
author's question mentioned above — "Do you mean that the visual organ,
like the organ of touch, can take an object only when in contact, so that
on account of its being susceptible to obstruction, it cannot see a screened
object" — we may retort: Your assertion will be futile; unless it is the case
that an organ capable of taking objects in contact can actually take all such
objects, and one capable of taking objects in a distance can actually take all
such objects.)19

Vij: What scriptural support do you have for your thesis that the eye sees?

Vai: The sütra clearly says: "Seeing visible forms with the eye (caksusä
rüpäni drstvä ...)".

Vij: What the sütra intends to say here is: "Seeing visible forms with the
supporting basis of vision." This is clear when we consider another similar
saying of the sütra: "Having cognized mental objects with the mental organ
(manasä dharmän vijnäya)". Now, the mental organ (manas), being always
past, cannot cognize mental objects. What actually cognizes is mental
consciousness (mano-vijndna). It is only consciousness existing at the
present moment that can exercise its activity of cognizing. It is from the
point of view that the mental organ forms the supporting basis for mental
consciousness, that the sütra says it cognizes.
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We may also understand that the sütra here metaphorically attributes the
action ofthat which is supported (i.e. visual consciousness) to that which is
the support (i.e. visual organ). It is like saying, "The benches cry", when we
actually mean that the people supported on the benches cry.

Other instances of such metaphorical attribution can be found in the
sütra. Thus, it says, "Visible objects, agreeable and attractive, cognizable
by the visual organ (caksurvijneyäni rüpämstäni käntäni)". Now, as you
Vaibhäsikas hold, it is not the case that visible forms are cognized by the
visual organ. This is thus a clear case of a metaphorical attribution of the
action of the supported (i.e. vijnäna) to the support (i.e. the eye).

Vai: (NyBut this fails to prove your assertion. In the case of the mind, as the
mind and mental consciousness belong to the same category, and as it is
none other than the characteristic of mental consciousness; there is no
contradiction in regard of characteristic when it is said that the mind cognizes.
Thus the sütra says. "With an evil mind, what one acts or speaks is always
unwholesome." Now, we should not say that it is with a past mind which
can give rise to such physical and vocal actions. For, it is from a present evil
mind that the two kinds of evil actions, physical and vocal, are produced.
The sütra also says,

The non-arising of cankers produced from craving, is due to the mind being
free from taint.

Now, it is not the case that an untainted mind can definitely produce
an untainted mental consciousness. One, therefore cannot say that the
saying refers to the supporting basis. The sütra also says "The mind leads
the world." Now, can it be that it here refers to the mind what is actually the
work of the thought concomitant (caitta). Hence, you cannot quote the said
sütra in support of your assertion that when it says the eye sees, it refers to
consciousness of which the eye is the support.

Furthermore, when this sütra says that the eye sees visible forms,
it cannot be taken to mean that visual consciousness sees; since whereas
it says everywhere that the eye sees, nowhere does it specifically say
that visual consciousness sees, and since as mentioned above, some
masters hold that it is prajnä that sees. When this sütra says: "the mind
cognizes dharrna-s", however, there is no fault in saying that it refers
to consciousness by mentioning its supporting basis; because whereas
there are places where it specifically says that consciousness cognizes,
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nowhere does it specifically say that the mind can cognize; and because
there is no dispute as regards this point.

Moreover, why did you insist that "we may also understand that the sütra here
metaphorically attributes the action ofthat which is supported to that which
is the support. It is like people in the world saying "The benches cry" when
they actually mean the people supported on the benches cry"? To interpret
the words differently from the way they are actually found, there must be
some reason (hetu) for it. If his reason is that consciousness sees visible
forms by the force of the supporting eyes, then it is an invalid reason, for the
reason, "consciousness sees visible form" is not a commonly accepted one
(prasiddha): Our position is that consciousness sustains the visual organ, the
supporting basis, enabling in to see visible form. Hence, the reason given —
"consciousness sees" is not a commonly accepted one. Moreover, there is no
sütra anywhere, which specifically says "consciousness sees".

Vij: But, isn't it like the case of saying "the benches make noise"?

Vai: That case is alright, being a commonly accepted one. "Benches that
make noise" is commonly accepted elsewhere, so that on hearing these
words, one can understand that it is a case of attributing the action of the
supported to the support. On the other hand, the thesis that "consciousness
sees" is not a proposition commonly accepted by both parties, like the case of
the proposition that real entities exist, given which it is universally accepted
to speak metaphorically with regard to other unreal things ($0 W ÄfE, täüü
ApT^tMitlS). Hence, your assertion is not justifiable.

Vij: But then, the proposition that "the eye sees" is also not a commonly
accepted one. Why then do you maintain only that the eye, sustained by
consciousness sees, and not that consciousness, supported by the eye, sees?

Vai: Because we have already argued that "the eye sees" is a commonly
accepted proposition, because visual, auditory and other forms of
consciousness are not different, and because an active eye cannot arise apart
from consciousness. We therefore maintain that visual organ, sustained by
consciousness, sees. The fallacies involved in the thesis that "consciousness
sees" have been argued in detailed above by us. As such, you should not
maintain that consciousness, supported by the eye, sees.

When the sütra says: "Visible forms cognizable by the eye (caksurvijneyäni
rüpäniy\ however, we may attribute the action of that which is supported
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to that which is the support. As it is commonly accepted that the eye and
consciousness are different from each other. On hearing that the function
of consciousness resides in the visual organ, one can understand that it is
a case of attributing the action ofthat which is supported to that which is the
support. This also explains what another sütra means when it says: "Longed
for by the eye")20.

(NySome masters explain thus: "Neither visual consciousness nor the visual
organ can long for, being non discriminative. Longing is only possible when
there is discrimination."

Vai: Concerning this, one should understand thus: The discriminative
mental consciousness induced by visual consciousness, is metaphorically
called the eye. What the eye gives rise to is like a manopavicära, which is
discriminative, and therefore can long for things.

In conclusion, you therefore cannot prove that eye is not view by means of
the practice of attributing the action ofthat which is supported to that which
is the support, since the thesis that "the eye sees" is perfect in respect of
scriptural support and logical reasoning.)21

Vij: The sütra says, "The eye, O brahmin, is a gate just for the seeing
visible objects (caksur brähmana dväram yävad eva rüpänäm darsanäya)"
Thus, it is clear that consciousness sees through the eye which is the gate.

Vai: We would say that here "gate" refers to "seeing (darsanarn)".

Vij: This is not acceptable, for the sütra would then be saying: "The eye
is seeing for the seeing of visible forms (caksur darsanarn rüpänäm
darsanäya)". (VyIf you say: "for the seeing (darsanäya)", because darsana is
drstF either in the sense that darsana is the instrument of seeing {darsanarn
karanam drsyate 'nenetf), or that it is the agent of seeing (kartari vä
lyut pasyatïti darsanarn), or "darsanäya" is intended to show the abstract
being of seeing (darsanäyeti ca bhäva-sädhanam)r', it is not acceptable.
For there can be no seeing dissociated from the visual organ. Should you
argue that seeing is perceiving (alocana), it is also incorrect, since there
can be no perceiving dissociated from consciousness. The only acceptable
interpretation of the sentence in question is that the eye-gate is the aperture
for the seeing, the cognizing, of visible objects (caksur-dvärarn vivaram
rüpänäm darsanäya vijnänäyeti))22
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Vai: (NyThis sütra does not constitute a definite proof that it is the visual
consciousness that sees, as it does not say: "visual consciousness uses the eye
as the gate just for the seeing of visible forms." Besides, there are other masters
who hold that it is prajnä that sees through the visual organ as the gate.

We should here put aside our personal opinions, and examine together the
real purport of this sütra.

This is the interpretation of our school: Those who are blinded by ignorance
and without a true guide, generate various false views as regards the
conditioning forces (samskära). Some hold that these conditioning forces
are produced from intrinsic causes such as the atoms, etc., others that they
are produced from no cause. Yet others maintain that if these conditioning
forces were momentary, then the whole universe would be annihilated.
Accordingly they either speculate that the conditioning forces abide
temporarily; or that they are eternal. The Bhagavat wanted to show that the
conditioning forces from beginningless time, form a continuous series of
causes and effects; that though momentary, these forces are not annihilated;
that neither are all effects produced from a single cause, nor are they arisen
from no cause. It is with such an intention that the Bhagavat has taught these
discourses implicitly.

Here, "gate" signifies "condition (pratyaya)". There are two types of
conditions — homogeneous and heterogeneous. Let us consider here the
homogeneous type. "The eye is a gate just for the seeing visible forms"
means: The postnascent eye arises with the prenascent eye as its condition.
The rest of the sütra, up to the explanation on the mind, should be understood
similarly.

Further, this sütra intends to show that each of the organs has a twofold
function: It serves as a gate, and it grasps its object. For the visual organ,
the first function of serving as a gate consists in its being the supporting
basis, enabling the citta-caitta to operate in its specific mode (äkära) on the
object. Its [second] function of grasping the object, is as that of the visual
organ whch is just for the seeing of visible forms. Understood otherwise, the
meaning of "just (yävad eva)" would be contradictory — for, it would mean
that all the citta-caitta-s should just [have the function of] seeing, while in
fact they all have visual organ as the gate. It is your position that the intrinsic
nature of view is citta alone, and not the caitta-s. Moreover, vedanä, samjnä
and other caitta-s each has its specific function of sensing, grasping images,
etc. Accordingly, [the caitta-s], should not be just seeing. Since the sütra
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says, "just seeing", it clearly refers to the eye. For this visual organ can just
see. Thus, the eye in brief has two functions: serving as a gate, and seeing
visible forms. The same applies to all the other organs. Hence, our position
does not contravene the sütra.

Furthermore, there is another point intended in this sütra: The expedience
for seeing is metaphorically called the gate, on account of expedience
being called a gate in the world. Thus, in the world, it is said "Through
this gate, I shall definitely accrue the treasure that I aspire for", meaning
"I shall use this as the expedience". The Bhagavat has also said to Hastaka
upäsaka: "You should properly command the assembly by means of
this gate, i.e. the four samgraha-vastu-s which are the expedience for
commanding". Here, visual consciousness is said to be the expedience for
seeing. For, sustained by consciousness, the eye sees visible forms. Because
consciousness is the expedience through which the visual organ sees, and
because it is the supporting basis for seeing; consciousness is metaphorically
called the eye. What is intended by this sütra is: Consciousness is the
expedience and the eye is that which sees. It is in a similar manner that
in some other sütra-s, at the stage of cognizing visible forms, the eye is
metaphorically referred to as cognizing; on account of the eye being the
supporting basis and the proximate condition. For this reason, the sütra
says, "visible forms cognizable by the eye (caksur-vijneyäni rüpäni...)".
The same is true here: At the stage of seeing (älocana) visible forms,
visual consciousness is metaphorically referred to as the eye, on account
of consciousness being the eye's proximate condition, and of its being the
supporting basis. This does not contradict the sütra. Such a metaphorical
attribution is meant for removing the erroneous view of the heretics that it is
the Self that sustains the organs enabling them to grasp their objects. It is in
order that the brahmin can understand that it is consciousness, not the Self,
that sustains the organs enabling them to grasp the respective objects.

Vij: If so, it should say: "Visual consciousness is a gate, just for the seeing
of visible forms."

Vai: No, it should not say "consciousness", lest it be mistaken for the heretical
view that it is the Self that sees. This is because, the Self upheld by the heretics
is referred to as consciousness as people in the world mostly take consciousness
to be the Self. If it says "the eye", one understands at once that visual
consciousness has the eye as its supporting basis, and it is definitely not the
Self: The Self is eternal, and definitely without any supporting basis. When one
hears that consciousness has a support, any notion of the Self will vanish.

85



ABHIDHARMA DOCTRINES AND CONTROVERSIES ON PERCEPTION

Furthermore, it should not say "consciousness", in order to avoid other
fallacies: The sütra should say: "The mind is a gate, to the extent of cognizing
of dharrna-s". Here, if it uses the word "consciousness", it will have to say
here: "Mental consciousness is a gate", which would be illogical. For, it is
mental consciousness itself that cognizes the dharrna-s. It is not that there is
some other "mind" that cognizes, with the consciousness as its expedience.

Vij: But even if it says "mind", doesn't that too entail the same fallacy?
In the same way that one knows visual consciousness to be the expedience
for seeing when it says "the eye is a gate"; similarly one knows mental
consciousness to be the expedience for cognizing when it says "The mind
is the gate".

Vai: No, though it says "mind", there is no such fallacy. When one hears
the word "mind", one understands it to mean only the mind, not mental
consciousness. This is because the visual organ becomes active when
consciousness co-arises with it. As consciousness serves as the expedience
for the visual organ to see, we can refer to this consciousness as the eye. But in
the case of the mental organ, it does not possess any activity, being always
past. As mental consciousness does not serve as an expedience for the mind,
we cannot refer to mental consciousness as the mind. In fact, it is the mind
that serves as the expedience for mental consciousness for the cognizing
of dharrna-s, since to be able to cognize dharma-s mental consciousness
must have the mental organ as its support. Accordingly, when the sütra says
"The eye is a gate", the wise should understand that it is for the removal of
attachment to the Self that visual consciousness is referred to as the eye.
When, on the other hand, it comes to the sixth organ and says, "The mind is
a gate", the wise one should understand that the mind referred to is exactly
the mind [and not mental consciousness]; for it does not have the function
of cognizing, and it is mental consciousness that cognizes with the mind as
the expedience.

Furthermore, this sütra [implicitly] refers to two types of eye: the
participating eye (sabhäga-caksus) and the non-participating (tatsabhäga)
eye. While the non-participating eye cannot see visible forms, it can serve as
the gate for inducing the participating eye so that it can arise and see visible
forms. For in one existence, one must first acquire the non-participating
eye which then induces the arising of the participating eye. The case of the
other organs up to the tactile organ (kayendriya) is the same as that of the
eye. In the case of the mind, there are two types: one has activity and the
other does not. While the mind without activity cannot cognize dharma-s,
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it can serve as the gate for inducing the arising of the mind with activity for
the cognizing of dharma-s. Since the mind and mental consciousness are
one at the same, there is no fault in saying that the mind cognizes.

We have thus properly interpreted this sütra, and you therefore should not quote
this as definite proof that it is not the eye, not consciousness, that sees.)23

Some Vijnänaväda exponents [Vâtsïputrïya]:24 If it is the eye that sees;
the eye being the agent of seeing, what is its separate function of seeing?

Vai: This objection is not reasonable: Just as a consciousness is accepted
as being that which cognizes, without there being any distinction made
between the agent and its action. The same should be admitted in the case of
our thesis that the visual organ sees.

Other Vijnänaväda exponents, [Dharmagupta]:25 It is the visual
consciousness that sees. But being the supporting basis for seeing, the visual
organ is also said to see. Just as the bell, being the supporting basis for
sound, is said to ring.

Vai: If so, you would have to say that the visual organ cognizes, since it is
the supporting basis for consciousness.

Vij: No. In the world, people agree that the visual consciousness is
"seeing": When it arises, it is said that "a visible form is seen", and not
that "a visible form is cognized." In fact, in the Mahävibhäsä too, it says,
"That which is attained by the visual organ, that which is experienced by
visual consciousness, is said to be the seen" (caksuh-sampräptam caksur-
vijnänänubhütam drstam ity ucyate). Here, "that which is attained by visual
organ" refers to the range of vision. Thus, it is said only that the visual organ
sees, and not that it cognizes.

On the other hand, it is the very appearing of consciousness itself — (Vyi.e. not
by reason of being a support {näsraya-bhäva-yogena))2(> — that is said to be
the seeing of visible forms. Just as, in the world, one says that the sun is the
maker of the day (divasakara) when it appears — it is the very appearing
of the sun that is said to be the making of the day. Likewise, one says that
consciousness cognizes, as it is so accepted in the world.

Sauträntika (Ny, p.367b: Därstäntika masters): Aren't you not devouring
the Empty Space here! Conditioned by visual organ and visible objects,
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visual consciousness arises. Herein, what is it that sees, and what is it
that is seen? It is really devoid of any activity — (Vywithout any exertion
(nirlhanif11'. It is a mere play of dharma-s as cause and effect. While there
is no independent agent, there is the subject-object reality of cause and
effect. Here, in conformity to worldly convention, it is figuratively said that
"the eye sees", "consciousness cognizes". But the wise ones should not be
attached to such figurative usages. For, the Bhagavat has said, "One should
not obstinately cling to regional usages, nor should one over insist with
regard to worldly notions."

Vai: (NyThese words do not accord with the Holy Scriptures or valid
reasoning. Neither can they refute the nature of the eye as view. For, while all
conditioned dharma-s are arisen from conditions {pratïtya-samutpanna),
[our doctrine] explains the specific nature and function of the dharma-s : While
all conditioned dharma-s, without exception, are dependently originated,
they do not lose their individually unique nature and function. This being
the case, the Bhagavat has taught that dharma-s are born from conditions,
as well as that Earth etc., each has its specific nature and function. Thus, the
Earth Element, etc., while being arisen from conditions, has their specific
nature {svalaksana), of firmness, etc., as mentioned above, as well as their
unique function, sustaining, etc. In this way, while the eye, visible forms,
and visual consciousness, etc., are arisen from conditions, they ought to
have their variously unique natures and functions. It is on account of these
variously unique natures and functions that, only the eye is called eye and not
a visible form, or visual consciousness; that the visible form is called visible
form and not visual consciousness or eye; that only visual consciousness is
called visual consciousness and not eye or visible form.

Herein, while there exists no real collective nature and function, which
may be termed the seer, the seen, the cognizer; within the scope of such
a principle of the unreality of a collective nature and function, just as we
may say that there exist the conditions of the eye and a visible form, etc.
which give rise to visual consciousness, likewise we speak of the conditions,
the eye and consciousness, etc. which give rise to seeing by the eye.

With regard to dharma-s which in truth are devoid of such kinds of real
collective functionality, there arises in accordance with worldly notions, the
seemingly real collective functionality. It is in order to prevent the wise ones
from being attached to the notion of such real collective functionality, that
the Bhagavat has made the above remarks. That is, we must not obstinately
hold on to conventional words resulting from attachment to a real essence
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and nature, since there is no such nature. Likewise, we must not insist on
conventional notions which result from attachment to a real function of
a collective agent of seeing; since there is no such function. Other notions
are to be understood in a similar manner as those of the essential nature and
function of seeing.

Nevertheless, simply because there exists no real collective nature or
function we cannot override conventional terms of the world, and unilaterally
(ekäntena) conform to the standpoint of absolute truth. Nor can we insist
on the non-existence of individual essences and functions. Accordingly,
we definitely must designate terms in such a way that we accord with worldly
conventions without contravening absolute truth. Hence, the Buddha's
teaching in this context prohibits only the firm insistence on the worldly
notions of real collective essences and functions. It does not at all prohibit
the firm insistence on the individual essences and functions, which are
ultimately real, of the dharma-s. For, the individual essences and functions
of all dharma-s, in [the dynamic process of] conditioned co-arising, are truly
existent. It is not the case that all effects arise from all conditions. Hence, our
position that "the eye sees" is founded on both absolute and relative truths.
It is free from fallacies from both standpoints.

Moreover, the Bhagavat has also conceded that the agent of an action and
its activity exist. Thus the sütra say, "O bhiksu-s, understand that it is called
consciousness because it cognizes." Although it says in Phalguna sütra
{cf. Samyutta, 35. 85 for the Pali discourse to Phagguna). " I shall never
say that there is the cognizer", it however never completely denies that there
are no agent of an action and the activity. It is in order to dispel such wrong
notions that the sütra has said so.

Thus, it was on the proper foundation of the noble teachings and logic that
we have made an inquiry and concluded that it is the eye, not anything
else, that sees. The Sauträntikas, in this context, however, making unjust
criticism, have negated the reasoning of the world and looked down upon
what has been established on absolute truth. Surely, it was they who have
been trying to grab the empty space!

Besides, what have they proved with their sütra quotations? — Is there any
mention at all that the eye is not of the essence of view? Simply by proposing
that the eye sees, one does not thereby become an heretic who acknowledges
the existence of a real collective nature and activity. Furthermore, what they
say amounts to a denial of cause and effect, for they do not acknowledge that
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dharma-s have their real individual nature and activity. It is only when the
reality of the individual natures and activities of dharma-s is acknowledged,
that we can speak of the difference between cause and effect. If they concede
to the reality of the individual natures and activities of dharma-s, then their
accusations have been in vain. On the other hand, if they maintain that both
the collective and the individual activities are entirety unreal, then they
have contravened both Worldly and the absolute truths. Now, given their
acknowledgment that cause and effect are not unreal from both levels of
truths, they ought to acknowledge that dharma-s have unreal as well as real
activities. Thus, we have established that it is the organs, not consciousnesses,
that take their objects — i.e. the eye sees, the ear hears, the nose smells,
the tongue tastes, the body senses and consciousness cognizes.)28
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6. Epistemological Tenets Concerning
Thought and Thought Concomitants

The epistemological disputation among various schools of thought in the
Abhidharma period involve many specific doctrinal categories whose
significations are often taken for granted. It is therefore desirable to outline
here those doctrines and doctrinal categories which are specifically related
to Abhidharma epistemology.

6.1. Thought (citta), mind (manas) and consciousness (vijnäna)

As in the Buddha's discourses, the three terms, thought, mind, and
consciousness, stand for the same mental reality in Abhidharma.
However, while they are said to have the same intrinsic nature, they are
variously distinguished by the Äbhidharmikas in terms of their functional
nature.

The MVS discusses their differences as follows:

Question: What is the difference between the three — citta, manas, vijnäna
— mentioned in the sütral

[Answer:] There is the explanation that there is no difference — citta is none
other than manas, manas is none other than vijnäna; for though the three
words are different, there is no difference in meaning ....

There is also the explanation that the three ... are also differentiated: That is, the
names themselves are different — they are named "cittä", "manas", "vijnäna".

Furthermore, there is a difference with respect of time (adhvan): what is past is
called manas; what is future is called citta; what is present is called vijnäna.

Furthermore, there is a difference with respect to designation (prajnapti):
citta is designated among the dhätu-s; manas, among the äyatana-s; vijnäna
among the skandha-s.

Furthermore, there is a difference in terms of signification (artha):
citta signifies 'clan (gotra)'; manas, 'gateway of arising (äya-dvära)\
vijnäna, agglomeration.
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Furthermore, there is a difference in terms of action {karma, kriyä): that of
citta is far-going (düragama) ....; manas, fore-running (pürvangama) ...;
vijnäna, birth-relinking (samdhäna / pratisamdhi) ..}

Further, the action of citta is being variegated (citra) ...; manas, going
towards (UMS gati (?))...; vijnäna, cognition (vi-Vjna) ...

Furthermore, the action of citta is increasing or nourishing (MM samcitatva);
manas, thinking; vijnäna, cognizing.2

According to Venerable Parsva: the action of citta is increasing and
severing; manas, thinking and contemplating, vijnäna, distinguishing and
comprehending. Herein, it is to be understood that what increases is the
säsrava-citta, what severs is the anäsrava-citta; what thinks is the säsrava-
manas, what contemplates is the anäsrava-manas; what distinguishes is the
säsrava-vijnäna, what comprehends is the anäsrava-vijnäna?

Among the various distinctions given in the above passage, we may
note specially the temporal and functional distinctions as regards manas:
It belongs to the past period (adhvan), in contrast to vijnäna which is present
and citta which is future; it serves as a 'gateway of arising'; and it is said
to be 'fore-running'. These distinguishing features reflect the Äbhidharmic
notions of the mental faculty (mana-indriya) and the 'equal-immediate
condition' (samanantara-pratyaya). In keeping with the Buddha's teaching,
the Abhidharmikas insist that for the arising of a given form of consciousness
(e.g. visual consciousness), there are two requisites or necessary conditions —
a corresponding faculty (indriya) and a corresponding cognitive object
(älambana). Thus, when visual consciousness arises in the present moment,
it necessarily has the visual faculty as its supporting basis (äsraya) and
a visual form as the condition qua object (älambana-pratyaya, one of the
four conditions in the Sarvästiväda theory of causality). This is also a reason
for assigning consciousness to the present.

Samghabhadra, however, explains that while consciousness that arises in the
present necessarily is conscious of an object, it must not be understood that past
and future consciousnesses that are not exercising the function of cognizing is
not consciousness: The nature of being consciousness uniquely belongs to the
species known as consciousness, whether they be past, present or future.4

In the case of mental consciousness, the immediately preceding
consciousness is said to serve the function of being the necessary mental
faculty for the arising of the present consciousness. In the serial continuity
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of consciousness flow, the former is equal in nature as, and the sine qua non
for the arising of— for without it first having ceased, another consciousness
having the same nature cannot arise in the same person (no two consciousness
of the same nature can co-arise)5 — the latter. On account of this fact,
the immediately preceding moment of consciousness is said to function as
the 'equal-immediate' condition for the one that succeeds.

6.2. How a mental state arises

A citta that arises is, properly speaking, to be called a vijnana, defined
as "that which is conscious of (or cognizes) [an object], (vijänätiti
vijnänarn)"6 This is emphasized by the Äbhidharmikas as an important
epistemological principle: Where there is a consciousness, there necessarily
is a corresponding cognitive object (älambana): Consciousness cannot arise
simply by itself. The Sarvästivädins — and for that matter the Sauträntika
as well as the Yogâcâra — in fact make good us of this principle. In the case
of the Sarvästiväda and the Yogäcära, consciousness and its object arise
necessarily at the same time. The Sarvästiväda invokes it to establish that
past and future dharma-s exist;7 the Sauträntika, that external reality exists;
the Yogäcära, that nothing exists apart from consciousness. A corollary of
this principle is that consciousness necessarily arises with a specific content,
determined by the cognitive object.

6.3. Simultaneous arising of thought and thought concomitants

For the Sarvästiväda, the specific nature of a mental state is also contributed
by the mental concomitants (caitta/caitasika) that are co-nascent with thought.
There is a set often such concomitants, called the universals (mahä-bhümika-s)
which are always present in every thought that arises. These are: contact
(sparsa), sensation (vedana), ideation (sarnjna), volition (cetana), predilection
(chanda), understanding (prajna), mindfulness (smrti), mental application
(manaskära), determination/resolve (adhimukti) and concentration (samädhi).
Each of these is a distinct real mental entity — a force — contributing a shade,
as it were, of the overall mental content, though one may be operationally
more dominant than others at a given time.

In the case of the skillful mental states, in addition to the ten universal
dharma-s, there is another set of "skillful universal dharma-s" (kusala-
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mahäbhümika) which are always co-nascent with any skillful dharma:
faith (sraddhä), diligence (apramäda), calm (prasrabdhi), equanimity
(upeksä), modesty (hri), shame (apaträpya), non-greed (alobha), non-hatred
(advesa), harmlessness (avihimsä), vigour (vlrya).

Likewise, there are ten universals for the unskillful (akusala) dharma-s:
delusion (moha), non-diligence (pramäda), slackness (kausîdya), faithlessness
(äsraddhya), torpor (styäna) and restlessness (auddhatya); and two for
the defiled (klista) dharma-s: non-modesty (àhrïkya) and shamelessness
(anapatrapya). Defiled dharma-s are of a broader scope in that they include
both unskillful and veiled-nondefiled (nivrta-avyäkrta) dharma-s. Moreover,
whereas unskillful mental states obtain only in the sensulity sphere (käma-
dhätu), the defiled ones exist in all the three spheres.

In addition, a group of ten caitta-s are classified as small/restricted
defilements because they arise separately, being in conjunction with only
the ignorance (avidyä) pertaining to the mental ground (manobhümi) and
abandonable through cultivation (bhävanäheya). These are: anger (krodha),
enmity (upanäha), dissimulation (säthya), jealousy (ïrsyà), resentful self-
opiniatedness (pradäsa), concealment (mraksa), avarice (mätsarya),
deceptiveness (mäya), intoxication (madd) and harmfulness (vihimsa).

Finally, there are some caitta-s such as reasoning (vitarka), investigation
(vicära), remorse (kaukrtya) etc. which are grouped under the
"indeterminate (aniyata) dharma-s'\ as they cannot be properly fitted
into any of the above categories.

The simultaneous arising of thought and thought-concomitants in
co-ordination is referred to as the phenomenon of conjunction/association
(samprayoga). In the MVS, we see different opinions concerning the notion.8

Eventually, a fivefold equality or sameness (pancadhä samata) among the
citta and caitta-s came to be accepted as the standard requirements for them
to be regarded as being in conjunction:9

I. Sameness in basis — both the citta and caitta-s must be supported
by the same basis (äsraya) i.e., the sense organ.

II. Sameness in object (älambana) — they must have the same cognitive
object.

III. Sameness in mode of activity (äkära) — the mode of apprehending
the percept must be the same; thus, if the citta apprehends greenness
the caitta-s too apprehend likewise.

IV. Sameness in time (käla) — they must be co-nascent.
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V. Sameness in substance (dravya) — in a given citta there is
conjoined only one vedanä (either pleasurable, unpleasurable or
neutral), one samjnä (either the idea of 'small', or 'big', or 'male'
or 'female', etc.), etc.

The conjoined citta-caitta-dharma-s arising simultaneously are said to be
mutually conjoined causes (samprayuktaka-hetu) to one another; the absence
of any one renders their very co-nascence impossible: either they arise all
together, or none of them can come into existence at all. The conjoined cause is
a subset of the co-existent cause (sahabhü-hetu) which represents a distinctive
Sarvästiväda doctrine, of utmost importance for both their theory of direct
perception as well as their fundamental thesis of sarvästitva. While not all
simultaneously existing dharma-s can be subsumed under this causal category,
whatever that are necessarily co-nascent are co-existent causes one to another.
The Sarvästivädins provide two main illustrations of the simultaneity of cause
and effect in the empirical world: the mutual causal dependence of the members
of a tripod, and the co-nascence of a lamp with its light.

Samghabhadra argues at length to establish the validity of this type of
causality.10 He claims that the Buddha teaches two types of cause: those which
precede their effects (BU^ËH, agraja, pürvaja) and those which are
co-nascent with their effects (fÄ^H, sahaja, sahajäta).11 The co-existent
causes come under the second type.12 This, he further claims, accords with
the Buddha's statement of the principle of conditionally:

This being, that exists. From the arising of this, that arises (asmin satVdam
bhavati/ asyo 'tpädäd idam utpadyate /).13

Samghabhadra explains:

Contrary to this are non-existence^ non-arising. This is the general
characteristic of causality. In [the Buddha's statement above], The first
[sentence] illustrates the case of the co-existent cause; the second further
illustrates that of the previously-produced cause.

6.4. Successive arising

Not all Sarvästivädins, however, share the view of simultaneous arising.
In the MVS, we find the Bhadanta Dharmatrâta and other early Därstäntikas
asserting that citta-caitta-s arise successively:

96



6. EPISTEMOLOGICAL TENETS CONCERNING THOUGHT AND THOUGHT CONCOMITANTS

The citta-caitta-dharma-s arise successively in dependence on causes and
conditions. This is like the case of a group of merchants passing through
a risky path: they go through one at a time; no two moving together.
Likewise, where an assemblage (sämagri) of conditions obtains, citta-caitta-
dharma-s arise one at a time, the conditions on which [their arising] depends
being different in each case.14

Elsewhere in the MVS, Bhadanta Dharmaträta is said to assert that
citta-caitta-dharma-s are specific types of cetanä.15 Another prominent
Därstäntika master figuring in the MVS, Buddhadeva, holds that there
are no caitta-s apart from citta:16 a caitta is simply a particular mode or
state (avasthä-visesa)17 of the mind at a given time. For these masters then,
there cannot be conjoined citta-caitta-s; or, as some of them may concede,
conjunction can only mean their being in correspondence when arsing in
a successive sequence.18

The Sautrantika rejects the Sarvästiväda category of the co-existent cause.
For them, a cause necessarily precedes an effect — a principle that has
great significance for their theory of perception. The Sautrantika being
a liberal movement of Buddhists united through their common emphasis on
the sütra-s, however, tolerates different views on the caitta-s. Thus, some,
following Buddhadeva, assert that there is none.19 Others, like Srilata,
expound a theory that is essentially a modified version of Dharmaträta' s.

6.5. Srilata's anudhatu theory

Srilata was one of the most important Sautrantika leaders around the early part
of the 5th century A.D. In Samghabhadra' s *Nyäyänusära (= Ny), an orthodox
Vaibhäsika polemic refuting the critique of the Sauträntika-Därstäntika in
general, and of Vasubandhu in particular, Srilata is conspicuously a major
target for the author's attack. His citta-caitta doctrine, alongside with that of
Dharmaträta, will be examined in detail in the next chapter. Here, we shall
outline Srïlâta's anudhätu doctrine which, as we shall see (chapter 8),
is involved in his theory of perception.

The anudhätu theory is a form of the better known seed {bïja) theory.
As Vibhajyavädins, all Sautrantika explanations of the preservation of
causal efficacies must be in terms of the present dharma-s. The bïja theory
is fundamentally a doctrine for this purpose. The Sauträntikas explain
'seed'20 as "all the efficacies, successive and immediate, ofthepsycho-
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physical complex (näma-rüpa), in generating their own effects ('fruit')."
There are distinctive efficacies within the person's serial continuity which
continuously undergoes a progressive transformation. The seed cannot be
said to be a whole or differentiated; they in fact do not exist as distinctive
ontological entities (SUM, dravyäntara).21 It is (/they are) neither identical
with nor different from the serial continuity.

The anudhätu theory contains all the essential elements of the seed theory
described above. Samghabhadra certainly understands the anudhätu as
a particular name for bïja (fE^^USO),22 and uses anudhätu and dhätu —
a term standing for causal efficacy and having the same signification as
bïja23 — interchangeably.24 Srïlâta himself too explains anudhätu in terms
of dhätu:

What is the characteristic of this [anudhätu]?
It has, as its characteristic, the dhätu formed from the perfuming of the
various dharma-s.25

The one citta is possessed of various dhätu-s26

Also, its essential nature (f§) is ineffable, just as bïja qua efficacy is said to
be non-predicable as being either a unity or differentiated:

The nature (fit) of this pürva-anudhätu is ineffable. It can only be stated to
be the six äyatana-s which, perfumed by karma and defilement, project the
effect of another life.

... this [present] six äyatana-s having been perfumed by karma and
defilement, generate the retribution fruits of the future six äyatana-s.21

As is well known, this perfuming is certainly bïja from both the general
Sauträntika and the Yogäcära perspectives.

The term anudhätu may be rendered as "pursuing element". The prefix
anu- signifies 'following'/'pursuing' MM,2S *anu-Vgani/*anu-Vbandh;
or 'accompanying' Wiiß;fT,anu-saha-Vgam. The anudhätu is also sometimes
called * pürva-anudhätu (ÜflStl1^); the component "*/wva" signifying the
fact that these causal efficacies have been transmitted within the serial
continuity from previous time: they have always been 'accompanying'
the serial continuity. Srïlâta's explanation, in the context of explaining the
nature of 'condition qua cause' (hetu-pratyaya), brings out this signification
of'accompanying' efficacies as * pürva-anudhätu:
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The nature of hetu-pratyaya (HittMÉ *hetu-pratyayatä) is the *pürvänudhätu:
the nature of serving as cause, successively, in the serial continuities of
sentient beings.29

... The Fortunate One says in the sütra: "It should be understood that in
such a person (pudgala), the skillful dharma-s are concealed (antarhita)
and the unskillful dharma-s become manifest (sammukhïbhuta). There exist
the accompanying roots of skillfulness which have not yet been cut off.
On account of their not having yet been cut off, there is still the possibility
of other roots of skillfulness arising from these roots of skillfulness.30

The accompanying roots of skillfulness are the pürva-anudhätu, the nature
of being the cause successively in the serial continuity (SßffilÄfb^rH
1É). Such kinds of [causal efficacy] are known as 'condition qua cause'.

One point to be noted is that the anudhätu theory may be said to be a more
generalized form of the bïja theory as expounded in the AKB. It is a theory
that accounts for the continuous manifestation of the totality of a sentient
being's existence — the six äyatana-s — from one present moment to next.
The anudhätu is the causal efficacy within the sentient being's present serial
continuity, and the next moment of the serial continuity is the effect.

In this connection, we see an important difference in the understanding
of the term 'retribution-born' (vipäkaja) between the Sarvästiväda and
Srîlâta's school of thought. According to the Sarvästiväda, dharma-s can be
categorized as 'retribution-born (vipäkaja)\ 'accumulative (aupacayika)\
or 'emanative (naihsyandika)\ etc.31 "Retribution-born' is defined as 'that
which is born of retribution-cause' or 'that born from the karma which has
become matured.' 32 The eye, etc. (except sound) are both 'accumulative'
and 'retribution-born'. For the Sarvästiväda, whereas a karmic cause is
either skillful or unskillful, a retribution is always undefined33 and nonveiled
(nivrtävyäkrta) which, being weak like rotten seeds, cannot serve as
a karmic cause in turn.34 Samghabhadra also explains that, being projected
by the force of previous karma and not by an effort, a retribution-born
dharma is necessarily weak and hence incapable of generating a skillful
(or unskillful) citta of effort.35

Sthavira Sriläta, however, asserts that 'retribution-born' signifies whatever
that is born of retribution; "all are induced by the force of retribution
alone."36 This then does not contradict his anudhätu doctrine that the 12
äyatana-s are causally efficacious. For him, the whole of the 12 äyatana-s
are retribution-born:
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Herein, with regard to the twelve äyatana-s, the Sthavira (= Sriläta) claims
that they are retribution-born (vipäkaja) in all cases.37

Sriläta also holds that all dharma-s arise immediately (samanantaram).
There is a difference between the force of immediacy (^FÄtfUl^) and the
force of a generative cause; in the process of generating a dharma, both are
efficacious.38

When Sriläta states explicitly that every moment in the serial continuity is
'retribution-born', Samghabhadra questions him as to whether this does not
amount to the denial of the general Buddhist doctrine that there are karma-s
to be retributed in a future existence. Moreover, does this position not align
with the view of the heretics that everything is the result of the past life as its
cause (past karma)! Sriläta answers in the negative:

[Samghabhadra:] If it is the case that the six äyatana-s, which can immediately
generate a retribution, serves as the cause capable of producing an effect, then
there would not be karma which is to be retributed in a subsequent existence
(apara-paryaya-vedanïya-karma). This is because only an immediately
preceding cause generates a retribution.

[Sriläta:] There is no such fallacy, because an effect can be projected
immediately [or] through a succession. This is like the case of a flower
and a seed which [respectively] project the effect immediately and through
a succession.39

Elsewhere, while repudiating the Sarvâstivada thesis of tri-temporal
existence {sarvästitva), Sriläta states that past karma, though non-existent,
can still be said to have its fruit

because the condition qua cause exists, because the anudhätu exists, because
there is not yet that which prevents its serial continuity, because its retribution
fruit is not yet matured, because it is only in the final moment [of its serial
continuity] that it is capable of inducing the retribution.40

From these statements of Sriläta, it is sufficiently clear that he makes
a distinction between what is retribution-born and what is properly termed
the retribution of past karma, and that the former can serve as a cause
generating dharma-s of different moral species.

The Yogäcära also makes a similar distinction, though with doctrinally
different signification. YBS41 speaks of two types of retribution-born:
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1. A 'retribution-born' refers to the arising of the retribution entity
(IIS&fi^Ë). 2. A 'retribution-born' is what is born from a retribution (#ÊH
i&iÈ). Thus, as in Srîlâta's conception, 'retribution-born' signifies a bigger
set than 'retribution fruit'. The first YBS definition is acceptable to all —
Vaibhäsika, Sauträntika and Yogâcâra — while the second is shared by both
Srïlâta and YBS. For the Yogâcâra, only the älaya-vijnäna is categorized as
'retribution fruit'.42 Thus, the Abhidharmasammucaya states:

By retribution is meant the älayavijnäna and its conjoined dharma-s.
The rest are only retribution-born, not retribution.43

To summarize: Srîlâta's theory entails the following:
(1) All pertaining to the sentient serial continuity (the six äyatana-s)

arise in each moment from the anudhàtu (= bïja) within the
being. These anudhätu-s have been possessed by the being since
previous times. Their nature is effable, and is neither unitary nor
differentiated — neither identical with nor different from the serial
continuity.

(2) All dharma-s are arisen immediately in the present moment.
(3) The totality of empirical existence — the twelve äyatana-s —

are vipäkaja, which is to be distinguished from vipäka of the karma
of a sentient being.

These doctrines, although not amounting to vijnäptimätratä, are nevertheless
very close to the general Yogäcära tradition.

6.6. Functional differences between thought and thought-
concomitants

Skandhila's Abhidharmävatära, a post-AKB Vaibhäsika work,44 explains
the function of consciousness, as distinct from that of the co-nascent thought-
concomitants — in the single moment of a visual perception — as follows:

The generic discernment [without any particular detail] of an object-substance
(visaya-vastu), such as a visual form, is called consciousness. That is:
the functions which arise in the present moment, with the accompanying
assistance of the visual organs, etc. (indriyasahakära), with regard to
the six forms of objects, and which cognize visual and other objects only
generically, are called consciousness. That which is capable of cognizing
the distinguishing characteristic {visista-laksand) [of an object] is called
a thought-concomitant, such as sensation (yedana). Consciousness does not
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have this function; it serves only as a support [for the thought-concomitants].
The function of consciousness exists only in the present within which
single moment cognizing takes place. This is also called 'mind' (manas)
and 'thought' (citta); and is also that by which the fundamental essence of
a sentient being is designated (müla-sattva-dravya).45

Thus, with the co-ordination of the corresponding faculty, a consciousness
arises in the present moment and becomes conscious of an object genetically
as a specific category. The five sensory consciousnesses are said to have
the specific characteristic (svalaksana), and not the common characteristic
(sämänya-laksana) as its object. The latter entails abstract universals.
But this specific characteristic refers to that as a distinct perceptual category
(äyatana-svalaksana) — e.g. a visual object as a rupäyatana, a sound
as a sabdäyatana — not to that as an entity or thing in itself (dravya-
svalaksana). Nevertheless, it is a direct grasping of the entity (dravya, vastu)
itself, and not a conceptualization of it. However, from the point of view of
dravya-svalaksana, since a sensory consciousness bears on the totality of
the cognitive object, it may also be said to have as its object the common
characteristic46 in the sense of a discernment of a multiplicity of entities.47

This illustrates the relativity of the concept of sämänya-laksana, which allows
the MVS also to explain in these terms: Visual consciousness can also
arise taking the 20 entities subsumed under rupäyatana as its cognitive
object; accordingly a sensory consciousness can perceive collectively or
individually, and yet it does not amount to taking sämänya-laksana as its
cognitive objects: "a single consciousness can perceive the svalaksana of
numerous entities, but not with clarity".48

It is note-worthy that in the above passage, this functional nature of
cognizing an object generically as a whole is common to all the six forms
of consciousness, not just the five sensory ones. The distinguishing aspects
of the object can only be grasped by the thought-concomitants. Yasomitra
describes this functional difference succinctly:

Vijnäna cognizes (vijänäti) — that is, apperceives (upalahhate) — a blue
or yellow entity (vastu). Likewise, vedanä feels that very object [as being
pleasurable, etc.]; samjnä categorizes it; cetanä acts on it volitionally; etc.
Or rather, vijnäna grasps that very object in a generic manner (sämänya-rüpena)
as a perceptible. On the other hand, in a specific manner (vises a-rüpena), vedanä
grasps it as a sensible; samjnä grasps it as a categorizable; etc.49

While thought and concomitants are always co-nascent, thought is to be
considered the 'chief substance (pradhäna-dravya). This is because it is
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thought that grasps the very object-entity; and it is only when it is so
grasped that the simultaneous functioning of the concomitants come into
play. Moreover, in each case of such co-nascence, thought is indispensable
whereas some of the concomitants may be absent. Accordingly, the thought-
concomitants may be considered as being functionally subordinate to and
dependent on thought which is like the king (räjasthänlyd) in relation to
his retinue.50 According to Pu Guang, there were four ancient views on the
functional relationship between thought and thought-concomitants.51

6.7. Functional differences between the first five sensory
consciousnesses and mental consciousness

While all the six forms of consciousness are said to have the same intrinsic
nature of being conscious, and all grasp in each case the object-substance
generically, the Sarvâstivâda sees distinct differences as regards the
functional nature between the five sensory consciousnesses on the one hand
and mental consciousness on the other. Some of these differences are also
acknowledged by the Sauträntika and others. To begin with, each sensory
consciousness is confined to its specific object at the present moment
only: visual consciousness can cognize only a single present visual object,
auditory consciousness, only a single present sound; etc. Its object is always
external; the sense faculties and the consciousnesses cannot become its
objects. However, there are some Äbhidharmika masters who allow that
a sensory consciousness can also arise taking multiple objects of the same
kind at once, as in the case of a non-discriminative or non-distinct visual
perception.52 In contrast, mental consciousness can at once take multiple
objects, including those of the five sensory consciousnesses, and its objects
need not be confined to a single species or time period.53

Moreover, in addition to grasping the mere object-substance, thanks to
contribution from the co-nascent concomitants — particularly understanding
iprajna) and recollection (srnrti) and ideation (samjna) which can function
strongly therein—mental consciousness can also interpret a given perceptual
data, and even abstractize and conceptualize on it. In Abhidharma terms,
it can perceive both the specific as well as the common characteristics.
This interpretive capability of mental consciousness is generically indicated
by the term vikalpa, 'discrimination'. The Sarvâstivâda speaks of three types
of vikalpa:
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(i) svabhäva-vikalpa 'simple or intrinsic discrimination', equated with
the two indeterminate thought-concomitants vitarka, 'reasoning' and
vicära, 'investigation';

(ii) anusmarana-vikalpa, 'discrimination by way of recollection'—the
universal concomitant smrti',

(iii) abhinirüpanä-vikalpa, 'discrimination by way of determination' — the
non-concentrated iasamähita) prajnä.

In the Sarvästiväda explanation, the smrti and prajnä — identified with the
second and third vikalpa, respectively — conjoined with the five sensory
consciousnesses are weak, and hence the latter two types of vikalpa-s are
not operative. They are thus said to be without vikalpa, 'non-discriminative'
(avikalpaka)% even though the simple type of discrimination svabhäva-
vikalpa, is present.54 In contrast, because mental consciousness possesses all
the three types of vikalpa, it is said to be vikalpaka, 'discriminative'; with the
exception of that of one in meditation wherein abhinirüpanä-vikalpa is not
operative.55 We may take this to mean that when a sensory consciousness
cognizes generically an entity as a particular category of dharma, this simple
type of discrimination is involved; but there is no mental interpretation or
conceptualization.

Samghabhadra explains why mental consciousness is said to be
discriminative (vikalpaka):

If a consciousness can, within a single moment grasp objects belonging
to numerous species, and can, with regard to one given cognitive object
generate a stream of thoughts — a consciousness of such a nature is said to
be discriminative. The five groups of vijnäna, on the other hand, grasp only
present objects. No two moments [of thought] have the same cognitive object,
for when the previous grasping of a cognitive object has ceased, there cannot
be the arising of a repeated grasping [of the same object] by the consciousness
in the second moment/Mental consciousness can take objects belonging to
the three periods of time. [In this case,] a dharma, though having ceased,
can still be its object, and a stream of thoughts can be generated with regard
to the same object. For these reasons, only this [consciousness] is said to be
discriminative. However, since the five vijnäna-käya are always conjoined
with svabhäva-vikalpa, they are also discriminative. The sütra-s speak
of them as being non-discriminative [only] in the sense of being without
anusmarana- and abhirüpana-vikalpa-s.56

With regard to abhinirüpanä-vikalpa, it is particularly the aspect
of judgemental investigation of prajnä, represented by samtïrana,
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that characterizes its function. In this connection, we may note that in
the Dharrna-sarngraha,57 the three vikalpa-s are given as anusmarana-,
samtïrana- and sahaja-; with samtïrana- obviously corresponding to
abhinirüpanä. When understanding displays its judgemental nature,
samtïranatva, it is called a view (drsti).5S The MVS gives the following
reasons as to why the understanding conjoined with mental consciousness
can function as views, while that conjoined with a sensory consciousness is
not view, though it can be knowledge (jnäna):

(1) it does not have a keen or sharp (tïksna, patu) mode of activity (akärd)
and cannot penetrate deeply into the cognitive object;

(2) it cannot discriminate;
(3) it can have as their cognitive object only the svalaksana, but not the

sämänya-laksana;
(4) it has only present objects, whereas a view can have as objects dharma-s

of all the three temporal periods as well as the unconditioned;
(5) a view can grasp an object repeatedly, but this prajnä can only grasp

an object in a single moment;
(6) unlike a view, it cannot cogitate and examine a cognitive object.59

These explanations define, in a clear and important way, how a sensory
consciousness perceives an object: it perceives only a present object, and
only the svalaksana; because its mode of activity (= conioimd prajnä) is not
strong, it makes only rudimentary discrimination, examination, judgement
or conceptualization — to the extent that one can speak of their absence,
even though the universal thought-concomitants that perform these functions
are always conjoined with any consciousness. This is essentially the same as
stating that it does not have the functions of anusmarana and abhinirüpanä.
Anusmarana presupposes the ability to examine the object (more correctly,
object-series) clearly and for more than one moment. There must also
be a clear mental noting of the object in the form "it is such and such"
(see below) — a kind of mental speech (abhilapanä)60. This means that
the prominent functioning of' smrti here requires the assistance of prajnä,
vitarka (and vicära), and samjnä.

The functional difference between the five sensory consciousnesses and
mental consciousness is also contributed by the two thought-concomitants,
vitarka and vicära. These two are classified by the Sarvästivädins as
indeterminate {aniyata) thought-concomitants since two, being of opposing
nature, cannot exercise their dominant functions. The Avatära defines them
as follows:
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Vitarka has the characteristic of causing thought to be gross with regard
to an object (cittaudäryalaksana). It is also named discriminative
reflection (samkalpadvitïyanama). Struck by the wind of ideation
(samjnäpavanoddhata), it operates (yartaté) in a gross manner. It is this
dharma which serves as the projecting cause (pancavijnäna-pravrtti-hetu)
of the five consciousnesses.

Vicära has the characteristic of causing thought to be subtle. It is this
dharma which serves as the cause that accords with the operation of mental
consciousness on its object (manovijnänapravrttyanuküla-hetu).61

Thus, whereas vitarka is the projecting cause of a sensory
consciousness, vicära accords with the arising of mental
consciousness. We can now appreciate why Samghabhadra
defines svabhäva-vihalpa as vitarka only. (See supra) In a sensory
consciousness, it receives a contribution from samjnä — and hence
called 'conception' (samkalpa) — and operates grossly with regard
to the object, discriminating as to its type of appearance {nimitta-
prakära). To this extent, there is also a rudimentary discrimination
in a sensory consciousness — a generic grasping of the object as
a specific species. However, it is not to the extent where there is the
prominent functioning of the judgemental aspect of prajnä and the
conceptualization of samjnä via naming, which takes place only in
a mental consciousness where vicära becomes properly operative.
It is also for this reason that abhinirüpanä-vikalpa is said to be
absent; this is in fact not possible when comparison and association,
presupposing the ability to remember previous experience of the
same object and to reflect on more than one objects at a given time,
are not properly operative.

The Sauträntika has a different conception of vitarka and vicära. Sthiramati
tells us that this school does not acknowledge the svabhäva-vikalpa, since
from their point of view vitarka is nothing more than the searching of the
mind.62 In his own explanation,

It is with reference to the svabhäva-vikalpa which is the gross state of the
mind that vitarka is so called.63

The "ancient masters" (pürväcärya) among the Sauträntika — whose views
are esteemed in the AKB — define the two caittas as follows:
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What is vitarka? It is a mental murmur of a searching nature (paryesako mano-
jalpa), supported by either cetanä or prajnä, accordingly as it is in a non-
deductive or deductive state (anabhyühäbhyühävasthayor yathä-kramam).
It is the gross state of the thought.

What is vicäral It is a mental murmur of an investigative nature (paryaveksako
mano-jalpa), supported by either cetanä or prajnä, accordingly as it is in
a non-deductive or deductive state. It is the subtle state of the thought.64

Very similar definitions are given in the Yogäcära texts.65 In the TVB,
Sthiramati comments that:
"searching" is the operation having the mode of activity of determination in
the form "what is it?" (kirn etad iti nirüpanäkära-pravrttih). This searching
state of mind is called a murmur on account of it being like a murmur (jalpa
ivajalpah).
"Investigative", on the other hand, refers to the determination, in the form
"it is that", on what has previously been known (idam tad iti pürvädhigata-
nirüpanät).

Accordingly, whether vitarka and vicära are distinct entities as asserted by
the Sarvästiväda or are mere states of mind as conceived by the Sauträntika,
both schools — and for that matter, the Yogäcära as well — would agree that
in a sensory consciousness, vitarka makes possible a grasping of the mere
object (vastu-mätra), grossly determined as such, without really knowing the
nature of the object. Evidently for this reason, vitarka is considered by the
Sarvästiväda as the cause for only a sensory consciousness which is said to be
without the capacity of determination. It is in the case of mental consciousness,
and at the stage represented by vicära, when thinking is sufficiently subtle,
that the object is properly determined as "it is that". (See below)

That besides/?ra/7ïa, samjnä also is a contributing factor for the abhinirüpanä
is clear from the fact that its functioning is said to involve a synthetic
comprehension of appearance (nimitta), name (näma) and signification
(artha). Thus, the Avatar a defines it as:

That which understands, by combining conceptually (sam-Vjna) the
appearance, name and signification [of a dharma]. That is, with regard to
matter like blue, yellow, long and short [figures], etc. ... dharma-s like males
and females, etc. — it understands them, [ in each case], by conceptually
combining together (eka-Vjna) their appearances, names and signification.
It is the cause of vitarka.^

It is on account of the contribution from samjnä that mental consciousness is
able to operate by means of name (= adhivacana) which is therefore said to
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be the additional cognitive object {adhikam älambanam) of mental contact
(manah-samsparsa).61 Samghabhadra comments that it is 'additional'
because mental consciousness takes both näma and artha as its object,
whereas the five sensory consciousnesses do not take näma as their cognitive
objects.68 The functional difference that results from this factor of name is
explained in the Vijnäna-käya-sästra as follows:

The visual consciousness can only apprehend a blue colour (nïlam), but not
"it is blue" (no tu nïlam itï). Mental consciousness can also apprehend a blue
colour. [But] so long as it is not yet able to apprehend its name, it cannot
apprehend "it is blue". When it can apprehend its name, then it can also
apprehend "it is blue".69

We have already seen above that, for both the Sarvästiväda and Sautrântika,
at the stage where only vitarka is operative, the consciousness cannot
determine the actual nature of the object which therefore fails to be named.
Here in the above passage, the necessary role of name in making a judgmental
determination is further clarified. That is: at the initial stage of the perceptual
process —whether sensory or mental — so long as the consciousness does
not take name as its object, it cannot make a judgement or determine in
the form "it is blue". In his commentary on the AKB's description on the
three vikalpa, Sthiramati too, explains that it is on account of their not
having names as cognitive objects that the sensory consciousnesses are said
to without abhirüpanä-vikalpa. For, this vikalpa, identified with the non-
concentrated prajnä, derives its name from the fact that it "operates by way
of determining (ttffiÏÏDW *abhinirüpanayä pravartate) the names of the
corresponding [cognitive objects] — the names of rüpa, vedanä, samjnä,
samskära, etc."70 The connection between abhinirüpanä and samjnä is also
conspicuous in the Yogäcära definition on samjnä given by Sthiramati:

Samjnä is the grasping of the appearance of an object. The object is the
cognitive object. [Its] appearance is its distinctiveness — the cause for
establishing the cognitive object as a blue colour, a yellow colour, etc.
The grasping of [this appearance] is the determination (nirüpanä) that "this is
blue, not yellow".71

Summarizing from the above discussion, we see that according to the
Sarvästiväda, samjnä is the cause of vitarka, and vitarka is in turn the cause
for the arising of a sensory consciousness. At this stage, there is a simple
inquiry or searching on the mere object grasped, in the form "what is it?".
Both schools and Sautrântika would agree that some kind of inarticulate
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mental inquiry is involved here. The Sarvâstivâda perspective may be
understood to conceive of this as a contribution coming from the co-nascent
thought-concomitants, samjnä, prajnä and smrti — which all operate
weakly — and vitarka. For the Sauträntika, it is the thought itself operating
in its gross state, represented by vitarka which makes the inquiry in the form
of an inarticulate murmur. At the same time, a sensory consciousness is said
to be distinguished from mental consciousness by its lack of abinirüpanä-
vikalpa on account of its not taking name as is object. This must then mean
that, for the Sarvâstivâda, in a sensory perception, the "wind of samjnä" is
strong enough only for a rudimentary determination, in a generic manner,
of the object as a thing in itself, but not for conceptualization based on
judgement and association. In other words, samjnä could be considered as
the cause of the intrinsic discrimination (= vitarka) that is present in all acts
of consciousness, but whenprajnä and smrti operate prominently in a mental
consciousness, it also functions to assist in the conceptualizing act involving
name. Vitarka, though not subsumed as a universal thought-concomitant,
is nonetheless always present at the arising of a sensory perception. It is
in fact considered the latter's cause, evidently in the sense that it makes
the main contribution in such a rudimentary discrimination as regards the
object's appearance (nimitta) that constitutes the grasping of an object
by a sensory consciousness.72 We shall see below that some fundamental
differences not withstanding, the Sauträntika theory of perception shares
much with the Sarvâstivâda as regards the notion of vikalpa. (See supra)

6.8. The question of reflexive knowledge

For the Sarvâstivâda, citta or caitta cannot know itself. More generally,
an intrinsic nature (an entity in itself) cannot have any function, any
operation, on itself. Moreover, a mental dharma also cannot know the citta-
caitta-dharma-s with which it is conjoined or with which it is conascent
(i.e. its co-existent, the viprayukta-samskära-s, etc.). It is for this reason
that according to the Sarvâstivâda, omniscience (sarvajnä) can only be
accomplished in two moments, since in the first moment, the prajnä must
exclude itself, its conjoined citta-caitta-s and its co-existents. It is only in
the subsequent moment that these excluded objects of knowledge can be
cognized.73 The MVS distinguishes this Sarvâstivâda position from those
of other schools:

There are some who hold that the citta-caitta-dharma-s can cognize their
own intrinsic natures (i.e., themselves), like the Mahäsämghikas who assert:
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"Because knowledge, etc., has cognition as its intrinsic nature, it can cognize
both itself and others. This is just like the case of a lamp; because it has
illumination as its intrinsic nature, it can illuminate both itself and others."

There are some, like the Dharmaguptakas who hold that the citta-caitta-
dharma-s can cognize what are conjoined with them. They assert thus:
"Prajnä can cognize the sensation conjoined with it."

There are some, like the Mahïsâsakas, who hold that the citta-caitta-dharma-s
can cognize what are co-existent with them. They assert thus: "There are two
types of prajnä which arise simultaneously: one is conjoined [with thought],
the other not conjoined. The conjoined prajnä knows the unconjoined one;
the unconjoined prajnä knows the conjoined one."

There are some, like the Vatsïputrïyas, who hold that the pudgala can
cognize dharma-s. They assert thus: "It is the pudgala that knows dharma-s,
not knowledge (jnäna)..."

In later Indian treatises, the Sautrantikas are described as holding the view
of reflexive knowledge, denoted by the term svasamvedanalsvasamvitti
(also, ätmasamvedanä) which means 'self-awareness'.74 In the MVS, as
we have seen, the doctrine is attributed to the Mahâsâmghikas, but not to
the Därstäntikas who were the forerunners of the Sautrantikas. In the Ny,
although there is no explicit attribution of such a theory under this term to
the Sauträntika-Därstäntikas, in a discussion on the latter's doctrine of direct
perception, it is mentioned that they assert the simultaneous occurrence of
'sensation as direct perception' (anubhava-pratyaksa) and 'awareness as
direct perception' (buddhi-pratyaksa). That is to say, one has awareness of
what one is directly sensing: "One has the awareness of a direct perception
( 1 1 1 ; *pratyaksa-buddhi) with regard to one's own sensation."75 This is
clearly a doctrine of reflexive awareness, (see infra, § 9.3.)
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caksur-vijnänam utpadyate yadä tatprakära-vyavacchedo bhavati / kadäcid bahubhir y add

na vyavacchedah /tadyathä senävyüham aneka-varna-samsthänam mani-samüham ca durât

pasyatah / evam sroträdivijnänam veditavyaml

53 MVS, 65b, 449a. The Därstäntika hold that (i) the perceptual objects of mental consciousness

exclude those of the five sensory consciousnesses; and that (ii) the six consciousnesses

perceive only external objects, not the internal sense faculties or the consciousnesses

(449a).

54 MVS, 219b; Ny, 350b; AKB, 22; ADV, 19 f. Samghabhadra (Ny, 349a, 350b) identifies

svabhäva-vikalpa with vitarka only.

55 MVS, 374b.

56 Ny, 349a

57 Müller, M, ed., Dharma-samgraha (Oxford, 1885), §135.

58 Cf. Supra, § 1.4; AKB, 29; Vy, 80.

59 MVS, 490c.

60 Cf. ADV, 69: cittavyäpärarüpä smrtih/ cittasyärthäbhilapanä krtakartavya-kriyamäna-

karmäntävipramosa-laksan ah I Also cf Entrance, 92.

61 Cf. ADV, 81 : kah punarayam vitarkah ko vä vicärah / vitarko näma cittaudäryalaksanah

samkalpadvitlyanämä visayanimittaprakäravikalpisamjnäpavanoddhatavrttih audärikapanca

vijnänakäyapravrttihetuh / vicärastu cittasauksmyalaksano manovijnäna-pravrttyanukülah I

62 ZW, 235 f.

63 ZW, 236. Sthiramati criticizes Samghabhadra's identification of svabhäva-vikalpa with vitarka:

"Since the caitta-dharma-s are equal in terms of their äsraya, älambana, äkära, käla and vastu

(see supra), they operate together with regard to an object, and are difficult to be separated; how

can one single out vitarka alone and call it the svabhäva-vikalpa?" (ibid, 237).

64 Vy, 140: atra pürväcäryä ähuh / vitarkah katamah / cetanäm vä nisritya prajnäm vä

paryeksako mano-jalpo 'nabhyühäbhyühävasthayor yathäkramam/ sä ca cittasya'

audärikatä/ vicärah katamah/ cetanäm vä nisritya prajnäm vä pratyaveksako mano-jalpo

'nabhyühäbhyühävasthayor yathäkramam/ sä ca cittasya ' süksmateti /

65 E.g., Pradhan, P. (ed.,), Abhidharma-samuccaya (Santiniketan, 1950), 10; Tatia, N (ed.),

Abhidharma-samuccayabhäsyam (Patna, 1976), 9f; TVB, 32.

66 Avatära, 98 lc. The Chinese passage has "cause of'vitarka and vicära". However, the Tibetan

version gives only "cause of vicära": mam par rtogpa'I rgyu. Likewise, the very similar

definiton in the ADV, 69: nimitta-nämärthaikyajnä samjnä vitarkayonih I

61 AKB, 144.

68 Ny, 506c.

69 T26,559b-c. Cf Ny, 342a. This is in fact cited in part in the AKB, 144, in this very connection:

adhivacanam ucyate näma / tat kiläsyädhikam älambanam ... /yathoktam caksur-vijnänena

nîlam vijänäti no tu nïlam [iti]/ mano-vijnänena nïlam vijänäti nïlam iti ca vijänäüti /

70 Tattvärthä, in ZW, 236.

71 TVB, 21.

72 Samghabhadra (Ny, 349a) stresses that it is because a visual consciousness is also capable of

grasping the appearance of a rüpa that it is also capable of generating defilements.

73 Cf Ny, 742a-c.

74 E.g., Candrakïrti's Madhyamakävatära, 167; also see La Vallée Poussin (1925), 182, n. 2.

75 Ny, 374c.
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7. The dtta-caitta Doctrine of
Dharmaträta and Srïlâta

We have seen (§ 2) that the later Sautrantika-Darstantikas evolved from the
early Sarvästivädin Därstäntikas around the period of the compilation of the
M VS. In this line of development, Dharmaträta, and a little later on Kumäraläta,
must be considered as among the early Därstäntikas who had provided the
most significant inspiration for the Sauträntika school of thought.

It has been known by many scholars that Sriläta's doctrine on the citta-
caitta-s was essentially inherited from the early Därstäntika master
Dharmaträta. Very little, however, could be gathered from the extant
Sanskrit sources to adequately demonstrate this inheritance. Fortunately,
there are considerably more material preserved in the Chinese translations,
particularly the Abhidharma-mahävibhäsä (MVS), the *Nyäyänusära and
the *Arya-vasurnitra-bodhisattva-sarngrhïta (= AVS), from which we can
derive a better picture of Dharmaträta's and Srîlâta's doctrines, and hence
a clearer perspective of the doctrinal relationship of the two masters.

In this chapter, we shall look into these Chinese sources, besides the
extant Sanskrit texts, to first examine Dharmaträta's doctrines, and then
compare them to those of Sriläta. In doing so, it is hoped that we can derive
a sufficiently clear picture of the citta-caitta doctrines of the two great
masters and understand more on their doctrinal relationship.

7.1. The citta-caitta doctrine of Bhadanta Dharmaträta

7.1.1. Dharmaträta, as we have seen, agrees with the general standpoint of the
Därstäntikas that the citta-caitta-dharma-s arise successively. The following
two passages from the MVS illustrate this agreement:

(a) The Därstäntikas assert that the citta-caitta-dharma-s arise successively.
The Bhadanta (= Dharmaträta) says (fjJAIIIlQ:1 the citta-caitta-
dharma-s arise one by one. It is like [people] passing through a narrow
path; not even two can [pass through] together, how much less still,
a number of them.2

(b) The Bhadanta also says: the citta-caitta-dharma-s arise successively, not
at one and the same time, like a company of many merchants passing
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through a narrow road. ... Likewise are the caitta-dharma-s. ... It is
definitely impossible for them to arise simultaneously in an assemblage

In this same context as (a), another notion of conjunction — probably
another Därstäntika doctrine — is also mentioned: If y comes into existence
by virtue of x, then y is said to be conjoined with x. There is no requirement
of simultaneity:

(c) According to some others: If a dharma is arisen by the force of that,
[this dharma] is then said to be conjoined with that, and not with other
[dharma-s]. That is, because a citta can generate citta and caitta-s, citta-
caitta-s are conjoined with citta. Because a caitta can only generate caitta-s,
the caitta-s are therefore mutually conjoined. [But,] because caitta-s cannot
generate a citta, it is not said that a citta is conjoined with caitta-s.4

Note that a citta is said to be able to generate another citta, and the latter
citta is then said to be conjoined with the former one. Since no two citta-s
can arise simultaneously, this also amounts to the notion of conjunction in
the sense of immediate succession.

7.1.2. Another interesting passage in the MVS mentions Dharmatrata's
notion of companionship as conjunction:

The Bhadanta says: the meaning of conjunction is companionship —
consciousness (vijnäna) and the caitta-s are mutually accommodative,
they are born at the same time (fM0#M5fe; sahaja, sahajätal) and grasp the
same object domain.5

7.1.3. Dharmatrata differs from Buddhadeva in recognizing the existence
of caitta-s apart from citta itself.6 Concerning these caitta-s recognized by
Dharmatrata, we can see only two mentioned by name: vedanä and cetanä,
as in the following passages:

(a) The Bhadanta (^KWi) says: citta and vedanä, etc. arise in an assemblage
(—^fP'o*^). Just as citta is a single [entity in this assemblage], likewise,
vedanä, etc., is [in each case] a single [entity]. Hence there is no fallacy
[of two citta-s arising simultaneously].7

(b) The Venerable (H^f) Dharmatrata asserts thus: the citta-caitta-s are
specific [modes of] cetanä.8

Although Dharmatrata speaks of vedanä, etc., he states at the same time that
citta-caitta-s are specific [modes of] cetanä. Such brief, scattered statements
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are not so helpful for determining exactly what caitta-s are accepted by
Dharmatrata as distinct mental forces. But one point seems clear enough:
They suggest that, for Dharmatrata, cetanä is the main terminology for
the mind in activity, of which citta as well as caitta-s are specific modes.
That is to say, cetanä in statement (b) does not seem to mean volition
in the specific sense of the same term for one of the ten mahäbhümika
dharma-s of the Äbhidharmikas. Rather, being derived from the same root
(Veit) as citta, it seems to be taken to denote the sense of "consciousness",
"awareness" or "activity of thinking". Accordingly, given Dharmatrata's
position that the citta-caitta-dharma-s arise successively, the statement
that citta-caitta-s are specific [modes of] cetanä, coupled with the doctrine
that caitta-s are not identical with citta, seems to mean: citta as it arises
in the present moment is consciousness (vijnäna), and the caitta-s which
arise subsequently in a succession are not identical with the consciousness
in the first moment, but are distinct modes —just as consciousness/thought
is a distinct mode — of the mental flow. However, given the general outlook
of the Därstäntikas — of whom Dharmatrata is a prominent member — it is
probable that Dharmatrata accepts vedanä and samjnä too as such distinct
modes, since these two mental dharma-s are usually mentioned together
with cetanä in the sütra-s whose authority the Därstäntikas uphold.

Yin Shun has pointed out that the passage in § 7.1.2. which speaks of citta-
caitta-s as being born at the same time, and that in § 7.1.3.(a) which speaks
of citta-caitta-s arising in an assemblage, are contradictory to the explicit
statements in § 7.1.1 .(a) and (b) that citta-caitta-s arise successively and not
in an assemblage.9 He further opines that such contradictory phrases were
added subsequently in Xuan Zang's version (MVS) and they are absent in
the corresponding passage of the earlier translation of the Vibhäsä (T28,
no. 1546).10 A translation of this earlier version goes as follows:

The Venerable Buddhadeva says: The meaning of conjunction
is companionship. In accordance with the particular cognition of
consciousness, there come to be different names of the caitta-s (ÄÜtfÄSt
^=t), which are not born simultaneously (ifJ^HIIzfe:). This is the meaning
of conjunction.11

The above passage poses some problem since it gives "Venerable
Buddhadeva" where MVS has simply Bhadanta whom we have taken to refer
to Dharmatrata. But "Buddhadeva" must have been added by the translator,
since in both this and Xuan Zang's versions of the Vibhäsä, it is clear that
Buddhadeva denies the reality of any caitta apart from citta, and it is therefore
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quite unlikely that he has any notion of citta-caitta conjunction.12 Moreover,
Yin Shun has shown that where MVS has "Bhadanta", this older version
almost invariably gives "Venerable Buddhadeva", thus reflecting the
translator's assumption at that time that "Bhadanta" refers to "Bhadanta
Buddhadeva".13 If our interpretation of this passage is correct, then we have
a notion of conjunction by Dharmatrata which is in terms of companionship
and which does not require the citta and caitta-s involved being "born
together" in the sense of arising at one and the same time.

Another problem here is that the passage speaks of "not born simultaneously"
(or: "apart from simultaneously arising) whereas MVS has apparently the
opposite: "born together". We shall return to this issue after examining
another early work, which records Dharmatrata's teachings in more details.

7.1.4. Dharmaträta's doctrine in the *Ärya-vasumitra-bodhisattva-
samgrhïta

The AVS (T28, no. 1549) is a valuable work in that it is the only extant work
that was composed before the Vibhasa, but after the Jnanaprasthana and the
Prakarana-pdda.14 The author, Vasumitra, is believed to be the Vasumitra
mentioned in Vasubandhu's Karmasiddhi-prakarana (T31, no. 1609) as
the author of *Vasumitra-pariprcchä.15 According to Yin Shun, this work
advocates the standpoint of Bhadanta Dharmatrata, and its author is most
probably a follower of Dharmaträta's school of thought.16

7.1.4.1. In this work, the explanation that we have seen in the MVS,
attributed to the Bhadanta, that conjunction means companionship, is given
as follows:

(a) It is also explained thus: the meaning of conjunction is companionship.
Where consciousness goes, there is a mutual giving way, and the mental
dharma-s come to be categorized accordingly.
m^Ä^(#)i7«JEfflffi«o i l ^ ^
(Cf. T28, no. 1546, 66b: HffS^ffl l lÄ

The following passage is apparently another explanation by the Bhadanta
(H) concerning the arising of the caitasika-s:

(b) What is the difference between vedanä, samjnä, cetanä and vijnänal
The Venerable explains thus: Conditioned by the caksus and rüpa-s,
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caksur-vijnäna arises; it is a vijnäna that grasps intrinsic characteristic.
Vijnäna flows [in correspondence with] these dharma-s, and goes further
downwards. There are three dharma-s that are thought concomitants (M,
caitasika); they cognize both specifically and generically (^8^:nt;É, ÜQ
g[J JEäg|±t{|!.): [i] [vedanä], that by which duhkha and sukha are obtained
(experienced); [ii] samjnä, by which ideations are made and also previous
deeds are recollected; [iii] cetanä ('ù)9 that dharma which is the activity
of thought.19

7.1.4.2. Yin Shun comments on the above passage as follows:

This is Bhadanta's ( ^ ) explanations on citta-caitta-dharma-s. Although the
translation is very much of an inferior quality, it is nonetheless still intelligible.
The M, W>, 'Ù besides vijnäna are [older] renderings for vedanä, samjnä and
cetanä. Bhadanta explains thus: For instance, visual consciousness arises
with eyes as the support and rüpa as the älambana. This visual consciousness
is a consciousness which grasps only intrinsic nature (svalaksana). Because
consciousness flows on the dharma-s, it moves downwards — successively
evolving to generate mentals ( M ) , i.e., mentals in the sense of mental activity
(Ä/fT); this is a synonym for caitasika dharma-s.

That 'mentals' (M) stands for all caitasika dharma-s is illustrated in the
following passage:

For what reasons, [among] the samprayukta-dharma-s, samjnä and
vedanä are [said to be] mental activities (Hcfr), not other samprayukta-
dharma-s? Some explain thus: All these are originated from mental
activities; these are the Bhagavat's words of admonition. When these
(samjnä and vedanä) are mentioned at the beginning, all mentals (M)
come to be mentioned.20

Accordingly, "all mentals" means all caitasika-s. The mentals (caitasika
dharma-s) projected from consciousness comprise three dharma-s: "that by
which duhkha and sukha are obtained" is vedanä (0). "That by which
ideations are made" is the construction of names and marks; "that by which
previous deeds are recollected" is the recollection of past objection domains
— these are all samjnä. The "dharma which is the activity of thought" is the
volitional force within thought; this is JL\ a variant rendering for cetanä.21

The successive arising of vedanä, samjnä and cetanä is in actual fact nothing
more than the distinctive modes of the mentals (ÄEÖHS!]). These caitasika-s
that arise successively "cognize both specifically and generically";
i.e., they are capable of cognizing specifically the specific characteristic

as well as specifically the general characteristic (SOIlffl).
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[Thus], regarding citta-caitta-dharma-s, the Bhadanta's doctrine is that
vijnäna, vedanä, samjnä and cetanä arise successively. This is on a par
with the Därstäntikas. Dharmaträta's doctrine in the MVS that "the citta-
caitta-dharma-s are cetanä-visesa" matches extremely well with what we
see above. As to his doctrine that "the caitta-dharma-s are not identical with
citta" — it is also correct. This is because vedanä, samjnä and cetanä arise
successively — from the moving downward of vijnäna — and hence not
identical with vijnäna that precedes.22

If Yin Shun's interpretation is correct, then we have here evidence
that Bhadanta Dharmaträta accepts three caitasika-s, vedanä, samjnä
and cetanä, each with a function distinct from that of vijnäna.

7.1.4.3. Yin Shun's explanations are undoubtedly brilliant, and make good
sense. However, since the Chinese translation is very abstruse, some other
way of deciphering it is possible. Moreover, the translator does not seem
consistent in his rendering. For instance, in the definition of samanantara-
pratyaya, he gives:

The samanantara-pratyaya 0iW>W) is the past 'C^^nêCTÊ. ... Some explain
thus: samanantara-pratyaya is all the 'Ù'ÙW;.23

Thus, ùPJî^î: is probably the same as 'ù'ùW;.24 Moreover, comparing this
definition to the standard Sarvästivädin one in such texts as the MVS, AKB,
etc.,25 it would also suggest that ^ÙWÎI^IIÈ corresponds to citta-caitasika
{jcaitta)-dharma. This is different from what we saw in § 7.1.4.2. where M
seems to stand for caitta-dharma-s.

As another instance, in the translator's rendering of the well-known sütra
statement, sahajätä vedanä samjnä cetanä, we get {Ä^EÄS^,2 6 showing
unambiguously that Û: (rather than ;\j>) corresponds to cetanä. On the other
hand, elsewhere, on the same sütra passage, we have:

Conditioned by caksus and rüpa-s, caksurvijnäna arises. [When there is] the
coming together of the three, there is sparsa. Vedanä is then born, existing
together (=ff W, sahajätä ?) with that vijnäna. From vedanä, samjnä is then
born. Conditioned by samjnä, cetanä (M) is then born. (Bfi

i
This is clearly an interpretive rendering of a passage which corresponds to
the following Sanskrit:
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caksuh pratïtya rüpäni cotpadyate caksurvijnänam / trayänäm samnipätah
spar sah / sahajätä vedanä samjnäcetaneti /28

Accordingly, M here definitely translates cetanä. Although, as Yin Shun
points out, J\J> is one of the old Chinese renderings for cetana and cetanä,
in passage 7.1.4.1.(b) above, ù could also be an ideographic corruption
of M or Û:, both ideographs containing the J\J> radical. If this possibility is
acceptable, then it seems possible to interpret 7.1.4.1.(b) as follows:

(i) All mental activities (citta in activity) are cetanä (ù
(ii) cetanä as the generic term standing for citta in activity comprises

three mental dharma-s: vedanä, samjnä, and cetanä (itself). From
MVS (supra, § 7.1.3.(b)), we may add that other so-called caitta-s
proposed by other Sarvästivädins — such as sparsa, prajfiä, smrti,
etc. — are nothing but modalities of cetanä.

(iii) These caitta-s should not be treated as being identical with citta/
vijnäna itself, since they occur at different temporal positions
from the initial occurrence of consciousness, and since each has
a distinct function, not-withstanding that there is only one single
mental stream.

(iv) vijnäna, vedanä, samjnä and cetanä arise sequentially, even
though in the generic sense as being mental activity, they are all
subsumable as cetanä.

(v) When the mental stream is functioning as vedanä, samjnä or cetanä,
there is also the element of cognition in the generic sense. Hence
it is said that at the temporal position when any of these caitta-s
occurs, there is both the generic and specific discernment of the
object: when, for instance, vedanä is sensing a blue color, there is
also the generic grasping of the object as a rüpa. (See also § 7.2.2.)

One further point concerns the interpretation of the clause l§
Although we have here rendered it according to Yin Shun's comments,
we shall propose another way of understanding it below. (§ 7.2.2.)

7.2. The citta-caitta doctrine of Srïlata

Srïlâta's doctrine is explicitly explained in Samghabhadra's Ny. In the
AKB, there is no explicit mention of his name; but his doctrine is alluded to,
and attributed to him by the commentators. In the third chapter of the AKB,
when discussing conditioned co-arising (pratîtya-samutpada), the following
explanation is given:
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According to others: vedanä [arises] subsequently to sparsa. For, the faculty
and the object precede vijnäna. The coming together of the three is sparsa.
Vedanä [arises] after sparsa as the condition in the third moment.29

All commentarial sources agree that the word "others" refers to Sthavira
Srilata.30 Accordingly, like Dharmatrata, Srilata too, holds that citta-caitta-s
arise sequentially: vijnäna arises in the second moment, and vedanä in the
third. Sparsa is not a caitta; it is not a real existent, but rather, the mere coming
together, in the second moment, of the faculty, the object and vijnäna.

In the Ny, Srilata explicitly argues that sparsa is a citta, i.e., vijnäna,
not a caitta.

From caksus and rüpa-s, vijnäna-sparsa arises. From this, there further
arise the caitta-s. Vedanä, etc, which are born together (sahajäta), are called
caitta-dharma-s. Sparsa is not a caitta; [but simply the coming together
of the three — caksus, rüpa and vijnäna]. ... It is a citta (= vijnäna). ...
There can be sparsa which is not apart from vijnäna; for, prior to vijnäna,
there cannot be "the coming together (samnipäta)" (f Hum). Thus [sparsa]
is designated as a caitta; it is not a distinct entity.31

This is the same doctrine in the AKB as we have seen above that the caitta-s
are not identical with citta»'vijnäna, and that the first caitta, vedanä, arises in
the third moment.32 Srilata states that only these three — vedanä, samjnä
and cetanä — are to be considered as caitta-s?7' In fact, vedanä, etc. must
not be co-existent in the same moment with vijnäna; if they do, they would
be none other than citta itself.34 (But on the meaning of this point, see infra,
§7.2.1)

Srilata further holds that, because the sütra says, "born together are vedanä,
samjnä and cetanä", only these three caitta-s can be considered universal
(mahäbhümika) dharma-s?5 His interpretation of 'universal', of course,
necessarily differs from that of the Sarvästiväda: these three caitta-s, though
not arising simultaneously, are always found in the sets of three bhümi-s
— savitarkä savicärä bhümi, avitarkä vicäramäträ bhümi, avitarkä 'vicärä
bhümi; kusalä bhümi, akusalä bhümi, avyäkrtä bhümi; saiksî bhümi, asaiksï
bhümi, nQithcr-saiksî-noY-asaikïbhümi. Hence they are said to be universal.36

Other mental factors, such asjnäna, 37 avidyä,^ etc., are just a particular
modalities of cetanä. In fact, according to him:

The whole of the samskära skandha is just cetanä. The other [so-called caitta-s]
such as manaskära, etc., are specific modalities of cetanä (cetanä-visesa). ...
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Manaskära, etc., cannot be known to be distinct entities apart from cetanä.
Nor can any cetanä as an entity be apperceived (upalabhyate) apart from the
other samskära.39

In arguing against the other dharmas claimed by the Vaibhâsikas as caittas,
Sriläta states:

The caittas are directly visible as entities, and as dharmas, their efficacies
are not dependent on other dharmas.40

7.2.1. Does vedanä arise alone without vijnäna?

7.2.1.1. Controversy in the AKB41

In the AKB, the Vaibhâsika criticizes Srilâta's proposition mentioned above
that vedanä arises subsequently to sparsa:

[(a)Vaibhâsika:] If so, there would not be vedanä in every vijnäna; and all
vijnäna is not sparsa.

[(b) Srilâta:] There is no such fault. A vedanä, having an earlier sparsa as its
cause, exists in a subsequent sparsa. And [so] all sparsa has a vedanä, and all
vijnäna is sparsa.

[(c) Vaibhâsika:] This is not logical,

[(d) Srilâta:] What is here not logical?

[(e) Vaibhâsika:] That is: even though two sparsas have different cognitive
objects (bhinnälamband), a subsequent vedanä comes to be, with an earlier
sparsa as its cause — [a vedanä generated by an earlier sparsa taking a rüpa
as älambana would exist in the following moment when a sparsa having
sabda as älambana comes to be]. How indeed can a vedanä taking one type
of (lit: a different) älambana arise from a sparsa having another different
type of älambana!

Or rather, [you would have to accept this inadmissible consequence:
A vedanä] takes an älambana differently from that citta with which it is
conjoined.

[(f) Srilâta:] In that case, let there be at that time a vijnäna qua sparsa {sparsa-
bhütam vijnänam) which is without vedanä. And the vijnäna, which is prior
to that, has vedanä, [but] is not sparsa — on accocunt of the non-favorabilty
of conditions (pratyaya-vaidhuryäi) — this being so, what is the fault?
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[(g) Vaibhasika:] This breaks the rule for the mahabhumika-s. It [specifies]
that the ten mahäbhümika-s exist in every citta.

[(h) Sriläta: We do not accept this rule which is based on the sästra and not
the sütra as the authority. We would interpret mahäbhümika differently {cf.
§ 7.2.)]

The following diagrams illustrate Srilata's explanations above:

Diagram I, for (b):

t, -t > time flow

Vd

SPl

R2.C2

Sp2

This is the case when the subsequent moments of the rupa object continues
to be apprehended. Conditioned by rüpa, Ri and caksus C\, both in the first
moment t1? caksurvijnana Vj(rl) which is sparsabhuta (Spi) arises at time
moment t2. At this moment of time t2, the eye C2 continues to apprehend
the second moment of the rüpa R2, generating the caksurvijnana Vj(r2) at
time t3. In this way, all spar sa (= vijnäna) is accompanied by vedanä; and all
vijnäna is sparsa.

Diagram II, for (f):

•t, -t5 >time flow

Vd

R2C- + V) (savedanaka; not sparsa)

Vj (sd,) >Vd(sd,)
(avedanaka, sparsa)
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This is the case when, after a moment of apprehending the rüpa object,
at some following moment t3, a different type of object, e.g., sabda (Sd^,
comes to be apprehended. Conditioned by Sdj and srotra Sri at t3, srotra-
vijnäna Vj(sdi) which is sparsabhüta arises at t^. At t3, because the rüpa
object is lacking {pratyaya-vaidhurya), since the object now is sabda,
the vedanä that would have been generated from Vj(r2) is not generated;
we thus have a srotra-vijnäna Vj(sdi) at i^ which is without vedanä. That is,
as is reasonably expected, when the srotra-vijnäna arises, there does not
exist a sensation of rüpa; the sensing of its object proper, sabda, arises in
the following moment, t5. Vj(r2) does not constitute sparsa, not being
able to serve as the condition for generating vedanä in the next moment in
accordance with the principle "sparsa-pratyayä vedanä".

Yasomitra elaborates on the Vaibhäsika objection here:

The objects of the two are different... The object of the preceding one is rüpa;
the succeeding, sabda. In these two taking different objects, it is illogical
to say that 'vedana arises' in the succeeding spar sa taking sabda as object,
having the preceding sparsa as the cause, i.e., having as the cause a sparsa
taking rüpa as object. ...

How ... derived from a sparsa taking an object of the rüpa species,
a vedanä ... will come to take sabda as its object? ... For, when a vedanä
derived from a sparsa taking rüpa as object will only be a vedanä taking
rüpa as object; then it is logical to assert that ca vedanä in the succeeding
sparsa has a preceding sparsa as its cause'. But how will it be logical when
a vedanä taking sabda as object arises from a sparsa taking rüpa as object?
For, in the world, an effect is observed to conform to the cause.42

Yasomitra represents Sriläta's answer below, supplementing with his own
elaboration:

If such is the fault, let there be then ... at the time of taking sabda as
object... a vijnäna qua sparsa {spars a-bhütam vijnänam) which is without
vedanä; and the vijnäna which preceded that [vijnäna] taking sabda as
object, which was accompanied by vedanä {savedanaka), was not sparsa.
In this way, it becomes free of fault.

For, otherwise, if the previously arisen vijnäna, which was accompanied by
vedanä, were sparsa, then in this way, there would be the fault, as mentioned:
"vedanä has sparsa as condition." {sparsa-pratyayä vedaneti)

For what reason some vijnäna-s are without vedanä, and some [vijnäna'] are
not sparsa?
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This is due to the non-favorability/want of conditions (pratyaya-vaidhurya).
For, the wanting conditions remain as obstruction. All immediate condition
(samanantara-pratyaya) is not capable of generating a vijnana qua sparsa,
the condition for vedanä. So, in this way for him, a vijnana taking a different
object is always without vedanä, and [the vijnana] that generates it does not
constitute sparsa (aparsa-bhüta).

However, if immediately after the caksurvijnäna taking rüpa as object,
a caksurvijnäna or a manovijnäna likewise taking rüpa as object arises,43

then that previously arisen [vijnana] accompanied by vedanä is a sparsa.44

It is clear from the above controversy that in Srïlâta's doctrine, vijnana
may or may not be acompanied by vedanä. However, the existential status
of the two mental dharma-s — where vijnana is accompanied by vedanä,
and where the distinct function of sensation is being exercised — remains
obscure.

7.2.1.2. Samghabhadra's criticism in the Ny

Concerning this Sauträntika-Därstäntika model of successive arising,
Samghabhadra asks an interesting and pertinent question:45

According to the theory that citta-caitta-s arise successively, how is the
successive arising to be construed: When the vedanä, etc., generated from the
visual contact, arises immediately after the visual consciousness, [i] does it arise
together with another consciousness? Or, [ii] does vedanä, etc., arise alone?
[i] If there is another consciousness which arises together with the vedanä,

etc.: (a) Is it that mental consciousness arises taking the very same
object domain (visaya)! Or, (b) is this other consciousness another
[consciousness] which arises taking another object domain?
(a) Now, it is not the case that mental consciousness arises taking the
very same object domain. This is because, the visual faculty that was
the supporting basis for the vedanä generated by the visual contact
existed at a time different from that of the object domain of this mental
consciousness. It is not the case that the vedanä, etc., which is generated
with the visual faculty as support can take a past [dharma] as its cognitive
object (älambana). Nor is it the case that the vedanä, etc., generated from
visual contact, can arise with manas and dharma as conditions; for it
is said [in the sütra] that conditioned by manas and dharma, mental
consciousness arises. If it arises with manas and dharma as conditions,
then it cannot be said to be generated from visual contact.
(b) It is also not the case that another [sensory] consciousness arises
taking another object domain as cognitive object. If [a consciousness]
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having a different support and object domain could arise at the same
time, then it ought to be possible to attain all object domains at once,

[ii] [On the other hand,] if vedanä, etc., arises alone without any
consciousness, then a subsequent consciousness would arise without any
support. There has never been any situation in the lower sphere where the
flow of mental consciousness, having been interrupted, could be relinked.
This is completely unacceptable to them, since according to their tenet,
when one enters into the cessation meditation (nirodha-samäpatti) etc.,
consciousness continues to arise without having ever been interrupted.46

Samghabhadra has brought out the point that in the citta-caitta doctrine of
Sriläta — and for that matter, of any one advocating sequential arising of
citta-caitta-^ — when vedanä or samjnä or cetanä arises, there must also
logically be vijnäna simultaneously. But yet Sriläta does not seem to concur
with the Äbhidharmikas that there is a distinct dharma named vijnäna
conjoined with a conascent dharma called vedanä. He in fact maintains that
when the sütra speaks of vedanä samjnä and cetanä as being 'born together'
(sahajäta), it does not mean that they co-arise simultaneously. In the AKB,
there is, in this very connection, the interpretation that being born together
means being born together among themselves, one immediately after another
(samanantara).41 We have seen above that, this is in fact one interpretation of
conjunction proposed by the Därstäntikas in the MVS. In this AKB context,
this interpretation of saha no doubt belongs to Sriläta as well.48

How then are we to understand his doctrinal position in this regard?

In Sriläta's denial of the separate existence of the mahäbhümika dharma-s
(excepting vedanä, samjnä and cetanä) of the Sarvästiväda, we gain a clearer
picture of his position. For instance, he rejects samädhi as a distinct caitta
in these words:

Apart from citta, samädhi does not exist as a distinct entity in itsel
Hlfijftll). This is because; it is the entity, citta itself, not being dispersed
when taking a cognitive object. ... The efficacy of a dharma does not depend
on other dharma-s. Thus, the citta stays on the object by its own power, not
[through that of] others.49

Samghabhadra repudiates this immediately, arguing that cetanä, said to
be the specific conditioning of citta (cittäbhisamskära),50 responsible for
making citta volitionally active, would also not be a distinct universal
dharma, since the same reasoning of Sriläta should apply here as much as
in the case of samädhi.51 Yet, in Sriläta's doctrine, cetanä is distinct from
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vijnäna. Moreover, Srïlata cannot even claim that there are three caitta-s,
since, according to this way of understanding, vedanä would be none other
than the experiencing (anubhava) of the cognitive object by the citta;
samjnä would be none other than the grasping of name and mark (nimitta)
by the citta; cetanä would be none other than the volitional activity, skilful
or unskillful, of the citta.51

This pesrpective of Srïlata is also discernible in his explanation on improper
mental application (ayoniso manaskärä) as the cause of ignorance (avidyä).
He argues that improper mental application is not so specified in the
Pratitya-samutpäda-sütra because there is no need to separately establish it
as a distinct factor of pratitya-samutpäda: The improper mental application
is generated at the time of contact, and ignorance, co-existing with sensation
(yedanä-sahavarttin), is generated from this improper mental application.53

Returning to his argument on sarnädhi, since Srïlata would say that samädhi,
etc., are just cetanä; to say that the former is nothing but an activity of citta
itself amounts to saying that cetanä — and likewise, vedanä and samjnä
— is nothing but an activity of citta. Yet, this is not an acceptable position
of Srïlata. This leads us to the very kernel of his citta-caitta doctrine: On the
one hand, vijnäna, vedanä, samjnä, cetanä are distinct from one another;
onthe other hand, the flow of vijnäna is uninterrupted, and vedanä, etc.,
is to be considered an activity of the citta itself. Such a doctrine is then very
close to Dharmatrâta's which we have gathered above, from the MVS and
the AVS. Firstly, in both his and Srïlâta's doctrines, there is one continuous
mental flow. Secondly, both masters acknowledge only three caitta-s:
vedanä, samjnä and cetanä; all other so-called caitta-s are considered as
nothing more than the different modalities of cetanä.

Dharmatrâta calls this mental flow generically cetanä, apparently in the
sense of "thought in activity"; for him, therefore, all citta-caitta-dharma-s
are just specific modalities of cetanä. But citta and the three caitta-s are each
distinct, not mutually identical, since each exercises a distinctly different
function at different temporal positions.

7.2.2. The element of cognition in a mental act

In contrast, Srïlata, probably being a more rigorous sütra-prämänika, prefers
to follow the sütra in enumerating cetanä together with, and subsequently to,
vedanä and samjnä; sparsa is not treated on a par with these three caitta-s,
but taken as the mere coming together of the object, the sense faculty and
the sensory consciousness.54 He, further, has no problem with the notion of
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"universal dharma-s", albeit with an interpretation different from that of the
Sarvästiväda Äbhidharmikas. At the initial stage of this mental flow, there is
only the function of cognizing, hence it is called vijnäna. When the function
of the citta changes to be distinctly that of sensation or of ideation or of
conditioning in a specific manner (i.e., when citta comes to be specifically
shaped — other than in the manner of functioning as vijnäna, vedanä and
samjna), it acquires the name of cetanä.

But it would seem that in Srïlâta's model, there is always an element of
vijnäna — however indistinct — even when citta is distinctively functioning
in the manner of vedanä, etc. Otherwise, as highlighted in Samghabhadra's
criticism above, there cannot be the re-arising of vijnäna. Moreover,
Srïlâta's position that in the cessation meditation a subtle vijnäna, without
any caitta, still remains, would be difficult to comprehend. Pu Guang's
interpretation of Srïlâta's response in the AKB (See § 7.2.1.1.(f)) also
suggests this: "[At t3], since there is cognition of the [rüpa] object, there
is vijnäna; since [the vedanä] is generated from a sparsa pertaining to its
own species (i.e., rüpa) in the preceding thought-moment, there is vedanä."
Our understanding of Srïlâta's doctrine as implying an element of cognition
in every mental act becomes all the more plausible in the light of the
following explantion of his on vijnäna:

When the sütra says that vijnäna is that which cognizes (yijänätlti vijnânam),
it is not a paramärtha, but a samvrti teaching. If that which cognizes is
vijnäna, it also ought to be called non-vijnäna. That is, if what can cognize
is called vijnäna, then it ought to become non-vijnäna at the times when it
cannot cognize.55

This statement in the Ny is made in the same context of the exposition of
conditioned co-arising in which the AKB alludes to Srïlâta's doctrine of
citta-caitta-s. Samghabhadra objects to this: Srïlâta cannot say that there
is any state in which vijnäna does not exercise its function of cognizing.
It cannot be in the state when it is not yet arisen or when it has become past,
since for Srïlâta, the future and past dharma-s are absolutely non-existent.
It is also not possible to say that in the present time period, there exists
a vijnäna that may or may not be able to cognize, since a present vijnäna is
necessarily one that cognizes an object domain.56

To this criticism, Srïlâta's answers as follows:

In this context, it is not asserted that vijnäna is so called only at the state when
it cognizes. It is only asserted that whenever an assemblage of conditions
obtains, it is only vijnäna that can cognize.57
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This is clearly an epistemological, rather than an ontological standpoint;
and this solves the problem of the re-arising of vijnäna after vedanä, etc.
This standpoint implies that in the serial continuity of flow of citta, there is
always the potentiality of the distinctive function of cognition (as opposed
to sensation, etc.). Given the corresponding favorability of conditions,
the corresponding type of vijnäna (e.g. caksürvijnäna) will arise.

We can also understand Srîlâta's position thus: In every mental act, such as
sensation, there is always an element of cognition. In fact sensation will not
even be possible without the simultaneous grasping of the object in a generic
manner — i.e., cognizing. As a matter of fact, this is essentially also the
position of the Sarvästiväda Äbhidharmikas. We can even go so far as to say
that this is in fact the general import of the sütra teaching in this connection.
The important difference between Srîlâta and the Äbhidharmikas is that,
the latter would ontologize vijnäna and the caitta-s as real entities each
having an intrinsic function, and hold that they arise simultaneously as
distinct dharma-s and are mutually conjoined. Srîlâta, on the other hand,
would apparently acknowledge them only as epistemological realities;
conjunction can only be in the sense of mutual correspondence in the fact of
their successive arising.

Thus, according to Srîlâta: the specific function of cognizing is not necessarily
the defining characteristic of vijnäna. Cognizing is not an intrinsic function
of vijnäna in the Sarvästiväda sense. Even at the times when this function is
not being exercised, or distinctly exercised — that is when for instance citta
is exercising the distinctive function of vedanä — one can still legitimately
say that vijnäna also exists.58 Putting this consideration together with what
we have gathered from the AKB and Vy debate above (§ 7.2.1.1.), we may
understand Srîlâta's position thus: there can be vijnäna without vedanä, etc.;
but there cannot be vedanä, etc. without vijnäna. Understood in this way,
the aforementioned difficulties dissolve themselves.

This must be the position of Dharmaträta as well, since we know from the
MVS that like Srîlâta, all the early Därstäntikas hold that a subtle mental
consciousness exists in the cessation meditation without any caitta, and that
Dharmaträta asserts the successive arising of vijnäna, vedanä, samjnä and
cetanä. {supra, § 7'.). Moreover, in (§ 7.1.4.3.) above, we have remarked that
in Bhadanta's explanation in the AVS, the clause lilSUfliiÄfJI admits of
other interpretations. In the light of our understanding above, we may now
also render ScWH}&, Ü ^ M ü Ä f Ä as follows:
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There are three caitta-s (/mentals). They are distinct from vijnäna (I
[while] co-existing with vijnäna (J^UGAfll).

Alternatively, following Yin Shun's interpretation that the three caitta-s
"cognize both specifically and generically", we may further understand
thus: When citta exercises its distinctive (specific) function of sensation
qua vedanä, for instance, there is also its function of cognizing the object
generically — and to that extent, vijnäna also exists.

7.3. Dharmatrata's notion of conjunction revisited

In § 7.1.3. above, we saw that Yin Shun raised some questions concerning
Dharmatrata's doctrine of conjunction as recorded in Xuan Zang's version of the
MVS: It states that Dharmatrata asserts the successive arising of citta-caitta-s;
at the same time, he is also said to assert that they are born together (§ 7.1.2: {Ä
HtÏÏO^) and that they arise in an assemblage (§ 7.1.3.(a): —%AÛ£). Yin Shin
thinks that this is a contradiction introduced in Xuan Zang's MVS.

However, from our discussion above, Srilata and his followers do not seem
to have any problem with the notion of conjunction in the sense of being in
an assemblage: In his explanation, the coming together of the sense faculty
and the sense object, both of the immediately preceding moment, and the
sensory consciousness of the immediately succeeding moment, are also said
to be in an assemblage (the same Chinese words %Pia*); and this assemblage
is the contact (sparsa) between the three dharma-s. Moreover, Srilata and
the Sauträntika-Därstäntikas interpret 'saha' in sahajäta ('born together') in
the sense of the succeeding immediately following the preceding.

We saw that in the MVS, there already is the interpretation of conjunction in
the sense of immediate succession, and also another interpretation that when
a citta generates a citta or caitta then the citta is said to be conjoined with
the dual caitta. (§7.1.1 .(c)).

Now, while Srilata's doctrine on citta-caitta-s cannot be said to be completely
identical with Dharmatrata's, the former's inheritance from the latter should
be a historical fact. From this perspective, there need not be contradiction
when MVS records that Dharmatrata while holding the doctrine of successive
arising, at the same time asserts that citta-caitta-s can be said to be conjoined
and even 'born together' — since being together or born together can also
mean being in immediate mutual succession. Furthermore, as we have seen
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above (§ 7.1.4.1.), in the AVS, the Bhadanta, when explaining the sense of
conjunction as companionship, also states that "where consciousness goes,
there is a mutual giving way": that is, companionship (being together),
in the context of Dharmatrâta's notion of conjunction, means one mental
state immediately succeeding another. In this way, the conjoined citta-
caitta-^ are not "in an assemblage at one and the same time" (§ 7.1.1.(b)),
but can nonetheless be said to "arise in assemblage" (§ 7.1.3.(a)) in the
sense of immediate succession. They can further be said to grasp the same
object (§ 7.1.2.), even though arising successively, since this could mean the
different moments of the serial continuity of the same object. The typically
terse statement itself, however, does not allow us to be absolutely decisive
on the sense intended here. But if we can accept that Dharmtrâta's notion
of conjunction is one of mutual correspondence of two or more mentals
arising in succession, then conjunction in this sense should primarily
include the correspondence in the mental act of perceiving and sensing, etc.,
the same serial continuity of the object. Bhadanta's explanation in the AVS
too, speaks of vijnäna flowing down on the (same) object domain in the
perceptual process.59

7.4. Conclusion

The MVS, Ny and AVS, all extent only in Chinese translations,
have provided valuable information on the citta-caitta doctrines of
Dharmaträta and Sriläta. If Yin Shun's interpretations are correct, we have
found in the AVS that Dharmatrâta too, some three centuries before
Sriläta, had held that there were only three caitta-s — vedanä, samjnä and'
cetanä, and these arise sequentially, subsequent to the arising of vijnäna.
Both masters also seem to have held the notion of immediate succession
as the meaning of conjunction. In addition, both seem to explain that there
is an element of cognition in each mental act, and to that extent the flow of
vijnäna is never interrupted. All these add more substance to the surmise
that Sriläta's doctrine in this regard is, in its essential, an inheritance from
Dharmaträta. Once this doctrinal inheritance becomes acceptable, we may,
within reasonable limit, complement our understanding of the doctrine of
one with that of the other. Srïlâta's doctrine as gathered from the AKB and
Ny could throw light on the apparent contradictory statements attributed to
Dharmaträta in the MVS. We have accordingly proposed above that there
need not be contradiction when he says in one place that citta-caitta-dharma-s
arise successively; and in another, that they are 'born together' and grasp
the same object: Sriläta interprets 'being born together' to mean being born
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successively among themselves, and not 'born at one and the same time'. We
have further suggested that 'grasping the same object' could mean, 'grasping
the same serial continuity of the object' (which is closer to the common sense
standpoint — a standpoint often seen to be adopted by the Darstantikas in the
MVS).

We have sufficient information indicating that Sriläta treats vijnäna and
the caitta-s as epistemological realities. We may understand his position
thus: In every mental act, there is an element of vijnäna, both in the sense
that there is always the potentiality of cognition — pending the favorability
of conditions — and also that even in a mental act other than cognition
(e.g. sensation), there is always a generic cognition of the object.

However, Dharmaträta seems to have used the term cetanä in its more
general sense of'activity of thinking' which therefore includes cittalvijnana
itself besides the caitta-s. Srïlâta, on the other hand, treats cetanä as being
distinct from vijnäna and the three caitta-s. Moreover, Sriläta asserts that
the three caitta-s are the only mahäbhümika dharma-s the sense of which
is interpreted differently from that of the Sarvästiväda Äbhidharmikas.
We have, unfortunately, no information on Dharmaträta's view in this
regard.
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Notes

1 It should, however, be noted that the four Chinese characters, tSc^îê B, cannot decisively

be determined to mean (as we have rendered them) "the Bhadanta says"; it could also just

mean: "those Vénérables say" (i.e. referring to the Därstäntikas making such an assertion).

If the latter is indeed the case, then we cannot claim the statement that immediately follows

as that of Dharmatrâta. Nevertheless, a comparison of this statement with the next that we

have quoted seems to justify our rendering here.

2 MVS, 745a.

3 MVS, 493c^94a.

4 MVS, 745a.

5 MVS, 81a.

6 T27, 661c, 662b.

7 T27,50a.

8 MVS, 8c.

9 Study, 254 f.

10 Study, 255-257.

11 T28, 66b: ¥

12 Although MVS does mention some who hold that dharma-s are conjoined with dharma-s of

the same intrinsic nature. Cf. MVS, 79c.

13 Cf. Study, 296.

14 See Study, 3&0ff.

15 Study, 379.

16 Study, 3S5ff.

17 The original Chinese is quite abstruse. This is a somewhat tentative translation. Yin Shun

(Study, 258) thinks that ~f is probably a corruption of # (companion, companionship).

So also, HS—"KJ8, Wtitpß, vol. 6, 158, n.37. This is possible. However, it is also possible

the translator was reading a Prakritic form similar to the Pali sahassalsähassa corresponding

to sähäyya(l).

18 T28, 738c-739a.

19

7&'fr. I have translated this passage in accordance with the commentary by Yin Shun that

follows.

20 T28, 742c.

21 The translator was likely taking cetanä (< cit) to mean "thought in activity" or just

"thinking".

22 Study, 256.

23 T28, 725a.

24 Although 'ÙPJrûïti; might also be his rendering for manas.

25 E.g., AKB, 98: arhatah pascimän apäsyotpannäs citta-caittäh samanantarapratyayah I

Pakarana-päda, T no. 1542, 719a: ... Mï;W(£ù>bW&\ MVS, 28c: ...
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26 T28, 739a.
27 T28, 743a.
28 Cf. AKB, 146; Samyuktägama, T no.99, 72c, 87c.
29 AKB, 145: sparsäd uttarakälam vedanety apare / indriyärthau hi pürvänto vijnänam /

so 'sau trayänäm samnipätah sparsah sparsapratyayät pascäd vedanä trtïya-ksana iti /
30 Vy, 307: ... apara iti bhadanta-Snlätah I Pürnavardhana's Chos mngonpa'i mdzodkyi 'grel

bshad mtshan nyid kyi rjes su 'brang ba zhes bya ba, Peking, vol. 117, 232, 366a: gzhan dag na
re... zhe zer ba ni slob dpon dpa! len I Ny, 386b, 387c; Pu Guang, T41, 176c: ... H E ^ i f f i .

31 Ny,385b.
32 Also cf. Ny, 385b, 386b.
33 See also, Samghabhara's remarks on Srïlâta's three caitta-s in Ny, 391a.
34 Ny, 385c: iSPF«É^hfl>r, ffiOTS^fiffx^.
35 Ny, 384b.
36 AKB, 146. It is noteworthy that in this context of arguing on the three caitta-s being

mahä-bhümika, there is the following statement which cannot but indicates the Sauträntika
standpoint: sütra-pramänakä vayam na sästra-pramänakäh I uktam hi bhagavatä sütränta-
pratisaranair bhavitavyam iti I

37 Ny, 486c.

38 Ny,495b.

39 Ny, 339b.

40 Ny, 390c.

41 This whole controversy is also found, and is elaborated upon, in other commentarial sources:
Vy, 307 ff; Pu Guang's {RliflÊfB, T41, 176c; Pürnavardhana's Chos mngon pa'i mdzod kyi
'grel bshad mtshan nyid kyi rjes su 'brang ba zhes bya ba, Peking, vol. 117, 232, 366a ff; etc.

42 Vy, 307 f: pürvasya rüpam älambanam uttarasya sabdah toy or bhinna 'älambanayoh
pürva-sparsa-hetukä rüp'älambana-sparsa-hetukä uttaratra sparse sabd'älambane yad
vedanotpadyate / ity etad ayuktam I ... katham hi ... rüpa-prakär'älambananät sparsät
sambhütä vedanä ... sab d 'älambanä bhavissyati I ... yadä hi rüp'älambanät spar sät
sambhütä vedanä rüp 'älambanaiva vedanä bhavisyati I tadä pürva-sparsa-hetukottaratra
sparse vedaneti yuktam / yadä tu rüp 'älambanät spar säe chabd'älambanä vedanotpadyate I
tadä katham etadyoksyate \ käranänurüpam hi loke käryam drsyate I

43 Note that such a manner of explanation, as conveyed through Yasomitra, a professed
Sauträntika, reinforces the understanding that in Srïlâta's theory, no two vijnäna of
a different species can co-exist. Pu Guang's explanations (T41, 177a) suggest likewise: ïf
iJSÎfH, t ^M^fe , ••• • Pürnavardhana, op.cit.'. gai te gzugs la dmigs pa 'i mig gi mam par
shes pa 'i mjug thogs su mig gi mam par shes pa 'am \ yid kyi mam par shes pa gzugs la
dmigs pa kho na 'byung na ni... / The Därstäntika position of the author, Harivarman, of the
*Satyasiddhisästra ($cKfmT32, 276b), is likewise that several citta-s co-arising necessarily
implies the existence correspondingly of several persons.

44 Vy, 308: yady evam doso 'stu tarhi ... sabd'älambana-käle I sparsa-bhütam vijnänam
avedanakam I tasmäc ca sabd 'älambanädyatpürvam vijnänam savedanakam tan na sparsah
I evam hi nirdosam bhavatn I anyathä hi yadi pürvotpannam savedanakam vijnänam spar sah
syät / tadaivam sparsa-pratyayä vedaneti yathokto dosah syätl [kim]punah käranam / kimeid
vijnänam avedanakam kimeie ca na sparsah I pratyaya-vaidhuryät I vidhurä hi pratyayä
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vipratibandhenaivasthitäh I na hi sarvah samanantara-pratyayo vedanä-pratyayam sparsa-

bhütam vijnänam janayitum samartha iti I tad evam tasya bhinn 'älambanam vijnänam

ekäntenävedanakam I tad-utpädakam cäsparsa-bhütam I yadi tu rüp 'älambanäc caksur-

vijnänäd anantaram rüp 'älambanam eva caksur-vijnänam utpadyate I mano-vijnänam vä I

tat savedanakam pürvotpannam sparsa iti II

45 Ny, 504a-b.

46 See MVS, 774a; Ny, 403a, 420b: WtSfWt&^MfoWj.

AI AKB, 146: samanantare'pi cäyam sahasabdo drstah I

48 In Ny, 403b, it is ascribed to the Därstäntikas. Elsewhere, the interpretation of saha as

'immediate' is also ascribed simply to "some" (E.g., Ny, 705b).

49 Ny, 390b-c.

50 Cf. AKB, 54: cetanä cittäbhisamskäro manaskarmal

51 Ny, 390c.

52 Ny, 391a.

53 AKB, 135: anyah (Ny, 497b: "The Sthavira"; Vy, 289: bhadanta-srïlatah) punar äha I

ayoniso manaskäro hetur avidyäyä uktah süträntare I sa cäpi sparsakäle nirdista ... vedanä

käle cävasyam avidyäyä bhavitavyam ... atah sparsakäle bhavann ayoniso manaskäro

vedanä-sahavarttinyä avidyäyäh pratyaya-bhävena siddhi... I

54 In Ny, 384a ff, Samghabhadra refutes Sriläta at great length on the unreality of sparsa.

55 Ny,484b.

56 Ny, 484b. Samghabhadra (Ny, 484c).also points out that where the Buddha declares that

He would not state that there is a cognizer, it is because He does not want to suggest the

existence of any totally independent, absolute Self which is a cognizer in and by itself.

57 Ny, 484c.

58 We might compare this to the Äbhidharmika understanding of sensory perception.

Although a sensory perception is said to be devoid of conceptualization (avikalpaka), it is

conceded that there is in actual fact an element of rudimentary conceptualization, called

'intrinsic conceptualization' (svabhäva-vikalpa) which is intrinsic to every cognitive act.

(Cf. Ny, 349a, 350b; AKB, 22; etc.). In the Sauträntika-Yogäcära understanding of pratyaksa

too, it is acknowledged that there is an element of kalpanä operating in the background,

as it were (Cf. Nyäyabindu-ükä (Bibliotheca Buddhica VII), 16: sva-vyäpäram tiraskrtya

pratyaksa-vyäpäram ädarsayati.../), even though pratyaksa is at the same time said to be

devoid of kalpanä (kalpanäpodha).

Also cf. Dharmottara's answer to the question as to whether pratyaksa becomes apramäna

only when conjoined with a conceptual judgement (adhyavasäya = kalpanä):

This is not so. Because through a judgement produced by the power of pratyaksa, the object

is ascertained (avasïyate) as seen, not as imagined. And seeing, called the direct realization

of the object, is the function of pratyaksa. Imagining, on the other hand, is the function of

vikalpa. (Nyäyabindu-ükä, loc. cit.)

59 Moreover, while it is true that the MVS does not record such a Därstäntika doctrine; for the

Sauträntika-Därstäntika tradition, and certainly for Sriläta, such a position is not at all

a problem. See, Dhammajoti, KL, 'Äkära and Direct Perception', in Bukkyö Kenkyü, vol.

XXXV, 5 ff.
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8. The Vaibhasika Theory of Direct or
Presentational Perception

Both the Vaibhasika and the Sautrantika are realists in as much as they
accept the existence of external reality apart from consciousness. The former
maintains that this is perceived directly, while the latter says that perception
is always indirect (apratyaksa)1, though external reality can be confirmed
through inference. In the Sarva-darsana-samgraha, Madhavacarya describes
their standpoints respectively as bähyärtha-pratyaksaväda, 'doctrine of the
direct perception of external objects', and bähyärthänumeyaväda, 'doctrine
of the inferability of external objects'.2

The different doctrinal assumptions or premises, underlying the dispute
between the Vaibhasika and Sautrantika as to whether an external object
can be directly perceived or not, are clear enough from the available data.
This dispute partly results from the fact that while both are Ksanikavâdins3 —
holding that dharma-s are strictly momentary — they differ as to whether
the cause-effect relationship can be a simultaneous one.

8.1. Simultaneous causality in sensory perception

Concerning the Vaibhasika's explanation on the process of visual perception,
the ADV describes as follows: The seeing (älocana) by the eye-substance
(caksur-dravyam), which is of the nature (svabhäva) of that which sees, has its
function — a mere function of seeing visible forms {rüpadarsana-kriyä-
mätra) — awakened (prabodhita) in a single moment when the complex of
causes and conditions (hetu-pratyaya-sàmagrï) obtains, and in which the eye
co-ordinates with consciousness in inducing its function.4 Thus, the three
factors involved in visual perception come into being simultaneously:
the eye and the object as the two causes, and visual consciousness as the
effect. This is in conformity with the distinctive Sarvästivada doctrine of
simultaneous causality.

In the Ny, Samghabhadra puts forward various arguments for this doctrine.
One of them pertains to the process of sensory perception:

It contradicts the principle of conditioned co-arising (pratïtya-samutpada)
[to hold that there are no co-existent causes].
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Thus the sütra says, "Conditioned by the visual faculty and the visual object,
there arises visual consciousness". [If the visual faculty, the visual object and
the visual consciousness were not simultaneous,] then the visual faculty and
visual object produced in the preceding moment ought not be the supporting
basis and the cognitive object, [respectively,] for the visual consciousness of
the succeeding moment; for [in that case, the latter] exists and [the former
are] non-existent. One cannot call an absolute non-existent (atyantäbhäva)
a supporting basis or a cognitive object.

The same applies here: At the time when the visual consciousness arises,
the visual faculty and the visual object have already ceased. This would
mean that without any conditions assisting, the visual consciousness arises
by itself! This is due to the fact that non-existent dharma-s cannot serve as
supporting basis, and that visual consciousness can only take a present object.
If the visual faculty, the visual object and the visual consciousness do not
arise simultaneously, it would entail that the visual faculty and visual objects
do not serve as conditions for visual consciousness. Or, the auditory faculty
and sound, etc would also serve as conditions for visual consciousness,
being equally unrelated to visual consciousness ... 5

Thus, from the Vaibhäsika perspective, the sense faculty serving as the
supporting basis (äsraya) and the object serving as the object qua condition
(älambana-pratyayä), necessarily exist in one and the same moment as the
sensory consciousness; or the principle of these two requisites stated by the
Buddha for the arising of consciousness would be violated. And thanks to
the operation of simultaneous causality, the external object can be directly
grasped, in spite of universal law of momentariness. In the very same single
moment that the eye sees, the co-nascent visual consciousness cognizes.
As we have seen above, the eye's seeing, however, is non-epistemic,
not amounting to knowledge. It is the corresponding visual consciousness
that becomes conscious of the object — albeit only in a generic manner
and with a simple element of the determination of the object as a mere
species (supra, chapter 4). It is this generic, non-discriminative sensory
consciousness that constitutes pratyaksa, 'direct perception'. But properly
speaking, even such a consciousness is not knowledge per se; it is the prajnä
conjoined with this consciousness that constitutes knowledge.6

8.2. The three types of direct perception (pratyaksa)

Samghabhadra distinguishes three types of pratyaksa-s:
(1) that which is dependent on the sense faculty

indriyäsrita);
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(2) that which is experience (MlflSÄ, anubhava),
(3) that which is discernment ( I IT ( / l i l f )St A, *buddhi).

The first refers to direct grasping (pratyaksam Vgrah?), supported by the five
sense faculties, of the five types of external objects, rüpa, etc. The second
refers to the coming into the present of the citta-caitta-dhamrna-s, vedanä,
samjnä, etc. The third refers to the direct realization (säksät-Vkr) of the
specific or common characteristic (sva-sämänya-laksana) — accordingly as
the cases may be — of dharma-s.7

From this, it is clear that it is the visual consciousness, not the seeing by the
eye, that is indriya-pratyaksa. The second type of pratyaksa is intrinsically
linked up with the first in as much as these caitta-s become present at the
first moment of the perceptual process together with visual consciousness,
sensing and categorizing, etc., on the very same object that is being grasped
generically by visual consciousness. The third type is mental consciousness
that follows immediately from the first moment. It is at the stage of
recollection that one properly acquires the knowledge of the previous
pratyaksa experience. It can still be considered a type of direct perception
since it is a clear vivid perception directly induced by the immediately
preceding sensory perception.8

Samghabhadra argues that simultaneous causality obtains in a sensory
perception; the sensory faculty and the object as the causes and the sensory
consciousness as the effect all arise in the same first moment. Moreover,
vedanä, the instrumental force for anubhava,9 must be 'conjoined with'
consciousness — which entails not only simultaneity, but also that both
take the same object, etc.10 In fact, a sensory consciousness necessarily
has a present perceptual object, or it will not be possible for one to have
the pratyaksa experience. For, with regard to what is personally sensed,
one experiences it and discerns it at different times. That is, the anubhava-
pratyaksa and buddhi-pratyaksa are not simultaneous. Discernment occurs
at the state of recollection, taking the experience — the vedanä — that has
just ceased as its object. Accordingly, "a sensation — pleasurable, etc., —
must first be experienced by the anubhava-pratyaksa before a pratyaksa
discernment can arise having it as its perceptual object. Likewise, an external
object must first be experienced by indriyäsrita-pratyaksa before & pratyaksa
discernment can arise having it as the perceptual object, by virtue of the
thrust of presentness."11 This is consistent with the Sarvästiväda view that
the citta-caitta-dharma-s cannot discern themselves or those conjoined or
coexistent with them12 (Cf. supra, § 6.8).
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In brief, the Abhidharma texts shed considerable light on the perceptual
theories of the Sarvastivada and the Sauträntika-Därstäntikas — and even to
some extent the Yogacara. Already in MVS, we come across an articulated
conception of pratyaksa, even though no formal definition as such is found.13

From Ny, we learn that on account of its theory of simultaneous causality,
the Sarvastivada school holds that a sensory perception as a pratyaksa
experience is fully accomplished only in the second moment on recollection.
The external object must have been first cognized and experienced by the
indriyäsrita- pratyaksa before a buddhi — the buddhi-pratyaksa — having
that pratyaksa experience as its älambana can arise.

Samghabhadra's articulation above, that the * buddhi-pratyaksa is the direct
realization of either svalaksana or sämänya-laksana accordingly as the case
may be, can be comprehended as follows: So long as the contribution from
the co-nascent caitta-s are still weak, it too, like the preceding consciousness,
can only apprehend the mere object, e.g., a blue colour; it is therefore
a grasping of svalaksana. But when the contribution is strong enough and it
can apprehend, using name, "it is blue", etc., it is apprehending universals —
i.e. sämänya-laksana.14 This is then not a case of pratyaksa. The mode of
activity (äkära = prajnä) that functions at this time can be erroneous.

However, in the case of spiritual realization — 'realization-knowledge' (H§§,
pratyaksa-buddhi, *pratyaksa-jnäna, adhigama-jnäna) — the meditator
apprehends directly, truly as they are, the universal characteristics of all
dhamma-s — unsatisfactoriness, impermanence, etc. The modes of activity
in this case differ not the slightest from the true nature of the dharma-s
being examined. This is a case of direct seeing par excellence (JCSUt
*bhüta-pratyaksa, Hattva-pratyaksa)15 — without any conceptualization —
and therefore a case of pratyaksa even though sämänya-laksana is involved.
For this reason the Sarvastivada identifies the 16 modes of activity pertaining
to the four noble truth16 with prajfiä — i.e. prajnä in the sense of spiritual
insight.17 The MVS states that "outside the 16 modes of activity, there is no
other outflow- free prajnä". "The prajnä-s not subsumed under the 16 modes
of activities mostly discern svalaksana-s; the prajnä-s subsumed under 16
modes of activities discern only sämänya-laksana-s"1* (see below).

8.3. Sensory consciousness cannot have a past object

Samghabhadra rejects the claim by the Sauträntika and others that the objects
(visaya) of the five sensory consciousnesses are all past.19 For, if this be true,
then:
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(i) since only what are previously arisen can serve as their supporting
conditions (pratyaya), what are co-nascent with the consciousness
are devoid of this function,

(ii) It would also entail that the rüpa-s which have ceased, held
by them to be non-existent, are merely perceived as objects by
an imaginary thought (vikalpaka-citta).

(iii) It must equally be conceded that the sense-faculty functioning as the
supporting basis for the consciousness, though past, can generate
the present consciousness.

All these are declared illogical by Samghabhadra.

There are other problems: If the objects of visual consciousness are
exclusively past, why does it perceive only that which immediately precedes
and not all past rüpa-s, there being no valid differentiation among all past
rüpa-s — all are equally non-existents, and ipso facto equally unrelated to
the present visual consciousness?

It might be argued that the one that immediately precedes is distinguished as
the specific cause for the visual consciousness in as much as it is this rüpa
that serves as the condition at the very time when the visual consciousness
is about to arise. But this would mean that the object of visual consciousness
is not past, contrary to their claim — since it amounts to a consciousness
which is future taking a present object.

Neither is it right to say that the rüpa performs the functions of being the
condition and being the object at different times — apart from functioning
as the object for visual consciousness, what kind of supporting condition can
it function as?

Furthermore, one would ask: There being no difference between a rüpa that
has ceased long ago and one that has just ceased—both being non-entities —
why can't the former likewise function as the supporting condition?20

Samghabhadra further argues that a sensory consciousness necessarily
has present cognitive objects, or it will not be possible for one to have
the pratyaksa experience. For, with regard to what is personal sensed,
one experiences it and discerns it at different times. That is the anubhava-
pratyaksa and buddhi-pratyaksa are not simultaneous. Discernment occurs
at the state of recollection, taking the experience — the vedanä — that has
just ceased as its object. Accordingly, "a sensation — pleasurable, etc. —
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must first be experienced by the anubhava-pratyaksa before a pratyaksa
discernment can arise having it as its cognitive object. Likewise, an external
object first must be experienced by indriyäsrita-pratyaksa before & pratyaksa
discernment can arise having it as its cognitive object, by virtue of the thrust
of presentness."21 Since the Sautrântika concedes that an external object
in the preceding moment has not been experienced directly {pratyaksam),
there can be no possibility of a subsequent discernment that is of the nature
ofpratyaksa.

The Sarvastivada does not accept the Sautrântika22 doctrine of sva-samvedana
('self-cognition') — that every consciousness is self conscious, like a lamp
that reveals itself while revealing other objects.23 The Sautrântika argues that
unless one is self-aware of what one is presently cognizing or knowing —
i.e. unless sva-samvedana is a fact — mere recollection cannot account for
such an experience. The advantage of such a doctrine, therefore, cannot be
enjoyed by Sarvastivada in explaining the feeling of a direct personal
experience as that implied by pratyaksa. On the other hand, the Sarvastivada
finds no difficulty in its explanation, since from its perspective, vedanä,
the function of experiencing, is co-nascent with the faculty, all occur in the
same moment so that in the subsequent moment one can vividly recollect
what one has directly seen, etc.24

This .epistemological dispute is also narrated at Vasubandhu's VVS.
The Sarvâstivâdins claim that the very fact of pratyaksa, the pramäna par
excellence {pratyaksam pramänänäm garistham), proves the existence of
external objects — If these objects do not exist as they are immediately
perceived, there cannot be such an awareness: "This is directly experienced
by me" (idam me pratyaksam iti).

The Yogâcârins, however, argue that this is just like the type of feeling
that one has in a dream even though nothing real exists therein. Moreover,
when one has a pratyaksa awareness, the object is not seen — it is not at
the state of visual perception — for determination (pariccheda) is possible
through mental consciousness alone, and visual consciousness has already
ceased. How then can it be claimed as a pratyaksa experience? This is
specially so from the perspective of the Ksanikavädins for whom the sensory
object has necessarily ceased. In reply, the Sarvästivädins maintain that
mental consciousness can only recollect what has already been immediately
experienced; hence there must have been an object which has been so
experienced. And this is what is called 'seeing' (darsana), and it is in this
way that one speaks of the pratyaksa of the object.25
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8.4. The object of sensory perception is an assemblage, not
a unified complex, of atoms

For the Sarvästivädins, in a pratyaksa experience, whether sensory
or mental, the cognitive object as the älambana-pratyaya (See supra)
is actually the object out there existing at the very moment when the
corresponding consciousness arises. It is a real entity, just as a single atom
is a real. Samghabhadra argues that a sensory consciousness necessarily
takes a physical assemblage or agglomeration of atoms ffi\^k*samcaya,
*samghäta26 *sarnasta) as its object. What is directly perceived is just
these atoms assembled together in a certain manner, not a conceptualized
object such as a jar, etc. The jug per se is never perceived by the visual
consciousness; only the rüpa as agglomerated atoms of colour and shapes.
This is direct perception. It is the succeeding mental consciousness, with
its abhirüpanä capability and using names, that determines that the object
is a'jug'. At this stage — as opposed to the initial stage immediately
following the visual perception — it is no more an experience of pratyaksa,
but an inference.

Samghabhadra rejects Srîlâta's theory that the object of visual perception is
a unified complex 0U^27 *särnagri, *samghäta) of atoms.

In return, Srïlâta ridicules the Vaibhäsika notion of assembled atoms as
a cognitive object, comparing it to the case of a group of blind persons who,
like an individual member, is incapable of vision.

Samghabhadra answers this, and states that even an individual atom is in
actual fact visible, even though its visibility is almost nil, on account of its
being very subtle for visual consciousness which can grasp only a gross
object (WC^&^k). In fact, it is conceded that each individual atom, in its own
right, actually serves as a cognitive object (älambana) or a supporting basis
{äsraya). He argues that such a superimposed unity as proposed by Srïlâta
can only be grasped by abhinirüpanä-vikalpa. A sensory consciousness,
lacking this capacity, can only take an existent — not a conceptualized unity
— as its object.28 He further explains that a unified complex obtains where
speech operates, as a result of the arising of an appellation (adhivacana)
with regard to a multiplicity of dharma-s.29 It is on account of its non-
discriminative nature that visual consciousness is incapable of discerning
the extremely subtle form of an atom; only those endowed with the power
of excellent wisdom can do so. In any case, he says, atoms are always found
assembled, and thus are visible30 (See also supra).

142



8. THE VAIBHÄSIKA THEORY OF DIRECT OR PRESENTATIONAL PERCEPTION

As a matter of fact, Samghabhadra does not seem to be entirely alone or
innovative in the way he considers the efficacy of the atoms. In the AKB,
Vasubandhu argues for the reality of the äyatana (a dissent here from the
Sauträntika) by saying that an aggregate of atoms, constituting an äyatana,
together serve as the cause for cognition, each individual atom contributing
to the causal efficacy (ekasah samagränäm käranabhäva)?1

On this, Yasomitra comments that it is like the case of many people gathering
sufficient strength to drag a log, each contributing his share of strength;
and again like the case of many strands of hairs becoming sufficiently
visible, each single piece of hair contributing to the visibility.32

Surprisingly, such explanations coming from a professed Sauträntika do
not seem very different from what Samghabhadra says above. The common
factor in this case, uniting these three masters of different sectarian affiliation,
appears to be the criterion of causal efficacy being identified with reality.
As far as Samghabhadra is concerned, he is being true to the Vaibhäsika
orthodoxy in maintaining that if an atom as well as an agglomeration of
them constituting an object of perception are real substances, they must in
each case be causally efficient.

Within the Sarvästiväda system itself, the distinction between a physical
assemblage of atoms capable of being seen by the eye cognised by visual
consciousness, and a mentally imposed unified complex, is also not
necessarily a "neo-Sarvästiväda" doctrine. If there is any thing new in
Samghabhadra's explanation, it is simply that he tries to make the contrast
clearer with the two terms, fnJü and fP^ 3 3 — an agglomeration of atoms
is a set of entities of the same species, and therefore making a collective and
accumulative contribution of the same kind; a unified complex, on the other
hand, is a mentally derived set of entities of different species.

In the Sarvästiväda perspective, the whole universe consists of agglomerated
atoms in multiples of 7 — 7 atoms form an anu, the finest matter actually
perceivable by the eyes; 7 anus form a tämra-rajas; 7 tämra-rajas form
an ap-rajas\ etc.34

The Vaibhäsika speaks summarily of two types of atoms, real idravyatas)
and conceptual (prajnaptitas).

The real are the svalaksana-s of rüpa, etc. which are universally acknowledged
(prasiddha); they are perceived through pratyaksa at the assembled state
(fP jfcfi *samcitävasthä, *samastävasthä). The conceptual ones are those
[arrived at] through analysis, and known through inference (anumäna)?5
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In a similar manner, Vasubandhu too, in his AKB, when refuting the
Vaisesika, explains the Buddhist view that "in spite of the atoms being
imperceptible by the senses [individually], there is the direct perception
(samastänäm pratyaksatva) of them in agglomeration."36 Moreover, it is
also the doctrine of the MVS that the first five consciousnesses have,
for their supporting bases and objects, an agglomeration of atoms, not the
atoms singly:

Question: Is there a case where a sensory consciousness, visual, etc.,
is generated with a single atom as the supporting basis and a single atom as
the cognitive object?

Answer: No. Why? Because the five consciousnesses, visual, etc., have
accumulated supports 0kMW samcitäsraya), accumulated objects (HfltlK
samcitälambana); have resistant supports (sapratighäsraya), resistant objects
(sapratighälambana), have conglomerated (fP'nO supports, conglomerated
objects.37

It is not clear what the original is for the same Chinese term 'he he\ rendered
here as 'conglomerated', that distinguishes the Sautrântika view from
the Vaibhasika. But the general Sarvästiväda notion of an accumulation
or agglomeration of atoms constituting the äsraya and älambana seems
clear enough in this context, particularly as indicated by the word WîW
(samcita).

8.5. Yogacära critique of the Vaibhasika view

The Vaibhasika view that a sensory consciousness takes a present external
object comprising a physical assemblage of atoms seemed to have become
quite thought-provoking since the time of Samghabhadra. Sthiramati, in his
Trimsatikä Vijnapti-bhäsya (= TVB), rejects this view. He argues that such
an accumulated (samcita) form is nothing more than the collected (samhata)
parts:

And it is not [as asserted by some Sarvästivädins] that the very atoms,
when agglomerated (samcita) become its cognitive object, since these atoms
do not have the form ofthat [object]. For, [when they pass] from the state
of not being agglomerated to the state of being agglomerated, the atoms
do not acquire any surplus in themselves (ätmätisaya). Hence, even the
agglomerated atoms too, like the non-agglomerated ones, definitely do not
become the cognitive object.3
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In the Cheng Wei Shi Lun (= The Siddhi(C)) there is also a passage
corresponding to this criticism,39 and according to Kuei Ji40 this is directed
at the so-called 'old Sarvästiväda' view.

While the MVS certainly states that an atom "cannot be seen by the
eye,"41 it also explains, much like Samghabhadra, that this is not in the
sense of an object not being of the intrinsic nature of an object. That is,
in principle, even an atom, being a rüpa, necessarily posses the character of
visibility, sa-nidarsana, the svalaksana of rüpa as real:42 it is expediently
described as invisible (anidarsana) only in terms of its extreme minuteness.
Thus, with regard to an atom of colour or shape, the MVS says:

There exist [an atom of green]; it is only that it is not grasped by visual
consciousness. If a single atom is not green, an accumulation of numerous
atoms cannot be green; likewise for yellow etc...there exist [an atom of
a long shape, etc.]; it is only that it is not grasped by visual consciousness.
If a single atom is not long, etc., in shape, an accumulation of numerous
atoms cannot be long, etc., in shape. Furthermore, there exist mpa-s which
are not visible on account of being extremely fine, not on account of being
non-objects (avisaya). 43

Samghabhadra's claim that the object of the sensory perception consists of
nothing more than the very atoms assembled seems to find echo in some
Buddhist logical works. Thus, citing Dharmakïrti, Moksâkaragupta states in
his Tarka-bhäsä:

When ajar, etc ..., is being seen, we do not perceive a single entity (dravya)
which is a whole, other than the parts - front, hind, etc. As the Supreme Lord
of logic (= Dharmakïrti) says:

Only the components assembled together in a certain manner become
evident (bhäsante). No any other distinct part possessing these
[components] is apprehended.44

That a multitude of atoms constitutes the object for visual perception is
one of the doctrines refuted in the VVS. Unfortunately, neither the scanty
description there nor Xuan Zang's rendering of samhatäh (Tibetan also has
only hdus pa) collectively helps much.45 Kuei Ji tells us in his commentary
that Vasubandhu wrote this treatise at an advanced age, after Samghabhadra
had composed the Ny. While the earlier translator Paramartha had rendered
samhata by one single term, Xuan Zang's new translation rendered it by
the two terms intended to contrast the respective views of the Sautrantika
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and the "Neo-Sarvästiväda".46 However, the author refutes the possibility
of seven supposedly dimensionless atoms combining to form a molecule:
This entails either that an atom has six spatial dimensions, or that each rüpa
occurring in such a supposedly combined form would have the same size
as that of a single atom.47 Judging from this refutation, the refuted doctrine
could very well be that of Samghabhadra.

The Siddhi (C) contains a view which is refuted as follows:

According to some, individual atoms of rûpa, etc, when not assembled,
do not become the object of the five consciousnesses. At the stage when they
are assembled together, they assist mutually (paraspampeksal) to generate
a gross form, which becomes the object of these consciousnesses. This [gross]
form exists truly (dravyasai). This view is not correct [for the following]
reasons:
[i.] their nature and form are the same before and after they are assembled;
[ii.] the consciousnesses that have as objects the forms of a jar and

a bowl, etc., having the number of atoms, would not be different;
[iii.] in the assembled stage, each atom would lose its form of being minute

and spherical, [since they have now acquired a gross form];
[iv.] it cannot be that the consciousness that perceives a gross form takes as its

object a minute form, lest [there be the fallacy] that any consciousness
that takes one type of object [can] also take another type of object;

[v.] if as they assert the consciousness can perceive at once two opposing
forms, one gross and one minute,] then one [ type of] consciousness
should [be able to simultaneously] perceive all [type of] object.48

Kuei Ji, in his commentary, identifies this view as Samghabhadra's
"Neo-Sarvästiväda view". He explains this supposedly Sarvästiväda notion
of a distinct "gross form as follows:

There is also the form of atom in the five consciousnesses. Although rüpa,
etc [each] has many form, [among these various forms], some are objects for
pratyaksa. These atoms at the assembled stage mutually assist one another to
generate for each a gross form ... The Sarvästiväda asserts that such [a unified
complex as held by the Sauträntika], being a unified complex, is not the object
of the five consciousnesses, for the arising of the five types of consciousness
necessarily depends on real dharma-s. This [gross] form being spoken of
here mutually assisting, each atom comes to be capable of generating the five
[types of] consciousnesses. The word 'he' refers to their being mutually close
to one another in one place, and the word 'jf refers to their not being a single
entity [apart from the component atoms]. That is, VhejT] signifies their being
close together as distinct entities. Being real dharma-s, they have the power
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of generating consciousness. Because the form is gross, consciousness
[arises] with this form. Thus the principle pertaining to the condition qua
object (alambana-pratyaya-nlti) is completely conformed to.49

The source for both the Siddhi(C) here as well as Kuei Ji's comments
seems to be Difmäga's * , which Kuei Ji quotes liberally in support of his
explanation. The following description in the * Älarnbana-parlksä shows
an almost identical wording:

According, to some, rüpa, etc. ... each has many forms; among them,
some are objects of pratyaksa. Thus, the atoms in mutual assistance each
has an assembled form (hdus pahi rnam pa *samhatäkäral samcitäkära).
These forms exist truly; each being capable of generating a consciousness with
a form similar to itself, serves as the älambana for a sensory consciousness
(lit: for the five consciousness).50

However, this does not seem to be a fair representation of the Vaibhäsika
view. The atoms are said in the above passage to assemble together
to generate a 'gross form' which is a real, distinct existent. As we have
seen, although Samghabhadra does hold that a sensory consciousness
grasps a gross object comprising assembled atoms, he does not speak of
their acquiring another distinct, gross form in this assembled stage. In the
Vaibhäsika epistemology, this existent gross body capable of generating
a consciousness is a paramärtha-sat and not a prajnäpti-sat (see supra),
since it is not a superimposition on the real atoms but the 'form' which is
none other than the very atoms themselves — each atoms is contributing
in its own right and the collective contribution comes to be strong enough
to generate a sensory consciousness. This is essentially the same as saying
that a visible rüpa is as much a real entity {dravya) as an individual atom.
But the assembled atoms directly perceived by a sensory consciousness —
and only directly by a sensory consciousness — are not anything in the form
of a jar etc. which can only be perceived by mental consciousness when
superimposition takes place. It is to be noted that in his commentary on
the same work of Vasubandhu, the Trimsikävijnaptimätra, Sthiramati also
criticizes this view, but without speaking of any distinct 'gross form' being
generated:

Others, however, content that the individual atoms, independent of one
another, is outside the scope of a sense faculty (atïndriya). But a multitude of
them, mutually dependent, are graspable by a sense faculty. But since there
is no surplus in substance (ätmätisaya), between the states when they are

147



ABHIDHARMA DOCTRINES AND CONTROVERSIES ON PERCEPTION

independent and they are mutually dependent [— the atoms remain the
same when passing from the one state to the other —] they are categorically
(ekäntend) either graspable or beyond the scope of the sense faculties.
Moreover, if the atoms themselves in mutual dependence become the object
of the consciousness, this being so, there would not be any difference in the
form {äkära) of what is a pot, a wall, etc. in the consciousness, since the
atoms do not have those forms.51
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Notes

1 ADV, 47: darstantikasya hi sarvamapratyaksam.

2 SDS, 19, describes the respective doctrines of the four major Buddhist schools as follows:
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5 Ny, 420c-42la.
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7 T29, 736a.
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tu ta m vedayata itv ucyate /
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11 Ny, 374c.
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Studies, Vol II (Colombo, January, 2004), 180 ff.
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and soullessness (See AKB, 343).

17 Cf. AKB, 401.

18 MVS, 217a.

19 Cf. ADV, 47, which ascribes this view to the Därstäntika: därstäntikasya hi sarvam

apratyaksam /pahcänäm vijnäna-käyänäm atita-visayatväd yadä khalu caksürüpe vidyete

tadä vijnänam asat / yadä vijnänam sac caksürüpe tadä 'sali / vijnäna-ksana-sthity-abhäve

svärthopalabdhy-anupapattes ca /

20 Ny, 374b.
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21 T29,374c.

22 Candrakïrti criticizes this as a Sauträntika doctrine — See Poussin (Qd.)Madhyäntävatära,

167 f(Lu Cheng, 366).

23 MVS, 42c ff; Ny, 742a-b. MVS gives this as Mahäsämghika view.
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36 AKB, 189: paramänvaündriyatve 'pi samastänäm pratyaksatvam I
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40 T43, 270c.

41 MVS, 702a.
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43 MVS, 64a.
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50 T31 (no. 1624), 888a. The objection to this theory is also basically identical with those in
Siddhi (C) here.

51 TVB, 16: any as tu manyate/ ekaikaparamänur anya-nirapekso 'tïndriyo bahavas tu
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9. The Saeträntika Theory of
Representational Perception

9,1. Sautrantika objection to simultaneous causality and the
Vaibhäsika reply

While both the Sarvâstivâda and the Sautrantika share the premise that
all dharmas are momentary (ksanika), the Sautrantika maintains that in
the causal process, a cause necessarily precedes the corresponding effect.
These two premises — momentariness and the necessary posteriority of
effect — when taken together, lead the Sautrantika to the logical conclusion
that all our knowledge of the external world is necessarily indirect. In
the second moment when the sensory consciousness arises as the effect,
the cause has become past, and therefore is no more existent.

In the Ny, Srîlâta raises four objections to the doctrine of simultaneous
causality:

I. Causality among co-nascent dharmas cannot be established
since before they arise, they have not yet come into existence;
one cannot specify which dharmas give rise (cause) to which
(effect). This would also mean that the present dharmas are
without cause, and that we need to seek two other dharmas for
the two co-nascent dharmas.

II. It is taught that where there is a cause, there is an effect. If dharmas
in the future period can function as causes for other dharmas to
arise, there would be the fallacy of dharmas arising perpetually.

III. Among two co-nascent dharmas — as in the case of the two horns
of an ox — one cannot prove legitimately which is the cause which
is the effect.

IV. In the world, among cases where a cause-effect relationship is
universally acknowledged — such as the production of sprout from
a seed — such a simultaneous causality has never been observed.1

As we have seen above, Srîlâta clearly depicts sensory perception as
a successive process. Samghabhadra argues that such a perceptual model
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would lead to the Därstäntika-Sauträntika position that the external object
for the perceptual process is necessarily different from the condition qua
object (alambana-pratyayd) — that is, from what actually serves to generate
the sensory consciousness:

Why? Because they assert that where the rüpa, etc, can serve as the condition
for the arising of visual consciousness, etc; such rüpa, etc, are necessarily
arisen previously (agraja). At the time when the rüpa exists, the visual
consciousness has not yet come into existence; consciousness not yet existing,
what then takes the object (ä-Vlamb)? At the time when visual consciousness
exists, the rüpa has already become non-existent; the rüpa not existing, what
serves as the cognitive object (älambana)!

Visual consciousness ought not take a non-existent as object, because they
assert that the five consciousnesses take present objects, and because their
school holds that the present is not non-existent. The rüpa that is being
perceived in the present moment is not the condition qua object, since it co-
arises with the present visual consciousness.

What Samghabhadra means in his critique is that:
(i) As the Sauträntika too would agree, a sensory perception — and

for that matter any perception — necessarily arises with a cognitive
object, O-c (dlambana). There can be no consciousness as such
without an object. In the case of a sensory perception, it is also
agreed that O-c is necessarily in the present moment.

(ii) But since it holds that the perception as the effect must be in the
second moment, O-c cannot be the same as the external object,
O-e, existing in the previous (first) moment. Moreover, as the
school, holding Vibhajyavädin standpoint, must concede that
the present dharma, O-c, is existent, and that O-e is no more; O-
c and O-e are necessarily different dharma-s. Hence, it amounts
to not only that a sensory perception has no älambana-pratyaya,
but also the very impossibility of knowing an external object.
Since the past and future dharma-s as well as the asamskrta-s are
all held by the school to be non-existent, there equally cannot be
älambana-pratyaya-s for the mental perception of these dharma-s;
for otherwise one would commit the fallacy of over-generalization
(ati-prasangd) by conceding that non-existent entities can serve
as conditions. This would then lead to the untenable position that
consciousness can arise without any object serving as one of the
two requisite conditions.
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9,2. Perception is possible even though the cognitive object is
non-existent

However, as we have seen (chapter 4), since the time of the early Därstäntikas,
the Sautrantika-Darstantikas have held that cognitive objects need not be
real existents. Srïlâta maintains this position, and answers the Vaibhasika
criticism as follows:

Those mental consciousnesses that have the past, etc, as objects are not
without the cognitive objects; [though] they do not exclusively have existents
as objects. Why is that so? Because we say that the mental consciousnesses
arisen with the five groups of [sensory] consciousness as the equal-
immediate [conditions] (samanantara-pratyaya) are [in each case] capable of
experiencing (anu-Vbhü) the [corresponding] object grasped by the preceding
manas [— i.e. the corresponding sensory consciousness that serves as the
samanantara-pratyaya for the present mental consciousness].

Such a mental consciousness has as its cause (hetn), the *anudhätu, and its
älambana-pratyaya is none other than the [external] object (visaya) of the
[corresponding] sensory consciousness. [The preceding manas (= the sensory
consciousness) is the cause] because it must have existed first in order
that this [mental consciousness] can arise; and [the sensory object is the
älambana-pratyaya of this mental consciousness] because the existence or
non-existence of this [consciousness] follows the existence or non-existence
of that [object]. However, this mental consciousness does not exclusively
have an existent as its object, since at this time [of its arising] that object has
already perished. Neither is it without a cognitive object, since the existence
or non-existence of this mental consciousness follows the existence or non-
existence ofthat [object].

Furthermore, when one recollects (anu-Vsmr) an object that has long perished,
the arising of [the recollection] in the present moment has as its condition the
former consciousness that perceived that object, for this consciousness of
recollection belongs to the same series [of which this former consciousness
is a member] and is arisen in a serial succession. Although there are other
conditions that generate the consciousness of recollection, its arising must be
preceded by the perception ofthat former object.4

There are two main points in Sriläta's explanations:
(a) Their standpoints of Vibhajyavâda and successive causation do not entail
that consciousness can arise without a O-c serving as a necessary condition —
the älambana-pratyaya. But O-c need not be an existent. In fact, at the time
when the mental consciousness (he clarifies particularly the case of mental
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consciousness) immediately succeeding a sensory consciousness arises, O-e,
though having become past and therefore non-existent, can nevertheless be
'experienced5 by the mental consciousness as its O-c. This, as we shall see
{infra) is in the form of an exact copy of O-e.

(b) However, O-c is only a supporting condition; the generative cause
(janana-hetu) for the mental consciousness is the preceding moment of
consciousness in the mental series. These two points are inter-connected via
Sriläta doctrine of the anudhätu (supra, § 6.5). The anudhätu is the fact of
causal efficacy manifested in each moment of the person's psycho-physical
series. Each present moment — and the Vibhajyavädins can work with
only this present moment — subsuming and transmitting all that have been
previously experienced, is the generative cause of the succeeding moment of
the series. And in this way, all experiences, including karma and memory,
are preserved and passed down in the series.

Thus in the case of visual perception, the visual object exists in the first
moment, conditioning the arising of the visual consciousness ofthat object
(now past) in the second moment. This same object is also experienced as
the O-c of the immediately succeeding mental consciousness in the third
moment. This is because the arising of the mental consciousness is necessarily
conditioned by the preceding sensory consciousness as its samanantara-
pratyaya functioning as the mental faculty (mana-indriya = manas); and the
arising of this sensory consciousness is in turn necessarily conditioned by
the sensory object.

The causal necessity is justified by Sriläta with the Buddha's doctrine of
conditionality: "this being, that comes to be; from the arising of this, that
arises" (asmin satïdam bhavati /asyo 'tpädäd idam utpadyate). But whereas
Samghabhadra would interpret the first part of this dictum as referring to
simultaneous causality (sahabhü-hetu) in contrast to the second part, Sriläta
takes the whole dictum as referring to the successive cause-effect sequence.5

The causal relationship may also be justified by the logician (haituka)
criterion: When A exists or does not exist, B necessarily exists or does not
exist; then A constitutes the cause of B. Such a criterion is also used by the
Vaibhäsika as well as the Yogäcära to establish simultaneous causality.6

Samghabhadra objects to the above explanations by Sriläta in details, showing
the contradictions and fallacies that result from the latter's Vibhajyaväda
standpoint and doctrine of successive causality:
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(I) Given the denial that the O-e can co-exist with a sensory consciousness,
the latter can arise only in the second moment after the ceasing of the O-e
which it therefore cannot experience; how then can it be experienced by
the mental consciousness arising in the third moment? To concede that
this mental consciousness can experience the object of the past sensory
consciousness, and at the same time that it is not without an O-c, is to
acknowledge that this O-c though ceased is still existent in part. On the
other hand, if the O-c is held to be completely non-existent, then it
amounts to stating that the arisen mental consciousness is absolutely
(atyantarn) without an O-c. This then renders nonsensical his assertion:
"However, this mental consciousness does not exclusively have
an existent as its object", etc. — He must admit the fallacy of this
consciousness being without an O-c:

Since he does not acknowledge that the object of a sensory consciousness7

can be co-nascent with the sensory consciousnesses; it entails that even
the sensory consciousness arises only after the object has ceased, how
much more so the mental consciousness — [asserted to be] able to
experience that object — which is generated immediately after the
sensory consciousness? For, it is in the third moment8 that the mental
consciousness arises. If the mental consciousness generated immediately
after the sensory consciousness could experience the object of the past
sensory consciousness, and yet it is acknowledged that the älambana is
not non-existent; then it is clearly an acknowledgement that the object
of the mental consciousness, though said to have ceased, still exists in
part. If it is held to be totally non-existent; then it clearly amounts to
stating that the generated mental consciousness is absolutely without
any älambana, and it would be futile to state: "However, this mental
consciousness does not exclusively have an existent as its object, since
at this time [of its arising] that object has already perished. Neither is
it without a perceptual object, since the existence or non-existence of
this mental consciousness follows the existence or non-existence of
that [object].9

(II) To say that it "does not exclusively have an existent as its object,
since at this time [of its arising] that object has already perished." is
illogical: A perished dharma cannot be said to be both existent and
non-existent— unless, of course, Sriläta adopts the Sarvästiväda
standpoint that a past dharma is on the one hand not absolutely non-
existent like a sky-flower, and on the other not existent in the same
manner as a present dharma which alone has activity (käritra).10

Otherwise, he must state either that the O-c of this consciousness is
definitely existent, or that it is definitely non-existent.
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(III) The proposition that 'the existence of consciousness is dependent on
that of the object' implies that the past exists as an entity. If the past
object does not exist and yet a present consciousness arises, then it
should not be stated that the latter's existence or non-existence depends
that of the object. Moreover, it is also meaningless to assert that it is not
without an O-c: it is on account of the existence of the object that it is
said to have an O-c; the object not existing as an entity, how can there
be an O-c?

(IV) When one recollects a long perished object, how can a previously
arisen consciousness that perceived that object serve as the condition
for the arising of this present consciousness? When the previous
consciousness existed, the present consciousness has not come into
existence; when the latter exists, the former is no more — how can
a non-existent be a condition for a non-existent? How can it be true
that the present consciousness arises with a long perished object as
the preceding condition? In the long interval that has preceded, a non-
existent could not have served as a condition for another non-existent
not belonging to the same series — granting such a possibility that
a non-existent can be a condition for another non-existent amounts to
saying that a hare's horn can generate a hare's horn! Neither can it be
argued that the case here is different because of the existence of the
anudhätu in the consciousness: The present anudhätu consciousness
has never been generated with regard to the former object, how can it
be said that the consciousness that perceived the former object domain,
having served as the condition, generates the present consciousness?
It cannot be said that the anudhätu and the consciousness take their
cognitive objects at different times, lest it be that two times exist in
a single times! Neither can Sriläta say that the anudhätu is a different
entity distinct from the present consciousness, for it would entail that
two consciousnesses arise together within a single serial continuity.11

(V) Finally, with the Vibhajyaväda standpoint, Sriläta cannot validly speak
of a causal succession in his explanations; since what immediately
precedes, a non-existent, cannot be causally related to the present,
an existent, and — further back in the line — a non-existent likewise
cannot be causally related to another non-existent.12 More generally,
even the notion of a progressive serial continuity cannot be valid
unless past dharma-s are accepted as being continuously existent:
serial variation can only be asserted of a continuous existent, not on
a dharma that exists for a mere moment.13
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9.3, Sauträntika explanation of direct perception

Elsewhere in the Ny, Samghabhadra refutes the Sauträntika and maintains
that according to the Buddha's teaching, both the O-c and the mental faculty
are the indispensable causes for generating a consciousness.14 Sriläta,
however, argues that even though a knowledge has a non-existent as its O-c,
the two requisite conditions for perception are nonetheless still fulfilled,15

by virtue of inferring the successive cause-effect relationship involved.
In this argument, he further clarifies how the Sauträntika arrives at the
claim that a present consciousness/knowledge has as its O-c a past object.
The argument also details how pratyaksa is possible, notwithstanding the
seeming contradictory stance of indirect perception:

It is only after having grasped (perceived) a present [object field] that one is
able to rapidly infer ( t § # ) the preceding and the succeeding. That is, one is
able to infer that such an effect in the present is produced by such a type of
cause in the past. This cause in turn was produced by such a cause — in this
manner back to the distant past. In each corresponding case (yathäyogam),
through inference, it is directly experienced (*anu-Vbhû, *pratyaksï-Vkr,
*$äk$ät-Vkr) as if in the present moment ($QÏJtHl!f#). One may also infer
that such a type of cause in the present will produce such a type of fruit in
the future; this fruit in turn will induce the arising of such a fruit — in each
corresponding case, through inference, it is directly realized as if in the present
moment. In this way, successively examining the past causes accordingly
as the case may be, back to the distant past, one directly realizes as if in the
present moment, without any error (aviparltam). Although at the particular
stage, the object field (visaya) does not exist, the knowledge is nonetheless
not without the two requisites [ — älambana and äsraya].

[This is so because] at the time when a particular cause-knowledge (hetu-
jnana) arises, there exists the hetu-pratyaya {\SM) [— the anudhätu —]
in one's serial continuity. That is: there was formerly produced such
a knowledge; through a causal succession (päramparyena), it gives rise to
a present knowledge of such a form. Since this present knowledge has as its
cause the former knowledge; the result is that this present knowledge arises
with an understanding conforming to the former one (ftïïWïtïïM), having
as its älamabana the former object. However, that älamabana is now a non-
existent; yet though now a non-existent, it constitutes the älamabana. Hence
one cannot say that [the present] knowledge is without the two requisites.

Firstly, in Srïlâta's version of the Sauträntika doctrine on perception, the
so-called "direct perception" expressed by the Sanskrit word pratyksa is
clearly a case of retrospection. But it qualifies as a pratyaksa experience
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in so as there is an exact correspondence between what is known in this
retrospection in the third moment when mental consciousness arises,
and the sensory object-field in the first moment: The present älambana
that generates the present retrospection is an exact mental representation,
having the same appearance — the äkära — of the former object-field.
The Vaibhäsika-s consider the act of recollection as a contribution by the
universal (mahäbhümika) caitta smrti which arising in every moment of
thought functions to take clear note (EßgB abhi-Vlap) of the present object.
"It is not the case that without having first taken clear note of the present
object-field, there can subsequently be the generation of the recollection of
the past [object-filed]."18 In contrast, the Sauträntikas deny the existence of
smrti as an ontological entity. For them, retrospection or recollection is of
the nature of knowledge itself. Or, as Srîlâta states, a mode of activity of
knowledge (jnänäkära), i.e., knowledge qua a modality of the activity of
thought at each present moment performs the same function of clear noting
as the Vaibhäsika smrti.19

Samghabhadra argues that since the Sauträntika maintains that on account
of causation being successive, an external object in the preceding moment
has not been experienced directly (pratyaksam), there can be no possibility
of a subsequent discernment that is of the nature of pratyaksa20 — having
the thrust of vividness and immediacy. The Sauträntika, on the other
hand, argues that not mere recollection, but rather the simultaneity of the
experiencing (anubhava) and the discerning (buddhi) must be admitted
to account for such an experience.21 That is, unless one is self-aware of
what one is presently cognizing or knowing — i.e. unless what is termed
sva-samvedana22 in later Buddhist logical texts is a fact — one cannot in the
subsequent moment recollect as a pratyaksa understanding in the manner:
"I have experienced such a pleasure or pain."23 The emphasis here is clearly
on the fact the pratyaksa is an experience of a personal nature and is free
from error — as when one sees a real before one's very eyes (prati-aksa).24

In other words, the Sauträntika, rejecting simultaneous causality, seeks to
account for the sense of vividness and immediacy necessarily entailed in
a pratyaksa understanding via a different mechanism: It maintains that the
perceptual act is intrinsically self-aware. Like the Sarvästiväda, it too arrives
at the conclusion that the pratyaksa knowledge truly becomes a knowledge
only on subsequent recollection; but its doctrinal premises entail that this
occurs only in the third moment from the time of the initial appearance of
the indriya and visava.

159



ABHIDHARMA DOCTRINES AND CONTROVERSIES ON PERCEPTION

In AKB, Vasubandhu essentially accepts this Sauträntika-Därstäntika
conception. He explains that in spite of the non-existence of the
previous object-domain at the present moment of mental consciousness,
its recollection is possible because "from the [previous] citta of seeing
[that object-field], another thought of recollection [now] arises through
the process of a [progressive] transformation of the serial continuity."25

This homogeneous serial continuity is described as containing the memory-
seed (smrti-bïja), defined as the capacity engendered by the experience of
the initial sensory perception and capable of generating a consciousness of
memory subsequently in the same personal serial continuity. These memory
seeds are comparable to karmic seeds and plant-seeds in the world.26 They are
not ontological existents, but just efficacies (sämarthya) perpetuated within
the serial continuity.27

In keeping with this understanding, the Sautrântika claims that it is
consciousness, and not the sensory organ, that sees. Accordingly, when one,
conforming to worldly conventions, speaks of the eye seeing an object-
domain, it should be understood to mean that the subsequently arising
visual consciousness experiences (anu-Vbhü) or cognizes (vijänäti) it.28

As Vasubandhu explains, consciousness in this case actually does nothing to
the cognitive object. It simply arises with a content which is a resemblance
(sädrsya) of the object-domain. (See infra, § 9.4.). This resemblance is most
often - especially in later texts — expressed by the term äkära.

Another point to be noted is that, in Sriläta's explanation above, of
the possibility of experiencing a past object, he clearly speaks of the
mechanism involving anudhâtu, even though the term is not mentioned
explicitly: the present knowledge is called the hetu-jnäna, a jnäna
(= vijnäna) corresponding to the experience of the previous sensory object.
Its arising is by virtue of a causal succession — the serial continuity being
endowed with the hetu-pratyaya 0 [ | I S I V : E ^ gfflll^S/flWifö),
i.e., the anudhâtu.29 (Cf. § 6.5.). Via such a casual succession, thanks to the
principle of the anudhâtu "one directly realizes [the past object] as if in the
present moment, without any error." And this constitutes the Sautrântika
notion oïpratyaksa.

Various objections, however, are raised against Sriläta explanations:
One is that while a knowledge which has as its O-c an object previously
grasped could be said to have a former object as the present O-c; in the case
where it has as O-c an object which has not been grasped, or recollects future
events in a reverse order, how can it have a former object as its O-c?30
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Samghabhadra raises other objections: If it is only after a successive search
of past causes that consciousness can arise with regard to objects previously
grasped, then among the latter the more recently experienced ones would be
grasped more quickly than others. Yet this is contradicted by experience:
a person presently residing in one place can remember abruptly an event
experienced formerly in another far away place — without the need to go
through the process of successive deduction.

Another objection: The mental continuum is not always a homogeneous one.
Thus, it can happen that immediately after, say, an auditory consciousness,
a mental consciousness arises having as O-c what was previously perceived.
In this case, what constitutes the generative cause of this consciousness?
It cannot be the anudhätu that has been successively transmitted, since
the auditory consciousness did not perceive that object, Nor can it be the
consciousness that had perceived it, since that consciousness does not exist
at that moment when the mental consciousness is to arise. Neither can it be
produced without any cause. With these refutations, Samghabhadra concludes
that for a Vibhajyavädin who admits the existence of only a single (present)
moment, the consciousness that arises having a past or future dharma as O-c
is necessarily without the bi-requisite conditions.31

While the Vaibhäsika maintains that the direct perception by visual
consciousness can never grasp a 'jug' as such, the Sauträntika would say
that there is actually the direct perception of the conceptualized 'jug'. And it
is with this that one can infer the existence of the atoms out there on the basis
of which the superimposed 'jug' is directly perceived. However, this 'direct
perception' takes place not in a single — i.e. the first — moment of
perception. It occurs in the second moment. The following chart summarizes
this process:

1st moment: O-e -

2nd moment:

3rd moment:
(see supra)32

Object-moments

('eye sees')
-^object X \

t ^\(anudhatu)
Y

object X'
t ^X(anudhatu) \
Y

object X"

Perceptual process

indriya

indriya-pratyaksa

mano-vijnäna-pratyaksa
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X, the representational form (äkära) — a unified complex — corresponding
to the external object O-e, is the älambana-pratyaya for the indriya-
pratyaksa. In the first moment, one can expediently speaks of the 'the eye
seeing the object'. It is in this moment that the representation of the object is
left in the mental series as O-e is passing away. X', the same representation
preserved and passed down via the anudhätu, is the älambana-pratyaya for
mano-vijnäna-pratyaksa. Being simultaneous with indriya-pratyaya, it is its
pratyaya. X" is likewise passed down via the anudhätu. Being simultaneous
with mano-vijnäna-pratyaya, it is its pratyaya. X, X' and X" are all mental
contents: whether sensory or mental, the object of the pratyaksa experience
is always past, and unreal.

9 A The Sautrantika doctrine that only the dhätu-s are real

Given its Därstäntika inheritance (see above), it is not difficult for the
Sautrantika to arrive at the conclusion that causality per se, as an abstract
principle dictating a necessary relationship between two entities conceived
as "cause" and "effect", is a mentally superimposed concept. It is from
such a premise that the Sautrantika declares in the debate presented above
(chapter 4): "Conditioned by visual organ and visible objects, visual
consciousness arises. Herein, what is it that sees, and what is it that is seen?
It is really devoid of any activity — a mere play of dharma-s as cause and
effect (nirvyäpäram hidam dharmamätram hetuphalamätram cd)"

Obviously, it is not that the Sautrantika denies the empirical fact of
causal efficacy as such. But what we do experience — and ipso facto
know to exist — are no more than the momentary flashing of dharma-s,
now experienced as so-called "cause", now as so-called "effect".
The Sautrantika acknowledgement of causal efficacy as the only reality
finds explicit expression in its view that, in the traditional three-fold
classification of dharma-s — skandha, äyatana, and dhätu — only dhätu
can be considered as real In the AKB33 "dhätu" is explained as having
the meaning of "gc^ra'^'race', 'species', 'lineage') which is then glossed
as "äkara", "mine". Xuan Zang34 renders âkara as .4:$, 'birth-origin' or
'arising-source'. The dhätu-s are mines of their own species, each being the
homogeneous cause (sabhäga-hetu) of the later moments in the existence
of a given dharma. This Sautrantika interpretation of dhätu which clearly
has the connotation of causal efficacy, is rejected by Samghabhadra,35 as it
is more in tune with the Sautrantika bïja Theory. He proposes instead that
the eighteen dhätu-s are said to be gotra-s in the sense of being eighteen
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different species, each having its distinct essential nature — a proposition
that would accord with the doctrine of Sarvästitva.

In the Ny, this view that dhätu alone is real is put forward by Sthavira Sriläta,
the leading Därstäntika-Sauträntika at the time:

Herein, the Sthavira asserts thus: Both the supporting basis as well as the
objects for the five sensory consciousness do not exist truly. For each
individual atom by itself cannot serve as a supporting basis or an object;
they can do so only in the form of a unified complex (fP-Êf); ... He and his
disciples employ the simile of the blind in support of their doctrine. It is said
that (kila — showing Samghabhadra's disagreement) each blind person by
himself is devoid of the function of seeing visible forms; an assemblage
(fPlfc) of these blind persons likewise is devoid of the function of seeing.
Similarly, each individual atom by itself is devoid of the function of being
a supporting basis or an object; an assemblage of many atoms likewise
is devoid of such functions (See Samghabhadra's refutation above).
Hence, äyatana is unreal; dhätu alone is real.36

Like the Sarvastivada, the Sauträntika too accepts the atoms as real existents.
But whereas the Sarvastivada acknowledges the existence of both colour
(yarnd) and shape (samsthäna) atoms, the Sauträntika thinks that shapes
are nothing but particular arrangements of the colour atoms.37 The cognitive
object being a superimposed unity, the Sauträntika view amounts to that
a sensory consciousness, like mental consciousness, perceives an unreal,
conceptualized object. The above passage further asserts unreality of any
subject-object/perceiver-perceived relationship — one on which the very
classification of äyatana is based. Thus, along with the object of perception,
the corresponding sense faculty too, is denied. For the Sauträntika, it is only
the real entities — the dhätu-s forming the bases for both the skandha-s and
the äyatana-s — are real in the absolute sense (paramärtha)3* These dhätu-s
are the realities of causal efficacy. From each individual dhätu arises each
individual dharma; and from this perspective, the dhätu-s alone are real in
the absolute sense.

Sriläta goes further: even consciousness itself, as a real entity having
an intrinsic nature, is also denied by him — it is not real in as much as its
so-called intrinsic function of being conscious of the object need to be
manifested through the unified complex of the perceptual fact wherein
the sense faculty must function as the supporting basis, and the object,
the supporting condition:
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When the sütra speaks of consciousness as that which is conscious {vijänätlti
vijnänam), it is not a discourse of paramärtha; it is a conventional one
(samvrti-desana). If what is conscious is consciousness, then it ought also
to be called non-consciousness. That is: if it is capable of being conscious is
called consciousness, then it ought to become non-consciousness when it is
not capable of being conscious, [as when a requisite assemblage of conditions
is lacking]. It ought not be the case that what is a non-consciousness can be
called a consciousness.39

This is refuted by Sarnghabhadra who, however, concedes that the statement
that 'consciousness is that which is conscious' must not be taken to refer to
a real agency, such as an ätman which can become conscious completely
independent of any supporting conditions.40 Sarnghabhadra accepts the
explanation given by some Sarvastivada masters concerning the notion of
consciousness as that which is conscious: It is only with regard to the specific
nature of dharma that the one speaks in conventional terms of an agent, so
as to refute the view that apart from consciousness there exists that which is
conscious; consciousness actually does nothing in the perceptual process:

In what other situations does one see the reference of an agent as a conventional
expression (prajnapti) to nothing more than the nature of a dharmal One sees
in the world that people speak of a shadow as that which moves. In this case
there is no movement; but when it arises in a different place in the following
moment (anantaram), it is said to move. The same is true for the case of
consciousness; when it arises serially with regard to a different object, it is
said to be that which is conscious — i.e. conscious of the object — even
though there [really] is no action [on its [part].41

A similar notion of the 'action' of consciousness is found in a passage in the
AKB, though we now know that contrary to the assertion by some scholars,42

such a notion is not confined to the Därstäntika-Sauträntika (except perhaps
for the specific term 'äkära'):

Then, as to what is said in the sütra that consciousness is conscious
[of the object], what does consciousness do in that case? It does nothing.
Nevertheless, just as an effect, though doing nothing whatsoever, is said to
correspond (anuvidhïyate) to the cause on account of its acquiring its existence
(ätma-läbha) resembling (sadrsyena)[ÛiQ cause]; likewise, consciousness,
though doing nothing whatsoever, is said to be conscious [of the object] on
account of its acquiring its existence resembling [the object]. Now, what is
its resemblance? The fact of having the form of that [object] (tadäkäratä).
For this very reason, although it is arisen through the sense faculty as well,
it is said to be conscious of the object, not of the sense faculty.43
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9.5. Yogäcära critique of a unified complex as the perceptual
object

Like the Vaibhäsika view, the Sautrantika doctrine that the cognitive object
is a unified complex is also discussed and rejected in the Yogäcära texts.
In the W S , Vasubandhu seems to have grouped and criticized together the
Vaibhäsika and Sautrantika views as one, since both hold that the object is
a collection (samhata) of atoms. It may be noted that Vasubandhu rejects
such a view simply on the ground that there being no such real entity as
an atom, any notion of a group of atom cannot be accepted. This is also
reflected in Xuan Zang's rendering of he-he and he-ji for the single Sanskrit
word, samhata (Cf. supra, § 8.5).

Sthiramati, while conceding that a sensory consciousness necessarily
takes an agglomerated object, disagrees with the realist that such an object
exists independent of consciousness, and that it is its agglomerated form
(samcitäkära) that is perceived. The view rejected, therefore would seem to
the Sautrantika one:

And the five groups of consciousness take agglomerated objects since they
have the form of such [an object]. But no distinct entity in the agglomerated
form is found apart from the mere collocation of the parts (avayava-samhati-
mätra), since when the parts have been analytically excluded, there is no
consciousness having [such an] agglomerated form. Hence, it is indeed without
an external object that consciousness arises having the agglomerated form.44

The Siddhi(C) also has a passage corresponding closely to this. It is argued
that the agglomerated form, being unreal, cannot serve as the condition
(pratyaya) for the sensory consciousness, lest a second moon (as an optical
illusion) should engender a sensory consciousness.45 Kuei Ji46 identifies the
rejected view there as that of the Sautrantika. He explains that according to the
Sautrantika himself, the agglomerated form has only a conceptual existence,
like a second moon which can only be perceived by mental consciousness.
Accordingly, it cannot serve as a condition, though it may be conceded to be
the cognitive object (älambana) of the consciousness. In support, he cites
Dinnäga's *Älambana-pratyaya in which the same view is rejected in similar
terms with the specific example of the illusory second moon.47

As explained above, for the Sautrantika, it is no contradiction to assert that
perception is necessarily indirect and at the same time that there can be
the pratyaksa experience. Dignäga, followed by Dharmaklrti and others,
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states that there are only two valid means of perception (pramäna):
direct perception (pratyaksa) which perceives the specific characteristic
(svalaksana), and inference (anumäna) which perceives the common-
characteristic (sämänya-laksana). This is clearly in part an influence from
the Abhidharma tradition which recognises only two characteristics of
existents, svalaksana and sämänya-laksana. It is well known that although
tradition generally regards Dinnâga and Dharmakïrti as Vijnânavâdins,
it is quite aware of their occasionally Äbhidharmika-Sauträntika stance.
Thus, the well-known Yogâcarin master Dharmapäla, in his commentary
on Dinnâga's *Älambana-pariksä, states explicitly that Dharmakïrti
acknowledges the real existence of external objects.48 The Sauträntika,
as we have seen, was evolved from the Sarvastivada. Accordingly, such
influences coming from the Sarvastivada Abhidharmika doctrines are only
to be expected.

In the *Âlambana-parîksa, Dinnâga, rejecting all views advocating the
independent reality of external objects, concludes that "although the
external object does not exist, there is the internal rüpa which manifests
resembling the external object and serves as the älambana-pratyaya."49

It seems therefore evident enough that he is a Yogâcarin — though possibly
with some Sauträntika leaning. Nevertheless, in his pramäna-samuccaya-
vrtti, we can see him at times attempting to align with some fundamental
Abhidharmika doctrines. Thus, a question is raised there as to whether his
doctrine of pratyaksa is contradicted by the abhidharma tenets that a sensory
consciousness

(a) takes an agglomeration of atoms as object, and
(b) perceives only an äyatana-svalaksana and not a dravya-svalaksana

(see above) — since an agglomeration can only be perceived by a
mental construction.

Dinnâga's answer below shows clearly his inheritance from the
Abhidharmika tradition:

Since it [viz., pratyaksa'] is caused by many substances [viz., atoms in
aggregation], it is said, in respect of its sphere of operation, that it takes the
whole as its object; but it is not [that it operates] by conceptually constructing
a unity within that which is many and separate. [Therefore, the definition that
pratyaksa is free from conceptual construction is not inconsistent with the
Abhidharmika tenets.]50
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'Kalpanä' in Dinnâga's definition of pratyaksa is essentially similar to
the Sarvästiväda notion vikalpa. It is the process in which the perceived
object, which in its intrinsic nature is inexpressible, comes to be associated
with nämanjäti, etc.51 This is consistent with the Äbhidharmika notions of
abhinirüpanä- and anusmarana-vikalpa owing to the absence of which the
sensory consciousnesses said to be avikalpaka (see supra). Indeed, some
Buddhist masters explicitly equate 'kalpanäpodha' with 'avikalpaka'52

As to Dharmakirti, his well known definition of pratyaksa as that which
is free from mental construction and errors (pratyaksatn kalpanäpodham
abhräntam /)53 is also basically a fine-tuning of earlier Sauträntika doctrines
that we have discussed above — the emphasis on non-erroneousness and
non-discriminative-ness. While it seems to remain a moot point as to
whether he is really a Sauträntika by affiliation,54 his Sauträntika stance is
definitely conspicuous. Besides the remarks we have made above, his realist
stance is unambiguous in his definition of an existent in the absolute sense
as the object of pratyaksa which is the specific characteristic — a unique
essence/ entity (tattva), the point-instant of efficiency capable of affecting
our sensibility (artha-kriyä-samartha):

The object of that [— direct perception —] is the specific characteristic.
That of which there is a variation in the cognitive image on account of
[its] nearness or remoteness, is the specific characteristic. That alone is the
absolutely real. For a [real] entity (vastu) is characterized by its efficacy for
a purposive action.55

Finally, it is worth noting that the Sauträntika doctrine that a consciousness
can experience the object of the sensory object that existed in the preceding
moment is also upheld by Dharmakirti and other Buddhist logicians of later
times. This will be discussed in the following chapter.
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29 In the same context of discussing the hetu-pratyaya, Srïlâta explains further on the

pürvänudhätu: "They have as their characteristics the dhätu formed from the perfuming of
various dharma-s. ... The intrinsic nature (IS) of this pürva-anudhätu is ineffable. It can
only be stated to be the six äyatana-s which, perfumed by karma and defilement, project the
fruit of another life." See supra, § 6.5.

30 Ny, 628c. This objection is anticipated by Sriläta himself, and he gives an answer — which
however, is rejected by Samghabhadra.

31 Ny, 628c-629a.
32 Cf. above: "its älambana-pratyaya is none other than the object (yisaya) of the [corresponding]

sensory consciousness." — Ny, 448a.
33 AKB, 21.

34 AKB(C), 5a.

35 Ny, 343c.

36 Ibid., 350c.

37 Cf. MVS, 63c:

38 Also cf. Ny, 666b.

39 Ny, 484b.

40 Ny, 484b-c.

41 Ny, 342a.

42 E.g., Cox, C, 39.

43 AKB, 473 f.

44 TVB, 16.

45 T31,4b.

46 T43, 270a-b.

47 T31(no. 1624), 888a.

48 T31, 889c: X ^ g f F ^ ^ » ^ * » » * , « » W S g f f l a A o & f è S ^ f F . . . . This is
pointed by Lu Cheng. However, there is some disagreement among some scholars as to
whether ScfB here actually stands for the name Dharmakïrti, and the exact sense of the
sentence 'îÈfB^FnlF'. Cf. Funayama, Toru lô l lA , "Two Notes on Dharmapäla and
Dharmakïrti." ZINBUN 35 (2001), 1-11.

49 T31, 888c. This treatise at the very outset (888b) groups the realists' views into two:

169



ABHIDHARMA DOCTRINES AND CONTROVERSIES ON PERCEPTION

(1) The atoms themselves as real substances (dravya) constitute the perceptual object;
(2) A unified complex is the perceptual object (Sauträntika). The first group is further
elaborated as two: (la) The individual atoms themselves; (lb) the agglomerated form
generated by virtue of the mutual assistance of the atoms existing together (an interpretation
of the Vaibhäsika view). See also Dinnäga's (pratyaksa-pariccheda) — cf. Hattori, M., op.
cit., 33, and note 2.17.

50 Translation (with slight adaptation) by Hattori, M, in his Dignäga On Perception (Cambridge,
1968), 26.

51 See Hattori, M., op. cit., 25, and note 26.
52 See statement by Säntaraksita and Kamalasîla in TSP (stanza 1239-1242), especially 374. Cf.

Hattori, M., op. cit., 83, note 26 which also cites Mallavädin's Dvädasära-nayacakra, 59.2-
60.1, which explains kalpanä in terms of nirüpanänusmarana-vikalpanä: athä kä kalpanä /
näma-jäti-guna-kriyä-dravya-svarüpäpanna-vastv-antara-nirüpanänusmarana-vikalpanä/

53 Stcherbatsky, Th. (ed), Nyäyabindu and Nyäya-bindutikä, Bibliotheca Buddhica, VII
(Petrograd, 1918), Indian Reprint, 42.

54 One of the latest full-length discussion on this is Amar Singh's The Heart of Buddhist
Philosophy — Dinnäga and Dharmakirti (Delhi, 1984) in which the author argues that
both of them are decidedly Sauträntika. Singh brings out substantial evidence especially in
the case of Dharmakirti. However, his assumption that "as Dharmakirti follows Dinnäga,
he too is then bound to be an idealist [if it can be established that Dinnäga is an idealist]"
(61; also 49, etc.) is not impressive, since Dharmakirti is not a disciple (in the sectarian
sense) of Dinnäga. Moreover, his interpreting Dinnäga as accepting the reality of atoms in
the Älambana-pariksä (61 f) is far-fetched.

55 Nyäyabindu, 12-15: tasya [pratyaksasya] visayah svalaksanam / yasyärthasya
samnidhänäsamnidhäbhyämjnänapratibhäsa-bhedastatsvalaksanam/tadevaparamärthasat/
arthakriyäsämarthya-laksanatväd vastunah II Cf. Satïkam Nyäyabinduprakaranam, 12 f;
also cf. Th Stcherbatsky's tr. in Buddhist Logics II, 33 ff.

170



10. Akara, Sakara-vijnanavada,
Niräkära-vijnänaväda

10.1. Sakara-vijnanavada and the Sautrantika

The Sautrantika theory of perception expounded by Srïlâta as recorded in the
Abhidharma tradition is also elucidated in the logical texts1, even though the
term anudhätu itself is not mentioned. Like Srïlâta, Dharmakîrti too holds
that the external object can be experienced by the consciousness arising in
the second moment, thus justifying the Sautrantika position that despite the
doctrine of successive causation, the cognitive object of consciousness is
none other than the external object itself. Dharmakîrti explains as follows:

If it is asked how [an object] different in time can be grasped, we would say
that the essence of being a graspable (grähyatä) [— i.e. an object —] is none
other than the fact of being the cause of [its] distinctive appearance, capable
of transferring its knowledge-form (jnäna-äkära).2

This explanation satisfies the two-fold requirement for a dharma to be
an älambana-pratyaya: (1) It must contribute to the causal efficacy for the
generation of the consciousness; (2) the consciousness must arise having
a resemblance or representational form of it.3

This doctrine came to be described in relatively later time as säkära-
(vi)jnäna-väda. The Tarkabhäsä describes this as follows:

It is held by the Sautrantika that all that appears in the form of blue, etc.,
is knowledge itself, not the external object, since an inanimate thing (jada)
is incapable of manifestation. As it has been said: the objects of the sense
faculties are not perceptible, [though] they generate a knowledge possessing
their corresponding form (sväkärajnäna).4

The epistemological view that an inanimate or non-intelligent external object
can never be known by the mind is one of the fundamental premises, along
with successive causation and other, that leads to the theory säkära-vijnäna:
the object, for it to be a content of consciousness — for it to be known—must
generate its own form or facsimile of a mental nature. And this is called the
äkära. In direct perception, this äkära corresponds exactly to the object and
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there is absolutely no error. Accordingly, even though direct perception is
achieved only in the second moment at which time only the knowledge that
the external object existed can be acquired retrospectively, the external object
qua the älambana-pratyaya has an existential, and not merely inferential
status.5 Its äkära is the pratyaya, though not the älambana-pratyaya, for the
perception, and the necessary simultaneity of the perceptual condition with
the perceiving consciousness is in this way satisfied. This, however, is not
in the manner of the Sarvästiväda notion of sahabhü-hetu which requires the
simultaneity of the external object and the consciousness. For this is a case not
of mutual causation, but of necessary determination. This doctrine of äkära
also serves another important purpose: For the Sautrântika, it is this specific
äkära that specifies the content of the particular consciousness; otherwise,
as the opponents might argue, the nature of consciousness being the same in
every case, the knowledge of a particular object in our consciousness would
be an impossibility. The Tarkabhäsä argues succinctly:6

Knowledge should be conceded as possessing a form (säkära). Now if
knowledge is not conceded as possessing a form; then on account of there
being no [specifying] form, because of consciousness pertaining to every
object being the same, the objects cannot be established as being distinct.7

The particular äkära is the coordination (särüpya) or resemblance/conformity
(sädrsya) between the consciousness or knowledge and the actual external
object, and constitutes the source or means (pramäna, 'measure') of
knowledge.8 It being indistinguishable from the corresponding knowledge
itself that arises, Dharmakîrti speaks of the pramäna and the pramäna-phala
(= pramiîï) as being the same. The latter is the fruit, that is the knowledge
acquired; but Dharmakîrti argues that since the relationship between äkära
and the consciousness is one of determination (vyavasthäpya-vyavasthäpaka-
bhävena), and not of causation, there is no confounding of the cause with the
effect in the statement.9 It is in fact precisely because of this determinative
function of the äkära that one can prove the existence of the corresponding
external object. Tarkabhäsä explains how this proof works on the principle
of vyatireka:

Surely, if what is manifesting is nothing but knowledge alone; then how [does
one know that] there exists the external object? [The Sautrântika answers:]
The proof of the external object is possible by the principle of absence
(vyatireka): For, the forms, blue, etc., do not manifest at all times and in all
places. Nor is [the manifestation] possible even when there exists the force
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of merely our own material cause (upädäna), since this does not conform to
the fact that [a specific consciousness] operates with a specific object. Hence
it can be ascertained that there surely exists something which is their cause,
distinct from the samanantara-pratyaya [of the consciousness], due to the
power of which they occur in a certain place at a certain time. The very one
is the external object.10

One question here arises: We can know the existence of the external object
through a direct perception only when a judgement in the form "this is
blue" is made. It is only then that it becomes a real source of knowledge.11

Does it then mean that pratyaksa becomes a pramäna only when conjoined
with a conceptual judgement (adhyavasäya = kalpanä)! If so, would it not
contradict the definition of pratyaksa as a means of knowledge? Dharmottara
answers as follows:

This is not so. Because through a judgement produced by the power of
pratyaksa, the object is ascertained (avaslyaté) as seen, not as imagined.
And seeing, called the direct realization of the object, is the function of
pratyaksa. Imagining, on the other hand, is the function of conceptual thought
(vikalpa)}2

Indeed, even to be distinctly conscious of — seeing — a colour such as
blue as an äyatana dravya in the case of a sensory perception, some simple
judgement has to be exercised. This, as we have seen, is called svabhäva-
vikalpa in the Sarvâstivâda {infra, chapter 6).

The Sautrântika does not agree that there is such an intrinsic or simple
vikalpa of the nature of vitarka, since it considers the latter as no more than
the gross state of the mind. Nevertheless, from the above explanation given
by Dharmottara, we can see that the Sautrântika too concedes some amount
of mental ascertainment, operating in the background as it were,13 in the
pratyaksa experience — even though it does not amount to vikalpa (= kalpna)
in the proper sense which is pure imagination or mental construction.

Historically, the Sautrântika was evolved from the early Därstäntika masters
of the Sarvâstivâda. Accordingly, doctrinal influences on the Sauträntika-
Yogäcära, coming from the Sarvâstivâda Äbhidharmika are only to be
expected. At any rate, there is clear indication of such an influence on the
doctrines of perception (See §9.5.).
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10.2. Niräkära-(vi)jnänaväda and the Sarvästiväda

In contrast to the Sauträntika and Yogäcära, the Sarvâstivâda theory of
knowledge is described in the Sanskrit texts as nir-äkära- (vi)jnänaväda\
the theory that the external object is directly perceived, without the need
of any representational form in the consciousness. However, according to
the tradition passed down by Xuan Zang,14 among all the northern Buddhist
schools, it is only the Sâmmitïya that really holds such a theory, since this
school asserts that only mental dharma-s are momentary; external things can
last longer than one moment. All other schools, including the Sarvâstivâda,
would therefore have to be included in the camp of säkära-vijnänaväda.
We know of course that the Theravâda school too holds that a rüpa lasts 16
moments (citta-khana-s) longer than citta, so that direct perception in the
true sense becomes possible.15 The confusion between these two traditional
sources can only be cleared by examining the notion of äkära differently
explained in these schools.

As we have seen, the Sauträntika notion is that the äkära corresponds exactly
to the external object. It allows no possibility of a cognitive error in a genuine
pratyaksa experience. However, this äkära is a resemblance (sadrsä)
constructed by the mind. In the case of the Sarvâstivâda tradition, we note at
the outset the information from the MVS that various Äbhidharmika masters —
most probably Sarvästivädins — give various interpretations to 'äkära':

Question: What is the intrinsic nature (svabhäva) of the so-called 'äkära'?
Answer: Its intrinsic nature xsprajnä. Herein it should be understood thus:
[i] Prajnä is äkära; it is also what cognizes with a form (äkärayati) and

what is cognized with a form (äkäryate).
[ii] The citta-caitta-dharma-s conjoined (samprayukta) with prajnä, while

not being äkära, are what cognize with a form as well as what are
cognized with a form,

[iii] Those viprayukta-samskära-s and other existent (sat) dharma-s,
while being neither äkära-s nor what cognize with a form, are what are
cognized with a form.

According to some: What is called äkära has collectively all the citta-caitta-
dharma-s as its intrinsic nature. This theory would imply that all citta-caitta-s
are äkära, and what cognize with a form (äkärayati) and what are cognized
with an äkära. All the other dharma-s, while being neither äkära nor what
cognize with an äkära, are what are cognized with an äkära.

According to some others: What is called äkära has all dharma-s as its
intrinsic nature. This theory would imply that the conjoined dharma-s are

174



10. AKÄRA, SÄKÄRA-VIJNÄNAVÄDA, NIRÄKÄRA-VIJNÄNAVÄDA

äkära; as well as what cognize with a form and what are perceived with
an äkära. The disjoined dharma-s, while being äkära as well as what are
cognized with an äkära, are not what cognize with an äkära.

Comment: It should be said that what is called äkära has prajnâ as its intrinsic
nature, as given in the first explanation. ...
Question: What is the meaning of äkära?
Answer: äkära means the operation in the manner of examination/discernment
(fllSrfnli pra-vi-Vci) with regard to the nature of the object.16

From this, it is clear that the orthodox Sarvâstivâda view is that prajnâ is
äkära, explained as the function of "operating investigatively (pra-vi-Vci)
with regard to the object."17 This is essentially the same as the definition
given for prajnâ as "the investigation of dharma-s (dharma-pravicaya)"^
But this investigative operation may be correct or incorrect, skilful (kusala)
or unskilful (akusala), sharp (tîksna) or blunt (mrdu), with-outflow (säsrava)
or outflow-free (anäsrava). Thus, when one commits the cognitive error of
mistaking a rope for a snake, or an aggregate of five skandha-s for a pudgala,
it is the case of "the äkära being topsy turvy (viparita)"; the älambana is
existent and not illusory — the rope or the skandha-s}9

In brief, as stated by Samghabhadra: "Only a discriminative (sa-vikalpaka)
consciousness is capable of grasping the specific characteristic of the object
[in the form:] 'it is blue, not green', etc".20 Accordingly, in the Sarvâstivâda
epistemology, the operation of äkära pertains to the domain of mental
consciousness, not to that of a sensory consciousness where prajnâ cannot
properly function. Moreover, it may or may not correspond exactly to the
actual form of the external object.

That, with regard to one and the same perceptual object there can be various
äkära, is clearly brought out in a consideration in MVS on the question:
"If one gets out [of a dhyäna] from the äkära, does one also get out from
the perceptual object?" The answer to this is given as a four-fold alternative
(catuskoti):

[I] There is a case where one gets out from the äkära but not the perceptual
object: viz, a person contemplates a given characteristic with a given
äkära', without abandoning this characteristic, he further has another
äkära — e.g. : he has as his object the äkära of impermanence of the riipa-
skandha, and then immediately after that the äkära of unsatisfactoriness
of the rüpa-skandha arises before him ....

[II] There is a case where one gets out from the perceptual object but not the
äkära: viz, a person contemplates a given characteristic with a given
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äkära; with this same äkära, he further has another characteristic
— e.g.: he has as his object the äkära of impermanence of the rüpa-
skandha, and then immediately after that the äkära of impermanence of
the vedanä-skandha arises before him ....

[III] There is a case where one gets out from the äkära as well as the
perceptual object ...

[IV] There is a case where one gets out neither from the äkära nor the
perceptual object... ."21

The above passage also indicates the possibility of simultaneously having one
and the same äkära with regard to many, and even all dharma-s excepting
the knowledge itself at that given moment, its conjuncts and co-existents, as
when one contemplates that all dharma-s are devoid of a Self, etc.22 In fact,
the only case where the äkära of an object corresponds exactly to the actual
nature of the object is when the yogi acquires the prajna qua true insight
in the Direct Insight (abhisamaya) into the four noble truths — he sees
conditioned things truly as they are, in their aspects of being unsatisfactory,
impermanent, etc. The contemplating Yogi can see several aspects pertaining
to a given object, each with a distinct and unconfounded äkära — i.e. prajna.
Thus,

with regard to each with-outflow object (säsrava-vastu), if the knowledge
operates by way of the four äkära-s [understanding it] as duhkha, etc.,
it receives the name duhkha-jnäna. If the knowledge operates by way of
the four äkära-s [understanding it] as samudaya, etc, it receives the name
samudaya-jnäna. Hence the äkära-s of the duhkha- and samudaya-jnäna-s
are not mixed (Ä misra), while the älambana-s are mixed ...23

This is clearly a case of mental exertion — mental application with regard
to the common characteristics (sämänya-laksana-manaskära).24 It is for this
reason that the sixteen äkära-s of the four noble truths, duhkhatä, etc., —
as direct perception of the yogi are said to be prajnä — the outflow-free
or pure prajnä.25 They clearly do not refer to images or 'aspects' of the
objects, but are in the active sense of the mental function of understanding.
These common-characteristics are the universal principles of all dharma-s
intuited by spiritual insight, pertaining to the Absolute Truth;26 not universals
abstractly constructed by the mind as in the case of mental inference.
These are called D/zarma-knowledges (dharma-jnäna) where they pertain
to the Sense-sphere, and Subsequent-knowledges (anvaya-jnäna) where
they pertain to the two upper spheres. Both are pratyaksa-jnäna.

176



10. AKÂRA, SÄKÄRA-VIJNÄNAVÄDA, NIRÄKÄRA-VIJNÄNAVÄDA

Samghabhadra insists that the term anvaya does not imply that the Subsequent-
knowledges are anumäna, since in the sütra both knowledges are equally
spoken of as capable of seeing truly duhkha, etc. Moreover, the ärya-jnäna-s
cannot be inferential in nature, and no object pertaining to the ärya-satya-s
can be realized by an inferential knowledge. He further argues that if the
Subsequent-knowledges are inferential, then there would not be even the
Dharma-knowledges having Nirodha as object, since a nirodha is always
non-empirical (adrsya). But it is from the point of view of indriyäsrita- and
annbhava-pratyaksa that the objects of Subsequent-knowledges are said
to be non-empirical. And in that case there ought not even be the Dharma-
knowledges of Nirodha since a nirodha cannot be an object for these two
pratyaksa-s. From the point of view of' buddhi-pratyaksa (cf infra, § 2.15),
however, it is not true that the objects of Subsequent-knowledges are those
of inferential knowledges. "Hence, all determination of things truly as they
are (Äiü^iflP *tattvärtha-viniscaya), properly accomplished (#P31Hff/j[
*yoga-vihita), are pratyaksa-jnäna-s"27

Accordingly, from the Sarvastivada perspective, a sensory perception is
definitely without an äkära in as much as prajnä cannot efficiently function
therein. It is for this same reason that MVS states that the prajnä conjoined
with the five types of sensory consciousness is not drsti, though it is also
a knowledge (jfiäna):

It does not have a sharp äkära and cannot penetrate deeply into the
älambana; it cannot discriminate; it can have as its älambana only the
svalaksana, but not the sämänya-laksana; ... unlike a drsti, it cannot
cogitate and examine an älambana"2* (See full quotation in §6.7.)

These explanations are essentially a good description of the Sarvastivada
notion of sensory direct perception. We may note here once again the
unambiguous notion that where prajnä operates, äkära does not denote
the 'exact image/representation' of the älambana. In a sensory perception,
prajnä is not a drsti because it operates weakly (though knowledge is also
a mode of prajnä). It is in this sense that a sensory perception can be said
to be without äkära (see also infra). This is like stating that a sensory
perception is avikalpaka even though prajnä — the svabhäva of judgement
and discrimination — being a mahäbhümika is present, on account of its
feeble operation therein.29

The conclusion therefore is that the Xuan Zang tradition is not quite
justified in grouping the Sarvastivada theory under sa-äkära-vijnänaväda.
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However, Pu Guang does speak of two aspects of the notion of 'äkära'\
According to him, this notion connotes both a mode of understanding (fxM)
and a representational image (ü£fil äbhäsä, pratibimba):

A mode of understanding refers to the difference in the modes of
understanding of the citta-caitta-s when they grasp [respectively] the generic
and specific characteristics pertaining to an object. It refers to the difference
in the activities of the citta and the caitta-s. This mode of understanding may
generate a correct or wrong understanding with regard to the object...

Äkära refers to the fact that the citta-caitta-s are clear by nature; as soon as
they are confronted with an object, an image arises [in them] spontaneously
without the need of any mental application — just as images appearing in
a clear pond or mirror ...

If one uses the term 'mode of understanding', only the difference in the
activities of the citta, etc, is referred to. If one uses the term 'äkära\ it refers
to two types [of äkära]'. (1) äkära in the sense of an image, (2) äkära in the
sense of a mode of understanding ...

Question: With reference to which of the two — the mode of understanding
or the äkära [in the sense of an image] — is it said that [the citta-caitta-s]
have the same äkära (säkära)!30

Explanation: It is with reference to äkära that they are said to have the
same äkära. The citta-caitta-dharma-s are clear by nature; as soon as
they are confronted with a certain object, its form appears spontaneously.
As they equally have this form, they are said to 'have the same äkära''. Thus,
the Abhidharmävatära, in its second fascicle, says:

Just as visual consciousness etc., are produced with eyes etc., as their
support; manifesting with an image of the object (ÜftJflC *arthasya
pratinidhi, *arthäbhäsä), the visible etc., and [thus] comprehend their
respective objects.31

Accordingly, it is only from the point of view of äkära [as the image of the
object] that they are said to be having the same äkära ...

Question: From the point of view of which of the two — the mode of
understanding or the äkära [in the sense of an image] — is the perceiver so
called?

Explanation: From the point of view of the latter, not the former: When the
citta, etc, is confronted with the object, an image appears; in this sense
[the citta, etc.,] is called the perceiver, and the object is the perceived.
This is because, when the citta-caitta perceive an object, they do not do like
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a lamp-flame radiating its ray to reach an object, or like a pair of pincers
grasping an object.32 It is from the perspective of the manifestation of the
image that the perceiver and the perceived are so called."33

Pu Guang's explanation that akara connotes both a mode of undertstanding
and an image is likely to have been influenced by the Sautrantika-Yogacara
stance. It shows that Xuan Zang' s tradition describes the Sarvästiväda theory as
säkära because (i) the conjoined citta-caitta-s are said to have the same akara
which Pu Guang takes in the sense of the object's image; and (ii) the school
speaks of a sensory consciousness arising with an image of the object. But, as
we have observed, unlike the Sauträntika, the Sarvästiväda consistently
equates äkära withprajnä, so that only Pu Guang's interpretation ofäkära as
'a mode of understanding' may be acceptable, even though at the same time,
his exposition of the Sarvästiväda theory here is otherwise basically correct.
In particular, his interpretation that äkära can refer to the image of an object
which "arises spontaneously without the need of any mental application",
contradicts the Sarvästiväda explanation of it as a mental application.
Moreover, it must be noted that, the Chinese Abhidharmavatära passage cited
by him uses the word fUflc which clearly means an image, and not frffl which
is Xuan Zang's usual rendering for äkära. In the corresponding example given
in ADV (109; see also note 59) too, the word used is 'pratinidhV instead
of 'äkära\ Since both texts are authored by orthodox Vaibhäsika masters,
it seems safe enough to surmise that in the Sarvästiväda epistemological
theory, the image arising in the sensory consciousness is not an äkära —
a mental construction by prajnä — but an image essentially belonging to the
object, not the mind. And as Pu Guang says, it arises spontaneously like
a reflection in a mirror: The reflection does not belong to the mirror which is
always clear by nature.

10.3. Interpretation of sakara as an attribute of citta-caitta-s

In Sarvästiväda Abhidharma, all citta-caitta-s are also described as
säkära, 'with an äkära\ But what this term means in this context becomes
controversial. Vasubandhu raises the question in AKB that since the caitta
prajnä itself is äkära, säkära in this context would imply that prajnä,
as a mental dharma, is conjoined with another prajnä, which is against
the Äbhidharmika tenet. He proposes to avoid this apparent contradiction,
by defining äkära as the 'object-grasping-mode {älambana-grahana-
prakära) of all the citta-caitta-s'?*In this way, prajnä too, as a caitta can be
said to be 'with an äkära '. Yasomitra states that this is a Sauträntika definition.
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It is noteworthy that Vasubandhu here does not contest the MVS statement
that äkära is prajnä', and in fact proceeds to conclude with the same threefold
classification of dharma-s (äkära, äkärayati, äkäryate) as we have seen in the
MVS passage quoted above. This is, however, not to say that Vasubandhu's
definition of äkära is identical with that of the Sarvästiväda. It is for this
reason that Samghabhadra objects to it, demanding from Vasubandhu more
articulation on his definition:

Herein, the Sütrakära affiliates himself with another school, and asserts
thus: 'what is called äkära is the object-grasping-mode by the citta-caitta-s.'
This does not necessarily conform to logic. It must be considered what is
meant by the 'object-grasping-mode. ' If it refers to the different modes/species
(prakära) of the form of the object, then the notion that all [citta-caitta-s]
can assume the image-form (fisHi) [of the object] cannot be established at
all, for an object has various forms, skilful, permanent, etc. Or rather, the
mpa-dharma-s are to be subsumed under äkära, since rüpa-dharma-s can
also assume the images of the forms of others. If it refers to the ability to
grasp the distinctive characteristic of the object, then äkära ought not be
possible for the five [sensory] consciousnesses, since they are not capable of
grasping the specific characteristic of the object — since only a discriminative
(sa-vikalpakd) consciousness is capable of grasping the specific characteristic
of the object [in the form:] 'it is blue, not green', etc. However, this is not what
is conceded [by his definition]. Hence [his definition] is logically invalid.35

Samghabhadra's objections confirm our surmise above that for the
Sarvästiväda, äkära does not mean the specific form or image of the object.
It refers to the operation of prajnä at the stage of mental consciousness,
and is not applicable in the case of a sensory perception. After criticising
Vasubandhu's definition, Samghabhadra then proceeds to claim that the
Sarvästiväda explanation is the correct one:

1. The prajnä which operates investigatively with regard to the object
is said to be the äkära.

2. All citta-caitta-dharma-s, including prajnä, are said to be 'those
which cognize with a form\äkärayanä), which is synonymous with
'those which grasp objects' —prajnä investigates the object, vedanä
feels it, sarnjnä grasps its appearance, vijnäna cognizes it, etc.

3. All dharma-s, real or unreal, are equally said to be 'those that are
cognized with a form' (äkäryante).

In other words, this explanation leads to the same threefold classification
as given in MVS which Samghabhadra in fact spells out explicitly in
conclusion.36
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Samghabhadra does seem to acknowledge, though, that 'säkära' in
this context needs interpretation to avoid the difficulty pointed out by
Vasubandhu, and he himself proposes a few of them. One is that the citta-
caitta-s, including prajnä, are all said to be säkära because they equally
(sa = sama) can grasp the distinctive species of characteristic of the object.
Another one: If, however, we consider from the perspective that prajnä
alone can be called äkära, then all the citta-caitt dharma-s other than prajnä
are said to be säkära in the sense that they equally — i.e. simultaneously;
not earlier, not later — with äkära (= prajnä), operate on the object. This is
comparable to the term säsrava: An object being equal to the äsrava is said
to be 'with äsrava' in the sense that it requires the same counteractive agent
(pratipaksa) as the äsrava itself.37

In Pu Guang's discussion above (§ 10.2.), the notion of having the same
äkära refers to the context of the Sarvästiväda doctrine of the "Five sameness
(sarnatä)": one of which is the "sameness in äkära" (äkära-samatä)?*
But when sensory consciousness, being free from intellectual judgement,
is said to be devoid of äkära; it need not mean that in this case the condition
of äkära-samatä is meaningless. Just as in the discussion above on säkära
as a synonym applicable to all citta-caitta-s including prajnä; likewise
in this case too, äkära-samatä being applicable to all conjoined caitta-s,
cannot mean "equality in terms of prajnä". But it is meaningful when
understood as referring to the equality/sameness of the conjoined citta-
caitta-s (including the mahabhümika prajnä) in respect of the mode of
apprehending the object. E.g., all apprehend a patch of blue, etc. This is
permissible by the Vabhäsikas, as can be seen in Samghabhadra's first
alternative interpretation of säkära just cited.

10.4. Conclusion:

The Sarvästiväda school, in its various texts, consistently equates äkära
with prajnä, both being defined as the investigative operation with regard
to the perceptual object. This is in contrast to the Sautrantika and Yogäcära
for whom äkära connotes both an image/representation and a mental
understanding arising in the mind — with the difference that the Sautrantika
would regard it as a correspondent to an external existent. To this extent,
therefore, it is inappropriate to describe the Sarvästiväda theory of sensory
perception — said to be non-discriminative on account of the weak
functioning of prajnä therein — as säkära-jnänaväda.
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On the other hand, we must note that the pratyaksa of the Yogi is said to
perceive sämänya-laksana-s. This perspective is also discernible from the
explanation on buddhi-pratyaksa. This is the case of satyäbhisamaya,
in which the outflow-free äkära-s of the Yogi are not conceptual
understanding. They correspond truly and exactly to the sämänya-laksana-s
as universal principles pertaining to the absolute truth (paramärtha).
This perception is therefore also a pratyaksa experience; in fact pratyaksa
par excellence — and in as much as it involves äkära-s, is describable as
a form of säkära-jnäna. Prajnä at this stage is truly non-discriminative/non-
superimposing, though not in the Vijnänavädin sense of transcending the
'subject-object' dichotomy. This Sarvästiväda notion that a practitioner
endowed with true spiritual insight perceives Reality through äkära-s might
well have influenced those members among the latter-day Yogacarins who
opt for the view that even for those who have acquired the non-discriminative
insight (nirvikalpaka-jnäna) too, knowledge is säkära.
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Notes

1 For example, cf. Vacaspatimisra's description of the Buddhist position in his Nyayakanika

— vide B.L., Vol. II, 353 f.

2 Pramäna-värttikä of Dharmakïrti, III, v.248 (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series):

bhinnakälam katham grähyam iti ced grähyatäm viduh I

hetutvam eva ca vyakter jnänäkärärpana-ksamam II

This is cited in various logical texts — Nyäya-värtikä-tätparya-tlkä, 101.14; SDS, 36; Tbh,

8; etc. Cf. Also, B.L., II, 360; Mookerjee, S. The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux,

Reprint (Delhi, 1993), 338.

3 Cf. T31, 888b, etc. Cf also TVB, 16: bähyo hy arthah sväbhäsa-vijnäna-janakatvena

vijnänasya älambana-pratyaya isyate na käranatva-mätrena ...I

4 Tarkabhäsä, 94: sauträntikänäm matam/jnänam evedam sarvam nilädy-äkärena pratibhäsate/

na bähyo 'rthah /jadasyaprakäsäyogät/yathoktam / sväkärajnäna-janakä drsyä nendriyagocarä

itil

5 The difference between the way pratyaksa makes known the external object which is spatio-

temporally determined (niyata) through its äkära and that in which anumäna makes known

the object through the marks (linga) connected with it, is explained by Dharmottara in

NBT, 3: yasmäd yasminn arthe pratyaksasya säksätkäritva-vyäpäro vikalpenänugamyate

tasya pradarsakam pratyaksam tasmäd drstatayä jfiätah pratyaksa-darsitah / anumänam tu

linga-darsanän niscinvatpravrtti-visayam darsayati / tathä ca pratyaksam pratibhäsamänam

niyatam artham darsayati/ anumänam ca lingasambaddham niyatam artham darsayati /

6 See B.L., II, 358 f.

7 Tarkabhäsä, 26 f: säkäram cedam jnänam estavyam /yadi punah säkäram jnänam nesyate

tadä 'näkäratvena sarvatra visaye tulytvät vibhägena visaya-vyavasthä na sidhyati I Also cf

BL, II, 351 f.

8 Cf NBT: arthasärüpyam asya pramänam //20 //

arthena saha y at särüpyam asyajnänasya tat pramänam / iha yasmäd visayäj jnänam udeti

tad visaya-sadrsam tad bhavati /yathä niläd tpadyamänam nïla-sadrsam / tac ca sädrsyam

äkära ity äbhäsa ity api vyapadisyate I

9 nïla-sadrsam tv anubhüyamänam nïlasya samvedanam avasthäpyate / na cätra janya-

janaka-bhäva-nibandhanah sädhya-sädhanabhävo yenaikasmin vastuni virodhah syät / api

tu vyavasthäpya-vyavasthäpaka-bhävena/ tata ekasya vastunah kimcid rüpam pramänam

kimcit pramäna-phalam na virudhyate I

Also cf. Tarkabhäsä, 26: iha nlläder arthät jnänam dvirüpam utpadyate / nlläkäram

mläbodha-svabhävam ca / tatränlläkära-vyävrttyä niläkäram jnänam pramänam /

anlla-bodha-vyävrttyä nila-bodha-rüpam pramitih / saiva phalam / yathoktam [quoting

Dharmakïrti:] arthasärüpyam asya pramänam arthädhigatih pramäna-phalam iti / etac

ca vikalpa-pratyayena bhinnam vyavasthäpyate/paramärtham tas tu näsyeva bhedah /

yathoktam [Dharmakïrti:] tad eva pratyaksam jnänam pramäna-phalam iti /

10 Tarkabhäsä, 94: nanu yadi prakäsamänam jnänam evedam tadä lsti bähyo 'rtha iti kutah /

bähyärtha-siddhis tu syäd vyatirekatah /na hi sarvatra sarvadä nllädaya äkärähprakäsante /
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na caitad svopädänamätra-bala-bhävitve sati yujyate / niyata-visaye pravrttyayogät /
tasmäd asti kihcid esäm samanantara-pratyaya-vyatiriktam käranäm yad-balena kvacit
kadäcit bhavantïti sakyam avasatum/ sa eva bähyo 'rtha iti I

11 NBT, 16: tasmäd adhyavasäyam kurvad eva pratyaksam pramänam bhavati / akrte tv
adhyavasäye nila-bodha-rüpatvenävyavasthäpitam bhavati vijnanam /

12 NBT, 16: naitad evam / yasmät pratyaksa-balotpannenädhyavasäyena drstatvenärtho
'vasïyate notpreksitatvena/ darsanam cärtha-säksätkaranäkhyam pratyaksa-vyäpärah /
utpreksanam tu vikalpa-vyäpärah/

13 Cf. NBT, 16: sva-vyäpäram tiraskrtya pratyaksa-vyäpäram ädarsayati ... I
14 Cf. Pu Guang's commentary on AKB, T41, 27a; Kuei Ji's commentary on Siddhi(C), T 43,

269c, 318a; etc.
15 Cf. Abhidhammatthasangaho, IV, 8.
16 MVS, 408c-409a.
17 MVS, 409a.
18 Cf. AKB, 54: matihprajnä dharma-pravicayah /ADV, 70: dhihprajnä dharma-samgrahädy-

upalaksana-svabhävä /; etc.
19 MVS, 36a; Ny, 623b.
20 Ny, 741b. See also infra.
21 MVS, 929a.
22 Cf. MVS, 45c, which states explicitly that the äkära of this form is prajnä. MVS (42c, 43a)

explains that within 2 moments, one can come to acquire such a knowledge with regard to
the totality of dharma-s.

23 There are four äkära-s for each Truth: For duhkha-satya — duhkhatä, sünyatä, anityatä,
nairätmya; etc. See AKB, 343.

24 MVS, 53a. Cf. AKB, 108.
25 Cf. AKB, 399: käsmlränäm tävat

nämalah sodasabhyo 'nya äkärah
nästy anäsraväkärah sodasäkära-nirmuktah\ For the Vaibhäsika tenet that the 16 äkära-s are
prajna, see also AKB, 401.

26 MVS, 399c-400a.
27 Ny, 735c. Samghabhadra argues against an opinion held by certain masters that 'anvayà1

(M) here means comparison (bbll): the comparison of facts not directly perceived with
those which are directly perceived. It receives the name anvaya-jnäna as it is subsumed
under inference (anumäna). Yasomitra (SphutärthäAbhidharma-kosa-vyäkhyä ofYasomitra,
ed. Wogihara U (Tokyo, 1932-36), 542) explains tad-anvaya as tad-dhetuka — having the
dharma-jnäna as cause — thus dissenting from the Vaibhäsika view. Harivarman (*Satya-
siddhi, Ale edn. (Nanking, 1930), 245) too rejects the Sarvästiväda definition above and
declares his adherence to the sütra when giving the same opinion thus: "The knowledge
of the present dharma is named dharma-jnäna. As it is said in the sütra, the Buddha told
Änanda, 'With regard to these dharma-s, see thus, know thus, penetrate thus. Know the past
and future [dharma] also thus. The knowledge of the remaining - i.e. the past and future -
dharma-s is named anvaya-jnäna. ... dharma-jnäna is pratyaksa-jnäna (îlL%). Following
this dharma-jnäna one deliberates and knows inferentially - this is called anvaya-jnäna"
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28 MVS, 490c.

29 Ny, 350b.

30 The Vaibhäsika tenet is that citta and caitta-s co-arise necessarily. They are said to be

conjoined (samprayukta).

31 T28, no. 1554, 987c. AvataraÇT): ses pa bzin du don gyi tshul gyi gnas Ita bu'i mam par

ran gi don khoh du chud par byed pa / — Just like jnäna which causes the understanding

of svärtha (svärtha-pratyäyana) in the form of a representation of the artha. Cf ADV, 109:

jnänavat/tadyathä jnänam caksuràdïn hetünapekyärtham vibhävayati /; also, 111 '.jnänavat /

tadyathä jnänam caksurädln hetünapeksyärtham vibhävayati I

32 Pu Guang seems to have got these two examples illustrating that consciousness simply arises

with an image of the cognitive object from Siddhi(C) — cf. Siddhi(C), 93c; T43 (Kuei Ji's

commentary on Siddhi(C)), 493c-494a.

33 T41,26b-c.

34 Cf. AKB, 401 : prajnäkärah I

evam tarhiprajfiä säkärä na bhavisyati Iprajnäntaräsam[pra]yogätl evam tuyuktam syät I

sarvesäm citta-caittänäm älambana-grahana-prakära iti I

35 Ny, 741b. In brief: "The term äkära is a synonym of prajfiä. The term akärayati is a synonym

for the grasping of object (visaya-grahana); this word akärayati does not exclusively denote

prajfiä. The term äkäryate applies to all dharma-s." (loc. cit.).

36 Loc. cit.

37 Ny, 741a-b.

38 Cf. MVS, 80c; AKB, 62.
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