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SAUTRANTIKA IN THE ABHIDHARMAKOSABHASYA

ROBERT KRITZER

I. Introduction

The term “Sautrantika™ appears in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya approxi-
mately twenty times. In almost every case, the opinion attributed to the
Sautrantikas contradicts the orthodox Sarvastivadin/Vaibhasika position,
and, as Kato shows (75-78), represents Vasubandhu’s own opinion. Sau-
trantika is closely associated with Darstantika, which is often considered
to be either the same as Sautrantika or its immediate predecessor, and
many of Vasubandhu’s “Sautrantika” opinions strongly resemble ones
attributed to Darstantika by the *Vibhdsa.! Recently, however, scholars
have begun to notice that some of the same opinions can also be found
in the Yogdacarabhiimi. In this paper, I examine the occurrences in the
AbhidharmakosSabhasya of the term “Sautrantika,” refer to relevant pas-
sages in the *Vibhdsa and Harivarman’s *Tattvasiddhi, and show that the
majority of the positions labelled Sautrantika have correspondences in
the Yogdcarabhiimi, most frequently in the Viniscayasamgrahani on the
Paricavijiianakayamanobhiimi. 1 also discuss the possible implications of
Vasubandhu’s evident reliance on the Yogdcarabhiimi.

I limit myself here to those passages in which the word “Sautrantika”
actually appears in the Sanskrit text. There are many other positions that
have been identified by commentators such as P’u-kuang and Ya$omitra
as Sautrantika, not to mention the more than 200 references by Sam-
ghabhadra to the ching-chu ¥+ or “sutra-master,”” a term used to sig-
nal Vasubandhu’s departure from Sarvastivadin orthodoxy (see Kritzer

! On the other hand, Vasubandhu does not agree with all the Darstantika positions.
It seems, in fact, as though he himself uses the term Darstantika pejoratively. When he agrees
with a Darstantika/Sautrantika opinion, he labels it Sautrantika (see Cox 37-39, which is
based largely on Kato; see also Harada).

2 T borrow Cox’s translation (56).
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332 ROBERT KRITZER

Comparison, “Preliminary Report”).> 1 also ignore references to
yogdcaras (practitioners of yoga) and piirvacdaryas (earlier teachers),
except when they occur within a larger argument attributed to Sautran-
tika.

II. Summary of Results

Of the nineteen positions that I have isolated,* eleven involve Vasuban-
dhu’s rejection of dharmas that the Sarvastivadins classify as real and
independent entities, including a number of the cittaviprayuktasamskaras
(forces not associated with mind), the asamskrtadharmas (unconditioned
dharmas), the anusayas (latent defilements), and vijiiaptiripa (manifested
matter) and avijiiaptiriipa (unmanifested matter). Vasubandhu often asserts
that the functioning of bijas (seeds), themselves merely prajiiapti (pro-
visional entities), is sufficient to explain the phenomena in question. Other
positions concern the process of perception, the nature of the Buddha’s
knowledge, the reality of the past, and the possibility of a fall from arhat-
ship. In a number of these cases, too, Vasubandhu appeals to either bija
or the closely related idea of samtatiparinamavisesa (transformation of the
life-stream)’ in his unorthodox statements.

One of the nineteen positions seems to have nothing at all corre-
sponding to it in the Yogdcarabhiimi. In two other cases, the Yogacara-
bhiimi contains no argument similar to Vasubandhu’s, but its general
position on the subject is in agreement with his. In the remaining
sixteen cases, a correspondence between the two texts is more or less
clear.

Six of the positions identified as Sautrantika by Vasubandhu are attrib-
uted to Darstantika by the *Vibhdsa; in three other cases, statements
related to the Sautrantika positions are attributed to Darstantika. How-

3 In an ongoing project, I am comparing every passage that Samghabhadra identifies
as the position of the ching-chu with the Yogdcarabhiimi and compiling a list of correspon-
dences. So far, I have completed the comparison for the first four chapters of the Abhi-
dharmakosabhdsya; the results of the first three chapters have been published (Kritzer
Comparison).

4 Kato identifies 17 (74-78).

3 For this translation, see Cox (95).
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ever, there is no mention of bija or samtatiparinamavisesa in the relevant
passages in the *Vibhdsa.® In other words, the Darstantika maintains the
same general position as Sautrantika but its reasoning is either unstated
or different.

Similarly, Harivarman’s positions in the *Tattvasiddhi, many of which
probably can be considered Darstantika (see Mizuno), frequently agree in
general with those of Vasubandhu. However, the reasons given by Hari-
varman are often different, and, again, Harivarman does not use the terms
bija or samtatiparinamavisesa.

III. Sautrantika Opinions in the Abhidharmakosabhasya and Correspon-
dences in the*Vibhasa, the *Tattvasiddhi, and the Yogacarabhiimi

1. There is nothing that sees or is seen in perception: consciousness arises
in dependence on organ and object.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya’ — In the verse (Abhidharmakosa 1 42), Vasuban-
dhu gives the accepted Vaibhasika opinion that it is the eye that sees riipa
(matter), but he uses the word kila (“so it is said”), according to Samgha-
bhadra, to indicate that he disagrees.® Vasubandhu then examines a num-
ber of other opinions found in the *Vibhasd, most prominently that of
Dharmatrata, to the effect that it is the eye-consciousness that sees riipa.
As Katd points out, the commentators think that Vasubandhu favors Dhar-
matrata’s opinion, but in fact, he may simply be using it to refute the
Vaibhasikas (24). At the end of the discussion, Vasubandhu ascribes to
the Sautrantikas the opinion that there is nothing that sees or is seen;

¢ Nishi states that there is not a single attribution of bija theory to Sautrantika in the
entire *Vibhasa (484), and an examination of the passages concerning bija that he has
collected from the *Vibhdasa suggests that there is no attribution to Darstantika, either (490-
494).

7 atra sautrantika ahuh / kim idam akasam khadyate / caksur hi pratitya riipani cotpa-
dyate caksur-vijianam / tatra kah pasyati ko va drsyate / nirvyaparam hidam dharma-
matram hetuphalamatram ca / tatra vyavaharartham cchandata upacarah kriyante / caksuh
pasyati vijiianam vijanatiti natrabhinivestavyam | uktam hi bhagavata janapadaniruktim
nabhiniveSata samjiiam ca lokasya nabhidhaved iti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 31.11-16).
The references for the entire discussion are Abhidharmakosabhasya: 30.3-31.17; T. 1558:
10c8-11b8; La Vallée Poussin 1: 81-86; T. 1562: 363c12-368al1; Kato 23-24.

8 Samghabhadra uses the appellation ching-chu ¥ % here (T. 1562: 365all).



334 ROBERT KRITZER

consciousness simply arises in dependence on the organ and the object.
There is no action here, merely dharmas, merely causes and results. How-
ever, in worldly discourse one can say that the eye sees.’

*Vibhasa'® — The *Vibhasa attributes to the Darstantikas the position
that the coming together of certain factors is equivalent to “seeing riipa.”!!

*Tattvasiddhi'?> — Consciousness sees, not the organ.

Yogacarabhiimi'> — The Yogdcarabhiimi contains a number of statements
to the effect that cognition is really the result of the laws of cause and
effect, not of something seeing and something else being seen. In particu-
lar, the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paiicavijianakdayamanobhiimi says
that, at the highest level, neither the organ nor the consciousness per-

° Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the Darstantikas. He does not use the
appellation stitra-master (T. 1562: 367b25; see Kato 75). Fukuhara comments that this is
very close to a Mahayana way of thinking (159).

0 EHEHIE R, IERE (T. 1545: 61c10-11).

I However, Kato shows that the Darstantika position in the *Vibhasa, which is fully
explained in the Parficavastukavibhasasastra, is actually completely different from the
Sautrantika position in the AbhidharmakosSabhdasya, since the factors that come together
in the Darstantika position are consciousness and dharmas associated with mind, not organ,
object, and consciousness (23-24).

12 EHUBREECN, BARGEM, EE. JHAR. FrLIE M, &HEEME, B0
AT, MEARE. R LEEEER (T. 1646: 267a7-9; the argument continues until
268a10).

13 mig gis gzugs rnams mthon ba nas yid kyis chos rnams rnam par Ses so ?es bya ba’i
bar du ji skad gsuns pa de la / ci mig la sogs pas mthon ba nas rnam par Ses pa’i bar du
yin nam / ’on te de dag gi rnam par Ses pa dag gis mthon ba nas rnam par Ses pa’i bar
du yin Ze na / smras pa / don dam par ni mig la sogs pas kyan ma yin la / de dag gi rnam
par Ses pa dag gis kyan ma yin no / de ci’i phyir Ze na / dnos po rnams ni rten cin ’brel
bar ’byun ba’i phyir dan skad cig pa’i phyir dan / g.yo ba med pa’i phyir ro / brda’i tshul
du ni gtso bo yin pa’i mig la sogs pa la mthon ba po la sogs pa fie bar gdags pa ches rigs
so / de ci’i phyir Ze na / mig la sogs pa dban po rnams yod na ni rnam par Ses pa ’byun
ba ma tshan pa med par nes kyi / rnam par Ses pa’i rgyun ni yod du zun kyan dmig la
sogs pa dban po rnams tshan ba am ma tshan bar dmigs pa’i phyir ro / lta ba la sogs pa
tsam la mthon ba la sogs pa fie bar gdags pa gan yin pa de ni don dam pa yin no (Yogacara-
bhiimi,: zi 83a6b3). MUNGIR R ETER Tk, HBIRERREEER &, BiE
AL, Hrol ., JERRSIRIE L. LR, B AR, AR, iR
. st fE s, IR RS A RE %, MLl SRR, e mmn
Bul. BCEERGIIEIR SR, ATAME S R, ARCREMETTIREL. terh RSN SR

% (T. 1579: 610a19-27; cited in Saeki 1: 88). See also the Paramdrthagathds and their
commentary (Wayman 168, 174, 178; Yogdcarabhiimi : dzi 236b3-4, 238a4-6; T. 1579:
363a27-bl, 364a27-bl).
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ceives. It gives three reasons: because the svabhdva (real nature) of all
dharmas arises due to a multiplicity of causes; because nothing endures
for more than a moment; because there is no real action. At the worldly
level, however, one can say that the eye sees, because whenever there is
an organ, consciousness will definitely not be lacking. On the other hand,
it is possible for the organs to be lacking even when the stream of con-
sciousness exists.

Comment — Here the Sautrantika argument closely follows the Yogdacara-
bhiimi in its ultimate rejection of anything that perceives and its accep-
tance on the worldly level of the notion that it is the organ that perceives.
The conclusion of the*Tattvasiddhi is completely different.

2. Prthagjanatvam (the state of being an ordinary person) is not a real
dharma. 1t is simply the samtati (life-stream) in which the aryadhar-
mas (the attributes of a noble or spiritually accomplished person) have
not yet arisen.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya'* — Vasubandhu approves of the Sautrantika
definition of prthagjanatvam, according to which prthagjanatvam is the
samtati in which the aryadharmas have not yet arisen.'

*Vibhasa'® — The *Vibhasa attributes a denial of the real existence of
prthagjanatvam to the Darstantikas.

4 evam tu sadhu yatha sautrantikanam / katham ca sautrantikanam / anutpannarya-

dharmasantatih prthagjanatvam iti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 66.16-18; T. 1558: 23c2-3;
La Vallée Poussin 1: 193; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-master
and criticizes Vasubandhu for denying the real existence of prthagjanatvam [T. 1562:
399b10-c7; Cox 203-206; Kato 75].)

15 Cox points out that Vasubandhu does not specifically state here that prthagjanarvam
is unreal, but she says that its unreality is implied in its definition as a samtati, “which,
as a composite entity, cannot be real” (224 n. 109).

o fEHEM, BEHEES. 8RE (T. 1545: 231626-27; see Cox 224 n. 109).

17 R FLAGE R CAEIEIT. R EEL FLREREILL (T. 1646: 289¢3-4; the
argument continues until 289¢13).

18 Katsura (86) cites T. 1646: 289a-c, in which various cittaviprayuktas are said to lack
separate existence.
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*Tattvasiddhi'” — There is no prthagjanatvam different from the prthag-
Jjana, the ordinary person himself. (The *Tattvasiddhi says that all of the
cittaviprayuktasamskaras are prajiapti.)'3

Yogacarabhiimi" — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijianakaya-
manobhiimi defines prthagjanatvam as a designation for the state in which
the lokottara (supermundane) aryadharmas have not yet arisen.

Comment — The definitions of prthagjanatvam in the Abhidharmako-
Sabhasya and the Yogdacarabhiimi are essentially identical. While it is pos-
sible that the Darstantika position is the source for the common defini-
tion in these two texts, the *Vibhasa does not give us any details.

3. The samskrtalaksanas (marks of the conditioned) are not real dharmas.

Abhidharmako$abhasya®™ — The samskrtalaksanas are not real entities since,
unlike real dharmas such as riipa, they cannot be known by perception,
inference, or scripture.

*Vibhasa®' — The *Vibhasa attributes a denial of the real nature of the
samskrtalaksanas to the Darstantikas.

19 50 50’i skye bo gnas skabs gan la gdags / rnam pa du yod ce na / smras pa | ’jig rten

las ’das pa ’phags pa’i chos ma bskyed pa’i gnas skabs la’o (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 77a8).
MR RIS R A, dbE&E. FRREE-UmitREnsft. EXEEHE.
(T. 1579: 607c8-9). The other passage in the Viniscayasamgrahani that deals with the
cittaviprayuktasamskaras says that prthagjanatvam refers to the seeds of darsanaheya
dharmas in the three worlds that have not yet been destroyed (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 26b1-2;
T. 1579: 587b25-26). I have argued that there is no contradiction between the two defi-
nitions in the Viniscayasamgrahani, or between this and the one favored by Vasubandhu
in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya (Kritzer Rebirth 246-248).

2 tad etad akasam patyata iti sautrantikah / na hy ete jatyadayo dharma dravyatah
samvidyante yatha 'bhivyajyante | kim karanam | pramanabhavat / na hy esam dravyato ‘stitve
kimcid api pramanam asti pratyaksam anumanam daptagamo va yatha riipadinam dharmanam
iti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 76.20-23; T. 1558: 27b24-26; La Vallée Poussin 1: 226; Sam-
ghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-master [T. 1562: 406b16-20; Cox 311-
312] and criticizes it on the grounds that Vasubandhu must accept the provisional reality of
the samskrtalaksanas; according to Samghabhadra, their provisional reality cannot be proven
by perception or scripture, while proof by inference of their provisional reality would imply
proof by inference of their ultimate reality [T. 1562: 406b20-29; Cox 312]; Katd 75.)

*OGHEE . SEABEIER A, AR E D RS A B AR TR . A
FEITREEE R, MGEEBHEIEEBEE (T. 1545: 198a14-17; see also Cox 358 n. 32).

2 %, AFETEBITE A . Bt R k. MHISIE. 2 1E. SR BIE R, Rl ke
FEPE. XEER. SRS LS. ARUREREE Bk, E. IR SRR,
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*Tattvasiddhi® — Jati (birth), vyaya (destruction), sthiti (continued exis-
tence), and anyathatva (change of state, i.e., aging) simply refer to the five
skandhas at various points. They are not separate dharmas.

Yogacarabhimi?* — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiianakaya-
manobhiimi says that the four samskrtalaksanas, including jati, are not real
entities, separate from riipa and the other skandhas.

Comment — Later in his presentation of the Sautrantika argument, Vasu-
bandhu gives his own explanation of the four laksanas: the first arising of
the series of samskaras is jati; the series in the state of cessation is called
vyaya (=anityata [impermanence]); the procession of the series is called

RPABEE. RiiESES, NEUERS . SR, RS RETRR,
FERLZH, TGS, MESER. SR RRE AR, RS 5
Fadat. INEt. IP&RIERTE. That. sEPRSER B . WAIHEIEE (T. 1646: 289b18-29).
This position closely resembles Vasubandhu’s, except that Vasubandhu refers to samskrta-
dharmas, not skandhas: tatra pravahasyadir utpado nivrttir vyayah / sa eva pravaho nuvart-
tamanah sthitih / tasya piarvaparavisesah sthityanyathatvam (AbhidharmakoSabhdasya:
77.6-8; T. 1558: 27c11-12; La Vallée Poussin 1: 227; Samghabhadra identifies this as the
opinion of the siitra-master, who, he says, is following the school of the Sthavira [T. 1562:
407¢9-11; Cox 320] and criticizes it at length [T. 1562: 407c17-408b28; Cox 321-326]).
Vasubandhu’s position, in turn, resembles that of the Viniscayasamgrahant on the Paiica-
vijiianakayamanobhiimi: de lta bas na skye ba la sogs pa yan 'du byed rnams la [btalgs
pa’i yod pa yin par rig par bya’o / de la rgyu yod na ran gi mtshan fiid snon ma byun ba
"grub pa ni ’du byed rnams kyi skye ba Zes bya’o / sna ma las phyi ma gZan iiid du gZan
du ’gyur ba fiid ni "du byed rnams kyi rga ba Zes bya’o / skye ba’i dus tsam la gnas pa ni
"du byed rnams kyi gnas pa Zes bya ste / de Ita bas na skye ba’i skad cig gi "og tu ’jig pa’i
skad cig ni "du byed rnams kyi ’jig pa Zes bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 22a2-4). HUHI"E % fA5E
TR, AEAREBGHTEABHEGESR GBE. Bl T2 aBRE. A
AETTHE R EIES BB, ERIRRGETHES BB, TR (T. 1579: 585c24-28; see
Kritzer Rebirth 234-235).

2 ¢i’i phyir gzugs la sogs pa ’du byed rnams las skye ba dan / rga ba dan | gnas pa
dan / mi rtag pa fiid dag rdzas gZan du yod pa ma yin par khon du chud par bya ?e na
(Yogacarabhimi,: zi 21b1-2). {82 7 fa] FE AN A 1 5 B € 558 RIS (T 1579: 585¢9-
10 [this question is answered in the passage that follows: T. 1579: 585¢10-28; Yogdacara-
bhiimi : zi 21b2-22a4]).

% tatra pravahasyadir utpado nivrttir vyayah / sa eva pravaho "nuvarttamanah sthitih /
tasya purvaparavisesah sthityanyathatvam (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 77.6-8; T. 1558:
27c11-12; La Vallée Poussin 1: 227; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the
stitra-master, who, he says, is following the school of the Sthavira [T. 1562: 407¢9-11; Cox
320] and criticizes it at length [T. 1562: 407c17-408b28; Cox 321-326].) See Kritzer Com-
parison 39.

% de Ita bas na skye ba la sogs pa yan ’du byed rnams la [btalgs pa’i yod pa yin par
rig par bya’o / de la rgyu yod na ran gi mtshan iiid snon ma byun ba ’grub pa ni ’du byed
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sthiti; the difference between earlier and later moments of the stream is
called anyathatva.** This explanation is very similar to one found later in
the passage from the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paricavijiianakayama-
nobhiimi mentioned above:? when, due to causes, formerly non-existent
samskrtadharmas (conditioned dharmas) arise, this is called jati.”® When
the samskrtadharmas that arise later are different from the earlier ones,
this is called jara (old age). When these samskrtadharmas, having arisen,
persist for a limited time, this is called sthiti. And when, after the moment
of arising, the characteristics of these samskrtadharmas are destroyed,
this is called cessation or anityata.

Again, the basic positions of the Sautrantika in the Abhidharmakos-
abhdsya and of the Yogacarabhiimi agree with those of Darstantika and
Harivarman. However, we have no record of the Darstantika explanation
of the individual laksanas, and Harivarman does not use expressions like
abhiitva bhavati (“not having existed, it exists”), which are found through-
out the discussions in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya and the Yogdacarabhiimi.

4. The Buddha did not say that an asamskrtadharma can be a cause.

AbhidharmakoSabhdasya® — The Sautrantikas deny that the Buddha said
that an asamskrta could be a cause. On the contrary, he said that all causes
are impermanent and hence samskrta.

rnams kyi skye ba Zes bya’o / sna ma las phyi ma gZan fiid du gZan du ’gyur ba iiid ni ’du
byed rnams kyi rga ba Zes bya’o | skye ba’i dus tsam la gnas pa ni ’du byed rnams kyi
gnas pa Zes bya ste | de lta bas na skye ba’i skad cig gi "og tu ’jig pa’i skad cig ni ’du
byed rnams kyi ’jig pa Zes bya’o (Yogdcarabhiimi : zi 22a2-4). {14 % AEE 1T P BUERR .
HHAREMEEITIEAR B HEGER A BY . R THEE R BE. T
MBI, FRIMRFHTHESN B, TAEFE (T. 1579: 585¢24-28; not in Tibetan;
see Kritzer Rebirth 234-235). See Kritzer Comparison 39.

26 Miyashita finds in the Yogacarabhiimi the origin of the pen wu chin you (A H457)
theory in the Abhidharmakosabhasya.

2T naiva hi kvacid asamskrtam bhagavata hetur ity uktam/ uktam tu paryayena hetur
iti sautrantikah / katham uktam / ye hetavo ye pratyaya riapasyotpdadaya te 'py anityah /
anityan khalu hetupratyayan pratityotpannam rigpam kuto nityam bhavisyati | evam yavad
vijiianam iti (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 91.13-17; T. 1558: 33¢22-26; La Vallée Poussin 1:
277; not mentioned in Katd).

B EHH. WA BE AR EE. B L AR BIEINEEEA] (T. 1545: 103c21-
23).
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*Vibhasa® — The *Vibhasa mentions an opinion that asamskrtas cannot
be karanahetu, but it does not attribute it to any specific group.

*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)
Yogdcarabhiimi — (nothing relevant)

Comment — This sentence marks the beginning of a very long passage
in which Vasubandhu criticizes the Vaibhasika definitions of asamskrta-
dharmas as real entities. Although the Yogdacarabhiimi does not seem
to include any statement similar to this one, see the following item for
correspondences between the Abhidharmakosabhdsya and the Yogdacara-
bhiimi regarding the unreality of the asamskrtas.

5. The asamskrtas are not real and separate dharmas.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya® — According to the Sautrantika, the asamskrtas
are not real and separate dharmas like riipa, vedana (feeling), etc.

*Vibhasa (1) — The *Vibhasa quotes the Bhadanta as saying that akasa
(space) is prajiapti®' and refutes him.

2 sarvam evasamskrtam adravyam iti sautrantikah / na hi tad riipavedanadivat bha-

vantaram asti (AbhidharmakoSabhdsya: 92.3-4; T. 1558: 34al2-14; La Vallée Poussin 1:
278; Samghabhadra identifies this as the statement of the stitra-master [T. 1562: 429a21-
23] and criticizes it [T. 1562: 429a28]; Kato 75-76).

30 KUERREL. HEZEATEIIERT AN R i, PR G a4 2 B (B AR, PR
HRH MR TR EUR (EAEE. (7R, (R MM SRR, FEEEES. BREZRIHE
EAHIENGEIES Bl EA 28 (T. 1545: 388¢24-29). The other *Vibhasa texts (T. 1546
and T. 1547) attribute this position to Buddhadeva and Dharmatrata, respectively (Katd 22,
128 n. 47).

31 The Samyuktabhidharmahrdaya attributes a similar opinion to Darstantika: Bi#
g E SRR EINIEIEG. SERE, BEEHMEGET (T. 1552: 944a7-9).

2 ERHEH. BUIEEREERIERANE. wERERERVEE AR ERS
(T. 1545: 161a10-12).

3 THE. BEHEIFEREME. HH. B amk, (B RSB EZE (T. 1646: 343c12-
14 [the argument is similar to that of the ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paiicavijiianakaya-
manobhiimi; see below]); &EEl, HRAEEFIK, WRAKE GRS, B2 RKRCDE
# (T. 1646: 343c17-18). &E. FEmigil, (BmEiE, &m0 A 7ex i
(T. 1646: 369a23-25 [a similar denial of the real existence of nirodhasamapatti together
with an admission that it is not totally nonexistent is found in the Vastusamgrahant; see
below]).
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*Vibhasa (2)** — The *Vibhasa attributes to the Darstantikas the opinion
that three types of nirodha (cessation), including pratisamkhyanirodha
(cessation resulting from knowledge) and apratisamkhyanirodha (cessa-
tion not resulting from knowledge), are not real and refutes them.

*Tattvasiddhi®® — Akdasa and nirvana are not real dharmas.
Yogacarabhiimi (1)** — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi says that akasa is simply an appellation expressing the
absence of ripa. If some place does not contain anything, the notion
arises that the place contains akdsa. Therefore, akdsa is only a prajiiapti

and is not real.

Yogacarabhimi (2)* — The Vastusamgrahani, in a definition of *pha-
laprajiiapti (BB, provisionally real by way of being a result), mentions
pratisamkhyanirodha, which, it says, is not non-existent, since it is a result
of the path, but is not really existent, since it is simply a designation for

3 de la nam mkha’ gan Ze na / gzugs med pa tsam gyis rab ti phye ba ni nam mkha’
yin te / ’di ltar gan la gzugs yi rnam pa mi dmigs pa de la nam mkha’i "du Ses *byun bar
"gyur pas de’i phyir de yan btags pa’i yod pa yin par rig par bya’i rdzas su ni ma yin no
(Yogacarabhiimi : zi 39b1-2). 18X 78 v, GHMEFE taIEH TSR, 2 B2, FRLIEM, &
PR TEREE T, SRR AR, A M A SEE DA (T. 1579: 593a15-18).
See also Vastusamgrahani (T. 1579: 879a14-18; not in Tibetan). Yamabe has noted the
similarity between this passage and the Sautrantika opinion in the Abhidharmakosabhasya
(personal communication).

5 RBEHEE. RERERR. ATEE. REER. MOCE—UMETE. ek
T B 57 (T. 1579: 879a5-8; not in Tibetan). The Hsien-yang sheng-chiao lun
gives a definition of pratisamkhyanirodha that is similar but mentions prajiia: ¥##. &8
e (E A R TRETEMEM R (T. 1602: 484¢3-4).

3 50 sor btags pa ma yin pa’i ’gog pa gain fe na / de las gzan pa skye ba’i rkyen mion
du gyur pa na de las gZan pa skye bas / de las gZzan pa mi skye Zin iie bar i ba’i "gog pa
tsam ni so sor btags pa ma yin pa’i ’gog pa Zes bya ste | gan de’i tshe na ma skyes Sin
skye bas’i dus las thal ba de ni de’i tshe na ma yan skye bar mi ’gyur bas / de’i phyir de
yan btags pa’i yod pa yin gyi rdzas su yod pa ni ma yin te / de’i ran gi mtshan fiid ni gZzan
cun zad kyan mi dmigs so / de yan chos kyi rnam pa dan ma bral ba’i phyir dus gZan gyi
tshe rkyen dan phrad na "byun bar ’gyur bas de’i phyir so sor btags pa ma yin pa’i 'gog
pa de ni gtan du ba ma yin no (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 39b2-5). Bx=MIEER, SEEeETE
BBLAET. BRIFERERAE . MEDAMERR RIEIRIE. EPTRE LR BRSO A R
AR, Rt R BAIERY A, FTLLE M. R g E . tiE TR
e, EREREY BT, RBIEERNIE—E (T. 1579: 593a19-25). See also Vastu-
samgrahant (T. 1579: 879a18-20; not in Tibetan). Yamabe has noted the similarity between
this passage and the Sautrantika opinion in the Abhidharmakosabhasya (personal commu-
nication).
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the total non-arising in the future of klesas (defilements) that have already
been destroyed.

Yogacdarabhiimi (3)*® — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi says that apratisamkhyanirodha is simply an appella-
tion expressing destruction or pacification when a certain dharma, its
conditions for arising having been actualized, does not arise because
another dharma arises. Whenever the time for a dharma to arise is
exceeded, that dharma is destroyed and will not arise. (However, if the
conditions for arising are encountered, it may arise in the future, so this
is not a perma-
nent destruction.) Because it has no separate svalaksana (characteristic
mark), apratisamkhydanirodha is a prajiiapti, not a real entity.

Comment — I have not found any passage in the Yogdcarabhiimi that explic-
itly states that the category of asamskrta is not really existent. However,
in the passages referred to, the Yogdcdarabhiimi questions or denies the real
existence of akasa, pratisamkhyanirodha, and apratisamkhyanirodha. Its
definition of akdsa is very similar to that of the Sautrantika, according to
whom akdasa is nothing more than the absence of that which is tangible.?” The
definitions of pratisamkhyanirodha are also similar, although the Sautrantika
definition stresses the role of knowledge,*® which is not mentioned in the
Yogdcarabhiimi. Finally, the Sautrantika defines apratisamkhyanirodha as
the non-arising of dharmas due not to knowledge but to a lack of causes
for their arising.* Like the definition in the Yogdcarabhiimi, this insists that

3T sprastavyabhavamadtram akasam / tadyatha hy andhakdre pratighdtam avindanta

akasam ity ahuh (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 92.4-5; 34al14-16; La Vallée Poussin 1: 279;
Samghabhadra identifies this as the statement of the stitra-master [T. 1562: 429a23-25] and
criticizes it at great length [T. 1562: 429a28-430a7]). See Kritzer Comparison 53.

3 utpannanu$ayajanmanirodhah pratisamkhyabalendanyasyanutpadah pratisamkhyd-
nirodhah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 92.5-6; T. 1558: 34al7; La Vallée Poussin 1: 279;
Samghabhadra identifies this as the statement of the sttra-master [T. 1562: 429a25-26] and
criticizes it at very great length [T. 1562: 430a18-434b7]). See Kritzer Comparison 54.

3 vinaiva pratisamkhyaya pratyayavaikalyad anutpado yah so ’pratisamkhydanirodhah
/ tad yatha nikayasabhagasesasyantaramarane (AbhidharmakoSabhasya: 92.7-8; T. 1558:
34al8; La Vallée Poussin 1: 279; Samghabhadra identifies this as the statement of the siitra-
master [T. 1562: 429a26-27] and criticizes it at great length [T. 1562: 434b8-435b2]). See
Kritzer Comparison 55.

4 naimittiko hi nama bhagavan syad evam sati na punah saksatkari / tasmat sarvam
icchamatrena bhagavan janatiti sautrantikah / acintyo hi buddhanam buddhavisaya ity
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apratisamkhyanirodha, as the non-existence of something, can only be a
prajiiapti, not a real dharma. However, the phrasing is somewhat differ-
ent, and I am not sure that the two definitions are completely in agreement.

6. The Buddha knows the future directly.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya*® — Concerning the question of the Buddha’s
knowledge of the future, the Sautrantikas say that the Buddha knows it
directly. Vasubandhu adds that the Buddha knows by merely wishing and
explains that the Lord has said, “the Buddha-range of the Buddhas is
acintya (unimaginable).”

*Vibhasa*' — The *Vibhasa refutes two other theories, which it does
not attribute to a specific group, of how the Buddha knows the future (by
inference or by means of a mark in beings’ samtatis that indicates the
future results of their actions) and accepts the idea that he knows it
directly.

uktam bhagavata (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 99.9-11; T. 1558: 37a2-4; La Vallée Poussin
1: 304-305; Katd 76).

B E, B, R GREBTE, AR, SR, SR ELE R TE.
TEAATGRI AR . S AR, AT EY T AR, AR AR R G B
MRS, AR ERXTR, AR, R TEERHIE, G E K.
HAPT A KB, A RN R, SR E B, S AR E TR, R
FEREE.

HERMEL. ATEETRE LR, EAEETERE, e B, (F R s IR R
S, HAT A P AREE R, SRR SR . BE B

FH., AEVEUES, VR, (FRAM R AR MR LR B R, (R ERL
FEVE . ARAGEBIIELL. R RBHIEN]. FoRREM. sRMELEm A x5, mhk
BUAL a2 FE AR AR AR . R 3 ARSI B A o R B, R R R &
IR, BUEBLSE. BUE RS, SE RS, B T (T, 1545: 51b15-¢6).

2SO B E R . DIER ASEER 7). WIERIER ). R e
., HIGE R AR A R AT AL S, AR, SRR AR S SRR
EH, EVIIE. AR, ME. IR R R RIER. it FAERS. FH.
FRIERRTT. MIESER. B BEE —. R ATTARGE . X TR ERR SRS L,
R AR, SRR ERBEENGERE. MBI E, M. SR as s
71, D=t R R, Bea i, rblE . sRE 8RR AR, BN EHE . X
TR F AR b, B F A R BLED (T. 1646: 240a26-b10). See Kritzer “Unthinkable”
69-71.

4 gZhan yan dgra bcom pa ni siioms par fugs na miiam par bzag pa yin la lais na miiam
par ma bzag pa yin gyi / de bZin gSegs pa la ni gnas skabs thams cad du sems miiam par
ma bzag pa med pa dai (Yogacarabhiimi,: *i 114a5-6); NP[ig%ea A FHIREE. &
HEFHIARGE. MRS —EA HEAEG (T. 1579: 738¢7-9).
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*Tattvasiddhi*® — Knowledge of the causes and effects of actions is very
profound because the Buddha knows past and future dharmas even though
they do not exist.

Yogacarabhiimi®® — In the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Bodhisattvabhiimi,
the Tathagata is said never to have an unconcentrated thought, while the
arhat is said to be concentrated when he is in samdapatti (meditative trance)
but not after he exits.

Comment — The position that the Buddha knows the future directly is in
agreement with the *Vibhdsa, and Samghabhadra does not attack it. How-
ever, P’u-kuang notes that there are two possible Sautrantika explana-
tions of knowing by merely wishing. One of these is based on the notion
that the Buddha never has an unconcentrated thought (T. 1821: 135b15-
¢6). This position is unacceptable to the Vaibhasikas. For a more detailed
analysis of this passage, see Kritzer “Unthinkable.”

7. In ariipyadhatu there is no support for consciousness external to con-
sciousness itself.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya** — According to Vasubandhu, in ariipyadhatu
(the immaterial realm) there is no support for consciousness other than
the stream of consciousness itself. According to the Abhidharmikas, the
support is nikayasabhaga (the homogeneous character of beings)® and
Jjivitendriya (life-force). The aksepahetu (projecting cause) is sufficient
to establish the stream of consciousness in a new lifetime; if this cause

# tasman nasty ariipinam sattvanam cittasantater anyo [The first edition gives anyam,
while the second edition gives anyonyam. 1 have corrected this on the basis of the Chinese
and the Tibetan translations] nisraya iti sautrantikah / api tu yasyas cittasantater aksepa-
hetur avitatrsno riipe tasyah saha ripena sambhavad ripam nisritya pravrttir yasyas tu hetur
vitatrsno ripe tasya anapeksya ripam pravrttih / hetos tadvimukhatvad iti (Abhidhar-
makoSabhasya: 112.18-20; T. 1558: 41b17-20; La Vallée Poussin 2: 6; Samghabhadra
identifies this as the opinion of the sutra-master [T. 1562: 458c4] and criticizes it [T. 1562:
458c4-458c25]; Kato 76).

4 For this translation, see Cox (107).

* HRERRERA AR OERIKEE, B e R G ORI R IR 45 thhE
BoER. HEESCEERTEIKERIETNR. WEEEHOERIKS Y, REaE
LHHRUR TSR, SR aBURE S . a2 30 O HEIEIT (T. 1545: 137a23-29).

7 EH. SEEEGME. mHFEC. HHAW. AKERRE. XEERFTK.
FEZENE. @A, RAEN. FKER. REE aEmicEY. SAERER,
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is an action that is free from desire pertaining to riipa, the stream of con-
sciousness will evolve without requiring riipa as its support.

*Vibhasa*® — The *Vibhasa mentions an opinion that the stream of con-
sciousness in dripyadhdtu does not have a support. It does not attribute
this opinion to a specific school but simply refutes it with the Abhidhar-
mika position mentioned above.

*Tattvasiddhi*’ — Rebirth in ripadhdtu (the subtle material realm) after
the rilpasamtati (material continuity) has been interrupted by birth in
ariipyadhatu is mentioned as an example of something arising without a

R, RELMEA (T. 1646: 262b10-15). £+ MmERE MK, FH. R AR
AR, SR, WKL, ARLIE M. MR, Faaema ., 58 a8l [KEEITEE
{F. Boma R, RERmE, SORGEBGRE. P SREESENERE. k. IF
EMAREES, —UIRH0E. HE A (T. 1646: 266b7-12).

4 gal te rnam par Ses pa gzugs kyi sa bon dan ldan pa ma yin du zin na / so so’i skye
bo gzugs med pa rnams su skyes pa tshe zad cin las zad nas de nas ’ci 'pho Zin yan 'og
tu skye pa’i gzugs kyi sa bon med pas *byun bar mi ’gyur ba Zig na 'byun ste / de lta bas
na gzugs kyi sa bon dan ldan pa’i rnam par Ses pa de la brten nas / de’i gzugs *byun bar
rig par bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 16b4-6; see Schmithausen 21, 288 n. 172 b). X &&#
BIkeiE ThEEE. ERERAE, REERERRCRETH., aREFERESE,
SV EE, RREMHEE TR, DIB&&EEEE (T, 1579: 583¢7-10). An
explanation of the mutual dependence of vijiidna and namariipa in the Savitarkadibhiimi
pratityasamutpada exposition contains a somewhat similar explanation of how riipa can
resume: aripyesu punar namdasritam ripam bijasritam (corrected from jivasritam on the
basis of the manuscript by Schmithausen [ 469 n. 1135]) ca vijianam vijianasritam
namaripabijam ca pravartate / yatah punar bijat samucchinnasyapi ripasydayatyam
pradurbhavo bhavaty ayam atrapi visesah (Yogacarabhiimi: 200.1-3). gzugs med pa rnams
na ni rnam par Ses pa min la brten cin / gzugs kyi sa bon la yan brten la / gzugs kyi sa
bon dan min yan rnam par Ses pa la brten cin ’jug ste / ’di ltar gzugs yons su chad pa las
phyis sa bon las *byun bar ’gyur te / 'di la yan bye brag de yod do (Yogdcarabhiimi,: dzi
116b1-2). EREER, LABIK, Rt ETBR, BEEE. LEBIRE R aETHE. i)t
fE7. b, R EB4E (T. 1579: 321b14-17; see Yamabe Yugashichiron). The Vastu-
samgrahant also says that the bijas of riipa exist in aripyadhatu consciousness: gzugs
med pa dag ni rnam par Ses pa min la yan brten la gzugs kyi sa bon la yan brten to / min
dan gzugs kyi sa bon yan rnam par Ses pa la brten cin 'dug ste / gzugs kyi rgyun chad zin
pa las kyan gzugs kyi sa bon de las phyi ma la *byun bar ’gyur te / 'di la yan bye brag ni
[Derge adds de] yod do (Yogacarabhiimi,: i 285b7-286al). TEMEE S, A WA, (RN 2
RatE T AR eEiEGRmeE. dikha il RMEREES:. mEaBithEs
(T. 1579: 827¢29-828b3).

4 tatra vasanahetvadhisthanam adhisthayaksepahetuh prajiiapyate / tat kasya hetoh /
tatha hi / Subhasubhakarmaparibhavitah samskaras traidhatukestanistagatisv istanistatma-
bhavan aksipanti. (Yogacarabhiimi: 107.20-108.2). de la rgyu’i gnas bag chags la brten
nas / ’phen pa’i rgyu ’dogs par byed de / de ci’i phyir Ze na / 'di ltar dge ba dan / mi dge
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cause. Consciousness in dripyadhatu is said to be without support: dhar-
mas are able to exist without support.

Yogacarabhimi (1) — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi says that, if consciousness did not contain the seeds of
riipa, rebirth after falling from ariapyadhdtu would be impossible.

Yogacarabhimi (2)* — The Savitarkadibhiimi specifies that the
samskaras perfumed by karma, i.e., aksepahetu, which consists of bijas,
project a new lifetime in all three realms.

Yogacarabhiimi (3)° — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Cintamayt Bhiimi
includes nikayasabhdga and jivitendriya, along with the other cittavipra-
yuktasamskaras, in a long list of samskrtadharmas that are prajiiapti and
thus not real.

Comment — The issue here is the support of consciousness in aripya-
dhatu, where its usual support, the body, cannot exist. The Vaibhasika
solution is that two cittaviprayuktasamskaras, nikayasabhdagata and jivi-
tendriya, ensure that the disembodied consciousness doesn’t simply die
in this realm. In the Yogacarabhiimi, on the other hand, consciousness
itself is the support. However, as Schmithausen points out, the explanation

ba’i las kyis yons su bsgos pa’i ’du byed rnams kyis khams gsum du sdug pa dan / mi sdug
pa’i "gro ba rnams su / sdug pa dan mi sdug pa’i lus rnams ’phen par byed pa dan / de
fiid kyi dban gis phyi rol gyi dnos po rnams kyan / phan sum tshogs pa dan / rgud par ’gyur
ba’i phyir te / de bas na ’du byed rnams kyi dge ba dan mi dge ba’i las kyi bag chags la
brten nas "phen pa’i rgyu dogs so (Yogacarabhiimi : dzi 64b5-8). {RERHAKER. fiax#ES
(A, FrLIE . @A R E Y = WaT. MEAERPES | FAF A, XENditE -
VS, MUK TH ANFEERIRER. fEsE5 A (T. 1579: 301628-¢3). For other
relevant definitions of aksepahetu in the Yogacarabhiimi, see Kritzer Rebirth 155-165.

0 dus byas kyi min can gyi dios po la skye ba dan / rga ba dan / gnas pa dan / mi
rtag pa dan / sa bon dan rnam par rig byed dan / rnam par rig byed ma yin pa dan / thob
pa dan / thob pa ma yin pa dan / srog gi dban po dan / ris mthun pa dan / min gi tshogs
dan / tshig gi tshogs dan / yi ge’i tshogs rnams dan so so’i skye bo iiid dan / tshogs pa
dan ma tshogs pa dan / ’jug pa so sor nes pa dan / sbyor ba dan / mgyogs pa dan / go
rims dan / dus dan yul dan grans fie bar *dogs pa dan (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 208a4-6). &S
BEMAEHE, B REREE T, ARERGBGIRES. 250855 82EH. 1
EAFEG M E BAHTE PaE S B (T. 1579: 659a12-16).

S Lamotte Samdhinirmocana 55 (5.2); Yogacarabhiimi,: i 58a2-5; T. 1579: 718al7-
23; see Schmithausen 47, 320 ns. 329, 330.

52 Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 4a8-4b5; T. 1579: 580a2-12; Schmithausen 51.
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of how consciousness acts as a support develops over the course of the
compilation of the text. In Yogdacarabhimi (1), quoted above, conscious-
ness is taken to mean the six ordinary types of consciousness, which are
said to contain the seeds of riipa. Schmithausen thinks that the concept
of bija here, according to which consciousness and the material sense
faculties contain each other’s seeds, predates the theory of alayavijiiana
(21, 285-288, ns. 170-172).

Schmithausen, on the other hand, also refers to two other passages, one
in the Samdhinirmocanasiitra,® the other in what he calls the “Pravritti
Portion” of the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paricavijianakayamanob-
hitmi.>? He infers that in both passages the dlayavijiiana (store-conscious-
ness) acts as the asraya (support) of the new being in aripyadhatu. If 1
understand him correctly, he thinks these passages are significant because
they are on different sides of a dividing line in the development of the con-
cept of alayavijiiana. The relevant chapter of the Samdhinirmocana, accord-
ing to Schmithausen, still conceives of the alayavijiiana (or ddanavijiiana
[the appropriating consciousness]) as “sticking in the body” (50). However,
it also states that, in aripyadhatu, the adanavijiiana does not appropriate
the body, which does not exist there. Thus, the ddanavijiiana mentioned here
represents an intermediate stage between the six ordinary consciousnesses
containing the seeds of riipa and the more fully developed alayavijiiana of
the “Pravrtti Portion,” in which the association of the alayavijiiana with
the physical body no longer applies (51). This alayavijiiana supplants the
physical body as the asraya of all beings in the realms in which a physi-
cal body exists, as well as providing an a@sraya for beings without bodies.

Vasubandhu’s claim that the cittasamtati (mental continuity) is a suffi-
cient support for beings in aripyadhatu shows that he thinks that con-
sciousness can function as asraya. However, it is difficult to show a clear
connection between Vasubandhu’s statement and the passages I have
identified in the Yogdcarabhiimi. His statement about the projecting cause
is perhaps related to Yogacarabhiimi (2), but the context of that passage,
an explanation of the ten types of causes, is quite different. As for
Yogacarabhiimi (3), Vasubandhu’s implicit denial of nikayasabhdga and
Jjivitendriya is in line with the Yogdcarabhiimi’s denial of the reality of
cittaviprayuktasamskaras. However, his focus here is not on nikayasa-
bhaga and jivitendriya.
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The term cittasamtati suggests the six ordinary consciousnesses, which
points to Yogdcarabhiimi (1), but Vasubandhu does not explain the mech-
anism by which ordinary consciousness could again produce a physical
body when a being is reborn in a lower realm. Elsewhere, in a well-known
passage concerning the question of how consciousness can resume after
unconscious states like nirodhasamapatti (trance of cessation), Vasuban-
dhu quotes the opinion of the piirvacaryas, who make an analogy to the
question of how the sense faculties and body can resume when one is
reborn in a lower realm after a period in ariipyadhdtu. According to these
pirvdacaryas, the fact that consciousness and the sense faculties contain
each other’s seeds answers both questions.>® This is the same theory of
bija that underlies Yogdacarabhiimi (1). However, in our current passage,
Vasubandhu does not mention mutual seeding.

Nor does Vasubandhu refer to mutual seeding in yet another passage
in which he explains the resumption of riipa after rebirth from aripya-
dhatu into a lower realm. Here he states that the arising of riipa is due
solely to consciousness, the consciousness that was impregnated by the
vipakahetu (cause of fruition) of that rijpa.>* Kato, who points out that
Piarnavardhana identifies this as a Sautrantika opinion, thinks that this
passage is another expression of a theory of mutual seeding (261), and
Yamabe (Yugashichiron) seems to agree with Katd. However, the word
bija does not appear. Nor does Vasubandhu refer to the other aspect of
mutual seeding, the arising of consciousness from ripa. I think that this
passage is more similar to the Sautrantika statement under discussion here
(that there is no support for consciousness in ariipyadhdtu besides con-
sciousness itself) than to the opinion of the pirvacaryas.

Therefore, it is possible that Vasubandhu distinguishes between the
idea of the piirvacaryas and that of the Sautrantikas. Since Vasubandhu

3 apare punar ahuh / katham tavad aripyopapannanam ciraniruddhe ’pi riipe punar
api rilpam jayate / cittad eva hi taj jayate na riipat / evam cittam apy asmad eva sendriyat
kayaj jayate na cittat | anyonyabijakam hy etad ubhayam yaduta cittam ca sendriyas ca
kaya iti piurvacaryah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 72.18-21; T. 1558: 25c¢22-26; La Vallée
Poussin 1: 212; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the sutra-master and criti-
cizes this statement along with the seed theory that underlies it [T. 1562: 404a2-20; Cox
273-274]).This passage and its relationship to the Yogdacarabhiimi have been discussed by
Hakamaya, Schmithausen (285 n. 170), and Yamabe (Yugashichiron).

3 ripasya cittad evotpattis tadvipakahetuparibhavital labdhavrttitas (Abhidharmako-
Sabhasya: 435.20: T. 1558: 146b2-3; La Vallée Poussin 5: 142).
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does not use the terms alayavijiiana or dadanavijiiana, there is no obvious
connection between the Sautrantika position here and the passages men-
tioned by Schmithausen. Nevertheless, Vasubandhu says that the beings
in ariipyadhatu have “no support other than the stream of conscious-
ness”’; he does not say that their support is the seeds of riipa contained
in the stream of consciousness. Thus it seems as though the Sautrantika
statement is based on a notion of a consciousness that has already “tran-
scended its original feature of essentially being bound, and somehow
subordinate, to corporeal matter, and has rather in its turn become a fun-
damental constituent of personality” (Schmithausen 51). Furthermore, in
the Karmasiddhiprakarana, Vasubandhu adduces the inability of nika-
yasabhagata and jivitendriya to act as a support for consciousness in
ariipyadhatu as proof that there exists a consciousness that can contain
seeds and that is different from the six ordinary consciousnesses, namely
the vipakavijiiana (maturation consciousness) or alayavijiiana (Lamotte
Traité 198.34-199.13, 248-249.)> If we admit the possibility that the term
cittasamtati can stand for alayavijiiana,”® the connection between the pas-
sage in the AbhidharmakosSabhasya and the Yogdacdarabhiimi becomes more

35 The same argument also is found in the Mahayanasamgraha (Lamotte La Somme
1: 39.1-4; 2: 61-62).

6 Schmithausen takes Odani to task for equating cittasamtati with alayavijiiana in the
context of the Maulibhiimi of the Yogdcarabhiimi on the grounds that this is “inadmissi-
ble if we are to understand the materials of the Yogdcdarabhiimi in their original sense, and
not from the point of view of later systematization” (342 n. 442). However, in the case
of the Abhidharmakosabhasya, Vasubandhu, unlike the author of the Maulibhimi, was
presumably familiar with a concept of alayavijiiana that was systematized to at least some
degree. Therefore, it is not impossible that he intentionally substituted the term cittasamtati,
which was current in abhidharma texts, for alayavijiiana, which, of course, was not.

37 These are gods living in the second dhyana heaven of ripadhdtu. See La Vallée
Poussin 2: 18-20.

8 sautrantika vydacaksate / siitra uktam yathd te nandatvasamjitinah / tatra ye sattva abhds-
vare devanikaye ’ciropapanna bhavanti naiva samvarttanikusala na vivarttanikusala asya lokasya
te tam arcisam drstva bhitah santa udvijante samvegam apadyante / sahaivaisa ’rcih Sinyam
brahmam vimanam dagdhva 'rvag agamisyatiti / tatra ye sattva abhdsvare devanikaye ciropa-
pannah samvarttanikusala vivarttanikusalas casya lokasya te tan sattvan bhitan asvasayanti | ma
bhaista marsah ma bhaista marsah / piirvam apy esa ’rcih Siinyam brahmam vimanam dagdhva
traivantarhite ti / ato ’rcih agamavyapagama samjiitvat bhita bhitasamjiitvac ca te nanat-
vasamjiiino na sukhaduhkhdasukhasamjiitvad iti (AbhidharmakoSabhasya: 116.16-23; T. 1558:
43a10-19; La Vallée Poussin 2: 20; Samghabhadra identifies this as the position of the sitra-
master [T. 1562: 463b5] and criticizes it [T. 1562: 463b6-11]; Kato 76).
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likely. However, I shall have more to say later about the absence of the
term alayavijiiana in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya.

8. The Abhasvara gods®” have different ideas because some of them have
the idea of fear, while others do not.

AbhidharmakoSabhdsya®® — The Abhasvara gods are said to have dif-
ferent ideas because, at the time of the destruction of the universe, some
of them have the idea of fear, while others do not. (According to the
Vaibhasikas, it is because their feelings alternate between pleasant and nei-
ther-pleasant-nor-unpleasant.)

*Vibhasa (1)® — The *Vibhdsa says that the Abhasvara gods have diffe-
rent ideas, because their feelings alternate between pleasant and neither-
pleasant-nor-unpleasant.

*Vibhasa (2)® — The *Vibhdasa also mentions the sitra®' that states that
some Abhasvara gods are not afraid of the conflagration.

*Vibhasa (3)%> — It quotes the same siitra describing Abhasvara gods as
being afraid.

*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)

Y Beafes R, ELFR. 2B, FRSMEE. 5—4&. HEEN
B, —HEEIRSUEA]. EEE, A A REAE YA (T. 1545: 707b2-6).

0 AR EALET . WEEER. SR E . FROLFRE. MARREEH G
DA TGS . AAIZMA N0, FREE RIS ARz S = BIAME I (T. 1545:
386b5-9).

! The Saptasiiryavakarana of the Dirghdgama (T. 1: 429a22-29; see La Vallée Poussin
2: 20).

62 TE M. EHEMd, mEAy&E LSRR RKEE R E FIgE.
BRFREERA. MHREAE TH. RERRERTS. 2 RGET S EE R
(T. 1545: 690b21-25).

9 od gsal gyi lha gnas na ni sha phyir skyes pa rnams / tshans pa’i ’jig rten tshig pa’i
me lce mthon ba las ’jigs pa dan / mi ’jigs pa’i ’du Ses su ’gyur bas / de dag ni 'du Ses
mi ’dra bar rig par bya’o (Yogdcarabhiimi,: dzi 211a5-6). HBERREREE. BT
fadsoR, MHER AR, SR A XA (T, 1579: 354¢20-22).

% Pratityasamutpada is the principle of conditioned origination, often expressed in a
twelve-membered formula; according to the avasthika interpretation, each member of the
formula represents a different state (avastha) of the five skandhas.

5 atra tu sautrantika vijiapayanti / kim khalv eta istaya ucyante ya yasyestir ahosvit
satrarthah / satrartha ity aha / yadi sitrartho naisa satrarthah / katham krtva / yat tavad
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Yogacarabhimi® — According to the Srutamayi Bhiimi, the Abhasvaras
have different ideas because when they see Brahma’s conflagration, some
are afraid and some are not.

Comment — Vasubandhu and the Yogacarabhiimi clearly agree here. The
*Vibhasa does not seem to recognize a controversy about what it means
for these gods to have different ideas.

9. The avasthika (static) interpretation of pratityasamutpada® cannot be
justified by siitra.

Abhidharmako$abhasya® — Vasubandhu criticizes the avasthika inter-
pretation of pratityasamutpdda. He says that it cannot be justified by
sitra because the Pratityasamutpdadasiitra is nitartha (of explicit mean-

ing).
*Vibhasa — (nothing relevant)
*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)

Yogacarabhiimi — (In the exposition of pratityasamutpada in the Savi-
t a r -
kadibhiimi, the explanation of the individual members essentially follows
and comments upon the Pratityasamutpdadasiitra [T. 1579: 322b2-324al5;
Yogacarabhiimi: 204.1-212.3; see Kritzer Rebirth 33-52 for a summary
of this section]. Due to the length of the passage, I do not provide the text.)

uktam avasthika esa pratityasamutpado dvadasapanicaskandhika avastha dvadasanganity
etad utstitram / siitre ’nyatha nirdesad / avidya katama / yat tat piirvante ’jiianam iti vista-
rena / yac ca nitartham na tat punar neyam bhavatiti naisa sitrarthah (Abhidharmakosa-
bhasya: 136.14-18; T. 1558: 50a7-13; La Vallée Poussin 2: 75; Samghabhadra identifies
this as the opinion of the siitra-master, relates it to the last of the Sthavira’s six arguments
against the avasthika interpretation, and refutes it [T. 1562: 495¢22-496a10; Katd 76]).

% See Kritzer Rebirth 183-189.

7 sangitiparyaye coktam mahasamudrad audarikah pranino jalat sthalam abhiruhya
sikatasthale 'ndani sthapayitva sikatabhir avastabhya punar api mahasamudre ’vataranti
/ tatra yasam matinam andany arabhya smrtir na musyate tany andani na pitibhavanti
yasam tu musyate tani pitibhavanti / tad etan na varnayanti sautrantikah / ma bhit para-
kiyendaharenahdra iti / evam tu varnayanti /yesam andanam mataram darabhya smrtir na
musyate tani na pitibhavanti / yesam tu musyate tani piitibhavanti / tasyah sparsavasthayah
smarantiti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 154.4-7; T. 1558: 55b28-c1; La Vallée Poussin 2: 125;
Kato 76-77).
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Comment — Although the Yogdacarabhiimi does not contain an explicit
criticism of the Vaibhasika avasthika interpretation, Vasubandhu seems
to follow the Savitarkadibhiimi in relying on the Pratityasamutpadasiitra %

10. The Samgitiparydya is criticized for its statement that large sea-
beings, after they lay their eggs on the shore, provide nourishment in
the form of manahsamcetana (mental action or volition) by thinking
of their eggs.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya® — Vasubandhu criticizes the Samgitiparyaya
for its statement that large sea-beings, after they lay their eggs on the shore,
provide nurture in the form of manahsamcetana by thinking of their eggs.
The Sautrantikas say that one being’s thought cannot be nourishment for
another being. Instead, the eggs, by thinking of their mother, provide such
nourishment for themselves.®

% La Vallée Poussin says that some commentators specify “Sautrantika” here, but so far
the only texts that I’ve found that use the word are the Sanskrit text of the Abhidharmakos-
abhdsya and Paramartha’s translation (T. 1559: 212c8). Neither the Tibetan (gu 162b1-4)
nor Hsiian-tsang’s translation mentions whose opinion this is. Yasomitra, Samghabhadra,
and Pu-kuang likewise fail to attribute the position to any teacher or school. Fa-pao men-
tions only that it is Vasubandhu’s preferred opinion (T. 1822: 612b14-15). According to
Yamaguchi and Funahashi, none of the commentators attributes it to Sautrantika (343 n. 8).

Katd notes that Hsiian-tsang omits “Sautrantika” for reasons unclear. He also mentions
that Samghabhadra does not identify whose opinion this is (76-77).

As Saeki notes (2: 450), the opinion that Vasubandhu quotes from the Samgitiparyaya
is an alternate opinion in the *Vibhasa (T. 1545: 676b20-21). But Saeki does not note that
the opinion that Vasubandhu prefers, which is attributed to the Sautrantikas in the Sanskrit
and in Paramartha’s translation, is actually the preferred opinion of the *Vibhasa (T. 1545:
676b16-20) and is what is said in the Samgitiparyaya (T. 1536: 400c7-11). The *Vibhasa
(T. 1545: 676b21-23) refutes the alternate opinion with the same argument as Vasubandhu’s.
Yamaguchi and Funahashi do not mention this discrepancy.

The opinion favored by Vasubandhu is also given in the *Samyuktabhidharmahrdaya
(T. 1552: 952¢8-9).

Van den Broeck suggests that Hsiian-tsang altered the text of the Samgitiparydya on the basis
of Vasubandhu’s opinion, but he does not give any real basis for his suggestion (100 n. 7).

O HHBAN, ZRHA. MERMS. BREREREE, TR, LY
BT R A . IHTEINEE S R S AR, SRR R IR TR . BT BE
IR, HERimE. &RMEEI S TR IR, BEEZHINER. tAEH, L,
LI A RERF B . R RETSUN R E (T, 1545: 676b16-23).

0 nasti samsthanam dravyata iti sautrantikah / ekadinmukhe hi bhityasi varna utpanne
dirgham ritpam iti prajiiapyate / tam evapeksyalpiyasi hrasvam iti / caturdisam bhiiyasi



352 ROBERT KRITZER

*Vibhasa® — The *Vibhasa quotes the same passage from the Samgitipa-
ryaya and refutes it using the same argument as Vasubandhu.

*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)
Yogacarabhiimi — (nothing relevant)

Comment — Most texts do not consider this a Sautrantika opinion; fur-
thermore, the actual position of the Samgitiparyaya is not clear. There-
fore, it is hard to know what to make of this passage.

11. Samsthanariipa is a prajiapti.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya’™ — Samsthanariipa (matter as shape) is only a
prajidapti, because if it were real, then a single samsthanariipa would be
perceived by two riipindriyas (material sense organs), i.e., the eye, which
would see the shape, and the faculty of touch, which would feel it. In fact,
it is simply a designation for quantities of varna (matter as color) arranged
in various ways.

*Vibhasa — (see the following item)

caturasram iti / sarvatra same vrttim iti / evam sarvam / tad yatha ’latam ekasyam disi
deSantaresv anantaresu nirantaram asu drsSyamanam dirgham iti pratiyate sarvato drsya-
manam mandalam iti na tu khalu jatyantaram asti samsthanam / yadi hi syat dvigrahyam
svat caksusa hi drstva dirgham ity avasiyate kayendriyenapi sprstveti dvabhyam asya
grahanam prapnuyat / na ca ripayatanasya dvabhyam grahanam asti / yatha va sprastavye
dirghddigrahanam tatha varne sambhavyatam (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 194.14-21; T. 1558:
68bl1-11; La Vallée Poussin 3: 8-9; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-
master [T. 1562: 535¢23-536a4] and criticizes it at length [T. 1562: 536a4-b5]; not men-
tioned in Kato).

"V athedanim kayasya gatim nirakrtya samsthanam ca tatra bhavantah sautrantikah kam
kayavijiiaptim prajiiapayanti / samsthanam eva hi te kayavijiiaptim prajiiapayanti / na tu
punar dravyatah (Abhidharmakosabhdasya: 195.15-17; T. 1558: 68c8-9; La Vallée Poussin
3: 12; Samghabhadra says that the siitra-master is stating the opinion of his own school
[T. 1562: 537a25-26] and criticizes it at length [T. 1562: 537a27-b13]; Kato 77). In the
course of this argument, Samghabhadra refers to Sautrantika three times (T.1562: 537b3, b7,
b8). It seems as though he is all but identifying Sautrantika as the school of the siitra-master.

2 As Katd points out (77), the implication of the whole Sautrantika argument about
vijiiapti (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 195.15-196.2) is that all karma is cetana. The *Vibhasa
attributes such a position to the Darstantikas: XM &E . HEEEEL—E (T. 1545:
587a7-8; see Kato 71).

RS RERE. HEREFEREBZM. HFARIEEEN A @ 5. &
B FREFEEE (T. 1545: 634c26-28). We know that 1 refers to the Darstantikas because
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*Tattvasiddhi — (see the following item)
Yogacarabhiimi — (see the following item)

Comment — (see the following item)

12. Kayavijiiapti (physically manifested matter) is samsthana, which is
a prajnapti.
AbhidharmakosSabhasya’" — The Sautrantika answer to the Sarvastivadins’

question regarding the nature of kayavijiiapti is that it is samsthdana, which
is, however, prajiiapti, not dravya (substantially real).””

*Vibhasa® — The Darstantika objects: “If vijiiapti and avijiiapti are riipa,
then what are blue, yellow, red, and white?” The *Vibhasa answers that
it is not the case that there is no riipa besides varna. Kayavijiiapti is sam-
sthana, not varna.

*Tattvasiddhi’™ — Samsthana is nothing other than ripa (i.e., varna).
If there is no color, there can be no perception of shape, while if shape

the stated purpose of the whole section is to refute the Darstantika opinion that vijiiapti
and avijiapti are unreal (T. 1545: 634c9-10).

" NE., FESELBE A, WEHEH. RARGER. 2REM. ME. A3, ¥
(mistakenly for J£?) BINEE A, FLIER. S EARESHFEEG. EH. BER
2 ER. ML, HHElIRE RSO, BERSRE, BETFEE. CmEAE. 8
ARE (T. 1646: 273a23-28).

3 rin po dan thun nu fid la sogs pa gan dag dbyibs Zes bya ba de dag kyan ci rdzas
su yod pa 'am / btags pa’i yod pa yin par brjod bar bya Ze na / smras pa / btags pa’i yod
pa yin par brjod par bya’o / de ci’i phyir Ze na / bsags pa las gnas pa ni dbyibs Ses bya
ba’i nes pa’i tshig yin pa dan bsags pa tsam dmigs pa dan | mtshan iiid las gZzan pa’i don
mi dmigs pa dan / bltos Sin bltos na no bo iid "dres par *gyur ba dan (Yogacarabhiimi,:
zi 56al-3). MH#REE FHEE. EESRABREN. BESEE. LK. FEMER
BRI, WHKERETE. BEEERTER. XuE. HRcEaatts. maEs
HiBL:®E (T. 1579: 599b7-11). Yamabe has noted the similarity between this passage and
the Sautrantika opinion in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya (personal communication).

5 samsthanam katamat / yo ripapracayo dirghadi-paricchedakarah (Yogacarabhiimi:
5.2). dbyibs gan Ze na / gan gzugs rgyas par rin po la sogs par yons su bcad [corrected
from gcad on the basis of the Derge] pa’i rnam pa’o (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 3a6). FEaEE
EHERERES S5 (T. 1579: 279b8-9).

77" de blos bye bas §in rta la sogs pa dan *dra ba’i phyir ro (Yogdcarabhiimi /- 71 56a3).

XA S G R TR (T. 1579: 599b11).
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were different from color, there could be a perception of it, even without
a perception of color.

Yogdacarabhiimi (1)’ — In the ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi, samsthanaripa (shape) is said to be a prajiiapti because
it is nothing more than a conglomeration of ripa with no characteristics
of its own.

Yogdacarabhiimi (2)’® — In a passage in the Paficavijiianakayabhiimi (just
after the one mentioned above), it is stated that samsthana is a conglome-
ration of rijpa having features distinguished as “long,” etc.

Yogacarabhiimi (3)"7 — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiianaka-
yamanobhiimi adduces another reason for why samsthanaripa is a pra-
JjAapti: the mind can break down samsthanariipa, like a cart, into compo-
nent parts.

Comment — Vasubandhu and the Yogacarabhiimi’® agree that vijaapti
is a prajiiapti, and the reasoning (see item 11) is essentially the same.
The Darstantikas also deny the reality of vijiiapti, but the *Vibhdsa gives

8 Yamabe has identified another passage from the Paficavijiianakayamanobhiimi of the
Viniscayasamgrahani, according to which all vijiiaptikarma, including kayavijiapti, is
merely prajiiapti (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 30b8; T. 1579: 589b11ff.) He notes the similarity
between this passage and the Sautrantika opinion in the AbhidharmakoSabhdsya (personal
communication).

" The Karmasiddhiprakarana describes the theory of the Sauryodayikas (Lamotte
Traité 188.33-189.11; 219-220), who may be the same as the Darstantikas (Lamotte Traité
219 n. 31). However, it is completely different from the Sautrantika argument in the Abhi-
dharmakosabhasya.

80" karmasvabhavah katamah / yo dharma utpadyamano abhisamskaralaksanas cotpa-
dyate tasya cotpadat kayabhisamskaro vagabhisamskaras tad uttarakalam pravartate /
ayam ucyate karmasvabhavah (Yogacarabhiimi: 170.17-19); las kyi no bo iiid gan Ze
na / chos gan skye ba na mnon par ’du byed pa’i mtshan fiid kyan skye la / de skyes pas
de’irjes la lus kyi mnon par du "byed pa dan / nag gi mnon par du ’byed pa ’jug par ’gyur
te / 'di ni las kyi nio bo fiid ces bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 99b5-6); B, FELEE
B, EVEMRS. R B STRE T R Ve M ed. 2R E T (T. 1579: 315a18-20;
see Kokuyaku Issaikyo Yuga-bu 1: 151 n. 27).

81 sa 'pi dravyato nastiti sautrantikah / abhyupetyakaranamatratvat / atitany api maha-
bhiitany upadaya prajiiaptes tesam cavidyamanasvabhavatvad ripalaksanabhavdc ca
(AbhidharmakosSabhasya: 196.5-6; T. 1558: 68c26-28; La Vallée Poussin 3: 14; Sam-
ghabhadra quotes this passage [T. 1562: 539¢9-11] and criticizes it at very great length;
however, he does not mention the stitra-master but simply attributes it to the Sautrantikas
[T. 1562: 539c11-540a25]; Katd 77).
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no further details about their argument.”® As for the nature of karma,
the Yogdcarabhiimi does not say, in so many words, that karma is essen-
tially volition. However, a definition in the Savitarkdadibhiimi of the
real nature of karma seems to suggest the primacy of volition: “What is
the real nature of karma? When a dharma arises, that which is charac-
terized as (mental) determination also arises, and due to its arising, phys-
ical and vocal determination proceed later. This is the real nature of
karma.”®

13. Avijiiapti does not really exist, for three reasons.

Abhidharmako$abhasya® — Vasubandhu attributes to the Sautrantikas
the statement that avijiiapti does not really exist, for three reasons: it is
simply the non-performance of an action that one has undertaken not to
do; it is a prajiiapti based on past mahabhiitas (great elements, i.e., the
four types of matter [earth, etc.] in its most basic form), which them-
selves do not exist; it lacks the characteristics of ripa.

82 XmEEZEE, FEROABREM (T. 1545: 634c¢6-7; see above).

8 HE. EAMEREEEC. $BEEBRS OTHEET. EH. ZITRFE (T. 1646:
290b9-10). AEATEIEIEERE. & OAMHEE BB EVE (T. 1646: 304a17-18). See Katsura
88.

8 dharmayatanaparyapannam pund ripam dvividham dravyasat prajiiaptisac ca / yat
prabhavatah samadhigocaram nirmitavat tatphalam tadvisayam tatpratisamyuktavij-
Aanavisayam ca tad dravyasat | samvarasamvarasamgrhitam tu prajiiaptisat (according
to Matsuda [personal communication], this passage appears in a Sanskrit manuscript frag-
ment of the Viniscayasamgrahani preserved in St. Petersburg, and Matsuda has recon-
structed it as above [non-italicized portions represent Matsuda’s reconstruction]). chos kyi
skye mched du gtogs pa’i gzugs ni rnam pa giiis te / rdzas su yod pa dan btags pa’i yod
pa’o | mthu las byun ba’i tin ne ’dzin gyi spyod yul sprul pa lta bu de’i "bras bu dan / de’i
yul dan de dan mtshuns par ldan pa’i rnam par Ses pa’i yul gan yin pa de ni rdzas su yod
pa yin no (Yogacarabhimi: zi 51a8-b1). EEGERR IR _ . SRR A RHE. &8 BIEEHIT
S b, R R AR N G R R . SRR 2 (T. 1579:
597b6-9).

85 These are special types of avijiiapti (Hirakawa 191-193).

8 Yogacarabhimi,: zi 208a4-6; T. 1579: 659a12-16. See note 50 above.

87 Yogacarabhimi,: zi 19a1-21b1; T. 1579: T. 1579: 584c18-585¢8. Due to the length
of the passage, I have not included the text.
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*Vibhasa®® — The *Vibhasa attributes to the Darstantikas the argument
that avijiiapti is not real because, like vijiiapti, it is not riipa in the way
that varna is.

*Tattvasiddhi®® — Avijiapti is a cittaviprayuktasamskdara, and thus it has
no separate existence.

Yogacarabhiimi (1) — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paiicavijianaka-
yamanobhiimi says that samvarariipa (a form of matter produced by taking
a virtuous vow) and asamvarariipa (a form of matter produced by taking
an evil vow)® are merely prajiapti.

Yogdacarabhimi (2)%° — The Vini§cayasamgrahani on the Cintamayi
Bhami includes avijiiapti, along with the cittaviprayuktasamskaras,
vijiiapti, and bija, as prajiiaptis, saying that they are nominal designa-
tions for samskrtadharmas.

Yogacarabhiimi (3)% — The Vini§cayasamgrahani on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi denies the reality of past dharmas.

Comment — As in the case of vijiiapti, Vasubandhu and the Yogacara-
bhiimi agree that avijiiapti is a prajiiapti. Although the Yogacarabhiimi
does not give any reasons, Vasubandhu bases his second argument on a
denial, which he shares with the Yogacarabhiimi, of the reality of the past.

14a. When the siitra mentions riipa that is invisible and not subject to
collision (apratigha), it is referring not to avijiiapti but to ripa that
is produced by meditation.

AbhidharmakoSabhdsya®® — The Vaibhasikas give many different types
of arguments in support of the real existence of avijiapti, but they are
wrong. One argument in support is that the sitra says that there are three

8 atra sautrantika ahuh bahv apy etac citram apy etat / naivam tv etat / yat tavad
uktam trividhariipokter iti / tatra yogacara upadisanti / dhyayinam samadhivisayo ripam
samadhiprabhavad utpadyate | caksurindriyavisayatvat anidarsanam / desanavaranatvad
apratigham iti / atha matam / katham idanim tat riipam iti / etad avijiiaptau samanam
(Abhidharmakosabhasya: 197.3-7; T. 1558: 69a29-b4; La Vallée Poussin 3: 18;
S a m g h a -
bhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-master [T. 1562: 540c22-24] and criti-
cizes it [T. 1562: 540c24-541a8]).
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types of riipa, one of which is invisible and not subject to collision
(apratigha). According to the Vaibhasikas, this must be avijiiapti (Abhi-
dharmakoSabhdsya: 196.9-11; T. 1558: 69a2-4; La Vallée Poussin 3: 14).
Vasubandhu, in making what he describes as the Sautrantika argument
against Vaibhasika, quotes those who practice yoga (yogacarah) as saying
that, due to the power of meditation, riipa that is the object of meditation
is produced in meditators. This riipa is invisible because it is not the
object of caksurindriya, and it is not subject to collision because it does
not cover any place. Vasubandhu defends this statement against a possi-
ble Sarvastivadin objection.

*Vibhasa — (nothing relevant)
*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)

Yogacarabhiimi®® — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijianakaya-
manobhiimi includes, in the category of really existent, riipa that, due to
supernatural power, is the object of samadhi (meditation), like a magical
creation, riipa that is the result of that samddhi, ripa that is the object of
that samadhi, and riipa that is the object of the consciousness associated
with that samdadhi. This is contrasted with samvarariipa and asamvara-
riipa, which are merely prajiiapti.

% Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 51a8-b1; T. 1579: 597b6-9. See note 84 above.

N vad apy uktam andasravariipokter iti tad eva samdadhiprabhavasambhiitam riipam
andsrave samadhav anasravam varnayanti yogacarah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 197.7-8;
T. 1558: 69b4-6; La Vallée Poussin 3: 18-19; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion
of the stitra-master [T. 1562: 541al1-13] and criticizes it [T. 1562: 541a13-19]). Samgha-
bhadra questions the identity of these yogdcaras and expresses surprise that Vasubandhu
quotes from them in interpreting siitra (T. 1562: 541al4-15).

o0 STONAT R e A LR T AR . e o E AR R . R R IEE R
KB IRFERS (T. 1646: 343b17-19).

2 tat punah samdadhigocaram rijpam yatpratisamyutah samadhih tatpratisamyuktany
eva tanmahabhiitany upadaya laukikam sasravanasravam samdadhim updadayotpadyate na
tu lokottaram / saprapamcakarasamadhihetukatvat tasya (according to Matsuda [personal
communication], this passage appears in a Sanskrit manuscript fragment of the Vinisca-
yasamgrahani preserved in St. Petersburg). tin ne ’dzin gyi spyod yul gyi gzugs de yan tin
ne 'dzin *byun ba chen po dag rgyur byas pa’i gzugs gan dan mtshuns par ldan pa de dag
iiid dan de yan mtshuns par ldan pa yin no / ’jig rten pa’i tin ne ’dzin zag pa dan
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Comment — There is a clear correspondence here between the statement
of those who practice yoga, quoted by Vasubandhu, and the Yogacara-
bhiimi.

14b. Anasravariipa (undefiled matter) is not avijiiapti. The ripa produced
by the power of samddhi is anasrava if the samddhi in which it is
produced is anasrava.

AbhidharmakoSabhdasya® — Another Sarvastivadin argument in support
of the reality of avijiiaptiriipa is that the siitra says that there is an ands-
ravariipa. Vasubandhu again quotes those who practice yoga, who say that
the riipa produced by the power of samadhi is andsrava if the samddhi
in which it is produced is andsrava.

*Vibhasa — (nothing relevant)

*Tattvasiddhi®® — The *Tattvasiddhi does not make this argument con-
cerning avijiiapti, but in another context it refers to the fact that an ariipya
samddhi can produce an andsrava ripa.

Yogacarabhiimi®® — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavijianakaya-
manobhiimi says that the riipa that is the object of samadhi arises on the
basis of the mahabhiitas associated with that samadhi, and it arises on
the basis of laukikasamadhi (mundane meditation), whether sasrava or
anasrava. However, it does not arise on the basis of lokottarasamadhi
(supermundane meditation) because it is caused by a samddhi in which
prapaiica (conceptual proliferation)® is present.

bceas pa dan zag pa med pa la brten nas skye ba yin gyi / ’jig rten las ’das pa las ni ma
yin te / de ni spros pa’i rnam pa dan bcas pa’i tin ne ’dzin gyi rgyu las byun ba’i phyir
ro  (Yogacarabhimi: zi 51b1-3). SCEFTERERETE. BldBRATERE.
XipEtEE A RERGO EME. FFHEMbtEEERRITEBRAR (T. 1579:
597b9-12).

9 For this translation, I follow Nanananda as quoted in Schmithausen’s long note on
the term (509 n. 1405).

% yad apy uktam punyabhivrddhivacanad iti tatrapi pirvacarya nirdisanti dharmata
hy esa yatha yatha datinam dayah paribhujyante tatha tatha bhoktinam gunavisesad anu-
grahavisesac canyamanasam api datinam tadalambanadanacetanabhavitah samtatayah
sitksmam parinamavisesam prapnuvanti yenayatyam bahutaraphalabhinispattaye samartha
bhavanti (AbhidharmakoSabhasya: 197.15-19; T. 1558: 69b14-20; La Vallée Poussin 3:
20; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the stitra-master [T. 1562: 541c8-14]
and explains and criticizes it at very great length [T. 1562: 541c14-542b6]).
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Comment — The passage in the Yogacarabhiimi implies what Vasubandhu
states more clearly, that andsravariipa can arise due to samdadhi.

14c. Merit increases, not due to avijiiapti, but due to a gradual transfor-
mation of the samtati of the giver.

Abhidharmakosabhdasya® — A third Sarvastivadin argument in support of
the reality of avijiiaptiriipa is that the siitra says that merit increases.

% yesu samskdresu yac chubhdasubham karmotpannaniruddham bhavati tena hetund tena
pratyayena visista samskarasantatih pravartate sa vasanety ucyate / yasyah prabandhapatitaya
istanistaphalam nirvartate (Yogacarabhiimi: 128.2-4). ’du byed gan dag la dge ba dan mi
dge ba’i las skyes nas ’gags pa yod la / rgyu de dan rkyen des 'du byed bye brag can gyi
rgyud ’jug pa de la ni bag chags Zes bya ste / de rgyun du gnas pa las sdug pa dan mi sdg
pa’i “bras bu grub par "gyur ba’i phyir (Yogacarabhimi,: dzi 75b4-5). FHFEITH . 8H
FAGEE. BEERBLRGRETH R ERmETAER. AERTEY RS B1E
BE (T. 1579: 305b3-6).

% ji Itar na sbyin pa las lons spyod can du ’gyur ba yin ?e na / ’di ltar "di na la la
sinon gyi tshe rabs gZan dag tu sbyin pa las byun bai bsod nams bya ba’i dnos po byas Sin
bsags par gyur te / de da ltar phyug pa’i khyim dan | nor che ba nas mdzod dan / ban
mdzod kyi tshogs man ba’i bar gyi khyim du skye bar ’gyur ba ’blta bu’o (Yogacarabhii-
mi: dzi 269a2-4). M fGRE B IS L. SRANE — S e E P RS R EEE. ARG, 54
EEARMRE. HERSHERMNZ (T. 1579: 375b13-16).

T dharmatd-yuktih katama / kena karanena tathabhiita ete skandha(s) tathabhiito
lokasamnivesah kena karanena khara-laksana prthivi dravalaksana apah usnalaksanam
teja(h) samudiranalaksano vayuh / anityah skandha(h) / kena karanena Santam nirvanam
iti / tatha ripalnallaksanam ripam anubhavana-laksana vedana samjananalaksana samjia
abhisamskarana-laksanah samskara vijananalaksanam vijiianam iti / prakrtir esam
dharmanam idam svabhava esa idrsah dharmataisa(m) caiva casau dharmata / saivatra
yuktir yoga upayah evam va etasmat / anyatha va naiva vasmat sarvatraiva ca dhar-
mataiva pratiprasaranam dharmataiva yuktih / cittanidhyapanaya cittasamjiapandya iyam
ucyate dharmata-yuktih (Sravakabhiimi: 143.4-16; Sravakabhiimi - Wayman 79). chos fiid
kyi rigs pa gan Ze na / ci’i phyir phun po rnams de lta bur gyur pa yin / ’jig rten gnas pa
de lta bur gyur pa yin / ci’i phyir sa’i mtshan fiid sra ba yin / chu’i mtshan fiid gser ba
yin / me’i mtshan fiid tsha ba yin / rlun gi mtshan fiid g.yo ba yin / ci’i phyir phun po rnams
mi rtag pa yin / ci’i phyir mya nan las ’das pa i ba yin / de bZhin du ci’i phyir gzugs kyi
mtshan fiid gzugs su run ba yin / tshor ba’i mtshan fiid myon ba yin / ’du Ses kyi mtshan
fiid kun Ses par byed pa yin / *du byed rnams kyi mtshan fiid mnon par 'du byed pa yin /
rnam par Ses pa’i mtshan fiid rnam par Ses par byed pa yin Ze na / de ni chos fiid yin
te / chos de dag gi ran bZin de yin Zin / de dag gi no bo fiid de lta bu yin pas chos iiid de
gan kho na yin pa de iiid ’dir rigs pa dan / sbyor ba dan / thabs yin no / de bZin du de lta
bu 'am / gZan nam / gzan du ma ’gyur pa ni sems la bZag par bya ba dan | sems la go
bar bya ba’i phyir thams cad du yan chos iiid kho na la brten pa dan / chos fiid kho na’i
rigs pa yin te / de ni chos fiid kyi rigs pa Zes bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi: wi 68b6-69a4).
ZIABEREE,  EMESHREIEE. S R mEks,
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Vasubandhu quotes the pirvdacaryas, who say that the merit increases
when the recipient of a gift uses the gift, even though, in the time between
the giving of the gift and its use, the giver of the gift might have a bad
thought. Due to the nature of dharmas, the samtati of the giver of a gift
is perfumed by the volition towards the recipient that accompanied the gift,
and his samtati undergoes a gradual transformation until the samtati can
give rise to greater results.

*Vibhdsa — (nothing relevant)
*Tattvasiddhi — (nothing relevant)

Yogacarabhiimi (1) — The Savitarkadibhiimi uses the phrase visista
samskarasamtatih pravartate (“a distinguished series of conditioning
forces proceeds”) in explaining how good or bad actions produce desired
or undesired results.

Yogdacarabhiimi (2)° — 1In the Cintamayi Bhiimi, it is said that wealth
accrues due to good karma produced by dana (charity) and accumulated
in former lives.

Yogacarabhiimi (3)°” — The idea that certain observable phenomena are
attributable to the nature of dharmas [dharmatd] appears in various places
in the Yogacarabhiimi in definitions of dharmatayukti (reasoning with
respect to the nature of dharmas), for example in the Sravakabhiimi.

Comment — Although the Yogdcarabhiimi does not explain the accumu-
lation of merit in terms of samtatiparinamavisesa (the transformation of
the samtati), Vasubandhu’s theory of such a transformation may be based
on the Yogdacarabhiimi (see Yamabe “Bija”). Hakamaya mentions this
passage and suggests the possibility that the idea of parinamavisesa here

Al A Rl EL B A KEBAENR B R R LIS B, ] Rk e
FERRERER. MASRESEASENE. B% THEITEEE. BTHE. Bk
FEATERER. BfEER. ARSI AR E.  SRElEERE
EBIFUE. —EILE BB IR, —E) R . FLERFAOET,
WA BETER (T. 1579: 419b28-c9).

B avijiiaptivad asamvaro ’pi ndsti dravyata iti sautrantikah / sa eva tu papakriyabhi-
samdhir asamvarah | sanubandho yatah kuSalacitto ’pi tadvan ucyate (Abhidharmakosa-
bhasya: 213.8-9; T. 1558: 75al12-14; La Vallée Poussin 3: 64; Kato 77; Samghabhadra
does not quote this statement).

Y EEBRERE BERT=mA R, SBIERES. ERERES. EIEREIFEAE
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may be that of a Sautrantika group that preceded Vasubandhu and that
cannot be identified with Yogacara. However, Hakamaya does not pro-
vide any evidence from, for example, the *Vibhdsa, the *Tattvasiddhisas-
tra, or the *Nydyanusara, and he leaves the question open.

15. Asamvara does not really exist separately (from volition).

Abhidharmakosabhasya®® — The Sautrantikas say that asamvara does not
really exist separately (from volition). It is the intention to do something
bad, an intention that continues until it is destroyed.

*Vibhasa®® — The *Vibhasa does not deal with this issue directly. How-
ever, it mentions that those who assert the unreality of vijiiapti and
avijiiapti would be unable to establish the differences between those who
are established in samvara, asamvara, or naivasamvarasamvara (neither
samvara nor asamvara,).

*Tattvasiddhi — Avijiiapti is a cittaviprayuktasamskara, and thus it has no
separate existence (see above).

& (T. 1545: 634c24-26).

190 sdom pa ma yin pa’i rigs su skyes pa ji lta ba bzin du gan su yan run ba gan dan
gan nas "ons kyan run ste | sems skyed par byed pa yan de bZin du rgyas par rig par bya’o
/ de ni ji srid du sdom pa ma yin pa’i sems pa spon bar mi byed pa de srid du ma bsdams
par brjod par bya ste / de ni iiin gcig bZin du sems pa de man du sogs pa dan / las de kun
tu sbyor bas bsod nams ma yin pa mnon par 'phel bar rig par bya’o (Yogacdarabhiimi : zi
31b1-3). AT REERARE, B A, FEMEENEC. B, AT E RS
RiECHK. HEFHGANRIEE. PHASHEASEERER. BASELBUTHR. &3
fEEEE (T. 1579: 589c¢3-7). See note 104 below.

0V yathabhyupagamam vikalo ’pi syat pradeSiko ’py asamvarah samvaras canya-
trastavidhad iti sautrantikah tanmatrasiladausilyapratibandhat (Abhidharmakosabhasya:
222.5-6; T. 1558: 79a3-6; La Vallée Poussin 3: 93); Samghabhadra quotes this statement
[T. 1562: 563b17-19] and criticizes it [T. 1562: 563b20-24]; Katd 77).

102 FANEERER XA E, FERRIETI AR, E KRB S . NMEEERE IR
H, HHANMEEEEARER. S0 SRE S A ESH. HETEE = FHAREE
¥, AHREM. ERE R AR EH. EAFERESIRE, mE #EFXZER
KAE, FEAFRIEHIAUR . MRS I35 (T. 1545: 608b20-27).

1 E, BT ERESSRE. BN —UPRESEE. EH. ER—UBRE A8 5
At FEE S BRI EE. X FEEETER. TNEEE 7%, 3§ iR
RIS, RRIREREE 55 (T. 1646: 303a20-25).

104 de la sdom pa ma yin pa’i rigs su skyes zin pa gan la la ‘tsho ba ’dis ‘tsho ba[r]
bya’o Zes ran gi sems mnon par 'du byed cin / de ’tsho ba de la ’dod pa bzod par byed
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Yogacarabhimi'™® — The long explanation of asamvara in the Viniscaya-
samgrahani on the Paricavijiianakayamanobhiimi (T. 1579: 589b24-c20)
contains a definition very similar to that of the Abhidharmakosabha-
sya.

Comment — Both Vasubandhu and the Yogdcarabhiimi explain asam-
vara in terms of volition. Harivarman’s explanation is quite different.

16. Samvara and asamvara can be incomplete or partial.

AbhidharmakoSabhasya'®' — The Sautrantikas say that samvara and
asamvara can be incomplete or partial.

pa ni de’i tshe na ma bsdams pa yin par brjod par bya’o / sdom pa ma yin par gtogs pa’i
tshul bZin ma yin pa yid la byed pa rab tu dam pos bcom pas sems bsdus pa’i phyir ji srid
du / srog gcod pa las byun ba "am de las gZzan pa’i mi dge ba’i las kyi lam las byun ba
mi byed pa de srid run (Derge reads spyod pa de srid du) yan mi dge ba’i rtsa ba rgya
chen po dan ldan pa yin no / gan las dan gan dan ji tsam du spyod par byed pa ni des na
de tsam du Sas cher mi dge ba dan ldan pa yin no / sdom pa ma yin pa’i rigs su skyes pa
Jji lta ba bZin du gan su yan run ba gan dan gan nas ’ons kyan run ste / sems skyed par
byed pa yan de bZin du rgyas par rig par bya’o / de ni ji srid du sdom pa ma yin pa’i sems
pa spon bar mi byed pa de srid du ma bsdams par brjod par bya ste / de ni fiin gcig bZin
du sems pa de man du sogs pa dan / las de kun tu sbyor bas bsod nams ma yin pa minon
par ’phel bar rig par bya’o / de’i log par smon pa’i sems pa ma dad pa dan / le lo dan
brjed nas pa dan |/ rnam par g.yen ba dan / Ses rab ’chal pa dan ldan pa las de yan dag
par len par byed pa / las de kun nas slon bar byed pa de yan ji srid du gton ba’i rgyu dag
gi spon bar mi byed | yon su gton bar mi byed kyi bar du de phyin chad kyan sa bon dan
kun tu spyod pa las rgyud du gtogs pa ’byun ba ni sdom pa ma yin pa Zes bya’o (Yogacara-
Dbhitmi: zi 31a6-b4). BIEREANFERAR TR0, SBRELIHEG R MGG,
i G BB O KA, BB T Y . R T A, B R,
B O, EREAFETER, RREMBER . RBAESEERERAEE. E
FHEARBUT. REBUT. BV ESIRHME. EERREAE R, WERRERWZ. BE
SEMA. BEdFISRRIEC. SR, (AT ERFEEEREC K. BESANREE.
A H 354 E B RN, A EESBUTIHR. EHIFEEEENE EXICBERE. 8
HAEHRE S amELERE 1T, GESUEMERIEE. M RdETRRBliTh. BHER
PR TERE R A S . TR B REREORIEARTE (T. 1579: 589b24-cl1).

105 evam tu sadhu yatha sautrantikanam / katham ca sautrantikanam / kamaraga-
syanusayah kamaraganusaya iti / na canusayah samprayukto na viprayuktas tasyadravyan-
taratvat / prasupto hi kleso ’nusaya ucyate / prabuddhah paryavasthanam / ka ca tasya
prasuptih / asammukhibhiitasya bijabhavanubandhah / kah prabodhah / sammukhibha-
vah / ko ’yam bijabhavo nama | atmabhavasya klesaja klesotpadanasaktih / yathanubha-
vajiianaja smrtyutpadanasaktir yatha cankuradinam Saliphalaja Saliphalotpadanasaktir
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*Vibhasa'” — According to the *Vibhasa, the Gandhara teachers say
that asamvara can be incomplete, while the Kasmira teachers say that it
cannot.

*Tattvasiddhi'® — The *Tartvasiddhi says that samvara cannot be partial.

Yogacarabhimi'® — The explanation of the unrestrained person in the
Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paiicavijiianakayamanobhiimi suggests that
becoming unrestrained is a gradual process resulting from the accumula-
tion of bad actions based on bad thoughts or intentions.

Comment — Although the Yogacarabhiimi does not contain a similar
argument or an explicit statement that samvara or asamvara can be par-
tial or incomplete, its description of the gradual process of becoming
asamvara may imply that one can be unrestrained toward certain beings
and not others or with regard to certain rules and not others. In this case,
Harivarman seems to disagree with Vasubandhu and perhaps the Yoga-
carabhiimi.

iti (AbhidharmakoSabhasya: 278.17-22; T. 1558: 99a1-9; La Vallée Poussin 4: 6-7; Sam-
ghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-master [T. 1562: 596¢24-597a2] and
criticizes it [T. 1562: 597a2-15]; Kato 78).

106 oyl Fae XEBEIREAR T, FRIRE MO A, e EL O IE, (R
BEHAR 4 (T. 1545: 313al-3).

107 AN R IEIE O HHE (T. 1646: 258¢7-8).

108 Katsura points out that, according to the *Tattvasiddhi, caittas are not real dharmas (44).

19 Fion mons pa’i kun nas fion mons pa’i rab tu dbye ba rnam par gZag pa gan ?e na /
mdor bsdu na fion mons pa dan fie ba’i fion mons pa ji skad bstan pa rnams kyis ni rgyu
griis kyis sems can rnams kun nas fion mons par byed de / 'di lta ste | kun nas dkris pa
dan bag la ial gyis so / de la ion mons pa kun tu ’byun ba mnon du gyur pa ni kun nas
dkris pa Zes bya’o |/ de iiid kyi sa bon ma spans Sin yan dag par ma bcom pa ni bag la
fial Zes bya ste / gnas ngan len kyan de yin no / ma sad pa’i phyir ni bag la fial yin la sad
pa’i gnas skabs kyi phyir ni kun nas dkris pa yin no (Yogacarabhiimi: zi 118a8-b3).
ZAMBENT AR TR e i A, FERNPERRGE —. AR R EORISE NS, — il —RElR
i, BUTHRENS & 8, BIE T RETRE. BEEIRTERE. AR AEbER. &
TEBHIEH A BE (T. 1579: 623a20-24). Yamabe has noted that the passage from the Abhi-
dharmakosabhasya is directly based on this passage (personal communication).

10 sarvalaukikotkarsabijanugamyatvad anusayah (Yogacarabhimi: 167.6). ’jig rten
pa’i yar 'phel ba thams cad kyi sa bon dan ldan pas na bag la fial rnams so (Yogacara-
bhiimi,: dzi 97b8-98al). —YJRIHE_fE T PiEZ RHEIR (T. 1579: 314b25-26).

" de la dan ba’i gzugs dan | sems dan sems las byun ba’i chos ji skad bstan pa thams
cad la fion mons pa’i sa bon yan dag par ma bcom pa dan / ma spans pa gan yin pa de
ni bag la fial Zes bya ste / gnas nan len kyan de yin no (Yogacarabhimi : zi 215a5-6).
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17. Anusayas are klesas in the state of seeds, not separate entities (dravyas).

AbhidharmakoSabhasya'® — The Sautrantikas define anusayas as kleSas
in the state of seeds and say that they are not separate dravyas. Anusayas
are dormant, i.e., not actualized, while paryavasthanas (active defilements)
are awakened.

*Vibhasa'® — According to the Vibhajyavadins, anusayas are the seeds
of paryavasthanas, and they are dissociated from mind (cittaviprayukta).

*Tattvasiddhi'”’ — AnuSayas are cittasamprayukta.'%®

Yogacarabhiimi (1)'% — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Savitarkadi-
bhiimi contains an explanation of anusaya and paryavasthana almost
identical to that in the Abhidharmakosabhasya.

Yogdacarabhimi (2)''° — The Savitarkadibhiimi identifies anuSayas as
being the seeds of klesas.

ENEEE G, RAMEATE YOO, JERRE T RERER. SabER. TaRE
(T. 1579: 661b26-29).

"2 Yogacarabhiimi : zi 208a4-6; T. 1579: 659a12-16. See note 50 above.

13 naiva hi sautrantika atitat karmanah phalotpattim varnayanti / kim tarhi / tatpirva-
kat samtanavisesad ity atmavadapratisedhe sampravedayisyamah (AbhidharmakoSabhdsya:
300.19-21; T. 1558: 106al1-13; La Vallée Poussin 4: 63; Samghabhadra identifies this
as the opinion of the siitra-master [T. 1562: 629b3-5], refers to Vasubandhu’s longer expla-
nation at the end of Chapter 9 [AbhidharmakoSabhdsya: 477.7-18] of samtanaparinama
[T. 1562: 629b5-17] and criticizes it at very great length [T. 1562: 629b18-630al1]; Katd
78).

WER =, R EARBTEE. MMEEtEe . FBREEEEE. FRENR.
BT R, IEIRE 53 BIRRAT. 1. MR FITIBmE (T. 1545: 39329-12).

5 RALE MM AR R, TS MIMFIER. FREIRM. Dtk aE R Hu
AL (T. 1646: 255¢24-26). See Katsura, who points out that Harivarman does not
mention samtanaparinamavisesa in this respect (41).

116 yad apy uktam asty atitam karma yatah sattvah savyabaddha vyabdadham vedayan-
titi / tatrapi tadvasanayam tadastitvopacaram abhipretyoktam / yesu samskaresu yac chu-
bhasubham karmotpannaniruddham bhavati tena hetund tena pratyayena visista samskara-
santatify pravartate sa vasanety ucyate |/ yasyah prabandhapatitaya istanistaphalam
nirvartate iti na yujyate / tato ’pi nasti dosah (Yogacarabhiami: 127.19-128.4). "das pa’i
las yod do Zes gsuns pa gan yin pa de la yan / bag chags de la / de yod pa’i "dogs pa la
dgons nas gsuns pa yin te / ’du byed gan dag la dge ba dan mi dge ba’i las skyes nas ’gags
pa yod la | rgyu de dan rkyen des ’du byed bye brag can gyi rgyud ’jug pa de la ni bag
chags Zes bya ste / de rgyun du gnas pa las sdug pa dan mi sdug pa’i "bras bu grub par
‘gyur ba’i phyir mi rui ste (Yogacarabhimi,: dzi 75b3-5). XS HEEZE. hithkFEiHGE
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Yogacarabhimi (3)'"' — In the Cintamayiprajiiabhiimi of the ViniScaya-
samgrahani, the undestroyed seeds of klesas are called anusayas.

Yogacarabhiimi (4)''? — According to the Cintamayiprajiabhiimi of the
Viniscayasamgrahani, bijas are prajiiapti.

Comment — Vasubandhu and the Yogacarabhiimi explain anusayas in
the same way. Harivarman’s explanation is very different.

18. A result arises due to a samtanavisesa (a special state of the samtati)
based on a past action, not directly due to a past action.

Abhidharmako$abhdsya'® — A result does not directly arise from a
past action; instead, it arises due to a samtanaviSesa based on a past
action.

HEZAEFTREES. WMIMEERE SHSES. FANEITH. 8FENEE. &
AR B PR T EAR R AR & WA AR R, BAERE. BEn
Wi, Mg A EER (T. 1579: 305b1-6).

"7 beom Ildan “das kyis las das pa ni yod de gal te las "das pa med du zin na 'di na
la las gnod pa dan bcas pa dan | gnod pa med pa’i tshor ba myon ba mi ’gyur Zes gan
gsuns pa de la dgons pa gan Ze na / ’das pa’i tshor bas rnams su las dge ba dan mi dge
ba bskyed cin ’gags pas phyi ma la ’bras bu ’dod pa dan mi "dod pa mnon par ’grub par
de’i sa bon gyis 'du byed kyi rgyun phyi ma phyi ma yons su bsgom pa las dgons nas
(Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 20b4-6). e s, H8EE. SE8EEEIEE. RNESEE—
HAAIEER. SEAER —ENREES. MRS, SaXEREREEdECH.

SHBEZE (T. 1579: 585b7-13).

Y8 arhattvad api nasti parihanir iti sautrantikah / esa eva ca nyayah / katham idam
gamyate | agamad yuktitas ca (AbhidharmakoSabhdasya: 375.10-11 [but the whole argu-
ment continues until 377.5]; T. 1558: 130a16-130c16; La Vallée Poussin 4: 258 [-265];
Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the stitra-master [T. 1562: 711c2-3] and criti-
cizes it at exceedingly great length [T. 1562: 711c¢7-716a13; I have not distinguished here
between his brief quotations of Vasubandhu’s opinions and his lengthy criticisms]; Kato
78).

9 yadi tavad arhatas tadriipah pratipaksa utpanno yena klesa atyantam anutpatti-
dharmatam appanah | katham punah parihiyate | atha notpannah / katham ksindasravo
bhavati | atyantam anayoddhrtayam tadbijadharmatayam aksinasravo va punah katham
arhan bhavatity evam yuktih (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 376.17-20; T. 1558: 130c2-4; La
Vallée Poussin 4: 263-264; Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the sutra-master
[T. 1562: 716al-4] and criticizes it [T. 1562: 716a4-13]).

120 B . E R ERE . o BIERE . 15 R BR R, SRS aEmE
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*Vibhasa''* — At the beginning of its long defense of the reality of the
three times, the *Vibhasa identifies Darstantika and Vibhajyavada as the
opponents. However, it does not refer to the theory of samtanavisesa.

*Tattvasiddhi'"> — Although past karma gives rise to real results, it does
not exist.

Yogacarabhiimi (1)1 — The Savitarkadibhiimi explains that when the
Buddha said that a past action exists, he was really talking about impres-

MEA B AEVERR. SRR IREAE . SR EBE S O BRI R, AR E
MERERIRAR BN, ARSI, MR X RENT A EERGR (T, 1545:
312b8-14; La Vallée Poussin 4: 264 n. 2).

2 BIREE RS, IR E M RER. TLLER. SRR AHBSIIE. 4R
IRREEME . ATMBRAAE, 5 ARE. 4R LIFEBE. X A0, BAF
B4 BRI E AT A MR, MAARBIMEEZEME. BAME. L4 BERLMESE.
KEEH. BAFRSBHEEMAME. MARBEEABE. m5REAMBEE. KEE
H. BRETARWEIA M. 2 &P B BEsuhE LFMEH (T. 1545: 313al4-
25).

122 For example: ABME®E . XHSE. BE2E 2B, Bt 2 2Eg. &k
R ESHN R, R SO IS 5. RO R RE R 15, AR
AEREAGE. & L RE A REtE A AR, BRI (T. 1646: 258a24-b1).

123 beom Idan “das kyis ji skad du dge slon dag dgra bcom pa yan tshe 'di la lhag pa’i
sems las byun ba bde bar gnas pa bZi po de dag las gan yan run ba las yons su fiams par
na smra Zes gan gsuns pa de la / gal te de’i fion mons pa can gyi chos thams cad kyi sa
bon dag yan dag par bcom na ni / ji ltar de la og ma pa’i fion mons pa byun bar "gyur /
gal te mi "byun na ni ji ltar de yons su fiams par ’gyur Ze na / yongs su fiams pa ni giis
po di dag yin te / spon ba’i yons su fiams pa dan | gnas pa’i yons su fiams pa’o / de la
spon ba’i yons su fiams pas ni so so’i skye bo kho na yons su fiams par ’gyur ro / gnas
pa’i yons su fiams pas ni 'phags pa dan / so so skye bo yan yons su fiams pa ’gyur ro / de
la ’jig rten pa’i lam gyis fion mons pa spans pa yan mnon du byed pa ni spon ba’i yons
su filams pas yons su fiams par 'gyur te / gnas pa’i yons su fiams pas yons su fiams par
"gyur ba yan de yin no / ’jig rten las ’das pa’i lam gyis fion mons pa spans nas / de las
gZan pa’i phral gyi bya ba dag la rab tu chags pa’i blo can yid la mi byed pa’i rgyus de’i
mjug thogs su tshe ’di la bde bar gnas pa la snon ji lta bar phyis kyan de bZin du mnon
du byed mi nus la / sa "'og ma pa’i fion mons pa ni /| mnon du mi byed pa gan yin pa de
ni de lta na gnas pa’i yons su fiams par ’gyur ba yin gyi spon ba’i yons su fiams pa ni ma
yin no / gal te dgra bcom pa fion mons pa thams cad spans pa’i fion mons pa can gyi chos
de dag thams cad kyi sa bon yan dag par ma bcom na ni / ji ltar na dgra bcom pa sems
Sin tu rnam par grol ba dan / zag pa zad par ’gyur / gal te yan dag par bcom na ni de’i
sems kyi rgyud fion mons pa can gyi chos thams cad kyi [corrected from kyis on the basis
of the Derge] sa bon med pa la tshul bZin ma yin pa yid la byed pa tsam yan ’byun bar
mi 'gyur na / fion mons pa lta smos kyan ci dgos te / de lta bas na ’jig rten las 'das pa’i
lam gyis fion mons pa spans pa la ni yons su fiams ba med par khon du chud par bya’o

(Yogacarabhiimi: zi 17b7-18bl). MBS, WESPTRECRHIUEE B OEBIER B
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sions of the action, not the action itself. These impressions endow the
samtati with the potential to yield results.

Yogacarabhiimi (2)''" — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paficavijia-
nakayamanobhiimi gives a similar explanation, but with the addition of
the term karmabija (seed of karma).

Comment — See item 14c.

19. One cannot fall from arhatship.

Abhidharmakosabhasya''® — The Sautrantikas say that one cannot fall
from arhatship. They argue that the definition of an arhat is one whose
klesas are completely destroyed. This implies that the seeds of his klesas
are likewise destroyed, in which case it is impossible for the klesas to arise
again.'"?

*Vibhasa (1)'*° — The *Vibhdsa mentions the view of the Vibhajyava-
dins, who say that the klefas cannot arise again after having been des-
troyed.

*Vibhasa (2)'*' — The *Vibhasa attributes to the Darstantika the view
that parihani (fall from arhatship) is a prajiiapti and not a real dharma.

*Tattvasiddhi'®® — The *Tattvasiddhi gives many arguments to the effect
that once the arhat has destroyed the klesas, they cannot arise again. But
it does not mention the destruction of the bijas of klesas.

Yogacarabhiami (1)'** — The ViniScayasamgrahani on the Pafcavi-
Jjaanakayamanobhiimi says that the arhat, who has destroyed the klesas
and their bijas, cannot fall from arhatship.

[EHRE—R. SR TECKE. ZEE THEN. ETEEREDE, &
BE R, —EELR. —E R SENREHR R, SHRE. REEET 2R, At
HEBRHEIS TR AT, ERMEELELEGE, IRRER, HHERIE I O8RS, |
ST AHEVER. B ARRER M. SRS E BB eSS TR RETHE
BB ER . WRABHENCE. JERENR. ST B — UHAIS RIS, mik—y)
guEti v AKEE. LMABOSRIITRERSERKE. SCkE. RMERPkE—Y
Qe T MAERA M. DI, RfcE b I EEESE . EREER (T. 1579:
584b3-19).

124 rnam par byan ba’i phyogs dan mthun pa’i chos rnams kyis de yons su bstan to /
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Yogdcarabhiimi (2)'2* — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Sravakabhiimi
says that one cannot fall from the four Sramanyaphalas (attainment of the
four stages of advanced Buddhist practice).

Comment — Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika position here and his argument for
it are identical to those of the Viniscayasamgrahant on the Paficavijiiana-
kayamanobhiimi. The *Tattvasiddhi and the Vibhajyavadin positions seem
to agree with Sautrantika to a great extent.

IV. Sautrantika or Yogacara?
A. The Dilemma

There are two possible explanations of the relationship between Vasu-
bandhu’s ideas and those found in the Yogdcarabhiimi: 1) Vasubandhu
and the authors of the Yogdacarabhiimi both relied on ideas, particularly
a theory of bija, developed by a group, called Sautrantika by Vasubandhu,
that was active before the composition of the Yogacarabhiimi; or 2) the
authors of the Yogacarabhiimi, perhaps influenced by a non-orthodox
group, developed these ideas, which were then adopted by Vasubandhu,
who, for reasons of his own, referred to them as Sautrantika. Both expla-
nations, however, present problems.

The problem with the first explanation is that we don’t really know what
“Sautrantika” means. Primarily on the basis of a handful of attributions
by Vasubandhu, scholars beginning with Vasubandhu’s contemporary,
Samghabhadra, and continuing up until the present, have assumed that a
group of thinkers called “Sautrantikas™ preceded Vasubandhu. Thus, for
example, one often sees references to Sautrantika theories of seeds (e.g.,
Jaini) or to a Sautrantika conception of alayavijiiana, different from that
of Yogacara (Lamotte Traité 178-179). However, prior to the Abhidhar-
makoSabhdsya itself, we have no textual evidence for a group of that
name that asserts such ideas.!?

dge sbyon gi tshul gyi ’bras bu bZzi po dag ni yan phul yin te / de dag las ltun ba med pa’i
phyir dan / jig rten las "das pa yin pa’i phyir ro (Yogacarabhiimi : zi 281a2-3). X8
TG k. FETETRFAIUYSI R, et E M RRE . BRHEHE R (T. 1579: 687a17-19).

125 See Cox (38), who summarizes Katd as saying that while both the *Vibhasa and the
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On the other hand, an examination of the passages in which Vasu-
bandhu attributes a doctrinal position to Sautrantika shows that, in almost
every case, a closely related, if not identical, position can be found some-
where in the Yogdacarabhiimi. Corresponding passages appear most fre-
quently in the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paiicavijiianakayamanobhiimi,
followed by the Savitarkdadibhiimi of the Maulibhiimi and other sections
of the Viniscayasamgrahani. If, however, Vasubandhu is actually follow-
ing the Yogacarabhiimi, one must explain why he uses the term Sautran-
tika and why he never refers to the Yogdcdarabhiimi or its characteristic
doctrine, alayavijiiana, in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya.

B. The Traditional Explanation: Vasubandhu’s Position in the Abhidhar-
makoSabhdsya is Sautrantika

The commonly held view concerning Vasubandhu’s philosophical
development is the one sarcastically described by Lamotte in his intro-
duction to the Karmasiddhiprakarana: “Who can believe that Vasubandhu
without mentioning his acquaintance with the Sarmkhya, was a Vaibhasika
in his youth, a Sautrantika in his mature years, a Vijiianavadin in his old
age, and a Pure Land follower of Amitabha at his death?” (Lamotte His-
tory 39 [English translation of Histoire 179]). Having asked this acute
rhetorical question, Lamotte indicates that he accepts at least the traditional
description of the mature Sautrantika, whom he identifies as the author
of both the AbhidharmakosSabhdsya and the Karmasiddhiprakarana.'*

Since Lamotte’s exposition of Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika standpoint in
the Karmasiddhiprakarana is the most explicit that I know, and since
most of his arguments apply equally to the Abhidharmakosabhasya, 1 dis-
cuss it as representative of the traditional explanation of Vasubandhu’s
position. Lamotte begins by saying that the purpose of both texts is “to
combat, within the framework of the Hinayana and relying on the best of
the Sautrantika, the exaggerated realism of the Vaibhasikas and the spiri-
tualism of the Vatsiputriyas” (Lamotte History 40 [English translation of

Samayabhedoparacanacakra use the term Sautrantika, neither text uses it to refer to
the same group as Vasubandhu.
126 For a discussion of Vasubandhu’s career, see Kritzer Rebirth 198-199.
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Lamotte Histoire 180]). Furthermore, he points out that the two texts
ignore Mahayana, including Yogacara idealism, and goes on to refute the
Chinese and Tibetan tradition that the Karmasiddhiprakarana is a Maha-
yana work, disagreeing in particular with Bu-ston’s characterization of the
text as idealistic.

Then Lamotte presents what he considers to be internal evidence sup-
porting his claim that the text is Sautrantika. First, he calls attention to
the fact that the teachers and schools mentioned and the majority of the
scriptures quoted in the text, with the exception of two quotations from
the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, belong to Hinayana. However, this in itself
does not prove anything. After all, many portions of the Yogdacarabhiimi
also fail to quote Mahayana siitras. The Viniscayasamgrahani, which does
quote Mahayana siitra, to the best of my knowledge quotes primarily the
Samdhinirmocanasiitra.

127 See item 11 above.

128 de la gzugs kyi phun po thams cad ni skad cig pa yin par brjod par bya’o / de’i ci
phyir Ze na / skyes nas ’jig [corrected from na jig on the basis of the Derge] pa dmigs pa’i
phyir ro / skye ba’i rgyu ni ’jig pa’i rgyu yin par mi run ste / mtshan fiid mi ’dra ba’i phyir
ro / skyes pa gnas pa’i rgyu de las gzan pa yan mi dmigs pas de’i phyir ’du byed thams
cad ni ran gi nan gis ’jig pa yin par rig par bya ste / de’i phyir skad cig pa fiid rab tu
grub po (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 58a4-6). 1B X—YJEFEE S &=RFIRMM. LIk, . 8
. NARERRREE < B E. EAEER. EE CRFERATE . AREH
—UIRETEHEE R, b EIERIRFER (T. 1579: 600a18-22). See also the Abhidharma-
koSabhasya: samskrtasyavasyam vyavat akasmiko hi bhavanam vinasah / kim karanam /
karyasya hi karanam bhavati / vinasas cabhavah / yas cabhavas tasya kim kartavyam / so
sav akasmiko vinaso yadi bhavasyotpannamatrasya na syat pascad api na syad bhavasya
tulyatvat | athanyathibhiitah na yuktam tasyaivanyathatvam / na his sa eva tasmad vilaksano
yujyate / ko ’yam ksano nama / atmalabho ’nantaravinasi / so ‘syastiti ksanikam / dandi-
kavat (AbhidharmakoSabhdsya: 193.5-10; T. 1558: 67c17-20; La Vallée Poussin 3: 5;
Samghabhadra identifies this as the opinion of the siitra-master [T. 1562: 533b21-22] and
criticizes it, saying that, because of the validity of the samskrtalaksanas, destruction must
have a cause [T. 1562: 533c10-21]; see Rospatt 180-181).

The passage from the Yogacdrabhimi is translated by Rospatt, who also provides the
Tibetan text and the text from the Sanskrit manuscript (181-182 n. 399). Rospatt thinks that
the argument here is somewhat different from that of the Abhidharmakosabhasya (181-182).

129 de la lus yul nas yul gZzan du ’byun ba tsam dan / de fiid na ’gyur ba "byun ba tsam
ni lus kyi rnam par rig byed do / nag tsam ni nag gi rnam par rig byed do / de bZin du
sems mnon par ’du byed pa skyes pa’i sems pa tsam ni yid kyi rnam par rig byed do | de
ci’i phyir Ze na / "du byed thams cad ni skad cig pa yin pa’i phyir yul nas yul gZzan du ’pho
bar mi rigs pas (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 31a4-5). [ HIER B ER BRI B R e BRI R e
B RE. WHESERERE. WERBER GEEREERE. ML d—Y1TERIER.
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Next, Lamotte identifies and characterizes as Sautrantika a number of
positions asserted by Vasubandhu (7raité 177-179), many of which are also
found in the AbhidharmakoSabhdasya. Below 1 summarize these positions
and provide corresponding passages from the Yogdacarabhiimi:

1) According to Lamotte, Vasubandhu adopts Sautrantika positions on major
issues regarding karma.

a) Positions concerning vijaapti and avijiapti:
Karmasiddhiprakarana — Samsthana does not exist separately from color.

Yogacarabhitmi — The same position is found in the Viniscayasamgrahani
on the Paiicavijiianakayamanobhiimi.'*’

Karmasiddhiprakarana — Destruction is spontaneous, without a cause.

Yogacarabhiimi — The same position is found in the Viniscayasamgrahant
on the Paficavijiianakayamanobhiimi.'?®
Karmasiddhiprakarana — There is no duration or movement.

Yogacarabhiimi — A similar statement is found in the Vinis§cayasamgra-

hani on the Paficavijiianakdayamanobhiimi.'*

Karmasiddhiprakarana — The essence of body and speech karma is volition.
Yogacarabhiimi — A similar position may be implied by the Savitarkadi-
bhiimi.'*°

Karmasiddhiprakarana — Avijiiapti proceeds from volition, not from matter.
Yogacarabhiimi — The definition of asamvara in the Viniscayasamgrahani
on the Paiicavijiianakdyamanobhiimi implies that asamvara is based on
volition.'3!

b) Positions concerning action and retribution:

RHEFEERT . AEEH (T, 1579: 589b18-22).
130 See note 66, comment on item 12.
31 See item 15.
132" See item 18.
133 See item 14c.
134 “jug pa’i rnam par Ses pa tsam fie bar Zi bar zad kyi / kun gi rnam par Ses pa iie

@ 4

@
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Karmasiddhiprakarana — Past actions do not really exist.

Yogacarabhiimi — The same position is found in the Savitarkadibhiimi

and ViniScayasamgrahani on the Paficavijianakayamanobhiimi.'>

Karmasiddhiprakarana — Action comes to fruition by means of samtati-
parinamavisesa.

Yogacarabhiimi — A similar mechanism is described in the Savitarkadi-
bhiimi '3

c) Position concerning the perfuming of a retribution consciousness:

Karmasiddhiprakarana — In the context of explaining how nirodhasa-
mapatti is sacittaka (accompanied by mind), Vasubandhu agrees with
the Sutrapramanikas in believing that a vipakavijiiana, perfumed by the
pravrttivijiianas (the six ordinary consciousnesses), is not interrupted in
the meditations “not accompanied by mind” (acittaka).

Yogdcarabhiimi — A similar position (according to which, however, the

term vipakavijiiana is replaced by alayavijiiana) is found in the Vinisca-

yasamgrahani on the Paficavijiianakdyamanobhiimi.'>*

2) According to Lamotte, the alayavijiiana Vasubandhu teaches is “Sau-
trantika,” differing from that of Vijfianavada.

Karmasiddhiprakarana — There is no two-fold division of conscious-
ness into nimittabhdga (image portion) and darsanabhdga (vision portion).

Yogdcarabhiimi — A developed form of idealism characterized by such
a division of consciousness is not found in the Yogdcarabhiimi either.'®

bar Zi ba ni ma yin no (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 39a5-6). e EREIRAR EHEE N REIRAFITREHANE
(T. 1579: 593a4).

135 See Schmithausen 32-33.

136 ¢i’i phyir gnas len pa mi run Ze na smras pa (Yogdcarabhiimi,: zi 2b4). i HeRe]
FHHR R (H S Z A FEE R (T. 1579: 579a25-26).

137 See note 112.

138 len pa’i rnam par $es pa zab cin phra / sa bon thams cad chu bo klun ltar bab /
bdag tu rtog par gyur ni ma run Zes / byis [corrected from phyis on the basis of the Derge]
pa rnams la nas ni de ma bstan (Yogdacarabhiimi,: zi 2b1). WIBEAREE R — GG TR
BB 2 BEBTE (T. 1579: 579a15-16).
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Karmasiddhiprakarana — The alayavijiiana appropriates a body that con-
sists of riipa, the reality of which is not questioned.

Yogacarabhiimi — One of the proofs of alayavijiiana in the VinisScayasam-
grahani on the Parficavijiianakayamanobhiimi is that, without an alaya,
there could be no appropriation of the body.'*¢ Furthermore, the Yogaca-
rabhiimi generally does not question the reality of ripa.'?’

Karmasiddhiprakarana — The explanation of why the Buddha did not
teach alaya to his disciples is different from Asanga’s in the Mahdyana-
samgraha, which is predicated on the unreality of the external object.
In the Karmasiddhi, Vasubandhu quotes the Samdhinirmocana, saying
that ignorant people would mistake the alaya for a soul.

Yogdcarabhiimi — The Viniscayasamgrahani on the Parficavijiianakaya-
manobhiimi quotes the same passage at the beginning of its exposition of
alayavijiiana to explain why it has not been taught before.!3®

As we can see, all of these positions supposedly characteristic of Sautran-
tika can be traced more or less clearly to the Yogacarabhiimi, particularly
to the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paricavijiianakayamanobhiimi. And not
one of these positions can be traced to a text earlier than the Abhi-
dharmakosabhdsya in which it is identified as Sautrantika. Thus, the
Sautrantika positions in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya and the Karmasiddhi-
prakarana, a text that is considered to be later than the Abhidharma-
kosabhdsya and more developed, i.e., closer to classical Yogacara, are
comparable if not identical. The only striking difference is that the Karma-
siddhiprakarana mentions alayavijiiana.'®

Therefore, Lamotte’s “internal evidence” that the Karmasiddhipraka-
rana is a Hinayana Sautrantika text can equally well be viewed as tes-
timony to Vasubandhu’s reliance on the Viniscayasamgrahani of the
Yogacarabhiimi, a reliance similar to that which we have seen in the
AbhidharmakoSabhdsya. Lamotte calls the positions that he cites “Sautran-
tika” because Vasubandhu has identified them as such in the Abhidhar-
makosSabhdsya or because the commentator on the Karmasiddhiprakarana

139" Schmithausen disagrees with Lamotte, who thinks that the alayavijiiana that appears
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does so. In either case, the ultimate source of this identification is Vasu-
bandhu himself.

Those, like Lamotte, who argue that Vasubandhu’s position in the
Abhidharmakosabhasya and the Karmasiddhiprakarana is Sautrantika
point to the fact that his theories, while departing from Sarvastivada, are
not classical Yogacara, that is to say, they are not vijiaptimatra
(consciousness-only). It is not claimed that Vasubandhu was in the process
of working out the system; that role is traditionally attributed to Asanga.
Rather, Vasubandhu was in the process of his own conversion from
Hinayana to Mahayana, from Sarvastivada to Yogacara, and these Sautran-
tika positions were a step away from the orthodox Sarvastivada that had
become unsatisfactory to him. On the other hand, he was not ready to take
the final step to Mahayana idealism.

Interestingly, a similar progression is described by Schmithausen with
respect to the composition of the Yogdcarabhiimi. He identifies an earlier stra-
tum of the text that is, in his coinage, “pre-alayavijianic,” a stratum in which
the term alayavijiiana is used but the concept is not fully developed, and a
later stratum in which the alayavijiiana more closely resembles that of later
Yogacara texts such as the Mahayanasamgraha.'** According to Schmit-
hausen, the Viniscayasamgrahani as a whole comprises the third stratum,
although even there one can find earlier material in which the alayavijiiana
is not mentioned or presupposed (14, 271-272 n. 131). It is as if Schmit-
hausen sees the Yogacarabhiimi as a fossil record of the evolution of the
concept of alayavijiiana, and if the text is a compilation, it makes sense that
ideas that are the forerunners of alayavijiiana should be preserved therein.

However, I find it difficult to accept a similar model for the development
of Vasubandhu’s thought. Although we know the precise dates of none of
the texts under discussion, I assume that the Yogacarabhiimi was available
to Vasubandhu in a form similar to the one we know, i.e., with at least the
Maulibhiimi and the ViniScayasamgrahani included in one text. If
Vasubandhu was not familiar with the Yogdcarabhiimi, then we would have
to assume that he learned his Sautrantika ideas from the same sources as
the authors of the corresponding passages in the Yogdacarabhiimi. As we

in the Karmasiddhiprakarana reflects a Sautrantika theory of alayavijiiana. Rather, Schmit-
hausen thinks that Vasubandhu uses the Yogacara alayavijiiana as a model (257-258, n. 78).
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have seen, written records of these sources, if they ever existed, are no
longer extant.

According to the traditional view of his career, Vasubandhu wrote the
AbhidharmakosSabhasya after he had come to accept Sautrantika ideas.
Some time later, having learned the doctrine of dalayavijiiana, perhaps
directly from Asanga, perhaps from a text like the Mahayanasamgraha,
he converted to Mahayana and became a Yogacara/Vijiianavadin. In this
case, it is difficult to explain his mentioning alayavijiiana in the Kar-
masiddhiprakarana. According to the traditional explanation, Vasubandhu
wrote this text before his conversion. Did he invent a non-Vijianavadin
version of dlayavijiiana independently, as a sort of logical development
of his Sautrantika seed theory, in the same process that Schmithausen
describes with respect to the Yogdacarabhiimi? Did he borrow the term
from one of the no longer extant Sautrantika sources that I postulated
above? If Schmithausen is correct that the theory of dlayavijiiana devel-
oped within the Yogdcarabhiimi, both of these hypotheses seem far-fetched.

It is far more likely that Vasubandhu was, in fact, familiar with the
Yogacarabhiimi. If so, he would have known the positions that he calls
Sautrantika from that text and perhaps from the lost Sautrantika sources
as well. In either case, according to the traditional explanation, at the time
of writing the Abhidharmakosabhasya, Vasubandhu must have adopted
these ideas, while not yet accepting the theory of alayavijiiana, which he
would have also known from the Yogacarabhiimi. By the time he wrote
Karmasiddhiprakarana, he tentatively believed in a not fully developed,
Sautrantika-like alayavijiiana, which he knew from the Yogdacarabhiimi
and perhaps from a lost Sautrantika source. Finally, he wrote texts like
the Trimsika after his conversion to Mahayana. In other words, the devel-
opment of Vasubandhu’s belief in alayavijiiana paralleled the develop-

140" Schmithausen 34-65. T have undoubtedly grossly oversimplified his complex argument.

141" Schmithausen 10, 259 n. 92. He identifies the section as Yogdcarabhiimi : zi 1b2-
10b6; T. 1579: 579a7-582al2.

142 Schmithausen identifies the section as Yogdacarabhiimi,: zi 2b2-4a4; T. 1579: 579al4-
¢22 (300 n. 226). He also shows that the various proofs are not completely consistent in
the ideas of alayavijiiana on which they are based (194-196).
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ment of the theory of alayavijiiana in the Yogdacarabhiimi but some time
after the Yogdcarabhiimi was already completed.

However, it seems strange that Vasubandhu would repeat the entire
process of the discovery of alayavijiiana. A fairly complete version of the
theory must have been available to him in what Schmithausen calls the
“alayavijfiana treatise” at the beginning of the ViniScayasamgrahani.'*!
It is hard to believe that Vasubandhu would have been satisfied with a
theory like mutual seeding once he had been exposed to the eight-fold proof
of alayavijiiana, which includes among its arguments a refutation of that
very theory.!'*? Nevertheless, Vasubandhu does, in fact, present the theory
of mutual seeding on at least one occasion, evidently with approval.'+3
If Vasubandhu already believed in alayavijiiana when he wrote the Abhi-
dharmakoSabhasya, we must explain why he introduces such positions that
are superseded by the more developed theory of alayavijiiana.

C. An Alternative Explanation: Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika Position in
the AbhidharmakosSabhdsya Reflects his Yogacara Beliefs

I have previously speculated that Vasubandhu was a Yogacara when
he wrote the Abhidharmakosabhdsya (Kritzer “Vasubandhu,” Rebirth
199-204), and I have not changed my mind. In this article, I hope to pres-
ent more persuasive arguments based on further evidence.

In my earlier works, I reasoned primarily on the basis of two argu-
ments in the Abhidharmakosabhasya: Vasubandhu’s “Sautrantika” defi-
nition of vijiiana as a member of the pratityasamutpdada formula and his
criticism of certain cittaviprayuktasamskaras. Since then, I have begun a
more systematic examination of Vasubandhu’s unorthodox opinions in
the AbhidharmakoSabhdasya. In addition to my search for the term Sautran-
tika, the results of which I have presented in Section III of this paper,
I have also searched for opinions identified by Samghabhadra as those of
the siitra-master. Samghabhadra uses this appellation with reference not
only to most of the positions that Vasubandhu himself labels Sautrantika,

143 See section 111, item 7.
144 1 have published the results regarding the first three chapters of the Abhidharma-
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but to many others as well. Many of these passages also correspond more
or less clearly to passages in the Yogdcarabhiimi.'**

Although some of the correspondences that I have identified are less
certain than others, their sheer number strongly suggests that Vasubandhu
relies heavily on the Yogdacarabhiimi for his criticism of Sarvastivada.
However, the great majority of the correspondences between the Sautran-
tika positions in the Abhidharmakosabhasya (and the Karmasiddhipra-
karana) and the Yogacarabhiimi involve passages that do not appear to
be based on a theory of alayavijiiana.

In trying to account for this, I run the danger of reading too much into
Vasubandhu’s statements. In essence, I argue that Vasubandhu favors posi-
tions in the Yogdacarabhiimi that do not mention alayavijiiana because he
infers a theory of alayavijiiana underlying them. This is clearly a risky
proposition, especially since Sautrantika is traditionally seen as preceding
Yogacara, both historically and in the development of Vasubandhu’s
thought. With reference to the Yogdcarabhiimi, Schmithausen warns us not
to “lightly interpret our text on the lines of later sources and developments”
(205). This very principle is what enables Schmithausen to challenge the
traditional view that the Yogdcarabhiimi is a coherent composition of one
man, Asanga, and I believe that Schmithausen is correct in his approach.

kosabhasya (Kritzer Comparison).

145 Kritzer Rebirth 200. As far as I know, Aramaki has not published this observation,
which he conveyed to me personally. However, in the meantime, he has publicly stated
his ordering of the strata of the Yogacarabhiimi, which differs significantly from Schmit-
hausen’s. According to Aramaki, the Maulibhiimi (excluding the Sravakabhiimi and Bodhi-
sattvabhiimi), which contains much of the traditional abhidharma material found in the
Yogacarabhiimi, is later than the Viniscayasamgrahani, in which alayavijiiana is taught and
the Samdhinirmocanasiitra is quoted.

146 de la kun rdzob kyi tshul rnam par bZag pas ’jug pas ni 'di lta ste / yid kyi sar shar
bstan pa Zin du rig par bya’o | de la don dam pa’i tshul rnam par bzag pa bsad par bya
ste / don dam pa’i tshul rnam par bZag pas ’jug pa gan Ze na / mdor bsdu na rnam par
Ses pa ni rnam pa giiis te / kun gZi rnam par Ses pa dan / ’jug pa’i rnam par Ses pa’o
(Yogacarabhiimi : zi 189a8-b2). A E AR ST, RE AR AR B O s, B
HIANFTEHBE Bt MU R MRS E B S AB R R 0. K E .
— &0 §EEREE. —EEEEE (T. 1579: 651b11-15; see Schmithausen 689-690).

YT sa bon rnam par bZag pa’i tshul *di ni kun gi rnam par $es pa rnam par ma gzag
pa la rig par bya’o | rnam par bzag pa la ni mdor bsdu na de la chos thams cad kyi sa
bon yod par rig bar bya ste / sa bon de dag ni ma spans pa dan span bar bya ba ma yin
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Nevertheless, there are two major differences between the Yogdacara-
bhiimi and the AbhidharmakoSabhasya that 1 feel justify some departure
from Schmithausen’s principle. First, several of the most important sources
for Yogacara doctrine, including the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, the com-
pleted Yogdcarabhiimi, the Abhidharmasamuccaya, and the Mahdyana-
samgraha are generally considered to predate Vasubandhu’s work. In other
words, Vasubandhu must have known the doctrine of alayavijiiana, whether
he agreed with it or not. Second, to the best of my knowledge, no one,
not even Schmithausen, has suggested that the AbhidharmakosSabhdsya is
not a coherent composition of one man, Vasubandhu.

I have proposed that Vasubandhu’s reason for not mentioning alayavij-
fiana in the Abhidharmakosabhdasya has to do with the nature of the text,
which is an exposition and criticism of traditional abhidharma, not a pre-
sentation of Yogacara ideas (Kritzer Rebirth 203-204). I referred to Aramaki
Noritoshi’s idea that portions of the Yogdcarabhiimi present the Yogacara
exposition of ultimate truth, that is, the doctrine of alayavijiiana, while
other portions, which do not mention alayavijiidna, represent provisional
truth.' My conclusion was that the Abhidharmako$abhasya, like the
abhidharma portions of the Yogdcarabhiimi, is an exposition of provi-
sional truth. Since the Yogacaras seem to have arisen from a Sarvastivadin
milieu (Yamabe “An Shigao”), it is not surprising that much Yogacara

pa’i chos de dag dan ci rigs su ldan par rig par bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi,: zi 17b6-7).
R EFR BT T T8 M, o HARRE IR AR R B 2o . & H AR R @S P fE AR
FOMAR. AR FEAR RS FRE ST T — U0 B RITREHRER (T. 1579: 584a27-b1;
see Schmithausen 271 n. 131).

148 de la gog pa’i siioms par ’jug pa gan ?e na / ci yai med pa’i skye mched kyi ’dod
chags dan bral gon ma’i ’dod chags dan ma bral yan run / ’dod chags dan bral yan run
ba’i gnas pa’i ’du Ses snon du btan ba’i yid la byed pas sems dan sems las byun ba’i chos
rnams ’gog pa tsam dan / fie bar Zi Zin mi "byun ba tsam ni ’gog pa’i sioms par ’jug pa
Zes bya ste | ’jug pa’i rnam par Ses pa tsam fie bar Zi bar zad kyi / kun gZi rnam par Ses
pa fie bar Zi ba ni ma yin no (Yogacarabhimi,: zi 39a3-6). (X ZHNEE. FECHEMEAT
HREEAN L&, SECHBEEEEERAR. # O ORI, RREEE.
[t SE MEREIRAT BHa. AREIkARIMHEAERE (T. 1579: 593a1-4; see Schmithausen 272 n. 131).

149 > 00g pa’i sioms par ’jug pa ni ci yan med pa’i skye mched kyi 'dod chags dan bral
ba’i gnas pa’i 'du Ses snon [corrected from mnon on the basis of the Derge and the Chi-
nese] du btan ba’i yid la byed pas min 'gog pa’i gnas skabs la’o / de yan rnam pa gsum
ste / no bo iiid las ni dge ba iiid yin no / gan zag las ni ’phags pa’i rgyud du gtogs te /
slob pa’i rgyud dam mi slob pa’i rgyud du gtogs pa yin no / skye ba las ni kun gzi rnam
par Ses pa rnam par ma gzag ni dan por 'dir skyes cin / de’i og tu gzugs kyi khams su
minon du byed do /| mion du byed pa ni gzugs kyi lus la rag las pa yin pa’i phyir ro / kun
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and Sarvastivadin teachings on this level essentially agree. Thus, Vasuban-
dhu is able to use the general framework of the Sarvastivada abhidharma,
while he “corrects” those details that seriously conflict with the Yogacara
abhidharma.

I have noticed that Schmithausen refers to a passage in the Yogdacara-
bhiimi that supports Aramaki’s idea. In the Viniscayasamgrahani on the
Sacittakabhiami, it is said that the traditional way of establishing con-
sciousness is taught in the Manobhiimi (of the Maulibhiimi), while the
ultimate teaching is that there are two types of consciousness, the dlaya-
vijiiana and the pravrttivijianas.'*® Although Schmithausen mentions this
only to prove that the mention of dlayavijiiana in the Manobhiimi is a later
addition to the text, the passage shows that the author(s)/compiler indeed
distinguishes between levels of teaching within the text.

Three passages in the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Paficavi-
JjAanakayamanobhiimi, identified by Schmithausen, may also be relevant.
The first comes at the end of a long explanation of mutual seeding (see
section III, item 7), in which mutual seeding is said to be taught only
when ala-
yavijiiana is not yet established.'*” The next states that the definition
of nirodhasamapatti as a state in which all citta and caitasikas (mental
dharmas) are suppressed refers only to the pravrttivijiianas, not to alaya-
vijiiana."*® In the third passage, nirodhasamapatti is said to be obtainable
in ripadhatu after it has been obtained in kamadhatu (the realm of desire).

gZi rnam par Ses pa rnam par gzag na ni mnon du byed pa thams cad du ’gro ba yin par
blta bar bya’o (Yogacarabhiimi : zi 76b2-5). {KC Bk EATE R & 1L BEESE L. 2%
fr, RS, E =M. B RS, MRS, B, EERMI
. e R ERER. 3 (T. 1579: 607b4-10; see Schmithausen 271 n. 131).

150 The text actually uses the near-synonym, ddanavijiiana.

51 len pa’i rnam par Ses pa zab cin phra / sa bon thams cad chu bo’i klun ltar *bab /
bdag tu rtog par gyur na mi run Zes / byis pa rnams la 1as ni de ma bstan (Lamotte
Samdhinirmocana 58 [5.7]; Lamotte supplies the Sanskrit, presumably from the Trimsika-
bhasya: adanavijiiana gabhirasiiksmo / ogho yatha vartati sarvabijo / balana eso mayi na
prakasi / ma haiva atma parikalpayeyul). See also the version of the sitra contained in
the Vini§cayasamgrahani on the Bodhisattvabhiimi (Yogacarabhiimi : ’i 60al; T. 1579:
718c¢2-3). See note 138.

152" prajita *mala sanucara bhidharmah tatra prajia dharmapravicayah / amaleti ands-
rava /| sanucareti saparivara / evam anasravah paicaskandhako ’bhidharma ity uktam



380 ROBERT KRITZER

However, according to the text, when alayavijiiana has been established,
nirodhasamapatti must be obtainable in aripyadhatu as well.'*

Schmithausen mentions all of these references to alayavijiiana as exam-
ples of later additions made by the compiler (271-272 n. 131). In the case
of the first passage, at least, he also states that he does “not hesitate
to take this systematical statement of the compiler historically, viz. in the
sense that this bija theory was devised when alayavijiiana had not yet
been introduced” (288 n. 173). Schmithausen thus does not connect these
statements with that of the Viniscayasamgrahani on the Sacittakabhiimi
concerning two levels of teaching. Given his confidence that the Yoga-
carabhiimi is not the work of a single author, this is understandable.
However, Schmithausen does assume that there was a compiler who put
together the various strata into the text we now have, and he allows for
the possibility of the compiler’s having inserted his own comments into
the text.

Therefore, in light of the fact that either the author of the Viniscaya-
samgrahani on the Sacittakabhiimi or the compiler explicitly refers to
alayavijiiana as an ultimate teaching, it does not seem unreasonable that
the author/compiler’s comments on the three passages in the Viniscaya-
samgrahani on the Paficavijiianakayamanobhiimi reflect his judgement
regarding the level at which their statements apply rather than, or as well
as, his understanding of the historical development of the relevant doc-
trines. Furthermore, the Samdhinirmocanasiitra contains the famous state-
ment that the Buddha did not teach alayavijiiana'® to fools who might
mistake it for a soul (@rman).'>! The Samdhinirmocanasiitra, which Lopez
(6) describes as providing for Yogacara the criteria for determining “what

bhavati / esa tavat paramarthiko ’bhidharmah | samketikas tu tatpraptaye yapi ca yac ca
Sastram (AbhidharmakosSabhdsya 2.3-6; La Vallée Poussin 1: 3-4).

153 atas tadhetos tasya dharmapravicayasydrthe Sastra kila buddhenabhidharma uktah
(Abhidharmakosabhasya 3.1; La Vallée Poussin 1: 5-6).

154 prayena hi kasmiravaibhdasikanam nityadisiddha eso ‘smabhir abhidharma dakhy-
atah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 450.1-2; La Vallée Poussin 5: 223).

R HHRC AR, SRIEBEFESST. REEHEARED. FEEHmBE R,
BaEEAFEM. S EEiis. S8R ERE. G aERES (T. 1562:
775b20-23; La Vallée Poussin 5: 223 n. 1b).

156 See Jaini’s introduction to the Abhidharmadipa (second ed. 111); Rhys Davids and
Stede (488).

157" See, for example, Vasubandhu’s definition of bija in the context of his denial of the
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constitutes the definitive (nitartha) and the interpretable (neyartha),”
implies that the doctrine of alayavijiiana, besides being dangerously diffi-
cult to understand, is a more definitive teaching than that of the tradi-
tional six ordinary types of consciousness. Although the main force of the
statement in the Samdhinirmocanasiitra is to explain why the crucial term
alayavijiiana cannot be found in the agamas (scriptures), it also suggests
a reason for the limited use of the term in Yogacara abhidharma.

It is true that, in the context of Sarvastivada, abhidharma is the defini-
tive teaching. But early in the Abhidharmakosabhasya, Vasubandhu dis-
tinguishes between abhidharma in its ultimate meaning, i.e., pure wisdom,
and abhidharma in a conventional sense, namely impure wisdom as well
as the Sastras (doctrinal treatises) that result in the attainment of pure
wisdom."? Furthermore, as is well known, Vasubandhu denies that the
abhidharma Sastras are the words of the Buddha.'>? Therefore, from Vasu-
bandhu’s point of view, although most of the Sarvastivadin abhidharma
that he describes without criticism in the AbhidharmakoSabhasya is
conducive to pure wisdom, it is not necessarily a statement of all that is
known by pure wisdom.

In other words, the purview of the Abhidharmakosabhdsya does not
include Mahayana teachings such as alayavijiiana. Vasubandhu accu-
rately describes his own work as abhidharma based in general on the
teaching of the Kasmira Vaibhasikas.'>* Samghabhadra elaborates on this,
quoting Vasubandhu as saying that, in addition to Vaibhasika teachings,
he has also taught a bit of another path.'> Samghabhadra gives as exam-
ples Vasubandhu’s statements about samsthanariipa and the past and
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reality of prapti: kim punar idam bijam nama / yan namaripam phalotpattau samartham
saksat paramparyena va / santatiparinamavisesat (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 64.4-5).

58 kah Sautrantikarthah. ye sitra-pramanikah na Sastra-pramanikah. te Sautrantikah
(Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 11.29-30).
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future. We can speculate that Vasubandhu feels it necessary to correct
the Vaibhasika positions on these and other issues because they are irre-
trievably in conflict with his true beliefs. But rather than introducing terms
like alayavijiiana, totally alien to the abhidharma literature on which he
claims to rely, he appeals to concepts like bija, which, on the one hand,
is not completely unknown in the traditional dgama, where metaphors
concerning seeds can be found,' and, on the other hand, can be explained
technically in terms familiar in an abhidharma context.'’

Finally, I must return to the term “Sautrantika,” the significance of which
remains unclear. It would be nice to imagine that the sifras in question
are Mahayana siitras, particularly the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, and that
Vasubandhu uses the term to signal a reliance on such works. However,
I have found no evidence to support such a fanciful theory. For now, I must
follow Yasomitra’s explanation: “What is the meaning of sautrantika?
Those who take siitra as their authority, not §astra, are Sautrantikas.” '8
At least some of Vasubandhu’s opinions in the AbhidharmakosSabhasya,
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whether or not they can be characterized as Yogacara, contradict ortho-
dox Vaibhasika, for which the texts of the Sarvastivadin abhidharmapitaka
are authoritative. If Vasubandhu admitted that they are indeed authorita-
tive, he would not be able to criticize them as fundamentally as he does.
By siding with “those who take siitra as authority,” he is free to reject that
with which he disagrees, implying that it has not been taught in the siitras.
On the other hand, he is still free to accept those Sarvastivadin opinions
with which he agrees. As Yasomitra makes clear, much of abhidharma
can be found in the sitras, particularly ones like the Arthaviniscayasiitra
that illuminate the characteristics of dharmas.'> Furthermore, the sitras
can often be interpreted in more than one way. For example, the words
citta, manas, and vijiiana are mentioned together in the Dighanikaya,'®
apparently as synonyms, which is in fact the way that they are understood
by the Vaibhasikas.!®' But the Yogdcdarabhiimi famously differentiates
them: vijiiana refers to the six traditional forms of consciousness, manas
is klistamanas, and citta is alayavijiiana. If Vasubandhu’s intention in the
Abhidharmakosabhdasya is secretly to reinterpret abhidharma, it is perhaps
no wonder that he refers to his opinions as “Sautrantika.” '
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