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Innovation and the Role of Intertextuality in the
Paiicaskandhaka and Related Yogacara Works"

Jowita Kramer

The present paper focuses on Vasubandhu’s Paricaskandhaka, its
three commentaries, and the Trimsikavijiiaptibhdasya, a closely re-
lated commentary on the Trimsika composed by Sthiramati (6 c.).
The three commentaries on the Paficaskandhaka comprise the
Paiicaskandhakavibhasaby Sthiramati, the Paiicaskandhavivarana
by Gunaprabha, and the Paficaskandhabhdsya composed by an
unknown author.! By providing examples for various forms of bor-

s

I'would like to thank Martin Delhey, Kazuo Kano, Ralf Kramer, Alexander
von Rospatt, Lambert Schmithausen, Jonathan Silk, and Stefano Zacchetti for
very valuable comments on previous drafts of this paper. I am also grateful
for the support received from the German Research Foundation (DFG), which
enabled me to complete this article.

! Though the Bhasya is ascribed to the author “Sa’i rtsa lag” in the colo-
phon of its Tibetan translation, there are some indications that this ascrip-
tion is based on a misunderstanding of the Tibetan translator or scribe who
composed the colophon. The expression sa’i rtsa lag poses two questions,
namely which Sanskrit name it corresponds to, and which text the person
bearing this name composed. As already pointed out by Kazunobu Matsuda
(Matsuda 1984: 12, n. 5), the name sa’i rtsa lag is mentioned at the begin-
ning of the Peking edition of the Paficaskandhabhdasya, where it occurs as
the name of the author of the Prakarana (i.e. the root text Paiicaskandhaka),
not as the name of the author of the commentary (P 5569, 101a8: slob dpon
sa’i rtsa lag gis mdzad de | rab tu byed pa 'di; notably, the phrase slob dpon
sa’i rtsa lag gis mdzad de is missing in the Derge edition). Therefore Matsuda
takes sa’i rtsa lag to be a translation of the name “Vasubandhu,” the author of
the Paiicaskandhaka. According to Matsuda, sa’i rtsa lag is only mentioned
in the colophon as the author of the Bhasya because of the Tibetan transla-
tor’s or scribe’s misunderstanding of the phrase occurring at the beginning
of the text. The assumption that sa’i rtsa lag is an alternative rendering of
the name Vasubandhu is confirmed by another occurrence of this expression,
namely in Sthiramati’s commentary on the Mahayanasutralamkara (see the

Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
Volume 36/37 « 2013/2014 (2015) pp. 281-352



282 Jowita Kramer

rowings and additions this study aims at exploring the amount of
innovation and the role of intertextuality in these texts, thereby
contributing to our understanding of the functions of Indian com-
mentaries as well as of the motives and compositional techniques of
their authors. An appendix at the end of the paper offers a compara-
tive overview of the parallels between the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa
and the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya to be found in the section explain-
ing the mental (caitasika) factors.

1 Introduction

Although the commentary seems to have represented the main lit-
erary genre in ancient India the study of its form and function has
only recently gained popularity in modern scholarship.? One of the
first modern attempts to characterize the peculiarities of various
kinds of Indian commentaries is to be found in R. S. Bhattacharya’s
article “Kinds of Expositions in Sanskrit Literature” published in
1955. Bhattacharya distinguishes seven main kinds of commentar-
ies: vrtti, varttika, bhasya, pariijika, tika, paspasa, as well as upod-
ghata and identifies the vreti-commentary as the oldest form of

edition of the 11™ chapter of the text in Hayashima 1983: 14), where it refers
to the author of the Mahayanasiutralamkarabhdsya, that is Vasubandhu.
The fact that sa’i rtsa lag was used in Tibetan translations as an alternative
rendering of the name “Vasubandhu” has also been pointed out by Samten
Karmay (Karmay 1988: 150). Karmay’s remark has been rejected by Dan
Martin, who moreover states that sa’i rtsa lag refers to the “Singhalese com-
mentator Prthivibandhu” who wrote Abhidharma commentaries (i.e. the
Paiicaskandhabhasya?) and who has been “active during the reign of King
Gopala; 685-720 CE” (Martin 2002: 338, n. 7). Martin’s dating is probably
based on a note in Taranatha’s history of Buddhism, in which a pandita
sa’i rtsa lag is mentioned to have belonged to this period (see Chimpa and
Chattopadhyaya 1997: 261). The idea that this sa’i rtsa lag was Singhalese
probably originates from the colophon of a Tibetan translation of a commen-
tary on the Saddharmapundarika (translated from the Chinese; see D 4017,
302a7) where sin ga la’i slob dpon sa’i rtsa lag is mentioned as its author.

2 Itis assumed that within the corpus of Indian Sanskrit literature commen-
taries take a share of around 75 % (see von Hiniiber [2007: 99f.], who speaks
of the “Kommentierungswut der Inder” in this context, and also Briickner
1995: 237).



Innovation and the Role of Intertextuality 283

exposition.’ The characterization of the different types of commen-
taries offered by Bhattacharya remains vague and is based on a few
selected (non-Buddhist) sources. The study of Indian commentaries
had not been significantly brought forward for several decades after
Bhattacharya’s investigation. It was not until the 1990s that the na-
ture of Indian commentaries returned into the focus of research,
mainly due to the publication of two interdisciplinary volumes on
the topic (see below).* Nonetheless, the question still remains open
whether the different expressions for Indian commentaries always
refer to the same specific commentarial style and type and whether
Indian authors did indeed follow the theoretical rules of composi-
tion described in exegetical handbooks like the Vyakhyayukti.

The present paper is part of a more extensive study of Indian
Buddhist commentaries which I am currently working on. While
the overall aim of this project is to understand, on the basis of
Yogacara commentaries, the relations between the various com-
mentarial types and to identify the differences and parallels be-
tween them, the focus of the present paper is limited to the question
of how much intertextuality on the one hand and innovation and
creativity on the other are to be found in the commentaries and
also in their root text.> By dealing with some examples illustrating
the reuse of older material and inclusion of innovative parts I hope
to contribute new insights to questions regarding the functions of
Indian commentaries and the motivations of their authors.

Commentaries have played an essential role not only in ancient
India but in most pre-modern cultures, and thus these cultures have
even been called “commentary cultures” (“Kommentarkulturen’)
by modern scholars.® A number of publications have already ad-

3 Bhattacharya 1955: 124-129.

4 Most of the relevant publications published from the 1990s on are men-
tioned below. Further studies include, e.g., Bronkhorst 1991, Ganeri 2011
(chapter 8), Houben 1997 and 1999, Nance 2012, and Slaje 2007. Notable
remarks on Tibetan commentaries are to be found in Cabezén 2001.

5 The role of intertextuality in Indian sastric literature has been dealt with
before, e.g., in Olivelle 2004 and Freschi 2011.

¢ Quisinsky and Walter 2007: 1 and 7.
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dressed the function of commentaries in, for instance, the Egyptian,
Greek, Islamic and the Indian tradition, of which the three vol-
umes Assmann and Gladigow 1995, Most 1999, and Quisinsky and
Walter 2007 should be singled out in particular.

One of the ideas emphasized by some authors who have con-
tributed to these volumes is that commentaries were composed
in order to preserve old or traditional knowledge on the one hand
and to introduce new ideas on the other.” In the introduction to his
own volume Jan Assmann states that commentaries were not only
produced because the (root) texts “needed” them due to gaps in
the transmission, scribal mistakes that crept in over time, and due
to “verschwundene[n] Wissenshorizonte” (“lost knowledge hori-
zons”),’ but because some texts were considered so valuable that
they “deserved” a commentary.’

Notable remarks on the functions of commentaries are also to
be found in an article published by Karin Preisendanz in 2008.
Preisendanz characterizes the philosophical Indian commentary
as a tool enabling the author to add new philosophical concepts to
his tradition, to systematize the teachings, to update the termin-
ology, and to avoid inconsistencies.'” According to Preisendanz we
should distinguish these “creative” commentaries from philosophi-
cally “unproductive” works. The latter often only consist of cita-
tions and of comments on difficult terminology and grammatical
constructions and could actually be collections of notes or *“scho-
lia.”!! Preisendanz also mentions that creative commentaries often
became more important within their tradition than the root text in
the course of time and could eventually even replace it.'”> Another
fact pointed out by Preisendanz is that Indian commentators usu-

7 See, e.g., Quisinsky and Walter 2007: 10f., Most 1999: x, and Briickner
1995: 247.

8 With this expression Assmann refers to the idea that old texts are usually
not entirely understood in a new socio-cultural environment.

% Assmann and Gladigow 1995: 19.

10" Preisendanz 2008: 606f.

I Preisendanz 2008: 609f.

12 Preisendanz 2008: 606 and 612. See also Briickner 1995: 247.
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ally do not seem to have attached great importance to presenting
their innovative ideas as new and original. Instead they appear to
have aimed for reducing them to, as Preisendanz writes (citing
Radhakrishnan), “a new name for an old way of thinking.”!3

Thus, a commentary might, on the one hand, have the purpose
of transferring a text from the past to the present, thereby recover-
ing and reconfirming it by adapting it to the modern, present-day
vocabulary and perspective. On the other hand, it might be used
as a tool to incorporate an old authoritative source into a new con-
text, for instance a newly established tradition, in order to authorize
the latter and its newly developed ideas. Moreover, the motives for
composing a commentary may be characterized as the commenta-
tor’s striving for prestige and ‘empowerment’ by creating a direct
connection to a powerful root text. According to Glenn Most this
empowerment may happen on four different levels.'* The first to be
empowered by the commentary is the author of the root text, who
is brought back, as Most says, “from the exile of having written too
long ago and of no longer being fully understandable.” The second
is the author of the commentary who profits from the prestige of
the root text. The third is the reader or student who benefits from
the commentary because he gains access to the root text and to the
tradition the root text and the commentary belong to. Finally the
institution is strengthened because — if the commentary is success-
ful — it binds the root text and the reader to its tradition and thus
makes the latter more important.

A further important fact to be considered is pointed out in
Heinrich von Stietencron’s and in Wolfgang Raible’s contribu-
tions to Assmann and Gladigow 1995. Von Stietencron states that
the brief root text itself should not necessarily be considered the
starting point for a particular set of teachings. Instead, the brief
root text often represents a “secondary” summary of a complex
conglomerate of doctrines, which was composed in retrospect.'
Wolfgang Raible seems to be thinking in a similar vein when he

13" Preisendanz 2008: 607f. and Radhakrishnan 1923: 46.
4 Most 1999: x—xi.
15 Von Stietencron 1995: 252.



286 Jowita Kramer

speaks of “amplification” and “reduction” as possible variants of
relations between texts.!'®

Von Stietencron also emphasizes the idea that commentaries
mainly grew out of student-teacher relationships, the student not-
ing down the master’s explanations as well as the results of discus-
sions and additionally enriching these notes with his own thoughts.
Later his own students might have proceeded in the same way, and
thus the tradition continued to develop constantly.”” The idea that
commentaries were mainly produced within the teaching process
is also indicated by Ineke Sluiter in her study of Greek commen-
taries. According to Sluiter the existence of a commentary on a
particular text may be regarded as a proof for the fact that the root
text was used as a teaching aid and that the commentator acted as
a teacher.'®

The Pariicaskandhaka and its commentaries seem to confirm
most of the above-mentioned theories of how and why commentar-
ies were produced. On the one hand all three commentaries follow
the Paficaskandhaka very closely with regard to its structure and
main teachings and do not contradict the root text explicitly. On
the other all three contain phrases, longer passages, and teachings
which clearly go beyond the root text. With regard to this additional
material we can distinguish those parts which probably were cre-
ated by the commentator himself from those that were borrowed
from other older sources without being officially marked as quo-
tations. The latter additions may be considered as not innovative
because they are copied from earlier sources. At the same time
they represent a creative act insofar as the commentators combined
this borrowed textual material with that of the root text and thus
created new texts.

Another point to be stressed is the fact that it is not only the
commentary that is characterized by intertextuality but that the
root text also includes both, innovative passages and phrases and

16 Raible 1995: 57.
17" Von Stietencron 1995: 252f. See also Krasser 2011: 49 and 70.
18 Sluiter 1999: 173.
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concepts borrowed from other works. Examples from the commen-
taries and from the root text illustrating these two aspects of textual
production are presented below in sections two and three. The ob-
servation that the root text is also characterized by intertextuality is
important insofar as it is generally the root text that is assumed to
be original and innovative, while the commentary is often regarded
a secondary product following the ideas of the root text and rely-
ing on previous sources.!” But taking into account the fact that the
amount of innovation and textual reuse is similar in Vasubandhu’s
root text and, for instance, in Sthiramati’s commentary, the com-
mentary does not necessarily occupy a very specific position in
terms of intertextuality.

As pointed out by von Stietencron and Raible it is important to
note that the relations between earlier and later texts and teachings
do not only manifest themselves in a root text’s expansion into a
more detailed commentary. These relations may also become vis-
ible in a short root text aiming at reducing or summarizing the
extensive doctrinal material existing prior to its production. The
Pariicaskandhaka and its commentaries illustrate this in a very
clear way. While the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa is obviously extend-
ing the contents of the Paiicaskandhaka, the Paiicakandhaka itself
is not a direct commentary on anything but nonetheless it is clearly
based on material that has been there before in the sense that it
is reducing something more extensive. The Paricaskandhaka is so
brief that no one would have understood it, if it were not summariz-
ing doctrinal material available prior to its composition.

Thus, the main difference between an ‘official’ commentary and
a text that is not designated as such seems not to be the extent of
innovation or creativity but the fact that the commentary follows in
a very obvious way the structure of the root text, whereas the root
text can have an individual structure. Notably, at least in the case
of the Paficaskandhaka the root text is also bound to a particular
structure through its specific topic, the five skandhas. By following

9 See for instance Cabezén 2001: 251, where the great amount of commen-
tarial literature in Tibet is given as a reason for the recurrent use of recycling
from older sources to be found in Tibetan texts.
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the conventional structure of the latter, the Paricaskandhaka auto-
matically repeats and copies certain patterns and phrases from
earlier sources dealing with the same topic.

The above-mentioned idea that commentaries arose mainly
from a didactical context seems to be supported by certain char-
acteristic features of Sthiramati’s commentaries, in particular his
FPaiicaskandhakavibhasa and Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya. As becomes
obvious from the examples provided below, Sthiramati’s comments
do not give the impression of a conscious plan of the author to
employ specific strategies of textual reuse in a systematic way. In
some cases Sthiramati quotes explicitly from other works, some-
times providing the title of the source, sometimes not. In other
cases he borrows the material ‘silently,” without any indication that
he is quoting another text. Only siitra citations seem to be marked
as such regularly, though only very rarely an explicit title is given.

It is also notable that Sthiramati does not utilize his sources in
a systematic way. In some cases he reproduces relevant passages
from related texts like the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya, but he
does not extract all the passages that could be of relevance for his
own comments. What is more, in some instances his wording is
identical to the other text, in some it differs without any obvious
reason. Thus, the theory that commentaries like Sthiramati’s were
produced in the context of teaching may offer a possible explana-
tion for the unsystematic usage of other sources.

The decision to proceed in a particular way, i.e. to copy text
from a different source literally or not literally, to mark this text as
a quotation (without providing a particular title), or to mention the
title of the source explicitly, appears to have been made more or
less randomly.? Maybe the reason why the title of the source is pro-
vided at some instances but not at others is simply that the teacher
mentioned it in the case of one teaching but not with reference to
another. In those cases in which the text is not officially quoted the
teacher might have not used it consciously as a citation. Taking

20" However, one has to be cautious with any definite conclusions as it is
also possible that Sthiramati was using sources no longer extant or different
versions of works available to us today.
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into account the fact that scholars like Sthiramati knew the texts
by heart, it is possible that they were simply reproducing what they
knew about the topic under discussion without even being aware of
the fact that they were citing specific texts. Their main aim might
have been to provide the standard explanations that were regarded
as authoritative in the milieu they belonged to and it might not have
been considered important to indicate what the particular source
of a passage was as long as the explanation was in accord with the
author’s tradition.”! Another commentarial feature that makes the
teaching scenario probable is the fact that in some cases Sthiramati
explains rather obvious grammatical constructions or word mean-
ings while in other, similar, instances he does not.?

In summary, commentaries like the Paficaskandhakavibhasa
or the Trimsikavijiaptibhasya give the impression of having been
produced in a didactical context. At the same time they contain well
thought through, philosophically challenging passages, which must
have been composed by a mature scholar, that is the teacher him-
self. Thus, the scenario that they actually arose from notes taken by
students during the teaching process (as suggested in Krasser 2011:
49 and 70, for portions of Bhaviveka’s Prajiiapradipa) may only be
applied to some selected parts. In addition to Karin Preisendanz’
above-mentioned differentiation between creative and philosoph-
ically unproductive commentaries, it is worthwhile noting that
characteristics of both types of commentaries may also be found
within one single work, as in the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa and the
TrimSikavijiiaptibhasya.

The fact that Sthiramati explains grammar and syntax of the root
text so randomly and provides synonyms and counter-arguments
(of opponents) in such an irregular way is particularly remarkable

2l See also Freschi 2011: 171.

22 See, e.g., the explanation of abhoga as abhujana (PSkV 20bl), of pravi-
caya as pravicinoti (PSkV 22a6), of kausidya as kutsitam sidatiti kusidah |
tadbhavah kaustdyam (PSkV 26b4), and of staimitya as stimitabhava (PSkV
38b6). The fact that Sthiramati explains Vasubandhu’s root text in this way
only sporadically but not regularly may suggest that he was asked (by a stu-
dent?) to explain a certain word in more detail.



290 Jowita Kramer

when we try to understand the relations between his commentar-
ial methods and the rules prescribed in various Indian exegetical
handbooks. One of the most important Buddhist manuals on exe-
gesis appears to have been the Vyakhyayukti, according to which
sutras are commented on with regard to the five criteria “inten-
tion,” “summarized meaning,” “word meaning,” “connection,”
and “objections and answers.”* Further exegetical rules are to be
found, for instance, in the Nettippakarana and Petakopadesa® as
well as in the (non-Buddhist) Parasarapurana, which served as the
basis for Gary Tubb’s and Emery Boose’s Scholastic Sanskrit: A
Handbook for Students. The Parasarapurana lists five tasks which
a commentary aims to fulfill: “word-division,” “paraphrasing,”
“analysis of grammatical complexes,” “construing the sentenc-
es,” and “answering of objections.”” While most of Sthiramati’s
comments can certainly be assigned to one of the categories of
the Vyakhyayukti and the Parasarapurana, it is also obvious that
he does not follow these rules in a systematic and regular way.
He, for example, paraphrases the meaning of the root text in most
cases and very often gives synonyms for the words, but usually
does not (explicitly) explain the division of compounds and the
construction of sentences.?* Grammatical complexes are also clari-

2 Schoening 1995: 38, Skilling 2000: 318, and Verhagen 2005: 574. Verhagen
(2008: 238) points out that these five criteria could be related to a set of prin-
ciples for scholastic exposition, the so-called tantrayuktis, known from the
Brahmanical context (mainly medical and political). On the tantrayuktis, see
also Lele 1981, Oberhammer 1996: 110—112, and Manevskaia 2008.

24 See Verhagen 2008: 233f.
%> Tubb and Boose 2007: 3-5.

26 Two of the few examples which show Sthiramati dividing compounds
explicitly in his commentary may be visible in PSkV 37al, where he explains
candavacodasita as candena vacasa pradasati, and in PSkV 42a2, where
he understands asamjiiisamapattih to mean either asamjia samapattih or
asamjiianam samapattih. There are, of course, countless instances in which
Sthiramati explains the meaning of every single word, some of these words
being part of a compound. In these cases he is ‘indirectly’ dividing com-
pounds, too. However, it is not clear whether the rule ‘word division’ also
refers to this indirect separation of words. As for comments on the syntax, an
example for Sthiramati commenting on it may be found in PSkV 54a6f. and
PSkV 57b6, where Sthiramati explains that the term upadaya which appears
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fied only sporadically by Sthiramati,”” and the viewpoints of op-
ponents are discussed only in the context of some specific top-
ics, as for instance, the understanding of the concept of “feeling”
(vedana) or of the mental functions of someone emerging from
the state of nirodhasamapatti.®® A detailed analysis of the nature
of Sthiramati’s comments and of their relation to the above-men-
tioned categories, which I am planning to complete in the near
future, will certainly result in more specific insights with regard
to the commentarial methods of Indian authors.

2 Examples of Intertextuality

The comparison of the Paiicaskandhaka and its three commentaries
with other Abhidharma and Yogacara works shows that the authors
of the four texts drew extensively on material from earlier sources.
Notably, they used the other texts ‘silently,” explicit quotations be-
ing completely absent in the root text and appearing only very rare-
ly in the commentaries. The relations of the Paficaskandhaka itself
to the Abhidharmakosabhdasya and the Abhidharmasamuccaya
have been discussed in detail in Kramer 2013a, where I have com-
pared the definitions of the samskdaras provided in the three texts.
As is evident from this comparison only very few of the definitions
are completely identical in all three works. At the same time most
of the statements appear at least partly related to each other. This is
evident, for instance, in the definition of faith (sraddha):

PSk 6,5f.: karmaphalasatyaratnesv abhisampratyayas cetasah
prasadah (“firm belief [and] mental clarity with regard to karma, [its]
results, the [four] truths, and the [three] jewels”)

AS 16,7: astitvagunavattvasakyatvesv abhisampratyayah prasado
‘bhilasah (“firm belief, clarity, [and] aspiration with regard to that
which exists, that which possesses virtues, and the capabilities”)

at the end of the passage also applies to the part of the passage he is com-
menting on.

27 One prominent example of a grammatical explanation is found in
PSkV 3al-3b2, where Sthiramati discusses the grammar of the compound
riupaskandha.

28 PSKV 14b6ff. and 51b4ff.
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AKBh 55,6: cetasah prasadah (“mental clarity”); AKBh 55,6f. adds
that “others” (apare) define sraddha as “firm belief in the [four] truths,
the [three] jewels, karma, and [its] results” (satyaratnakarmaphalabhi-
sampratyayah)

Some of the divergences that become visible when we examine the
samskara definitions might be explained as having occurred due
to the employment of synonyms, as for example the usage of the
term abhiprete instead of the expression ipsite in the definition of
“wish” (chanda):

PSk 5,8: abhiprete vastuny abhilasah (“craving for the desired object”)

AS 16,11.: ipsite vastuni tattadupasamhata kartukamata (“the desire
for action [directed] at an object longed for, connected to this or that”)

The same applies to the definition of “contact” (sparsa), in which
Vasubandhu uses the term samavdaya instead of sannipata:

PSk 5,4: trikasamavaye paricchedah (“determination in the moment
of contact of the three [indriya, visaya, and vijiianal”)

AS 15,38f.: trikasannipata indriyavikaraparicchedah (“determination
of the change of the sense faculty in the moment of the encounter of
the three [indriya, visaya, and vijiianal”)

Another explanation for the fact that the definitions seem to cor-
respond to each other on the one hand, but also diverge from each
other on the other may be found in a possible shortening of the text,
as for example in the definition of “enmity” (pratigha), in which the
phrase duhkhe duhkhasthaniyesu ca dharmesv (appearing in the
Abhidharmasamuccaya) is omitted:?

PSk 8,1: sattvesv aghatah (“anger towards living beings”)

AS 16,20f.: sattvesu duhkhe duhkhasthaniyesu ca dharmesv aghdatah
(“anger towards living beings, suffering, and the factors belonging to
suffering”)

2 However, it should be noted that Vasubandhu might simply be quoting
a traditional explanation of pratigha here without referring to the Abhi-
dharmasamuccaya and that he thus is not directly abbreviating the latter’s
definition.
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A third possible explanation for the simultaneous appearance of
parallels and differences in the three texts may be found in the
combination of two sources. For example the definition of the cat-
egory “deceit” (maya) seems to have been produced in this way:

PSk 11,6f.: paravaiicanabhiprayasyabhiitarthasandarsanata (“‘show-
ing unreal things by someone having the intention of betraying oth-
ers”

AS 17,22: labhasatkaradhyavasitasya ragamohamsikabhiitaguna-
samdarsana (“showing unreal virtues by someone who is attached to
gain and honour; it is part of passion and delusion”)

AKBh 313,13: paravaricana (‘“betraying others”)

It is important to note in this context that the Pajicaskandhaka’s
definitions of pratigha and maya appear to be closely related to
the corresponding explanations in the Xianyang shengjiao lun 5
8 # (see Xianyang 482a3-5 and 482b19-20). Since the latter
is probably older than the Paiicaskandhaka,® Vasubandhu might
have copied his definitions from the latter.

As for the commentaries, they are also characterized by inter-
textual passages and ‘silent’ copying from other sources. Since they
are written in a less concise and abbreviated style than the root text
the borrowings are clearer and easier to identify. In contrast to the
root text the commentaries also contain explicit quotations, though
only very few titles of specific works are mentioned.

In the case of Sthiramati’s commentary it is notable that he bor-
rows a great number of passages from the Abhidharmasamuccaya
and its Bhdsya, but he mentions the Abhidharmasamuccaya as his
source only once (the Bhasya is not referred to at all explicitly),
namely when explaining the meaning of the expression “being as-
sociated with thoughts” (vikalpaka).’' Interestingly, the quotation
in fact does not originate from the Abhidharmasamuccaya but has
a parallel in its Bhasya.> However, the wording of the passage as

30 See Schmithausen 1987: 11 and 261f., n. 99.
31 PSkV 72a2f.
32 ASBh 16,9f.
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cited by Sthiramati is not entirely identical to the wording found in
the Bhdsya (the divergences are marked in bold):*

PSkV 72a2f.: anusmaranavikalpah katamah | yo ’'nubhiitapiirva-
samskarakarah | abhiniriapanavikalpah katamah | yo ’titanagata-
vartamanesu viparoksesv abhyithanakaro vikalpah |/

ASBh 16,9f.: anusmaranavikalpo yo 'nubhiitapirvasamskarakarah /
abhiniripanavikalpo yo ‘titanagatapratyutpannesu viparoksesv
abhyithanakaro vikalpah |/

The imprecise attribution of the quote to the Abhidharmasamuccaya
and the small divergences in Sthiramati’s text could indicate that
Sthiramati was citing the passage from memory. This scenario may
be a general explanation for the fact that most passages in the works
under discussion that are quoted or borrowed from other sources
include minor textual variations.*

The presently unanswered question that remains in the context
of Sthiramati’s reference to the Abhidharmasamuccaya and that
cannot be answered at the moment is why in this particular case
he decided to reveal his source after having been using the Abhi-
dharmasamuccaya(bhdsya) ‘silently’ before. One could assume that
Sthiramati chose to quote ‘officially’ when he deemed it necessary
to support one of his own statements with a similar teaching from
an authoritative source. But the statement he makes in the context of
the term vikalpaka is not more disputed or controversial than many
of the comments he has made before. Therefore, it appears most
probable that this explicit reference to the Abhidharmasamuccaya
was made by Sthiramati randomly, without a particular purpose.

3 For a translation, see Engle 2009: 366.

3 However, it should be kept in mind that these divergences could also re-
sult from the possibility that Sthiramati was using different versions of the
texts than those available to us today. Moreover, the possibility should also
be taken into consideration that Sthiramati refers to the commentary on the
Abhidharmasamuccaya using the title of the root text because the two were
regarded as a ‘unit’ and it was not considered important to distinguish be-
tween them when quoting. It is also possible that Sthiramati uses the title
Abhidharmasamuccaya as an abbreviation for Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya
and that it was obvious to other scholars of his time that he is actually refer-
ring to the latter.
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The vast majority of the explicit citations occurring in the
Paiicaskandhakavibhasa are marked as originating from siitras,
though Sthiramati gives specific titles only for two of around twen-
ty siitra quotations that could be located in the Paricaskandhaka-
vibhasa, namely the Samdhinirmocanasiitra and the Abhidharma-
sutra.® Most of the other siitra quotations seem to originate from
the early Buddhist canon. The fact that Sthiramati does not refer to
particular sitra titles might indicate that he did not have an actual
‘canon’ in front of him, but that he was again quoting from mem-
ory or from a collection of sitra citations.* As for the Vivarana
and Bhasya commentaries on the Paficaskandhaka, the exact num-
ber of quotations occurring in the two works cannot be provided
at this stage. But the Vivarana seems to quote from sitras only a
few times and siitra citations seem also to be less frequent in the
Bhdsya than in the Vibhasa.

Most of the borrowings from other sources found in the com-
mentaries under discussion are not marked as quotations at all. A
passage in the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa that appears particularly
interesting from the viewpoint of intertextuality is Sthiramati’s
treatment of the “factors dissociated from mind” (cittaviprayuktah
samskarah). The Paiicaskandhaka, following the Sarvastivada
system, lists only fourteen factors as belonging to this category,
while other Yogacara works, as for instance the Abhidharma-
samuccaya, have 23 cittaviprayukta categories.”” In his commen-
tary Sthiramati decided to supplement the missing nine factors by
means of copying the definitions of the nine as they appear in the
Abhidharmasamuccaya and Abhidharmasamuccayabhdasya. Thus,
the explanations of the additional nine cittaviprayukta factors in

35 PSKV Sla5f.

% In addition to the sitra citations the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa includes
one explicit quotation of “master Sanghabhadra” (PSkV 14b6f.) and one from
the “pratityasamutpada” (i.e. the Pratityasamutpadavyakhya; PSkV 15bl),
a quotation from the S'atapaﬁcds’atka (PSkV 24a3f.; marked as a quote, but
without a specific title), and a few unidentified quotations (marked as quotes
without specific titles).

37 Note that the Sarvastivada and the Paiicaskandhaka lists are not com-

pletely identical. For details, see Kramer 2013a: 1020f.
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the Paiicaskandhakavibhdasa are identical to the definitions in the
latter two texts, but they are not explicitly marked as quotations,
as is obvious, for instance, in the following characterization of the
concept of “time” (kala), in which the first part is identical to the
text in the Abhidharmasamuccaya and the second (almost) identi-
cal to that in the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya:3

hetuphalaprabandhapravrttau kala iti prajiiaptih | [= AS 19,9]
hetuphalayoh prabandhena pravrttau satyam yat tatra hetuphalam
utpannaniruddham so ’titah kala iti prajiiapyate | yad anutpannam
so ‘'nagatah | yad utpannaniruddham sa pratyutpannah kalah
(= ASBh 10,20-22; “‘Time’ is an expression for the continuous occur-
rence of causes and results. When there is the continuous occurrence
of causes and results, then the arisen causes and results which have
ceased are designated as passed time, those which have not arisen
[yet] as future [time], and those which have arisen, but have not ceased
as present time.”)

The question why Sthiramati himself did not comment on the ad-
ditional nine cittaviprayukta factors remains open. But maybe in
this very particular case Sthiramati did not feel ‘entitled’ to add
individual comments on the nine factors which were not part of the
root text.

The author of the Paiicaskandhavivarana only lists the addi-
tional nine factors, but does not comment on them at all, while
the Paiicaskandhabhasya provides a commentary on the nine
categories which does not seem to be copied directly from the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya. The concepts presented in the
Paiicaskandhabhasya appear related to those of the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdsya, but the wording is not identical like in the case
of the Paiicaskandhakavibhdsa. The following comparison of the
Tibetan text of the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya’s definition of
kala and the parallel section in the Paficaskandhabhdsya shows
these divergences (identical phrases are marked in bold):

ASBI(T) 9a5f.: rgyu dan ’bras bu rgyun tu ’byun bar gyur pa de la
rgyu dan "bras bu byun zin pa dan ‘gags zin pa gan yin pa de ni ‘das

38 PSkV 48a4f.
¥ See PSkBh 92b5-93b3.
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pa’i dus Zes gdags so [/ gan ma byun ba de ni ma ‘ons pa’i dus Zes
gdags so || gan byun ba la ma ’gags pa de ni da ltar byun ba’i dus Zes
gdags so |/

PSkBh 93a4f.: dus gan Ze na rgyu dan "bras bu "brel bar ’jug pa la dus
Zes bya ste [ ji lta Ze na | rgyu dan ’bras bu byun ste ’gag pa de ni ‘das
pa’i dus Zes bya'o [/ rgyu dan 'bras bu ma byun ma ‘gags pa la ni ma
‘ons pa’i dus Zes bya’o || rgyu dan ’bras bu byun la ma ’gags pa la ni
da ltar gyi dus Zes bya’o /| de bas na di yan phun po lna la btags pas
gzugs dan sems dan sems las byun ba’i dus la gdags par zad kyi rdzas
su med do [/

In the case of the cittaviprayukta factor ‘“speed” (java) the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya does not provide any comments.
Therefore the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa reproduces only the defi-
nition of the Abhidharmasamuccaya. The Paricaskandhabhdsya,
however, includes some additional explanations not to be found in
any of the other texts:

PSkV(T) 3lalf.: mgyogs pa gan Ze na | rgyu dan ’bras bu myur du
’byun ba la mgyogs pa Zes gdags so /| (= AS 19,7f.; “What is speed?
‘Speed’ is an expression for the fast occurrence of causes and results.”)

PSkBh 93a2f.: mgyogs pa gan Ze na | rgyus ’bras bu myur du skyed
par byed pa’am | skad cig ma rnams la skad cig ma sna ma’i rjes su
bar chad med par phyi ma skyed "byun ba la mgyogs pa Zes bya ste | 'di
yan phun po lna la gdags pas gzugs dan [ sems dan sems las byun ba’i
dus la gdags par zad kyi rdzas su med do [/ (“What is speed? ‘Speed’
is an expression for the fast production of results through causes or,
with regard to moments, for the occurrence of a later [moment] imme-
diately after an earlier moment. Since it is nominally ascribed to the
five skandhas, it is nominally ascribed to states of matter, mind, and
mental factors, but it does not exist as a real entity.”)

The fact that Sthiramati used the Abhidharmasamuccaya and its
Bhasya when composing his commentary is evident from a number
of other passages, in which he supplemented Vasubandhu’s expla-
nations with unmarked quotations from these two works. Some of
the clearest examples for citations from the Abhidharmasamuccaya
are the phrases explaining the function (karman) of each mental
(caitasika) factor, which Sthiramati adds regularly in the section on
“impulses” (samskara). Thus, for instance, the function of “wish”
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(chanda) is described as “providing the basis for generating ef-
fort” (viryarambhasannisrayadanakarmakah; = AS 16,2) and that
of “conviction” (adhimoksa) as “[not being able] to be led astray”
(asamharyatakarmakah; = AS 16,3). Interestingly, while Sthiramati
supplements most of the karmaka phrases without marking them as
citations, in a couple of cases the phrases are followed by the word
iti, as for instance the explanation of the function of “non-desire”
(alobha):** “It has the providing of the basis for non-occurrence of
misdeeds as its function” (ayam ca duscaritapravrttisannisraya-
danakarmaka iti).

Passages that have clear parallels in the Abhidharmasamuccaya-
bhdsya and are not specified as originating from another source
are visible (apart from the cittaviprayukta section mentioned
above) for example in Sthiramati’s comments on “ideation” (sam-
JAia),* on “energy” (virya),® “ease” (prasrabdhi),” and on “regret”
(kaukrtya).*

In a few instances Sthiramati seems to have also drawn on the
Abhidharmakosabhdsya, most of the borrowings being found in
the last part of the Paficaskandhakavibhasda, which contains a list
of different qualities ascribed to the 18 “elements” (dhatu).* A par-
ticularly notable example of an inclusion of Abhidharmakosabhasya
material is visible within the explanation of “non-representation”
(avijiiapti), in which Sthiramati appears to have combined a pas-
sage from the Abhidharmakosabhasya (not marked explicitly as
such) with a Yogacara statement:*

40 PSkV 26a2f. and AS 16,10. See also PSkV 26a5. Notably, iti is missing in
the Tibetan translation of these passages and in the version of these passages
appearing in Sthiramati’s Trimsika commentary.

4 PSkV 17b5-18al and ASBh 4,14-16.
42 PSkV 27a2 and ASBh 5,16f.

4 PSkV 27b2 and ASBh 5,18.

4 PSkV 40a2f. and ASBh 8,23-26.

4 See, e.g., PSkV 68a3-5 and AKBh 19,6-8; PSkV 69b4f. and AKBh
21,18-20; PSkV 70b6f. and AKBh 27,6.

46 PSkV 13b2f. For a translation of the passage, see also Engle 2009: 265.
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... yaya cetanaya krtabhyupagama upasampadadividhanapiirvakam
pratisiddhat karmanah kayavacau samvrnoti (= AKBh 199,5), taya
cetanayalayavijiiane ‘nagatatajjatiyacetanotpattaye bijam ahitam ...
(“The intention through which someone who has promised to observe
[the precepts] restrains his body and speech from misdeeds after the
ritual of ordination etc. plants a seed in the store mind so that a similar
kind of intention arises in the future.”)

While the first part of this comment closely corresponds to a pas-
sage in the Abhidharmakosabhdasya, the second part seems to have
been composed by Sthiramati himself. Thus, Sthiramati did ap-
parently try to place the very specific Yogacara concept of alaya-
vijiiana into a wider context by inserting it next to a statement from
the AbhidharmakoSabhasya.

Apart from these instances of non-explicit reuse of text ori-
ginating probably from the Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhasya) and
AbhidharmakoSabhdsya there are examples of borrowings in
the Paricaskandhakavibhasa which are marked explicitly as cit-
ations (concluding, e.g., with iti or the phrase ity evamadi) but
whose exact sources are not specified. One example for such an
explicit quotation has already been mentioned in connection with
the explanation of alobha. Another example is to be found, for
instance, within the definition of sraddha, in which Sthiramati
indicates that he is quoting a passage by embedding it in the
phrase yathoktam ... iti, however, without providing the title of
his source.*” A further instance of explicit quoting without men-
tioning the title of the source might be visible in the definition of
“sound” (sabda):*

tatropattamahabhiitahetuko hastavakchabda ity evamadi | anupatta-
mahabhiitahetuko vayuvanaspatinadisabda ity evamadi | ubhaya-
mahabhiitahetuko mrdangasabda ity evamadi [/ (= AKBh 6,23-25;
““In this context [sounds] caused by the basic elements that are ap-
propriated are sounds of [clapping] hands or the voice,” and so on.
‘[Sounds] caused by the basic elements that are not appropriated are

47 See PSkV 24a3f. The source of this quotation is the Satapaiicasatka.

4 PSkV 9b5f. However, it should be noted that ity evamadi may not have
been used in this passage to mark citations but to indicate incomplete enu-
merations of examples.
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sounds of the wind, trees, or a river,” and so on. ‘[Sounds] caused by
the basic elements that are both are sounds of a drum’ and so on.”)

Notably, in the explanation of “smell” (gandha), which follows the
definition of sabda, Sthiramati again seems to reuse material from
other sources—thistime apparently fromthe Abhidharmasamuccaya
and its Bhasya — but in this case he does not indicate it in any way:*

sa ca gandhah sahajah samyogikah parinamikas ca | (= AS* 4,6) tatra
sahajas candanakunkumadinam/samyogiko dhiipavartigandhadinam
| parinamikah pakvamraphaladinam (= ASBh 3,24f.; “Smell is ei-
ther natural, arising from a combination, or arising from change. In
this context ‘natural’ [smell] is that of sandalwood, saffron, etc. Smell
‘arising from a combination’ is that of incense etc. Smell ‘arising from
change’ is that of a ripe mango fruit etc.”)

Following the definition of gandha the category ‘“‘taste” (rasa) is
treated in the Paficaskandhakavibhdasa. Notably, in the context of
the latter Sthiramati does not include text from any other source,
although there would have been additional material available in the
Abhidharmasamuccaya (in which rasa is divided into the same
three categories as gandha: sahaja, samyogika, and parinamika).
These three ways of treating older textual material, i.e. quoting
it explicitly, using it ‘silently,’ and neglecting it, make it quite
clear that Sthiramati was not using sources like the Abhidharma-
samuccaya(bhasya) in a systematic way.

Another important point to mention is that a great number of
Paiicaskandhakavibhasa passages are reused by Sthiramati him-
self in his Trimsika commentary without any explicit indication
of the source. Sthiramati mentions his Paiicaskandhaka commen-
tary only once in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhdsya, namely when he
refers the reader to the “commentary on the Paficaskandhaka”
(paficaskandhakopanibandha) for more information on the topic
of the “store mind” (alayavijiiana) being necessary for arising in
and being liberated from samsara.”' Apart from this single refer-

4 PSkV 10alf.
0 AS* 4,8t
St TrBh 120,20.
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ence, Sthiramati does not mention the Paficaskandhakavibhasa,
although most of the latter’s explanations of the mental (caitasika)
factors and some of its passages referring to the alayavijiiana are
quoted verbatim in the Trimsika commentary.>

The sections dealing with the mental factors in the two com-
mentaries offer a number of examples illustrating the variety of
possible ways of how a text can be reused in another work. Thus,
on the one hand, some of the definitions of the Paiicaskandhaka-
vibhdasa are quoted as a whole (and almost literally) in the Trimsika-
vijiiaptibhdsya, as in the case of “enmity” (pratigha):

*pratighah katamah | sattvesv aghata iti | (TrBh: pratighah sat-
tvesv) aghatah sattvesu ritksacittata yenavistah sattvanam vadha-
bandhadikam (TrBh: vadhabandhanadikam) anartham cintayati | sa
punar asparsaviharaduscaritasannisrayadanakarmakah | sparsah
sukham | tena sahito viharah sparsaviharah | na sparsaviharo
'sparSaviharah, duhkhasahita ity arthah | aghatacittasyavasyam
daurmanasyasamuddcarac cittam tapyate | cittanuvidhanac ca kayo
'pi tapyata eveti | sarveryapathesu saduhkhasavighato ’sya viharo
bhavati [ pratihatacittasya ca na kificid duscaritam vidiire — iti prati-
gho ’sparsaviharaduscaritasannisrayadanakarmaka uktah [/

On the other hand, Sthiramati presents some of the definitions in an
abbreviated form, probably extracting only those phrases from his
Paiicaskandhaka commentary that appeared most relevant to him,
as is visible in the following characterization of “energy” (virya),
the phrases reused in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhdasya being marked in
bold:*

viryam katamat | kausidyapratipaksah kuSale cetaso ’bhyutsahah
[ kutsitam sidatiti kusidah | tadbhavah kausidyam | alasyam ity
arthah [ tac ca kusalakusalayos cittasyanutsahah [ tatpratipaksas ca

32 See, e.g., PSkV 50b1-3 and TrBh 52,1-5; PSkV 51a4—6 and TrBh 114,13—
116,2; PSkV 58alf. and TrBh 50,14—17.
53 PSkV 29b2—6 and TrBh 84,5-12. For a translation, see Engle 2009: 292.

The asterisks in the following quotations mark the beginning of the phrases
that differ in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya.

3% PSkV 26b4-27a2 and TrBh 78,13-15. For a translation, see Engle 2009:
287.
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viryam ity atah kausidyavad ubhayaprasange vyavacchedartham aha
— kuSale cetaso 'bhyutsaho viryam, na tu klista iti | kliste titsahah
kutsitatvat kausidyam eva | nanu ca klistam svabhyastatvat svara-
senaiva pravartate, kim tatrotsahena | prayenaivam | asti tu kificid
vatrotsaho ’py apeksyate | tat punar yatsamprayogat sanndahe pra-
yoge valinatve vavyavrttau vasantustau va kuSalesu dharmesu cetaso
"bhyutsahah, tad viryam | kuSalapaksaparipiranaparinispadana-
karmakam | paripiranam yatha maulapravesah | parinispadanam
tasyaiva parikarmakrtatvam [/

Although the definitions of the mental factors included in the
Trimsikavijiaptibhasya are clearly copied from the Paiica-
skandhakavibhasa in general, in some instances Sthiramati did
not follow the wording of the Paiicaskandhaka(vibhasa), but
seems to have quoted the text directly from the Abhidharma-
samuccaya. Thus, when dealing with “contact” (sparsa), in the
Paiicaskandhakavibhasa Sthiramati follows Vasubandhu’s root
text and comments on the latter’s definition (PSk 5,4: sparsah
katamah | trikasamavaye paricchedah /), while in the Trimsika
commentary he reproduces the sparsa definition of the Abhi-
dharmasamuccaya (AS 15,38f.: sparsah katamah | trikasannipata
indriyavikaraparicchedah /). The remaining part of the sparsa ex-
planation in the Trimsika commentary is very similar to the charac-
terization offered in the Paiicaskadhakavibhasa (parallels marked
in bold):»

*sparSah katamah [ [.. ] trikasamavayapariccheda iti prakrtam (TrBh:
tatra sparsas trikasamnipdta indriyavikaraparicchedah | vedand-
samnisrayadanakarmakah) indriyavisayavijiianani triny eva trikam
| tasya karyakaranabhavena samavasthanam *samavayah (TrBh: tri-
kasamnipatah) | tasmin sati tatkalam (TrBh: tatsamakalam) evendri-
yasya sukhadivedanotpattyanukiilo yo vikarah, tena sadrso visayasya
sukhadivedantyakaraparicchedo yah sa sparsah | indriyam punar
yena visesena sukhaduhkhadihetutvam pratipadyate, sa tasya vikara
*indriyavikarah | sadrsyenendriyam (TrBh: sparsah punar indriya-
vikarasadrsyenendriyam) sprsatindriyena va sprSyata iti *sparsah
/ (TrBh: sparsa ucyate | ata eva visayavikaraparicchedatmako

55 PSkV 20al-6 and TrBh 54,14-56,7. For a translation, see Engle 2009:
276.
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‘pindriyavikarapariccheda uktah) vedanasannisrayatvam asya karma
| evam hy uktam sitre — sukhavedaniyam sparsam pratityotpadyate
*sukha vedaneti (TrBh: sukham veditam iti vistarah) [/

The phrase ata eva visayavikaraparicchedatmako 'pindriyavikara-
pariccheda uktah (“therefore it is said to be a determination of the
change of the sense faculty, though it has the nature of a deter-
mination of the change of the object”) seems to have been added
by Sthiramati in his Trimsikd commentary. This illustrates that in
some instances Sthiramati considered it necessary to supplement
his Paricaskandhakavibhasa comments with additional explana-
tions in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya.

A further example for an additional explanation is to be found
within the characterization of “attention” (manaskara), in which
Sthiramati adds the phrase “this [latter manaskara] functions only in
a particular moment, not in another moment” (tasya hi pratiksanam
eva vyaparo na ksanantare) in his Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya:>

*manaskarah katamah [ cetasa abhoga iti (TrBh: manaskaras cetasa
abhogah) | abhujanam abhogah | alambane yena cittam abhimukhi-
kriyate, sa cittasyabhogah | sa punar dalambane cittadharana-
karmakah | cittadharanam punas tatraivalambane punah punas$
cittasyavarjanam | etac ca karma cittasantater alambananiyamena
vi§istam manaskaram adhikrtyoktam, na tu yah praticittaksanam |/
(TrBh adds: tasya hi pratiksanam eva vyaparo na ksanantare [) yad
apy atra nidarsanam ucyate —samadhilabhit manaskaralabhity ucyata
iti, tatra visistamanaskaralabhad eva manaskaralabhity ucyate |/
anyatha hi sarvasattva eva manaskaralabhinah syuh, sarvesam prati-
cittaksanam manaskarabhavat [/

While some of the definitions of mental factors appear almost iden-
tical in the Pasicaskandhakavibhasa and the Trimsika commentary,
as for instance that of pratigha mentioned above, others include
only a few parallels, like the following explanation of “passion”
(raga), the factor that is described immediately after pratigha:”

56 PSkV 20a6-20b4 and TrBh 56,8—12. For a translation of the passage, see
Engle 2009: 276.

37 PSkV 29a2-29b2 and TrBh 84,1-4. A part of the text provided in the
Paricaskandhakavibhdasa has been omitted here, as it does not contain
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ragah katamah | paiicasipadanaskandhesu sneho *dhyavasanam
(TrBh: bhavabhogayor adhyavasanam prarthana ca) / [...] sa punar
duhkhasafijananakarmakah | triduhkhatayogad yathasambhavam
traidhatukah *paiica skandha duhkham abhipretam, tasya ca
duhkhasya kamaraparapyatrsnavasSenabhinirvrttito (TrBh: duhkham
atropadanaskandhas tesam kamaruparupyatrsnavasad abhinirvrtteh
| ato) ragasya duhkhasafijananam karma nirdisyate |/

Another notable case in this regard is the explanation of “absence
of delusion” (amoha) in the two commentaries, which contains
only a few parallels at the beginning and the end of the definition:*

amohah katamah | mohapratipakso (TrBh adds: yatha-)bhitasam-
pratipattih /| (TrBh adds: mohah karmaphalasatyaratnesv ajiianam
| mohapratipaksatvad amohas tesv eva karmaphalasatyaratnesu
sampratipattih [) sarva eva hi kusala dharmah klistanam dharmanam
samuddcaravirodhat pratipaksa ity ata aha — bhiitasampratipattir
iti /| samyagaviparitapratipattibhedat | sa punar dvividha — jiianam
pratisankhya ca | punas caturvidha vipakagamacintadhigama-
nimitta | pratisankhya tu prajiiaiva dhairyasahita | dhairyam iti
prajiiaviryasamadhaya ucyante | tatra dvayoh prajiiadravyayoh
samavadhandasambhavad viryena samadhina va samprayukta
prajiia pratisankhyety ucyate, yadbalenanuddhrtanupahataklesa-
bijo ’pi klesanam avakasam na dadati | ayam atra vakyarthah —
yvathabhitajiianatmakah pratisankhyatmakas ca jiianaviseso 'moha
ity ucyate | ata evamoho (TrBh adds: ayam api) duscaritapravrtti-
sannisrayadanakarmakah [/

Interestingly, the word yatha- in yathabhiitasampratipattih appear-
ing in the Trimsika commentary (but not in the Paficaskandhaka-
vibhasa) also occurs in Vasubandhu’s Paiicaskandhaka as it is
preserved in the Sanskrit text edited in Li and Steinkellner 2008
(PSk 6,13). The Tibetan translation of this passage has, like the
Pariicaskandhakavibhasa,only yan dag pa, which seems to represent
bhiita-. Thus, the Sanskrit text of the Panicaskandhaka and of the

any parallels with the Trimsikavijiaptibhasya. The complete passage is to
be found in the appendix at the end of this paper. For a translation of the
Paiicaskandhakavibhasa definition, see Engle 2009: 291f.

3 PSKV 26a5-26b4 and TrBh 78,9—-12. See also Kramer 2013a: 1018f. For
a translation, see Engle 2009: 286f.
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TrimSikavijiaptibhdsya reads yathabhiutasampratipattih (‘“under-
standing of [things] as they really are”), whereas the Tibetan trans-
lation of the Paficaskandhaka and the Paficaskandhakavibhasa
(Sanskrit and Tibetan) seem to have preserved the reading bhiita-
sampratipattih (“‘understanding of the real”).

As for the additional phrase karmaphalasatyaratnesv ajiianam
(“lack of knowledge with regard to the [threefold division of]
karma, the results, the [four] truths, and the [three] jewels”) in
the Trimsikavijiiaptibhdsya, it is identical to the first part of the
Paiicaskandhaka’s definition of “ignorance” (avidya).” The latter
is not included in the list of mental factors provided in Sthiramati’s
Trimsika commentary, which seems to mention the category moha
instead (appearing as miidhi in Vasubandhu’s Trimsika, verse 11d).%
However, the definition of moha is only slightly related to the char-
acterization of avidya in the Paficaskandhaka(vibhasa) and to the
explanations of amoha in the Trimsikd commentary mentioned
above:

avidya in PSk 9,5f.. karmaphalasatyaratnesv ajiianam | sa punah
sahaja parikalpita ca | (“[1t] is a lack of knowledge with regard to
karma, [its] results, the [four] truths, and the [three] jewels. It is either
inborn or conceptualized.”)®!

moha in TrBh 78,9f. (within the definition of amoha): mohah karma-
phalasatyaratnesv ajiianam | (“Delusion is a lack of knowledge with
regard to karma, [its] results, the [four] truths, and the [three] jewels.”)

moha in TrBh 84,13-86,2: moho ’payesu sugatau nirvane tat-
pratisthapakesu hetusu tesam caviparite hetuphalasambandhe
vad ajiianam [ ayaii ca samklesotpattisamnisrayadanakarmakah |
tatra klesakarmajanmatmakas trividhah samklesah | tasyotpattih
pirvapirvasamkleSanimittad uttarottarasya samklesasyatmalabhah
/ tasyotpatteh samnisrayadanam karma | midhasyaiva hi mithya-

¥ PSk9,5.

%0 It should be noted that the Abhidharmakosabhasya also mentions moha
instead of avidya and defines it as avidyajiianam asamprakhyanam (*igno-
rance, lack of knowledge, non-clarity”’). See AKBh 56,6.

1 For the text of Sthiramati’s commentary on avidyd, see the appendix
below.
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jiaanasamsayaragadiklesapaunarbhavikakarmajanmanam pravrttir
namiidhasyeti | (“Delusion is a lack of knowledge with regard to bad
and good states of existence, nirvana, the causes that lead to them, and
the correct relations between the causes and their results. Its function
is to provide the basis for the arising of affliction. In this context af-
fliction is of a threefold nature: contamination, karma, and birth. The
arising of the [affliction] is the coming into existence of later affliction
caused by earlier affliction. The function is the providing of a basis for
the arising of the [affliction]. Contaminations like false knowledge,
doubt, and passion as well as karma [leading to] rebirth and birth oc-
cur for the one who is deluded, not for the one who is not.”)

The first passage seems to deal with similar issues, that is, karma,
rebirth, liberation, and the relations between causes and results, in
the Paricaskandhaka and in the Trimsikavijiaptibhasya. However
the way these themes are expressed differs substantially. The only
phrase in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya that seems to be directly re-
lated to the Paricaskandhakavibhdsa is samklesotpattisamnisraya-
danakarmakah (PSKV 31b2: dharmesu mithyaniscayavicikitsa-
sankleSotpattisannisrayadanakarmika). However, this phrase could
have also been copied directly from the Abhidharmasamuccaya
(AS 16,23), in which it occurs in exactly the same form as in the
FPaiicaskandhakavibhasa.

Another remarkable passage within the section dealing with the
mental factors is the treatment of the five kinds of “[false] views”
(drsti).®* Sthiramati provides only the definitions of Vasubandhu’s
Paiicaskandhaka in his Trimsika commentary (often even copying
only the most important parts), without referring to his comments
in the Paricaskandhakavibhdsa. This is visible, for instance, in the
case of “clinging to morality and observances” stlavrataparamarsa
(parallels in the Paficaskandhaka marked in bold):

TrBh 90,1f.: stlavrataparamarsah paiicasipadanaskandhesu suddhito
muktito nairyanikatas ca yad darsanam / (“‘Clinging to morality and
observances’ is a view with regard to the five constituents of appropri-
ation as purification, liberation, and as conducive to emancipation.”)

%2 See also Kramer 2013a: 1019.
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PSk 10,6-8: Sitlavrataparamarsah katamah | Silam vratam tad-
asrayams ca paficopadanaskandhan suddhito muktito nairyanikatas
ca samanupasyato ya klista prajiia / (“What is ‘clinging to morality
and observances’? [It] is the contaminated discrimination of someone
who regards morality [and] observance and the five constituents of
appropriation, which are their basis, as purification, liberation, and as
conducive to emancipation.”)"

Notably, Sthiramati replaces the phrase klista prajiia with the ex-
pression darsanam in his Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya, the phrases
klista prajiia and darsanam occurring at the end of the definitions
of all the drstis in the two texts.* The original source of the expla-
nations of the drstis seems to be the Yogdacarabhiimi, which char-
acterizes Silavrataparamarsa as follows:

YBh 163,5-8: asatpurusasamsevam agamyasaddharmasravanam
ayoniSomanaskaram, yat tam eva drstim taddrstyanucaram <ca>%
Stlam va vratam va sasrayam salambanam sanidanam sasahabhii-
samprayogam Suddhito muktito nairyanikatas ca samanupaSyato ya
nirdharitaiva klista prajiia (“[It] is the merely explicit®® contaminated
discrimination of someone who regards this view and the morality or
observance accompanying this view together with their basis, object,
cause, and [the factors] which accompany them and are associated
with them, as purification, liberation, and as conducive to emancipa-
tion, due to association with bad people, to hearing bad doctrines, or
to wrong attention.”)

A comparison of this explanation with that found in the Parica-
skandhaka clearly shows that the latter is an abbreviated version of
the former. Interestingly, the Abhidharmasamuccaya presents the
drstis in an almost identical way, apart from the fact that it replaces
klista prajiia with the phrase ksanti rucir matih preksa drstih:
AS 16,30f.: sitlam vratam Stlavratasrayams ca paiicopadanaskandhari
chuddhito yuktito (read: muktito) nairyanikatas ca samanupasyato ya

6 See also Kramer 2013a: 1009.
% The term darsanam is only missing in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya’s ex-
planation of mithyadrsti. See TrBh 88,19f.

% See Ahn 2003: 64.

% On the terms nirdharita and anirdharita, see Ahn 2003: 170.



308 Jowita Kramer

ksantt rucir matih preksa drstih (“[It] is an admission, an inclination,
anotion, an opinion, [or] a view of someone who regards morality and
observance and the five constituents of appropriation, which are the
basis of morality and observance, as purification, liberation, and as
conducive to emancipation.”)

As for the other two commentaries on the Paricaskandhaka, the
Vivarana and the Bhasya, parallels with the explanations of the
Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhasya) and the AbhidharmakoSabhdsya
are also common in these works, though the Abhidharmasamuccaya
and the Kosa are referred to explicitly only a few times.”
Borrowings from the Abhidharmasamuccaya are to be found very
frequently, for instance in the section on mental (caitasika) factors,
in which the Vivarana and the Bhasya reproduce the “karmaka
phrase” (i.e. the phrase describing the function of the respective
mental factor) regularly.® These “karmaka phrases” are, as men-
tioned above, also included in the Pasicaskandhakavibhasa (but
not in the Paiicaskandhaka) and most probably originate from the
Abhidharmasamuccaya.”

An example for a case in which the Vivarana refers to a teach-
ing occurring in the Abhidharmasamuccaya and not in Sthiramati’s
Paricaskandhakavibhdsai is to be found in the context of the descrip-
tion of “taste” (rasa). According to the Abhidharmasamuccaya, taste
can be “pleasant” (manojiia), “‘unpleasant” (amanojiia), and “neutral”
or “natural” (sahaja), “arising from a combination” (samyogika), and
“arising from change” (parinamika).”® Although the Vivarana’s com-

7 The Abhidharmakosabhasya is mentioned in PSkViv 1a3 and in PSkBh
32a3 and 32b2. The Abhidharmasamuccaya is referred to in PSkBh 48al
(where also the Trimsika is mentioned) and in 137a5.

8 See, e.g., PSkViv 11a7f,, 11b2, and 19b7, as well as PSkBh 49b3f., 50a2,
and 74a6.

% The Xianyang shengjiao lun seems to provide the karmaka phrases, too.

However, not all of those phrases are identical to the karmaka phrases given
in the Abhidharmasamuccaya (and the Paiicaskandhaka commentaries
which follow the Abhidharmasamuccaya). See, e.g., the function of “faith”
(Sraddha) defined in Xianyang 481b22ff., AS 16,7, PSkV 25a4, PSkViv 14a3,
and PSkBh 54bl.

0 AS* 4 8f. See also Kramer 2013b: 91.
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ments on the Paficaskandhaka are generally less elaborate and de-
tailed than those by Sthiramati, in contrast to the latter the Vivarana
mentions all these six kinds of taste.”

As for parallels with the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya, it is not-
able that the Vivarana includes a great number of passages and con-
cepts which seem very close to the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya
and which, at least in some cases, are not considered in Sthiramati’s
commentary. This close relationship between the Vivarana and the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya 1is, again, particularly obvious in
the section on mental factors. Thus, for instance, the definition of
“guile” (sathya) concludes in both, the Vivarana and the Vibhasa,
with an explanation of the function (karman) of sathya, the first
part of which is clearly borrowed from the Abhidharmasamuccaya.
This first part is (almost) identical in the Vivarana and the Vibhasa,
whereas the second part of the explanation differs in the two com-
mentaries. While the Vivarana seems to have transmitted the same
text as the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, the Vibhasa provides a
different reading:

PSkViv 19a5: yan dag pa’i gdams nag thob pa’i bar du gcod pa’i las
byas te | (= AS 17,23f.: samyagavavadalabhaparipanthakaram; It
causes obstacles to obtaining correct instruction.”)

bdag yan dag pa ji lta ba bZin ma smras pas gdams nag gi 'os ma
vin pa’i phyir ro [/ (= ASBh 7,20: yathabhitam atmanam anavis-
krtyavavadayogyatvat; “since one is incapable of [receiving] instruc-
tions not having revealed how one really is.”)

PSkV 38al: samyagavavadalabhaparipanthakarmakam | (= AS
17,23f.; “It has the function of obstructing [a person] from obtaining
correct instruction.”)

PSkV 38alf.: samyagavavade yo labho yonisomanaskarah, tasyan-
tarayam karotiti // (“When [a person] is instructed correctly the ob-
tainment is correct attention. [That which] hinders this [obtainment
is guile].”)

Further examples of parallels between the Vivarana and the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya are to be found in the following two

I PSkViv 6b6.
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passages, the first characterizing “intention” (cetanda), the second
being part of the definition of “equanimity” (upeksa):

1. PSkViv 11a6f.: gan dge ba dan mi dge ba dan [ lun du ma bstan pa
la yan sems gton ba ni las bstan pa’i ste | 'di ltar ji ltar mnon par du
byed pa bZin du dge ba la sogs pa’i chos rnams la sems ’jug par ’gyur
ro [/ (= ASBh 4,25f.: kusalakusalavyakrtesu cittapreranakarmiketi
karmanirdesah | tatha hi yathabhisamskaram kuSaladisu dharmesu
cittasya pravrttir bhavatiti; “[Its] function is explained [as follows]:
‘[Its] function is to direct the mind towards the wholesome, the un-
wholesome and the neutral. Thus, according to [how] it is activated,
the mind engages in wholesome etc. factors’.”)

PSkV 21a2f.: gunato dosato 'nubhayatas cittabhisamskara iti karma-
nirdesah / (“[Its] function is explained [as follows]: ‘[It] is that which
activates the mind towards the virtuous, unvirtuous and neither [virtu-
ous] nor [unvirtuous]’.””)

2. PSkViv 15a3f.: di ltar btan siioms dan ldan pa’i sems la byin ba
la sogs pa’i mi mitam pa med pas ‘'dir sems mitam pa fiid do [/ de’i
‘og tu mnon par du byed pa med par jug pas rnal du ’jug pa’o /| de’i
‘og tu kun nas fion mons pa’i dogs pa med pas lhun gyis grub par
gnas pa Zes bya’o [/ (= ASBh 5,21f.: tatha hy upeksaya yuktam cittam
layadivaisamyabhavad aditah samam | tato 'nabhisamskarena va-
hanat prasatham | tatah samklesasankabhavad anabhogavasthitam
iti /; “Thus, the mind associated with equanimity at the beginning
[becomes] equal due to absence of inequality like languor. Then [it
becomes] tranquil because of being engaged without being activated.
Following that it is fixed in effortlessness because of the absence of
uncertainty with regard to [the reoccurrence of] afflictions.”)

PSkV 28a5-28b2: tatra layauddhatyam cetaso vaisamyam | tasya-
bhavad adau cittasya samata | tato ’nabhisamskarenaprayatnena
samahitasya cetaso yathayogam samasyaiva pravrttih prasathata /
sa punar avastha layauddhatyasankanugata, acirabhavitatvat | tato
bhavanaprakarsagamanat tadvipaksadiribhavat tacchankabhave
layauddhatyapratipaksanimittesy abhogam akurvato ’nabhogava-
sthata cittasyanabhogata // (“In this context languor and excitement
are [states of] mental inequality. When the [latter] is absent, at the
beginning ‘equality’ of the mind occurs. Then the contemplative
mind engages appropriately in equality, without being activated or
making any effort — [this condition is called] ‘tranquility.” This state
is accompanied by uncertainty with regard to [the reoccurrence of]
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languor and excitement since [the practitioner] has not been practicing
long. Following that, when there is no uncertainty with regard to the
two due to having reached excellence in practice and due to having
distanced oneself from these obstacles, the fixation in non-effort [oc-
curs], no effort being made with regard to the causes of the antidotes
to languor and excitement — [this condition is the] ‘effortlessness of
the mind’.”)

In the first example only the phrase iti karmanirdesah is iden-
tical in the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya and the Parfica-
skandhakavibhasa, whereas the text in the Vivarana resembles
the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya explanation very closely. In
the second example the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa, on the one
hand, appears related to the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, on
the other it includes material that does not depend on the latter.
Notably, the Vivarana contains phrases identical to the Abhi-
dharmasamuccayabhasya which are not to be found in the
Vibhasa (e.g. tatha hy upeksaya yuktam cittam), while the Vibhasa
includes at least one phrase of the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya
text which does not appear in the Vivarana, namely adau (aditah
in the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya). This suggests that the au-
thors of the two Paficaskandhaka commentaries did not copy
each other, but must have been drawing on another common
source, probably the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya. However,
it should also be noted that the phrase cittasya samata (sems
miiam pa itid) occurs in this form in both, the Vibhasa and the
Vivarana, but is represented only by the expression samam in the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya.

Passages demonstrating close relations between the Vivarana
and the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya are also visible in other
parts of the Vivarana, as for example in the context of the defin-
ition of “sound” (Sabda). The following four classes of sabda, the
explanation of which seems to originate from the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdsya, are mentioned in the Vivarana and are not re-
ferred to in the Paricaskandhaka or the Paricaskandhakavibhdsa:™

2. PSkViv 6b1-3.
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‘jig rten gyi grags pa ni jig rten pa’i brjod pa ste; = ASBh 3,20f.
lokaprasiddho laukikabhasasamgrhitah (“[A sound] ‘known in the
world’ is [included in] ‘common talk’.”’)

yons su brtags pa ni mu stegs can rnams kyis brjod pa ste; = ASBh
3,21: parikalpitas tirthyair desitah (“A ‘fabricated’ [sound] is a state-
ment of the non-Buddhists.”)

grub pas bstan pa ni 'phags pas bstan pa ste; = ASBh 3,21: siddhopa-
nita aryair desitah (“[A sound] ‘spoken by the siddhas’ is [a sound]
taught by the aryas.”)

tha siiad pa ni 'phags pa dan ’phags pa ma yin pa’i ste | mthon ba dan
ma mthon ba la sogs pa’i tha siiad kyi dban du byas par rig par bya’o;
~ ASBh 3,21f.: aryanaryavyavaharikau tu drstadin astau vyavaharan
adhikrtya veditavyau (“[A sound] ‘belonging to conventions’ is [a
sound belonging to the conventions] of the aryas or [to the conven-
tions] of the non-aryas. The two are to be known as referring to the
conventions like ‘seen’ and ‘not seen,’ etc.”)

It is notable that the Vivarana also provides some additional (i.e.
probably ‘innovative’) examples for each of the first three categories,
which are not to be found in the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, as
for instance “pot” and “chariot” as examples for sounds “known in
the world” and the statement “all conditioned factors are imperma-
nent” as an example for sounds “spoken by the siddhas.””

It should also be mentioned that the Vivarana presents the con-
cept of the four Sabda categories which seems to originate from
the Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhdsya), but it does not include in its
explanation of sound two other classes of sounds mentioned in the
Abhidharmakosabhasya: sounds of living beings (sattva), e.g. the
“representation of speech” (vagvijiiapti), and sounds not belonging
to living beings.” This fact is interesting insofar as the author of
the Vivarana relates the Paficaskandhaka explicitly to the Kosa at
the very beginning of his text.”

* PSkViv 6blf.
"  AKBh 6,24.

> See Skilling 2000: 304f., and Buescher 2010: 334f. Both scholars take
this reference, appearing in a similar form also at the beginning of the
Paricaskandhabhasya, as an indication for the Paiicaskandhaka’s direct con-
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Inspite of these close similarities between the Vivarana and
the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya there are, however, also in-
stances to be found in the two Paficaskandhaka commentaries in
which the Paiicaskandhakavibhdsa is closer to the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdsya explanation than the Vivarana. Thus, for in-
stance, the characterization of the category “attention” (manaskara)
presented in the Vivarana does not include any phrases identical
to the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdasya.’ In contrast, the Paiica-
skandhakavibhasa reproduces almost all of the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdsya’s comments:

nection to the Kosa. Both commentaries explain that a statement of homage is
missing at the beginning of the Paricaskandhaka because it is already included
at the beginning of the Abhidharmakosabhasya. Thus, the Paiicaskandhaka
appears like an appendix to the latter. Although the Paiicaskandhaka is cer-
tainly related doctrinally to the Kosa, and it seems very probable that is was
composed by the same Vasubandhu, it should also be kept in mind that it
contains a number of variant explanations and does not give the impression of
a direct continuation of the Kosa. One could, however, argue that the reason
why the Paricaskandhaka includes so many different definitions is to be found
in Vasubandhu’s wish to supplement the Kosa with teachings not yet men-
tioned in it. But it should also be noted in this context that the Vivarana actu-
ally says that the statement of homage of the “Kosasastra and so on” should
be supplied in the Paiicaskandhaka (PSkViv 1a3: mdzod kyi bstan bcos la
sogs pa). Thus, it does not seem to aim at stating that the Paficaskandhaka is
very specifically an appendix to the Kosa, but probably that it is an appendix
to (Abhidharmic) works like the Kosa, an “appendix” that supplements the
traditional understanding of the five skandhas (presented, e.g., in the Kosa)
with the doctrines of the Yogacaras, e.g. the concept of the alayavijiiana.
Interestingly, Sthiramati, at the beginning of his commentary, does not refer
to the Kosa at all and only says that the Paficaskandhaka has been com-
posed in order to abbreviate the presentation of more extensive works like
the Yogacarabhiimi (PSKV 1blft.). The Paiicaskandhabhdsya, which most
probably was composed later than the Vivarana and the Vibhasa and the au-
thorship of which, as mentioned above, remains obscure, explains in a similar
statement that the Paricaskandhaka was produced as a short version of texts
like the Yogacarabhiimi and the AbhidharmakoSabhasya (PSkBh 32b2). This
statement gives the impression that the author wished to combine the state-
ments of the Vivarana and the Vibhasa.
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PSkViv 11a4f.: yid la byed pa gan Ze na [ gan sems kyi ’jug pa’o [/ rtsol bar
byed pas ’jug pa ste | sems dan sems las byun ba gtod cin ma lus par sems pa
ni yid la byed pa’o [/ dmigs pa la sems ‘dzin pa’i las can no [/
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ASBh 5,1-3: alambane cittadharanam tatraiva punah punar avar-
janam veditavyam | ata eva samadhilabht manahsamskaralabhity
(read: manaskaralabhity) ucyate | (“Holding the mind at the object
is to be known as turning [it] towards that very [object] again and
again. Therefore one who has attained samdadhi is called ‘one who has
attained manaskara’.”)

PSkV 20b1-3: cittadharanam punas tatraivalambane punah punas
cittasyavarjanam [...] samadhilabhi manaskaralabhity ucyata iti
(“Holding the mind at that very [object] is turning the mind towards
the object again and again. [...] One who has attained samdadhi is
called ‘one who has attained manaskara’.”)

In the light of these observations on the parallels and differences
between the texts a number of questions arise with regard to the
chronology of the three commentaries, the Paiicaskandhavivarana,
the Paricaskandhakavibhdsa, and the Abhidharmasamuccaya-
bhasya. Is the Vivarana older than the Vibhasa and is it possible
that Sthiramati drew on the former when composing his com-
mentary? Did Gunaprabha, the author of the Vivarana, know the
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya or, alternatively, might the author
of the latter have used the Vivarana?

In Tibetan sources Gunaprabha is mentioned as a disciple of
Vasubandhu and as a teacher of Gunamati, who is sometimes re-
garded to have been the teacher of Sthiramati.”” The authorship
of the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya is a highly disputed issue.
While the commentary is sometimes ascribed to Sthiramati, J. W.
de Jong and Lambert Schmithausen have pointed out that either
Jinaputra or Buddhasimha are much more probable as authors of
the text.”® De Jong further notes that a Buddhasimha is mentioned
as a student of Asanga by Xuanzang.

It seems likely that both, the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya
and the Paficaskandhavivarana, were composed before the Parica-
skandhakavibhasa, but it is very difficult to tell which was produced
earlier. It should also be taken into consideration that the parallels

77 Skilling 2000: 313f.

8 Schmithausen 1969: 101, n. 34y, Schmithausen 1987: 411, n. 755, and de
Jong 1973: 340f.
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shared by the two works may have occurred because the texts relied
oncommon sources (whichmay notbe available tous today). The situ-
ation is further complicated by the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya’s
apparent reliance on textual material from the Xianyang sheng-
jiao lun.” Therefore, in order to establish the provenance of cer-
tain passages it would be necessary to firstly compare in detail the
Vivarana’s statements with parallel explanations in the Xianyang
shengjiao lun. The fact that the Vivarana contains passages closely
related to the Abhidharamasamuccayabhasya which are in some
cases not to be found in the Vibhdasa and that the same is true for
some passages of the Vibhasa with regard to the Vivarana makes
it very probable that the authors of the two commentaries were not
copying each other but a common third source.

Although the Paiicaskandhabhasya also seems to include par-
allels with the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya and with the Abhi-
dharmakosabhasya, it appears difficult to determine with certainty
how these similarities are to be explained. The main difficulty is
posed by the specific style of the Paiicaskandhabhasya. The au-
thor tends to express ideas closely related to those presented in the
other texts in a slightly different way, often tearing apart the copied
phrases and embedding them in his own comments. Thus, for in-
stance, the ‘karmaka phrase’ describing the function of manaskara
has the form dmigs pa la sems ‘dzin pa’i las can te/no in the Tibetan
versions of the Abhidharmasamuccaya, the Vibhasad, and the
Vivarana, whereas the Paricaskandhabhdsya presents this phrase
as de’i las ni dmigs pa la sems ‘dzin pa’o.*® Examples of what ap-
pears to be Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya phrases cut into pieces
are to be found frequently in the section defining the “impulses”
(samskara).®' Inaddition to the specific style of the author, the Tibetan
expressions used in the Paricaskandhabhdsya often differ from the
Tibetan translations appearing in the other two commentaries, the
Vivarana and the Vibhasa. What is more, the Paricaskandhabhdsya

7 For an example, see Schmithausen 1987: 315, n. 297.
80 AS(T) 48bl, PSkViv 11a5, PSkKV(T) 209b6, PSkBh 48b3.

81 PSkBh 48b4, 48blf., 50a2f., 74a5f. See also the above-mentioned defin-
ition of kala.
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was probably composed later than the Vibhasa®? and the Vivarana,
and thus, it is difficult to know definitely whether the passages
parallel to the Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhdsya) and the Kosa were
borrowed directly from the latter or whether they were copied from
the Vibhasa or the Vivarana. A more detailed investigation of the
style and contents of the Bhdsya appears necessary and is currently
under preparation.

There are, however, a few examples of passages to be found
in the Paiicaskandhabhasya which apparently are related to the
material presented in the Abhidharmakosabhasya and which def-
initely cannot have been borrowed from the other two commen-
taries as they have no parallels there. These include, for instance,
parts of the definition of the term “being associated with thoughts”
(savikalpa),®® the explanation of various reasons for giving up re-
straint (samvara),** and several instances, in which the author of the
FPaiicaskandhabhasya refers to the rnam par smra ba pa rnams (=
Vaibhasikas).®

Of particular interest is the explanation of the concept of
vikalpaka/savikalpa, which was already mentioned above. While
Sthiramati in his Vibhasa distinguishes only two kinds of vikalpa,
namely the “thought being an examination” (abhiniripanavikalpa)
and the “thought being a recollection” (anusmaranavikalpa),®
the Paricaskandhabhasya, in accordance with the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhasya and the Abhidharmakosabhasya, additionally
mentions the “natural thought” (svabhavavikalpa) as a third kind
of vikalpa.®” The Pariicaskandhabhdsya, like the Vibhasa (see
above), quotes the explanation of the abhiniriipana- and the anu-
smaranavikalpa from the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya ascrib-

82 See also Schmithausen 1987: 247, n. 21.

8 PSkBh 137a2.

8 PSkBh 42b4-7. See also Kramer 2013b: 94.

8 See, e.g., PSkBh 87b3f., 101a6f., 104b6ft., 108alff.
8 PSkV 71b6.

87 PSkBh 137a2, ASBh 16,6f., and AKBh 22,20.
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ing it to the Abhidharmasamuccaya.®® Following this citation the
Paiicaskandhabhdsya provides an example very similar to a pas-
sage included in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya in order to illustrate
the idea that sense perception is considered “not being accompa-
nied by thought” (avikalpaka) although it is associated with the
svabhavavikalpa.® However, while the Abhidharmakosabhasya’s
example is a horse having only one leg, the Paiicaskandhabhasya
mentions a stool with only one leg instead. In both cases, the fact
of having only one leg causes either the horse or the stool to be de-
fined as “without legs” (apadaka). Interestingly, the same example,
i.e. a stool with only one leg, is provided in a commentary on the
Abhidharmakosa (D 4091, 104b2) in the context of the explanation
of svabhavavikalpa and in the Karmasiddhiprakarana in a differ-
ent context.” Whether the author of the Paiicaskandhabhasya was
drawing on one of these works when he composed his commentary
cannot be answered at the moment.

3 Examples of Innovation

Examples proving the creativity of an Indian author, as for instance
Vasubandhu or Sthiramati, are difficult to come up with. First of
all, we do not know how many of the relevant texts that existed
at, for example, Sthiramati’s times are still extant and to which
extent the works available today drew on texts that are no longer
accessible, especially as the authors under discussion very rarely
provide titles of any sources. The second difficulty is that even if
we actually have access to the works the Indian authors were using
they might have had different versions of these works at hand. In
this case what appears like an ‘innovation’ may simply reflect a
different reading of the same text. Finally, it is impossible for us
to know with certainty if an author like Sthiramati was innovative
himself or whether he was summarizing the (innovative) doctrines
which have arisen in the course of time (and were discussed and

8 ASBh 16,9f and PSkBh 137a5f.
8 AKBh 22,20f. and PSkBh 137a6f.
% KSi 198.31.
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transmitted only orally for a while) within the milieu and tradi-
tion he belonged to. If this was the actual scenario, the author’s
works may appear creative compared to earlier texts, but the cre-
ative ideas would not necessarily be bound to him as an individual.
Thus, when dealing with text passages that seem innovative to us
the only conclusion we can draw is that they are innovative com-
pared to an earlier work. However, it seems impossible to ascribe
the innovative energy behind them to a particular person.

Another aspect to be considered when dealing with the topic of
innovation is that creativity can not only show itself in the intro-
duction of fundamentally new doctrines, but also on a much small-
er or subtler level. On the one hand, an author may be considered
‘innovative’ because he presents an entirely new idea, not having
been expressed before by another author. On the other hand, there
may be innovative passages found in the texts that express a teach-
ing already known from another source in a different way. Thus,
when trying to identify innovative components in a text, it seems
useful to distinguish between innovation with regard to ideas or
doctrines and innovation with regard to the way how certain con-
cepts are expressed. In general, it can be stated that the boundaries
between the two extremes ‘intertextuality’ or ‘textual reuse’ and
‘creativity’ or ‘innovation’ are fluid and that countless nuances of
both can be identified in between.

The following examples aim at demonstrating as many of these
nuances of creative changes and additions as possible. From the
viewpoint of the extreme of textual reuse already the utilization of
synonyms may be considered as creative. The next step towards the
extreme of a completely innovative passage would be shorter and
longer supplements within a sentence or abbreviations of the latter
(as an abbreviation of a sentence or passage may also be considered
to represent a creative act). Moving even further away from the
pure reuse of older material the new text may be characterized by
changes in the structure of the older doctrines, by the addition of
longer new passages and by new interpretations of the old teach-
ings. Further it may include a rejection of earlier teachings and
finally contain completely new expressions and ideas. As will be-
come obvious in the following examples, most of these different
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levels of creative composition can be identified in Vasubandhu’s
root text as well as in the three commentaries.

Several examples for smaller variations in the text borrowed
from other works, like the application of synonyms, abbreviation,
or the combination of two sources, and also for larger additions (in
the case of Sthiramati’s Trimsika commentary) have already been
provided in the previous section. An illustrative example for what it
means to express a similar idea in an alternative way is found in the
following definition of “shame in relation to others” (apatrapya):

PSk 6,91.: lokam adhipatim krtvavadyena lajja | (“embarrassment
about a fault [for reasons] being related to common people”)

AS 16,9: parato 'vadyena lajjana | (“embarrassment about a fault [for
reasons] being related to others”)

However, the innovative impetus in this case is apparently not to be
ascribed to Vasubandhu himself, since the phrase lokam adhipatim
krtva seems to occur in the Xianyang shengjiao lun, t00.”!

The same applies to the extended version of the definition of
“intention” (cetana), in which the explanation known from sources
like the Yogdcarabhiimi or the Abhidharmakosabhasya is supple-
mented by the three qualities gunatas, dosatas, and anubhayatas:

YBh 60,3: cittabhisamskarah / (“activating the mind”)

AKBh 54,20/AS 15,37: cittabhisamskaro manaskarma [ (“mental
activity, activating the mind”)

PSk 5,6f.: gunato dosato 'nubhayatas cittabhisamskaro manaskarma
/ (“mental activity, activating the mind towards the virtuous, unvirtu-
ous, and neither [virtuous] nor [unvirtuous]”)

Again, the Paiicaskandhaka seems to be relying on the explanation
of cetand as given in the Xianyang shengjiao lun.”?

Phrases composed by the commentators which do not represent
significant innovations on the doctrinal level but might nonetheless
be regarded as ‘creative’ acts are particularly visible in the Pariica-

°l Xianyang 481b28f.
2 Xianyang 481a29f.
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skandhabhdsya. For instance, in the section on mental factors the
author introduces every factor with a recurrent phrase, which, most
probably, was composed in this way by himself. While Sthiramati
begins his comments on, for example, manaskara with a simple
quotation of Vasubandhu’s definition, the author of the Bhasya em-
beds the same two sentences in a more elaborate structure:

PSkV 20a6f.: manaskarah katamah [ cetasa abhoga iti |

(PSKV[T] 9b5f.: yid la byed pa gan Ze na | sems kyi jug pa'o Zes bya
ba ni; “It is said: “What is attention? It is the bending of the mind’.”’)

PSkBh 48blf.: yid la byed pa’i ran bZin bstan pa’i phyir | yid la byed
pa gan Zes dris te | yid la byed pa’i ran bZin dan mtshan fiid gan Ze
na Zes dris pa’i don to [/ lan du sems kyi ’jug pa’o Zes bya ba smos
te / (“In order to explain the nature of attention, it is asked ‘What is
attention?’ in the sense of asking ‘“What is the nature of attention and
what are its characteristics?’” As an answer it is said: ‘It is the bending
of the mind’.”)

The phrases enclosing the quotation of the root text occur in this
form at the beginning of the definition of every single mental factor
in the Bhasya.

Of particular interest are also the numerous examples provided
by the author of the Bhasya which are not to be found in any other
of the available sources. Thus, the author offers, for instance, ex-
amples for the two kinds of imprints nisyandavasana (“imprint
[entailing] a homogeneous result”) and vipakavasana (“imprint of
maturation”). The first is explained as “If one practises giving in
the present life, one will enjoy the fruit, [that is] giving, in another
life.” ([...] tshe dir sbyin pa byas na tshe rabs gZan du yan ’bras
bu sbyin pa la dga’ ba’o /), the second as “Because of the practice
of giving great pleasure will arise after the alayavijiiana has been
reborn among gods or human beings.” ([...] sbyin pa’i rgyus lha
dan mi’i nan du kun gZi rnam par Ses pa skyes nas lons spyod chen
por gyur ba’o [[).%

Other notable examples are provided in the section discussing
klistamanas and the mental factors accompanying it. The Bhdasya

% PSkBh 96a5f.
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explains “wrong attitude towards the self” (Grmamoha) as “not un-
derstanding that the alayavijiiana is without a self, though it is
without a self” (kun gZi bdag med pa la bdag med par khon du ma
chud pa ni bdag tu gti mug pa Zes bya’o [/),>* “[false] view of the
self” (atmadrsti) as “thinking with regard to the alayavijiiana that
it is a permanent self because of not understanding that it is with-
out a self” (bdag med par khon du ma chud pas kun gZi la bdag
rtag pa ni di yin no siiam du ‘dzin pa ni bdag tu lta ba Zes bya’o
/]), “conceitful conception of the self” (aGtmamana) as “exaltation
and bloating of the mind because of this regarding [it] as a self”
(bdag tu bltas pa’i rgyu des sems mtho ba dan khens par gyur pa
ni bdag tu na rgyal ba Zes bya’o [/), and “self-love” (atmasneha)
as “clinging to this self and holding on to [it] as a beloved [thing],
[resulting] from the three atmamoha, atmadrsti, and armamana”
(bdag tu gti mug pa dan | bdag tu lta ba dan | bdag tu na rgyal
ba gsum las [ bdag de la chags sin phans par ‘dzin pa ni bdag la
chags pa Zes bya ste [).”> Moreover, a notable example added by the
author of the Bhasya is to be found in the passage characterizing
manaskara, where “a skeleton and [similar objects]” (ken rus la
sogs pa) are mentioned in order to illustrate the objects of this
mental factor.”

Examples for innovative changes in the structure of particu-
lar teachings and doctrines are visible in Vasubandhu’s Parfica-
skandhaka in several contexts. One of the more prominent cases
is his treatment of the category “the unconditioned” (asamskrta),
in which he enumerates four factors: “space” (akasa), “‘cessation
not [resulting] from consideration” (apratisarnkhyanirodha), ‘“‘ces-
sation [resulting] from consideration” (pratisankhyanirodha), and
“true reality” (tathata).” As already pointed out in a previous
publication the Abhidharmasamuccaya presents a list of eight un-
conditioned entities, while the Abhidharmakosabhasya mentions

% See also Schmithausen 1987: 519, n. 1421.

% PSkBh 115a5-7. See also TrBh 64,14—19, where the four factors are ex-
plained in a different way.

% PSkBh 48b4.
97 PSk 18,12f.
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only three categories.”® Vasubandhu seems to have tried to find
a compromise on these two divergent systems by adding tathata,
an important concept in Yogacara, to the threefold list of the
Abhidharmakosabhasya. Through this innovative act he created a
new structure for the asamskrta class.

The combination of the three “conceptions of a self” (atma-
graha), “conception of unity” (ekatvagraha), “conception of an
experiencer” (bhoktrtvagraha), and ‘“conception of an agent”
(kartrtvagraha), with the five “constituents of a person” (skandha),
the twelve “bases” (@yatana), and the eighteen “elements” (dhatu)
seems to represent another example of innovation on the structural
level. Especially a parallel for Vasubandhu’s explanation that the
understanding of the skandhas, ayatanas, dhatus results in the re-
moval of the three armagrahas could not be located in an earlier
source.”

The most innovative chapter of the Paficaskandhaka is doubt-
lessly the section characterizing the mind (vijiiana). It appears
very likely that Vasubandhu’s main intention while composing the
Paiicaskandhaka was to update and extend the understanding of
vijiiana in the context of the five skandhas by supplementing it with
Yogacara concepts like that of the “store mind” (alayavijiiana) or
the “notion of ‘I’ (klistamanas). A notable example of restructuring
in this section is visible in Vasubandhu’s presentation of the proofs
for the existence of the “store mind” (alayavijiiana). While the
Yogacarabhiimi contains nine proofs and the Mahdayanasamgraha
six groups of arguments, Vasubandhu determines four proofs.
The relations of these three lists of proofs have been studied in
more detail in another publication, and it seems that some of the
arguments provided in the Yogdcarabhiimi are missing in the
Paiicaskandhaka, while those that overlap, at least in some cases,
have a different focus.'” Nonetheless all four proofs presented by

% See Kramer 2012: 125-137.

% PSk 20,10-12. A passage that seems remotely related to this teaching
and which might have inspired the creation of the latter is to be found in the
Yogacarabhiami (see StBh 174,211t.).

100 See Kramer (forthcoming).
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Vasubandhu have parallels in the other texts. Thus, it seems that
Vasubandhu was aiming at restructuring the existing systems in
order to adjust them to doctrinal developments of his times.

A concept taught by Vasubandhu that might also be regarded
as an example of innovation on the structural level is his enumer-
ation of three differences between the “store mind” (alayavijiiana)
and “actual perception” (pravrttivijiiana): its having “an indefin-
able object and an indefinable mode [of apprehending it]” (apari-
cchinalambandkara), its “being of one kind” (ekajatiya), and its
“uninterrupted continuity” (santananuvrtti).'®* Although these or
similar qualities have been ascribed to the alayavijiiana in earlier
Yogacara works already,'* listing them in such a systematic way
appears ‘innovative.’

Another example of innovation in the vijiana chapter of the
Paiicaskandhaka is Vasubandhu’s list of the contaminations that
accompany the klistamanas. While the Yogdacarabhiimi lists “[false]
view of the five constituents [as being the self]” (satkayadrsti),
“conceitful conception of the self” (asmimana), “self-love” (atma-
sneha), and “ignorance” (avidya) as accompanying factors and the
Abhidharmasamuccaya has atmadrsti (“[false] view of the self”)
instead of satkayadrsti, the Paiicaskandhaka mentions armamoha
(“wrong attitude towards the self”), atmadrsti, atmamana, and
atmasneha.'”

The vijiiana chapter is not only the most innovative part of
Vasubandhu’s root text, but also the most creative section of
Sthiramati’s commentary. In contrast to the other parts of the
Paiicaskandhakavibhasa the vijiiana chapter contains barely
any borrowings from the Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhdsya) and
the AbhidharmakosSabhdsya. Sthiramati appears to have com-
posed large parts of his comments not depending directly on any

101 pSk 16,10f. See also Kramer 2014: 315.

122 Onrelated earlier characterizations of the dlayavijiiana, see Schmithausen
1987: 31, 41f., 46f., 88-93, 103-106, 153f.

103 YBh(T) 7b8—8a3, AS 19,15, PSk 17,7f. See also Schmithausen 1987:
442f., n. 943, and 150f.
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of the sources available to us today, especially those refuting the
Sarvastivada idea of “activity” (karitra)'® or those explaining the
fourth alayavijiiana proof, which he, for the most part, reproduces
literally in his Trimsika commentary.'®®

A remarkable example of rearranging already existing struc-
tures is to be found in the context of Sthiramati’s treatment of
“mental perception” (manovijiiana). While the Yogdacarabhiimi
includes an explanation of manovijiiana as having two stages,
namely the moment of “investigating” (paryesaka) and the mo-
ment of “determining” (niscita), in which the object is conceptu-
alized (vikalpyate),'® Sthiramati offers an alternative structure
in his Parficaskandhakavibhasa. According to his understanding
manovijiiana consists of three successive stages: “investigating”
(paryesaka), “classifying” (vyavasthapaka), and “conceptualizing”
(vikalpaka).'” This explanation of manovijiiana is particularly not-
able as it represents an illustrative example for the Indian commen-
tator’s freedom to go beyond the root text’s doctrinal standpoints
and to deal with terms and ideas that are neither explicitly men-
tioned nor implicitly indicated in the latter.

Other cases of this kind are to be found in Sthiramati’s com-
ments regarding the concept of an “imprint [entailing] a homoge-
neous result” (nisyandavasana) versus an “imprint of maturation”
(vipakavasana)'*® and in Sthiramati’s treatment of the topic “objects
of the alayavijiiana.” As for the latter topic, being a perception (vi-
Jjfiana) the store mind also requires an object, but since the store
mind operates on a subliminal level, the exact nature of its objects
was partly disputed among the Yogacdaras. While Vasubandhu ex-

104 PSkV 51b4ft.

105 PSKV 55b2-57b5 and TrBh 116,3—-120,19. Other (longer) passages which
Sthiramati seems to have composed not copying the text directly from a par-
ticular source include most of his comments on “space” (akasa; PSkV 4a3—
4bl), on the satkayadrsti (PSkV 31b4-34b6), and on the three “conceptions
of a self” (atmagraha; PSkV 66a2—67a4).

1% YBh 10,2f. and 58,18f.
107 PSKkV 49b4f. For more details, see Kramer (forthcoming).
108 PSKV 49bo6ff.
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plains in the Paficaskandhaka that, as mentioned above, the store
mind has an object but that this object cannot be clearly deter-
mined,'” Sthiramati specifies the object as being twofold: internal-
ly the alayavijiiana perceives the “appropriation” (upadana), i.e.
the “imprint of the sticking to the imagined nature” (parikalpita-
svabhavabhinivesavasand) and the matter of the sense faculties
together with their bases, and externally the surrounding world
(bhajana).""*

Interestingly, even Vasubandhu himself seems to have varying
views on the objects of the store mind. While he obviously does
not want to determine the object clearly in the Paricaskandhaka,
in a later work, the Trimsika, he defines the objects of the alaya-
vijiiana as the surrounding word and the “appropriation” (updadi).'"!
Notably, Sthiramati does not follow the root text in his Trimsika-
vijiaptibhdsya either and seems to contradict himself in his two
commentaries, stating in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya that the store
mind is cognizing only one object, namely the surrounding world,
and that it is appropriating (not perceiving) the sense faculties and
containing (not perceiving) the imprints (vasana).'?

A final example illustrating Sthiramati’s independence from the
root text to be mentioned here is a comment in the section on “mat-
ter” (riipa). When dealing with the (disputed) question whether
colour (varna) and shape (samsthana) are really existing entities
Sthiramati mentions in a brief explanation that from the standpoint
of highest reality even colour actually cannot be the object of the
faculty of sight. According to Sthiramati the reason for this impos-

19 PSk 16,10.

10 PSkV 50b2-4. See also Schmithausen 1987: 106, according to whom
Sthiramati follows a parallel explanation in the Viniscayasamgrahant here.
It should be noted that Sthiramati cannot have copied the comments on
the manovijiiana, the two types of vasana, and the alayavijiiana’s objects
from the Vivarana. The latter does not include the differentiation of the two
vasanas, does not list any specific objects, and mentions only the idea that
the manovijiiana follows the sense perceptions and conceptualizes the ob-
jects (PSkViv 25a7f.).

1 TrBh 52,6. See also Schmithausen 1987: 104.
112 See Schmithausen 1987: 104f., and TrBh 52,7-21.
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sibility is that the assumption of really existing atoms and external
sense objects is not appropriate.'’* This statement is notable insofar
as Vasubandhu does not refer to the vijiiaptimatrata concept at all
in his Paficaskandhaka. What is more, in other parts of the ripa
section Sthiramati deals with all the different aspects of matter in
great detail without ever mentioning the idea that matter does not
really exist.

As mentioned before, creativity and innovation can manifest
themselves not only in the form of addition of certain phrases
and doctrines but also in the rejection of a teaching. Since a re-
jection usually makes a longer argumentation necessary and the
Paricaskandhaka aims at brevity and conciseness it is difficult to
find examples for this kind of innovation in Vasubandhu’s root
text. In contrast, Sthiramati’s commentary shows a number of in-
stances in which the author disagrees with teachings offered in
other (Yogacara) texts. However, he does not reject any of the
Paiicaskandhaka’s statements. A good example for a rejection of a
concept found in other Yogacara texts is Sthiramati’s critical dis-
cussion of the five categories of invisible (anidarsana) and pene-
trable (apratigha) matter.''* While the Abhidharmasamuccaya
teaches five entities of this kind,'"> Sthiramati accepts only one,
namely the “non-representation” (avijiiapti). It should be noted that
Sthiramati follows Vasubandhu’s root text insofar as in the latter
only avijiapti is mentioned out of the five categories as invisible
and penetrable rijpa. However, it is not clear whether Vasubandhu
was aware of the other four entities and if he consciously rejected
(or neglected) them. The way Sthiramati deals with the situation
suggests that he himself presumed that Vasubandhu did not men-
tion the four intentionally. After providing explanations showing
the four being redundant, Sthiramati ends his comments with the
remark that he is not able to fully understand the reasoning of such
a great master as Vasubandhu and that this matter has to be further
investigated.

113 PSKV 9a6f.
114 PSKV 12b4-13a5.
115 AS* 4,13f. See also Kramer 2013b: 93f.
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Another example of rejection is to be found in the context of
the question of how many different colours and shapes are to be
distinguished. While Vasubandhu does not specify any particular
colour or shape, Sthiramati explains that there are four different
colours and eight various shapes.!'® At the same time Sthiramati
rejects a number of other possible colours and shapes mentioned
in the Abhidharmasamuccaya and the Abhidharmakosabhasya.'"’
Interestingly, most of these additional categories are listed in the
other two Paiicaskandhaka commentaries without any indication
of the fact that they are disputed.'®

4 Conclusions

In summary it can be stated that both, the root text Paficaskandhaka
and its three commentaries, include considerable amounts of in-
novation and textual reuse. It is therefore important to emphazise
that the classification of a text as a ‘commentary’ does not neces-
sarily predicate that the text is less original or innovative than a
work not belonging to the commentarial genre. The reason for
Sthiramati’s work having received far less attention from modern
scholars than the scriptures of other Yogacara authors like Asanga
or Vasubandhu is probably mainly to be found in the perception
of Sthiramati as a commentator and not as a ‘real’ author in his
own right.!”” Since the above-mentioned examples clearly depict
the commentators, especially Sthiramati, as creative and inno-
vative authors, this negligence appears unjustified. It is also im-
portant to note that the creative energy of these authors does not
mainly manifest itself in the production of entirely new ideas, but
rather in the reorganisation of previous teachings and the associa-
tion of terms and doctrines with the Paiicaskandhaka, which are
not mentioned in the latter but which are already known from other

6 PSKV 7bl1-5.
17 AS*3,24-26 and AKBh 6,11f.
18 PSkViv 6al and PSkBh 38b6—39al. See also Kramer 2013b: 88f.

9 For example, in an article dealing with the Mahayanasitralamkara and
its commentaries Paul Griffiths states that Sthiramati “was not an especially
original or exciting thinker” (Griffiths 1990: 46).
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texts. However, this ‘limitation’ of creative activity is not bound to
commentarial literature alone. Vasubandhu’s Paficaskandhaka is
also largely characterized by the restructuring and summarizing
of known doctrines, rather than by the introduction of completely
new concepts. It appears quite likely that the Paficaskandhaka was
produced as a ‘secondary’ brief summary of a previously existing
complex conglomerate of teachings (in the sense of von Stietencron
1995: 252) which might have been transmitted and discussed only
orally for some time.

While the Paficaskandhaka includes only ‘silent’ borrowings
from other texts, i.e. quotations not explicitly marked as such, the
commentaries present a wide variety of textual reuse, like explicit
citations with reference to specific sources, citations marked as
such but without an explicit title, and paraphrase. On the whole the
commentaries give the impression of a very irregular employment
of particular kinds of reuse and also of an inconsistent utilization
of earlier textual material. It is particularly striking that a quoted
text (even if explicitly marked as such) is almost never identical to
its source.'?

Why a commentator like Sthiramati chose to quote explicitly
in some cases and ‘silently’ in others, decided to copy older ma-
terial literally or to paraphrase it, and chose to incorporate par-
ticular teachings from texts like the Abhidharmasamuccaya while
ignoring others is difficult to answer. It seems at least probable that
phrases are reused randomly, not systematically, and that most of
the text is quoted from memory. If we assume that the texts have
been produced mainly in the context of teaching, at least some of
the inconsistencies might reflect the teacher’s ‘spontaneous’ an-
swers to particular questions posed by the students.

The comparison of parallels and differences in the three com-
mentaries gives rise to a number of questions concerning the
chronological order of the texts. Of particular interest is the close
relationship between the Paficaskandhavivarana and the Abhi-

120 A similar observation is reported in Freschi 2011: 177, with regard to
other Sastric texts.
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dharmasamuccayabhasya. The fact that the Vivarana includes
passages and concepts which seem very close to the Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdsya and which, at least in some cases, are not con-
sidered in Sthiramati’s commentary suggests that either the author
of the Vivarana was drawing on the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya
or vice versa or that both texts rely on a common third source. It
seems likely that the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya and the Paiica-
skandhavivarana are older than the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa, but
it is very difficult to ascertain which of the former two was com-
posed earlier.

The obscure identity of the Paricaskandhabhdasya’s author, its
specific style, and the fact that the Tibetan expressions used in it
often differ from the Tibetan translations of the other two com-
mentaries make an assessment of its chronological position very
difficult. Although the Paficaskandhabhdsya also seems to show
parallels with the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya and with the
Abhidharmakosabhasya, it appears difficult to determine with
certainty if the passages were borrowed directly from the latter
or whether they were copied from the Vivarana or the Vibhasa.
As already pointed out by Lambert Schmithausen,' the Paiica-
skandhabhdsya seems to have been produced later than the
Vibhdsa. Considering that with some probability the Vibhasa is
later than the Vivarana, we might assume that the Bhasya is the
latest of the three commentaries. A detailed study of the style and
contents of the Bhdasya, which is currently under preparation, will
hopefully shed more light on these questions.

121 Schmithausen 1987: 247, n. 21.
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Appendix

(Text reproduced from PSkV 20al-41a2 [critical edition]; parallel
text in TrBh 54,14-100,3 marked in bold; the asterisks indicate the
beginning of the phrases that differ in the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya.)

*sparSah katamah [...] trikasamavayapariccheda iti prakrtam
(TrBh: tatra sparsas trikasamnipata indriyavikaraparicchedah
[/ vedandsamnisrayadanakarmakah)  indriyavisayavijiianani
triny eva trikam | tasya karyakaranabhavena samavasthanam
samavayah (TrBh: trikasamnipatah instead of samavayah)
| tasmin sati tatkalam (TrBh: tatsamakalam) evendriyasya
sukhadivedanotpattyanukillo yo vikarah, tena sadrso visayasya
sukhadivedaniyakaraparicchedo yah sa sparsah | indriyam punar
yena viSesena sukhaduhkhadihetutvam pratipadyate, sa tasya
vikara (TrBh adds: sparsah punar) indriyavikarah | sadrsyenendri-
yam sprSatindriyena va sprsyata iti *sparsah / (TtBh: sparsa ucyate
[ ata eva visayavikaraparicchedatmako 'pindriyavikarapariccheda
uktah /) vedanasannisrayatvam asya karma | evam hy uktam sitre
— sukhavedaniyam sparS§am pratityotpadyate *sukha vedaneti
(TrBh: sukham veditam iti vistarah)/

*manaskarah katamah | cetasa abhoga iti /| (TrBh: manaskaras
cetasa abhogah) abhujanam abhogah | alambane yena cittam
abhimukhikriyate, sa cittasyabhogah | sa punar alambane citta-
dharanakarmakah / cittadharanam punas tatraivalambane punah
punas cittasyavarjanam | etac ca karma cittasantater alambana-
niyamena viSistam manaskaram adhikrtyoktam, na tu yah prati-
cittaksanam |/ (TrBh adds: tasya hi pratiksanam eva vyaparo na
ksanantare /) yad apy atra nidarsanam ucyate — samadhilabht
manaskaralabhity ucyata iti | tatra visistamanaskaralabhad
eva manaskdaralabhity ucyate | anyathd hi sarvasattva eva

manaskaralabhinah syuh, sarvesam praticittaksanam manaskara-
bhavat /|

cetana katama | gunato dosato nobhayata$ cittabhisamskaro
manaskarmeti | gunatah kuSalesu dharmesu, dosato ’kusalesu,
anubhayato ’vyakrtesu | athava gunata ity upakarisu, dosata ity
apakarisu, anubhayata iti madhyasthesu | cittabhisamskara iti
manascesta (TrBh: manasas cesta) | yasyam satyam alambanam
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prati cetasah praspando (TrBh adds: iva) bhavati, ayaskanta-
vasad ayahpraspandavat | dha ca — ksanantaranavasthanam
nirvyaparam yaya manah | savyaparam ivakhyati sa manas-
karma cetana [/ iti | cittabhisamskara ity ukte manaskarmeti kim-
artham | sarvair eva caitasikais cittam abhisamskriyate | tebhyo
vyavacchedartham manaskarmety aha, vijiianasya parispanda iva
vo dharmah, sa eva cetand nanya iti jiagpanartham [ gunato dosato
‘nubhayatas cittabhisamskara iti karmanirdesah | manaskarmeti
cetandayah svaripanirdesah |/

(TrBh adds: tatra) chandah (TrBh adds: abhiprete vastuny
abhilasah) katamah | abhiprete vastuny abhilasa iti | *abhipreta-
grahanam anabhiprete chandabhavajiiapandartham | evam
ca cchandasya pratiniyatavisayatvam jiiapitam bhavati |
(TrBh:  pratiniyatavisayatvam jiapitam bhavaty anabhiprete
chandabhavat [) darSanasravanadikriyavisayatvena yad abhi-
matam vastu tad abhipretam | tatra *darsanasravanabhilasah
prarthana (TrBh: darsanasravandadiprarthana chandah) | yady
abhilasatmakas chandah, trsnacchandayoh kah prativisesah |
trsnabhisvangalaksana | chando "bhilasalaksana ity asti visesah /
sa ca viryarambhasannisrayadanakarmakah |/

adhimoksah katamah | niScite vastuni tathaivavadharanam iti
/| niscitagrahanam (TrBh adds: aniscitapratisedhartham) adhi-
moksasya sarvavisaydasattvaprajiiapanartham | na hy aniscite
vastuni tathaivavadharanasambhavo ’stiti | yuktita aptopadesad
(TrBh: aptopadesato) va yad vastu nihsandigdham (TrBh:
asamdigdham) tan niscitam | yenaivakarena tan niscitam anitya-
duhkhadyakarena, tenaivakarena tadvastunas (TrBh: tasya
vastunas) cetasi niveSanam (TrBh: abhinivesanam) evam evaitan
nanyathety avadharanam adhimoksah | sa casamharyata-
karmakah | adhimuktipradhano hi svasiddhantat parapravadibhir
apahartum na Sakyate //

smrtih katamd | samstute vastuny asampramosas cetaso ’bhi-
lapanateti | samstuta ity asamstute smrtyabhavapradarsanartham
/ samstutam ca vastu parvanubhiitam | Fasampramosa
alambanagrahanavipranasakaranam (TrBh: alambanagrahanavi-
prandasakaranatvad asampramosah) | tat parvagrhitasya vas-
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tunah punah punar dalambanakarasmaranam abhilapanata |
abhilapanam ivabhilapanam, abhilapanam evabhilapanata | sa
punar (TrBh adds: aviksepakarmika /) alambanabhilapane sati
*na cittasyalambanantara akarantare va viksepo bhavatity ato
(TrBh: cittasyalambanantara akarantare va viksepabhavad)
viksepakarmika //

samadhih katamah | upapariksye vastuni cittasyaikagrateti | upa-
pariksya iti nanyatra | evam ca samadheh pratiniyatavisayatvam
uktam bhavati | *upapartksye vastuni (TrBh: upapariksyam vastu)
gunatodosatova/ cittasyaikagratety (TrBh: ekdagrata) ekalambanata
[agram hy atralambanam ucyate [ jiaGnasannisrayadanakarmakabh,
satyacatustayam | gunato nirodhasatyam margasatyam ca |
nirodhasatyam Santadyakarair upapariksyam | margasatyam
nairyanikadyakaraih | duhkhasamudayasatye dosatah | duhkham
anityadyakaraih, hetvadyakaraih samudayah | tatha navanam
bhaminam adharam dosatah, irdhvam gunatah | evam anyesv api
samanyalambanesu yathasambhavam vaktavyam [/

(TrBhadds: dhih) prajfia katama/ tatraiva pravicayo yogayogavihito
‘nyatha ceti | tatraivety (TrBh adds: sapy) upapariksya eva
vastuni (TrBh adds: pravicayo yogayogavihito ’nyathd veti) |
evam ca samadhivat prajiiapi pratiniyatavisayety uktam bhavati
| pravicinotiti pravicayah / (TrBh adds: yah) samyag mithya va
sankirnasvasamanyalaksanesv iva dharmesu vivekavabodhah,
yuktir yogah (TrBh adds: sa punar) — aptopadeso ‘numanam
pratyaksam ca [ tena triprakarena (TrBh adds: yogena) yo janitah
sa yogavihitah | sa punah Srutamayas$ cintamayo bhavanamayas
ca [ tatraptavacanapramanyajo (TrBh: -pramanyad yo) 'vabodhah
(TrBh adds: sa) Srutamayah |/ yuktinidhyanajas cintamayah | sama-
dhijo bhavanamayah | ayogah punar anaptopadeso 'numanabhaso
mithyapranihitas ca samadhih | *tena yo (TrBh om.: tenayogena)
Janitahso (TrBhom.: so) ’yogavihitah/tatra sankhyavaisesikadinam
Srutamayas cintamayas canaptopadesajanitatvatkutarkajanitatvad
ayogavihitah | vitaraganam tu Sasvatocchedavadinam ekatya-
sasvatikadinam ca mithyapranihitasamadhijanitatvad ayoga-
vihitah | upapattipratilambhiko laukikavyavaharavabodhas ca
naiva yogavihito nayogavihitah | esa ca samsSayavyavartana-
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karmakah (TrBh: -karmika) | samSayavyavartanam tu prajiiaya
dharman pravicinvato niscayalabhat (‘TrBh adds: iti) //

(TrBh adds: tatra) sraddha katama / (TrBh adds: astitvaguna-
vattvaSakyatvesu)'?* karmaphalasatyaratnesv abhisampratyayo
*bhilasas cetasah prasada iti (TtBh: prasadas cetaso ’bhildasah)
[ karma trividham, punyam apunyam aniiijyam ca | tatrapunyam
kamaptam eva, akusSalamiilasamprayogat | punyam api vipaka-
niyamdat kamaptam eva [ karmavipakam praty aniiijanad aninijyam
[ apunyasya kamadhatav anisto vipakah, punyasyestah [ anifijasya
ruparipadhatvor ista eva vipakah | [...]' Sraddha hi trividha
(TrBh: tridha) pravartate | sati vastuni gunavaty agunavati va
sampratyayakara, sati gunavati ca prasadakara, sati gunavati ca
evam abhilasakaratvat trsnacchandayor anyatara bhavati [ naitad
evam [ kuSalavisayatvan na trsna, sraddhapirvakatvac chanda-
sya na cchandah [ cetasah prasada iti |/ Sraddha hi cittakalusya-
vairodhikity atas tatsamprayoge klesopaklesamalakalusya-
vigamac cittam Sraddham dgamya prasidatiti cetasah prasada
ucyate [ udakaprasadakamanisthaniyam dharmantaram caitasikam
sraddha, na ripaprasadatmiketi pradarsanartham aha — cetasah
prasada iti | cetasah prasadah, na riupasyeti | sa punas$ chanda-
sannisrayadanakarmika //

hrih katama | atmanam dharmam vadhipatim krtvavadyena lajja |
vatpratibaddha yasya kriydasu pravrttir nivrttir va sa tasyadhipatih
svamity arthah | atmanam dharmam vadhipatim svaminam krtva
| sadbhir vigarhitatvad (TrBh: garhitatvad) anistavipakatvac ca
papam evavadyam | tenavadyena krtendakrtena va (TrBh adds: ya)
cittasyavalinata lajja | kulajiianadibhir gunaih papakriyayam
atmanam ayogyam matva, katham hi nama mayaivamvidhenaivam
papam krtam kriyate karisyate va, dharme ’py etad anistavipaka-
tvat paropaghatapravrttatvac ca garhitam — ity evam yatmanam
dharmam caveksamanasyavadyena lajja, sa hrih [ iyam ca dus-
caritasamyamanasannisrayadanakarmika /|

122 See Buescher 2007: 76, n. 6.

12" A longer passage of the Paiicaskandhakavibhdsa has been omitted here
as it does not contain any parallels with the Trimsikavijiaptibhasya.
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apatrapyam katamat [ lokam adhipatim krtvavadyena lajja | loke
hy etad garhitam, mam caivankarmanam viditva vigarhisyantity
(TrBh: garhisyatity) aslokadibhayad avadyena lajjate | idam api
dusScaritasamyamanasannisrayadanakarmakam (TrBh: -samyama-
sannisraya-) eva [ dusScaritad viratih samyamanam [ lajjamanasya-
patrapamanasya va krte ‘pi duscarite ’vasSyam tadviramanad
anayos tatsannisrayadanakarmakatvam [/

alobha iti | ayam akaras trisv arthesu vartate | abhave ‘nyasmin
pratipakse ca [ atra pratipaksa eva vartate nanyasmin nabhava iti
pradarsSanartham aha —lobhapratipaksa iti | evam advese amohe ca
vaktavyam [ nirvid anagraha iti tatsvariipaniriippanam [ lobho nama
bhave bhavopakaranesu ca asaktih (TrBh: yasaktih) prarthana ca
/| tatpratipakso ’lobho bhave bhavopakaranesu candasaktir vai-
bhavopakaranesu cavaimukhyam [ anagraho bhavabhavabhogayor
asaktih | athavanagrahavisesanartham nirvidgrahanam — bhave
bhavopakaranesu ca vaimukhyakaro yo 'nagraho yam alobha iti |
ayam ca duScaritapravrttisannisrayadanakarmaka iti //

advesah katamah | dvesapratipakso maitri | dveso hi sattvesu
duhkhe duhkhasthaniyesu ca dharmesv aghatah | *tatpratipakso
‘naghatah (TrBh: adveso dvesapratipaksatvat sattvesu duhkhe
duhkhasthaniyesu ca dharmesv andghatah) | dvesasyanye ’pi
pratipaksah santity ata aha — maitri [ maitratmako dvesasya yah
pratipaksah so ‘dvesah nanya iti | ayam api duScaritapravrtti-
sannisSrayadanakarmaka iti [/

amohah katamah | mohapratipakso (TrBh adds: yatha-)bhiita-
sampratipattih /| (TrBh adds: mohah karmaphalasatyaratnesv
ajianam | mohapratipaksatvad amohas tesv eva karmaphala-
satyaratnesu sampratipattih [) sarva eva hi kusala dharmah
klistanam dharmanam samuddcaravirodhat pratipaksa ity ata
aha — bhitasampratipattir iti [ samyagaviparitapratipattibhedat |
sa punar dvividha — jianam pratisankhya ca | punas caturvidha
vipakdagamacintadhigamanimitta | pratisankhya tu prajiiaiva
dhairyasahita | dhairyam iti prajiiaviryasamadhaya ucyante |
tatra dvayoh prajiiadravyayoh samavadhandasambhavad viryena
samadhina va samprayukta prajiia pratisankhyety ucyate, yad-
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balenanuddhrtanupahataklesabijo  'pi  kleSanam  avakdasam
na dadati | ayam atra vakyarthah — yathabhitajiianatmakah
pratisankhyatmakas ca jianaviseso 'moha ity ucyate | ata
evamoho (TrBh adds: ayam api) duScaritapravrttisannisraya-
danakarmakah [/

viryam katamat | kaustdyapratipaksah kusale cetaso 'bhyutsahah |
kutsitam sidatiti kusidah | tadbhavah kausidyam | alasyam ity
arthah [ tac ca kusalakusalayos cittasyanutsahah, tatpratipaksas ca
viryam ity atah kaustdyavad ubhayaprasange vyavacchedartham
aha — kusSale cetaso ’bhyutsaho viryam, na tu klista iti | kliste
tutsahah kutsitatvat kausidyam eva | nanu ca klistam svabhyasta-
tvat svarasenaiva pravartate, kim tatrotsahena | prayenaivam,
asti tu kificid yatrotsaho ’py apeksyate [ tat punar yatsamprayogat
sannahe prayoge valinatve vavyavrttau vasantustau va kusalesu
dharmesu cetaso 'bhyutsahah, tad viryam [/ (TrBh adds: etac ca)
kuSalapaksaparipiiranaparinispadanakarmakam | paripiiranam
yvatha maulapravesah | parinispadanam tasyaiva parikarmakrta-
tvam [

prasrabdhih katamd | dausthulyapratipaksah kayacittakarmanyata
| dausthulyam kayacittayor akarmanyata sanklesikadharmabijani
ca | tadapagame prasrabdhisadbhavad dausthulyapratipaksah
[ laksanam tu prasrabdheh kayacittakarmanyata | tatra kaya-
karmanyata kayasya svakaryesu laghusamutthanata yato bhavati
| cittakarmanyata samyanmanasikaraprayuktasya (TrBh adds:
cittasya-) hladalaghavanimittam yac caitasikam dharmantaram
/ tadyogac cittam asaktam alambane pravartata ity atas tac
cittakarmanyatety ucyate | kayasya punah sprastavyavisesa eva
prityahrtah kayaprasrabdhir veditavya | pritamanasah kayah
prasrabhyata iti sitre vacanat | atra caitasikadhikarad acai-
tasiky api kayaprasrabdhih prasrabdhisambodhyangatvenokta
kayakarmanyata va cittakarmanyatam avahayatity ato ’caitasiky
api kayakarmanyatatrokta | iyam ca tadbalendasrayaparavrttito
(TrBh: tadvasena- instead of tadbalena-) ‘SesakleSadyavarana-
niskarsanakarmika //

(TrBh adds: sapramadika | sahapramadena pravartata iti
sapramadika [ ka punar asau [ upeksa [ kuta etat [ ekantakusalatvat
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sarvakusalanam ceha nirdesadhikarac chraddhadivat saksad
anirdesat tadvyatiriktanyakusalabhavac copeksaiva vijiiayate |
tatra)

apramddah katamah | pramadapratipakso ‘lobho (TrBh: alobhad)
yavad viryam (TrBh adds: apramadah), yan (TrBh adds: alobhddin)
nisrityakusalan dharman prajahati, tatpratipaksams ca kusalan
dharman bhavayatiti /| (TrBh adds: te lobhadayo 'pramdadah | ata
eva pramadapratipaksah pramddasyato viparitatvat [) pramado
hi vena klesebhyas cittam na raksati kusalam ca hapayati |
apramadena punah klesan prajahati pratipaksams ca dharman
bhavayatity ato ’pramadah pramadapratipaksa uktah | alobho
yavad viryam ity alobhadvesamohdah saha viryena grhyante | yan
alobhadin viryaparyantan nisrityagamya prapyakusalan dharman
prajahatity anena sarve ’lobhdadayo 'pramdada ity uktam bhavati
[ akuSala dharma dasrava dasravasthaniyas ca visaya veditavyah /
tatra dasravanam vinodanaviskambhanabijasamuddharatmakam
prahanam. visayanam punah parivarjanena prahanam | tatprati-
paksa ity akusSaladharmapratipaksah | te punah kuSalasdasrava
andasravas ca | tesam abhydso bhavana paunahpunyena sam-
mukhikaranam | yasmad viryasahitan alobhadin nisrityakusalan
dharman prajahati tatpratipaksams ca dharman bhavayati,
tasmat saviryesv alobhadisv apramadah prajiiapyate — ity anena
sadhisthana sakarana capramdadasya prajiiaptir uktd | sa punah
sarvalaukikalokottarasampattiparipiranakarmakah | tatra lau-
kikasampattir bhavabhogavisesalabhah, lokottara sravakadi-
bodhyadhigamah [/

upeksa katama | sa evalobho yavad viryam ityadi — apramada
ivatrapi vyakhyanam [ “*cittasamatadibhis (TrBh: cittasamata
cittapraSathata cittanabhogata ebhis) tribhih padair upeksaya
adimadhyavasanavastha dyotita | tatra layauddhatyam (TrBh
adds: va) cetaso vaisamyam | tasyabhavad adau cittasya sa-
mata (TrBh: cittasamatd) | tato ’nabhisamskarenaprayatnena
samahitasya cetaso yathayogam samasyaiva pravrttih prasathata
/ sa@ punar avastha layauddhatyasankanugata, acirabhavita-
tvat | tato bhavanaprakarsagamanat tadvipaksadiribhavat tac-
chankabhave layauddhatyapratipaksanimittesv abhogam akurva-
to ’nabhogavasthata (TrBh: 'nabhogavastha) cittasyanabhogata
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/ yaya nirvasitesu klistesu dharmesv iti | yayety upeksaiva sam-
badhyate | klista dharma ragadisahitah | tesam nirvasanam
punaranutpattih | upeksa hi sanklistaviharavairodhikity avasyam
taya ragadipravrttivibandhe vartitavyam ity atas taya nirvasitesv
ity uktam [ yatas ca sanklistena viharenopeksa viriidhyate, teno-
peksavihary asanklistavihart bhavatiti | atas *copeksa sanklesan-
avakasasannisrayadanakarmika (TrBh: iyaii ca sarvaklesopa-
klesanavakasasamnisrayadanakarmika) [/

avihimsa katama [ vihimsapratipaksah karuneti | *vadhabandhadi-
bhir (TrBh: vadhabandhandadibhir sattvanam) avihethanam
adrohanam *sattvanam avihimseti (TrBh: avihimsa sattvesu
karuna) vihimsapratipaksah | kam runaddhiti karuna | kam iti
sukhasyakhya | sukham runaddhity arthah | karuniko hi para-
duhkhaduhkht bhavatiti [ iyam capramddavat prajiiaptita eva, na
dravyasati, advesamsa eva prajiiapandt | avihethanakarmika //

(TrBh adds: tatra) ragah katamah | paiicasipadanaskandhesu
sneho (TrBh adds: bhavabhogayor) ‘dhyavasanam (TrBh adds
prarthana ca) | sdasravani ripavedandasaijiiasamskaravijiianani
paiica  rilpavedanasanjiiasamskaravijianopadanaskandhah |/
tatra riapopadanaskandho dvaidhatukam ripam | vedanddy-
upadanaskandhas catvaras traidhatuka vedandadayah | upadiyate
‘naya trsnaya tribhavotpattih paunarbhavikam va karmeti trsnaya
upadanakhya | upadanasambhiitatvad upadanavidheyatvad
upadanani va tebhyah sambhavantity upadanaskandhah [ sneha
iva snehah | yatha hi tailadikah sneho vastradikam asrayam
anupravisya vyapnoti, mahatapi ca yatnena svasrayad dur-
vivecyah, evam rago ’'pi svalambanam anupravisyaiva vyapnoti,
mahatapi ca prayasena tasmad alambandad durvivecya iti sneha
ucyate | adhyavasanam tanmayata | athava sprastavyaviseso
'pi sneha iti vyavacchedartham daha — adhyavasanam iti | sa
punar duhkhasafijananakarmakah [ triduhkhatayogad yathasam-
bhavam traidhatukah *paiica skandha duhkham abhipretam, tasya
ca duhkhasya kamaraparapyatrsnavasenabhinirvrttito (TrBh:
duhkham atropadanaskandhds tesam kamariparipyatrsnavasad
abhinirvrtteh | ato) ragasya duhkhasafijananam karma nirdisyate

4
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pratighah katamah | sattvesv aghata iti | aghatah sattvesu
ritksacittata yenavistah sattvanam vadhabandhadikam anartham
cintayati | sa punar asparSaviharaduscaritasannisrayadana-
karmakah | sparSah sukham [ tena sahito viharah sparsaviharah
|/ na sparSaviharo ’sparSaviharah, duhkhasahita ity arthah |
aghatacittasyavasyam daurmanasyasamudacarac cittam tapyate
/ cittanuvidhandc ca kayo ’pi tapyata eveti | sarveryapathesu
saduhkhasavighato ’sya viharo bhavati | pratihatacittasya ca na
kificid duScaritam vidire — iti pratigho ‘sparsaviharadusScarita-
sannisrayadanakarmaka uktah //

(TrBh adds: moho ‘payesu sugatau nirvane tatpratisthapakesu
hetusu tesam caviparite hetuphalasambandhe yad ajianam |
ayvaii ca samklesSotpattisamnisrayadanakarmakah | tatra klesa-
karmajanmatmakas trividhah samklesah | tasyotpattih pirva-
pirvasamklesanimittad uttarottarasya samklesasyatmalabhah |
tasyotpatteh samnisrayadanam karma | miidhasyaiva hi mithya-
JianasamSayaragadikleSapaunarbhavikakarmajanmanam pravrttir
namiidhasyeti [)

avidya katama ['* karmaphalasatyaratnesv ajiianam | sa punah
sahaja parikalpita ca | tatra sahajanyaklesasamprayogad
aveniki | parikalpita vicikitsamithyadrstisilavrataparamarsadi-
klesasamprayukta | karmany ajiianam punydapunyaniijya-
karmastitve yad ajianam apratipattir anavabodhah, iyam sahaja
avidya | punyapunyaniiijyakarmastitve vicikitsato vapavadato va
nasti punyam apunyam aniijyam ceti, pasubandhdagnipravesadi-
nivartane punye ’punyasaijiiinam, pasubandhagnipravesadike
vapunye punyasaijiiinam ya vicikitsamithyadrstisamprayukta
avidya, sa parikalpita | sa dharmesu mithyaniscayavicikitsa-
sanklesotpattisannisrayadanakarmika //

manah katamah | sapta mana iti /| mano hi sarva eva satkayadrsti-
sannisrayena (TrBh: -samdsrayena) pravartate, (TrBh adds: sa
punas) cittasya connatilaksanah | tatha hy atmatmiyabhdavam

124 The mental factor avidya is actually discussed after the category mana in
the Paiicaskandhakavibhasa. However, avidya appears in the latter instead of
moha and therefore it is listed here together with the Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya’s
definition of moha.
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skandhesv adhyaropyayam aham idam mamety atmanam tena tena
visesenonnamayati, anyebhyo dhikam manyate | sa cagaurava-
duhkhotpattisannisrayadanakarmakah | agauravam gurusu guna-
vatsu ca pudgalesu stabdhata kayavacor aprasrtata | duhkhotpattih
punar atra punarbhavotpattir veditavya | sa puna$ cittonnati-
svabhavabhede (TrBh: -svariipabhede) ’pi cittonnatinimittabhedat
(TrBh: cittasyonnati-) saptadha bhidyate — mano timana ity evam-
adi /|

hinat kulavijiianavittadibhih Sreyan asmi kulavijiianavittadibhir iti
Ya cittasyonnatih, sadrSena va kuladibhis tair eva sadrso 'smiti ya
cittasyonnatih, sa manah //

atimanah kulavijiianavittadibhih sadrsat tyagasilapaurusadibhih
Sreyan asmi, Sreyasa va kulavittadibhih (TrBh: kulavidyadibhih)
sadrso ‘smi vijiianavittadibhir iti ya cittasyonnatih, ayam atimana
iti [/

manatimanah Sreyasah kulavijiianavittair aham eva Sreyan kula-
vijiianavittair iti ya cittasyonnatih, ayam manatimanah |/

asmimanah paiicopadanaskandhan iti | chandardagau hy atro-
padanam | anagatatmabhavabhilasas chandah | vartamanadhy-
avasanam ragah [ tatrandagatatmabhavam chandamukhenopadatte
[ vartamanaskandhan ragamukhendaparitydgata upadatte [ ata etad
eva dvayam upadanam ity ucyate [ tena yuktah skandha upadana-
skandhah | *tesupadanaskandhesv (TrBh: *paiicasipadana-)
atmatmiyarahitesv atmatmiyabhinivesad ya cittasyonnatih, ayam
(TrBh: so instead of ayam) asmimanah [/

abhimano ’prapta uttariviSesadhigame prapto mayeti ya
cittasyonnatih | manusyadharma ragadvesamohadayah, tat-
pravartitam ca kayavanmanaskarma | tatpratipaksabhiitam yad
dhyanasamapattyadikam, tan manusyadharmebhya uttarivisesa
ucyate | tasmin visesadhigama ’‘prapte sati prapto maya uttari-
visesadhigama iti ya cittasyonnatih, so "bhimanah [/

unamano bahvantaravisistat kulavidyavittadibhir (TrBh: kula-
vidyadibhir) alpantarahino ‘smi kuladibhir iti ya cittasyonnatih
(TrBh adds: ayam #@namanah) | yuktam tavat samena samah,
samanad va visistah, visistad va visista ity unnatisthanatvan
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manah, atmanam tu nyiunam pasyatah kim unnatisthanam, yatas
tasya mana ucyate | etad evonnatisthanam bahvantaravisistad
alpantarahino ’smi, na yathabahvantaram hina iti | api ca santi
kecid ye prakrste ca sattvarasau hinam apy atmanam bahu man-
yante [/

mithyamano ’gunavato gunavan asmiti ya cittasyonnatih (TrBh
adds: sa mithyamanah) | guna danastlaksantyadayah [ te yasya na
vidyante so ’gunavan [ athava ‘guna (TrBh adds: hi) dauhstlyadayah
/ te yasya santi (TrBh: vidyante instead of santi) so ’gunavan /|
tasmad agunavato gunavan asmiti |/ agunavata iti — anena hi
danasiladyabhave gunavattvam abhyupagatam bhavatity ato
nirvastukatvan mithyamana ucyate (TrBh: ity ucyate) //

*prajiia nitiranatmika drstir ucyata ity ato laukikisamyag-
drstyadiprasange drstir iti satkayadrstyadikah paiica drstaya
ihabhipreta iti pradarsann aha — paiica drstaya iti | tasam klista-
tvavisese 'py alambanakarabhedad bhedapradarsanartham punar
apy aha — satkayadrstir antagrahadrstir iti vistarah [/ (TrBh:
drg iti samanyanirdese ’'pi klesadhikarat pariicaiva kleSatmikah
satkayadrstyadika drstayah sambadhyante | na laukiki samyag-
drstir andsrava va | asam tu klistanitiranakaratvad avisese ’'py
alambanakarabhedat parasparato bhedah /)

sidatiti sat [ cayah kayah [ vinasvare sanghate iyam drstir natmani
natmiye ceti jiiapitam bhavati. atma hi nityas caikas catmavadi-
bhir abhyupagamyate, iyam canityanekavisayatvan natmavisayety
uktam bhavati | *paficopadanaskandhan ityadi [...]'"> atmata
atmiyato cety antagrahadrstito vyavacchinatti | samanupasyata
iti niscinvatah | ya klista prajiieti /| (TtBh: tatra satkayadrstir
yvat paiicasipadanaskandhesv — atmatmiyadarsanam) na hy
amiidhasyanatmany atmeti jianam bhavati | ato mohasampra-
yogad viparyastatvac ca klista [ tatra svasantatipatitan atmatvena
samanupasyati, parasantatipatitan anupattams catmiyatvena |
yvadapi svasantatipatitanam ekadesam atmatvena, tada itaran apy
atmiyatvena [ iyam ca sarvadrstigatasannisrayadanakarmika [/

125 A longer passage of the Paiicaskandhakavibhdsa has been omitted here
as it does not contain any parallels with the Trimsikavijiaptibhasya.
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tam evadhipatim krtveti satkayadrstim | satkayadrstibalena tad-
utpatteh, satkayadrstis tasya adhipatih | *Sasvatata ucchedato veti
— yat satkayadrstyatmatvena vastv alambitam, tad eva sasvatata
iti nityatah, ucchedata ity ucchedo ’trapratisandhiko vindasah |
samanupasyato ya klista prajiieti (TrBh: antagrahadrstis tesv
eva paicasipadanaskandhesv atmatmiyatvena grhitesu yad
ucchedatah sasvatato va darsanam) pirvavad vacyam | iyam ca
madhyamapratipanniryanaparipanthakarmika | madhyama prati-
pac chasvatocchedagrahavarjitam pratityasamutpadajianam [/

(TrBh adds: mithyadrstih | yaya mithyadrstya) hetum vapavadatah
(TrBh: vapavadati) phalam va kriyam va sad va vastu *nasayata
(TrBh: nasayati sa sarvadarsanapapatvan mithyadrstir ity ucyate)
ityadi—sucaritadikam sugatidurgatimatadikriyam arhadadikam ca
vathakramam hetvadikam [ kusalamiilasamucchedakarmikakusala-
mitladrdhatasannisrayadanakarmika ceyam | sa tu visistaiva na
sarva //

drstiparamarsah katama iti | drstyadin paratvenamrsatiti drsti-
paramarSah | tam eva ca trividham drstim iti satkayadrstim
antagrahadrstim mithyadrstim ca [ tadasrayams ca skandhan iti [ ye
drastur atmabhavasamsabditah, yan asritya drstayah pravartante,
te tadasrayah | (TrBh adds: paficasipadanaskandhesv) agratah
*S§resthato viSistatah (TrBh viSistatah Sresthatah) paramata (TrBh
adds: ca yad darsanam) iti | ete 'gradayah Sabdas tulyartha apy
uttarottaravyakhyanatvenopattah | ayam casaddrstyabhinivesa-
sannisrayadanakarmakah | drstilaksanasyabhinivesasya guna-
rilpena grahanat tadaparityagamukhena sarvadrstinam ayam
sannisraya ity uktam bhavati [/

*Stlam vratam taddasrayams ca skandhan iti (TrBh: silavrata-
paramarsSah paricasipadanaskandhesu) | dauhsilyaviratih stlam,
vesavrttakayavakpravrttiniyamo vratam | yan asritya skandhan
chilam vratam va pravartate, te Stlavratasrayah skandhah [
kutsitam drstim gunato grhitva tatpiirvakam stlam vratam va para-
tvenamrsatiti Stlavrataparamarsah | ata eva Stlavrataparamarsad
drstiparamarsah piirva uktah | sudhyate 'nena va papdcayandt
Stlena vratena ceti *$uddhih | mucyate ‘'nena klesabandhad iti
muktih | niryaty anena samsarad iti niryanam | niryanam eva
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nairyaniko (TrBh: suddhito muktito nairyanikatas ca yad darsanam
/) moksamarga ity arthah | samanupasyata iti niriapayatah | Sile
vrate va Suddhyadyakarair abhinivesatmika prajiia Silavrata-
paramarsah | klista tu viparitalambanatvat | ayam ca Sramavai-
phalyasannisrayadanakarmakah [/

vicikitsa katama | satyadisu ya *vimatir iti | adisabdena karma-
phalaratnani (TrBh: karmaphalasatyaratnesu vimatih) grhyante |
dvidha (TrBh: vividha) matir vimatih — syan na syad iti / prajiiatas
ceyam jatyantaram eva (TrBh adds: -ukta) drastavya / sa kusala-
paksapravrttisannisrayadanakarmika [/

(TrBh adds: tatra krodho) vartamanam pratyutpannam, nana-
gatam atitam va | apakaram agamyety apakaram grhitvety anena
krodhasya visayam niripayati | krodho hy apakaravastuny eva
vartamana eva pravartate, nanyatreti / (TrBh adds: yas) cetasa
aghata ity atrapi vijianasambandhitvam svaripam ca niripitam
| ayam caghatasvaripatvat pratighan na bhidyate, *kim tarhi
pratighamsSika eva, pratighasyamse viSese prajiiaptatvat (TrBh kim
tv asya pratighasyavasthavisese prajiiaptatvat pratighamsikah)
/ vartamanam apakaram adhikrtya (TrBh: dgamya instead of
adhikrtya) ya$ cetasa aghatah sattvasattvavisayo dandadanadi-
sannisrayadanakarmakas (TrBh: dandadand-) ca, sa krodha iti
prajiiapyate |/

(TrBh adds: upandho vairanubandhah [) krodhad wardhvam
mamanenedam apakrtam ity etasya (TrBh: asya) vairatma-
kasyasayasyanubandho (TrBh: -anuSayasya-) ’‘nutsargah, pra-
bandhena pravartanam upanahah |/ (TrBh adds: ayaii ca-)
aksantisannisrayadanakarmakah | aksantir apakaramarsanam,
pratyapakaracikirsety (TrBh adds: ca) arthah | ayam ca (TrBh:
api instead of ca) krodhavat pradvesavasthavisSese prajiiapyata iti
*prajiiaptisan (TrBh: atah prajiiaptisann eva) veditavyah [/

(TrBh adds: mraksa atmano ’vadyapracchadana [) chandadvesa-
bhayadims tiraskrtya (TrBh: nirakrtya) kale taddhitaisina coda-
kena (TrBh adds: taf) tvam evankarity anuyuktasya mohamsiky
avadyapracchdadana mraksah | mohamsikatvam tu mraksasyava-
cchadanakaratvat | (TrBh: mraksasya pracchadandkaratvat | ayaii
ca) kaukrtyasparSaviharasannisrayadanakarmakah | dharmataisa
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yad avadyam pracchadayatah kaukrtyam (TrBh adds: utpadyate) /
kaukrtydac cavasyam daurmanasyena samprayogad asparsavihara
iti //

(TrBhadds: pradasas candavacodasita /) candam vacah pragadham
parusyammarmaghattanayogena/dasanasilo dast/tadbhavo dasita
[ ayam ca bhavapratyayah svarthikah | candena vacasa pradasatiti
candavacodasita pradasah | ayam ca krodhopandhapiirvangamas
(TrBh: -parvakas) cetasa aghatasvabhava iti pratighamsika eveti
na dravyato vidyate | ayam ca vagduscaritaprasavanakarmako
(TrBh: -prasavakarmakah [) ’sparsaviharakarmakas ca / tadvatah
pudgalasya duhsamvasatvat [/

(TrBh adds: irsya parasampattau cetaso vyarosah [ labha-
satkaradhyavasitasya) labhasatkarakulasilasrutadin *gunan upa-
labhya (TrBh: gunavisesan parasyopalabhya) dvesamsikas (TrBh
adds: amarsakrtas) cetaso vyarosa irsya | svam asayam (TrBh:
asrayam) vyapya roso vyarosah | daurmanasyasamprayogat tat-
purvakas casparsavihara iti daurmanasyasparsaviharakarmika
(TrBh: -karmikocyate) //

(TrBh adds: matsaryam danavirodht cetasa dagrahah /) updttam
vastu dharmamisakausalatmakam yena pijanugrahakamyayarthine
‘narthine va diyate, tad danam | tasmin sati danabhavat tadvirodhity
ucyate | labhasatkaradhyavasitasya jivitopakaranesu ragamsikas
cetasa agraho ’parityageccha matsaryam | idam casamlekha-
sannisrayadanakarmakam | asamlekhah punar matsaryenanupa-
Yujyamananam apy upakarananam sannicayad veditavyah [/

maya paravaiicanaya abhitarthasandarsana (TrBh: -samdarsanata)
/ labhasatkaradhyavasitasya paravaricanabhiprayenanyatha vyava-
sthitasya (TrBh: -anyathavasthitasya) Stlader arthasyanyatha pra-
kasana | iyam ca yabhyam (TrBh: sahitabhyam instead of yabhyam)
ragamohabhyam abhiitan gunan prakasayate, (TtBh: prakasayatas)
tayoh samuditayoh prajfiapyate — iti krodhadivat prajiiaptita eva,
na dravyatah (TrBh adds: iti) / mithyajivasannisrayadanakarmika |
kayavakkuhanopattah sayyasanadaya upajivyante, na ca vyayama-
labdha iti mithyajiva ucyate [/

Sathyam katamat | svadosapracchadanopayasangrhitam cetasah
kautilyam | svadosapracchdadanopayah paravyamohanam | tat
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punar anyenanyat *pratisarati ksipaty (TrBh: pratisaran viksipaty)
aparisphutam va pratipadyate | ata eva Sathyam mraksad
bhidyate | sa hi parisphutam (TrBh: sphutam) eva pracchadayati
(TrBh adds: na kakva) | svadosapracchadanopayasangrahas
tannimittatvat | cetasah kautilyam vankata, yasya yogac cittam
rjumargam na pratipadyate | idam ca (TrBh: api instead of ca)
labhasatkaradhyavasito yabhyam (TrBh: -adhyavasitopayabhyam)
ragamohabhyam  svadosapracchdadanartham  paramohandya
(TrBh: paravyamohandya) pravartate, tayor eva sahitayos tat pra-
Jjhapyate | idam ca samyagavavadalabhaparipanthakarmakam |
samyagavavade (TrBh: -avavadasya) yo labho yoniso manaskarah,
(TrBh: manasikaras) tasyantarayam karotiti //

madah svasampattau raktasyoddharsa$ cetasah paryadanam |
kularogyariipayauvanabalaisvaryabuddhimedhadiprakarsah
(TrBh: kularogyayauvanabalariapaisvaryabuddhimedhaprakarsah)
svasampattih [ uddharso harsavisesah | harsavisesam eva vydcaste
— cetasah paryadanam iti | yena harsavisesena cittam asvatantri-
krtam (TrBh: asvatantrikriyate) tena tad atmatantrikaranat
paryattam bhavatity ata (TrBh: etad instead of ata) uktam — cetasah
paryadanam iti | esa sanksepah — harsavisesasahitas trsnaprakaro
mada iti [ ayam ca sarvaklesopaklesasannisrayadanakarmakah //

(TrBh adds: vihimsa sattvavihethana) vividhair vadhabandhana-
tadanatarjandadibhih sattvanam himsa vihimsa | vihethyante ‘naya
sattva vadhabandhanadibhir duhkhadaurmanasyotpadanad iti
(TrBh adds: sattva-) vihethana | sa punah pratighamsika nirghrnata
niskarunata nirdayata ca | etas ca nirghrnatadayah svayam
vadhadim kurvatah karayatah parais ca kriyamanan drstva
Srutva vanumodatas ca yathakramam boddhavyah, uttarottara-
vyakhyanato va [ esa tu sanksepah — pratighamsika sattvesu citta-
ritksata sattvavihethanakarmika vihimsety ucyate //

(TrBh adds: ahrikyam svayam avadyenalajja) nasya hrir astity
ahrih [ sayadyogad evam ucyate, *hrivipaksabhiitam tad ahrikyam |
tasmin karmany atmanam ayogyam aveksyamanasyapi yavadyena-
lajja, sahrikyam (TrBh: tasmin karmany atmanam ayogyam
manyamanasyapi yavadyendlajja sahrikyam hrivipaksabhiitam) [/

(TrBh adds: anapatrapyam parato ’vadyenalajja |) apatrapate
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‘nayety apatrapyam | tadviparitam anapatrapyam | lokasastra-
viruddham etan maya kriyata ity evam avagacchato ’pi yanaya
(TrBh: ya taya) papakriyayalajja, *sanapatrapyam (TrBh:
sapatrapyavipaksabhiitam anapatrapyam) | etac ca dvayam api
sarvakleSopaklesasahayyakarmakam | ragadvesamohaprakaresu
sarvasatkaryaprasavahetusu (TrBh: -prabhavahetusu) ragadvesayor
ayaugapadyad yathasambhavam prajiiapyate, na *svatantre sta
(TrBh: tu svatantram asti) iti //

styanam *cittakarmanyata (TrBh: cittasyakarmanyata staimityam) |
paryayantarena vydcaste — staimityam iti | stimitabhavah (TrBh:
stimitasya bhavah) staimityam, yadyogac cittam jadibhavat (TrBh:
-bhavati) stimitam iva bhavati, nalambanam pratipattum utsahate
(TrBh: samutsahate) [ etac ca sarvakleSopaklesasahayyakarmakam
mohamse prajiiaptatvac ca prajiiaptita *eva, na dravyatah (TrBh:
mohamsikam eva na prthag vidyate) [/

auddhatyam cittasyavyupasamah | vyupasamo hi Samathah / tad-
viruddho ‘vyupasamah | sa *punda (TrBh: punar esa) raganukilah
(TrBh:  -anukiilam) parvahasitaramitakriditady anusmarato
ragamsikas cetaso ’vyupasamahetuh | Samathaparipanthakarma-
kam (TrBh: -karmakah)//

(TrBh adds: dasraddhyam karmaphalasatyaratnesv anabhisam-
pratyayah) Sraddhavipaksa iti | Sraddhastitvagunavattvasakyatvesv
(TrBh: sraddha hy astitva-) abhisampratyayah prasado ’bhilasas ca
yathakramam | asraddhatadviparyayendstitvagunavattvasakyatvesv
asampratyayo (TtBh: anabhisampratyayo) ‘prasado ’nabhildsas ca
| kaustdyasannisrayadanakarmakam | asraddhadhanasya prayoga-
cchandabhavat kausidyasannisrayadanakarmakatvam [/

(TrBh adds: kausidyam kusSale cetaso ‘nabhyutsaho viryavipaksah /)
kusale kayavarnmanahkarmani nidraparsvasayanasukham dgamya
yo mohamsikas cetaso ‘nabhyutsahah, sa kausidyam | kutsitam si-
datiti kusidah [ tadbhavah kausidyam, viryavipaksah [ viryavipaksa
iti [ viryam hi kuSalapaksaprayoge cetaso ’bhyutsahah, tadvipaksa-
tvat kausidyam [ etac ca kuSalapaksaprayogaparipanthakarmakam [/
(TrBh adds: pramado yair lobhadvesamohakausidyaih klesad

ragadvesamohddikdc cittam na raksati kuSalaii ca tatprati-
paksabhiitam na bhavayati | tesu) lobhadvesamohakausidyesu
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pramddah prajiiapyate, yathavyakhyatesu | ayam cakusalavrddhi-
kuSalaparihanisamnisrayadanakarmakah //

musitasmrtita (TrBh: musita smrtih) klista smrtih | klisteti kleSa-
samprayukta | kusalasyanabhilapanateti —na hi klesasamprayukta
smrtih kleSenabhinnavisayatvat kusalam abhilapitum samartha |
iyam ca viksepasannisrayadanakarmika //

(TrBh adds: viksepo ragadvesamohamsikas cetaso visarah /)
vividham ksipyate ‘nena cittam iti viksepah |/ yai ragadvesamohais
cittam samadhyalambanad bahir visaryate (TrBh: ksipyate instead
of visaryate), tesu yathasambhavam upaklesatmako viksepah pra-
Jhiapyate | esa ca vairagyaparipanthakarmakah //

asamprajanyam kleSasamprayukta prajiia | yayasamvidita kaya-
vakcittacaryabhikramapratikramadisu pravartate (TtBh: vartate)
| karantyakaraniyajiianac (TrBh adds: etac) capattisannisraya-
danakarmakam [/

kaukrtyam cetaso vipratisarah | kutsitam krtam iti kukrtam | tad-
bhavah kaukrtyam [ (TrBh adds: iha tu) kukrtavisayas cetaso
vilekhah kaukrtyam ucyate, caitasikadhikarat | abhipretam anabhi-
pretam kusalam akuSalam avyakrtam kale ’kale yuktam ayuktam
ca krtvakrtva va mohamsikas cetaso vipratisarah kaukrtyam [ tac
(TrBh: etac) ca cittasthitiparipanthakarmakam | abhiratipiirvakam
vat kriyate, tad abhipretam | anabhipretam punah parair balad
avastabhya yat karyate, klesabhibhavad va yat karoti | kalo yavan
na viramati, akalas tadiirdhvam | yuktam sthane, ayuktam asthane |
tac capi trividham, kusalam akusalam avyakrtam ca | mohamsikam
ity upaklesasangrhitam atra grhyate |/

middham asvatantravrttis cetaso (TrBh: -vrtticetaso) ‘bhisanksepah
[/ vrttir alambane pravrttih | sasvatantra cetaso yato bhavati, tan
middham | kayasandharandsamarthd va vrttis cetaso ’svatantra, sa
yato bhavati, tan middham [ anyato 'py asvatantra vrttis cetaso bha-
vatity ata aha — cetaso "bhisanksepa iti [ anyato 'py abhisanksepas
cetasa ity asvatantravrttis cetasa ity aha | abhisanksepas cetasa$
caksuradindriyadvarenapravrttih | sa punah kusalo ’kusalo vya-
krtas ca | middhanimittam daurbalyasramakayagauravandha-
karanimittamanasikaranadikam dagamya mohamsiko bhavati |
(TrBh adds: etac ca mohamse prajiiapanan mohamsikam) krtyati-
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pattisannisrayadanakarmakam (TrBh adds: ca) / atra cakusala
eva mohamsikah, nanyah [/

vitarkah paryesako manojalpas cetanaprajiiavisesah (TrBh:
prajiidacetanavisesah) | paryesakah kim etad iti nirapanakarapra-
vrttah [ *manahsvabhavo (TrBh: manaso) jalpo manojalpah / jalpa
iva jalpo (TrBh adds: / jalpo) ‘rthakathanam | cetandprajiiavisesa
iti cetanayas cittaparispandatmakatvat prajiiayas ca gunadosa-
vivekakaratvat | tadvaSena cittapravrtteh kaddcic cittacetanayor
vitarkaprajiiaptih, kadacit prajiiacetasoh, yathakramam abhy-
whanabhyihavasthayoh (TrBh: anabhyihabhyihavasthayoh) |
athava cetanaprajiiayor eva vitarkaprajiiaptih, tadvasena citta-
sya tatha pravrttatvat | esa ca nayo vicare ’pi drastavyah | *citta-
syaudarikateti (TrBh: sa eva cittasyaudarikata | audarikateti)
sthillata vastumatraparyesanakaratvat [/

(TrBh adds: esa ca nayo vicare ’pi drastavyah) vicarah (TrBh adds:
'pi hi cetanaprajiiavisesatmakah [) pratyaveksako manojalpah
(TrBh adds: eva), idam tad iti parvadhigataniripanat | *tathaiva
(TrBh: ata eva ca) cittasya siksmateti (TrBh: cittasiksmateti) /
tathaiveti  cetanaprajiiavisesah | paryesanato  vastupraty-
aveksanakaratvat sitksma ucyate | etau ca sparSasparSavihara-
sannisrayadanakarmakau | anayoS caudarikasiaksmavyavasthanat
(TrBh: -sitksmataya vyavasthapandt) prthakkaranam |/
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