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Abhidharma Debate on the Nature
of the Objects of Sensory Perception

KL Duammasort

0. In the *Nyayanusara (= Ny), Samghabhadra cites the view of Srilata,
the leading Darstantika-Sautrantika master at the time, on the nature
of the cognitive object of a sensory consciousness, and refutes it at
length. I have discussed this controversy elsewhere. I would, however,
like here to make some supplementary remarks and offer a fuller
translation of the important passages involved. I shall also attempt
to show how Samghabhadra’s explanations and criticisms came to be
taken as authoritative and representative of mainstream Sarvastivada
doctrines by subsequent critics of the Sarvastivada doctrines.

The controversy assumes the form of centering on the reality, or
otherwise, of the cognitive object of a sensory perception. But, when
looking closer, other major concerns become evident, including that on
the possibility, or otherwise, of direct perception (pratyaksa).

The Darstantika-Sautrantikas, led by Srilata, deny the validity of
simultaneous causality (sahabhii-hetu). Accordingly, they view
sensory perception as necessarily an indirect one. What is cognized by
a sensory consciousness is only a resemblance or image of the object
in the preceding moment.

On the other hand, Samghabhadra, representing the Vaibhasika
standpoint, is bent on establishing that a sensory perception necessarily
cognizes a present real existent and is thus a direct perception in the
true sense. For the Vaibhasikas, knowledge of the external world would
be impossible if it were otherwise — for, even the validity of inferential
knowledge must necessarily be based on “direct” perception, and the
latter is possible thanks to the operation of simultaneous causality.

The Yogacara rejects the theories of both the Sarvastivada-Vaibhasikas

and the Darstantika-Sautrantikas, arguing that in actual fact, “without
an external object (artha), consciousness itself arises having the form/

203



JCBSSL VOL. X

image of the external object”.? My concern here, however, is the
Abhidharma controversy; parallel descriptions from the Yogacara are
only discussed below insofar as they relate to this controversy.

1. Srilatas main argument: Sensory perception takes a conceptualized
collection as cognitive object

2. Samghabhadra’s refutation: Sensory consciousnesses necessarily cognize
absolute reals

3. Sthiramati’s comments
Darstantika-Sautrantikas: Sensory perception cognizes only a past object
4.1. The contrasting positions on the ontological status of a cognitive object
4.2. Samghabhadra: A sensory consciousness does not take a past object

5. Summary

* Abbreviations

1. Srilatas main argument: Sensory perception takes
a conceptualized collection as cognitive object

Srilata (= the Sthavira) asserts that, in fact, both the support-basis
(asraya) and the cognitive object (alambana) of a sensory perception
are non-existent. For him, only the momentary dharma-s qua causal
efficacies—i.e., the elements (dhatu)—are existent.

[1.1.] Herein, the Sthavira claims thus: Both the support-basis as well
as the cognitive object for the five sensory consciousnesses do not exist
as real entities. For each individual atom by itself cannot serve as a
support-basis or a cognitive object. They can do so only in the form of
a collected whole (Fl1&r; he-he; *samcita).® To establish this claim, he
falsely cites the Noble One’s words:

The Buddha told his noble disciples: “You should now train
yourselves thus: All the past, future and present riipa-s cognised
by the eyes are completely devoid of permanence, devoid of
stability ... devoid of non-topsy-turvi-ness, viz. [devoid of] the
supramundane Noble Truth. They are all false and deceptive in
nature.

He asserts that if sensory consciousnesses take existent object-fields,
the noble knowledge [of the Buddha] ought not to regard their cognitive
objects as being all false and deceptive in nature. Based on the
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consideration of their cognitive objects, it follows, without any need for
explanation, that their supporting bases too are non-existent.

[1.2.] He and his disciples further employ the simile of the blind in
support of their tenet. It is said that (kila — showing Samghabhadra’s
disagreement) that each blind person by himself is devoid of the function
of seeing visible forms, and an assemblage (FIE he-ji) of these blind
persons is equally devoid of the function of seeing. In just the same
way, each individual atom by itself is devoid of the function of being
a support-basis or a cognitive object, and an assemblage/collection of
many atoms is equally devoid of such functions. Hence, the ayatana-s
are unreal; the dhatu-s alone are real existents.*

2. Samghabhadra’s refutation: Sensory consciousnesses necessarily
cognize absolute reals

Samghabhadra refutes the above arguments of Srilata at length
(Ny, 350b29-352a25). He starts by accusing Srilata’s tenet as being
adversary to the Dharma.

[2.1.] (Samghabhadra): A sensory consciousness does not take a
non-existent object-field as cognitive object, for it is an assemblage/
collection (F15) of atoms that serves as its cognitive object (@lambana).

[2.2.] (Samghabhadra): Moreover, since the group of sensory
consciousnesses are non-conceptualizing (avikalpaka), they do not
take a [conceptually] collected whole (FI&) as cognitive obiject.
It is not the case that the term ‘“‘collected whole” refers to any dharma
that can be derived from what is seen ... what is touched, outside the
fact of conceptualization (vikalpa). Since this collected whole does not
exist as a distinct dharma (dharmantara) but is no more than what is
grasped through judgmental conceptualization (abhinirupanda-vikalpa),
the sensory consciousnesses do not take a collected whole as cognitive
object, being without the capability of judgmental conceptualization.

The very atoms themselves, assembled in a particular manner

(FIEEZ7AH), serve always as the support-basis and cognitive object of
a sensory consciousness. This is because the atoms are always in an
assembled state. Even where some atoms exist unassembled (in a non-
collected state), they still are of the same species [as the assembled
atoms], and are thus also of the category of being support-bases and
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cognitive objects. However, the group of five sensory consciousnesses

do not arise having such [non-assembled] atoms, for they take only

an assemblage as their cognitive object. This is just like the case where

even though there are past and future object-fields, visual forms, etc.,

the group of five sensory consciousnesses do not arise with them as

cognitive objects. And although they are not taken as cognitive objects,

they are [nonetheless] included as the object-spheres of the five

[consciousnesses].

[2.3.] (Samghabhadra): Moreover, visual consciousness does not take

a collected whole as cognitive object; for, otherwise, the colour forms,

blue, etc., would be non-existent: If visual consciousness were to take

a collected whole as cognitive object, there would definitely not be any

cognition of blue, yellow, etc. This is because blue, etc., ought not to

be collected wholes: If they were collected wholes, they ought not to

be existents. It would then follow that colour forms too are conceptual

(/Junreal) and unreal! While there is no possibility that a visual

consciousness does not apprehend blue, etc., there exist some mental

consciousnesses capable of conceptualizing/discriminating blue, etc.

[2.4.] (Samghabhadra): If it is claimed that blue, etc., are like collected
wholes — it is unreasonable. This is because, from the perspective of the
absolute reals (paramarthatas), a collected whole is not acknowledged
to be of the nature of ripa.

[24.1] According to some masters: This is because a collected whole
is also not an object of mental consciousness.

[24.11] (Samghabhadra): Or rather: the group of five sensory
consciousnesses take only absolute reals as cognitive objects; the
conventionally [reals] serve as the cognitive objects of mental
consciousness alone. Accordingly, there is no fallacy of blue, etc., being
similar to a collected whole.

[Question:] As in the case where one apprehends a future object, one
does not see a riipa that has ceased — at what stage does one take a
collected whole as object?

[(Samghabhadra’s) Answer:] At the stage when its support-basis has
already ceased.

[Question:] Isn’t it that there is no collected whole at this stage?

[(Samghabhadra’s) Answer:] There also is no [collected whole] at
other stages — why find fault with this stage alone?
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This is like the case that some blue, etc., originally without being
collected wholes, are grasped [as collected wholes] only through mental
conceptualization. Just as, with regard to a present assemblage (F1££)
of visual forms, etc., one collectively conceptualizes them as a whole,
and this is called a cognition of a collected whole.

Likewise, it ought to be the case that, by virtue of the cognitive
understanding (buddhi, prajiia), one collectively conceptualizes as a
whole with regard to non-assembled riipa-s, etc., existing at the stage of
having been ceased, and this is called a cognition of a collected whole.

It is also like the case that, although a cognitive understanding gathers
together riipa-s that are future, past, present, etc., grouping them as a
single heap, and this is called a cognition of riipa-skandha; yet the riipa-s
that are past, future, etc., are dissimilar and cannot be grouped together
as a single collected heap. Now even though each separate [type of
skandha] generates a skandha-buddhi, the ripa-s that are past, future,
etc., are nonetheless dissimilar, and ought not to collectively generate
a single ripa-skandha-buddhi. Yet such a collective ripa-skandha-
buddhi does exist. Hence we know that, riipa-s, etc., that have ceased—
though being dispersed and not capable of being assembled (F1%)—
are grouped together as a heap by virtue of a cognitive understanding
to form the cognition of a collected whole. It does not contradict reason
that the cognition of a unified object (—&1%; *pindikrta-alamabana,
pinda-alamabana) is called a cognition of a collected whole.

It is just like the case where, with regard to a blue visual form object-
field, one takes it to be of a blue nature, the cognition being distinctive,
and furthermore tells others: “I see such and such a [form] of a blue
nature.”

Likewise, with regard to rijpa-s that have ceased, etc., one generates the
cognition—appearing distinctively in front—of a collected whole, and
furthermore tells others: “I see such and such a collected whole.”

[24.1.2.] (Samghabhadra continues:) If one maintains that mental
consciousness too, cannot take a collected whole as cognitive object,
then one would have to acknowledge that a cognition of a collected
whole does not have a cognitive object.

If it is argued that [this cognition] takes its support-basis as cognitive
object, then one ought to call it a cognition that takes riipa as cognitive
object. Riipa, etc., being individually not a collected whole, how can
one call it a cognition of a collected whole?
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If one asserts that this is a designation (Jifig%; prajiiapti), it is also
unreasonable, since there cannot be a designation without an object
— it cannot be that an absolute non-existent can be designated as an
existent.

Hence, there are mental consciousnesses that are capable of taking
a collected whole as cognitive object. The group of five sensory
consciousnesses cannot do so, as they take only existent cognitive
objects.

2.5. (Samghabhadra:) If one maintains that, since atoms are not visible,
visual consciousness does not take an existent as object — this view
is untrue. For, they are [in fact] visible; that they are not cognized (7T ;
vijiiata) is due to the fact that the visual faculty apprehends only a gross
object-field.

Moreover, it is because the visual consciousness is non-conceptualizing;
only those endowed with the power of a superior wisdom (visista-
prajiia-bala) are capable of discerning the subtle characteristics of
the atoms. [The difference here] is like that between observing an
embroidered picture from afar and nearby.

It is also as we have stated before. What has been stated before? We
have stated that atoms are never non-assembled, and since they are
always assembled, they are not invisible.

2.6. According to some: The nature and characteristic of atoms are such
that they necessarily serve as cognitive objects for visual consciousness;
but visual consciousness does not necessarily manifest on them. That
they cannot be seen individually qua specific characteristic is because
they do not come together, not because they are non-characteristics
(alaksana).’ This is because, there are some dharma-s, which, though
visible, cannot arise due to certain reasons. It is just like the case that
we cannot see the riipa, salt, in water, or the rijpa blocked by a wall, etc.

27. (Samghabhgdra:) Moreover, the words of the Noble One have been
cited [by you] (Srilata) without their meaning being well comprehended.

If you maintain that the siitra does have such ameaning [as comprehended
by youl], then the cognitive objects of mental consciousness would also
be non-existent; for they are likewise spoken of as being false and
deceptive in nature. That being so, there would not be any cognitive
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understanding that takes an existent as cognitive object. This is then
clearly a tenet adversary to the Dharma.

If you maintain that there is no such fault, since mental consciousness
can also be outflow-free — this reasoning is invalid, since an outflow-
free mental consciousness as well, takes dharma-s collectively
(including those that are with-outflow and those that are outflow-free)
as cognitive objects. Since your tenet concedes also that the five sensory
consciousnesses, visual, etc., can also be outflow-free, you ought
not to falsely maintain that the cognitive objects of the five sensory
consciousnesses are exclusively conceptual/unreal and not existent.
There are some mundane (laukika) knowledges which take the dhatu-s
as objects; these dhatu-s taken by them as cognitive objects also ought
not to be existent, [even though according to you, the dhatu-s are all
existent]. Yet, that the sitra states that, the cognitive objects of the
six consciousnesses, without any difference, are all false, etc. Hence,
your claim that the with-outflow cognitive objects are exclusively
conceptual/unreal is nothing but an adherence to the tenet you happen
to fancy.

2.8. (Srilata:) If so, what then can the meaning of the siitra be?

(Samghabhadra:) [The meaning is this:] The ignorant worldlings
have for a long time been falsely attached to object-fields, ripa, etc.,
as possessing the true nature of permanence, etc. Accordingly, the
Tathagata instructs the noble disciples to observe them truly as they are,
and be free from those false attachments, stating that what are cognized
by the six consciousnesses are all devoid of the permanence, etc. as
falsely attached to by them, and are all false and deceptive in nature.
This shows the deceptiveness of the objects as grasped through false
attachment; it does not show that all cognitive objects are non-existent.
It is for this reason that the sitra states further thus: “Those who can
thus observe truly, completely abandon their false resolve, topsy-turvi-
ness-ness with respect to ideation, thought and view (samjia-citta-
drsti-viparyasa), greed, bodily ties (kaya-gratha), etc. ..., with regard
to the ripa-s cognized by the past, future and present eyes.” Thus,
in this context, the permanence, etc—as attached to by the ignorant
worldlings through false views—are observed by the Buddha’s noble
disciples as being false and deceptive in nature. It is not that the object-
fields themselves are observed to be deceptive, etc. This is the meaning
of the siitra, which does not contradict reasoning.
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Furthermore, such an interpretation necessarily accords with reason.
For, the sitra says, “with regard to the ripa-s cognized by the past,
future and present eyes”; and it is not the case that there is any visual
consciousness capable of cognizing the past or the future.

Furthermore, there can be no collected whole of the past and the future.

Furthermore, your tenets do not concede that the past and the future
exist.

Thus, you should not cite this noble teaching (sitra) to prove that
the five sensory consciousnesses take a collected whole as their
cognitive objects. This siitra contradicts your tenets, as it speaks of the
permanence, etc., [in the riipa-s cognized by the past, future and present
eyes] as being deceptive, etc.

2.9. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, what is stated in that sifra is not
with reference to the object-fields of the five sensory consciousnesses,
visual, etc., for, it is by observing those object-fields that one comes to
be freed from the permanence that one is attached to.

Furthermore, because [the Sutra] speaks of those object-fields as being
differentiated in respect of the three periods of time.

Furthermore, because it states that by observing them, one comes
to completely abandon the topsy-turvi-ness with respect to ideation,
thought and views, greed, bodily ties, etc.

Furthermore, if one takes the words as they are literally, one will
generate a restrictive view (X¥h; avadharana): For those who do not
seek out the intended implication, sensation, etc., also ought not to be
absolute existents (paramartha-sat), since it speaks of the six object-
fields as being deceptive, etc.

2.10. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, everywhere, it is mentioned
only generically that “conditioned by the eye and visual forms,
visual consciousness arises (caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate
caksurvijiianam); how do we know that it is with the collected whole
of dhatu-s (FLF1&) as support-basis and cognitive object that visual
consciousness arises, and not with the assemblage of dhatu-s (FRF1£E)
as support-basis and cognitive object?

2.11. (Srilata:) How then do we know that it is only with the assemblage
[of dhatu-s]?
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(Samghabhadra:) The reason is as stated above. There are also the
words of the Noble One showing that visual consciousness, etc., do not
take false cognitive objects. Thus it is stated in the sitra: “With regard
to what has not been seen, one says that one has seen, and with regard
to what has been seen, one says that one has not seen — this is not
the noble mode of speech (anarya-vyavahara). With regard to what has
been seen, one says that one has seen, and with regard to what has not
been seen, one says that one has not seen — this is the noble mode of
speech (arya-vyavahara).” Now if visual consciousness, etc., were to
take false cognitive objects, then saying that one has seen with regard
to what has been seen would not be noble mode of speech. [On the other
hand,] saying that one has not seen with regard to what has been seen
would be noble mode of speech.

If you assert that there is no such fault, as it is a statement from the
conventional standpoint, then it follows that the statement that mental
consciousness takes an existent cognitive object would also be one
from the conventional standpoint. That being so, all is nothing but
conventional statement — and this would be abiding in a tenet adversary
to the Dharma. Or [if you don’t admit thus,] you would have to explain
how it differs [from such an adversary tenet].

Furthermore, to what kind of object-field do these noble words refer?
If [you say] they refer to a collected whole (F1&), we have already
extensively established that visual consciousness does not take a non-
existent object. If [you say] they refer to an assemblage (F1£E), it
is indeed an absolute real (paramartha) — what do you mean when

you assert that the statement “... seen ...” is from the conventional
standpoint?

2.12.(Samghabhadra:) Moreover, the visual forms seen being exclusively
absolute reals, to say that one has seen with regard to what has been
seen can be in conformity with conventional usage, since linguistic
expression is not fixed, being dependent on the different localities.
[But] the visual forms seen are not [so referred to] in conformity with
conventional usage. And when the siitra says: “O great mother CK£E?),
in the seen there is only the seen (*drste drstamatram) ...”:° it is with
reference to the nature of impermanence, etc., superimposed [by the
worldlings], that the word “only” is mentioned; not with regard to the
object-field seen.

2.13. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, because the ripa-ayatana is described
as being visible (sanidarsana) and resistant (sapratigha), and because
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the ayatana-s, sabda, etc., are described differently [in respect of their
intrinsic characteristics], the ayatana-s are not conceptual existents
(prajiiapti-sat). Conceptual existents such as the person (pudgala), a jug,
etc., cannot be distinctively predicated. For, it is only with regard to real
existents, ripa, etc., that there can be distinctive predication in respect
of intrinsic and common characteristics (sva-samanya-lakasana).

2.14. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, in this connection, how do the
sprastavya- and dharma-ayatana-s differ from the [corresponding]
dhatu-s, so that the sprastavya- and dharma-ayatana-s are said to be
definitely conceptual/unreal and the [corresponding] dhdtu-s, are real/
existent?

You might say that these two differ thus: it is only when a multiplicity

=

of entities are collected into a whole that the name “ayatana” is
acquired; each individual entity in itself acquires the name “dharu”.
But, this can be so only with regard to the sprastavya-ayatana-s; how
can [you say this] with regard to the dharma-ayatana-s [which are non-
accumulative]? Although your tenet acknowledges that three dharma-s
exist,/ they are non-accumulative, how then does the dharma-dhatu

differ [from the dharma-ayatana]?

2.15. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, their attempt to establish the
difference between the ayatana-s and the dhatu-s is completely lacking
in logical reasoning and other means of knowledge (pramana). It is
only the Sthavira’s arbitrary claim. It should not be accepted by others
on-looking objectively.

2.16. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, if indeed the ayatana-s are non-
existents and the dhatu-s [alone] are absolute reals, such a claim by the
Sthavira would contradict the sitra-s. For instance, there is a siitra as
follows:

[A brahmin asks:] The Venerable Gautama states elsewhere:
“I know all”. Referring to what “all” is it said “I know [all]?”
Please expound to me the absolutely real dharma-s.

Buddha: O brahmin! “all” refers to the twelve ayatana-s. These
exist as absolute reals; all the rest are deceptive.

Now, the Fortune One would not have spoken of absolute existents
referring to unreal dharma-s. Furthermore, it is not possible that he
attained perfect enlightenment merely by virtue of the direct realization
of the conceptual existents. The advocates of sky-flowers (akasa-puspa,
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kha-puspa) may assert so; those who claim the Buddha as their teacher
should not be partisan to such [a claim]. Thus, all the twelve ayatana-s
are real existents; conceptual dharma-s cannot be spoken of as absolute
reals.

2.17. (Samghabhadra:) In this way, the Sthavira’s claims, when carefully
scrutinized, turn out to be contradictory for the most part. They may be
respectfully accepted by those who have faith but not understanding.
Those possessing both understanding and faith would definitely not go
along with them.

2.18. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, their simile of the blind contradicts
their own tenets: Each individual atom cannot constitute a support-
basis or cognitive object; [only] atoms as a collected whole constitute
a support-basis or cognitive object — such [a claim] is extremely
discordant with the simile of the blind. [On the other hand,] the thesis
that an assemblage of atoms constitute a support-basis or a cognitive
object does not logically contradict this simile of the blind.

This is because, each individual atom is conceded to serve as support-
basis and cognitive object. It is also because, if each individual atom is
held to be invisible, then a collected whole of atoms likewise ought to
be invisible —just as the simile of [a group of] blind—Ilike the coming
together of non-ripa-s.

2.19. (Samghabhadra:) Hence, the group of five sensory consciousnesses
definitely do not take a collected whole as cognitive object. But they
necessarily have a cognitive object. Hence, it is established that they
take existent dharma-s as cognitive objects.

2.20. (Srila‘tta:)8 If the group of five sensory consciousnesses

cognize objects which are absolute reals, why is it that these sensory

consciousnesses do not abandon defilements?

(Samghabhadra:) Because they cognize intrinsic characteristics [and

not common characteristics]; because their operation is externally

directed (bahir-mukhatvat); because they are not equipoised

(asamahita); because they are non-conceptualizing; because they

are focused on the object only once (i.e., for a single ksana) [and not

repeatedly, as in the case of mental consciousness]; because they have

few cognitive objects. [For all these reasons,] they are incapable of

abandoning defilements even though they cognize absolute reals.
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It is therefore said that among the dhatu-s that take cognitive objects—
the seven [mental elements] and one part of the dharma-dhatu (i.e.,
those conjoined with thought)>—five dhatu-s take only absolute reals
as cognitive objects; the rest take objects that are absolute reals as well
as those that are conventional [existents].!°

2.21. In his Xian Zong Lun (B85%:%; *Samaya-pradipika), in the same
context, Samghabhadra additionally explains the role of appellation
(/designated name; adhivacana) in the conceptualization of a “collected
whole™:

We should know that because the five sensory consciousnesses
are non-conceptualizing, they take an assemblage (F1%£) of the
existent atoms as cognitive objects, not a collected whole. The
word “collected whole” does not refer to any distinct dharma
that can serve as an object graspable by a non-conceptualizing
consciousness. One speaks of a “collected whole” with reference
to that operated through speech when a designated name
(adhivacana) arises with regard to a multiplicity of dharma-s.
Thus, a collected whole is not the cognitive object of a sensory
consciousness.!

2.22.1In chapter III, AKB gives the Vaibhasika explanation'? that mental
contact (manah-samparsa) is called adhivacana-sparsa because name
(nama = adhivacana) is its predominant cognitive object (adhikam
alambanam) . In this context, Samghabhadra explains that this is

because mental consciousness takes both nama and artha as its
cognitive objects, while the sensory consciousnesses do not take
nama as its cognitive object — hence “adhika” ... . According
to some: mental consciousness has nama as its adhivacana
because in producing speech, [nama] serves as the predominant
[condition]. Some say thatitis only with speech as its predominant
[condition] that mental consciousness can operate on an object.
This is not the case with the five sensory consciousnesses. Thus,
mental consciousness alone is called adhivacana ... '*

3. Sthiramati’s comments

In his sub-commentary on AKB, entitled Abhidharmakosatika
Tattvartha, Sthiramati quotes Samghabhadra by name extensively.
Judging by the portion of the first chapter of Xuan Zang’s translation
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published in Zang Wai Fo Jiao Wen Xian (= ZW), vol. L"* these quotations
are often verbatim identical with those found in Ny. I have marked them
out with underlining in the translated sentences above. Sometimes, the
quotations do not carry Samghabhadra’s name. Sthiramati is very clearly
concerned with Samghabhadra’s refutation of the doctrinal positions
of Vasubandhu and of those of the Darstantika-Sautrantikas cited in
Ny, and generally strives hard to defend them against Samghabhadra.
However, it appears that where Samghabhadra’s explanations are not
felt as being threatening in nature, Sthiramati has little hesitation in
adopting them — or at least citing them without complaint.

31. A case in point is the discussion on whether the sensory
consciousnesses can be morally defined (i.e., kusala or akusala).
Samghabhadra quotes a certain opinion which states that since they,
unlike mental consciousness, are completely lack the capacity to
conceptualize and since they focus on an object-field for no more than
a single moment, they cannot be morally defined. He then proceeds to
refute this view:

It is an over-generalization (atiprasarnga) to state that the five
sensory consciousnesses are neither kusala nor akusala on
account of their being non-conceptualizing. Or rather: all mental
consciousnesses that pertain to the equipoised (samahita)
stages, being non-conceptualizing, would be akusala in nature.
Furthermore, the group of five sensory consciousnesses are not
devoid of conceptualization, for it is acknowledged that they
are always conjoined with reasoning (vitarka) and investigation
(vicara).® Furthermore, although they focus on an object for just
one moment, what prevents them from being conjoined with
faith, greed, etc.?

The MahiSasaka school asserts that the group of the first four
sensory consciousness, being only retribution-born, are only
morally non-defined (avyakrta). The bodily consciousness
may sometimes be born of transformation, and may therefore,
together with mental consciousness, be morally defined. This
claim is unreasonable, for it contradicts the meaning of the six
craving-groups (sat trsna-kayah)'” designated in the sitra. ...

Sentient beings are of different natures; some with mild
(mrdu) defilements, others with strong (tiksna) defilements.
For those with mild defilements, they must first generate false
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conceptualization (FE%4575;  *abhiita-parikalpa)  before
defilements can manifest. For those with strong defilements,
without depending on conceptualization, defilements arise as
soon as they meet with favourable object-fields. For this reason,
some at first generate a defiled mental consciousness, others at
first generate a defiled consciousness of another type. ... Thus,
the group of the five sensory consciousnesses can be of all the
three moral natures (kusala, akusala, avyakrta).!®

Sthiramati quotes the above discussion (including the Mahisasaka
view) virtually verbatim from Samghabhadra, agreeing with him,
albeit without acknowledgment."”

3.2. On the above discussion as to whether a sensory consciousness
cognizes a conceptualized whole or an assemblage of atoms, Sthiramati,
after verbatim quoting Srilata’s view and his simile of the blind from
Ny verbatim (underlined parts in §§1.1, 1.2), elaborates as follows:

The meaning here is: the support-basis and cognitive objects
of the five sensory consciousnesses are both not real existents,
because each individual atom does not constitute a support-basis
or cognitive object. Not only does each individual [atom] not
constitute a support-basis or cognitive object, even if there is an
assemblage (F1%) of numerous atoms, [such an assemblage also]
is not a support-basis or a cognitive object. It is only the whole
[conceptually] collected (F1%) on these assembled atoms that
serves as support-basis and cognitive object. And their collected
whole is a conceptual existent. Thus both the support-basis and
the cognitive object of the five sensory consciousnesses are not
real existents.?

3.3. This is immediately followed by a description of the “Vaibhasika
view”, taken verbatim from Samghabhadra’s words (§§2.1-2.3), that
the sensory consciousnesses, being non-conceptualizing—inasmuch as
they lack the capability of judgmental conceptualization (abhinirapana-
vikalpa) and recollectional conceptualization (anusmarana-vikalpa)—
do not cognize a collected whole, which is an unreal existent. To this,
Sthiramati adds:

As is said in the sitra: with the eye as support-basis and visual
forms as cognitive objects, visual consciousness arises, and so
on up to with mind as support-basis and dharma-s as cognitive
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object, mental consciousness arises. From this, we know that
collected wholes are not visual forms, sound, and other dharma-s.
Accordingly, they cannot serve as the objects for the five sensory
consciousnesses.?! (Cf. §2.10)

34. Sthiramati moves on to the final discussion on why, if the sensory
consciousnesses indeed cognize ultimate reals, they do not effectuate
the abandonment of defilements. Here, once again, he simply records
verbatim the brief dialogue in Ny (§2.20), without further comments.
His only addition is the positive identification of the question as being
raised by Srilata. (He begins the dialogue with “Srilata further says: ... ”.)*

3.5. To summarize: On this question of the nature of the cognitive
objects of the sensory consciousnesses, Sthiramati simply, and
basically verbatim, records the whole discussion given in Ny. He adds
only a couple of short remarks by way of elaboration, which are of a
non-committal nature. However, judging by the Uighur version of his
Tattvartha (vol. II, 141), he too accepts that the sensory consciousnesses
take only present cognitive objects.

3.6. The reason for Sthiramati’s non-committal attitude becomes clear
when we observe that in his® Trimsika-vijiiaptibhdasya (= TVB), he in
fact rejects both the views of the Darstantika-Sautrantika and of the
Vaibhasika/Samghabhadra’s.

On the collected whole theory, he states:

The group of five sensory consciousnesses take a collected
whole as cognitive object (samcitalamabana), for it bears its
form/image (tadakara). But a collected whole does not exist
apart from the mere collocation (samhati) of the individual
components (avayava; i.e., the atoms). This is because, its
individual components having been removed (conceptually),
there will not be any consciousness bearing the form of the
collected whole (e.g., a jug). Therefore, consciousness arises
indeed without an external object. >*

Immediately joining onto this, the text continues:

Neither (na ca) do the very atoms, collected/accumulated as
a whole (samcita), become its cognitive object, because the
atoms do not bear their form [in the consciousness]. For, the
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atoms in the collected state do not—when compared to their
non-collected state—possess any additional excellence in
respect of their nature (atmatisaya). Therefore, just as when
they are non-collected, the atoms—when collected as a whole—
definitely do not serve as a cognitive object.”

3.6.1. In the same sequence, CWSL again has a closely corresponding
passage.? Kui Ji, in his commentary on the CWSL, comments that this
refers to the original tenet of the Sarvastivadin Vaibhasika masters (4«
e 2% B/ DETFR), 1.e., the so-called “old Sarvastivada tenet”:

In the manner of the Sautrantika [theory], what is formed as a
collection/accumulation (f{1&) of atoms is unreal and cannot
serve as a condition to generate a sensory consciousness. Here in
this [Sarvastivada theory, it is held that,] in their collected state,
each atom possesses a gross image/form of collection. Each
can serve as a condition to generate the sensory consciousness,
because there exists a real nature capable of serving as condition.
However, since a separate image of the atom does not occur in
the sensory consciousness, the theory is rejected.”’

However, the supposed Sarvastivada theory that the atoms in their
collected or accumulated state each possesses a ‘“gross image of
collection” cannot be traced to the Abhidharma-mahavibhasa (= MVS).
What we find in MVS is that: not an individual atom, but a group of
them as a whole, serves as the support-basis and cognitive object of the
Sensory consciousnesses:

Question: Is there an individual atom that can serve as a support-
basis, or an individual atom that can serve as a cognitive object?

Answer: No. This is because the five sensory consciousnesses,
visual etc., have an agglomeration (f&%%; *samghata, *samhati,
*samcaya) as support-basis, take an agglomeration as cognitive
object; have a resistant (sa-pratigha) [matter] as support-basis,
take a resistant [matter] as cognitive object; have a collection/
accumulation (F1{&; he-he) as support-basis, take a collection as
cognitive object.?

We can thus see that the Sarvastivadins represented in MVS hold that a
sensory consciousness has a “collection” or “accumulation” of atoms as
cognitive objects. Judging by Xuan Zang’s rendering, he-he, ‘collection’,
possibly translates samcita/samcaya. It is also clear that this view
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intends that the atoms themselves, collocated or collected — and not
a conceptualized collection as held by the Darstantika-Sautrantikas—
serve as the cognitive object which is stated to be “resistant”. Thus, it
appears possible, as suggested by both Poussin?® and Yin Shun,* that
Xuan Zang translated the same Sanskrit term (probably samcita) as
both he-he (F1%) and he-ji (F1£2). Yin Shun believes that he did so
in order to distinguish a collection in the sense of a conceptualized
whole (i.e., he-he) which is unreal, from collection in the sense of a
multiplicity of atoms physically assembled together (i.e., he-ji) (and
thus real).?!

In this connection, we may also note that, in AKB, it is stated that
the five sense-faculties and the corresponding object-spheres ‘“are
samcita, because of the nature of being an aggregation of atoms”
(paficendriyadhatavahpaiicavisayahsamcitah|paramanusamghatatvat
).32 Xuan Zang’s translation there is ji-ji (f&££),* which should mean
the same as he-ji, referring, as it does, to the atoms being aggregated.
This is undoubtedly the same Vaibhasika view as found in the MVS,
which speaks of the resistant atoms being ji-ji.** Samghabhadra simply
repeats the AKB statement (identical Chinese rendering) without
complaint.®

In another context, Samghabhadra asserts that, according to the
Vaibhasika masters, although the four Great Elements (mahabhiita)
are always co-existent, the fact that we perceive one specific material
quality, such as solidarity, in a given material aggregate, is due to
there being an increase in substance—not merely an increase or
intensification in efficacious strength—of that particular Great Element
in the aggregate. He cites the siitra which states that if the Water Element
were completely absent in a material aggregate, the latter would not be
aggregated or collected (ju-ji; #¥%E), as there would be no cohesion.
The term ju-ji here, once again, is likely to have been Xuan Zang’s
rendering of samcita (/samhata). Samghabhadra comments here:

It is not the case that there can be any material aggregate
completely devoid of the Water Element. If this [Element] were
completely absent, [the aggregate] would not be collected (he-
he; F1£). But there are [atoms of the Water Element] incapable
of cohering other material aggregates, making them collected
(he-he), on account of their being in a small number ... . As for
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logical reasoning (yukti): If by increase, one means only an
increase in efficacious strength of the Great Element and not in
substance (§§) of the aggregate (%¥£E ju-ji), then there ought to
be also the case of an increase in efficacious strength in a single
atom of a Great Element or derived matter... . Why is it then
that an individual atom abiding singly cannot generate a sensory
consciousness?

Here, obviously, “collected”, he-he (again probably samcita), is
obviously not intended by Samghabhadra to mean a conceptualized
unity, but a physical combination or collection of atoms constituting
the material object: The atoms become he-he when held together by
virtue of the Water Element; and it is only in this he-he state that they
can function as a cognitive object for a sensory consciousness. In other
words, where Xuan Zang describes Samghabhadra’s argument, in the
Abhidharma debate above, that the atoms in their he-ji state generate
a cognition, we find here essentially the same argument described
with the term he-he. This is then another indication that Xuan Zang
probably employs two (or more) different renderings, he-ji (/ji-ji/ju-ji)
and he-he, for the same Sanskrit word samcita/samhata (also possibly
samghata).

3.6.2. Coming back to the TVB and CWSL context, we may indeed
also find some support for the assertion of Poussin and Yin Shun in the
immediately following description in TVB of another view, which is
attributed to the “neo-Sarvastivadins” by Kui Ji:

Another person thinks: “Each individual atom, independent
of others, is beyond the sense faculties (atindriya; ie.,
imperceptible). But many of them, mutually in dependence,
become apprehensible by the sense faculties.”

But again, since they do not possess any additional excellence,
whether in their independent or mutually dependent state, they
are necessarily either apprehensible by the sense faculties or
are beyond the sense faculties. Moreover, if it is the case that
the atoms themselves in mutual dependence become the object-
sphere of the consciousness, then there would not be any
difference in respect of the form (akara) of a jug, a wall, etc. —
since the atoms do not bear such images. Neither is it logical that
a consciousness of one appearance has an object-sphere related
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to another different form — this would entail a fallacy of over-
generalization (atiprasarga). ...>’

CWSL again, in the same sequence, contains an essentially identical
description of a claim of “someone” (2% ...), though with a more
elaborate refutation:

Someone claims: “Each individual atom—mnot assembled with
others (‘R F1£)—of a visual form, etc., is not the object-sphere
of a sensory consciousness. When they are assembled together

(H:F1£E) and mutually in dependence, there arises a gross form
(FHAH) serving as the object-sphere of this consciousness. That
form exists truly, and serves as the cognitive object of this
[consciousness].”

This theory is not true, because [i] [the atoms], whether in their
assembled or not-yet assembled (KF1£E) state, have the same
nature and form; [ii] [For two given objects, such as] a jug and
a plate, etc.—that are composed of equal number of atoms—a
consciousness taking their forms as cognitive objects would
perceive no difference between them; ... [iv] it is not the case
that a consciousness bearing a gross form takes an object bearing
a subtle form as cognitive object — lest it be the case that a
consciousness bearing one appearance takes another object of a

different [form] as cognitive object. ...3

3.6.2.1. Kui Ji quite rightly states that the theory refuted here is that of
Samghabhadra.* According to Kui Ji, this “neo-Sarvastivada” tenet
CHTRE%: % %) is intended to counteract the earlier objection that in the
old Sarvastivada theory, the atoms cannot serve as cognitive object
(alambana), even if they can be a condition (pratyaya).*’

It is to be noted that in the CWSL passage, Xuan Zang uses the
term he-ji (F1%) throughout in his account of the theory under
discussion. And this, as we know, is the same key term appearing in
Ny, where Samghabhadra is expounding his theory. Thus, although
the corresponding TVB passage does not spell out the theory as being
Samghabhadra’s, the equivalence in content and near identical wording
in Xuan Zang’s rendering of the corresponding sentences in the Ny
and CWSL passages strongly indicate that all the three texts are here
describing Samghabhadra’s theory. And note-worthily, we see that there
is no Sanskrit equivalent to the term /he-ji in TVB.
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Kui Ji actually proceeds here to explain the term, he-ji, thus:

he (Fi1) means being collocated (‘being in one place’), juxtaposed;
Ji (£2) means not being [unified into] a single entity. Because
these very juxtapoised [atoms] are distinct entities, and because
they truly exist, they are capable of generating consciousness.
Because they are in a gross form, and because the consciousness
bears this form, they fulfill the requirements of being a condition
qua cognitive object (@lambana-pratyaya).*!

Kui Ji's way of glossing he-ji seems more Chinese than Indian, being
based entirely on the compounded Chinese term. It may well reinforce
the probability that the interpretation of Samghabhadra’s theory in
terms of he-ji by the Xuan Zang tradition is indeed influenced by
Xuan Zang’s rendering of the same Sanskrit *samcita as he-ji, in this
case—in addition to the rendering he-he in the case of the Darstantika-
Sautrantika theory—and then consistently stressing it as the key term
in explaining Samghabhadra’s position in Ny and CWSL.

4. Darstantika-Sautrantikas: Sensory perception cognizes only a past
object

4.1. The contrasting positions on the ontological status of a cognitive
object

One important doctrinal position of the Darstantika-Sautrantikas that is
in keeping with Srilata’s above-discussed tenet is that a cognition can be
generated by either a real/existent or unreal/non-existent object. Such a
position can be traced to that held by the early Darstantikas seen in MVS.
In contrast, the Sarvastivada position has always been that a cognitive
object is necessarily existent. Samghabhadra in fact articulately defines
areal existent as that which serves as an object generating a cognition.*
He, however, concedes that an existent is further divisible as either
absolute or relative; the latter being an existent based on the former,
e.g., a “person” which we cognize is a relative existent based on (i.e.,
conceptually superimposed on) the five skandha-s.** In relation to the
above debate, we can see that, for Samghabhadra, a collected whole is
a relative existent; and this collected whole can generate a cognition
only in the case of mental consciousness where conceptualization can
operate properly.
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4.2. Samghabhadra: A sensory consciousness does not take a past
object

Ny alsorecords a claim—clearly in line with the Darstantika-Sautrantika
tenet above—that a sensory cognition necessarily takes a past object.
Since for the Darstantika-Sautrantikas, past and future dharma-s are
non-existent, this claim reduces to their consistent position that the
cognitive object of a sensory cognition is necessarily an unreal. I shall
provide, below, a translation of Samghabhadra’s criticism of this claim.

4.2.1. Some maintain that the objects of the five sensory consciounesses
are exclusively past.

(Samghabhadra:) They should be told thus:

If this be the case, would it not amount to that only what has arisen
before (agraja) serves as causal condition (pratyaya), and that whatever
that is co-nascent (sahaja) with consciousness is devoid of the nature
of being a condition?

Furthermore, they hold that the ripa-s that have ceased do not exist
as real entities. [Then, it would mean that] they arise simply as objects
apprehended by the conceptualizing thought.

Furthermore, they should definitely concede that the faculty constituting
its (i.e., the sensory consciousness’s) support-basis (asraya) is also past,
and is capable of generating a present consciousness.

Such claims of theirs are all illogical.

4.2.2. (Samghabhadra:) Laying aside [the issues of] support-basis and
objects of other consciousnesses, how is it that visual consciousness,
whose objects are exclusively past, does not cognize all past ripa-s
— there being no difference between what has ceased immediately
(anantaram) and what has ceased for a hundred years?

(Opponents:) There is no fault, because it apprehends its specific
(own) cause — the immediately ceased riipa is the cause for the present
consciousness; the ripa that has ceased for a hundred years cannot
constitute a cause.

(Samghabhadra:) This is also not true, because there is no reason
that distinguishes [the two] — what reason is there to prove that what
has immediately ceased alone serves as the cause for the present
consciousness, and what has ceased for a hundred years does not?

Just as those riipa-s that have ceased for a hundred years are totally
unrelated to the present visual consciousness, likewise an immediately
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ceased ripa [is totally unrelated to it]. There being thus no difference
[in these two cases], why does [an immediately ceased rijpa] alone
serve as a cause?

(Opponents:) There is actually a difference between this [ripa]
compared to that which has ceased] for a hundred years: At the moment
when visual consciousness is about to arise, this ripa serves as the
condition.

(Samghabhadra:) If so, then the object of visual consciousness would
not be past, since the consciousness while abiding in the future period
[and is about to arise], takes the object abiding in the present period.

Neither can you say it serves as condition in one time period, and as
object in another different time period. In what capacity does it serve
as a condition for visual consciousness other than serving as its object?
Not being any different from a newly ceased ripa, why do those that
have long ceased not serve as condition when the visual consciousness
is arising — since you hold that what has long ceased and what has
newly ceased do not differ, both being non-existents?

Moreover, whether long ceased or newly ceased, it is equally logically
invalid that [a ceased object] can serve as condition. This is because: [a]
it is not a present object-field [for the present sensory consciousness],
[b] the two serial continuities [of existents and non-existents] are
different, [c] they do not effectuate a common fruit [since they are not
acknowledged as being co-existent causes (sahabhii-hetu)],* [d] there
is no difference [among the ceased dharma-s].

Moreover, you need to explain: How are the olfactory, gustatory and
bodily [consciousnesses] said to apprehend in-contact objects (prapta-
visaya)® — since the past and future are said to be “far”?4

4.2.3. (Samghabhadra:) Moreover, if you maintain that a sensory
consciousness takes only a past cognitive object, then how does one
have a direct-perception discernment (*pratyaksa-buddhi) with regard
to it?

(Opponents:) This is like the case where—when one has a direct-
perception discernment with regard to a sensation within oneself—one
says: “I have experienced such and such displeasure or pleasure.”

(Samghabhadra:) This reply is invalid. This is because, with regard
to a sensation within oneself, the time of experiencing it (anubhava)
and the time of discerning/comprehending it (*buddhi, *avabodha,
*anubodhana) are different. That is: the time of experiencing it is
the time when it is harming or benefitting [the experiencer]. At that
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time, this sensation has not become the object for discerning. That is:
when a sensation co-nascent with a consciousness discerning another
object is being present, it can harm or benefit. This stage of harming or
benefitting is referred to as the time of experiencing, because sensation
qua intrinsic nature (svabhava-vedanda; viz, the caitta, vedana) arises
experiencing its object, and because the consciousness, etc., arise
experiencing its harmful or beneficial activity-mode (@kara). It is only
after this has become past that it can serve as the object to generate a
present recollection. This stage of recollection is referred to as the time
of discerning.

It follows from this principle that there can be a direct-perception
cognition only with regard to what has been sensed through a direct
perception. Accordingly, it becomes possible to have a direct-perception
cognition with regard to a sensation within oneself.

On account of direct perception being different in nature, there are
three types of direct perception: faculty-based [direct perception] (<
tR; *indriyasrita-pratyaksa), [direct perception qua] experience (SE4H;
*anubhava-pratyaksa), and [direct perception qua] discernment (& 77;
*buddhi-pratyaksa).

Now, since you concede that the past rigpa-s, etc., have not been sensed
through direct perception, how can you say: “This is like the case
where, when one has a direct-perception discernment with regard to a
sensation within oneself, [...]”’? Just as, with regard to a sensation within
another person, which is not sensed through one’s own direct perception
qua experience, there can be no direct-perception discernment: “I have
sensed such and such displeasure or pleasure.” Since the knowledge
(jiiana) that cognizes it is not a direct-perception discernment—such
a present rijpa, etc., not being sensed through one’s own faculty-
based direct perception—there ought not to be a direct-perception
discernment. The knowledge that cognizes that object, saying “I have
sensed such and such a ripa, etc.”’, ought not to be a direct-perception
discernment.

4.24. Moreover, if the five sensory objects, ripa-s, etc., are not
perceived (‘obtained’; prapta) through direct perception, [there will be
the following consequence]: Just as, a knowledge generated by taking
a future sensation as object, since it is acquired by taking an object
not [having been directly perceived] through a direct perception qua
experience, would not [make the experiencer] say: “I have experienced
such and such displeasure or pleasure”. Likewise, a knowledge
generated by taking a past rilpa, etc., as object, since it is acquired
by taking an object not [having been directly perceived] through
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a faculty-based direct perception, would not [make the experiencer]
say: “I have experienced such and such displeasure or pleasure”. Just
as, an unpleasurable sensation, etc., must first have been experienced
through a direct perception qua experience, before a direct-perception
qua discernment taking that as object can arise. Likewise, a ripa, etc.,
must have been experienced through a faculty-based direct perception
before a direct-perception qua discernment taking that as object can
arise. One is necessarily convinced [of its being a direct-perception] on
account of its thrust of direct-ness.

4.2.5. (Opponents:) If at the time of experiencing (anu-V bhii) a
sensation, one does not take sensation as the cognitive object, and
at the time of taking sensation as the cognitive object, one does not
experience the sensation: then, why did the Fortunate One say, “when
experiencing a pleasurable sensation, he knows truly, ‘I am experiencing
a pleasurable sensation”’, etc.?

(Samghabhadra:) There is no fault here. Such a statement refers to the
time when one is observing, not the time when one is experiencing.
It is so stated in this way to show that the meditator is not confused
(*bhranta) regarding the sensation of pleasure, etc., which is acquired
through having experienced it by means of the direct perception
qua experience. Therefore, there ought not to be a direct-perception
discernment with regard to an object that has not been experienced
through a direct perception.

Hence, the five sensory consciousnesses cognize only present objects,
for they necessarily take the co-nascent [dharma-s] as cognitive
objects."”

5. Summary

The Darstantika-Sautrantikas, represented by Srilata, hold that the
cognitive object of a sensory perception is a non-existent, being a
collected whole conceptually superimposed on a group of atoms
(§1). Samghabhadra argues that this is not possible because a sensory
consciousness lacks the capacity of conceptualization (despite the
existence of a rudimentary form of discrimination intrinsic to every type
of consciousness) (§2.2). For the Darstantika-Sautrantikas, however,
this is necessarily the case; and since they do not allow simultaneous
causality (sahabhii-hetu), the sensory consciousness necessarily arises
in the second moment, with a cognitive object corresponding to the
external object-sphere that has now become past. This conceptually
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constructed image corresponding to the external object is called the
akara of the latter. *

Srilata questions as to why, if indeed the sensory consciousnesses cognize
absolute reals, they do not abandon defilements. Samghabhadra gives
several reasons, albeit in very brief statements without elaboration. But
they are not so difficult to comprehend. For instance, he briefly states:
“because they focus on the object only once”, “because they are not
conceptualizing”; etc. We can understand thus: They cognize the object
for only one (present) moment, whereas a defilement is abandoned
only when it is fully known (parijiiata), and this requires the repeated
working of prajiia and smrti, which together power the conceptualizing
function of mental consciousness — this is lacking in the sensory
consciousnesses. “They have few objects”, “they cognize [only]
intrinsic characteristic”, “they are not equipoised”, “their operation is
externally directed”: To fully know and hence abandon defilements,
one must understand their common characteristics (samanya-laksana),
such as unsatisfactoriness, impermanence, etc., and this cannot be
achieved without the ability to focus on a multiplicity of objects.
Moreover, proper abandonment occurs only in an equipoised stage;*
and equipoise can only be achieved when the consciousness is operated
inwardly (antaramukha).

Given the Darstantika-Sautrantika denial of simultaneous causality
and considering from their perspective of the unreality of the cognitive
object of a sensory consciousness, it is not difficult to understand
their corollary tenet that a sensory consciousness takes exclusively
a past, non-existent, cognitive object. Samghabhadra refutes this. He
argues that since the Darstantika-Sautrantikas (as Vibhajyavadins)
acknowledge only the present dharma-s as existents, all past objects—
whether immediately past or long past—are equally non-existents. How
is it that only the immediately ceased object can serve as the cognitive
object generating the sensory consciousness in the present moment? In
fact, both, being equally non-existent past objects, are totally unrelated
to, and thus incapable of generating, the present consciousness (§4.2.2).

Another important argument of Samghabhadra is in terms of the direct-
perception experience. He explains direct perception as involving three
necessarily related aspects spanning two moments: 1. faculty-based,
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II. qua experience, III. qua discernment. The first two stages occur in
the first moment of a sensory perception, when the sensory faculty
perceives the external object (I), and at the very same time—thanks
to simultaneous causality—the sensory consciousness arises together
with sensation (vedana) and other thought-concomitants (II). This fact
of directly sensing/experiencing the outside object in the very same
present moment enables the person to have the vivid impression of
having directly and personally perceived the object. It is only on the
basis of this vivid, direct experience, that it becomes possible, in the
immediately following moment, to have a clear discernment of the
object as having been directly perceived (III). This third and last aspect
is the stage of the corresponding mental consciousness which is capable
of discerning.

From this consideration, Samghabhadra argues, the Darstantika-
Sautrantika position would entail that phase II is not possible since
the object does not exist in the present moment when the sensory
consciousness, together with sensation, arises. And without the second
aspect, the fact of direct perception cannot be completed at the stage
of discernment.

In the above-cited passages, the Darstantika-Sautrantikas respond
simply by citing the siitra, without offering any logical argument (yukti),
to contend that II and III occur in the same moment, not successively
(84.2.5). This then makes it possible to have the direct-perception
experience completed as a discernment. But we know that they hold
the doctrine of successive arising of thought and thought-concomitants,
and deny the sahabhii-hetu causality. Even for Srilata who concedes
the reality of three (and only three) concomitants—vedand, samjia,
cetana—vedana arises subsequently to the citra (i.e., the vijiana). As
Samghabhadra points out elsewhere, it follows from this model that a
concomitant arises only in the third moment.*® Thus, this Darstantika-
Sautrantika assertion, that the experiencing and discerning of the
cognitive object occur simultaneously, can only be comprehended
in terms of their doctrine—not here explicitly stated—of the nature
of reflexive awareness (which later came to be commonly known as
svasamvedana) of thought and thought-concomitants. For them, it is
this fact that accounts for the thrust of vividness and immediacy in a
direct-perception experience.>
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Among all the extant Abhidharma works, it is Samghabhadra’s Ny that
provides us with adequate accounts of these tenets being developed
in the Abhidharma schools. Parallel accounts given in Sthiramati’s
Abhidharmakosatika Tattvartha and TVB, and the CWSL, provide
further information with which these tenets can be checked and
confirmed. Samghabhadra’s expositions are often simply followed or
adopted in the Tattvartha, though criticized where they have constituted
a threat or attack on Vasubandhu’s views in AKB. In TVB and CWSL
too, we find the same influence of Samghabhadra’s accounts in this
connection. In particular, all these works have come to contrast the
“assemblage” (he-ji) theory of the Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika theory with
the “collected whole” (he-he) theory of the Darstantika-Sautrantikas.

A comparison among the corresponding Sanskrit passages in TVB,
on the one hand, and Xuan Zangs translation in MVS, AKB, Ny and
CWSL, on the other, suggests that Xuan Zang seems to have rendered
the same Sanskrit word (probably samcita) as both he-he and he-ji.
If this is indeed the case, then we may understand the Abhidharma
controversy thus:

Srilata claims that an individual atom in itself does not have the efficacy
of generating a perception. Only when being samcita (collected
together) are they capable of being cognized as a whole unity by
consciousness. Since this samcita state forming a unified whole is a
mental construction (an akara), and since it arises only in the second
moment in the perceptual process at which time the atoms have become
past and are no more existent, the cognitive object is necessarily a non-
existent. It is from this same perspective that the ayatana-s qua objects
are declared to be unreal/conceptual. The ayatana-s qua the subjective
counterparts of cognition are likewise declared as unreal on account
of their becoming causally efficacious only as a collected whole.
Nevertheless, as realists, Srilata and the other Darstantika-Sautrantikas
accept the empirical fact of the causality of a cognitive process being
necessarily contributed by the efficacies of the so-called “subjects”
and “objects”. Hence, the reality of the dhatu-s—the eighteen types of
dharma themselves—qua specific causal efficacies must be recognized.
These fundamental elements of the cognitive process are the dharma-s
themselves, now experienced as “cause”, now experienced as “effect”.”?
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In contrast, Samghabhadra holds that each individual atom in itself is
actually efficacious. But it is only when they are samcita (physically
assembled together) that their combined efficacy becomes strong
enough to generate a cognition. However, this samcita state is not a
conceptualized whole, but a physical collocation or aggregation of the
atoms. Moreover, since from the Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika perspective,
this takes place in the very first moment, thanks to simultaneous
causality, the cognitive object is a real existent.

It seems in fact more appropriate to understand Samghabhadra’s he-
Jji explanation as essentially a fine-tuning of the Sarvastivada theory,
rather than labeling it as being “neo-Sarvastivada” — as did the Xuan
Zang tradition (followed by many modern scholars).
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Notes

1. See, See Dhammajoti, KL (2007), Abhidharma Doctrines and Controversies on
Perception, chapters 8 & 9.

2. Cf. Lévi, S (ed., 1925), Vijaaptimatratasiddhi — Deux Traites de Vasubandhu
(= TVB), 16: vina bahyendarhena vijiianam evarthakaram utpadyate |

3. The underlined sentences correspond to those quoted (mostly verbatim) in
Sthiramati’s AbhidharmakoSatika Tattvartha in ZW. See also remark in §3.

4.  Ibid, 350c.

5. RRE——RIMHEE, S, JEIRMHE.
6. Inthe Udana of the Khuddaka-nikaya, the Buddha instructs Bahiya thus: “ditthe
ditthamattam bhavissati | sute sutamattam bhavissati ...”

. Le., vedana, samjiia and cetana. See Dhammajoti, KL, op. cit., §7.2.
8.  Cf. Tattvartha(C), 239: ZEfIZE L 1E~: ...
Cf. AKB, 23: caksuhsrotraghranajihvakayavijiiana-dhatavo manodhatus caite
sapta citta-dhatavah salambana visayagrahanat |
10. Ny, 350b29-352a25.
11. T29 no.1563, 788c.

12. AKB, 144: adhivacanam ucyate nama | tat kilasyadhikam dalambanam a(t)
o ’dhivacanasamsparsa iti | ... Note the word kila, which usually indicates
Vasubandhu’s personal disagreement with the Vaibhasika view being presented.

13. Or, as Poussin renders: “par excellence I'objet (alambana)’.

14. Ny, 506c5-13. Samghabhadra’s explanation is similar to an alternative
interpretation offered by certain masters (535i; kecid ahuh) in MVS (See T27,
760c20-761a5).

The adjective, “adhika”, has several connotations: additional, excellent, superior,
abundant, etc. Pu Guang (T41, 175¢19-29) gives several explanations:

“The contact conjoined with the sixth consciousness is called adhivacana
because speech is sound and is unable to make an expression; nama can make
an expression, and is [thus] superior to speech. Hence it is called adhivacana.
Another explanation: This nama is able to make an expression only with speech
as its dominant [condition].

Another explanation: ‘adhi’ signifies development/enhancement; by taking
name as object, speech comes to be developed. Another explanation: By the
force of nama, speech comes to be enhanced, thus it is called adhivacana: This
nama is the additional (adhika) object that serves as the cognitive object for
mental consciousness. Thus, in terms of cognitive object, [the contact conjoined
with mental consciousness] is called adhivacana-samsparsa. It is a tatpurusa
compound: ‘contact of adhivacana’. Nama is the additional object for this reason:
For instance, visual consciousness can only discern blue, but not the name ‘blue’
(does not discern, ‘It is blue’). Mental consciousness discerns blue as well as
the name ‘blue’. Having cognized an object like the sensory consciousnesses,
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15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
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mental consciousness additionally cognizes its name, hence the name is said to
be additional.”

Fang Guang Chang J7&$E (Chief Editor), JMHBEZCRE, Vol. T (1995). The
part on Sthiramati’s subcommentary, entitled [[Hi:2E B (H S4B #07, is edited
by Su Jun &fE.

Samghabhadra explains here that the sensory consciousnesses do have a
rudimentary or basic form of conceptualization, called svabhava-vikalpa, which
is intrinsic to any type of non-equipoised consciousness. They are, however, said
to be non-conceptual because they lack abhiniripana- and anusmarana-vikalpa.
(Ny, 349a16-24)

See Sangiti-paryaya, T26, no. 1536, 429, b26—c4; etc. The MVS (T27, 261c7 f)
view is that, of these six, those generated from olfactory contact and gustatory
contact are akusala; the other four groups may be either akusala or avyakrta.
Ny, 348c12-349b7.

Tattvartha(C), 222 f.

Tattvartha(C), 238.

Tattvartha(C), 239.

Tattvartha(C), 239.

I have opted for the view that the author of this commentary on Vasubandhu’s
Trimsika is the same person as the author of the Abhidharmakosatika Tattvartha.

TVB 16: samcitalambandsca paicavijiianakayas tadakaratvat | na ca
samcitam  avayavasamhatimatrad anyad vidyate | tadavayavan apohya
samcitakaravijianabhavat | tasmad vinaiva bahyenarthena vijianam
samcitakaram utpadyate |

This passage is virtually identical with that in Xuan Zangs Cheng Wei Shi Lun (=

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

CWSL) T31, no. 1585, 4b6-9: HRZE T T B0, HGAE; PUAHE. FEA
Ete, R, AE B TR, (U, B AR ..

TVB, 16: na ca paramanava eva samcitas tasyalambanam paramanianam
atadakaratvat | na hy asamcitavasthdtah samcitavasthayam paramaniinam kascid
atmatisayah | tasmad asamcitavat samcita api paramanavo naivalambanam |. See
the following note on the corresponding passage in CWSL.

CWSL, 4b13-16: FEREHER, AFIEH; RAEREEARS. JEFANAL, BARE
WF, PLRETGAR, BRFHA S8, MORENL, ARG, SR, FFE L.

e kR AL T43, no. 1830, 270c5-9: ... APEEZ BUEIDANZE. AnFEHRAN, A
WMAE TR, NREAKEAELR. 4 ok, ——WBREme s,
FREARK, AT, DIEHEMREAMKE 2K BUEE, TS, Ok
Z .

MVS, T27, 63c22-25.

La Vallée Poussin (1928), Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi — La Siddhi de Hiuan-tsang, 44,
under: c. Doctrines des Sarvastvadins.

Study, 704 f.
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32.
33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.
43.

44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

Study, 105.
AKB, 24.
(b BB R AR) T29, 8c27-29: HARHEE, HHGR, ErIRE; MK
Rl FUERR/\, FERIRELE; FEMRMAL.
Cf. MVS, 391a20-26: [ H¥LEZM? & 5. AN GE, RAYMIE. .
F'?l HHEE IR & Z%ﬂ?"’iﬁgrf%ﬁﬁ&, JRRRGER T, BfRARE. . (8
R, st IR, A HE, T AREEmEE.
T29, 357¢20-22.
T29 355c16-24: fEImaEss: “HAMST, MKRE, BARE, Mashi.”
RS IFA R, KR, Baits, EREG. ANE TGO SNE
&, DAE/DEG. BEE: AR (H Y, JERe S, manty &, e KEErmEa—
TR _E, INE ... il —— R, RRE iR A sk E?
TVB, 16: anyas tu manyate | ekaika-paramanur anyanirapeksyo ‘tindriyo bahavas
tu parasparapeksa indrivagrahyah | tesam api sapeksanirapeksavasthayor
atmatisayabhavad —ekantenedriyagrahyatvam —atindrivatvam va | yadi ca
paramanava eva parasparapeksa vijiianasya visayibhavanti evam sati yo’yam
ghatakudyadyakarabhedo vijiiane sa na syat paramaninam atadakaratvat | na
canyanirbhasasya vijiianasyanyakaro visayo yujyate tiprasangat | ...

CWSL, 4b16-22: H#: 55— —Bik, NF4ERE, FE ST, AL, REH
G, BEEML, AIGREE. AR, %A,

PRIR. SRR BURSER, SR — il RBLSEY), Wi, IOl FH sk i
UL S élf%*ﬁ“% TRAIARSE, 20 BRIFERR IR RRIT L. ..

CWSL, 271a9: MEEIU, HUREaimriEis k.

CWSL, 270c10-12: fa25Emf, Ere iakik, FERimkk, Tk Bt
FHBL.

CWSL, 271a18-21: —paHHT4A; A Ry—Baa 5. RIRMAITA SN, BE A
8, H IR DA, SR A, Frég G BB e A,

Ny, 621¢21.

Ny, 621¢21-25: A5iAER, REAH A . —FEa, & A KR
&H#mﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁjéﬁz EﬂFﬁﬁ AR, REAM; masz%. FA I, A
B, RABRAAR; A

I have discussed this controversy in some details in Dhammajoti, KL (2007, 2"
edn), Abhidharma Doctrines and Controversies on Perception, §§ 31-3.2.

For this, see Dhammajoti, KL, op. cit., §9.1.

AKB, 32: ... ghranajihvakayakhyam ... praptavisayam ...

Cf. AKB, 13: diiram atitanagatam | antikam pratyutpannam |
Ny, 374b12-375a5.

See KL Dhammayjoti, op. cit., §§9.2, 9.3.

Cf. MVS, 820c, 937b, 937¢; etc.; Ny, 676c; etc.

Cf. Ny, 385b27-28: |- JERA it 255 511, Bk L ATMEE S
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51. See also: Dhammajoti, KL, op. cit., 158 f.

52. Cf. the Sautrantika statement at the end of the debate on “what sees” in AKB,
31: atra sautrantika ahuh | kim idam akasam khadyate | caksur hi pratitya riipani
cotpadyate caksurvijiianam | tatra kah pasyati ko va drsyate | nirvyaparam hidam
dharmamatram hetuphalamatram ca |
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