Darstantika and Sautrantika in the Abhidharmadipa’

Robert Kritzer

L. Introduction
The terms Darstantika and Sautrantika have a long history of being used to
designate a group (or groups) of thinkers who were associated with the Sarvasti-
vadin school but who differed from the mainstream regarding a number of
important doctrinal issues. In the earliest relevant source, the *Vibhdsa, a
dissident group is referred to as Darstantika, but beginning with the Abhidharma-
kosabhdsya, the term Sautrantika appears. In fact, Vasubandhu uses both terms:
Sautrantika when he approves of a position, and Darstantika when he dis-
approves. Some scholars conclude that Darstantika and Sautrantika refer to the
same group and that the term Darstantika is used negatively while Sautrantika is
used with approbation. Others, notably Harada and myself, believe that Vasuban-
dhu uses the term Sautrantika to describe his own opinions, which, I believe, are
actually based largely on the Yogdcarabhiimi, even though many of them resemble
and may have originated in positions attributed to Darstantika by the *Vibhdsa or
to the Sthavira (Srilata) by the *Nydyanusara or found in Harivarman’s *Tattva-
siddhi. However, in the centuries after Vasubandhu, the terms come to be used
more and more synonymously: for example, Yasomitra, in his seventh-century’
commentary, the Abhidharmakosavyikhya, famously glosses Darstantika as
Sautrantika.’

It has generally been assumed that the author of the Abhidharmadipa,’ the
earliest commentary on the Abhidharmakosabhasya extant in Sanskrit, uses the

! A shorter version of this paper was given at the XIV'" Conference of the International Association
of Buddhist Studies, London, 2005. I would like to thank Professors Elizabeth Kenney and Yamabe
Nobuyoshi for reading and commenting upon earlier drafts and Mitomo Kenyo for access to
portions of a draft of his Japanese translation of the Abhidharmadipa.

* For this date, see Mejor (38-41).

* darstamtikah sautramtikah (Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 392.21). darstamtikah sautramtikavisesa ity arthah
(Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 400.17).

* Although there is no translation of the Abhidharmadipa into a western language, Mitomo Kenyd
will soon publish a Japanese translation. In this paper, I cite an unpublished draft of this translation
as “Mitomo.”
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terms Darstantika and Sautrantika interchangeably. Jaini says as much in his
introduction to the text (Introduction 70), and his opinion is echoed by Hirose
(126) and Yoshimoto (90-91). More recently, this assertion has been repeated by
Honjo (326), Yamabe (239 n. 47), and myself (“General Introduction” 211).

Until now, only Hirose has dealt with this subject in any detail. However, his
understanding of Sautrantika is based heavily on later sources, and at the time of
his article, the relationship between Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika positions and the
Yogacarabhumi had not been thoroughly explored. Nor does Hirose look at every
occurrence of the two terms in the Abhidharmadipa.

In this paper, I examine each use of the terms Darstantika and Sautrantika in
the text. Although the results are not conclusive, I think that the words are not,
in fact, used interchangeably and that the author of the text, the Dipakara,
preserves at least some of Vasubandhu’s original distinction between Darstantika
and Sautrantika.

I have suggested that Vasubandhu uses the term Sautrantika when he accepts
an idea found in the Yogacarabhumi that goes against orthodox Sarvastivada.
These ideas may or may not have antecedents in the Darstantika sources men-
tioned above (Kritzer, “Sautrantika”). Vasubandhu uses the term Darstantika, on
the other hand, to characterize ideas from these sources with which he
disagrees.’

The Dipakara nowhere mentions the Yogacarabhumi, and, like the other com-
mentators on the Abhidharmakosabhasya, he generally does not criticize it for
covertly propounding Yogacara ideas.’ But if my assumptions about the mean-
ings of Darstantika and Sautrantika for Vasubandhu are correct, we might at least
expect the Dipakara to use Sautrantika only for Vasubandhu’s own opinions. As
for Darstantika, we would expect the Dipakara to use it to describe positions that
have antecedents in the earlier sources but are rejected by Vasubandhu.
Furthermore, the Dipakara could also use it in the case of opinions similar to
those accepted by Vasubandhu in order to criticize Vasubandhu’s sources or
teachers rather than to attack Vasubandhu personally.

Of the Darstantika positions mentioned in the Abhidharmadipa, two concern
perception, one, action and result, and four, the question of the reality of past
and future. In the remaining case, the Dipakara quotes Vasubandhu’s statement
approving the Sautrantika theory that anusayas are seeds of klesas but sub-
stitutes Darstantika for Sautrantika.

Of the Sautrantika positions, one relates the theory of momentariness to the
question of culpability in murder. The other three are about the theory of seeds.

*In each case, the Yogdacarabhiimi contains in different places both Vasubandhu’s position and the
position that he rejects (Kritzer, Vasubandhu xxviii-xxix n. 39).

 However, Jaini points out that the Dipakara alludes to the notion of trisvabhava, a well-known
Yogacara doctrine (Introduction 128).
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In the case of six of the eight positions attributed by the Dipakara to
Darstantika, there is no confusion between the two terms: there is evidence that
these positions were actually associated with Darstantika. Two of the references
to Darstantika, however, may indicate some conflation of Sautrantika and
Darstantika. On the other hand, all four positions associated with Sautrantika can
actually be traced to Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika opinions.

There is one more problematic attribution in the Abhidharmadipa: in a dis-
cussion of mental misconduct, the Dipakara states that the Sthitibhagiyas classify
greed, etc., as karma, not klesa. Here, the Dipakara mistakenly assumes that Vasu-
bandhu agrees with a position that is identified as Darstantika in the Abhidharma-
kosabhdsya. However, despite Jaini’s attempt to associate the term Sthitibhagiya
with the Sautrantika conception of the samtati (see Section 1V), we really do not
know what it signifies.

Thus, when the Dipakara uses the word Sautrantika, he is, in fact, referring to
ideas that Vasubandhu himself has identified as Sautrantika, ideas that are also
found in the Yogacarabhimi. On the other hand, the Dipakara uses the word
Darstantika more broadly than Vasubandhu does. However, if we set aside
Darstantika position I1.D, which may represent a problem with the text, the
Dipakara does not use the word Darstantika to describe any of the theories that
are exclusively attributed to Sautrantika and not to Darstantika, namely bija and
samtatiparinamavisesa (see Kritzer, “Sautrantika” 204-207).

IL. Darstantika in the Abhidharmadipa
A. Consciousness sees.’

The first position attributed to Darstantika occurs in a discussion of cognition
in the Vrtti introducing verse 44, where the Dipakara states that, if consciousness
is said to see, then there will be ten dharmas with the nature of drsti.’ On the
other hand, if it is denied that consciousness sees, the Darstantika position will be
abandoned.

The question of what sees is discussed as early as the *Paficavastuka-
vibhasasastra (T. 1555: 991b20-c13), but the treatment most frequently referred to
is found in the *Vibhasa, in which five opinions are identified. Of these, four are
attributed to various schools or teachers and are rejected in favor of the position
that it is the two eyes that see riipa.’ The rejected positions are attributed as
follows: 1) according to Dharmatrata, it is eye-consciousness that sees ripa; 2)
according to Ghosaka, prajfia related to eye-consciousness; 3) according to

7 atha vijfianam pasyaty atha na pasyati / yadi pasyati dasadharma drstisvabhava bhavanti /atha na pasyati
darstantikapaksas tarhy ujjhito bhavati (Abhidharmadipa: 31.1-3).

® Presumably there should only be nine such dharmas. According to Mitomo (personal commu-
nication), however, no such list of dharmas is to be found in the abhidharma literature.

’ For a very complete discussion of this controversy, see Harada 1997: 21-33).
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Darstantika, the coming together (samagri) of certain factors;" 4) according to
Vatsiputriya, a single eye. (T. 1545: 61c7-21; partially translated in La Vallée
Poussin, L’Abhidharmakoda 1: 82 n. 1)."

The Abhidharmakosabhasya (30.11-31.11; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 1:
82-85) contains a long discussion on the question of what sees, but Vasubandhu
does not follow the *Vibhasa in mentioning five opinions. Instead, he presents in
detail the argument between the Vaibhasikas and those who believe that
consciousness sees. Samghabhadra comments at great length on the argument
presented by Vasubandhu but does not attribute the belief that consciousness
sees to a particular person or group (T. 1562: 364a23ff). The Abhidharma-
kosavyakhya (80.17) uses the term vijianavadin here, but simply to designate the
person who holds the view that consciousness sees; the name does not refer to
the proponents of the idealist Mahayana school, for which Ya$omitra always uses
the word yogacara.”” Like Vasubandhu and Samghabhadra, Yasomitra mentions
neither Dharmatrata or Darstantika in connection with this opinion. The two
most frequently cited Chinese commentators, P'u-kuang and Fa-pao, use the term
vijfianavadin (Chinese shih chien chia #%7.5%) in the same way as Yasomitra, and
they both identify Dharmatrata as the vijiianavadin. P’u-kuang adds that vijfiana-
vadin also refers to the Mahasamghikas, etc.,” but Fa-pao does not mention any
schools (T. 1822: 507b12-508a5).

The Dipakara after introducing the topic, lists four alternatives: 1) the eye
sees; 2) consciousness sees; 3) prajia sees; 4) samagri sees. At this point, the
Dipakara voices objections to all four positions, but he does not attribute them to
anyone. However, as we have seen, he has already attributed the second position
to Darstantika, thus differing from the attribution in the *vibhdsa. In verse 44, he
states his own Vaibhasika opinion: the eye sees, but consciousness knows
(Abhidharmadipa: 32.1-2; see Jaini, Introduction 75).

Thus, only the Dipakara attributes the position that consciousness sees to
Darstantika, while the tradition of the *Vibhasa, which P’u-kuang and Fa-pao

1 Katd, relying on the *Paficavastukavibhasasastra (T. 1555: 991b20-c13), shows that these factors are
consciousness and the dharmas associated with consciousness and that the idea that the samagrt
sees is actually a continuation of the idea that prajfia sees: it is not prajiid alone but the
conglomeration of all the other caittas as well, in addition to caksurvijfiana, that sees ripa (23-24).

" The discussion in the earlier translation of the *Vibhdsa is arranged somewhat differently. First,
the positions of Dharmatrata and the Vatsiputriyas are refuted (T. 1546: 50c12-51b23). Then four
alternatives are listed (the eye sees, eye-consciousness sees, prajid associated with eye-
consciousness sees, the coming together of factors sees) together with objections. The position that
the eye sees is accepted, but it is acknowledged that consciousness also must be present (T. 1546:
51b24-29). Here, the four positions are not attributed to any person or group.

12 Stcherbatsky refers to “an idealist opponent,” probably on the basis of Ya$omitra’s use of the
term vijiianavadin, but he gives us no reason to take this characterization seriously (61).

B ARE, R RSRERSS (T. 1821: 49¢1-2).
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follow, attributes it to Dharmatrata.' Perhaps an explanation lies in the fact that
this Dharmatrata is closely associated with Darstantika (see Lin 316-320, Miya-
moto 125-180, Yamada 416-438). Among the various personages of the same
name, there is a Dharmatrata who frequently espouses Darstantika-like positions.
Miyamoto thinks that the discussion regarding what sees is one of the unusual
cases in which Dharmatrata in the *Vibhasa does not maintain a Darstantika
position, and he points to the fact that both the *Vibhasa and P’u-kuang (T. 1821:
48c3-8) associate Dharmatrata with a different position from that of the
Darstantikas (171-172). On the other hand, Yamada, who distinguishes five
different types of Darstantika positions in the *Vibhasa, thinks that the position
attributed to Dharmatrata is an example of a Darstantika position that resembles
Mahasamghika (431). If this is the case (and P’u-kuang’s mention of Maha-
samghika may support Yamada), then it is possible that the positions attributed
respectively to Dharmatrata and to Darstantika are examples of two different
types of Darstantika positions. Furthermore, Harivarman, who very frequently
maintains positions attributed to Darstantika in the *Vibhasa, agrees with the
notion that consciousness sees. This suggests that this opinion is, in fact, some-
how associated with Darstantika,"” even though the *Vibhdsa here attributes a
different opinion to Darstantika.

Vasubandhu, after presenting the disagreement between the Vaibhasikas and
their opponents, states in the name of Sautrantika that the whole argument
regarding what sees is nonsensical. In fact there is nothing that sees or is seen;
consciousness simply arises in dependence on the sense-organ and the object
(Kritzer, “Sautrantika” 333-334). Samghabhadra attacks Vasubandhu’s statement,
but he identifies it with Darstantika rather than Sautrantika (T. 1562: 367b24-
368all; see Cox, “On the Possibility” 38-39)." There are several possible explana-
tions for this attribution. One is that Srilata (the “Sthavira” of the *Nyayanusdra
and a famous Darstantika teacher) held the same opinion, and Samghabhadra
was aware of this fact. Another possibility is that Samghabhadra knew that the
*Vibhasa attributed the opinion that samagri sees to Darstantika, and assumed
that samagri referred there, as in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya, to the coming
together of sense-organ, object, and consciousness, not to the conglomeration of
consciousness, prajiid, and the other caittas (see note 9).

YA IR A, AN AR (T.1545: 61¢8-9).

BRIE, #IRBRIESA. BARIREA. BH. JFREEM. LA, SRARRIEE, RN —RRBAIREEE
MEARRE, ELAGRAEA (T. 1646: 267a7-9). Although Harivarman uses the word “know” rather than
“see,” it is clear from the context that he is discussing the same question. See especially T. 1646:
267a22-b1. The Kokuyaku Issaikyé translator states that Harivarman takes the position of the
“Vijfidnavadin” here (Ronji-bu 3: 132 n. 27).

16 Surprisingly, Samghabhadra does not attribute this statement to the “sfitra master,” the term
that he frequently uses to describe Vasubandhu when Vasubandhu is deviating from Sarvastivada.



116 Robert Kritzer

As for the Dipakara, he devotes the most attention to the idea that the samagrt
sees. Like Samghabhadra, he understands samagri here as referring to the coming
together of sense-organ, object, and consciousness and refutes this position at
length (Abhidharmadipa: 31.11-28). At no point in this refutation does the
Dipakara mention Darstantika, Sautrantika, or the Kosakara (an expression he
uses often when criticizing Vasubandhu’s unorthodox positions), but it seems as
though his criticisms are directed against Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika ideas, which
the Dipakara equates with the position that samagri sees. In the course of his
refutation, the Dipakara attacks an explanation of causation in terms of bija,
which is a further indication that his target is Vasubandhu.

Later, at the end of his comment on Abhidharmadipa verse 1.44, the Dipakara
quotes Vasubandhu’s statement that the disagreement regarding what sees is
meaningless. Here, the Dipakara refers to Vasubandhu as the Ko$akara. Then the
Dipakara, implying that Vasubandhu has defected to Mahayana, reproaches him
for “not only showing his ignorance of the Abhidharma but also of heading for
the precipice of ayoga-siinyata ”(Jaini, Introduction 77).

In summary, the Dipakara explicitly identifies Dharmatrata’s opinion in the
*Vibhasa as a Darstantika position. As for the position attributed to Darstantika in
the *Vibhasa (but not in the Abhidharmadipa), he understands samagri as the
coming together of all causes and conditions, and he suggests that this position is
the one favored by Vasubandhu. In this case, there is no evidence that the
Dipakara uses the terms Darstantika and Sautrantika interchangeably. In fact, he
uses Darstantika to describe an opinion that is not accepted by Vasubandhu and
that is not identified as Sautrantika in the Abhidharmakosabhasya.

B. There is no pratyaksa because the objects of consciousness (and
the sense organs) are already in the past at the moment of con-
sciousness."”

This statement attributed to Darstantika is found in the Dipakara’s discussion
of Abhidharmakosa 11 2, where Vasubandhu says that the adhipatya of the indriyas
is with regard to the perception of the specific object of each indriya. The
discussion in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya is very complicated. In verse 1I 1,
Vasubandhu presents the orthodox Vaibhasika explanation of the power

7 darstantikasya hi sarvam apratyaksam / paficanam vijfianakayanam atitavisayatvad yada khalu
svarthopalabdhyanupapattes ca (Abhidharmadipa: 47.13-482; Jaini, Introduction 79; Katé 313). This is
translated by Cox: “For the Darstantikas, nothing is directly perceived. This is due to the fact that
the five groups of perceptual consciousness have past object-fields; indeed, when the eye and visual
material form are found, perceptual consciousness does not exist, and when perceptual
consciousness exists, the eye and visual material form do not exist. Further, this is due to the fact
that the apprehension of their own object is impossible given the absence of the continuation [of
the object] in the moment of perceptual consciousness” (“On the Possibility” 78 n. 56).
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(adhipatya) of the various indriyas. According to the Vaibhasikas, the five material
sense faculties have a variety of powers: the beautification of the body, the
protection of the body, the production of the corresponding consciousness and
the mental dharmas associated with it, and their own special activities, namely
seeing riipa, etc. (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 38.4-10; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharma-
kosa 1: 102-103). However, Vasubandhu mentions the opinion of “others,” accor-
ding to whom the sense faculties do not have such a wide range of powers (Abhi-
dharmakosabhasya: 39.3-5; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 1: 107). In the
following three verses (Abhidharmakosa 11 2-4),'* Vasubandhu departs from his
usual procedure of giving the Vaibhasika position in the verse, and in 1I 2, he
states that each of the five material sense faculties only has power with regard to
its corresponding consciousness (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 39.6-11; La Vallée Pous-
sin, L’Abhidharmakoda 1: 107-8)."

The Dipakara characterizes this as the position of the “Kosakara, etc.,” and
stresses that Vasubandhu, who is supposedly giving his own opinion in the group
of verses Il 2-4, is actually appropriating a Vaibhasika position here. The Dipakara
then mentions the Darstantika position that pratyaksa is impossible. There is no
implication that Vasubandhu himself is sympathetic to Darstantika here; in fact,
the juxtaposition of the Kosakara’s view and the Darstantika’s suggest that they
are incompatible.

As is clear from the passage in the Abhidharmadipa, the reason that pratyaksa is
impossible for the Darstantikas is that they deny the simultaneous existence of
cause and effect. In other words, the material sense faculty and object must
precede the consciousness that results (Cox, “On the Possibility” 40-41). Kato
shows the connection among the passage in the Abhidharmadipa, Harivarman’s
denial of the possibility of the simultaneous existence of cause and effect (T.
1646: 258¢5-6; 276b6-7), and the Sthavira’s denial of sahajatahetu in the context of
cognition (T. 1562: 421b18-22, c16-17). Katd also states that the argument
concerning simultaneous cause and effect is not found in abhidharma texts before
Harivarman (313).

The question remains as to whether Vasubandhu agrees with this Darstantika
reasoning. Vasubandhu discusses the question of whether sahabhiihetu exists on
at least two occasions, once in an exposition of the hetus (Abhidharmakosabhdsya:

'® Samghabhadra omits these three verses in the *Abhidharmapitakaprakaranasasanasastra (T. 1563),
but he includes them in the *Nyayanusara (T, 1562).

¥ The discussion here is confusing. Vasubandhu does not say whose opinion verses Il 2-4 represent,
but it seems to be the opinion of the “others” whom Vasubandhu mentions as criticizing the
Vaibhasika position stated in verse II 1. Yasomitra suggests these others are Sautrantikas (Abhi-
dharmakosavyakhya: 96.16) while P’u-kuang suggests “Vijfianavadins” (T. 1821: 57b6; see item ILA in
this paper). Nishi, the Kokuyaku Issaikyo translator, follows P’u-kuang (Kokuyaku Issaikyé Bidon-bu
25: 118 n. 50).
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84.18-85.6; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 1: 253-255) and once in a
definition of vedand in the context of pratityasamutpada (Abhidharmakosabhdsya:
145.3-146.21; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 2: 101-107). In both cases, P’u-
kuang (T. 1821: 117b14, 176b10) and Fa-pao (T. 1822: 560c3, 607c12) attribute the
position that sahabhiihetu does not exist to the Sautrantikas, but they do not state
that Vasubandhu agrees. In neither case does Ya$omitra attribute the position
that sahabhithetu does not exist to a particular school.” Finally, in both
discussions, Vasubandhu lets the Sarvastivadins have the last word.? This
suggests, although it certainly does not prove, that Vasubandhu accepts the
existence of sahabhithetu.”

Nowhere else have I been able to find the position, asserted, if we can believe
the Dipakara, by Darstantika, that there is no pratyaksa. This is not surprising:
according to Potter, “all schools of Indian philosophy take perception as a
legitimate pramana” (58). When the Dipakara attributes this to Darstantika, what
he is really doing is criticizing the idea that cause and effect can never be
simultaneous. This idea is associated with Darstantika, through Harivarman and
Srilata, while with the exception of P’u-kuang and Fa-pao, none of the commen-
tators characterizes it as Sautrantika. It seems likely that the Dipakara intentio-
nally uses the term Darstantika here to refer to figures other than vasubandhu.

C. There is no vipaka besides sukha vedana; there is no karma besides
volition.?

* However, the opinion of “others” regarding the temporal relationship between sparsa and vedana,
mentioned by Vasubandhu in his discussion of vedana, is attributed by Yasomitra
(Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 307.16) and Sthiramati (Tattvartha,: tho 74b3) to Srilabha or Srilata and by
P'u-kuang to the Sthavira, i.e., Srilata (T. 1821: 176c10-11).

*! esdm api namanye ‘pi sabhagahetutvadayo bhavantiti siddhah sahabhihetuh (Abhidharmakosabhasya:
85.6; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 1: 255). ayurusmanoh sahabhavye samsprstavacanat siddhah
ksananiyamah / yac capi sitre uktam trayanam samnipatah sparsah iti / tat katham vijfidnam casti na ca
trayanam samnipdato na ca sparsa iti / tasmad avasyam sarvatra vijfidne sparsah sparsasahaja ca
vedanaistavya / alam ati prasarginya kathaya / prakrtam evanukramyatam (Abhidharmakosabhasya:
146.18-21; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 2: 107; see also Abhidharmakosavyakhya, in which
Yasomitra indicates that this passage represents Vasubandhu’s opinion [309.31]).

“1In his discussion of the controversy on the reality of sahabhiihetu in Chapter Two of the
Abhidharmakosabhasya, Dhammajoti assumes that the argument against it is that of Sautrantika,
probably on the basis of the Chinese commentaries (9-10). However, he notes that Yogacara “finds
it an indispensable doctrinal category in the their theory of bija.” He refers to a discussion in the
Mahayanasamgraha, as well as to a passage in the Yogacarabhiimi, which includes sahabhiihetu as one
of five hetus (Dhammajoti 22 n. 5). The Yogdcarabhimi equates sahabhithetu with parigrahahetu
(Yogdcarabhumi: 111.9-11; Yogdcarabhumi,: dzi 67a5-7; T. 1579: 302b1-2), one of the ten hetus of the
Yogacara list. This passage is quoted verbatim in the Hsien-yang sheng chiao lun (T. 1602: 572a7-9),
which elsewhere states that all of the six hetus (i.e., the six on the Sarvastivada list), including
sahabhiihetu, are “inappropriate,” except for vipakahetu (T. 1602: 570a12-23).

* darstantikanam tu sukhaiva vedand vipakah cetanaiva ca karma (Abhidharmadipa: 139.9-10).
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Before mentioning this Darstantika opinion, the Dipakara asks rhetorically if
vipaka consists only of vedana and answers that, although vedand is predominant,
it is accompanied by the other four skandhas. After presenting the Darstantika
opinion, the Dipakara goes on to say that, for the Abhidharmikas, the five
skandhas are both vipakahetu and vipaka.

This argument is found in the *Vibhasa, where the Darstantika and Vaibhasika
opinions are essentially the same as they are portrayed in the Abhidharmadipa. In
the Vibhasa, however, the order of the statement attributed to Darstantika is
reversed: there is no vipakahetu except for cetana; there is no vipakaphala except
for vedana.*

Concerning vedand, Vasubandhu here does not attribute to any particular
group the idea that vipdka consists only of vedana, and he agrees with
Sarvastivada, saying that it is not only vedana that is vipaka, but also its
accompaniments.” Yaomitra explains that “accompaniments” refers to the
sense faculties, objects, and the asraya, i.e., namaripa, which is tantamount to the
five skandhas.*®

Concerning cetand, the thrust of Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika argument
regarding vijfiapti in the Abhidharmakosabhdsya (195.15-19; La Vallée Poussin,
L’Abhidharmakosa 3: 12) is that karma is essentially cetana (Katd 77). In the passage
mentioned above, an identical position is attributed to Darstantika in the
*Vibhasa: vipakahetu is nothing other than karma. On another occasion in the
*Vibhasa, the statement that physical, vocal, and mental karma are all cetana is
attributed to Darstantika.” However, this idea is also implied in the Yogdcara-
bhami (Kritzer, Vasubandhu 184-185), and Vasubandhu agrees with it. Therefore, I
believe, he calls it Sautrantika rather than Darstantika.

Here, the Dipakara is primarily concerned with vedana: it is the Darstantika
position on vedana with which he is arguing. He is not criticizing Vasubandhu’s
understanding of karma as volition, and so his characterization of the two-part

2o RAR. TEES. BEEAELG. E2 L OREERS, AR ERAR, B2 ERAE,
IR . K I TR AR F ARG LR (T. 1545: 96a24-27; see also T. 1546: 79¢22-26). Mizuno

(“Hiyushi” 292-293 ) refers to two passages in the *Tattvasiddhisastra that he thinks express ideas

similar to those of the Darstantikas in the *Vibhdsa: BH. Z#¥ENMGEM. AHEGZER, EH. 7

Wb ARN . ZRERESAR (T. 1646 298a24-26); & H. & ZfEfTE(ER L. FILAHEM,. BEO4E

JEHE B 1% (T. 1646: 296b1-3). The second of these passages actually goes even further and reduces

cetand to citta. Katd points out that the idea that there are no caittas but only citta is also attributed

by the *Vibhdsa to the Darstantikas and Buddhadeva. Katd stresses the contrast with Srilata, who

accepts an abbreviated list of caittas (199; 222 n. 4).

* na caisam vedanaiva phalam / kim tarhi / sasambhara (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 228.11-12; La Vallée

Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 3: 109-110).

* sambhriyate utpadyate neneti sambhdrah. indriyavisayasrayalaksanah (Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 390.15).
Funahashi (260 n. 7) points out that Sthiramati omits asraya in his comment (Tattvartha,: tho 173b5).

T X ERE . BiEEEEE— (T. 1545: 587a7-8; see Katd 71).
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statement as Darstantika does not reflect a confusion between Sautrantika and
Darstantika. He is merely quoting, albeit in reversed order, a statement from the
Vibhdsa that attributes both positions, on vedana and cetand, to Darstantika.

D. The Kos$akara says that the Darstantika theory that anusayas are
the seeds of klesas is good.”

The original passage from which the Dipakara quotes mentions Sautrantika,
not Darstantika.” Honjo adduces this passage in the Abhidharmadipa as evidence
that the Dipakara, like other Indian authors besides Vasubandhu, makes no
distinction between the terms Sautrantika and Darstantika (325-326). Before I
comment on Honjo’s conclusion, a summary of the available related materials
may be useful.

The *Vibhasa attributes to the Vibhajyavadins the theory that anusayas are the
seeds of the active klesas (paryavasthana). Unlike Vasubandhu, who considers
them to be neither associated (cittasamprayukta) nor disassociated (cittavipra-
yukta) with consciousness, the Vibhajyavadins say that anusayas are disasso-
ciated, while active klesas are associated.”

The Vibhasa does not attribute to the Darstantikas a statement defining
anusaya as bija. However, Mizuno cites two separate passages that he says
mention Darstantika with reference to this subject. According to him, one of
these shows that Darstantika believed that anusayas are latent,” while the other
uses the phrase, “seeds of klesas” to refer to klesas in latent form (“Shinshiki ron”
325, 327). The second passage, in fact, does not mention Darstantika or any other
group: it is simply an explanation of sitra.”

% evam tu sadhu yatha darstantikanam iti kosakarah / katham ca darstantikanam / kamaragasyanusayah
kamaraganusayah (Abhidharmadipa: 222.3-4).

® evam tu sadhu yatha sautrantikanam / katham ca sautrantikinam / kamaragasyanusayah
kamaraganusaya iti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 278.17-18; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 6).

0oy E XA BRI AR T, BEIR B M DR ARIE. SEAR B P BLD AR E. fEREIRAE (T, 1545: 313a1-3; see
also T. 1546: 236a3-5). Interestingly, according to the commentary on the Kathavatthu, the
Mahasamghikas and the Sammitiyas say that anusayas are cittavippayutta (Jaini, “The Sautrantika
Theory” 241).

THREAR BEIRARITREEE. SRR R, AVERE IR A REIRR PR A
S Ko ST HERE Y . RPN B M, R IER A REEEEE . NSRS — YR REE . FHRE R
FEAARBESOR AN B 1% (T, 1545: 110a22-27). The meaning of this passage is unclear to me. Ichimura
summarizes it: "(1) If contaminants related (sic) to supporting objects, then pure factors could be
objects of the growth of contaminants, and (2) if contaminants grow with regard to their connected
factors, these factors will always grow, since connected factors never become dissociated" (528). See
also T. 1546, where the same opinion is attributed to Dharmatrata: 2635 2P ZFEIEAE. 3665 FHIE
. PRARARAE. AR 7 (R HE G IR . 5 VAR M . — U)W fe A B O D R IR . AU i (T
1546: 89a22-25).

TOMEAS. IR R A AR, RS, R R 3 R Tl AR ST e A B (T, 1545
244b22-25; see also T. 1546: 189c27-29, T. 1547: 425b26-27).
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Harivarman also says that anusayas are latent klesas but states that they are
cittasamprayukta and does not use the term bija.”’ In an extensive discussion,
Fukuda traces the development of the theory of anusaya from Harivarman to
Srilata to Vasubandhu. Yamabe, on the other hand, thinks that Fukuda may over-
state the similarity between Harivarman’s concept of anusaya and Vasubandhu’s
identification of anusaya and bija. Yamabe concludes: “Perhaps Darstantikas were
not completely ignorant of the theory of latent anusaya, but this point is not at all
certain at this stage” (234).

Samghabhadra attributes the explanation of anusaya as bija to the sitra-
master, i.e., Vasubandhu (T. 1562: 596c24), but he does not mention either
Sautrantika or Darstantika. On several occasions in his discussion, Samghabhadra
mentions the Sthavira, who, it seems, has ideas about anusayas that are very
similar to Vasubandhu’s.*

Yasomitra does not comment on or quote the phrase evam tu sadhu yatha
sautrantikanam, but earlier in his discussion he states that the Sautrantika opinion
is that anusayas are bijas.” Sthiramati uses the word Sautrantika in both his
quotation of and comment on the phrase (Tattvartha: tho 232a2-3), as does
Purnavardhana (Laksandnusarini; fiu 111a4-5). Similarly, the Chinese commen-
tators P'u-kuang (T. 1821: 292b20-28) and Fa-pao (T. 1822: 688a-29) mention
Sautrantika in both their quotation and discussion of Vasubandhu'’s statement.

To summarize, the idea that anusayas are the seeds of klesas cannot be clearly
linked to Darstantika in the Vibhasa or the Tattvasiddhi. Nor, except for the
Abhidharmadipa, do any of the commentaries on the Abhidharmakosabhasya
attribute it to Darstantika. This would seem to support the assertion mentioned
above that the Dipakara uses Darstantika and Sautrantika interchangeably, an
assertion that Honjo supports specifically by referring to the Dipakara’s substi-
tution of Darstantika here (326).

However, the Dipakara’s use of the term Darstantika here is problematic
because it occurs in his quotation of Vasbandhu’s statement, not in his discus-
sion. As I see it, there are three possible explanations. The first is that the Dipa-
kara intentionally altered Vasubandhu’s text. But if the Dipakara in fact made no
distinction between Sautrantika and Darstantika, it is difficult to understand why
he would change Vasubandhu’s words when quoting them. Jaini has noted the
large number of passages in the Abhidharmadipa that are directly borrowed from
the Abhidharmakosabhdsya, and he gives the impression that they are generally
faithfully reproduced. He mentions that the passage under discussion “may
specially be noted as it is identical with its corresponding Bhashya” (Introduction
5). In fact, if we set aside the substititution of Darstantika for Sautrantika,

¥ *Tattvasiddhisastra: SR HES #E6EIE DARRE (T. 1646: 258¢7-8).
* In particular, see T. 1562: 597a29-b2, 597b27-c14.
* sautramtika-ndayena bijam (Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 442.29).
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Abhidharmadipa 222.3-223.5 otherwise corresponds almost word for word with
Abhidharmakosabhasya 278.17-279.4, except for the omission of one short
sentence.’® Thus, it does not seem to be the Dipakara’s practice to change
Vasubandhu’s words, and there seems to be no reason for him to do so here.

The second possibility is that the Dipakara was quoting accurately from an
inaccurate manuscript of the Abhidharmakosabhasya. But as we have seen, every
other extant version of, or quotation from, the Abhidharmakosabhasya reads
Sautrantika, so this seems unlikely.

The final possibility is that the text of the Abhidharmadipa itself is corrupt.
With the exception of a few fragments discovered in Turfan (Willemen, Dessein,
and Cox 250), the manuscript on which Jaini based his edition is the only version
available, and so there is no way to confirm its readings. Jaini remarks that the
manuscript is generally correct grammatically (Introduction 135), and it seems as
though most of the quotations are fairly accurate. However, this manuscript is
fairly late, and since a general tendency to conflate Darstantika and Sautrantika
seems to have developed over time, it is possible that the scribe, who may have
been distracted at the time of writing this particular line, absentmindedly
substituted the term here. Of course, this is speculation that cannot be supported
unless a new manuscript comes to light.

E. For Vibhajyavada and Darstantika, a portion, namely the present
time, exists.”

The Abhidharmadipa is the only text that attributes precisely this position to
Vibhajyavada and Darstantika. However, several other sources mention the idea
that only a portion of the three times exists.

According to Vasubandhu, the name Vibhajyavada refers to those who
distinguish between that which exists, namely the present time and past karma
that has not yielded its result, and that which does not exist, namely the future
time and past karma that has already yielded its result.”® Vasubandhu does not
mention Darstantika here. Samghabhadra likewise attributes essentially the same

* This omission is noted by Jaini (Abhidharmadipa: 223 n. 1). However, it seems as though Jaini has
inadvertently omitted another phrase: in the last line of page 222, Jaini reads ... klesotpadakasaktih
yatha cankuradinam ... The Abhidharmakosabhdsya, reads: ... kleSotpadakasaktih yathanubhavajfianaja
smrtyutpadana Saktir yatha carnkuradinam ... (278.21.). Although I have no access to the manuscript,
believe that an inspection would reveal the inclusion of the phrase yathanubhavajiianaja
smrtyutpadana Saktir. Jaini also fails to indicate the beginning of line 3 of folio 104a of the
manuscript.

%" vibhajyavadinas tu darstantikasya ca pradeso vartamanadhvasamjfiakah (Abhidharmadipa: 257.4-5).

% ye tu kecid asti yat pratyutpannam adattaphalam catitam karma kimcin nasti yad dattaphalam atitam
andgatam ceti vibhajya vadanti te vibhajyavadinah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 296.4-6; La Vallée Poussin,
L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 52).
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position to Vibhajyavada without mentioning Darstantika.’® Harivarman (258c10-
11) agrees with the Kathavatthu commentary (Aung and Rhys Davids 101) in
attributing this position to the Kasyapiyas. It must be noted that the Abhidharma-
dipa, unlike these other sources, does not mention unretributed past karma.

The *Vibhasa, which not infrequently attributes identical opinions to
Vibhajyavada and Darstantika, does not ascribe the position that a portion exists
to either school. However, it contains at least one passage that suggests that the
Darstantikas deny the reality of past and future. They are quoted as saying that
time can be divided into two sets of two: already arisen and not yet arisen;
already extinguished and not yet extinguished; therefore, there is no moment of
arising and no moment of extinction.” This implies that the past, to which the
moment of arising belongs, and the future, to which the moment of extinction
belongs, do not exist (Kokuyaku Issaikyo bidon-bu 8: 95 n. 64; Ichimura 531).

Elsewhere in the *Vibhasa, the names Vibhajyavada and Darstantika are
associated with a position related to the nature of past, present, and future." The
main discussion of the three times*begins with a presentation of the idea,
attributed to these two groups, that time is permanent while the samskaras are
impermanent: the samskaras move from one time to another, like fruit being
moved from one container to another or people moving from one hut to
another.” The *Vibhdsa objects, saying that time and the samskaras are the same,
i.e., the future time is none other than the future samskaras, etc. (According to
Miyashita, this statement is intended as a proof of the reality of the three times:
unlike fruit or people, the samskaras do not come and go anywhere.) Therefore,
the way to distinguish among the times is in terms of activity in accordance with
Vasumitra’s explanation of sarvastivada (12).

It is fairly clear that the Darstantika in the *Vibhdsa, Harivarman (T. 1646:
255c8-256a17), the Sthavira in the Nydyanusara (Katd 288-293), and Vasubandhu
(Abhidharmakosabhasya: 295.1-301.16; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 49-65;
Stcherbatsky: 76-91) all agree that past and future do not exist. However, as Kato
points out, Vasubandhu and the Sthavira give different reasons for their

P RIFREMERE Bl Kl R B (T. 1562: 630¢10-11).

O A . M AR ROE R ISR . i BE R —~FHE A CEHARE. B M. —E B,
ZH AR (T. 1545: 141b2-5).

! In the older translation (T. 1546: 293¢c18-26), however, there is no mention of Vibhajyavada.

*T. 1545: 393a9-396b23; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 8-25.

PEA S B ERABUEE. BASIEILR. &% MR RERS. SEE B HEEAT R, A1 5 53R .
WefEle. R WITIIE Y . TR rh . AR B ASE . A0 NP A . 3BT
M. AR ABIAE . B AR, 2 (e R R B TR SR ). AR R R . SORHEIRIE
AE. 44 k. FE I SEFTEERETT (T. 1545: 393a9-17; see 700a25-b2 for a very similar passage). Kimura
(290) notes a resemblance between this position and a position refuted in the Kathavatthu: addha
parinipphanno ti (511; Aung and Rhys Davids 295). As Kimura points out, Aung and Rhys Davids
suggest that this might be an Andhaka position (295 n. 6).
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positions (1989: 295).

As for the Abhidharmadipa, its characterization of the position that only the
present exists would apply to all of the versions of that position expressed in the
texts referred to above. Since the Abhidharmadipa does not mention Vasuban-
dhu’s specific arguments here (see Kritzer, Vasubandhu 294-335 for examples),
the Dipakara’s use of the term Darstantika does not seem to be a direct criticism
of Vasubandhu. In this passage, four broad opinions are listed regarding the
reality of the three times, and each is matched with its proponents: Sarvastivada
maintains that all three times are real; the Vibhajyavadins and Darstantikas only
accept the present; the Ayogastunyatavadins of Vaitulika (i.e., the Madhyamikas
and the Mahayana Yogacaras),” deny the real existence of anything; the Avya-
krtavastuvadins of Paudgalika, presumably in addition to accepting past and
future, also assert that there is a real pudgala.” In the context of such a stereo-
typed scheme, the term Darstantika may well indicate the Darstantika of the
*Vibhdsd, together with later teachers such as Harivarman and Srilata who rejec-
ted Sarvastivada. As for Vasubandhu, the Dipakara elsewhere accuses him of ap-
proaching ayogasunyata.*® Therefore, the Dipakara may be implying here that
Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika arguments against the reality of past and future place
him among the Ayogasiinyatavadins, even further beyond the pale than the
Darstantikas.

F. The misguided view of the Darstantika that only the present time
exists is equated with that of the materialist Lokayatika.”
See item I1.E.

G. According to the Darstantika, the metaphorical notion of an
[actually] non-existent agent is attributed to the powers of the
cause.®

* See Jaini, Introduction 123-124.

* tatra sarvastivadasyadhvatrayam asti sadhruvatrayam [corrected from sa dhruvatrayam; see Nasu 96 n.
17] iti / vibhajyavadinas tu darstantikasya ca pradeso vartamanadhvasamjiiakah / vaitulikasydyo-
gasanyatavadinah [corrected from vaitulikasya ayogasinyatavadinah; see Nasu 96 n. 18] sarvam ndstiti /
paudgalikasyapi avyakrtavastuvadinah pudgalo 'pi dravyato ’stiti (Abhidharmadipa: 257.4-258.2).
“abhidharmasammoharkasthanenatmapy arnkito bhavaty ayogasinyataprapatabhimukhyatvam pradarsi-
tam iti (Abhidharmadipa: 33.9-10). The context is the Dipakara’s refutation of Vasubandhu’s own
opinion regarding the question of what sees (item II.A, above).

¥ tad anye vadino darstantikavaitulikapaudgalikah na yuktyagamabhidhdayinah tarkabhimaninas te /
mithyavaditvad ete lokayatikavainasikanagnatapakse prakseptavyah (Abhidharmadipa: 258.6-259.1).

* darstantikah khalu briite karanasaktisu niratmakajanikartrupacarah pravartate (Abhidharmadipa:
274.26-27).
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This passage, like items IL.E and IL.F, is found in the discussion of the three
times. According to the Dipakara, an agent, i.e., a dharma, enters into the various
states of being.” Thus, the same dharma exists in past, present, and future (Jaini,
Introduction 122). For the Darstantika, there is no enduring agent since dharmas
have only a momentary existence, but due to causes, dharmas will arise and
perish.

This statement is not attributed to the Darstantikas by the *Vibhasa. However,
we can infer from the *Vibhdsa’s argument that the opponent of sarvastivada has a
similar opinion: those who reject the reality of past and future do not deny that
causes have their results, even though either the cause or the result necessarily
belongs to a time other than the present.’In other words, a cause that is
nonexistent because it is in the past can have a real result in the present.

Similar reasoning can be found in the denial of past and future in the
*Tattvasiddhi, which confirms the efficacy of the past, although no longer exis-
tent, in producing results in the present. In the third of his ten arguments, Hari-
varman states that things without a cause cannot exist, and therefore past
dharmas cannot exist.”' The proponent of sarvastivaida answers that if past
dharmas do not exist, then there can be no results; for example, rice could not
arise from rice.” Furthermore, we know that past karma produces result in the
future.” To this, Harivarman responds that a cause only yields its result after it
has perished, as in the case of a seed, which perishes before the sprout appears.*
Similarly, past karma, even though it no longer exists, produces real results.”

The same idea is also found in Harivarman’s refutation of the Kasyapiya
position that a part of the past, namely karma that has not been retributed (see
item IL.E), exists. According to Harivarman, anything past is, by definition, gone.
But even though past karma is no longer existent, it acts as a cause for a result

* tadyatha asti viparinamate vardhate ksiyate vinasyatiti sati mukhyasattaviste kartari ete pafica
bhavavikara bhavanti (Abhidharmadipa: 273.16-17).

O X PEEEM I G LR AR . A BAARTE B R, BT R E ST, S BARR AR BIERR, &
SEREESARE. HSTERKENRGRE, HSEFCERRARNRERE (T. 1545: 393a25-29; La
Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 9).

TELRFENTE . EFARR BEEER A, EBORA (T. 1646 255a21-22; for the entire discus-
sion of the three times in the *Tattvasiddhi, see Katsura 40-41).

7 XBIRRE AR, MEE. MIREER. EEEGEE. FEEBIEAMER (T. 1646: 255b17-19).

PR EEARKE, RAHTER. X mERiEE. XhEH. HMEETERE. & AKRHEiE
HH3H (T. 1646: 255b2-25).

* XLEEAEEE, NERERGCHE. WERFERCHE. MRt EsoRE4E (T. 1646 255c12-
14).

» SR, AR EHET RE SRR, RS EANFEEM. FEHEIRMH. DU B 6 32 SE R R 2k
(T. 1646: 255c24-26).
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that arises later, namely in the present.*

The Sthavira, too, explains that the past does not really exist, despite the
efficacy of past karma in producing real results. However, unlike the opponent of
Sarvastivada in the *Vibhasa and Harivarman, he mentions a mechanism,
anudhatu, by which causation can be maintained.”” Katd notes the similarity
between the Sthavira’s theory of anudhatu and Vasubandhu’s theory of samtati-
parinamavisesa and bija (251-260).

As for Vasubandhu, what he says about the arising of real results from past
karma is not much different from any of the other non-Sarvastivadin sources:
past karma is nothing more than the potential to yield result that is deposited in
the samtati; if it were something that actually existed, it would be present, not
past.”® If we compare this passage with the passage in the Abhidharmadipa, the
words samarthya in the Abhidharmakosabhasya and $akti in the Abhidharmadipa,
both meaning “power,” might seem strikingly similar. In fact, in a different
context, the Abhidharmakosavyakhya gives both words as synonyms of bija.”
However, both Harivarman and the Sthavira also refer to the power of karma.
Thus, there does not really seem to be an especially close connection between the
statement attributed by the Dipakara to Darstantika and Vasubandhu’s charac-
teristically Sautrantika ideas. Rather, this statement should be equally acceptable
to both Darstantika and Vasubandhu, and there seems to be no reason to insist
that the Dipakara is specifically attacking Vasubandhu here.

H. The past is not completely nonexistent: it exists provisionally.®
This statement, which the Dipakara attributes to the Darstantikas, closely
resembles what Vasubandhu says in the Abhidharmakosabhasya: “We too say that
the past and future exist. The past is what has existed previously, while the
future is that which will exist when the cause (for its production) is present. It is
said that it (i.e., the past and future) exists in this way, not in a substantial way.”*!

CEHE S, MEEEAT. RTWMEBEME. RBERE, FH, LEASRABE, BEERRENLE,
KBEBERY, WAL, HEEMBIERNER, WMERE (T. 1646 258c10-13). Katsura points out
that Harivarman does not mention samtanaparinamavisesa (41).

TWBEHEISIHA . ARG KA R RARRER. R R,
REARMIETA B (T. 1562: 627b20-22; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 66).

*® tatra punas tadahitam tasyam samtatau phaladanasamarthyam samdhaya uktam / anyatha hi svena
bhavena vidyamanam atitam na sidhyet (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 299.10-11; La Vallée Poussin,
L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 59).

* bijatah Saktitah samarthyata ity arthah (Abhidharmakosavyakhya: 125.5-6). I am indebted to Fukuda
Takumi for both the observation and this reference.

® atra pratyavatisthante darstantikah na brimah sarvatha ‘titam na vidyate / kim tarhi / dravyatmana na
vidyate prajfiaptyatmana tu sad iti (Abhidharmadipa: 278.6-7).

' vayam api bramo sty atitanagatam iti / atitam tu yad bhiitapiirvam / andgatam yat sati hetau bhavisyati
/ evam ca krtva ‘stity ucyate na tu punar dravyatah (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 299.1-2; La Vallée Poussin,
L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 58).
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A case can be made here for the Dipakara’s freely substituting “Darstantika”
for “Sautrantika.” The wording of the statement attributed by the Dipakara to
Darstantika and that of Vasubandhu’s statement are very close. Nor can we find a
corresponding statement made by any of the usual sources for Darstantika
opinions, namely the Darstantika in the *Vibhasa, Harivarman in the *Tattvasiddhi,
or the Sthavira in the Nyayanusara. However, the statements are not identical:
Vasubandhu’s seems more doctrinally developed in that it is related to the
formulation that a dharma exists after previously not existing and ceases to exist
after having existed. This is a concept that is found in the Yogacarabhumi but is
nowhere attributed to Darstantika (Kritzer, Sautrantika 336-338).

The *Vibhasa does not record a Darstantika statement that past and future are
provisional. However, it indicates that Darstantika frequently considers as
provisional dharmas accepted as ultimately real by the Sarvastivadins.

Harivarman seems to go one step further than Vasubandhu. After he
concludes that dharmas in general exist conventionally but not ultimately, the
question is asked whether the same thing can be said of past and future.
Harivarman then denies the existence of past and future even according to
conventional truth,” and he says that when the Buddha refers to past and future,
it is updya and not to be taken as ultimate truth.” Here, Harivarman sounds more
like a Madhyamika than like a Darstantika.

Samghabhadra, in the introduction to his discussion of Vasubandhu’s
treatment of the three times, attributes the belief in a provisional past and future
to “some” (T. 1562: 624c6-625a9; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 47-49), mentio-
ning neither Darstantika nor the Sthavira here. Later, he identifies Vasubandhu’s
statement, quoted above, as the opinion of the sGtra-master (ching chu #£3) and
attacks Vasubandhu personally and at considerable length (T. 1562: 626b20-
627a10; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 60-63).

However, there remains the possibility that the Dipakara thinks that
Vasubandhu, when he says that past and future exist provisionally, is relying on
an older tradition, one that was indeed associated with Darstantika. The whole
point of the argument for sarvastivada is that dharmas of the three times are all
real and not provisional (see Cox, Disputed Dharmas 137-141). For example, one of
the arguments given by the *Vibhasa in support of the reality of past and future is
as follows: if the past and future were not real, then the present also would not

CHE, HUMHEHE. SBLUMFER, HAXRKLEAE, BH. EH (T. 1646: 255a18-20; see
Katsura 44).

O X ERERE, DLERYE, IWERBEERT R, ©5E A ZWHA R Rk A8 s 55,
ZRIEMEE AR, FEE—F, MPARBHARE, EANFH. RBEEH, BHERKR, ROANKES
(T. 1646: 255¢19-23).
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exist because it is provisionally established with relation to past and future.*
This passage suggests that the opponents of Sarvastivada at the time of the
*Vibhasa argued that past and future are not real because they are provisionally
established with relation to the present.” Although this passage does not
mention Darstantika by name, it is quite possible that the position to which it is
reacting is a Darstantika one.

In any case, the structure of the Dipakara’s argument suggests that he is not
necessarily associating the statement he identifies as Darstantika directly with
Vasubandhu. In verse 319, the Dipakara refutes the Darstantika statement. In
verse 320 and its commentary, he reproduces verse V 27a from the
Abhidharmakosabhasya, mentioning the Kosakara by name, and criticizes Vasu-
bandhu’s questioning of the Sarvastivadin idea of karitra. The “Darstantikas”
mentioned by the Dipakara in verse 320 may refer to Vasubandhu’s predecessors,
and this may not be a veiled attack on Vasubandhu, himself.

I11. Sautrantika in the Abhidharmadipa
A. The question is raised as to how someone can be said to be a
murderer if all samskaras (including the victim’s skandhas) are
automatically destroyed at every moment. The Sautrantika
explanation is that it is like the case of a lamp’s being blown out or
a bell’s being silenced. (The murderer stops the victim’s breath
from continuing, and this implies preventing the future replication
of the victim’s skandhas.)®

The exchange regarding the apparent contradiction between the doctrine of
momentariness and the possibility of murder is found as early as the *Vibhdsa,
where the question is phrased somewhat differently: “The killing of which
skandhas is given the name ‘murder’? (The skandhas) of the past? Of the future? Of
the present?” The answer is that when one destroys the conditions for the
arising of the future skandhas of another person, the sin of murder is incurred.”
Similarly, the *Tattvasiddhi explains that the five skandhas, although momentary,
are continually reborn in a series; the destruction of the series is what is called

S EREBERMIEEAE. BEERER R R, BHBERANERBUER (T. 1545: 393b21-22; La Vallée
Poussin, “Documents” 10).

% Similar reasoning may also be found in passages in the Prasannapada (Milamadhyamakakarikas:
376-.1-7) and the Yogacarabhimi (T. 1579: 588c10-22; Yogacarabhumi,: zi 29b1-6) regarding the non-
identity and non-difference of cause and effect (I am indebted to Nobuyoshi Yamabe for these
references).

% atra sautrantikah pariharam ahuh na / pradipanirvapanaghantasabdanirodhavat tatsiddheh (Abhi-
dharmadipa: 157.6-7).

T R R AR JBRAR, ARAHS, BIERR. BETMW. RAFKRE, BIEA T, BERBZRALRER,
BRARAAL FEWBEBIE, BRBKRBERM IR, BRAETEER A MG G 34 2. HfM g G
RIS ARESR (T. 1545: 617a27-b3).
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murder, not the destruction of the present skandhas.”® Thus, both the orthodox
Vaibhasikas and the unorthodox Harivarman answer the question in basically the
same way.

In the Abhidharmakosabhdsya, however, Vasubandhu introduces the similes of
the lamp and bell, similes that he uses elsewhere in support of a Sautrantika
position. This seems to be the basis for the Dipakara’s associating the simile with
Sautrantika. In Vasubandhu’s discussion of murder, he offers two answers to the
question of how someone can be called a murderer, which Fa-pao says is posed by
the Sammatiyas (T. 1822: 666b19). The first answer is that the word prdna in the
compound prandtipata (murder) refers to the breath on which the body and mind
depend. The murderer destroys this breath in the same way that one puts out a
lamp or stops the sound of a bell. The second answer is that, by preventing the
jivitendriya from being reproduced, the murderer destroys it and becomes guilty
of murder.” As Jaini points out, Vasubandhu does not attribute the first
explanation to the Sautrantikas (Abhidharmadipa: 157 n. 2).”° However, at the
beginning of Chapter Four of the Abhidharmakosabhdsya (Karmanirdesa), Vasu-
bandhu uses the same example of the lamp and the bell in establishing that
destruction has no cause and is inherent in the momentary nature of samskrta-
dharmas.”* Vasubandhu’s use of this simile does not coincide with the Sarvastiva-
din understanding of the process of destruction. According to Samghabhadra,
Sarvastivada says that the destruction of all samskrtadharmas is caused by a
cittaviprayuktasamskara, anityatd, which arises together with them.”” Vasubandhu,

CRIH. BHLARSEER. Rk, EH. LR SEGRMAMELE. Wi afEt, XEADA
BOODESRTE. MH. REBELRSARER. BH, TRAEhERES, BILHEERARE, N2
BRWHARES (T. 1646: 304b27-c4).

% katham ksanikesu skandhesu pranatipato bhavati / prano nama vayuh kayacittasamnisrito vartate / tam
atipdtayati / yatha pradipam nirodhayati ghantasvanam va / jivitendriyam va pranas tan nirodhayati / yady
ekasyapi  jivitaksanasyotpadyamanasyantarayam  karoti  pranatipdatavadyena sprsyate nanyatha
(Abhidharmakosabhasya: 243.16-19; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 3: 153-154). Underlined
words represent Rospatt’s corrections of Pradhan’s text (186 n. 407).

7 In fact, there is some confusion among the commentators on this point. Fa-pao refers to two
different explanations and concludes that the second is preferable (T. 1822: 666b22-29), while P’u-
kuang refers to two teachers and says that, although their explanations are different, they agree
that the murderer obstructs the future skandhas rather than destroying the present ones (T. 1821:
257¢29-258a17). Sthiramati, on the other hand, after explaining the simile of the lamp, says that the
sound of the bell and jivitendriya are to be understood in the same way, thus suggesting that
Vasubandhu’s two explanations are not contradictory (Tattvartha: tho 189b4-6). Agostini assumes
that Vasubandhu prefers the second explanation, but he does not refer to any of the commentators
(69).

7' Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 193.5-194.11; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 3: 4-8. See Rospatt 183-
186; Kritzer, Vasubandhu 174-175.

AR . RTINS . MR RSEE (T. 1562: 405¢9-10). For a translation and for references to
the *Vibhasa, see Cox, Disputed Dharmas 306, 356 n. 6).
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on the other hand, explicitly attributes to Sautrantika a rejection of the reality of
the samskrtalaksanas.”

Therefore, it is probably because this simile implies a rejection of anityata as a
real dharma that the Dipakara labels it Sautrantika.”” He objects to Vasubandhu'’s
explanation, arguing that the simile is inappropriate since, after the flame has
been blown out or the sound stopped, an identical flame or sound can be
produced again, whereas the breath destroyed by the murderer cannot.” The
Dipakara goes on to give his own explanation of how murder is possible even
though the skandhas are momentary: “When the killer obstructs the capability of
the cause (of production of the skandhas), due to his impeding the means of
having the power and operation of future samskaras, there is the occurrence of
murder.”” This explanation uses the language of the neo-Vaibhasikas” to
amplify the answer given in the *Vibhasa.

B. The Satsatkasiitra says that a person experiencing a pleasurable
feeling has raganusaya.

This is explained by Vasubandhu as referring to the anusaya of raga before it is
activated (i.e., when it is still a potential), or as referring to the result, i.e., the
activated klesa, by the name of its cause, i.e., anusaya. The Dipakara says that this
explanation is inserted by the Sautrantikas due to their sloth at listening to the
wisdom of the Buddha’s words.”

Here, the Dipakara identifies as Sautrantika Vasubandhu’s explanation of the
Satsatkastitra in support of an argument that Vasubandhu clearly labels as
Sautrantika. This statement of the Dipakara comes immediately after the long
quotation from the Abhidharmakosabhasya concerning anusaya that was
mentioned above in the discussion of Sautrantika item ILD (Abhidharma-
kosabhasya: 278.17-279.4; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 6-7). In the
Abhidharmakosabhasya, this passage presents the theory of anusaya that is

7 tad etad akasam patyata iti sautrantikah / na hy ete jatyadayo dharma dravyatah samvidyante yatha
vibhajyante (Emended from abhivyajyante by Shastri [v. 1: 257.2]) / kim karanam / pramanabhavat / na hy
esam dravyato stitve kimcid api pramanam asti pratyaksam anumanam aptagamo va yathd rapadinam
dharmanam iti (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 76.20-23; La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 1: 226; see Kritzer,
Vasubandhu 70-71).

7 Rospatt, writing about Vasubandhu’s argument that destruction has no cause, says, “This
argument is characteristic for the Sautrantikas, whereas it is at odds with the doctrine of the
Sarvastivadins according to whom destruction is caused by the mark of destruction” (187).

7 na samanatvat (Abhidharmadipa: 157.8). 1 follow Mitomo’s explanation here.

7S ayam tv atra pariharah hantur hetusamarthyopaghatakarane saty andgatasamskarasaktikriyadhanavi-
dhanavighnakaranat pranatipatopapattih (Abhidharmadipa: 157.8-9).

7" For this term, see Cox (Disputed Dharmas 58).

" tad etad sautrantikair antargatam buddhavacananitisravanakausidyam avirbhavyate (Abhidharmadipa:
224.1).
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expressly said to be that of Sautrantika, and it is clear that Vasubandhu approves.
Samghabhadra also comments on Vasubandhu's interpretation of the
Satsatkastitra, which he criticizes at length, saying that it is the sttra-master’s
explanation (T. 1562: 598b16-c16; see Kritzer, Vasubandhu 276-277).

C. The concept of bija as $Sakti is said to be a figment of the
imagination of the Sautrantikas.”

Again, what the Dipakara calls Sautrantika is indeed part of Vasubandhu’s
Sautrantika argument. In the Abhidharmakosabhasya, the question is asked, “What
is this seed-state [of a klesa]?” Vasubandhu answers, defining it as a person’s
power (Sakti), produced by klesa in the past, to give rise to klesa in the future.®
The Dipakara’s statement is a continuation of his criticism of Vasubandhu’s idea
of anusaya, which was discussed in the previous item. Jaini points out the
similarity between the Dipakara’s argument here and Samghabhadra’s arguments
against the theory of bija that Vasubandhu proposes in Chapter Two of the
Abhidharmakosabhasya, where he denies the real existence of the
cittaviprayuktasamskara, prapti.*' Samghabhadra, at the beginning of his discussion
of prapti, again uses the epithet sttra-master to show that he is arguing
specifically against Vasubandhu (T. 1562: 397a12).

D. The Sautrantikas damage their own position by relying on the
Paramarthasiinyatasitra, which was intended to refute the Samkhya
theory of an eternal substance with changing aspects (see Jaini,
Introduction 119), not to deny the reality of past and future.®
Although Vasubandhu does not mention Sautrantika in referring to the
Paramdrthastnyatdsutra, the context is that of his refutation of the reality of past
and future, in the course of which he does use the word Sautrantika.” In the
passage commented on by the Dipakara, Vasubandhu adduces a statement in the
Paramarthastnyatasttra in support of his position: when caksurindriya appears, it
does not come from anywhere, and when it is destroyed, it does not go anywhere;

7 sautrantikaparikalpite pratibijakalpe cittasaktibijabhavandpakse nivrttyuttaram anyananyatvadidosat
(Abhidharmadipa: 225.3-4). The entire passage is summarized by Jaini (Introduction 108).

% ko ’yam bijabhavo nama / atmabhavasya klesaja klesotpadanasaktih (Abhidharmakosabhasya: 278.20-21;
La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 6).

¥ Jaini relies on a quotation from Samghabhadra in the Abhidharmakosavyakhya (148.22-149.2),
which, as Wogihara states, is abridged. The original passage from the *Nyayanusara (T. 1562: 397b5-
10 is translated in Cox, Disputed Dharmas 187-191).

% tasmad durvihitavetadotthanavat sautrantikaih svapaksopaghataya sitram etad asriyate (Abhidharma-
dipa: 268.19-20)

% naiva hi sautrantika atitat karmanah phalotpattim varnayanti / kim tarhi / tatparvakat samtanavisesad
ity atmavadapratisedhe sampravedayisyamah (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 300.19-21; La Vallée Poussin,
L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 63).
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it exists after not having existed, and after existing, it does not exist.**

Here again Samghabhadra’s argument resembles the Dipakara’s: the Buddha
preached this siitra not to illustrate the non-existence of past and future but to
counter un-Buddhist ideas, including the notions that there is a Creator who
makes the eye or that the result is encompassed by the cause® (T. 1562: 625¢27-
626a22; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 56-58). Again Samghabhadra identifies
Vasubandhu’s argument as that of the siitra-master (T. 1562: 627a10-15; La Vallée
Poussin, “Documents” 63). Immediately after summarizing his objections to
Vasubandhu’s misuse of scripture, Samghabhadra turns his attention to the
Sthavira (T. 1562: 627b11-c16; La Vallée Poussin, “Documents” 65-67). Thus,
Samghabhadra distinguishes here between Vasubandhu’s and the Sthavira’s
ideas.

1V. Sthitibhagiya
A. The Sthitibhagiyas say that abhidhya, etc., have the nature of
karma.®

Vasubandhu records a disagreement between the Darstantikas and the
Vaibhasikas regarding the status of the three types of mental misconduct,
namely, greed, ill will, and false views. According to Vaibhasika, they are klesa,
but the Darstantikas say that they are karma.” Katd discusses this passage in
detail, and shows that Samghabhadra is mistaken in assuming that Vasubandhu
agrees with Darstantika here. Katdo points out that Samghabhadra elsewhere
attributes to the Sthavira the statement that the three types of mental
misconduct are nothing other than mental karma. He theorizes that
Samghabhadra, who considers the Sthavira to be Vasubandhu’s teacher, assumes
that Vasubandhu agrees with the Sthavira, even though he really does not (Katé
81-84).

Yasomitra, who elsewhere flatly equates Darstantika and Sautrantika, here
glosses Darstantika as “a type of Sautrantika” (see footnote 1). This perhaps
shows that Yasomitra recognizes Vasubandhu’s disagreement with this position:
in general, Vasubandhu agrees with Sautrantika, so this Darstantika, according to
Yasomitra, may indeed be a Sautrantika, but a different type of Sautrantika from

 jttham caitad evam yat paramdrthasanyatayam uktam bhagavatd caksur utpadyamanam na kutascid
agacchati nirudhyamanam na kvacit samnicayam gacchati / iti hi bhiksavas caksur abhiitva bhavati bhiitva
ca prativigacchatiti [emended from pratigacchatiti by Pasadika {68}] (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 299.12-14;
La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 4: 59; see Kritzer Vasubandhu: 304-307).

% This is identified by La Vallée Poussin as a Samkhya theory (“Documents” 57 n. 4).

% abhidhyadaya eva karmasvabhavani iti stithibhagiyah / tac ca na karmaklesaikatvadosat / sthiti-
bhagiyanamasakyah svalangalikadvitiyanamanah (Abhidharmadipa: 148.10-11).

% abhidhyadaya eva manaskarmeti darstantikah / samcetaniyasiitre vacanat / evam tu sati karmaklesayor aikyam
syat / kim syad yadi kascit kleso pi karma syat / naitad asti (Abhidharmakosabhdsya: 237.17-18; La Vallée
Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa 3: 136). See Kritzer, Vasubandhu 250-251).
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the ones whom Vasubandhu usually cites approvingly. Neither Sthiramati
(Tattvartha: tho 183b1-2) nor Pirnavardhana (Laksananusarini: fiu 65a6-7)
mentions Sautrantika; they both attribute the position to Darstantika, and they
both explicitly reject it, presumably in support of what they understand to be
Vasubandhu'’s rejection.

The Dipakara, like Samghabhadra, assumes Vasubandhu’s agreement with the
statement that abhidhyd, etc., are karma, which he attributes to neither
Sautrantika nor Darstantika, but rather to the Sthitibhagiyas. The meaning of the
term sthitibhagiya is unclear. Jaini speculates as follows: “The word sthiti in this
term most probably means pravaha or santati. The Sautrantikas do not recognise
sthiti (subsistence) as a separate samskrita-laksana, because they consider that it is
a name given to the series of momentary dharmas (santati). By sthitibhagiya,
therefore, the Dipakara means one who belongs to or is heading for the (theory
of) santati, a term which a Vaibhashika could use as an abuse to the Sautrantika”
(Introduction 100).*® Here, however, the Dipakara does not actually refer to the
samtati or to any other idea that is generally attributed to Sautrantika. Rather he
says that accepting the equation of klesa and karma would be tantamount to
accepting the system of the Samkhyas, etc.” Thus, while it is clear that the
Dipakara thinks that Vasubandhu believes that abhidhya, etc., are karma and
attacks him for his opinion, Jaini may be overstating the extent to which the
term Sthitibhagiya is specifically directed against Sautrantika.

V. Conclusion

Beginning with Vasubandhu in his Abhidharmakosabhasya, Buddhist authors refer
to the opinions of a group they call Sautrantikas. Most modern scholars simply
repeat this term uncritically and likewise refer to Sautrantika ideas, thus giving
the impression that Sautrantika was a significant doctrinal classification even if it
was not a vinaya sect. It is generally assumed that there were, in fact, Sautrantika
thinkers who preceded Vasubandhu.

Honjo summarizes the reasons “to believe that the name ‘Sautrantika’ dates
back to the pre-Vibhdsa period” (326-327). First, he mentions Katd’s claim that
Srilata is the earliest thinker to refer to himself as Sautrantika. But Honjo
disagrees and argues for an even earlier use of the word. First of all, according to
Honjo, the commentaries do not recognize a difference between Sautrantika and
Darstantika. Second, as Przyluski argues, the name Darstantika, which appears so
often in the *Vibhdsa, is pejorative, and the group to which it refers must have
called themselves something else, i.e., Sautrantika. (This argument has been chal-
lenged by Harada, who maintains that the term Darstantika is not, in fact, pejora-

% I have not altered Jaini’s transliteration of Sanskrit terms here.
% karmaklesanam catyantasvabhavaprabhdvakriyaphalabhedabhinnanam ekatvaparikalpaih samkhyiyadi-
darsanam abhyupagatam syat (Abhidharmadipa: 149.2-4).
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tive [2006].) Furthermore, the Darstantikas in the *Vibhasa implicitly reject the
authority of the abhidharma, thus showing themselves to be Sautrantikas in the
sense of relying only on siitra. Finally, Honjo points to two passages in the Abhi-
dharmakosavyakhya that mention Sautrantika opinions recorded in the *Vibhasa.

However, the evidence for the existence of the Sautrantikas before Vasu-
bandhu is, to my mind, not very convincing. Ultimately, it is all based on three
things: first, Hslian-tsang’s translation of the Samayabhedoparacanacakra and
K’'uei-chi’s commentary on that and several other texts; second, the testimony of
commentators on the Abhidharmakosabhasya; and third, the similarity between
certain of the opinions attributed to Sautrantika by Vasubandhu and those
attributed to Darstantika in the *Vibhasa. This similarity may in fact be the
reason why Darstantika positions not attributed to Sautrantika by Vasubandhu
were more and more frequently labeled as Sautrantika by later commentators.
However, I must reiterate the crucial fact that there is no reliable textual
reference to Sautrantika prior to the Abhidharmakosabhasya.

If my analysis of the Darstantika and Sautrantika positions in the Abhidhar-
madipa is correct, it appears as though the Dipakara, one of the earliest commen-
tators on the Abhidharmakosabhdsya, maintains more of a distinction between
Darstantika and Sautrantika than do later authors, such as Ya$omitra. The
Dipakara never calls Darstantika positions with which Vasubandhu disagrees
Sautrantika,” and on several occasions he identifies as Darstantika positions else-
where thus identified, with which Vasubandhu disagrees. However, the Dipakara,
unlike Vasubandhu, seems to refer to as Darstantika some of the ideas that
Vasubandhu (like the Yogacarabhumi) inherited from the Darstantika of the
*Vibhasa and appropriated as his own under the designation Sautrantika.

Without making a detailed analysis of all the occurrences of Darstantika and
Sautrantika in the entire commentatorial literature on the Abhidharmakosa-
bhasya, I cannot say anything definite about the evolution in the use of the two
terms. However, what can be observed is that, in the course of time, references to
Sautrantika increased dramatically in comparison to those of Darstantika.”

One can conjecture that in the earlier period there was a greater awareness
that certain of the unorthodox positions mentioned by Vasubandhu originated

* But see my comments above regarding Sthitibhagiya (item IV.A).

°' A simple chart of the number of occurrences of each word might be useful. Except in the case of
the Abhidharmadipa and the Abhidharmakosavydakhya, these numbers are based on a computer search
of digital texts and are only to be taken as approximate.

Darstantika Sautrantika
Nyayanusara 52 31
Abhidharmadipa 8 4
Abhidharmakosavyakhya 6 43
P’u-kuang 23 564

Fa-p’ao 36 411.
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among the group referred to as Darstantika in the Vibhdsa or among teachers
such as Dharmatrata, Harivarman, and Srilata, who were closely associated with
Darstantika, while other unorthodox views did not. Later, the varied origins of
Vasubandhu’s opinions were forgotten. Because of the similarity between many
of the positions he labels Sautrantika and the earlier Darstantika ideas, it came to
be assumed that Vasubandhu accepted all of these Darstantika opinions, which
were now designated as Sautrantika due to their presumed association with
Vasubandhu.

The question may still be asked: if there really were not a group called
Sautrantika before Vasubandhu, why would none of the commentators, including
ones like Samghabhadra and the Dipakara, who probably either were
Vasubandhu’s contemporaries or lived soon after him, show an awareness of this
fact? I cannot answer this satisfactorily, and so the real significance of the term
Sautrantika must remain something of a mystery.

List of works cited

1. Chinese Sources

*Abhidharmapitakaprakaranasasanasastra (A-p’i-ta-mo-tsang hsien-tsung lun). By Samgha-
bhadra. T. 1563.

Chii-she lun chi {B%&##70. By P’u-kuang % . T. 1821.

Chii-she lun shu {E& 5. By Fa-pao 1%, T. 1822.

*Nydyanusdra (A-p’i-ta-mo shun cheng-li lun [ E2 % J&IF iE #2543 ). By Samghabhadra. T. 1562.

*Tattvasiddhisastra (Ch’eng-shih lun s i) T. 1646.

*Vibhasa (A-p’i-ta-mo ta-p’i-p’o-sha lun B B2 B K ER¥D3R). Trans. Hsiian-tsang. T. 1545.

*Vibhasa (A-p’i-t'an p’i-p’'o-sha lun [ B2 FE ¥7D5). Trans. Buddhavarman. T. 1546,

*Vibhasa (P’i-po-sha lun ¥5¥73). Trans., Samghabhadra. T. 1547,

*Paficavastukavibhasasastra (Wu-shih p’i-p’o-sha lun A H R ). By Dharmatrata (3:5%).
T. 1555.

2. Sanskrit and Pali Sources

Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasaprabhavrtti. Edited by P. S. Jaini. Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series
4, Second edition. Patna: Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research Institute, 1973.

Abhidharmakosa & Bhasya of Acharya Vasubandhu with Sphutartha commentary of Acarya
Yasomitra. Edited by Swami Dwarkidas Shastri. Bauddha Bharati Series 6. Varanasi:
Bauddha Bharati, 1971.

Abhidharmakosabhasya. Edited by P. Pradhan. Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series VIII. Patna: K.
P. Jayaswal Research Institute, 1967.

Abhidharmakosavyakhya. Edited by U. Wogihara. Tokyo: Sankibo Buddhist Bookstore, 1990.
Reprint. (First edition: Tokyo: The Publishing Association of the Abhidharmako$a-
vyakhya, 1932-1936.)

Kathavatthu. Ed. Arnold C. Taylor. Pali Text Society Text Series 48-49. London: The Pali



136 Robert Kritzer

Text Society, 1979. Reprint. (First edition 1894-1897.)

Milamadhaymakakarikas (Madhyamikasitras) de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada Commentaire
de Candrakirti. Edited by Louis de la Vallée Poussin. Bibliotheca Buddhica 4.
Osnabriick: Biblio Verlag, 1970. Reprint. (First edition 1903-1913.)

3. Tibetan Sources (Cited by Sanskrit title if the original work was in Sanskrit)
Laksananusarini. Peking Bstan ‘gyur 5594 (mron pa’i bstan bcos fiu).
Tattvartha. Peking Bstan 'gyur 5875 (sna tshogs tho).

4, Miscellaneous

Kokuyaku Issaikyo [E 35— E)#E.

Bidon-bu 7-17 (Japanese translation of *Vibhasa).

Bidon-bu 25-26 (Japanese translation of Abhidharmakosabhdsya).
Ronjii-bu 3 (Japanese translation of *Tattvasiddhisastra).

5. Modern Works

Agostini, Giulio. “Buddhist Sources on Feticide as Distinct from Homicide.” Journal of the
International Association of Buddhist Studies 27.1 (2004): 63-95.

Aung, Shwe Zan and Mrs. Rhys Davids. Points of Controversy or Subjects of Discourse (English
translation of Kathavatthu). London: The Pali Text Society, 1969. Reprint. (First
Edition 1915.)

Cox, Collett. Disputed Dharmas: Early Buddhist Theories on Existence. Studia Philologica
Buddhica Monograph Series 11. Tokyo: The International Institute for Buddhist
Studies, 1995.

Cox, Collett. “On the Possibility of a Nonexistent Object of Consciousness: Sarvastivadin
and Darstantika Theories.” Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
11.1 (1988): 31-87.

Dhammajoti, K.L. “The Sarvastivada Doctrine of Simultaneous Causality.” The Numata
Yehan Lecture in Buddhism Winter 2000. Calgary: University of Calgary, 2000.

Fukuda Takumi &M . “Jgjitsuron no zuimen ron” TREEFEFHI DOREREG. Kato Junsho
Hakushi kanreki kinen ronshii: Abidaruma Bukkyé to Indo shiso i1kl 22 8 1538 & fr &
$£ 7EYIN~IABEEA > REM, Ed. Kato Junsho Hakushi Kanreki Kinen Ronshii
Kankokai. Tokyo: Shunjtsha, 2000. 151-165.

Funahashi Issai #4&—i% 3. Kusharon no genten kaimei: Gohon B D J&= BiA#IH 3£ 5. Kyoto:
Hozokan, 1987.

Harada, Wasd JEHFI%2. “Kydrydbu o meguro shomondai (2)” #&% b < 5340 (2).
Indogaku Bukkydgaku Kenkyii 54.2 (2006): 51-55.

- “Kydrydbu no tansd no shiki no nagare’ to iu gainen e no gimon [I1]” <f&& 3 @

THE D] #BOmN>E WS a~D%M (I 1). Indogaku Chibettogaku Kenkyii
2(1997): 22-59.
Hirose Tomoichi JR#E% —. “Abidatsuma Toronshaku ni okeru bukkyo gakuha hihan”



Darstantika and Sautrantika in the Abhidharmadipa 137

FEST R BVF BALBA IR ). Sotoshikenkyidin Kenkyiusei Kenkyiikiyo 3 (1971): 142-
126.

Honjo, Yoshifumi. “Sautrantika.” Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
26.2 (2003): 321-330.

Ichimura, Shohei, et al. “Mahavibhasa.” Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. VI
Abhidharma Buddhism to 150 A.D. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1996. 511-568.

Jaini, P.S. Introduction to Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasaprabhavrtti. Edited by P. S. Jaini.
Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series 4. Second edition. Patna: Kashi Prasad Jayaswal
Research Institute, 1973.

- “The Sautrantika Theory of Bija.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies
22.2 (1959): 236-249.

Katd Junsho MRz, Kyoryobu no kenkyd i O #F5E (Etude sur les Sautrantika). Tokyo:
Shunjtsha, 1989.

Katsura, Shoryu. A Study of Harivarman’s Tattvasiddhi. Ph.D. dissertation, Universi-ty of
Toronto, 1974.

Kimura Taiken KAifZ®. Abidatsumaron no Kenkyi [ iE B O #F3E. Kimura Taiken
Zensht 4 KRB 255 4 %, Tokyo: Daihorinkaku, 1968.

Kritzer, Robert. Vasubandhu and the Yogdcarabhtimi: Yogdcara Elements in the
Abhidharmakosabhasya. Studia Philologica Buddhica Monograph Series 18. Tokyo:
The International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 2005.

- “General Introduction.” Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 26.2
(2003): 201-224.

- “Sautrantika in the Abhidharmakosabhasya.” Journal of the International Association of
Buddhist Studies 26.2 (2003): 331-384.

La Vallée Poussin, Louis de. L’Abhidharmakosa de Vasubandhu. New edition. Mélanges chinois
et bouddhiques 16. 6 vols. Bruxelles: Institut Belge des Hautes Etudes Chinoises,
1971. Reprint. (First edition; Louvain: J.B. Istas, 1923-1931.)

- “Documents d’Abhidharma: la controverse du temps.” Mélanges chinois et
bouddhiques 5 (1936-1937): 7-158.

Lin Li-kouang. L’Aide-mémoire de la Vraie Loi (Saddharma-Smrtyupasthana-Siitra). Paris:
Librairie d Amérique et d’Orient, 1949.

Mejor, Marek. Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa and the Commentaries Preserved in the Tanjur.
Institut fir Kultur und Geschichte Indiens und Tibets an der Universitit Hamburg,
Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien 42. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1991,

Miyamoto Shoson & A IE#, “Hiyusha, Daitoku Hokku, Doju, Yumanron no Kenkyd” E£iig
H. KEER. 2. WREH OWIFE. Nihon Bukkyd Gakkai nenpo 1 (1928): 115-192.

Mizuno Kdgen 7K¥F5A7C. “Shinshiki ron to yuishiki setsu no hattatsu” 3%z & MRk D
2. Bukkyd Kyori Kenkyd {ABERWIZE. Mizuno Kogen Chosaku Sensha 2. Tokyo:
Shunjusha, 1997. 301-342,

- “Hiyushi to Jojitsuron” Engfili & pkE . Bukkyd Kyori Kenkyt {AZEBIRAFSE. Mizuno
Kogen Chosaku Senshii 2. Tokyo: Shunjisha, 1997. 279-300.



138 Robert Kritzer

Nasu Ensho #FZH MR, “Abhidharmadipa (Abidarumadeipa) no jikanron (sansejitsuyuron)
shiyaku” Abhidharmadipa ( I7EX)L<F1—/%1 ) ORlm<=iEAH >
#R. Indogaku Chibettogaku Kenkyii 7-8 (2003/2004): 49-101.

Pasadika (Bhikkhu). Kanonische Zitate in Abhidharmakosabhdsya des Vasubandhu. Sanskrit-
Worterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den Turfan Funden: Beiheft: 1.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprech 1986.

Potter, Karl H. Presuppositions of India’s Philosophies. Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall,
1963.

Rospatt, Alexander von. The Buddhist Doctrine of Momentariness. Institut fiir Kultur und
Geschichte Indiens und Tibets an der Universitdit Hamburg, Alt- und Neu-Indische
Studien 47. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1995.

Stcherbatsky, Th. The Central Conception of Buddhism and the Meaning of the Word “Dharma.”
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1970. Reprint.

Willemen, Charles, Bart Dessein, and Collett Cox. Sarvdastivada Buddhist Scholasticism.
Leiden: Brill, 1998.

Yamabe, Nobuyoshi. “On the School Affiliation of A$vaghosa: ‘Sautrantika’ or ‘Yogacara.’
"Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 26.2 (2003): 225-254.
Yamada RyQjo 1L HBEYK. Daijo Bukkyd Seiritsuron Josetsu KIEAL AL F . Kyoto:

Heirakuji Shoten, 1959.
Yoshimoto Shingyd #HIt{E1T. Abidaruma Shisc 7 ¥4 )L < B, Kyoto: Hozokan, 1982.



