

[image: Cover]




The Library of Tibetan Classics is a special series being developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics aimed at making key classical Tibetan texts part of the global literary and intellectual heritage. Eventually comprising thirty-two large volumes, the collection will contain over two hundred distinct texts by more than a hundred of the best-known authors. These texts have been selected in consultation with the preeminent lineage holders of all the schools and other senior Tibetan scholars to represent the Tibetan literary tradition as a whole. The works included in the series span more than a millennium and cover the vast expanse of classical Tibetan knowledge — from the core teachings of the specific schools to such diverse fields as ethics, philosophy, linguistics, medicine, astronomy and astrology, folklore, and historiography.


Ornament of Abhidharma: A Commentary on Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa


Chim Jampaiyang (ca. 1245–1325)


This lengthy work by a scholar of the Kadam school is the most authoritative Tibetan commentary on Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa), a classic of Buddhist psychology and phenomenology. Chim’s Ornament of Abhidharma (Mdzod ’grel mngon pa’i rgyan) presents a detailed exposition of Vasubandhu’s text alongside a critical treatment of many of the text’s central topics.


In terms of stature and authority, the Treasury of Abhidharma rivals Buddhaghosa’s contemporaneous Theravada classic, The Path of Purification, and deals with such central themes as the nature and causal dynamics of emotions, the typology of mind and mental factors, different heightened meditative states, and karma and its diverse manifestations. Vasubandhu’s work also covers the Buddhist theory of the evolution of both the cosmos and the life within.


Chim’s exposition of this important Buddhist classic is the greatest flowering of Abhidharma studies in Tibet. To this day this monumental work is used as a key textbook in the great monastic universities. It is a veritable encyclopedia, covering all areas of classical Indian Buddhist knowledge.
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The single greatest Tibetan commentary on one of the most well-known and cited works of classical Indian Buddhism — now presented for the first time in English.


________________________________________


“This latest release from the estimable Library of Tibetan Classics presents one of the great works of Tibetan Buddhist scholarship: a thirteenth- century commentary by the Kadampa scholar Chim Jampaiyang on Vasubandhu’s classic Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa). Vasubandhu’s fifth-century work both summarized and critiqued contemporaneous Abhidharma doctrines, and Chim’s work continued this veritable tradition. Chim incorporates the perspectives of a broad range of both earlier and later Abhidharma and Mahāyāna traditions — making this one of the great compendiums of Abhidharma scholasticism in the Buddhist world. This excellent translation will surely become a go-to source on such topics as the psychology of the afflictions, karma, cosmology, and the meditative practices leading to liberation. Moreover, Chim’s work well illustrates the robust rhetorical style of traditional Buddhist debate. The translator and editors have clearly laid out this interchange and sourced Chim’s extensive array of quotations. This is an impressive translation of an impressive work, a requisite for anyone interested in Abhidharma theory and practice, which remain remarkably alive and well to this day.”


— WILLIAM S. WALDRON, Middlebury College


“Chim Jampaiyang’s virtuoso commentary on Vasubandhu’s classic work provides an unmatched window into the intricate system of Abhidharma thought, as it was mastered and taught for centuries by Tibetan scholars. Ian James Coghlan’s adept translation of this influential, encyclopedic resource will be of great use to scholars and students, and represents a significant contribution to the study of Buddhist philosophy in English.”


— JONATHAN C. GOLD, author of Paving the Great Way: Vasubandhu’s Unifying Buddhist Philosophy
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Message from the Dalai Lama


THE LAST TWO MILLENNIA witnessed a tremendous proliferation of cultural and literary development in Tibet, the “Land of Snows.” Moreover, due to the inestimable contributions made by Tibet’s early spiritual kings, numerous Tibetan translators, and many great Indian paṇḍitas over a period of so many centuries, the teachings of the Buddha and the scholastic tradition of ancient India’s Nālandā monastic university became firmly rooted in Tibet. As evidenced from the historical writings, this flowering of Buddhist tradition in the country brought about the fulfillment of the deep spiritual aspirations of countless sentient beings. In particular, it contributed to the inner peace and tranquility of the peoples of Tibet, Outer Mongolia — a country historically suffused with Tibetan Buddhism and its culture — the Tuva and Kalmuk regions in present-day Russia, the outer regions of mainland China, and the entire trans-Himalayan areas on the southern side, including Bhutan, Sikkim, Ladakh, Kinnaur, and Spiti. Today this tradition of Buddhism has the potential to make significant contributions to the welfare of the entire human family. I have no doubt that, when combined with the methods and insights of modern science, the Tibetan Buddhist cultural heritage and knowledge will help foster a more enlightened and compassionate human society, a humanity that is at peace with itself, with fellow sentient beings, and with the natural world at large.


It is for this reason I am delighted that the Institute of Tibetan Classics in Montreal, Canada, is compiling a thirty-two-volume series containing the works of many great Tibetan teachers, philosophers, scholars, and practitioners representing all major Tibetan schools and traditions. These important writings are being critically edited and annotated and then published in modern book format in a reference collection called The Library of Tibetan Classics, with their translations into other major languages to follow later. While expressing my heartfelt commendation for this noble project, I pray and hope that The Library of Tibetan Classics will not only make these important Tibetan treatises accessible to scholars of Tibetan studies, but will create a new opportunity for younger Tibetans to study and take interest in their own rich and profound culture. Through translations into other languages, it is my sincere hope that millions of fellow citizens of the wider human family will also be able to share in the joy of engaging with Tibet’s classical literary heritage, textual riches that have been such a great source of joy and inspiration to me personally for so long.
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The Dalai Lama
The Buddhist monk Tenzin Gyatso
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General Editor’s Preface


ORNAMENT OF ABHIDHARMA IS undisputedly the most important Tibetan commentary on Vasubandhu’s (ca. fourth century) Abhidharmakośa (Treasury of Abhidharma), the latter being an authoritative primer on the doctrines of the influential Sarvāstivāda school of Abhidharma Buddhism. Our commentary’s author is Chim Jampaiyang, a noted thirteenth-century Tibetan scholar who once served as imperial priest at the court of Yuan-dynasty ruler Buyantu Khan. By our author’s time the systematic study of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa had become well established in Tibet, with monastic students memorizing the root verses and receiving regular classes on the text, and at least two indigenous Tibetan expositions of the text are known to have existed. What distinguishes our commentary from the Tibetan commentaries that preceded it is the author’s exhaustive use of the well-known Indian commentaries. In addition to Vasubandhu’s own autocommentary, these include the commentaries of Yaśomitra, Pūrṇavardhana, and Sthiramati, and our author also draws frequent comparisons between the key positions of Sarvāstivāda Abhidharma as outlined in Vasubandhu’s text and those of Asaṅga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya. Chim offers his fellow Tibetans a truly comprehensive sourcebook on classical Indian Buddhist thought. When I studied Abhidharma at Ganden Monastery, I memorized Vasubandhu’s root text and explored its meaning on the basis of a careful study of this Tibetan commentary.


For those wishing to undertake a careful study of Abhidharma thought as presented within the Indo-Tibetan tradition, the availability of this major work in translation will be a dream realized. That said, few contemporary readers will have the time or the inclination to read a book of this size from cover to cover. This should not, however, discourage anyone from seriously engaging with the work. The most efficient use of this volume by a contemporary reader may well be to treat it as an encyclopedia of classical Buddhist thought and practice. In many ways, this work, Ornament of Abhidharma, is the Tibetan equivalent of the Path of Purification (Visudhimagga), the fifth-century Theravāda classic by the influential master Buddhaghosa. Take any topic of concern for classical Buddhist tradition, and you will find it addressed here, from explorations of the origin of the cosmos to the atomic structures of matter, from detailed analysis of the laws of karma to the complex world of emotions and the conditions that give rise to them, from inquiry into how a sentient creature revolves within the cycle of existence through the twelve links of dependent origination to the analysis of personal identity in terms of the five psychological and physical constituents, from the presentation of the four noble truths to the cultivation of advanced stages of the path, and from initial cultivation of the mind in developing single-pointed attention and mindfulness to the attainment of advanced meditative states. With the aid of the volume’s comprehensive index, the contemporary reader should be able to find the key terms of his or her interest and locate their exposition within the specific contexts of Abhidharma, with the terms defined and applied in a systematic manner.


A brief overview of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa, the root text for our commentary, may be helpful as context for the contemporary reader. Defined variously as “highest Dharma” or “directed toward the Dharma,” the term abhidharma contrasts with the word sūtra (discourses of the Buddha often structured in narrative format) and refers to systematic distillations of the Buddha’s doctrinal statements. Abhidharma, as a movement, represents the earliest systematic attempt to organize the Buddha’s discourses in a philosophically coherent way. We see in Vasubandhu’s text, which presents the views of one influential Indian Abhidharma school, the clearest expression of the unique Abhidharma approach that emphasizes taxonomic organization and creation of matrices that group factors of existence together based on their shared attributes. When presenting each factor of existence, for example, the author explores its relationship to these matrices by examining whether it belongs to the contaminated class or the uncontaminated class of phenomena, whether it is virtuous, nonvirtuous, or morally neutral, which of the three realms of existence (desire, form, and formlessness) it is present in, whether it is an object of any of the five senses, and so on.


Running into nearly six hundred stanzas, Vasubandhu’s text is divided into eight chapters and covers the entire field of Buddhist thought and practice as understood and propagated by what was then arguably the most influential school of Buddhism in northern India. Written as a distillation of the multivolume Great Treatise on Differentiation (Mahāvibhāṣā), the definitive “official” manual on Sarvāstivāda Abhidharma, the overall structure of Vasubandhu’s text is fairly straightforward. Defining Abhidharma as “immaculate wisdom together with its attendant factors,” Vasubandhu summarizes the subject matter of his text as the presentation of the twin categories of “contaminated phenomena” of saṃsāra and “uncontaminated phenomena” of nirvāṇa. The first contains the entire class of conditioned phenomena except advanced levels of the path of the āryas, which are free of contamination. The category of uncontaminated phenomena includes, in addition to the noble truth of the path, the world of unconditioned phenomena, such as the true cessation. With this brief summary the main text is then divided into eight chapters.


Chapter 1, “Elements” (dhātu), outlines the Abhidharma analysis of the factors of existence and offers its basic view of the nature of reality. The chapter analyzes reality in terms of the classic five-aggregates framework. Not only are the five aggregates (skandha) exhaustive with respect to its classification, we are told, even the sequence — form, feeling, discernment, formations, and consciousness — has a special significance. It reflects progressive levels of subtlety, moving from material form, the coarsest, to consciousness, the subtlest. The sequence also reflects the basic pattern of the arising of afflictions, especially that of attachment. When engaging with the world, people are naturally attracted to physical appearance, and from this arises attachment to sensations, especially pleasurable ones. This then gives rise to all sorts of false perceptions, which, in turn, give rise to afflicted mental and emotional states. It is these afflictions — attachment, aversion, delusion, and so on — that assail the being’s mind. With respect to the number five, form (rūpa) defines the realm of desire (kāmadhātu), while feelings (vedanā) define the concentration states (dhyāna) of the form realm (rūpadhātu), and perceptions or discernment (saṃjñā) define the formless states (arūpadhātu). The fourth formless state, the “peak of existence,” is defined purely by formations (saṃskāra). And it is in all three spheres of existence — desire, form, and formless — the aggregate of consciousness (vijñāna) resides.


Chapter 2, “Faculties” (indriya), examines the faculties by which sentient beings ensnare themselves ever tighter within the cycle of unenlightened existence as well as those faculties that help beings seek freedom from it. An important ancillary topic in this second chapter is the detailed analysis of the law of causality that underpins the arising and cessation of conditioned phenomena. Embedded within this discussion is a systematic presentation of what could be called Abhidharma cognitive psychology, one that is based on the development of a careful taxonomy of mental factors.


Chapter 3, “Cosmology” (loka), presents two key topics. First is the twelve links of dependent origination, the process by which a sentient being takes birth within the cycle of existence, and second is the “external world” within which such a being takes birth. This second part is essentially a detailed presentation of Abhidharma cosmology, covering such questions as the origin of the cosmos, the size of and distances between the celestial bodies, observations and calculations concerning changing daylight across different seasons, predictions about solar and lunar eclipses, and so on. In brief, this chapter presents in great detail the Buddha’s first noble truth, the truth about the nature of suffering.


The next two chapters then take on the second truth, the truth about the origin of suffering, and examine in great detail the two key factors — karma and afflictions — that give rise to and perpetuate suffering. Chapter 4, “Karma,” is one of the most comprehensive presentations of karma in classical Buddhist sources. The chapter looks at two key topics — the nature of karma and the various enumerations of karma in the sūtras. In Tibet, this chapter on karma has been so deeply admired that Atiśa, the Indian Bengali missionary and founder of the Kadam school, and the fourteenth-century Tibetan master Tsongkhapa both used the chapter as their primary resource for their teachings on karma.


Chapter 5, “Negative Tendencies” (anuśaya), examines the root afflictions (kleśa) — attachment, anger, conceit, ignorance, false view, and afflictive doubt — and their derivatives. The afflictions are examined in terms of (1) their nature, (2) how to eliminate them, and (3) the fruits of abandoning them. In examining their nature, the author identifies which afflictions are universal, what specific objects they take, their natural sequence of arising, the conditions that give rise to these, and how they arise within the natural setting. From a contemporary perspective, this chapter can be seen as a psychology of emotions and the way a person can learn to regulate them.


With explorations of the samsaric world of suffering and its origin complete, Vasubandhu presents the uncontaminated phenomena of enlightened class. Chapter 6, “Paths and Beings” (pudgala-mārga), is structured around four broad topics, (1) the object of the path, the four noble truths, (2) stages on mental development on the path, (3) the eight types of persons on the path, and (4) the path itself by way of the presentation of the thirty-seven factors conducive to enlightenment. In this chapter, Vasubandhu presents the key contemplative practices that are part of the Buddhist meditation techniques, such as specific breathing meditations, the four foundations of mindfulness (smṛtyupasthāna), and the cultivation of calm abiding (śamatha) and insight (vipaśyanā).


Chapter 7, “Types of Knowledge” (jñāna), opens with the differentiation of the key aspects or dimensions of the path, such as perseverance, knowledge, and view. While the view (dṛṣṭi), the “right view” to be precise, refers to the first factor within the eightfold path, defined in terms of its content, perseverance and knowledge refer to two stages on the path of seeing. Within this perseverance (kṣānti) refers to the initial stage of the path of seeing when the person is combating the afflictions. In contrast, knowledge refers to the stage when the person has already eliminated the relevant affliction of the stage and is in the state of freedom. In brief, the perseverance aspect of the path liberates, while the knowledge aspect of the path represents the culmination. With this broad distinction, the author then elaborates on what are known as the ten types of knowledge — knowledge of the doctrine, subsequent knowledge, knowledge of conventional truth, of other minds, of the truth of suffering, of its origin, of its cessation, of the path, of destruction, and of nonarising. The chapter concludes with discussions about the qualities constituted by these forms of knowledge, including especially the eighteen unique factors of the Buddha.


Finally, chapter 8, “Meditative Attainment” (samāpatti), provides a detailed explanation of the dhyānas, or concentrations, and their various levels, which together constitute the basis for the attainment of the forms of knowledge outlined in chapter 7. In this chapter Vasubandhu outlines in some detail the distinctions among the four levels of concentration, each characterized by unique attributes indicative of increasing levels of subtlety and freedom from discriminating feelings and thoughts. The chapter then proceeds with the discussion of four principal attainments of concentration, namely, (1) the four immeasurables of love, compassion, joy, and equanimity, (2) the eight liberations (vimokṣa), (3) the eight bases of subjugation (abhibhvāyatana), and (4) the ten bases of totality (kṛtsnāyatana; Pāli kasiṇa). This is followed by a very brief discussion of the four stages of formlessness. The chapter — in fact, the entire text — concludes with the summary statement that the Buddha’s sublime Dharma is twofold and consists of scriptures and its realization. Correspondingly it is by both teaching and practicing that one upholds these two aspects of the Buddhadharma.


It is a source of both delight and deep satisfaction that this monumental Tibetan work on Abhidharma is now available in English translation. This volume is the largest in our thirty-two-volume Library of Tibetan Classics series and, in my view, truly deserving of its place in any collection that claims some degree of completeness with respect to Tibet’s classical literary culture. It has been a profound honor for me to be part of this important translation project.


I wish first of all to express my deep personal gratitude to His Holiness the Dalai Lama for always being such a profound source of inspiration and an exemplary embodiment of the best of the Tibetan tradition. I thank Ian Coghlan for rendering this monumental Tibetan work into English with such care, respect, and comprehensiveness. To the following individuals and organizations, I owe my sincere thanks: to Victoria Scott for her initial editing of the manuscript; to David Kittelstrom at Wisdom for his incisive editing; to my Tibetan colleague Geshé Lobsang Choedar for assisting me in the editing of the critical Tibetan edition that is the basis for this translation; and to my wife, Sophie Boyer-Langri, for taking on the numerous administrative chores that are part of a collaborative project such as this.


Finally, I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to Nita Ing and the Ing Foundation, who most generously provided the funding for this translation project. Without this generous support from the Ing Foundation, no amount of dedication on the part of the Institute or the depth of talent and skill on the part of the translator would have resulted in such a successful conclusion of the project. I would also like to thank the Scully Peretsman Foundation, whose support of my own personal work has enabled me to continue to oversee the Classics translation project as its general editor. It is my sincere hope that the translations offered in this volume will be of benefit to many people. Through the efforts of all those who have been involved in this noble venture, may all beings enjoy peace and happiness.


Thupten Jinpa


Montreal, 2018





[image: Image]
Translator’s Introduction


ABHIDHARMA ENCOMPASSES THE ENTIRE scope of Buddhist metaphysics and exemplifies the Buddhist passion for critical inquiry into what exists. Unlike Western metaphysics, which has declined due to the rise of the natural sciences, Abhidharma continues to be a vibrant living tradition of knowledge, especially in the Buddhist world, because of its grounding in a finely observed psychology and its close connection to contemplative practice. To this day, Abhidharma remains for many a source of practical advice on how to train the mind in virtue and pacify the disturbing emotions.


The work translated here is called the Ornament of Abhidharma, or more commonly the Chimzö or Great Chimzö. It is a commentary on Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa), a seminal classic of Buddhist literature composed sometime between the fourth and fifth centuries of the Common Era. This commentary, held by many scholars to be the most detailed and ambitious of any Tibetan Abhidharma explanatory work, was written by Chim Jampaiyang (ca. 1245–1325),1 a scholar of the Kadam school, which thrived in central Tibet from the eleventh to the fourteenth century and left an indelible mark on all schools of Tibetan Buddhism. In its detailed exposition of Vasubandhu’s classic, this Tibetan work draws extensively on earlier Abhidharma literature. Its broad scope, depth of analysis, and meticulous references to scripture have made the Chimzö the foremost source for Abhidharma studies in Tibet.


The Abhidharma literature upon which the Chimzö is based covers two historical phases. First is the development, prior to the emergence of the Mahāyāna schools, of the Abhidharma canon, the early Buddhist inquiry into the nature of reality. The second is the composition in the early Mahāyāna period of the Abhidharmakośa and Asaṅga’s Compendium of Abhidharma (Abhidharmasamuccaya). Abhidharma phenomenology was analyzed in great detail by the early Vaibhāṣika schools, though their zeal for rigorous inquiry led them down some specious paths. The Chimzö itself expresses its exasperation at the fallacies evident in the Vaibhāṣika works, and this may have contributed to the fact that Tibetan translators translated just one of the seven treatises of the early Abhidharma collection. Still, their texts contain much that is worthy of investigation, and works such as the Chimzö help grant access to this material.


Abhidharma Piṭaka: The Historical Quest for the Meaning of Reality


Aśvaghoṣa’s Life of the Buddha (Buddhacarita) defines the principal acts performed by the Buddha. His early deeds, during his time as a bodhisattva, include his birth, years of study, and marriage, the birth of his son, his renunciation of the throne, and his quest for the meaning of reality — the “deathless state.” His later deeds as the Buddha include his enlightenment in Bodhgaya and his subsequent turning of the wheel of Dharma in Sarnath. In that turning he revealed the “formula of reality,” the four noble or ārya truths, which can be distilled into two causal sequences, one that explains how negative emotions arise and proliferate, and one that explains how those same emotions can be made to cease.


The Buddha’s enlightenment is abhidharma in the sense that it is the intuitive realization of the highest (abhi) reality (dharma). Still this term presents challenges for the translator due to the wide denotative range of its component terms. In Sanskrit abhidharma is composed of the prefix abhi — which can mean among other things either “concerning” or “superior” — and dharma, is a word famous for having a broad range of meanings. Vasubandhu attributes ten meanings to the word dharma,2 from “object of knowledge” — lowercase dharma — to “nirvāṇa” itself — uppercase Dharma. In some sense, this compound draws on the full range of meanings of dharma. But it is in the higher sense of Dharma qua nirvāṇa that Abhidharma becomes a term encompassing the cessation of all unsatisfactory states, the enlightenment that realizes that cessation, and the path one must tread to achieve that result. But in particular for us what we commonly describe as Abhidharma refers to the words that reveal the nature of this higher Dharma, and the means of attaining it.


THE THREE PIṬAKAS



It is said that the Abhidharma we have today emerged from the first Buddhist council at Rājagṛha convened by Kāśyapa in the year following the death of Śākyamuni Buddha. With the passing of the Buddha, the community wanted to address fundamental issues of doctrine, record the general mode of contemplative practice that the Buddha had made known in his discourses, codify the Buddha’s ethical precepts, and prevent schisms such as the quarrel at Kauśāmbī.3 To settle these issues the assembly recited the three piṭakas (literally “baskets”), the three divisions of the Buddhist canon that codified the early extant teachings. The Sarvāstivāda school claims that Upāli recited the Vinaya Piṭaka, Ānanda recited the Sūtra Piṭaka, and Kāśyapa recited the Abhidharma Piṭaka, which contained the Buddha’s discourses on, respectively, the higher trainings of ethics, concentration, and wisdom. This formula joins the three baskets with the praxis of the three higher trainings, linking philosophical view with meditation.


But not all Buddhist schools agreed on the content of the three baskets. For instance the Mūlasarvāstivāda school asserted that Kāśyapa compiled merely an Abhidharma index, or list of point-summaries (mātṛkā),4 a position held by many modern scholars. Others such as the Mahāsaṃghikas did not accept the Abhidharma piṭaka as canonical. In a similar vein the Pāli Cullavagga mentions only the compilation of Dharma and Vinaya at the first council.5 So too some Theravāda Abhidhammikas claimed that Śākyamuni Buddha taught Abhidharma to his former mother Mahāmāya, who had been reborn a deva in the Trāyastriṃśa heaven, a teaching acquired by Śāriputra and recited at the first council by Ānanda. Later still the Sautrāntikas were to assert that the elders of the council compiled only Sūtra and Vinaya and these alone formed the authentic sources of the Abhidharma Piṭaka.6 Despite this disagreement regarding the initial content of the Abhidharma Piṭaka, it is clear that the Vinaya and Sūtra Piṭakas attained their final forms earlier, since they formally admitted only the word of the Buddha, while the Abhidharma Piṭaka, which admitted treatises of later scholars, attained its final form later.7


THE EIGHTEEN OR MORE SCHOOLS



In the centuries following the first council, the Buddhist saṅgha divided into eighteen or more subschools, each preserving their own Vinaya, Sūtra, and Abhidharma Piṭakas. The reasons for this fragmentation were varied, but their names provide a partial explanation. For instance some implied the source of their authority: the Sthaviravāda (the school of the elders), the Mahāsāṃghikas (the school of the combined assembly or majority), or the Bahuśrutīya (the school of those with great learning); others their philosophical position: the Sarvāstivāda (those who assert all three times substantially exist), the Lokottaravāda (those who assert transcendence, such as the Buddha’s transcendent qualities), or the Sautrāntikas (the followers of sūtra); their way of teaching: Dārṣṭāntikas (those who teach by citing examples); their geographical location: Haimavata (the school of the mountains) or the Aparaśaila (the school of the eastern peak); or their teachers: the Vātsīputrīyas (the followers of Vātsīputra), the Kāśyapīyas (the followers of Kāśyapa), or the Dharmaguptaka (the followers of Dharmagupta). The schools were also differentiated by language or dialect. For instance the Sarvāstivāda preferred Sanskrit, the Lokottaravāda Hybrid Sanskrit, the Sthaviravāda Pāli, and others such as the Vātsīputrīya used Prakrit variants and so on.8 Also the Buddha’s discourses were classified differently: as Nikāyas, Āgamas, Vastu, and so on. Such examples illustrate the plurality of the early saṅgha, a plurality most profoundly expressed in their different versions of Abhidharma.


A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE FORMATION OF THE ABHIDHARMA PIṬAKA



We have at best a fragmentary understanding of the early development of Abhidharma from the third century BCE to the second century CE — from Aśoka to Kaniṣka — and how the eighteen or more schools acquired their Abhidharma canons. This early period saw the rise of Buddhist scholasticism and the attempt to explain the philosophy informing the discourses attributed to the Buddha. The subtlety and complexity of the material presented in the sūtras, and the philosophical structures implied therein, ensured a deepening debate within the Buddhist community regarding questions of phenomenology, psychology, ethics, cosmology, ontology, and soteriology, not only during the life of the Buddha but in the centuries after the parinirvāṇa, the Buddha’s passing. Such analysis produced the treatises of the Abhidharma Piṭakas and formalized the interpretations of different schools. What marks this period of intense debate is not only the comprehensive effort to digest and definitively present the Buddha’s final philosophy but also the assumptions shared by these schools, which later came to be known as Vaibhāṣikas, or those who subscribe to the views presented in the Mahāvibhāṣā.


The foremost Vaibhāṣika school was the Sarvāstivāda, and though its ideas were vigorously challenged by the Sthaviravāda and Sautrāntika schools, its Abhidharma Piṭaka has survived until today in Chinese due to the translations of Xuanzang and in part in Tibetan due to Vasubandhu’s early association with this school and the flowering of its systematic study in Tibet. On the other hand the Theravāda Abhidharma Piṭaka has survived, due in part to the effort to preserve it from the influence of other Vaibhāṣika schools and the Mahāyāna metaphysics that developed in the classical period. Both schools act as sources of Abhidharma, for the Sarvāstivāda treatises form the prime source of the Abhidharma Piṭaka for the northern — and predominantly Mahāyāna — schools in China, Korea, Japan, Tibet, and Mongolia. The Theravāda treatises constitute the prime source of the Abhidharma Piṭaka for the southern schools in Sri Lanka, Burma, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, and so on.


SEVEN TREATISES



The Sarvāstivāda and the Theravāda — both asserted to be branches of the Sthaviravāda9 — each asserted an Abhidharma Piṭaka of seven treatises. The Sarvāstivāda claimed that all seven treatises, while sourced in the Buddha, were formally compiled in Sanskrit by various authors. Yaśomitra lists the seven Sanskrit treatises as Jñānaprasthāna (Attainment of Knowledge) by Kātyāyanīputra, Prakaraṇapāda (Topic Divisions) by Vasumitra, Vijñānakāya (Compendium of Consciousness) by Devaśarmā, Dharmaskandha (Aggregate of Dharma) by Śāriputra, Prajñaptiśāstra (Treatise on Designation) by Maudgalyāyana, Saṃgītiparyāya (Statements on Types of Being) by Mahākoṣṭha, and Dhātukāya (Compendium of Elements) by Pūrṇa.10


The Theravāda claims six treatises were the work of the Buddha, excluding the Kathāvatthu, which they attribute to Tissa Mogaliputta. The seven treatises of the Theravāda are preserved in Pāli and include (1) Dhammasaṅgaṇī (Enumeration of Dhammas), (2) Vibhaṅga (Book of Treatises), (3) Dhātukathā (Discourse on the Elements), (4) Puggalapaññatti (Description of Persons), (5) Yamaka (Book of Pairs), (6) Paṭṭhāna (Book of Origination), and (7) the Kathāvatthu (Book of Controversy).


A general order of composition of both sets of seven treatises can be inferred from their style and content. Frauwallner suggests three periods in the formation of the Sanskrit Abhidharma Piṭaka: the early period prior to 200 AN,11 the middle period from 200–300 AN, and the later period after 300 AN.12 The three periods also generally agree with the first two periods asserted by Sakurabe13 and the three strata of Kragg.14



THE EARLY PERIOD: BEFORE 200 AN


For the first hundred years after the first council at Rājagṛha, different doctrinal interpretations were not formally defined. Then, between 100–137 AN, a dispute arose due to which a second council at Vaiśālī was convened, followed by a schism. Current evidence implies there were two stages to the dispute, the first regarding ethics and the second doctrine. The first dispute, concerning ten training rules, was resolved by reference to the Buddha’s injunctions on ethics.15 In the second dispute, one faction, designating itself the “great assembly” (mahāsaṅgha),16 supported the five points of Mahādeva largely related to the status of arhats17 and refused to accept the authority of the elders (sthavira) on these points, and a split ensued.18 In terms of the arhat, the Sthaviravādas held arhats to be similar to buddhas, they were perfect, not subject to regression, and they definitely attained nirvāṇa. Buddhas in turn possessed a body (rūpakāya) with worldly attributes not beyond human physical frailty, while bodhisattvas were subject to affliction.19 In contrast the Mahāsāṃghikas asserted that the status of an arhat was not equal to that of a buddha and an arhat could even regress to the level of a stream enterer (śrotāpanna). Moreover, for them, a buddha’s mind was always in samādhi comprehending everything in an instant, his body, lifespan (āyu), and divine power (prabhāva) were transcendent (lokottara), and bodhisattvas had no trace of attachment, malice, or cruelty.20


The Mahāsāṃghika-Sthaviravāda split provided the historic context for the composition of the Saṃgītiparyāya, Dharmaskandha, and Prajñaptiśāstra. At this time the Sarvāstivāda had not yet split from the Sthaviravāda, and it is likely they agreed in their interpretation of the status of an arhat versus that of a buddha. During this period effort was made to compose point-summaries based on the sūtras and to explain their purport. Further, the clear similarities between some Sanskrit and Pāli treatises imply they represent different recensions of the same earlier works.


Saṃgītiparyāya


This work is similar to the Pāli Puggalapaññati and probably based on an oral commentary on the Saṃgīti Sūtra, one of the most widespread of the early Buddhist sūtras. Like the sūtra it comments on, the text presents sets of dharmas from those with one member to those with ten members, and these are interspersed with brief quotations from the sūtras.21



Dharmaskandha



This is quoted by the Saṃgītiparyāya fifteen times22 but is placed later because it is more systematic than the Saṃgītiparyāya. Its structure closely corresponds to the Pāli Vibhaṅga23 and the Śāriputrābhidharmaśāstra24 and consists of three sections in twenty-one chapters:


1. The first section comprises a mātṛkā on the path of liberation.


2. The second deals with elements specifically related to the afflictions.


3. The third deals with bases, aggregates, sixty-two elements, and dependent origination (pratītyasamutpāda).


Each section is followed by a detailed commentary.25


Prajñaptiśāstra


This is the only treatise of the seven works of the Abhidharma Piṭaka to be translated into Tibetan. The work itself appears to be related to the Lokopasthāna Sūtra, it quotes from the Saṃgītiparyāya, and does not refer to disputed issues.26 It has three sections:


1. Lokaprajñapti (Presentation on the World) deals with cosmology and rebirth.


2. Kāraṇaprajñapti (Presentation on Causation) deals with causes of rebirth.


3. Karmaprajñapti (Presentation on Karma) deals with the theory of karma.


THE MIDDLE PERIOD: 200–300 AN


Two hundred years after the parinirvāṇa, another Abhidharmic dispute occurred when Vātsīputra prepared a new version of Abhidharma in nine sections based on Śāriputra’s division of the Buddha’s teaching in nine categories.27 Taking this as his source he formulated a special theory of the person (pudgala), provoking a split from the Sthaviravāda and the emergence of the Vātsīputrīya as a separate school.28 For the Vātsīputrīya, a person was something substantial, not a mirage nor hearsay; neither unconditioned (asaṃskṛta) like space nor conditioned (saṃskṛta) like form; neither ultimate (paramārtha) nor apart from the aggregates. Further, they asserted the relation between a person and the aggregates was similar to that between the container and that contained within it, and though different from its constituents, it possessed characteristics.29


In the decades following the rise of the Vātsīputrīya, other views emerged to challenge the Sthavira,30 the most significant being the Sarvāstivāda assertion that the three times substantially exist. In response the Sthaviravāda convened the third council in Pāṭaliputra to establish Sthavira orthodoxy with Aśoka as patron and Tissa Moggaliputta, the author of Kathāvatthu, presiding. The Sthaviras drew up their final version of the Abhidhamma Piṭaka, pronouncing decisions on all disputed points in the Kathāvatthu. If Aśoka’s Sarnath pillar edict31 denouncing schismatics was issued after this council, it implies widespread dissatisfaction with the council32 and the point at which Sarvāstivādins split from the Sthaviravādins. However, others such as Bechert interpret this edict as a purely ethical injunction.33


The Sarvāstivāda (Pāli: Sabbatthivāda) differed from other schools by asserting that substance endured without transformation in the three times. Their view is described in the Kathāvatthu as “all exists everywhere, at all times, in every way, in all things . . .” (Kathāvatthu 1/6:84), and in particular sarva asti (“all exists”) was interpreted in terms of time: “taking all in terms of time, you (the Sabbatthivādins) affirm that the past exists, the present exists, the future exists” (Kathāvatthu 1/6:85). But the Sthaviras regarded the Sarvāstivāda view as internally contradictory: “. . . the past, you say, exists, and yet you say that it has ceased, departed, and so on” (Kathāvatthu 1/6:86).


The Vijñānakāya and Dhātukāya were composed when the Vātsīputrīya and Sarvāstivāda schools split from the Sthaviravāda. As such this period marks a change from collation to interpretation, where the process of collating, ordering, and explaining Abhidharma had produced a mature body of material ready for more detailed analysis.


Dhātukāya


This work resembles the Pāli Dhātukathā34 and the Paṭṭhānapakarana.35 It has two parts:


1. The first consists of a brief mātṛkā and explanation of mental states (mahābhūmika), though incomplete.


2. The second examines the interaction (saṃprayoga) and convergence (saṃgraha) of mental states.36



Vijñānakāya



This bears a close connection with the Dhātukatha37 and possesses a polemical style similar to the Kathāvatthu, suggesting its authors were familiar with Moggaliputta’s work.38 It consisted of two parts in six chapters:


1. The first part has two chapters: the first criticizes the views of Maudgalyāyana, a prominent opponent of the view that the three times substantially exist, while the second chapter raises the heresy of Vātsīputra in order to refute his assertion of the existence of an indescribable self.


2. The second part has four chapters, which deal respectively with the four conditions (pratyaya), fourteen causal conditions (hetupratyaya), focal conditions (ālambanapratyaya), and the possession of consciousness (samanvāgama).39


THE LATER PERIOD: AFTER 300 AN


The later period represents a time of the further reworking of earlier material, to both condense and simplify it, and to compile extensive compendia. This produced the final two Abhidharma treatises: the Prakaraṇapāda and Jñānaprasthāna.


Prakaraṇapāda


This work comprises a better but not yet final systematic compendium in eight chapters:


1. The first chapter teaches the five basic categories (pañcavastuka): form, mind, mental factors, nonassociated formative factors, and unconditioned phenomena.


2. The second to eighth chapters teach, respectively, the ten knowledges (jñāna), bases, seven topics (saptavastuka) pertaining to mental states (mahābhūmika), negative tendencies (anuśaya), convergence (saṃgraha), one thousand questions (sahasraparipṛcchā), and penetration (nirvedha).40


Jñānaprasthāna


This is a more systematic work and forms the primary source for the composition of the Mahāvibhāṣā, the authoritative compendium of Abhidharma according to the Sarvāstivāda school. A Sanskrit reconstruction from the Chinese by Śānti Bhikṣu Śāstrī has eight chapters:


1. A “miscellany” (saṅkīṇa) on the three transcendent paths (mārga)


2. The three fetters (saṃyojana)


3. The ten types of knowledge (jñāna)


4. Action (karma)


5. The primary elements (mahābhūta) and derivative form (bhautika)


6. The twenty-two faculties (indriya)


7. Concentration (samādhi)


8. View (dṛṣṭi)41


This phase also saw a decline in the Sthavira sect. Although the Sthaviravāda were prominent in the early development of Abhidharma, the dissemination of Sthaviravāda doctrine in Sri Lanka paralleled a gradual decrease in their numbers in India. The impetus for Abhidharma commentary in India thus passed from the Theravāda to the Sarvāstivāda, and the refinement of the Abhidharma canon remained open longer in the Sanskrit Āgamas of the Sarvāstivāda than in the Pāli Nikāyas of the Theravāda. La Vallée Poussin confirms the magnitude of the Vaibhāṣika [or Sarvāstivāda] achievement, and Vasubandhu’s recognition of this, when he mentions “. . . one does not find anywhere else a body of doctrine as organized or as complete as theirs.”42


THERAVĀDA ABHIDHAMMA COMMENTARIES



The seven Abhidhamma treatises attained their final form when the Pāli Tipiṭaka was closed after the third council at Pāṭaliputra.43 At this point, Aśoka reputedly sent missionaries to nine countries to spread Buddhism, including his son Mahinda, who introduced the Sthavira tradition to Sri Lanka. Pāli Abhidhamma development continued in India with the composition of the Milindapañha, a record of philosophical dialogues between the Indo-Greek king Menander I (Pāli: Milinda) of Bactria and the monk Nāgasena in the first century BCE.44 During this period the (Theravāda) fourth council was convened in Sri Lanka (94 BCE), and progress was made in editing the Tripiṭaka and recording the canon on palm leaves. The Atthasālinī, Buddhaghosa’s commentary on the Dhammasaṅgaṇī, attests to the continued exertion made in the following centuries by Sri Lankan scholars to understand the subtle points of Abhidhamma.


Then around 430 CE Buddhaghosa composed the Visuddhimagga (The Path of Purification) in Sri Lanka, widely regarded the most important Theravāda treatise outside the Piṭaka. It is based on the seven stages of purification explained in the Rathavinīta Sutta, dealing with the purification (visuddhi) of: virtue (sīla), mind (citta), view (diṭṭhi), overcoming doubt (kaṅkhā-vitaraṇa), knowledge and vision of what is and is not the path (maggāmagga-ñāṇadassana), knowledge and vision of the way (patipada-ñāṇadassana), and knowledge and vision (ñāṇadassana). Buddhaghosa condensed these into three parts: ethics (sīla), concentration (samādhi), and wisdom (pañña).


Other notable commentaries were composed by his contemporary Buddhadatta, who wrote the Abhidhammāvatāra and the Rūpārūpavibhaṅga. In the twelfth century after the Buddha’s passing, commentaries were written by Ānanda, such as the Mūlaṭīkās — basic subcommentaries to the seven treatises — and by Dhammapāla, who composed the Anuṭīkās, or their sub-subcommentaries. In the fifteenth century Anuruddha composed his famous Abhidhammattha-saṅgaha, a highly condensed manual that has served as a textbook for the tradition down to the present.


The Theravāda tradition of Abhidhamma spread from Sri Lanka to Burma (Myanmar), Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, and so on. But Burma was foremost in Abhidhamma studies after Sri Lanka. It is said that Buddhism was first introduced to Burma when Sona and Uttara, missionaries sent by Aśoka, brought the Dhamma to Suvannabhumi (present-day Thatot). But it was only in the eleventh century that Abhidhamma took root under King Manūha, and from that time Abhidhamma studies and the composition of treatises have flourished in Burma.


SARVĀSTIVĀDA COMMENTARIES



After the third council in Pāṭaliputra the Sārvastivādins settled in Gandhāra, and it was here under the patronage of Kaniṣka (r. 127–63 CE) that a fourth Buddhist council was convened with Pārśvika as president45 and Aśvaghoṣa as vice-president46 for the purpose of clearly defining the views of the different extant Buddhist sects. This led to the composition of the Mahāvibhāṣā compendium,47 a vast commentary on the Jñānaprasthāna recorded on copper sheets housed in Kuṇḍalavana Monastery, the alleged site of the council.48 The Theravāda did not recognize this council, nor did they participate. In their absence the council was dominated by the Sarvāstivādins, who became the foremost school of the Vaibhāṣika.


In the wake of the Mahāvibhāṣā, more compact commentaries appeared, marking the beginning of the post-canonical period. In the second century Dharmaśrī49 composed the Abhidharmahṛdaya50 (translated into Chinese in 391), the first Abhidharma commentary to apply the kārikā-bhāṣyam (verse-prose) format.51 Other works included the Abhidharmāmṛtarasa attributed to Ghoṣaka and the Abhidharmāvatāra by Skandhila (or Sugandhara).52 The style of Dharmaśrī’s Hṛdaya was adopted by Upaśānta (early fourth century) in his Saṁyuktābhidharmahṛdayaśāśtra (translated 563) as well as by Dharmatrāta (early fourth century) in his Kṣudrakābhidharmahṛdaya.53


The Abhidharmakośa: A Concise Presentation of the Essential Points of Abhidharma


Vasubandhu applied Dharmaśrī’s verse-prose format in the composition of his Abhidharmakośa and its autocommentary, the Abhidharmakośabhāṣyam. The structure of the Abhidharmakośa was also influenced by the Abhidharmahṛdaya’s seven chapters (nirdeśa): elements (dhātu), formations (saṃskāra), action (karma), negative tendencies (anuśaya), persons and paths (pudgala mārga), knowledge (jñāna), and meditative attainment (samāpatti).54 As such, the first chapter of the Abhidharmakośa teaches the elements (dhātu), a classification in which all existent entities are included in contaminated and uncontaminated states. Then chapters 2 through 5 give a detailed explanation of the contaminated states outlined in the first chapter and the process of how an individual engages or enters (pravṛtti) saṃsāra. Therefore the second chapter on the faculties (indriya) deals with the causal mental processes that generate experience; the third chapter on mundane states (loka) presents cosmology, including the structure of the three realms and the beings who inhabit them; and the fourth chapter on karma presents the theory of action and ethics, and provides an elaborate presentation on karma — the mental factor of intention — that gives rise to the three realms. Finally the fifth chapter on negative tendencies (anuśaya) presents contaminated mental states and explains how negative tendencies condition the arising of karma.


The last three chapters explain the uncontaminated states outlined in the first chapter, and how a person exits or disengages (nivṛtti) from saṃsāra. Thus the sixth chapter on persons and paths (pudgala-mārga) presents the paths to enlightenment and the beings who abandon afflictive emotions and travel those paths; the seventh chapter on knowledge (jñāna) explains conventional and transcendent knowledge and the qualities of a buddha and reveals the types of meditation that abandon afflictions; and the eighth chapter on meditative attainment (samāpatti) discusses the levels of meditative experience and the qualities of a buddha.



VASUBANDHU’S DISSENTING PASSAGES AND HIS AUTOCOMMENTARY



Vasubandhu did not always adhere to explanations in the Mahāvibhāṣā, and many sections of his root text are marked with the caveat “so they say” (lo, grags, zer; kila), signifying his disagreement with orthodox Sarvāstivāda view. These points of dispute are then clearly spelled out in his Autocommentary (Bhāṣya), and his critique reveals his preference for the Sautrāntika position.55 Moreover his Autocommentary included a ninth chapter, lacking in his root text, that delineated a detailed proof of selflessness. In his analysis, Vasubandhu primarily refutes the view of self of the Buddhist Pudgalavādins and the non-Buddhist Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika.56 This ninth chapter has received significant attention in its own right as a core presentation of selflessness. Even Tsongkhapa used the phrase “selflessness of persons as presented in chapter 9 of Abhidharmakośabhāṣya” when presenting the received view of selflessness of persons of all Indian Buddhist schools other than Prāsaṅgika.


INDIAN COMMENTARIES ON THE ABHIDHARMAKOŚA



Vasubandhu’s work attracted a broad range of commentaries from both contemporary and later Indian scholars. Marek Mejor classifies such commentaries in four types.


(1) Abridgments. Saṅghabhadra, who was Vasubandhu’s Sarvāstivāda preceptor, composed two commentaries: the Nyāyānusāra, a polemical work that sought to refute those sections in the Abhidharmakośa marked by “so they say,” where Vasubandhu questions Sarvāstivāda view; and the Samayapradīpika, primarily a summary of the Nyāyānusāra without any polemical content. Also in this category is the Marmapradīpa of Dignāga (480–540), a direct disciple of Vasubandhu,57 a work that is not polemical and resembles the Sūtrānurūpa attributed to Saṅghabhadra.58


(2) Classical explanatory commentaries. Two prominant works in this category, one composed by Guṇamati, a disciple of Vasubandhu, and one by Vasumitra, a student of Guṇamati, do not exist in the Tibetan Tengyur. They are cited, however, in the Sphuṭārthābhidharmakośavyākhyā of Yaśomitra (seventh century). Sthiramati (510–70), also a disciple of Guṇamati, composed the extensive Tattvārthābhidharmakośabhāṣyaṭīkā, though questions remain about the authenticity of the Tibetan version.59 In the seventh century Yaśomitra composed his Vyākhyā, an influential and authoritative companion to the Kośa. Later Pūrṇavardhana composed the Lakṣanānusāriṇī, which exists in two versions in the Tengyur, an extensive version and a briefer version that appears to be an extract of the larger. This work seems to be subordinate to Sthiramati’s commentary.60


(3) Supplementary commentaries that fill out incomplete quotations cited in the main work. The chief example of this genre is the Upāyikābhidharmakośaṭīkā of Śamathadeva.


(4) Commentaries related in their contents to the Abhidharmakośa. This category includes the Abhidharmāvatāraprakaraṇa of Skandhila, teacher of Saṅghabhadra and contemporary of Vasubandhu, and the Sārasamuccaya of Dharmottara (750–810).


Among these commentaries, Yaśomitra’s Vyākhyā stands out as the foremost Indian commentary or, as Mejor explains, an “almost inexhaustible wealth of historical, doctrinal, and linguistic data.”61 It is not surprising therefore that Yaśomitra’s text stands as the primary Indian reference for Chim Jampaiyang’s commentary.


THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ABHIDHARMAKOŚA IN TIBET



The classical and post-classical periods saw steady progress in the refinement of Sarvāstivāda Abhidharma, and as previously mentioned, the most complete record of this process is found in Chinese translation. Xuanzang was clearly a central figure in this process, as Pruden notes: “The early part of this Abhidharma literature — dating from the death of the Buddha to approximately the fifth century CE — is today preserved in Chinese translations, translations carried out largely by Hsuan-tsang [Xuanzang] in the mid-seventh century.”62 The efforts of Tibetan translators focused mainly on the Abhidharmakośa of the later period. La Vallée Poussin notes: “Though the Chinese have translated these works, the Tibetan Lotsavas [or translators] did not think it proper to put these works into Tibetan (with the sole exception of the Prajñāpti), doubtless because the Abhidharmakośa, in accord with the resolution of Vasubandhu, constitutes a veritable summa, embracing all problems — ontology, psychology, cosmology, discipline, and the doctrine of action, the theory of results, mysticism and sanctity.”63


Because of its comprehensiveness and compactness as a root text, the Abhidharmakośa became a kind of encyclopedia on key Buddhist topics for Tibetan scholars and students. And with the establishment of the Chim lineage at Narthang in central Tibet, one of the most influential Buddhist scholastic centers in Tibet at the time, systematic study of the Abhidharmakośa became well established. Atiśa, who founded the Kadam tradition to which Chim Jampaiyang belonged, was often called “the karma-teaching lama,” suggesting his reliance on the Abidharmakośa, the key source for instruction on karma. We know, for example, the Kadam master Kharak Gomchung developed a special instruction on generating bodhicitta combining contemplations from Vasubhandu’s Abhidharmakośa with Atiśa’s teachings.


It also became the prime reference for the study of Abhidharma in the five textual disciplines, those of Abhidharma, Prajñāpāramitā, Pramāṇa, Vinaya, and Madhyamaka. In fact, Abhidharma unites or combines all five textual disciplines, as is most evident in its connection with the Prajñāpāramitā, or Perfection of Wisdom. Not only do both disciplines explain the means for attaining uncontaminated wisdom, the Prajñāpāramitā sūtras are identified as the Abhidharma Piṭaka in the Mahāyāna, where the Hundred Thousand Verse Prajñāpāramitā Sūtra is referred to as the Abhisūtra.64 This crossover is also evident in Tibetan debate manuals, which drew widely on the Abhidharmakośa when explaining topics in Prajñāpāramitā studies such as the twenty Saṅgha, the absorption and formless states, and so on; or in major Prajñāpāramitā commentaries such as Tsongkhapa’s Golden Rosary of Elegant Explanation (Legs bshad gser phreng), which frequently cites the Abhidharmakośa.


The Abhidharmakośa, together with Kālacakra, became a key source on Buddhist cosmology and astronomy as well as systems of measurement and calculation. Its treatment of the faculties (indriya), which lists and analyzes the mental factors, remains an important resource for the Tibetan tradition’s views on psychology. Also its presentation of negative tendencies (anuśaya), and especially its analysis of how the branch afflictions are in one way or another derivatives of one of the six root afflictions or combinations of them, became an invaluable resource for understanding the afflictive emotions. Its importance as a resource on the theory of action is also clear from Drolungpa’s Tenrim or Tsongkhapa’s Lamrim Chenmo. In the light of such evidence, it is no wonder that the Abhidharmakośa attracted so many commentaries and independent studies in Tibetan.


THE LINEAGE OF THE ABHIDHARMAKOŚA IN TIBET



In Tibet, both Asaṅga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya and Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa came to enjoy paramount status as the fundamental texts on Abhidharma. The two Abhidharma classics were translated into Tibetan around the same time, in the ninth century during the reign of Ralpachen (r. 815–38), with the Indian master Jinamitra involved in both translations. Later, these two traditions came to be referred to, respectively, as the Upper Abhidharma system (mngon pa gong ma) and the Lower Abhidharma system (mngon pa ’og ma). Jinamitra translated the Abhidharmakośa with the help of the Tibetan translator Kawa Paltsek. A further translation is attributed to Śīlendrabodhi and Yeshé Dé, but this may have been a revision of the earlier Jinamitra text, and there is also evidence of a separate translation prepared by Śrīkūṭarakṣita.65 Over a century after Jinamitra and Kawa Paltsek another translation was undertaken by Smṛtijñānakīrti (ca. 960–1040), or Smṛti for short, but this version did not find favor with the editors of the Tengyur at Narthang, who preferred the earlier translation. Though Paltsek and Jinamitra’s translation became the standard Tibetan version for generations of Tibetan scholars and students, Smṛti’s version was preserved by the Chim family, who were central in the development of Abhidharma at Narthang Monastery.


According to the Blue Annals, though many of the key Abhidharma texts, including the Abhidharmakośa itself, were translated into Tibetan during the early diffusion of Buddhism, a lineage of its exposition and study did not begin until the early eleventh century through the activity of Smṛtijñānakīrti.66 On the other hand, the nineteenth-century bibliophile Akhuching says there were two distinct lineages of transmission of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharma works, citing Jamgön Kongtrul and Butön.67


Regarding the first lineage, Jamgön Kongtrul declares that, having jointly translated Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa as well as three chapters of the Prajñāptiśāstra, Jinamitra and Paltsek actively taught Abhidharma. Kongtrul notes that their students Nanam Dawai Dorjé, Lhalung Palgyi Dorjé, and Bé Gyalwa Yeshé later went to Kham and explained this doctrine to Drum Gyalwa Yeshé, and from there it spread back to the central region of Tibet.68


The second lineage of transmission of the Abhidharmakośa according to Akhuching was established by Smṛtijñānakīrti,69 whose story is an epic narrative dear to Tibetan audiences. Butön records that at the time of Yeshé Ö (ca. 947–1024), two Indian paṇḍits, Smṛti and Sūkṣmadīrgha, were invited to Nepal by the translator Padmaruci.70 When this translator died of cholera, the two scholars were left without a patron. Undeterred, they proceeded alone into Tibet. Smṛti was said to have been inspired to enter Tibet to search for his mother, whom he believed was reborn there as an insect. He traveled through central Tibet without a benefactor, surviving by working as a shepherd in the Tanak region of Tsang.71 One day the translator Chalsé Tsap Sönam Gyaltsen, who had been Smṛti’s student in India, saw a verse in Sanskrit posted above the door of a shepherd’s hut that read:


The rabbit holder [i.e., the moon] possesses a garland of stars,


yet it is not seen to move in the night sky.


[Reflected] in a clear lake it is called the moon,


but to take this reflection to be the moon is a mistake.72


He recognized this verse was composed by his teacher Smṛti. On inquiring about its author, he was told that it was put there by a servant tending the goat herd. Reunited, Chalsé Tsap invited Smṛti to Menlung73 and resumed his studies under him. In time Smṛtijñānakīrti became proficient in Tibetan and began the translation of his own works, such as the Catuḥpīṭhaṭīkā, the cycle of Mañjuśrīguhyāpanna, the Mantrārthavipaśyinī, and many others.74 Gö Lotsāwa mentions that Smṛti’s translations were even earlier than those of Rinchen Zangpo (958–1055) and that it was Smṛti who inaugurated the period of the new translation of the tantras in Tibet.75 During this period he composed a Tibetan grammar called the Vacanamukha, a controversial and unorthodox treatise advocating an alternative grammar for the Tibetan language.76 Also he founded a school of Abhidharma where he translated the Abhidharmakośa into Tibetan and composed his Commentary on the Abhidharmakośa,77 perhaps the earliest such commentary composed in Tibet. Many scholars and monks gathered there, and he established the foundation of the Lower Abhidharma. His students, such as Gyachenpo Sherap Drak, spread this transmission in Ü, Tsang, and Kham.78 Other prominent students of Smṛti included Dromtönpa (1005–64), who at the age of twenty traveled to Kham to study Sanskrit under him.79


THE CHIM TRADITION OF ABHIDHARMAKOŚA STUDIES



After Smṛtijñānakīrti’s death his student Gyachenpo Sherap Drak transmitted the Abhidharma tradition to Rashak Dawa, and thereafter it passed to the Chim family. The name Chim refers to a family lineage at Dranang near Samyé Monastery. This clan (rig rul) first became prominent under Chim Dorjé Trelchung, a minister of King Trisong Detsen (755–80).80 It is said Dorjé Trelchung particularly pleased the king, perhaps due to his support of religious projects such as the construction of the blue stūpa at Samyé and the monastery of upper Jangchup Ling.81 In time the Chim family lineage also became prominent in its association with Narthang Monastery.


Narthang Monastery was founded in 1153 by Tumtön Lodrö Drakpa.82 Later it was to see the addition of a dialectical college and the collation of the Kangyur and Tengyur as the standard canon for other centers of learning. The Chim family were to provide several occupants of the abbatial throne during this early period of Narthang’s development. The Chim family also provided many lineage holders and learned scholars of Abhidharma. From Rashak Dawa, the lineage passed to Chim Shangtsun, Chim Lajé Gocha,83 and then Chim Tsöndrü Sengé,84 before reaching Chim Jampaiyang, the author of the present work, the first great Tibetan commentary on the Abhidharmakośa.


Chimzö: A Tibetan Illumination of the Abhidharmakośa


THE LIFE OF CHIM JAMPAIYANG



There are few details of the early life of Chim Jampaiyang, or Jampalyang, and we first hear of him in connection with Narthang Monastery, as a student of Chim Namkha Drak (1210–85) and later Chomden Rikpai Raldri (1227–1305).85 In his colophon to the present work, Chim Jampaiyang explicitly praises Namkha Drak, whom he calls Omniscient One (thams cad mkhyen pa), and eulogizes his name. These heartfelt words indicate a close connection, a teacher-disciple relationship.86 Namkha Drak was the seventh abbot of Narthang Monastery (1245–80), a widely respected scholar and author who along with Kyelnak Drakseng established Narthang’s dialectical college.87 It is likely that Jampaiyang attended this college.


In some hagiographic biographies, Chim Jampaiyang has been conflated with his teacher Chim Namkha Drak.88 This may in part be due to similarities they share: they lived at the same time and place, they shared the same Chim family lineage, both composed commentaries to the Abhidharmakośa,89 and the name Jamyang was itself often used as an epithet to mark a teacher of rank. The fact that Chim Jampaiyang is not mentioned by Ngawang Chödrak (1572–1651) in his list of Chim commentators to the Abhidharmakośa,90 nor is he listed in the Jinamitra or Smṛti Abhidharma lineages, whereas Chim Namkha Drak is listed in both, remain as curious omissions, for the evidence on the whole indicates they were teacher-disciple.


While Chim Jampaiyang was at the dialectical college, he came under the tutelage of Rikpai Raldri, but his early relationship with Rikpai Raldri may have proved challenging to the young Jampaiyang. Gö Lotsāwa relates an incident, famous at the time, when at the end of an evening class at Narthang, Jampaiyang disguised himself as a fierce religious protector and chased Rikpai Raldri around the debate courtyard! In response Rikpai Raldri expelled him from the ranks of the Narthang monks.91


Jampaiyang left for Sakya, the seat of Drogön Chögyal Phakpa (1234–80), the fifth of the five Sakya founding masters and nephew of Sakya Paṇḍita. Phakpa was a student of Chim Namkha Drak,92 whom he later appointed as an arbiter in Tibetan political affairs,93 and it is likely that Jampaiyang traveled to Sakya with Namkha Drak’s blessing. While Jampaiyang was resident there, Phakpa was invited to the Mongol court, and in 1268 he left for Beijing accompanied by Chim Jampaiyang. Phakpa was installed in Beijing as imperial preceptor in 1271, where he remained until 1274, when he departed Beijing for Sakya, arriving in 1276.


It is not clear if Jampaiyang accompanied Phakpa back to Sakya at that time, but it seems he did return to Tibet at some point, for Gö Lotsāwa mentions that Chim Jampaiyang was later invited to the imperial palace accompanied by Khentsun Yönten Gyatso (1260–?),94 implying that Jampaiyang made at least a second journey to China. If so this trip was probably made during the life of Buyantu Khan (1285–1320), the great grandson of Kublai Khan. Jampaiyang is described as the court chaplain (mchod gnas) to Buyantu,95 who became emperor in 1311. Chim’s colophon indicates the timeline for composing the work: Jampaiyang commenced it at the Sakya college and completed it “at the Zhongdu palace of the great king, ruler of the earth.” The emporer is not named, but it is possible that Chim was engaged in the work under Kublai Khan when Phakpa was imperial preceptor, and perhaps even under the Khan’s two successors, before completing it under Buyantu Khan.96


While Jampaiyang remained in Beijing, Rikpa Raldri made progress in collating the Buddhist canon, and Narthang became a center where, it was said, two thirds of Tibet’s tripiṭakadharas gathered.97 Rikpai Raldri was assisted in this work by Jampaiyang, who sent numerous gifts to his teacher. Raldri was reputedly only pleased when Jampaiyang sent Chinese ink to be used in the great work of copying the canon. Thus it was due in part to the patronage of Jampaiyang that the entire Kangyur and Tengyur were copied and housed in the Mañjuśrī temple at Narthang.98


OTHER TIBETAN COMMENTARIES



The translation of the Abhidharmakośa into Tibetan was first undertaken in the period of “the old school,” or Nyingma. In terms of Abhidharma lineages, it appears that the lineage of Jinamitra and Kawa Paltsek was transmitted without producing any recorded commentaries, though it is likely that it generated study manuals and the like. The lineage from Smṛtijñānakīrti, which disseminated Abhidharma at the cusp of formation of “the new schools” (gsar ma), produced a number of works. Smṛti himself composed a commentary on the Abhidharmakośa, and his lineage generated commentaries in the Narthang tradition. Still it is unclear who composed the first native Tibetan commentary. Chim Jampaiyang himself refers to four early Tibetan authors in his Chimzö: Drangti, who is probably the Tibetan scholar Drangti Darma Nyingpo (b. eleventh century); Rok Sherap Ö (1166–1244); Dachok (Zla cog), who has not been identified; and Chim, which may either refer to Chim Tsöndrü Sengé or Chim Namkha Drak.


Two later abbots of Narthang also composed important commentaries. The first was Chim Losang Drak (1299–1376), the twelfth abbot of Narthang and great nephew of Chim Jampaiyang. He composed the Ocean of Excellent Explanation Clarifying Abhidharma, also known as the Small Chimzö, in response to the length and complexity of the Great Chimzö.99 Tradition holds that after Tsongkhapa was born in the Domé region in 1357, Chim Losang Drak requested Chöjé Döndrup Rinchen, whom he predicted would be the child’s teacher, to give the young child his own name, Losang Drakpa. He agreed, and the founder of the Geluk tradition came to be named after him.


The fourteenth abbot of Narthang Monastery was Jé Gendun Drup (1391–1474), posthumously known as the First Dalai Lama, who received both the Jinamitra and Smṛti transmission lineages of the Abhidharmakośa and studied its Chim commentaries. Lechen Kunga Gyaltsen (1432–1506) mentions in his 1497 biography of Gendun Drup that Gendun Drup “analyzed what is acceptable or not in Abhidharma in reliance on the great and small Chimzö”100 and composed Clarifying the Path to Emancipation based on notes to the Small Chimzö.101 This trend to more accessible commentaries continued in the following centuries resulting in both a move away from the encyclopedic Great Chimzö and a focus on composing simpler explanatory works by scholars of different traditions.


Within the Sakya tradition, some of the most significant commentaries were composed by:


• Rongtön Sheja Kunrik (1367–1449)


• Bodong Paṇchen Chöklé Namgyal (1376–1451)


• Shākya Chokden (1428–1507)


• Gorampa Sönam Sengé (1429–89)


• Ngawang Chödrak (1572–1641)


• Jamyang Khyentsé Wangpo (1820–92)


• Loter Wangpo (1847–1914)


Geluk commentators include:


• First Dalai Lama Gendun Drup (1391–1474)


• Jetsun Chökyi Gyaltsen (1469–1544)


• Paṇchen Sönam Drakpa (1478–1554)


• Fifth Dalai Lama Losang Gyatso (1617–82)


• Jamyang Shepa Ngawang Tsöndrü (1648–1722)


• Choné Drakpa Shedrup (1675–1748)


• Könchok Jikmé Wangpo (1728–91)


• Gungthang Tenpai Drönmé (1762–1823)


• Druk Gyalwang Tulku (?–1862)


• Chöjé Ngawang Palden (1799–)


• Gungthang Lodrö Gyatso (1858–1928)


• Drakar Losang Palden Tenzin Nyendrak (1866–1928)


• Drungchen Ngödrup Gyatso (nineteenth century)


• Paṇchen Thupten Chökyi Nyima (1883–1937)


Within the Kagyü tradition commentaries were composed by such masters as Karmapa Mikyö Dorjé (1507–54), Karmapa Wangchuk Dorjé (1556–1601), Situ Chökyi Jungné (1700–1774), and Jamgön Kongtrul Lodrö Thayé (1813–90). It was not until the nineteenth century that commentaries were composed in the Nyingma, by such masters as Mipham Gyatso (1846–1912) and Shenphen Chökyi Nangwa (1871–1927).


THE ECLIPSE AND REEMEGENCE OF THE GREAT CHIMZÖ



According to the earliest known woodblock edition of the Great Chimzö produced in Lhasa in the eighteenth century, a task undertaken on the instruction of the Seventh Dalai Lama, no earlier edition existed. Prior to this, the Great Chimzö may have circulated only in handwritten form. Its dissemination may have been quite limited, and the emergence of more accessible commentaries may have eclipsed the Great Chimzö. Later Jamyang Khyentsé Wangpo (1820–92) had the woodblocks of Chim’s work prepared at Dergé, and a third woodblock edition was undertaken at the Jé Bum Lhakhang printery in Lhasa. The availability of such woodblock editions brought renewed interest in the Great Chimzö and the recognition of its value as a reference for metaphysical studies.


Until the Communist Chinese occupation of Tibet in the 1950s and the subsequent destruction of many Buddhist centers of learning, there was a long-standing tradition of holding what was called the “summer session of Sangphu,” where scholars from several well-known monastic centers in central Tibet would congregate at Sangphu Monastery for a special session to study and debate the Abhidharmakośa. Today this tradition is maintained in India at Ganden Monastery, where senior students study and debate Vasubandhu’s classic for an entire session. In these intermonastic debates on Abhidharma, the shared textbook is Chim’s commentary.


SUMMATION



Chim Jampaiyang’s work remains to this day arguably the definitive commentary on Vasubandhu’s Abhidharma classic in Tibetan and the touchstone for commentators from all schools. Speaking to this point, the preface to the 1989 edition published in Beijing notes, “This treatise is superior to others, and many scholars of the Sakya, Geluk, and Nyingma . . . as well as the ecumenical movement, regard this fine explanation to be the fundamental reference to the Abhidharmakośa and an important and celebrated compendium possessing rare textual transmissions. In particular it is an ocean-like cultural compendium referencing the ten traditional Tibetan sciences and required reading for all those who possess intelligence.”102 Such endorsements reinforce the conclusion that Jampaiyang’s seminal work marks the coming of age of Tibetan Abhidharma studies. But even moreso, the audacious breadth and depth of this work leave one spellbound. It is unique.
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Technical Note


THE TIBETAN TITLE OF the volume translated here is Chos mngon pa’i mdzod kyi tshig le’ur byas pa’i ’grel pa mngon pa’i rgyan, which means Ornament of Abhidharma: A Commentary on the Verses of the Abhidharmakośa. This edition of Chim Jampaiyang’s work was prepared specifically for The Library of Tibetan Classics and its Tibetan equivalent, Bod kyi gtsug lag gces btus. Bracketed numbers embedded in the text refer to page numbers in the critical and annotated Tibetan edition published in New Delhi in modern book format by the Institute of Tibetan Classics (2009, ISBN 978-81-89165-23-2) as volume 23 of the Bod kyi gtsug lag gces btus series. In preparing our translation, the Institute of Tibetan Classics edition served as the primary source, with reference also to other editions.


The conventions for phonetic transcription of Tibetan words are those developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics and Wisdom Publications. These reflect approximately the pronunciation of words by a modern Central Tibetan. Transliterations of the phoneticized Tibetan terms and names used in the text can be found in the table in the appendix. Sanskrit diacritics are used throughout.


PRONUNCIATION OF TIBETAN PHONETICS



ph and th are aspirated p and t, as in pet and tip.


ö is similar to the eu in the French seul.


ü is similar to the ü in the German füllen.


ai is similar to the e in bet.


é is similar to the e in prey.


PRONUNCIATION OF SANSKRIT



Palatal ś and retroflex ṣ are similar to the English unvoiced sh.


c is an unaspirated ch similar to the ch in chill.


The vowel ṛ is similar to the American r in pretty.


ñ is somewhat similar to the nasalized ny in canyon.


ṅ is similar to the ng in sing or anger.


FORMATTING CONVENTIONS



The table of contents selectively draws from the text’s outline to present the main topics of discussion. The verse numbers from the Abhidharmakośa treated in a given section are provided in parentheses in the table of contents. The significant discussions that appear in italics in the table of contents are likewise formatted in large italics when they appear as subheadings within the translation. By and large, all remaining subheadings in the translation are displayed in small caps.


All passages in { } are part of the text but were added at a later time. Their provenance is unclear, but they have been part of the transmission of the text from very early on. They appear in the Tibetan edition as well.


The numbers in [ ] correspond to the folios of the Institute of Tibetan Classics Tibetan edition. The words in [ ] are interpolations for clarity made by the translator.


The numbers separated by colons and inside parentheses at the end of bold extracts and in the body of the text indicate the relevant chapter and verse numbers of the root text.


The Ornament of Abhidharma is a word commentary on the Abhidharmakośa, and to assist the reader, the root verses of the Abhidharmakośa appear in boldface, both in the extracts of full verses and when first embedded in the commentary. The translation of the bold verses was expanded by reference to the commentary, but those interpolated words are not bolded when they appear in the corresponding commentary. In other words, not every word in the translation of the verse is bolded when it appears in the commentary.


ABBREVIATIONS



The following abbreviations are employed in both the translation and the notes for texts that are cited frequently (see Works Cited for full bibliographical information).














	

Abhidharmakośa




	

Vasubandhu, Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośakārikā). Toh 4089.









	

Autocommentary




	

Vasubandhu, Elucidation of the Abhidharmakośa (Abhidharmakośabhāṣyam). Toh 4090.









	

Compendium




	

Asaṅga, Compendium of Abhidharma (Abhidharmasamuccaya). Toh 4049.









	

Great Treatise on Differentiation




	

Kātyāyanīputra, Great Treatise on Differentiation (Mahāvibhāṣāśāstra). Not translated into Tibetan.









	

Explanatory Commentary




	

Pūrṇavardhana, Investigating Attributes: Explanatory Commentary on the Abhidharmakośa (Abhidharmakośaṭīkālakṣaṇānusāriṇī). Toh 4093.









	

Salient Points




	

Śamathadeva, Salient Points of the Commentary on the Abhidharmakośa (Abhidharmakośaṭīkopāyikā). Toh 4094.









	

Seven Divisions of Abhidharma




	

This refers to the seven Abhidharma treatises (mngon pa sde bdun) that comprise the Sarvāstivāda Abhidharmapiṭaka.









	

Subcommentary




	

Yaśomitra, Subcommentary on the Abhidharmakośa (Abhidharmakośaṭīkā / Spuṭārtha Abhidharmakośavyākhyā). Toh 4092.
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Homage to Ārya Mañjuśrī.



Expression of reverence103



Though the transcendent wisdom aware of every aspect of all


objects of knowledge extends everywhere, it does not observe a self.


Though you, Great Compassion, are overcome with empathy


for reincarnating beings, you become attached to nothing.


You are a source of happiness who strives to


establish happiness in others, yet you remain immutable.


I pay homage to the Sage who unites reincarnating beings


with stainless Abhidharma through his diverse instructions.


The ship proceeding to the jewel island of liberation


on the Buddha’s great ocean of instruction


is just this Abhidharma. Because of that,


joy arises in explaining it.


Indeed, for what reason have scholars


made numerous explanations of this treatise?


It is to make that which is complex easy to comprehend


through brief and clear explanation. I also make effort in this.


Because I have no flair for composition,


because my mind is unclear,


and because I am agitated by envy, I compose this treatise


merely to acquaint myself with the subject matter.
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1. Introduction


Preliminary points


The great master Vasubandhu was born nearly a thousand years after the parinirvāṇa of the Sugata and became the one eye of all the Sage’s instructions by mastering the ocean of Buddhist and non-Buddhist textual systems and by penetrating all states of awareness without exception. Lord Buddha revealed his prediction in the Root Tantra of Mañjuśrī:


After that, the preeminent master will be


a brahman in the south


declared foremost in grammar


and the main exponent of the Buddha’s teachings.104 [2]


This great master composed the Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa) by accurately summarizing the meaning of the Seven Divisions of Abhidharma, such as [Kātyāyanīputra’s] Attainment of Knowledge (Jñānaprasthāna) as well as the Great Treatise on Differentiation (Mahāvibhāṣā). In it he explained the system of the Kāśmīri Vaibhāṣikas, not by adopting the scripture and logic of their system of analysis but by adding supplementary refutations.


This treatise has three sections: entering the explanation, formulating the explanation, and conclusion.


ENTERING THE EXPLANATION



From those three, the first {has two parts}: expression of reverence and pledge to explain.


{EXPRESSION OF REVERENCE}


I pay homage to that Master who has completely destroyed all darkness


and delivers reincarnating beings from the mire of saṃsāra


according to their purpose, and I will explain


this treatise called the Treasury of Abhidharma. (1:1)


“I pay homage . . .” and so on {105} is ascertained in three, according to relevance: purpose, summary, and word meaning.


PURPOSE



The purpose {or significance} of the expression of reverence is to first pay homage to Lord Buddha through describing his qualities. {It has two parts: (1)} temporary {and (2) ultimate} purpose. {The first} has three parts: to understand the greatness of the Master, to increase merit, and to conform with the conduct of pure beings. The ultimate purpose is to obtain liberation.


Again, through praising Lord Buddha, [Vasubandhu] generates understanding of the greatness of the Master; by paying homage, his merit is increased; due to both, he conforms with pure conduct. By understanding the Buddha’s greatness, [Vasubandhu] generates respect for him and serially engages in studying, contemplating, and meditating upon his instructions. Through enhancing his merit, he brings the composition to completion. In conforming with pure conduct, he studies treatises on his instructions and ultimately obtains nirvāṇa, since the purpose of all beings is to attain liberation. Vasubandhu’s Autocommentary (Abhidharmakośabhāṣyaṃ) mentions:


With the desire to compose a treatise, and in order to make known the greatness of our Master, I first composed a homage that describes his qualities.106


Yaśomitra’s Subcommentary (Vyākhyā) declares:


Composing the homage is to increase merit.107


And:


Since the instruction to follow the conduct of pure beings is supreme, engage in the pure conduct of revering, praising, and paying homage to the divine being you genuinely esteem.108


And:


What is the purpose of recognizing his greatness? It is to develop respect for him. Developing respect and paying respect support listening to his instruction. In respectfully listening to those instructions, you sequentially develop the wisdoms of hearing, contemplation, and meditation, and with their development you abandon affliction and obtain nirvāṇa, which pacifies all suffering, thus fulfilling your [3] purpose.109


SUMMARY



If you respect Lord Buddha’s speech, this implicitly establishes respect for treatises that depend on his speech.


WORD MEANING



This treatise explains the meaning of the words of the Buddha’s speech.


PLEDGE TO EXPLAIN THE TREATISE



{This also has three parts:} purpose, summary, and word meaning.


PURPOSE



{This has two types: (1) The author’s own purpose} is to bring his composition to completion because pure beings do not reject the burden of their pledge. It is said:


For the sake of others, those with altruism


do not slacken their effort even to save their own lives.


Pure beings, who carry a heavy burden,


never foresake those on the path of misery.110


{(2) The purpose of others:111 By teaching this work, which is characterized as a “treatise,” others recognize the gateway to liberation.}


SUMMARY



This verse teaches both the initial homage praising Lord Buddha and the pledge to explain his speech.


WORD MEANING



{This has two types:



RECOGNIZING THE OBJECT TO WHOM OFFERINGS ARE MADE}


“Who” is a general term. {There are four causes for a general term engaging a specific term: (1) context, (2) might, (3) possession, and (4) linkage to a predicate. Here,} since it is linked to the predicate “has completely destroyed all darkness” (1:1a) and so on, it is understood to mean the Buddha. For example, the statement “From among the brahmans, summon the one with light skin who wears a white lower garment” refers to the brahman Devaśarmā alone. As Yaśomitra explains:


Because of this, the Autocommentary explains: “ ‘Who’ is stated from the perspective of Lord Buddha.”112


Master Pūrṇavardhana declares that this occurs in the context of explaining Abhidharma. Since in his explanation no one other than the Buddha is praised, indeed he explains it to be both (1) a generic term that refers to a specific instance due to context, and (2) a generic term that refers to a specific instance due to possession, as in the statement “Bring me the cow possessing a calf.”113 However, if it were composed without a predicate, such as in the statement “Summon Sendhapa,” it would not explicitly refer to a particular instance due to context; therefore here it is a generic term that refers to a particular instance by linkage to a predicate.


{HOW HOMAGE IS PAID



This has two parts: praise and homage.


PRAISE



This has three parts: one’s own purpose, the excellence of others’ purpose, and excellent means of benefiting others.


ONE’S OWN PURPOSE



This has two parts: abandonment and realization.


ABANDONMENT}


“All” is the twelve bases because a sūtra discloses:


Brahman, “all” refers to all twelve bases.114


Because darkness (andhakāra) acts as an impediment to seeing reality, (1) afflictive obscurations and (2) knowledge obscurations are like darkness. The first refers to states such as attachment {although pratyekabuddha and śrāvaka arhats are free of afflicted confusion}. The second, in accordance with the Mahāyāna, is asserted to be the conception to which the subject and object appear dualistically.115 [4] Śrāvaka schools do not assert this to be an obscuration because they assert that [dualistic appearance] exists even for buddhas. The Proof of External Objects says:


One is called a yogin due to knowing remote


and subtle objects and so on. But one who does not realize


the detailed classification [of phenomena]


is not liberated from both aspects.116


And:


Knowledge liberated from both aspects


is called “all-cognizant in every aspect.”


Its activity is truly amazing,


for it has the nature of apprehending [reality].117


Therefore unafflicted unknowing (ajñāna) is a knowledge obscuration.118 It says in the Autocommentary:


Thus they [the Śrāvaka schools] have unafflicted unknowing [or nescience] of a buddha’s qualities, extremely remote regions, extremely remote times, and limitless classifications of objects.119


{Question: What does this mean?


Reply: This is understood through reasoning that refutes extreme positions, since all objects of knowledge must be either conditioned or unconditioned, conditioned phenomena (saṃskṛta) must be either uncontaminated or contaminated, and unconditioned phenomena (asaṃskṛta) and uncontaminated conditioned phenomena do not act to blind us but act as antidotes [to ignorance]. Therefore they are not darkness since they neither act as darkness nor possess the characteristics of darkness.


Contaminated phenomena have two types: (1) afflicted conditioned phenomena are darkness through and through, and (2) unafflicted conditioned phenomena are contaminated virtue and unobscured-neutral phenomena (akliṣṭāvyākṛta) specifically derived from, say, the four causal states of unknowing.120}


With respect to not knowing a buddha’s qualities {a sūtra} remarks:


The Master said to Venerable Śāriputra:


“Do you comprehend the Tathāgata’s aggregate of ethics?”121


{Śāriputra} said, “No!”122


“Not knowing remote regions” is like Maudgalyāyana not knowing his mother was reborn in the hell of Avīci.123 “Not knowing remote times” is like Ārya Śāriputra not knowing that the householder Śrījāta124 had previously created karma conducive to the state of liberation. “Limitless classifications of objects” is the classifications of elements (dhātu), reincarnating beings, birth locations, birth types, and so on, and the difficulty of comprehending them in detail is not knowing them. For example, it is like not knowing the cause of the various colors of the eye in a peacock’s feather. As Venerable Rāhula declared:


Though there is just one eye in a peacock’s feather,


every aspect of its cause


cannot be known without omniscience.


They are known through the power of omniscience.125


Therefore these four types of unknowing are determined to be knowledge obscurations {which are unafflicted darkness.


Etymology: Since it obscures like the blindness of a blind person, it is darkness. The Autocommentary says:


Unknowing is taught to be darkness because it acts as an impediment to seeing reality.126


It says in Elucidating the Collection of Aphorisms:


How is the world impeded


from seeing things just as they are?


Darkness as well as ignorance


impede the seeing of reality.127


Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


Its synonyms are [5] unknowing, ignorance, confusion, and so on.128


Although there are other objects to be abandoned, darkness alone is mentioned because it is the main object to be abandoned and because it directly excludes perfect transcendent wisdom.


REALIZATION



Darkness is destroyed by means of buddhas completely destroying and abandoning all knowledge obscurations and their imprints, never to rearise since they attain transcendent wisdom as the antidote to darkness.} “Completely destroyed” (sarvahata) refers to states that due to finding their antidote never rearise. This demonstrates a special abandonment distinct from that of śrāvakas and so on, because although śrāvakas possess the mere abandonment of the obscuration of afflicted {darkness}, it is possible their realizations degenerate {since they do not abandon imprints}.129 Moreover they do not abandon unafflicted knowledge obscurations in every aspect. {Therefore the Autocommentary declares:


Because pratyekabuddhas and śrāvakas are free from afflicted confusion, they are said to destroy the darkness enveloping all objects. They do not do so completely because they have unafflicted unknowing of a buddha’s qualities, of objects and times that are extremely remote, and of the limitless classifications of objects.130


These have been explained.}


Objection: Therefore śrāvakas and so on do not end suffering; as a sūtra declares:


Monks, if I did not actually and thoroughly know just one phenomenon [that should be known], I would not say I have ended suffering.131


Another passage says:


If I neither thoroughly knew nor abandoned just one phenomenon [that should be abandoned], I would not say I have ended suffering.132


Reply: That is not so because they abandon the very nature of afflictive obscurations and they abandon knowledge obscurations by means of separating themselves from longing desire; as a sūtra proclaims:


Monks, abandon whatever is an object of attachment and longing for the eye. Thus you are to abandon that eye.133


Indeed śrāvakas and so on do abandon obscurations, though they do not abandon them completely. But this passage expresses the case of absolute nonarising, and such obscurations will always recur for śrāvakas and so on. Thus the complete destruction of all knowledge obscurations explicitly reveals consummate abandonment and implicitly reveals consummate transcendent wisdom because it demonstrates the destruction of all impediments to realizing all objects of knowledge. It does not confuse objects to be abandoned with antidotes, and the antidote is the transcendent wisdom comprehending diversity and reality. {Further, though Mahāyānists assert four or five types of transcendent wisdom, this school asserts only two: the comprehension of reality and the comprehension of diversity.}


Objection: In this context Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


The term “all” (1:1a) teaches abandonment, and the term “completely” (1:1a) teaches consummate wisdom.134


Reply: That is [6] incorrect because they are not terms that convey these meanings, and [through them] such meanings are not even implicitly understood. Moreover, consummate abandonment and realization are consummate states for one’s own purpose.135


THE EXCELLENCE OF OTHERS’ PURPOSE



That which is called saṃsāra is cyclic existence, since it is the state of cycling in the three realms, or coursing in birth and death in the three realms with neither beginning nor end. It is like a mire since beings sink into it and become completely stuck, crossing it is difficult, and you must rely on others to traverse it. As such, it is the mire (paṅka) of saṃsāra because reincarnating beings are completely stuck there through the moist viscidity of clinging and so on, its surface is disturbed by view and doubt, and you must cross it in reliance on a buddha who delivers (ujjahāra) reincarnating beings (jagat) sunk in saṃsāra to liberation from it.


{EXCELLENT MEANS OF BENEFITING OTHERS}


Question: How is {the purpose of others} accomplished?


Reply: The Master teaches according to the purpose (yathārtha) of others, since he teaches just that path of liberation which they require. {Since the Master possesses altruism, he raises his hand to teach the pure Dharma with the enlightened activity of speech, correctly teaching the meaning of the four noble truths just as they are, and leading disciples from saṃsāra according to their capacity, for this is not achieved by any other means.


Objection: Since saṃsāra and reincarnating beings are not distinct states, it is untenable that saṃsāra is a source term for reincarnating beings.136


Reply: There is no error since he leads specific fortunate reincarnating beings from the general class of saṃsāric beings.} Here the Autocommentary declares:


It is neither by the might of supernatural power nor by bestowing the state of purity.137


Some say that reincarnating beings are led from saṃsāra by the might of the supernatural power of Viṣṇu or by the might of the great Īśvara bestowing the state of purity. Again, some distinguish the terms “supernatural power,” “bestowing the state of purity,” and “might,” saying “might” is potency, and by the potency of gems and medicine and so on, infectious diseases are eliminated and so forth, and reincarnating beings are led from saṃsāra.


Reply: Such assertions are rejected because without teaching the perfect path, there is no way to lead reincarnating beings from saṃsāra, as the Collection of Aphorisms reveals:


I will teach you


the path severing the ache of clinging.


You should practice it since


it was taught by the Tathāgata.138


Elucidating the Collection of Aphorisms remarks:


Sages do not wash away misdeeds with water


nor remove the suffering of reincarnating beings with their hands,


since their realization cannot be transferred to others.


They liberate by teaching the peace of reality.139


Also Ārya Nāgārjuna says:


By altruistically extending the hand of the teaching,


the seeds of liberation are created


in sentient beings, who are led


from lower rebirths and cyclic existence.140 [7]


{HOMAGE}


Thus I pay homage (namaskṛtya) to that Master {who possesses three} excellent qualities: the purpose of self, the purpose of others {and associated means}. This is the homage.


{METHOD



The Autocommentary states:


“Paying homage” is bowing your head.141


This signifies respect through the three doors.} Therefore Master Pūrṇavardhana writes:


This stanza explains that the Bhagavan, his teachings, and his students excel others’ teachers, their teachings, and their students because he possesses the excellences of abandonment and realization, his teachings are the means for crossing saṃsāra, and his students have crossed the mire of saṃsāra.142


{SUMMARY



That is taught by explaining the three: by whom, what, and in what way.



WORD MEANING



Question: What does he do} after paying obeisance in that way?


Reply: He then says, “I will explain the treatise called the Treasury of Abhidharma.” This is his pledge to explain the treatise, where he will explain abhidharma and treasury. But first the term “treatise” refers to śāstra, where [the Sanskṛit] śās143 means “to restrain” and trayati means “to protect.” It is so called because a treatise restrains afflictions and conceptuality, and it protects from lower rebirth and cyclic existence. Āryadeva states:


A treatise possesses the qualities of restraining and protecting,


for it restrains all enemy afflictions without exception


and protects from lower rebirths and cyclic existence.


These two don’t exist in other systems.144


Explaining “Abhidharma” and “Treasury”


WHY IS THIS TREATISE CALLED “ABHIDHARMA”?


Abhidharma is stainless wisdom and its complements.


To obtain it there is that wisdom and those treatises.


It is called the Treasury of Abhidharma either because their meaning


enters this treatise as its meaning, or those are its source. (1:2)


In response to this question, “Abhidharma . . .” and so on is stated in order to explain the meaning of the title. {There are four parts: nature of Abhidharma, classification of Abhidharma, the number of aggregates as complements of Abhidharma, and the etymology of Abhidharma.


NATURE OF ABHIDHARMA



Abhidharma is the wisdom correctly differentiating [or discerning] phenomena plus its complements.


CLASSIFICATION OF ABHIDHARMA



The classification of Abhidharma has two parts: classification in two and classification in three.


CLASSIFICATION IN TWO}


Abhidharma has two types: ultimate and symbolic.



ULTIMATE ABHIDHARMA



This is the stainless (amala) {uncontaminated} wisdom (prajñā) {of the three paths of seeing, meditation, and no more learning} that perfectly differentiates phenomena, plus its complements (anucara) of four or five aggregates. “Stain” (mala) here refers to the contaminants. Therefore uncontaminated wisdom arises in the retinue of the three paths of seeing, meditation, and no more learning, and that which is complemented is ultimate Abhidharma.


{THE NUMBER OF AGGREGATES AS COMPLEMENTS OF ABHIDHARMA145



This has two types:


THE NUMBER OF AGGREGATES AS COMPLEMENTS OF ACTUAL ABHIDHARMA}


The complements {included in “its complements” (1:2a) arise indivisibly in a single collection. Therefore} if these three paths arise in dependence on the six absorption levels,146 they have five [8] aggregates because (1) the form aggregate is uncontaminated vows; (2) the feeling aggregate is mental satisfaction (saumanasya) of the actual basis of the first and second absorptions, pleasure of the third absorption, or equanimity that is access concentration to the first absorption, the special actual basis of the first absorption, and the actual basis of the fourth absorption. Also they have (3–5) the aggregates of discernment, formation, and consciousness.


The latter two paths147 have four aggregates when supported by the first three formless-realm levels because they have no form aggregate but they do have the other four, such as feeling. The Abhidharmakośa mentions, “They belong to the levels of unrestricted access concentration, special absorption, and the four absorptions” (6:20bc) and “These belong to the same level as the supreme mundane state” (6:27d). Therefore there is no support for the path of seeing in the formless realm because the path of seeing observes desire-realm truths and a formless being is unable to observe them. The Abhidharmakośa declares, “The path of seeing does not exist in higher realms” (6:55b). Therefore the path of seeing is supported only in the desire realm. Likewise, if a being does not obtain the mind of absorption, the mind of the formless realm is not obtained. If obtained, that being meditates on the path supported by just that level because the Abhidharmakośa mentions, “Those paths of absorption are easy. Paths dependent on other levels are difficult” (6:66ab). Therefore it is easy to develop the path supported by the union of calm abiding and insight once its branches are established. {In this context consciousness is taught to be a complementary state in wisdom’s retinue. But this is not how principal and retinue states are determined for minds and mental factors in general because here what is principal depends on what differentiates phenomena [i.e., wisdom]. For example, though a king is the chief of men, when it comes to writing letters, the scribe is chief.} Moreover, if the uncontaminated wisdom of the path of seeing has complements, it definitely has five aggregates only. Support indicates that those paths arise in the nature of the concentrations of the absorptions and formless-realm levels that support them, and this is not like a juniper branch supporting a gong.


SYMBOLIC ABHIDHARMA



This also has two types. To obtain (prāpta) ultimate Abhidharma, there is (1) that contaminated wisdom and its complements derived from its causes — birth, hearing, contemplation, and meditation — and (2) those treatises (śāstra) {that incorporate Abhidharma and} express just that subject matter. {Here the names of the result and the subject matter are applied respectively to its cause and the treatise expressing it.148


THE NUMBER OF AGGREGATES AS COMPLEMENTS OF SYMBOLIC ABHIDHARMA149



Regarding the number of aggregates as complements,} wisdom obtained at birth is wisdom {that arises from obtaining birth in a particular realm. It is superior natural wisdom not reliant on hearing [or study] and so on in that life,} which exists in the retinue of all consciousnesses on all levels in the three realms. It has no form among its complements because it is not a level of equipoise.150 The three wisdoms derived from hearing and so on exist in the retinue of mental consciousness but not sensory consciousness because the three wisdoms are derived from preparation, and sense consciousness does not arise in that way. [9]


Some say: Wisdom derived from hearing even exists in the retinue of auditory consciousness.


Reply: That is illogical because such wisdom takes names as its object, but ear consciousness {which would need to possess a common focal object with wisdom} does not take names as its object. If it did, it would absurdly follow {that it would take the phenomena base (dharmāyatana) as its object and} be a conception to which sound universals and object universals appear.151 Wisdom derived from hearing exists in the desire and form realms but not higher, because it exists in the retinue of mental consciousness that complements auditory consciousness. Therefore sound, and ear consciousness, do not exist in the formless realm, and there is no conversation between beings there. Since this wisdom is not equipoise, it has no form among its complements.


The wisdom derived from contemplation {occurs only in the retinue of mental consciousness, since it must grasp the relationship between name and meaning, and it} views internal states.152 If it views internal states in higher realms {and effort is intentionally made}, it transforms into wisdom derived from meditation, since higher realms exist on the level of equipoise. Therefore contemplation only exists in the desire realm, and it has no form among its complements.


The wisdom derived from meditation does not exist in the retinue of the desire-realm mind because the desire-realm mind is not a level of equipoise, and wisdom derived from meditation is a level of equipoise. The Autocommentary states:


There are three types of attention in the desire realm: those derived from hearing and contemplation and that obtained from birth. In the form realm there are three: those derived from hearing and meditation and that obtained from birth. There are none derived from contemplation because whenever effort is intentionally exerted, a form-realm being enters concentration directed at those objects alone. In the formless realm there are wisdom derived from meditation and wisdom obtained from birth.153


Also Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


Because the desire realm is not a level of equipoise, there is no wisdom of meditation there.154


Ārya Asaṅga mentions in Yogācāra Levels:


For what reason are absorption, liberation, concentration, and meditative attainment alone called “levels of equipoise,” yet single-pointed [mind] of the desire realm is not equipoise? It is because the absorptions and so on are actually established by a clear conscience, supreme joy, joy, pliancy, and pleasure, yet [mental] activity in the desire realm is not like that. However, it is not that there is no mindfulness of perfect Dharma in the desire realm.155


Again he clarifies:


Minds and mental factors of the desire realm are not equipoise since they lack pliancy. The single-pointed mind exists there, but minds and mental factors are not conjoined with pliancy.156 [10]


{Therefore it occurs in the retinue of mental consciousness alone, and it is by nature contaminated.} If it has a retinue, then wisdom derived from meditation occurring in the form realm has a complement of five aggregates because the Abhidharmakośa proclaims, “The last two are complements of the mind.” (4:17d) Therefore among its complements, absorption vows are material form. The wisdom derived from meditation in the formless realm has four aggregates because form is not among its complements. {Wisdom obtained at birth adheres to the meaning of the treatises through one having studied them [in past lives], and the wisdoms derived from hearing, contemplation, and meditation occur in turn from wisdom obtained at birth. Further, uncontaminated wisdom derived from meditation arises from contaminated wisdom. The order of these wisdoms is determined in this way.}


Such issues are analyzed cogently in the tenets of the Vaibhāṣikas, but Sautrāntikas and Yogācāras assert only four aggregates as complements because they do not accept form as a complement of contaminated or uncontaminated wisdom.


{Some say:} For treatises there is no system of principal and retinue {since they are not concomitant, though they have arising and so on.157


Kāśmīri Vaibhāṣikas say:} They do not possess such a system because they are included in the aggregate of formation alone.


{Some say: Though they are not concomitant, still the collection of nouns, predicated phrases, and letters are principal, and their characteristics, such as arising, are their retinue.


Sautrāntikas assert:} In accordance with the assertion that a treatise is characterized as an auditory phenomenon,158 its retinue — arising and so on — is form included in the aggregate of formation. Therefore it is included in two aggregates.159


Some say: The Attainment of Knowledge (Jñānaprasthana) is the principal text, and the six treatises such as the Aggregate of Dharma (Dharmaskandha) are its retinue {since they are its branches.160


CLASSIFICATION IN THREE}


Resultant Abhidharma is uncontaminated wisdom. Causal Abhidharma is the four wisdoms, such as wisdom attained at birth. Textual Abhidharma is the treatises {making three}. The first is ultimate Abhidharma. For the others, either the name of the result is applied to the cause or the name of the subject matter is applied to the words expressing it because Master Dignāga reveals:


Two perfect wisdoms do not exist,


for transcendent wisdom belongs to the Tathāgata.


It is a term applied to texts and paths,


since their purpose is to establish wisdom.161


{ETYMOLOGY OF ABHIDHARMA}


Question: Why is it called Abhidharma?


Reply: It is dharma (1) since dharma refers to the Sanskrit root dhṛ, “to hold.” It is abhi since (2) abhimukha is the way to actualize; (3) abhikṣaṇa is to repeatedly actualize; (4) abhibhūya is to actually prevail; (5) abhisamaya is to actually realize. They are respectively: (1) that which holds its nature as a real or abstract entity; (2) that which is the way to actualize nirvāṇa [11] by revealing the noble truths and states conducive to enlightenment that are the gateway to liberation; (3) that which repeatedly confirms whether specific phenomena are form or not form, demonstrable or undemonstrable, and so on through analysis; (4) that which actually prevails over opponents when engaged in debate and so on; (5) that which actually realizes the meaning of the sūtras. The Ornament of the Mahāyāna Sūtras proclaims:


Because it actualizes, acts repeatedly,


surpasses, and realizes, it is Abhidharma.162


WHY IS THIS TREATISE CALLED “TREASURY”?


It is an actual treasury because the precious meaning of the Seven Divisions of Abhidharma and the Great Treatise on Differentiation correctly enters (anupraveśa) this treatise as its meaning (arthata), just as the place where a sword is put is its sheath. Or, alternately, since those Seven Divisions of Abhidharma and the Great Treatise on Differentiation are the source (āśraya) of this treatise, it is called the Treasury of Abhidharma because it is wealth derived from the Abhidharma. It is like saying that the place from which a sword is extracted is its sheath, or that the jewels extracted from a treasury are my treasure.


To explain the need for Abhidharma and its initial teacher, the Autocommentary remarks:


Again, why is Abhidharma taught, and who first taught it, for the master to pay such respect when explaining the Treasury of Abhidharma?163


{Question: It would be illogical to study or compose a commentary to resolve the meaning of a treatise not taught by a distinguished teacher who inspired conviction or one composed without any need. Therefore what need prompted its composition and which inspirational teacher first proclaimed it?


Reply:} When first composing this treatise, the need for explaining Abhidharma and also the master who explained it were expressed because learned scholars neither study nor explain a treatise of an undistinguished teacher or one which lacks a purpose. Therefore the meaning of the Autocommentary is that it asks: “What need is there to explain Abhidharma and what distinguished teacher explained it, for Master Vasubandhu to pay respect to and to delight in explaining the Treasury of Abhidharma?” In answer to that, the Abhidharmakośa responds, “Fully differentiating phenomena” (1:3a) and so on.


It has three parts: purpose, summary, and word meaning.


PURPOSE



This also has three parts: refuting others’ systems, our logic, and eliminating dispute.


REFUTING OTHERS’ SYSTEMS



Kumāralāta writes:


As long as the need


for a treatise is not expressed


to all or to some,


who will apprehend it?164


Therefore you enter the study of a treatise after valid realization of its need arises from reading the preface indicating its necessity.


Reply: That is not so because you may see that such words misconstrue the meaning, or you may be incapable of understanding the words of a distinguished being. However, it is impossible without reliance [12] on such a being.165


OUR LOGIC



Master Śāntarakṣita explains:


A treatise should not be composed when there is no need for it, such as a treatise on the teeth of crows! However, it is logical to compose a treatise to refute misconceptions, like one on the science of healing. When composing a treatise, a statement indicating its need should be added to eliminate misconceptions potentially preventing others from studying it.166


Master Dharmottara comments:


A statement indicating need and so on is composed to disabuse others who have developed strong doubt about the value of such a treatise and so on, so that they may enter the study of that treatise. In general such statements may lack significance by themselves, but it would be illogical for the author of a treatise to formulate such a statement for a treatise that lacked significance.167


Master Śaṅkarānanda explains:


It is to ornament the text through a special formulation [of words].168


The statement indicating need and so on should be seen as entirely noncontradictory in these three systems.



ELIMINATING DISPUTE



Objection: It is untenable to assert that this statement eliminates misconception because (1) it consists of mere words lacking a formal argument, (2) a statement is not needed for that purpose since due to it doubt may also arise, and (3) the treatise does not require ornamentation because the homage and the pledge to compose the treatise already perform that function. If they do not suffice in ornamenting it, then adding this statement would not ornament it, for they are not different. How then could a single statement have numerous results?


Reply: (1) It is logical to compose a treatise when it possesses the four factors of need and so forth,169 (2) an appreciation of the need for a treatise and so on mostly derives from reading this statement and not the treatise itself, and (3) the homage and the pledge to compose ornament the treatise and so does the statement indicating need. And as with the flame of a butter lamp and so forth, many results may arise from a single cause.


SUMMARY



This teaches that the four factors of need and so on exist in the body of the treatise. It has two parts: the nature of a treatise, which is yet to be explained, and the etymology, which has already been explained. In terms of the measure of a treatise, Venerable Avalokitavrata proclaimed:


Nouns reveal mere rudimentary meaning from the assembly of many letters. Predicated phrases reveal complex meaning from the assembly of words. Statements rely on the assembly of phrases. Chapters rely on the assembly of statements. Treatises rely on the assembly of chapters.170 [13]


The factors of need and relationship that exist in this treatise have three categories: nature, definite number, and analysis of whether they are the same or different.


NATURE



(1) The topic of this treatise is contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena. (2) The need is to expound the wisdom that differentiates them. (3) The deeper need171 is to attain nirvāṇa, which pacifies suffering and its cause. (4) The relationship here is the relation between the phenomena that are the subject matter and the treatise that expresses them. Again, Tibetan masters explain that the relationship describes how accomplishing the deeper need relies on the need, and how accomplishing the need relies on the treatise.


Similarly, the four factors of need, relationship, and so on that exist in the text itself — and the four factors of need, relationship, and so forth that exist within the statement indicating need, relationship, and so on [of the preface] — must be understood, but since they are easy to understand I will not discuss them here.


SET NUMBER



Question: Why are only the four factors of need and so on taught as requisites for entering the treatise?


Reply: Here just four factors are taught because they alone are necessary. Master Dharmottara explains:


Just the four factors, such as the topic, are taught to allay the doubt that there is no need, or that though the need exists you cannot accomplish it, or that though you can accomplish it it is not the object you desire, or that though it is the object you desire it is unrelated to the other three.172


Masters such as Vinītadeva and others explain:


Only four factors are taught to establish entry to the treatise; these four counter the doubts that there is no topic, no need, no sublime deeper need, or that these are not related to this method.173


However this is viewed, it should be understood that there is no contradiction.


Objection: If the statement indicating need and so on were to eliminate such doubts, then the statement “sound is impermanent” would eliminate the misconception holding that “sound is permanent,” and it would be meaningless to state a reason and example. If stating “sound is impermanent” were not to eliminate the misconception holding sound to be permanent, it would follow that the statement indicating need would also not eliminate doubt, since such statements are similar.


Reply: Indeed, we assert that the statement “sound is impermanent” eliminates wrong conception holding sound to be permanent. But because valid realization is generated from stating a reason, such as “[because it is] produced,” and giving an example, which eliminate doubt and noncomprehension, stating them is not contradictory.


ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THEY ARE THE SAME OR DIFFERENT



Question: Now, are the topic and so on the same or different?


Reply: The need, the deeper need, and the relationship are one in nature with the topic because the topic of this treatise is all phenomena. The need and the deeper need are different in nature [14] because they are cause and effect. If the relationship is asserted to be causal relationship, there can be no other relationship. But if it is asserted to be a relationship of expresser and topic expressed, then since symbols and conventions are merely imputed by the conceiving agent, in reality they would be neither the same nor different, for Master Dignāga writes:


Since the fabricated names contained in


the topic are merely imputed,


the relationship of sound and object [universals]


is not asserted to be one of the same intrinsic nature.174


Others, however, do assert this, for according to their tenet system, it is a relationship of expresser and topic expressed, and since both sound universals and object universals are objects, names, and signs of mental consciousness that are substantially established nonassociated formative factors, [the expresser] is one in nature with the topic but different [in nature] from the other two.


WORD MEANING



The Autocommentary observes:


Without teaching Abhidharma, students would be incapable of differentiating phenomena.175


Therefore {if Abhidharma, which correctly reveals the real and abstract nature of all phenomena, were not taught, the wisdom correctly discerning all objects of knowledge would not arise. The need is} to develop wisdom differentiating phenomena in the mindstreams of disciples. Therefore Abhidharma {was taught [for that purpose].


Question: If the need was to develop wisdom, what Abhidharma was taught?


Reply:} Seven divisions were proclaimed by Lord Buddha, the teacher of men and gods.


Question: Now why is Abhidharma stated for that need?


Reply: Without teaching Abhidharma in this way, wisdom fully differentiating phenomena would not occur in the mindstreams of disciples.


{Question: What fault is there if you do not have wisdom? What benefit is there if you have wisdom?}


Without fully differentiating phenomena, there is no means of


pacifying afflictions. Through afflictions, mundane beings


wander in this ocean of existence. Therefore, for that reason


it is said that Abhidharma was stated by the Master. (1:3)


Reply: A sūtra declares:


Afflictions are destroyed by transcendent wisdom.176


{Therefore} without wisdom fully differentiating (pravicaya) [or discerning] the contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena of form, feeling, impermanence, suffering, and so on, there is no means of pacifying (upaśānta) the cause of saṃsāra, the root and branch afflictions (kleśa). If they are not pacified, karma is accumulated through the afflictions, and through both karma and the afflictions, mundane beings (loka) still wander in this great ocean of saṃsāric existence. Without the wisdom fully differentiating phenomena, the cause of saṃsāra is not abandoned, and its result — liberation from saṃsāra — will not occur. For that reason, when Abhidharma is taught through explicitly teaching disengagement (nivṛtti) from saṃsāra, then the need is addressed — to generate wisdom fully differentiating phenomena in the mindstreams of disciples. And it is implicitly taught that through becoming familiar with the four truths, the deeper need is obtained: nirvāṇa with [15] remainder, which pacifies the causal origin of saṃsāra — that is, affliction and the contaminated karma accumulated by it — and nirvāṇa without remainder, which pacifies all resultant suffering. The terms “delivers” (1:1b) and “wander” (1:3c) each illustrate the three times because Prayer of Noble Conduct states:


Those who proceed in the three times are all lions of men.177


{Therefore the need and so on are established. Moreover, these Seven Divisions of Abhidharma were first stated by the Master who inspires conviction, for} it is said (kila) by the Vaibhāṣikas: Even great arhats such as Śāriputra at first were unable to differentiate or teach the characteristics of phenomena without relying on the Buddha. Therefore Abhidharma was stated briefly at first by the Master relying on the thoughts and questions of students, and these were recorded in various scriptures. Arhats such as Venerable Kātyāyanīputra later collected these teachings in the Attainment of Knowledge and so forth. In other words, brief statements were made in various sūtras due to the influence of the Master on his disciples. These were purposive statements, such as Dharmatrāta’s exclamation “Alas, conditioned phenomena are impermanent”178 and so on, and though collected in various classes of scripture, they were statements of the Buddha. Therefore Abhidharma is proclaimed by the Buddha alone because it was collated by arhats in the same way as Sūtra and Vinaya. That reason is established because Ārya Kāśyapa collected them.179


“It is said” indicates the interjection of an opponent because the Sautrāntikas say: “This is the textual system of Vaibhāṣika Ābhidharmikas, but we don’t accept it because much appears in their Abhidharma Piṭaka that contradicts logic, such as advocating unconditioned phenomena to be a type of substance (dravya) and so on. Further, because there are many in their system who were famous for composing treatises on Abhidharma, we assert that [the Abhidharma Piṭaka] was composed by arhats and it is not a collection of proclamations made by the Bhagavan.” Also the following information was collated from the text of Master Jinaputra Yaśomitra:


What was composed by whom?


Attainment of Knowledge (Jñānaprasthāna) by Kātyāyanīputra,


Topic Divisions (Prakaraṇapāda) by Vasumitra,


Compendium of Consciousness (Vijñānakāya) by Devaśarmā,


Aggregate of Dharma (Dharmaskandha) by Śāriputra,


Treatise on Designation (Prajñaptiśāstra) by Maudgalyāyana,


Statements on Types of Being (Saṃgītiparyāya) by Mahākoṣṭha,


and Compendium of Elements (Dhātukāya) by Pūrṇa.180


Master Pūrṇavardhana mentions that the Statements on Types of Being was composed by Śāriputra. For we [Sautrāntikas] therefore, the sūtras are valid but the treatises are not.181 [16]


The Vaibhāṣikas object: Would you deny that the system of the three piṭakas is derived from the sūtra that says, “Monks, the three piṭakas . . .” because no Abhidharma Piṭaka other than these {Seven Divisions} exists?


The Sautrāntikas respond: {Analyze whether or not the Seven Divisions are the Buddha’s speech. Since we do not assert that the Seven Divisions of Abhidharma were stated by the Buddha,} we posit any statement from the sūtra division that expresses the characteristics of phenomena and resolves ultimate reality to be the Abhidharma Piṭaka.


Question: Why are they called Vaibhāṣikas and Sautrāntikas?


Reply: They are called Vaibhāṣikas since they are foremost in the concise exposition and practice of the treatises182 or since they discern [Abhidharma] through concise explanation. Those who abide in the region of the Muslims are Kāśmīri Vaibhāṣikas. Those who abide to the west of Kāśmīr are Western Vaibhāṣikas. Those who abide in the central region of India and so on that are outside the Muslim areas or beyond the Western Vaibhāṣikas are Aparāntaka Vaibhāṣikas.


Those who hold the sūtras to be valid and the treatises to be invalid are Sautrāntikas. The Subcommentary explains they are also called Dārṣṭāntikas.


Question: If the ultimate purpose of Abhidharma is to attain nirvāṇa with or without remainder, what are the respective natures and differences [of these two outcomes]?


Reply: Śrāvaka schools assert that any āryas who obtain and actualize analytical cessation (pratisaṃkhyānirodha) that has abandoned the truth of origin consisting of causal karma and affliction, but who do not manifest the cessation that has abandoned resultant suffering, obtain nirvāṇa with remainder because they possess the remainder of one or more of the three sufferings. Different sūtras state that desire-realm beings possess the suffering of pain, such as Ārya Vibhudatta, who died after taking ash broth; Ārya Udāyin, who was killed through being beheaded in a brothel; the pratyekabuddha who died after consuming poison; and the Buddha, who was pierced by a splinter of a khadira tree, suffered back pain, bled from being struck by shrapnel from a mortar fired by Devadatta, and so on.


Śrāvaka arhats possess a physical basis in the three realms. In the first three absorptions they possess no suffering of pain but do possess the suffering of change, which remains {because they have contaminated feeling}, and the suffering of contaminated formations. In the fourth absorption and above they possess as remainder the suffering of contaminated formations, since they have no suffering of change. Whenever arhats actualize cessation that has abandoned all contaminated aggregates {or the three sufferings, [17] or relinquish their lifespan,} then they actualize nirvāṇa without remainder, for the Collection of Aphorisms clarifies:


The body and feelings become cool,


discernment ceases, formation is pacified,


and consciousness subsides.


Just this is the end of suffering.183


{Objection: Thus if nirvāṇa without remainder is obtained, the five aggregates would cease, and in consequence the mindstream that engages conditioned phenomena would be severed.


Reply: That [consequence] is rejected, for though the contaminated aggregates are stopped, the uncontaminated aggregates do not cease because analytical cessation is not engaged for that purpose.


Objection: Since the uncontaminated aggregates would lack sufficient conditions for them to arise, they would be a nonanalytical cessation.


Reply: How would they be incomplete? That would contradict the mind of the final [moment of this life] linking with the [first moment of] mind of another [life] and so on.}


Mahāyānists assert: Śrāvaka and pratyekabuddha liberation is not perfect liberation. Because the Teacher of the divine comprehended the needs of certain disciples, he demonstrated being pierced by a splinter of the khadira tree and so on. However, he had no suffering whatsoever because, we assert, he had abandoned all errors of cyclic existence and peace {and because his form body is transcendent wisdom}.


Still, the convention remains that both form bodies possess a remainder, whereas the Dharma body (dharmakāya) is without remainder, as Entry to the Three Bodies states:


Nirvāṇa with aggregates


is posited as the two bodies of the Sage.


Since it is free of all aggregates,


the dharmakāya has no aggregates.184


Therefore “phenomena” (1:3a) are the topic, “fully differentiating” (1:3a) is the need, and from “without . . .” to “. . . Therefore, for that reason” (1:3ac) teaches disengagement from saṃsāra to be the deeper need. The relationship is implicitly taught. Master Jinaputra writes:


The need for teaching the treatise is to become learned about the aggregates and so on. Those who are learned obtain two benefits. By paying attention to such categories they enhance their calm abiding and insight, and when giving discourses to others they obtain fearlessness when responding to any question.185


Contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena


FORMULATING THE EXPLANATION



This has two headings: overview and elaboration.


OVERVIEW



Phenomena are contaminated or uncontaminated.


Conditioned phenomena, except for the path,


are contaminated. Why? For them


contaminants always increase. (1:4)


Question: What phenomena {previously taught} are the subject matter of Abhidharma?


Reply: Phenomena (dharmas) that are either contaminated (sāsrava) or uncontaminated (anāsrava). Because these two form a dichotomy, there is no {third} category; therefore Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


Contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena are the only two types, and there is nothing else to investigate.186


Question: Aren’t there other categories, such as conditioned or unconditioned, impeded or unimpeded, mundane or transcendent, and so on? Why teach just these two?


Reply: There is no contradiction because [they teach] categorically that to be abandoned and that to be practiced, or because these two represent the others. [18]



ELABORATION



This has three parts: elaboration of contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena, elaboration of unconditioned phenomena, and elaboration of conditioned phenomena.


ELABORATION OF CONTAMINATED AND UNCONTAMINATED PHENOMENA



Conditioned phenomena (saṃskṛta), except for the truth of path (mārga), are the truths of origin and suffering, which are contaminated (sāsravā). Why? Because for them contaminants (āsravā) always increase (anuśerate) due to focusing on them or being concomitant187 with them. Here “contaminants” refers to the root and branch afflictions.188 “Increase” refers to continuously expanding the field {of attachment or affliction through craving things and viewing them as “mine”}. Or it is because contaminants benefit and assist such {conditions} or because such {conditions} benefit and assist the contaminants.


The Compendium of Abhidharma mentions that something is contaminated due to being related to the six doors of the contaminants:189 (1) Contaminant itself refers to the root and branch afflictions, which are the essential nature of the contaminants. (2) Related to the contaminants refers to minds and mental factors that are coemergent with the contaminants, or it refers to the dominant condition, such as the eyes, that supports such concomitant states. (3) Bound by the contaminants refers to the contaminated virtue of the three realms, which fully binds to the causes of existence. (4) Subsequently related to the contaminants refers to that which possesses the dysfunction [or error] of the contaminants. (5) Subsequently compatible with the contaminants refers to that which accommodates the contaminants through not being their antidote, or the objects of root and branch afflictions, such as material form, that are focal objects of the contaminants since they increase the contaminants when observed. (6) Derived from the contaminants that are its cause refers to that which is contaminated through being the result of the contaminants.


It is impossible for them to merge as a single contaminated phenomenon because it is impossible for them to converge in a single state. Therefore a contaminated state should be understood to be related in some way to any of these six, since it is meaningless to speak of each separately having these six types. {If something must coexist with the contaminants in order to be contaminated, then only the five appropriated aggregates would be contaminated. But then it would follow that contaminated aggregates associated with a virtuous mind and external contaminated [material form] would be impossible.}


Some assert: Something is contaminated since it is concomitant with the contaminant.


Others assert: Something is contaminated since it is observed by the contaminant.


A Dārṣṭāntika asserts: Something is contaminated since it supports the contaminant.


Reply: Regarding the first assertion, it would erroneously follow that contaminated states other than afflicted minds and mental factors would be impossible. Regarding the second assertion, it would follow that even the truths of cessation and path would be contaminated {since the reason exceeds the predicate}.190 Regarding the third assertion, it would follow that only the six bases would be contaminated when affliction is fully activated {since the former underpervades the latter}.191


{Space and nonanalytical cessation are not focal objects of the contaminants. Though contaminants arise through focusing on the truths of cessation and path, [such] contaminants do not increase because those truths pacify affliction, and they are not taken as “mine” because they are antidotes to affliction. Though afflictions of lower levels focus on higher levels, afflictions of higher levels do not increase because [19] they are not taken as “mine” and higher levels are an antidote to afflictions of lower levels.}


Uncontaminated phenomena are the truth of the path


and the three unconditioned phenomena:


space and the two cessations.


Space does not obstruct. (1:5)


Uncontaminated phenomena should be recognized as the truth of the path (margāsatya) and the three unconditioned phenomena (asaṃskṛta). Why? Because for them contaminants do not increase. Such logic is also applied here because they also don’t extend the field of the contaminants, the contaminants do not assist them, and they do not assist the contaminants. In this context Yaśomitra explains that “three” (1:5b) is mentioned to refute the Vātsīputrīyas, who assert that only nirvāṇa is an unconditioned state, and the Vaiśeṣikas, who assert that there are many unconditioned phenomena, such as subtle particles.192


Objection: But if paths and unconditioned phenomena are indirectly understood to be uncontaminated from the statement “Conditioned phenomena, except for the path, are contaminated” (1:4bc), then to state “Uncontaminated phenomena are the truth of path” (1:5a) becomes redundant.


Reply: Masters Guṇamati and Pūrṇavardhana assert that “the path” (1:5a) here may refer to either the mundane or the transcendent path, and doubt may arise as to whether the mundane path is uncontaminated. Therefore, to distinguish it from the contaminated path, the term truth of is included in the statement “Uncontaminated phenomena are the truth of the path” because the mundane path is just a path and not the truth of path, for it is included in the truths of suffering and origin. Further, restating that which has already been established is for the purpose of settling the point because that which is widely understood is settled through merely raising the point, but that which is not widely understood is not, and unconditioned phenomena are not widely understood.193


Some say: Though the point is understood, it is stated to prevent the doubt that there is a third position apart from that to be refuted or established, just as there are three feelings: pleasure, pain, and equanimity. For instance, Dārṣṭāntikas assert {this third position}; they assert that the eyes of an arhat, external form and so on, are uncontaminated since they are not a basis for the contaminants, but contaminated since they are not an antidote to the contaminants. Therefore “Uncontaminated phenomena are the truth of the path” (1:5a) is stated to prevent such misconceptions and doubts.


Vaibhāṣikas say: Eyes and so on within the mindstreams (saṃtāna) of arhats and the form of the external environment are solely contaminated phenomena.


Unconditioned phenomena


Question: What are the three unconditioned phenomena?


Reply: They are space (ākāśa) and the two cessations (nirodha), analytical and nonanalytical. Why are they unconditioned? Because they are not actually conditioned by causes and conditions.


Question: Isn’t analytical cessation actually conditioned by the path? If so, why is it called “unconditioned”?


Reply: This abandonment of contaminated objects to be abandoned by the path is called the “result of separation,” but its essential nature is not newly produced because Vaibhāṣikas [20] assert it to be permanent substance and other schools proclaim it to be the absence of any intrinsic nature.


Question: Isn’t suchness (tathatā) an unconditioned phenomenon? If so, why are just three types stated?


Reply: Those schools assert suchness is selflessness, and they do not assert selflessness of phenomena. However they do assert the selflessness of person, and that is [included within] the sixteen aspects of the four noble truths, such as impermanence. For them the aspects of the truth of cessation are the very nature of analytical cessation, and they do not [classify] the unconditioned phenomenon called “suchness” separately [from analytical cessation], since [they assert that] the aspects of the [other] three noble truths are conditioned phenomena.


SPACE



Question: What is the nature of the three unconditioned phenomena?


Reply: From among those three, space (akāśā) {is an instance of that which is unconditioned, unobscured-neutral, and substantially established and} is defined as that which does not obstruct (anāvṛta) {since it accommodates form}. It is separate from both that which is obstructed and the obstructor {since it is capable of functioning as their basis}. Therefore space is that which is free from obstructive resistance and accommodates physical objects.


Objection: Unimpeded formations such as the mind or the two cessations would also be space because they lack obstructive resistance.


Reply: That is not so because the power of a yogi’s concentration may obstruct others coming and staying, or the mind remaining in its original state and so on {and concentration itself also prevents minds and mental factors that are to be negated, from arising}. Also analytical cessations obstruct contaminated {conjoined states (saṃyogadravya)}, which are instances of states that arise, and nonanalytical cessations obstruct contaminated and uncontaminated conditioned phenomena, which are instances of states that do not arise.


However, even for space, such nonobstruction is incomplete because [space] prevents wind and so on from falling [or dissipating]. If it did not abide there, it would follow that space would not be established as the support of wind, and the Vaibhāṣikas would have to abandon this assertion.


Sautrāntikas assert that “that which merely accommodates form” is called space since space is separate from physical states but has no intrinsic nature.


Indeed that is so, but Vaibhāṣikas assert that space is substantially existent because a sūtra explains that water depends on wind and wind depends on space:


O Gautama, on what does earth depend? Brahman, earth depends on water. O Gautama, on what does water depend? Brahman, it depends on wind. O Gautama, on what does wind depend? Brahman, it depends on space. O Gautama, on what does space depend? Brahman, you make a great mistake because, brahman, space depends on nothing; it does not appear and is not observed.194


{Its etymology is “that which accommodates.”}


Objection: If space exists at the site where obstructive resistance exists, say in a wall, [21] even space would be physical and obstructed. If not, space would be intermittent and impermanent.


Reply: Since space, which accommodates, possesses a nonphysical nature, it occupies the spatial location of a wall and so on. If it didn’t exist there, the wall and so forth would not exist there because space, which accommodates, would not exist there — and the wall would be blocked by other types of material form. Therefore, though space exists there, it doesn’t become form because its nature is nonphysical — just as, though a body has mind, the mind does not become form.


ANALYTICAL CESSATION



Analytical cessation is freedom.


Each cessation is different.


Nonanalytical cessation absolutely obstructs arising


and is different from analytical cessation. (1:6)


Analytical cessation (pratisaṃkhyānirodha) {is an instance of unconditioned, permanent, virtuous substance. Its definition} is “freedom (visaṃyoga) from contaminated {objects of negation} obtained by the power of uncontaminated wisdom included in the uninterrupted path.” {That obtained by separation or by the power of the antidote completely impedes the arising of the object of negation.


Etymology: It is called analytical cessation since it is cessation obtained by wisdom analyzing the four truths — suffering and so on. Its characteristics of} permanence and virtuous substance {negate that it is a type of conditioned liberation or any of the four other cessations because the first is not cessation, and the latter four are not obtained by the path of freedom}. In the root text, the middle term “obtained” is omitted, just as the term “yoked” is omitted in “ox cart” though it refers to “a cart yoked to an ox.”195


Objection: The cessation attained by the mundane path is not analytical cessation {for it underpervades}.196


Reply: There is no cessation obtained by the mundane path {comparing coarse and refined aspects} alone, for it {must} be obtained by {any} transcendent path {because transcendent paths obtain cessation of all that is contaminated in the three realms}.


Indeed, though we may say the above definition of analytical cessation does not lack pervasion, still it is correct to call it “freedom from contaminants due to the power of the antidote.” Therefore Master Pūrṇavardhana explains that “analytical cessation” (1:6a) teaches the instance, while “. . . is freedom. Each cessation is different” (1:6ab) teaches the definition through eliminating the other four cessations because they are not states of freedom.197 Thus the Autocommentary maintains:


Individual analysis of the ārya truths of suffering and so on is “analysis.” It is identified as a subset of wisdom.198


Because this is the standard or main presentation, that obtained by the mundane path is not analytical cessation. [22]


{If classified, there are two:}


ARE CESSATIONS {OF SEPARATE CONTAMINATED PHENOMENA} THE SAME OR DIFFERENT?


Reply: {The Autocommentary remarks:


Conjoined states (saṃyogadravya) are as numerous as freed states.199


Conjoined states are all contaminated phenomena that completely bind to the three realms. Therefore, just as} each {of the five types of conjoined states} to be abandoned {is different,} so too each (pṛthak) cessation {that is free of them} is different (pṛthak). For example, the cessation devoid of suffering to be abandoned by the path of seeing is different from the cessation devoid of the origin of suffering to be abandoned by the path of seeing.


If that were not so and just a single cessation were asserted, then actualizing the cessation free of suffering to be abandoned by the path of seeing would also actualize the cessation free of the remaining three truths to be abandoned by the paths of seeing and meditation. If that were so, it would absurdly follow that meditating on the latter paths would be meaningless. {In other words, it would follow that you could not posit the objects of abandonment that are unique to āryas because there would be no distinct unconditioned results from abandoning those objects to be abandoned.} Therefore the cessations {free of what is to be abandoned by the path of seeing} are established as {eighty-nine} distinct phenomena.


{REFUTING THE ASSERTION THAT IT CONTRADICTS SCRIPTURE}


Objection: The Dharmadinnā Sūtra from the Medium-Length Discourses states:


The honorable Viśākha asked the nun Dharmadinnā {his former wife}: “Noble one, are cessations similar?” She said: “Honorable Viśākha, they are not similar.”200


But if such cessations were distinct {and multiple}, they would be similar.


Reply: Indeed that is true, for Vaibhāṣikas explain that this sūtra refutes {the existence of any} cause being similar to cessation {since analytical cessation is permanent} and that it negates any cause being similar to some types of cessation {because they assert that causes are similar to conditioned phenomena alone. Therefore} it does not teach that cessations lack mere mutual similarity.201 But if they assert that states (dravya) of cessation occur discretely and sequentially within the mindstream, it would follow that they would be impermanent and conditioned because they would possess their own place, time, and substance, such as sprouts. This must be refuted by the Vaibhāṣikas.


Sautrāntikas assert that cessation is mere freedom (visaṃyoga) from contaminants abandoned by the power of the antidote. Since it lacks any intrinsic nature, it cannot be posited as single or multiple.


Vaibhāṣikas assert that it is substantially existent (dravyasat) because it is described in the sūtras as one of the four noble truths, like the truth of the path.202



NONANALYTICAL CESSATION



The second cessation {is an instance of an unconditioned, unobscured-neutral, substantially established phenomenon. According to a sūtra:


A stream-enterer stops reincarnation in lower realms.


If such rebirth were stopped merely due to incomplete conditions, rebirth would still occur there since it would be possible to assemble those conditions at some point. But because stream enterers are never reborn in the lower realms, it is said by some that such cessation is substantially existent.} [23]


Nonanalytical cessation (apratisaṃkhyānirodha) is different from analytical cessation {and is defined as} “that which absolutely obstructs (vighna) the arising (utpāda) of future contaminated or uncontaminated phenomena {due to a deficiency of conditions}.” It is absolute freedom due to conditions being insufficient. {For example, one who manifests the path of a follower of faith203 dependent on any of the six levels of absorption obtains the remaining five paths and the path of a follower of reality204 without further analysis, since the Hīnayāna path of seeing does not arise twice. When persevering for Dharma knowledge of the truth of suffering, future phenomena are also stopped for the same reason. As such, that which definitely stops the arising of future phenomena due to insufficient conditions — and not through analysis — is called “nonanalytical cessation.”


Etymlogy: It is called “nonanalytical cessation” because it refers either to a nonimplicative negation205 obtained without analytical wisdom, or an implicative negation206 obtained by insufficient conditions and not from analytical wisdom.}


There are five cessations: (1) impermanence (anitya), (2) meditative attainment (samāpatti), (3) arising (utpatti), (4) analytical cessation, and (5) nonanalytical cessation. The term “obstructs arising” (1:6c) rebuts the cessation of impermanence because it negates enduring in the present but does not negate arising {by that which has already arisen}. “Different from analytical cessation” (1:6d) here rebuts analytical cessation. “Absolutely obstructs” (1:6c) rebuts the two meditative attainments, the state of nondiscernment, conditioned phenomena, and space because it negates the intermittent arising of the first three {even though their negations have not yet occurred}, because conditioned phenomena possess the characteristic of arising, and because, as taught previously, space is not impeded.


To give an example, it is like the nonarising of the sense consciousness that observes {the color yellow, a sound, and so on} when eye {consciousness} or the mental faculty is distracted to a blue form. {Further, its nonarising in the present is due to its immediately preceding condition being insufficient through the nonactivation of various consciousnesses as immediately preceding conditions other than those for apprehending blue. Its future nonarising is due to its objective condition being insufficient, for those former objects exist in the past and the five types of sense consciousness engage present objects; they lack the capacity to focus on the past.}


FOUR POSSIBILITIES



Four possibilities are stated in the Autocommentary in this context.207 {The four possibilities related to the two cessations have two parts: an outline and a closer examination of the third possibility.


OUTLINE



Question: Is a basis for obtaining analytical cessation also a basis for obtaining nonanalytical cessation? And is a basis for obtaining nonanalytical cessation also a basis for obtaining analytical cessation?


Reply: There are four possibilities:} The first is, for example, contaminated phenomena occurring in the past, present, or future. Their analytical cessation may be obtained, since they are contaminated, and negated by their antidotes, [24] but their nonanalytic cessation cannot be obtained, because they are instances of states that arise {and nonanalytical cessation absolutely impedes arising.} The second, a basis208 for obtaining nonanalytical cessation alone, is an uncontaminated phenomenon that never arises. It will not cease due to its antidote since it is uncontaminated, {faultless, and therefore not an object to be abandoned,} and it never arises because its conditions are insufficient {and its arising is impeded}. The third is that which is both — a contaminated phenomenon that never arises. The fourth is that which is neither — for instance, {unconditioned phenomena or} uncontaminated {conditioned phenomena,} which are instances of states that arise.


{It is impossible for unconditioned phenomena to have either type of cessation, since it is impossible for them to arise.


CLOSER EXAMINATION OF THE THIRD POSSIBILITY}


If instances of the nonarising of contaminated or uncontaminated phenomena never arise, they would not be conditioned because they would not be created by causes and conditions. As such they would not be objects of negation because the objects of negation of both cessations are conditioned states.


Objection: But if contaminated or uncontaminated phenomena are conditioned, and their lack of arising is asserted to be an instance of nonarising, then a common locus of nonarising and that which is conditioned cannot be asserted.


Reply: This is not an assertion of the Vaibhāṣikas. For, since [Sarvāstivādins] accept both the arising and nonarising [of such phenomena], they assert that future phenomena are substantially established.209 Also the two cessations themselves would become their own objects of negation because they are states that stop the arising of conditioned objects to be negated.210 Thus Vaibhāṣikas hold that instances of future nonarising are nominal entities [since no instances can be found].


{The obtainment of both cessations is not simultaneous. To demonstrate} Master Jinaputra explains that there are four possibilities:


(1) Analytical cessation is obtained first, and the other is obtained later. {When arhats resolute in faith abandon objects to be abandoned by the path of meditation, obtainment of analytical cessation occurs. But since it is possible that this state may degenerate, at that time they also upgrade their intellectual faculty and obtain nonanalytical cessation.} [Another] example is the consciousness of an arhat holding one of the five sense objects, such as form, when his or her eye or mind is distracted to another form. {Since the five sense consciousnesses are contaminated, arhats first obtain the analytical cessation of all contaminated phenomena.}


(2) Nonanalytical cessation is obtained first, and the other is obtained later. For example, those who obtain the patience stage of the path of preparation {prevent [the arising of] the aggregates of} a lower-realm being {through nonanalytical cessation and obtain the analytical cessation of those aggregates when the path of meditation arises.}


(3) Both are obtained simultaneously. For example, {those who abandon objects to be abandoned by the path of seeing by obtaining the path of seeing, and} those who obtain their result through abandoning the great-of-the-great object to be abandoned by the path of meditation {obtain the nonanalytical cessation of the great stage not yet arisen, and those beings resolute in faith who reside in the desire realm or above, obtain them simultaneously.


Question: What about those [arhats] liberated regardless of circumstances — why are they not similar?


Reply: It is said that since they are nonlearners, they are not engaged in obtaining them.} [25]


(4) Neither is obtained. The example is: states other than those.211


{The basis for calculating four possibilities212 such as the one above and so on, is [two phenomena that are] neither contradictory nor related states. Direct contradiction, such as contaminated and uncontaminated states, precludes any other alternative, and therefore it precludes the two latter possibilities.213 Indirect contradiction, such as blue and yellow, excludes by its very nature, and therefore it precludes the third possibility. Those intrinsically related, such as produced and impermanent, preclude the first two possibilities. Those causally related, such as fire and smoke, preclude the third possibility. The purpose of calculating the four possibilities is to become learned in objects of knowledge.


Etymology: The term possibility implies a limit (koṭi), for there is a limit of four, and not five or more, [possible] answers to any question.214}


ELABORATION OF CONDITIONED PHENOMENA



This has two headings: synopsis of the eight parts [of the Abhidharmakośa] and the meaning of the text.


Synopsis of the eight parts


This has three headings: the presentation {and definite number} of the eight parts, their relationship {and definite order}, and which part teaches what topic.


THE PRESENTATION OF THE EIGHT PARTS



Master Pūrṇavardhana mentions that the eight parts are enumerated from the perspective of extensively explaining the meaning abbreviated as “Phenomena are contaminated or uncontaminated” (1:4a).215 The first two parts present contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena in general. The next three parts present contaminated phenomena in detail: The third teaches who is completely afflicted (the cosmos of beings with five types of reincarnation in the three realms), where they are completely afflicted (the physical world systems), and how they are completely afflicted (the four types of birth and the twelve links of dependent origination). The fourth and fifth teach what completely afflicts (karma and negative tendencies). The last three parts present uncontaminated phenomena in detail: The sixth, which presents paths and beings, teaches what persons are purified, in what realm they are purified, and the order of realization marking how they are purified. The seventh, which presents transcendent wisdom, teaches by what means purification is achieved. The eighth, which presents meditative attainment, teaches the basis of wisdom. This presentation also delineates their relationship.


A past master explains that the eight parts are taught to present focal objects, the practice, and the result. Parts 1 and 2 teach what phenomena exist; parts 3, 4, and 5 teach how phenomena exist; part 6 teaches how realization of the practice arises; and parts 7 and 8 teach resultant wisdom and its qualities.


THEIR RELATIONSHIP



Part 1 [26] teaches contaminated and uncontaminated phenomena, the subject matter of Abhidharma. Part 2 extensively teaches the faculties mentioned merely by name in part 1. Part 3 teaches the three realms mentioned merely by name in parts 1 and 2. Part 4 teaches that the three realms are directly derived from karma, having refuted that Īśvara and so on are their cause. Part 5 teaches that karma, as a motivating cause [of afflictive action], is also a negative tendency. Part 6 teaches that the path abandons those negative tendencies. Part 7 teaches in detail the path of knowledge mentioned in the previous part. Part 8 extensively explains the qualities that are unique to buddhas, where both the shared and unique qualities of a buddha have been taught in previous parts.


WHICH PART TEACHES WHAT TOPIC



This is to be understood from the meaning of the text.




[image: Part I. Elements]
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2. Conditioned Phenomena


THE MEANING OF THE TEXT



There are eight parts. The first:


THE EXPOSITION OF THE ELEMENTS



This has three parts: core taxonomies of conditioned phenomena; synonyms; and elaboration of aggregates, bases, and elements.


Core taxonomies of conditioned phenomena


Also conditioned phenomena


are the five aggregates — form and so on.


They are the times, the basis of language,


definitely transcended, and they possess a basis. (1:7)


Question: What are those conditioned phenomena previously cited in the statement “Conditioned phenomena, except for the path, are contaminated” (1:4bc)?


Reply: {Conditioned phenomena are classified in five: the basis of classification, that which is classified, the number of those classified, the definite number of those classified, and the purpose of such classification.


THE BASIS ON WHICH CLASSIFICATION IS MADE



Engaging in the Deeds of a Bodhisattva states:


There is nothing anywhere


fabricated from a single condition.216


The Collection of Birth Stories says:


There is nothing anywhere


established from a single cause.217


Therefore conditioned phenomena arise due to the assembly and convergence of many causes and conditions, since they do not arise from a single cause or condition. Moreover, [Vasubandhu’s] Rational System of Exposition explains that dharma has ten meanings,218 and it is said in the Miscellaneous Discourses that anything that retains its characteristics is called a dharma. Therefore objects of knowledge (jñeya) that retain their characteristics are dharmas. “Also” (1:7a) indicates that not only do phenomena and unconditioned phenomena have classifications, but also conditioned phenomena have classifications.


THE THINGS THAT ARE CLASSIFIED



These are the aggregates of form, feeling, discernment, formation, and consciousness, which are differentiated from the liberated aggregates, such as the aggregate of ethics, and the five objects, such as form, because these latter categories do not include all conditioned phenomena. [27]


THE NUMBER OF THOSE CLASSIFIED



There are five.


THE SET NUMBER OF THOSE CLASSIFIED



They are definitely five in number because they are taught to be the bases grasped as “I” and “mine.” Childlike beings predominantly hold consciousness to be “I” and form and so on to be “mine.” Thus they think, respectively, that “external and internal material forms are related to the self who is the agent and object of actions; feeling is experienced by the self; discernment applies names by discriminating objects seen and heard and so on to be the self; and the mind grasping a self activates karmic formation that engages virtue and so on.” Thus these four are grasped as “mine.” The Great Treatise on Differentiation notes:


There are just five aggregates, neither more nor less, because they fully reveal the basis for grasping at “I” and “mine.” Childlike beings predominantly hold consciousness to be “I” and the remaining aggregates such as form to be “mine.”219


Also the Compendium of Abhidharma explains that the aggregates are fixed in number for a specific purpose when it reveals:


Five aggregates are taught in order to reveal the five bases that are held as the self.220


Again:


Conditioned phenomena are definitely twofold: form and that which is not form. That which is not form is definitely twofold: mind and that which is not mind. Conditioned phenomena that are neither form nor mind are definitely the three aggregates of feeling and so on.221


THE PURPOSE OF SUCH CLASSIFICATION



Question: Are the five aggregates different substances (dravya), are they synonyms, are they the same in nature but different conceptual isolates, or are they different distinct states?}


Reply: The form (rūpa) aggregate and so on — referring to feeling, discernment, formation, and consciousness — are the five aggregates (skandha). Conditioned phenomena (saṃskṛta) are created through the assembly and convergence of conditions, and there are none whatsoever that are produced from a single condition.


Question: But how can instances of future nonarising be called “conditioned phenomena”?


Reply: They are called “conditioned phenomena” because they are similar in kind and characteristics to arisen states. It is like the milk in an unmilked cow being called “milk” since it is similar to the milk from the udder.


“Also” teaches that not only are there classifications of unconditioned phenomena, but there are also classifications of conditioned phenomena. Stating “form and so on” and “aggregates” (1:7b) excludes liberated aggregates, such as the aggregate of ethics, and the external bases.


Question: Which of these aggregates are substantially the same? Which are different? Which are different distinct states? Which are synonyms?


Vaibhāṣikas assert that they are substantially distinct. For they assert that the form aggregate consists of coarse form and subtle particles, and they claim both are types of substance. They assert that feeling, discernment, associated formative factors, form, and mind are different and also internally differentiated. They say that nonassociated formative factors are things (bhāva) that are different from form, mind, and mental factors. Because consciousness is also different from the other aggregates, all five aggregates are substantially existent. Therefore the body of Devadatta is called “the aggregate of form” because it is an aggregate [28] as well as form, and as such, it comprises their common locus. This explanation also applies to the other aggregates.


Sautrāntikas assert form, feeling, discernment, associated formative factors, and consciousness to be substantially existent. Nonassociated formative factors are imputed in the context of form, mind, and mental factors, but they are not substantially existent. Particles and moments are substantially existent. But because gross entities and continua are not substantially existent, aggregates are nominally existent. Therefore, because form is substantially existent and aggregate is nominally existent, the form aggregate is a union of different components, like the various components of Devadatta. This should be applied in the same way to other instances.


Yogācāras assert that material form is not substantially different from minds or mental factors. They assert that the aggregates are nominally existent because nonassociated formative factors are not separate from them, and that continua are not substantially established.


Synonyms of “aggregates”


These are now stated since the Subcommentary declares:


Since Abhidharma in its entirety constitutes the meaning of the sūtras, resolves the sūtras, and explains the sūtras, the identity of the synonyms of the aggregates, such as “time” and so on, are expressed in the sūtras.222


Those conditioned phenomena are called “the three times” (adhvan) because those that have gone are past, those that are active are present, those that will come are future. So too, such conditioned phenomena are called the “basis of language” (kathāvastu) because discourse is {the sound of the letters themselves, or} speech.


Objection: Its basis is the names [or nouns] expressed, and only names are the basis of language.


Reply: That is not so because {all conditioned phenomena} are said to be the basis {of speech} and the basis {of language}. All conditioned phenomena are the basis of language because speech engages names, and those {names} express all conditioned phenomena. {Further, all conditioned phenomena are the basis of language since names are the explicit subject matter and their meaning is the conceived subject matter.} Although unconditioned phenomena are the subject matter of names, they are not taught to be the basis of language since they are not causes and since they are expressed less frequently. Thus Entering Discussion on the Abhidharma correctly affirms:


The basis of language is subsumed by the eighteen elements.223


Also, conditioned phenomena are “definitely transcended” (saniḥsāra) because definite transcendence is nirvāṇa, the misery definitely transcended is conditioned phenomena, and that which transcends misery is [29] that which is beyond conditioned phenomena.


Objection: Since the truth of path is not something you transcend, all conditioned states are not definitely transcended.


Reply: It is said in the Medium-Length Discourses:


If you abandon Dharma knowing it is like a ship which represents Dharma, then it goes without saying that you abandon that which is not Dharma.224


Ornament of the Mahāyāna Sūtras also maintains:


Through understanding that you have passed beyond saṃsāra,


you recognize all Dharma to be like a ship.225


Therefore, in entering nirvāṇa without remainder you definitely transcend conditioned phenomena.


Also, conditioned phenomena “possess a basis” (savastuka) because here basis is said to refer to “[those that possess] a cause.” These then are the synonyms of conditioned states.


In particular, regarding the synonyms of contaminated phenomena:


When they are contaminated, they are also


appropriated aggregates. They are also:


associated with conflict, suffering, origin, destructible,


the locus of view, and existence. (1:8)


When conditioned phenomena are contaminated (sāsravā), they are also appropriated aggregates (upādānaskandha). Appropriated means “afflicted,” and they are appropriated aggregates since they are derived from affliction, like a grass fire or straw fire.226 {Again, since they rely on appropriation, they are “appropriated aggregates,” similar to a man dependent on a king being called “a king’s man.”} Moreover, they are appropriated aggregates because appropriated afflicted states arise from them, like flowers or fruit. {Therefore that which is an aggregate but not appropriated is an uncontaminated conditioned phenomenon; that which is both is a contaminated conditioned phenomenon; and that which is neither is an unconditioned phenomenon because there are three possibilities.}


Again, those called “contaminated” are also called “associated with conflict” (saraṇā) {since both self and others are harmed in a battle, and conflict is afflictive since it increases due to contaminated phenomena}. Similarly, they are suffering (duḥkha) {since they are the suffering of any of the three types of suffering that are incompatible with āryas}, origin (samudaya) {since they are the origin of the suffering that is the result of these contaminated causes}, destructible (loka) {since they are destroyed or fully destroyed, or destroyed by their antidote}, the locus of view (dṛṣṭisthānam), and existence (bhava) {since a sūtra states:


What is existence? It is the five appropriated aggregates.


Therefore contaminated phenomena occur from beginningless time, and they conform with the meaning of these synonyms.} Respectively, they are [associated with] conflict that is afflictive since they harm self and others; they are associated with suffering due to the three sufferings and incompatible with āryas due to the suffering of contaminated formations; they are the origin of all resultant suffering that is without exception causally derived, since causal {contaminated} aggregates are the origin and resultant {contaminated} aggregates are suffering; they are destructible; and they increase views, such as the afflicted view of self (satkāyadṛṣṭi) {that focuses on contaminated states}, for a sūtra states:


Monks, if anyone fully scrutinizes “I” and “mine,” then those who fully scrutinize them will fully scrutinize the appropriated aggregates that are taken as “I” and “mine.”227 [30]


{By maintaining such views, even an arhat’s contaminated aggregates become an appropriated affliction since they give rise to appropriated affliction in the mindstreams of others who observe them}; and they also link with affliction.


Question: Indeed, if all afflictions increase in relation to contaminated things, why is view called “the sole locus”?


Reply: Indeed other afflictions increase, but here view is called “the sole locus” because “locus” refers to that which stably holds all contaminated things autonomously at all times. Attachment, anger, and pride are genuine afflictions but they do not engage all objects, nor do they engage them at all times because it is said, “. . . toward the objects of those arisen and unabandoned [afflictions]” (5:23cd). Though ignorance arises at all times, it does not do so autonomously or unilaterally, because ignorance concomitant with attachment and so on is understood to be like attachment. Though doubt has different types, none stably apprehends [its object]. Therefore Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


View is autonomous and unwavering


at all times and for all objects.


But attachment and so on —


ignorance and doubt — are not like that.228


{Objection: In that case the truth of path would be contaminated because (1) it would possess the suffering of contaminated formations; (2) it would act as the origin of the suffering of contaminated virtue in the three realms, for the truth of path would act as its immediately preceding condition; (3) its impermanence would be a destructible state; (4) wrong view would focus on it; and (5) it would also be cyclic existence since the latter would be derived from the former.


Reply: That is not so because (1) though the path is impermanent, it is not incompatible with āryas; (2) it transcends the first two sufferings; (3) it disintegrates due to impermanence but not due to an antidote; (4) though wrong view may focus on the path, it [i.e., wrong view] does not increase; and (5) the path neither refers to a contaminated state nor can it be described in that way [as cyclic existence] since it does not occur from beginningless saṃsāra. It is similar [to how] the term “one who sleeps on the floor” refers to a buffalo (mahiṣa) alone.229}
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3. The Nature of the Five Aggregates


THE ELABORATION OF AGGREGATES, BASES, AND ELEMENTS



This has three headings: their nature, others that are included in these three, and the classification of elements.


THEIR NATURE



This has five headings: classification of instances, definition, need, definite number, and definite order. [31]


THE CLASSIFICATION OF INSTANCES



This has five headings: [classification of the form aggregate, base, and element; aggregates, elements, and bases other than form or mind; definition of consciousness; abbreviated meaning; and eliminating dispute about the consequence of too many elements.]


CLASSIFICATION OF THE FORM AGGREGATE, BASE, AND ELEMENT



This has two headings: teaching aggregates and teaching elements and bases.


The aggregate of form


This has two headings: overview and elaboration.


OVERVIEW



Form is the five sense faculties, the five object fields,


and nonindicative form itself. (1:9ab)


In the earlier statement “The five aggregates — form and so on” (1:7b), the instance of the form aggregate is the five sense faculties (indriya) such as the eyes, the five object fields (viṣaya) such as form, and nonindicative form (avijñapti),230 making eleven. Others explain fifteen types through separately classifying tactile objects into four types. Taken together, these represent the form aggregate, which is defined as “that which is capable of materiality.” This means “that which is capable of being damaged from the arising of different {earlier or later} manifest physical states through {internal} contact.”231


Some say: That which impedes is capable of materiality.


Ārya Asaṅga explains that that which exists as form has two types: (1) that existing as form [that is apprehended] through objective analysis, and (2) that existing as form [that is apprehended] through contact. The first is associated with spatial direction such as “this is here” or “that is there.” The second is that which is capable of being damaged, as previously explained. Therefore the definition of form is “that which is capable of materiality through either aspect.”232 {Master Ārya [Asaṅga] mentions in the Compendium of Abhidharma:


What is the definition of the form aggregate? The definition of that existing as form is “that existing as form through either aspect,” which are (1) that existing as form [that is apprehended] through contact, and (2) that existing as form [that is apprehended] through objective analysis.233


The first is explained as that which is capable of materiality through contact with the hand and so on, which is here explained as that which is capable of being damaged. The second is described as “various forms or various similar states that are apprehended by means of an abstract image with mental conception and its concomitant states that are either in equipoise or not in equipoise.”234 This can be explained as the object and its parts that appear to awareness.}


Objection: Subtle particles are not form because they are partless and cannot impede.


Reply: Although {atoms as substance} do not impede individually, they do when many accumulate together.


Objection: Nonindicative states (avijñapti) are not form.


Reply: In response it may be said that it is capable of materiality because indicative form (vijñapti) that is its {motivating} cause exists, {just as when a tree moves, its shadow moves. But to say that supported nonindicative form ceases when supporting indicative form ceases — just as the shadow ceases when the tree falls — indicates that the example and meaning do not match.} Or it may be said that nonindicative form is capable of materiality because its supportive basis — the primary elements — exists as material form. Vaibhāṣikas explain that it is designated as form but it is not real form. [32]


ELABORATION



This has three headings: the five sense faculties, the five objects, and nonindicative form.


THE FIVE SENSE FACULTIES



The subtle organ of the eyes and so on


support consciousness of those objects. (1:9cd)


The subtle organ (prasāda) of the eye (cakṣu) sense faculty and so on support consciousness (vijñānāśraya) of those five objects (artha) such as form because a sūtra says:


Monks, eyes are internal sense bases because they are subtle organs caused by the four great elements and so on.235


In one sense that statement may be rendered as “The subtle organ of the eye sense faculty and so on support eye consciousness and so forth” because Entering Discussion on the Abhidharma states:


What is the eye sense faculty? It is the subtle organ that supports eye consciousness.236


Master Jinaputra [Yaśomitra] explains:


The former system is compatible with the Sautrāntikas. The latter is compatible with the world.237


Pūrṇavardhana asserts:


The former system is well known in the world. The latter is well known in scripture.238


{Also, if eye consciousness were called “form consciousness,” then mental consciousness and the five sense consciousnesses could not be differentiated since mental consciousness also focuses on [all types of] form. But when it is called “eye consciousness” and so on, it is distinguished from mental consciousness. Therefore the latter is preferable.} If they are classified, there are two types — those possessing support and those similar to that — and the purpose of such names is to apply appropriate terms such as “eyes” and so on to looking, listening, smelling, tasting, and touching.


THE FIVE SENSE OBJECTS



{This has two parts: [physical phenomena] and distinguishing such phenomena.


PHYSICAL PHENOMENA}


Form has two types or twenty types,


sound has eight types,


taste has six types, smell has four types,


tactile objects consist of eleven. (1:10)


In brief, form (rūpa), which is the object field of the eye, has two types: color (varṇa) and shape (saṃsthāna). Or, if extensively classified, Entering Discussion on the Abhidharma declares that it has twenty types. To wit, there are twelve colors comprising the four primary colors: (1) blue (nīla), (2) yellow (lohita), (3) red (pīta), and (4) white (avadāta), and their subcategories: (5) cloud (abhra), (6) smoke (dhūma), (7) dust (rajaḥ), (8) mist (mahīka), (9) shadow (cāyā), (10) sun (ātapa), (11) light (āloka), and (12) darkness (andhakāra), which constitute the eight secondary colors. There are eight shapes: (1) long (dīrgha), (2) short (hrasva), (3) square (vṛtta), (4) round (parimaṇḍala), (5) high (unnata), (6) low (avanata), (7) uneven or rough (viśata), and (8) even or smooth (śata). Dust refers to coarse dust, and mist is haze. Shadow is the outline of form [33] because Rational System of Exposition articulates:


Form is clarified when an object obstructs sunlight.239


Darkness is the opposite of sunlight, sun is the sun’s rays, light is the radiance of a jewel {or the moon, or stars, or fire} and so on. Square is four-sided, round is circular, smooth is even shaped or broad, and rough is uneven or narrow. The others are easy to understand.


Question: Don’t colors such as green, black, orange, and light yellow also exist?


Reply: Green is yellow mixed with a greater part of blue. Black is red mixed with a greater part of blue. Orange is red mixed with a greater part of yellow. Light yellow is white mixed with a greater part of yellow. Light blue is white mixed with a greater part of blue.


Some {for whom the distant space appears to be a wall of vaiḍūrya240} say: There are twenty-one with the color of the sky, which appears blue.


Moreover, the Compendium of Abhidharma explains that there are twenty-five when you add four forms including the two shapes — subtle and coarse particles; and the two colors — the form of open space241 and indicative form.242


Question: If cloud and smoke and so on are explained as classifications of form, the number of material forms advocated here would be insufficient because limitless classifications would ensue, such as that of water, fire, pillars, smoke, and so on. But if blue as a color and long as a shape and so forth are not separately classified due to already being included, then cloud and so on should not be separately stated because they have been subsumed in color and shape. {Moreover it is said:


Blue, yellow, red, and white,


light, darkness, cloud, and smoke,


dust and mist, sun and shadow,


long, short, square, and


round, high and low,


rough and smooth.


The first eight are colors,


four are primary colors,


eight are their subcategories.


The shape of form has eight types.243}


Reply: Indeed that is so. Such classifications are said to rebut the misconceptions of worldly beings that cloud, smoke, dust, and mist are not substantially established or that the four forms of shadow and so on are not established separately from the earth and so forth. Moreover, these are also explained as classifications of form in the sūtras, while others are not mentioned, for there is no need.


Vaibhāṣikas assert {any form base (rūpāyatana)} that is [the first possibility,] color but not shape, has eight classifications: (1–4) the four primary colors, (5) shadow, (6) sun, (7) light, and (8) darkness. [The second,] shape but not color, has eight: indicative form of the body {motivated by the mind focused on one of the eight shapes}, which is by nature long, {physical karma,} and so on. [The third,] that which is both, has four: {shapes other than those} [34] comprising the four such as cloud.


{Others assert that the first possibility is light and darkness alone, and these also are the third possibility, since blue and so forth can appear as long and so on. A fourth possibility does not exist since form must be calculated as one of the bases of classification.244


Vaibhāṣikas assume that apprehending light and so on does not rely on shape, apprehending indicative form of the body arises without reliance on color, and apprehending the remainder occurs in reliance on both.}


Sautrāntikas assert that long and so on are established {through mental imputation} due to different configurations of color particles. There is no shape {apprehended by the eyes without color or tactile objects being apprehended} because shape is not substantially established. This explanation is plausible. The explanation of form is now complete.


Sound (śabda) is the object of the ear sense faculty and has eight types. Thus there are two sounds {that engage the sense faculty without distinction}: sound causally derived from the great elements conjoined with the mind (apāttamahābhūtahetuka), and sound causally derived from the great elements not conjoined with the mind (anupāttamahābhūtahetuka). Each of these has two types, making four: that expressing meaning and uttered for sentient beings (sāttvākhya) and {its opposite,} that not expressing meaning and not uttered for sentient beings (asāttvākhya). Each of these also has two: appealing and unappealing {since it is either pleasant or unpleasant to the ear}, making eight. Sound that is causally derived, not conjoined, and uttered for sentient beings is, for example, the verses arising from the drum of Trāyastriṃśa Heaven.245 The others are easily understood.


Vaibhāṣikas do not accept Ārya Asaṅga’s statement that there is sound that arises from the great elements (mahābhūta) that are both conjoined and not conjoined with the mind as its cause246 such as the sound of a drum. This is because they don’t assert a single resultant form that relies on two different sets of the four primary elements. [For them] the fact that sound arises from both the drum and the hand indicates they are mere conditions yet its support is the nonconjoined great elements.


Taste (rasa) is the object field of the tongue sense faculty. It has six types: sweet (madhura), sour (āmla), salty (lavaṇa), pungent (kaṭuka), bitter (tikta), and astringent (kaṣāya).


Smell (gandha) is the object of the nose sense faculty. It has two types: pleasant (sugandha) and unpleasant (durgandha), and each of those is divided in two: uniform (sama) and nonuniform (visama), making four types. Uniform smell is asserted to be smell where neither the pleasant nor unpleasant dominates, but in nonuniform smell one or the other dominates.


Some assert that uniform smell is the third, since the treatise (Topic Divisions)247 mentions that there are three: pleasant, unpleasant, and uniform smells.248


Others say there is no difference in meaning since the two, uniform and nonuniform smells, are taken as one.


The object fields of the body are tactile objects (spraṣṭa), which consist of eleven types.


Question: What are they?


Reply: Causal tactile objects are the four primary elements, such as solidity,249 [35] and the resultant tactile objects are the seven: smoothness (ślakṣṇatva), roughness (karkaśatva), heaviness (gurutva), lightness (laghutva), cold (śīta), hunger (bubhūkṣā), and thirst (pipāsā). In general cold {is established from the four} primary elements, {but in particular it} is the tactile object arising from a greater measure of water and wind, which causes desire for warmth. Hunger is the tactile object arising from a greater measure of the wind primary element in the stomach, which causes desire for food. Thirst is the tactile object arising from a greater measure of fire in the stomach, which causes thirst. Desire for food and thirst are stated, for these are cases of the name of the result [i.e., hunger or thirst] applied to its cause. The others are easily understood.


Objection: If the internal body is contacted {in this way}, then the body sense faculty would also be an object of contact because it would be an object of the body sense faculty.


Reply: The sense faculty itself is not a tangible [or tactile] object {since it is the agent which contacts}. [The body sense faculty] appears to be contacted in the body, but the {body} sense faculty contacts {objects of} contact that are the cause or effect [of the body sense faculty] existing within the composite body, and they should be discerned in this way.



{DISTINGUISHING SUCH PHENOMENA



This has four parts:


IN WHAT REALM AND LEVEL DO SUCH OBJECTS AND SENSE FACULTIES EXIST?}


All five types of objects exist in the desire realm. No smell, taste, hunger, or thirst exist in the form realm because beings of that realm are free from attachment to food.


{Question: How does weight exist in the form realm, since their bodies and supportive bases are translucent like light, and Maudgalyāyana’s Prajñaptiśāstra records that even their clothes weigh less than a coin?


Vaibhāṣikas assert: Weight exists because though each cloth cannot be weighed separately, they can be weighed when piled together.


Question: Since cold is due to material particles, how does cold exist there?}


Vaibhāṣikas assert: Cold sensation exists there because beneficial cool contact exists though harmful cool tactile objects do not.250


It is said that in Master [Vasubandhu’s] own textual system, concentration alone is of benefit there, and it is that which is designated as cool.251 {But if concentration alone benefits, then the pleasure of the threefold collection of consciousness of the first absorption252 would not benefit one. Therefore there would be no benefit from tactile objects other than the tactile objects of pliancy.} The five sense faculties exist in the two lower realms, but they do not exist in the formless realm because beings there are free from attachment to material form.253


{HOW OBJECTS GENERATE CONSCIOUSNESS}


Many forms can generate a single consciousness because, for instance, patterned silk endowed with many shapes and colors can generate one eye consciousness. A single form can generate many consciousnesses because, for instance, the form of a single shell can generate many consciousnesses in many beings. You should understand that one producing one and many producing many also exists. So too you should understand that this also applies to sound and so forth.


The three latter objects [tastes, smells, tactile objects] are apprehended through contact with their sense faculty. However, a single such object does not generate many consciousnesses because the object contacted cannot contact another sense faculty {since it is impeded},254 [36] and if it cannot contact another sense faculty, then another consciousness cannot be generated.


Regarding body consciousness being generated by tactile objects, some say: At most five tactile objects generate body consciousness: (1–4) the four primary elements and (5) another such as smoothness.


Others say: All eleven tactile objects generate body consciousness {when one admits that tactile objects are apprehended through various parts of the body, such as when the belly contracts255 and so on.}


One generating one and many generating one exist because the sense faculty contacting one or many generates one consciousness apprehending them. Many generating many is easy to understand.


{Objection: If consciousness of any of the five sense doors focused on the composite universal (sāmagrīsāmānya) of blue, yellow, and so on up to the eleven tactile objects, it would be conceptual just like mental conception.256


Reply: If [sense consciousness] were to focus on the universal characteristics (sāmānyalakṣaṇa) of the sense base (āyatana) [that is its object], it would be conception. But [sense consciousness] that focuses on general substance (sāmānyadravya) does not become conception, for though it focuses on [objects that have] general substantial existence (sāmānyadravyasat), it focuses on the unique characteristics (svalakṣaṇa) of the sense base [that is its object]. Therefore the Autocommentary states:


We assert them to be minds engaging the unique characteristics of their sense objects, not the [general] characteristics of their substance. Therefore there is no error.257


Also, the Compendium of Valid Cognition explains:


Because diverse objects arise for it,


it possesses object universals in its experiential field,


but it is impossible that the identities of diverse properties


are comprehended through the senses.258}


{IN ADDITION, HOW} FACULTIES GENERATE CONSCIOUSNESS



So too, the means by which the sense faculties generate consciousness should be understood in terms of the {four} sense faculties generating consciousness through total or partial engagement.


Some say: The body sense faculty does not generate consciousness through total engagement because if it generated consciousness through such contact, the entire body would have to contact the tactile object. But that is impossible because, if fire were to envelop the entire body of a blazing sentient hell being, the body would be destroyed.


Others say: Since the body apprehends its object due to the power of karma, it would not be destroyed.


You should understand that there is no certainty regarding what object first produces consciousness with respect to sense consciousnesses that apprehend their objects without contact. But for those that apprehend through contact, whatever object is dominant produces consciousness first.


{ANALYZING WHICH CONSCIOUSNESS ARISES FIRST WHEN BOTH THE TONGUE AND BODY CONTACT THEIR OBJECT}


Question: Now if both the body and tongue sense faculties contact their objects simultaneously, which consciousness arises first?


Reply: If one object is dominant and the other subordinate, consciousness arises first with respect to whichever object is dominant. If objects of equal status are contacted, then tongue consciousness arises first because the mindstream is directed by the desire to eat {due to the immediately preceding condition}.


NONINDICATIVE FORM



That which arises from a distracted mind and also mindless states,


is either virtuous or nonvirtuous,


and related to the great elements that act


as its cause is called nonindicative form. (1:11)


This has two headings: nonindicative states and, in addition, the primary elements that act as its causes [i.e., the cause of nonindicative form].


NONINDICATIVE STATES



{This has three parts: definition, classification of instances, and the meaning of the term.}


DEFINITION



It is something that arises from a distracted mind (vikṣipta) that is different from a motivating mind {therefore distinguishing it from indicative form}. [37] Also it arises following both mindless states (acittaka) — the meditative attainments of cessation and nondiscernment — {thus distinguishing it from minds and mental factors.} The term “also” includes undistracted minds, since it occurs {continuously until it is relinquished} when its motivating mind exists. In terms of its nature it is definitely either virtuous (śubha) or nonvirtuous (aśubha) {since it is certainly not neutral.} It is also continuously related to the {four} great elements (mahābhūta) that act as its cause (upādaya), {which alternately act as the cause generating it, supporting it, maintaining it, and increasing it because it is distinguished from continuous obtainment, which also exists.} This is what is called nonindicative form (avijñapti).


Question: How many mindless states (acittaka) are associated with nonindicative form?


Reply: Regarding mindless states, Thirty Verses declares, in accordance with the Yogācāra view:


Mental consciousness always


occurs, except in the state of nondiscernment


or during the two meditative attainments,


mindless states, sleep, and fainting.259


{The state of nondiscernment, in terms of its cause and effect, possesses afflicted intellect (kliṣṭamanas) and foundation consciousness (ālayavijñāna). The meditative attainment of cessation possesses} foundation consciousness but not mental consciousness. Therefore this text explains five mindless states. Yogācāra Levels explains:


Those five and the mindless sphere of remainderless nirvāṇa make six. The first five are conventional and occasional mindless states, since they don’t stop foundation consciousness. The latter is the ultimate mindless state, since it stops foundation consciousness. Further, there are nominal mindless states, such as distorted minds apprehending permanence and so on, and the mistaken mindless states of insanity and mental confusion, making seven.260


The Vaibhāṣika master Bhadanta Vasumitra asserts that the meditative attainment of cessation possesses mental consciousness, and [Vasubandhu’s] Autocommentary, his Treatise on the Establishment of Karma, the Commentary on Dependent Origination,261 and so on also explain this. Indeed Master Vinītadeva mentions in his Summary of the Presentation of Different Schools that three schools of the Sthaviravāda assert that the meditative attainment of cessation possesses mind.


Kāśmīri Vaibhāṣikas in general assert just three mindless states: the two meditative attainments and the state of nondiscernment.262 Master Pūrṇavardhana explains that this is because they don’t accept sleep or fainting to be mindless states;263 they assert that the sphere of remainderless nirvāṇa is conjoined with the mindstream and not a mindless state since it just severs continued engagement with any contaminated conditioned phenomena; that insanity and so on possess distracted mind; and that mindless states other than those three are not mentioned in any of their earlier or later texts. However, [38] though they assert three mindless states, here only the two meditative attainments are held to be mindless. This is because the basis of the state of nondiscernment is form-realm beings {who do not have nonindicative form} and it is impossible {that beings devoid of discernment} possess nonindicative form since they do not possess the mind of equipoise. The Autocommentary also claims:


Also that which is called “mindless” is the meditative attainment of nondiscernment as well as the meditative attainment of cessation.264


Therefore in this context only the two meditative attainments are explained to be mindless states. Master Pūrṇavardhana also writes:


Because the state of nondiscernment has no nonindicative form, mindless states should be taught to be the two meditative attainments alone.265


Objection: In that case, even the two meditative attainments should not be mentioned, since they do not possess the nonindicative form of absorption and uncontaminated [vows] for they do not possess the mind of equipoise.


Reply: Although they do not have those two [types of vows], desire-realm beings who enter equipoise on those two [meditative attainments] have nonindicative form such as the pratimokṣa vows and so on.


Here I think [such vows] would be actual nonindicative form, and with regard to obtainment, the Treasury’s words “Those in the formless realm and beings devoid of discernment possess seven” (4:84ab) explain that beings devoid of discernment and formless-realm āryas also have nonindicative form.


In this context continuously “related” (1:11c) means that it exists from obtainment until it is relinquished. Continuously related during “a distracted mind and also mindless states” (1:11a) rules out indicative form of the body and so on. Definitely being “either virtuous or nonvirtuous” (1:11b) rules out the eyes and so on. “The great elements that act as its cause” (1:11cd) rules out continuous obtainment. Therefore it should be understood to be form alone. “Nonindicative” means that it does not indicate [or reveal] the thought motivating it to others.


{Some say: The Vaibhāṣika assertion that nonindicative form pervades the entire body, like fire engulfing a forest, is illogical because the Autocommentary declares:


It doesn’t exist in the formless realm.266


The Subcommentary explains:


Nonindicative form is physical; however, it is definitely said that present nonindicative form does not exist in any place.267


And in part 4:


Nonindicative form is not conjoined. (4:5d)


These passages explain that nonindicative form cannot be a supportive basis of minds and mental factors since it does not exist in the collection of the sense faculties, and that nonindicative form does not exist in any place like the formless realm since it is not form that is composed of atoms. Therefore this dispels the entirely mistaken assertion of some that indicative form of the body is nonindicative form.}



CLASSIFICATION OF INSTANCES



This is explained in part 4 on the exposition of karma.


{THE MEANING OF THE TERM



The Autocommentary states:


Though by nature it acts as form, it is nonindicative since it does not reveal [that which motivates it] to others, as does indicative form.268


Therefore it is not form that is composed of atoms but rather form derived from the four primary elements and by nature verbal or physical karma. It is called nonindicative form since it does not indicate, nor make understood to others, [39] the virtuous or nonvirtuous thought motivating it, as physical and verbal indicative form do.


Master Pūrṇavardhana explains that from the two types of negation, the non- of nonindicative negates that it indicates [the thought motivating it], just as a king who is dissimilar to a brahman is not a brahman. Therefore, since it is dissimilar to indicative form, being similar is negated.269


Because of that Master Jinaputra explains four possibilities: (1) A thing that is form but neither an agent nor that which indicates [the thought motivating it] to others is, for example, the five sense faculties, the eyes and so on; or smell, taste, and tactile objects; or form and sound that are nonindicative body and speech. (2) That which is an agent that is by nature karma but neither form nor that which indicates [the thought motivating it] to others is, for example, intention that is mental karma. (3) That which is all three — form, an agent, and that which indicates [the thought motivating it] to others — is, for example, the indicative form of body and speech. (4) That which is form and an agent but not that which indicates [or reveals its motivation] to others is nonindicative form.270}


Master Saṅghabhadra writes:


(1) It does not fulfill [the definition], (2) it contradicts the treatise, (3) it would fail, and not being so it is erroneous, (4) the term “also” is repeated, and (5) it does not delineate action.271


He asserts: (1) If nonindicative form must be continuously “related” (1:11c), then because the first moment of nonindicative form is not a continuum, it would not fulfill the definition. (2) If it were not substantially established because its continuum were not substantially existent, it would contradict the treatise,272 which explains it to be physical substance. (3) If it must be related to “a distracted mind and also mindless states” (1:11a), then {since there would be no} nonindicative form derived from concentration, the definition would fail, since it could not be associated with undistracted minds. But if it is asserted that there is no error since nonindicative form is related to the undistracted mind and {exists} when the mind is present, then it would follow that even {virtuous or nonvirtuous} indicative form would be nonindicative form. But since that is not so, that assertion is erroneous. (4) The term “also” is repeated {in the Autocommentary} because a relationship is demonstrated when the mind is distracted and a relationship is understood when the mind is present. (5) It does not delineate specific action because it does not demarcate undemonstrable from unimpeded form. {For existing in mindless states necessarily and specifically indicates virtuous nonindicative form, but if nonvirtue is not abandoned, then neither meditative attainment occurs.}


{Master Jinaputra explains: (1) It therefore follows that a continuum is impossible, since if the first moment is not a continuum, then later moments would not form a continuum. (2) It does not contradict the treatise, since it is a substantially established state that arises in relation to its continuum. (3–4) There would be various overpervasions, such as nonindicative form pervading equipoise. For it would be associated with undistracted minds and the overpervasion that indicative form includes neutral states, whereas the author determines that it is virtuous or nonvirtous alone. (5) Specific action is delineated, for since only the ten physical states are explained as impeded, he establishes nonindicative form to be unimpeded.273}


In the system {of Master Saṅghabhadra} its definition is posited as:


Any declared, unimpeded form


associated with an agent — as well as with


different intentions and mindless states —


is asserted to be nonindicative.274


According to both systems, if it is asserted that nonindicative form is associated with undistracted mind, then it would follow that indicative form would also be associated with distracted mind. [40] And if it is asserted that [nonindicative form] is also [necessarily] associated with mindless states, it would follow that both vows arisen from concentration would not be [nonindicative form], and those errors would persist. {Therefore there is no fault in calling it unimpeded form.}


IN ADDITION, THE GREAT ELEMENTS THAT ACT AS ITS CAUSE



The great elements are the earth,


water, fire, and wind elements.


Their function is to support and so on.


They are solidity, liquidity, heat, and movement. (1:12)


Question: What are the great elements referred to in the statement “the great elements that act as its cause” (1:11cd)?


Reply: The four great elements (mahābhūta) that act as the cause [of nonindicative form] are the earth element (dhātu), the water (ap) element, the fire (teja) element, and the wind (vayu) element because form that is their result emerges from them. And they are source [primary] elements, since without them there would be no experience of beginningless saṃsāra by sentient beings due to the power of their karma. “Great” means they are the dominant engagers of their respective functions. Master Sthiramati explains:


They “support extensively” since they are the basis of all derivative form, they “exist broadly” since they constitute the solidity and so on present in all composite form, and they are “great” because they abide pervasively.275


They are elements (dhātu) because they maintain their characteristics and maintain their derivative form and because they are the cause of resultant form.


Question: What is their function?


Reply: Their function (karmasaṃsiddha) is to support (dhṛta) and so on, since earth, water, fire, and wind respectively support, bind (saṃgraha), mature (pakti), and expand (vyūhana).


Vaibhāṣikas assert the existence of four primary elements within an accumulation of a single primary element {since in each element the function of the other three elements is observed, and such function is not mistaken with respect to their nature.


Regarding the difference between function and nature, Master Pūrṇavardhana explains:


What is the difference between function and nature? The characteristics and function of the primary elements exist in the three times and simultaneously. The characteristics of functional things refer to their nature alone.276}


Therefore water, fire, and wind exist within a mass of earth because earth possesses the functions of binding, maturing, and moving. Similarly, earth and so on are established even within water and so forth since they possess the functions of bearing weight and so forth.


Sautrāntikas and so on assert that whatever appears exists as a manifest state, while that which does not appear exists in the manner of a seed, and its manifestation is uncertain. This will be explained in detail below.


Question: What are the characteristics of earth and so on?


Reply: They are respectively solidity (khara) and hardness, moistness and liquidity (sneha), heat (uṣṇata) and lightness, and movement (īraṇa).


In common usage, what is called “earth”


is color and shape.


Also water and fire. The element of wind


is movement itself, or else it is similar. (1:13)


Question: Now what happens when it is stated in worldly usage, “Fire and so on is seen with the eye,” since fire is certainly a tactile object?277 Also the Autocommentary states:


What subcategories exist for earth and so on and for the earth element and so forth?278


Reply: Indeed, it is said to be a tactile object in scripture. [41] Yet in common usage (lokasaṃjña) what is called “earth” (pṛthivī) is color (varṇa) and shape (saṃsthāna), for it is commonly held to be green or flat. Even that commonly held by the world is found in scripture, because a sūtra mentions:


A checkered pattern of vaiḍūrya is applied to the golden basis.279


Not only is the earth element commonly held in that way, also the primary elements of water (āpas) and fire (tejas) are commonly held as color and shape in the world. For example, water is commonly held to be blue or falling from a height, and fire is commonly held as red or blazing upward and so on. This also conforms with scripture, for a sūtra states:


On that foundation of


blazing iron and burning flames,


tongues of fire pervade everything


for several hundred yojanas.280


Ācārya Śūra writes:


The sun’s rays melt into the blue sky,


which is blue like the radiance of sapphire;


unseen like the shore of the outermost circumference,


it enters the expanse of the unfathomable ocean.281


The element of wind (vāyudhātu) is the tactile object of movement. The world calls wind “the contact of movement itself” because it is commonly held that wind contacts the body. Or else, just as color and shape are called “earth” and so on in common usage, so wind is similar to them, for it is commonly held to be color and shape because people say “a pale wind (rlung skya bo) penetrates the sky (bar snang du sleb)” and so on. This also conforms with scripture because a sūtra states:


Blue or pale wind that is bow-shaped.


TEACHING THEM TO BE ELEMENTS AND BASES



Just those sense faculties and objects are


asserted to be the ten bases or elements. (1:14ab)


Just those five objects (artha) and five sense faculties (indriya) previously taught to be the form aggregate are asserted to be the ten physical bases (āyatana), such as the eye base, the ten physical elements (dhātu), and so on, because they are, respectively, the gateway of generation and those that maintain their lineage [or type]. {The term “just” refutes nonindicative form.}


The aggregates of feeling, discernment, and formation


AGGREGATES, ELEMENTS, AND BASES OTHER THAN FORM OR MIND



Feeling is experience. Discernment


consists of apprehending marks. (1:14cd)


Feeling (vedanā) is the experience (anubhava) of different objects by feeling’s own power.


Some assert that feeling is the experience of objects of interest.


It is classified {by nature} as any of the three feelings: (1) pleasure, (2) pain, and (3) equanimity;282 or five by including (4) mental satisfaction and (5) mental dissatisfaction. If classified by basis there are two: (1) physical feeling and (2) mental feeling; or the sixfold [42] collection of feeling.283


Objection: When minds and mental factors experience other objects, they also become feeling. If they did not, they would not even be [types of] cognition.


Reply: They are not states [of awareness] that experience objects by their own power, but they experience objects by the power of another [i.e., feeling]. Thus there is no error.


Discernment (saṃjñā) consists of apprehending (udgrahaṇa) marks (nimitta), and it accurately distinguishes specific entities such as blue. If classified {by its essential nature} there are two: (1) apprehending objects through their mark, such as apprehending blue, and (2) apprehending conventions through their mark, such as apprehending “male” or “female.” Again, if classified by basis there is the sixfold collection of discernment.284 Further, there is a threefold classification: (1) limited discernment of the desire realm, (2) extensive discernment of the form realm, and (3) immeasurable discernment of the formless realm.


{If classified by focal object, the Compendium of Abhidharma explains six. (1) Discernment engaging marks is all discernment except for the three: (a) discernment of children who for example do not know abstract symbols and who are not skilled in linguistic conventions; (b) discernment of those entering meditative attainment on the signless sphere of cessation; and (c) discernment of those entering meditative attainment of the summit of existence, since discernment engaging marks respectively possesses the marks of superimposed names, the marks of conditioned objects, and clear marks. (2) Discernment not engaging marks is the three discernments, such as discernment of those not skilled in linguistic conventions and so on [as in the preceding discernment], since, respectively, (a) it does not engage the marks of superimposed names through not knowing how to utilize the fusion of sound universals and object universals; (b) it does not engage either the marks of superimposed names or conditioned objects since its object, reality itself (dharmatā) clearly appears to it; and (c) it does not engage clear marks, since the summit of existence is not clear due to its natural fluctuation. (3) Limited discernment is discernment of the desire realm. (4) Extensive discernment is discernment of the form realm. (5) Immeasurable discernment is discernment of the first two formless-realm levels. (6) Discernment of nothingness is knowledge of the base of nothingness.285}


Objection: If discernment exists for the transcendent wisdom of āryas in equipoise, they would apprehend marks, and this would contradict the explanation that they are liberated from apprehending marks. But if they have no discernment, then discernment would not be an omnipresent mental factor.


Reply: Indeed, even ārya transcendent wisdom apprehends the difference between pleasure and pain or clarity and unclarity. The explanation that they are liberated from marks means they are liberated from conceiving the two selves. Therefore neither error applies.


Formation is different from the other four aggregates.


Three plus nonindicative form


and unconditioned phenomena


are known as the phenomena base and element. (1:15)


Formation (saṃskāra) refers to conditioned phenomena that are different from the other four aggregates (skandha) of form, feeling, discernment, and consciousness. It is classified in two: (1) mental factors other than feeling and discernment, which are associated formative factors (saṃprayuktasaṃskāra), and (2) obtainment and so on, which are nonassociated formative factors (viprayuktasaṃskāra). This is explained from the perspective of Vaibhāṣikas, who assert that nonassociated formative factors are substantially established, but in other systems its definition would be “that which actually forms [or produces] a result.”


Question: Are mental factors different from or the same as [43] mind?


Bhagavadviśeṣa and so on assert them to be the same because the Transferring Existence Sūtra declares:


The mind itself appears as two.


Thus it appears as attachment or


it appears as faith and so forth,


but it is itself neither an affliction nor a virtuous phenomenon.286


And if the mind were separate from the experience of its object or the apprehension of its mark and so on, it would erroneously follow that it would become transcendent wisdom that is liberated from apprehending the marks of matter or nonthings (abhāva) and so on.


Bhadanta Śrīrāja says: Because feeling and discernment are described as separate aggregates, they are different from the mind, but such separation is designated within the domain of the mind.287


Bhadanta Kumārarāja asserts: The four mental factors of feeling, discernment, contact, and intention are different from the mind, but such separation is imputed within the domain of the mind.288


Ārya Asaṅga criticizes them in his Compendium of Ascertainment:


Some brāhmans and śramaṇas assert that from among the nonphysical aggregates of name, mind alone exists as substance and not mental factors, but this is untenable. Why? Because otherwise (1) five would then be untenable, (2) because their domain would be flawed, (3) because there would be no subcategories of active cause, and (4) because they would contradict scripture.289


This means that (1) if feeling and so on are not established as separate from the mind, then it would follow that it would be untenable to speak of five aggregates. (2) Though feelings and so on are designated as aggregates within the domain of mind, if the mind and feelings possess different characteristics and functions, it would follow that they would be different things. If not different, then the classification of the domain and those belonging to that domain would be untenable and flawed. (3) If active causes such as minds, mental factors, objects, sense faculties, and attention do not constitute separate subcategories, then it would be untenable that they have different results. (4) Also this would contradict a sūtra that declares:


Mind and simultaneously arisen feeling, discernment, intention, contact, and attention and so on . . .290


And:


The mind thoroughly afflicted by attachment is not liberated. The cognition thoroughly afflicted by delusion does not see.291


And:


The mind is thoroughly afflicted by attachment. Purify it through faith.292


Further, these errors must be raised, for if minds and mental factors are asserted to be the same substance, then concomitant cause293 would be impossible, because the minds and mental factors, as described above, would become the same entity.294


Question: What if earlier and later minds and mental factors are concomitant causes but [44] those that are concurrent are not, since they occur at the same [time]?


Reply: They are not concomitant because they are not synchronous.


Again, if the mind were one with both a virtuous [mental factor] such as faith and a nonvirtuous [mental factor] such as anger, then at that time the mind would be both virtuous and nonvirtuous due to the nature of those [two mental factors] because the state of those [mental factors] is by nature virtuous and nonvirtuous. But it is impossible for [a single mind] to be both virtuous and nonvirtuous through concomitance [with its retinue mental factors at any one time].295 A further [consequence] would be that feeling and so on would not be mental factors because they would be one with [or the same as] the mind [itself].


In the system of the [Sāṃkhya] sage Kapila, cause and effect are asserted to be the same. But in that case it would be illogical to state that from an earlier mind a later [mental factor] such as feeling and so on arises. That is because they are concomitant in five ways, and it is not that one exists earlier and one later. Therefore minds and mental factors should be understood to be distinct.


Question: If they are different, how are they different?


Reply: Differentiating the Middle and Extremes responds:


Consciousness sees the object; mental factors [see] its attributes.296


The mind sees the nature [or entity] of its object by the mind’s own power, and mental factors see [the object’s] attributes by the mental factor’s own power.


Objection: Now, if an object’s attributes appear to the mind when the nature of the object appears, then the mind would become a mental factor because it would apprehend its attributes. If the attributes don’t appear, it would absurdly follow that the nature and the attributes would not belong to the same object. Thus, when an object’s attributes appear to a mental factor, its nature would both appear and not appear.


Regarding that, one says: When an object’s nature appears to the mind, although its attributes appear, they are not conceived, since the object’s nature is conceived.


Reply: That is not so, because nonconceptual awareness does not conceive anything. Therefore, when the nature of the object is apprehended by the mind due to the mind’s own power, its attributes don’t appear by the power of the mind but by the power of another [i.e., the mental factor’s]. Therefore neither error applies. This is also said for mental factors.


Objection: If the nature and the attributes refer to the focal object and aspect, then minds and mental factors would not be concomitant in focal object because the mind focuses on the object’s nature and apprehends the aspects [of the object’s nature], whereas mental factors focus on the object’s attributes and apprehend the aspects [of the object’s attributes].


Reply: That is not so, because minds and mental factors focus on one object and there is no difference in how they apprehend the aspects of that object. However, apprehending the nature of the object and apprehending its attributes indicate distinct modes of apprehension because the mind is the mere cognition of the object while mental factors arise as the experience and so forth of its attributes. Even so, there is no difference in their mode of apprehension. But you must respond to the absurd consequence that since the mode of apprehension relies on the focal object and aspect, those two would not be different, and therefore there would be no difference [45] between [engaging the object through] its own power and another’s power.


Objection: Again, if feeling and so on arise in the retinue of conceptual mind and that feeling is conceptual, then there would be many conceptions in one mindstream, and this would contradict the explanation in the Exposition of Valid Cognition:


Two conceptions do not occur simultaneously.


Therefore conceptions are


correctly comprehended to arise serially.297


But if that feeling is nonconceptual, it would not be concomitant with that mind because it would not possess a shared focal object, aspect, and substance.


Reply: Although feeling and so on in the retinue of conceptual mind is conception, it does not contradict texts on logic because that passage was stated with respect to two primary mental conceptions occurring simultaneously. A sūtra proclaims:


Sentient beings have separate streams of consciousness.298


Transferring Existence Sūtra declares:


The mind itself appears as two.299


and thus refutes external form. When it states:


Thus it appears as attachment or


it appears as faith and so forth,


but it is not itself an affliction nor a virtuous phenomena,300


it refutes the existence of an agent of unenlightened states (saṃkleśa) and enlightened states (vyavadāna), such as Īśvara, that is different from minds and mental factors.


Thus, having given this additional explanation, how are they posited as elements and bases? When these three aggregates of feeling, discernment, and formation — plus nonindicative form and unconditioned phenomena, which were previously explained — are posited as a base, then they are known as the phenomena base (dharmāyatana). When posited as an element, they are the phenomena element (dharmadhātu).


The aggregate of consciousness


DEFINITION OF CONSCIOUSNESS



Consciousness is the specific cognition of each object.


It is also the mental base.


It is also asserted to be seven elements:


six consciousnesses and the mental element. (1:16)


When positing the aggregate, base, and element of consciousness, the definition of consciousness (vijñāna) is “the specific cognition (vijñapti) of the nature of each object by its own power.”


Many schools assert six consciousnesses — eye consciousness and so on.


Most Yogācāra masters assert eight — those six plus foundation consciousness and afflicted intellect. The Dense Array of Ornaments Sūtra declares:


Just as the moon in the sky


simultaneously abides with galaxies of stars,


so too the foundation consciousness


simultaneously abides with the seven consciousnesses.301


Also, Master Paramārtha says there are those eight plus stainless mind (vimalamanas), making nine.


The school of Nanda and Nāga and so on follows the Collection of Aphorisms, which states:


It is nonphysical, abides within, [46]


wanders far, and moves alone.


Tame the mind difficult to tame.


Those who do, I declare to be brahmans.302


This is stated with respect to the characteristics of mind alone. Another sūtra states:


Sentient beings have separate streams of consciousness.


Also, because the Sūtra Teaching the Twelve Bases expounds:


The sixfold collection of consciousness is included in the mental base (mana-āyatana) . . .303


it is substantially the same as mental consciousness.


Also, it manifests as six types since it issues from the doors of the different sense faculties. The Madhyamaka master Candrakīrti writes in Entering the Middle Way:


Because karma does not inherently cease,


it is potent even though the foundation consciousness does not exist.


Though an action ceased a long time ago,


you should understand that its result will still occur.304


And:


“Foundation consciousness exists,”


“The person exists,” “These aggregates alone exist” —


such teachings are intended for those


who do not comprehend the profound meaning.305


Therefore he asserts that conventionally there is just the sixfold collection of consciousness because foundation consciousness and afflicted intellect do not manifest separately from the sixfold collection, and because the Descent into Lanka Sūtra and so on state this to those terrified of severing [or losing] the self, but their meaning is provisional.


Other masters state that conventionally the eightfold collection of consciousness exists because in reality no phenomena whatsoever are established, and because the Bhagavan stated that the two latter consciousnesses exist conventionally.


Master [Nāgārjuna] also asserts in the Exposition of Bodhicitta:


For instance, just as the sea’s outer limit


moves the land it breaks against,


so too foundation consciousness


moves its supporting body.306


If those who assert stainless mind call it the transcendent wisdom of the āryas, then it would not be the ninth consciousness because it would be mental consciousness. If they assert that ordinary beings have it, then such beings would become āryas because they would possess uncontaminated transcendent wisdom.


If they assert that all consciousness is a single substance, it would follow that contradictory states of consciousness would not exist — such as those with clear or unclear appearance of their object, those that rely or do not rely on a close object, those that rely or do not rely on a physical sense faculty, those that arise and those that cease, and so on. Also, it was from the perspective of mental consciousness alone that the “Brāhmaṇa” chapter states:


It is nonphysical, abides within,


wanders far, and moves alone.


Tame the mind difficult to tame . . .307


And that is because being bound or liberated is due to the mental faculty. And a sūtra [47] says “separate streams of consciousness” with the intention of presenting separate consciousnesses of similar class. And “the sixfold collection of consciousness is included in the mental base”308 was taught from the perspective of including all phenomena in the twelve bases. The statement that “the sixfold collection of consciousness is included in the mental base” also indicates that all consciousness is not a single substance. How then could others in good faith assert it to be otherwise?


Those positing the aggregate of consciousness to be a base also assert any aggregate of consciousness to be the mental base (mana āyatana), because it is the mental faculty as well as the gateway for generating subsequent consciousness. In positing the aggregate of consciousness to be an element, it is also asserted to be the seven mental elements (dhātu).


Question: What are those seven?


Reply: The six elements of consciousness (vijñāna), from eye consciousness to mental consciousness, and the mental element (manodhātu).


Any consciousness that immediately


precedes those six is the mental faculty.


To establish the support of the sixth consciousness,


eighteen elements are asserted. (1:17)


Question: What is the mental element that is distinct from the six consciousnesses?


Reply: It is not other than those, for any consciousness {that is not obstructed by another consciousness} and immediately precedes (antarātīta) those six consciousnesses such as eye consciousness is called the “mental faculty” (manas).


{Objection: Since the six consciousnesses and the mental faculty mutually include each other, if the mental faculty is primary there would be twelve elements, but if consciousness is primary there would be seventeen elements.


Reply: Though the actual presentation of the elements conforms with the latter presentation, there is no fault because this presentation depends on the need [of students]. Strictly speaking, present minds and mental factors are not the mental faculty since the mental faculty “immediately precedes” (1:17ab). And though the present mental faculty is stably established, at different times it is [designated] an element, just as a son may also be designated the father of another. The five consciousnesses are distinct elements since they generate subsequent minds of similar type [to themselves]. After the cessation of their specific streams, they are posited as the mental element generated by the mental faculty that engages their specific objects.


Internal elements are distinct in three ways: type, object field, and consciousness. External elements are distinct in type and consciousness. The consciousness elements are distinct in type and object field. The phenomena element (dharmadhātu) is the specific object field of the mental faculty, and the six consciousnesses constitute the mental element in general. That which immediately precedes [consciousness] and is not obstructed by another consciousness is its support. That which obstructs is not its support for that which is past, which [endures] until a future time and does not obstruct, is the support. Therefore, in the context of mindless states, if the mind entering meditative attainment is past, it is the support of the mind arising from meditative attainment because it is not obstructed by another consciousness for a long period.}


Question: What is the need for, or purpose of, the mental faculty?


Reply: It is to establish that the sense faculty that is the support (āśraya) and dominant condition of the sixth consciousness — mental consciousness — exists. The eye element and so on are taught to be the dominant condition of the element of eye consciousness and so forth, but if the mental element is not taught, then doubt arises as to whether mental consciousness has a dominant condition. Thus it is explained as a distinct element, though it is not distinct from the six such as eye consciousnesses. Therefore it is asserted that the Bhagavan declared [48] the elements (dhātu) to be eighteen. If that were not so, and elements were posited by type, it would follow that they would be twelve in number because the six consciousnesses would be included in the mental base. If classified by substance, it follows there would be seventeen because consciousness is asserted to be six by substance.


The Tāmraśaṭīya assert that the support of mental consciousness is the heart basis (hṛdayavastu) and that it also exists in the formless realm.


Yogācāras assert afflicted intellect to be the mental element (manodhātu).





[image: Image]
4. Aggregates, Bases, and Elements


The most condensed taxonomy


{The aggregates include all conditioned phenomena. The appropriated aggregates include all contaminants. The bases and elements include all phenomena. Therefore, in brief:}


All are included in one aggregate,


one base, and one element.


They are included due to their specific nature


because they are distinct from those of different nature. (1:18)


All phenomena are included in three [categories]: one form aggregate (skandha), one mental base (āyatana), and one phenomena element (dhātu), because the form aggregate includes the form aggregate, the ten physical elements, the ten bases, and nonindicative form included in one part of the phenomena base and [in one part of] the phenomena element. The mental base includes the consciousness aggregate, the mental base, and the seven mental elements. The phenomena element subsumes nonindicative form included in one part of the form aggregate, the three aggregates of feeling, discernment, and formation, and the phenomena base. The Subcommentary explains:


Nonindicative form is included twice.309


That is because it belongs to both the form aggregate and the phenomena element. There are no phenomena other than these.


Question: How are they included?


Reply: They are included due to their specific nature (svabhāva) because they are distinct from (viyoga) those phenomena whose nature is different (parabhāva) from the form aggregate, the mental base, or the phenomena element, just as impermanence includes all conditioned phenomena. It is untenable that phenomena are subsumed by something other than phenomena because they do not possess an essential nature (bhāva) different from phenomena. Therefore they include themselves.


Question: How can it be said that teachers include or subsume their retinue?


Reply: Though they sometimes include them, such inclusion should be understood as nominal and imperfect because sometimes they do not include them.


{Question: Do the three agents that include the thirty-two objects to be included310 actually include them by including themselves in the way that product includes impermanence, [49] or do they nominally include them by including them by another means, like teachers who include or gather their retinue through the four methods?


Reply: They actually include by including themselves. They do not nominally include because agents that include [by definition] include objects to be included by their nature, and they do not possess those with different attributes.}


Rejecting the consequence of too many elements


There are two eyes and so on


but just one element, because they are similar in type,


object field, and consciousness.


Two occur in order to beautify. (1:19)


Objection: Because there are two eyes, two ears, and two nostrils, it follows that there would be twenty-one elements.


Reply: It is true that there are two eyes (cakṣu) and so on, but they are explained to be just one element (dhātu) because both have the nature of eyes that are similar in type (jāti) {and characteristics,} because they have a similar object field (gocara), [a similar] form, and because they are similar in supporting consciousness (vijñāna) that apprehends resultant form. Ears and so on should be understood in the same way.


Objection: There is no need for two in each case.


Reply: That is not so, because two eyes and so on occur to beautify (śobha) the supporting body. Further, they arise due to the power of karma and not by the mere desire for an attractive appearance, because karma is accumulated through craving for two sense faculties. If not, there would be an extreme fallacy.


Master Saṅghabhadra asserts there are two to make consciousness clearer.


Master Jinaputra indeed explains that there is no need for establishing a single, large sense faculty.


If set out in detail, there are two explanations:


Some say: There are two in order to beautify.


Others say: There are two to clarify.311


Defining aggregates, bases, and elements


Aggregate signifies “heap”; base, “gateway


of generation”; and element, “lineage.”


The three such as the aggregates were taught because


there are three degrees of confusion, faculty, and preference. (1:20)


The term aggregate signifies (artha) “a heap (rāśi) of many phenomena,” because it is the collection and composite of many things. The Chapters on Vinaya declares:


Whatever is capable of materiality, whether past, present, or future, whether internal or external, coarse or subtle, inferior or superior, far or near, they are all included as one and enumerated as the aggregate of form.312


This is stated [for all the aggregates,] from form up to consciousness.


Vaibhāṣikas explain this sūtra to mean that “past” and so on refers to form included in the three times. “Internal” refers to form conjoined with the mindstream, and “external” refers to form that is other than that, or they refer to the internal and external form bases. “Coarse” and “subtle” refer to impeded and unimpeded form, or they are posited as subtle or coarse depending on their reliance on particles. “Inferior” and “superior” refer to afflicted [50] and unafflicted states. “Far” refers to the past and future, and “near” refers to that occurring in the present. The aggregates up to consciousness should be understood in the same way. But there is a difference because coarse consciousness is dependent on the five sense faculties and subtle consciousness is dependent on the mental faculty. Otherwise such difference should be understood to be due to karma.


The Venerable313 explains that “past” and so on are revealed by their name and “coarse” and “subtle” are objects apprehended [respectively] by the five sense faculties and the mental faculty. “Inferior” and “superior” are unappealing and appealing objects. “Far” and “near” refer to places [or objects, respectively] that are not apparent or are apparent. Feeling and so on should be understood in just that way. “Far” and “near” are posited according to their distance from the supportive physical sense faculty, while “coarse” and “subtle” are as before. Five Aggregates explains:


The first three refer to time, internal and external refer to the mindstream, coarse and subtle refer to the aspect, inferior and superior refer to the function, and near and far are determined by the object.314


Differentiating the Middle and Extremes declares:


[Aggregate] initially means multiple states,


then that which subsumes, and that which thoroughly differentiates.315


First aggregates are taught to consist of multiple states, such as the past and so on. Then they are taught to be aggregates since they subsume [or encompass] a heap within a single collection. Then they are posited as aggregates since they thoroughly differentiate the distinct characteristics of form and so on.


Objection: If an aggregate is a heap of many phenomena, then moments or subtle particles would not be aggregates because their characteristics do not exist.


{Reply: The meaning of “aggregate” is that which carries the burden of action, or that which is divisible. Thus even subtle particles are aggregates because subtle particles are capable of carrying the burden of one’s actions or because they fully delimit the aggregate of form. Therefore individually, even subtle particles, as well as the past and so on, are aggregates — like hairs of the head or body, for example, where each hair and so on is taught to be an element. Again,} an aggregate is a heap of many separate components or their collection. A single entity is not an aggregate because an aggregate is explained to be nominally existent. The Great Treatise on Differentiation explains:


If Ābhidharmikas view aggregates as nominally existent then they would say that a subtle particle would be one part of one element, one base, or one aggregate. If not they would say that a subtle particle is one element, one base, or one aggregate.316


The term base signifies “the gateway of the generation (āyadvāra) of minds and mental factors,” because the six sense faculties are gateways for generating them by acting as their dominant condition, and the six sense objects are gateways for generating them by acting as their objective condition.


The term element signifies lineage (gotra) since it signifies cause and essential nature, for example, the śrāvaka [51] or pratyekabuddha lineages, or the lineages of the kṣatriya or brahman and so on. Here “lineage” refers to cause and essential nature because it is the homogeneous cause (sabhāgahetu) of each subsequent moment of that lineage, and it has eighteen different essential natures. Thus heap, gateway of generation, and lineage should be understood to signify aggregates, bases, and elements.


{Differentiating the Middle and Extremes observes:


The gateways giving rise to the experience


of distinct feelings and objects are different.317


The six bases are explained to be separate from the aggregates and elements because the six internal bases are gateways giving rise to the utilization of feeling, and the six external bases are gateways giving rise to the utilization of objects. That text declares:


The seed of the apprehender, the [seed of the] object apprehended, and [the seed of] that apprehending them are asserted to have different meanings.318


The seed of the apprehender refers to the six internal elements, the seed of the object apprehended refers to the six external elements, and the seed apprehending the objects apprehended refers to the six elements of consciousness. Therefore the eighteen elements are asserted to be separate from the aggregates and bases. “Seeds” refer to elements, and they are categorized in eighteen in reliance on the three results: the six elements of the apprehender, the six elements of the object apprehended, and the six elements apprehending them.}


The purpose of teaching aggregates, bases, and elements


Question: Why did the Bhagavan state five aggregates, twelve bases, and eighteen elements, for they are not substantially distinct, and respectively [the aggregates] include all conditioned states and [bases and realms include] all phenomena?


Reply: Indeed that is so, but the three categories were taught in response to a need. Therefore the three categories of aggregates, elements, and bases and so on were taught because ordinary disciples possess three degrees of confusion (moha), three degrees of intellectual faculty (indriya), and three degrees of preference (ruci). The aggregates were first taught to stop the confused conception that holds the mental factors to be the self because mental factors are classified as three aggregates such as feeling. The twelve bases were taught to stop the confused conception that holds form to be the self because form is explained through differentiating it in ten bases. The eighteen elements were taught to stop the confused conception that fully holds both form and consciousness to be the self because form is differentiated in ten elements and consciousness is differentiated in seven elements. Master Pūrṇavardhana writes:


It is difficult to understand the intention of the Tathāgata. If analyzed with logic then it would appear that being confused about the mental factors is small confusion because it is being confused about subtle things and states of compatible type. Being confused about form is intermediate confusion because it is being confused about gross things and states of similar class. Being confused about both form and mind is great confusion [52] because it is being confused about all subtle and gross things of similar and dissimilar classes. Thus instruction on the aggregates stops the preexisting apprehension of the perishable composite (satkāya) [to be a self], and through countering that, preexisting afflicted states are stopped.319


Again, those of sharp intellectual faculty, {who understand through merely mentioning the beginning, comprehend} the five aggregates {as well as the elements and bases by themselves}. Those of medium faculty, {who understand through further elaboration, comprehend} the twelve bases {as well as the elements}. Those of dull faculty, {who strive to comprehend the words,} are taught the eighteen elements, {but they do not understand them without extensive explanation}.


Also, the three preferences for which the three categories such as the aggregates were taught are (1) preference for the practice of calm abiding and few words, (2) preference for the intermediate practice of both calm abiding and insight, and (3) preference for the extensive practice of insight.320 Therefore the Great Treatise on Differentiation says:


All the explanations of the buddhas are for the fulfillment of sentient beings. The explanations are essential since they oppose afflictions.321


Set number


From among the mental factors, feeling and discernment


are posited as separate aggregates


because they are the root of dispute,


the causes of saṃsāra, and by reason of their order. (1:21)


Question: Why are the aggregates definitely five in number?


Reply: Things must be either form or not form, that which is not form must be either mind or not mind, and that which is neither form nor mind is classified as feeling, discernment, and formation.


Question: Why, from among the other mental factors, are feeling and discernment explained as separate aggregates?


Reply: {There are three reasons.} (1) The first is because feeling {and discernment} are the root of dispute (vivāda) for the laity {and the ordained, making two aspects. (a) The basis of dispute for the laity, who cherish sense objects, is water, property, pasturage, and sons. (b) The basis of dispute for the ordained, who cherish views, is the views of self and others. The main cause of dispute for the laity is their desire to taste the feeling of pleasure, due to cherishing sense objects. And for the ordained it is their desire to repudiate views established through wrong discernment by discriminating one’s own views as valid and others’ as invalid.}


Kings dispute with kings and so on over {water}, property, {pasturage, daughters,} houses, jewels, and so on through cherishing sense objects due to the desire to taste that feeling. {The ordained dispute with the ordained over establishing their own position and refuting the positions of others. Cherishing philosophical views, they grasp the points of their own and others’ tenet systems to be valid or invalid through wrong discernment. A sūtra also states:


Venerable Mahākātyāyana was staying in Vārāṇasī along the banks of the muddy, murky river, when the brahman Daṇḍapāṇi approached and engaged in some pleasant discourse. Then, taking a seat to one side, he asked, “Kātyāyana, what causes a king to dispute with another king, or a farmer with a farmer, or a brahman [53] with a brahman, or a householder with a householder?”


Kātyāyana replied, “Brahman, it is attachment, longing, relation, actual desire, and complete desire for sense {objects} that causes a king to dispute with a king or a householder to dispute with a householder.”


“Kātyāyana,” the brahman said, “if it is attachment to sense objects that causes a king to dispute with a king and so on, then what causes the ordained to dispute with the ordained?”


“Brahman, it is attachment, longing, relation, actual desire, and complete desire for views that causes the ordained to dispute with the ordained.”


“Kātyāyana, if that is so, is there one who is now beyond attachment to sense objects and views . . . up to complete desire for sense objects and views?”


“Brahman, that person exists, for my teacher, the Bhagavan Buddha, is beyond those because he is beyond attachment to sense objects and views . . . up to complete desire for sense objects and views.”


“Kātyāyana,” the brahman said, “where does your teacher reside?”


“Brahman, he is presently residing in the garden of Anāthapiṇḍada at Prince Jeta’s Grove in the city of Śrāvastī to the east.”


Then, with faith, the brahman Daṇḍapāṇi rose from his seat and with palms together said, “I pay homage to the Buddha, who is completely beyond attachment to any sense objects or views,” and having said that he prostrated to the east and returned joyfully to his abode.322


Many masters, by keeping this point in mind, do not engage in intellectual dispute. Praise Beyond All Praise says:


Since you neither acknowledge nor engage with sense objects


and you destroy the net of views,


dispute does not arise in you,


for how could it arise when its root does not exist?323}


Discernment is the root of dispute for the ordained because discernment becomes distorted through excessive attachment to views. Therefore śramaṇas dispute with other śramaṇas through holding their own views as valid and those of others as invalid. Thus both feeling and discernment should be understood as the root of dispute.


(2) They are posited as separate aggregates because they are the main causes of saṃsāra. Those who possess attachment and so on to feelings of pleasure and so forth accumulate karma, and those with distorted discernment also accumulate karma.


(3) They are posited as separate aggregates by the four reasons taught below regarding their order, such as from coarse to subtle and so on.


Therefore it should be understood that from among the mental factors (caitta), feeling (vedanā) and discernment (saṃjñā) are posited by the Bhagavan as separate aggregates.


Unconditioned phenomena are not explained among the aggregates


because they have an incongruent nature.


Their order accords with coarseness, affliction,


vessel and so on, and realm. (1:22)


Question: Again, why are unconditioned phenomena explained within the bases and elements but not in the aggregates?


Reply: Unconditioned phenomena (asaṃskṛta) are not explained (na ukta) among the aggregates because they have an incongruent nature (arthā ayoga). Unconditioned phenomena do not possess the characteristics of the five aggregates; nor could they be a sixth aggregate, because the nature of past phenomena and so on is incongruent with “a heap of many phenomena.” Further, the appropriated aggregates were taught in order to make known [54] the basis of affliction, and the aggregates were taught to make known the basis of both unenlightened and enlightened states, but unconditioned phenomena have a nature that is incongruent with either basis.


Some explain that unconditioned phenomena cannot be aggregates since they preclude the aggregates, just as a broken vase is not a vase.


But that is not sound reasoning, since it would entail an extreme fallacy if it were similarly applied to elements and bases. Also it is due to the focal object that the meaning of “base” is explained as the gateway of generation and that the meaning of “element” is explained as lineage. {The definite number of five aggregates has already been explained.}


The bases are definitely twelve in number because form is definitely ten things, and that which is not form is definitely two: the mental base and the phenomena base. The elements are definitely eighteen in number because ten are form, and that which is not form is definitely two: phenomena and mind, and mind is definitely seven. However, the set number of bases and elements is not taught [extensively] here because they were explained above in the statement “Just those sense faculties and objects” (1:14a) and so on.


The Compendium of Abhidharma indicates that the aggregates number five because they express the five types of basis held as the self. (1) The aggregate of form is taught as the basis of the self because it represents the body and the objects held, where the five sense faculties are the body and the five sense objects are the objects held. (2) The aggregate of feeling is taught from the perspective of enjoyment being the basis of the self because pleasure and so on are experienced in dependence on the body and the objects held. (3) The aggregate of discernment is taught from the perspective of the process of attributing names being the basis of the self because it is the agent that assigns diverse designations. (4) The aggregate of formation is taught from the perspective of Dharma and non-Dharma being the basis of the self because it is the formative factor that engages faith and so on that should be practiced and attachment and so forth that should not be practiced. (5) The aggregate of consciousness is taught from the perspective of being the domain of those bases of the self because through holding consciousness to be the self, the other four are continuously held as mine.324


The bases are stated to be definitely twelve from the perspective of both the body and the objects held being gateways for generating the six future utilizing agents.325 That is, the body is the six sense faculties of the eyes and so on, the objects held are the six objects, and together they are gateways for generating the six future utilizing agents, which are the six consciousnesses.


The elements are definitely eighteen because the six types of past and present utilizing agents hold their objects due to both the body and the objects held. Therefore the six eye consciousnesses and so on, which are past and present utilizing agents, hold their objects both due to the body — the six organs such as the eyes, which is their domain — [55] and due to the objects held — the six objects such as form, which are their focal objects.326


Therefore it is said that the five aggregates were taught because “there are five fields mistakenly held as a self,” the twelve bases were taught from the perspective of the causes that give rise to the six consciousnesses and their concomitant mental factors, and the eighteen elements were taught from the perspective of those causes plus their results.


Fixed sequence


The order (krama) of the five aggregates here reveals their relative coarseness (udarika) in terms of the ease or difficulty of comprehending them. First, form is the coarsest of all, since it is impeded physically. Next, from among the nonphysical aggregates, feeling has the coarsest degree of movement and so on. {Form is the coarsest of all because it is impeded and demonstrable. Feeling is the coarsest of the remaining four since, for instance, the foot sensing its experiential objects and so on is easier to comprehend [than the other nonphysical aggregates]. Discernment is coarsest of the remaining three because apprehending the [defining] mark of blue and so on is easier to comprehend [than the later aggregates]. Formation is coarsest of the remaining two because the desire “May I have pleasure and not have pain” is easier to comprehend [than consciousness itself]. Consciousness is the subtlest of all since cognizing the mere essential nature of an object is the most difficult to comprehend.}


There is also the order in which affliction arises. Those born from beginningless time are attracted to form, then the desire to experience the feeling of pleasure and so on arises, then the wrong discernment {of the object being clean and blissful} arises, then the mass of afflictions such as attachment arises, and then the mind itself becomes completely afflicted.


The meaning of the term “vessel (bhājana) and so on” indicates states compatible with food, cooking, the cook, and the eater. {Form is like a food vessel since it is the support of the feelings. Feelings are like food because they constitute the taste of the object experienced. Discernment is like cooking because in terms of feeling [represented by the food] it is the agent that brings out [the taste of each ingredient] since discernment apprehends the defining mark [of each object]. Intention is like the cook, since it is directed to manifesting feelings that mature.327 Consciousness is like the eater because it is benefited [or stimulated] by feeling.}


Likewise, their order accords with (yathā) the order of the desire realm (dhātu) and so on because those realms are classified according to form and so forth. Thus the desire realm is classified as the form aggregate because sense objects are form. The form realm is classified in terms of feeling because the first absorption has pleasure and mental satisfaction, the second has mental satisfaction, the third has mental bliss (sukhacitta), and the fourth has equanimity. The first three levels of the formless realm are classified in terms of discernment. The summit of existence is classified in terms of formation alone {because it projects [or produces] a lifespan of eighty thousand eons}. Consciousness is their basis. This is said also to establish that they are definite in number.


THE ORDER OF THE SIX BASES



Five are first because they have present objects.


Four are first because their objects are derived from the primary elements.


Alternately they engage them at a greater distance or speed,


or their order accords with their location. (1:23)


Among the six bases, the five physical sense bases [56] are taught first because they apprehend objects in the present (vartamāna). The mental base is taught later because it engages objects of all the three times as well as unconditioned phenomena, which exist outside of time. Among those five, the {first} four bases — the eyes, ears, nose, and tongue — are taught first because they take as their objects only resultant form derived from the primary elements (bhautika). The body base, since it takes both types of object, is explained later.


Alternately, from among those four, both the eye and ear bases are mentioned first because they engage their objects at a distance. The nose and tongue bases are explained later because they only engage proximate objects by apprehending them through contact. {From among the first two,} eyes are explained first since they engage objects at a far greater distance (dūra) than the ears. {Of the nose and tongue,} the nose is explained first since it engages its object with greater speed (āśutara) than the tongue, and thus the tongue is explained later.


Or their order (krama) is said to accord with their location (sthāna), from the eyes, which are located highest, to the body, which is located lowest. The order of the external bases should be understood in accordance with the order of the six internal bases because they are presented in accordance with the order in which internal bases engage external objects. That also establishes the order of the elements because the six resultant elements of consciousness are taught in accordance with the order of their causes.


One is called the “form base” because it is


the specific object and the principal form.


One is called the “phenomena base” because it


includes many phenomena and the supreme phenomenon. (1:24)


Question: Because the ten bases and elements — the eyes and so on — are form, and all bases and elements are phenomena, why are just the objects of the eyes called “form base” and “form element” and why are just the objects of the mental faculty called “phenomena base” and “phenomena element”?


Reply: Although all ten are form, the nine such as the eyes are represented by their individual name because they are comprehended as individual bases and not as form in general. Just one, the object of the eyes alone, is called the “form base” (rūpāyatana) and the form element because objects of the eyes lack other names, and it is the specific object (viśeṣanārtha) understood by the general term “form,” just as soldiers and so on are specifically understood in the absence of individual marks.328 Moreover, the object of the eyes is designated by that term because it is the principal form (prādhānya) due to being demonstrable and impeded, just as the principal human is understood to be the king. The Autocommentary explains:


In the world that is commonly held as form and not as something else.329


Others say: Only the object of the [ordinary] eye is taught to be the form base because the twenty types of form are coarse and because [subtle form] is the object field of the three eyes: [57] (1) the flesh eye, (2) the divine eye, and (3) the ārya wisdom eye330 {for it is stated in the Commentary on the Rational System of Exposition:


The flesh eye is like our eye. The divine eye is the eye of higher perception that exists on the level of the first absorption and so on. The wisdom eye of an ārya is uncontaminated transcendent wisdom. The eye of phenomena is post-equipoise transcendent wisdom that fully differentiates phenomena. The buddha eye comprehends all aspects of all objects of knowledge.331}


Though it is true that {if all are called “phenomena” they would constitute a single base and} all bases and elements are phenomena, just objects of the mental faculty are designated by the terms “phenomena base” and “phenomena element” and the others are designated by their individual names because objects of the mental faculty lack other names and they are objects specifically comprehended through the general term “phenomena,” like “nameless” being a name. Again, just one, the object of the mental faculty, is called the “phenomena base” (dharmāyatana) and phenomena element because it includes many phenomena, such as feelings, and because it includes the supreme (agra) phenomenon, which is analytical cessation or nirvāṇa.


This concludes the explanation of the nature of aggregates, bases, and elements.


How other taxonomies are subsumed in these three


This has two headings: those designated aggregates are subsumed in the aggregates, and applying that to the other two.


THOSE DESIGNATED AGGREGATES ARE SUBSUMED IN THE AGGREGATES



The 80,000 aggregates of Dharma


declared by the Sage


are words or names


included in form or formation. (1:25)


Question: If all conditioned phenomena are aggregates and all conditioned and unconditioned phenomena are included in the bases and elements, and if the 84,000 aggregates of Dharma, the bases of subjugation and elimination and so on, the sixty-two elements explained in the Multiple Elements Sūtra, {and the aggregates and so on that occur in other sūtras with other names} are not included in those mentioned here but are included in phenomena {beyond enumeration} distinct from them, then how would they be included?


Reply: {There are two} answers to that: {The first332 is that [the aggregate of] Dharma is included in the aggregates.} The 80,000 aggregates [or bundles] of Dharma (dharmaskandha) have been declared by the Sage.


Sautrāntikas assert that they [i.e., the aggregates of Dharma] are [either] objects of the ear, which are words (vāc), or {indicative speech} that is in essence words. Vaibhāṣikas assert that they are objects of the mental faculty, which are the essence of names (nāma). Therefore they are included respectively in the aggregate of form (rūpa) or the aggregate of formation (saṃskāra).


Ābhidharmikas assert what is stated in the Attainment of Knowledge:


What are the statements of the Buddha? They are any speech, statements, expressions, intonations, definitive statements, the course of statements, euphonic statements, the enlightened activity of speech, and revealing statements.


And:


What are these Dharmas called the statements of the Buddha? They are the serial formulation, the serial arrangement, and the serial correct application of the collection of nouns, the collection of predicated phrases, and the collection of letters.333


Therefore they are included in both because they possess the nature of both. [58]


Other schools assert 84,000 aggregates of Dharma.


Because the Ānanda Sūtra states:


I, Ānanda, actually received 81,000 aggregates of Dharma from the Bhagavan. Two were received from monks.334


And the Rational System of Exposition declares that in terms of the Śrāvaka Vehicle [the teachings] were not included in 80,000 [aggregates] for the Ānanda Sūtra mentions that eighty-one thousand were received from the Bhagavan and two were received from monks.335


Thus it can be inferred that Ānanda heard instructions while acting as the Buddha’s attendant for twenty-one years though he did not receive the Buddha’s instructions given prior to becoming his attendant, and since it is untenable that so little Dharma was uttered prior to him becoming the Buddha’s attendant, it is unreasonable that instruction given by the Buddha in this prior period was just those two received from monks alone. Elucidation of the Compendium of Abhidharma also articulates:


In the context of the Śrāvaka Vehicle, any of the 84,000 aggregates of Dharma received by Ānanda constitutes the three piṭakas.336
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