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Abstract

The Sarvastivada assumed that perception (*buddhi) is a direct process, while the Sautrantika believed
that the object is perceived indirectly. My hypothesis is that the root reason for their disagreement on
how to perceive the external object arises from ontology. The Sarvastivada recognized “tri-temporal
existence”, while the Sautrantika insisted that the past and the future do not actually exist. This paper
finds that their ontologies can be conversely justified from an epistemological perspective. The
Sarvastivada assumed that the physical assemblage (F14E “samcaya) of atoms (paramanu) can be
directly perceived, and refined the theory of presentational perception by proposing “simultaneous
causality” (sahabhii-hetu) and three kinds of “direct perception” (pratyaksa). The Sautrantika, on the
other hand, based on the “pursuannt element” (anudhatu), proposed the theory of “consciousness having
representational form (@kara)”. Therefore, the cognition of the external object is indirect, and the direct
object of cognition is the unified complex (F14: *sarnagri) of atoms, by which the Sautrantika refined its
theory of representational perception.

Keyword: Perception, *Samcaya, Sahabhii-hetu, Pratyaksa, Anudhatu, Akara, *Sarnagri

1. Introduction
The correct perception ("buddhi) can destroy our upside-down (viparyaya) of view, thus
extinguishing ignorance (avidya) and achieving liberation. Therefore, epistemology has always
been given importance in Buddhism. However, the topic of perception has not attracted much
attention from contemporary scholars. This paper draws mainly on the literature of the
Sarvastivada. On the one hand, there are few Sautrantika texts, and on the other hand, the
Sarvastivada texts contain many of the main ideas of the Sautrantika. The views on the two
schools of epistemology in the canonical texts are rather scattered, and this paper seeks to
clarify a thread of the epistemology of the two schools and to conduct a comparative study.
The main contribution of this paper is to reproduce the epistemological system of the two
schools through logic.
Because of “tri-temporal existence”, the Sarvastivada believed that the external object can be
directly perceived. The simultaneous presence of faculty, object, and consciousness makes it
necessary to establish “simultaneous causality” (sahabhii-hetu). Since the Sarvastivada did not
recognize the self-cognition (sva-samvedana) of consciousness, three kinds of “direct
perception” (pratyaksa) must be established to complete its system of cognition. The
Sautrantika acknowledged the nonexistence of the past and the future, prompting the necessity
of establishing the theory of “consciousness having representational form (@kara)” based on
the “pursuannt element” (anudhatu). In this way, the Sautrantika can also justify the process of
cognition on the premise of self-cognition of consciousness.
This paper seeks to answer the following questions:
1. What is the fundamental reason for the disagreement between the Sarvastivada and the
Sautrantika on the perception of the external object?
2. How did the Sarvastivada’s theory that the consciousness must have an object and the
Sautrantika’s theory that the consciousness arises without a perceptual object evolve?
3. The external object is composed of atoms, and according to the Sarvastivada on existence,
the external object should be hominal existence, so why does the external object have the
actual effect of generating consciousness?
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4. Since the Sarvastivada did not recognize self-cognition,
what should be responsible for the explicit awareness of
consciousness?

5. The Sautrantika believed that when consciousness arises,
the object has already been extinguished into the past, so
how does present consciousness cognize the object in the
past?

2. The Perception and Existence

2.1 Sarvastivada Theory of Actual Existence and Nominal
Existence

It is said that the three times are real, as are the essences of
phenomena. The Sarvastivada asserted that all dharmas have
intrinsic nature and that the dharmas of past, present, and
future all exist. Then, how to judge whether the dharmas
actually  exist (dravyato’sti) or nominally  exist
(prajfiaptito sti)?  According to the descriptions of
Samghabhadra in Ny, the way the Sarvastivada discerned the
actual existence (sad-bhava) or nominal existence (prajfiapti-
sat) of the dharmas is to analyze them and see whether there
exists perception.

“As the aggregates of compounded form are broken into
subtle parts, the perception of them is nonexistent (nasti).
Thus, like vases and so forth, they are called conventional
truth (samvrti-satya). It is not that the clay fragments and
suchlike of broken vases can give rise to the perception again.
Although something aggregated is broken into many, the
perception isn’t nonexistent like that of water and so forth.
The thing is also called conventional truth if the perception is
nonexistent after its remainders are analyzed by superior
wisdom (jaya-mati). It is not that water and so forth being
analyzed into form (ripa) can give rise to the perception of
water and so forth again. When those things are not broken
and analyzed, they are called conventional truth, for they are
nominally existent by conventional designation (prajfiapta).
According to conventional principles, it’s said that there are
vases and so forth that are true, but not false, and can be
called conventional [truth], for they are existent according to
conventional principles” (11,

“If the thing differs from this, it is called the ultimate truth
(paramartha-satya). It means that the perception is not
nonexistent after it is broken and its remainders are analyzed
by wisdom (prajria). It is called the ultimate truth, for the
perception still exists like form (ripa) and so forth. After
thing like form, is broken down into subtle parts and
gradually dismantled up to atoms (paramanu), or analyzed to
taste (rasa), the perception of form and so forth remains as it
always exists. Feeling (vedana) and so forth are likewise, but
they are not form (ripa), for they have no subparts and can’t
be broken up and dismantled into atoms. Still, it’s possible to
analyze them with wisdom up to an instant (ksara) or analyze
other dharmas like ideation (samj7ia), and the perception of
feeling and so forth remain as they always exist. These
actually exist, so they are called ultimate [truth], for their
essence is always present at all times. According to the
ultimate principle, it’s said that there is form and so forth that
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are true, but not false, and can are called ultimate [truth], for
they are existent according to ultimate principles.” 21,

It can be seen that the method of determining the actual
existence or nominal existence of the dharmas (in this case,
the conventional truth and the ultimate truth) is based on the
decomposition or rational analysis of things, and on whether
the subject’s initial sensation or impression disappears or
changes after the analysis.

From the epistemological standpoint, the Sarvastivada stated
that the existent things can be divided into two categories:
things of cooperation of causes and conditions (hetupratyaya-
samagr), and ultimate elements. When a compound, like a
vase, is analyzed by wisdom or broken into pieces by external
force, its characteristic disappears. For example, when water
and fire are analyzed as described above, the initial sensation
or impression of them disappears, and they are therefore said
to be nominal existence. These things, material compounds
that are nominally established can be referred to as
conventional existence.

Ultimate existence is the opposite of conventional existence.
The external object (bahya-visaya), can be subdivided
eventually into an atom; or an infinite division of the internal
mind is only a thought of an instant. If the characteristic of a
thing is not lost through destruction by force or inference with
superior wisdom, and the thing in itself can still be perceived,
i.e., the initial sensation and impression are not lost, then there
is an identity in this thing and its components, and this is
ultimate existence.

In a word, the Sarvastivada’s view of “existence” is based on
the intrinsic nature that can not be analyzed through wisdom
or dismantled by force. When form (ripa) is analyzed to an
atom, and the mind (citta) is analyzed to an instant, there is
still a perception of these dharmas’ intrinsic nature. Thus,
these dharmas can be determined as ultimate existence. The
Sarvastivada decided that the external atom is as real as the
instant of the inner mind. The general characteristics of the
compound of things, once analyzed, have no intrinsic nature,
so it is the conventional truth. This is the significance of the
Two Noble Truths in the Sarvastivada’s epistemology.

2.2 Sautrantika Theory of Actual Existence and Nominal
Existence

On the other hand, the Sautrantika’s view of the actual
existence or nominal existence is also through the
conventional truth and ultimate truth. Ny described this view
of the master of the Sautrantika, Srilata as follows.

“If many things are designated as existence, they are called
the conventional [truth]. If only one thing is designated as
existence, it is called the ultimate [truth]. And when the
dharma that is perceived is separated and this dharma loses its
original name, it is called conventional [truth]; when the
dharma that is perceived is separated and this dharma does not
lose its original name, it is called ultimate [truth].” [,
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The Sautrantika distinguished between the actual existence or
nominal existence of the dharmas (the two truths) by setting
up two main criteria: The first depends on whether the
constituent elements of the dharma are one or many. The
dharma that consists of many elements is called conventional
truth, while the intrinsic nature of the dharmas is called
ultimate truth. The second is that what is cognized by us
generally is the phenomenon of concordance, and this
phenomenon nominally posited is conventional truth. If one
inspects the intrinsic nature of dharma through superior
wisdom, the dharma that loses its name is the conventional
truth and the dharma that does not lose its name is the
ultimate truth.

In addition, the Sautrantika only discussed the actual
existence or nominal existence in the context of the Three
Noble Truths, namely the Truth of suffering, the Truth of the
cause of suffering, and the Truth of the path to the cessation
of suffering. It is assumed that the Truth of the cessation of
suffering, namely the unconditioned dharma, is only the
negation of existence and has no reality. Ny described this as
follows.

“The three Noble Truths are available for conventional and
ultimate [truth]. It is said that the Truth of suffering is
assumed to be conventional, but the reality on which it is
based is ultimate and so are the Truth of the cause of suffering
and the Truth of the path of the cessation of suffering. Only
the Truth of the cessation is ineffable (anabhilapya), like
karmic indeterminacy (avyakrta) that cannot be said to exist.”
[41

It can be known that the Sautrantika discussed “existence” in
the context of the Four Noble Truths, while the Sautrantika
limited the scope to the Three Noble Truths, and considered
that there is no such thing as “existence” in the Truth of the
cessation of suffering because this Truth is ineffable
(anabhilapya).

3. The Mind and the Perceptual Object

3.1 Sarvastivada theory of Consciousness Having an
Object

The “tri-temporal existence” is the foundational topic of the
Sarvastivada. The Vaibhasika argued that all visaya-s are
actual existences. The Ny stated, “whatever that does not fall
outside the object-domain of [sensory] consciousness, visual,
etc. exists truly.” [°]. “Whatever that is conceptually real
(prajiiaptito ’sti) can only be the perceptual object (alambana)
of mental consciousness.” ®1. From epistemology, one of the
seven fundamental treatises of the Sarvastivada, VKS states,
“In line with the Buddha’s teachings, consciousness must
have an object. The fact that we can cognize the past and the
future is the proof that the past and the future exist.” ['),

The AKB summarizes them into four major arguments
including two teachings and two principles. One of the
teachings is, “The Sutra says that consciousness arises from
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two conditions. What are the two? It refers to the visual
faculty (caksur-indriya) and visual object (ripa-visaya), and
it’s explained in detail up to the mind (manas) and mental
dharma (dharma-dhatu).” . One of the principles is, “When
consciousness arises, there must be an object. It is said that
there must be an object for consciousness to arise, and if there
is none, it does not arise.” [*. Both of them identify the same
issue that the consciousness must have a perceptual object.
Since it is possible to cognize the events of the past and the
future, therefore, the past and the future actually exist.

3.2 Controversies

3.2.1 Vibhajyavadins, Early Darstantika and Vaibhasika
Contrary to the Sarvastivada position, the Vibhajyavadins 1%
denied that the past and the future exist, and decided that only
the present actually exists. Moggaliputta Tissa, a proponent of
the Vibhajyavadins said, “The mind without a perceptual
object (asad-alambanam cittam) is definitely existent. What is
it? It’s the mind cognizing the past or the future.” [!],
Therefore, starting from the same cognition of the past and
the future, the Sarvastivada argued that consciousness must
have the perceptual object, while Sautrantika verified the
mind without the perceptual object.

Like the Vibhajyavadins saying that there is the mind without
a perceptual object, the early Darstantika [ (Metaphorist)
from Sarvastivada accepted the existence of the mind without
a perceptual object. They questioned the theory that all
cognitions have perceptual objects by giving examples such
as “mirror image”, “sound of the valley”, and “satkaya-drsti”.
“The face doesn’t enter the mirror, and the mirror isn’t in the
face. How can there be an image of a face on a mirror that
comes into existence?” [ “Because of the momentary nature
(Tib. skad cig ma nyid) of all sounds, here they arise, and here
they cease. In a moment, it’s naturally produced and then
ceases. How can it cause the valley and so forth to make a
sound?” [¥] “Satkaya-drsti is clinging to ‘self and what
belongs to self’ (atma-atmiya). In the ultimate truth, there’s
no ‘self and what belongs to self’. They’re like a person who
sees a rope and thinks it’s a snake, and who sees a stump and
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10 Due to contradictory information from different sources, it is
difficult to discern who exactly are the Vibhajyavadins. Cousins
(2001) has recently argued that it refers to “the Mahimsasaka,
Dhammaguttaka, Kassapiya and Tambapanniya branches of the
ancient Theriyas”. The reference to MVS reveals that it can be
inferred without unfairness that the Vibhajyavadins refer generally to
those who did not agree with the Vaibhasikas. See La Vallée Poussin
1988-1990: 38-41, Yinshun 1992: 408-468, and the entry
“Vibhajyavada” in the Zhong hua fo jiao bdi ké quan shii.
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12 See Dhammajoti, K.L., Sarvastivada Abhidharma, 2015: 84.
In the time of MVS, the early Darstantikas who were the
sitradhara-s, with Dharmatrata and Buddhadeva as the most
eminent, also constituted a school of thought within the fold
of the Sarvastivada.
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thinks it’s a human being. Since it is the same, there is no
perceptual object.” (1%,

Vaibhasika (the specialist in the Abhidharma) of the
Sarvastivada refuted the mind without a perceptual object as
follows. For the question of the mirror, Vaibhasika replied, “it
actually exists, for it is what the eye sees, what the sensory
consciousness cognizes, and what the field of the visible form
(rapa-ayatana) includes. There arise images through the
cognition on water, mirror, human faces and so forth, and
these are actual existence, for they serve as the perceptual
object (alambana) that can give rise to perception.” [61. For
the question of the sound of the valley, Vaibhasika replied, “it
actually exists, for it is what the ear hears, and what the
auditory consciousness cognizes, and what the field of sound
(Sabda-ayatana) includes. There arises sound through the
cognition on sound, valley and so forth, and these are actual
existence, for they serve as the perceptual object (@lambana)
that can give rise to perception.” [*’1 For the question of
“satkaya-drsti”, the Vaibhasika replied, “satkaya-drsti
cognizes the five aggregates of grasping and images ‘self and
what belongs to self’. It is like that the rope and stump that are
cognized are said to be snake and human being. This is a
mistaken perception of the form (akara) in regard to objects,
rather than that it’s not without a perceptual object, for the
five aggregates of grasping actually exist.” 81, It can be seen
that the Sarvastivada’s refutation of the mind without a
perceptual object is still based on the fact that “there exists
perception”.

3.2.1.1 Akara

What is noteworthy here is the Sarvastivada’s understanding
of the form (akara). In the tradition of the Sarvastivada, we
initially note that the Sarvastivada masters gave various
interpretations of the akara.

“Question: What is the intrinsic nature of the so-called
“akara™?

Answer: The intrinsic nature is wisdom (prajiia). We should
know that wisdom (prajiia) is the akara. It is also what
cognizes with a form (akarayati) and what is cognized with a
form (akarayate). Although the mind and mental factors
(citta-caitta-dharmas) corresponding to wisdom (prajiia) are
not akara, it is both what cognizes with a form (akarayati)
and what is cognized with a form (akarayate). The citta-
viprayuktah of wisdom (prajii@d) and other existent dharmas,
while being neither akara nor what cognizes with a form

(@karayati) are what is cognized with a form (@karayate).”
[29]

BMmvS, 36a FEIHE WATFRIEHT: T HE SO, eI, W
AN WEgiE e, WALER NS, IrusE, SOEf%.
16 MVS, 390c BEAESEA, AT, RRTZ, i
W .. GOKBIER NS, ABE, EAEE; it
AR, RENPTE, SR

7'MmVS, 390c BEAESEA s REATE, HiRTZ%, B
o ... G RGRE, MAEWE, EARLE; BN,
HE AL

18 MVS, 36a BEMHR W, ZAEE, FRIFAT. WGE. B, IH
M. No ATAREUR, FETORATS; DA U2 S .

©MVS 408c MIEATAHHE HMHERM . ZEHMEEE. N
RE AT . TR BEAT IR AR AT o 5 EAH N0 TV B
AT TR REAT N BT AT . 5 EEG AT, &S
kB AT TR AERBAT T AZ BT AT

http://www.anantaajournal.com

It is clear that the orthodox view of Sarvastivada is that the
akara 1s prajiia because prajia is interpreted as the role of
selection (pravicaya) 2 acting on the objects. It is essentially
in line with the definition of wisdom as “selection”. But the
selection acting on the objects can be right or wrong.
Therefore, when one misunderstands the rope as a snake or
the five aggregates as pudgala, it is a mistaken perception of
the form (akara) in regard to objects. But the perceptual
object, the rope, and the five aggregates in this case, for
instance, exist and they are not nonexistent.

3.2.2 Sautrantika-Darstantika and Master of the
Nyayanusara-§astra

The Sautrantika-Darstantika inherited the position of the early
Darstantika from Sarvastivada and used the examples of
perception (buddhi) of human, fire wheel, self-perception
(atma-buddhi) and illusion to prove “mind without a
perceptual object”. As follows, Samghabhadra refuted each of
them in Ny and further argued that consciousness must have
the perceptual object.

“For example, in the far distance or dark, after seeing a form
(rapa) of the stump in the world, the perception of human
then arises. He makes the following statement, ‘Now, I’ve
seen a human being.” It’s not that the person that is seen has
little substance. It’s not that the perception arises without a
perceptual object, for the form of the stump serves as the
perceptual object. If not, why wouldn’t this perception of a
person also arise in a place where the stump is absent?” 24,
“The principle of the perception of the revolving fire wheel
should also be the same case. It means that the perception of
the [fire] wheel doesn’t arise entirely without an object. That
is, the fire colour quickly circles around in other directions
and serves as the perceptual object. However, the substance of
fire colour is not really a wheel. And it’s called a wheel when
the perception arises. This is a mistaken perception of the
form (akara) regarding objects. It’s not this perception of the
wheel that arises in response to the absence of an object.” 221,
“It means that this self-perception is conditioned by form and
other aggregates as objects. It’s only the mistaken perception
of the form (akara) arising that it’s not self but said to be self.
It doesn’t mean that the perceptual objects are also mistaken.
It’s because when the aggregates are truly penetrated, all
views of self are permanently eliminated.” [2%],

“Even though someone who sees illusory attaches to nothing,
it’s not the absence

of illusory marks. If not, the illusory marks should be
nonexistent. What’s the illusory mark? That’s the result of an
illusion. It’s like a form created by the supranormal power.
Thus, the illusory marks have real manifestations. It’s

20 \MvS 161c FEIHE.
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produced from illusory techniques and can serve as visual
objects.” [?4],

4. Sarvastivada Definition of Existence

Acting on the contention of serving as an object that can
produce perception (buddhi), Samghabhadra defined
existence (asti) in Ny.

“Why the characteristic of existence is only present
(pratyutpanna) and not other than that? Therefore, what
they’re arguing is not really a characteristic of existence.
Here, I’ve made this statement that the characteristic of
existence is what serves as an object that is capable of
producing perception. This [existence] is divisible into two:
what exists actually, and what exists nominally, the two being
designated on the basis of ultimate truth and conventional
truth [respectively]. If relying on nothing, a thing can produce
perception, this thing exists actually, e.g. ripa, vedana, etc. If
it produces a perception relying on something, then it exists
nominally, e.g., a vase, an army, etc.” %],

The so-called “existence” is something that can give rise to
perception, and there is a distinction between the actual
existence and the nominal existence according to the ultimate
truth and conventional truth. The existent dharma, such as
five aggregates that give rise to perception without depending
on anything else is actual existence (Ultimate truth). On the
other hand, those things that produce perception depending on
anything else, such as bottles and clothes, are only nominal
existence (Conventional truth). Both the actual and nominal
existences, though different in nature, can be regarded as
objects cognized by the mind.

5. Sarvastivada Theory of Assemblage of Atoms

As mentioned above, if the perception of a thing in itself is
not lost by forceful decomposition or wisdom analysis, it
means that there is an identity, the intrinsic nature of the thing
and its components. That is the ultimate truth, the actual
existence. It can be seen that the intrinsic nature of the
Sarvastivada can be understood as the singleness or
indivisibility of the constituent elements of a thing, while the
so-called conventional existence refers to the fact that a thing
is made up of many elements of different natures. Therefore,
according to the Sarvastivada’s view on “the nominal and the
actual existence”, the atom that cannot be further decomposed
is actual existence. However, the external objects made up of
atoms can be decomposed, so they should not be actual
existence. But if the external object is nominal existent, then it
is like the conception of self (*sattvatman) composed of the
five skandhas, and it does not produce any real effect. Then
how does the theory that all cognitions have perceptual
objects hold up?

The Sarvastivada believed that the atom is actually existent,
but when it exists alone, it is not perceived [?°l. Samghabhadra

Ny, 623b WAJHEE, BHIE, ALLIM. HEAVR,
ZIMARE T o LIMAFREAT? WELIAR R . oo & prib 1 €
e, ZMASERIE, MLIRAE, RENILET.

% Ny 621c (T4 AMMEDAER? S P, AEHAM. K
TR v e, RERAM, HEH =, —
FXA . ZAEBRA, DR R T 2 S,
Fifs, TrhAue, REAM, WmtdE. EHA T T
L, RBAM, W%,

B MVS, 702a [ AR CEE A2 AT 2 N AN AR R B A €
ANET TR BT A T I SR A B AR AR . AETT
JEE. dFIEAIE. dESAET. THEMD AT o A

http://www.anantaajournal.com

suggested that a sensory consciousness must take a physical
assemblage or agglomeration of atoms (F1£E “samcaya) [ as
its object, saying, “The atoms are assembled and arranged.
They’re always the conditions for the arising of the sensory
consciousness. There is no atom that does not take a physical
assemblage.” 28],

From the quotation, it can be deduced that Samghabhadra
emphasized that the five faculties and five objects refer to
each of the atoms making up them. The union of the five
faculties and five objects leads to the sensory consciousnesses
291 Each atom cannot exist alone but is always in the state of
agglomeration, that is, many atoms have been arranged and
combined in a certain way. Each of the atoms in this state is
actually existent, and therefore can become the faculties and
the subjects from which the sensory consciousnesses arise. In
this sense, both the faculties and the subjects are actual
existence. Meanwhile, Samghabhadra also explained how to
recognize the atom as follows.

“If they cling to the view that because the atom is invisible,
the visual consciousness doesn’t cognize the object that
actually exists, then they are not correct, because the atom is
visible. The single atom can not be cognized, for visual
faculty cognizes B the external object just in general terms
and the visual consciousness has no power of discrimination.
Those who have the power of superior wisdom can discern
the subtlest characteristic of the atom. Think of the
embroidery with decorative lines showing in the far or close
distance as an example” 34,

Since the external actual existence is each of the atoms in the
state of agglomeration from which the consciousness arises, it
is these atoms that directly enter the cognitive range. For
example, when one recognizes a piece of embroidery, the
external actual existences are the atoms of the embroidery,
which are arranged in a certain way and are in the state of
agglomeration, and under the effect of the vision, the atoms
enter the cognitive range. The visual faculty can only cognize

0o ANPIWIE] . ANPIRRSE . ANAyBEfh . AR . 2
ANt LB — Tl o A R R AR BT ECE i A A
Ep

27 See Dhammajoti, K.L., Abhidharma Doctrines and
Controversies on Perception, 2007: 142.

28 Ny 350c i#tingE 2, tHATIRAERIKS, TTHKR
AN FILE L.

29 See La Vallée Poussin 1988-1990: 346, n. 258; Dhammajoti 2002:
53, n. 21.

The doctrine that the union of the faculty and the object leads to the
consciousness has its roots in early Buddhism.

30 “The eye sees” is a specifically Vaibhasika view. See MVS,
61c:

Now, if visual consciousness sees, then consciousness should
have the characteristic of seeing; since consciousness does not
have this characteristic, the proposition is not acceptable. If
the understanding conjoined with visual consciousness sees,
the understanding conjoined with auditory consciousness
should also hear sound; since understanding does not have
this characteristic of hearing, the proposition is not acceptable.
If it is the complex that sees visible forms, it follows that we
should be able to see forms at all times, since a complex
always exists; hence this proposition too is unacceptable.
1Ny, 351a AHHARGA T W, HRARANG S s, ik
AR, AT W, AT, BAIRAR B R A, SO
WRARTC . WA IR B &, JhRe T AR
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the external object generally and the eye consciousness does
not have the power of discrimination, so the atoms cannot be
distinguished one by one. It seems like that what is
recognized is only the totality of embroidery, but not the
atoms. But as a matter of fact, the decorative lines on the
embroidery have already entered the cognitive range, and due
to the limitation of vision, one fails to distinguish them all at a
distance, but can only see the whole embroidery. It can be
seen that the invisibility of the atom is in fact due to the
limitation of our cognitive ability. Thus, the atom is visible in
fact, because it has entered the realm of cognition and has a
cognizable appearance. The one with superior wisdom would
be able to distinguish each of these atoms in agglomeration.
Thus, the Sarvastivada believed that the cognition of things is
direct perception and that the cognitive object actually exists,
so they are regarded as the realist 32,

Therefore, the presence of an external object is the condition
for the validity of cognition, and this condition can be
satisfied only if the faculty and the object give rise to
consciousness as a process of “simultaneous causality”
(sahabhi-hetu) under the premise of momentary arising and
ceasing (ksanotpanna-bhasiga). This is the main reason why
the Sarvastivada proposed the theory of “simultaneous
causality”.

6. The Simultaneous Causality of the Sarvastivada

The Sarvastivada is known as Hetuvadins (causalists) having
introduced a rigorous theory of causality. In the Sarvastivada
Abhidharma, everything is explained in terms of the six
causes (hetu) and four conditions (pratyaya). Broadly
speaking, hetu is the primary factor, while pratyaya is the
sub-factor. However, Stcherbatsky pointed out that it is
difficult to distinguish between hetu and pratyaya. He
observed that “the six causes seem to be a later doctrine,
which is then grafted onto the original system of the four
conditions” 33, As MVS stated in this regard, “But these six
causes are not mentioned by the sutra and the sutra only
mentioned that there are four causes” 3 The first systematic
discussion of the six cause doctrine is given by
Jiianaprasthana in his Treatise, Katyayaniputra *° With the
development and refinement of the theory of the Sarvastivada,
on the issue of cognizing the external objects, MVS illustrated
“simultaneous causality” with “the union of the three”.

“The sutra says, ‘Being conditioned by visual faculty and
visual object there arises visual consciousness. Sensory
contact is defined as the union of the three, arising
concurrently with feeling (vedana), ideation (samjia), and
volition (cinta).” Because of these, the sutra says that there is
simultaneous causality” [,

According to the quotation of the sutra in MVS,
“simultaneous causality” should refer to the concurrent
arising and reciprocal causation of the consciousness and
mental factors. But there is no discussion of faculty and object
as “simultaneous causality”. However, from the definition of
“simultaneous causality” in MVS - “the same (cooperative)
fruit” - the case that consciousness springs up from the
interaction of faculty with the object also conforms to
“simultaneous causality”. Cooperative fruit (purusa-kara-

%2 See D.J. Kalupahana 1992: 81.

33 Stcherbatsky, 1962 (Vol.1): 138.

8 MVS, 79a SR SR ARG, RAMABIA DI,

3 See Buswell & Jaini 1996: 107b.
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phala) originally refers to the fruit of the cause of the heroic
performance (purusa-kara), and it covers a wide range of all
conditioned dharmas. According to the explanation of the
cooperative fruit in Abhidharmavatara, with this momentum
as the condition, that arises and this is called heroic
performance, while that is called fruit (phala) [¥). The two
dharmas, the visual faculty, and the visual object are also the
heroic  performance (purusa-kara) for the visual
consciousness that arises at the same moment. Therefore, the
visual faculty and the visual object certainly have cooperative
fruit. Accordingly, the faculty and the object should be the
simultaneous cause of consciousness. Even in the case of the
faculty of the mind (manas) of the previous moment and
mental dharma (dharma-dhatu), they are also the
simultaneous cause of mental consciousness, since the
Sarvastivada recognized “tri-temporal existence” (581,

In Ny, Samghabhadra put forward several arguments for
“simultaneous causality”, one of which is related to
epistemology.

“The sutra says, ‘Being conditioned by visual faculty and
visual object there arises visual consciousness.” [If the visual
faculty, visual object, and visual consciousness aren’t present
at the same time,] the visual faculty, and visual object arising
in the past should not be the support basis (asraya) and the
perceptual object (alambana) respectively for the
subsequently visual consciousness, because [the former is
actually] existent and [the latter is] nonexistent. It is not that
the absolute nonexistence (atyantabhava) can be called the
support basis or the perceptual object” [,

“This should also be the case. When the visual consciousness
arises, the visual faculty and visual object have ceased. There
should be no conditions when the visual consciousness arises
on its own. It is because of the fact that the nonexistent
dharma fails to serve as the supporting basis, and that the
visual consciousness only has cognition of the present object.
If the visual faculty, visual object, and visual consciousness
aren’t present simultaneously, then the visual faculty and
visual object shouldn’t be the conditions for the visual
consciousness, or the auditory faculty and sound, etc. would
also be the conditions for visual consciousness” [*%],

Thus, in the view of the Vaibhasika, the faculty as the
supporting basis and the object as the object qua condition
(alambana-pratyaya) must exist in the same moment as
consciousness. Otherwise, it would be contrary to the
principle of the Buddha’s teaching that consciousness arises
from these two requisites. It is because of the action of
simultaneous causality that the external object can be
cognized directly, despite its momentary arising and ceasing.
At the same moment of seeing, the visual consciousness
discerns the object. Therefore, the fruit of consciousness can

37 Avatara, 988b FHHUILHA SIS AEN, WA EH, HE AR,
8 Ny, 421a HEE/NIRTLHVEA PRSI, H e 2 oK
GeiRAA, EmRIR. AEIRGIEMRTR, PAREU:
BIEAGAETER, B\ =T AR .

% Ny, 420c LU [RENZ, ETRIN. JERE.
T3 SRR ARER A, ARG SERIE, NMAERTK K&
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WHT %%
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be born at the same time as the faculty and the object at the
first moment of cognition.

7. Sautrantika Refutation of Simultaneous Causality and
Sarvastivada Response

The Sautrantika clearly opposed the simultaneous causality
theory of the Sarvastivada Y. In Ny, Samghabhadra cited the
Srilata’s criticism of Sarvastivada’s simultaneous causality as
follows.

“The concurrent (Sahaja) dharmas at the stage of imminent
birth haven’t already arisen, so they shouldn’t have existed.
How can it be referred to as what has the nature of producer
(prasava-dharmin) and what is produced (janya)?
Furthermore, it’s said that when there’s a cause, there’s an
effect. If things have the nature of production in the future,
then it should be mistaken that dharmas constantly arise.
Moreover, the two concurrent dharmas are like two horns of a
bull, and there is no way to effectively prove which is the
cause and which is the effect. What is more, it is generally
acknowledged in the world that no such simultaneous
causality is found in cases where the law of causality, such as
when a bud is born from a seed, is consistent with” 42

In Ny, Samghabhadra replied to the Sautrantika’s rejection of
simultaneous causality.

“He said that if the visual object, etc. can serve as the
condition for the arising of the visual consciousness, etc., the
visual object, etc. must have arisen in the previous moment. If
the visual consciousness does not arise when the visual object
arises, what can be the cognition? What can be cognition if
the visual consciousness exists and the visual object has
disappeared? The visual consciousness should not cognize the
nonexistent object, because all five sensory consciousnesses
only cognize the present. And your school of thought asserts
that the present is not nonexistent. The visual object that is
cognized at this present moment is not the object qua
condition (alambana-pratyaya), for it arises at the same time
as the present visual consciousness” [*3],

According to this quotation, we can know that like the
Sarvastivada, the Sautrantika also believed that the cognitive
object must be at the present moment and that it is the only
way the direct perception (pratyaksa) 4 can be established.
But the external object (bahya-visaya) as the union of faculty
and perceptual object (alambana) is at the previous moment,
which no longer exists. Therefore, as opposed to the
Sarvastivada assuming that the external object is the
perceptual object, the Sautrantika argued that they are
different objects. In this way, the sensory perception of
external objects is beyond attainment. Then how does the
Sautrantika’s cognitive process unfold under such a premise
of heterochronous causality?

41 See Katd 1989: 309-313.
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4 See below for details.
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8. Sautrantika Theory of Representational Perception

8.1 Heterochronous Causality of Sautrantika

The Sautrantika proposed ‘“heterochronous causality”, which
holds that the cause comes before the effect. Based on this,
the Sautrantika explained the sutra’s saying, “[Being
conditioned by visual faculty and visual object, there arises
visual consciousness.]” As the cause of the arising of
consciousness, the faculty and the object must come first. And
consciousness, as the result, must come after. Take visual
consciousness as an example, “he says that if the visual
object, etc. can be the cause for the arising of visual
consciousness and so forth, must arise before.” 131, In other
words, the visual faculty and visual object, which are the
causes, exist first and only afterward does the visual
consciousness, which is the effect, come into being.

Since they are in two different moments, there is no such
thing as “sensory touch” denoting that the three are in unity at
the same moment. It is called “consciousness of touch”, and it
is actually consciousness rather than a mental factor (caitta)
that is different from consciousness and actually existent. In
addition, because the Sautrantika believed that the mind and
mental factors arise in succession rather than at one moment,
it is the third instant when such mental factors like feeling and
so forth caused by “consciousness of touch” arise. According
to Srilata, only the three mental factors of feeling, ideation,
and volition actually exist, while the rest of the mental factors
do not, but are only the different functions of one mind 18,
According to the study of Katd, although Srilata spoke of the
three mental factors as arising together, he actually regarded
them as arising in succession. The faculty and object arise at
the first instant, consciousness including sensory touch arises
at the second instant, and then the receptivity, “feeling”,
“perception”, and “volition” arise at the third, fourth, and fifth
instant 1471,

On the other hand, the Sautrantika, like the Sarvastivada, also
recognized the “momentary arising and ceasing” of
conditioned dharmas. In the case of “momentary arising and
ceasing”, the faculty and the object, which were the cause in
the previous instant, have been extinguished. Then how does
the extinguished cause give rise to the consciousness of the
following instant? The Srilata’s answer is recorded in Ny as
follows.

“The mental consciousness cognizing the past and so forth is
not without a perceptual object, nor merely cognize the
existent objects. Why is that the case? Because the mental
consciousness arising after these sensory consciousnesses as
“similar and  immediately  antecedent conditions”
(samanantara-pratyaya) can experience (anubhava) the
object of the past mind (manas). Thus, mental consciousness
takes the mind (manas) as its cause. The object as the object
qua condition (alambana-pratyaya) is the object of the five
sensory consciousnesses. Because the past mind (manas) is
present first, the mental consciousness arises successively;
and according to the existence or nonexistence [of alambana-
pratyaya], this [mental consciousness] comes into existence
or nonexistence. Yet this mental consciousness does not

5 Ny, 447b 1 it 225 e NG AE IR R, e 25 b mi A
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47 See Katd 1989: 206-216.
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merely cognize the existent objects, for at that time the object

has ceased. This mental consciousness is not without a

perceptual object, for according to its existence or

nonexistence, this mental consciousness comes into existence
or nonexistence. Furthermore, when the recollection (smrti)
arises on an object that has ceased for a long time, this
recollection in the present moment takes the past mental
consciousness cognizing the object as the condition, for his
consciousness of recollection falls to the same series, and
arises  successively. Although the consciousness of
recollection arises with other conditions, it must cognize the

former object first” 481,

Srilata concluded that the cognitive object is the cause of the

arising of consciousness, that is, alambana-pratyaya; but the

cognitive object does not necessarily have to be existent at
present. The example he gave is the mental consciousness
arising from sensory consciousness as similar and
immediately antecedent condition (samanantara-pratyaya). It
is believed that although the external object falls into the past
and becomes nonexistent, the mental consciousness is able to
experience (anubhava) the external object cognized by the
past sensory consciousness. In other words, first of all, the
direct cause of mental consciousness is the consciousness of
the previous instant, and the objects of the five sensory
consciousnesses that are the alambana-pratyaya only serve as
the auxiliary cause. And the object of sensory consciousness,
having existed, has already fulfilled its function as an
auxiliary cause. Next, the consciousness of the previous
instant plays the role of giving rise to mental consciousness.

Secondly, consciousness has the ability to experience

extinguished objects.

In this case, the Sautrantika has to answer two questions.

1. Where do the objects experienced by the mental
consciousness come from?

2. What is the theoretical basis for the cognitive object
serving as the auxiliary cause and the past consciousness
serving as the direct cause of mental consciousness?

This involves the Sautrantika’s theory of “resemblance or

representational form” and “anudhatu”.

8.2 Resemblance or Representational Form

The first question can be answered by the Sautrantika with the
theory of “resemblance or representational form (akara)”.
Because the Sautrantika believed that the external object that
gave rise to the sensory consciousness is absent at the instant
of the arising of the sensory consciousness, it is impossible
for the external object to directly stimulate the arising of the
visual consciousness. According to the Sautrantika, the visual
consciousness can actively unite with the external atoms in
the previous instant and produce a corresponding form
(akara) on this visual consciousness, and the generation of
this image means indirect (apratyaksa) cognition of the
external object, which is known as “carrying resemblance or
representational form”. As it is said in AKB, “although this
consciousness cognizes object accomplishing no action, it is
said to know the object, for it carried the resemblance form.”
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[4]1 To “carry” means that one’s cognitive and sensory
apparatus conveys to conscious an impression that is
qualitatively similar to the object in its mode of activity.

In fact, the Sautrantika’s view is confirmed by Dharmakirti,
who also believed that the external object is cognized by the
consciousness that arises. It is explained as follows.

“If one asks how one can cognize an object in a different
time, we answer that the essence of the perceptual object is
nothing but the cause of its distinctive appearance that is
capable of transferring its knowledge-form (jiiana-akara)”
[50]

This doctrine was later referred to as the “sakara-(vi)jiana-
vada” in the Tarkabhasa. It is described as follows.

“The Sautrantika said that all appearances such as blue, etc.
are the knowledge, not the external object, because inanimate
thing (jada) has no capability of manifestation. As mentioned
above, the objects of the sense faculties are not perceivable,
although they produce a knowledge possessing their
corresponding form (Svakarajiiana)” B4,

In this way, the external atoms are the cause of cognition, but
they are not cognized in themselves; what is known is a
unified complex (Fi1 & *sarnagri) 15?1 of atoms which is
carried by the previous consciousness. The *sarnagri is not
composed of atoms. In other words, the cognitive process of
the Sautrantika has been divided into two realms: the external
one, which is not cognizable, and the internal one, which is
cognizable. The external realm is composed of atoms, and the
internal realm is the cognitive domain into which the atoms
enter. The form of this unified complex is the counterpart of
the external realm and is the cause of consciousness.
Therefore, what the Sautrantika called the external cognitive
object is actually the internal realm of cognition.

It should be emphasized here that, as mentioned above, the
Sarvastivada understood the form (akara) as wisdom (prajria)
that is defined as selection (pravicaya). Both the akara and
the perceptual object are actually existent, so they are
matched together by the Sarvastivada to form a dichotomy of
subject and object. In the Sautrantika, the form (akara) is
equivalent to the image. The Sautrantika believed that the
external object also exists, but this existence can only be
inferred from the internal form (akara). Therefore, the
Sautrantika is also known as those who infer the existence of

the external object “bahyarthanumetatva” 5%,

8.3 Anudhatu

The second question can be answered by the Sautrantika with
the theory of “anudhatu”. In order to complete the process of
perception in the Sautrantika, in addition to the theory of
resemblance or representational form, it is necessary to use
“pursuannt element” (anudhatu) as the basis. The term
“pursuannt element” (anudhatu) is derived from anusaya.

“ AKB, 157b W2 R EBIERME, misEE, WA 75,
WHAIBAEE? 57 1R A

% Pramana-varttika of Dharmakirti, III, v.248 (Tibetan
Sanskrit Works Series):

bhinnakalam katham grahyam iti ced grahyatam viduh |
hetutvam eva ca vyakter jianakararpana-ksamam ||

5! Tarkabhdsa, 94: sautrantikanam matam | jiianam evedam sarvam
nilady-akarena pratibhasate | na bahyo ’rthah | jadasya
prakasayogat | yathoktam |  svakarajiiana-janaka  drsya
nendriyagocard iti |

52 See Dhammajoti, K.L., Abhidharma Doctrines and
Controversies on Perception, 2007: 142.
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According to the Sautrantika, anusaya means affliction
(klesa) lying within the mind that does not manifest in the
present behavior 54, “Element” (dhdtu) has the meaning of
seed [5°) the root cause of all phenomena, the constituent
elements of the universe and human beings, and the essence
of nature. According to Srilata, the latent state of afflictions
can be maintained for a long time and latent deep enough to
constitute an element, so it is called “pursuannt element”. As
recorded in Ny, the Sautrantika expanded the scope of
anusaya. ‘“Pursuannt element” that includes all latent
functions comes into being.

“The causative (hetu-svabhava), as the Sthavira (Srilata) said,
is the old pursuannt element (“purana-anudhatu), can be the
cause of all sentient beings as a continuous succession. It is
said in the sutra by the Fortunate One that one should know
that in such a pudgala, skillful dharmas are concealed and the
unskillful dharmas arise and the accompanying wholesome
roots are not yet cut off. On account of their not being cut off,
there still exists the possibility of other wholesome roots
arising from these wholesome roots. The accompanied
wholesome root is “purana-anudhatu being the cause of a
continuous succession. Something like this is called the
causative (hetu-svabhava).” %,

Accordingly, it has been known that “anudhatu is the
causality that is embodied in each moment of the individual’s
physical and mental continuity. By the theory of
“resemblance or representational form” and ““anudhatu”, the
Sautrantika refined its process of perception. Consciousness
arises, carrying the resemblance form. As mentioned above,
the object of cognition serves as an auxiliary cause in the
consciousness continuum, and the direct cause of mental
consciousness is the previous instant of consciousness.
Combining the theory of “resemblance or representational
form” and “anudhatu”, we can summarize the cognition
process of Sautrantika as follows. According to the
Sautrantika’s theory of “heterochronous causality”, the mental
consciousness caused by the five sensory consciousnesses can
only arise after at least the third instant. The faculty is united
with the object at the first instant, the five sensory
consciousnesses arise from the union of the faculty and object
at the second instant, and the mental consciousness arises
from the five sensory consciousnesses at the third instant. The
mental consciousness takes the cognitive object (alambana)
of the five sensory consciousnesses of the second instant as
the cognitive object.

At the second instant, the cognitive object of the five
consciousnesses is the counterpart of the external object of the
first instant which is the unified complex of atoms. The
counterpart of the external object is perceived due to the
unified complex (Fi& *sarnagri) of atoms carried by the five
sensory consciousnesses at the second instant, while the
external object is failed to be cognized directly. As mentioned
above, the *sarnagri is the resemblance or representational
form. Since the consciousness of the third instant is caused
directly by the five sensory consciousnesses of the second
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instant, the characteristics of the five sensory consciousnesses
as the direct cause are transmitted as a potential force and
manifested in the mental consciousness as the effect in the
cause-and-effect continuum of the stream of consciousness.
As mentioned above, this transmitted potential force is called
“anudhatu” by the Sautrantika. In other words, the mental
consciousness of the third instant is able to cognize the
counterpart of the external object of the first instant through
the intermediary of the five sensory consciousnesses of the
second instant.

9. Sarvastivada and Sautrantika Explanation of Direct
Perception

9.1 Sautrantika Theory of Self-cognition

In epistemology, it is assumed that in order to cognize objects,
one should come into possession of the direct perception
(pratyaksa). If the direct perception cannot be established, the
inference (anumana) cannot be established, and there is no
possibility of cognition. In this case, there is no way to
cognize objects.

The pratyaksa of the Sautrantika is based on the self-
cognition (sva-samvedana) of consciousness. The Sautrantika
believed that consciousness possesses the function of self-
cognition (sva-samvedana), “like a lamp shining on itself and
on others” 71, They aired the view that unless one knows that
one is now cognizing, that is, unless self-cognition is
available, it is not sufficient to explain the experience of
knowing that one has cognized something. This is the self-
cognition theory of Sautrantika [% 1 The Sautrantika’s
argument for self-cognition is mainly through the mechanism
of recollection (smrti).

As is well known, the Sautrantika insisted on the strict sense
of momentary arising and ceasing (ksarotpanna-bharnga). As
mentioned above, the Sautrantika believed that when the
faculty and the object are united, consciousness has not yet
arisen, so in their cognitive system, cognition cannot be
completed until the next moment of consciousness arises. But
at this moment, the faculty and the object have already passed
away, leaving the visual consciousness with only the innate
form (akara). And the consciousness that cognizes these
experienced innate forms (akara) is the recollection.
Therefore, recollection becomes the only tool for the
Sautrantika to infer the existence of external objects and self-
cognition.

The Sautrantika’s argument for the existence of external
objects can be found in Vimsatika, a Yogacara text of
Vasubandhu. In this text, Vasubandhu refuted various types of
realism, including the Sautrantika. Here the Sautrantika
intended to prove the existence of external objects through the
same argument from recollection. The text stated the
following.

“That which is not experienced actively [as an object] is not
remembered by mental consciousness. Therefore, the object
that has been experienced does exist, and those which see
objects such as the visible (ripa) should be considered direct
perception (pratyaksa-s)” 59,

ST Ny, 742b XV 2 ReRR L, (EVF B REJR Re A .

% See May (1959: 113 - 114, n.284), He said here that self-cognition
is derived from the Sautrantika or Mahasamghika. (L’ origine de la
theése, que la pensée se connait elle-méme, est rapportée aux
Sautrantika ou aux Mahasamghika.)
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Their argument of recollection began with the most basic
phenomenon: someone cannot recall any object that has not
been experienced. The object that appears in memory must
have been experienced in a moment when the recollection has
not yet occurred. At this moment, this object is the external
object, and what perceives this object is the direct perception.
Therefore, the existence of the external object can be inferred
from this memory phenomenon, although memory is not
directly associated with the external object.

9.2 The Sarvastivada’s Refutation of self-cognition

The Sarvastivada did not accept the theory of self-cognition.
According to MVS, they insisted that “the citta-caitta-
dharma-s fail to cognize themself” (6%, just as “the end of the
finger fails to touch itself, the sword fails to cut itself, the eyes
fail to see themselves, and the strong man fails to bear
himself.” 61 They thought that nothing can act on themselves.
One of the Sarvastivada’s arguments on this is the illustration
of active cause (karana-hetu) recorded in MVS.

“If the intrinsic nature of something (savabhava) were the
active cause (karana-hetu) of itself, there would be no causal
difference between cause and effect, the creator and what is
created, producer and what is produced, leader and what is
lead, characterizer and what is characterized, transformation
and what is transformed, continuity and what is continued.
There is a difference between cause and effect, and so forth,
so the intrinsic nature of something cannot be the active cause
of itself” (64,

According to the quotation above, if the citta-caitta wants to
cognize itself, then it must get stuck in a causal relationship
with itself. Once this citta-caitta is in a causal relationship,
there should be a difference between cause and effect.
However, nothing can be different from itself, so it is
impossible for anything, including a citta-caitta, to be in any
kind of causal relationship with itself. Therefore, the citta-
caitta cannot be the active cause (karapa-hetu) of itself, nor
can it cognize itself.

In Ny, Samghabhadra further discussed the reason why a
thing cannot be its own cause as follows.

“Dharma is not dependent on itself. This means that the
dharmas should depend on the proper [condition] of the four
causes when they arise. If the conditions are lacking, the
dharmas will not arise. If not, the dharmas will arise. Thus,
the condition is established as a condition. All things do not
lack themselves, so it will be not that the dharmas do not arise
because they lack themselves. How can the intrinsic nature
(savabhava) of something be the active cause of itself” [¢%],
Synthesizing the Sarvastivada’s understanding of the active
cause, and the analysis of Samghabhadra, here is the point

nananubhiitam manovijiianena smaryata ityavasyam
arthanubhavena bhavitavyam tacca darsanam ity evam tadvisayasya
ripadeh pratyaksatvah matai
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that self-cognition is impossible. If the consciousness is able
to cognize itself, it means that it is both cognition and the
object of cognition, and the consciousness has these two
functions at the same time, one is to cognize others, and the
other is to cognize itself. Evidently, in the sight of the
Sarvastivada, this does not seem logical. Since the mind fails
to cognize itself, how can pratyaksa be established by the
Sarvastivada?

9.3 Three pratyaksa-s of the Sarvastivada

The Sarvastivada argued that under the premise of momentary
arising and ceasing of dharmas, only the faculty and the
object giving rise to consciousness is a process of
“simultaneous causality”, the condition for direct perception
can be satisfied. Samghabhadra distinguished three kinds of
direct perception (pratyaksa-s) as below.

“They are the one that is dependent on the sense faculty
("indriyasrita), the one that is experience (anubhava), and the
one that is discernment (“buddhi). The first refers to direct
cognition, supported by the five faculties, of the five types of
external objects, ripa, etc. The second refers to the direct
presence of the mind and mental factors, vedana, samjia, etc.
The third refers to the direct realization (saksaz-Vkr) of the
distinctive characteristics or common characteristics (sva-
samanya-laksana) according to the way they should be” [¢4],
Based on the principle that there is only one consciousness in
one instant, ! the first pratyaksa is the union of the sensory
faculty and object; the second pratyaksa is the arising
(pravritti-laksana) of five sensory consciousnesses and its
caitta, which can be classified as the first pratyaksa; and the
third pratyaksa is mental consciousness. The first and second
pratyaksa are at the first instant, and the third pratyaksa is at
the second instant.

In the case that self-cognition is not available, the proof of the
object of cognition of consciousness must be undertaken by
another consciousness. Therefore, it is only the next moment
of consciousness that has the function of this explicit
awareness. In other words, anubhava and “buddhi are not at
the same instant. In the Sarvastivada’s view, it is the existence
of “indriyasrita and anubhava that ensures the emergence of
the present of "buddhi in the latter moment. It is explained by
Samghabhadra in Ny as follows.

“If the five sensory consciousnesses only cognize the past,
how can they have pratyaksa experience of the past? Because
the five sensory consciousnesses have experienced and
discerned the past at other times. It is only after the
experience is extinguished into the past that it can become a
cognitive object, and recollection can arise. At this point, the
recollection is called discernment (“buddhi). Because of this
reasoning, only in the matter experienced by anubhava does
discernment (*buddhi) arise. Therefore, the reasoning that

pratyaksa experience arises in one’s own experience is valid”
[66]
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“If the five sensory objects, such as visual object and so forth,
are not presently cognized, then there is no such thing as ‘I
have experienced such objects as visual object and so forth.’
For example, in the case of painful feeling (duikha-vedana)
and so forth, one must have experienced anubhava before one
can cognize the object and have the perception of the present
arise. In the case of visual object and so forth, for example, it
must be after experiencing sense faculty (“indriyasrita) that
the object can be cognized and the direct perception arises, for
it is what the present qualifies. So it is impossible to have a
direct perception of a subject that is not experienced directly.
Because the five sensory consciousnesses only cognize the
present object, i.e., they must be able to cognize only the
object that arises at the same time, the sutras indicated, ‘With
the visual faculty and the visual object as conditions, there
arises visual consciousness’” 67,

According to Samghabhadra’s explanation of the
establishment of the Sarvastivada’s pratyaksa, a summary can
be made as follows. There are at least two conditions for this
explicit awareness of the cognitive object to arise in the
following instant. The first is the memory function of the
mental factor (caitta) of recollection (smyti), which is one of
ten universally operating mental factors (maha-bhiamika
dharma) in Sarvastivada, the mental factor (caitta) that arises
concurrently with any consciousness. It is capable of
remembering the present moment of cognition, thus making
later memory possible. However, the memory ensured by the
smyti is usually in the distracted mind (viksiptam cittam), such
as when we recall something that happened a long time ago,
and it does not have the clarity of pratyaksa. Therefore, the
second condition must be satisfied to make pratyaksa
available, and that is discernment ("buddhi) appearing in the
second instant. The mental factors (caitta-s) are present in the
first instant of cognition along with the visual consciousness,
sensing, categorizing, and so forth of the same object that is
cognized in general by the visual consciousness.

The third kind of pratyaksa, discernment (“buddhi) is the
mental consciousness that follows immediately after the first
instant. The main function of discernment (*buddhi) is to
witness  (saksin) the previous pratyaksa experience,
“indriyasrita and anubhava. This can still be recognized as
pratyaksa, for it is a distinct perception directly derived from
the previous sensory perception. [ 8 1 Thus, without
acknowledging the pratyaksa of self-cognition (sva-
samvedana), the explicit awareness of the object in the
Sarvastivada is assumed by discernment (“buddhi).

The Sautrantika interprets direct personal experience as
pratyaksa. Although the Sarvastivada denied that
consciousness does not have the function of self-cognition, it
developed its own theoretical system for the interpretation of
pratyaksa.
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10. Conclusion

The root reason for the disagreement between the
Sarvastivada and the Sautrantika on how to perceive the
external object arises from ontology. The Sarvastivada use
perception as a criterion for judging existence, which is one of
the arguments for its ontology, “tri-temporal existence”.
Though the existent external object is composed of atoms,
each of its atoms enters the realm of cognition. Therefore, the
Sarvastivada argued that what is cognized is the physical
assemblage of atoms, that is, the external object can be
recognized directly and the cognitive object is the perceptual
object. It shows that the consciousness and the object must be
present simultaneously. That’s why the Sarvastivada evolved
“simultaneous causality”. Since The Sarvastivada opposed
self-cognition of consciousness, pratyaksa should be assumed
by another consciousness. Thus, the Sarvastivada
distinguished three kinds of pratyaksa-s including
*indriyasrita, anubhava, and *buddhi. *Indriyasrita and
anubhava are at the first instant, while *buddhi is at the
second instant. Through the role of recollection, pratyaksa
witnesses the previous pratyaksa experience, “indriyasrita,
and anubhava.

The Sautrantika accepted the existence of cognition without a
perceptual object, thus proving that the past and the future do
not actually exist. Moreover, the Sarvastivada did not
recognize simultaneous causality. In this way, the union of the
faculty and the object occurs at the first moment, while the
arising of consciousness occurs at the second moment. The
past object no longer exists, and the arising of consciousness
can cognize the object that has been extinguished by carrying
a resemblance or representational form. Therefore, what the
consciousness cognizes is not the external object, but the
unified complex of atoms, i.e., the counterpart of the external
object. By this, the Sautrantika deduced the existence of the
external object. The external object is only auxiliary to the
arising of consciousness, and the previous moment of
consciousness is the direct cause of consciousness. This
causal transmission of consciousness is called anudhatu by
the Sautrantika. In addition, the Sautrantika believed that
consciousness can cognize itself and used this to explain
pratyaksa.
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AKB Abhidharmako$abhasyam Chinese tr. by Xuan Zang (T
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