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i) Introduction
"All things past, future and present exist", "Arhat retrogresses"
characterize the views of the Vaibhasikas

these

or the Sarvastivadins1), The former

statement is the basis for the latter.
ii)

Vasubandhu's argument for non-retrogression
Arhat in the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya

of the

(ABh)

In the sixth chapter of ABh Vasubandhu argues for the non-retrogression of
the Arhat. His argument consists of three parts:

(A) scriptural authority,

(B)

logical reasoning, and (C) application. He adduces seven sutras and. a iastra2).
Through them he re-interpretes

in his own way the descriptions of the Arhat

given in the scriptures and some of which have been used by the Vaibhasikas
to support their description of the Arhat3). So the most substantial Vasubandhu's position can be more clearly understood
between Sanghabhadra

by following the controversy

and Sthiramati.

The first two sutras adduced in (A), and the text of (B), which form the
core of the controversy,

are as follow;

(A) 1: "0 monks, what has been destroyed by holy insight (arya-prajna) is what
has been destroyed."
(A) 2: "I declare the need for earnestness (apramada-karaniya) by the Saiksa
when there is need for.,earnestness."
(B): If there arises to the Arhat an antidote (pratipaksa) by which his passions
are completely [transformed into] the nature of non-arising (anutpatti-dharmata),
then how can he retrogress [On the other hand, if it doesn't arise, then how
can he be one who has destroyed the defilement (ksinasrava)
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has not completely uprooted the nature of the seeds (bija-dharmata) of. passions.
How much less can those who have not destroyed the defilement be an Arhat

iii)

Sanghabhadra's

Criticism of Vasubandhu

Sa.nghabhadra criticizes in great detail each item of (A), (B) and (C) set
forth by Vasubandhu. Sarnghabhadra's main points can be found in Sthiramati's
Tattvartha

(Sth).

(A) 11: Concerning the destructions [of passions] brought about by the worldly
way (laukika-marga), [even he who has reached] the eighth stage [of attainment
(samapatti)], he will be united with the sinful state (durgati) later on. An example
of this is Udrakaramaputra. But the destruction (of passions) by the undefiled [way]
(anasrava-marga) is different. This is because he will not be united with the next
existence (punar-bhava) when he retrogresses from ' Arhat-ship (arhattva) Therefore
it is declared, "0 monks, what has.

been destroyed4).

(A) 2: As regards the statement on the need for earnestness by. the Saiksa, [although it is certain that earnestness is] not needed by the Arhat but by him [i. s.
Saiksa], it is [so stated] because the Saiksa, even one who has detached (vitaraga) from upto [the stage of] the sphere of nothingness (akimcanyfyatana), will
be reborn in the realm of form (rupa-dhatu) when he retrogresses. Furthermore it
is also because the next existence will never materialize (abhinir4vrt) to the Asaiksa when he retrogresses. Therefore the need for earnestness is not declared for
him5).
(B):

[When the Yogin who, before becoming an Arya, destroyed the passions of

the realm of desire (karndvacara)] by the worldly way [reaches the way of contemplation (bhavana-marga),] he acquires either of the two results [i. e. of Sakrdagamin and Anagamin]. Now if you consider that the nature of the seeds of passions which obstruct those [two; results] has been completely uprooted [by the
worldly way], then retrogression from Arhat-ship would be possible because
[Arhat-ship] is also determined in the same way [i. e. the seeds is completely
uprooted] as the two results. For, [as there arise the passions again to those who
have gained the two results even though the seeds have been completely uprooted,
so] you should admit that passions would arise to the Arhat again even if the
seeds have been completely uprooted by the antidote. [On the contrary,] if you
consider that the result of Anagamin will be acquired even though the seeds of
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passions of the realm of desire is not yet completely uprooted, then how. can
the result of Anagamin be acquired without uprooting the nature of the seeds of
passions of the realm of desire. For it is the result of Sakrdagamin which should
be acquired if the seeds of passions of the realm of desire to be destroyed by the
way of contemplation has not been completely uprooted by the worldly way. Therefore, for this reason, the retrogression [from Arhat-ship] must be accepted6).
iv)
Sanghabhadra's

Sthiramati's

Reply to Sanghabhadra

argument of (B)1 is attacked by Sthiamti.

B)2: [Sanghabhadra's argument is not valid] because there are two kinds of
destruction, i. e. the destruction of activity (samudacara-prahana) and the destruction
of seed (bija-prahana), which are brought about by the worldly way and the
supra-worldly way (lokotiara -marga) respectively. As regards that [i. e. the acquirement of the result of Anagamin without uprooting the seeds of passions of the
realm of desire, that has no fault] because [there can be a situation wherein] the
passions of the lower stage are suppressed (vi-.lskambh)leaving the seeds not uprooted
while the passions of the higher stage are active. And since Aryas who are born there
[i. e. in the higher stage] have destroyed the passions to be destroyed by the way of
seeing (darsana-marga), they will not descend to the lower stage again. When all the
seeds of passions of the three realms to be destroyed by the way of contemplation are
uprooted by the undefiled way, they will attain Arhat-ship. Thus, what contradiction is
there in the case where one who has retrogressed [from a particular virtue], attains
(pratiJvyadh) [it] again due to his extreme loathing [of the passions] ?7)

v)

Conclusions

From the foregoing it is clear that the dispute. centers on the exact definition
of the destruction of passions. According to the Vaibhasikas
between

destroyed' and 'undestroyed' resides

the distinction

in the acquisition (prapti).

separated from the acquisitions of passions' and not separated' mea
and 'undestroyed'

Thus

destroyed'

respectively8). However, Vasubandhu distinguishes them by

means of the difference of the body (dsraya-vises.a)9).The difference results from
the undefiled way.

The body is converted (paravrtta) so that it has no effi-

ciency for the passions to sprout again.
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14-16; Prakaranapada, T ed. 26. 637b12-13 (No. 1541), 702b16-19 (No. 1542); cf.
ABh 305. 14-306. 1; Yas 485. 2-13; Sth 0299a1-b4; Sanghabhadra's Nyayanusara
(San) T 29. 638c8-639b4; Abhidharmadipa,
P. S. Jaini ed. p. 295-296. (C) 1;
Angara-karsupamasutra (a)
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together in a sentence or in a paragraph.) ; Up 70b7-74b1; Sth 0417a4-b3, b50418a1; SA 2. 314a; SN 4. 188 Dukkhadhammasutta; cf. Yas 455. 20-22. (C) 2: ABh
377. 1-2; Up 74b1-75a2; Sth 0418a3-8; SA 2. 188b; AN 4. 223 Dutiyabalasutta.
In this sutra (C) 1
is adduced as a bala of the Arhat.
3) In adducing (A) 3, Vasubandhu gives his own interpretation on it as follows:
1) samayiki-vimukti does not refer to the virtue of the Arhat (cf. ABh 387. 1420), but to dhyana-samadhi i. e. drsta-dharma-sukha-vihara.
And asamayiki-vimukti
refers to arhattva. Therefore i t is not from arhativa but from samadhi that the
Arhat retrogresses. 2) The gotras of Arhat are explained in the same way i. e.
from the point of indriyas and of the retrogression from drsta-dharma-sukha-vihara.
cf. ABh 375. 16-376. 4.
On the other hand, (A) 4 is a scriptural authority in favor of the retrogression of Arhat. This makes reference to Gautika's retrogression from samayikivimukti. While the Vaibhasika regards him to have attained arhattva because only
Arhats possess vimukti, Vasubandhu regards him as a Saiksa because both Arhats
and Saiksas can possess samayiki-vimukti as sarnadhi. cf. Vibhasa T 27. 312b (No.
1545), 28. 235b, c (No. 1546).-De la Vallee Poussin considers Gautika as a good
example of cetana-dharman. cf. French transl. of ABh ch. VI p. 262, n. 1.
The same sentences as (A) 6 are cited in ABh ch. V-34 (cf. note 2), (A) 6).
There Vasubandhu explains that the three reasons for the arising of passions correspond to hetu, visaya and prayoga. Acc. to Vasubandhu the passions arises only
if all three reasons are satisfied, while, acc. to the Vaibhasikas, they arise even
if only one reason is present. To illustrate this they take up the example of the
retrogression of Arhat. Acc. to them, the passions will arise in an Arhat only by
the force of visaya because he has destroyed all anusayas.
(C) 1 cum 2 is a very strong argument against aparihanivadins. The general
idea of (C) 1 is as follows: When the Arhat retrogresses as a result of the
arising of passions, he will soon destroy them, because his mind is firmly, directed towards nirvana. It is just as the flow of Ganga cannot be changed from east
to west. cf. San 718c20-720a34) Sth 0413a3-5, San 711c23-28. (A) 1 is cited with the words "Others say".
Purnavardhana begins with "The Vaibhasikas say" to cite same. cf. Peking ed.
v. 118, p. 39, 248b3.
Sth 0413a5-8, San 712a10-23.
6) Sth 0416b3-7, San 711c7-14Sth 0416b7-0417a2.
8) ABh 63. 14-18.
ABh 63. 18-21. cf. Sth 242a1. He says, "Here asraya means panca-skandha. Others
say it has citta-caitta as the nature".
10) Sth 240b8-241a1. Here marga is said to refer to vyavastha-hetu.
5)
7)
9)

11)

T 27. 312c20 (No. 1545), 28. 235c16-25 (No. 1546). cf. San 712b26, 716a4-13.
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