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I. Introduction

In 1986, Matsumoto Shird published a significant and highly provocative
article entitled “Nyoraizd shisd wa Bukkyd ni arazu” (The Doctrine of
Tathagata-garbha 1s Not Buddhist).]) According to this article, the core
doctrines of the authentic Buddhism are no-self and pratityasamutpada. In
his opinion, pratityasamutpada consists of a temporal sequence of causal
links without any solid spatial basis (which he calls “dhatu’). This structure
is shown in the following chart ([1986]1989b, 67):

Chart 1
- QD - Qam - Cema

| dhts |

On the other hand, according to Matsumoto ([1986]1989; 1997a), Yogacara
and Tathagatagarbha traditions share a common doctrinal framework, which
he calls “dhatu-vada.” According to him, the “dhatu-vada” model consists
of “locus” and “super-locus” and can be defined as follows (see also Yamabe

1997a, 194):

List 1
1. “Locus” is the basis for “super-loci.”

2. “Locus” gives rise to “super-loci.”

1) Matsumoto [1986]1989a. This article was later translated into English and published as
Matsumoto 1997a.
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. “Locus” is one, “super-loci” are many.
. “Locus” is real, “super-loci” are not real.

. “Locus” is the essential nature of “super-loci.”

AN Dn B~ W

. “Super-loci” are not ultimately real, but have some reality in that

they have arisen from the “locus” and share its nature.
This structure can be shown as follows:

Chart 22)

“super-loci”: @ @

“locus™: | dhatu |

Thus, in Matsumoto’s own wording ([1986]1989a, 6), this is a “generative
monism” (F4:5R ) —JCAw) in that all phenomena share a common spatial
basis and originate from it. This is fundamentally different from the temporal
causality model of “authentic Buddhism” and thus “not Buddhist.”

In social or ethical contexts, what is particularly problematic about this
model is that it is not as egalitarian as it seems. The statement that manifold
elements (“dharmas™) are based on a universal foundation (“dhatu’) sounds
egalitarian at first glance. However, when, for example, divergent gotras or
social castes are posited on the universal foundation (e.g., dharmadhatu),

equality on the level of principle justifies and conceals discrimination on

2) Matsumoto [1986]1989a, 5 (slightly modified).
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the practical level. In Matsumoto’s opinion, this structure is clearly observed

in Abhisamayalamkara verse 1.39:

Because the dharmadhatu (the dhatu/locus of all phenomena) is nondifferentiated,
it is not reasonable that there are differences of gotra.
Because, however, of the differences of the phenomena (dharma) located on

[that locus], those differences [of gotra] are taught. (Matsumoto 1997a, 171)3)

In 1993, a panel entitled, ““Critical Buddhism’ (Hihan Bukkyd): Issues
and Responses to a New Methodological Movement,” was organized at the
Annual Meeting of the American Academy of Religion (Washington, D.C.).
On that panel, as one of the panelists, I exchanged opinions with Professor
Matsumoto in person. These exchanges were later published in the book,
Pruning the Bodhi Tree, edited by Jamie Hubbard and Paul L. Swanson
(Yamabe 1997a, Matsumoto 1997b, Yamabe 1997b).4)

My conclusion in Yamabe 1997a was as follows:

The Yogacara theory of gotra is indeed discriminatory, but it is not based on monism.
Tathagata-garbha thought is clearly monistic, but the gorra distinction does not
seem to signify anything essential. Some texts, such as the Abhisamayalamkara-
vrtti, show an apparent dhatu-vada structure, but that structure would appear to
be an inconsistency brought about by a reinterpretation of the gotra theory.

(Yamabe 1997a, 203)

3) dharmadhator asambhedad gotrabhedo na yujyate /
adheyadharmabhedat tu tadbhedah parigiyate // (Amano ed., 22.11, 16)

4) A Korean version is also available: F4]'5%. 2015.
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In my understanding, the gofra theory in the early Yogacara tradition

(Bodhisattvabhiimi, etc.) has the following structure:

Chart 3
A A
Sravaka- pratyekabuddha- bodhisattva-
gotra gotra gotra

Namely, each of the three vehicles is based on a separate gotra. This is
clearly a pluralistic model. On the other hand, later gotra theory (in

Ratnagotravibhaga, etc.) has the structure shown below:

Chart 4

attainment attainment attainment
of nirvana of nirvana of nirvana

A

prakrti-visuddha-gotra

This indeed is a monistic model, but the attainment is not discriminatory.
After these exchanges, Matsumoto published a detailed rejoinder to my

arguments (2004). In the introduction to this article, he states:

I have to admit the validity of part of Yamabe’s critiques. Namely, at least in the

system of mainstream Yogacara, the substratum (A) is not a generative cause

(B). In other words, not the single substratum (A) underlying all phenomena
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but something (B) called bija or gotra placed on that substratum generates
manifold phenomena. . . . Nevertheless, even though A and B are differentiated,

there is no denying that Yogacara accepts the existence of the substratum (A).

Accordingly, the system of Yogacara is . . . a variant form of dhatu-vada. . . .

(Matsumoto 2004, ii [my English translation, with emphasis added])

In this article, Matsumoto focuses on the meaning of two key words:
prakrtistha-gotra and *tathatalambanapratyaya-bija. Of these two, 1 have
already discussed the significance of *tathatalambanapratyaya-bija in some
detail (Yamabe 1990). In addition, Lambert Schmithausen (2014, 569-95)
has recently examined this concept meticulously in his detailed response to
Matsumoto (2004) and Hartmut Buescher (2008). On this matter, I basically
agree with Schmithausen, and there is not much I can add at this stage.
Therefore, at this time I would like to focus on prakrtistha-gotra and

respond to some of Matsumoto’s points.5)

II. Prakrtistha-gotra

Prakytistha-gotra is defined in the following passage from Bodhisattvabhiimi
(BBh):

5) Matsumoto’s rejoinder (2004) is an extensive one (164 pages), and I cannot respond to all his
points in the limited framework of a conference paper. Accordingly, in spite of the many years
that have passed since the publication of Matsumoto’s rejoinder, my response at this time
must remain rather sketchy. On this point, I apologize in advance to Professor Matsumoto. In
addition, in what follows some overlap with my former papers is unavoidable. Regarding this

point, I beg for the indulgence of the reader.
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In brief, gotra is twofold: [gotra] existing by nature (prakrtistha) and developed
(samudanita) |gotral.

Gotra existing by nature is the distinct state of the six sense-bases (sadayatana-
visesa) of bodhisattvas. That [distinct state] was naturally attained in the
beginningless past and has been transmitted as such [to the present].

Developed gotra is what is attained through the practice of merits in the past
[lives].

In this case, both meanings are intended. Further, this gotra is also called seed

(bja), dhatu, and origin (prakrti). (Cf. Yamabe 1997a, 195-96)6)

My translation of prakrtistha- as “existing by nature” is supported by the
Tibetan translation (Derge edition, sems tsam, Wi 2b4): rang bzhin gyis gnas
pa’i rigs (emphasis added).”) More importantly, however, my interpretation

is based on the following passage:

What is the enhancement of dhatu? Because of the former practice of wholesome
dharmas based on the existence by nature of the seeds of wholesome dharmas,
the seeds of wholesome dharmas in each subsequent moment become more
enhanced, [then] most enhanced; they arise and they abide. This is called the

enhancement of dharu.®)

6) samasato gotram dvividham / prakrtistham samudanitaii ca / tatra prakrtistham gotram yad
bodhisattvanam sadayatanavisesah / sa tadrsah paramparagato nadikaliko dharmatapratilabdhah
/ tatra samudanitam gotram yat purvakusalamiilabhyasat pratilabdham / tad asminn arthe
dvividham apy abhipretam / tat punar gotram bijam ity apy ucyate / dhatuh prakrtir ity api /
(BBh, Wogihara ed., 3.1-8; Dutt ed., 2.4-8)

7) The corresponding phrase in the Peking edition is rang bzhin gyi gnas pa’i rigs (sems tsam,
Zhi 3a3, emphasis added).
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I understand that prakrtya kusaladharmabijasampadam corresponds to
prakrtistham gotram, and pirvakusaladharmabhyasad uttarottaranam
kusaladharmabijanam paripustatara paripustatama utpattih sthitih to
samudanitam gotram. Thus, I believe there is good reason to take the first
member of the compound prakrti-stha- in the instrumental sense.

Matsumoto disagrees with my view. First, concerning the last line of the
gotra definition in BBh (tat punar gotram bijam ity apy ucyate | dhatuh
prakrtir ity api /), as shown in my translation above, I understand gotra,
bija, dhatu, and prakrti, to be equivalent. On this point, Matsumoto states

as follows:

However, if these four words were completely synonymous, would it not
follow that the expression, “prakrti-stham gotram,” becomes nonsensical?
Namely, if “prakrti” and “gotra” were synonymous here, the word in question
would mean “x located on x,” or if we follow Yamabe’s interpretation of the
compound, “x existing by x,” but both of them would be nonsensical. Thus,
even if we understand “prakrti-stham gotram” as “a gotra existing by prakrti”
(“the gotra existing by nature”), as Yamabe does, in this expression “prakrti”
and “gotra” cannot be synonymous, because the latter is said “to exist by” the

former. (Matsumoto 2004, 72 [my English translation])

8) tatra dhatupustih katama / ya prakrtya kusaladharmabijasampadam nisritya pirvakusaladhar-
mabhyasad uttarottaranam kusaladharmabijanam paripustatara paripustatama utpattih sthitih#
/ iyam ucyate dhatupustih / (BBh, Paripakapatala, Wogihara ed., 80.12-15; Dutt ed., 56.23-25
[emphasis added])
# Wogihara ed., utpattisthitih. Here I follow Dutt. Tib. skye zhing gnas pa (Peking, sems tsam,
Zhi 52a2; Derge, sems tsam, Wi 44al). See Yamabe 1997b, 216.
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Namely, Matsumoto argues that gotra and prakrti cannot refer to the
same thing. Rather, in his view, prakrti refers to a universal basis, on which
heterogeneous gotras are based, in the following way (this chart is mine,

though I believe it reflects Matsumoto's understanding):

Chart 5

prakrti

As Matsumoto notes, a statement very similar to the gotra definition in

BB# is found in Sravakabhiimi.9)

Then what is the distinctive nature of the gotra? It is a distinct state of the personal
basis (*asrayavisesa),19) comprised in the six sense-bases (*sadayatanasamgrhita),'1)
naturally attained (*dharmatapratilabdha),!?) and transmitted as such in continuity

from the beginningless past (*anadikalikah paramparagatas tadrsah).'3) What

9) This portion is extant only in the Tibetan and Chinese versions.

10) Tib. lus las khyad par literally means “distinct from the body,” but considering the
sadayatanavisesa found in the BBh definition of prakrtistha-gotra quoted above, I believe
the underlying Sanskrit is *asrayavisesa. On the other hand, in the corresponding portion the
Chinese version has Fi{7EfT{&, which suggests *asrayasannivista. It is difficult to reconstruct
a Sanskrit expression that can explain both the Tibetan and Chinese versions.

11) Again, this expression should be compared with the sadayatanavisesa in BBh.

12) The same expression is used in the BB/ definition of prakrtistha-gotra as well.
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has gotra, bija, dhatu, and prakrti as variant appellations is called gotra.

(Translation primarily based on the Tibetan version.)!4)

Referring also to other relevant passages from SBA, Matsumoto acknow-
ledges that in this text, bija, dhatu, and prakyti were considered synonymous
with gotra (2004, 81). On the other hand, regarding the line in BBh (tat
punar gotram bijam ity apy ucyate | dhatuh prakrtir ity api /), he suggested
in his earlier article the following translation: “But that gotra is also called
bija, and the dhatu is also called prakrti” (1997b, 206; quoted in Matsumoto
2004, 70). In his rejoinder to me, this translation is slightly modified: “Then,
that gotra is also called bija, [and it] is also called dhatu and prakrti”
(2004, 69).15

In Matsumoto’s understanding, when the concept prakrtistham gotram
was introduced into the gotra definition of BBh, the “synonymity” between
prakrti and gotra was denied, because these two words cannot refer to the same

thing.16) This is corroborated by the fact that neither Asvabhava nor Sthiramati

13) Tib. thog ma med pa’i dus nas brgyud de ongs pa de Ita bu. Ch. f¥ B4 H REE AL T,
(For the reference, see n. 13 below.) Cf. sa tadrsah paramparagato ’nadikaliko in BBh.
These similarities between SB/4 and BB are also noted by Matsumoto (2004, 79-80).

14) *o narigs de’i rang bzhin ji Ita bu zhe na/ de ni lus las khyad par du gyur pa dang skye mched
drug gis zin pa dang chos nyid kyis "thob pa dang thog ma med pa’i dus nas brgyud de *ongs
pade Itabuyin te / gang la *di Ita ste / rigs dang sa bon dang khams dang rang bzhin zhes bya
ba’i ming gi rnam grangs ’di dag yod pa de ni rigs zhes bya’o // (Taishdo Daigaku Sogo
Bukkyd Kenkytisho Shomonji Kenkytkai ed., §(I)-A-1, 2.22-3.2)
1A AL LA R, B IHTERTIRA WA, 7R, P ARt RIS AL R TS, R ukar
HEN %, Pty sit, R/, (T30:395¢24-27)

15)“Lmaic, O, fif(bja)L b5 b, fi(dhatu), Atk(prakrt)e b Fbn s,

16) Matsumoto (2004, 89-91). See also Matsumoto’s argument (2004, 72) quoted above.
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equates prakrti with dhatu in their commentaries on Mahayanasitralamkara.!)
This is because, according to Matsumoto, both Asvabhava and Sthiramati
were aware that prakrti must be differentiated from gotra, bija, and dhatu
(2004, 83-84). Regarding BBh, however, its author could not entirely ignore
the preceding system of SBh, and prakrti was retained in the list. Nevertheless,
prakrti was separated from gotra by the insertion of ucyate, “is called,” in
the line of BBh. In Matsumoto’s opinion, prakrti was introduced here as a
universal “basis for all phenomena,” and gotra, bija, and dhatu came to be
understood as “manifold super-loci” (ibid., 90-91). I understand his model

is as follows:

Chart 6
gotra = bija = dhatu (super-loci)

# prakrti (locus)

There are, however, a few questionable points in this argument. First, in
the original passage in BBh (tat punar gotram bijam ity apy ucyate | dhatuh
prakrtir ity api /), “ity apy ucyate” is inserted between “gotram bijam” and
“dhatuh prakrtir.” The Tibetan translation, on which Matsumoto based his
original translation, similarly reads “rigs de ni sa bon zhes kyang bya //
khams de ni rang bzhin zhes kyang bya’o //” (Peking, sems tsam, Zhi 3a5;
Derge, sems tsam, Wi 2b5), “But that gotra is also called bija, and the dhatu

17) Asvabhava, Mahayanasitralamkaratika, Peking, sems tsam, Bi 58a2-7, Derge, sems tsam,
Bi 51a3-7; Sthiramati, Sitralamkaravrttibhasya, Peking, sems tsam, Mi 46a6-b2; Derge,
sems tsam, Mi 42b4-7. Referenced in Hakamaya [1981]2001, 247, n. 23 and n. 25. The

relevant portions are quoted in ibid., 240.
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is also called prakrti.” Thus, if “ity apy ucyate” is a significant separator as

he argues, then the model should be as follows:

Chart 7
gotra = bija (super-loci)

# dhatu = prakrti (locus)

Matsumoto does not accept this model because he is aware that bija and
dhatu are frequently equated in the Yogacara literature (2004, 71). The
model in Chart 6, however, contradicts his own argument on the placement
of “ity apy ucyate” and would appear to be rather arbitrary.

Second, as Matsumoto is also aware (ibid., 73), one finds the following

list in Manobhiimi of the Basic Section of Yogacarabhiimi:

Then, equivalents of bija are dhatu, gotra, prakrti, hetu (“cause”), satkaya (i.e.,
five upadana-skandhas), prapafica (“worldly existence”),m) alaya (“that which
is clung t0”), upadana (“that which is grasped”), duhkha (“suffering”),
satkayadystyadhisthana (“basis of the notion of Self”), and asmimanadhisthana
(“basis of the feeling of identity”). These sorts [of words] should be known as

equivalents [of b7ja].19)

18) On this concept, see also Saka 2016.

19) bijaparyayah punar dhatur gotram prakrtir hetuh satkayah prapafica alaya upadanam duhkham
satkayadrstyadhistanam asmimanadhisthanam cety evambhagiyah paryaya veditavyah //
(Manobhiimi, Bhattacharya ed., 26.18-19)

I have referred to and partly made use of the English translation in Schmithausen [1987]2007,
§3.11.2, §3.11.4.2, and §7.1B.2.1.2.
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Prakrti is clearly mentioned among the paryayas of bija in this passage
from Manobhiimi, which Matsumoto himself believes is later than BBh
(2004, 74-75). If BBh were indeed the turning point of the bzjja model of
Yogacara that introduced prakrti as a universal basis of all phenomena, one
would expect some differentiation of prakrti from bija, dhatu, and gotra
here. In fact, no such differentiation is observed in this passage, which
makes Matsumoto’s argument less convincing.

Finally, Matsumoto (2004, 72) takes my translation “gofra existing by
nature” (for prakrtistha-gotra) as “gotra existing by [substantive] prakrti”20)
and argues that if gotra and prakrti were synonymous, “gotra existing by
prakrti” would not make sense. This, however, is a misunderstanding of my

English expression. In my earlier article, I wrote as follows:

Thus, I believe that here both prakrti and dharmata are used in an instrumental
(adverbial) sense (“by nature”) and do not refer to anything transcendental.

(Yamabe 1997b, 217)

“By nature” is an English idiom defined in the Oxford English Dictionary
(online version, accessed March 27, 2017) as follows: “by virtue of the
character or essence of a thing or person; inherently, innately” (s.v., “nature,
n.”). I used “by nature” in the second sense (i.e., “inherently, innately”). In
my understanding, the prakrti in the expression prakrti-stham gotram is not

a substantive. Thus, the problem Matsumoto raises does not exist.

20) “prakrti (& & > TIFfET 5 gotra.”
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III. On Prakrtistha

As I have pointed out before (1997a, 195), the gotra definition in BBh is
clearly linked to the following description of dhatu in Vastusamgrahani,
§IIL.7.1 (Peking, sems tsam, ’1 330a3-6; Derge, sems tsam, Zi 288b1-3;
T30: 846¢18-23):2D)

In sum, dhatus are twofold: those existing by nature and those nourished
through habitual practice.22)

Of these, the dhatus existing by nature are like the eighteen dhatus, which are
distinct seeds belonging to their own respective continuities.23)

Of these, the dhatus nourished through habitual practice are the present seeds
nourished and resting [in the body] so that the good and bad elements practiced
in former lives will arise. Therefore, even depending on only a small condition,

these [seeds] are led and actualized.24)

21) For the section number, see Mukai 1985, 36. For the Sanskrit reconstruction of this passage,
see Yamabe 1987, 26-29.

22) Ch. HHIAFEH M, —EEMER, —EHRN,
Tib. mdor bsdu na khams ni gnyis yod de / rang bzhin gyis gnas pa dang / goms pas yongs su
brtas pa’o/
Skt. *dhatavah samasato dvividhah / prakrtisthas cabhyasaparipustas ca /

23) Ch. fE AN, #BT/\FEEE ML & &PEZRRET,
Tib. de larang bzhin gyis gnas pa ni ji Itar khams bco brgyad po di dag so sor nges par rgyud
la yod pa’i sa bon no //
Skt. *tatra prakrtistha dhatavo yathaite ’stadasadhatavah svasamtanapatitani pratiniyatani
bijani /

24) Ch. BHRAHE, WAL EIRAE, BREPECHE, SEBITH, RAORT®
BAKIARSE, R, EEANE, ([ERIE, EAEL,
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Here, *prakrtistha dhatavah, which clearly corresponds to the prakrtistham
gotram in BBh, is defined as the eighteen dhatus and is equated to bijas.
This is definitely a pluralistic model. It appears that in Chart 6 Matsumoto
equates bija and dhatu because he is aware of this kind of usage (2004,
86-88).

Another passage important for determining the exact meaning of prakyti-

stha- 1s found in BBh:

The divisions of dhatu should be known, in sum, as fourfold: the seed existing
by nature (prakrtistham bijam); the seed actualized by former habitual practice
(purvabhyasasamutthitam bijam); the seed to be purified, namely, [the seed] of
those who have the nature of parinirvana; and the seed that cannot be purified,
namely, [the seed] of those who do not have the nature of parinirvana. (Yamabe

1997a, 443, n. 24)25)

Here, prakrtistham bijam is translated as rang bzhin du gnas pa’i sa bon

in Tibetan (Peking, sems tsam, Zhi 239a3; Derge, sems tsam, Wi 206b6,

Tib. de la goms pas yongs su brtas pa’i khams ni dge ba >am mi dge ba’i chos sngon gyi skye
ba gzhan dag tu kun tu brten pa gang yin pa de dag yang dag par grub par bya ba’i phyir / da
Ita sa bon yongs su brtas pa rten la gnas pa yin te / des na de rkyen chung ngu tsam la yang
dmigs nas des bkri zhing des *gro bar *gyur ro /

Skt. *tatrabhyasaparipusta dhatavo ye dharmah kusala vakusala va plrvam anyajatisv
asevita tesam samudagamaya vartamanabijani paripustany [asraya]samnivistani / tasmat
tany alpam api pratyayamatram alambya tena niyante tena cabhinirvartante /

25) sa punar dhatupravibhagah samasatas catusprakaro veditavyah / prakrtistham bijam ptirva-
bhyasasamutthitam bijam visodhyam bijam / tadyatha parinirvanadharmakanam / avisodhyai
ca bijam / tadyatha aparinirvanadharmakanam / (BBh, Wogihara ed., 401.6-10; Dutt ed.,
276.20-23; quoted in Yamabe 1997a, 443, n. 24; Matsumoto 2004, 85)
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emphasis added) and as AP in Chinese (T30:573bl). Regarding
prakrtistha-, Schmithausen states as follows:

This is not the place to enter into a discussion of the meaning of prakrtistha,
but as far as I can see two aspects stand out: 1. “innate, inherent” (Tib. rang
bzhin gyis gnas pa; cf. BoBhVy D yi 5a7f: rang bzhin gyis gnas pa zhes bya ba
ni ngo bo nyid kyis {s}grub pa ste | ma bsgrubs pa ...); 2. “being in its natural,
unrefined state” (Tib. rang bzhin du/la gnas pa; ct. BoBhw 331,11f: suvarnarm
prakrtisthai [BoBhp 226,21 osthitam]). (Schmithausen 2014, 119, n. 490)26)

On earlier occasions (1997b, 216-17; 2002, 368-69), I maintained that
prakrtistha- in YBh should be interpreted in the first sense above (“innate,
inherent”), but now I feel that the second sense (“being in its natural,
unrefined state”) cannot entirely be ruled out. Nevertheless, even if that is
the case, I still do not think that prakrti in the relevant context refers to a

universal element. It is an individual element.

IV. On Prakrti and Dharmata

In order to understand the meaning of prakrti, first see the following

passage from Divyavadana, which shows the usage of prakrti in Traditional

26) See also Matsumoto 2004, 87-89. Here, BoBhVy=Bodhisattvabhiimi-vyakhya of rGya mtsho
sprin (*Sagara- or *Samudra-megha); BoBhw=Bodhisattvabhiimi, Wogihara ed.; BoBhp=
Bodhisattvabhiimi, Dutt ed.
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Buddhism:

Then, that brahmana developed faith [in the Buddha]. Thereupon, the Blessed
One knew the [brahmana’s] intention (asaya), disposition (anusaya), humor
(dhatu), and nature (prakrti) and taught the Dharma conforming [to the brahmana’s
character] and leading to penetration into the Four Truths of the Nobles. Hearing
that, the brahmana broke the twenty-peaked rock[-mountain] of self-view with

a cudgel of wisdom and attained the fruit of stream-entrant.27)

Here, prakrti is clearly used in the sense of individual nature. I think
even if the prakrti in prakrti-stha- is to be understood in the locative sense,
prakrti- should be taken to be an individual element.

One of the reasons Matsumoto thinks that prakrti- of prakrtistham gotram
in BBh is universal is that the expression dharmata-pratilabdhah is found
in the definition of prakrtistham gotram (2004, 96). Based on this expression,
he argues that the gotra theory of BBh presupposes universal dharmata.
Matsumoto further argues that even in SBh, prakyti is sometimes equated

with universal dharmata, based on the following passage:

What is reasoning based on the natural way (dharmata)? Why do the aggregates
thus exist? Why is the world thus arranged? Why does earth have the characteristic

of solidity, water the characteristic of fluidity, fire the characteristic of heat,

27) atha sa brahmano ’bhiprasannah / tato ’sya Bhagavata asayanusayam dhatum prakrtim ca
jhatva tadrsi caturaryasatyasamprativedhaki dharmades$ana krta yam $rutva brahmanena
vim$atisikharasamudgatam satkayadrstisailam jiianavajrena bhittva srotaapattiphalam
saksatkrtam / (Divyavadana, IV. brahmanadarikavadanam, Cowell and Neil eds., 71.23-27)
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and wind the characteristic of setting in motion? Why are the aggregates
impermanent, and why is nirvana pacified? Likewise, why does matter have the
characteristic of destruction, sensation the characteristic of experiencing, ideation
the characteristic of cognition, volitions the characteristic of mental formation,
and consciousness the characteristic of recognition? This is the nature (prakrti)
of [each of] those elements. Such is the intrinsic nature (svabhava), and it is the
natural way (dharmata) [of each of these elements]. That natural way itself is
here the reasoning (yukti), the mode (yoga), and the means (upaya) [of recognition].
It might be this way, or otherwise, or entirely different; in every case the
natural way itself is the recourse (pratisarana) and reasoning (yukti) for the
mind to reach settlement and cognition. That is called reasoning based on the

natural way.28)

Takasaki Jikidd’s interpretation of this passage is as follows:

28) dharmatayuktih katama / kena karanena tathabhita ete skandhah, tathabhito lokasamnivesah
/ kena karanena kharalaksana prthivi dravalaksana apa usnalaksanam tejak samudiranalaksano
vayuh / kena karanenanityah skandhak kena karanena $antam nirvanam iti / tatha kena
karanena rupanalaksanam riipam, anubhavanalaksana vedana samjananalaksana samjfia,
abhisamskaranalaksanah samskarah, vijananalaksanam vijiianam iti / prakrtir esam dharmanam
iyam, svabhava esa idrsah, dharmataisa / yaiva casau dharmata saivatra yuktir yoga upayah
/ evam vaitat syat, anyatha va, naiva va syat, sarvatraiva ca dharmataiva pratisaranam
dharmataiva yuktih / cittanidhyapanaya cittasamjfiapanaya / iyam ucyate dharmatayuktih
(SBh, Taisho Daigaku Sogo Bukkyd Kenkyiisho Shomonji Kenkyiikai, ed., §(I)-C-I11-10-b-
(2)-ii~(d), 240.3-13; corresponding to Wayman 1961, 79.19-29; quoted in Matsumoto 2004, 92;
here the letters in italics indicate supplements by the editor based on parallel expressions in SBh.)
The translation is my own. I have referred to and partly made use of the English translation
in Wayman 1961, 79-80.
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However, dharmata was not always used in the sense of fathata of all dharmas.
In some cases, it was used in a more general sense of “the nature of something.”
For example, in Sravakabhiimi of Yogacarabhiimi, the same dharmatayukti is
taken to mean individual characteristics, like the solid character of earth, the
moist character of water, and so forth, and it is said to be synonymous with
prakrti and svabhava. (Takasaki 1990, 6, quoted in Matsumoto 2004, 94 [my

English translation])

Matsumoto disagrees with this view as follows:

What is mentioned here as “prakrti=svabhava=dharmata” is not “individual
characteristics” at all but the “eternal and unchangeable reason or truth” that
makes all dharmas what they are, namely what makes these respective dharmas
exist “thus” (fatha-bhiita) and “as they are,” having their own “individual

characteristics.” (Matsumoto 2004, 94-95 [my English translation])

In my view, prakrti in the expression prakrti-stham gotram and dharmata in
the expression dharmata-pratilabdhah, “acquired through dharmata,” in the BBh
passage [1] are synonymous. Moreover, the validity of this interpretation is . . .
to some extent confirmed by the following statement in Abhisamayalamkaravrtti.
(ibid., 96 [my English translation]; here “the BBh passage [1]” refers to
Wogihara ed., 3.1-8; Dutt ed., 2.4-8 quoted above [p. 16 of this paper])

He then quotes the following passage from Abhisamayalamkaravrtti:

[1] Therefore, [karika 1.5cd of the Abhisamayalamkara) teaches that the
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dharmadhatu itself, [namely] the gotra existing by nature, is the basis for
practice, because [the dharmadhatu is] the cause of the noble dharmas . . .

[2] Others hold that gotra is the distinct state of the six sense-bases, which is
twofold: [gotra] developed by conditions and [gotra] existing by nature.

[This position is problematic.] They should explain the meaning of the term
“prakrti” in prakrtistha-gotra. If it is equivalent to “cause,” then that [prakrtistha-
gotra) also is developed by conditions. Thus, what difference would there be
[between the two types of gotras]? On the other hand, if [prakrtistha-gotra] is

equivalent to dharmata, this fault does not exist.29)

Matsumoto believes that this interpretation is correct to the extent that it
equates prakrti with dharmata, and he thinks that it is applicable to the gotra
definition in BBh itself (2004, 96-97). It should be noted, however, that here
two interpretations are given of prakrtistha-gotra. The first interpretation
identifies prakrtistha-gotra with dharmadhatu, the second with sadayatana-
visesa. The last portion of the above quotation is clearly a critique of the
second interpretation from the point of view of the first (note that dharmata

is equivalent to dharmadhatu). As I have already pointed out (1997b, 217),

29) tad anena dharma<dhatur evaryadharmanam hetutvat> prakrtistham gotram pratipattyadhara
ity upadarsayati / . . .
/ sadayatanaviseso gotram tad dvividham: pratyayasamudanitam, prakrtyavasthitam cety
apare /
taih prakrtisthagotre prakrtyabhidhanasyartho vacyah# / karanaparyayas cet tad api pratya-
yasamudanitam / iti kim arthavi$esah / dharmataparyaye punar esa doso nasti / (Pensa ed.,
76.17-77.3; emphasis added; partly quoted in Yamabe 1997a, 202)
This is my own translation. I have referred to and partly made use of Sparham 2006, 84.

# The original edition: vacyah. 1 follow Matsumoto 2004, 96.
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the first interpretation becomes possible by rejecting the second. The second
interpretation (prakrtistha-gotra = sadayatanavisesa), however, agrees with
the express statement of BB# itself (as Matsumoto himself admits [2004,
97]), and the first position is clearly a later reinterpretation. Matsumoto’s
argument is not convincing here.

In discussions of the early usage of dharmata, Walpola Rahula’s “Wrong
Notions of Dhammata (Dharmata)” deserves full attention, though its main

=

focus is Pali texts. He points out that dhammata “contains mostly the

meanings: ‘nature’, ‘natural’, ‘way’, ‘habit’, ‘custom’, ‘customary’, ‘usua

(1974, 182). He further argues as follows:

To consider dhammata as some mysterious force or power which guides or
causes these natural events is to introduce the idea of something external which
is foreign to Buddhism. In simple language dhammata means “it is so”, “it
happens this way”, “it is natural”. Dhammata is not some thing or some power

that stands behind these happenings. (Ibid., 183-84)

As an example, he quotes the following passage:

Then one young snake, moving around according to its habit, has come to the

hermitage of an ascetic.30)

Regarding this passage, he argues as follows:

30) Ath ’eko asivisapotako attano dhammataya caranto afifiatarassa tapasassa assamapadam
patto (Jataka, Fausbell ed., 1:245.9-11 [Velukajataka], emphasis added; quoted in Rahula
1974, 182)
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It does not signify any mysterious or eternal power, or a mystical idea which is
behind the snake’s going about. Its going about is not caused by any supernatural
power called dhammata, but its going about itself is its own dhammata, its own

habit. (Rahula 1974, 182)

He further mentions the following example:

The Buddha, just after his Enlightenment, still staying at Uruvela on the banks
of the river Nerafijara, seated under the Goatherd’s Banyan tree (ajapala-nigrodha),
thought that there was no one more perfect than himself in virtue (sila), in
concentration (mental discipline, samadhi) and in wisdom (pafifia), under whom
he could live obeying him and paying him reverence, and decided to live
honouring and reverencing the Dhamma, Truth, which he had just realized. At
this moment, Brahma Sahampati appeared before him and said that all the
Perfect Buddhas who were in the past, all the Perfect Buddhas who will be in
the future, and the Perfect Buddha who is now, all of them lived, live and will
live honouring the Dhamma: it is their way, esa Buddhana dhammata, “It is the
way of the Buddhas.” Here quite clearly dhammata means “the way”, “the

custom”. (Ibid., 184)

Though not mentioned by Rahula, a similar usage is found in a Sanskrit

text, Divyavadana:

Then, at one place the Blessed One smiled. When the Buddhas, the Blessed

Ones, show a smile, it is a natural course of events that rays of blue, yellow,

red, and white come out of their mouths, and some go downward, others
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upward. . . .31
Then, the perfectly awakened Ratnasikhin gave rise to a worldly thought.
When the Buddhas, the Blessed Ones, give rise to a worldly mind, at that time

it is a natural course of events that deities such as Sakra and Brahma read in

[their] mind the Blessed Ones’ thought.32)

I think Rahula’s argument is convincing. In these examples, dhammata
or dharmata is used in both Pali and Sanskrit texts in the sense of an
individual nature, or a fixed course of events people expect of a particular
type of being in a particular situation. It is unlikely that dhammata or
dharmata in these passages refers to a universal nature or principle

underlying all phenomena.

4. DarsSanamarga in Yogacarabhiimi

If dharmata or dharmadhatu as a universal principle plays an essential
role in the system of SBA, one would expect it to be mentioned as an object
of realization in the context of darsanamarga, as in the Nivrtti Portion of

Viniscayasamgrahani.

31) atha Bhagavan anyatarasmin pradese smitam akarsit / dharmata khalu yasmin samaye
Buddha Bhagavantah smitam praviskurvanti tasmin samaye nilapitalohitavadatah arciso
mukhan niscarya kascid adhastad gacchanti, kascid uparistad gacchanti /. . . (Divyavadana,
XIX. Jyotiskavadana, Cowell and Neil ed., 67.15-21 [emphasis added]; Hiraoka 2002,
175-78; 2007, 1:473)

32) tato Ratnasikhina samyaksambuddhena laukikam cittam utpaditam / dharmata khalu yada
Buddha Bhagavanto laukikam cittam utpadayanti tasmin samaye Sakrabrahmadayo deva
Bhagavatas cetasa cittam ajananti / (Divyavadana, 111. Maitreyavadana, Cowell and Neil ed.,
63.11-14; Hiraoka 2002, 180; 2007, 127)
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[The cultivation of good dharmas] is practiced for the sake of first entering the
realization of the Four Truths of the Nobles (*satyabhisamaya). It is because
those who have not seen the truths or have not attained the eye to the truths
cannot penetrate into (*praty-vyadh-) alayavijiiana either. One who has thus
entered [the realization] becomes destined for the correctness (*samyaktvanyama)33)
of sravakalyana) or bodhisattvalyana) and penetrates into the dharmadhatu of
all elements and also into alayavijiiana. (Translation primarily based on the

Tibetan version)34)

Here, dharmadhatu is expressly mentioned in addition to the traditional
aryasatyas as an object of realization. It is clear that at the stage of the
Nivrtti Portion, dharmadhatu in the Mahayanist sense (equivalent with
dharmata and tathata) is presupposed. This, however, is not the case in

earlier strata of YBA, such as SBh.

33) Samyaktva refers to the right goal, i.e., nirvana,

34) §1.5.b)B.2: de’i dang por bden pa mngon par rtogs pa la ’jug par bya ba’i phyir bsgom ste /
bden pa ma mthong ba bden pa rnams la mig ma thob pas ni kun gzhi rnam par shes pa sa bon
thams cad pa yang rtogs par mi nus pa’i phyir ro // de de Itar zhugs shing nyan thos kyi yang
dag pa nyid skyon med pa la zhugs sam / byang chub sems dpa’i yang dag pa nyid skyon med
pa la zhugs te chos thams cad kyi chos kyi dbyings rtogs par byed pa na / kun gzhi rnam par
shes pa yang rtogs par byed de / (Hakamaya [1979]2001, 405.5-9 [emphasis added])
RENTRAVZERTIRE, AFok R s, RIEIR, (EREIEIE — VI T Ok, ok R
FEWRATC, BNERIEVEEEE, SRRV, E-UREEER T, AR R
. (Xuanzang, T30:581b24-29)

WIEEE, AU A, RURERSRRT R IR, R LU RN ERL, o R 8 5 By S R
W WRIEAT, EHERAANGH, SGEERENNIEM, SBIEEARIGESE R, (Paramartha,
T30:1020b2-6)
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[At darsanamarga, the practitioner] knows the characteristic of the truth of
suffering in four aspects, namely, the aspects of impermanence, suffering,
emptiness, and selflessness; [the chacteristic] of the truth of origin in four aspects,
namely, as cause, origin, source, and condition. He knows the characteristic of
the truth of cessation in four aspects, namely, as cessation, tranquility, superiority,
and deliverance. He knows the charateristic of the truth of path in four aspects,

namely, as path, method, practice, and conducivenes to deliverance.33)

Just after the effort [in the prayogamargal, non-discriminatory wisdom of

determination, i.e., wisdom of direct perception, arises successively with
respect to the truths, perceivable or not, in the order they were reflected on
before. Because it arises, the dausthulya resting in the body and belonging to
the defilements of the triple world-realms to be severed by seeing [the truths] is
severed. Because it is severed, if [the practitioner] has been detached from the

object of desires [in the kamadhatu], at the moment he realizes the truths, he is

35) caturbhir akarair duhkhasatyasya laksanam pratisamvedayate / tadyathanityakarena, duhkhakarena,
$unyatakarena,# anatmakarena ca / caturbhir akaraih samudayasatyasya tadyatha hetutah,
samudayatah, prabhavatah, pratyayata$ ca [/] caturbhir akarair nirodhasatyasya laksanam
pratisamvedayate## / tadyatha nirodhatah, $antatah, pranitato, nihsaranatas ca [/] caturbhir
akarair margasatyasya laksanam pratisamvedayate#### / tadyatha margato, nyayatah, pratipattito,
nairyanikata$ ca / (Shukla ed., 470.13-21 [emphasis added]; Wayman 1961, 130; Tib.
Peking, sems tsam, Wi 214a7-b3; Derge, sems tsam, Dzi 177b6-178a2; Ch. T30:470c18-23)
# Shukla ed., om. samyatakarena. Supplemented based on Wayman 1961, 130. Tib. stong
pa’i rnam pa (Peking, sems tsam, Wi 214a7; Derge, sems tsam, Dzi 177b6); Ch. %17,

€99
m

## Shukla ed., pratisamvedayate. Following Wayman, I have replaced with an anusvara
(m).

### Shukla ed., pratisamvedayate. Following Wayman, I have replaced “m” with an

anusvara (m).
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called a non-returner.36)

Here, the “non-discriminatory wisdom of determination” (nirvikalpanis-
cayajfiana) might be suggestive of the universal tathata. However, what is
mentioned in this passage as the object of realization is the [aryalsatya. In
other words, this seems to be a traditional model of satyabhisamaya.
Penetration into tathata, dharmadhatu, dharmata, and so forth is not
mentioned.

Thus, it is difficult to conclude that dharmata as a universal principle

was presupposed in the system of SBh.

36) abhogasamanantaram yathaptrvanukramavicaritesu# satyesv anuptirvenaiva pratyaksaparoksesu

nirvikalpani$cayajiianam## pratyaksajiianam utpadyate / tasyotpadat traidhatukavacaranam

dar$anaprahatavyanam klesanam paksyam dausthulyam asrayasannivistam### tat prahiyate
/ tasya prahanat sacet pirvam eva kamebhyo vitarago bhavati / saha satyabhisamayat tasmin
samaye ‘nagamity ucyate / (Sanskrit manuscript [hereafter “MS.”], Zhonghua Renmin Gongheguo
Minzu Tushuguan, and Taisho Daigaku Sogd Bukkyd Kenkytsho, eds. [1994], 126a6-bl
[emphasis added]; Shukla ed., 500.15-501.1; Tib. Peking, sems tsam, Wi 230b4-8; Derge,
sems tsam, Dzi 190b4-7; T30:475¢27-476a4)

# MS. and Shukla ed., yathapirvvanukramah vicaritesu. Here and below, I replace -vv-
with -v-.

## MS. nirvikalpapratyaksaparoksesu niscayajiianam pratyaksajiianam utpadyate; Shukla,
nirvvikalpa-; Tib. bden pa mngon sum dang lkog tu gyur pa dag la rim gyis rnam par mi rtog
pa shin tu nges pa’i ye shes dang | mngon sum gyi ye shes skye par "gyur ro | (Peking, sems
tsam, Wi 230b5-6; Derge, sems tsam, Dzi 190b5); Ch. #5231 B Rag8mh, e
AR IR REBRAE, T understand that i in i #5 of the Chinese version is a
supplement by the translator. (Perhaps what he had in mind was that 44} corresponds to
JEB RS IR, and 53751 to 3 RE4R.) In any case, 41 is not supported by the MS. or Tib.
### MS. and Shukla, klesanam paksyam dausthulyasannisrayasannivistam. Tib. nyon
mongs pa rnams kyi phyogs su gyur pa’i gnas ngan len lus la gnas shing | zhen pa gang yin
pa (Peking, sems tsam, Wi 230b6-7; Derge, sems tsam, Dzi 190b6); Ch. [ & Frikeg /@i i —
DI,
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V. Conclusion

Matsumoto believes that dharmata and prakrti as a universal principle
already played an essential role in the very early portions of YB#, i.e., SBh
and BBh. Thus, Matsumoto seems to believe that (a variant form of)37) the
dhatu-vada model is applicable to the entire YBA (2004, 112-19).

However, different stages of doctrinal development are observable in
different portions of YBA, as Matsumoto himself admits (2004, 81-82). For
the reasons stated above, I believe it is difficult to apply the dharu-vada
model at least to the oldest portions of YBA, i.e., SBh and BBh.

37) Matsumoto (2002, 117-19) points out that in the standard Yogacara system, the second
element of dhatu-vada (‘“Locus” gives rise to “super-loci”; see List 1 at the beginning of this

paper) is not applicable. In that sense, this is a “variant form.”
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Abstract

Once Again on “Dhatu-vada”

Nobuyoshi Yamabe

Waseda University

In 1986, Matsumoto Shird published an article entitled “Nyoraizd shiso
wa Bukky®6 ni arazu” (The Doctrine of Tathagata-garbha Is Not Buddhist).
According to this article, the core doctrines of authentic Buddhism are
no-self and pratityasamutpada. In Matsumoto’s opinion, pratityasamutpada
consists of a temporal sequence of causal links without any solid spatial
basis, which he calls “dhatu.” In contrast, the Yogacara and Tathagatagarbha
traditions share a common doctrinal framework, which he calls “dhatu-vada.”
The “dhatu-vada” model consists of “locus” and “super-locus,” in which
the “locus” supports and gives rise to “super-loci.” Matsumoto calls this
model a “generative monism” and considers it to be fundamentally different
from the temporal causality model of “authentic Buddhism,” and thus, “not
Buddhist.”

In 1997, I published two articles discussing the validity of this model,
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and in 2004 Matsumoto published a detailed response to them. The present
paper is an attempt to respond to Matsumoto (2004). In his article, Matsumoto
focuses on two concepts: prakrtistha-gotra and *tathatalambanapratyaya-bija.
Since I discussed *tathatalambanapratyaya-bija in some detail in my paper
published in 1990, I focus here on prakrtistha-gotra.

Rejecting my understanding of prakrtistham gotram in Bodhisattvabhiimi
as “gotra existing by nature,” Matsumoto interprets this concept as “gotra
located on prakrti.” In order to support his interpretation, he takes prakrti as
a universal principle (tathata, dharmata). My examination of relevant passages
suggests that no such universal element as fathata or dharmata is presupposed
in the gotra definition of Bodhisattvabhiimi. Although the word dharmata
is used in the definition of prakrtistham gotram (as part of the expression,
dharmatapratilabdha), as Walpola Rahula argues (concerning the Pali equivalent
dhammata), dharmata here does not seem to refer to anything that stands
behind worldly phenomena. Thus, I believe it is difficult to apply the dhatu-

vada model, at least in the case of the oldest portions of Yogacarabhiimi.

Keywords: dhatu-vada, prakrtistha-gotra, dharmata, dhammata, Walpola
Rahula
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