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A Comparison between the Indian and Chinese
Interpretations of the Antinomic Reason
(Viruddhavyabhicarin)*

Shinya Moriyama

Introduction: Viruddhavyabhicarin in Dignaga and Dharmakirti

As is well known, the tradition of Chinese Buddhist logic, that is, the
study of logical reasons (hetuvidyd, Chin. yinming, Jap. immyo [RBH),
started with the translations by Xuanzang (Z#%, 600/602-664) of
Dignaga’s Nydyamukha (=NM, Yinming zhengli men lun PRBHIFEEFEE,
T1628) and Sankarasvamin’s Nydyapravesa[ka] (=NP, Yinming ru zhengli lun
RIEH A TEHH 3, T1630).” While a number of Xuanzang’s pupils then
wrote commentaries on these two texts, it was the commentary by Kuiji
(#52%, 632-682) on the NP that had the greatest impact on the later deve-
lopment of the Chinese and Japanese hetuvidya.” This commentary con-

' I am grateful to Dr. Toshikazu Watanabe, Prof, Shoryti Katsura, Prof. Téru Funayama,
and Prof. Eli Franco for their valuable comments on earlier versions of this paper. I am
also indebted to Dr. Michael Radich, who made insightful comments and suggestions on
the final draft. I also thank Ms. Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek for correcting my English.

? Inami (2012: 22-23) has pointed out that the title of this work is still uncertain: accord-
ing to the Tibetan and Chinese traditions it is called Nyayapravesa, whereas according to
Jain tradition it is called Nydyapravesaka.

* With regard to Xuanzang’s intentions in translating these two works, Takemura (1986:
31) assumes that it was for the purpose of educating his pupils who were engaged in
translation work, especially those translating volumes 15 and 38 of the Yogacarabhami,
in which several logical issues are discussed. To train them in questions of logic, Xuan-
zang selected NM and NP as two introductions to Indian logic. In the process of working
on these translations, some of his pupils (Shentai 4%z, Jingmai %%, Mingjue HH'&,
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tains several interesting topics, on which Kuiji provided his own inter-
pretations of logical terms and argumentations, including the topic of
the so-called antinomic reason (viruddhavyabhicarin). The antinomic rea-
son is one of the fallacious reasons (hetvabhdsa) that fail to establish the
intended thesis. The aim of this paper is to demonstrate the originality
of Kuiji’s interpretation when compared to various interpretations by
Indian commentators on the NP.

Before undertaking this comparison, however, we shall start with a
brief overview of the historical development of the interpretations of
this fallacious reason in Indian Buddhism (see Ui, 1966: 227-230; Kitaga-
wa, 1965: 192-199; Tani 1987; Tillemans, 2000: 92-95; Ueda, 2008; and Ono,
2010). Dignaga, considered the founder of Buddhist logic, classifies the
fallacious reason called “antinomic” (viruddhdavyabhicarin) as an “incon-
clusive” reason (anaikantika). It takes a unique position, however, within
the group of “inconclusive” reasons: whereas the inconclusive nature of
the others is based on their not fulfilling the three characteristics of a
valid logical reason (trairiipya, K =4H), the antinomic reason does fulfill
the three characteristics. Why, then, is it considered an “inconclusive”
reason? In response to this question, Dignaga states the following:

PSV, (ad PS 3.23b, Kitagawa, 1965: 495): gang gi phyir bshad pa’i mtshan
nyid can gyi ‘gal ba dag gcig la the tshom bskyed pa dag mthong ste | dper na
byas pa dang mnyan par bya ba dag las sgra la rtag pa dang mi rtag pa dag
nyid la the tshom za ba bzhin no.*

= Ono, 2010: 127, fn. 4: yasmad uktalaksanabhyam viruddhabhyam ekas-
min samsayo drstah, tad yatha krtakatvasravanatvabhyam sabde nityanit-
yatvena samsayah.

Because doubt is observed in respect to the same subject on account

of two contradictory [reasons], both fulfilling the above-stated [triple]
characteristics of [a valid logical reason], for instance, one might

Wenbei SCfff, Wengui SCiifi, Bigong BE/\, etc.) developed a great deal of interest in
this new field and began to write their own commentaries on these two works.

* See PSV,, (ad PS 3.23b, Kitagawa, 1965: 495): gal te gang phyir ‘gal ba mtshan nyid gnyis su
brjod pa dag las grangs gcig par ni mthong ba nyid de | dper na sgra la byas pa nyid dang mnyan
bya dag las (em.: la ed.) rtag pa dang mi rtag pa nyid du the tshom za ba yin no zhe na |
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doubt whether sound is impermanent or permanent on account of
[the two contradictory reasons:] “because it is a product” (krtakatva)
and “because it is audible” ($ravanatva) (see Kitagawa, 1965: 194; Tille-
mans, 2000: 93, fn. 332; Ono, 2010: 127).

From this description, one can reconstruct two proofs whose reasons
result in the following antinomy:

Proof 1 Proof 2
[Thesis:] Sound is impermanent, Sound is permanent,
[Reason:] because it is a product, because it is audible,
[Example:] like a pot. like sound-hood.

As Kitagawa (1973: 194), Tillemans (2000: 93) and Ono (2010: 131) have
explained, in this debate, a Vaisesika advocate who accepts the imper-
manence of sound presents Proof 1. In response, another disputant, who
does not accept the impermanence of sound, presents Proof 2 to show
that the Vaisesika’s logical reason is antinomic. This is because the two
reasons, both acceptable to the Vaisesika, lead to mutually contradictory
theses, namely, in the first case, that sound is permanent, and in the
second, that it is impermanent. Since the Vai$esika accepts the existence
of universals (samanya) like sound-hood (Sabdatva) which are grasped by
the sense organs, the example of Proof 2 is well-formed. Thus, the Vaise-
sika is now unavoidably confronted with a contradiction between two
conclusions that are both justified by valid logical reasons.

In the above procedure, it is noteworthy that taken as a whole, its
logical structure constitutes a prasanga (reductio ad absurdum) style of
reasoning: the proponent’s claim is rebutted by a counter-proof, which
reveals the absurdity of the proponent’s metaphysical presuppositions.
In other words, to establish viruddhavyabhicarin, the proponent’s ontolo-
gical system must contain some inconsistencies or absurdities. In the
case of the VaiSesika ontology, universals are categorized as eternal enti-
ties, which is directly perceived by the sense organs; yet the similarity
between sound-hood and sound itself leads one to the conclusion that
sound is eternal, which is contrary to their own position. This implies
that the fallacy of viruddhdvyabhicarin only occurs when a proponent
presents a proof that relies on an inconsistent metaphysical system. Dig-
naga says:
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PSV, (ad PS 3.24cd, Kitagawa, 1965: 498:) gal te 'di la yang mi rtag pa nyid
kyi gtan tshigs byas pa nyid la sogs pa ‘ga’ zhig ston par mi byed na ni ‘gyur
na | gnyi ga dmigs pa na 'gal ba dag don gcig la mi srid pa’i phyir the tshom
gyi rgyu yin no || 'di la yang mngon sum dang lung stobs dang ldan pa’i phyir
de kho na las nges pa btsal bar bya o zhes bya ba’i...”

= Ono, 2010: 133, fn. 16, 134, fn. 18: yady atranityatvahetum krtakatvadi
kascin na nidarsayet. dvayor upalabdhayor viruddhaikarthasambhavat sam-
Sayahetuh. atra ca pratyaksagamasya baliyastvam. tata eva niscayo ‘nvesya
iti.

[One might argue: “The reason, ‘because of being audible’ (i.e., the
fifth reason in Dignaga’s wheel of reason) would be a valid logical
reason for the Vaisesika school if one presents ‘sound’ as its subject
and ‘permanence’ as the property to be proved.” To this, the follow-
ing reply is given: “It would be so,] if on this [subject,] no one presents
the reason ‘being a product,” etc., as the reason for impermanence.
[However,] if the two [reasons] are cognized [together], this is a cause
for doubt, because it is impossible to [apply] two contradictory [rea-
sons] to the same object. And in this case, a scripture based on per-
ception (pratyaksagama)® is more powerful. Only from this [kind of
scripture] is a determination [of truth] to be sought” (see Kitagawa,
1965: 203f.; Ono, 2010: 132).

Here, Dignaga is discussing the problem of the fifth reason in the wheel
of reason, asadhdarananaikantika, which is, as is well known, the most
problematic part when considering the generation of the theory of inter-

* PSV, (ad PS 3.24cd, Kitagawa, 1965: 498): gal te 'di la byas pa’i phyir zhes pa la sogs pa mi
rtag pa nyid kyi gtan tshigs su nam yang mi ston na ‘o || gnyis ka dmigs pa’i don ltan na ni ‘gal
ba’i don yin pa’i phyir the tshom gyi gtan tshigs so || 'di yang de nyid nges pa ni rjes su tshol ba
po rnams kyi mngon sum dang ldan pa’i phyir ro; =N, MEARURAIEMES, EiE
A, BHFE - AETE—FEE, TEAK BHEBRE - SUREHIRBTIER,
JEMRIL TR E (NM, T32:1628.2b20-24).

® As Kitagawa (1965: 203, fn. 381) has noted, the term pratyaksdgama is translated into Ti-
betan as a dvandva compound: mngon sum dang lung, but according to Jinendrabuddhi’s
commentary, it can be interpreted as a tatpurusa compound. The same term in Chinese
(xianjiao ¥RZY) is also interpreted as either a dvandva compound or a tatpurusa com-
pound. See Kuiji’s discussion below.
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nal pervasion (antarvyapti). The proof “sound is permanent because it is
audible, like sound-hood” seems to be a valid reason, at least for the Vai-
$esika. But when its contradictory proof, “Sound is impermanent be-
cause it is a product, like a pot,” is taken into consideration, the reason
in this proof forms a viruddhavyabhicarin, an antinomic reason, which
causes doubt in the minds of the audience. It is noteworthy that here,
Dignaga does not mention the sequence of the two proofs; for him, it
does not matter which proof is presented first. This point will be men-
tioned again when we examine Kuiji’s interpretation of this type of rea-
son.

Moreover, the last sentence of the above argument is also remarkable:
Dignaga concludes that scripture based on perception is necessary to de-
termine whether or not sound is permanent. On this point, Kitagawa
(1965: 204) has provided the following comment:

It should be noted here that the phenomenon of viruddhavyabhicarin,
in which two different reasons establish contradictory conclusions on
one and the same subject, occurs only when one presents a reason
that relies on incorrect teachings; it does not occur when one pre-
sents a reason that relies on teachings that are coherent with percep-
tions, etc. This implies that Dignaga implicitly accepts that all entities
in this universe exist within a mutually logical harmony. This is be-
cause one can probably say that if the entities in this universe main-
tained this kind of logical harmony with one another, and if one only
used reasoning based on correct teachings, namely, correct cosmo-
logy, a phenomenon such as viruddhavyabhicarin would not occur.’

7 Kitagawa, 1965: 204: /222 ZCHEBTNE L, FE—DF% (72 ) ICHEIHEE
N7 WIFENEL ZODREDPEILT B & W HMEREDEGIL, #4202 HEI
EEDOWTHATLTARICES EDTH D, HEFLHEL L WIEL WEGELC
LDV THEPILT SN DRI N FERS EDTE LN E N IFHZ AT I
NENTWEEVWIHETHD. AT LiL, FHAI EAH%FLVJJé
FAEYIDHE I GRERN 2P E R > T 5 &) 2 & 2B D IR0
WhItzBH®RTI2056THS. EEW@ﬁ?‘%%ﬂfﬁﬁczsﬁfiﬁ’]&ﬁﬁ?a”:{?0
THWTIRLOHT, ELWEE, HBIEL WFHBUIIL> TH@RATHON AR D
EHEEREDWMERRIHLD LT HRNENWITENFTLILEEZONE16T
H5.
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Dignaga’s philosophical endeavor is sometimes considered to be aiming
at a certain kind of formal logic that would be acceptable to any religion
or school, beyond the framework of Buddhism (see Katsura, 2012: 44).
However, inasmuch as viruddhavyabhicarin is concerned, we need an ad-
ditional note about the exceptional case in which Dignaga dogmatically
distinguishes between “correct” teachings and “wrong” teachings.

In the above sketch of Dignaga’s treatment of viruddhavyabhicarin, we
might ask why, in the context of the wheel of reason, Dignaga needed to
discuss the antinomic reason and classify it as an “inconclusive” reason.
On this point, his follower Dharmakirti found a clear answer by separa-
ting the discussion of viruddhdavyabhicarin from the context of the wheel
of reason. According to Dharmakirti, the antinomic reason should be
considered part of “scripturally based inference” (dgamapeksanumana),
not “inference functioning by the force of real entities” (vastubalapravrt-
tanumana). In his Nyayabindu, Dharmakirti says:

NB 3.110-114: viruddhavyabhicary api samsayahetur uktah | sa iha kasman
noktah ||110|| anumanavisaye 'sambhavat ||111|| na hi sambhavo ’sti karya-
svabhavayor uktalaksanayor anupalambhasya ca viruddhatayah ||112|| na
canyo ’vyabhicari ||113|| tasmad avastudar$anabalapravrttam dgamasra-
yam anumanam asritya tadarthavicaresu viruddhavyabhicari sadhanadosa
uktah |[114]|

[Question:] The antinomic reason is also stated [by Diganga] as a cause
producing doubt. Why is it not mentioned here (i.e., in the classi-
fication of the inconclusive reason)?

[Reply:] Because [the antinomic reason] cannot occur with regard to
an object of inference [that relies on the triple characteristics of rea-
son]. For there can be no [other reasons] contradictory to karyahetu,
svabhavahetu, and anupalabdhihetu, [which fulfill] the above-mention-
ed [triple] characteristics, and there is no non-deviating reason other
than [these three kinds of reasons]. Therefore, only when one inves-
tigates the meaning of [scripture] by relying on scripturally based in-
ference that does not presuppose the observation of reality is virud-
dhavyabhicarin stated as a fallacy of reason (NB IIT 110-114).
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As is well known, Dharmakirti found the foundation of the inference in
the necessary connection through the essential nature [of entities] (sva-
bhavapratibandha), namely, causal relation (tadutpatti) or essential
identity (tadatmya). From the viewpoint of this necessary connection, a
valid reason can be restricted to only three types, namely, karyahetu, sva-
bhavahetu, and anupalabdhihetu. As far as inferences on the basis of empi-
rical reality are concerned, there is no room for the fallacy of viruddhavy-
abhicarin. According to Dharmakirti’s thinking, this fallacy occurs only in
relation to a metaphysical world accepted by other religions and philo-
sophical schools that are supposed to exist outside empirical reality.
Since such metaphysical worlds were invented speculatively by the re-
spective founders of the various religions and philosophical schools,
they contain numerous contradictions that can be revealed through the
fallacy of viruddhavyabhicarin. To exemplify such a contradiction, Dhar-
makirti uses the theme of universals (samanya), accepted by the Vaise-
sika school, and constructs an example of viruddhavyabhicarin that estab-
lishes two contradictory conclusions, namely, the omnipresence (sarva-
traga) of universals and their non-omnipresence (see NB 3.117-120; Mori-
yama, 2013).

In this manner, in Dharmakirti’s system of logic, viruddhavyabhicarin
was removed from the wheel of reasons and occupied its own domain
outside of empirical reality. At the same time, viruddhavyabhicarin ended
its role as a useful means for driving an opponent to self-contradiction,
because in Dharmakirti’s logic there is little room for open discussion
about religious issues beyond empirical reality.® However, until Dharma-
kirti’s interpretation, it seems that Dignaga’s viruddhavyabhicarin was
quite useful as a tool of debate. Since Xuanzang and Kuiji’s periods of ac-
tivity fall exactly in the period between these two thinkers, by examin-
ing their ideas, another development of this same logical concept, in a
place far to the east of India, comes into view.

® Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on Dignaga’s PS 3.23-24 and several commentaries on
Dharmakirti’s PV 4.65, NB 3.110-120, and HB *31.6-*33.1 are the best materials for stu-
dying viruddhavyabhicarin in the post-Dharmakirti period. However, such a comprehen-
sive study is beyond the scope of this paper.



128 Moriyama

1 Viruddhavyabhicarin in the Nyayapravesaka and its
interpretations by Jain commentators

Following Dignaga’s system of logic, the author of the NP, Sankarasva-
min,” presents viruddhavyabhicarin as one of six kinds of inconclusive
reason as follows:

NP 6.13-15: viruddhavyabhicari yatha — anityah sabdah krtakatvad ghata-
vad iti. nityah Sabdah sravanatvat sabdatvavad iti. ubhayoh samsaya-
hetutvad dvav apy etav eko naikantikah bhavati samuditav eva.

The antinomic reason (viruddhavyabhicarin) is, for example: “Sound is
impermanent because it is a product, like a pot,” and “Sound is per-
manent because it is audible, like sound-hood.” [Together] these two
[reasons] become a cause of doubt, since if the two [reasons] are com-
bined they form a single inconclusive reason (anaikantika).

This statement conveys almost the same meaning as Dignaga’s argument
in his PS. As we will see below, Kuiji’s interpretation of this statement
has some unique features. However, in order to understand the special
character of his interpretation, we should first look at the Indian under-
standing of this concept. At present we have only two Sanskrit commen-
taries on the NP, namely, a commentary called Sisyahitd or Nydyapravesa-
kavrtti (NPV) ascribed to the Jain author Haribhadrasuri (eighth century),
and the sub-commentary thereto called Nyayapravesakavrttipafijika
(NPVP) by Par$vadevagani (thirteenth century). What follows is a sum-

° Modern scholars hold two opinions with regard to the authorship of NP, namely,
Dignaga or Sankarasvamin. This discussion is summarized in Inami, 2011: 23-26. Inami
has pointed out that in the ninefold classification of paksabhasa, four items that were
added by the author of the NP are refuted by various followers of Dharmakirti, namely,
Sakyabuddhi, Jinendrabuddhi, Prajfiakaragupta and Manorathanandin. This fact prob-
ably shows, as many scholars now believe, that Dignaga is not the author of the NP. It
seems unreasonable to suppose that Dharmakirti’s followers would criticize their mas-
ter’s opinion. Thus, I am also of the opinion that Sankarasvamin was the author of the
NP.
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mary of their arguments, especially focusing on those points that are
comparable to Kuiji’s interpretation."

Analysis of the compound viruddhavyabhicdarin: The compound is
analyzed by Haribhadra as a tatpurusa, which means “[a reason] that
does not deviate from a contradictory [reason, i.e., the other reason
that proves what is contradictory to the intended conclusion]” (vi-
ruddham na vyabhicarati)."' In addition, he criticizes the other option
of interpreting the compound as a karmadhdraya, namely, “the
reason that is contradictory and non-deviant” (viruddhas casav avy-
abhicari ca), because being contradictory and being non-deviant are
opposed to each other, and because this interpretation would result
in the theory of perspectivism (anekantavada) (see NPV 37.13-14). On
the other hand, Par$vadeva shows a way to accept both interpreta-

1% In Parévadeva’s explanation, there is also an interesting discussion on the necessity of
preliminary investigation before presenting an antinomic reason. Since it is obvious
that the discussion is constructed under the influence of Dharmakirti, I would like to
just summarize the discussion in the following. In Par§vadeva’s understanding, every
reason contains the possibility of being interpreted as a viruddhdavyabhicarin; the pri-
mary role of the reason is to establish its own target property, not to refute its coun-
ter-proof. Thus, when presenting a certain reason, it is not possible to avoid being
attacked by its counter-proof. Therefore one should begin by using another method
(updyantara) to determine the target property. In other words, before starting a proof,
one should rebut the property that is contradictory to the target property through
logical reasoning (yukti). As a typical method for this kind of reasoning, Par§vadeva
proposes Dharmakirti’s sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana (NPVP 92.18-23). However,
when a disputant cannot demonstrate the necessary connection (avinabhava) between
a logical reason and its target property through the method of invalidating the
reason’s presence in the dissimilar example (i.e., sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana) and
when he cannot criticize the other proof as being non-established (asiddha), the falla-
cious reason called viruddhavyabhicarin occurs (NPVP 93.21f). This exposition by Par-
$vadeva is clearly based on his knowledge of Dharmakirtian logic, which aims at estab-
lishing the necessary connection between the logical reason and its target property. If
we rigorously follow Par§vadeva’s procedure, we must admit that viruddhavyabhicarin
occurs only if the necessary connection is not ascertained. However, in the period
before Dharmakirti, this was not how viruddhavyabhicarin was understood, as we will
see in the next section.

1

=

NPV 37.10-12. On this passage, Par§vadeva comments as follows (NPVP 92.12f): tam
viruddham sravanatvakhyam na vyabhicarati krtakatvalaksano viruddhavyabhicari.
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tions. In order to defend the karmadharaya interpretation, he ex-
plains the compound as follows: “[A reason] is a contradictory
[reason] because it proves that which is contradictory to what is to
be proved by another reason; [the same reason] is non-deviant from
what is to be proved by [the reason] itself.”"* These two interpre-
tations are also held by certain followers of Dharmakirti, as for ex-
ample Jinendrabuddhi and Dharmottara.”

Explanation of the two proofs: According to Haribhadra, while the
first proof is presented by a VaiSesika, the second is presented by a
Mimamsaka. With regard to the example of “sound-hood”, Hari-
bhadra notes that it is a lower universal (samanyavisesa) by means
of which one is able to express and cognize “sound” with regard to
the various particular sounds that are produced by musical
instruments (see NPV 37.14-19). Par§vadeva does not provide any
information concerning the two disputants of the debate.

Explanation of the phrase “cause of doubt” With regard to the
phrase “cause of doubt” (samsayahetu), Haribhadra explains that
when the two reasons are combined, the complex reason becomes a
cause of doubt about whether sound is permanent or not. If the two
reasons were combined (samasta), the first reason would also be an
over-exclusive, inconclusive reason (asadharananaikantika) like the
second; on the other hand, if the two reasons were separate (vyasta),
each reason would be considered a valid logical reason because
they both fulfill the necessary triple characteristics. It is only when
the two reasons are mutually dependent (parasparasapeksa) that
they become viruddhavyabhicarin (see NPV 37.19-38.7).

2 NPVP 93.16f.: yadi tu sadhandntarasiddhasya viruddhasadhandd viruddhah svasadhyavy-
abhicarac cavyabhicari tato viruddhas casav avyabhicari ca viruddhavyabhicarity ucyate, tada
syad eva.

B For Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretations, see Ono, 2010: 129, fn. 9. Ono regards this sen-
tence (viruddhayor avyabhicarah, so 'syastiti viruddhavyabhicari) as evidence for a bahu-
vrihi interpretation, but in my view, it reveals that it has been interpreted as a tat-
purusa. See NPVP 92.15: viruddhasyavyabhicarah so 'syastitiyam api vyutpattir jiieyd. For
Dharmottara’s interpretation, see Tillemans, 2000: 92.
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2 Kuiji’s explanation of the viruddhavyabhicarin section in NP

Kuiji, one of the great pupils of Xuanzang, wrote an extended commen-
tary on NP, Although we know little about his knowledge of Sanskrit and
Buddhist logic as transmitted from his master Xuanzang, his commen-
tary is clearly good material for understanding the actual state of Chi-
nese Buddhist logic in its early stages (see Ui, 1966: 294; Nakamura, 1960).
In the following, we shall examine Kuiji’s commentary on Sankarasva-
min’s argument about viruddhavyabhicarin, which is divided by Kuiji into
three parts: (1) the problem of the name (biao ming f&£+), (2) the presen-
tation of two proofs (xian zong yin E&5%[N), and (3) a conclusion.

2.1 Analysis of the compound

First of all, let us start with Kuiji’s interpretation of the compound virud-
dhavyabhicarin:

YRZLS: H=MHA, ZHATE, KRB R, BHERE - fHEZH-
TE, AESHE, S8 W, (H2 A R (T44:1840.126a21-
23).

[A pair of reasons] are called an “antinomic reason”, when each [rea-
son] is determinative due to [its] fulfilling the triple characteristic [for
avalid logical reason] and when [each reason] establishes [a mutually]
contradictory thesis. [The compound can be analyzed as] a “deter-
minative [reason] of the contradictory [thesis]” or a “[reason] that
causes [its thesis] to contradict [the other thesis] through [its]
determinative [reason]”, namely, [it is either] a genitive tatpurusa or
an instrumental tatpurusa.

Here Kuiji provides two interpretations of the compound. Of the two,
analyzing the compound as a genitive tatpurusa (xiangwei zhi jueding fH
# 7 7J19E) seems less problematic, even though there are other possible
ways to connect the first component (i.e., xiangwei H3#Z, viruddha) to the
second (i.e., jueding 7%, avyabhicarin) through other case-endings.
However, Kuiji's second analysis (jueding ling xiangwei 1€ < fH#E) is
unreasonable, not because it is an instrumental tatpurusa, but because it
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interprets the second component as possessing the instrumental case-
ending “by means of avyabhicarin”. In this case, by means of a determina-
tive (or non-deviant) reason such as krtakatva, in combination with
another reason such as sravanatva, we arrive at a contradiction between
the permanence and the impermanence of sound. What this exposition
intends to claim is perfectly understandable. In Sanskrit grammar, how-
ever, a compound is interpreted as an instrumental tatpurusa when the
first component, in the instrumental case, determines the second. Thus,
Kuiji’s analysis, which reverses the order of the two components, is im-
possible." Presumably, Kuiji understood that a compound can be clas-
sified as an instrumental tatpurusa if it is possible to analyze either of its
two components as instrumental to the other, but this would show that
his knowledge of Sanskrit was limited."

2.2 Explanation of the two proofs

Next, we turn to the problem of identifying the opponent who presents
the second proof. The Jain commentator Haribhadra identifies the oppo-
nent as a certain Mimamsaka, but Kuiji takes a different stance:

" In order to understand Kuiji’s argument, it is helpful to consult the Inmydron so myotd
sho (RBHERERIALTED, T2270, hereafter Myotdosho), written by a pioneer Japanese
scholar of logic/inmya, Zenju (FZEE, 723-798 C.E.): H=FHNZEE, B _Af, Fr{ERT
M, A=K SERE REREHEZ S BHERE - HEBS JEBH -
MHEZFGE BHNE - JUESHE, BE =1 ERERL =R AR 2
Bk (), BiPEL, MHERE  O—3 8% - QT FEE - 105 -
BHEATE 23 - Q=REMEEEE - 0. ARFF - BebiZ By - @VUFTERE - WSHT
BIBEE LS - @A ATREE - ITtEIR RIS R - O FTEE - MEIEE - Otk
B o IRHRN E SRS - @F/\EE - IPEEAC & - [1] UBEE, 282 -
HEBE, BHEZIE - SURTR o [2] SHiELERAT - o lFEE -
CEMHE, BMREIE, FESHE - BRERD (T68:2270.362b10-25). Following
the grammatical explanations of the Yogacarabhiimi, in the underlined passage, Zenju
explains Kuiji's second analysis as follows: “Because it causes [its thesis] to contradict
[the intended conclusion] [precisely] by means of the reason, [Kuiji says:] ‘[a reason]
that causes [its thesis] to contradict [the intended conclusion] by [its] determinative
nature’. This is based on interpretation [of the term] as a tatpurusa compound.”

'3 On Kuiji’s knowledge of Sanskrit grammar, see Teng, 2011, Chap. 3.
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YRZLS: [t75f5am e A= 5m - FAATEN, 5 B EE— Nk (T44:
1840.126b4-5).

That is to say, [the first proof] is [presented] by the Vai$esika (Sheng-
lun f%Em) against those who claim that sound is produced (*$abdot-
pattivadin, shengshenglun B4 %y). As has been argued previously, if
[the proof] were [presented] against those who claim that sound is
[merely] made manifest (sabdabhivyaktivadin, shengxianlun B&H:Rw), it
would be a [reason] that is not established for either the proponent or
the opponent (anyatarasiddha, suiyi bu cheng Fg—"FK).

Certainly, Sarikarasvamin had already claimed that the reason “because
it is a product” constitutes an anyatardasiddha fallacy when that reason is
presented against a Sabdabhivyaktivadin.' Therefore, in order to avoid
this fallacy, it seems necessary to assume a different figure/school who/
which is claiming the permanence of sound. Kuiji introduces this figure/
school with the name “those who claim that sound is produced” (*Sab-
dotpattivadin, shengshenglun #4=5@); this figure is different from the
Sabdabhivyaktivadin.”” These two advocates of the permanence of
sound are mentioned by Kuiji in several discussions in his Yinming ru
zhengli lun shu (FRIEH A FEEERFi, hereafter YRLZS) and Dacheng fayuan yi

16 NP 4.20: krtakatvad iti Sabdabhivyaktivadinam praty anyatarasiddhah.

7 We have no Indian source for a group called *Sabdotpattivadin (shengshenglun 4=
%i). Hojo (1980) claimed that the Sabdotpattivadin represents the Vaisesika theory of
language, but he did not present any evidence for this identification. On this point,
however, Prof. Téru Funayama has kindly informed me about the following passage
from the commentary by Wengui (3Z#/1) on the NP : S{{GHeT-Z BB R, 25,
BREY, Rn, FrfErEi - (B RER TR GE, HERERATER - S5
L, fFMEEZEEAISE o MR A EA - AIE Rt (.) 3
e, HATERAEAE - ARIISEESET, BRI HERET" (see Shen, 2008: 347, where
the reading ji &t is accepted instead of xu F). In the above passage, Wengui attri-
butes the theory of *Sabdotpattivada (shengshenglun %#4: ) to Ulika (Xiuliuzi f&%E
¥, i.e., Kanada, the founder of the Vai$esika school) and others, and thus we know
that Kuiji’s interpretation was not the only one concerning this group. However, be-
cause of space constraints, I cannot here compare the two interpretations of Xuan-
zang’s two pupils further, but I do plan to do so on another occasion.
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lin zhang (KFEELEFEME)."” 1t should be noted here that “sound” or
sheng () in Kuiji’s terminology is a complex concept that can be inter-
preted not only as a “physical sound” but also as a “signifer” and as
“sound-hood”. I will use the term “sound” in the broad sense covering
those aspects. By contrast, to indicate more precisely the first sense only,
I will use “mere sound”:

1) YRZLS:EF A SR AEA =4 « —HEY - #EH AR, FREsak - A
YRR, nE R - RN - ——RERe, A M o BERERRIN, R
BARE - AGAE - g HE, HRTH - NEGEn o = F6EE -
BRI A - BRI TEHAE - BREERE - STUAEREEE - DR
EEEMEEE G (T44:1840.126b10-16).

The Sabdotpattivadin claims that “sound” generally has three aspects:
[1] Mere sound, which is audible, but cannot denote [an object-
meaning], just as, when one speaks in the vicinity of a cave, there is
an additional [set of] word[s] in the echo; [2] Sound-hood. There is
both a class and a genus (xing, lei 4:5H) in each signifer (nengquan &g
2%, *abhidhana?). Outside of the signifer, [sound-hood] exists origi-
nally in permanence. It is not cognizable without a condition (yuan
). Once it comes into conjunction with the [appropriate] conditions
[to make it] newly come into being, it becomes audible. [This] is
different from the [idea of the] Vaisesika; [3] Signifer (nengquan Ftz2),
which exists separately from the first two (i.e., mere sound and
sound-hood). The mere sound and this signifer both come into being
anew. This mere sound cannot denote [an object]. Now [i.e., when the
Sabdotpattivadin presents the subject], this sound (i.e., signifer),
which has newly come into being, is permanent [after it has arisen].
[The Sabdotpattivadin] can [therefore] present originally existing
sound-hood (ben you sheng xing AFE#E¢M:) as the similar example
(tongpin [5] 5, *sapaksa).

'8 In Kuiji’s Dacheng fayuan yi lin zhang (KIEE3GFEMEE, T1861), six heretical theories
are enumerated: the Sankhya, the Vaisesika, the *Vedavada, the Sabdabhivyaktivada,
the *Sabdotpattivada, and the Lokayata (shulun %, shenglun B3, minglun BHER,
shengxianlun #FE%, shengshenglun B4R 5, shunshilun NETH-55).
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2) YRZLS: BEemblirh sl i - — B RE R - ZBAEE -
RS A - G838 - BAAE - BAEIE - BEAE -
GAEE - IC e A —a—VUININEME, —BEieREsRRIi - ¥
o Eam 1L - BEIEE, FTfEMA, R =M - WS
FTEM:, BE— AR - EHEES  $BE, HE M- B 4w
—VE Ry, $IRENR - SUAIEEWEAN - SEEEEAE, T
TEBIR - 5% #EE, 1B BN (T44:1840.108a27-b7).

LA

Among the Sabdavadins (shenglunshi %&ififi), there are generally two
types: First, [the *Sabdotpattivadin claims that] sound comes into
being in accordance with conditions, and [that] it is eternal and non-
perishing. Second, [the Sabdabhivyaktivadin claims that] sound is ori-
ginally permanent; it becomes manifest in accordance with condi-
tions, and only then is it audible; when the conditions, together with
the mere sound, cease, it returns [to its original nature] and becomes
inaudible. It is the same in the case of the *Sabdotpattivadin: when
the condition ceases, [the sound] is inaudible; because the condition
exists, it is audible. These two masters both [accept] that there are
differences [in the sound] concerning the parts, the whole, [what is]
internal [to it], and [what is] external [to it], because of distinctions
between single essence and multiple essences in the signifer.” If the
Buddhist claims the impermanence of sound against the *Sabdotpat-
tivadin, the reason “being a product” (*krtakavta) fulfills the triple
characteristics [of a valid reason]. However, if [the same thesis] is pre-
sented against the Sabdabhivyaktivadin, [the reason] “being a
product” constitutes [the fallacious reason called] anyatarasiddha. 1f
[the thesis] is presented against the Sabdabhivyaktivadin, [the rea-
son] “[coming into being] immediately after intentional effort” (*pra-
yatnanantariyakatva) fulfills the triple characteristics [of a valid
reason]. If [the thesis] “all sounds are impermanent” is presented
against the *Sabdotpattivadin with the reason “[coming into being]
immediately after intentional effort”, [the reason] does not pervade
the property of the subject [i.e., it does not fulfill the first character-
istic of a valid reason, paksadharmatva] and thus, it constitutes [the

¥ This sentence is still unclear to me.
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fallacious reason called] ubhayasiddha. 1t is now clear that one
[should] present the reason “being a product” against the *Sabdot-
pattivadin, and the reason “[coming into being] immediately after in-
tentional effort” against the Sabdabhivyaktivadin.

3) Dacheng fayuan yi lin zhang: BEEEzmE, BRaAH, Ha&E >, Bt
W HEPEZ  —HE——Y), &% F T8, WUIHEN -
DM EE - ey  SHRSEERR & Uk,
[EIHF e T8, WEY - DS{EHEEEE - ILEEY - 5
HUEN—FE R o HEE%HERS, JEscihs (T45:1861.251
b2-8).

The Sabdabhivyaktivada [claims that] the nature of sound originally
exists, and then becomes manifest in reliance upon its conditions.
This nature is permanent. When one examines this nature, there are
two types: [1] First, there is a permanent sound that signifies [each
object] in accordance with the [corresponding] entity, like non-ana-
lytical cessation (apratisarikhyanirodha).”” In terms of what is made
manifest by sounds pronounced on the basis of reasoning (*vitarka)
and reflection (*vicara), etc., [mere] sound is impermanent; here,
[however,] these plural [sounds] take the eternal sound (i.e., signifer)
as their essence; [2] second, there is a single, permanent sound that
signifies [an object] that exists commonly in all entities (dharmas), like
suchness. In terms of what is made manifest by sounds pronounced
on the basis of reasoning and reflection, etc., the [mere] sound is
impermanent; here, [however,] we take only the singular, eternal
sound as the essence. The mere sounds, etc., are only conditions for
the manifestation [of the single, eternal sound], and [the single, eter-
nal sound] is not the essence of the signifer.

% For non-analytical cessation (apratisarikhyanirodha), see AK 1.6cd and AKBh on the half
stanza. Unlike analytical cessation, which obstructs the arising of defilements by the
power of wisdom, this non-analytical cessation concerns every entity (dharma). Ac-
cording to Vasubandhu’s exposition, this cessation obstructs the arising of a future
entity when it lacks the conditions for its arising. Since this cessation is permanent
and applicable to each entity, Kuiji uses the concept as the example for sound as a
signifer.
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4) Dacheng fayuan yi lin zhang: HE4zmeEt, BAME, HF454 2, 4£E
HAE o HEEEAREAL, WEtE = 1 —5HEZ, MIRHER - —
EHEE—, WMEEL - TEEGERE L - SHEEEER, DEE
SR o BEJEREES (T45:1861.251b12-16).

When we examine the *Sabdotpattivada, [its doctrine is as follows:]
Sound originally does not exist, but it comes into being in reliance
upon conditions. Once it has come into being, it is everlasting. Be-
cause [sound] is brought into being by mere sounds, etc., there are
two ways of enumerating [it]: [1] First, we can count it as multiple in
nature, like non-analytical cessation; [2] second, we can count it as
singular in nature, like suchness; here, [however,] we take the sound
that is everlasting after newly coming into being (xin sheng chang
sheng ¥4 %) as the essence [of sound] because it signifies [each
object]. The mere sound is not the signifer.

From these descriptions - despite the fact that they contain a number of
expressions that are difficult for me to understand - we can see how the
two figures/schools differ:

The Sabdabhivyaktivadin does not accept the reason “being a product”
(krtakatva); he only accepts “coming into being immediately after in-
tentional effort” (prayatnanantariyakatva). According to this belief, the
essences/essence of sound - either multiple in accordance with the
objects being signified, or having a single nature - are/is eternal and
become/-s manifest in reliance upon conditions such as mere sounds
produced by reasoning and reflection. The Sabdabhivyaktivadin
seems to equate the signifer with the eternal essence of sound.

The *Sabdotpattivadin accepts the reason “being a product”. Unlike
the Sabdabhivyaktivadin, he claims that sound is produced by mere
sound. Thus, for him, the permanence of sound means that a sound
continues eternally after it is produced. According to the description
in the NP-commentary, he distinguishes sound-hood from mere
sound and signifer. However, in the Dacheng fayuan yi lin zhang, it is
said that for him, sound does not originally exist (sheng ben wu ZEA
fi). It is significant that this *Sabdotpattivadin claims that sound-
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hood is audible when it fulfills the conditions upon which it newly
comes into being (xin sheng yuan ¥#44%).

Supposing this *Sabdotpattivadin as the opponent, Kuiji provides a clear
picture of a specific debate in which the two disputants share concepts
relating to the proofs, including the reason “being a product” and the
example “sound-hood”.

2.3 How do we determine the winner of the debate?

As seen in the previous section, when commenting on the antinomic
reason, Kuiji aims at reconstructing a debate between a Vaisesika and a
*Sabdotpattivadin. However, if this is a real debate, one should be able to
determine who the winner is. In the case of the debate under discussion,
a VaiSesika first presents a proof of the impermanence of sound, where-
upon the opponent presents a counter-proof. Of the two antinomic rea-
sons, then, neither krtakatva nor sravanatva results in a decisive conclu-
sion.

In this situation, Sankarasvamin simply says, “both [reasons] are a
cause of doubt; these two combined constitute a single inconclusive
[reason]” (ubhayoh samsayahetutvad dvav apy etav eko 'naikantikah bhavati
samuditav eva). Commenting on this passage, Kuiji explains that the au-
thor’s intention consists in avoiding the misconception that in the case
of viruddhavyabhicarin, the one who presents the counter-proof gains the
advantage and becomes the winner. Indeed, this was the idea expressed
by Wengui (3Z#/, d.u.), a predecessor of Kuiji.*'

Kuiji points out the error in this idea by quoting Dignaga’s statement:
“And here, since pratyaksagama predominates, exactly by this [means]
one should seek a determination [as to whether sound is permanent or

! See Takemura, 1986: 227-232. As Takemura has emphasized, the above is Kuiji’s under-
standing of Wengui’s discussion (Takemura, 1986: 230). Unlike the above summary,
Wengui claims that the winner of the debate is determined by perception and Bud-
dhist scripture; if both proponent and opponent are opposed by perception and scrip-
ture, the one who first presents a proof is defeated, whereupon the other becomes the
winner.,
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not]” (S~ It P ERBOIIFEUCR L BRI E).” The compound praty-
aksagama (xianjiao ¥7%Y) is analyzed by Kuiji in three different ways: (1)
what is experienced in common by the world (xian ¥ =shijian )
and the Buddha’s teaching (jiao Zi=fojiao {#%1), (2) teaching based on
Sakyamuni Buddha’s direct experience (Shijia fo xianzheng & {HIHEE),
and (3) teaching based on what is accepted by the world (shijian xian 1
fi¥H) (see T44:1840.126¢9-17). In each case, Kuiji judges the Vaisesika to
be the winner of the debate. However, as Kuiji explains, to eliminate the
misconception that victory always goes to the one who presents the
counter-proof, Sankarasvamin concludes the section with the words,
“both are inconclusive [reasons]”.

In the above exposition, Kuiji seems to ignore the importance of the
“antinomy” of viruddhdavyabhicarin. Certainly, in a real debate, one must
decide who the winner is. As we have seen in the introduction, from a
logical viewpoint, this type of fallacious reason has the destructive func-
tion of driving the opponent’s position into self-contradiction. As in
other prasanga-style arguments, it is important to reveal the failure of
the opponent’s implicit presupposition logically, and yet, Kuiji’s inter-
pretation does not seem to do this. Nonetheless, we must refrain from
concluding that Kuiji has completely ignored the “antinomy” in virud-
dhavyabhicarin until we have examined his three types of inference.

2.4 Kuiji’s typology of viruddhavyabhicarin

Soon after the exposition of the concluding passage of this section, Kuiji
adds some additional arguments concerning his own ideas on virud-
dhavyabhicarin. These contain, in my view, three remarkable points:

A) The typology of viruddhavyabhicarin: According to Kuiji, viruddhavy-
abhicarin can be classified into three types according to the situation

?2 Katsura, 1979: 77. In YRZLS (T44:1840.126b29-c4), Kuiji quotes a passage of NM in order
to criticize the interpretation of a former master (i.e., Wengui) that in a debate, the
disputant who presents his proof second, after the first disputant, is the winner when
the two proofs are equally valid, as in the case of stopping a slow (i.e., inconclusive)
game of go, where one judges the player who took the second move of the game as the

winner (FTHETS © WRIEE:, & T ).
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of the debate, namely: (1) a situation in which one is refuting the
other’s proof from one’s own position; (2) a situation in which one is
defending one’s position from the other’s refutation; and (3) a situa-
tion in which two disputants argue while commonly accepting the
concepts used in their proofs.

B) The relation between viruddhavyabhicarin and anumanaviruddha: The
fallacy of viruddhavyabhicarin is encompassed in the fallacious thesis
called “thesis contradicted by another inference” (anumanaviruddha).

C) Four kinds of viruddha and viruddhavyabhicarin: In the NP, the contra-
dictory reason (viruddha) is classified into four types, namely, dhar-
masvariipaviparitasadhana, dharmavisesaviparitasadhana, dharmisvari-
paviparitasadhana, and dharmivisesaviparitasadhana. Kuiji claims that
these four categories are also applicable in classifying viruddhavy-
abhicarin into four types. These types depend upon which element of
the thesis is contradictory to the decisive reason.

Of the above three points, we will focus only on point A, in order to look
for the basis of Kuiji’s understanding of viruddhavyabhicarin. According to
this typology, one can construct a counter-proof in three different
situations, namely, when refuting the other’s position, when defending
one’s own position, and during a discussion based on common accep-
tance.

Of these three situations, the two proofs exemplified in the NP con-
cerning the permanence/impermanence of sound are understood as
representing the third situation, namely, based upon common ground
accepted by both disputants. In this case, all of the elements constituting
the proof(s), such as the reason and the example, are expressed by con-
cepts that are held in common by both the proponent and the opponent.
In this case, the inference is called “inference based on commonly ac-
cepted grounds” ([ %), and the fallacy of anyatarasiddha should not
occur.

There remain the other two cases, in which the fallacy of anyatara-
siddha is not ruled out. Kuiji explains these two cases using the terms
svarthanumana (“inference based on grounds one accepts oneself”, zibi-
liang HELE) and pararthanumana (“inference based on grounds accept-
ed by the other”, tabiliang fiLLE), in a different way than they are
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commonly understood based on the writings of Dignaga and Dharmakirti.
According to Kuiji, a zibiliang-inference is constructed with a logical rea-
son containing the qualifier “we accept” (zixu E&F); in a tabiliang-infer-
ence, the reason contains the qualifier “you believe” (ru zhi J43h).”
Based on this classification, Kuiji distinguishes three patterns of virud-
dhavyabhicarin:**

Proponent Opponent

Pattern 1: [the Vai$esika claims:] [the Sabdotpattivadin claims:]

ongbilian
gs g g Sound is non-eternal because  Sound is eternal because it is

Lo it is a product, like a pot. audible, like sound-hood.

gongbiliang
Pattern 2: [the Mahayana claims:] [the Hinayana claims:]
tabiliang vs.

o 9 Non-manifested matter Non-manifested matter, which
zibiliang

(avijAiaptiripa), which you
believe in, is not in fact
matter (riipa), because you
believe that it is non-resistant

we accept, is in fact matter,
because we accept that it has
the nature of matter, like color

and sound, which we [also

(apratigha), like consciousness

» Although svarthanumana and pardrthanumana are technical terms in Indian Buddhist
logic, which are usually translated “inference for one’s own sake” and “inference for
others’ sake”, respectively, they are different from Kuiji’s understanding of the two
concepts. As Teng (2011: 148-149) has noted, “These two types of inference should not
be confused with the inference for one’s own sake svarthanumana and inference for
others’ sake pararthanumana found in the Indian logic transmissions; both ‘self-anu-
mand’ and ‘other-anumanda’ are pararthanumana.” See also Frankenhauser, 1996: 71. On
the other hand, for the two qualifications which are particular to Chinese hetuvidyd,
see Harbsmeier, 1998: 376-379, Frankenhauser, 1996: 55-59, Yao, 2009: 393-394, Teng,
2011: 148-149. As for Kuiji’s definition of zibiliang E LLE, Harada (1993: 147f) has
pointed out its similarity to Candrakirti’s idea of svarthanumana, which does not re-
quire any ground that is commonly accepted by both disputants. See Pras 35.9: svar-
thanumane tu sarvatra svaprasiddhir eva gariyast, nobhayaprasiddhih. See also Yamazaki,
1960.

Frankenhauser (1996: 72) presents a typology of inference which contains an addition-
al fourth pattern, refutation of a gongbiliang-inference by a zibiliang-inference. How-
ever, I am doubtful whether such an example exists.

2

EN
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and mental acts.” accept.”

Pattern3: [the Hinayana claims:] [the Mahayana claims:]

zibiliang vs.

tabilianz}” Non-manifested matter, Non-manifested matter, which
which we accept, is in fact you believe in, is not in fact
matter, because we accept matter, because you believe
that it has the nature of that it is non-resistant, like

matter, like color and sound,  consciousness and mental acts.
which we accept.

On first reading, the two disputants in Patterns 2 and 3 (i.e., a Mahayana
Buddhist, and a Hinayana Buddhist as represented by a Sarvastivadin)
seem to be talking at cross purposes, but when one looks closer at the
text, one soon notices that these two patterns illustrate typical examples
of viruddhavyabhicarin: If one ignores the qualifiers “we accept” and “you
believe in”, the two proofs are concerned with the same subject, “non-
manifested matter”, and aim to establish mutually contradictory conclu-
sions, “being matter” or “not being matter”, based on different reasons,
namely “being non-resistant” or “having the nature of matter”.

B YRZLS: g fEREEIRE M, MR, AL0V0FT (T44:1840.126¢20-21). Vasubandhu
defines avijfiaptiriipa as follows (AK 1.11): viksiptacittakasyapi yo 'nubandhah subhasubhah
| mahabhiitany upadaya sa hy avijfiaptir ucyate. This avijfiaptiriipa arises by depending on
four elements, and in accordance with the change of vijfiaptiriipa, its corresponding
avijfiaptiripa is also changed. According to Sako (1985), even though avijfiaptiripa is
classified as one kind of “material” (riipa), its function is closer to prapti/aprapti
(karmic acquisition/non-acquisition). At any rate, also from the description in AK(Bh),
we are aware of the problematic position of avijfiaptiriipa in the Sarvastivada’s cate-
gorical system, and therefore, it is a good example with which to construct a virud-
dhavyabhicarin. For Kuiji's own interpretation of avijfiaptiripa/avijfiapti and its practical
background, see Otani (2004).

YRZLS: P (em. cf. Dogakusho 227bl6: fE¥TE ed)EEE E, SFE M, W
R (T44:1840.126¢21-22).

The following two proofs are not mentioned in Kuiji’s commentary on the NP. See
Dogakusho: Fl#ZEZEARILET * WMKROTEREC, sFOMEl, AFFERE -
RIMFEAT I EREEIFEC, SFEEE, Wo0E - 2ETLEMAERED
(T66:2263.227b18-22).

2

>

27
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What draws our attention is the proof presented by a Mahayana
Buddhist to refute the Hinayana’s concept of avijiiaptiriipa. In this proof,
which Kuiji calls tabiliang ft[t: &, the Mahayana Buddhist constructs a
counter-argument against the opponent’s position accepting the reality
of avijfiaptiripa by using exactly the notions acceptable to the opponent.
We can see here one of the most representative usages of viruddhavyabhi-
carin: to reveal a self-contradiction in an opponent’s ontological/meta-
physical system. Thus, Kuiji was probably aware of the importance of
“antinomy” in the cases of Patterns 2 and 3. Only in Pattern 1, however,
does he ignore its importance, changing viruddhavyabhicarin into a mere
indicator of two opposite opinions in a common debate.

Why, then, did Kuiji regard Pattern 1 as a case of viruddhavyabhicarin?
To reply to this question, we shall in closing investigate the relation be-
tween Kuiji’s interpretation of viruddhavyabhicarin and Xuanzang’s proof
of consciousness-only (weishi biliang MEZELE).

3 Xuanzang's proof of consciousness-only and its relation to
viruddhavyabhicarin

The famous proof of consciousness-only ascribed to Xuanzang is docu-
mented in the Yinming ru zhengli lun shu as follows:

YRZLS: KENIMESILE S © EHUGR AR BENIRSSE, B0 =5
AR R RG], REAARERIR (T44:1840.115b25-26).

Master (Xuanzang) presented an inference for consciousness-only as
follows: “From the ultimate viewpoint (zhen gu E.f, *paramarthatas),
commonly accepted colors and forms are not separate from the visual
consciousness (yanshi HRE%, *caksurvijfiana), because while being in-
cluded in the first three [of the eighteen elements] that we accept,
they are not included in the visual sense-faculty (yan HE, caksus), like
the visual consciousness” (see Ui, 1966: 321-325; Ejima, 1980: 205;
Franco, 2004: 205; Teng, 2011: 149-154).

Commenting on the qualifier of the thesis “from the ultimate viewpoint”,
Kuiji explains that due to this qualifier, this inference can avoid the
fallacious theses called “what is contradictory to what is accepted in
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common by the world” (shijian xiangwei tH[E1fH7%) and “what is contra-
dictory to one’s own teaching” (zijiao xiangwei = Z{fH#). In addition, he
explains the qualifier for indicating the inference as a type of gongbiliang.
In doing so, he defends the inference from the criticism of the brilliant
Korean monk Wdnhyo (JUHE, 618-686) (see Franco, 2004: 211f.; Moro,
2007). In a letter written to Xuanzang, Wénhyo challenged Xuanzang’s
proof by formulating the following counter-proof, which leads to a pair
of reasons constituting a viruddhavyabhicarin:

YRZLS: EHHRA EE B IR, B =R i, Wi
F (T44:1840.116a20-21).

From the ultimate viewpoint, commonly accepted colors and forms
are separate from the visual consciousness, because while included in
the first three [of the eighteen elements] that we accept, they are not
included in the visual consciousness, like the visual sense-faculty (see
Franco, 2004: 211f.).

Using the basic framework of Xuanzang’s proof, Wonhyo has clearly
constructed a counter-proof based on the Sarvastivadin’s viewpoint. As
Franco (2004: 212) has remarked, “At least as far as the three character-
istics are concerned, it seems that Wonhyo succeeded, after all, to annul
Xuanzang’s brilliant inference.” However, Kuiji did not think this was the
case. He claims that this counter-proof cannot be considered a virud-
dhavyabhicarin. Why not? The following is Kuiji’s reply:

YRZLS: NAEAAE HEEE, SRR SEKE o IR - T24kE
3, MEETRAZR - AR - giaMER KL E - 5K
HiL - Bl—VIE&HILE - ks Eemir - BT, e
i, BEEAE - B ERS BT, EER, WEEEN - [EE
ﬁiiﬂﬁg‘ﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬂbﬁﬁﬁﬁtb ArTEHHEm AL E (T44:1840.
116a22-29).

Generally speaking, in Buddhist logic, “inference based on grounds
one accepts oneself” (zibiliang HLEELE) is [an inference where] thesis,
reason, and example, are all dependent on the grounds of one’s own
[position]. The same is [true] for [the other two types of inference,
namely,] tabiliang and gongbiliang. When [the proponent] presents a
zibiliang, tabiliang, or gongbiliang [type of inference], the opponent
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should also reply with the corresponding [type of inference]. This is
what is called “good logic”, which is free of fallacies. The above-men-
tioned [inference for] vijfiaptimatrata is [presented] as a gongbiliang
[type of inference]. Nevertheless, [Wonhyo] presents [as a coun-
ter-proof] a zibiliang [type of inference]. If this were allowed, the same
fallacy would occur for all means of valid cognition. For instance,
when the Buddhist claims against a Sabdotpattivadin [a gongbiliang
type of inference such as] “Sound is impermanent, because it is a
product, like a pot,” [to this,] the Sabdotpattivadin could claim [a
zibiliang type of inference:] “Sound is permanent, because it is audible,
like sound-hood, which we accept.” Exactly [this reason presented by
the Sabdotpattivadin] would be an antinomic reason to the previous
means of valid cognition [i.e., the previous inference by the Buddhist],
but this [antinomic reason] is not established. Therefore, it is impos-
sible to reply to a gongbiliang-inference by making a zibiliang-inference.

In this manner, supposing Xuanzang’s proof to be a gongbiliang-inference,
Kuiji criticizes Wonhyo by pointing out the impossibility of constructing
a counter-proof in the form of a zibiliang-inference. However, it is un-
deniable that this critique of Kuiji’s is unfair. In fact, he classifies Won-
hyo’s proof as a zibiliang-type just because of the expression “we accept”
(zi xu HEFT), which qualifies the reason. But in that case, why does he
not classify Xuanzang’s proof as a zibiliang-type for the same reason,
since it also uses the term “we accept” as a qualifier of the reason? Kuiji
replies that the qualifier “we accept” plays a different role in Xuanzang’s
proof, namely, the role of avoiding the fallacy of dharmivisesaviparitasa-
dhana; thus, it does not indicate that it is a zibiliang-inference. This is cer-
tainly a lame excuse, and yet, for Kuiji, there was probably no other way
to defend the glory of his master’s proof from Wonhyo’s criticism, within
the innovative schema of three patterns of viruddhavyabhicarin.?®

% In order to examine this issue in more detail, we would need to understand Xuan-
zang’s concept of the three kinds of inferences and their qualifiers, namely, “we ac-
cept”, “you believe in”, and “both accept in common”. In this regard, our attention is
drawn by Xuanzang’s criticism of the proof of Jayasena (Shengjun [5#). Cf. T44:1840.
121b21-23.



146

4

Moriyama

Conclusion

We have examined here a significant logical concept, viruddhavyabhicarin,
from various trans-cultural viewpoints, from India to China, as develop-
ed over a timespan of five to seven centuries. The findings of this study
can be summarized as follows:

1. With regard to the analysis of the compound viruddhavyabhicarin,

Kuiji’s first interpretation of it as a genitive tatpurusa is basically
the same as the Jain commentators’ interpretations, even though
they did not specify the sub-class of tatpurusa in question. Kuiji’s
second interpretation, which understands the second component
of the compound (jueding J77€, avyabhicarin) as having an instru-
mental case-ending, seems grammatically impossible.

. Kuiji’s identification of the opponent who claims the permanence

of sound with the *Sabdotpattivadin reveals Kuiji’s systematic
understanding of the NP as a manual for practical debate. By intro-
ducing the *Sabdotpattivadin, whose actual historical nature is
still uncertain, as the opponent, Kuiji clearly presents a debate in
which the two disputants present their proofs without committing
the fallacy of anyatarasiddha.

3. To win a debate, it does not matter which proof is presented first,

especially in the case of inference based on other-accepted
grounds (gongbiliang F£[EE). According to Kuiji, the winner of a
debate is determined on the basis of “perception and scripture/
scripture based on perception” (xianjiao ¥iZ7). In the case of the
two example proofs, the Vaisesika’s position wins due to its reli-
ance upon what is accepted in common by the world and the
Buddha’s teaching. On this point, Kuiji seems to misunderstand
the destructive function of the “antinomy”, namely, its ability to
drive the opponent into the corner of self-contradiction.

. Kuiji’s typology of viruddhavyabhicarin presupposes his classifica-

tion of inference, namely, inference based on grounds one accepts
oneself, inference based on grounds accepted by the other, and in-
ference based on commonly accepted grounds. By using this clas-
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sification system, Kuiji has constructed a new set of rules for
debate, that is, in accordance with the type of the first proof, the
type of the counter-proof should be restricted to one of three
patterns. Of these, Patterns 2 and 3 can be understood as typical
examples of viruddhavyabhicarin being used as a method for a pra-
sanga style of argument.

Kuiji’s special interpretation of viruddhavyabhicarin is related to
Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-only. According to Kuiji’s com-
mentary and other sources, Xuanzang’s proof was criticized by
Wdnhyo, who presented a counter-proof that leads to viruddhavy-
abhicarin. In order to avoid this fallacy, Kuiji interprets Xuanzang’s
proof as an inference based on commonly accepted grounds (gong-
biliang $£[L&). Thus, any counter-proof must also be presented
as a gongbiliang-inference. However, since Wonhyo’s inference is
interpreted as a zibiliang-inference, his challenge is judged to be il-
legitimate in its form.

Abbreviations

AK/AKBh  Abhidharmakosa/-bhasya (Pradhan, 1967)

DhPr

Dharmottarapradipa (Malvania, 1971)

Dogakushd  Yuishikiron dogaku sho (MEz:zm[EIE2$P) of Rydsan (REH),

HB

T2263
Hetubindu (Steinkellner, 1967)

Myotosho:  Inmydron so myoto sho (REHERERHHITED) of Zenju (EEE),

NB
NBT
NM

NP
NPV

NPVP

T2270

Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti: see DhPr

Nyayabindutika of Dharmottara: see DhPr

Nyayamukha (Yinming zhengli men lun [K/BH P 75%) of Dig-
naga, T1628

Nyayapravesalka] (Jambuvijaya, 2001)

Nyayapravesakavrtti of Haribhadrastri: see NP
Nyayapravesakavrttipafijika of Parsvadevagani: see NP

PS/PSV 3 Pramanasamuccaya/-vrtti (3rd chapter) of Dignaga (Kitagawa,

1965)
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T Taisho shinshii daizokyo KIEHE KEkEE

YRZLS Yinming ru zhengli lun shu (IRIBA A TFEEERFT) of Kuiji (F55L),
T1840
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