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Materials for the Study of Xuanzang’s Inference of
Consciousness-only (wei shi bi liang "5k E)*

INTRODUCTION

As is well known, Xuanzang Z 7 (602-664) is the founder of the Chinese
tradition of Buddhist logic inasmuch as he was not only a prolific translator of
Indian Buddhist literature into Chinese, but also succeeded in promulgating
Buddhist logic in China. The whole treasury of commentarial literature con-
cerned with Buddhist logic in China, Korea and Japan is directly or indirectly
based on his teachings. When he translated the Nyayapravesa and the
Nyayamukha in 647 and 649, respectively, he held lectures on these two trea-
tises for his translation team. The earliest Chinese commentaries on these two
works were written against this backdrop.! They are thus believed to preserve
many of Xuanzang’s interpretations conveyed orally by him. Kuiji #5%& (632-
682), though not among the audience at that time, is said to have received in-
depth private instruction on Buddhist logic by Xuanzang.? His “Great Commen-
tary on Hetuvidya” (Yinming da shu [RBH A [YMDS]), which was written
after Xuanzang’s death,’ incorporates many materials from the preceding com-
mentaries and arranges Xuanzang’s teachings on logic in a systematic way. It
became authoritative in the Chinese tradition of Buddhist logic and a great
number of works written afterwards in China, Korea and Japan are commentar-

* I would like to express my gratitude to Prof. Karin Preisendanz, Prof. Eli Franco and the
anonymous reviewer of this paper. They carefully read my paper and made many expert sug-
gestions of various kinds towards its improvement. I would also like to thank my colleague,
Dr. Liging Qian, with whom I discussed the main ideas of this paper and who supported me in
the English formulation of an earlier version of it. Further thanks are due to Prof. Jeson Woo and
several colleagues who kindly commented on the original version of the paper presented in the
panel “Pramana Across Asia: India, China, Korea, Japan” at the 17" Congress of the Internation-
al Association of Buddhist Studies (IABS), held at the University of Vienna, Austria, in 2014.
Needless to say, I am responsible for all remaining mistakes. Recently, the authenticity of the wei
shi bi liang MEZELE has been questioned by Prof. Shigeki Moro (Kyoto) on the basis of the
Yinming ru zhengli lun shu of Wengui “Z#f| (see Moro 2017). Much to my regret, I will have to
consider and discuss this problem on another occasion. At the present stage of my research and in
this paper, I work on the adequately underpinned assumption that the wei shi bi liang MEFRLE S
does have an Indian background.

' See ZYS 1.2a2-b4; cf. Takemura 2011: 31-47 and Zheng 2007: 86-90.

2 See Song gao seng zhuan K= {E (SGSZ) 725¢24-726al; cf. Zheng 2007: 156-159 &
2010: 4-7.

3 See below, Texts 1.9 and 1.10.
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ies on it. Among them, Zenju Z=Ef (723-797)’s “Lamp of the Great Commen-
tary on Hetuvidya” (Inmyo ronsho myoto sho [REHEGmFiEHEFD [IRMS]) and
Zoshun j& % (1104-1180)’s “Notes on the Great Commentary on Hetuvidya”
(Inmyd daisho sho [RIFHAFi#b [IDS]) are the most important ones.*

However, in spite of the foundational character of his teachings on Buddhist
logic, Xuanzang’s statements have survived only rarely in their original word-
ing. The most famous case of such a statement is his inference of conscious-
ness-only (wei shi bi liang %L & ). This inference runs as follows:

Thesis: From the standpoint of ultimate truth (*paramarthatah, zhen gu
E#), the visual form (riipa) that is well established (prasiddha, ji
cheng Tif%) (i.e., equally accepted by you and us) is certainly not
separate from the visual consciousness (caksurvijiiana) (" B
B EARNEERIRE ) 5).

Reason: Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept (zi xu HET), [it] is not included in the visual sense (caksus)
(i.e., the visual faculty [caksurindriva]) (" BEF¥] =% > IRFFA
i K.

Example:  Like the visual consciousness (" R44IAE % | 1),

According to Kuiji’s report, the inference was presented by Xuanzang in order
to establish the central Yogacara idealist tenet when he was challenged by var-
ious non-Buddhist and Hinayana scholars in a great debate held by King Sila-
ditya in Kanyakubja.® If Kuiji’s report is reliable at least in this point, the in-
ference must have an Indian background and should have been intelligible in
the context of Indian logic at the time.” Although the Chinese tradition of
Buddhist logic is commonly regarded as following the logic of Dignaga (c.
480-540),% almost one hundred years separate Dignaga and the beginning of the
Chinese tradition. Our knowledge about the development during this period is
rather limited. To fill the gap, above all a careful study of the interpretation of
Dignaga’s logic as inherited in the Chinese tradition is called for. An examina-
tion of the sort of rules of debate hypostatized in Xuanzang’s inference of
consciousness-only will prove helpful towards this aim.

The most remarkable feature of Xuanzang’s inference is that three qualifications
(visesana, jian bie f51])° were employed to qualify certain expressions, state-
ments as well as terms, in it, in order to avoid certain logical faults. They are

4 Cf. Takemura 2011: 67-72 & 113-114.
See Text 1.1 and the notes thereupon.
¢ See Text 1.1.

7 Franco 2004: 205-207.
8 See YMDS 10-15 / 91¢6-92a9.
° Cf. He 2014: 1233.
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zhen gu B (*paramarthatah, “from the standpoint of ultimate truth”), ji
cheng T (prasiddha, “that is well established”) and zi xu HZ (“that we
accept”). In classical scholarship, extensive discussion has been devoted to their
articulation, with occasionally contradictory opinions. This situation, while pro-
viding us with various angles to appreciate Xuanzang’s inference, has also
caused us to get lost in trivialities and somehow cast a shadow across the main
idea of Xuanzang’s inference. A recent study by Eli Franco'® has successfully
shed light on the topic by taking a fresh approach and enabled us to gain a clear
understanding of the main train of thought expressed in the inference. Accord-
ing to Franco, Xuanzang’s inference can be well explained against the “tripar-
titionism” of paksa (“subject of inference”), sapaksa (“similar instance”) and
vipaksa (“dissimilar instance”) in Dignaga’s logic."" This approach is not un-
founded because this “tripartitionism” is also an important aspect of the Chinese
tradition of Buddhist logic. When the definitions of sapaksa and vipaksa are
articulated, restrictions like chu zong yi wai [F52LIYN (“apart from the paksa™)
are always formulated.'? Generally speaking, the Chinese tradition of Buddhist
logic approves of the triple division of the universe of discourse presupposed
in Indian Buddhist logic, a fact that has not yet been paid attention to in tradi-
tional interpretations of Xuanzang’s inference, especially with regard to the
difference of the paksa from the possible sapaksas and vipaksas of the infer-
ence.” Franco’s approach thus seems natural and provides some new clues
about the continuity between Dignaga’s logic and the Chinese tradition of
Buddhist logic.

However, the issue of the three qualifications, i.e., zhen gu B (*paramar-
thatah, “from the standpoint of ultimate truth™), ji cheng 1% (prasiddha, “that
is well established”) and zi xu H#F (“that we accept”), remains unsolved. They
are not totally “immaterial to the logic of the argument.”'* In my view, espe-
cially the qualification “that we accept,” which is used to qualify “the first three

10 Franco 2004; for a discussion of this study, see Moro 2010.

" For the “tripartitionism”, or the threefold division of the universe of discourse into paksa,
sapaksa and vipaksa in Buddhist logic, especially Dignaga’s logic, see the papers by Tom J.F.
Tillemans, Pascale Hugon, Shoryti Katsura and Eli Franco published in Horin 11 (2004).

12" See Zheng 2015: 155-163.

13 For studies of this inference in modern China, see Lii 1926: 14b-20a & 1983: 62-79, Luo
1982 & 1988, and Zheng 2007: 229-254 & 436-469, 2010: 48-55. Lii and Luo provide a relative-
ly clear explanation of the inference within the traditional framework, but do not mention or
address the issue of “tripartitionism” in Chinese Buddhist logic. Zheng has most strongly argued
for the existence of “tripartitionism” in Chinese Buddhist logic, but has not applied this result of
his research to Xuanzang’s inference. He has made a mistake similar to that committed by Chris-
toph Harbsmeier, as mentioned in Franco 2004: 204, n. 17.

4 Franco 2004: 205.
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[dhatus]” (chu san ¥]=) in the reason-statement of Xuanzang’s inference, is
also closely related to “tripartitionism” because this qualification is said to leave
room for a counterexample to be adduced by the proponent, i.e., Xuanzang, in
view of a possible refutation of his inference by the opponent that is based on
a reason that proves the opposite of a specific attribute of the property-posses-
sor meant to be proven in his own inference (dharmivisesaviparitasadhana)."”
Such a refutation may run like this:

[Thesis:] The visual form that is well established cannot be the visual form
that is identical with (i.e., not separate from) the [visual] conscious-

ness (Fpi 2 & > JEIEHTRHZ ().
[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept (zi xu HFF), [it] is not included in the visual sense (caksus)
(i.e., the visual faculty [caksurindriya]) (HEFWI =5 ~ IRFTA#
).
[Example:] Like the visual consciousness (ZIHREH)."°
Here, the realm of sapaksas includes things that are not the visual form that is
identical with the visual consciousness, such as the visual consciousness, the
visual faculty and many other things. They are not the visual form as specified.

In a scenario where “tripartitionism” would not hold inasmuch as the paksa
would be included either in the realm of sapaksas or vipaksas, with no third
possibility, there would only be a single instance acceptable to both the propo-
nent and the opponent that might take the role of vipaksa, namely, the visual
form that is well established. This instance, which is actually the subject under
discussion, has already been claimed to possess the reason-predicate because
the latter fulfils the first characteristic of a correct reason, i.e., being a property
of the subject of inference (paksadharmatva). Hence, it would become a coun-
terexample to the logical relation (vyapti) on which the above refutation is
based, viz. that “whatever, while being included in the first three dhdatus that
we accept, is not included in the visual sense, is not the visual form that is not
separate from the visual consciousness.” Thus, in this scenario, the reason-pred-
icate of the opponent would fail to fulfil the third characteristic of a correct
reason, i.e., the requirement that it should be absent from all vipaksas. The
reason employed in the opponent’s refutation would thus not be a correct one,
but inconclusive.

As a matter of fact, however, the reason-predicate of a refutation based on a
dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-type reason is normally assumed to meet all three

15 This is one of four types of contradictory reasons documented in the Nyayapravesa; see the
contribution by Shinya Moriyama in this volume.
16 See Text 2b.4.
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characteristics of a correct reason (frairipya), including the third one. In the
case of the above refutation, the third characteristic would be fulfilled only when
the subject in question, as an instance exhibiting the reason-predicate, would be
excluded from the realm of vipaksas; however, nothing but the visual form may
function as vipaksa here. That is to say, for a refutation to be acceptable its
vipaksa realm should only include instances apart from the subject in question.
This implies that the paksa is classified as something different not only from
sapaksas, but also from vipaksas. Therefore, “tripartitionism,” especially its
aspect of the exclusion of the paksa from the realm of vipaksas, constitutes a
necessary precondition for the acceptability of a dharmivisesaviparitasadha-
na-based refutation; a refutation of this kind only works in a scenario where
“tripartitionism” holds."”

As a technique frequently practised in Buddhist logic, to point out that the
reason-predicate in a refutation is inconclusive can vindicate, though indirectly,
the proponent’s original inference, in the present case of Xuanzang’s inference
of consciousness-only. In order to show the inconclusiveness of the reason-predi-
cate in the above refutation, the proponent needs to come up with some extraor-
dinary counterexample that is in the vipaksa realm but different from the paksa
in question. Such a kind of counterexample are “the visual forms of the Buddhas
in another world” (fa fang fo se 1 J7{8f%). On the one hand, they belong to
the kind of “visual forms that are not separate from the [visual] consciousness”
and can therefore function as a vipaksa. On the other hand, they are different
from the subject in question, i.e., are not “the visual form that is well estab-
lished.” They are visual forms “that [only] we (i.e., the followers of Mahayana)
accept,” since the opponent, i.e., a follower of Hinayana, does not accept the
existence of such forms. Furthermore, vipaksas like these are said to function
as counterexamples to the logical relations on which refutations such as the one
above are based and to render the reason-predicates used in such refutations
inconclusive. That is to say, the above examples also instantiate the reason-pred-
icate employed by the opponent because, inasmuch as they are accepted as
visual forms by the proponent, they are included in the first three dhatus ac-
cepted by him and at the same time are not included in, i.e., are not the same
thing as, the visual faculty.

The above should demonstrate the necessity of the qualification “that we ac-
cept” pertaining to “the first three dhatus.” If the reason-predicate in the refu-
tation would not have this qualification, the reason-statement would run as
follows:

17 Here, I am relying on Claus Oetke’s analysis of dharmisvariapaviparitasadhana and dhar-
mivisesaviparitasadhana. See Oetke 1994: 35-41.
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Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [the visual form that is
well established] is not included in the visual sense (i.e., the visual faculty)

(FI=Ffrf ~ HRPTA R

With such a formulation, the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world may
still function as vipaksa in the above refutation, but would no longer exhibit the
reason-predicate because without any further qualification the first three dhatus
would include nothing beyond the visual form, the visual faculty, and the visual
consciousness that are well established, i.e., accepted by both the proponent and
the opponent. The visual forms of the Buddhas in another world, however, are
only included in the visual form accepted by the proponent, not in the visual
form accepted by the opponent, and thus not in the visual form that is well
established. They would only exhibit the reason-predicate if “the first three
dhatus,” as a component of the reason-predicate, were provided with the qual-
ification “that we (i.e., the followers of Mahayana) accept.” Therefore, the
function of the qualification “that we accept” used here is to extend the realm
of the first three dhatus to visual forms that only the proponent accepts, to the
effect that the first three dhatus include not only the visual form that is well
established, i.e., the subject in question, but also visual forms that only the
proponent accepts, such as the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world.

But why does the opponent, when he formulates the above dharmivisesavipa-
ritasadhana-based refutation, retain the qualification “that we accept” in its
reason-statement? Without this qualification, the refutation would be perfectly
acceptable; with it, it can be shown to be flawed because of the inconclusiveness
of its reason. According to NP 3.2.3(3)-(4)," the reason-statement in an oppo-
nent’s dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-based refutation should strictly follow the
wording of the reason-statement in the proponent’s original inference that the
refutation is meant to attack. This is because the contradictory reason called
dharmivisesaviparitasadhana is “the very same reason” (ayam eva hetuh, NP
3.2.3[4]) as the reason adduced by the proponent himself, i.e., the very same
reason is meant to prove the opposite of some specific attribute of the proper-
ty-possessor (dharmivisesa)® claimed by the proponent. In other words, the
opponent, when formulating a dharmivisesaviparitasdadhana-based refutation,
intends to show that the very reason-predicate used by the proponent implies a
consequence that the proponent himself cannot accept. Hence, for his refutation
of Xuanzang’s inference to be a dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-based one, the
opponent has to retain the qualification “that we accept” as long as Xuanzang’s
inference has this qualification.

18 See Text 1.7.
19 See Texts 4.0a and 4.0b.
20 See n. 39.
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The presence of the qualification “that we accept” in Xuanzang’s inference may
thus be explained as follows: When conceiving his inference of conscious-
ness-only, Xuanzang foresaw the risk of being challenged with a refutation
based on a dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-type reason. Taking into consideration
the explanation of this kind of reason and of a refutation based on it in NP
3.2.3(3)-(4), he added the qualification “that we accept” to “the first three dha-
tus” so that the first three dhatus, being qualified in this way, may include the
visual forms of the Buddhas in another world, which “[only] we (i.e., the fol-
lowers of Mahayana) accept.” Thus, in the face of an actual refutation of this
type the said qualification allows Xuanzang to adduce the visual forms of the
Buddhas in another world as a counterexample to the logical relation on which
this refutation is based and thus to show that it is flawed by the inconclusiveness
of its reason. The addition of the qualification “that we accept” in Xuanzang’s
inference can therefore be regarded as a technique to prevent a specific refuta-
tion based on a dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-type reason.

The above is only a sketch of a possible interpretation of the purpose of the
qualification zi xu HZF (“that we accept”) in Xuanzang’s inference. A more
detailed analysis will invite further questions of which I can address only the
two most important ones here. (1) One would think that a reason-statement
involving components that are only accepted by the proponent, as in Xuanzang’s
inference, would not also be accepted by the opponent and hence not be well
established. However, Xuanzang’s followers, and probably even Xuanzang
himself, assumed that the reason-statement in the inference of consciousness-
only could be accepted by both parties. For this traditional assumption to be
valid, which kind of epistemic interpretation of the truth of a statement should
be presupposed and which kind of interpretation has to be excluded? This ques-
tion concerns the very conception of Buddhist logic in Xuanzang’s age, and an
adequate answer would provide further clues to the development of Buddhist
logic in the period between Dignaga’s time and the formation of the Indian
scholarly circle where Xuanzang was trained in Buddhist logic. (2) Wonhyo
JUHE (617-686), in his antinomic (viruddhavyabhicarin) inference directed
against Xuanzang’s inference of consciousness-only, adopts all the techniques
used in this inference, but intends to prove the opposite thesis that “the visual
form that is well established is certainly separate from the visual consciousness”
(finpk o E B IR S%).2! Why has Xuanzang’s reason-statement been said to be
well established, and Wonhyo’s not to be so? In my view, this second question
is answered more easily than the first one. The second question pertains mere-
ly to the interpretation of the relation of inclusion referred to in Wonhyo’s

2l See Texts 1.9 and 5.2.
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reason-statement, namely whether this relation only concerns some categorical
state of affairs or implies some ontological commitment. Here, we should not
assume that the interpretation of Wonhyo’s inference by Kuiji and his followers
was impartial. In any case, I believe that further studies of Xuanzang’s inference
will not fundamentally deviate from the approach taken by Eli Franco, but only
turn out to improve it.

In the present paper, I do not intend to suggest a new interpretation of Xuan-
zang’s inference. I rather present some materials that, in my estimation, are
necessary and “essential” for the further study of this inference. The materials
are organized in six sections, with Section 2 divided into two subsections (2a
and 2b). Each section has been subdivided into several passages which will be
referred to as Text 1.1, Text 1.2 and so on. The first number always refers to
the section, the second to the passage. The texts presented here are not claimed
to be critical, although variants are given whenever an important alternative
version of the text exists. In the case of the texts presented in Section 1, a crit-
ical edition is available in Zheng 2010%* from where I have simply adopted the
text. The punctuation is mine throughout.

Here, a few more words need to be added about the texts and their authors.?
Section 1 presents Kuiji’s complete explanation and discussion of Xuanzang’s
inference which is inserted in his commentary on the faulty thesis contradicted
by common knowledge (lokaviruddha) in NP 3.1(4). Kuiji was the son-in-dhar-
ma of Xuanzang and his explanation is traditionally regarded as the most au-
thoritative one. It is the earliest source among the extant literature where Xuan-
zang is explicitly said to be the author of the inference. The section has two
parts. Texts 1.1-1.8 explain Xuanzang’s inference, and Texts 1.9-1.16 criticize
the antinomic inference directed against Xuanzang’s inference which Kuiji
wrongly ascribes to Sungyong IH& (7 century).

Sections 2a and 2b present texts from two different versions of the commentary
on the Nyayapravesa by Wengui (3C#|, c. 615-675%%), the Yinming ru zhengli
lun shu [RIEBH A TEHERFR. The text passages in Section 2a are preserved in a
Dunhuang manuscript dating from the late eighth to the middle of the ninth
century (ZYS MS);® the texts in Section 2b are from a woodprint edition of
Wengui’s commentary (ZYS) that is based on the text version preserved in
Japan.?® The Yinming ru zhengli lun shu of Wengui is the earliest source among

22 For its source, see n. 60 below.

2 The following information, if not further specified, is based on Takemura 2011 and Zheng
2007.

24 Shen 2008: 3.

25 Takemura 2011: 226.

2 See ZYS 4.27a4-27b3, “editor’s words” (jiao zhe fu ji ¥ZEHTED).
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the extant literature on Xuanzang’s inference. In both versions, Wengui discuss-
es the inference when commenting on the reason whose substratum is not es-
tablished (@srayasiddha) in NP 3.2.1(4). The texts in Section 2b have been
cited in full in a work composed in the middle of the twelfth century.?” Further,
these texts, rather than the ones presented in Section 2a, probably belong to the
version of the Yinming ru zhengli lun shu that was consulted by Wonhyo when
he composed his antinomic inference directed against Xuanzang’s inference.
Hence, the texts in Section 2b seem to be very old: they can be traced to the
660s, a period very close to the composition of the Yinming ru zhengli lun shu.
Even so, I do not think that it can be determined with confidence that these texts
represent the original of Wengui’s commentary because the texts of Section 2a
do not look like inaccurate or sloppy copies of the texts of Section 2b. The
former do not only differ in terms of the structure of presentation,?® but also in
the exact statement of the reason of the supposed dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-
based refutation. Source 2a.6 has “the first three [dhdatus] that are well estab-
lished” (ji cheng chu san fRE¢#]) =), whereas Source 2b.4 has “the first three
[dhatus] that we accept” (zi xu chu san HZE#])=). Both expressions fit their
respective contexts quite well. Even for a captious reader, the presentation in
Section 2a is flawless in terms of Hetuvidya theory. Both versions demonstrate
the same excellence of their author in this discipline and the differences are
valuable. They may therefore belong to two different recensions of the same
work.?’ Hence, I decided to present both.

In fact, the Yinming ru zhengli lun shu was one of the most popular logical
works in China before Kuiji. It is based on the author’s notes on Xuanzang’s
lecture on the Nyayapravesa.’® Thus it seems strange that the author does not
mention the authorship of the inference. In the preface to the whole work, he
highly praises Xuanzang. If Wengui would have known that the inference had
been designed by Xuanzang, he would not have missed the opportunity to fur-
ther praise his Master. Under the assumption that Kuiji’s account of Xuanzang’s
authorship is reliable, a possible explanation of this discrepancy may be that
Xuanzang had not referred to himself when he adduced the inference as a spec-
imen of a good argument in his lecture on the Nyayapravesa.’' However, inas-

77 See n. 85 below.

2 See the table in Appendix 2 below.

¥ Cf. Takemura 2011: 219-221.

3 See n. 1 above.

31 IRMS 314b3-26 contains the quotation of a passage from the Gu jin yi jing tu ji dy 584K
[E4C by Jingmai V53 (7" century). In this passage, the inference is said to have been presented
by Xuanzang at the occasion of a great debate held by King gilﬁditya: Hrpp TRk tEE S -
B e o ARG - B FT) =5 IRFT R ARG o IR E. Jingmai is a
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much as it is said that Kuiji had received separate instruction on logic by Xuan-
zang later on, it cannot be determined which of the two accounts, Wengui’s or
that of Kuiji, better represents Xuanzang’s own view on the inference.”? Even
s0, Kuiji’s YMDS can be regarded in general as the more comprehensive and
deliberate representation of Xuanzang’s views on Buddhist logic.

Section 3 presents a discussion which is said to have been part of the “Collec-
tion” (Chip £) composed by Tojling #E:& (7" to 8" century), a work now lost.
This discussion has been cited completely in IDS 520¢9-26 and partly in IRMS
318a10-22. Tojling was a monk from Silla who had been to China and had
studied under Wonch’uk [E[fl] (613-696), a famous monk from Silla and a
disciple of Xuanzang. Both the IRMS and the IDS indicate that the passages
were cited second-hand from the Kojokki H#FEC by T aehyon KB (active
from 735 to 744). T’achyon, who also was a Silla monk, was a disciple of To-
jung. In the selected passage, Tojung explains the sophistic nature of the sup-
posed dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-based refutation, stating that the refutation
would be self-contradictory. Hence, the alleged aim of the qualification “that
we accept” is rejected by him. Subsequently, he presents his own alternative
explanation of this qualification.?

Section 4 is a text selected from the Yinming ru zhengli lun lue chao [RJHH A
FHERIE D (JYLC) by Jingyan JFHE (7% century). In combination, the JYLC
and Jingyan’s Yinming ru zhengli lun hou shu [REF A [FFEEHZHT (JYHS)
constitute a complete commentary on the Nyayapravesa, the former on its first
half, the latter on the second half. Their texts are found together in a manuscript
from Dunhuang which has been estimated to date from the eighth century at
the latest.** The two works were composed some time between the Yinming ru
zhengli lun shu of Wengui and the YMDS, probably not earlier than 660.%

contemporary of Wengui. He was also among the audience of Xuanzang’s lecture on the Nyaya-
pravesa and wrote a commentary on it which is now lost. The Gu jin yi jing tu ji was compiled
during 664-665; see Hobogirin 274b (s.v. SEIMAI). However, the words on the authorship of the
inference are found neither in the present edition of this work (see T 55, no. 2151, 366¢12-367a16)
nor in the corresponding passage cited in IDS 517c12-23. They were probably added by Zenju
himself. Thus we cannot infer from them that Jingmai was informed about the authorship of the
inference.

32 An important difference between their accounts is that according to Wengui the aim of the
qualification “that we accept” is twofold, to prevent the supposed dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-
based refutation and to avoid a supposed anaikantika-based refutation, whereas according to
Kuiji the qualification only has the first-mentioned purpose. Cf. n. 65 and 70 below.

* For a discussion of this passage and Tojung’s interpretation of Xuanzang’s inference, see
Moro 2015¢: 112-118.

3 Takemura 2011: 247; cf. also Shen 2008: 22.

3 Zheng 2007: 128.
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Jingyan was also said to have been a disciple of Xuanzang.*® In this text, Jingyan
first discusses the sophistic nature of the dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-based
refutation. However, he confuses it with a dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana-based
refutation, which is only a slight mistake because the gist of these two kinds of
refutation is the same. Then he mentions a technique that may be employed by
the proponent to reveal the inconclusiveness of this refutation. This technique
consists in adducing “the voice of the Buddhas in another world” (ta fang fo
sheng il 75 {#%¥) as a counterexample to the logical relation on which the ref-
utation is based.’” This way of replying to the dharmivisesaviparitasadhana-
based refutation is strikingly reminiscent of the proponent’s strategy supposed-
ly facilitated by the qualification “that we accept” in Xuanzang’s inference.
However, Xuanzang’s inference is not mentioned in the JYLC and the JYHS.
Finally, Jingyan mentions two different ways of restricting the use of the dhar-
mivisesaviparitasadhana-based refutation in cases when the above technique
cannot be employed because there is no such counterexample according to the
proponent’s own doctrine. For example, a Vai$esika, who does not accept the
existence of the voice of the Buddhas in another world, cannot refer to it when
challenged with the above refutation.

Tojung and Jingyan’s discussions are valuable because they provide significant
clues to understanding the exact nature of the dharmivisesaviparitasadha-
na-based refutation, which was commonly construed by classical commentators
as an important element of their narration of Xuanzang’s inference. Jingyan’s
discussion occurs in his commentary on the passage on dharmisvaripaviparita-
sadhana in NP 3.2.3(3).3® The passage on dharmivisesaviparitasadhana in NP
3.2.3(4), although not quoted in the JYLC, is also relevant to Jingyan’s discus-
sion. I have therefore included these two passages in Section 4 as Texts 4.0a
and 4.0b, together with a translation from the Sanskrit original.*® These two
passages of the Nyayapravesa form the foundation of the elaboration of
dharmisvariapaviparitasadhana and dharmivisesaviparitasadhana in the Chi-
nese tradition of Buddhist logic and are highly relevant to Xuanzang’s inference.

Section 5 includes the major part of the discussion of his own antinomic inference
by Wonhyo JTHE (617-686).4 Zenju claims that these passages are cited from

3 See Toiki dentd mokuroku I {EFE H $#% (T 55, no. 2183) 1160al1; cf. Takemura 2011: 34.

37 See Text 4.2.

3% Part of NP 3.2.3(3) is quoted in the JYLC; see JYLC MS 363-364: 5AEMHIHE = ¢
AR - IHE -~ I - B—EE A - SR E R

¥ My translation is mainly based on Claus Oetke’s translation in Oetke 1994: 35; see n. 108
and 111 below.

4 For Wonhyo’s criticism of Xuanzang’s inference, especially its thesis, see Moro 2007: 327
& 2010: 109-112.
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Wonhyo’s “Critical Discussion on Inference” (P’an biryang non H[[L &,
PBRN). However, they are not found in the extant text of the PBRN, which is
actually incomplete. Its colophon tells us that it was written in 671, the second
year of the Xianheng &= period (670-674),* and Kuiji states that the antinom-
ic inference was sent to China during the Qianfeng FZEf period (666-668).%
Nevertheless, the information given by Zenju may well be reliable: Wonhyo is
the author of the antinomic inference,* and the relevant passages, as cited by
Zenju, may have been part of the lost portion of the PBRN. It is also quite pos-
sible that at first Wonhyo conceived the inference as such and later on explained
it in his PBRN. Furthermore, inasmuch as Wonhyo never studied in China, the
source of his knowledge about Xuanzang’s inference is a special point of interest.
Given that Wonhyo’s inference follows the technique of argument said to have
been employed in Xuanzang’s inference, we may infer his understanding of
Xuanzang’s inference from his presentation of the antinomic inference, compare
this understanding with different expositions of the inference in earlier literature,
and thus determine the source of his knowledge about the inference. When com-
paring his presentation adduced in Section 5 with the passages of Sections 2a
and 2b, we find that Wonhyo presupposes an interpretation of Xuanzang’s infer-
ence identical with that of Wengui. Especially the passages adduced in Section
2b, rather than those of Section 2a, can be identified as the version of the Yinming
ru zhengli lun shu that was probably consulted by Wonhyo. The structure of
presentation in Texts 2b.4-2b.6 and Texts 5.3-5.6 is exactly the same.** Even the
employed terms are almost identical. For example, Text 2b.4 has “the first three
[dhatus) that we accept” (zi xu chu san HFT1]]=) in the reason-statement of the
supposed refutation, which corresponds to HFF#J= in Text 5.3 at the same
place, whereas Text 2a.6 has “the first three [dhatus] that are well established”
(ji cheng chu san i[5 #]) =) instead. It seems quite probable that Wonhyo cop-
ied the presentation adduced in Section 2b, simply replacing Xuanzang’s infer-
ence with his own. On account of this and other similarities between Wonhyo’s
understanding of Xuanzang’s inference and the exposition of the inference in the
Yinming ru zhengli lun shu of Wengui, it seems quite probable that a version of
the latter text that contained almost the same passages as those adduced in Sec-
tion 2b was transmitted to Silla in the 660s and was at the disposal of a Silla
scholar like Wonhyo who had never been to China. This version must have been
the source of Wonhyo’s knowledge about Xuanzang’s inference.®

4 See Lusthaus 2012: 268 & 285.

4 See Text 1.9.

4 Cf. Moro 2007: 328.

4 See Appendix 2 below.

4 Tt has to be noted, though, that the evidence collected here for the transmission of the Yin-
ming ru zhengli lun shu of Wengui to Silla in Wonhyo’s time does not fully justify the assumption
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Section 6 contains the discussion by Zenju ZEf (723-797) of the nature of the
relation of inclusion involved in the antinomic inference. Zenju is a represent-
ative figure of the North Temple Tradition (hokuji den 15351%) of Hetuvidya.
He was a disciple of Genbd Z{Hfj (?-746) who had been to China and studied
with Zhizhou %£{& (668-723). Zhizhou was a disciple of Huizhao £7 (650-
714), and Huizhao a disciple of Kuiji. Zenju’s IRMS is a running commentary
on Kuiji’s YMDS. In the discussion adduced in this section, Zenju mentions
two possible responses to Kuiji’s criticism of the antinomic inference. I could
identify the first response mentioned in Text 6.2 as the one actually proposed
by Tojting in his “Collection.” The second response mentioned in Text 6.7 uses
materials from T achyon’s free citation from Wonhyo in his Kojokki, whereas
the continuation of this response in Text 6.8 was probably added by Zenju
himself in order to make the point clear.** Zenju’s discussion adduced in Section
6 clarifies that for Kuiji and his followers the main reason to reject the anti-
nomic inference is that, in their view, an ontological commitment is unavoida-
bly involved in the reason-statement of such an inference. Thus, the reason-state-
ment of the antinomic inference is fated to be understood as a claim to the effect
that the visual form that is well established is ontologically, rather than categor-
ically, not included in the visual consciousness. As stated above (p. 150) we
should not assume that the criticism of the antinomic inference by Kuiji and his
followers was an impartial one.

SELECTED TEXTS WITH ANNOTATED TRANSLATION

1. Kuiji on Xuanzang’s Inference of Consciousness-only
(YMDS 336-351 / 115b21-116b11)

1.1 @ormse2i28) B - | QORHT R e I, - ERwaRiiE - B H £ EFENE

Fyage T/ \HRERE - SRANLE - WERZ > MEBR > BEGH -

BINE - N FEH GRS o KRETTLE > B AMRECE S - RERTZ ML
B0 THEmEE > EFENRES 7 "B =S Bir AR
i A TREANERE ) IR o IO U HE AR E 7 R T B

g

Question: Now, for example, having traveled around the western regions (i.e.,
India) and completed his study, the Master (i.e., Xuanzang) was to come back.
At that time, King Siladitya reigned over five Indias. He held for [him] the great

that Wengui, the author of this work, had close relations with monks from Silla or himself was a
monk from Silla. Cf. Moro 2007: 329, n. 24.
% See n. 128 and 133 below.
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non-restrictive assembly (wu zhe da hui #£3E K E)Y of eighteen days and asked
the Master to establish [his] doctrine. He chose those who were learned and
virtuous all over India, gathered all of them at the place of assembly, and com-
manded non-Buddhists and Hinayanists to try to set forth [their] theories and
call into question [Xuanzang’s standpoint]. The Master established an infer-
ence (liang = ). No one at that time dared to debate against [him]. The Master
established the inference of consciousness-only (wei shi bi liang fEGKELE) as
follows:

Thesis: From the standpoint of ultimate truth (*paramarthatah, zhen gu
Ei), the visual form (riipa, se ) that is well established (prasid-
dha, ji cheng f&%) (i.e., equally accepted by you and us) is cer-
tainly not separate from the visual consciousness (caksurvijiana,
yan shi HRER).

Reason: Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept (zi xu chu san HFF =), [it] is not included in the visual
sense (caksus, yan HR) (i.e., the visual faculty [caksurindriya, yan

gen HRAR]).®
Example:  Like the visual consciousness.*’
Why does [this inference] not incur [the fault of] being contradicted by common
knowledge (lokaviruddha, shi jian xiang wei tHfE]fH7&) inasmuch as common
people all say that the visual form is separate from the [visual] consciousness?

1.2 G3srmseeed 25 NUNEE - BT ~ BEILT - SR RH] > FEEL - HELE
£ LLTHEF) 5 BEFSF IS EME 8 - SitEE o T
HER - mEFEL  ERUEES - M THE ) S5 mEDR - B
TR o BEHPTIE - 2ATER - HLEEET - AR - SoisEis -

47 Cf. Lamotte 1988: 60, Skt. paficavarsa “the quinquennial.” On recent studies of the back-
ground of Xuanzang’s inference, see Moro 2015a. I should thank Prof. Hong Luo for reminding
me of the hypothetical status of the connection between the terms pasicavarsa and wu zhe da hui
TR,

4 Cf. Franco 2004: 204. The “first three [dhatus]” are the visual faculty, the visual form and
the visual consciousness. For the scheme of eighteen dhatus, see Franco 2004: 208. The word yan
AR literally means “eye.” In the context of Xuanzang’s inference, it corresponds to the Sanskrit
word caksus which has a variety of meanings ranging from “eye” to “faculty of seeing.” As noted
in Franco 2004: 204, n. 17, it can only be understood here as “visual faculty” (caksurindriva, yan
gen HRFR) according to the Buddhist taxonomy, not as “visual organ.” However, when in the
selected passages, like in Text 1.6, both yan HR and yan gen HRFR occur, 1 translate yan HR as
“visual sense,” and yan gen HRFE as “visual faculty,” in order to preserve this difference in the
exact wording of the original in my translation, even though the two words bear the same mean-
ing throughout the selected passages.

4 Cf. Franco 2004: 205; Moro 2007: 322; He 2014: 1230; Moro 2015a: 192 & 2015b: 351-
352.
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Answer: According to the rules of Hetuvidya, if qualifications (visesana, jian
bie f%Hl)) are added to what is to be proved (sadhya) and what is proving
(sadhana), there will be no fault. In the case of inference [for] oneself (zi bi
liang B [L &), qualifying [an expression in this inference] with the phrase “that
we accept” (zi xu EHEFT) can show that the expression that we accept is not
subject to faults such as [being not established for] (i.e., being not accepted by)
one of the two parties [in debate] (i.e., the opponent) (za sui yi ffiffE—),” etc.

In the case of inference [for] others (ta bi liang [l &), qualifying [an expres-
sion in it] with the phrase “that you hold” (ru zhi JZ3h), etc., [can show that
the expression thus qualified] is not subject to faults such as being contradicted
by [one’s own] doctrine (*siddhantaviruddha, wei zong #E57%), etc.

In the case of inference [for] both (gong bi liang F:[&)" and the other [two
kinds of inference mentioned above], qualifying [an expression in it] with the

30 The expression fa sui yi fifi§— is an abbreviation of ta sui yi bu cheng ffifg—pk. This
term refers to a kind of reason called anyatarasiddha (sui yi bu cheng Bg—"RpK). sui yi fE—
corresponds to the word anyatara in anyatarasiddha. In NP 3.2.1(2), anyatarasiddha refers to the
fault that the reason-statement in a three-membered argument is not established for, i.e., not ac-
cepted by, one of the two parties in debate, either the opponent or the proponent. ta sui yi bu cheng
ftt 5§ — Rk refers to the scenario that the reason-statement is not accepted by the opponent (i.e.,
others, ta fifi, *para/*paratah).

31 Even though svarthanumana (“inference for oneself”) and pararthanumana (“inference for
others”) are terms widely used by Indo-Tibetan logicians after Dignaga, they employ them in a
sense remarkably different from what the Chinese logicians mean by zi bi liang ELEE and ta bi
liang fiiLE&. The correspondence of zi bi liang ELL&E to svarthanumana and of ta bi liang
fEL & to pararthanumana is only hypothetical. zi [ corresponds to sva, ta fifi to para, and bi
liang b= to anumana, whereas the intermediate word artha in both svarthanumana and
pararthanumana is not reflected in either zi bi liang E Lb& or ta bi liang fEEE . In addition to
the just mentioned two kinds of inference in Chinese logical literature, there is one more kind of
inference called gong bi liang H:[L&. The three form a triple theory of inference comprising
inferences based on the proponent’s (i.e., one’s own) theory, based on the theory of the opponent
(i.e., the other), and based on a theory common to both parties in debate. In modern China,
svarthanumana is usually translated with wei zi bi liang }% E L&, and pararthanumana with wei
ta bi liang FaftiLLE. Unfortunately, I could not locate these expressions or similar expressions
that could easily be identified as translations of svarthanumana and pararthanumana in classical
Chinese literature. To my knowledge, there is only one discussion from Kuiji that expresses
something similar to the Indo-Tibetan idea of svarthanumana and pararthanumana. See YMDS
305 / 113b29-c6: AHFEL. » WfE4E » B55% ~ AHIE ~ BT > BREHE - NMu v, 13 =
PS 4.6: svaniscayavad anyesam niscayotpadanecchaya | paksadharmatvasambandhasadhyokter
anyavarjanam // [see Katsura 1977-1987: 4/74, n. 3]) [hs —EL : —H ~ At - HELEFET
ZAr e PHEA T 0 —AEERE - IR SO MVAK  TE LR - FRTATEREL AT -
R R EEIE - LRI T 2 AL » BopFEFHIER - Wit - B =48 41
HIEC o “[The NMu says:] ‘As one wishes to generate certainty for others just like one’s own
certainty, then anything other than the statements of the paksadharmatva, [logical] relation (sam-
bandha) and sadhya is excluded’ (cf. Tillemans 1999: 74; Tucci 1930: 44). Here [Dignaga] states
two [kinds of] inference: first, [for] oneself (zi ), and second, [for] others (fa fif). The inference
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phrase “[from the standpoint of] ultimate truth” (*paramartha(tah], sheng yi
f%5%%) can show that [the expression thus qualified] is not subject to faults such
as being contradicted by common knowledge or by one’s own tradition, etc.
(wei shi jian zi jiao deng shi ¥ EHZEFEL).

One should mark [one’s own words in an inference in the above manner,] with
appropriate qualifications according to circumstance. Since qualifications have
been added in this inference, there are no such faults [as the ones adduced
above].

1.3 oo rieesd gEEE TEMY, o ARG - ARG - BURERIREHE
[E] o ERASRIRIG L » FRIR/NTIE - INRE T 252 T A |
o IR/ NRREF R Z K -

The phrase “from the standpoint of ultimate truth” (zhen gu E.#Y) [is added to
the expression referring to] the property-possessor (dharmin, you fa 5% =

paksa, subject of the inference),® to make clear that [the thesis] is based on

[for] oneself (zi bi HLEE) occurs in the situation [when] a disciple [generates certainty]. It also has
two [kinds]. First, inference from some evidence (lingato ‘numanam, xiang bi liang tHLEE [cf.
Wayman 1999: 19]). For example, on observing smoke as evidence for fire, one will know that
fire is definitely [found] beneath [it]. Second, inference from a statement (yan bi liang SEEE).
[For example,] on hearing what is said by one’s teacher, one will acquire knowledge by inferring
[something from it]. In the case of these two kinds of inference (er liang —_&), one generates
certainty [for] oneself. The inference [for] others (ta bi fifiEL) takes place in the situation [when]
a teacher or master [generates certainty]. He makes an inference for his disciples and wishes to
generate understanding among them. The former two padas [of the above verse of the NMu] are
related [to inference for oneself and inference for others] respectively.” Again, the Chinese words
used here for the relevant two kinds of inference are zi bi [t and ta bi {2EL, with no mention
of the intermediate word artha “purpose” (wei [%). At any rate, a correspondence of zi bi liang
E Lt and ta bi liang 1L to svarthanumana and pararthanumana, respectively, is not total-
ly unconceivable since at the beginning of the fourth chapter of the Pramanavarttika Dharmakirti
criticizes a definition of pararthanumana that appears to be quite similar to the concept of ta bi
liang fifiLL & in the context of Chinese logical literature. I am grateful to Prof. Tom J.F. Tillemans
for explaining this possible correspondence to me. I will take up the topic in another paper. At
the present stage, I will consistently use “inference [for] oneself,” “inference [for] others” and
“inference [for] both” to translate the Chinese expressions zi bi liang HILE, ta bi liang ffith&
and gong bi liang L&, respectively, inserting the square brackets to indicate that the word
artha (usually translated as “for” at the end of the relevant compound) has been omitted. This is
to distinguish the two expressions from “inference for oneself” and “inference for others,” the
usual translations of svarthanumana and pararthanumana.

2. Cf. He 2014: 1231.

53 A famous controversy between the South Temple Tradition (nanji den Ei=51z) and the North
Temple Tradition (hokuji den 1L:35{Z) in early Japanese Buddhism is whether or not the qualifi-
cation zhen gu is an integral part of the formulation of the subject. What is at stake here is wheth-
er this qualification qualifies the entire thesis-statement or only one term in it, i.e., the subject.
See HTK 49b25-50a3. From the above sentence we can see that Kuiji himself is to be held re-
sponsible for a confusion about the precise role of the qualification zhen gu. He never clarifies
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ultimate truth (paramartha, sheng yi [f5%%) rather than on conventional [truth].
Therefore, [it] is not contradicted by non-scholarly common knowledge (fei xue
shi jian FEEEHHFH).

[This qualification] also shows that [the thesis] is established on the basis of
the supreme truth (shu sheng yi 7f5%:) of Mahayana, rather than on the basis
of Hinayana, so that [it] is also not contradicted by the Agamas and other [Bud-
dhist canons] that teach that the visual form exists separately from the [visual]
consciousness. [Therefore, the thesis] is also not subject to the fault of being
contradicted by the scholarly common knowledge (xue zhe shi jian 23 H[)
of Hinayana.>

L4 Gatrmsesd ThRRy | 75 st/ R G SIS E - —UHhSH
R o EILRMER - (EA— D BRI A —ESZER - 7
e iR E - MAFA - LB - At —o AR - Hi—
R SHE—— 0T RARE - 3 TR, & 0 BRI I T ATERIEET
i L S MR

The phrase “that is well established” (prasiddha, ji cheng fixf%) [which qualifies
the subject-term “visual form™] is [meant] to exclude [from its realm the visual
forms that are only accepted by] various Hinayana schools, [like] the defiled
forms of the Bodhisattva [Sakyamuni] in his last lifetime [before entering into
nirvana) (zui hou shen pu sa ran wu zhu se 1% BEEZL 554 ) and all the
tainted forms of the Buddha’s body (yi gie fo shen you lou zhu se —{]{# &5
JREE D). If [we] establish [such forms] to be only [visual] consciousness, there
will be [the fault that] one part of the qualificand (visesya) (i.e., the subject) is
not established for the proponent (yi fen zi suo bie bu cheng —47 B FTHIA L),
and also the fault that one part [of the subject, which is admitted to include these
forms,] is contradicted by [the proponent’s own] doctrine (vi fen wei zong —

Iy ST).

which part of the thesis-statement is to be specified by it. The qualification actually relates to the
entire statement rather than only one term in it. Cf. n. 63 below and Moro 2015b: 354-358.

3 Cf. Moro 2015b: 354-355.

3 The Sanskrit expression ekadesa, literally “one place,” is translated as yi fen —4%7, “one
part.” See, for example, NP 3.2.2(3): sapaksaikadesavrttir vipaksavyapt (tong pin yi fen zhuan yi
pin bian zhuan [8] 55— 552 5L #@0E), “residing in one part of the similar instances and pervad-
ing dissimilar instances.” In the Chinese Hetuvidya tradition, when certain faults, especially
various forms of being asiddha or aprasiddha (“not [well] established”), occur, two further ques-
tions are raised, namely (1) whether all parts (quan fen 4:47) of the involved concept are prob-
lematic or only one part (yi fen —47), and (2) from whose standpoint, i.e., from that of the pro-
ponent (zi H, *sva-/*svatah), the opponent (ta fili, *para-/*paratah) or both of them (gong Ik,
*ubhaya-/*ubhayatah), the involved concept is considered to be problematic.

% For yi fen —47 (“one part”), see n. 55.
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[On the other hand,] the forms of the Buddhas in [all] ten directions (shi fang
fo se + 75 {#t2) and the untainted form of the Buddha (fo wu lou se (IR 5)
are not accepted to be existent by the opponents (i.e., Hinayana scholars). If
[we] establish [such visual forms] to be only [visual] consciousness, there will
be [the fault] that one part of the qualificand (visesya) (i.e., the subject) is not
established for the opponent (fa yi fen suo bie bu cheng ft—43F1RIA ).

[Moreover,] the two reasons (i.e., the one that is to establish the set of forms
which, besides forms that are well established, also includes forms that only the
opponent accepts, and the other one that is to establish another set which, be-
sides forms that are well established, also includes forms that only the proponent
accepts) will both have [the fault that] one part of the substratum (asraya) (i.e.,
the subject of the reason-statement) is not established for one of the two parties
[in debate] (i.e., either the proponent or the opponent) (sui yi yi fen suo yi bu

cheng [ig—— 3 AT A ).

[We] say the phrase “that is well established” in order to exclude these [faults],
because [we have specified by way of this qualification that] what [we are to]
establish to be only [visual] consciousness are the equally accepted visual forms
apart from the [above] two [kinds that are not equally accepted].”’

1.5 CRset0 (RS TR =4 | % o B/ SIN=Z P =Frhk - F/ (£
AAE B BAS "PI=PE, O BE TIRFTAMER, o EAANE
= MRt RAIERE - ARFT-A R - e AN EERE C SAanii= > BRAT
IERE > Hip 2 U BEIREK 7 BT T I =ERPTR R > TR ERIRER
(EEES - RBfatE > 5 "=, -

7 For yi fen —%3 (“one part”), see again n. 55 above.

8 'When one part (ekadesa, yi fen —47) (see n. 55) of the substratum (asraya, suo yi Fit{{) is
not established for one of the two parties (anyatara, sui yi fi§—) in debate (see n. 50), this is a
special case of the reason being asrayasiddha (suo yi bu cheng Fi{{i A f%); see NP 3.2.1(4) and
n. 79 below.

3 Cf. Moro 2015b: 355-356. In IRMS 316b29-c5, Zenju illustrates “the visual form that is
well established” with #0tH A\ RAEFEE A “like kinds of visual forms such as a pillar and a
beam as seen by common people.” In IRMS 319¢16-26, he records two different opinions on
the exact meaning of “the visual form that is well established” in terms of the classification of
twenty-five visual forms, especially its three subclasses colour (varnariipa), shape (samsthanaripa)
and action (vijaaptiripa). The first opinion is that “the visual form that is well established” only
refers to colours like blue and yellow. This is because only these colours are substantially exist-
ent and the object of visual consciousness (caksurvijiiana). Shapes like long and short, and ac-
tions like bending and stretching are only nominally existent. They are apprehended by mental
consciousness (manovijiiana). The second opinion is that all twenty-five visual forms, no matter
whether they exist substantially or nominally, are comprised by the subject of Xuanzang’s infer-
ence. The point here is whether shapes and actions are apprehended by mental or visual con-
sciousness.
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“Included in the first three [dhatus]” (chu san she ¥]) =4&%), as said in the reason,
is [meant] to show that [the subject] (i.e., the visual form that is well established)
is included in the [set of the] first three [dhatus] among the six sets of three
[dhatus] in the [classification of] eighteen dhdtus. Otherwise, there would occur
[two faults of the reason, namely,] being inconclusive (anaikantika) and being
contradicted by [one’s own] doctrine.

If “included in the first three [dhatus]” would not be said [in the reason] and
[thus] only “not included in the visual sense” be said [there], there would be
[occasion for an objection] stating the [fault of] inconclusiveness [of the reason]
(bu ding yan NEE) [as follows]:
Is the visual form that is well established certainly not separate from the visual
consciousness because of being not included in the visual sense, like the visual
consciousness?
Or is the visual form that is well established certainly separate from the visual
consciousness because of being not included in the visual sense, like the [re-
maining] five sets of three [dhatus]?

If [we] accept that the [remaining] five sets of three [dhatus] are also not sep-
arate from the visual consciousness because of being not included in the visual
sense, then [the reason will be held to be] contradicted by our own doctrine.

In order to exclude these faults, [we] say “included in the first three [dhatus].”

1.6 G#=u 1202 B THRETCASR | 5 NS E ROEBHEEMRE » 555
AE TIRFTAEE, - BE "WI=FES o FRES - k2 ® o B
TR WIS RS TR BN o MR > JEE R 2
FARTRATEAZIRR - JEE— MBI - St~ E s TIREBEIRE .
AEHE TEBIRS, - (RAEMHEMRES ¢ T B E o JEAEE
HRE - P) =8 EAERAR - | HELEAAEME - Bk —# S

CHRFrR B -
The phrase “not included in the visual sense” (yan suo bu she BEFTAH) is also
[meant] to exclude [another pair of faults of the reason, namely,] being incon-
clusive and conclusively [proving] the opposite of the own form of the proper-
ty [to be proved] (fa zi xiang jue ding xiang wei ;£ E fH7 EFHE).
That is, if “not included in the visual sense” would not be said [in the reason]
and [thus] only “included in the first three [dhatus]” would be said [there], there
would be [occasion for an objection] stating the [fault of] inconclusiveness [of
the reason as follows]:

Is the visual form that is well established certainly not separate from the visual

consciousness because of being included in the first three [dhatus], like the visual
consciousness?
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Or [is it] not certainly (fei ding FETE) inseparate from the visual consciousness
because of being included in the first three [dhatus], like the visual faculty
(caksurindriya, yan gen HRFR)?

Since the visual faculty, in the Mahayana masters’ elaboration, is not absolute-
ly said to be certainly separate from the visual consciousness, [in] the [above
statement of] inconclusiveness [the alternative conclusion] is [merely] stated as
“not certainly inseparate from the visual consciousness.” [It] cannot be stated
as “certainly separate from the visual consciousness.”®

The [objection] stating [the fault of the reason to be its] conclusively [proving]
the opposite of the own form of the property [to be proved] is to be made as
follows:

[Thesis:]  From the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form that is well
established is not inseparate from the visual consciousness.

[Reason:]  Because [it] is included in the first three [dhatus].

[Example:] Like the visual faculty.

Hence, there will be [the fault of] conclusively proving the opposite [of the own
form of the property to be proved] (jue ding xiang wei J}EFHE).S

In order to exclude these two faults, [we] say “not included in the visual sense.”

% This is evidence for the fact that the visual faculty should be considered as the vipaksa in
Xuanzang’s inference. In the above paragraph, the visual faculty is explicitly said not to possess
the property to be proved, i.e., “being certainly inseparate from the visual consciousness” or “being
certainly not separate from the visual consciousness.” If the criterion for an entity to function as a
vipaksa in Xuanzang’s inference would be that it is certainly separate from the visual consciousness,
the visual faculty would fail to fall into the vipaksa realm because it is said here to be neither
certainly inseparate nor certainly separate from the visual consciousness (cf. Text 1.13). Thus,
“being not certainly inseparate from the visual consciousness” serves as an adequate criterion.
Whether or not the visual faculty should be counted as vipaksa was also the topic of an ardent
debate between the South Temple Tradition and the North Temple Tradition; see HTK 50a22-29.
Interestingly, when the property to be proved is reversed to “being certainly separate from the visual
consciousness,” the visual faculty should also be counted as vipaksa, since it is neither certainly
inseparate nor certainly separate from the visual consciousness. In line with this consideration, the
exact formulation of the property to be proved in Xuanzang’s inference should be “being certainly
not separate from the visual consciousness,” and not merely “being not separate from the visual
consciousness.” In the case of the latter formulation, the adverb “certainly” (ding x&) should be
presupposed, since it is essential for the decision whether the visual faculty should be counted as
vipaksa. Otherwise, the place of the visual faculty would be undecidable because of its being nei-
ther inseparate nor separate from the visual consciousness. Fortunately, we find this reading in the
version of the YMDS dating from the late thirteenth century (see Text 1.1) where also many further
better readings are found. This early version, the Jin zang guang sheng si ben &5 <5 4%, has
been reprinted in Zhong hua da zang jing (Han wen bu fen) TEHE KK CESH 5T, vol. 100, no.
1885, Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1996, p. 269¢1-297b28. The portion corresponding to the texts in
our Section 1 is found on p. 272a16-c28. The critical edition (Zheng 2010) is mainly based on it.

' In fact, in the present context the extensional relation of the reason, i.e., “being included in
the first three [dhatus],” to both the sapaksa realm and the vipaksa realm is certain, with only one
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If so, why do [we] need the phrase “that we accept” (zi xu HZF)? [We] say
“that we accept” in order to prevent the [reason’s] fault [of proving] the oppo-
site of [some] specific attribute of the property-possessor (dharmivisesaviparita,
you fa cha bie xiang wei 15,57 HI|FH#&). [This phrase] is not [meant] to show
that [the whole reason-statement, namely,] “while being included in the first
three [dhatus], the visual form that is well established is not included in the
visual sense,” is not established for the opponent, but rather only accepted by
[the proponent] himself.®

That is, the [expression] “from the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form
that is well established” [refers to] the own form of the property-possessor
(dharmisvaripa, you fa zi xiang 15,2 HEHH).” The [expression] “not separate
from the visual consciousness” [refers to] the own form of the property [to be
proved] (dharmasvaripa, fa zi xiang AEfH). “Being the visual form that is
certainly separate from the visual consciousness” and “being not the visual form
that is certainly separate from the visual consciousness” are [two] specific at-
tributes of the property-possessor (dharmivisesa, you fa cha bie F5%7=H).
What is admitted (*ista, yi xu 7= FT) by the proponent is that [the visual form
that is well established] is the visual form that is not separate from the visual
consciousness.

[If the phrase “that we accept” would not be used,] the opponent would make
[the following objection] stating [the reason’s] fault of [proving] the opposite

possibility. That is, the reason is present in the only sapaksa, i.e., the visual consciousness, and at
the same time in one vipaksa, i.e., the visual faculty, while being absent from the other vipaksas,
i.e., the remaining fifteen dhatus in the classification of eighteen dhatus. Hence, this reason is only
an inconclusive (anaikantika) reason, and not also a contradictory (viruddha) one. For a reason to
be contradictory, it must be present in at least one vipaksa and at the same time be absent from all
sapaksas. Kuiji’s discussion in this passage is problematic. The Japanese monk Gomy®d i (750-
834) already noticed the problem; see RINM 34¢17-24. Cf. Lii 1983: 72 and Luo 1988: 36, n. 1.

2 In my view, the last sentence is the main source of the frequent misunderstanding of the
qualification zi xu EZF “that we accept” to mean “that we, too, accept.” See Franco 2004: 201
(Waley’s translation) & 205 and Moro 2015a: 192; cf. also Moriyama 2014: 143. Here, Kuiji
merely says that the entire reason-statement may also be accepted by the opponent. Whether the
first three dhatus “that we accept” can also be accepted by the opponent is another issue that has
not been touched upon here. For similar discussions, see below, Texts 1.14, 2a.2, 2b.2, etc.

% Here, Kuiji again includes the qualification zAen gu in the subject; see above, n. 53.
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of [some] specific attribute of the property-possessor (you fa cha bie xiang wei
yan FIEZRINES):
[Thesis:] The visual form that is well established is not the visual form that
is not separate from the visual consciousness.
[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not
included in the visual sense.
[Example:] Like the visual consciousness.

In order to prevent this fault, [we] say “that we accept.”*
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[If the phrase “that we accept” is used, we can make the following reply] to the
[above] inference [by means of an objection that is to] state the [fault of] in-
conclusiveness [of its reason]:

Is the visual form that is well established not the visual form that is not separate

from the visual consciousness because, while being included in the first three

[dhatus], [it] is not included in the visual sense, like the visual consciousness?

Or is [it] the visual form that is not separate from the visual consciousness be-

cause, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not included in the

visual sense, like [the visual forms] that we accept, such as the visual forms of
the Buddhas in another world (fa fang fo deng se {1 J5 {85 ()?

If [the phrase] “that we accept” is not said in the reason, [we] are not permitted
to reveal the inconclusiveness [of the reason in the above inference] by means
of [making reference to] the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world (¢«
fang fo se {77 {#{0) [as a counterexample to the logical relation on which the
above inference is based, namely, that whatever, while being included in the
first three dhatus, is not included in the visual sense, is not the visual form that
is not separate from the visual consciousness]. [Moreover,| there will be the
fault [that the probative property (sadhanadharma), i.e., the reason, in our reply
is not established (asiddha) for, i.e., not accepted by] one of the two parties
[in debate, i.e., the opponent, to be present in a positive example] (sui yi guo
[iE— &), [like the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world, since the visual
forms of the Buddhas in another world are not included in the “first three” that
both parties accept, but only in the “first three” that we accept].®

% Cf. Moro 2015b: 358-359.
% My explanation of sui yi guo [fE—3#, “the fault [that the probative property (sadhanadhar-
ma), i.e., the reason, in our reply is not established (asiddha) for, i.e., not accepted by] one of the
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Since the inference you establish has this fault, it is neither true nor conclusive.
When [one wants to] reveal a fault [committed] by others, one must [at first]
be free from fault [oneself]. This is because for one’s demonstration (s@dhana)
to be true, there must be no faults. In order to make clear that the above [in-
ference we have] established does not have [the fault of proving] the opposite
of [some] specific attribute of the property-possessor, [we] say “that we ac-
cept.”
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However, there is the Dharma Master Sungyong [l in Silla. He is renowned
in both China and abroad. His learning includes both Mahayana and Hinayana.
He venerates Kasyapa in his practice and follows ascetic practice all the time.
His mind is virtually unburdened and he constantly pursues [a state of] reduced
desire. Having obtained his learning from China, he transmits and preaches it
to Silla. His fame and virtue are revealed daily. He is respected and honored
among both clerics and laymen. Although there are a large number of giants [in
the field of Buddhist learning in the Indias], he is now renowned for his unique-
ness [even] overseas. [He] has designed [an inference based on a reason] that
does not deviate, but [is] contradictory (jue ding xiang wei FiEfH#E) with
respect to this inference (i.e., the inference of our Master). During the Qianfeng
573t period (666-668), [he] sent it [to China] and asked [our Master] to explain
it. [This antinomic inference runs as follows:]

[Thesis:]  From the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form that is well
established is certainly separate from the visual consciousness.

two parties [in debate, i.e., the opponent, to be present in a positive example]” is based on the
account of Yanshou 7EZE (904-975); see ZJL 719c1-7. Zenju has an alternative explanation.
According to him, if the qualification “that we accept” would not be added to the expression “the
first three,” the opponent would make a further objection in order to point out the inconclusiveness
of the proponent’s reply: Is the visual form that is well established the visual form that is separate
from the visual consciousness because, while being included in the first three, it is not included
in the visual sense, like the defiled forms of the Bodhisattva Sakyamuni in his last lifetime before
entering into nirvana, which we Hinayanists accept? Or is it not the visual form that is separate
from the visual consciousness because, while being included in the first three, it is not included
in the visual sense, like the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world, which you Mahayanists
accept? When the “first three” are specified as “the first three that the Mahayanists accept,” the
reason is absent from the defiled forms of the Bodhisattva Sakyamuni in his last lifetime before
entering into nirvana which only the Hinayanists accept. See IRMS 318c15-24; cf. Texts 2a.4,
2b.6, 5.5 & 6.7, and n. 70.
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[Reason:]  Because, as we accept (zi xu H ), while being included in the first
three [dhatus] (chu san #J]=), [it] is not included in the visual
consciousness.

[Example:] Like the visual faculty.*
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At that time, [1] gave the [following] explanation [on behalf of our Master, since
he had already passed away]:

[First objection:] According to the rules of Hetuvidya, in the case of an inference
[for] oneself,® the thesis, the reason and the example should all be based on
one’s own [theory]. This is also the case for [inference for] others and [inference
for] both. Inasmuch as [a proponent may] have based his demonstration (sadha-
na) on either his own [theory] or the opponent’s [theory], or [a theory] common
to both, the opponent should also refute it accordingly (i.e., base his refutation
[ditsana] on the proponent’s theory, his own theory or a theory common to both,
respectively). [Somebody debating in this manner] could be called well versed
in Hetuvidya and free from carelessness and errors.

The above demonstration of consciousness-only is an inference based on [a
theory] common to both (yi gong bi liang {{{3L[LE).* The present [inference

% This antinomic inference was actually designed by another Silla monk, namely, Wonhyo.
See Texts 5.2-5.6; cf. Franco 2004: 211-212 and Moro 2015b: 361. An alternative translation of
its reason-statement is to place the qualification “that we accept” (zi xu H&T) after “the first three
[dhatus]” (chu san J)=) in order to turn it into a term qualification rather than a propositional
qualification. In this case, we would arrive at a translation similar to that of the reason-statement
in Xuanzang’s inference, namely, “because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that
we accept (zi xu chu san HFF1)=), [it] is not included in the visual consciousness.” Cf. Franco
2004: 212 and Moro 2015a: 198. However, according to Kuiji’s interpretation of the antinomic
inference (see below), this qualification has to be interpreted as qualifying the entire reason-state-
ment, and not only “the first three dhatus,” which is an expression embedded in the reason-pred-
icate. The key point of Kuiji’s rejection of the antinomic inference is based on this interpretation.
Nevertheless, the above alternative translation does make sense if we are to represent the original
intention of the antinomic inference. Therefore, in my translation here I have followed Kuiji’s
interpretation, while in my translation of Wonhyo’s own words I have translated the phrase “that
we accept” as a term qualification even though the original wording of the antinomic inference
is the same. See below, Text 5.2.

97 See above, n. 51.

% My interpretation of the four characters yi gong bi liang f{{x3LELE here is different from
that of the same characters in Texts 1.14 and 6.6. There I translate “in the context of (yi (<) an
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of Sungyong] is a demonstration based on his own [theory]. [If one were al-
lowed to refute an opponent’s inference in this manner,] then every inference
would incur this kind of contradiction (i.e., could by no means escape an anti-
nomic objection).

For instance, when a Buddhist, in confrontation with [a proponent of] the
theory that sound is produced (sheng sheng lun B4:57),% sets forth [the in-
ference] “Sound is impermanent because of being produced, like a pot, etc.,”
[the proponent of] the theory that sound is produced would say [in reply]:
“Sound is permanent because of being audible, like soundness (sabdatva,
sheng xing BEE) that we accept.” [If we permit the refutation of an inference
(for) both by means of an inference (for) oneself, this inference set forth by
the proponent of the theory that sound is produced] would [precisely] be [based
on a reason that] does not deviate, but [is] contradictory with respect to the
former inference (i.e., the inference of the Buddhist). Since the [latter infer-
ence] is [in fact] not established, inferring [something] on the basis of one’s
own [theory] cannot result in an inference that is in counterbalance to an
[inference (for)] both.™

inference [for] both (gong bi liang F:[L&),” whereas here I understand “an inference (bi liang
EEE) based on (yi {f¢) [a theory] common to both (gong 3£).” Cf. yi gong fixit “based on
[a theory] common to both” in Text 1.11.

 See Moriyama 2014: 133 and n. 17 on the *Sabdotpattivadin.

70 Cf. Moriyama 2014: 144-145. In contrast with Kuiji’s view expressed in the last sentence
of Text 1.10, a fragment from Wengui says that a counterexample that is based only on the oppo-
nent’s theory and not accepted by the proponent himself can also be used in counterbalance to an
inference [for] both. See IDS 520c26-28: ~Ciffiffiz © " REFEE - hiLthE » BiE - iiEE
BARE » DIAEIRSFTEIRIE Z 2 EARE# - | “Master Wengui says: According to the prin-
ciples of Hetuvidya, either things (dharma) [only] we [accept] or things [only] others (i.e., our
opponents) [accept] can be used [as counterexamples in an inference adduced] in counterbalance
to an inference [for] both in order to reveal its inconclusiveness. Hence, the visual faculty that is
an image manifested by the unimpeded visual consciousness (zi zai yan shi E{EHR:H) can be
used [as a counterexample] to reveal the fault of inconclusiveness [incurred by an inference (for)
both].” Cf. n. 127 for the source of this fragment. In fact, many other scholars, including Jingyan
and Wonhyo, expressed this opinion; see Texts 2a.4, 2b.6, 4.2, 5.5, and 6.7. Commenting on Text
1.8, the commentator Zenju even tried to read this idea into Kuiji’s text; cf. n. 65. The point at
stake is whether an epistemic interpretation of Buddhist logic is necessary. Kuiji thinks that it is
necessary, while many other scholars do not. According to an epistemic interpretation, for a
premise to be true it should be accepted as true by both the proponent and the opponent, while
according to a non-epistemic interpretation a premise is true irrespective of its acceptance by the
interlocutor. Therefore, under an epistemic interpretation, the opponent is prohibited to make
reference to a counterexample that only he accepts, but not the proponent, in an inference formu-
lated in counterbalance to the proponent’s inference [for] both, while under a non-epistemic in-
terpretation there is no such constraint. Cf. Tang 2015: 243-255. For a similar distinction between
epistemic and non-epistemic interpretations in connection with the trairipya formula, see Oetke
1994: 77-107.
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[Second objection:] Moreover, the thesis [of Sungydng’s inference] is based on
[a theory] common to both (yi gong {{¢3%), since the [qualification] “that is well
established” has already been added [to the subject term]. [In this connection,]
the [qualification] “that we accept” has [now] been added to the reason. [These
two members of the inference] are not in agreement with each other [in that
both should either be based on a theory common to both or based on Sungyong’s
own theory].
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[Third objection:] Moreover, the reason will incur the [fault] that it is not es-
tablished for (i.e., not accepted by) one of the two parties [in debate] (an-
yatarasiddha, sui yi bu cheng [ig—fX), since Mahayana does not accept [part
of] the reason, i.e., “being not included in the visual consciousness,” to be
present in the visual form that is equally [accepted] (i.e., in the subject of the
antinomic inference). This is [only] accepted by him (i.e., Sungyong) [on behalf
of Hinayana].
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[Fourth objection:] Moreover, the positive example (sadharmyadrstanta) will
also incur [the fault that] what is to be proved is not established [with regard to
it] (suo li bu cheng FT17NEY) (i.e., not accepted by Mahayana to be present in
it). This is because according to Mahayana, the visual faculty is not certainly
separate from the visual consciousness. Since the faculty is the cause [and] the
consciousness the result, they are neither certainly identical with [each other]
nor [certainly] separate from [each other].”! Furthermore, the knowledge of
achieving the task (krtyanusthanajiiana, cheng shi zhi %% [can even in-
clude] the visual faculty in [its] universal apprehension. [Only] an object distant
[in time] as a condition [for the rise of consciousness] (shu suo yuan yuan Bf
Fi4%4%)” (i.e., things-in-themselves as the manifestation of seeds in the
store-consciousness [@layavijiiana], in contrast to things as they appear in the
visual consciousness) can be said to be certainly separate from the apprehending
visual consciousness.

' Cf. n. 60.

2 Another translation of krtyanusthanajiiana is cheng suo zuo zhi ZFfi{EEY; see Cheng wei
shi lun MEEkER (CWSL) 56a25-28 and Cook 1999: 348 (“the knowledge of achieving the task™).

3 Cf. CWSL 40c14-21 and Cook 1999: 246-247 (“the distant condition as object”).
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[Fifth objection:] Moreover, [the phrase] “that we accept” is said by the propo-
nent (i.e., Xuanzang) in the context of an inference [for| both (gong bi liang
H£EE&), in order to exclude [the possibility] of the opponent [refuting him by
means of pointing out the fault that the reason proves] the opposite of [some]
specific attribute of the property-possessor. [In contrast, the phrase] “that we
accept” is [now] said by the opponent (i.e., Sungyong) obviously in the context
of an inference [for] oneself. [In his inference, part of the reason-statement,
namely,| that “[the visual form that is well established] is not included in the
visual consciousness” [is only accepted by himself]. How could [these two
different applications of the qualification “that we accept™] be in agreement with
each other?™
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[Sixth objection:] Moreover, in that inference [formulated by Sungyong] both
the thesis and the example occur in the context of an inference [for] both,” only
the reason occurs in the context of an [inference (for)] oneself. They are [thus]
sharply in mutual discordance.

Therefore, although casuistries [may] arise that appear to be conclusive, they
are not [truly] instructive. I hope [that the readers themselves] can reflect on
the previous text [about the inference of our Master, since this inference is]
suitable to be regarded as the supreme achievement of logic.
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[We] have explained in detail our Master’s thesis [in his inference of conscious-
ness-only] on the occasion of the discussion of [the views of] others (i.e.,
Sungydng) [on this inference].

7 Cf. Text 1.11, where Kuiji says that the qualification “that is well established” as used in
the thesis of the antinomic inference is not in agreement with the qualification “that we accept”
as used in the reason-statement of the same inference. Here in Text 1.14, the point of Kuiji’s
objection is that the use of the qualification “that we accept” in the antinomic inference is not in
agreement with the use of the very same qualification in Xuanzang’s inference which the anti-
nomic inference is meant to attack.

7> The thesis occurs in the context of an inference [for] both in the sense that both the subject
and the predicate therein are accepted by both partners in debate, not, however, in the sense that
the entire thesis is accepted by both, because in any kind of inference the thesis should be accept-
ed only by the proponent and not also by the opponent, whence the debate begins.
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[Now we know that] there the fault of being contradicted by common knowl-
edge will not occur when the thesis has already been marked with [the expres-
sion] “from the standpoint of ultimate truth.”

2. Wengui on zi xu HET

As mentioned above (p. 150-151), the texts of Section 2a and Section 2b
belong to two different recensions of the same work and their presentations
of Xuanzang’s inference differ from each other structurally. Interestingly,
Texts 5.2-5.6 by Wonhyo share the structure of their presentation with Texts
2b.4-2b.6 by Wengui, although the former are intended to explain Wonhyo’s
inference directed against Xuanzang’s inference, whereas the latter are meant
to explain Xuanzang’s inference. For a table showing the correspondences
between the texts in Sections 2a, 2b and 5.2-5.6, the reader is referred to
Appendix 2 below.

2a. ZYS MS 9-19
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Question: For instance, [one may] set forth [the following inference]:

Thesis: From the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form that is
well established is not certainly’ separate from the visual
consciousness.

Reason: Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that

we accept, [it] is not included in the visual sense (i.e., the
visual faculty).
Positive Example: Like the visual consciousness.

Since [the phrase] “that we accept” has been said [as a qualification] in this
reason[-statement], [the reason] should [also] be not well established.

7% YN175E is added following Text 2b.1; cf. Shen 2008: 218, n. 1.

7 AHEIE] is added following Text 2b.1; cf. Shen 2008: 218, n. 1.

8 Tt has to be noted that in many other relevant texts we read “certainly not” (ding bu JEA)
(cf. Text 1.1) instead of “not certainly” (fei ding JEE) as found here in the account of Wengui in
Texts 2a and 2b. Moreover, in Texts 1.9 and 5.2 the property to be proved (sadhyadharma) of the
antinomic inference is ding li yu yan shi FEEENIRE “being certainly separate from the visual
consciousness,” which is logically contradictory to fei ding li yan shi JEEEEIRE, “being not
certainly separate from the visual consciousness” here in Wengui’s account in Texts 2a.1 and 2b.1,
but, strictly speaking, not to ding bu li yu yan shi TE/NEEREEE “being certainly not separate
from the visual consciousness” in Kuiji’s account in Text 1.1.
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Answer: [The phrase] “that we accept” said here [as a qualification] is not
[meant] to exclude what others (i.e., the opponent) accept. [Rather, the phrase]
“that we accept” said in the above case (i.c., in the reason-statement that “the
self that we accept is a substratum of qualities”)” is [meant] to exclude what
others accept because the opponent does not accept that the self is a substratum
of qualities. Therefore, [one should] not compare [the two].

2a.3 9 i BERRGMEE - fBIH T HEF S8
Question: If what others accept is not to be excluded [here], why is the phrase
“that we accept” [still] necessary?

2a4 K RN E ARG - SMIEREEES ¢ R E - AR
o PP - IRPTR R - JREBRIRGRED ; RIS TR
BEAREM ) o WP IRFTARG > TR ERED ?

Answer: This [phrase] is [meant] to prevent the fault of inconclusiveness [of
our reason] with respect to [the theory of] the opponent (ta bu ding {4 iE).%°

7 See the passage immediately preceding the passages of ZYS presented in Text 2b: [if :
WALTFRT " WARFHREEA o BIFTRIARR - INER = T IREFFEPT RS, o RIFRREL -
Z ot THRET ) T MEREET - MERIETTIEET T BIEATHR - EHERE - RIERE
IR o A2 ) - (HEBEEEEH - (ZYS 2.21a8-b2; see also ZYS MS 7-9) “Question: For
instance, [one may] set forth the thesis that the self that we accept is a substance. [This thesis has]
precisely the fault that the qualificand (visesya) (i.e., the subject) is not [well] established. The
reason[-statement that is adduced to support this thesis] must also be [equipped with the same
qualification ‘that we accept,’ to the effect] that [it reads as follows:] because [the self] that we
accept is a substratum of qualities. The reason [must also] be not well established. Answer: The
phrase ‘that we accept’ [in this case] is only [meant] to show what [the opponent] himself accepts.
Although the opponent accepts that the self that he himself accepts is a substratum of qualities,
with regard to an opponent [who denies the existence of a self] the reason is also not established
because it has no [existent] substratum. Instances like this are nothing but inference [for] oneself
(zi bi liang HEL&E).” Cf. NP 3.2.1(4) on dasrayasiddha: dravyam akasam gunasrayatvad ity
akasasattvavadinam praty asrayasiddhah (FEZEEH > TEFTARE » BHR2EER - FTIRRK )
“Ether is a substance because it is a substratum of qualities. [When this argument is addressed]
to somebody who maintains the non-existence of ether, [the reason] is not established as regards
its substratum (asraya) (i.e., because it lacks an existent substratum).” Cf. Tachikawa 1971: 123-
124.

8 In the Chinese Hetuvidya tradition, an inconclusive (anaikantika, bu ding “N7E) (cf. NP
3.2.2) reason is called ta bu ding fii”N7E when there exists an individual that exhibits the rea-
son-property and does not exhibit the property to be proved, and at the same time is only accept-
ed by the opponent but not by the proponent. Hence, ta bu ding fi A 7€ refers to a scenario where
the reason adduced by the proponent is considered to be inconclusive only from the standpoint of
the opponent (ta ftfl, *para-/*paratah). Cf. n. 55 and 70.
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That is, [without this phrase occurring in our reason-statement] the opponent
would raise the following objection [meant to point out the fault] of inconclu-
siveness [of our reason] (bu ding nan g EE):
Is the visual form that is well established not certainly separate from the visual
consciousness because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not
included in the visual sense, like the visual consciousness?
Or [is it] certainly separate from the visual consciousness because, while being
included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not included in the visual sense, like
the very impure form of the Bodhisattva Sakyamuni (shi jia pu sa shi bu shan

it

se FEIIEEE A=) which is accepted in our doctrine?®!

2a.5 (19 R {HFEZ T ERECOI=5E 0 IRFTN R, o JREEEEE - f1ZE R
M T EF w2 ?

Question: To state only that “because, while being included in the first three
[dhatus] that are well established (ji cheng chu san FREF] =), [it] is not in-
cluded in the visual sense” can also prevent this objection. Why should [we]
use particularly [the qualification] “that we accept” so as to avoid it?

2.6 (¢ & EEGEENEME o AACNERIEMHERE - SHMIFAERES © T iiE
fixplcth - FEIERNERZ 6% » WRplc) =4 ~ ARPFT-A iR - 20ARE - | HhEE(E
ptt - S TEFF ) IREEARR . DS MT o B AR R E
e TEF L 25 0 BN R o B EE
Answer: Though the fault of inconclusiveness can be avoided [in this way], the
objection [meant to point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory (xiang
wei nan FH7EEE) cannot be prevented [altogether by the suggested formulation
of the reason]. That is, [if one uses the phrase “that is well established” instead
of “that we accept,”’] the opponent may raise the following objection [meant to
point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory:

[Thesis:]  The visual form that is well established cannot be the visual form

that is identical with®} the [visual] consciousness (ji shi zhi se B[Ji%

Z|).
[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that are
well established, [it] is not included in the visual sense.
[Example:] Like the visual consciousness.

Then the objection would prove valid.

81 Cf. Zenju’s explanation referred to above in n. 65.

82 Bk € em. (cf. Text 2b.4) : Bl 5% MS.

8 Note the formulation “identical with” (ji E[J) instead of “not separate from” (bu li yu “REEFY).
Cf. Xuanzang’s inference as presented in Text 1.1.
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[However,] if [one uses] the phrase “that we accept,” the objection will not
prove valid, because [in this connection, we] can make reference to the visual
forms of the Buddhas in another world [as a counterexample] to this [objection
meant to point out that there is the fault of our reason being] contradictory and
reveal the fault of the inconclusiveness [of its own reason].

[Therefore, by] using the phrase “that we accept,” [we] should[, on the one
hand,] prevent the opponent’s objection [meant to point out the fault] of incon-
clusiveness [of the reason] (zhe ta bu ding nan FEM A FEEE) and[, on the
other hand,] prevent the objection [meant to point out the fault that the reason
is] contradictory.

2b. ZYS 2.21b2-22a10%

2b.1 O R SR T H S JEERIRE, - Ra T BRI =
W IRPTAE - Fks TR, o HRBEE T BEFL o HEFRRRAL -

Question: For instance, [one may] set forth [the following inference]:

Thesis: From the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form that is
well established is not certainly separate from the visual
consciousness.

Reason: Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that

we accept, [it] is not included in the visual sense [i.e., the
visual faculty].
Positive Example: Like the visual consciousness.

Since [the phrase] “that we accept” has been said [as a qualification] in this
reason[-statement], [the reason] should [also] be not well established.

2b.2 @ K S T EEF o AEMET o DUMEIRET TR & WI=Fr
e IRPTARE ) 8- I T EET, o BIREMET - DUMEAET T, B T
BT 5 #0 BB -

Answer: [The phrase] “that we accept” said here [as a qualification] is not
[meant] to exclude what others (i.e., the opponent) accept, because the opponent

% An alternative translation of zhe ta bu ding nan HEMRN EEE, translated here as “prevent
(zhe #i) the opponent’s (fa fifl) objection (nan %) [meant to point out the fault] of inconclusive-
ness (bu ding A~ 7€) [of the reason],” is “to prevent (zhe i) the objection (nan %) [meant to point
out the fault] of inconclusiveness with respect to [the theory of] the opponent (ta bu ding i 1E).”
Cf. n. 80.

% Section 2b has been completely cited in IDS 530a18-b11, with trivial variants. The Inmyd
daisho sho [RIEH K Fi#) was written by Zoshun during 1151-1152; see Takemura 2011: 113. The
citation begins with SZffiffi—Z “The first volume of Wengui’s commentary says as follows.”

8 FffE 4% IDS 530a22.

ST [t : 5] IDS 530a23.
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also accepts that, while being included in the first three [dhatus], the visual form
that is well established is not included in the visual sense.

[Rather, the phrase] “that we accept” said in the above case (i.e., in the rea-
son-statement that “the self that we accept is a substratum of qualities”)®® is
[meant] to exclude what others accept, because the opponent does not accept
that the self is a substratum of qualities. Therefore, [one should] not compare
[the two].

2b.3 @ [ - BERREMET 0 fmZH T BEF ) SR Y
Question: If what others accept is not to be excluded [here], why is the phrase
“that we accept” [still] necessary?

2b.4 Q10723 L bk EORAHIERL 0 JH T HEF ) Y  SIMIEMEES 0 TR
Rzt FEFERIER 2 6 BFFOI =5 « RPN > WERE: -, S
B\ c pbMRRE o ARG - HETO) =5 ~ IRFrAEECY > JERIEZ &
HB 5 R3St T T, o BEFRI=5E - IRFTR L 2RIE
@i 2 5 T EFF ) o BINREMERER - A EE -

Answer: This [phrase] is [meant] to prevent the [fault that the reason is] con-
tradictory. Hence, the phrase “that we accept” is necessary. That is, [if one would
not use the phrase “that we accept,”] the opponent may raise the following
objection [meant to point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory:

[Thesis:] The visual form that is well established cannot be the visual form
that is identical with the [visual] consciousness.

[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept, [it] is not included in the visual sense.

[Example:] Like the visual consciousness.

Now, we will negate this objection by means of the following statement:

Is the visual form that is well established not the visual form that is identical
with the [visual] consciousness because, while being included in the first three
[dhatus] that we accept, [it] is not included in the visual sense, like the visual
consciousness?

Or is [it] the visual form that is identical with the [visual] consciousness because,
while being included in the first three [dhdatus] that we accept, [it] is not includ-
ed in the visual sense, like the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world
which are accepted in our doctrine?

8 See n. 79.

8 = =7 IDS 530a25.

% ARFFREER: f# IDS 530a28.
o1 B Bkt IDS 530b2.
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If [the phrase] “that we accept” is not said, [we] will not be able to reveal the
fault of inconclusiveness [of his own reason] with respect to the opponent in
order to prevent [his] objection [meant to point out the fault that our reason is]
contradictory.

2b.5 @S0 HE TR =FR” - IR IMSERER > 72 T3
#FEB?

Question: Stating only that “while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it]
is not included in the visual sense,” [we] are still able to reveal the fault of
inconclusiveness [of the opponent’s reason]|. Why is [the phrase] “that we ac-
cept” [still particularly] necessary?

2b.6 C2+10 % FRE THEF, B BIAMAE® - BB ERNER S ¢ i
2t BUIARER - ) =FrHE - IRFTA 5 - FREREIRERID & BaFss
TENEEERNSE” ) > Y= IRFTAEE > EBRIRERED ? Bt
o TH, c BRBILET TEEY) =8 BETRE & B
(SELMAEESE - (FAEHE > S "B, e
Answer: If [the phrase] “that we accept” is not said, there will be the fault of
inconclusiveness [of our reason] with respect to [the theory of] the opponent.
That is, [without this phrase occurring in our reason-statement] the opponent
would raise the following [objection meant to point out] the fault of inconclu-
siveness [of our reason]:
Is the visual form that is well established not certainly separate from the visual
consciousness because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not
included in the visual sense, like the visual consciousness?
Or [is it] certainly separate from the visual consciousness because, while being
included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not included in the visual sense, like

the very impure form of the Bodhisattva Sakyamuni [which is accepted] in our
doctrine?

In order to avoid this fault, [we] say [the phrase] “that we accept.” If, for the
aim of avoiding this [very same] fault, [we would alternatively] state that “[be-
cause,] while being included in the first three [dhatus] that are well established,
[it] is not included in the visual sense,” [we] will not be able to reveal the fault
of inconclusiveness [of his own reason] with respect to the opponent’s objection
[meant to point out the fault that our reason is] contradictory. Therefore, [we]
say only [the phrase] “that we accept.”

2 FifE: # DS 530b3.
7 EEEAEO HAER IDS 53007,
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3. Tojiing on zi xu H & (IDS 520¢9-26, to be compared with IRMS 318a10-22)

3G (g0 5 R TER 0 BARE - SRED TER,
AR - Eaehsy -
The “Collection” (Chip ££) [of Tojling] says:

The explanations of [the phrase] “that we accept” by many others have all
missed its original intention. If the [phrase] “that we accept” in the inference
of Tripitaka (i.e., Xuanzang) [would] be [used] to avoid the opponent’s [objec-
tion meant to point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory, [this] would
be a vain endeavor.”

3.2 (20cll-13) Mt S FTTBZ@J s L9k r?F@J EEES S R
o RRE - (FPT) Be - B AR, % LERT -
/u Dt‘:ﬁi

That is, if the Hinayanists intended to refute [Xuanzang’s proposition about]
“the visual form that is well established” by means of combining [it with a new
predicate, namely,] “is not the visual form,” they would be contradicted by their
own doctrine. [This kind of refutation] cannot [legitimately] prove the opposite
[of the own form (svaripa) of the subject of Xuanzang’s inference], since [an
inference that is meant to prove the opposite of the original inference] cannot
contradict itself in precisely the way stated in the Nyayamukha.®’

[Alternatively,] if [the opponent] were to refute the tenet that “the visual form
is not separate from the [visual] consciousness” [by proving the opposite of
some specific attribute (visesa) of the subject of Xuanzang’s inference] (i.e., by
proving that it is not the visual form that is not separate from the visual con-
sciousness], this is exactly what is under discussion because [the visual form’s
being not separate from the visual consciousness] is not something that is ad-
mitted [silently by the proponent].

3.3 G ERGERIGRERE - AR E ¢ PRI > ATIEMES - A
M o Ji’\\JH:JTJTEHjﬁDfEZ%L coH TEEECE, - TERER R,
=251 52%/% o IL3Ea ZF‘”“” °

% B OKEEIYDESEEZ IRMS 318al0: “The ‘Collection’ (Chip) of Tojiing, as recorded
by Master T’achyon K, says.” T’achyon (active during 735-744) is said to be a disciple of
Tojling; see Takemura 2011: 50. In the Inmyd daisho sho [RHH KFiflb, the passages presented
here belong to a long citation (IDS 520b3-521a12) from T’achyon’s Kojokki g#izt. Cf. n. 127.

% Cf. Moro 2015b: 362.

% & : 4 IRMS 318al2.

97 See NMu 1.3 on svavacanaviruddha.

% M7 : 17 IRMS 318al7.

9 7 EE . # IRMS 318al8.



Materials for the Study of Xuanzang’s Inference of Consciousness-only 177

If this specific attribute can be taken up [as the object of the opponent’s] refu-
tation [, we will get the following line of debate]:

For instance, when [one] sets forth the thesis “Sound is impermanent because
of being produced, like a pot, etc.,” a fault similar to that [detected in Xuan-
zang’s inference] will also be revealed with regard to this [inference]. That is,
“being sound that is impermanent” and “being not sound that is impermanent”
are [two] specific attributes of the property-possessor. What is admitted by the
proponent is that [sound] is sound that is impermanent.

3.4 G200 SMERTEERIES ¢ T BIEIRERE 28 o Fr{RMER - A
%o
[Then,] the opponent will make [the following objection meant to] state [the
reason’s] fault of [proving the opposite of some] specific attribute of the prop-
erty-possessor:

[Thesis:] Sound cannot be sound that is impermanent.'®

[Reason:]  Because [it] is produced.
[Example:] Like a pot, etc.

3.5 Cooe2n BERERTE THEE 23 &k TR o RERCEE o BERPT
i DNEERR ) o &' TRt o SIEREE ? B EE R R AR o 10

Although [the opponent here] takes up the attribute “impermanence” under
discussion and [then] combines [a new predicate] “not sound” (i.e., “not sound
that is impermanent”) [with the subject “sound”], the [resulting] refutation [of
sound’s being sound] cannot be [a legitimate one because a valid refutation
cannot contradict itself].

[Likewise,] although [the Hinayanists] take up the attribute under discussion,
i.e., “being not separate from the [visual] consciousness” and [then] combine
[a new predicate] “not the visual form” (i.e., “not the visual form that is not
separate from the visual consciousness™) [with the subject “visual form”], how
can only this refutation be [a legitimate one whereas the above refutation of
sound’s being sound is not]?

1% An alternative translation of the thesis might be “Sound must be sound that is not imperma-
nent.” However, in this case, the positive example, namely, “a pot, etc.,” would not work because
under this alternative the property to be proved (sadhyadharma) would be “being sound,” and not
“not being sound.” Therefore this alternative translation would not be in accordance with the
authorial intention.

0 & 4 IRMS 318a20.

12 & : % [IRMS 318a2l.

13 The citation in the Inmyd ronsho myoto sho RHAZwEiHAEYD ends here.
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Therefore, none of the above old explanations [of the phrase “that we accept™]
is reliable.

3.6 (202129 IR =L MR » BN RSNESE - BN ISR
— R > NE T B = -

If so, the intention of Tripitaka (i.e., Xuanzang) when establishing [the inference
of] consciousness-only is to confront any opponent, regardless whether he
[may] be a Hinayanist or a non-Buddhist. Thus, in order to avoid [the possibil-
ity] that those non-Buddhists who do not hold [the classification of] eighteen
dhatus [may point out] the fault that one part [of the reason-statement] is not
established for (i.e., accepted by) one of the two parties [in debate] (vi fen sui
vi bu cheng —57E— %)™ (i.e., not accepted by these deniers of the classi-
fication of eighteen dhatus), [the phrase] “included in the first three [dhatus]
that we accept” is said in the reason[-statement].!%

3.7 202020 RIEF EH Y - BELER - SRS R T AR S RS
JE 0 NEHERMAER - BEROAM - [TEMSE ?

Since the reason is [based on the proponent’s] own [theory], [the whole infer-
ence] is to be included in [the category of] inference [for] oneself.! Thus, the
opponent can no longer make reference to the tainted form of the Buddha (fo
you lou se ({75 i) which is not well established [but only accepted by the
opponent himself, as a counterexample], in order to reveal the inconclusiveness
[of the reason of the proponent’s inference]. This is because in an inference
[for] oneself, this kind of inconclusiveness with respect to [the theory of] the
opponent does not occur [even when there may be a counterexample according
to the opponent’s theory, because the proponent does not accept it]. Since the
[proponent’s] own theory has already been established [from his own point of
view through an inference (for) oneself], why bother to negate the thesis of
others [in connection with the same inference]?

4. Jingyan on dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana and
dharmivisesaviparitasadhana (JYLC MS 392-411)

4.0a [NP3230) dharmisvarapaviparitasadhano yatha | na dravyam na karma na
guno bhava ekadravyavattvad gunakarmasu ca bhavat samanyavisesavad iti |
ayam hi hetur yathd dravyadipratisedham bhavasya sadhayati tathd bhavasya-

194 For yi fen —47 “one part,” see n. 55.
105 Cf. Moro 2015b: 362.
106 Cf. Moro 2015b: 362.
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bhavatvam api sadhayati | ubhayatravyabhicarat || | 55 EHMEERE » 4
A MEIRE ~ IRE - JRE - A—ET A - iU WEEE - RN
RERCIEE S » AEIRRERCIEA M - (HIRERYT -

[Among the four contradictory reasons, the reason] proving the opposite of the

own form of the property-possessor (dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana)'”’ is as
[follows]:

Being (bhava) is neither a substance (dravya) nor a motion (karman) nor a
quality (guna), because [it] possesses [numerically] one substance [as its locus]
(i.e., occurs in a single substance) and because [it] occurs in qualities and mo-
tions, like specific universals (i.e., lower universals).

For just as this reason proves the negation of [being] a substance, etc., for being
(i.e., proves that being is not a substance, etc.), it also proves that being is not
being because [the reason] does not deviate with respect to both [conclusions].!

4.0b [N323%) dharmivisesaviparitasadhano yathd | ayam eva hetur asminn eva
purvapakse ‘syaiva dharmino yo visesah satpratyayakartytvam nama tadvipa-
ritam asatpratyayakartrtvam api sadhayati | ubhayatravyabhicarat || | 5,57
BN - WENEEINETR IS A A= RIE A &M JRAE R LB EEAH 2
TEIRE&IE - EES - HRER -

[The reason] proving the opposite of [some] specific attribute of the proper-
ty-possessor (dharmivisesaviparitasadhana)'” is as [follows]:

197 The Chinese translation of dharmisvariipaviparitasadhana is you fa 5% (= dharmin) zi
xiang EIfH (= svariipa) xiang wei 13 (= viparita) yin [H (= hetu), with sadhana having been
replaced with hetu. My translation of this term as well as of Text 4.0a as a whole is based on the
original Sanskrit text. At the occurrences of the same term in the selected Chinese texts, I translate
you fa zi xiang xiang wei yin 152 E fHAH#ZE A as “a reason [that proves] the opposite of the own
form of the property-possessor.” Cf. n. 109.

108 Cf. Oetke 1994: 35, with some modification for the sake of clarity; cf. also Tachikawa 1971:
126 and the contribution by Moriyama in this volume (p. 38 and 41-45). For the Vaisesika back-
ground of the original inference, see Tachikawa 1971: 137-138, n. 46. At the same place, Tachika-
wa points out that the original inference actually involves three independent inferences, that is,
three independent reasons with three different s@dhyas, whereas Oetke (1994: 35-36, especially
n. 19) thinks that this is a single inference. He represents the reason as “x possesses/inheres in
one dravya and occurs/inheres in gunas and karmas,” and the sadhya as “x is neither a dravya
nor a guna nor a karma.” Both the Indian commentator Haribhadra and the Chinese commentator
Kuiji seem to support Tachikawa’s interpretation, and not Oetke’s, on this issue; see NPT 41,9-
42,10 and YMDS 546-558 / 130a2-c13. For Oetke’s explanation of the logical point at stake in
NP 3.2.3(3)-(4) on the third and fourth kind of contradictory reason, see Oetke 1994: 35-41.

1 The Chinese translation of dharmivisesaviparitasadhana is you fa 1572 (= dharmin) cha bie
FEH (= visesa) xiang wei $H#& (= viparita) yin K (= hetu), with sadhana having been replaced
with hetu. My translation of this term as well as of Text 4.0b as a whole is based on the Sanskrit
text. At the occurrences of the same term in the selected Chinese texts, I translate you fa cha bie
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This very same reason with respect to the very same [aforementioned] thesis
(paksa) also proves the opposite of a specific attribute (visesa) of the very same
property-possessor, namely, “causing the notion ‘being’,” [that is,] “not causing
the notion ‘being’,”"'* because [it] (i.c., the reason) does not deviate with respect

to both [conclusions].!!!

4.1 2 [ QEEmENR A T ATIE ) R 0 TREJE R R o By
TEMEST - AR - IEEEE SR AAEHEE - HEEE - —U&
NS > W58 2 558 - LREMET AL - A AT LUEAl
FEHE 2

Question: For instance, a Sabdika (sheng lun shi B5EiT) [who argues] against
the Buddhist inference [of the impermanence of sound on the ground that it is]
produced, sets forth the following refutation [of the Buddhist inference]:

[Thesis:] Sound cannot be sound that is impermanent.
[Reason:]  Because [it] is produced.
[Example:] Like a pot, etc.'*

This opposite [inference proves] only the opposite of the own form of the
property-possessor [in the original inference] of the proponent. [Now,] if we
assess [this kind of refutation] as good, the reason [adduced] for any property
[to be proved in an inference] will incur this fault (i.e., will prove the opposite
of the own form of the property-possessor). How to make [such] an assessment
[of this kind of refutation] and explain it? If we assess [this kind of refutation]
as bad, then what about the reason [for us] to know [that it is] bad, since this
[refutation proves] only the opposite of the property-possessor of the propo-
nent?

xiang wei yin 75,57=RIFH &N as “a reason [that proves] the opposite of [some] specific attribute
of the property-possessor.” Cf. n. 107.

10 Cf. NPT 43,12-14: tatha hi — etad api vaktum Sakyata eva bhavah satpratyayakarta na
bhavati | ekadravyavattvad dravyatvavat | na ca dravyatvam satpratyayakartr dravyapratyaya-
kartrtvat | evam gunakarmabhavahetvor api vacyam |.

" Oetke 1994: 35, with slight modification, especially with regard to the analysis of the com-
pound asatpratyayakartrtva. Oetke’s translation of the compound is “causing the idea ‘not being/
existing’,” while my translation is “not causing the notion ‘being’”’; see n. 110. Cf. Tachikawa
1971: 126.

12 JE em. (cf. Text 4.2; Shen 2008: 261, n. 5) : /& MS.

113" Shen (2008: 262, n. 1) suspects that 45 must actually be .

14 Cf. Text 3.4. In his Pramanasamuccayavrtti, Dignaga gives the following examples of the
two contradictory reasons under discussion: “Sound is not sound (asabda) because [it] results
immediately from effort” (for the reason that proves the opposite of the own form of the proper-
ty-possessor) and “Sound is inaudible (asravana) because [it] results immediately from effort”
(for the reason that proves the opposite of some specific attribute of the property-possessor). See
Moriyama in this volume (p. 39-40) on the Vrtti ad PS 3.27.
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Answer: With respect to [the above opposite inference], we should make [the
following statement revealing] the fault of inconclusiveness [of its reason]:
Should sound be proved to be not sound that is impermanent because of being
produced, like a pot, etc., which are not sound that is impermanent because of
being produced?
Or should sound be proved to be sound that is impermanent because of being
produced, like the voice of the Buddhas in another world (fa fang fo sheng
i 5 {#%%), which [we Mahayana Buddhists accept and which] is sound that is
impermanent because of being produced?

4.3 ¢ [ R T AT ) RIMEILEK - BEBRERRECAESD -
TR - AO{rr Bt (R E AR D

Question: [Now,] if the Sabdika (sheng lun %%fy) [who argues] against the
VaiSesika (sheng lun [53%) [inference of the impermanence of sound on the
basis of the] reason [that it is] produced'® makes [this kind of refutation point-
ing out] the fault [that the reason proves the opposite of the own form of the
property-possessor], then, apart from the property-possessor (i.c., the subject)
which is well established [for both parties in debate], there will be no longer
any [particular kind of] sound that is not well established (i.e., only accepted
by the Vaisesika) [to which the Vaisesika could make reference]. How [then]
could [the VaiSesika proponent] reveal the fault of inconclusiveness [of the
reason in the above refutation] of the opponent?

4.4 O 2K EEHTHE > EEML - WOREEMMHER - A VENE
fE - HRVAFEE > AIAE-UIRB" - 45 " BEJREEE]'" ) 2 -
HAENE > NEREY > BORAE > BRABMAMHERY - Bl DA
fEIER"™ ) Bt -

115 This is the same inference of the impermanence of sound because of its being produced as
the inference adduced in Text 4.1, but now it is set forth by a Vaisesika, who does not accept the
existence of the voice of the Buddhas in another world. Hence, when a Sabdika refutes this in-
ference in the same way as stated in Text 4.1, the VaiSesika cannot make reference to the voice
of the Buddhas in another world, as suggested in Text 4.2 as part of the response by the Buddhist
proponent of this inference.

e ££ MS : 5& IRMS 317¢6; cf. Shen 2008: 262, n. 3. The text from here onwards to the end
of Text 4.4 is cited in IRMS 317¢6-10.

7 45 em. (cf. IRMS 317¢7; Shen 2008: 262, n. 4) : [G] MS.

18 3@ MS ;23 IRMS 317¢8.

119 # is added following IRMS 317¢8.

120 PRUSZEIZT MS : R4 IRMS 317¢10.

205 MS : AH IRMS 317¢10.
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Answer: If there is this kind of fault'>* [which the VaiSesika is forced to admit
since he cannot find a counterexample to refute the above refutation made by
the Sabdika], we should give the following additional explanation:

[A refutation based on] a reason [that proves] the opposite of the own form of
the property-possessor that is equally [accepted] (gong you fa zi xiang xiang
wei yin 3275745 E fHH#ER) cannot be carried out [in the form of] a negation
[of the very same property-possessor by means of| the [very same] property [of
the subject of inference] (fan fa zuo EJ;AE{F). If [the refutation] is carried out
[in the form of] a negation [of the very same property-possessor by means of]
the [very same] property [of the subject of inference], there will be the fault of
the refutation of all [logical] reasons (nan yi gie yin guo E—1J[R##), just like
when one states that “sound cannot be sound that is impermanent.”

If a refutation of the property-possessor neither negates [the very same proper-
ty-possessor by means of] the [very same] property [of the subject of inference]
(fan fa ;%) nor violates [the stipulation of] the equal acceptance (gong xu F:
#F) [of the property-possessor], [the reason used in such a refutation] can be
included in [the category of] the reason [that proves] the opposite of the own
form of the property-possessor (you fa zi xiang xiang wei yin 5% H fHMH#E
[A]), just like [the reason adduced for the thesis that] being (bhava, you xing 15
) cannot be being.'??

4.5 @00 EARILAR - HAE T AMEIERA ) F o MEMSF TH L
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[However,] if [we] follow this explanation, [we] can only state that “being
cannot be the great being (mahasatta, da you K745),” and so forth, so that [only]
the being that others (i.e., the opponent) accept is violated.

[In contrast, we] cannot state that “being cannot be the being that is separate
from substance, quality and motion.” [Such a refutation would] be carried out
exactly [in the form of] a negation of the [very same] property-possessor by the
[very same] property [of the subject of inference] (vi fa fan you fa zuo LLJEFE]
HIEE). [If so,] there will be the fault of the refutation of all [logical] reasons.

122 Throughout his discussion in Text 4, Jingyan considers the fault to be that the reason proves
the opposite of the own form of the property-possessor (dharmisvariapaviparitasadhana). How-
ever, as we can see from the refutation set forth by the opponent in Text 4.1, the fault is actually
that the reason proves the opposite of some specific attribute of the property-possessor (dharmi-
visesaviparitasadhana).

123 See NP 3.2.3(3).
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Moreover, an [alternative] additional explanation is [the following one]:

If [the proponent] intends to show [the proper existence of] the property-pos-
sessor by means of the proof of a property [to be proved] (cheng li fa fang bian
xian you fa FX177E {88/ Z), then, with respect to [the proponent’s infer-
ence, the opponent] must carry out [the above kind of refutation in order to
reveal] for [the proponent] the fault that [his] reason [proves] the opposite of
the own form of the property-possessor.

For instance, although the proponent’s statement that “being is not a substance,
etc.,” [uttered] in [the sense of] an objection [to the position of those who do
not believe in the proper existence of being], is meant to prove the property
“being not a substance,” etc., [the very same statement] is [actually] intended
to show that the great being, the property-possessor, exists separately from
substance and others (i.e., quality and motion).

Therefore, [with respect to this inference, the opponent] can [legitimately] car-
ry out [the above kind of refutation in order to reveal] for him (i.e., the propo-
nent) the fault that [his] reason [proves] the opposite of the own form of the
property-possessor.

4.7 @D B HEGE » AYOTEREEE - AElEE P EEEHMEER -
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If [the proponent] intends only to prove the property [to be proved], [and] does
not intend to prove [the proper existence of] the property-possessor by this
means, [the opponent] is not permitted to carry out [this kind of refutation meant
to reveal the fault that] the reason [proves] the opposite of the own form of the
property-possessor.

Just like [the thesis] “sound is impermanent,” and so forth, [arguments of this
kind] are only intended to prove the property “impermanence,” [and] not to
prove [the proper existence of] the property-possessor by this means. Therefore,
[the opponent] cannot [legitimately]| carry out [this kind of refutation meant to
reveal the fault that] the reason [proves] the opposite of the own form of the
property-possessor.

If one carries out [this kind of refutation] rigidly, one will refute all [logical]
reasons by this means. How can [this] be called a [correct] means of refutation
(ditsana) [then]?

124 Shen (2008: 262, n. 5) suspects that # is unnecessary here.
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5. Wonhyo’s Inference Directed Against Xuanzang’s Inference
(IRMS 321al7-b5)

S.1 209 (LA AEBEEL? B2 (HIELRR) 7

Why [do we] know that [the antinomic inference directed against Xuanzang’s
inference]'® is originally composed by Wonhyo? The “Critical Discussion on
E=RV0N

Inference” (P’an biryang non ¥/|[L&E ) of this Master (i.e., Wonhyo) says as
follows:

5.2 022 SRR o SSTINED 0 HUE TR B SRR -
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Now, [I] claim that there is no achievement, regardless of [his] labor, in [the
formulation of] the reason [of Xuanzang’s inference], because the [alleged]
necessity of the phrase “that we accept” [in the reason-statement] would invite
an opponent’s inference [directed against it]. That is, certain Hinayana [scholars
in their turn] could set forth the [following] inference:
[Thesis:] From the standpoint of ultimate truth, the visual form that is well
established is certainly separate from the visual consciousness.
[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept (zi xu chu san EFF#]=), [it] is not included in the visual
consciousness.
[Example:] Like the visual faculty.

126

[By using the phrase “that we accept” in exactly the same way as it is used in
Xuanzang’s inference, [] have[, on the one hand,] prevented an objection [meant
to point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory and[, on the other hand,]
avoided the fault of inconclusiveness [of the reason in this inference].

5.3 Cuelm ERMERNHT - SERIRIMFHERT ¢ Tk 6 EIREEER
o HEFOI=5 ~ IR RS iR -
In the face [of the above inference], a [disputer] of the weak sort may suppos-
edly point out to me the fault [that the reason is] contradictory [by means of the
following objection]:
[Thesis:] The visual form that is well established cannot be the visual form
that is separate from the [visual] consciousness.

125 See below, Text 5.2. Wonhyo designed this antinomic inference on behalf of Hinayana
scholars.
126 Cf. n. 66.
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[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we
accept, [it] is not included in the visual consciousness.
[Example:] Like the visual faculty.

5.4 (212D PORLEE - fEAEMR ¢ I - BAIIRIR - BETI=5 - IR
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[In this case,] I will negate this objection by giving [the following response that
reveals] the fault of inconclusiveness [of its reason]:
Is the visual form that is well established not the visual form that is separate
from the [visual] consciousness because, while being included in the first three
[dhatus] that we accept, [it] is not included in the visual consciousness, like the
visual faculty?
Or is [it] the visual form that is separate from the [visual] consciousness because,
while being included in the first three [dhatus] that we accept, [it] is not includ-
ed in the visual consciousness, like the very impure form of the Bodhisattva
Sakyamuni, [which is accepted] in our doctrine?

5.5 G270 AR THEF )  fFREBE o MIRBIRERER - 55 ¢ Mk
At RRUIIRAR - W1 =Pk ~ ARG - ZRRRERED RSty
e > FI=FrhE ~ BRERA R > JEEEARGERER ?
There is [also] the [other] case that [the opponent] will point out [to me] the fault
of inconclusiveness [of my reason], if [the phrase] “that we accept” [would] be
considered unnecessary. That is, the opponent will also point out to me the fault
of inconclusiveness [of my reason by means of the following objection]:
Is the visual form that is well established separate from the visual consciousness
because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not included in
the visual consciousness, like the visual faculty?
Or is [it] not separate from the visual consciousness because, while being in-
cluded in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not included in the visual consciousness,
like the visual forms of the Buddhas in another world, [which are accepted] in
our doctrine?

5.6 G2 LR ESE - HE TR = ) FE o ARSI AEE
AL e

If [instead of “the first three [dhatus] that we accept”] the expression “the first
three [dhatus] that are well established,” and so forth, is considered to be nec-
essary for [achieving] the [very same] aim of avoiding this fault of inconclu-
siveness [of the reason], [we] will not be able to prevent that objection [formu-
lated above which is meant to point out the fault that the reason is] contradic-
tory. — And so on.
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Since it is said “Now, [I] claim” in order to introduce one’s [own] inference,
we know that this is an inference [directed against Xuanzang’s inference] com-
posed by that Master (i.e., Wonhyo).

6. Zenju on the Nature of Inclusion (IRMS ad Texts 1.12 and 1.14)'?’

6.1 19 KR HEFFEEC L (0 - BRERATRE © M/ - HET LIRS -
AP AR AR

[According to Kuiji’s third objection to the antinomic inference, | the Mahayanists
themselves accept that the visual form that is well established is included in the
visual consciousness. Only you, the Hinayanists, accept that the visual form that
is equally [accepted] is not included in the visual consciousness. Therefore, in
the reason [of Wonhyo’s inference] there is the fault of [its] being not estab-
lished for (i.e., not accepted by) one of the two parties [in debate] (i.e., the
Mabhayanists).

6.2 C2O EHO A L S T BT Ak T IR N 7 SR
CERERA R o MAEASE TR > BULUSRARRZA - ARAHE
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[Against our objection to the antinomic inference,] an opponent [who has sym-
pathy for Wonhyo’s position] would offer the following defense:

How could the opponent (i.e., Wonhyo), by saying [the phrase] “that we accept,”
[intend to reJestablish [his] reason[, namely,] “because [the visual form that is
well established] is not included in the visual consciousness™?

127 As mentioned in the introduction (p. 155), the Inmyd ronsho myoto sho [RHHzmERHETD
is a running commentary on the Yinming da shu [EHHAFi. Texts 6.1-6.5 come from Zenju’s
commentary on Kuiji’s third objection to the antinomic inference (see Text 1.12). Texts 6.6-6.9
come from Zenju’s commentary on Kuiji’s fifth objection to the antinomic inference (see Text
1.14). Kuiji ascribed the antinomic inference directed against Xuanzang’s inference to Sungyong
(see Text 1.9), while Zenju ascribed the same inference to Wonhyo (see Section 5, especially Texts
5.1 and 5.7). On this point, Zenju’s account is more exact and reliable; see n. 43. Texts 6.1-6.5
are cited in IDS 527¢25-528a8, Texts 6.6-6.9 in IDS 529a8-22, Text 6.2 separately in IDS 520c1-
4, and Text 6.7 separately in IDS 520c4-9. The latter two citations, as well as the aforementioned
fragment from Wengui (see n. 70) and the entire Section 3, belong to a long citation (IDS 520b3-
521a12) from T achyon’s Kojokki T #Fz. Cf. n. 94 and Moro 2007: 329-330.

128 R - R ILEERZR IDS 520cl: “The ‘Collection’ (Chip) says: This objection [by
Kuiji] is incorrect.” Hence, we know that Tojling is the author of the defense of the antinomic
inference against Kuiji’s objection here in Text 6.2. Cf. Moro 2007: 329-330.

129 3% - £, a variant collated in IDS 520, n. 8.

130 {H : {H IDS 520c4.

B3 i BUIDS 520c4.
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If, for the purpose of excluding the Mahayanist [ontological thesis that] the form
(akara, xiang f8) is included in the consciousness (she xiang gui shi FEMEEF
%), he would establish [the reason] that [the visual form that is well established]
is [ontologically] not included in the visual consciousness, there would still be
the fault of using a property of the subject of inference (paksadharma) [that is
actually the property to be proved (sadhyadharma)] as the [logical] reason (yi
zong fa wei yin IS E ).

Hence [the reason-statement] of the opponent that “because [the visual form
that is well established] is not included in the visual consciousness” is said only
in the sense that [the visual form] is included in a different category (bie she
H#%) [than that of the visual consciousness] in the classification of eighteen
dhatus.'3

6.3 20 [HRIEM o NURETE - HEME - PRS- 75 TEER,
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[To the above defense, we reply that] this is also incorrect. According to the
rules of Hetuvidya, if the statement [of the reason] involves too much, coincid-
ing with [what is to be proved], then it will be regarded as faulty. The thesis
says that [the visual form is] separate from the [visual] consciousness. The
reason says that [it is] not included [in the visual consciousness]. These [two]
have exactly the same meaning. [Thus,] the fault of using a property of the
subject of inference (paksadharma) [that is actually the property to be proved
(sadhyadharma)] as the [logical] reason remains unavoidable.

132 Here, two kinds of a relation of “inclusion” are distinguished. That x is or is not included
in y can be understood either in an ontological sense to the effect that the existence of x does
or does not depend on the existence of y, or in a categorical sense to the effect that x is or is
not classified in the same category as y. For the relation of “inclusion” in the former sense, I
suggest the designation “ontological inclusion,” while for the one in the latter sense “categorical
inclusion.” These two designations are not found in the text, but they seem useful for catching
the point of Kuiji and Zenju’s criticism of the antinomic inference inasmuch as the statement
that the visual form is not included in the visual consciousness, understood in the former sense,
will fail to be accepted by idealist Mahayana scholars and thus violate the requirement that the
entire reason-statement should be accepted by both parties in debate. If understood in the latter
sense, it can be accepted by both because a commitment to a controversial ontological issue will
not be involved. Here, an opponent who has sympathy for Wonhyo’s position maintains that the
relation of “inclusion” referred to in the antinomic reason-statement should be understood in the
sense of a mere categorical inclusion according to the classification of eighteen dhatus, rather
than in the sense of ontological inclusion. We will see that Zenju’s criticism in the following
passages is nothing more than a repetition of Kuiji’s view that an ontological inclusion is una-
voidably involved here. He refrains from considering the possibility that the opponent may revise
the exact wording of the reason in order to remove the possible ontological significance alto-
gether.
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There is no difference between these two [statements], [namely, that] the visual
form that is well established is separate from the visual consciousness, and
[that] the visual form that is well established is not included in the visual
consciousness. This is because [a thing] is designated as being not included
[in the consciousness exactly] in the sense [that it is] separate from the con-
sciousness.

6.5 02010 (I RSEREFIE FF IR R L B 7Y TRk, o Bl
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Hence, Mahayana does not accept the reason “being not included in the visual
consciousness” to be present in the visual form that is well established (i.e.,
present in the subject). This is [only] accepted by him [on behalf of Hinayana].
Therefore, [the reason] will incur [the fault that it is] not established for (i.e.,
not accepted by) one of the two parties [in debate]. So [Kuiji] regards this as
the third fault [of the antinomic inference].

6.6 021 FiMER S > N5 T BT, o IRILEEE > ) SRAEERIHE
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[According to Kuiji’s fifth objection to the antinomic inference,] in the former
inference of consciousness-only (wei shi liang Mg ) (i.e., Xuanzang’s infer-
ence), [the phrase] “that we accept” is said [by Xuanzang] in the reason[-state-
ment] in the context of an inference [for]| both, in order to exclude [the possi-
bility] of the opponent, i.e., the Hinayanist, [refuting him by means of pointing
out] the fault [that the reason proves] the opposite of [some] specific attribute
of the property-possessor. [In contrast,] in the latter inference of the separate-
ness [of the visual form] from the [visual] consciousness (/i shi liang Bfis &),
[the phrase] “that we accept” is [now] said [by Wonhyo] in the reason[-state-
ment] obviously in the context of an inference [for] oneself. [In his inference,
part of the reason-statement, namely] that “[the visual form that is well estab-
lished] is not included in the visual consciousness” [is only accepted by him-
self]. Since the reason-statement of the proponent and that of the opponent are
discordant with each other [with respect to the use of the qualification “that we
accept”], how could [this antinomic reason] comply with the rules of Hetu-
vidya? Therefore, [Kuiji] regards this as the fifth fault [of the antinomic infer-
ence].
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[Against our objection to the antinomic inference,] an opponent [who has sym-

pathy for Wonhyo’s position] would offer the following defense:

[The phrase] “that we accept” said by the opponent (i.e., Wonhyo) [in his rea-
son-statement] is [also] only [meant] to prevent [the proponent’s possible ob-
jection that the antinomic inference is flawed inasmuch as its reason incurs the
fault of proving] the opposite of [some] specific attribute of the property-pos-
sessor, that is, [the use of the phrase is meant to extend the scope of the phrase
“the first three (dhatus)”] in order to permit [the reason-property] to be present
in the tainted form of the Buddha.

That is, what is admitted by the opponent (i.e., WOnhyo) is that [the visual form
that is well established] is the visual form that is certainly separate from the
visual consciousness. [If the phrase “that we accept” would not be said in the
reason-statement,] the Mahayana master would make the following objection
[meant to point out the fault that the reason is] contradictory:

133 MOk - HIELEZ IDS 520c4: “The “Critical Discussion on Inference’ (P’an biryang
non) says as follows.” Hence, we know that the discussion cited in Text 6.7 comes from Wonhyo.
Cf. Moro 2007: 329-330. The content of this passage corresponds roughly to Texts 5.2-5.4. How-
ever, the terminology is different, especially fo you lou se {5 R0 “the tainted form of the
Buddha” instead of wo zong shi jia pu sa shi bu shan se Fe 5= FEMEFEE A0 “the very impure
form of the Bodhisattva Sakyamuni [which is accepted] in our doctrine.” The former expression
is typical for Kuiji; see Text 1.4: yi gie fo shen you lou zhu se —V{#55H Rk “all the taint-
ed forms of the Buddha’s body” (cf. Text 3.7). The latter expression is typical for both Wengui
and Wonhyo (see Texts 2a.4, 2b.6 and 5.4). Moreover, this passage does not presuppose a knowl-
edge of Kuiji’s criticism as presented in Text 1.14. Therefore, we cannot assert on the basis of the
above ascription of the cited discussion in the Inmyd daisho sho [KBH A Hif) that Wonhyo knew
Kuiji’s criticism to his antinomic inference. Perhaps Text 6.7 is originally a free citation from
Wonhyo made by T’aehyon in his Kojokki (see n. 127). Zenju used materials from Kojokki and
probably composed the continuation of the opponent’s response in Text 6.8 himself, in order to
clarify the opponent’s point.

OGS HET - HET IDS 529al2.

135 1 : JI IDS 520c5.

136 SN A R is omitted in IDS 520c5.

137 2 . & IDS 520c5.

138 > . H#74, a variant collated in IDS 520, n. 9.

139 #f . & IDS 520c6.

o @ IDS 529al4.

41 H340 - 4, a variant collated in IDS 520, n. 10.

142 AR B BB HT is omitted in IDS 520¢9.
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[Thesis:]  The visual form that is well established cannot be the visual form
that is certainly separate from the visual consciousness.

[Reason:]  Because, while being included in the first three [dhatus], [it] is not
included in the visual consciousness.

[Example:] Like the visual faculty.

In order to cite the tainted form of the Buddha [as a counterexample] that [only]
we accept [on behalf of the Hinayana scholars] and to reveal the fault of incon-
clusiveness [of the reason in the above objection by the Mahayana master], [the
opponent, namely Wonhyo] says [the phrase] “that we accept” [in his rea-
son-statement]. [Thus, by means of this phrase, the opponent] has [on the one
hand] prevented the [proponent’s] objection [meant to point out the fault that
his reason is] contradictory and[, on the other hand,] has avoided the fault of
inconclusiveness [of the reason in his inference] vis-a-vis [a disputer] of the
weak sort.

6.8 072 B T, AR T IRECRHER ) B - B SR -

Therefore, the opponent, by [saying the phrase] “that we accept” [in his rea-
son-statement] does not [intend to re]establish the reason that “because [the
visual form that is well established] is not included in the visual consciousness.”
[The reason-statement] is stated [by him] only in the sense that [the visual form]
is included in a different category [than that of the visual consciousness] in the
classification of eighteen dhatus.'*
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[To the above defense, we reply that] this defense is also incorrect. Though the
opponent, by saying [the phrase] “that we accept,” does not [intend to re]estab-
lish the reason that “because [the visual form that is well established] is not
included in the visual consciousness,” what has already been said in the rea-
son[-statement], i.e., that [the visual form that is well established] is not includ-
ed in the visual consciousness, [if taken at face value] is audacious enough to
have to be understood as a violation of the Mahayana assumption that the visual
form that is well established is [ontologically] included in the visual conscious-
ness. Therefore, [the opponent’s] reason incurs precisely the fault of being not
established for (i.e., not accepted by) one of the two parties [in debate, namely,
the Mahayanists].

149 Cf. n. 132.
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APPENDIX 1: GLOSSARY OF CHINESE TERMS

In what follows, I provide a list of Chinese terms that appear in the above selected texts and are
related to the interpretation of Xuanzang’s inference. Some essential, but difficult to understand
phrases, e.g., HIf& bie she, are also included. Each entry consists of (1) the Chinese ideogram,
followed by its Pinyin transcription, (2) the Sanskrit equivalent, if available, with all equivalents
attested in the NMu and NP that [ am aware of, (3) my translation in this paper, and (4) reference
to all occurrences of the term or phrase in the selected texts. A number of basic Chinese Hetuvidya
terms have already been collected and glossed in Tang 2015: 337-344, to which the present glos-
sary is a complement. I will not repeat them here, except for a few that are important with respect

to Xuanzang’s inference, e.g., fRf ji cheng.

HI[#% bie she, included in a different category;
Texts 6.2, 6.8.

RNIEEE bu ding nan, objection [meant to point
out the fault] of inconclusiveness [of the
reason]; Texts 2a.4, 2a.6. Cf. RES bu
ding yan.

RIESE bu ding yan, cf. NP 7. anekantahetu-
kam vacanam, RN ERE bu ding yin yan,
[objection] stating the [fault of] inconclu-
siveness [of the reason]; Texts 1.5, 1.6,
1.8. Cf. “NiEHE bu ding nan.

RLE G {(EEAA 7 cheng li fa fang bian xian
you fa, to show [the proper existence of]
the property-possessor by means of the
proof of the property [to be proved]; Text
4.6.

X EEE cheng shi zhi, krtyanusthanajiiana; cf.
CWSL 56a25-28 (Cook 1999: 348): FifT
{E%4 cheng suo zuo zhi; the knowledge of
achieving the task; Text 1.13.

¥ = chu san, the first three [dhatus]; Texts
1.1,1.5,1.6,1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 2a.1, 2a.4, 2a.5,
2a.6, 2b.1, 2b.2, 2b.4, 2b.5, 2b.6, 3.6, 5.2,
5.3,5.4,55,5.6,6.7. Cf. HFFHI= zi xu
chu san, fX ¥ = ji cheng chu san.

KH da you, mahasatta, the great being; Texts
4.5, 4.6.

EEM fa zi xiang, dharmasvaripa (NP
3.2.3[1]), the own form of the property [to
be proved]; Texts 1.6, 1.7.

TEEAAEME fa zi xiang jue ding xiang
wei, conclusively [proving] the opposite of
the own form of the property [to be
proved]; Text 1.6. Cf. JREME jue ding
xiang wei (2). Cf. NP 3.2.3(1): dharma-

svaripaviparitasadhana, % EMAHER
fa zi xiang xiang wei yin.

Fl7E fan fa, to negate [the very same proper-
ty-possessor by means of] the [very same]
property [of the subject of inference]; Text
4.4. CL. FALE fan fa zuo, LUEFVEA(E
yi fa fan you fa zuo.

EWANE fan fa zuo, to carry out [a refutation in
the form of] negating [the very same prop-
erty-possessor by means of] the [very
same property [of the subject of infer-
encel; Text 4.4. Cf. #l% fan fa, LUEENA
VEAE yi fa fan you fa zuo.

JEERHHRY fei xue shi jian, non-scholarly com-
mon knowledge, Text 1.3. Cf. B3R
Xue zhe shi jian.

(IR fo wu lou se, the untainted form of
the Buddha; Text 1.4.

AR fo you lou se, tainted form of the
Buddha; Texts 3.7, 6.7.

HEL & gong bi liang, inference [for] both (cf.
n. 51); Texts 1.2, 1.10 (see n. 68), 1.14, 6.6.

R EMAHER gong you fa zi xiang xiang
weli yin, a reason [that proves] the opposite
of the own form of the property-possessor
that is equally [accepted]; Text 4.4. Cf. 75
EEFEFEE A you fa zi xiang xiang wei
yin.

TREY ji cheng, prasiddha (NP 2.1), well estab-
lished; Texts 1.1, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9,
1.11, 2a.1, 2a.4, 2a.5, 2a.6, 2b.1, 2b.2,
2b.4, 2b.6,3.2,3.7,4.3,5.2,53,54,5.5,
5.6,6.1,6.4,6.5,6.7,6.9.

T @)= ji cheng chu san, the first three
[dhatus] that are well established; Texts
2a.5, 2a.6, 2b.6, 5.6.
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BIEk > €4 ji shi zhi se, the visual form that is
identical with the [visual] consciousness;
Texts 2a.6, 2b.4.

f&iH jian bie, visesana (cf. He 2014: 1233),
qualification; Text 1.2.

HEAME jue ding xiang wei. (1) Cf. NP
3.2.2(6): viruddhavyabhicarin, fH3E/E
xiang wei jue ding; [reason that does] not
deviate, but [is] contradictory; Texts 1.9,
1.10. (2) [A reason] conclusively proving
the opposite [of the own form of the prop-
erty to be proved]; Text 1.6; cf. 7 HfH1
TN fa zi xiang jue ding xiang wei.

ek & i shi liang, inference of the separate-
ness [of the visual form] from the [visual]
consciousness; Text 6.6.

E—1T) N8 nan yi gie yin guo, the fault of the
refutation of all [logical] reasons; Texts
4.4,45.

SR ru zhi, that you hold; Text 1.2.

1 se, riipa, visual form; Texts 1.1, 1.3, 1.4,
1.5,1.6,1.7,1.8,1.9,1.12,2a.1,2a.4, 2a.6,
2b.1, 2b.2, 2b.4, 2b.6, 3.2, 3.5, 3.7, 5.2,
5.3,54,55,6.1,6.4,6.5,6.7,6.9.

FEAHEF % she xiang gui shi, [the ontological
thesis that] the form (akara, xiang 1) is
included in the consciousness; Text 6.2.

55 sheng lun, “the distinguished school,”
i.e., Vaisesika; Text 4.3.

B[R] sheng lun [shi], [proponent (shi Eifi)
of] the theory [of the permanence] of
sound, i.e., a Sabdika; Texts 4.1, 4.3.

LS sheng sheng lun, [proponent of] the
theory that sound is produced; Text 1.10.

BEME sheng xing, Sabdatva (NP 3.2.2[6]),
soundness; Text 1.10.

W5%5 sheng yi. (1) paramartha, ultimate truth;
Text 1.3. Cf. k535 shu sheng yi. (2)
*paramartha(tah), (from the standpoint
of) ultimate truth; Text 1.2. Cf. EL#{ zhen
gu.

+ 5t shi fang fo se, forms of the Buddhas
in [all] ten directions; Text 1.4.

BRI GEE RN E( shi jia pu sa shi bu shan
se, the very impure form of the Bodhisat-
tva Sﬁkyamuni; Texts 2a.4, 2b.6, 5.4.

tHEFEE shi jian xiang wei, lokaviruddha
(NP 3.1[4]), [inference] contradicted by
common knowledge; Text 1.1.

§RB5ZS shu sheng yi, supreme truth; Text 1.3.
Cf. 35 sheng yi (1).

B Ff14%%% shu suo yuan yuan, object distant [in
time] as a condition [for the rise of con-
sciousness]; Text 1.13. Cf. CWSL 40c14-
21 (Cook 1999: 246-247).

WE—ARpEE sui yi bu cheng, anyatarasiddha
(NP 3.2.1[2]), [a reason] not established
for (i.e., not accepted by) one of the two
parties [in debate]; Texts 1.12, 3.6. 6.1,
6.5, 6.9. Cf. {ifiE— ta sui yi, —3E—N
% yi fen sui yi bu cheng.

& —3#& sui yi guo, the fault [that the probative
property (sadhanadharma), i.e., the rea-
son, is not established (asiddha) for, i.e.,
not accepted by] one of the two parties [in
debate, i.e., the opponent, to be present in
a positive example]; Text 1.8 (cf. n. 65).
Cf. NP 3.3.1(1): sadhanadharmasiddha.

W& 3 FTA sui yi yi fen suo yi bu
cheng, [the fault that] one part of the sub-
stratum (asraya) (i.e., the subject of the
reason-statement) is not established for
one of the two parties [in debate] (i.e.,
either the proponent or the opponent); Text
1.4 (cf. n. 58).

FIYIANAE suo i bu cheng, cf. NP 3.3.1(2):
sadhyadharmasiddha, FiTLEARRK suo i
fa bu cheng; [the fault of the positive ex-
ample that] what is to be proved (sadhya)
is not established (asiddha) [with regard to
it]; Text 1.13.

fiibt & ta bi liang, inference [for] others (cf.
n. 51); Text 1.2.

A TE ta bu ding, inconclusiveness with re-
spect to [the theory of] the opponent (cf.
n. 80); Texts 2a.4, 2a.6 (cf. n. 84), 2b.6,
3.7.

f 5 {# e ta fang fo se, visual form of the
Buddhas in another world; Texts 1.8, 2a.6,
2b.4,5.5.

f 568 ta fang fo sheng, the voice of the
Buddhas in another world; Text 4.2.

fti[fE— ta sui yi, [not established for] (i.e., not
accepted by) one of the two parties [in
debate] (i.e., the opponent); Text 1.2 (cf.
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n. 50). Cf. [E—ApY sui yi bu cheng, —
SYBE—RRY yi fen sui yi bu cheng.
ft—43 BRI RS ta yi fen suo bie bu cheng,
[the fault that] one part of the qualificand
(visesya) (i.e., the subject) is not estab-
lished for the opponent; Text 1.4. Cf. NP
3.1(7): aprasiddhavisesya, PRI
suo bie bu ji cheng; —45y BRI yi

fen zi suo bie bu cheng.

MESRLE & wei shi bi liang, inference of con-
sciousness-only; Text 1.1. Cf. MEFkE wei
shi liang.

A B 2EE 5 wei shi jian zi jiao deng shi,
faults such as being contradicted by com-
mon knowledge or by one’s own tradition,
etc.; Text 1.2. Cf. NP 3.1(3): agamavirud-
dha, B#MHE zi jiao xiang wei; 3.1(4):
lokaviruddha, tHEIfHME shi jian xiang
wel.

Ik & wei shi liang, inference of conscious-
ness-only; Text 6.6. Cf. MEGLELE wei shi
bi liang.

ESE wei zong, *siddhantaviruddha, contra-
dicted by [one’s own] doctrine; Texts 1.2,
1.4, 1.5. Cf. —473&5% yi fen wei zong.

HHEHE K& wu zhe da hui, the great non-restric-
tive assembly (cf. n. 47); Text 1.1.

HE%E%E xiang wei nan, objection [meant to
point out the fault that the reason is] con-
tradictory; Texts 2a.6, 2b.4, 2b.6, 5.2, 5.6,
6.7.

B RS xue zhe shi jian, scholarly common
knowledge; Text 1.3. Cf. JEELHR fei xue
shi jian.

BE yan, caksus, visual sense (cf. n. 48); Texts
11,15,1.6,1.7,1.8,1.9, 1.12, 1.13, 1.14,
2a.1, 2a4, 2a.5, 2a.6, 2b.1, 2b.2, 2b.4,
2b.5,2b.6,5.2,5.3,54,5.5,6.1,6.2, 6.4,
6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9. Cf. lFFE yan gen.

HRFR yan gen, caksurindriya, visual faculty
(cf. n. 48); Texts 1.6, 1.9, 1.13, 5.2, 5.3,
5.4,5.5,6.7. Cf. iR yan.

BR:% yan shi, caksurvijiiana, visual conscious-
ness; Texts 1.1, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.12,
1.13, 1.14, 2a.1, 2a.4, 2a.6, 2b.1, 2b.4,
2b.6,5.2,5.3,54,55,6.1, 62,64, 6.5,
6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9.

PUEBNATEANE yi fa fan you fa zuo, to carry
out [a refutation in the form of] negating
the [very same] property-possessor by the
[very same] property [of the subject of in-
ference]; Text 4.5. Cf. &% fan fa, FE
{E fan fa zuo.

—rBE—ARY yi fen sui yi bu cheng, [the
fault that] one part [of the reason] is not
established for (i.e., not accepted by) one
of the two parties [in debate]; Text 3.6.
Cf. fE— AR sui yi bu cheng, {iE— ta
sui yi.

— 7 HESE yi fen wei zong, [the fault that] one
part [of the subject] is contradicted by
[one’s own] doctrine; Text 1.4. Cf. &5
wei zong.

—5YE RN yi fen zi suo bie bu cheng,
[the fault that] one part of the qualificand
(visesya) (i.e., the subject) is not estab-
lished by the proponent (cf. n. 55); Text
1.4. Cf. fi—43Fr IR ta yi fen suo bie
bu cheng.

— I SAE RE T yi gie fo shen you lou zhu
se, all the tainted forms of Buddha’s body;
Text 1.4.

HEET vi xu, *ista, admitted; Texts 1.7, 3.2, 3.3,
6.7.

LIS AR i zong fa wei yin, using a prop-
erty of the subject of inference (pa-
ksadharma) [that is actually the property
to be proved (sadhyadharma)] as a [logi-
cal] reason; Texts 6.2, 6.3.

5% you fa, dharmin (NP 2.1), property-pos-
sessor; Texts 1.3, 1.7, 1.8, 1.14, 3.3, 3.4,
4.0a, 4.0b, 4.1,4.3,4.4,4.5,4.6,4.7, 6.6,
6.7.

HiEZER] you fa cha bie, dharmivisesa (NP
3.2.3[4]), specific attribute of the proper-
ty-possessor; Texts 1.7, 1.8, 1.14, 3.3, 3.4,
4.0b, 6.6, 6.7.

B AR you fa cha bie guo yan, [objec-
tion meant to] state [the reason’s] fault of
[proving the opposite of some] specific
attribute of the property-possessor; Text
3.4. Cf. HZAZERIMHE you fa cha bie
xiang wei, FH7EZRIMHES you fa cha
bie xiang wei yan.

FEZRINHE you fa cha bie xiang wei,
dharmivisesaviparita (NP 3.2.3[4]), [the
reason’s fault of proving] the opposite of
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[some] specific attribute of the proper-
ty-possessor; Texts 1.7, 1.8, 1.14, 4.0b (cf.
n. 109), 6.6, 6.7. Cf. H EZ=RIMBEE you fa
cha bie guo yan, 557 RFFHES you fa
cha bie xiang wei yan.

HEEZRIFE®ES you fa cha bie xiang wei
yan, [objection] stating [the reason’s] fault
of [proving] the opposite of [some] specif-
ic attribute of the property-possessor; Text
1.7. Cf. FEZ R4 you fa cha bie guo
yan, AR you fa cha bie xiang
wei .

HEERIMERN you fa cha bie xiang wei
yin, dharmivisesaviparitasadhana (NP
3.2.3[4]), [a reason] proving the opposite
of [some] specific attribute of the proper-
ty-possessor; Text 4.0b (cf. n. 109).

H7ZE*H you fa zi xiang, dharmisvaripa (NP
3.2.3[3]), own form of the property-pos-
sessor; Texts 1.7, 4.0a, 4.1, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7.

BH7ZEMERN you fa zi xiang xiang wei
yin, dharmisvarapaviparitasadhana (NP
3.2.3[3]), a reason [that proves] the oppo-
site of the own form of the property-pos-
sessor; Texts 4.0a (cf. n. 107),4.4,4.6,4.7.

Cf. SLAVEEMMHER gong you fa zi
xiang xiang wei yin.

HMY: you xing, bhava (NP 3.2.3[3]), being;
Texts 4.0a, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6.

H# zhen gu, *paramarthatah, from the
standpoint of ultimate truth; Texts 1.1, 1.3,
1.6, 1.7, 1.9, 1.16, 2a.1, 2b.1, 5.2. Cf. {5
# sheng yi (2).

HLb & zi bi liang, inference [for] oneself (cf.
n. 51); Texts 1.2, 1.10, 3.7.

E #F zi xu, that we accept; Texts 1.1, 1.2, 1.7,
1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.1, 1.12, 1.14, 2a.1, 2a.2,
2a.3, 2a.5, 2a.6, 2b.1, 2b.2, 2b.3, 2b.4,
2b.5, 2b.6, 3.1, 3.6, 5.2, 5.3,5.4,5.5, 6.1,
6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9.

E &%) = zi xu chu san, the first three [dhatus]
that we accept; Texts 1.1, 1.9 (cf. n. 66),
2a.1,2b.1,2b.4,3.6,5.2,5.3,54.

EIfEIRE% zi zai yan shi, unimpeded visual
consciousness; n. 70.

Bt B EELy 555 zui hou shen pu sa ran
wu zhu se, defiled forms of the Bodhisatt-
va [Sakyamuni] in his last lifetime [before
entering into nirvanal; Text 1.4.

APPENDIX 2: CORRESPONDENCES BETWEEN PASSAGES
IN SECTIONS 2A, 2B AND 5

In the chart below, raised numbers following the text numbers indicate the sequence of sentences
in the respective text. For example, 2a.6° indicates the third group of sentences of Text 2a.6. 2a.65!

indicates a sentence that is part of 2a.6°.

Text 2a (Wengui) | Text 2b (Wengui) Texts 5.2-5.6 Analysis of Content
(Wonhyo)

2a.1 40375, | 2b.1 B94NT75%... | 5.2' &35 A... | statement of the inference to be

JEIFRTRRL JEIERREY REANARAR discussed

22 Bt =H... | 2b2 &= E. .. the being well established of

N A N A the reason-statement

2a.3 MEEARfSE... | 2b.3 BEEARES... the question about the aim of

HEFEHD HEFEHD “that we accept”

2a.6' BHESHEE... | 2b.4 BPLEE. .. | 5.2 FEAHEEERE | the two aims of “that we accept”

TR HEHE NIE

2a.6> EEM/EAE. .. | 2b.4? EEMIEAE... | 5.3 EJE AL, .. a possible refutation based on

(R AR REATHRFR a dharmivisesaviparitasadhana

reason




Materials for the Study of Xuanzang’s Inference of Consciousness-only

195

Text 2a (Wengui) | Text 2b (Wengui) Texts 5.2-5.6 Analysis of Content
(Wonhyo)
2a.6° L= EHEF... | 2b.4 S | 5.4 FoEILEE. . response by means of an
PEFE sk s sk ) extraordinary counterexample
2b.4* EARAH... | 5.5 BHAZHH... | impossibility of the above
A 2 B NEBE response without “that we
2b.5 F{EZT... accept”
ZZIEE |l
a4 BILEIE. .. | 2b.6' BHEAE... | 5.5 WIREIAE | prevention of the fault of the
TEHL REBT REiEss reason’s inconclusiveness by
means of the same qualification
2a.4 FEfBAG ... | 2b.6% fiRpk 2 ... | 5.5° Hhfd@ipR ... | refutation in order to point out
HEHR ERED I TN=Es FEEEIR D the reason’s inconclusiveness if
“that we accept” were omitted
2a.5 M{EHIEL... | 2b.6° 5% HREIL... | 5.6' 5 5&¢EE... | prevention of the fault of
EREiv IR =5 W =%5F the reason’s inconclusiveness
through the qualification “that
is well established” added to
“the first three (dhatus)”
22.6V FIHETZ ... | 2b.6* BIARISEL. .. | 5.62 RIFRN{S3EAZ | impossibility of the prevention
EAH 2 =HE MHES of the refutation based on
a dharmivisesaviparitasadhana
reason through the above
qualification
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