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Abstract

Although the tradition of the East Asian Buddhist logic is a transmission of the system
of Indian logic established by Dignaga (ca. 480-540), it developed in its own way in
East Asia. East Asian Buddhist logic should be reconsidered in the context of the East
Asian Buddhist tradition, instead of based on Western or Indian logic-centrism.

The twelfth section of P’an piryang non written by Wonhyo (617-686)
metalogically discusses the logical problem of the antinomic reason (*viruddhavyabhicarin),
one of the fallacies of the reason of the three-part syllogism. Some textual problems
remain in the section preserved in the manuscript of Ofani University. Wonhyo
seemed to have a keen interest in the antinomic reason. Although Dignaga categorizes
the antinomic reason as one of the six fallacies of the inconclusive reasons, it has been
questioned whether the categorization is valid by premodern Buddhist logicians and
current scholars. Wonhyo tried to solve the problem through a kind of reductio ad
absurdum method. Thus, he transformed the principle of the antinomic reason and
showed the tautological redefinition, which probably is in conflict with the rule of
the fallacy of both-agreement. According to these points, Wonhyo’s perspective of the
antinomic reason seems fto resemble the standpoint of Mungwe (fl. 7th century) more
rather than that of Kuiji (632-682).

These points found in the short descriptions of P’an piryang non probably express
the features of Wonhyo's logic and not of his logical misinterpretation. We need an
even more detailed examinations of P’an piryang non from the viewpoints of textual
criticism and logic.

Key words: Wonhyo, Pan piryang non, hetuvidya, antinomic reason, viruddhavyabbhicirin
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Introduction

Although the tradition of East Asian Buddhist logic (Ch. yinming, Kor. inmyong,
Jp. inmyo) is a transmission of the system of logic established by Dignaga (ca.
480-540), one of the most important scholar monks in the tradition of the
Indian logic, it developed in its own way in East Asia. Although Dignagan
logic also includes epistemology and the theory of meaning, such as the apoba
theory, one of the central concerns of East Asian Buddhist logicians is the
theory of thirty-three fallacies introduced in Xuanzang’s (602-664) translation
of the Niyiayapravesaka (NP), written by Sankarasvamin (ca. 500-560). This
central concern was largely because the development of the theory in East
Asia had been based mainly on the exegesis of the NP." Kuiji’s (632-682)
commentary on the NP (Yinming ruzhengli lun shu [N ATE¥Eh or Yinming dashu
e ks YDS) and Mun’gwe’s 2iih” (fl. 7th century) Inmyong ipchongi ron so
[KIEE A EREERER (IS) had played a significant role in the development of East
Asian Buddhist logic. In Japan, many texts of Buddhist logic on the thirty-
three fallacies, especially on four kinds of contradictory reasons, had been
written from the Heian period (794-1185) to the Meiji period (1868-1912)
(Takemura 1986; Moro 2018b).

Based on his in-depth knowledge of the Indian logic and Western symbolic
logic, Nakamura Hajime (1912-1999) severely criticizes Kuiji’s interpretation of
the Dignagan logic. Nakamura claims, “When the Indian logic was imported
into China, it seems that Kuiji could not fully understand the characteristics
of the inference defined in the Aefuvidyi (Indian logic) system” (1960, 5). In
addition, Nakamura repeatedly criticizes Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-
only (Ch. weishi biliang it 5)° and Kuiji’s interpretation (Nakamura 1960; 1989).
In contrast, Nakamura evaluates highly the criticism of Xuanzang’s proof
by Wonhyo s (617-686) and Sun’gyong JiEfs (fl. 7th century) and states as
follows:

Generally speaking, Korean Buddhist logicians were seriously engaged in the
difficult problems of perception and inference. People probably do not believe
it, but it is true that the issues of antinomy, which were also discussed in
earnest in Kantian philosophy, had been already discussed by Korean Buddhist
logicians as a problem of the antinomic reason (“viruddhavyabhicarin). (Nakamura
1989, 285)

A AESAAZSHE | IP:183.106.106.#++ | Accessed 2021/04/06 15:26(KST)



72 International Journal of Buddhist Thought & Culture 29(2) - 2019

In opposition to Nakamura’s evaluation, Moro (2015a) criticizes his Western
and Indian logic-centrism and claims that the East Asian Buddhist logic
should be reconsidered in the context of the East Asian Buddhist tradition.* In
addition, comparing the interpretation of Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-
only by Kuiji with that of other scholar monks, such as Wanhyo, Moro (2015a)
demonstrates that there were at least two lineages in Silla Buddhism with
regard to the proof; the lineage of Wonhyo and Sun’gyon, who regarded the
proof as invalid, and the group consisting of Tojung %3, Kyonghung g,
Taehyon k% and Mun'gwe® who did not necessarily consider it invalid. The
complete picture of East Asian Buddhist logic will be gradually revealed by
investigating each text of logic in terms of the differences or logical diversity
among the scholar monks. In this paper, I analyze the metalogical discussion
on antinomic reason (*viruddhavyabhicirin) in Wonhyo's P’an piryang non
P&y (Critical Discussions on Inferences) to understand East Asian Buddhist
logic better.

Pan piryang non and the Antinomic Reason

As revealed by ancient catalogs of Buddhist scriptures, Wonhyo wrote several
works of Buddhist logic, including a commentary on the NP (Takemura 1986,
40-41).° Unfortunately, all of his works on Buddhist logic, except the Pan
piryang non, do not currently exist. The P'an piryang non remains only in the
fragments from the same manuscript.” Until recently, only the fragments
owned by Kanda Kiichir6 (Fukihara 1967)° and Sakai Ukichi i#}#5:% (Fukihara
1969) were known. However, recent research, such as that by Datsu (2017), Kim
(2017), and Okamoto (2018), have introduced newly found fragments,” and,
as a result, the restoration studies are underway. Before the recent researches,
Miyazaki (1995), however, claimed that the remaining manuscripts would
make-up one-fifth of the original.

According to the surviving fragments, the P’an piryang non originally
consisted of at least fourteen sections. Each section is sequentially numbered
and seems to discuss a separate problem without having any mutual relations
with other sections.

Moro (2018b) classifies the discussions in the field of East Asian Buddhist
logic, or yinming, into two types: (1) the discussions on yinming itself, namely,
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the theoretical issues of yinming, such as the validity of the reasoning or
fallacies, argued based on the critical examination of commentaries; and (2) the
discussions on logical problems in proving certain religious or philosophical
arguments, such as the proof of the authenticity of the Mahayana scriptures.
Because the scriptures of Buddhist logic, including the NP, often substitute
examples for logical descriptions—for instance “[the fallacy of ] the contradiction
in one’s own prior statements [*svartha-viruddhba] is an argument like ‘my

11

mother is a barren woman”""—discussions of the first type also examine
such examples; but the authors do not intend to demonstrate their beliefs or
thoughts through examples.

Although the sixth, eleventh, and twelfth sections of the P'an piryang non
discuss the first-type topics, the remaining sections deal with the second-type
problems. The subjects of the numbered sections of P'an piryang non are as

follows:

*  Section 6: Discussion on Dignaga’s theory of direct perception (*pratyaksa)
and inference or reasoning (anumana) (a fragmental section).

*  Section 7: Discussion on the proofs of existence of pure lands (a fragmental
section).

* Section 8: Comparison between four-part and three-part models of
cognition in Yogacara Buddhism.

* Section 9: Critical reviews of the proofs on the existence of the
eighth consciousness (a/ayavijiiana) in Asvabhava’s commentary on the
Mabhayanasamgraha.

* Section 10: Critical reviews of the proof of the eighth consciousness,
demonstrated in the Cheng weishi lun.

* Section 11: Discussion on nine kinds of reasons (L/7[X]).

*  Section 12: Metalogical discussion on the antinomic reason.

*  Section 13: Discussion on the proof of the five-gozra theory.

*  Section 14: Discussion on problems of nonexistence of dfman and dharma

by the Cheng weishi lun (a fragmental section).

There are fragments of other topics whose numbers are unknown, such as a
critical discussion on Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-only.'” Nevertheless, it
should be noted that the P'an piryang non is not a text of thought but of logic.
In other words, Wonhyo seems to focus only on logical problems where in
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some sections he discusses the logical validity of thoughts being different from
his own. For instance, in the thirteenth section, Pan piryang non tries to prove
the existence of sentient beings who are lacking in the nature of Buddhahood;
however, Wonhyo is regarded as a master who believed in the universal
Buddhahood of all sentient beings."

As mentioned above, the twelfth part of Plan piryang non discusses the
logical problem of antinomic reason (*viruddhavyabhicarin). Antinomic reason
is one of the fallacies of reason of the three-part syllogism, in which two
opposing syllogisms with valid reasons argued by the proponent and opponent
result in becoming mutually incompatible propositions, and neither can be
decided to be true. It may be presumed that Wonhyo had a keen interest in the
antinomic reason since the tenth, eleventh, and thirteenth sections, as well as
the fragments criticizing Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-only, which also
discusses the problems of inferences with the antinomic reason. In addition,
it is possible to think that antinomic reason characterizes a part (or a way) of
Woénhyo's philosophy of harmonization (Kor. Awajaeng fiz) because—although
it is extremely fragmented— Wonhyo's Simmun hwajaeng non +151:F: uses
the term jueding xiangwei 4 several times."

It has been claimed that antinomic reason is important when thinking
about one of the logical characteristics of Dignagan logic.” Dignaga and
the NP, however, categorize antinomic reason as one of the six fallacies of
inconclusive reason (Ch. buding yin /), so it has been questioned whether
the categorization is valid by current scholars such as Moriyama as follows:

Dignaga, considered the founder of Buddhist logic, classifies the fallacious
reason called “antinomic” (viruddhavyabhicarin) as an “inconclusive” reason
(anaikantika). It takes a unique position, however, within the group of
“inconclusive” reasons: whereas the inconclusive nature of the others is based
on their not fulfilling the three characteristics of a valid logical reason (¢rairipya,
[X|=#f), the antinomic reason does fulfill the three characteristics. Why, then, is

it considered an “inconclusive” reason? (Moriyama 2014, 122)

Among modern scholars, there is also a difference of opinion considering
categorization as logical or not. On the one hand, based on his mathematical
formalization of the antinomic reason, Ueda states that it “has its logical root
in Dignagan logic of the three conditions of Aezz” (2008, 101). On the other
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hand, Ono claims that Dignaga’s categorization is logically unreasonable, and
the antinomic reason should consider that “Dignaga approved of the plurality
of the scriptures’ beliefs and strove to build a valid logic in such a multi-belief
situation” (2010, 134).

Premodern Buddhist logicians, such as Mun’gwe, also pointed out the
same problem about categorization. It is interesting that Wonhyo seems to try
to solve the problem (meta-)logically in the Pan piryang non. In other words,
using the three-part syllogism, Wonhyo attempts to prove that the antinomic
reason should be considered an inconclusive reason.

Textual Problem

Before examining the content, it will be useful to discuss the textual reliability
of the twelfth section of P'an piryang non. This section is preserved in a
manuscript of Otani University and can be transcribed as follows:

T MEPGE S TR, SCIRAT A R R, B AR IR, (T
HE AE, Fe HEERR B2, FiEEE, BEm R, trhfEr sz,
E P AR IER, B =M aRE, S H. o P2 KPR IE X,

FEINIEIR], @ XL ZRIFEAR ki, a3 K], o) At IR E R
FEIEIEEIEARH, ER TAEARE R, 7S5 [A translation appears later.]

We can find only five inferences, (1) to (5); however, the text mentions “six
inferences” (75 ) at the end of the section. It is unreasonable that Fukihara
(1967, 20-21) counts the phrase “two inferences” of the beginning sentence
(kEsgpeizar — &) as one of the six inferences. This sentence means none other
than that antinomic reason requires two inferences with valid reasons. "
Significantly, Zenju (723-797), one of the most eminent scholar monks of
the Japanese Yogacara (Hosso) school and of Buddhist logic, quotes the same

part as follows:

PUILEZ, MR, SLHREZR, o E PR pREEER, B = ki A,
AEEH, o ERZNIEEREE, AEFER, MHER, b BiE AT,
o XU KRR, (S AR ARAIE K], o) bt —KIFE AR G (6] AR
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FEANIE AL, o) X KPR AS i zE/\n%& AR FIKL, ) Bl IR AN E (A
FEIEIEEIE A, Ak AR E R, o

'The underlined part shows that the same sentence (it " [KFEAREHE, [R5 AL,
kK] is repeated. It is, however, possible to consider the repetition as
a mistake in writing (so that the source manuscript of Zenju’s text should be
confirmed),”® it could also be possible to regard the repetition as a trace of the
lost sixth inference:"

(1) &b K], = angRiEx,
(2) P KRN, T35, WAEELR,
(3) St IXFEAHIE R, [El A, Ak,
(3) XU [KFEALE RS, [EAn AR, e IEA,
(4) S IR B, S R AR SR,
() A —IAANEE, JRIEIREIEA R, AR TR E,

Needless to say, this is meaningless as it is because the inferences (3) and
(3) are identical. For example, however, the inference (3’) could be revised as
follows since the three conditions of the valid reason (#rairipya) in Dignagan
logic should include not only sapakse sattvam ([Fit; the reason must be present in
similar instances) but also vipakse asattvam (%5 4%; the reason must be absent from
dissimilar instances). However, there is no direct evidence to do so:*

(1) &b K], = angRiEx,
(2) P KRN, T35, WAEELR,
(3) UL [KFEAE R, [Ean Ak, e kA,
(3) UL [KFEAE RS, SEAndRik, AEin kA,
(4) S IR B, A R AR SR,
() A —IAANEE, JEIEIREIEA L. AR TR E I,

Although apparently this reconstruction would be logically and textually better
than the extant descriptions, it needs to be emphasized that it indicates only

one of the hypotheses and suggest that the textual criticism of this section
should be continued.
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Wonhyo’s Solution

The structure of the twelfth section

The following is a translation” of the twelfth section found in the Otani
manuscript of Pan piryang non:

12. [When demonstrating the fallacy of] the antinomic reason, two inferences
are formed. Dharma master Mun'gwe composed the following question and

answer:

Question: [A reason] that fulfills [the requirements of ] the three conditions of
the valid reason (*#rairipya) should be a true reason. Why, in this context,
are [the reasons of the two inferences] called inconclusive (f:)?

Answer: The doubt has been unsolved so I dare not explain it. A

commentator annotated it as he thought proper.”
'The intent of this question can be expressed as an inference [as follows]:

(1) [Thesis] The reasons in [two inferences of | the antinomic reason should be
[considered as] valid reasons.
[Reason] Because they fulfill the three conditions [of the valid reason]

[Example] Just like other true reasons
Now [I try to] answer [the unsolved question]:

(2) [Thesis] The reasons of [two inferences of ] the antinomic reason are not
classified as true reasons.
[Reason] Because they have equal [abilities] to criticize [each other] ()"
[Example] Like contradictory reasons (kfi[X])

From this, it becomes clear that [the reasons] have the fallacy of being

inconclusive [as follows]:

(3) [Thesis] These two reasons are not classified as contradictory [reasons].

[Reason] Because [each of them] is present in similar instances
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[Example] Like true reasons

(4) [Thesis] These two reasons are not classified as unaccepted [reasons] (RgK).
[Reason] Because [separately] they are accepted [as valid inferences] by both
parties
[Example] Like the “too restricted” reasons (F4%[x])

Therefore,

(5) [Thesis] The two reasons are classified as inconclusive reasons.
[Reason| Because they are not true [based on (2)], not contradictory [based on
(3)], and not unaccepted [based on (4)]
[Example] Like the other five types of inconclusive reasons

Six inferences.

Quoting Mun'gwe’s commentary on the NP or the IS, Wonhyo raises a
question why the reasons in two inferences of the antinomic reason are
classified as inconclusive,” although, like the other true (valid) reasons, they
satisfy the three conditions of the valid reasons. Because Mun'gwe also refers

7 it is reasonable to say that this problem was

to an unknown “commentator,
discussed among Xuanzang’s disciples, while Mun’gwe seems to suspend his
judgment.

'The rule of Buddhist logic requires each reason to be classified as one of the
following: true (valid) reason, four unaccepted reasons, six inconclusive reasons,
or four contradictory reasons. In the inference (5), Wonhyo tries to prove that
the antinomic reason should be classified as one of the inconclusive reasons
since they are not true reasons according to (2), not contradictory reasons based
on (3), and not unaccepted reasons because of (4). We can conjecture that

Woaonhyo used a kind of reductio ad absurdum.

Tautological redefinition of the principle of the antinomic reason

Although Wanhyo's purpose is to prove that the antinomic reason should be
classified into inconclusive reasons, the quotation above holds some points
to discuss. The inference (1) shows a translation of Mun'gwe’s question into
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the three-part syllogism of Buddhist logic (yinming). Wonhyo formulates the
inference (2) that fulfills the three conditions of the valid reason and whose
proposition contradicts (1) to show that the reason of (1) has the fallacy of the
antinomic reason.” It is reasonable to suppose that inferences (1) and (2) are
paraphrases of the principle of antinomic reason; namely, the two reasons that
tulfill the three conditions and two propositions being contradictory to each
other.” So, (1) and (2) could be rewritten as follows:

For any reason 4 () of the antinomic reason:
* ) (p) is valid because it fulfills the three conditions of the valid reason.
* A (%) is not valid because it has an equivalent and incompatible reason 4’ (4).

.. Therefore, 5 () of the antinomic reason is of the antinomic reason.

It is reasonable to say that (1) and (2) show a tautological redefinition of
antinomic reason using the form of a three-part syllogism. That is to say,
they seem to be a proof by transforming the principle of antinomic reason.
Regardless of the intention of Wénhyo, it may be presumed that his
metalogical argument indicates a nature of his Buddhist logic.”

According to the principle of Buddhist logic, a tautology could be regarded
as a fallacy because it has no capability to change the opponent’s mind.
Kuiji describes the fallacy of both-agreement (Ch. xiangfi jicheng tatFhi; Skt.
*prasiddha-sambandha) as follows:

NP states that [the fallacy of | wiangfu jicheng is [shown in a proposition like]
“sound is audible.” ... This [proposition] shows no effect. [The reason why a
proponent] argues a proposition against the opponent is essentially to dispute
between the same [opinion with the proponent] and the different [opinion of
the opponent]. A proposition agreed by both [the proponent and opponent in
advance] is not useful in making the discussion a success. Whenever arguing
“sound is audible” against any opponents, both [the proponent and opponent]

must agree with it.”’

Although “sound is audible” might not be a tautology, a tautological
proposition like “A of B is of B” also has no effect on a discussion between
two parties in a conflict. I think we should consider logically whether or not
Wonhyo's perspective of Buddhist logic was different from Kuiji’s or what
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was espoused in the NP, and had logical consistency in his own system of
reasoning.

The winner in antinomic reason

In the context of antinomic reason, the proponent argues a three-part syllogism
first and, then, the opponent forms a contradictory syllogism. According to
Murn’gwe, in this case, the proponent loses, and the opponent wins as in the
following:

Question: The proponent argues, and the opponent objects [using the antinomic
reason] whether the logic [of the proponent] is valid or not. When both lose
validity [because of the antinomic reason], can neither win?

Answer: [In this case,] the before [the proponent] loses and the after [the
opponent| wins, like [a situation in the game of go] where the first player
capturing [the second player’s stone(s) certainly loses her stone(s)] in the next
step.” [The case is also similar to a rule in wrestling:] When [two] wrestlers
are equal [in strength] and are never knocked down [by each other], the one

declaring victory before the other will be regarded as the loser.”

Kitagawa (1965, 204) states that in Dignagan logic, the antinomic reason
becomes applicable when the proponent’s argument is based on a flawed
doctrine such as the one that is inconsistent with the direct observation. In
other words, the antinomic reason is unusable when a reason based on a
correct doctrine is argued by the proponent. Kitagawa also points out that
this description is based on Dignaga’s tacit understanding that all that exist

)«

logically harmonize each other. Mun'gwe’s “the ‘before’ loses and the ‘after’
wins” seems to be identical to Dignaga’s perception of the antinomic reason.
Being not based on a logical ground but on some kind of beliefs or common
sense, Dignaga and Mun'gwe regard the proponent as the loser in the context
of the antinomic reason.

Criticizing Mun'gwe’s interpretation, Kuiji claims that the opponent does
not win and both syllogisms of the proponent and opponent are not valid but
inconclusive.” Although Wonhyo's perspective is unclear; because Wonhyo's
demonstration in (3), (4), and (5) assumes that (2) is valid; it is reasonable

to suppose that he does not borrow from Kuiji’s interpretation. According
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to Kuiji, the opponent forms a contradictory syllogism only to invalidate
the proponent’s syllogism—not to demonstrate his own argument in the
syllogism—and (2) is not valid in this context.

Conclusion

Methodologically, a historical system of logic should be examined from
both a non-historical perspective and a historical context. A logical system is
expected to apply apart from historicity under a universal rule or law, while it
was constructed within the historical context. Ueda says, “Dignaga’s logic may
not necessarily work as he expected.... Understanding the purpose or motive
of Dignagan logic is insufficient to comprehend it. Therefore, the way of
understanding a thought historically is not identical to that of understanding
the logic” (2001, 6). Likewise, there is a possibility that the logic described in
Pan piryang non will not work in accordance with Wonhyo's perspective of
Buddhist logic.

This paper has overviewed the twelfth section of P'an piryang non. Some
textual problems remain in the section preserved in the Otani manuscript.
Moreover, the analysis would need further textual criticism. Regarding
the logical aspect of the section, Wonhyo tried to solve the problem of the
categorization of antinomic reason through a kind of reductio ad absurdum
method. Thus, he transformed the principle of antinomic reason and showed
a tautological redefinition, which probably is in conflict with the rule of
the fallacy of both-agreement defined in the YDS. According to these
points, Wonhyo's perspective of the antinomic reason seems to resemble the
standpoint of Mun'gwe more rather than that of Kuiji.

These points found in the short descriptions of P'an piryang non
probably express the features of Wonhyo’s logic and not of his logical
misinterpretation. We should be more prudent in understanding Wonhyo's
intention in composing this work or each section. For example, based on these
characteristics, we should not claim that Wonhyo criticized Kuiji’s logic, and
so forth. Nonetheless, from these points, we can advance to need an even
more detailed examinations of P'an piryang non from the viewpoints of textual
criticism and logic.
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Notes

1 Unlike Indian logicians, East Asian Buddhist logicians have not been interested in the
theory of jati described in the Nydyamukha, because the NP has no description of jazi
(Moro 2015b). It should be noted that Xuanzang’s followers knew the theory of apoba
(Katsura 2014), although Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya which discussed the apoha theory
was not translated into Chinese.

2 Ishii (1990) and Lee (1999) regard Mun’gwe as a Silla scholar monk.

3 Based on the criticism of the biographies of Xuanzang, I consider it dubious that he
demonstrated the proof of consciousness-only in India (Moro 2015a).

4 Following the standpoint of Moro (2015a), Moriyama (2017; 2018) reinterprets the four
kinds of contradictory reasons in the YDS.

5 Because of the progress of research on Mun'gwe’s texts, such as Moro (2017) and Tang
Mingjur’s article in the current issue, the interpretations of Moro (2015a) should be
revised.

6 It seems important that Wonhyo wrote some commentaries on the controversy over
emptiness and existence in Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools. According to ancient
catalogs of Buddhist scriptures, Wonhyo wrote commentaries on Bhaviveka’s Dasheng
zhangzhen lun KIFEL5 or the Jewel in the Hand (Changjillon chongyo #Ei=% and
Changjillon yogan #25wkifi) and Dharmapala’s Dasheng guanbailun shilun XIFeHE ke
(more specifically, the Kwangbaengnon chongyo &%, Kwangbaengnon chwaryo
R, and Kwangbaengnon chigwi [ a5 7). Because, as shown in Moro (2015a),
the logical validities and similarities in the proofs argued in Dasheng zhangzhen lun and
Dasheng guanbailun shilun, as well as in Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-only were
discussed in the controversies of East Asian Buddhist logic, it is appropriate that Kegon
shit shosho narabini inmyo roku *ERCEHEHIFAIS, one of the ancient catalogs, regarded
the Kwangbaengnon chwaryo as a work of Buddhist logic (T 55, no. 2177, 1134¢29).

7 There remain many fragments of old handwriting (Jp. kobitsu gire #*f]) similar to
the manuscripts of P'an piryang non, which are written in non-joined cursive style,
traditionally ascribed to Kikai (774-835), the founder of the Japanese esoteric Buddhist
school, Shingon shii, and one of the greatest calligraphers in Japan. These remaining
fragments consisted mostly the works of Wonhyo and Wonch'ik (Moro 2019).

8 Currently, the fragments of Kanda Kiichiro are owned by Otani University (Miyazaki
1995).

9 In 2017, several newly found fragments were introduced in a special exhibition of
Kanagawa prefectural Kanazawa-Bunko museum (Dotsu 2017). An international
joint conference to discuss these manuscripts was held by the museum and Dongguk
University (Dotsu 2018). Moreover, on November 30, 2018, the international conference
titled “Wonhyo Pan piryang non, munhdn'gwa sasangtii chaejomyong” Y& HE|FE,,
B8 A A= [Wonhyo's Plan piryang non: Reillumination of the Text and the

A AESAAZSHE | IP:183.106.106.#++ | Accessed 2021/04/06 15:26(KST)



MORO - Metalogic in East Asia: Discussion on the Antinomic Reason (*viruddhivyabhicarin) in P'an piryang non 83

Thought] was organized and other fragments were also introduced.

10 Based on the fragments of P'an piryang non quoted in Japanese texts, Moro (2018a) deals
with Wénhyo's discussion to prove the authenticity of the Mahayina scriptures.

1 HEEBES, s HREHAZ (NPT 32, no. 1630, 11c2-3).

12 See Moro (2015a), Kim (2017), and Okamoto (2018). See also Tang Mingjun’s article in
this issue.

13 See Fukihara (1967, 62). For example, comparing with Kuiji, Kitsukawa (2003) states
that Wonhyo emphasized that the omnipresence of Buddha nature made all sentient
beings to become Buddhas.

14 Muller (2008) regards the Simmun hwajaeng non as a treatise on logic and points out
structures similar to the Pan piryang non.

15 See Ueda (2008), Ono (2010), and Moriyama (2014).

16 For example, the NP shows the following two inferences: “Sound is not permanent,
because of being produced, like a pot” (B, FTEMER, SHUNESE) and “Sound is
permanent, because of being audible, like sound-hood” (&, ARk, Ehrgts) (T 32,
no. 1630, 12a12-14).

17 Zenju &2k, Inmys ron sho myotoshe Wzt k&R (T 68, no. 2270, 362¢11-19).

18 For example, Zoshun % (1104-1180) also quotes the twelfth part in his Inmys daisho
sho WEIREHD (T 68, no. 2271, 56929-19), which has only five inferences like the Otani
manuscript.

19 Lusthaus claims that Zenju's quotation “suggest[s] corruption in our manuscript version”
(Lusthaus 2012, 374, n. 81).

20 Similar expressions can be found in Shentai’s % Limenlun shuji Bi'imikic, a
commentary on the Nydyamukha, and the eleventh section of P'an piryang non. Shentai
introduced two inferences to demonstrate that the reason of *Sabdavada’s (F:f)
argument “Sound is permanent, because of audibility” posed against the Buddhists is not
inconclusive:

Fir B PERIBE A G B, 520 AR AL, A n T (K. SR B PR KR AR e iR, R AR A
Tt GRER)iE A (T 44, no. 1839, 88a6—7).

The reason “audibility” is not included in inconclusive reasons. Because it is absent from
dissimilar instances. Like true reasons, the reason “audibility” is also not included in
inconclusive reasons. Because it is present in similar instances like contradictory reasons.
Wonhyo also introduces almost the same inferences in the beginning of the eleventh
section and analyzes them.

21 For this translation, Lusthaus (2012) was helpful but my interpretation is different from
his.

22 R, B =M, FERIER]. it S A, & ek, RES . Ak heasimt:
(IS 2; Zhina neixueyuan 1977, 3(4); Shen 2008, 362). According to the context, the
expression Biiffi in the P'an piryang non would be better than the B%¢ of the IS.

23 'The word %4 is also used in the tenth part of Pan piryang non. It seems to mean that
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two inferences of the antinomic reason have equivalent (%) capacities of demonstration
since they fulfill the three conditions of the valid reason, and they criticize () each other
since their propositions are incompatible. See Muroya (2017).

24 AN, — ) TORM SR — o S R, U5 — R R, R — o,
FSHERE (NP, T 32, no. 1630, 11¢17-19).

25 Although the dates of the birth and death of Xuanzang’s disciples are almost unknown,
Shentai could be a candidate of the “commentator” since he also regards an inference
with the antinomic reason as an inconclusive reason in his commentary of the
Nyayamukba:

SR AT B IR, MBI, e aT . AR R, ARt (T 44, no. 1839, 89a5—
6).

When a *Sabdavada follower argues an inference [like “Sound is permanent, because of
being audible, like sound-hood”], [an inference with] the antinomic reason [like “Sound
is not permanent, because of being produced, like a pot”] made by a *Vaisesika advocate
must be valid. [Therefore], the inference with the reason “audible” [made by *Sabdavada]
is inconclusive.

26 According to Ueda (2008), when there are the following two inferences that result in the
antinomic reason,

(A1) There exists S in p because of H (“p /&S, H #t” in yinming style).
(A2) There exists T in p because of G (“p & T, G #”).
the following conditions are satisfied:
i. Hand G fulfill the three conditions of the valid reason (#7airipya).
ii. S and T are incompatible (virodha).
iii. p is the only locus (dharmin) that has both H and G.
'The inferences (1) and (2) of P'an piryang non can be transformed as follows:
(1) There exists validness [S] in a reason of the antinomic reason [p] because of the
fulfilment of the three conditions [H].
(2) There exists invalidness [T] in a reason of the antinomic reason [p] because of an
equivalent criticism [G].
These inferences satisfy the following conditions:
i. H and G fulfill the three conditions of the valid reason.
a) A reason of the antinomic reason [p] fulfills the three conditions [H] (by definition)
and has an equivalent criticism [G].
b) Whatever (except p) fulfills the three conditions [H], it is a valid reason [S].
Whatever (except p) has an equivalent criticism [G], it is not a valid reason [T].
¢) Whatever (except p) is not a valid reason [~S], it does not fulfill the three conditions
[~H]. Whatever (except p) is a valid reason [~T7], it does not have any equivalent
criticisms [~G].
ii. Validness [S] and invalidness [ T] are incompatible.

iii. The reason of the antinomic reason is the only locus (dharmin) that has both the
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fulfillment of the three conditions [H] and an equivalent criticism [G].

27 Cf. B=#MIKl, & BUE, BAHEZ R, ZAEETCE (YDS,T 1840, no. 44, 126a21-22).

28 Moro (2015a, 109) points out that Wonhyo seems to use a logical operation like De
Morgan’s laws to interpret Xuanzang’s proof of consciousness-only, while it is not clear
whether De Morgan’s laws are valid, if any, in the general system of Buddhist logic.

29 GAHAFNRECE AN AR TR . AT, Yl o) AREHE . AR RIE, AEE L. FUEFTE
SR, WAETTR (YDS, T 44, no. 1840, 118¢15-19).

30 According to Nemu (1985), this is presumed to be a situation like seki + ¥ (Ch.
shuanghuo 3i&) of the Japanese game of go.

31 [ ENLEME, BAA IR, EAEKMERA. & ATARE, MR X AAHEE,
TEAME, Je 5 T, HENEE& (IS 2; Zhina neixueyuan 1977, 3(4); Shen 2008, 361).

32 IERETUCERLE, AN, BHREYCE, M AE. hitEe EREE U E MRS B,
it o BAGE (YDS, T 44, no. 1840, 126¢17-19).
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Abbreviations

IS Inmyong ipchongi ron so KA iEELR#R [Commentary on the NP] by Mun'gwe (Ch.
Wengui) (Shen 2008, Takemura 1986, Zhina neixueyuan 1977).
NP Yinming ruzhengli lun [ A i85 [Xuanzang’s translation of Niyayapravesaka], T

32,no.1630.

YDS  Yinming ruzhengli lun shu KB A FEEREL [Commentary on the NPJ; a.ka. Yinming
dashu Rk [Great Commentary on the NP]. By Kuiji (632-682). T 44, no. 1840.
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