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The Realities and Verbal Behaviors
in the Quyin jiashe lun

OKAZAKI Yasuhiro

1. Introduction

The Quyin jiashe lun (MXMGXGR) is a short philosophical treatise written by Dignaga
which is available only in the Chinese translation by Yijing. It discusses designation by
provisional naming (prajiiapti). As Funayama pointed out, however, this treatise exceeds
the scope of epistemology, and shows its relationship with Buddha's updya Indeed,
Dignaga used the word ‘updya’ in its opening and ending portions (Q: 885a25-28 and Q:
887c¢9-10. Moreover, the final stanza (k.13) and its commentary seem to imply that reli-
gious practices take precedence over theoretical issues (887¢13-20). It might be natural to
Buddhists but is rarely observed in succeeding philosophical works. With this religious be-
lief in mind, he was trying to give an epistemological foundation to Buddha’s preaching by
using skillful means (upaya). The theory for it is that Buddha's preaching depends on the
conceptually constructed things, which are classified into aggregates (#25€: samiiha), conti-
nua (HH#: samtana) and specific states (2725): avasthavisesa). Can the conceptually
constructed things be a basis for Buddha's verbal behaviors including skillful means? In
this essay, I will examine the relation between the verbal behaviors and the conceptually

constructed things in the Quyin jiashe lun.

2. The Concept of Pudgala as a Conceptually Constructed Thing

First of all, let us examine the concept of pudgala as an example of a conceptually con-
structed thing. The concept of pudgala is not accepted in the majority of Buddhist schools.
In some cases, however, this concept seems to be useful such as for the explanation of
transmigration. Dignaga, who did not originally accept the reality of pudgala, seems to
have noticed the utility of this concept and paid much attention to it in this treatise. After

having enumerated the three kinds of conceptually constructed things and given some ex-
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planations of them, Dignaga said:

=3¢, R AMRIgR KIFBREE]. ARIE=FL2EERZE (Q: 885b6-7) Owing to these
three things [i.e. aggregate, continuum and specific state], with hidden intention (samdhaya)
[Buddha] says, “There is a person (pudgala),” or “He dies (parinirvati)."”” These three objects,

however, are only conceptual constructions.

The above description means that the concept of pudgala consists of three kinds of con-
ceptually constructed things. Notably this description seems to imply that pudgala is re-
garded as one of the most typical cases of conceptual constructions.

Moreover, another reference to pudgala with hidden intention is made in the following
context: After having denied the last wrong conclusion that conceptually constructed
things are absent, Dignaga discussed the reality of them and insisted that they are not con-
ditioned entities (samskrta). (Q: 887b6f.) In this situation, a person, quoting Buddha's
words,” objects that some conceptually constructed also have character of birth and so on
that every conditioned entity must have. (Q: 887b13-20) In the counter-objection against
him, Dignaga said that Buddha's words have hidden intention and that the characters of
birth and so on are mentioned conceptually. (Q: 887b20-22) The reason why Buddha’s
words have hidden intention and are not ultimate truth is that there is said to be birth and
so on in reference to pudgala. (FMHMRAEFE,FHA L.« Q: 887b26) In this case, pudgala
is used as a mark of conceptual or metaphorical construction (prajiiapti/upacara). That is
to say, every pudgala must be a conceptually constructed thing, and is frequently used in
Buddha's preaching.

Considering these facts, I think it is useful to compare the concept of pudgala with that
of conceptual construction proposed by Dignaga. In considering the concept of pudgala,
the Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala, which is recorded in the 9th chapter of AKBh, offers a
model. The Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala tries to clarify the relation between paiica-skan-

dha and pudgala, and can be summarized in the following two points:

(1) adhyarmikan upattan vartamanan skandhan upadaya pudgalah prajiiapyate . . . .yathendham
upadayagnih. (AKBh, p.461,20-21, 25) Being conditioned by (or having taken) the perceived
and present skandhas (aggregate of elements) in a personal life, pudgala is conceptually
constructed. ... Just as, being conditioned by kindling, fire is [constructed].

(2) evam na ca vina skandhaih pudgalah prajiiapyate. na canyah skandhebhyah sakyate pratijiiatum
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Sasvataprasangat. napy ananya uccedaprasanad iti. (AKBh, p.462,3-4) In this way, pudgala is
not constructed without skandhas. Furthermore it cannot be insisted that [pudgala] is
something different from skandhas, because the consequence would be eternal. And it [i.e.

pudgala] is not identical with [skandhas], because it would conclude that it is totally absent.

In the case of the Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala, the relation between pudgala and skan-

dha (aggregate) can be expressed by the following two schemata.

(1) skandhan upadaya pudgalah prajfiapyate. (Having taken A, B is constructed)
(2) nanyah skandhebhyah pudgalah, napy ananyah. (D is neither different from nor identical
with C: In this case, A=C is skandha, and B=D is pudgala)

The above schemata seem to be applicable to every conceptual construction.

3. A Framework of Conceptual Construction (prajfiapati)
Three kinds of conceptual constructions are described as follows:

(45%: samitha/samudaya) SH8R%E, IR —IRA % 03K, O LI— 30 IS pkas. (Q:885a29-b2)

What is designated as “aggregate” is as follows: Many dharmas (elements) collectively [occurring]

at one time is designated as one thing in accordance with the worldly people. It is exemplified by
body, forest and so on... MEFRVESHME TR BETEAIL A, VR, 3R RERA,
LFIRY  FMEMER, P4 I (Q:885b9-11) The word, “non-difference (ananya)” is [interpreted]
in only two ways. Suppose there exist their [viz. of an aggregate and its components] two properties,
making the exclusion (paryudasa?) of difference between their properties, we say, “The aggregate is
not different from its components” Is it called “non-difference? Or is non-existence (prasajyapratisedha?)
of [the aggregate] other than [its components] called “non-difference”?"

(NI samtana) SABF, WPRBIEFRAGEL VS WMMEMRESAL, HZRA, FEEN, 12
%%, (Q:885b2—4) What is designated as “continuum” is as follows: When [a series of] causes and
effects is not disrupted at different periods of time, then it is said to be one thing, as e.g. the states of
kalala (a stage of embryo development) and so on are called “a person” and the transformed states
of a sprout and so on are called “a grain”...... AP A 8 (K reads. T:i) FRVER, EHFH
PEAH A (Q:886b6-7) If you admit the non-difference of continuum from a continuous thing,
you should admit that the nature [of non-difference] has the two sorts [as mentioned in the case of
aggregates].

(iR avasthavisesa) WNRVESHALZE, THEHED, MASH. MRS, (Q:886¢8-9) In
regard to the specific states such as the property of being an effect and so on, having taken that

entity (T %+=vastu/dravya), a person states [metaphorical expression such as “It is an effect” and so
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on] and there is nothing different from that [entity].

The above descriptions are found in the introduction (Q: 885a25-b8) and in the denial
of identity and difference of conceptually constructed things (Q:885b8-886¢17). There-
fore, those descriptions are fragmentary and not sufficient for our comparison with the
Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala. Although our sources are limited and insufficient, my ob-
servations and considerations can be summarized in the table below.

In the table above, the items with superscript “*” are not supported by Dignaga’s de-
scriptions. Considering the uniformity of Dignaga’s theory of conceptual construction and
the given concrete examples, however, I think that the interpretations represented in the ta-
ble are not strained. Needless to say, my interpretation of Dignaga’s theory of conceptual
construction is modelled on the Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala. If my interpretation is ade-
quate, we could say that Dignaga dramatically extended the usage of conceptual construc-
tions and that he provided a versatile foundation of understanding for Buddha’s preaching.
There remains a question whether Dignaga's theory of conceptual construction covers ev-

ery verbal behavior. Let us examine this point.

4. Conceptual Construction as a Basis for Verbal Behavior

Before our examination, let us follow Dignaga’s discussion. While Dignaga devoted more
than half of the Quyin jiashe lun to the denial of identity and difference of conceptually
constructed things (Q:885b8-886¢17), he also denied that conceptually constructed things
are absolutely absent (Q:886c17-887a12). Dignaga seems to have noticed the utility of

A_acc. upadaya B prajiiapyate nanyah C_inst./abl. D, napy ananyah
A B C D
pudgala skandha pudgala skandha pudgala
s ex. % (dharma_pl.) | ex. & %% (sartra, vana) peps s
(samitha) samudayin* samudaya*® (samudayin) (samudaya)
" X, FORERE, 3 x. N3 AE e
it o TR e - it
B (kalala, ankura) (purusa?, yava) (samtanavat/ B
(samtana) _ o . (samtana)
samtanavat?* samtana* samtanin?)
SR e VaxiA () _
avastha*
(avasthavisesa) (tadvastu/-dravya) (avastha) (tadvastu/-dravya)

The sign “?” indicates dubious Sanskrit reconstruction.
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such things in both religious and daily activities. He especially seems to have thought that
Buddha's teachings of truth are meaningless without acceptance of conceptually construct-

ed things. He said in stanza 9 as follows:

BARFGREA  MFBUEENE BB TR RIER . (Q:886¢19-20) If it is not

accepted that a body is really existent, any faultless teaching would be meaningless, there would be

no people who hold to wrong views, and also there would not be various functions.

Although Dignaga’s discussion is not limited to verbal issues, the issues mentioned in his
discussion seem to concern verbal behavior beginning with Buddha's preaching, because
every religious injunction, prohibition and so on are made in terms of verbal expression.

In this situation, let us turn back to the previous question about whether Dignaga’s theo-
ry of conceptual construction can entirely explain verbal behavior. If we wish to answer
this question, we must examine the relation with the things designated as “E¥J 47 (dravya-
sar).” Indeed, after Dignaga’s denial of the absence of conceptually constructed things, an
opponet questioned why conceptually constructed things are not accepted to be substan-
tially existent (dravya-sat) when their absence causes many inconveniences

(Q:887a13-14). Dignaga answered this question as follows:

HGE—PERPER. (Q:887al6. k. 10a) = HIRNESEREA L, WHAHYE S MR I, HARRSE
AL (Q:887a18-19) It is because the identities and differences [of conceptual constructed
things] are denied. In regard to ripa and so on, since they are substantial entities, their mutual

identities or differences can be described. On the contrary, their aggregate and so on cannot be

mentioned [as being different or identical].
FWEE, FLGEY ZATHTE? (Q: 887a19-20) In spite of such a situation, why can we call one
body different with reference to another one? JE/2 K B (Q:887a16. k. 10b) =  MHIFEZH A

K. (Q: 887a20) [Bodies] do not come to exist in mutual causal dependence. It is because [each

body] does not take another one as its cause (anyonyahetuka?).”

For Dignaga, the conceptually constructed things differ from substantial ones because of
the indescribability of identities or differences. Even though bodies are conceptually con-
structed things, they are described as being different from each other in daily life. In such
cases, bodies are not due to causal relation. Judging from the context of the above discus-
sion, this seems to be Dignaga’s answer, and he seems to have thought this situation is con-

tradicted with the substantiality of a body.
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On the other hand, Dignaga also has to explain the following expression, “This body is
different from that one”, because such an expression is found in daily verbal behavior, even
in Buddha's preaching. At first, Dignaga gave the definition of the conceptualization based
on cause (WNRFX: upadayaprajiiapti).

JURESY, ZAE RO S, MR LR, AR DUS T . A SRR AR, )y
Ji AR, (Q: 887a21-24) Generally speaking, with reference to entities, if the mind, having
abandoned that one, takes this one, it is not designated as conceptualization based on cause. It is
because we regard it as a cause without having taken that one...If the consciousness [i.e. “mind” in
this case], having abandoned that one, does not take this one, it is to be designated as

conceptualization based on cause.

This definition is easily applicable to the case of aggregate.

FIEGAE, MHAUR. REUEHER A SRR EL, JER—Y). (Q: 887a24-25) If [the
mind] abandons riipa (visible element) and so on, there will be no [concept] of their aggregate.
Therefore, one should know that it is impossible to mention its identity and difference with
reference to its own [composing] entities, but not with reference to every entity.

Let us summarize the distinction between a substantial entity and a conceptually con-
structed thing. In the case of a substantial entity, the difference and identity between a
cause and its effect can be described. On the other hand, in the case of a conceptual con-
struction, the difference and identity between some constructed thing and its cause, which
might be substantial, cannot be described. When the cause of a constructed thing is re-
placed with its own object in the above description, we can find a possibility to describe
some conceptually constructed things as being different. That is, the indescribability of dif-
ference is limited to the relation between a constructed thing and its cause. However, we
have not observed the basis for expressions referring to difference and identity. The basis

for such expressions is specific state (avasthavisesa). Dignaga said:
IR PLERIN RS E R AR, SLZSMIR. (Q: 887a25-26) On the other hand, the specific states

are called “mutual difference” with reference to the difference and so on and they are called

“provisional”.

In this kind of specific state, there seems to be no distinction between the case of sub-

stantial thing and that of the conceptual one. Dignaga discussed:
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R, MR, RIS R, EFEETA. (Q: 887a26-28) [Objection:] If that is the case,
with reference to ripa and so on, since [the mind] does not take [them i.e. riipa and so on], they
cannot be substantially real, though they are called “different”.

PIAHER, fh 0k B R TR, AR A R, FRRMR AR ARSI R, M
H—UIEiH, AEEkE, BIAEER. ArA BMEEREE. (Q: 887a28-b2) [Answer:] It is not

reasonable, because their [ i.e. of riipa and so on] own properties can be described [as “it is

different’= H#87R2 T BLH: k.10c]. Furthermore, they are perceptible, because their characteristics

are different, and because it is not the case that they are abandoned with reference to other things.

In this way, they appear as [perceptible] objects and arise from [our] consciousness. [={IEMEFE A ik
#2: k.10d] In such a situation, apart from [our] consciousness, any characteristic of objects cannot

be known. All the properties are also conceptually constructed.

In the above description, the words, “Hif#” and “H %", are synonymous and seem to be
translations of svabhava. In this text, these terms cover every item that we call property
whose substratum is either a substantial entity or a conceptually constructed thing. Since
such properties can belong to both substantial and conceptual thing, Dignaga can refute the
above objection that rigpa and so on would not be substantially existent. Moreover, he in-
sisted that such properties are conceptual. However there remains an ambiguity in the
meaning of “#&4H”. T assume that it is a translation of laksana or svabhavalaksana and
means an apparent or phenomenal characteristic that is produced from its own properties.”

Considering the context of his discussion, we can say that every property (svabhava)
whose substratum is substantial or conceptual is based on a specific state or states
(avasthavisesa) which arise from our consciousness and conceptually constructed. This

function of the specific state seems to make our various verbal behaviors possible.

5. Conclusion

a working hypothesis and some remaining problems——

In this essay, I build the working hypothesis that Dignaga’s theory of conceptual construc-
tion is modelled on the Vatsiputriya theory of pudgala which explains the relation between
five skandhas and pudgala. Considering Dignaga’s interest and historical background,” T
would like to claim that this hypothesis has a certain degree of probability. However, there
remains an ambiguity in its historical background. Additionally, the specific states play an
important role in verbal expression. They function as the properties in general whose sub-
stratum is either substantial or conceptual. It makes our various verbal behaviors possible.

Further investigation into its semantical structures is needed.
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(My special thanks are due to Prof. Syoru Katsura for his detailed comments and advice, to Prof. Akira
Saito for his kind advices and to Ms. Lauren Alexander for English correction.)

Notes

1) See Funayama (1990, 616). 2) See Ui (1958, 205). 3) Quotations concerning this dis-
cussion. FRETHEL SmLHE  SEEIIEE  AEEE. (Q: 887b17-18)=sarve ksayanta nicayah
patanantah samucchrayah/ samyoga viprayoganta maranantam hi jivitam (Udanavarga 1.22); # WA\,
BLRRIRE R, B (Q: 887b24)=? #AWAEA, MERAR, Rbdre, (R, A, Mk,
(Samyuktagama: T0099, 331al5-16, a21-22); # 5t ict, RN (Tridharmakadastra:
T1506,18b6); WA — N HBLIEHIGES FIZE4E. (Q: 887b26-27)<J&44 MU A HBLI I FE 25 1) i b B 1H: 1] 75 i
K% 4 AR, (Mahaparinirvanasttra: T0374,397a26-27; T0375637c1-2); —YHHE, HKEME Q:
887b27-28)=sarvasattva aharasthitika (AKBh on AK3.38, p.152,9—10; cf. Honjo (2014, 417)). Some oth-

er quotations from Agama or Vinaya remain unidentified. 4) The phrase “%%...%%..." is alternative
question (kim...ahosvid). See IAKB vol.l p.131. 5)See IAKB, vol.l p.34. 6) cf. Kitagawa
(1957, 489). 1 follow his translation of this word. It also concerns Dignaga’s citation (Q:887b4-5) from
Yogacara works. 7) See Frauwallner (1959, 122—-127).
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