The Reception of Vaisesika Philosophy in East
Asia: A Study of Kogen Jotai’s (Y'EE RS |
1740-1807) Shoshijikkugironshaku Bokanroku
QRGeS = e )

Tadas Snuviskis

Researcher at the Department of Comparative Cultural Studies,
Lithuanian Culture Research Institute

O 35 ] H 131193 (R 113 4F) - #rdbifi + dEasCEky
Dharma Drum Journal of Buddhist Studies, no. 35, pp. 131-193 (2024)
New Taipei City: Dharma Drum Institute of Liberal Arts
DOI: 10.53106/199680002024120035005
ISSN: 1996-8000



Abstract

This paper explores the reception of Vaisesika (5
i) philosophy in East Asia, with a primary focus on Kogen
Jotai’s hitherto unexamined sub-commentary on Vaisesika,
Shoshijikkugironshaku Bokanroku (5 5% -+ 7] %% W B
B4 #%). This sub-commentary offers a discerning yet highly
critical interpretation of Kiben Daidobo’s (1718-1791, % ¥
K [E] /5) commentary, Shoshikikkugironshaku (5 5% + 4] 38
i BE), on Dasapadartht (5 5% + 7] 55 &@ ), a seminal text of
Vaisesika philosophy in East Asia. Kdgen Jotai’s commentary
is organized around 37 distinct issues, all of which stem from
Kiben’s contentious interpretations of Vaisesika. The paper
analyzes and describes each issue. These issues span a variety of
philosophical concepts, ranging from ontology and perception
to the interpretation of technical Vaisesika vocabulary, as well
as errors such as misquotations, omissions, or conflations of

Vaisesika terminology.
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1. Introduction

This article aims to investigate Kogen Jotai’s (9% & & 14 ,
1740-1807) sub-commentary, Shoshiijikkugironshaku Bokanroku
(Mt A FEamE 6288 ), on Kiben Daidobd’s (1718-1791, %
Wt K 6] 5 ) commentary Shoshitkikkugironshaku (5 5%+ 5] £
ZmFE ) on the VaiSesika (5@ ) text Dasapadarthi (555113
& , T. 2138) by providing a description and philosophical analysis
of the sub-commentary. This work is the first to examine Kdgen’s
sub-commentary and one of the first attempts' to thoroughly
characterize any Edo-period commentary on Dasapadarthi. Before
delving into the main subject matter, a brief introduction to the
topic is provided in the second section. In the third section, the
structure and content of the root text Dasapadarthi is discussed,
along with Kiben Daidobd’s commentary on the text and Kogen’s
commentary on the latter. The fourth and final section focuses on
the philosophical topics appearing in Kdgen’s sub-commentary,
drawing attention to how VaiSesika concepts are treated in Kiben’s
and Kogen’s understanding, and where applicable, in comparison

to classical Indian Vais$esika authors.

* R ¢ 2024.6.28 5 IR AL HH] 20241213 -

I The article by T. Snuviskis provides an overview of the existing literature
on Edo commentaries, briefly describing and contextualizing these
commentaries (Snuviskis 12, 43-56). In the same year as the publication of
the aforementioned article, Professor Hé Huanhuan ( {a] #K #X ) produced a
critical edition of Kiben’s commentary on Dasapadarthi, accompanied by a
thorough and informative introduction (Kiben 2021, unpublished).
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2. Indian VaiSesika and The Three Stages of
Reception of VaiSesika in East Asia

Vaisesika is an Indian philosophical school renowned for its
theory of categories (padarthas), offering a detailed explanation
of the universe. Its earliest text, the Vaisesika-Sitra, is among the
oldest Brahmanical siitra compositions. From the third century
BCE to the eleventh century CE, Vaisesika was influential in
India, actively debating other schools, especially Buddhism.
These interactions led to other philosophies like Nyaya,
Mtmamsa, and Vedanta incorporating many Vaisesika’s insights.
A popular saying from the time, “the knowledge of the systems
of Kanada (Vaisesika) and Paninian grammar is beneficial to all
other theories” (kanadam paniniyam ca sarvasastropakarakam),
highlighted the importance of Vaisesika in India. However, by the
eleventh century, Vaisesika lost its distinct status and was largely
integrated into the Nyaya tradition.

While primarily documented through Indian sources,
Vaisesika also had a presence beyond India, notably in East
Asia. In East Asia, Vaisesika was significantly interpreted,
though comprehensive studies on its influence in the region
remain scarce. Scholars such as Anantalal Thakur, Karunesha
Shukla, Hojo Kenzd, and Ionut Moise have attempted to map
out the diversity of VaiSesika traditions, recognizing different
textual preferences and doctrinal variations (Shukla 1970;
Hojo 1994; Moise 39-40). Thakur identified three textual
traditions (Moise 39): the Vaisesika-Siitra with its commentaries,

Padarthadharmasamgraha with its commentaries, and other
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related works like Laksanavali. Conversely, Hojo proposed two
main traditions: Padarthadharmasamgraha and Dasapadarthi,
and he was among the first to recognize the importance of
Dasapadarthi’s interpretation efforts in East Asia. However, in
my assessment, while these contributions are praiseworthy, they
have not yet captured the intricacies of Vaisesika in East Asia. In
my previous article, I proposed a model that distinguishes three
distinct stages of Vaisesika’s reception in East Asia (Snuviskis
2021):

The first stage, VaiSesika in China Before Xudnzang
(Early Fifth Century—648), involved the introduction of
Vaisesika ideas in the Chinese cultural sphere. The content of the
earliest Chinese sources on Vaisesika reveals a preoccupation
with Indian realities, likely derived directly from the Vaisesika-
Sitra. The two main avenues for the introduction of VaiSesika
ideas during this period are: 1) texts connected to the
Madhyamaka ( = & 5% ) and Satyasiddhi (5% & 5% ) traditions
brought to China by Kumarajiva; 2) texts related to the Yogacara-
Tathagatagarbha tradition.

The second stage, VaiSesika within the Consciousness-
Only Tradition (648—Mid-Eighteenth Century), is defined by
the influx of information regarding Vai$esika, primarily originating
from a single source: Xuanzang ( 22Z& ) and his established textual
legacy within the Consciousness-Only school (M 35 5% ). During
the latter half of his life, Xudnzang led a team of translators,
collectively translating seventy-five texts. For Vaisesika, the
completion of the translation of Dasapadarthi on May 15, 648 is

the most significant event. During the entire period, discussions
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of Vaisesika ideas, aside from Dasapadarthi, were primarily
found in areas of Buddhist study exclusively promoted by the
Consciousness-Only school lineage (Wei 34-38). These include
detailed commentaries on (1) the “Treatise on the Establishment of
Consciousness-Only” or Chéng Wéishi Lun (5% ME 3k ); (2) the
principles of Buddhist logic ([X|BH ) based on the transmission of
Nyayapravesa (IRFH A TEHER ); and (3) Abhidharmakosa (12.45
7).

The final period, VaiSesika in the Buddhist Curriculum:
The Edo Commentaries on Dasapadarthi (Eighteenth—Mid
Nineteenth Centuries), is distinguished by the appearance of
direct commentaries on DasSapadarthi, aimed at synthesizing
all the information about Vai$esika that had arrived in East Asia
from the time of Kumarajiva to the Edo period. Although the
Consciousness-Only school did not endure in China, it successfully
established itself in Japan, bringing with it the Vaisesika legacy.
The beginning of the period is designated by the first identifiable
commentary on Dasapadarthi, Shoshijjikkugironki ([ 5%+ 1] 38
Zwac ). It was written by a Shingon monk from the Buzan branch
(‘' (1), Hoju Chido (& {F %I , 1723-1800), in 1752. The end
is the second half of the nineteenth century, which witnessed the
modernization and globalization of Japan.

According to the entries of the “Union Catalog of Early
Japanese Books”, up to forty commentaries on Dasapadarthi
from this period still exist, counting from the first commentary
of Hoju Chidd down to the very end of the nineteenth century.
The majority of these commentaries are preserved in libraries or

temple archives in Japan as manuscripts. However, some were

The Reception of Vai$esika Philosophy in East Asia: A Study of Kdgen Jotai’s ( Y& IEHS |,
1740-1807) Shoshijikkugironshaku Bokanroku (535 siieg ) 137



printed immediately after they were written, and thus have been
circulated on a larger scale. In the subsequent section, I provide
a succinct description of Dasapadarthi and introduce the two
commentaries on it written by Kiben and Kogen, which are the

focus of this article.

3. The Structure and Content of Dasapadarthi,
Kiben’s Commentary, and Kogen’s Subcommentary

Dasapadarthi is a relatively unorthodox text within the
Vaisesika texts, as it outlines an uncommon number of ten
padarthas, rather than the typical six. Additionally, it features
peculiar notions in Vai$esika epistemology, such as the absence
of a description of yogic perception or the non-differentiation
between the means and result of knowledge. Furthermore, it does
not provide a clear explanation of liberation or a clear statement
of the treatise’s purpose at the beginning of the text. However,
the most notable aspect of Dasapadarthi is its structure, which
serves as a perfect example of the Sdstra genre in terms of neat
Vaisesika doctrinal classification.

The structure of Dasapadarthi consists of two chapters. The
first chapter lists all padarthas and provides definitions for each
of them, while the second chapter discusses each padartha in
further detail. Although the chapters in Dasapadarthi do not have
specific titles, the section on Vaisesika in Chéng Wéishi Lun Shuji
(ReMESREMIEC ) has corresponding sections with Dasapadarthi.
The latter sections list the “general and specific names” (%1 #&
A1 %4 ) for padarthas and “bring forth their nature” () #& 14 )

through definitions, then classify and explain various aspects of
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each padartha (GEFIHEER ).

While Dasapadarthi concludes with these aspects, Chéng
Wéishi Lun Shuji continues with a presentation of the main
thesis of Vaisesika and its detailed refutation. Based on this, I
hypothesize that the thesis originally presented in Chéng W¢éishi
Lun relies on the presentation of Vaisesika in Dasapadarthi,
which, due to its clear exposition of Vaisesika ideas, motivated
Xuanzang to translate (or perhaps even compile) it.

Returning to the Edo period, among the commentaries on
Dasapadartht, Kiben’s Shoshitkikkugironshaku (557502550 )
stands out as the most prominent. Composed in 1773, its popularity
is evidenced by the numerous manuscripts and circulating copies
of prints from 1779. The reasons for its popularity may include
Kiben’s status as a renowned Japanese Buddhist thinker (active in
Kydto and Nara) belonging to the Consciousness-Only (Hosso 1%
fH ) school of the latter half of the 18th century, with around 40
works to his name (Ichiko 53). The length of the commentary, two
fascicles, and 62 pages in the modern edition of Zohokaitei Nihon
Daizokyo (FE#HIRET H AR 4% ), makes it a manageable size
for study, unlike the longer commentaries such as Rinjo Kaidd’s
(MRESRIE | 1751-1810), which is 5 fascicles and 122 pages in the
same edition, or the shorter ones like Houn Usui’s (BZEE57K ),
which is one fascicle and 33 pages.

Additionally, Kiben’s commentary offers a personal touch,
as he presents his own opinions on Vaisesika rather than simply
reiterating those of older East Asian interpreters. For instance,
Kiben dedicates a subchapter, “the ascertainment of the intention

in creating the commentary” (¥#2F2 5 ), where he explains his
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personal motivation for writing the commentary, a rare example
of a monk recording his rationale for writing a commentary.
Furthermore, in certain sections, Kiben even delves into rare
musings about the relationship between Vaisesika and Buddhism,
making his commentary a valuable resource for comparative
studies.

However, among the surviving commentaries on
Dasapadarthi, the commentary by Kiben is even more intriguing
as it uniquely received further commentary by Kogen. Kogen
was a Buddhist scholar belonging to the Shingon school. He
lived most of his life in Koyasan (=%7[1l ), Shakamonin (f&301
X BE ). Approximately 15 works are attributed to him, with the
majority being about Abhidharmakosa (€ & &
the reputation of being an expert in abhidharma (Ibid. 530-531).

i ), earning him

He named his commentary on Kiben’s text as “records of
critical observations,” or alternatively, “records of observations
from a supplementary angle” (bokanroku 5% #l &% ), implying
a critique on Kiben’s understanding of Dasapadarthi. This is
reflected in the structure of Kogen’s text. In contrast to Kiben
and other Edo period commentaries on Dasapadarthi, where the
majority of the space in the commentaries is dedicated to line-by-
line quotation of Dasapadarthi and the commentator’s explanation
of the main body of the text, Kdgen divides his text into
problematic issues to be expounded upon. The following are 37
problematic issues that Kogen introduces with the word “criticism”

(= ) regarding Kiben’s commentary on Dasapadarthi:
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(1) Non-existent quotation from Abhidharmakosa (12553 ).

(2) Misinterpretation of the character déng (%) in the
Vai$esika definition of the self (atman ¥X).

(3) Misinterpretation of the VaiSesika notion of inherent
cause (samavaya-karana FIE K ).

(4) Incorrect division of really existing support (‘- Ffk
7t ) and non-really existing of that which is supported
CGFEHERERKED).

(5) Statement that air (vayu J&\) is tactile (sparsavat 5 i)
like earth (prehivi #1), water (apas 7K), and fire (tejas
K.

(6) Inaccurate assertion that eternality (nityatva & {F¥)
necessarily implies the function of an inherent cause
(samavaya-karana F1E K ).

(7) Confusion between substance atoms (paramanu Fa{#)
and the quality of smallness (anutva {8 ).

(8) Another non-existent quotation from Abhidharmakosa
(E&m).

(9) Ambiguous use of the word jiwei (TE{#).

(10) Misinterpretation of the Vaisesika concept of mind
(manas &).

(11) Misinterpretation of commonness (samanya |])
perceived by all sense organs (—HYJHRATHY) as implying
dependence of imperceptibles and perceivables by the self
and mind on sense organs.

(12) Supposed proof that self-perception (F HY) depends
on sense organ perception (FRHY ).

(13) Padartha of commonness-particularity (samanyavisesa?
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{2 43) in the context of perception by all sense organs
(—YJHREATEY) or eyes and touch (HEf&FTHY ).

(14) Ambiguous meaning of the concept ydnchit suoqii (HR
fEFITER).

(15) Misinterpretation of the correct meaning of yanchu (IR
fil ).

(16) Two interpretations of the ydnchu compound:
tatpurusa (1<) and dvandva (FH3E).

(17) Misinterpretation of ydnchu as a tatpurusa compound.

(18) Misinterpretation of ydnchu as the cause for the
remaining sense organs.

(19) Misinterpretation of ydnchu in dvandva compound,
resulting in the devaluation of the touch organ.

(20) Incorrect tatpurusa and dvandva interpretations of ydnchu
stemming from KufjT (35 , 632-682) and Piiguang (3%
S, 2-6647).

(21) Inaccurate summary of the implications of the ydnchu
concept.

(22) Misinterpretation of wii chi (i) as wi ydanchu (4
AR ).

(23) Incorrect classification of eternal (nitya & ) and non-
eternal substances (anitya fEH).

(24) The issue concerning the size of the mind (manas =).

(25) Two categories of non-perceivable objects (FEFRER ).

(26) Ineffective discussion of the perceptibility of primary
atomic compounds (%) by conflating the perspectives
of two separate vaiSesika schools (the root 7 #5 and
branch schools A3E).
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(27) The qualities of ether (akasa Z%) and other non-material
substances as non-perceivable objects in sense organ
perception (FREVIEIREE ).

(28) Omission of the character for inferential knowledge
(anumana Et ) when discussing non-perceptible qualities
of dharma (%), adharma (FE1£), and samskara (17).

(29) Misconception of a disjunction (vibhaga ) causing a
conjunction (samyoga ).

(30) Exploration of the sense organ perception of qualities
(guna f&).

(31) Failure to reflect by Kiben on the differences Between
KuijT’s and Dasapadarthi understanding of certain
characteristics of perception ( T fH).

(32) The importance of color (ripa ff1) in substance
perception and the problem of air perception.

(33) Misinterpretation of life activity (jivana iy %) as a
sense organ.

(34) Misinterpretation of certain aspects regarding qualities
pervading their locales ( #@FT{%).

(35) Misinterpretation of the relationship between quality
and materiality (75 TSFEGKE).

(36) Misinterpretation of the acting body (& 3) as a non-
inherent cause.

(37) Misinterpretation of a particular aspect of samskara
(7).
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4. An Analysis of Kogen’s Critique of Kiben’s
Interpretation of Vaisesika: A Topic-by-Topic
Examination

This section addresses the 37 problematic issues raised by
Kodgen with regards to Kiben’s commentary. Each issue is analyzed
by quoting relevant passages from Kogen, Kiben’s commentary,
and Dasapadarthi, with the aim of providing a clear explanation
of the main concerns. The analysis also considers the validity
of Kdgen’s criticisms in light of Indian Vaisesika sources. The
ultimate goal is to shed light on key differences and novel aspects
of Kiben’s and Kogen’s understandings of Vaisesika. The 37 issues
are classified and grouped into eight categories for the purpose of

analysis:

I Inherent and Non-Inherent Causes (3, 4, 6, 34, 36-37).

I Touch and Perceptibility of Air (5, 32).

Il The Concept of Yinchu (Caksuhsparsana HRfi) (14-
22).

IV Non-Perceivable Objects (25-27).

V  Other Perception-related Issues (11-13, 30-31).

VI Misinterpretation of the Vaisesika Notion of Mind (10,
24).

VII Misquotation, Misinterpretation, Conflation, or
Omission of Specific Vaisesika Concepts (1, 2, 7, 8, 9,
28, 35).

VIII Other Misinterpretations of Vai$esika Doctrines (23, 29,
33).
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4.1 Inherent and Non-Inherent Causes (3, 4, 6, 34, 36-37)

Problem 3 addresses Kiben’s partial misunderstanding
of the difference between inherent (samavaya-karana Fl1E A
%% ) and non-inherent causes (asamavaya-karana 4 ¥ &
#% ). Kiben dedicates a substantial portion of his commentary
to elucidating the concept of the inherent cause. He cites six
interpretations from previous East Asian scholars, but finds
none of them satisfactory (Kiben 9-11).

Kiben interprets inherence (/15 ) as an essence or entity ( F157
By §8) that engenders an inseparable relationship between two or
more entities. He views cause ( [K[#% ) as something that provides
support” (FT{¢5%) (Ibid. 11). Although this understanding of
inherence aligns closely with the Vaisesika perspective, Kogen
suggests a more precise characterization of the inherent cause. This
would functionally distinguish between proximate support (FiFT
%) and remote support ( FifT{%).

According to Kdgen, an inherent cause encompasses the
notion that a substance is the nearest support for qualities or
actions that are inherent to the substance itself. Conversely, a
non-inherent cause refers to a substance that relates to qualities
or actions of other substances, or to qualities and actions that are

in relation with each other’ (Kogen 1).

? EENEaHE  MIME RS CEFRAEME - HEREK - KRG
e SELLERA N BN S A o N - FEFTIREESR - JRAIK
e E R R B -

PBREE NIGSHENG A NgHETKEEE - LEERMGR
% > ARG (e ] MIERBERFTR - ARIE R HFTK -
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Problem 4 addresses the incorrect categorization of the
truly existent support (‘& 7 fk &) and the non-truly existent
supported (FEEHREMKET) (Kiben 11). Kiben makes a surprising
assertion that the support or inherent cause is truly existent (‘&
), while the supported, namely qualities or actions, are non-truly
existent (FEEH ). Kogen promptly counters that all padarthas are
truly existent in VaiSesika philosophy, and no distinction is made
between truly and non-truly existent objects participating in the
relationship of inherence’ (Kogen 2).

Problem 6 pertains to the false assumption that eternality
is implied to be an inherent cause’ (Kiben 11). According
to VaiSesikas, even non-eternal substances can still serve as
inherent causes’ (Kogen 2-3). For instance, a tree, despite being
non-eternal, can perfectly be an inherent cause for its multiple

qualities and actions.

HAETEEEY.C HITATE > PEEEE - BURATIKGE - AEIFEREZ
HFES NS - BURFTHREE - BAMERBERTK - HEEE
Bratprats - NEGEEE ST - AR
B R FTGEE - B FIEEEEh (S - MENEEE R - MR ATIRGE -
ARG R R BT -

¢ NEEARATGE - JFEEYRREREEE - 8 | 2REEE L (W)
FEFSIER - REIRIMRE EE AV BEIEEAE - 2icHE
awaal oAl MEEHFER > MALEEIEEAMN -

SOHH - HER - HAE B MERNSAEE -

¢ BERAUIMGRNGE - BRIn TE A BHE o SRR - 5
BTG S  BES A YA RGN - A S EG RGNS K
MM » ARAH R AT DUHERD - Hy- 08l LY E RS - TRAS
KERE T HEAEAERAO LSNP 2 B () SHE
HFTREE - A L EEEN 2 2l b S FREGE I A AT
HEr A 2ol H A SR HALE 2
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Problem 34’ delves into certain aspects concerning the
pervasion of qualities within their respective locales. Kiben
clarifies that only the mental qualities of the self, sound (Sabda
#2) associated with ether, and conjunctions (samyoga ;) and
disjunctions (vibhagaBff) are qualities that do not pervade
their respective substances (A~ ¥& T f). This is due to the fact
that these qualities (or at least some of them) cannot coexist
simultaneously® (&R MERE - S8R M) (Kiben 62-63).

However, Kogen takes issue with this explanation, contrasting
it with another passage from Dasapadarthi, which asserts that
actions (karma 2 ) pervade their respective substances. Kogen’s
primary concern lies in Kiben’s dubious assertion that conjunctions
and disjunctions must reside in substances possessing action
(&~ BELEEBTEE). If actions pervade their substances,
how is it that conjunction and disjunction cannot pervade them?
This discrepancy suggests a potential error. This is particularly
evident when considering the explanation that non-pervasion
implies the non-existence of certain entities at the same time.
For instance, upward and downward actions or expansion and

contraction cannot occur simultaneously, therefore actions do not

7 While some might argue that this issue does not directly relate to the concept
of inherence, it’s important to note that the main subject of this paragraph,
pervasion, is indeed a direct consequence of the inherence of qualities and
actions.

S OERIEATIKE - BREH 0 ST B E S B HE - BhE - BTk B
EANNE I A S (1] g 3F|_JPJW? & i 2“”'*51*55*”” X
PEEEAER - & BLERIFES - BEAZE  JEHERE - =
TSR QU
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seem to pervade in the previously explained sense. Furthermore,
conjunctions and disjunctions occur even in substances that lack
action. Taking these discrepancies into account, Kdgen concludes
that Kiben’s commentary on pervasion is flawed’ (Kogen 14).
Problem 36 addresses a specific characterization of a non-
inherent cause. When describing an instance of the padartha of
action, a non-material quality of the self, specifically internal effort
(prayatna #))58), is said to function as a non-inherent cause'’ (Kiben
69). While this description is accurate, it risks overshadowing the
importance of the inherent cause. The non-material self-substance,
along with the quality of internal effort, serve as non-inherent
causes, while the body acts as an inherent cause for action. Kdgen
suggests that bodily action, like any action in material reality, should
be defined based on both inherent and non-inherent causes. In
particular, an inherently material cause, in this case the body, should

be distinctly recognized" (Kogen 14). However, Kiben’s description

O BRI o AN PIRFATRTEER A RGERE ARG 3 - 2 R
RIS AT IRGEIE A LERFIEDY - AL - JEFRIFFIAF 2 R AT
i o BBl (+—fG) PSSR EATIKE Bl - R
= o RERABRDEIIREAENE - BOKIFTIRE %R —SIEREEK
ABRHERELE - HERTIR AR A TEFIFTK - BRI TR E e
e - FIREIMR  WREER A G T MR Tk
#t o gm (ANHZERLT) SE RSP AEEE SR
B OB ERBIFER ? HE % -

10 BSETEEREE - IRIEMERE - DURRETE R T RGE - IS IGE o BfAIL
TSR FTREE 7 SRR A 283 - RN (EIRTTRIAN RS - i
BE - AR -

REREE - HIERE - A REE TS R DU R R P IGE I
Fo NI - NISRBEREFTIR 1L A REEREE LU REE S AT RGE - AREE
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seems elusive, potentially failing to emphasize the significance of
the inherent cause and instead focusing on the non-inherent cause.
Problem 37 is about the misinterpretation of a particular
aspect of the samskara (1T) quality. The problem occurs with
regard to the definition of the first and follow-up actions in the
body. In Dasapadarthi, it is asserted that posterior actions in
the body occur with samskara as a non-inherent cause. Kiben
comments that this is wrong because, in this case, if a samskara
is a cause of action ({E[XIF), it should be an inherent cause"
(Kiben 70). Kdgen, in his commentary, notes that whether this
samskara is a cause for recollection (FZ[X|% ) or action, it cannot
be an inherent cause for an action” (Kdgen 15). An inherent cause

can only be a substance.
4.2 Touch and Perceptibility of Air (5, 32)

Problem 5 relates to a questionable sentence mentioned

by Kiben: “Three substances possess touch: earth, water, and

IR R ARIEHR 2 AR - AREE 2 RFENE R - JEAFIER
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fire”' (Kiben 12). According to Kdgen, this sentence is incorrect
and contradicts both Dasapadarthi® and Kiben’s own statement
regarding air in another paragraph of his commentary (Kdgen
2). Kiben explains in his commentary on that paragraph in
Dasapadarthi that “There are four substances with touch:
earth, water, fire, and air, possessing external touch ( 4} fif )"
(Kiben 62). The doubtfulness of the first sentence may stem
from Kiben’s accidental omission of air as a substance, which
is universally recognized in Indian Vaisesika as having a touch
quality'’. It is noteworthy to bring to light an intriguing term
referred to by Kiben, which is absent in traditional Indian
Vai$esika philosophy: “external touch” ( 7}y ). Kiben uses this
term to distinguish it from “internal touch” ( AIfflg ), which exists
within the mind substance (manas & ).

Problem 32 concerns the imperceptibility of air. Air is
unique among Vaisesika’s elemental substances in that it cannot
be perceived in its composite forms. In the Vaisesika-Siitra
(2.1.8-19), there is a discussion with an unnamed opponent which

determines that the existence of air can be inferred or established

4 HREE - M ks K=

15 According to Dasapadarthi, touch is possessed by four substances: /4
filg - 35 ¢ M~ 7K~ kO~ Il (Maticandra 44) o

o GREEE - M K ok BEIMNEE -

17" Siitra No. 2.1.4 from VaiSesika-Sitra (Kanada 86): Vayuh sparsavan - “Air

possesses touch”. Caturnam dravyarambhakatvasparsavattve - “There are
four substances that are touchable and can produce other substances ”, i.e.,
air is one of these substances (Prasastapada 4).

B LDEEARE  SHEPABRESEAR  BESMR 2% EkKE
B EEEARE - HMESME - ORI (Kiben 44) -
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through tradition, but cannot be perceived through the sensory
organs. This idea is further confirmed in siitras 4.1.8" and
Padarthadharmasamgraha™. However, one early commentator
of Padarthadharmasangraha, Vyomasiva, contradicts this,
asserting that air can be sensed through perceptual experience
(pratyaksenopalambhat)’.

Kogen critiques a section from DasSapadarthi that
excludes air from being perceived (Maticandra 59). Kiben’s
response to the issue is, “Air does not possess color and has no
correspondence with the eyes. It is excluded from perception as

it cannot be seen””

(Kiben 59). Kogen offers a counterargument,
asserting that “the grasping of objects by all five sense organs
results in perception” (LR HYFL3E [E] /2 B & ). In other words,
Kogen emphasizes that the apprehension of any object by its
corresponding sense organ constitutes direct perception, thereby

highlighting the touch organ’s equal validity in perceiving air.

19 Rapasamskarabhavad vayav anupalabdhih - “Since there is no trace for
color, the air is not perceived”. The word samskara may stand for samavaya
as well, see (Isaacson 35-36). Thus, alternatively, the siitra could be read as:
“Since there is no inherence of color [in the air], it is not perceived”.

20 Trayanam pratyaksatvariapavattvadravatvani: “The three substances have
the characteristics of being directly perceived and having color”. The three
substances are earth, water, and fire.

21 See Vyomasiva’s explanation (Vyomasiva 90): Tatha hi sparsanavyaparad
aparoksa jiianam utpadyamanam dystam vayur vati sito vayur usno vayur iti
- “Thus, in fact, it is from the operation of touch that the arising of cognition
not exceeding the senses, such as “the wind blows, the wind is cold, the

wind is hot” is experienced”.
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This is partially supported by the fact that, according to Kogen’s
interpretation, Vaisesika recognizes perception through “the eyes
and the body™” (HREFTHY). Thus, acknowledging the ability
to perceive air through the body aligns with the principles of
Vaidesika theory™ (Z{#H A= ). Furthermore, Kogen argues
that Kiben’s assertion that perception is linked to visibility is
incorrect, as “The sensory experiences of smell and taste, which
are perceived through the organs of the nose and tongue, should
not be disregarded as forms of perception simply because they
lack visible properties™.

Consequently, Kiben does not dispute that despite being
invisible, qualities such as smell, taste, touch, and sound can be
perceived by the nose, tongue, skin (or body), or ears. Kiben’s
denial of perception primarily relates to substances without color.
This suggests that if one can perceive substances with color, it
would also be possible to perceive other qualities, actions, and
commonness-particularities. However, from a philosophical
perspective, Kdgen’s argument is compelling as it challenges
the idea that eyes and the color quality hold a superior position
over other senses and qualities. For instance, if one visually
perceives the color of fire and then the fire itself, why would it

be unreasonable to argue that the cake is perceived by sensing its

3 For an in-depth discussion of this phrase, please refer to the section on the
issues surrounding “The Concept of Ydnchi” below.

% AARENTSEREE (e ) BRI st SRR B T HEEA 3 - B
ARECE & - BHCE AR E B S0 NRE - (TR IEBEERIE (Kogen
13) -

> EER] RS - BRI RINEIEBI AR IEAT A (Tbid.) -
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taste, or that air substance is perceived through a windy touch?
Kogen’s critique aligns him with Vyomasiva and highlights two

differing Vaisesika positions on the perception of air.
4.3 The Concept of Yéanchu1. (Caksuhsparsana HRfi )(14-22)

Approximately 20% of Kogen’s text is dedicated to the
discussion of the issues surrounding the concept ydnchu (“eyes
and touch”) (Kogen 6-9). This is a challenging allocation of
space, given that ydnchu is a highly marginal term in the Indian
Vaisesika tradition and occurs only three times in Dasapadarthi
(Maticandra 39, 55). In contrast, Kiben uses the term 49 times in
his commentary, with the majority of these instances appearing in
three pages where he comments on two occurrences of ydnchu in
Dasapadarthi (Kiben 39-41). Kiben’s extensive discussion of the
term, as well as its frequent usage elsewhere in his commentary
on Dasapadarthi, suggests that it holds a significant place in his
understanding of Vaisesika. However, according to Kogen, Kiben
misunderstands ydnchu and reads it in places where it does not
appear.

Before exploring the various issues related to ydnchu
raised by Kogen, let us examine how the equivalent term
caksuhsparsana appears in Indian Vaisesika and Dasapadarthi.
One of the earliest references to caksuhsparsana can be found in
Padarthadharmasamgraha, where it is mentioned in the context
of defining the perception of specific qualities and actions:
“Number, dimension, separateness, conjunction, disjunction,
priority, posteriority, moisture, fluidity, velocity and action are

perceived by the eyes and the skin, through their inherence in
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perceptible substances””* (Prasastapada 44-45). This quotation
suggests that when one perceives (with the eyes) perceptible
substances such as earth, water, and fire that possess color, all
of the aforementioned qualities and actions can be perceived not
only with the eyes, but also through touch organ. In other words,
according to Prasastapada, the touch organ (primarily the skin)
alone can only allow one to perceive touch quality, but when
combined with the eyes, touch enables the perception of more
entities.

Sttra No. 4.1.12 of the Vaisesika Siitra conveys a similar
idea to Prasastapada’s statement, but only includes perception
through the eyes and omits skin perception®’ (Kanada 142).
Later commentators on the siitra likely tried to align it with
Prasastapada’s meaning by adding skin perception to the eyes™.
However, in Dasapadarthi the term caksuhsparsana (as ydnchir)
extends its recognized meaning of perception of qualities
to include the perception of the commonness-particularity
(samanya-visesa 18.43) of actions (Z4:) and substances (‘&
). It is not surprising to see the extension of caksuhsparsana
to encompass the perception of commonness-particularity in
actions as they are similar to qualities. However, including

caksuhsparsana in the realm of substances leads to uncharted

26 Samkhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhagaparatvaparatvasnehadrav
atvavegakarmanam pratyaksadravyasamavaydc caksuhsparsanabhyam
grahanam.

21 Samkhyah parimanani prthaktvam samyogavibhagau paratvaparatve karma
ca ripidravyasamavaydc caksusani.

28 Sparsanani ceti sesah (Vadindra 45).
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territory. This could suggest that substances are not only
perceived through the eyes but also through touch.

Let us examine the issues raised by Kdgen. Problem 14
concerns two ancient interpretations ( 3% ) of ydnchi that Kiben
brings up. According to the first interpretation, ydnchu refers to
“eyes and skin organs” ( HR AR & K7 fK ), meaning that “touch”
(fi& ) pertains to the skin organ. Kiben states that this interpretation
is grounded in a passage from the Abhidharmakosa ( ] 23 EE{E
453 ), which aims to refute the Vai$esika philosophy and equates
yanchu with the phrase “eyes and body” ( i & ). The second
interpretation is based on a passage about Vai$esika in the Chéng
Wéishi Lun Shuji ( B¢ ME 33 5@ 3t 52 ) which suggests that ydnchi
means “eyes and so on” ( {RZE ), implying the perception by all
sense organs ( —Y/JARLFTHY ). Kogen offers a brief evaluation,
asserting that the first interpretation is accurate while the second is
erroneous™ (Kogen 6).

Problem 15 focuses on two evaluations ( ¥;27F ) made
by Kiben concerning the last two interpretations of ydnchu. In
his evaluation of the first interpretation, Kiben finds that the
explanation is incomplete ( A15Ff# = ) and that Abhidharmakosa
lacks clarity with regards to the relevant phrase. Regarding the

second interpretation, Kiben is more confident in refuting it

¥ W EE . AR 0 IR R - ATE IR TERARL -
filg - BEERER T HE ) B IR SES T EPPEIRE AT . 5
TFIRRFET W SLERLL T RRMERRER ) Rt 0 & HSE  SERIES - —
YIRATHL - IR IR - BI—8JRATEY (Kiben 39) -
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and asserts that it does not qualify as a true theory of Vaisesika
(BB 52 E £ ). He argues that one can only obtain this
interpretation by reading Chéng Wéishi Lun Shuji in a specific
way, but general reading does not support it’' (Kiben 39).

Kogen, on the other hand, argues that Kiben has a fixed
mindset (5—fi%E&E ), as he fails to acknowledge the validity of
the first interpretation. According to Kdgen, Kiben misunderstands
the concept of ydnchu by doubting the notion of touch standing
for the skin organ. Kogen argues that there are only two theories
about the perception of elemental substances: either the eyes
alone perceive earth, water, and fire, or the four substances,
including air, are perceived by the eyes and touch together. Kogen
mocks Kiben’s correct rejection of the second interpretation as
coincidental, stating that even after a thousand attempts, one may
still chance upon the truth ( Tf&—15 ) by sheer probability™
(Kogen 6).

Problem 16 addresses two contemporary interpretations of

yéanchu ( %52 ). The first interpretation suggests that ydnchu refers

3B MERE PR AT , ORISR - TESE L BTE - WEIEER
R - EELURES - 28 5 BB R E R AR » DL TR
TRIE R Ak - JERE 5 = —UTARATEL - AFth s~ (0% = —UIR
iR - FEANELERE - SRR SERE (e ) R R A -

2z BERTERERE - RSN AE - BEAAIER AT U IE
o MOHERF IR 3L - 1S MEHLE RAR P MRATH - R1SMEEE o DR
B B ARIR AR AT - O SARF AT - KL gD - HIF
s o35 T e HIR B (R C PR » ARME UK K 358 - TR P AR AR
Gb > EIEEFERIRIGEE - (LIS (HE) 8GR 2 MELURRE - LA
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to “the touch of the eyes” (HR:Zf# ), which implies a tapurusa (4
% ) compound where the first member qualifies the second. This
interpretation is novel and not found in ancient interpretations. The
second interpretation is similar to the first ancient interpretation, in
which chu represents the skin or body organ and its relationship with
the eyes implies a separate status ( HRELf#1 ) as in a dvandva ( fH
& ) compound.

Furthermore, Kiben cites master Puiguang ( 5%, 2-6647?)
who provides two different readings of the aforementioned
passage from Abhidharmakosa, corresponding to the tatpurusa
and dvandva interpretations. In the first reading by Pliguang, “the
touch of the eyes” is capable of perceiving all four elemental
substances. In accordance with the second interpretation, it is
the skin organ that can perceive all four substances by grasping
different touches, such as hot, cold, etc.” (Kiben 39-40).

Kogen argues that the tatpurusa position is false and the
correct Vaisesika position is the dvandva (Kogen 6). He critiques
tatpurusa as illogical, claiming that if it were correct, the skin
(or body) would have little function as a sense organ, other than
perceiving touch quality. Furthermore, if one takes the phrase
“the touch of the eyes” ( HE i ) seriously, one could conclude

that, in addition to touch quality, the eyes also possess the touch

¥ OREIRB S ER  — = IR RERE == IRE
Bl > BRI - BOEAHERE - SGERIT © Biam s rh —a ~ 7K~ K
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organ. As a result, a substance (the eyes) would not only possess
substance (in its atomic form) and quality, but would also have
another substance (the touch organ) which would possess smaller
substances (in atomic form) (& , A E , AEEIN, FH, H
‘B, B ). Kogen expresses surprise that the interpretation of “the
touch of the eyes” leads to a heterodox theory™ (ibid. 6-7).

Problem 17 addresses a further aspect of ydnchu according
to Kiben, namely that the eye, as an organ composed of fiery
substance, reveals the intrinsic quality of touch for additional
perception. The touch of the eyes allows for perceiving many
other qualities, such as number, dimension, separateness, etc. This
perception is likened to heavy cognition® ( FXE 4% ; Kiben 41).
Kogen considers this explanation absurd and finds no justification
for why the eyes should perceive touch. For example, although
the nose possesses color, taste, smell, and touch, it perceives only
smell.

As stated by Kogen, touch is neither an object nor a subject
with respect to the eyes. If it is a subject, then it is the skin

organ that is perceiving. If it is an object, touch is that which is
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perceived by the skin but not something perceived by the eyes.
And even if it is neither a subject nor an object, it should already
exist in the eyes and does not need to be revealed. Furthermore,
if it is revealed, it is still an object perceived by the skin organ.
Kogen mocks the idea that the touch of the eyes can reveal the
perception of additional qualities, comparing it to a magnet
attracting iron, amber attracting dust, or an elephant’s trunk
curling and picking up various objects™ (Kogen 7).

Problem 18 continues the discussion with another
unconventional idea proposed by Kiben. He posits that the eyes,
which reveal their tactile quality, enable the other sense organs to
manifest their tactile qualities and perceive additional properties.
Although ears are not traditionally considered to possess tactile
capabilities, they are purportedly reliant on touch, as sounds are
generated by substances with tactile properties’ (Kiben 40).

Kogen argues that despite sense organs such as the tongue

and nose possessing qualities like number and dimension, they
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are unable to perceive touch and other properties as Kiben
suggests. According to Kogen, Kiben appears to be constructing
a novel heterodox doctrine beyond the scope of Vaisesika™
(Kogen 7-8).

Problem 19 addresses another aspect when attempting
to elucidate the eyes and skin as standing in a dvandva ( tH
& ) relationship. Although dvandva is a correct interpretation
according to Kogen, Kiben engages in excessive exegesis that is
more than dubious. Specifically, Kiben argues that in darkness,
there is no cognition of the eyes’ touch, as eyes perceive pitch-
black and other untrue colors. Consequently, only the touch of the
skin enables the perception of an object’s number, dimensions,
and other qualities. In other words, when in darkness, one
orients oneself only by touch and not by the eyes. The same is
true for a blind person who navigates and understands the world
primarily through touch. For Kiben, eyes and touch can work
together only when the eyes are incapable of performing the task
independently, as in the cases mentioned above. Alternatively, for
example, when hearing a sound, ears manifest touch and other

qualities of ether, with the cooperation of the eyes and touch
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organs” (Kiben 40-41).

According to Kdgen, only the eyes and skin can serve a
dual function in perceiving their respective qualities of color
and touch and, distinctly, other qualities of number, dimension,
etc., while the remaining sense organs (such as ears, tongue, and
nose) have only one function. The former two sense organs are
comparable to a bird with two wings, while the latter three are
like a unicorn, an animal with a single horn ( Z41 &~ W2 - i
Z—F).

Moreover, Kogen asserts that Kiben misinterprets touch as a
subjective aspect of cognition ( §E4% ), a concept present in Buddhist
abhidharma but not in Vaisesika. In Buddhist epistemology, touch
(f#%) can be both a tactile object corresponding to a touch quality in
Vaisesika and a mental factor by which a sense organ, sense object,
and sense consciousness converge to produce perception. However,
in Vaisesika, touch does not function as a mental factor enabling
perception. Kogen correctly observes this detrimental Buddhist
influence on Vaisesika interpretation, resulting in the touch of the

eyes or even touch related to other sense organs. Lastly, Kogen does
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not consider darkness to be an obstacle to eye perception; therefore,
both sense organs perceive on the same basis during day and night"
(Kogen 8).

Problem 20 briefly addresses the question of why the term
ydanchu is preferable to, for instance, “the eyes and skin” (HR
J%), even in a dvandva reading. Kiben himself responds by
suggesting that chu (fif) can represent both skin perception and
the touch of the skin (fZHUJRN G i 2 fi#), encapsulating two
meanings in a single term ( —HFIEE 2 ). Specifically, chu
can be interpreted to simultaneously denote “the touch of the
eyes” (ARf# ) and “the touch of the body” ( & fi#g ), leading to
the ultimate dvandva reading® (Kiben 41). Kogen’s rebuttal is
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succinct, asserting that all these explanations are erroneous and
their fallacy is evident without the need for refutation. Kiben is
accused of distorting reason to align with his own perspective
and misnaming things® (Kogen 8).

With regards to Problem 21, Kiben summarizes by stating that
the commonness-particularity (samanya-visesa {E457) of substances
(‘EM:) and actions (Z£1%4:) is perceived by “the touch of the eyes”
(AR FTER), involving the previously discussed “heavy cognition”
(B&% # #% ). Meanwhile, the perception of the commonness-
particularity of qualities ( &% ) involves dual perception by the
touch of the eyes and a single sense organ ( %= sz AR & FTHY ).
Moreover, commonness and particularity are perceived through
“the touch of the eyes” in relation to all substances, including

those imperceptible ones such as time, space, self, and mind."
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(Kiben 41).

Kogen counters that all these conceptualizations of heavy
cognition ( B&EE#% ) and dual perceptions ( Eif% ) are fallacious
and fabricated by Kiben. The correct interpretation regarding
substances should be that the eyes and touch, as interpreted in
dvandva, can perceive the commonness-particularity of only
perceptible substances, namely earth, water, fire, and air. As
for the perception of the commonness-particularity of qualities,
arguably, there is no dual perception but only perception by all
sense organs, in the sense that the commonness-particularity of
qualities is perceivable by all five sense organs* (Kogen 9).

Problem 22 revisits the final topic directly associated with
ydnchu. This discussion commences with the Dasapadarthi
paragraph, which poses the question of which substances possess
the quality of touch. The answer provided is that only earth,
water, fire, and air possess this quality, while other substances
do not. However, a conundrum arises when Kiben correlates
that material substances typically possessed touch, yet the
mind, despite being material, is exempt from possessing touch.
Consequently, Kiben proposes an interpretation of having “no
touch” ( f i ) as having “no touch of the eyes” ( ft R fi& ),
thereby shifting the entire discourse to an epistemological plane,

rather than conceding that the mind is ontologically devoid of

4Otz —BAEIRth - RER - R - BREERERNERCALE o R
SRIRMEIE AL H o R — YR EHR Y — AR - IR 1 BB
R TR BRI ARAIEB & - RER TIRMATEY ) - BEhA b
=3

The Reception of Vai$esika Philosophy in East Asia: A Study of Kdgen Jotai’s ( Y& IEHS |,
1740-1807) Shoshiijikkugironshaku Bokanroku ( sE+rlasimBEtsiesk ) 165



touch® (Kiben 44-45).

Nonetheless, Kogen, in a somewhat derisive tone, observes
that Kiben had been preoccupied with the concepts of eyes and
touch, dedicating considerable effort to contemplating these
two characters. As a result, whenever Kiben encounters the
word touch, he interpretes it as a combination of the words
eyes and touch. This is, according to Kdgen, akin to suffering
from jaundice, where everything one sees appears yellow, and
touch transforms into eye and touch. Concerning the aspect of
materiality and touch, Kdgen advises making a clear distinction
between them. Although all touch qualities results in a substance
being material, it is not given that materiality necessitates the

presence of touch qualities* (Kdgen 9).
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4.4 Non-Perceivable Objects (25-27)

Problems belonging to this category are all about Vaisesika
entities that, according to Kiben’s understanding, are non-
perceivable. Issue 25 deals with two types of non-perceivable
objects. This problem has its origins in the passage from
Dasapadarthi, where it is asked: how many among the 24 Vaisesika
qualities are perceived and not perceived? Kiben comments that
there are qualities perceived by the sense organs, such as color, taste,
smell, touch, and sound, and there are also qualities perceived by the
self, such as cognition, pleasure, pain, etc.

However, what is unusual is that after explaining the two
types of perceivable objects, Kiben proceeds to comment about
two types of non-perceivables. He distinguishes non-perceivable
objects that belong to sense organ perception ( fRECEFIIEIREE )
and non-perceivable objects that belong to self-perception ( ¥ it
HYFEFRER ). The latter type is also called perception non-dependent
on sense organs ( JEMK AL HY ). The specific instances of non-
perceivable objects of the first type are atoms, first-level atomic
compounds, their qualities, as well as objects that are known
through inference based on inferential marks known through sense
organs. However, Kiben provides no concrete examples of entities
of the second type* (Kiben 49).
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Kogen objects to the whole idea of non-perceivable objects
because the notion of sense organs already implies perception; there
is no room for non-perception, let alone non-perceivable objects ( 12
B A B & 0 fEJE T £ ). With regard to non-perceivables by the
self, similar logic applies. Kogen points out that likening the latter
type with perception non-dependent on sense organs is contradictory
because non-perception is simply not the same as perception non-
dependent on sense organs. That is to say, perception by the self
leads to perception anyway and not to non-perceivable objects*
(Kogen 10). A possible influence on Kiben’s classification of non-
perceivables within the spheres of perception, which for Kogen
would constitute a non-existent category of objects, could have
come from Kiben’s own school of Consciousness-Only, where non-
existent objects are discussed as a category that can be perceived by
the mind. (Yao 47-64).

Problem 26 discusses the perceptibility of primary atomic
compounds by combining two different perspectives from two
separate VaiSesika schools (the root A5 and branch schools ER
&0 ). According to the VaiSesika understanding, earth, water, fire,
air, and mind are substances that have an atomic form. Earth,
water, fire, and air atoms can also combine together to create

larger atomic compounds. In other words, as per the Vaisesika
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explanation in Dasapadarthi, pairs of atoms produce a child atom
(1+1=3). Later, three such atoms combine with another three
atoms to create the seventh atom (3+3=7). In turn, seven atoms
combined with another seven atoms produce the fifteenth child
atom (7+7=15). In this way, the phenomenal world is created.

In existing Sanskrit sources, the orthodox scheme suggested
by Prasastapada and explained by his commentators is that
two atoms (anu) make up a compound, dvyanuka (1+1=2), and
three dvyanukas (2+2+2=6) make up tryanuka, which consists
of six atoms (Bronkhorst 27-31). Here, I would like to note the
distinctive Chinese interpretation of atomic aggregation that
invokes the biological family model by naming two atoms as
father and mother and the result of the pairing as the child. The
subsequent aggregates function as families, and the newly-born
individual is not more than its family; for example, the seventh
atom is nothing but equal to the two families of 3+3.

Returning to the problem, it deals with one particular
disagreement regarding the perception of primary atomic
compounds, also known as child atoms. According to
Dasapadartht, atoms and their primary compounds (the child
atoms) are non-perceptible ( filx il Sz — ik il 5 > #A JE T 1%).
However, Kiben points out another reading from Kuiji, where it is
said that primary atomic compounds or the child atoms and above
are perceivable ( Tl EILEFTHF ). So, who is right? According
to Kiben, the best way to understand KuijT’s interpretation is
that his position represents an older layer of Vaisesika, the root
school (%[ ), where primary atomic compounds can be perceived.

Meanwhile, Dasapadarthi represents the branch school ( A& & )
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where primary compounds are unperceived” (Kiben 50).

Kogen additionally notes that Kiben is too reliant on
KuijT’s interpretation by listing it in his commentary because
Kuijt clearly confuses the root and branch schools. Namely,
Cheng Weishi Lun attempts to refute Vaisesika based on the six
padarthas theory; however, many explanations are based on
Dasapadarth™ (Kogen 10-11).

Problem 27 addresses a question that arises in Kiben’s
commentary, specifically whether the qualities of omnipresent
and non-material substances, such as ether, time, space, and
the self, are perceivable or non-perceivable. Kiben responds to
the question with the unusual logic of non-perceivables that are
associated with a particular organ of perception. The qualities
of ether are said to be non-perceivable but connected to sense
organ perception (likely, sound as a quality is not included here),
whereas the qualities of space, time, and the self are associated
with specific organs, such as the touch of the eyes, as non-

perceivable objects’ (Kiben 51). Kdgen maintains his previous
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understanding that the entire notion of non-perceivables as
belonging to some type of perception or sense organs is simply
absurd™ (Kogen 11).

4.5 Other Perception-related Issues (11-13, 30-31)

The issues within this category address various perception-
related matters. Issues 11-13 focus on aspects of perception
that pertain to the definition of commonness (samanya [F]) and
commonness-particularity (samanya-visesa {E43).

Problem 11 is based on a passage from DaSapadarthi,
which defines commonness as “being that is inherent in all
padarthas of substance, quality, and action, and perceived by all
sense organs” etc.” (Maticandra 36). The origin of the problem
lies in the term “perceived by all sense organs” ( —YJFEATHL ).
Kiben comments that the perception by all sense organs refers to
the perception of being by each individual sense organ, as well as
by the eyes and touch™ (Kiben 36).

However, the situation is complicated by the fact that,
according to Vaisesika, there exist substance atoms with qualities

and actions that are imperceptible. Moreover, certain substances,
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such as the self, space, or time, along with their respective
qualities, are also imperceptible yet possess being (commonness).
Finally, Vaisesika acknowledges the existence of perceivables by
the self and mind, such as pain and pleasure, which also possess
being. Do the aforementioned objects fail to qualify as existing
simply because they are not perceivable by sense organs?

To resolve the apparent problem, Kiben interprets this
passage as suggesting that even imperceptibles ( JE IR 3% ) or
entities directly perceivable solely by the self and mind belong to
the category of sense organs™ ( fREUE [T ; Ibid.). According to
Kogen, however, this interpretation misunderstands the original
intention of Maticandra.

Kogen initially distinguishes two types of perception in
Vaisesika: one by sense organs ( fRH{¥7 & ) and another by the
self ( FK HUIR &= ). Regarding sense organ perception, it is said
to be divided into three types: perception by the eyes and touch,
by a single sense organ, and by all sense organs. The difference
between them is that in perception by eyes and touch, one object
is perceivable by two sense organs ( —iH IR S " MRATEL ); in
perception by a single sense organ, one object is perceivable by
only a single sense organ ( —3H[E—fRATHY ); and in perception
by all sense organs, one object is perceivable by all five sense
organs ( — 18 TIARFTHL ).

Returning to the original problem of the perception of
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being by all sense organs, Kogen clarifies that the definition
of perception by all sense organs best describes the perception
of being because all five sense organs can perceive being (and
qualityness). Meanwhile, other objects can be perceived in much
more limited ways, such as substances being perceived only by
eyes and touch, or sounds being perceived by the ear, etc™.

By maintaining this stance, Kogen firmly rejects any
dependence of non-perceivables or perceivables by the self and
mind on sense organs. Along the same lines, it is erroneous to
assert that the imperceptibles or perceivables by the self and mind
do not possess being. The original definition of commonness
(being) by Maticandra is only intended to emphasize its unifying
nature through exceptional accessibility to sense organ perception
(&2 — ; Kogen 4-5).

Problem 12 directly follows problem eleven, addressing
Kiben’s previous statement regarding why imperceptibles, or
things perceived solely by the self and mind, belong to the
category of sense organs. Kiben contends that the knowledge
of imperceptibles, whether through inference or the perception
of inner qualities such as pleasure or pain, depends on external

objects that are perceivable by sense organs™ (Kiben 36-

o HERANEREA A M@ E S - Hge —  BONR AR —AGE Ry TOARFT
AN FME S ) 2 B SRR AR AT S Sd T ARFT

YOBEREE O H - BRIAN B BING 5 S
o ERO BEE o SRR BT Rk M = ZHIER
CREAR ~ IE > B EARAOE R AR EE - PRIR
HURFT o 3~ BHUZ » XEEAGEEE - MBS - =R
FHEC > FEAERTAEER ~ B - FEAARACRFT » 3~ BAHL -

The Reception of Vai$esika Philosophy in East Asia: A Study of Kdgen Jotai’s ( Y& IEHS |,
1740-1807) Shoshiijikkugironshaku Bokanroku ( 5=+ rlasimitsiesk ) 173



37). Kogen challenges this supposition by offering a pertinent
observation.

Although it is true that the formation of pleasure, pain,
and certain other mental qualities is related to external objects,
the perception of these qualities arises solely through the
cognition that emerges from the contact between the self and the
mind, without any direct relation to external objects™ (Kogen
5). In other words, if pleasure, pain, and other feelings were
experienced immediately upon contact with external objects, why
would there be a need for them to be perceived by the self and
mind? The issue lies in the fact that the original Vaisesika texts
do not differentiate between feeling and perceiving; only the term
for perception is provided in these texts, leading to two different
possible interpretations.

The question remains whether pleasure, pain, and other
sensations can exist as feelings not detected by perception or
as potential triggers for perception by the self and mind. Kiben
seems to assume either of these viewpoints. For Kdgen, pleasure,
pain, desire, aversion, and other emotions are possible only
because they are perceived by the self and mind. However, a
more balanced perspective would be to combine both of these

views to establish a middle ground. Pleasure, pain, and other
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sensations exist both due to external object stimuli and as a result
of the interaction between the self and mind.

Problem 13 examines the padartha of commonness-
particularity (samanya-visesa 18 43 ), specifically focusing on
its plural nature ( #8 & % ), which sets it apart from the unifying
nature of being ( #& ;& — ). For example, in contrast to being,
which is common to all substances, qualities, and actions, the
commonness-particularity of quality differ from the commonness-
particularity of substance, and so on. Kogen expresses dissatisfaction
with Kiben’s commentary, contending that it does not sufficiently
clarify the distinctions between being and commonness-particularity
padarthas™ (Kogen 5-6). Dasapadarthi defines commonness-
particularity as follows: “Substanceness, qualitiness, and actioness,
along with aspects such as earthiness, colorness, upward-
movementness, and so forth, which are inherent in the same entity
as the former ones [are inherent in], are termed the padartha of
commonness-particular’” (Maticandra 38).

The primary distinction lies in the commonness-particularity
of earth, water, fire, and arguably air substances, as well as
numerous actions, unlike qualities, which can only be perceived
through the eyes and touch (referred to as HR fif Ffr HY ). It is

crucial to recognize that certain commonness-particularities may
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not be perceptible due to being inherent in objects that are either
too small or too large (e.g., atoms or space, time, etc.). However,
these commonness-particularities should not be reduced to
dependence on sense organs, as Kiben suggests in the case of
commonness.

Problem 30 addresses the section on the perception of
qualities by sense organs in the Dasapadarthi. 1t is stated that
“sound, touch, color, taste, and smell are each perceived by one
sense organ. Number, dimension, separateness, conjunction,
disjunction, posteriority, priority, weight, fluidity, moisture,
and velocity are perceived by the eyes and skin” (Maticandra
55). Kiben clarifies that the perception of qualities by the self
is excluded, as the section focuses on sense organ perception
(Kiben 55). In his subcommentary, Kogen addresses two
questions that could arise concerning the perception of qualities.

The first question is why qualities such as number,
dimension, and others perceivable by the eyes and skin cannot be
perceived by the nose and tongue. The answer given is that only
color and touch possess or reveal qualities like dimension, etc.
In other words, smell and taste are not capable of providing any
more information about other qualities than themselves.”

The second question that arises is how ether, being
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immaterial, can provide the basis for the perception of sound.
The logic behind this question is that non-material substances
and their qualities are typically imperceptible, so why is sound
an exception? The response is that it is natural for the five sense
organs to have corresponding qualities for perception, which are
located in substances. Thus, although ether is distinct from other
substances due to its non-material nature ( f¢ ), sound can still
be perceived within it" (Kogen 11-12).

Problem 31 addresses specific discrepancies in interpretation
that arise from Kuiji’s ( #27:% ) reading of the Dasapadarthi section
concerning perception derived from the four conjunctions® ( PHA
“ 435 & ; Maticandra 60). According to Kogen, the situation is
more intricate than what the Dasapadarthi and the commentaries
of Kuijt or Kiben present.

As previously discussed in relation to other problems,
being, commonness-particularity, qualities, actions, and even
potentiality and non-potentiality padarthas may be perceived by
the sense organs if they inhere in substances (excluding the self

and ether) accessible to sensory perception. However, Kuiji’s
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62 The four conjunctions refer to the relationship in which the self, mind, sense
organs, and external objects interact to produce perception. In the case of
sound as a percept, only three conjunctions—those between the self, mind,
and the sense organ of the ears—are involved. Finally, the two conjunctions
between the self and mind can result in the perception of mental qualities.
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commentary implies that actions, being, and commonness-
particularity are perceivable by default. A similar implication
can be drawn from reading only the Dasapadarthi. Kogen
contends that Kulji’s perspective is one-sided, and any being,
commonness-particularity, or action beyond the four, three or
two conjunctions of perception ( PU= 1% ) is imperceptible”
(Kogen 12).

Kogen identifies a second questionable assertion by Kuiji,
namely that padarthas of potentiality and non-potentiality are
imperceptible. However, the Dasapadarthi clearly states that
they are perceptible when inherent in perceivable objects. Kdgen
attributes such mistakes to Kuiji’s bold character and his lack of
deep immersion in the intricate aspects of the doctrine ( Z#
& AVELOFYEEEEZPT ). Kiben also receives criticism for not

addressing Kuiji’s incorrect assumptions® (Ibid. 12-13).
4.6 Misinterpretation of the Vaisesika Notion of Mind (10, 24)

Problems 10 and 24 address questions regarding the Vaisesika

=t

concept of mind (manas = ). Problem 10 initiates with Kiben’s
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commentary on a passage from Dasapadarthi, where the mind is
referenced. Kiben describes the mind as possessing the capabilities
of “cogitative condition” and movement ( 5t % & H & /F )
(Kiben 29). The term “cogitative condition” ( 4%/ ) is employed
by Buddhists to denote the mind’s capacity to recognize a specific
object. Although movement is indeed a characteristic of the
Vaisesika mind, the mind is not considered mental in the sense of
exhibiting cognitions. The mind is merely a non-inherent cause
that, in conjunction with the self, engenders cognitions that are
qualities. Consequently, Kogen promptly highlights that, according
to VaiSesikas, the mind is material and bears no resemblance to the
Buddhist understanding of the mind, which is of a mental nature.
Kogen also notes that Kuiji, while refuting Vaisesika in Chéng
Wéishi Lun Shuji, was fully cognizant of this and characterized
the mind as material (or possessing obstructive properties), being
of the size of a mustard seed (extremely small), and owned by the
self® (Kogen 4).

Issue 24 continues the discussion of the mind from another
perspective, specifically its unconventional size among Vaisesika
padarthas. The Dasapadarthi describes the mind as eternal, but
its size remains ambiguously defined: to be eternal, it must either
be omnipresent or of the smallest atomic size. In one passage, its
dimension ( & ) is implied as roundness” ( [E] ), while in another,
it is not listed among substances that possess roundness. Kiben,

in his commentary, appears to be uncertain about the validity of
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6 Roundness implies either the smallest or the largest size.
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roundness as well” (Kiben 46).

The Indian Vaisesika tradition, beginning with the Vaisesika
Siitra, asserts that the mind is of the smallest size (siitra 7.1.30;
anu manah) (Kanada 202). Kuiji, in his commentary on Chéng
Weishi Lun, mentions that the mind is the size of a mustard seed,
and his commentator Huizhdo ( {77 ) provides an exact estimate
of the mind as consisting of two atoms ( —f# X ). This estimate
is reiterated by Kiben (Kiben 13, 44-45, 49). However, a size of
two atoms cannot render the mind eternal, which would contradict
the Dasapadarthi text. Regardless, Kdogen does not challenge this
assumption; his primary focus is on the concept of roundness ([&]),
which, according to him, should not apply to the mind® (Kogen
9-10).

4.7 Misquotation, Misinterpretation, Conflation, or Omission
of Specific Vaisesika Concepts (1, 2,7, 8,9, 28, 35)

Problems 1 and 8 are similar, as they both involve non-
existent quotations from the Abhidharmakosa, which Kiben
claims to be citing. In the first instance, Kiben purports to
quote from an older version of the Abhidharmakosa regarding
VaiSesika substances. However, Kogen conducts some research

and discovers that the quotation actually originates from the
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Bdi Lun Shii ( & & Fit ), leading him to characterize Kiben as a
superficial learner ( F]55[E 57 7 £2 ). The second case mirrors the
first, with a supposed quotation about a list of Vaisesika qualities
from the Abhidharmakosa, which again is traced back to the Bdi
Lun Sha® (Ibid. 1, 3). It’s worth noting that Kdgen was an expert
in the Abhidharmakosa, and thus had intimate knowledge of its
original text.

Problem 2 revolves around a flawed interpretation of the
character déng (5%) in the VaiSesika definition of the self. In the
Dasapadarthi, the self is defined as the inherent cause of cognition,
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, internal effort, dharma, adharma,
and déng (%), with cognition as its characteristic feature”
(Maticandra 8). Kiben proposes six possible interpretations of
what deng could signify. Kogen specifically critiques the sixth
explanation, which posits that déng means “equally” ( [F] 5 ~ 5
t13,), implying that the self is the equal inherent cause for all nine
qualities” (Kiben 9).
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Contrarily, the Vaisesika definition of the mind is nearly
identical, except for the absence of the character deng, and the
mind is described as a non-inherent cause for the nine qualities.
Regarding the non-existence of the déng character in the
definition of the mind, Kiben suggests that a non-inherent cause
conveys a similar idea of not being an equal cause. However,
Kogen astutely observes that this explanation falls short. If déng
truly meant “equally” it could have been used in the definition
of the mind, as the mind could be equally described as a non-
inherent cause” ( ¥JFHE A& ) (Kogen 1). Regardless, neither
Kiben nor Kogen consider what might be the most plausible
interpretation: that déng is a superfluous character wrongly added
to the text.

Problem 7 addresses the conflation of substance atoms with
the quality of dimension, specifically, smallness. In one passage,
Kiben poses the question: why is it stated that the quality,
which is explained to be of small dimension, is produced by
the inherent cause of two entities? Kiben responds by asserting
that these two entities are referred to as the father and mother of

smallness (atoms), which is the padartha of quality” (Kiben 12).
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While this sentence could be interpreted as Kiben understanding
the distinction between substance atoms and qualities, Kdgen
contends that Kiben conflates the meanings of smallness, which
is the quality inherent to extremely small substance compounds™
(Kogen 3).

Problem 9 explores a closely related issue, specifically, the
ambiguous usage of the term jiwei ( #:4# ). This term can denote
both an atom and the smallest measure ( & ), a quality inherent to
atoms. According to Kiben, in the definition of jiw@i” as a quality
in Dasapadarthi (Maticandra 22), jiwei is employed to refer to
non-inhering father and mother atoms that possess jiwéi as a
quality” (Ff8 > EEAFIEG AR, BB L6 ) (Kiben 22).
However, Kogen opposes this interpretation and suggests that
suoyou ( FiTH ) in the definition could be read as zhityou ( Z6H ),
which could imply that jiwéi in the definition is used solely as a
quality”” (Kogen 3).

Problem 28 addresses the omission of a character representing
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inferential knowledge (). In outlining the conditions for the
emergence of dharma, adharma, and samskara qualities, Kiben
points out that factors such as adherence to scriptures ( i 7% ) and
distancing oneself from impurities ( 3% & ) are relevant, along
with perceptual knowledge™ (Kiben 51). Kogen supplements this
argument by emphasizing that inferential cognition is of equal
importance and should be incorporated, referencing the section on
samskara ( 72K ) where inferential knowledge is included” (Kogen
).

Problem 35 pertains to a mischaracterization of the Vaisesika
relationship between quality and materiality ( E B¢ ). Kiben asserts
that the five types of action in Vaisesika, despite their dependence
on material substances, are themselves markers devoid of qualities,
and that which lacks qualities lacks materiality ( & fEfkfi = -
LS AHERRE ) (Kiben 68). Kogen contests this latter statement, as
it could erroneously suggest that anything possessing qualities is
material. This contradicts the Vai$esika recognition of substances
such as ether, space, time, and the self, which, despite being

immaterial, undoubtedly possess qualities® (Kogen 14).
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4.8 Other Misinterpretations of Vai$esika Doctrines (23, 29,
33)

Problem 23 is about a minor fallacy in the classification of
eternal and non-eternal substances. Kiben classifies 9 substances
as either eternal or non-eternal ( JL B & #% & [ ). Next, earth,
water, fire, and air substances are further distinguished as eternal in
their atomic forms, and non-eternal in their product forms (1 »
7Kk~ Ko~ JE E #E ES ). These are two-level characterizations
of substances® (Kiben 45). Kdgen objects to Kiben and offers
a slightly alternative classification scheme to accord with the
Dasapadarthi text. First, he mentions nine substances among
which five are eternal and four, namely, earth, water, fire, and air
that have a further subdivision ( JLE 715 V443 51 ). The second
classification elucidates the latter subdivision as four substances of
earth, water, fire, and air that are eternal and non-eternal® ( P4 K
HHEE ) (Kogen 9). Although the second classification seemingly
overlaps in both Kiben and Kdgen, the first classification of Kdogen
captures Vai$esika substances better by firstly distinguishing five
substances that have intrinsic eternality, and later four that are both
eternal and non-eternal.

Problem 29 addresses the question of a disjunction (vibhdga

ST WEEERT B = W0 SUEEEERRT . s s ks K R
W = BIEER -

2tz BEAAEFME S o IRARIR - ERERE - SO R - R
HWRIAR B - 9]~ WEREREN > w2 LE A HE Y25 - %I
AHEERFIATIRZ - 4] IEPYAH SR - Sl iy JEpnEE
FiTit E H R VYR BRI I3 A0 S T A B R -

The Reception of Vai$esika Philosophy in East Asia: A Study of Kdgen Jotai’s ( Y& IEHS |,
1740-1807) Shoshiijikkugironshaku Bokanroku ( sE+rlasimfEtsiesk ) 185



#ft ) causing a conjunction (samyoga ). Conjunction and
disjunction are two closely related Vaisesika qualities that play
a role in the production of action, especially physical actions.
When two or more substances come or part by conjunction and
disjunction, an action is produced. Equally, actions in turn produce
conjunctions or disjunctions of substances, as a moving substance
comes into contact or parts with substances surrounding it.
However, nowhere is it specified that conjunction and disjunction
can produce conjunction. This is what Kiben claims ( & & 4
#) (Kiben 54). Kogen disproves Kiben’s mistake by pointing
to the fact that neither conjunction produces disjunction, nor can
disjunction produce conjunction, etc.” (Kdgen 11).

Problem 33 refers to the misinterpretation of life activity
(jivana f1i%% ) as a sense organ. When describing the causes of the
quality of internal effort (prayatna %58 ), Dasapadarthi defines
a type of internal effort related to seemingly effortless actions
such as inhaling and exhaling breath, etc. The cause of this type
of internal effort is called life activity (Maticandra 61). Kiben
interestingly glosses the term “life activity” as a sense organ ( @y
R ) (Kiben 61).

Kogen has three main complaints about Kiben’s explanation.

The first one is that Kiben is going too far in interpreting life
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activity as a sense organ in the system of Vaisesika. The second
objection relates to an example given by Kiben. He uses a
dubious example of a meditative absorption ( H[I 32 (M 5E ),
while the original example from Vaisesika is a person sleeping.
Finally, Kogen argues that Kiben’s text could be misconstrued to
suggest that inhalation and exhalation, together with life activity,
are the causes of internal effort ( B LR R A H B RR), but
in reality, the situation is the opposite® (Kogen 13).

5. Conclusions

Kogen criticizes Kiben by identifying 37 problems in
his understanding of Dasapadarthi or Vaisesika philosophy.
Some of these issues, such as unsupported quotations from the
Abhidharmakosa (1, 8), the omission of a character for inferential
knowledge (LL , 28), or misinterpretations of certain VaiSesika
concepts (23, 29, 34, 35), though seemingly minor, reveal
Kiben’s oversight and highlight Kogen’s keen attention to detail,
illustrating that true comprehension lies in the smallest details.
On the other hand, an issue like number 33, where a “life faculty”
(#rfR) is attributed to VaiSesika by Kiben, could be read as an

undesirable Buddhist influence on the interpretation of Vaisesika.

8 FERPSRETARMETIAR - AIZaniR - AR LM iRl - =/
—th o FAEHCE I FSCRMEE AN - RS AR BAPEL
HESF - HZRC - ARG RREBE ARG - K32
R ByBIER o PLRMKED BIREI B (EE o BAM R LR UL TS
SO - BEAT (W+—ift7e) BE - SERE A3 - RS
BRI AR RA - SARIRARENEE 2 F6 - A0S H S 55 R
S HERELATT 2 (EAGERE - ttHERs =1 -

The Reception of Vai$esika Philosophy in East Asia: A Study of Kdgen Jotai’s ( Y& IEHS |,
1740-1807) Shoshiijikkugironshaku Bokanroku ( 5=+ rlasimfetsiiesk ) 187



However, here, Kiben might only be glossing a less familiar
term for a potential Buddhist reader, without committing to the
importance of his chosen term.

Problems 7 and 9, although seemingly trivial at first
glance, might indicate an issue arising from language both in
Sanskrit and Chinese. Sanskrit apu or Chinese wéi (f#) can
denote both “smallness” as a quality and a “small object” as
a substance. For Buddhists, who do not clearly differentiate
between substance and its properties in their theory, this could
result in a conflation. Problem 2, where much ink is spilled over
the interpretation of just one character déng (5§ ), is perhaps one
of the most significant scribal errors left in the original Chinese
Dasapadarthi.

With regard to the group of errors concerning inherent
and non-inherent causes (3, 4, 6, 34, 36-37), they likely caused
misunderstandings in the time of Kiben and Kdgen. This is
because even in the early Vai$esika texts, inherence is not
explicitly described, and its specificities are closely related to the
nuances of substance and other padarthas which are inherent in
substance. The difficulty of inherence (3) is suggested by Kogen
to be solved with the original Chinese terms for proximate (i
Fir{f<) and remote support ( EiFTK ). Some of Kiben’s errors on
inherence are blatantly clear (4, 6, 37), while others remain more
opaque (36).

Problems related to touch and the perceptibility of air (5,
32) are intriguing, as Kogen seems to advocate a novel idea,
marginally represented in Indian Vai$esika, that air substance is

perceivable by the sense organs. This idea is further supported in
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the largest section of problems related to the concept of ydnchu
(HEf# ) (14-22). Here, Kogen advocates for reading ydnchi as
“eyes and touch”, giving touch equal importance in perception as
the eyes. Conversely, Kiben, in reading ydnchu as “the touch of
the eyes,” appears influenced by Buddhist philosophy, in which
touch functions as a mental factor that enables sense organs
(here, eyes) to come into contact with objects for perception.

Problems 25 and 27 relate to non-perceivable objects that are
nonetheless within the sphere of perception, a discourse contrary
to Vaisesika that Kiben might have adopted from his association
with the consciousness-only school. Problem 26 exposes two
divergent views on the perception of atomic compounds, an older
view where the primary compounds are perceived and a modern
one, where they are not. Problems 11-13 diverge from the section
of perception-related issues because Kiben aims to advocate a
contentious idea that non-perceivable objects or perceivables
by the self and mind depend on the sense organs. In problem
31, similar to 26, Kogen challenges the authority of Kuiji, a
master whose opinion on Vaisesika had largely been undisputed
in the past. Lastly, discussions about the Vai$esika notion of
mind (10, 24) may prompt readers to reflect on the uniqueness
of the Vaisesika mind, which is considered material, contrasting
with the mental nature of the Buddhist mind. Moreover, the
conversation between Kiben and Kogen reveals that the Vaisesika
mind, in contrast to Indian VaiSesika, was conceived as an atomic
compound and not as a primary atom.

The study of these two commentaries reveals a complex

picture of Vaisesika reception in East Asia. It demonstrates how
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philosophical ideas can be transmitted and reinterpreted across
cultures, highlighting the challenges of studying philosophical
texts from different historical and intellectual contexts. The main
difference between Kiben’s and Kogen’s commentaries lies in
Kiben’s occasionally more creative and far-fetched interpretive
approach, while Kogen takes a more orthodox stance, closer to the
original Vai$esika interpretations. Kiben’s commentary, despite its
flaws, played a crucial role in disseminating Vai$esika thought during
the Edo period. Kdgen’s sub-commentary, however, represents a
more nuanced engagement with Vai$esika, demonstrating a deeper
understanding of the philosophy. This suggests that the reception of
Vaisesika in East Asia varied, ranging from its misinterpretation and
integration into existing Buddhist frameworks to a critical analysis
of the philosophy’s internal logic and terms. It is hoped that this
work is just a first step in researching the reception of Vaisesika, and
that future scholars will further explore the reasons behind not only
Kiben’s and Kogen'’s interpretive disagreements but also Vaisesika

interpretations in the Edo period more broadly.
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