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Some Remarks on the Argument for
vijiaptimatrata: A Reply to John Taber

Hu, Chih-chiang *
Abstract

Regarding the Indian syllogistic argument for consciousness-
only (vijiiaptimatratd) formulated and criticized by non-Buddhist
philosophers, John Taber thinks that Hindu philosophers were
“attacking a straw man,” that is to say, (1) the argument was not
“seriously put forward by any Buddhist philosophers of repute” and (2)
the argument is “patently false.”

This paper examines the materials from Vasubandhu’s Vimsika-
vrtti, Dharmapala’s commentary on the Vimsika-vrtti, etc. and argues
that Taber is wrong for the following reasons. (1) There were indeed
Buddhist philosophers, such as Dharmapala, who formulated the
formal arguments which are similar to non-Buddhist philosophers’
formulations. The evidence suggests that the earliest formal arguments
for consciousness-only were put forward no later than the time of
Dharmapala. (2) It is shown that the Buddhist formal arguments can
be valid according to the rules of inference during that period, i.e.
Dignaga’s logic. Taber’s criticisms are simply incorrect, inadequate
due to the lack of charitable interpretation, and anachronistic because

he does not take into consideration the specific characteristic of
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Dignaga’s logic. Concerning the argument, this paper also points
out the potential engagement between Buddhist philosophy and
contemporary philosophy.

It is hoped that this paper will contribute to the study of
Dharmapala and show the value of his works. Taber has made an
obvious mistake precisely because of the insufficient research on the
pertinent Chinese materials, including Dharmapala’s commentaries,
which are crucial to the study of philosophy after Vasubandhu and
Dignaga. In a more general sense, the case helps us realize that it is
not possible to have proper understanding of the history of Indian

Buddhist thought without relying on Chinese materials.
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