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Editors Foreword

Matilal planned this book around 1988, in conjunction with the Institut International de Philosophiein
Paris. He wrote most of it during the years 1989 to 1991. The structure of the book suggests comparison
with Kneale and Kneal€'s The Devel opment of Logic; that is, to be abook in which the origins of logical
theory in India are traced chronologically, while paying at the same time careful attention to their
philosophical significance. He would perhaps have agreed with Kneale and Kneale, who described the
primary purpose of their work as having been "to record the first appearances of those ideas which seem
to us most important in the logic of our own day" (1964 v). Writing this book provided Matilal with an
opportunity to present what he took to be the most distinctive features of Indian logic, and to elaborate
his views on the nature of philosophical activity in classical India. Thereis, however, asingle centra
theme to this book, namely an inquiry into the origins, development, and nature of the Indian concept of
an "inference-warranting relation" (vyapti *), often called the relation of "concomitance" or

"pervasion,” between the reason or evidence and the inferred conclusion. Matilal traces the origins of
this concept to the early debating manuals, where the first attempts to demarcate the good or rational
patterns of argument from the bad or irrational ones are to be found. He traces its development to two
Buddhist logicians, Dinnaga* and Dharmakirti*, who were largely responsible for the construction of a

clearly-articulated theory of the relation, as well asto Gangesa* and his Navya-nyaya* school, where
the proper definition and analysis of the relation came to be an all-important concern.

The following brief outline charts the course taken in the book. In the first chapter, having given an
introductory overview of the topics to be discussed in later chapters, Matilal reconstructs the Indian
theory of inference in
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its essential characteristics, and examines the concepts it employs by comparing them with western
logical theory. Chapters 2 and 3 describe how certain logical concepts came to develop within early
debating theory. Among the examples discussed are the logic of implication in the Buddhist debating
manual, the Kathavatthu * ; the emergence of the idea of alogically-warranted inference from the

analysis of such notions as "quibbling," "sophistical rejoinders,” and "checks' in debate; and how
studying the type of debate known as 'refutation-only’ (vitanda*) debate |eads to a clarification of the
concept of negation and the logical basis of skepticism. Chapters 4 and 5 are to do with the works of
Dinnaga* and Dharmakirti*. In particular, Dinnaga's celebrated "triple-condition” (trairupya*) theory
of the inferential sign is examined, together with itsrelations to his equally celebrated

"exclusion" (apoha) theory of meaning, and Dharmakirti's attempts to explain how we can know by
induction that the inference-warranting relation obtains between two properties if and when it does.
Chapter 6, "The Jaina Contribution to Logic," is somewhat tangential to the main theme. It concernsthe
Jainas attempt to ground their pluralism in a seven-valued logic (saptabhangi*), in which both a
sentence and its negation could be simultaneously asserted as true. The manuscript indicates only that
chapter 6 isto have the title it does, and the text for this chapter comes from alecture Matilal presented
in 1990. It is possible, therefore, that Matilal intended to write a new piece on Jainalogic, specifically
on the Jaina theory of the inference-warranting relation, for this book. Those who are interested may
refer to Matilal's essay entitled "Necessity and Indian Logic,” in his Logical and Ethical Issuesin
Religious Belief (Calcutta, 1982), wherein the Jaina theory is briefly discussed. Chapter 7 deals with the
philosophical logic of the Navya-naiyayikas*, particularly asit bears upon their new definitions of the

inference-warranting relation, and their attempts to handle certain problem-cases to do with "ever-
present” (kevalanvayin*) and "partially locatable" (avyapya-vrtti*) properties.

The intended layout of the book is indicated clearly in the manuscript, and we have not, with two
exceptions, had to speculate on the order of material or what was to be included. One exception is, as
aready noted, the contents of Chapter 6. The other concerns Chapter 7: Matilal had originally included
in this chapter the biographical material on Navya-nyaya* authors which appeared in his history of
Nyaya-Vaiseska* (1977a). We felt, however, that twenty or so pages of dates, names, and places
impeded the flow of the work, and decided against reproducing them here. The manuscript itself was a
first draft, and required a considerable ammount of editing. We have reorganized sections, and made
such grammatical and stylistic alterations as deemed necessary to improve the readability of the text.
We have added an editorial footnote here and there (and there are no footnotes other than editorial
ones), and have inserted all bibliographical references as far as we can trace them.
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We have also added a bibliography, index, table of philosophers discussed, and provided the sectionsin
Chapter 6 heading titles. Matilal had provisionally given the book the title The Development of Logic in
India. However, this could be (and has been) found to suggest a work of a more historical nature, and
for this reason we have dlightly altered the title to its present one. Matilal planned to write afina
chapter, entitled "Concluding Remarks and Appraisal.” We have moved what is now the final paragraph
of Chapter 7 from itsoriginal position near the middle of that chapter; thiswill serve, we hope, asa
fitting conclusion to the book.

Certain parts of this book have appeared in print before. Most of 81.2 was originally written for the
volume Semiotics in the Walter de Gruyter series, Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication
Science, and appeared as Appendix 2 in Matilal's The Word and the World (1990). Chapter 4 includes
Matilal's article "Buddhist Logic and Epistemology" in Matilal and Evans (1986). It seems that he had
intended to rework his interpretation of Di—innga, but did not get very far. Parts of Chapter 5 were
prepared for the Second International Dharmakirti * Conference in Vienna, 1989, and later published in
the volume of its proceedings (Studies in the Buddhist Epistemological Tradition; Steinkellner, 1991).
What is now Chapter 6 was presented as the keynote address to the Bhogilal Leharchand Institute of
Indology Conference on Jainism in Delhi, 1990, and subsequently printed as " Anekanta* : both yes and
no?," in the Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research (vol. viii, no. 2, January-April 1991).
Finally, part of Chapter 7 derives with little alteration from 88 2.3-2.5 of Matilal (1985).

Among the many people who have wished us well during our editing of this volume, we would like
especially to thank Richard Sorabji for his sustained encouragement and practical assistance throughout,
and Karabi Matilal for her perseverance and cooperation. We would aso like to thank Alexis
Sanderson, of All Souls College, Oxford, for going through the manuscript and making many helpful
suggestions, as well as Wilhelm Halbfass, and Bill Eastman at S.U.N.Y. Press. We must thank, too, the
editor of the Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research for permission to reprint " Anekannta:
both yes and no?," and the editor of Studies in the Buddhist Epistemological Tradition (1991), and the
Institut fir Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde der Universitéat Wien, for permission to reprint the article
"Dharmakirti and the universally negative inference.”

JG.
H.T.
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Chapter 1
Introducing Indian Logic

1.1"Logic" in What Sense?

"Logic" | shall here understand to be the systematic study of informal inference-patterns, the rules of
debate, the identification of sound inference vis-a-vis sophistical argument, and similar topics. One may
feel somewhat apologetic today to use the term "logic” in the context of classical Indian philosophy, for
"logic" has acquired a very specific connotation in modern philosophical parlance. Nevertheless, the list
supplied in the opening sentence is, | believe, alegitimate usage of the term, especially when its older
senses are taken into account. S.C. Vidyabhusana's monumental, but by now dated, work A History of
Indian Logic (1921), has misled many non-Sanskritists. For both he, and scholars such as H. N. Randle
and T. Stcherbatsky, used such terms as "Indian logic" and "Buddhist logic" when their intention was to
write about the theory of pramanas* or accredited means of knowing in general, perhaps with
particular emphasis upon the specific theory of anumana*, inference considered as means of knowing. |

have chosen not to follow the same path; instead, | shall take "logic" in its extended and older sensein
order to carve out away for my own investigation. | shall use the traditional sastras* and try to explain
their significance and relevance to our modern discussion of the area sometimes called " philosophical
logic." | shall include much else besides, astheinitial list shows, but will try to remain faithful to the
topic of logic, debate, and the study of inference. I. M. Bochenski included a separate, abeit sketchy
chapter called "The Indian Variety of Logic," in his great work A History of Formal Logic (1956). This
will, perhaps, be enough to justify my use of the term "logic" when | am trying to cover similar ground.
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L ogic asthe study of the form of correct arguments and inference-patterns, developed in India from the
methodol ogy of philosophical debate. The art of conducting a philosophical debate was prevalent
probably as early as the time of the Buddha and the Mahavira* (Jina), but it became more systematic
and methodical afew hundred years later. By the second century BC, the intellectual climatein India
was bristling with controversy and criticism. At the center of controversy were certain dominant
religious and ethical issues. Nothing was too sacred for criticism. Such questions as: "Is there a soul
different from body?', "Isthe world (Ioka) eternal?*, "What is the meaning, goal, or purpose of life?",
and, "Isrenunciation preferable to enjoyment?’, were of magjor concern. While teachers and thinkers
argued about such matters, there arose a gradual awareness of the characteristics or patterns of
correct that is, acceptable and sound reasoning, and concern about how it differs from the kind of
reasoning that is unacceptable.

1.2 An Historical Sketch of Logical Issuesin India: Debate and Logic

L ogic developed in ancient India from the tradition of vadavidya*, a discipline dealing with the
categories of debate over various religious, philosophical, moral, and doctrinal issues. There were
several vada* manuals available around the beginning of the Christian era. They were meant for
students who wanted to learn how to conduct debates successfully, what tricks to learn, how to find
loopholes in the opponent's position, and what pitfalls to be wary of. We will examine some of these
manuals in chapters 2 and 3. Of these manuals, the one found in the Nyayasutras* of Aksapada*
Gautama (circa 150 AD) is comparatively more systematic than others. We shall hence follow it in this
introductory exposition.

Debates, in Aksapada's view, can be of three types: (i) an honest debate (called vada) where both sides,
proponent and opponent, are seeking the truth, that is, wanting to establish the right view; (ii) atricky-
debate (called jalpa) where the goal isto win by fair means or foul; and (iii) a destructive debate (called
vitanda*) where the goal is to defeat or demolish the opponent, no matter how. This amost corresponds
to the cliché in English: the good, the bad and the ugly. The first kind signals the employment of logical
arguments, and use of rational means and proper evidence to establish athesis. It is said that the
participants in this kind of debate were the teacher and the student, or the students themselves,

bel onging to the same schoal.

The second was, in fact, awinner-takes-all situation. The name of the game was wit or intelligence.
Tricks, false moves, and unfair means were
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allowed according to the rules of the game. But if both the debaters were equally clever and competent,
this could be kept within the bounds of logic and reasoning. Usually two teachers of different schools
would be participants. This used to take place before a board or jury called the madhyastha (the
mediators or adjudicators) and a chairman, usually a king or a man with power and money who would
organize the debate. The winner would be declared at the end by the consensus of the adjudicators.

The third type was a variety of the second type, where the winner was not supposed to establish hisown
position (he may not even have had a position) but only to defeat the opponent using logical arguments,
or asthe case was, tricks or clever devices. It was explicitly destructive and negative; hence
philosophers like Vatsyayana* (circa 350 AD) denounced this form of debate in unambiguous
language. Again, a clever and competent opponent might force the other side into admitting a counter-
position ("If you deny my thesis p, then you must admit the thesis not-p; therefore, please establish your
thesis'), and if the other side yielded, the debate was decided in favor of the former, or it would turn
into the second form of debate.

The notoriety of the third type was universal, although some philosophers (for example, Nagarjuna*,
Sriharsa*) maintained that if the refutations of the opponent were done on the basis of good reason and
evidence (in other words, if it followed the model of the first type, rather than the second type) then lack
of a counter-thesis, or non-establishment of a counter-thesis, would not be a great drawback. In fact, it
could be made acceptable and even philosophically respectable. That is why Gauda* Sanatani* (quoted
by Udayana; see Matilal, 1986: 87) divided the debates into four types: (i) the honest type (vada*), (ii)
the tricky type (jalpa), (iii) the type modeled after the tricky type but for which only refutation is
needed, and (iv) the type modeled after the honest one where only the refutation of athesisis needed.
Even the mystics would prefer this last kind, which would end with a negative result. The different
types of debate, and the philosophical significance of the 'refutation-only’ type, are discussed in depthin
chapter 2.

Apart from developing atheory of evidence (pramana*) and argument (tarka) needed for the first type

of debate, the manuals go on to list anumber of cases, or situation-types, where the debate will be
concluded and one side will be declared as "defeated" (or nigraha-sthana*, the defeat situation or the

clinchers). The Nyayasutra* lists 22 of them. For example, (a) if the opponent cannot understand the

proponent's argument, or (b) if heis confused, or (c) if he cannot reply within areasonable time limit all
these will be cases of defeat. Besides, these manuals identify several standard "false" rejoinders or jati*
(24 of them are listed in the Nyayasutra), as well as some underhand tricks (chala) like equivocation
and confusion of a metaphor for the literal. These "tricks," "false rgjoinders,”" and "defeat situations' are
examined in
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detail in chapter 3. Now we may survey the type of logical theorizing that arose out of the study of
debate in India.

The Nyaya * Model

Aksapada* defined a method of philosophical argumentation, called the nyaya method or the nyaya

model. This was the standard for an ideally-organized philosophical disputation. Seven categories are
identified as constituting the "prior" stage of anyaya. A nyaya starts with an initial doubt, as to whether
p or not-p is the case, and ends with a decision, that p (or not-p, as the case may be). The seven
categories, including Doubt, are: Purpose, Example, Basic Tenets, the "limbs" of the formulated
reasoning, Supportive Argument (tarka), and Decision. Purpose is self-explanatory. The exampleis
needed to ensure that the arguments would not be just empty talk. Some of the basic tenets supply the
ground rules for the argumentation.

The"limbs" were the most important formulation of the structure of alogical reasoning; these are a
landmark in the history of Indian logic. According to the Nyayasutras*, there are five "limbs" or "steps"

in a structured reasoning. They should all be articulated linguistically. Thefirst step is the statement of
the thesis, the second the statement of reason or evidence, the third citation of an example (a particular
case, well-recognized and acceptable to both sides) that illustrates the underlying (general) principle
and thereby supports the reason or evidence. The fourth is the showing of the present thesis as a case
that belongs to the general case, for reason or evidence is essentially similar to the example cited. The
fifth is the assertion of the thesis again as proven or established. Here is the time-honored illustration:

Step 1. Thereisfire on the hill.

Step 2. For thereis smoke.

Step 3. (Wherever there is smoke, there isfire), as in the kitchen.
Step 4. Thisis such a case (smoke on the hill).

Step 5. Thereforeitis so, i.e., thereisfire on the hill.

The Buddhists and others argued that this was too elaborate for capturing the essential structure. All we
need would be the first two or the first three. The rest would be redundant. But the Nyaya school
asserted all along that this nyaya method is used by the arguer to convince others, and to satisfy
completely the "expectation” (akamksa*) of another, you need all the five "limbs* or steps. Thisisin

fact afull-fledged articulation of an inference schema.

Returning to the nyaya method itself, the supportive argument (tarka) is needed when doubts are raised
about the implication of the middle part of
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the above inference schema. Is the example right? Does it support the evidence? | s the general principle
right? Isit adequate? The "supportive arguments"' would examine the alternative possibilities, and try to
resolve all these questions. After the supportive argument comes the decision, one way or another.

Another seven categories were identified as constituting the " posterior stage” of the nyaya * method.

They consist of three types of debate (already mentioned), the group of tricks, false rgjoinders, and
clinchers or defeat situations, and another important logical category, that of pseudo-reason or pseudo-
evidence.

Pseudo-evidence is similar to evidence or reason, but it lacks adequacy or the logical force to prove the
thesis adduced. It isin fact an "impostor.” The Nyayasutra* notes five such varieties. Although these

five varieties were mentioned throughout the history of the Nyaya tradition (with occasional
disagreement, for example, Bhasarvajfia*, who had six), they were constantly redefined to fit the

developing logical theories of individual authors. The five types of pseudo-evidence were: the
deviating, the contradictory, the unestablished or unproven, the counter-balanced, and the untimely.

Since there can be fire without smoke (asin ared-hot iron ring), if somebody wants to infer presence of
smoke in the kitchen on the basis of the presence of fire there, his evidence would be pseudo-evidence
called the "deviating." Where the evidence (say a pool of water) is usually the sign for the absence of
fire, rather than its presence, it is called the contradictory. An evidence-reason must itself be established
or proven to exist, if it has to establish something else. Hence, an "unestablished" evidence-reason isa
pseudo-evidence or a pseudo-sign. A purported evidence-reason may be countered by a purported
counter-evidence showing the opposite possibility. Thiswill be a case of the "counter-balanced.” An
"untimely" is one where the thesis itself precludes the possibility of adducing some sign as being the
evidence-reason by virtue of itsincompatibility with the thesisin question. The "untimely" is so-called
because as soon as the thesis is stated, the evidence will no longer be an evidence. (For further
elaboration, see Matilal, 1985, §1.5).

The Sign and the Signified

All thisimplicitly spells out atheory of what constitutes an adequate sign. What we have been calling
"evidence," "reason," and sometimes "evidence-reason” may just be taken to be an adequate or "logical"
sign. The Sanskrit word for it islinga*, asign or amark, and what it isasign for is called lingin*, the
signified, the "marked" entity. Thisisfinally tied to their theory of sound inference, that is, inference of
the signified from the observation of the logical
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sign. Thisisthe pre-theoretical notion of the "sign-signified" connection, as explained here. Note that
thisnotion of "sign-signified" relation is different from the "signifier-signified” relation that is
mentioned in some modem linguistics, especially Saussure.

A signisadequate or "logical" if it is not a pseudo-evidence, that is, a pseudo-sign. And the five types
of pseudo-sign have already been identified. We have here a negative formulation of the adequacy of
the sign. A little later on in the tradition the positive formulation was found. The fully-articul ated
formulation is found in the writings of the well-known Buddhist logician, Dinnaga* (circa 400-480

AD), in histheory of the "triple-character" reason. We will discuss his contribution briefly below, and
in more detail in chapter 4. In fact, an adequate sign is what should be non-deviating, that is, it should
not be present in any location when the signified is absent. If it is, it would be "deviating." Thus, the
identification of the first pseudo-sign captured this intuition, although it took along time to get this
fully articulated in the tradition. A sign which is adequate in this sense may be called "logical” for it
ensures the correctness of the resulting inference. Thus, we have to ask: if the sign isthere, can the
signified be far behind?

The Triple Nature of the Sign
Dinnaga formul ated the following three conditions, which, he claimed, alogical sign must fulfill:

1. It should be present in the case (object) under consideration.
2. It should be present in asimilar case or a homologue.
3. It should not be present in any dissimilar case, any heterologue.

Three interrelated technical terms are used here. The "case under consideration” is called a paksa*, the
"subject-locus." The"similar case" is called a sapaksa*, the "homologue." The "dissimilar case" is
called avipaksa*, the "heterologue.” These three concepts are also defined by the theory. The context is
that of inferring a property A (the signified in our new vocabulary) from the property B (the sign) in a
location S. Here the Sis the paksa, the subject-locus. The sapaksa is one which already possesses A,
and is known to do so. And the vipaksa is one which does not possess A. The "similarity” between the
paksa and the sapaksa is variously explained. One explanation is that they would share tentatively the
signified A by sharing the sign B. An example would make it clear. Smoke isasign of fire on ahill,
because it is present on that hill, and it is also present in akitchen which isalocus of fire, and itis
absent from any non-locus of fire.
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The third condition is easily explained. The sign must not be present where the signified is not present.
For otherwise, as we have already noted, the sign will be deviating, and would be a"pseudo-sign.” Why
the second condition? Did Dinnaga * overshoot his mark? I's not the second condition redundant (for the
first and the third seem to be sufficient to guarantee adequacy)? These questions were raised in the
tradition by both the Naiyayikas* like Uddyotakara (circa 550-625 AD), and the Buddhists like

Dharmakirti* (circa 600-660 AD). Some, such as Dharmakirti, maintained that it was slightly
repetitious but not exactly redundant. The second condition states positively what the third, for the sake
of emphasis, states negatively. The second is here rephrased as. the sign should be present in al
sapaksas* . The contraposed version can then be formulated with alittle ingenuity as: the sign should be

absent from all vipaksas*. For sapaksa and vipaksa, along with the paksa*, exhaust the universe of
discourse.

Other interpreters try to find additional justification for the second condition to argue against the
"redundancy" charge. The interpretation becomes complicated, and we will postpone going into the
details until chapter 4. Logically speaking, it seems that the second condition is redundant, but
epistemologically speaking, a case of the co-presence of A and B may be needed to suggest the
possibility, at least, that one may be the sign for the other. Perhaps Dinnaga's concern here was
epistemological.

Dinnaga's Wheel of Reason/Sign

When asign isidentified, there are three possibilities. The sign may be present in all, some, or none of
the sapaksas. Likewise, it may be present in all, some or none of the vipaksas. To identify asign, we
have to assume that it is present in the paksa, however; that is, the first condition is already satisfied.
Combining these, Dinnaga constructed his "wheel of reason" with nine distinct possibilities, which may
be tabulated in Figure 1.1.

Of these nine possibilities, Dinnaga asserted that only two are illustrative of sound inference for only
they meet al the three conditions. They are Numbers 2 and 8. Notice that either (- vipaksa and +
sapaksa), or (- vipaksa and + sapaksa) would fulfill the required conditions. Dinnagaisinsistent that at
least one sapaksa must have the positive sign. Number 5 is not a case of sound inference; thissignisa
pseudo-sign. For although it satisfies the two conditions 1 and 3 above, it does not satisfy condition 2.
So one can argue that as far as Dinnaga was concerned all three were necessary conditions. The second
row does not satisfy condition 2 and hence none of Numbers 4, 5, and 6 are logical signs; they are
pseudo-signs. Numbers 4 and 6 are called "contradictory" pseudo-signs an improvement upon the old
Nyayasutra* definition
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1 2 3
+ vipaksa — vipaksa + vipaksa
+ sapaksa + sapaksa + sapaksa
4 5 ]
+ vipaksa — vipaksa + vipaksa
~ sapaksa sapaksa sapaksa
7 B 9
+ vipaksa — vipaksa % vipaksa
+ sapaksa + sapaksa + sapaksa
+ = all, £ = some, — = none.
Figure 1.1

Dinnagas * Wheel of Reason

of contradictory. The middle one, Number 5, is called "uniquely deviating” (asadharana*), perhaps for
the reason that this sign becomes an unique sign of the paksa* itself, and is not found anywhere else. In
Dinnaga's system, this sign cannot be a sign for anything else, it can only point to itself reflexively or to
itsown locus. Numbers 1, 3, 7, and 9 are also pseudo-signs. They are called the "deviating" signs, for in
each case the sign occurs in some vipaksa* or other, although each fulfills the second condition. This
shows that at least in Dinnaga's own view, the second condition (when it is combined with the first)
gives only a necessary condition for being an adequate sign, not a sufficient one. In other words,
Dinnaga intended all three conditions jointly to formulate a sufficient condition.
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Development of the Wheel by Uddyotakara

Dinnaga's* system of nine reason-types or sign-types was criticized by Uddyotakara, the Naiyayika*,
who argued that it was incomplete. We will summarize the main points here; they are discussed in
greater detail in 84.10 and chapter 5. Dinnaga did not consider at least two further aternatives: (a) a
situation-type where there is no sapaksa*, and (b) a situation-type where there is no vipaksa*. The
sign's absence from all sapaksas (or al vipaksas) should be distinguished from these two situations. L et
us use "0" for the situation-type which lacks any sapaksa, or vipaksa, and "-" for the situation-type
where the sign is present in no sapaksa or vipaksa (as before). Hence combining the four possibilities +
sapaksa, + sapaksa, -sapaksa, 0 sapaksa (no sapaksa) with the other four (+, %, -, 0) vipaksa, we get
sixteen portionsin our wheel of reason, and the new wheel contains more sound inferences, that is,
adequate signs. For example,

Thisis nameable, because thisis
knowable.

Here "knowability" isthe sign, which is adequate and logical for showing the nameability of an entity,
for (in the Nyaya* system) whatever is knowable is also nameable (that is, expressible in language).
Now we cannot have a heterologue or vipaksa here, for (again according to the Nyaya system) thereis
nothing that cannot be named (or expressed in language). Within the Buddhist system, another example
of the same argument-type would be:

Thisisimpermanent becauseitisa
product.

For Buddhists everything isimpermanent and a product. Later Naiyayikas* called this type of sign
"kevalanvayin*," the universal-positive-sign; that is, it is a characteristic of every entity.

Uddyotakara captured another type of adequate reason or logical sign, but he formulated the example of
this reasoning (or inference) negatively, that is, in terms of a counterfactual. This was done probably to
avoid adoctrina quandary of the Nyaya school (to which he belonged) in which the explanation of
analytic judgements or a priori knowledge always presents a problem. His typical example was:

The living body cannot be without a soul, for if it were it would have been without
life.

Thisisthe generalized inference called "universal negative'kevalavyatirekinin the tradition. The subject
Swhich has a unique property B cannot be without A, for then it would have been without B. Since B is
aunique
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property of S and since the presence of A and B mutually imply each other, there is no sapaksa. But it
Isacorrect infezence. Bhasarvajfia* (circa950 AD) did not like the rather roundabout way of

formulating the inference-type. He said:
Theliving body has a soul, for it haslife.

But this would verge on unorthodoxy in Nyaya*, for () the statement of the thesis includes the sign

aready, and (b) there seemsto be a necessary connection between having life and having a soul. The
later Nyaya went back to the negative formulation but got rid of the reflex of the counterfactual that
Uddyotakara had. If A and B are two properties mutually implying each other such that B can be the
definiens (laksana*) and the class of those possessing A can be the definiendum, then the following

inferenceis correct:

The subject Sdiffers from those that are without A, for it has B (and A is defined in terms of
B.)

This seems to be equivalent to:

ShasA, for it has
B.

The verbal statement "Shas A because it has B," however, does not expose fully the structure of this
type of inference. For one thing, in this version it becomes indistinguishable from any other type of
correct inference discussed before. In fact, the special feature of thistype of inference is that the
inferable property A isuniquely present in Salone, and nowhere else, and hence our knowledge of the
concomitance or pervasion between A and B cannot be derived from an example (where their co-
presence will be instantiated) which will be adifferent case from the S, the case under consideration. In
fact, Shereisageneric term and it will be proper to say: all Sshave A, for they have B, and a
supporting example will haveto be an S that is, an instance of S. To avoid this anomaly, a negative
exampleis cited to cover these cases. Thus we can say, anon-Sis a case where neither A nor B are
present. Thiswill allow one to infer, for example, absence of B from absence of A and aso (since A and
B are co-present in all cases) absence of A from absence of B. But the evidence here is B. Hence by
seeing absence of B in all Sswe can infer absence of A. Such aroundabout formulation was dictated by
the peculiar nature of the Dinnaga* -Uddyotakara theory of inference.

Let ustry to explain. In this theory, what legitimizes the inference of A from the sign B isthe

knowledge that B isalogical sign of A. To have that knowledge, we must have another item of
knowledge, that B has concomi-
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tance, an invariable connection, with A. The second item of knowledge must be derived empirically,
from an example where it is certain that A aswell as B is present. Without such an example, we would
not recognize B to be alogical sign of A. This limitation precluded the possibility of inferring A from B,
where the case is such that all that have A are included in paksa *, the subject-locus of the inference.
The convention is that the said example cannot be chosen from the members of the paksa, that is, of the
set of Ss. Hence the difficulty.

Uddyotakara saw this problem and extended the scope of the theory by saying that in these cases, a
negative example, annon-Shaving neither A nor B, and absence of any counter-example (the sign's
absence from all vipaksas*), will be enough to legitimize the inference. Udayana (circa 975-1050 AD)
later on defended this type of inference as legitimate. For, he said, if we do not admit such inferences as
valid, our search for a defining property of some concepts could not be justified. Suppose we wish to
define cow-hood: what is the unique property of a cow? Now, suppose having a dewlap is a unique
property of cow; it existsin al and only cows. What is the purpose of such a"definition," if we can call
it adefinition (laksana*)? It is that we can differentiate all cows from non-cows. How? We do it by

means of the following inference: cows are distinct from non-cows, for cows have dewlaps. Of course,
the statement "cows are distinct from non-cows" is equivalent to the statement "cows are cows," but
when it is put negatively, the purpose of such inference becomes clearer. Thisimportant issue will be
elaborated in chapter 5, especially §5.8, 85.9, and 8§5.11.

Concomitance or Invariable Relation

In the Pramanasamuccaya*, Dinnaga* defined the invariable relation or concomitance of B with A,
which legitimizes the inference of the signified A from the sign B, as follows:

When the sign (linga*) occurs, there the signified, that of which it isasign, hasto occur aswell. And if
the sign has to occur somewhere, it has to occur only where the signified occurs (linge* lingi*, bhavaty
eva linginy* evetarat punah*).

This verse has been quoted frequently by Nalyayikas*, Jainas, and other logicians. It actually amounts
to saying that all cases of B are cases of A, and only cases of A could be cases of B.

Dharmakirti* described the invariable connection in two ways. First, the sign B could be the "own-

nature" or essential mark of A. That amounts to saying that B is either an invariable or a necessary sign
of A. Thus, weinfer
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that something is atree from the fact that it is a beech tree, for a beech tree cannot be a beech tree
without being atree. Thisonly defines invariability or necessary connection. The second type of signis
one when we infer the "natural" causal factor from the effect, as we infer fire from smoke. It is aso the
nature or the essence of smoke that it cannot originate without originating from fire. Hence invariable
relation means: (i) an essential or necessary property of the class, and (ii) a casually necessary relation
between an effect and its invariable cause. Dharmakirti's * contribution is examined in the early

sections of chapter 5.

The late Naiyayikas* said that the absence of a counter-example iswhat is ultimately needed to
legitimize the inference-giving relation between A and B. If B isthe sign, then B would be the logical
sign if, and only if, there is no case where B occurs but A does not occur. If B occurs where A does not,
that would be a counter-example to the tacitly assumed rule of inference, "if B then A." Aswe know
from the truth-table of the propositional logic, "if B then A" isfalsified only under one condition, when
not-A is true along with B. Thus Gangesa* (f. 1325 A.D.) defines this relation:

B's non-occurrence in any location characterized by absence of
A

Alternatively, another definition is given:

B's co-occurrence with such an A asis never absent from the location of
B.

Thefirst isrephrasing of the first definition of vyapti* (invariable concomitance) in the Vyapti paficaka*
of Gangesa. The second is an abbreviation of what is called his siddhantalaksana* , "accepted

definition.” These developments, in the analysis of the concept of the invariable concomitance or
inference-warranting relation between sign and signified, made by the later Naiyayikas, will be
elaborated in chapter 7 of this book.

On the" Steps’ in the Process of I nference: Members of the Syllogism

An essential part of the theory of inference is obvioudly the knowledge of concomitance or invariance
between the inferable property, A, and the reason, B, the hetu. Our knowledge of such invariancesis
derived, rightly or wrongly, from our observation of such examplesillustrating the togetherness of B
and A; we call them sapaksas*. The Nyayasutra* author insisted upon the citation of the example to
justify or support the reason, to show that there is arelation of concomitance or invariance backing the
reason.
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A question arises regarding how many steps we need in what is called " pararthanumana *" or
"demonstration to others" of the entire process of inference one makes within oneself. A demonstration
Is something like the verbal articulation of the process of inference. The Naiyayikas* assert that there
should be five stepsin this verbal articulation of the inference, where the fifth step would re-state the
thesis proven by the reason backed by the required invariance relation. The Buddhist, on the other hand,
would need only three steps statement of the thesis, of the reason, and aso of the example.
Prasastapada* (circa 450-500 AD) made a very significant comment in his Padarthadharmasamgraha*,
while he was explaining the five-step verbal articulation of the Nyaya* demonstration. The last stepisa
re-statement of the thesis and, hence, the opponent obviously points out that it is redundant, for the
thesis has already been stated and that it is proven by the adequate reason. The thesisis stated in the
first step and the reason in the second step. Hence, says Prasastapada, if we depend upon what is
presented not simply verbally but also by implication as well as the significance of what is presented
verbally (compare arthat*), then one can only state the first two steps and satisfy the other (opponent)
side. We quote (1971: 241):

Therefore, after stating the thesis, one should verbally articulate only the reason. For intelligent people
will be reminded of the invariance based upon prior observation of co-presence and the lack of it (in
suitable examples), and therefore they will acknowledge the thesis as established. This verbal
articulation should end here (with the statement of the reason).

Thiswas apparently a challenge to the Buddhist to bring down the number of stepsin the argument
from three to the first two: the thesis and the reason. It isinteresting that Dharmakirti* boldly accepted

the challenge and said:
For intelligent people only the reason would be stated (PV 11.27).

(There may be a chronological problem here, however. Prasastapadais considered to be a junior
contemporary of Dinnaga*, for he assimilated all the logical developments of Dinnagainto hisre-
statement of the Nyaya-Vaisesika* system of logic. It isalso generaly believed that he preceded

Dharmakirti. | accept this chronology, and my above comment is based upon its truth. If, however, it
can be shown that Dharmakirti preceded Prasastapada, then the above statement has to be modified
accordingly. My argument here is not concerned with thisissue, however, and the chronological
controversy would not upset anything else | have said here about logic. It is significant to note
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though that Udayana quotes the relevant line of Dharmakirti * while he comments on this particul ar
passage of Prasastapada*.)

1.3 Indian Logic versus Western Logic: Differences

If one were to ask at the outset, what is the difference between so-called Indian logic and Western logic,
the question would be almost a non-starter. We may put a counter question: "What is Western logic?”',
and thousands of conflicting answers are available from the text books since the time of Aristotle. There
Is, however, a"modern" conception of logic, and we may try to spell out the difference between Indian
conceptions of logic and this. In the broadest terms, one may note briefly the following differences.

First, certain epistemological issues are found to be included in the discussion of what we wish to call
"Indian logic." Thereason isobvious. Indian logic is primarily a study of inference-patterns, and
inference is clearly identified as a source of knowledge, a pramana*. So the study includes general
guestions regarding the nature of the derivation of knowledge from information supplied by evidence,
which evidence may itself be another piece of knowledge. Epistemological questions, however, are
deliberately excluded from the domain of modern logic.

Second, to a superficial observer, discussion of the logical theoriesin Indiawould seem to be heavily
burdened with psychologistic and intuitionistic terminology afeature which, since Frege, logiciansin
the West have tried carefully to weed out from modern logical discussions. Y et the role of psychology,
how one mental event causes another mental event or events and how one is connected with the other,
seems to be dominant in the Indian presentation.

The Indians psychologized logic, but perhaps without totally committing the blunder into which an
emphasis on psychology may often lead. Thus one may claim that they psychologized logic, without
committing the fallacy of psychologism. Alternatively, the claim could be that this was a different
conception of logic, where the study of the connections between mental events and the justification of
inferentially-acquired knowledge-episodes is not afault (for a development of thisidea, see Matilal
1986, §4.7).

Third, historically, from the time of the Greeks, the mathematical model played an important part in the
development of logic in the West. In India, it was grammar, rather than mathematics, that was
dominant, and logical theories were influenced by the study of grammar. Why thiswas so is a question
that we cannot answer. This point is to some extent related to the second.

Last but not least, the usual distinction, so well entrenched in the Western tradition, between deduction
and induction was not to be found in the same
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way in the Indian tradition. The argument patterns studied were at best an unconscious mixture of the
two processes. Y et it seemed that these mixed patterns were not very far from the way human beings
across cultural boundaries would tend in fact to argue or rationally derive conclusions from the
available data or evidence or premises,

This last point needs to be emphasized for another reason. Almost all modern treatments of the
character of the argument pattern in Indian logic have tended to analyze it as aform of deductive
reasoning. At best, this might have contributed to an appreciation that forms of rationality in classical
India, to the extent they are reflected in the "logical” argument patterns, were not very different from
what they are in the West. However, it has also undermined certain unique features of the Indian
argument patterns, or at least blocked our clear understanding and appreciation of such features.

One reason for this confusion of modem scholars is that the inferred conclusion in the Indian theory
was regarded as a piece of knowledge (derived normally from the observation of adequate evidence),
and hence it was accorded that certainty which we usually associate with states of knowledge. Inductive
conclusions by contrast are, in today's terms, only probable, athough they may sometimes have avery
high degree of probability. The inductive element of the argument patterns studied by the Indian
philosophers has thus often been lost sight of by modern scholars who emphasize the aleged certainty
of the inferred conclusion, and then go on to equate the Indian argument patterns invariably with
deductive or syllogistic forms.

L et me develop this point further. Since the time of Stcherbatsky, Randle, and others, and even still
today, the typical example of the model of inferencein Indian logic is reformulated as follows:

A Wherever there is smoke, thereisfire.
There is smoke on the yonder hill.
Therefore there isfire there.

Aisclearly an example of the form that we call Barbara in traditional Aristotelian Logic. In modern
first order predicate logic, it would be an example of an inference schema which uses universal
instantiation, and would have the form (see Quine, 1961),

{(¥) (Fx O Gx) [(Fa} [ Ga.

Aisderived from, and hence regarded as transformationally equivalent to, the following presentation of
the argument, which is the one actually used in the Indian texts:
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B The hill isfire-possessing.
Because it is smoke-possessing (or because of smoke).
For example, the kitchen.

The idea being considered is that whoever asserts B means exactly A.

The common reconstruction of the Indian argument pattern, B, isin fact more often presented, not
exactly as A, but as

A’ Wherever there is smoke thereisfire, asin a kitchen.
There is smoke on the yonder hill
Therefore thereisfire there.

The argument pattern A undergoes, however, an often unnoticed but important metamorphosis when it
is presented as A'. The citation of the example, "kitchen" underscoresfirst of all the fact that unlike the
first proposition in A (or Aristotle's universal premise) the premise here is unambiguous. For the schema
"(X) (Fx O Gx)" in A represents any universal proposition with or without existential presupposition (for
the problems related to the existential import of the subject term of universal propositionsin Aristotle,
such as"All SisP" or "All Fsare Gs', one may consult P. F. Strawson, 1966). However, the citation of
an examplein thefirst proposition of A' showsthat it isauniversal proposition along with existential
import. In other words, the subject term now is definitely non-empty.

In the above A', and in B, the insistence on the presence of an example should thus not be lightly
dismissed as an inessential detail. For it brings to the fore the inductive nature of the first premise, and
thereby exposes the "weakness' of the entire argument pattern from a purely deductive point of view.
The Indian philosopher of logic did not generally think of this feature as an indicator of the weakness of
their theory of inference (although the skeptics, aswell asthe Carvaka * or the Lokayata*, who were
opponents of the idea that inference is a source of knowledge, severely attacked the theory just on this
ground). To counter this attack, the Indian logicians sought some way to accord the conclusion of this
type of argument almost the same degree of certainty that is given to the conclusion of a normal
deductive argument. However, the point remains that the importance attached to the citation of an
example in the Indian schema, B, highlights the fact that it cannot be reconstructed as a purely
deductive argument, along the lines of A.

It is acommonplace in modern logic to distinguish between truth and validity. Roughly, validity hasto
do with the rules of inference in a given theory. The conclusion may be validly derived from the
premises, if and only if the rules of inference are not violated, while it may still be a false judgement.
The soundness of the conclusion in deduction depends also upon the
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adequacy or the truth of the premises. It is now-a-days claimed that alogician's concern is with the
validity of inference, not with its soundness, which may depend upon extra-logical factors (the truth of
the premises). Thisistheideal in formal logic. In India, however, this distinction was not often made,
for the philosophers wanted their "logically" derived inferences or their conclusions also to be pieces of
knowledge. Thus, validity must be combined with truth. It was allowed that some wild guesses or
"invalidly" derived inferences might happen to be true. Such "invalid" derivation, however, would not
be a proper route to knowledge. This point will be further clarified when we discuss Dinnaga * in

chapter 4.

The point just madeisthat Indian logic is not formal logic. This does not imply, however, that by
introducing some aspects of formal logic in order to interpret the Indian theories we cannot gain any
sort of deeper understanding of Indian logic. In fact, we can. Hence, reductions to Aristotelian
syllogistic inference along the above lines, and even modified use of Venn diagrams (for example, Chi,
1969), have very often been fruitful in our attempt to understand, analyze and explain the Indian
theories, aslong as they are taken in context.

L et me develop this point alittle further. Since Lukasiewicz*, it has been fairly well-known in the West

that Aristotle's syllogistic need not be interpreted as resting on an ontology of individuals and the
mechanism of quantification. It can be seen instead as involving four operators"A" "E" "I" and "O,"
treated as primitives, holding upon variables "u" and "v" which range over non-empty terms (which
stand for properties or sorts). This dispenses with the standard logical subject-predicate analysis of
sentences, in which the subject identifies an object and the predicate sorts (is true of) that object.
Modern logic in the Fregean tradition, on the other hand, requires, in its semantics, a domain of
individuals, to which are attached properties and relations. Likewise, by subjecting the inference-
patterns formulated and studied in the logical texts of Indiato various different reductions and
trandlations, we might get closer to the nature of Indian logical theories, provided we remain cautious
and sengitive to the peculiarities and differences. Venn diagrams, rules of propositional and first order
predicate logic, some issues from the logic of classes and relations all these can be used in our study, if
only to underline the differences and uniqueness of Indian logic.

Asfar asthe inductive character of the Indian argument pattern is concerned, it is reminiscent of J. S.
Mill's theory of inference and induction. Presently we will see how the general premise is supposed to
be supported by a positive as well as a negative example, called the homologue (sapaksa*) and

heterologue (vipaksa*). This invites comparison with Mill's Joint Method of Agreement and Difference,

which isregarded as stronger, in its power to generate certainty or high probability, than either the
Method of Agreement
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or that of Difference, when employed independently. Mill, however, obtains certainty by implicitly
basing his theory upon a presumed relation of strict and necessary causation between the observed and
inferred properties, thereby ruling out accidentally true generalizations. Indian argument patterns too
were initially based upon a number of ontological relations, causation, part-and-whole, essential identity
and so on, and this feature justified the so-called assumption of certainty or knowledgehood of the
inferred conclusions. However, the history of inference unfolded differently in India, for there it took
the form of a search for alogical, that is, inference-warranting relation, which was called vyapti

* "pervasion” or "concomitance," between the evidence and the conclusion.

We may conclude this section with a quotation of H. N. Randle, who, incidentally, wrote a paper on
Indian logic long ago in the journal Mind (Randle, 1924). In his book, Indian Logic in the Early
Schools, published by Oxford University Pressin 1930, he said:

Indian formalism in fact seemsto break off abruptly at the point at which western formalism begins,
perhaps by a fortunate instinct. (1930: 233, fn. 3)

He was obviously no lover of formal logic, and perhaps would have been surprised by today's
development in the area of formal logic in the West. However, he continued:

But if formal logic is admitted to have a certain methodological value | think it is as good a mental
discipline to turn [Dinnaga's*] wheel of the reasons as to plough the sands of Barbara and Celarent.
The study of either logic is amost a necessary introduction to the philosophical literature of either
civilization. (ibid.)

The world of philosophy and scholarship has moved along way since the days of Randle. Still, what he
said in the concluding sentence of the above passage is very true even today.

1.4 Some General Characteristics: Subject and Predicate

Any study of logic isintimately connected with the language in which it is conducted. Needless to say,
the Indian "logicians' did not use symbols, formulae, or axiomatic constructionsin an artificial or
formal language. Indian logical theories were discussed primarily in Sanskrit, and the structure of the
Sanskrit language figures prominently here. This fact has created some problems of interpretation, for it
is extremely difficult, though not impossible,
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to transfer the philosophical and logical problems from the narrow confines of Sanskrit to the modern
philosophical audience in general.

It iscommonplacein logic to talk about the analysis of propositions. In the context of logic in Sanskrit,
we haveto talk about the analysis of Sanskrit propositions. A Sanskrit proposition is what is expressed
in a Sanskrit sentence. It will appear that the analysis proposed by the early Sanskrit writers would not
be entirely unfamiliar to one accustomed to the usual subject-predicate analysis of modem or traditional
Western logic, nor isit unrelated to it. However, the logical aswell as grammatical analysis of Sanskrit
sentences presents some significant contrasts with the usual subject-predicate analysis. Unless these
points of contrast are noted, it will be difficult to appreciate fully some of the concerns of the Sanskrit
logicians.

A sentence in Sanskrit is regarded as the expression of a "thought" or what is called a cognitive state
(jAiana *), or, to be precise, a qualificative cognitive state (visista*-jfiana). A simple qualificative
cognitive state is one where the cognizer cognizes something (or some place or some locus, as we will
haveto call it) as qualified by a property or aqualifier. It is claimed by most Sanskrit writers that to say
that something or some place is qualified by a qualifier is equivalent to saying that it is alocus of some
property or "locatable." As| have discussed elsewhere (Matilal, 1968, 1971), a qualificative cognition
Is actually to be thought of as a propositional cognition or ajudgement. In this and subsequent sections,
we will investigate how the Indian analysis of the structure of such states relates to Western analyses of
the subject-predicate distinction.

A proposition, inits basic form, is usually explained by Western writers in terms of what we call a
predication. A simple or atomic proposition is thus better understood as involving the "basic
combination" of predication. This expression "basic combination” was once used by W. V. Quine (1960:
96). The idea was sharpened by P. F. Strawson (1974). Strawson explains the structure of the so-called
basic combination of predication as (1) a combination of (2) a subject and (3) a predicate, and said that
it lies at the focal point of our current logic. He has further claimed that:

[1]f current logic has the significance which we are inclined to attach to it, and which our contemporary
style of philosophizing in particular assumes, then it must reflect fundamental features of our thought
about the world. (1974: 4)

The claim may be too strong. For all we can say isthat the said structure reflects primarily the basic
way in which we are accustomed to think about the world. We might be trained and then be accustomed
to think about the world in a different way, but in that case our language would not admit a
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predominantly subject-predicate structure. Thisis at least conceivable. In Jonathan Swift's Gulliver's
Travels, three professors of the School of Languages at the Grand Academy of Lagado, were trying to
work on a project that would shorten the academic discourse by leaving out, among other things, "verbs
and participles, becausein redlity all things imaginable are but nouns' (p. 219, 1919 edn.). The point is
that while a project need not be aradical or outlandish as this one, even a slightly different proposal
may appear odd or queer to our readers today who are well-accustomed to modern qualificational logic
aswell as the subject-predicate analysis of the basic sentences.

The"current” logicians generally agree that the basic predication may best be pictured in the neutral
logical schema"Fa." It represents a combination of asingular term or a (proper) name and, to use
Quine's terminology, agenera term or a predicate, a combination which forms a sentence. By "general
term" are meant such grammatical terms as substantives, adjectives, and verbs. (Even names or so-
called singular terms can be systematically reparsed as predicates by following the Russellian trick of
representing them as descriptions. However this part of Quine's proposal is controversial and may be
ignored for the moment). Verbs, according to Quine, may be regarded as the "fundamental form" of
predication, and the adjectivals and the nominals (substantives) may be assimilated into the "verbals."
In other words, such phrasesas™”....isan F" and ".... iSF" are mere stylistic varieties of the verb form
".... Fs." Predication, then, isillustrated indifferently by "MamaisaWoman," "Mamaisbig," and
"Mamasings' (1960: 96).

Strawson analyses the "basic propositional combination™ as atripartition of function, as | have already
noted. Thisis represented by asimple symbolism "ass (i ¢)," where"i" represents a particular, "c" the
concept specification and "ass ()" the propositional combination. The former two underline the duality,
that, following Strawson, we may still call the subject and the predicate, while the isolation of the third
element isimportant to capture the function of presenting the particular and the general concept as
assigned to each other in such away asto have a propositional combination. In our "ground level"
subject-predicate sentence, the third function is usually associated with the second. Hence the predicate
iIsusually averb or a"verbal phrase," that combines syntactically the concept-specifying element and
the indication of propositionality.

This dual role of our ordinary predicate phrases must be recognized, even if we try to maintain Quine's
strictures against the predicate-term being accessible to quantifiers or the variables of quantification.
Apart from worries about ontological commitment to abstract (in Quine's words, intentional)
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properties, there does not seem to be any good reason why we cannot quantify over the predicate-
properties which are denoted by singular abstract terms such as "sweetness' or "singing."

Now, in the Indian context, the basic combination is not called a proposition. It is a structured whole
that is grasped by an atomic cognitive event. We call it an atomic qualificative (visista *) cognition.
One element is called the qualifier while the other the qualificand, and their combination forms the
structured whole. It can be represented by:

Q(ab)

where "a" represents the qualificand, "b" the qualifier, and "Q( )" the indication of "qualificativity." |
shall be using these symbols for convenience only, as| have done in my earlier writings (especialy
Matilal, 1968). One canread "Q (ab)" as"a qualified by b." The similarity of this symbolism with
Strawson's "ass (i €)" may not be only superficial. Asfar as the separation of the syncategorematic
element of a given combination is concerned, both agree. Both leave us open to treat the "predicate"
element as a singular (abstract) property. For the cognition of a blue pot can be expressed either as a
sentence ("This pot isblue.") or as a phrase ("this blue pot"). Besides, our symbolism admits the
following two basic rules:

(1) Qab)R(ac) » Q(a(bc)
(2 Qab)R(bc) - Q@Q(bo).

"Q(a(bc))" can beread as"aisqualified by bothb and c" and "Q(a Q (b ¢)" as"aisqualified by b,
andbinitsturnisqualified by c."

1.5 Qualifier versus Predicate-
Property

A qualifier and a predicate-property may not always be the same, such that we can say that thereis only
aterminological variation. In fact, an Indianist would like to say that not all predicate-properties are
gualifiers nor are al qualifiers predicate-properties. Thisis not smply because in an expression such as
"there lies the blue pot" the qualifier, which is the blue pot, would probably not be called a predicate-
property. Even if we concede this, still, in a given situation, a predicate-property, that is, what the
Indianist would call avidheya-dharma, may not be the same as the qualifier property (visesana*). Let
me illustrate this point. Suppose | wish to infer a property, s, as belonging to a given locus, p. Naturally
the inferable, for example, the to-
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be-inferred property (sadhya *), would be the vidheya-dharma, for example, the predicate-property.
According to our basic intuition, the subject iswhat is being talked about and the predicate iswhat is
being talked about it. Sometimes, it has been said to be a distinction between that and what. Consider
now the following two "propositionally equivalent" verbalized expressions, representing two
numerically different knowledge-episodes:

(a) Sound (noise) isimpermanent (that is, impermanence-possessing).
(b) Impermanence resides in sound (noise).

The qualifier in the first isimpermanence, while in the second, it is residence-in-sound. The qualificand
in (@) issound but in (b) impermanence is the qualificand. Thus, the qualifier-qualificand distinction is
aways related to the structure of some knowledge-episode or qualificative cognition. However both (a)
and (b) can alternatively be reached as inferred conclusions, for example, as the resulting knowledge-
episodes of a process of inference. In either case, the to-be-inferred property, that is, the predicate-
property, remains the same, impermanence. For, it does not matter whether (a) is reached or derived
from the knowledge-episode (premise), "sound has product-hood which is pervaded by impermanence”
or (b) isreached from "Product-hood which is pervaded by impermanence resides in sound;" in either
case, it cannot be denied that impermanence is the property we wish to establish by the inference. This
may lead one to believe that the qualifier-qualificand distinction is perhaps closer to a subject-predicate
distinction concelved as based upon agrammatical criterion (confer Strawson, 1974), though even this
could be misleading.

1.6 A Skeletal Theory of
Inference

Thelast point in 81.5 may appear a bit enigmatic unless we give an account of a skeletal theory of
inference in the context of Indian logic. This skeletal theory seems to be presupposed, consciously or
unconsciously, in al the representations of inference-patterns in India, although it became more
explicitly formulated somewhat later in the history. | shall present it as atheory of substitution, where
one property, by virtue of itslogical relation with another property, forces the substitution of the latter
inits place. That is (taking "p" to stand for the locus or paksa* of the inference, "h" for the reason-

property or hetu, and "s" for the to-be-inferred property or sadhya:
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(1) Thereish-pervaded-by-sinp

leads to:
(2) Thereissinp.

Alternatively,
(3) phash pervaded-by-s

leads to:
(4) phass

In an historically earlier version, found in the Nyaya-sutra * and other contemporaneous texts, this was
formulated as:

(5) Thereis h-connected-with-sin p
leads to:

(6) Thereissin
p.

The spelling out of "connected-with-.... " in terms of "pervaded-by.... " was how progressin the history
of Indian logic was achieved, among other things. We will have occasion to come back to the various
ways in which the phrase "connected-with-.... "aswell as "pervaded-by.... " were expanded.

To add flesh to this skeleton, | give an example:

(7)  Sound has product-hood-connected-with-
Impermanence

leads to:
(8 Sound hasimpermanence.

Thisis an elaboration, presumably with minimized distortion, of the following:
(99 Sound hasimpermanence, because of its product-hood.

Aswe have seenin 81.3, (9) has generally been transformed, by almost all modern interpretaters, into a
proto-Barbara:
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All products are impermanent.
Sound is a product.

Therefore, Sound is
Impermanent.

Or, sometimes, it isrendered as:

Whatever is a product isimpermanent.
Sound is a product.
Therefore, Sound is impermanent.

Thisisequivaent in structure to the schema A in 81.3. Our "substitution" model, however, follows
more closely the actual analysis offered by the Indian logicians. With this skeletal model before us, we
can now look more closaly at the qualificand-qualifier distinction and its relation to the subject-
predicate distinction.

1.7MassTerms

The Sanskrit logicians tried to explain the structure of the "atomic" qualificative knowledge with a
model that | have earlier called the "property-location" model. This, in some respect, resembles what
Strawson (1959) has described as a "feature-placing” language. In a"feature-placing” language,
Strawson notes, the subject-predicate distinction has no place. The model sentence would be something
like "@is here" or "thereis @ here now." One advantage hereis that this language gives place-and-time-
identifying expressions the status of what are called logical subject-expressions, and spatial and
temporal regions take the place of ordinary particulars. There are serious limitations of such alanguage,
as have been discussed by Strawson, athough he has pointed out that, in afeature-placing language,
"we can find the ultimate propositional level we are seeking (Strawson, 1959: 209)." In the above, we
have seen that the Sanskrit logicians concentrated upon a structure of knowledge-episodes that is akin to
thisform, for the locus, p, can be (in fact, has been) interpreted as a spatio-temporal location, where the
to-be-inferred property, s, isto be located. In one formulation (see Dinnagas * texts) the word "atra" is

explicitly used. This means "here" or even "here/now," if the understood verbal element ("asti") isin
the present tense.

W. V. Quine, while he was discussing the category of "massterms’ (a phrase coined by Otto
Jesperson), which resemble the "feature-universals' of Strawson, remarked that these mass terms
represent a primitive, archaic survival of alevel of thought, the one developmentally where the baby
has not apparently learned to identify particulars. Of course, the assumption involv-
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ing baby-psychology is open to question. However, the point is that our adult language retains a
considerable number of mass terms. Moreover, the category of mass terms has been the "problem child"
of quantification theory, for the referents of these terms do not easily yield to individuation and hence
we cannot quantify over them.

The problem of fitting mass terms to quantification, or "feature-words" to sortals, is a genuine one.
Quine's proposal has particularly been under attack, for example by T. Parsons (1970), R. Sharvey
(1978, 1979), and Helen Cartwright (1970). J. van Heljinoort (1974) has argued that the grammar of the
mass-term is "far from being anegligible side-show" (p. 264), for "stuff-talk is an important part of our
language, parallel to object talk” (p. 265). It has been noted that in modern physics there has been "the
true systematization of stuff-ontology" (p. 266). It has further been noted that abstract terms are also
"much-terms," that is, the grammar of abstract terms, such as prettiness and courage, is similar to the
grammar of mass terms. Sometimes it has been facetiously remarked that English may not have real
"count names' (Sharvey). A. N. Prior once suggested (1976: 183) that "possibly all things are, or can be
said to be made of stuff."

Our stuff-talk can be connected with property-talk, for there seems to be an obvious connection
between stuff-ontology and property-ontology. Suppose by "property” we mean non-universal, abstract
features, or even tropes, for example, the property of being a swimmer or the ability to swim. Thiswill
be a non-universal, if we believe, as we probably should, that this ability to swim varies from person to
person, for there may not be a single objective property that we can talk about here. Thiswill then be a
perfect example of what the Nyaya * call an "imposed" property or upadhi*. The use of the same
expression "ability to swim" would then be like the use of the term "water" for water found in different
spatio-temporal locations, as the river-water now is different from the water in this glass.

Consider athought experiment. We may mentally integrate the individually located water stuff in this
world into a spatially integrated whole. "Water" then becomes a singular term referring to this whole,
which has a spatio-temporal spread. Then to talk about the water in this glass we can delimit the stuff

by its spatio-temporal location. We can likewise conceptually integrate all the different abilities to swim
that are found in various agents into a " conceptual spread,” and to talk about John's ability to swim, we
can delimit this abstract feature, the ability to swim, by its spatio-temporal location, in this case, John.

The purpose of this exercise has been to show that the problem of individuation of a stuff like water is
similar to that of an abstract feature, or anon-universal property. Thus, consider:
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(1) Thewater inthisglassis cold, and

(2) John'sability to swim is poor (from: John is a poor
swimmer).

The Sanskrit logicians would see them as equivalent to the following analyses:

(3) Water, which is characterized by being alocatee, where such locatee-hood is conditioned by a
location-hood resident in the glass, has coldness (or is cold-ness possessing).

(4) Theability to swim is characterized by being alocatee, where such locatee-hood is conditioned
by alocation-hood resident in John, has the quality of being poor.

In both cases, we have to add also that the locatee-hood is delimited by the present time. This can be
further sharpened to take care of other well-known indexicals.

1.8 Property: Locus and L ocatee

| have been suggesting that a " property-location” model best suits the arguments and inference-patterns
studied in Sanskrit. What is this model ? As we have noted, to some extent it appears to be similar to the
imaginary language called the "language without particulars," or "feature-placing” language, which was
described by Strawson (1959). He has also pointed out the limitations of such alanguage. The Sanskrit
logicians language is not exactly the same, there being important differences which will be noted
presently. It is not clear, however, whether, in virtue of these differences, the language studied and
developed by the Sanskrit logicians would overcome the alleged difficulties faced by feature-placing
languages.

First, aterminological problem: using the word "property" as a tranglation of the Sanskrit word
"dharma" has rather unfortunate consequences, for the word "dharma" has a wider extension than the
word "property,” and also has many non-logical connotations. But the situation need not be regarded as
hopeless. "Dharma" sometimes means not only abstract properties or universals but also concrete
features, that is, the particular features of some object or locus. "Dharma" and "dharmin” constitute a
pair in Sanskrit that is equivalent to the pair "locatee” (or the locatable) and "locus’ (location, which
may be a place or atime or even an abstract object). What Strawson called a "feature" would be a
locatee on this view.

A particular property is not a"property-particular,” but alocatee (or alocatable) can be a particular in
the sense of being a unique characteristic of
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asingular locus. for example, sky-hood belonging to the sky, and the sky only. The particular feature of
a person would be her unigue dharma or alocatee of which she isthe locus. However, dharmasin
Sanskrit include not only qualities like color and shape, attributes like the motion of a moving body,
abstract universals like pot-hood or cow-hood, but also the concrete substantial masses like the
particular body of water or fire, or even such concrete objects like a post or a rock!

It isthe last two groups of dharma or locatee that would call for some explanation. It would be very
difficult to call them "properties,” if we followed the conventions of the English language. That iswhy |
have chosen terms like "locatee” or "the locatable.” Consider the following sentences:

(1) Thereisblack ice on the road.
(2) Thereisfireon thehill.
(3) Thereisaypot on the ground.

These three would be transformationally equivalent to:

(4) Theroad hasblack-ice onit, or, theroad is black-ice-
possessing.

(5) Thehill isfire-possessing.

(6) Theground is pot-possessing.

The expressions (4) (6) clearly underscore the locus-locatee model by combining two particulars, if we
rephrase them as:

(7) Some black-iceislocated on the road.
(80 Some (body of) fireison the hill.
(99 Some (indefinite) pot is on the ground.

Here the left-hand side gives the locatees and the right hand side the loci. Thisis not alanguage without
particulars, rather alanguage with particulars only, the universal element being implicitly present only
in the relational factor the combiner of locus and locatee. The Sanskrit linguistic intuition would allow
us to call the three elements, black-ice, fire, and a pot, dharmas of their respective loci (dharmins). But
we cannot call them properties, according to the ordinary linguistic intuition of English. For itis
counter-intuitive to call a pot a property of the ground on which it is present. Let us see why.
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Thelogical language in Sanskrit was obviously influenced by the grammatical analysis of the Sanskrit
language. Thisis athesis which scholars like Staal and Faddegon formulated, though they never cited
any cogent argument in its favor. Certain grammatical operations are particularly relevant here: namely,
use of the location suffixes and the reciprocal use of the possessive suffixes. We can say, "Thereis a pot
on the ground" (= bhutale * ghatah*), which is equivalent to "The ground (is) pot-possessing” (=
ghatavad* bhutalam*). This equivalence in Sanskrit is much like the equival ence between passive and

active constructions in English. The expression "pot-possessing” is a bit odd, and sounds artificial in
English due to the paucity of possessive suffixesin English. One may think of "health" and "healthy" or
"wealth" and "wealthy," but these are rare. On the other hand, "ghatavad" (= pot-possessing) seems as
common in Sanskrit as "sweet" or "blue," or other such adjectival expressions.

A predicate expression, in the canonical notation of Quine, is syntactically akinto averb sinceit
combines the double function of specifying a general concept and a propositional combination. If a
predicate expression is taken to be a sortal, then it is syntactically akin to a common noun. The nominal
"man” or "pot" specifies ageneral concept that supplies the principle of individuating the particulars it
collects. Analogically, we may speak of the predicate expressions of the Sanskrit logicians as
syntactically akin to the adjectivals. Adjectives are usually found without articles or plurals, although
there are certain clear cases of adjectives that specify sortal universals, or to use Quine's term, terms
which "divide their reference", for example the term "spherical .”

Adjectives and mass terms (feature-words) share some grammatical properties. However the received
opinion has been that we will be better off by assimilating the adjectives into general terms, whose
paradigms are sortal-terms. The grammar of our adult language provides us with the mechanism of
deriving an abstract property from each adjectival. Thisis as much true of a natural language like
Sanskrit asit is of English and Latin. Thanks to the predominance of "have" verbsin English or Latin,
use of abstract singular terms derived from adjectives or nouns does not sound odd in such languages.
Thus"aisf" or "thismango is sweet" can be easily rephrased as "a has f-ness’ or "this mango has
sweetness." In Sanskrit the "have" verb is usually missing, but the use of genitive and locative suffices
makes a smooth transition from the adjectival to the abstract singulars possible, for example:

(10) pato* nilah* (= Thecloth (is) blue)
(11) patasya* nilima* (asti) (= The blue color of the cloth is there)
(12) pate* nilam* (asti) (= Thereis blue color in the cloth).
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Although these are equivalent, (11) seems to particularize the general concept "blue color," that is, the
locatee.

The most common form of the substantive suffix in Sanskrit is -tva or -ta * (comparable to English "-

ness' or "-hood"). This mechanism of substantivization turns both adjectivals and nominals into words
expressing the so-called abstract locatables. And alocatee-word can easily be turned into an adjectival
by the use of possessive suffixes, -vat, -mat and -in. Sanskrit logicians use this double mechanism of
substantivizing and possessive suffixes to assimilate the usual subject-predicate sentences into their
locus-locatee model. Thus:

(13) Themango is sweet
becomes
(14) The mango is sweetness-possessing.

Remember the maneuver from (4)-(6) to (7)-(9). Can we do the same maneuver in (14)? (14) would
then be:

(15) (Thereis) sweetness-possessing-ness in the mango,
or
(16) (Thereis) sweetnessin the mango.

We are back to the locus-locatee model, where here the locus = the mango, and the locatee = sweetness-

pOssessiNg-ness = sweetness. So far very few would object to the equation sweet-ness-possessing-ness =
sweetness. Can we generalize it? Can we say:

(17) x-possessing-ness = x?

Sanskrit logicians argue that the two operations-use of possessive suffix and substantivization are
reciprocal to each other. Hence,

(18) x+vat+tva=x,
(tadvattvam* tad eva). If we accept this, then we have to allow such equations as:

(19) Fire-possessing-ness = fire.
(20)  Pot-possessing-ness = pot or (a pot?).
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This means that as locatees or dharmas, it does not make a difference whether we say "fire-possessing-
ness' or "fire." On the other hand, ontological worries not withstanding, one may call pot-possessing-
ness a property of the ground, but not "pot"” or a pot. But as locatees, dharmas, there is not much
difference! That is, at least, the claim by the Sanskrit logicians. The Sanskrit grammarians who discuss
the meaning of the suffixes such as -tva and -vat, would support such conversions.

The oddity of this claim must be explained further. The expression "pot-possessing” is an adjectival or
what Strawson calls ag-word. Hence it is on a par with " sweetness-possessing.” We may accept
"sweetness-possessing-ness” as being conveniently abbreviated as, or equated to, "sweetness,” for both
denote in some sense, abstract properties. But (19) and (20) do not seem to be acceptable equations
because not only isapot or fire a"concrete" object (asin "apot isblue" or "fire burns') but even their
predicative use ("Thisisapot" or "Thisisfire") introduces a sortal universal, a concept, that appliesto
an object that the subject term is supposed to identify. The proposal of the Sanskrit logicians seemsto
be one for athird use of such terms, distinct from "pot" in the subject place or the predicate place. The
word in (20) introduces alocatee a non-particular potty feature of some locus. The word "fire" in (19)
then introduces a locatee afiery feature, or fire-presence. We may recall here that Quine has remarked
that the feature-words or the mass terms have the "hybrid air of abstract singular terms.” We may
substitute "genuine" for "hybrid," for alocatee such as fire may be a quasi-abstract entity. The word
"pot” in (20) may then be regarded as indicating a potty substance or pot-presence, to bring it closer to
fire, afeature asin (19).

We have thus clarified what the Sanskrit logicians meant by dharma and dharmin, the locatee and the
locus. We may translate dharma as "property" only out of politeness. But to do justice to such cases as
(19) and (20), we may use "locatee” or "the locatable." This category of the locatee seems to include not
only general attributes, but also abstract and quasi-abstract entities. If the expression "pot" seems
awkward we may make it "pot-presence.” In fact, what | shall call (in chapter 7) the presence-range and
absence-range of such locatees or dharmas would be more useful in the formulation of the rules of
inference in this language.
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Chapter 2
Debates and Directives

2.1 Origins

The Sanskrit word for discussion or debate is katha * or vada*. There was along and time-honored
tradition in ancient India according to which philosophers, thinkers, or religious teachers used to meet
each other in order to debate a controversial issue, about which the two sides held opposite views. In
this respect, the situation in India resembled to some extent the Greek situation during the time of
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. One need not belabor this point of resemblance, for perhapsit wasjust a
historical accident, and we must remember, too, that the subject matter for debate in India differed
considerably from that in Greece. While the Greeks were primarily interested in moral and political
issues, the Indian interest lay in such metaphysical questions as the distinction of the soul from the
body, in the purpose of life and concern for the after-life, and only consequently also in moral issues.

As early asthe Brhadaranyaka* Upsanisad* (Chapter IV, Brahmana* 1), a pre-Buddhist text, itis
reported that the philosopher King Janaka used not only to patronize debates between the sages and
priests but also to participate in such debates. Women debaters, and by the same token women scholars
and philosophers, were not unheard of at that time. It was Gargi*, the woman scholar in Janaka's court,
who debated with a certain Y gjiavalkya*, along with many others, and finally declared the latter to be
the best among those scholars of Kuru* and Paficala* who had assembled in Janaka's court on the
occasion in question. Y gjfiavalkya, it seems, used to come to Janaka's court frequently. On one
occasion, Janaka challenged Y gjfiavalkya with the question: "What is on your mind Y gnavalkya today?
Do you want cattle as a gift? Or do you wish to participate in a philosophical discussion about subtle
truths?' Y gnavalkyareplied, "Both!"
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Although debate was popular at the time of the Upanisads, we still did not have atheory of the structure
and variety of debate. This came along later, in the sramana * period, with the rise of the Buddha, the

Mahavira* Jina, and other ascetics or religious reformers (sramanas). Gradually "good" debates were

separated from "bad" ones, much as the notion of a good argument from that of awrong or an
unacceptable one. By the third and second century BC, monks and priests were required to have a
training in the art of conducting a successful debate. Several debate manuals were written in different
sectarian schools. Instructions for learning the method of debate were also inserted, as separate
chapters, in large texts within different schools. Unfortunately, the early debate manuals are not extant
in Sanskrit. Part of the picture can be recovered from the Buddhist Chinese sources (see Tucci, 1929a,
1929b) as well as from Pali sources like the Kathavatthu* . The Kathavatthu, though written much later,
Is supposed to be areport of the Buddhist Council, supposedly held around 255 BC but according to the
latest research, perhaps as much as one hundred years later. It records various topics for debate which a
Buddhist monk may undertake, as well as various types of argument. It also discusses how they are
resolved.

In this text we find examples of actual debate, how they were conducted and the strictly defined rules
that guided them. From an analysis of such actual cases of debates, we can discover the underlying
logical theory on which they were based. It is, therefore, worthwhile dealing with the theory and
structure of adebate as it was presented in this and other standard texts. Apart from the Kathavatthu
(discussed in 82.3), | will follow mainly the Caraka-samhita* (82.4, 2.5) and the Nyaya-sutra* (82.7,
2.8), for there the topic is presented very systematically, and also, fortunately, they have been preserved
for us. | will also examine briefly the discussions of debate in Jainatexts (82.6).

2.2 Debate: A Preferred Form of
Rationality

A passage from the Milinda-pafiho (1962, 2.6), which relates a conversation between the Greek king
Menander and the Buddhist monk Nagasena*, is worth quoting in this connection (Menander,
incidentally, is supposed to have ruled over the Punjab and the adjoining areas of what used to be called
the Indus Valley). At the invitation to debate with the king, the monk Nagasena supposedly said that he
would debate with the king with the proviso that it was a debate for the wise, and not a debate for the
king. On being asked to specify this distinction further, Nagasena said:

When scholars debate, your Majesty, there is summing up and unravelling of atheory, convincing and
conceding, there is also defeat,

file:///D|/Export2/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_32.html [4/24/2007 3:54:42 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_2.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_3.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_5.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_7.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_9.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_32_popup_10.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document

Page 33

and yet the scholars do not get angry at
all.

When the Kings debate, your Mgjesty, they state their thesis, and if anyone differs from them, they
order him punished, saying "Inflict punishment upon him."

Despite the touch of levity, reminiscent of the Queen of Heart's " Off with her head!" in Lewis Carroll's
Alice in Wonderland, it is significant to note what these lines reveal to us. They reveal aworld where
scholars used to enter into a debate that was controlled by strictly defined rules and where defeat or
victory was decided, and such a decision was reached on the basis of the well-defined principles of
argument. J. Bochenski, in his History of Formal Logic, commented that the situation was "not unlike
that which we meet in Plato” (1961: 421). One may have reservations about this urge to note similarities
with the Greek situation, but it is useful to record in detail the rules and categories that define the
parameters of the ancient Indian debates, because of the contributions they made to the devel opment of
logical thinking in India. Human rationality may not be globally definable, for it takes a contextual
character in different traditions, aswell asin different contexts of other types. But there seemsto be a
universal trait that we recognize (even if we are unable to articulate it) in different rational arguments
and decisions. By virtue of thistrait, we are able to recognize arational argument as rational. Some say
today that, evenif rationality is"marginally context-neutral,” it is philosophically more interesting to
see how far and to what extent it is context-dependent or whether it is totally so. However, though the
context-dependence of certain basic ideas such as rationality is worth exploring, their context-
transcendent character is equally so. We might end up in a narrow relativistic view of the world, if we
ignore compl etely the context-transcendent aspect of such basic ideas.

Rationality can be used or abused. Clever and disputatious persons can always try to win a debate using
clever tricks thereby confounding the audience and the opponent. All debate manualsin India provided
an elaborate list of such tricks, to help the programme of training the novices so that they would be able
to identify and rebut such tricky arguments when advanced by their opponents. In this way atheory of
logical adequacy or acceptability was developed in order to separate the tricky arguments from the good
ones.

2.3 Debate in the Buddhist
Canons

There were strictly formul ated debates and controlled deductions in the early Buddhist canonical
literature, the Abhidhamma. The Abhidhamma is alater elaboration of Buddhist philosophy out of the
Matika, "matrix of the
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system” propounded in broad outlines in the Nikayas *. Our concern here is with one particular text, the
Kathavatthu* , which belongs probably to the second century BC. It takes up more than two hundred
disputed points and then argues each in turn, following a structured form of debate. The general
procedure isthis. The opponent is made to state athesis, and it is then refuted by the Theravadin*
Buddhist, the proponent, following the logical rules of implication. The entire debate is rather
prolonged and cumbersome, being divided into a primary debate and a varying number of secondary
discussions, that ssmply check the meanings of the terms used in the original debate.

The primary debate, called vadayutti*, consists of eight refutations, in fact four pairs, each pair being
divided into an affirmation and a negation. Thus, the primary debate is called atthamukha* "having
eight openings." Of the four pairs, the first forms a complete debate. The other three pairs are deviations
of thefirst, derived by the addition of three such logical expressions as "everywhere," "aways," and "in
everything." Thus, (1) "Isa b?" isqudlified as

(2) "lsab everywhere?
(3 "lsabaways?

or
(4) "Isabineverything?'

It issignificant to note that there was here an early awareness of what counted as alogical expression:
"everywhere," "always," and "in everything." Obviously, the options were secondary, being applied
where appropriate. They introduced universality and omnitemporality in the proposition under
consideration.

The debate used to be conducted in question-and-answer form. The question isasked: "Isa b ?', and the
answer isgiven, either "yes' or "no." If the answer is"yes," it is asserted that ais b, or we may say that
the statement "aisb" hastruth value True. And if itis"no," then it isdenied that aiisb, or, we will say,
"aisb" hastruth value False. The structure of each debate is divided into pentads (paficaka) and tetrads
(catukka), one having five steps and the other four steps. However this distinction is arbitrary, for both
use the same principle of reasoning. The ideaisfirst to obtain one truth (one "yes") and one falsity (one
"no") by question and answer, and then formulate a conditional: If p then g. At the next stage, it is
shown inconsistent to hold the antecedent true and the consequent false, and then the
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conclusion is stated as the refutation of the consequent implying the refutation of the antecedent, which
was the original thesis, "aisb,” which the other side started with. Thus, formally the debate would be
won by refutation. This applies indiscriminately to both the proponent and the opponent. The
conditional isformed by substituting the predicate-term in "aisb" by its true synonyms or by
equivocation (or by quibbling or by sophistry) or by something implied by it. Thus, it is obvious that,
when the opponent to the Theravadin * formulates a conditional by equivocation, he still wins, for the
formal validity of hisargument is not impaired thereby. Those modern scholars who have remarked that
the notion of formal validity did not at al enter into the minds of ancient Indian logicians, should
ponder over this point. Strictly defined rules guided the discussion, and hence to win the Theravadin
had to expose the equivocation or other tricks used by the opponent. | shall illustrate the point below.

Two disputants start a debate and in two stages they interchange their positions, one asking questions
while the other answering. The first stage is called anuloma "the way forward," while the second is
called pratiloma "the way back." He who asks a question first sums up the argument by refuting the
other. Here is an example from Kathavatthu*:

|. The Way Forward (anuloma)

Theravadin: Is the soul known as areal and ultimate fact?

Puggalavadin*: Yes.

Theravadin: Is the soul known in the same way asarea and ultimate fact is known?
Puggalavadin: No, that cannot be truly said.

Theravadin: Acknowledge your refutation:

(1) If the soul be known as areal and ultimate fact, then indeed, good sir, you should aso say, the
soul isknownin  the same way as any other real and ultimate is known.

(2) That which you say hereisfalse, namely, (a) that we should say, "the soul is known as areal
and ultimate fact," but (b) we should not say, "the soul is known in the same way as any other real
and ultimate fact is known."

(3) If the later statement (b) cannot be admitted, then indeed the former statement (a) should not be
admitted either.

(4) In affirming the former (@), while (5) denying the latter (b), you are wrong.

I1. The Way Back (pratiloma)
Puggalavadin: Isthe soul not known as area and ultimate fact?
Theravadin: No, it is not known.
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Puggalavadin *: Isit not known in the same way as any real and ultimate fact is known?
Theravadin*: No, that cannot be truly said.
Puggalavadin: Acknowledge the rejoinder:
(1) If the soul is not known as areal and ultimate fact, then indeed, good sir, you should also say: it
iIsnot knownin  the sameway as any other real and ultimate fact is known.

(2) That which you say isfalse, namely, that (a) we should say "the soul is not known asarea and
ultimatefact,”  and (b) we should not say it is not known in the same way as any other real and
ultimate fact is known."

(3) If the latter statement (b) cannot be admitted, then indeed the former statement (&) should not
be admitted either.

(4) In affirming (b) while

(5) denying (a), you are wrong.

The logic on which the summing up is based is virtually the same in either case. Hence both are
credited with formal validity. Both are exploiting awell-known definition of implication, according to
which "if p then g" means "not both p and not g." It istrue, of course, that the propositions or terms are
not represented here by symbolic letters, p, g, and so on. However, the stoic logicians, we may notein
this connection, did not use such symbolism, although Aristotle did. The stoics identified the
propositions by referring to them by "the first" "the second” (see Kneale and Kneale, 1964: 159). A
similar procedure is followed here. There is another noteworthy point (dueto A. K. Warder). Two
expressionsin Magadhi* forms, vattabbe and no ca vattabbe ("should be said" and "should not be

said"), are invariably used, and they take the place of modem brackets around the sentence or
proposition which follows.

For our purpose, we may transcribe the argument as follows:

|. The Way Forward

(D If AisB, then AisC;

-therefore

(2) not both: (AisB) and not (Ais C);
-therefore

(3) if not (AisC), then not (A is B).

[1. The Way Back

(1) If Aisnot B, then Aisnot C;

therefore

(2) not both: (Aisnot B) and not (A is not C);
therefore

(3) if not (Aisnot C), then not (A is not B).
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Thisis how the argument was represented first by S. Z. Aung in the Prefatory Notes, to the Kathavatthu
* (Aung, 1915: xlviii-l). I. Bochenski (1961) gave an improved version of the same.

Note that the argument thus formulated is term-logical, that is, the variables ("A," "B, " and so on) range
over terms not propositions. St. Schayer (1933), and following him A. K. Warder (1963; 1971),

thought, however, that there had been "anticipations of propositional logic" in the Kathavatthu, for one
could represent the arguments as substitution instances of the following propositional schemata:

|. The Way Forward
(D) If p, then q;
therefore

(2) not: p and not q;
therefore

(3) if not g, then not p.

I1. The Way Back

() If not p, then not q
therefore

(2) not: not p and not not g
therefore

(3) if g, then p.

What are the structures of the schemata, so represented? We might be tempted to take the last two steps
as together constituting a modus tollendo tollens ("if p then g, and, not q; therefore, not p*). Insuch a
formulation, the conclusion, "not p," is reached from two premises, "if pthen " and "not g." Thisis
Inaccurate, however. What we really have is a conditional, stated in step (1), with the meaning of the
conditional is defined in step (2), while the last step, step (3), is reached by the implicit use of the law of
contraposition. If the conditional (1) is understood as (2) then the contraposed version, (3), follows. The
conclusion, "not p," is then reached, not by modus tollens, but by modus ponens ("if not q, then not p,
and, not g; therefore not p").

Bochenski disputes Schayer's claim about there being "anticipations of propositional logic" by the
disputants in Kathavattu. It is true that the term-logical versions given above fit well the Indian
formulations, as Aung and Bochenski contend. Since in most cases substitution of terms are called for,
one would be happy with the term-logical versions. However, the principle of inference that is involved
here, contraposition and modus ponens, seems to be neutral on the issue. It is of course easy to follow
the underlying arguments most of the time, especially if they are put into their propositional versions.
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2.4 Good versus Bad Debatein
Caraka

Socrates (Meno 7.5 c-d) referred to the debate by "the clever, disputatious and quarrelsome" person,
which he denounced, and contrasted it with the debate by "friendly people," which was by far
preferable. There seemsto be an echo of this Socratic wisdom in Caraka's (circa 100 AD) two-fold
classification of philosophical debate in the Caraka-samhita * (111.8.27 ff.). Thefirst kind is called by

Caraka sandhaya* sambhasa*, "amicable debate" or discussion which used to be held between fellow
scholars who were friends. The second kind is called vigrhya* sambhasa, a "hostile debate" which used

to be held between disputatious philosophers. Thiswas not very different from a verbal wrangling. The
former was in a spirit of" co-operation" (confer sandhaya) while the latter wasin a spirit of opposition
(compare vigrhya).

The "amicable" debate should be held, according to Caraka, with a person who is learned, and endowed
with admirable qualities, such as modesty, generosity, power to speak clearly and convincingly, and
lack of selfishness or self-glorification. One need not be afraid of defeat in such a debate for one may
learn the truth about the subject matter under discussion. Besides, in such adebate, if one defeats the
other, one need not take pride or feel overjoyed. One should not speak ill of the other, nor should one
stupidly stick to aview which is decidedly one-sided (ekanta*). In such a debate one should not speak

about something one does not know well. And above all, one should respect the opponent.

The "hostile" debate is however very different. One may indulgein it, says Caraka, provided one can
gain something or further one's cause. But before one enters into such a debate, one should carefully
examine the good and bad points of the opponent as well as one's own. The good points of a debater are
learning, knowledge, memory, talent or imaginative power, and power to deliver a speech. The bad
points are anger, lack of equanimity, fear, lack of memory, and inattention. Caraka warns that these
good and bad points of the proponent, as well as of the opponent, should be carefully weighed before
one commits oneself to debate in the hostile manner.

Not only the attributes of the opponent but also of the assembly before which this debate will take place
must be examined carefully. Opponents, says Caraka, are of three kinds: one of superior intelligence,
one of inferior intelligence and one of equal intelligence equal, that is, with the debater. The assembly is
usually of two kinds: an intelligent assembly and one that is not so. The assembly, from another point of
view, can be divided into three kinds: friendly, hostile, and indifferent. Caraka says that, faced with a
hostile assembly, even if it consists of people who are learned, knowledgeable, and intelligent, one
should not enter into a"hostile" debate. The same istrue of a hostile assembly comprised of
unintelligent or stupid (mudha*) people.
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However, if the assembly isfriendly or even indifferent, and at the same time unintelligent, then one
may enter into a"hostile" debate with an opponent who is not famous and not liked by great people.
Such an opponent can be defeated even without much skill in the art of the question-and-answer process
In adebate. In other words, the debater may use different tricks, physical and verbal, to carry the
assembly with him and declare that the opponent is defeated because he lacks both knowledge and
practice.

According to some, one may debate in a hostile manner with an opponent of superior intelligence. But
the considered advice, according to Caraka, is not to enter into such a debate with a person of superior
intelligence. With the inferior or the equal, one may debate before a friendly assembly. Inan
indifferent, but intelligent (and learned), assembly, the debater should carefully examine the merits and
shortcomings of the opponent, and then, avoiding the areas where the knowledge of the opponent is
deemed superior, he should quickly move to the area where the opponent lacks knowledge or expertise
and defeat him there. After stating this strategy, Caraka lists some of the ways by which an "inferior"
opponent can be vanquished. For example, if the opponent lacks learning, he can be defeated by the
utterance of along quotation from awell-known text; if he lacks knowledge, then by uttering sentences
with difficult words in them; if he lacks talent, then by means of words with multiple meaning; if heis
afraid or nervous, then by frightening him further, and so on.

All this may not be thought to have much to do with logic as such, but, as the history of logical thinking
in Indiais partly to be traced in the history of the debate tradition, we can see some relevance here.
Caraka's classification of debate generates fourteen varietiesin all, which can be summarized in Figure
2.1.

Having classified debate in the above manner, Caraka goes on to describe the categories or concepts
that should be known by anybody entering into a debate. Thislist israther elaborate (consisting of 44
items) and not very systematically ordered. It includes such concepts as that of the "defeat situation” or
clincher of the issuein a debate, which is called a nigrahasthana *, and along with it several of its sub-

varieties aswell. A more systematic account of the categories related to the concept of debate isto be
found in the Nyayasutras* (circa 150 AD), which appears to be a crystallized version of what wefind in

Caraka. This, however, may or may not settle the problem of chronological priority between the two
textsin favor of Caraka. For, athough most of the terms are the same, and their descriptions similar,
Caraka's Caraka-samhita*, being primarily amedical text, might have recorded an earlier stratum in the

development of the "science of debate" (vivada*-sastras*). | shall discuss only what is relevant for our
purpose from the Caraka-samhita, and then go into the discussion of the Nyayasutra.

file:///D|/Export2/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_39.html [4/24/2007 3:54.47 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_39_popup_2.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_39_popup_4.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_39_popup_6.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_39_popup_8.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_39_popup_10.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document

Debate
Nl
| |
1. Amicable Hostile
(logical arguments)
]
| J |
2. Opponent Opponent Opponent
“superior” “equal™ “infenor™
HuﬁriIT Debate
| |
Opponent Opponent
“equal™ “inferior"”
1
I II !
Friendly Indifferent Hostile
assemnbly assembly assembly
Intelligent Stupid Intelligent Stupid Intelligent  Stupid
3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Carefully Tricks
proceed allowed
Opponent
Infenor
l
| | |
Friendly Indifferent Hostile
assembly assembly assembly
I I
| - | | | I I
Intelligent Stupid  Intelligent Stupid Intelligent Stupid
9. 10, I 12. 13. 14.
Figure 2.1

Caraka's Classification of Debate
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The "hostile" debate, which has been subdivided into thirteen or fourteen types above, is taken up again
by Caraka, who now divides it into two main types, jalpa and vitanda * . As these two terms are too
technical to be straight-forwardly translated into English, | shall call the first the "j-type" hostile debate
and the second the "v-type" hostile debate. The Nyayasutra* also uses the same two terms, and Caraka's

characterization of these two agrees with that of the Nyayasutra, as we will see presently. For Caraka,
the j-type is a debate where two theses are explicitly stated (such as one saying "There is after-life"
while the other saying "There is no after-life"), and defended by citing reasons along with the refutation
by each of the other with the help of some further independent reasons. The v-typeissaid to be a
special variety of the j-type where only the refutation of the opponent is achieved, but no establishment
of one's own position is attempted. The Nyayasutra, as we will see, gives a more refined definition of
these two, systematically connecting them with other technical concepts, in terms of which the entire
theory of debate has been articulated there.

2.5 Caraka's Account of Good Debate

Instead of giving an account of Caraka's rather long chapter on debate or vada* -sastra*, | shall select

only what is more relevant for our purpose, that is, more significant as far as theories of logic are
concerned. Thematization of the debate, as well as organization of various concepts and categories that
both constitute and differentiate good debates from bad ones, isitself an indication of the advance made
in intellectual horizons and of the sophistication reached in logical abstraction. It is significant to note
that Caraka distinguishes between the statement or articulation of the thesis, that is, a (pro)position
which isto be proved or established such as "the soul is eternal,”" and the establishment or proving of

(1) that thesis with the help of (2) the reason, (3) an example, (4) showing the relevance of these two
(reason and example) to the present thesis, and (5) re-stating the thesis now as a proven conclusion. In
Caraka's terminology thisis called sthapana*, its nearest analogue in the West, in the context of logic,
would be "demonstration.” The thesisis called the pratijfia* (the same term is used in the Nyayasutra)

and it is defined as the (verbal) statement of what is to be proven. The "demonstration” includes five
articulated steps, called figuratively its "limbs' (avayava) in the Nyayasutra. Having thus distinguished
"demonstration” from "articulation of the thesis," Caraka developed the concept of "counter-
demonstration” (prati-sthapana), which likewise includes five steps (the samefiveasin a
demonstration), but now used to establish a contradictory thesis, such as "the soul is not eternal.” The
ideaisthat if proving "A isB" involves articulation
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of the five steps (which is very much like a proof-procedure in its primitive form), then disproving it
would amount to repeating the procedure with the contradictory thesis"A isnot B."

Caraka makes a significant comment in explaining the concept of "reason” as part of the demonstration.
The"reason" iswhat causes the apprehension or recognition of the object or the fact to be proven. Thus,
it is the evidence on the basis of which something, some truth, is recognized or "established as proven.”
This shows the ambiguity in the earlier writings of two terms pramana * and hetu. They were
sometimes interchangeable. The former is, etymologically speaking, that by which something is known,
while the latter is that by which something is established or demonstrated to be so. The means of
establishing something to be so can also be a means for knowing something to be so. Hence the two
may, on occasion, coincide. But gradually they came to be separated, asit was realized that the former
Is connected with epistemol ogy, that is with evidence and the acquisition of knowledge, and hence has a
broader role to play, while the later can be restricted to "logic," for example, to the context of an
argument based upon an inference or of the "demonstration" of such an argument to convince the
others. This separation, apparently reflecting an advance in logical studies, was partialy realized in the
Nyayasutra* , where two interrelated categories, pramana "means of knowledge" and prameya "objects

of knowledge" (the knowables), were put at the top of alist of sixteen categories. The rest, for example,
the fourteen other categories, were concerned exclusively with method, or philosophical methodol ogy
asit is sometimes called now-a-days. In fact in the Nyayasutra, there was a two-fold transformation:
partial establishment of the pramana-vidya*, the study of knowledge and its evidence-cum-instrument;

and transformation of the early debate categories into a more pervasive and acceptabl e philosophical
methodology. Dinnaga* took his cue from Aksapada*, and while criticizing Vatsyayana* he established

afull-fledged sastra* called pramana-sastra, the study of knowledge and its evidence-cum-instrument
that was roughly equivalent to epistemology in the West. More on this |l ater.

In adifferent place (Sutrasthana*, chapter 11), Caraka says that all concepts can be divided into two,
real and unreal, and there are four ways by which we can "examine" them: verbal testimony, perception,
inference, and causal inquiry (yukti). This fourfold method of "examination” (pariksa*) isendorsed in
the context of establishing whether the concept of atman* or the self isreal or unreal. Testimony is
explained as the statements of reliable persons, those who are learned and devoid of any fault in their
character. Perception is the cognition of the present, which arises out of a fourfold contact between the
self, the mind, the senses, and the objects. Inference is preceded by perception and is related to any
object, past, present, or future. Causal inquiry (yukti) isthat cognition by which different causal factors
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leading to a particular effect, such as the harvest or building afire, are determined. In the same context,
Caraka calls these four also "pramanas *" (instruments of knowledge). The definition of perception is

similar to that found in the Vaisesika-sutra*. That of inference is reminiscent of Nyayasutra* 1.1.5. The

distinction between inference and yukti is not very clear. Caraka simply implies that knowledge of the
causal factorsis given by thisinstrument of yukti (induction?), so that people may produce the intended
effect by bringing together (yoga) these relevant causal factors. It is significant to note that in the
chapter on debate, when the instruments of knowledge are again listed, we have five: testimony,
perception, inference, tradition, and analogy. Here yukti is conspicuous by its absence. Tradition is
explained as the traditional authority or the scriptures, from which we derive knowledge. Analogy is
self-explanatory. From alogical point of view, however, the examples of inference are the most
interesting (compare Warder, 1971: 136-7).

2.6 The Account of Debate in the Jaina Canons

In Jaina canonical literature, we have not only a number of kinds of technical vocabulary connected
with logic and debate but also an interesting classification of hetu or logical reason. The ambiguity of
the term hetu is already foreshadowed in the Shananga* sutra* 338 (circa 100 BC?). Here the term
hetu, "reason,” isused in three aternative senses, and in each sense it is classified into four types. First,
it isidentified as meaning the "reason” used by a debater. The four different types of "reason” in debate
give usfour different types of rejoinder:

(1) Yapaka* isaregoinder (mostly an improper one) put forward to "kill time." The debater istrying to
think of a proper answer but, as it takes time to find a good reason, he tries to stall the opponent with an
improper rejoinder which the opponent will have to take some time to figure out.

(2) Shapaka* is a proper rejoinder which establishes the position. The debater now hits upon the right
reason, the right reply.

(3) Vyamsaka* is quibbling in adebate. The debater does not know the right rejoinder and hence picks
out aword in the thesis of the opponent and quibbles. "He has (a) new (= nava) book," saysone. "He
does not have nava (= nine) books, only one," says the other. Since the word nava is a homonym and
may mean either "new" or "nine" depending upon the context, the debater starts quibbling.

(4) Lusaka* isaregoinder where the debater "calls the bluff' of the opponent who is quibbling in the
above manner.
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Second, the term hetu, "reason," is used in the sense of being epistemic evidence by which the thesis
may be established. Thisisagain of four kinds: perception, inference, analogy, and testimony. Recall
our previous reference to the early conflation of the notion of pramana * "evidence" with hetu "reason,"

which can be seen again here.
Third, the hetu "reason” may be classified in the following four formal ways:

(1) Thisis, becausethat is

(2) Thisisnot, becausethat is

(3) Thisis, because that is not

(4) Thisisnot, because that is not.

The above four forms of argument are given here in their exact translation from Prakrit. A point to note
hereisthat "not" is consciously separated as alogical word, and four varieties are reached by the use of
such alogical word either in the premise (evidence) or in the conclusion. In other words, a positive
evidence (a presence) may yield a positive conclusion or even anegative conclusion. Similarly a
negative evidence (absence of something) may yield a positive or a negative conclusion. We will see
such patterns again in other texts. Another important point to note is that thisis perhaps the first time
such argument patterns are given using pronouns which are surrogates for modern variables. The
argument pattern in Indiawas usually given in terms of concrete examples, viz, "there is smoke,
therefore there isfire" (the hackneyed example of the Indian logicians). This feature, which was nothing
more than a stylistic device, had misled some Indologists and modern writersin Indian logic to surmise
that the Indian logicians were not consciously aware of the underlying forms of the argument or their
generalization in logic. They were, according to this view, concerned with particular examples and at
most regarded them as types. Although the Indians did not use symbols, | believe it would be wrong to
construe that they were unaware of the formal side or the concept of generalization in logic. The above
IS a counter-example to such aview, where variables, that is, pronouns, are consciously used.

2.7 Nyayasutra*: The Method of Good
Debate

Thereisaclose affinity between Caraka's section on debate and the Nyayasutra version of the same.
There are also certain post-canonical Buddhist debate-manuals available to us from the Chinese sources
(see Tucci, 1929a, 1929b) which reflect similar theories and style. It is difficult to determine which are
earlier strata and which are later. For not only istheir author-
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ship still in doubt but also it was the practice of the compilersto copy verbatim earlier fragments or
texts. In any case, the Nyayasutra * presents a more systematic and perhaps an improved version, and a

discussion of it will be fruitful from the point of view of our study of logical theories.

The term for philosophical debate in the Nyaya* school was katha* (literally "speech” or "discourse").
Vatsyayana* uses the term in the beginning of his commentary on Nyayasutra 1.2.1. The Nyayasutra
mentions three kinds of debate: vada*, jalpa, and vitanda* . Uddyotakara (V atsyayana's commentator)
explains that this threefold classification is dependent upon the nature of the disputants. The first variety
Is between a proponent and his teacher or somebody with asimilar status. The other two are between
those who want victory. Thus by implication the goal of the first is establishment of truth or an accepted

doctrine, that of the other two isvictory. The first corresponds to Caraka's friendly or congenial debate,
and the other two to his hostile debate.

Nyayasutra 1.2.1 states that vada, the good or honest debate, is constituted by the following
characteristics:

(1) Establishment (of the thesis) and refutation (of the counter-thesis) should be based upon
adequate evidence or means for knowledge (pramana*) as well as upon (proper) "hypothetical"

or "indirect” reasoning (tarka).

(2) The conclusion should not entail contradiction with any tenet or accepted doctrine (siddhanta*).
(3) Each side should use the well-known five steps of the demonstration of an argument explicitly.
(4) They should clearly recognize athesis to be defended and a counter thesis to be refuted.

The last characteristicis logically very interesting. For it led to the formulation of the rule for
contradiction. Vatsyayana explains that when the mutually-incompatible attributes are ascribed to an
identical subject-locus, and they are ascribed with reference to the same point of time, and when neither
of them are deemed certain or established, then and then only a contradiction arises. Uddyotakara
illustrates the point of such arule of contradiction by citing some examples not counter to it:

(1) "The soul is permanent and the cognitive event isimpermanent.” No contradiction, for permanence
and impermanence are not attributed to the same subject-event.

(2) "This substance (a chariot) moves now, and it was not moving alittle while ago." No contradiction,
for motion and rest are not attributed to the substance at the same time.
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The five-step argument-schema has already been referred to in 81.2, and in connection with Caraka.
The second characteristic here ensures that well-known and accepted doctrines are not upset or rejected
by thistype of debate where we try to discover truth. The very first characteristic underlines the
commitment of thistype of debate to rational procedure. Both pramana * and tarka are technical terms

elaborately explained elsewhere in the Nyaya* system. Four well-known pramanas or means of
knowledge are recognized there: Perception, Inference, Comparison, and Testimony.

Tarka, which | have tentatively translated as "indirect reasoning,” has been rather ambiguously
explained in Nyayasutra* 1.1.40. From the elaborate comments of Vatsyayana* and Uddyotakara, it

transpires, as | have explained elsewhere (Matilal 1986: 79), that it is areasoning based only upon some
apriori principle, or what comes closest in the Indian tradition to something a priori. For itis
repeatedly warned by both the above authors that this reasoning cannot deliver a conclusion that would
constitute a piece of empirical knowledge. In their technical vocabulary, the claim is that tarka is not a
pramana, but it lends essential support to a pramana. Later logicians formulate the tarka as a reductio:

If A were not B then A would not have been C. But it is absurd to conceive A as not-C (for it is
inconsistent with our standard beliefs or rational activity). Hence, AisB.

Here we have the same interplay in the conditional as before: we deny the antecedent by denying the
consequent. On the other hand, tarka had a close affinity also with the so-called prasanga* type of

argument which Nagarjuna* championed in the Buddhist parlance, and after which a sub-school of the
Mddhyamika* Buddhists, Prasangika* , was named. The later Naiyayikas*, such as Udayana, used such

arguments to lend support to the inductive generalization employed in the kind of inferential reasoning
sketched in chapter 1. According to Udayana, alingering and nagging doubt about the truth of a general
statement can be set at rest with the help of such an hypothetical reasoning (see Bagchi, 1953).

One question arose in connection with this good debate (vada*). Since here no party islooking to
humiliate the opponent, would there be any clincher or defeat-situation (nigrahasthana*)? We may
recall, however, what Nagasena* told King Milinda: in a good debate there could be defeat or censure

or clincher but no animosity. For a debate should technically always end in a clincher. The solution to
thisis easily given. Nyayasutra 5.2.32 informs us that in this type of debate the detection of faulty
reason or pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa*) would be the proper clincher. Thus, faith in logical argument is

re-asserted here. Nobody should win using a pseudo-reason.
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Besides, technically two or three other clinchers or censures can be relevant in the vada * debate. Since
it isrequired that the five-step argument be used, two kinds of censure may occur: (1) hina*,
"insufficient,” if less than five steps be used, and (2) adhika*, "redundant,” if more than five steps were
used. Uddyotakara says that even apasiddhanta* , "accepting of afalse tenet or doctrine,” may arise in
this debate as a clincher, for one of the four characteristics mentioned above emphasizes that there

should not be any contradiction of an accepted tenet. The debater cannot without censure embrace any
false doctrine. The Nyaya* list of clinchersin debate will be further elaborated below and in 83.5.

We may note that, in the Buddhist tradition, Vasubandhu, in a manual for debate, defined the vada
debate as a discourse (vacana) which is conducted for the sake of establishing one's own thesis and
refuting (disestablishing) the opponent's (contrary) thesis. Vasubandhu's text is not available to us.
However, Uddyotakara (1915: 150-151) quotes him and tries to find fault with his definition in every
possible way. Uddyotakara excels in such policies, although his discussion of this point is not
philosophically interesting. Hence we will omit it here.

2.8 Nyayasutra*: The Method of Bad Debate

Jalpa, the second type of debate, is defined in Nyayasutra 1.2.2 as a debate where, among the stated
characteristics of the first type of debate, only such characteristics as would seem appropriate would be
applicable, and in addition, the debater can use, for the establishment of his own position and for the
refutation of the opponent's thesis, such means as (1) quibbling (chala), (2) illegitimate rejoinders

(jati*) and (3) any kind of clincher (nigrahasthana*). Three kinds of quibbling are listed, twenty-four
kinds of illegitimate rejoinders and twenty-two kinds of clinchers (compare Nyayasutra 1.2.11-14, 5.1.1-
39, 5.2.1-25). The full lists will be examined in the next chapter; here follows a brief description of how
they are used in bad debate.

It has been indicated that this debate has victory asits goal. Hence the debater may indulge in al sorts
of tricks to outwit the opponent. However, he runs the risk of being censured and defeated by clinchers
iIf the opponent can catch him at his own game. Quibbling is based upon equivocation. One kind (vak*-

chala) isillustrated by the use of a homonym:

One says. The boy has a nava (= new) blanket.
The quibbler says: No, the boy does not have nava (= nine) blankets, only one.
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Theword "nava" in Sanskrit has two meanings:. (1) new, and (2) nine. Obviously the quibbler's reply
can berefuted. AsVatsyayana* says, either the quibbler does not understand the proper meaning of the
uttered sentence, in which case he is defeated because of lack of comprehension, or he understandsit, in
which case he does not refute the thesis. For "x isnot B" is not arefutation of "x is A."

The second type of quibbling (samanya*-chala) is by stretching the meaning of aword inits very
general sense while actually it has been used in a particular or specific sense:

One says. Heis a brahmin, possessed of scriptural knowledge.
Reply: No. For some (fallen) brahmins do not possess scriptural
knowledge.

Here the opponent wrongly construes the first statement as asserting brahminhood as the ground for
possession of scriptural knowledge and hence refutes it by citing the cases of fallen brahmins. The
debater uses the word "brahmin" to refer to a particular brahmin where the connection between
brahminhood and scriptural knowledge holds good. The opponent quibbles and protests that the
connection is not universally valid, for there are counter examples, for example, vratyas*® or fallen
brahmins.

The third type of quibbling (upacara*-chala) is based upon the conflation of an ordinary use of aword
with its metaphorical use:

One says. The cradle cries.
The quibbler says: No. The cradle cannot cry, for it is an inanimate object.

Here, according to the Sanskrit idiom, the word "cradle" can be metaphorically used to refer to the baby
in the cradle. Similarly, the word "mafica," which means a platform, can metaphorically refer to the
people or speakers on the platform. The opponent obviously takesit literally in order to quibble. He can
easily be defeated as explained above.

Nyayasutras* 1.2.15-16 raise an objection based upon the apparent lack of distinction between the first
and the third type. For in both cases, unlike the second type, one object is the intended meaning (" new"
and "the baby") while another object ("nine" and "the cradle") isimputed as its meaning. The answer is
right given by pointing out an essential difference between the two. In the first, the properties are
considered as the subject of refutation (newness versus the property of being nine) whilein the third,
the subject-locations dharmin are so considered (the cradle versus the baby). Hence it is argued here
that thisis not a distinction without a difference.

Anillegitimate rejoinder (jati*) is based upon what we may call false parity of reasoning. The rejoinder
is made usually with the help of afalse
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analogy, based upon superficial similarity. A logically sound argument is one which illustrates an
inference of a property (s) from the presence of another (h) in a particular subject-locus (p). However,
the Indian logicians invariably demand that a relevant example must be cited to show that the logical
connection between what we infer (s) and that by which we infer (h) is a genuine, not a superficial one.
The example and the subject-locus of inference both are said to have shared characteristics, for

example, to resemble each other in respect of containing the property, h, by which we infer the presence
of what isinferred, s, in that locus. Here the possibility was open for a number of illegitimate

rejoinders, where the disputant cites a spurious example in support of his counter-thesis an example that
has only superficia resemblance with the subject-locus in illustrating only an accidental connection
between what we infer, s, and that by which we infer, h. Identification of several types of such
accidental connection (which do not legitimatize inference, or victory in debate) led to the search for the
exact nature of the logical, by which I mean simply "inference-warranting," connection. This"inference-
warranting" connection was called vyapti *, pratibandha, or niyama, terms which have been trand ated
as "pervasion,” "concomitance," or "invariance" in modern writings. The study of the futile rejoindersin
debate thus led to a gradual unfolding the nature of thislogical connection.

One example of afutile rejoinder will make the above point clear:

The proponent says. Sound isimpermanent because it is a product, such as a pot.

The opponent rgjoins: If by sharing one property of the pot, product-hood, sound shares impermanence,
another property of the pot, then by sharing one property of the sky (or space), for example, invisibility
(a-murtatva* = "to be something that we can neither see nor touch™), sound would share permanence,
another property of the sky (or space).

Nyayasutra* 5.1.2 describes this rgoinder, and the next sutra*, 5.1.3, exposes its futility as a proper
rejoinder to the argument:

Just as cowhood (as a reason) establishes the cow, that (impermanence of sound) is also established (by
the universality of the connection of impermanence with product-hood).

Thistrandation (and interpretation) of Nyayasutra 5.1.3 leaves no doubt about the awareness of the
need for the universality of the relation between what we infer (s) and by which we infer (h). Although
the word for "universality" is not found in the sutra, the example of cowhood makesit clear that the
logical or inference-warranting relation must be a universal one. Just as
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al cows have cowhood, all cases of producthood have impermanence. Hence rejoinders based upon
mere (non-universal) analogy are bound to be wrong. Thisrefutes, in my view, the rather pervasive
opinion of modern writers on Indian logic that awareness of the need for a universal relation for making
acorrect or sound inference was not present at the time of the compilation of the Nyayasutra * but

appeared only later, with Dinnaga* . Dinnaga was no doubt one of the finest logicians of India, and we
owe to him agreat deal asfar as formulation of the universal concomitance relation and other logical

theories is concerned. However, the pre-Dinnaga writers had enough sense to understand and underline
what constituted a sound inference.

The third items in a bad debate are called the clinchers or "checks' in a debate situation. One type of
clincher (the complete list will be supplied in 83.5) is contradicting the thesis (Nyayasutra 5.2.4). It is
defined as a case where the reason adduced contradicts the thesis. Uddyotakara exemplifiesit thus:

The substance is distinct from its quality for the two are not apprehended as
distinct.

Vacaspati* Misra* rephrases:

The substance is distinct from its quality for they are non-
distinct.

Uddyotakara says that there are other varieties of this clincher. For example, it will arise when the
predicate contradicts the subject: "She who isanunisalso pregnant." Theideais that the meaning of
"nun" includes complete abstinence from sexual intercourse, and pregnancy will be contradictory to
somebody's being a nun.

In abad debate one pertinent question is often raised as follows: why should a debater resort to such
means as quibbling and illegitimate rejoinder? For if he finds that the opponent's reason is flawed, he
should presumably uncover the flaw itself, supposedly by identifying it as a pseudo-reason. If, however,
the opponent's reason is flawless, the debater would not gain anything by using afutile rgoinder. By
using such illegitimate means he only makes himself vulnerable to defeat. Thus no debater in their right
mind would make use of such false means. The question is as old as the Nyayasutra itself. Sutra* 4.2.50

answersit in acryptic manner:

Jalpa and vitanda* (the two types of bad debate) are meant for preserving the true view (truth), just as
the thorns and branches are used for the protection of the (tender) sprout of the seed.
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Theideaisthat a novice may not yet be properly skilled in debate. If he entersinto a debate, he may not
remember the proper reason at the right time to support his thesis. In such acrisis, he may get away
with such tricky debate. In any casg, if the opponent is not quick witted, the (novice) debater may gain
some time to think of the proper reason. Thus, he may even win the debate and the sprout of his
knowledge would be protected.

However, this was not atogether acceptable, and Uddyotakara found a better answer to the quandary.
Why should people who care for establishing truth waste time in learning these tricks to outwit the
opponent? Uddyotakara says, in the beginning of his commentary on chapter 5 of the Nyayasutra *, that
it isalways useful to learn about these bad tricks, for at least one should try to avoid them in one's own
debate and identify them in the opponent's presentation in order to defeat him. Besides, when faced
with sure defeat, one may use atrick, and if the opponent by chance is confused by the trick, the debater
will at least have the satisfaction of creating a doubt instead of courting sure defeat. Thislast point, was,
however, avery weak defence, as Dharmakirti* elaborately pointed out in his book on debate, the

Vadanyaya* (Dharmakirti, 1972).

2.9 The Third Type of Debate and the
Sceptics

The third debate mentioned in the Nyayasutra is called vitanda* , which has sometimes been translated

aswrangling. This may not always be afair tranglation. Nyayasutra 1.2.3 defines it as a debate where
no counter-thesisis established. In other words, the debater here tries to ensure victory simply by
refuting the thesis put forward by the other side. Elsewhere, | have called it "refutation only" debate
(1985, 81.2). It is sometimes claimed to be a type of bad debate, for the only goal isvictory, asin the
second type, and the use of such trickery as quibbling and illegitimate rejoinder is allowed.

Philosophers from Vatsyayana* onwards argued that this third type of debate is not only unfair but also
that it isimpossible to conduct rationally. For the debater cannot simply get away with his destructive
strategy and not defend, or even formulate his own position. For, as Vatsyayanainsists, the debater, by
refuting the opponent's thesis, p, must be forced to accept the opposite thesis, not-p, and should then be
asked to defend it by citing areason. If he concedes, he gives up his original stance as a "refutative
debater” (= vaitandika*). If he does not concede not-p, his rationality isto be called in question, and the

debate can be brought to a close without allowing victory to the "refutative debater.”
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The above position is arguably sound, for one could interpret destructive debate in thisway. There were
skeptics in every tradition, and Vatsyayanas * argument can be interpreted as exposing the irrationality
of skepticism. There was indeed a skeptical tradition in India, as | have argued elsewhere (Matilal,
1986). Jayarasi*, and perhaps Safjayain earlier days, were its principal exponents. Of course,
thousands of texts were lost, and many opponents of the established schools survive only in name and
often in anonymous citations. Skepticism was not a well-defined theory, though the sceptical method
was used unabashedly by other philosophers who held a non-dual view of reality.

Skepticism, in order to be a sustainable philosophical position, needs (1) to be combined with a notion
of refutation which is non-committal, that is, does not imply affirmation of the opposite thesis, and (2) a
plausible answer to the charge of irrationality or inconsistency. A commitment-less refutation is
possible, | would argue, if it is held to be something close to the notion of illocutionary negation, as
developed by J. Searle in his "speech-act" theory. Thus the debater can stick to his "refutation only" of
the opponent's thesi's, p, without conceding, even by implication, the counter thesis, not-p.

Anillocutionary negation usually negates the act or the illocutionary force, whereas a propositional
negation would leave the illocutionary force unchanged, for the result would be another proposition, a
negative one, which is asserted just as was the affirmative one. For example, Safijaya, being asked
about after-life, said: "I do not say there is an after-life." We may represent this (in the manner of
Searle, 1969: 32-3) as:

~ b (3x) (x is F),

(read: "it isnot atheorem that thereisan F," or "it is not asserted that thereisan F"). The propositional
negation of the positive thesisis, by contrast, "There is no after-life," which can be represented as:

~ b (dx) (x is F),
("it is asserted that thereis no F"). Safijaya said in the same breath both:

(@) | do not say thereis an after-life, and
(b) | do not say there is no after-life,

and the charge was that he contradicted himself. However, Safjaya claimed that he did not contradict
himself but only wanted simply to avoid making a false knowledge-claim. He did not want to say that
he knew while he did not. Note that the two claims are not in fact contradictory, as the following
symbolic representation shows:
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(@ ~F (3x) (x is F)
(b) ~F ~ (3x) (x is F)
The notion of illocutionary negation in speech-act theory fits well here with the context of debate.

We may note here that the fourfold (catuskoti *) negation of another "skeptic/vaitandika*," the
Buddhist Madhyamika*, Nagarjuna* (circa 100 AD), can be explained in the same way, to show that it
too does not violate the law of contradiction. It is best to start with the first verse of Madhyamaka-
karika* , where the Nagarjuna says "no" to four interrelated questions, and then ask ourselves whether
the joint refutation of these four propositions or theses landed Nagarjunainto a blatant logical
contradiction. The four questions are:

A. Does athing or being come out itself? No.

B. Doesit come out of the other? No.

C. Doesit come out of both, itself and the other? No.
D. Doesit come out of neither? No.

Using ".... causes" as atwo-place predicate to stand for "... comes out of ", we may re-write the question,
together with its rejection, thus:

A ~F =~ (3x) (x is F)
B' ~  {3x) (Iy) (v causes x - x # y)

C' = b (3x) (3y) {x causes x - (y causes x - x #y)}

D' =+ (3x) {({ ~ x causes x) - { ~ (dy) (v causes ¥ - x #y)}1

Alternatively, we may write them asfollows. Let "S" ="| say that," and "Cxy" ="x causesy." Then we
have the new formulations:

A' ~S(Caa),

B' ~S(Cbhalb#a)

C ~S(CaadChalb#a))

D' ~S(~Caa[* (Cbhalb#a))

1 The manuscript here reads. "D'": ~ # ~ (3x) (Jy) {X causes x [{y causes X [X # y)}, or = = {x) (¥} ~ {X
causes X [{y causes x [X # y)}." However, such aformulation takes D as the negation of C, as saying
"Isit the case that it does not come out of both itself and the other?", rather than as "Does it come out
of neither itself nor the other?'. That the formulation we have substituted is the correct oneis
confirmed by the fact that it is equivalent to "~ F {3x} %y} {~ » causes x)", that is, "Doesit have no
cause at all? No," which is exactly the reading assigned to it by Matilal in the paragraph following the
formulations.

file:///D|/Export2/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_53.html (1 of 2) [4/24/2007 3:54:58 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_53_popup_2.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_53_popup_4.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_53_popup_5.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_53_popup_6.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_53_popup_8.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document

file:///D|/Export2/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_53.html (2 of 2) [4/24/2007 3:54:58 PM]



Document
Page 54

Thisformulation shows clearly that A and B are not contradictories, for it is possible for something to
be caused partly by itself and partly by another. Hence C is apossibility. However if wergject all three
A, B and C, have we exhausted all possibilities concerning the causal origin of athing? If we have, D is
then to be construed as the rejection of production or causation itself. For "Does it come out of neither?"
can be rephrased as "Does it not come out at al?* or "Isit not produced at all?'. Nagarjuna*, however,

saysthat he regjects thistoo, that is, says "no" to D also.

2.10 Refutation ver sus Negation

This leads usto the crux of the matter. The opponent may now justifiably ask the debater who indulges
into this type of "refutation only" debate, "What are you talking about?' If the refutation of the
refutation of causation amounts to causation (asit should if refutation is construed as ordinary negation
such that negation of negation of p amounts to p), then we are back in the game where the three
aternatives A, B, and C, will again arise. But they have been refuted already. Now, before we jump to
conclusions and accuse Nagarjuna of an irrationalism leading to illogical oriental mysticism, we may
pause to consider the possibility that the refutation of refutation may not amount to affirmation of any
position (causation or anything else).

The rgjection or refutation of a position may not always amount to the assertion of a counter-position.
This point is brought home to us by the joint refutation of a position and its counter-position. One may
say that the debater refuses to presuppose certain things which the assertion of both the thesis and the
counter-thesis would necessarily presuppose. Thus, the debater (in this case the Madhyamika* or the
Vedantin*) may refuse to admit that he has or has not stopped beating his wife. For the question is
loaded.

Besides the above, we may note that the school book version of the law of contradiction (and it is
violation of thislaw that is often branded as a sure mark of irrationalism) tells us that p and ~p cannot
be true together, which leaves open their both being false together. Add to this the fact that the so-called
law of excluded middle says something different than the law of contradiction (either p or ~p must be
true and hence both of them cannot be false) and is sometimes not regarded as fundamental. The
intelligibility of the fourfold refutation of the Madhyamika debater has been explained and defended in
thisway, and the charge of irrationality has been answered, by some modern scholars (notably Staal,
1962). | have accepted this move (rejecting the law of the excluded middle) in earlier writings (Matilal,
1977b), adthough | now believe that it may not be essential in a defence of Nagarjuna (see also Matilal,
1990: 154-5).
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It has been argued already that arefutation may be distinguished from an ordinary negation (as an
illocutionary negation is distinguished from a propositional negation), so that refutation of the refutation
of athesis may be non-committal. If this argument is sound then | believeit is quite feasible for a
debater (or a skeptic) to conduct an honest (non-tricky) form of debate consisting only in refutation.
Such a debate may be called vada * -vitanda* , a sub-variety of the third "destructive" debate, which can
be undertaken by a genuine seeker after truth. Such a person may be a skeptic, for a skeptic, too, may be
described as a seeker after truth one who questions al our knowledge-claims, and has not found any
alleged basis for such claims satisfactory.

That thiswas the casg, that is, the "destructive" third variety of debate had two sub-varieties one good
and the other disreputable is proven by acitation by Udayana of the view of a Gaudd Naiyayika*,
called Sanatani*:

According to view of the old Gauda Naiyayika, there are four types of debate (vada, jalpa, vada-
vitanda and jalpa-vitanda). (Udayana, 1911: 620).

We may put the classification asin Figure 2.2.

Debate
|
| [ ]

1. Good (= vada) 2. Bad (= jalpa) Refutation/Destruction

I !
3. Good refutative 4. Bad refutative
(vada-vitanda) (jalpa-vitandd)

Figure 2.2

Sanatani's Classification of Debate

In other words, one "refutative" debate follows the vada model where logical reasons are adduced and
anything which merely masquerades as a good reason (that is, a hetvabhasa*) is detected and nobody is

really defeated but truth may be established. The other "refutative" debate follows the jalpa model, that
IS, it isthe old tricky debate which most people would try to avoid.
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Udayana however, argued that a good refutative debate would not be possible (see Udayana 1911: 620;
Matilal 1985: 19). For determination of truth depends upon some positive evidence. Simply by
refutation we cannot establish any truth. However, thisissue was taken up by Sriharsa* who
elaborately refuted Udayana's point (Sriharsa 1970, introductory section; also Granoff 1978 and Matilal
1977b). Truth may be self-evident or it may be ever elusive (as a sceptic would have it). Hence a
positive evidence may not be needed to establish it. It should be noted, however, that Dharmakirti*

who probably followed Vasubandha and Dinnaga* in this respect, clearly rejected in his Vadanyaya*
any form of debate other than vada* (Dharmakirti, 1972: 69-71).

2.11 Vada and " Dialectics' in Greek
Thought

The classification of debatesin India, into good and bad, constructive and destructive, hasits parallel in
early Greek thought. Plato apparently contrasted what he called "dialectic" with "eristic." Eristic is,
roughly speaking, the art of arguing or quarrelling with someone. The Greek word dialegomoi means
"conducting a conversation, an argument.” Socrates regarded it as the art of getting at the truth by
exposing the latent contradiction in the opponent's thesis. Plato, it has been argued by scholars, elevated
the notion of diaectic to the supreme art of conducting a philosophical debate in question-and-answer
form for the sake of unfolding the truth. A Socratic elenchus wasiinitially a sort of destructive
argument. However in the middle and later dialogues, this argumentative tool was unconsciously
transformed into a very useful and noble method of debate that seeks to establish what each thing is, its
quiddity (Republic, 533b). It was equivalent to philosophizing itself (cf. R. Robinson 1953: 83, 85). It
was contrasted with "eristic”, which for Plato was a verbal fight. This was the Greek version of vada
and vigraha (= vivada*). The edification to be derived from vada or good debate in Indian history was

also proverbial, although a Platonic version of it was missing. In the Bhagavad-Gita* (10/32d), Lord
Krsna* described himself thus: vadah* pravadatam* aham"l am Vada among the types of
philosophical disputation.”

Jalpa is nothing short of averbal fight and "vigraha" in Sanskrit means afight. The debate that Socrates
refersto in Meno 75 c-d as "clever, disputatious and quarrelsome” or the dialogue that isillustrated in
Euthedemus is certainly reminiscent of the jalpa or vigrhya* katha*. As R. Robinson has noted, an
elenchus, in a narrower sense, means aform of cross-examination. In awider sense, it stands for atype
of refutation where the opponent under the pressure of incisive questioning may come to fell that he
could agree to a position that entails the falsehood of his original assertion. It has, in some of its
available descriptions, the unmistakable resonances of the vitanda* type
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of debate of the Indians. Vitanda *, as we have seen, is exclusively refutative, whereasjalpa, which is
also afight, involves both refutation of the counter-position and establishment of the proposed position.
Although Plato used this tool, perhaps unconsciously (Robinson, p. 83) or even confusedly (Kneale and
Kneale, p. 9), for constructive purposes as a means for arriving at truths or science, it would not
resemble jalpa. Jalpa was explicitly for victory (compare vijaya), not always for truths (compare
tattvanirnaya*).

In Plato's hand, dialectic becomes hardly distinguishable from the very intellectual type of philosophic
activity that rejects the manifold changing appearances, the mundane things of this world, and searches
for the changeless essences or forms. Methodology, in this way, comes closer to metaphysics. A
didecticianis, for Plato, an inspired philosopher. The method of such Platonic dialectic hasits distinct
resonance in Vatsyayana's® account of the methodology of a sastra*, which is characterized by first

naming the concepts, second, defining or characterizing them, and then examining such definitions.
Sometimes, it has been said by modern scholars that a philosopher like Nagarjuna* or Sriharsa* should
be described as "a great dialectician.” The description will perhaps be justified if we keep to this
Platonic notion of dialectic.

Aristotle clipped the wings of the Platonic dialectic and turned it into a technique again. The Topics of
Aristotle was very close to a handbook of dialectics that became a dubious game of debate, an exercise
for the muscles of the intellect. In this and its probable appendix, De Sophistici Elenchi, we get the
nearest analogue of the vivada* -sastras of ancient India. However, the contrasts here would be more

useful to note than the ssimilarities.

In the Analytics, Aristotle dealt with syllogism, which is sometimes distinguished from dialectic. The
latter was, unlike syllogism, an argument from non-evident premises or opinions. Under syllogism,
Aristotle studied mainly inferences based upon class-inclusion. However, in abroader sense, a
syllogism, even for Aristotle, was any argument in which, after certain truths or views have been
assumed, there results necessarily a proposition other than the assumptions but because of the
assumptions. Aristotle (Topics |, 12), having such a general notion of syllogism in mind, said that every
dialectical argument was either a syllogism or an epagoge. An epagoge had several varieties, but its
general characterization was that it approached the universal from the particular. Later on in the history
similar arguments were called induction. Certain characteristics of the epagoge would seem relevant
when we study certain features of the Indian theory of inference and its demonstration. In De Sophistici
Elenchi, 165b, Aristotle noted that the debater would have to admit an epagoge supported by instances,
unless a negative instance could be produced to counter it. Absence of a counter-example, combined
with the citation of a supporting example became the all-important
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element in the Indian theory of inference. And, of course, in a debate situation if the opponent is unable
to find a counter-example, he will have to accept the proponent's thesis.

The Topics gave us rules for conducting a disputatious debate, and De Sophistici Elenchi the rules for
detecting invalid arguments. Hence their ssimilarity with the Indian vada * manuals is too obvious to be

missed. However, it might be a mistake to push this point too far. Some modern scholars (J.D.G. Evans,
1977: 50) have argued, against the predominant opinion of others, that it would be a mistake to regard
the Topics simply as amanual of instruction on how to win adebate at all costs. Evans own reading of
the Topicsisthat here Aristotle elected to treat such concepts as intelligibility in their full complexity. It
was sui generis; not to be regarded as afirst draft on the Analytics.

It may be argued on similar grounds that the Nyayasutra* treatment of the debate categories should not
be described simply as a handbook of instructions for conducting debate. The prevailing opinion among
the Indological scholars has been that the first and the fifth chapters of the Nyayasutra should be taken
together and viewed as a vada manual. There were of course books such as the Upayahrdaya* and

Tarkasastra* (whose contents we will discuss in chapter 3), and it may be that their exclusive concern

was with instruction, although even this may be debatable. The Nyayasutra was, however, a different
type of text. In spite of the discussion of the debate categories, here the author (and also the compiler)
was primarily concerned with the acceptable and sound method for philosophical discourse. He put the
discussion of the debate categoriesin its natural home, in the context of the discussion of the
pramanas*, means of knowledge, as well as prameyas, the object of knowledge. It was concerned
especially with the pramana called anumana*, literally "after-knowledge." In other words, thistells us
what else we know (or what truths can be derived) when we know certain things already. The idea was,
in effect, an unconscious search after the nature of rationality asit was understood in the Indian context.
The categories and sub-categories of "sophistries" and "checks" were separated from the main argument
of the work, the first chapter, and put in the last (fifth) chapter so as not to deflect us from the principal
theme of the book. The principle theme of nyaya* (with asmall "n") wasto discover what sort of
argument-structure would be intelligible and acceptable as generating, or leading us to, knowledge.
There are numerous (in fact innumerable, as the commentators note) "misfires" (which were
"sophistries”), and only afew are likely to hit the mark of truth or knowledgehood. Through the
discussion of such misfires and false starts, a picture of the right and acceptable method of arguing
emerged. An enquiry into the Nyayasutra along such lines will prove to be very fruitful. The precise
way in which atheory of logically-acceptable argument was derived, in the Nyayasutra, via
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adiscussion of debating categories, and the nature of the relation between the Nyayasutra * and
supposedly pure debating manuals like the Upayahrdaya* and the Tarkasastra*, are the topics that
comprise the subject-matter of chapter 3.
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Chapter 3
Tricksand Checksin
Debate

31
Tricks

While discussing the bad types of debate, jalpa or vitanda *, in §2.8, we introduced the notions of
"quibbling" (chala) and "false rejoinder” (jati*). These are the tricks used by the debater in a debate
aimed at winning, that is, destroying the opponent. Quibbling has been exhaustively discussed in the
previous chapter. Here we shall discuss the detailed lists of different types of "false rejoinder." Different
compilations of thislist are available in the Nyaya*, Buddhist, and Jaina traditions. | shall first discuss
the list supplied by the Nyayasutra* , and then supplement it by the other additional types recognized by
the Buddhists (83.3) and the Jainas (83.4). In the last two sections (83.5 and 3.6), | will examine the
Nyaya and Buddhist lists of "clinchers' or defeat situations (nigrahasthana*) in debate.:

3.2 Sophistical Regjoinders Nyaya Style

Nyayasutra 1.2.10 defines afalse rgoinder or sophistical refutation (jati) as a counter-argument based
upon superficial similarity or dissimilarity. In other words it is an argument based upon afalse analogy,
and the opponent who usesiit tries, futilely, to refute the thesis put forward by the proponent

1 Others to have discussed the lists of rejoinders and defeat situations in Ny-ya and Buddhist debate
manuals include Vidyabhusana (1921), Tucci (1929b), Randle (1930), and Solomon (1976).
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by proving the opposite thesis. A logical argument, if it is sound, cannot, however, be based upon
superficial analogy. Hence this type of counter-argument is identified as merely sophistical refutation.

All the sophistical refutations are invalid as arguments, since they are based on false analogies. The
notion of the validity of an argument is thus an essential part of thistheory. A valid argument according
to this theory cannot be based upon superficial similarities or false analogies. It must be based upon an
essential similarity, atrue analogy. What is atrue analogy or essential similarity? To begin with,
similarity means sharing a property or properties. Essential similarity means, therefore, sharing an
essential property. In a sound inference, therefore, the subject or paksa * shares an essential property
with the example which property is necessarily connected with another property, that is, the property to
beinferred.

The problem here is formulated from the point of view of an inductive logic. Y ou see an example, a pot,
and you see that a pot is an impermanent object aswell asthat it is something that has been produced or
manufactured. But now you see that the object under consideration, for example, a case of sound or
noise, is aso produced. And hence it shares a common property with the pot. On the basis of this, you
infer that the sound too isimpermanent. If the argument is formulated in this way then in a debate it can
be rgjoined in various ways. The Nyayasutra* identifies twenty-four ways of rejoining this type of
argument, all are supposedly false or futile, in that they would not stand scrutiny. Different manuals of
debate give different lists. For example, the Buddhist Tarkasastra* hasalist of sixteen. The
Upayahrdaya* has one of twenty-two. Table 3.1 is a comparison of the three lists, derived from Tucci,
(1929a: xxi).2 (For details and accounts of other manuals, see Tucci, 1929a, 1929b.)

| shall now discuss the Nyayasutra list.
1. Smilarity-Based Rejoinder

Although all the types of rgjoinder that we call jati* are fundamentally similarity-based, thefirst typeis
specifically so. Let us see how.

The proponent: A sound isimpermanent for it is a product, just as the case of a pot.

2 The manuscript simply reproduces Tucci's rather confusing chart. We have adapted it in line with the
subsequent discussion and numbered the false rgjoinders in the order they appear in the respective texts.
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Table3.1
False Rgjoinders

Nyayasutra *

1 sadharmyasama*
2 vaidharyasama

3 utkarsasama*

4 apakarsasama*
5 varnyasama*

6 avarnyasama*

7 vikalpasama

8 sadhyasama™

9 praptisama*

10 apraptisama*

11 prasangasama*
12 pratidrstantasama*
13 anutpattisama

14 samsayasama*
15 prakaranasama*
16 ahetusama

17 arthapattisama*
18 avisesasama*

19 upapattisama

20 upalabdhisama
21 anupalabdhisama
23 anityasama

24 karyasama*

Upayahrdaya*

1 utkarsasama

2 apakarsasama

11 praptisama

12 apraptisama

17 pratidrstantasama

20 anutpattisama

15 samsayasama

10 ahetusama

7 karyasama
3 bhedabheda*
4 prasnabahulyam* , uttaral pata*

5 prasnalpata* , uttarabahulyam*

Tarkasastra*

1 sadharmya*
2 vaidharmya

3vikalpa

5 praptyaprapti*

11 prasanga
?13 pratidrstanta

14 anutpatti

6 ahetu
12 arthapatti*

4 avisesa*

7 upalabdhi

8 samsayasama
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6 hetusama
8 vyaptisama*
9 avyaptisama*
13 viruddha
14 aviruddha
16 asamsaya*
18 srutisama*
19 srutibhinna*
9 anirukti
10 karyabheda*

16 svarthaviruddha*
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Thergoinder: Sound is permanent, for it isincorporeal (or intangible), just as the case of the sky.

The rgjoinder claimsthat if sound is argued to be impermanent on the basis of its sharing a particular
property (producthood) with an object known to be impermanent, a pot, then by parity of reasoning, it
can be argued to be permanent on the basis of its sharing another property (incorporeality) with a
known permanent object, the sky. NS 5.1.3 resolves the problem in away that reveals the structure of
the logical theory as understood at that point in the history by the Nyaya* school. But first the second

type must be explained.
2. Dissimilarity-Based Rejoinder

Proponent: Sound is impermanent because it does not share a property with the permanent object, the
sky, for example, the property of being produced.

Rejoinder: Sound is permanent because it does not share a property with the impermanent object, a pot,
for example, the property of being intangible.

The solution (NS 5.1.3): sharing, or not sharing, just any property at random does not constitute a sound
ground for inference. A generic connection isaimed at, just as something becomes a cow because of its
connection with cowhood a genuine universal property. The impermanence of sound (sabda = sound,
noise, words) can be established if it can be shown to be a product. For the connection between these
two properties, impermanence and producthood, is general, just as the connection between a cow and
cowhood is general or universal. Thus, Vatsyayana®* comments:

If one proceeds to establish the required inferable property on the basis ssmply of similarity or
dissimilarity then there will be lack of any regularity (a-vyavastha* = randomness). Irregularity does

not arise with respect to some special property. For something is a cow because of its similarity with
another cow-which similarity is actually cowhood, not the cow's having the dewlap etc.

It isinteresting to observe that at this early stage, the notion of a universal property is appealed to, in
order to bring out or explain the notion of a universal, that is, invariable, connection. It isthe latter that
became crucia in their theory of logic. Here the conception of a universal connection is being hinted at
on the analogy of auniversal property.

Later on, this connection came to be designated by such terms as vyapti*, niyama, and pratibandha. It
would be wrong to conclude, along with most
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other Indological scholars, that because the early writers on logic used more often than not such terms
as sadharmya * (similarity) and vaidharmya (dissimilarity), there was therefore no conception of a
general, logical, that is, inference-warranting, connection. In other words, it iswrong to think that
inference is regarded, at this stage, as being mostly analogical rather than logical. The earlier terms
were vyavastha* , pratibandha, and so on. The ailmost general opinion isthat the idea of the universality

of the inference-warranting connection originated with Dinnaga*, and the earlier logicians based their

theory of inference on naive analogy. Nothing is farther from the truth, as will be evident to anybody
reading seriously and critically these early writers. If, for example, it was impossible for them to look
beyond analogy as the basis of inference, they would not have developed a theory of pseudo-reasons or
logically unsound reasons (hetvabhasa*) as well as atheory of sophistical (futile) rejoinders based upon
the notion of whimsical or inessential similarity. In thisregard, | agree with the contention of K.
Chakrabarti (1977:45 ff.) that Gotama and Vatsyayana* had a notion of universal concomitance,
although, | must add, | do not think that Chakrabarti's rather strained and often far-fetched philological
interpretations of such terms as sadharmya or vaidharmya (as "universal concomitance" and "universal
exclusion" (1977:54)) are correct or even necessary to prove this point.

In the above, | have selected suitable examples of two types of false rgjoinders from Vatsyayanas
commentator, Uddyotakara. V atsyayana's own examples, however, were not totally free from fault. In
fact, he said that the soul may be inferred as having action/motion (or lacking it) on the basis of its
similarity with such a substance as a block of stone (or on the basis of its dissimilarity with such a
middle-sized substance as a piece of stone). And the rejoinder will prove the soul to be motionless on
the basis of its similarity with a ubiquitous substance such as the sky. Thiswas a very clumsy way of
exemplifying the two types of rejoinder. Besides, Vatsyayana's mistake was to illustrate the case of a
false rgoinder to an incorrectly-formulated sound argument with an example that could be (and perhaps
IS) acorrect rgoinder. Thus:

Proponent: The soul has motion by virtue of its similarity with a substance like ablock of stone, which
can move.

Rejoinder: The soul is motionless by virtue of its similarity with a ubiquitous substance like the sky,
which is also motionless.

Herethergoinder isnot falsein so far asit is admitted by Nyaya* that the soul, like the sky, is both

ubiquitous and motionless. However we may learn alesson from Vatsyayana's example, namely that the
structure of the argument called a false rejoinder is the same as that given here. The opponent's
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conclusion is a correct one although the formulation of his rejoinder (argument) was incorrect.
Although the ubiquity of a substance is the right reason for its being motionless, we cannot formulate
the argument in the way given above. Similarity with a ubiquitous substance such as the sky is not what
warrants the inference, but rather the generalization "whatever is ubiquitous is a'so motionless." Hence
the opponent's argument, we may say, is afalse rgjoinder although its conclusion happens to be true.

We may note here further that thisfirst pair of rejoinders, if they had been valid, could have been
construed as demonstrating that the proponent's original reason wasin fact atype of faulty or pseudo-
reason, the one called the counter-balanced (sat-pratipaksa *), where the original inferenceis stopped

by a counter inference with an equally plausible reason (cf. 81.2). However, as Uddyotakara notes,
these are in fact only false rejoinders and hence cases of a pseudo-counter-balanced reason.

The next six rejoinders can be grouped together, for they are all false for the same reason.

3. Rgjoinder by the Addition of a Property, and
4. Rejoinder by Subtracting a Property

Proponent (as before): Sound isimpermanent for it is a product, just as the case of a pot.

Rejoinder: Sound could be visible (coloured) because it is (as you say) similar to a visible substance, a
pot.

Thisisthe false rgoinder by adding a property. Since sound cannot be visible, the opponent can now
argue that the proponent's argument based on similarity with a pot iswrong. The rejoinder by
substracting a property is:

Rejoinder: Sound could be inaudible since, asyou say, it issimilar to a pot which is audible.

Here the opponent shows that there follows the undesirable consequence of the sound's lacking a
genuine property, audibility, and thereby wishes to refute the proponent.

5. Uncertainty-Based Rejoinder, and 6. Certainty-Based Rejoinder

Inference on the Indian theory requires that prior to the actual inference there should not be certainty
about the inferable property's being present in
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the given place or the subject. Its presence or absence there should be in doubt. If thislack of certainty
Is extended to the example, making it doubtful whether the inferable property is present there or not, we
have a case of 5, an uncertainty-based rejoinder. Similarly, the Indian theory requires that as far asthe
exampleis concerned, it should be certain that the inferable property is present there. If this certainty
(or lack of uncertainty) is extended to the subject or the locus (paksa *), then we have aregjoinder based

upon certainty. An example of the uncertainty-based rejoinder is:
Proponent (as before): Sound isimpermanent for it isa product, just as the case of a pot.

Rejoinder: If it is doubtful whether impermanence characterizes sound or not, it might as well be
doubtful whether impermanence characterizes the pot, the example. (And if the example is dubious, the
proponent's argument would be refuted). An example of the certainty-based rejoinder:

Proponent (as before): Sound isimpermanent for it isa product, just as the case of a pot.

Rejoinder: If it is certain that the pot, the example, is characterized by impermanence then the subject,
sound, because of its similarity with the example, isalso for certain characterized by impermanence.
(And if it is certain that the inferable property is present in sound, then the inference of the proponent is
useless).

7. Rgoinder by Alternation

The reason is present in the subject, as well asisin the example, but there may be another property
present in the subject, which is absent from the example. Hence the inferable property may be present in
the example while it may likewise be absent from the subject. An exampleis:

Rejoinder: Sound is a product as the pot is, but sound is (sometimes) generated by the separation or
breaking of physical bodies, and this property of being so generated is absent from the pot. Hence
Impermanence may be absent from sound, whileit is present in the pot.

8. Rgoinder by Casting Doubt upon the Example

The proponent claims that it is certain that the inferable property is present in the example, but doubtful
whether it is present in the subject. If
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this doubt is extended to include the example, we have a case of this type of rejoinder. An example:

Rejoinder: If it is doubtful whether sound isimpermanent or not, and if the pot is like the sound, then it
may be doubtful whether the pot isimpermanent or not. (The proponent loses, for the supporting
example loses its point.)

In NS 5.1.5, an answer to all these six rejoinders (that is 3 to 8) isgiven. It is pointed out that the
example and the subject need to share only one particular property, the reason (that is, producthood),
which warrants the inference, but it would be wrong to suppose that they must share many other (or all)
properties. All these six rgjoinders are based upon such awrong construal, and hence must be rejected.
Uddyotakarain this context says that what constitutes a proper example is a case where both the reason
and the property to be inferred are seen to be present without any obstacle. Nothing more is required.

9. Connection-Based Rejoinder, and 10. Disconnection-Based Rejoinder

If the reason h establishes the inferable property s, it must be connected with the latter. Since
connection means in some sense togetherness then perhaps the latter can even establish the former. And
iIf h establishes s without such connectedness, then anything else can do so too. In both cases, the reason
loses its reasonhood. Example:

Rejoinder 9: Either producthood cannot establish impermanence, for the essential distinction between
them (one as the ground for the other) islost,

Rejoinder 10: or producthood is similar to any other property being disconnected from impermanence
and hence cannot establish impermanence.

To give the refutation of thisrgoinder, itissaid (NS 5.1.8) that connection does not mean identity, nor
does disconnection mean complete independence. The two pot-halves are connected to produce a pot,
but the cause (the pot-halves) and the effect (the pot) are distinct. Similarly amagic (abhicara *) ritua
may be responsible for the death of the intended victim, athough the two are not seen to be connected
physically.

11. "Reason for the Reason "-Rejoinder, and
12. Counter-Example-Based Regjoinder

If the reason which must be recognized to be present in the example, is challenged, and a further reason
for such arecognition is demanded, we
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have a case of a"reason for the reason” rejoinder. If another example is cited which is characterized not
by s but by its opposite (not-s), then we have a case of the counter-example-based rejoinder. Examples:

Rejoinder 11: If the pot is a product, what makes it a product? Or, what is the reason for its being a
product?

Rejoinder 12: The example of 12 is not very clear. Uddyotakara accepts Vatsyayana's * example. |
believe it consistsin the citation of any counter example. Vatsyayana offers:

Proponent: Sound has motion for it has qualities that generate motion and action, just as a piece of stone.

Rejoinder: Sound is motionless, just as the sky, which is motionless although it has qualities that may
generate action and motion.

How may the sky have such qualities? Vatsyayana says that its connection with wind makesit possible
for its having such qualities.

The answer to thisrgjoinder is given (NS 5.1.10) by saying that the reason for the reason is not
required, just alamp only isrequired to show other objects, but no further lamp is required to show the
lamp itself. And a counter-example does not have any bite unless it contains also the reason
unambiguously (NS 5.1.11).

13. Non-Origination-Based Rejoinder

The reason (h) can reside in the subject or paksa* (p) when and only when the latter has come into

existence. When the latter has not come into existence, the reason cannot reside there, nor can the
inferable property (s). Example:

Propenent: Sound isimpermanent for it isa product, just as the case of a pot.

Rejoinder: Producthood residesin a sound only after the sound has been produced. Before this time,
there will be no producthood in the non-originated sound, and so producthood cannot always establish
Impermanence.

Thereply hereis ssimple. Sound comes into being only after its production and then has all the required
properties. Before that time, sound is nhon-existent, and hence nothing can be shown with regard to such
anon-existent entity.
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14. Doubt-Based Rejoinder
The example of thisrgoinder is:
Proponent: Sound is impermanent for it is a product, just as the case of a pot.

Rejoinder: If sound, by virtue of its sharing the property producthood with the example, the pot, has to
share impermanence, why can it not, by sharing the property perceptibility-through-the-senses, with a
real universal like cowhood, also be permanent like a universal?

Here we must note two peculiarities of the Nyaya* school. According to this school, (&) universals such
as cowhood are real, objective entities, and (b) some of them are perceptible. The reply (NS 5.1.15) to
thisrgjoinder is: mere sharing of a property cannot sustain doubt, for the distinctive property, whenitis
recognized, would settleit. If doubt is still maintained when both common and distinct properties are
recognized, then thisis an over-pronounced, neurotic (hyperbolic) doubt, which is absurd.

15. Counter poise-Based Rejoinder

This actually seems to be genuine rejoinder, although it can become afalse one in certain
circumstances. A thesis is adduced with a reason and an example. Then a counter-thesis is adduced by
the opponent with another reason and a different example. If the second reason is adequate, that is,
backed by a genuine universal relation between h and s, then the rgoinder isvalid. However, if such
adequacy is not found, it will be afalse rejoinder. Example:

Proponent: Sound isimpermanent, for it is produced by effort, for example, a pot.
Opponent: Sound is permanent, for it isaudible, for example, soundhood.

The opponent exploits the Nyaya theory of sound and soundhood. According to Nyaya, those universals
which are perceptible are perceived by the same sense as grasps their loci. Hence if sound is grasped by
the faculty of hearing, soundhood is aso grasped by the same faculty. Thus, soundhood is audible.

Thereis a genuine problem here in the Indian theory of inference in general. If the universal connection
(invariance) between producthood and impermanence is proven by such examples as a pot, then a
universal connection between audibility and the permanence can be shown by such an example as
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soundhood. Dinnaga* noted this point, and it constrained his theory of inference. He said (see chapter

4) that in any inference there should be just one reason which must fulfill three specified conditions,
and, in the given case, the proponent's reason fulfills these conditions, but the opponent's reason is only
a pseudo-reason, the one called the "uniquely inconclusive" (compare asadharana*), for it characterizes

the subject, sound, and sound only. In Buddhism, in any case, soundhood is not areal entity, and hence
the question of its perceptibility does not arise. For Nyaya*, the only available answer isthat in one of

the two inferences, the invariable relation between the reason and the inferred property does not obtain.
16. Rejoinder by Rejecting the Reason

The reason becomes areason by establishing the inferable property, s. However, isit areason before
the property sis established, or after, or simultaneously? The answer to each of these three dialectical
guestionsis no. For, if the first, the reason cannot establish a non-existent s. If the second, the reason
does not exist. And if the third, which one will establish and what will be established by it?

The answer (NS 5.1.19) isthat the reason establishes the s by letting us know about s, which isa
knowable, not by causing sto come into existence Hence the above alternative questions are immaterial.

17. Presumption-Based Rejoinder

Presumption (arthapatti*) is an inference based on negative evidence the conclusion is presumed

because no other alternative explanation is available. This rejoinder is based upon such a presumption.
Example:

Rejoinder: If by sharing a property with a non-permanent entity, a pot, sound is to be impermanent, then
by sharing another property with a permanent entity, the sky, when this property is intangibility, sound
may be judged permanent. For otherwise how else can we explain its similarity with the sky, a
permanent entity?

Thereply (NS 5.1.22) issimple, for it states that such presumptive judgement cannot prove anything
conclusively and mere similarity is not the issue here.

18. Non-Differentiation-Based Rejoinder

If similarity, that is, sharing one common property (h) isthe basis for sharing another common property
(s), then al things may share one common
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property, thinghood, or existence. Thus, any one thing can be non-different from any other thing.

Thereply (NS 5.1.29) states that h establishes another s on the basis of its invariance with the latter, and
thinghood is not going to establish any property other than one invariant with it.

19. Evidence-Based Regjoinder

If thereis evidence or aground for the presence of the inferable property as well as evidence for its
absence in the same subject, we have a case of rgjoinder 19. Example:

Both producthood and intangibility are present in sound and while the former is a ground for showing
its impermanence, the latter would be a ground for showing the lack of impermanence.

In the Counterpoise-Based Rejoinder, both arguments are fully developed, while in the Evidence-Based
Rejoinder, the two sides are only indicated to form aregjoinder. The reply is ssimply restatement of the
previously made point.

20. Apprehension-Based Rejoinder

If the inferable property sis apprehended in a place where the assigned reason h is absent, we have a
case of rgjoinder 20. Thisis supposed to show that the invariance or concomitance of the reason h with
theinferable sisfalsified (violated) by the case in question. However it isafalse rejoinder, for the
properly falsifying case would be a place where h is present and s is absent, and not one when sis
present but h is absent. Example:

Proponent: Sound (or word) isimpermanent, for it isinvariably connected with human effort.

Rejoinder: If by "sound" we take any noise, then there is the case of noise produced by the branch of a
tree broken by wind here human effort is absent but impermanence is present.

The reply to this has already been given. Vatsyayana * refers to the doctrine of plurality of causesto
account for such cases.
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21. Non-Apprehension-Based Rejoinder
Example:
Proponent: A word is non-existent beforeit is uttered.

Rejoinder: No. A word is not apprehended before its utterance because there are obstacles to such
apprehension. We cannot see water underground for the ground concealsiit.

Proponent: No. In the case of words, no such obstacle is apprehended.

Rejoinder: No. Such non-apprehension of the obstaclesis due to the non-apprehension of the obstacles
to these obstacles, not due to their non-existence.

Thereply isasfollows. If the object or obstacle exists, it can be apprehended. Non-apprehension of
obstacles should establish their non-existence.

22. |mpermanence-Based Rejoinder

If mere similarity with a pot establishes the impermanence of sound, then, since thereisa similarity
between a pot and everything else (for everything shares one common property, existence), everything
would be impermanent.

Thereply (NS 5.1.33-34), as expounded by Vatsyayana*, isthat mere similarity or mere dissimilarity
Is not the factor that warrants an inference. A particular kind of property-sharing warrants inference,
because a property becomes a reason h by being invariably connected with the inferable, s, and then
prompts us to infer. The reply given to rgoinder 18 should also be remembered. Here a good criterion
of alogical reasonisgiven (NS 5.1.34). A specia property, which is recognized in the example as
having the force of warranting an inference, iswhat is called areason.

23. Permanence-Based Rejoinder

Impermanence, or any other inferable property, may be disputed by such counter-questions as: is
Impermanence a permanent attribute of sound or, is it an impermanent attribute? If the former, sound
becomes permanent, while if the latter, sound also becomes permanent.

This has the flavor of a paradox. In fact it can very well be transformed into a dialectical tool in the
hand of the dialecticians. Many well-known philosophersin India (such as Candrakirti*, Jayarasi*,

Sriharsa*) used this tool. However, it could be a futile rejoinder too.
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The reply then would be this: we cannot treat the property of impermanence as a distinct locatee which
Is contained in the container, sound. For then we need separate relations to connect them. In fact such
dialectical questions are pointless, for impermanence simply means that an entity can and does go out of
existence. It isnot like avisible property, having a particular color or shape. Besides, even the denia of
a property (in the rgjoinder) can be subjected to such dialectical inquiry. Thus no thesis, positive or
negative, can be established, if we give in to such pointless questions (see further Matilal 1971, pp. 159-
61).

24. Effect-Based Rejoinder

There are, apparently, two possibilities. A thing may be caused to come into existence by certain causal
factors, or, being existent al the time, it may be manifested by the so-called factors. Hence sound may

be permanent, for it may be manifested by causal factors that destroy the obstacles to its manifestation.
Example:

Proponent: A word is non-existent beforeit is uttered.
Rejoinder: What you call coming into existence is actually manifestation.

The reply is given by emphasizing the same point as made in 21. We do not recognize any obstacles to
the apprehension of sound before it appears, and it is futile to imagine such obstacles and then argue
that by destroying such obstacles we make sound manifest.

Uddyotakara notes that this rejoinder is distinct from doubt-based rejoinder (number 14 above) for, in
the latter, doubt arises due to similarity with both the subject and the example. Here (in 24) thereisa
genuine doubt: is non-apprehension due to non-existence or due to obstacles to manifestation? It isaso
distinct from the similarity-based rejoinder (number 1), for the reason adduced here is transformed or
modified: "being produced" is transformed into "being manifested.”

3.3 Sophistical Rg oinders Buddhist
Style

In this section, we consider the lists of sophistical rejoinders found in two Buddhist texts, the Upaya-
hrdaya *, and the Tarkasastra*. The pre-Dinnaga* text on Buddhist logic called Upaya-hrdaya (or, as

E. Frauwallner suggests, Prayogasara* ) was received from Chinese sources by Tucci (1929b). Among
other things, this text suppliesin its fourth chapter alist of twenty varieties of refutation (dusana*), all
based upon similarity and dissimilarity. Thus these
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refutations were virtually varieties of jati * or futile rgjoinder. Almost half of the names on the list were
common to the list given in the Nyayasutra*. It will be worthwhile to note the additional varieties here.
The numbering is asin the chart above.

(3) Regjoinder Based on Difference-Cum-Non-Difference. The opponent attacks by asking whether the
exampleis different or non-different from the subject (paksa*). Example:

Proponent: The soul is eternal, for it isimperceptible by the senses, just asthe sky is.

Rejoinder: A dilemma: if the sky is not different from the soul, then it violates the principle that the
exampleis not to be identical with the subject locus; and if the sky is different from the soul, then they
cannot share a property, especially the reason-property "imperceptibility by the senses.”

Thisregjoinder can be easily answered. However the point to note is that the proponent's inference
would not be acceptable to a Buddhist. Hence the rejoinder may not be futile on this interpretation. To
wit: both the sky and the soul would be fictitious entities, if the doctrine of momentariness is accepted,
and as fictitious entities they will be extensionally equivalent. Thus, the rejoinder's point, that we cannot
use one as the example and the other as the subject locus, may stand.

(4) Regjoinder by Showing that the Answer |s Outweighed by the Question.
Proponent: Same as before.

Rejoinder: Since whatever isimperceptible by the sensesis not necessarily eternal, how can you
establish the proposition? The question is under-determined by the answer. In other words, the evidence
falls short of what is being proven.

Our comment is that the rgjoinder may again not be futile. For without establishing the necessary
connection (of invariance) between the reason and the inferable property (for example, eternality) we
cannot proceed to prove thesis of the proponent.

(5) Rgjoinder by Showing the Question I's Outweighed by the Answer .

Proponent: Same as before.
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Rejoinder: There are two types of things that are imperceptible: things like atoms (which are non-
eternal, according the Buddhists) and things like the sky (which are eternal). Thus how can you prove
eternality of the soul by virtue of such imperceptibility?

Here the rejoinder as the answer outweighs the question. The rgjoinder is again not shown to be wrong
but only disproportionate, and hence inadequate to the question. These two rejoinders are no doubt
peculiar, for they might be logically flawless. Their weakness lies probably in their overstating or
understating the point at issue. The text without any commentary does not throw much light on their
significance. Solomon (1976: 187) makes an interesting comment: " Can they mean reading less than
what is meant or reading more than what is meant?"

(6) Rejoinder of Parity of Reason.
Proponent: Same as before.

Rejoinder: Since the sky and the soul are two different things, they cannot share a same property. For
the feature of imperceptibility attached to the sky would be distinct from the feature of imperceptibility
attached to the soul. Thus we cannot have areason here, that is, a property of the soul that must be the
same as one attached to the sky, the example.

Thisagain may be avalid rejoinder since the requirement is, for avalid inference, that the same
property is shared by both the subject-locus and the example. For one may insist that the feature
described by "not perceptible by the senses' may be different as the locus of such afeature varies.

(8) Pervasion-Based Rejoinder.
Proponent: The sky is eternal because it isimperceptible.

Rejoinder: The sky is al-pervading. Since it pervades everything, should everything by the same token
be imperceptible?

This exploits the ambiguity of the word "pervading.” The sky pervades al in one sense but the
inference-warranting relation, pervasion, which is admittedly transitive, is a different type of relation.
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(9). Non-Pervasion-Based Rejoinder.
Proponent: Asin 5.

Rejoinder: Atoms are imperceptible but non-pervasive (spatialy, that is, atoms are at the opposite end
of the spectrum from the all-pervasive sky). Hence, how could the soul, being imperceptible, be eternal?

Again, amisuse of the word "pervaded" based upon equivocation.
(13) Contrary Regjoinder.

Proponent: The soul is eternal, but everything else is non-eternal. For the soul is not included in
everything.

Rejoinder: If everything is non-eternal, the soul must be so. For if ablanket is burnt for the most part, it
iIsodd to call it an "unburnt" blanket. Its more proper to call it a burnt blanket.

Solomon (1976: 188) finds this example puzzling, while Tucci thinks that thisis a pratijfia *-virodha,
something contrary to the original thesis, and refersto asimilar example in Dinnaga's* Nyayamukha*. |

believe, however, that it is not especially puzzling. Theideaisthat if everythingis F or aimost
everything is so, then it is futile to find something non-F.

(14) Non-Contrary Rejoinder.
Proponent: The soul isimperceptible, just asthe sky is.

Rejoinder: The sky does not have consciousness, hence the soul would aso be unconscious. Or, if the
soul is conscious, the sky would have to be conscious.

Thisisagood example of afutile rgoinder based upon afalse notion of similarity. Solomon
unnecessarily thinks that this corresponds to number 18 of the Nyaya* school (see above), the non-

differentiation-based rejoinder. | believe, however, that they are different.
(16) Rejoinder Based on Non-Doulbt.

Proponent: The soul exists, for it isimperceptible.
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Rejoinder: Imperceptibility of an existent is always due to the presence of some obstacle. However if no
obstacle can be found in the case of the soul, then the soul does not exist.

This seems to be a worthwhile rejoinder despite the touch of sophistry. Doubt about the unperceived
object is removed when its non-perception is causally explained as being due to the presence of an
obstacle of some sort. If no explanation is forthcoming, even a doubt about whether such athing exists,
has to be given up.

(18) Testimony-Based Rejoinder.
Proponent: The soul is eternal but imperceptible-so says our Sruti * (the scriptures).

Rejoinder: Another (Buddhist) scripture says that the soul does not exist. And the scripture of the Jainas
says, "The soul isnon-eternal." This disparity among the scriptures cannot be explained.

(19) Rgoinder Based on the Difference of Scriptures.
Proponent: Asin 10.

Rejoinder: Another scripture says that the soul is non-eternal. Thus, if you accept one scripture, why not
the other? If you accept both, there is a contradiction.

Both 10 and 11 rejoin that acceptance of the authority of the scriptures would be inconclusive. Both
rejoinders seem to be legitimate.

In the Upayahrdaya* list, there is another futile rejoinder (number 10) called kalasama* , which seems
to be identical with number 16 of the Nyayasutra* list, called by a different name, ahetusama, rejoinder

based on the rgjection of the reason. It has been already noted that not all the rejoinders listed in the
Upayahrdaya would be futile. On some acceptable interpretation they may constitute sound objections
to faulty arguments. A couple on the Nyaya* list can also be interpreted in this way.

We will now turn to the Tarkasastra*, whose list of sixteen isa quite different kettle of fish. According
to G. Tucci (Tucci, 1929a), it probably antedated Dinnaga*, and an earlier redaction of it might have
been present even before Vatsyayana* . V asubandhu might have followed thistext. The list
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of sixteen is subdivided into three groups, ten based on being contrary to the fact, three on false
statements, and another three involving contradiction. Except for two, each of them matches with some
name or other on the Nyaya* list. Those two are explained below.

(9) Rgoinder Based on Non-Utterance.

Rejoinder: The utterance of the reason "produced by effort” creates the impermanence of the word.
However, when such an utterance is not made, the word would be permanent. And once it is made
permanent, it cannot be impermanent.

The equivocation in the rejoinder is too obvious to merit refutation. The utterance of the reason
establishes, but does not create, any property of the subject-locus.

(10) Rgoinder Based on Difference of Products.
Proponent: The word isimpermanent, like ajar.

Rejoinder: They (the word and the jar) cannot both be the same, that is, impermanent, for they produce
different results. (Hence they cannot share the same property, impermanence, for they are very different
astheir respective products show).

This can be easily answered. Other examples of this type are noted, but | wish to skip them.

It should be mentioned here that the Rejoinder Based on Doubt, noted in the Tarkasastra*, is different

from number 14 on the Nyaya list, The Doubt-Based Rejoinder. It corresponds rather to the last one,
number 24, on the Nyaya list, The Effect-based Regjoinder. Number 13 on the Tarkasastra list may not
be the same as one on the Nyaya list, number 12, although they have the same name Counter-Example-
Based Rejoinder. Number 16 on the Tarkasastra list is conceivably a new variety, which is explained as
follows:

(16) Rejoinder Based on Contradicting One's Own Thesis. This seemsto be a convoluted refutation
which includes at least three of those found in the above Nyayalist (9, 10, and 16).

Proponent: The word isimpermanent for it is produced.
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Rejoinder: If hisconnected and hence "united" with s, then it loses its force or power to proves. If itis
disconnected and hence is quite distinct from s, then also it cannot prove s (lack of connection
disgualifies h from being the ground for inferring s).

Proponent (again): If your refutation is connected, and hence "united" with my thesis, then it cannot
refute for the same reason. And if it is disconnected and hence "disunited" with the thesis, then also it
cannot refute.

Rejoinder (again): If h comes before the statement of the thesis, then h cannot be a reason without there
being athesis for which it isareason. And if the thesisis stated before h, then h becomes useless, for
the thesisis already established.

Proponent (in final reply): | can say the same thing about your refutation vis-a-vis my position.

This seems to be reminiscent of Nagarjuna* in the early part of his Vigrahavyavartani*, and isalso a
precursor to the elaborate argument of Sriharsa* in the introductory section to his
Khandanakhandakhadya* Use of equivocation with regard to expressions like "connection” or
"disconnection” (prapti*, a-prapti) is obviousin thefirst part of the rejoinder, and hence this can be
connected with numbers 9 and 10 on the Nyaya* list. Obviously "connection” does not mean sameness

in every respect nor does "disconnection” mean lack of influence in every respect. Thergjoinder is
based upon such assumption.

The second part is areflex of number 16 on the Nyayal list. The reply of the proponent exploits the same
point used by the regjoinder. This seems to be the general pattern of the destructive "refutation
only" (vitanda*) debate. And, | have argued above, it can of course be made respectable within limits.

A note on the last item on the Nyaya list, number 24, The Effect-Based Rejoinder, may be in order here.
This seems to be connected with the Regjoinder Based on Doubt, number 8, on the Tarkasastra* list, as

noted above. Vacaspati* (1936: 1151, under NS 5.1.37), comments that in the Buddhist tradition the
Effect-Based Regjoinder is differently interpreted:

Proponent: Sound is impermanent because it is a product.

Rejoinder: A pot is aproduct from clay, and so on, while sound is a product from the striking of two
material objects or the activity of the vocal organ, and so on. Since these two effects (products) are
distinct from each other, such effecthood (producthood) cannot establish impermanence of the sound.
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Vacaspati * quotes from both Dinnaga* and Dharmakirti* in this context.

A certain lack of interest in formulating examples of futile rgoinders wasin evidence in the later
Buddhist school. Vasubandhu was not reluctant to talk about them (confer his Vadavidhi), but Dinnaga
in his Nyaya* -mukha did not attach much importance to the subject of rejoinder (jati*) as a special topic
for study. He claims that all wrong or futile rejoinders can be assimilated into some pseudo-reason
(hetvabhasa*) or other. Dinnaga developed a new logical theory in his Hetucakradamaru* and
successive works. This new way of analyzing arguments and inferences dominated the scene for about
700 or 800 years thereafter. In the Nyaya-mukha, Dinnaga said, "refutation shows that the inference or
the formulation of the argument is defective. Jatis (futile rejoinders) are those that expose the defect of
such refutation.” They are futile because they do not follow the rules for the sound inference (logic).
They can be tackled in two ways. The proponent may not notice the defect of the refutation, in which
case it would be a"clincher" or "check" called "overlooking the fault that should be pointed

out" (paryanuyojyopeksana*), number 19 on the Nyayasutra* list of clinchers. Alternatively, the
proponent may notice and point out the defect, in which case it would be a legitimate exposure of a
fault. Dinnaga aso adds, "there can be an infinite variety of such rejoinders; therefore, | have no interest
in enunciating them all* (compare Tucci's trandation, 1930: 71).

Dharmakirti followed the lead of Dinnaga and summed up his view in the Nyayabindu* thus: "The
futile counterpart rejoinders are the exposure of non-existing defects in the proponent's argument.”

3.4 Sophistical Rejoinders Jaina
Style

The Jainas for the most part accept the Nyaya conception of futile rgoinders. Nyayasutra 1.2.18 is
discussed and referred to in the Jaina literature. However, Akalanka* defined afutile rgoinder

cryptically as a"wrong answer” (mithyottaram* jatih*). Akalanka's definition is quoted in the later texts
and defended as giving the right analysis of afutile rejoinder.

It is however argued by the Jainalogicians that although the Naiyayikas* were right to thematize and

classify the concept of jati or sophistical rejoinder, they were wrong in their insistence on the use of
such sophistry in atricky debate for the purpose of victory (vijaya). Sophistry can of course confound
the opponent in adebate, if heis one of lesser intelligence. Otherwise, an opponent may be confounded
only for the time being. An intelligent debater can easily call the proponent's bluff and win the debate.
Thus, in using sophistry the debater digs his own grave and makes himself easily vulnerable to defeat. In
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this respect, the Jainalogicians were on the same side as the Buddhist. Repeating Dinnaga's * view, the

Jainas said that there may be infinite number of ways by which such false refutations may be
formulated. Hence it may not always be worthwhile to enumerate or classify them exhaustively.

The Jaina doctrine of non-onesidedness (anekanta*) was open to many refutations, some of which may
well be sophistical (see below, chapter 6). Non-onesidedness means, roughly speaking, that things are
not entirely different from each other nor are they totally identical. In other words, the relationship
between one thing and another is one of difference-cum-nondifference (bhedabheda*).

The opponent may now stand up and say: since acamel on thisview is aso non-different from yoghurt,
one being asked to eat yoghurt may rush after acamel! Thisexampleisfrom Akalanka*. It is

reminiscent of the Connection-Based (futile) Regjoinder in the Nyaya* list. It is said that the Buddha was
born (previously) as an animal, and an animal can be a Buddhatoo. But still one should not forget the

difference. For the Buddhais undoubtedly worthy of respect while animals are considered fit to be
eaten (Akalanka, Nyayaviniscaya*, |1, verses 273-74; in Akalanka, 1939).

Hemacandra commented that resolution of all the false rgjoindersliesin explaining and examining the
characteristic of a sound reason, which is, according to the Jainas, "not being otherwise possible." The
reason, h, must be connected with s, by the relation of not being otherwise possible without s (cf.
Matilal, 1982: 142-144). When thisis emphasized, false rejoinders would be exposed and nullified.

3.5 Checks: The Nyaya School

In the Nyaya School, a debate was like a game of chess, in that the opponent and the proponent make
their moves and at the end there is a clincher, when one side will be checkmated. The various
conditions under which one could be checkmated in debate were technically called nigrahasthana*.
Nigraha means "defeat" or "censure;" hence this can be translated as a situation for defeat, or a ground
for censure. We shall again follow the Nyayasutra* list, which has twenty-two types of "defeat-
situations.”

1. Loss of the Proposed Thesis. This, and the following four on the list, can be described as tampering
with the central elementsin the argument schema, the thesis and the reason. The proper thesisislost if

It can be shown that the main characteristic of the counter-thesis is conceded in one's own thesis. We
will follow Uddyotakara's interpretation, as Vatsyayana's® interpretation has certain problems. Example:
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A: Sound isimpermanent, for it is perceptible.
B: Objection: The universal, cowhood, is perceptible but permanent.
A: If cowhood is permanent, although perceptible, sound may be so.

This rather stupid reply by "A" invites the clincher that "A" has abandoned the original thesis. In
Vatsyayana's* example, "A" repliesto "B" by conceding that his own example, a pot say, may aso be
permanent because it is perceptible like cowhood. Thisis actually either a case of a deviating pseudo-
reason, or else a case of an unestablished example. Vatsyayana was apparently criticized by
Vasubandhu and Dinnaga* (Uddyotakara referred to them as "eke" = some). Hence Uddyotakara gave
the better example cited above, and argued that this type of censure depends upon the particular way the
debater answers the opponent, and not whether something is essentially wrong with the argument.

Dharmakirti* repeated Dinnaga's criticism in his Vadanyaya* . Udayana sought a compromise.
Naturally, in any clincher of this kind, some pseudo-reason or other may lie at the root. However, this
type of clincher comes prior to the discovery of such a pseudo-reason. Udayana said that both
examples, the one of Vatsyayana and that of Uddyotakara, could be called "loss of the proposed thesis."”
In fact, the scope of this clincher was widened by Udayana. According to him, if the debater concedes,
under pressure from the opponent, loss of the thesis, or the reason, or the cited example, or any
gualifying adjective thereof, heis open to thistype of defeat. Later logicians called it uktahani* "loss of
what has been said,” that is, giving up of any part of the originally-stated argument.

2. Changing the Thesis. This, as the name indicates, arises when the original thesisis changed or
modified under pressure. Example:

A: Sound isimpermanent, for it is perceptible, like a pot.
B: How about the objective universal, cowhood, which is both perceptible and permanent?
A: But cowhood is a pervasive entity while a pot is a non-pervasive, middle-sized (material) object.

Here"A" losesif "B" points out that thisisadifferent issue. It may be that "A" istrying to distinguish
between two types of perceptibles, the material objects and the abstract-universals as apreliminary to a
further argument to support this thesis. But this silly way of putting the matter clinches the issue against
him.

3. Contradicting the Thesis. This arises if the adduced reason contradicts the thesis. Example:
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A: A substance is distinct from its qualities for we cannot perceive the substance without its color.

Here the adduced reason isin conflict with what the thesis states. Uddyotakara notes seven varieties of
this clincher. In fact, any kind of lack of consistency in the debater's formulation of the argument is
included here. For example, "the female ascetic is pregnant” is athesis where the predicate contradicts
the subject.

4. Denying the Sated Thesis. This arises if the debater is forced to deny in some way or other what he
originally stated as his thesis. Being opposed by the retort that sound cannot be non-eternal because of
its perceptibility, for cowhood too is perceptible and also eternal, the debater may say, "1 did not mean
to say that... " or "'l was saying what somebody else holds," or "Who says that sound is non-eternal ?*
and so on.

In Loss of the Proposed Thesis (number 1), the denial isimplicit, while here the debater explicitly
denies something he has stated before.

5. Changing the Reason. Thisis something like shifting one's ground, in which, when one reason is
found inadequate, the debater triesto cite another reason or qualify his previously adduced reason.
Vatsyayana's example is too elaborate and complicated. | cite the following as an example.

A: Everything that arisesis destroyed.
B: No. Destruction arises but there is no destruction of destruction.
A: | mean: Everything that arises as a positive entity is destroyed.

"A" first uses "arising of any entity" asthe reason, and then qualifiesit as "arising of any positive
entity," which is adifferent reason.

Some later logicians are not inclined to differentiate 3 from 5. Udayana says that in afull-fledged
statement of an argument there are two formally-distinguishable parts. one that is stated to be proven or
part of such a part, the other that isintended to proveit. Number 3 isadenial of the former, whereas 5
isadenial of the latter.

Checks 1-5 are al dependent upon the "wrong comprehension” of the nature of alogical argument or its
"syllogistic" or proper verbal form. The next four checks, 6-9 depend upon the lack of linguistic
comprehension.

6. Irrelevant Speech. This arises when the debater, finding no good and relevant reply, talksirrelevantly.

A: Sound is non-eternal, for it isaproduct.
B: But "product” isanoun, it is derived from the verb "produce,” and so on.
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"B" loses for the reply obviously has no relevance to the argument at hand.

7. Meaningless Sound-Utterance. This arises when the debater uses meaningless sounds to avoid any
good reply.

A: Asin6.
B: No sound is eternadl, for ka-ca-ta-ta-pa-€tc., like ja-jha-etc.

Itislike arguing sis p because abracadabra.

8. Incomprehensible Soeech. To avoid the issue, the debater may indulge in incomprehensible speech
and will be censured for the same. Udayana says that this may arise from the use of (1) highly technical
expressions, (2) too ornate and roundabout expressions, or (3) highly ambiguous expressions. Neither
the opponent nor the assembly would be able to understand the meaning even when the speech has been
repeated thrice. Including this as a clincher avoids the use of riddles and such like in debate.

9. Incoherent Soeech. Again, to avoid the issue, the debater uses a syntactically-disconnected word
sequence, and he is censured for doing so. The example given is of the use of such expressions as: "Ten
pomegranates, two cakes, this deer-skin, her father old.” We might think of "Colorless sleep furiously
green." Venkatanatha * in his Nydyaparisuddhi* (Venkatanatha, 1901) callsit ananvita "lack of

syntactic connection among the words."

Note that in 7, mere sounds (= letters) are uttered, which do not form any word at all. In 9, however,
words are uttered, but they do not constitute any sentence giving any connected meaning or thought.

The next four Checks, 10-13, concern the wrong presentation of the well-recognized steps of the
argument schema. As noted in chapter 1, according to the Nyaya* school, the full-fledged presentation

of the argument is given in five steps with a definite and fixed order.

10. Reversal of the Usual (Fixed) Order. If one states the reason first and then the thesis (or violates the
usual order in some other way), he is open censure for hislack of knowledge of the fixed order.
Obviously this gave rise to a controversy about what should be accepted as the standard fixed order and
why. Different schools might choose a different order. However the debaters must acknowledge prior to
the debate what order they will be following.

11. Omission of One or More Seps. This, obvioudly, is self-explanatory. One cannot simply state the
reason without stating the thesis or the example.
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Of course, thisisitself debatable, for if the other side understands the debater, he may get away with a
cryptically expressed argument. However, thisis atechnical fault, and can be used as a censure if the
opponent pretends or actually feels that he does not understand the argument because it is not fully
stated.

12. Adding Unnecessary Steps. If one reason or one example is sufficient, mention of a superfluous
reason or example will be censured. Thisis also atechnical fault.

13. Repetition. If without being asked to repeat, the debater re-states any words or ideas, heisliableto
be censured for the same. For example:

A: Sound is eternal and letters are permanent.
Here, the second part repeats the first.
The next four, checks 14-17, arise from the illegitimate avoidance of the issue by the debater.

14. Slence. Even when the argument has been repeated thrice by the opponent or the assembly, the
debater may fail to restate or answer and remain silent. The Buddhist and the Jainas, however, refuse to
call thisaclincher, for since silence does not prove anything, one way or another, it cannot show that
the debater is bewildered. One may remain silent when one is faced with an improperly-formulated
guestion (a position of proto-Wittgensteinian vintage).

15. Ignorance. The debater may fail to comprehend the stated argument even when it has been stated
three times by the opponent or the assembly. He expresses or acknowledges his lack of comprehension
and thereby is censured. Notice that while in 8, the utterance by the opponent isitself incomprehensible
and recognized to be so by the assembly, herein 15, the utterance is comprehensible and recognized to
be so by the assembly, but the debater fails to comprehend it.

16. Lack of Intellect. The debater here fails to comprehend, not the argument, but what would constitute
agood reply to such an argument. He might betray his lack of intelligence by reciting a stray verse or
smoothing his hair, or rubbing his palms one against the other (as VVacaspati * says).

17. Evasion. The debater, being unable to give an adequate reply, tries to break off the debate by saying,
"I am busy now," or "I am called by nature," or "l have another appointment,” or "l am tired," and so on.
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The next four, 18-21, are somewhat more serious than the previous ones. And the last one, 22, isthe
most serious one, which is universally accepted as a ground for defeat or censure.

18. Sharing the Fault. This arises when the debater, instead of refuting the opponent's reply with logical
reason, replies by saying, "If thisisthe fault in my position, your position suffers from the same fault.”
This does not resolve the issue. Whoever resorts to this reply, concedes that his position is also faulty.

19. Overlooking the Opportunity to Censure. Thisis self-explanatory. The debater may be stupid
enough to overlook afault in the opponent's argument and fail to censure him. Then he will be censured
himself in return by the opponent or by the assembly.

20. Censuring the Uncensurable. Thisisthe opposite of 19. The debater may from stupidity attempt to
censure the opponent when his argument has not been followed at all. Finding aflaw where it does not
exist becomes aground for censure. Thisis the wrong-footed censure.

21. Conceding a Wrong Theory. A debater usually accepts certain standard views as true. A debater
belonging to the Samkhya * school would be committed, for example, to the theory that an effect pre-

existsin its cause. In the course of the argument, if he says something that goes against this well-
accepted tenet of the Samkhya school, he can be censured on this account.

22. Citing a Pseudo-Reason. Any of the five cases of pseudo-reason can be used to censure any
argument. The reason adduced may be either (1) a deviating reason, or (2) a contradictory reason, or (3)
an unestablished reason or (4) a counter-poised reason, or (5) amis-timed reason (cf. §1.2).

Itisclear that the last five are more serious and logically relevant ways of faulting an argument of the
opponent and thereby defeating him in the debate.

3.6. Checks: The Buddhist
School

We may safely ignore the earlier Buddhist sources, such as Upayahrdaya* and Tarkasastra* and even
the Yogacara-bhumisastra*, because of the unsystematic nature of their discussion of the checks.
Besides, they add very little to what we can gather from the Nyaya* school. On the other hand,
Dinnaga* explicity argued against the usefulness of supplying alist of clinchers or
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checksin the above manner and omitted such a section from his discussion in the Nyayamukha *
(compare Tucci, 1930: 71).

For amore creative reshuffling of thistopic, as well asfor a constructive criticism of the Nyaya*
classification, we have to go to Dharmakirti*. He took afirst look at the issue in his Vadanyaya* and

had a considerabl e influence upon his successors in both Buddhist and non-Buddhist traditions. He said
that we need to recognize only two varieties of clinchers or defeat-situations (checks): one pertaining to
the proponent while the other to the opponent. Thefirst (by the proponent) is the statement of what is
not an essential part of the proof or the argument; alternatively this may be also the non-statement of
what is an essential part of the proof. (This dual interpretation is due to an ingenious compounding of
words with negative particles which Dharmakirti himself explained). The second (by the opponent) is
an attempted exposure of a non-existent fault, or alternatively, the non-exposure of areal (existing) fault
(again, the dual interpretation).

Dharmakirti convincingly argued that all the twenty-two types of clinchers of the Nyayasutra* can
either be rejected or ultimately be reduced to one of the above two, or rather four, varieties. It is obvious
that numbers 19 and 20 of the Nyayawere in an indirect way the precursor of Dharmakirti's more
systematic and sophisticated formulation of the types of clinchers.

This concludes our examination of the theory of debate in ancient India. We will now see how some of
the ideas about logic which emerged from such debating theory were refined and systematized by |ater
authors, beginning with Dinnaga*.
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Chapter 4
Dinnaga *: A New Erain Logical Thinking

4.1 Dinnaga's Theory of Inference

The creative period in what we may call "Buddhist Logic" starts with Dinnaga (circa 400-480).
Although there were some so-called logical texts written by the Buddhists in the pre-Dinnaga period
(see G. Tucci, 19293, 1929b, and the preceding chapter), we must recognize that the Buddhist
contribution to the development of logic in India actually began with Dinnaga. Dinnaga was perhaps the
most creative logician in medieval (400-1100) India. He developed and systematized a theory of
inference, as well as atheory of the concept of alogical reason or adequate inferential sign (hetu,
linga*), which became most influential among the logicians of all colors Buddha, Hindu and Jaina and
was at the center of discussion and criticism in al the writings on logical theories for several centuries
to come.

Dinnaga wrote a couple of manuals specifically on logic, the Hetucakradamaru*, summarized in 81.2,
and the Nyayamukha* . However, in his magnum opus, the Pramanasamuccaya*, he put his theory of
logic in the broader context of his view on epistemology, that is to say, in the context of his pramana*
theory. A pramana is an instrumental cause for generating prama* or knowledge. Thus, in short,

"pramana” is a source or ameans of knowledge. In this chapter, we will discuss Dinnaga's theory of
inference, the extent to which it isinfluenced by his epistemological doctrines, and its relations with his
philosophy of language.

4.2 Knowledge in What Sense?: Ensuring Certainty

To explain the Buddhist view of knowledge, we have to mention two kinds of knowledge or knowing
episode. Both are claimed to be cases of
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cognitive awareness that arise as episodes. There is no ownership of such episodes (for thereisno
person distinct from the "aggregate” of such episodes and much else besides) but each such episodeisa
discrete member of some awareness-series or other. Hence, we can say that each awareness-episode
belongs to a particular awareness-series (an awareness-series is only a continuous sequence of distinct
awareness-episodes that are connected casually in some relevant sense the relevant sense being such that
the latter is dependent upon the former for its "origination"). Hence, only in figurative language can we
say that an awareness arisesin a"person,” or that a"person" owns the awareness.

In order to be a knowledge-episode, a cognitive awareness must be certain. This element of certainty is
shared by both kinds of knowledge under discussion here. But there are two ways of ensuring this
certainty, the direct way and the indirect way. "Ensuring certainty" implies removing doubt, that is, all
possibilities of error. It is agreed that error creepsin aswe let our mind, our fancy (imagination =
vikalpa) take over. Hence, the direct way to ensure certainty isto prevent the play of fancy before it sets
in. Prevention is much better than cure. Thisis possible only when the pure sensory awareness presents
the datum (we call it the "percept") untainted by any imaginative construction (or any play of fancy).
Thisis, therefore, the first kind of knowledge, according to Dinnaga *: sensation or sense-perception.
Each such sense-perception perceives also itself. Therefore, each perceptual event, according to
Dinnaga, has the following structure: [percept-perception (percept)-(self-) perception]. Each perceptisa
unique particular. Perception is knowledge because the unique particular shines here in its own glory,
uncolored by any play of fancy, any operation of the mind. Thisis the much-coveted epistemologist's
foundation. For Dinnaga, it is not simply afoundation; more importantly, it is knowledge par
excellence.

Thereisalso an indirect way of ensuring certainty, according to Dinnaga. Thisis not a preventive
measure as before, but a curative measure. The play of fancy is allowed to set in, but possibilities of
error are gradually removed. A doubt is transformed into a certainty, for, the grounds of doubt are al
removed or destroyed. This can happen either through the employment of an inferential mark called the
"Indicator" reason (linga*), or through a proper linguistic expression, aword (sabda*). In both cases we
deal with agenera notion of sign. It is through the route of asign that we are led to the object, finally
the particular. Since we are not directly confronted with the object, we cannot take the direct route. We
cannot prevent the operation of the mind before it setsin. We, in fact, let our fancy play, and then use it
to reach the required certainty.

How does a sign lead to the knowledge of the object? It would be highly uninteresting if we say that
there will be a particular sign for each
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particular object, so that seeing the sign, we would know that the object is there. Seeing my friend's car
parked outside, | know that my friend isin. But it is more interesting and non-trivial when we can talk
about a general sign for a number of particular objects. In the previous case, we have to see not only the
sign, but also, at least once, both the sign and the object together in order to learn that it is the sign of
that object. In the latter case, we connect a general sign with a general concept under which several
particular objectsfall. In fact, the general aspect of the sign is connected with the general aspect of the
objects concerned. Seeing, or obtaining, a particular sign, we consider its general aspect and from the
general aspect of the sign we are led to the general aspect of the object. Our mind, our

"imaginative" (constructive) faculty, will take us that far. But if the connection between the general
aspectsisthe right one (in the manner to be described below), the general aspect will remove al rival
possibilities or opportunities for all errors to lead us to the certainty that there is a particular object
there, an object that falls under that general concept.

4.3 The Concept of a
Sign

What isasign? Dinnaga * said that any property can be the sign for a second property, provided (1) it
has been observed to be with the second property at least once, and (2) no example of the "contrary
possibility” has been observed or cited. A contrary possibility would be a case where an instance of the
sign is present but not the property signified by it. The first condition could be called suggestion of the
possibility, while the second, exclusion of the contrary possibility. Our knowledge of the sign will lead
to knowledge of the property, provided certainty is reached through this dual procedure: the possibility
IS suggested begetting an uncertain awareness and contrary possibilities are excluded yielding certainty.

Dinnaga used the above theory of sign and object to show how, apart from sensory perception,
inference and linguistic utterance yield knowledge in the indirect way. A body of smoke is observed
with abody of fire suggesting the possibility of one being the sign for the other. This means that
sighting of afire or abody of smoke may lead to a doubt: perhaps, there is also smoke (or fire, asthe
case may be) there. In such cases, only two conditions of the triple-conditioned (trairupya*) inferential
mark or hetu are fulfilled, according to Dinnaga, and hence, only a dubious awareness can be generated
as aresult. For certainty, we need the third condition called vipaksa* vyavrtti* or, in our language,
"exclusion of other possibilities." This needs awareness about the absence of any example (" counter-
example") acase where the sign is present but the object is not. Now, this also determines
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which one of the two, fire or smoke, in the previous example, could be the sign or the inferential mark
or indicator, and which one would be the object, the inferable object. Examples of fire without smoke
are easily available, but none of smoke without fire. Hence, our sighting of abody of smoke suggesting
the possibility of fire makesit certain by excluding any contrary possibility, viz., that of there being
smoke somewhere even when no fire isthere.

The above way of putting matters, as far asinference is concerned, would raise problems for logicians;
but with Dinnaga *, the epistemologist, this would be unproblematic. For the logicians, inference of fire
from smoke would arise from the relation that we have pinpointed as "exclusion of the contrary
possibilities* (or "absence of a counter-example™). But, some would argue, the above way of putting
matters would be psychologizing logic. For logic, it does not really matter how a person argues or
arrives at the inferential conclusion (for example, by first noticing the suggestion of the possibility and
thereby entertaining a doubt and then arriving at a certainty). It would be enough to say that Aisa
logical sign of B, provided A is such that no case of A isacase of non-B, or, what comes to the same
thing, that every Ais B. The only assumption needed here would be that there are As and Bs. In this
way, it will be argued, logic can be freed from the fault of the psychologism.

While | fully approve of the way logic is to be done, or is being done today without reference to
psychological or epistemological implication, | would like to maintain that the above way of
psychologizing logic is not atotally censured procedure. For, we are not interested here in the particul ar
way a person infers or derives his conclusions, but rather in the general "impersonal” conditions or
factors that give rise to knowledge-episodes and other awareness-episodes. Besides, each knowledge-
episode isidentified by virtue of what is"contained” in it or "grasped" by it, and not by virtue of its
ownership. And what is contained in such knowledge is derived from what is expressed or expressible
by a corresponding utterance or linguistic expression. Logic, which seems to avoid psychologism, deals,
nevertheless, with sentences, utterances, statements, or propositions. To be sure, utterances are no better
than episodes (similar to our knowledge-episodes), and propositions are no worse than abstract entities.

Conceding in this way the charge of psychologizing logic (psychologism is not always a crime), we
may return to Dinnaga, the epistemologist. One of the traditional problems, that survived for along time
in the history of Indian logic, one that has at the same time been a puzzle for modern researchersin
Indian logic, isthe following. According to Dinnaga's celebrated theory, the hetu, indicator-reason must
have these three characteristics:

1. It must be present in a location where the property characterizing the locus would be also present.
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2. It must also be present in asimilar location.
3. It must not be present in any dissimilar location.

The triple condition mentioned in 1, 2, and 3 above is nothing but the articulation of a particular relation
between the property to be inferred, technically called the sadhya *, on the one hand, and the reason, or

hetu, on the other. The notion of a"similar location” and "dissimilar location” (sa-paksa* and vi-paksa)

are two technically defined concepts in the system. A similar location is one where the likes of the
inferred object would be present. A dissimilar location is a place where the likes of the inferred object
will never be present. An example will make it clear. Suppose we are trying to infer whether sound is
impermanent on the basis of its being a product. In this case, producthood would be the basis for the
inference and technically called the "reason” (hetu), and the characteristic of being impermanent isthe
property to be inferred. A similar location would be any place where impermanence is present, for
example, apot. A dissimilar location would be any permanent entity such as the sky or the atoms. Thus,
the triple condition would be satisfied if (1) not only the location of the locus's property is aso the locus
of producthood, the hetu, but also the following two conditions hold: (2) thereisalocation, for
example, a pot, where producthood is present as well asimpermanence, inferred property, and (3) there
Is no place where impermanence is absent but producthood is present. Condition 3 in effect says that
Impermanence must be connected with producthood in such away that if producthood is present,
Impermanence cannot be absent therefrom.

The problem with this theory isthat it seems that not al the three are jointly necessary. Evenif (2) is
not interpreted as "it is to be present in all cases where the object to be inferred is present,” it seems
clear that (1) and (3) together would be sufficient to make the indicator-reason adequate to generate a
sound inference. This apparently falsifies Dinnaga's* insistence upon the necessity of (2) along with (1)
and (3) as constituting the required sufficient condition of the indicator-reason.

It isdifficult to say categorically what Dinnaga actually intended. For there are passages in Dinnaga that
indicate that he wanted both conditions to be necessary, however, there are other passages where it
seems that he conceded the charge of redundancy. Among the modern interpreters, Kitagawa (1965)
cites philological evidence to demonstrate that Dinnaga did not intend the second condition, that the
reason is present in some locus or other where the property to be inferred is also present, to be a
contraposed version of the third condition. The second condition was necessary, according to Kitagawa,
in order to avoid confusion between two types of pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa*), inconclusive

(anaikantika*) and incompatible (viruddha). Kitagawa pointed out one strong argument in favor of his
interpretation of Dinnaga. While
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Dinnaga * was illustrating the pseudo-reason at Pramanasamuccayavrtit* |l 6¢, d and 7, he cited cases
where the indicator-reason would satisfy the second condition but not the third and vice versa. Now, it
would have been impossible for such cases to be recognized if the two conditions were logically
equivalent according to Dinnaga. S. Katsura (1983), however, has recently convincingly argued that
Kitagawa's interpretation was on the wrong track, for there is unmistakable evidence that Dinnagain
severa places of his Pramanasamuccayavrtti recognized that the second condition states positively
what is stated in the contraposed version of the third condition. This was how later Buddhists such as
Dharmakirti* interpreted Dinnaga. In the history of logic it is not unusual to find such anomalies of

interpretation. The history of Indian logic was no exception to the genera state of affairs. Henceitis
not unusual to see such ambiguitiesin the writings of a great logician like Dinnaga.

| have already said that part of the problem arises as soon as we switch from epistemology to logic. In
epistemol ogy, our problem isto find how certainty is to be attached to an awareness-episode, when the
said direct route to certainty, disallowing the mind or the play of fancy to operate, is not available. It is
to be observed that an awareness-episode may very well be true or fact-corresponding, even when it
lacks the required psychological certainty. For it lacks certainty when, and only when, proper evidence
or argument cannot be given. But this does not affect the fact of its being true. The epistemological
enterprise isto supply the required evidence or argument, so that we may not attach psychological
certainty to afalse awareness (because very often we feel sure even of our false awareness.) Thus, if the
proper evidence or argument can be adduced, we can eliminate false psychological certainty, and arrive
at what we may now call logical certainty. Psychological certainty is simply subjective, while logical
certainty is supported by an evidence or reason.

In inference, an awareness of A (the indicator-reason) with regard to a particular case or a set of
particular cases (called paksa*) leads to an awareness of B (the inferable object property). First, we

have to grant that the awareness of A with regard to the particular place or places must be certain, if it
has to yield certainty in our awareness of B with regard to the same place. The situation isthis: certainty
of A with regard to the particular place coupled with some additional information will yield certainty of
B occurring in the same place (paksa). This additional information comes from our previous
knowledge. An assumption is made, namely, if arule or pattern emerges from previous knowledge we
may hold it true also for the case under consideration. Therefore, if previous knowledge yields that
contrary possibilities (possibilities of there being A without there being B) are absent, we may hold the
same to be true in the case or cases under consideration. In this way, the
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indicator-reason A will fulfill the third and the first condition of a proper sign and thus we may reach
the required certainty. But Dinnaga * insisted that something more is needed as the additional

information from previous knowledge in order to lead usto the required certainty: condition 2. In other
words, exclusion of contrary possibilitiesis not enough, information about an actual case of co-
occurrence of A and B in aplaceisto be supplied from previous knowledge in order to ensure the
required certainty. Why? Isit not enough to know that there cannot be absence of B in the present place,
for example, the case under consideration, for thereis A? What, in other words, did Dinnaga have in
mind when he insisted upon the second condition as being necessary?

4.4 Condition 2 versus Condition 3: Epistemologizing
Logic

One answer to the above question is the following. We find it easier to collect from previous knowledge
some information about a co-occurrence of A with B than that about the exclusion of the contrary
possibilities. Hence, we can imagine that the citation of a case of co-occurrence would bring us nearer
to certainty. For example, a doubt whether there is B or not would be brought within the range of
possibility. Next, the exclusion of contrary possibilities would assign the required certainty.

This answer seems plausible if we regard Dinnaga as being concerned here only with the psychology of
inference, and not with logic. But | would now argue that this answer is wrong, for Dinnaga cited
definite examples where such gradual steps, viz., doubt possibility certainty, have not been marked
separately. This leads us to the consideration of those particular examples where contrary possibilities
are eliminated, but it is not possible to obtain examples of co-occurrence from previous knowledge, for
Aissuchthat it could be and is present only in the given places, for example, the cases under
consideration. In other words, A is aunique mark or character of the paksa*, the case (or cases) under
consideration. For example,

P1: Sound has impermanence, for it has sound-hood (or audibility).

It does not seem counter-intuitive to say that sound-hood or being a sound (or a noise) cannot be the
logical mark or basis for inferring impermanence. If, however, we reformulate the argument as given
below, as is the practice with most modern writers of the history of Indian logic, it seemslogically
impeccable.

P2: Whatever isasound or is audible isimpermanent. Thisis audible (a sound). Ergo, thisis
Impermanent.
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| submit that P2 cannot be a proper reformulation of P1. For P1 does not want to show, as P2 wrongly
assumes, that a particular case is a case of sound (an audible object) and, therefore, it isimpermanent.
Rather it tries to show that all cases of sound are impermanent, for they are simply the cases of sound. |
shall, therefore, dismiss P2 as areformulation of P1, and consider only P1 instead. It should also be
noted, in the light of my previous comments, that the proposition "sound is impermanent” may very
well be true or the awareness that sound is impermanent may be fact-corresponding, but Dinnaga's *

clam hereissimply that it lacks the required logical certainty (in the sense defined earlier).

We can now face the question of justifying this claim. If the contrary possibility of something being a
sound and not impermanent has been excluded by the information available from previous knowledge
(that is, by the available information), why can't we decide that sound (all cases of sound) is
impermanent? Here we reach the crux of the matter. We have to remember that all cases of sound are
not (at least, in principle) part of the available information. They lie outside the domain that is
constituted by available information. We are only certain of one more thing: sounds are sounds, or have
sound-hood (or have audibility). Thisisan a priori certainty. But this does not guarantee that cases
(instances) of sound are the kind of things of which impermanence or permanence is predicable. It
could be that sounds are neither. Such a guarantee is available only if we could cite a case,
independently of the present situation, where both the indicator-reason and the inferable object exist
together, and show that the present case is similar to such acase. Thisis, therefore, part of the
justification for Dinnaga not being totally satisfied with the exclusion of contrary possibilities
(vipaksasattva*), and thereby insisting upon citation of asimilar case or a case in point (sapaksasattva*
= sadharmyadrstanta*). P1 is, accordingly, declared as inconclusive or uncertain. Hence, it is not a

deductively valid argument asis P2. It is being declared as uncertain, because it is quite a different sort
of argument whose certainty is not determinable.

The above discussion raises many fundamental philosophical and logical issues issues connected with
the meaning of negation, logical negation and contraposition, contradictories and contraries, possibility
and certainty. While | do not wish to enter into such issues in the present context, | would claim that all
these issues are relevant here. Briefly, | would note a couple of points. First, the above justification
assumes that lack of togetherness of A with non-B does not necessarily imply togetherness of A with B.
As Richard Hayes (1986) has rightly stated, while "every A is B" may presuppose (asit doesin the
interpretation of the Aristotelian syllogistic) that there are As, "no A is non-B" may not, under this
theory, presuppose that there is at least one A which isB aso. For, as | have already argued, all As may
be such things
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with regard to which the question of their being either B or non-B does not arise. Hence, "an A is neither
B nor non-B" is afurther possibility that is not eliminated by the exclusion of the contrary possibilities.
And since such afurther possibility is not eliminated, the required certainty that the case under
consideration is B is not reached. Citation of a"positive" example with A and B together eliminates the
said third possibility, and thereby leads us to the required certainty.

From what has been stated so far, it follows that "not non-B" is not always equivalent to "B," for
sometimes it could mean something with regard to which the question of being either B or non-B does
not arise. Further, B and non-B are not contradictories, in thisway of looking at things, since they can
only be contraries in the sense that they both may fail to apply to some cases (which are neither B or
non-B).

4.5 A Judtification of Dinnaga's* Hesitation about Contraposition

It may be noted here that part of the problem is connected with the confirmation of induction. For,
Dinnagainsisted (in the account of the second type of inference noted in his Hetucakra) that to confirm
that all products are perishable or impermanent we need not only a perishable product, such as a pot, as
a positively-supporting example, but also a nonperishable non-product, such as the sky, as a negatively-
supporting example (compare vaidhar mya-drstanta*). The puzzle here is reminiscent of C. G. Hempel's
puzzle in asimilar context, viz., confirmation of an induction. Just as each black raven tends to confirm
that al ravens are black so each green leaf, being a non-black non-raven, should confirm that all non-
black things are non-ravens (which is equivalent to saying that al ravens are black).

For Dinnaga, however, one can propose the following resolution of the puzzle. Taking some liberty
with the notion of negation and contraposition, one may say that for Dinnaga while "all ravens are
black" implies "all non-black things are non-ravens,” it is not equivaent to the latter. In other words, the
latter may not imply the former. For, suppose al black ravens are destroyed from the face of the earth.

It will still be true that all non-black things are non-ravens, for there will be green leaves, and so on, to
certify it, but "All ravens are black™" need not be held true at least under one interpretation of such a
universal proposition (for there are no ravensto confirm it!). This also meansthat in Dinnaga's system
we will have to assume that only universal affirmative propositions carry existential presupposition.

If we view mattersin thisway, we can find an explanation why Dinnagainsisted that both a positive
and a negative example are needed to confirm the
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required inference: sound is perishable because it is a product. It seems to explain also why in the above
example, P1, it is claimed that because of the lack of a positive example to confirm that each audible
fact is perishable, the inference (certainty of the conclusion) is not decidable. We may notice that
Dinnaga* did supply the so-called negative example in each of the three casesin his Hetucakra to

confirm the assertion "No non-B isA."

But why this stricture upon "All audibles are perishable"? Why can it not be implied by "All
nonperishable things are nonaudible"? One may think that we need to be sure that there are audible
things before we can assert that all audibles are perishable. But thiswill not do. For if we admit the first
character of the "triple-character” of the reason we have to alow that there are audible things, for we
have admitted that sounds or noises are audible. Hence the previous consideration for disallowing
equivalence between "all audibles are perishable" and "all nonperishable things are nonaudible" does
not arise in the context of the given inference. Then, why thisinsistence? An answer to this puzzleis
not easily forthcoming from the tradition of the Buddhist logicians after Dinnaga.

A tentative suggestion may be given. Suppose that "audible" and "perishable” have only their contraries
in such formulations as "inaudible" and "nonperishable.” This means that there may be things that are
neither audible nor inaudible. The "audible-inaudible" predication applies to the domain of only
percepts: color and shape, sound, smell, taste, and touch. Further suppose that the domain of perishable-
imperishable things may not lie wholly within the domain of audible-inaudible things. In this case it
would be possible that some imperishable things (or even a perishable thing) could be neither audible
nor inaudible! It is not aways counterintuitive to say that nonperishable things such as the sky or the
soul are very different sorts of things to which neither audibility nor inaudibility will apply. In this case
it may be trivially true (allowing some ambiguity in the notion of negation) that no nonperishable things
are audible. But confirmation of thistrivial truth will not remove the said doubt whether an audible
thing is perishable or not. For it may be neither! Such a dubious possibility is removed only if we can
cite an example that is both audible and perishable (or imperishable, as the case may be). If we believe
that a particular instance of sound is both audible and perishable then citing such a supporting example
we can decide that sound is perishable. Thisway of citing an example from the domain of the paksa*
(which should ideally remain in the twilight zone of doubt until the inference is concluded) to support
the vyapti* relation is called the antarvyapti* -samarthana. This was alater devel opment in the post-

Dinnaga period.

The above defense of Dinnagais admittedly very weak. But Dinnaga the epistemol ogist, was concerned
with both the certainty over all possible doubt and the confirmation of induction. Since he claims that
the "negative"

file:///D|/Export2/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_97.html [4/24/2007 3:55:31 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_97_popup_1.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_97_popup_3.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_97_popup_5.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_97_popup_7.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document
Page 98

exampleis not enough and a " positive’ example is needed for the required certainty, he must deny that
"al ravens are black" isin any way implied by "all non-black things are non-ravens.” This denial forces
us to search for a possible situation that may not have been eliminated. Suppose "non-black” in my
dictionary means white. It will still be true that al non-black things are non-ravens, which may be
confirmed by awhite crane. Further suppose that | have never seen araven and that | imagine that they
are neither black nor white, they are grey. Only an actual black raven can remove my doubt in this case.
The oddity implicit in such a consideration is not any more serious than the oddity in assuming that a
green leaf confirmsthe rule "all ravens are black," or even in claiming that certain predicates are
projectible in the sense of N. Goodman, while the complements of such predicates need not be so.

| have tried to show that there is a deep philosophical problem that isimplied by arather odd claim by
Dinnaga* a"positive example" is still necessary even when there is a negatively-supporting example. It
Is obvious from Dinnaga writing that he was never comfortable with such a so-called "negative"
example (where no "positive" example is available for citation). What | have stated hereis, | think,
compatible with what S. Katsura (1983) has recently argued. Katsura cites two passages from Dinnaga
(PSV (K) 149b3-5, 150b5) whereit is clearly said that a"negative" example may be unnecessary if the
vyapti* "invariance" relation is supported by a"positive" example, and if the two examples are "well-

known" either would be sufficient for they imply each other. | interpret that these comments of Dinnaga
are concerned with the cases that are called anvaya-vyatirekin (in Nyaya* for example, cases where
both (a"positive" and a"negative") examples are available (prasiddha "well-known™) but not both of
them may be cited in the argument-schema. In other words, these comments do not concern the
"limiting" cases where a"negative" exampleis cited ssmply because no positive example is even
available (confer, vyatirekin or kevala-vyatirekin and the asadharana* in the Hetucakra). The
asadharana or "uniquely inconclusive" evidence (number 5 in the Hetucakra) is such alimiting case.
For Dinnaga both the asadharana and the vyatirekin (which is claimed to be correct by Nyaya are
equally inconclusive for similar reasons (absence of a citable positive example to support the induction).

4.6 The Triple-Condition and Knowledge from
Words

In the above, | have been mainly concerned with the exact significance of the so-called second character
of the "triple-character" of the indicator-reason or the inferential sign. Many post- Dinnaga writers
found this to be redundant from alogical point of view, and it was generally admitted that the
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first character (which transpires as paksadharmata * in the Nyaya* system) along with the third (which
becomes another description of the vyapti* relation) would be sufficient to yield correct inferential
knowledge. In this section, | shall concentrate upon the third character in order to show how Dinnaga*

extended his theory of inference to include also his theory about how to derive knowledge from
language or words giving rise to the celebrated Buddhist doctrine of apoha, or exclusion of rival
possibilities, as an explication for universals. The general sign, whether inferential or linguistic, leads us
to the knowledge of the signifiable object provided it is (empirically) established that the former is
excluded from whatever excludes the latter, the signifiable object.

Perception yields knowledge of the particulars. Knowledge from the sign, that is, from inference and
language, is always about the general. We cannot know the particulars in this way. From my knowledge
of the inferential sign, abody of smoke, there arises my knowledge of firein that place (the paksa*),
that is, my knowledge that the place excludes connection with non-fire. Our non-perceptual knowledge
based upon the sign cannot be more definite than this sort of general connection. We cannot, for
example, know what particular fire-body is there in the place from simply seeing the smoke that is
there, but we can only ascertain that the hill (the place) is, at least, not without fire (that is, it is not the
case that the hill lacks fire; confer ayoga-vyavaccheda). Similarly from the word "fire" (that is, the
utterance of the word "fire") the hearer has a knowledge of the object referred to only in some general
way. The hearer becomes aware that the object referred to is not something that is non-fire. The sign
"“fire" (the word) certifies ssimply the lack of connection of the intended object with non-fire. Just as the
knowledge of smoke (the inferential sign) leads to our knowing that the hill lacks the lack of connection
with some fire-body, knowledge of the word "fire" leads to our knowing the object of reference as
excluded from non-fire. Just as from smoke we cannot know what particular fire-body is there, from the
word "fire" too we cannot know a particular fire-body but only that something excludes non-fire. If by
the meaning (artha) of aword we understand what the hearer knows from hearing the utterance of it,
then "fire" can be said to mean "exclusion of non-fire" or "what excludes non-fire."

After underlining the similarity between both the ways an inferential sign and alinguistic sign yield
knowledge of the signified, Dinnaga argued that this would be a reasonable course to take in order to
dispense with the objective universals of the Nalyayikas* (or at least alarge number of such universals)
as ontological entities, distinct from the particulars. It is easy, for example, to assume that because
common names, that is, kind-names and material-names, are applied to different and distinct particulars,
we must
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posit some common or shared character, shared by the group of particulars to which they are applied.
Readlists like the Naiyayikas * regard these shared characters (kind-properties or fundamental class-
properties), at least some of them, to be not only real but also distinct from the individuals that
instantiate them. This has traditionally been understood as the problem of universals. For if we assume,
asthe Naiyayikas do, that a shared character such as "cowhood" or "firehood" is adistinct reality
locatable or manifested in a particular then we are further required to assume a suitable relation that
would make the manifestation of one reality in another possible. In other words, there should be a
relation that will make it possible for one reality, cowhood, to be located in another, acow. The
Naiyayikas answer isthat there is such arelation, samavaya* , which we tranglate, in the absence of a
better word in English, as"inherence." This relation combines real universals with particulars. This
raises many intricate questions. For example, how can areal entity be shared by many real and distinct
entities, and still be one and the same? How can one and the same entity be present in many
disconnected and different spatio-temporal locations? What happens to such an entity if and when all its
particular manifestations are extinct? Whenever a new set of similar entities (artefacts) are
manufactured, do we thereby create new (objective) universals? And so on and so forth.

In ssimple language, the familiar problems of universals arisesin thisway. We would generally say that
there are cows, and pots, there is water, fire, gold, and so on. In effect this means that there are distinct
(identifiable) individuals (in this world) to which we apply the term "cow" or "fire." We need a
philosophical explanation to answer the obvious question: what warrants us (that is, becomes the
nimitta for us) to apply such terms the way we do apply such terms, to different individuals? Words, to
use the modern style, either denote or designate objects, yes. But isthere any basis, causal or otherwise,
that we can call the nimitta, for such designation or denotation? What accounts for the use of the same
term to designate different particulars? For, if there is none, language-learning would be for the most
part an unexplained mystery.

4.7 Knowledge of Word-Meaning and
Apoha

Some philosophers would like to treat the above question as only arhetorical question, the answer to
which is obvious. It will be claimed that there is some unity among the disparate entities denoted by a
term, the unity that provides the nimitta, that is, that accounts for the application of the term in question.
This unity may not be regarded as an ontologically real entity distinct from each individual that hasit. If
such nimittas or "bases," that is, the purported unities, are observable criteria (as happens in most
cases), then
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the problem is easily resolved. King Dasaratha * had three wives, and, hence, these three individuals

shared the feature, being married to Dasaratha, by which we may only refer back to the three observable
events of marriage. But, for most of our basic terms such adeviceisnot at all available. To sustain the
claim that the purported unities in such cases are distinct realities has been one of the hardest problems
in philosophy. And yet one has nagging doubt as to whether the full-fledged nominalistic program can
succeed. In fact, it seems preferable if one can maintain that the so-called abstract universals, those
unities, are neither full-blown redlities, as the Naiyayikas* and some other realists would like to have

them, nor totally dispensable concepts. In this matter, the Buddhist of the Dinnaga* -Dharmakirti*

school seemsto suggest away out. Thisis called the apoha doctrine. It isregarded as an
epistemological resolution of an ontological problem. The point is the following. We need not accept
universals as real and distinct entities merely on the basis of the familiar argument that has been
sketched here, unless of course there are other compelling reasons to believe in such entities. Our ability
to use the same term to denote different individuals presupposes our knowledge or awareness of
sameness or similarity or some shared feature in those individuals. This shared feature may simply be
our agreement about what these individuals are not, or what kinds of terms cannot be applied to them.
"Thisisacow" denies ssmply such predicates as cannot be predicated of the object in question. True,
we cannot talk here in terms of a broader indefinite class on each occasion. The cow is said to be
excluded from the class of non-cows, and the white lotus from both the class of non-white and that of
non-lotus. But such classes (the so-called complement classes) are constructible each time with the help
of the particular linguistic sign (the word) we use on each occasion. They are arguably |ess substantial
and less objective than the positive class of |otuses or the class of blue things. For, in the latter cases,
thereisatendency in usto believe further that there are objective class-properties shared by, and
locatable in, the numbers of such classes. If these objective class-properties are explained in terms of
some other realities that we do concede, well and good. In our previous example, "being married to king
Dasaratha" did not present any problem. Similarly we can, for example, say that the university
studentship is only a convenient way of talking about a bundle of particular facts, admission of each
person in university as a student. But in some cases the so-called objective property tends to be a
unitary abstract property, afull-blown real universal, and thereby invites all the other problems that go
along with it. In the case of a constructed class of non-cows, the search for a common property as an
objective class-property isless demanding, for it is clear from the beginning that we cannot find any
objective property (except the trivial one, non-cowness) to be shared equally by horses, cats, and tables.
The program for finding such a common property is, so to say,
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"shot" from the beginning. We may note that the trivial property, the lack of non-cowness or
denotability by "cow," is constructible on each occasion and hence it isa"conditional" or conceptual

property.

If the above argument is sound then we have captured at |least part of the Buddhists' philosophical
motivation for developing the apoha doctrine as a viable alternative to the doctrine of real universals. It
Is also true that in constructing the so-called "negative" classes, we implicitly depend upon the notion of
some "positive" class-property. For how can one talk about the class of non-cows without having the
notion of the class of cows? (In modern terminology we call the class of non-cows the "complement”
classin order to underline this dependence upon theinitial class of cows.) Thisis, in substance, part of
the criticism of Kumarila* and Uddyotakara against the Buddhists.

A tentative answer is the following. We can formulate or construct the class of non-cows as the class of
those entities where the term "cow" is not applicable. True, the word "cow" itself isauniversal. But we
do not have to accept any objective universal such as cowhood over and above the word "cow." (This
coincides with the nominalist's intuition that words are the only universals that we may have to
concede. Thisis also partly Bhartrhari's* intuition about universals when he talks about word-universal
(sabda*-jati*) and object-universal (artha-jati) and makes the latter only a projection of the former. But
thiswill take us beyond the scope of this introductory work.) We can actually define our "negative"
class as one constructible on the occasion of the use of each substantial word in terms of the word itself.
Once thisis done, a search for the common unitary class property (areal one) is not warranted any
more, unless for some other compelling reason. Thisis not pure nominalism, for word-universals are
admitted.

There may be an aternative answer, which may not amount to a very different sort of consideration.
Each non-perceptual awareness of a cow (which follows, and is inextricably confused with the pure
sensory perception of a cow-particular) has acommon " cow-appearance” (go-pratibhasa*). We may
treat this as the shared feature of all the distinct events of our non-perceptual awareness of cows. This
would be similar to atype of which each awareness-event (of a cow) would be atoken. Now the class
of non-cows can be redefined as the class of non-cow-appearance, which may then be explained as the
class of items that are not connected with the awareness-events having cow-appearance. Now the origin
of this cow-appearance or appearance of the cow-form (distinct from the appearance of the object, the
particular, in the perceptual awareness) belonging to the nonperceptual awareness, can be traced to our
desire to conceptualize and verbalize, that is, to sort out distinct awareness-events and make them
communicable. This becomes possible due to the availability of the concept "cow" and the word "cow."
In this consideration, we also move closer to the Bhartrhari thesis about language, according to which
words
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and concepts are implicitly and inextricably mixed up so much so that a concept is nothing but an
implicit speech-potential, a not-yet-spoken word.

This cow-appearance or cow-form is no part of the objective reality that we sensorily perceivebut it is
supposed or imagined to be there. Hence it isless substantial than such an objective universal as
cowhood, which it is meant to replace. This suggested paraphrase of "cowhood" by "“denial of or
exclusion of non-cow predication” may be regarded as philosophic reparsing. (We can take this
paraphrase to be somewhat like the "paraphrasis’ in Jeremy Bentham's theory of fiction. ASW. V.
Quine has noted, thisis a method that enables a philosopher, when he is confronted with some term that
Is convenient but ontologically embarrassing, to continue to enjoy the services of the term while
disclaiming its denotation.) Dinnaga's * motivation in explaining cowhood as exclusion of non-cows

was not very far behind. Indeed, Dharmakirti* found the real universals of Nyaya* ontologically

embarrassing and suggested that they can be conveniently explained away by using the notion of
"excluson" and "otherness." Again, thisis not pure nominalism.

It istrue that the so-called non-perceptual awareness of a cow is sequentially connected with the
sensory perception of a particular. But, for the Buddhists, this is a contingent connection, the latter
awareness being contingent upon our desire, purpose, inclination, etc., as has aready been emphasized.
The same thing, for example, can be called a doorstopper, a brick, an artefact, awork of art, or amurder
instrument, depending upon the motivation of the speaker. The cow-appearance, or the cow-form, the
common factor, becomes part of the latter "non-perceptual” awareness only when our perception
becomes contaminated by some such motivation or other and thereby becomes impregnated with
conceptions and latent speech-potentials. If we are motivated to obtain milk we call it acow, if we are
motivated otherwise we call it abeast, and if we are motivated, for example, to protect our flower-beds
we may call it a nuisance.

Word-application or concept-application is an important part of our mental faculty. It is called by
Dinnaga (and others) vikalpa or kalpana*, "imagination," "conceptual construction,” "imaginative
construction." Thisisameans for identifying and distinguishing the percept or the "representation” of
the object in perception. This distinguishing activity is performed with the help of words (or concepts, if
one wishes). Conception, for the Buddhist, is a negative act. It is the exclusion or rejection of the
imagined or supposed possibilities. Concept-application should thereby be reinterpreted as regjection of
contrary concepts, and word-application similarly as rejection of contrary words. Noncontrary words
need not be excluded. Therefore we can apply "cow" and "white" to what we call awhite cow, "fire"
and "hot" or "fire" and "substance" likewise to afire-body. For these are not contrary pairs. Application

of words makes us presuppose contrary possibilities only in or-
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der to rglect them later. We may apply "a product” to remove the doubt whether the thing under
consideration is a non-product or not, and we may apply "impermanent” to the same thing in order to
eliminate the possibility of its being permanent. Hence the two terms "a product” and "impermanent"
are not synonymous in spite of their being applied to the same object or objects. In fact, true synonymy
Is a hard thing to achieve in this theory. Two words can be synonymous not because there is some
common objective universal that they mean, but because they may serve to exclude the same contrary
possibilities (see Tattva-samgraha * of Santaraksita*, verses 1032-3).

Dharmakirti* and his followers developed atheory of dual object for each awareness, perceptual or
nonperceptual. Oneiswhat is directly grasped and called the "apprehensible” (grahya*) and the other is
what is ascertained through the first and is called the "determinable” (adhyavaseya). In a perceptual
awareness the apprehensible object is the datum or the particular whereas the determinable object is
such a concept as cowhood, and therefore we pass the verbal judgement "It isacow.” In anon-
perceptual (inferential or linguistic) awareness the apprehensible object is the concept cowhood, and the
"determinable” is a particular. In the awareness arising from the utterance of the word "cow" what we
apprehend is cowhood or cow-appearance or cow-form and what we determine through it is the
(external) object "out there" whereupon we superimpose the cow-appearance or cowhood.

This cow-appearance or cowhood is to be interpreted as exclusion of non-cows. Thusin the so-called

perceptual judgement "It isacow" we determine that it is not a non-cow or that it excludes our non-cow
supposition. In the inference or in the knowledge from the linguistic sign "cow," we likewise apprehend
(directly) the exclusion of non-cows, which is then attributed or superimposed (confer aropa*) upon the

"determinable” object, the external thing, that we determine as excluding our non-cow supposition. In
other words, hearing the word "cow" we not only apprehend cowhood but also determine an externa
object as being excluded from non-cows and such determination in its turn prompts us to act, that is, to
proceed to get hold of the cow-particular that will give us milk, and so on. This answers the question
about how are we prompted to act from ssimply a word-generated knowledge of the phoney universal.

To sum up: it must be admitted that the Buddhist substitute, anyapoha* (exclusion of the other) has a
clear advantage over the Naiyayikas™* objective universal such as cowhood. Since "exclusion” is not
construed as a separate reality, we need not raise the question of how it isrelated to what by its own
nature excludes others. Exclusion of non-cows is a shared feature of all cows and therefore can very
well be the "basis" for the application of the general term "cow." It is not absolutely clear whether
talking in terms of the "exclusion" class, that of non-cows, has any clear advantage over our talking
about the class of cows, that is, the positive class. It is, however, clear that formation

file:///D|/Export3/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_104.html [4/24/2007 3:56:54 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_2.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_3.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_4.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_6.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_8.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_10.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_104_popup_11.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document
Page 105

of the "exclusion" class, that of non-cows, is ad hoc and dependent upon the occasion of each use of the
genera term. It is more clearly an artificially-formed class without any illusion about any underlying
common property (a positive one) to be shared by its members. Furthermore, there is the denia rather
than assertion of the membership of this artificially-formulated class in the final analysis of the use of
such general terms. It seems to me that this device satisfactorily explains the use of the general terms at
least without necessarily assuming objective universals. But whether or not we usually learn the use of
such termsin thisway is, however, another matter. Dinnaga* has said:

The theory that the meaning (artha) of aword is exclusion of other "meanings’ (artha) is correct
because there is an excess of advantage (guna*) in this view. For the characters of the objective
universal, e.g. being a unity, being manifested fully in many (distinct things), can apply to "exclusion”
since such exclusions are also nondistinct (a unity) in each case, and they do not have to vanish (being
supportless) when the objects (individuals) vanish, and they are manifested fully in many. (Quoted by
Kamalasila* under verse 1000, in Santaraksita* , 1968: 389).

Notions such as "exclusion," "

theory.

otherness,” or "similarity" are not, however, dispensable even in this

It may be noted here that the Naiyayikas* would also maintain that not all general terms would need
objective universals as the "basis" for their application. The term "chef," for example, can be applied to
different persons and the so-called basis for such application can be easily identified as similar objective
particulars in each case, training in the culinary art, the action of cooking, and so on. Objective
universals are posited sometimes to account for natural kinds, water, cows, and so on. Sometimes it
helps to explain causal connections (compare karanatavacchedaka* , and karyatavacchadaka* in Navya-
nyaya*) such as the one between seedhood and sprouthood (to explain the fact that from each seed
comes out some sprout or other). Sometimes admission of objective universals helps scientific
taxonomy. Besides, objective universals are posited when we reach certain fundamental concepts such
as substance, quality, and action. Objective universals can be treated as "unredeemed notes" as Quine
has called them: "the theory that would clear up unanalyzed underlying similarity notionsin such cases
isstill to come" (1977: 174). In Quine's view, they remain disreputable and practically indispensable
and when they become respectable being explained by some scientific theory they turnin principle
superfluous.

4.8 The" Wheel Of Reason:" Dinnaga and Uddyotakara

Chapter 1 outlined Dinnaga wheel of reason (hetucakra). The word "wheel" used as a translation of
"cakra" does not mean acircular whedl in
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this context. It means a group, a set, a multitude. The word "reason"” is denoting the property called hetu. Two well-known
studies of thiswheel of reason are available, one by Richard S. Chi, Buddhist Formal Logic (1968), the other by Richard P.
Hayes, Dinnaga * on the Interpretation of Sgns (1988). | shall here follow Hayes, for his exposition is the more elegant.
Dinnaga's seminal text is a systematic assessment of the state of a reason that might be put forward in support of given
conclusions aong with the indication why each oneisor is not a good reason. Hayes understands Dinnaga's inference as
involving a process of confirmation or disconfirmation by making a comparison of two classes of individuas, with the aim
of discovering the relation that the two classes have to one another. The reason or the hetu can then be called the evidence
confirming the presence of sadhya* or sadhya-dharma (inferable property) in a particular locus or location, called the
paksa*. Instead of going into the details (for they are already to be found in chapter 1) | shall use the following symbolic

relations. Let the class H stand for the loci of the reason or hetu, and the class S for the loci of the property to be confirmed.
To compare H with S we can easily note the following four possibilities: (1) there are those individuals that belong to both
H and S; (2) there are those that do not belong to H but do belong to S; (3) there are that do belong to H but do not belong
to S; (4) and there are those that belong to neither H nor S.

Hayes calls these four "sub-domains or compartments of the induction domain” (1988: 114). Using this convention the
sixteen possible configurations of the induction domain can be represented in table 4.1.

Table4.1
Configurations of the Induction Domain
HS ~HS s ~H~S
1 1 0 1 0
2 1 0 0 1
3 1 0 1 1
(4) 1 0 0 0
5 0 1 1 0
6 0 1 0 1
7 0 1 1 1
) 0 1 0 0
9 1 1 1 0
10 1 1 0 1
11 1 1 1 1
(12) 1 1 0 0
(13) 0 0 1 0
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(14) 0 0
(15) 0 0
(16) 0 0
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Here | have used the convention of representing an empty domain or sub-domain by 0 and a non-empty
sub-domain by 1. Thetilde before H or S represents the complement of the class for whichH or S
stands. Of these sixteen, Dinnaga* mentioned only nine, those not bracketed. Uddyotakara (c. 550-

625), after criticizing Dinnaga for this, expanded the table to sixteen. There are further possible
expansions of this scheme. For example, Uddyotakara noted that if we bring in such considerations as
whether the locus-property is present in some, all or none of the options, then this table of sixteen can
be easily expanded to atable of sixty-four or even further. However, although these are logical
possibilities, most of these cases cannot be properly illustrated with examples. For a good
representation of the sixteen cases, with the help of Venn diagrams, one should consult Hayes (1988,
chapter 4).
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Chapter 5 Dharmakirti * and the Problem of Induction in India

5.1 ThreeKindsof Inferencein Dhar makirti's System

Dharmakirti (c. 600-660) was a commentator on Dinnaga* However, he was more than a commentator,

he was an original thinker, abrilliant logician, and an astute thinker. His best-known book is called the
Pramanavarttika* which is supposed to be an elaborate commentary on Dinnaga's magnum opus, the

Pramanasamuccaya* . Like his master, Dharmakirti wrote several manuals on logic, including the
Nyayabindu*, the Vadanyaya* and the Hetubindu. | shall concentrate here, however, on the
Pramanavarttika and the Nyayabindu.

Dinnaga divided inference under two headings, svartha* and parartha*. Thefirst isinferring for one's

own sake, and the second isinferring for the sake of others. Inferring for one's own sake coversal the
general problems, epistemological, logical and psychological, connected with the process of inference.
Inferring for the sake of othersinvolves the demonstration in language of the process of inference, so
that others may be persuaded to accept the conclusions. There is, however, no essential differencein
principle between these two types of inference.

Dinnaga’s classification became standard, not only for the Buddhist but also for the non-Buddhist.
However, Dharmakirti, in his Nyayabindu, gives another classification of inference which seemsto be
more useful. Inference, he said, can be of three kinds. One is based upon the svabhava* (own-nature) or
essential nature of the reason. The second is based upon areason which is causally related to the
property to be confirmed (tad-utpatti). The third is a reason which shows that some property is not
present in the given locus (anupalabdhi).

Dharmakirti illustrated the three kinds as follows. (1) Inference based on own-nature:
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Thisisatree becauseit is an oak tree.

The argument is based here upon the fact that the property of being an oak cannot characterize an object
unless that object is also characterized by the property of being atree. Another justification isgiven in
thisway: whatever is causally responsible for the property of being an oak cannot exclude the property
of being atree. Sometimes this inference has been described by modern scholars as being based upon
the relation of classinclusion, sometimes as an analytical inference, but such explanations do not
capture Dharmakirti's * full intention. Dharmakirti uses another term to describe the relation involved:

tadatmya*, identity. The ideais that whatever isidentical with an oak is necessarily identical with a
tree. An oak cannot be but atree at the same time.

Inference based upon (2) causal relation isillustrated as follows:
Thereisfire here because there is smoke here.

The explanation of thisinference is given aong the same lines as the previous one. It isin the nature of
smoke that it cannot but be caused by some fire or other. Hence, smoke cannot be there without fire
being there. The difference between this one and the previous one, however, isthat, in the previous
case, the two properties are in some sense identical, for whatever isan oak is also atree. Here, the two
properties, smoke and fire, are non-identical but causally related.

An inference based upon (3) non-perception isillustrated by:
Thereis no pot here because no pot is perceived here.

Dharmakirti notes several varieties of thistype of inference. | shall discuss each of these types of
inference more in 885.3-5.5, but first some general remarks.

5.2 Predictive I nference ver sus Explanation

To understand Dharmakirti's contribution to the development of the theory of inferencein India, it
would be useful to compare it with the notion of causal or scientific inference found in K. Hempel
(1965). The model of inference to be studied could be written as:

g because p.

This should be read as an assertion that "p" isthe case, and that there are laws, not explicitly specified,
such that "g" followslogically from these laws
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in conjunction with the statement that "p." We can rewrite Dharmakirti's* model in asimilar fashion,
as.

G(a) because F(a).

Thistype of inference seemsto be predictive rather than explanatory for it does not explain why must it
be the case that G(a) rather than not. Rather, it states why it is the case that G(a), given that it is the case
that F(a).

In the formula above, "F" stands for the indicator-reason (hetu), and hence, must fulfill, in accordance
with Dinnagas* doctrine, three conditions. The first condition isjust that a is known to bef. The

second and third conditions might be stated as:

It is known that al Fsare Gs, and
It isknown that all non-Gs are non-Fs.

This reading, however, makes the second and the third condition logically equivalent, for one becomes
the contrapositive of the other. In the last chapter, we have seen how this reading created puzzlement in
the tradition. There is, however, another alternative reading, in which the second condition states that:

All known Fs are known to be G,
and the third condition that:
All known non-Gs are known to be non-F.

The above shows that the condition is that F and G are known to be nomologically related. The upshot
of all thisisthat there should be no observations that falsify the putative laws. A law-like statement is
thereby confirmed.

In the inference of the kind studied by Dharmakirti, we move from the examined to the unexamined
cases through a process of projection. The question is, what guarantees that the end-product of this
process of projection will be knowledge? Dharmakirti thinks that we can get such a guarantee by
following a"method of association and dissociation” as reflected in conditions 2 and 3. In other words,
our task isfirst to find a case where the two properties, the reason and the confirmable consequence, are
associated, and second to be certain that there is no case where they are dissociated (F present but G
absent). This second requirement can be supported if we cite a case where both properties are absent.
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Dharmakirti * depends upon a notion of metaphysical necessity to resolve our doubts about the

induction process. What makes an inference valid or sound is the claim, implicit in Dharmakirti, that it
deals with what may be called, in some sense, genuine properties. They also causally interact. The
relation between such genuine properties can be either identity or causal dependence. These relations
between genuine properties, on Dharmakirti's view, hold necessarily but are knowable only a posteriori.
We will now consider in detail each of Dharmakirti's three types of inference.

5.3 On Induction:
Causality

Dharmakirti claimsthat if we know either of the two natural relations, identity and causality, we have a
sufficient guarantee for making such universal claimsas"al Fsare Gs." It is not very clear from his
writing how our knowledge of the identity relation comes about. However, Dharmakirti and his
followers say alot about how our knowledge of the relation of causation can be gleaned from a number
(three, or possibly five) of observations of things failing to have the properties that are causality-related.
Whether we need to call upon three observations or five observations is a matter that has been
apparently disputed. It was known as the "consideration of three or five" (trika-paficaka-cinta*). | shall
skip the details of the dispute over "three or five" (for which, see Y. K. Kajiyama, 1963). In either case,
the ideaisto achieve a sort of certainty about the causal relation between Gs and Fs. The fact of the
matter isthis. We have a hunch about their being causally related, if we observe them together in a
place and then see the absence of one accompanied by the absence of the other. Dharmakirti arranges
these observations and non-observations in such away as to induce at least a sort of certainty about the
causal relation.

However, the problem of induction has always remained a problem for philosophers. Nobody has been
able to clam that the problem has been solved. As J. L. Mackie has claimed, "if anybody claims today
to have solved the problem, we may think of him as being mildly insane." The situation is not very
different with Dharmakirti or with Indian philosophersin general. There are some ad hoc rules they
resort to to avoid the problem of induction, but not all questions can be satisfactorily answered. For
example, in this context one may ask: how can the very same type of perception that fails to establish
the truth of ssmple universal claims, neverthel ess establish the truth of causal claims when they
themselves imply simple universal claims?

There is one cautionary note that needs to be added here with regard to the expression "cause."
According to the Buddhist, a cause is the immediately preceding event that, by virtue of its being there,
makes the effect
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happen in the same location. But even this does not resolve our problem of induction about causality.

5.4 On Induction: Essential |dentity

Dharmarkirti's * ideas about the notion of essential identity as yielding knowledge of concomitance
took itsfinal shape in the course of a series of books he wrote Pramanavarttika , Nyayabindu*,
Hetubindu and Vadanyaya*. Thisis claimed by E. Steinkellner, who has studied the issue in great detail

(see his paper in Steinkellner, ed. 1991). It seems that the final form of Dharmakirti's view isto be
found in hislast major work, Vadanyaya. While discussing the so-called "defeat situations' (see above,
chapter 3) in philosophical disputations (vada*), Dharmakirti gave the final formulation of his theory of
logical reason. He states his point briefly thus. There are three logical reasons for establishing
something not perceived or confirming the property not recognized: essential identity, effect, and
nonperception. To justify such areason one must show (1), the reason's presence in the given locus of
inference, and (2), the reason’s being concomitant with the property confirmed. Having said this,
Dharmakirti gave a detailed description of how these reasons are ascertained to be concomitant with
their confirmable properties.

How do we show that the logical relation, that is, inference-yielding relation, by now known widely as
vyapti* or pratibandha, can be known to us, and in what way? Dharmakirti thinks that by his doctrine

of non-observation of the contrary or contradictory properties he can demonstrate that such knowledge
ispossible. The centerpiece in the demonstration concerns particularly the reason of essential identity
(svabhavahetu*).

According to Steinkeller (1991), Dharmakirti in the this regard was reacting against his teacher,
Isvarasena* , who faced the problem of induction and tried to solve it developing the theory of non-

perception and by introducing a fourth condition to Dinnaga's® triple condition. The fourth condition is
"uncontradictedness of the reason” (abadhitavisayatva*). This means that the possibility of the
confirmable property being present in the "problematic” locus (paksa*) should not be contradicted by
any strong evidence. Later on the Naiyayikas* and other non-Buddhist |ogicians adopted this fourth
characteristic and added one more, "absence of a contradictory reason” (asat-pratipaksitva*).
According to Steinkellner, Isvarasena might even have talked about six characteristics.

Dharmakirti, however, rglected his teacher's idea of non-perception. For it does not guarantee the
uncertainty of our cognition of concomitance. He argued that the absence of the reason in alocus of the
absence of the inferable property is not established by the mere non-perception (adarsanamatra*) of
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people like us, for we are non-omniscient beings and cannot see certain things even though they exist
(Vadanyaya *, 9, 1-2). What Dharmakirti* suggested instead was the following:

Here the ascertainment of the concomitance involves demonstration of an evidence contrary to the
presence of the reason in cases where the presence of the inferable property has been repudiated.
(Vadanyaya, 6)

Our doubt regarding the concomitance cannot be ruled out as long as such a contradictory evidence has
not been demonstrated. The argument given seemsto consist in showing the absence of an opposition
between the reason and the confirmable consequence. If a contradictory evidence is adduced then our
doubt would be removed. Here contradiction or opposition should be understood either as mutual
exclusion or incompatibility.1 How do we establish the presence of a contradictory or opposite
evidence, which will show the absence of the reason? Epistemically speaking, we discover a
contradictory property, cold touch, say, which excludes the inferable property, fire, and thereby the
reason, smoke. Logically speaking, the absence of the pervading property serves as areason for the
absence of the pervaded property. This pervaded property is nothing but our initial logical reason.

5.5 Inference Based on Non-
Per ception

The third kind of inference is what Dharmakirti calls inference based on non-perception. There are
several varieties noted by Dharmakirti in various writings. The exact number varies. | shall here follow
the Nyayabindu* classification. The eleven varieties of inference based upon non-perception mentioned

there have been illustrated by Dharmakirti in the following manner.
1 Non-Perception of the Essential Nature of the Property (Svabhavanu* -palabdhi), for example,

There is no smoke here, because a body of smoke being a perceptible object, is not perceived here.

1 Thus, a contradictory evidence is adduced just in case a property incompatible with the reason-
property is shown to occur in those places where the inferable property has been shown not to occur.
From thisit follows that, wherever the inferable property is absent, so is the reason property (compare
condition 3 above).
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Theidea of perceptibility presented some problems. Dharmakirti * avoids them by saying that x is
perceptible if and only if all the conditions for our perception of x are present and x is still not
perceived. The presence of all causal factors needeed for x to have been perceived is caled the
"perceptible condition." We have to assume a psychological condition here, namely that the personis
looking for x.

2 Non-Perception of the Effect
(Karyanupalabdhi*):

There are no causal factors for smoke present here, because there is no
smoke.

Here, from the absence of the effect, we infer the absence of causal factors. But some causal factors
may be present even without the effect being there. For example, we might have wet fuel but no fire and
therefore there cannot be any smoke there. Hence, we need to have here another qualification, as
Dharmakirti himself noted: the causal factor must be invariably connected with smoke. Jayanta supplies
asimpler example: there is no smoke here because no fireis perceived.

3 Non-Perception of the Pervader-Property (vyapakanupalabdhi*):

It is not an oak because it isnot a
tree.

Thisis based upon the contraposition of the relation of pervasion. The pervaderentity is present
wherever the entity pervaded by it is present. It follows, therefore, that if the pervader is not present the
pervaded entity cannot be present.

4 Perception of What Is Contrary to the Essential Nature of an Entity (Svabhava* -
viruddhopalabdhi):

Thereis no cold touch here because thereis
fire.

Here, fireis contrary to the nature of the property of having cold touch.

5 Perception of the Contrary Effect
(Viruddhakaryopal abdhi*):

There is no cold touch here because thereis
smoke.

Smoke is the effect of fire and fire iswhat destroys the property of cold touch.
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6 Perception of the Entity that Is Pervaded by What |s Contrary to the Entity (Viruddhavyaptopal abdhi
*):

It is not the case that a created entity would not be destroyed for certain, for it depends upon another
cause.

The perception of the factor that is pervaded by what is contrary to the entity justifies the negation here.
Thisisrather aroundabout way of negating something by finding a factor that is concomitant with
(pervaded by) the contrary item. Here, it seems that certainty itself isbeing repudiated. If it is possible
to have separate and independent causal factors for destruction, then certainty about non-destruction
would be lost.

The structure of this argument may be analysed as follows:
Opponent: A created entity is never destroyed.
Proponent: No. We deny this because there may be other factors causing destruction of such entities.

Awareness of such a possibility destroys the certainty. There may be other ways of interpreting this
argument. But we need not go into them here.

7 Perception of What |s Contrary to the Effect
(Karyaviruddhopalabdhi*):

Thereisno source of cold because there is perception of
fire.

Thisis self-explanatory.

8 Perception of What Is Contrary to the Pervading Property (Vyapaka* -
viruddhopalabdhi):

There is no cold touch from snow here becausefireis
present.

Varieties beginning from 4 to 8 are being described as perception rather than nonperception. The reason
isthat for Dharmakirti* here, according to the Buddhist view, nonperception is actually perception of

something else for, unlike Naiyayikas*, they do not say that we can perceive a blank an absence. Non-

perception of the cup must be, by the same token, perception of something else, such as the table.
Hence, thisis only a stylistic variation. The remaining three, 9-11, are self-explanatory.
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9 Nonper ception of the Cause (Karananupal abdhi

There is no smoke here because no fire is perceived.

10 Perception of What Is Contrary to the Cause (Karanaviruddhop* -
alabdhi):

Thereis no horripilation (in this person) here because somefireis perceived to be nearby.

11 Perception of the Effect that I's Contradictory to the Cause (Karana* -
viruddhakaryopalabdhi*):

This place does not have a person who is suffering from horripilation (due to cold) in this place
because a body of smoke is perceived here.

Dharmakirti* was a naturalist in his approach to the solution of the problem of induction. How do we
jump from the examined cases to the unexamined ones? The materialists (Carvakas*) in India upheld
that we can never have knowledge of the unexamined cases. Hence, an inference based upon the
examination of the particular cases will never certify the knowledge of universal concomitance. We
have to depend upon guess-work and probabilities. Dharmakirti seems to have been sympathetic to the
stance of the Carvaka materialist and argued that purely observation-based induction cannot generate
inferential knowledge. His answer to the problem is to depend upon some natural relation between
properties and object. Such natural relations would make one item, the hetu, or the indicator-reason,
concomitant with the other, the sadhya* or the property to be inferred.

Dharmakirti's cel ebrated verse, often quoted by his successors, states the view in a straightforward
manner:

Invariable concomitance between two items cannot be known from simple observations of things
having or failing to have the required properties. It can be known by such aregulator or determiner as
the relation between cause and effect or essential identity. (Pramanavarttika*, svarthanumana* -

pariccheda, 34)

Dharmakirti argues here that knowledge of either of the two natural relations, identity (tadatmya*) and
causality (tadutpatti), is sufficient to guarantee our knowledge of universal concomitance.
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5.6 Uddyotakara's Threefold Classification of
I nference

Nyaya-sutra* 1.1.5 divides inference into three types. "purvavat*" (inference from a present event to a
past event?), "sesavat*" (inference from a present event to afuture event?), and " samanyato-
drsta*" (co-temporal inference?). The exact meaning of each type is obscure (compare Matilal 1985: 29-

42 for asurvey of possible interpretations and a defense of the interpretation given). Uddyotakara (circa
550-625), in his Nyayavarttika* reformulated the old threefold division of inference found in Nyaya-
sutra 1.1.5, as "kevalanvayin*" (universally positive inference, that is, one in which the inferred
property is ever-present), "kevala-vyatirekin (universally negative inference, that is, one in which the
inferred property occurs at best only in the subject-locus), and "anvaya-vyatirekin" (inference based on
both positive and negative examples, where the inferred property is present in some examples and
absent in others). Of these three, the last one is the most commonly accepted form of inference: the hill
has fire on it because there is smoke; the positive example is akitchen and the negative exampleisa
lake full of water. The other two forms of inference were not accepted by the Buddhists. Dinnaga*, in
his system, could have accommodated (as he indirectly acknowledged in another context of the
Pramanasamuccaya*) the first one, that is, the universally positive. However, the second one was

explicitly declared by him to be awrong or inconclusive inference. It isincluded in what is called
"asadharana*," the uniquely-inconclusive inference. It occupies the fifth place in hiswheel of reason. It
lacks both a positive example and a negative example.2 How can you infer that an individual A hasa
property G on the basis of its having a unique property F (or A-ness) where the second property is such
that, by definition, it does not exist in any individual other than A. It could clearly be an arbitrary clam:
the sound is eternal because it has soundness. For one can equally claim that sound is non-eternal for it
has soundness. It islike saying, "John is good, because he is John."

Of the two valid inferences in Dinnaga's "wheel" of nine reasons, oneis: "Sound isimpermanent, for it
isaproduct” and the other is: " Sound is impermanent, for it is made by human effort.” Here the first
type can easily be assimilated into a kevalanvayin (universally positive) form. For if we accept the
Buddhist metaphysics, there is nothing that is neither impermanent nor a product. Hence, just asin the
case of a"universally positive" form of inference, an example is nowhere to be found where both the
inferable feature (for example,

2 That isto say, thereis neither any sapaksa* nor any vipaksa* where the reason-property is present.

The uniquely inconclusive inference, may, however, have negative examples, that is, vipaksas where
the reason-property is absent.
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knowability) and the inferential mark (for example, nameability) are absent. Similarly, in Buddhist
parlance, we cannot find a (non-fictional) example where both impermanence and being a product are
absent. Such an example in Buddhism would have to be afictional entity.

The universally positive form is discussed further in 87.6. There is, however, one exegetical problem,
that may be explained with alittle ingenuity (I owe the explanation to Professor Hattori). One of the
three necessary conditions says that the hetu or inferential mark should be absent from any place that
lacks the inferable property. Can this condition be met if, in actuality, there is no such place? Perhaps,
however, the condition is automatically or trivialy fulfilled (that is, vipakso * nasti* > vipakse* nasti:
the condition "absence of the hetu from the vipaksa*" includes the case of "absence of vipaksa";

compare Matilal, 1985: 132). In thisway, the problem about this condition is avoided. According to
Hattori, this could have been Dinnaga's* explanation.

A major problem is created in this theory of inference, however, by the notion of kevala-vyatirekin,
"universally negative" form of inference. An exampleis: "Earth (or any solid substance) is nothing but
earth because it has smell” or "An equilateral triangle is equiangular because it is equilateral” or "A
triangle is nothing but atriangle because it is a plane figure bounded by three sides." All these seem to
be correct forms of inference, but it is difficult, if not impossible, to declare them to be legitimate by
following the above theory of inference. For one condition in the above theory is that we find an
example where the inferential mark, a, and the inferable, b, must be present together. But such an
example cannot be found in these cases outside the problematic cases, that is, the paksa*. Hence, such

apparently legitimate inferences would not be covered by the triple-condition theory. Thisled the
Buddhist to doubt the correctness of the Naiyayikas* defense of "universal negative' forms of

inference. Let us therefore examine this mode of inference in more detail.

5.7 Dharmakirti* on the Universal Negative Form of I nference

L et us introduce three abbreviations for the three types of inference: "+E" for

"kevalanvayin*" (universally present), "£E" for "anvaya-vyatirekin" (positive-negative), and "- E" for
"kevala-vyatirekin" (universally negative). The problem arises with the last-named: "- E." Read "+E" as
"an inference where both types of example are available one illustrating togetherness of a and b (hetu
and sadhya*), and the other where both are absent, and further none illustrating presence of a along

with absence of b." Similarly, "+ E" is an inference where all examplesillustrate presence of both a and
b (there being no case where b is absent), and "- E" is "an inference where no examples
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Illustrate the presence of b along with the presence of a (that is, in all examples, both b and a are jointly
absent). By "dl," | mean any example excluding the paksa *, the location or the actual case under

consideration.

The Buddhist (Dharmakirti*) rightly objectsto "- E" as follows. What can give certainty to the
conclusion of the following inference:

Something has b,
because it has a,
and nowhere is there an a where no b is observed?

For example, if mangoes are never seen in any tree where mango-blossoms do not grow, could we then
infer without doubt that that tree with mango-blossoms must have mangoes later on? Thisis uncertain
because bad weather may destroy the blossoms, as it often does. (It should be noted, however, that
Dharmakirti, perhaps, took "sesavat*" to mean inference from cause to effect, but his criticismis
general and thus applicable to the kevala-vyatirekin also.) Dharmakirti's own exampleis: dehad*
raganumanvat* (PV 11.11). It isusually seen that the embodied existence of a (human) being isthe
causal factor of such qualities as attachment, love, hatred, and so on. But our inference of such
attachment and so on. from the observation of the body will not be correct or (absolutely) certain. Asl
have noted, certitude is the goal of Dinnaga's* theory of inference. For example, when an Arhat or a
Buddhist saint regularly practices different types of meditation to get rid of such qualities as attachment,
our inference in the above manner will fail.

Dharmakirti sums up his argument in the next three verses (PV I1. 12-14):

Since our teacher (Dinnaga) has said: Mere non-observation of the reason in the example where
sadhya* is absent delivers a pseudo-reason, not a proper cognition of reason, as in the case of
attachment in the body; we conclude that invariable concomitance (between sadhya and hetu) cannot
be established simply on the basis of non-observation. For, deviation is possible just as one grain of
rice may by chance remain uncooked in arice-cooking pot. Hence our teacher hasillustrated the
sesavat (universally negative) inference as a doubtful case because here simple non-observation of the
reason is taken to be proving the correctness of the inference.

Kumarila* has also indirectly supported such an argument:

If one may have one hundredth part of a doubt about lack of concomitance how can the reason have the
power to prove the correctness of the inference (Sokavarttika*, Anumanapariccheda*).
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Why then did the Naiyayika* accept as|egitimate such "universally negative" inferences?

5.8 Induction Again

It is obvious that we are here closely concerned with one of the most vexing problemsin logic the
defense of induction. It is generally agreed that the problem is probably insoluble, or, at best, that
induction can be defended only probabilistically. If anyone claims more certainty regarding induction,
then he "risks the suspicion of being mildly insane." We are of course not concerned here with the
problem of induction as awhole. Were we to take induction here as the problem of generalization or
extrapolation alone, we might at least defend it along with Mackie, by making use of what has been
called "the inverse probability argument” (Mackie, 1985: 159). We, however, are concerned here, asis
clear from the above, with adifferent set of problems problems that bothered the classical Indian
philosophers more than their Western counterparts. Our main problem, therefore, isto see why the
Buddhist did not accept the "universally negative" as a correct form of inference, which they rejected,
not ssimply because it cannot give certainty, but also because it was said to suffer from the fault of
tautology and redundancy in the qualifications that form part of the inferable property (sadhya*). And
we should also investigate why the Naiyayikas, while they are well aware of these faults, still accept the
"universally negative" inference.

Although the two types of inferences, +E and -E, seem to be quite different from each other, thereisa
line of agreement between them. They may even be said to be validated by a similar principle. The
invariable concomitance of a (hetu) with b (sadhya) is proven in the first case, +E, by the supporting
example where both a and b exist together, and sometimes this can be a part of the paksa* (for

example, "acloth (or anything) is nameable because it is knowable"). Similarly, the same relation
between a and b in the case of the second type of inference, -E, is supported by a positive example
where a and b may exist together and this example has to be a part of the paksa. This may be the reason
why some Buddhist philosophers would not distinguish between the two types. In fact, if, as
Dharmakirti* once emphatically claimed (PV 11.27), citation of supporting examplesis not an essential
part of the sophisticated formulation of the inference, then the distinction between +E and -E does not
seem to be important.

The later Nalyayikas explained the "-E" type of inference more asillustrative of "definitional
sentences’ (laksana*-vakya*). Hence, the typical example was given as.
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Earth is different from what is not earth, because it has the earth universal (or, because it has
smell).

A definitional sentence is something like this; ablock of stoneis a piece of earth (an earthly substance),
because it has the earth universal. One may wonder why it isthat, since "different from what is not
earth" is equivalent to "a piece of earth," we not say, "apiece of earthisapiece of earth ... "? Thisis
true. But, for the Nalyayika*, the conclusion of an inference is a piece of knowledge, and a piece of
knowledge must have an element of "novelty," so atautologous sentence cannot represent knowledge.
"Ais A" isthus not a piece of knowledge according to them (it was obvious that they were not
concerned with such a priori knowledge.) To avoid this quandary, the Naiyayikas formulate the said
inference as.

A isdifferent from whatever is not A, because....

Although"Ais A" and "A is different from whatever isnot A" both mean the same thing, that is, they
imply each other, the second expression neverthel ess represents some novelty in the predicate (for it
involves an awareness of double negation and so forth). Hence, the -E inference is formulated in this
manner:

A isdifferent from whatever isnot A, because it has
a,

where the definition sentenceis: "Each A has a (by definition)." The Buddhist opponent, it may be
noted, faults this inference because it has redundant qualifiersin the sadhya*.

We face now at least two problems. The first concerns the definition of a sapaksa* "positive example."
An example (which is not to be included in the paksa*) isasapaksa if it hasb (= sadhya) init. Thisis
in accord with one view. But according to another view, an exampleisto be caled asapaksa if b (=
sadhya) is known to be present there. If we accept the above definition of the "-E" inference, then the
second definition of sapaksa given here should be taken into account; otherwise the threefold
classification of inference for Nyaya* would run into problems. Any piece of earth (solid substance)
may be known to be different from water, air, and so on. But that it is different from the rest of the
things in the whole universe (from the other thirteen categories or padarthas*: eight substances plus
five other padarthas or categoriesin the Vaisesika* scheme of categories) may not be known for
certain. Therefore, on this view, we would not have any example that would be known to have the
sadhya (= b) init. If, on the other hand, we accept the first definition of
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sapaksa *, then when we take one piece of stone as our paksa* (that is, we want to establish that a piece

of stoneis apiece of stone, not different from earth) then any other piece of earth could be its sapaksa.
In that case, the alleged inference will not fall under the category of kevala-vyatirekin ("universally
negative") inference as defined here. (To wit: "-E" is an inference where there is no sapaksa.)

Part of the second problem has aready been mentioned. Our knowledge of the concomitance between a
and b has to depend here only upon the absence of any (known) counter-example (an example where a
ispresent but b is not.) It isthus very close to the example of a pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa*) called a-

sadharana* anaikantika*, "uniquely inconclusive." To repeat the example:
Sound is eternal because it is audible,

or
Sound is eternal because it has soundness.

| have aready indicated briefly how Dharmakirti* has argued that simple non-observation of a counter-

example does not validate the conclusion, that is, does not make the conclusion a piece of knowledge or
acertainty. What did the Naiyayikas* have to say about this?

5.9 Nyaya* on the" Uniquely Inconclusive'
Reason

The Naiyayikas held two different views about the nature of the "uniquely inconclusive" pseudo-reason.
Oneissaid to be the view of the older Naiyayikas and the other the view of the later Naiyayikas.

The old Naiyayikas call areason a a"uniquely inconclusive pseudo-reason” provided that it isfound to
be non-concurrent with b (= sadhya*) (for example, soundness is not concurrent with a non-eternal

thing, say, a pot). Co-occurrence of a (= hetu) with b (= sadhya) is an essential part of the definition of
what we call vyapti* "invariable concomitance." Now, in this case of pseudo-reason, this part of the

supporting concomitance is violated, and hence it is a pseudo-reason.

The later Nalyayikas define the same type of pseudo-reason as one where the alleged reason, a, is
absent from both the sapaksa and the vipaksa* (where sapaksa = examples where b is present, and
vipaksa = examples where b is absent). In this case, however, a correct reason, the "universally
negative," will be very similar to an incorrect (unsound) reason (a pseudo-reason), the one that is called
the "uniquely inconclusive." For instance, in
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the E inference, "Earth is different from what is not earth, for it has earth-hood," not only thereis no
sapaksa * (for any thing that is different from what is non-earth is part of the paksa* that is, the
problematic case under consideration for the inference in question), but also there are no vipaksas*®
(examples that are non-earth) where the alleged reason, earth-hood, does exist. Since "absence of any
sapaksa" may entail, in the above manner, "absence of the reason from the sapaksa,” we may say that
the reason is absent from both sapaksa and vipaksa. Thus, how are we to distinguish between the
universally negative reason and the uniquely inconclusive reason (a pseudo-reason)?

The ancient Naiyayikas* point to the lack of co-occurrence of a (the hetu) and b (the sadhya* asthe
main fault of this pseudo-reason, for it thereby invalidates part of the invariable concomitance relation.
But later Nalyayikas take a different line here. A thing (an example) that is non-earth, that is, a vipaksa,
need not bother us. But a sapaksa, an example that is a piece of earth, is generally a member of the
paksa class, or a part of the paksa. Now, can we use such a case as a supporting positive example to
strengthen the concomitance relation? Ordinarily we cannot do such athing on this theory, because
tautology and redundancy in the predicate expressions are considered to be unacceptable faults.
However, the criticism of Dharmakirti* aswell as early Naiyayikas persuaded the later Naiyayikasto

admit that a merely negative case cannot strengthen the concomitance relation enough to make the
conclusion a certainty. Hence, the following suggestion was accepted as adequate. The paksa in most
such cases of inference is a class term that has many individual members. (Or, it may be a mass term,
for example, water or earth, that has many small parts). Now, if we believe in the argument that a
positive example is necessary to support the Nyaya* theory of inference, then a member of the paksa

class (a piece of stone, say) may be chosen as the relevant example. Thus, we will have a stronger
positive support for the invariable concomitance relation that will validate the inference under
consideration.

Thereisafurther difference of opinion among the later Naiyayikas that underlines another subtlety
here. Some say that just as the (positive) example illustrating the co-occurrence of a and b strengthens
the positive side of the concomitance relation, the example illustrating the co-occurrence of the
absences of a and b strengthens the negative side of the same concomitance relation. But others hold
that the positive concomitance relation is the most useful one in the theory of inference, and the
(negative) example illustrating the absences of a and b does not support the "negative side” of the
concomitance, but it indirectly supports the accurate positive version of the concomitance relation, and
it isthe latter version which has the adequate power to validate the conclusion of the inference
concerned. For usthereis no special
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preference for either of these two views. But it seems that the latter view has more plausibility and,
hence, receives more support.

We may now face the other important question. The Buddhist, as | have already noted, does not accept
the soundness of the "universally negative" inference. It has also been pointed out that, under
Dharmakirti's * theory of inference, the distinction between the "universally positive" and the
"universally negative" amost collapses. After Dinnaga* , Dharmakirti mainly emphasi ses the threefold
inference-yielding relations: svabhava* (natural presence), karya* (effect, that is, causal relation) and
anupalabdhi (non-observation). They generally cover all types of sound inferences. In fact, Dharmakirti
goes so far asto say that the citation of the supporting example (positive or negative) is not very
important as long as the inference-yielding relations are well understood by the other (opponent) side.
Citation of the reason would be enough. Therefore, in the Buddhist theory we do not face the problems
that we have faced in the Nyaya* theory.

5.10 0n " Internal”
Concomitance

Thereis another post-Dharmakirti development in the Buddhist logical theory that squarely meets the
issue we have been discussing here. Thisisthe division of concomitance into antar-vyapti* or "internal
concomitance" and bahir-vyapti or "external concomitance” (although the distinction was not originally
meant to solve the problem of the uniquely-negative inference).

The relation of concomitance between a and b is usually known to us from our observation of
examples. Both the Nyaya and the Buddhist agree in this regard. The examples where a (the hetu)
coexists with b (the sadhya*) are called sapaksa*. The examples where they are both absent are called
vipaksa*. None of these examples should usually form any part of the paksa*. However, where the
sapaksa example forms a part of the paksa, it is called a case of antar-vyapti, internal concomitance.
But where the sapaksa example does not form a part of the paksa itself (asin the case of fire and smoke
where the kitchen is the example and the hill is the paksa) we have a case of bahir-vyapti, external
concomitance.

Regarding the origin of the distinction between "external” and "internal," thereis a difference of
opinion among scholars. Some say that it originated in the Jaina tradition (compare K. Bhattacharya's
article, "Some Thoughts on Antarvyapti*, Bahirvyapti*, and Trairupya*," in Matilal and Evans eds.,
1986). But this has not been conclusively established. The later Buddhists accepted the distinction, and
Ratnakarasanti* wrote a short tract on thisissue (published in Sastri, 1910). It is, however, quite clear
from what | have said above that Dharmakirti himself was to some extent responsible for the origin of
thisidea Here | agree with E. Steinkellner (1967).
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If we wish to infer that everything is momentary because everything exists, then we would not be able
to find an example which is outside the paksa *, that is, "everything." In such cases, our concomitance

can be supported only by an internal example. Of course, there are other ways of getting around this
difficulty, and the Buddhist logicians, those who regjected "internal” concomitance, never tired of
pointing them out. My point here, however, is different. | have tried to show that sometimes even the
Naiyayikas* accepted sapaksa* examples from the domain of the paksa. They redefined their notion of

sapaksa to fit their theory of inference. Those later Naiyayikas who were emphatic about the role of the
positive example in supporting the concomitance relation, perhaps unconsciously, followed the
Buddhist way in accepting part of the paksa as a sapaksa example supporting the concomitance relation.

The great Naiyayika Udayana (circa 975-1050) has given an elaborate defense of the theory of kevala-
vyatirekin or universally-negative inference, in his well-known book, the Kiranavali*. | shall conclude

by giving a brief account of it here.

5.11 Udayana on
Definition

In the Kiranavali (1971:28), Udayana makes his Buddhist opponent pose the following question: what
isthe use of laksana* or definition? Udayana answers. "A definition is nothing but the special reason
(hetu) of what is called the 'universally negative' inference." Udayana adds, quoting most probably
Sridhara* (whom he calls the reverend Acarya*, "teacher"): "the purpose of adefinition isto
differentiate the object from its similar and dissimilar classes." Here, a serious objection israised by the
Buddhist. Both sides admit that, since tautology does not constitute knowledge, the inferable property
and the subject-locus or paksa cannot be expressed by the same expression. They also admit that a
general notion of the inferable property should be available to both arguers, the proponent and the
opponent, before the inference is formulated. This means that if some unfamiliar or unknown element is
used as the inferable property or as part of its qualifications, then there will arise a fault which will
invalidate the inference. Technically, this fault will be the one called aprasiddha-sadhaka* ("having an

unknown inferable property"), or the one called aprasiddha-visesanata* ("the fault of unestablished or
unknown qualifications”).

Now, the Buddhist argues that the inferable property in the universally negative inference, namely
"different from non-earth," suffers from the second defect. For if there is no sapaksa or example where
such an inferable property is present, the prior notion of the inferable property would remain
unestablished. Udayana gives a sophisticated answer to this rather technically
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formulated question. The notion of the inferable property may be first well-established and then be
connected, by the inference, to the paksa * or the actual case under consideration. It is not necessary

that the property's connection with the paksa should be established prior to the inference in question
here.

The Buddhist asks afurther question: "L et us accept that every bit of earth, such asapot, is different
from non-earth, and thisis established perceptually. Hence, it may be all right to use such a pot asthe
supporting positive example and then infer that the earthly atoms are different from non-earth, and so
on. Thiswill, of course, mean that we do not need the category of inference called the universally
negative." Thus, the Buddhist question is: why accept the universally negative? Udayana answers with a
touch of irony: "Save your friendly advice, for the definition of universally negative can be made
faultless' (1971: 29). The Naiyayikas* regard the category of the universally negative inference as an
important one and are reluctant to give it up, for it helps us to understand the necessity as well asthe
nature of definition (laksana*) in philosophy through logic (for more on this, see Matilal, 1985: 176-
209).

The philosophical method in Indiais heavily dependent upon what they call a"pramana*, " a"means of
knowing or establishing” an object or atheory. What they call "laksana™ or "definition” forms also an
essential part of this method. Now, the opponent, says Udayana, wants to retain the method of

definition as an acceptable device while rgjecting the pramana derived from it, the universally-negative
inference. Udayana says that this type of opponent is like a person who condemns drinking while
continuing to drink themselves!
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Chapter 6
The Jaina Contribution to Logic

6.1 Origins of the Doctrine of Non-Onesidedness

A metaphysical thesis, in the context of classical Indian philosophy at least, usually takes the form of
such aproposition as "Everything is F' or "Nothing is F." Philosophical rivalry springs from the
varieties of such proposed positions, that is, varieties of such Fs. For example, the AdvaitaVedantin *
says. "Everything is Brahman;" the Madhyamika*, "Everything is empty of its own-being or own-
nature;” and the Y ogacarin*, "Everything is a vijfiapti 'making of consciousness.' " We may add to the
list even such positions as "Everything is non-soul, impermanent, and suffering” (the Buddhist in
general), and "Everything is knowable and nameabl€e" (the Nyaya*-Vaisesika®). If we have to add the
Jainas to the list, then we can say theirsis:. Everything is "non-one-sided" (anekanta*). However, | shall
argue that at least on one standard interpretation, the Jainathesisis held at adightly different level. If
the others are called metaphysical, this one may be called meta-metaphysical. The sense of it will be
clear later on. | do not wish to claim this to be the "one-up-manship” of the Jainas. The claim hereisa
modest one; it harks back upon the historical origin of the position.t

It israther hard to see how such metaphysical theses as illustrated above, in the form of "Everything is
F," can be proven in a straight-forward manner. They are often presuppositions, sometimes accepted as
an axiom

1. This chapter is somewhat tangential to the main thread in the book. The reader whose main interest
isin the development of the notion of an inference-warranting relation and associated concepts may
wish to skip it and move directly to chapter 7.
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of asystem. The argument, if there is any, must be indirect or reductio-ad-absurdum; it is persuasive
and suggestive. It may be pointed out at this stage that according to the later Nyaya* school, any
argument that has a conclusion (athesis) of the form "Everything is F" is fallacious, because it would be
inconclusive. To use their technical vocabulary, the inferred conclusion of the form "Everything is

F' (where "Everything" is the subject term, playing the role of the paksa*), is faulty because it suffers
from the defect called anupasamharin*. Such a defect occurs when and only when the paksa (the
subject locus) is kevalanvayin*, which corresponds to a universal class. Strictly speaking, we should say
that the property that qualifies the subject-locus here, that makesit what it is, a subject-locus, isa
universal (or everpresent) property. Such being the case, we cannot compare or contrast it with anything
else. The Indian theory of inference, on the other hand, depends essentially upon the possibility of such
comparison (by the citation of a sapaksa*) and contrast (by the citation of avipaksa*). This does not
make the Indian or the Nyaya theory atheory of inference based upon analogy. It only certifiesits
empirical, that isits non-a priori, character. Proving something to be the case here means to make it
intelligible and acceptable by showing how (1) it is similar to other known cases and (2) what it does
differ from, and in what way. This demand on the proof is much stricter than usual. Otherwise, the
Indians will say that something may actually be the case but it cannot be claimed or established as such.
Hence, the inconclusiveness (anaikantika*) of the said type of inference was regarded as a defect, a
hetvabhasa* .

A metaphysical thesis was usually expressed in the canonical literature of Buddhism and Jainism in the
form of aquestion, "IsA B?' or "Is everything F?' to which an answer was demanded, either yes or no.
If yes, the thesis was put forward as an assertion, that is, the proposed position "A is B" or "Everything
IsF" was claimed to be true. If no, it was denied, that is, it was claimed as false. Therefore, yes and no
were substitutes for the truthvalues, true and false. The Buddhist canons describe such questions as
ekamsa* -akaraniya* , those that can be answered by adirect yes or no. However, both the Buddha and
the Mahavira said that they were followers of a different method or style in answering questions. They
were, to be sure, vibhajya-vadin*, for they had to analyze the significance or the implications of the
guestions in order to reach a satisfactory answer. For it may be that not everything is F, although it may
not be true that nothing is F.

The followers of the Mahavira* developed their doctrine of anekanta* from this clue found in the
canonical literature. Thisisthe clue of vibhajya-vada* which originally meant, in both Buddhist and

Jaina canons, a sort of openness lack of dogmatic adherence to any view-point exclusively. The
philosophy of Jainism has been called "non-dogmatism” or "non-absolutism."
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| prefer the literal rendering "non-onesidedness,” for it seemsto retain the freedom of the interpreter as
well asits openness.

A metaphysical puzzle seems to have started in the early period in India (asit did in Greece too) with a
dichotomy of basic predicates or concepts such as being and non-being, permanence and change, is and
Is-not, substance and modes, identity and difference. Although these five pairsjust cited are not strictly
synonymous, they are nevertheless comparable and often interchangeable, depending, of course, upon
the context. The first member of these pairs used to be captured by a common denominator, alathe
Buddhist canons called Eternalism or sasvatavada * while the second member constituted the opposite
side, Annihilationism or uccheda-vada* (sometimes, even Nihilism). Indulging in the same vein, that is,
the vein of rough generalization, we put the spirituality of reality on one side and the materiality of
reality on the other. Looking alittle further, we can even bring the proverbial opposition between
Idealism and Realism, in their most general senses, in line with the above pairs of opposites.

Avoidance of the two extremes (anta = one-sided view) was the hallmark of Buddhism. In his dialogue
with Katyayana*, the Buddhais said to have identified "it is" asan "anta" (= extreme) and 'it isnot' as

the other extreme, and then he said that the Tathagata* must avoid both and resort to the middle. Hence
Buddhism is described as the Middle Way. The Mahaviras* anekanta* way consisted also in not

clinging to either of them exclusively. Roughly, the difference between Buddhism and Jainism in this
respect liesin the fact that the former avoids by rejecting the extremes altogether, while the latter does
it by accepting both with qualifications and aso by reconciling them. The hallmark of Jainismis,
therefore, the attempted reconciliation between opposites.

6.2 What is Non-Onesidedness?

It would be better to start with some traditional descriptions of the concept of anekanta. An alternative
name is syadvada* . Samantabhadra (flourished seventh century) describesit as a position "that gives up

by all means any categorically asserted view" (sarvathaikantatyagat*) and is dependent (for its
establishment) upon the method of "sevenfold predication” (Aptamimamsa*, 104). Mallisena*

(flourished 1290) saysthat it is a doctrine that recognizes that each element of reality is characterized
by many (mutually opposite) predicates, such as permanence and impermanence, or being and non-
being. It is sometimes called the vastu-sabala* theory (1933: 13), one which underlines the manifold

nature of reality. Manifoldness in this context is understood to include mutually contradictory
properties. Hence on the face of it, it seems
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to be adirect challenge to the law of contradiction. However, this seeming challenge should not be
construed as an invitation to jump into the ocean of irrationality and unintelligibility. Attempts have
been made by an array of powerful Jaina philosophers over the ages to make it rationally acceptable.
We will see how.

Gunaratna* Suri*, in hiscommentary on Haribhadra's Saddar sana* -samuccaya, says that the Jaina

doctrine is to show that mutually-opposite characterizations of reality by rival philosophers should be
reconciled, for, depending upon different points of view, the same reality can be discovered to have
both natures, being and non-being, permanent and impermanent, general and particular, expressible and
inexpressible. The Jainas argue that there are actually seriously held philosophical positions that are
mutually opposed. For example, we can place the AdvaitaVedanta* at one end of the spectrum, as they

hold Brahman, the ultimate reality, to be a non-dual, permanent, substantial, and all inclusive being.
Thisiswhere the "being" doctrine culminates. The Buddhists on the other hand are at the other end of
the spectrum. Their doctrine of momentariness (as well as emptiness) is aso the culmination of the
"non-being" doctrine, which can also be called the paryaya* doctrine. Traditionaly, in Jainism, dravya
("substance," "being") is contrasted with paryaya "modification,” "change," or even "non-being." One
should be warned that by equating Buddhism with the "non-being,” | am not making it nihilistic. For
"non-being" equals "becoming." Paryaya iswhat is called as process, the becoming, the fleeting or the
ever-changing phases of reality, while dravya is the thing or the being, the reality whichisin the
process of fleeting. And the two, the Jainas argue, are inextricably mixed together, such that it does not
make any sense to describe something as exclusively "permanent,” a dravya, without necessarily
implying the presence of the opposite, the process, the fleetingness, the impermanence, the paryaya.
Being and becoming mutually imply each other, and to exclude one or the other from the domain or
reality isto take a partial (ekanta*) view.

Theideais not that we can identify some elements of reality as "substance" and others as "process’ or
paryaya. Rather, the claim is that the same element has both characteristics aternatively and even
simultaneoudly. It isthe last part "... even ssimultaneously” that would be the focus of our attention when
we discuss the sevenfold predication (see below, 86.4). The challenge to the law of contradiction
discussed earlier can be located, in fact, pin-pointed, in this part of the doctrine. The anekanta* has also
been called akulavada*, a"precarious’ doctrine. The ideais, however, that it challenges any
categorically asserted proposition, ordinary or philosophical. Its philosophical goal isto ascribe a
"precarious’ valueto all such propositions. It condones changeability of values (that is, truth-values).
However, it does not amount to skepticism, for the manifoldness of reality (in the sense discussed
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above) is non-skeptically asserted. It is aso not dogmatism, although it can be said that they were
dogmatic about non-dogmatism!

6.3 Rationality and the Principle of
Contradiction

How do the Jainas argue in favor of their position and answer that charge of irrationality and
unintelligibility? Traditionally, their method sapta-bhangi * or "sevenfold predication” and their
doctrine of "standpoints' (nayavada*), supply the material for the constructive part of the argument. To
answer criticism, however, they try to show how contradictory pairs of predicates can be applied to the
same subject with impunity and without sacrificing rationality or intelligibility. This may be called the
third part of their argument. | shall comment on the last by following an outstanding Jaina philosopher
of the eighth century AD, Haribhadra. In another section, | shall discuss the first part, the sevenfold
predication before concluding with some general comments.

In his Anekantajayapataka* (= "The Banner of Victory for Anekanta*"), Haribhadra formulates the

opponents criticism as follows (we will be concerned with only afew pages of the first chapter). He
first selects the pair: sattva "existence" or "being" and asattva "non-existence" or "non-being." The

opponent says (p.11):

Existenceisinvariably located by excluding non-existence, and nonexistence by excluding existence.
Otherwise, they would be non-distinct from each other. Therefore, if something is existent, how can it
be non-existent? For, occurrence of existence and non-existence in one place isincompatible ...

Moreover, if we admit things to be either existent or non-existent, existence and non-existence are
admitted to be properties of things. One may ask: are the property and its locus, the thing, different
from each other? Or are they identical? Or, both identical and different? If different, then, since the two
are incompatible, how can the same thing be both? If identical, then the two properties, existence and
non-existence, would be identical ... And if so, how can you say that the same thing has [two different]
natures? (pp. 11-12)

The main point of the argument here depends on reducing the Jaina position to two absurd and
unacceptable consequences. If the properties (or the predicates) are incompatible (and different), they
cannot characterize the same entity. And if they are somehow shown to be not incompatible, the
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Jainas lose their argument to show that the same entity is or can be characterized by two incompatible
properties. Haribhadra continues:

If they are both, identical and different, we have also two possibilities. If they are different in one form
or one way and identical in another way, then also the same entity cannot be said to have two different
natures. However, if they are different in the same way asthey are identical with each other, thisisaso
not tenable. For there will be contradiction. How can two things be different in one way, and then be
identical in the same way? If they are identical, how can they be different? (pp. 12-13)

Thisisthe opponent's argument. The formulation is vintage Haribhadra. Now the answer of Haribhadra
may be briefly given asfollows:

Y ou have said "How can the same thing, such as a pot, be both existent and non-existent?' Thisis not
to be doubted. For it [such dual nature of things] is well-known even to the [unsophisticated] cowherds
and village women. For if something is existent in so far as its own substantiality, or its own location,
or itsown time, or its own feature is concerned, it is a'so non-existent in so far as a different
substantiality, a different location, a different time or a different feature is concerned. Thisis how
something becomes both existent and non-existent. Otherwise, even such entities as a pot would not
exist. (p. 36)

The existence of an entity such as a pot, depends upon its being a particular substance (an earth-
substance), upon its being located in a particular space, upon its being in a particular time, and also

upon its having some particular (say, dark) feature. With respect to a water-substance, it would be non-
existent, and the same with respect of another spatial location, another time (when and where it was non-
existent), and another (say, red) feature. It seemsto me that the indexicality or the determinants of
existence is being emphasized here.

To make this rather important point clear, let us consider the sentence: It israining. Thiswould be true
or false depending upon various considerations or criteria. It would be trueif and only if it israining,
but false if it happens to be snowing. This may correspond to the "substantiality” (dravyatah *) criterion
mentioned by Haribhadra. Next, the same would be true if and only if it israining at the particular spot
where the utterance has been made, otherwise false (at another spot, for instance). It would be likewise
true if and only if it israining now when it has been uttered, but false when the rain stops. Similarly, it
would be again true if and only if it israining actually
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from rain-clouds, for instance, not so when it is a shower of water from artificial sprinklers. It is easy to
see the correspondence of these criteria with those other three mentioned by Haribhadra.

Haribhadra, in fact, goes alittle further to conclude that a statement like "It israining" or even "The pot
exists' has both truth-values; it is both true and false in view of the above considerations. In fact, it is
better to talk in terms of truth-values (as will be clear below), rather than in terms of contradictory pairs
of predicates. For the law of contradiction, asit is usually stated in ordinary textbooks of logic, requires
that the denial of a predicate, F, of a subject, a, be the same as the affirmation of the contradictory
predicate of the same subject, and vice versa. Besides, saying yes and no to such aquestion as"lsa F?"
IS equivalent to assigning truth or falsity respectively to the statement "aisF."

One may argue that discovery of the indexical elements on which the determinants of atruth-value
depends, that is, of the indexical determinants for successfully applying a predicate, may not be enough
to draw such aradical conclusion as the Jainas want, namely, co-presence of contradictory propertiesin
the same locus or assigning of both truth and falsity to the same proposition. Faced with such questions
where indexical elements play an important and significant role, we may legitimately answer, "Yesand
no. It depends." However, to generalize from such evidence and conclude that the truth or falsity of all
propositions suffers from this indeterminacy due to the presence of the indexical or variable elements,
and further that all propositions are therefore necessarily and omnitemporally (sarvatha * and
sarvada*) both true and false, may be an illicit jump. The successful application of any predicateto a
thing on this view, depends necessarily upon a variable element such that it can or cannot be applied
according as we can substitute one or another thing for these variable elements. These elements which
may remain hidden in a categorically asserted proposition, are sometimes called a " point of view" or a
"standpoint.” It also amounts to a view which announces that all predicates are relative to a point of
view: no predicates can be absolutely true of athing or an object in the sense that it can be applied
unconditionally at all times under any circumstances. Jainas in this way becomes identified with a sort
of facile relativism.

If the pointsin the above argument are valid, then it would be a sound criticism of Jaina philosophy.
However, let us focus upon two related points. First, relativism. The reflexes of relativism are
unmistakable in Jainism as they are in many modern writers. The familiar resonance of Jainism isto be
found in Nelson Goodman's The Ways of World-Making. A typical argument isto show how the earth
or the sun can be said to be both in motion and at rest depending upon the points of view. An obvious
criticism of the facile relativism (though not that of Goodman) isthat it can be shown to be
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self-inconsistent, for in trying to argue that all truths are relative to some point of view or other, it
makes use of an absolute notion of truth. Will this charge hold against Jainism? | do not think so. For
Jainism openly admits an absolute notion of truth that liesin the total integration of all partial or
conditionally arrived at truths, and is revealed to the vision of an omniscient being such as Mahavira*.

The emphasis here is on the conditionality and limitedness of human power and human vision and
therefore it applies to all humanly constructible positions. The concern is somewhat ethical. Rejection
of aseriously held view is discouraged lest we fail to comprehend its significance and underlying
presuppositions and assumptions. The Jainas encourage openness.

Arethe Jainas guilty of illicit generalization? Thisis another point of the above critique. All predicates
for which there is a contradictory one, are indeterminate as regards the truth or falsity of their
application. In fact by claiming that the contradictory pairs are applicable they take the positive way out
as opposed to the Buddhists, the Madhyamikas*, who take the negative way. Of the familiar four

Buddhist alternatives, yes, no, both, and neither, the Jainas may prefer the third, both yes and no, while
the Madhyamikas reject all four. If unconditionality and categoricality of any predication, except
perhaps the ultimate one, anekanta* in this case, is denied, then thisis a generalized position. The only

way to counter it would be to find a counter-example, that is, an absolute, unconditionally applicable,
totally unambiguous and categorically assertible predicate, or a set of such predicates, without giving in
to some dogma or have some unsuspected and unrecognized presupposition. The Jainas believe that this
cannot be found. Hence, anekanta.

Haribhadra and other Jaina philosophers have argued that we do not often realize, although we
implicitly believe, that application of any predicate is guided by the consideration of some particular
sense or criterion (excessive familiarity with the criterion or sense makes it almost invisible, so to say).
Thisis not exactly the Fregean Snn. In the Indian context, there is awell-entrenched tradition of talking
about the "basis" or the "criterion” for the application of a predicate or aterm. This can be called the
nimitta theory (the "basis" or the "criterion" theory). A predicate can be truly applied to something x in
virtue of a particular or a specific basis. The philosopher, when he emphasizes the particularity or
specificity of such abasis, indirectly and implicitly commits himself to the possibility of denying that
predicate (that is, of applying the contradictory predicate) to the same thing, X, in virtue of a different
basis or criterion. Haribhadra says (p.44):

(The Opponent says:) The lack of existence in virtue of being a watery substance etc., belongsto a

particular earth-substance, a pot; however, thisis because the locus of non-existence of something
cannot be a
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fiction. We admit therefore that it is the particularity of the earth-substance, the pot, that excludes the
possibility of its being existent as a water substance (this does not amount to admitting the co-presence
of existence and non-existence in one locus).

(The Jaina answers:) Oh, how great is the confusion! By your own words, you have stated the anekanta
*, but you do not even recognise it yourself! Existence in virtue of being an earth-substance itself

specifies its non-existence in virtue of being a water-substance (you admit this). But you cannot admit
that the thing has both natures, existence and non-existence. Thisisastrangeillusion! No object (or
thing) can be specified without recourse to the double nature belonging there, presence of its own
existencein it, and absence from it, the existence of the other.

The general point of the Jainas seems to be this. Any predicate acts as a qualifier of the subject and also
adistinguisher. That is, its application not only refersto or, in the old Millian sense, connotes, a
property that is present in the subject, but also indicates another set of properties that are not present in
it at all. Infact, insistence, that is absolute insistence, on the presence of a property (an essential
property) in a subject, lands us invariably into making a negative claim at the same time, absence of a
contradictory property, or a set of contrary properties from the same subject-locus.

At this stage the opponent might say, with some justification, that the conclusion reached after such a
great deal of arguing tendsto be trivial and banal. All that we have been persuaded to admit isthis.
Existence can be affirmed of athing, X, in virtue of our fixing certain determinantsin a certain way, and
iIf the contrary or contradictory determinants are considered, existence may be denied of that very thing.
Thisis parallel to assigning the truth-value to a proposition when all the indexical elementsinit are
made explicit or fixed, and being ready to accept the opposite evaluation if some of their indexicals are
differently fixed or stated. Realists or believersin bivalence (as Michael Dummett has put it), would
rather have the proposition free from any ambiguities due to the indexical elements an eternal sentence
(of the kind W. V. Quine talked about) or a Thought or Gedanke (of the Fregean kind) such that it would
have avalue, truth or falsity eternally fixed. However, the Jainas can reply to the charge of banality by
putting forward the point that it is exactly such possibilities that are in doubt. In other words, they deny
that we can without impunity talk about the possibility of clearly and intelligibly stating such
propositions, such eternal sentences, or expressing such Thoughts. We may assume that a
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proposition has an eternally fixed truth value, but it is not absolutely clear to us what kind of a
proposition that would be. For it remains open to us to discover some hidden, unsuspected determinants
that would force us to withdraw our assent to it.

6.4 Jaina Seven-Valued
Logic

A more serious criticism of Jainism isthat if the senses change, and if the indexicals are differently
interpreted, we get a new and different proposition entirely, and hence the result would not be an

affirmation and denial jointly of the same proposition. If thisis conceded then the main doctrine of
Jainismislost. It is not truly an anekanta *, which requires the mixing of the opposite values. This

critique, seriousthough it is, can aso be answered. Thiswill lead us to a discussion of saptabhangi*.

The philosophical motivation of the Jainas is to emphasize not only the different facets of reality, not
only the different sensesin which a proposition can be true or false, not only the different determinants
which make a proposition true or false, but also the contradictory and opposite sides of the same redlity,
the dual (contradictory) evaluation of the same proposition, and the challenge that it offersto the
doctrine of bivalence or realism.

Let ustalk interms of truth predicates. The standard theory is bivalence, that is, two possible valuations
of agiven proposition, true or false. The first step taken by the Jainas in this context is to argue that
there may be cases where joint application of these two predicates, true and false, would be possible.
That is, given certain conditions, a proposition may be either (1) true, or (2) false, or (3) both true and
false. If there are conditions under which it istrue and there are other conditions under which it isfalse,
then we can take both sets of these conditions together and say that given these, it is both. This does not
mean, however, the rejection of the law of contradiction. If anything, this requires only non-compliance
with another law of the bivalence logic, that of the excluded middle (the excluded third). It requires that
between the values, true and false, there is no third alternative. The law of contradiction requires that a
proposition and its contradictory be not false together. This keeps the possibility of their being true
together open. Only the law of excluded middle can eliminate such a possibility. Thisis at least one of
the standard interpretations of the so-called two laws of bivalence logic. In anon-bivalencelogic, ina
multiple valued logic, the law of contradiction is not flouted, although it disregards the excluded third.
The Jainas likewise disregards the mutual exclusion of yes and no, and argues, in addition, in favor of
their combinability in answer to a given question. We have shown above how such opposite evaluations
of the same proposition can be made compatible and hence combinable.
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It is the sameness of the proposition or the propositional identity that is open to question here. If the
change of determinants, of point of view, of the indexical element, introduces a different proposition,
then change of truth-values from true to false could not be significant enough. However, we may claim
that the proposition, whatever that is, remains the same and that it has both values, true and false
depending upon other considerations. Thiswould still be a non-significant critique of the classical
standard logic of bivalence. The Jainas therefore go further, in order to be true to their doctrine of
"precarious’ evaluation (akulavada *), and posit a separate and non-composite value called
"avaktavya" ("inexpressible"), side by side with true and false. | shall presently comment on the nature
of this particular evaluation. First, let us note how the Jainas get to their seven types (ways) of
propositional evaluation. If we admit combinability of values, and if we have three basic evaluable
predicates (truth-values), true, false and "inexpressible" (corresponding to yes, no and "not expressible
by such yes or no") then we have seven and only seven alternatives. Writing "+," "-" and "0" for the
these values respectively, the seven alternatives are:

+1 ) +_1 Ol O+1 0_1 Oo+-.
For the proper mathematical symmetry, we may also write:
+5 ) 05 +-l O+1 'o, O+-,

Thisisfollowing the principle of combination of these basic elements, taking one at atime, two at a
time and al three. The earlier arrangement reflects the historical development of the ideas. Hencein
most texts, we find the earlier order.

The "inexpressible" as atruth-like predicate of a proposition has been explained asfollows. It is
definitely distinct from the predicate "both true and false." For the latter is only a combination of the
first two predicates. It isyielded by the Jainaidea of the combinability of values or even predicates that
are mutually contradictory. Under certain interpretations, such a combined evaluation of the proposition
may be allowed without constraining our intuitive and standard understanding of contradiction and
consistency. "It israining” can be said to be both true and false under varying circumstances. However,
the direct and unequivocal challenge to the notion of contradiction in standard logic comes when it is
claimed that the same proposition is both true and false at the same time in the same sense. Thisis
exactly accomplished by the introduction of the third value "inexpressible," which can be rendered also
as paradoxical. The support of such an interpretation of the "inexpressible" is well-founded in the Jaina
texts. Samantabhadra and
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Vidyananda * both explain the difference between the "true and false" and the "inexpressible" as
follows: the former consistsin the gradual (kramarpana*) assigning of truth-values, true and false,

while the latter is ajoint and simultaneous ("in the same breath") assigning of such contradictory values
(c.f. saharpana*). One suggestion is that the predicate is called "inexpressible" because we are

constrained to say in this case both "true" and "false”" in the same breath. Something like "truefalse" or
"yes-no" would have been better, but since these are only artificial words, and there are no natural
language words to convey the concept that directly and unambiguously flouts non-contradiction. The
Jainas have devised this new term "inexpressible" to do the job a new evaluation predicate, non-
composite in character, like "true" and "false."

This metaphysical predicate "inexpressible" as a viable semantic concept has been acknowledged in the
discussion of logical and semantical paradoxes in modern times. Nowadays, some logicians even talk
about "para-consistent” logics, where avalue like "both true and false ssmultaneously” is acknowledged
as being applicable to the paradoxical propositions, such as "this sentence isfalse” or "I am lying." The
third value is alternatively called "paradoxical” or "indeterminate” (thisisto be distinguished from
"neither true nor false” which isalso called "indeterminate;" see Priest 1979). With alittle bit of
ingenuity, one can construct the matrices for Negation, Conjunction, Alternation, and so on, for the
system. The Jainas, however, do not do it.

| shall now emphasise the significant difference between the philosophical motivations of the Jainas and
those modern logicians who develop multiple-valued logics or the para-consistent logic. First, the
logicians assign truth to the members of a certain set of propositions, falsity to another set, and the third
value, paradoxicality to the "problem™ set, that is, the set of propositions that reveal s the various
versions of the Liar paradox and the other paradoxes. The Jainas on the other hand believe that each
proposition, at least each metaphysical proposition, has the value "inexpressible” (in addition to having
other values, true, false, and so on). That is, there is some interpretation or some point of view under
which the given proposition would be undecidable so far asitstruth or falsity is concerned, and hence
could be evaluated as "inexpressible.” Likewise, the same proposition, under another interpretation,
could be evaluated "true," and under still another interpretation, "false.”

Second, my reference to the non-bivalence logic or para-consistent logic, in connection with Jainism,
should not be over-emphasized. | have already noted that Jainalogicians did not develop, unlike the
modern logicians, truth matrices for Negation, Conjunction, and so on. It would be difficult, if not
totally impossible, to find intuitive interpretations of such matrices, if one were to develop them in any
case. The only point that | wanted to emphasize
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here is to show that the Jaina notion of the "inexpressible,” or the notion of anekanta * in the broader
perspective, isnot an unintelligible or an irrational concept. Although the usual law of non-
contradiction, which is by itself avery nebulous and vague concept, is flouted, the Jainas do not land us
into the realm of illogic or irrationality.

Last but not least, the Jainas in fact set the limit to our usual understanding of the laws of non-
contradiction. There are so many determinants and indexicals for the successful application of any
predicate that the proper and strict formulation of the ways by which this can be contradicted (or the
contradictory predicate can be applied to the same subject) will always outrun the linguistic devices at
our disposal. The point may be stated in another way. The notion of human rationality is not fully
exhausted by our comprehension of, and the insistence upon, the law of non-contradiction. Rational
understanding is possible of the Jaina position in metaphysics. In fact, one can say that the Jaina
anekanta is a meta-metaphysical position, sinceit considers all metaphysical positions to be spoiled by
the inherent paradoxicality of our intellect. Thus, it is a position about the metaphysical positions of
other schools. It is therefore not surprising that they were concerned with the evolution of propositions,
with the general principle of such evaluations. In thisway, their view rightly impinged upon the notions
of semantics and problems with semantical paradoxes. And above all, the Jainas were non-dogmatic,
although they were dogmatic about non-dogmatism. Their main argument was intended to show the
multi-faceted nature of reality aswell asits ever elusive character such that whatever isreveaed to any
observer at any given point of time and at any given place, would be only partially and conditionally
right, ready to be falsified by a different revelation to a different observer at a different place and time.
The Jainas think in our theoretical search for understanding reality, this point can hardly be overstated.
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Chapter 7
Navya-Nyaya *: Technical Developmentsin the New School since 1300 AD

7.1 The Beginning of Navya-Nyaya

Navya-nyayais rather an odd name given to a system of logic that was foreshadowed in the writings of
Udayana (circa 975-1050), then developed and flourished in the post-Udayana writers such as
Manikantha*, Srivallabha*, and Sasadhara*, but most spectacularly in Gangesa's® magnum opus,
Pramanatattvacintamani*. In the development of Navya-nyaya, the contributions of the Vedantin*
Sriharsa* and the criticisms of the Buddhists Jhanasrimitra* and Ratnakirti* should also not be
forgotten. For ahistory of the school, see (Matilal, 1980).

Gangesa (c. 1325) is often regarded as the father of the Navya-nyaya school. His Tattvacintamani* was
the most influential text of Navya-nyaya. What D. C. Bhattacharya (1958: 96) observed seems to be
quite correct:

Gangesa's achievement is quite unique in the history of philosophical literature of India. Thereis not
another scholar in the whole mediaeval period who had such a spectacular success through one single
book. The Tattvacintamani, a treatise of about 12000 granthas in extent [one grantha = 32 syllables)
appeared like aflash to dispel the gloom of centuries succeeding Udayana and laid the solid foundation
of Indian dialectics.

This elaborate text! deals exclusively with the pramanas* or "means of knowledge,” and is divided into
four parts. Each part deals with one of the

1 For avery detailed summary of this text, see Potter and Bhattacharya (1993).
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four pramanas * of the Nyaya* school perception, inference, analogical identification, and testimony.
There are forty-six (12 + 17 + 1 + 16) sections in these four parts. The first part on perception is very
important, but it did not become popular with the later writers. Only two sections of this part,
Mangalavada* ("benediction") and Pramanyavada* ("theory of truth"), were commented upon and

elaborated by them. The part on inference is the largest of all. It also contains an elaborate section on
the problem of God as an appendix. On the whole this was a comprehensive book, and Gangesa's®
style, precision, and uniformity, hislogical ordering of thoughts and arguments, became the model for
al later writers. Most of these later writers earned their fame by writing a commentary or a sub-
commentary on any section or sub-section of the Tattvacintamani* . Sometimes Gangesa's style was so

concise that even a single sentence of his book was later developed and elaborated by his commentators
into a separate work of considerable length.

Part 11, the chapter on inference, was indeed the most important and influential. It was also the most
profound portion of the whole book. Later Navya-nyaya tradition, which produced series of
commentaries and sub-commentaries on this part, divided it into two broad sections: vyaptikanda*, the

section dealing with the definition of inference and pervasion as a principle underlying inference, and
jAanakanda* , the section dealing with paksata* (subjecthood), deduction, and classification of fallacies.

For about three or four centuries after Gangesa, Navya-nyaya scholarship in India"flowed through a
large number of channels cut by single sentences or phrases of this part of Gangesa's work and by far
the widest channel emerged from the general definition of fallacy" (DC Bhattacharya, p. 108).

To illustrate how Gangesa formulates different alternative definitions of vyapti* "pervasion” let me
guote below what is usually called the group of five definitions (pafica-laksani*):

27.2-31.2. What is pervasion in that knowledge of a pervasion which is the cause of aconclusion? It is
not [the reason's| non-deviation [from the probandum]. For that cannot be (1) [the reason's] non-
occurrence in the loci of absence of the probandum, (2) [the reason's| non-occurrence in the loci of
absence of the probandum which are different from locus of the probandum, (3) [the reason's] having
no common locus with amutual absence whose counterpositive is locus-of-the-probandum, (4) [the
reason's| being the counterpositive of an absence resident in all loci of absence of the probandum, or
(5) [the reason's| non-occurrence in what is other than locus of the probandum, since it would then fail
to apply in the case of universal positives." (Trandl. C. Geokoop, 1967: 60)
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Part |11, the chapter on upamana * (analogical identification), is the shortest in the book. It has

generally been neglected by later scholars. Only two scholars, Pragalbha and Rucidatta, are known to
have written commentaries on this part. Part 1V deals with verbal testimony, with the problems of
grammar, language, and meaning. Like part |1, part IV has also been very popular. Many Navya-nyaya*

authors either wrote commentaries on it or produced independent works dealing with the concepts
discussed in this part. It goes without saying that the overwhelming popularity of Gangesa's* work on

pramana* pushed the works of the old Nyaya school gradually into the background, if not into oblivion.

Although Gangesa quoted a verse from Jianasrimitra*, the well-known Buddhist philosopher, his main
opponents were not the Buddhists but the Prabhakara* Mimamsakas*. It is significant that no notable
Buddhist philosopher appeared after M oksakaragupta* (twelfth century AD). Udayana, in his
Atmatattvaviveka*, called the Prabhakaras "friends of the Buddhists." Thus, from the twelfth century

onwards, philosophic activity in Indiawas kept alive through the debates and counter-arguments of the
Prabhakaras and the Naiyayikas*.

Gangesa belonged to Mithila*. His probable date is c. 1325 AD. He called his own book a
"Jewel” (mani*), and later writers used to refer to him as Manikara* (“the jeweller"). In the introductory

verses, he said that his book was meant for the decoration of scholars, and opponents who would be
refuted in his book would no longer be able to press their views cleverly in debates. This claim proved
to betrue.

7.2 A Refined Theory of Inference

In the reformulation of the theory of inference, Gangesa chooses two major concepts (i) the notion of
concomitance, and (ii) the clear characteristics that characterize the concept of the subject-locus or the
paksa*. Theideaisthat thereis an underlying causal theory here. Inference is the resulting knowledge
caused by the cognition with the concomitance as the qualifier of the indicator-reason (hetu, linga*)
while the same concomitant reason must also be present in the subject-locus. Thisis a complicated way
of defining inference, but carries the intended implications that we need to have in a causal definition of
inference.

The general causal theory implicit here can be made explicit as follows. Let an arrow "®" denote a
causal relation such that what precedes the arrow sign would denote the cause and following it would
denote the effect of the cause. Thus
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IIA ® BII

would denote that A, amental event, causes or gives rise to B, another mental event. "A" may be a
complex event which may be represented as

A=(P+Q).

In an inference, P represents, for example, a mental event according to which thereisfire in the kitchen
and Q represents another mental event according to which fire is concomitant with smoke. Then the
combined event, A, called the paramarsa *, generates the conclusion event B, that is, thereisfire on the

mountain (compare Matilal, 1990: 51).

Obviously the most important concept here is vyapti*, variously called in English by such names as
concomitance, pervasion, invariant relation, and so on. Gangesa* devotes almost half of his energy to
define the concept of concomitance. He offers thirteen of fourteen definitions of concomitance, all of

which he rejects as suffering from one fault or another. Most of these definitions fail because of the
admittance of "partially locatable" properties (avyapyavrttidharma*) in the system. The final definition

uses the notion of a property's having both a presence range and absence range (see below). The
definition-sentence needs a lot of insertions and additions and subtractions in order to be flawless.
However, | shall not discuss all these problems.

One of the ssmpler definitions of concomitance is given as follows. All smoke-possessing places are
fire-possessing. This should be understood as that there is no place where fire is absent but smokeis
not. That means that a place that contains the absence of fire will be the locus of the absence of smoke.
Somebody might ask why people in India chose such a roundabout way of explaining concomitance.
Why did the simpler statement, such asthat all as are bs did not satisfy them? The only answer is that
thisis how the meaning of "all" isto be understood. So, this can be taken as an explanation of the
meaning of universal quantification. The matter can be understood if we follow the method developed
below.

7.3 The Navya-Nyaya L ogic of Property and
L ocation

A judgmental cognition in Navya-nyaya* isanalyzed in terms of property and location. Negation is
always construed as term-negation. Sentential negation is usually transformed into term-negation of
some kind or other. Negation of a property generates another (negative) property. A negative statement
Is analyzed as attribution of a negative property. Properties, here,
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are to be understood not simply as universals. They would include any occurrent or attributable, specific
features which may even be particulars (compare §1.7).

The universe U is peopled with loci or locations where properties are locatable. The presence-range of a
property isthe set of loci whereit islocatable. The absence-range is the set of loci where it is not
locatable.

A property with an empty presence-range is unlocatable. It isruled asfictitious (for example, the golden
mountain). Properties with empty absence-ranges are admitted as real (non-fictitious), for example,
knowability. They are called ever-present (see next section). Both the fictitious (unlocatables) and the
ever-present are ruled as unnegatable, for the negation of them does not generate real (locatable)
properties. A property isunredl if it is not locatable.

Most properties are wholly locatable, such that they are not co-locatable with their absences in the same
set of loci. But some properties are partially locatable, such as chair-contact. Such a property is
apparently co-locatable with its absence in the same locus. This infringes upon the generally understood
law of negation. For we can say, with regard to the same locus, that it has as well as does not have a
particular property (in the given sense). Thus, adeviceis used to reparse the partially locatable
properties as wholly locatable, so that the standard notion of negation may not be "mutilated" in this
system.

Non-deviation and pervasion are two important logical relations that generate inference in the system.
The Navya-nyaya * formulation of these relations will be given here. Navya-nyaya's insistence on the

non-emptiness of the presence-range of properties serves the purpose of making the existential import
of general statements explicit. In this respect, non-deviation can be contrasted with the A-relation of
Aristotle.

To explain the notion of the unnegatable as well as the negation of the partially locatable, some
concepts of a multiple-valued system may be used with an entirely different interpretation of the values.
The negation matrix has been given at the end of this section. | shall continue the discussion of the
unnegatables (that is, the ever present properties) in the next section. Despite the peculiarities
mentioned above, Navya-nyaya tries to work with the standard notion of negation in atwo-valued logic.

With this as a prelude let me describe some features of what has been called "Navya-nyayalogic" or

just "Navya-nyaya' the system that developed within the new Nyaya tradition. It absorbed the Buddhist
criticism of the earlier Nyaya* school and reformulated its older theory of inference. In the remainder of
this section, | shall first outline the Navya-nyaya concept of property and location and the logical
relations formulated in terms of property and location. | shall then (87.4) make some observations to
show the relevance of some Navya-nyaya theories to certain modern concerns in the philosophy of logic.
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Cognitive States. Navya-nyaya* analyzes cognitions in terms of property and location or locus. More
correctly, Navya-nyaya analyzes what | have elsewhere called judgmental or qualificative cognitive
states in terms of qualifiers and qualificands (1968: 12). Such a cognitive event is usually represented
by a sentence. Because of the use of the term "cognitive" or "cognition” here, alogician trained in the
tradition of Frege and Carnap may immediately bring the charge of "psychologism” against Navya-
nyaya. But | have argued elsewhere that this charge is not always relevant (1986: 118-127). Navya-
nyaya is concerned with the "objective" content of a cognitive event and analyzes the sentence that is
supposed to represent the structure of such a content. It is not concerned with the psychological act of
cognition as such. Thus, in Navya-nyaya logic when one cognitive event is said to be contradictory to
another, it isnot just their psychological impossibility that is appealed to. In other words, what is
appealed to here is the impossibility that is completely determined by the logical relation between p and
not-p.

Dinnaga* suggested a dharma-dharmin ("property and locus") analysis of a qualificative (judgmental)
cognitive event. In Dinnaga's terminology, however, such a cognitive event is called "constructive”; for,
Dinnaga like the British empiricists, emphasized a distinction between the data (immediately "given" in
consciousness) and the constructs based on the data. Existence or reality is ascribed only to the data
(svalaksana*, "unique particular"), and the constructs are products of imagination (kalpana*). Navya-

nyaya rejected this ontology of data of the Buddhists, but accepted the dharma-dharmin analysis of a
cognitive event that is propositional.

Properties. A cognitive event is usually said to locate a property in alocus. theformis"x hasp" or "p
(is) in x." Simple predicate formulations, such as"x is F* are noted, but only to be rephrased as "x has F-
ness' (where"F-ness' stands for the property derived from "F"). Thus, we have here two types of
individuals-properties and locations or loci. Correspondingly, we can talk about two sorts of individual
constants: property-terms (r, s, t, u, w, h.... ) and location-terms (I, m, n, o, p ... ). The best example of a
property-term is "blue-color" which islocatable in a cup that is blue, or the property expressed by
"cowness' that islocatable in acow (in any cow). Such physical materials as a cup, fire, smoke, water,
and a pot are also treated in Navya-nyaya as properties, inasmuch as they are locatable in such loci asa
table, a mountain, ground, the kitchen, and the plate. Hence, terms expressing such physical materials
are treated as property-terms in the specific sense, of being about a property-particular, that | have
alluded to in the first chapter. The apparent oddity of treating such things as properties can be resolved
if we conceive anything to be a property that purportsto have alocation and allow a sort of stipulative
identity between having-a-cup-on-it and cup-property. In other words,
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we have to stipulate a sort of referential identity between such expressions as " cup-possessorhood" and
"cup" (used as a property). One may even suggest a distinction here between two uses of the expression
"cup;" one use of "cup” ("acup” or "the cup") isto refer to the locus of properties, the other use ("a cup”
or "the cup") isto refer to a property. Both refer to the same ontological entity but to different logical
constructs.

It may further be noted that even a so-called relation (a connector) may sometimes be treated as a
property in Navya-nyaya*. If arelation istied in one end to the relatum, then the whole complex can be
treated as a particular qualifier of the other relatum. Thus, the cup-contact in the case of a cup being
placed on atable can be treated as a property or aqualifier of that table, provided we can take the cup-
contact as a particular locatable on the table, the locus.

Negation. Navya-nyaya basically recognizes two types of negation: absence and difference. Most
peculiar features of Navya-nyaya emerge in connection with its interpretation of negation of properties.
Sentential negation is usually avoided. A negation is construed as aterm-negation in either of the
following ways. We get an absence when it is a negation of occurrence or location, a difference when it
Is anegation of identity. When a negation or a negative statement negates location or occurrence of a
property in alocus, it is construed as ascribing the absence of a property to that locus. Thus, absence of
aproperty istreated as another property. "The pot is not blue" isfirst rephrased here as "the pot does not
have blue color" which is further rephrased as "the pot has the absence of blue color." Using the

complement sign "-" for term-negation, we can represent the above statement:
"mhas -s," where (m = the pot, s = blue color).

When a statement negates an identity between, say, atable and acup, it isconstrued as "atableis
different from acup” ("s#t"). Navya-nyaya argues that to say that atableis different fromacupis
equivalent to saying "atable lacks the essence of acup, or simply, lacks cupness.” In other words,
"difference from acup" is said to be extensionally equivalent to "the absence of cupness' (which means
that both these properties are locatable in the same set of loci).

World of Loci: Presence-Range and Absence-Range. Let us conceive of auniverse U, which is peopled
with loci or locations. Locations are so called because they accommodate "properties,” in our specific
sense of the term, that is, in the peculiar sense that we have tried to develop here. And similarly,
properties are properties as long as they are locatable in some
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locus or other. Henceforth, | shall use the term "property” unabashedly in this specific sense.

Given aparticular property t, we can find a set of locations or loci wheret islocatable or present, and
another set of loci wheret isnot locatable. Let us call the former set the presence-range of t, and the
latter the absence-range of t. Let us use the notation "t+" for the presence-range of t, and "t-" for the
absence-range of t. Thus, ordinarily, the two sets, t+ and t-, are supposed to exhaust the universe of loci
U.

The Unlocatables. Navya-nyaya * demands that the presence-range of a non-fictitious (real) property
should be non-empty. Navya-nyaya argues that if the presence-range be empty then the property in
guestion would be unlocatable. An unlocatable property is a suspect in Navya-nyaya. It isregarded as a
fictitious property which cannot be located in our universe of loci. It is called an a-prasiddha property,
"unexampled" property, that is, "unestablished,” imaginary property (compare Ingalls, 1951: 61). Using
modern terminology, we may say that it is a property that has location in a possible world, but not in
the actual world. (I shall come back to this problem in the last chapter). Navya-nyaya hesitates to
perform logical operations on such a property. For example, one cannot negate such a property and
thereby obtain or derive another (negative) property for they would not be locatable in the actual world!
Thus, we have the following restriction on negation: if sisa property with a non-empty presence-range,
then by negating it we get another property, a negative property s*; but if sisunlocatable, it cannot
even be successfully negated.

Properties in Navya-nyaya are either atomic (or "ssimpl€") or composite. A composite property is
formed out of atomic ones, and, hence, such a property is analyzable into atomic components or
"simple" properties. A "simple" property is regarded as fundamental. It is not analyzable into
components. (For more on the notation of "simple" property, see Matilal, 1971: 83-91). An example of
asimple property is. cowness. The absence of cowness is a composite property. All fictitious properties
like the property of being aflying horse, that of being a unicorn, a golden mountain, and the son of a
barren woman, are composite properties, being analyzable into a number of "simple" properties. And, it
Isargued, such "simple" components are always real propertiesin the sense that they are locatable in
some locus or other in our actual world.

The Unnegatables. If the presence-range of a property is empty, it is unlocatable. Nyaya* calls such a

property fictitious. What about properties whose absence-range is empty? Nyaya admits such properties
asred, that is, non-fictitious. They are called ever-present properties (compare kevalanvayin®).

file:///D|/Export3/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_147.html [4/24/2007 3:57:28 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_147_popup_1.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_147_popup_3.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_147_popup_4.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_147_popup_6.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document
Page 148

They are said to be locatable in all loci of U. Examples of such properties are: knowability,
expressibility, and provability (see §87.5).

An ever-present property is non-fictitious in Navya-nyaya*, for, its presence-range is non-empty (in
fact, the presence-range is the whole universe U). We have to assume that such a property is locatable
asoinitsef, for, it must belong to the universe U. But since its absence-range is empty, Navya-nyaya
regards such a property as unnegatable! In other words, just as an unlocatable property is said to be not
negatable in Navya-nyaya, an ever-present property is also regarded as not negatable. For, we cannot
derive areal, non-fictitious (negative) property by negating an ever-present property. Thus, we have
another restriction on the operation of negation: If eis an ever-present property, it islocatable (that is,
real), but it is, nevertheless, unnegatable.

It is obvious that the introduction of ever-present properties in the system involves many logical
difficulties. Thus, some pre-Gangesa* Nyaya* logicians were definitely not in favor of using such a
concept. They argued that a true property should have a non-empty presence-range as well as a non-
empty absence-range. If we rule the unlocatable as fictitious, we might as well rule the ever-present
properties as fictitious, for, both, as we have seen, cannot be successfully negated. But Gangesa rejected
this view and argued that even if we do not accept such properties like knowability as non-fictitious, we
cannot escape from admitting other kinds of ever-present properties. If we believe that each locus in the
universe of loci is distinct from another, then this property, distinctness, can be construed as an ever-
present property (for more on this argument, see §87.5).

Sondada*, a pre-Gangesa Navya-Naiyayika* , disputed the position that the unlocatables are

unnegatable. If we admit an ever-present property as real (non-fictitious), that is, accept such a property
to berea asislocatable in all loci, then, one might argue, by negating a so-called unlocatable property,
we obtain only a negative property that should be locatable in al loci. In other words, such a negative
property has to be admitted as real because its presence-range is non-empty (it is an ever-present
property). Thus, if the property of being a golden mountain is unlocatable, then the absence of such a
property isto be located everywhere! For, it makes perfect sense to say that there is no golden
mountain, or that al loci in our actual world lack the property of being a golden mountain.

But Gangesa refuted Sondada's contention. An unlocatable property, according to Gangesa, resists the
operation of negation. Negation is restricted to the locatables and again only to such locatables whose
absence-ranges are non-empty. To say, "there is no golden mountain" means, for Gangesa, that no
mountain is golden, that is, made of gold. But "the property of being a golden mountain” as expressing
acomposite property is unlocatable.
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Partial Location. We face a further oddity about negation when Navya-nyaya* introduces the notion of
partial location (compare avyapya-vrtti*, Ingalls. "incomplete occurrence") of properties. Most
properties are wholly or pervasively occurrent or locatable in their loci, but some properties are said to
be only partially or non-pervasively occurrent or locatable in their loci. (We may imagine a " property"
dharma in this sense to be a paint-coating, with which the locus is besmeared partly or wholly.)

To explain this notion, we have to develop some further logical vocabularies. Let us use atwo place
predicate (that is, arelational term), "L" for "located in;" we then define some other (logical) predicates
or connectionsin terms of this"L." First, let us define the connection of co-location, "C." We can say
that sis co-located with t provided there is alocus where both s and t are locatable. Thus, co-location is
symmetrical. In other words, one property is co-locatable with another just in case their presence-ranges
Intersect or overlap. Using the convention of modern logic, we can say that sis co-locatable with t
provided the logical product of s+ and t+ is non-empty. Lotus-hood and blue are co-locatable in things
we call "blue lotuses." If such things did not exist in our actual world, the said logical product would
have been empty.

In the above we have noted that if sis alocatable property then s+ and s- exhaust the universe of loci U.
But we have not required the presence-range and the absence-range of sto be digoint. In other words,
we have left open the possibility of one intersecting the other. According to Navya-nyaya conception of
negation, thisis not impossible: in other words, a property and its absence may both be locatable in the
same locus. Navya-nyaya calls such properties partialy or non-pervasively locatable.

A property is pervasively (wholly) locatable provided it is not co-locatable with its absence. But when a
property is co-locatable with its absence, it is called a partially locatable property. To put it in another
way, if the absence-range of a property overlaps or intersects its presence-range, it isonly a partially
locatable property.

Physical contact isthe best example of a partially locatable property. When | am sitting on a chair, there
are placesin the chair where my body-contact is absent. Thus, the same chair is said to be the locus of
my body-contact (as a property) and also of the absence of my contact. Obviously it clashes with our
genera notion of negation to say that the same locus is characterized by a property and its absence at
the same time. (Remember that absence of a property means only the negation of that property. How
can we affirm and negate the same property of the same locus?) Thus, this doctrine of partial location
requires some reformulation of the usual notion of contradiction. A property and its absence cannot be
"contradictory" in this sense
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(compare sahanavasthana *) unless their loci or places of occurrence are specifically qualified in detail
(using "delimitors,” and so on).

An example may illustrate some further problemsinvolved in the notion of partial location. Suppose, w
isapartialy locatable property. Now the absence-range of w will include not only those loci wherew is
absent (wholly) but also those loci where w is partially present. In other words, the presence-range of i
includes the presence-range of w Thus, the presence-range of i is the whole universe of theloci U.
Thismeansthat if wisapartially locatable property, then i is an ever-present property, for, the formal
character of an ever-present property will undoubtedly apply to it. Now, if we negate further iz, we are
supposed to derive an unlocatable property. (Remember the previous point: negation of the ever-present
generates the unlocatable). However, Navya-nyaya* acceptsthe law of double negation. Udayana

formulated the law as follows: the negation of the negation of a property isidentical with the property
itself (Nyaya-kusumaniijali*, 3.2). Thus, we must have: the absence of iw = w. We face here an apparently

paradoxical situation: if wisapartially locatable property, then w can be shown to be unlocatable!

Gangesa* avoids this apparent problem by pointing out that there are two kinds of ever-present
property, one of which isto be treated as unnegatable but the other is negatable. It isall right to say that
when w is partially locatable, @ becomes an ever-present property in the above manner, for it is present
not only where w is absent but also where w is present. But i is also partially locatable with regard to
some of itsloci. In other words, the presence-range of i is actually a combination of the two: its pure
presence-range (where w is not present) and a mixed range where i is co-locatable with w. Thus, i@ is
apartially locatable ever-present property, and as such, it is negatable. The absence-range of i is non-
empty; it coincides with the presence-range (which isa"mixed" range) of w Thus, we have aformal
restriction on the formal restriction of negation: not all ever-present properties are unnegatable.

Gangesa saved the law of double negation by resolving the oddity in the above manner. Some Navya-
nyayawriters differed from him in this regard. Raghunatha*, for example, suggested that the law of
double negation be given up in the given context, for, it is based upon only extensional identity (their
presence-ranges and absence-ranges being equal). Intensionally, w and the absence of i are
distinguishable.

Mathuranatha* suggested a different method of resolving the above oddity. According to him, instead
of treating i as ever-present, we should treat the expression " i#" as ambiguously referring to two
distinct (negative) properties. one that is partially locatable in itsloci, the other wholly locatable in its
loci. The presence-range of the first is digoint from that of the second. Thefirst is actually co-locatable
with w but the second is |locatable where and
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only where w is not locatable. Thus, the problem of negating an ever-present property will not arisein
this case.

Deviation and Pervasion. In the above we have defined co-location. Let us define some more logical
predicates, such as deviation (D), non-deviation (N), and pervasion (V). We can say that h deviates
from sjust in case the absence-range of the latter overlaps (intersects) the presence-range of the former
(compare sadhyabhavavad-vrttitvam* vyabhicarah*). Using the modern logical, that is, the Boolean

convention (in which "." stands for intersection), we can write:
hDsiff h+ [& # 0.

Similarly, h non-deviates from sif and only if s- does not overlap h+ (sadhyabhavavad-avrttitvanm*
avyabhicarah*):

hNsiff h+ [5- = 0.

The relation of pervasion (vyapti*, V) isan important relation in Navya-nyaya*, sinceit allows valid

inference of one property from another. Thus, if his pervaded by s then from the presenceof hina
particular locus, we can validly infer presence of sinit. Theruleis:

(hLp. svh) O sLp.

The relation "pervaded by" isidentifiable with non-deviation (defined above) as long as we talk of such
properties whose absence-ranges are non-empty. (For, we have used the absence-range of sin the above
definition of non-deviation.) However, if sis unnegatable, the above definition, according to Navya-
nyaya, becomes inapplicable. There are also several ever-present properties, according to Nyaya*, and,
hence, one can be inferable from another. Thus, Gangesa* reformulates the definition of pervasion that
will be inclusive of pervasion between ever-present (unnegatable) properties (compare hetuman-
nisthabhavapr atiyogi* -sadhya* -samanadhikaranyam* vyaptih*). Thus, we may say: spervadeshif and
only if (1) sisco-located with h and (2) if the absence-range of any property t intersects the presence-
range of h, thent is non-identical with s.

sVhiff s+ Ch+ #0and if (t- Ch+ #0), thent # s.

A further problem arises when s becomes a partially locatable property. For, we have seen that, by
definition, the presence-range and the absence-
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range of such a partially locatable property do intersect. Thus, when sis partially locatable, its absence-
range includes its presence-range, and thereby its absence-range intersects the presence-range of h.
Thus, the second component of the above definition may not be satisfied by such an s. Gangesa *

avoids this quandary by suggesting further qualification of the above definition:
svVhiff s+ [h+ Z0andif (t+ (i-=0and h+ [i- Z#0) thent £ s.

There will arise some further problems even in this formulation, and commentators of Gangesa
discussed them in detail. But | shall move on to the next section without going into such details.

7.4 Navya-Nyaya* and Modern
Logic

In the following general observations| try to connect the problems discussed above with the explicit
concern of modern logicians. Thisis by way of answering a criticism, viz., why these theories would
form part of a study that has been called "logic." Let us note, first, that non-deviation and pervasion
relations may be compared with the A-relation of Aristotle, for all three share acommon logical feature,
that is, transitivity. For contrast, we may say that the Navya-nyaya formulation of non-deviation (or
pervasion relation), while it is narrower in its scope, does not suffer from the same ambiguity that the A-
relation of Aristotle seemsto have suffered from.

It is often pointed out, for example, that the existential import of the A-proposition should be assumed,
in order that all the laws of the traditional (Aristotelian) system might be satisfied. Strawson (1952) has
discussed three possible interpretations of the four propositions of Aristotle, and has shown that all the
traditional laws can be satisfied under the third. In the context of Indian logic, we are primarily
concerned with a general (affirmative) proposition that is used as the major premise. Richard S.Y. Chi
(1969: xxx-xxxi) has rightly pointed out (against the common misinterpretation of many modern writers
on Indian logic) that the "exemplified mgor in the Indian variety of syllogismis actually to be
interpreted as 'an existential major premise.’ " By "an existential mgor premise," Chi has obviously
meant a general affirmative proposition where the non-emptiness of the class denoted by the subject
term is presupposed.

The contrast between non-deviation (or pervasion) on the one hand and the A-relation of Aristotle on
the other can be brought about in the following way. Navya-nyaya says that non-deviation of h from s
holds when the following conditions are satisfied:
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1) h and s have non-empty presence-ranges,
I1) sis not unnegatable, that is, its absence-range is non-empty; and
i) the absence-range of s does not intersect the presence-range of h.

And pervasion of swith h holds when:

1) the non-empty presence-ranges of s and h intersect; and
i) if hislocatable in the absence-range of any t, thent®s.

Following Strawson, we can represent the three interpretations of the A-relation and contrast them with
non-deviation and pervasion as follows:

XAy (Ist inter.) « §=0
(2nd inter.) o f=0. a = 0
(3rd inter.) e f=0-a=0- f=0

ANz (it s—==0)- h+=0 .5-=20. .5+ =10
sVh (h+ - s+ =0)-Not (bt - == 0 -t =5

From the above it is clear that the third interpretation of the A-relation is closer to the concept of non-
deviation in Navya-nyaya* except for the fact that the latter requires an additional condition. Navya-
nyaya's insistence on the non-emptiness of the presence-range or absence-range pays dividend in the
long run, inasmuch as it makes the presupposition of a general statement (involving non-deviation or
pervasion) explicit. It should, however, be noted that both non-deviation and pervasion are much stricter
relations compared to the A-relation.

Second, let us note that most inferences studied in Navya-nyayatry to locate a property (called
sadhya*, "inferable property” s) in a particular locus (called paksa*) with the help of another property
(called hetu, "reason™ h). Thus, the predominant inference-pattern of Navya-nyaya corresponds to what
W. V. Quine (1962: 196) has called "singular inference." Hence, contrary to the belief of some modern
interpreters of Indian logic, the Navya-nyayainferenceis not exactly a Barbara, but a singular
inference. Chi (1969: 13ff) has distinguished the standard Barbara from the singular inference by
calling the latter Barbara-A and the former Barbara-B. Navya-nyaya, however, allows inferences
corresponding to Barbara-B, for it notes that the "pervasion” relation is transitive (compare tad-
vyapaka* -vyapakasya* tad-vydpakatvam*, tad-vyapya* -vyapyasya* tad-vyapyatvam®).
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The Navya-nyaya* restrictions on negation are instructive in many ways. To recapitulate briefly the Navya-nyaya position
on negation: a property with an empty presence-range is called fictitious or unreal. We have called it unlocatable. Negation
isviewed as an operation on real (non-fictitious) properties generating further real (that is, locatable but negative)
properties. Thus, a property with an empty absence-range is considered unnegatable in this system. For, athough such a
property is held to bereal (sinceit islocatable), its negation would not generate areal (that is, locatable) property.

It is possible to use some notions of multiple-valued logic under a special non-standard interpretation in order to represent
the domain of propertiesin Navya-nyaya. Using "property” in the widest sense, we can construct the following tree to
represent the branching of properties.

Property
|
| |
real fictitious
[“"!‘H'_“T
posilive  negative unnegatable
Figure7.1

First Classification of Properties

In ordinary three-valued system, such valuesas T, F and | are usually interpreted as "truth,” "falsity,” and

"intermediate” (or, "undecided" or "neither true nor false"). Let us propose a completely different interpretation of values
for the representation of the so-called real properties of Navya-nyaya. Our proposed three values are: P (for "positive”), N
(for "negative"), and U (for "unnegatable"). Now, we can have a standard three-valued negation as table 7.1 shows:

Table7.1
First Truth-table for Negotiation

w not-w
P N
N P
U U

This has the desirable outcome, viz.,

The presence-range of w = The absence-range of i,
The absence-range of w = The presence-range of .

file:///D|/Export3/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_154.html [4/24/2007 3:57:34 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_154_popup_1.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document

Page 155

But, by negating an unnegatable we get only another unnegatable (afictitious one). Further, since
combination of an unnegatable with a positive yields, for Navya-nyaya*, a positive property (and
digunction of a positive with an unnegatable yields an unnegatable), the corresponding tables for
"AND" and "OR" can be constructed accordingly. But these tables will differ from the standard tables
IN some respects.

The problem of negation of the partially-locatable properties can be tackled in another way. Let us
construe the negation of a partially-locatable property as both partially and wholly locatable. Then, we
can agree with the following fourfold classification of properties:

Property
. 1
locatable (real) unlocatable {unreal)
l
| I I
partially wholly  both partially and
locatable locatable  wholly locatable
Figure 7.2

Second Classification of Properties

We have seen, for example, that negation of the body-chair-contact (a partially locatable property)
yields a (negative) property that is both partially locatable (in the same loci, for example, my body) and
wholly locatable in other loci. Here, using the notion of a multiple-valued system, we can assign value 1
for the wholly locatable, 2 for the partially locatable, 3 for those which are both partially locatable and
wholly locatable, and 4 for the unlocatable. Thus, we can construct a four-valued system with non-
standard interpretation of all values, and the negation matrix can be written as:

Table 7.2
Second Truth-table for Negation
W not-w
1 1
2 3
3 2
4 4

Finally, we may note that despite the above oddities, the Navya-nyaya doctrine of negation is not very
different from what is usually called "classical" or standard negation. The law of double negation,
which roughly
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combines the law of contradiction and the law of excluded middle, is aways satisfied by what Nyaya*
calls wholly-locatable properties. (Only Raghunatha* , a commentator of Gangesa*, disputed this

position, as | have mentioned above.) Thus, within the domain of wholly-locatable properties, our
standard notion of negation is not "mutilated” (to use aterm used by Quine).

Since the notion of partial location creates difficulty in interpreting negation in the standard fashion,
Navya-nyaya* recommends the use of the technique of delimitors (compare avacchedaka), by which a

partially locatable property can be parsed as a wholly locatable one so that negation can be given the
desirable standard interpretation. By declaring the unlocatables as un-negatable, Navya-nyaya solves
another problem that may possibly arise due to what is called "truth-value gaps" of such propositions
as. "There is no golden mountain” or " The son of a barren woman does not speak” (Udayana's
example). Thus, despite the oddities encountered in Navya-nyaya theories, an attempt has constantly
been made here, with regard to negation, to follow what Quine has called the maxim of minimum
multilation.

7.5 The Problem of Ever-Present (Kevalanvayin*) Properties

We have seen in the previous sections that certain problems are rather peculiar to Navya-nyaya. They
arise in the discussion of the Nyaya-Buddhist logical theories because of certain particular doctrines
that were already propounded in the tradition. The concept of universal or ever-present propertiesis one
such doctrine. As| have already noted, these universal properties cannot be equated with the notion of
the universal class. For, to be sure, knowability and nameability are held to be non-identical properties,
athough they are said to occupy the same set of entities asloci.

That certain properties could be present in everything was an idea that was already implicit in the
"wheel of reasons’ (hetucakra) of Dinnaga* and the theory of inference propounded therein. If

inference is the establishment of an object (or property in our sense described before) through an
already known object occurring in a subject-locus (which is again another object), then what we have is
athree-term operation. The first object is what we prove (to be precise, whose presence or occurrence
we prove) by inference, and it is, accordingly, called sadhya* . The second iswhat proves (or to be
precise, whose presence in the third object as well asits relation with the first, proves), and, hence, it is
called sadhana* or hetu. The third object is called the paksa*. (In thisway of putting the matter, no

distinction will be made between "object” and "property,” for, both are alike members or items of the so-
called universe of discourse.) Due to the above reason, most modern writers have transated "sadhya" as
"probandum" and "hetu" as "probans," and | have
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sometimes followed them. However, obvioudly, the terms "probandum" and "probans” are not at all
familiar to those who today write and read philosophical treatises in English. Thereis, therefore, some
argument in favor of retaining these terms, sadhya * and hetu, in the English versions. My adviceis
this, if probandum and probans seem almost as opaque as sadhya and hetu, one may very well leave
these two terms untranslated. In what follows, if the reader finds the probans-and-probandum pair
unacceptable, he may substitute it by the sadhya-and-hetu pair.

Now, to sketch Dinnagas* "wheel of reasons," we can define the class of agreeing instances (sapaksa*)
asthe classa of al objects x such that the probandum is present in x. Similarly, the class of disagreeing
instances (vipaksa*) can be defined as class 3 of all objects x such that the probandum is absent from x.
Thus, any member of a is asapaksa and any member of 3 is avipaksa. Now, the probans as a property
can be present in all, some, or no members of a. Similarly, the probans can be present in all, some, or

no members of 3. Combining these two sets of cases we get nine possibilities, of which only two cases
are cases of valid inference (compare 81.2 and chapter 4).

The above is arough sketch of Dinnaga's system of logic as found in his Hetucakradamaru* . For our
purpose it isimportant to note here that one of the nine possibilities demands that the probans be
present in all membersof a aswell as3. Now, if a and 3 are taken to be two complementary classesin
the sense that taken together they exhaust the whole universe of discourse, then the probansin the
above case will be auniversal property that is present everywhere. Uddyotakara argued that in some
cases of inference even our probandum can be auniversal, that is, an ever-present (kevalanvayin*)

property. Thisimplies that with regard to certain cases of inference, class 3 may be anull class, class a
being auniversal class.

In the Navya-nyaya* school, however, the concept of ever-present property appears to have been taken
very seriously. Navya-nyaya writers like Vallabha, Manikantha* and Gangesa*, rejected all such
definitions of vyapti* (invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum) as based on
the notion of non-deviation (avyabhicaritatva*) because such definitions would be inapplicable to cases
of inference with an ever-present property as the probandum. The siddhantalaksana*, "conclusive

definition,” of vyapti isformulated in such away that it becomes logically applicable to all cases of
inference including those in which some ever-present property is the probandum. | have presented my
version of this definition of vyapti in the previous section.

First, an ever-present property, in the sense | am using it here, cannot be identified with the notion of
universal class for the following reason. Using the convention of modern class logic we can say that
classes with the same members are identical. Thus, " w = w" may be written as a convenient
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abbreviation of"(X)(x J w=x [ w)". But aproperty or attribute, in its non-extensional sense, cannot be
held to be identical with another attribute, even if they are present in al and only the same individuals
(compare Quine, 1953: 107). Properties are generally regarded by the Indian logicians as non-
extensional, inasmuch as we see that they do not identify two properties like anityatva (non-eternal ness)
and krtakatva * (the property of being produced or caused), although they occur in exactly the same
things. In Udayana's system, however, such properties as are called jati* (generic characters) are taken
in extensional sense, because Udayanaidentifies two jati propertiesif only they occur in the same
individuals. Thisisthe significance of the condition called tulyatva (equipollence) found in the list of
six jati-badhakas* (impediments to generic characters) mentioned by Udayana.

Following the older tradition of the Nyaya school (notably Uddyotakara see 85.6), Gangesd classified
the types of inference as follows: 1) kevalanvayin*, cases in which the probandum is an ever-present
property, 2) kevalavyatirekin, cases in which the probandum is a property unique to the subject (paksa*)
so that no agreeing instances are available, 3) anvaya-vyatirekin, casesin which the probandumisa
property present in some examples but absent in others. The third type includes the commonest forms of
inference where both classes a and 3 (that is, sapaksa* and vipaksa*) are neither the universal nor null
classes. We are concerned here mainly with the first type, in which there cannot be any vipaksa, that is,
classisanull class.

Uddyotakara's example (taken from Dinnaga*) of anvayin inferences (corresponding to the first type
here) was " Sound is noneternal because it is a product (anityah* sabdah* krtakatvat*)." Here the
probandum non-eternalness will be a universal property for those thinkers who hold to the doctrine that
everything is non-eternal. Note here that the universe of discourse for the Buddhist will include only
non-eternal things and hence class 3 will be anull class (see 85.6). Vacaspati* cited a better example of
thistype of inference: visesa* (particularity) is nameable because it is knowable. In aslightly modified
form, this example was accepted as a paradigm in later Nyaya* school: the pot is nameable becauseit is
knowable.

Gangesa defined this kind of inference as one with no disagreeing instances (vipaksa). Since everything
in the universe of discourseis (at least, theoretically) nameable or expressible in language, the property
nameability (abhidheyatva) isauniversal property and in no individual is there an absence of
nameability. To cite an instance where namability is absent is ipso facto to demonstrate that this
instance is not inexpressible. If, however, the opponent does not cite such an instance where
nameability is absent, but, nevertheless, believesit to be existent, then as far as the logicians' inference
Is concerned it is as good as non-existent, since inferential procedure demands the use of language. The
opponent may ar-
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gue that although a disagreeing instance in this case is not expressible in language, it can still be a
communicable concept in the sense that it is conveyed by the meaning of some linguistic expression.
But this would run counter to the Nyaya * thesis that there cannot be any instance that is not nameable.

Gangesa* argued that from the opponent's viewpoint, the notion of ever-present property invites the
following paradox. If p is asserted to be an ever-present property then one can infer validly from this
premise that p is not ever-present. It is observed that with regard to each property (dharma) it is
legitimate (according to the Indian theory) to assert that each property is such that it is absent from
something. Using quantificational notation and interpreting "FX" as"x is aproperty" and "Oxy" as"xis
present in y" we may represent this premise as:

(x) (Cy)(Fx 1 - Oxy).

Now, since p isaproperty (that we have assumed to be ever-present), it follows (by universa
Instantiation and truth-functional tautology) that p is such that it is absent from something. In other
words, the conclusion is " (L) (-Opy)." Thisimplies that thereis an instance y where p (that is,
knowability) is not present. Thus, our original assumption that p is an ever-present property is
contradicted.

Gangesatried to answer this objection asfollows. If the property "to be absent from something,” that is,
the property represented by the propositional function "(Cy) (-Opy)," is said to be a property whichis
not absent from anything, then the same property becomes ever-present. If, however, this property (that
IS, "to be absent from something™) happens to be not present in something x then that x becomes, in fact,
ever-present. Let ustry to understand the implication of this argument. Let class w be defined as #(3y) (-
Oxy). Now, if we assume that - (w [0 w), it means that the statement "(Cl) (-Owy)" isfalse, that is, "-
(Oy)(-Owy)" istrue. Thisimplies that the class property of w is something that is not absent from
anything, that is, it is ever-present. In an indirect way, this means that wisauniversal class. If, on the
other hand, we assume that w [J w then the statement " (Cly) (-Owy)" becomes true. This means that there
Is something y from which the class-property w is absent. But to deny the class-property w of something

y means to admit y as an ever-present property. (Notice that no type-difference of propertiesis being
admitted here).

Gangesa's argument was exactly similar to this, although he did not use the notion of class. Instead, he
used his notion of constant absence (atyantabhava*) and its counterpositive-ness or the absenteehood

(pratiyogita*). A constant absenceis arrived at by hypostatizing the negation illustrated in
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the matrix "thereisno xiny" or "x isnot present iny." Thus, y is said to be the locus that possesses
constant absence of X, and x is said to be the counterpositive or absentee of an absence that is present in
locus (for the notions of counterpositive and constant absence, see Ingalls, 1951: 54-58, and Matilal,
1968: 52-61, 94-95). In fact, the constant absence of x may conveniently be regarded as a class-property
of the classwhich isdefined as #{3x)(x is not present in y). The mutual absence of x (illustrated by the
matrix "y isnot x") may likewise be regarded as a class-property of the class that is defined (using usual
symbols for identity and negation) as § (3x) (x # y). Thisinterpretation of absencesin terms of the
class-concept of modern logic getsindirect support from the fact that Navya-nyaya *, in most cases,
identifies two absences that occur in the same loci.

Gangesa* argued as follows. If the property of being the absentee of a constant absence does not

become the absentee of any constant absence then the same property can be taken to be ever-present.
And if, on the other hand, that property is regarded as the absentee of some constant absence say, the
constant absence of x in locusy, then the locus y where such a constant absence resides becomes itself
an ever-present property. The upshot of Gangesa's argument is that if something x is a property it does
not necessarily follow that there is something else y wherefrom x will be absent. Thisis so because
there are ever-present properties that will not be absent anywhere. An ever-present property can now be
defined as:

Dl. x isan ever-present property if and only if x is not the absentee of any constant
absence.

To develop the next point in Gangesa's discussion we have to understand what Navya-nyaya calls a non-
pervasive (avyapyavrtti*) property (see 87.4). A property is called non-pervasiveif and only if it
occupies only a part of the locus such that in remaining parts of the locus there is the constant absence
of that property (Ingalls, 1951: 73; Matilal, 1968: 53, 71-2). Thus, properties like a pot or contact-with-
a-monkey (in fact, amost all properties except certain abstract ones like cow-ness), with respect to their
loci, such as a piece of ground or atree, behave as non-pervasive properties. Now, the constant absence
of aproperty p isregarded as another property, say g, which is present in all things except wherepis
present. But the constant absence of any non-pervasive property, it has aready been argued, will
become an ever-present property simply because such an absence is not only present in all loci except
where the non-pervasive property in question is absent but also in locus where the same non-pervasive
property is present. This follows from the very definition of non-pervasive property. However, Gangesa
pointed out that as soon as we introduce the notion of delimitors (avacchedaka) in our
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discourse the constant absence of a non-pervasive property (say, apot) can no longer be, strictly
speaking, an ever-present property. Thus, a pot cannot be said to be absent from the locus ground if itis
actually present there. In simple language, this only means that right in the space of the ground
occupied by the pot there cannot be any constant absence of the pot. Hence, such a constant absenceis
not ever-present. Thereisalocus, as we have just referred to, where pot-absence is not present. Note
that the notion of delimitor here serves to dispel the vagueness of ordinary uses of "locus (adhikarana
*)" and "occurrence (vrtti*)."

Another suggestion for constructing an ever-present property can be given as follows. The ubiquitous
physical space (gagana) in the Nyaya-Vaisesika* system of categoriesis held to be a non-occurrent
entity in the sense that it does not occur in any locus. All entities of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system are
properties (in the sense that they occur in some locus or other) except entities like the ubiquitous space.
Thus, since there is no entity where the space might occur as a property, the constant absence of the
space becomes ever-present. But this procedure eventually leads to some difficulties. Technically
speaking, the constant absence of the space can very well be the absence (pratiyogin) of another
constant absence, viz., the constant absence of the constant absence of the space (which, according to
Nyaya, isjust identical with the space itself). Thus, the above definition of ever-present property cannot
be applied to the constant absence of the space. This eventually landed Gangesa into the puzzling
discussion of the Navya-nyaya* school, viz., what constitutes the absence of an absence? (see Ingalls,

1951: 68, 71-2; Matilal, 1985: 145-64).

The constant absence of x is constantly absent from all things except those that have no x. Hence, the
constant absence of the constant absence of x is present in all and only those things where x is present.
Applying the principle of identification of the indiscernibles, Udayana, and following him Gangesa,
identified the constant absence of the constant absence of x with x on the ground that:

A. (y) (y has the constant absence of the constant absence of x °y has x).

The mutual absence of or difference from pot is constantly absent from all things that are called "pot,"
that is, from all things that have pot-ness. Thus, the constant absence of the mutual absence of pot is
present in all and only those things that have pot-ness. Therefore, as above, one can identify the
constant absence of the mutual absence of pot with pot-ness on the principle that:

B. (y) (y has the constant absence of the difference from pot °y has pot-ness).
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Note that we are identifying here two class-properties on the ground that the corresponding classes are
identical by virtue of their having the same members. This indirectly supports my earlier suggestion that
absences in many contexts can conveniently be taken to be class-properties suitably chosen. Properties,
in such contexts, are used in their non-intensional sense. | have discussed these issues further in
(Matilal, 1985: 145-64).

Navya-nyaya*, however, regards the constant abbsence of the ubiquitous space as an ever-present
property, and, accordingly, GahgeSa* developed atechnical sense of "ever-present property” by
rephrasing DI asfollows:

D2. xisever-present if and only if x is not the absentee of any occurrent (vrttimat*) constant absence.

Although the constant absence of the space may be said to be the absentee of the constant absence of
the constant absence of the space, the second absence is not occurrent because it isto be identified with
the space and the space is, by definition, not occurent anywhere. Properties like knowability and
nameability are not the absentee of any occurrent constant absence and hence they can be called ever-
present. Thisis one of many possible interpretations of Gangesa's rephrasing (which was ambiguousin
the original). But, according to Raghunatha* , this was just Gangesa's way of being polite to the

opponent (compare abhyupagamamatram*). Actually, the constant absence of the constant absence of
the space cannot be identified with the space because the above principle A is not applicable here. Since
in the Nyaya-Vaisesika* system thereis no entity that has the space as a property, we cannot identify it
with the constant absence of the constant absence of the space under principle (A). The significance of
the adjective "occurrent (vrttimat)" was explained by Raghunatha as follows. When something is said to
be present in something else, it is present there always through some relation or other. Thus, in speaking
of something as ever-present one should specify the relation through which it is considered present
everywhere:

D3. x isever-present through relation r if and only if r is the delimiting relation of the absenteehood of
some constant absence and x is never the counterpositive of such absence.

To expose another logical difficulty involved in the notion of ever-present property, we have to go back
to the definition of kevalanvayin* inference (type 1 above). First, it isodd to say that the probans does
not reside in disagreeing instances, when there s, in fact, no disagreeing instance. It is further odd to
say that there is no disagreeing instance, when "disagreeing instance" (vipaksa*) isamere indesignate
or empty (nirupakhya*) term, for one
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tends to argue that to make such denials meaningful our acceptance of the existence of such non-entities
Isin order. Vacaspati * puzzled over this problem because, according to the Nyaya* theory, each
negation, in order to be meaningful, must negate areal entity and must denote an absence that usually
behaves as a property occurring in some locus. Thus, an absence is always determined by its absence
(that is, the negatum) on the one hand and by the locus (adhara*) on the other. Vacaspati tried to solve
the above puzzle by saying that the prudent course is silence, that is, not to deny or affirm anything
(including existence) of the non-existents. The denial sounds odd because its contradictory, that is,
affirmation, sounds odd too. Udayana suggested a better method of answering such problems.
According to him, a statement like:

1. The rabbit's horns do not exist,

does not affirm or deny existence of anything, but ssmply expresses an absence not of the rabbit's horns
but of horns, an absence that occurs in arabbit. Note that having hornsis area property such that one
can meaningfully speak of its absence (another real property for the Naiyayikas*). Thisanaysisis
related to the epistemol ogical theory of error of the Nyaya school which istechnically known as
anyathakhyati* . The structure of this analysis may remind one of B. Russell's analysis of similar

statements with his theory of descriptions (for further details, see Matilal, 1985: 85-112).

Applying Udayanas principle of analysis, Gangesa* tried to make sense of the statements that make use
of such indesignate expression as "the absence of an ever-present property like knowability," viz.,

2. "the absence of knowability is not present iny" (atrue one)
3. "the absence of knowability is present iny (afalse one).

Note that "the absence of knowability" is, asit stands, an empty term and on par with "the present king
of France." According to Gangesa, we can rephrase (2) and (3) as.

4. Knowability is not the absence of any absence that may occur iny.
5. Knowability is the absentee of an absence that occursinyy.

Here, (4) predicates of knowability the absence of the property of being the absentee of any absence
occurring in'y, while (5) predicates of knowability the absenteehood of an absence occurring iny. Thus,
(4) expresses atrivia truth (see DI before) while (5) expresses afalsehood. Note that "an absence which
occursiny" will denote areal absence occurring in the thing substituted for "y"
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and that its absentee will be areal entity. Hence the property of being such an absenteeis also areal
property that characterizes certain things (viz., things that are really absent from y) but not knowability.

Gangesa * used this method of analysisin order to make sense of the doubt or uncertainty (samsaya*)

of the form "perhapsit is knowable, perhapsit isnot." This statement expresses a doubt and can be said
to be ameaningful statement if it is rephrased in the above manner so asto avoid the use of any empty
term-complex such as "the absence of knowability" (which refers to nothing asin (3) above). Note that
the second part of the statement expressing doubt, viz., "it is not (knowable)," would have contained
such an empty term-comple, if it were straight-forwardly analyzed in itslogical form: it has the
absence of knowability.

It should be noted in this connection that, according to the Navya-nyaya* theory of inference, an
inference (as an effect, that is, karya*) must be preconditioned by what Navya-nyaya calls paksata* .

The condition of paksata, according to the view of the old Nyaya, involves in the presence of a doubt or
uncertainty which should be expressed in the form " perhaps the subject possesses the probandum,
perhaps it does not." This postulate is based upon the ssmple fact that we do not infer something that we
already know with certainty unless we wish to prove it again. Now, if inference of an ever-present
property like knowability hasto be an actual event, it should be pre-conditioned by an uncertainty of the
form described above. Thus, the statement that expresses this uncertainty or doubt must be a meaningful
statement so that the required doubt (samsaya) may, in fact, arise. Gangesa pointed out that when the
second part of the statement expressing doubt is interpreted as (5) above, we can retain its
meaningfulness and avoid using empty terms that refer to nothing.

While studying Indian logic, scholars will find themsel ves concerned with issues of two different kinds.
Thefirst are those problems that are bounded by the Indian tradition itself, that is, those that arise out of
the peculiar yet rich tradition of India's scholastic past. They are partly conditioned by the Sanskrit
language and partly by the fundamental concepts and philosophical attitudes that Indian logicians
inherited. The second set of problems we face here could be called universal. They are, in essence, the
very same problems faced by the Western tradition, although often, because of the parochia and
tradition-bound interest of both sides, this fact has been either ignored or badly misunderstood.

7.6 I nference and Concomitance
(Vyapti*)

With the advent of Navya-nyaya methodology, the notion of invariable concomitance or pervasion
(vyapti) became increasingly the center of interest
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of most Naiyayikas * in India. Even before the time of Gangesa*, there were numerous definitions of
pervasion offered by different writers, the difference of one definition from the other being at times
very subtle and theory-bound and at other timestrivial. Even acursory glance at Gangesa's text (he
notes as many as twenty-one definitions, all of which he rejects for some reason or other, and then goes
on to give seven or eight more definitions, each of which he seems to accept) will convince one how
much interest was created regarding the explication of the concept of pervasion. This interest continued
even after Gangesa with much gusto, and as a result, we find numerous commentaries and sub-
commentaries written particularly upon this portion of Gangesa's text. It is no wonder, therefore, that in
the traditional seminaries of Indiatoday a beginner in Navya-nyaya* usually starts with one or two sub-
commentaries on some section of the Vyapti* section of Gangesa. Why do we find this rather unusual
interest in the definition of this concept among the Indian logicians? The history of logicin Indiahasits
own unique nature of development, as we have seen. A brief review may be enlightening.

Early attempts to study the inferential relation can be found in the Vaisesika-sutras*® 3.1.8 and 9.18, as
well asin the Samkhya* school (viz., Sastitantra*). The former speaks of four types of inferential

relation beginning with causal relation (in the Vaisesika sense of the term "cause"), while the Samkhya
speaks of seven types of relation beginning with part and whole (matramatrikabhava*). It was felt at

the time of Prasastapada* and Dinnaga* that thistype of classification was not exhaustive or could not
have been so.

Kumarila* used the term vyapti "pervasion” for the inferential relation and tried to develop a sort of
logic based upon the relation of class inclusion and extension of terms. The pervaded (vyapya*), that is,
the middle term, is either co-extensive with (sama) or included in (nyuna*) the extension of the
pervader (vyapaka*), that is, the major term. Inductive generalization, according to Kumarila, is based

upon multiplication of empirical evidence, and an undiscovered or unnoticed "associate
condition” (upadhi*) may falsify the supposed generalization.

Dharmakirti* provided a much neater scheme for classifying pervasion (see 85.1). Pervasion or

inferential relation may be based upon identity relation, which is actually arelation of class inclusion
(viz.,, itisaplant, becauseitisan ivy). Thisis called identity, because the two terms here refer to the
same thing. Pervasion may also be based upon causal relation, which should be an inseparable relation
(effect being inseparably connected with its cause) between two different entities (viz., thereisfire
there, because there is smoke). In fact, in the former case we get what we may call today an analytic
judgement as our mgjor premise, the whole argument taking purely a deductive character. In the latter
case we get a synthetic judgement (in some sense) as our major premise which combines two different
entities through causal relation.
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Whether Dharmakirti * envisioned areal distinction similar to the one that we make today between

analytic and synthetic propositions is, however, very difficult to say. The matter is not easily decidable.2
Dharmakirti also noted various other types of inseparable relation, which were, in essence,
ramifications of these two major relations combined with negation and contradiction.

This neat scheme of Dharmakirti was severely criticized by the Naiyayikas* as being insufficient on
obvious grounds. Some very common forms of inference (for example, inference of sunrise tomorrow
from today's sunrise) can hardly be assimilated under this neat scheme. Trilocana, the Naiyayika,
thought it proper to define pervasion as the natural (svabhavika*) relation. A natural relationis
explicated as an "unconditional” relation (anaupadhika*), arelation that is uncontaminated by an
"associate condition," upadhi. Udayana favored a modified version of unconditionality as a definition of
pervasion. Vallabharegistered a note of caution. For him, pervasion means accompaniment of all the
cases of the middle term with the major term. The differentiating mark (laksana*) of pervasion relation
is, however, the absence of upadhi*, "associate condition." An "associate condition” is defined,
according to Vallabha, as the property that accompanies all cases of the mgjor term, that is, what isto
be inferred (sadhya*), but only some cases of the middle term, for example, the hetu or the "reason."

By the time Navya-nyaya* method was developing and greater attention was being paid to the precise
formulation of the definition of different concepts, there were several alternative definitions of the
concept of pervasion aswell as severa aternative formulations of the definition of upadhi "associate
condition" (which was well-recognized by this time as a negative mark of pervasion). Thus,
Manikantha* Misra* (who preceded Gangesa*) mentioned as many as eleven different definitions of
pervasion, each of which was

2 Note, however, that in 85.2, which was written much later than the present section, Matilal argues that
inferential relations based on the identity relation are necessary but a posteriori truths. He records his change of
mind about this point in Matilal and Evans, 1986: 23-4, where he says that:

In an earlier paper | had described the "natural” connection as based upon an analytical proposition.
Thiswas inaccurate, as some (e.g. E. Steinkellner, 1974) have pointed out. This cannot be strictly
described as analytical. However, | still believe that Dharmakirti, probably unlike Dinnaga* , wanted a
sort of necessary connection to obtain between the sign and the signified, obviously in order to avoid
the contingencies of an inductive generalisation based purely upon observation .... If analyticity is
regarded as a linguistic notion, we need not connect it with the present issue. It may be said that the
natural invariance ... is a necessary proposition which we know a posteriori.
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rejected by him on various grounds. He accepted what seems to be a modification of his eleventh
definition.

Gangesa's * twenty-nine different formulations of the definition of pervasion (twenty-one of which
being unacceptable and eight being acceptable to Gangesa) were largely based upon Manikantha's* and
Sasadharas* discussions of pervasion. The following are the eleven alternative definitions of pervasion
found in Manikantha: Pervasion 1 is"any kind of relation," sambandha-matra* (the view of
Bhusanakara* = Bhasarvgia* ?); Pervasion 2 is"non-deviation," avyabhicaritatva* (found in Sridhara's
Nyaya-kandali* and in many other places); Pervasion 3 is "the property of not occurring without (the
other)," avinabhava* (Dinnaga*, Prasastapada* and many others); Pervasion 4 is "natural relation,”
svabhdvikasambandha* (Trilocana); Pervasion 5 is "relation of the effect to its efficient cause,” nimitta-
naimittika-bhava* (the Samkhya* view?); Pervasion 6 is "identity," tadatmya* (Dharmakirti*);
Pervasion 7 is "relation of the qualifier to the qualified,” visista-vaisistya* (?); Pervasion 8is"the
property of being the counterpositive of an absence which (absence) is pervasive of the absence of the
major term,” sadhyabhava* -vyapakabhava* -pratiyogitva; Pervasion 9 is"accompaniment of all cases
of one term with the other term," kartsnyena* sadhana* -sadhya* -sahabhava* (Vallabha); Pervasion 10
is"unconditional relation,"anaupadhikasambandha* (Udayana and others); Pervasion 11 is " co-

occurrence with something that is never the counterpositive of a constant absence which (absence) is co-
occurrent with the other term (the hetu) in the same locus’
sadhanatvabhimatasamanadhikar anatyantabhava* - pratiyogi samanadhikaranya* .

Gangesafirst takes the second definition of Manikanthas list, viz., non-deviation, and gives seven
different formulations of this definition then rejects each of them mainly on the ground that it failsto
include the pervasion relation existing between two "ever-present” kevalanvayin* properties, such as
knowability and nameability. Anincidental discussion isintroduced here on the point whether the
absence of "unactualized possible" entities could be regarded as an ever-present property or not. | have
noted the question already in the previous discussion. Thisis followed by four different ramifications of
the definition of pervasion, some of which can be located in Sagadhara's Nyayasiddhantadipa*. Then
Gangesa examines two different formulations of the notion of unconditionality (definition 10 of
Manikantha) and four different formulations of the pervasion relation by making use of a universal
guantifier (krstna*, yavat*; definition 9 above). Next we find brief mention of definition 4 (svabhavika-
sambandha), definition 3 (avinabhava) and definition 1 (sambandha-matra) from the above list.

The siddhanta-laksana*, that is, the definition acceptable to Gangesa, is only a modified version of

Manikantha's final definition. This formulation takes care of the cases where the major term is such that
both its absence and
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its presence can be truly asserted of the same locus (that is, avyapyavrtti *-sadhyaka*). A similar
definition isalso found in the list of Sasadhara*. This definition does not use any universal quantifier,

but makes use of a generic absence, for example, an absence whose absentee is qualified by a generic
property. Gangesa* inserts here a discussion to show how and why the generic absence must be
regarded as separate from the integration of specific absences. Gangesa next offers three different
formulations of the definition of pervasion where no use of the notion of generic absence is made.
Gangesafinally accepts definition 10, that is, "unconditionality” or pervasion, as an alternative
definition, and gives four acceptable formulations of this definition. Thisis followed by three different
formulations of the notion of "associate condition,” upadhi*.

The quest for good reasons that generate dependabl e and acceptable conclusionsis aimost universal.
Indian logic, by which | mean a combined tradition of the Buddhist, Nyaya*, and the Jaina, is only
another instantiation of this universal quest in the intellectual history of mankind. It represents an
independent tradition of studying inference and its soundness. Just because of its difference aswell as
independence from the Western tradition, the inference theory developed here should prove extremely
interesting for both logicians and philosophers. The Indian theory of inference shows a continuous
development from the pre-Christian era up to the seventeenth century AD. It lacks, it is true, some of
the familiar logical (and mathematical) notions that logicians of today have come to expect. But then it
offers a contrast in these areas with Western logical theories that developed primarily during the last
two centuries. It isalso instructive in that it shows, at least, what other ways are left to us for solving
some logical problemsin case certain familiar devices are not available.
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Philosopher s Discussed

Nyaya-Vaisesika *

Aksapada* Gautama, c. 150. Naiyayika*, author of the Nyaya-sutra*.
Vatsyayana*, c. 350-425. Naiyayika, author of Nyaya-bhasya* on the Nyaya-sutra.

Prasastapada* c. 450-500. Vaisesika, author of Padarthadharmasamgraha*.

Uddyotakara, c. 550-625. Naiyayika, author of Nyayavarttika* on the Nyaya-bhasya*.
Vacaspati*, f. 980. Naiyayika, author of Nyayavarttika-tatparyatika*, and other works.

Udayana, c. 975-1050. Naiyayika, author of Parisuddhi* on Vacaspati's Nyayavarttika-tatparyatika,
Laksanavali*, and other works.

Gangesa*, f. 1325. Navya-naiyayika, author of Tattvacintamani*.

Buddhist

Upayahrdaya*, author and date uncertain.

Nagarjuna*, c. 150-250. Madhyamika*, author of Mulamadhyamikakarika*, Vigrahavyavartani*, and
other works.

Tarkasastra*, author and date uncertain.
Vasubandhu, f. 320-350. Abhidharma author of the Vadavidhi* and other works.

Buddhaghosa*, f. early fifth century. Abhidharma author of a commentary on the Kathavatthu* (second
century BC), and other works.

file:///D|/Export3/www.netlibrary.com/nlreader/nlreader.dll @bookid=8037& filename=page_169.html [4/24/2007 3:57:46 PM]


javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_1.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_2.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_3.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_5.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_6.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_8.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_9.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_11.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_13.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_15.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_16.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_18.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_20.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_22.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_23.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_5f25.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_27.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_28.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_29.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_31.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_33.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_35.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_37.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_38.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')
javascript:doPopup('Popup','page_169_popup_5f40.html','width=288,height=192,resizable=yes,scrollbars=yes')

Document

Page 170

Dinnaga *, c. 400-480. Author of Pramanasamuccaya* , Hetucakradamaru* , Nyayamukha* , and other
works.

Dharmakirti*, c. 600-660. Interpreter of Dinnaga, author of Pramanavarttika* , Nydyabindu*,
Hetubindu, Vadanyaya*, and other works.

Jaina

Shananga* sutra*, c. 100 Bc? A Jaina canonical text.

Samantabhadra, seventh century. Author of Aptamimamsa*.

Haribhadra, c. 700-770. Author of Anekantajayapataka* , Saddar sana* samuccaya and other works.
Hemacandra, 1088-1172. Author of Pramanamimamsa* Anyayoga-vyavacchedadvatrimsika*.

Mallisena*, f. 1290. Author of Syadvadamarijari* on Hemacandra's Anyayoga-vyavacchedadvatrimsika.

Others

Caraka. ¢.100. Medical theorist, author of the Caraka-samhita*.
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definition, 11, 120, 125-26

delimitor (avacchedaka), 156, 160-61

67;

whesl of reason, 7-11, 97, 105-107, 117, 156-57

Dummett, M., 135

E

Evans, J. D. G., 58

F
false rgjoinder (jati*), 3, 47, 48 passim, chapter 3 passim, Table 3.1 (p. 62)
Frauwallner, E., 73

Frege, G., 14, 134, 135, 145

G
Gangesa”, 12, 140 passim

Goodman, N.,
133

H
Haribhadra, 130, 131 passim

Hayes, R. P., 95, 106-107
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Heljinoort, J. von, 25
Hemacandra, 81
Hemple, C. G., 96, 109

hetu. See sign, inferential

hetucakra. See Dinnaga*, wheel of reason

I
induction, problem of, 96-98, chapter 5
inference: as a means of knowing, 1, 14, 58;
causal theory of, 142-43;
for oneself vs. for others, 108;
locus of (paksa*), 6, 22, 91 passim, 156;
predictive vs. explanatory, 109-11
Ingalls, D. H. H., 149, 161

internal concomitance (antarvyapti*), 97, 124-25

J
jalpa. See debate, tricky

jati*. See false rejoinder

Jayanta, 114
Jayarasi*, 52, 72
K

Kaiyama, Y. K., 111
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katha* . See debate
Kathavatthu*, 32, 34 passim
Katsura, S., 93, 98
Kitagawa, H., 92

Kumarila*, 102, 119, 165

L

laksana* . See definition

language: feature-placing,
24,

property-location, 26 passim, 143-51;
Sanskrit, 28
“limb" of an inference (avayava), 4

linga. See sign, inferential logic: and debate,
2;

and epistemology, 42, 88,
94,

deductive vs.
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inductive,
15;

formal vs. informal, 1;

nature of Indian, chapter 1 passim, 164,
168;

paraconsistent, 138

Lukasiewicz, J., 17

M

Mackie, J. L., 111, 120
Mallisena*, 129
Manikantha* , 166-67
mass terms, 24 passim;
and adjectives, 28
Mathuranatha*, 150

means of knowing (pramana*), 1, 3, 43,
140;

and definition,
126;

and inferential sign, 42, 44

Mill, J. S., 17

N

Nagasenar, 32, 46
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negation, 146-47,

four-fold (catuskoti*), 53;

law of double, 150;

meaning of, 95;

vs. refutation, 54-56
nigrahasthana* . See defeat situation
non-deviation (avyabhicaritatva*), 144, 151

non-onesidedness (anekanta*), 81, chapter 6
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three kinds of inference, 117

P

paksa*. See inference, locus of

Parsons, T., 25

perception, 102, 141

pervasion. See relation, inference-warranting

Plato, 31, 56

pramana*. See means of knowing

predication, seven-fold (saptabhangi*), 129, 131-39

presumption (arthapatti*), 70
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Priest, G., 138
Prior, A. N., 25

property: ever-present, 128, 148, 150, 156-
64;

imposed (upadhi*), 25;

partially locatable (avyapya-vrtti*), 143-44, 149-51, 154-55, 160;

simple,
147,

to-be-inferred (sadhya*), 22, 153,
156;

unexampled (aprasiddha),
147;

unlocatable, 144, 147, 154-
55;

unnegatable, 144, 147-48, 150, 154-55
psychologism, 14, 91, 145
Q
quibbling (chala), 3, 47, 48, chapter 3 passim

Quine, W. V., 15, 19, 20, 24, 103, 105, 135, 153, 156

R

Raghunatha*, 150, 156, 162

Randle, H. N., 15, 18, 60
rationality, 33, 131, 139

relation, inference-warranting, 12, 18, 49, 141, 143, 151-52, 164-68;

conception of in the Nyaya-sutra*, 63-64;
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knowledge of, 112-13

Robinson, R., 56

S
sadhya* . See property, to-be-inferred

Samantabhadra, 129
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Samkhya * school, 86
Sanatani*, 3, 55

Safjaya, 52
Santaraksita*, 104
sapaksa* . See homologue
saptabhangi* . See predication, seven-fold
Sasadhara*, 167-68
Saussure, 6

scepticism, 52

Schayer, S, 37

Searl, J., 52

Sharvey, R., 25

sign, inferential, 5, 11, 88 passim, 142, 153,
156;

pseudo-sign (hetvabhasa*), 46, 122,
128;

triple-conditioned (trairuipya*), 6-7, 90-96,
110;

24:

universal negative (kevala-vyatirekin*), 9, 98, 117-19, 124-25,

158;

universal positive (kevalanvayin*), 9, 117, 124, 158, 162

Socrates, 31, 38, 56
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Soloman, E., 60, 75, 76
Sondada*, 148
sophistical rejoinder. See false regjoinder

Sridhara*, 125, 167

Stcherbatsky, Th., 1, 15

Steinkellner, E., 112, 124, 166

trairupya*. See sign, triple-conditioned

tricks in debate. See quibbling and false rejoinder

upadhi* . See associate condition

upamana*. See analogical identification
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vada* . See debate, honest

Vallabha, 166, 167

Venkatanatha* , 84

Vidyabhusana, S. C., 1, 60

vipaksa* . See heterologue

vitanda* . See debate, destructive

vyapti*. Seerelation, inference-warranting

wW

Warder, A. K., 36, 37, 43

Y

yukti (causal inquiry), 42
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