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Lecture 2: Dignaga’s system of logic

Shoryu Katsura, Ryukoku University
0. Dignaga unalyzes the second meuns of a valid cognition
(pramana), Inference (anumana), from the two different points of view,
that of epistemology and that of logic. In other words, Inference has two
faces, viz., Inference for Oneself (1e., Inference proper) and Inference for
Others (ie., proot). He defines the former as ‘cognition of an object from
un inferential mark (lifiga) possessed of three charucteristics,’ and the latter
as ‘illumination of the object that has been cognized by oneself.” For
example, we infer the existence of # hidden fire on a hill from u piece of
smoke arising from the hill. If some one is in doubt of the existence of the
fire, we can prove it in a certain logical formulation. Namely, “There is a
fire on the hill because we see u piece of smoke there; and so on.”

As I stated in the first lecture, the object of inferemce iy called
‘general characteristic’ (samanyalaksana ZEFH) that iy the universal to be
contrasted with the pai‘ticular (svalaksana EFH), the object of perception.
The result of inference is either ‘object-awureness ’ or ‘self-auwareness’ just
ay in the case of perception.

1. Perhaps the most important contribution of Digniga to the
development of Indian theory of Inference is his disc overy of the theory of
Pervasion (vyapti). The essential nature of Inference/Proof in Indian logic
is Analogy. For exumple, we observe smoke where there is a fire such as in
4 kitchen and we do not observe smoke where there is no fire such uas in the
middle of a lake. We observe u piece of smoke on a hill. Then we infer that
there must be a fire on the hill like in a kitchen. In this context we ure
tacitly presupposing a sort of general rule that where there is a fire there is
smoke

As 1 mentioned in the finst lecture, the theory of three
churacteristics (trairipya) of u valid reason played an :iinpoxtant role in the
development of Indian logic. Since 4 reason (Aefx) in Proof corresponds to
un inferential muark (linga) in Inference, a valid inferential mark is also
supposed to possess the same three characteristics . The three charactedstics
are 45 followmg:
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(1) An inferentin]l mark is observed in an object of inference
(anumeya Fifl/palsa 7,

(2) It is observed in similar instances (sqjativa/tattulya/sapaksa [@0);
and

(3) It 1y mot observed im the dissimilar instunces
(vijatiya/asapaksatvipaksa ZZ57).

The last two characteristics are later culled anvaya (positive
concomitance/continued presence) und vyatireka (negative
concomitance/contmued absence) that constitute what George Cardona
culled ‘Indian Principle of Inductive Reasoning’. He says:'

Indian thinkers have wsed a mode of reasoning that involves the
reluted presence (unvayaz ‘comfinued presence’) und absence
(vyatireka) of entities as follows:

(1) 4. When X occurs, Y occurs.
b. When X is absent, Y is absent.
(2) a. When X occurs, Y is absent.
b. When X is absent, Y occurs.

1f (1 a, b) hold in all instances for X and Y, so that these are
shown consistently to occur together, one is entitled to say that a
particular relation obtains between the two. Either (1a) or (1b) ulone
will not justify this, and a claim made on the basis of either cun be
fulsified by showing that (2a) or (2b) holds. One relation that can be
estublished by (1) is that X is 4 cause of Y. A special instance of the
cause-effect relation involves the use of given speech units and the
understanding by a hearer of given meanings. If (1 4, b) hold, the
speech unit in question iy considered the cause of one’s
comprehending & meuning, which is attributed to that speech element.

' “On reasoning from Anvaya and Vyatireka in Farly Advaita”, Siudies in Indian
Philosophy, A Memorial Volume in Honour of Pundit Sukhalji Sanghavi, LD, Institute
of Indology, Ahmedabad, p. 79.
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Letme give you some strings of uttering.

(1) gramam gacchami/ (gramam / gaccha/mi)
(2) gramam gacchasi/ (gramam / gaccha/si)
(3) nagaram gacchami (nagaram / gacchd/mi)
(4) nagaram gacchasi/ (nagaram /gaccha/si)

English equivalent of euch uttering iy us follows:

(1a) 1 go to the village. '(1/go to/ the village.)
(24) You go to the villuge. (You / go to / the villuge.)
(3a) 1 go to the city. (1/ go to / the city.)

(41) You go to the city. (You/ go to/ the city.)

1f we ignore the difference between gaccha- and gaccha-, we cun
distinguish five elements in each of the above two sets of utterunces. By
upplying the anvaya-vyatirela method we will be able to estublish the exuct
correspondence between the two sets of five elements. For exumple,
gramam oceurs in (1) und (2) und ‘the village’ occurs in (1a) and (24), and
the fommer i3 absent trom (3) und (4) and the latter i absent from (3a) und
(44). Thus we cun infer that when gramam is uttered, the village is meunt
by the speuker.

Ay Curdona rightly points out, anvaya-vyatireka is the method to
discover u certuin relationship between two items, especially the relation of
cause and effect. In the ubove exumple, the utterance of gramam causes the
comprehension of its meuning, ie. the villuge. Coming buck to the
example of u fire und smoke, we observe that where there is a fire, there is
smoke and where there is no fire, there is no smoke. In this way we can
establish 4 causal relutionship between a fire und smoke. In my opinion the
second und the third churactenstics of #rairiipya theory represents the result
of inductive reasoning by meuns of anvaya aud vyatireka.

Now Amnalogicul inference and Inductive reasoning huve the well-
known problem. Numely, how muny positive und negative evidences we
may have, they are not as definitive and conclusive us Deductive reasoning.
Indian logiciuns must huve felt the sume problem and they gradually
developed the concept of nantariyakatva/avinabhiva/avyabhicara for u
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valid inferential murk/logicul reuson. According to Vasubundbu, for
example, a valid mnferentiul muark/reason canmot und should not exist
without that which is to be inferred/proved (anumeya/sddhya). In other
words, it is not deviunt from where there is anumeyatadhya (ie., the
similar instamces) and it is always ubsent from where there is no
anumeya/sddhya (dissimilar instances). It iy Dignaga who could
reformulate the frairiipya theory, by introducing the restrictive particle eva,
In order to express the inseparable und non-deviunt relutionship ‘between a
valid mark/reason und its object. His version of trairiipya is us follows:

(1) An inferenfiul muark 15 observed in an object -of inference
(anumeya Frit/paksa 79; (of. BRTIEME)

(2) It is observed ONLY (eva) in similar instances
(sajatiya/tattulya/sapaksa [@EYy;, (cf. FMEAFGTME) and

(3) It iy NEVER (naiva) observed in the dissimilur instances
(vijatiya/asapaksatvipaksa 2y, (cf. BifEENE)

According to Indian Grammarians, the restrictive particle has a
function of restricting (niyama/avadharana) un item A in the domuin of
another item B in the phruse “A B eva”. For exumple, the sentence
“SimSapd vrksa eva” meuns that Simfapd is restricted to the domuin of trees
(vrksa), in other words, itis a tree only and nothing else. Thus, according to
Dignagu, a valid inferential mark/reason should be restricted to the domain
of that which is to be inferred/proved. Such u relationship between the two
18 named by Dignaga ‘pervasion’ (vyapti), meuning the domuin of a4 valid
murk/reason should be pervaded by that of thut which is to be
inferred/proved. _

The theory of pervasion is the findl achievement of the
development of the frairipya theory in India. Not only Buddhist but also
Indiun logiciuns on the whole adopted Dignaga’s theory of pervasion und
built their system of logic on that foundation. As we shall see soon, with
the theory of pervasion Dignagu could formulate in his proof a sort of
proposition with the universsl quantification, such as “Wherever there is
smoke, there is 4 fue” and “Wherever there 1s no fire, there is no smoke.”

With the introduction of the theory of pervasion or umiversal
quuntification, Dignaga created snother problem of induction. Numely,
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how can we establish u universal law like “Wherever there is smoke, there
a tire” by meuns of the anvaya-vyatireka method? Without the help of un
omniscient being, it 1s impossible for us ordinary beings to check ull the
positive and negutive cases of induction. Dignaga wus well uware of this
problem #nd he concludes that our inference i un essentiully hypothetical
cognition. We may assume the existence of u fire from u piece of smoke us
long as we do not see (adars§anamatrena) smoke without u fire. Thus he
seems to believe in the vulidity of inference or proof us long us there is no
counter example.

2. As we have seen Dignaga considers that u single sense orgun does
not reveal all the aspects of an object of perception’; similurly, he thinks
that un inferentia]l murk does not reveal ull the different natures/properties
of an object of inference. An entity fire huy muny universal properfies such
as ‘fireness’, ‘substanceness’, ‘being a fire of grass’, und ‘being a fire of a
tree’. According to Dignagu, un inferential mark, smoke, can reveal that the
object of inference possesses the universul property of ‘being a fire’ (or
fireness) und other universuls of higher order (such us substunceness).
However, it cunnot reveal that it bays the universals of lower order such as
‘being u fire of grass’. Regurding un inferentiul murk Dignagy also points
out ity umiversal properties of different orders such us substunceness,
smokeness, ‘being smoke of white color’ and “being smoke of black color’.
According to him, smokeness and other universals of lower order cun
revedl its object but the universuly of higher order cannot.

In this connection Dignagu for the first time hinty at the ideu of
Apohs? According to him perception Teveals its object in un affirmative
way (vidhi) but Inference reveuls its object in a neguative way, ie., in the
form of ‘exclusion/megution of others’
(anyapoha/anyavyavaccheda/anyavyavriti). For example, un inferentisl
murk ‘smoke’, or more precisely the universal property of ‘being smoke’

*cf. Pramapasamuccaya 1.5: dharmino ‘nekripasya nendriyat sarvatha gatih /
svasamvedyam anirde$yam rilpam indriyagocaral // = Nyayanukha 16 H1EIE—HH
B EAEEE ERIBER

—EESE YT EERER FEEHEER (NMukh17,PS2.13)

WEAEEE FERSE WANEPTE  BERRIFER (NMukh 18,PS2.17)
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or 'smokeness’, cannot directly and affirmatively reveul its object ‘a fire’
but it reveals its object ‘fireness’ in the negutive form, maumely that of
‘exclusion/negation of others, i€, non-fires’. Ay Frauwallner pointed out a
long time ugo, Dignaga expressed his iden of Anydpoha when he discussed
Inference in the Nyayamukha. Later he upplied it to the verbul cognition
und to conceptuul cognition in general.

For example, conceming « certsin object of inference, un
inferential mark, 4 certain frugrunce’s being a quality (gunatva) reveals ity
object as exclusion of non-substunce (adravya) —N.B. there is no quality
without substance to which it belongs—. The nuature of fragrance
{gandhatva) reveuls it both as exclusion of non-sbstance uy well as that of
non-eurthly-substance. The nature of good fmagmnce (saurabhya) in
addition reveuls it as exclusion of non-good fragrunce. Furthemmore, the
nature of a specific good fragrunce reveuls it a8 exclusion of non-lotus
fragrance, too. In this way, we come to realize thut the object of inference is
d Jotus flower.

Why does Dignagu consider that un inferentizl murk reveals ity
object in negutive way or in the fomn of exclusion/negution of othery
(anyapoha)? We must recall that the object of inference for him is not the
particular but the universal churucteristic. Unlike the Naiyayikuas und other
Indian Realists Dignagu does not admit the reality of the universals. He
regards it us ¢ mental construction in the fomm of exclusion/megation of
others. For example, the umiversal characteristic of 4 pot or potness is
exclusion of non-pots that is found in everything thut we nume ‘pot’. As a
matter of fuct, Digndga suys in the Pramanasamuccaya chapter V that
anyapoha possesses dll the natures of the universul(samanya)/genus (jati),
viz. (1) singularity, (2) eternity und (3) presence in every member of its
class. In short, anydpoha is nothing but the universal in Dignaga. The only
difference is that it is & mental construction for Dignagu, while it is an
externul reulity for Indiun realists.

There was u Jong debuate between Buddhists und Indian Realists
conceming the reality of the universals. The theory of Apoha is Dignaga’s
answer to the question of the universuls. He admits the role of universals as
the object und the content of inferentiul cognition but he denies ity external
redlity by charucterizing it as mental construction in the fomm of
exclusion/megution of others. As Akihiko Akumautsu once unalyzed with
reference to Dharmkirti’s theory of apoha, it we uapply the scheme of
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pramana, prameya uind pramanaphala ugain in this context, prameya of
inference is the universdl churacteristic. pramanaphala is the cognition of
the universal characteristic. And the universal characteristic is nothing but
anyapoha tor Digndga. Now pramana too is exclusion of others, for
inference or verbul cognition und conceptuul cognition in generul reveal its
object by excluding/negating things other thun that. In this way anyapoha is
involved in every aspect of inferential und verbul cognitions.

3. So fur I have discussed Dignaga’s theories of ‘pervasion’ (vyapti)
and ‘exclusion of others’ (anyapoha) with reference to Inference. Now 1
would lLike to discuss his system of logic or proof. The most importunt
contribution of Dignaga in thiy ares is the Wheel of Reusons (hetucakra &/
) that is a kind of check list to discover the vulid reusons by meuns of the
theory of trairiipya. Before going into that subject I would like to introduce
the proof formulations of Vatsyayuna, the Nulyayika, und Dignaga himself.

Vatsyayana’s formulation of five propositions (paficavayava) in the
Nyayabhasya ud Nyayasitra 1.1.39:

Thesis: Word/sound 1s non-eternal.

Reuson: Because itis of the nature of urising.

Exemplificution: Substance such ay 4 dish is seen to be of the nature
of arising a5 well as non-eternal.

Application: Similandy, word/sound is of the nature of arising.
Conclusion: Therefore, word/sound is non-eternal beczuse it is of the
nature of arising.

Dignaga was very conscious of how we should formulate a proof
and he severely criticized the formulations of the Naiyayika, Samkhya and
others. It is possible to rewrite the ubove formulation in Dignaga’s wiy as
follows:

Thesis: Word/sound is non-etermal.

Reuson: Because it is of the nuture of arising.

Exemplification: Whatever is of the nature of urising is non-eternal
like substance such as a dish. And whatever is not non-eternal (ie.
eternal) is not of the mature of arising like the space/ether, etc.
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Unlike ‘Vatsyayana’s formulation of five propositions Dignaga’s
formulation consists of only the first three propositions, which means he
regards the last two propositions us redundant. He considers that the
subjectftopic of a thesis should be something real, for otherwise the first
characterisfic of a valid reason (numely, the reason must belong to some
subject) could not be obtuined. Therefore, he did not accept the reductio ad
absurdum (prasafga) type of reasoning #s the formal proof. He also
criticizes it because the subject of a thesis und that of reason often are
different in such u proof.

Now the most significant difference between the above two
formulations is the difference in formulation of Exemplification. In
Vatsydyana’s formulation it iy merely an expression of the co-existence
(anvaya) of two properties but in Dignaga’s fommulation it consists of two
formulue of ‘pervasion’ (vyapti). that of positive concomitance
(anvayavyapti) und that of negative concomitance (vyatirekavyapt). Thus
Dignagua’s theory of pervasion has left a clear expression in his fommulation
of proof. He also adds some actual examples to support his formula of
pervasion, which I tuke shows a reminiscence of Inductive reasoning in
Indin. He was later called bahirvyaptivadin who establishes ‘pervasion’
with reference to external objects.
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Dignaga examines each proposition of his proof formulation and
points out erroneous cases. He defines Thesis as that which the proponent
himself wishes to prove. He distinguishes four cases of pseudo-theses.

(1) That which is denied by perception, as e.g. “Sound is not audible.”
(2) That which is denied by inference, as e.g. ““A pot is eternal.”

(3) That which is denied by the proponent’s own position, as e.g.
“pramana does not take prameya as its object.”

(4) That which is denied by verbal convention, as e.g. “Sasin is not the
moorn.”

You may think that it is not necessary to list such nonsensical
theses. However, it is in fact necessary to reject those erroneous theses
before actually starting the proof because some of the above these can be
proved in Dignaga’s system. For example,

Thesis; Sound is not audible.

Reason: Because it is a product of human efforts.

Exemplification: Whatever is a product of human efforts is not
audible as e.g. a pot, etc. And whatever is audible is not a product of
human efforts.

The reason ‘being a product of human efforts’ possesses all the three
charactensncs of a valid reason. Since sound is a product of human efforts,
it possesses the first characteristic. Now the universe of discourse consists
of the topic of the thesis ‘sound’, the similar instances ‘non-audible things’
and the dissimilar instances ‘audible things’. Since sound is the only
audible thing in the world, the domain of the dissimilar instances is empty.
Consequently, the reason ‘being a product of human efforts’ is found at
least in a part of the similar instances and is not found in the dissimilar
instances because the latter is empty. Thus the reason under discussion
possesses the second and the third characteristics, too. Therefore, according
to the theory of #rairiipya the above erroneous proof should be regarded as
a valid proof, which is absurd. That is why Dignaga lists Pseudo-Theses to
avoid such a problem.

Regarding the reason, he considers that that which does not
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possess the first characteristic, i.e., paksadharmatd 5%, is not a valid
reason. It is called ‘Unestablished’ (asiddha -~pk). Thus the reason must be
a property of the topic/subject of a thesis (paksadharma), such as sound
and the hill. Now he has earlier written a small text of logic called
Hetucakradamaru where he lists the nine possible cases of reasons
(paksadharma), depending on whether it is present, absent or both in the
similar instances and whether it is present, absent or both in the dissimilar
instances. I list the nine proof formulae. |

(1) “Linguistic item ($abda) is eternal because it is an object of cognition
(prameya) like space and unlike a pot.”

(2) “Linguistic item is not eternal because it is a product like a pot and
unlike space.” '

(3) “Linguistic item is a product of human efforts because it is not eternal
like a pot and unlike lightening and space.”

(4) “Linguistic item is eternal because it is a product like space and unlike
a pot.”

(5) “Linguistic item is eternal because it is audible like space and unlike a
pot.”

(6) “Linguistic item is eternal because it is a product of human efforts like
space and unlike a pot and lightening.”

(7) “Linguistic item is not a product of human efforts because it is not
eternal like lightening and space and unlike a pot.”

(8) “Linguistic item is not eternal because it is a product of human efforts
like a pot and lightening and unlike space.”

(9) “Linguistic item is eternal because it is not substantial (amiirta) like
space and an atom and unlike action and a pot.”

The second and the eighth reasons possess both the second and the
third characteristics and are valid reasons. The fourth and the sixth reasons
does not possess either the second characteristic or the third characteristic;
hence they are not valid reasons. They are pseudo-reasons called
‘Incompatible’ (viruddha FHi&) becanse they will proof the thesis that is
incompatible with the original thesis. The rest of five reasons are pseudo-
reasons called ‘Inconclusive’ (aniscita/anaikatnika 7<) because they do
not possess the second characteristic, though they possess the third
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characteristic.

Regarding the formula of Example, Dignaga insists that we should
state both positive and negative exemplifications (sadharmya- &
vaidharmya-drstanta [F] I - £5&). They are supposed to present the
positive or negative pervasion in the proper way by using the relative
pronouns and the restrictive particle eva. He seems to be aware of the fact
that both exemplification formulae are logically equivalent, so that
theoretically one is enough. Yet he insists on the necessity of formulating
the two propositions of exemplification, which is the reminiscence of
Inductive nature of Indian logic as I suggested before.

Dignaga lists ten kinds of Pseudo-examples. Namely,

(1) The positive exemplification which lacks the reason in the formulation
of exemplification, as e.g. “Linguistic item is eternal because it is not
substantial like an atom.”

(2) That which lacks the property to be proved by the reason, as e.g. “Like
action.”

(3) That which lacks both the reason and the property to be proved, as e.g.

- “Like a pot.”

(4) That which reverses the positive concomitance (vyatireka) as e.g.
“Whatever is non-eternal is a product of human efforts”.

(5) That which lacks the positive concomitance.

(6) The negative exemplification which lacks the reason.

(7) That which lacks the property to be proved by the reason.

(8) That which lacks both.

(9) That which reverses the negative concomitance (vyatireka).

(10)  That which lacks the negative concomitance.

(2007/6/19)
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