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Abstract:

There is still a fashionable misunderstanding among scholars both in China and abroad. They
think that the first deductive theory in the history of Indian logic should not be owed to
Buddhism, but to the early Nyaya. In fact, Dignaga and Dharmakirti are two summits of
Buddhist logic as well as Indian logic, in that Dignaga lays the groundwork for the first
deductive theory in Indian logic, and Dharmakirti finally transforms the Indian logic from
analogy to deduction, which is the first time that Indian logic reaches the level of western
syllogism.
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The main task of my research on Buddhist logic is to depict in an accurate manner
Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s respective systems of logic, and to discover the fundamental
difference between these two summits of Indian Buddhist logic. This task is not only related to
the correct discernment of different phases in the history of Buddhist logic according to their
respective features, but also based on the careful examination of basic texts, e.g. based on the
correct interpretation of Dignaga’s Nyayamukha, which represents his early ideas of Buddhist
logic. This task is also related to the appropriate application of a variety of perspectives, e.g. the
holistic perspective, the historicist perspective and the perspective of comparative studies of
Buddhist and western logic. In addition, I am also very concerned to draw on the results of
comparative studies of Sanskrit, Chinese and Tibetan texts.

There are two main streams of Indian logic, the Nyaya logic and Buddhist logic. The first
system of Indian logic was set forth in the Nyayasiitra of the Nyaya School. However, the first
deductive theory in the history of Indian logic should be owed to Buddhist logic. In fact,
Dignaga laid the groundwork for the first deductive theory in Indian logic, and Dharmakirti
finally transformed Indian logic from analogy to deduction, which was the first time that Indian
logic reached the level of western syllogism.

A fair amount of important works on the history of Indian Buddhist logic and the history of
Indian logic abroad have made unfair remarks about Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s contribution
to the development of Indian logic. Their expositions of Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s systems
of logic are also inaccurate. However, they have a great influence on those typical works in
China on Buddhist philosophy and Buddhist logic.

As a matter of fact, the Neo-Hetuvidya system of logic as founded by Buddhist theoreticians
is ignored in the context of Indian logic in general. The native scholars in India pay less attention

to the contribution of Buddhist logic to Indian logic. In sum, the ignorance of Dignaga and



Dharmakirti’s logic to the establishment of deductive theory in the history of Indian logic is
due to the fact that most part of the scholars over the world can not provide a clear account
of the origin and development of deductive theory in the history of Indian logic. They
erroneously state that there has already been an all-inclusive premise in the five-membered
argument (paricavayava, 1771 3) of old Nyaya, and this five-membered argument is hence
deductive. For instance, Dr. B. L. ATREYA says in his The Elements of Indian Logic that ‘they
have acquired a very clear conception of the process of reasoning so that no doubt is left in the
mind of those they talk with. All the Euclidean principles are included in this indicative type of
reasoning.” The statement of example (uddharalla) in the five-membered argument here is
‘whatever is smoky is fiery, as a kitchen’'.
It is said in the Buddhist Logic of F. Th. STCHERBATSKY that in the canon of early Nyaya,
‘the school of Nyaya had already a developed logic’, and it was ‘a theory of the syllogism’?.
Their five-membered argument is said to be ‘inductive-deductive’. In spite of the claim that
‘only in the reformed new brahmanical logic ... the theory of syllogism begins to play the central
part™, the five-membered argument adopted there to illustrate the reasoning of early Nyaya has
already betrayed the character of deduction:
1. Thesis. The mountain has fire.

2. Reason. Because, it has smoke.

3. Example. As in the kitchen; wheresoever smoke, there also fire [my italics].

4. Application. The mountain has smoke.

5. Conclusion. The mountain has fire.’

However, what is actually implied in the example is no more than ‘there is both smoke
and fire in the kitchen’, neither ‘whatever is smoky is fiery’ nor ‘where there is smoke, there
is necessarily fire’. As claimed by STCHERBATSKY, ‘when Dignaga started on his logical
reform he was faced by the theory of a five-membered syllogism established in the school of

the Naiyayiks [sic!].” The example of the five-membered argument illustrated on that page is
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‘whereever [sic!] smoke, there fire’', which is equal to ‘whatever is smoky is fiery’.

In contemporary India, D. CHATTOPADHYAYA is a famous historian of Indian philosophy.
However, in his Indian Philosophy: A Popular Introduction in 1964, the presentation of the form
of argument according to old Nyaya does not go beyond the paradigm of STCHERBATSKY. In this
book, he quotes the view of other scholar ‘that syllogistic reasoning formed the special theme of
this philosophy and that ny@ya meant illustration or example (udaharalla), conceived by this
system as constituting the most important of the five members of the syllogistic expression.’>
Accordingly, he thinks that the old Nyaya has already developed the theory of deductive
reasoning. In his opinion, the example of the five-membered argument of the Nyaya School
before Dignaga has already had the form that ‘whatever has smoke has fire, e.g., an oven’, and
‘it was left for Dignaga, the Buddhist logician, to revolutionise the form of the demonstrative
inference by reducing the number of its members to only two.”’ In addition to the
misunderstanding that the example of old Nyaya has the form of universal proposition
expressing certain kind of necessary relation, he also inappropriately claims on one hand that
Dignaga’s transformation of the five-membered argument is a sheer reduction of its members
from five to only two, and on the other hand, misleadingly ascribes to Dignaga the
two-membered argument, which is in fact invented by Dharmakirti. It is thus clear that even the
native historians of Indian philosophy in contemporary India also have certain
misunderstandings about the development of Indian logic. However, if the five-membered
argument of old Nyaya were deductive reasoning, the contribution of Dignaga and Dharmakirti
would then be of trifling significance.

Moreover, The New Encyclopeedia Britannica: Macropeedia® gives the same remark as that
of STCHERBATSKY to the five-membered argument in the Nyayasiitra. In China, there are also a
variety of works on Indian philosophy in which the above misunderstandings are usually
repeated. It is unnecessary here to quote from them respectively.

A rare exception is the remark of Mr. TANG Yongtong (i H¥). In his A Brief History of
Indian Philosophy (FIVJ& 7% %), the presentation of the five-membered argument is slightly
but significantly different from that of STCHERBATSKY. The example here does not adopt the

form as universal proposition, but the form that ‘as a kitchen, where the smoke and fire are
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discerned’', from which the whole reasoning is then not deduction but analogy. It is noted by Mr.
TANG that ‘however, to place most of the emphasis on the reason and to pay the special attention
to the relation of pervasion is probably the later doctrine after the emergence of Buddhist
Neo-Hetuvidya, while the early masters of the Nyaya School have not advanced a theory like
this.”> This remark of Mr. TANG is based on historical fact.

The earliest record of the five-membered argument in the history of Indian logic appeared in
the Carakasallhita, a book on internal medicine compiled by the famous doctor Caraka in the
early 2nd century A.D. on the basis of the materials from the 5th century B.C. In the
Carakasallhita, the definition of the example (d[)[1[Janta) in five-membered argument is
‘drishtanta [sic!], verily, is that which effects an equality of apprehension among both the
ignorant and the learned, and which illustrates the proposition to be established.”> Here, the
example means illustration, and the five-membered argument as quoted does not have a
judgment as the main body of example. The definition of example in the Nyayasiitra is ‘the
example is an illustration which, being similar to that which is to be proved, has its character. Or
else, being opposite to it, is contrary.”* No instance of five-membered argument is given here.
However, from this definition, we know that the main body of example is the illustration itself,
but not certain kind of proposition summarizing the general principle from that illustration. In the
Tarkasastra of Vasubandhu, which represents the highest achievement of the old Hetuvidya, the
example in an argument includes a general proposition as its main body and an illustration as the
basis of that proposition. This new form of example then inspired Dignaga to the invention of
three-membered argument. However, Vasubandhu himself does not have a theory to support the
universal proposition as the regularized form of example. It seems that he only knew it
occasionally but not the reason why it should be this form. Therefore, the establishment of a
completely fresh form of argument, the three-membered argument, in the history of Indian logic
can not be ascribed to Vasubandhu either.

It is noted by the Japanese scholar, Prof. KAJIYAMA Yuichi (#2111E—), that the relation of
invariable concomitance (avindabhava) between proban and probandum is not reflected in the

example of the five-membered argument of the old Nyaya. Because the old school of Nyaya
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traditionally upholds the realist thesis. They recognize only the relation between individuals but
not between properties in general. In this regard, the basis of reasoning is nothing but the
concrete things as experienced. Therefore, ‘from the author of the Nyayasiitra to Vatsyayana,
and finally to Uddyotakara, the traditional standpoint of the school of Nyaya is opposed to the
theory of deduction throughout. This does not mean that the theory of deduction was completely
unknown to Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara. Especially Uddyotakara was quite familiar with it.
However, it is evident that he intentionally disapproved of it.”!

In the historical development of the school of Nyaya, the relation of invariable
concomitance between proban and probandum as expressed in the example of Dignaga’s new
system of Hetuvidya was denied until the emergence of the new school of Nyaya, the
Navya-nydya. 1t is in the five-membered argument of the Navya-nyaya that the example began to
have the form of universal proposition. When the logical achievement of the old Nyaya and the
old Hetuvidya is overrated, it would be impossible to give a fair and faithful remark to the
contribution of Dignaga to the historical transformation of the form of argument into deductive
reasoning.

In order to know to what extent the old Hetuvidya was improved by Dignaga, we need to
understand the disadvantage of the old Hetuvidya and the advantage of the new Hetuvidya in
contrast. It was Dignaga who explicitly proclaimed the addition of two new propositions into a
formula of argument. These two propositions then became the main bodies respectively of the
similar and dissimilar examples in an argument according to Dignaga. They were fully
expressive of the general principle, the invariable concomitance between the proban and the
probandum, so that the two main disadvantages of the old Hetuvidya were then surmounted. The
reformation in this way by Dignaga was not only purposive, but also explicitly expressed, in that
it was not only explicitly represented in the regular form of an argument, but also warranted by
the main principle of a logical reason (hetu, [A), Dignaga’s new form of trairipya. In fact, the
three characteristics of a valid reason were established according to its relation to both the
similar instance (sapakla, [F]f) and the dissimilar instance (vipak[la, 53 h). Therefore, it is
clear that the subject in dispute (dharmin, F77%) should be excepted from the extension of both
kinds of instances.

As a matter of fact, in the regular procedure of old Hetuvidya, when the thesis that ‘sound is
non-eternal’ is to be justified, an analogy will be drawn between the jar and the sound that the jar
is produced and non-eternal, therefore the sound, as produced, should also be non-eternal. If the
argument is carried out in this manner, then we can also formulate an argument in the same way

to justify that the sound is able to be burn and is visible, because the jar is also able to be burn
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and is visible etc. However, the argument is totally absurd. Therefore, it is notable that the
five-membered argument of old Hetuvidya is not plausible, and its conclusion is not qualified to
be sound enough. If the analogy is carried out between the subject in dispute and the similar
instance in all their aspects, then it is inevitable for an argument to be lost in absurdity. Thus, it is
principally impossible for the old Hetuvidya to prevent itself from unreasonable analogy. This is
the first disadvantage of the old Hetuvidyd. The second one is analogy of infinite regress. Since,
if in the example of an argument, no proposition being expressive of the invariable concomitance
between the proban and the probandum is added, but only several individual instances is given,
then it is necessary to explain how those instances are available and reliable in this certain
situation, that is to form another argument to justify again that the jar is produced and is
non-eternal. But when the other argument is formulated, yet the instance therein is also subject to
further rational inspection. As a result, it is inevitable for the analogical argument of the old
Hetuvidya to be lost in infinite regress.

In order to remove those two disadvantages of the old Hetuvidya, a new form of argument,
the three-membered argument, is formally suggested by Dignaga in his theory of new Hetuvidya.
In this form of argument, the example takes an additional proposition, e.g. ‘all those produced is
observed as non-eternal’, as its main body (*d[][Jdntakaya, Wi{A), while the ‘jar’, which is
formerly the main body, now becomes its explanatory aid (*d[] [antasraya, "if). On one hand,
it is the present main body of the example that brings into light the invariable concomitance
between the proban, e.g. ‘being produced’, and the probandum, ‘being non-eternal’, so that the
analogy between the jar and the sound is rigorously limited to the properties ‘being produced’
and ‘being non-eternal’ as shared by both objects. In contrast, those irrelevant properties of an
endless variety, as ‘being able to be burn’ and ‘being visible’ etc. other than ‘being non-eternal’,
the probandum in question, are then excluded from the whole framework of comparison. On the
other hand, when in the example, the phrase ‘all those produced’ is asserted, all those produced,
e.g. the jar, lamp and lightning, are here included without any exception, so that the analogy of
infinite regress is then stopped. As proclaimed by Dignaga in the Nyayamukha, if a
three-membered argument complies with the trairiipya formulae, ‘then the [notion] which results
from this [process] is undoubtedly valid’', which means being able to win the debate. From the
view of the logical theory of our time, it means that the soundness of the conclusion or thesis,
which results from a well formed three-membered argument, is highly improved.

For the whole context of the three-membered argument of Dignaga’s new Hetuvidyda, the
requirement of excluding the subject in dispute from both the similar and dissimilar instances,
the theory of the circle of nine reasons and the new formulae of trairipya as well are to be

enumerated. All these insights match the whole framework of Dignaga’s new system of
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Hetuvidya. At first, the similar and dissimilar instances which correspond to each reason in the
hetucakra have the subject in dispute as exception from both of their extension. The aim is to
prevent circular reasoning. For example, in the thesis ‘sound is non-eternal’, yet the ‘sound’ is
the subject in dispute at the starting point of disputation, therefore it can neither be categorized as
the similar instance of what is non-eternal, nor the dissimilar instance of the same property.
Otherwise, the dispute would be superfluous and both of the debaters should stop it. Therefore,
to speak in its right order, the requirement of excluding the subject in dispute from both the
similar and dissimilar instances can be said as the common base for the circle of nine reasons.
Secondly, the circle of nine reasons is in turn summed up in Dignaga’s new formulae of
trairiipya. Especially, the latter is based on the two valid reasons, the second and the eighth, of
the circle of reasons. Thirdly, on the ground of Dignaga’s new trairiipya, the universal relation,
the avinabhdva, between the proban and the probandum is much defined. Fourthly, the validity
of a logical reason is embodied in both the similar example (sadharmyad| ][ anta, [FIVEMT)
and the dissimilar example (vaidharmyad [ Oanta, 5#%MD), in that the third characteristic of a
valid reason, the vipaklle sattvam (5 fhiEJGPE), is embodied in the dissimilar example, and
both the second and the third characteristic, both the sapaklle sattvam (7] EA1E) and the
vipaklle Sattvam, are embodied in the similar example. It is in this way that Dignaga’s new
system of Buddhist logic is erected step by step. The soundness of the argument in compliance
with this system then becomes much more improved than its forerunners.

As we have seen, Dignaga’s reformation of the old Hetuvidya is mainly based on his
reformation of the trairiipya formulae from the view of his innovation of the circle of nine
reasons. Likewise, Dharmakirti’s reformation of the three-membered argument of Dignaga is
also based on his reformation of the trairiipya formulae of Dignaga. It is Dharmakirti who finally
brings the Indian form of argument from analogy to deductive reasoning.

However, the trairipya formulae of Dignaga and those of Vasubandhu are regrettably
misinterpreted by F. Th. STCHERBATSKY as principally the same of Dharmakirti. He fails to draw
a clear discrimination among the separate trairiipya formulae as founded by these three logicians
respectively. As a matter of fact, the main concern of Dignaga’s theory of the circle of reasons
and of his trairiipya formulae is how to define the extensional relation of the logical reason (hetu,
[A)) to the subject in dispute (dharmin, 477%), to the similar instance (sapakJa, [F]kh) and to the
dissimilar instance (vipaklla, /) separately. In contrast, the main concern of Dharmakirti is
however to find an intensional definition of the logical reason as valid as being in compliance
with the trairiipya formulae. In paraphrase, the main work of Dharmakairti is to stand on the point
of view of the logical reason and to test its intensional relation to the similar instance and to the
dissimilar instance respectively. It is in this way that he finally finds the three types of reason
(trividha lillgam) as qualified as the sufficient reason in argumentation. In sum, this kind of
deviation in the starting point of logical investigation is of the principal and utmost significance

as far as a clear discrimination in respect of the separate systems of logic by Dignaga and



Dharmakirti is concerned.

For the three types of valid reason, Dharmakirti enumerates the reason of identity
(svabhavahetu, H1:Al), the reason of causality (karyahetu, 4 [X) and the reason of
non-apprehension (anupalabdhihetu, A~W]13[A]). From the examples as presented, the reason of
identity refers to the reason, the proban (sadhana, Hg¢3I), which has the relation of genus and its
species with the probandum (sadhya, JIT3L). Here, the probandum is the genus, and the proban
its species. It is also permitted that the extension of the proban matches that of the probandum.
The reason of causality refers to the reason, the proban, which has the relation of causality with
the probandum. Here, the probandum is the cause, and the proban its result. It is notable that the
similar example and the dissimilar example based on these two types of valid reason then
become genuinely the all-inclusive and universal propositions. From these two types of valid
reason, the conclusion (pakla, 5%) can be inferred necessarily. The necessary implication
of the conclusion in its premises is then solidly promised. It is for this reason that
Dharmakirti needs not to mention even in passing the previous requirement of the exclusion
of the subject in dispute from both the similar and dissimilar instances. Therefore, the logical
form of Dharmakirti’s second characteristic of a valid reason, sapaklla eva sattvam, is same with
that of the similar example in his renewed form of argument. Furthermore, the form of the
second characteristic in Dharmakirti’s expression is the logical equivalence of the third
characteristic, asapaklle ’sattvam eva. Likewise, the similar example and the dissimilar example
are also logical equivalence in Dharmakirti’s system.

In respect of the form of argument, it is proclaimed by Dignaga in the Nyayamukha that at
first, each member of the three-membered argument is indispensable. Secondly, an argument can
not be erected when only the similar example or the dissimilar example is adduced. Moreover,
the explanatory aid (*d[][Jantasraya, "if), the individual instance, of the similar example is
indispensable, while that of the dissimilar example is not indispensable. In contrast, the form of
argument according to Dharmakirti’s system can be erected when only either of the similar
example or the dissimilar example is adduced. In correspondence with only which type of
example that is adduced in an argument, there are respectively the form based on similarity
(sadharmyavatprayoga) and the form based on dissimilarity (vaidharmyavatprayoga).
Furthermore, the thesis or conclusion (paklJa, %) of an argument can be omitted and is not
indispensable.

In respect of the theory of fallacies, it is no longer mentioned by Dharmakirti the fallacy
which contradicts only the second characteristic of a valid reason, which tells the fact that
Dharmakirti does no longer admit the existence of such a kind of reason which is uncertain

because of being too exclusive (asddhdrallanaikantikahetu', ANJEA5E X)), This is undoubtedly
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one of the most important deviations of the logical system of Dharmakirti from that of Dignaga
in regard to the theory of fallacies. In addition, it is also evidenced by this fact although in an
indirect way that for Dharmakirti, the second characteristic of a valid reason is logically
equivalent to the third characteristic, while for Dignaga, they are different.

As represented in the Pramallasamuccaya, Dignaga in his late phase then shifted to
concentrate on the problems of epistemology (pramdllavada, & 1i£), and rearranged his system
of new Hetuvidya according to the concurrent topics of epistemology in his time. As Dharmakirti
arranges his thoughts of logic also in the epistemological style, it is indubitable that Dignaga lays
the groundwork for Dharmakirti’s new system of epistemology. However, when certain subjects
of logic and epistemology are concerned, it is also indubitable that Dharmakirti does deviate a lot
from Dignaga. Firstly, Dignaga does not accept the reality of external objects and approves of the
Yogdcara position that all of them are merely the various presentations of the consciousness.
However, Dharmakirti approves of the Sautrantika position where the reality of the external
objects is accepted. As Dharmakirti does not admit the Yogacara thesis of mere-consciousness,
what Xuan Zang strives for in his famous argument for mere-consciousness
(vijiiaptimatranumana, MEVR L) now becomes aimless for Dharmakirti. Secondly, the validity
of a three-membered argument is defined in Dignaga’s system of logic as the consensus
(prasiddha, t%f%) of both sides in debate, while the validity of an argument is defined by
Dharmakirti as a faithful reflection (sdriipya) of the essential relation (svabhavapratibandha, H
A JE) between what is denoted by the proban and what is denoted by the probandum.
Therefore, the theory of three types of reasoning (trividham anumdanam, —Fht &), the main
idea of which is based on Dignaga’s conception of consensus as the criterion for the validity of
an argument, has lost its place and its raison d’étre in Dharmakirti’s system of logic. In this
respect, it is not difficult to understand that the vijiaptimatranumana, the inference for
mere-consciousness, which is one of the most famous arguments formulated according to the

theory of three types of reasoning, is just ‘a matter of expediency’ (— 2 H).

The Research Institute of Chinese Classics
Fudan University

Shanghai 200433

China

Email: zwhdp@yahoo.com.cn



