ARNOLD KUNST

The two - membered syllogism

Discussion in Indian literature of the formal structure of
a syllogism is notwithstanding its purely academic appearance
one of the most important means of insight into Indian methods
of thinking and of literary expression. It has resulted in a fairly
strict division of logico-philosophical activities — particularly in
mediaeval Buddhism — into two categories, that of the purely
mental operation (kalpana, avacanatmaka), and that of verbal ex-
pression (Sabda, vacandatmalka). The verbal statement is only a re-
production of the mental operation which is by its nature un-
expressible (ablilapa-apodha). The utterance is a matter of a mere
physical effort, the process of cognition having been accomplished
in the sensuous or mental ‘sphere’ of the person, in the form of
pratyeksa or anwmana respectively.

The communicative value of the word is to be cleared of
all mental superstructure. It is to be an adequate means of cogni-
tion in that the person instructed gains from verbal communica-
tion as much as he would do by direct contact with the object
of the communication: the name, being a perfect replica of the
object, is to rouse in the listener’s mental and psychological
constitution a similar reaction to that roused by the object itself.
Hence the fundamental distinction between the (svartha-) anumana
and its pedagogically formulated offshoot, the parartha-anumana
or sadhanal).

1) Cf. Dharmottara’s commentary on Nyayabindw, p. 18, 4:
pararihanumanam Sabdatmakam, svartha@nwmanam tw jnanatmakam,
and ib., p. 37, 18—20, where the subject of communicating know-
ledge for instructive purposes is discussed.
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THE TWO-MEMBERED SYLLOGISM

Although Stcherbatsky says? that the division into
irtha- and parartha-anumana is traceable in the Vaidesika sy-
ssem, I cannot find much proof for that statement unless Pra-
sastapada is also included in the scheme. But Prasastapada’s and,
ater on, Sankaramidra’s division into two categories is undoubt-
ily influenced by Buddhist logicians and is thus of Buddhist
: I should therefore rather abide by Stcherbatsky’s
iginal idea, as expressed some years before?), that »..this style
s in perfect agreement with the Buddhist theory of the word
poha). Introduced much later into literature it is unquestionably
Buddhist origin«*). Faddegon’s remark®) that »the distinc-
:on made by Prasastapada and Dignaga between svarthimumana

end pararthanwmanae is merely a combination of the doctrines
mught in the Vaidesika and Nyayadarsanas« loses its substance,
we accept Stcherbatsky’s and Randle’s contentions that
Prasastapada was later than Dignaga. Sankaramisra’s Upaskara,
which certainly was not written before the early XVII™ century,
lows the then generally accepted rule that anwmanam is dvi-
hain®). A very remarkable thing is that the same division is
mzde in the short treatise Nyayavatara by Siddhasena Divakara,
= Jaina logician, who was probably junior contemporary of
_ignaga or flourished soon after him?).
This would mean that the concepts of svariia and parariha
“=ll on fertile ground, which, though psychologically prepared
for the distinction, needed Dignaga’s genius to submit them to
rroper definitions and formulations. The psychological disposition
r the reception of these concepts in the Nyaya-Vaisesika sys-
s=ms was to be found in the interpretation of the savikalpuka-
tyaksa which has also been challenged by Dignaga’s thesis
%) Buddhist Logic 11 (Leningrad .1930), p. 47 n.
3) Lie Muséon, Nouv. Sér., vol. V, 1904.
) The translation is mine.
) The Vaisesika System, Amsterdam 1918, p. 323.
8) Upaskara to Vaisesika Suira 9, 9, 2.
"y Jacobi's suggestion in his Introduction to Samaraicca-
that Siddhasena lived in the. 7™ century and knew Dhar-
:kirti has been superseded by Suali, Introduzione, p. 38, and
Vidyabhusana, Zndian Logic, p. 174.
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pratyaksam kalpanapodhain. But even the Nyayasitra®) defines
perception as inexpressible (avyapadesya), non-contradictory (avya-
bhicari) and determined (vyavasaya-atmaka = savikalpaka (?)). Al-
though the attribute of being indetermined -— unless we try to
force upon the notion of inexpressibility the meaning of inde-
termination — 1s apparently missing, the Nyayasutra’s definition
might be reconciled with Vatsyayana’s concept of the wirvikal-
paka- and savikalpaka-pratyaksa, which was brought later to its
fuller significance by Vacaspati Misra. But this is just the point.
Vacaspati Misra, who discusses the problem in detail in the
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika®) is, as 1t were, overwhelmed by the
flood of logical and metaphysical objections poured upon him by
the Buddhists, and in his diplomatic retreat admits the psycho-
logical shortcomings of savikalpatva, but maintains it as logical
necessity. He realizes that the Buddhists did well to embody all
the components of the sawvikalpaka-pratyakse in the anumana.
Udyotakara (p. 40) also defends this point by including manas
in the indriyas and thus complying with the indriyasannikarsatva®®)
of the perception. In this way he avoided encroaching upon the
mental sphere and compromised by leaving perception .to the
sphere of sensuous cognizance.

It is to be remembered that pararthanumana means an in-
ference for another person as well as by another person. In this
way either species is to be considered at the same time in its
subjective and its objective aspect as far as its epistemological
function is concerned. The speaker, i. e. the subject of communi-
cation, 1s the source of cognition for the listener; the subject-
matter of the proof is imprinted on the former’s mind in the
form of an image1°2). The listener, however, who is the parartha of
the pararthanumana, is also the subject of cognition for whom
the speakers word ($abda) is an incentive to the mental recon-
struction (samaropa) of the empirical phenomenon conveyed te

%) Particularly 91 ff.: cf. also Stcherbatsky, Buddhist
Logic 1I, p. 276 ff.

10) The definition in Nyayasutra I, 1, 4: indriya-artha-sanni-
karsa-utpannam jaanam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasaya-aima-
kam pratyaksam. Cf. also Ruben, Nyayasatra, p. 2.

02) Cf. Manoratha’s commentary to Prama@pavarttika 11, 2
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The first
lar difficulty as long as it is

um only by name. aspect does not offer any particu-
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cognized means of conn‘uunic
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nd aspect,

problem — which is of the utmost importance, especially for
Buddhism — of the validity of speech and the possibility of

teaching or learning by means of words1). As the acceptance or
refutation of this value of the word is dm acceptance or refuta-
zon of Buddhism as a valid doctrine, no wonder that the Bud-
dhist philosophers discussed at such great length this crucial
uestion. The subject was found particularly appealing by the
jnanavadins12),

The gradual reduction of the members (avayave) in a syl-
ogism, whatever metaphysical or ontological reasons (some adop-
ied ex post) there may be, is marked by an undoubted tendency
w0 simplify and formalize the syllogism so as to eschew a) any
psychological element in the formulation and b) any repetition

unarvacana) of items that another member may express or implic-
ily contain. So the five members of the pre-Siddhasena ten-
membered syllogism have been abandoned even by the Jainists,
ss they contained elements such as doubt, desire to know, dis-
pelling doubt ete.l®). There remain the five standardized members

11) An interesting discussion on the subject will be found

the Tattvasangraha, 1463 —1467.

12) Cf. Dharmakirti’s Pramapavartiika and Manoratha's com-
mentary (R. Sankrtyayana’s edition in JBORS II, p. 4). "It may
me correct that Nyayabindw in its discussion on the pratyaksa

=as following the Sautrantika view on the matter (cf. Mallavadin’s
Nyayabindufikatippani, p. 19, 10 in Stcherbatsky's edition,
slso Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic 11, p. 3b n., and Das Gupta,
A History of Indian Philosophy 1, p. 151 n.), but the Vijaanavada
view in Dharmakirti’s exposition of the imprint of the external
sbject on the human mind, and the possibility of its conveyance
s0 another person is obvious. Mallavadin’s remark ..sautrantika-
mata-anusarena-acaryena seems to refer to Dignaga (acarya) as

e originator of Dharmakirti’s concept.

13) Information on these members is given by Vatsyayana,
Nvayabhasya 1,1, 32. Cf. also Vidyabhtusana, Indian Logic,

121, and A. B. Keith, Indian Logic and Atomism, p. 86.
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such as pratijiia (thesis, proposition), Zetu (argument), distanta
(instance, rule), upanaya (application) and nigamana (conclusion),
which actually the Buddhists were the first to attack as syste-
matically doubtful. An exhaustive account of all the vicissitudes
of the syllogism in India is, of course, impossible in this short
outline, and would require a separate monograph. Even in single
philosophical schools opinion on the number of members in a syl-
logism varied. As an illustration of this treatises by Dignaga,
Dharmakirti, Santaraksita, Ratnakirti etc. may be" mentioned.
But also within other schools opinions seem to have varied. And
so according to Varadaraja’s Zarkikaraksa the Mimamsa syllogism
consisted of three members (pratijna, hetu, drstanta). éaukara, ho-
wever, analysing Gaudapadakarika 11, 4, finds there the pratijng,
hetu, drstanta, hetupanaya and nigamana; the E@rila in question
does not mention explicitly the names of the members, nor is it
obviously formulated in the spirit of the orthodox logical rules,
. and therefore Sankara’s analysis suggests that he himself is in-
clined to maintain the old Nyaya principle of a five-membered
syllogism.

In his Nyayamukha and Pramanpasamuccaya Dignaga seems
to have entered on logical concepts, the ground for which had
been prepared before him. So little is known of the problem of
proof before Dignaga that only a few guesses attempting to- re-
construct the train of thought may be ventured. The only mem-
ber of a syllogism that, with very few exceptions, has never
been questioned, is the Zefw. For various reasons the pratijii@ as
well as drstanta, upanaya and nigamana were submitted to cri-
ticism and revision. The decision to purge the verbal instruction
of all redundant elements led to the exclusion from a syllogism
of all those members the functions of which were superseded by
the function of another member. Thus nigamana went, which
(according to some) was a mere repetition of pratijiia, and thus
upanaya went, which was only a pedagogical indication of the
qualities of the correct Zetu. It was apparently Nagarjuna who
first noticed the redundance of these members, and gave a sti-
mulus to a thorough revision of the verbal instruction. If we can
rely on information from uncertain Chinese sources, Vasubandhu
used two types of syllogism consisting of three and five mem-
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ers respectively4). As will ba seen later, when Parsvadeva's
1 on the two-membered syllogism is discussed, a new item
eeps into the process of »inference for another«: Strict co-ope-
tion of the person to be instructed is required. The funections
t were to be discharged by the respective, and now no longer

ally expressed, membors of the syllogism, were to be per-

rmed in the mind of the listener. On the other hand, it is tl
]

e

r,wztical purpose of the syllogism and not its rigidly academic

ructure that is to be borne in mind by the speaker at the time

instruction !%). In this way the Buddhist logicians have the
#%"it of freeing the syllogism from its proverbial rigidity

m its pure 1y academic purport, in spite of the fact that they
,iused on it even stricter formalization than it had before.

There was a good deal of argument following the abolition

f the wupanaya and nigamana; it was a hrpu e, however, when

Buddhists questioned the authority of the pratijfia, denm me-

it as unessential and superfluous. This contention roused

s from the mightiest representatives of the Naiyayikas,

sesikas and the syncretist schools. The main objection was:

syllogism (or as we might put it, in an implication if («)p

en (a)¢’ as In ‘(x)p then (x)¢''%), (a)p (= hetu) must fulfil the

ndition of paksedharmatve, 1.e. must be a recognized (siddha)

=dication for both functors in (@)¢. In other words both state-

»the mountain is smoky« and »the mountain is fiery«

test

14) (Jt Vidyabhtusana, Indian Logic, p. 269. Cf. also
dle, Fragments from Dignaga, p. 27 n.
15) Cf. Kamalasila’s commentary on bantarahsmas Anumana-
iksa 148D: »If you say to a soldier (tib. gnag. rdzi = shepherd)
does not know the usage of the awvayavyatireka »where
is smoke there is fire« then he will realize the sapaksa
=d vipaksa though you stated only thus much and no more; he
1l also, not knowing other terms, come to the correct conclus-
= that there is fire in this partlcular place. Question: when
do you use the term sapaksa etc.? Answer: In a formal and
ot e:retlcml analysis (Sastra)«.
16) According to Chinese sources it was Vasubandhu who
~sposed of the last two members, which would be a reasonably
ong argument against accepting his authorship of the Zwria-
sira where five members are maintained; cf. Tucci, Pre-Diz-
Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, p. IX.
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must be both separately and jointly correct. On the other hand,

this statement (@)p is not true unless (a)¢ is true and thus -the
correctness of the fefu is verified by the statement of the pra-
tyjaa”). It the pratijia is gone there is no instance to verify the

correctness of the ZLeiw, viz. its palksadharmaiva, and so the whole
syllogism is invalid and is no proof at all. Furthermore, it is
silly to prove something without informing your audience what
you are going to prove. The statement ‘if (z)p then ()¢ or (if
you like) ‘if not (x)p then not (x) g’ (= s@dharmya- and vaidharmya-
drstantas) is also an instance for verification of the Aefe provided
a sapaksa and not wvipaksa (homogeneous and not heterogeneous)
example with (@) is substituted for (x). And so when in the drstanta
a term homogeneous with (@) is substituted for (x) in either (x)p
or (x)g, the drstanta must give a true statement; if a term he-
terogeneous from (a) is substituted for (2) in either (x)p or (x)g,
the drstania must give a false statement. But since sapaksa or
vipaksa are the linking elements between the pratifiia, and drstania,
the pratijia must be there!s)

Dignaga’s opinion on this point is given in the Nydyapravesa
more clearly than in any other work. The controversy as to the

11 In both my Probleme and Overlooked Type of Inferemce
(BSOS 1942) I tried to prove that an Indian syllogism cannot be
analyzed satisfactorily by Aristotelian methods because no inclu-
sion of names is intended to be proved, but only facts stated in
sentences. I therefore substitute here (@)p for »the mountain is
smoky«, and (@)¢ for »the mountain is fiery«. By («) is meant
that the fact proved refers to this (and no other) particular moun-
tain. (x) indicates any possible object that could replace »mountaine
provided it is predicable by p or ¢. Whenever relations between
the major, middle and minor terms are to be established, I shall
use the Sanskrit equivalent for the term, as an Indian syllogism
is not a sentence-calculus par excellence, but its anticipation only.

18) Strange as it may seem to a Western logician, this was
a generally observed rule in Indian logic. It is important, howe-
ver, to keep in mind that an Indian syllogism construed in the
form of implication does not entirely cover our postulates of an
implication, because the condition for any statement »if p then g«
in India is the causal relationship between the protasis and apo-
dosis. There are, though, some exceptions even here, but lack of
space prevents me from discussing this in this paper.
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THE TWO-MEMBERED SYLLOGISM 79

of this excellent and lucid treatise is not rmffe settled;
ng of the definitions would however advocate the accep-
ankarasvamin’s authorship. But whoever t! :"1 author
1e work is undoubtedly inspired by “ib""‘rnl doctrines.

n p. 110 of his Buddhist Logic, vol. 11,

“hat »Dignaga in his reform has dropped 13&1651.\“, coudu

1ough true in its main outline this statement requires some mo-

iification especially in regard to the entire abolition of the thesis
Dignaga. And the following may be concluded from the lo-

zical works of Dignaga, which are known to us wholly or in frag-
, 1z. the ‘\iz/dym/m/,]uz; Pramanasamuccaya. (Nor must the

First of all, Dignaga’s mlt icism of the pratijiic as defined
v the Naiyayikas .‘o:‘(..,m/a,mde Sah pratijina) which Dignaga cor-
ects by adding eve'®) in the P. S., stresses the fallacy in the
sfatement of the proposition and the consecutive logico-formal
llacies, but veplaces pratijia by paksa. The shifting of this term

s of considerable importance in so far as it removes the diffic-
alty of stating the thesis before it has actually been proved by
recognized /Zefw and drstanta. Since, as the Naiyayikas say, the
ratijfid has the value of an informative enunciation of what is
be proved, it is no member of the proof, as proving and not
anticipating is the task of a syllogism. Paksa is a member of
the proof and not merely a declaration of it. Thus nigamana is
mnecessary, for paksa fulfils those two functions that were pre-
wiously incorrectly assigned to the pratijia and its affirmation
within the proof) wnigamana. Thus, it was not so much the em-
sloyment of the pratijid that Dignaga took exception to, but the
yayikas’ inconsistency between the definition and the applica-

sion of the pratijnia. Yet, there is, no doubt, a great deal of con-
fasion in Dignaga’s concept of paksa. From Dharmakirtis critic-

sm it appears that Dignaga considered paksavacana (not paksa)
s asddhana®), that is, a functor whose statement in the proof
it not contribute to the correctness of the proof. The three-aspect
srgument, ({réripahetu) was quite sufficient for that purpose. Yet,

19) Cf. also Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic 11, p. 155 n. 1.
) Pramanavarttika 1V, 25 and IV, 16 ff,
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why did Digniaga go through all the trouble of defining the
paksa and discuss it so broadly? — asks Dharmakirti 2%).

The answer is »gamyarihatve “pi sadhyokier asammolaya, 1i.e.
(adding Manoratha’s explanatory notes to the karika) the descrip-
tion of the pakse is given, for the statement of the paksa has
the capacity of making clear the subject-matter of the proof and
also of removing any obscurity as to the fact, which is to be
proved«. The caturlaksanam (viz. sadhyam) in the next line makes
it clear that one ought to know according to what siddhanta, i.e.
tenets of a particular school of thought, the proof is formulated.
Coming back to the Nyayapravesa, let us add to the above de-
scription the definition of sidiana as given by the Nyayapraiesa.
In the latter no abolition of the paksavacana is recommended but,
on the contrary, the 10th Zarika says anityah sabda iti paksava-
canam... etany eva irayo vayavd ity wcyante. In the light of these
excerpts the following re-establishment of Dignaga’s view on the
two-membered syllogism seems to be possible:

The universal proposition in the drstanta »if (x)p then (x)g,
and (a)p (= hetu) (then (a)¢ (= sadhya)<) is sufficient and its ap-
plication to the (¢)¢ is just a matter of redundant expression.
Its omission or inclusion does not affect the validity of the syl-
logism. It is a matter of purely mental operation, which, if you
are dealing with reasonable and logically trained people, need
not be pressed home. It is just an omission and not a deficiency
in a syllogism, as Dharmakirti ironically remarks??), alluding to
the Naiyayikas and their definition of a defective syllogism (nyuna
in Nyayasiutra 5, 2, 12. The best explanation of the matter is
given in Santaraksita’s Anumanapariksa (see supra), where it is
said that in academic discussions where one can never be too
accurate, the whole scholastic equipment is to be precisely applied,
but in everyday-life one need not be punctilious or professorial
This statement by Santaraksita is not to be underestimated in
view of the fact that in his days of scholastic disputes and hair-
splitting subtleties a correct verbal formulation was decisive for
the opponent’s victory or defeat.

An adequate and brilliant exposition of Dignaga’s concept

2y Pramanavarttika 1V, 23.
22) Pramanavarttika IV, 23.
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the peksa 1s given by the commentators of the Nuydguprave
m Sankarasvamin’s definition of the sadhara being paksadivaca-

i sadhanam, Haribhadra comments that paksadi® is a bahuvrihi
nd substitutes wpalaksita for ddi.

SYLLOGISM

intentio

This ingenious interpretation,

n 1t may be, offers per-

From it it

lows that the paZse may not be expressed but is implied by

e hetw and drstante, and all verifications

as 1s suggested by

Zardvadeva's commentary, are to be performed mentally by the

cess of upanaya. Thus

we have another case of the reduction

wo members of a sytlogism to mere psychological functions, and

clearing of the verbalinstruction from those operations which are

performed in the mind only. Both pakse and wpanaya, as
be realized, are accepted by Parsvadeva, but their functions

o

those of silent co-operation between the instructor and the

rson instructed.

To conclude, we might say that in spite of the great va-

of his theories and opinions, the mediaeval Buddhist logi-

has not given a final formula for the construction of a syl-

zism. Yet the discussions are marked by a clear tendency

ards simplification and formalization of the syllogism. Never-

eless refinement and subtlety in the approach to the problems

the one hand, and the constant vigilance against a potential

onent, on the other hand, were more of a handicap than an

ventage to a Buddhist philosopher. Not even Dignaga or Dhar-
kirtl or Santaraksita achieved a solution which would enable
reader to pin down the problem finally. Dharmakirti is pre-

sared to abandon the drstania on the ground that inductive know-

ze which leads to the realization of certain general relations

ood for an inference for oueself; but in instructing others the

inctive universal proposition suffices to lead to singular con-
sions. Immediately, however, this subtle thinker corrects this
rigid theory by adding that a drstanta, though not essen-
might serve as a good criterion for the veracity of the uni-
rsal proposition ?%). (By dystanta is of course meant here the

%) Of. Nyayabindu 1

22

Ly

where the

elv from the universal proposition.

© Orientalistyczny XV.

dystant« is treated sepa-
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example only, without the universal proposition). Santaraksita, who
generally supports in his views Dignaga rather than Dharmakirti,
is willing to accept the view that the proposition (paksa) is su-
perfluous, but insists on drsfanta being maintained 24).

For Santaraksita the pratijia is also an outsider, a mere
exbortation (pratijiic = abhyanujna)?®) to formulate a proof, but
is not a member of a syllogism.

The prima facie metaphysical reasons which, as’a matter of
fact, are reduced to no more than logico-formal ones, make Rat-
nakara reject the dpstanta in his Antarvyaptisamarthana®). He
says (p. 104): In the drstanta you grasp the concomitance of ele-
ments that are contained in it (i.e. in the drstanta); in the paksa,
however, you grasp the concomitance indicated by the Zefw. And
this (concomitance) is based on generality for it summarizes eve-
rything (i.e. all the general relationships between the Zetu and
the predication of the probandum). The function of this genera-
lity is to be realized and applied to the subject of the proban-
dum by means of inference.

In the further part of his treatise, Ratnakara sums up the
function of an inference and, at the same time, presents the
difficulty in applying the drsfanta, in its isolated scope, to the
probandum. He sees no necessity of using one complete implica-
tion (drstamta here = universal proposition) to prove another (viz.
sadhya). He seems to be near to anticipation of the simple truth,
which is so obvious from our point of view, namely, that once
the general relationship is established as a result of inductive
reasoning, the sddiya and the drstanta are merely two different
inferences based on the same general relationship. The fact is,
that it is a mere matter of choice what one substitutes for (z)
in (x)p, whether it is drstanta or sadhya. In the implication ‘if
(z)p then (x)¢’ it makes no difference whether one substitutes
for (x) the kitchen range or the mountain. This idea is intimated
in Dharmakirti’s concept of drstanta, on which he eventually com-

24y Anumanapariksa 1432 —3 and Kamalasila’s commentary.
A reference to the Pramanasamuccaya IV, 1 is also made.

28) Tbidem.

28) Bibliotheca Indica, New Series, 1226, 1910, pp. 103—114
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omised, accepting, where necessary, two substitutes for (x) in

12 syllogism. KExactly the same view is to be found in the

intarvy@ptisomarthana where the inner concomitance without
is admissible for probanda like Asanikaiva which form

in themselves, but a drstanta may be used for probanda

vhich have a class of sapaksa.




