
7 Vyāsatīrtha and Navya-Nyāya philosophy
The previous two chapters focused on the debate between Vyāsatīrtha and his
Advaitin opponents about the nature of existence, nonexistence, and indetermi-
nacy. Advaitin philosophers grounded their theory of indeterminacy in familiar
cases of perceptual illusion, but Vyāsatīrtha argued that perceptual illusions are not
“indeterminate”, as the Advaitins claim. Illusions such as the mother-of-pearl/silver
illusion present nomystery to philosophy; we can explain them simply by assuming
that the object they seem to present to us does not exist as part of reality. In fact,
perception itself tells us that its objects exist, and the truth of this insight is detected
by the witness, the very essence of the conscious self. Moreover, indeterminacy is
an inherently contradictory concept. Existence and nonexistence are by their very
nature jointly-exhaustive properties, and asserting that one and the same thing
lacks both is nothing more than a contradiction.

Vyāsatīrtha presses a number of other charges against indeterminacy in the
Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga. He clearly models his critique of indeterminacy onMa-
dhva’s arguments. In his Mithyātvānumānakhaṇḍana, Madhva used a stock of for-
mal inferential fallacies accepted by Nyāya philosophers to show that indetermi-
nacy is by its very nature not a property that can be inferred from the world. Ma-
dhva’s arguments were developed considerably by Jayatīrtha in his Nyāyasudhā
and Vādāvalī. Neither Madhva nor Jayatīrtha was influenced by Gaṅgeśa and the
Navya-Naiyāyikas, however. One of Vyāsatīrtha’s most important contributions to
the Mādhva/Advaitin debate was to show that Madhva and Jayatīrtha’s case against
Ānandabodha could be vindicated in the light of Gaṅgeśa’s new arguments.

In this chapter, I will focus on Vyāsatīrtha’s encounter with Gaṅgeśa in the Nyā-
yāmr̥ta and the Tarkatāṇḍava. I will begin by giving a historical overview of the
engagement of Mādhva thinkers with Navya-Nyāya philosophy, which began with
Vyāsatīrtha’s own study of Gaṅgeśa in the sixteenth century. I then explore how
Gaṅgeśa’s ideas shaped Vyāsatīrtha’s work, contrasting the ways in which Vyāsatīr-
tha uses Gaṅgeśa’s ideas in the Nyāyāmr̥ta and the Tarkatāṇḍava. The remainder
of this chapter is concerned with Vyāsatīrtha’s critique of Gaṅgeśa’s theory of a par-
ticular type of reasoning known as “universal-negative” inference (kevalavyatirek-
yanumāna). Gaṅgeśa himself gave a detailed analysis of this type of inference in
the Tattvacintāmaṇi. In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga chapter of the Nyāyāmr̥ta,
Vyāsatīrtha, in turn, made extensive use of Gaṅgeśa’s analysis to critique Ānanda-
bodha’s formal inferences.
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7.1 The role of Gaṅgeśa in Vyāsatīrtha’s thought

Gaṅgeśa andhis followers exerted a complex influence over Vyāsatīrtha, andwe see
him adopt different stances towards Navya-Nyāya philosophy in his works. In the
Nyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha’s main objective is to refute the philosophy of the Advaita
school of Vedānta. In that text, he is therefore more concerned with using Navya-
Nyāya theories and terminology to help evaluate the arguments of his Advaitin op-
ponents. It is clear that Vyāsatīrtha often tacitly assumes various Navya-Nyāya epis-
temological theories in the Nyāyāmr̥ta, even if they directly conflict with his own
Mādhva ideas about epistemology. In the Tarkatāṇḍava, by contrast, Gaṅgeśa and
theMithilaNavya-Naiyāyikas areVyāsatīrtha’s central opponents, andVyāsatīrtha’s
main objective is to show that Mādhva theories about knowledge and ontology can
be vindicated in the light of their arguments. Consequently, in the Tarkatāṇḍava,
Vyāsatīrtha rejects the Navya-Nyāya theory of knowledge and sometimes ends up
arguing directly against Navya-Nyāya theories he had assumed in the course of de-
bating with the Advaitins in the Nyāyāmr̥ta.

The Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga and other opening sections of the Nyāyāmr̥ta
provide clear evidence of Vyāsatīrtha’s approach toward Gaṅgeśa in that text. In
the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, Vyāsatīrtha repeatedly refers to the “universal-
negative” (kevalavyatirekin) mode of inference accepted by the Navya-Naiyāyikas.
As a Mādhva, Vyāsatīrtha ultimately denies that this really constitutes a separate
type of inference, and, as Iwill discuss in this chapter, he devotes a lengthy section of
the Tarkatāṇḍava to refuting it. Yet, in the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, Vyāsatīrtha
clearly accepts particular aspects of Gaṅgeśa’s justification of this type of inference,
whereas he directly refutes these very same arguments in the Tarkatāṇḍava.

A particularly clear example of the differing roles of Gaṅgeśa’s philosophy
in the Nyāyāmr̥ta and Tarkatāṇḍava is found in Vyāsatīrtha’s attitude towards
the problem of inferences where the probandum is an unestablished/unexampled
(aprasiddha) term like “sky-flower” or “son of a barren woman”. The Naiyāyikas
argued that inferences involving unestablished properties are intrinsically faulty;
we simply cannot make inferences to the prove that “There is a hare’s horn on this
patch of earth”, for instance. They applied the flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā (“[the
subject’s] having an unestablished qualifier/probandum”) to such “inferences”. In
the Nyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha argues that the flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā does ap-
ply to Ānandabodha’s inferences to establish that the world is indeterminate. He
argues that indeterminacy itself (here defined as “the absence of nonexistence
coupled with the absence of existence”) is an unestablished entity, because percep-
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tual illusions are not indeterminate.1 Vyāsatīrtha’s explanation in this passage of
the Nyāyāmr̥ta of why we are unable to admit unestablished entities into our infer-
ences follows the explanation of the Navya-Naiyāyikas. If we couldmake inferences
that involve such unestablished terms, he argues, then we might as well infer that
a patch of earth has been scratched by a hare’s horn because the components of the
probandum (horns, hares, and scratchmarks) are separately established before the
inference is made.

Yet, in the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha clearly says that aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā
is not a flaw. This is entirely consistent with his Mādhva epistemology. Unlike the
Naiyāyikas, the Mādhvas do not dismiss inferences as invalid purely because they
contain empty terms. Vyāsatīrtha argues elsewhere in theTarkatāṇḍava thatwe can
make inferences such as “The son of a barren woman is mute, because it is insen-
tient”. This position is closely connected with the Mādhvas’ refutation of the Advai-
tins’ doctrine of indeterminacy, and it led theMādhvas to the position that there are
“location-free” properties (asadāśrayadharmas): properties such as nonexistence,
insentience, and so on that can somehow feature in reality without being contained
in an existent thing.

In fact, in this section of the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha cites what is essentially
a simplified version of Ānandabodha’s inference, and argues that aprasiddhaviśe-
ṣaṇatā does not apply to it, because aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā is not a flaw at all. (Ob-
viously, he still believes that the inference is fatally flawed because it suffers from
other defects such as proving a contradictory property, and so on.) In this he is di-
rectly contradicting his words in the Nyāyāmr̥ta, where he accepts that aprasiddha-
viśeṣaṇatā is a flaw and applies it to Ānandabodha’s inferences. So on this point,
Vyāsatīrtha, in his two works, clearly shows different attitudes towards Gaṅgeśa’s
theory of inference.

We get a further clue as to Vyāsatīrtha’s attitude towards Gaṅgeśa very early
on in the Nyāyāmr̥ta, when Vyāsatīrtha gives a “statement of the disagreement”
(vipratipatti-vākya). Vyāsatīrtha here attempts to give a precise formulation of the
philosophical dispute between Mādhva and Advaitin philosophers. The form in
which he gives the vipratipattivākya is the same as is found, for instance, in the
Prāmāṇyavāda of Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintāmaṇi. However, having just given the state-
ment in this way, Vyāsatīrtha immediately goes on to argue that it is quite pointless
and unnecessary to begin a debate:

The disagreement is elucidated here only in accordance with the practice of the Naiyāyikas,
and not because it is the correct method. For, even according to the Naiyāyikas, the only result
of stating the disagreement in this way is the apprehension of the subject of the inference.

1 See Chapter 9, pp. 296–298, for a translation and discussion of this passage.
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Now, that could be accomplished by (1) a statement on the part of one of the debaters, either
in Sanskrit or in a vernacular (e.g., “I will prove that the world has illusoriness”), according to
everyday practice outside of debate, by virtue of which it would not be liable to censure. Or, it
could be accomplished by [the participants’] accepting a topic prescribed by an arbitrator (e.g.,
“Youmust prove that the world has illusoriness”). And hence, it follows that a statement of the
disagreement, separate from the statement of the thesis, which is liable to the aforementioned
faults, is purposeless. …

Nor can it be argued that [the elucidation of the vipratipatti] has the purpose of bringing about
the doubtwhich is the cause of subjectness. For, since both the debater and his opponent, along
with the arbitrators, are certain about the matter at hand, that would serve no purpose. …
Moreover, subjectness in the form of the absence of conviction of proof as accompanied by the
absence of the desire to prove [that the probandum is present in the subject]2 is possible even
in the absence of [such] doubt.3

Vyāsatīrtha here seems to indicate that he is adopting a particular part of Gaṅgeśa’s
philosophical methodology even though it conflicts with his own point of view. At
this early point in the Nyāyāmr̥ta, he gives a precise statement of the disagreement
between the Mādhvas and the Advaitins in an identical format to the one used by
Gaṅgeśa in the Tattvacintāmaṇi; however, Vyāsatīrtha subsequently argues that the
statement is really unnecessary, since the same effect could also be achieved by
other means.4

From these passages it is clear that although in the Nyāyāmr̥ta Vyāsatīrtha is
content to use arguments and techniques from Gaṅgeśa’s works, he does not re-
ally agree with them. He articulates his true position in the Tarkatāṇḍava, where
he clearly refutes Gaṅgeśa’s arguments. It is certain that Vyāsatīrtha wrote the
Tarkatāṇḍava after the Nyāyāmr̥ta,5 but the shift in Vyāsatīrtha’s focus was clearly
not due to development in his thought. Vyāsatīrthawas always a committedMādhva
who would have always accepted the epistemology he defends in the Tarkatāṇḍava.

2 This is Gaṅgeśa’s definition of subjecthood. Gaṅgeśa writes: ucyate siṣādhayiṣāvirahasahakr̥ta-
sādhakapramāṇābhāvo yatrāsti, sa pakṣaḥ. tena siṣādhayiṣāvirahasahakr̥taṃ sādhakapramāṇaṃ
yatrāsti sa na pakṣaḥ, yatra sādhakapramāṇe saty asati vā siṣādhayiṣā tatra cobhayābhāvas tatra
viśiṣṭābhāvāt pakṣatvam. (ACN: 431–432.)
3 idaṃ ca vipratipattipradarśanaṃ tārkikarītyaiva na tu vastutaḥ. tatpakṣe ’pi vipratipattivākyasya
pakṣaparigrahaikaphalakatvāt. tasya kathābāhyena nigrahānarheṇa laukikarītyanusāriṇā saṃskr̥-
tarūpeṇa vā bhāṣārūpeṇa vā mayā prapañcamithyātvaṃ sādhyata iti vādivākyena vā, tvayā prapañ-
camithyātvaṃ sādhyam iti madhyasthaparikalpitaviṣayasvīkāreṇa vā siddhau, pratijñāvyatirikta-
syoktakusr̥ṣṭiyuktasya vipratipattivākyasya vaiyārthyāt. … na ca pakṣatvaprayojakasaṃśayārthaṃ
tat, vādiprativādinoḥ prāśnikānāṃ ca niścayavattvena tadayogāt. … saṃśayaṃ vināpi siṣādhayiṣā-
virahasahakr̥tasādhakamānābhāvarūpasya pakṣatvasya sambhavāc ca. (NAB, 1:8.)
4 See Williams (2014: 138–141) for a more detailed discussion of how Vyāsatīrtha’s commentators
treat this passage.
5 See below, fn. 11, for a passage where Vyāsatīrtha refers to the Nyāyāmr̥ta in the Tarkatāṇḍava.
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It is rather due to the identity of Vyāsatīrtha’s opponent in the Nyāyāmr̥ta. There,
Vyāsatīrtha’s provisional acceptance of Gaṅgeśa’s philosophical arguments is for
the sake of debating with the Advaitins. The Advaitins would obviously have never
accepted the tenets of Mādhva epistemology, and Advaitin thinkers like Madhu-
sūdana and Brahmānanda were deeply trained in Navya-Nyāya ideas. So, when
critiquing the Advaitins, Gaṅgeśa’s epistemology could act as a sort of “middle
ground”, supplying a point of reference that allowed the traditions to debate with
one another.

This use of the Tattvacintāmaṇi as a text to help mediate disputes between
competing intellectual traditions is also reflected in Somanātha Kavi’s Vyāsayogi-
carita. In this work, Somanātha seems to indicate that by the early sixteenth cen-
tury Gaṅgeśa’s text had become an authority onmatters of inferential theory among
philosophers in South India.6 Indeed, Vyāsatīrtha’s use of Gaṅgeśa’s text is legalis-
tic. He employs particular judgments made by Gaṅgeśa in the Tattvacintāmaṇi as a
precedent to decide the controversial philosophical points being addressed in the
Nyāyāmr̥ta.

7.2 The Nyāya-Vaśeṣika theory of inference

Despite Vyāsatīrtha’s differing approaches towards Gaṅgeśa in the Nyāyāmr̥ta and
the Tarkatāṇḍava, the influence of the Tattvacintāmaṇi runs deep in both texts. The
Tattvacintāmaṇiwas divided into four separate books, each focussing on one of the
means of knowledge (pramāṇas) accepted by the Navya-Naiyāyikas. In the early
portions of the Nyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha focuses mainly on the second book of the
Tattvacintāmaṇi, which deals with inference (anumāna). The theory of inference
was always the centrepiece of Navya-Nyāya epistemological analysis, and it was
primarily in discussing the various aspects of inferential knowledge that the Navya-
Naiyāyikas refined their logical techniques and technical language.

In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, Vyāsatīrtha refers frequently to the sec-
tion of the Tattvacintāmaṇi where Gaṅgeśa deals specifically with the “universal-
negative” (kevalavyatirekin) mode of inference (the Kevalavyatirekivāda). One can-
not, therefore, understand the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga and its commentaries
without understanding this part of Gaṅgeśa’s text. Stephen Phillips (2016) has trans-
lated Gaṅgeśa’s Kevalavyatirekivāda into English with a commentary. In the re-
mainder of this chapter, I will discuss Gaṅgeśa’s solutions in the Tattvacintāmaṇi to
the problem of universal-negative inference by translating Vyāsatīrtha’s response

6 See Williams (2014: 146, fn. 25) for a discussion of this passage.
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in the Tarkatāṇḍava to Gaṅgeśa’s arguments. This will supply a backdrop for the
translation of the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga in the next chapter, and give insight
into some of the debates between Mādhva and Nyāya thinkers on the subject of
inference.

According to Navya-Nyāya philosophers, “knowledge” (pramā) is a special
type of cognition. They regard “cognitions”/“awarenesses” (jñāna, buddhi, pratyaya,
etc.) as tropes that occur, under specific conditions, in individual souls (ātman).
According to the Naiyāyikas, there are four types of valid knowledge: perceptual
knowledge (pratyakṣa), inferential knowledge (anumiti), identificational knowl-
edge (upamiti),7 and verbal knowledge (śābdabodha). One of Gaṅgeśa’s central
concerns in the Tattvacintāmaṇi is to identify the particular factors that cause
these cognitive episodes to occur. Each of the types of knowledge recognised by the
Naiyāyikas is produced by a distinctmeans of knowledge (pramāṇa). Nyāya philoso-
phers generally accepted that there are four instruments that produce knowledge:
perception (pratyakṣa), inference (anumāna), comparison (upamāna), and verbal
testimony (śabda).

The term that I translate as “inference” (anumāna) refers specifically to the
means that produce episodes of inferential knowledge. According to the Nyāya
model, an inference seeks to establish that some property (the “thing-to-be-establ-
ished” or “probandum” [sādhya]) is somehow located in a particular location (the
inferential subject, or pakṣa), because the inferential subject possesses a further
property, the reason (hetu, sādhana). A standard example of an inference is: “The
mountain has fire, because [it has] smoke; just like the oven”. According to Gaṅgeśa,
inferential knowledge arises from “the cognition that [the reason] is a property of
a subject combined with pervasion” (vyāptiviśiṣṭapakṣadharmatājñāna). In other
words, we attain an inferential knowledge once we know both (1) that the reason
is present in the inferential subject, and (2) that the probandum is invariably con-
comitant with the reason (that the probandum “pervades” the reason). Put simply,
to say that the probandum “pervades” the reason is to say that it is present in every
location where the reason is present.8

7 See Ingalls (1951: 29) for a discussion of this translation of the term upamiti.
8 The entire passage of the Tattvacintāmaṇi reads: pratyakṣopajīvakatvāt pratyakṣānantaram, ba-
huvādisammatatvād upamānāt prāg anumānaṃnirūpyate. tatra vyāptiviśiṣṭapakṣadharmatājñāna-
janyaṃ jñānamanumitiḥ; tatkaraṇamanumānam. tac ca liṅgaparāmarśaḥ, na tu parāmr̥śyamāṇaṃ
liṅgam iti vakṣyate. (ACN: 1–2.) “Inference is characterised after perception, because [it] depends
upon perception; it is characterised before comparison, because[, unlike comparison, inference]
is agreed by many philosophers [to be a separate source of knowledge]. Of those [different types
of knowledge], inferential knowledge (anumiti) is a cognition that is produced by a cognition of
the [reason’s] being a property of the subject, which property is coupled with pervasion; its instru-
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The Nyāyasiddhāntamuktāvalī, a seventeenth century manual of Nyāya-Vaiśe-
ṣika epistemology and metaphysics, gives an explanation of how inferential knowl-
edge comes about using the standard example of inferring fire from smoke:

A certain person apprehends the pervasion of smoke by fire in, for instance, an oven. Later, the
very same person sees a plume of smoke directly originating from a mountain, for instance.
Thereafter, [the same person] recalls the pervasion in the form “smoke is pervaded by fire”.
After that, [the person] has the cognition “this [mountain] has smoke, which is pervaded by
fire”. It is this that is called “reflection” (parāmarśa). After that has occurred, the inferential
knowledge “the mountain has fire” arises.9

This is an account of “private inference” or “inference-for-one’s-self” (svārthānu-
māna), which consists in a series of cognitive events (perceiving, recollecting) taking
place in a single conscious subject over an indefinite period of time. A “public infer-
ence” or an “inference-for-another” (parārthānumāna) consists in a set of speech
acts that induce inferential knowledge in a beneficiary. Gaṅgeśa recognised that
there are three main subtypes of inference, and he devoted a large section of the
Tattvacintāmaṇi to discussing them.His typology of inference is based on the distinc-
tion between two types of property: “universal-positive” (kevalānvayin) properties
and (so-called) “universal-negative” (kevalavyatirekin) properties.

The Navya-Naiyāyikas accept that universal-positive properties are present in
every possible location. For instance, Gaṅgeśa accepts that the properties “knowabil-
ity” (jñeyatva) and “nameability” (abhidheyatva) are universal-positive properties,
because everything can be an object of knowledge and can be referred to in lan-
guage.10 Gaṅgeśa defines a universal-positive property as a property “that is not the
counterpositive of a constant absence that occurs [somewhere]” (vr̥ttimadatyantā-

mental cause is inference (anumāna); and this is consideration (parāmarśa) of the reason, and not
the reason being considered, as will be explained [later in this text].” See Ingalls (1951: 30–33) and
Goekoop (1967: 55–56) for more details about Gaṅgeśa’s theory and terminology.
9 yena puruṣeṇa mahānasādau dhūme vahnivyāptir gr̥hītā, paścāt sa eva puruṣaḥ kva cit parva-
tādāv avicchinnamūlāṃ dhūmarekhāṃ paśyati, tadanantaraṃ dhūmo vahnivyāpya ity evaṃrūpaṃ
vyāptismaraṇaṃ tasya bhavati, paścāc ca vahnivyāpyadhūmavān ayam iti jñānam, sa eva parāma-
rśa ity ucyate. tadanantaraṃ, parvato vahnimān ity anumitir jāyate. (NSM: 210–211.)
10 This is based on the recognition of the Naiyāyikas, first appearing in the works of Praśastapāda,
that certain properties must occur in everything. According to Praśastapāda, all the Vaiśeṣika cat-
egories have “being (astitva), nameability, and knowability”. See Perrett (1999) for a discussion of
the concept of universal-positive properties. The claim that “everything is knowable” is sometimes
taken to be a corollary of the Nyāya position that god is omniscient. However, Perrett argues that
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers are, in fact, committed to the claim that everything is in principle
knowable by human beings.
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bhāvāpratiyogitvam).11 Onemight expect, therefore, that “universal-negative” prop-
erties are properties that fail to occur in any location whatsoever. However, this is
not the case. According to Gaṅgeśa, universal-negative qualities can, in fact, occur as
part of reality. They are referred to as “universal-negative” qualities because they
are not (yet) known to occur anywhere from the point of view of some observer.
(It is thus slightly misleading to think of them as being the “opposite” or “counter-
correlate” of universal-positive properties.)

In the Tattvacintāmaṇi, Gaṅgeśa argues that inference can be subdivided into
three types corresponding to the distinction between these types of property: there
is universal-positive inference, universal-negative inference, and both-negative-
and-positive inference. A universal-positive inference is an inference where the
probandum is a universal-positive property. Gaṅgeśa (ACN: 552) accordingly de-
fines it as an inference “where there is no heterologue (vipakṣa)”, that is, an
inference where there is no location known to have the absence of the proban-
dum. By contrast, universal-negative inferences are ones where the probandum

11 See ACN: 572. Gaṅgeśa explains that the term “possessing occurrence” (vr̥ttimat-) in the com-
pound is inserted to include the constant absence of the ether under the scope of universal-positive
properties. The ether is, according to Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers, a non-occurring substance, so
its absence should occur in every possible location. The point is that even though it is present ev-
erywhere, the constant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence. Since a
presence and the corresponding absence are each identical with the absence of the other, the con-
stant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence in the form of the ether itself.
The word vr̥ttimat- thus serves to include the constant absence of the ether. For, even though the
constant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence, it is not the counterposi-
tive of a constant absence that has something that occurs in something else for its counterpositive,
because the ether itself does not occur in anything. Vyāsatīrtha critiques this argument as follows
in the Tarkatāṇḍava: yac ca maṇau vyāptir dvedhā, anvayavyatirekabhedāt. tataś cānumānam api
kevalānvayikevalavyatirekyanvayavyatirekibhedāt trividham. tatra vr̥ttimadatyantābhāvāpratiyo-
gitvaṃ kevalānvayitvam. gaganātyantābhāvasya kevalānvayitvārthaṃ vr̥ttimatpadam iti, tan na;
gaganasya kevalānvayyatyantābhāvapratiyogitve tucchatvāpātāt. na hi śaśaśr̥ṅgāder apīto ’nyad
asattvam asti; vistr̥taṃ caitan nyāyāmr̥te. (TT, 4:173–174.) “[Gaṅgeśa] says in the [Tattvacintā]maṇi
as follows—‘Pervasion is of two sorts, because of the difference between positive and negative per-
vasion. And so inference itself is of three sorts, because of the difference between universal-posi-
tive, universal-negative, and both-positive-and-negative-pervasion. In those [different sorts of per-
vasion], being a universal-positive [property] is “not being the counterpositive of a constant absence
that occurs [in something else]”. The word vr̥ttimat- (“occurring [in something else]”) has the pur-
pose of ensuring that the constant absence of the ether is a universal-positive property’. That[, say I,
Vyāsatīrtha,] is wrong! For, if the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence that occurs in all
locations, then it must be a mere void! For a hare’s horn and so on has no other ‘nonexistence’ than
[‘being the counterpositive of an absence that occurs in all locations’]; and [I] have elaborated this
in [theDvitīyamithyātvabhaṅga and Sattvanirukti chapters of my]Nyāyāmr̥ta.” This passagemakes
it clear that Vyāsatīrtha had alreadywritten theNyāyāmr̥tawhen hewaswriting the Tarkatāṇḍava.
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is a universal-negative property, that is, the person making/hearing the inference
has not encountered the probandum in a location other than the subject prior to
the inference. Gaṅgeśa defines these as inferences where there is no homologue
(sapakṣa), that is, no location that is known to possess the probandum.12

7.3 Gaṅgeśa’s analytic account of universal-negative inference

The fact that Gaṅgeśa accepted these different types of inference presented serious
challenges to his theory of pervasion/invariable concomitance (vyāpti). Pervasion
was the most extensively discussed concept in Navya-Nyāya, and the quest to give
a perfect definition of it helped stimulate the Naiyāyikas to develop powerful ana-
lytic techniques. A pervasion consists of a universal relationship between the rea-
son and the probandum in an inference. For instance, in the inference “there is fire
on the mountain, because there is smoke on the mountain”, we are able to infer
the presence of fire on the mountain on the basis of smoke because we know that
“wherever there is smoke, there is fire”. A rough definition of pervasion is thus: “the
co-occurrence (sāmānādhikaraṇya) of one thing (B) with another thing (A), when A
is never absent from any location where B is present”.13 In this relationship, A is
the “pervader” (vyāpaka) and B is the “thing-pervaded” (vyāpya). In modern formal
logic, the relationship “A pervades B” could thus be expressed with the formula:

(∀x) (Bx → Ax)

So in the case of the inferencewherewe infer fire from smoke, for instance, we infer
as follows:

12 tac cānumānaṃ trividham―kevalānvayikevalavyatirekyanvayavyatirekibhedāt. tatrāsadvipa-
kṣaṃ kevalānvayi. … kevalavyatirekī tv asatsapakṣaḥ, yatra vyatirekasahacāreṇa vyāptigrahaḥ.
(ACN: 552–582.) “And inference is of three sorts, because of the difference between universal-
positive-, universal-negative-, and both-positive-and-negative inferences. Of those [three sorts of
inference], universal-positive inference is that which has no heterologue (vipakṣa). … Universal-
negative inference, on the other hand, is that which lacks a homologue (sapakṣa), where the perva-
sion is apprehended through the negative concomitance [of the reason and the probandum].”
13 See Ganeri (2001: 192). Gaṅgeśa’s conclusive definition of pervasion (vyāptisiddhāntalakṣaṇa) in
the Tattvacintāmaṇi reads: “A (= sādhya) pervades B (= hetu) if B shares a common locus with A, and
A is not qualified by the determiner of counterpositiveness to a constant absence that (1) shares a
common locus with B, and (2) does not share a common locus with [its own] counterpositive” (pra-
tiyogyasamānādhikaraṇayatsamānādhikaraṇātyantābhāvapratiyogitāvacchedakāvacchinnaṃ yan
na bhavati, tena samaṃ tasya sāmānādhikaraṇyaṃvyāptiḥ). See Goekoop (1967: 109–116) for a trans-
lation and discussion of Gaṅgeśa’s definition.
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1.Ha

2. (∀x) (Hx → Sx)

∴ Sa

(where “H” and “S” refer to the reason and the probandum respectively).
The fact that Gaṅgeśa admits inferences containing universal-positive prop-

erties such as “knowability” and “nameability” complicates the task of defining
pervasion considerably for him. A universal-positive property is one that is always
present in every location; consequently, its absencemust be an empty/unestablished
(aprasiddha) term that is found nowhere in reality. The “absence of knowability”
(jñeyatvābhāva), for instance, is simply an empty term, like “hare’s horn”. The
Naiyāyikas refused on principle to perform logical operations on empty terms.
This includes referring to them in definitions. The problem is that many of the
traditional definitions of pervasion that Gaṅgeśa considers in the Tattvacintāmaṇi
end up inadvertently referring to unestablished terms when they are applied to
universal-positive inference. For instance, suppose we define pervasion as “[the
reason’s] not occurring in something that possesses the absence of the proban-
dum” (sādhyābhāvavadavr̥ttitvam).14 Even if this definition could apply to cases
of inferences such as “There is fire on the mountain, because there is smoke on
the mountain”, it would fail in the case of universal-positive inferences (e.g., “This
is nameable because it is knowable”), where the absence of the probandum (the
“absence of nameability”) is necessarily an unestablished term.

Besides the universal-positive inferences, Gaṅgeśa also accepts another mode
of inference, which he calls “universal-negative inference” (kevalavyatirekyanumā-
na). This type of inference is extremely important for the Naiyāyikas because it ex-
plains how we can give definitions of terms. According to the Navya-Naiyāyikas, a
defining characteristic/property (lakṣaṇa) is a property that occurs in all cases of the
thing that is being defined, and nomore. It is, in other words, an exclusive property,
one which distinguishes the thing being defined from all other things. One way to
think about the process of giving a definition is as an inference where we infer that
the defined term is different from all other things because it possesses the defining
property. As Ingalls (1951: 89) points out, the following inference will thus always be
true for valid definitions:

14 For discussions of this definition, see Ingalls (1951: 90–93) and Goekoop (1967: 60–64).
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The thing-to-be-defined is different from everything else, because [it has] a defining character-
istic of that sort (lakṣya itarabhedavān, tādr̥śalakṣaṇāt).

The most frequent example of this type of inference found in the Navya-Nyāya
literature is based on the definition of the substance earth. In Vaiśeṣika ontology,
earth is one of the five atomic substances. It is, according to the Vaiśeṣikas, the
only substance that smells, because it is the only substance that possesses smell-
tropes. As such, one could give a definition of earth as follows: “The defining prop-
erty (lakṣaṇa) of earth is the state of possessing smell” (gandhavattvaṃ pr̥thivyāḥ
lakṣaṇam).15 The process of defining earth using this property could be analysed as
the following inference:

Earth is different from everything else, because [it] possesses smell (pr̥thivītarebhyo bhidyate,
gandhavattvāt).

Here the defined term (“earth”) is the subject, the defining property (the “quality of
possessing-smell”) is the reason, and the probandum is “the state of being differen-
tiated from all other things”.

Gaṅgeśa argued that to explain such reasoning we need to accept universal-
negative inference as a separate type of inference. The point is that the probandum
in this inference to define earth is present only in the subject of the inference—
earth—and nothing else. Of course, it could be said of everything that it has the
property of being “different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva), but this is not
a recurrent property. Nothing else has the particular combination of differences
possessed by earth that collectively render it different from everything besides it-
self. So, given that the probandum is an exclusive property that is present only in
the subject, the inferer cannot have experienced it anywhere else before the infer-
ence is made. The probandum must, therefore, be an unestablished term until the
inference is made.16 This creates a serious bind for Gaṅgeśa. It is fundamental to
his Nyāya philosophy that such unestablished terms cannot appear in inferences,

15 Gaṅgeśa and Vyāsatīrtha usually refer to an alternative formulation of the inference to de-
fine earth, where the reason is the universal earthness (pr̥thivītva) rather than the property of
possessing-smell (gandhavattva): “Earth is different from the other [substances and categories], be-
cause [it possesses] earthness” (pr̥thivītarebhyo bhidyate, pr̥thivītvāt). However, in this chapter I
have used the inference inwhich gandhavattva is the reason, since it perhapsmakes the function of
the inference clearer. Among Navya-Naiyāyikas, both of these inferences are considered paradigms
of the universal-negative mode of inference.
16 According to Rāghavendra, a kevalavyatirekin property is a property only the absence of which
is well established (prasiddha). He accordingly explains universal-negative inference as an infer-
ence where the probandum is such a quality: yasya dharmasya kevalaṃ vyatirekaḥ—abhāva eva—
prasiddhaḥ, na tu bhāvaḥ, sa dharmaḥ kevalavyatirekīti. tādr̥śadharmasādhyakam anumānam api
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yet the universal-negative type of inference seems by definition to preclude the pos-
sibility that the probandum is established somewhere else before the inference is
made. The acceptance of universal-negative inference seems to entail that we can
make inferences involving even unestablished terms, something that Gaṅgeśa, as a
Naiyāyika, cannot accept.

Gaṅgeśa analyses universal-negative inference in detail in the Tattvacintāmaṇi.
In the inference to define earth, we end up proving that earth is “different from ev-
erything else” on the basis that it possesses smell tropes. But what exactly does the
quality of “being different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva) consist in, in this
case? As Gaṅgeśa points out, from the point of view of Vaiśeṣika metaphysics, the
property entails that earth is different from all the individuals that belong to the
eight other types of substance, aswell as fromall the individuals belonging to the cat-
egories apart from substance. He therefore analyses the probandum as consisting
of thirteen separate mutual absences or differences. To say that “Earth is different
from all other things” is to say that earth is different from the eight other substances
(water, fire, wind, the ether, time, space, the self, and the internal faculty) and the
remaining five categories apart from substance (trope, motion, universal, ultimate
particulariser, and inherence). Curiously, Gaṅgeśa does not include absence in this
list, even though he clearly accepts it as a separate category. Vyāsatīrtha follows him
in this respect in the Nyāyāmr̥ta.17

Thus the probandum (itarabhinnatva) in the earth inference is actually a com-
pound property that consists of mutual absences from the following things: (1) wa-
ter, (2) fire, (3) wind, (4) ether, (5) time, (6) space, (7) self, (8) the internal faculty, (9)
trope, (10) motion, (11) universal, (12) ultimate particulariser, and (13) inherence.

The full form of the inference to define earth is as follows:
– Thesis: Earth is different from the other substances and categories;
– Reason: Because it possesses smell;
– Example: That which is not differentiated from the other substances and cate-

gories does not possess smell, as in the case of water;
– Application: And earth does not not have the quality of possessing smell;
– Conclusion: Therefore, it is not not differentiated from the other substances and

categories.

kevalavyatirekyanumānam ity arthaḥ. (Nyāyadīpa, TT, 4:175.) “A property is called a ‘universal-
negative property’when only its absence (vyatireka/abhāva) is established, and not its presence. And
universal-negative inference (kevalavyatirekyanumāna) is an inference in which the probandum is
a property of that sort; this is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means [in this passage of the Tarkatāṇḍava].”
17 Vyāsatīrtha’s commentator, Śrīnivāsatīrtha, acknowledges thiswhen commenting on the Pratha-
mamithyātvabhaṅga, but he offers no explanation of why Gaṅgeśa and Vyāsatīrtha do not include
absence in the list of categories. Seemy translation of theNyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, Chapter 9, pp. 270–271.
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The “example” (udāharaṇa) component of this inference expresses a pervasion re-
lationship between the reason and the probandum. However, this pervasion rela-
tionship is of a different sort to the one that holds between, say, smoke and fire in
the standard example of inference. In the case of the inference “There is fire on the
mountain, because there is smoke on the mountain”, we are able to make the infer-
ence from smoke to fire because we know that fire pervades smoke; that is, fire is
never absent from a location that has smoke. According to Gaṅgeśa, however, there
are two types of pervasion: (1) positive (anvaya) and negative (vyatireka). As noted
above, “positive pervasion” can be written in PPL as:

(∀x) (Hx → Sx).

Negative-pervasion is the contraposition of this:

(∀x) (¬Sx → ¬Hx).

Gaṅgeśa himself expresses this relationship elegantly by means of the compound
sādhyābhāvavyāpakābhāvapratiyogitvam: “[the reason’s] being the counterpositive
of an absence that pervades the absence of the probandum”.18

In the inference to define earth, we know that the absence of the reason (that is,
the absence of the quality of possessing smell [gandhavattvābhāva]) pervades the
absence of the particular combination of thirteen mutual absences that distinguish
earth from all the other substances and categories. For, everything that we know of
that lacks the particular combination of thirteen absences in question (water, fire,
etc.), also lacks smell. We also know that earth has the quality of possessing smell.
Hence we can conclude that earth has the quality of being different from the re-
maining substances and categories. In PPL:

(∀x) (¬Sx → ¬Hx)

Ha

∴ Sa

18 See for instance ACN: 588.
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7.4 Vyāsatīrtha’s use of Gaṅgeśa’s theory of universal-negative
inference in the Nyāyāmr̥ta

Universal-negative inference presented many different problems to Gaṅgeśa, and
he endorsed several solutions in the Tattvacintāmaṇi. In his Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīr-
tha argues that Gaṅgeśa’s defence of universal-negative inference in the Tattvacin-
tāmaṇi is untenable. In the passages of the Nyāyāmr̥ta translated in the next chap-
ter of this book, by contrast, he actually makes use of many of Gaṅgeśa’s key argu-
ments, and applies Gaṅgeśa’s positions to Ānandabodha’s inferences to prove that
the world is indeterminate. I will here outline how Vyāsatīrtha uses Gaṅgeśa’s argu-
ments about universal-negative inference in the Nyāyāmr̥ta.

The main objections that Vyāsatīrtha levels against Ānandabodha in the Pra-
thamamithyātvabhaṅga go back to the works of Madhva himself. In the first of the
inferences Vyāsatīrtha ascribes to Ānandabodha in the Nyāyamr̥ta, Ānandabodha
attempts to infer that the empirical world is “illusory” because it is “perceptible”.
Early on in hisMithyātvānumānakhaṇḍaṇa, Madhva argued that the flaws of “prov-
ing something that is already established” (siddhasādhana) and “[the subject’s] hav-
ing an unestablished qualifier/probandum” (aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā) both apply to
this inference. The Mādhvas are realists who accept that the world is existent by its
very essence. Consequently, while they do not accept that the world lacks the prop-
erty of existence, the Mādhvas do accept that it lacks the property of nonexistence.
So Ānandabodha’s inference to prove that the world is “neither existent nor nonex-
istent” fails because it proves, at least in part, something that the Mādhvas already
accept.

The flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā also applies to Ānandabodha’s attempts to
prove the indeterminacy of the world because, from the Mādhvas’ point of view,
indeterminacy is an unestablished property. According to the Advaitins, indetermi-
nacy is established in perceptual illusions like the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion
before the inference takes place. However, Mādhva philosophers believe that per-
ceptual illusions can be explained in a determinate/bivalent ontology. As such, from
their point of view “indeterminacy” is simply a dubious unexampled property, like
a hare’s horn or a rose that grows in the sky.19

19 vimataṃ mithyā, dr̥śyatvāt; yad ittham, tat tathā, yathā śuktirajatam. jagato ’bhāvād āśrayāsid-
dhaḥ. pakṣo ’nirvacanīyasyāsiddher aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇaḥ. asadvailakṣaṇye mithyātvasya siddhasā-
dhanatā. (Mithyātvānumānakhaṇḍana, SMG5, 58.) “[Ānandabodha has argued as follows—]‘The ob-
ject of dispute [= the world] is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; that which is so (= perceptible) is
as such (= illusory), just like the silver [superimposed on]mother-of-pearl’. [However, this inference
is untenable. For,] since the [subject of the inference,] the world, [in the view of the Advaitin] does
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Like the probandum in the inference to define earth (“being different from the
other substances and categories”), the Advaitin’s property of “indeterminacy” is a
property that is made up of component parts that can be observed separately in
different locations. In theNyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha accepts that indeterminacy is “be-
ing the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence” (sadasattvānadhikaraṇatva). In
the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, he analyses this definition further. Indeterminacy
could be said to be:
– D1 a pair of qualities: (a) the constant absence of existence and (b) the constant

absence of nonexistence;
– D2 a compound entity, namely, the state of having the constant absence of nonex-

istence qualified by the state of having the constant absence of existence.

In other words, we can think about “indeterminacy” either synthetically or an-
alytically. We can think of it as consisting of two separate properties (the “con-
stant absence of existence” and the “constant absence of nonexistence”) which
happen to be ascribed to the same substrate, or we can think about it as the
compound/conjunction of those two things—“the constant absence of existence
combined with the constant absence of nonexistence”. This distinction may sound
trivial, but for Vyāsatīrtha it makes an important difference about howwe evaluate
Ānandabodha’s inferences.

In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, Vyāsatīrtha tries to stay true to Madhva’s
arguments. He tries to catch the Advaitin in a bind by citing the same charges of
siddhasādhana and aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā pressed by Madhva. According to Vyāsa-
tīrtha, in the act of choosing to define “indeterminacy” as either D1 or D2, the Advai-
tin impales himself on one horn of a dilemma, but he absolves himself of another
charge. If he selects D1, opting to make indeterminacy a pair of separate qualities,
the Advaitin’s inference proves to the Mādhva something that the Mādhva already
accepts (the flaw of siddhasādhana).20 This is because the Mādhva already accepts
that the world is existent and, in doing so, accepts that it has the constant absence
of nonexistence. On the other hand, Vyāsatīrtha, following Gaṅgeśa, concedes that
adopting D1 as the definition of indeterminacy absolves the inference of the flaw
of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā. As in the inference to define earth, the two properties—

not exist (abhāva), the [reason in the inference, ‘perceptibility’,] is not established in its substrate.
[Moreover, the inference is untenable because], since what is indeterminate is unestablished, the
subject has an unestablished qualifier. [Moreover, the inference is untenable because establishing
that the world has] ‘illusoriness’[, understood as indeterminacy,] proves something that is already
established in respect of the state of being different from what is nonexistent[, which I, the realist,
already accept is true of the world].”
20 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 254–256.
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the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence—could
be said to be established separately before the inference takes place: we perceive
the constant absence of nonexistence in what exists and, vice versa, the constant
absence of existence in what does not exist. The inference simply establishes that
these two separate properties are present in the same subject.

According to Vyāsatīrtha, if the Advaitin opts for D2 and treats indeterminacy
as a compound entity, then the inference does not suffer from the flaw of siddha-
sādhana. The Mādhva clearly does not accept that the world has the absence of ex-
istence compounded with the absence of nonexistence, so the Advaitin is proving
something that the Mādhvas genuinely do not accept. Nevertheless, D2, Vyāsatīr-
tha argues, suffers from aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā: the probandum—indeterminacy—
is under this analysis something that is unestablished. This is because, as a Mādhva,
Vyāsatīrtha believes that indeterminacy is not established in cases of perceptual
illusion. The obvious retort is that we are still aware of the components of the com-
pound thing separately before the inference takes place; why cannot the inference
simply unite them in a single thing? Vyāsatīrtha answers this as a Naiyāyika would:
werewe to accept that a qualified/compound probandum iswell-established just be-
cause its parts are established separately, then we would have to accept the validity
of the absurd inference “The floor is scratched by the hare’s horn”, simply because
we are aware of hares and horns separately before the “inference” takes place.

7.5 Gaṅgeśa’s first solution to the problem
of universal-negative inference

This is roughly the structure of Vyāsatīrtha’s arguments in the Prathamamithyā-
tvabhaṅga. For the remainder of this chapter, I will sketch how Gaṅgeśa himself
proposed to solve these problems with universal-negative inference, and show how
Vyāsatīrtha refutes Gaṅgeśa’s arguments in the Tarkatāṇḍava. From Gaṅgeśa’s
point of view, the problem with universal-negative inferences such as the earth
inference is that they seem by their very essence to conflict with the requirement
that all the terms involved in an inference are established (prasiddha) before the
inference takes place. In the inference to define earth, for instance, we infer that
earth has a property—“being different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva)—
that nothing else in reality possesses. If this is a unique, distinguishing property,
present only in earth, then how could we have experienced it before making the
inference? The property is not epistemically available anywhere other than the sub-
ject, and so it must be unestablished before the inference occurs. From this point of
view, the property seems to belong to the same class of “unestablished” things that
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the Mādhvas claim the property of “indeterminacy” does. As a Naiyāyika, Gaṅgeśa
cannot accept that we can make inferences involving such entities, yet he is also
committed to the validity of universal-negative inference.

In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha states the problem with universal-negative
inference as follows:

Moreover, universal-negative inference is not tenable. For, in your view [as a Naiyāyika] the
probandum [in an inference] must be established in order that: (1) there can be the appre-
hension of the pervasion [of the reason by the probandum], (2) the [unacceptable contingency
that] the statement of the thesis [in public inference] does not communicate [anything] can
be averted, and (3) [your] rule that the cognition of the qualified thing (viśiṣṭa) is invariably
preceded by the cognition of the qualifier (viśeṣaṇa) can bemaintained. However, [the proban-
dum] is not [established] in universal-negative inference.

In [universal-negative inference], the probandum cannot be established in the inferential sub-
ject, since [in that case] universal-negative inference would be pointless [because we would
already know that the probandum is present in the subject, which is exactly what the infer-
ence should prove to us]. Nor can [the probandum] be established in a location other [than the
subject]. For, if the reason is present in that location, it would follow that it has a positive cor-
relation [with the probandum]; if[, on the other hand,] the reason is absent from that location,
it follows that it is a pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety [because it is absent from all
locations where the probandum is known to be present].21

In this passage, Vyāsatīrtha gives an explanation of why, from the point of view of
the Navya-Naiyāyikas, inferences cannot contain unestablished entities. According
to the Naiyāyikas, an inferential knowledge (anumiti) is the product of a series of
causally related cognitive events that occur over time in a single individual. The
individual in question needs to have a stock of cognitions in order to have an infer-
ential knowledge. She needs to know, for instance, that the probandum is present
wherever the reason is present (that the reason pervades the probandum), but how
could she know this if she has never experienced the probandum in the first place?

21 kevalavyatirekyanumānaṃ ca na yuktam. tvanmate vyāptigrahārtham, pratijñāvākyasyābodha-
katva1parihārārtham1, viśiṣṭajñānaṃ viśeṣaṇajñānapūrvakam iti niyamārthaṃ 2ca2 sādhyaprasi-
ddher āvaśyakatvāt; kevalavyatirekiṇi ca tasyābhāvāt. tatra sādhyaprasiddhir na tāvat pakṣe, ke-
valavyatirekivaiyarthyāt; nāpy anyatra, tatra hetor vr̥ttāv anvayitvasyāvr̥ttāv asādhāraṇyasya cā-
pātāt. (TT, 4:175–176.) Variant readings found in editions: (1.) This reading is reported to have
been found in the exemplars labelled “ṭa” and “rā” by the editors of the Mysuru edition of the
Tarkatāṇḍava. The Mysuru edition itself reads parihārārthaṃ ca. (2.) This reading is also found
in the exemplars “ṭa” and “rā” of the Mysuru edition. The Mysuru edition itself omits the word ca.
See the Bengaluru edition of the Tarkatāṇḍava, 3:103, for these readings. See Phillips (2016: 461–463)
for a translation and commentary on the passage of theKevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi
that Vyāsatīrtha is paraphrasing here.
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Moreover, in the case of public inference, if the beneficiary of the inference has
never encountered the probandum before the inference, then how can the thesis-
statement, “The earth is different from everything else”, communicate anything to
them? If someone has never experienced the particular property of “being different
from the remaining substances/categories” involved in the inference, then how can
a speech-act that involves this term generate a definite cognition in their minds?
For all these reasons, universal-negative inference by its very nature seems to be
incompatible with the Naiyāyikas’ strict requirement that the probandum in any
inference not be an unestablished term.

This problem can be analysed as follows. A universal-negative inference has
the requirement (1) that there are no known instances in which the probandum
is present and the reason is absent. However, it also has the requirement (2) that
the person making the inference is aware of no positive concomitance between the
probandum and the reason. There is also the further requirement (3), applicable to
all types of inference, that the probandummust be an established (prasiddha) prop-
erty. Requirement (3) entails that the person making the inference must be aware
that the probandum is present in some location before the inference takes place, yet
where can they have encountered the probandum?

The inferer cannot already be aware that the probandum is present in the sub-
ject of the inference, since then the inference itself would prove something that they
already know. Nor can they have encountered the probandum in a location other
than the subject. The location in question would in that case qualify as a homologue
(sapakṣa), a location that is known to possess the probandum. Since a locationmust
either be subject to the presence of any property or its absence, either the reason is
present in this homologue or it is absent from it. If it is absent, then there is a devia-
tion (vyabhicāra) and the inferential cognition cannot arise because it is nowknown
that the probandumno longer pervades the reason. On the other hand, if the reason
is present in the location where the probandum is known to be present, then it fol-
lows that the reason is not of the universal-negative sort, but of the anvayavyatirekin
variety; that is, it is known to have both a positive and negative concomitance with
the probandum.22

So Gaṅgeśa is in a bind. He must accept that we have encountered the proban-
dumsomehowbefore the inference takes place, yet universal-negative inference, by
definition, entails that the probandum has not been encountered before the infer-
ence. It seems that Gaṅgeśa must either abandon his requirement that the terms in-
volved in inferences are always well-established, or else abandon his commitment

22 See Williams (2013) for a discussion of this problem in Jayatīrtha’s Tattvoddyotaṭīkā.
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to the universal-negative form of inference. And, as a Naiyāyika, neither of these
alternatives are acceptable to him.

7.6 Gaṅgeśa’s first explanation of universal-negative inference

In the Kevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi, Gaṅgeśa anticipates that there
are at least two ways out of the conundrum just outlined. According to Gaṅgeśa’s
first solution, the probandum in the inference to define earth is, in fact, perceptu-
ally available in the subject prior to the inference, but only in one part of it. The
subject of the inference—earth itself—comprises all the things in reality that are
earth atoms or are composed of them. A particular earthen pot is composed of earth
atoms, and is thus part of a subject. According to Gaṅgeśa’s first solution, the person
making the inference could have perceived that the pot in question is different from
the thirteen remaining substances and categories besides earth before the inference
takes place. We can perceive that the earthen pot is different from the substances
other than earth, and also from the individuals belonging to categories other than
substance. We could already have perceived that the pot is “different from water”,
“different from fire”, “different from wind”, and so on.23 We could thus have had a
perception of the probandum (“being different from the other substances and cate-
gories” [itarabhinnatva]) before making the inference to define earth.

The obvious problem with this solution is that it seems to render the inference
partially pointless, because the inference is now proving, in part, something that we
already know (aṃśataḥ siddhasādhana). If we already know that “A pot is different
from the other substances and categories”, why would we include the pot in the in-
ference at all? In response to this objection, Gaṅgeśa pointed out that the inference
could still be said to have the purpose of generalising the specific observation we
made about the pot to the entire class of things that make up the substance earth.24
In the inference to define earth, earth is a partite thing, comprising the vast multi-
tude of things that possess the universal earthness. The goal of the earth inference
is to move from the particular observation that a pot is “different from all the other
substances and categories” to the generalisation that everything that has earthness
also has this particular combination of differences.

In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha presents Gaṅgeśa’s argument as follows, be-
fore dismissing it for several reasons:

23 See Phillips (2016: 468) for a translation and explanation of the relevant passage of the Kevala-
vyatirekivāda.
24 See Phillips (2016: 468–478) for a translation of the passages of the Kevalavyatirekivāda where
Gaṅgeśa outlines this solution.
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Objection (Gaṅgeśa): [The probandum in the inference to define earth is established] in one
spot of the subject, hence [the reason is not a pseudo-reason] of the “uncommon” variety,
since [the probandum] is not established in a location other than the subject. Nor is universal-
negative inference [in that case] pointless, because it has the purpose of [giving rise to] the
judgment that the probandum is present in the whole subject [and not just one part of it].

Reply (Vyāsatīrtha): [You] cannot argue as such! For, even though there is “one spot” in the case
of the subject [(= earth)] in the inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances
and categories]”, there is [no “one spot” to speak of] in the case of the [subject (= the ether)
in the inference] “The ether is different from the remaining [substances and categories”. For,
unlike the earth, the ether is, in your view, a singular, and not a partite, thing].

Moreover, [if you accept the solution that the probandum is established in one part of the
subject before the inference to define “earth” takes place,] then [the inference] is proving, in
one part [of the subject], something that is already established [because the part of the subject
in question is already known to have the probandum].

Moreover, [if you accept the solution that the probandum is established in one part of the
subject before the inference to define earth takes place,] then [that inference] loses its status as
a universal-negative inference. For, it is possible that the “one spot” of the probandum actually
serves as an example (dr̥ṣṭānta), since it has been ascertained to have the probandum, just like
the inference [that proves that one thing is] non-different [from another].25

Vyāsatīrtha’s first argument against Gaṅgeśa in this passage is that this solution
is inconsistent with other Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika metaphysical positions. “Earth” is cer-
tainly a partite subject since it comprises a multitude of distinct individuals that
are made up of earth atoms. However, Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers accept the ex-
istence of other substances that are not partite in this way. They accept that the
sound-conducting ether, for instance, is a singular, eternal substance that only ap-
pears to be divided into smaller fragments by external “conditioning adjuncts” (u-
pādhis). Likewise, they accept that space and time are singular substances that are
only apparently divided into discrete parts through their proximity to other condi-
tioning factors. So, we cannot really speak of “one part” of the ether in the same
way that we speak about “one part” of the earth, for instance. Consequently, if we
would like tomake an inference to define the ether (e.g., “The ether is different from
the remaining substances and categories, because it possesses sound-tropes”), then
there is no “one spot” in the subject where the particular combination of differences
that render the ether “distinct from everything else” could be established before the

25 nāpi pakṣaikadeśe; tena nāsādhāraṇyam, pakṣād anyatra tadaprasiddheḥ. nāpi kevalavyatireka-
vaiyarthyam, tasya kr̥tsne pakṣe sādhyapratītyarthatvād iti vācyam, pr̥thivītarabhinnety ādau pa-
kṣasyaikadeśasattve ’pi gaganam itarabhinnam ity ādau tadabhāvāt. aṃśe siddhasādhanāc ca. a-
bhedānumāna iva pakṣaikadeśasya niścitasādhyakatayānvayadr̥ṣṭāntatvasambhavena kevalavyati-
rekitvabhaṅgāc ca. (TT, 4:176.)
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inference takes place. So even if Gaṅgeśa’s solution works for the case of substances
like earth, it fails in inferences to define singular substances like the ether, space,
and time.

Vyāsatīrtha’s second argument here is that if we assume that the probandum
is established in one part of the subject before the inference takes place, then the
inference must still be proving in part something that is already known. If the infer-
ence to define earth proves that the probandum is present throughout the class of
things that collectively constitute “earth”, then surely in doing so it must also prove
that the probandum is present in the very pot that it has already been perceived in?
The inference may prove many new things to us, but it still proves something that
we already know to be the case, and so it is partly redundant.

A final problemwith Gaṅgeśa’s solution is that universal-negative inferences in
that case do not seem to be universal-negative inferences at all. If we know that the
probandum is present in the pot prior to the inference,would not the pot in question
function as an example (dr̥ṣṭānta) where we can perceive a positive concomitance
between the reason and the probandum? The pot, after all, has both the reason and
the probandum—it has earthness, and it is “different from the other substances
and categories”. So why should we not apprehend that the probandum pervades
the reason there?

Vyāsatīrtha continues his critique of Gaṅgeśa’s first solution to the problem of
universal-negative inference by considering an argumentmadebyGaṅgeśa to avoid
the charge of partial-siddhasādhana. Vyāsatīrtha refers to this very argument in the
Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga:26

Objection (Gaṅgeśa): It is only [in an inference] where multiple properties determine subject-
hood (e.g., in the inference “Speech and mind are non-eternal”), that there can be the flaw of
proving, in one part [of the probandum], something that is already established; in the case at
hand [(i.e. the inference to define earth)], by contrast, there is only one determiner of [subject-
hood, i.e. earthness (pr̥thivītva)].

Gaṅgeśa argues that whether the flaw of partially proving something which is al-
ready established applies to an attempted inference depends on the quantity of
the properties determining subjecthood in that inference. In the inference to de-
fine earth, there is only one determiner of subjecthood—the universal earthness.
The inference, as such, establishes that the class of things that are united by this
universal are unique/distinguished from all other things. By contrast, we can imag-
ine inferences where there is more than one determiner of subjecthood. If, for in-

26 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 284–286, for the relevant passage of the Nyāyāmr̥ta. See Phillips (2016:
473) for a translation and commentary on the relevant part of the Tattvacintāmaṇi.
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stance, we wish to prove that “Speech and mind are not eternal, because they are
effects”, then subjecthood here is determined by two different properties: speech-
ness (vāktva) and mindness (manastva). In this inference, if we are persuaded that
the probandum is present in one of the two classes of things referred to in the sub-
ject (e.g., if we are already certain that “Speech is noneternal”), then there is clearly
the flaw of proving, in part, something that is already established. The goal of the
inference is at least in part to prove that the property of noneternality is present
in the whole class of things we refer to as “speech”. Since one part of the inference
is already established to the beneficiary of the inference, proving it again is quite
redundant.

In the case of the inference to define earth, by contrast, only one property deter-
mines subjecthood—earthness. The personmaking the inferencemay have already
proven that a part of earth (the pot) has the property of “being different from the
other substances and categories”, but they are not yet certain that this property is
present in earth as a class of things. Consequently, Gaṅgeśa argues, the thing that
the inference seeks to prove is not yet established.27

In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga, Vyāsatīrtha actually accepts this argument
of Gaṅgeśa’s when weighing Ānandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world is
indeterminate.28 If we interpret indeterminacy to consist of just one property—“the
absence of nonexistence combined with the absence of existence”—then there is
only a single determiner of probandumhood. Consequently, by analogy, Vyāsatīrtha
accepts that the flawof siddhasādhana does not necessarily apply to the inference in
this case, although he argues that indeterminacy is now an unestablished property.

In this passage of the Tarkatāṇḍava, by contrast, Vyāsatīrtha rules out this line
of reasoning altogether. What really matters from the point of view of applying sid-
dhasādhana to an inference, he argues, is whether the mental judgment the infer-
ence seeks to produce has already come about in the beneficiary of that inference.
The question of whether probandumhood is determined by multiple properties is
merely an “auxiliary rule” (paribhāṣā):

Reply (Vyāsatīrtha): [You] cannot argue as such! For, since the deciding factor (tantra) that de-
termines whether siddhasādhana applies or does not apply [to an inference] is whether or not
the thing that [that inference] seeks to give rise to has, or has not, already been established, [the
consideration of whether there are multiple or single determiners of subjecthood] is merely
an auxiliary rule (paribhāṣā).29

27 See Phillips (2016: 473–474) for a translation of the relevant passage of Gaṅgeśa.
28 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 296–298.
29 na ca yatrānitye vāṅmanasīty ādaupakṣatāvacchedakanānātvam, tatraivāṃśe siddhasādhanam;
iha tu tadavacchedakaṃ pr̥thivītvam ekam eveti vācyam. uddeśyapratītisiddhyasiddhyor eva sid-
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Gaṅgeśa can obviously reply at this point that the judgment which the inference
seeks to generate (“Earth in general is different from the other substances and cat-
egories”) is not established before the inference takes place. The person making
the inference to define earth might know that the individual pot is “different from
everything else” insofar as it is a pot, but they are not aware that it has this prop-
erty insofar as it is an instance of the substance “earth”. So, argues Gaṅgeśa, the
inference does indeed tell us something that we do not already know about the pot,
because it tells us that the probandum is present in the pot under a different mode.
Consequently, there is no real ground for citing the flaw of partial siddhasādhana.

Vyāsatīrtha considers this argument in the Tarkatāṇḍava and dismisses it on
several grounds:

Objection (Gaṅgeśa): In that case, [the inference to define earth] is not proving, in part, some-
thing that is already established. For, the objective of the inference—[to produce] a cognition of
difference from the other [substance and categories] determined by earthness—is not present
in the part [of the subject in question, i.e., the pot].

Reply: (Vyāsatīrtha) [You] cannot argue as such! For, since it is ascertained to have the proban-
dum, the “one part” [of the subject in which the probandum is already established, here, the
pot] can be subject neither to doubt, nor a desire to prove [that the probandum] is present
there; hence, under your, view [the pot] cannot have subjecthood.

Objection (Gaṅgeśa): Even if [one] is certain that the pot is different from the other [substances
and members of the remaining categories] insofar as [it is] a pot (ghaṭatvena), nevertheless
[one] can still doubt whether [it is different from the other substances and members of the
remaining categories] insofar as it is earth (pr̥thivītvena).

Reply: (Vyāsatīrtha) [You] cannot argue as such! For, when there is certainty that [something]
is different from [all] other things from the point of view of the particular, the doubt that it
is as such from the point of view of the class [to which the particular belongs] must have
for its object some particular that is other than [the aforementioned] particular. Otherwise,
even though [one] is certain that [a particular mountain] possesses fire by virtue of being
“this [particular] mountain” (etat-parvatatvena), it would follow that [the same person could]
doubt about [whether fire is or is not] on the mountain by virtue of its being a mountain [in
general] (parvatatvena). As such, the person who seeks fire would not display resolute activity
in respect of that mountain[; however, we know that they would].30

dhasādhanatadabhāvau prati tantratayāsya paribhāṣāmātratvāt. (TT, 4: 177.) Paribhāṣās are aux-
iliary hypotheses which seek to improve or explain the procedures of Pāṇini’s grammar. The term
paribhāṣā could also be translated as “meta-rule”, “principle”, or “theorem”. SeeWujastyk (1993: xi)
for a discussion of their function.
30 na ca tarhy uddeśyāyāḥ pr̥thivītvāvacchedenetarabhedabuddher aṃśe ’py abhāvān nāṃśe sid-
dhasādhanam iti vācyam. niścitasādhyakatvena sandehasiṣādhayiṣayor abhāvenaikadeśasya tva-
nmate pakṣatvāyogāt. na ca ghaṭasya ghaṭatvenetarabhedaniścaye ’pi pr̥thivītvena tatsandehādi-
kam iti vācyam; viśeṣākāreṇetarabhedaniścaye sati sāmānyākāreṇa tatsandehasya tadviśeṣetara-
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In this passage, Vyāsatīrtha argues that if we know the probandum is already
present in the pot, then it cannot really become part of the inferential subject. As
Gaṅgeśa defines subjecthood (pakṣatā) in the Tattvacintāmaṇi, something can only
become the subject of an inference if we are in a sufficient state of doubt about it to
motivate us to prove that the probandum is present there. If we are already certain
that the probandum is present in the pot, why would we want to make an inference
about it at all? What wouldmotivate us to go to themental effort of proving that the
probandum is present in the pot, if we are already certain that it is present there?

As Vyāsatīrtha presents it in this passage, Gaṅgeśa’s solution to this problem
is to argue that while we might be certain that the pot possesses the property of
being differentiated from all other things insofar as it is a pot, we can still be in a
state of doubt as to whether it possesses this property insofar as it is an earthen
substance. We can still be unsure about whether the pot possesses the probandum
(itarabhinnatva) insofar as it possesses the more general quality of earthness, even

viśeṣaviṣayatvaniyamāt. anyathaitatparvatatvena vahnimattayā niścaye ’pi parvate parvatatvena
tatsandehāpattyā tatra vahnyarthino niṣkampapravr̥ttir na syāt. (TT, 4:177–178.) Rāghavendra com-
ments: tatraiveti. pakṣatāvacchedakasāmānādhikaraṇyena sādhyasiddhir hy anumānaphalam. nā-
nātvasthale caikāvacchedena sādhyasiddhāv apy anumānaphalasya jātatvāt punar anyāvacchede-
nāpy anumityutpādanārtham anumānāpravr̥tter iti bhāvaḥ. ekam iti. tathā ca ghaṭādyaṃśe gha-
ṭatvādyavacchedena sādhyasiddhāv api pr̥thivītvarūpapakṣatāvacchedakasāmānādhikaraṇyeneta-
rabhedarūpasādhyāsiddhyā tatrānumityudayārtham anumānapravr̥ttisambhavān na tatra doṣa iti
bhāvaḥ. (Nyāyadīpa, TT, 4:177–178.) “ ‘There alone’ (tatraiva). For, the result of an inference is the es-
tablishing of the probandumas sharing a common locuswith the determiner of subjecthood. And in
case there are multiple [determiners of subjecthood], even if the probandum has been established
to the full extent of one [of the determiners of subjecthood], then the result of the inference has
already arisen; the inference does not proceed to further give rise to the inferential knowledge that
[the probandum is present] to the full extent of the other [determiner(s) of subjecthood]. This is the
idea [behind Gaṅgeśa’s argument here]. ‘One alone’ (ekam). And so, even though the probandum
is established to the extent of potness and so on in the part of [of the probandum] that consists in
the pot, etc., since the probandum—being different from the other [substances and categories]—
is not established as sharing a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood (= earthness),
the inference can proceed to give arise to an inferential knowledge [that the probandum shares a
common locus with the determiner of subjecthood]; hence there is not the fault [of proving what
is already established in the case of the inference to define earth].” Rāghavendra also indicates
that the final part of this passage reflects a comment made by Gaṅgeśa’s commentator Yajñapati
on the relevant part of the Tattvacintāmaṇi. This seems to be accurate, for in the relevant part of
his Tattvacintāmaṇiprabhā, Yajñapati says: sarvā pr̥thivītarabhinnā, na veti. yady api yatra viśeṣato
yanniścayaḥ, tatra sāmānyato ’pi na tatsaṃśayaḥ; tathaivānubhavāt. anyathā purovartini parvata
idaṃparvatatvena vahniniścaye ’pi parvato vahnimān, na veti sāmānyākārasaṃśayasya tadviṣaya-
tvasambhavena tatra vahnyarthaṃ niṣkampapravr̥ttiprasaṅgāc ca; tathāpi ghaṭe sādhyaniścaye ’py
anumitsāvaśāt pakṣatvam ity evātrābhisaṃhitam. (TCP: 115.) See Phillips (2016: 474) for a translation
of the passage on which Yajñapati is commenting here.
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thoughwe are certain that it possesses the probandum from themore specific point
of view of its being a pot.

Vyāsatīrtha responds to this argument by citing an objection that was raised by
Gaṅgeśa’s commentator Yajñapati Upādhyāya (fl. 1460). Following Yajñapati, Vyāsa-
tīrtha argues that if we are already certain that something (x) possesses a certain
quality (p) insofar as it possesses another quality (q), thenwe cannot simultaneously
doubt that x possesses p from the point of view of its possessing some quality that
is more general in scope than q. So if we are already certain that a pot is “differ-
ent from the other substances and categories” insofar as it is a pot, then we cannot
simultaneously doubt that it lacks that quality insofar as it is an earthen substance.

Vyāsatīrtha argues that refusing to accept this principle would make it impossi-
ble to explain how valid inference in general can lead us to certainty. For instance,
let us assume that someone has inferred that a particular mountain they are look-
ing at has fire because it has smoke. Let us also assume that, for some reason, the
person making the inference is only certain that the mountain possesses fire inso-
far as it is “this (particular) mountain” (etat-parvatatvena). If we adopt Gaṅgeśa’s
line of argument, it is possible that the person in question could still be in a state
of doubt about whether the mountain has fire insofar as it is a mountain in general
(that is, insofar as it has the more general universal mountainhood [parvatatvena]).
If this were the case, the doubtful awareness would block resolute action, but we
must assume that the person in question would act in any case. They are, after all,
still certain that the probandum (the fire) is present on the mountain. Vyāsatīrtha’s
point is that themode they cognise the fire to be present under is entirely irrelevant
to whether or not they feel certain that it is present on the mountain. In the end,
all that matters is that the inference has persuaded them that fire is present on the
mountain before them.

Similarly, if we know that the pot has the property of “being different from
everything else” insofar as it is a pot, thenwe cannot somehow be in a state of doubt
about whether it has that property from the point of view of its being an earthen
substance.Whether we cognise the quality of “being different from everything else”
under the mode of potness or earthness, we still are certain that it is present in the
subject. Hence the pot cannot become subject to the kind of doubt thatwould lead us
to try to infer that it possesses the probandum. Thus Vyāsatīrtha’s objection stands.
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7.7 Gaṅgeśa’s analytical solution to universal-negative
inference

Gaṅgeśa’s first solution to the problem of universal-negative inference was to argue
that the probandum is perceptually available before the inference takes place, but
only in one part of the subject—some particular pot, for instance. So far as Vyāsatīr-
tha is concerned in the Tarkatāṇḍava, Gaṅgeśa’s first solution is a complete failure.
However, Gaṅgeśa offers several other solutions in the Kevalavyatirekivāda. The
first of these argues that the probandum can in fact be established outside of earth
before the inference takes place.

As I outlined above, the probandum in the inference “Earth is different from the
other [substances and categories], because [it] possesses smell” could be interpreted
as a complex/partite quality made up of the thirteen mutual absences that collec-
tively differentiate earth from the remaining Vaiśeṣika substances and categories.
The Naiyāyikas, with their anyathākhyāti theory of illusion, tended to explain per-
ceptual errors as caseswhere different parts of reality become fused together in our
mental judgments. For example, my erroneous judgment that a length of rope is a
snake can be explained by my misattributing a universal (“snakeness”) to a length
of rope that does not really possess that quality. The road is open to Gaṅgeśa to take
a similar analytical approach to the probandum in the earth inference. He could ar-
gue that even though the entire collection of absences constituting the probandum is
not established before the inference takes place, the individual components of that
probandum are established separately in different locations at that point. The infer-
ence simply draws these individual things together to assert that a single, complex
quality is present in the subject.

The thirteen mutual absences that make up the probandum clearly cannot be
established in a single location, because nothing else can be different from exactly
the same collection of things that earth is different from. The second of the Vaiśeṣika
substances, water, for instance, will have twelve of the mutual absences (from: fire,
wind, the ether, time, space, the self, the internal faculty, trope, motion, universal,
ultimate particulariser, and inherence), but it obviously cannot be different from
itself. So while we can perceive twelve of the requisite mutual absences in water,
we cannot perceive the difference from water itself.

Gaṅgeśa therefore accepts that we can perceive all the requisite mutual ab-
sences separately, in the various different components of the Vaiśeṣika universe;
the inference simply serves to bring them together by establishing that they are all
present in one and the same location—earth. In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga,31

31 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 254–256.
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Vyāsatīrtha himself seems to accept (at least for the sake of argument) this explana-
tion of Gaṅgeśa’s when building his case against Ānandabodha’s attempts to infer
the indeterminacy of the world. Like the probandum in the earth inference (ita-
rabhinnatva), indeterminacy can be interpreted as a partite quality. If “indetermi-
nacy” is interpreted as being two separate properties (“the constant absence of exis-
tence” and “the constant absence of nonexistence”), then one could say that the con-
stant absences in question are established separately, in different locations, before
the inference takes place; the inference simply attributes them to the inferential
subject, i.e., the world.

In the Tarkatāṇḍava, by contrast, Vyāsatīrtha completely rejects this line of rea-
soning. He responds to Gaṅgeśa’s arguments as follows:

Objection (Gaṅgeśa): In that case, the thirteen differences [from the remaining substances
and categories that constitute the probandum] are well-established—that is, ascertained [to
be present]—separately in the thirteen [remaining substances and categories themselves],
which are indeed “somewhere other than the subject”; hence the flaw of “[the inferential
subject’s] having-an-unestablished-qualifier” (aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatva)[, the reason’s being a
pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety], and so on, do not apply [to the inference].

Reply (Vyāsatīrtha): You cannot argue as such! For the stated solution does not work in
[universal-negative inferences that you yourself accept to be valid,] such as “The aggregate of
living bodies has a self[, because the bodies that make it up have breath and so on]”, where
the probandum is not a partite thing.

Moreover, [your argument fails] because if the probandum is well-established in the thirteen
[remaining substances and categories, one] cannot apprehend the negative-pervasion [i.e. that
the absence of the reason pervades the absence of the probandum] in those thirteen [sub-
stances and categories], since the absence of the probandum is not present there.32

Vyāsatīrtha’s first point here is that even if Gaṅgeśa’s analytical solution did work
for cases like the inference to define earth wheremultiple components make up the
probandum, it does not work in other widely accepted cases of universal-negative
inference where the probandum is a non-composite, singular thing. Vyāsatīrtha
gives the example of an inference that might be voiced by a Naiyāyika to prove the
existence of the self to a Buddhist who doubts its existence as a distinct substance:

The multitude of living bodies has a self, because [all living bodies] possess breath (jīvaccha-
rīrajātam sātmakam, prāṇamattvāt).

32 na ca tarhi pakṣād anyatraiva trayodaśasu trayodaśabhedānāṃ viśakalitānāṃ niścayarūpā pra-
siddhir astīti nāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvādīti vācyam. jīvaccharīrajātaṃ sātmakam ity ādāv akhaṇḍasā-
dhyaka uktaprakārāsambhavāt; trayodaśasu sādhyaprasiddhau tatra sādhyābhāvasyāsattvena vya-
tirekavyāptigrahāsambhavāc ca. (TT, 4:180–181.)
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This is a widely accepted example of a universal-negative inference. As in the in-
ference to define earth, the subject of the inference comprises an entire class of
things, the aggregate of living bodies. The probandum (“having-a-self”) only occurs
in the aggregate of living bodies; as such, it cannot be established elsewhere before
the inference takes place. However, unlike in the earth-inference, the probandum
here—“having-a-self”—is not made up of different properties that can exist sepa-
rately, so Vyāsatīrtha argues that Gaṅgeśa’s analytical solution cannot be applied to
this inference.

The second problem that Vyāsatīrtha cites here has to do with how we can per-
ceive the pervasion relationship that lies at the heart of the inference if we accept
this explanation of universal-negative inference. According to Gaṅgeśa, universal-
negative inferences are cases where we ultimately infer that something has the
probandum because we know that “the absence of the reason pervades the absence
of the probandum”. In the case of the inference to define earth, we know that the
reason (“possessing smell”) is absent wherever the probandum (“being different
from the remaining substances and categories”) is absent; so, given that earth has
the reason, we can conclude that it also has the probandum.

Vyāsatīrtha argues that if we accept Gaṅgeśa’s analytical solution to the prob-
lem, then we cannot apprehend the negative pervasion “the absence of the reason
pervades the absence of the probandum”. Just where could we apprehend this neg-
ative concomitance? In order to apprehend the pervasion, wemust surely be aware
of at least one case where both the probandum and the reason are jointly absent.
The only possible location seems to be the thirteen substances and categories other
than earth. However, in order to ensure that the probandum is perceptually avail-
able before the inference, Gaṅgeśa has just argued that the probandum is in some
sense established in the thirteen substances and categories other than earth. So how
can we apprehend the aforementioned negative pervasion there? Gaṅgeśa cannot
have it bothways: the probandum is either present in the remaining substances and
categories, or it is absent from them.

Vyāsatīrtha anticipates another problem with pervasion in this inference. If
the probandum is made up of thirteen distinct mutual absences, then how can we
become aware of the pervasion relationship between them and the probandum be-
fore the inference takes place? Vyāsatīrtha argues that Gaṅgeśa’s theory implies that
each of the differences is individually a probandum in the inferences:

Moreover, even though the thirteen differences [of earth from the remaining substances and
categories] are established once by just a single reason, [that is, the quality of possessing smell
(gandhavattva),] they must in fact be established by thirteen [different] pervasions described
(nirūpita) by each [of the thirteen differences] individually, and not by a single pervasion de-
scribed by the collection [of the thirteen differences, i.e., “Where there is the absence of the
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thirteen mutual absences, there is the absence of earthness”].33 For, given that the collection
[of thirteen mutual absences] is unestablished, there is no cognition of [a single pervasion
described by the collection of the thirteen mutual absences]. And so, probandumhood is ex-
hausted (viśrānta) in each [difference/mutual absence individually]. Hence, since water and
[the remaining substances and categories], which each possess the probandum in the form of
an individual difference, are homologues (sapakṣas), the reason [(earthness)], which is absent
from [those locations], is a pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety [because it is known to
be absent from all locations where the probandum is known to be present].34

Vyāsatīrtha’s point in this passage is that by Gaṅgeśa’s own admission we cannot
have a knowledge of the thirteen mutual absences that comprise the probandum
collected together before the inference takes place, because otherwise the inference
would cease to be a universal-negative one. So, the thirteen mutual absences must
be proved on the basis of thirteen different pervasions that each establish that what-
ever lacks the mutual absence in question also lacks the reason (possessing-smell).
This being so, Vyāsatīrtha argues that it follows that each one of the differences is
individually the probandum; or, as Vyāsatīrtha expresses it, that probandumhood
(sādhyatā) is “exhausted”/“completely present” (viśrānta) in each one of the differ-
ences. Consequently, each of the locations other than earth can be said to be a “ho-
mologue” (sapakṣa), that is, a location that is known to possess the probandum.
Since the reason is absent from all of these locations, there could be said to be a
deviation (vyabhicāra) between the reason and the probandum. More specifically,
the reason is an “uncommon” (asādhāraṇa) one because it is known to be absent
from every homologue. Hence there are several locations that have the reason but
not the probandum, and there is a known deviation, so the inference cannot take
place.

In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha thus concludes that Gaṅgeśa’s second, ana-
lytical, solution to the problem of universal-negative inference is a failure. It fails
because it does not apply to cases of universal-negative inference where the subject
is a singular/non-composite thing, and because it does not account for how we can
apprehend the negative-pervasion relationship that lies at the heart of this sort of
inference. So, while he accepts Gaṅgeśa’s arguments for debating with the Advai-
tins in the Nyāyāmr̥ta, in the Tarkatāṇḍava Vyāsatīrtha concludes that neither of

33 This form of the pervasion is given by Rāghavendra: yatra trayodaśānyonyābhāvānām a-
bhāvaḥ, tatra pr̥thivītvābhāva ity evaṃrūpeṇa militapratiyogikābhāvanirūpitaikavyāptyety arthaḥ.
(Nyāyadīpa, TT, 4:181.)
34 kiṃ caikenaiva liṅgenaikadā sādhyamānā api trayodaśabhedāḥ pratyekanirūpitatrayodaśavyā-
ptibhir eva sādhanīyāḥ, na tu militanirūpitaikavyāptyā; militāprasiddhau tadajñānāt. tathā ca pra-
tyekam eva sādhyatā viśrāntety ekaikabhedarūpasādhyavato jalāder eva sapakṣatvena tato vyāvr̥-
ttatvena hetor asādhāraṇyatādavasthyam. (TT, 4:181–182.)
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Gaṅgeśa’s solutions to the problemof universal-negative inferencework. If Gaṅgeśa
tries to explain howwe can be acquaintedwith the probandumbefore the inference
takes place by arguing that the probandum is established in the subject itself, then
he is proving, at least in part, something that is already well-known. On the other
hand, if he tries to argue that the probandum is established elsewhere than the sub-
ject, then the reason deviates from the probandum, and becomes a pseudo-reason.
In either case, the inference fails.

7.8 The Mādhva theory of universal-negative inference
and empty terms

These complex discussions about universal-negative inference form the backdrop
to much of Vyāsatīrtha’s critique of indeterminacy in the Nyāyāmr̥ta. Gaṅgeśa’s in-
tricate discussion about how to apply the flaws of siddhasādhana and aprasiddha-
viśeṣaṇatā to inferences that try to establish complex/partite properties in their sub-
jects proved a very useful resource toweigh anewĀnandabodha’s attempts to prove
that the world is indeterminate. For the remainder of this chapter, I will turn to the
Mādhva theory of inference itself. In particular, I will focus on their treatment of
universal-negative inference and their approach to empty terms in inference. This
will bring us to Vyāsatīrtha’s theory of “location-free” properties, and thus round
up nicely this volume’s discussion of the Mādhva theory of nonexistence and empty
terms.

In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha clearly rejects the idea that there is a special
type of universal-negative inference. This does not mean, however, that he rejects
the underlying logical principles of universal-negative inference altogether. While
Jayatīrtha and Vyāsatīrtha rejected the Naiyāyikas’ claim that there is a special
universal-negative mode of inference, they neither rejected the validity of the stock
examples of universal-negative inference, or claimed that a “negative-pervasion”
could play no role in successful inferences. What they doubted, rather, was whether
it played a direct role in bringing about an episode of inferential knowledge, or
whether it was an ancillary component in the inferential process. Jayatīrtha, for
instance, accepted that a negative pervasion can, in certain cases, be useful indi-
rectly because it can be used to establish a positive pervasion, which in turn serves
as the basis for inference. In the Pramāṇapaddhati, after giving an explanation of
universal-negative inference, he argued that universal-negative pervasion can play
a role in valid inferences:

So why is it that śāstra refers to universal-negative [inference]? For this reason: [In the infer-
ence “All living bodies have a soul, since they have breath and so on”,] the pervasion is of the
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form: “Whatever has breath and so on has a soul”. However, since the only place where the
pervasion might be apprehended is the subject of the disagreement, the pervasion cannot be
perceived. So, a negative pervasion is used in an inference to establish [the positive pervasion].
When it is inferred that “[The living body has a soul,] because it has breath and so on”, one
wishes to know how it is that [the reason] is pervaded [by the probandum. Then, it is inferred
that] the quality of possessing breath and so on is pervaded by the quality of having a soul. For,
[the state of possessing breath and so on] is the counterpositive of an absence that pervades
the absence of [the quality of having a soul]. Whatever is the counterpositive of an absence
that pervades something is pervaded by that thing, just as the state of possessing smoke [is
pervaded] by the quality of possessing fire.35

Only a positive pervasion is directly operative in producing an inferential knowl-
edge. However, in certain cases, this pervasion itself needs to be established via a
further inference. In this passage, Jayatīrtha refers to the same inference that Vyā-
satīrtha discussed in the Tarkatāṇḍava: “The whole class of living bodies has a self,
because [they] possess breath” (jīvaccharīrajātam sātmakam, prāṇamattvāt). In this
inference, we infer that all living bodiesmust be connectedwith a soul/self, because
they have vital breaths. Here, because we are proving that a whole class of things
(the “aggregate of living bodies”) possesses a certain characteristic, the subject of the
inference exhausts all possible locations where we could perceive a positive perva-
sion relationship between the probandum and the reason. However, we can still in-
fer this positive pervasion from a negative one. Jayatīrtha is aware, in other words,
that we can infer a positive pervasion (A pervades B) from its contraposition (¬B
pervades ¬A). In PPL, he is aware that we can infer

(∀x) (Bx → Ax)
from

(∀x) (¬Ax → ¬Bx).
Consequently, while negative pervasion might not play a direct role in the inferen-
tial process, it can certainly support it indirectly, by helping us to establish the pos-
itive pervasion which forms the basis of certain inferences. There is no need for a
special sub-type of “universal-negative” inferences as the Naiyāyikas claim, yet this
does not mean that negative-pervasion has no role to play in inference.

35 kathaṃ tarhi kevalavyatirekiṇaḥ śāstre saṃvyavahāraḥ? ittham—tatrāpi yat prāṇādimat, tat sā-
tmakam ity eva vyāptiḥ. kiṃ tu vyāptigrahaṇasthānasyaiva vipratipattiviṣayatvaprāptyā sā darśa-
yitum aśakyābhūt. tato ’numānena tāṃ sādhayituṃ vyatirekavyāptir upanyasyate. prāṇādimattvād
iti prayukte katham asya vyāptir ity ākāṅkṣāyāṃ prāṇādimattvaṃ sātmakatvena vyāptam, tada-
bhāvavyāpakābhāvapratiyogitvāt; yad yad abhāvavyāpakābhāvapratiyogi tat tena vyāptam, yathā
dhūmavattvam agnimattvena. (PP: 276.)
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In any case, from the Mādhva perspective, many of the problems that Gaṅgeśa
discusses about universal-negative inference in the Tattvacintāmaṇi are moot.
When defending universal-negative inference, Gaṅgeśa is concerned to demon-
strate that the probandum is an unestablished term by showing that it is somehow
perceptually available before the inference takes place. The Mādhvas have no such
qualms about inference. As we saw above in Chapters 3 and 6, the Mādhvas and
the Naiyāyikas have fundamentally different attitudes toward empty terms such
as “hare’s horn” and the “son of a barren woman”. Unlike the Naiyāyikas, the Mā-
dhvas accept that we can have perception-like cognitions that are, in some sense,
of nonexistent things. From their point of view, the fact that an inference contains
empty terms need not in itself render the inference invalid.

According to Vyāsatīrtha, at least certain inferences involving empty terms can
be valid. This leads him on to a discussion of how we can make statements about
nonexistent things in language. How is it possible for statements that ascribe prop-
erties to nonexistent things to be true? How can negative-existential statements
about empty terms (“The son of a barren woman does not exist”) be true, for in-
stance? In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha goes on to elaborate a theory that was
already sketched by Jayatīrtha in his Tattvoddyotaṭīkā and Nyāyasudhā. According
to Jayatīrtha and Vyāsatīrtha, certain statements that ascribe properties to nonexis-
tent things are true because certain properties can be part of reality without being
instantiated in an existent thing. Vyāsatīrtha calls these “location-free” properties
(asad-āśraya-dharmas).

In theTarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha explains his position on this pointmost clearly
when critiquing Gaṅgeśa’s definition of the inferential fallacy known as “[the rea-
son’s] having an unestablished substrate” (āśrayāsiddhi). This fallacy is taken to ap-
ply when the subject of an inference (the putative substrate of the reason) is an
unestablished term. An example of such an inference given by Vyāsatīrtha is “The
son of a barren woman cannot speak, because [it is] insentient” (vandhyāsutaḥ na
vaktā, acetanatvāt). According to Gaṅgeśa and the Navya-Naiyāyikas, this is not a
valid inference because its subject—the “son of a barren woman”—is an unestab-
lished entity. Vyāsatīrtha argues against Gaṅgeśa and the Naiyāyikas that this is, in
fact, a valid inference. Why should we regard this inference as invalid? One rea-
son is that we need to have a cognition of something before we make an inference
about it—how can we ascribe or deny properties to something we have never expe-
rienced? However, as a Mādhva, Vyāsatīrtha believes that we can have cognitions
of nonexistent things and so, from his point of view, the “son of a barren woman”
can be cognised somehow before the inference takes place.

Another reason that a Navya-Naiyāyika might give to prove that we cannot
make inferences about unestablished entities is that such nonexistent things cannot
have properties (dharma) in the same way that existent things can. In an inference,
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we want to prove that some subject has a property because it has another property.
If nonexistent things cannot have properties at all, then how can we make infer-
ences about them? In the Tarkatāṇḍava, Vyāsatīrtha responds to this second objec-
tion. He argues that it is actually contradictory to attempt to prove that something
“has no properties”. For, in attempting to prove this, theNaiyāyikas themselves seem
to bemaking an inference that ascribes properties to nonexistent things. They are ef-
fectively inferring that “What is nonexistent can be the locus of neither the proban-
dum or the reason, since it lacks properties”; however, in doing this they are them-
selves ascribing properties to what does not exist. The very act of denying that we
can make inferences about nonexistent things itself seems to be an argument that
ascribes properties to nonexistent things!36

36 The relevant passage from the Tarkatāṇḍava where Vyāsatīrtha discusses this reads: … kiṃ tu
vandhyāsuto na vaktā, acetanatvād ity ādāv ivāsadāśrayatvam. tasya tu doṣatvaṃ kim—asato ni-
rdharmakatvena sādhyadharmānāśrayatvena bādhāt, sādhanābhāvenāsiddher vā? pratītyaviṣaya-
tvena vidhiniṣedharūpasakalavyavahārābhājanatvād vā? aprāmāṇikatvena pramāṇānaṅgatvād vā?
tasyādoṣatve ’tiprasaṅgād vā? niradhikaraṇayor dharmayor niyatasāmānādhikaraṇyarūpavyāptya-
bhāvād vā? nādyau. asati tvaduktayoḥ sādhyasādhanadharmānāśrayatvarūpayoḥ sādhyayor ni-
rdharmakatvarūpasya sādhanasya cāsambhavena tavāpi bādhādiprasaṅgāt. tvaduktadharmāṇām
abhāvarūpatvāt tatra sambhave ca tata eva maduktāvaktr̥tvācetanatvāder api sambhavāt. bhāva-
rūpāṇāṃ tu mayāpy anaṅgīkārāt. yadi ca sādhyadharmādyabhāvādyāśrayatvābhāve ’pi sādhyadha-
rmādyanāśrayatvasya sattvāt tava na bādhādiḥ, tarhi vakr̥tvābhāvāśrayatvābhāve ’pi vakr̥tvānāśra-
yatvasya sattvānmamāpi na bādhādiḥ. (TT, 4:240–242.) [Even though all the definitions of āśrayāsid-
dhimentioned thus far in this chapter are obviously flawed, āśrayāsiddhi] could be ‘having a nonex-
istent substrate’ (asadāśrayatva), as in the inference, ‘The son of a barren woman cannot speak,
because [it is] insentient’. But [I, Vyāsatīrtha, ask,] is that a flaw because: (1) since what is nonexis-
tent cannot have qualities, (a) [it] cannot be the substrate of the quality that is to be proved by the
inference and hence there would be [the inferential flaw of] ‘contradiction’ (bādha) [and] (b) since
there would be the absence of the reason [in the subject], there would be [the inferential flaw of]
‘non-establishment’ (asiddhi); or, (2) since [a nonexistent entity] cannot be the object of [any] judg-
ment, it cannot be involved in any linguistic act, be it an ascription or a denial; or, (3) since [what
is nonexistent is not] amenable to the valid means of knowledge, it cannot be an object of those
means of knowledge; or, (4) because, if it were not a flaw, then it would follow that other things [that
clearly cannot be valid inferences would have to be regarded as such]; or, (5) because two qualities
that lack any locus cannot be related by pervasion, that is, the relationship of invariant collocation.
The first two [grounds for āśrayāsiddhi’s being a flaw] are untenable. For, since the probanda you
have mentioned—‘not being the substrate of the probandum’ and ‘not being the substrate of the
reason’—as well as [your] reason—the state of lacking [all] qualities—cannot be present in what is
nonexistent, you yourself are guilty of contradiction and [making an inference where the reason
is unestablished]. And because if the qualities you have specified can be present there [= in what
is nonexistent], because they are negative in form, then for the very same reason can the qualities
I accept—non-speakerness, insentience and so on—also [be present in what is nonexistent]. For I
too do not accept that positive [qualities can be present in things that do not exist]. And if you are
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So Vyāsatīrtha believes that we can make statements/inferences that ascribe
properties to nonexistent things. Following Jayatīrtha, he also claims that we can
make inferences in which the property we want to prove (the probandum) is a
nonexistent thing. At the beginning of the relevant chapter of the Tarkatāṇḍava,
Vyāsatīrtha challenges the Naiyāyikas to explain why exactly it is that the fact that
the probandum in an inference is unestablished constitutes a fatal flaw. He antici-
pates five separate reasons that the Naiyāyika might give:

[Just as the fact that the substrate/subject of an inference is not established does not constitute
a flaw in an inference], so too does the fact that [its] probandum is unestablished not make [an
inference] faulty. To explain—[Do you regard it] as a flaw because[, (1) if it were not accepted
as a flaw, then] even [invalid inferences, such as “This patch of earth has a hare’s horn, because
it is this patch of earth”,] could be considered as valid inferences?

Or [must it be a flaw] because, (2) if the probandum is unestablished, there cannot be doubt
[about whether it is present in the subject or not], and as such there can be no pakṣadhar-
matā,37 which includes [that doubt]?

Or is it because (3) it undermines the pervasion[, since if the probandum is unestablished, one
cannot grasp the pervasion in which it is a term]?38

Or is it because (4) it leads to the untenable consequence that the statement of the thesis [in an
inference-for-another] could not communicate anything, since it includes an entity that has
not previously been known?

Or is it because (5) in the absence of [its] cause—i.e. the cognition of the qualifier [(= the
probandum)]—the effect—the cognition of the [subject] as qualified [by the probandum]—
cannot arise?39

not guilty of contradiction and [non-establishment of reason] because the quality of not being the
substrate of the quality to be established and [the reason] can exist even in the absence of the qual-
ity of being the locus of the absence of the quality to be established and [the reason], then I too am
not guilty of contradiction [and having an unestablished reason], since the quality of not being the
locus of speakerness can exist even in the absence of the quality of being the locus of the absence
of speakerness.”
37 Rāghavendra explains: sandigdhasādhyadharmakadharmirūpapakṣaniṣṭhatvarūpatvāt pakṣad-
harmatāyā iti bhāvaḥ. (Nyāyadīpa, TT, 4:251.) “For, being an attribute of the inferential subject (pa-
kṣadharmatā) consists in being located in the inferential subject, [the inferential subject itself being]
a property-bearer (dharmin) that is subject to the doubt of whether or not it possesses the property
that is to be established [by the inference].”
38 Rāghavendra explains: sādhyāprasiddhau tannirūpitavyāptigrahāsambhavena vyāptivighaṭa-
nād ity arthaḥ. (Nyāyadīpa, TT, 4:251.) “If the probandum is unestablished, then since [one] cannot
grasp the pervasion in which [the probandum] is a term, the pervasion is destroyed.”
39 evaṃ sādhyāprasiddhir na doṣaḥ. tathā hi—tasyā doṣatvaṃ kim atiprasaṅgāt? sādhyakoṭer
aprasiddhyā sandehābhāvena tadghaṭitapakṣadharmatāvighaṭanād vā? vyāptivighaṭanād vā? prati-



7.8 The Mādhva theory of universal-negative inference and empty terms  219

Vyāsatīrtha goes on to respond to each of these lines of explanation, but I will here
focus on his response to the first explanation of why inferences can only involve
established terms:

… (1) is not tenable because there it is not the case that [if aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā were not
accepted as a flaw, then] even [invalid inferences, such as “This patch of earth has a hare’s
horn, because it is this patch of earth”] could be considered as valid inferences. For, inferences
that [we, the Mādhvas and the Naiyāyikas,] agree are invalid are flawed by another defect.
The [Advaitins’] inference “The disputed entity is different both from what exists and what
does not exist, because [it is] sublatable” is flawed by contradiction[, proving what is already
established, and so on,] which is accepted [by the both of us to apply to them].

Similarly, if the inference “This patch of earth possesses a hare’s horn, because [it is] this patch
of earth” is meant to prove [that the patch of earth in question has] a [hare’s] horn that is fit to
be perceived, then it is flawed by the defects of failure to perceive what is fit to be perceived.
Or, if it is meant to prove that [the patch of earth in question has] a [hare’s] horn, which is
not fit to be perceived, then it is flawed by the defects of proving what is already established
(siddhasādhana) and so on.40

By contrast, inferences that [we both, the Mādhvas and the Naiyāyikas,] agree are valid, e.g.,
“All living bodies have souls, because they possess breath and so on”, are valid by virtue of
being devoid of any flaw other [than aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā].41

In this passage, Vyāsatīrtha considers the argument that if we do not accept the po-
sition that aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā is a flaw, then a host of inferences agreed upon as
invalid by the Mādhvas and Naiyāyikas could no longer be ruled as being invalid.
These inferences include one that is very similar to the inferences made by Ānan-
dabodha to prove that the world is indeterminate: “The subject of dispute [i.e. the
world] is different frombothwhat exists andwhat does not exist, because it is sublat-
able.” In the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga,42 Vyāsatīrtha argued that this inference is
undermined by the fact that its probandum (“being different both from what exists
and what does not exist”) is (so far as he is concerned) an unestablished property.

jñāvākyasyāviditapadārthakatvenābodhakatvaprasaṅgād vā? kāraṇasya viśeṣaṇajñānasyābhāve
kāryasya viśiṣṭajñānasyāyogād vā? (TT, 4:251–252.)
40 Rāghavendra comments: śr̥ṅgavatīty atra śr̥ṅgaśabdena mahattvasamānādhikaraṇodbhūtarū-
pavān śiraḥsaṃyukto ’vayavaviśeṣo bhipreyate, atha kaś cid atīndriyaḥ. ādya āha—yogyeti. vyā-
ptyabhāvādir ādipadārthaḥ. dvitīya āha—ayogyeti. śr̥ṅgeti nāmamātram, na hy atīndriyaṃ nāma
śr̥ṅgam asti. (Nyāyadīpa, TT, 3:154.)
41 nādyaḥ; asādhutvena sammatasya vimataṃ sadasadvilakṣaṇam, bādhyatvād ity ādeḥ kḷptena
vyāghātādinā doṣāntareṇaiva; iyaṃ bhūḥ śaśaśr̥ṅgavatī, etadbhūtvād ity āder yogyaśr̥ṅgasādhaka-
tve yogyānupalabdhibādhādinā doṣāntareṇaiva, ayogyasādhakatve ’tīndriyaiḥ śr̥ṅgādibhiḥ siddha-
sādhanādinā ca doṣāntareṇaiva duṣṭatvāt; doṣāntararahitatvena sammatasya tu jīvaccharīrajātaṃ
sātmakam, prāṇādimattvād ity ādeḥ sādhutvād atiprasaṅgābhāvāt. (TT, 4:252–253.)
42 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 296–298.
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Here, by contrast, he clearly rejects this position, arguing that the inference does not
suffer from the flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā. Obviously, he does not accept that the
inference is valid; he argues that this inference can be shown to be invalidated by
some other defect. Similarly, the inference “This patch of earth has a hare’s horn on
it, because it is this patch of earth” is flawed because the probandum is ruled out
because we fail to perceive something that we would expect to perceive, or because
it proves something that is already established to us.

So Vyāsatīrtha’s answer to the Naiyāyika is that we do not need the flaw of apra-
siddhaviśeṣaṇatā to rule out these invalid inferences, because they are ruled out by
alternative flaws in each case. Accepting that we are able to make inferences where
the probandum is an unestablished term does not, in itself, lead us to the untenable
position that these are valid inferences, because they can always be shown to be in-
validated by a number of other flaws. Vyāsatīrtha goes on to give a lengthy critique
of Gaṅgeśa’s arguments in favour of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika theory of empty terms in
order to defend his Mādhva philosophy. It should be noted that here, Vyāsatīrtha
directly contradicts what he said in the Nyāyāmr̥ta. In the Nyāyāmr̥ta, he argued
that aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā is in fact a flaw. Here, by contrast, he argues that it is not
a flaw and that it does not apply to the sorts of inferences formulated by Ānandabo-
dha to prove that the world is indeterminate. This is, of course, Vyāsatīrtha’s true
position as a Mādhva.

7.9 Location-free properties

Philosophically, Vyāsatīrtha’s arguments against Gaṅgeśa in these chapters of the
Tarkatāṇḍava still leave us with two questions: How can we make meaningful
true/false statements about nonexistent things like sky-flowers, and how can we
make inferences that involve them? Vyāsatīrtha argues in essence that it is demon-
strable that we can make true/false statements ascribing certain properties to
nonexistent things, and that the best way to explain this is to assume that there are
“location-free” properties which somehow exist as part of reality without being lo-
cated in an existent thing.We canmake inferences like “The son of a barrenwoman
cannot speak, because [it is] insentient”, because “the son of a barren woman” can
have negative properties even though it does not exist as part of reality. Vyāsatīrtha
explains this theory as follows in the Tarkatāṇḍava:

For, there are different sorts of quality. Some are located in a substrate, such as colour tropes
and so on. Yet others are located in one thing, while they affect something else, such as cog-
nition and so on[, which are located in the self or manas but affect] pots and so on. Some are
substrate-free, like non-existence and so on, because [we have] the uncontradicted judgment
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“The horn of a hare is nonexistent”. For, otherwise, the nonexistence of such entities could not
be established.43

According to the theory outlined by Vyāsatīrtha here, some properties, like colour
tropes, velocity, sentience, etc., can only be present in positive substrates; nonex-
istent things clearly cannot have colours or be sentient, for instance. Nevertheless,
nonexistent things can have other sorts of properties. For instance, we can truly say
of the “son of a barren woman” that it “cannot speak” or that it is “insentient”, so
we can ascribe negative properties to it. Moreover, (so far as the Mādhvas are con-
cerned,) we do speak of nonexistent things as being absent from locations (“There
is never a hare’s horn on this table”), so a hare’s horn must be the counterposi-
tive (pratiyogin) of an absence. Consequently counterpositiveness itself (pratiyogitā)
must be a “location-free” property. We can alsomake true negative-existential state-
ments about nonexistent things (“The sky-flower does not exist”) and so the list of
“location-free” propertiesmust also includenonexistence (asattva) itself. All of these
properties are a part of reality, and they serve to make statements about nonexis-
tent entities either true or false.

7.10 Conclusion

Vyāsatīrtha’s engagement with Gaṅgeśa’s ideas was pivotal to the development of
his work and the work of all subsequent Mādhva philosophers. The Tarkatāṇḍava
contains one of the most detailed critiques of the Navya-Nyāya system ever written
by an outsider to the tradition in the history of Indian philosophy. The Nyāyāmr̥ta
literature in turn provides a leading casewhereNavya-Nyāya theories and language
were applied to the philosophical literature of another school. Vyāsatīrtha’swork on
Navya-Nyāya influenced all the leading philosophers of theMādhva tradition in the
sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries, even though the Mādhvas’ arguments do not
seem to have garnered a response from the Navya-Naiyāyikas.

The Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga chapter of the Nyāyāmr̥ta shows the impor-
tance of Gaṅgeśa’s work for Vyāsatīrtha. Madhva and Jayatīrtha had argued that
“indeterminacy” is either an unestablished property which should not, perhaps, be
allowed to enter into formal inferences, or that Ānandabodha’s inferences to prove
that the world is indeterminate are partly redundant from their point of view.
In the Nyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha largely uses Gaṅgeśa’s arguments on universal-

43 vicitrā hi dharmāḥ. ke cid āśritāḥ, yathā rūpādayaḥ. ke cid anyāśritā anyoparañjakāḥ, yathā jñā-
nādayo ghaṭādīnām. ke cid anāśritāḥ, yathāsattvādayaḥ, śaśaśr̥ṅam asad ity abādhitapratīteḥ. anya-
thā tasyāsattvāsiddheḥ. (TT, 4:244.)
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negative inference to give new substance to these old arguments. He carefully
applies Gaṅgeśa’s judgments about the epistemological problems surrounding
universal-negative inference in particular to show that, however the concept is
interpreted, Ānandabodha’s inferences cannot prove to us that the world is “inde-
terminate”. In the Nyāyāmr̥ta he follows this reasoning for the sake of debating
with the Advaitins, although he refutes the very same line of argument in the
Tarkatāṇḍava.


