Indian Phitosophical Quarterly. Vol XX No.3
July. 1993

NYAYA INFERENCE : DEUCTIVE
OR INDUCTIVE

[he purpose of this paper is to examine the veracity of the claim,
made by some of the Indian thinkers like C.D. Sharima,' M. Hiriyanna?
and Radhaknishoan,” that Mvdva Logic is deductive-inductive in chuarac-
ter. Eshall attempt to show that inlerences in Nvava, both of the old and
the new schools, are not deductive - inductive in character, and those who
have claimed 1t have done it due o their misconception about the
distinction of deductive and inductive inferences. To substantiie the
position et me begin with tie Nvava doctrine ol Vvapsi in general.

There is no doubt that the Nvava system has had a long
history and its position and ways of formulating the doctrine of Vvapri
have evolved considerably over the centuries. Nonetheless.  both the
schools of Nyava, the old and the new, hold the view  that Vyvdpsi is a
logical ground of all valid inferential cogmtions. One can see this from
their conception ol paramarsd itselt, Ordinarily, the term “paramarsa’
stands Lor cognition or knowledge in general. But in the Nvayva system it
hasatechnicalmeaning. ltis used to signily the cognition of paksadiarmala
asqualiticd by Vvapti (vwapiivisista paksadharmiata jaanan pardanarsaly)
Wy is understood i terms of Cinvariable concomitance ol (he
prohans (et with the probandum (seedfiva) and “paksadiarmatd in
tenms ol “the presence of the probans (feri) in the subject (paksa). And,
nference s, thus, defined as knowledge arising inand throug h prardmarsa
Since vvdptivisista (that which is characterized by vwvapti) and
paksddlicrmeara (the fact ol being a featare of preksa) are the two essential
components ol pardanarsa on the Nvdyva account, they constitute neces-
siry and sufficientconditiens of valid inferential congnitions in the sense
thatno inference caan yield valid knowledge on the Nvdva accountunless
they are groundedonvyapeiand paksadficrmard, 1 this is so, and 1 believe
iLis, no interences 1n Nvava from the ground point of view could be siid
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to differ trom one another. And as a result, there could be only (two
alternatives possible: Either inferences in Nvgva are deductive or induc-
tive; but in no case they can be both deductive and inductive. since this
possibility s ruled out by their characteristics. How this is ruled out by
their characteristics. How this is ruled out by their characteristics, betore
discussing it, let me first of all remove a common misconrception about
the distinetion of deductive and inductive inferences. Deductive and
inductive inferences are generally detfined as follows:

Deductive Inference

A valid deductive inference is one in which we always proceed
cither from the general to the specific or from the more general to the less
general.

Inductive Inference

A valid inductive inference is one in which we always proceed
either from the specilic o the general or trom the less general to the more
seneral.

These definitions are misconceived definitions in my opinion. A
valid deductive inference is not one in which we always proceed either
from the general to the specific or from the more general o the less
gencral. Because, there are many counter instances of valid deductive
argument in which inferences are drawn neither from the general o the
specific, nor from the more general to the less general but rather from the
specilic to the specific. Take, for example, the following argument:

Ram is a student.

Ramvis ntelligant.

Ram is an intelligent student.

This argument is a case of a valid deductive argument since its
premises, if true, provide absolute guarantee (or the truth of its conclu-
sion; and yet it involves no inference either from the general to the
specific or from the more general to the less general, Inference is ruther
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from the specilic to the specitic. All s premises and conclusion are
specitic. So, s wrong to say that a valid deductive argument is ong in
which we always proceed either from the general to the pecific or from
the more general to the less general. The given ditinition of deductive
inference cannot be used as criterion for characterizing inferences in
Nyvava as deductive.

Likewise.  valid inductive inference 1s not one 1 which we
always proceed either from the specilic to the general or (rom the less
seneral w the more general. Because there are many  counter instances
of valid inductive argument in which inferences are drawn neither {rom
the specilic to the general nor from the less general to the more general.
Inferences rather are drawn either from the specific w the specific or from
the genceral to the specific or from the general to the general. Take, tor
example, the following arguments:

(h
The class that Mr X taught yesterday was interesting.

Lo The class that Mr X will teach today will be interesting.

(2)
All classes that Mr X aoght in the past were interesting.

The class that Mr X will teach today will be interesting.

(3)
All classes that Mr X taught in the past were interesting

«  All classes that Mr X will teach in the future will be
mnteresting.

All these inferences are cases ol valid inductive inferences since
their premises, 1l true, provide a good reason or evidence (but not
conclusive) for the truth of their conclusion; and yet none of them
mvolves inference either from the specific to the general or from the less
seneral (o the more general. Their inference rather is either from the
specific o the specific or from the general to the specific or from the
eeneral to the general. So, it is wrong to say that a valid inductive
inference is one mn which we always proceed either from the specific to
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the general or from the less general to the more general. The given
definition of inductive inference cannot be used as criterion for charac-
(erizing inferences in Nvdva as induclive.

The distinction between deductive and inductive inferences in
tuct consists inregard o the relationship of their premises and conclusion,
not the way they proceed from one proposition (or a set of propositions)
o another proposition. The relation that holds between premises and
conclusion of & valid deductive argument does not hold good between
premises and conclusion of a valid inductive argument. Premises and
conclusion of'a valid deductive argument always stand in the relationship
of implication or entailment, It is because of this reason their premises
with the negation of conclusion always imply 2 contradiction; and
provide absolute guarantee, il true, for the truth of conclusion. While in
the case of inductive argument the position is quite different. Premises
and conclusion of” a valid inductive argument do not stand in the
ralationship of implication or entailment. Their relationship always
remaiins contingent. As a resalt, neither their premises with the negation
of conclusionimply a contradiction, nor i logical oddity of any sort. Their
premises never provide absolute guarantee, even if true, for the truth of
conclusion. Unlike a valid deductive argument, it is always logically
possible for the premises of a valid inductive argument to be true and the
conclusion false. This gap is the distinctive mark of all inductive
arguments, as opposed to deductive ones. This is the reason why the
notion of “validity™ 1s used in cach case in a different sense.

As deduction and induction ditfer from one another in regard (o
the relationship of their premises and conclusion, the possibility of Nvave
logic to be both deductive and inductive is completely reuled out. So the
guestion which now remains is this: Is Nvéva logic deductive or indug-
tive? [Lis, o my mind, neither, Nvdva logic is nol a deductive logic since
its inferences do not possess the fundamental property of a valid
deductive inference. That is, their premises do not contain  in them
umplicitly or explicitly the information of their conclusions. In other
words, conclusions of Nvaya valid inferences, unlike deductive, always
contain new information in them other than their premiscs. This happens
because of their vydpe relationship. Vvapei (invariable concomitance) is
anecessary but non-analytic relation. As aresult, the premises of Nvava
validargument with the negation of conclusion never imply contradiction
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but logical oddity as opposed o alid deductive argument. This tollows
from the very nature ot v itsell. Had vyvapti been an analytic relation.,
the conclusions - Mvova valid inferences would have not contained new
information in temeother than their premises. But since they do contain
in them new ingdkination other than their premises on the Nvdva account,
vvapti relation oldimg hetween them cannot be said o be analytic. We
cannot say that therr premises with the negation of conclusion imply
contradiction  Tmis becomes quite explicit through the analysis ol the
vvapi notion isell in the (ollowing way:

Necdless o say that different Mvava thinkers have defined the
notion obvyapriindilterent ways over th e centuries from different points
ol view. Annambhatta, for example, defines “vyvdpti™ in terms of g
conncomitance-rule” and gives the example, “where there 18 smoke,
there is tire” in illustration of such a rule. In other words, for him “where
there is smoke there is 1ire” - such a rule (aivesna) ol concomitance
Usdhacarva)isvyapi (Yatra vatra dhamali tatra tatra agail it saliacarva
niyamah vvapril)” What he means is that vvdpti is the co-location of a
probans (fiefin) with o “probuandum (sadfrva) that is not the negation of an
absolute absence which has co-location with the probans™. (Herusamanadhi
karandiyantd Dhava apraiivogisadivasamanadhi karanyam vwaptih).®
Gangesa propounds the view that vyvapii s the co-existence ol the probans
ety with the probandum {sadfiva) which is not deter mined by the det-
erminant of the negation of the absolute non-cxistence which co-exists
with the probans, but whose negation does not so co-exist. (prafivogva-
samanddhi karana - yat - samanadhi karanatyanid bhav-
prativogitavacchedakavacchinnam van na bhavati tend saman (asya
samanadhi karanyam vvaptil).” According to Udayana, vvipli is the
relation between the probans (fefin) and the probandum (sadfiva) without
any limiting adjunct (Anaupadhikall sambandho vyapeil) * This means,
inother words, when the probans and the probandum are unconditionally
reluted. we have vvapr. While Vallabha defines vvapsi™ in terms of
univrsal relation” (kdrtsavesd sambandhovyeaptiln).” Por him itis the co-
existence of the probandum (sddfva) with all instances of the probans
thetry. On the Vacaspati Misra’s account, svapri arises (rom the very
mature ol the probuns (e, It depends on the very essence of the probans,
sothat when the probans as such co-exists with the probandum (sdd/fiva)
as such, we have wupi (svabhavikaly sambandho vydaptif)." This is also
the view of Varadardja. But Tor Vatsyadyana vvdpri is any co-existence of
the probans (hern} with the probundum (saelfva) (sambandhanidtram
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vvaptn.! Inother words, whenever the et co-exists with the sadliva,
we have vgpid, [is now quite obvious from the given illustrations that
vaptnis lormulated from varying viewpoints. But there is one thing
common to all its various formulation which is, I think, undoubtedly held
about the nature of yvapd that it 1s a necessary relation. [ holds not only
between two concepts, pervaded and pervader, but also propositions
expressing them s necessity can be viewed and interpreted from three
differentangles: logical, epistentic and ontological. All these three angles
are no doubt dilferent and distinet but in the Mvava theory of inference
they are quite mixed and interconnected. Because of this reason the
conditions ol inference in Nvava difter from the western one. Al this s
required for annference (o be possible and valid, On western view like
that of B-Russell it s the logical condition, that is, a relation ol
implicationorentatbment between propositions which constitute premises
and conclusion ol inference. Epistemic condition is no condition. on this
view. foraninference o be possible. We can validly inferone proposition
from another proposition (ora s et ol propositions) without knowing .
proposition o be true. But on the Nvava account, apart from the fogical
condition the epistemic condition is also required foran inference o be
possible and valid, Nonference, on this veiw, is possible unless premises
are related and known (o be true. Inother words, inferences, on the Nvivd
account, are possible only when we have knowledge of paksadharmaia
as qualified by vyapri. Both paksadharmata and vyapti constitute the
eround ol inference. It is because ol this reason the notion of “validity”
s used in both the systems, MNyvava and western, in different senses. But
sinee my coneern in this paper is just o examine the nature of inference
i Nyava [rom the logical point of view. not epistemic or ontological. [
shall not discuss them unless the discussion demands. From the fogical
point of view 1t can be said that vvapi s on the Nvava account, o
necessary relation but non-anadytic. s necessity s objective, not subjec-
tive. [tholds not only between two concepts, pervaded and pervader but
also propositions in which their use occurs. Consider, for example, the
following argument as ustrated in Nvdva

All smoky objects are fiery.
T'his hill has smoke.

¥ i ..
o o This hill has fire.

Fhis ix a valid argument. Inoit vyapri relation holds not merely
between smokeness and fireness, or simokeness and smoke or fireness and
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e or smoke and fire but also between propositions in which their use
occurs. that 1s, premitses and conclusion. The first premise is a universal
proposition. [t expresses vvapr between smokeness and fireness, The
sceond premise s singulier proposition. [Lexpresses no vvapil between
hill and smoke. But it is related (o the first premise by way ol vvupir
Vyvapa holds between smokeness and smoke. The conclusion is asinguli
proposition. [texpresses no vy between lull and tire. But the conclu-
ston s related o both the premises by way ol vvapi. Vvdpei holds not
only between smoke and fire bt also between fireness and fire. Thus,
there are many vwapties holding between the two terms. Since these
termis, pervaded and pervader, occur i premises and conclusion, vvapi
relation also holds between them. Tad it not been so. inferences, on tie
Nyava account, would have merely been from terms (o term, not from
propositions 0 proposition. But this 1s not so. Inferences in Nyava
proceed from proposiions to proposilion (prdrdmadrsd Jauyan jrdiidi
anii i Sovvapn cannot be said to be merely a relation ol erms. It
ts also o relation of propositions.

(Cis quitd evident Trom the illustrated argument that VNapli
relation is aonecessary relation but it is neither a relation of inclusion nor
denuty. Tosay thattwo concepts, pervadedand pervader, are invariably
co-extensive positively or negatively, equally or unegually is not o say
that they are identical or one includes the other s o part of its meaning
Neuther the conceptot pervaded is identical with the conceptol pervader,
nor the concept of pervader includes the concept of  pervaded as a part
of s meaning. Had they been wdentical. we would have pereeived fire
when we percerve smoke and guestion of inferring lire from smoke
would have notarisen. BBut the perception of smoke is not the perception
ol fire. nor the perception of smoke by wsell unphies the perception of
tire {although the cognition of snwoke leads o the cognition of tire in
inferentiad sensedand the vice versa. So, neither the concept ol smoke can
be said to be wdentical with the concept of fire. nor can we sav that what
they stgnily s one and the same. Both the erms do have didterent
meanings and reler o two ditterent and distnct objects. Likewise, had
the concept ol pervaded (1.¢. somke) been a part of the meaning ol
pervader (e, fieeds valid inferences trom pervader to pervaded would
have been possible 1 unequally co-extensive cases oo, Bt sinee valid
mterences from pervader to pervaded (e, from fire w smoke) are not
possibe, on the Nvdvaaccount, inunegually co-extensive cases, iteinnol
he saud that the concept of pervader includes the concept of pervaded as
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apart ofitsmeurng. From the mere analysis of pervader, we cannot infer
pervaded. When we infer pervaded  from pervader in equally co-
extensive cases we do so in virtue of their sanicvyvdpri relationship (the
Lerm “ydmd vvdpi signifies two Jirectional vyapty which is neither a
relation of mclusion (partly or wholly) nor identity. To say that pervaded
and pervader are co-extensive i both the wiys is not to say that they are
identical, nor one includes the other (partly or wholly) as a part of its
meaning. Vvapti relation is neither of them. And yet it is a necessary and
objective relation on the Nvava account. Inother words, Vvapti is a non-
analytic relation. It is not a construciion of human mind. The necessity
of vvapiiis objective, not subjective. Vvdprd propositions (i.e., all smokey
objects are fiery) arg, thus, synthetic, necessary and objective proposi-
tions. The necessity of vvapri follows [rom its own nature, that is,
invariability (avinabhdvanivama). But the terms, invariability and a
priority, imply riecessity but in quite different senses. So, vvdpfi propo-
sitions (though are synthetic and necessary) cannot be said to be syntheltic
i priori propositions in Kantian sense. The Neivavikas admit an extra-
ordinary perception ol vyegi which holds between the entire domains of
pervaded and pervader,

But then can we say that yvvapd relations are intrinsical? Surely
not. Vvapii relations are not intrinsical relations either on the Nviva
termsrelated, pervaded and pervader. Had it been so, the objects denoted
by pervaded and pervader would have not existed apart from and
independent of one another. But since the objects denoted by pervander
(i.e. fire)and pervaded (1.e. smoke) do exist, as a matter of fact, apart from
and independent of one another, their relation cannot be said 0 be
intrinsical. To know one is nol necessarily o know the other. The
cognition ol pervader is possible without the cognition of pervaded and
the vice versa. We can perceive fire withoul percetving smoke or smoke
without fire. The perception ol one does not require the perception of
other. 'This 1 possible because they are extrinsically related. To say this
is not to say that the relation of pervaded (i.e. smoke) and pervader (i.c.
fire) is contingent. Vydpii relation is an extrinsic relation, but not a
contingentone. Extrinsicality 1s nolopposed to contingency. ltis opposed
o intrinsicality. Lxtrinsicality and necessity are mutually compatible.
Therefore, vyvapri relations can be extrinsic and necessary. There is no
contradiction involved in it Invariability (avinabhiavanivama) implics
necessity and universality but not in ¢ priori or analytic sense. The

e
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pervaded and pervader can be related'by vvdpri even if the meaning or the
existence of the object denoted by one ts not grounded in the other.

Che notion of vwapri is also different from the notion of maderial
miplication or entailment. 'The notion of material implication is a truth
functional notion. It does not involve in it the notion of necessity. It
merely expresses relation between the truth valdues ol two statements
wilhout their being necessarily connected. But w say this is not to say that
the notion of necessity is notcaptured inextensional logic. In extensional
logic, the notionof necessity is captured in terms ol tautology . Every valid
argument in extensional logic corresponds o a tautology. Tautologous
statements are analytic and ¢ priori statements. They are true in all
possible situations by virtue of their structure or form opposed o
contingent statements, Take. for example, the statement form of tautol-
ogy. PV=P This statement formis true in all its interpretations (in the
system of extensional fogic) because of its form or structure, not because
of the actual truth value ol P. Its truth can be ascertained and known on
a priori ground, independent of experience and lact, through the mere
analysis ol its logical Torm. The form of tautology is the form of analytic
statement. This is guite obvious from the Tollowing cquivalent expres-
S10008

PV ~P=~PVP(by commutation)

~PV P =P3 P (by the difinition of material implication)

The expression I'— 145 a statement form of identity. The forms
ol wentity statements are the froms of analylic statements. Analytic
staterents repeat themselves. They do not say any new thing about the
world. Their truth can be ascertained just by mere analysis ol the symbols
contained inthem on a prieri ground. But the notionof vvdptiisnota truth
functional notion. Vvdpri relation is a relation of terms, pervaded and
pervader, notmerely a relation of propositions. [ts necessity is grounded
in the reality, notin the logical or formal structure of vwepti proposition.
As u result, the truth ol vvdpti proposition cannot be ascertained and
known independent of reality and experience like tautologous stale-
ments. So, it would be wrong to say that inferential necessity in Nvifva is
a lautologous necessity. Vvdpri necessity is not a tautological necessity,
nor the notion of vyapri is identical with the notion material implication.
Nvayva logic s different from extensional (or propositional) logic. The
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noton ol yvdpr salso different from the notion of entulment. The notion
ol entatlment in logic s formulated in various ways. Some  logicians
identity this notion with the notion of strict imphcation or logical
implication or formal implication and some fogicians niintain the
distinction between them saying that the latter involves merely the notion
ol deducibility in it, while the tormer involves, besides the notion of
deducibility, inner meaning connection. Russel uses the notion of formal
implication in a quite & dilferent way from the notion ol entailment or
strict implication, For him {romal implication is the class of material
implication, which he expresses in the form ol (x) (o x y x). Whatever
the formulation of entailment may he, there is one thing common Lo all
its variations which, [ think. is undoubtedly held that itinvolves in it the
notion ol necessity opposed o material implication and expresses an
inner logical connection between the propositions it relates, a relevince
af one proposition o the other. Its necessity cannot be captured by any
truth functional operator. Entailment is amodal notion and modal notions
are different from truth functional notions of propositional logic. Ttdoes
not depend upon the truth or falsity £ the propositions it relates. Tt
depends upon their inner Jogical structure or form, So, o say that “p
entails g is o say that ¢ is logically deducible from p. The notion of
deducibility involvess in it the notion of analyticity i stronger sense. than
the tautological necessity ol extensional fogic. Bul vvapsi relation is not
ananalytic relation (neither in strong nor in weak sense of “analyticity ).
o say that pervaded and pervader are related by vvapii is not to say that
the Latter is a fogical deduction of the former. Deducibility s different
fromoyvapti. The necessity involved in deducibility is analvac. But the
necessity involved in deductbility 1s analytic. But the necessity involved
in yvapuois synthetic. Syntheticity is not opposed to necessity. 1t s
opposed (0 analyticity. Necessity is opposed (o contingency, not
analvticity. So, Nydyva notion of inferential necessity based on vyapii is
neither a necessity ol extensional logic in tautological sense, nor is it a
necessity of modallogic. Inother words, Mvava logicisneither extensional
(or propositional) lugie, nor ts it modal fogic. The Narvavikas cannot be
accused of committing the fallacy ol circularity or peritio principii, This
could have been the case hasd vvaped been an analytic relation, Butsinee
vvapri relations are non-analytic, inferences in Nvava cannot be said to
suffer from deductive weakness.
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But when we say that inferences in Mvava are non-deductive in
character. from this it does not follow that they are mductive inlerences
Nvava inferences are not inductive inferences too, becasue they are
orounded mvvap and vvapt admits of no gap belween premises and
conclusion of a valid areument, which is the  fundamental distinctive
property of all inductive inferences. Inductive inferences always admit
ol gap between therr premises and conclusion. Tris because of this reason
their premises neither provide absolute (or conclusive) guaraniee tor the
truthof theirconclusion nordo they, with the negation of their conclusion.
mnply any contradication or logical vddity. While in Mygva the position
idifterent. Nvava interences donotsutler fronuthe inductive weakness.
A false conclusion i Myava inference does not vahidly folllow from its
true premises because ol their vyvaprd relationship opposed o inductive
mlerence Vvapri relations are necessary relations. As aresult. premises
of Nv@gve valid areument Gf true) always provide absolute suarantee (not
u deductive sensed tor the truth of their conclusion without containing in
them unplicitly or explicitly the information of conchusion. This is a
fundamental disuncitive mark o Mvava [ogic in my opinion which is
neither i mark of deductive nor inductive logie. 'Therefore, any attemp to
characterize interences in Nvava as deductive or inductive  would be o
Lross mistake.

2D Sharma'™ opines that inferences i Nvava are deductive-
inductive in character. However, he holds  the view  that the Myvava
syllogism does not involve inference cither from the universal 1o e
particular or from the particulur (o the universal. Trinvolves inference
from the particular to the particular through the uarversal. Consider. for
example. the following argument as illostrated in Nvava,

Lo This nll has tire. (pratijnd)
2. Because 1t has smoke (fretie

3. Whatever has smoke has (ire ¢.e.oan oven. Gedaftarm

40 This Il his smoke which is invariably associated with fire,
(npaavd)

5. Theretore this hill has lire. (aivaran.g

Thisurgument is. on his account, adeductive-inductive argument
hutitinvolves interence from the particular (o the particular through the
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universal, thatis, vvepri proposition " whatever has smoke hus fire™ . The
example ilustrates the truth that the universal proposition is the result
of o real induction based on the law of causation. In other words, when
we perceive the specific instances of smoke as refated o fire several
times positively and negatively without exception, we infer thereby that
whatever has smoke has fire which is, tn his opinion, nothing but an
inductive generalizanon based on the law of causality. Out of the five
propositions, two are redundant. We may casily leave out either the first
twoor the last two which are essentially the swme. The first concides with
the fifth and the second with the fourth. T we leave suteither the first two
or the last two, we find that it resembles the Arstotelian syllogism. But,
on his view, the whole argument cannot be characterized o be deductive
and formal only becuase italso involves inductive process. The univer sal
vvapti proposition “whatever has simoke has fire” results from the specific
instances of smoke asrelated to fire, This line ofargumentis, tomy mind,
not only based on the misconceived notions of deductive and inductive
inferences (which we have already seen) but also misunderstanding of
Nyddva's notions ol universal (sandnva) and particular (visesa). Accord-
g to Nvava, universals and particulars are two distinet and different
cealities. To say this is not o say that they are unrelated and belong to
two different worlds. Universals and  particulars do not belong 1o two
different worldson theirview, Tniversal isnota collection of particulars,
nor their relation is relation of whole and parts. Universal and particular
are two differerentcategories according to them. So. to identily one with
the other is to commit a mistake - Constder, for  example, vyvapr
proposition *wlhatever has smoke has fire”. This proposition is auniversal
proposition. It expresses vvaprd relation between the two universals,
simokeness and tireness, But it does not express vyapts relation between
universal and particular (i.¢. smokeness and smoke or fireness and fire)
even if they are related. Becuase universals do not include in them.
according o Nyvdvy, particulars though they inhere in particulars. To say
that universals inhere in particulars s not to say that they torm a part of
particulars. Universals do not form a part ol particulars on the Nyayu
account. They are two dilferent and distinet entitics. Since, according to
the Naivavikes, universals and particulars are two distinet and ditferent
realities, smokeness and lireness cannot be said o be a mere collection
of particular smokes and [ires. Nor caa we say that they are construcied
by our mind on the basis of particulars, Iitwere socthe Y ivikas would
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have not dadvoaled the existence of universals as distinet and dificrent
from particulars. They would have said that universals are nothing but a
collection of particulurs or mental constructions. But this they do not say,
They rather say that universals are distinet and different from particulars
and are as real as particulars. Therefore, smokeness and lireness cannot
be suid to be a collection of particular smokes and fires respectively, nor
can we say that they are construction ol our mind. If universals, on the
Nvava account, ure not a collection of particulars, nor are they construc-
tionol ourm ind. vvapif proposition “whatever has smoke has fire” cannot
logically be obtained from the conjunction of specilic instances of smoke
as related to fire through inductive generalizations nor can we interpret
1tin terms of  them. Above all, the Navavaikas never say that yvapti
propositions are derivable through inductive process. What they rather
suggest is that through inductive process vyapti can be known and
discovered. And o know or to discover veapti through inductive process
is nol to derive it from it It is knowable, according to the Naivavikas,
through s@manyalaksna and the knowledge of samanyalaksne is a kind
ol extraordinary perception. Whether the MNvava theory of extraordinary
perception is sustainable or not is not a subject matter ol the present
discussion. But whatisimportanttonote here is that their theory of vvepti
1s no way grounded in mduction. Induction rather is based on il
Therefore. itwould be incorrect (o say that vydpsi proposition “whatever
has smoke has fire” results from the specific instances of stoke as related
to fire through inductive reasoning. No vyvapli propositions are, on the
Nvave account, inductively generalized proposition, I so, the iHustrated
argument of Nvava cannot legitimately be characterized as deductive-
inductive.

The position that Nyvava logic is inductive 18 untenable from
another point of view also. To arrive at a valid inferential knowledge,
according o Nvava, one must have knowledge of paksadiarmard as
qualificd by vyapti or pardmarsa. If so, a valid inferential knowledge of
universal vvdpti “whatever has smoke has fire” would be possible only
when we know that the specific instances of smoke and fire are related
by way of vvdpni or clse we cannot validly derive universal vvapti
proposition ‘whatever his smoke has fire” trom the spectlic instances of
smoke and tire But the admission of this position would wmount to
accepting that universal vvapri proposition results from the specilic
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Vvapdl proposiiions and tnference is fronm one set ol yvapie proposilions
o another, which means vvapri proposition “whalever has snioke has fure”
ts nut the result ol the se-called inductive generalization even i il is
known and discovered throughats positive and negative spectlic instances
or the inductve process. The eround ot vvgpur fies iy reality on the Nvave
view. Whenitisknownand discovered through inductive process, itis nol
done by way ol dervation because any vabd derivation (in the Mvava
sensedalways presupposes the cognition ol vvapi. Teis rather done by
wiy of the cognitton of s specilic vegpti. Moreover, mductive generali-
satondoes notinvoelve il the notion of necessity. [tinvolves the notion
ol probability. Asaresult, Nvave accountol vvapii proposition cannot be
wentitied with inductvely generalized proposition since the notion of
viapin, according o the Navdvikas, mvolves the notion ol pecessity
which any inductively generalized proposition Lails o capture. Vvapns
proposition cannot be said to be based on the Law ol causality because
causil relation iesell s a kind ol vyapir relation on the Nvayd account.
ALl causal relations are relations of vvapsd, bul not the vice versa. All
vvapd relations are not causal relanons, for example, the relation of
universal and particular. Smokeness and smoke are related by way of
viegrs but their refation s not a causal relation. [t is rather a relation of
wherence (samavava). To say this is not o say that vvapsr relation is
wdentical with retation of inherence. All relations of inherence are
relations ol vyaptt but all vvapii selations are not relations o inhicrence,
L causal relation. Smoke and lire are related by way ol vvagid bul one
does notmhere i the other. Nether smoke is inherent in fire, noris lire
mherent i smoke

I fact, yyvapn s g geoene teeme [ includes inits meaning all
relations that mvariably connect their werms of relation: no matter what
they are Teas becuase of s reason thaet in Nvava valid inlerence the
acceptance ol premiseswith negation of conclusion always unply togical
oddity (but not in the sense ol contradictiony opposed to the so-catled

nductive inleences.
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