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Abstract. The following publication includes the translation of the paper “The Nyaya on
True Cognition (prama)” by late Mahamahopadhya pandit Visvabandhu Tarkatirtha
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aims to discuss the Nyaya conception of truth (pramatva), which is a property of cognition.
According to Gangesa, the founder of Navya-Nyaya, the truth cannot be considered as a
class-essence (jati) because there will be a defect called ‘sarnkarya’ between truth (pramatva)
and the class-essence perceptual apprehendedness (saksatva). Visvabandhu Tarkatirtha has
clarified the concepts of truth and true cognition in Navya-Nyaya, explaining the complex
character of the partitiveness of truth and introducing the definitions of such characteristics of
the object as non-pervasive (avyapya-vrtti) and pervasive (vyapya-vrtti). Moreover, he has also
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Introduction

The paper of my Panditji was presented at a seminar on Comparative
philosophy, which I organized for The Ramakrisna Mission Institute of Culture,
Kolkata, in 1998. The summary of the paper in English was presented at the
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seminar, then I translated it with my commentary for philosophers and Indologists,
as this paper contains a range of technical terms.

This paper aims to discuss the Nyaya conception of truth, which is a property
of cognition. Unlike the Western concept of correspondence, which is relational in
nature, the Nyaya philosophers do not claim that a proposition is true if it
corresponds to a fact. This is since the Nyaya does not postulate a tertiary entity
called “proposition”. Similarly, the Nyaya does not postulate ideas or images which
resemble things in the world, although they postulate relational entities which are
due to the relation between the things in the world and cognition. Truth is defined
in terms of these relational properties of cognition.

Since truth is a property of qualificative cognition, I have mentioned the Nyaya
conception of cognition, as well as the distinction between qualificative and non-
qualificative cognition, which has an affinity with Russell’s distinction between
knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description, although the Nyaya
avoids both skepticism and solipsism.

Truth, both in the east and west, is a central problem of philosophy as it bridges
the gap between epistemology and ontology. This is due to the fact that we would
like to know whether cognition or thought represents reality. It is also related to a
barrage of concepts, such as belief, knowledge, existence, fact, proposition,
statement, sentence, etc. Moreover, it is also related to morality as judging
something to be good or bad, just or unjust, depends on knowing something true
about reality. According to formal semanticists, the word ‘true’ refers to a set of
true sentences. Hence, language is a vehicle for the communication of truth.

The Nyaya philosophers have also discussed whether the word ‘true’ refers to
a class-essence (jati) which is common to all true cognitions. According to
Gangesa, the founder of Navya-Nyaya, truth (pramatva) cannot be considered as a
class-essence (jati). This is due to the fact that there will be a defect called
‘sankarya’ between truth (pramatva) and the class-essence perceptual
apprehendedness (saksatva).

It is to be noted that according to the Nyaya there are several restrictions on
jati or class-essence, and sarnkarya is one of them. In the case of sankarya defect,
there are two properties say F and G, such that F resides in the locus where G is
absent, and G resides in the locus where F is absent, although both of them reside
in the same locus. If there is sankarya defect, then at least one of them cannot be
considered as a class-essence (jati). Since both the followers of the Nyaya and their
opponents have accepted perceptual apprehendedness as a class-essence or class-
character (jati), but not the truth, so it is free from doubt.

In addition to the sankarya defect, it is pointed out that truth is partitive in
character, but a class character is non-partitive (avyapyavrtti). For example, an
animal cannot be a cow in one part and a horse in another. If an animal has cowness,
then this property pervades all the parts of this animal. Similarly, if an animal has
horseness, then it pervades all the parts of this animal. But the truth is partitive in
character. Suppose there is a piece of silver and mother-of-pearl. If a person says
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‘these are silvers’, then it expresses the cognition that both of them are silvers. It is
to be noted that this cognition is true for the silver, but false with respect to the
mother-of-pearl. Hence, the truth cannot be treated as a class essence.

To avoid the above objections and many others, Gangesa defines truth as
‘tadvati tat-prakaraka-anubhavah prama’ (an apprehension or cognition is true if
the ‘that’ of the that-possessor is the chief qualifier of this cognition). This means
the same as ‘taddharmavadvisesyakatve sati tatprakaraka-anubhavah prama’
(a cognition is true if it is apprehension and the qualificand of this cognition is the
possessor of the chief relational qualifier at the cognitive level). Panditji has also
claimed that the property of being the qualificand and the property of being the
qualifier are related by the relation of mutual determiner-determined (paraspara-
nirupya-nirupaka).

About the late Mahamahopadhya Pandit Visvabandhu Tarkatirtha
(1916—2006)

Well-versed in Advaita Vedanta and Mimamsa, Pandit Visvabandhu
Tarkatirtha was the last surviving scholar of the Bengal School of Navya-Nyaya.
He came to Kolkata in 1930 and stayed and studied with his guru Pandit Ananta
Kumar Tarkatirtha for several years. After retirement from Sanskrit College, Tol
Department, Kolkata, he taught at Jadavpur University and Visva-Bharati
University. After being appointed as a part-time research professor at the
Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture, Kolkata, he supervised PhD students and
wrote a book Tattvacintamani: Anyathakhyativada.

He taught contemporary comparative philosophers/Sanskritists, such as Bimal
Krishna Matilal, Sibajiban Bhattacharcrya, and Jitendra Nath Mohanty. He was
creative, as some of the problems of contemporary logic and philosophy of
language were addressed from the tradition of Navya-Nyaya.

His scholarly works include the following: Pramannyavadah Harirama
Tarkavagisa, with a commentary in Sanskrit, Prabha; Bengali works: Abhaviya
Pratiyogita, Samavaya Laksana Vicara, Akhhyativada, Bharatiya Dar§ane Duhkha,
Vyakti Vacaka Pada va Proper Name, Anuvyavasaya, Pramar Laksana, Jiiana
Samvedana, Nyayamate Katipaya Pada O Tadvacya, Svariipa Sambandha,
Pramana; In Sanskrit: Indriyananatva-Vimarsah, Pratibadhya-Pratibandhaka
Bhava, Sabdabodha. The above Bengali and Sanskrit articles were published in
various journals, beginning in 1954. His works have generated new creative
philosophical activity in India as well as in other countries.

Translation

We desire those objects which will be beneficial to us or by means which we
can avoid untoward consequences. It is to be noted that the methods for acquiring
these objects should be within our means (1). For example, a thirsty person having
observed water will proceed towards it. Knowledge plays an important role in our
desire or intention. In this example, the thirsty person remembers that his/her thirst
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was quenched after drinking water in the past. Moreover, he/she has the cognition
that this water is of the same type which has quenched his/her thirst in the past.
He/She understands that the water, which is in front of him/her and which is of the
same type as the previous one, would also quench his/her thirst. Hence having
cognized it as something which will quench his/her thirst he/she proceeds towards
it. This is how we engage ourselves towards the acquisition of the desired objects.

But the things, which we acquire after a lot of effort or which require a lot of
sacrifices, deserve special consideration as we have to determine whether the
cognitions on which our acquisition depends are reliable or not. In other words, we
need to know whether the things which we think to be beneficial to us are really
beneficial. Hence we need to consider whether these cognitions are true. When we
come to know the truth of these cognitions, we intend to acquire even those things
which require much effort or sacrifices. Hence it follows that the cognition of truth
is a presupposition for our desire to acquire things even if the acquisition of those
things requires a lot of effort. Therefore, the question is: What is the nature of this
truth which resides in a cognition? (2)

As an answer to this question, some philosophers claim that truth is the class-
essence (jati) of true cognitions. As a class-essence of qualities resides in every
quality but does not reside in anything else, so does the truth. In other words, the
truth which is a class-essence resides in true cognitions only. Hence it distinguishes
true cognitions from everything else and thereby becomes the differentia of true
cognitions.

As a critic of this view Ganges$a, the author of Tattvacintamani, claims that
truth cannot be considered as a class-essence (jati). If we consider it as a class-
essence, then it will be infected with a defect known as ‘sankarya’. This is due to
the class-essence called ‘perceptual apprehendedness’ (‘saksatva’) (3). In the case
of 'sankara' defect there are two properties such that one resides in the locus where
the other is absent, although both of them reside in the same locus (4). In the case
of this type of defect both of them cannot be considered as class-essences. Hence at
least one of them is not a class-essence. In our above example, a true inferential
cognition is characterized by truth (pramatva), but not by perceptual
apprehendedness (saksatva). An erroneous perceptual cognition is characterized by
perceptual apprehendedness, but not by truth. Again, both of them occur in true
perceptual cognition. Since these two properties are characterized by both having
the same locus and by occurring in the locus (or loci) of each other’s absences, the
sankarya defect would occur. It is due to this defect the perceptual apprehendedness
would be a class-essence but not the truth (5).

Gangesa has also put forward another argument against the view that truth is a
class-essence. A class-essence cannot be partitive. For example, an animal cannot
be a cow in one part and a horse in another. But if a class-essence is partitive in
character, then the same animal would have cowness in one part and horseness in
another. Hence it cannot be said to be either a cow or a horse. On the contrary, if an
animal has cowness, then it pervades all the parts of it. Similarly, if an animal has
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horseness, then it pervades all the parts of it. Hence a class-essence does not reside
in one of the parts of an individual. But the truth is partitive in character. Hence it
cannot be treated as a class-essence. In the presence of a piece of silver and mother-
of-pearl if a person says, ‘these are silvers’, or ‘This is silver and that is also silver’,
then he/she cognizes both of them as silvers. This cognition is false for the mother-
of-pearl, but true with respect to the piece of silver. Hence it has truth in one respect
and absence of truth in another. Since we have to accept the same conjunctive
cognition as having truth in one respect and absence of truth in another respect, the
truth will be considered as partitive in character. Hence it cannot be treated as a
class-essence (6).

Now the opponents of the Nyaya argue in the following way. An object,
positive or negative, is non-pervasive (avyapya-vrtti) if it resides in the same locus
where its absence resides (7). On the contrary, if it cannot reside in the same locus
where its absence resides, then it is called ‘pervasive’ (‘vyapya-vrtti’). Hence a
quality, an action, or a class-essence becomes non-pervasive if it resides in the same
locus where its absence resides. But if it does not reside in the same locus where its
absence resides, then it is pervasive in character. According to our previous
argument both truth and its absence reside in the same locus. This is because a
conjunctive cognition has truth in one respect and its absence in another respect.

The opponents claim that truth is a class-essence even if it is non-pervasive in
character. But the followers of the Nyaya claim that there is no proof in favor of the
view that a class-essence could be non-pervasive. Class-essences such as potness,
which are established by perception, are always pervasive in nature. They are never
non-pervasive. The view that a class-essence is non-pervasive cannot be
substantiated by an inference as it requires a piece of evidence in its favor. Hence
there is no evidence in favor of a class-essence being non-pervasive. Therefore, if
the truth is considered non-pervasive, it cannot be said to be a class-essence. In this
context the following rule may be stated: That which is non-pervasive can never be
pervasive, for example, conjunction, sound, etc.; and that which is pervasive can
never be non-pervasive, for example, potness, clothness, etc.

The supporters of the view that truth is a class-essence may claim that there is
a deviation from this rule in the case of the never-type of absence of a conjunction
(8). There is only one never-type of absence of conjunction. It resides in a substance
as non-pervasive. This is due to the fact that the conjunction which resides in a
substance is limited by a unique limitor, but the absence of the same conjunction
limited by some other limitor resides in the same substance. Hence the same
conjunction and its absence reside in the same substance, although they are limited
by different limitors (9). For this reason the occurrence of the same conjunction
becomes non-pervasive. Again, since conjunction does not reside in quality, the
occurrence of the never-type of absence of conjunction becomes pervasive. Since
the same never-type of absence of conjunction resides in a substance as non-
pervasive but in quality as pervasive, it is evident that there is a deviation from the
above rule. Hence this rule is not tenable. The following rule is to be accepted: If
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the same object occurs both as positive and negative, then it is non-pervasive; and
if it occurs only as positive or negative, but not both, then it is pervasive. This is
how we have to determine the pervasiveness or the non-pervasiveness of an object.
Hence, the pervasiveness or the non-pervasiveness of an object cannot be
determined in terms of the category to which it belongs. The acceptance of this law
will rule out the deviation mentioned in the case of the never-type of absence of
conjunction. Since we apprehend both the conjunction and its never-type of absence
in the same object, it is to be considered as non-pervasive. Again, since we
apprehend the never-type of absence of conjunction in quality and do not apprehend
the conjunction in it, the never-type of absence of conjunction is to be considered
as pervasive in character. Hence there is no deviation mentioned previously if we
accept this law.

A positive entity and its absence are mutually exclusive. Usually, they do not
reside in the same locus. The cases where they reside in the same locus require some
explanation. The non-pervasive objects, such as conjunction, reside in the same
locus. Suppose a monkey is on the top of a tree. The top of the tree has the relation
of conjunction with the monkey, but we apprehend the absence of the conjunction
with the monkey at the bottom of the same tree. Hence we do not apprehend both
the presence and the absence of the conjunction relation with the monkey at the
same place. They appear at different parts of the tree. The portion of the tree where
we apprehend the relation of conjunction with a monkey is called ‘the limitor of the
conjunction with the monkey’, and the portion of the tree where we apprehend the
absence of the conjunction with the monkey is called ‘the limitor of the absence of
conjunction with the monkey’. From this discussion, it follows that even if a non-
pervasive object and its absence reside in the same locus it is limited by different
limitors. But in the case of a cognition we cannot say that it has both truth and its
absence. This is due to the fact that a part is a limitor and only a substance has parts.
Since cognition is a quality, it has no parts. Hence it cannot have parts as its limitors.
Therefore, we cannot say that one portion of a cognition has truth and another
portion the absence of truth. Hence, the truth cannot be said to be non-pervasive. It
is a pervasive property.

Now the opponents raise the question of whether the concept of part can be
applied to cognition. That by means of which the same property-possessor can be
conceived to have contradictory properties may be used as a part in this context. In
the case of cognition, its objects are to be considered as parts. In the presence of a
piece of silver and mother-of-pearl, the perceptual cognition, these are silvers, is
partly true and partly false. It is true in respect of silver, but false in respect of the
mother-of-pearl. Similar is the case with the cognition of the mountain has fire and
the lake has fire. It is true in respect of the mountain having fire, but false in respect
of the lake having fire. Hence the objects of cognition are the limitors for the use of
truth and falsehood.

But this conclusion is also not tenable. This is because the part which is the
pervaded of the limited becomes the limitor (10). Otherwise, the bottom of the tree
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would be the limitor even if the conjunction characterizes the top of the tree. For
this season the pervaded portion of the limited is called ‘the limitor’. In our above
example, there are silvers, truth is the limited, but the mother-of-pearl which is the
qualificand (11) is not its pervaded. This is because in this erroneous cognition of
silver, the mother-of-pearl is the qualificand and it does not have the limited truth.
Hence we cannot accept the mother-of-pearl, which is the qualificand, as the limitor
of truth.

Now it may be said that the limitor of truth is the property of not cognizing as
the qualifier, which has not occurred in the qualificand (12). In other words, if a
qualifier, say F, does not characterize the qualificand of cognition, then the absence
of having the qualifier 7 becomes the limitor of truth. That which occurs in the
qualificand of true cognition is the qualifier. That which does not occur in its
qualificand cannot be treated as its qualifier. Hence a true cognition has the property
of not having the qualifier which has not occurred in the qualificand. This property
is to be considered as the limitor of the truth of cognition.

Consider the cognition of this as silver. In this true cognition silverness is
present in the qualificand this. The properties, such as nacreness, which are not
present, have not occurred as qualifiers in this cognition. For this reason this
cognition has the property of not having the qualifiers which have not occurred in
the qualificand. Hence it has this property as the limitor of truth. But a false
cognition has the property of having the qualifier, which has not occurred in the
qualificand. This property would be the limitor of falsehood. The cognition of a is
F is false if F has not occurred in a. Therefore, this cognition has falsehood which
is limited by the property of having the qualifier which has not occurred in the
qualificand. Consider the cognition of this is silver in the presence of mother-of-
pearl. In this cognition, silverness is the qualifier which has not occurred in the
mother-of-pearl. Hence this cognition has the property of having the qualifier which
has not occurred in the qualificand. Therefore, this property is to be considered as
the limitor of falsehood.

But this explanation is also not plausible. This is due to the fact that the
acceptance these limitors would be sufficient for the use of truth or falsehood.
Hence there is no need to consider truth as a class-essence.

Those who consider truth to be a class-essence claim that all true cognitions
have only one class-essence called ‘truth’. The same truth is used differently
depending upon the second term of true cognition. Since there are different true
cognitions, there are different uses of the same truth. Consider the true cognition of
this is silver. In this true cognition, there is the use of the truth which is qualified
by silverness which is the second term of this cognition (13) (rajatatva
pratiyogika pramatva). Similarly, in the true cognition of this is a mother-of-pearl,
there is the use of truth which is qualified by nacreness which is the second term
(Suktitva pratiyogika pramatva). Hence in a true cognition, such as this is silver,
there is either the use of the unqualified truth (suddha pramatva) or the use of the
truth qualified by the property of having silverness as the second term (rajatatva
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pratiyogikatvavisista pramatva), although the truth is a class-essence. Hence there
cannot be the use of truth which is qualified by nacreness which is its second term
(Suktitva-pratiyogikatvavisista-pramatva).

Now an objection may be raised in the following way. If truth is one property,
then the truth which is qualified by having silverness as the second term would be
identical with the truth which is qualified by having nacreness as the second term.
Hence, in the true cognition of this is silver, if there is truth qualified by the property
of having silverness as its second term (rajatatva-pratiyogitva-visista-pramatva),
then there must be the truth which is qualified by having nacreness as the second
term (Suktitva-pratiyogikatvavisista-pramatva). This is due to the fact that they are
not different (14).

In reply, the supporters of the view that truth is a class-essence claim that the
problem of oneness of truth can be solved in the way the Nyaya-Vaisesika solves
the problem of oneness of the relation of inherence. According to the Nyaya-
Vai$esika inherence is one entity. The inherence relation which relates the color to
earth, water, and fire, is the same as the inherence relation which relates touch to
air or a sound to ether. Now an objection has been raised in the following way. If
the inherence of color is the same as the inherence of touch, then the inherence of
color must be in the air as well. In other words, we have to claim that air has a color.
To avoid this type of undesirable consequence, the Nyaya philosophers claim that
the relation is the property of being the locus of inherence qualified by having color
as its second term (ripa-pratiyogikatva-visista-samavaya) (15). This resides in the
earth, water, and fire. Since the relation of color resides in these objects, we cognize
color in these objects. Air also has the relation of inherence, but the property of
being the locus of inherence which is qualified by having color as its second term
resides only in the earth, water, and fire. It does not reside in air or ether. We accept
the property of being the locus of inherence which is qualified by having color as
its second term. This is due to the fact that we cognize earth having this property,
water having this property, and fire having this property. Since we do not cognize
the property of being the locus of inherence qualified by having color as its second
term in air and other objects, we do not accept the presence of this property in these
objects.

This is how we have to explain the truth. The relation of truth qualified by
having silverness as its second term (rajatatva-pratiyogitva-visista-pramatva) is the
property of being the locus (adhikaranatva) of truth qualified by having silverness
as its second term. This property resides in the true cognition the qualifier of which
is silverness (rajatatva-prakaraka-pramajiiana). Hence the use of truth qualified
by having silverness as its second term is present in the true cognition, the qualifier
of which is silverness. It cannot be used anywhere else. This is how our use of truth
can be explained. Hence we can accept truth as the class-essence which resides in
all true cognitions.

Now the following objection has been raised against this view. It is claimed
that in the true cognition which has silverness as its second term (rajatatva
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pratiyogika pramajiiana) there should be cognition of truth which has nacreness as
its second term (rarngatva pratiyogika pramatva buddhi). The property of being the
locus (adhikaranatva) limited by the property of being existence qualified by being
other than quality (gunanyatvavisista-sattatvacchinna) does not reside in quality.
Hence there is no cognition of a quality possessing existence, which is qualified by
being other than a quality (gunanyatvavisista-sattavan-gunah). But existence has
the property of being the occurrent which is determined by a quality (guna-niripita-
vrttitva). This is due to the fact that quality has existence. It is to be noted that
existence (satta) and existence qualified by being other than a quality
(gunanyatvavisista-satta) are not different. This is due to fact that the expression
‘the existence qualified by being other than a quality’ (‘gunanyatvavisista-satta’)
means the same as ‘the existence which has the same locus as difference
from quality’ (guna-bheda-samanadhikarana-satta) (16). The existence
qualified by having the same locus as difference from a quality (guna-bheda-
samanadhikaranyavisista-satta) is not different from pure existence.

If we claim that pure existence is different from this type of qualified existence,
then pure existence will not be available as existence is always qualified by some
property or the other. Hence pure existence cannot be exemplified as it is not
different from qualified existence. For this reason, we have to accept the cognition
of existence qualified by being other than quality in quality (gune-
gunanyatvavisista-satta), although we do not have the cognition of a quality
possessing existence which is qualified by being other than a quality
(gunanyatvavisista-sattavan-gunah). This is due to the fact that in the cognition of
a quality possessing existence qualified by being other than a quality
(gunanyatvavisista-sattavan-gunah), the property of being the substratum
(adhikaranata) limited by the property of being existence qualified by other than a
quality (gunanyatvavisista-sattatvacchinna) does not become the object or content
(17). The rule for the substratum is the following:

If there is a difference in substratum, then there is a difference in the property
of being the substratum.

Now it is claimed that there is no cognition of a quality possessing existence
qualified by being other than a quality (gunanyatvavisista-sattavan-gunah). For this
reason, we cannot accept in quality the property of being the substratum
(adhikaranata) which is limited by the property of being existence qualified by
being other than a quality (gunanyatvavisista-sattatvacchinna) (18). But in the
cognition, corresponding to the sentence ‘the existence qualified by being other
than a quality resides in a quality’ (‘gune-gunanyatvavisista-satta’), the pure
existence has the property of being the superstratum (@dheyata) determined by the
property of being the substratum residing in a quality (guna-nistha-adhikaranata-
nirupita). Since pure existence is not different from the qualified existence, the
property of being the superstratum residing in pure existence (Suddhasatta-nistha-
adheyata) also resides in the qualified existence. This is due to the fact that there is
only one superstratum. Hence there is only one property of being the superstratum.
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For this reason, the followers of the Nyaya, such as Mathuranatha, have accepted
the cognition of existence qualified by being other than a quality residing in a
quality (gune-gunanyatvavisista-satta).

Now, this technique may be applied to our discussion of true cognitions, as
there is a class-essence truth (pramdtva) in every true cognition. It is claimed that
there will not be the true cognition of silverness as its second term
possessing nacreness as its second term (rajatatva-pratiyogika-pramatvavati-
rangatvapratiyogika-prama), although truth is one (19). But there would be
cognition of the truth, whose second term is nacreness, residing in the true cognition
the second term of which is silverness (rajatatva-pratiyogika-pramayam-
rangatvapratiyogika-pramatvam). But the Nyaya philosophers do not accept the
presence of truth whose second term is nacreness (rangatvapratiyogika-
pramatvam) in the true cognition whose second term is silverness (rajatatva-
pratiyogika-pramatvam) (20). Hence the view that there is one truth in all true
cognitions is not tenable.

There is another alternative. It may be suggested that each true cognition has
its truth. For example, there is one truth in the true cognition which has silverness
as its second term (rajatatva-pratiyogika-pramdjiana), and there is another truth
that resides in the true cognition which has nacreness as its second term
(rangatvapratiyogika-pramajnana). Hence there would be as many truths (class-
essences) as there are true cognitions. Now the Nyaya philosophers claim that this
alternative suffers from sankarya defect. This can be demonstrated in the following
way. In the true cognition which has silverness as its second term, there is an
absence of truth which has nacreness as its second term. Again, in the true cognition
which has nacreness as its second term, there is an absence of truth that has
silverness as its second term. But in a true conjunctive cognition, such as this is
silver and that is nacre, the truth which has silverness as its second term and the
truth which has nacreness as its second term have the same locus. For this reason,
there would be sankarya defect.

From our above discussion, it follows that we cannot accept one truth as the
class-essence which occurs in every true cognition. Nor can we accept the view that
there are as many truths (class-essences) as there are true cognitions, which are
individuated by their second terms. For this reason, it is difficult to substantiate the
view that truth is a class-essence.

To avoid these difficulties, Gangesa in his book Tattvacintamani defines truth
as follows: A cognition is true (prama) if it is apprehension and the property which
is the qualifier of this apprehension resides in the property-possessor which is the
qualificand of this apprehension (21). (In a non-technical language, this definition
may be stated in the following way:

The cognition a is F'is true if it is apprehension and F belongs to a, where F'is
the qualifier and a is the qualificand)

This definition is applicable to the apprehension this is silver if there is a silver.
This is due to the fact that silverness is the qualifier of this apprehension and that
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which is the possessor of silverness i.e. a genuine piece of silver, is the qualificand
of this cognition (22). But this definition is not applicable to an erroneous
apprehension, such as ‘This is silver’ when there is mother-of-pearl. In this
apprehension, silverness is the qualifier (prakaraka) at the cognitive level, but the
silver-possessor is not the qualificand (visesyaka) at the cognitive level. In this case,
the mother-of-pearl is the qualificand (visesyaka). For this reason, this cognition is
not true. Hence the apprehension in which silverness is the qualifier and the
silverness-possessor, i.e. silver, is the qualificand has the status of truth. Similarly,
the apprehension in which nacreness is the qualifier and the nacreness-possessor is
the qualificand would be true.

It is be noted that in this definition the word ‘anubhava’ (‘apprehension’)
occurs. It means cognition which is different from a memory-cognition. Now the
question is: What is the need for the word ‘anubhava’ (‘apprehension’) in the
definition? In reply, it is said that if the word ‘anubhava’ is excluded from the
definition of ‘prama’, then the definition would be applicable to memory-cognition
which is due to correct apprehension (yathartha-anubhava-jiiana) (23). Hence the
definition would suffer from the defect called ‘ativyapti’ (‘overcoverage’).

Now an objection may be raised in the following way: If a memory-cognition,
which is due to a previous true apprehension, is also true, then what is the harm in
treating it also as prama (valid)? Why should it not be included within the scope of
the definition of ‘prama’?

In reply, it is said that the special instrumental cause of valid cognition
(pramajniana) is called ‘pramana’ (24). All the schools of Indian philosophy have
accepted this meaning of the word ‘pramana’. If a memory-cognition is also treated
as pramad (valid), then its instrumental cause, which is either the previous
apprehension (anubhava) or the energized disposition (udbuddha-samskara),
should also be treated as another pramana (special instrumental cause). This would
violate the law of parsimony. For this reason a memory cognition is not considered
as prama (valid) in this technical sense of the word.

But this definition is also not adequate, as it applies to opposite erroneous
cognition (viparita-bhrama). Hence it suffers from the defect of overcourage
(ativyapti). Consider a nacre (mother-of-pearl) and a piece of silver. In an opposite
error which is a conjunctive cognition, the nacre (mother-of-pearl) is cognized as
silver and the latter is cognized as a nacre (mother-of-pearl). In the first conjunct,
the nacre (mother-of-pearl) is the qualificand and silverness is the qualifier, but in
the second conjunct the silver is the qualificand and nacreness is the qualifier. Now
let us apply the definition of prama to this erroneous conjunctive cognition. If we
consider the first conjunct, then the nacre (mother-of-pearl), the possessor of
nacreness, is the qualificand, and if we consider the second conjunct, then nacreness
is the qualifier. Hence this erroneous cognition has nacreness as the qualifier and
the possessor of nacreness as the qualificand. Similarly, if we consider the second
conjunct then silver, the possessor of silverness, is the qualificand, and if we
consider the first conjunct, then silverness is the qualifier. Hence this cognition has
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silver as the qualificand and nacreness as the qualifier (25). Since the definition of
truth applies to this erroneous conjunctive cognition, it is infected with the defect
of ativyapti (overcourage).

To avoid this defect, it is claimed that the property of being the qualificand and
the property of being the qualifier are related by the relation of mutual determiner-
determined (paraspara-niripya-niripaka) (26).

In other words, the property of being the qualifier is determined by the property
of being the qualificand, and the latter is determined by the former.

Hence this condition is to be included in the definition of prama. Therefore,
the property of being the qualifier residing in silverness is determined by the
property of being the qualificand residing in the possessor of silverness. Similarly,
the property of being the qualifier residing in nacreness is determined by the
property of being the qualificand residing in the nacre (mother-of-pearl). But this
does not happen in an opposite erroneous cognition. As regards the method for
determining the qualificand and the qualifier of our cognition, the Nyaya relies on
our apprehension.

Therefore, to determine the truth of cognition, we have to find out which
property of being the qualifier is determined by which property of being the
qualificand. Here also we have to rely on our apprehension (27).

Explanatory Notes

(1) Almost all the systems of Indian philosophy claim that desire is due to the
cognition that the object of desire is more conducive to pleasure than pain. In other
words, if a person desires X, then he/she has the cognition that x will not give rise
to undesirable consequences or pain, but will yield desirable consequences or
happiness. If there are two alternatives, say x and y, then there will be cognition
that y on balance is not as good as x. This complex cognition is a causal condition
of our desire for x. In technical language of Indian philosophers, these two
cognitions are called ‘istasadhanatajiiana’ and ‘balavattaranistajanakatvajiiana’.
Hence the desire for x follows this complex cognition. The mental effort (krti) for
x follows the desire for x. The latter is a causal condition for the former. Again the
mental effort (krti) is a causal condition of physical effort (cesta), which in turn is
a causal condition of action (kriya). This causal process has been mentioned in the
following oft-quoted sloka (verse): jiuanajanya bhavediccha, icchajanyda bhavet
krtih, krtijanya bhavet cesta cestajanya bhavet kriya.

A few more mental processes are also to be included in this causal series. It is
claimed that cikirsa or inclination to fulfill the desire is a causal condition of krti or
mental effort. Hence cikirsa comes between desire (iccha) and mental effort (krti).
Again the cognition that the object of desire can be attained through our effort
(kritisadhyatvajiiana) is considered a causal condition of inclination to fulfill the
desire (cikirsa). As regards the types of mental effort (krti), all the schools have
accepted pravrtti (mental effort towards an object) and nivrtti (mental effort to
withdraw from an object). But many philosophers have accepted jivanayoni or
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mental effort for the sustainment of one’s life in addition to pravrtti and nivrtti. It
is regarded as an invisible mental state [1. P. 406].

From the above discussion, it follows that our choice, desire, or effort is
dependent upon certain beliefs or cognitions. If the cognition, say S, is causally
related to the object of desire, say x, then the same cognition cannot be a cause of

another object of desire, say y. Hence our choice or desire is determined by certain
beliefs.

(2) It is to be noted that Indian philosophers, by and large, consider a
qualificative cognition to be true or false. The Nyaya has also distinguished
qualificative and non-qualificative cognitions. The Nyaya concept of qualificative
cognition can be expressed by a complex expression of the form ‘aRb’. A
qualificative cognition involves necessarily at least three elements, viz., a
qualificand, a qualifier, and a relation of the latter to the former. This relation at the
cognitive level might be called the ‘qualification relation’. The simplest
qualificative cognition has as its object, say, a table together with tableness in a
certain relation. This complex is expressed by the expression ‘a table’, and
described by the more complex expression ‘tableness inheres in a particular table-
individual’. Both tableness and the particular table are cognized as such at the level
of non-qualificative cognition, but not the relation between them. It is also claimed
that the cognition of tableness is a cause of the cognition of a particular table qualified
by tableness. But the cognition of the relation of inherence which relates tableness to
a particular table is not a causal condition of it. If the relation is also considered a
causal condition, then there would be an infinite regress. For cognition of the relation
would involve the cognition of its two terms (or relata). Hence both the terms would
also be causal conditions. Therefore, all the three elements, viz., a particular table,
tableness, and the relation of inherence, would be causal conditions of this
qualificative cognition. Since the relation is cognized along with its terms, the cause
of the cognition of a table qualified by tableness would be the cognition of a table
qualified by tableness. Similarly, the cause of the latter cognition would be another
cognition of a table qualified by tableness, and so on. To stop this regress, the Nyaya
claims that the cognition of a relation is not a causal condition of a qualificative
cognition. (For a detailed discussion, see [2. P. 259—263]).

Western philosophers, by and large, consider a judgment, a belief, a proposition,
a statement, or a sentence to be true or false. Since a judgment involves concepts, such
as subject-concept and predicate-concept, this view would postulate certain entities in
addition to the things in the world. If belief is a set of judgments, then the objections
against judgment would be equally applicable to this view as well. If we postulate
propositions as bearers of truth and falsehood, like Brentano, Bolzano, and Husserl,
then we end up with the postulation of eternal tertiary entities, which are neither
physical nor mental or psychological. If we consider a statement as true or false, then
a statement, being the use of a sentence, would depend on a linguistic entity. This view
would be highly restrictive or counterintuitive, as deaf and mute persons, babies, and
those who do not know any language will not have the idea of truth and falsehood.
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Hence the view which assigns truth and falsehood to sentences only would be equally
restrictive or counterintuitive. In this respect, the Nyaya view has an edge over
Western views, as a qualificative cognition consists of a set of relational entities, which
are due to relations with the things in the world, internal or external. In the technical
language, they are called visayitas.

(3) The property expressed by the word “saksatva” characterizes perceptual
apprehensions, true or false. It is a unique property of perceptual cognitions only.
Hence the cognitions generated by visual, tactual, auditory, olfactory and gustatory
sense-organs are characterized by directness.

(4) Suppose F and G are properties, but a, b, and ¢ are loci. In the case of samkara
defect the following holds good:

1) ais F,butnot G,

i1) bis G, butnot F, and

iii) cis both Fand G

The following example may be cited from the Nyaya ontology. Consider the
relation between earthness and sense-organness. Earthness resides in physical objects
such as a table, but sense-organness does not reside in these objects. Now consider
gustatory sense-organ. It is characterised by sense-organness but not by earthness.
Now consider the olfactory sense-organ. It is characterised by both earthness and
sense-organness.

It is to be noted that, according to the Nyaya, if two class-essences have the same
extension, then they are identical and the expressions for them are synonymous. For
example, ghatatva (potness) and kalasatva (jarness). In other words, both the
expressions have the same meaning and reference. Now consider the relation between
‘gotva’ (‘cowness’) and ‘galakambalavatva’ (‘the property of having dewlap’).These
two expressions have the same extension, but not the same meaning. Since a class-
essence is an indivisible property, gotva (cowness) is to be considered a class-essence.

Since the expression ‘galakambalavatva’ (‘the property of having dewlap’)
refers to a complex property, it cannot be treated as a class-essence. Hence we do not
have two class-essences (jatis) for the same class.

An individual belongs to several classes which are expressed by natural kind
terms. For example, an object is a jar as well as a substance. Hence it has both jarness
(ghtatva) and substanceness (dravyatva). Since both of them are class-essences, they
do not have the same extension. The Nyaya claims that they are related by pervader-
pervaded (vyava-vyapaka) relation. Hence jarness is the pervaded and substaceness is
the pervader. Hence the sentence ‘(x) (Fx © Gx)’ would be true if F”stands for jarness
and ‘G’ for substanceness. In other words, one class is a proper subset of another class.
In the case of samkara defect this condition does not hold good, as one of them is not
pervaded by the other. For this reason both of them cannot be considered class-
essences.

(5) On this point one may ask whether we can consider truth (pramatva) as the
class-essence but not the perceptual apprehendedness (saksarva). As an answer to this
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question, it is claimed that both the followers of the Nyaya and their opponents have
accepted perceptual apprehendedness as a class-character, but not truth. Hence the
acceptance of perceptual apprehendedness as a class-essence is free from doubt. For
this reason the Nyaya accepts the latter as a class-essence but not the former.

(6) In this context it is to be noted that the Nyaya logicians have not used the
word ‘and’ in the way Western logicians have used it. A conjunctive cognition, such
as p and ¢, would be true, according to Western logicians, if both of them are true;
otherwise false. Hence if p is true but ¢ is false, the conjunctive cognition is false. On
the contrary, the Nyaya philosophers consider it to be true in one respect but false in
another. They claim that if it is treated as false because of the falsity of one conjunct,
then it may, by the same token, be treated as true, as one of the conjuncts is true. This
1s how the Nyaya would justify the claim that a conjunctive cognition of this sort as a
whole cannot be treated as true or false.

(7) A property (dharma) is defined in the following way:

x is a property = Df. (Ey)(y is a locus of x).
The following diagram represents the Nyaya concept of property (dharma):

Properties (Nyaya — Vaisesika)

| | |
Qi Particularities Universals Absences
ualities:
24 types:
color, taste,
2g1uer:|<;l,tzﬁf:k’3er, Indivisible: Divisible:
magnitude, dis- for example, for example, the Not Never
tinctness, con- the uniquenesses property of being yet type type
junction, sepa- of ultimate atomic the present Prime v
. parts Minister of New
ration, remote- Zealand | No-more type ‘ IDifference l
ness, nearness,
heaviness, fluid-
ity, viscidity, - | |
cognition, Actions: Simple or indivisible Simple or indivisible Complex objects
pleasure, pain, 5 type's: class-characters which characters which are residing in many
desire, aver- throw!ng upward, are related to their loci not related to their loci places: for exam-
sion, effort, dis- throwmg downward, by the relation of inher- by the relation of in- ple, tables, chairs,
position, merit c.ontractlon, expan- ence (jatis): herence: for example, human beings,
and demerit sion, and locomotion for example, absenceness, knowabil-| |etc.
horseness, humanity, ity, etc.
redness, etc.

It is to be noted that a class-character (jati) cannot be identified with the Western
concept of universal. This is due to the fact that a class-character (jati) is eternal and
resides in its instances by the relation of inherence. But there is another concept of
universal (samanya) which is much wider than that of class-character, as it includes
properties that are not related to their loci by the relation of inherence. Moreover,
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complex objects residing in several places are also treated as universals. According to
the Nyaya ontology, the ultimate particularities belong to eternal objects, atomic or
ubiquitous. The particularity or the uniqueness of a non-eternal object, such as a table,
is a function of the ultimate uniquenesses of its ultimate parts. They are properties, but
not universals. Hence there is a distinction between the terms ‘jati’, ‘samanya’, and
‘dharma’. (See also [3. P. 66—70]).

(8) It is to be noted that according to the Nyaya there are negative entities, in
addition to several types of positive entities. A negative entity has a two-fold
dependence on a positive entity. If x represents a positive entity, then not-x would
represent a negative entity, provided x is not a universal property, such as existence or
knowability. Moreover, not-x resides somewhere, which is a positive entity. The
negatum x is called ‘conterpositive’ and is characterised by the property of being the
counterpositive. If x is known through perception, then not-x or absence of x is also
known through perception.

Regarding the types of negation, the Nyaya philosophers have accepted
relational absence, and mutual absence or difference. The distinction between them
can be drawn in terms of the limiting relation of the property of being the
counterpositive which resides in the negatum. At the linguistic level these negations
can be represented by the following forms:

1) x is not in y or x does not occur in y, not-x is in y.

2) x is not y or x is different from y.

(1) represents relational absence and (2) represents mutual absence. In (1) not-
x occurs in the locus y, and x is the counterpositive of not-x. The property of being
the counterpositive residing in x (i.e., the role of x) is limited by both x-ness and an
occurrence-exacting relation. In other words, both x-ness and an occurrence-
exacting relation are modes of presentation of x. Here x-ness is the property-limitor
and an occurrence-exacting relation is the relation-limitor.

In (2) y is the counterpositive, i.e., the negatum, and the property of being the
counterpositive residing in y is limited by both y-ness and the relation of identity.
So the relation of identity is the limiting relation of the property of being the
counter-positive.

Most Nyaya philosophers have accepted three types of relational absence:

1) The relational absence of an object before its production is the not-yet type
of absence (pragabhava). The absence of a table before its production is present in
its parts. The cognition of this absence can be expressed by the sentence ‘A table
will be produced in these parts’. When the table is produced, the not-yet type of
absence does not exist in its part. Since it cannot exist anywhere else, it ceases to
exist. This type of absence has no beginning, but has an end. Since we are not
asserting the absence of all tables, but the absence of the table which will be
produced, the property of being the counterpositive is limited not by a generic
property like tableness, but by a specific property like a particular blue colour and
tableness. As regards the limiting relation of the property of being the
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counterpositive, there is some difference of opinion among the Nyaya philosophers.
It is claimed that since the table has not yet been produced, the property of being
the counterpositive is not limited by any relation. But the old Nyaya has accepted a
temporal relation as the limiting relation of the property of being the
counterpositive. If the absence of the table is in its parts at #» and the table is
produced in the parts at 7+, then obviously the table is related to its parts by the
relation of posterior existence. This temporal relation of posterior existence is
considered as the limiting relation of the property of being the counterpositive. But
the followers of the Navya-Nyaya do not subscribe to this view.

i1) The second type of relational absence refers to an object after its destruction.
It may be called ‘the no-more type of absence’ (‘dhvamsa’). The absence of a
particular table when it is destroyed is present in its parts. Since the destruction of
a particular table does not imply the destruction of all tables, the property of being
the counterpositive is limited, not by a generic property, but by a specific property
of the table which has been destroyed. As regards the limiting relation, here also
there is difference of opinion among the Nyaya philosophers. The followers of the
Navya-Nyaya do not accept any limiting relation, while the followers of the old
Nyaya have accepted a temporal relation as the limiting relation. If the destruction
of a particular table is the separation of its parts, then the whole table ceases to exist
at time, say, tx,, when it is destroyed. If ‘ceases to exist at time #’ is explained as
‘existent at time #»-1’, then the parts are related to the table by the relation of previous
existence. For this reason it is claimed that the property of being the counterpositive
is limited by the temporal relation of previous existence. Apart from this temporal
relation the property of being the counterpositive is not limited by any other
relation. A no-more type of absence has a beginning, but no end.

i) The third type of relational absence is the never type of absence
(atyantabhava), for example, the absence of colour in air, or the absence of a jar on
the ground. Some of the followers of the old Nyaya do not consider the absence of
a jar on the ground as a case of never type of absence. Since a never type of absence
has neither a beginning nor an end, and since the absence of a jar on the ground has
both a beginning and an end, these philosophers think that there is a need to accept
a fourth type of relational absence. But the followers of the Navya-Nyaya as well
as some of the followers of the old Nyaya think that the acceptance of the fourth
type of relational absence would lead to the postulation of innumerable absences of
a jar on the same ground. Each time the jar is removed, a new absence is created,
and each time the jar is brought back, the previous absence is destroyed. To avoid
this consequence, it is claimed that what ceases to exist when the jar is brought back
is not the absence of it, but the relation of this absence to the ground. An absence is
related to its locus by a self-linking relation which is to be identified ontologically
with its locus. Now the followers of the Navya-Nyaya believe that this self-linking
relation in the case of the absence of a jar on the ground is to be identified not with
the ground as such, but with the ground when a jar is not present. Since this self-
linking relation ceases to exist when a jar is brought on the ground which had an
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absence of a jar, we cannot perceive this absence when a jar is present on the same
ground. So on the ground of parsimony these philosophers have included such
examples under the third type of relational absence.

The property of being the counterpositive of a never type of absence is limited
by both a property-limitor and a relation-limitor. But the limiting relation is an
occurrence-exacting one. (For a detailed discussion as well as for double negation,
see [4]).

(9) The Nyaya use of the word ‘limitor’ requires some explanation. The
predominant use of the term may be defined in the following way:

x is limited by y iff

(i) both x and y are properties,

(ii)x 1s a relational property, and

(iii) the property y is a mode of presentation of the object where relation
property x resides.

In this context it is to be noted that the expression ‘mode of presentation’ is
used in such a way that it determines the referent(s) of a term.

(10) Here the author refers to a pervader-pervaded relation. If x is pervaded by
v, then x is the pervaded and y is the pervader. For example, smoke is pervaded by
fire. In other words, wherever there is smoke there is fire. In this case the contact
with the monkey characterizes the top of the tree. So the top of the tree becomes the
limitor and the contact with the monkey is the limited. Since the top of the tree is
the pervaded of the contact with the monkey, it becomes the limitor.

(11) In the cognition, these are silvers, both the piece of silver and the mother-
of-pearl are qualificands. As regards the qualificand — qualifier (visesya —
visesana ) distinction, the Nyaya philosophers claim that it is applicable to every
qualificative or relational cognition (savikalpaka—jnana). Only non-qualificative
cognition (nirvikalpaka — jiana) is excluded from its scope. A qualificative
cognition has the form aRb, where a is the qualificand, b is the qualifier and R is
the qualification relation which relates b to a.

The qualifier plays the role of a distinguisher. Hence it distinguishes something
from other things or a collection from other collections. That which is distinguished
by it is the qualificand. (For a detailed discussion on this topic, see [5]).

(12) Here the author uses the technical term ‘aprakarakatva’, which requires
some explanation. The qualifier is called ‘visesana’, but the qualifier presented
under the mode of the relation is called ‘prakara’. When cognition is related to this
type of qualifier, it has the relational property called ‘prakarata’. The converse of
this relation that characterises the cognition is called ‘prakarakatva’. Hence it is a
relational property of a cognition. So aprakdarakatva is the property of not cognising
this type of qualifier.
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(13) Here the author uses the word ‘pratiyogi’ which is the second term of a
relation whose first term is called ‘anuyogi’. This category applies to any relation
between two entities. Now let us define these terms. Suppose a and b are related by
the relation R.

a anuyogi (the first term) iff b is related to a by the relation R. At the level of
cognition the relation R is cognized in a, but not in b. The other term of the relation
R, namely b, is pratiyogi (the second term). The relation of our cognition to this
aspect of a is expressed by the term ‘anuyogita’ (‘the property of being the first
term’). Hence anuyogita (the property of being the first term) is a relational property
of a. Similarly, b has pratiyogita (the property of being the second term).

In the true cognition this is silver, there is use of truth whose second term is
silverness. Similarly, in the true cognition this is nacre, there is the use of truth
whose second term is nacreness.

(14) Here an objection has been raised from the nature of identity relation. If
truth is one indivisible entity, then the truth qualified by silverness would be
identical with the truth qualified by nacreness, as both the cognitions are true.

(15) In this context, it is to be noted that although the relation of inherence is
one, the relation of inherence to its loci are different. If a colour is related to its
locus by the relation of inherence, then the relation is the property of being the locus
of the inherence qualified by colour which is its second term. Hence the locus is the
first term and the colour is the second term, and relation is the specification of
inherence.

(16) Here the author uses the expression ‘bheda’, not ‘bhinna’. If x is different
from y, then x has the property being different from y. Hence difference from y
becomes a property of x. The word ‘bheda’ refers to a property, but the word
‘bhinna’ refers to the property-possessor.

(17) It is to be noted that the limitor consists of the property of being qualified
by being other than a quality (gunanyatvavisistatva) and the property of being
existence (sattatva).

(18) It is claimed that existence is a property of a quality, and the property of
being qualified by being other than a quality is a property of existence. Since we do
not cognise this type of complex property in a quality, it lacks this complex
property. It has existence, but not the property of being qualified by being other
than a quality.

(19) This cognition has the form a is F, where ‘a’ stands for a true cognition
of a nacre. In the technical language of the Nyaya ‘the true cognition having
nacreness as its second term’. ‘F” stands for ‘truth whose second term is silverness’.
It is claimed that there is no cognition of this type.

(20) It is claimed that as existence resides in different objects such as
substance, quality and action, so does truth reside in true cognitions. In the previous
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paragraph the author has discussed whether a qualified existence such as the
existence qualified by being other than a quality resides in a quality. Here the author
is discussing whether the truth which has nacreness as its second term resides in
another true cognition.

(21) The following remark of Gangesa: tadvati-tatprakaraka-anubhavah
prama

has been interpreted as taddharmavadvisesyakatve sati tatprakaraka-
anubhavah prama. A true cognition may be defined in the following way:

The cognition a is F is true if and only if a is /' is an apprehension, and the F,
which is the qualifier of this apprehension (prakaraka), resides in a which is the
qualificand of this apprehension (visessyaka).

(22) Here the category dharma-dharmi (property-property possessor) has been
used to emphasize the relation of cognition to fact. Hence in the true cognition of a
is F, the cognition is related to a which is the possessor of F. In other words, the
visesyaka of this cognition is due to a and the prakaraka is due to F. The cognition
is characterized by a relational property which is due its relation to @ and by another
relational property which is due to its relation to F.

(23) The Nyaya use of the word ‘anubhava’ (‘apprehension’) does not apply to
memory (or memory-cognition). According to the Nyaya, perception, inference,
comparison, and testimony (or verbal cognition) are sources of valid cognitions. If a
cognition is derived from, or caused by, perception, inference, comparison or verbal
cognition (i.e. from the cognition of words which have occurred in a sentence), then it
is characterized by the property of being apprehended (anubhavatva). Since a
memory-cognition lacks the property of being apprehended, it is not a case of
apprehension, although it rests upon some previous apprehension derived from, or
generated by, perception, inference, comparison, or verbal cognition. A memory-
cognition is due to mental (thought) disposition which is again due to some previous
apprehension. Since cognitions are divided into apprehension and memory,
‘apprehension’ may be defined as ‘a cognition different from memory’.

Since there are four types of apprehension depending upon their causal
conditions, each of them is characterized by a property which signifies whether it is
derived from perception, inference, comparisons, or verbal cognition. Hence the
apprehension due to perception (or sense-organ) is characterised by the property of
being perceptual (darsanatva), the apprehension due to inference is characterised by
the property of being inferential (anumititva), the apprehension due to comparison is
characterised by the property of being comparison (upamititva), and the apprehension
due to verbal cognition is characterized by the property of being verbal (sabdatva).
The property of being the verbal cognition is the property of being the understanding
of the relation of the (primary or secondary) referent of a word to the (primary or
secondary) referent of another word.

Consider the sentence ‘a is F”. The property of being the verbal cognition
charactrises the relation F to a. Hence this understanding presupposes the cognition of
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the referent(s) of an atomic expression. According to the Nyaya the properties of
different types of cognition are cognized at the level of mental perception or higher
order cognition.

Validity (pramatva) is to be defined in terms of the property of being
apprehended (anubhavatva) and truth. A memory-cognition will be true if the previous
apprehension which is its causal condition is valid. Hence the truth of a memory-
cognition presupposes the truth of a previous apprehension. If the previous
apprehension does not correspond to a fact, the memory-cognition corresponding to it
would be false. Hence a memory-cognition is either true (vathartha) or false
(ayathartha). Since the memory-cognitions do not have the property of being
apprehended, they are called ‘invalid’, whether true or false. Hence the Nyaya use of
the word ‘invalid’ (‘aprama’) cannot be equated with ‘false’.

(24) The word ‘pramana’ consists of the words ‘pra’, ‘ma’, and ‘anat’, where
‘pra’ is the prefix, ‘ma’ is the verbal root, and ‘anat’ is the suffix. The word ‘pra’
means ‘excellence’, and ‘ma’, means ‘apprehension’. But the suffix ‘ana#’ has two
uses. In its impersonal voice (bhava-vacya), it is simply used to change the form of
a verb. Hence it does not signify anything more than the verb ‘ma’. If we take this
interpretation, then the word ‘pramdna’ means ‘the apprehension which has
excellence or truth’. In other words, it means a true apprehension.

But the instrumental use (karana-vacya) of the word ‘anat’ signifies the special
instrumental cause of a true apprehension. Since the word ‘pramana’ has two
meanings, the word ‘pramanya’ also has two meanings. One of them is truth
(pramatva) or the property of being true apprehension, and the other one is the
property of being the special instrumental cause (karanatva) of a true apprehension.

There is a 3™ or a secondary meaning of the word ‘pramana’. In this sense, it
refers to the locus of a true apprehension. [6]

A) In this context it is to be noted that the Nyaya philosophers are defining
the truth of a cognition in terms of the following three properties:

1) tat-prakarakatva (the property of having that as its qualifier at cognitive
level)

The relation of cognition to a (relational) property (prakdara) is called
‘prakaratva’. The converse of this relation i.e. the relation of a prakara to cognition
is called ‘prakarakatva’. Hence it refers to a relational property of a cognition.
Consider x is F in the relation R, where x is the qualificand (visesya), F is the
qualifier (visesana), and R is the qualification relation (samsarga). According to the
Nyaya, when F is presented under the mode R it is called ‘prakara’. For example,
the table has a book in the relation of conjunction. Here the table is the qualificand
(visesya), and the book presented under the mode of conjunction is the relational
qualifier (parkara), in short, qualifier. The relation of the cognition to the
qualificand is called ‘visesyata’, the relation of cognition to the prakara (relational
qualifier) is called ‘prakarata’, and the relation of cognition to the visesana
(qualifier) is called ‘visesanata’. The converse of these relations are called
‘visesyakatva’, ‘prakarakatva’ and ‘visesanakatva’ respectively. Since the
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definition of ‘truth’ is given in terms of the relational properties of the cognition, it
refers to visesyakatva and prakarakatva. In this respect the Nyaya definition is to
be contrasted with the Western definitions, as they refer to propositions, statements,
or sentences.

11)  tatvad-visesyakatva (the property of having the qualificand qualified by
that at cognitive level).

1il) tatvad-visesyakatva nirupita tat-prakarakatva (The latter being
determined by the former).

It is to be noted that the first two conditions are applicable to true as well as to
a type of false cognition called ‘viparita-bhrama’ (a type of false conjunctive
cognition). For this reason, the third condition has been used to distinguish true
cognitions from a type of false ones (viparita-bhramas).

The determiner-determined relation (niripya-niripaka sambandha) holds
between the correlatives. Hence it can be defined in the following way:

x is determined by y if they are correlative properties.

In this context it is to be noted that some Nyaya philosophers have claimed that
the latter is limited by the former. Hence tadvad-visesyakatva-avacchinna-tat-
prakarakatva is the defining property of truth.

Now it may be asked whether we can define truth in terms of tat-
prakarakatva- avacchinna-tadvad-visesyakatva. Since there is mutual limitor—
limited relation between tat-prakarakatva and tadvad-visesyakatva, if one holds,
then the other will also hold.

Now the Nyaya philosophers claim that if truth is defined in terms tat-
prakarakatva- avacchinna-tadvad-visesyakatva, then the limitor includes both the
qualifier and the relation which is the mode of presentation of the qualifier. But if
it is defined as tadvad-visesyakatva-avacchinna-tat-prakarakatva, then the limitor
will be the qualificand only. Hence on the ground of simplicity, the latter is
preferable to the former.

B) Now let us discuss why truth cannot be defined in terms of fadvad-
visesyakatva (the property of having the qualificand qualified by that at cognitive
level) only. It is to be noted that this property is present in a false cognition as well.
This is due to the fact that the referent of ‘far’ (‘that’) has not been specified.
Consider the cognition of the lake has fire. If we substitute lakeness for ‘that’, then
the cognition has the lake qualified by lakeness as its qualificand. Since this
property characterises a false cognition, it suffers from over coverage (ativyapti).
For this reason, the word ‘¢at’ cannot be used as a variable for any qualifier. It stands
for the chief qualifier of a cognition.

In the cognition of a blue table, the word ‘that’ refers to a blue colour which is
the chief qualifier. Hence it satisfies the condition tat-prakarakatva (the property
of having that as its qualifier at cognitive level). Since this cognition has tadvad-
visesyakatva (the property of having the qualificand qualified by that), which
resides in the cognition of the table, it satisfies both the conditions of true cognition.

280 OUNJIOCODUA N KVIIBTYPA NH/ NN



Shaw J.L. RUDN Journal of Philosophy. 2022;26(2):259—284

As mentioned before, these two conditions are not sufficient to define truth, as
both of them are present in an opposite false conjunctive cognition, such as the
mountain has water, and the lake has fire. To eliminate this type of false cognition,
the Nyaya introduces the third condition in the definition of truth.

C) Now let us discuss whether pramatva (truth) can be defined in terms of
prakaravat-visesyakatva (the property of having the qualificand possessing the
qualifier at cognitive level). According to this view a true cognition is qualified by
the converse of the property of being the qualificand possessing the qualifier.
Consider the cognition of a is F. This cognition is related to the complex object or
fact a possessing F. Hence the object of this cognition, namely, a possessing F, has
visista-visayata, which is a relational property. The converse of this relational
property called ‘visista-visayita’ would qualify this cognition. If we define truth as
prakaravat-visesyakatva, then we have to accept visista-visayita, in addition to
prakarakatva (the converse of the property of being the qualifier) and visesyakatva
(the converse of the property of being the qualificand.

It is to be noted that the visista-visayitd is present in desires which can be
fulfilled (samvadi-iccha). Most Nyaya philosophers have accepted visista-
visayita’, which is the converse of visista-visayata, but not as a defining property
of truth. This is due to the fact that the definition of truth would violate the principle
of simplicity, as we have accepted an additional property in the definition of truth.
Moreover, this definition would suffer from over coverage, as it is present in desires
which can be fulfilled.

D) As regards the (T) sentences of Tarski, such as ‘p’ is true = p, the Nyaya
claims that the meaning of “ ‘p’ is true” is not the same as that of ‘p’, although they
are equivalent. In other words, ‘p’ would simply generate the cognition of p, but the
cognition generated by “ ‘p’ is true” would include both the sentence ‘p’ and the
meaning of ‘true’ as its objects. The meaning of ‘true’ would be the qualifier
(visesana) of the sentence ‘p’. Hence it means ‘the cognition generated by the
sentence ‘p’ has the property of having things or objects as they are (yatharthatva)
cognised to be’.

E) In Western philosophy, the supporters of the correspondence theory define
truth in terms of correspondence with a fact. Hence the questions are asked about
the nature of this correspondence and the nature of propositions or statements which
are truth-bearers. But the Nyaya philosophers would avoid these questions as they
have defined truth in terms of three properties of a cognition.

F) As regards the relation between a true cognition and the fulfilment of our
desire (iccha) or mental effort (krti), the Nyaya philosophers claim that every true
cognition has the property of being a cause for the fulfilment of our desire or effort
(samvadi-pravrtti-janakatva). But this property cannot be equated with truth,
although we infer the truth of a cognition utilizing this property. For example, we
have a true cognition of water. Then we have a memory cognition of a general
proposition, such as, if it is water, then it will quench our thirst. So we remember a
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sentence of the form ‘(x) (Fx > Gx)’. Then there will be cognition that this object,
i.e., water, would also quench our thirst.

Now the following questions may be asked: How do you know the truth of the
universal proposition? How do you know that water had quenched our thirst in the
past?

According to the Nyaya philosophers the truth of the universal proposition or
the truth of the previous cognition would be known by some other cognitions which
are non-dubious. In other words, the truth of a cognition, say p, is known by the
non-dubious cognition of ¢, and the truth of the latter by some other doubt-free
cognition, say r, and so on. There is a regress, but not opposed to the relation of
cause and effect. This type of argument is free from circularity, although there is a
causal regress, which stops at non-dubious cognition. It avoids the following two
extreme views: 1) the truth of p cannot be known unless we know the truth of g.
Similarly, the truth of ¢ cannot be known unless we know the truth of 7, and so on.
i1) To know the truth of p we have to know the truth of ¢, and in order to know the
truth of ¢ we have to know the truth of p or some cognition which will entail p.

From this discussion it follows that the Nyaya view is more plausible than
many other views in philosophy, as it avoids both circularity and skepticism.

G)From the above discussion of the Nyaya philosophers it follows that truth is
a complex divisible imposed property (sakhanda upddhi) consisting of three
properties. It is neither a class character nor is it a simple indivisible-imposed
property. There are as many truths as there are true cognitions. In this respect it is
similar to the semantic conception of truth, as the word ‘true’, according to Tarski,
refers to a set of true sentences. But the Nyaya philosophers can explain the truth
of each of the true cognitions in terms of three properties of the cognition. The
Nyaya concept may be presented in the following way:

The cognition x is F'is true if and only if (1) F'is cognised as the qualifier (along
with its relation to a), (i) x as the possessor of F'is cognised as the qualificand, and
(i11) the latter is the limitor of the former. Since ‘x’ and ‘F” are variables, ranging
over relational properties of a cognition, we can explain the truth of cognitions
which are substitution instances of the above definition.

(25) In this context it is to be noted that the Nyaya philosophers have applied
the definition of truth to the entire conjunctive cognition, not to each of its conjuncts
separately.

(26) It is to be noted that the category of determiner-determined holds between
correlative properties. Hence if x is determined by y, then y is also determined by x.
If there is mutual determiner-determined relation, then there is mutual limitor—
limited relation as well. But the limitor-limited relation does not imply the
determiner-determined relation. Consider the cognition of a jar. In this cognition
jarness is the limitor of the jar as well as the property of being the qualificand
residing in the jar. But there is no relation of determiner-determined between jarness
and jar, or between jarness and the property of being the qualificand.
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Here the author has used the category of determiner-determined relation, but
other authors, including the author of Bhasaparicchedah, have used the category of
limitor-limited. The latter category signifies the qualificand-qualifer relation
(visesya-visesana sambandha) between them, but not the former.

(27) The Nyaya conception of truth cannot be equated with the Western
correspondence theory of truth. This is because the Nyaya philosophers define truth
in terms of certain properties of a cognition, not in terms of the relation of
correspondence between a cognition and a fact. Since it is different from the
classical correspondence, coherence and the pragmatic conception of truth, as well
as all the varieties of deflationary conception of truth, here we come across a new
animal in our zoo.
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AnHoTanms. Hactosmas nmyOnukanus cogep:xut nepesos «Hpsas 00 HCTUHHOM MO3Ha-
HUM (prama)» mokoiHoro Maxamaronajaxesi nanautTu BumBabannxy Tapkatuprxu (1916—
2006), ¢ caHCKpuTa U OCHTaJIbCKOTO S3bIKA, JOTOJHCHHBIN BBEICHUEM (BKIIIOYAs KPATKYIO
OrorpapuIecKyro CIpaBKy) U MOSACHUTEIbHBIMU puMedanusamu [x.J1. [oy. Ilens my6muka-
UM — OOCYIWTh HBSIMCKYIO KOHIICNIMIO MCTHHBI (pramatva), KoTopas sBIiseTcs
cBoiictBoM mo3HaHusA. CormacHo I'anreme, ocHoBaTento HaBps-Hpsig, mcTmHa HE MOXKET
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paccMaTpHBaThCS KaK KIIACC-CYNIHOCTBH (jati) m3-3a TOTO, YTO MEXIy HCTHHOW (pramatva)
U KIIACCOM-CYIIIHOCTBIO — TMEPUENTUBHBIM BocmpusathueM (saksatva) OyneT CyIiecTBOBaTh
nedekr, Ha3pIBaeMbIi sankarya. BumBabanaxy TapkaTupTxa MPOsSCHUN MIOHSTHS HCTHHBI U T10-
3HaHUS UCTHHB B HaBbs-Hbss1, 00BSICHUB CIIOKHBIHN XapaKTep NApTUTUBHOCTH NCTUHBI U BBEAS
oTpenesieHUs HEMpPOHUKAWMIEeH (avyapya-vrtti) u nmpoHukawoueil (vyapya-vrtti) xapakTepu-
CTHK 00BeKTa. boyiee TOro, OH Takke yTBEpPKIAET, YTO CBOWCTBO OBITh KBATH(PHUIIUPYIOLICH
(viSesyaka) u onpenensromeii (prakaraka) cTopoHO# CBS3aHBI OTHOIIIEHUEM B3aUMHOIO OTIpe-
JEeJIAIONIEro U orpenenseMoro (paraspara-niripya-niriipaka).
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