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The word ‘anuvyavasaya’' consists of the words ‘anu,” ‘vi,” ‘ava,’ the
verbal root ‘so’ and the suffix ‘ghari.’> Although the verbal root ‘so’
signifies the end of an action, yet the complex vi + ava + the verbal
root so is used to refer to a cognition* which is free from doubt. The
suffix ‘ghan’ when used to signify the abstract notion of a verb has
no separate meaning other than the meaning of a verbal root which
precedes it. Hence the word ‘vyavasaya’ which is made out of the words
‘vi,” ‘ava,” ‘so’ and the suffix ‘ghan’ together means ‘a cognition which
is certain or free from doubt.’> In his commentary on the Bhagavadgita
Acarya Sridharasvamipada has interpreted the word ‘vyavasayatmika’
which has occurred in the sentence ‘Vyavasayatmika buddhirekeha
kurunandana’ as ‘niscayatmika’ which means ‘a cognition which is
certain.” Gautama in his stitra on perception has given the following
definition of perception:

(Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jranamavyapadesyamavyabhicari
vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam) Perception is a cognition which is due
to sense-object contact,® and which is non-verbal, non-erroneous and
non-dubious.

In his commentary on this stitra Vacaspatimisra, who is well-versed
in all the systems, has interpreted the word ‘vyavasayatmakam’ as
‘vyavasdyo viniscayo vikalpa ityanarthantaram’ (‘vyavasaya’ is an
alternate word for ‘viniscaya’ which means ‘certain cognition’). From
all these ancient uses and the explanation of the word ‘vyavasaya’ it
may be concluded that this word means a cognition which is free from
doubt.

The word ‘anu’ means ‘subsequent’ (or ‘successive’). In contexts such
as anukarana (imitate), anuvada (translate), anuja (younger brother),
etc. the word ‘anu’ is used to refer to something which has occurred
subsequently. Hence the words ‘anu’ and ‘vyavasaya’ together will
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signify a subsequent cognition which is certain. The use of words
such as ‘paravarti’ (‘subsequent’) is always dependent. In other words,
the utterance of the word ‘subsequent’ presupposes something else as
preceding it (or its predecessor). In reply to the question “what is being
signified as the preceding when we use words like ‘anu,” ‘paravarti’
etc.?”, it is said that the intention of the speaker determines what is
being signified as preceding in a particular context. In other words, if the
speaker intends y to have the property of being the successor of x, then x
is signified as the predecessor and the word ‘anu’ signifies the property
of being the successor of x. When we use the word ‘anuvyavasaya’
what is being signified as preceding is a qualificative cognition and
nothing other than that. For, the mental perception of the feeling of
pleasure or pain which precedes it (the mental perception) is not called
‘anuvyavasaya.” Hence the intended meaning of the word ‘anu’ is not
the property of being the successor of any mental state. Moreover,
the word ‘anuvyavasaya’ is used to signify the mental perception of a
dubious cognition, which follows a dubious mental state. From this fact
it follows that we cannot say that the word ‘anuvyavasaya’ signifies only
a mental state whose predecessor is free from doubt, because the word
‘anu’ which is part of ‘anuvyavasaya’ signifies also the property of being
the successor of a dubious mental state. Since the word ‘anuvyavasaya’
is used to signify the mental perception of any cognition, dubious or
non-dubious, perceptual or inferential, the predecessor of this mental
perception will be any qualificative cognition.

The above interpretation of the word ‘anuvyavasaya’ signifies a cogni-
tion which is certain but follows any cognition. But this interpretation
is not appropriate. Because it is not used to refer to a memory-cognition
which follows an apprehension (anubhava),” or an inferential cognition
which follows the cognition of an invariable concomitance between
two entities, or the cognition of the relation between the referents of
expressions which follows the cognition of those expressions. Moreover,
the cognition of a cloth, if it follows the cognition of a pot, cannot be
referred to by the word ‘anuvyavasaya.’

Now in order to exclude the above-mentioned memory-cognition,
inferential-cognition, etc. from the referent of the word ‘anuvyavasaya’
it may be suggested that the word ‘vyavasdya,” which is a part of
‘anuvyavasaya,” means a mental perception the object of which is a
cognition, and the entire expression ‘anuvyavasaya’ means a mental
perception the object of which is a cognition which it follows. But this
meaning is also not acceptable as it renders the word ‘anu’ useless. For
the meaning of the expression ‘the mental perception of the cognition
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which is its object’ virtually entails that the mental perception takes
place after the occurrence of the cognition. The object of perception
must be accepted as one of the causal conditions® for perception,
otherwise we have to admit the perception of past or future objects.
Hence the cognition which is the object of mental perception is one
of the causal conditions for the mental perception. An effect always
follows its cause. Since the mental perception of the cognition which
is its object entails that the mental perception follows the cognition,
the word ‘anu,” which signifies the property of being the successor,
becomes redundant.

In order to avoid the above objections the meaning of the entire
expression ‘anuvyavasaya’ should be accepted as ‘the mental perception
of the cognition which is its object.” If we accept this meaning, then
the possibility of the above-mentioned inconsistencies are ruled out.
According to this view, although the word ‘anu’ does not have any
independent meaning, it is not useless because the above meaning
cannot be conveyed by the word ‘vyavasaya’ alone. Or, the word
‘vyavasaya’ means ‘the mental perception of the cognition which is
its object’ and the word ‘anu’ is used to signify this intention of the
speaker. According to this view also the word ‘anu’ is not useless or
redundant as it signifies the intention of the speaker to convey this
secondary meaning of ‘vyavasaya’. Hence the meaning of the word
‘anuvyavasaya’ is to be accepted as ‘the mental perception of the
cognition which is its object.’®

According to the Nyaya, the Vaisesika, and some other systems, the
mental perception of a cognition or anuvyavasaya is to be accepted in
order to reveal a cognition. In this context it is to be noted that among
Indian philosophers there are three views about how a cognition is to
be revealed (or cognised). These three views are as follows:

1. A cognition reveals itself (or is self-revealing);

2. A cognition is to be inferred from the probans, (or the inferential
mark) namely, the property of being cognised;

3. A cognition is the object of a mental perception.

The followers of the Prabhakara Mimamsa, the Vedanta, the Samkhya,
the Yoga, the Jaina and the Bauddha systems accept the view that a
cognition has the property of being self-revealed. The followers of
Bhatta Mimamsa accept the view that a cognition is to be inferred
from the probans, viz., the property of being cognised. The followers
of Murarimisra Mimamsa, the Nyaya, and the Vaidesika claim that a
cognition is to be perceived by the mind.
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Now it may be said that the cognition or the revelation of an object
is necessary for us to desire to acquire useful objects and desist from
acquiring harmful objects. Moreover, the cognition of an object is
necessary before we may use it. But the revelation of a cognition or
the cognition of a cognition is not needed for anything. Hence what
is the need for the discussion whether a cognition reveals itself, or is
inferrable or can be perceived? Therefore this discussion should be as
useless as the discussion about the nature of the teeth of a crow. In
reply, it may be said that as the cognition of a pot or a cloth is necessary
before we may use the pot or the cloth, so the cognition of a cognition
is necessary before we may use the cognition. We use cognition when
we utter sentences like ‘I understand what you said,” ‘I understand your
intention.” If a cognition remains unrevealed, then it cannot be used.
Hence the revelation of a cognition is not useless.!°

The upholders of the view that a cognition is self-revealing have
raised the following objection against the upholders of the view that
a cognition is an object of mental perception. It is said that in order
to reveal a cognition, sense-organs, etc., are not needed as causal
conditions. Whenever a cognition occurs it reveals itself; a cognition
can never remain unrevealed. In other words, as a cognition reveals
its object, so does it reveal itself. Hence the conditions which generate
a cognition will reveal the same cognition. Since a cognition cannot
be revealed by a sense-organ, it is not an object of mental perception.
Hence according to this view the mental perception of a cognition or
anuvyavasaya is impossible.

The supporters of the self-revealing thesis try to use arguments
to establish the view that a cognition has the property of being self-
revealed. One of the arguments is as follows. Since a cognition reveals
its object, its nature is to reveal. If something reveals something else,
then it must be capable of revealing itself. If we think that a cognition
is needed to reveal another cognition, then we require the cognition
of an object such as a pot to reveal a pot, and the cognition of the
cognition of a pot to reveal the cognition of a pot, and a third level
cognition to reveal the second level cognition; and in this way our
life might end with one series of cognitions.!! There will not be any
occasion to have cognition of other objects or other mental states such
as feelings of pleasure or pain. Hence a cognition cannot be revealed by
another cognition. If a cognition which cannot be revealed by another
cognition is not self-revealing, then it is not possible to reveal it. The
argument used by the supporters of this view is called ‘presumption.’!?
Presumption, according to them, is not reducible to an inference, but
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it is a source of valid cognition. The presumption takes the following
form:

upapadya: A cognition, which has the property of being
revealed, cannot be revealed by another cognition.

upapddaka: A cognition has the property of being self-
revealed.!3

Since the Nyaya and some other philosophers do not admit pre-
sumption as a valid source of cognition,'# it is reduced in the Nyaya to
a form of vyatireki (agreement in absence) type of inference!> which
will demonstrate the self-revealing nature of a cognition. The inference
takes the following form:

A cognition for its use is not dependent on another cognition, because
of the property of being a cognition. If something is not independent
of another cognition for its use, then it is not a cognition, for example,
a pot, etc.!® It has already been said that we need the cognition of a
cognition in order to use a cognition. Now the question is whether we
need another cognition which is different from the cognition which is
to be used. The supporters of the self-revealing theory do not think
that a cognition is dependent on another cognition for its use. But the
upholders of the non-self-revealing theory claim that we need another
cognition which is different from the cognition to be used, and the
cognition to be used is the object of this other cognition. Moreover,
this other cognition is considered as one of the causal conditions for the
use of the cognition which is its object. For this reason the supporters
of the self-revealing theory have taken resort to the above inference in
order to decide whether another cognition is needed to use a cognition.
The supporters of the self-revealing theory claim that there will not be
any fault if we admit that a cognition itself is the agent of its use. But
if we admit that another cognition, the object of which is a cognition,
is necessary for the use of the first cognition, then the above-mentioned
infinite regress will occur. Hence the property of being independent of
another cognition for the use of a cognition can be established as the
probandum of the above inference.

An objection may be raised against the self-revealing theory in the
following way. If a cognition is considered as the agent for its own use,
then desire should also be considered as the agent for its use. Hence
there is no need to consider the cognition of a desire which is its object
and which is different from it for the use of a desire.!” In reply, it may
be said that any use is dependent on a cognition. Hence the use of a
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desire will also depend on a cognition. Therefore, the cognition of a
desire is indispensable for the use of it.

It cannot be said that any cognition is required for any use. If it were
s0, then the cognition of a pot would permit the use of a cloth. But
this does not happen. Hence we have to say that the cognition of a pot
is necessary for the use of a pot, the cognition of a cloth is necessary
for the use of a cloth, and so on. In this way by introducing the same
object both in the cognition which is the cause and in the use which
is the effect, we have to consider a cause-effect relation between a
cognition and the use of its object. Hence the cognition of a cognition
which is its object is to be admitted for the use of a cognition. The
initial cognition of a pot is not the cognition of the cognition of a pot.
The cognition of a pot is the object of the cognition of the cognition
of a pot. Hence the initial cognition of a pot cannot serve our purpose
for the use of the cognition of a pot. One of the causal conditions for
its use will be the cognition of the cognition of a pot and the cognition
of a pot will be the object of this cognition. Hence we have to admit
the cognition of a cognition because the use of a cognition presupposes
another cognition, the object of which is the former cognition.

As an answer to this objection the supporters of the self-revealing
theory claim that the above cause-effect relation between a cognition
and its use simply establishes the view that a cognition, the object of
which is a cognition, is necessary; but it does not establish the view
that the above cognition (i.e. the cognition the object of which is a
cognition) is different from the initial cognition. In fact, according to
the supporters of the self-revealing theory, a cognition is its own object.
Hence there is no deviation from the cause-effect relation between a
cognition and its use as the cognition of an object which is to be used
and the cognition which gives rise to this use have the same object (or
content).

According to the self-revealing theory a cognition by itself is its
own object. The following argument supports this view.

If the cognition of an object is capable of leading to our use of that
object, then the cognition is of it (or has it as its object). For example,
the cognition of a pot is capable of leading to our use of a pot. Hence
this cognition has a pot as its object.!® Since the cognition of a pot is
capable of leading to our use of the cognition of a pot, it is a cognition
the object of which is the cognition of a pot. It has already been said
that according to the self-revealing theory as the cognition is the agent
for the use of an object such as a pot, so the same cognition is the agent
for the use of itself (i.e., the same cognition). Since a cognition has
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the property of being the agent for its use, it has the property of being
its own object. The inference takes the following form: A cognition
has the property of being its own object, because it has the property
of being the agent for its own use.

The supporters of the non-self-revealing theory claim that this infer-
ence, namely, a cognition is independent of another cognition for its
use because it has the property of being a cognition, is not free from
defects. It suffers from the fallacy called ‘badha.’!® (In the case of
a badha fallacy the absence of the probandum resides in the subject
of inference). When after reading the writings of an author the reader
infers the cognition of the author and makes judgements such as ‘The
author is wise (or very knowledgeable),” then he uses the cognition
which inheres in the author. In this case the cognition of the author also
comes under the subject of inference (paksa), but it does not have the
property of being independent of another cognition for its use, which
is the probandum in question. For, if the reader had not inferred the
cognition of the author, he would not have been able to use the cognition
of the author. In this case since the use of the cognition of the author is
dependent upon the cognition of the reader, it does not have the property
of being independent of another cognition. Hence the above inference
suffers from the fallacy of badha. Moreover, when we use previous
apprehensions in judgments, such as ‘I apprehended such and such
things in the past,” which are due to memory-cognitions of previous
apprehensions, we cannot consider those previous apprehensions as
causal conditions for these uses as they are not present immediately
before these uses. Hence the memory-cognitions which are different
from the cognitions to be used are considered as causal conditions for
the use of those apprehensions. Here also those previous apprehensions
come under the scope of the subject of inference (paksa). Since they
are dependent on other cognitions for their uses, they do not have the
probandum, viz. the property of being independent of other cognitions.
Hence such inferences also suffer from the fallacy of badha.

The above fallacy of badha can be prevented if the inference of the
self-revealing theory can be altered and formulated in the following
way:

The present cognition of a particular person is independent of another
cognition of the same person for its use because of the property of
being a cognition.?"

In this case the present cognition of a particular person is the subject
of inference (paksa), and the probandum is the property of being
independent of another cognition for the use of the same cognition by
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the same person. In the case of the first objection the cognition belonged
to the writer, but the use of it was made by the reader. Since the same
cognition is not the subject of inference, the fallacy of badha does not
occur. In the case of the second counter-example, the cognition to be
used is a past one. Since the past cognition does not come within the
scope of the subject of inference (paksa), this inference does not suffer
from the fallacy of badha either.

However, according to the supporters of the non-self-revealing theory
this inference also cannot avoid all types of fallacies. It suffers from
the fallacy of vyabhicara.?! For, although the cognition of the above-
mentioned author does not come under the scope of the subject of
inference (paksa), it is still the locus of the property of being the
cognition which is the probans, and it does not have the property of
being independent of another cognition for its use. Therefore, since
the property of being the cognition which is the probans is present in
the locus of the absence of the probandum, it contradicts the law of
invariable concomitance (i.e., the probans become vyabhicari). In the
case of the past cognition also the property of being a cognition is
present in it, but it does not have the property of being independent
of another cognition for its use. Hence the probans deviates from the
probandum (sadhya-vyabhicari).*

Moreover, the supporters of the non-self-revealing theory claim
that a cognition can never be its own object. For, whenever anything
becomes an object of a cognition, there is something in the object
which acts as a causal condition (prayojaka) and makes it an object
of a cognition. In philosophical language it is called ‘the causative of
the property of being the object of a cognition.” For example, a pot
is the object of the perception of a pot. The sense-contact which is
a causal condition for the property of being the object of perception
is present in this pot. Similarly, the sense-contact which is a causal
condition for the property of being the object of a cognition is present
in a cloth when we perceive a cloth. Thus sense-contact in the object
becomes a causal condition for the property of being the object of any
perception. In the same way we have to explain the property of being
an object of an inferential cognition. That which is accepted as the
pervader in an operation (paramarsa) becomes the probandum, and
that which is taken as the possessor of the probans pervaded by the
probandum in an operation (paramarsa) becomes the subject (paksa)
of an inferential cognition. Hence both the subject of inference (paksa)
and the probandum become the objects of an inferential cognition.
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In an inferential cognition the relation of this cognition to the pro-
bandum is the property of being the probandum (sadhyata) and the
relation of this cognition to the subject of inference (paksa) is the
property of being the subject (uddesyata). Now the property of being
the qualificand (visesyatd) of an operation (paramarsa) residing in
the pervader (vyapaka) is determined by the property of being the
qualifier (prakarata) residing in the property of being the pervader
(vyapakatva). This property of being the qualificand is a causal condition
of the property of being the object of the inferential cognition, and the
property of being the object is known as ‘the property of being the
probandum’ (sadhyata).”> The property of being the object of cognition
(visayata) residing in the possessor of the probans which is pervaded by
the probandum in an operation is known as ‘the property of being the
property-possessor’ (dharmitva).>* This property is a causal condition
of the property of being the object which is known as ‘the property of
being the subject’ (uddesyata) in an inferential cognition.?

In the case of understanding the meaning of a sentence or com-
plex expression, the property of being the qualificand residing in the
referent(s) in the cognition of the word to its referent(s) is a causal
condition of the property of being the object residing in the object of
understanding the meaning of a sentence.?® Thus in every cognition?’
we have to admit a causal condition for the property of being the
object of that cognition, otherwise anything could be the object of any
cognition. Hence in the case of a visual perception the relation of the
visual sense-organ to the object is a causal condition; and this relation
is also a casual condition for the property of being the object of the
visual perception. Given that this is so, then the visual perception of a
pot cannot itself be the object of the visual perception of a pot. For, the
visual perception of a pot arises from the contact of visual sense-organ
with a pot, and this contact which is a causal condition of the visual
perception resides in the pot. The contact with the visual sense-organ
can never reside in the visual perception. Hence a visual perception
can never be its own object. In favour of this view the supporters of
the non-self-revealing theory formulate their inference in the following
way:

The visual cognition of a pot is not its own object, because it is not
a locus of the contact with the sense-organ which is a causal condition
of the visual cognition. For example, a cloth which is not related to
(or in contact with) a sense-organ.

Or, the inference may take the following form:
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A perceptual cognition is not its own object, because of the absence
of the property of being the locus of the relation with sense-organ which
is a causal condition of the perceptual cognition.

Now the supporters of the self-revealing theory might claim that
as contact with sense-organ is considered as a causal condition of the
property of being the object of a perceptual cognition so the self-identity
of a cognition might be considered a causal condition of the property
of being the object of a cognition. In other words, according to this
view, one of the causal conditions of the property of being the object
of a perceptual cognition is either the contact with sense-organs which
does not reside in the cognition or the self-identity of a perceptual
cognition. Although the contact with sense-organs which is a causal
condition of perception does not reside in it, a perceptual cognition has
self-identity. Hence nothing can prevent a perceptual cognition from
being its own object.

But the supporters of the non-self-revealing theory do not consider
this argument of the self-revealing theory to be free from defects. The
view of the supporters of the self-revealing theory can be stated thus:
If it is established that a perceptual cognition is its own object, then
the self-identity of it can be considered as a causal condition of the
property of being the object of this cognition. But it is doubtful whether
a perceptual cognition is its own object. In any dispute a dubious thesis
is to be abandoned and by means of an established thesis the cause-effect
relation is to be ascertained. Hence we have to admit only the property
of being the locus of the contact with the sense-organ (in other words,
the contact with the sense-organ) which is non-dubious as a causal
condition of the property of being the object of a perceptual cognition.
Since the self-identity of a cognition has not yet been established as
a causal condition, it cannot be taken as a causal condition. In other
words, when one view claims that the causal condition of the property
of being the object of a perceptual cognition is either the contact with
the sense-organ which gives rise to a cognition or the self-identity of
a cognition, and the other view claims that only the contact with the
sense-organ is a causal condition of the property of being the object of
a perceptual cognition, then those who are not committed to either of
the two views would accept that which is common to both the views
as the cause-effect relation. The ground for their acceptance is the fact
that it is free from any dispute. Hence the self-identify of a cognition
cannot be accepted as a causal condition of the property of being the
object of a cognition.
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Moreover, we have to apply the law of parsimony in this case. When
two types of cause-effect relation are possible, but we have to accept
either one of them, then the simpler one is to be accepted. In this case
one possibility is the contact with the sense-organ or the self-identity of
a cognition, and the other possibility is the contact with the sense-organ.
On the ground of parsimony we should accept the contact with the
sense-organ as a causal condition of the property of being the object
of a perceptual cognition, and not the self-identify of this cognition.

EXPLANATORY NOTES
' In order to explain the possibility of higher order cognition, the object of which
is both the lower order cognition and its object, the Nyaya philosophers postulate
an extraordinary relation called ‘jiana-laksand-sannikarsa’ which means ‘cognition
as a relation.” This relation relates the mental sense organ (manas) to the object of
a lower order cognition.

In a higher order cognition the immediate lower order cognition is the object. For
example, in the cognition of the cognition of a pot, the cognition of a pot itself is the
object. This higher order cognition presupposes the relation of the mental sense-organ
(manas) with the object of this cognition. In this example, the mental sense-organ
(manas) is related to the cognition of a pot by the relation of conjunction-cum-
converse of inherence. Now the question is whether the pot which is the object of
the lower order cognition is also an object of the higher order cognition.

The Nyaya philosophers claim that the objects of a lower order cognition are also
objects of a higher order cognition. For the pot which is the object of the cognition
of a pot is also an object of the cognition of the cognition of a pot. If the pot is also
an object of a higher order cognition, then the mental sense-organ must be related
to the pot, because, in the Nyaya theory of perception, an external sense-organ is
related to an external object when it is perceived. The question is, therefore, how can
the mental sense-organ (manas) be related to an external object such as a pot?

In order to answer this question the Nyaya philosophers postulate cognition as a
relation which relates the mental sense-organ (manas) to an external object. In our
above example, the cognition of a pot is itself a relation which relates the mental
sense-organ (manas) to the pot, even if the pot is not present when the higher order
cognition occurs. Hence the mental sense-organ (manas) is related to the pot by the
relation of conjunction-cum-the converse of inherence — cum-the property of being
the object of the cognition of a pot. Hence, according to the Nyaya philosophers, in
an ordinary perception an external sense-organ is related to the object of perception
through an ordinary relation (laukika sannikarsa) such as conjunction or inherence,
but in an extraordinary perception a sense-organ is related to its objects through
an extraordinary relation. In our above example, the mental sense-organ (manas) is
related to the pot through the cognition of the pot. Hence in a higher order cognition
such as the cognition of the cognition of a pot, the mental sense-organ (manas) is
related to both our cognition of the pot and the pot itself which is an external object.
2 The words ‘anu,” ‘vi,” ‘ava,’ efc., are prefixes. When they are applied to a verb,
the meaning of the verb will be changed.
> ‘The suffix ‘ghafi’ in such contexts is used to change the form of a verb. For
example, the verbal root ‘pac’ (‘to cook’) changes into ‘paka’ (‘to cook’) when the
suffix ‘ghan’ is applied to it. Hence the suffix ‘ghas’ transforms a verbal root into
a verb without changing the meaning of it.
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According to the Nyaya, a cognition is either qualificative or non-qualificative.
Here the author is talking about a qualificative cognition. A qualificative cognition,
according to the Nyaya, has the form ‘aRb,” where a is the qualificand, b is the
qualifier, and R is the qualification relation between them. According to the Nyaya
a qualificative cognition is either dubious or non-dubious. When it is non-dubious,
it is called ‘certain.” Here ‘certain’ does not signify any ontological necessity. A
cognition which is certain is either true or false.

* Doubt, according to the Nyaya, is a type of invalid (false) cognition. A dubious
cognition can be expressed by the form ‘Is x F or G?, where x is the property-

possessor, F' and G are mutually incompatible properties. Since they are mutually

incompatible, one of them may be the absence of the other. As regards the number
of alternatives in a dubious cognition such as, Is it a stump or a human being?,

there is some difference of opinion among the Nyaya philosophers. But all of them
have accepted the thesis that a cognition which is dubious consists of at least two
alternatives which are mutually incompatible.

The Nyaya has classified doubts into four different types depending upon the causal
conditions of their origins. One of them is due to the observation of some common
property or properties of the referents of ‘F’ and ‘G,” and the non-observation of
any specific or unique property of the referents of ‘F’ and the referents of ‘G.” For
example, Is it a stump or a human being? This type of dubious cognition is due
to the observation of some common properties, such as the same or similar height
and width, and the non-observation of any unique property which distinguishes a
stump from a human being or a human being from a stump. The observation of
common properties will give rise to the memory-cognitions of the alternatives which
are causal conditions of a dubious cognition.

The second type of dubious cognition is due to the observation of an uncommon
property. An uncommon property is something which is known to be not present
in the known alternatives. For example, Is sound etemal or non-eternal? In this
case soundness is known to be not present in etemal objects such as soul, and in
non-eternal objects such as a pot. In this context it is to be noted that in the ontology
of the Nyaya sound resides in gkasa (sky or ether) by the relation of inherence. A
doubt as to whether sound is eternal or non-etemal presupposes the cognition of
some eternal and some non-eternal objects which do not have soundness. If this type
of doubt is expressed by the form ‘Is x F or G?°, then one of the causal conditions
of this type of doubt is that x-ness or the property of being x is not known to be
present in the known instances of F or G.

The third type of dubious cognition is due to the understanding of the meanings
of the words which have occurred in contradictory or contrary sentences. This type
of doubt will arise in those who are not committed to one of the alternatives or
who do not have certain cognition of one of the alternatives. For example, Is self
(soul) eternal or non-eternal? The Buddhists claim it to be non-eternal, but the Nyaya
philosophers claim it to be eternal. Hence those who are not committed to either
of the views will have doubts about the nature of the soul. This type of doubt will
also occur in those who do not have certain cognition corresponding to one of the
contrary or contradictory sentences.

The fourth type of doubt is due to the doubt about the truth (or the validity) of
a cognition. For example, Is the cognition of a table in this room true? Since there
is a doubt about the truth of the cognition of a table in this room, there will be a
doubt about the presence of a table in this room. Hence the former doubt gives rise
to the latter doubt. If the former type of doubt is expressed by the form:

1. Is the cognition of a being F true (or false)? and the latter type of doubt is
expressed by the form;
2. Is a F (or not)?,
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then (1) will imply (2). In other words, the doubt about the truth of a cognition will
give rise to a doubt about the content of the cognition.

® In this context it is to be noted that perception or perceptual cognition has been
defined in terms of sense-object contact and the property of being non-erroneous
(avyabhicaritatva). Sense-object contact is the operation or operative causal condition
(vyapara) of perceptual cognition, and the sense-organ is a special instrumental cause
(karana) of it. (The distinction between karana and vyapara has been explained in
note 8).

In Gautama’s definition non-erroneous is also considered as one of the characteristic
features of perceptual cognition. A cognition is non-erroneous if there is a pervasion
relation (vyapti) which relates the objects of a cognition to the cognition. In other
words, the cognition will be true if it is non-erroneous. The other two conditions,
viz., non-verbal (avyapadesya) and non-dubious or qualificative (vyavasayatmaka),
are used to classify cognitions into non-qualificative and qualificative (or relational).
In a non-qualificative cognition the ultimate relata are cognised as such or without
being related to anything else, but in a qualificative cognition they are cognised
as being related to other objects. Hence it takes the form ‘x R y,” where x is the
qualificand, y is the qualifier, and R is the relation of the latter to the former and
the converse of R is the relation of the former to the latter. In a non-qualificative
cognition x and y are cognised as such if they are ultimate relata.

7 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
characterised 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 t0 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 characterised 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 apprehension due to verbal
cognition is characterised 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. Hence this understanding presupposes the cognition of
the referent(s) of an atomic expression. According to the Nyaya the properties of
different types of cognition are cognised at the level of mental perception or higher
order cognition.

A qualificative apprehension is valid (prama) if it corresponds to a fact, otherwise
it is invalid (aprama). Validity (pramatva) is to be defined in terms of the property
of being apprehended (anubhavatva) and truth (yatharthatva). 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 corre-
sponding to it wounld be false. Hence a memory-cognition is either true (yathartha)
or false (ayathartha). Since the memory-cognitions do not have the property of being
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apprehended, they are called ‘invalid,” whether true or false. Hence the Nyaya use
of the word ‘invalid’ (‘aprama’) cannot be equated with ‘false.’

® In this context it is to be noted that the object of perceptual cognition is one of the
causal conditions of perception. Since causality is one of the important conceptions
of the Nyaya system and since it has been mentioned in several places in this paper,
it requires some explanation. According to the Nyaya system every event has a cause
or a set of causal conditions. Hence an event is considered as an effect (karya).
An effect (karya) is defined as something which is the negatum (counterpositive) of
a not-yet type of absence (pragabhava). But an event has not been defined in the
same way. It is defined in terms of the property of being occurrent in time. It may
be stated in the following way:

x is an event Df (d1) (3n) (x is related to #, but not to #), where £ ‘and
t, are temporal segments.

Hence the definitions of ‘effect’ and ‘event’ are not identical, although they have
the same referents in the ontology of the Nyaya system. Moreover, the word ‘effect’
(karya) has been defined, unlike some definitions in Western philosophy, without
reference to the word ‘cause.’

Now let us discuss the nature of a causal condition. The Nyaya philosophers have
defined a causal condition in terms of the following three properties:

a) The property being present in the locus of the effect, or the property of being
related to the locus of the effect, immediately prior to the effect (avyavahita
parvavarttitva),

b) the property of being always present (niyatatva), and

¢) the property of establishing the effect in a simpler way than other competing
condition or conditions (ananyathasiddhatva).

From the first two conditions it follows that if x is a causal condition for the
effect E, then x is present immediately prior to E and x is present whenever E
occurs. The first condition specifies the temporal sequence, and the second condition
specifies the pervader-pervaded relation between them. Since a causal condition is
the pervader of the effect, it has the property of being the pervader which is limited
by the property of being present immediately prior to the effect. The third condition
emphasises the law of simplicity or parsimony in selecting the causal conditions
which are equally characterised by the first two conditions, viz., the property of
being present immediately prior to the effect and the property of being uniform. Let
us illustrate with an example of the Nyaya system:

When an earthen pot is produced there are innumerable conditions which are
present immediately prior to this effect. Some of the conditions are such that they
are present whenever an effect is produced. The positive conditions such as space
and time, which are present whenever an effect is produced, are called ‘common
causal conditions’ (‘sadharana karana’). But there are certain conditions which are
present whenever a type of effect such as a pot is produced. The conditions such
as the pot-maker, the parts of the pot, the conjunction between the parts of a pot,
the potter’s wheel, the stick and the thread are present whenever an earthen pot
is produced. The conditions of this type are called ‘uncommon causal conditions’
(‘asadharana karana’). Some of the uncommon causal conditions would vary from
one type of effect to another; but the set of uncommon causal conditions for one
type of effect would not be the same as the set of uncommon causal conditions for
another type of effect. Hence the set of causal conditions for making a pot would
not be the same as the set of causal conditions for making a piece of cloth. In
addition to these two types of causal conditions, certain unique causal conditions
are also present. These unique causal conditions would explain the particularity of
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the effect as distinct from the effects of the same type. In our example above, the
particularity of a pot is to be explained in terms of the particularities of its parts.
Hence in terms of the uncommon causal conditions we can draw the distinction
between different types of effect and in terms of the unique causal conditions we
can draw the distinction between the effects of the same type.

Now the question is whether the conditions, such as the colour of the stick,
stickness, etc. which satisfy the first two causal conditions in the case of a pot,
are to be considered causes of a pot. The Nyaya introduces the third condition
to eliminate these conditions which satisfy the first two criteria of a cause. This
criterion emphasises the simplicity of a causal condition in relation to other competing
conditions. Hence the conditions which are simpler than other conditions in certain
respect are to be considered as causal conditions. As regards the criteria of simplicity,
the Nyaya claims that an object or a property is simpler than another in one of three
ways:

a) An object may be simpler than another in respect of quantity. For example, in the
case of perception, both the magnitude of the object (mahatva) and the property of
being present in its several parts by the relation of inherence (aneka-samavetatva)
equally satisfy the first two conditions. Moreover, the acceptance of any one
of them would explain the occurrence of our perceptual cognitions. Now the
question is whether one of them is simpler than another in terms of quantity.

The property of being present in many parts by the relation of inherence is
qualified by properties such as manyness, inherence, the property of being present,
etc., but the magnitude is qualified by the universal magnitudeness only in the
ontology of the Nyaya. Hence the latter is simpler than the former. Therefore,
the latter, not the former, is to be considered as a causal condition.

b) An object is simpler than another if the knowledge of the former is simpler
than that of the latter. Let us consider the causal conditions of the smell of a
flower. According to the Nyaya both the prior absence of the smell and the
prior absence of the colour of the flower satisfy the first two criteria of a causal
condition; but the knowledge of the prior absence of the smell is simpler than
that of the prior absence of the colour. Since we are determining the causal
conditions of the smell of a flower, we already know its smell or we know what
a smell is. But in order to know the prior absence of the colour we require the
cognition of a colour which we may not have. Moreover, the knowledge of a
colour alone is not sufficient as we are determining the causal conditions of the
smell of a flower. Hence we require the knowledge of the smell in addition to
the knowledge of the colour. Therefore, the knowledge of the smell is simpler
than the knowledge of the colour or the conjunctive knowledge of the smell and
the colour.

c) An object is simpler than another in respect of relation if the relation of the
former to the locus of the effect involves fewer relations than the relation of the
latter to the locus of the same effect. For example, the relation of the potter’s
stick to the parts of a pot, which is the locus of the effect pot, involves fewer
relations than the relation of the colour of the stick or the generic property of
the stick i.e., stickness to the parts of the same pot. The stick is related to the
parts of the pot by the relations S and T, where ‘S’ stands for the relation of the
stick to the movement of the wheel, and ‘7" for the relation of the movement
of the wheel to the parts of the pot. But the colour of the stick or stickness
is related to the parts of the pot by the relations R, S and 7, where ‘R’ stands
for the relation of the colour or stickness to the stick, which is the relation
of inherence in the ontology of the Nyaya. Hence the stick, not its colour or
stickness, is considered a causal condition for making a pot.
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Similarly, the father of the pot-maker and the donkey which has brought the clay
for making a pot are not considered as causal conditions of any pot or a particular
pot even if they satisfy the first two criteria of a cause in the case of a particular
pot. Since the pot-maker is a simpler condition than his father, the former is to be
considered as a causal condition. Similarly, the lump of clay is simpler than the
donkey which has brought the lump of clay. Hence the lump of clay is a causal
condition, not the donkey which has brought the clay.

Now let us explain the distinction between the terms ‘operation’ (‘vyapara’)
and ‘special instrumental cause’ (‘karana’), which are technical terms of the Nyaya
system. An operation (vyapdra) is defined in terms of the relation of one causal
condition to another. An operation is itself a causal condition, but it is due to another
causal condition. Hence it may be defined in the following way:

x is an operation of the effect £ Df (3y) (y is a cause or a set of causes
of E and x is a cause of E, but x is due to y).

In our above example, the movement of the wheel is due to the stick and the pot
is due to the movement of the wheel. Hence the relation of the stick to the pot is
the movement of the wheel which is due to the stick. For this reason the movement
of the wheel is considered an operation. Since the movement is due to the stick,
the stick becomes the operation-possessor (vyaparavat). Since the stick is related to
the parts of the pot through this operation and becomes a cause by virtue of this
relation, it is called ‘karana’ (‘special instrumental cause’). Hence a karana may be
defined in the following way:

x is a karana of the effect E Df x is a causal condition, x is related to
the locus of E through an operation, and it is considered as a cause due
to this relation only.

With reference to our above example, two more points are to be noted. Since
there are several movements of the wheel, which are due to the stick, there are
several operations. Moreover, the wheel is also related to the parts of the pot through
the movements which are due to the wheel, and the wheel becomes a cause due
to this relation. Hence the wheel is also regarded as a special instrumental cause
(karana). Therefore, in this case, there are at least two special instrumental causes
and several operations through which special instrumental causes are related to the
parts of the pot. So this is an example of many-many relation between operations
and special instrumental causes. In this context it is to be noted that, according
to the Nyaya, all the four types of relation, viz., (1) many-many, (2) one-one, (3)
many-one, and (4) one-many, hold good between operation and special instrumental
cause depending on the examples of causation. Our above example illustrates the
many-many type of relation, but the following examples would illustrate the remaining
types of relation.

In the case of felling the tree by striking an axe with certain velocity, the operation
is the contact between the axe and the tree, and the special instrumental cause is the
axe. Hence it is an example of one-one relation between an operation and a special
instrumental cause. The wood-cutter or the agent is not a special instrumental cause
as it (special instrumental cause) is determined by the agent. Hence in determining
a special instrumental cause we have to exclude the agent. The agent is simply an
instrumental cause (nimitta-karana), but not a special instrumental cause (karana).

When a piece of cloth is made by conjoining several threads together, the
conjunctions between the threads would be the operations and the loom (vema) of
the weaver would be the special instrumental cause. So it would be an example of
many-one relation between the operations and the special instrumental cause.
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The act of cooking might be used to illustrate the one-many relation between
the operation and the special instrumental causes. The fire or the heat would be the
operation and the logs of wood or the pieces of coal used in generating this fire
would be the special instrumental causes of cooking.

From the above discussion it follows that there is at least one operation and at
least one special instrumental cause according to the Nyaya theory of causation.
The operation is defined in terms of the relation between causal conditions, and
the special instrumental cause is defined in terms of the operation and the relation
between a causal condition and the locus of the effect.

The Nyaya has also classified the causal conditions into three different types.
The principle of division is the relation between a causal condition and the locus of
the effect. In our first example, a pot is the effect and it resides in its parts. Now
we have to consider the relation between a causal condition and the parts of a pot.
Since a part of a pot is also a causal condition, it is related to the locus of the
effect by the relation of identity. According to the Nyaya a causal condition which
is related to the locus of the effect by the relation of identity is an inherent cause
(samavayr-kdrana).

Another type of causal condition known as ‘similar-to-inherent cause’ (‘asamavayi-
karana’) is defined in terms of the relation of inherence, direct or indirect. If a causal
condition inheres in the inherent cause of an effect, it is called ‘similar-to-inherent
cause.” In our above example, the relation of conjunction between the parts of a
pot inheres in the locus of effect. Hence it is called ‘similar-to-inherent cause.” But
if we consider the causes of the colour of an object, then the similar-to-inherent
cause is related to the locus of the effect by two relations, namely, inherence and the
converse of inherence. If we consider the colour of a pot as the effect, then its locus
is the pot. The colour of the parts of this pot is a causal condition of the colour of
the pot. The colour of the parts is related to the parts by the relation of inherence,
and the parts are related to the pot by the converse of the relation of inherence.
Hence the colour of the parts is related to the pot by the relation of inherence and
the converse of inherence.

In this context it is to be noted that both the types of causal conditions in our
two examples are called ‘similar-to-inherent causes’ for two reasons. (a) The inherent
cause is not only immediately prior to the effect, but also remains as long as the
effect remains. The similar-to-inherent cause shares this feature with the inherent
cause, Hence it also remains as long as the effect remains. (b) The destruction
of the inherent cause leads to the destruction of the substance which is an effect.
Similarly, the destruction of the similar-to-inherent cause leads to the destrction of
the substance which is an effect.

The third type of causal condition is called ‘nimirtta-karana’ (‘instrumental cause’).
If a causal condition is related to the locus of the effect by a relation other than
identity, or inherence, or inherence and its converse, then it is an instrumental cause.
Hence, in our above example of a pot, the pot-maker, the stick, the wheel, the lump
of clay, etc., would be instrumental causes of a pot.

In the case of a perceptual cognition, the perceiver (or the self or the soul), the
internal sense-organ (manas), the external sense-organs such as eyes, the object(s)
of perception, the sense-object contact, etc., are causal conditions. The object of
perception is an uncommon causal condition, but it is neither the operation nor the
special instrumental cause. The operation is the sense-object contact, and the special
instrumental cause is the sense-organ. A perceptual cognition like all other types
of cognition occurs in the self (soul) and it is related to the self by the relation of
inherence.

Instead of considering the self as the locus of perceptual cognition to which all
the causal conditions are related, the Nyaya considers the object of perception as
the locus on the ground of simplicity. If we take the self as the locus of perceptual
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cognition to which all the causal conditions are related, then the description of the
relations between the locus and the causal conditions would be more complex than
if we take the object of perception as the locus, although all of them are related to
each other. Hence the word ‘locus’ in this context does not mean the substratum.
It simply means something to which both the effect and the causal conditions are
related.

The sense-object contact which is the operation of a perceptual cognition resides
in both the sense-organ and the object. But the sense-organ is related to the object
through this operation, and is considered as a cause by virtue of this relation. Hence
it is the special instrumental cause (karana) of perception. The object of perception
is also characterised by the same operation, but it is not considered as a cause by
virtue of this relation, because the relation of identity which is much simpler than the
relation of operation can explain its causal role. Hence on the ground of simplicity
sense-organ alone is considered as the special instrumental cause of perception. Since
the Nyaya philosophers have explained the difference between different types of
cognition or mental phenomena in terms of causation, the terms such as ‘operation’
and ‘special instrumental cause’ have special significance in their system.

° In this paragraph the author has suggested two alternatives such that each of

them would lead to the conclusion that the word ‘anuyvavasaya’ means ‘the mental
perception of the cognition which is its object.” The first altemnative considers the

word ‘gnuvyavasdaya’ as one expression and assigns this meaning to it. Since the

word ‘vyavasdya’ cannot convey this meaning, the expression ‘anu’ which is a part
of ‘anuvyavasaya’ is not useless.

The second alternative considers the word ‘anuvyavasaya’ as consisting of the
words ‘anu’ and ‘vyavasaya.’ Since the primary meaning of the word ‘vyavasaya’ is
‘a qualificative cognition,’ it cannot have another primary meaning (sakyartha), viz.,
‘the mental perception of the cognition which is its object,” unless it is a homonymous
expression. Hence the author suggests that the secondary meaning (laksyartha) of
the word ‘vyavasaya’ may be taken as ‘the mental perception of the cognition which
is its object.” Now the question is how to indicate this secondary meaning of the
word ‘vyavasaya.’

According to the Nyaya theory of meaning, in order to indicate a secondary
meaning we require either another expression or a context for its use. Here the
author claims that the word ‘anu’ can be used to signify the fact that the word
‘vyavasaya’ has been used in its secondary sense. Since the word ‘anu’ signifies this
intention of the speaker, it is not useless.

In this paragraph the author has pointed out the utility or the relevance of
this topic. The classical Indian philosophers have emphasised the relevance of their
discussion. Hence they have introduced different types of relevance and have pointed
out the types of relevance between different topics of their systems. The author of
this paper has also raised this point in his discussion of the cognition of cognition.

Relevance is a relation between the contents of expressions or sentences vig some
questions. It may be stated in the following way:

If P is relevant to O, then O is an answer to a question S which is due to a cognition
7, and the content of this cognition is the relation of relevance.

The question raised by the author about the utility of our discussion of cognition
of cognition would correspond to § and the answer would correspond to O. The
previous discussion about the cognition of an object for its use would correspond
to P. The content of the cognition which gives rise to the question would be the
relation of relevance.

Gange$a has mentioned six types of relation of relevance. The relevance of the
above discussion would come under upodghata sangati (justification type of relevance)
as the author attempts to justify the relevance of the cognition of a cognition.
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' This argument of the supporters of the self-revealing theory may be presented

in the form of a dilemma. If a cognition is required to reveal another cognition,
then there is an infinite regress. If there is an infinite regress, then the cognition of
anything else is not possible. If, on the other hand, the regress stops at a particular
point, then all the previous cognitions would remain unrevealed.

Let us consider the cognition of a pot. In order to reveal this cognition, we require
the cognition of this cognition, which is a second level cognition. If the regress
stops at the second level cognition, then it remains unrevealed. If it is unrevealed,
then the cognition of a pot remains unrevealed. As a result, the pot would not be
revealed. Since there are only two alternatives and both of them are unsatisfactory,
the non-self-revealing theory is to be rejected.

12 According to the Mimamsa and the Vedanta presumption (arthapatti) is a valid
source of cognition. But according to the Nyaya it can be reduced to an infer-
ence. Hence the difference between these two views will depend up the nature or
the definition of ‘inference.” The well-known example of presumption is the following:

The fat Devadatta does not eat during the day. He eats at night.

The former is called ‘upapadya’ (‘effected or to be effected’), and the latter ‘upapadaka’
(‘effecting or causing to occur’). Presumption (arthapatti) is the cognition of upapadaka
from the cognition of upapadya. The cognition of upapadya is the karana (special
instrumental cause) of the cognition of upapadaka. The relation between them takes
the following from: Unless we accept upapadaka we cannot accept upapadya. Hence
in a sentence, of the form: There cannot be P without O, P is the upapadya and O is
the upapadaka. The cognition of this implication is called ‘anupapatti.” The cognition
of this implication, if it is true, is the karana (special instrumental cause) of the truth
of the cognition of upapadaka. In other words, the truth of the cognition of upapadaka
depends upon the truth of anupapatti (i.e., the cognition of this implication).

In an inferential form both upapadya and anupapatti would be premises and
upapdadaka would be the conclusion. Hence the inference takes the following form:

P, and ~O D ~P; therefore O,

where ‘P’ corresponds to upapadya and ‘O’ to upapadaka, and ‘~O D ~P’ to

anupapatti. The relation between upapadaka and upapadya is not always one of

causality. In our above example, there is a causal relation between them, but in the
following example there is no causal relation between them:

upapadya: Devadatta who is alive is not at home.
upapadaka: He is outside.

However, in all cases, the relation of implication between the absence of upapadaka
and the absence of upapadya will hold good.

13 The anupapatti (implication) of this presumption would take the following form:
The revelation of a cognition cannot be established unless it has the property of
being self-revealed.

4 In this context it is to be noted that there is a substantial difference of opinion
among the different schools of Indian philosophy as to the sources of valid cognition.
For the Carvaka (a type of materialist) philosophers, perception is regarded as the
only source of valid cognition. The Bauddha and the Vaiéesika philosophers accept
both perception and inference as sources of valid cognition. The Samkhya, Ramanuja
and Bhasarvajila accept perception, inference, and verbal testimony; the Nyaya accepts
perception, inference, comparison, and verbal testimony. But the followers of the
Prabhakara school of Mimamsa accept presumption in addition to the four sources
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accepted by the Nyaya. The followers of the Kumarila Bhatta school of Mimamsa
and the Advaita Vedanta accept non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) in addition to the
previous five sources of valid cognition. The followers of the Puranas accept two
more, namely, entailment (sambhava) and tradition (aitihya). The followers of the
Tantra accept gesture and posture (cesta) in addition to the eight other sources of
valid cognition. The Jaina philosophers have accepted two more sources of valid
cognition, namely, the use of a type of counterfactual conditional (tarka), and memory
(smrti).

Since the Nyaya philosophers do not accept presumption as a source of valid
cognition, it is reduced to agreement in absence type of inference (vyatireki-anumana).
Similarly, non-apprehension is reduced to perception, entailment to inference, tradition
to verbal testimony, and gesture (or posture) to inference. But tarka is not reduced
to an inference. It gives rise to an inference and thereby becomes auxiliary to an
inference. Similarly, memory is not reduced to some other source of valid cognition.
But the truth of a memory-cognition depends upon the truth of a previous apprehension
which is derived from perception, inference, comparison, or verbal testimony.

15" Since presumption is reduced to vyatirekr (agreement in absence) type of inference,
the Nyaya view of inference and its classification require some explanation in this
context, An inference involves three terms, viz., sadhya, paksa (locus of inference),
and hetu. The term ‘sadhya’ refers to what is to be inferred. In other words, it
refers to the predicate (vidheya, not the visesana) of the inferential cognition which
corresponds to the conclusion of an inference. The term ‘paksa’ refers to the locus
where there is some doubt about the presence of the sadhya (sandigdha-sadhyavan
paksah). Since the paksa has paksata (a special relational property of the paksa,
which is due to its relationship to a dubious cognition), the term ‘paksata’ signifies
some doubt about the presence of the sadhya in the locus of inference. The term
‘hetw’ (or ‘linga’) refers to the reason by means of which the sadhya is inferred
in the paksa. The validity of an inference depends on certain characteristics of the
hetu. These characteristics have been mentioned in note 19. Since the terms ‘sadhya’
and ‘hetu’ are usually translated as ‘probandum’ and ‘probans’ respectively, we shall
follow this convention.

An inference, according to the Nyaya, is a cognition which results from certain
other cognitions. Hence it may be defined in terms of its causal conditions. Since
an inferential cognition is a quality of the cogniser, it inheres in the self of the
cogniser. Hence the cogniser is the inherent cause (samavayr-karana) of an inferential
cognition. Since in the Nyaya system a cognition is due to the contact of the mental
sense-organ (manas) with the self, the contact (ie., the relation of conjunction) is
the similar-to-inherent cause (asamavayi-karana) of an inferential cognition.

In addition to these two types of causal conditions, an inferential cognition has
certain instrumental causal conditions (nimitta-karanas) such as paramarsa (operation),
vyaptijiana (the cognition of invariable concomitance between the probans and the
probandum), and paksata (a special relational property of the locus). An inferential
cognition is usually defined in terms of paramarsa (operation) and paksata (a special
relational property of the locus).

Paramarsa (operation) is defined as the cognition of the presence of the probans
pervaded by the probandum in the locus of the inference. Hence it presupposes the
cognition of the invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum.
Paksata refers to certain epistemic attitude of the cogniser towards the probandum.
The ancient Nyaya defines paksata as doubt about the presence of the probandum
in the locus of inference (paksa). But this definition is not acceptable to the modern
Nyaya (Navya-Nyaya) philosophers, as the desire to infer leads to inferential cognition
even if there is no doubt about the presence of the probandum in the locus. Hence the
Navya-Nyaya philosophers define it as the absence of certainty about the probandum
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in the locus qualified by the absence of desire to infer. This definition may be
explained in terms of the following disjunction:

There is absence of certainty about the probandum in the locus or there is desire
to infer the probandum in the locus. Hence this definition rules out the possibility
of inferential cognition in a cogniser in the presence of paramarsa (operation) if the
cogniser is certain about the presence of the probandum in the locus and there is
no desire to infer the probandum in the locus.

The Nyaya philosophers have classified inferences into three types depending
upon the nature of the invariable concomitance (vyapti) between the probans and the
probandum. Again the probantia (#etus) have been divided into three types depending
upon the nature of the invariable concomitance. If the rule of invariable concomitance
used in an inference takes the form of agreement in presence of the probans with the
probandum, then the inference is called ‘anvayr” (‘agreement in presence’). If this
rule takes the form of agreement in absence, then the inference is called ‘vyatireki
(‘agreement in absence’). And if the rule takes both the forms, then the inference
is called ‘anvaya-vyatirek?’ (‘agreement in presence and absence’). Similarly, the
probantia involved in these inferences are divided into three types. The inferences
for others would take the following forms if ‘p’ stands for the locus, ‘A’ for the
probans and ‘s’ for the probandum.

a) Agreement in presence type of inference:

1. p has s

2. Because of h

3. Wherever there is h, there is s, and an example in favour of this rule.

4. p has h which is pervaded by s (or, 2 which is present in, or related to, p
is pervaded by s).

5. Therefore, p has s (or, s is present in p).

b) Agreement in absence type of inference:

1. phas s

2. Because of &

3. Wherever there is absence of s, there is absence of A, and an example in
favour of this rule.

4. p has i which is the negatum of the absence which is the pervader of the
absence of s.

5. Therefore, p has s (or, s is present in p)

¢) The third type of inference is a combination of a) and b). It refers to both the
types of invariable concomitance of the probans with the probandum.

If the rule of invariable concomitance is of the agreement in presence type only,
‘then the inference is called ‘kevalanvayr-anumana’ (‘agreement in presence type of
inference only’). The probans of this type of inference is called ‘kevalanvayr-hetu’
(‘agreement in presence type of probans only’).

If the rule of invariable concomitance is of the agreement in absence type only,
then the inference is called ‘kevalavyatirek-anumana’ (‘agreement in absence type of
inference only’). The probans of this type of inference is called ‘kevalavyatirekv-hetu’
(‘agreement in absence type of probans only’).

In the case of inference for oneself all the premises in a) or b) are not needed.

What we need is the paramarsa ie., the fourth member in our above formulation
of a) or b) provided paksata is present.
! In this inference the locus (paksa) is a cognition, the probans is the property of
being a cognition i.e., cognitionhood (jignatva) which is a class-character, and the
probandum is the property of being independent of another cognition for the use of
it. The inference can be stated in the following way:
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1. A cognition has the property of being a cognition i.e., cognitionhood.

2. Wherever there is absence of the property of being independent of another
cognition for the use of it, there is absence of the property of being a cognition.
For example, a pot.

3. A cognition has the property of being a cognition which is the negatum of the
absence which is the pervader of the absence of the property of being independent
of another cognition for the use of it.

4. Therefore, a cognition has the property of being independent of another cognition
for the use of it.

' This objection has been raised by the followers of the non-self-revealing theory.

The supporters of the self-revealing theory do not accept another cognition for the
use of a cognition, although they accept the cognition of a desire for the use of a
desire. Moreover, a desire, according to them, does not necessarily yield the cognition
of it. In other words, a desire by itself does not produce the cognition of it. Hence
they accept one criterion for cognition and another for desire.

But the supporters of the non-self-revealing theory accept the same criterion
for both cognition and desire. Hence, according to them, the cognition of a desire
cannot occur simultaneously with the occurrence of a desire. First we have a desire,
thereafter we have the cognition of this desire. If the cognition of a desire does not
occur just after the occurrence of a desire, then its cognition will not occur later
on, as the desire ceases to exist after two moments, namely, the moments of its
origination and duration.

If the cognition of a desire occurs, then the memory-cognition of this desire is
possible. Hence the cognition of a desire is different from a desire and the latter is
a causal condition of the former. Similarly, the cognition of a cognition is different
from a cognition, and the latter is a causal condition of the former,

' Tt is to be noted that the Nyaya philosophers would also accept this premise
or the truth of this sentence, but not the truth of the remaining sentences of this
argument.

This presupposes the Nyaya distinction between valid and invalid (or fallacious)
inferences. Since the author mentions different types of fallacies, a discussion on
inference might be of some help to the reader.

If the inference is of the agreement in presence and agreement in absence type
(anvya-vyatirek-anumdna), and it is used to generate the inferential cognition (anu-
miti) in others, then it is expressed by the following form:

Thesis (pratijiia). a is G.

Reason (hetu): because of F.

Example (udaharana). Wherever there is F, there is G, as in b, etc; and wherever
there is absence of G, there is absence of F, as in C, efc.

Application (upanaya): a has F which is pervaded by G; or a has F which is the
counterpositive (i.e., negatum) of the absence which pervades the absence of G.

Conclusion (nigamana): Hence a is G, or G is present in a, where a is the locus
of the inference (paksa), F is the probans, G is the probandum, b is the locus where
G is known to be present (sapaksa), and c is the locus where the absence of G is
known to be present (vipaksa).

According to the Nyaya each of the sentences in an inference for others is an
answer to a question and each of them except the last one will give rise to a question.
Moreover, each of them is used to generate a cognition in the hearer. Since a self-
contradictory sentence such as ‘a is both G and not G’ cannot generate a cognition,
it cannot be used either as a premise or conclusion of an inference. If the inference
(not the inferential cognition) is valid (Nyaya), then all the sentences must be true
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and the conclusion will follow from the premise or the premises. The application
(upanaya-vakya), which represents the operation (vyapara) of an inferential cognition
(anumiti), entails the conclusion.

Invalid inferences (Nyayabhdasas) are divided into two types. One type of invalid
inference contains a false premise or premises, but the other type does not contain
any false premise. Hence the former may be called ‘logically invalid’ and the latter
‘epistemically invalid,” although the Nyaya uses the word ‘nitya’ (‘permanent’) for
the former type of invalidity and ‘anitya’ (‘impermanent’) for the latter type of
invalidity. But any inference, valid or invalid, must satisfy the relevance condition.
If there is no relevance between the two sentences, then no inference arises.

In an inference for others, all the five sentences are needed, because each of
them is an answer to a different question and gives some new information. But in
an inference for oneself all of them are not required and there is no need to use a
sentence. Hence a deaf and a mute person can also have an inferential cognition.
What is required is the operation (paramarsa) which corresponds to the application
in our above example and the cognitions which will give rise to this operation.

In our above example the thesis (pratijia-vakya) is an answer to the question
what is to be established in a (paksa). a is usually considered as something where
there is doubt about the presence of the probandum. The reason (hetu-vakya) is
an answer to the question what signifies the probandum. Hence it states that the
probans signifies the probandum. The signifier-significate (jiapya-jiiapaka) relation
holds between the objects of two cognitions. The cognition of the signifier (jigpaka)
gives rise to the cognition of the significate (jigpya). Hence the reason does not
state that the locus a (paksa) is characterised by the probans.

Now it may be asked, why should we consider the probans as the signifier? The
answer is given by stating a rule (vydgpti) along with some examples which give
rise to the cognition of the invariable concomitance between the probans and the
probandum (vyapti-jiiana). For this reason the third step is called ‘example.” Both
the examples of agreement in presence and agreement in absence are to be stated in
support of this rule of invariable concomitance. The observation of the presence of
the probans and the probandum in some loci and the non-observance of the presence
of the probans and the absence of the probandum in some other loci are required
for the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance between the probans and
the probandum. The rule takes the form of a universal sentence which can be stated as:

@) FxDGx).

As regards the range of the variable x, the Nyaya claims that all the loci including
a in our above example will come under its range, but the cognition of this rule
does not entail the cognition of a qualified by a unique mode of presentation. Hence
a (i.e., paksa) is known as something different from & (i.e., sapaksa) and we know
that if it has F, then it has G. Therefore, in order to avoid the inferential circularity
(siddha-sadhana), the Nyaya claims that the cognition of the rule does not entail
the cognition of the inferential locus qualified by F and G, although the cognition
of the rule rests upon the cognition of some of the instances of the rule,

According to another interpretation, the sentence ‘Wherever there is F, there is
G’ simply states the pervader — pervaded relation between F and G. It does not
refer to any instances or loci of these properties. Hence the rule by itself does not
refer to a, b, or ¢ in our above example. But the cognition of the rule, according to
both the interpretations, presupposes the observation of the presence of the probans
and the probandum in the same loci and the non-observation of the probans in a
locus which is characterised by the absence of the probandum. If the cognition of
the rule is true, then F is pervaded by G. In other words, F has the property of
being pervaded by G.
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The application (upanaya-vakya) is an answer to the question whether a (ie.,
paksa) is characterised by this type of F. Since the reason does not state that a is
characterised by F, the application gives us some new information about a. The
reason simply states that F is the signifier of G. Hence the application gives us
some new information which is not already contained in the previous sentences. The
conclusion (nigamana-vakya) is an answer to the question whether the probandum
which is the significate of that type of probans is in a. Hence it is an answer to
the question whether G which is the significate of F which is pervaded by G is
present in a. The difference between the thesis and the conclusion lies in the fact
that the thesis simply states what is to be established in the locus, but the conclusion
states how it is to be established in the locus. The word ‘hence’ or its synonym in
the conclusion means ‘the significate of the cognition of the probans.” Hence the
conclusion (nigamana-vakya) means that G which is the significate of F, which is
pervaded by G and is in a, is present in a. Here the new information lies in the fact
that G is the significate of that type of F.

As regards the utility of operation (paramarsa) which is expressed by application
there is some difference of opinion among the different schools of Indian philosophy.
The Mimamsa and the Vedanta philosophers claim that there is no need to accept
operation (paramarsa) as distinct from the cognition of the presence of probans in the
locus (paksadharmata-jiiana) and the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance
(vydpti-jaana) for the inferential cognition. Hence the inferential cognition of the
mountain has fire is causally dependent upon the cognitions of wherever there is
smoke there is fire and the mountain has smoke.

Now the Nyaya philosophers claim that if the above view is tenable, then there is
no difference between the following two inferences as both of them equally satisfy
the above two conditions of an inference.

a) Wherever there is smoke, there is fire. The mountain has smoke. Hence the
mountain has fire.

b) Wherever there is smoke, there is fire. The mountain has light. Hence the
mountain has fire.

In this context it is to be noted that both smoke and light are pervaded by fire. Hence
both the inferences contain the rule of invariable concomitance and the presence of
the probans in the locus. But in b) the inferential cognition will not be generated
by these two conditions alone.

In response to this objection the followers of the Mimamsa claim that if the mode
of presentation of the probans which resides in the locus is the same as the limitor
of the property of being pervaded (vyapyatavacchedaka), then these two conditions
will yield the inferential cognition.

In a) smokeness is both the limitor of the property of being the probans (hetutavac-
chedaka) and the limitor of the property of being the pervaded (vyapyatavacchedaka).
But in b) lightness is the limitor of the property of being the probans and smokeness
is the limitor of the property of being the pervaded. For this reason the cognition
of the mountain has fire will not be generated by the cognitions of the presence of
the probans in the locus and the rule of invariable concomitance.

Now the Nyaya philosophers raise another objection against this view. Suppose
John has the cognition of the presence of the probans in the locus, Tom has the
cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance, and the limitor of the property
of being the probans cognised by John is the same as the limitor of the property
of being the pervaded cognised by Tom. Since all the conditions are satisfied, the
inferential cognition will be generated either in John or in Tom. But this does not
happen. Hence some additional conditions are needed in support of the view of the
Mimamsa.
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On this point the supporters of the Mimamsa claim that if a person has cognised
the limitor of the property of being the probans in the way he has cognised the limitor
of the property of being the pervaded, then he will have the inferential cognition.
Hence the above counterexample does not refute the view of the Mimamsa.

Now the Nyaya philosophers raise another objection. It is claimed that the expla-
nation of the Mimamsa goes against the law of parsimony in two ways. First, the
causal explanation has reference to persons. Second, since persons are different, the
causes of the inferential cognitions would also be different. Hence the instances of
the causal law would take the following form:

If x cognises p and g, then x cognises r,
If y cognises p and g, then y cognises r, and so on.

But the causal explanation offered by the Nyaya philosophers does not have any
reference to a person. It simply states that the operation (paramarsa) will yield the
inferential cognition. In other words, the cognition of a is F pervaded by G will
generate the cognition of a is G. Hence the causal explanation of the Nyaya is
simpler than that of the Mimamsa.

Moreover, the Nyaya claims that the inferential cognition may be due to the
cognition of the locus characterised by something which is pervaded by the probandum
(sadhya-vyapyavana-paksah). Hence the cognition of (3x) (a has x which is pervaded
by G) will yield the inferential cognition a is G. In other words, the cognition of
any specific probans is not needed for an inferential cognition. If the Mimamsa
philosophers accept it also as a causal condition for an inferential cognition, then
they have to accept two separate sets of causal conditions for the same inferential
cognition. One of them will be the cognition of the presence of the probans in the
locus and the cognition of the rule of the invariable concomitance, and the other one
will be the cognition of the locus characterised by something which is pervaded by
the probandum.

But the Nyaya philosophers accept only one type of causal condition for an
inferential cognition. What is required for an inferential cognition is the cognition
of the locus which has a property which is characterised by the property of being
the pervaded (vyapti-prakaraka-paksadharmata-jiiana). In our above two inferences,
the operation ‘the mountain has smoke which is pervaded by fire’ and the operation
‘the mountain has light which is pervaded by fire’ satisfy the causal condition of the
inferential cognition. Hence either of the operations will yield the inferential cognition
‘the mountain has fire.” Moreover, the more generic cognition of the mountain has
something which is pervaded by fire also satisfies the above definition of the causal
condition for the inferential cognition. Hence it also yields the inferential cognition
‘the mountain has fire.’

As regards the nature of the operation which is a cognition, the Nyaya claims that
there are different types depending on the source of its origin. It could be perceptual
or inferential. In other words, it is derived from perception if the probans is perceived
in the locus of the inference. It will be inferential if it is cognised as a conclusion
of another inference. Moreover, an operation (paramarsa) may be due to a mental
disposition (samskara), and thereby it will be a type of memory-cognition. Again, it
may be generated by verbal testimony. Hence it may be a case of verbal cognition
as well.

As regards the form of an operation, the Nyaya accepts four types of it. As there
are two types of rule of invariable concomitance, namely, agreement in presence
(anvya-vyapti) and agreement in absence (vyatireka-vyapti), so there are two types
of operation, namely, agreement in presence (anvyl-paramarsa) and agreement in
absence (vyatireki-paramarsa). Again, each of them may take two different forms
at cognitive level. In one case the locus of inference becomes the qualificand, as
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in the cognition of the mountain has smoke which is pervaded by fire. In another
case, the pervaded becomes the qualificand, as in the cognition of the smoke which
is pervaded by fire is on the mountain.

Similarly, the agreement in absence type of operation has two forms. In one case
the locus of inference becomes the qualificand, as in the cognition of the mountain
has smoke which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence of fire.
In another case the pervaded becomes the qualificand, as in the cognition of smoke
which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence of fire is on the
mountain.

The Nyaya has also discussed whether the two types of inferential cognition,
namely, @ is G and G is in a, are derivable from different types of operation. Here
we come across two different views:

A. According to some Nyaya philosophers both the types of inferential cognition
are derivable from any of the following four types of operation:

i) a is F which is pervaded by G. Since the locus is the qualificand in this
cognition, it is called ‘locus-qualificand type of agreement in presence
operation’ (‘paksa-visesyaka-anvyt-paramarsa’).

ii) F which is pervaded by G is in a. Since the pervaded is the qualificand
in this cognition, it is called ‘pervaded-qualificand type of agreement in
presence operation’ (‘vyapya-visesyaka-anvyrparamarsa’).

iii) a has F which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence
of G. Since the locus is the qualificand, it is called ‘locus-qualificand type
of agreement in absence operation’ (‘paksa-visesyaka-vyatirekparamarsa’).

iv) F which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence of G is in
a. Since the pervaded is the qualificand, it is called ‘pervaded-qualificand type
of agreement in absence operation’ (vyapya-visesyaka-vyatireki-paramarsa).

B. According to some other Nyaya philosophers the locus-qualificand type of
inferential cognition (paksa-visesyaka-anumiti) will be generated by the locus-
qualificand type of operation (paksa-visesyaka-paramarsa), and the probandum-
qualificand type of inferential cognition (sadhya-visesyaka-anumiti) will be
generated by the pervaded-qualificand type of operation (vyapya-visesyaka-
paramarsa). Hence a is G is derivable from either a is F which is pervaded by
G or a has F which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence
of G. Similarly, G is in a is derivable from either F which is pervaded by G is
in a or F which is the negatum of the absence which pervades the absence of
G is in a.

Now let us discuss the nature of the probans in a valid inference. If the valid
inference is of the agreement in presence and agreement in absence type, then its
probans has the following five characteristics:

(a) It is present in the locus of the inference (paksa). Hence it has the property of
being present in the locus (paksasartva).

(b) It is also present in some of the loci which are known to be characterised
by the probandum. Hence it has the property of being present in similar loci
(sapaksasartva).

(c) It is not present in those loci which are known to be characterised by the absence
of the probandum. Hence it has the property of being absent from dissimilar
loci (vipaksasattva).

(d) It has no counter-probans (prati-hetu) which will demonstrate the absence of the
probandum in the locus of the inference. A counter-probans is different from
the probans in question and it is pervaded by the absence of the probandum.
Hence it has the property of not having a counter-probans (asatpratipaksattva).
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(e) It is different from the probans which can be used to establish the probandum
in the locus which is characterised by the absence of the probandum. Hence it
has the property of being different from this type of probans (abadhitartva).

An inference of the agreement in presence type only (kevalanvayranumana) has
no dissimilar cases (vipaksa) as examples. In other words, there is no locus which is
known to be characterised by the absence of the probandum. For example, this table
is knowable, because of nameability. Since there is no locus which is characterised by
the absence of knowability, the agreement in absence type of invariable concomitance
(vyatireka-vyapti) is not possible. Hence the probans of this type of inference has
no vipaksasattva. But it has the remaining four characteristics of a valid probans
(sad-hetu). Similarly, an inference of the agreement in absence type only has no
similar cases as examples (sapaksa). In other words, there is no locus which is known
to be characterised by the probandum. For example, earth is different from other
things, because of smell. Since in the Nyaya ontology earth alone has smell and since
earth is the locus of the inference (paksa), there is no example in favour of the rule
‘Whatever has smell is different from other things.” Hence the probans of this type
of inference has no sapaksasattva. But it has the remaining four characteristics.

An inference, according to the Nyaya, will be fallacious if the probans lacks
one of these characteristics. In other words, if the probantia of the inferences of
the agreement in presence and absence type do not have all the five characteristics,
and the probantia of the other types of inferences do not have the remaining four
characteristics, then they are fallacious. It is to be noted that there are two types
of fallacies. One of them would render some of the sentences false and hence the
cognitions expressed by those sentences would not correspond to facts. Another type
of fallacy would simply prevent the occurrence of doubt free cognitions expressed
by the sentences of an inference.

Since the Nyaya has ascribed the term ‘fallacy’ to the probans of an inference, a
fallacious inference is called ‘hetvabhasa’ (‘defective probans’). The probans which is
free from all the defects will generate a true inferential cognition, and the sentences
used to generate the inferential cognition in others will also be true. Hence the
validity of an inference will be defined in terms of the presence of these properties
in the probans. But an invalid inference will lack some of these properties. Since a
probans is used to infer the probandum, the fallacy of an inference has been ascribed
to the probans.

A fallacy or hetvabhdsa has been defined in the following way:

x Is a hewvabhasa iff the true cognition of x prevents the occurrence of
an inferential cognition (anumiti) or the operation (paramarsa) which is
the vydpdra of an inferential cognition, where x is a qualified object of
cognition.

Let us consider a fallacious inference, for example, this lake has fire because of
smoke. In this case the inferential cognition this lake has fire is false. From the above
definition of fallacy it follows that if the person would have known that this lake
has no fire, then the inferential cognition would have been prevented. The absence
of fire in the lake which is the object of cognition is the defect of the probans. Since
smoke is the probans in this inference, it is infected with this defect. Hence, in our
above example, the defect is the absence of fire in the lake, and smoke is the object
qualified by this defect. Now the question is, how can smoke be qualified by this
defect?

The Nyaya philosophers explain the relation between them in terms of the relation
of a cognition to its object, which is called ‘visayata,’” and the limitor of the property
of being the probans (hetutavacchedaka). In other words, it is explained in terms of
a conjunctive cognition such that one of them is the defect and the other one is the.
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probans. In our above example, one of the objects of this conjunctive cognition would
be the lake qualified by the absence of fire and the other one would be smoke.

Since both the objects are objects of the same cognition, the property of being the
object of one cognition (eka-jiiana-visayata) resides in both. The property of being
the object of one cognition is not something over and above the property of being
the qualificand and the property of being the qualifier residing in the qualificand
and the qualifier respectively. Since these properties are determined by the same
cognition, the objects of this cognition have the property of being the object of one
cognition. Hence the objects will be related to each other at epistemic level. This
is analogous to the relation between two persons who have the same father. In our
above example, since the property of being the object of the conjunctive cognition
resides in both smoke and the lake qualified by the absence of fire, they are related to
each other. Now the question is whether this relation by itself can uniquely make the
lake qualified by the absence of fire the qualifier of smoke which is the probans.

In order to specify the relation of the lake qualified by the absence of fire to
smoke, it may be said that the property of being the object of the same conjunctive
cognition residing in smoke is limited by a unique property of smoke such as gaseous
carbon particles. Now the question is whether this relation of the lake qualified by
the absence of fire to smoke is the same as the relation of defect to that which is
infected with this defect. If it is considered sufficient, then in the following example
a pot would also be infected with this defect. Consider a conjunctive cognition of
the lake qualified by the absence of fire and a pot. Here also the property of being
the object of the conjunctive cognition resides in both the pot and the lake qualified
by the absence of fire. Here also we can specify the property of being the object
of the conjunctive cognition residing in the pot in terms of a unique property of
the pot such as potness. If this method of specifying the relation were sufficient,
then the pot would also be infected with the same defect. And if there is a more
complex conjunctive cognition in which the lake qualified by the absence of fire is
a conjunct, then all the remaining members would be infected with this defect if the
relations were specified.

In order to exclude such cases we have to show that the specific relational property
of being the object of the same conjunctive cognition residing in a pot is not the
same as the relation of the defect to that which is infected with the defect. Hence it
has been proposed that the relation which relates the lake qualified by the absence of
fire to smoke is qualified by a property which resides only in the probans. In other
words, the limitor of the property of being the probans (hetutavacchedaka) which is
smokeness will qualify this relation. Hence the relation of the defect to that which is
infected with it will be the property of being the object of the conjunctive cognition
qualified by the limitor of the property of being the probans. Since smokeness is the
limitor of the property of being the probans, and not the gaseous carbon patticle,
smokeness will be used to specify the relation of the defect to that which is infected
with it. Hence the complex relation in which smokeness is the qualifier will make
the lake qualified by the absence of fire, which is the defect, the qualifier of the
probans which is smoke.

If we would have known this property of smoke, then we would not have inferred
the presence of fire in the lake. Since smoke was used to make this inference, and
since this function of smoke will be restricted by our cognition of smoke qualified by
the absence of fire in the lake, smoke as a probans is considered defective. In other
words, it will fail to perform its function as probans for the above inference.

Now it may be said that the fallacious inference is due to the lack of knowledge
about reality. In our above example, the person who infers that the lake has fire
does not know that the lake is qualified by the absence of fire. Herice the fallacy is
due to this lack of knowledge.



COGNITION OF COGNITION 193

In reply the Nyaya would say that even in a valid inference the person, who
infers that the lake has absence of fire, does not know that the lake is qualified by
the absence of fire. Here also the person lacks the same knowledge. Hence in terms
of the lack of knowledge the distinction between the valid and the invalid inferences
cannot be drawn.

From the above discussion it follows that the probans is used to infer the probandum
in the locus of an inference. If the inferential cognition or the operation (pardmarsa)
of an inference is prevented by a valid cognition, then the probans is considered
defective and thereby the inference becomes fallacious. Moreover, it also follows that
if the cognition of the presence of the probans in the locus (paksadharmata-jiiana)
or the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance (vyapti-jiiana) is prevented,
then the operation (paramarsa) will also be prevented as the contents of the former
two cognitions are necessary for operation. Hence the inference will be fallacious if
the cognition of the presence of the probans in the locus or the cognition of the rule
of invariable concomitance is prevented by a true cognition. Therefore, the cognition
of the defect (dosa) is opposed to the cognition of the presence of the probans in
the locus or the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance or the inferential
cognition. If the inference is fallacious, the probans will lack at least one of the
characteristics of a valid probans (sad-hetu).

Now let us discuss the fallacies which are, according to the Nyaya, due to
the defects of the probantia. There are five types of fallacies, viz., (1) asiddha
(unestablished), (2) vyabhicara (deviation), (3) viruddha (opposed), (4) satpratipaksa
(existence of a counter-thesis), and (5) badha (absence of the probandum in the
locus).

1. asiddha (unestablished): If the probans cannot be established, it is called ‘asiddha.’
This type of fallacy can occur in five ways:

a) The locus of the inference (paksa) is not real. For example, the golden
mountain has fire, because of smoke. Here the golden mountain is the locus
(paksa), smoke is the probans, and fire is the probandum. Since the locus
is unreal or unexemplified (aprasiddha), the probans cannot reside in it.
Since the locus cannot be established, this fallacy is called ‘asrayasiddha’
(‘unestablished locus®).

Here the defect is the absence of gold in the mountain or the mountain not
being made of gold. The cognition of this defect is opposed to the cognition of
the presence of the probans in the locus (paksadharmata-jiiana) and the inferential
cognition (anumiti). Here the probans lacks the property of being present in the locus
(paksasartva).

The absence of gold in the mountain, which is the defect, is related to smoke in a
conjunctive cognition. Since the cognition of this defect will prevent the occurrence
of the operation or the inferential cognition, the probans will fail to perform its
function. Hence the probans will be considered defective.

b) The probans does not reside in the locus of the inference, although the locus
is real and the probans is real. For example, sound is non-eternal, because
of visibility. Here both sound and visibility are real entities, but visibility
does not qualify sound. Since the probans cannot qualify the locus of the
inference, this type of fallacy is called ‘svarapasiddha’ (‘unestablished in
the locus’).

This type of fallacy is opposed to the cognition of the presence of the probans in
the locus (paksadharmata-jriana). Here also the probans lacks the property of being
present in the locus (paksasattva). The defect (dosa) is the absence of visibility
in the sound. Hence the cognition of the absence of visibility in the sound would
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prevent the occurrence of the operation which contains the presence of probans in
the locus.

c) The probans is unreal or unexemplified, although the locus is real. For
example, the mountain has fire, because of golden smoke. In this case the
golden smoke which is the probans is itself unreal. Since the probans is
unreal, this type of fallacy is called ‘hetvasiddha’ (‘unestablished probans’).

This type of fallacy is opposed to the cognition of the presence of the probans
in the locus of inference and the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance
between the probans and the probandum. Since the probans is unexemplified, it cannot
have any property of a genuine probans. That is, it lacks all the five properties of a
genuine probans (sad-hetu). Here the defect (dosa) is the absence of gold in smoke.
Hence the cognition of the absence of gold in smoke would prevent the occurrence
of the operation (paramarsa) which contains the golden smoke.

d) Another type of asiddha (unestablished) fallacy will occur if the probans of
an unexemplified probandum is not present in the locus of an inference. For
example, the mountain has golden fire, because of smoke. In this case, smoke
is present on the mountain, but not as the probans of the golden fire. Hence
this type of fallacy is called ‘sadhyasiddha’(‘unestablished probandum’).
Here the probans lacks both sapaksasattva (the property of being present in
similar cases) and vipaksasattva (the property of being absent from dissimilar
cases).

Here the defect is the absence of gold in fire. Hence the cognition of the absence
of gold in fire (i.e., fire not being made of gold) would prevent the cognition of the
rule of invariable concomitance between smoke and golden fire and the inferential
cognition. Hence the cognition of this defect is opposed to both the operation and
the inferential cognition.

e) There is another type of asiddha fallacy. In this case the locus is real, the
probans is real and the probans is present in the locus but the probans is
not qualified by the property of being the pervaded which is limited by a
property. In other words, the probans lacks the property of being the pervaded
of the probandum as the property of being the pervaded is not limited by the
appropriate limitor. It is to be noted that the property of being the pervaded
which is a relational property of the probans is limited by a property-limitor,
and this limitor also fixes the referent of the ‘probans.’

The observation of the co-presence of the probans and the probandum in some
loci, and the non-observation of the presence of the probans without the probandum
in some other loci are causal conditions for the cognition of the rule of invariable
concomitance between the probans and the probandum. Now the mode under which
the probans has been cognised becomes the limitor of the property of being the
pervaded (vyapyatavacchedaka). This type of fallacy will occur when the mode
under which the probans has been cognised does not limit the property of being the
pervaded which resides in the probans. For example, the mountain has fire, because
of blue smoke.

If blue smoke is the probans, then the rule of invariable concomitance would
be between blue smoke and fire. The property of being the pervaded residing in
blue smoke will be limited by blue smokeness (i.e., blueness and smokeness).
But this rule of invariable concomitance cannot substantiate the rule of invariable
concomitance between smoke and fire. Hence we have to postulate two rules of
invariable concomitance, viz. (i) wherever there is blue smoke, there is fire, and (ii)
wherever there is smoke, there is fire. Therefore, there would be two properties of
being the pervaded. The property of being the pervaded residing in any smoke will
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be limited by smokeness only but the property of being the pervaded residing in
blue smoke will be limited by both blueness and smokeness.

Now the question is whether there is any need to postulate two.properties of
being the pervaded. The postulation of the property of being the pervaded limited
by blue smokeness cannot explain the rule of invariable concomitance between any
smoke and fire. But the postulation of the property of being the pervaded limited
by smokeness only can explain the invariable concomitance between any smoke and
fire, and thereby between blue smoke and fire as well. Hence, on the ground of
simplicity, the Nyaya philosophers accept only the property of being the pervaded
which is limited by smokeness.

Since there is no property of being the pervaded which is limited by blue smoke-
ness and resides in blue smoke, the type of fallacy present in the above inference is
called ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ (‘unestablished property of being the pervaded’). Here the
defect will be the absence of the property of being the pervaded which is limited
by blue smokeness and which resides in blue smoke. The cognition of this defect
would prevent the cognition of the invariable concomitance between blue smoke and
fire. Hence during the observation of the co-presence of smoke and fire we have
to cognise smoke, blue or black, under the mode of smokeness alone, because this
mode of presentation will be the limitor of the property of being the pervaded. If
the blue smoke is not cognised under the mode of smokeness alone, then it will lack
the property of being present in sapaksa (similar cases). This is due to the fact that
other modes of presentation such as blue smokeness cannot limit (or determine) the
property of being the pervaded of fire, which resides in a blue smoke. Hence the
property of being present in sapaksa (similar cases) requires not only the presence
of the probans in similar cases but also the mode under which it is to be cognised.
In this case, blue smoke is present in the locus of fire, but blue smoke lacks the
property of being the pervaded limited by blue smokeness. If the mode under which
the probans is cognised cannot be the limitor of its property of being the pervaded,
then also the probans lacks the property of being present in sapaksa. Hence in this
technical sense of the word ‘sapaksasattva’ blue smoke as probans, in our above
example, lacks this property. On the contrary, if blue smoke is cognised in sapaksa
under the mode of smokeness only, then it will satisfy one of the conditions for the
cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance between smoke and fire. Since blue
smokeness is not the limitor of the property of being the pervaded, the cognition
of the probans under the mode of blue smokeness will prevent the cognition of the
rule of invariable concomitance between smoke and fire.

From the above discussion it follows that blue smoke lacks the property of being
the pervaded limited by blue smokeness. The cognition of this defect will prevent
the cognition of the rule of invariable concomitance between blue smoke and fire,
.and thereby the operation of this inference.

2. vyabhicara (deviation): There are three types of fallacy of deviation. In all the
three cases the cognition of the defect would prevent the cognition of the rule
of invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum.

a) sadharana-vyabhicara (common deviation): If the probans is present in paksa
(locus of the inference), sapaksa (locus known to be characterised by the
probandum) and vipaksa (locus known to be characterised by the absence
of the probandum), then this type of fallacy would occur, and the probans
is called ‘sadharana-vyabhicari-hetu’ (‘common deviating probans’). For
example, the mountain has fire, because of knowability.

Since the probans is present in the locus of the absence of the probandum, the
cognition of deviation (vyabhicara) is opposed to the cognition of the invariable
concomitance between the probans and the probandum. If we take a lake as vipaksa,



196 JL SHAW

then fire is absent from it, but knowability is present in it. Hence there cannot be
a cognition of the invariable concomitance between knowability and fire. Moreover,
since there is deviation, the rule of invariable concomitance will not hold good
between the probans and the probandum. In this case, the defect (dosa) is the
absence of fire in a lake which has knowability. Hence the cognition of this defect
will prevent the cognition of the invariable concomitance between knowability and
fire. Since the cognition of the invariable concomitance is prevented, the operation
will also be prevented. In this fallacy the probans lacks the property of not being
present in vipaksa.

b) asadharana-vyabhicara (uncommon deviation): If the probans is present
in the locus of the inference (paksa) only, then it is called ‘asadharana-
vyabhicar-het’ (‘uncommon deviating probans’). In other words, the probans
is not present in sapaksa (the locus of the probandum) and in vipaksa (the
locus of the absence of the probandum), but is present in paksa (the locus
of the inference). For example, sound is non-eternal, because of soundness.

In this case, sound is paksa, a non-eternal object such as a pot is sapaksa and an
eternal object such as space is vipaksa. Since soundness is not present in a pot, it
lacks the property of being present in sapaksa. Since soundness cannot be perceived
in non-eternal objects, there cannot be cognition of the agreement in presence type of
invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum. But the probans is
absent from the eternal objects. Since the agreement in absence between the probans
and the probandum can be observed, the agreement in absence type of invariable
concomitance (vyatireka-vyapti) can be cognised.

In this example, the defect is the absence of soundness in a non-etemal object
such as a pot, and the probans lacks the property of being present in sapaksa. The
cognition of this defect would prevent the cognition of the agreement in presence type
of invariable concomitance (anvya-vyapti). But it will not prevent the cognition of the
agreement in absence type of invariable concomitance (vyatireka-vyapti). Since there
are two types of invariable concomitance, there would be two types of operation.
Since the agreement in presence type of operation depends on the agreement in
presence type of invariable concomitance, it will be prevented by the cognition of
this defect. But the agreement in absence type of operation which depends on the
agreement in absence type of invariable concomitance will not be prevented by the
cognition of this defect. Hence the cognition of this type of defect does not prevent
the cognition of all types of invariable concomitance or operation. For this reason it
may be treated as epistemic fallacy as opposed-to a logical one (where some of the
sentences are false). In the example above, the sentences would not be false, but
we fail to cognise the agreement in presence type of invariable concomitance and
thereby the agreement in presence type of operation.

Moreover, this type of epistemic defect can also be removed. In our example,
this defect can be removed if there is certainty about the presence of the probandum
in some sounds such as the sound of a music. If it were so, then the locus would
not be sound in general as it is in the above example, but some specific sounds
such as the one which follows lightning. From the observation of the copresence
of the probans and the probandum in some loci (sapaksa) and the non-observation
of the probans in the locus of the absence of the probandum one may cognise the
agreement in presence type of invariable concomitance. Hence the cognition of both
the types of invariable concomitance are possible. Again in our example, the defect
remains so long as there is doubt about the presence of the probandum in every
sound. Since this defect can be removed, it is called ‘anitya’ (‘impermanent’).

¢) anupasamhari-vyabhicara (unsupported deviation): If everything becomes
paksa and thereby the probans does not have either sapaksa or vipaksa,
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then the fallacy of anupasamhari-vyabhicara will occur. Let us consider the
following two examples.

(i) Everything is non-eternal, because of knowability.
(ii) Everything is nameable, because of knowability.

In both (i) and (ii) everything is the locus of inference. There is doubt about
the presence of non-eternality in (i) and nameability in (ii). Since everything is
paksa, there is no sapaksa or vipaksa. Since the co-presence of the probans and
the probandum cannot be observed, the agreement in presence type of invariable
concomitance cannot be cognised. Similarly, since the co-absence of the probans
and the probandum cannot be observed, the agreement in absence type of invariable
concomitance cannot be cognised. Since neither type of invariable concomitance is
cognised, neither the agreement in presence nor the agreement in absence type of
operation will occur. Hence this type of fallacy prevents the occurrence of any type
of operation which is necessary for an inferential cognition. Since there is neither
sapksa nor vipaksa, the probans lacks both the property of being present in sapaksa
and the property of being absent from vipaksa.

As regards the nature of this fallacy, it is not logical, but epistemological. If a
person does not have doubt about the presence of the probandum in everything, then
this epistemic defect can be removed. From the observation of the co-presence of the
probans and the probandum and the non-observation of deviation, one will have the
cognition of the invariable concomitance between them. In (i), if everything ceases
to be paksa, then the cognition of the invariable concomitance may be possible on
the basis of the observation of co-presence and non-observation of deviation. But
this cognition will be false as there are eternal objects such as space and time which
are knowable in the Nyaya system. Hence there will be another type of fallacy.

In (ii) if everything ceases to be paksa, then the cognition of the invariable con-
comitance between knowability and nameability will be possible from the observation
of co-presence and the non-observation of deviation. Moreover, the cognition of
invariable concomitance will be true as the invariable concomitance holds good in
the Nyaya system, and the inference will be valid.

From the above discussion it follows that this type of defect can also be removed.
Hence it is also epistemological, not logical. It is due to the fact that the person in
question has doubt about everything and as a result he cannot cognise the invariable
concomitance. This type of defect will last so long as there is doubt about the
presence of the probandum in everything.

From the above discussion of three types of fallacies of deviation, it follows that
the last two are epistemic and hence impermanent, but the first one is logical and
hence permanent. But all of them are opposed to the cognition of the invariable
concomitance although not in the same way. Moreover, all of them are infected with
the fallacy of deviation, but not in the same way. The probans of the first one occurs
in the locus of the absence of the probandum, and it is vyabhicart (deviating) in
this sense. But the probantia of the other two types are not vyabhicart (deviating)
in this sense. The probans of the second type is vyabhicart (deviating) in the sense
that it does not reside in the locus of the probandum i.e., sapaksa. The probans of
the third type is vyabhicart (deviating) in the sense that there is neither sapaksa nor
vipaksa. Since there is neither sapaksa nor vipaksa, the cognition of the co-presence
of the probans with the probandum or the cognition of the co-absence of the probans
with the probandum is not possible. Hence the cognition of any type of invariable
concomitance is not possible so long as this defect remains. In spite of these senses
of the word ‘vyabhicara’ (‘deviation’), all the three types of deviation have one thing
in common. Each of them refers to the object of a true cognition which is opposed
either to the cognition of the agreement in presence type of invariable concomitance
or to the cognition of the agreement in absence type of invariable concomitance.
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3. viruddha (opposed): If the probans is pervaded by the absence of the probandum,
the probans is called ‘viruddha-hetu’ (‘opposed probans’). Hence the invariable
concomitance would be between the probans and the absence of the probandum,
not between the probans and the probandum. In other words, wherever the
probans is present, the probandum is absent. For example, sound is etemnal,
because of the property of being an effect. Since an effect is non-eternal, the
probans, far from establishing the probandum, establishes the absence of the
probandum.

In the case of viruddha fallacy, the probans lacks the property of being present
in sapaksa and the property of being absent from vipaksa. In other words, it is
absent from the loci of the probandum, but is present where the probandum is
absent. Hence the agreement in presence (anvya-sahacdra) and agreement in absence
(vyatireka-sahacara) cannot be observed. From this it follows that neither the invariable
concomitance in presence nor the invariable concomitance in absence can be cognised.
Moreover, since both the types of invariable concomitance are false, the defect would
be the falsity of the invariable concomitances. Hence the cognition of this defect
will be opposed to the cognition of both the types of invariable concomitance and
thereby both the types of operation. It is also opposed to the inferential cognition.
Since it is a permanent defect, it may be called ‘logical fallacy.’

4. satpratipaksa (existence of counter-thesis): The word ‘satpratipaksa’ has two
meanings. It may mean either the thesis of the opponent or a type of defect
(dosa) which will prevent an inferential cognition. In the context of a debate it
simply means the thesis of one’s opponent, which tries to establish the opposite
conclusion. Hence there would be two operations so that two opposite conclusions
can be established. The operation of the proponent has the form:

a) p has A which is pervaded by s, but the operation of the opponent takes the
form:
b) p has counter-h (different from %) which is pervaded by the absence of s.

Since the opponent uses a counter-probans, the word ‘satpratipaksa,” in a debate,
refers to the probans of the operation of the opponent. The opponent tries to establish
the conclusion p has absence of s, which is the contradictory of the conclusion of the
proponent. The operations of both the proponent and the opponent may be false, but
the conclusions of both of them cannot be false as they are contradictories. Let us
consider the following operations of the proponent and the opponent respectively.

c) The lake has smoke which is pervaded by fire.
d) The lake has light (counter-probans) which is pervaded by the absence of
fire.

The proponent will deduce the conclusion “The lake has fire,” and the opponent the
conclusion ‘The lake has absence of fire.” Since the opponent uses a counter-probans
to establish the absence of the probandum in the same locus, there is a satpratipaksa.
If the opponent uses the probans of the proponent, then it will not be an example
of satpratipaksa. For example,

e) The lake has smoke which is pervaded by the absence of fire. Hence from the
very definition of satpratipaksa it follows that the probans of the opponent
is different from that of the proponent.

Now let us consider what happens to those who remain non-committal to the
thesis of the proponent or the opponent. In our above examples, both ¢) and d) will
generate cognitions in those who are not committed to either of the conclusions.
But the operation c) will prevent the occurrence of the inferential cognition which
is due to d), and the operation d) will prevent the occurrence of the inferential
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cognition which is due to c¢). Hence we cannot say that these two operations are
mutually opposed to each other in the sense that the cognition of c) will prevent the
cognition of d) and vice versa. But the very existence of satpratipaksa is opposed
to the inferential cognitions among the non-committals.

There is another use of the word ‘safpratipaksa’ which identifies a satpratipaksa
with a fallacy (satpratipaksa dosa).

It is to be remembered that a fallacy or a defect (dosa) is the object of a true
cognition which is opposed to the occurrence of the operation or the inferential
cognition. In our above examples, neither the object of the operation ¢) nor the
object of the operation d) is a defect (dosa), because both the cognitions are false.
An example of this type of defect would be the object of a true cognition such as

f) The lake has water which is pervaded by the absence of fire. Therefore, the
defect will be the object of any true operation which has the same locus
(paksa) as ¢) and the counter-probans of this operation is pervaded by the
absence of fire.

The operation f) will prevent the occurrence of the inferential cognition ‘The
lake has fire’ which is due to the operation c). Since the object of the operation f)
is the defect, the probans of c¢) will be infected with this defect. Since there is a
counter-probans which is pervaded by the absence of fire, the probans of ¢) lacks
the property asatpratipaksattva (the property of not having a counter-probans which
is pervaded by the absence of the probandum). But the probans of the opponent
used in d) is not infected with this defect as it is also pervaded by the absence of
fire. It commits the fallacy of svariapasiddha (unestablished in the locus). Hence
the probans of ¢) only commits the fallacy of satpratipaksa. But the defect called
‘satpratipaksa dosa’ is not the object of either c¢) or d). If the opponent would
have used the operation f) instead of the operation d), then f) would have been a
satpratipaksa, the object of f) would have been the defect, and the probans of ¢)
would have been infected with this defect. Similarly, the inferential cognition from
¢) would be prevented by any other operation, the object of which is a satpratipaksa
defect.

It may also be noted that whenever there is a fallacy of satpratipksa, there are
other fallacies as well. In the example above, ¢) commits the fallacy of svarapasiddha
(unestablished in the locus) and badha (absence of the probandum characterising the
locus). If a person does not know that the locus is characterised by the absence of the
probans and also does not know that the locus is characterised by the absence of the
probandum, then also his inferential cognition can be prevented by a true operation
the object of which is a defect of satpratipaksa. The fallacy of satpratipaksa is a
logical one. Since it does not depend upon the epistemic attitude of the agent, the
Nyaya calls it a ‘permanent defect’ (‘nitya dosa’).

5. badha (absence of the probandum characterising the locus): The fallacy of badha
occurs when a probans is used to establish a probandum in a locus which is
characterised by the absence of the probandum. For example, Fire is cold, because
of substancehood, as in water.

In the case of a badha fallacy the inferential cognition is directly prevented by
the cognition of the absence of the probandum in the locus. In the above example,
the operation is the cognition expressed by the sentence ‘Fire has substancehood
which is pervaded by coldness.’ This operation will yield the cognition ‘Fire is cold.’
But the cognition ‘Fire has absence of coldness’ will prevent the occurrence of the
inferential cognition. Since the preventer cognition is true, its object is the defect
(dosa). Hence the cognition of badha fallacy is directly opposed to the inferential
cognition.
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In the example above, the preventer cognition may be due to direct perception
of fire through our sense organs. Since the Nyaya accepts four sources of valid
cognition, a preventer cognition may be derived from perception, comparison, verbal
testimony, or some other inference.

It may also be noted that whenever there is a badha fallacy, some other fallacy such

as vyabhicara (deviation) or svaripasiddha (unestablished probans in the locus) is
also involved. But these fallacies are not directly opposed to the inferential cognition.
Hence if someone does not have the cognition of other fallacies in connection with
this type of inference, then the inferential cognition will be prevented by the cognition
of the badha fallacy i.e., the knowledge that the locus lacks the probandum. Since
this type of fallacy does not depend on the epistemic attitude, it is also a permanent
defect. From the Nyaya discussion of different types of fallacies it follows that the
Nyaya philosophers are dealing not only with the falsity of the premise(s) or the
conclusion of a fallacious inference but also with the different ways the operation
or the inferential cognition of an inference can be prevented.
® In this inference the locus (paksa) is the present cognition of a particular person,
the probans (hetu) is the property of being a cognition, and the probandum (sadhya)
is the property of being independent of another cognition of the same person for the
use of the same cognition by the same person.
2 Vyabhicara is another type of fallacy. In this case there is a devnatlon from the
rule of invariable concomitance. In other words, if we come across a case where
the probans is present but not the probandum, then the inference suffers from the
fallacy of vyabhicara and the probans is vyabhicarr.

22 In order to avoid the fallacy of vyabhicara it may be said that the probans is not
the property of being a cognition, but the property of being the present cognition

of a particular person. The locus of inference (paksa) and the probandum (sadhya)
would remain the same.

But this move would not be acceptable to the Nyaya philosophers. On this
interpretation there will not be any difference between the probans and the limitor
of the property of being the locus of the inference (paksatavacchedaka), because the
locus of the inference is the present cognition of a particular person. As a result,
the application (upanaya-vikya) will contain the expression ‘the present cognition
of a particular person has the property of being the present cognition of a particular
person.” The limitor of the property of being the locus will be the property of being
the present cognition of a particular person. Hence it has the form ‘x which is present
under the mode F has F.’

According to the Nyaya theory of understanding the meaning of a sentence, this
form of tautology does not generate a cognition in a hearer or a speaker. Hence the
application which is a premise of this inference will not generate any cognition. As
a result, the operation (pardamarsa) will not take place. So the inferential cognition
which is causally dependent on the operation will not take place.

2 This remark of the author needs some explanation. Here the author is talking
about the causal conditions of the terms of an inferential cognition. The operation
(paramarsa) is a causal condition of the inferential cognition and it has the form ‘p
has /& which is pervaded by s,” where p is the locus or the subject of the inference, h
is the probans and s is the probandum. 4 is the pervaded (vyapya), s is the pervader
(vyapaka), and there is a pervader-pervaded relation between them. In other words,
h is pervaded by s, or s pervades 4. Hence A has the relational property of being
the pervaded (vyapyatva), and s has the relational property of being the pervader
(vyapakatva). s is the qualificand and the property of being the pervader (vyapakatva)
is its qualifier. The qualificand-qualifier relation is an epistemic relation between the
objects of a cognition and is analogous to the subject-predicate relation between the
terms of a sentence at linguistic level.



COGNITION OF COGNITION 201

Since s is the qualificand, it has the relational property of being the qualificand
(visesyata), and since the property of being the pervader (vyapakatva) is its qualifier,
it has the property of being the qualifier (prakarata). Again, these two properties,
viz., the property of being the qualificand and the property of being the qualifier,
determine each other. In other words, they are correlative properties. Here the author
is talking about the property of being the qualificand residing in s and its role. This
property is a causal condition of the property of being the object (i.e., the relation of
a cognition to s) which is known as the property of being the probandum (sadhyata)
in an inferential cognition. Hence the author is explaining the causal conditions of
the relation of an inferential cognition to its objects.

24 Here the author uses the expression ‘the property of being the property-possessor’
(‘dharmitva’) which refers to a relational property corresponding to the relation of a
cognition to its object. Hence it is an epistemic relational property. This property is
also known as ‘the property of being the object residing in the property-possessor’
(‘dharmi-nistha-visayata’ or ‘the property of being the qualificand residing in the
property-possessor’ (‘dharmi-nistha-visesyata).

 Here the author has pointed out the causal condition of the relation of the
inferential cognition to its subject. Hence he is talking about the locus (paksa) which
has occurred in an operation. In an operation of the form ‘p has 4 which is pervaded
by s,” p is the locus of inference (paksa). Since /2 which is pervaded by s resides in
p, it is a property of p. Therefore, p becomes the property-possessor (dharmi).

In an operation the cognition is related to p which is the locus of the inference.
Hence p is characterised by an epistemic relational property (visayata). This relational
property of p is a causal condition of the property of being the subject (uddesyata)
residing in the subject of the inferential cognition (anumiti).

In this context it is to be noted that the author uses the term ‘subject’ (‘uddesya’)
instead of ‘qualificand’ (‘visesya’) to refer to the subject of the inferential cognition.
The pair of terms ‘subject’ (‘uddesya’) and ‘predicate’ (‘vidheya’) cannot be equated
with the pair ‘qualificand’ (‘visesya’) and ‘qualifier’ (‘visesana’) in the context of
an inferential cognition, although both the pairs are used to talk about the objects
of cognition and refer to correlatives. The terms ‘qualificand’ and ‘qualifier’ are
used to talk about a cognition which has the form ‘aRb,” but the terms ‘subject’
and ‘predicate’ are being used to talk about the objects of an inferential cognition.
The ‘predicate’ refers to what is being inferred or what is to be inferred, and the
‘subject’ refers to where it is being inferred. In our above form s is what is being
inferred and p is the locus of the inference of s.

The inferential cognition may take either of the two forms:

a) p has s
b) s is present in p (or s is in p).

In a) the qualificand is p and the qualifier is 5. In b) the qualificand is s and
the qualifier is p. But the subject and predicate of a) would be the same as the
subject and the predicate of b). Since s is being inferred in both cases, it remains the
predicate in both the cases. Similarly, since p is the locus where s is being inferred,
it remains the subject both in a) and b). Hence in an inferential cognition of the form
a), p will have the property of being the subject (uddesyata) and the property of
being the qualificand (visesyata), and s will have the property of being the predicate
(vidheyard) and, the property of being the qualifier (visesanara). But in b), s will
have the property of being the predicate (vidheyata) and the property of being the
qualificand (visesyata), and p will have the property of being the subject (uddesyata)
and the property of being the qualifier (visesanata). Therefore, in order to emphasise
the inferential aspect of the cognition, the author uses the term ‘subject’ which is
the correlative of ‘predicate.’

% Here the author is talking about the causal conditions of cognising the meaning
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of a sentence or a complex expression. It is to be noted that according to the Nyaya
theory of a sentence, any complex or non-atomic well-formed expression is a sentence.
Hence expressions, such as ‘cooks,” ‘cooks rice,” ‘a king,” ‘the king of France,’ etc.,
are treated as sentences. Moreover, the meaning of a complex expression cannot be
identified with the meanings of its parts. Similarly, understanding the meaning of a
complex expression cannot be identified with understanding the meanings of its parts.
The meaning of a complex expression such as ‘a red flower’ lies in the relation of a
red colour to a flower and understanding the meaning of this expression as distinct
from knowing the meanings of its parts lies in cognising this relation. Hence the
relation between the referents of the two parts is important for both meaning and
understanding the meaning.

In the case of a false sentence, the relation does not hold between the referents of
its parts, but nonetheless the relation which is cognised at the level of understanding
the meaning is real elsewhere or elsewhen. In understanding the meaning of a true
sentence the relation which holds good is being cognised. Hence in understanding
the meaning of ‘the king of Spain’ the rulership relation which holds good is being
cognised, but in understanding the meaning of ‘the King of France’ the rulership
relation which is cognised does not hold between the king and France, although it is
real elsewhere, and has been cognised elsewhere or elsewhen. Therefore, the Nyaya
explanation of understanding a false sentence does not involve any reference to an
unreal entity.

In this context the author is talking about the way the objects become the objects
of cognition when we understand the meaning of a sentence. Here the objects of
understanding would be at least two entities and a relation. Each of the objects
including the relation will have a separate property of being the object (visayata). So
the property of being the object residing in the qualificand is called ‘the property of
being the qualificand’ (‘visesyata’), the property of being the object residing in the
qualifier is called ‘the property of being the qualifier’ (prakarata’), and the property
of being the object residing in the relation of the qualifier to the qualificand is called
‘the property of being the relation’ (‘samsargata’). Here the author has pointed out
the causal conditions of these properties of being the object.

In order to explain this point let us consider the meaning of an atomic expression
such as ‘pot’ and a sentence in which it occurs such as ‘A pot has a red colour.’
An atomic expression such as ‘pot,” according to the Nyaya, refers to an entity
which is included in its ontology. Hence the word ‘pot’ refers to a pot, and the
relation between them is called ‘referent — referring’ (‘vdcya-vacaka’). Since the
Nyaya emphasises the direction of the relation, the relation of a word to its referent
is called ‘the property of being the referent’ (‘vacyatva’), and the converse of this
relation is called ‘the property of being the referring’ (‘vacakatva’). Since vacyatva
is a relational property of a pot in the cognition that a pot is the referent of ‘pot,’
a pot becomes the qualificand and this relational property becomes its qualifier.
Therefore, when the word ‘pot’ is uttered in the sentence ‘A pot has a red colour,
the pot which is cognised has the property of being the qualificand and the property
of being the referent (vacyatva) residing in this pot has the property of being the
qualifier. Since the property of being the qualificand and the property of being the
qualifier are correlatives, they are related to each other by the determiner-determined
relation (niripya-nirapaka-sambandha). The property of being the referent is a causal
condition of the property of being the object (visayara) which resides in the object
of a cognition when we understand the meaning of a sentence. Thus, a pot becomes
the object when we understand the sentence ‘A pot has a red colour.’

Similarly, a red colour also becomes the object of a cognition when we understand
the meaning of this sentence. The property of being the object residing in the red
colour is due to the property of being the referent residing in it, and the property of
being the referent is due to the relation of the word ‘red’ to a red colour. This is
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how both a pot and a red colour become objects when we understand the sentence
‘A pot has a red colour.” Since the pot is the qualificand and the red colour is a
qualifier in this cognition, the pot has the property of being the qualificand and the
red colour has the property of being the qualifier. Now the causal condition for the
difference between these properties is to be stated. The Nyaya claims that this is
due to the successor-predecessor relation between the words which have occurred in
the sentence ‘A pot has a red colour.’

It is also to be noted that this cognition contains not only a pot and a red colour
as its objects, but also a relation of a red colour to a pot. Hence this relation also has
the property of being the object (samsargata). According to the Nyaya, the cognition
of the syntactic expectancy (akarnksa) between the words ‘a pot’ and ‘a red colour’
is a causal condition of the property of being the object which resides in the relation
of a red colour to a pot. The meaning of this sentence as distinct from the meanings
of its parts lies in this relation which is due to syntactic expectancy or revealed by
syntactic expectancy (akanksa-bhasya).

In this discussion the author has pointed out how the same object can be cognised
in different ways such as perception, inference and testimony (or verbal cognition).
He has also pointed out how the difference between them is to be explained in terms
of their causal conditions.

In this context it may also be noted that the Nyaya philosophers have used the
following pairs of terms to characterise the relations of a cognition to its objects:

1. visesya-visesana (qualificand-qualifier)

2. viSesya-prakara (qualificand-relational qualifier)

3. paksa-sadhya (locus of inference — probandum)

4. uddesya-vidheya (subject of inferential cognition — predicate)

The qualificand-qualifier (visesya-visesana) distinction is applicable to every
qualificative or relational cognition (savikalpaka-jaana). 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. Hence a has the property of being the qualificand
(visesyata) and b has the property of being the qualifier (visesanata). Let us consider
the cognitions expressed by the following sentences:

a) A fire is on the mountain.
b) The mountain has a fire.

In a) a fire is the qualificand and the mountain is the qualifier, while in b) the
mountain is the qualificand and a fire is the qualifier. Since in a) a particular fire is
distinguished from other fires in terms of the mountain, the mountain is the qualifier;
and since a fire is being distinguished from other fires, it is the qualificand of this
cognition. Hence the fire of this cognition has the property of being the qualificand
and the mountain has the property of being the qualifier. These relational properties
are used to characterise the roles of these objects in this cognition.

In b) a fire is being used to distinguish the mountain from other mountains. Hence
it is the qualifier of this cognition. Since this mountain is distinguished from other
mountains, it is the qualificand. The property of being the qualificand residing in the
qualificand and the property of being the qualifier residing in the qualifier are related to
each other by the determiner-determined relation (nirdpya-niriipaka-sambandha) which
holds between correlative terms. The category of qualificand-qualifier emphasises the
distinguisher-distinguished aspects of the objects of a qualificative cognition.

In both a) and b) the relation of conjunction (or contact) is the qualification
relation. According to the Nyaya, the qualification relation is a mode of presentation
of the qualifier, not of the qualificand. Hence in a) the conjunction relation is a mode
of presentation of the mountain, but in b) it is a mode of presentation of the fire. In
general, if a cognition has the form ‘aRb,’” the property of being the qualifier residing
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in b is limited by the relation R. When the qualifier of a cognition is presented under
the mode of R, it is called ‘prakara’ (‘relational qualifier’), and it has the property
of being the relational qualifier (prakarata). But this feature of a qualifier cannot be
universalised. In other words, we cannot claim that every qualifier is presented under
the mode of a relation. According to the Nyaya, when one relation is a qualifier
of another relation, the former is simply a qualifier (visesara), but not a relational
qualifier (prakdra). Let us consider the following example: A fire is in a pot and
the pot is on the mountain. Suppose the fire is related to the pot by the relation R,
and the pot is related to the mountain by the relation S. Hence the fire is related to
the mountain by the relation R and S. In the cognition of the fire being related to
the mountain, the relations R and S are related by the qualificand-qualifier relation
(visesya-visesana-sambandha). R becomes the qualifier of S which is its qualificand.
The relation of R to S is not considered a mode of presentation of R which is the
qualifier. The Nyaya claims that if the relation becomes the mode of presentation of
R, then there will be an infinite regress at epistemic level. If R/ is the relation of R
to S and R/ becomes the mode of presentation of R, then R/ becomes the qualifier
of R. Again, the relation of R to R becomes the modes of presentation of R/ and
SO on.

In order to avoid this type of epistemic regress, the Nyaya claims that a relation
which is a qualifier of another relation is simply a qualifier (visesana), not a relational
qualifier (prakara). But in the case of other qualificative cognitions the same object
is both a qualifier and a relational qualifier. Hence in the cognition aRb, if b is
presented under the mode R, then b will have both the property of being the qualifier
(visesanata) and the property of being the relational qualifier (prakarata).

The other two pairs of terms are used in the context of an inference. In an
inference the locus (paksa) is something where the probandum (sadhya) is to be
inferred or established. Hence it is usually characterised by a dubious cognition
of the probandum. Some Nyaya philosophers have even defined the locus (paksa)
as something where there is doubt about the presence of the probandum. Hence
the property of being the locus (paksara) may be defined in terms of the dubious
cognition of the presence of the probandum.

In an inferential cognition (anumiti) which is the result of an inference, the locus
(paksa) is no longer characterised by a dubious cognition, and the probandum is
predicated of it with certainty. In order to emphasise this difference in cognitive
attitude, the Nyaya philosophers have introduced the terms ‘uddesya’ (‘subject’) and
‘vidheya’ (‘predicate’). An inferential cognition has a subject and a predicate. The
subject which is the locus of the inference has the property of being the subject
(uddesyata), but not paksata which is defined in terms of the dubious cognition of
the presence of the probandum in the locus. In order to illustrate this point let us
consider the following inference for others:

Thesis (pratijia). The mountain has a fire.

Reason (hetu): Because of smoke.

Example (udaharana): Wherever there is smoke, there is fire, as in a
kitchen, etc.

Application (upanaya): The mountain has smoke which is pervaded by
fire.

Conclusion (nigamana): Therefore, the mountain has a fire.

According to the Nyaya philosophers these sentences will ultimately give rise to
an inferential cognition in the hearer. Initially the hearer will understand the meanings
of these sentences, and thereafter he will have a mental cognition (manasa-jrana) of
the operation (paramarsa) which will yield the inferential cognition (anumiti). Hence
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the operation which is a mental cognition is not generated by external sense-organs
or by the causal conditions of indirect cognitions (paroksa-jiana). The inferential

cognition may take either the form of the mountain has a fire or the form of a fire
is on the mountain.

In the above inference the mountain is the locus (paksa), and it has the property of
being the locus (paksata) which is explained in terms of doubt about the presence of
the probandum in it. Hence the mountain becomes the locus of this doubt. Moreover,
the mountain is the subject as we are trying to establish the presence of fire on it.
Since it is fire which is to be established, it is the predicate of the mountain. For
this reason the presence of fire on the mountain is not known to us, although the
mountain is already known to us. Hence the subject is already known to us, but not
the predicate. Since the mountain is the subject, it has the property of being the subject
(uddesyara). Since the mountain is presented under the mode of mountainhood, it
is the limitor of the property of being the subject (uddesyatavacchedaka). Similarly,
mountainhood is also the limitor of the property of being the locus of inference
(paksatavacchedaka). So the Nyaya has drawn the distinction between the subject
(uddesya), the locus of the inference (paksa), the property of being the subject
(uddesyata), and the property of being the locus of the inference (paksata).

In the cognition generated by the thesis (pratijna) of the above inference the
mountain is the subject and it has the property of being the subject. It is also
something where there is doubt about the presence of the probandum. Hence it is
the locus of the inference (paksa), and has the property of being the locus (paksata).
Since there is no such doubt in the inferential cognition, the mountain does not have
paksata in the inferential cognition, although it remains the locus (paksa) as there was
doubt about the presence of the probandum. Since it remains the subject (uddesya),
it has the property of being the subject (uddesyata). Thus the Nyaya philosophers
have shown the distinction between the cognition generated by the thesis (pratijiia)
and the inferential cognition (anumiti) which is the result of an inference.

In our above example, if the inferential cognition takes the form ‘“The mountain
has a fire,” then the mountain is the qualificand (visesya) of this cognition and hence
has the property of being the qualificand (visesyata), and the fire is the qualifier
(visesana) and hence has the property of being the qualifier (visesanata). Since the
relation of the fire to the mountain is the mode of presentation of the fire, it is also
the relational qualifier (prakara) and hence has the property of being the relational
qualifier (prakarata). The fire is also the predicate (vidheya) or the probandum
(sadhya) as it is something which is being established or was not known to be
present on the mountain. Hence it has the property of being the predicate (vidheyara)
or the property of being the probandum (sadhyata).

If the inferential cognition takes the form ‘A fire is on the mountain,” then also
the subject (uddesya) and the predicate (vidheya), or the locus (paksa) and the
probandum (sadhya) of the inferential cognition would remain the same. Hence the
mountain is the subject (uddesya) or the locus (paksa), and the fire is the predicate
(vidheya), or the probandum (sadhya) of this cognition. But the mountain ceases to
be the qualificand of this cognition. Since the fire becomes the qualificand (visesya),
it has the property of being the qualificand (visesyara). Similarly, since the mountain
becomes the qualifier (visesana), it has the property of being the qualifier (visesanata).
The relation of the mountain to the fire becomes the mode of presentation of the
mountain. Hence the mountain becomes the relational qualifier (prakara) and has
the property of being the relational qualifier (prakdarata). But the relation between
the mountain and the fire has only the property of being the relation (samsargata)
which relates the cognition to the relation.

The above analysis of the Nyaya shows how a coguition is related to its objects.
It also reveals the different ways the same cognition is related to the same object.
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Hence this discussion might throw some light on the phenomenological discussion
of cognition.

7 In this paragraph the author has pointed out the causal conditions of the property
of being the object (visayata) of perceptual, inferential and verbal cognitions. Since
analogy (upamdana) is also a source of valid cognition according to the Nyaya
philosophers, it requires a similar explanation. In an analogical cognition (upamiti)
we primarily cognise the property of being the referent of an expression (vacyatva).
Hence it takes the following form:

A) y is the referent of “x,” where ‘x’ is an expression and y is its referent.

In this cognition y is the qualificand (visesya) and hence it has the property
of being the qualificand. The property of being the referent of ‘x’ (vacyatva) is
the relational qualifier (prakara). Hence it has the property of being the relational
qualifier (prakarata).

An analogical cognition presupposes the cognition of the following sentence:

B) That which is similar to z is the referent of ‘x,” where z is the referent of the
term ‘z’ which is different from ‘x,” and the cogniser already knows the referent
of ‘z,” but not the referent of ‘x.’

Moreover, an analogical cognition presupposes a perceptual cognition which is
described by the following sentence:

C) This is similar to z.

In the cognition generated by B), that which is similar to z is the qualificand
(visesya) and the property of being the referent of ‘x’ is the relational qualifier
(prakara). Hence the former has the property of being the qualificand and the latter
the property of being the relational qualifier (prakarata). In the perceptual cognition
(), the object indicated by the word ‘this’ is the qualificand, and the property of
being the qualificand is limited by y-ness. Similar-to-z is the relational qualifier which
has, therefore, the property of being the relational qualifier.

Now we have to point out the causal conditions of the property of being the
qualificand (visesyata) and the property of being the relational qualifier (prakarata)
of the analogical cognition A). The causal condition of the property of being the
qualificand residing in y is the property of being the qualificand residing in the
perceptual cognition C). The property of being the qualificand of the perceptual
cognition is limited by y-ness and determined by the property of being the relational
qualifier residing in similar-to-z. The causal condition of the property of being the
relational qualifier residing in the property of being the referent of ‘x’ is the property
of being the relational qualifier of the cognition generated by B). Hence the verbal
cognition B) and the perceptual cognition C) are indispensable for the properties of
being the qualificand and the qualifier of the analogical cognition A). Let us illustrate
with an example of the Nyaya philosophers:

A") Gavaya is the referent of the word ‘Gavaya’.
B’) That which is similar to a cow is the referent of the word ‘Gavaya’.
C’) This is similar to a cow.

In this example, A’) is the analogical cognition, and it presupposes the understanding
of the meaning of the sentence B’) and the perceptual cognition expressed by C').
The property of being the qualificand in C’) and the property of being the qualificand
in A’) are limited by the same limitor, but not determined by the same determiner. In
this example, both the properties of being the qualificand are limited by gavayaness
(gavayarva). But the property of being the qualificand of C') is determined by the
property of being the relational qualifier residing in similar-to-a-cow, and the property
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of being the qualificand residing in A’) is determined by the property of being the
relational qualifier residing in the property of being the referent of ‘gavaya.’
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