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-, CHAPTER - I
THE NYAYA THEORY OF PERCEPTION

1 Reallty of the ob]ect in Perceptlon

’ Percept1on is-the one: 1nstrument of knowledge admltted by all schools )
. alike The obvious conceptlon of a contact; between sense-organ and object
(zndrzyarthasanmkarsa) was the startrng-pomt for the development of the
| doctrme and appears in the ‘Nyaya, Valses1ka and Mrmamsa siitras? But the’
amblguous character of the obJect’ suggested doubts as to 1ts reahty at a very
-early perlod so that the defence of the va11d1ty of perceptron assumes at a very
early stage the form of a ‘refutation of' 1dea11sm An early statement of the'
‘ refutatron is fortunately preserved in. Sabara’s Bhasya on Mzmamsasutra and

forms as »convenlent preface ,to the doctrme of perceptlon.

The Vrttzkara s refutat10n embodied i in Sabara falls 1nto three parts each '
of which meets a distinct . difficulty; and the first and third parts deal with the
- two dlfﬁcultres whrch accordmg to Vatsyayana S mterpretatron, led to the.
) 1nsertlon ‘mto'the Nyaya-Sutra- s definition of the two words quabhicc’zfi" and
" avyapadesyam. The second part.meets the ‘idealistic’ argument from dreams
~which is dealt with in a laterl's‘ectlon of 'the Nyayasiitra in the course of a polemic
against Bnddhist v-iews'-"s The three difficulties are (1) the 'exiStence' of erroneous’
'. perceptrons s1de by side with true perceptlons (2) the ex1stence in dreams of

percept1ons wh1ch admittedly have no basis (niralambana) in an external
object present to sense, and (3) the impossibility of characterizing (vyapadis©)
-cognitions without reference-to the objec,ts cognized, so that thought without
| things seems Ae_mpty, void, or nothing (s’ﬁ{'zyaf And, as things have already
. been shown to be unreal, the paradoxical conclusion emergesvthat'everything is

void and nothing (s'imydvdda).
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'FIRST DIFFICULTY |

* Perception and Error

The argume.nt in Sabara is“as:follow's- The- ‘opponent says that the rne'ans_A

of cogmtlon need examination, because they sometimes err (vyabhicarat

| 3 parﬂcsztavyam) “For in as much as mother of pearl has the look of s1lver

thereby perceptlon errs; and 1nference and the other means of - cogmtlon err

- because they are based on perceptlon It is replled “This is not so. That which is
really perceptlon does not err; and what errs. is not perceptlon 1he opponent ]

asks for a definition of perceptlon SO understood and the Vrttzkara answers w1th

.an amended version of the satra: - tatsamprayage purusasyendrzyanam

buddhyanma sat pratyaksam - When a man’ s sense-organs are in contact with =

' ,.that the ansmg of cognmon is true perceptron” In other words perception,

properly SO called is cogmtlon which has as its object the very thmg w1th which
the sense organs is in contact (yadvzsayakam Jjnanam, tenazva samprayoga)
The opponent asks : “How is it known that in the-one case (1 €. that of real
‘ percept1on) the organ is in contact wrth an obJect which is the obJect —-as —
, cogmzed while i in the other case (that of error) it is in contact with somethmg
other than the ob]ect-as-cogmsed while in the other case (that of error) it is in
c contact with something other than the. object-as cogmsed- ? A man who

apprehends srlver where ‘there is actually mother of pearl thmks that h1s visual

organ is in contact w1th silver.” The reply is that it is known when a conﬂlctmg )

'cogmtlon arises, $o that the man says to himself ‘this was a mlstaken cognition

and arose when the organ was actually in contact with somethlng different — yes,

~ but how could it be known before the conﬂlctmg cognition arose? Since at that

time there ‘was nothmg to dlstmgursh a true perceptlon from an erroneous
apprehension, - It is answered that false- cogmtlon arises when either the organ is

‘affected 'by obscurities or the object by impediments to perception such as

_ minuteness. Contact of lorgan and object is the cause of (true) perception, while

- defects affecting either factor (organ or object) are the cause of false
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.apprehensron - Yes but how is it known that defects are or are not present‘7 The.
. answer is: “If after lookmg for defects carefully we do niot ﬁnd them we accept

" the expenence as not 1mpa1red by defects ‘because there is no proof that 1t is so

1mpa1red

Vatsyayana commentmg on the word avyabhzcarz in the deﬁmtlon of
- perceptlon glven in the Nyaya Sutra answers the same objectlon to the vahdrty -

of perceptlon in the same way.°

In the summer the sun’s rays commmgle with earth-warmth and become
-'.tremulous These commg in -contact with the v1sua1 organ of a person at a
distance, 7 the cogmtlon of water arise from contact of organ and object. And (as
‘ .it' ‘arises from contact of organ and'object’) ft wotdd turn out to be perception”
(and SO perceptlon which is supposed to be a pramana an instrument of prama

_ or truth, is an instrument of error)

. “It is w1th reference to this poss1ble objection that the word avyabhzcarz is-
- 1ntroduced 1nto the definition. Cogmtlon of ‘that’ in what is not that (atasmzms
' tat) is characterrzed as vyabhzcarz while cogrntron of ‘that’ m what is that is
avyabh;carz, non-erroneous. Perceptl,on is non-erroneous cogmtlon.

| The first phase of the discussion, of 'error in perception may be regarded
-as endlng with the limitation of the name perception to friie cognltlons of sense.
But. obv1ous1y the dlfﬁculty can recur in an acuter form as soon as analy31s
' reveals the dlst-lnctlon between the “bare 1mpressron of sense’ and ‘ﬁctlons of
1mag1natlon for the appllcatlon of the formula tasrin tad iti Jrianam - ‘knowmg
that as that’ . o is seen to be less simple than it looked
- at first when the ‘ideal element’ in perception is insisted on. The discussion then
passes into another phase: a }')has.e'v which may be said to crystallize in the termv

kalpanapodha, “stripped of ideas,?? by which Dinnaga describes pure perception. B
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' SECOND DIFFICULTY .
| Pereeption and Dreams. (Idealist Argumen‘t) o

The second part of Sabara S argument is the part to Whlch the appellatlon

- of a refutatlon of 1deahsm may most appropnately be _given, . the analogy :

between perceptlon and the baseless fabric_ of our dreams being in the '-

charactenstlc vein of idealism.

The objector argues: “All ideas are w1thout extemal objects, like dreams
(sarva eva: mralambanah svapnavat pratyayah) 'An. idea has no ground in- -
k ‘external objects : reality (svabhava) is falsely attributed. to a fream 5 and the
waking person’s apprehensmn of ‘a post or ‘a wall’ too, is no more than an

' 1dea (pratyaya eva) - and therefore it, too, is not grounded in any extemal object ’

' (tasmat so pi nzralambanah)

: It may be said in reply The waklng man s apprehensmn of a post was
perfectly certain (suparzmsczta) how shall it prove false? But the apprehensmn )

in the dream was perfectly certain in exactly the same way: prior to wakmg there

- was.no difference in this respect. But there is a dlfference, for dreams are found

to be erroneous; while error is not found in the waking cognition. -

The opponent retorts that ‘his pomt is that error will be found in waking o

cognltlon seeing that . _the waklng cognition resembles dream-cogn1t1on '
(tatsamanyat) If the dream—cogmtlon is false - because it 1s an idea

g (pratyayaz‘vat) the same must be true of wakmg—rdeas The mere fact of hav1ng

an idea is enough to establlsh fals1ty, - and it is 1mpossrble to say that waklng-,' :

: cognltlon is other than an 1dea

* The answer to this is that the falsity of dream-cognitions is known from

. something else than from their being ideas, namely from their conflicting
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character. And if it be asked ‘whence connes this conﬂicting character?’ the
~ answer is that it comes from the 1mpa1red efﬁcaCy of the mtemal organ in sleep
r Sleephess is the cause of the erroneous character of dream-ldeas Therefore a

‘ .wakmg person s 1deas are not erroneous (smce then the rntemal organ is not thus |

1mpa1red)

- To the objectlon that when a person is awake too, there may be defects m'_ N
the mstruments of cogmtlon whrch cause falsrty of 1deas the. answer is that if
there were such defects they would be known. As for the objection that at the
' t1me of having the dream-rdeas the impairement of the internal organ is not
reahzed ‘though present, the answer is that on waking the person realizes that his -

o mternal organ was overcome w1th sleep

DIALECTIC OF WHOLE AND PART

o ‘The treatment of" the dream—argument in the Nyaya is conﬁned to four
’sutras (NS IV ii. 31- 34) and forms a small part only of the general polemrc
directed forms a small part only of the general polemlc directed against the'

; Buddhlst denial of reality (NS IV. 1. 4-37) The general purport of the skeptlcal

o dlalectlc which this passage as a whole meets is perhaps best described in ‘a

- couplet found in the Lankavatara Sutra - -

Buddhya vzvzcy amananam svabhavo navadharyate ato mrabhzlapyas te

' nzhsvabhavas ca darsztah

_ ' | Perceptlon (pratyaksa) is accepted as on'ejof the four means of knowing '
(pamﬁpc) accepted in Nyaya-Logic. In fact, it has been accepted as eldest among |
. the four means of knowing (Pramdpajye.sthc) on account of the fact that other
prantdnas like inference (annmdna) étc. are dependent on perception. In the case '
- . of inferential cognition (anumiti) the perceptual knowled;ge of hetu (prabans) and
the invariable relationv between hetu (prabans) and sadhya (prabandum) are

~ essential. The knowledge attained through c'omp_ariSOn (upamiti) depends on the
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perceptual knowledge' of similarity "(sddrsj/ajﬁdua) Even the testimonial '
] knowledge (sabdajnana) would not .be poss1ble and thereby no perceptual
; knowledge of word etc. Hence the Indlan Loglcians in general and Nalyayikas :

in partlcular have given much emphas1s on the theory of perceptlon and 1ts_ '
primacy Con31der1ng its. 1mportance in’ Indian eplstemology Gautama has"» -

‘ ment1oned perceptlon at’ the very begmnmg and aﬁerwards the mentlon of '

' mference etc is made

Let us concentrate on some of the deﬁmtions of perceptlon glven in

. various texts of the Nyaya system of Indian Philosophy
L
‘Kesava. Misra m ‘his T arkabhasa has 1nterpreted term ‘Saksatkara as

perceptual knowledge and the term pratyaksa as the means of perceptual
- knowledge ‘ P

Accordmg to’ some. thinkers like Uddyotakara etc the term pratyaksa
g literally means what is related to the senses, wh1]e others like Prasastrapada etc.
are of - the view that the term pratyak:sa 11terally means ‘knowledge which: is

' .dependent on the senses 0.

In the Nyaya system perception is deﬁned as the knowledge wh1ch arises .

out of the contact of the sense—organ with the Ob_] ect.!

But in the Nyayasutra of Gautama the deﬁnltion of percept1on is qu1te |
different from the above-ment1oned _one. To Gautama — perception is the
- _ knowledge whic.h is produced out of the contact of the sense-organ with object

and is not caused due to words (ai)yapadesjza),‘ is-certain (vyavasayamaka) and

* invariably connected with the object (avyabhicar?).” o
It may' be argued that the definition of perception given by' t'he_"Naiyay_ikas
" is defective. Because in the case of ‘perception there is a contact between object
,and sense-organ which is associated with mind which is again connected with

- dtman or self. So self and mind are vital causes of perception which cannot be
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demed but the role of self and mmd is not mentloned in the above-mentloned

. deﬁmtxons

In reply, the Na1yay1kas may argue that in. .the deﬁnltlon of percept1on the:
spec1al cause or the uncommon cause (karana) of it has been mentioned. Karana :
s deﬁned as “Vyaparavad asadharanakaranam kﬁranam (1 €., ‘the uncommon o
cause along w1th mtermedlary is called a. karana) But self mind etc. are not the
-UNcommon causes but the common causes of perceptlon by virtue of the fact that '-
they are common in. mference comparison and testimony - also. Hence it is -
' necessary to mention the charac_tenstws of the perceptual cognltlon which are
different .from other _sources of valid cognition. It is not. at all necessary to
“mention the role of afman and mind in the definition." |
' Accordin_g to the Naiyayikas,' ‘sense-object-contact is the pnmary cause
~ and self-mind-contact is the secondary cause of perception which is explained '

' w1th the help of the followmg metaphor A person sleeps soundly, suddenly he
wakes up hearlng a loud sound or a vrolent push. Here the pnmary cause of his
waklng up is the sense-object-contact and not the conscmus-guldance of his
mind by the self. So sense-object-contact is primary and self-mind- contact is the

: secondary cause of perceptlon

It may be obJected that the " definitions of percep‘uon glven in
Tarkasamgraha and Nyayabhasya 1s not apphcable to God’s perceptlon and
hence it suffers from the defect called avyaptz God’s percept1on not caused by
isense object-contact does not come under the purv1ew of the above-meéntioned

B W

deﬁn1t1on

In order to accommodate such perception the Neo-log1c1ans have glven
the another new. definition of pérception which runs at . follows:
“Jnanak_ara(za_kdn'q %nam pratyaksam” or the knowledge "in which the
knowledge-is not the instrument is called perception.'> As inference is based on

_the knowledge of invariable ‘concomitance, comparison on the knowledge of

similarity, verbal testimony on the'knoyvledge of words, they are described as
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jnanakaranaka -jiiana (1 e. the knowledge ar1s1ng out of the mstrumentahty of
. another knowledge) As perceptlon does not depend on other knowledge, it is
" called Jnanakaranaka]nana .Tl’llS new deﬁmtron has been mtroduced by the
Neo-logrcrans S0 that God’s perception may come - under the purvrew of

: perceptlon 16

Let us explam and examine the deﬁmtlon of perception glven by the
Naiyaylkas Regardmg this a question may arise why the terms ‘sense-organ’
o (indriya) oh_]_ect’- (artha) and. ‘contact’. (sanmkar:s'a) are mserted in it. The

- Sanskrit term ‘indriya" does not stand for‘s'elns'e-organ in the physiological sense.
For, the deﬁnitionl of indriya is that which, not being the seat (andfraya) ofa
manifest (udbhz?ta) speciﬁc quality (vis’esa—guha) other than 'sound is the seat of
that conjunctlon with manas (manahasamyoga) whlch -is the. cond1t1on of
cognition (/nanakarana )- Accordmg to the Nyaya and Va1seslka the conjunction
of ma’rzya with manas which i 1s_ a quality inheres in the sense-organ as well as
| . in the mcinq.s‘ or .rnind. So indriya is the seat (&.sfruya) of that conjunction which is
" one condition of perception.. _Again- it ‘is not the substratum (ana"s?ayd‘)‘ of

* manifest specific quality other than sound. The first part of the deﬁnition (i.e. not
bemg the locus of the mamfest specrﬁc quality other than sound -
’ sabdetarodbhutavzsesagunanasrayatve satz) has been given so that self or . |
| Atman does not come under sense—organ Though self is ‘the locus of the contact’
of the mlnd the cause of knowledge it 1s the-locus (but not the non-locus) of the
mamfest spectﬁc quality other than sound. So the definition of sense-organ |
cannot be applied to the ear as it is the locus of sound whxch is the manifest
specrﬁc quality. So, the adjunct ‘other than sound’ (Sabdetara) has been inserted
in the definition. As the specific qualities like colour etc. exist in eye etc. the
deﬁnltion of sense-organ cannot be applied to them and hence the adjunct

‘manifest’ (ubdhiita) has been 1nserted m the definition. As the colour etc. are

not manifest specific qual1t1es, they cannot be taken into consideration."” There

are five external sense-organs and one internal sense-organ. The perceptions
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caused by . external sense- organs are known as olfactory (ghranaja), the

'gustatory (rasana), the. visual (caksusa), the cutaneous (sparsana) and the S

| audltory (srqtra) organs. Perceptlon caused by 1nterna1 sense-organ is known as_
. Manasa Each and every sense-organ has a part1cular obJect of its own ie.
B dlfferent sense—organs have d1fferent obJects e.g. -the fufnctwn of olfactory sense- '

- organ 1s to receive smell wh1ch is the Obj ect of thlS sense-organ etc

In the deﬁmtlon of pratyak;a the term artha is rendered as ° object

'whlch stands for a ‘real thing’, but 1t does not stand for anythmg of which one

‘may aware without the contact of the sense-organ So the word ‘artha’ is used m .

- the sense of only perceptlble object. Perception will not be p0351ble w1thout a
contact .between .such an object and the sense-organ. In the Ny&yasiitra the o
word ‘artha’ means the five. qualltles belonging to the five elements that are.
earth (prthzv') water (ap), ﬁre (tejas) air (vayu) and empty space (akasa) from
which the senses originate.”” ' '

To‘ the Naiyayikas,- our perception. is dependent. on the contact of the
sense-organ (indriya) with the objectf(&rth‘a'). ‘This contact or relation is known-
as ‘sannikarga’ which is the ‘operative relation’.

Gautama’ has included the . tenn ‘sanhikar;'a’ instead of -t_he terrns ,

csthyOga’ or ‘samavdya, as sannikarsa'embraces_ both the entities (i.e. object

“and sense-organ)

In’ the Nyayabhasya Vatsyayana says that zndrzyarthasanmkarsa is the )
' specral cause (ka’ra;ga) of perceptlon. And the sens1ble obJects i.e. quality (g-upa),
action (kriya), universal (jati) etc do not have any relation of contact (san'tyoga)
with the sense-organs.. So Gautama in  his' satra has used the term ‘sannikarga’
(mstead of the term ‘samyoga’y through which the other relations including

samyOga are to be understood.”!

This sense- object—contact is of six kmds
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~ First, we have a case of d1rect contact which consists in the conjunctlon
‘(samyoga) between sense and ‘its obJect For example in perceptlon of a

substance like a pot or a cloth we may percelve e1ther by visual or by tactual-

sense-organs In both kmds of perceptlon the v1sual sense-organ (caksu) or the - -

. tactual sense—organ (tvak) comes in d1rect conJunctlon (samyoga) w1th the

substance wh1ch is the operatlve relatlon

Secondly, we have a case of 1nd1rect relation @aramparasambandha) .
~ ~which i is called 1nherence in the conjoined’ (samyukta- samaviya) between the

sense and the sensible _quaIitle's' of the -'obje'ct. .For example, in the _-fcase of
perception of a pot we cannot ‘have direct perception of the colour of it. The
relation. between the sense and the colour is not dlrectly percelved by the sense.
" So the relatlon between the sense and the quahty is called 1nherence in the _

conjomed’ (samyuktasamavaya)

Th1rdly, not only the colour i.e. red colour of the pot but the universal i.e:
redness which [inheres in the partlcular colour is also perceived. Here the"
operative relation between the s_ense-organ and the universal is called ‘inherence
~ inhefent in the conjoined (samyukta-samaveta-samavaya) in the case of the -
: perCeption of redness of the p.ot, we ha\)e an indirect relation with redness which: .
inheres ln the'substance ‘pot".z.5 | | | -

Fourthly, the md1rect sense-obJect-contact is known as 1nherence
(samavaya) which remams in the perceptlon of sound by the audltory sense-
_‘l-vorgan Or ear. Accordlng to the _'_Nyaya School, the ear whlch is a sense-organ is ’.A
" the space -(Eikﬁs’a) limited by auditory passage (karpas’askulyavacchinnaiﬁ '
nabhdh) and sound is a quality. As quality always exists in a substance through
the relatlon of 1nherence sound as a quality exists in'the space (akasa) which is a

o substance through the relation of inherence (samavaya) 26
Fifthly, the ‘sense-object-contact called ‘inherence in the inherent’

(samaveta-samavaya) remains not only in the perception of sound by the ear but

in the perception of ‘soundness’ also which inheres in the sound which again is
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. related to ear through the relatlon of inherence. The relatlon between soundness
“and ear is called. samavetasamavaya These ﬁve ‘kinds of relation remain
.between the sense-organs. and the posmve entities. Slxthly, there is the relat1on o

- between the sense-organ and the negatlve ent1ty wh1ch is called the relation of |
characterlser and charactensed’ (vzsesana —vzsesya—bhava) For example ‘I am

seeing the absense of a jar on the ground’ Accordmg to. the Nalyaylkas an

| absence is as much a fact as presence The case may be 01ted ina dlfferent way if k

“we turn the sentence as ‘I am seeing the ground endowed with the absence of a |

Jar Here my eye whlch is.the sense-organ 1s in conJunctlon wrth the ground

which is charactenzed by the absence of a jar. So there is the operatlve relation

between the eye as the.sense-organ and ‘the absence of a jar’ as the object. This

'_ relation is described-asthe relation of ‘characteriser-c-har'aCtei_'ised'."-7'8 -

Tn order-to accommodate absence in percept—ion the Naiyayikas admit this
s1xth kind of sense—ob_]ect-contact (telation of charactenser—characterlsed)

| ) Accordlng o “this view, non-apprehensmn (anupalabdhz) and presumption

(arthapattz) are not separate Pramanas but they are mcluded in perceptlon and. :

mf__erence respectively. So the Naiyayikas have to admlt the sixth kind of sense-

'- object-contact, 'where it is stated that absence can come in contact with the -

sens'e-organ.' | R | | ' o

; Accordingto Vatsyayana, it is the function of a -lamp to reveal the object
which exists and also which does not exist. So when a'man cannot see an object
w1th the help of a lamp, he would come to the conclusmn that the object i is not
there. If it were present there it would have been seen w1th the help of the lamp

In the same ‘way, when an Ob_)CCt is not known with the help of a particular .
Pr'amdna, it would be. treated as absent. The knowledge of the absence of an
object through a partlcular Pramana proves the non- ex1stence of it. So the

Pramana (partlcularly percept1on) which reveals the ex1stence of an object also‘

reveals the non—emstence of other object.”” That is why, the Naiyayikas do not
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-accept anupalabdhz as a separate source of Valrd knowledge (Pramana)

' Accordmg to them thrs non-ex1stence of an Ob_] ect can be percelved through the -

relatron called charactenser-characterlsed’ (vzse;ana —vzse,vya—bhava)

: -In the super .commentary Nyayabodini on szikd of T arkasamgraha' three- -
types 'of contact in the case of 'the perCeption of absence have been accepted'
They are quahﬁer in the conj o1ned (samyukta— vzse;ana) quahﬁer inherent in the
- conjomed (samyukta-samaveta-vzse,vana) and qual1ﬁer inherent in the inhered
conjomed object (samyukta—samaveta—samaveta—vzse;atya). In the case .of the
perception of a Jar, we also perceiire the non-existence of clothness in it. Here
the absence of clothness inheres in the j'ar which comes in contact (conjunction).
' _'_with'the ey_e,. becaiise in a jar there is the distinction (bheda). of a cloth, which is

also revealed simultaneously So there is another case of the perceptiOn of fon- .
_ exrstence Thrs contact. between ‘the eye as the sense—organ and ‘the absence of

: cloth ness in the obJect is called samyula‘a— vzse,,s'ana (1 €. conjomed qualrﬁer)

. Agam whrle percervrng a Jamess (exrstlng in a jar). the absence of -
| _earthness in it is also’ revealed -Here the absence of earthness 1nheres in the A-
R jarness (_through the relatron of ‘inherence) whlch also-inheres in the jar wh1ch is
in conjunctlon With the eye. 'So'the perception of the non'-existence of earthnese;
in jarness is -possible through the contact called samyukta—samaveta— vzse,sana

.(quahﬁer inherent in the conjomed)

Agam in the case of the perceptron of colourness (exrstmg in the colour :
of a Jar) we also percerve the non-exrstence of blueness in it. The absence of
blueness inheres in the coloumess which also inheres in the colour which agarn
inheres in the jar. This is,'conjoined with the eye. So, the contact between the eye
as the senSe-organ and the absence of bluness as the object is called sdn%yuk‘ta—
samaveta—sam@eta— visegana (i.e. qualiﬁer inherent in that which is again '

inherent in the conjoined).*
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In. the definition of perceptlon viz., zndrzyathasannzkarsotpannam ]nanam '
" pratyaksam etc Vacaspat1 Misra is of the opinion that the term utpanna is the -
indicative of the. fact that the sense—object-contact is mstrumental in brrngrng

‘ about perceptual knowledge

In the adjunct ‘Indrzyarthasanmkarsa of the deﬁn1t1on the term artha
| has been inserted after keeprng some purpose m vrew It is to 1nd1cate the fact;

t, that the obJect should be knowable in shape and size.’

Let us consider the purpose of the mcluswn of the term avyapadesyam ’

-' "whrch means ‘unnameable’ ‘or non-expressible through words Accordlng to

Vatsyayana every individual manifestation of knowledge of an obJect which is
produced out of the contact of the sense- organ with the ob_]ect is expressed by
words like colour taste etc. The cogmtlon which is expressed through words |
'would be taken as produced from verbal testr-mony In order to exclude this
poss1b111ty the term avyapadesya has been inserted in the deﬁmtlon It has -
' ﬁthher been stated that the name of the percelved obJect is necessary when th1s
knowledge is bemg commumcated to others. The mam purpose of the use “of the"
term is to point out that the knowledge produced from the sense-object-contact

..can never be consrdered as verbal comprehensron 33

Some scholars think that the term m{yapadesyam ‘has been inserted in the

definition in order to mclude indeterminate perceptlon (which i is not expressed'

through words) under perceptlon When our sense—organ has got contact witha .

_ particular object the knowledge of that object cannot be expressed at ﬁrst But

' the existence of such knowledge cannot be 1gnored as it becomes. the cause of
the later knowledge endowed with name, universal etc. Hence the term

avyapadesyam mdlcates that the mdetermmate perceptlon is also a kind of
‘ perceptron._ ‘Moreover, this adjunct remoyes the charge of impossibility of the .
definition given ~by ;}éﬁ‘ﬁ,artrhari.” According to ﬁf)/iartrhari there is no knowledge
~ in this world which cannot be expressed through words and hence we always

come across an obJect qual1ﬁed by words.>
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‘So far as thls theory is concerned, one mlght think that the deﬁmtlon of

_,'perceptlon unduly extends to the verbal cogmtlon leadlng to the defect of

1mp0351blhty, as each and every 1nd1v1dual manlfestatlon of knowledge is -

expressed through -words. Through the 1nsert10n of the above—mentloned term

- Gautama wants to mdrcate that there is at least the ex1stence of a state whrch is
" not endowed w1th a word 1ts denotation' and their relatron Though the _

' Judgements like' “this is a cow’ are verbahzed knowledge there is the 1n1t1a1

sense—perceptlon whrch is capable of bemg deﬁned_ and this has become possrble
through insertion of the adjunct uvyapude.s'ya.'3.7

Let us consider the significance of the insertion of the term a\}yabhicdrf in

‘the deﬁnition of perception. When we attain the knowledge of water in the case

of mlrage connected with sunrays durmg summer, it (i.e. the knowledge of

' water) would come under the purv1ew of perception as it is produced out of the

s_ense-object-contact. The insertion of the term avyabhicari entails that such type
of knowledge .would: not be 'considered. as a perceptual one. The perceptual
knowledge}would.-‘aIWays be non-deviated (awabhicdri)_ and hence it is always

. * . . J - ’ 3 .
the right cognition of an object. That is, when an obkect is known as such, it is

. called non-deviated knowledge and an object known otherwrse is called dev1ated

E (vyabhzcarz)

One may have doubt (regarding the nature of an'object seen at a di_stance)'
in the. form — “Whether it is smoke or dust.” Such type of dubious knowledge
would be treated as a perceptual one as it is produced from the sense- object-

contact. In order to exclude such type of knowledge from perceptlon the term

~vyavasayatamaka has been inserted in the definition. The cogn1t10n Wthh being

“produced from the sense-object-contact becomes certain in character is called -
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It may be argued that doubtful cognltlon is produced from the contact of |

the self w1th mind and not by sense- obJect-contact So, there is mo necessrty for

: 1ncorporat1ng the term vyavasayatmaka in the definition.
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The above-mentioned view is not tenable. ® For when one sees an object .

‘with the help of eye one has a doubtful cognltlon Itis found that in all cases of
'perceptlon our sense-organ is operatlve The doubtful cognltlon would be
. included. 1n perceptlon on: the bas1s of havmg the characterlstlc sense—object- |

'f'.cont_act’. .In order to -exclude ‘such type of. cogmtlon ﬁ'om the purv1ew of

pereeption the adjunct 5vyavasdydtmaka’ ‘has been inserted in the definition. To

| .Vacaspatl Mlsra doubtful cognition has already been excluded from perceptlon '

w1th the help of the term avyabhicari (i.e. non-dev1ated) and hence the term

vyava_sayatmakam has been inserted - only to include determinate p_er_ceptlo_n'

under the purvieW“of perception. This point or interpretation has not been

mentloned by Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara as 1t 1s very sxmple to them and
1 . .

~ As per the nature of the sense-object-contact which is instrumental to all
perceptlons perceptlon has been d1v1ded by the Naiydyikas into two broad

classes viz. laukika or normal and alaukzka or supernormal perceptlon Again,

' nor_mal (laukzka),A perceptlon has been d1v1ded mto_ six classes- i.e. olfactory,

gustatory,‘ visual, tactual, auditory- and mental perception due to six kinds of

N sense-organ There is another classification of normal perceptlon v1z

-nzrvzkalpaka or the mdeterrnmate perceptlon and savzkalpaka or the determinate

perceptlon

~ Though the distinction between nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka perceptions

_ is’"-ge‘nerally 'reco‘gnized in"Indian'philosophy, there is difference of opinion
among the different systern-sf'fas to their exact nature and va-lidity.‘ To sornef',

thinkers nirvikalpaka is not at all a case of perception; and hence all perceptions

are savikalpakas. But accordlng to the Naiyayikas, nirvikalpaka is as much a -

case of perceptlon as savzkalpaka
L1te_rally nirvikalpaka means that - in -which there is no vikalpa and
s&vikalpaka means that in which there is a vikalpa. Now what is to be

understood by the term vikalpa? The term vikalpa means name, universal, a



39

- quality or a relation of ‘charaoteriser-characteris’ed’ (vi.s’e;ana—vi.s’esya-bhdva—)
So, mrvzkalpaka perceptlon is a perceptlon which is not endowed w1th name,

umversal quahty or relatlon of characteriser-characterlsed

In other words mrvzkalpaka cognition means msprakaraka which means -
_that Wthh has no prakara or qualifier. Prakara denotes somethmg havmg some
character (i.e. vzsesana ). Nzrvzkalpaka cogmtion is thus-a cognition whose
: object i is not given as havmg some character. That is to say, an 1ndeterm1nate or .
_. nzrvzkalpaka perceptlon is a cogmtion which does not apprehend the re]atlon_' ‘
between the - qualifier and "the quahﬁcand But in “the case of determinate

| perception there is the apprehension of the relation between the quahﬁer and the

- qualiﬁcand When a jar is known, there is apprehension of qualifier (i.e. jarness);

qualiﬁcant (|ar) and thelr relation (1 e. 1nherence) But nzrvzkalpaka cognition of
- a jar would be the cogmtion of somethlng which is not characterized by the
'_ specific features of the jar. The object of ntrvzkalpaka—cognltlon would be 51mple
- entity and not anythmg complex How can the reahty of the mrvzkalpaka

_ perceptlon be proved"

: The reahty of such perception is proved with the help of an mference in"

. the followmg way

The cognition of a quahﬁed entlty (vzszsta) is due to the cognitlon of the

qualiﬁer (vzsesana) The cogmtion of ‘cow’ is the cognition of a quahﬁed entity.
Therefore the cogmtion of cow’ is due to the cogmtion ofa qualiﬁer

F rom the cognition a person possessmg a stick’ (dandi purusah) we have
the cognition of something having the character ‘with a stick’. But w1thout the
' cogmtlon of ‘stick” one cannot have the cognition of one with a stick’. The -
cognition of stickis the cognition of qualiﬁer Here the cognition of ‘one with a :
stick (vzszsta) is followed from the cognition of a ‘stick’ (vzse§ana) The '_
cogmtlon of ‘stick’ again is followed from the cognition of its qualifier, i.e.

‘stickness’ if stick is taken as a qualified object. And the cognition of ‘stickness’
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is here the hirvikalpaka cdgnition To claim that it establishes the rea]ity of
' mrvzkalpaka lS to clalm that the cogmtlon of a quallﬁer is the cogmtxon of
, comethmg that is. not 1tself quahﬁed Because if the cogmtlon of quahﬁer were
' taken to be determmate or savzkalpaka the defect of mf nite regress would crop )
up, For example, the cognltlon of a a quahﬁed entlty cow is due to the. cogm-tlon :
of 'ite tlualiﬁer ‘cowness’. Agam the cogmtton of the entlty ‘cowness’ is -
dependent on the cognition of cowness-ness and in this way it will lead to the. |
defect called infinite regress.” So i in order to avoid thlS dlfﬁculty the Naiyayikas
-accept the qualifier of a quahﬁed entity as nirvikalpaka - or ~_1ndeterm1nate. So._'
here the c.ogniti.on.of ‘cowness’ is cognized in itself, that is, without.any further
. 'qualiﬁer. And the actuality ot‘ nirvikalpaka perception is proved in this way.
| S |
_ From the above. dlscusswns the following comments may be made First,
_' ‘the defmmon of perceptlon glven by Annambhatta is to some extent dlfferent ;
: from that given by Gautama. In the later, three terms Viz., avyapadesyam
awabhzcarz and vyavasayatmgkam have been included but thése are not found‘ |
in the former. It is perhaps the intention of Gautama to include both the

deﬁnition and classiﬁcation in the same surra. F or the c'haracteri:stic feature of a

" .sutra is to dlscuss all the matters in a very mlmmlzed way 'In the siitra o

tatpurvakamanumanam purvavacché‘avat -samanyatodr;tanca (1.1. 5) the first
part 1s the definition and m the second part the account of classification has
._been ngen In thé same way, it can be said that the first part of the sutra.'
' v(mdrzyarthasannzkarsotpannam Fianam) gives the - deﬁmtlon of perceptlon and
the terms avyapadesyam and vyavasayatmakam existing in the second part

. ‘mdlcate the two types of perceptlon- determinate and 1ndeterm1nate respectlvely

The term avyabhzcarl 1s glven only to exclude 111usory perceptlon from. h
g perceptlon as state earlier. But in Tarkasamgraha Anriambhatta does not feel any
- necessity to include these terms, as he at first divides the valid presentative

- cognition into perception etc.*? So the questicn of coming of illusory perception
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4 .under purv1ew of perceptlon does not arise at all But 1n Nyayabhasya
R Vatsyayana feels necess1ty to 1nclude th1s term as there is pos51b111ty of undue . :

' extensmn of the deﬁn1t1on of percept1on to 1llusory perceptlon

Secondly, it is already said’ that absence (abhava) wh1ch &8 already taken .

| as a 'category (padartha) is capable of bemg percerved w1th the help of the .
'contact - called quallﬁer-quallﬁcand relatronshrp (vzse;ana —vzse;ya—bhava- o
'sanmkar,;a) This contact. is, I think, of a pecuhar nature since in our dally hfe _
-we do not think this i in such a way When the ground is seen without a Jar it-is

B generally said that there is no jar on the ground (bhutale ghato nasti). The verbal
| express1on is .of this type but it is not generally expressed in the form of

‘qualifier and quahﬁed’ Though there'is no basrc difference between these two

types of. expressron the earller one directly pmpomts to-the expressmn whlle the.- :
_latter one 1nd1rectly expresses the expenence We generally do not take recourse ..
to the quahﬁer—quahficand—fonn when we feel the absence of money at the end‘
. of the month_ln the form — ‘I am endowed with the absence of money *
}',-'(urth&bh&yiv&n aham), but it 1s ;expre_ss,ed as — °I hav.e no money’. “The
qualifier-qualificand-form is done by an individual to indicate such expression
' artlﬁcrally as he has every nght to express himself in h1s own way accordmg to
his own des1re (vzvak;a) In splte of th1s it 1s not a normal way of expressron -
Thrrdly, the perceptuality of absence is not accepted by some schools like
. -Advalta Vedanta etc. who-admit that absence is known through a separate means

of knowmg called. anupalabdhz If we ponder over the fact how the absence of

- - an object comes. under the purview ‘of perceptlon or perceptual cogmtlon we

' wlll find that there is no contact in the sense of Sannzkar;a, as absence is not a
: pOsitive entity (bhavapadartha). Had there been contat:t it would have been a
positve object. In other words it may be asked how a negative fact becornes an

artha (object) with- wh1ch sense-organs can be connected When the absence of a

o jar on the ground is known, there is the contact of the eye with the ground from

which the absence is presumed. The argument runs as follows: ‘Had there been a
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.. Jar on the ground it would have been percelved’ there is no Jar at all. Obvrously
g there is the role of perceptlon in dlscovermg the absence of a Jar but perceptlon
" one may argue cannot reveal it dlrectly through sense—object-contact because
' contact is d1rectly related to ground from Wthh the absence is assumed L
‘ mdrrectly For this reason only the Buddhrsts (specrally Dharmaklrtl) 1ncorporate- a
it under inference, the probans of whlch is anupa/abdhl (non-apprehens1on) and

Adva,'tlns regard this a Spec1al source of knowledge called anupalabdhz

In order to _remove these .drfﬁcultly’es the Naiyayikas retaln»th_elr original o
B position about the perceptuality of absence 'by 'way of -adducing the following
arguments. To them, as soon as an indiviidual sees the ground, he perceives the
absence of a jar also slrnultaneously The perceptual knowledge of “bare'

ground” or empty ground” gives rise to the knowledge of the absence of a Jar ‘
| Actually the’ knowledge or ‘bare ground’ incorporates the knowledge of the
.~absence of a jar etc Otherwise how does - the awareness of ‘bareness or
emptmess come into’ berng‘? In fact, the terms ‘bare empty entalls that
g_round is having some absenc_e_ (abhavavat). Wrthout the help of such contact in: _ '

the form of qual~iﬁcand;qualiﬁer relation (visesana vis’e,vya—bhdva—sanhikarsa)

-~ the perceptual knowledge of the absence of a jar on the ground is not poss1ble In

'our everyday life we also express the absence as ‘empty pocket’ i.e. money-less _
' pocket In these cases also we have the awareness of the quahﬁer-quahﬁcand—
: relatlonshlp Though we do. not adopt the sophlstrcated way of presentatlon like.
“The’ ground is endowed with the absence of a jar’ (ghatabhavavad bhutalam) ' o
the same thlng is expressed in anothe_r way of as Supyam_ bkutalam (empty
' ground). In this context “Siinya’ ‘(empty) stands for ‘abhava’ (absence) of
* something, which is obviously a visesana (qualifier) of the ground, the
qualiﬁcand (vz's’esya) To the Naiyayikas such an awareness of qualiﬁer—

' quahﬁcand—character 1s spontaneously grasped by us, which becomes an “

instrumental (in the sense of sanmkar;a) to the perceptual awareness of a
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negatlve fact Hence the Nyay(f posmon can be defended if this aspect of -

mstrumentallty is taken for granted

Fourthly, some novel thoughts are found in the Nayayaboa’hzm on szzka ,
of Te arkasamgraha whlch I th1nk deserves a spe01a1 mention. It may be taken as
"new focus on the ste;ana—vzse;aya—bhava - contact Wthh is accpepted as a

. srxth normal contact reveahng a negative fact

Our attent1on 1s drawn towards the fact that when we percelve a Jar there
' is the awareness of the absence of a cloth endowed with clothness (patatva). The

"_Nalyaylkas generally explaln mutual absence’ (ahyo‘ny&bhdva) 'which is
otherwise called bheda with the example — ghato na patah i.e. the j Jar is not a

| pot. To know ‘a Jar is to know it as dlfferent from non-jar’ or a cloth’ The .
Buddhists, T think, have accepted the theory of apoha (the negatlve way of
argumentatlon) after cons1der1ng th1s aspect of knowledge From this, it may be - |

" concluded that the. awareness of each and every. pos1t1ve object amounts to the
- .awareness of the absence of other obJects exceptmg the partlcular one. Hence :
the prior — knowledge of the absence of other objects is known -as soon as a
positive entity is known It is quite natural that when a jar is as a posmve entlty '
is known. It is qulte natural that when a jar is percelved ‘the absence of clothness 1 '
(ex15t1ng ina cloth) is known by us simultaneously. In.this context the absence -

of clothness is known as inhered in the jar which is again connected with the

_ eye,- because - v-m_ a jar there is the d1st1nct1_on»(bheda_) of a cloth which is also
- reVealed\.SimultaneQUSly at the'tlrne of .the perception of a jar. The absence of
cl'othness inheres in the jar connected with eye, which ‘is called sarmyukta-
vifesana . (quallﬁer conjomed with somethmg) In other words the contact
. between an eye and “the absence of clothness™ is called samyuka- visesana

(conjomed, qua—hﬁer). In the same way, while perceiving Jarness (e_x1st1ng in a
jar) the absence of earthness in it is aI'so"r'evealed._To know something as jarnes's
is to know as absence of earthness in it applying the same logic of bheda or

anyonyabhava. This awareness is acquired through the contact called sarhy‘zt_kta—



44

samaveta—vzse,sana (quahﬁer mherent 1n the conjorned) The perceptual
" awareness of earthness which is a quahﬁer (vzse,s'ana) 1nhered (samaveta) ina Jar '
..whlch is connected with the eye (samyukta) Wh1le percelvmg colourness
| (ex1st1ng in the colour of a jar) the. absence of bluness in. 1t 1s also percelved with
. 'the help of the samyukta-samaveta—samaveta- vzse,s'ana (i-e. quahﬁer 1nhered in
.' an obJect which ‘is' again 1nhered in the conJomed) In a partlcular ‘case _‘the'
absence of bluness is a quahﬁer (vzse,sana) mhered (samaveta) 1n the coloumess
| existing in- colour ‘which 1s again inhered . (samaveta) in the _|ar connected

(samyukta) w1th eye.?

These three sub—types of the qualiﬁer’— qualificand-contact (vi.s"e,s'and -
vzse;ya—bhava-sannzkarsa) is really an addition to the hrstory of Nyaya 11terature
This- contnbutron to Nyaya theory of sanmkarsa done by the author of .
'Nyayabodhmz opens a new horrzon in the ﬁeld of Nyaya—eprstemology Though

* these three-are different types. of vzsebsapa —vzsegya—bhava-.?annzkar;sa, the insight

‘ found in analyging these is really pra-is_eworthy and th_ought-provoking.
The- justification of the 'inser'tio'n of the term vyavasayatmaka in the

deﬁnltlon of perceptlon as grven by Vatsyayana and Vacaspati Mlsra is not at all

tenable Vatsyayana opines that th1s term is 1nserted in order to exclude doubtfiul

A. cognition from the purview of perceptlon The doubtful cogmtlon though
.produced from the sense-object-contact cannot be. called perception as it is not
_certain (yyavds&yc‘z'tma_kg); To ‘Viacaspati Misra doubtful cognition has already
beén exclude'd frorn perception with the lnsertion of the term avyabhicar (i-e. -
non;deviated) and hence the terrn uyavasdy&'tmaka 1s inserted in the derfinition
to include determinate perceptron (savzkalpakajnana) under the deﬁmtron of
' .perceptlon So far as my understanding goes, the term vyavasayatmaka is not
used ..to -exclude d_oubtful knowledge, because, .rn ‘the earlier_ sutrq
‘Prut)/aksdnul}zdno—pamdnas’dbdd_@‘ Pramanani (1.13) it is said that perception,
lnference, cornpatrison and verbal testimony are the sources of valid cognition. In

the sutra perceptior_l is already taken as a valid cognition and hence in the
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_ deﬁnition an object is rightly known through the contact of the sense-organ with
-'an object There is no. questlon of havmg dev1ated cognitlon (vyabhzcarz') of an

obJect and hence the term avyabhzcarz is not at all useful in the deﬁmtion That-

wh1ch is expressed with the help of language 1s called vyavasayatmaka- o

- (determmate cogmtlon) Asitisa form of valid cogmtion it-is always valid and h

’ hence determinate. The validity of a piece of cogmtlon is. determined by
B venﬁcat1on Wthh is possible in ‘the case of determinate perceptlon only. The
, mdetermmate perception is not venﬁable as it is formless and not expressed in
language So, .the question of validity cannot ‘be determmed So the term
‘vyavasayatmaka’ should not be included in the definition on account of the fact .
that it 1s already taken as ‘a form -of prama. Hence the use of the term

: vyavasayatmaka is superﬂuous and redundant

Followmg the line of the Advaita Vedantins Vacaspat1 Misra has said in
hlS Bhamatz commentary that, though perception is taken as eldest among the
Prama;yas (Pramapajye,s:tha), it is not superior to_ Agama i.e.,. testimonial
knowledge 50 .far as the_v_ali:dity of the istaternents like ‘S_vargakc’imo ydjeta ‘etc.
is concerned. Because, the veri_ﬁcation of such statements is'not at all possible. If |

' the statements about some this-wordly fact or deScription are concerned they are
‘. . taken as perceptually true as ver1ﬁcat10n is pos51ble in such cases Wthh have got o

| emp1r1cal val1d1ty (vyavaharzkapramanya)

‘The Naiyayikas though believer in Srutz or Agama do not solely depend =
“on them f_or determining the validity of the statements glven in Sruti. Hence, -

* they are of the opinion that the validity of such statements can be determined |

| through transcendental perception (yoga]apratyaksa) which is accepted as one of A |
the supernormal means of knowing. The statements given in Sruti may not be
»' : _tal<en for granted by allf Those who are non—behevers of Sruti can be convmced
'through some practical meansJ If they practise yoga, they would be in a pos’itio.n_. -
to realize the truth of the statements_thrOugh this methodv.45 Hence, the lprimac_y |

or supremacy of perception has to be retained according to Nyaya.
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The MﬁnﬁnﬁSakas say that the idea of an object is void - nothing How

”o'? Because we do not - ﬁnd any dlfference of presentat10na1 form (akara)
.between the thmg and the cogmtlon of it. It is our idea that is, the object of '.
. ':perceptlon (Pratyaksa ca no buddhzh) and so. the supposed somethlng in. the
shape of a ‘thmg, separate from_the thought is nothmg at-all. Thls _would be so 1f :
the thought,had the fonn of the thing, but our thought has.no form (ni'rdk&ra);
' whil'e" the external.thing has form (akaravat), sine_e' it ivis"percei\}ed as connected |
~with _extema_l. ‘space. For p_ereeptual cognition has-‘the 'thing for its object |
(arthavisaya hi ‘pra.tyak..s'abuddifz),- and has not another thought for its -obje_ct (ha - -
buddhj)antaravisrzya) For .thought is momentary,. instantaneous ('k-san-ika) and"
w1ll not endure through the time of another thought — The view that thought is
.‘ known just in 1ts commg to b1rth and that it makes known somethmg else hke a

‘lamp, is wrong. For no one “apprehends a thought where a- thing is not

o apprehended But when a thmg is apprehended a_man knows that there 1s

i thought as the result of an 1nference Slmultaneousness (of apprehens10n of the

| thing and apprehensmn of the’ thought) is 1mposs1b1e in th1s Ihatter. It may be

objected that it is after the thought has arisen that we say ‘the thlng is known

) and not when the thought has not (yet) arisen. Therefore the thought arises ﬁrst .
and aﬁerwards the thmg is known To this we reply that it 1s true the thought .
arises first; but it is not khown first. For it sometimes happens that even when a

| thlng has been apprehended we say that we have not apprehended it (mato py
arhah san ajnata zty uqyate) Nor can we apprehend the precrse character.
(rupa) of the thought w1thout designating the thing (which is the' object of the |
thought (na ca arthavyapadesam antarena buddheh rupopalambhanam)

~ Therefore thought cannot be designated (na vyapadesya buddhzh) and what.

cannot be desrgnated is not the object of perceptlon Therefore thought is not the

' ' Obj ect of perception.

Moreover, granted that in case the cognition and the object cognized were

identical in form there would be no such thing as cognition, this would not
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) establish the . non-exrstence of the thmg, which is the obJect of perceptron )
: (arthasya pratyaksasya satah na ( Abhavah)) And (as a matter of fact) the
thought and the thmg are not identical in form for the thought the ex1stence of '

B 4 Wthh we 1nfer is W1thout shape or form (anakarameva) whlle the thing, whlch

 we apprehend as the object of perceptlon (pratyaksam evavagacchamah) has‘

shape or form (sakara) Therefore thought has the thing as its support, 1 e.

. depends on things (arthalambanah pratyayah. Cf Just below - -' "na

~mralambanah pratyayah) Moreover, the thought of a cloth ‘has a cause
restricted to the case (i.e. only arises) when threads are present (myatanzmzttah
tantusvevopadzyamanesu patapratyayah): if it were not so, the idea of a jar
would sometlmes occur, in the case of a man ﬁwrth senses. unlmpalred even’
when threads are present But thrs does not happen Therefore thought is not.v |
I 1ndependent of thmgs i.e. it refers to external thmgs (na nzralambanah'
, pratyayah) And therefore perceptron is not an erroneous process (na

_vyabhicarati prazyaksam)

_ The passage in Wthh Vatsyayana explams the word avyapadesyarﬁ in NS R
e Lidis closely parallel to the third part of Sabara s argument

What Vatsyayana has in mmd is that there is no way of nammg cognrtrve |
.states except through the names of their objects. How can we d1st1ngulsh the
'perceptlon of &lour from the perceptlon of taste, except by saying that the former
is the’ apprehensmn of colour — rupam iti Jamte - and that the latter is -th"e

o apprehensron of taste — ‘rasa ztz Janzte 7

The words rupa ‘rasa’, denomlnate the obJect of the perceptrons,
_ (vzsayanamadheya) and not the perceptions as such. And yet thereby (tena —.

| vzsayanamadheyena) the perceptlons are in. fact expressed (vyapadzsyate)

From ‘this, wh1ch Vatsyayana would accept as so far a correct statemert,
some appear to have drawn a further conclusion which Vatsyayana reJects and
whrch, as he thrnks, the sutrakara intended to reject by the 1-nsert1on of the word.

avyapadesyar in his definition of perception. This conclusion is stated in the
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. words namadheyasabdena vyapadzsyamanam sat Sabdam prasazyate - the'

) perceptlon bemg expressed by a word whlch is the name of the Ob_]CCt turns out "

_to be an afﬁr of words verbaf&

The dlfﬁculty 1s to see just how this’ conclus1on is ]ustlﬁed by these ‘
premlses a dlfffrculty due to the fact that we do not know the precise nature of
) .the doctrine whrch Vavsyayana here crmc1zes In what sense can it be held that
the perceptlon is verbal’ on the ground that you can only express it (vyapadzs—) -

. 'by usmg the word wh1ch is the name of the obJect percerved"

The pos'ttlon 'seems mtelhglble As expounded by Vatsyaya'na it'starts ou't '
from the assertlon that wherever there is a distinct thlng, there is a distinct word
for 1t yavad artham vai namadheyasabdah - : and the 1mphcat10n of this is-that
if there_ is a supposedly .drstlnct thing wh1_ch has not distinct narme, then it is not |
: aﬁer all a distinct thing. Now cognition as such, comes under this description,
for it has no name other than the name of the obJect of which it is the cognition. .
' A Therefore, it is' nothing dlstmct from the obJect - or, if 1t can be at. all

) d1st1ngyhshed then thoughts are just the names themselves as dlstlngulshed from
the thmgs There are thmgs ‘and there are names of things: but there is nothlng

) else, - no th1rd dlstmct entlty cogmtlon

Vatsyayana replies that the distinct status of the 'apprehen'si'on as such is

shown by the fact that there is apprehensron of the object before the unlon of

- word and thing has come into play (anupayakte sabdarthasambandhe) and even -

.. after the naming has taken place the same remains true — the’ cognltlon remalns

| ' distinct from the " names. This is. what the sutrakara asserts by the. word ‘
avyapadesya - 1e. distinct from names’. When it is necessary to speak of the
cognition as such —~ as it is for practlcal convemence (vyarahara) we can of
" course indicate what partrcular _cognition we' refer to . the ‘indication’ |
- _(vyapade.s'/a) beingmade by the name of the . objec_t followed (in Sanskrit) by the
- particle iti. The idea is not the object; but it can be indicated as being of the
object. - o - o
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