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GANGESOPADHYAYA ON THE DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION

Dr. Iti Chattopadhyay

In Nyaya Philosophy, perception (pratyaksa) is considered as valid cognition as well
as one of the means of valid cognition. When it is considered as the means of valid cognition,
it is known as Pramana and when it is considered as valid cognition it is known as Prama.
Perception is mentioned first in the Nyaya-Stitra because of its primacy and independency
of all cognitions.All cognitions like inference etc needs perception as perception underlies
all other cognitions butperception does not need any cognition for its existence. Thus,
perception occupies an important position in the Nyaya-Satra. This article attempts to
examine the definition of perception as cognition (pratyaksa Prama) following

Tattacintamani of Gangesopadhyaya.

Sage  Gautama in  his Magnum  Opus defines  perception as
“Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jinanam avyapadesyam avyabhichari vyavasayatmakam
pratyaksam™ i.e., Perception is that cognition which is produced by the sense —object contact
and which is determinate, unnameable and non-erratic. But, Navya-Naiyayika
Gangesopadhyaya thinks that all these terms in thedefinition of Perception given by Maharsi
Gautama do not indicate the definition of Perception because the terms ‘avyapadesyam’ and
‘vyavasayatmakam’ denote the classification of Perception. These two terms represent the
nirvikalpaka pratyaksa or indeterminate perception and savikalpaka pratyaksa or
determinate perception respectively. So, according to him, “Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam

avyabhichari jnanam” — this can be the definition of perception.

But Gangesopadhyaya thinks that “Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam avyabhichari
jnanam pratyaksam” — this definition of perception is also faulty as it involves the charges
of both avyapti or under-coverage and ativyapti or over-coverage. This definition is too
narrow as it cannot be applicable to the perception of zswar (God), because the perception
of iswar is eternal and thus cannot be produced.

Again, this definition is too-wide as it includes armanumiti, atmasmrti as its laksya.
According to Gautama, the word ‘artha’ in the term ‘Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam’, means

‘object’. In the case of ‘armanumiti’ and atmasmrti the object is ‘atmana’ and the contact
134



Vol. I, Issue-1, 2023 ISSN:2584-0126

SKBU JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY
PEER REVIEWED

between armana and manasa is the general cause of any cognition. So, here, both cases i.e.,
‘atmanumiti’ and atmasmrti, are produced by the contact of armana that is object and manasa
that is sense organ. Thus, both are produced by sense-object contact. Hence, the fallacy of

too-wide occurs.

Again, the definition “Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam avyabhichari jnanam
pratyaksam” involves the fallacy of too-narrow due to the word of ‘contact’ or. In Nyaya
Philosophy, there are six laukika sannikarsa (ordinary contacts), namely, sasyoga
(conjunction), samyukta- samavaya,(conjoined-inherence), samyukta-samaveta-samavaya
(conjoined-inherent-  inherence),samavaya(inherence),samaveta-samavaya  (inherent-
inherence) and visesanata (qualification or particularity) and all these sannikarsa-s (contacts)
not only different but they play separate role in the origination of perception also. Thus, when
Maharsi says that perception is produced by the sense-object contact, the question arises,
which type of contact or sannikarsa is meant here? If it is said any contact or sannikarsa,
then the definition will suffer from the blemish of too-narrow. If we understand here samyoga
sannikarsa, then the definition of perception will be:
‘Indriyarthasamyogasannikarsotpannam avyabhichari jianam pratyaksam’. But this
definition will not be applicable to the perceptions that are occurred due to the sannikarsa
(contact) other than sarhyoga. Hence the fallacy of too-narrow will appear. Again, if we take
the term sannikarsa as samavaya, then the definition of perception will not include those
perceptions, originated by the sannikarsa (contact) other than samavaya. In this way the

charge of too-narrow will persist.

Again, if we understand by the term sannikarsa or contact as any sannikarsa stated
above, then the definition again will suffer from the fallacy of Bhagasiddhi. We know that a
definition servestwo purposes, namely, differentiation (vyavartana) and linguistic usage
(vvavahara). ‘Vyavrtti’ means to differentiate ‘laksya’ or ‘that is to be defined’ from ‘a-
laksya’ or ‘what is not wished- for to be defined’. In this way, we infer that ‘laksya’ is
defferent from ‘a- laksy’ through definition or laksana. In this inference laksya is paksa,
that which is different from laksya is sadhya and the laksana is hetu.

Now, in the definition of perception, if we take the term sannikarsa as any type of

sannikarsa (yatkincit Sannikarsa) amongst the six mentioned above, the definition will suffer
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from the fault of bhagasiddhi. If the hetu does not exist in a portion of the paksa, the hetu is
faulty and such type of hetu is known as bhagasiddha. We can take the following inference
as an example: ‘Prthivi katrrjanya karjyatvat’. Here in this inference, prthivi is paksa,
katrrjanyatva is sadhya and karjyatva is hetu. But such karjyatva hetu does not exist in all
the portions of the paksa i.e., prthivi, as there are two types of prthivi- eternal and non-eternal.
The karjyatva hetu does exist only in the non-eternal prthivi, but not in the eternal prthivi.
Hence, as the karjyatva hetu doesnot exist in the all portions of the paksa, prthivi, it is
bhagasiddha hetu.

Now, in the case of perception, the inference (Itarbhedanumana) is. ‘Pratyaksam
pratyaksetarabhinnam indriyarthasannikarsayanyatvat.” Now if here in this inference we
take samyoga as sannikarsa (yatkincit sannikarsa), then the inference will be: ‘pratyaksasm
pratyaksetarabhinnam indriyarthasamyogasannikarsayanyatvat.” Here, pratyaksa is paksa,
pratyaksetarabhinnatva is sadhya and indriyarthasamyogasannikarsayanyatva is hetu. Here
this hetu is bhagasiddha as it does not present in all types of perceptions as there are

perceptions which are produced by other than the saryoga sannikarsa.

Again, if we take the samavaya as the sannikarsa, then the inference
(Itarbhedanumana) will be: ‘Pratyaksar pratyaksetarabhinnam
indriyarthasamavayasannikarsayanyatvat.’ Here pratyaksa is paksa,
pratyaksetarabhinnatva is sadhya and indriyarthasamavayasannikarsayanyatva is hetu.
Here too hetu is bhagasiddha as all types of perceptions are not produced by the contact of

samavaya.

To avoid such problem of bhagasiddhi, the term sannikarsa should be omitted in the
definition of perception and then the definition of perception will stand as follows:
‘Indriyarthayanyam avyabhichari jnanam pratyaksam’ and the said inference
(Itarbhedanumana) will be: ‘Pratyaksam pratyaksetarabhinnam indriyarthayanyatvat’.
Here pratyaksa is paksa, pratyaksetarabhinnatva 1S sadhya and indriyarthayanyatva is hetu.
Here hetu is present in all types of perceptions and hence the hetu is free from the above-

mentioned blemish i.e., bhagasiddhi.
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So, the definition of the perception is ‘Indriyarthayanyam avyabhichari jnanam’. Now
in the request of law of parsimony which is accepted by the Indian Philosophy, the above
definition may be either ‘Indriyayanyam avyabhichari jnanam pratyaksam’ or
‘Arthayanyam avyabhichari jnanam pratyaksam’. But whatever may be, both definitions are

fallacious.

The first definition i.e., ‘Indriyayanyam avyabhichari jnanam pratyaksam’ involves
the fallacies of ativyapti as well as anyonyasraya. We know that the contact between soul
and mind is the general cause of any knowledge and at the same time as mind is inner sense
organ. So, any knowledge like inferential etc. must be produced by sense organ. Then the
definition of perception will cover inferential knowledge also and thereby involves the
fallacy of ativyapti or too wide.

Again, the definition is not true as it suffers from the fallacy of anyonydsraya. Because
here we find we must have the knowledge of sense organ (indriya) in order to have perceptual
knowledgeand again we need a third type of knowledge whose subject matter is perception
itself. Hence thefallacy of anyonyasraya occurs.

Again, ‘Arthayanyam avyabhichari jianam pratyaksam’ this too is not the true
definition of perception as it involves both the fallacies of ativyapti or over-coverage and
avyapti or under- coverage. This definition covers the knowledge like armanumiti’ and
atmasmyti as they are produced by artha because here atmana is the ‘artha’ or object of these
knowledge. Further this definition suffers from the fault of avyapti or under-coverage, as it
is not applicable to yogaja perception. In this case, Yogi perceives many things which are not
present at the time of his perception. So, such type of perception is not caused by artha or

object. That’s why fallacy of avyapti or under-coverage arises.

So, it is found both these ‘Indriyayanyam avyabhichari jianam pratyaksam’ and
‘Arthayanyam avyabhichari jnanam pratyaksam’ cannot be the right definition of

perception.

1. Toavoid such difficulty, Gangesopadhyaya presents these two definitions in the
followingmanner: “Visayatvena svavisesyajanyam jrianar janya pratyaksam ™

2. Indriyajanyavi jiianar janya pratyaksam "
137



Vol. I, Issue-1, 2023 ISSN:2584-0126

SKBU JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY
PEER REVIEWED

In the first definition, there is no scope of the fallacy of too-wide in respect of
atmanumiti’ and atmasmrti, as here armana or soul acts as an inherent cause, because we
know that soul is the inherent cause of knowledgein general. But in the second definition,
there is the scope of the fallacy of over-coverage as it will be applicable to inferential
knowledge etc. We know that the contact between soul and mind is the general cause of all
knowledge and we also know that mind is an internal sense organ. Hence all knowledge

including inferential etc. are produced by the sense organ (Indriyajanya).

To avoid this problem, it may be said that mind produces its effect in two ways. When
mind acts as the general cause of all knowledge it acts as the cause that is characterized or
qualified by mind-ness (manastadharmavisista) only, but when it acts as the cause of
perception, it acts as the cause which is characterized or qualified by sense-organ-ness
(indriyatvadharmavisista). Thus, if it is said that perception is produced by the sense organ
that is characterized by sense organ-ness only, then there is no problem of the charge of
over-coverage as this definition is applicable tothe perception only, not the inferential

knowledge etc.

The definition of perception given by Maharsi Gautama is the specific definition as
it covers only non-eternal perception and thereby is free from the charge of the under-
coverage as stated earlier, because such perception excludes God’s perception. But there is
a rule that general definition of an object should be followed by the specific definition of that
object. Thus, Gangesopadhyaya in his book Tattacintamani, provides a general definition of
perception that includes both eternal and non-eternal perceptions and that definition is:
“Jianakaranakam jianam pratyaksam’™ Perception is that type of knowledge whose
instrumental cause (karana) isnot any knowledge. Except perception, all other knowledge
arises from like inference, comparison, verbal testimony, memory etc., their instrumental
cause is knowledge. For example, the instrumental causes of knowledge come from
inference, comparison, verbal testimony and memory are vyaptijiana (knowledge of
invariable concomitance), sadrsyajnana (knowledge of resemblance), padajnana
(knowledge of words) and pirvanubhava (prior consciousness)respectively. This definition

of perception is the general definition of perception as it covers botheternal and non-eternal
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perceptions.

But this definition too is fallacious as it does not include the non-eternal perception
(yanya pratyaksa) because knowledge is the instrumental cause (karana) of non-eternal
perception. We know that as knowledge of God is the general cause of all knowledge, so it
is also the general cause of perception as well as sannikarsa which is the cause of perception.
So, here Sannikarsais the vyapara or operational or intermediary cause and knowledge of
God is the instrumental cause (karana) of non-eternal perception. Thus, here in the case of
non-eternal perception, we seethat knowledge is the instrumental cause of non-eternal
perception and that’s why fallacy of too- narrow in the general definition of perception
occurs. Apart from non-eternal perception, this general definition of perception cannot be
applicable to the series of specific perceptions also because in this case too knowledge is the
instrumental cause of such type of perceptions. For example, the knowledge of ‘this is jar’ in
the first moment is the cause of the knowledge of the ‘this is jar’ in the second moment which
itself is the cause of the knowledge of ‘this is jar’ in the third moment. So, here in this
instance, the knowledge of the ‘this is jar’ in the first moment isthe instrumental cause of
the knowledge of ‘this is jar’ in the third moment. That’s why fallacyof too-narrow arises

in the general definition of perception given by Garngesopadhyaya.

Besides this fault of too-narrow, this general definition of perception suffers from the
fallacy of too-wide also. There are some Naiyayikas who consider mind as the instrumental
cause of knowledge. In Nyaya view, as the contact between soul and mind is the cause of
knowledge, so, we can say that mind itself is the cause of knowledge. Here, the connection
between mind and soul is the vyapara or intermediary cause that exists in the soul and thus
soul is the substratum of that connection produced by the mind. So, here mind exists in that
soul by the relation of the substratum of vyapara or intermediary cause, produced by mind
itself where knowledge is produced by the relation of inherence. Thus, mind ‘by the relation
of the substratum of vyapara (intermediary)’ produced by mind itself, is the cause of

knowledge. That’s why mind is instrumental cause of knowledge.
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If mind is the instrumental cause of all knowledge, the general definition of perception
given by Gangesopadhyaya covers the knowledge comes from inference etc. and
consequently suffers from the charge of too-wide. Because, in that case mind is the
instrumental cause of such knowledge comes from inference etc and thereby knowledge is
not be the instrumental cause of these knowledge like perception. In this way the general

definition of perception is charged withthe fallacy of too-wide and thus not acceptable.

I.  Nyaya-Satra: 1:1:4.

i.  Tattacintamani, Pratyaksa Khanda, p., 547
i. Ibid, P., 548.
iv.  Ibid., p., 552.
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