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PREFACE 

The research work entitled: 'A Logical illumination ~f the Advaita ·Theory of 
Perception' is the result of intensive and critical study on the Advaita theory 
of Perception, which is unique and novel in character in comparison to the 
theories of perception in other systems. The work is based mainly on the 
analysis of the Sanskrit texts like VedantajJaribhaSa · by Dharmaraja 
Adhvarindra etc. Apart from this . some basic teXts like Brahmasutra with 
Samkarabhasya, Bhamati, Vedantasara, Pancadasi, Tattvapradipika known 
as .Citsukhi have. been consulted to highlight the Advaita position. An effort 
has been made to throw some light on some knotty issues in connection with 
the theory of perception, which . is followed by some critical and. evaluative 
remar~s. The scholars . and experts in this field will judge how far I am 
successful. 
The thesis would not have found . the light of the day, had there been no 
constant inspiration, encouragement and proper guidance· frorp. my respected 
teacher, Professor Raghunath Ghosh, -who had spent much time and energy 
in supervising the whole work and teaching me the original. texts. Hence I 
convey my heartfelt gratitude and regards to him. Professor Dikshit Gupta of 
Calcutta University had shown me a right path from the beginnmg of my 
carrier with his advice and guidance for which he deserves my regards. 
Other teachers of the Department of Philosophy, University ofNorth Bengal 
have extended their hands of cooperation during the period I spent in the 
Department as a research student. I would like to convey my regards to all of 
them. While I was busy with this work, my husband and small daughter had 
to suffer a lot due to the lack of proper attention. tQ them. I am thankful to 
them for their sacrifice and sincere cooperation in the domestic and non
domestic matters . 

. Madhuban Mukherjee 
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CHAPTER -1 

INTRODUCTION 

Each and every system of Indian philosophy has got some 

metaphysical presuppositions that are reflected in their theories of 

knowledge. This is the only reason which helps in formulating the principle

m'imadhfna msyasiddhi~'. That is, the establishment of the knowable entities 

depends on the means of knowing (Pramana). This principle is true in the 

sense that knowable entities (meyas) are different in different philosophical 

systems. On account of this the definitions formulated by different systems 

are done in accordance with their presupposed entities. One could raise the 

pr~lem of circularity in these oases. When a philosopher of the particular 

school frames a particular definition of Pramif:a. it is J to some extent, 

subjective, but not objective as he is conditioned by the metaphysical 

presupposition. Unfortunately or. fortunately Indian thinkers are not free from 

the defect of bi~ness. This point will be more firm-footed, if some definitions 

of perception are reviewed. in different systems. 

The definition ·of perception as given by the older logicians is as 

follows_. The perceptual cognition is a cognition arising out of the contact of 

the sense-organ with an object which cannot be described through language 

(Avyapadssya). non-deviated (Avyabhicari; and . non-erroneous 

(Vyavasayatmaka);The definition is given in such a W&J by the older 

Naiyayikas so that both determinate and indeterminate perception can come 

under the purview of perception. In order to indicate this the terms 

· Avyapadssya and Vyavasayatamaka have been introduced. 

Let us look at the definition of perception by Dharmaraja Adhvarfndra, 

. a follower of Advaita Vedanta ·school. To the Advaitins the whole world is 
covered by6onsciousness ( Caitanya). To the Vedantins only the connection· 

between sense-organ and object is not perception. By virtue of the existence 

of Consciousness covei'ing the whole world, the object is alSo covered by 

the same consciousness. Though Consciousness is one in number, it has · 

·got various limiting adjuncts ( Upadhis) like conscioiusness limited by an 

object (Visayacaitanya). Consciousness limited by mental mode 

· (pramanac~tanya) and tonsciousness limited by mind (Pramatrpaitanya). . . 



2 

To honour these metaphysical presuppositions Dharmaraja has 

thought of two criteria of perceptiuality - perceptuality of knowledge and 

perceptuality of object . If there is an identification between the 

Consciousness limited by mental mode and Consciousness limited by an 

object, there is the perceptuality of knowledge. 

He has made a distinction between the perceptual knowledge of a 

jar and the perception of a jar. The union between prarni!)acaitanya and 

vi~ayacaitanya gives rise to the perceptual knowledge of something. In this 

case as Pramat!caitanya remains isolated, there is the situation of knower

known relationship.2 Let us see what mental mode is. When our mind 

(antahkarana) takes the shape of an object after reaching there with the . . 
help of sense-organ, it is called mental mode (Antahkaranavrttl) which is 

a • • 

also covered by the same consciousness. Consciousness limited by mind 

(Pramatrcaitanya) being a knower perceives the knowledge of an object, 
. . 
but in the case of the perceptuality of an object itself, but not the knowledge 

·is perceived. In such a case knower remains in the form of consciouness in 

which other two consciousness limited by an object and limited by mental 

mode are amalgamated. 4 In this situation there is the absence of the 

.existence of other forms of consciousness excepting the existence of 

Pramati When a person thinks that he is identified with a whole world, it is 

a stage ·of not merely an object, but a subjectified object which is not 

different from objectified subject essentially. 

! 

. I 
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Abhinavagupta has explained this state of subjectified object as the 

melting of the state of Pramiitii. 5 From the above deliberations it is clear 

that in Advaita philosophy there is no sharp distinction between 

epistemology and metaphysics. If we review the above theory, we can easily 

see that a set of metaphvasical presuppositions has led Dharmaraja to 
. . \./ 

formulf:lte such a definition of perception. 

Even Sankara has introduced a chapter called Tarkapada only to 

establish his own conclusions regarding the origination of the world after 

refuting the views of the VaiSesikas and Samkh'io/as, Buddhist etc. In such a . '--

case also his mode of argumentation is, to some extent, bias as his mind is 

preconditioned by Advaitic presuppositions. 

Brahman is called an embodiment of Truth; Knowledge and lnfinitude.6 

And this Truth is manifested in smaller truths. We can know these smaller 

truths .in our ordinary life. Without these smaller truths we cannot reach to ·. 

the realm of the biggest Truth which is identical with Brahman.· 

We see in our ordinary life that a person who is not true in his life· 

through his work or his speech, he cannot attain the biggest Truth. 

In the same way Knowledge which is nothing but Brahman is found · · 1 

in the knowledge of ajar etc. and the knowledge of Infinite is reflected in the 

finite forms of object. Through finite, related truth and kn<>Wiedg~ having 

content the Infinite Brahman who is also as. the embodiment of Knowledge 

and Truth is realised~ Without the limited knowledge the unlimited one cannot · 

be known. That is why, knowing the limited is the precondition af knowing 

the. Unlimited. ·tfad there been no epistemology in Advaita Vedanta, the 

concept of Brahman would have been taken as an absurd idea just like a 

hare's horn. Hence, epistemology points to the existence of Brahman. That 

.. is, it can provide us some clues through Which an individual can gather 

confidence about the reality of Brahman and will try to realise the same. 

After reading Upani~ad . one can know that there is an ultimate 
knowledge or Brahman which is not at all an absurd object like hare's horn. ·. 
Similarly, hearing the statement of the sruti 7attvamasi' one can know .. the 

. same. If it is known through £ruti, there is no harm I as srutiis. included under 

· iigama pramiina. If our such belief is firm-footed through Pram ina, we may · . . 
proceed to the attainment of the Ultimate Knowledge through hearing 

~ . -
(sravana) . reflecting (manana) and meditating (nididhyasana),. For this 

reason the epistemology plays a vital role in self-realisation. 

The above-mentioned theory may be substantiated through the views 
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propounded by the contemporary thinkers like Rabindranath, M.K.Gandhi 

etc. Rabindranath believes that the Unmeasured Unlimited and Attributeless 

Brahman can be known through the miniature forms where there is the 

attribute, limited and me&Sured form. Through the measured one, limited 
- -

- one and attribute, the Unmeasured Brahman is known. Rabindranathsays-

•Simar mBjhe asim tumi b8jao apan sur' and • Riipsagare dub diyecchi ariipa 

ratan iSa kare•. In the same way, Gandhiji has told that truth is the 

manifestation of Truth which is God. His earlier theory- 'God is Truth' is 

revised by him as 'Truth is God' because one may not believe in the 

existence of God but may believe in the eXistence of Truth which is 

'tantamount to God. The smaller truths in our life lead us to the region of 

Greater Truth which is Brahman. 

In Indian epistemology some arguments or pram~as have been 

advanced to prove some entities. Brahman is also an entity which is not 

capable of being proved. From this it is essential for the Advaitins to formulate 

a theory of knowledge which points to the truth that there is an entity called 

. Brahman which is not like hare's hom. 

Though it has been stated earlier that the Indian philosophical systems 

are not free from metaphysical presuppositions, PramBI}SS are essential to 

prove a metaphysical entity. That is Why, .the principle mansdhlna 

meyasiddhi~ has been taken as an uniform method in philosophical 

enterprise. Here the term 'mana' stands for pram ana that is the means of_ 
- - • J 1 

knowing. Just as hearing (sravana), reflecting (manana)- and meditating 

(nididhyasana) are essential for the realisation of Brahman, the refutation 

of others' views is also essential for the substantiation of the Advaita view. 

In Indian philosophical tradition there is a Purvspaksauttarspaksa(opponent . . 
- proponent) dialogue. A conclusion cannot be taken as substantiated if 

opponenrs views are not properly adjudged, critically reviewed and refuted. 

Without refuting the prima facie arguments no philosophical system arrives 

to its conclusion. That which is a conclusive point for a system may not remain 

as a final because others may refute it at a·ny time. 

It is the duty of a philosopher to refute the view of the opponents to 

establish his 0\Vn stand point. For this he must have a thorough knowledge 

of the logical accumen and and excellence of others. The Advaitins should 

analyse and explain other views from their_ own stand- point. For this 
1 refutation the knowledge of others should have to be acquired. If we do not 
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have the knowledge ·of the external world, how'can other's views on the 

external world be refuted ? 
The Vijnansvsdins look towards this world as the forms of 

ConSCiousness. The VaiS~ikas look towards the world as consisting of· 

seven categories like dryavya gu'}B slc. If we want to refute the attitude of 

others towards external objects, we have to know the nature of other objects 

through the mundane eye. If we do not know jar etc. as such, how do we 

refute them as such and prove them as the manifestations of the Brahman. 

The Advaitins have accepted three types of reality : Vyavshiiriks ssttii 
(Phenomenal reality) pratibhasikasatta(apparent reality) and 

piramiirthikasatti (absolute reality). Before coming to the stage of Absolute 

-Reality the Adyaitins have shown that there is a reality called empirical and 

apparent. Though the absolute reality is the ultimate goal of life according to 

the Advaitins, they have star-ted with the empirical world with-which the 

Advaita epistemology is connected. If we can know the empirical world rightly, 

we shall be able to transcend it ultimately. Hence, there should be a world 

. which is mundane and hence it has become a matter of transcendence. · 

Epistemology is essential to justify this material world. 

The term 'advaitti denotes non-dualism or monism. This monistic 

approach toward the phenomenal world is the primary business of the 

Advaita philosophers. The fundamental point in this monistic theory lies on· 

the fact that the whole world having diversity (nina tva) is not really diverse 

(nina) in the true sense of the term, but there is underlying oneness in an 

diversities. This true nature is reflected in the Upanishadic statement- iha 
. _...,. '\r . . . . 

nan.,asti kincana i.e., in this phenomenal world there is diversity which is 
_.... - . -

apparent. Real is one underlying many. Without the acceptance of diversity 

how can we Sff/ that Within these apparent diversities there is unity. This 
unity is in terms of Brahman or Atman; 

There is no point in substantiating the monistic theory if there is no diversity. 

Whenever we look towards the external world, we find so many things like 

the sun, the moon, mountains, seas, fields, natural beauty, human beings, 

animals etc. the existence of which cannot be denied.The existence of 

duality is an impetus to the realisation of monism. 

First, we have to see the phenomenal nature of the external objects 

to understand that it is false. In order to know the falsity of the phenomenal 

world, the awareness of it is the precondition. When a rope is known· as 

snake, the awareness as snakeness is there, which is the precondition of 
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knowing its falsity. Otherwise, it would be very difficult to say what is true 

·and what is false. 

Secondly, the knowledge of duality is essential to know its falsity 

from the ·transcendental standpoint. Epistemology in Advaita Vedanta 

provides us a method to know the duality perfectly. It is said that in Advaita 

. Vedanta there are three types of reality as told earlier: Phenomenal reality 

(Vyavahirikasattii) etc. Epistemology is very much concerned with the first. 

Because different theories of knowledge can reveal them. In our day to day 

behaviour an object known is to be distinguished from the pseudo one. How 

is it possible ? . It is. possible only through the application of theories of 

knowledge. 

Thirdly, after knowing the apparent true nature of an object a tendency 

to transcend• these arises in one•s mind. Unless one knows the 

phenomenal world, one cannotreach to the transcendental level. That is 

why, the phenomenal world can be taken as a platform on which the absolute 

or transcendental world is based. 

Fourthly, a question may be raised in the following Wf!IJ. The main 

objective of the Advaita Vedantins is to lead an individual to attain salvation 

through the realisation of Brahman· or Self. As Self or Brahman is a 

metapl'rfsical entity, there does not arise any direct relevance of epistemology 

in this matter. Hence wl'rf do the Advaitins discuss different means of knowing 

(Pram~a) in their epistemology ? Following points may be put forth is 

defence of the Advaitins. 

One cannot know Brahman without its conception. Brahman is 

described as attributeless (nirgu~a), having no limiting adjuncts 

(nirupadhika), ail pervasive, not capable of being described (anirvacanfya) . ... 
To know such an entity may seem to be impossi•ble. That is why, the 

....... 
Advaitins have taken recourse to some descriptions through which Brahman 

can be made acquainted with the ordinary human being. Brahman, though 

limitless, is described as having some limit. Brahman, though attributeless 

and adjunctless, is described as having some attributes and adjuncts for 

secondary characters (tatasthalaksana) for easy acquaintance with Brahman. . . . 
Tatasthameans that which exists near the object but not in the object. . 

Char.acteristic feature is of two types : essential (svarupa) and secondary 

(tatastha). The essential characteristic of an object (svarupalaksana) remains . . . 
in the particular object as long as the objectremains.7 But the secondary 

characteristic feature is essential to give a rough picture of reality so that 
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one becomes acquainted with it. In Advaita Vedanta Brahman is accepted 

as Ultimate Reality. The Advaitins think that Brahman and Ataman is one 

and the same. When an individual realises Brahman, he becomes identified 

· with Brahman. At this stage he sees himself in the whole world. To him there 

. is non-duality. This universe is nothing but the Brahman. Each and every 

object of this world is looked upon as Brahman and hence it is illusory if it is 
·· loOked as ajar etc., but not as Brahman. 

In the sentence 'Tattvamasr, the identity between the individual being 

(Jiva) and Brahman has been expressed. Here 'Brahman'has been referred 

to by the term ·Tar. What would be the characteristic of Brahman? In response 

to it, it can be said that the characteristic feature is of two types - essential 

characteristic ( Svarupalaksana) and secondary characteristic· · 

(Tatasthalaksana). The essenti~l cl,aracteristic feature ~remains in .. . . 
the very nature of an object. The Truth, Knowledge and Infinitude are essential. 

characteristics of Brahman, as it has been stated in the S'rutitext. 

It may be objected that a thing cannot be a characteristic feature if it 

does not exist in itself. Truth etc. are identical with Brahman, they cannot be 

the characteristic features of Brahman, since they do not exist in Brahman 

as atrributes. 

In reply, it can be said that Truth etc. can be conceived of as both the 

· possessor ~f attributes (dharmi). and attributes (dharma). Bliss etc. are the · 

attributes of-Brahman. Though these (bliss etc.) are identical with Brahman, 

they seem to be different from that. That is to say, Truth etc. are Brahman, but 

they are assumed to be its attributes. Hence, these can be regarded as 

botf18. 

The possession of smell, for example, is the secondary characteristic 

of earth, as smell does not exist in atoms at the time of dissolution and at the 

time of its initial moment of production. 

The secondary characteristic feature exists in its being the cause of 

the creation etc. of the Universe Uagat). Here the term 'jagafdenotes all kinds 

of effect and the term 'creation' etc. means the creation Uanmadi), 

maintenance (sthiti) and dissolution (pra/aya) 9• 

The philosophers tried to give an idea of Brahm an by asserting that 

Brahman is Truth, Brahman is knowledge and Brahman is Infinitude. It cannot 

be said that these arenot statements about Brahman but they must not be 

regarded as fact-stating statements which we ordinarily have. To s~. that 

Brahman is Truth, that Brahman is ~owfedge and that Brahman is Infinitude 
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is to say that Brahman is in the forms of these characteristics itself. They 
themselves constitute what is called Brahman (Svarupa laksana). 

' , .... 

Though tatastha/Eiksana of Brahman cannot directly point to Brahman, 
• f ~ I 

· it is essential for the beginners who want to know Brahman. If someone is 
given the real impression that Brahman is nirguna(attributeless). nirupiidhika 

. . , . 

(having no limiting adjunct) etc., he will think that Brahman is not capable 
of being realised just the hare•s horn. To give an impression that Brahman is 
not asat some descriptions are essential. The descriptions that Brahman is 
the creator, protector, destrOJer of the world.will certainly make the beginner 
believe that Brahman is real. Though to know Brahman as the creator of this 
world is to show him as sopadhika which is not its real ·character, it is 
essential to make a mental platform to receive the Nirup~dhika Brahman.· 
One can have the realisation of Nirguf)a and __ Nirupadhika Brahman ' 
through the medium of Saguna and Sopadhika Brahman. One can realise 

. . 
the nirgul}a Brahman through worship (upasana), prayer etc. of the sagutJa. 

The worship and prayer is possible if Saguf}a Brahman is accepted. Through 
Tatastha /aksanawe have an idea that He is the creator of this universe and 

~ . 
doer of all functions, which helps us to meditate on Him. Through meditation 
or worship we can transcend this stage and can be identified with Brahman 
which is nirguna and nirupadhika. At this stage due to our identification 
we realise on~ness in the whole universe which is the state of ntfration. 

II 

When liberation is achieved the idea of Sagu[Ja··and SopadhikaBrahman 

l!ke other phenomenal objects become illusory. To arrive at this stage it is 
highly essential to accept Brahman having unlimited power of creating the 
universe, which is described as the Tatasthalaksana of Brahman. _In the 

. .. . .. 
Upanisad such a policy has been taken into account. The Upanisadio seers 
felt that it is not possible for an ordinary man to realise Brahman of nirgu'!a 

and nirupadhikanature. That is why. the seers recommend the worshipping
of the gods who are described as Sagu!'a Brahman. Brahman is introduced 
to the ordinary human being as creator, protector and sustainer of the 

.---. 
t1niverse like Prajipati or Hira!'yagarbha etc. This is Wf.fJ of uplifting 
human mind to recieve the attributeless Brahman. In the same manner, it 
can be said that Brahman is described in various ways for acquaintance as 
told earlier. If we are not acquainted with the words, relation~~Word and 

·its meaning, we are not able to get the meaning of the prescriptions and 
advice of the seers. To acquire the meaning of the Sastric injunction properly 
the pram ana i.e. Agama has to be resorted to. A word and its meaning is 
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known through some complicated procedures like primary meaning 

, / 

(Sakyirtha) attained through potency of a word (Saktl), secondary or 

·implicative meaning (Laksyirtha) through Laksanai.e. implication. 
. . . . . . 

. Fifthly, the Upanasadic seers have suggested three methods of the 

self-realisation-sravana ·(hearing), manana (thinking) and 
. . 
nididhyasana(meditating). Upanisad provides us a perfect methodology of 

learning, as it adopts paripra5na (que_!stioning) as a method of knowing 

the Reality. 

This questioning presupposes the knowledge of something about 

which the question is asked. Without the knowledge of an entity no question 

· canbe granted. If an object is known fully •. no question about it is entertained 

just a jar existing in broadJ day light can not be questioned. If there is no . 

necessity of knowing something, the question about it is not entertained. So 

· an enquiry with regard to an object is pcissible if the object is dubious and if 

there is any necessity of knowing it. Vacaspati Misra in his Bhimatl · 

commentary has prescribed that sandigdhatva (i.e. the state of being 

·dubious) and saprayojanatva. (the state of being essential) are the criteria 

_, of questionability.1o 

. It may be argued in this co~nection that no one could ask question 

about an object if it is in totaJiy dark· or unknown. If an object is partiaJiy 

known and partially unknown, there ariSes a question about its nature. In 

other words, an object having having dubious character can be questioned.· 

If an object is known in a general way (samanyanta) but not in a specific 

way (visesatah), the question may be asked the nabJre of it being dubious. . . 
To have a general knowledge of an object prami[ls is e~ential. For further 

knowledge in details the methods 6ke St-avana etc are essential. So far ·as . 
Brahman is concerned, the general knowledge of it should have to be 

acquired through Agama prami[la. In order to realise the Reality which is 

confirmed through AgamapramB!lathe methods have to be adopted. 

If an object is known roughly, the h~ing on it (sravana) is possible. 11 

Hence, epistemology gives a rough idea ~fan object in which the doubt~ 
conflict, if any, with another pramSJ:la is removed with the help of some 

favourable argument. That is, if there is any chance of contradictory view as 

to particular conclusion drawn by an individual, some mental effort is needed 

to remove this view and for this some favourable arguments have to be put 

,forth. This method of manana is adopted in each and every school or 

science. 12 
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When our minds are setded on an object due to having an accurate 
. I • 

knowledge of it, true meditation on this is possible which is called 

nididhyasana (meditation) without which no serious conclusion can be 

drawn .13 Hence, the Upan~sad provides us ~ perfect m~thodology of research 
· in any field. 

. . 

' Lastly, the grammarians have accepted siX meanings of negation of 

· which 'absence' is one. It has been stated by the grammarians 

_·Tatsii~ralysmab~avaiff~ tadanyatvam tadalpati, aprasastyain virodha$ca 
nanarthii sat praldrtita•. 14That is, negative particle 'narl can be used in the .. . " 
sense of similarity i.e. Siidrsya (e.g. abrBhmana meaning similar to 

{'}./ • • < 

Brahms~), in the sense of absence i.e. abhava (e.g. asat meaning the 

abs~nce of honesty), in the sense of mutual dfference i.e: anyatva(e.g. agha!tJ · 

meaning different from a jar), in the sense of less quantity i.e. a/pati (e.g. 

akesi meaning less quantity of hair), in the sense of non-suitability - . 

·. (aprasastya) (e.g. asamaya meaning improper time) and in the sense of 

enmity or contradiction (virodha) (e~g. asura meaning the enmity with the 

duties (suravirodhi). Among these six meanings the second one can be 

applicable in the case of Advaita meaning the absenee of duality as told 

. earlier. Unless we have an idea of duality we cannot prove its absence. It is 

sensible to negate something which really exists in this world. To negate 

something which does not exist in this world is non-sensical. It is very much 

a futile exercise to prove the non-existence of an object which is aabsurd. 

This phenomenon is called a/Jkapratiyogif.a- kBbhava i.e. an absence, . 

. the absentee of which is an absurd entity. If phenomenal existence of duality 

·· is an absurd entity, the negation of it is meaningless leading to a futile 

exercise. To prove the absence of duality (advaita) 'duality' has to be accepted · 

as an existent object. In order to know this duality' the different means of 

knowing (pram~a) are very much relevant. The realisation of the absence 

of duality follows from the realisation of Brahman. · 

· It has been shown earlier that metaphysical prefSu~ositions are 

embedded in different theories of knowledge. Apart from this, even the 

theories of false cognition which are technically known as khyativadas 
(theories of error) are formulated after keeping parity with such metaphysical 

presuppositions. Let us see how such presuppositions work in different 

theories of error. 

When a rope is perceived as snake, it is described as perceived 

wrongly and reject our earlier cognition as a false cognition. The questions 
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in the following forms may generally. arise. What is the factor which constitutes 

. . ~ 

. the falsity of the error ? If the falsity ascribed to the apprehension itself or to 
. . "" 

the. content known or to both apprehension and content? These questions 

are solVed by different systems of Indian Philosophy in dfferent ways after 

following their different presuppositions. 

. As the false apprehension is possible due to having its character as 

false from the nature of the content apprehended and as there is the rejection 

of the content after correction, the nab.ue of false apprehension concerns 
. . 

primarily to the objective content rather thah subjective. apprehension. 

Hence, there lies the controversy among different philosophers regarding . 

the nature of false content. There are six principal theories on such issues 

. called Asatkhyativ~da, Atmakhyiitivada, Akhyativada, AnyathBkhyativada, 

Anirvacanfyakhyitivada and Satkhyativada. 

The first view - Asatkhyativada is prop~ated by the Buddhists who 
. ~ . 

are the supporters of nihilism (siipyaviida) who maintain voidness or 

absolute nothingness of all experiences and contents. Error, according to 

them, is·the cognition of asati.e. non-existent. In the case snake-rope illusion 

the snake which is falsely known is absolutely non-existence. The former 

. exists'nowhere due to its unreality while the later is partially non-esxistent 

· i.e. existing in one place and non-existing in other places. Sky-flower or 

har~s horn etc are to be taken as absolutely non-existent objects. A jar may 

be a relatively non-exist$nt entity. Because it may remain in one place and 

· may not in other place. The imaginary or absurd entities ( aiikapadarthas) do 

not exist anywhere. The imaginary fictions may b.e distinguished into two 

types- the facually non-existent and the logically impossible. The hare's 

horn etc belong to the first category as they do not exist as facts. A barren 

mother belongs to the second category i.e. it is not only non-existent but 

cannot but be so. According to the nihilists, when someone is in error, he 

sees an absolute noneixstent object in any of the given two senses. When 

an individual perceives the rope as a snake, he sees not a snake only but a 

rope that has exposed itself the properties of a snake. In other words, he 

perceives not a snake as such, but rope-snake. But a snake which is a rope 

aS well is an absurdity. The snake may exist, but a rope-snake is nowhere 

found except in cognition of the false. t_ 
~ -

. If the view ofthe Vijniinavadins which is known as AtmakhyaJivada 
is reviewed carefully, it will be seen that they have totally rejected the view 

of the nihilists regarding error as a contentless cognition that cognises 
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,v . -

nothing. To the Vijnanavadins such cognition of nothing must also be itself 

nothing. An ·error which is identified with the nothingness must be nothing 

. which is not at all• an error in the true: sense of _the term. According to the 

~tmakhyitivida' error ari~es from cognising the mental as an extramental 

real. Blue is the cognition of the blue, bufour mind in the case of error . . 

cognises it as the extramental blue. The mental fact is thus mistaken as a 

· transcendent meaning. An object cognised is.a subjective image~ but this is 

mistakenly taken to be the cognition of an external object. The Atmakhyiti 
which means the self~cognition of the psychic fact is imagined to be cognition 

of an objective tranS~psychic being. Hence, error is not asatkhyiti, the 

· . cognition of sheernon-,existent, but is the cognition of the subjective state 

as an objective fact. 

The Pribhak_ar~s who advocate the view known as Akhyati refute 

the Asatkhyati and Atmakhyiti views of the Buddhists. They contend that 

err9r always involves a given element, the error arising from a co'thfusion 
. . . ...;, 

· of what is so given with the memory-image it calls forth. Hence, error involves 

both representation and representation something given or presented (grhita) 
and some representation or image wh'ch the preseritation.calls forth (sm_rta). 
The illusory cognitiOn occurs in the failure of the · apprehension of distinction 

between the perceived fact and . · the · memory~image (yarra 
yadadhyasastadvivekagrahanivandhano bhramal)•ps. I~ other words, there 

is the nonapprehension of the distinction (vivekagraha) between 

presentation and representation which is called akhyati. In the case of snake-. 

rope-illusion the given element lies on the 'rope' and the remembered content 

. is snake. The illusion fieS on the non-distinction of the 'rope' represented as 

'this' and the 'sn8ke'. This non-distinction gives rise to confusion and leads 

to the false judgement - 'this is a snake'. The two facts - the given and the 

. remembered are thus amalgamated or confused as one and certain false 

expectations are aroused as a consequence. The illusion is a negative non

distinguishing of the two experiences, the failure to realise their distinction 

and duality. From this the Pribhakaras believe that illusion is not a positive 

experience, but a negative non-distinction. Correction is the· negation of . 

this non-distinction; it is the assertion of the distinction through the 

cancellation of the confused non-distinction. As a result there is no positive 

falsity in error anywhere .16 

.. 
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The Naiyayikas who propound the Anyathakhyativadaurge that the 

intrinsic positivity of error as distinct from negative non-distinguishing or 

. · akhyiiti. Every illusion is a single complex experience, ·but not two things -

given and remembered -.are falsely confused and non-distinguished as 

Pribhikaras says : In the snake-rope illusion we are not aware of two 

· experiences but of a single complex experience ofa perceived this appearing 

to be a "snake". At the time.of correction a single is rejected. That is, "this 

snake" that was falsely perceived through the influence of the defects of sense, 

media etc. The illusion is a unitary composite. presentation oft this •snake; 

·the "this" being presented through the natural (/aukika) contact of the visual 

sense and the object lying before it~ and the ·snake" being also presented 

through the extra-ordinary (alau/dka) cOntact of the visual' sense with the 

•snake" perceived elsewhere. It is an error as being'a unitary presentative 

experienCe of a presented "this" in the form of an extraordinary perception 

of the •snake" with which it is objectively unconnected. The snake is 

. perceived as a real snake, and the snake-character or feature perceived in 

it inheres in an elsewhere snake, i.e. not in the locus of the "this" which is 

presented . to the eye by natural contact but . in the •snake" that exists 

elsewhere. This error thus consists in a complicated perception of the· 

extraordinarily seen snake-character of the jungle-snake as inhering in th~ 

'this' that is seen by the external sense organ viz, the eye, by natural contact 

of sense and object. .· 

· Now we may look at the metaphysical presuppositions as found in 

the formulation of the Anirvacanlyskhyativsdaby Sankara! l;rror, according · 

to Sankarites, involves more than itiexperience of a false relation. It is the . 

experience of a unitary false content, not the experience of a false relation 

between reaJ contents. Sankara concludes that every error involves an 

unreal positivity or positive unreality. It is neither the cognition of a sheer 

negation as found in Asatkhyiitivida nor a cognition of an object existing 

elsewhere as found in the Anyath8khyativada. It is a positive experience . 

and hence it is the experience of a positive content. That which is absolutely 

asat ( non-existent) cannot be the content of a positive experience,wyile 

every error is a positive experience. When a rope is cognised as a snake, 

the status of snake is not asator non existent as we cognise it in the rope it 
is not sat( existent also) as the cognition of it is sublated by the subsequent 

knowledge of rope. Hence, the snake is neither existent nor non-existent 
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which is described as indescribable (anlivacan/ya). This illusory cognition js 

. taken as a rea/which is of apparent type(pratibhisikasatta). 

. . . . .. Ramanuja rejects the AnirvacanlyBkhyativada of Sankara and regards · 

error as consisting in the apprehension of a partial truth as the whole truth. 

. Their theory is known as Satkhyativada according. to which error is. neither . 

· the apprehension of the sheer nothingness nor of any indescribable object. It· 

iS. simply the cognition of a partial feature as the only and the exclusive feature 

of an object. Thus when a rope is cognised as a snake; ·the cogniser perceives 

a real.snake-feature in the rope existing. before him. He does not perceive 

nothing nor does he perceive any-elSewhere snake-character nor again any . 

· .· indescribable snake, On the contrary, he perceives a real 'here and now 

·snake~oharacter in· the object lying before him 'here and now•. His mistake 

· COnSists. not in perceiving anything false or unreal, but in considering the . 

. sn~ke~characterto be the only characteristiCs of the objects lying before.That 

· is . why, the cognition does not work in life and the cogniser acting on the 

suggestion of such in perfect knowlddge comes to grief in the practical affairs _.·. 

of life. 

• 
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CHAPTER II 

-
THE. ADVAITA CONCEPTS OF PRAMA AND · PRAMANA · 

• 

- ,.-. 
Of all the systems of Philosophy ~amimTsa ~nd Vedanta follow 

the Vedas, as closely as possible, they; relying on Sruti coofirmed by 

reason and realisation. But there is a difference between these two systems. 

PurvamTmamsa is a staunch believer in the ceremonial portion or ritualistic · 

portion of the Vedas which is called karmakan~a. while the Advaita Vedanta 

lays the emphasis, and justly so, on the philosophical portion called 

Jninakin~a consisting of the Upanishads. Another poi_nt of difference 

between two systems that the Advaita Vedanta believes in the Vedas 

originated from God while the Mimamsa holdS thatthey are eternal and do 

not depend on any agent. The essential identity with Brahman, the unreality 

of the world etc hav~ been discussed in the Advaita Vedanta. The means of 

··.attaining liberation like hearing, reflection and meditation by the qualified· 

aspirants have been clearly shown. Incidentally, the place of worship 

(upasani) and rites, as preparing the ground for the higher form of practice, 

has been indicated. There is no difficulty in harmonising theSe apparently 

conflicting standpoints. if it is considered that the scriptures provide different 

ways of approach to the Highest Truth according to the tern perament and 

capacity of the aspirant. As the one and_ indivisible Brahman appears through 

the veil of maya, the manifold universe will disappear at the momenta person 

realiseS his indentity with Brahman an identity that has never been lost. 
. j . 

·In indian Philosophy four types of human end is accepted. These 

human pursuits are righteousness (dharma), wealth or property (arrha), 

object, of desire (kama) and liberation (mok~a). Among these, liberation 

(mo~a) is considered as Supreme human end because it alone is eternal. 

The eternalitYof.liberation is sanctioned by Srutitexts- 'na sapunaravartate' 

i.e it does not return (Chandagyopanisad- viii, xv. 1). On the other jhand, 

the other three that are called trivarga are known as transitory by direct , 

means o! knowing (pratyak~a) or from the Sruti tax~ - 'Tadyatheha karmacito 

/okah ksiyate, evamavamutra p.unyacito lokah ksiyata' i.e., as in this world . . ~ . . 
the comforts attained through one's labour are exhausted, so in the other 

world the comforts achieved through one's good actions are exhausted 
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, ( Chandagyopanisad- viii. 1.6). The transitories of wealth (artha) and desire 

(kama) is known through perception. But so far as righteousness (dharma) 
is concerned, it cannot be perceived due to its imperceptible character. 

Hence, the transitoriness of it is known through the above-mentioned Sruti 

- texts. When it is said - 'kSfns punye punah martalokain viS anti' i. s, an . . . . 
individual again enters the mortal world through the expiry of the result of 

his good deed,..it also suggests the same conclusion that righteo~ness 

(dharma) is also noneternal in nature. 
In order to to get rid of this world and worldly suffering it is always 

advisable to attain th·e Supreme human pursuit called liberation or mokf!a. 

This attainment of liberation (rno~a) presupposes the knowledge of the 
external world which has to be transcended. For this reason Dharmar8j~ 

Adhvarindra has dealt with the instrument of valid cognition (pramiiJa). 

That which is the means of valid cognition is called Pram~a. The concept 

of pram8J:la would become inconceivable if the concept of valid cognition 

(pram B) is not properly understood. That is why, the definition of Pram a i.e. 

valid cognition is put forth by Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra at the outset of his 

epistemological work -· Vsdantaparibha~a. 1 

Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra has provided two definitions of valid 

cognition (Prama) after keeping the long-drawn controversy among the 

philosophers of different schools of Indian Philosophy regarding the validity 

of memory (sm_rtJ) in viewj. He has not expressed his own opinion regarding 

this controversial issue. He simply gives two definitions of valid cognition 
. ~ 

.. (pram8) :one excluding memory (sm!tivya'V!tt~m) and another including 

memory (sm_rtisadhirBIJa). 
It would not be uncalled for here to say a few lines on the arguments 

in favour of the invalidity of memory before going to discuss the Advaita 

concept of prama. Generally memory (smrtl) is defined as 
. - - ' """- . 

'samskaramatrajanayam jnanam' {the cognition arising out of the impression 

alone).· The element of impression (samskara) is inevitable for each and 

every manifestation of.knowledge, but all are not memory. Most of the cases 

are recognitive. When ajar is known as such, it is known throligh the light 

of past experience which generated an impression in our mind. Hence, 
'V- . • fV 11.4 

Pratysbhijna (recognitive cognition) is Samskirajanyam jnam (i.e. cognition ,..... 

generated through impression). 

Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra in his Vadantaparibha~a has dealt at length 
on the definitions of valid cognition (pram a). He was completely aware of 

.~ 
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the controversies on the status of recollective cognition or memory or smrti 

in th~ realm of cognition. The Indian thinkersdiffer·· ~egar.ding its validity .. · 

Most of the Indian thinkers d6 not want to give a status of valid cognition to. 

memory on account ofthe fact that incase of memory there is ~he chance of 

mistake. It has already been said that the memory is always generated by· : 

impression 'alooe' (samskaramatrajariya).ln Tarkasaingraha the term 'malTa~ 
has been explained as 'generated by impression not being· caused by 

· something other than the impression' (sainskaretarajanyatve sati 
samskarajanyatvam)2• It is true that impression serves the function of . 

recognising an object. When we recognise a jar as such, it is known through 

the impression of the earlier experien9e of a jar. No determinate cognition 
. w ~ 

· (savikalpakajnana) is possible without the help of· earlier impression 

· (samskara). Hence, _this type· of cognition is recognitive cognition . 

(pratyabhijna) which is completely different from memory. Though some of .. 

the later thinkers have given thought in favour of the validity of memory,· 

Dharmaraja did not want to enter into--the complications initially. Hence, he 
. . 

did not ..provide ~ny-epinion of his own regarding the validity of memory. He. 

had star ted his philosophical drscussion on the concept of valid cognition 

(prama) in a very integrated Waf. He respectfully mentioned both the 

definitions after 'honouring the views of both the philosophers who accept 

or do not accept memory as a valid cognition. In this connection he did not 

pass his own judgement. . . . / 

The first definition which excludes memory from the purview of the. 

valid cognition runs as· follows . : 'pramatvamanadhi- · · 
gatavadhitiuthav~ayakainanatvain'. that is, a valid cognition is a cognition · 

having some object as its content which is unacquired (anadhigata) an~ 
uncontradicted (avadhita)3• It is said that each ~nd every valid cognition is 
primarily a cognition. But this cognition must have an object as its content 

(arthav~ayaka). It may be argued that if there is a cognition, it must be a 

cognition of something. In other words, 'cognition' means 'cognition of'. 

Generally there cannot be a cognition without any content (av~ayaka). If it 

is so, the term 'arthavi~ayaka'incorporated in the definition is superfluous. 

In response to this problem Dharmaraja Adhvarindra is of the opinion that, 

so far as the Advaita Vedanta is cqncerned, cognition is of two types - having 

some content ( sav~ayaka) and having no content ( avi~ayaka). As Brahman 
• IV • • 

is knowledge, Bliss and lnfinitute (satyam jnanam anantam brahma), 

Brahman is equivalent to knowledge etc. Hence, it is knowledge, but having 
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no content. Because this is not 'the knowledge of Brahman· •. but Brahman 

itself is knowledge. That which is in the form of knoWledge is the embodiment 

. of knowledge which haS .. no content. Apart from this there is another.type of 

· eognition ·which apprehends the objects existing in the mundane world. 

· .. Hence. such cognition is not a bare cognition but 'cognition of something'. 

· When we have a cognition of a jar etc, it is savisayaka or having a content 
. . . ·-

like jar etc. The definition of valid cognition under consideration covers the . 

cognition of the objects .. existing in the empirical world. The transcendental · 

cognition does not .come under the purview of this definition. In order to prove. 

this or in order exclude such knowledge from the purview of pram a the term 

'arthav~ayaka' is included in the definition. Because it is the definition of . 

valid cognition.qf the objects that are ~vailable in the empirical world:' 

Now the question may arise as to the significance of ~he te(m· . 

>'anadhigatEI i.e. unacquired as an adjunct of the object. In fact, .this term has 
been used only to exclude. memory from the purview of valid cognition. The . 

unacquired object is that which is novel or new, but not the repetition of th.e 

earlier cognition which is already acquired (adhigata). · 

. If this is accepted, there would arise the prOblem of recognition of the 

earlier object as having such and such characteristics. In ·the case· of 

determinate cognition (savikalpakaj(iima) we can recognise an object as such 

. through the ·light of the past impression gathered ,from . the experience. 

Moreover, when we keep looking tgwards an object for a period of time, it is 
·.·. a. cv . 

. called persistent cognition (dhirivfhikajnana). If the adjunct 'anadhigata'is · 
kept in fact, such type of cognition would not come under the jurisdiction of. 

valid cognition (prwni). If it is not taken as valid cognition, how can our day . 

. to day behaviour be explained ? Because, determinate. cognition is inevitable 

for our daily behavioUr arid persistent cognition is also a eommon phenomenon . 

in our practical life. Hence, it iS very difficult to our common sense to believe 

that these cognitions are not valid or these are illusory. 

In response to .. the above mentioned problem, Dharmar8ja offers a 
.suggestion.To him the term ··anadhigata'(unacquired) does not.create any 

·problem of the above mentioned type. To him each and every piece of 

cognition is new due to having difference of spatia-temporal factors. When 

. we keep looking towards an Object for a few moments, it is new in each and 

every moment, because a moment becomes a qualifier or differentiating factor 

from others. When a jar is cognised at the first moment, it is not repeated in 

the secood, because the second moment is the adjunct which differentiates 
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it from the first one. In the same way, the object seen in the third moment is 

differentiated from the e~rlier ones due to having this particular span of 

time i.e. third moment. In thiswEtJ, each and every cognition belonging to a 

. ;persistent knowledge is· to be taken as- 'new', •novel· _or unacquired ·

(anadhigata).5 -

There is another significant term avadhita (uncontradicted) in the 

definition of valid oognition (prams) given by Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra. It is 

said that~y kn~ledge.which is contradicted by th.esubsequent knowledge 

is called vadhita.the cognition of an object which is not contradicted is called 

. avadhita: When a snake is known as such, it is called avadhita. When the 

same snake is known in the_ place of rope, it is called vadhita .. The valid 

cognition should have an object as its content which must be uincontradicted. 
. ~ -

It may otherwise be exj!>_lained as foDows. 'When a snake is known as 

such, it is uncontradicted which is explained by the Naiyayikas as a tadvati 

. tatprakirakam jilimam i.e., the piece of cognition where something remai~ .... 
a qualifier in an object in which that something really exists. That is, when 

an objec_t called 'X' is known to be X when there is really the object 'X'. In 

the same WEtf, it can be said that a cognition having snakeness as a qualifier 

in an object where there really a snake is (sarpatvavati sarpatvaprakarakam ""- . . . . . . 
jnanam); lf,on the. other hand, there is the knowledge of a snake in a piece 

of rope where there is no snake at· all (sarpatvabhavavati 

sarpatvaprskarakam jninain), it is called contradicted cognition 0.. false 

cognition ( a/JrEima) . . 

- In order to distinguish a valid cognition from the invalid one) the term 

avadhitais incorporated as"an adjunct of object. 

· It may be _argued that the whole world becomes contradicted to an · -

individual who realises the self. The whole world is nothing but the · 

manifestation of Brahman or self as evidenced in the Sruti: 'sarvam 

kha/vidam. Brahms'' Tasya bhasa sarvamidain vibnati'. When an individual 

realises this, he becomes identical with Self. Hence, each and every object 

loses its individual identity and seems to be manifestation of Self. It is said 

in the initial mantra of the lsopan~ad that the whole world is covered by 

Consciousness. In other words, whatever found in the· phenomenal world is 

nothing but the manifestation of the Self ( Jsavasyamidam sarvam yat kincJ' 
jagatyam jaga~. -

- As ontologicafly there is no dualaity, one feels one's existence i_n every 

object of the world. Hence, there cannot be any exploitation of others and 



one should not feel greedy toWards others' properties~ There is a state when 
there is enj<>Yment through renunciation ("t8na tyaktena bhuniltha ma grdhah 

· kasyasviddhanam• (1st mantra of lsopanisad). · · 
. . 

·If this situation prevails, no object is known as having individual 
- . . - - - . . . . 

characteristic ~~ the mcm.ifesta~on of Brahman or Self.-When a jar etc 
· are known as 5etf (but not as a ~ .te), they are contradicted by the 
knowledge of Brahman. Hence no cognition .is ·possible which remains 
uncontradicted (avadhita). Why is the term incorpOrated in the definition? In 
reply Dharmaraja has argued that in the transcendental stage all cognitions 
are contradicted by the knowledge of Brahman. Hence. the phenomenon of 
'uncontradiction' is not available at all. In order to remove such problem 
Dharmaraja has opined that.the incorporation of the term avadhitasuggests · 
that. such cognition is limited to the phenomenal world (vyavahirikajagaf) 

but not to the transcendental world. The qu9$tion of object of knowledge 
com&S if there is duality or subject-object-relatiOnship. This duality remains 
under the purview of the phenomenal world.6 

I 
-_ The term 'anadhigata'means 'unacquired' ~'novel'. Actually the term 

has been incorporated in order to exclude memory-cognition from the purview 
of thevalid cognitiO_!l, Which is indicated by the term smrtiv/frtta.7 Though 
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra did not pass any judgement of his own regarding 
the tenability of the memory as a valid cognition, it is assumed that he was 
in favour of not accepting memory as a valid cognition. This assumption is. 
grounded on his mention of. the above~mentioned definition and its 
substantiation throughsOJT)earguments. The term 'anadhigata'means 'that 
which is n~t acquired earlier'. That Which is not acquired earlier is called · 
'novel'. It must apprehend something new, which was not known before. 
Recollection is the memory of an object, which was perceived earlier. It does 
not add any thing new .to our knowledge. It is simply reproduction of the 
previous perception. So it should not be regarded as strictly valid cognition. 
To them valid cognition acquaints us with something new. In other words, 
novelty is a characteristic feature of truth. From this the memory-cognition is 
excluded from the purview of valid cognition, no doubt, but it also excludes .., . 
the recognitive cognition (pratyabhijna). Memory-cognition is generated 
through our earlier impression alone (samskaramatrajanya) while 
recognitive cognition is caused by the impression of the past experience 

.. 
:.::.:. 
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associated with the presence of the object (samskarajanya but not 

samskaramatrajanya). If it said that the object of the cognition is anadhigata - . . . . 

i.e. not known earlier, it excludes both memory and recognitive cognition, 

bec~se recognitive cognition is not anadhigata but acquired earlier. If 

memory-cognition is accepted as_ invalid, there _is some justification as the 

content is·not verifiable· due to the absence of it. Due to its non-verifiability 

there- is every chance of committing mistake or acquiring a mistaken 
. v 

cognition. Hence, there is ·no guarantee that such cognition (pratybhijnii) 

would -be veridical. But so far as recognitive cognition_ (pratybhQni), is 

concerned it is not at all invalid, becauSe it can ·help us to lead our day-to

day behaviour~ AS the term anadhigata is incorporated in the definition, it 

cannot justify the recognitive cognition, as it is ~lready.acquired (adhigata) 

and hence not new. 

Keeping the earlier_ objection in view. Dharmaraja Adhvarindra 

perhaps has tried to justify the lokavyavaharai.e. day-to-day behaviour in 

- the light of persistent cognition (dharavahikajnina), which does not solve 

·.the real problem. To him· an object known for_ a period of time is .·called 

persistent cognition of the same. When we keep looking at the table for 
- . , 

example, it is not the same object· seen for a period of time but it is, different 

in different moment. The table seen in the first moment is completely different 

from that seen in the second moment. In the same Wftf, the table in the second 

moment is different from that occurring in the third. To him it is the temporal 

fact6r, which differentiates one from the other. Hence, an object existing in 

each and every momentis completely new (anadhigata), but not repeated 

- wJ:Iat is already acquired ( adhigata). 8 

· This justification cannot really solve the earlier problem of recognitive _ 

cognition. If each and every object is temporally different from each other 

and if it is new; how is an. object recognized as identical in other occasion ? 
If it is accepted that each and every object·~~-.::.·) is new or unacquired I it will 

lead to the non-acceptance of recognition or recognitive cognition, which is 

accepted a$ valid in Advaita Vedanta system. In other words, this definition 

does not cover such recognitive cognition and hen/ce there arises the defect 

of avya,Otihere. _If it is accepted that, though an object is different in different 

moment, and hence new, there are some similarities between two pieces of 

cognition which make the recognition possible, these two pieces of cognition 

cannot be taken as completely new or novel de to having some old characters 

in it. When a jar is recognized as a jar in the light of the old one, it may be 

. ) 
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said that the new is completely different from the old one as this occupies 

different time in compare to the old one, which also occupied a different 

time. When a particular sword used byTipu Sultan, as for exampfe, is seen 

by ari individual in the museum and apprecepted as 'This· is that sword 

· used by 11pu Sultan', how is the old sword used byl1pu Sultan recognized 
. as such ? The sword used by Tipu Sultan and seen by me belongs to 

different time and hence they should be used as new oi novel ( ansdhigata). 

But if it is so, how is the recognition of the sword used by Tipu Sultan 

possible ? IUs a fact that the recognition is possible and this recognition 

presupposes some sort of identity between them. If identity is there or if 

some identical features are there, these are not different or new though they 

belong to different time-span. Rather it would be a happier expression if it is 

said as acquired or . adhigata.lf the acquiredness of such cognition of sword 

· used byTipu Sultan is not accepted, the question ofits recognition does not 

· . arise at all. Hence the term anadhigata as an adjunct to the object cannot . 

justify all types of valid cognitions. 

· Dharmaraja Adhvarfndra has already described _such type of 

recognitive cognition as indeterminate perceptual cognitions 

(nirvikalpakapratya~f1!a). It ·is paradoxical to the ·Advaitins that they have 

accepted unacquired or: new cognition as a valid cognition (pram a) on the 
one hand and nirvikalpaka-perceptual cognition on the other. The acce-ptance 
of one • is contradictory'to another. The _Advaitins have given two examples 

of such cognition-one from the se~~iif['~orld and another from the Vedic 

· text. 0 'This· is that Devaaatta' (so'yi;fi{dsvadatta!J) is from the· secular world 

which points to the recognitive cognition, as the· present Devadatta is 

identified with the past Devadatta. In other words, there is an identity between 

the consciousness limited by Devadatta and the consciousness limited by 

the mental mode in the form of Devadatta as our inner organ called 
. . 

antahkarB[}a goes out of the body and assumes the form of Devadatta.10 

Though the present Devadatta and past Devadatta .. :.-", -=·1tf ::~...L:::'iic.:· are 

different in terms of time and though they are not completely identical yet 

there is an essential identity (svarupa-gatatadatmya) between them, which 

entails that they are not completely unacquired (anadhigata). The example 
cited from the Upani~adic text bears the same import. The Mahavakya -

7attvamasi' (Thou art That )signifies the essential identity between two - . 

'Thou' (tvam) and 'That' (ta~ i.e., Brahman or Atman. Both are taken to be 

different due to having the specific characters in them. The former has got 
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· an ,atomic ( ~u) power while the latter is endowed with all~pervasive power 

-- (vibhu). In spite. of this an identity between them is asserted from the 

·.standpoint of essence (svariipagata). In this case,· there is the identification 

of the knower referred by the term 'thou' and the object referred to by the 

-term 'That'. 11 In this case also the phenomenon of anadhigatatva does not 

exist, leading ·to the falsity of the nirvikalpaka~ ·cognition or recognitive 

cognition. If such nirvikalpaka-cognition is proved .as falsified, it would lead 

to the falsity of the Mahivakya which is suicidal to the Advaitins. For, the 

· · import of the Mahavakyas makes a platform to realize the Ultimate Reality . 

. The falsity of the Mahavakyas leads to .the falsity of the whole metaphysical 

presuppositions. Hence, the term anadhigata creates confusion in the 

AdvaitaVedanta system of Philosophy and it should be excluded from the 

. definition. Moreover, the sentence 'Tattvamasi'(Thou art That) is taken as 

an example ofjahadajahallaksana(i.e., a /aksaniwhich partly forsakes and 
. . . . . -

acceptS its primary meaning) according to some Advaitins. In this sentence 
. -

the absolute identity between an individual being Uiva) and Brahman is 

rejected and essential identity between them is aceepted. By virtue of being 

a specific type of La~B!Jithe sentence provides us a valid cognition. though . 

. the character of being anadhigata is notthere.12 Hence, the exclusion of the 

. term may easily be recommended from this standpoint also. 
' ' - . . 

Dharmarija Adhvarindra has made an effort to justify the fact of being 
' ' 

· unacquired by introducing ttte concept,,of persistent cognition 

(dharav8hika/nana).13 . To consider a pieqej~():~ognition as·. occupying a· 

mom en tis an attempt to justify the theory of momentariness as accepted by 

the Buddhists. The Buddhists are _consistent in propagating the theory of 

· momentariness, as they believe in the theories of svalaksana, no-soul or 
' . . 

permanent entities like samanya etc. For the Advaitins such a theory of 

momentariness is not at all supportable because the Advaitins belie\te in 

. the existence of permanent Self but not in sva/ak~BIJB etc. As the Advaitins 

have accepted a different set of presuppositions, the theay of momentariness 

does not find its entry in the Advaita framework. When the Advaitins formulate 

the theor'ies of the perceptuality of cognition of an object 

'uninagatapratyak~a) and the perceptuality of object (vi_sayagatapratyak~a), 
they recommend the amalgamation of different limiting adjuncts (upadh1) 
of the Consciousness like vi~ayacaitanya (the Consciousness limited by 

object), pram8f:1acaitanya (Consciousness limited by mental mode) etcY 

How can an amalgamated situation be a momentarY one ? Even if it is 

.. 
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accepted as momentary, how can it be known as perception of a jar or the 

perception ofthe cognition of ajar? All these problems remain unresolved if 

the term • anadhigata' is not withdrawn from the definition. 
. ' ' , 

. The famous commentary SikhfMnS[Ji has raised some pf these 

problems. To him the term 'anadhigata' does not mean that some thing is not 

caused by impression ( sarhskara), but he would like to suggest that memory

cognitiOn is caused by the impression and there does not arise any question 

of over coverage to such cognition. Those who believe in the instrumentality 

. of a sign admit that in an inferential cognition sadhya is inferred through a 

sign, which is in the form of impression, and hence a sign seen earlier is 

recognized elsewhere with the help of impression. From this one can raise_ 

a question ofthe defect of avyiipti to all the cases·of inferential cognition 

(anumitimatr9) and also to the case of recognitive cognition (pratyabhijna) . 
. As all entities excepting Brahman are illusory according to the Advaitins~ 

they are caused by the impression of earlier experience and hence the 

· definition of prams cannot be applied there due_ its lack of novelty 

(anadhigata) in them .In the like manner, any type of illusorycognition.does 

not come under the purview of the_ valid cognition through the insertion of 

the term 'anadhigata'and there arises a cosntingency of losing the import of. · 

· ._the term 'avadhita'incorporated in the definition. Dharmar8ja Adhvarindra, 

· however, has tried to give an explanation of the term 'anadhigata', which 

. '-':"'.also cannotsolve the problems raised earlier. The term 'anadhigata'means · 
· · .~b~~~~;~~ething having an object invariably; which is not. the property of something 

' . . . . ' 

~xisting in the immediate preceding moment .. (Anadhigatatvam ca 
svavyavahitapurvaksanaiJrttidharmavisayavisayakatvBna niyatatvain).15 Let 

. ' . . - .. . 
us explain this with the help of an example following the line of Ma_niprabha. · 
Here the term 'svtJ stands for the cognition of a jar. The property existing in · 

the immediate preceding moment is the cognition of cloth etc., the object of 

which is tne cloth etc. The cognition in the form of a jar is endowed with the 

substratumness determined by the contentness of a jar, which is different ,., 
from the . cloth etc. { 'svamayam ghats iti Jnanam . . "" 
tasmadavyavahitapurvaksanavrttidharmah patah ityadijnanatm.ako 
dharm astasya visa yah p ~t"adi;tadbhinnagha t~vis ayakatvaniriipita-- . . . ,., . . 
dhikaranatavattvamayam ghata iti jnane iti laksanasamanvayah). 16 There is 

. .. . . . -
the cognition of X which is endowed with the substratum ness determined by 

having the contentness of X which is completely different from Y etc. whose 

property is in the form of cognition of Y etc. remaining in the immediate 
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. _preceding moment. In other words, an object is known as having-

substratumness determined by having the contentness of that particular 
object which is different fiom another ·eognition having an object occurring 

. in the preceding moment. If there is the ·cognition of X endowed with the 
substratum ness determined· by having the contentness of X which is 

completely identical with the X occurring in the previous preceding moment, 
it would be taken as adhigata (acquired) as · opposed to anadhigata ( 

unacquired). Even if this interpretation of anadhigatatva is taken into account, 

memory-cognition can be excluded from the purview of pram a, but not other 
. types of cognition like recognitive cognition etc. Because, in the case of 

recognition etc. the same object remains in the preceding moment or earlier 
- than this. On account of this the phenomenon of recognition is possible. The · 

·problems raised earlier rem &in unresolved even the new interpretation' of 
the term anadhigata is taken into account If such definition is accepted for 

. . 

granted, the cognition in the form of Brahman being alone real the cognition 

· of a jar etc becomes illusory and hence there arises the defect of avyapti, 

which cannot be removed resulting in 1he· lack of usefulness of the term 

anadhigatainserted in the definition.lt may be argued that as valid memory~ 

cognition leads- us always' to the·. successful inclination 

(niyatasamvidipravrttl), i_t comes under the purview of prama (valid 

- cognition) and hence it bein~ a defiendum. of a valid cog_nition cannot be 

said that it leads to the probability of the uselessness ~f. the term anadhigata. 
In response to this it is said that the term serves the purpose of excluding 
the use of something which is the qualifier of being a valid cognition other 

than the previouslym~ntioned one i.e. right memory-cognition. Under such 
·circumstances the validity· of. the capability. of successful inclination 
(sainvadipravrttyupa-yuktapramanyam) would not be determined as a . - . . 

criterion of valid cognition. In order to indicate this, the adjunct anadhigata 

in the definition is justified. In other words, the fact of successful inclination 
of cognition presupposes its previous cognition, which is certainly adhigata 
in character. The mention of the term anadhigata at least removes the 
possibility of excluding successful inclination as a criterion of valid 
cognition. 17 In this connection it may be said that if such case is excluded 
with use of the term anadhigata, what is the utility of another term avadhita 

inserted in the definition ? 
In response to this Dharmaraja AdhvarTndra has inserted the term 

avadhita as an adjunct of object, which entails that the cognition of an object.f 
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existing in the phenomenal world i.e. in the transmigratory state must not be 

contradicted or sublated by the latter cognition in th~ phenomenal i.e. in the 

· transmigratory state but not in the transcendental. level. It impli~faotual 
" . 

consis_t~ncy or agreement with given ~cts, which have an empirical reality. 

The Advaita Vedanta recognizes the empirical reality of the world, but not its 

ontological reality. The knowledge of'plurality as found in the phenomenal 

level is contradicted by the intuition of identity of the Absolute. The term 

avadhi~ can test the truth of an object in the empiricallevel.18 The insertion 

of the term avadhita again creates some philosophical confusion in this . 

context. How can an object be adjudged as uncontradicted ? If there is 

cognition in.the form: 'It is raining outside', the question may be raised how 

the truth-value of such sentence can be determined. Definitely we have to 

look outside whether the incident described in the sentence is true or false, 

which will go in favour of paratahpriiminyavada not accepted by the . . 
Advaitins. As they believe in the svat~pr8m8J:yavada (i.e., the extrinsic 

validity of truth), the enquiry of the truth of a sentence cannot be experience

independent. If it is said --'The sentence is either true or raise', it can easily 

be said that the sentence is true without going out of the sentence i.e., 

intrinsically true. It is stated by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra that the validity is 

intrinsically known. The meaning of term svata~is as follows. The cOllocation 

of causes, which can reveal the object existing in it, can also reveal its validity 

if and only if there is the absence . of defect.19 The substratum of it is the 

knowledge of vrtti or mental m:9de: which can reveal the witness (saks'f. If 
• •< '· -

the cogniti<m of vrttiis apprehended, it can apprehend the validity of it also. 

· It haS already been said that the various transformations of antahkaranah or . . . 
mind are called V[tti. As this V[ttiis known through the witness, the validity 

existing in it is also known through the same witness. It may be argued that 

if it is accepted that the validity is svata!J, there does not arise any question 

of the doubt of validity. Because in each and every case witness will reveal 

the knowiedge of V[tti resulting in the knowledge of intrinsic validity. Under 

this situation there does not arise any question of the doubt of validity, which 

is contrary to the fact. In fact, we generally feel the doubt of validity. The 

previous sentence is not like this and hence the truth-value of such sentence 

can be determined extrinsically; which goes in favour of paratal)
pram'it~yavsda, which is not accepted by the Advaitins leading to a 

paradoxical situation. In response to this objection the Advaitins may rejoin 

that ~the term avadhita is incorporated in order to remove the defect of 
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ativyapti ( over coverage) to an illusory cognition of an indeterminate object 

( anirvacahfyavi~ayabhrame' tivyaptiv8r8[)8rthamuktamavadhiteti). In spite 

of this the problem cannot be solved. What is to be understood by the term 
. -

anirvacaniyavi~aya'? The object, which is inexpressible through language, 
--·-··---- ------- . 

does not come under the ·purview of contradiction· ( vadhitatva). If an object is 

mistaken as an indeterminate object, there is a chance of taking it as valid 

cognition. In order to exclude such cognition from the purview of valid 

cognition~ the term avadhita has been incorporated. If cognition is without 

any description, there does not arise any question of contradiction 

(vadhitatva). In this connection it can be said that an indeterminate cognition 

is neither true nor false due to the absence of proper desaiption. On account 

of this it is very difficult to say that there is vadhitatva or avadhitatva. Even if 

it is accepted that the term anirvacaniya is taken in the sense of some 

indescribable phenomena that are unseen iri character, the term avadhita 

·does not stand in the eye of logic. Ma[Jiprabha further adds that when an 

individual is having an illusory cognition, the cognition of the earlier object 

seen in different space is acquired and hence there is the l~ck of the cognition 

of an object, which is not known earlier. As the C<?"tent of an .illusory cognition 

· . remains acquired due to the absence of the content, which is unacquired in 

nature, the adjunct anadhigata does not remain here. In order to exclude 

such cognition from the purview of valid cognition the term avadhita is 

inserted in the definition.21 The previously mentioned problem canot be 
. . ~ 

resolved even if this term is incorporated for this purpose for the reason 

mentioned earlier. 

Again the term 'arthavi~syaka'. generates some problems in the 

following manner. The term literally means 'having some object as its contenr 

of cognition. A question may be raised as to the incorporation of the term· 

'artha' as an adjunct to object (vi:Saya). The vi~ayaka means a cognition 

having an object, which is characterized by the adjuncts anadhigata and 

avadhita. Hnece there is no justification for incorporating the term artha; 

rather it leads us to a kind of tautology. The expression 'the cognition must 

have an object as its contenr means 'the cognition must have an object.' 

The.term 'as its content' (artha) is, I think, superfluous, because an object 

always remains in cognition without being its content. In the phenomenal 

level the knowledge means knowledge of something. Hence the term 

'vi?ayaka' instead of arthavi.?ayakawould have been more justified. Through 

the insertion of the term Brahman that is Knowledge having no object 

f· 
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. ( avisayaka) can easily be excluded from the purview of the definition. which . . . 
is meant for the. knowledge of the phenomenal objects. However, one 

. justifiQation maybe offered in favour of the Advaitins. In this connection, the 
term 'visayaka' is not to be taken as 'having some object'. but as 'having 

' . . -

some relation with'. From this the term 'arthav~ayaka'would mean 'having 
some relation with contenr. In other words, the vi:'ayatain -this particular 
context existS in the content, which is technically called arthanisthavisayata. . . . 
Visayati generally exists in three places in the qualificandness called 
v/sesyatanisthavisayati, in the qualaifierness called 

vise~anata~istha;isayata and in the relationness called 

sans~rgatanisfh~visaYata. By the term 'arthavisayaka'Dharmaraja wants to . . •. . 
mean that the contentnessexists in the qualificandness in the form of artha 
(artharopavises}latanisth~visayati). As the term visayais taken in the sense 

. . . . . . . 

of a relation, there is no scope of the defect of tautology. 

- In -another ·way the problem may be solved. If external picture tallies 

with what is described in the sentence, it is true . If otherwise, it is false. In 

this WaJ, the validity of truth is deter mined. This method is called para tal)
primanya or extrinsic validity of truth, which~ advocated by the Nyiya
VaiSesika philosophers, Buddhists etc. But the Advaitins believe in the . . \ . " 
intrinsic validity (svatahprimanya) of truth as their" philosophy is Sruti-

dependent. Whatever s~d in the Sruti or Agama is not always verifiable. 
Hence, a they are to be taken as true ab initio. Moreover, Srutior Agama 

. ~l : 
can never be fallible as they are apauru~eya or not competed by ordinary 
human beings. Hence they have no other alternatives than to accept their 
validity without any verification. 

Let us come to the earlier problem of Avadhitatva ie, 
. uncontradictftness. If truth is ascertained initially or intrinsically, it is to be 
presumed as avadhita, because there is no scope to test its 
uncontradictedness. If we would like to attain a confirmed cognition of its 
uncontradicted character, we have to wait for sometime to see whether our 
experience can contradict the cognition or not. If the property of being· 

uncontradicted is verified in terms of experience, it comes under 
paratahpramanyavada i.e. the theory of extrinsic validity of truth which is . . 
not ontologicafly accepted by the Advaitins. . 

In order to avoid such complications Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra 
emphatically says that the validity of truth must be determined intrinsically 
(svata~). The intrinsic nature is explained in the following manner. wm!., a 
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cognition is known to be valid through the roliocation of causes through which 

· an ·object existing in self in the form of V[tti is known if and only if there is an 

·absence ... of defect (svatograhyanca do~abhavs satiyava_tsviSrayagrBhaka

samagrigriihyatvam). In Advaita Vedanta system our inner organ 

(antahkarana) goes out of the body and assumes the shape of the object . . ' 

which is called V[tti (mental mode) just as water flowing through canal etc 

assumes the form of canal etc. An object In the form of a mental mode is 
-~ ' 

known"the validity of the mental mode is known simultaneously, which is 

called svataJ:pramSJ:ya. In this connection, it should always be borne in mind 

that the phrase - 'dosabhavs sati' (being associated with the absence of . ' 

defect) is very much significant. The causal collocation -i.e, sa~T etc of an . 

object in the form of mental mode can also reveaHts validity if there is no 

em pediment in the form of defects like too much proximity (atisamlpya), too 

much remoteness (atiduratva), miopia etc. 

If there are cenain defects then there may arise the doubt of validity .. 

Validity would follow automatically or intrinsically.if there is the absence of 

defects and if there is an awareness of an objecrs own locus i.e, vrtti or 

mental mode giving no scope to entertain the doobt of validity. In the ~e of 
A 

doubt the cognition of mental mode is apprehended through witness, but 

there does not arise the cognition of validity due to having defect related to 

doubt.22 · 
. . 

It may be argued that how the invalidity of cognition (apramanya) is 
possible. In response to .this it is said oy'Dhramaraja that the invSJidityof a 

cognition is not caused by the collocation of conditions through which the . 

. cognition is originated~ because it would be unduly extended to the valid 

cognition also. If the same collocation of conditions responSible for the 

origination of a particular cognition is accepted as cause of both the validity 

and invalidity of cognition, it would be very difficult to differentiate between 

pramanya(validity} and apramanya(invalidity} of a cognition. If this criterion 

is accepted then the valid cognitiOn would come under the purview of aprama. 

In other words, there would arise the possibility of invalidity to the valid 

cognition also if the above-mentioned criterion is taken for granted. Hence it 

is better to accept that the invalidity is always caused by some defect.23 

Now we may turn to our previous problem regarding the justifiability of 

inserting the term 'avadhita'as an adjunct of arthai.e~ object which becomes 

the content of cognition. From the interp.retation of svata!Jpramarwa( intrinsic 

validity) given above we shall have no problem of accepting intrinsic validity 
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of truth even though the term avadhita is-inserted in the definition. As per 

the interpretation given earlier an. object is to be taken as avadhita or 

uncontradicted if no defect ( dof!a) is found on the way of our understanding. 

. If there were any defect, the object would be taken as contradicted or vadhita 
leading to the invalidity (aprama!lya) of the cognition. When an object is 

apprehended, we shall have to be careful about the fact that there is the 

absence of defects (da~abhava), which is the precondition of knowing the 

validity of the cognition. Otherwise it is to be taken as invalid. In this way all 

- the problems may be solved. 

· If the Advaita view on Prams is reviewed carefully, it would 

-correspond to the Western theory of coherence. We may give a brief account 

of the four theories regarding truth according to the West. 

According to a view, the·truth of knowledge depends on its practical 

value .. That which enjoins us with the practical object is called a right · 

cognition. In other words, the cognition which leads us to serve some purpose 

or end-in-view is called a right one (yata5caarthasiddhil} tat samyag/niinain
Nyayabindu). It is supported mainly by the Buddhist logicians like 

Dharmakirti. To him the right cognition is that which reveals an object and 

leadsto serve some purpose or succesful inclination (Tatah arthakriya-
. . ' . 

- ~ . "'- . -
samartha-vastu-pradarsakam samyagjnanam- Nyayabind~. In the West 

such theory is called pragmatic theory. A cognition of an object is said to be . 

true if it gives rise to serve some end technically called arthakriyakan. The 

cognitions of sky-flower etc are invalid as they cannot lead us to serve some 

purpose. On the other hand, the cOgnitions of water etc. can be taken as 

valid if they can lead us to the quench of thirst etc which is the pragmatic 

value of the cognition. 

The second view is mainly forwarded by the Naiyayikas in India and 

known as correspondence theory of truth according to the. Western 

philosophers. To them, the cognition of snake} for example, will be taken as 

· valid if it occurs in· a place where there is really snake ness. Such veridical 

cognition is defined as tadvati tatprakarakain jnanam i.e., a cognition of an 

object whose qualifier remains there where the qualifier really exists. We 

may have knowledge of • snake in two ways - there may be the knowledge 

of a snake in a place of snake where there is really snakeness and the 

same knowledge may also occur in a place where there is the absence of . .., . 
snakeness. The former case is known as 'tadvati/atprakarakam jnanam'while . .....,.... . . 

-the tatter is called 'tadabhavavati tatprakarakam jnanam. To know an object 

I 
! 
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as such is prama or true cognition.24 The same view has been expressed 

by Ann am bhatta in his Tarkasamgraha and Dfpik8( 7advati tatprakarakah 

anubhavRyatharthah,. This view corresponds to the correspondence theory 
A • . 

of truth. · 

The third view is known as coherence theory of truth according to the 

Western thinkers which actually advocates the harmony of experience 
- " (samvaditva) with other experiences. In the Tattvakaumudi Santar~ita is 

in favour of such view when he says 'PramBI}ain avisainvadijnanain. 

There is a fourth view which resembles to the view of the Advaita 

school of Vedanta. According to this view, an awareness may be taken as 

true if it is non-contradicted (avadhita). This nature of uncontradictedness 

cannot be proved through the correspondence theory which actually depends 

on the method of coherence or sainvada.ln fact, the real correspondence is·· 

inferred between knowledge and reality with the nelp of harmony of 

experience. This can ascertain that the knowledge is absolutely free from 

error as it is not contradicted at that time. From this it does not follow that in 

future any contrary experience can falsify our present cognition. 

So far as the pragmatic theory of truth is concerned, it is argued by 

the Advaitins that from the fulfilment of our purpose (arthakriyakaritva) the 

truth of a cognition cannot be warranted. Because sometimes a false 

cognition can lead an individual_ to the successful activity. When an individual 

sees mistakenly that there is a jewel at a distance emitting lustre, he proceeds 

to the place thinking it a real silver and fortunately receives real jewel there. 

In this particular case the cognition of lustre in a jewel which is a false 

cognition leads us to the attainment of the jewel ~din this way it can satisfy 

our purpose. Though we come to know afterwards that the earlier cognition 

was false yet it serves our purpose. Hence, the Advaitins are in favour of the 

view that only conflict with the available data can prove the falsity of a 

cognition. The earlier conception was that the earth is stationary and the 

sun moves round the earth but afterwards this idea is abandoned as it 

conflicts with the astronomical data. Hence if something is contradicted then 

its falsity is proved.25 (vadhitav~ayatvana hi bhramatvam- Tattvapradlpika

citsukhi, p.218, Nirnay 1915). That is why, to the Advaitins a cognition which 

remains as uncontradicted (avadhita) is alone pram a. That is why, the term 

is included as an adjunct of the object which becomes the content of pram a, 
or valid cognition. 
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It has been stated earlier that Dharmar8ja Adhvarindra has not 

expressed his own opinion regarding the status of memory (smrt1). Hence,· 

he has given both the definitions - one including memory aJ1d another 

excluding memory. There is a controversy among different schools of Indian 

. Philosophy regarding this. The Mimamsakas think that memory cannot be . 

included 'under pram a ( na pramiinam smrtih - Prakaranapancika- 6.3). On 
• • I • , " 

. the other hand, the VaiS~ikas are of the opinion thatthere are four Wfl'/S of 

knowing-perception (Pratyaksa), inference (laingika), memory (smrt~ and 

intuitive (irsa). These four ~ys of knowing are accepted by Prai~tapada . ,.....-, 

in his bhasya which is called· Padarthadharmasam~graha. ( •Vidyapi 
. - • . _rr - ..._... 

caturVIdha- pratyaksa-langika-smrtya-salaksana). · 
• • A.,· .. • 

Though Dharmaraja has not taken any side regarding the· status of 

memory as Pram a, we may consider its acceptability as pramS. Let us accept·. 

a general principle that truth is the sole characteristic ~eature of knowledg.e. 

If it is so, memory, if remains as uncontradicted or non-dubious, mfl'/ be taken. 

· as knowledge or pramiiThe role of memory in revealing the past is inevitable. 

Only memory can reproduce the past faithfully. Somethingremembered is to 

.· . be taken as true on account of the fact that it is identical with the content of 

the past experience represented. But there remains always a doubt whether 

memory can represent the past accurately or not. Considering this point 

different philosophers are reluctant to admit it as a means of valid cognition. · 

Though there are problems in accepting memory as prams yet it is a distinct ... · 

. experience which is essential in our daily life. Therefore, such. experience is 

given a distinct name - smrti. The awareness which enlightens a new content 

is called knowledge proper (ambhiiti~) while the awareness reproducing 

·· · earlier content is called smrti. Thus 'novelty' ( anadhigatatva) has been taken 
. . . . 

as an essential quality of the coritent of valid cognition. 

The Naiyayikas differ on the point whether prama can cover the 

memory-cognition or not. We may discuss some of the arguments. of the 

philosophers who have accepted sm_rti as prams. 
The instrument of valid cognition (pramii) is called pramiiiJa ( tatra 

pramakaranam pram an am,.... Vedantaparibhasa). Though Dhar maraja has . . . 
given a particular definition of valid cognition after keeping a particular set 

of presuppositions in view, he remains silent about the instrumentality 

· (karanatva) and its nature. It is accepted that he has no new view about the . 
definition of instrument (kara[Ja). From this it follows he has accepted the 

position of his opponent (Purvapak~in) i.e. Nyaya-view which goes as 
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follows - 'vyaparavad asiidhiiranam karanam karanam. 'There are two types . . . 
of cause for the origination of a piece of cognition - one is called sadhara~a 

· - (common) and another is asadhiirar:ta (uncommon). The common causes are 

'corrimon' (sadhBrSl}a) because they are necessary in all effects. A set of 

calises like God, self, unseen factors, time etc is essential or invariable 

antecedent of all types of effect. That is why, they are called common causes 

(sadhirana karana). Apart from these, there are some special causes which . . 
are e~sential for a particular type of effect. As for example -sense-object-

contact (indriyarthasannikar~a) is. a special cause of perceptual cognition. It 

is called an uncommon cause (asadharana kiirana) on account of the fact . . 
that it is a cause specially required for perception, not for inferential cognition 

etc. In the same way, the cognition of the invariable relation (vyapt~ between 

a htHu and a sadhya is the cause only for generating inferential cognition, 

but not for perception etc. Hence, it is also called an uncommor;1 cause. 

(as8dh8rana karana) which is called karana (instrument). The uncommon . . . 
·cause alone cannot give rise to an effect if it is not associated with some 

operative process which is technically called vyapara. An eye alOne cannot 

reveal an object if there is no contact (sannikar~a) between eye and an object. 

An axe may be considered as an instrument (kara!la) of cutting if it is 

associated with the effect of pulling upward and downward 

(udyamanipatana). Hence the operative process is called an intermediate 

process technically known as vyapiira. It is defined in the following manner 

: 'Tajj811yatve sati tajjanyajanako vyaparah' . . An int~rmediate · operative 

process~ that which, being caused by something, becomes the generator 

of something. let us suppose there are three things - x·, y and z. If y being 

caused by x becomes the generator of z, y is called vyapara. If the instance 

of axe is taken into account, the phenomenon of lifting upward and putting 

downward (udyama-nipatana) being caused by an axe becomes trte 

generator of the action of cutting. In the case of the cognition of the existence 

of hetu pervaded by Vyapti in the Pak~a is called paramarsa ( vyapyasya 

paksavrttitvadhlh paramarsa ucyate. 26 - G. i:). In other words, the knowledge . . 
of the existence of the probans (hetu) which is qualified by invariable relation 

is Called p8fBm8fS8 (vyaptiviS~!a-pak~adh8fm Bfa-jnanam p8fBm 8fS81)). ZT 

The example is as follows 'vahnivyapyadhumavan parvata!J '( i.e., the. 

mountain is having smoke pervaded by fire). In this case~ there are two pieces 

of cognition- the existence of probans in the subject (pak~a) and of probans 

pervaded by invariable relation. As inferential cognition defined as a 

cognition arising out of paramarsa ( paramarsajanyam /nimamanumitif:j, 
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inferential cognition can be .taken as a result of paramarsa. Hence the role 

of Paramarsa is intermediary, because the knowledge In the form of 

Paramarsa being caused by the knowledge of invariable concommitance 

becomes the generator of inferential cognition. Hence it is the vyapara of 

inferential cognition. 

In the like manner, an uncommon cause associated with some 

operative proc&S$ is called a Pram~a i.e., the means of knowing. A 

Pram~a is such type of active and uncommon cause of pramii. 
It may be argued that memory or smrtimay .sometimes provide us a 

cognition which corresponds to reality. It is said by Annambhana that the 

memory is. of two types -veridical and non-veridical. That which is caused by 

veredical anubhava or right cognition or prama is called · non-veridical 

(. Smrtirapi dvividha - yathartha ayathartha oa iti. Pramajanya yathartha, . ~ . . 

apramai!Jya ayatharth8}28
• Hence one might think that smrti sometimes 

becomes right cognition and sometimes not. . 

The above-mentioned view needs the following clarification. 

Annambhatta in his Tarkasamgraha has divided cognition or buddhi into 
• • 1.. . 

two types· -.memory and anubhava (representative cognition) 

("sarvavyavaharahstu~ 9UI)8~ buddhil) jnanam sa dvividha~- Sm[ti~ 
anubhavah ca").29 The analysis of anubhava i.e. representative cognition 

is found in the theories of knowledge i.e. perceptual cognition, inferential 

cognition, cognition through comparison and testimonial knowledge. In this 

portion he has given the division of memory. 

Memory or recolleotive cognition is a reproductional state where we 

· do not find any thing new or novel. What is known is the reproduction of 

something belonging to the past cognition. This past cognition might have 

been veridical or not. If it were veridical, the corresponding recollection would 

also be veridical if represented in an undistorted way. If it. were non-veridical_, 

the recoll~cted entity would also be non-veridical But it should be borne in 

mind that the above-mentioned varities of memory-cognition-the veridical 

and the non-veridical cannot be described as prama (right cognition) and 

aprama (false cognition) respectively. Because, prama and aprama are two 

varities of anubhavawhich is one of the sub-types of Btlddhi. The other sub

class of the same is memory or smrti. Hence, the instrument (karara) of the 

veridical memory cannot be described as pramal}a ( means of valid 

cognition). This term pramal}a is used only in the context of the veridical 
- ()./ 

representative cognition (yathartha anubhava). The Nai~yAkas have 
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accepted four types of Pramii, the instruments of which are perception 

(pratyaksa), inference (anumana), comparison (upamiina) and verbal . / 

testimomy (sabda). 
As Annambha~ has accepted the veridical and non-veridical memory, 

it indicates that he recognises a .possibility of veridical memory-cognition 

after considering its value in our daily life. At least Anumbhat~ has given 

thought on this aspect considering the fact that all memory-cognitions are 

·not. taken fals~. However, the Naiyayikas ultimately did not include it under 

Pramans bechuse the recollected fact is not verifiable through external 

factors. as thelevent or incident is not repeated.a> 

The definition of Pram~a as accepted by Nyaya is supported by 

DharmarSja AdhvarTndra. To him prsma'!a is of six types : perception 

(pratyaksa), Inference (anum ana}, comparison (upamana), V&rbal testimony 

(agama): Presumption (arthapatti) and Non-cognition (ampalabdhi). 
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CHAPTER Ill 

THE ADVAITATHEORY OF PERCEPTION 

To an Advaitin the whole world is nothing but Consciousness or 

atman. To an enlightened person- who has realised Self or atman or 

Consciousness the whole world is covered by the same conscious principle 
/ . 

as evidenced by the Sruti texts like- 'sarvam khalvidam Brahms' (All this is 

nothing but Brahman). 'Tasya bh~asarvamidam vibhati(His manifestation 

is found everywhere) etc. The opening M~tr~ of the K~nopani~adbegins 

with the description of the world which is covered by the consciousness. 

Whatever found in this world is the manifestation of the Consciousness. If 
every thing is covered by this Consciousness-or Self, there does not arise 

any question of exploiting others or snatching the properties of others 

(tsavasyamidam sarvam yat kinca jagatyam jagat!tana tyaktana bhun/itha 

ma grdhah kasyasviddhanam1 
). Under these circumstances an individual . . 

enjoys through renunciation. The roots of a human being's enjoyment are 

many. Some may find pleasure in torturing other, some by snatching others' 

properties and soma by social service etc. In this context a human being is 

found in enjoyment through his sacrifice or renunciation ( tyaktana bhunpthap). 

T~is enjoyment though renunciation is an enjoyment par axcallanca or 

disinterested or non-pathological. It is possible for them an who has realised 

the Consciousness everywhere in this world. Such a person is a seer (~-!~ 

in the true sense of the term as he 'sees' himself or his own self or 

consci~~ness to all beings- human and non-human. To him the whole world 

is self-related (atmfYa) which is expressed as 'Vasudhaiva kutumbakam'. If 

he thinks himself as remaining in all, he will not be able to exploit others as 

it is a case of self-exploitation or self deceiving (atmapravancana). In the 
same Wflf, greed towards others property does not seem to be present in an 
individual's mind, as he is a realised person. 

This realisation does not come into being very easily. It needs some 

mental training to avail this. The process of hearing (sravB!fa), thinking 

(manana) and meditating (nididhyasana) leads an individual to such state 
of mind. For such training the knowledge of duality must be admitted at the 

outset. Before reaching to the transcendental world this phenomenal world 

ha~ to be understood properly. For the better understanding of the 

phenomenal world the Advaita epistemology plays a prominent role. To the 

Advaitins the phenomenal world is also not free from the Consciousness, 
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the· Ultimate R~ality accepted in the Advaita Vedanta system of Indian 

Philosophy. This notion of consicousness is transmitted to their theory of 

· perception also. To Dharmaraja Advanndra the means of valid cognition 

(pramana) is of six types - Pratyaksa (perception), Anum ana (Inference), . . .; . 
Upamana (comparison), Sabda (verbal testimooy), Arthapatli(presumption) 

and Anupsiabdhi (Non-apprehension) . 

. As the Advaita theory of perGSption presupposes some metaphysical 

presuppositions, their theory of perception is classified in various Wa.ys -
"'-Jnanagata (perceptuality of cognition) and Vi~ayagata ( perceptuality of 

object,) Jivasak~i(witness in individual being and isvarasak_si( witness in· 

God), Savika/paka( determinate) and Nirvika/paka(indeterminate). 

Normally when it is said that I krlow, it means 'I know of something'. 

Knowing without any content is not at all knowing in the true sense of the 

term. But in the Advaita Vedanta system there are two types of knowing -

cognition.of the knowfege· of an object i.e., jar is the perceptuality in terms 
....,. 

of the cognition Unanagatapratyak~a) while in th~ latter case there is the 

. cognition of the object (i.e. jar) but not the cognition of a jar. To them just a · 

cognition of jar is a matter of perception, the- jar itself is also matter of 

perception. In the previous case an object is perceived through its cognition. 

It is tantamount to say that the cognition of ajar is perceived. But in the latter 

case the qu&-object (i.e.
11
obj!ct without its ~ognition) is perceived. That is 

why, Dharmaraja Advarindra has preferred to use the ·term 
~ . ~ . 

jnanagatapratyak!!a i.e. the region of perception lies only on the cognition 

portion through which object comes. But when the region of perception 

remains in the object itself but not its cognition, it is called 

Visayagatapratyaksai.e. perception of the object., rather bare object.2 
• . • y -

Let us see how DhB[llaraja, after following the Advaita view, has 

explained the theory of perception in terms of cognitipn. 

As told earlier the whole world is covered by Consciousness or Atman. 

Though 'this consciousness is one in number, we may accept some_ limited 
forms of it which are called Upadhis ~imiting adjuncts). Though the Space , 
(Bkasa) is one, we accept some limited forms of it for our us$ility. For 

example, we may say that space limited by ajar is called gha_iakasa (space 

existing in a jar). In the same way, a space limited by house and temple is 
'·--~ --~ called grhakasa and mathakasarespectively. Though Time (Kala) is one, it . . 

can be used in our daily life after taking its limiting adjuncts like day, night, 

week, month, year, minute, hour etc. In the like manner, it can be said that 
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though the Consciousness is essentially not divisible, it can have the limited 

·forms which are essential in our daily life for day to day transaction. That .is 

why, Consciousness is of three types - (a) Prama'!a Caitanya 

(Consciousness limited by the means of knowing) (b) Pramat!caitanya 

(Consciousness limited by the knower) and (c) Vi~ayacaitanya 

(Consciousness limited by an object). 

· The term •pram8ryti has to be taken in a technical sense. The term 

pramana denotes •mental mode• or antahkaranavrtti. According to the 
- • • • . etA 

Advaitins our mind or iner sense-organ called antahkaranais taken a liquid 
• • A 

substance. Water has no shape of its own, but it can take the shape of its 

locus. If water flows through the canal, it can take the shape of it. If it flows 

through the field, it will take the shape of the field.ln the same WCIJ, gold can 

take the shape of its locus when liquidified. In the like manner, antahkarana . .. 
or mind goes out of an individual•s body~ .. , and reaches to the object and 

;$ 
taka/the shape of it which is called vrttior mental mode.4 . 
- ~ . 

The Advaitins have given a new interpretation of the Advaitic 

perception by way of bringing mental state (V(ttl) as a factor of perceptual 

cognition. The role of mind or inner sense-organ (antahkarana) has played . . 
a prominent role in this perceptual phenomenon. Antahkarsna by virtue of . . 
being a revealer of an object is described as follows: The mind as if takes 

the form of an object after going out of the body through the windows in the 

forms of sense-organ. Though the role of sense organ is not denied in the 

system, the- organs like eye etc. are shown as senSe-organs that are called 

-. technically indriyas. But mind or antahkaranais nota sense organ (indriya) 

to Dharmaraja-Adhvarlndra, and yet it~ a pri~e factor in pe~ptuaJ cognition. 
. A 

The sense-organ cannot work without the help of mind which is actually -

transformed into the object. 

This anta{rkarB[Ja is, according to Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra, not an 

object having no parts at all (niravayava). Had it been pardess, there would 

- not have any transformation (parinama). As it is taken as having 

transformation, it is called an object h~ving some parts (savayava). G~, 
silver etc-that are having parts are capable of being transformed into different 

ornamentS lik9 necklace, ring etc. In the like manner_, mind is taken as capable 

of being transformed. Mind is taken as having some elastic nature. It can 

assume the form of an object which is called trans_formation or V:tti. As the 

Consciousness is everywhere, it exists in the knower, known object and the 

mental mode in the form of an object. The Consciousness is cut into size 
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(avacchim)a) as per the size of a knower (pramatB), an object (vi~aya) and 

the mental mode in the form of object which is technically .called pram'Br)a. 

Why is it called pram~a ?The term 'pram'iuya'means 'proper me8Suremenf. 

The term 'mana' means measurement and 'pra' means 'pr<>per'. Whether an 

object is property measured or not is determined not only through object but 

through the mental mode in the form of an object. Without any mental mode 

an object can never be pr<;>perly understood. An object is known properly if it 

is covered by the consciousness in the form of mental states. Hence it is . 

called pram~acaitanya i.e. consciousness limited by the mental state. An 

object without mental mode cannot be property measured. Hence, mental 

state covered by Consciousness is called Pramana i.e., literally proper 
. . 

measurement. 

Though an object is perceived with the help of five external sense

organs, the perceived object creates an image in the inner organ or mind. 

This image is called mental mode or Vrtti. 

In the case of the perceptual cog~ition of a jar (/nanagatapratyaktfa) 

the object itself and its corresponding image called vrtti is amalgamated 
. . 

and hence the knower (pramatii) remains isolated from the object and its 

corresponding image. For this a relation called kartr-karma(i.e. subject-object 
. . . . . 

relationship) is mai1Sined. In such cases there is a duality which is normally 

· found in the empirical world. Such cognition is. explained in the following 

manner: 'I have the perceptual cognition of ajar'. ·"the sentence is analysed, 

we may get three part?- a) 'I' which is pramatiior knower which is no other 

than the Consciousness (pramatravacchinna - caitanya) b) jar is also a 

consciousness limited by it which is the content of cognition 

(vi~~yavacchinnacaitanya). c) the Consciousness in the form of mental 

mode shaped as per the object. (vrttyavacchinna -caitanya). the total 
' . 

amalgamation of the later two (b) and (c) leads to the region of known level 

(jneya) and the (a) part serves the purpose of a knovJft..-r-(jnatB). Hence a total 

distinction can be maintained two poles- meya.pole and mara-pole. Due to 

this there is the cognition of knowledge of an object. 

The Advaitins have also accepted that the object should be 'present' 

(vartamana) and 'capable of being perceived' (yogya) in both · - types of 

perception. In the case of the perceptuality of cognition of an object and the 

perceptuality of object the object (vi~aya) should possess such characteristic 

features. The term 'present' (vartamana) has been taken as an adjunct of an 

object to exclude the past and future objects under the purview of perception. 

One could raise a question whether something existing in past like 'Ashok 
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was a king of India' or 'An earth~quake occurred in Gujrat' is capable of 

being perceived or not. The reply can be given in negative. For, as these are 

the past incidents, they cannot be perceived. The simple reason is that our 
. . 

mind issuing through our sense«gans cannot assume the form of the object. 

due to its absence at the time of perception. Inner organ (antahkarana) can . . 
take the shape of an object if the object physically remains there. As the 

king Ashoka or earth-quake in Gujrat are the past incidents, they cannot be 

the objects of perception due to the impossibility of their physical presence. 

In the like manner, there may arise a question of visualising or 

perceiving the phenomena like merit (dharma), demerit (adharma), etc. The 

Advaitins are consistent in this matter when they say that something can be 

perceived if it has got some perceptible character or character capable of 

being perceived (yogya). The merit, demerit etc, though real, do not come 

. under the purview of our perception as they are not perceptible. One can not 

raise the question of perceptibility of atom as it is not capable of being 

perceived. Hence before raising the question of perceiving something we 

should notice whether the object-concerned is 'presenr and 'capable of being 

perceived'. 

These two adjuncts of an object are essential for both the perception 

of the cognition of an object and the perception of an object. In both the cases 

the inner organ (antahkarana) serves the purpose of assuming the form of . . ' ~ 

an object. If object is ayogya or imperceptible, it is beyond the question of 

our perception. 

In the case of the perception of a jar which is expressed as 'this jar' 

the mental mode in the form of the jar is in contact with the jar. Hence the 

consciousness limited by the mental mode in the form of a jar is identical 

with the consciousness in the form of ajar. In the same WCJ¥ the perception 

of the mental feelings like happiness etc can be explained. As the 

. consciousness limited by the mental mode in the form of happiness etc. and 

the Consciousness limited by happiness etc are identical, we have the 

cognition of happiness like 'I am happy' etc. As these two limitors of the 

consciousness remain in the same space, the above-mentioned cognition is 

surely perceptual.6 

It has been already stated that the object which is being perceived 

must be a 'present one' (vartamana). Hence the_ definition cannot be applied 

to the recollection of the happiness in past. Because, the happiness which is 

recollected is a past event and the mental state in the form of recollection is 
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a present event, the two limiting adjuncts in the mind belong to different 

space, time and hence the corresponding two forms of Consciousness are 

different. It is not as per the criterion that two forms of Consciousness must 

occupy the same place and time. As in the case of the recollection of 

happiness which was in past we do not find the said amalgamation, it is not 

perceptual. In order to prevent the definition of being unduly extended to 

the past events the term 'present' is inserted as an adjunct of the object.7 

It can be argued that the present righteousness or lack of 

righteousness can be known through perception, as they are very much 

'present (vartamana) in us. This cannot be taken under the purview of the 

perception. because they, though present, are not capable being perceived. 

Hence another term •yogyatvt£. (capability of being perceived) can be added 

as an adjunct of the object 4n object may be taken as being perceived if 

there are .two qualities - vartamanatva (capable of being present) and 

yogyatva (capable of being perceived). Though righteousness etc have got 

the character of being present, they cannot be perceived due to the lack of 

. the second character of capability of being seen or perceived (yogyatva}8 • 

It may happen that though I am quite happy, I do not know as such. 

When it is pointed out by somebody else as 'you are happy' (tvam sukh~. it 
would be taken as perceptual cognition. DharmarajaAdhvarindra has cited 

another case - 'Daaamastvamasi' (you are the tenth) which is taken as 

perceptual. Ten students have crossed the river at a time. When all of them 

reached the other side of the river, the captain of the team has started 

· counting the heads and every time he is getting nine in stead of ten. One 

member of the team has drawn the attention of the captain towards the fact 

that he is the tenth member when he. does not count every time. This attention 

of the captain was drawn by another member by uttering a sentence -

'dasamastvamasi' (your are the tenth member). From this it is proved that ...,. 
thou~h testimony generally gives an indirect cognition (st8bdajn8na) 

sometimes it may give rise to perceptual. cognition also which is called 

perceptual cognition caused through a sentence. It is perceptual because 

we can feel directly the tenth position when attention is drawn to it by a 
sentence.P 

When there is a cognition in the form - The mountain is fiery' (parvato 

vahniman), the cognition of the mountain is immediate (aparoksa) and the . . 
cognition of fire is mediate. Because, iri the former case there is an 
amalgamation between two forms of consciousness- viz, the consciousness 
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in the form of mountain i.e. object and the consciousness in the form of mental 

mode ·of the mountain. But in the later case the amalgamation between the 

consciousness in the form of fire and the consciousness in the form of the 

mental mode of fire is not possible as our mind in such case cannot go to the 

place of fire from.the body and it cannot be transformed in the mental mode 

of fire. That is why, our expresstons go in the following way - 'I am seeing the 

mountain' (parvatarh pa~yami) and 'I am infering the fire' 

(vahnim anuminomi)1°. 

Even in an inferential cognition where the subject (pak~a) is not in 

connection with the organ, the cognition is wholly mediate. As for example, 

in the inferential cognition in the form 'An atom of earth has got smell, because 

it is earth, as is the case with ajar', the subject(i.e. atom) being imperceptible 

cannot come in contact with the eye or skin which can reveal substance 

perceptually. Hence, the cognition is not perceptual, but inferential both in 

respect of smell and atom. The oongnition in the form- 'surabhi candanam' 

(A piece of sandal wood is fragrant) is immediate in respect of the piece of 

sandal wood and mediate in respect of the fragrance (saurava). As the later 

· i.e. fragrance is not capable of being perceived by eye, it lacks the capability 

or yogyatva of .. being seen. Hence, there is no yogyatva of being seen. 

Hence there is no yogyatva which is an essential adjunct of the object for 

. being perceptible. 11 

The .qualifiers like yogyatva (capability of being· seen) and 

vartamanatva (to remain in the present) are applicable to the object which is 

perceived (visayagatapratyaksa). When the object (but not the knowledge of 
. . . 

an object) is perceived, there is the knower who · is identical with others. 

How does consciousness limited by the mind in the form of ajar etc remain 

identical with others ? Because it will go against our experience of difference 

in the expression- 'I am seeing it' (ahamidain pa8yami).12 

It h~ already been said that the perceptuability of the object"is the 

situation of beiog identified with the knower (ghatadervisayapratyaksain tu 
· pramatrabhin~~Vedantaparbhas§. Pratyaksa.Paricchf/a) That is, am~g the " . . 
three types of Consciousness only one Consciousness remains there and 

other two forms of Consciousness are amalgamated with it. As 

Pramatrcaitanya (the Consciousness limited by Pramatii) is nothing but the 

Consciousness limited by the mind (anta!JkarB!Javacchinna-caitanya), and 

as 'this form of Caitanya alone remains, it will go against the general 

expression and feeling- 'I am seeing it' (ahamidam pa$yam1). For, in this 
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expression there is the subject-object dichotomy along with the verb, the 

identical condition of other forms of Consciousness with the Pramata 
(knower) is not realised here. In this particular case the term 'I' (aham) ocrupies 

the place of an agent (karta) or subject and the term ·;dain'i.e., this occupies 

the place of object or karma. These two words are conjoined with the verb' 

'seeing' or pasyami. In this case our perceptual expression of an object is 

· described but there is no identity of Pramatiiwith others due to the desaiption 

of subject, Object etc. Henee, what is said about the perceptuality of an object 

cannot be maintained when it is expressed in language. Hence a problem is 

raised regarding the validity of the perceptuality of object ("Nanu katham 
ghataderantahkaranavacchinnacaitanyabhedah, 'ahamidain p8Syami' iti . 
bhedanubhav~virodhaditi cet, uc~atft.lbid).· · · 

In response to this Dharmarija Adhvarlndra suggests that 'the identity 

of Pranfatii does not mean 'the amalgamation of the knower' exactly. On the 

other hand, it means 'having no existence apart. from that of the subject•. 

' ( •pramatrabhedal} nama na tavadaikyain kintu 
pramatrsattatiriktasatt'Skatvabhavaf(, Ibid). In this context one particular . 

explanation of the term 'Pramatrabhsda•i.e. 'non-difference of the knower' 
. . 

has to be taken into account. It means there will be the existence of Pramati 
and the existence of other objects will not come to the realm of cognizance. 

Since a jar etc are supeimposed on the Consciousness limited by them, their 

existence is nothing but the existence of the Consciousness limited by the 

object. For, the existence of something which is superimposed is not accepted 

to be something over and above the existence of its substratum or locus 
- - - ~ . .-(.Tatha ca ghatadsh. svavacchmnacaJtanys' dhyastataya . . . 

vi~ayapaitanyasattaiva gha.tadisattS, sdh~!hanatiriktaya aropit~sattaya 

anangikarat', Ibid). 

The Advaita Vedantins, however, refute different views on the theory 

of perception. According to the Samkhya, when a sense-organ has contact 

with an object, the buddhi issuing out of the sense-organ to the object is 

modified into it~ form and gives its mode to the self, then the self is reflected 

in the mental mode, is related to the object and apprehends it. 

The Advaita Vedantins refute such Sainkhya view in the following way. 

The Sainkhya regards the self as unmodifiable and yet holds that the self is 

reflected in the buddhi and intelligises it, or that buddhi intelligised by the 

self is reflected back in it. In both cases the self becomes modifiable. Thus 

the Sainkhya contradicts his own view. that the self is immutable. He may 
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argue that the self merely 'sees' or knows th(3 buddhimoditied into the form 

of an object, that 'seeing' or knowing is its essence, and that it does not 

come over to the buddhi. This defence is useless becaUse all the alternatives 
. . 

involved in it are untenable. The cognition which constitutes th·e essence of 

the self manifests the buddhimoditied into the form of its object as related to 

the self, or it manifests the mode of the buddhi as unrelated to the self. The · 

first alternative is untenable, since the self is par tless and cannot come into 

contact with a mental mode. Further, the self is mental and cannot relate 

itself to a mental mode, since the self is partless and cannot c<xne into 

contact with a mental mode. Further, the self is neutral and cannot relate 

itself to a mental mode, since in such case it would contradict its own nature. 

Nor a cognition can apprehend an object unrelated to the self, since then it 

would be able to apprehend any object unrelated to it. If proximity be said to . 

relate an object to the self, what does proximity mean? It is either existence 

in the same substratum or mutual confrontation or interpretation. The first 

alternative is not tenable. The self and the buddhi cannot exist in the same 

substratum, like f colour and fl. taste. Nor is the second alternative tenable. 

The self is too pervasive and cannot confront -.the buddhi modified into the 

form of an object. Nor is the third alternative possible. If the self and the 
. . . 

buddhi interpenetrate each other, like heat and iron, the self will beoom'e 

modifiable. Nor can there be proximity of the self to the buddhias between 

a substratum and its content, like the relation of a vessel to a plum, since . 

the self is detached or unrelated. Further, there is no means of valid cognition 

to prove it. The self's apprehension of an object through its reflection in the 

buddhi or the intelligised buddhi's reflection in the self is not pereeived.13 

· It is not also inferred due to the lack of the invariable concommitance 

# between proban4and probandum in any case whiCh is the precondition of 

being inference. h cannot be said that -the inference is possible through the 

invariable concornmitance between light and an object. As these two objects 

are composed of parts and having motion, they can come together. But the 

self is partless, immovable and hence it cannot be proximate to the buddhi. 

As we do not have any evidence regarding the fact that self and buddhican 

move each other. The movement of Self which is essentially detached, 

perfect and partless in character towards Buddhi is neither perceived nor 

inferred. For this reason self cannot apprehend an object through mental 

-mode in which the self is reflected. So the Samkhy-view is not tenable . In 

this way the Advaitins have refuted the Samkhya view regarding perception. 
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Now the Advaitins attack the Naiyayikas for defending their own 

position. A cognition can reveal an object if and only if it has relation with 

the object. But the Naiyayikas do not admit a direct relation with it. They 

opine ihat there cannot be a relation called sanwoga( contact) or any other 

relatiOn with it. We do notaccept any relation between eognition and its object 

· directly and hence if cannot reveal the same. In response to this the 

Naiyayikas may rejoin that self has the relation called contact (samyoga) 

with mind, mind is related to sense-organ and sense-organ with object (atma 
manasa sainyujyats mana indriysna indriyamarthena). As cognition which 

is in Self is indirectly (parampara) related to the object ( artha), there· is an 

indirect relation be~een cognition and object. This argument of the 

Naiyayikas cannot be taken for granted. Because, all objects may be taken 

as indirectly connected with a cognition in the similar manner. All objects 

are connected with sense-organ which is again related to mind which 'is 

related to Self where the cognition remains. As cognition remains in self, all 

objects will be connected with it through different process as shown above. 

The Naiyayikas may say that just as cutting is possible through the 

. instrumentality of an axe, cognition is generated in an object through the 

instrumentality· of the sense-organ, but not self. But we have such an 

experience that the cognition of ajar is produced in me'. So the argument is 

not proper, as it contradicts our experience. The Naiyayikas may argue that· 

an object connected with the sense-organ produces a cognition in the self 

and that any other object cannot do so. The connection of the sense-organ 

with an intended object generates a cognition in the self. This argument is 

not tenable, because an unintended bad ordour in connection with nose 

generates a cognition in the self. A cognition is not related to an object 

through a series of conjunctions on account of the fact that the cognition 

produced by them inheres in the self and it is not related to the sense-organs. 

Moreover, there is no proof for the continuance of a series of conjunctions 

till the produced cognition generates a peculiarity (atiSaya) in an object . 

. The atiSaya is produced in an object by a cognition or mental mode issuing 

out to the object arid the cognition can reveal it. Hence a cognitipn cannot 

be related to the object through the sense-organs. It is not also true that a 

cognition is not related to an object through its substratum. Had it been related 

to Self which is all pervading, the cognition of all objects would have been 

revealed simultaneously. If a cognition remains in the self limited by body 

(dehavacchinna), it would not be related to an object outside the body and 
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could not manifest it. If it is argued that a cognition may cognise an object 

without being related to it, a cognitiOn would manifest aU objects without being 

related to them. If it is, there would be no relation between a knowing self, 

knowledge and a known object. But it is our common experience that 'this is 

known by me'. Hence the Naiyayikas cannot account for the apprehension 

of an object through a cognition. So the view of the Advaitins is firmfooted. 

Thje Advaita Vedantins have refuted the view of the Prabh8kara school 

of Mlmamsa. Though the cognition is self-manifest to the Prabhakaras, there 

is no relation between a cognition in the self limited by body ( dshavacchinna 

atma) and an external object. Hence a cognition cannot manifest ·an object. 

A self-manifest object can manifest-itself only but it cannot manifest a self, 

which is its substratum and its object. To Prabhakara a cognition cannot 

pervade an object because he admits that it inheres in a self limited by body 

( dehavacchinna atma). By virtue of being inhered in self it can be taken as a 

quality of self. Hence the cognition cannot manifest an external object. Self, 

· the locus· of cognition,cannot manifest an external object because it is limited 

by body. A self-manifest cognition cannot manifest a self, its locus and an 

object, even an light manifests a lamp, its substratum and external objects. 

Light has rays which can spread and manifest both a lamp and external 

objects. But a cognition is partless and devoid of rCfoJs and hence cannot 

spread to a self and an external object. Hence the example already given is 

not appropriate. Moreover, if a cognition, which inheres in a self, manifests 

the self as a knower, the self becomes a knower and a known object, which 

is self-contradictory. The same self cannot be both a subject and an object of 

cognition. The qu~stion may further be raised in the following way. A cognition 

is produced in the entire self or in a particular region of the self. In the case of. 

former a cognition manifests only the phenomenal self, for the real self has 

no particular region without a limiting condition (e.g. a body):The real self is 

partless. When it is limited by body, it ceases to be an ontological reality. 

Hence the expression 'I am' would be illusory as the word 'I' means ' the 

embodied self. If the latter case is accepted, there would be no self as an 

object of 'I' - consciousness. Hence there can be no relation between a 

cognition and an object. Hence a cognition cannot apprehend an object 

according to Prabhakara. 

The Advaita Vedantins explain the relation of the self, knowledge and 

object in the following manner. KnovAedge is the essence of the self. As it is 

self-manifest, the self is also self-manifest. As knowledge is unmodifiable, 
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the s.e"!f is also so. It is eternal, nondual and undifferentiated. It is not itself a 

kncmer~ a doer, and an enjoyer or a sufferer, but these are due to 

superimposition (adhyasa). The internal sense organ (antahkarana) issues 
. ' . . . -

out through a sense-organ to an object and is modified into its form. The self· 

of the nature of consciousness is reflected in the mental mode and 

erroneously identifies. itself with the mode due to superimposition and 

apprehends an external object. The self of the nature of consciousness being 

manifested in the internal sense~organ within the body and being limited by 

and identified with a particular mode of the internal organ is called the knower 

(pramat8). The self limited by a particular mode of the internal sense organ 

modified into the form of an object is called the means of valid cognition 

(pram ana). The self limited by an external object pervaded by a mode of the 
. ~ . 

internal organ and identified with the object is called the object of cognition 

(prameya). The self identified with and limited by the manifestation of an 

object is called the result of the means of valid cognition (pramit~. These 

differences are phenomenal and due to the limiting adjuncts (upadh1). But 

the self essentially is unmodifiable, undifferentiated changeless, of the nature 

of cOnsciousness and the witn-ess (sak~in) that manifests all. Because the 

knower, the meansof cognition and the known object are manifested as 

states of the internal organ directly by the self of witness and related to one 

another by it, we have the feeling 'I know this' or 'this is known by me'. These 

factors, being limited, unrelated to new ignorant of, one another, cannot 

produce such an experience. 

Vcidarayana describes the distinction of the three limiting adjuncts of 

consci9Usness in the following Wffi. Nescience or Avidya ·which veils the 

one eternal consciousness or Self appears to be the world-appearance. The 

internal organ is a product of nescience. The internal sense-organ within a 

body associated by merits and demerits of an ·individual self goes out 

through a ~ense organ to the external object, and is modified into its form. 

The part of the internal sense organ limited by a body called egoism 

(ahainkara) is the doer. · 

According to Samkara, there is a pure being which is an non-different 

unity. This pure being is conceived by indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka 

pratyak~a). On the other hand, the multiplicity of empirical objects can be 

apprehended by determinate perception. Hence it has an empirical validity 

(vyavaharikapramarwa), but not metaphysical validity. Determinate 

perception (savikalpaka-pratya~a) presupposes the application of f~ms 
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and determinations which have no foundation in reality. ,To an Advaitin · 

determination is, in fact, a kind of negation. Through determinate perception· 

one pure Being, the substratum of all empirical beings, cannot be known .. 

Determinate perception is the synthetic relational mode of apprehending 

empirical objects and qualities in relation to one another. 

In the phenomenon of cognition the role of recollection is not ignorable. 

Recollection presupposes th~ identity of self that had seen an object in the 

past and received the residual impre-ssion (sainsksra) of the object. In the 

case of perception this impression or samskara and an object is known. 

The phenomenon of recollection is possible through the revival of the 

impression of an object seen in the past, which is accepted by most of the 

philosophers belonging to. Indian systems. There is only one locus of past 

perception, the residual impression and the present perception. This locus is 

self according to the Advaitins. Though our body is different in different ages, 

there is one unchanged factor relating altthe forms of body just as a thread 

can bind all different floWers existing in a garland. This unchanged factor is 
Self.14 On account of this an individual who has seen his mother and father 

in the childhood can recollect at the old age. An individual can easily identify 

that the self represented by 'I' who has seen his parents in the old age can 

see his oWn grand sons or daughters in the old age. The underlying self in 

different forms of body can help an individual in recollecting the earlier 

experience .15 

The Buddhists aceept self as a series of momentary cognitions. They . · 

believ:e thataparticular cognition receives an object, another cognition keeps 

its impression and another one recollects it. If this view is taken for granted 

then one persori can perceive an object and another person can recollect it; ,. 
which is practically·il not possible. However, the Vijnanavadins, a section of 

the Buddhists, cannot justify the fact of recollection, because they admit 

different momentary cognition that can apprehend an object, can retain 

residual impression and can recollect. The ViJnanavadins might. argue that 

different forms of cognitions actually form a series (com posit whole) which 

can be locus of perception, recollection and impression. This is also wrong 

according to the Advaitins. Because, they think how can there be series 

without the help of its individual members? If it is accepted that them embers 

are r~al, it willie ad to another problem. An object which is seen at the first 

moment may be lost in the second without leaving aside ·any impression . 

Even if it leaves some residual impression, it is destroyed in the past and 
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hence its recollection is not at all possible. If they~admit that the residual 

·impressions are eternal or per-manent, it will go against their· basic 

presupposition of the theory of m?mentariness. If the residual impressions 

-are .momentary, it is destroyed before producing some effect. Hence, 

recollection is not at all possible. 

The Advaitins are of the opinion that Brahman is the only Reality 

characterised by being or existence (sa~. consciousness (cit)· and absolute 

bliss (iinanda). These three characteristics, being svariipalak~B!Ja(essential 
characteristics) of Brahman, are not to be understood in terms of experience. 

In the· empirical sense Brahman -is non-being subject-objectless. pure 

Consciousness or pure bliss which is compared to a dreamless sleep i.e., 

susupti. 16 To ~amkara the Reality is one and undifferentiated being called . . . 

Brahman. The perception of the difference and plurality remains until one 

gathers the intuitive notion of Brahman. Space, Time etc are the categories 

· of the mind and have validity only within the limits of our empirical cognition. 

After transcending the empirical limit one can have the intuitive cognition of 

Brahman : · . ·:. · : 

Samkaraagrees with Kant thatthe categories are empirically real and · 

hence they can never provide us a cognition of reality. But Samkara expressed 

. his opinion which is comp~etely different from Kant. To Samkara Reality is 
·Brahman which is a Pure Consciousness, Pure Being and Pure· Bliss which 

. . 

are not the predicates of Brahman but the essence of it which is capable of 

being known by a flash of supra-intellectual pure intuition. Samkara thinks 

that the apparent diversity of the world including names (nama), forms (riipa) 

etc seems to us due to the influence of nescience (ajn-anal). In other words, 
. . 

Samkara thinks Brahman as an Absolute Reality which can only be known 

through direct and immediate cognition. The Buddhist Idealists also believe 

that the categories of space, time, substance etc are ideal in nature, but they 

are not the only Absolute Reality and Samkara will tell that everything is 

landed in subjectivism or mentalism like the Buddhist Idealists. But both 

. Samkara and the Buddhists are immediatists in aS much as both of them 

consider that immediate experience enables us to apprehend the reality. But 

they render their different opinions regarding the stages; Samkara regards 

supra-i~llectual intuition or higher supra-intellectual intuition or higher 
"' immediacy as the organ of the true knowledge of Brahman, while the 

Buddhists accept that the lower sense-intuition or l9wer immediacy as the 

organ of the true cognition of the reality which is nothing but a series of 
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individual moments, real or ideal. 

So far as the empirical world is-concerned, Buddhists think that there 

is not at all any difference betWeen the universal and the particular, substance 
- . 

and quality, substanee and action etc, but we wrongly ascribe difference in 

them.An object and its name, the Buddhists suggest, is different completely, 

but we_ascribe name etc on it falsely. According to the Buddhists, ka/panii 

or vikalpa or substitute is nothing but the false ascription of difference to 

non-difference and of non-difference to difference. The name, universal etc 

are, to them, the nature of conceptual construction or ideal abstraction. But 

Samkara thinks that there is a relation called- identity in difference 

(bh8dSbheda) between the universal and particular, substance and qualitieS 

etc. The apparent difference between these pairs of categories is due to 
' . 

nescience (avidy"ii). Due to its infection of the intellect these categories are 

imposed on the undifferentiated Brahman which is the only reality. In the 

case of such superimposition which is called adhyasathere are two things

the object superimposed (adhyasta) and the locus of superimposition 

(adhisthana). In any case of illusion the locus or adhisthanais always true. . . - . . . 
In the case of snake-rope illusion the superimposed object i.e. snake is 

illusory and the locus of the superimposition of snake is rope which is real 

·by virtUe of being a locl.Js of the illusory object. In the same WaJ, everything 

is superimposed on Brahman Which is an adhi~!hina i.e. the locus of 

superimposition and hence it can never be false. Samkaracharya had initially 

1 _: .' taken help of three. metaphors to show that there is a clear and distinct 

difference between the Conscious and the unconScious. These metaphors 

are a) distinction between 'yusmad' (you) and 'asmad' ('I') , b) between · • 

tamah(darkness) and prakas~(light), and · c) between 'visaya'(object or .. - .. . 

-proper ties) and vi~ay( possessor of object or properties). Though there is a · 

clear distinction between atman and anatman, yet the properties ofone are 

superimp~ed on the other in our day-to-day behaviour (lokal/yayahara). This 

type of imposition is called adhyasa in Advaita Vedanta. 17 Technically it is 

defined as "smrtiropah paratra piirvadrstavabhasEi i.e .• adhyasa is nothing . . .... 
but an illusion in which there is recollection of something seen before and 

the ascription of it in a different place.18 When we see a snake in the place of 

rope, the idea of snake seen before occurs in our mind and we refer to it at 

a different place where there is no snake at all. The term. 'smpirupa' 

incorporated in the definition suggests that th.ere is a similarity between 

memory-cognition and superimposition. In the former case the impression 
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of the content is the sole ca_use (samskaramatrajanya) while in the later case 

the impression along with the physical appearance of th~ remembered 

. content is present. As the remembered content, which is presented in our 

• front, is false, the term 'smrtirupa' has been used: In other words, the . . ' ' 

remembered content of snake actually is not present in front, as in such case 

the Objec,t is a rope. 

Regarding this theory the following problems may be raised. Arst, 

the metaphor 'yu~mad'and 'asmad is incorrect, as these cannot show the 

absolute difference between two, as both of them are conscious in nature. 

Instead of this the terms '/dam' and 'asmad' are more suitable. Vacaspati 

Misra has defended Samkara by saying that the term 'idam' may sometimes 

be used in the sense of 'asmad'.19 To avoid thi$ complication the term 

'yusmad' is used. Secondly, can self be absolutely unobjective (avisayaka) . . . , . . """'"- . 
? Self or Brahman is itself Knowledge as per the Sruti-'satyam jnanam 

anantam Brahma'. This Knowledge referring· to Brahman is absolutely 

. unobjective (avisayaka), but at the time of adhyasa this self is identified . . 
. with body'and it becomes objective (visayaka) though temporarily (tatastha). · 

. . . . 
Thirdly, such false ascription is quite conceivable if it occurs between two 

objects seen in front (puro 'vasthita) as in case of snake and rope. Hence the 

mistake between self and non-self is inconceivable, as self is not seen in 

front. Vacaspati resolves this· problem by saying that between two unseen 

objects mistake is quite possible as the blue colour, whiCh is seen, is imposed. 

on the sky, which is not seen.ro Fourthly, can illusion be taken as virtuous in 

our day-to-day behaviour ? In reply it can be said that though in our daily life 

illusory cognition cannot conjoin us with our end, the illusion in the sense of 

· superimposition leads us to the path of the Self-realization. In fact, without 

such mistake one cannot move forward to attain the Ultimate goal according 

to the Advaita Vedanta. Hence in Advaita Vedanta such adhyasa in 

indispensable for a beginner. Rfthly, why did Samkara start his bh~yawith 

the concept of adhyastP. Samkara's philosophy is grounded on theory that 

the world would be taken as adhasta, because it is the manifestation of 

Brahman. This basic theory cannot be properly understood if the meaning 

of the term adhyasa is not explained at the outset. Hence the concept of 

Adhyasais explained initially and primarily by Samkara. Lastly, it is true that 

there are two types of illusion a) illusory cognition of snake in a piece of 

rdfe and b) the illusory cognition of the world in terms of the realization of 

Brahman. One may ask which one is efficacious to the path of self-realization. 
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In reply it can be said thatj the previous case of illusion occurs in the 

phenomenal level while the later one is realized in the transcendental level. 

The snake-rope illusion in the empirical level acquaints .·us with the notion 

of false cognition through which itwould be possible for an individual to feel 

easily the falsity of the world. When it is said that the world is superimposed 

at the initial level, it has to be taken as a proposition called prati/na, ·or 

presupposition, which is confirmed in the conclusive level called nigamana, 
. ~ . 

the result of realization as found in the pancavayavanyaya. The validity of 

the truth of the statement regarding the falsity of the world is dependent on 

the Self-realization in the transcendental level. First, we come to know of 

the falsity of the world from the statement of the scriptures, which is not the 

result of the directly examined truth to us. The truth of it is realized i.e., the 

falsity of the WOI'Id is directly realized just after the self-realization. As the ' 

ultimate goal of the Advaita Vedanta is the Self-realization, after which the 

superimposed character of the world is directly realized, the Bh~ya starts . 

with the notion of falsity. There is the identity of Brahman with all objects · 

leading to non-dualism. There is an empirical difference but ontological.-· 

identity. An individual, though empirically different from Brahman, becomes · 

ontologically or essentially identical with Brahman. 

Thus the Buddhists think that the categories appear to be of mental 

origin being the nature of mental constructions (a posteriori) while Samkara _ 

· and his folloWers think that the categories ar_e not of mental origin but of the 

nature of the Kantian (aprior~ categories of un~erstanding.Samkara is a 

transcendental or absolute Idealist while the Buddhists are subjective 

idealists or mentalists. , 

Novv a question may be raised regarding the status of object of 

. perception in the perspective of the theory of Perception. It has already been 

said that an object of perception is also a kind of Consciousness which is 

called Vi~aycaitanya. In connection with .this Oharmaraja has added an· 

adjunct 'vartamana' (present) to the object of perception in general i.e. 
""" irrespective of jnanagata ( perception of knowledge of an object) and 

Visayagata (perception of an object) which is already discussed earlier . 
• 

. -- ' Apart from the jnanagata and Visayagatapratyaksawe may turn our . . . 
attention to another significant distinction- nirvikalpaka(indeterminate) and 

savika/paka (determinate) perception. Of these two types of perception the ·. 

former is the cognition which apprehends the qualified cognition. In other 

words, when a cognition apprehends a piece of knowledge consisting of the 
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qualificand (vise~ya), the qualifier (viSe~El!la) and the relation abiding in 

these two, it is a case of savikapaka-or determinate cognition. As for example, 

. the cognition - 'I know the jar' . In this case the object of cognition: i.e., a jar 

which is related to self referred to by the term 'I'. In this particular sentence -

'I' stands for visesya or qualificand, 'a jar' is a qualifier and between them . ~ ~ . 

there is a relation called jnatrjneya-bhava relation. Hence it is taken as an 

example of savikalpaka cognition which is otherwise called a relational 

cognition. ( "Tacca pratyaksam dvividham savikalpaka-nirvikalpakabhediit. 

Tetra savikalpaksm vBiJistYsvagBhi jninsin. Ystha-ghstamaham janam/tyadi-

/nanain •. Vedantaparibh~a>. • · 

Indeterminate_ or· nirvikalpaka cognition is that which does not 

apprehend this relatedness, i.e., a qualified cognition consisting of the 

qualificand (visesya). qualifier (visesana) and their relation existing between . . . .. 
them. The knowledge arising from the sentenceS like.- This is that Devadatta' 

('so'yain devadattah;) or 'That art Thou' (TattvamasJ) etc. In such case 
. r . 

cognition arises through the ignorance of the particular feature. In the first 

example taken from a secular world 'this' refers to the present, and 'that' 

referes to the 'past' and these two are contradictory to each other. Hence we 

cannot say that both the Devadatfs are identical. Because 'This Oevadatta' 
A 

may be of fifty years of age and 'That Devadatta' may be of forty years old., 

Hence both are not same. Similarly, in the second example taken from the 

Vedic world the term I Tat means something past and I rvam· means something 

present. These differences have to be ignored before an individual can grasp 

the essential unity of the 'individual self and Brahman. Hence in such cases 

the IO,owtedge is indeterminate [ 11Nirvikalpakantu samsargiinavag8hi /nan am. . . . -"""' 
l1ltha :Soyam devadattai)'·'Tattvamasi' ityadivBkyajanyam jnanam. • -Ibid J 

It is completely different the notion of nirvikalpaka as admitted by the 

Naiyayikas. The nirvikalpaka,· according to Nyaya-VaiSe~ika, is also a 

qualified cognition without any relation. 

The Naiyayikas have defined the indeterminate perception 

(nkvika/paka pratyaksa) as cognition which does not abide in the relation 

between qualifier ano ·qualificand (viS~Sf1a-vis~y'anavag8hi /;anim). When 

. an object is known as a jar, it is the result of comprehension of the relation 

be~een qualifier and qualificand (vise~aryaviS'B?yavag"imij~anam;J.21 In the 

above example an object is known as a jar, because we apprehend the 

relation ( sainsarga) called samavaya or inherence existing in betwerm 

gha!atva (jarness) and gha~a (a jar) which are qualifier and qualificand 
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respectively. On the_ other hand, when an object is known as being ;·_ .:~ 
. -~ 

endowed with name, universal, definition etc, it is an indeterminate 

awareness. (nirvika/paka/nana).ln this case there is an awareness no do-ubt, 

but it is very difficult to express in language. The language, universal etc 

are the bearers of _the content of awareness and, hence they are called 

vikalpas or substitutes for expresSion. The inexpressible awareness is called 

nirvika/paka in the Nyaya system. 

Though the definition given by Dharmaraja Adhvarfndra in his · 

Vsdiintapatibhasii seems to be same like.Nyaya, we should not forget to 
• 

notice a epistemo-ontologicaJ difference between these two systems. 

Dharmaraja has defined· the nirvikalpaka as - 'visesana-visesya

samsarganavagahi ji;'anain' -i.e., a cognition not apprehending the rel~tion 
betWeen a qualifier and a qualificand.ln this case the term 'anavagahl does 

not mean the same as understood by the Naiyayikas. To Nyaya the cognition 

of a qualifier and a qualificand comes through the path of their relation 

(samsarga). If relation is not apprehended, the qualifier and the qualificand 

is not also apprehended. So far as the Advaita view is concerned; the term 

'nirvikalpak~' means a kind of. cognition which denies the absolute identitY 

between a qualifier and a qualificand. In this case unlike Nyaya the Advaitins 

accept the existence of visesya, vilesana and their essential identity . . . 
(svarupagata aikya), but not absolute identity. Two examples are given - ._ 

one from the ordinary world and another from vedic statement. In the 

phen6menal world it is said 'This is that Devadatta' (soyain dsvadattah). In 

this example 'the Devadatta' is a qualificand (viss~ya) 'that Devadatt~· is a 

qualifier (visesana) and their essential identity. What. is denied here is the . . 
absolute identity between two Devadatta referred to by the terms 'thar and 

'this'. In the same WB)J, the Mah~lVakya: 'Tattvamasi( Thou art that) can be 

inter preted. This is also indeterminate to the Advaitins, because; 'this' stands 

for individu~l ~elf Ufvatma) limited by body and 'thar refers to the Supreme 

Soul (paramatmB). Though the absolute identity (abheda) is_ denied here, 

the essential identity that they are conscious is accepted between them. 

Due to the denial of a relation called absolute identity between them it is a 
. - . 

· cas9 of indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpakajnana) which is completely 

different from that of the Naiyayikas.21 

i 

When perception occurs at the very first moment, we do not have 

the knowledge of an object characterised by any predicate or feature like 

This is a pot' or 'This is blue' 9tc. In this moment or' primary moment the 
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perception has to be taken as indeterminate or nirvika/paka. When the 

elements apprehended without being endowed with relation and afterwords 

· they are related in the form of a sentence (like 'This .is a por etc), we have 

a perceptual cognition of savika/pakaor determinate type. The existence of 

something in an indeterminate state (nirvikalpaka) is not directly perceived, 

but it can be logically proved, because without the acceptance of it no 

cognition of savika/pakatype is accepted. When we gather the determinate 

perceptual cognition of something, we can know something as a pot. When 

we know something as a pot, it is implied .that we ascribe the attribute or 

·universal potness on the indeterminately presented object. In other words, 

the relation betw~en a qualificand (vi;esya) and a qualaifier (visesana) . . . 
cannot be apprehended if the non-relational entities are not presented to 

us. It may be assumed reasonably that before knowing a pot as such which 

is called determinate cognition there must be a cognition of indeterminate 

type (nirvikalpaka) between pot and potness without any relation.23 

The above-mentioned decision of the Naiyayikas is vehmently 

criticised by the Grammarians. According to them~ there cannot be a cognition 

· which is not expressed in language. Hence an entity which cannot be 

expressed through language does not exist at all. 'Something exists' means 

'something expressed through language'. To them no cognition called 

nirvika/paka or indeterminate is possible. 

This view is refuted by the Mimamsakas and the theory of nirvikalpaka 

is substantiated. Kumarila, the founder of the Bhatta school of the 
- .. 

Mimamsakas, is of the opinion that some primary indeterminate cognition of 

the pure object must exist. It is described as cognition like that of children or 

the dumb. At this stage the indMduality or particularity and the generality of 

the same is perceived for the time being. The particular which is the locus 

of them is known alone at this time.24 This path of Kumarila is followed by - / - ' 

Parthasarathi Mishra, the author of Sastradipika. He also said that an object 

of the nirvikalpakastage is indefinite (mugdha) and multiform (anekiikara). 

it becomes definite having only one form at the savikalpaka stage. 25 

The Buddhists in general and Dharmakirti in particular admit the 

existence of indeterminate perception which is free from the mental 

constructions and non-erroneous (kalpanapodhain abhrantam pratyaksam . . 
- Nyiiyabindu, Perception chapter). They have given emphasis on the 

nirvika/paka so much that it is the only form of pratyak~a to them. When 

these perceptual entities are vitiated by the mental constructions (kalpanii) 
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like language, universal etc, they lose their perceptual characters that are 

called svalaksanas i.e., unique partirulars). 
• , < 

· . The Mlmamsakas think that in the stage of nirvikalpaka an. object 

cannot be known as something unique (svalak~a!}a). It it is not known in this. 

W8)J, it will be known as a particular which can not be known as indeterminate. 

The immediate knowledge of this kind will be known as determinate, but not 

indeterminate. 

According to the Naiyayikas, the truth of an indeterminate cognition is 

beyond the determination. The object in the nirvikalpa-stage is neither true 

nor false. That is, the assignment of truth-val.u9 is not possible to the 

indeterminate cognition, Which leads us to various philosophical problems. 

Rrst, if the truth ·and falsity cannot be assigned to the indeterminate cognition, 

how can it be treated as a form of perception? If it is beyond ·the truth and 

falsity, it cannot be said that it comes witl1~n our awareness. 

The Buddhists particularly Dharmakirti and others have accepted the. 

nirvikalpaka pratyak~a (indeterminate perception) as the real form of 

perception. An unique object (svalaksana) which is free from mental . -
constructions (kalpanB) and non-erroneous (abhranta) is oaJied perception 

('kalpanapocjham abhrantam pratyak~am 'Nyayabindu). In the succeeding 

moments when some mental constructions like name, universal etc are 

imposed on the uniquely singular object (sva/ak~al}a), it becomes 

savikalpakaor determinate which comes under the category of inference or 
. . 

samanyalaksana (as opposed to svalaksana) which has got a second order . . . . . 

reality (samvftisatya) according to the Buddhists. This is called samvrtisatya · . . 
or concealed reality because at this stage the mental constructions (kalpanS). 

cover the face of the Absolute Reality (paramarthasatya).23 

As told earlier Bhart~hari has established a theory which is completely 

opposite to the view of the Buddhists. The Buddhists believe that an object 

loses its fundamental character when it is expressed through language. In . 

other words, the language distorts the essential nature of an object. The 

real fire has got the equal efficacy, as with the help of it one's purpose of 

cooking etc is served. But the word 'fire' cannot do the job and hence 

linguistic usage has nothing to do with reality. On the other hand, Bharl!hari, 

a philosopher belonging to the Grammarian school, believes that nothing 

can be expressed without the help of language. No cognition is possible 

without the help of language, which ultimately leads to the conclusion that 

there is not a single awareness of human being which is routed through 
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language. Any type of cognition is revealed through the medium of language 
. . '· /'l.o 

(" Na so'sti pratyayo lokB yah sabdanugamadrt9/Anuviddham iva jn'imain 

sarvain sabdBna bhasat8/l" VakyapadfYa1-124. Banaras Sanskrit Series). 

From this statement we may draw our conclusion that cognition is always 

sabdinuviddha (expressed through language); If some unreal entity is referred 

to, it is also through the language. The Naiyijikas are of the opinion that if 

some unreal entity is referred to, it is also through the language. The 

Naiyayikas are of the opinion that if some unreal ~ntity is expressed in 

language, it is non-sensical in the sense that the unreal entity is an absurd 

entity capable of not being expressed thr-ough language. If it is said that the 

sky-flower or barren woman's son is absent (khapu~pam nasti, 

vandhyaputronast~. these are described as negations, the absentees of 

which are absurd entities (a/ikapratiyogikabhava). To Nyaya we can take the 

absence of that object whose absence is felt. In fact, we do not feel the 

absence of sky-flower or barren woman's son, because the absentees or 

pratiyogins like sf<Y-Hower, barren woman's son etc are unreal entities. In 

the Nyaya·categorialscheme there is no room for the absurd entities, because 

absurd entities are not at all entities or categories. In other words, such entities · 

cannot be a·numerated as a category or padartha. An object may be taken 

as a padirthaifit is any one of the seven catetgories like drapa(substance, 

guna(attribute) etc. As-the sky flower etc are non-existent enti.ftes, they cannot 
• 

be put in the list <?f" the categories. Hence it is apadiutha whose absence 

can never be felt. To Bhartrhari, these words have definite meaning as they 

generate specific cognitions in mind of human beings. People are always 

using such language in their day to day life to express something denoted 

through these. Hence they have some denotative power. 

- - -~ ·-
Jivasaksi & lsvarsssksl · . -

To the Advaitins the perceptual cognition is of two types : Jivasa~i 
,.- /" ·. - - . 
/svarsak:si. Jiva means an individual being limited by inner organ 

(antahka~ana) [antahkaranavacchinnam caitanyain fivah1. JlVasaksi means . . . . . . . 
. an individual where the same antahkarana (inner organ) acts as limiting 

adjunct or upadhi (antahkaranopahftam ~itanyam iivasaks~. In the same 

way, when · avidya or ~aya· becomes an adjective ( vii'Bsana) of the 

consciousness,· it is · called Tsvarah ( mayavacchinna·m · caitanyam 

-paramesvara~). The same maya o; avidy"ii sometimes acts as limiting 
adjunct or upadhi of the Consciousness. Under such a situation it is called 
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lsvaras8k~i (mayopahitam caitanyam lsvarasak~i). 

If the above text is analysed, we may see that an individual is called 
·- -
jiva and jivasaksi as per the position of inner organ (antahkarana) . In the . ..- ~ - , , - . 
same way a consciousness is called lsvara and lsvarasaksi as per the real . . . 
position of Maya or avidya. If antahkarana or maya attains the place of 

vis9sana or adjective, it is called iiva ~d 1ivara respectively. On the other . . . . 

hand, if antahkaranaor maya takes the place of Upadhi or limiting adjunct; . . 
it is said· pvasaksi and iSvarasaksf respectively. Now we may turn our . . / -
attention to the distinction between Vis9sana and Upadhi from which the - -, - . ·- - ·-
distinction between jiva and /svara, JivasBk_si and lsvarasak_si depends. For 

understanding we should know the proper distinction between Upadhi and 

viSssana. 
-/ - -
/svarasak?i (witness in God) is one in number, as the Maya, the 

limiting adjunct of the Consciousness, is one in number. It may be argued 

that if Maya is one in number, how is the usage of the plural number added 
'"" to the term 'maya'(i.e. mayabhih) in the following s•ruti text: 'lndromiiy8bhih 

tao; . • ..... • 

puiUiUplyat9 ?(i.e.lndra had taken diverse forms due to the cosmic illusions). 
~ . 

In reply it may be said that the plural number attached to the term 'maya' 

(mayBbhi!J) can be justified because the plural number suggests the diverse 

power of Maya which is originated from the three constituents in Maya like

sattva, rajaJyand tamal_l. Actually the singularity of Maya is evidenced through 

the usage - 'Mayamtu prakrtim vidyat mayinain tu Mah9sv8rain (i.e. one 

should know M"aya as Prak(~ and the God possessing Maya as Paramesvara. 

The Consciousness which is associated with maya as a limiting .. , -
adjunct (upadhi) is called Jsvarasaksiwhich is of infinite due to the infinity of 

its limiti~g adjunct (maya). God (p'aram9svara), though one in number, is - . " . known as Brahm a, V~nu and Mahesvara, due to the diverse constib.Jents 

like sattva, raja/} etc. of Maya, the limiting adjuncts of Him.-ln the porition of 

the text -Vsaantaparibhasadealing with the nature and function of perception 

a distinctiOn is proposed by Dharmar~a AdhvarTndra in terms of upadhii.e. 

limiting adjunct and visesana i.e. qualifying attribute (vi;9sana) being 
. . . ' . 

present (vartamana) and being a distinguisher (vyavartaka) is related to 

the predicate (katyanva.0) while a limiting adjunct (upadhi) being present 

(vartamana) and being a distinguisher (vyavartaka) remains unrelated to 

the predicate (karyananvaji).:n These two are illustrated as follows : 

'rupavi~i?!O gha!o 'nitya~· i.e. the coloured jar is transitory and 
,..... / . . "' . . 

'karanasaskulyavacchmnam nabhah srotram' 1e, the ether enclosed by 
'-- . . . 
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auditory passage is called hearing organ The former statement is designated 

as vi.Se~8!1a)~ualifying attribute) while the latter as upadhi (limiting adjunct). 

What is to be understood by the term 'karyanvai' (related to the 
. , 

. predicate) ? ·In .reply it is said in the Sikhiun8f1i that it must be related to 

something with which the limited object (avacchedya) is related In the 

- example 'rupavisisto ghato 'nityah' (ie, the coloured jar is transitory), the . . . . 
limitor is 'riipa' i.e, colour and gha!a'ie. jar is the object ( avacchedya). So 

between them there is the relation called avacchedfaivacchedaka-bhava 

sambandha (Jimited-limitor-relationship). The import of the term 'karyanva:Yi' 
. , 

i.e. related to the predicate is explained in the SikhamS!fi in the following 

manner. Relation of something i.e., rlipa or colour in the present case is to 

be admitted with something i.e, anityata i.e. transitoriness in the present 

context with which the object limited (avacchedya) i.e. ghata or jar in the 

present case is connected . He"nce a term may be lak~~ .as qualifier 

(visesana) if it performs the function of differentiating after being related to . . 
the predicate (karya) in the above mentioned sense (vyavartakain 

kaiyi~vayitve s~ viSesanain paryavasati).26 1n the example, ghatapatau 
/ ' " / . . 

pasyati devadattah, i.e., Devadatta sees ajar and a cloth, both the jar and . ' . 

_ cloth are related to the single verb 'seeing'. In spite of this these two cannot 

be ascribed as qualifiers (visBSana) on account of the fact that they have no 

capability of being distinguish~r.(avi}'ivartakatva~.29 ln the same way, the ...... . . 

terms vartamana (present) and vyavartaka (distinguisher) should be . 

explained as ··a distinguisher being present' (vartamanatve sati 

vyavartakain). The distinguisher is related to something with which the 

distinguished object (vyavarttya) is related. In the present example the term 

'rupa' (colour) being a distinguisher is·related to the transitoriness (anityatii) 

with which the jar ie, the object distinguished (vyavarttya) is related . .n 

' In the case of upadhi something which acts as a distinguisher being 

present is not related to something with which the limited or distinguished is 

related . In the example- kama~askyulyavacchinnain nabhah srotrain i.e. . . . 
the hearing organ is the space limited by auditory passage, the auditory 

passage (karnaSaskUIJ) being present becomes a distinguuisher and is not . . 
related to that with which the distinguished object (vyavarttya) i.e., nabha~ 

or space is related i.e., the hearing organ (srotra). 31 

A good deal of further philosophical analysis is possible about the 

Vedantic distinction of viSB!fB[Ja from upadhi. It is customery to distinguish 

defiilitions in the form of identity statements as stating defining features and 
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accidental features. The issue at our hand is how d~s the predicate stand in 

relation to the definiendum. In the case. of our example of the coloured jar 

being declareq as transitory, we should care to note that the property of 
. I .. 

· anityatva ( transitoriness) comprehends both coloured ness as well as jarness. 

That iS, the scope of the predicate extends well over the colour of the jar and 

the jar itself, since the jar is the locus (adhikarana) of the property of being 
. . . 

coloured. How can the property be non-transitory when the locus of the propety 

is transitory? Again, one might think awaysuch other properties of the jar as 

its, shape, size, weight, its material cause etc but one could explain the fact 

that the jar is: an artefact produced in time, and hence it is anitya or transitory. 

Therefore, the predicate concerned is a defining feature of the jar. 

On the other hand, to say that the ether in the auditory passage is the 

organ of hearing, is not to assert that either the auditory pasSage or the ether 

as such is the organ of hearing. The conjunction that something x which is 

qualified as being the ether in the auditory passage is the organ of hearing. 

There is a lack of analytic connection between something being the Organ of 

·hearing; and its being either ~ther or the auditory passage. It iswell known 

that conjunction is a conting~nt truth~function and hence the properties of 

nabhatva (being an ether) and kar[JaSa~kuli( auditory passage) are accidental 

features of the organ-of hearing. It is conceivable that in a model of the ear , - . . . 

there may be cochlea (kaJ?las~ku/J) and ether therein, and yet it would be 

improper to call it the organ of hearing. Hence the absence of analyticity 

renders the upadhi- statement as non-analytic or contingent or synthetic. 

The qualifiers are accidental features of the organ of hearing. 

Upadhi can be explained with help of some other. examples. Upadhi 

is that which is capable of imposing its own attributes to the nearest object. 

As for example, jewel which is transparent in nature seems to be red due to 

the proximity of a red flower. Hence the red flower is a upadhi as it imposes 

redness on the transparent jewei.The definition of up'iidhi can easily be 

applied to ·the following case which can be verbalised as 

'jabakusumasannihitah sphatikah rak_tah' i.e., the jewel associated with a china . . . . 
rose is red. In this case the adjunct 'jabakusumasannihitaJ:l'i.e., association 

with a china rose· is to be taken as upadhi, but not qualifying. attribute as it 

is related to the predicate - 'red' .. Because redness is ascribed to jewel 

associated with the china rose, but not isolately withjewel or with the property 

of association with the china rose. In tt'1e same way, it can be said that Self is 

allpervading and stationary, but our body is limited and capable of being 
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moved. Due to the connection of body an individuCll can use the language. 'I 

am six feet long and moving as per my desire'. In this case the Self limited 

by bodY) is the upadhi of Self. It can also be expressed in tne folloWing 

manner : 'Dehav_,acchinno'ham gacchamii.e., '!'(Self limited by body is goingJ 

is a upadhi or limiting adjunct but not vise.saiJa i.e, qualifying attribute as 

per the definition cited. The period of time limited by the m ovam ant of the . 

planets like the Sun etc. is called hour, night, day, week, month, year etc. 

. (grahataradiparicchinna!J k"8/a~ yamiihomtramiisadaya!J) .32 In the sam a way, 

the direction ( diiQ limited by the rise and set of the Sun is called east, west 

ate. 

On account of this the h'aiyayikas have accepted such limiting adjunct 

( upadh1) as an indicator (paricayaka). 33 

In the case of invariable concommitance (vyaptJ) upadhlis accepted 

as of slightly different way by the Naiyayikas. That which, being a prevader 

of the probandum, becomes non-pervader of the probans is called upadhi. 

In the case of inferential argument - I Parvato dhumavan vahne~' (The 

mountain is sm oke-possesing due to having fire), the conjunction of wetfuel 

(adhrendhanasamyoga) is the upadhi. For wherever there is smoke, there is 

the conjunction ofwetfuel. But it is not pervaded by fire as in the case of red 

hot ironball.34 If this upiidhi is unknown, it will function by way of providing 

completely oppoSite cognition. as we find in the case of red flower and 

transparent jewel. The reflectors like mirror etc are upiidhisas they provide 

us an opposite cognition ie, we see our left hand as right and right as left. In 

the same way, if the nature of the conjunction of w~fuel is not known as 

upadhi, the invariable relation (vyiiptJ) between fire and smoke from the 

cognition - 'Fire is pervaded by smoke' may be imposed. If this conjunction 

of wetfuel is known as upadhi as per the above-mentioned characteristics, 

. it ceases the power of imposing the said parvader-pervaded - relationship. 

That is why, Vyapti is defined as' a relation free from upadhi by a section of 

philosophers. 

In another way, Upadhi or limiting adjunct can be understood. The 

·limiting adjunct experienced in our life is called constitutiv~ while the main 

entity which is free from limiting adjuncts (niravacchinna or nirupadhika) is 

called regulative. In the Dialectic part of the Critique of the Pure Reason 

Kant institutes a distinction betvveen regulative and constitutive ideas in 

the context of cosmological ideas. By 'ideas' Kant means the set of apriori 
ideas such that are derived from .Reason, the highest human faculty. One 
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feature of these ideas 's that there can never be intuitions or facts 

corresponding to them. But they do regulate the ways in which certain other_ 

ideas are to be used. Freedom, Ought, lmmortialityof the soul, God, etc are 

re_gulative notions. The constitutive· ideas always have·· institutions 

· . corresponding to them, and together they render knowledge possible. The 

apriori catego~ies of the understanding are constitutive notions. They are 

aprioribut inentional, and it is with their hefp that we can organise the world 

as and when we come to know it. The result of the application of constitutive 

ideas is variability. But the application of regulative ideas are never verifiable, 

but they cannot be dispensed with. They are inalienable presuppositions of 

human state of affairs. They are intsl/actual concspts as distinguiShed from 

regulative notions. The limiting adjuncts ,like ghatikasa(Spacelimited by a 

jar), month, week, day, night: Consciousn~ss limited by an object 

(vi~ayavacchinnacaitanya) etc are constitutive in the sense that they have 

intuitions corresponding to them while the absolute entities like Time (kala), 

Space (ikasa)~ Consciousness (aaitanya} etc that are free. from 'limiting 

adjuncts (nirupadhika) are accepted as regulative on account of the fact 

-that they are ontologicaUy accepted but not verifiable through experience or 

there we do not find intuitions or facts corresponding to them. That is why, 

upadhi is called an introducer (paricayaka} by the Naiyayikas. 
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CHAPTER-IV 

A LOGICAL ILLUMINATION OF THE ADVAITA THEORY OF 
PERCEPTION 

Without application of visayagatapratyaksa in our practical life love . . 
in the true sense of the term is not possible. The extension of self or knower 

or pramata towards an object is the cause of love towards something. The 

self has got some sort of elasticity and hence it is extendable without any 

limit. When pramataor self extends himselfto his son, wife, husband, brother, 

sister etc, he can love them. Pramata -is nothing butthe Consciousness or. 

Self limited by internal organ (antahkaranavacchinnacaitanya), which is . . 
equivalent to individual being or Jfva. The extension of Self towards an 

object is the cause of love towards it. The BfhadarSI}yakopan~ad has given 

a beautiful account of such visayagatapratyaksa. It is said that husband 

·seems to be beloved to some one not because she loves her husband but 

because she loves herself. ( ... na va are patyu~ kamaya pab~ priyo bhavati, 

atmanastu kamaya pati~ priyo bhavati ... etc.'. Following the same logic it 

can be said that we love our son • father, mother etc -on account of the fact 

that we love our self manifested there. The 'objective factor' which is not 

connected with our self has nothing to bind us. It is self (reflected in the 

object) which has got power to bind us. Hence love remains primarily in the 

self and it is realised when this self remains in the object. If it. is so. why is 

not called 'subjective perception' or perceptuality existing in self 

(atmagatapratyak~atva). In response to this it can be said that there is no 

basic differ.ence between Visayagatapratyakstva (perceptuality of object) . . 
and atmagatapratya~satva ( perceptuality of subject or Self). In both the 

cases the process is the same. As per the criterion of visayagatapratjtaksa . . 
there will be sole existence of the Pramata or Self (pramatrsatti) leading 

to the non-existence of other forms of existence ( atiriktasattiikatvabhiiva)2. 

!n this case an object or visaya is engulfed by the pramata. As pramata 

sees himself in the object, it may be called atmagatapratyak~a (self

perception). More over. self is the locus or adhi~.thana on which the object is 
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superimposed in the phenomenalstage. In the case of illusory cognition there 

must be the locus of superimposition and the ;superimposed object which 

· are called adhi~!hina and aropya respectively. When we have illusory 

cognition of snake in a piece of rope, the rope is the locus of superimposition 

(adhisthana) and 'snake' is a superimposed object (adhyasta). To the .. 
Advaitins locus or adhisthana is never contradicted ( avadhita) by the 

. . . . . 

subsequent cognition. In the present context the locus i.e., rope is not 

contradicted but the object superimposed or adhyastais contradicted by the 

cognition of the locus. In the present case the cognition of snake is 

superimposed by the cognition of rope. In the same WCJ¥, the Advaitins believe 

that Brahman or Self is the adhisthiina on which all the objects are .. 
superimposed. For this reason the cognitions of the phenomenal objects are 

contradicted, because they are sublated by the Ultimate Knowledge or 

Brahman.3 When it is said 'Brahman is true and the world is illusory' (Brahm a 

satyam jaganmithy"it}, we should carefully notice the second half of this verse 
. -

which runs as follows: 'Jivo brahmaiva napara!J'( i.e. an individual being is 

a manifestation of Brahman, not other than this). This par tis supplementary 

to first half. Wtry is this world to be taken as illusory ? Because, they have to 

be honoured as the manifestations of Brahman or Atman. Here 'mithya'does 

not mean the sudden vanish of all phenomenal objects, but the change of 

attitude to them. These phenomenal objects are illusory if they are taken as 

such but true if taken as the manifestation of Brahman or Atman'. 

Keeping the above clarificatios in view it may be said that in the case 

of the perceptuality of an object (vi~ayagatapratyak~atva) object is not 

vanished, but it is known as the form of self which is uncontradicted. When 

self covers the object, it is said to be known. Due to the coverage of self 

object comes under self. In this case there is not much difference in saying 

that object comes within self and self goes to the object and covers it. 

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has coined the term visayagatapratyaksa on . . 
account of the fact that vi~ayagatapratyak~a has to be differentiated from 

the Jriimagatapratyak~a. In the case of the latter our self is involved, because 

without its involvement cognition is not at all possible. In the case of the 
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perception ,af the knowledge of an object the same knower or self attains the 

perceptual cognition of the object after maintaining some distance with the 

object. In this case knower or self remains isolated from the cognition of an 
. v 

object known. Due to having distinction between knower Unatii) and known 
'V' . 

Un8ya), the known object is not completely identified with the knower as in 
- . 

the case. of visayagatapratyaksa.~ Had it been described as . . . 

atmagatapratyaksa, it would have been unduly extended to the 
rv . • 

jnanagatapratyaksa, which is also atmagata due to selfs involvement in it 
. -. 

though it is of different type. In order to avoid such complications Dharmaraja 

had preferred to use visayagatapratyaksa instead of atmagatapratyaksa. 

That~~ type of love is self-love is again evidenced from the coi~age 
of the term 'atmiYa'in the sense of 'relatives' because our self is extended to 

them. This is the reason for bearing a soft-corner with them. If it is seen that 

someone is not having soft-corner to his relatives, it would be presumed 

that due to some reaSon or other our self fails to extend to them. As self is not 

involved, we cannot love them though they are 'relative' apparently. In the 

other way round it is true that someone 'feels'. for some persons though they 

are not his 'relative'.-lf the reason for love is investigated, we shall see the 

self-extension as the ground of the same. Our love knows no bound as self 

is extendable to any extent. If we can extend it to the neighbours, countrymen, 

distressed and downtrodden people, we acquire the required ability to love 

them selflessly. In this W€f! an individual can turn into a philanthropic and 

one can think of welfare of all human beings. The real'feeling' only can lead 

a person to pray for them. This 'feeling' is again related to our self-extension. 

Under this situation one can pray for welfare of all in the following way : 

"Sarvs sukhinah santu, sarvs santu niramayah!sarva bhadrani pasyantu, na . . . 
kascid dulykhabhag bhavBt" (i.e, May all be happly, all be free from mental 

and physical disease, all see beautiful things and no one should be an abode 

of suffering). Such a prayer fer universal welfare is possible if an individual 

thinks theexistence of his ownself to all beings. Such a view is accepted in 

our ancient literature - where it is said that the whole world seems to be 
\ 

relative to someone who has attained broodness in respect of self 
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("udiraearitanantu vasudhaiva kutumbakamj. 
. . 

Sri Aurobindq had applied this theory to the patriots. A person can be 

a real patriot and sacrifice his· own life for the sake of the country if and only 

if he can 'extend his self to the Nation.5 For this reason the patrioticism is 

called Dafatmabodhai.e, feeling of identity between self and country. In this 

case also the nation or Country does not remain as isolated from the knower 

(pramata), but the knower brings it in its own giving rise to the perceptuality 

of object.· 

Even the inanimate object can easily be brought under one's self 

through the same process. An object becomes very clear and desired (ista) .. 
due to the involvement of the Self with the same,· which will find support in 

the following text of Vadantaparibhasi - 'ghata istah ityadi - Jaukika-. . . . . 
vyapadaso'pi saccidanandarfipabrahmaikyadhyasat.')6 • The objects like a jar 

etc may seem to be desired to an individual due to the imposition of self to 

these, which may be also be· taken as perceptuality of object. A lady loves 

her own ornaments because they belong to her 'ownself'. In this way, any 

type of love or desirability is determined. It is seen in our everyday life that 

the objects which are in us_e draw our attention to these and hence we try to 

maintain these considering as our own things. An artist loves his or her 

harmonium, sitar, Tanpuri or ghungoorvery much because his or her o'wn 

·self is involved with these. All these are grounded· on the vi~ayagatapratyaksa. · 

The same spir.it has been shown in the initial mantra of the ls;;,panisad, 

which, if· analysed,. really illumines logically ;he phenomenon of 
- / . 

Visayagatapratyaksa. The mantra runs as follows: "Jsavi!isyamidam sarvam 
~ : . 

yat kinca jagatyam jagat!Tena · tyaktena bhunjltha ma g~Adhr!J 
kasyasviddhanam.'The whole universe is covered with the Ultimate Reality 

or Self and hence all things whatever is there in the universe are purety 

covered by the Self. On account of this one should enjoy through renunciation 

and should not be greedy towards others properties. The first part of the 

mantra is the premise from which the second part is deduced. If an individual 

'sees' his own self pervading the whole universe, there is no place, no space, 

. r 
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~o individual, no object in this world, which does not come under the purview 

ot-the Self. Hence logically we can claim our presence eyerywhere in this 

·world. Under this situation one· can feel the whole world as his own self 

(vasudhaiva ku_tumbakam). The main outcome of this feeling is that he cannot 

exploit others, torture others or hate others. Because, the person whom he 

exploits orhates is nothing but his own self. If it·i~ done, it is tantamount to 

. his own exploitation or self-deceive, which is not at all desirable. This feeling 

prompts him to extend his love to others, resulting in 'enjoyment through 
,.;-- - . 

renunciation' (tyaktana bhunjilha). Who will sacrifice for others if he does 

not find any enjoyment in it? How is such enjoyment in renunciation p~le 

? It is possible only through his change of attitude to the external objects are . 
A-

not taken as merely obje~ts but 'subjectified object' which is technically 

expressed by Dharll)araja. Adhvaiindra as VJSayagatapratyaksa. In such case 
€/)/)~t;_ aL . • • . 

there is no · ~< !_ :-~ . : durabilitydue to the existence of the Self to the objects. 
~ -

In the case of jniinagatapratyak:a there is a distinction between a 
,..,... ""' . 

known (Jnata) and a known object (jneya). By virtue of being a cognition of 

.. ah object there is a knower; othe,rwise the kn~ledge of an object becomes· 

meaningless. If it is said that there is the perceptuality of an object, it should 

be treated as different from the earlier one. It is not knowl~dge which is 

perc~ived ,~he object only. Such a situation cannot give rise to knower-
~ ~ .. 

known-r.elationship Unatr-jnsya-bhavasambandha). Hence Dharmaraja 
. ')" I n,tdJt_ ~ . . • . . . . 

Adhvr.-~-·r··z. opines that in such cases there is only the knower in the 

form of Consciousness (pramatroaitanya), but the other two i.e., · 
' ' 

Consciousness limited by mental mode (antahkaranavrttl) and 

Consciousness limited by object (vi:Sayacaitanya/~~lnitedin the knower 

. (pramatii) are absorbed in it. In this connection it is said that the 

amalgamation of the three is not desired (na tavadaikyam), but there is 

only the existence of the Pramatrcaitanya in which oth.er forms of 
. - ~ . . 

Consciousness are hidden. Hence, the Pramatr•wtanya alone would be 

an object of our awareness, but other forms are_ the manifestation of the 

pramatrcaitanyaand hence their existence does not come to our awareness. 
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He-rein lies the _metaphysical presupposition . In such case Dharmaraja 

Adhvarifldra is dealing with metaphysics in disguise of epistemology .. -

At the stage of the perceutuality of an object there is the absence of 

the existence of other objects excepting the existence of knower (pramiita) . .. 

· Is it not a state of liberation ? Such a situation is found tem·porally at the 
. . . 

time of aesthetic enjoyment (rasa). Abhinavagupta has explained this state 

of 'subjectified object' as the melting of th,e state of the knower or pramata 

(pramal[bhavaviga/an·a). 7 Just as an object when liquidified covers many 

areas, in the like manner the knower can expand itself in such a way so 

that all objects are included in him. At this time he is not confined within 

himself but expanded himself to all the objects and hence objects have _no 

other 'i)Xistence other than that of the knower. That is why; an. individual 

can enjoy aesthetic pleasure (rasa) as he considers .the pathos etc. 

belonging to characters of the novel or drama as his own due to emotional 

involvement. This sharing of others feeling is called by Abhinavagupta as 

tanmayibhavana i.e .• becoming one with other .8 Actually the feeling existing 

in an individual is transmitted to all the spectators. If each and every reader 

receives the same sensitivity or feeling, there is a corresponding fact, which 

is going on in all the hearts of t~e spectators (saka/a-~ah!daya-sainvtida
Salita). S.uch a. phe~omenon is otherWise known as 'absorption of all the 

audiences towards a particular object' (sarvasam8jikanam ekaghanata). 

To ViSvanatha also the subject i.e., pramata sees himself being "identified 

with it (jjramata tadabhedena svatmanam pratipadyate). 10 In fact, self exists 

everywhere including the art-object. Hence the Aestheticians are of the 
. -~ 

opinion that the relishment itself is rasa (rasani['Y.h. rasah). It is the 
. ~-~ . 

relishment of the bliss arising out of self-knowledge (as reflected in the · 

characters of the _drama), which is called svavidiinanda (pleasure arising 

from self-cognition), as if we have undertaken an activity of chewing 

(carva~avyapara) the bliss generating from self-knowledge. To 

Abhinavagupta who is chiefly influenced by the Advaitins such a chewing 

activity of the bliss of the self-knowledge is called Rasa.11 This interpretation 
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of aesthetic eXperience would not have been possible, had there been no 

solid foundation of the perceutuality of Object.(Visayagatapratyaksatva). In 
~ - " ~ . 

fact the aesthetic enjoyment is nothing but the extension of self to the object, 

which is called· VJSayagatapratyaksa. A question may be raised whether such . . 
vi~ayagatapratyak~a is equivalent to the Advaita concept of liberation or 

not. In reply, it can be said that such perception and, the aesthetic enjoyment 

is qualitatively same· but quantitatively different. When a jar is perceived, 

there is the feeling of.the non-duality of the self and the jar until the absorption 

breaks up. When such absorption does not break, an i(.fviduaf will see the 
A .. 

whole world a9 his own self. This non-dual experience will remain forever 

. and such situation is described as liberation according to the.Advaitins. The 

perceptual experience of the phenomenal objects like a jar etc. occurs 

temporally and hence it is, though qu~itatively same, quantitatively 

different. Both the experiences - the vi!ayagatapratyak~a and aesthetic 

experience contain disinterested pleasure arising out of .self-relishment

atmananda. In fact a human being's mind iS dominated by the sattvagunaat 
. . 

this situation and hence it is touched by rajat"l ahd tamogu~a. Due to the 

prominence of sattvagupa an individual can enjoy the self-knowledge· 

· identified with him and hence he is not touched by any other knowledge 

(vedyanatarasparsasul!ya). This bliss is a highest type of ananda arising 

from self-revelation ( svaprakasananda), which is qualitativ-ely equivalent 

to the taste of Brahman, but not quantitatively, as the former is transitory and 

the latter is eternal. That is why, such pleasure is described as 

Brahmasvadasahodara. 12 (i.e., the smaller manifestation of the taste of · 

Brahman) .. 

The aesthetic experience, which is very much common in each and 

every man's fife, ean be a live testimony of the existence of the perception of 

an object. Such an experience may be an instance to an enquirer to the fact 

how an object can. come under the purview of the subject spontaneously 

through such perception. If it is possible in the aesthetic world, why · .- ~is it 

"'tossible in other fields ? 

" 

• 
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The disinterestedness in aesthetic attitude has been well recognis~d 
. . . 

by many. An idealist thinker has also indicated the broad implication of itin · 

aesthetic; beauty is the expr.ession of the Absolute spirit. 

·· The aesthetic attitude is different from the practical. In aesthetic 

experience a love poem, for example, moves us with its sentiments of love 

which is aroused and sustained by many auxiliary feelings such as jealousy, 

pain, anger and joy. These acts ar~ taken accessories to the dominant 

sentiment, love. The aesthetic delight is different in flavour from the ordinary 

one. This delight is due to expreSsion. 

We have thus two paradoxes with regard to aesthetic attitude. First, 

there is psychical distance or detachment of the beautiful from our ordinary 

needs and desires while there is also some human feeling associated with 

the aesthetic object. Secondly, the joy afforded by the beautiful is not ordinary 

joy yielded by an object satisfying some 0rganic need-practical sensuous, 

·intellectual or moral. We have to resolve these paradoxes. This is done by 

realising that the feelings associated with beautiful in art and nature are not 

specific affecting one personally but they are generalised feelings which . 

one feels in an impersonal manner. The feelings accompanying an aesthetic 

experience are dislodged from their particular objects and individual minds 

and they float as universal ideal content, in the mental continuum of humari 

. culture. In a realistic attitude one holds an object as a part of his environment 

and relates it to other objects and to himself. In an aesthetic attitude, as the ·· 

objectis no longer held as real, it is not related to anything but contemplated 

for its own sake as a self-complete and self-dependent entity.: As the obj~ct 

is so disengaged from its environment so the feeling associated with it is 

also deprived of any real source for the beholder who feels it in an 

impersonal and non-attached way. 

An individual feels not blindly-and passively as he does in a realistic 

attitude but consCiously and activBiy. This active and enlightened way of 

feeling a generalised emotion projected on an appropriate image yields a 

superior kind of joy (rasa). An emotion, either agreeable or disagreeable in 
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itself, is enjoyed and this delight which defeats tragic emotions and feeds 

on them, is of a higher kind than?( the ordinary emotion of joy. Thus it is 

that the two paradoxes mentioned above can be solved. We can understand 

how in an aesthetic attitude there is both detachment and feeling and how 

·aesthetic delight is of an extraordinary kind.This feeling of joy (disinterested) 

is· due to our extension of . Self to the object which is a kind of 

vi~ayagatapratyak~a. 

Moreover, without the extension of self the pathos of others cannot 

be shared. It is said.that the aesthetic pleasure arising out literary form of 

art or other forms of art cannot be enjoyed by all, but only by the appreciators 

called sahrdciyas. It is said. by Abhinavagupta •y6rtho hrdayasamvaii tasya • r • . . 
bhavo rasodbhava!J!Sarirain vyapyate ten a. • A literary form of art is always 

appreciated by the appreciators alone . For being a sah!daya one should 

have common sharing of feeling with the object which is also a kind of 

visayagatapratyaksa. To Visvanatha poetry is a peculiarly unworldly . . . . 

phenomenon, an extra-ordinary creation of supernatural supernormal genius 

and he nee 'it cannot be governed by the rules of ordinary human intellect. 

In ordinary life sorrow comes from sorrow, fear follows fear, but in the world 

of poetry we find ple~ure deriving from the painful, horribie and terrible 

situations. In these cases there is some type of identity (as evidenced in 

Vadanta-paribhiisii) between audience and the object of perception. This . . . . ·,· 

phenomenon of identity emerges from having self-involvement (ekatmata) 

with it. The property of being sahrdaya lies in the fact of being identified · 

with the feeling of the poet. A poet creates a literary form of art, the appreciator 

realises it and being a sahrdaya he recreates the literary art in his own self. ,. . . 

The aesthetic pleasure is a generalised one. The generalisation is the 

process of idealisation through which an individual may go from his personal 

emotion to the serenity of contemplation of a poetic sentiment. The poet 

and audience must have capacity of idealisation. For this reason a poet can 

present personal emotion as an impersonal aesthetic pleasure which is 

enjoyed by others. As this pleasure transcends the limitation of personal 

·interests, it is disinterested universal pleasure. This pleasure is the emotional 
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mood revealed in a blissful knowledge free from all barriers which is the. 

form of Brahman or Self. 

To highlight such. a theory the case ofVaJmiki may be cited. After 

perceiving the separation of the curlew-couple Valmfki became very muctf · 

moved and out of his sorrow he has an emotional.outburst · in the form of 

tloka. He had an intense feeling of pathos in which he had lost himself. Due 

to the complete loss of personality (pramata as coined by Dharmaraja 

Adhvarindra) he had a sense of joy out of grief. This joyful experience of 

pathos enjoins him with the spontaneous . power of creativity. ValmTki's grief 

\vas not this-worldly. If it were, he would have mere sympathy with the bird, 

which cannot provide him the power of creativity. For, this- worldly grief makes 

an individual idle. When an ·indiVidual's vision becomes deep and clear, he 

receives an inspiration from within. The spontaneous poetry is caHed sloka 

because it arises from the grief due to the separation of the curlew couple 
~ . . . 

and thjis sharing is due to extension of one's own self 
"-./ 

~ / / -
( kraunoadvandvaviyogotthah sokah slokatvam agatahj. 14 . . . 

To Abhinavagupta any type of the production of creative art 

presupposes the condition of rasaves'a(invotvement in aesthetic sentiment) 

in an indiVidual. The abiding· emotion or sentiment must exist in an artist, 

dramatic character and spectators (in case of literary form of art). In the 

case of pictorial art also the same sentiment must exist among artist, pictorial 

presentation and the critic. Hence, the property of being sah_rdaya is essential 

for ·any type of art-enjoyment which is a pioneer example of 

vi~ayagatapratyak~a when the hearts of the people are expanded having 

clear mind due to the habit of ·practising literature and gather the capability 

of being identified with the characters of drama as described · - -
(varnaniyatanmayibhavanayogyata}, they are called sahrdayas as they all . . . ~ 

possess the same feeling. In this context the phenomenon of tanmayibhavana 

(to be objectified) is possible through the process as shown in the 

perceptuality of object. 15 

These theories of perception are beautifully explained by Professor 

Bina Gupta following different commentories on the VBdantaparibhasa. In 
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the commentary.- Asubodhini it is said that the perceptuality of knowledge 

is the identity between consciousness ·limited by the object and 

consciousness limited by the mental mode. Under this situation it can be 

said that the content of such a perceptual knowledge is perceptual. In the 

Paribhasaprakasika the viSayagatapratyaksa is explained as the identity 
~ . . ' . 

with the witness-consciousness (~ak~yabhinnatvm), which is expressed as. 

pramatrabhinnatva in the text by Dharmaraja AdhvarTndra. 'This witness

consciousness must be associated with the mental mode in the form of an 

object with which its identity takes place·; resulting in the perceptuality of an 

obje.ct.'16 

Actually such type of perceptuality of object is taken as a perception 

in the form of saksivsdya i.e. known immediately through witness. We can 
. . . 

hear a song in two ways : the song may be heard quite unmindfully and it 

may be heard as if it is piercing our heart. Thougnboth are the phenomena 

of hearing, there is a difference in degree. The former is a mere hearing 

without having impact on <>ur psychology while the·latter is piercing our heart 

after issuing tflrough our external hearing organ which is described by the 

Vaisnavites a~it pierces the heart after going-through the external hearing . . "- . . 

organ ('k"imar bhitardiyamarar,ns pasila gd). This type of perception is the 

real perception of object- the object is identified with the subject through its 

sanctity·or value. 

Professor Gupta has beautifully summed up this phenomenon of 

visayagaprat}'aksa in the following way : .. . ' 

u ... VP's thesis - that object do not have any independent existence 

apart from the witness-consciousness-must be understood against the 

background that, in the final analysis, according to Adva.ita, there is only 

one kind of being, •reality', which in the syst~m .of Advaita has been articulated 

in terms of the afore~mentioned triple modes. From the perspective of reason 

and empirical experience, these three levels are incommensurable; they. 

are different qualitatively. The identity of an object with the witness

consciousness only implies that the objects do not have any independent 
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. existence apart from the Witness-consciousness. The reality of existence 

. that pertains t(). the substratum is manifested in the superimposed objects 

. as well. It is similar to the manifestation of 'this ness' of 'this is silver' in the 

silver itself. At' the. time of immediate cognition, the consciousness 

conditioned by the object, the mind and the mental mode are one, so the 

existence that pertains to the consciousness conditioned by the object is 

one with the conscioUsness conditioned by mind. Therefore, objects such 

as pitchers do not have any independent existence that is the essential 

nature of the witness-cosciousness. Accordingly, the verbal IJSage, that is, 

'pitcher is perceptual' is inteflegible. •17 

· It has been pointed that the Advaitins believe in two types of perception 

- nirvlka/paka (indeterminate) and savika/paka (determinate). The 

determinate perception apprehends the qualifier, qualificand and their 

relation (vai/istya-vagahij~anam) e.g, I know the jar. While the indeterminate 
- -. . 

perception does not apprehend the relation in a cognition 

(sains,arganavagahq, e.g. 'This is that Devadatta' or 'Thou art that' etc. 1
fj 

Though it has been said that in the case of indeterminate perception 

there is no apprehension of the relation between qualifier and quatificand. 

In the previous case - 'This is that Devadatta' that Devada~ta belonged to 

different space .and time and this Devadatta belongs to another space and 

time. Hence, .the relation between that Oevadatta and this Oevadatta is 

denied here. The specific characters of Devadatta belonging to the past are 

. not the same in ,the case of present Devadatta. For this reason both are not 

· identical. This non-identity is hinted through their absence of relation. Hence 

it is a kind of indeterminate perception capable of not apprehending relation 

(samsarganavagahJ). It is to be kept in mind that the Advaitins are not 

referring to a perception of the ordinary experientiable type, but to a peculiar . 

cognition which does not reveal any relation. The indeterminate cognition 

does not refer to the relation remaining among various factors pf the content 

of a cognition. The same non-relational statement is_ found in the Mahavakya_ 

'Thou art that' (tattvamasJ). It may be argued that in the previous example, 

Devadatta is manifested as con(iitioned by spatio-temporal relations, which 
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are poirted out by the t~rms ~'this' and 'that' (soyam) . In reply it can be said 

that these terms must be taken here as indicating factors(upa/aksana). The 
' - ' . . 

statement'Tattvamas/ (thaLart thouf;~ )does not indicate the spatio-temporal 
. . -· 

relation. On the other hand, the statement 'This is that Devadatta' (so'yam. 

devadatta/}) is made only to ~how that Devadatta is in OevadaUa. ·As if this 

statement is made in order torefute the contrary cognition in the form of 

doubt whether this is the same Devadatta or not•. The person is manifested 

in himself through his essence, but not through the manifestation of the 

adjectival feature. 

If there is at all any identity between this and that Oevadatta, it is the 

identity of the person in himself. A reoognitive experience like this reveals 

the identity of the knowledge arising from two words that imply a seeming 

duality. 19 

Such type of nirvikalpaka perception is no~ accepted in the Nyaya 

philosophy. To the Naiyayikas such a nirvika/paka cognition is non-relational 
. . 

in the sense that there are qualificand and qualifier but no relation. To them 
, . . 

it is asabda or non-testimonial which is not capable of being expressed in 

language. Hence, it is i"netaphorisedas acognition ofthe childrenand dumb 

persons. The Advaitins admit a peculiar type of nirvikalpaka which is 

explained earlier. 

' 
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CHAPTER-V 

. . 

CONCLUSION 

So far as Indian theories of perception are concerned the ·Advaita 

theory of perception is of peculiar in nature due to having a specific type of 

presuppositions admitted by them. As the world is covered by 
,.-- . 

Consciousness, each and every object is nothqing but the manifestation of 
......... 

the same. Though the Consciousness is one, its various forms are imagined 

as the limiting adjuncts of the same Consciousness. As there are limiting 

adjuncts of the- Consciousness, the amalgamation of the two or three types 

of consciousness gives rise to the perceptuality of knowledge of an object 

and the percep.tuality of the object. When one adjunct of Consciousness is 

merged with another type, it gives rise of pereeption in the Advaita Vedanta. 

When Pramanacaitanya and Visayacaitanya are amalgamated keeping 
• • (\....- f'\..,..o. 

Pramat!caitanya aside, it is ~lied jnanagatapratyak~a due to having jnatr-

jneya-bhava (knoWer-known-relationship) in ths cognition. When Pram ana . ~ 

and Visaya-caitanya are merged in the knower or Pramata, it is called . - . . . 

visayagatapratyaksa. In this case self or knower is completely identified with 
" . . . 

the ·object leading to the knower-known'-relationship. This type of perception 
' . . 

is peculiar ih the sense that they think the 'objectified subject' or 'subjectified 

objecr is the case of percepti()ll. This perception is in the sense of sa~sivedya 

or realisation of self in the object. 
.· I - -

· The indeterminate perception or nirvika/paka pratyak~a is accepted 
- . - ., . 

in the recognitive cognitions like 'This is that Devadatta' (Soyam devadatta~) 

or 'That art thou' ( Tattvamas1) on account of the fact that it does not reveaJ 

the relation between the two i.e., this and that Devadatta or That and thou. 

-It has been interpreted by the Advaitins that the sentence conveys the sense 

the Oevadatta exists in Devadatta himself or an individual Self axists in himself 

in the form· of Brahman. But they do not admit relation between t'INo by the 

term - 'vaisi?tyimavagahi'. If the meaning of the afore-said sentences are 
'· ~ 
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pondered upon,. it wm be revealed that these are not actually relation-free. 

In other words,_like other components the relation _is also revealed in such . 

cases due to the following reasons. First,_ how do we know that Devadatta · 

·exists in himself without the assumption of the relation of identity between' 

· them ? Any type .of recognitive cognition presupposes the relation of identity 

(at least in the sense of similarity) between two eXisting earlier and present 

time. To the Advaitins identity or. tadatmya is the . vital relation in the 

phenomenal cognition. In fact, they admit t8datmyain the places where there 

is a part and whole relation (avavaya-avayavibhava-sambandha)~ quality 

and the possessor of the attribute (gwyagunibhavasambandha) etc. In fact, . 
in these cases,. the Vai/esikas would accept samavaya or inherence as a . . 

relation. Hence tadatmya has very often been accepted by them as a relation. 

In the cases cited above there must be a relation of identity ( tadatmya) in the 
. thtANV 

sense of similarity between. That is why, the recognitive cognition is possible. 
. 1\. 

Seeondly, though there is no absolute identity between this Devadatta and 

·that Devadatta or an individual being and Brahman, there must be an 
essential identity (svarupatadatmya) between them. Othewise, the sentences 

could not have provided the intended meaning. Lastly, the cognition coming 

.. through the sentenCes are called relational in character as it is sentential in 

nature. A sentence becomes meaningful if there is a word, its meaning and 

their relation. It may again be asked whether in the words and their meaning 

there is viicya-vacaka-bhava(i.e. expressor-expressed relationship) or not.. 

If the answer is in positive, relation is accepted between them: If not; the 

sentences cannot provide the desired meaning due to the lack of vacakatva 

(expressive character) of the worlds. In fact, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has 

accepted the meaningfulness of the sentences, which entails the existence 

of relation in them. Hence, the definition of nirvikalpaka perception as 

formulated by the Advaitins is hardly adequate. At least this type of definition 

fails to justify a nirvikalpaka- cognition. 

Two types of perception, apart from the previously mentioned one are 

Jivas8ksf .In the same way, the consciousness qualified by maya. is called . . 

-1' - - • • / 

Jsvara or God (mayavacchinnam caitanyam paramesvar~). When the same 



91 

maya remains as a limiting adjunct (upadhi)) it is cafled witness in-God· 

{iSvarasakii) .·Though the distinction ·between a visesana and upadhi has ·. 
' - . ' . . . - . . . . . 

been shown clearly, it.is very difficult to understand the exact position with 

the sense-organs. Whether inner sense-orgari or antahkarana remains in 
. - . . . 

an individual being as an adjunct or limiting adjunct is very difficult to know. 

In the same ~. the position· or status of maya in COnsciousness ( caitanya) 

cannot be known with the help of reasons. Without the help of intuition it is 

very difficult to ~ave an idea about the status ofniind in an individual being 

or the status of maya in a Consciousness. It needs vision to know the same. 

If these are known transcendentally, are they called the forms of perception 
. ~- - - -; - . 

? The phenomena of Jivasaksiand /svarasaksiare more metaphysical in . . 
character than epistemological. Hence, the Advaitins cannot do 'pure 

epistemology' without the help of metaphysics. 
. "'-

In connection with the immediate awareness (aparok~ajnana) 
(' - . 

DljarmarajaAdhvarindra has pointed out that such perceptual awareness 

may sometimes arise from the testimony also, which is called perceptual 
. . 

. . . ,._ . 

cognition generated through verbal testimony (sabdajanyapratyak~a). 

It has been argued by the Advaitins that, when an individual·comes 

to an awareness of his happiness through the utterance of the sentence

'you are happy' (tvam suk~ by somebody else, would it be.considered as 

perceptual ? The answer is·in the positive, as it is alwaY's desiredby the· 

Advaitins. They have put forward an example of perceptu.al awareness 

through some testimonical cognition. The story regarding this goes as 

follows. Ten persons were crossing a river together. The leader of the team, 

after crossing the river, was trying to ascertain whether all the persons have, 

crossed the river or not. Everytime he is finding nine persons through sincere 

counting. They were apprehending some mishap on the riVer where one of 

the passanger may have died. After sometime an individual came ferward 

to the person who was counting and asked whether he had counted himself. 

Ultimately the person pointed him out as the tenth person and said -'you 

are the tenth' (dasamastvamasi)1. Through this the leader had an 

awareness that he is the· tenth. This is no doubt perceptual which is. 
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generated through the utterance of the sentence~ by somebody else. . 

·· · ActJ.JaJfy this type of awareness suggests a greatdomain of the Advaita . 

philoSOphy. To the Advaitins an individual being is always free, but he does 

not know it. When it is pointed out that he is free from suffering through the 
. ·. . , - . . . . 

injunction of the 5astra or Agam a or through srav~a (hearing), manana 

(reflection) and nididhyasana (meditating), he suddenly sees himself free .. 

This freedom is not new to him, but it is acquirement of which is alreadY 

. acquired (praptasya prapti~). A person's liberation or free is not at all a new 

achievement, but awareness of something which is already known. This 

knowing of the known is possible through the testimonial statement as found ' 

in different Sruti. The function of the testimony in the form of again a is to 

make someone aware about his own position and status. It provides the 

true picture of human being like his freedom etc about which he did not know. 

Hence, perception in the field of freedom or liberation is generated through 

the agamic statement, which is very much significant in Indian Philosophical 

systems. 

It has been said by the Advaitins that in the piece of cognition :

'surabhi candanam'(sandal wood is fragrant), the cognition of sandaJ wood 

is perceptual, but the cognition of fragrance (sourabha) is not, as it is. not 

capable of being visualised due to not having the criterion-yogyatva i.e. 

capability of being visualised.2 As the fragrance has no capability of being 

perceived it is not perceptual, but it is inferential. The Naiyayikas ·prefer to ' . . 
1\r. 

call it an extra-ordinary or super-norm aJ perception called jnanaJak~al!a i.e. 

perception of something through other cognition. As soon as a $andal wood 

is known, it is known as having fragrance quickly due to having their 

invariable association. The cognition of fragrance comes to our awareness 

so spontaneousfy that we do not think that fragrance and sandal wood are. 

different in nature. As if sandalwood and fragrance are at the same time. 

That is why, it (the cognition of fragrance) is given a status of perception 

which is of supernormal type due to not having the contact of the sense

organ with the· object (inJiyarthasannikarsa). 
A . 
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The Advaitins do not find any justification in admitting the cognition of 

. ·. fragrance . as perceptual. of supernormal nature, because the object 

.. (fragrance }.has no capability of being. perceived due to the lack of yo~atva 
· here. Hence, there is no pOssibility of considering it as a case of perception.· 

It is better arid it comes under the _law ofpersimony (laghava) if it is accepted 

as inferential due to having inferential character in it. The cognition of 

sandalwood is takenas the probans or hetu through which the fragrance is 
. -- . . 

inferred. In the same way, the cognitions like- 'Ice looks cold' 'fire looks hot' 

can be justified as perceptual so far as 'Ice' and 'Fire' are coneerned and 

inferential so far as the facts of being cold and hot are concerned. 

It has been stated in the Veaantaparibh~a that our inner organ 

(antahkarana), after issuing from our body with the help of sense-brgan, . . 
goes ·-out of the body and assumes the form of an object just !_ike. a liquid 

entity. This activity is essential for having a perceptual cognition particularly 

in the context of AdvaitaVedanta. It may be argued by the Of)ponents that 

how an inner organ or antahkarana can go to the place where the object 
. . . . " ' -

exists and assumes in form of the same.3 How can it be imagined as having 

the property of liquidity? The reply can be given in the following manner. 

The phenomenon of going out of the inner organ is a metaphorical expression. 

It does not literally mean that an inner organ (antahkarana) covers the space . . . 

· to reach the place where the object exists. It does not mean that an 

antahkaranarealiy moves- because movement presupposes its activity. In . . . 

fact an iner organ can revealthose objects that are in contact with the sense-· 
. ' 

organs. If an object exists beyond the reach of the sense-organ, it is not 

perceptible. These are excluded by the terms- 'yogyatva'and 'bartamanatva' 

incorpbrated as adjuncts of an object. 4 Hence it is the function of the 

antahkarana to reveal those that are in proximity with the sense-organs. From . . 
this it is certain that mind or anta!Jkara/}a does not go to ,the object far awClt} 

from the knower so that it has to cover some space, which is possible if and 

only if it has. movement as a quality. So the so called movement of 

antahkaranais nothing but linguistic play. I tis the secondary expression- as 
- . . -

it expresses the function in a metaphorical wcty. The phenomenon of the 
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assumption of the form of an object is'also metaphorJcal in the sense that it 

means that our mind takes the object as its content so that its awareness is · · 

possible accurately. A sense-organ~an1\ot reveal an object to the knowe-r if· 

mind is not associated with it.'Hence the mental mode (~rttJ) has to be formed 

with the help of inner organ. This mental mode cannot have a particular size' 

and shape as it depends on thase of. an object. In fact, mind has no size or 

shape of its own-as ot os a substratum. lt is imagined. by the philosophers 

that as if mind is taking the forms of the objects. ln. the imaginary eye of the 

philosopher it is nothing but a liquid substance. 'Otherwise, how can it be 

modified according to the shape of the object ? As mind involves such 

functions, itcannot be taken as atomic like the Naiyayikas. To the Advaitins 

it does not serve the function of a sense-organ, but it is considered as an 

inevitable factor of perceptual cognition. Without the. mental mode in the 

form of an object an object is not capable of being perceived. Hence vrttiis 
. ~ . -

the property of mind. Like vrttithere are various attributes like sha(le (hri), 

steadiness ( dhr~, respect (~raddha) etc which are associated with the mind. 
' ~~ . -
As an inner organ is_a possessor of attributes (dharm1) and capable of being 

transformed, it is called savayava (having some parts), but not niravayava 

(partless) as admitted by the Naiy'8ikas: Had it been partless in character, it 
. ~ - . 

would not have been trans.formed to a particular form Which is_ called 

modification. As it is -savaya:va. it m~y remain as a dharmi (possessor of 

· attrit>utes).5 Hence, the role of inner organ in the AdVaita theory of perception 

is unique and novel. in character. One problem may rem run unsolved if this 

view is taken for granted. The Naiyayikas have accepted the atomic character 

of mind~ account of the fact that it cannot reveal tWo objects sirrmltaneously 

(yugapajjliananutpattih manaso lingam). 6 . If the . atomic ch.aracter is not . ' 

accepted, it would point out the fact that it can reveal two or more objects at 

a time. But is it possible in the practical world? Our mind can reveal one 

object at a time which is quite natural. How do the Advaitins explain this fact 

? Dharmaraja AdhvarTndra might say that, when our mind assumes the form 

. of a jar, a jar alone is perceived, not a pot etc. Because under this situation. 

knower can have the cognition of a jar and consciousness in the form of a. 
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. jar. If a pot is the m attar of perception, our mind assumes the form of jar and 

its corresponding mental mode. The amalgamation of the consciousness in . 

the form· of the mental mode corresponding to a pot and consciousness in 

the form of a pot gives rise the perceptual cognition of a pot. Hence, there 

does not any question of simultaneous cognition of two objects. 
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