
42 

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 



47 

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 



54 

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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