
CHAPTER VIII 

COi..J'CLUDil..J'G REMARK3 

Perceptual cognition depends on the human organism 

with specific senses. Is perception mediate or immediate 

so far as ordinary perception !s concerned ? In the con

cluding chapter I intend to show that perception, according 

to the western Psychologists and ~hilosophers, is non 

-mediate in a particular sense. Is it proper to say that 

perception of the western thinkers is non-mediate without 

any qualifications ? We answer in the negative because 

perception requires some mediations without which percep-

tion can never be possible at all. 

are the f oll Ov1ing 

'l"'he media of perception 

(i) Without previous knowledge, perceptual cosnition 

in full-blooded sense is not possible. Without pre-exist

ing experience there cannot be perceptual cognition at all. 



(ii) Both the Western Psychologists and Indian 

Philosophers are of the opinion that perception depends 
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upon sense-organs. Hence, we can say that sense-organ is 

a medium of perception. In v-.Jhitehead 's Philosophy we find 

that perception requires a medium without which perception 

is not possible. Again, according to Alexander, knowledge 

is a •compresence• between the act of mind and the abject. 

If it be so, perceptual cognition as cognition requires the 

relation between the act of mind and object. Hence, we can 

say that perception is not non-mediated. 

(iii) .1'-breover, besides sense-organ in perception, He 

find that it depends on the function of the brain. For 

example, if the occipital lobe of the brain is damaged or 

removed operationally, visual perception fails to occur 

although the object, the sense-organ and other conditions 

may be present. E.J.Lowe says : 11 'rlhenever one perceives an 

ordinary public object only in the normal way, it is a fact 

confirmed by experient that such perception is causally 

dependent upon a transmission process of some sort between 

·the abject and the percipient •s brain, a. process which is 

different for different sensory modalities•• 1 • 

(iv) Perception also involves the subject or percei"..rer. 

'l'hese constituents of perception clearly reveal that percep

tion is not non-mediated. But non-mediation does not 

include the absence uf ntedio.tion b_y .sen.:;e-o.:cgc.ns or c.>thc~r 
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non-cognition factors. According to Armstrong, ''Perception 

••• is the acquiring knowledge of, or inclination to 

believe in, particular facts about the physical world, by 

means of the senses, normally accompanied by knowledge of 

the means" 2 • D.W.Hamlyn says, "perception is simply the 

experience that results· from a chain of causal processes 

starting from the former of energy charge that affects the 

sense organs, this then sets up brain processes, and the 

3 experience is the last stage" • 

. Thus we can say that perception requires mediation. 

Most of the Indian Philosophical systems mean by per-

ception a cognition which is not mediated by any other 

cognitive state of mind for its origination, i.e. percep-

tion, according to them, is non-mediated. Advaita 'Vedanta 

does not describe perception in this way. Their description 

is somewhat different from Nyaya view. Here, I intend below 

to depict Nyaya view. In Nyaya philosophy we find in per-

ception a contact which can be expressed ,in this manner 

thus : Sense-object contact-sense-mind contact and soul 

-mind contact. 

According to Nyaya, perception is impossible if the 

soul and mind, are not in relation with each other and mind 

is not in relation to the senses. Hence, perception, in 

this sense, is not non-mediated. Advaita Vedanta, however, 

rejects uncompromisingly and unhesitatingly the presence 
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of any sort of mediation, cognitive as well as extra-cogni

tive, in perceptual cognition. Genuine perceptiona must 

be absolu~ely non-mediated because that perceptual 

cognition can be absolutely-veridtal which is totally 

qevoid of the distinction between knowledge,knower and 

known. This being the Vedantie Paradigm of Knowledge-any 

knowledge which falls short of it is mediated and to that 

' extent it is non-veridical. And being absolutely non 

-mediated this perception is bereft even of antahkarana . . 
-vrtti of the manas or buddhi. 3o only Brahmacaitanya or . 
Brahmasaksatkara alone is genuine perception. Be it noted • 
that the Advaita thinkers admit the unity between sense, 

mind and object in the case of ordinary perception. 

Besides ordinary perception, they admit immediacy of 

perception. Perception is of the nature of consciousness. 

Perception is identical with consciousness. ~ediation 

presupposes the duality of that which mediates and those 

between which it mediates. But Advaita Vedanta is commi-

tted to a metaphysics of non-dualism and as such it must 

deny the reality of any variety of duality. 

In chapter II, various definitions of perception given 

by different Schools of Indian Philosophy have been 

discussed. Here, in this chapter, we propose to evaluate 

those views critically so that we can arrive at a definite 

-conclusion by discarding the untenable definitions, if 
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any, Before we embark upon the task stated above it seems 

cogent if we give an exposition of the criteria to be used 

for the assessment of logical value and validity of these 

definitions. Our task will be always to be alert to note 

whether the definition is free from (a) too wide applica

tion (b) too narrow application and (c) self-contradiction. 

Now we shall start our critical study of the various 

definitions of perception as given by different systems of 

Indian ~hilosophy one after another. The definition which 

are based on sense-abject contact are taken up for discu-

ssion first. - I -We find that Nyaya-vaisesika and Sankhya . 
-Mimansankas (Bna~~a) admit sense-object contact as the 

generative pre-condition of perception. 

Nyaya definition of perception is similar to the 

definition as given by the Bhattas. But there is a little 
I I 

but significant difference between the two and the analysis 

will enable us to exhibit in bold relief the superiority 

Of Nyaya definition to that of Bhatta Mimansankas. 0. 

Nyaya definition o.f perception has been criticised 

and shown to be fallacious on the ground that perceptual 

cognition is the resultant of a contact that obtains between 

sense-organ and its objects. J.'he particular fallacy which 

is involve~ here is the fallacy of too narrow definition 

as it is nOb applicable to God's perception who has no 

sense-organ. Further, if perception is defined in terms 
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of sense-object conta~t, then the reference of this expre

ssion will remain present in the case of both perception 

and inference (mind being internal sense-organ) so the 

definition becomes too wide. And by means of this defini

tion we shall not be able to distinguish between perception 

and inference. 

The Advaita Philosophers have pointed out that Nyaya 

definitiob of perception involves both the fallacies, 

namely, too narrow & too wide application. But inference 

is indirect or Parok~a source of knowledge. The definition 

of perception given by Annam-Bha~~a (i.e. perception is the 

resultant of a contact that obtains between sense-organ 

and its object) shows the similarity between Nyaya and 

Bhatta-Mamansakas definition of perception in respect of .. 
the inclusion of sense-object contact as one of the consti

tuents of the definition. If the Bhatta-Mimansakas subscribe 

to the similar kind of definition of perception, it will be 

vitiated by the same defect as occurs in the case of Nyaya 

definition. The Neo-Naiyayika, namely, Vi~vanatha redefined 

perception in a novel way to get rid of defect by rewording 

it. Perceptual cognition is that cognition which is caused 

by sense-object contact and is delimited by sense-organness -
(Indriyatvavacchhinna indriyajanyajnanatva Pratyaksam} 4 • . . 
Here, it is to be noted that this definition is applicable 

only in the case of perception of human beings and not to 
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Divine Perception. 'I'o steer clear of the defect (as 

opponent may declare it to be too narrow on the ground that 

it does not include Divine perception which is also a kind 

of perception), Visvanatha therefore, expounded a negative 
""::. 

definition of perception as follows ' Jnana-Karanakain 
I 

5 jnanam pratya-ksam i.e. perception is that which is not 
I 

produced by the instrumentality of any other cognition. 

Now we find that this definition of Visvanatha is neither 

too wide nor too narrow and also it does not involve any 

contradiction. 

'ibis last definition of perception as propounded by 

Visvanatha is not acceptable to the Bha-t:t;;a Mimansakas. Why 

do ~hey not admit it as logically tenable 1 We know that 

the Miminsakas admit the supremacy of the vedas and regard 

it as apauruseya (not created by any human agent). Again, 

they do not admit the non-sensuous or mystic perception. 

These are the reasons for which the Mimansakas do not think 

of the necessity of such negative definition of perception 

as given by Visvanatha. As the Ml.ninsakas do not admit the 

existence of God, hence, they do not admit any defect in the 

definition of perception. If we admit the existence of God, 

we are to take further steps in addition to the definition 

of perception as proposed by mimansakas; otherwise the 

definition will be applicable only in the cases of human 
' perception and not in the case of .lli.vine perception. As the 

-i~yaya definition of perception covers both human and Ul.vine 
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perception, Nyaya position appears to be sounder than that 

of the Mt.mansakas. 

'rhe Buddhists discard the definition of perception 

given by Nyaya and Mimansakas. According to the Buddhist:s,. 

perception is bereft of all ideal constructions. To them, 

perception to be valid must reveal only the unique particular 

as its abject without any contamination from ideality and 

the unique particular, being momentary, is now as excluding 

all other momentary objects of the infinite past and infi-

nite future. 

The Nyaya and M1manskas.do not attach much importance 

to the newness of the content of experience in the case of 

perceptual cognition. Hence, the Buddhists definition 

cannot be taken as valid by Nyaya and Mimansakas. They 

point out that novelty of perception can only be found in 

the case Of first moment Of sensation. This is the reason 

why the Buddhists admit indeterminate perception as the 

only valid form of perception and to them, determinate 
I 

perception as relational and as depending. on thought 

-constructs, cannot be a valid form of perception. The 

Nyaya and the Mimansakas admit both determinate and inde

terminate perception. And they hold the view that without 

indeterminate perception there cannot be determinate 

perception. If both indeterminate and determinate percep

tions are admitted then the Bauddha view regarding 
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perception is not acceptable. 

can the definition of perception of the Bauddha be 

taken as satisfactory one ? We answer in the negative. A 

critical examination will exhibit that the Buddhists defi

nition of perception is not valid. Bauddha Philosophy, we 

know, is based on the theory of momentariness, ~anabhangura

vada, i.e. the doctrine whatever is, is momentary. The 

theory of momentariness cannot be admitted in all cases. 

Our commonsense tells us that changebility can be under

stood if and only if there is permanent background. If 

there is no admission of something permanent, the question 

of changibility wOUld be incapable of arising. Moreover, 

the Buddhists speak of Nirvana as the absolute and 

permanent cessation of suffering. If the Nirvana is 

accepted, momentariness cannot be accepted. But the 

Buddhists admit both of them and this involves contradic

tion leading to the collapse of entire Buddhistic account 

of experience. The collapse of the entire Bauddha Philo

sophy is ultimately traceable to the contradiction involved 

in admitting simultaneously the universal sway of momentari

ness and the permanence of Nirvana which is the negation of 

momentariness. Further, the admission of indeterminate 

perception as valid perceptual cognition and rejection of 

determinate perception as invalid being a falsification of 

momentary unique particular because indeterminate perception 

which is taken to be bare sensation, is more a myth than 
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reality as its existence is not vouchsafed by any experience 

but only by a questionable metaphysic~! tenet of Buddhism. 

According to the Advaitins, Bauddha definition of perception 

is not acceptable for it is vitiated by the defect of 

inpossibUity. They think that the cognition which is 

absolutely free from imagination and which has specific 

individuality (Svalaksana) is impossible • . 
Like the Nyaya and the Mimansakas the oSankhya and the 

vadinta schools also agree that contact of sense and 

objects gives rise to knowledge. But the definition of 

•contact• differs from school to school. This will be 

discussed later on. 

However, we are now discussing the views of sankhya 

and vedanta in order to arrive at a definite conClusion, if 

any, In sankhya Philosophy we find two kinds Of cognition 

viz. empirical cognition and non-empirical cognition or 

intelligence. T.he former is object-mediated cognition 

whereas the later is self-positing and self-validating 

objectless cognition requiring no mediation. Like the Nyaya 

and the Bhatta Miminsakas, the Sinkhyists admit sense-abject 
• 0 

contact in the case of ordinary perceptual cognition. This, 

we can say, is applicable only in the case of empirical 

cognition. For the perceptual cognition we require, first, 

the object, secondly the contact of particular sense-organ 
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with the abject and thirdly, objective modification of the 

buddhi or intellect which is a product of prakrti acquiring . 
name and form of the specific Object of experience and due 

to these constituents the intellect makes the perceptual 

cognition possible. 

This perceptual knowledge is direct knowledge-knowledge 

which issues in liberation of self from bondage, is also 

direct knowledge. In this context for a fuller unqerstand

ing the sankhya view of liberation is discussed. ~iberation 

that we find in sankhya Fhilosophy is possible through the 

discriml.nation ( V'iveka) between the self and not-self. We 

bava to suffer for our ignorance of the true nature of the 

reality and for this ignorance which is beginningless we 

are unable to discriminate between self and not-self. This 

discrimination is possible by Vivekajnana which again is 

possible by dhyana (rnedit:&tion), dharana (attention) etc. 

This explanation i.e. reference to dhyana and dh~, 

exhibits the relation between sankhya and Yoga Philosophy. 
,...._ 

By V1vekajnana the direct cognition of the distinction 

between the self and not-self comes into being". Moreover, 

this Vivekanajnana is not theoretical knowledge, rather it 

is direct non-verbal knowledge and this V'ivekajnana can be 

subsumed under cognition as pure intelligence. 

According to Vecanta, Pratyak~a-Pramana is aparok~a 

Prama:t;la and means of caita.nya i.e. Brahman. There is no 
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need of sense-organs for the perception of Brahman. l'o the 

Advaitins, knowledge is self-manifesting and as such it does 

not require another knowledge or antahkaranavrti, internal 
• • • 

mode. But in the case of external perception in empirical 

plane some sort of anta~~aranavftti or internal mode is 

required. But transcendental knowledge is devoid of all 

distinctions. Brahman or Caitanya Pratyaksa is direct . 
1\.--

knowledoe or aparo~ajnana whereas the knowledge which goes 

by the name of external perception is perceptial in the 

ordinary sense of the term, and is not fully direct and 

non-mediated knowledge. The empirical perception of 

external abject is apparently not self-revealed, but in 

reality it is also self-revealed to the extent in which it 

is non-different from consciousness or caitanya, which is 

of the nature of Brahman or ultimate reality. The Advaitins 

think that Brahman is Caitanyasvarupa or consciousness as 

such and caitanya is eternal., nitya. 

ca:Ltanya aa reality is akhanda or is devoid of all 

distinctions including the distinctions of subject of 

knowledge, object of knowledge and process of knowledge. 

Here, it is to be noted that Caitanya is of two kinds, viz. 

V1suddha caitanya, pure consciousness and Miya upahita 

caitanya or caitanya apparently determined by Maya. Pure 

consaiousness is endless and eternal. When antahkaranavr-
• . . 

tti,internal mode, seems to be blended with Qaitanya giving 

rise apparently to the distinctions which obtain• between 



subject of knowledge, object Of knowledge, and knowing 

process, then caitanya which is really undifferenced, 
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appears to be full of distinctions. Antahkaranavrtti or . . 
internal mode is the upadhi or.condition of caitanya, that 

is, .tt seemingly qual:.~fyf Caitanya but real·.ty.:o:does not do so • 

.r..ik&.·the pictures in cinema show which seemingly appear on 

the screen and by so appearing seemingly qualify it although 

does.· not -do so in reality, the screen remaining unaffected 

and untransrnuted in spite of the appearances of the fleet-

ing pict~res. oo it. Similarly the antahkaranavrttis or . .. . 
internal modes seemingly qualify Caitanya but really do 

not <to soe. T.he qpponents, e.g., the Naiyayikas, subscribe 

to t·he view that perc:ept~on requires one or ot.her of the 

sense-organs, but this is denied by A~aita epistemologists 

lik&·· Ularmar~ja. I!larmarija pointed out that perceptual 

kn~edge· does not depend on sense-organ. He, in this 

context c-ited the case of Divine perception as admitted by 

the ~aiyayikas. As the Naiyayikas admit it, this prove 

that. in ·the case of every perception, there is no need of 

sense-organ as an essential constituent of perception. 

· From this discussion it is evident that the Advaita 

account of perception which is other than external percep

tion-: in the empirical plane, does not require any mediation, 

i.e.·, it ·is completely non-mediated, and as such, .it is · 

direct (saksatkara). It is to be noted that the Advaitins 

understand by perception in the true sense of the term 
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only. srahmapratyak~a. And this Brahmapratyak~a reveals 

itself, i.e. reality and at once negates without remainder 

the ignorance or mithyajnana which is the cause of bondage • 

That which is sidhaka or establisher of the existence 

of something cannot be at the same time its vadhaka or 

destroyer. Existence of ignorance as an entitative posi

tivity is attested by the illuminative sdksi oaitanya or . 
witnessing consciousness which is of the nature of knowledge 

As.Saksi oaitanya, witnessing Consciousness 
• 

is thus the sadhaka or establisher of ignorance as an 

entitative positive or bhavarupa, it is evident that it 

cannot be the vadhaka of ignorance. But in that case we 

must have to aamit that in a sense the witnessing conscious

ness and the witnessed ignorance coexist. And if this 

togetherness of the witness and witnessed be admitte~ then 

as a corollary it fol_lows that they cannot be Opposed to 

each other like light and darkness which cannot co-exist . 

together. It therefore follows that the witnessing 

consciousness or sa~icaitanya is not knowledge in the 

sense in which a piece of valid cognition or·.Prama is 

knowledge. 

A prami is knowledge in the sense of consciousness 

which is delimited by anta~ara~av7tti or internal mode,S~t 

witnessing consciousness is not consciousness delimited by 

antahkaranavrtti or internal mode, for in susupti there is . . 
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Consciousness not 
' being Prama, is not opposed to bhavarupa aj'nana or positive 

' 

ignorance which is aprama or nescience. Admission of 

reality of arahma-Pratyakfa presupposes the commitment to a 

metaphysical point of view. So long this commitment is 

absent the.admission of reality or Brahffiapratyak~a remains 

suspended. From this point of view all the alternatives 

and different accounts of perception in the different 

schools of Indian Philosophy are in reality accounts of 

alternative commitments to different metaphysical schemes. 

There cannot be a commitment-free philosophy as there 

cannot be a presuppositionless account of perception. 

Therefore, any admission of the possibility of metaphysics 

-neutral theory of perception, particularly in the context 

of Indian Philosophy, is a myth. This should specifically 

be kept in mind when evaluation of different theories in 

Indian Philosophy is made. A theory in Indian Philosophy 

becomes significant or meaningful and not a totally non 

-senaical body of statements only when it is seen against 

the back drop of the place of its presuppositions in the 

cultural map in Indian Philosophy. Under the same 

cultural map e.g., the Nyaya theory differs from that of 

V'edinta and both of them again from the theory of 

Prabhakara Miminsakas. 

And such differences can be explained fruitfully only 

in the light of their respective sets of pre-suppositions · 
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under the same cu1 tural cartog~aphy. The proponents of 

these theories agree to differ and differ uncompromts~gly 

because of their commitments to their respective sets of 

pre-suppositions. This commitment is genuine and not a 

matter of pastime like the sopalled commitment of Hegel 

and Neo-Hegelians. The commitment of the Indian Philo

sophers is serious because in Indian Philosophy theories 

are not divorced from practices and that is why the Indian 

Philosophe~s wrangle in theoretical debate with the fero

city of a gladiator in combat who is afraid of losing his 

life, if he is defeated in fight. If, for example,.a 

Buddhist monk is defeated in war of argumentation, he will 

have to give· up his life style as a monk and will have to 

take up the life of a domestic Hindu again. Similarly, if 

the .Mfmansua wrangier is defeated, he wUl have to give up 

his home and hearth and become a saffron-clad recluse of 

Buddhistic or any other order. 'Ibis shows the inportance 

of presuppositions in different schools of Indian 

Philosophy. 

·In order to discuss ·the problem of perception we have 

made a. oomparative study between the Western views and the 

Indian views. It is shown that in some respects there is 

relation between the Indian views and the Western views as 

to the definition of perception and its nature. 

There is also difference between the two. However, we 

should not compare the two views, namely, &Lstern and 
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Western views with a view to gradation and as such we cannot 
) 

say of the superiority of the position of any one of them. 

To substantiate our contention we like to quote the follow-

ing~ 1 ••• , it is also wrong to say that Indian analysis of 

perception is true, and the Western analysis is false. Not 

all sort$ of analyses of perception are applicable to all 

sorts of environments. T.he environmental conditions of 

Britain s~pports the British analy-sis of perception, and 

the environmental condition of Indiajt supports the Indian 

analysis of perception. The environmental condition which 

supports the Western analysis of perception may fail to 

support the Indian analysis of perception 116 • 

Thus it seems that it is not advisable to make a 

comparative study between the Indian and the western view 

of perception as this may not give us a topic-neutral 

outcome. 

'l'hera is philosophical variation and it cannot be 

denounced. As there is philosophical variation, it is 

quite possible that there is difference between the Eastern 

and the Western thought. Further, we cannot' and should not 

study Indian concepts of perception in the light of the 

contemporary Western philosophy. In this connection, ·I 

like to quote from the book of late K.K.Banerjee, which 

runs thus 1 "A student of Western Philosophy may miss many 

things in Indian Philosophy, and the same may be said of 



199 

a student of Indian Philosophy studying Western PhU os ophy. 

But to catalogue them all and to work out their implica-
7 tions may not be profitable" • 

Ag~in, both the Indian and the Western Philosophy differ 

from each other for their outlook. To quote ~ate K.K. 

Banerjee ·again a 

''It is attna'l'idya in a sense in which Western Philosophy 

is not and cannot be. And to Indian Philosophy the concept 

of form or essence is useless••8• 

we have shown in our discussion that perception can be 

nonrnediated if it is taken in the sense in which Advaitins 

use it. '1'hus our discussion of the problems of perception 

in Indian Philosophy has come almost to an end. We have used 

the term 'almost • in the preceding sentence advisedly. We 

,have come to an er,d but not completely. Certain questions 

remain unanswered from the nature of the case. However, it 

would be an unpardonable failure, to broach them without 

the account given by the Sankhya Philosophers. Thus in 

sankhya philosophy it is mentioned that there are eleven 

indriyas or sense-organs including mind or manas and every 

such indriya other than manas has its appropriate object 

to come in contact with. Hence, in a sense, there is a 

fittingnessJas it were, between each indriya and its 

appropriate object. So one normally cannot grasp the 
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appropriate object of another indriya because of this lack 

of fittingness. 

Nyaya Philosophy mainly gives importance on logic and 
...... _ 

as such it admits mainly jnanandriyas or organs of know-

ledge. And the Naiyayikas have admitted the importance 

" of the 'senses • or 'indriyas '. Now we are to know whether 

the mind is an indriya or an organ of sense. Nyaya, 

veise~ika, sankhya and Mimansa admit mind as an indriya or 

sense-organ. But the Buddhists, e.g. DinnagQ, do not admit 

that the mind is an indriya. Further, the Gi~ does not 

agree to admit mind as an indriya. In upanisads we find 

that mind or manas is not regarded as an indriya, e.g. in 

Kathoponi~ad we find that manas has been compared to the 

pragrahas or reins and the indriyas are compared to the 

horses. The author humbly intends to raise some problems 

here for a critical discussion. ·l'he problems are as follows : 

(1) How are mind, manas and self, atman related to 

indriyas which are physical ? In perceptual cognition the 

role of sense-object contact is admitted by almost all 

Schools of Indian Philosophy. These Philosophers are at 

variance as to the nature of the sense-object contact. It 

may be said at the very outset that these variation of views 

can be traced back to the metaphysical views of Indian 

Philosophers regarding God_ man and the world of nature. 

Now we propose to take up these metaphysical views and show 
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how these views give rise to different conceptions of sense 

-object contact. At the very outset we should be acquain

ted with the meaning of the word 'indriya' or 'senses'. 

The word 'indriya' or 'sense' can be used in two 

different senses. Primarily it is said that 'indriya' is 

that which lords over the outside world. According to 

Buddhagho-sha, "Indriya means sovereignty or again Indriya 

in its characteristict mark of deciding (Adhimokha) is 

9 
that which exercises Lordship 11 

• 

.:::iecondly by an 'Indriya • we may mean that which 

-suggests. In sankhya Philosophy we find that senses are 

divided into two kinds, namely, internal and external 

senses. Again, external senses are sub-divided into two 

kinds, namely, j~anedriya, organs of knowledge, and Karmen

driya, organs of action. Mind is also a sense o~ 'Indriya' 

which has been admitted by the sankhya Philosophers. 

Ve~ntaparibha~a says that mind cannot be regarded as an 

'indriya '• This is also true of the author of Vivarana. 
I 

According to vedanta, mind is not an indriya because mind 

has no specific object to be grasped. MOreover, had mind 

been a sense-organ or indriya, then it could not be taken 

merely as a helper of other indriyas. As it is the helper 

of other indriyas, it cannot be called an indriya. 'l'hus 

we find again that the IndiFin thinkers are at variance as 

to the admissibility of mind as indriya or sense-organ. 
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.~ow, we like to mention the nature of both mind and 

self taking into account the views of different Indian 

thinkers. Mind is unconscious and it is distinct from 

self.~his has been admitted by almost all orthodox 3chools 

of Indian Philosophy. According to Nyaya, mind is an 

internal organ. It is intrisically unconscious. It is 

eternal, atomic, objective and without body. ~~nd is mobile 

and minute entity (a~u). Mind is substance and, as such, 

it is the 1 ocus of qualities. There are many minds and 

many selves. Mind cannot be related to two indriyas at 

the same time. The Bhatta Mimanskas have also admitted the 

existence of the mind. According to them, mind is 

ubiquitous, (vibhu). 'rhey hold the view that as mind is 

not touchable, mind is all pervading like time and self. 

l~nd is all pervasive and it produces its effect in the 

body. This mind, according to the Bhattas, is the instru

ment of direct cognition of pleasure and pain etc. .Mind, 

to the Bha~~as, is not atomic in dimension. The conjunction 

between mind and self, according to Bha~~as, is natural and 

not produced by an action. Mind, according to Sankhya, is 

a material entity and it is independent of the self. The 

sankhya holds the view that the whole world evolves from 

Pralqti and the first evolute is Buddhi. And from Buddhi 

evolves Ahankara. And from Ahankara arises mind and other 

indriyas. Mind always exists as the karana or instrument. 
• 

It is produced from the Sattvika Ahankara and is included 
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in the list of eleven sense-organ. Mind conducts both the 

jnanendriya and karmendriya. According to Sankhya, both 

Buddhi and mind are material and eternal. From the above 

discussion it emerges that Nyaya-vaise~ika, Mimansa and 

Sankhya Philosophy are of opinion that mind is physica~ 

The Advaitins do not admit mind as an indriya or sense 

-organ. But they hold that mind is middle-sized. Mind is 

finite substance and it has parts. 3o it is not individual 

and atomic. ·rhus there is diverse opinion as to the nature 

of mind. 

Now~short discussion on self is made for a definite 

reason. The Naiyayikas admit Atman as the eighth substance. 

Selves are many in number. 'rhey are ubiquitous and ever-

lasting substances. The existence of the soul is known by 

inference, not by perception. On the other hand, according 

-to Vedanta and Sankhya pure consciousness is Atman or self. 

If studied elaborately, it will be found that here there is 

a difference between mind and self. The nature of mind and 

self also vary from one school to another school of Indian 

Philosophy. ~vithout entering into too much details regard-

ing this issue we are taking up the following problem i.e. 

how are mind and self related to Indriyas which are 

physical ? At the very outset we are to remove a confusion 

which thi.s question tacitly involves. V'Je are to note that· 

Indian Philosophers generally divide indriyas into two 

groups : (1) external sense-organs and (2) internal sense 
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-organs. Again, there are five external sense-organs 

corresponding to five type of sense-knowledge of the exter-

' nal worl~, namely, rUpa (colour), rasa (taste), ~abda 

(Sound) gandha (smell) and sparsa (touch). And manas, 

internal sense-organ enables us to experience pleasure and 

' pain. Both internal and external sense-organs are, according 

to Indian Philosophers, corporeal and as such they are non 

-
-spiritual. Hence, they are opposed to Atman or self which 

is of the nature of spirit or consciousness and is, accord-

ing to some Indian thinkers, substantial in nature. 

Whether substantial or not Atman is spiritual and as such 

opposed to everything non-spiritual including all indriyas, 

external as well as internal. However, from their opposed 

nature we can come to the conclusion that spiritual and 

non-spiritual entities are of different nature. The very 

generation of knowledge or anubhava pre-supposes at least 

the existence of true Objects and their contact. And this 

admits pluralism. lndriya is an object. Mind is another 

object, a.nd Atman is still another object. ~men Ind.riya 

is in contact with manas and manas is in contact with Atman, 

knowledge results. lndriya is material substance and as 

such it is divisible. Mind is also material substance. 

But the self is immaterial and indivisible. 

How can the material and immaterial be unified ? This 

problem leads in the West to U:!scartes ' interactionism ,..,.here 

Descartes had shown the relation between two relative 
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substances, mind and bod~which possess opposite essence. 

l'he arguments for and against interactionism of .D3scartes 

may be cited here too. In this con:1ection, I like to quote 

a few lines from Shaffer's Philosophy of Mind: 

'' • • • D:scartes held that one and the same thing could not 

be both a space-occupier and a thinking thing. He seerr~ to 

have thought that these characteristics were simply so 

different in their natures that one and the same thing 

could not have both. Thus he cites the fact that extended 

things are divisible, whereas thinking things are not 

divisible ••• • But this is a very weak line of argument. 

~!nee thinking and occupying space are different char&cter

istics. there will naturally be differences between them. 

Extended things will necessarily be divisible (I take it 

Descartes is here thinking of spatially dividing something), 

and things which are non-extended, say disQ.mbodied rninds, 

will not be so divisible. But that is just to say that 

we have different characteristics here. A thing which 

thinks would be divisible if it were at the same time an 

extended thing. So pointing out differences between exten

sion and thinking does not show us that things which have 

the one characteristic cannot have the other••10 • 'rhus 

being spiritual or having spirituality does not necessarily 

exclude an entity from being material or having m~eriality. 
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l-bwever, there may be contact between •material • and 

'immaterial • in the sense of divisibility and indivisibi-

lity. For example, contact i.e. conjunction between 

Paramanu and Paramanu a Dvyanuka. Here, there is need of . 
God affecting contact between Paramanu and Paramanu. But 

.God i~ immaterial. And as such there is no bar regarding 

contact between material and immaterial. Though the 

spiritual and non-s~irutual entity cannot interact or 

causally influence one another, yet they do not stand in 

the way of generation of perceptual cognition through the 

contact of sense-organs with Atman or self. Ln this 

connection, it should be noted that Vedanta •s denial of God 

or ~vara is not an unqualified one. Advaitins admit God 

or paramatman and many Jivatma$s at the empirical plane, 

i.e., vyavaharika jagat or samsara. doth Paramatman and 

Jivatman which are different from one another, are creations 

of ~ya. Miya by its covering power covers up the self 

-luminous and non-different character of consciousness which 

is of the nature of Brahman and by its Vik~epa Sakti or 
, 

power of projection projects a world having an Isvara and 

Jivatm~s who are enjoying the world and accoraing to their 

respective acts of enjoyment accrue papa and punya, merit . 
and demerit, and suffer accordingly. 

Our next question is : Can the indriyas be identified 

with sense-organ as admitted by the Western Philosophers ? 

Both the Indian and Western thinkers think that sense-organs 



are physical. But the word 'pr1ys ical ', according to 

;lestern thinkers, is inclusive of two other words consti-

t ~.1 t ing its meaning. They are : organic and inorganic. 

Therefore, a physical thing may be either organic or 

inorganic. The organic physical things are parts of living 

bodies1 and indriyas or sense-organs are included in them. 

The inorganic physical things such as stone and bricks 

etc. are non-living. In the second sense indriyas or 

sense-organs are not physical. 

According to Indian view, earth, water, air, fire and 

ether are the five physical objects. And inorganic things 

such as stone and bricks as well as organic things StlCh as 

living bodies of man and animal are composed of them. The 

sense-organs being parts of the living human body are 

composed of these five physical things. Now the sense 

-organs such as human eye can grasp its appropriate object 
!_eye 

because the humanf_as well as the appropriate object of it 

are both composed of one and the same physical element, 

namely, tejas or fire. The same applies mutatis mutandis 

to the cases of other sense-organs and their respective 

objects. 

Thus the answer to the question number•two'depends on 

stipulation. The answer is both 'yes ' and 'No '• ~-le do 

have five types of sensor-.! experience and each type of 

experience is related to a particular type of sense-organ. 



Thus visual experience is peculiary dependent on 'eyes ', 

the organ of vision, auditory experience is dependent on 
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•ear ', the organ of hearing and so on. This account of 

sensory experience is acceptable both to the Indian and 

Western Philosophers. However, Western physiologists diffe

rentiated the sense-organs into receptor and they spoke of 

interorecepter, exterorecepter and pr~priorecepter. Thus 

sense-organs are converted into receptors and receptors 

are classified differently by the physiologists for their 

own purposes. so the ~vestern philosophers who are necessa

rily to tread on the path paved by the ltJestern physiologists 

are bound from the nature of the case to give an account 

of perception which will be different from that of Indian 

philosophers. If the Western thinkers take sense-organ as 

receptor th4n the sense-organs become passive. On the 

other hand, in Indian Philosophy we take indriya in the 

sense of grahaka {taker) and as such indriya is active. If 

it be so, there is bound to be difference between the 

Indian and the ~'.estern views. And we cannot identify 

indriyas with the sense-organs as admitted by the Western 

Philosophers. 

Stilt again, another problem, it seems, raises its 

ugly head. (3) Is perceptual knowledge possible without 

a perceiver ? This question is not a pre-suppositionless 

question. It pre-supposes that every knowledge must have 
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a subject. But this pre-supposition is not backed by any 

reason, at best it is conventional. According to the 

Buddhists, everything existent being momentary, knowledge 

is also momentary. Hence, there cannot be a vi~aya or object 

which continues to exist for more moments than one and 

also there cannot be a vi~ayi or subject of knowledge 

existing for more moments than one. Consequently there 

being neither non-momentary object nor non-momentary 

subject, of knowledge, the question of admitting Vi~aya 

-Visayibhava or positive relation obtaining between the 

subject of knowledge and object of knowledge, does not 

arise. This view of the Buddhists exhibit a striking 

resemblance to that of Hume, the British sceptic. We find 

that Hume has denied the existence of the self. To be· 

acquainted with the position of Hume we like to quote : 

"We have no irrpressiohs v1hich continue invariable and 

constant through the whole course of our lives •••• All 

we are aware of is a bundle of fleeting sensations without 

any connecting bond, and what we call mind or self is noth

ing but a fiction of the imagination '111 • 

-Advaita Vedanta in India admits the possibility of 

supreme knowledge which is both subjectless and objectless 

and in the are{ln~tof modern rr..estern Philosophy .Ki:irl Popper 

admits of the possibility of objective knowledge without a 

subject. Popper says that knowledge in the objective 
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without a knowing subject. 
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Let us now turn to the final question in order to reach 

a definite conclusion. Philosophy, like any other product 

of human thinking, does not grow in a vacuum. The soil for 

its growth is provided by the natural, social and cultural 

environments. The environments also put constraints which 

determine the way in which the philosophy will grow. 'lThey 

also put certain questions which grow out of ·the structural 

pattern of these environments and demand that philosophy 

should answer these questions satisfactorily and thereby 

modifying and enriching the natural, social and cultural 

environments. 

Indian philosophy, like the philosophy of the Western 

countries, sharesthe same history of origination and growth 

and suffers from the same constraints. The questions 

which are put to Indian philosophy by na~ural, social and 

cultural environments prevailing in ancient India demand 

to be answered satisfactorily. These questions are as 

follows : 

(a) How does transmigration of soul take place ? 

(b) capacity of the soul to be embodied as a plant or 

an animal. 

(c) capacity of the soul to remember experiences of 

the previous lives. 
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Different .::ichools of Indian .?hilosophy attempted to 

answer these questions satisfactorily. However, they 

returned different answers. rhese differences in answers 

arise from their differences of philosophical stance. 'rhus, 

e.g., while ~~yaya answers the question of transmigration of 

souls easily from its own point of view, the Buddhists are 

virtually in a fix to answer this question. For their 

Philosophy of momentariness of every existence fails to 

accom~odate a satisfactory answer to the question, for this 

~~estion tacitly pre-supposes an existence of non-momentary 

saul. The Sankbya and tr1e Adv·aitins are also in a fix to 

ans•.ver this question fr)m an Op!JOSite direction. The 

.3anJ.~hyists and the Advaitins ad:,it aparinami caitanya or 

imrnucable c :mscio,lsness. Gut transmi._irat i :m presup~::-ose.s 

mutab :Ll ity at least of the body in which the soul is 

ernbodied and memory presuppose;, experience enriching the 

soul o.nd this enrichment presupposes changibility. ·l'here

fore, both the .:Jankhyists and the Advaitins virtually 

explained away this fact of changibility of the sOUl by 

enrichment as illusory assigning, of course, the different 

reasons which grow out of their different philosophical 

stand-points. 

Indian religions, like the religions of other coun

tries, involved plant and animal worship. The believers in 

these religions hold them to be secret totems and are 
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dreadful about them. The fear is transformed into reverance 

as human imagination transformed these fearful objects as 

harbouring in them the souls which may be the souls of 

their ancestors. Therefore, this transformation led them 

to believe that these plants and animals are their kith and 

kin and deserve to be accorded human treatment. Philosophy 

must explain this belief to the satisfaction of the people 

instead of explaining it away. so, almost every system of 

Indian Philosophy admit this possibility except the CarvaKas. 

Likewise, the people who believe in the transmigration 

of the soul also believe in the capacity of such a soul to 

remember the experience of its previous life. And Philo

sophers of the different Schools of India are also to 

answer, albeit differently, the question to the satisfac

tiou of tha people. H:::nce, almost every Philosophical 

School in India subscribed to the theory of jatismara or 

remembrance of the experiences of previous lives immerta

lised in Kalidasa 's famous sloka beginning with 'Ramyani 

Vik~a '. 

It is clear and evident from what is stated above that 

these beliefs very much affect the construction of the 

different theories by the different Schools of Indian 

Philosophers to account for consistently the totality of 

human experience. Here, they exhibited that prowess and 

skill in constructing the theories which at once more or 
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less coherently account for as well as accommodate these 

beliefs and experiences without sacrificing their respective 

philosophical point of view. Thus, Nyaya accounts for 

origination of perception of determinate object by admitt

ing the existence of a stage of indeterminate perception 

as a logical presupposition for the very possibility of 

determinate perception of object, while with equal rigour 

'the philosophers of the grammarian school deny the existence 

of any such stage of indeterminate perception. It is very 

difficult to settle the question by having recourse to 

experience, for while some schools of Indian Philosophers, 

e.g., Mimansakas, do while other Schools of Indian Philosophy 

equally emphatically do not, admit the existence of the 

experience of indeterminate perception. From the above it 

follows that different definitions of perception were 

proposed by different Schools of Indian Philosophy because 

they were committed to different philosophical stand-points. 

And the differences between these philosophical stand 

-points are irreconcilable. Perhaps this is the reason 

which ultimately induced the Advaitins to declare the world 

of experience as anirvacaniya or logically indefinable. 

For if we admit differences as both real and irreconcilable, 
. 
Lt is impossible to reach a logically satisfying conclusion. 

Therefore difference or bheda, must be, according to the 

Advaitins, taken to be other than real or Sadvilak~~a. 

The real must be therefore, abheda or non-dual. And that 



214 

which is abheda or non-dual must be from the very nature of 

the case akhanda, undifferentiated, hence, Brahmaj~na which 

is non-different from Atmajnana or self-knowledge, is 

undifferentiated perception that is bereft of all differen-

ces & distinctions whatsoever, and is of the nature of 

reality. If the Advaitins view of perception as stated 

above is logically acceptable theory, it follows that 

perception from the very nature of the case is and should 

be without any mediation. To bring the question of imme-

diacy of perceptual cognition in a clearer perspective it 

is essential to have a discussion of the concept of the 

imrnediacy of perceptual cognition as it occurred in diffe-

rent systems of Indian Philosophy. 

By immediacy of perceptual cognition or anubhava, 

Uyaya means any cognition the generative cause of which 

does not include as its part any other cognition. While 

-Jainas, like ~aiyayikas, also accept the attributive view 

of knowledge differing from Nyaya only in holding that 

knowledge is an essential attribute of the soul or Atman 

which is substance, they explain immediacy of perceptual 

cognition in a different way. 'l'he Jainas do not accept the 

existence of indeterminate perception. They are required, 

therefore, to explain the immediacy of cognition by having 

recourse to the concept of Karmic matter or Pudgala func-. 

tioning as cover which conceals the self-shining knowledge 



-attribute of the soul-substance. It is to be noted in this 

connection that the Jainas subscribe to an adjectival and 

not to a substantival theory of knowledge. When through 

meditation the removal of Karmic matter or pudgala is 

effected, Knowledge shines forth. Therefore, knowledge is 

not acquired. It is always there in the soul-substance. 

Acquiring knowledge means removing the cover, namely, the 

cover of pudgala. Thus, Jainas in a sense subscribe, like 

Plato, to a theory of drawing.out and not to a theory of 

putting in with regard to knowledge. 

Unlike the Jainas the Sankhya philosophy subscribes 

to a substantial theory. According to them, knowledge is 

consciousness, and consciousness is knowledge. This 

equation is added to the equation that self is consciousness 

and consciousness is self; and self in its own nature is 

aparinami or changeless. It follows that the imme-

diacy of knowledge, according to Sankhya, is immediacy of 

consciousness. And acquiring of knowledge is apparent and 

not real. But Sankhya admitted on the one hand, the 

existence of more selves than one, and on the other, con

sciousness alone as constitutive of the very nature of the 

self. Hence arises the contradiction : how is one self to 

be distinguished from another ? The question of birth and 

death being different does not help. For birth and death· 

affect the body which is a product of Prak~ti and as such 

is other than the self. Likewise bhoga or enjoyment is 
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being made through body and therefore differences with 

regard to bhoga and enjoyment cannot also be taken to be a 

differentia to distinguish one self from another. There

fore, S~nkhya doctrine ultimately lands in a contradiction. 

Advaitins findings Sankhya doctrine in a quandary tried 

to avoid the contradiction. 'l'hey admitted, firstly, the 

identity between knowledge and consciousness, secondly, 

between consciousness and self, and thirdly, between self 

and reality. Reality or Brahman, according to the Advaitins, 

is one without a second and is of the nature of satcciaa

nanda. Thus the contradiction of admitting many selves 

but failing to admit any differentia to distinguish them 

from one another, is very deftly avoided by the Advaitins. 

Cognition is immediate or aparok~a. It is immediate 

in the sense of being non-mediated. For there is nothing 

besides this knowledge which is of the nature of reality 

and therefore there is nothing to mediate. 'l'hus in and 

through its thorough-going Monism Advaita achieved absence 

of contradiction for its theory of perceptua~ cognition. 

'I'hat is why it is said, perhaps not without justification, 

that if Sankhya pluralism is eliminated, Advaita monism 

is inevitable. In this connection the following observation 

of late Susil Kumar I~itra will clinch the issue to its 

logical conclusion. 



I 
11 3ankarite Idealism, in short, is a critical recon-

structian of sankhya realism. The one is a logical 

corollary of the other even as Hegelian Absolutism is a 

12 logical development of .Kantian Phenomenalism" • 
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