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Synopsis of the chapter=IV

The Adveita Concept of Mind

Mind has got a prominent role in the Advaita
theory of perception and in other sources of valid

knowledges« Function of SEk§T'in internal perception

and its relation to Mind. Reflection = thinking (Manana)

which is cornscted with Mind is highly essential for
attaining the Ultimate Peality. Mind, as observed by

2 section of Advaita Philosophers, is not a sense=organ.
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Chapter=I1V

The Advaita Concept of Mind

Like the Naiyayikas the Advaita Vedantins also

have discussed the role of mind (manas) with importance.

But the view of the Advéitins regarding the nature and
function of mind is different from that of the Naivyayikas.
As the Naiyayikes are realistic, they have discussed the
role of mind mainly from the epistemological standpeint.
Bﬁt as the Advaitins are absolutistic, they must have
discussed the same laying emphasis on metaphysical aspect.

So let us see how the nature and function of mind (manas)

have been considered by the Advalta Vedantins,

According to the Adveitins,thére is only one
reality which is called Pure consciousness or self or
Brahman, ahd evervthing else is illusory. "The whola

manifested and unmanifested world of\ things end ideas is
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the:imagination‘ef the.miﬁd of the cosmic'Self"l.

Safikera says that the false identificstion of the real
self with the body, senses eand mind is essentisl before
~the knowlaedge Qf the self is atﬁéined. Self (Whichvis
different from manas or buddhi) is the only agent. But
Self, being'regaxded as ﬁhefagentg has te“depend,on
mangs or puddhi and external sense~-organ for acquiring :
knowledge, just as, éaﬁkaravsays, in the aétion of coo=-
king a cook, being en agent, requires fuel, water etc. Manas
(mind) or buddhi is an instrument which makes self=conse

ciousness possible. But if manas is regerded as agent

(Kazta) instead of instrument, anetﬁer instrument is to
be admitted for the above purpose. Because, "manas,

- being the object of selfeconscicusness, can no more be
the instrument of self consciousness"g. If it is acecepted

that manas (mind) is identical with self, the question

1. Chennakesaven, Sarasvati, The concept of mind in

Indian Philosaphy, P, 69.

2. Ibid,
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of meditation where mind is controlled by the self, would
hecome meaningless. Hence, mands Eéing allimiting adjunct

of the self acts as an insﬁrumen%le

 Like other objects of this world anﬁa?karaga

or mind, according to the Advaitins, is a producf.af

maya. Mind has got no consciousness. Recause wind is

limited by time and space but conscilousness is not so
limited. The unconsclous character of mind is also proved
from our three~fold experiences like the waking, dreaming
and sleeping. Self is the only conscious,elementa, Accor=
ding. to éa&kara, consciousness is not different from
ggggg or 8eclf, though the Naiﬁ?yikas have accepted thelr
difference and said that the consciousness and Atmsn are

related to cach other through the relation of sémaﬁgyéai'

Consclousness, according to the Advaitins, has the power
t0 reveal everything whether it is mental or physical.

But mind, which is compared with matter, is just am

1. Ibid, P. 39,
2, Ibid, Preface

3., Ibid, P, 35.
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appearance of consciousness. The méﬁtal or physical
experiences'seemvto be unreai whén they aré reveaied
by pure cthciouéﬁesé. The'Pure écnéciousness is known
as individual self when it becomes limited by upadhi
(adjuncts). This individual Self,is the‘khower. The

instruments inclﬁding'buddhi‘or mind which help in

genérating knowledge andvsensation to the.knpwer (i;e.,
individual self) are limiting adjuncts for the Self’,
Hence, Self is known so long as the qualities of

antahkarana or mind like desire, aversion, pleasure,
& o .

pain etc. become the limiting adjuncts of “it%, This
limiting adjunct can be called in different names due

to its different function or Vrtti.

I

Samkara has accepted the five modes of mind
like modes in the form of touch, colour, taste, smell:
and sound. These'modes are possible because the sense-

organs like ear etc. and the objects like sound etc. are

1. Ibid, P. 36.

2. Ibid.
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regarded as the causes and objects of mind respectivelyl.
Some Philosophers,; however, accept the 'desire’ and
‘determination? as the modes of mind. éaﬁkara“has refuted
this vievr through the mention oftfive'numbar’égibﬁgévag
i
It may be argued that though 'desire' and 'determination’
are not accepted as mental modes vet there are many other
types of mode in the case of knowledge\of the objects
existing in the past and future and these modes are in-

dependent of the sens e=organ like ear‘etc.z

«: Hences; the
£ive types of mental mode accepted by the Advaifins will
not be possible., In other words, it may be more than

five types in number.

In response 1o the above,ﬂéaﬁkaxa says that

l.v“Paﬁcav%ttirmanovadvyapadiévaﬁe”

Brahmasutra 2, 4, 12,

2. "§ratz§ﬂinimit£§b&%abd?ﬁivisayﬁhamanasah:péﬁcavr%tayah

prasiddhah., Na tu 'Kamsh safkalpah® {brh. 1, 5, 3),

itvadvah paripa?hifgh parigrhyeran paficasatkhyatizekat®,

éa&karabhgéya on Sutra 2, 4, 12,
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sometimes the conclusions of other system can be forwar=
ded if they are in favour of own conclusion, Following. .
this principle he is quoting the five mental modes:iike'

“praﬁséa‘(way of knowing), viparyyaya (illusion),

 Vikalpa (substitutes), nidra (sleep) and smrti (memozy)®

accepted in the Yoga Philosophy. In the latter part of

his observation gaﬁkara:has-accepted the multiplieity of
mental mode and that is why, mind is taken as a paradigm
of prime vital fcrée; The main int@ntibn of theée metaphoz
is as follows. Just as mind endowed with the multiplicity
of mode bacomes the means of enjoyment of an individual,.
the prime vital force which is associated with five

mental modes is also same.

! '
Samkara has described mind as a materizl object

which is the efféct of taken food (bhékgita‘ahna). In




the bhséya ha says that there sre the effects in the
PR RN e .
form of flesh (mamsa) otc. of the causes in the form

of rice (2nna) etc. taken by an individual. In support

of this statement he has quoted Srutmte ¢t which describes

that the taken food is transformed into three types of
object. The gross portion (sthulstama dhatu) of food is

%ransformed into facces(v1stha). the medium portion

(nadyana) is turned into flesh (mamsa) and the minute

part (Suk§ma) of it turns into mind (manas)l;

_ The implication‘of the statement is that the
gross element sf‘téken food goes out of the body in the
form of faeces, the non=gross but not minute element of

taken food increases this flesh of body. But the minutest

i. “Bﬁﬁme§'triv§tk§€5j3? purusena upabhujyaﬁ3d395§
mams adikaryyah yathadabdafh ni§padyaté. Tathahi éruti@ -
‘Annam aéitem tredhd vidhiyate, tasya yah sthavisthah
dhg%uh tat purisadh bhavati, yah madhyamah tat ﬁg%sani,
yah anisthah tat mensh® - iti®, '

L] L

\éﬁ&karabha§ya on Sutra 32, 4, 21,




36

part 0f it develops the mental facultyl, The main inten~
sion of tﬁe Advaitinslto develop this argument is to
refute the eternity and atomic nature of mind accepted
by the NyE&a-Vaiée%ikas. Agcording to Advaitins, mind

is produced from material elements, whiech is supported
by the égggiutext fannamayamn hi saumya manah® (Chandogya

Upanisad, 6, 5, 4).

As mind is produced from material element, it
is endowed with parts. Because a produced object will
always'héve parts and hence it is capable of being per=
ceived. The Vaiée§ikas accept mind as eternal as it,
according to them, is a substance having no parts, which

can be put in the form of a syllogistic argument :

"Manah nityam niravayavadravyatvat®

But the Advaitins has pointed cut a-fallacy called 'svaru-

pasiddhi! as the hgtu (probens) 'niravayavadravyatva' does

not exist in mind which is a péksa (minox term);}As mind is a

1. "Tasyadca sthavisthah rupad purisabhavena vahih
nirgacchati. Madhymam adhyamam mamsam varddhayati

anistham tu manahV¥.

® LI L]

Ibid.
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s;Evayava9 according to the Advaitins, the_éaid het&,

cannot remain in mind. Hence,there is the said fallaéy.
As it is perceptible and produced cbject,it cannot have
atomic dimension. With this statement the Advaitins try

to refute the allepervasive character (vibhutva) of ming

as accepted by the oamkhya‘, The Safikhya® has: given the
syllogistie argumenﬁ B
“iiind is allupervasi#e as 1£ is a substanée

being devoid of colour and tauch, as in the case of

atman". (”manah vibhu rupa¢par§aéunyadravyatvat, atmavat®)

This view is easily refuted by the Advaitins
because d pro&uéed}abjectg according fo ﬁhém, must have
colour and touch. As mind is & substance, it is endowed

with colour and touch. Hence, as the above hotu does not

exist in paksa, thefé is fallacy called Svarvpasiddhi.
PRSI .

In this vay,the atomlc and alluperva51ve character of

mind have been refuted by the Advaitins™®

1. Bhavadipiks { a Beﬁgali‘cqymentary) on éaﬁkarabﬁgéya

on Sutra no. 2, 4, 21, Edited_by Swami Vidvarupananda,
PP, 81l1=812.



After refuting the atomic anduall-pérvasive
character of mind,_éaﬁkara has accepted mind as a -
minute in size. According to him, mind has a particular
slze though the size is very limited., That is to say,
it is quite small., If its size were not limited, it
would be perceived when it goes out from a physical body
at the time of death. It cannot be regarded as an inde-
pendent reality. It does enter to a physical body when
the body comes into being &t the time of birth and leaves
it when the body is destroyed at the time of desthl. If
the minuteness {i.e. limited in size) of miﬁd is denied,
the ahove function of mind i.o+ pass in and out of a
body would be impossible. The self also bocomes limited

when it is assoclated with buddhi or manas the limiting

1. "Agutvaﬁ ca e§3ﬁ sauksmyaparicehedau na param39utu~
lyatvah, kftsnadehavfgbikﬁiyyﬁhupapattiprasaﬁgﬁt
§ﬁk§ﬁ3§ cte pfSégg,'stﬁﬁigécetsyu@ maranakile
darTvat nirgacchantah vilat ahiriﬁa upalabhyaran
miiyaﬁ3?¢§ya pE&évasthai?“ﬁ

Samkarabhdsya on Sutra 2, 4, 7.
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adjunctl.

Manas or antshkarana beihg associated with

other sense-organs gives us knowledge of the external
/ [
world. Manas, according to Samkara, is an instrument

of knowledge, not an agent.

/
It has been said by Samkera that antahkarana

as the limiting adjunct of self may be described by
different terms like mind (manas), intelligence (buddhi),

consciousness (vijiiana) and citta (thought)?, These are

NN

L. éﬁydaygyatanatvavacanam-api buddhé@ eva, tadayatanatvat,
Tatha utkfghtygaiﬁghapi uﬁgdhfgvatﬁatEhdaréayati rees
utkrantyabhave hi gatyggatyo§. fpi sbh3vah vifidyste.
Na hi anspasrptasya dehdt gatyagatl SYBESm. Eva
uﬁgdhigugaégiatﬁgi jibasfa agutﬁgdivyapade§a§

| prajfavat®, o | |

éamkarabHESVavon Sutra 25 3, 29.

2. Sutrabhasya ~ 11, 3, 32 & 11, 4, 6.

‘ Also
' Bhattacharye Dinesh Chandra : = Pracin Bharatiya

manovidya, P. 22.
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so named due to the different functions or aspects of

antehkarana. Antahkarana is nesmed as mind (manas ) when

vit represents the indecisive state of aﬁtahkaréna i.e.

when we are in doubt %n ascortalning an object whethey

the object is 'thls' or "that’.

When antahkarana perfozms the function of de-

cision i.e. when‘we can know an object as ‘this' or
"that! partlcular objec* with bertalnty, this particular

functzon of antah?arana is called buﬁdhll.

Self-consciousness (vijhana) is the form of

antahkarana which zefers to ego. When we say *'I know

the object' then antahkarana in the form of 'I' performs

its action, .

When antahkarana perfoyms the f znctlon of

vemembering a past event then that function of anidhkarana

is called as citta,

These four functions of antahkarana have also

1. "SahdayBaivrtiikem mana ityuevate, nifcayagivritikem
- ) .

buddhiriti®,

§§ttabﬁ3§ya - 11, 3, 32.
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been accepted by the author of Vedanta ?a:ibhgég.'In

the Vedanta Paribhasa the term Yshankara' is used
. Q . m

» s - l ) . '
instead of selfeconsciousness (vijfena)™, So a simple

difference lles in the use of terminology.

The author of Vedantasara accepts all the four

as mentioned above. But Prakﬁggfman, the author of.

Vivarana does not agree with this division. According

10 him; indetermination (saméaya), remembrance (smarapa)

are not the attributes of antahkarana, These are the
. .. .

attributes of nescience (avidya). So, according to

Vivaragakﬁfa,ania?karana cannot beé divided by. its

1, "S3ca vvttiscaturvidha. Sansayo nlscayo carvah
smaranamiti. Evam sati vrttibhedenaikamantahkaranam
mana iti buddh~rlt1 ahafkara iti clttamitlcakhyayate
taduktafh = manobuddhirahankaragcittam karanamantaram.

Samsayo nlscayo garvah,amaraqam visaya ime¥.
L ® L .

Vedanta Peribhdss, Edited by

Sri Srimohana Tarkavadanta Tiztha, P, 32(Senskrit
Pustak Bhandara).



division of vrtti or fuhctienl.

Only two functions of antahkarena e.qg., manas

and buddhi have been accepted by the author of PaficaddT,

The authors of V@ﬂghtasgfa and Vedantas semgraha are of

the view that manas identifies with gitta and buddhi

with ahamkara. 50 they admit two dﬁv1szons o

It has besn said in the Vadanta Paribhasa that

perceptual knowledge is nothing but pure consciousness.
In support of this view Advaita Vedantins quote the

’ - Sy . - -
Sruti text "yat saksat aparcksat Brahma%. According %o
] »

Advaita Vedantins, consciousness is beginningless as it

is independent reality®,

()

1. Datta, D. M., The slx ways of knowing, Universiﬁy;o

Calcutta - 1972, P. 43,
2. Ibid.

3, “Pratyaksapraﬁgégtra caitanyameva. Yat saksadaparoksad
L 2 ®

bra hmetivrutnh, Aparoh Agityas yaparoksamityar%hah”.
. €

Vedenta Paribhasa, Previous edition, P. 1ll.
&
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But an objection has been raised here that if
consciousness be beginningless then how its instruments

1like the eye tec. be the means of kﬂowledgele

In response to the above chsrge Advaita
Vedantins are of the view that though consciousness is
beginningless yvet it has beginning when qualified by
‘mental staté. Consciousness is revealed through mental
state which has got contact of sense-organ. 30 conscious-
ness qualified by the mental.state can be said as having

a beginning2.

According to the opponents,there can be no

modification of mind as it has no part at all., Mental

1. ™anu caitanyamadEai, tatkathanl caksuradestatkarana=

tvena praﬁE@atvamiti".
Ibid.
2. "Caitenyasyanaditve’pi tadabhivyah jak'fé'nta{;kaxa?avg—
ttirindriyasannikazgﬁaihg jayata iti vgtﬁivi§i§?aﬁ
caitanyamadimadityucyate. Jﬁaﬁgvacchedakatﬁgccavgttau

rvio— -
jnanatvopacarah®,
@,

Ibid.
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state is nothing but the modification of mind. Modificaw
tion is possible for those substances that have got

their own parts. As antahkarana or mind has no parts so

ites according to the opponents, cannot be modifiedla

In-response to this, Advalta Vedantins argue
that 'the mind has a beginning? is proved by the éiﬂﬁi
text like "Tanmeno' srjata® (It is projected the mind?-)2,

That is to say,mind is produced by someone. As it is
stated in the Vedas that mind is a produced object, so

. : a
mind must have got its own paris™,

1. ™anu ﬁiravaﬁavasyghtaﬁkaragasya parigzﬁgimikg
~ vrttih katham?"
Ibid,
2. "Tanmano 'kuruta atmanvi syamiti® -ﬁ.

Brhadaragyska Upanisad 1.2.1

3. "Itham = na tavadantahkacanah niravayavam sadidravya-
[ 3 L]
tvena savayavatvat. Saditvafca - 'tanmano 'srjatal
.

"itjsdiéruteﬁﬂo

Vedanta Paribhasa, DPrevious edition.
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Mental state is taken as an attribut@ of mind.
It has been stated in the Sruti "Desxre, resolve, doubt.
faith, want of faith, steadiness, unsteadiness, shame,
intelligence and fear = all these are the attributes of
mind®l, Knowledge in the form of mental state has been
roferred to by the term, 'intelligence’ (dﬁ?@). So desire
etc. are also attributes of mind not of EEEE;,QE self.

Now the opponents arise the quéstion'that if
desire etc, are the éttribu%es of the mind then we cannot
explain oux sxperiences such as 'I wish' T knoW' 'I
fearp! which apprehend them as attwibutes of %he g@lf
Because, knowledge, desire otes are described as 1dentical
with the subject i.Je. kncwér and here knower is the self.
From such uséges appapently it seems thet desire etec.

belong to self, not mind?,

1. Brhadsbégyaka Upenisad 1. V. 3.

2. "Nanu kamadprantahkaranadharmatVe ahamvcchaﬁyaham
janamyaha&vibhemityadyanubhava atmadharmatvamava—
gahamanah kathamupapadyate®

Ibid.
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in response to the shove objection the Advaita
Vedantins say that in the Srutl text Siman of self has
been taken as a‘subsﬁahcé which'haé‘no aﬁtributés,?SO'
desire eﬁc;'are the aﬁtributés'of mind. But due to the
false identification of the seif with mind we use the
expression such as "I am happy®, *I am miserable®. Where
mind is modified iﬁ the fo#m of happiness ete, In support
of such expression Dharmaraje says that though a lump of
iron being the substratum of fire-cannoi have the property
of burning vet we use expression *The iron burns? due to

the false identification of fire with ianA.

' Though it is known €0 us that the self or the
attributes of self are completely different from noneself

or the attributes of non=self yetvin'the casa of lokavya-

vahara or in ordinary usage we mix the self with noneself

1. “Ayahpindasya dagdhritvabhavehapi dagdhgtﬁgérayavanhiu
tadatnyadhyasad yetha ayodahatitl vyavaharstathd |
sukhadyakaraparinamyantahkaranal kyadhyasadahami sukhi

ahah dubkhTtyadi vyavehsro j3yate® = Ibid.
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or the attributes af self with those of non-self. »
éamkara has said that the self or nen-ge1f are caﬂpletelv
opposite to cach othar just like tyusmat? (vou) angd

s Eomasr s
*Asmat’ (I) or light and darkness. Though this is a fact
yet we generally impose the bropert? of.self_with'npn-self
and the vice-versa, This typevof supéﬁimpcsitidn or illu= |
sion 15 known as adhﬁgsa in Advaita Philosophy. And this
type of superimposition is verv much natural and it is
allowed in the phenomenal level. In %he}samelﬁay it can
be said that the properties of mind like desire etc. are
superimposed on self. As it is a kind of superimposition,
desire otc. cannot be taken as thae attributes of self.
Though the burning propériy exists in firao but not in
iron yet the usage tiron buénsf can boe done figuratively.
In the like manner, desire otc. ascribe the attributes of

self figuratively but actually they belong to mind.

The opponents say. that, if mind is taken as

sense~0rgan (indriya), it is not capable of being perceived.

Bacause we know from common maxim that a stone cannot hurt

another stene (Na sila tadayet dI1Eh). That is to saYy

sense-argan is not sapabTe of bhelng perceived. It is a
general principle that one’s own power is not applicable

+0 oneself. ("Sva-saktih svatmeni na pravartate"). Accor=

ding to this principle, sense=0organs can reveal all objects
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except themsglvesle
The Advaita Vedantins, like the author of
yedanta parib55§35 in this regaﬁd;Tsays that there is

- no proof in favour of treating mind as aAsense-organgg

“ Then the opponents ars of the opinion that in

_the Bhaqavad»ﬁf%a it has bean said "Manah sasthani

indriyani® (the orgen, with the mind as the sixth's

XV. 7) which is a proof vegerding the fact that mind is

a sense organ.

_In reply to thissAdvaita VedSntins say that
though mind is not a sense crgan vet there is no contra-
diction to make up the number six by it,. Bacause there

1s no haxd and fast rule behind the view that the number

1. "™Nanu antshkaranasyendriyatayatIndriyetvat kethah

pratyaksa viséya%ehi?“

Ibid.

"
)
]

nlevate - na tavadantshkaranamindrivemityatra
'} [ ] . .

manamasti .



six must be filled up by the sense 6rgan. Accoiding‘to
them, the sixth number may be filled in by an object' |

though it is not the same w1th the rest fivel

. So mind
by which the number six has been filled 1n,mayfnot be
sense=organ though the rest five &dre sense=organs, In -
support of the above explanation Vedantins quote some .

’ - - - ‘et
Sruti textsflike'“yajamanapaﬁbamg;igam bhaksayanti®

(they with the sacrificer as the fifth-one eat the id3).

That is to say, sdcrificers are eating substan¢e called
1da. Here it is found that the number five relating to .
the priest is made up by sacrificer who is not & priestz.

The same case is found again in the statement "Vedanadhya-

payamasa Mahabharata pafcaman®, that is +to say, he taught

1. “Anindriyenapi manasa sastha samkhyapuranavirodhat.

Nahlndrlyagata samkhyapuxanamlndriyenalveti nlyamah“
Ibid.

2. "Yajamanapaficama idgﬁ bhaksayantityatra rivig-
gatapancatvasamkhyaya anrtvijapi yajamanena

puranadar§anat"

Ibid.
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the Vedag with the Mah3bhivata as the fifth. Here the
number five is made ub by the MaHEbHEEéia.’But the
Mahahharata is not a v@da at all. Because it is known
to all that Vgdas ave four in numb l

That the mind is not a sense=-organ is also

‘proved by the S:uti text ®indriyebhyah parashysrtha

o / : ‘ s b s
arthebhyasca param mansah® = where it is said that the

'alements by which Sense-organs are made.are subtle‘fhan
these 6rgéns and mind is more subtle than the elenents

by which it is constituted. 5o mind cannot be a sense=
ongan. Again in the Kathopanisad mind is considered as
different from sense-organ on account of the fact that
the functions of the sense-organs are different from those
of mind., The wholes body is compared with & charioct which
is associated with horses in the fcrmoof sense-orgen. It

is the nature of a sense-organ to meve out whataver they

like and mind is the controliler of these sense-organ. That

1. "Vedanadhyapayamasamnaabharata paficaman® ityadau
Vadaqata-paficatva-satlkhyays avedenapi mahapharatena

pure nadarsanat"

Ibid,
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is why mind is compared with reins. So it is the function
of mind to regulate the sense organs!, Here the function
of sense=organ is o move towards their respective objects
and the function of mind is to control then. From the
different activities or functions it is proved that mind

is completely different from the sense-organs.

According to the opponents if mind is not consie
dered as sense=~organ then the perception of happiness and

sorrow cannot be taken as immediatég.

But accoxrding 0 Advaita V@dshtins,the above
objection is not tenable. They say that the immediacy of
knowledge does not lie in its being due to an organ. The

property of being caused by sense-organ cannot entail

1, Pemanath rathinah viddhi darizah rathameva tu.

Buddhih tu sarathif viddhi mansh pragrahameva ca.

Kathopenisad, 1/3/3.

2. "Nacaivah manaso’ni?driyatVG sukﬁgdipratyakgasya

saksatkaratvem®,

Vedanta Paribhasa, Pratysksa Paricehedah,

Edited by Sri Srimohan Tarkavedanta Tirtha (Sanskrit
Pustak Bhandar). '
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direct apprehension, The statement *where thore is mind,
there is immediagy® 18 not true in the case of God's
knowledge and in inference. If mind is considered as the
cause of immediacy, the infersnce which is caused by mind
would be immediate and God's knowledge which is not caused

by any senseaorgaﬁ would not be immediatel

o Indirect knoww
ledge thus caused by mind is not direcfly apprehended.
Though the knowledge of God is directly apprehended yet
there is the absenee of sense-object contaect. From the
above discussion it can be concluded that mind is not a
Sense~=o0rgan or -an instrument to originate knowledge a@s the
opponents suppose it to be. Mind can be regarded as a
factor in the modification of the consciousness already

existing.

Though the Advaita Vedantins accept the existence

‘1. ™a sy3dindriy3jenyatvaditi vacyai nahIndriyajanyatvena
jnanasya sEksE%tvqmanumiﬁyEﬂerapi mano janyataya
sEksE{tﬁgbatteh,.TgbarajﬁEnas?Ehindriyajanyasya

83k§3ttv353batte§ca“;

Ibid.
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of permanent salf i,e.} knower which is self-conscious

vet some of them do not regard manas as an indriya,

Regarding the question ‘whether mind is a sense-organ
or nqt', Acarya Sa?kara simply points out different

views of Upanisads. He says that the mind is an indriya

which finds support in the smertis but in the Srutris the

mind has not been 8ccepted as an indriysa.

' Those who do not accept mind as 2 sense-organ
quote the Sruti "The objects are greater than {he SoNns ge
organs, and the manas is grester thah"%he senses®. It is
understood from this éiuti text that menas or mind is diw
fférent from sense=01gans, and the manaé is éreater.than
the senses®, It'is.undersibcd from this éruﬁi text that
manas or mind is different from sense-organs. Menas is
superior to the sense-organs. A particuler sense-organ
cannot apprehend those objects that ave specified for
another sense=~organ. But manss (minrd) can aspprehend all

Obj ects 1 .

1, Sinha, Jadunath, Indian Psychology Cognition, Vols 1,

Ppo 17“3.8-
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Samkara quotes SMEtl in oupport cf hls view
comrmanlrimn
that mind is a Sense=organ. He say¢ thaﬁ eleven: sense=
organs have been accepted in Manusafhita and of which the
eléveﬁth 6rgan is manag. Vacaspati Migialalso says that
like other sense-organs mind is & sense=-organ.
According to Vivaragﬁara, manas (mind) cannot

~

be regarded as indriya or sense-orqana If it is,accep%ed

that mind is sensencrgan (indriya) it must be included

in other instruments of percnpt&on and then the functlon

of mind must be limited to direct @xperlence of parceptual
things. But it 1¢ well known fact that mind also acts in
other means of valid knowl@dge like angmana atec. Vivaranakara
is of tha'opinion that in the case of (inference {snumana)
mind does not function as a sense-organ. Again he argues

that 1if mind ba treaued as a sense—orqan, it cannot be

an object of knowledge. Because the sense=organs are not
selferevéaling.-They:can revesl other objecés only. Hence

mind (manas) is not a sensewcrganl.

le Chennakésavan, Saﬁasvati, Concgpt of Mind in Indian

Philosophy, Motilal, Pr. 42, 43,
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Now,let us discuss the view of some other
Advaitins who admit mind as a sense-organ, Vacaspati.
Midra, the suthor of BHE&&%?, S@Emf-viﬂygﬁagya, the-
author of‘Paﬁgadagz are worth mentioning, According to
them, though mind has besn mentioned separaéely from
indriyas i.e., Sense~organs in the g%gtis yet 1t is not
Sseparate from indriyas. Such type of sepéra%e,mentidn of
the same object is found in seme»aéses_where some extra
importance 1is givén to theses As for exauple, they say
that when it is used "the cattle and the bullock¥, it is
well known to all thét the meaningzof-the ﬁwd terms 1.2,
’cattie' and ?bullbckf is the sames, In other words, the
term 'cattle' is included in 'hullock!' but the terms are

separately mentipned with a view to_giéing some spécial
. L

@mphasis',-ébplying the same logic it_can_be said %hét
though sense=~organs and the mind are mentioned sapérately

vet they are the same and this has been done to attach

1. Datta, D. M., Six ways of Knowing, University of
Calcutta, 1972, P.. 55, |
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a special cmphasis on mind.

Aébording e VScaépati @i ra mind 15 a sense=

orgaﬁ; He poih4 out that thie vrtti of the mind (manas)

can glve us pekcepuual experience of external things
through the external Sensemorgans lixe ny@, ear etc. But
the internal perception of pleasur@ and pa;n is imposszble
if mind is not acceépted s sense-organ. Because, ha says
that the xblé of_sehsemazgan (indrive) is essential for
having any direct khewledg@g If mind is not treated as
sense~organ (indriya), it must have to admit either the
experiences of plessure and pain are not direct or it is
not nescessary to'aééept-senseqergahs‘as the cause o{ -
direct knowledge. But non ©f the above twe alternatives

can be taken as trie. Sc mind {manas) is @ sense-organ.

.  The sbove view has also been supported by
" Vidyaranya Muni, the author of Pﬁﬁéadaﬁi.wﬂe is of the

clye mlhs : , .
opinion that mind heing situated within the lotus-&
hsart rules over the ten Senss=organs, {iees, five intellec-
tual organs and five action organs), Vidfgianya,agéin’says
that as mind has to depend on these organs for its funétions

in relation to external objecta, it is called an internal
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organl.

The importance of mind is also known from the.
i @ -
statement of Samkara that the functions of orgens are
merged in mind at the time of death. It has been stated

in the Gﬁghdogya Upanisad that when the man departs from

~ this world his speech merges in mindg. It says that speech
gets merged in mind, mind in Fﬁgéa and so on. It may Ee
asked that whether the orgen ;z-;;gech as such gets

merged in mind or only its function. The opponent says
that as there is no mention about the function of spéech

getting merged in the text, it is to bo understood that

1. "Mano daé@ndxiygahyakga& hgtpa&me golake sthitam,

Tacdﬁhtahkarana&vVghye§vasﬁ5tantrf3dvinendriyaih“

Paficadady 2, 12,

AT DM

2. ™ahmanasi derdanatsabdarca® Brahma Sutra - 4/2/1

Also

Al pra#ghavi§ai3 ééutig-m 'Asya somya purusasya

prayato vanmanasi sa&padyéﬁe manah pfgﬁo,pfggéatejasi

teja?,parasfgﬁ devatayam® (Chandogya 6.8,6) iti®,
éaﬁkarabhﬁ%ya on Sutra 4. 2, l. |
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the organ itself gets merged in mindl.

The Brahmasutra refers this view and substan—
tiates that only the function of the organ of speech
-gets merged in mind. As @mind is not the material cause
of organs, they cannot get merged in it. For the effacts
get merged only in the material cause. As mind is not
the material cause of organs, we have to understand here

by speach nét organ but its functionz. Function of the

1. "Kimiha vace eva v§ttimatj3 manasi sampattirucyate,
uta vE@v?tteriti viéaya?. Tattra ﬁggeva {avanmanasi
. satipadyate iti praptam, Tétﬁﬁ’hi érutiranug§ﬁffg
bhavati, itaratha lakga@E syé?.téiutilakﬁaqsbiéaye ca
drutiznyByys, na lak§a§5, Tasmadvica ovayam manasi
pralaya iti. Gvah prapte bfﬁma§-~,ﬁ3gv¥tﬁirmanasi

sampadvate iti®,

Ibid.

2, "Drdvate hi vagvetteh pﬁfvopasa&ﬁéro'manovgttau"
vidyamanayam, na tu vaca eva vrttimstya menasyupasafh-
harah kénacidapi dra§§uﬁ éakyate eee Yasya hi yata

utpattistasya tattza pxalayé nyﬁ&?o m§dfba éafgﬁesya.
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organ cah get merged in mind even'though it is not

the cause of that function, just as the burning pro-

- perty of fire which has its start in wood becomes
extinguished in water. The scripture, therefore, refers

to the function of speech as the function and the thing

to which 1% belongs is taken-as‘onel. It is generally
noticed that dvingman first loses his function of speech
though his mind is.étill functioning. From this sxperience
it is to be understood that the function of speech but

not the organ is merged in mind, For the seme reason the

Na ea manaso éggutpad?ata iti kimcana pramanamasti,
Vrttyyddhavﬁbhibhavau %vaprakrtisaﬁgérafgbapi dré&ete".
. Ibid.
2, "Parthivebhyo hindhanebhyastaijasasyagnervrttiru-
ddhavatyapsu copaéﬁmyati. Kathafh tarhyasminpakse
dahdo vanmanasi safpadyata iti? Ata Bha - dabdSccoti.

/
Sabdo?pyasminpak§e'vakalpate;ﬂvrttivyﬁﬁimatorabhedo~

pacaradityarthah®,

Ibid,



\ ;fvngiignAqf the remaining organs get merged in mind.

/ /% . From the sbove stotement of Brahma-sutra and

._/( I [ ' . oot
/‘ Samkarabhasya‘it‘is known to us that the mind is the

}/ //subotratum in which the function of all the senée-argans

j/j,/ 15 'merged. Had - there been no mind the phenomenon of
! 7 f'marglng would have been 1mpossibla leading to the ab~
jﬁ' / surdlty of death, If death is not possible then the con=

/i copt of Vidshamukti at death would not be intelligibla.

| /u | In the Advaita Vedants it has been accepted that
i
P by the oesxruction of actions wh*ch have not as yet begun

/ to yelld vesult @ knower of Brehman attains J?vanamukti

Videhamukti at death and hacomeo one with Prahman. The

7 and on exhausblon of the Prarabdha work he atteins.

N 1. "Ata eva ¢a sarvanyanu®™ Brshma sutra 4, 2, 2.

Also \

/ x; : ,~'uTasﬁ§Hupa§3hﬁatej3h punarbhavamindivairnanasi safpa=
/o :'dVamanaih ' (Pradna up. 3, 9) LaYdt“aVLJTQQna sarvesa-

/1 7 mevendiyanam manasi safbpattih srgyate".

Séfikarabhasya on sutra 4, 2, 2,




process of death 1s, as described earlier, the function
of organ‘with mind. The function of mind gets merged

in prana and the function of prana gets merged in indi-

vidual soul. So, for the attaintment of liberation in

the form of Videhamukti, death is highly essential and

for, this mind plays a vital role on account of the
fact that the functions cf all organs get merged into
it., Had there been no mind the whole meiaphysical
scheme of Advaita Vedanta would not have been come into

being.

Now, let us discuss the function of mind in
perception as stated by the Advaita Vedantins. According
+0 them.Athe perception is of two types s perception of
an object and perception of the knowledge, There is a
difference betwaen the perception of a jar and the

perception of the knowledge of ﬁheijarlﬁ,zn case of

1. "siddhante pratyksatvaprayojakafh kimiti cet, ki
jManagatasya pratyaksatvasya proyo jakadi ppcchasi,
kimva vi§ayagatasya?.xbve praﬁgngcaitanyasya vi§af5-

vacchinnacaitanyabhedafh iti btmah®.

Vedanta Paribhasa, Previous edition.
: sa .
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attaining any perceptual knowledge, .as Advaita Vedantins
explain, two types of consclousness must be identical.
Consciousness, according to them, is three fold : (i)
Consciousness.limited'bv‘mind is called pramatr . |
caitenya. (1i) Consciousness limited by object is.

regarded -as Vtsayamcéitahyé:énd-(iii) Consciousness -

which is limited by mental state is c¢alled pramana
’ ) a3

*

caltanya

Advaita Vedantins say that when we attain the
éerceptual‘knowlé@ge in respect of knowlédge two types
of consciousness limited by the mental state end cons—
ciousness limited by the cbject become identicsl.

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra is of the opinion that when

1, "Tatha hi ttividhaﬁ‘Céitanyam,\Vifaya éaitanyéﬁ"
pradggacaitényaﬁ-praﬁgﬁgcaitanyéﬁ Cetl, Tatra
gha?EéyaVagchinnagaitanyéﬁ”vigayacaitaﬁya&; Anta@~‘

. karégav%ttyavaccbinnaﬁ caitan?éﬁjpramgégcaitanyaﬁg

Antahkaranavacchinnah caitanyaﬁfpgadgtrcaitanya&d,

Ihid.
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consciousness limited by mental state tuxns inﬁe thé_
eonsciousness limited by the object through the sense
or‘gan'e'tc° then perception in respect of knowledge can
be attained. He explains it in the following manner,
Just as water of & tank goes out through a drain to a
tub and assumes & shape of a bub, similarly in case of

perception our mind goes out'through indriyas Oor sense=-

organs to the object and becomes identical with the

object. Antahkarana or mind moves towards the ohject

with the help_of sénseuorgansa

In case of perceptual chwledge of & jar our
mind goes through the cye to the space occupled by the
Jer and bacomes Lden ica“ with the form of itl But it
is true that the fact of modification of antahkarana by

itself is unable to expla1n tha knowledge of the jar.

1, "Tatra yatha tagggcdakaé chidrannirgatya kulvatmana
ked3ran pravidya tadvadeva‘catuékdgﬁdyﬁﬁ%&a&
bhavetl tethz taijasemantahkervanamapi caksuradidvara
nirgatya ghatadi vi§ayadeéé@ gatva ghagadiviﬁajsn

karena parinemate®
[ [

Ibid.
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Because antahkarana or mind is uncohscious or material,
-—-d—-—-w&-

The Advaita Vedantins say that Aiman illuminates the

modification of an antahkarana. F&mag, the Cit, is the

observer (saksin) of all changés. Just as in a red hot
“ﬂ—

iron ball, iron end fire become identical indistingui-

shably, similarly in the case of perception the modLfi=

cation of anta?karaga possesses the light of self that

is purely identical with it. So the contact of modifi-

cation or Vgtti of anta@karaga or mind has got an impor-

tant role in perception, Acéording to Advaita Vedantins,

anta@karaga sheds its 1ﬁsﬁure on the object to refleet

them. Through the relation to ﬁ"i:mar;, anta!:akarana acquires

the power of reflection. Because Z+man is the ultimate

consciousness and everything is proved by it.

Had there been no existence of mind or anta@karaga,

the perceptual knawledge of an obJect would not be possi-
ble. The Advaita Vedantins are the pioneers in pointing=-

out the role of anta@karana in the field of perception

in a very novel way. They say that mind has got the

capacity of being modified, In other words,the antahkarana

has got a flexible character on account of which it'along
with the help of sense organ can go out of the body snd
assumes the shapes of the object of perception. This

aspect of antahkara?a'has not been pointed out by other
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philosqphers.'sy way of painting out this aspect of
mind the Advaita Vedantins want to put in record that

antahkarana has got vital or prominent role in the fleld

of perceptual'cOQnitions.'Even the sense organs have
no power to roveal an object if mind does not rééch‘%p
the object. Hence this fuﬁction of nind indicates its =

inovitability in the field of perception.

It is a wollknown fact that the knowledge of
ali objects’di?not abmayé.comé t0 our awareness. When
our sense=organs like eye dtc. are connected with objects,
our mind becomes transformed in the form of mental modes
of those objects. Under this situation, tha'knowledge
of that object can be attained. This knowledge in the
form of nmental state is nothing but the transformation
of the knower in the form of mind. The mind which be-
comes transformed into knowledge becomes the substratum
.or knower of kncwlédge, but 223 the seer. For, that
- which is transformed islbapéble of being secen. Because,
One c¢annot see oné's trénsformatien due to contradiction

betweén agent and object>(Karmakaﬁgvirodha). Hence, in

~ the form of knowledge = 91 am SGéiﬁg a jar"; there are
the seer or revealer of jér, the knowledge of jar and

knower of jar. Among theseo the revealer of truth is Sgkéf,
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This SER§I is one in number. It has been staoted by

Vartikekara that Sgkgf remains the same in every hody

COERRsn,

though the knower is different (*matrman prabhede!pi

pratidehath na bhidyate"). ALl that is revealed in our

knowledge in this world is called 55k§ibﬁgéya (sarven

jHotataya ajiiatateya va saksibhagsyah). All objects of

this world including praomata being endowed with mind

SNPGRS

ere included in the phenomenal world. The revealer of

those is Saksi which is self-luminous and hence eter=-

SRETRANI

nal and_imm@diat@. The immediacy of Saksi does not
depend on other and hence it alone is self=luminous~,

saksY is admitted in the Advaita Vedanta in

order to revesl gross and subtle body of an individual
beihg. These two bodies of an individual, being inani-
mate cannot reveal themselves. In order to reveal them

the consclousness in the form of SoksT which is self-

luminous is accepted in the Advaita Vedanta?, It may be

l. Introduction, Vedenta Paribhasa, Sri Srimohana

Tarkavedantatirtha, 1377 (B. S.) P. 5=-5.

Ze ”Sthﬁlaéﬁkgmgfmakasya j?baééfifadvayasya avabhas =

rthah saksI svikriyate iti. Etayoh jivadarirayoh
» * L
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argued that the mental mode which 1s capable of revea=-
ling can reveal the body of an individual. Then what is
the utility of acéepting-sgkéf?@

| In repiy; it can be said that as m,na is.
inanimate in character the modzfieation of mind in the
~form of mental mode is also inanimate. Thls neﬁtal mode
| being *nanimate is not revealed and hence it depends
on comc::?;ousneg<~ for 1ts own manlfestazlon. That cons=
ciousness is Saks&. Just as 1nan1mate nental modes are

not capable of reveallng an individual's body, it cannot

reveal the mental‘propeztiea like happing§sf misery etc.

%adétvma aprakadarupatvat tayoh. avabhasarthah
saksilupam svaprakaéstmakah caitanyam atglkrivate

ityarthaht

' Dr. K. P Sinha, éﬁhkaga-ngﬁhte Tattva=1Tmansa,

P, 82 (Vvidvavidyalaya Prakdéana).

1. "™anu prakadasvarupaya antahkeranavrttys eva jlvade-
hasya avabhasah upapadyate 1ti saksisvikare kim

prayojaenan iti cet®,

Ibid.
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For the manifestation of mental propertiss like happiness

saks is to be acceptedl,

SEOAAER N

According to the author of Vedanta Paribh3ss

perception again can be dilvided inte two types from

a different point of view which are as follows ¢

(1) Perception due 1o the witness in the
individual self (3jIva-saksl)

(2) Perception due to the witness in God

(Isvarsaksi).

In other words, these two can be said as

perception in the individual self (jiva-pratyaksa)

1. "Antehkaranasya jaQatGEE anﬁa@karaéav?ttygkhya?

' anta@karagapariégho'pi jaga?. Jagatvena ca aprae
k34T tniks antahkaranavrttih svaprakasarthameva
caltanvan apeksate, kathah taya jivadehasya avabﬁgsa@
sambhavet., Tasmat jivasya stﬁﬁlasﬁkfmadehayoé |
avabhasartham sEkgT sdIkaraéf&aﬁ evé, Api ca, yatha
jagabﬁﬁfﬁ anta@karagavgtti@.jfvaéaf?&aﬁ na bhasayati,
tatha anta?karagadhaxmabﬁﬁfaﬁ sukhadu@kﬁgaikamapi na

bhasayati. Tatha ca sukhadugkhEBEhEhaﬁabhEéE&thaﬁ”
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and parc@p tion in Gad (Tévarapvatyahsa)

Individual self means consciousness.limited

by antahkarana (antagkaraﬁgvachinna caitanya) and the

witness in the individual self (j?basﬁk§§) meARs conse

eiousn@sv that has the aniahkevana (mind) as 1ts limie-

ting adjunct (upadhi). So the difforence beﬂmpeﬂ the

I

individual self (jfva) and the witness in the individual

(jivasaksi) is ihis that in the first case the antahkarana
m

or nind is a qualifying attributes (Visesana) and in the
latter antahkarana or mind is & limiting adjunct (ggaQHI)z.

. [ L)
RS ST T R i

avabhasa'
ca saksI'séElaxaﬁfyah“

Ibid.
1. Tagoa pratyaksah punardvividhah .j’fva’s'glc?’f TdverasaksT-
> N ‘ - A : .

cebtl,

Vedantoparibh3ss, pratysksa Paricchedah, Edited

by S»i Srimohana Tazkéveéﬁhtafféﬁhay P, 360’

2. "Tatra 3Two nama antahkaranav&cchinnam caztanyaﬁ, Aat
sak51tu antahkdxanopa&iﬁacaitanyam. Anﬁahkaxanasya

visesanaLvopadhitvabhyamanayorbh@&ah” = Ibide.
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Now let us discuss how a qualifying attributes (Videsana)
M

differs from limiting adjunct (upadhi).There are criteria

which are common to both of them. These common criteria

are 3

(1) that which differentiates, (itara=vyavartaka) i.e.,

indicates that cognition which 1s different from

others?
(2) that whlch is present (1sce, Vert anama)

There is one more.qriterxan which is not ths same and
which is the only differentiating character between
qualifying attributes (Viéasana) and limiting adjunct

(upadhi). The fizst one ie@o. the qualifying attributes
(Viéesana) is that whlchlconnected with the predicate

in respect of something related to it (Kaxyanvajf). But

the second one i.e., limiting adjunct (upadhi) is that

which is not connacted with the predicate in respect of
something related to it (Kgﬁﬁghanvayf)l. In other words,

it cannot be said’that in the first csse the relation

betweén subject end predicate is not the relation between

1. 'Viéesanaﬁbé kgbyjsnvayi vyavarttakam, Upadhidea
karyyananvayi vyavarttako varttamanasca®,

Ibid, (P. 37).
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definition and definatum. But this relation ean be
applied to the second case i.e., in the case of limie-
ting adjunct. As for example,in the senétence "The

coloured jér is non=eternal® (Rupavan ghatah
tah

anitya@) the®colour’is a qualifying attribute (Vide-

L =]

sana). Because it (i.e., colour) differentiates pap=
et S '

ticular joar that is related to 1t from other jars.

Again,'colour! is present {Vartamana) so long as the
jar is present and it is connected with»noneternit§
i.et. it being connected with the subjééﬁ L.0ey jar
may be connected with the predicate i.2., Monesternal!

( 6“1 tyah ) »
m&

But in the sentence "The space enclosed by

the auditory passage 1s the ear® (Kargaéa§kulyavacchiw

I ' ’ ) .
nnam nabhah Srotram) the auditory pessage ies not a
———— 2 2 .

qualifying atiributes rather it is a limiting adjunct

(upadhi). Because the auditory passage is present and

differentiates the space enclosed by it from the remai=
ring spaée, But if the term limited by aﬁditory passage’

'(Karnagéskulyavacchihnam) alone is taken into accotn%g

it will be seen that this part cannot be cOnnected with

the predicate term i.e., 'eart (érotram).;in other words
m

, / . . .
the term 'Karnasaskulyavacchinnam! is uttered in isolation
L] 2 - . - &

it can never be connected with ear or érotra, Hence , the



132

/ . !
sentence ®Karnasaskulyavacchinnam srotram® (i.e., ear
[ ] ] 2

—te

is limited by auditory passage) bears no meaning at all
until and unless the term "nabhah®" (space) is associated

with "Karnaéa§kulyavacchinnam“. If it is said that the

'space is limited by auditory passage is ear’®, it carries
sensible meaning. But in the previous case if somebody

says that, the 'coloured' (rUpavan) is noneternal, it

makes sense though the term ghata is not uttered at
all. Hence, the 'coloured® has become a Vié%sana by vir-
tue of the fact that it can be related to that which is

predicated here. But the term 'Karnagaskulyavacchinnam'

is an upadhi (but not videsana) as the term is not capa=-

ble of being related with the predicate. According to the
logicians, this limiting adjunct may be adressed as éen

indicator (pariésyaké). The antahkarana or.mind (L.ee limi=-

ting adjunct) is actually a material object and hence, it
cannot reveal things independently. But due to associa=-
tion with the consciousness it can nove anywhere and can
raveal things. So mind can be taken as limit*ng adjunct

of consciousnessl.,Thls witness in the individual self

1. *Yatﬁg'fﬁpaviéisto gha@o’nityanityatra fﬁbaﬁ'vi¥e§anéﬁ.

Kérnaéaskulyavacchinnaﬁfnabhah;éroﬁramityatra



is different in each individual, If the witness were -
che to each lndivfdual then rhere would have been the
possibility of having recognitive knowledge of an ob=
ject in an individual though it was not known by him’
earlier. In other words.uif'ihis be the case the know~
ledge acquired by somecne would have been recollected -

by other due to having the same witnessl.

According to the author of P adaé?, witness

in. consciousness {saksicaitanya) roveals individual

being in the form of ego éssociated with the appesrance
of consciocusness, object and different mental states

and at tha_time'of their absence of it as in the deeﬁ

karnaéaskui%ﬁsahih; AyémevaﬁsdhiﬁnaifEYikéih pari-
cayaka ityucyate. Pra?rt ca antabkaranasya jada~
taya v1sayabhasekatvayogena visuyabhasakacalganyo~
padhitvah®,

Ibid.

1. "Ayafica jivas aksi pratyatmam nénd, Ekatve caltra-

vagate maitrasyapyanusandhana~prasangah"

Ibid, (P, 38).
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sleep it also remains self leinausﬁ With the help of
an exaﬁple the author tries to explain the fact of
revelation. He says that just as the lamp in the dan-

cing hall (nrtyasala) reveals all the members i.e.,

the master or prabhu (who arranges the pragramme‘of

dance), spectators and the artist (danecer) and even
at the time of thelr absence iL.e.y at the end of the
programme the lamp remains self=luminous, the witness

in consciousness (sak§fcaitanya) similarly reveals all

e o mentioned above (i.e., individual being in

the form of ago associated with the appearance of
consciousness, object and different mental states)

and remains self=luminous even at theliima of their
absence. Anything which is not being ﬁerceived by an
individual is also revealed by thewmitnésé in conscious-

ness.

According to the Advaita Vaedantins, the witneés
is that consciousness which reveals object but is indi=

ffervent in itself. Pure consciousness (suddhacaitanya)

is free from the property of belng seey (draatrtva) and
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witness in consciousness (jivacaitanya),.theugh endowed

with the prop@rty of being Seer,ris not indifferent.

Hence both the pure consciousness and the witness in



consciousness take the help of the mental states in the
form of object to reveal the external objects like jar
etc, as well as it depends on the mental states in the

form of nesclence ﬁavﬁﬁya)fté reveal those cbjects which

have got apparent reality. Witness in consciousness

reveals uvnknown object through neseience (avi¢j§); It

TR

reveals antahkaraga‘along with its different patts

like pleasure, paln etc. It also roveals nescienCQ and
the objects produced by nescience directly without

depending on other factors,

Mind or antehkarana plays alse a prominent role

in other sources of valid knowledge like inference

testimonial knowledge, presumption etc.

In the case:of nirvikalpaka patyakéa,'asgfor

exampls,. "This is that Debadatia® {*thou art that’or
tattvamasi), there is identity between Dehadatta seen
“earlier in other pléces and Debadaﬁta existing in'pfe-

sent time. If we do not accept antshkarana or mind then

this knowledge of identity would not be possible.

in the case of inferential knowledge, e.d., 'The

mountain has got fire' the knowledge of vﬁgbti in the

oy

form ‘where there is smoke, there is fire® is highly



essential, Without such knowledge none can come to the
conclusion : 'The mountain has got fire' after seeing
smoke in the mountain. But such type of the knowledge

of Vyapti is possible due to the existence of antahka=-

rana through which the remembrance of Vyapti is possible

in a particular case,

The knowledge through similaritylalso depends
on mind, because after seeing a pasrticuler object ano=-
ther similar object 1s known. The function of similarity

and dissimilerity is possible due to mind or antahkarana,

In the case of testimonial knowledge ($sbdaifana)

- also mind is essential, because it presupposes one's
capability of understanding the meaning of a sentence,
either implicaetive or suggestive, It is possible with

the help of mind.

In the case of presumption, frcﬁ thelfact of
being stout of Debadatta and fact of not taking food
at daytime, it is known that'he'tékes food at night.
This understanding is the result of function of mind.

In the case of the knowledge of a@bsence also

the role of mind cannot be ignored. Because the knowledge
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of non apprehention of an object leads to the attaine

ment of the knowledge of absence which is also the outw

come of the function of mind or antahkarana.
- &



