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CHAPTER i

THE ADVAITA CONCEPTS OF PRAMA AND PRAMANA

Of allthe systems of Philosophy Purvamlm 1sa and Vedanta follow
the Vedas, as closely as possible, the?a-t%ef relying on Sruti conﬁrmed by
reason and realisation. But there is a difference between these two systems.
Parvamimarnsa is a staunch believer in the ceremonial portion or ritualistic
portion of the Vedas which is called karmakanda, while the Advaita Vedanta
lays the emphasis, and justly so, on the philosophical portion called
Jﬁé'nakéngja consisting of the Upanishads. Another point of difference
between two systems that the Advaita Vedanta believes in the Vedas
originated from God while the Mimamsa holds that they are eternal and do
not depend on any agent. The essential identity with Brahman, the unreality
of the world etc have been discussed in the Advaita Vedanta. The means of
- attaining liberation like hearing, reflection and meditation by the qualified " ‘

aspirants have been clearly shown. Incidentally, the place of worship
(upasan@) and rites, as preparing the ground for the higher form of practice,
has been indicated. There is no difficulty in harmonising these apparently
confiicting standpoints, if itis considered that the scriptures provide different
ways of approach to the Highest Truth accbrding to the temperament and
“ capacity of the aspirant. As the one and indivisible Brahman appears through
the veil of maya, the manifold universe will disappear atthe moment a person
realises his mdentlty wnh Brahman an identity that has never been lost.
_ ‘In indian Philosophy four types of human end is accepted. These
human pursuits are righteousness (dharma), wealth or property (artha),
object, of desire (kéma) and liberation (moksa). Among these, liberation
(moksa) is considered as Supreme human end because it alone is eternal.
The etemallty of liberation is sanctioned by Srutitexts - ' na sa punaravartate’
i.e it does not return (Chandagyopanisad - viii, xv, 1). On the other Chand,
the other three that are called trivarga are known as transitory by direct
means of knowmg (praryaksa) or from the Sruti toxts - *Tadyatheha karmacito
Iokah ks:yate evameavamutra punyacito lokah ks:yata i.e., asin this world
the comforts attained through one's labour are exhausted, so in the other
world the comforts achieved through one's good actions are exhausted
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(Chandagyopanisad - viil. 1.6). The transitories of wealth (artha) and desire
(kama) is known through perception. But so far as righteousness (dharma)
~ is concerned, it cannot be perceived due to its imperceptible character.
Hence, the transitoriness of itis known through the above-mentioned Sruti
- texts. When it is said - 'ks;na punye punah martalokam visant’ i.e, an
individual again enters the mortal world through the expiry of the resuit of
his good deed,-it also suggests the same conclusion that righteousness
(dharma) is also noneternal in nature.

In order to to get rid of this world and worldly suffering it is always
advisable to attain the Supreme human pursuit called liberation or moksa.
This attainment of liberation (moksa) presupposes the knowledge of the
external world which has to be transcended. For this reason Dharmargje
Adhvarindra has dealt with the instrument of valid cognition (pram'a'pa).
That which is the means of valid cognition is called Pramana. The concept
of pramépa would become inconceivable if the concept of valid cognition
(prama) is not properly understood. That is why, the definition of Pramai.e.
valid cognition is put forth by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra at the outset of his
epistemological work - Vedantaparibhasa.’

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has provided two definitions of valid
cognition (Prama) after keeping the long-drawn controversy among the
philosophers of different schools of Indian Philosophy regarding the validity
of memory (smrt) in viewg. He has not expressed his own opinion regarding
this controversial issue. He simply gives two dg{initions of valid cognition
. (prama) : one excluding memory (smrt;vyavrtta/m) and another including
memory (smrtisadharana)

It would notbe uncalled for here to say a few lines on the arguments
in favour of the invalidity of memory before going to discuss the Advaita
concept of prama. Generally memory (smrti) is defined as
‘samskaramatrajanayam ;nanam ‘{ the cognition arising out of the impression
alone). The element of impression (samskara) is inevitable for each and
every manifestation of knowledge, but all are not memory. Most of the cases
are recognitive. When a jar is known as such, it is known through the light
of past expenenoe which generated an impression in our | mind. Hence,
Pratyabhijna (recognitive cogmtlon) is Samskarajanyam ;nam (i.e. cognition
generated through impression).

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra in his Vedantaparibhasa has dealt at length
on the definitions of valid cognition (prama). He was completely aware of
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the controversies on the status of recollective cognition or memory or smrtg

in the realm of cognition. The Indian thinkers differ - regarding its validity. - -

~ Most of the Indian thinkers do not want to give a status of valid cognition to

memory on account of the fact that in case of memory there is the chance of =

mistake. It has already been said that the memory is always generated by
impression ‘alone’ (samskaramatra;anya) In Tarkasamgraha the term 'matra’

~ has been explained as ‘generated by impression not being caused by

" something other than the impression® (samskaretarajanyatve sati
. samskarajanyatvam)®. It is true that impression serves the function of .
recognising an object. Whenwe recognise ajar as such, it is known through
the irnpression of the earlier experience of a jar. No determinate cognition
- (savikalpakajnana) is possible without the help of earlier impression
- (samskara). Hence, this type of cognmon is recognitive cognition

(pratyabh;;na) which is .completely different from memory Though some of -

the Iater thinkers have given thought in favour of the validity of memory, .
Dharmaraja did not want to enter inte-the complications initially. Hence, he
did not -provide any-epinion of his own regarding the validity of memory. He

had started his philosophical discussion.on the concept of valid cognition - |

(prama) in a very integrated way. He respectfully mentioned both the -
definitions after 'honouring the views of both the philosophers who accept

or do not accept memory as a valid cognition. In thls connectlon he did not

e

pass his own judgement. : .
The first definition whlch exdudes memory from the purwew of the

valid cognition runs as follows : ‘pramatvamanadhi- -
gatavadhitarthavisayakajnanatvarm’. that is, a valid cognition is a cognition
having some object as its content which is unaoquired' (anadhigata) and =
uncontradicted (avadhita)®. It is said that each and overy valid cognition is
primarily a cognition. But this cognition must have an object as its content
(arthavisayaka). It may be argued that if there is a cognition, it mustbe a
cognition of something. In other words, 'cognition’ means "cognition of'.
Generally there cannotbe a cogmtlon without any content (avisayaka). If it
is so, the term ‘arthavisayaka'incor porated in the definition is superfluous.
In response to this problem Dharmaraja Adhvarindra is of the opinion that,
so far as the AdvaitaVedanta is concerned, cognitionis of two types - having
some content (savisayaka) and having no content (avisayaka). As Brahman
is knowledge, Bliss and Infinitute (satyam ;nanam anantam brahmay),
Brahman is equivalent to knowledge etc. Hence, itis knowledge, but having
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no content Because this is not ‘the knowledge of Brahman’, but Brahman
itselfis knowledge. Thatwh|ch is in the form of knowledge is the embodiment

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

 '- ) cognmon which apprehends the objects exrstmg in  the mundane world.
-~ Hence, such cognition is not a bare oog_nmon but ‘cognition of something’.

" When we have a cognition of a jar etc, it is savisayaka or having a content '

"~ like jar etc. The definition of valid cognition under consideration covers the .
oogmtlon of the objects existing in the empirical world. The transcendental
cognition does not.come under the purview of this definition. In order to prove

this or in order exclude such knowledge from the purview of pramathe term -

- ‘arthavisayaka’ is included in the definition. Because it is the definition of .
valid cognition of the objects that are available in the empirical world.4
"~ Now the question may arise as to the significance of the term- .
‘anadhtgata‘ i.e. unacquired as an adjunct of the object. In fact, this term has
been used only to exclude memory from the purview of valid cognition. The
| unacquired object is that which is novél or new, but not the repetmon of the

R ~ earlier cognition which is already aoquwed (adhigata).

If this is accepted, there would arise the problem of recognition of the
oarlior object as having such and such characteristics. In the case of
" determinate cognition (savikalpakajnana) we can recogmse an object as such
through the light of the past impression gathered from ‘the expenence

‘Moreover, when we keep looking towards an object for a period of time, itis
'_ called persistent cognition (dharav/hfka;nana) If the adjunct 'anadhigata’is :
kept in fact, such type of cognition would not come under the junsdlctlon of .
-valid cognition (prama). Ifitis not taken as valid cognition, how can our day.
‘to day behaviour be explained ? Because, determmate cognition is inevitable
for our daily béhaviour and persistent cognition is also a common phenomenon .
in our practical life. Hence, it is very difficult to our common sense to believe
that these cognitions are not valid or these are illusory. _
In response to the above mentioned problem, Dharmaraja offers a
'suggestion. To him the term ‘anadhigata’(unacquired) does not create any
‘problem of the above mentioned type. To him each and every piece of
cognition is new due to having difference of spatio-temporal factors. When

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

every moment, because amoment becomes a qualifier or differentiating factor
from others. When a jar is cognised at the firstmoment, it is not repeated in
the second, because the second momentis the adjunct which differentiates:
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it from the first one. in the same way, the object seen in the third moment is
differentiated from the earlier ones due to having this particular span of
nme i.e. third moment. In this way, each and every cognition belongingtoa

.’perSIstent knowledge is to be taken as new' “novel” or unacqutred P
(anadh:gara) 5 _ .

 There is- another significant term avadhita (uncontradncted) in the

'deﬁnmon of valld cognition (prama) given by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra. It is
said thatany knowledge which is contradicted by thp subsequent knowledge
is called vadhita. fhe cognition of an object which is not contradicted is called

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

 same snake is tnown in the place of rope, it is called vadhita.. The valid

‘cognition should have an object as its contentwhich mustbe uincontradicted.
It may otherwise be eijIamed as follows When a snake is known as
- such, itis unoontrad” cted which is explained by the Nalyaylkas as a tadvatl
tatprakarakam j fnanaml e., the piece of cognition where somethlng remams
a -qualifier in an object in which that somethmg really exists. That is, when
an object called "X is known to be X when there is really the object °X'. In
the same way, it can be said that a cognition having snakeness as a qualifier
. inan ijeét where there really asnake is (sarpatvavati sarpatvaprakarakam
jnanam): If on'the' other hand, there is the knowledge of a snake in a piece
of rope “where there is no snake at- all (sarparvabhavavat;
sarpatvaprakarakam jnanam) it is called contradicted cognition or false
oognmon (aprama). : -

-In order to distinguish a valid cognition from the invalid one the term
avadhitais incorporated as an adjunct of object. -

" Itmaybe argued that the whole world becomes oontradlcted to an
~individual who realises the self. The whole world is nothing but the
manifestation of Brahman or self as evidenced in the Sruti : 'sarvam
khalw'dafiz, Brahma’' Tasya bhasa sarvamidam vibhati’. When an individual
~ realises this, he _beébmes identical with Self. Hence, each and every object
loses its individual identity and seems to be manifestation of Self. Itis said
in the initial mantra of the /sopanisad that the whole world is covered by
Consciousness. In other words, whatever found in the phenomenal world i |s
nothing but the manifestation of the Self ( Isavasyamfdam sarvam yat Kinok
jagatyam jagaf). _

- As ontologically there is no dualaity, one feels one’s existence in every
object of the world. Hence, there cannot be any exploitation of others and

A
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one should not feel greedy towards others propertles . There is a state when

there is enjoyment through renunciation ("tena lyaktena bhunjltha ma grdhah

kasyasviddhanam” (1st mantra of Isopanlsad) ‘

) If this_situation prevails, no object is known as havmg mdlvldual
| characteristic bEcth«s the mamfestat};on of Brahman or Self. When a jar etc
- are known as soff (but not as a # et2), they are con_tradlcted by the

~ knowledge of Brahman. Hence no cognition is possible which remains
_uncontradicted (avadhita). Why is the term incorporated in the definition 7 In

reply Dharmaraja has argued that inthe transcendental stage all cognitions

are contradicted by the knowledge of Brahman. Hence, the phenomenon b_f
‘uncontradiction’ ‘is not available at all. In order to remove such problem
Dharmaraja has oplned that the incorporation of the term avadh:tasuggesls :

that . such cognmon is limited to the phenomenal world (vyavaharikajagat)

but not to the transcendental world. The question of object of knowledge
comes ifthereis ddality or subject-object4re_latiénship. This duality remains:
under the purview of the phenomenal world.®

] .

The term anadh:gata means 'unacquired' dr novel' Actually the term
has been incorporated in order to exclude memory-oognmon from the purview
of the valid cogmtlon which is indicated by the term smrt:vyvrtta 7 Though
Dharmaraja Adhvarmdra did not pass any judgement of hlS own regarding
the tenability of the memory as a valid cognition, it is assumed that he was
~ in favour of not accepting memory as a valid cognition. This assumption is .
grounded on his mention of .the above-mentioned definition and its
‘substantiation through som e arguments. The term 'anadhigata’means ‘that '
which is not acquired earlier'. That which is not acquired earlier is called -
'novel’. It must apprehend something new, which was not known before.
Recollection is the memory of an object, which was perceived earlier. It does
not add any thing new to our knowledge. It is simply reproduction of the
previous perception. So it should not be regarded as strictly valid cognition.
To them valid cognition acquaints us with something new. In other words,
novelty is a characteristic feature of truth. From this the memory-cognition is
excluded from the purview of valid cognition, no doubt, but it also excludes
the recognitive cognition (praryabm}';)'é). Memory-cognition is generated
through our earlier impression alone (samskaramatrajanya) while
recognitive cognition is caused by the impression of the past experience '
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assoclated with the presence of the object (samskarajanya but not

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

“i.e. not known -earlier, it excludes both memory and recognitive cognition,
because recognitive cognition is not -anadhigata but acquired earlier. If _
memory-cognition is accepted as invalid, there is some justification as the
content is not verifiable  duse to the absence of it. Due to its non-verifiability
there is every chance of oommittinQ mistake or acquiring a mistaken

- cognition. Hence, there is no guarantes that such cognition (pratybhijﬁ%})
would -be veridical. But so far as recognitive cognition (pratybhijng), is
concerned it is not at all invalid, because it can help us to lead our day-to-

day behaviour. As the term anadhigata is incorporated in the definition, it |

~ cannot justify the recognltlve cogmtlon as ;t is already acqunred (adhigata)
and hence not new. -

Keeping the earlier objectlon in view . Dharmara;a Adhvarindra

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

the light of persistent cognition (dharavahlkajnana) which does not solve
“the real problem. To him an object known for a penod of time is.called
persistent cognition of the same. When we keep looking at the table for
- example, itis notthe same object seen for a period of time but itis, different
in different moment. The table seen in the first moment i is completely different
from thatseen in the second moment. In the same way, the table in the second
moment is different from that occurring in the third. To him it is the tempOfal
factor, which differentiates one from the other. Hence, an object existing in
each and every momentis oompletely new (anadh:gara) but not repeated
~ what is already acquired (adhigata).® ) :
“This justification cannot really solve the earlier problem of recognitive
'cogriition. If each and every object is temporally different from each other
and if it is new, how is an object recognized as identical in other occasion ?
If itis accepted that each and every object .= is new or unacquired, it will
- lead to the‘non-.accepmnoe of recognition or recognitive cognition, which is
accepted as valid in Advaita Vedénta system. In other words, this definition
does not cover such recognitive cognition and hence there arises the defect
of avyaptihere. 'va itis accepted that, though an object is different in different
moment, and hence new, there are some similarities between two pieces of
cognition which make the recognition possible, these two pieces of cognition
cannot be taken as completely new or novel de to having some old characters
in it. When a jar is recognized as a jar in the light of the old one, it may be
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said that the new is completely different from the old one as this occupies
different time in compare to the old one, which also occupied a different
time. When a pértiqjlar sword used by Tipu Sultan, as for example, is seen
. by an individual in the museum and apprecepted as ‘Thisis that sword
" used by Tipu Sultan’, how is the old sword used by Tipu Sultan recognized
as such ? The sword useéd by Tipu Sultan and seen by me bolohgs‘ to
- different time and hence they should be used as new or novel (anadhigata).
" But if it is so, how is the recognition of the sword used by Tipu Sultan
possible ? Itis a fact that the recognition is possible and this recognition
presupposes some sort of identity between them. If identity is there or if
some identical features are there, these are not different or new though they
‘belong to different time-span. Rather it would be a happier expression ifitis
said as acquired or adhigata. If the acquiredness of such cognition of sword
- used by Tipu Sultan is not accepted, the question ofits recognition doss not

~. . . arise atall. Hence the term anadhigata as an adjunct to the object cannot _

- jUStlfy all types of valid cognmons
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has already descrlbed such type of
‘ recogmtlve cognition as indeterminate perceptual cognitions

(mrwkalpakaprafyaksa) It is paradoxical to the Advaitins that they have .

accepted unacquired or new cognition as a valid cognition (pram') on the
- one hand and mrwkalpaka—perceptual coghition on the other. The acceptance
~ofone‘is oontradlctory to another. The. Advaltlns have given two examples
of such cognition-one from the secl world and another from the Vedic
- text.? 'This is that Devadatta’ (soyam devadanah) is from the' secular world
which points to the recognitive cognition, as the present Devadatta is

" identified with the past Devadatta. In other words, there is anidentity between

the consciousness limited by Devadatta and the'o_onsoio_usness limited by
the mental mode in the form of Devadatta as our inner organ called
ahtahkarapa goes out of the body and assumses the form of Devadatta.™
Though the present Devadatta and past Devadatta .. .« Txaiiveroste: .- are
different in terms of time and though they are not completely identical yet
there is an essential identity (svarupa-gatatadatmya) between them, which
entails that they are not completely unacquired (anadhigata). The example
cited from the Upanisadic text bears the same import. The Mahavakya -
Tattvamasi' (Thou art That )signifies the essential identity between two - -
" "Thou' (tvam) and That' (taf) i.e., Brahman or Atman. Both are taken to be
different due to having the specific characters in them. The former has got
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' ahiat’omic (ant) power while the latter is endowed with all-pervasive power
(wbhu) In spite. of this an |dent|ty between them is asserted from the

" . standpoint of essence (svarupagata) In this case, there is the identification

" of the knower referred by the term 'thou’ and the ob;ect referred to by the
“term 'That'." In this case also the phenomenon of_anadh:gatatva does not
exist, leading to the falsity of the nirvikalpaka- cognition or recognitive
cognition. If such mrwkalpaka-cogmtlon is proved as falsified, it would lead
to the falsity of the Mahavakya which is suicidal to the Advaitins. For, the
" import of the Mahavakyas makes a platform torealize the Ultimate Reality.
“The falsity of the Mahavakyas leads to the falsity of the whole metaphysical

~presuppositions. Hence, the term anadhigata creates confusion in the

Advaita Vedanta system of Philosophy and it should be excluded from the
~ definition. Moreover, the sentence 'Tattvamasi'(Thou art That) is taken as
" an example of jahadajahalfaksané(i e., a laksanawhich partly forsakes and
accepts its primary meaning) according to some Advaitins. In this sentence
~ the absolute identity between an individual bemg (ﬂva) and Brahman is
~ rejected and essential identity between them is accepted. By virtue of being
a specific type of Laksanathe sentence provides us a valid cognition though B
. -the character of being anadhigata is notthere.”? Hencs, the exclusion of the

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

_  Dharmaraja Adhvar-indra has made an effort to justify the fact of being

‘ unacqulred by mtroduclng the conce cif."persist'e’nt cogniti'o“n
} .(maravamka;nana) © To consider a piecé of cognition as’ ocoupying a-
. - momentis an attempt to justify the theory of momentariness as accepted by

~ the Buddhists. The Buddhists are . consistent in propagatmg the theory of

" momentariness, as they believe in the theories of svalaksana, no-soul or

permanent entities like samanya etc. For the Advaitins such a theory of
momentariness is not at all suppoftable because the Advaitins believe in
- the existence of permanent Self but notin svalaksana etc. As the Advaitins
have acoépted a different set of presuppositions, the theory of momentariness
does not findits entry in the Advaita framework. When the Advaitins formulate
the theories of the perceptuaflity of cognition of an object
‘(jr’;énagatapraryaktsa) and the perce ptuality of object (visayagatapratyaksa),
they recommend the amalgamation of different lim iting adjuncts (upadhj)
of the Consciousness like visayacaitanya (the Consciousness limited by
object), pramépacaitanya (Consciousness limited by mental mode) etc.™
How can an amalgamated situation be a momentary one ? Even if it is
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t_acoepted as momentary, how can it be known as perception of a jar o the

perception of the cognition of a jar ? All these problems remain unresolved if

- the term ‘anadhigata’ is not withdrawn from the definition.- | ,
o The famous oommentary S;Ichamam has ralsed some of these .

problems Tohim the term anadhtgata ‘does not mean that some thing is not
' caused by impression (samskara), but he would like to suggest that memory-
cognition is caused by the impression and there does not arise any question
of over coverage to such cognition. Those who believe in the instrumentality
~_of a sign admit that in an inferential cognition sadhyais inferred through a
sign, which is in the form of impression, and hence a sign sesn eatlier is

recoghized elsewhere with the help of impression. From this one can raise
a quesnon of the defect of avyapti to all the cases of inferential cognition

(anumitimatre) and also to the case of recognitive cognition (pratyabhiina) .
- As all entities excepting Brahman are llusory according to the Advaitins,
they are caused by the impression of earlier experience and hence the

| ‘V*deflnmon of prama cannot be applied there due its lack of novelty

(anadhigata) in them . h the like manner, any type of illusory cognition does
not come under the purview of the valid cognition through the insertion of

. the term anadh:gata and there arisesa cosntingency of losing the lmport of .

" the term ‘avadhita’incorporated in the definition. Dharmaraja Adhvarindra,
' -however has tried to give an explanation of the term ‘anadhigata’, which

‘existing in the immediate ,preceding.moment.,(Anadhigaratva;ir ca

E ~svavyavahitap5r_vak_sapat(rttidharmavieayavi.?ayakatvena niyatzsnfwsuiz);‘s Let
us explain this with the help of an example following the line of Maniprabha.
Here the term 'sve stands for the cognition of a jar. The property existing in -

the immediate preceding moment is the cognition of cloth etc., the object of
which is the cloth etc. The cognition in the form ofa jar is endowed with the
substratumness determined by the contentness of a jar, “which is different
from the _cloth etc. ('svamayam ghata iti ;nanam
rasmadavyavahitapbrvaksanavrtridharmah patah ityédijﬁanatmako
dharmastasya visayah patad;stadbhmnaghatawsayakatvamrup:ta-
dh:karanatavattvamayam ghata iti jnano iti laksanasamanvayah)." There is
the cognition of X which is endowed with the substratumness determined by
having the contentness of X which is completely different from Y etc. whose
property is in the form of coghition of Y etc. remaining in the immediate

also cannotsolve the problems raised earlier. The term 'anadhigata’means
- .z="something having an objectinvariably, which is not the property of something
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 preceding moment. In other words an object is known as having:
substratumness determined by havmg the contentness of that partlcular
" object which is different. from another cognition having an object occurring
_in the preceding moment. If there is the ’oognition of X endowed with the
substratumness determlned by havmg the contentness of X which is
-completely identical with the X occurringin the prevnous preceding moment,
‘it would be taken as adhigata (acquired) as opposed to anadhigata (
unacquired). Evenif this interpretation of anadhigatatva is taken into account,
memory-cognition can be excluded from the purview of prama, but not other
. types of cogpnition like recognitive cognition etc. Becauss, in the case of
recognition etc. the same object remainsin the preceding moment or earlier
" than this. On account of this the phenomenon ofreoognition is possible. The
‘problems raised earlier remain unresolved even the new interpretation of
the term anadhrgara is taken into account. If such definition is accepted for
. granted, the cognition in the form of Brahman bemg alone real the cognition
- of ajar etc becomes illusory and hence there arises the defect of avyapti,
. which cannot be removed resulting in the lack of usefulness of the term
- anadhigatainserted in the definition. It may be argued that as valid memory-
cognition ‘leads us always to the successful inclination

- _(niyatasamvadipravrtti), it comes under the purview of prama (valid

- cognition) and hence it bemg a defiendum of a valid coghnition cannot be
said thatit leads to the probabmry of the uselessness of the term anadhigata.
In response to this itis.said that the term serves the purpose of excluding
the use of s‘ome‘t}hing which is the qualifier of béing a valid cognition other
than the preVioUsl'y'me_ntioned one i.e. right memory-cognition. Under such
‘circumstances the validity of the ‘capability'of successful inclination
(samvad:pravrtfyupa-yuktapramanyam) would not be determined as a
criterion of valid cognition. In order to indicate this, the adjunct anadh:gata ‘
in the definition is justified. In other words, the fact of successful inclination
of cognition presupposes its previous cognition, which is certéinly adhigata
in character. The mention of the term anadhigata at least removes the
possibility of excluding successful inclination as a criterion of valid
cognition.” In this connection it may be said that if such case is excluded
with use of the term anadhigata, what is the utility of another term avadhita
inserted in the definition ?

In response to this Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has inserted the term
avadhita as an adjunct of object, which entails that the cognition of an objed.#
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existing in the phenomenal world i.e. in the transmigratory state must not be
contradicted or sublated by the latter cognition in the phenomenal i | e.in the
- transmigratory state but notin the transcendental level. It lmplles s factual
consistency or agreement with given facts, which have an em pmwl reality. B
- The Advaita Vedanta recognizes the empirical reallty of the world, but not its

ontological reality. The knowledge of piurality as found in the phenomenaj‘
level is contradicted by the intuition of identity of the Absolute. The term
avadhita can test the truth of an object in the empirical level.”® The insertion
of the term avadhita again creates some philosophical confusion in this -

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

cognition in the form : 'Itis raining outside’', the question may be raised how

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

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

which will go in favour of paratahpramanyavada not accepted by the

Advaitins. As they believe in the svatahpramemyavada (i.e., the extrinsic

validity of truth), the enquiry of the truth of a sentence cannotbe experience-

mdependent If it is said - The sentencs is sither true o false’, it can easily

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

intrinsically true. Itis stated by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra that the validity is |
intrinsically known. The meaning of term svatahis as follows. The collocation

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

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

knowledge of vrtti or mental mode which can reveal the withess (saks)). If

the cognition of vrttiis apprehended it can apprehend the validity of italso.
It has already been said that the various transformations of antahkaranah. or

mind are called vrtti. As this vrttiis known through the witness, the validity

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

if itis accepted that the validity is svatah,, there does not arise any question

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

the khowl'e'dge of vriti resulting in the knowledge of intrinsic validity. Under

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

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

previous sentence is notlike this and hence the truth-value of such sentence

can be determined extrinsically, which goes in favour of paratah-

pramanyavada, which is not accepted by the Advaitins leading to a

paradc;)dcal situation. In response to this objection the Advaitins may rejoin

that ythe term avadhita is inéorporated in order to remove the defect of
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atiVyépti ( over coverage) to an illusory cognition of anindeterminate ebject :
(anirvacamTyavieayabhrame' tivyaptivaranarthamuktamavadhiteti). In spite
~ of this the problem cannot ba sofvad. What is to be understood by the term
: 'g.pirg@cgr_wfyavigy_a"? The object, which is inexpressibie through language,
does not cor_r_\'eft‘rn‘der the purview of contradiction (vadhitatva). If an object is
mistaken as an indeterminate object, there is a chance of taking it as valid
cognition. In order to exclude such cognition from the purview of valid
cognition, the term avadhita has been incorporated. If cognition is without
any description, there does not arise any questron of contradiction .
(vadhitatva). In this connection it can be said that anindeterminate cognition
is neither true nor false due to the absence of proper description. On account
of this it is very difficult to say that there is vadhitatva or avadhitatva. Even if
itis accepted that the term anirvacaniya is taken in the sense of some
indescribable phenomena that are unseen in character, the term avadhita
" does not stand in the eye of logic. Mapr'prabhé further adds that when an
individual is having an illusory cognition, the cognition of the earlier object
soen in different space is acquired and hence there is the lack of the cognition
of an object, which is not known earlier. As the centent of an illusory cognition
- remains acquired due to the absence of the content, which is unacquired in
nature, the adjunct anadhigata does not remain here. In order to exclude
such cognition from the purview of valid cognition the term avadhita is
inserted in the definition.?? The previously mentioned problem car’r‘et be
resolved even if this term is incorporated for this purpose for the reason
mentioned earlier. ‘ .

Again the term arthawsayaka generates some problems in the
followmg manner. The term literally means 'having some object as its content’
of cognition. A question may be raised as to the incorporation of the term-
‘artha’ as an adjunct to object (visaya). The visayaka means a cognition
having an object, which is characterized by the adjuncts anadhigata and
avadhita. Hnece there is no justification for incorporating the term artha;
rather it leads us to a kind of tautology. The expression 'the cognition must
have an object as its content’ means 'the cognition must have an object.’
The term 'as its content' (artha } is, | think, superfluous, because an object
always remains in cognition without being its content. In the phenomenal
level the knowledge means knowledge of something. Hence the term
'visayaka' instead of arthavisayakawould have been more justified. Through
the insertion of the term Brahman that is Knowledge having no object
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: (awsayaka) can easily be excluded from the purview of the definition, which
is meant for the knowledge of the phenomenal objects. However, one
_, jusufmnon maybe offered in favour ofthe Advamns In this connection, the
torm 'visayaka’is not to be taken as 'having some object’, but as "having
some relation with'. From this the term 'arthavisayaka’' would mean 'having
some relation with content'. In other words, the visayatain this particular
context exists in the content, which is technically called arthanisthavisayata.
Vi._sayaté génerally exists in three places in the qualificandness called
viSesyatanisthavisayata, in the qualaifierness called
' wsasanatamsthawsayata and in the relationness called
sansargatamsmawsayata By the term 'arthavisayaka’ Dharmaraja wants to
mean that the contentness exists in the qualificandness in the form of artha
(ar__marﬁpavi:sosiiatani,s@a-wl_sayata). As the term visayais taken in the sense
~ of arelation, there is no scope of the defect of tautology.
~ In-another ‘way the problem may be solved. If external picture tallies
with what is described in the sentence, it is true . If otherwise, it is false. In
this way. the validity of truth is determined. This method is called paratah -
pramanya or extrinsic validity of truth, which is advocated by the Nyaya-
Vansesuka philosophers, Buddhists etc. But the Advaitins believe m ‘the
mtnnsuc validity (svatahpramanya) of truth as their philosophy is Sruti-
dependent. Whatever said in the Sruti or Agama is not always verifiable.
Hence,a they are to be taken as true ab initio. Moreover, .Smt_r,or Agama
can never be fallible as they are apauruseya or not oompéed'by ordinary
human beings. Hence they have no other alternatives than to accept their
validity without any verification. : ’
Let us come to the earlier problem of Avadhitatva ie,
. uncontradictioness. If truth is ascertained initially or intrinsically, it is to be
presumed as avadhita, because there is no scope to test its
uncontradictedness. If we would like to attain a confirmed cognition of its
uncontradicted character, we have to wait for sometime to see whether our
experience can contradict the oognition or not. If the property of being
uncontradicted is verified in terms of experience, it comes under
pararabprém’apyavada i.e. the theory of extrinsic validity of truth which is
not ontologically accepted by the Advaitins. _
In order to avoid such complications Dharmaraja Adhvarindra
emphanca!ly says that the validity of truth must be determined mtrmsscally
(svatah). The intrinsic nature is explained in the following manner. Wron a
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cognition is known to be vahd through the col!ocatlon of causes through which

- an object existing in self in the form of vrtti is known if and only if thereis an
-absence of defect (svatograhyanca dosabhava sati yavatsvasrayagrahaka-
samagngrahyatvam) In Advaita Vedanta system our inner organ
(anrahkarana) goses out of the body and assumes the shape of the object
~ which is called vriti ( mental mode) just as water ﬂowmg through canal etc

’ assumes | the form of canal etc. An object in the form of a mental mode is
known, the validity of the mental mode is known simultaneously, which is
- called svarahpramanya In this connection, it should always be borne in mind
that the phrase - 'dosabhave sati’ (being associated with the absence of
defect) is very much sngnlﬁwnt The causal collocation i.e, saks; etcof an
| object in the form of mental mode can also reveal its validity if there is no
empediment in the form of defects like too much prommlty (attsam:pya) too
much remoteness (atiduratva), miopia etc. '

If there are certain defects then there may arise the doubt of valldlty )
Validity would follow automatically or intrinsically if there is the absence of
defects and if there is an awareness of an object's own locus i.e, vrtti or
mental mode giving no scope to entertain the doubt of validity. In the cSe of
doubt the cognition of mental mode is apprehended through witness, but
there does not arise the cognition of validity due tb having défect related to

.. doubt.Z.

it may be argued that how the mvahdlty of cognition (apramanya) 5
posmble In response to this it is said by Dhramara]a that the invalidity of a
~ cognition is not caused by the collocation of conditions through which the ‘
. cognition is originated; becauss it would be unduly extended to the valid
cognition also. If the same collocation of conditions responsible for the
origination of a particular cognition is accepted as cause of both the validity
and invalidity of cognition, it would be very difficult to differentiate between
pramanya (validity) and apramanya(invalidity) of a cognition. If this criterion
is accepted then the valid oognitibn would come under the purview of aprama.
In other words, there would arise the possibility of invalidity to the valid
cognition also if the above-mentioned criterion is taken for granted. Hence it
is better to accept that the invalidity is always caused by some defect.?

Now we may turn to our previous problem regarding the justifiability of
inserting the term 'avadhita’as anadjunct of arthai.e. object which becomes
the content of oogmtlon From the |nterpretat|on of svatahpramanya( intrinsic
validity) given above we shall have no problem of accepting intrinsic validity
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of truth even though the term avadhita is-inserted in the definition. As per
the ihterpretation_given earlier an object is to be taken as avadhita or
uncontradicted if no defect (dosa) is found on the way of our understanding.
~Ifthere were any defect, the object would be taken as contradicted or vadhita .
Ieading,to the invalidity (aprémépya) of the cognition. When an object is |
apprehended, we shall have to be careful about the fact that there is the
absence of defects (dasabhava), which is the precondition of knowing the
“validity of the cognition. Otherwise itis to be taken as invalid. In this way all
_ the problems may be solved.
“If the Advaita view on Prama is reviewed carefully, it would
- correspond to the Western theory of coherence. We may give a brief account
of the four theories regarding truth according to the West.

- According to a view, the truth of knowledge depends on its practical
value. That which enjoins us with the practical object is called a right-
coghition. In other words, the cognition which leads us to serve some purpose
or end-in-view is called a right one (yatasca arthasiddhih tat samyagjnanarm-
Nyayabindu). It is supported mainly by the Buddhist logicians like
Dharmakirti. To him the right cognition is that which reveals an object and
leads to serve some purpose or succesful inclination (Tatah arthakriya-
samartha-vasm-pradarsakam samyagjnanam Nyayabindu). In the West
such theory is called pragmatic theory. A cognition of an objectis said to be
true if it gives rise to serve some end technically called arthakriyakari. The
oogniﬁons of sky-flower etc are invalid as they cannot lead us to serve s._c‘)'r'n'é
purpose. On the other hand, the cognitions of water etc. can be taken as
valid if they can lead us to the quench of thirst etc which is the pragmatic
value of the cognition. S

The second view is mainly forwarded by the Naiyayikas in india and
known as ' correspondence theory of truth according to the Western
philosophers. To them, the oognition of snake , for example, will be taken as

“valid if it occurs in- a place where there is really snakeness. Such veridical
cognition is defined as tadvati tatprakérakam jnanam i.e., a cognition of an
object' whose qualifier remains there where the qualifier really exists. We
may have knowledge of a snake in two ways - there may be the knowledge
of a snake in a place of snake where there is really snakeness and the
same knowledge may also occur in a place where there is the absence of
snakeness. The former case is known as radvaalamrakarakam jnanam'whlle
the latter is called 'tadabhavavati tatprakarakam ;nanam To know an object
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as such is prama or true cognition. The same view has been expressed
by Annam bhatta in his Tarkasamgraha and D:plka('Tadvatl tatprakarakah
anubhava yatharthah) This view corresponds to the correspondence theory
of truth. -

The third view is known as coherence theory of truth according to the
Western thinkers which actually advocates the harmony of experience
(samvaditva) with other experiences. In the Tattvakaumudi Santaralmta is
in favour of such view when he says 'Pramanam awsamvadynanam

There is a fourth view which ressmbles to the view of the Advaita
school of Vedanta. According to this view, an awareness may be taken as
~ true if it is non-contradicted (avadhita). This nature of uncontradictedness
cannot be proved through the correspondence theory which actually depends
on the method of coherence or samvada. In fact, the real correspondence is -
inferred between khowledge and reality with the help of harmony of
experience. This can ascertain that the knowledge is absolutely free from
error as itis not contradicted at that time. From this it does not follow that in
future any contrary experience can falsify our present cognition. ‘

So far as the pragmatic theory of truth is concerned, it is argued by
the Advaitins that from the fulfilment of our purpose (ar thakriyakaritva) the
truth of a cognition cannot be warranted. Because sometimes a false
cognition can lead an individual to the successful activity. When an individual
soes mistakenly that there is a jewel ata distance emitting lustre, he proceeds
to the place thinking it areal silver and for tunately receives real jewel there.
In this particular case the cognition of lustre in a jewel which is a false
cognition leads us to the attainment of the jewel andin this way it can satisfy
our purpose. Though we come to know afterwards that the earlier cognition
was false yotit serves our purpose. Hence, the Advaitins are in favour of the
view that only conflict with the available data can prove the falsity of a
cognition. The earlier conception was that the earth is stationary and the
sun moves round the earth but afterwards this idea is abandoned as it
conflicts with the astronomical data. Hence if something is contradicted then
its faISIty is proved » (vadhirawsayatvena hi bhramatvam - Tattvaprad:plka-
citsukhi, p.218, Nirnay 1915). That is why, to the Advaitins a cognition which
remains as uncontradicted (avadhita) is alone prama. Thatis why, the term
is included as an adjunet of the object which becomes the content-of prama,
~ or valid cognition.
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it has been stated earlier that Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has not

expressed his own opinion regarding the status of memory (smrt). Hence, -

~ he has given both the definitions - one including memory and another

- excluding memory. There is a controversy among different schools of Indian
~ Philosophy regarding this. The Mimamsakas think that memory cannot be -

included under prama ( na pramanarm smrtih - Prakaranapancika - 6.3). On

. the other hand)the Vais’egikas are of the opinion that there are four ways of
knowing-perception (Pratyaksa), inference (/aingika), memory (smrtj and

~ intuitive (arsa) These four ways of knowing are aocepted by Prasastapada
in his bhasya which is called' Padarthadharmasam&graha ( 'deap:
- caturvidha - praryaksa—langfka-smrtya-salaksana)
Though Dharmaraja has not taken any side regardmg the status of

memory as Prama we may consider its acceptabll_lty as prama. Let us acospt.

~ageneral principle that truth is the sole characteristic feature of knowledge.

“Ifitis so, memory, if remains as uncontradicted or non-dublous, may be taken. -

as knowiedge or prama The role of memory in reveallng the pastis inevitable.

o Only memory can roproduce the past faithfully. Somethingremembered is to
" be taken as trué on account of the fact that it is identical with the content of

the past experience represented. But there remains always a doubt whether

i memory can represent the past aceurately or not. Considering this point o
. different philosophers are reluctant to admit it as a means of valxld_oogmtlon ’
- Though there are problems in accepting memory as pramayetitis a distinct o

. experience which is essential in our daily life. Therefore, such experience is
_given a' distinct name - smr#i. The awareness which enlightens a new content

is called knowledge proper (amthtih) while the awareness reproducing ’
- earlier content is called smyti. Thus 'novelty’ (anadhigatatva) has been taken

~ as an essential quality of the content of valid cognition.
The Naiyayikas differ on the point whether prama can cover the

memory-cognition or not. We may discuss some of the arguments of the

philosophers who have accepted smrti as prama.

The instrument of valid oogmtlon (prama) is called pramana ( tatra

pramakaranam pramanam Vadantapanbhasa) Though Dharmaraja has
given a particular definition of valid cognition after keeping a particular set
of presuppaositions in view, he remains silent about the instrumentality
' »(karapatva) and its nature. It is accepted that he has no new view about the
definition of instrument (karana). From this it follows he has accepted the

position of his opponent' (PJrvapak._sin) i.e. Nyaya-view which goes as
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follows - ‘vyaparavad asadharanar karanam karanarh.’ There are two types
of cause for the origination of a piece of cognition - one is called sadharana
- (common) and another is asadharana (uncommon). The common causes are

“‘common’ (sédha?apa) because they are necessary in all effects. A set of
- causes like God, self, unseen factors, time etc is essential or invariable
antecedent of all types of effect. That is why, thoy are called common causes
(sédhérar)a kérana). Apart from these, there are some special causes which
are essential for a particular type of effect. As for example - sense-object-
contact (indnya'trthasannikar.?a) is'a special cause of perceptual cognition. It
- is called an uncommon cause (asEdh’érapa karanaj on account of the fact
thatit is a cause spedcially required for perception, not for inferential cognition
etc. In the same way, the cognition of the invariable relation ( vyapti) between |
a hetuand a sédhya is the cause only for generating inferential cognition,
but not for percephon etc. Hence, itis also called an uncommon cause
(asadharana karana) which is called karana (instrument). The uncommon
‘cause alone cannot give rise to an effect if it is not associated with some
operative process which is technically called vyapara. An eye alone cannot
reveal an object if there is no contact (sannikarsa) between eye and an object.
An axe may be considered as an instrument (karana) of cutting if it is
associated with the effect of pulling upward and downward
(udyamanipatana). Hence the operative process is called an intermediate
process technically known as vyapara. It is defined in the following manner
: ‘Tajjanyatve sati tajjanyajanako vyaparah'. . An intermediate - operative
~ process is that which, being caused by something, becomes the generator
of'something. Let us suppose there are three things - X,y and z. Ify being
caused by x becomes the generator of z, y is called vyapara. If the instance
of axe is taken into account, the phenomenon of lifting upward and putting
downward (udyama-nipatana) being caused by an axe becomes the
generator of the action of cutting. In the case of the cognition of the existence
of hetu pervaded by Vyépa’ in the Paksa is called paramarsa ( vyapyasya
paksavrtbtvadhih paramarsa ucyate.® - -.7’). In other words, the knowledge
of the existence of the probans (hetu) whlch is qualified by invariable relation
is callod paramarsa (vyaptiviSista-paksadharmata-jfianam paramarsah).”
The example is as follows 'vahnivyapyadhumavan parvatah '( ie., the
mountain is having smoke pervaded by fire). In this case, there are two pieces
of cognition - the existence of probans in the subject (paksa) and of probans
pervaded by invariable relation. As inferential cognmon defined as a
cognition arising out of paramarsa ( paramarsajanyam jnanamanumit;h)
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inferential cognition can be taken as a result of paramarsa. Hence the role

of Paramarsa is intermediary, because the knowledge in the form of
Paramarsa being caused by the knowledge of invariable concommitance
becomes the generator of mferentlal cognition. Henoe itis the vyapara of |
inferential cognition. v

~ In the like manner, an UNCOMMON cause associated with some
operative process is called a Pramana i.e., the means of knowing. A
Pramanais such type of active and uncommon cause of prama.

itmay be argued that memory or smrtimay 'sometimes provide us a
cognition which corresponds to reality. 1t is said by Annambhatta that the
memory is of two types -veridical and non-veridical. That which is caused by
veredical anubhava or right cognition or pramais called non-veridical
" Smmrap; dvividha - yathartha ayathartha ca iti. Prama;anya yathartha,
aprama]nya ayatharthé)z’ Hence one might think that smrti sometimes
becomes right cognition and sometimes not. _

The above-mentioned view needs the: following' clarification.
Annambhatta in his Tarkasamgraha has divided cognition or buddhi into
two types - memory and anubhava (representative cognition) |
('sarvavyavahérahetub gunah buddhih jnanam sa dvividha_/L- smyrtih
anubhavah ca®).? The analysis of anubhava i.e. repreSentaﬁ\)e coghition
is found in the theories of knowledge i.e. perceptual cognition, inferential
cognition, cognmon through companson and testimonial knowledge In thls '
portion he has given the division of memory.

- Memory or recollective oognmon is a reproductional state where we
“do not find any thing new or novel. What is known is the reproduction of
something belonging to the past cognition. This past cognition might have
been veridical or not. If it were veridical, the corresponding recollection would
also be veridical if represented in an undistorted way. Ifit were non-veridical,
the recollected entity would also be non-veridical But itshouldbe borne in
mind that the above-mentioned varities of memory-cognition-the veridical
and the non-veridical cannot be described as prama (right cognition) and
aprama (false cognition) respectively. Because, prama and aprama are two
varities of anubhava which is one of the sub-types of Buddhi. The other sub-
class of the same is memory or smyti. Hence, the instrument (karana) of the
veridical memory cannot be described as pramana ( means of valid
cognition). This term pramana is used only in the context of the veridical
representative cognition (yathartha anubhava). The Naiaﬁkas have




o

A 37
accepted four types of Prama, the instruments of which are perception

~ (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), comparison (upamana) and verbal
. testimomy (sabda)

As Annambhatta has accepted the veridical and non-veridical memory,
it indicates that he recognises a,possibility of veridical memory-cognition
after considering its value in our daily life. At least Anumbhatta has given
thought on this aspect considering the fact that all memory-cognitions are

"not taken false. However, the Naiyayikas ultimately did not include it under

Pramana because the recollected fact is not verifiable through external
factors as the event or incident is not repeated.®

The definition of Pramépa as accepted by Nyaya is supported by
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra. To him praména is of six types : perception |
(praryaksa) Inference (anumana), comparison (upamana), Verbal testimony
(agama), Presumption (arthapatti) and Non-cognition (ampalabdhn)
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