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“prasthanaratnakar’ Prstavand

by Goswam S Shyammnoharjt

TeaEHs Ut Freaur

Englsh Translation Dr Mrs SunandaY Shastn

Sense organs should be understood as the means of
direct perception The sense organs of six kinds viz €Y6
skin, nose, tongue, ear and mind (7®) Mind 1S nternal
and external both, smce 1t 18 connected with action and
knowledge These sensc organs are atomic m size, bc)ond
the grasp of gross sense organs and though they are not
clernal, stll they are long lasting and changing or subject

to transformation

As theirr objects, the mamifested form, objects having
mamifested form, number, measurcment, disjunction, conju
nction, division, otherness, separateness, speed etc qualines,
action mamfested 1 these, their category (st = unwersahity)
mdicated by suffix (=) (Tva) and 2ll these qualitics, actions
and properties with their substratum

Qualities, acuons and properties and themr onc ness with
the substance, m which the manifested touch and {objeets)
having mamfested touch are percavable by the shn (tactual)
Substance having manfested smell, and the queliics actions
and propertics of such substance and their oncness with

Yo



substratum are pcrce\vuhlc by nose (Olfﬁ.clof)) Taste, substance
having taste, qualitics, actions and properties of substancc
having manifested taste and thewr oneness with substratum
are percewable by tonguc [Qustatory) Sound, substance having
sound, qualitics, actions and properties of substance having
manifest sound and their oneness with substratum, are

percewable by ear {auditory)

According to some thinkers, nose, tonguc and car these
organs do not perceve the substance, but only perceive qualitics
But accordmg to Vallabha Vedanta, 1t ts hetter t0 hold that
these sense organs perceve the substanc
the expencnces of milk after drmkang mi
of mght, of flowers after smelling Campuka ctc fragrant

flowers and of trumpet after hearmng trumpet sound elc,
d by tonguc, nose and ear

e It 15 because 1n

tk in the darkness

objects are durectly perceive

respectively

The Earth having mamfested quahties, becomes object

ans Water having mamifested qualities

of the five sense OfE
except nose Fire

t of four sense organs,

becomes the objec
cxcept nose and tongue

becomes object of three sense Organs

Wind becomes object of two sense,
ear The sky 15 formless therefore, not percewable by the
eyes, but by the power of object to be known (yia=eT )
space becomes visible to eyes Similarly directions and ume
both are not percenvublc by the sense organs, stll they both
being the adjectives of percewable obyects, are perceved

organs ViZ skin and

wy



Desire etc are variations of mnd are percerved by the mmnd

Soul, m 1its true form 1s perceivable only through the
means prescribed the scriptures and not by the worldly
direct perception Though the soul beung onc with the notien
‘I' (ego) becomes percewvable by the intellect having notion
‘I' (ego) Or perception of the soul, m 1ts pure form,
be percewved by ordmary perception Only through proper
means, prescribed by the scriptures, the perception of soul 15
possible The self can be experienced through the notion T'(ego}
by an mdmdual due to the dentification of self with €80

cannot

Reflections, illusory or ghost figures and hypnosis are
expenenced not because of the perceving ability of sense
organs, but because of the nature of that pamcular abyecty
therefore, 1t 1s unnecessary to search cause and effect 11
appearance Similarly, darkness 1s not accepted as the abscnce
of hight but it 1s Mayka (illusory) object It 18 connected
with the basic construction of human eyes Hence other ammals
are able to see mto darkness, since Hllusory ( mifEE) darhkness
cannot cover ther eyes Human cyes become covered DY
the illusory ( ®1f&w ) darkness due to the lack ot‘pmpcr/cnoush
ight Simlarly, refrecuon also 15 accepted as one ilusory
(wmfew) object This topic 18 discussed at length 1
Andhakdravida and Praubimbavida

N

Among the lunds of Abhiva {non cxistence) accepted

by Naylhas prior non existence (s Jis condition of
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substance considered as (I ) (matenal causc) or ( GRaTT)
coherent of the name form and actions of the effect with
concealment { FR) and favourable to the mamfestation
(enﬁwfa) of effect Similarly Posterior non existence
(USImI9IS ) 15 unfavourable State of the effect Thus,
by percewving the matenal cause, the mcthod of perception
of pnor non existence and postertor non existence can be
understood This tomc has been explamed wm detad m
‘Avirbhavatirobhivavida’ chapter of Avatiravadavali, therefore,
not discussed here in detaml As far as the ‘Mutual non existence’
(m\ﬂa)m concerned It should be noted that it 15
In two wys Viz first of all, in the example of “Pol 15
not cloth” The absence of pot m the cloth 1s expenenced
and objected as “Can pot be cloth?” which 1s refuted as
“Pot cannot be cloth” Thus, the mutual non existence can
be percerved The pomt to be noted here 1s, the relation
by which cloth 15 absent m the substratumn pot, by the same
controlilng relation Clothness 1s absolutely absent i the
substratum pot Accepting thus mutual non cxistence ( FaT-

A¥) dose not remamm as an ndependent vanety of

non existence and 1t becomes “Absolute non exstence’

(araaar) As Pot exists m the pot by the relation
of identity {ararem ), it does not exist m the cloth, such
kind of explanation 15 given about Mutual non exsstence By
unposing non eustence of cloth on the pot and then negating
it, the total form of pot is revealed by the concealment

of cloth Therefore, 1t 1s proper 1o include the metweal

non existence of cloth and pot in the form of clath and
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pot The last kind of non-existence 1€ Absclute non existence
( s¥eg=amad ) should be undersiood as concealment( fiarT)
Because ‘Absolute non-existence' cannot be deemed as
essenceless Tike sky flower ( @Yw) The absence of anythmg
m any place 1s ca'llcd 1ts “Absolute non existence’, then defimtion
of absence 15 formed through the expenence of concealment
of that object Then only “Pot is not on the floor” such
kind of perception of the floor associated with concealment

of pot 15 perceved

After the explanation of sense organs, therr actions need
to be explamed The action of semse organs 35 called
(W‘Gﬁ‘)-ccmact It 1s of two kinds, viz {1} Qrdinary actions
and (2} Extra Ordmary actions

Qrdinary actions are agam of five kinds viz
(1) Contact {¥anT)
(2)1dentuty ( arvesT)
(3)Conyunction and rdentty { FYFNGTHT )
{4) Conyunction cum adjectivity ( GgaRiIaaorar ) and

(5)Essence { @ew)

Visual perception of substance tahes place when the
substancc comes 1 contacl with the cyes The pereeption
of emotons hke determmation, doubt, pleasure ete, which
anse within through mnd (W), takes place through
wlentity contact Perception of qualiies, actions and properiics
i the substance 15 possible through conjunction and identity

wr



{ IR ) contact Concealment( @) 15 always
perceived 1 the form “conjunction cum wenuty’ ( gfadgaa-
favraurar) contact with sense organs Swmilarly, to percetve
mental states, form of those mental statcs themselves become

contact

Extraordmary activities are of three kinds viz 1 Universal

(Samanya), 2 Supra sensuous (Yogj) and 3 Maya

General properties 1 the persons are perceived by the
universal contact Thercfore, aniversal contact 18 useful m
the mherent knowledge of particular person Future, past
or extra sensory things are percewved by Supra sensuous
contact The Mayika contact creales perceptual error without
manifesting non existent or concealed objects presentng in
the mtellect 1n particular hme space

After thuis discussion, the author has discussed m detal
the Anupalabdin  Pramana

presented to define perceplio!
of thought, which accept ohject

(non apprehension), which 1s
1 of non existence of the object,

accordmng to those schools

as exssting and non existing both Tn thus regard, after evaluating

the wviews of SriParasanath Misra, Vedanta panbhasakar,

VaiseshesYikas and Nayayikas, the author has expressed hus
own wview, stalng that, 1t 15 not necessary to accept

non apprehenston ( Anupalabdhi) as an mdependent means

of valid knowlcdge 1© perceive non existence Because, just

as after percewing particular object through the eyes, Its

s



\nowledge 15 manifested Simutarly, we do not get know lcdge
of any objcct through non apprehenston { aTuAreR )

Indeterminate nowledge  created by the Sense object
contact achieves its visual ete determinate state through mental
states Therefore, discussion of nature of mental states becomes

necessary

Form of the objects seen outside, can pe felt within
after closing eyes This form cannot be of the outer object,
because abandoming outer substratum, entering of that form
withm seems impossible So, that form has to be accepted
as the form of some mner object withn Sankhya school
calls 1t Vrtu (state) as different egoistic prnaple Naiy3dykas
believe that the rays of the eyes reach the object and there
1s sense object contact Through {his sense object contact
some kind of mmpression 1s formed, which 1s herent 1
the Atman, accepuing thus, they reject the Vrius (state)

1t 1s necessary to note that, the form of the perccwed
object m the eyes 15 matter of experience (aﬁ‘ﬁ’ﬁm)-
therefore, 1t 15 proper to accept mternal state It should
not be deemed aus different prmciple or different mherent
properly of Atman Because, thuis 15 some particular state
of mtellect according to Vallabha Philosophy How can the
mternally set mtellect take form of outer obJEct, answer 10
auch doubt 15 When sense organs combined with the mind
come 1n contact with outer objects, then form of the object

Lt



1s reflected 0 sense organs, just as one's face 15 reflected
m the muror Continuous mixing and friction of the Sattva,
Rajas and Tamas cause disturbanee, and non diswrbance
the mtellect, therefore, due to thus disturbance, memal state,
sometimes 15 transformed, parually or totally taking the shape
of reflectiaus i the sense organs of outer ohjects and sametimes
it may not take any shape also It happens so, bacause
mtellect helps cogmuve organs and organs of actions, therefore,
when mtellect 1s ;m posttion of helpmg the organs determuaate
knowledge and favourable actvity to that anse Someumes,
when heiping nature of intellect 1s obstructed due to merease
of Rijas or Tamas, then doubt or determinate knowledge
of errar anses Thus, all thesc mental states arc particular
state of intellect only After wmiellect 1s shaped m the form
of object supplied by sense object contact, then only direct
perception takes place Otherwise inteflect 1s shaped
the form different than the object then 1t 1s beheved to
be an error Similarly, due to the varous kinds of mental
states, ail other subdivistons of knowledge should be understood
as an outcome of different mental states As per the statement
of Bhigavata, “Mental states, viz awakemng, dreamung and
deep slcep are emerge from Gunas and ndvidual soul 1s
defimtely different from them as spectator” proves that all
kinds of knowledpe 1s mental state only When the enjoyment
giving Karmas arise, that 15 waking state, when those Karmas
become dormant thea it 15 dream or state of deep slecp
Instead of accepung suth kind of theory, it 1s proper to
accept that the muxing and fnction among three Gunas, which

W



are manifested for the sport of Lord, goes on according
1o will of God Thus, 1t 1s better to accept that Gns are
the ncarest cause of different states of mtellect That 15 why,
in the aghtcenth chapter of Bhagavad-gitd 1t s said that
body as substram (afige), Jva as agem(iﬁf),
instruments{ ®FOT) such as sight ctc external sense organs,
four lunds of nternal mstruments, action of Prana ctc vital
airs called Cesti, time and Lords will called destmy(éa')
or the mner controller(3Faafift) of alllving beings descnbed
1n the 61verse 1n the 18 chapter of Gitd, become mstrumental

n all our activities

The process of direct perception 1s ke this 'Mind becomes
rcady for particular action mspired by mner controller
(er=mfift) ?Then mumd mspires concemed sense Organs
3When sense organs are in agreement withtheir preceding deities,
then only sense organs come 1 contact with objects “Then
indetermmate knowledge 1s gencrated after object are reflected
in sensc organs SThen, along with the muxng and friction
of three Gunas m ntellect, intellect may grace the sense
organs, partially of totally ¢Then mental states accordingly
manifest and different kinds of determnate knowledge anse
TEmotions like attachment, aversion or neutrality efc become
strong according to -the different kinds of determnate
knowledge, *from those emotions, mner and external activities,
ke will efforts etc emerge ®Then the actraty of accepting
or rejecting or neutral atntude takes place and Y the end,
gamn and loss which 1s cause of happmess and sorfow of

e



mdifference mamfest

According to the method described above, all the activities
done through mtellect are deemed by Jiva (individual self)
as happenmng within due to superimposition of Antahkarana
( AFTTHOTEAH ) imposiuon of Pana ( STOTSATE ) imposition
of sense organs ( 3FEETEAT®) mmposition of hody { 3greaTe)
on 1t and due to forgetting one’s awn real nature( TEUfEI )

Consequently, they appear as the properties of the soul
on one hand and on the other except these properties, the
principle like soul 1s not even accepted Really speakung,
this happens because the consclousness of the soul 15 reflected
n the inner organs, 1€ vital amr, sense organs and body

The process of dream knowledge takes place m some

t way then the above mentioned method of dircct
ousness 1n the form

differen
perception In this process, soul conscn
of properties shnnks and 15 averted form body, sense organs
and mund and only 1s reflected 1 the ego (3EgW) and
ntellect Therefore, soul cONSCICUSNCSS, due to super imposition
d ntellect does the actuvity of creating happiness

of ego an
cts mn antellect accordmg

and sorrow by enjoymg the obje
to Karma
After sleeping duc 10 the excess of Tamas, the soul

1 the form of pure CONSCIOUSNESS, withdr.
enjoys the Supreme bliss m

awn from the happiness
and sorrow producing Karmas,
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the mner most heart { G ) with self Lnowledge through
the emigmatic hnot Citta (consciousness/mtellect/mmnd)

After this discussion, the author has discussed and explamcd
Naiyayika's and Sankara's view in this regard and explaned
the method of realization of God according to Villabha doctrine,

n the end of this chapter

Difference between the method of emergence of knowledge
of direct perception and the method of reabzation of God
1s, the realizaton of God takes place by the power of the
Lord/umes/{ 5% ) and not by the power of means of vald
knowledge

“This self 1s not attamed through study, 1ot
through the intellect, nor through much hearing The
very self which thus aspirant seeks ts attamable through
that fact of secking, this self of his reveals fus
own nature’’

{Mundakopansad 1 1t 3)

—this  statement from Mundakopamisad ~ Supports that
realization of God 1s possible by His' acceptance only Meaning
of the word (&0r) (Acceptance) should not be taken 1
the sense of deswre to give fruit related to the mundane
world or to lhberanon It 1s to be taken in the sense of
desire to give an experience of his own form ‘ar’ to inculcate
extreme love for ‘His Own form' This acceptance (W)
15 only 1 the form of Grace (37T )

o



The acceptance by the God Lord dunng the penod of
incarnation becomes the sced to sprout and bloom devotion
towards the God, but dunng the penod of non mcarnation
(3FEAREAT) acceptance by the God tekes the form of
desire of the God to mamfest before, the devotee Thus,
a devotee or non-devotee, everyone can percerve the God
The method 15 same, 1e¢ through the power ol object to
be known, 1e God's pawer this ‘Darfana’ {vision} is possible
and not through the means of vald knowledge
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g “The cell has mam two parts 2 nucleus
contanmng the genetic materal deoxyribonuclelC acid
(DNA), and a surrounding cytoplasm  The nucleus cell
headquarter governs the major activities of the cytoplast:
1ts finest hour, however, comes at reproducting time,
when chromosomes contammg DNA spht It 1s 1 the
cytoplasm that the cell’s day to day business 1S carned
on’’ pp 14 The body by Alan E Nourse
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TOWARDS UNDERSTANDING PERCEPTION

Prof SR Bhatt, Delhu

Perccptual Cognition has been a basic and important
factor n human hfe, m fact for all hfe in general It may

be regarded as potal to mental functions and physical behavior

of human bemgs and 1its central and pervaswve role needs

no spectal mention

The claim of prunacy and significance of perccption as
a foundational mode of knowing can hardly be a matter
of dispute and disagreement as all other modes of knowmng
like inference seem lo ongmate 1n perception and find thew
n 1 percepuon Jt cannot be demed that

vlnmate vahdato
e begin with

all cognive processcs 1M the empinical spher
perception but there may be difference of opinton whether

they end up 1 perception

n agam be no ynanimty 1 regarding empimcal

There ca
ception In spiritual,

n as the sole variety of per

perceptiol
d some schools of moral thinking there

mysucal, religious an
has been an acceptan

there have been claims that t
perception FHowever as 4 worldly bemng oux main

ce of trans cmpincal perception In fact
tus alone 1s genume and truly

Veracious
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concern w with empurical pereeption, which may be the subject
matter of our deliberations, though some references to the
wans empirical may not be ruled out Without denying the
validity of trans empirncal perceptions that arc ntuiilive
realizations of a higher type available only to rcahzed souls
1t must be pomted out that they are beyond the ken of
our thought and language They are to be experienced and
not to be analyzed or deliberated upon

The role of perception n cognizing the reality has always
been regarded as mevitable and valuable Through perception
alone the reality 1s sad 1o be directly apprehended It has
been a perennial human quest to know the reahty as it
15 That 15 why truth clamm 1s buldt m knowledge clam  But
the basic epistemological 1ssuc has been substantation of
truth clmm  The cntire cxcraise of Pramana Sastra of
epistemology has been undertaken preciscly for this purpose
It has been argued that in perceptual cogmuon truth claim
can be self substantiated but m the face of the possibility,
or rather actual and pamful expenence, of perceptual errors
this clawrn gets falsified We do say ‘Pratyakse kim pramanam™’,
1e, what 15 the need for evidencing truth n perception

as 1t 15 sell evidencing, but at the same time we do doubt
the verdicts of our own perception

With the nise of science and its phenomenal successes
the atutude of scientism and posttivism has cropped up m
some quarters [t has not only been claimed that all perception

ReR



1s sense perception with or without the aid of externat
mstruments and apphances technology has produced, 1t has
also been mamammed that ‘scientfic method generated
percepuion alone can guarantee of objectivity and rehability
and, further, 1t alone can have the feature of bemg shared
(sharcd ness) In view of the proven hollowness of this claim
the positivistic attitude has lost its creditabiity i the fields
of nawral sciences but 1ts borrowed remnants in the sacal
sciences stidl persist There arc many natural screntists that
have the gradual reahzanon of the hmitanons of the sciennfic
method and consequent disenchantment from 1ts absolute sway

They have come to mamtamm that even this knowledge can
be subjective and falsifiable Of course the mmpact of this
conclusion 1s bemg felt n the field of soaal sciences as
well but sull old dagmatism 15 seen Persisung i SOTNE quarters

It must, however, be accepted that no finality can be claimed
m the sphere of human knowlcdge and these issues come

up again and agam as puzzles for our considerauon

PUZZLES OF PERCEPTION

There are several 1ssues concerning its nature, process,
types extent, limits and their transcendence that pose problems
and puzzles for our consderation The phenomenon of

perception 1 sub human species has 1ts own problems and
puzzles but the complex iological structure constituting human
organism and its mtricate functiomng through cognitive senses
and bram 1s no doubt mind bogglng and cqually wondrous

1S JIS COEMZINgG capacity, potential or actualzed, which 1s

g03%



vast and vanegatcd Added to this 1s the availability of frecdom
of will and sclcctivity of attention, choice of the objects
of perception and degrees of concentration The macro and
micro objects which are external 10 1he COgRIZING CONSCIOUSTIESS
as well as the subtle and sophisucatcd mental objects that
are inherent m consciousness present wnnumerable nddles as
they become percepts for human mtelligence, natural or artificial
Perceplual cogmions do not reman simple sensations but
get conceptualized and verbahzed The latter vanely of
perception 1s highly complex and intncate having a finc and
subtle networking which 15 quite amazing For a self reflective
mmd 1t 1s both an amusement and a puzzle to observe
and to analyze this astomshing fit of human mind

In fact there are countless puzzles of multfanous and

multt dimensional perceptual cogmition and only some of them
can be md d

for our aton We may take up
any or all of these ar any other of our chaice and mterest

n our deliberations Some of the 1ssues are as under

11s perception a direct experience of the real? What 15
percerved—an mdependently existing object or its impression
or just 2 mental projection? Is perception presentative. or
representauve ?

2 Perception 1s usually tzken to be self evidenced Is it really
so7

3 Is perception foundational or basic source of knowing ?

4 Percepuion with external aids 1s taken to be accurate Is

Loy



1t really so 7

STt 15 beheved that there are soaal, racal, mdvidual’s
subconscious or previous birth’s impresstons that are operative
and mfluencing perceptual process Can this be regarded
as tenable ?

6 Is "Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa’ a psychological fact or a logeal
myth? How 15 1t related to the "Savikalpaka Pratyaksa’ ?

7.1s perception both empirical and trans-empirical ?

8 Wha 1s the percever? Consciousness, conscous self, or
mind or senses and bram as parts of the bady ?

9 What 15 the role of vanous physwal and mental factors
m generaung, facilitanng or mfluencing perceptions? They
may pertain to structure of body, deyclopment of mund,
aircumstantial placement of object or any other type

10 Can there be error free or non crroncous perception?

What are the causes of error and can they be elmmnated
absolutely? Can we meammglully talk of degrees of truth
and error?

11 Can there be objectivity 1 perception ?

These 1ssues can be approached keepmng the following
points i view
1 Relation between

perception
2 The conscious and the non-conscious aspects of perception

consciousness, mnd, cognmon and

3 Total expenence and perception
4 Perception of objects 1 normal people and thosec with

handicaps

1o%



5 Perception 1 the context of Media and Arts

6 Perception and Artificial Inteliigence

7 Aeronautical perception

8 Relation between language and perception

9 Perception of abnormal people or biased people Is there
a secret self or a racial self?

The phenomenon of perception of perception 1s of concern
to common human as well as to spectalists in perbaps every
field In every discipline one comes across puzzles pertanng
to it and they have been demanding our attention for all
the times Some of the problems may be age old and some
mght be caused by the cxplosion 1n our knowledge There
1s a need for an mterdisaiplinary dizlogue drawing upon vaned
perspectives for mutual understanding and exchanges of 1deas
with the spuit of the ancient saymg ‘‘Vade vade jdyate
tattvabodhah” In tlus Jnanayajna there can be alternative
approaches to these 1ssues from varied perspectives though
the focal pomnt can be Prasthinaratnakara



<rert

R T, o, W

21, PSRN ; HESAEHTI, T TN KA S AU
Sgd. aft ¥og g sEfa. s 35
TG AT AT AR qefd weEir
afer, Frier frgarsit e, svaamomer @ oy
& & gfT:. When Antahkarana goes out through
the sense organ and takes the shape of the object
that 1tself 1s called V' This 15 the view of
the Advanma But ut seems that you explaimed m
a shght different manner The mam intention of
Advaita here 1s to say that the Antahkarana becomes
attentive to the object through the senses I have
some doubts here A bhind person also can be
attentive to the object So, according to you the
Indriya 1s not “Dvira’ here

F“@W‘ﬂ%? : Some other Indmya will be the Dvira

Ry ¢ AT AR AT R S g
A ST SAHHTAT JT A7 TAAT G JAH0T
afy nesfy. A & G gfa o
Swwar o auE Sl g

Fﬁ%?a‘{'ﬂ{d‘ : This 15 not to be 1aken literally

drugenarant : That is the pomt. Whether this 1s
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to be taken Inerally or figuratively

H'FW(TFI‘W : Antahkarana 1s not a Jada dravya lke
water They are using metaphor

WNAFAR : We have here two alternative views One
1s saying that it should not be taken hterally ind
other 1s saymng that 1t should be Now think over
what if we take 1t hterally ?

FOETER ey & dw 7 setem @S-
Tt e g

& g ia'-mx{ : TRAT It Iiterally goes out

ﬁ!@sa’(‘uz\z * Generally we take a concrete tangble object
to move We do talk of the movement of the
mind But 1t 1s only figurative and not hteral

FuUN TR : @ Ag o Gy mowRent T 9K
Tty aguRd Testd, agw odEe ¥
Ty G ag Se d AuigE aF 9y
w1 omfe? sy s fEp swey e
gt TR 39 I

Rrdvatwee : A, 9g T

Fuyff et : J9 Y7, TERE EeR ey SEe
BEaE CEnt ISy

RGN : O FORE WS Qe W Sieadr deraadt
9 AR afFiE wEl Smce you sad
that all these views are depended basically on the
If this 15 so and that 1s a good pomtalso  conception
of Antahkarana s smportant And there 1s na doubt
about this that the Advata Vedinuns are very
categoncal about two things that Antahkarana ts
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Jada and the Antahharana 1s Tayas So because
of thus  Why they msist on these two? And these
accounts for its hiteral going out Number one thing
And the second thing xs- that cven when 1t goes
aut, Prahladachry somettmes might be suggesting
that only that cven that part which 1s 1n between
that also 1s Vi So Antabkaran s separated m
three parts One, Antahkarana that remains mside
The other that 1s n between the person and the
object And other 1s the object All these three

aftmmyes @ o FoRwERERET

ﬁ@satugz : In order to understand the perceplual cogmtion

we have to take mto account the psychological
factors, the physiological factors, the optical factors
and the epistemic factor All these four musi be
taken into account You can’t just make epistemic
analysis and say that this 1s the explanation of
the perceptual pracess You alsu have to go to
an ophthalmologist, neurologist and explam And
I think the ncurologist will laugh at 1t if you say

that Antahkarana goes out

D@HW : Let lum laugh We will laugh at his jgnorance

Bring anyone

H UeeTEER : Prof Bhau told that these views need

nat be considered as alternative views They may
pe considered as complemeniary to each other
But 1 think 1t 18 not so Eg take Advaitin's view
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When Antahkaranavacchinna caitanya 1 e pramand
“vacchinna cattanya and pramatrvacchmna caitanyd
visayavacthinna caitanya these three Cattanyas
becomes one Then we perceve the object This
1s the perception of the object But the Nyaya
view 1s altogether different here ‘They dont
understand what 1s this Catanya bemg reflected
in this Antahkaran vttt They dont have such
concept at all Antahkaran Vritr 1s something doesn t
exist as per the Nyaya school Therefore
Antahkaranavrtti pranbimbita  Cartanya and  that
Cartanya 1s gomng to mamfest pramatrvisayavaccht
nna caitanya etc all those things are not at all
acceptable to the Nyaya School Similarly whatever
1s accepted by the Nyaya school 1s not totally

acceptable to Advartins

FomitaTEt T A A aw 2 R ghemiaide
I g’ g sl g sed @t Je
aw gy gt wew ‘gRrTs Faft T IR

¥ e S | g SRR gE ST
™ s, Ay sTewEewy  Sohd IR
T T TG I FOG it Wi aar sdE

RRIvATYZZ + 1 understood your pomt My bref replay
would be that the reality 1s too complex to be
approached i a strait jacketed manner such that
one particular model will explain all gamut all aspects
of reality There arc somc aspects that Advaitic

2o



madel will hold good, there are some other modcl
that Buddhist mode! will hold good There will
be some other aspect of reality where
SILITAEIER ¢ No, the pomnt that I am making 1s that
how can we consider them as complementary to
each other 7 That 1s the point
%?;WW . Because one aspect 1s explamed by one
mode] Another aspect 1s explaimed by another model
LUK : That means they are akernative modcls
mi‘@? : No Not afternative
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Infrequently Asked Questions on Perception
And
the Qutlook of Vallbha School of Philosophy

Achyutananda Dash

Perception, the prmapal and primary means for acquinng
knowledge, perhaps 1s the only meetmg ground of the sastra
and the scrence The $astra exammes perception with reasoning
whereas the science examnes the same with experuments
The results brought about by both these processes aré
surprismgly very close, almost identical, and therefore the
scientific nature of sastra 1s left with little doubt The process
of acquinng perceptual knowledge in science and Sastra has
been defined 1n clear terms, almost with certanty At tmes
science honestly confesses 1its mabihity to explamn adequately
many mtriguing phenamena wm perception whereas $3stras do
not seem to be domg so Is it because, there s no reason
for reasonmg to fml? Scnsc Objcct Contact (SOC), which
1s the very foundation of percepudn according to sasird,
1s generally accepted of two types [a) empincal (laukika)
and (b) transcendenial (zlaukuka) The former 1s of six types
depending upon six sensc organs mcluding the mind and the
latter 1s of three types depending upon three types of
transcendental relations namely (1) umwversal, (n) cogpine
and () yogic' However, there remams ample scope for
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asking questions on the pracedural a8 well as cogmtive aspects
of perception, which demands more reflcctions For mstance,
the scientists stll ponder on the guestions like - ‘how the
bran interprets the mverted 1mage 1t receves from the retmz
of the eyes’, ‘how the bram appreciates different tonal qualies’
and ‘how to fix the posiion of the source of sound’ so
on and so forth? The $astras, on the other hand appear
to be seriously pondermg on the cause cffect relationship
between the SOC and the cogmtive state The 3dstras also
ponder on the justifiability as well as preferentiality of one
cogniive state over the other i accordance with reasonimng

The reasoming on the background of longstanding experience
and logical principles 1s 0o doubt dependable, but 1t does
that 15 not subject t0 venification The tradition

not mean that

1s always open to new \deas and 1t appreciaies reasonable

concepts coming from any corner of humanty We, therefore,
wish to nvesuigatc on some nfrequently asked questions on

perception and ook nto the answers . $astras, espcaally

in the Vallabha school of Yedanta 1n this paper This may

give new msights 10 the richness of the $astnic world

Primacy of Perception
We know perception 13 th
because, its causes are non epistemic, non epistemuc 1 the

hat 1 1s not caused by any
sankaranaka jnanam’ (knowle

e foremost of cognittve means,

sense ! other cogmitive mstance

Gangeba defines perception as “yni
dge, that 18 not caused by any other cogmon}, and that

dlslmgulshcs it from other cognitive instances like those caused
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by mference, verbal testimony etc The primacy of perception
15 undisputed for that 1s the begnning of cognition and other
cognitive mstances somehow or other depend upon perception
The Jams advocate 1n favor of primacy of perceptual cognition
on account of ‘clanty’ (valsadyam)3 The clarity 18 explmﬂed
m terms of “mmediacy’ smce the perception 1s caused bewng
mdependent of mediation of any other cogmtion® This goes
close to Gangesa’s abave said defimtion The question 1S

‘s 1t enough to ascertam the primacy of perception oaly
on the ground of 1t bemng mdependent of mediation of other
cognitive 1nstances’ Moreover, 1t further may be asked that
whether the perception that 1s just caused by SOC 1s cogmzable
or describable or not

Bhartrhan the doyen of grammanian philosophers on the
contrary advocates strongly that every prece of knowledge
1s mtertwined with the ‘word”® and there 1s no knowledge
that 1s bereft of ‘word” This leads 10 the theory that perception
is ‘nguistic’ Vacaspatt Mifra justifying the linguistic nature
of perception says ‘It 1s hnguistic not mn the sense that
1t anses from ‘word’ as its means, but rather it anses it
word Word 1s here the cause only qua object, and there
15 an dentity between the entity and the word'® The
grammanans essentially uphold this view and go to the extent
that the relatton between ‘word’ and ‘meanming’ 1s dentity
(1adatmya)’?

Buddhists, however, think that it would be too wide
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of pereeptual cogmtion 1 1t were accepted 1a be imcorporaling
‘word’ To them the perception should be stretly reflexve
and excluswve of the object {artha mdtra nirbhisam), free from
name (nama) and generic property (it} Dharmakirtt goes
a step foreword and defines pereeption 10 be free from
‘conception’ {kalpani) and ‘error’® The term kalpand here
refers to every mput cogmive istance that exther 15 related
to linguistic expression O otherwise 1o the subjecuve
maginatian According to Dharmakirt: perception can present
bare particular which 1s of 'its own nature’ (svalaksana) and
which 15 radically different from that which 15 related to

that of the commean 1 many (samianya laksana)

In view of the radical oppesition betveen Bartrhart and
the Buddhsts, most schools of Hmndu philosophy sought to

accommodate both by admutung two types, o rather two
levels of perception one non tmguistic and non conceptual
ka) and the other hinguistic, conceptual and thus

{mrvikalpal
unammously aceepted

Judgemental [savikalpaka) It1s of course,
that the savikalpaka percepuon 1s useful as far as the cognitive
behavior 18 concerned  This language ceninc perceptual
cognition, to my mind, questions the poimacy of perception

sn one hand and 1ts upﬂﬂvakata of the other cognitive 1Astances

on the other

Modem scientists ad¢ more doubt on the primacy of

perception when they 58Y that we start with *simple perception’
and then g9 further © reconstructing ‘full perception’ by
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mind (past expenience) To quote H S Subrahmanyam

“We often begin with simple perception and
then work backwards to reconstruct the full perception
out of is elements When we look we are not
looking with our eyes, we are looking with our
mind (past cxperience) Perception 1s not passive
It 1s an acuve construction It 15 multdisciplinary

physical, physiologreal, psy chological and metaphyst

cal®?

This observauon though rejects the exclusivist theory of
the Buddiusts, 1t equally questions the validity of Gangesa's
definition viz ‘ynaafikaranaka jfidnam pratyaksam®, for scientifi
cally speaking perception includes many morc aspects beyond
Just bare sense objcct contact This nced more elaboration
and we shall deal on this 1ssue while discussing on the
Jnaana laksana pratyisatt Before coming to that let us se¢
what else the modern thinkers say on perception

‘Attention’ according to scientists 1s another basic factor
i perception '°  Attenton 1s mtentional J N Mohanty,
therefore, argues in favour of ntentionalty of conception
of knowledge!' The mtentionality can further be extended
to the selective nature as far as the perceptual cogmtion
13 concemned For mstance, whie watching a football matcht,
we focus only on the ball and the ball carrier and the rest
15 1n the background With that we have full sansfaction
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of watching the ennre match But 1s it so? It further may
be argued that  docs ‘the background® refers to the ‘past
cxpenence’ that gves a satisfacuon of watching the ‘“whole
match’ as such? If “yes’, then the question agam may be
ashed  what 1s the role of past expericnce’ (smrtr) m
perception’? Any way, if the reconstruction theory of modem
science 1s accepted than the pnmacy and supremacy of

perception will reman questionable

Gosvami Sri Purusottama scems to be thinking 1 the
same dircction while argumng in favor of estabhishing the primacy
of Sabda m lus Prasthanaratnakara Though he agrees to
accept the subordmation of $abda to perception as far as

the empirical knowledge 1s concerned, still he thinks that

the perception of transcendental psychologmal and metaphysical

aspects are not passidle without $abda and thus he alvocates

that primacy be given to Veda or $abda alone amongst the

pramanas To quote Gosvamu Sr1 Purusottama

This mdeed 15 2 challenge 1o the tradition on the primacy

of perception and posslbly Gosvarmu S Purusoltama supports

the theory of reconstruction when he argues for the primacy
of Sabda According 1o Prof J N Mohanty the thesis of

primacy of perception 18 to be understood at least n the
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sense that all pramanas begin with pcrccpnon" it nerther
necessarily refers to the supremacy of perception not advocates
that the perception 1s independent of other cogmtive nstances
Therefore, we need to renvesugate whether 'Jﬁanakaranakam
jidnam pratyaksam’ the defimtion of perception given by
Gangesa 15 stil valid or not Moreover, empirically speaking
if the theory of reconstruction can be mcorporated o the
astric tradition or not?

Perceptual Mechamsm In §istra and Saience*

The causal mechamsm of perceptual cognition (pratyaksal,
which 1s almost unamimously proposed by all, that first of
all, the soul 15 connected with the mnd, the mid 1s connected
with the sense organ, and then the sense organ 18 connecwd
with the object which produces the perceptual cognlhOﬂ
Here, T suggest a formula of cogmtive mechamsm that may
be treated as a ‘skeletal causal model’ for any cogmtive
event's

‘U+F) »R

Here I stands for ‘Instrumental cause', F stands for ‘Function
or Auxibary action’ and R stands for Result” or the ‘end
product’

This 18 the standard mechamsm of the causation of any
cogmtive event For instance, m the ‘I + F) — R’ model
of visual perception, I 1s the eye, F 1s ‘the connection’ which
1s technically called sannikarsa {perceptual functional relation'®)
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or vyipira (function) s Nydya system of Philosophy The

R 1s the result namely the cognitive structure

The result or the cognitve structure can be presented
n the PSV-model Here P stands for prakira, S stands for

samsarga and V stands for visesya the cognitive structure

If we take an example like

A *Parvato vahmman' (The hill 1s fire possessive) as an
mstance of perceptual cognition, the P 1 that case will be
vahm {fire), and the V 1s parvatah (the hill} The relation,
Le, the S between P and V 1s samyoga (contact) Let us
see how the causal mechamism of the perceptual cognitron
functions First of all, the vicwer sees the fire (or may be
the hill first, the order docs not matter) through his eyes,
(the causal mstrument of perception) The perceptual functional
relationt (sannikarsa) between the eye and the object 1s samyoga
{contact} It may be enderlined here that the ‘conncction’
between the instrument (eye 1 the present case) and the
object {the fire / hull n the present casc) does not function
as the relation m the quabfier qualificand structure of the
perceptual cogmizon of ‘parvato vahnmin' The connection
nd the fire / hull, which 1s F of 1, first

between the eyc &
fire and the

he pe(ceptual cogmition of the
mutual relation  The perceptual

‘ayam parvatah'(this 15 a hill)

of all present t
hill ndependent of their
knowledge at that stage 1S

and / or ‘ayam vahmih (this 15
gle object perception and the connection

fire) m which the eye acts

as the mstrrment of st
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between the ‘eye’ and the ‘object’ 1s the ‘operator’ (V)dpdfﬁ
- function), without which no mstrument can bean mslrumcm
Thereafter, the viewer percewves the ‘contact’ (samyoga) bY
s cye only through the perceptual functional relation
{sanmkarsa) called sumyukta-samavaya (mherence m what 1§
connected) This 1s S i the PSV-model of the cognitve
structure, which acts as the vyapara between the ‘contact’
and the eye (It may be recalled here that the eye i mn
contact with the hill and the fire m which the ‘contacl’
(samyoga) mheres being a guna (a separate category called
‘quality’ mm the Nyaya Vafeska system) This ‘contact’
(samyoga) functions as the relation between the fire and
the hdl makng 1t a compact cognitive state as ‘samyoga samba
ndhena parvato vahniman’, (the hnll 1s possessed of fire through
the relation of ‘contact’) In the objective structure, Of m
the empinical reality, there 1s m fact a ‘contact’ between
the objects, which now 1 the cogmtive state of the vigwer
functions as the relaton In other words, all the entties
i the perceptual state of ‘parvato vahmman’, 1€, both the
relata (the P = fire and the V = hill) and the relayon (S
- ‘contact’} are seen / perceived by the viewer Technically
speaking, thus, the perceptual cogmitive relation 1S called
*sanntkarsa bhisya’ 1e, the relation that 1s apparent through
sanmikarsa (perceptual functional relaton) m the system of
Navya Nyiya, which distnguishes the perceptual cogniivé
episode from other cognitive episades of the same objective
structure We must understand that this ‘cognitive refation’
15 different from the ‘objecuve relation’ as well as “functional
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relation’ There are only two types of pnman ‘objective
relations’ generally accepted in Navya Nydya, samyoga (contact)
and samavdya (inherence)'® The somyoga and samavdya, when
function as relations between the sense organ and the object
concerned, they are called ‘fupctional relations’ These two
are sumple (unctional relations These two functonal rclations
conjunctvely make further threc complex functional relatons,
namely, ‘samyukta samaviya’ (inherence 1n what 1s connected},
samyukta samaveta samavaya (mherence m what 1s inherent
1n what 1s connected) and samaveta samavaya (inhercnce 1n
what s mherent) which function as vydpara for different
perceptions Gange$a gives an account of how the perceptual
functional relations (sannikarsa) function According to him,
by “samyoga’ {contact) matter (dravya) 1s seen, by
‘samyukta samavaya' (mherence 1 what 1s connected) quality
and action are seen, by samyukta samaveta samavaya
(nherence 1 what 1s mherent 1 what 1s connected), the
universal or gereric propertics belongng to the qualities like
colour ness etc (rdpatvaetc ) are seen, by samavaya (mherence)
the ‘word’ {$abda) 15 cognised, and by samaveta samnaviya
(tnherence m what 18 inherent) the invanable property of
word (§abdatva) s cogmsed‘g ‘There1s another type of functional
relanon accepted m Navya Nyaya cailed ‘mdriya samba
ddha viesanata sanmkarsa’ (the perceptual funcuonal relation
of scnse organ commected quabfier ness) for the perceptual
cogmtion of abhava {absence) and samavaya (inherence)®®
Thus therc are m total six types of perceptual functronal

relations, which act as the function 1€, F, i the causal
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mechanism of perceptual cogmtion The author of Prasthana
Ratnzkara, however, accepts five types of empirical functional
relations as (a) samyoga (contanct), (b) taditmyam (dentty),
(c) samyukta tadatmyam (dentity n what 1s connected}, (c)
samyukta vifesanatd (the qualfierness m what 1s connected)
and (f} svaripa (self linking or reflexive relanon) Therc €
reasons for accepuing these functional relatons and we wish
not to delve into them now

The pertment question in present coatext 1, if there

15 an nstance of a cognitive state like
“

B “‘ghatavad bhdtalam™ ““The ground 1s pot-possesswe"
then what would be the cogmitive mechamsm? The relational
structure of perceptual cognition of (B) would be “‘samyogend
ghata-visistam bhiitalam™ (the ground 1s pot-possessive through
the relation ‘contact’) Here ‘the ground® and ‘the pot’ both
are seen by the perceptual instrument eye through the functional
relation {vyapara) called ‘contact’ {samyoga sanmikarsa) The
cogmittve relatton between ‘the ground’ and ‘the pot’ 1s also
‘comtact’, 1¢ S, m our PSV model This relation ‘S’ 1s also
seen by the cye uself, through the functional rclation called
‘“inherence m what 1s connected' (samyukta-samavaya), which
1s F of 11 the causal mechamism Thercefore, the samyogd
sambandha that 1s apparent in the cognitnve relational structure
of 7 ptual of ‘gl d bhatalam® 1s called

sannikarsa bhisya (apparent by perceptual functional relation)
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Now let us see if we can sec:
With this background, now let us sce if we can sec
the objective structures of the phenomena lihe*
C *“‘bhiitale ghatah™ (The pot 1s on the ground),
D “‘parvate vahuh’” {The fire 1 on the htl)

When we are talking of seemg, 1t obviously mean that
{hese situations are instances of perceptual cognition (pratyaksa)
uself The question may be asked that 1s there any difficulty
n seemg (C) or (D)7 Well, one can percemve the ground
as the locus of the ‘pot’ or the hill as the locus of fire
The perception of (C) or (D), that gives a different cogmtive
structure, 15 certamly different from the perception of (B)
‘ghatavad bhitalam’ or (A) ‘parvato yaghmman®, because, 1t
this casc, the viewer sees the ground or hill as the location
of pot and fire respectively, but not just as ‘the ground
15 pot-possessive’ Or ‘the hill 1s fire possesswe' The question
1n other words 15 how to see the ‘location’ (adhikaranatd)?
how the perception of (D}
that 15 different

It further may be asked that
‘parvate vahnih' cause the cognitive structure
from that of (A) ‘parvato vahmman'? In these two cases
of percepuon, the objectve structure of t
of course, do not differ from ane another In both the cascs

the cyc object contact remams the same and the objective

relation, namely, ‘contact’ (samyoga] remamnt the same
However, everybody realises that the perceptual cogmition
of (A)parvaio yahmmin’ 15 different from that of (D) ‘parvate
vahnt, since m one case he sees the hill as fire possessive

he cogmitive events,
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and m the other the fire as located on the il The question
agamn anse 1s - If the perceptual relation namely “contact’
remams the same 1n both these mstances of cogmitive structure
of perception then how these two be treated as different
mstances of perception? We can solve the problem the
following argumecnt The cogmitive strdeture of both these
mstances of perceptual cognition, namcly ‘parvato vahmmin’
and ‘parvate vahnr', ought to be different from each other
depending upon therr different perceptual cogmtive relations,
and they are “contact’ n one case and ‘location’ / ‘substratum’
(adikarana) or ‘super-stratum’ (adheya) m the other The
way, mn which, the perceptual cognitive relation ‘contact’ plays
its role m the cogmuve structure of (A) ‘parvato vahniman’
by perception itself through the functional relation namely
samyukta-samavdya sannikarsa, has already been eXPIa'"Cd
above Now i the cognitve structure of (D) ‘parvate vahnt',
where the hill 15 perceved as the location (of firel, the
perceptual relation namely ‘location’ or ‘substratum’ 1s also
perceived, 1s to be explamed The question ts what 15 the
perceptual functional relation between the eye and the “Jocation’
(adhikarana)? Can we see “location or substratum’ (adhxkarann)
directly through our eyes? The answer will be *yes' of and
only 1f 1t belongs to onc of the seven basic categories
(sapta padarthas) of the Nyaya-Vaiéesika system However,
we do not find 1t 1n the standard List Therefore, nonc of
the standard six empirical perceptuat fi 1 rel will
be useful for scang ‘locanon’ May we think that the “ocation’
13 percewvable through the mind, which also functions as
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an mstrument 1w perceptual cogmtion? This may be called
‘jiidna-laksana-sannikarsa (ot yiidan-laksand pratydsat®'),
where the prior knowledge of location funcitons as the
perceptual functional relation {sannikarsa) with the mind That
gives risc to a special kind of perceptual cogmtion, which
15 otherwise called manasa pratyaksa (mental perception of
perception through past expenence]? This amount to Saying
that jiidna laksana-pratydsattis accepted when the six empirical
functional become mapplicable and still the pcrccplual cogmtion

takes place

E “Surabhi candanam® *“The sandalwvood [15] fragrant”” 15 gIven

as a $astnc example for jiina laksand protyasatti Here only

the sandalwood comes 1 contact with the eye and then

the fragrance of the sandalwood 18 remembered, because,
the fragrance that mvanably 18 related to the sandalwood
from a pror knowledge In the same manner, when the
full 15 ntended to be pE:TCClV:d as location of fire and of

course 1if the hill as well as fire are directly found m the
range of the eye, then through jdna
“location-hood’ of the fll 15 percewved gving nse to the
of ‘parvate vohmih®  Stmlarly (C) ‘bhitale
ed where the prior knowledge of

laksana sanmikarsa the

cognitive stru clure

ghatah’ can be eaplam
“location-hood’ (adhlkamnatﬁ) of 1
4 with the pot which 1s on the

in the event of eye comtac
21d cognitve structure wherc ‘location’

he ground s remembered

ground, giving 11s¢ 1o the s
plays the role of percel
it can be sad without

ptual cogmtive relation ‘Therefore,
any hesitation that 1t 1s through
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Jidna laksana-pratydsatts, that the perception of the karaka rela
tions function as perceptual relations The karaka relations
like kartrtva (agency), karmatva (object hood), karanatvé
(instumentality) or adhikaranatva (locus hood) ete &€
perceptible through the Jni}lalaksané-pratyisam, if and only
if the cogmtive structure demands these properties (0 be
mstances of perceptual cogmtion The situations hke ‘pacantamt
pafyatr’, ‘pacamanam pasyat’ (sees someone who 18 cookngl:
are perceplible, where the performer of the mam action
becomes the object of scemg Gangesa accepts anuvyavasiy?
(introspective cognition) for the perception of kartrtva (agency),
karmatva (object hood), dhatv arthatva / kriyatva (actror hood}
etc® He further says that, smce 1t 1s otherwise not possible

to percewve the kdraka relations they are percewed through
the mimd

Sunilarly one can see a royal official (rdja purusa) evert
when someone 15 just seemg the person (purusa) The royalty
(r3ja sambandhitva = belonging to the royalty) if known earlieh,
1sremembered in thus case and thus the perception of rija-purus?
can be an of jnanalaksa arsa We may take
another instance ke ‘I saw the Prme Mmuster of India’
Here, 1t might be the case that 1 saw a person called Mr
Atal Bihant Vajpayee However, I did not see Atal Bihan
Vagpayec as a person, but as the Pnme Minister of India
This perception 1s possible only through Jnlnalalwnmsanmkn-
rsa, only if I have the prior Lnowledge of ‘Prermer-ship’
In fact, 1n some cases the franscendental cogmuve relationt
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1s so strong that 1t suppresscs the emprrical sense object
contact completely We can take the cxample of ‘I see my
mother’ or ‘I see my teacher’, where though the visual object
1s a person with 2 normal name and a form completely
disappears from the sight and what 1s seen 1S ‘the mather’,
“the teacher’, that s a ‘feeling’, & ‘concept” heavily embedded
with ‘culture’. Therefore, such perceptual cogmitive events
can anse only through the mind that takes the ‘given concept’
1mto account Needless to say that, such a perceptual cognitive
structure would be different from sentential cogmtive structure
(sabdabodha), smce the causal mechanism and the relation
In the sentential cogmtive structure will be totally different
from that of the perceptual cogmiion

rs consider to accepl the functional relation
1s connected with the sense organ’
ove case of ‘adhikara
amongst the karakas

Some schola
‘qualifier-ness what
(indnya-sambandha visesanatd) for the abs
na pratyaksa’?* Admkarans, though 15 one

it holds a special position as far as the perception of absence

or mexsstence (abhdva) 18 concemed Natyayikas disagree with
the Mimamsakas to aceept anupalabdht as an mdependent
ption of abhava They say one can

pramana for the percel
own ‘cye’ through the

see ‘bhitale ghalﬁbhavah‘ by one's
onal relaton *quahfier
with the sense organ” The perception of samavdya an
ndependent category 1n the system of Nydya Vatéesika schaol
of Indian philasophy 13 also seen by the same functional

me

cogmitive functy ness that 15 connccted

relation - opie 50 Simlarly adhikarana bemng the very
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c 1l
nature of bhitala, can be seen by the same functional relatio

érimad-\/allabhﬁc:lrya accepts substratum’ and ‘super stra
tum’ (adhara- and adheya) formng separate categones™ and
m that case the contact of eye with the ebject namely the
adhara or adheya would be possible through the self hnking
functional relation called svardpa as accepted by the Vallabha
school of Vedanta Goswami Purusottama Carana appears

to be suggesting the same 1n his Prasthana Ratnakara

Sententio Perceptual Cognition *

Sabda 15 a dishnct pramana and any cognitive eprsode
caused by $abda certamnly 1s not an mstance of perceptutl
cogmitive event, for that 15 caused by a different cognitve
means?®  However, Advaiims cite an interestng stuation
claiming a cogmuive cpisode caused by $abda to be percbpmal
Accardmng to the Advaitins, the Upansadic mahavikya namely
“Tat tvam asi' [Thou art that] 1s a samiafidhikarana typ®
statement that establishes complete identity between the
“ndividual self”’ with the “Supreme Self® However, the pomt
to underlme 15 that this statement establshes the identity
1 a pereeptible manner, as 1s the case 1n pratyabhiyad pratyaksa,
perceptual recogmtion of “so'yam devadOattah” 1¢, “this
15 the same Devadatta as thar’ . The sentence 15 used
the context of recogmazing a person called Devadatta, when
scen by two other persons, say A and B, who had sect
him carlier at @ different ume and at a different place Suppose
A had fergotten Devadatta, and on sccing him, B recognizes
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tum and remnds A, “this 15 the same Devadatta as that’

Essentally this 1s an 1dentity statement fthe
“that Devadatta = this Devadatta”

Accordimg to Advaitmns, the dentity 15 possible only 1f
the ‘this-ness’ and ‘that-ncss’ refernng 1o spatioternporal context
1s left out and only the cognitive referent Devadaita 1s retamned
The recogmtion perception (pratyabhyfd pratyaksa) 1s 2 fit
case, according to Nydya, of partly remembrance and partly
perception (samskarendryobhaya janyam jidnam pratyabhi-
178)? However, the Advains beheve m admitting immediate
knowledge even from verbal testimony It thes context
Dharmardjidvarindra 1 s Vedantaparibhasa goes on
elaboratng this pomnt and rejects the contcntions of the
Nayayikas He cites another example ©
{Thou art the tenth one)?® Accordmg 10 Dharmarijadvarindra,
due to immediacy of an object,

‘words'®® “Tat tvam ast* {thou art that),
diate (a-paroksa) cogmitive

for thase who take

f *“daamas tvam ast”

perception anses even from
the so called mahavakya

also couses perceptual / 1mme
s a peculiar sttuation

episode This create
usly, for the verbal testimony

up the eplstsmo]oglcal 1ssuES SSNO

causing the perceplual cognition
as the convention of pramz’mn&ésira 18

perception (pratyabhyiid pratyaksa}
reconstruction where the cognitive

goes beyond the convincuig

acceptability as far
concerned The recognition

1s a fit case of perceptua}

} for sememml cogmition cause the gerccpma]

apparatus (samagti]
cognition
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Goswami Purusottama argues m (s context that that
could erther be an mstance of sentential cogmtron or an
instance perceptual cognition, but no sententio perception as
such 15 possible, for sabda can never be regarded as a cause
for perceptual cogniion He says In explaming the sentence
“dasamas tvam ast’, how can one get the cogmtwe episade
of *self’ / ‘T’ (aham) from the word ‘yusmat’ (you)? Presentation
of word meammng through therr sigmfication function (vattt /
saku) of ‘words’ n the context of sibdabodha 1s the essential
causal factor, and sabda can not present ‘some / any meamng’
that 1s not cogmized from the word beforehand The “‘mvert
secondary function” (vipanta laksand} (even m some cases
accepted) can mot be accepted m this case, because it will
lead to non perceptual cogniive mstance and that m twm
will further lead to abandonment of ones’ own poston of
cstablishing immediate knowledge® According to Goswami
Purusottamacara{z one has to accept wn present case that
though the eye etc play as auxibary factors that however
do not cause a perceptual cognitr and thus no

$abda can be accepted as causing perceptual cogmnon®'

The story of **daamas tvam asi'” in fact can be explamed
by the ‘mind brawn gap’ theory of modem saience According
to this theory when we sce, due to mind bram gap we sec
only partially because we are preoccupied with many things
conditioned by society or burdened with belief, tradition and
with past capenence The bram and the sense organs somchow
put together a lot of information and the pereeption depends
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upon all aspects of this information  If we examine closely
the present stuation of sdadamas tvam as’’ we may find
the following ps) chologieal factors It 1s possible that while
crossing the strearm, the current was very strong and everyonc
of the group of ten struggled to cross it The fear that
persisted 1 evenyone’s mind if someone 18 drowned  And
that trauma ts the cause of mmd-bram gap which played
s role m rms assessing the qituanon and when someone
started to count the heads to confirm the number, he ended
with nine only, forgetting to count to imself One can overcome
such traumatic situation only by consoling words of @ trustworthy
person and when such a person arrves and says the sentence
at causes 2 cogmtive state that 18
as dependable as perception, which destroys the vell of
sgnorance completely about the 10th one Sumlarly one gets
the atma saksatkara, perceptual cogmtion of ‘self’ through

' Thus, the Advaitms

the Vedic statcments like “tat tvam ast
psode ansing from words to be

“dabamas tvam ast” th

consider the cogmtve €l
perceptual The explanation of the Advaims 1 this case
1s certamly convincing and its nature of percepubility 18 also
the question 1S can we count for
theory, which 1S more psychologieal,

re any reference to that m the &3stras

appreciable However,
the ‘mind bramn gap’
n the sastras? Is the:
also? If not, what farm will be there if 1t 1§ mcorporated

into the &stras”

Auditory Perception

The followers of Nydya vatdesika schools of Indian
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phulosophy  almost authortatively say— sound (sabda) 18
percerved by the ‘car’ through the cogmitve functional relation
‘imherence’ (samavaya), for sabda bemg a qualty of space
(akasa) and the space beng delmmted by the ear canal 1§
called the sense organ ‘ear’? Physiologically speaking It
appears to be lutle convincing The question arises that how
the sound 1s heard quickly and clearly i the direction of
air and not so quickly or clearly from the opposite direction
1f sound 1s an mcorporeal quality (zmirta guna) of the all
pervading ether (3kdsa), how can it be carned away by anr?
Moreover the other question is  how the contact of mnd
(bemng atomic) with an all pervading entity (3kada), though
bemg lnuted by ear canal, takes place? Is it partally or
wholly? If partully then one has to accept parts of an
all-pervading entity Will 1t be acceptable? If wholly then
akasa bemg all pervading, a sound produced n anywhere
n the space would be audible To solve these problems
there were two theories proposed m &3stras (a) the wave
theory of the sound (b} the reaching out theory of audtory
sense organ to the place of sound The first theory 15 PFOPOSCd
and accepted in Nydya Vaesika school and the second m
the Simkhya-Vedanta schools The Nydya-Vaisesika scholars
thmk car the auditory sensc organ 1s passive (hke the other
sense organs of touch, smcll and tastc) The wave theory
proposes that the mitial sound produces another similar sound
to 1it, which i tum produces a simlar sound, the third
one and the fourh onc and so on and so forth m the

manner of wave giving risc to another wave, ull the last
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onc 15 produced n the ear canal Tt 1s the last sound m
the scrics that 15 apprehended by the auditory organ This
1s fine However, there many questions remain unanswered
that why 15 the supposed series of sounds not produced
in all directions and heard by cveryone m the world? Why
1s the sound mot able to cross the obstacles such as wall
etc 7 The Samkhya and the Advaitins on the contrary accept
the reaching out theory According to this theory, the ear
1s an active sense organ and they propose 2 typical vrttt
of the auditory sense hke that of the visual sense organ
eye, which goes out (o its object In ths case also the
same objection stands as why the vrti of the auditory
organ bemg non corporeal (amirta) cannot cross the materal

obstacles hike wall as such?

The Mimamszakas cspecially Kuminla, howevcr, contended

that when a person speaks the aif mside s body struck

by his effort moves out of tus mouth and this air 18 helped
by conjunction and disjunction of s palate, tongue and
< The extent the air goes 1s determuned by 1ts
which depends on the intensity of the speaker s
ar canal 1t mmparts a certam

throat ct
mtial velocity,
effort When this air reaches the &
potency to the auditory ©organ,
modification (samskara) 11 the latter Different modificatons

are caused by different sounds and they are the cause of
und perception Sound 1s not heard everywhere

which produces certain

difference n so

because of obsiacles such as wall etc because those obstruct

the passage of the air When loud sounds are heard, some
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pressure 1s expenenced upon the ear Ths 18 caused by
the air current striking the ear with a great force The mitial
veloaity of the sound gradually decreases and hence the mtensity
of sound differs at different points of 1ts passage tull 1t disappears
completely That 1s why the sound 15 not heard cverywhere
Thus the sequence, loudness, lowness etc of the sound can
fully be explamed

The theory that PR presenls gocs cose to this theory
They also thmk that the aw 1s the carmer of the sound
and thus they consider ‘contact’ {as agamnst ‘mherence’) 1S
the functional relation between the sound and the auditory
organ According to them when the sound reaches the car
by the ar, the eardrum bemg struck by the am ensbles
to hear the sound through that contact One does not expenence
the contact of the air because of the mtensity of the apparatus
of sound operanon However, if somcone speaks close to
the car canal there 15 possibiity of experiencing the contact
of the mouth air of the speaker as well One nistens the
absence of sound through the ear iself but that €ase,
the functional relaton will be **qualifier ness that 15 connected
with sense organ” Altematively, the Goswimi Purusttamacarand
suggest that the very nature of the sound ntself may b€
regarded as the functional relation for sound perception that
13 carnied by the arr®®

MM Ramavatar Sharma, 2 tradiional scholar, who 15
the founder of a neo school of philosophy namely
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Paramartha daréanam also accepts the modern screntific theory
that the sound 15 caused by air and 1t can nol be the quality
of the ether as proposed n the NyJya Varbesika school®

In modem science, BV A Rao, a professor n IIT, Madras,
1n lus paper * A New Theory 1 Auditory Perception™® reports
a hypothests similar to that as has been proposed by
Samkhya Advaita school of Indian philasophy, which has been
put forward as recently as November 1983, 1n a prestigious
Journal (Hugo Zuccarelly, The New Scientist, 10th Nov 1983,

Pp 438 440) It clums that the ear 15 an active organ, which

transtuts sounds and mot just passive recewver According

to this theory, each ear m an individual praduces a medum

frequency sound wave (of about 1kHz] This 1s transmutted

by the ear which sself acts like an antenna 10 propagate

this energy These sound waves and the mcommg sound

waves from external sources generate an interference pattern,

which reaches the ears This nterference pattermn, which depends

n of the mcoming sound 15 analyzed by the

on the directo!
logram  to

m a way analogous to an optical hol

cochlea
which 1s a pattern

locate the sound sources The analysis,
1n the harr cell i the organ of Cort1 recreating the mterference
pattern outside the ear, 1% recognized by the bram and so
we are able to distmguish sounds of different tonal quality
and also locate their sources We do not hear the sound
but its recreated pattern mside As 15 now

that 15 outside,
known, each pomt m 2 hologram represents the amplitude

and phase nformation of the ofl
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dimensional detail The hypothesis of Zucearelli 15 that the
acoustic perception 15 achieved m a similar manner
Concluding the discussion Prof Rao remarks, and I quote

“It 15 an outstanding example of the potentiality
of the views of ancient seers who have expcnenced
the physical and physiological world 1n an objectve
and transcendental manner through mtuive msight
1t 15 hngh time that scientists look 1nto these aspects
n an objective and sustamed manner based on the
msight contamed 1n sastras’"*®

In the conclusion, we only can re ascertain ths statement
for Goswamt Purusuttamacarana sets an example 1 thus direction
by looking at things differently as 1s evident n his Prasthina
Ratnikara The sastrakaras had always an open mind to new
rdeas and 1t 1s for us to see everything in proper perspective
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geltagm ¢ If 1 understood hum correctly he has a couple
of things to say One, where ‘do we stand 11 our
understanding of the saentific explanation and the
Sastrik explanation of the same phenomena? Note
that 1 science we are discussing 2 defcrent type
of perception and m &astra deferent type of

perception {hat 1s not the questron The same given

perception 13 understood of explamed differently

by the scienusts and by our Sastrakaras And there

blem Suppose there are two different

have to consider

comes a pro
sorts of explananons then we
t 1s the gelationshipt petween them Is 1t that
One cancels the other?

whal
one enmnches the other?

What can be ncorporates
ment of our Sastras And one test of

hat 1t should be able

47 We are spealing of

the develop!
the vahdity of Sastra 1s 1
to ncorporate, without contradiction, whatever the
new [findings are there m the sciences In this

connection he has refer to some conferences where

nsts and phdosophcrs really conversed Here,
member 15 this that only such

scien!

first pont 1© re!

discussiont will become fruitful if we are addressing

to the guilar problem of trying to explamn the
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stmilar phenomena He has given certain examples
that are very common phenomenon How do we
perceve a particuler object? How deferently
percewve object? Here he has brought some neW
scientific theones and aproaches E g he has gven
Sabdaparokstva theory on the one hand and the
bram mnd gape theory on other Now, what
happens, most of the things that are sad by the
saentists, we don't understand, and many things
that we the philosopher say, they don't understand
Since I have been mvolved m so many such
discussions, I have realized that we are not tramed
scientists and they, the scientists, are not traned
philosophers They go on speakmg m thew own
way and we on our own Sice they are not traned
philosophers, they are not bemg able to speak
1 language which we do understand Eg they
use such expressions as Mind Bran dichotorny This
15 netther science nar philasaphy No scientist admits
mind and bran separately Mind 1 a European
traditon invariably means the self Only one
reference to mind as a sense organ was there
and therr comment was  Mind as a sense organ
ts a misnomer That 1s a scicntfic present theory

Thus 1s one point What are you to do 7 My suggestion
15 this There are lots of scicntific account of standard
phenomena available We should tray to understand
them and ronterpret them 1 our own Sastrik
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language But the things that are bemg said now
a days 1s not the same thing Eg there1sa standard
physics of sound, there 15 2 standard physics of
hght We should go by that and note some computer
scientist and neurologist saying that The neurologists
are not attending to the problem thatwe arc attending
here Eg we arc attendng  to this problem,
Sabdaparoksatva vida Mcamng there by, we £0
by two types of expernences One which 18 mdhreet,
generated by the $abda ond one which 1s direct
which 1s called pcrceplual Now we are concert
with the problem whether there 15 any such mstance
ns to believe that we have
perccptual cogmtion Though language plays the

fundamental role These 1PE of question 1S not
estions at all Scienufic quesuon 18

where we have reasy

a scientific qu

a different kind of queston Namely how the sound

15 1r;msrmtted‘7 And m respect of which he has

t a very peautiful theory which 15 to be

brough
So far we are thinking

ered veTy carefully

pond:
n as a receptors only but what

about sense orga
he 15 suggesting with reference 0 some scientists
thst Indnyas are
Now to say that 15 to understand

pboth receptor and transmutter at
the ssme tme
that our undcrstanding of the auditory sensc organ
1o much grosser then that of scientists If there

;s a theoty that 1t 18 bolh the transmutter and

2 reccptor then they musi be having a deeper
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and complex theory of the structure and function
of what we call sense organ Similarly on many
occastons we have a complete different theory of
several Indnnya Now for the scientists the Indmyas
aremost  and the nerve cells But we the Naryayikas
know very well that these are only 3fsaed™ A0
3hsay shaamg ardifsan, FIALY  So unless
we correlate these things 1t 1s not possible

I would ke to give one other suggestion  to
Achyutanand While discussing all these things one
thing you are not bnnging mn to Two defercnt
models of Vifista Inana Earlier also we have referred
only 1o Vifista Jnana But there are varous levels
of Vissta Jnana 1 Vasistyavagaht  Jnana 2

Visista vasistyavagdht Inana and so on This 1s one

thing And another, two models, how we can have

cognition of deferent things at the same ume One

1s you know * Khale kapota nyayah and the other
o

18 ﬁhﬁ&ﬁs‘rqurmﬁaﬁﬁwnm So, if you

have mtroduced these 1 think you can make some

IWW ! While quoting Hugo Zuccarelli s view you

have wnitten that we do not here the sound that
IS outside but us reacied pattern mnside If 1t 1s
50 then what be the explanaton of
Sabdavedhi bana It 4 1s so then Sabdavedhi bina
will be targeteq towards one’s head!

AT 2 The mporiance of my pomt that I didn't

1¥e



discuss here was 1l we rethink on the Advaita

Vedanta pattern, WW'W ksl
ey g s R aafa They

become one as they say Perhaps modern scientific

s to all most m 3 deferent way
Lo the same thing te the sound directly produced
there That 15 what We do not hear We don't
oduced sy one

mething Something m an 1dentical

reates And because of that only

experiment £O¢

hear the sound which 15 bemng Pr!
lalohertz or sO
suuation 1t ¥eC
Sabda can capture the Sabda if I say very

wm. g@r. w. : That s why 1 agaift and agam 3y Bhavati
and Anu bhavatt Just as Vadatt and Anu vadatt

So, yad patur bhavatt 1ad antar anubhavan Its

stive manner Qur mmnd

a recreation but 1m @ cogn
ning outside as an

tes what 15 peng happe!

recredl
external object
L RiGER1 : The perception s always 2 reconstructed

element

WHW : Yes
weltagad : In perception what ¥0
of was perc do not draw distinction
between sensation and and every
rates &

puon neoIpo;
the basic question from the

That was MY mamn pomt
u all the tme speak

pCICS rcconstruclwnul element
. That Wwas

pegmning 1o the end and 1t Was the reconstruction
theory
Ww . In addiron 10 the suggesuons made by
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Prof Mukhopadhyay I have some further suggestions
to be made Now, when 1 say “this 15 a book”’
1 have seen and 1 have said so Vagavyavhara
1s preceded by percepnon We should not comc
from Vik to perception analysis We should see
that how the perception has been verbalzed mn
language All problems anse because of this We
are searching Adhikaranata, where 15 Adhikaranata?
Had T not seen Adhikaranati I would not have
made this as Adikarana So I had seen Adhikaranatd
there and therefore I had made this as Adhikarana
Now I have seen Adhikaranati Now what that
Adhikaranata conststs of ? I do not know For that
more and more mformation are necessary 1 have
seen this a book But this book 1s bluc I have
not said that the book 15 blue So there are many

mformation which consist of

But once I have
sad

this 15 2 book™ [ have identified there 15
bookness herc But what that bookness consists
of requires hst of mformation And therefore if
1 say “this 15 a water”, scientist will say ‘‘this
1s H;0™ Science 15 £iving many more information,
no doubt, they are to be ncorporated n the structure

That 15 perfectly alt nght And the next thing to
be done there whether You scc the systemes

are nol 5o loose When you say “‘JRORE I
5@’ each clement has been defined What
18 JR3na? This Jadna 15 not the reconstruction that

We



you think of 1s m the mind of Naiydyika So what
we are dong 35, we are taking a concept oulside
and trying 10 read that concept i the language
that our Sistra uses It should be avorded My
only request 1s that whether you have to find fault
that where there (s a discrepancy withm the system
gven the defimtion of a particular concept So
zven the concept if there 1s a discrepancy that
has to he pointed cut That can be improved upon

There 15 always chance There the science will
come 1o help us making more and more mformation

to make morc and more

.
postscript

A Response fo the Debate on
“Infrequently Asked Questions on Perception ..”>
Achyutananda Dash

In the very begmmmng, it will be worthwlnle to summarize
the ponts rased in the discussion by the schalars an my
paper They are as follows
1) Tirst of all the guestton was raised on the nature of
relation between the mountam [parvata) and fire {vahm)
in case of the perceptual cogmive mstance of [A) Parvalo

vahmman vs (I} Parvate vahnih
2} The next question comes on the mode of representation



of the same relation to the mind or m the cogmtive structure
of the pereeptual cogmtion The mode of presentation, 1
mean here 15 the sanmikarsa or what T call “functional relation’
1n my paper It may be noted here that the objective relation
1s samyoga m case of {A) and 1t 15 adheyatd or adhikaranatd
m case of (B)

3) There was no problem m perceiving the objective relation
namely ‘samyoga’ {contact) as discussed in the paper, through

the functional relation (sanmikarsa) viz
18

mherence 1 what
d {samyukta

ya) And therefore, no question
was raised on the mode of presentation “of the functional
relation in case of (A)

4) However the problem rose on the mode of representation
of adheyata or adhikaranata i the case of (B) There 15
no clear cut explanation of this type situation n the tradion
No I do not want to say that the tradiion had not thought
over this type of cognitive situation, on the contrary it has
‘every scope of solving every problem mn its framework It
15 left for us how to tackle 1t My suggestion for the present
problem was to take resort to jnanalaksana pratydsattt And
this was alarming to some of the partiapating scholars, possibly
simply because this case was not directly taken up as @
pereeptual cognitive instance in the tradition Though it appeared
that Prof Prahlladachar and Prof Bahram Shukla wanted
1o gnean explanauon to the situation But, they are overpowered
by the others and finally the issued was diverted to other
direction

5) In this conteat the ‘mind bram 2ap theory” of the modem

R



science came up for discussion, and finally Prof Pradyota
Kumar Mukhopadhya remarhs and I quote *“The perception
15 always 2 reconstructed element” to which I agreed Here,
I would like to draw the attention of the scholars agamn
to the reconstruction theory of the modern scientists as remarked
byH S Subrahmanyam

“We often begm with smmple perception  and then work
backwards to reconstruct the full perception out of 1ts clements
When we look we are not Jooking with our eyes, W& are
looking with our mnd (past expenence) Perception 1s not
struction It 18 muludisciplinary

passive It 1s an active con
hological and metaphysical ™"

- physical, physiological, Psy<
H S Subrahmanyam very clearly states that we start with
*simple perception’ and then go furth
ast cxpenence)

so raised during the discussion
theory and (1) the validity
“Jnanzkzuanakam yiianam®
m Opus Tattvavintamant

er to reconstructing “full

perception” through the mind (p
6) Couple of other 1ssucs were al!
and they are (1} the sabdaparoksa
of the defimtion of pratyaksa 1 ¢
as gven by Gange$a in fus magnu:

All these 155uCS, i collectively taken for reassessment,

then there can be seent an ckas
allenged and possibly Indian tradition

with The Vaiyakaranas and the
paper do not accept

Gtratd at a powt where the

primacy of perception 13 ch:
as a whole do not agree
Vallabhas as has been pomled out mm my
the primacy of perception, whereas the others mcluding the
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nastikas (Buddhusts, Jans and Carvakas) accept its prumacy
Intellectually speaking 1t hardly matters, which cognitive mnstance
15 primary one and which 1s the secondary one However,
as far as the epistemology 1s concerned - (1) the elements
of a cogmuwve instance (samagn), (u) the objective relations
between the elements, (i11) the causal factors 1¢ the karanas,
(iv) the mode of representation or the functional relations
{sznmikarsa), and finally (v) the cogmtwve structure are the
factors of perception, which cannot be ignored Moreover,
the 1ssue throughout the tradition we find being hotly debated
that which perception 15 the ‘real perception’? In other words,
technically speakmng, whether (1) the non linguisue and
non conceptual perception 1¢ mirvikalpaka pratyaksa 18 the
‘real percepion or (u) the lmguisuc, conceptual and thus
judgmental perception 1e savikalpaka pratyaksa 1s the ‘real
perception’ or (m) both are true and there 1s a hierarchy
\m between them? These are the three broad spectrums of
the theory of perception i Indian tradinon and to my mind
the modem theory of perception can be accommodated m
these three as well Almost all the schools of Indian epistemology
play thewr game i this tnangular field with the help of the
above five factors for establishing the distinet identity of

thewr respective schools from the others
However, for the sake of re treatment of the tradiional
:"‘:V:‘::‘: ‘;‘;:“\:;:I::::( lcr::‘ them afresh from a different
primacy / dependency / hmarc;ovcrrsy 1s centered on the
ss savihalpaka prayaksa I do unZ of miwialpaka pra o
erstand the sigmificance of

Ty



the traditional approach for the asscssment of the pcn.cplual

cogmtve istance, but for the sake of 18 reassessment what

{ fecl 1, we need to start with *simple pcrception’ 10 ‘complex

perception’. When 1 53y simple pcrccpuon‘, 1 mean a sunple

perceptual cogmitive mstance ansig out of mmumum factors

based on sense object contact (soC) - ndnya artha sanntha-
rsa The scientists of course say that onc has to start with
*simple perception” 10 reconstruct the “fult pcrcepnon‘ and
possibly they also mean to start with the munumum factors
of SOC and then to go o to accommo!

as required with a muliidisaphnary approach
d metaphysical so o7 and so

demand and that will end 1M
which 15 called a

date as many factors
- ph)sxcal,

physiological, Psy chological an:

forth as the siuauon may
a ‘complex parccplual cogmtve event’
‘reconstructed clement’

he six perceptual

In the tradition, when
functional relations (sadvidha sannikarsa)® We can say that
these are the siX \nstances Of simple perceptions, simnce there
18 one to one s0C that gve rise to ‘a
vent' FoT mstance

ptual cognitive €
of 2 substantial element

ever we ook 1nto B

smgle object perce
(1) When we have the perception
like ‘a jar’ through ouf ‘gyes’, the perceptual mstrument,
with the help of the perceplual functional relanon called

nstance of ‘simple percep&ual

it 1S an
factors mvolved are {a) teye', the only

3 {¢) samyoga (contact),

samyoga (comact) ,

event’ where the
1nstrument, {b) ‘jar’s the only object an

the only pcrceplual functional relation (sannrkarsa)
{u) In the sumilar manner when we have the percepuon of

WU



the colour etc of a ‘blue jar’, the factors wvolved are'
(a) the ‘eye’ 1e the mstrument, (b) the colour etc [‘blixe
in present case) 1e the object and (c) samyukta samavaya
(inherence m what 1s connected) 1 ¢ the only functional relation
and that gives nse to the ‘smple percepuion of the color,
blue 1 present case, that resides m a substantial element
like the jar etc Through this [uncuional relation we can
percerve the elements ke guna, jath and knya or karma
famous categories in the Nyaya Vaifestka system It may further
be noted here that though the sannikarsa (the functional relation)
ts 2 complex one, still techmcally speaking the perceptual
event 1s a simple one

() In the same manner we can see the generic property
of a particular color hke *blue ness’ i the ‘blue color’ through
the functional relaton called ‘samyukta-samaveta samavaya'

{inherence which 1s inherent m what 15 connceted)

(v) The $abda 15 percewed through the functional relatton

called ‘samaviya® {inherence)

(v) The $abdatva jati 1s perceived through the functional relation

namely samaveta samavaya (nherence m what 1s herent)

m Nydya-Vaidesika system

(1) The absence (abhava) of a jar ete 15 percerved through

the functional relation called Videsanata or samyukta viseanatd

{cognitive qualifier ness 1n what 15 connected)

These six cases of Perceptual cogmtive instances, i my
view, are the mstances of ‘smple perception’, because cach .
of these not only tequires minimum factors of the cogmitive

events but also 1t follows straight SOC mechanism without

e



mviting  other mputs Iike physmlognca\. psychologwal and
metaphy sical ete required for ‘full perccplmn' In other words,

the single object perception as narrated above yields 2 ‘simple

perceptual event’ whereas muluplictty of factors thosc mclude
a4 above and the others namely the
crologeal, cuitural, metaphystcal and
1 factors as per the demand of the

the five factors state
psychologcal, socal, 50
some tme transcendentd
situation together gve nse to 2 ‘complex perceptinn'. It
may be noted here that loka vyavahara 18 the empincal result
alled ‘simple pcrceplmn‘ 1s hardly
When 1 took up the mstances of
for examinung

of percepuion and the 50 €
useful for loka vyavahdra

{A) Parvato vahmman v$ (B) Parvate vahnth
the perceptual cogmt
the question came up for definmg the ™
of the perceptual functional relationt (sannikars2) for grasping

/ seemg adheyatd of adikaranats In fact what was 1 Wy
1mund was 1o address the ‘complex pcrcep!ual nstances’, which
1 dud not spell out openly The tradition 15 almost MuIm
on this 1ssue Muluple examples €an pe ated on the complex
perceptual events and the questions will be only on the

of the cogmtive functional relations,

mode of representation
1s 1t not necessarily oft grasping

notlung else What 1 mean
the enhitics concgmcd for pcrceptmn, because, the tradiuon
ar on that aspect The pmblcm anses not only

Ve mechamsm and cogmtve structures,

de of representation

15 very clei

on the mode of the repre uon of the ‘cognitive functional

senta!
put also making the centites” and the ‘relations’
4 whole The satisfactory

a smgle ntegrate!
available \f and only f we take the modem

relations’
associated 11O
way out will be

s



scientfic theory of ‘reconstruction’ mto account Now the
problem m the traditions will be - can we count for the
justifiability of such perceptual events bemg well withm
the framework of the tradition? To me, the reply 1s ‘Yes's
only if we take / understand / interpret the traditon in
a hroad prospective 1, therefore, had suggested to count
for ‘jfanalaksand-pratyasatt’ as the perceptual functional
relation for seemng ‘adheyata / adhikaranata’ for the ‘complex
perceptual sitvation’ lke (B) Well 1t 1s left for scholars
to acceptit or not, or iry to suggest other mode of representation
Well someone may suggest a seventh sannikarsa if he or
she accepts ‘adheyatd’ or ‘adhikaranata’ as an dependent
padirtha over and above the famous seven padarthas acceP‘Ed
m Nydya Vadesika system The question will remam on ‘how
to integrate’ the entites and the relations m a sequence
to make an ‘mtegrated whole’ of the perceptual cogmive
instance? And here [ feel we need 1o go for the ‘reconstruction
Y theory’

Now letus think on the ‘reconstruction theory’ of perception
and 1ts justifiabibity in the traditional framework Reconstruction
of percepuion would mean 'SOC + recollection of past

expenence’ Recollection of Past experience certainly means
input from menta) repostory, which 15 lnguistic as well as
conceptual and judgmental If this 15 accepted then the
reconstruction theory of perception 1s nothing but another
name for ‘savikalpaka Pratyaksa’, that 1s acceptable to most
of the traditional schools of Indian cpistemmology ‘The maimn

problem m Indian tradinon 15 what to be counted for the

ue



real perception’? Whether 1t 18 e mrvikalpaka pratyaksa
[
r the savxka\paka-pmt)aksa We have alrcady pomted out

th
21 there will be only three possibiliies and whole the tradition

15 entangled with the problems nsing within those only To

my mnd, u alt started probably with the Nydyd satra of

Gotama when he defines pratyaksa as sypdrtydrtha sannikarso-
tpannam jiananm avyapadefyam avybhican V)nvasﬁyatmakum
pratyaksam’” (NS 11 4) Though there 8¢ alot of controverstes
found m mterpreling this satra, scholars are of the opimion
th, murvikalpaka as well as savikalpaka

perception The sttra endng 0 avyapadeéyam defines the
e rest of the words 12

mirvikalpakam whereas slong with th
m If the stra 15 taken o

the sitra defines the savikalpaka
be framed only with the terms as ndriyartha sanmkarsotpannam
e cognitive mnstance

3t would mean ‘th
and which 18 caused bY sOC 18 called
‘pure percepnon'

that thus satra defines bo

Jaanam avyopade$yams
which 1 non-hnguisie
perception, and st will be ‘real percepuon‘ ar
The ‘reabity’ OF ‘pumy' of pereeption was more emphasucd
i the Buddhust iradition takimg only SOC mt@ account® For
instance DiAn3ga Jefines pralyaksa 1n terms of «sgya samvin 1=
rvikalpakam pratyaksa suddha vastuj:lm"‘ Even m Mimamsd

emphasnzed Kumanla

tradmuon, the punty ©
Bhatta says
pralhm’nnm m:wkalpakum /

“astt by slocandjianam
Balamakad: vuidnd sadrfarm cuddha vastuyam J (Ka 112)

f perceplmn 18

1t may be noted here that Kumaria and Dimnaga are

using the same term sguddha vastujam’ for defining pratyaksam
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{perceptual cogmtion), and does it not say i volume on
the perceptual cognifive nstance and its mechanism? What
ts ‘buddha vastujam’? Many m the traditon define the
perception mn the same tone Without gomng into multiplying
the citations, 1t will be just enough to say that the ‘punty’
(suddhata) of perception was emphasized on account of 1s
‘true mature’ 1e SOC, that would distinguish 1t from other
cogmuive mstances like inference, or analogous, or verbal
tesumony etc So far so good, however, the question arises
that dacs #t make any sense apart from upholding a technical
pomt? Is 1t not the case that a cogniive mstance has its
culmmnation 1 loka vyavahara and thereby its validity s
established? Well, without going 1nto the validity aspect at
this siage let us concentrate only on the ‘punty’ ($uddhati)
of perception It seems that throughout the tradition starting
from Sutrakdra Gotama ta the trend of Navya-Nyaya almost
everyone 15 struggling to uphold 1ts so called ‘purtty’ and
‘Shstmc\ wentity

TP we take the puntty of perception 1s established
only on SOC lindnyarthasannikarsotpannam Jfignam) then

essentially 1t will be an mstance of “ndetermmate perceptual
cogmition’ (mrvikalpakam Jfianam) and 1t will be non conceptual
and nen lingwistic As and when the object of the mdetermmate
perceptual cogmtive instance lie the nirvikalpakam jfignam)
15 added with ‘a name’ and 1ts ‘generic property’ then only
1t becomes the determmnate Perceptual cogmtive mstance (1 e
the savikalpakam Jidnam), which becomes vyavahiranga Up

to thts pomt everyone seems to be agreemng within the tradition
However, the Buddhlsls,

whe accept the mdetermmate

Re



perceptual cogmuion f1e the e ihalpaham pmqaku) alone

it
s the ‘real pcn.cpuon'. emphatically 53y that ‘the name’

{ndma) and ‘the gencre propcn)' (yiu) ete do not come

under the purview of SOC alonc, and the cogmiive mechamsm

1s extended beyond that To them whatsocver falls bey ond
the purview of SOC, that 18 catled halpand, csseatially referming

to the mental wput, that cannot
it 1s not ‘Suddhn vastugam’ The Buddmsts therefore, define

the ‘tuddha vastu’ {pure catity) in terms of “svalaksana’ and
they are ndeed cxclusve punst as far as the pereephon
1s concerned The Naydykas, on the other hand, accept
Jau / samanyd (the genenc prcpcny) as part and parcel
of the vyakt (mdmdu:\l entity) However, for them., )it or
simanya (the generic propcrty) s a separate caregory of

entity {padartha) and 1t cther €t be perceved through the

samyukia samaviy? (mherence n what1s connecu:db sanmkarsa
1e the

by saminy? Jaksan:
g as the cognitive functional

cogmition of gcnem\ pattern actm,

relavon Then the questio how an enuty /
element Jmdrvidual (vyaktths fOF Jnstance ghatd vyakt (2 jar)
s seen? To deade the perceplual procedurc we need to
know ‘what 15 2 yar® just 2 shape dkmt (made
up of some mattel, say so on and
so forth)? ® s a shape along with 118 genernc property
‘jar ness’ (ghala(va] 4 {C) Does 1t come along with the relaion
s well? 1o Nyaya system there 15
Some thunk 1t 18 only (a} the ‘shape’,
gunk 1t 18 (o) the mdwvidual slong with

pe ‘pure pcrccphon‘ since

or 1t can be seen {\pmtyﬁs:\ms

n comes now

no umformity

wn defimig g gar
the mdmdual, some
[i3d



its generic property (ghatatva vifista ghatah), some even go
to the extent of assoctating {c} the ‘relation’ along with the
mdwidual as well as 1ts genenc property Depending upon
the nature of the entty the perception would generally differ
However, if someone thinks of examimng the Nydya Vaidestka
texts o find out what 15 the object’ of mrvikalpaka pratyaksa,

one would expect that he / she will find only ‘(a)’ as an

mnstance of 1t, but when (b & ‘{e) are also found as

the “objects’ of mrvikalpaka pratyaksa, then certamly one will
feel surpnsed The question will haunt hum / her that what
1s the difference between the mirvikalpaka and sawikalpaka
perception? The only difference, 1t seems 1n the tradition,
between mrvikalpaka and savikalpaka lLies on the ntegnty
[sa.mbaddhala) or dxs:megmy {visakalatd) of the entiies namely
Vvyaky, jatt and sambandha through their approprate relations®
We will come to this pont latter on But one should ponder
on why this has happened m the system? Tt 1s clear that
this has been started dunng the period of Navya Nydya
Qur reverent teacher Pt T § Shnnivas Shastn gal says that
tus has been started dunng the time of Satadhara’, the
real father of Navya Nyaya The 1ssue and the logic behind
all that in the tradition s very vast and everything cannot
be accommodated here However, 1t can be said here that,
even if all that 1s taken for granted
a wonderful nstance of mclusvism and
1t the question will pe what will happen to the purity
(suddhata) of perception?

If someone argues that smce a
dravya (an entity) for mstance ghatah (a jar) 1n the case

» 1t will certamly be
even though we tolerate
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of pcrccplua\ cognive mstance, means the lmcgmtcd whole

.
of g\\amwa-samnvﬁ)a ghata' and all these together 38 & smgle

enuty (astu), and therefore, the ‘punty’ 18 mantawned 38

far as the $uddha yastujatvam of SOC 18 concerned In that

case the probiem will be what 18 the cogmtve functional
whole  of

relation (sannikarsa) to the ntegrated

ghatatva samaviyd ghata™? Is 1t a single one or multiple one?
Can 1t be samyogd alone Of samyukta samavayd alone OF

samyuha visesanatd alone? Else can we think of stll having
yet another complex funchonal relation taking all these three
a different way out? OK, no

together? Or 1 there
s examune whether ‘ghnmlva' the

the sake of clarntys let v
the sabandha €an be mcorpomcd nto
r not Wwhat 18 & jan or samany?a

smple definition of simdnya 35

which 18 found 11 contnwity

yau and samavayas
nirvikalpaka pratyaksa o!
The Ny:‘:yaknsah gves 2 8

anugato dharmah 1€ the pmpeﬁy,
s How 10 undcrs\and anugatatvad ‘beng

n @ seres of enthit

mn (xm\muous"’ It s good that the
undefined Here, Gongesas the founding father of Navya Nyaya.
help, who defines anugatatva 2S

Narydyikas 1eave nothing

tumself comes m our
1 etad vyakil yrttivam anugalawam il

“parva vyaktt yrttrtve st
rvﬁnubhﬁta vyakter V|ésesanatvena tatra Jr‘\ﬁnasya

tara DU
a ﬂﬂawﬁl

anugatatve pmlyakse kar w8 It sumply means that the

s m 2 saquan\ml form first

contnuity n
it forms the part of past expenence

w samanyd (ghatatva 1t present case)
1n that sens® wi of “mstant perceplmn‘,

mrvnkarlupa P ause, Jat whichisa ‘property

1 mean



m contnuity’ comes along with the past expenence and that
cannot be counted for “instant perception” which 1s non-relational
and non conceptual In similar manner, 1f we closely examine

the sambandha for clear understanding, 1 doubt 1f that can

be considered to be part of ‘instant perception’, for sambandha
(relation) itself 15 a relative term and no one can conceve
a ‘relation’ without magining the correspondent

relatives’
(sambandluns)® In that sense

» 1t means without relating to
be concewved And thus, how
can appear in the nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa?

simply inconceivable to include the samanya
and samaviya i the frame of

mirvikalpaka pratyaksa Moreover,
be of classification of Nyaya.
will be why to <ount saman

the ‘relatives’ no relanon can
the ‘relanon’
Therefore, 1t 15

‘instant perception® 1 the
» the greater problem will
-Vadesika categones' The question
ya (jat1) and samaviya are separate

/ mdependent categonies altogether, simce they are incorporated

taken this serious nsk st for the sake of the Justfiability

of savikalpaka Pratyaksa, which turn s

mirvikalpaka Pratyaksa'0,
It must at thys stage be
taking about the turvika],
perception so far,

caused by
and that g5 vyavaharinga as well
bom mn mind that we have been
paka Pratyaksa, the ndetermmate
WhICh 15 nerther valid nor mvahd'',
ology 1s an

The savikalpaka Pratyaksa,
cogmitive nstance, therefore, 15

and
Instance of ‘simple perceptron’

1e the determinate perceptual
taken to be vahd on account
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of 1ts appheatont 11 practical yfe W no doubt 18 1 2 complex

form The complexty 18 caused 1O only by the integratiot

aof the aisassacated enuities Whe vyaktt it sambandhia seent

m mrvikalpahd pml)aksa, ut olso 1 gets 2 name and other

mental mputs \{ the stuation demands ¢ The
tygksa 1n other words 18 2%

called ‘conceptual’s “Lagustic’ and

opmion 18 2 «complex form of pcrccplual cognilive event’

or sumply speaking «gomplex pcrcepuon’ ‘complex
gnam’ lquahﬁed

Peﬂ:t’-pmn' 1 known 1 the ¢radition 25 st B
cogmtive msmncc]

The vilistajfiinam! e the quahﬁsd cogmtion anscsv:mously
em elaboratelys which weé need

posnt that ™Y be

and the tradimion discusses thi
not go mto the details here The only

underimed here 13 that 1t requIres the e ocourrence

of the ‘quahﬁcr , the ‘quahﬁcand‘ and the erelation’ 1M potween

(hem The mstances may b 1aken 28 stated above w AY

and / of «By We have aleeady discussed 10
the perception of (B parvate vahnih 18 cause
paper, and 1 need not g0 daborate ® agam here without
going 10 more complexiies Jnvolved 10 this €as€s et us
think that here 01 only three teptitics’ (2 parvatd, ()]
vohnt and ) adh\karzma\ﬁ, where () and (o) ar¢ quz\hﬁcr

and quahﬁcands rcspecuvcly,

wnowledge of qualifier always form the part
s, of mental mput (smrm by the tme

[



one gams the knowledge of ‘complex pcrccphon' Then
(the complex perception or ihe savikalpaka-praty aksa) obviously
becomes 2 pratyabhyiid hype pcrccplua\ cognive INSLance,
because prmyabhx_m{x'? 15 panly sdirect’ and partly ‘remembra-
nce''3 The pratyablyfid 15 3 fit case of ‘reconstruction theory’
of perception The Naiydythas cannot

cognttion to be ‘pra\yabhum‘ only at least not by the same
name, because that will disturb the whe

1e theorcucal and
conceptual framework of Nydya-Vatdesika system Gadgeba

seems to be strugghng to settle the problem of pmlyabhui\i

and somehow ncorporating the ‘mental mput® (smrt1) nto
the system At

the same tme the problem for GangeSa was
to autt te and re
pratyaksam’

accept pcrccplua\

bhish **jftindkaranakam jidnam
as the most suiable definion of perception
that he had proposed m his TCM™ At this stage agamn without
gomg mto the details gven m the Tattva-Cintamam of Gangesa,
1t will be conventent for me and acceptable to all the shastric
scholars to refer to my reverent teacher Prof Ramanujd
Tatacharya, who 15 one of the tallest Naydyrkas of our ume,
1o see how he has summanzed the issues under the sub uitle
‘Pratyabhayiia vimarsah’ of s work -
Pratyaksa Tattvacmidman Vimarsah Introducig the nature aof
pratyablugfia, and cing the famous mstance of

*surabht
candanam’ he says that Gangesa accepts pratyabhyfid as an
mstance of qualified percepuion'® Prof Tatacharya, thereafter,
ctes the views of Vacaspati Mishra and Udayanacharya m
support of ths view'® Then Prof Tatacharya says and I

quote ‘“‘tyam eva smiti Jnanalaksanapratyasattitvena mamkrtd

WE



vyav:\hnyatc‘ _ {he smrii COMES 1o the peture of a ‘complex
u and hie guthentica-

pcrccpunn‘ through )\’\:malaksana-prmynsm
tes 1t to be the final opunon of Gmhgesd Though [ @4

not sce this text ot the ume of wrting MYy mam papes

for the seminar, this 18 what was my contention of mtroducitg
1d convince the

]ﬁinalaksana-pratyasal\\ and 1 hope thus shou

scholars
Now the prablem comes Of usufying the defimtion of

perception 1€ “Jﬁz‘mikamnakam ]ﬁ:’mam“ that 15 SO dear

1o Gangesa For that also Prof Tatachary
which indeed was intended

o has gwven 2 very

logreal and convineing Jnterpretations
by Gangesz tumself Let us ook 1mto
3 was nothing bul an

establishmg, the fact that pratyubhun
\nstance of quabfied perccpncn”, 1o says that the definttion
should be‘imerprc‘cd a5 )ftana akaranakam jnanarm pmyasam‘

but not ‘jAana akiranakam judnam pmtyasam‘ As far 88

¢hat After emphahcall)

the smrlt 1§ concerneds it 15 1O Joubt 15 8 Kirand (causal

4 cffective means),

factor), but 1t cannot be the karanad (most

tecause, smrti cannot 1ave any vydpara, lmmedlately after
stance would come mto bens'®
Moreover, 1f the Sy 18 taken 10 b2 karana thens 1t hewg

refemng to the ‘past expene
‘complex percepnon’ n that matler would
of paroksa {other than permphcn) put not pralyuksn Therefore,
citing the views of Udayana. ¥ which Gangesa fully agrees's
at 1t 18 e mdnyn”, which 15 the

emory mput) and thus there

pe an mstance

Prof Tatacharyd says th
karana but not the smru (M
will be no problcm of Jusnfymg the defimtion fyfana akarana

REe



kam jiidnum pn\l\asnm’ This clearly means that smrlt 3
one of the kirana samagrT 8 (causal factors} of ‘complex
perceptual event’ and a close examination of the whole situation
would lead us to conclude {hat 1t1s nothing but 2 ‘reconstruction’
Without the memory nput neither the pratyabhyfid nor the
complex perceptual cognitive cvent would anse As and when
the ‘memory wput and the ‘direct pereep
together, the p(‘.rccp\ual cognitive

appheablen pracucal hife The jusufi

tion’ are asscrbled
event 4TISCS, which 18
cation of the said defimtion
18 just techmeal one and that does not teje

ol the ‘reconstruction
theory of percephon‘

The ‘mnd bram gap theory’ of the
can be
mind bram incorporation theory assu

n fhis stuaton there will be no problem m the shastnc
traditon at all The modem science has developed many

modern scientist I mmrpreled as

ch,and if1t1s considered

sophusticated mstruments that no doubt help us 1 understanding

the natural phenomena more clearly and disunctly Taking
it will be
desirable for us to remvestigate the shastric stands on differ

theoretical aspects 1 one hand and to remterpret the §astras

help from the modern scientific developments,

ent

1o see and judge the strength and power of the logic of
the encient Indian intellectuals on the other hand

That will
make us feel proud of them and to my mind we will not
feel ashamed at any stage 1f we take the whole of Indian

intellectualism as the outcome of a healthy lving tradition,
\hat 15 not meant for makmg different and mdependent schools
like water tght compartments Moreover 1 feel, if one closely

looks the theoretical developments those overlaps the whole

LATA



sradition breaking the bamiers of 1hc O called schools, on®
will be happy to note that the findmgs of the ancient Tndian
Intellectuels are very dose if 1ot cxactly the same to the
findings of the modem science §o why not open the doors
of our mnd”?

The discussion oft my paper has taken
on Sabdaparoksa vada To my mind ths
matter of dehate 1 the $astras and 1 wish 1@ write 2 separat®

one This 1559€ o my mind has the

paper on thus 1ssue al
potentiality t@ change the me of thinlang on the whole of

cspecm\ly onthe causality and the cogmtive

up another 18848

15 also 2 sernous

ndran epistemolOgys

structure

Notes and References’

'H 8 Subrahmanyams 1986, sphysi0l08Y and Psychology of

Perception’, SENSE PERCEF TIONIN SCIENCE AND SASTRA,
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572 576
cfimtion cqgro'rthdt 19tam viyfidnam pratya
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pratyaksa 1 terms of **pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajdtya-
~dy asamyutam’’ (PS 3} Dharmakirth also speaks 10 the same

tone ‘kalpanipodham abhrantam pralyaksam" (Nyaya-Bmdu
14)

4 pramgnasammuccaya 3

54samanya laksanam ity aira laksana-6ab

dasya visayo *rtha tend
simany avisayakam jfianam pratydsatur 1y arthao {abhyate"’
NSM on K3 64,p 277)

6prof Ramanuja Tatachana concluding the discussion on
nirvihalpaka vida says *atredam tattvam vifcsana-)ianatvend
sidhyad ap1 nirvikalpakam na visesanabhuta ghnlaw.‘:dl
apt

tu wvisesyam ghatadikam {viesanam ghatatvﬁdlkam)
samavaya rupam sambandham ca  visayikaroli fathd <@

nirvikatpake ghatah ghatatvam samaviya$ ceti tritayam visayah

matram

tnsv apt mndriya sanmikarsasya sadbhavena ghatatvamatram
visaya ity atra niyamakabhavat param W tntayam  2pt

witakalitatayd bhisate atas tatra prakara vifesya bhivo nastt
ataeva prakarata Sinyatvam visesyatd Sanyatvam samsargat:

3 Su
-nyatvam ca brivate navinatami nayayka ”
Pratyaksa Tattvacmtamam Vimaréah, by Ramanuja Tatacharyds

Rastrya Sansknt Vidyapeetha, Tirupaty, 1992, p 330
7See tus paper on “*Savikaipaka Nirvikalpaka-vicarah”, Pub In
Unmilan, (Vo 14 pt 1) ed By Yashdev Shalya and Mukund
Lath, Darshan Pratisthan, Jaipur, Jan 2000 p 64

8TC Vol 1 P 569

9Ct (a) sambandhubt

e satt bandhyasrtah, (b svabh
nna sambandhyasrtah, svabhunna pratyogika padarthah, (c)
sambandhatvam

ca  yatkifiet padarthanuyogikatva vitesah
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Nydyakosa, P 920
10 POt

Cf “lifica rvikalpakabhave savikalpakam jiinam eva node
tum arhat™ 1bd P 60
1n «

Cf “‘murvikalpakam nd pramanam ndpy apramanar
12

Because, themnd nNydya sysu:mhusbccn takentobe’ atomic’
m size It can be connected to one indriya at 8 ume One
should see the discussion the detals 1 'Mano'nutvnvﬁduh'
n TC
134 [pdnyasahakta samskarajanya-Jasatvamt pratyabhud” of
Nyayakosa, P 543
14+ manakaranakam jivinam it vayam” TC vol 1 p 552

15.0f “(gtha ca tatta'mse alaukika damtd’'mée Jaulakam ca ckarm
vidista pratyaksam pra\yabhjﬁi u mamkdrd mrﬂpayamn"
Pratyaksa Tattvacmtmant vimaréah, ®TV) by Ramanuja
Tatacharya, Rastny2 Sonskrtt Vidyapeetha, Tiupath 1992,
p 341
164731 paryatikdydm pansuddhau ¢2 pratyabhyid pratyaksam 1ty
eva niptam’’ 1010 P 341
V1 esgaryatha manikarah gratyabhqﬁﬁyih pratyaksawvam V2 ati
sthante'” 1bid P 343
Bl “yad vyaprad gnantaram phalotpattis tat karanam”
“vyaparavad asadhiranam Lranam karanam’”
19<gyam ca visayo yathd manau yartate tatha tﬁtpnryaﬁkép anfu
ddhavapt vartate”" PV P 344
of “wibista pratyaks® ca vibesana Jfanam na karanam Vyapard
“phavit vibista varfistyd pmtyakse ca vibesanajnanam hetur na

tw wisesand vibesand dhir  apL vibesana dht dvard karanam

Lt



\
manabhavat pratyabhijfidyim tu tatid smrtibkdranam nal?) w
samskdradvard anubhavah kiranam, tasyih samskdrajanyatve
smrtitvapatteh smritve laghavena samskara-janyatvasya tanica
tvat taddhetutvenava tatsiddhes ca’” 'TC VolI p 552 - 555
*Here Prof Tatacharya cites a statement from Nyaya-Kusuma

“fijall of Udayana '“karan'ntara nrapeksena samskarddhika-sa-
nnkarsavald mdniyena jantatvat” Id p 344
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® T The first imdeterminate knowldege emerges
there indmvidual along with the quality 1s comprihe
nded So there the Samskara has no role to play

There was no Samskara at all One more thing
also  Bhasyakara has  sad

[CIEIGIRIRLEY
yamfivemg Riieeceg” But afterwards Vedanta
desika adds that 1t 1s Upalaksna Because, person
who docs not carry the Samsakara even after
perscewmg cow At the first mstance he has seen

«

one cow If Samskara 1s not there or active then

the second perception of the same object or the
Sajauya  object 1

also  considered  as
Nirvikalpaka
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W wafy awe fower v fe- R
% e s R,
furevar ¢ I g
TRAARET ¢ 1 would like to deaw attennon  deep
analysts of perception as presented m Indian
philosophy and western philosophy And this 1s
of great ymportance All most all Indian systems
acoept Manas as Indnya m addihon 1o five
sense-organs  Naturally one would like to ask
question where 15 the need for accepting Manas
as Indnya? In wester tradwon you will find that
they have accepted five sense organs But they
have not felt the need of Manas to brmg about
what you call Indrsya sanaikarsa They have accepted

-

Mind You can not reject mind Because afier all
percepton needs absorver and s subject . and
they use the expression mind m that sense And
if you see new scientific research, there s no

LA



physiological hasis for accepting mnd as addional

Indmya unless you idenufy 1t with bram we
percewve cxternal world Now we want to cxplan
this Western philosophers have taken the view
that we should not multiply many metaphy sical
entities We should manage with few entities So
if we can explam perception by not accepting
1 don t say that you don't accept mind
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AR ¢ . The reason why
Sakst Ppratyaksd 1 this that they admit
But at the same tme
s not an Indriya And therefore,
they have 1o admit a separate
That is there position The 1dea
‘Pmlyaksa‘ 4s used W the same
i n the vrttigaana what happens

| Visaydkat vt 15 necessaty for any



pratyaksa may be possible whether ﬁ@f‘a’m
Gefrrs, QUG 1s necessary But sinee
1n the case of Sukha Duhkha etc such Antahkarana
Vrttr 1s not possible, they admit Avidyd Vrttt
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Perccpnon
Sankhya and Suddnadvaitic Views
Dr sunanda ¥ Shastrt
crception 88 means of

fn the feld of cplsxemology, P
the sy stems

valid hnowledge has been unzmunously aceepted bY

portant one sankhya system has accepted

of thought as an 1™
threc means of vold knowledge 1e percephon, inference

and testmony

Plcceaid
e gL T2 ghafef T &
(e ¥)
pt the other means of vahd ynowledge
}, nont apprehe

Sankhyas do not acee
STdH ) assumption {
mtuition (et ) ete All
an be yeduced t0

5 testmony Anythung that can
established 1 relation with

like companson(

nsion{

either pc(cepnon, m
3 demonstrably

s of valid knowledg®

be known must
one of these mean
Sankhya gorca » (1 $8) emphast

e Pramanas Winle commentng

at there shoul pe only thre
q14¢ ) explams that

zes {h
qanablukst {

on this satra VY
333



for the accomphshment of all purposes perception, 1nferencs
and testimony alone are enough Accepting addition 1| Pragminas
1S UNnEcessary Sifrommird = wder awie g 7 ymonfa
feeafy, drem gfw o

quotes Manu

In ths regard Vijnanabhikst

Fera, I S N 9 A
77 it Fd agfed enfeat i
(X1 105)

“Onc who desires puny m the path of righteousness
should resort to these threc means of valid knowledg

e VIZ
percephion, inference and scriptures’”

Sankhyakinka places perceprion m the fust place 1
Karka 4 and on 1t Mathdracirya says ‘el AV Teer
S S g W G W ged SRET
Perception 15 caused by scnsc capacities Perception s the
prnciple nstrument of knowledge and 1s hence stated first.
Vicaspat states three reasons why perception has to be
considered first of all the means of vahd knowledge viz-
1 Perception occurs m time before the other means of valid
knowledge such as inference etc 2 the other means of valid
knowledge dependent on perception and 3 every system of
philosophy accords first place to perception  Sankhyakarikd
has gven word ‘= for perception and Matharacinya has
explained what ":'._'Z!{' means m the Kankda It says ‘g-zq'
1s synoaym of ‘T sperception gy efr gewEid. AT

EiE



$ selies g TR W A T 7O SR The nowledge

which arises through sense object contact 15 calied percephion

Definwon of perception put forth by Sikhyahinkd s
“mfferveTEE §RY" Perception 1s The reflective discermng
{ Formgrs } that nises through sense contact with the particular
object of scnstnp (ETAHTY) AT Could he understood
as belief or discamnation Mithardedrya explans the ‘Svead’
as, the hnowledge obtamed through eye cic, five sense
organs-object contact tc vy Fmy ot A svaEE M
R wam ERY w9y &g g JReer ey
Vicaspat defines perception as “reflective discermng” as behef
(Feew) as opposed to doubt or vaallonon (&Y®)
Vyhidnabhiksu’s deffmtion ts nat far from the above deftation
¢ on Sinkhyasiiira, “HEEE 6Q foae
aq gerpy’ (seuasiqFl 89)  Vitnabhksu says, when
connected with the objeet, the (FfZIRT} modifications of
mind take the form of that object, that 15 perception “@FIg

g wergmrnR s o e gfaf e e g
o and” (g Ter 89) This clez\rl) sigrifies that

for the ishment of percef dered sense object

contaet 1s necessary

Process of perception according S&hkhyas 15 more or
less understood from therr definttion of perception Saikhyakan
ki does not clanfy the process of perception It siraply says
gy’ and defines, “offaeeEemr 572 from which one

understands only that five sense organs perceive sense objects

RE3



Vacaspatimsra  has elaborately described  the process of

percepuon, that 1s, “perception 15 the reflective discerning

(areaamr ) that anses through the direet contact (a’m‘?’)

between a sense capacity (gFsa) and a rcal object tO be
known (9 )such as earth, pleasure ctc

» Quch reflective
discerning, which

1s on operation of wtellect, 15 one important
kind of awareness, and this kind of awareness arises when
the intellect 15 m s Sattva modality has been subverted
When there 1s such contact between a sense capacity and
an object with the resulung awareness talng place 1n nteliect,
the condition 1s also known as an operation (gfsr) Awarencss,
operation and ntellect, 1t should be noted are manifestations
of matenahty, and thus are devoid of consciousness
Nevertheless, the mteliect casts a kind of shadow of perhaps
better, becomes a reflection (sfafr=) m the pure medwm
of conscrousness so that 1t appears as if it were consclousness

By the same token the images that mamfest themselves 1

consclousness appear to characterize the nature of consciov

sness Funally, 1t should be noted that the description of

perception as direct contact with specific object excludes

doubt, misconception, inference and memory (Encyclopaedia
of Indian Pulosophues, vol IV Sankhya,p 303) Sankhyapravaca-
nabhdsya's defimtion leads us to understand the process morc

ciearly, 1¢ modification of mind/mtellect take form of outer
abject

The process by which a means of vahd knowledge works
m tus— first intellect assumes the form s reflected as an

Y



mage COnSCmui[\CSS Smce Cﬂ“SCl(‘IuS)‘ICSS can not be

modified, s reflecton can only be an smage g

i TuricH A 2 g? i 3%1 Eicct
:mmﬁ_‘-;ﬁvr »”
(grer g™ =187

The Yoga school calls {he process of awareness a5 ‘T

\nstead of ‘afEaf’ or SRR yyasabhasha o8 paaiyala

Sitea defines the process of perception 23 the modificauon

of the mind bewng connected with an outside object ihrough

the channel af sense organs and makmg that object 18 own
1 nature of the

Manly comprehends the specia object which
has general and special charactenstics 15 the source of correct
Kknowledge catled ‘percepuon‘ The result of perception 19
the knowledge of meodificatton of the mund as pelonging 10

th the modificaions

the Purusa {self) which 15 sdentical Wi
Y reflection

of mnd Purusa 15 consaous b

explains Vy:xsabhniya even more perfectly
He says «wThe senses are ¢hemselves the channels 1€ the
path throught which the mnd travels, combmung with them

arts, 1h€ mmund affected by the outside

and through therr P
objects, becomes one with the objects, only with the help
alone does MO become one with

of the senses

Vi Jﬁ:'mabhlksu

The mind
[t



w, 1t 18
the object, just as, when the conch 15 seen ycllow, .
15 1
the prescnce or absence of bile m the eyes, which !
es ete
cause Thercfore, in seemng colour and so on, the ey

; § the mnd
also 1s mentioned as ‘cause’ m he Sasiras and not
alone

ey R )
{ Vijnanabhiksu's Vartika on Vyasabhasya, Samadhipada-7)

or
This mdicates only the outside object’s km)wled_ge
A vara
perception It does not mnclude perception of Atman or livard,
to
smce 1 combmmg with the senses does not give nise

A s
1t In the perception of Atman or lsvara, there are 10 sense:
nvolved

We gam perceptual knowledge through five sense organs$
of sound, touch, colour, taste and smell Someumes knowledge

of perception 1s obstructed due to many reasons Sinkhyakankd
enumerates eight such reasons viz

1 bemg very far,

2 bemng very close,

3 disability of sense organs,
4 mind bemg mattentive,

5 object beng too subtie,

WE



6 object being udden,
7 bemg overpowered by some other object and
8 heing mixed with stmdar dungs

—sense object contact does not take place and prevent

ordunary perception

i ity gfgamey AR
dheRig s, Hivary SR T
(gm0}

Thus non appreheusion of existents s of cight kinds,
whereas, non cxtstence { 3P Jis of four kinds viz 1 pror
non existence (SN )} 2 pastenor non exstence { AN }
3 absolute nor extstence { AENE ) and 4 muwalnon exste
nee (Wmﬁ) This makes non apprehension as of twelve
Kinds Mutharicarya says 9 5% g1 SR AP I
f s =" For ordinary persons, perceptions are imited
to specific awarcness related fo the grass aspects of experience,
by Yogis and other ugher bengs are aiso able to percewe
‘non speeific’ { AT ) matters, such 4s the subtle clements

It 15 fecessary 10 note that Vacaspetuniea for the fiest
time made clear distinetron between indetermmate ( Pifwer )

and d { i ) n Sankhya ef o
The sense organs can only scnse ( SIEN ) the obyect

without any mental vedenog and verbal charactenzation 1¢
ming 1s pot mvelved  this stage nor can 1t be descnbed

e



by specch This 15 indermmate ( fafdfea Jperception  ‘Then
mind performs the task of ordenng and verbahzing the
umpression of the senses 1e mind 15 mvolved m this stage
and makes perceptual knowledge determnate (W@%’fﬁa)

Regarding the theory of perception, Vyfidnabhuksu's special
contribunion 1s two fold | BFESygaTA - 11 32) 1 Vynanabluksu
disagrees with Vicaspatt and states that semse organs are
capable of both mdetermmate (Ffdw) and determnate
( ®freT Jperception. Mind only plays a role of focusing
attention ( §FeT ) and ntvatng mental constructions ( farrew )
Here, Vijninabluksu relates the role and function of sense
capactties n perception and 2 SAnkhyzkirkd and Patafijale
Sankhya refer respectvely to ‘Fhea and ‘FrRafy but do
not explan their functions 1n the cogmtive process Vacaspat
carned the discussion further by attributing mere awareness
with mental claborahons (ﬁﬁ%‘ﬂ) to the sense capacities
and mental claboration (&EFE) to mind According to
Vijinabhiksu, perception is prmanly a result of imteraction

or will and sense capacities Mind as the result plays 2
very mnor role

sy Piteem: elm snee dren v o,

RRREA ] &10) T aTE, ag 3 A
ot fifreare W swaenfeEn, TR
PR e v R o s iR
2 e gt sk wmowf aateg
REEE iy, Rreatn adety wia g

W




In Pras!h.inammakam, Purusottamacarand has  clearly

accepted four means of valid knowledge VIZ testrmony /autho
rity, perception (Prmyak‘:arn), tradihion (Amhyn) and nference
(Anumzan) "7 g W e G
RRIR) Tust placess given 10 Sabapramana of tesumony,
since all other means of valid knowledge areé dependent on
St (om0 12) FetE T
Tl ag @ FT @ s ), whereas, Sankyas consider
only three Pramanas (o, T o) and they place

Perception first

1on as * RIS W"Tm’{”

s indentified with sense
nstruments of durect
gamed through

Purusottamajt defines percept

organs, that means 5ense or;

1S Krowledge of P

perception Th erception 18
five sense orga

six nstruments V2 ns and the mind e

Etauceceid Fonf (WP 127}

(der Perception as 'W', but

ons
reflective  discerning

Sankhyas 40 not ©
Pperception 15

according 10 them,
( romEE )

Pemeptual knowledgc 1s of s tands VIZ
1 visual (ST )

E38Y



2 Tactual (FEFHER)

3 Gustatory { T )

4 Auditory { AT )

5 Olfactory (W ) and
6 mental {#FETET )

@
Manas 1s regarded as iternal organ (A FTT) U

] -G T - TR - o (g p 127) These

six faculuies are considered atomic 1m size ‘They can not

be percerved by scnse organs, they are non eternal yet long

lastmg and subject to transfermation g gz EETg
s sdtm, e, foverl fed <’ (s1p128)
Eyes can percewe form, cloour and size when 1t 18 manifested
Similarly, sense quahues of touch, smell, taste and sound
should be mamfested for the sake of perceptiol

(9T p 128 129) Desires, affection, passions etc are percelved

by the mind ““merereg T gees et (T 1P 130)

Perception of the self {Atma) i 1its pure form can not

be percetved by ordmary perception “WTQW Bic=iRtILEL e
TR T gE e e = (9 1p 120)

Only through proper means prescribed by the scuptures,
the percepuion of the self (Atma) 1s possible The self can
te expenenced through the notion ‘I by an sndvidual, due
to the 1dentification of self with ego ““ERT WW{

TR SR q yATEERE, ST
wHETe (T Tp 130) Perception of the Cod 1s possible

Re



¢ of God This hnd of perception 15
160 161)

only through the gre
the seed of devoton Bhaktt (TP

s wnmdcrcd as sLparate category which
merc negaton of hight Tamas
of Miyd Human beigs can not

als Jke cat and owl €an see

Tamas tdar}\ncﬁs] !
can be pcrccwcd 1t 15 not
1s consdered 28 production
sce through darkness put amm!

\n the darkness, beeause darkness of Mayd can uot cover
their cyes

e T8 ofy A T =
faetfrat, 7§ B aggre, Y
s @ e, o
gga-mqm“ﬁﬁ—ﬁﬁm" e, TR

L]

L are el (@) g
e o S FSiue o, S
ot (T oiy) B

C
. .
(3¢ 130-32)

flection ( ) also 18 accepted a8 separate
et

Symutarly £
duct of May

category and pro
(9T~ 232)

3 et ]

3%



Abhava (non existence) 1s locus of negated object Negation
1s tself regarded as the positive CXISIence of the locus 1
which the negation appears with speatfic reference 10 the
appearance or dissapearance of the negated object Non exisie
nce 1s connected with matersal cause When, matenal cause
s seen, appearance and dissapearance of the product of
that cause 1s subject of perception (T T p 131 36)

According to Sankhyas, the object beyond sense percepuion
(=fifsm) are subject of mference and authority ““FAiFEITT
oy s ( SEEER-€ ) which 1s different than Vallabha
view, which accepts perception of self through scoptures
and not through Inference In the earlier, Sinkhya school,

perception of God 1s not accepted because exstence of God
can not be proved “lradiry " (e ARR)

Four kinds of Abhava (non existence) 18 accepted by

Vallzbhas as well as Saikhyas Neither Vallabhas, nor Sankhyas
accept non app (g

) as an independent means
of vahd knowledge After evaluatng views of other schools

of thought, 1 this regard, Purusottamacarana has stated that
1t1snot necessary to accept non appret

as an mdependent
means of vahd knowledge to perceve Because, just as after

perceving parucular object through the eyes, its Knowledge
1s mamfested Simlatly, we do not get knowledge of any
object through non apprehension “‘sgueely T IEIEST afd

geaavER (T T ¥R )

RR



Process of direct perception according 10 Purusoltamacard

na as follows—

“HWW-"Wmﬁmmmﬂm
mwwmmww mﬁﬁ%ﬁmﬁ?&
g2 R e m@ﬁﬁmm

ikt
(9’(p]47-148)

1 Mind becomes ready for parucslar action, nspieed by ynner

controller (sl

2 then mind MSPIES concemed $e1SC organs,

3 when sense organs are 1t agrecmem with thert preS\dmg
deies, then only sense organs come 10 contact with
objects,

4 then \nderccmunat® Knowledge 1% gen
are reflected 10 the sense organs,

the MIXINE and
ace the sense OfB

erated after objects

5 then along with friction of the three Gunas
ans, partially

1n mtellect, sntellect may BF

or totally,
6 then mental states uCcOYdmgb, mamfest ond different nds
of determnat® knowlcdge anse,
neutrality etc become

chments aversion or

ske attas
nds of determunate

7 emotions §
the diferent ke

strong according to
Knowledge:
8 from those emotionse nner and external activities, ke will

RN



efforts etc emerge,

9 then the activity of accepting or rejecting of neutral atutude
takes place and
10 m the end, gain and loss which 1s cause of happness
and sorrow ot mdifference manifest

The division of mdetermnate { Fiffea® ) and determmnate
(@fweaw ) knowledge 15 explamed by Purusottamacarand
m the above process itsclf Indetcrmimate knowledge created

by the sense object contact achievers 1ts visual etc determmale
state through mental states ()

Here, Purusottamacarana presents the Sinkhyas as priof
view and refutes it According to Sinkhyas, the form of
the cbjects seen outside, can be felt withm after closing
eyes This form can not be of the outer object, because
abandoning outer substratum, entermg of that form within
scems wmpossible Therefore, that form has to be accepted
as the form of some wner object within Sankhya school
calls  *Viu' (mental state) as different cgoistic prneiple

E R Rl 3y afvierrida SRR 3
R R T e, e afew o 9

o NG T e WagR SR
TR Y SRen T afs T FE

(93 p144)
Saktyas beliese that the percerved object takes form

23w



of mternal state, hut treat 1t as different pnnciplc or difterent

property of Atman Pumsonamacamna disagrees with this
ote that the form

stand and says that it 1§ necessary 10 0
of the pereeived abject m the eyes 15 the mat
( FTpTEER ), therefore, ® 18 proper 10
1 not be deemed a5 aifferent

state But should
different mbierent property of Atman Deeause: thus 18 SOME
of outer object, answer

particular state of intelicet take form
1o such a doubt 15 when sense organs combined with the

e of expericnce
accept miernal
prmcnplc or

mind come 1 contact with auter objects, then form of the

object 15 reflected 1M sense 015ans st as
m the marror Continuous IXMg and fricion of the Satvas
Rayas and Tamas cause
{he ntellect, {herefore, due 10 ths dist
sometumes 18 1rnnsl‘ormcd
of reflections 1t the sense ©
1t may not take any shape
helps cogmtve organs a0
wtelleet o postuon of h
knowledge of error anses
p:mu:ular state of 1nte
1 the form of object sup

disturbance and non- _disturhance n

urbance mental Statcs
pamally or totally taking the shape
q,ans of outer objeets and sometimes
cns 50 hecause mtctlect
therefore, when

he Organss detcrmmnale

object contact, then
mtcllect shaped
he objects lhen [t pehieved
wands of mental

due 10 the varnous
1d be understood

sions of Lnowledge shou!
mental states As per
awakents, dreaming and

states, @
as an outcome © \he statement

of phagavalss

of i gferent
mcnnl states, Vi s

R™



deep sleep emerge from Gunas and mdividual soul 1s defimtely
different from them as a spectator” proves that zll kinds
of knowledge 1s mental state only When the enjoyment gIving
Karmas anse, that 1s waking state, when those Karmas become
dormant, then 1t 1s drcam or state of deep sieep Instead
of accepting such kind of theory, 1t 1s proper to accept
that, the mumng and friction among three Gunas, which are

manifested for the sport of God, goes on according 10 wll
of God

Thus, 1t 15 better to accept that, Gunas are the nearest
cause of different states of mtellect That 15 why, m the
cighteenth chapter of Bhagvadgita, it 15 sad, that, “pody
as substratum, Jiva as agent, instruments such as sight etc,
external sense organs, four lands of internal nstruments,
action of Prina etc vital aws called Cesta, ume and God’s
will called desuny, or the iner controller {Antaryami) of
all ving bewngs™ described 1 the sixty first verse, 1 the

same chapter, become mstrumental mn all our actvtes
{Prasthinaratnakara, Introduction,p 65 66)

In the hight of the above discussion, few similarities and
diswmilanties emerge between these two schools of thought
Satkhyas accept three means of vahid knowledge, whercas
Vallabha accept four Both of them accept ‘afafit 1¢ mental
states but process of analysis of perception differs from each
other Sinkhyas deem that the percewed object toke the

form of mternal state, which 1s different cgoistic prinaple

R



yillabhas da not consider 1 3% separate prlm‘.lplc Sankhyas

do not aceept the prcsldmg demes of sensc organs, whereas

Viliabhas beheve that the operation of senst organs 18 not
possible without their §race Sensc OTgANS arc not nvolved
rding t0 Sankhyas and perecption

1n the perceplion of self Acco
of God can not

of God 15 not possible pecause existence
be proved by any means of valid Lnawledge Accotdmng 10
ough means descnbed

Valiabhas, percepton of sell
by the seniptures and 1
notion ‘T, due 10 the dentificatto
of the God also 18 possible through the Grace
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7 Philosophy of Shn Vallabhacharya - Life and warks of
Shr1 Vallabhacharya - Dr. Sunanda Shastn (Paper).

Perceprion:
Sankhya and Suddhadvaitic Views

. g el

REFW¥E 1 1 have wo quenes Why 15 it that the
word ‘Drsta’ 1s used by the Sankhya thinkers
mstead of ‘Pratyaksa’? Is 1t just styhstic or
there 1s some philosophical significance 7 Other
query 15 both Sankhya and Vallabh thinkers
follow the Vrt model and not the Sanmkars
model of Nydya In Sannikarsa model there
1s sense-object contact Whereas n Vrtt: model
the Aatabkaran goes out, meets the object
i¢ attends the object The mmiatve 1s from
the Antahkarana Why 1s #t that we resort
to the language of Sannikarsvida even wiile
describing the Sankhya or the Vallabha view
of Praktyaksa? Because 1n Vedantsir they use
the word "Tadakantd’ they don’t use the word

Sannikarsa’ So they use different language

Re¢



g e @ “Drstam wu prayaksd parydyah”

ﬁﬁm‘b’l‘i T My funch 18

1 tlank, here also, that sort of clanty should be

observed

So ‘Drsta’
15 what 18 sceit And what 18 sensed by the Tndrya
the sense Organ that 18 Pratayakyam

that 15 scnt bY
So ‘Drstam’ 18 used because 1L 18 directly pursued

by the sense organ
that m Sankhya you have
of the objeet Whereas 18

a gestalt VIeW
ociationstic

Nyaya Vasestka SY'

view And perhaps
the choice of 2 pammlur word to express pe

stems we have an ass!
that might be rcspons:hlc for
rceptual

cognition



. AR, @ You say C Sinkhwa do not accept the ather
means of knowledge like Upamana, Arthapatty,
Anupalbdh, Aitihya, Pratibhd elc All these other
valid means of knowledge can be reduced to ether
perception, inference or testimony ™ And according
to them these are the only three Pramanas acecpted
My comments are On yOUT STyIES *Anything that
can be known must be demonstrably cstablished
o relaton with one of these means of valid
knowledge” Now consider perception 1 really do
not know what 1t is to demonstrate something
that 1 know through perception If I know through
perception, there s no question of demonstrauon
at all ANl that 1 can say 1s that [ shall venfy
But venfication doesn’t amount demonstration Then
consider mference With Tespect to ference, yes
1 can think of demonstration of a certam proposition
1 construct the truth and prove 1t, 1 demonstrate
1t But m that process of demonstration, remember,
1 have depended on some other proposiions which
operate as premises Now the gueston of the

demonstration of that premises will anse So that
wilk cause certamly mfinite regress And therefore,
mference can not be accepted as vahd knowledge
Because that will mvolve further questions Again,
tesumony, 1t 1s accepted on just Sraddha, belief
There 1s no question of demonstrating the testimony
Now, Sankhya might have taken that position But

3o



thing, we should really find out the reasons what
18 there ratonality betund these assertions that
something which 1 know by perception can b
demonstrated, somettung which ¥ know through

can be d d and hing which

1 know through the tesumony can be demonstrated

N



Thomistic Philosophy of Perception:
Some Reflections

George Karuvelil, 8]

Smee there 15 no specifically Chnstian philosophy of
perception, and 1am supposed to speak 1

what T shall do 1s to provide a brief sketch of the Thomisiic

philesophy of perception After that T shall pomt out 2 few
possible comparisons that struck me as 1 was reading through

n terms of Chnstiantty,

the matenal on Vallabha school's theory of perceptiont Fanally
m the thrd part of the paper [ shall draw your attention
towards some contemporary developments m the Westem
philasophy of perception

-

1 A brief sketch of the Thomistic philosophy of perception®
Thomustic philosophy, like other pre modem Westerm
philosoplues, s metaphysical mn its approach Although
scepticism was not unknown to the ancient Greeks, the great
metaphysicians of the time do not take scepticism as the
starung pomnt of their epistemology Rather, they assume the
possibilty of knowledge, which Plato defined as "\merbehef

with an account”' Although this sounds deceptively sumuiar
10 the

porary defi of hnowledge as Justified True
Belef, to gwe an account m the metaphysical scheme 8
rather different from providing justification An account mvolves

a description of the clements that go mnto the making of

IR



Lnowledge and an explanauon 18 terms of the descnbed

clements? Smce the possibthty of knowledge 15 taken for
granted, the question they raise 18 What must the world

and we be like if we are 10 know somethung 93 Thetr descnptions

are meant to respond 0 thus question

As far as the Thomuske descrption. of {he world gocs,

r of common sensc that we hve m
ranges, barking

le children In

he took 1t as a mattel
a readymade world a world of apples and @
as, of far men and httl
thus world of mulupheity, he 1s heavily

All these multiple entities are made

hing to be what

dogs and stnped zebr
gvng o descption of

mdebted 1o Anstotle
up of matter and form Form makes a t

it 15 by ¢ nforming’ matler, which by wsclf has 1o form
whatever The Thomistic account of the human knoWer 18
the faculty psychology that 1s lergely @ fegacy of Plato and
Anstotle Accordinglys tuman bemgs have three faculties
senses, wmtellect oF underslandmg and the will Of these the
fast 15 not @ knowing power," its job 18 10 stive

what 15 known As far as (he senses are concerned,
are five external senses and four ntermal ones The nternal

peratons are as follows

to attam
there

senses and their @
1 Central of gcneml sense synthesises the mput from different

external senses
2 Imagnation retams the jmpression mode on the external
after thest objects have dxsnppcur:d

wth the past

3 Memory associates objects

Senses,

EEE]



4 Cogiative scnse called estimative sense’ 1w non humans,

1t collates all the sense ympressions and arnives ata judgment

Gwen this understanding of the knower and the world,
knowledge 15 a maiter of getting hold of the

form of enitics
by means of the knowmg faculues {sense:

s and tellect)
In other words, whie all things are made up of mattet
and form, knowmg bemngs differ from other:

s 1n thus that
the latter “possess ther own form only, while the knower

15 adapted from its ongin to possess also the form of another

ihmng”® Since matter 15 a lmung principle, the more mmmaterial

a beng, the more capable 1t 15 of knowmg Thus, humans

can know ore than ammals, angels more than humans,
and God, of course, 15 all knowmng Thus, each type of
knower comes 10 possess knowledge acco

rding to the mode
proper to its nature

Human perception anses from being stmulated by senstble
‘oh)ccls and the operation of the wntemal senses upon the
nput from the external senses Thus, for example, 1n percewing
a barking dog the sensible qualiies such as the size and
shape of the ammal and the sound it produces are recewved
by the external senses The central or the general sense
synthesizes these inputs from the different externals senscs
(cyes, cars, nosc elc) as commng from one cntity After
imagmation and memory have played therr role, the cogitauve

or estimative sense finally arnives at a conerete judgement “This
barkung dog 1s dangerous™
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Thus far the percening process 18 not very dferent

cr higher ammals, they 109 have 10 sense
s and adyust to 1 What 15 special 10 the
mversal charactenistics
4 wtellect There are

from that of oth
thar environment
human knower 1s the ability to grasp the u

{rauones) of thungs This ability 18 calle
three acts of the mtellect A Inteliigibilsty of understanding
henson of some meaming that

(mtellectus) 1s the simple appre
that which could be

snvolves no Jjudgement, B Judgement 18

and € Discurswe reasonin
ments to & new one,

more known Judg
theory of perceptian

as 1 syllogisms One 1mplication of this
g that 15 \mma(cnal,
Licved exists)

tue or false, g of ratocmation

moving from onc or

15 that humans cannot percene anythin
s or God (all of which he bel

such as souls, angel
ng from effects to Cause

These are known (hrough reasont
f out expenences cannot

wn that certamn O
bodily causes, we can argue

quses FOT example, he argues
annot be caused

if 1t can be sho
be explamed with referenc® to
to the existence of non hodily €
that our snteflectual and volition
by bodily causes and therefor® we must have souls

a1 actvities ©

sons Wil The Vallabh2 School
ecially when 1t mvolves
s whose

3.Some Possible Compart
sky pusiness; &P
comparing two vastly different phnlosophmal systemm!

dent of one another,

completely ndeper
d Vallabb2 schools For the

ny s!rmghlforward
truck me 38 some
10 deade

Companson 18 2 n

developments ar¢
as 1 the case the
same reason, [ do not wam
compansons, 1 shall only P

arcas of possihle comparisons and leave



whether they really are comparatle

A first and obvious pat of comparison 1 their overall
concern Dot thinkers are great theologians and rehigious
purst Temams thei prmary purpose But both see the need
10 engage the intellectual carsents of thew tmes A second
pount of companison scems to be thew method Both are
metaphysteal in thexr approach As pomted out m the begrning,
the metaphysical approach, unfike that of modern Western
philosophy, begms with some descriptions of the world, the
knower, and knowledge, then tt strves to provide an account
of these in a coherent manner }t 18 trug that thear descriptions
are different the Vallabha school 15 mdebted to the descniptions
provided by the Naryayikas and the Samkhya school, whereas
St Thomas largely relies on the descriptions provided by
Anstotle and 1o & lesser extent on some Acabuan thinkers

But both rely on certom metaphysical descripttons to provide
an account of thews theories of perception

A more substantve pomt of comparson concerns ther
approach to rebmous perception Nowher SnPurashottam ot
St Thomas thinks it possible to have teliglous perception
Although the Volfabha schoals accepts yogie perception, it
ts cleatly stared that percewving God 1 possible only theough
Grace and not through the means of valid knowledge Similasly
for 8 Thomas, any substantial knowledge of God s to
be had from ceveloton and not through any ordmary or
nawral means The mam reason for 15 the facuity psychology
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ed from Plato and Arstotie, together with the
hat charactense plato Swce senses
ther ammals and senses can Ve

he has adopt
devaluation of the 5enses il

are what We share with ©
us Lnowledge only of scasible {hungs, W follows that we
s \mmm.cml The only natural

avenue 10 Knowmg God 18 through reason and that 100 would

take us only 10 the do0TSE

showing hat God exsts Wit

conclusion hat we can

there 15 ¢ poss\b\hw

srtanity and contrast regarding

I}

n the vallabha school there 15 the
and the ego OF
mattef of ordmary perccpuon,
a gisinction petween soul

perccpuon of the
disunction petweet sou
thel The former 18 n
whereas 1he fattex ¥

ot found W

and €go 18 1
of percevi®® o soul either he existence

1o be mferred 25 aiready menuoned

Another posSIblc compansan 1s between the dentity contact

W@



of the Valtabha tradition and what 1s known as knowledge
by comaterality 1 St Thomas Although such knowledge
1s not sinctly a matter of percepuon, 1t 15 not mfcrence,
either Here 1s what he says on the matter

Now nghtaess 1 judgimg can come about
m two ways, through the perfect use of
reason or through a certain natural kinship
with the things one 1s judging about Thus
1n matters of chastty, one who 15 versed
m morzl saence will come to a2 nght
judgment through rabional nvestigation,
another who possesses the virtue of chastity
stll be nght through 2 kind of mstincuve
affimty So 1t 15 with divine things®

Although I have sad ttis sounds similar ta the rdentity
contact m the Vallabha tradibion, the difference between the
twa 18 also immediately clear wentity contact 15 one of the
five kinds of contact operative m ordmary perception Perception
of wmner states like determmation, doubt, pleasure etc, are
said 1o result from dentity contact In St ‘Thomas, however,
connaturaluy 15 not an ordimary means of knowledge I 18
worth noting that Robert K C Forman, m a recent book,
has suggested a theory of ‘knowledge by identity® to deal
with mystical expenences The basic pont of the suggestion
15 that “I know #t because § am 1t or lve ™7 Fius seems

RE2A



very sumilar 10 \what Thomas says of Kknowledge by connaturality

3.8Some Contemporary Developments:
1f therc 1S one thing that 15 commen 10 the pre modem
ot metaphysica! uppmnch m Westerlt phﬂosoph) and the
contemporary naturalistic approach to human knowledges 1t
foundmwnal conviclions The moderns thought
phﬂosophy on firm foundation$
Tius can be sad of rationalists
tike Descrates g5 well as empiricIsts ke Locke, with some
aturalized eplstcmclogy

yanatons One of the contentions of
1stemology without am¥ prior

ptiont of the

15 ther ant
that they could secure their
by eschewmng DrOF descriptions

s the mpossxbduy dong P

descriptions In other words, someé puor descr

knowet and the world cannot be avorded 10 s respects
shottam and St Thomas are bemg

vindseat Tus 18 something that

Thormsts could be happy¥

that they poast of 18 Aquinas

apmoach to human
On the other hands the sort of

In 1S pl

henomenolog\cal descnphions Let me powt

out some of the descriphions of the Thomstic phxlosophy

that could be pmblemahc today

with the desenpuon of the humat knower

Let us begin
i terms of faculty psychology Thomusm, 1 11 tustory, has
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lended not merely to distmgush these different faculties,
but also to separate them® Taken in this manner, sersing
15 sometfung that we humans share with ammals and then
the tellect, with 1ts conceptualismg and reasorung abikitics,
takes over This 15 clealy a false picture of the human
Xnower, as it has been shown beyond doubt that there 13
a close 2ad mseparable Ik between percepts and concepts
such that conceptual nichness leads 1o perceptual nchness
To put m terms of comemporary cogmtwe psychology,
perception 15 complex process that avolves both a
‘concept dnven' or ‘top down’ processing as well as a
“‘data doven’ or ‘bottom up' processing

Even more than the mvolvement of concepts in percephon,
there 15 the phenomenon of selective attention that must
find a place m any descnption of the human knower Only
a fraction of the myriad sights, sounds and smells with which
we are constantly bombarded, gets entry into our consciow
sness'® Bernard Lonergan, a contemparary wmterpreter of
Thomustic epistemology was fond of gving the example of
the milkmad who laughed at Thales for fallmg mto the well,

, a8 he walked along with fus eyes fixed on the stars The
pont 15 that “the cansal sequence set off by the proxmate
stmulus determmes what can be perceved 1 any gven
condiions, but not necessanly what will be percewed™
What will be perceved 15 also dependent on what we pay
attention to What it indicates is that there 15 a close collaboration
naot only between the senses and the micHect, but also with

Wo



Jook through a telescope and you ask me, what do you
see?" I may answer {1)A brght speck, (2)A star, (3) Sinus,
{4)The 1mage m the fourteenth murror of the telescope All
the four are perfectly legmate and correct answers in
Thomistic language, there 15 more than onc mteligibiity, which
0 turn, leads to four different judgments, all of which ate
equally vaid The pomt s that there 15 no one form of
the object that 15 1aken nto the mmd m the process of

P Meaming or the Jhgibility that

P

pereeption 1s 2 much more complex affar than was assumed

1 the metaphysical approach that begins with the assumption
of a ready made world of objects

Let me conclude by outlmng an alternatve view of
percepuion that [ Iike to call a relatonal theory Rathet than
begin with the assumption of a pre fabricated world as m
the metaphysical approach we begin by standing back and
asking ke Heidegger, how do these multiple entitres that
we take so much for gramted come to be or alternately,
come to have any meamng for us? The briefest answer to

s queston 15 provided by Hilary Putnam when he says,
‘Objects’ do not exist ndep

ty of our ptual scheme:

We cut up the world mto objects when we miroduce one
or another possible scheme of descnpuon Y*1 prefer to
call 3t a relational theory of knowledge™ smce that 1s much
less misleading than other terms like CONSructvisI, COgMuvIs

and the hke Human knowledge, upon this view, 15 bke a

family brought forth through 2 love relationship betwecn two

Rits



dea of 2 jomt making conveys {hus notion
of knowledge being pmduccd by @ mutual relanonship
Obviously, W& do not begi®t with the assumplion of any
pre existing fact world And this startng pomt 18 very

Besides the fact that 1t seems 10 £

problematic for many
agamst our mgmmed natural atutude, such 2 starting pont

q that of Knowledge the re!

persons putnam'’s 1

nvites the objectio
relattonsiup the relat

start with 2 fact world, 2 world of existing eatties”

o must first exst S0 how ¢

A propef undcrsmndmg of this matter 18 very crucal
adictions Kant

4 up m the sort of contr
exists & mind

on the other

if we art not to en
On the one hand, there
\ndependent hung 1 wsell which 15 unknownblc,

tobe caused BY {hat thang 1 sself

hand we Know our experience
ntradictions: we must recognize

a certainl rclul\onshm
camngful

s smd 10 make

In order 1© avord such col
herc 15 10 famuly puor 10

entities) PAOT to
g5 Notice that there 1s 1€ thing 1 iself’

and M$ surroundm

here That 13 o totally mislcadmg expression be

us think of objects
e fubnc:\\cd world) 2
these objects can be really known,

own are their appcamnces Such tatk 1%
The rchlmnal theory $3Y$» rather, that
asdered an object ar¢ those whach

ch as *apple’ and sorange’ and

cause 1t makes

ke oranges and appies: ammals and

persons pe, & s kaown 10 us 10

obviously non SeNs®
anythng that MY

we can calt by pames Y



W 15 the product of a relationship, such ebjects have no
eustence prior to that Al that can he smd about the relatd
that exsts prior 1o the relationship 15 @ hnowmg mind and
s surroundings (the enviromng world, as the phenamenalogists
would say) Nothing can be smd of the shapes and contours
of this caviromng world except that 1t s there and that
we are constantly mteracting with 1, hke explorers m an
unknown land 1t 1s n the course of the explorauons that
the enviroming world becomes a fact world And only about
a fact world can we say that it s made up of different
objects arranged m o certain way, 1t 1s such a fact world

that 15 meanmpful to us and not an amorphous surrounding
world

Once it 15 recognized that we cut up the world mio
objects ding to our ¢

1 schemes, the next question
that naiurally anses 1s this where do these schemes come

from? It 15 here that evolunonary episiemology comes nto
the picture and answers the question in terms of our phylogenetic
expenence or the explorations done by our evolutionary
aneestors'® The relationship between acton and knowledge

is reversed m this scheme of things RW Newell sucanctly
puts this view when he says,

We may see them [human persons] as agents actng
m the world and guded by therr beliefs, motives, desires

and needs, and thus seen, explain epistemologieal 1deas by
focussing on human actvities and practices'

Y



Human acnions onented 1o fulfifiing our needs and desires
come, then, af the very centre of our conceplual schemes
and accordingly, of our knowledge Not only does this sort
of theory recogmze the mtimate relationship between the
three faculties w the process of knowing, but alse would
make room for scentdic and rehgious knowmg, ff it can
be shown that they are onented to fulfiling needs and desires
are siguficantly different from what s mvolved  perceptual
knowng  Such knowled pecially religious knowledge,
would be a matter of connatrality ansing from one’s practice
of prayer and meditation Thus, a telational theory can mamtaim
botk the nawraksuc as well as the rebgious concerns of
St Thomas

1 Plato, Theaetetus, 201¢

2 See, Stephen Eversan, ed {1990) Epistemology Compaatons
to Ancient Thought 1, Cambndge Cambridge
University Press, 1990, p 4

3 White, 'Plato’ m Dancy & Sosa eds, A Companon te
Epistemology Bast Blackwell, 1992, p 345

4 Vernon J Bourke, The Pocket Aquunas Selections from
the Writings of St Thomas New York Washington
Square Press, 1960 p 4

5 Thomas Aqunas, Summa Theologie, 1, 14,le Bourke,
j2

6 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 2 2, g 45,22

7 Robert K C Forman, Mystiesm, Mind, Conscousness
Albany State Umversity of New York Press, 1999,
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pi2l
8 Sec, for cxample, Bourke, p 5
9 See, Joscph Flanagan, Quest for Self Knowledge An EBssay
n Lonergan's Phiosophy Toronte Unwversity of
Toronto Press, 1997, p 195 6
10 DH Dodd, RM White Jr, Cogmition Mental Structures
and Processcs Boston Allyn and Bacon, ke,
1980 p23
11 Dawid Kelly, The Evidence of the Senses A Realist Theory
of Perception Baton Rouge and London Lowsiana
State University Press, 1986, p 148, emphasis
added
12 Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth, and History Cambndge
Cambridge Unversity Press, 1981, p 52

13 Franz Wuketts, ed Concepts and  Approaches mn

Evolutionary Epistemology Towards an Evolutio
naty Theory of Knowledge Dordrecht D Reidel
Publistung Company, 1984, p 81

14 RW Newell, Objectty, Empimcism, and Truth Routledge
and Kegan Paut, 1986 p 7
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o aRAT T
g?ﬁ’ﬁ‘?ﬂ : When you come to the modern period you

nolice that there 15 a tendency towards
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naturalism So modern cplstcmology 15

pasically natgralistic And this naturahstic

epns(emology you almost  cquate with
y In cu-

non foundatiomsite epistemolog

great cplstcmology we draw 2 distncnion

petween the cp1s|amolog1cal theories that

are foundationalist and coherentist So as

ing 3t must be that all moderm

naturalistic cpls!emology are coherentistic

per your read

cp\slcmolog\cs

The other thmE, when
Quune, he 1s @ naturahistic no doubty but
tus natoralize phﬂosophy 1s not necessanly
paturahstic phnlosophy ‘What he only mean
arlier conception of

you speak of

1o say 15 s that €
got no basis what s0

epls‘cmology has
over And with that conception YOur T
Ty closely related That TPT

thesis 18 V€
hypothesis, {hat conception of knowledge,

which 15 also @ modern concepiion of
ed back 10 plato by Gettiets

knowledge tract
he has revived 1M tus tme NOW tus pomt

S0 what Quine mean
was m 2 modern penod
ption of epxstemolagy
phﬂosophy arose  And us
n to thal, that there can not be

any prmary phﬂosgphy s0 there cat not



be any scarch for certanty All that he
can scarch [or 15 genetic explanation or
causat explanation And that he says to
be nawrahzed epstemology  So your
understandmg of naturabized epistemology
1s not doing yustice to Quine at all That
15 not s conception
Now about your romark that what
Kant says 15 nonsense I thmk at 1s not
it makes perfect sensc 1f you place hum
m context He (s not uiterng any
contradiction when he says that 1here are
1hings 1 themselves and we do not know
them For knowing, has a very definite
sense in Kant He says that we cannol
grasp them through the theoretical exercise
of rcason So lus conception that comes
very much from the Neo platonc tradition
also that two distinet applications or use
of ‘reason’ ate there theorefical and
practical So we can stlt know them, even
God we can know, ummortality you can
know as presupposition And that s a
matter of pracncal reason
One more thung T would say that, you
have very well brought out the Thomstic
conception of general sense organ That
1s very useful i the sense that there was
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TAFFERET ¢+ Lot me complte what I was sayng
first about the naturahecd cpistemology There are
fot of further developmunts after Quine 18 what
1 wanted 10 say Among these develapments, i
st adopted one pom, which I thought would
fit w here with the contmuty of melaphymeal
tradition  Contmwity  1n the need for descaptions
priar to proposing a theory And descnibwng certan
things which are non controversial and proceediog
futther And even n descobing, metaphysical
description can be problematic But then there are
cerian common phenoraent that can be desenbed
and then ther explanation that give a best coherent
account of those non controversial phenomena 1L
15 this methodology that was adopted This necesstty
for descnption 15 another way of saying what you
sud Quine to be saying that there can not be
any first philosophy 1 the modern sense, a first
first philosophy without any pmor assumptions
(descriptionsy
As for Kant agam 15 a complex thwker Each aad
every one of these tunkers 15 coherent sensible
m thair own systems And that way { can not
scold of Kant

> Then pleuse dont use the word ‘ronsense’
mﬁ‘r’éﬁﬂ ¢ That 1s why I qualifred earhier * He seemugly

makes conradiction 1 have nsed that word
WRREHAR . Then ot can not be nonsese

Wea



W EEARE ¢ Afterwards | sad “understood m s
sensc 1t 15 nonsense” 1 huve oo swd Kanl fo
be saying nonsense Notatall Thave great admiration
far Kant And I have profited 4 lot from hum

Now winle interactuig about a relatonal theory
othier then the word there 15 nothmg common
between Russell and the theory I proposed

Q?ﬂa@m : Anather umportant queskon you rased was
where from came this conceptual {rame itself So
s queshion 15 un permissible 1n thetr thinking

G ! That’s what 1 sud, other then the word
‘relation’ there 1s notiung common to Russell Russell
already tohes a ready made world for pranted
That 15 being Queshoned here Here ‘relanon’ 1
taken from buman rclations especally from the
boak of Vmcent Bruemmes who talks ahout lave
as a muiual relationship between two persons So
only that :dea 15 bewng taken There 15 a sursounding
world with which we are i constant interection,

wn Hodeggenan terminology, we are thrown into
2 suation wih which we are tofally unfamliar
And m the process of meeting our practical needs
we come to understand our surroundings m terms
of somethung as somethung He gives the example
of hammenng  So it 15 that sont of thing that
1 am refernng 1o and not Rusself

Rrdyaray ¢ It scoms that you are usmg tus expression
‘relatronal theory of meamng’ wm a very specfic
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sense Dut othenwise there can also be another
versian of the relanonal theory of knowledge wherem
? can be granted that there are objects lacated
in an ordered way and we may apprehend the
objects and therr refations and reconstruct them
That means there can be order at the obyective
1evel, there can also be order at the mter-subjective
level And at that level we may view them m
this parbenlar sort of order or that partwcular sort
of arder But there is ne mcompatbility between
the onginal order and the constituted order. If
thete were no order there aleeady, I thunk, any
construction of an order would be just swaply 4
super sunply an And 1t would
be groundless So, why should we not grant that

there 1s an order there We apprehend the order
but we reconstruct it

S FTARE ¢ There 1 precsely the powt of reiational

theory If you begm with 2 fact world {and

an objective order, then the problem would always
be, “How can we be sure that we have captured
that objective order?” On the other hand, if there

s no objective order, our perception would be
pure superm it

a ficuon Rel l theory
sceks to avaxd both these extremes It does not
deny that there 15 mund wmdependent realty, but
1 derives that the categomeal world (reahty that
can be described i categones) (s mumd mdependent

WR



The mund dependence of the categoneal or faciual
world, however, 1s a conclusion and not the starting
pomt of rclatienal theory Its starting pomt 1s that
we use categones for desenibing reality From this
non controversial starting point 1t fakes a step back
and asks “How do we come to have these
categones "' Relational theory 1s an answer ta
this guestion It says that we humans are thrown
mio a suuation (non categorical, formless surrou

nding reality} and m the process of our mteracting
and relating to that surrounding, reality gamns s
form for us and our categoncal world comes to
be Thus s basically the view of Hedegger The
pant 15 that the surroundmg reabty must have
certamn features that enable the categonies to develop
s the way they do] A psychologist bke Ike J

J Gibson efe. he would talk about the affordances

of the thngs that are there They have thew

affordances So that 1t can aot be an arbitrary

construction  That’s why though I used the word
‘constructvism’ earlier, k avorded that word precisely
to do away with the umpression that it 15 mercly
a human construction The objects or the world
has certam capatul and not

or our sur
other capabilities {The basic differecne between

thus view and our traditional coman sense view
of a ready made fact world 15 that m the tradttional
vicw there 15 just one fixed set of objects and

ERt



categories whetcas the relational theory says that
the objects and categornics would be different if
our manaer of relatng to the surrounding would
1s different] Our surroundings could be approached
m terms of Martm Buleer's ' 1t which 1s basically
a prachcal relation Bt could also be approached
w termas of I-thou, then the worlds become
completcly defercnt And that's precsely why 1
want to avord the notion of a ready made world
ﬁlﬁ?ﬂ":‘ﬂg : But this reconstruction may take place m
deferent ways Eg it can be m such a way that
my Teconstruciion and your reconstruction may fally

Qr st could also be ble that my

4

uon
and your consiruction may be radically deferent
E g anormal man also can reconstruct and abnormal
schuzophreme person also undertakes reconstruction
Ard we do say that ours is somethmg which 1§
commonly acceptable but a reconstruction of a
schizophremc’s 15 not acceptable Ard therefore
we give treatment to that person So, there can
be diferem ways of reconstructig the relations
among objects

EL. U ¢ Ag per St Thomas, who follows Amstotlc
and Plato, senses are of two kands Five exiernal
senses and four iternal ones The foor imternal
ones are 1 Cemtral or general sense 2 Imagmation
3 Memory 4 Cogitative sense It seems that all
kinds of cogntions can be produced by these five

4y



That means, accordmg 10

st Thomas there 18 only one wmd of cogamion,
nothing

namely pcxccpluul cogutiont and there 18

plus these four only

clse, 154t so?
?ﬂ?\'mﬁr{:‘ﬂ s This 15 o8 cxplanationt of pereeption then
as 1 sad there 15 an mtcllect comung 10 the picture

And there 1s inference then, of course there
15 revelation
&, FEerErEn The cxamples that
fogga g ¢ 1 thunk they t¢ comp
e STEPR but

you have gven

ecause N Mind there 18

me B
ole of doubt

ot exactly the sl
there 15 10 1
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PERCEPTION: A Philesophical Impasse
Dr. 8. V. Bokil

The problem of Perception 1s about our knowledge of
the external world whose reality would not be shghted by
us m any way One cannot senously mantan that there
exists an external word of physical objects, biving beings
and hurnan persons and also mamntan at the same tme a
view that thewr knowledge however has no genesis 1 perception
One would not know what 1t 1s to have knowledge of external
world except through recourse to perecption A strong robust
common sense would certamly support such a contention
And we know a few philosophers who would also defend
Perception or Pratyaksa as a vahd source of knowledge We
say that they advacate a thests of reahism They would then
clam erther that we directly know through perception {or
sense-expenience} the cxistence of physical objects and the
sorts of properties wlhach those objects have or that such
knowledge 15 had by us only mdirectly, contents of our
Scuse experience bemg 1deas, OF MMPIessions, Or sense data
or sensibilia, or represcntations Thus we have enther Direct
Realism or Indwect Reabsm What 1s cammon to both is
that perception plays cructal role m acquinng true justidied
beliefs about the external world Qur beliefs concermng cxternal
waorld are not only caused by perceplion but they also stand
sustified before the tnbunal of expenence Philosophers whether
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in the East or 1 the West have some tumes even daimed

the superionty of percephion over other sources of knowledge

such as Anumdna and/or Smt But there are also phllasoyhcrs
who have often sad that our Knowledge 18 not only somehow
Limited but alse mposstble because e heanng and other

forms of sensary perception Ar¢ systcmaumlly defective of

at least by nawre ncapable of disclosing to us anything
with the charactenstics we ordiarily suppose physical abjects

10 have Most of our phxlcsaph\c..\l anxielies are thus centered

around percepuion and howsoever strongly we fecl Irke defk ending

robust common scnse and muntomstic certaintics of a few
phulosophers regarding perceplion, there are seenungly plausible

philosophical arguments wlych make us skepticat about the

1t of pereeption Consider €8 Zeno's

clams made 1 behal
10 duscredit the evidence

paradoxes, which were daslgned
of senses b our pehef of the reality of motion and plumlny
of bemg They were brought m support of the parmemdean
Ihests that “heng alone 15, NOT beng 18 not” These arguments
of Zeno kept phﬂosop}ucal and mathr:maucal brams il recently

busy with the problemunc of perccpuon
in the world 15 real,

also real But the paradoxlcal

arguments diseredits the ovidence of

nts to discreditmg of percephon self

Plato’s crcism of Percepiton 1n his Thactetus

while Protagoras was content 1

Perception tells us

that motion of tungs Je the chang®

15 real and the plurality 8
conclusions of Zeno's
perception which amou
Consider further

In defense of perceptiots
claming that man 15 the measure of all things, Plato by
conunuing the log© of Pmlagoms’ thests reduces 1t o the
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absurdity of contendmg that pig be the measure of all things
1f perception and knowledge are \dentfied, then 40y serational
brute that 18 capable of percepuion 18 equally the measure
of all things Further if perceplion 18 dentfied with knowledge
as 1s contended by Protagoras, my own perception at any
moment becomes snfollible and then there 1s no possnblhly
of any wstruction, any scienhific discussion nor any debate
or refutauon Identity of perccplion and kuowledge leads
1o contradiction & very subtle charge made by Plato aganst
Protagoras Further' Plato daims that to idenufy perception
with knowledge 15 10 anmilulaie knowledge of futurc PlAO
further blames Protagoras for s ignorance of an apnort
element n knowledge The most important pomat which Plato
cyes and hear with the ears,
but to conjomn these perceptions thus acquired by different
sense organs  and 10

makes s that we se& with the

cmbrace them 1m the umty of

self consciousness neiher of these 1s an affair of the senses

We cannot have visual sen
through eyes but nevertheless 1f we compare them, and
distngwish them, that function cannot
thernselves

sauon by ear nor audnary sensations

be performed by senses

Zeno and Plato were rationalists and for them reason
n man was dependable organ of knowledge that referred

mfalhibly to trans cmpincal reality In denou
they had a philosophical axe to grind
the indictment of perception and

as such through ten skeptical

nang perceplion,
But Now consider
mdeed of all knowledge

iropes 1& pommts of arguments
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given by Sextus Empirious a Greek phy sician who lived probably

m the first half ol the thud cemtury after Christ (Reler

to tis Pyrrhiome Hypotheses i three books The skepucal

reservation of apimon or suspension of behief was based on

1 Vancties of seasattons and feclngs which lvmg bemngs
m general have

2 The bodily and mental dwersities of men, by reason of
which things appear different to different persons,

3 10 the varymng accounts of the senses themselves i regard
to things, and to the uncerfaniy as to whether the organs
of sense are competent or not,

4 1o the dependence of our percepiions of things on out
diferent bodily and mental states, as well as

5 on the vanous posiions of things o us and 10 each
ather {distance, cte ),

6 10 the fact that we know nothing directly, but ail only
through some extraneous medm {au, etc },

7 o the vurymg mpressions of the same thung by varymg
quaniity, lemperature, colour, motion, elc,

8 to the depend of our ump s on custom, the
new and strange affecting us differently from the common,

9 ta the relativity of all notions, predicates in general expressimg
only relations of thing 10 each othier or to our perceptions

of them,
10 10 the diversity of the customs, manners, laws, rchgious

conceptions, and dogmatical opmions of men

These ten tropes sUmMMmanse succinctly ancient skeptic’s
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philosophical perspeciive Itis clear that ancient skeptics disavow
behef Naturally their scope 1s less radical They do not
doubt the reality of external world nor do they doubt that
other persons have the sorts of feclimgs or perceptions as
they have The modest scape of ancient skepticism both
of reason and perception 15, 1t 15 clamed, due 10 1s pracucal
concern  Skepncism m ancient tmes was considered to be
a way of ufe It was beheved that “He who has adopied
the skeptical mood of thought, lives ever w peace, without

cate and without deswe i a pure apathy neither of good
nor of evil™

I must now hasten to speak of the treatment of Perception
w classical modecs penod which begins with Rene Descartes
1 shall also Jater on bnefly indicate 20th century perception
of Perception especially after the major hoguistic tumn 1 shall

keep the notion of perception at the center and develop
the remating presentation

1 Descartes was rationabst and also a reakst He argued
knowledge must be itrue justfied behef and that behefs ot
1deas must be caused by external matenat obyects that exist
wndependent of me Thus all knowledge 15 compnised of mnate
wdeas and percephion can never play any justficatory role
m krowledge Thus s skeptic (bewter known as Cartestan
skepic a man of straw), exceutng Ms methadologieal
affar, denounces perception as a vaid source of knowledge
But Descartes aiso advocated Mind-body substantia} duahsm
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of problems 10 relating mmd and
ot mund and body must be related
i some way if you have to account for the Lnowledge
But 1f they aré substances 1N their

n whether at physical level or at
i shalt not

and thereby reated host
body It cestamly scems th

of the external world
own mght, no relatiol
n be 10g\cal\y satisfactory

metaphysical Jevel cal
rehearse Descartes’ proof which 13 lengthy onc draw your

auention to the core pomt 10
n for all our knowledge, God guarantees

charactenstics of objeets

Descartes arpument VIZ though

god 18 final sancuo
the cxternal exstence of only those

of which we have clear and distnct apprehension Of these

there 15 only onc that 15 that they have cxtenston 10 width,

breadth and depth {hence they have shape) and relatedly

they have substance, location, motiol, durationt, and number

Knowledge of these 15 gunrameed by God (hrough reason
ul Ideas lke colout,

which 15 the essence of mind or O
t and the ke are adventious, hence yanable
e confusedly apprchsnded as
neertified bY God These
come 10 perceve through senses may
or may not accurately represent external objects What we
prove with the exactiude of 2 geomemcal

ad have extension

al objects exist o
Realism and which

sound, taste, hed
and relative Because they ar
properties of objects and hence Y

properlics which we

can know and
theorem 1§ that mateft
Thus 15 what 18 known &
states that there 15 & real object {sustance

1deas and mdirectly ects they represent

s Represcnmuve
) represcmcd by

Kknow the oby)

2 Ths theory 15 also held by John Locke father of

L



classical Empincism He docs not however indiet pcrccpuan
On the contrary he advocates 1he thesss that there are 1o
such things as mnnate 1deas and that sensc capenience 18 only
and sole soures of all our deas that go to make Lnowledge
However he expounds this thesis within the melaphysmal
framework of Descartes, thercby mviting 2 very perceptve
comment that he 15 mote a Cartesian than 2 Bacomian  He
subsenbes 10 PDescartes distmetion  between Prmary and
Secondary qualities 2 distinction ackx\owlcdgcd by the then
world of science and holds that the natenal substance which

exsts independent of mmd 1s represented by 1deas that we

have through our scnses of the properues which objects

have We do mnot really know or perceve substances but

refer our 1dcas,

causes A substance 18 merely a something, 1 know not what

which we do percenve, 1o them 2s their

1ts unknown cause of my sensanons OT deas of sensation

He aftnbutes pnmary properties 10 material  substance
subst:

ance inheres these propertics, they are shape, S12&, number,

motion and rest But there are qualihes which we attnibuté

to objects outside but which do not where m them they

are secondary properties Locks mamizams that colours, odours,
sounds, tactual feels and tastes of a thmg exist as quahues
only w the rmnd They prumanly depend upon scnse organs

and the mmnd, which 1s for Locke, a mere abula rasa having

a poon Thus we mfer
ance 1s from s effects on us

notlung to contnbute of s own
what the subst:

3 If we conmder both these presentations of the

REL



representative theory of Lnowledge, one gving no place 1o

perception and the other solely resting on pereeption, onc
h the presentations are unsausfactory Descartcs

partly but Locks fully appeal 10 prmciple of causahity Appeal
ow can we empurically

to causation 18 ot no avail, because h

verfy 4 causal relauonship petween objects and ideas unless
we know first that such 2 relationship holds, W& cannot
know that there i€ any such things as external objects?

Representative realist nceds to verify this relanonsiup 10 order
world, but 1 order

aw that theré really
hat both PDescartes

an sce that bot

1o mfer the exsience of an external
to venfy this relaion he must first ki

1s and cxternal world The consequence 1§ 4

and Locke founder upon 2 skeplicism conceming caternal

world of matenal absects It is this skepticism that has led
for the first wme 10 modern philosophy 1© the nise of epistemic
\dezhism whieh reduces the cesse’ of an object to ‘permpn‘
(Brunet and Berkeley) Direct realism may not beca satisfactory
p‘mlcsuphxcal account of ouf knowledge of external world
but 1t at least sides with comime
mtensifies p}ulosophwul anxieies
relatonship of mmnd and world It presup
duatism of mnd and body but 1t also 1t
of 1deas 1 petween nd and the external world 1t's 2
known story bo¥ this scs the concept of matier
1 Berkeley's phﬂasophy and through that halfway house lends
y very substantial pouon of mund

10 skepnaism about the ver
full plooded sensnuonahsm n Hume and Condilluc

urdum of both reason and perception

n sense Representaive realism
(hat center round 1he
poses metaphysxcnl
roduces he myth

my exo! Cl!

1t leads t©
a reducho ad abs
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as organs of human knowledge 1's the phcnomenallsnc
reductiomsm which led to the rejection of metaphysis and

to the wiroduction of mechamstic conception of man La

Metine  Descartes  and s ratonalisc SUpporters are

non naturalists, so are Locke and Bishop Berkeley Hume

itroduced nawralism for the fiest tme m Modem philosophy

and wenufywg *percepuon’ with ‘mmpressions’ boldly handed
Humean spectre in the hands of a skeptic

4 Attempts
presented by th

were made to overcome the difficulties
¢ Representative theory of Percepton by
modifications here and there by developing theanes

co reabsm (R B Perry) and Critical Realism, (George
Santayana 1 shall not deal with them (Tho

suggesting
ke N

se mterested may
cefer to Vot 51, no 2, Aprl 1967 1ssue of Monst, which

15 devoted entirely to studies of nco realism and cntical reahsm )
Scholars are agreed on th

e general fature of these theories

<ly the 1ssue of our knowledge of external
world through Perception

in handbng squar

5 The 20" Century Phenomenahism or
has much i common with Berkeley'

W's 2 kngwistic refinement of Berkeley's posiion without the

cal metaphysics which he wntroduces Doth Berkeley
and Hume had proposcd reduction of matenal

perceve to the sensible qualiies The modern
agrees with Berkeley that scns

Sense data Theory

s cpistemological 1dealistm,

theologn

objects we
phenomcnnhst
c contents to nol crast

unperceved “To be 15 ta be percewved’’ 1s correct with
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fespect 1o immediate data of perceptian, Surcl matenal things
are constituted by sense data He hawever depacts front Berkeley
n assertng that matenal thuags do extst mdependently. In
order to remave prima faue weompatibility m asserting these
contcations, phenomenalist moves from material made of
speech to u formal mede of speech and suys that there
1S an ymportant sense i wiich objects may be sad to be
Constifuted out of semse-dats, which objects may be sud
to be constituted out of sense dat, which docs not require
Seying that they are composed of them If we propedy
understand the relationstip between sensc data and objects,
then accordmg to Ayer, objacts can be regarded as Jogical
Constructions out of sense data To suy thus 15 ta say that

the physical object statements are those that can be translated
list shifts the

o sense data Thus the ph
whole problem of the cxternal world to a hnguistic level
Highly sophusticated and technically subtle accounts of the
possibulity of such transtations were worked out by the defenders
of such a theory but all of them faled for two important

Ieasons

1 No reduction of any physical object statement can be
satisfactardly effect without mtroducing m the reductive
analysss some new physical object statements or reference
to physical obyects

As pomted by Wusmann, the empncal concepts are
open textured concepts sugh a way that there 15 always
an element of unceranty about thewr application In s

IS)
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own words

*The phenomenabistic transiation would
be possible only f the terms of a material
object statement were completely definable
For onty then could we describe completely
all the possible evidences which would make
the statement true or fatse As thus condition
15 not fulfilled, the programme of phenome
nabism falls flat, and m comsequence the
atlempts at analyzing chaws and tables mnto
patterns of scnsc data which has become
sometling of a national sport i England
are doomed to faif”

“Vanfiabibty' m Logic and Language,
led) A N Flew (1955, p121)

6 There are several new perspectives and new bearings
m the philosophucs of Ryle, Ausun and Wittgensten (Later)

based on hngusuc analysis and ordinary language use But,
more of that on some other occasion

1 If cverbody 15 nght, then surcly no onc mcluding Protegoras
himself s nght
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pERCLPTION A plulosoptucal Impasse
o & EliE
ed your analysis of

10 our knowledze of
non the western

Redgar g @ Why you have confin
the problems of perception

the external world Because cve!

tradiion  there has been analysts of sense
\mpressions, simple 14€as, mental world also also
perceptions but why can We not
non skcpucal So, to begin

ception of knowledge

in judgement of
take that from other

they have defimtc co™

our opening sentence If they have defimte

ledge then why W

with
as per !
conceplion of know
sart of Platonic
oy A You just
n the west UP
pelieved 10 perceptont
belicved M perception as
of external world They pave all th

skeptical Perhaps YOU have Anstode
cd? He certainly depends upon
external world

the ph:losopher
Lock, who have
the phnlescphcrs who have
a source of knowledge
¢ ume remamed
But1nt Anstotle

perceptiont for our knowledse of the

Because he is not Platemie
WW{ . They have develcped natural and social sciences
and have drawn upont perception
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g, ARAe : But slumately m Anstotle 28 well you will
find that knowledge 18 ultimately my understanding
of the form of the external objects Now how
do 1 get that form " Surely not through perceptiont
So, Anstole, though he cnticised Plato, 1 the
ulumate analysis he also becomes Platomc

FramatsE ¢ No But he has eg developed mductive
loge How can there be a development of the
logic without relying upon observation oF percepuon"
The best sort of picture we should not overlook,
my suggestion 18 this

g AR : His inductve To!

enumerauon

gic 15 not merely 3 simple

AR WE : But observauon is there
g, ARRE 2 Observabon 15 there but what has happened
to the problem of induction m the west, we sull
accept the opuuon of Hume that inductive
RIAFR YT @ But inducnon 1S there, that can’t be demcd
Any way, this 1s one pomnt
o, TRE : That is the philosophucal impasse that induction

15 there but we can’t justfy Because phdosophcr's
problem s

foZya@WE : We do have limited Justfication, otherwise
there would not have been bght of scicnufic
knowledge And all the scienufic and technolegical

. mventions would not have taken place
U_!La‘m 5 1 think philosophers will not say that scicnufic
hnowledge which we have reached 15 the ulumate

Y



Iruth Every belief s revisible There are phidosaphers
lihe Putnam, Quan e g

WE ! Any way, my pont was only this moch
that there is avalable an analysis of wner world

as well

T, AREA 1 Thig 15 a part af conception
EMW"‘@ * And the sccond 15 cven m a2 Greek thought

we do have not only references to but say grounding
1n perceptual cogniion so far as scientific knowledge
15 Concerned 1 have onc morc point, you have
appravingly mentioned  Plate’s  mdictmeat  of
pereepuon saymg that it could be perccpuon of

apg

T A 3 This 1s what Plato mentians
BT ¢ Yes, but you are approvingly mentionng

Well my pomt s that by perception while we

arc amalyzing it € g im our present context, we

mean s d argany 1 sense

expenience That 15 what we call @ our tradiion
‘Pratysksa’ Otherwase we arc not concerned with
the Pratyaksa of a crow ar pig etc we don't
refer to that So I think that

W WRRT ¢ Thut is 2 reducno ad absurdum  that Plalo

has My response 1o this would be that those
who believe wn perception should first consder
if 1 15 possible for us to have perception without
language 7 How do we acquire language

Redyaeag © Thos s debatable

R



l{ﬁa‘lﬁﬁ?\' Why debatable? You show me 2 single

perceplion, which you make and you do not put
itm

g vy © Buddhist would say that every perception

15 nonverbal Even Nayayka would say that
Nirvakalpaka 18 nonverbal In our tradition we have
that position

Q{{Eﬁﬁﬁ . On the other hand modern philosophers ar¢

mchned to behieve that there 18 noO such thing

as pure scmsation Wiliam James eg S4YS that

every percephion 13 by some kmd of hypothesis,

which we have There 15 10 such thing as pure

sensation So there s no such thing bke Nirvikalpak

geiraga ¢ Prof Bokil was wying to S2Y that how the

theones of percepion developed 1n the west from

umes of Plato and  up o modern time is partly

And mn this regard, his

all night excepting three or four minor omissions

prescniation 18 pcrfcclly

The first onc 15 ihat speakmg of sense datu theory,
how can you afford to omt menlionng Russell

and Second thing, whic you speak of

phenomenalism, and you are lrying o say why

T 1s not possible, you have
forgoticn to mention John Stuart Mill,

who says
that percepuion of matter

15 the permancnt

possibiliies of sensaton But the smportant pomt

\sthat when you  that thus conccpion has developed

m the 20th century simultancously with the

0§



development of the modern science And you are
very correctly asserting that there arc wo completely
different types of shepticisms classical Greek

¢ modem shepticism Groek

skepticism and  th
skepticism, which you have not cmphasu_cd, which

1 think you should have cmphasxzcd, that 1t was
basically skepucism about the knowledge wself
Modern skepticism s mamly three wnds !
skepticism of the external world 2 skepticism of

\hc other mind and 3 skepticism of the knowledge

All of them But my perception 18 this
1 have noted it first developed
justfy his belief i perceptiont

of past
that why was
that Bahker could not
And there be says that he also introduced world
But actually the lung 1§ otherwise Becausc he
introduced this verston(?) that created this problem
But the most pasic pomnt 15 this that when you
speak of phcnomenahsnc reduction, 01 aspect bas

been there that any phenomcxmhshc reduction

i object statement 8 pound 10 mvoke
And that means any certain

peace of knowiedge would become only subjective

g WIOng These areé the

physica
subjective conditions

condmona\
few remarks

But the \mportant pom
45 about the external world and pot of

dge about OUF own sclf Simple reason
it 1s not demed that ideas are

¢ s ts 1S true the

problem
the knowle
15 this Though

E&]



always known, they are the mmediate data for
expenience but it 15 not said that those ideas are
object the objeet of the perception Actually the
object of percepnon 15 external world And that
perception itself consists of certan deas and
various  So that both of way it 15 suggested that
they also have their  of perception that 1s a different
thing [ don't think about the of perception
But how thus problem of perception was generated
and mto what 1t has made us to But more
or less basically this phenomenalistic reduction 1s
a thing of past Now a days arc See, agam
of reabsm There 15 phystcality language s sull
found to be the better one because of 1ts sumplicity
o ST ¢ You hawe certainly made very important
observation My problem was ths, after long
expenecnce 1 have decided that for semunars 1 should
always wnite short papers so that we can get more
tme for discussion I you refer to 20th conlury
development, and if 1 take  we have perception
of our own feeting just see what Wittgenstem says
They aren’t there he says They don't have any
ontological reality at all
FRRIE : Prvate language
@Y [T ¢ Yes povate language argument s there But
1 think o bring n prvate Ianguage argument to
1 should better use perception for the reasons for
which we considered 1o be most important namely

EitT4



pereeption of external world And [ think problem
before the scientists is alsa exactly the same
ﬁm}mw—g ! These days scieittsts are very muck busy
with the analysis of consciousness  Tremendous
rescarch 1s gomg on n the ficld of understanding

of consciousness

C=9)

E5



Wm

B o e, SRE

=i =gt gran wsaftia )
S e W R Ry wiegi

“rrmder Ry Rty oewig O 9ER S
frr s wq fR erdn wEwORR ® W T
TR A FROTEEAR A AR A T

T T o g deade 8
wedy W wer P smEEr g Sl
ag T geEEy o g ST gk
- g ey SR ERerim

( e )

ok g -
R mm@mmmmﬂ -

JATTY

. - ey afemy e
@I S-Sy TR o 2o

We






setws e W g afy ey W
o g 7 T ER ol g s
e W 3 e wsh genfrened et
S A A e AT
wergime wal Aevenlt woe FEEE 99
wigt e o g IeR AR HeE
T ST T TR T R SEE
ot srprERR @ e g e
qar ToeeA g b s wd el
- W g I g e et
T flw

S R R, S R
SR ST S TR ST, e e S
@%Wm“«m"m‘ﬁ,ﬁmm £
W.‘Wlﬁdqmwmma ¥
‘g oo oawn ge R g i
AT T Ry T 3R il %

e @ Ruweiy _

S A

R












m%mmw-mmﬁ@mﬁ.
ERCCC I DRI S T TR
frdr-Rrry-retERds . B azgagam aﬁa
mmmﬁ frer-BiveyE, ate 4 ok
gﬁw o Wmtqz&ﬁ@a’ Fadrr-feaenE R,
y % iy grEaraTWET 3R,

TR % B 3. GgEEREE 3O 3 3T
AETRhy . TR EOERNI ST - -
T WY, TR RIEN, WRR-FERS T e
STl ST, SRS S - ffteratsi
T wgAdy 3. W I, TSR WA AR A
TG, TFATHCH HAHT

v Tl o Ridwews  Roafwew W W

mm FoRETREEET e 4D
b4 i A, 9 BR AT ﬁmgﬁf:ﬁﬁ
g i e T

R LRI A S
g Fifews T i arg. sl 7 s

o T 4 T R . e, s, i s
ALZERIE FE NI

sy e fiffee s R SO
WW?WH@:&WA

W o, shweTR gaaer anneR H

Uk


















(). Com g W WG .
(i ), e 3 9 iR s
ﬁﬁ,ﬁ@m@"mmmmx&m
1y T SR —













& yEIEER - G- (hat 15 not the relauon

g+ W, S B @ vt
awdt, G CEA T e, Wk o
ﬁm%ﬁaﬁmm\mﬁam
g w1 3 o W |
ummmwwﬁwﬁmmﬁiﬁﬂ“ﬁm@s
Ty gy @ @ o d ERE
i @mmmmsﬁrwm
w sem AR By oA W e, B
o wen W dewey TR, @

3§ deer ¢ oI iR SRR ar],
el : S T A A < Py T






Ww:mwmam%@m
Wﬂﬁéw%m@m@ﬁa
FwE ﬁﬂﬁtﬂmmmgmmﬁ
mex%mﬁ@@mﬂ?ﬁ
g "m?mmﬁmﬁma,aﬁs
e AEEE, T » oy ax
% gremiEs B

F § R qﬁqﬁaﬁmmmm

wm:mﬁwmaa@m@
Fa?






m:ﬁﬁw a1 Tt AR
W&m:@:ﬁm%ﬂgﬁmﬁ7
WW@:sﬁmqﬁ

frgvervge ¢ whEd A I

27
=¥ avh e i e 1§
e ¢ e 3 G, S
frar qo wEfd A A
WW:MW g AR e

?"“{ﬁm:uﬁmmmg
T fmd A @ =R B il
fﬂwmm’“ﬁ‘ el g TR

A g g @ S T
e @ ey a g g T
qfemT G SOMETHING &l
Sﬁmigﬁmwgﬁmm

gelepa - Wy S

300



R W
(R aﬂ%r.s@m“‘i”“‘aﬁ"
wm:mmﬁﬁ: iﬁ“"m'ﬁﬁmwg

. . seawntt yfmar-

mﬂfﬁa‘gﬁ‘gﬁ

aﬁa{aﬁﬁ.ﬂqaﬁ g e
qg@aﬁaﬁfﬁ‘“w ar e
agmﬁﬁ.a@ﬁ“ﬁ"'m{ﬁmm%m
BE -@““W@@ﬁ( N



St - A it
mmmﬁmgﬁsﬁ%ﬂ@ﬁ
ﬁm%mﬁamaqmg%‘aﬁmm
Iﬁﬁmﬁmﬁaﬁ

W‘{ﬁm:mmmm,m apir-apy IR
& w odE ® R W@ A
safmy, g @ vEg W AT Y

vy o g g BB af B
mmmﬁﬁﬂmmﬁmwﬁﬁ
mﬁnﬁﬁi’[ﬁﬁf@@ﬁ

FOTHRETEAr @ WO

G o WA frE el SR st
R aefmarer Ea@ R
FErAER  WiEr G
g rerenfs fae Wb
ﬁmu:mmmammm
o ww koo e o @A @

ELHS






ofFar B 3
ﬁw&aﬁﬁﬂ:mwmﬁ% Yot
A e I e
gﬁmquaﬁﬁ@?aﬁmmﬁ

e @ d ¥ i F AR
Wme%wﬂaﬁmsﬁmm

@ P W ;O S SR

& gEeTEER ¢ A

il ¢ g S R I T

aW‘WWWEﬁ
g A s TEFIRE

L A g
mmaﬁaﬁﬁmﬁm%mq@k
A S

at
Forfiel ; e wenk w3 el
mmmmmmam
o ¢ T we e e it
wmm«ﬁmﬁmmmﬁwﬁgmﬁmw
R Ay i I o B i
W e e Fowl g W
g ol o B v, au - AR
- BR-AER e R S 39 S

0%






3 »Mimmmmmﬁm
<r gEATEER ¢ TR Ay

0%






A @ fwwh Yt A
W@m&wm agEnsit
[Sicoriic s

ﬁm.mwmmmﬁf

Wq’\’-{'?
W‘Eﬁw@:mﬁsﬁmﬁﬁmmﬁaﬁiﬁ
R S aEn
ek g, R ST SR P
B N R i o i
1 o T SRR A oS
S M’ e weahwem
el QTR TG SRR
B
o T g g PR S

H
& § ot : TRy T el e ety R S

0L






i i1
e $ WA IR gon g T
g am AR gdwnty o e e L

iR e g

ST AT Fig TR, T P i AT
@ T T R ¥ e S e
B s o o S 7 AT ST
EEE TR FERE 3 SR FrTET- T

gmﬁmmmfﬁﬁwmm@ww—
FrE Feme?

aag I
fead

R

T \C BN - .
G T T QU
it I et faad 3
a <!
gt 3f wE adt FEE 394’

qi s faufn avafa gate G I
Jreaens 3f- fradl Ay e AT

e



(g IREIR’-20)

3]



FOGE AT
.mmmmmmtwl
T Mm@ W TN SRTTRETEGN A
mmﬁmmnﬁgxrmm
77 fefaE moo wd @ fEe e
o i S 9d v daewr 9y FeRA
I A AR qET SRRl JRTORr -
mamwmﬁa&mﬁwm
TEIAL, TR UG S
mmaﬁmﬁmmm@l
W e wEe R ¥ A SadEET
W EER wh @ o @ wdw wg e

kg LEIELL
AT FANRIIIE mrﬁzmwﬁmam@
TR EERFg g, RoW @y awer e
TR AT SRTOT Y SR & e
A AT R T

(ad Ry o)

{

QF FeawAd JULG g4t (Theory of correspondence}
whreaReds W o (Theory of  coherence)
R fiReEs T T (Theory of unliy) gy dier GRS
TR G G 3 geEmm g X R BE
TENY WAl ST st afotir

W W AR gunpEe e e
SFETTEREET e AgfomeEn SRR
TR SRR ER (Theory of cohercncel@TT @

R



mwgﬁamwmﬁﬁ
EWW‘WWN H'm
maﬁqﬂm,w
et

ey

Maﬁ?@“ﬁ

aﬁme@ﬁﬁ“ﬁ‘“ﬁ

mm{‘ (@gﬂanaﬁa
WW_

ﬁm@ﬁmﬂﬁ“‘m
quﬁmﬂﬁﬂﬁmmmq



ek g TR - SR e
g am &€ e e it B
R T W, G, W e 3 o, e (5% 51 WER)
fy g T R @
@mmmm,ﬁmwammw
mﬂa’{@' <l

mmﬁmmmﬁqum:
@ﬁmﬂwﬁmaamaﬁmﬁmﬁaﬁﬂm







mew%mmméawﬁmﬂmmﬂ

¥ “ 3 wiRmn BFmar s
WAL T thmﬂhma FA, aw g
AR WA at

woeb A Hrom TR seE o oW selawiie R
TaEm” (FUTREWS) o vhkey o g T
sy et

T gERMe  dpominmna aEmler g
Wﬂmﬁhﬁw : LR TG A e
ATy

ELU)



pr P K Mukhopadh)a),}(olkau

How then pratyaksa ma pramana’ For, when { say
\hat “1 pereent & jar”’ s it that jor 1 pcn,cw(:v Far, pereepuon
15 possible only through the contact of the sense organt with
y the contact

the object But ™Y senses are ¥ it the front

portion. of the Jar. front poruon of the tree But there 1§
f the tree with which ™Y
s Vyavadhan

sense OFBT 1s oot

other part O
a Se thereforc,

there in contact For, there

my scnses are never 1 contact witl

senses are 1t contact with the part ©

e the pranch’ that might
but not 1f T 53y « perceve the tree’ But the same problem
¢ that also

can be rased with referenc® to brai

1 say, ‘1 percer pave make sense

hat ¥ am conduching

s the problem SO s proble™ ® ot 1
uch and this

1t Thus problem 1 there very ™ we 1gnore

Thus problem W33 qased Y Gauttama 1 s Nydyasite®
as a Pirva pakse He say$ “prakyaksﬁnuminam. samagra B
hanat”? We cab nat pexccwe, we the whole
of it But the answer be provid ful His first answer
15 “pratyaksend yavat tavad upalabhyate“ You ¢ sayng
that you pcrccwc the pm of 1t S0 pclccpuon 15 Pramand

3%



If you can not percewe the whole, at least part you say
you are perceving So percepton 18 Pramana How can you
say that it 1s not Pramana and 1t 15 Anumana? Ths 15 the
first question And that 1s the route of the distinction between
what you call phenomenalism and realism [0 the west

theory of perception And our Tndian paraliel 18 what we

call Punjavada v/s Avayavivade

.

In the Punjavada theary, we can never know the object
as a whole but only the sensible qualities ke Rupa, Rasa,
Nila Pita ete You can never know the physical object But

then there are two possibilities One, since, You percewve

only the sensible qualities, you say that only scnsible qualines

are real and nothung else 1s there This 15 call reductionssm

They say that dravyasya antarbhavh mdriya gunidau Sensible

qualines are the things and nothmg more 1§ there In the

similar way, m the west also, scientists have divided 1nto

two groups They says, science ‘basically 1s an empuncal theory

of the observable universe Now, since, its an empmcal theory,

it 15 based only on the ewdence of perception And Just
now we have seen that the perception 15 the ewvidence for
the seasible qualities only And they say that there 1S nothing

over and above the sensible quabmes Thesc are the

phenomenabists And now there 1s a great problem with the

e



scicntists whether they go with phcnomcnahsm or with reakism

One very farmliar story that much of science Know

n tell you also That Emstem was &

1 ca
\ife very much under the \nflucnce of Ermst Meoch And he

t one wme of s

was a Humuad who was 2 Phenomenuhsl Later on he was

objecting 10 some form of Maclianisi he was remmnded

that how you 53¥r you yoursc\f were 2 positivist few year

back And his reply was very peautiful He says, even @

good joke should not be repeated 100 many Umes So he

was a realist And the problem 15 thus that can we have

any evidence for admitting over and above the senstble qualities
ck to the second

cal abject And thus brng me ba

part of Gmmnma's answer In the first part he says, after

of the physk

all as the knower of as @ means of knowledge of the sensible
you can not smply say that

only Anumina 1% there But the second

that Knowledzge of physxcal

qualities there 18 Pratyaks2 So

there 15 NO pratyaksd,

part 18 this, ©vER i you 53Y

obgect then also he s3YS that
uon How 1hat

knowledge of physml ohject
15 possxblc” He says, when

15 also 2 percep

you fhutk that we only perceve the front part of it and

not the second part of i, you arc takmng that the thng

18 composcd of certan parts only But we are Avayavav:'xdms
ty s 2 umty, 1S 2 distinct

Avayavi 18 something distmet ent

R



<
entity and 1t 158 every part of 1t So {heretore, unless
we acupt Avayava, we can not this 1s8UC that Pratyaks
s not 4 Pramanas Pratyaksim anumanamesd A Prayyaksd

or wo can say that 2 pereeption of a trec or & J4fs they

will become mference, we can not answer fus charge unless

we admil Avayava m addition to the Punjas S0 {hercfore,

it becomes very necessary from \he Nydya pomt of view

You have very good answer (o the question Why there should
he a pereeption and perception 1§ a8 much a duect form
of knowledge and not just nterpretation And how 18 it

that with the help of the senye OFgans We can know Bot
only the sem

sible qualiies but also the physical objects 88
such So therefore this particular approach 18 totally absent
n the western tradition So all that they could do by W&
of refuung pt 1

and thishing reahsm 1s as prof

Bokil was cxpounding the other time that we can not reduce

a physical object statement w to the sense data statement
addition to s we can have 2
by admitting Avayavi that 15 simply unknown to them Here
we can enter mto discussion 1 the theory of perception
with qur westem counterpart and parueutarly the scienlists
who depend on this perecptual knowledge of that

But that w real argument

Now 1 will 1y 10 iouch upon  mOSt of the dwsion

Re



we find 1 Pmslhln.xmln.‘xl\ar 15, s0 10 5 cach athet
So w creates lot of trouble But Wf you accept anly on¢
pomuple of dwsion and you 80 by that put there 4rC
too many pnnclplcs are gwen and too many different Ways
of definmg 1 and that creates problem sometimes 1 gwe
one example It s sod ihat one tme of knowledge not
Jnana as such, perhaps Amitya Jnand That division 1s hke

s Sarhsya, Niscayds Viparyasd. Smrt, SwWil

But the problem 1 this
d saméya? For first

pna nke that

{hat how @ cogninont pe other then

i we s that

dena dvau'asmyamcv.x Nlécayamécuya

both Niscayd an
Niscaya Amscayd bhe
a sthuth So if something 13 not Niscayd

wirodhe 18 prakamm
r he say Viparyay?d

then 1t must be Amscayd Then euthe
15 Amécay? h15cayd Put nont he said 1 this
nenther Antscayd nor Samsya

scheme [0

18 @ thurd category So s fivefold Gvision WE can not
reduct m’\medxa(cly mto the wwofold dmvisions So dision
or classification by jogrcal dyvisions with which W& are rather
farbiar of W pg first we disungutsh Jnana nto Smril

en Anubhavd m 1o
yairasrayd That 1§ possnble

and Anubhav? Th gaksat and paroksa
And then each ume we have h)
put here that 18 And therefore this for
wo Of ama also BUt that 1 will

discuss cum:nﬂy



How do you define Pramad and that 18 2 very Aifficult
protlem also 1 have some qucstions which T will raise and
\hen discuss somethmg Qne s {ins, the prnciple aof distinction
1s this that Sitvika-jiiina 15 Prama and NiScaya 15 also Prami
But when Nifcaya 15 sad to be Pramd, it 18 sad to be

Satvika r3jasa So both the things have been smd That creates

problem of classification.

My other question 18 this, supposc we say Satvika-rajasa

joana ts Pramd Ttus Prami 1s defined only m the context

of Amtya Jadna and once 1 the context of N

should T understand the position of Suddhadvaita m this sense

that Nityajidna 15 necessarlly Prama and that 15 only Satvika

‘Whereas, Prama Anityajyiian

styajiana. So

a 1s Satvik Tjas So that can make

somehow a rational diision But then agam the pomt 13

this 18 1t possible for any Jfidna to be Sawvika only ? If we
helieve that “jiina’ to mean Vrt, whether a Buddhi of

not SvarGpabhita jiana The reason 1s this, Satva Rajas-Tamas

these three they may be there present i different proportion
but it 1s not possible that there 15 no Rajas, no Tamas
and only Satva and so on This 1s normally not posslble
Abhibhava 1s possible So if it 1s understood that Satva 18
Pradhina that 1s understandable but only Satvikagiana 1s i

possible 7 This is not mtelhgible to me Thus 1s one problem

RN



Then, normally substance of Dravya 18 pcrccwcd only

Caksu and Vg Indnya But m this

a can be understood by

by two sense organs’

tradiion 1t 1S helieved that Dravy:

all the sense organs But that 1s not the great problem for

me The deeper problem 18 this how Ghrinendmya et percewve

Dravya Some examples have been gven Such as even 1

{he darkness 1 can say ‘T am smeling 2 rose’ that 18 possible
Dut problem 18 ts that has heen sud that Gandhavaitvend
gandhasya ghrfmendnyem grahanam, Sparsvatvend dravyasyd
prahanam spnréendnycnu elc But come to ths question of
Grmdhavauvcna gandhasya ghrancndnycna grahanam In our
example we €3 well understand 1t {hat how do W€ perceive
a Dravya We say Sarhyukta Samavdyend
yate Ko atra jéayah Indnyn-sm’nyogah

dravyavatah rdpam grah;
dravye astt Tad dravye ripam samavelant Atra w dravyend

the colour present

saha nd saksdt sarhyogah Tat 10 gandhena saha Gandhadvarend
dravyend sgha yaht samb;mdhnh tasya Jam svariipam?

a sambhavau y sense organ

Tadamaym o To my mund first M
andha And smee that Gandha

15 to be M relation 10 the G

Dravya thett we can have that relationship

15 there M the
Sot should be what refationt 9 1t can not be saryogd (aditmya
or Sarhyuktd 1adatmya put what st 1s tus question 18 to

be discussed here

Some of the qucsuon I am 218108 1 have MYy own
3

£t



answer ta give to them But basically T am rasing some

questions

1 Whether Pratyaksa can be regarded as an additional Pramdna
or not?

2 Whether we have any answer (o the quesuon that Pratyaks
15 Anemind f we do not accept Avayavivada? If we aceept
Avayavivada how 1t can be answered 1 have gnen But every

system does not accept Avayavivviida

3 Whether we <an have any Jidna whnch s only Sdtvika,

there 15 no munture of Rajas or Tamas at all*

4 How or what exact Sansuikarsa when we percave

Gaudhavaltvena  dravyam  through  ghednendnyena s it

Taditmya tadatmyaor whatever i 1s

+

=rat

W, YR gt
%‘.3.23‘\1‘“:[ * You said that Nawgyika accepts Avayava-ava

yavivada and Af t 15 not accepied then the Pramanya
of Pratysksa can not be established

Ry



Taagan ¢ How can 1t be established ! What other ®ay

15 there”!
3.5 3 ¢ What 1 nder

problem Lomes 1f Avayy
15 hike Pratyaksam apramdnam,

gand by (hat Bhasyd this

d-dvdy avivada 18 accepted

Question there

ckndcmpalabdhch That 1 the question. Belause
2 Thercfo-

Avayavd avayavivad

you Nay dytha accept
ol you think that other

re, 1f onc Patt 15 peree

part 1§ not pf:rccwed Then Pratyahs2 pecomes
Apramand That 15 the question The answer 18
that apart trom the pcrccwed part the Avayavl
1 case f 2 part 18 pcn.cwcd,

the whole 13 pcrcewcd Ths knd of pmblcm docs

ges 10 (hose $yStems who do

also 15 there In tha
not emer: a’t accept

Avayava avay avivada

Eisic AU Wwhen YO say T €€ the tree” actually
you are secmg o0l the part of a tree But your

clam 1 « see the ree’ Do YO say that “f
see a part of the tree? No Then how do Yo

explam the pcrccyt\on"

PR Xco LE The Bhatid
o, 2 part 1§ pcrccwcd then wholealso1s pcru:wcd
fELHT ¢ so the problem 15 unless W& accept Avayavi

how t0 explaint the

Mimahsakas accepls Bhedibhedd

perception of whole?

R



#3333 + My understanding 15 that fhus problem may
ocour more m Nydys system Because, they have
accepted Bhed between Avayava and avayavt

G ¢ It can ocour wath anybody Because, anybody
can ask

%ﬁiﬂ'ﬂﬂ'{ 1t can but Nauyayrkas have to answer this
queshon forcefully One more thing You asked
that MiScaya, Sathéya etc are the kinds of

WHREIE 1 There are five kinds They can not be reduced
to dichetomy

#3330 1 Accordmg 1o Naydyika 1t doesn’t necessanly
mean Miécaya as Samsyablinnah Because Nidcays
may consist of both Sashfya m one part and

aﬁ-ﬂmw t No No One sngle knowledge 15 Sabsya
or Niscaya? Thers may be partly doubt Bui st
1s not accepted as a single knowledge

BN 1 1t as accepted  General belief of Naydyka
ts Sarhsya s Sathéya and Nifcaya s Nifcaya But

w Praminyavida Bhattdcirya accepts Both car be

“Sami

yatva midcayatve avydpy -§ .

.
TR s ReRRRR
ﬂ!ﬁ’d‘@iﬁ s He 15 saying that actually Naydyka can not

clam the credut af offenng the solution Actually

they are the cause of the problem But why don't

EACY



you nofice that it 15 you I the Purvapaks was
that “‘Vrhsabuhiddhuh anurmin, avayava grahanat”*
then your question would have been alf nght But
where it 5s not sad ‘Avayava grahanat, chades gra
hanat”™ Why they used “ckadef grahunat™? And
ckadef grahana will be equally apghcable n the
case of Pungz vida also So form the whole Puija
of which only ekadese you are faking So, the
same question will in the Pusya vada also

%?33«71% ¢ No In Pumjavada it 15 not the problem
Because 1f fen Paramanu are perceved then the
perception will be bke I have percerved this much
Therelore, no Avayav

‘Rfm@m ¢ Then you can not say that Ghatam pasyam
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o5 Id A &
EEEAR ¢ That 1s ot my problem Al tlus 18 well

understood and there 1s no problem at alt  For

everything  that  comes from Priru must be
Trnguniimaka
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&, wzeEEn 2 1 tnk that whatever ¥©

2
u have told O

fur 1t was about the ongmation of the Avayavi

Whether the Avayavi 18 produced by the Avayavas
1c Asat kiryu—vadn or whether the Avayavi that
45 there 1 the Avayas they are reveated bY the
onnection whatever you have

avayavas? In that ¢
vada that Gupta avayavT 18

sad W Suddhadvaitd
prnkamm:xh ke that But the pomt that 18 Avayavl
g the object only a part of 1t 18

you are 56€
d the whole 15 not at all perccwcd

pcxcewcd an

IR



because the wholc 1 not connected with the scnse
organ, only 2 part of 1t 1§ bemng contacted by
the sense organs Even then we say that we have
the perceplion of the whole How can it be possxblc’
This question, 1 tunk, whether the Avayavi 1§
deferent from the Avayavas oT whether 1t 18 1dentical
with Avayavas can be explaned While AvayavT
1s considered as deferent from Avayavas but 1t
15 exisung there with the relauon of mherence

Then Avayavi 15 there i that part alse”? ‘Whatever
part 1s beng seen that part Avayavi 18 there

Therefare 1t 1s seen, directly €3€8 come mnto contact
with the Avayavi It1s nat the case that the Avayavi
15 not there [t 1s not possible 10 have contact
with the sense organ While you say that Avayavl
and Avayavas are \deatical then the question doesn’t
anse While Avayavas are come it 1o contact with
\he sense organ and Avayadi also

with the sense organs 1 think

4 That's what 1 mecant to say!
Tiditmya between
ulumately 1t

come imto contact
[ Because  Of
Avayavas and Avayavl And
1s the way you look at it E8 when
we arc thinking that “antvirabdhah patah’” then
Pata 15 Samaveta wm Tantd Put suppose if we
take Pata as a whole then all the Tant@s ar
m Pata also So, Samavetald can be lwo W4y
That means Anyonya t3ditmya

Anyonyd samaetal

¢ Samaveta

What jou calt
1, we mean Avayavt and Avaya

EEL S



vas, Bheda-satisnu-abheda So, Tamis are abse m
Pata “'Pate tantavah, After Pata 15 produccd and
somebody says that “I bave removed one Tanan
fram the Pata” then he 1s saping Pats s an
Adhtharana and Tants as Adheya That sort of
reversibility 1s there This ts nol the case if you
are looking at 1t from the causal pomt of view
This 15 the very casc when you Jook 1t from the
Avayavia-Avayavi Bhiva Then Tantus, which are
Avayavas, arc m Avayavi which 1s Pata But let
me clanfy, if we accept Arambha vida, then this
will be the opposite case But wm the case of
Parinimavada, all the parts are there n 1ts whole
aferem geT - 9T g 5 97 garaRg
i ¥4, ®, ¢ That's what I said! And ceven Laukika pratyaksa
alsa advocates s Lavkika pratyaksa will say
Branches are i the tree whereas it 1s only Natyayka
who will say that no, branches are not in the
tree, 1t 18 tree which 1s 1n the branches

Y. FEETarenT @ When parndma Viada s accepted then there
1s1dentity between Avayavi and Avayavas Thercfore,
there 15 no Adhara Adheya Bhiva Adhdara Adheya
-Bhava 1s possible only when there 1s deference
between two

oY, wIr, 7. ¢ Tadaimyasambundhdtmoko adhdra-Adhcya Bha-

-va It 15 not Beditmaka Adhdra Adheya Bhiva

Tadatmyasambandhitmaka ddhira Adheya Bhiva 1s

possible
EER



Ecrinii Taditmy 15 aceepted  4s Bhedibheda then

Adhira-Adheya-Bhava 13 very possible 1 19
Naryayika's Tadatmya then iL1s not possible

W:@mmmmﬁa@m%mméﬂm

fLEnL w2 ﬁﬁaﬁm%vﬁ(aﬁmﬂﬁl%

S g ¢ PR 7. @

e ¢ AT grerg w7

o gt R, AR AW .

. g, W, : gErEnomEh ! o A Fizol R gueETEEE

m%ﬁ;“@ammuqﬁm;aaﬁi

i icuc Sl » o w39
sﬁ@gﬁ‘m@’ﬁéﬁ.“@mﬁwfim
Einiuend ¢

g ArdfEe @ Pl Mukhopadhyay's presentation has rased

few phulosophucal difficulues w My mmnd The first
one 1s that you started with the pomt that according
to Indian theory of knowledge Jhfina 18 something

which 1s indefined Now my difficulty 1s this, 'y

W s indefinable, cun we deade with respect ta
any Pram;

ina, whether 1t s Pramana or not Unless
we have some definition of Knowledge, some cotenal
analy sis of knowledge, we can not deade

Pramind
may be Pratyaksa, Anumind and so on Becausc

of we speak of Pramana only with the

conception
of the Pramd This 15 one.

Then those who ke
Pratyakst s very basic and Pramana and you WEre

implicd 1o say that Pratyaksa 15 the most basic

EELY



onceive it as Pramina
on of what kind of
one thing Sccondly,

assume for the moment that Pratyaksa 18 considercd

then that case how ¢an we <
unless you have also the not
xnowledge it measures? That 18
to be a very important Pramina, now W old days,
probably 1 think people did not pay attention 10
Mathametics, saunee cte Now
findmg out how
respect of

the diaiphens the
{ have great difficulty 1 Just
Pratyaksa can pe sad pramana m

Methamatical Knowledge And cven with tespeet

10 the knowledge that we acquire M the field of
15 neeessary there but

natural science Pratyaksd
cc Then

can not be & sufficient condition of seicn
I think you also took the view namely that your
knowledge 18 somcthing 1ike Satvika Now because
n natere 1o be
n mmhcrnamal
¢ west there were

we consuder humal as constuuted
of three Gunas Now ¢a Knowledge
be considered a8 Satvika? In 1h
phllusophers who n 1o beheve that God's
Mathematic®

also cow

] And perhaps some of
1d also accept taking
d, God cai not
Tamas It must
1d be the

xnowledge 18

the Indiant phﬂusophers

o account the nature of Go

cnt of Rajas and
n that cas® what wou!

§ dwine knowl(:dgc" According t© our

1 mean the kind of Sawvika knowledge

cuncephon.
bei ssible, 1t can be considered

that we consider 10

mmhcmaucnl kncuwlcdgc Because malhcm.mcal

EEL]



knowledge1s by umersality, objeetvitys neeessity
perhaps hat which can not pe falsified And last
but not least that 18 even 1 Pratyaksd where 10
pe take note of the language W& sucd to express
Because ven if Ynowledge 18 Pratyaksa it takes
the form of proposiion 1t does required language
Now how do we equate tus knowledge of language
That means we have already acquired {he knowledge
and then we use Pratyaksa Or we must somehow
see that a5 we were prachaing pratyaksa all the

time language 1§ somehow prowmg up along with
the Pratyaksa
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Jain Theory of Perception
Dr. B. K. Datai

Jamas hke other system of Indian phulosaply have accepted
perception as the first and most Pramina It 15 2 fact that
all systems of Indian philosophy nciuding Carvikas have
accepted this and have discussed m therr respective texts
Our concern, In the present paper, however 18 to present
an analysts of the treatment of Perceplion m Jamna philosophy
The & has to be d at two different levels The
treatment at the carly period on the bams of Agamik hterature
and the treatment based on more advanced texts of logical

perod begmmng from Siddhasena Divakara and Akalanka
ete

In Junsm the knowledge 15 classified mto two mam
heads Pratyaksa and Paroksa Pratyaksa of Agamic perod
15 treated as Mukhys Pratyaksa or Paramartiika Pratyaksa
and the sensory Pratyaksa and the scnsory Pratyaksa which

were treated as Partysksa i the Agamic penod are taken
as Vylvahinka pralyaksa

To start wath, we will discuss first the treatment of Pratyaksz
from Agamic penod and then g0 to sce what happened
1 later penod 1tas the self only by wineh one can percave

W



an abject in its true nature and with all quahuies Therefore,

they define Perception s hnowledse denwed by the sclf
They call t Pratyaksa OF direct (mowledge 38 1S produccd
1n the scif and by \he self They pount out that knowledge
caused by the sense organ 1s 1Ot durect {paroks2)

Accordmg o the Jamna docinne knowlcdge s of five

knds

1 Mat

2 Suta

3 Avadl

4 Manahparyay?2
5 Kevala

e of Matt Srutl Avadn and
4 Jamssm 18 eight

the total number of
Mat Srult have beell

8) In Tatvartha Suir

described a8 paroksa Pram 4 Avadh et€ are Pratyaksa

ksa and paroksa 18 that n €25¢
knowledge of an object
kpowledge while m the

without depending upon &
clear by stself, but has to depand

Jatter, the cogmuon ¥ not

upon s0ME other

In mast of the texts of Jand Logic, xnowledge 18 stated

of two yands pratyaksd and Paroks2 It 1 sigmficant

to be
n Jand Nydya, nowhere do we find

to note that except

38R



that knowledge derved {rom the senscs bemg called Paroksa

It 1s Akalankadeva who, for the first time attempted
to reconcile this m the followng way He divided Pramind
wmta two namely, Pratyaksa and Paroksa But nstead of dwiding
Patyaksa nto Sakala’ and Vikala' as 1s done m catly peried,

he lad down hiherto twe unknown divisions namely,
Samivyvahanka and Mukhya Pratyaksa®

He further lay down that Man jana derived through
senses and mund 15 not Paroksa but Pratyaksa®

As Matt was recogmized as Simvyavahanka Pratyaksa,

, ts correlated Smrw, Samyna, Cinta and Ablmmbodba 28

mentioned by Umasvau also come under the same hcad
A further distnction was made that he dwided Savyavahdriks

Pratyksa mto two Indnya Pratyaksa and no Indriya Prtyaksa
/ Amndnya Pratyaksa®

Under Indnya Pratyaksa was wcluded Mah where as
Smrt, Cintd, Samyhd and Ablimibodha were mcluded under
Amndnya Pratyksa as mind 15 prevailed n those four Indrrya
Pratyaksa or Simvyivahanka or Man 1s dided mto four
categones or kinds Somctmes they are called as fourfold
of steps of Simvyivahirka Pratyaksa They are Avagraha,
ind, Aviya and Dhirand Nand: Satra ( N § 27), clearly
states Suyamssiyam Couviham Pannattam, Tam Jaha uggaho,
Thy, Avaya, Dharand Acirya Gunabhadra, too, refers to these
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four as Maichaukham m s Vis gha (G 169) Umdsvall

{m Ts and Bh), and others 100 enumerate these as tour
although four stages M progression

verities of pereeption,
their

of this knowledge But whether vaniclies of stages,
oblem and 18 commentaior

nonenumeration W Thana' 18 @ Pr
thereont *areis™

Abhayadeva tries 10 overcome this by adding
spfafafra, 7 . & 3ful‘<1" 1o Iha, Avayd and Aharana

100 are ymplied 10 be ncluded under Srutamistsntd, yet they

are not enumemled here dug 10 adherence 10 the pnnc:p\c

of dichatomy throughout ths section
Let us now se¢ the nature of the four W& get the following
peture from Thana ‘Anhnvngrah.\ means
s soughts and the very first 2p
form etc 11 ns genzmhly wiihout reference
“ B i

15 called
AR 3 $1 Ficerasd armg | Thus Hemacandra

the nature

what 18 oblaned
prchensmn of s

or what 1
to 1S pamculars,

categorcally demies of the ndetorminate cogmtion

1m Avagraha

although not gven mmedna&e\y, can
o of the Flindu and Buddhist
He clearly stales

The reason for this,

(Vyavahmru) beng
¢ basts of delermunat® cogmition Hence
1t 15 better © accord the status of a vahd means of knowledge
1o that stself, WY then should 1t be granted t© {he earher

mdclcrmmalc cogniion too whch must operate though the

EL



determinate state alone

1t 1s clear from thus that whie viewing sense perception
and 1ts stages Hemachandra was more concerned about their
vahdity 1 ¢ cpistenuc value based on the test of empincal
utlty Thus zlone can explam the concurrence of not only

the above two, but also even of Vidyanandu and Vadidevasin
clc

On the Agamic mterpretation of Avagraha also on bonging
sense perception mto the category of direct knowledge
{Pratyaksa) hy adding to 1t the guabfication *empinical’
{Samvyavahirika) and Paramarttuks or Mushya (transcendental

or mam) cogmuon regarded os Pratyaksa by Jamas from
time mmemonal

Such attempts pomt to their desire to synthesize Agamic
Jama tenets with the logic and epistemology of Hindus and
Buddinsts as much as possible, so as to be able to clearly
cxplan and to defend these, as and when sought to be
refuted by these outsiders but such auempts did often land

them mio difficuliies and the case of Avagraha mn one such,
to be sure.

For, the Agamas and Agamuc thinkers had wviewed
sensc perception first from the metuphysical and then from
the logico psychic view poit, as a process consisung of four

progressive stages fram vague awarencss of the sumulus and

EN



the objeet {Avagraha}, through curiostty and specutation about
us detads charactensnes of Thd 1o Aviya Elimmanon of other
possibilities by resarting to cntersa for distwgarshing 1t from
other objects and the final perceptwal judgment and last
But aot the least, Dhdrand {retention) of that Judgment for
record and for fature reference, m the four resdual mental
mapressions  Arthavagraha  Hence, 1t 15 (he mere objeet
awareness Vyaiijandvagraha 15 even earlier than that, ‘mere

contact awareness’

Almost the same explanation {and lack of the defimuon
of the term Avagraba) 15 caumerated by 1 NS 27, Vis Bh
G 193, TS115,17 18 etic This 15 probably hinted at by
the Tika through smtroduction of the phrase at 2 moment

tat

diately after Vyadijan

s other classficatons, namely Lhat Arthavagraha 1s a
momentary awareness, stll bereft of a clear 1dea of disunctve
of which concepts

features pakalpana} of an
such as 2 name (Nimidikalpana ei¢ ), are repeated by Vis.Bh

251-2 (Sanmatta amddesam svarupd namar kalpana rahiyam
ete ), which adds an atgument that association with a name

and such other concepts as i the example “This is a sound”
requires discursive thought and determunation whuch cannot
be developed m a single rooment/mstant That Arihivagraha
endures and are possible only m Tha, and 1 the third state

of sense perception
However, quitc contrary (o this view of tradwonalists
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mchudmg  Umasvat, the Digambara, Aclrya Pajyapida,
Devanandy, very categorcally state that 1 1§ V)au]anzvngmhn

that 15 distinct and vague, Arthavagraha differs from i m

beng distmet and determmate And Pujyapada is not without

company in partying with the Jama Agamic view 11 this regard
The same stand 1s taken by most of the Jama logicians
whether they belong to ‘Thgambaras

or Svetambaras' tradition Thos Akalanka Laghuyastray2

15 (it aeEEEEl R ) and s auto

who came after fum,

commentary thereon explams upon contact beiween a sense

organ znd s objecuve datum, there occurs mumive

apprehension of the bare existence thereof {TAHET) which
can be defined (mercly) as the potential capacity 1o comprehend
The sense Dawm (STEVEEEIT) and which undergoes
transformaton { RO gfeurear) nto a cogmtion ymmediately
afterwards {Tadantarabhutam), charactenzed by well crgamZCd
determmation of s own object | TR} with
reference 1o distmetive features 1s called Avagraha Si

oular
1s the defimtion of Acarya Hemachandra * Ay

s (PramaMil1726) and then the caplanation . us
auto y ‘e snfeattaat: R fafy @
Fricl

Wiile grantimg sanchon o thus four fold traditional drvisions

of sense perception however, the Jama logicians could not
Jose sight of the ngorous emistemuc criiena to be apphed

for shftng vaid cogmtion from ones Agama based
cpistemology, Therefore what all they could do was 1o terpret
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Avagraha cte, i such terms as would render 1t a vahd
cagnition, hence thewr explanation of 1t as determinate knowledge
of sensc data

Hawever, thus stand raised the following quesuon, Avagraha,
even according 1o Jana logicans 15 admuttedly the first stage
of empnical perception, to be followed by three more stages,
and deswre or expectaions to know detals of specific
charactenstics of the sense datum of Avagraha (afidraememg)
s unanimously accepted as nature and scope of the second
stage, namely, Thd As, such dctermnate cogmition about an
object to exclude all other opinions should oceur after Tha,
m the third stage called Aviya If aif thus 35 to ocour
the first stage tself, then what will be the significance of
sequennal perceptual stages? Surely, Jana logicians had reahzed
this problem and they even have tried and solved 1t i ther
awn way Thus commenung on Pramina Mimimsa 1127
Hemuchandra explains w1 regard to the object cogmszed
determmably as “This 15 a sound”™ In the penod before
the advent of the stage, there anses in the percewver's mind
a doubt of this nature It 1s a sound emanatng ‘from a conch
or one from a horn? Ts doubt i1s immedately followed
by a deswe or urge to venfy which of the two altetnatives
1s correct Hence, s wish o prasp fariber speafic deials
about the datum, and for that, he sinves lo delberate on
the pomts of aspects m which distnctive features as of the

said Datum agree or disagree, with each of the alternatives
foresecen as bemng probably present there This stnving, he

E



tells us, 1s caled Tha

And accordingly, the third stage vz, Aviya &5 dcfmﬂl
by tum as the determmation of the specilic z:h.xr.\c:lt‘.nlstl!:c
regarding the object of iha as dustrated by the propostion
sound must be of the conch and not of the horn’

nse
Now, this explanation of the first three stages of st
perception, although diffening from the tradittonal onc,

dose
not seems unrcasomable either

And that lead us 10

c
dilemma namely, which of these two standpomts should b
accepted as the more correct one?

The answer or the soluton to it can only be relative
or qualified one, dependmg on our angle of looking a
scnse perception If we be interested n 1t from the Togtcat
and epistemic stand, then we shall automatically favor the
explanation given by the Jama logicians and care httle about
indeterminate cognition of an object, smce that has no beanng
upon pracucal actvity which can prove 1t vahd or nvald
Nevertheless, while domg so, we cannot, and should not
lose sight of the fact that, tlus 15 merely the explunationt
given by a group of Jama scholars, where as another equally
well known and venerated group consisting of great names

tike Umasvati, Sddhasena gami, hnathadra gam, et had
pr 4 a duff

1 of this stages, especially
a dumetrically opposite one as regards the first stage called
Avagraha
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. We cannot dismiss these opposite trends as stretly carlier
vs. later developments in terms of chronology. For, although
rigorous logistic analysts was a development that began in
Jainism relatvely later than the Agamas especially for the
purpose of standing of with confidence in later system debates
and defending the tencts of Jaimsm against T1gorous dialectical
attacks from the outsiders, yct not all great thinkers of later
dates tended to give up the Agamuc line of thought altogether

and switch over to pure logistic interpretations there of.

Morcover, one may arsue here saymg: even the logicians
d the old canons altogether While diffenng

had not rejecte
from them on the pomnt of general classification of knowledge

types, they did not discard 1t totally 1 favor of the Buddiust

ther. Rather, they try to synthesize
best posslblc manner Similarly,

or Brahmame vieW of these €t
the two standpomts 11 the
as regard to panicular type ©

sense perception oo, they were probably atternpting a sirmilar
synthesis At the back of ther min
vis a-vis indetermunate division ©
Nyaya-Vaisesika {hinkers, Of which the first, because of its
stunct and Vagues could not qualify as
valid knowledge 38 gpistemic pomt of view. All the same,
e anxous 10 demonstrate that Jaina agamas were

they wert
dealing only with the vald stages of sense percephion, which

were ep;stemologxcally

f cogmition called emprrical

d, they had the determinate
§ perccption made by the

very nature of md

quite relevant.

That alone ©n explamn why the Vyaﬁjanavagmha,
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tells us, 1s called Tha

And accordmmgly, the third stage viz,, Avdya as defined
by lum as the determmaton of the speafic charactenstic
regarding the object of Ihi as illustrated by the proposttion ‘the
sound must be of the conch and not of the hom’

Now, tlus explanation of the first three stages of sense

perception, although differimg from the tradional one, J0S¢

not seems unreasonable eher And that lead us 1010

dilemma namely, which of these two standpoints should be
accepted as the more correct one ?

The answer or the soluton to it can only be relatve
or qualfied one, depending on our angle of lookng o
sense perception If we be mterested 1 it from the logscal
and epistemic stand, then we shall automaucally favor the
explanation gwven by the Juma logicians and care little about
mdeterminate cogition of an object, smce that has no bearng
upon practical actvity which can prove it vahd or nvahd
Nevertheless, while doing s0, we canmot, and should not
lose sight of the fact that, this 1s merely the esplanation
gven by a group of Jana scholars, where as another equally

well known and vencrated group consistng of great mames
ltke Umasvati, Siddh

gani, Jinabhadra gam, etc had
P lgated a different expl

on of this stages, especaily

a diametncally opposie one as regards the first stage called
Avagraha
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most of the ime

Now, the cognition, namely, ths 18 2 sound’ 15
agrahalapiya for Juna Agamic thinkers, but when followed
2 further Tha for knowng more gdetails about the object
concemed and a more detaded Aviya 100, that first Aviya
must at least theoretically be termed an Avagraha at that
later moment, following the sequence of four stages given
by the Agamas hemselves
This observation brngs home an ymportant fact viz.» ‘that
mndetermmate’ and determinate are relatve terms A cogmuon
appearuig determunate 11 relation lo an earlier one, which
was somewhat vague 0f general 1 nature, may ssell appear
later on probably 1 the very moments of its production
to perceve rather generic charactenistics of an object, which

we now desire to know int more detail

We can say that Agamic {hinkers were 1 theirr own

way msistng that (Artha) Avagraha had 10 pe “indeternunate
cogmiion” 1 2 relative sense,

be any justification for an Tha ansmng 11 regard to 1t

for, only then could there

The problem 18 that none of them (hought n this direction
or at least expressed 1 fhus way while dealing with the
defimtion of Avagreha or 1§ relaton with the ensumng state
nTS [ 15and commentaries thereon or 1 VIS Bh 121 269

On the contrary, wvis Bh 252 msists on the determunate
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Arthavagraha dichotomy Was quietly overlooked ot side tracked
by them and even the name of Vy.’xﬁ]anlvagrahu, replaced
by Darfan (Matra) Then, taking Avagraha 10 wmply mcrcly'
Arthavagraha, they terpreted 1 as ‘determinate cogninon

and the later three slages of sense perccption 10 suit that
one

With this 1t has been made clear the real reason for
the  duffexs

ence of opmon among Jan Acdryas on the
mter|

pretauon of Avagroha and other ensuing stages of sense
perception

As to the queston how opp

could be legimately derved from one and the same Agamic
text, the clue he

s i the mature and defimtion of the second
stage Thi Followmg Umasvali and other Agamic thunkers,

fhus could smgufy the deswe to know more detals about

osite vicws about Avagraha

the vague wtermediatc cogmition 1 the form of ''thus 1s

something”, and thal scems quite legitunate, Judging from

mtrospection of our own psychological cxpenence, although
this happens more when the percewer 15 a young chuld or
even f an adult, who 15 still percewving a htherto unpercewf/d
object for the first tune m bfe

Al the same, 1t 1s not 1mprobable that even 2

‘determmate
cogrition’ 1 the shape of “this 1s a sound”’,

may be followed
up by 2 desire to know more detals about that obj

In zetual fact, thus keeps happeming 1 the minds of ntelligents

ect
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aven most of the ime

Naw, the cognition, namely, this 15 a2 sound’ s
Avagrahalapdya for Jana Agamic thinkers, but when followed
by o further I3 for knowmng more detmls about the object
concerned and 2 more detaled Avaya teo, that first Avaya
must at least theoretically be tenmed an Avagraha at that
later moiment, following the sequence of four stages given
by the Agamas themselves

This observation brings home an important fact viz , ‘that
mdetermmate’ and determmate are relative terms A cognition
appearng deternunate w relation to an eacher one, which
was somewhat vague or general in nature, may isell appear
later on probably m the very momems of its production
to percewve rather generie charactenstics of an object, which
we siow desire to know m mote detarl

We can say that Agamue thinkers were m ther awn
way msisting that (Artha) Avagraha had to be ‘mdeterminate
cogniion’ 1 a relatve scnse, for, only then could there
be any justficanon for an ihi ansing 1 regard to 1t

The problem 15 that none of them thought 1 s direction
or at least expressed n this way whic dealing with the
definition of Avagraha or is relaton wih the ensuing state
w TS 1 15 and commentaries thereon or in Vis Bh 121 269

On the contrary, Vis Bh 252 msists on the determmate
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natre thereof, clearly stating, (hat the cognihon of an objeet
s ‘sound’ would not be Arthavagraha but Avdya, because
the former lasts for only onc mstant {Samayal, @ tme span
not enough for comprehending an object determnately, 10
the exclusion of every other object Morcover, W “thus 18
a sound” 18 regarded as snsufficient mformation, hence Vague
enough to be calied Avagraha and followed of by ih3 etc,

then even further detailed cogmuon will granfy for the
nomenclature Avagraha

Now, all these types can be castly possible for the Avdyd
stage, as that 18 of 2 determmate nature for all Jamnas,

{indetermmacy therein can be explamned away as being relatively

50}, but they obviously contradict this concept of Avagraha

So, to overcome this dificulty, Gunabhadra m Vis BH 282-3
says Thus first Arthagraha which lasts for Just an mstant
and compnses only the

generalities n an ndeterminate way,
15 the Avagraha per se,

m absolute terms (Naiscayika)- But

after that and after Tha and heace be called Avagrah

mctaphoncally, since in relation to further details (Esyavxéesa}
the particulars cognized by 1t appears 10 ‘be rather genera\

We may not be unjustified 10 extending thewr restricted
1dea of absolute VS metaphoncal Avagraha to the general

empancal sphere as well, which includes epistemology

Thus, we can now with confidence and with Agamue
{hunkers themselves, hold that Avagraha 1s always ‘indetermna-
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tc cognition’ provided we remember that this “ndeterminacy’
1s real and absolute only in case of the very first sensation
of an unknown object 10 21l other cvents, 118 metaphorical
or transferred mdeterminacy, due 10 determmale cognition
of an cather moment appeanug a8 *relatively \ndetermunate’

when 2 desire to leam morg about the object anses

And this view ever convinees us of the legiumacy of

Jana logicians’ interpretation of Avagraha as ‘determnate

cogmtion’ from the cpistemie standpoint Onc only wishes

they had carcd 10 admut that this Wwas true of the Avagraha

m relation to an Tha for further details, and that, absolute
gration’

terms, an Avagrahd had to be an «ndeterrmnatc €0

Akalanka s Nyaya wmscaya  defines perceptiont
thus “perccpuion 13 the knowledge, which 18 self revealng
and which reveals the object a8 substance and as mode,
as umversal and 28 particulat and which 18 determunate OF

conceptual and which 18 essentially dear” The commentator
ana cxplans (ins defimuon

vadicija 1 s Nyayaviniscayd Vawar
c and we present

He explans all these qunhﬁcauons one by on

here hus explanations of Aknlnx\ka‘s defimtion of Pratyaksa

knowledge which 18 self revealing "

pratyaksa 1% the
1d not reveal 1S

knowledge were not self revealing 1t ©O
he adjective ‘self revealing’

objeet Therefores Akalanka uses U

(Atmavedanait) for perception
The next adjective 19 that ‘which’ reveals the object
EIA



{Artha) Perception ke all knowledge reveals sts object But
the object of perception 1§ Dravya Pratyaksa 1€ percepuon
roveals its object with the aspects of substance and mode

To explam The object gold 1s revealed 1n percepiion
Perception not only reveals the object as substance (Dravya}
‘gold’ but also 1t apprehends the gold with 1ts modcs {Parydyals
for, the pold may have the form of a nng or of 2 chain
According to Janas, every objectisthe comhm:)uon of substance
and modes, substance 1s the permanent
are changmg Agam, the object of per
unwersal and partcular properties (S

entity while modes
cepiion POSSESSES the
amanya vi$esa) According
to the Jamas, every object is FIAATEIETHS 1€ every object

has the umversal and parncular properties For example,

cow ness 1s the umwersal property and ‘black’ of ‘white” *

1s paruicular property of a cow Simlanty amongst the obJects
1s due to their umversal propertics and their differences are
due to particular properties Thus, every object 18 Dravyd
Paryayitmaka and Samdnya visesatmaky, and perception 1S

the knowledge, which apprehends such an abject

Agam, Akalanka holds that percepuon 1s Sakira

Jiana
He gives these adjectives m the sense of perceptu

al knowledge
Perception 15 Sakara or conceptual m the scase that 1t bas
the power to mamfest the object through concepts,

11
not merely the pure sensation of unique mdviduals

Thus, perception manfests the object with all uts qualies
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When Akalaika defines knowludge 88 Sakdra, he means 1
Savikalpaka' of conceptual pereeption that perception 15 clear

. {vibada} knowledge

The word ‘Afijasd’ may pe caplaned, cuther a5 qualty
of bemng Visada or a8 quality of bemg STkara The commentalor
Vaduda cxplans 1t 18 both ways In the first case, it would
mean that clanty 18 its essential quahbty That 18 pereeplion
1s a clear knowledge by its own nature {Anjasd) ofy knowledge
1s ‘Afjasa’ 1€ Sakdratva 15 the essential qualty of knowlcdge

As stated earher, Akalanka defines p::rccphon a5 knowledge

which reveals itself and the objeet &
the knowledge 18 essentially sikara of conceptual and 18
also esseaally clear OF dect knowledge It 1s sigmificant
to note that all the quahﬁcalmns recorded BY Akalanka 316
applicable 10 knowledge 1 gcncml and not Pratyzaksa alone
All knowledge whether pcrccpmal (Pratyksa) Of aon perceptual
1s self reveahng, abject revealing and conceptual But the
adjectives yisada and ARjasas arc used only f0F the Pratyaksa
All knowledge 18 not clear essentiallys only perception 15
clear, for it 15 not bascd OB other ynowledges whercas othet

nce and verbal xnowlcdge aré dependent

knowledge 1ike mfere

on some othel knowlcdgc Here, the defimuion of perceplion
a5 EATRIE Fiad gﬂ?‘n{" may be compared with Akalatika’s
defimtion of Pprotyksaas clear Knowledge Both define perception
asd Kknowledges whnch s not brought about by the instrumentality

of any other knowleds®

s substance and mode,



Akalanka after definng Pratyaksa has classitied Pratyakss
1t two Namely Mukhya and S.'m\vyiva.hanka5 In this context
he has refuted the definition of perception given by the

Buddhusts, the Naryayikas, the Sankhyas and others He classifies

6
Samvyivahanka m to wo namely, Indnya and Anmndriya’s

Then he goes on explaning

the types or stages of
Samvyavohanka pratyksa In two Kankas he has defined the
four sta

ges of Samvydvahirika Pratyaksa namely * 1
2Tha 3 avaya and 4 Dharand’ He defines Avagraha as the
first cognition after the contact of Indny:

Avageaha

4 with object 1o
this context he tatks of nature of reality as 1o be

ha'
P he

ts.* AT T
smes’ Thus 1t 1s clear that accordwg to Akalanks

there 15 the knowledge of mere bemg ()t Ths

15 followed by a desire to know more about that merc bemng’

‘When the abject 1s known, preceded by Tha, 1s Avaya Akalanka
does not explam more about either Avagraha or fha Unike
clsewhere, he even dose not try to reconcile of

refercnce to the two types of Avagraha which we have already
discussed

make 2

As 10 question namely, whether Avagraha 1s distinct and
dfferent from Thi he wntes ““wufead Tsf

2", Thus 1l appears that though the object remams

same duc 1o the distinction at the level of cogmition, Avagraha
has to be accepted as distnet from Tha

Afier Tha Akalanka defincs Dhirand : ‘o Sgfad:

k149



. wteg: OO RERR: 3t ma Thos Dharand, ¢

retention 15 the causc of remembranct n future and (s

stage of Dhdrana, which s the last stage ®t the process
of Samvyavahdnka Pratyaksa, the knowledge acqured at the
stage of Avaya 1S pcrm:mcmly retamed, which 18 remembered
at the future tme Now, the question 18 whether ini and
Dharana should be accepted as dufferent \nowledge Practically
as we can say there 18 no further addmon m the context
of the knowledge after Aviya Jha 15 a mere desire to know
more about the object cogmzsd n Avagraha Thus onc My
doubt the valdity of treatrd g R FAHE 1,
may be concluded  that alt the

' Hence, U

four begmmng from Avagraha should be (reated as Pramand

Mukhya pratyaksa / paramarthika Pratyaksat

Now we present a0 analysts of Mukhya Ppratyaksa
(Hﬁ’ﬂﬂﬁ)as discussed  BY Jamas It may be recorded
that Mukhya Pratyaksa 18 called and treated a8 Pratyaks?
in Agama lierature and 13

Pratyaksa 2s defined by other systems of Indian Philosopy

different conceptually from the

The meaning of Mukhya2 Pratyaksa:
The word ‘Mukhya' 'Pradhann' L& superor I comparnson
wledge It 15 already stated that Agamuc
Interature, theré 45 nothing called Mukhya of Gauna pmlyaksa
1t 1s only Pratyaks? and 15 defined as the direct knowledge

n the sens® ¢hat 1t 301S€S m
ad rund It anses when the obstruction

10 rest of the kno!

the self wathout the nstrumentality

of sense organs &
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of the karmas is destroyed Smee word Mukhya means SUpenoT,
therefore Mukhya Pratyksa 18 defined as superior knowledge

The Jamas beheves that Mukhya Pratyaksa 15 of three types

1 Avadht 2 Manahparydya and 3 Kevala These are the direct
knowledge by the self asclf and are moot pased on the
mstrumentality of the sense organs and mmd

The Kevala or ommiscience occurs when there 18 complete

destruction of the veil and when it 15 not complete, the
wro varieties, the Avadh and the Manahparydya, appear

Defimtion of Mukhya Pratyaksa:

The Mukhya Pratyaksa 15 defined m Qifferent ways by

different Jama phidosophers, although essentially they do not
vary much

Pratyaksa is the knowledge which atises nmediately 10

the self with out the help of sense organs ‘Aksd’ means
the self, and the knowledge denved from the self durectly
1s called Pratyaksa Paroksa 1s the knowledge, which 1s not

direct to the self but 1s derwed with the help of sense
organs

Paroksa 1s of two types 1 Mati and 2 Sruti All the system
of Indian philosophy accept as Pratyaksa as sensuous Xnowledge
denived from the sensc organs Vidideva dcfines thus
‘the Paraminhiaka Pratyaksa anses m the self without any

sntermediation” Mimkyanand: and Hemachandra also define

ETAY



it as a pertect Lnowledge answg the stif without the
\nstrumentahty  of the sense organs Now, Ww¢ cxplan
Mamiky anandt’s defimuon of the Mukhya Praty ahsa

Mimkyanandt defines Mukhyd pralyahsa thus “Mukhya

ys that clear, noN-SCASUOUS and mfimte knowledge of which

all veils are removed by speaal condmons""

s the specialty

The question M3y pe ashed as 10 what 1
Pprabhicandra

of such wmfinite knowledge The commentator

rephies that it anses when all the veils of Karmas ar¢ removed

completely under spccml condiions (Samagr‘mécsal Right faith
(Samynkdarsannj 15 the nternal conditiont while space: ume
cte are the cxternal conditions when all these conditions

are favourable. {he karmas are removed completely and there

arises the Mukhya Ppratyaksd Pmb;\chanda cxplains Mukhya
Pratyaksa with the help of an nference «wherevee there

45 true and clear knowledges there 18 the destruction of all

veils, just as 1 the €ase of pcrccphon of trees C1¢ which
ds of mst”"? Mukhya Pratyaks2

were bemg enclosed bY clou
a sensuous (Almdnya)

1s clear and nght Kknowlcdge It 15 0o
1c does not depend o1 mind and the sensc OrZANs. so
W s perfect and nfimies Whatever 13 not non sensuous docs
. mdependent of the mund and
the scnses us Knowledge, which
1s caused BY the sense OFE

15 that pratyaks® which 15 non sensuous nfinite, whatever

this ¥mnd, 18

ans and the mmnd Thus the Mukhy2

15 not of not Mukhy?, just as our sensuous
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nen-sensuous and they all anse w the sclf direatly, yet the
Defapratyalss are partal knowledge The Sarva Pratyohsa
1s the knowledge of afl, # 1s perfect and mfinue Anowledge
Thus, the Kevala jitdad 18 the knowledge of all, 1t 15 ommiscience
The three types of Mukhyapratyaks: may now be explaned
one by one

Avadhi Jadna:

According to the Jana [\gnmns, Mat éruu, are Sensuous
knowledge and Avadhi, Manahparylya and Kevala are
noa-senswous knowledge and are called Mukhya Pratyaksa
m the lagieal Iterature Jamas hold ihat the self possesses
mfinte knowledge as us essential quahty but due 1o the
abstruction of the Karmas s nfinue knowledge 15 not
mamfested  When these obstructions are destroyed, the
knowledge anses There are five types of obstructions
comresponding to the five types of knowledge Each type
of knowledge 1s obscured by 1ts own obstruction or Jitdvarana

As for example Matyidna is obscured by Mauiinavarana
d (K )

and it amses by d and
of ats Karme ved [Manghdndvarana) The Avadhyddna s
non seasuous knowledge It amses i the self withous the
help of the sensc organ and mund ‘Avadin’ means lnntanon,
though Avadhijfidna IS nOR sensuous yet it 1s limited, because
duc to Avadhi one can percewve the objects, which possess
form or shapc (Répin) ANl the objects, which have form,
are manfested 1t Avadhe but all thew modes canpot be
mamfested n Uns knowledge, although the objects are of

R



the past, future of 1s distant 1L can apprchcnd very finc
objects, such as the atoms and the Karmic matiers elc All

thesc objects are known by the self direetly

Avadhyna 18 divided mto many types Al types of
Avadhynnna cannot apprehend all obects of all space and

Al ume This faculty ddfers different bemgs on account

of the development of their spuual disciphine The mghest

type of Avadlujnana 15 able 10 apprehend the matenal ob jects

of all times and all space The lower type of Avadhynand

cxtend to a very small frachon of space and ume

The question may anse asto who possesses tus knowledge

With respect 1o As POSSESSOr, the Avadhyiiana 15 of two

types Bhavapratyaksa and Gunapratyaksa The former 1s that

which anses m 2 person due to s birth, for example,
and hell acquire tus kind of Avadhijnand
which 1s their bithright The Gunapratyaksa 18 that which
has to be acquired as a result of special ment Evcrybod)’
can acquire it when s Avadbijnana s destroyed by meditation
and discpbne  Although both types of Avadhi

ynana anse by
destruction and subsidence of its Karmie veils,

the bemngs of heaven

yet for the
Bhavapratyaksa avadhijnana the Nimutta Karmna 1s the birth

of the bemgs who possess it Just as the brds acquire the
copacity of fiymg m the sky from ther very bith  This

Avadhyyiana 18 not the highest type of Avadhinana, it s
Tumted Avadhiynina

Re



Manahpary dsa jninas

Mmnd, according 10 the Janas 18 2 material substance
1ts modes are s different  changing statcs As our sties
of thoughts change, the mades also change correspondigly
These changng modcs of the nund are called Manahparylya
And the hnowledge which knows the modes of thmking aof
the mund of other persons 1s called Manah A person possessing

Manahparydyaynina o qavEEdirectly knows the other's mental

states without the help of sense organs and mnd Such

knowledge arises hy the destruction and subsidence  of

W i EEcT According 10 Janas, mind 15 @ material

substance  Its modes arc 1S different  changing status
(G ! TS 194)

There are Aifferent views of the naturc of Manahparydy2

abhadra m Manahparyiy:unana one percetves

According to Jin
but then external object

the state of mund substance durectly,
of thought of another mund are known only by mference
Because, the external object of thought may be material
cr non materialy object cannotbe approachcd by Manahparydya,
because the Amrutas ¢ known directly only m the state
of Kevata Jndnd

Accordmg 10 Akalanka Manah Paryayd Jninaalso appre
hends directly the objects of others thought The object of
such Knowledge cannol b¢ an fcrence, 1S pgrce?m:ﬂ
knowledge Akalaitka folds tha
cd by Manah Paryaya, 28 they are associated

¢ the cxternal objects also are
directly apprehcnd

R



with mund Howeser, mind 15 not the cause of Manahparydya
Akalanka argues that mnd 1s only the Apchsiin thus knowledge
and not the cause For example, when one sees the moon
1 the sky, one cannot sc© the moon without perceving
the sky The sky 1s only the Apcksd and mot the cause
In the knowledge of the moon It 1s of

f two types Ryumatt
and Vipulamatn They are different 1 respect of punty and
duration Rjumati 15 less pure and Vipulamati puret, clear

and more endurmg It lasts up 0 the nse of omniscience

Man can possess both type of Manhparydya According 10
Hemachandra, the external object of other mund arc nol
apprehend directly i Manah Parylyajnana, \hey arc known
only by mnference

Further, 7 ¥ should not be understood, as

knowledge
destred from mind, 1t 18 Tot any type of men

tal percephion
But 1t 15 a non sensuous knowledge ansing within the self
directly, without the help of the sense organs of nund Mund
s not the cause of thus knowledge, but 1t 15 the xnowledge
of the mental statz of others, which 1s denved fro:

m the
self itself Thus it s not empirical knowledge

Kevalajnana*®
Kevalagnana 15 the perfect and infinnte xnowledge We

may call it ommscience As mentioned before, when the

obstructions of all the Karmas are destroyed, the self attains
Kevala or omniscience

In this knowledge one apprehends simultaneousty and

IR



all therr qualities sunultancously without the help of sense
organs and mmd Itis perfect and cternal knowlcdge According
1o the Jainas, there would be possessor of ommscienee should
have tus buth as 2 human bemg within the speaified time
OmRISCICNCe anses from the destrucion of all the karmas
A question frequently discussed 15 whether the four imperfect
knowledge (Matt, Sruts, Avadht and Manahpary:\y.x) are present
or not, m the state of ommseience Some hold that 1 the
state of Kevala-Jiana the other four knowledge cxisty but
they are overpowered by the light of the sun Umasvdll pownts
out that this view 18 not true, because {he Kevala anses
due to the total destruction Of all Karmic matiers, while
the other four knowledge ar1ses by the destruction and
subsidence (](sayopasama) of theirr own Jianavaranas of the
Karmuc matters When there 1§ total destruction of Karmc
matters the other knowledge also coul

would be only the state of ommscrence’®

Id not anse There

“Yashoviayd holds 1 this concephion that there are five

1ypes of knowledge as W/

other words, 2 particular Jnan:
ation And when 1ts Avarana 1s

s mamfested When the Avarana
) 1s destroyed then anses

ol as five types of Avaranas In
a has its own Avarana as an

obstruction 1o 18 manifest
destroyed, that ¥nowliedge
of the perfect knowledge (
perfect knowledge of the Kevala The main queslion 15 when

the ACvarand of the Kvalajnd

pexfect of mfuute xnowledge, then does he also possesses

the other parual knowledge OF not? The partial knowledge

na 1s destroyed and one posscsses

EXS



anses due 10 the destruction of thewr own Aifferent ACvaranas

Yobovaya replies that though the different kuowledge ar¢

manfested by the destruction of thetr oWt knowledge obscurng

Karmas, yet the Avarana of perfect Knowledge 15 2ls0 Same

ume the couse of mamfcstation of ymperfect knowledge, Just

as the veil of cloth may be both, obstruchion of clear vision

and also a cause of unclear vision

I other words the obstruction of perfect knowledge 18
the cause of mamfestaton of umperfect knowledge ThuS:
according to Yashovijaya, for an ‘ommiscicnt person pamﬁ\
knowledge 15 for the cause of partial knowledge 1€
kevalagnanavaramya, has been destroyed 1t may be asked,

how can the self be both Avrta and Anivrta at one and

the same tme? Tn reply, it 15 smd (hat \tus 15 possible

only from the Anekanta viewgomt The sclf may be abscured
by the Kevalajnanivaranaand the self may

not be obscured
by the Matyfianavarana

at the same tme Yashovijays says

that knowledge 13 the cssential quality of the self but 1

has many modes (Paryaya) These modes are the parual
knowledge, and when the perfect knowledge 1S Avriz bY
{be Kovalananavarana the partal Xnowledge may be Anavrta
And as the knowledge 15 the essental quality of the self,
e self would be both Avrta and Anavria by

{he destruction
of different Junds of Karmas at one and the same tume

Conclusion:

The Jamas view that the sensc organs are not capable
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to apprehend the objects with all s permanent and changing
quahties scems to be reasonable for sense OFgans have humited

capaciies

According to Jamna, Pratyaksa 18 that type of knowledge,
which 15 able 10 apprehend the object wih il its permancnt
and changing qualiies and that 15 possible only by the self
Therefore, Pratyaksa means the knowledge ansing n the self

directly

The object denved from the sense OIgans 15 called

Samvyavahanka Pratyaksd s The Jamnas not
only define Samvydvahanka prtyaksa but also analysis the
The Process consists mn the four stages

namely, Avagraha etc The 1dea of four stages 1§ ongual
f Indian philesophy

to this system Though other system Ol
distinguishes betwecn Nirvikalpaka and Savikalpaka perception,

yet this distinction 15 10 as detailed distend as that of Jainas
ccount of the different

No other system has given such &t a

stages of sense pcrceplmn

process nvelve m 1t

{ non sensuous Kknowledge of the Jama

The concept ©
According to Jamnas,

ased on thelt mctaphysics

philosophy 18 b
quality of the sclf The pure self

knowledge 18 the essenttal

knowledge: put due to the veil of the Karmuc

possess mfinite
ature When the obstruction

matters it canno!

of true nature 3% destroy
The self cant then know the object directly without the help

ed, xnowledge anses 1 the self

EAS



of sense organs

Regardmg the nalure of the non seasucus perception,
the Jamas are not very dear They say sumply that it Avadypina
one apprehends directly by the self In Manahparydyd the
xnowledge of other mmnd 18 acquired and 10 Kevalaydna,
the sclf possessed the knowledge of all tungs, past present
and future and also of s own pure nature The Janas do
not say much about the nature of 1t

How does the self apprehend the object? Followmng what

process?

Does 1t apprehend the objects as done by th
Do the objects come m the co
1n the shape of 1deas?

o scase organs”
ntact with the self only

Is thus knowledge purely subjective expernence Tike the pleasure
and the pan?

—These questions are left unanswered The Jamas hold

that every body can become an ommscient, which mos!

t other
schools beheve m God as the ommiscient bemg

Regarding the nature of ommscient or Kevala jnana, the

Jamas arc not very clear They sunply say thatn Kev

alajnana
the self posses knowledge of all

C=20
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Jama theory of perception

& . . 7o

ﬂm%%mw‘rﬂmmmwﬁ%?
oY, &, genrg ¢ They use thrce terms one i Viadam.
Sometmes n SOME text they replace 3t by Spastam
And as 1 told there are WO adjecuves Afijasd
_ Acually ‘spasta’ means
it means the Knowledge that 15 Dot

Therefore,
Sabda and other things

depending on Anumaind,

So ‘Spastam” has nothng to do with clear

frratmar ;PR T 2 ad:?

o ¥, qord 1 A mgmfggmvrsaﬁﬁw o AT

rgat et ¢ e @ AfirF  TAED

A AR w8

ot . z{«n’é Aumid gets direct xnowledge of three types -

q:l‘q‘qfd'ﬂﬂ pgagd. So. paramarthika

yind therefore we have 10 take them

15 of three
mgmher
aﬁ{mw:gﬂqﬁﬂm qea el o i,
that Indnya—pmtya.ksa 15

af@. Here you 3

also Paroksa knowledge What 1s the reason behind
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1n?
et @ ST Ry S 3 qieey? What
1s the word they have used ?
ahrw g« T qier 3.

& aaré + Indnya pratyaksa 1§ paroksd, he 1s nght
geiageR : Do they use wards Indniyapratyaksa 1s paroksa?
Pratyaksam paroksam? qcrg A |

aferan gE ¢ Yes

t ¥.7ed ¢ 1 will explan it Actually we have to consider
the hstoncal account The earliest person Was
Divakara who has donc thus division hike * Jiand
1s of two types Pratyaksa and Paroksa Then very

cleverly  he was aware of the Agamuc problem

wElEEAW ¢ The idea 15 you begin by dwding Jadna
n to Pratyaksa and Paroksa and later on you say
pratyaksam paroksam? 1 am asking the factual
question They say both things Jnana 1s of two

types Pratyaksa and Paroksa Agam they say
Pratyaksam paroksam

ﬂ\‘.‘ ¥ T @ Pratysksa 1s a i

ect knowledge, ne Indny2
mtervention 15 there

No confusion Paroksd
knowledge 15 the knowledge through Indrya,
Anumana etc Now, let us come to the logical
penod  In logical perod we can see that they
are nfluenced by the Nyaya and Bauddha systems
So they feel that they are telling something that
1s not relevant Because they are lellng that Indrya

Ne



Pratyaksa 1s Paroksa n Agama penod So they
arc very much aware that they are telling something
no body s gomng to accept Akalanka was very
claver He wanted to reconcile this abnormalty
So he sud “‘FrT ffru: ‘e tviwy weRmly
fafieng: "sRaurey arefiewemeny” So did fusther
dichotomy

Hﬁa’@m : You try to conmsider thus pomt It can not
be that m terms of Natydytka s such that they
started uttenng nonsense or contradicuon This 15
not possible that nmydyika teaches confradiction
The 1dea 15, actually what you are saymg 15 this
that they admut two types of Pratyaksa One 1s
Indnyajanya and other 15 Anindnya There s no
contradiction 1n this

gt & gewd : So that s further dwiston

aﬁ-‘ﬂmm 2 But they have mcluded Indpya Pratyaksa

m Paroksa

&ﬁfﬁ@m ¢ What I meant to say there s Indnyajanya
jpana and Anindnya jiana Two types of Pratyaksa
1s there This 1s quite mtelhmble How? I can tell
you Indryajanya jianam cas be Pratyaksa and
Parcksa also But how Pratyaksa can be Paroksa 7

@ & gerd : They have deferent sense while saymg
Pratyaksam paroksam

FetaguR ¢ It may be But then how they begin by
saying 1hat the dichotomy 15 there? 3Rnar wuw?

gers wier ¥ e SFer s ?
EL



&%, 7@ @ Firstly, jou suggested that it can not be
an mfluence of Nyaya but Tam thoroughly convinced
that 1t 15 an whucnce of Nydys Because seeing
their development that they are following our pattem
They are using Indnya, Artha, Sanmikarsa So,
defintely Akalanka was consistent that Indnya
pratyaksa cannot be Paroksa, hence for hm there

was no other way than accepting WO xinds of
Pratyaks Post scrpt

TORFT ¢ OK we shall come on this question some
other tme  Next question
(
. O W : Do you find omy argument for accepting

Nuvikaipaka Pratyaksa? What  they call
Vyafjanavagraha?

Post scnpt  Thus problem 1 already rassed i the tradion, and

answered to as well When we use the expression ““gremt

the word Pratyaksa’ conventionally means the knowledge denved
through sense organs which 1s ‘Pratyaksa’ according to all systems
of Indian Plulosophy But the Janas following Agamuc tradition accepts
tlis as Paroksa The objeclon is how Pratyaksa is Paroksa 1
knowledge ansmg from sense perception 15 Pratyaksa, how to account
for the views of those who called st Paroksa The answer has
been gwen 1 Syadvadaratnakara (M) *‘3wdr adery 3 TR
nfa-yen Ww 9fw it ww wwwer? o e
T T S e aly o ae S
( FomeTea 4 )

o T T ORI, Qe ? whew g g (R
)



@ & ERT? ¢ Yes There 13 no syszcmémc argumentation
Even the dcfinstion s lacking il Akalanka there
was no defimtion And they say that when Indnya
comes mn 1o contact with the object, 1t gets some
awareness ke Sattamdtra or Sanmatea jdanam And
that can be equated wath Nirvikalpak They have
never used suck term  Thye say 1t s
Vyanjanavagraha

o g Arthavagraha 1s produced by Vyanjanavagraha ?

@t & m « Yes But they have no argument o favour
of accephng Nirvikalpaka

WW . They have followed that argument of
Naydyika

& & ET‘H? : That 15 my supposiion

!Eﬁm * That I am ready to accept but you cant
make me believe that Naiyayika thought them

contradiction
sftmrmynt : mr @ ol ieeor =it e’
= g@w w®wy 2 wmw oo 7 it
fra eol wher@ ¥ oad onf W wiww el
iy 9t Faeneidins a1 gefes opfE wlwr
o a7 SERE & ol WG SMadEy
Fa gfer EN? g A aw 3 6w g
Gitmemn g gaRs wE e anlr dar
27 a5 frawla & wifE ©f @b ‘wwr aww
i Wy & ey sew ol wow owefew
¥ 2 guE wd AW WEww, e,
Ww,mwsﬁwm%
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ﬁ.m.w.:qﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂﬁ@@ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁmﬁm
s e g & A S
o & s
ﬁ.ﬁ.m:mﬁ@?ﬁﬁqﬁﬂaﬁ%
W : Don't sy that This 15 @ very good question
You have to pay ateauen N S &’
mamam%%qﬁmmm-m

AR e ¢ I8 adf
WW:WW&W
it FL. ﬁrmwﬂa%ﬁrmam%qt

"{ﬁ.fﬁ.aﬁﬁlﬁ[: One thng which 15 umique about the

Jana system seems to We 13 that they 1alk about

f other’s mmd which other systems
em 1 have come across

ihe knowledge ©
do not do No other syst

presents a discussiont of a problem of othex munds

They speak of Manhpary2y2 winch 18 mentioned
as 2 xnd of Mukhya Pratyaksd put I do not
they really treat this Manhparydya as

know how
clear that we know

Mukhy2a pratyaksd It 15 quit
other munds We understand therr thoughts we

¥o3



know that some one 18 undergoing pan Now this
1s not a matter of direct perceptiont This 1s not
2 sensuous perception This 18 & matter of mference
And therefore we shell not make any gamn DY
just descnbing as diwect perception of Mukhya
Pratyaksu The Jama thinkers will have to thmk
carefully about 1t that 1t is a matter of nference
And even when its a matier of wmference, you
can not put 1t at such a lovel that it 1s not possible
for the ordmary people 1t seems to me that
Manahparyaya can be had by a very special category
of people This 1s not the case
,éT % AT : You suggested that it should be mference
and not Pratyaksa But, Jamas have built their system
1 such a manner that they have to tell it Pratyaksa
and that too Paramirthika The defimtion they give
15 that “W{Wv?ﬂ'l':“ﬁﬁ"m quﬁem”sm as 1 sad,
soul has developed to such a stage that it can
rcad others mund you gave a practical example
But that 1s an external thimg You see the Lmnga
and go to infer the Sadhya But Jamas are not
accepting this view They say that soul develop,
like Yogi, such a higher extent that by even closing
therr eyes, without any contact they can read mot
anybody’s mind but minds of cverybody And even
they have accepted vanous stages of Manahparyayd
So we cun not say that s an ference, 1t has

to be Pratyaksa, and not only Pratyaksa, Mukhya

¥ox



Pratyahsa

'{?{.‘a‘tm ¢ Surely you don't mean by Manhparydya
Jadna as telepatinc knowledge You mean that it
2 knowledge which can be had by anyone who
1s iving i human society

m?ﬁlﬂ’( It s not that there s no recogmtion of
the fact that we can, 1 Indian system, hnow others
mind Not even st 18 the case that we do not
admit that we can have knowledge of others mind
directly And thurdly, we can have also knowlcdge
of others mnd by a person whe 1s not exphatly
a Yogl This s call Praubha Jaana This kind of
knowledge has many many uses And there are
many textual evidence where 1t has been satd that
even a small girl or bay says *“Me bhratd sgamisya’”
and actually hus brother comes next day So, this
kind of cogmtson 1s possiblc But, mostly 1t 1s
mferentiaf accordng to Naydyska But even when
you say Manhparydya, one pomnt Dr Dalu has
made very clear, that it 15 not the percepuion of
other’'s mind It 1s the perception of the stage
of other’s mind Para manogata dharma And lastly,
you started with the assumption, which s very
1sky, you said we all have the knowledge of ather’s
mind So, how 1s 1t that only Jana accept it 7

Q}(.Eﬁ‘aﬁﬁﬁ-[: This 15 a conditon of our lwving

a soctety that we have knowledge of other mind
We can not Ive m society if we are not able

¥el



1o read the mind of othets

QIR ; Most of the thing we assume Eg we g0
on when we utter a sentence Not a smgle sentence
do you utier which gives full desenption of the
event that (s descnibed But stll we go an canversing
So for the purpose of conducting our daly business
118 not necessary that we have complete knowledge
nor it 1s necessary that we should have dwect
knowledge of all the things that we believe So,
all these bebefs are not of pracheal usage But
even as a matter of final attamment, then 1t has
ta be complete, 1t has to be direct
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Advaitic Theory of Perception
in Comparision with Suddhddsaita View.

Prof.Dr. Yejneshuar S. Shastri

Dharmardjidhvarindra has systematically developed the
epistemology of Adsaa Vedinta m fus monumental work
Vedintapanbhisa Pramdun 1s the means that leads to nght
Knowledge (% SRIRUTIHTT) Vedantaparibhsd- Pratyaksapart:
chheda, (-VPP p9) Right knowledge (Prami), m Advaita
Vedinta, 15 the knowledge of an object beng excludent of
memory, which 1s previously unacquired - {anadhigatal and
uncontracted (abidhita) &% RIS S, ARt
ITE (VPPp 10) memory 1s cacluded from the mght
knowledge, because, novelty 1s essential character of vaid
cogmuion All our uncomtradicted knowledge of the objects
of the external world should be regarded as nght knowledge
until the absolute 15 reahsed {frara oo freawT arfraed

Y FY TR I, TOWAHRER f§ oeEe g e
|} (VPPp 12 12)

Vedantapanbhisa mentons six means of valid knowledge
(Pramanas) accepted by the Advamtins wiz, Perception,
Inference, Compansen, Verbal Testimony, Presumnption and

non apprehension | A FAOMT 7 SN R AEETe~
foaiigr ) (VPP p 14} Advatic stalwart Sankaricirya has not

separately discussed the theory of Praminas, but he mentions

Wo



only five Praminas by nawme cxcluding o0 apprehension
(anupalabdiul, while commenung oft D(lmdiran)dkn Upantsad
(L mn

Sure$varican 2 also accepts oly five pramanas and does
not admit non apprehension (anupalabdhl) as 4 mdependent
source of vahd Lnowledge {Vidvat pancarcd wddnklmnda,
p308) It scems at the ume of Dh.\rmuraj.xdhvarmdm,
non apprehension (.\nupalabdh\] has been accepted as an
independent means of vakd Knowledge 19 advatic tradition
Among the sIX Pramanas are depundent on
adTAEE B - Arthadiptka P 14)

nstrument of vald

Pereeption 1S defined as bemb the
VPP p 14

perceptu al knowledge (7= EELEURY T

15) According 10 Advatta, the percepual knowledge 18 notlung
g Eele

purce COHSC\OL\S“CSS 15

but pure consciousncss or Catamy? (

VPP 15} Desptte the fact that the

beginnmgless: pervading everywhere and dovord of sense O
rgans, 1t 15 revealed {hrough the mental state Thus, perception

1s the ot of pure COI\SC\OuanSS mamfcsmuon m the
Amahkamnavrm mio the form of an object with which 3t
pure consclousntss though begnmngless

1s m contact Hences
Anuhknmmvml 15 spoken of a5 having

when quuhﬁcd py the

begnmns {

mm@&ﬁﬂmmsﬁm VPP p 16)

That means, pctccphon 13 the direct conscmusncss of

ERNY



objects brought about by the actual contact of the object
of perception with the perapint What 1s required  for
perception 1s a certain kind of wdentity or untfication between
consciousness determmed by the object and consciousness
determmed by the mental stale (Vrtn) This umficanon or

e
contact 15 effected euher through the mediation of a sens
or without such mediation

Advaita Vedanuns accept only five sense organs Knowledge
arisung through the eyes, cars, tongue, nose and skin 1s regarded
as perceptive knowledge Mind is not accepted as a sense

organ though 1t 18 1ncluded 1 the group of the mstruments

of perceptual knowledge thus, pnmantly, there are two lunds

of perceptuaj knowledge, and caused by the exercise of 2

sense organ (Indnyajanya) and the other that 1s not so causcd
(Indiryajanya) Percepuion of
formed category,

happmess, mise;

Physical object belongs ta the
While perception of mental states, Like destre,
Ty and 5o forth belongs to the latter kind

The process of perceptual
be analysed i the following man
say, sight,

knowledge m Advaita may

ner, when any of our senses,
Comes m contact with an object, say, a pat,
existing out there m space qne mtemal organ undcrgoes
modification The Vrttr or the imodally transformed Antahkarana,
steams forth through the concerned sense organ {the cye

I the present casc} to the Object and assumes the form
of some quabity of the object like us shape or colour We

have, than the percepuon of the object n that particular

3



attribute  Antahkarana, though by stsell powerless 10 Hlumme
objects reflects the knowledge that 18 consttute of ulumate
consciousness Henee, 1s 4 result of the outgomg aclvity
or attention (Avadhdana) of the Antzhkarand, we have the
perceptive cognition of the object Consciousness flows with
Vi towards the object and when 1t unites with CONSCIOUSNESS
determined by the object whose form the Vit has assumed
If the Vru assumes the form of the colour of the abject,
we percewve the colour If 1t takes the form of the weight
or the object, we perceive 1its weipht, And similar, 1he several
properties of the object fail within our cogmtion according
to the speafic form assumed by the vriu The outgoing
Vrius extend only up 1@ & certamn distance and this accounts
for our non perception of remotc objects

Thus perception of an object 18 the self shining of the
consciousness {e1t) through 2 Vrttl {mental state) of a form
f knowledge This process of perception
he Vcd.mlapanbh&s: Just as &
le, enters the field through

resembling an object O
15 beautifully explaned @ 1

water tank goes out through 2 hol

channels, and thent water assumes the shape of the field,

cither 4 quadrnngular or any other shape, O too, the
Antahkarana which 15 of {he naturc of hight, gocs out through

the cye, €ye cd by the object ke

a peot, and 18 modificd mto the s
a pot This modification of Antahkarand (V) scrves 10
reveal the objects of knowledge (F Pt co G folar

e T vafa @ e

enters the space occups
hape of the object, like

w3



sraFoT SaERET e Ry T TR
v T o g T S VP p23)

Put 1t m more clear wards, I 2 Case of a perception
of a pot, when eye 18 fired on a pot, the mental stale

comes out through the cye, Mlummates the pot by tts own

Tight and assumes s shape Further, the conscousness {c1t)

withm the pot mamfests m the mental state, then, the pot

15 percewved The two lmiting  conditions of consciousness
or <o,

ie ot m the mental state and m the pot before

the eye), the modification and the object do not produce

any difference, because, they are in the same place Ths

, identity makes the cogmtion of the pot perceptual In the

percepuon of an external object there 15

on difference of
at (e

) within the Antah and at within the
object

Perception on the subjective ade 18 defined as the union

or undifferentiation {Abheda) of the subjectve consciousness
with the sensible objects through the speafic mental states
(B Rt Al

2k

SR L <K

S a9 WENEW VPP p33) This uwon m perception
means that the objecuve has at the moment 1o separate
exsstence from the subjecive consciousness of the pereewver
The undifferentialed consciousncss appears as the sub

ject
and the object as a result of ignorance (Avidyd)

There are three lmiting factors (Upadhis) to <ONSCIOUSNCSS

X%



They are the mtcrnat organs {Antaharanaj, the modification
of the mtemal organ (Vi) and the particular object (Visaya)
In ceality there 15 no distncuon w consciousness But m

false associanon with these ady (Upadhus}, consc

apparently modifics nto three factors, the knawer, the means
of knowledge and known object on account of these
Superimposed Upadhis, consciousness appears to be three

kinds

1 Pramatr catanya  consciousness m association with the
nternal organs appears as the subject or knower

2 Visaya catanya  Consciousness associated with particular
abject (Visaya) which may be cuher physical objects or
mental states, it serves as the object of knowledge and

3 Pramana catanya Consciousness  associdte with the

Antahkaranavrtt ln assocration with the Vittr, consclousiess
appears as the process or means of knowledge, the cogmtive

Lonscousness

Empincal knowledge 1s the result of tius apparent three (old
d of (Bl A wigaar
2 g 3 Bewde T e vip paz2)

Pramitreantanya 15 the ultimate conscrousness deterrmuned
by the mternal organ The micrnal orgen 1 the connectng
lnk bewweea the Atman and the organs of sense It 13 not
stself a scnse organ It as distnct from the organs of sense
which are external ta 1t The function of the miernal organ

il



1§ to recewve and arrange the matenal that 18 brought 10
1t through the senses Like a murror, which has the power
10 reflect, 1t reflects object presented to it through the senses
and what 1s morc, becomes conscious of them However,
ths power to reflect 15 acquired by it from the Atman the
mternal organ partakes of the physical world Hence, by
sself, 1t has no power to dlurmne objects

Antahkarana must be admstted as connectng link betweent

the Atman and the organs of sense 1n the process of pereeption,
otherwise there would be ather perpetual percepliont or
perpetual non percepuion (BSB I 32) Suppose, that he
only requisites for perception are

1 the Atman as the subject of knawledge,

2 The presence of the object to be percerved and the senses
1n proper condition

So long as these are present, there should be perpetual
perception of the objects But the fact 1s that cven though
these conditions may be present one may fail 10 perceve
The sensc organs may be m contact with any object and
yet one may not perceive One may not sce, though the
cyc may meet the object, one may not hear, though the
car may recewe the sound If on the comrary one does
not grant that the mere conjunction of the Atman, the scnses,
the objects can effect perception, m the absence of a sufficient
causc of perecplion, one would have to admit that perpetual

Ba&



non perception would be the result

But neither 1s this observed Given the Atman, the senses
and the objects, perccption sometimes takes place and

sometmes does not This fact can be explamed only by

posiung the exisience of a fourth_factor the Antahkarana,

on whose attention percephion takes place and on whose
non attention perception does 1ot take place (BSB oms3)

The vahidity of the assumption 1s evidenced by the common

expenence of ours that when we are absent mmnded, we

though the ebjects may be prescmed to

do not percerve,
4 refers to this and

the senses The Brhadaranyaka Upanisa
declares that, therefore, there 1s a mnd apart from the external

organs (Brop1V3 Sankarabhasya on 1t and VPP p 18)

We have already noted that, his Antahkarand undergoes
modifications of forms and these modifications are known
as Vrtu serve 10 reveal the objects of knowledge The Vit
of four wnds In each of these vrius,

has a distoct name and form The sarmc
ts diverse funcuons,

of mternal organ 1%
the mternal organs
Antzhkarand {internal organ} accordmg to 1
15 called, meanss Buddhi, Ahankara and Cita When 1t bas
the mode of daubt of ndetermination (Saméay) n 13 called

he mode of determunation {Niscaya),

Muanas, when 1t has 1
1t 1s calied Ahankara, and m the mode of remembrance
(Smarana), 1t goes by the name Cuta (81 F B a—@i’ 2 g

QWQWJYWW@WMWW
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o o, & sﬁ!,m:ﬁ,mzﬁa@m%vpywm

The mternal organ differs from mdividual to ndividual
and so cogmition by one does not mply of nvolve cogmuion
by all It funcuions withm varying lumts which are determned
by the past conduct of the mdrvidual to whorm it belongs

1t 15 when screen by the Antabkaranz that COnSCIOusNess

functions as the subject i emprrical knowledge Ths 15 the

witnessing selll of Jivasakst Thelivaisa consclousness dentified

with the knowable elements, namely, the mmd or the wternal

argan and through 1, the body (1 R T S FRNATE
A, VPP p 46) The
pure

Jivasakst or  Watness Self, 15
consciousness merely tudden by these adyunets |
S EATRG Sa=y, VPPp46) It 1s the Jivasaks: that the
subject 1t knows the consttuents of th

¢ Jiva as well as
the objects of the cxternal world  Jvasaksi differs from the
Jiva or the empincal ego

The Jiva 15 the mternal OrEat:
but the Jivasakst 15 the same CONSCIOUSNSSS merely d
by the mternal organ While the mternal organ emier

the constituent of the Jiva, it remams outside the Jivasakst

den

s 1o

screenmg i, as it were In the former case 1t

1s an atinbule
{Viéesana), 1 the lawter casc it 15

a hmitation ViZ Upadhi
(ST R ST 3 VPP p 46)

Visayacatanya 1s the ulumate COMSCIOUSHCSS determmed
by the object cogmsed Knowledge requires 2

subject and
or an object as distinct from each o

ther In order that the

Ul



same consciousness may 2ppear as subject and object, two
independent adjuncts are required ihe mternal organ and
the object cogrised Just as CONSCIOUSTESS has to be fumited
on the subjectve side by the internal organ, 1t has to be
Lumited on the objectve side by the objeet cogmsed, which

may be a physical thuag or & mental 1mage

The vanety of our cogmion €an be accounted for only
by posmng the objectve existence of a variety of objects,
each mung the undxfferenuatcd CONSCIOUSNess according 10

its own specific nature

Pramanacatanyd Accordmg 10 Advaita, all empcal

knowledge 1s a process of revelation rather thatt of acquisitont

The other thmng 18 that the mmd 18 acuvely at the work
tive Process

1n the formation of cmpmcal knowledge The cogil

exhibits these two fundamental features Empncal know.

15 the mamfestation of the undxfferent\mcd consciousness under

the mternal organ, the modification

of the mtemal organ and the external object that which
and relauons

4 ume and space, reason
all such {umtations It

ledge

Lmitations 1mposed by

1s mamifested 15 beyon

But the mamfestation 15 subject to
through wndwvidual mmds It mvolves

1s temporal and occurs
ect and object, substance and

relations like those of subj
attnbute, concept and percept and so forth
s the very nature of (he self Just as @

Knowledge
(hrough and through saltish, the human soul

salt crystal 18
¥Ul



16 conscrousncss all compact {BrUpliLlv 12) The analysis
of the process of knowledge thus reveals the true nature
of the seif It1s thus wmner light of consCOUSACSS that manifests
1self through the sense organs Sankara beautifully CApresses
\ius 1dea and says when a lamp 15 placed mside a pot having
many holes, the hight streams out through the holes In the
same way, the knowledge, that the self streams out hrough
the various sense OIgANs, ke the eye, the
ForP - ET PEE §H g
Daksinamurtistoira 4)

ear and so on AT
xR o T

“The vanous Pramanas setve as vehicles for the revelution

of o under the |

of empmcal hfe

The other mportant feature of Xnowledge 1s that the

mund 15 not passive The Antahkarana is actively at work

in the formauon of knowledge Empimcal knowledg

¢ 15 the
result of the minds mterpretaion of the object that 1t comes

1n contact or meets We do not acquire ready made knowledge
Without mental construction, no knowledge 15 formed during
deep slecp, when Antahkarana is temporanly at rest The

constructive activity tzkes place through a modificationt of

the wternal organ, known as Vi The mmnd undergoes 2

modification (or Vi), accordmng to the nature of the matenal

that has to be interpreted These two feature of process

of cogmtion are most apparent in the case of sense perceptiont
{Indniya janya pratyksa)
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Kunds of perception ¢

According to Advaita Vedanta, the percepion 18 two-fold
one1s determuate (Savikalpa} and the other beng indetermunate
(Nirvikalpa)

fn the deterrmnatc perception (Snvnkalpn], there 18 &
disuncion between the hing determmed the Jaf for example
and the determimng attrbute o jarness In ot example,
'l know the jar’ the object of knowledge 1¢ 3 and 1s
quahfying attnibute - jar ness, are :\pprchendcd Thus, it 18
a cogrnion npprshcndm relatedness (a9 g
ahieas- R T Bicc=ed g am a2
R Ul CUE SR LS VPP p 41l Advains differ from
other systems while Interpreting Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa

In the Nirvikalpaka lmdetermmate) perception therc 18

no apprehension of relatedness All determining attnbutes

are left out of view This indeterminate perception 18 the
knowledge ansing from the sentence fke *Thisshot Devadatta®

“Thou arc That' et¢ in such cases cogniion anises by Jeaving

out the paticular features ke thus and thaty which refer

to the present and past, 88 such recogniuon of the Devadatta
1s possible So also, “Thou” and ‘"That' refernng 1o somethung
present and absent rcspcclwcly, have o be left out before

¢ the essenual 10 Advana, there 15 BO

the apprchcnsmn o
pefween determinate and indetcrmnate visual

) perception pat only 18 Sabda pcrccpnon as m €ase referred
above { g, T “rgirsa dasd e’

desunation

¥4



ety R, VPP p 4l 43)

Advartins have 2gam accepted iwo more Kinds of perception,
accordmg to their metaphysical stand That 15 Jivasikst of
the witness within the mdividual self and [svarasiks of the
wiiness withm God As has been alrcady stated earlier
pages Jiva 1s nothing but ultimate CONSCIOUSNCSS, ymuted by
the Antahkarana or the mmd, and sakst however i3 the
consciousness that has the Antahkaraga as its hmting adjunct
{Upadiu) The difference between Jiva and Saksi 15 that, 1
the former case Antahkarana 15 2 lmting adjunct In fact,
Antahkarana being msentient cannot reveal the objects, It
is the lnutmg adgunct of consciousness that makes the object
revealed This Saksi which mamfest usclf as possessing bruting
adjunct of Antahkarana 1s considered Lo be different 1n each

individual Because of ths reason, what ane has known,
the other would not recollect (VPP p 46 47)

When the cosmic lusion or Maya 15 a quahiying attnbute

of ¢ that 15 called God, and when
the cosmuc ilusion 15 lmutng adjunct (Upadhu) of the

consciousness 1t 15 called the witness m God (T8 &K
@ e Sewf-fawty T @ o &S T e

e, SRR SR EIRT J T e BRI
s ¥ VPP p 45 46)

Thus Advartic theory of perception has its own sigmficance
from the Saentfic as well as metaphysical pomnt of view

Y&



From the scientfic pownt of view, 1t can explan the connection
between physu:al vibrations and mental states, which 1s the
central difficulty of Western theones of purccplmn The activity,

according to the latter, 15 pnmunly on the object side, when

{he hight waves procccdmg from

ajar s presemed to sight,
nveried 1mpInge of 1t 15

1t mpmge on the ¢Y¥% and an !

formed on the retna When this 18 followed by the sumulation

of the optic centres of the brau, we perceve the )at But

the mverted 1mage of the object,
the mental pieture

we fall 1o understand how
formed on the reund 1§ transformed 1110
or idea of the tangible upnght object, out there n 5pace
Western psychology, havmg created @ gulf, 2 g £8P petween
the physical vibrations oceurrng 1 the sense mechansm and
the mental act of pcrcepnon of the object, 18 unable 10
bndge 1t (Pancap.‘xd\kﬁ, Eng Tran D Venkmarammah, Intro,
pp XX m GO Series, 1948) Such a Aifticuity does not anseé
when we recogmze that the physncnl yjbrations areé not the
matenal, which 18 (ransformed e the mental out of perceplton

but that they aré¢ only the media through which the mental

act of perception akes place The tgher cannot be explaned
ly be explaned

in terms of the ower, but the lower €an certain’
by the hughet

On the mcmphysmal side, the jmportance of the theory

crated It signifies
it oF fix the boundary) bY the Antahkarana
dehmited py the object are m essence,

cannat bo ex?88 {hat consclousness delimited
{determmnes the
and cunscwusncss as
non afferent 1 mon difference of consciousness 1s

&3



mamfested by the Vit going out through the scnses, pervadng
{he object and assuming the form of the object. Consciousncss
15 the common basis which sustamns \he Muminating Antahkarand
a5 well as the ilummed object Not only perception, but
every form of cogmtion can be reduced and traced to the
single ulumate source of consciousness (The concept of the
Vyavahinka 1 Advatta Vedanta pp 180-181).

The Advata acoount of sense perceplion marks an
.mprovement on the theores of some of the Western thunkers
especially the view of empincsts and of the Ideahsts Regar dung
the perception, these two schools differ on the question of
the need for the comstructve actvily of the qund  The
copinessts, who regard the mimnd as a “tabula rasa” (a clean
slate, a blank sheet of paper), believe that percepon consists
m the mere passive reception of mpressions from the external
world the idealsts ke Kant 2nd Hegal call attention to
the signficant part played by the mnd m gnng nse to
knowledge The Advatins agree with Kant m that without
conceptions perceptions would be bind  The common fact
that, when one 1s absent minded or deeply engrossed 1
something, one may actually hear a sound or see an object
and yet, not notice it Wustrates this truth But Advatanns
differ from both Kant and Hegel 1n regard to the procedurc,
which the mind adopts for mterpreting the sensations

<
Accordng to both Kant and Hegel, the mund mterprets
the sensations, which come from the abject The interpretation

¥RY



‘l:uld‘;\;“\? terms of the categones of the understanding
aoks upon the categones a8 external to the mmnd
and at its possession hike a bunch of Keys A ntle reflection
would however show that the categores cannot be scpardte
from the mmd Hegel corrects this mistake and treatls the
categories as consutulive of the mnd The mund wsclf takes
the different forms 11 order to suit the nature of the matenal,
which requires to be \nterpreted Hegel's view 18 good sO
far as 1t goes, but it does not g0 far enought How does
the mumd deade which categories would be most natural
1o the sensations recewved? paturally the hght of its previous
knowledge But the ongi of this ongmnal knowledge will
have to be explamed This 18 the difficulty 1 the 1dcalistic
posion  Thus Aifficulty can pe overcome only by admuttng
that the order of experience the reverse of what we have
referred to instead of sensations commg from the object
and the mind nterprelisg them, the mmd gumined by
knowledge whuch 18 the netre of the sell aself g0°8 forth
biect Thus 15 the Advailic position

tly summed uP by stating that it
but 1t 18

and mterprets the sense ©
The positiont has been P!
which comes to the subjects
that goes 1© the object 1M order
Ppaficapadikds Eng Trans

1s net the object

the subject, i 2 sense,

to apprehend 1t o] Vcnkal;u‘nm:nah.

Into p,xxn G O Senes 1948, Baroda)

mammnkznnkﬁm disagrecs with Advaiuns 1t several

Prasth
respects Advauns do not accept Manas, as one of the sense
organs whereas Suddhﬁdvanms accept 1t as one of the sense

wER



organs He defines percepuion as afezaeRs A Perd
(p127) Sensc orgens are the means of direct perception
and they are of sx winds, viz, cye, skn, 1OsC 1ongue,
ear and mmd (A ag-a?ﬁ-mw-m-m-m @ p127)

He accepts Manas or mund as one of the scnsc ofgans
and refutes Advaic view He says Lord Krsna clearly mentions
1n the Gitd, that Manas 1s onc of the scase organs (Gita X 22)
Advaiie view contradicts this statcment of the God mumd
1s mternal and external both, smce
and Knowledge

1 15 connceted with acuo

Secondly, according to Advaita, pereeptual knowledge 15
nothing, but pure consciousncss, which 15 revolved through

the mental state, whereas m Suddhidvaita, P('JCCP“-‘“‘

knowledge 1s knowledge of mamfestation of properues of

particular object, or substance or categories

Thurdly, Veddntapanbhisakdra —accepts, Anuvﬁl‘-‘bdh‘

(non existence) as an independent means of vahd knowledge
Thus means of Valid knowledge, accotding to Dharmarajadiva
rindra, which consists m non existence {Abhava), which 18
not generated by an mstrumental (Karana) of nowledge
As there 1s not contact of sense organ with non EXIStEnce,
the cogmtion of non existence does not anse from sense organ
The cogmiion of non existence anses when a pcrcepllb\"f
object 1s not seen For example when there 15 2

jar on
the bnghtly httle ground there 1s an apprebension of the

¥ER



ar If the jar 1s not pcrccwcd on such ground, non-existence
of the jar 18 aseertaned And this nont cxstence of the Jar
‘;@';:%be xnown through non apprehension (gardt 7@ T

mmuﬁ@rﬂm‘ﬂ“‘m AR JT qaE
o 7 FR e FRIT sy 9

VPP p 141-145)

Advatuns accept four kinds of Abhava {non existence}
viz Prior non existence (Pr.’xgnbhiva), posteriol non existence
(Pradhavamsabh:wa), absolute non existence (aty:.mi\bhiva) and

mutual non gxstence (Anyonydbh.wa), ke Nmy.xynk.xs and

others and state that, the cogmtion of the 2bOve four 1ypes

of non custence 13 through Tnon npprchcnsmn which 13

possessed of capacity fJence, pon apprchcnsxon 15 2 separaie

meons of vahd 1nowledge (¥ g e - g g
3 geganTe 3 e ¥
Ao T T segrefan e VPP 147 152)

Suddhadvastins do not agree with this Advaitic ViIeW and

state that 1t 18 not necessary to accept non apprchcnsmn

dependent means of vahd knowledge
1o perce fler percenving

ancu\ar object through cyes, 8 knowledge 1S mamfcsu:d,

anmlarly, W€ d

of perception of prior 1O existence and postenor non custence

Jor nomt existent

can be knownt Pr ce 18 concealment of cffect
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and favourable to, mamfestation of effect. Puosternor
non-exstence 15 unfavourable state of the cffeet. Mutual
non-eastence 15 perccived or understood 1 WO Ways, VIZ 4
m the example of- ’pot is not cloth’, the absence of pot
n the cloth 15 experienced and object as 'can pot be cloth?
which 15 tefuted as 'pot cannot be clothy’ thus, mutual
non-existence can be percewed. In the perception of the
absolute non-existence, such as ’pot 15 not on the floor's

percepuon of the floor, associated with conccahng of pot
18 percewved.

Boih, Advains and Suddhidvamuins accept determunate
(Savikalpaka) and imdetermmate (Nivikalpak) kinds of
perception Suddhidvaiting’ concept of mdetermmate knowledge
1s very simtlar to that of Nawdykas lHere Advatns differ
from other systems of thought According to them there
15 10 destmation between determinate and indetermmate 1
visual perception but only i Sabda perception as m Cuse
of - “This 15 that Devadatta’ and ‘Thou are that* etc Agaih
Advaitins have accepted two more kands of perception based
on thewr metaphysical stand point, viz, , ivasakst and [svarasakst,
wiuch 1s not found, m any other system of thought
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Tt

Advaitic Theory of Perception

in Comparision with Suddhidvaita View.
3f, advat Tt

HEIAAZ I ¢ Essennally what the Advaitins do s, they
iray 1o bring m idenuty between three Cananyas
1e WA, PprdaRT, SrRIERonaRaAEE
Then only one gets perception And Advaitms accept
only Bka Atmacatanya So there 1s only one m
paramirthadasd And only m Vyavahira-dasi they
have three types of Catanyas And 1t will be possible
only on the account of Mayd Avidyd Then the
question comes, 1t 15 due 1o Miya we understand
Visya as Visya totally deferent from the Catanya
1e Jada Because of Mayd we can not see Visya,
Visyacaitanya

My quesuon s, Sankara's Adhyasa bhisya 15
possible 1 the beginning he says "gmamrﬂ—
aut: Croafiafied angmmey B, Vgt
s AeTEmE TEwEr:, e s s,
FEEGIE.. Only 1f that state remamns then only
superunposition 1¢ HREATE becomes possible And
1 SHERREIN Q‘&T@‘éﬂ-’ﬂ goes through the SunfFar
1e through the ARLEHT to the Visaya which 1s
Jada Pramatrcalanya wants to see the Visaya as

¥&s



Jada, whch 1s 10t essentially Cananay 1fthe Caitany
isthere  suppose pramalrcnmnyn knows that Visay2
15 catanyatmaka, not Jada then naturally the thing
ke pranahika thests  there 8 Pramatreaitanyd,
and there 18 Visayacatanya €8 there 1s water and
there 1s Tadaga where also there 15 water, and
the Pranahika 1€ channel also 18 water Only 1t
15 blocked due 10 Miya Now, (hat 1s not the
case And if you accepl the block theer that
1s the Avurana bhanga wpe of Siddhanata, then
perception would be possible ke Cartany2 ekatma
kata Then question 1S, Adhyasa theory would not
stand
YagE ¢ Why? Clanfy 1t
sgAmR A @ Because, Adhyasa 15 possible only i you
take Visaya as Jada
diqEIR ¢ Is 1t necessary for Adyasa to took place
that [ take the thing to Jada or the thing 10 be
Jada?
HREAR I ¢ 1 kaow 1t 18 Jada That 15 Jada 1 should
notsay 1take Wisayais Jada
GEWFAC ¢ you are not clanfyng the

&
aes . Advaita expl so far 1 understand,

15 this Caanya doesnt g0 outside 1t has 1
movement at all Antahkarana goes out through
the Indrya and reache!
shap!

question

s the object and 1akes the
e of the object This 15 called Antahkaran?
vitn And here m this Vrtt the Cantanya reflects

oo



‘W wmaS W sk wRamgn
AT af fefualy Rfr G
1s ceflected there Tt sdwifafivranng daver
w0 onw, wReER R e e e o
See, that Ajiiana also 15 not an Avarana for the
object That obyect 1s Joda Jada has no Avarana
There 15 10 necessety for a Jada to have an Avarana
Only Cantanya wiich 1s of a nature of illurunabion,
1t needs some Avarana Because otherwse it shauld
be having illumination all the time But it 1s not
bemg dlurmnated all the tme That means only
the Caitanya requires an Avarana So the Caanya
15 Avita And because of this Vrtt, that Avarana
15 removed and then the Catanya becomes
mantfested This mandestabon of Caitanya bewg
wdensieal  with  the  Visay@vacchnna catanyaand
Antabkaranivacchmna caitanya 1s considered as the
knowledge of the object This will be i the form
of “FERAFA| So, the knower need rot recogSe
it as Jada While we get the cogmtion we don't
think whether 1t 15 Jada or somethmg If it 15
Ghata it ts Ghata and you will get the cogmhion
So 1n order to get the cogntton, this 18 the precess

that they have explamed
gy ¢ @ OEh AR AR e st s it
WS SEEd wanpgeer g, amor o
Ay ey afliSe ofy O

SETEEEY,
mﬁmﬁ‘aﬂ{wﬁaﬁﬁﬂqﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁa

wat



o ey SR W T et
ey R g, 834, R e T
v @ g TR W gl T

e,

ST ¢ 3 W R formeg SISt AT
i AT S
m@%m“mm" i IR R

& AR ¢ S T k.

FEEAF AR &% ‘Fraday o g 3T

g @ The powt 1 understand 15 ths that you
are not distmguishing two things Knowing an abject
and knowmng the process which made ths knowing
passible One thung 18 foroa . MW'_
o FAY AT, 1s not necessary. Prakmy2
1s there, and that gencrates the knowledge 1 our

So, when 1 have the xnowledge of the

jar, there 15 entire process In cvery system there
15 a precess But this

sense

1s not known as the
same act Tis a deferent thing You can ask me
how do we know the proces

1s also there But that 1s a deferent thing Knowing

the jar and knowmg the process of cognxon 38
defercnt thimg So, when you are asking, you are
confusmg between knowing

s Sastra disenpuon

the object and knowts
the process of the knowledge
AR e Percepiual process as explamed by the

AN



Advaitins will work only if we accept thisis i,
REGER € Gonfr

I WA+ B doos not mean Arerswiaar
: Rromafserta

& v ‘e EsaSea’ means AR Rfifa-
- rrfisfierdee; v d90 Ao
I REEFITT W the Caanya on which
Ghata 15 supenmposed Ghata ts Adhyasta and the
Cuttanya 15 Adhisthina So, whatever the object
5 beng seen, actually the Cananya 1s there QOn
that Capanya the object 1s supenimposed  So,
TafSeaa W SARUREEA That Catanya,
when 1t become mamfested, then there 1s Jnanam
For the mamfestation of that Catanya, we need
AR ARVGRETT  This Cattanya ts WIGI0T 987
- %{Wﬁﬁf takes place m it Pramdir cananya

means A Cartanya
“vacchitna Cataniya will have reflection m 1 This
knd of Caitanya alone 18 capable of removing that
Avarana which covers Ghatavacchinna catanya or
Ghatidhusthana calanya
WA HTE ; Thar Avarana covers Visya
aEeREm Object 1s nat at ail Avita
WEGGIR ¢ There s o way of saymp ‘Remae n
actually means BrEmafEsT @@’ g
2 eearare ¢ Rrafos - TG
Titapr ¢ Ag SN, A e ) -
AT, FFTL
w3




oY, W, ¥ : Manas 18 not accepied as an’ Indoya 1
Adwvita, whereas 1t 1S accepted 11 Suddhadvaita. -
Now suppose Manas 18 accepted as an Indny2,
what 15 gomg to happen to the Advaia system

as such?

aferTH ot ¢ Hefmr, W < R 8. e

i o L L M fpfa A
o T g EE I, T qATEEERED,
e, T R R @ d sy
u.mzmaﬁrﬁﬁﬁrﬁmﬂi?ﬁﬁ“
v et wEd, AR S SufifFa,
g, 3 AR So many arguments 2aré
there, but these arguments are based on the

assumption that Manas 1s not an Indnya because
the Srutt 1s there

TRTERTOET ¢ It 15 not Indmya because Manas 18 subtler
then other five Indriyas )

A.ueEER ¢ No 1 don’t think that there 1§ any deference

among them Caksunndnya 1s 28 subtle as Manas
How can you say that

TERAEAR ¢ You can get a bt more gt thus 15 the

eason, 1 thnk, m Advaita But there 15 2 greatef

Lght you will get if you ask yourself why 1s 1

that some other people st on Manas being an
Indrrya

UEATERW ¢ 1 have an answer When other sense organs
are not functiomng, when there 1s not Sabda, o

1



Anumina, even then you arc getng cognition There
must be some nstrument therc, Karana 18 needed
diegaR ¢ That s not the only thing The thmng 1S
thus, we are having the perccption Sakgdt-pratity
That 1s to be first deaided  And then the next
question 1S you already think Siksat-jiana 15 to
be defined in the tenms of Indnga IFFEEA T
WETERT, If you change \hat noton of Saksatva

uTnEEw @ My subnussion 15 what 15 2 perception

asdescribed 118 Saksatkara The word +§iksatkara’

means 1t 1§ 2 direct cognition Not an mdicect
cognition An ndirect cogmiion
ymmediately It needs so many steps E8 s
quael and then We get the cogmtion ultmately
‘Whereas 1 pratyaksa the

doesn't take place

I 15 mot mumediate
gan comes nto contact with

moment the sense OF
object, the cognition takes place That 1s direct

one
oY, G @ ; What i fecl, there

say that pmtya.ksa 1s Karya,
there 15 & StUCUT® that Karya

And, therefore,

s a process When 1
a1l these things comes

4 by some Karana
thus kind of structure, We can
ction of 2 perception at

has to be produce
unless We mamntain

not undcrsmnd the praodu

the pa.moulnr point
.+ No, theré 15 one YPS of analysIs

dLE 3T and therefore M that process there should

ok



be some clement which should acl as an element
Without that, I think, no Karya can be explamed
FiTam et © But only that “‘gEEE W ) we olso
accept that Sruti, then what !
@ FEREEW ¢ The cxplanaton 1s given
: In Vatsyayana bhasya that these arc SR
=i

9=
%ﬁﬁmuﬁmsﬁaﬁmﬁmméﬂ
R I apft A ITEEIG
9w a " & a & om B



WY W @ ey T o
T o fefl W R g
B o ol wed o gt wdw @
T hwmo owow oo AW
B o oy e onel S @ wdt of
Tt gy R g & oaa
TR wedt @, b W W g W g
WA R & wEr RRw s 48w

WWB}?{;{ ¢ Comparison between  tradiion  knowing
12 2 process of the nund takwg the form of ihe
object Sunilarly, here we have seen that Antahkarana
Boes out and takes the form of the ohject
What are the bases of that? Same problem
Thomustic tradmon also 1t assumes that the object
has onc form, what happens f there 18 more then
onc form?  How would Advitins esplam that 7

W aﬂﬁﬂﬁ * Whatever has been samd about perception
1 Indian philosophy we shell just leave 1t bit apart
See we must make disuncnon between the questions
as to how we come to acquue percepiual behef

that1s 3 process af perception You have descnbed
1 Now whether we are requred 1o accept mmd
as an strument, 1 think, these are malters of

this 18 rather a factual question and perhaps
we may nol agiee on that But whether such
percepual behef can be claimed to be knawn?
§ think that is more mportant question for a

e



philosopher Thns 15 @ normative 1ssue, not @ factual
issue And 1t seems 10 e that sometmes YOU
will find the solution

TERAER ¢ Whether the perceptual belief atself can b€
known

ug, &t aifee] ¢ Perceptual behef may bo had by us through
the senses and all that but whether 1t can be
claimed to be an 1em of knowledge 1ts @ normative
135u€

TERAEHN : Perceptual behef 15 1t 2 Lnowledge? Pratyaks?
jnina matr prama ki nahn?

g & RIHS 2 1 will gve you an example How Ww¢
come to acquire our knowledge of the siZ& of
the moon and sun Actually perception gives U8
the knowledge And do we really accept that
perception that moon 1s of that size that we percewa'l
No We consider our percepion m the context
of the whole as to physical system And I thnk
there are definte ways and means of Now
we are not deceived mn 1t Or take the example
of the rambow, its not a deccpuon Because,
deception could be subjectve But ths 15 gol a
decepion This 15 only an appearance I would
not call sambow as an dlusion Its an oppearance
And we must make distnction between that And
you will {ind that we do not take rambow 2t
ws face value We know what it 1s and science

of optics and physics will tell us So we must

wal



make a d b the factual q

as to how we come to collect & certam perceptual
behef And how we judge that perceptual behef
to be hnowledge Now whether m the Advamic
system you have such a distinction Getting the
perceptual belief, I beheve that there 15 such a
distinction . Advata though it may not be m
the context of nawral saence that we have at
prosent Bot they have there own metaphysical

explanation of 1t

TR + I oour Indin tradiion am, &y, faod,
WX all these things have been accepted Because
when there 1s a daubt

iR ;R M SR R ae
fem ok wh owliw @vew fen B ¥ w4
e e W % wEy SR S
T A W WA 8, OWWAAl FY omw T
g7 wEm & N Rl adwenetey gaoy
@ oo P Rew @ Rer il el
I W ¥ v wwmmERs gamie uf, wmoaR
ot ok whemelds oo @ ¥ 9w 9w
@ TEHAE AW FN @ & A STHE @aw
@ AT

TRy @ AEdA Tafehrrs o fE s oW
gfigkam 98T G o A W o & Ak
et ur gwores I SR A W ny
& 7

gﬁm:aﬂﬁ!ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬂ
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makirti and Vallabha on Pratyalsa
Juxtaposition

Dr. Mangala Chinchore
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differences of opmion and critrcally examme the reasons be
the respective strands

In the present paper, | am gomg to pay attenton t0
two such views, viz of Dharmakirti, a well known Buddiust
scholar from Mahayana tradition and of Vallabha, a spokes-man
of Vedinta especially Suddhavaita-Vedanta I have chosen
these traditions, because Buddhism and Vedanta both have
considerably influenced our day to-day Iife and practices nght
from ancient times and even today are lving traditions More
importantly, they were predommant philosophucal trends of
thought, such that all the rest of the traditons of Indman
classieal perlod were mfluenced by them m one way Of
the other, and hence borrowed some points and concepts
from them mn due course of tme Thus, both i thought
and practice they have made sigmificant contributions

Historically, though Dharmakir (7th Cen AD) and
Vallabha (15th Cen AD) were neither conlemporaries,
diate pred s and

ors, nor have they mvolved
1o debates and Conlroversies duirectly or mdirectly, nor even
Vallabha criticises the views of Dharmakirti 1n general or
with regard to Pratyaksa specifically, sull it 35 pertmnent to
Juxtaposc their views K 15 because, perhaps, Dharmakdrtt
atlempts 10 give a mc\hodnlngxca]ly comprehensive and
appropriate analysis of Pratyaksa within the camp of Buddhism
for the first ume. In comparison 1o hys predecessors like,

Asaigd, Vasubandhu, Dinniga’ ete gt s distinct, and with
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regard 10 fus successors also, 1t seems, it 1s unique It 15
distinct w number of ways and hence [ollowers of him,
1 seems, have not made any major alteratton and modification
m the analyss and cxplanaion of Pratyaksa given by
Dhemmakiy, while wrning the commentanies  Varous
philosophers wrote commentanes by just adding further
explanatory note/s, but the core remaned afmost untouched
Thus, the wmpact of Dharmakirtis' views on fus followers
ond successors wnhin the Buddhist tradiion 1s considerably
noticeable, but cven on the later non Buddhust philosophers?
too 1t 1s not negligible On the other hand, Vallabhais proclaumed
to be a true spokesman and as an guthentic representatve
of Vedanta and hence 1s called as the founder of Suddha advaita
(Vedanta i the purest/unquahfied form) He represents a
deferent school of Vedinta He has attempted, 1t seems,
to analyze and explam Vedantic conceptian of Pratyaksa in
a simplest way and transparently Thus, the choice of selecing
the two representatives of respective traditions is not arbitrary
but backed by a philosophical consideration To compare
and contrast the views of Dbarmakntr and Vallabha with
reference to Prayaksa and find out smmlanties  and

dissimmlanties, doug with their contenians 1s the aum of the

prescnt paper, which I wish to undertake in the followng

two sccuons In the first section, I shall constder their analysis

of Pratyaksa and pomnt aut somc of the sumilarties or

d laries On this back d, m the second section,

1 shall mquire mio the reasons behund therr differences of

opimion and corresponding perspectival vanatons anchored
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m the respective philosophical foundations

SECTION -1

Analyses of Pratyaksa: Sumilarities and Dissimlarities

As 15 well known, the word Pratyaksa 1s used gcnerally
in two senses, 1e as a Prama (cognition} and Pramana (means
of cogmtion and/or justficaion ) For both Buddhists and
Vedantns i general, there 1s a distinction between the two
It 15 Pramd, which 1s cogmtively much more mmportant for
both, yet 1t 13 Pramina that 1s essential ndeed for acquisition
of the former, but it 1s methodologically secondary For,
unless there 1s an imstrument to cogmse (Pramana), there
15 no possibiity of cogmtion (Prami) Further Pramana
determmes both form (Akira) and content (Asaya) of the
cogmtion (Pramd) Hence, obviously, m comparison to Pramd,
Pramana 15 logically primanly wnportant, on the other hand,
Pramld 1s epistemically pnmary Nonetheless, there can be
and actually 15 a differcnce of opimon with regard to the
autonomy of Pramina QOne may advocate that the nature
and number of Pramdna/s are not determined ndependently
by themselves, but by enther Prameyas or Pramaii® Yet,
an mquiry o epistermic/cognitive  considerations  begins
pamanly from Prami, and Pramina/s denvatively, 1s a pont

to be noted However, we cannot go mio the detals of
this 1ssuc here

All the philosophical tradions of Indian ongin hold a
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view that knowledge 15 essential not only for the destruction
of and freedom from Avidyi/Apmdna ncgatively, but for
emancipation (Mukti or Nuvina) by understandmng the true
nature of realty, positively And this 15 true with regard
to both Buddhism and Vedanta, as well There are, perhaps,
four 1important considerations commonly acceptable to both-

1 There 15 a possbility to know the ultmate truth, it 1s
not unknowable

2 There exists somethug 'real’ to know and 1t can be knawn
directly, hence Pratyaksa Pramdina 1s upheld

3 Such cognition of truth s basically Nirvikalpaka (mdetermuna-
te} in nature

4 Savikalpaka {determnate) 1s not a legiumate kind of
perccption

Let us discuss these pomts of sumlanty
Our exsstence, continuation and growth as @ human bemg

1510 some way or the other 1 d to k ledg

And we are mummally bemg endowed with sense otgans,
which enable us fo have access to the external world and
other things remamuing the same, cognttion derved from them
1s authenuc and refiable To have sensation 15 a sign of
our existence psycho physically as well as epistermcally Our
co relation with the external world could fegitimately be
established via experience And hence, there 15 a need to
accept direct and immediate avenue to actual world we live
m and our bemg essentially co related with 1t It 15 this,

Al



perhaps, which compels them to advocate Pratyaksa as 2
Pramina, mimimaily

Further, both uphold the pnmacy and deaisive significance
of Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa (mdeterminate-perception) The very
definttion of Pratyaksa gven by Dharmakirt® speaifically 18
such that 1t excludes anything magmarily concerved
(Kalpana apodha) and deceitful (Abhranta) in nature It only
concentrates on veridical ind of 1t, bereft of any Jand of
non rehability, viz lusion, hallucination, dream experience,
or cven ideation and comception, cte That 15 why it 1S
non shareable, incommunicable It 1s knowledge acquired
directly through acquaintance and hence 1s a pure form of
sensation A simlar kind of conception of Pratyaksa also
is seen at the hands of Vedanuns m general and Vallabha®
tradiion 1 particular  According to Vallabha, Pratyaksa 1S
free from words, because what we expenence directly cannot
be expressed truly Such an experience 1s pure and sumple
There 15 a need and necessity of sense organs for geltng

direct cogrution of the external world, which 1s acknowledged
by both, Vallabha and Dharmakirti

Both hold a view that Savikalpaka Pratyaksa (determunate-
perceplion) cannot be considered as a true case of It, becausc
1t 15 not a sunple and authenuc representation of reality
as such Rcalty as st 1s, cxsts 1 the world and without
any adulierauon could be known / apprehended directly Since,
m order of bemg cxistence 15 prior as contrasted to s
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knowing and stll further 1ts commumcating, Nirvikalpa 15
cogmtively primanly mmporiant There 15 no refleetive thought
essential for the cogmtion of realty, as it truly exists Without
Intervention  of thought/s and expressions—verbally or
non verbally—1¢  without "the help of signs and symbols or
words, we can know existence appropnately n a simpler
way directly Hence, Savikalpaka Pratyaksa 15 not a true kind
of cogmition of the ulumate reality but it 1s a distortive
understanding  For the sake of communication and/or
explanation of whatever we have cogmised directly, we take
help of expressions, hut they are our ways of understanding
and mterpretation of facts, and not what 1s true basically

Moreover, 1t 15 nather the form (Akara) ner relatedness
{Sambandha) or any kind of determuation that 1s essential
for proper understanding of the ulumate reality If a question
1s raised Can Pratyaksa be used as an access to ulumate
reality without earher expenience or conception/s? To this
both, Buddhist i general and Dharmakirtt 1 parucular on
the one hand and Vallabha specifically and Vedanuns n general
on the other hand, agree on the pomnt that the autonomy
of direct cognition needs to be stressed umversally In order
to make sense of a particular expenence, carlicr experence
of 1t 15 not essenuial For, 1t 1s only 1 the context of inadence
of direct cognition, exisiential reahty could be revealed with

y, clanty and dist and not on the basis of

1ts prior expenernce

One more pomt of sumiarty between them needs to
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be pad attention to, viz knowledge of the ulamate reality
(Paramartha Sat) 1s such that there camnot be 2 distinction
between knower (Jnata] object {Jiieya) and knowledge {Inana}
at the ume of us madence Such a three fold distinction
1s pertment only on the generaf level of communication,
wterpretanon and explanation of our ezpernence of reality,
which 15 conventionally true (Lok Samvrtti Sat} Ultimately
however, all of them are convergent, and hence such a distinction
wself 1s not vital At the moment of meidence of cognition
discnmmation and distinction of the above sort, 18 SImply
unavailable and heace 1t 1s pnmanly redundant and futle
It 1s only when we wish to jusufy our knowledge clam/s
or commumcate them to others, it becomes cssential to put
iomto an epstemic framework and 1ts calegones of
understanding  Further, for mncdence or occasionmg of an
expenence, no other person 1s essential to be present Nor
for its bemg reflectively mterpreted and communicated, We
require another person as Nayayikas hold I can very well
commumicate and explan to myself, 1n order to better
understand, what I have cognised Thus, privacy of madence

of cogmition and sts subjectvity needs to be mantamed gomg
aganst the so cailed sway of objectivity

Lastly, but not least importantly, both hold a view that
we have a disposition 10 cognise and we are endowed with

sense organs This opens the possibihty to comprehend reality,

but unless and unnl hing 15 given oby ly 1o
comprehend, we camnot uulize our capacitics

Hence,
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mdependently of us world can exist, but anyonc knows 1t
directly only through pereeption with the help of sense organs
Although we arc very many tmes passive recipients of the
comprehension/s and are capable of revelation of ulumate
reality, yet whatever we cogmse dicectly just because 1t 18
given to us, may not be true and authentic mamfestation
of the ulumate reahty as such And hence, deception can
be there m our expenential cogmuon So, there 15 a need
to discnminate between vendical and non vendical cogmion
So long as we are alive there 15 2 permanent possibility
of deccption and musunderstanding, but it 18 only through
Pratyaksa that we can be free from such bewitchments and

misconceptions with regard to reality, as 1t exasts

After knowmg the pomts of simulanty, let us tum to

consider some ponts of dissimilanity They are as follows

1. Status of Pratyaksa . To begm with, the very status of Pratyaksa
as a Praména, for Vedanuns 1s secondary not only cnumeratvely,
but also funcuonally When there 15 a clash between the
two kands of cogmtion, ViZ acquired through Sruti and Pratyaksa,
11 1s Srun that enjoys an exclusive prerogative, context freely
And, when we atteropt 10 Justify our directly apprehended
knowledge clam/s, Sruti 1s the touchstone of 1t uliimately
Though Vallabha admuts antyaksa’ as a Pramana along with
the other three, viz Srut (Authonty / Testmony), Aitthya
{Tradition) and Anumena (Inference), 1t 1s only within the
framework of Stuti that the remammng three have to be made
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sense of and not wndependently Thus, $ruti not only puts
a constraint on the nature and function of Pratyaksa and
thus operates as a determmer, but gomg one step ahead
cven they are ready to subsume Pratyaksa under Sruts® This

umples that the autonomy and mdependence of Pratyaksa
15 relative to and delmuted by Srutt

On the contrary, for Buddhusts m general and Dharmaldrt
1n particular, the status of Pratyaksa 1s completely mdependent
and autonomous for its' functionmng, and so 1s Anumina,
or vice versa As they admit only two Pramanas®, viz Pratyaksa
(perception) and Anumana (inference), over and above these
two no other means, like Srutt or Aitthya, need to be admnted
Hence, the question of reduction or subsumption of Pratyaksa
1o any other Pramina simply does not anse Even though
enumeratively Pratyaksa 1s prior, such a priomty 1s 1ot
determmative of the nature and status of Anumana For,
enumeralive prnionties cannot be determmnative of cogniive
and/or justificatory prionties Further, smce Anumand 1S

ndependent, 1t cannot be subsumcd under or reduced to
Pratyaksa esther

Meani I
L g of Nir

+ Alth:

gh both of them define
Pratyaksa i terms of Nirvikalpaha Pratyaksa (indetermmnate-
~knowledge) and deny Sawvikalpaka Pratyaksa (determmnate-
knowledge) as a true case of Pratyaksa, they duffer on the
nature of direct cognition itself According to Vallabha, Pratyaksa

1 Indnydtmaka {consistng of and onginating from Indnyas)
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only, and hence Pratyaksa-Prama (direct-cognition), 1its nature
and structure, 1s determmned by the scnse organs This restoctive
understancing of the meaning of Pratyaksa will not be and
indeed 1s not acceptable to Buddusts in general and Dharmakirty
m particular. According to hum, the content of cogmtion need
not be determmed by the channels (Ayatanas /Indnyas)'®,
through which 1t 1s acqured For, 115 possible ta comprehend
directly and immediately cven without Indriyas, say for cxample,
;n the case of Manasa Pratyaksa, Sva samvedana or
Yogi-Pratyaksa etc ‘!, we do not necessanly require sense
organs It 1s the content m its exhaustive form and characteristic
way that 1s to be taken nlo account while defining Pratyaksa
By its very nature and definmtion of 1t, it 18 Kalpana-apodha
(free from mental construction like 1deas, thoughts concepts,
magmation ete ) and Abhranta (devoid of ficutious and
etrroncous modes of 1t like illusion, hallucination, dream, etc ),
as necessary and sufficient features of 1t Generally, the true
nature of 1t 1s reflected in its definng features, which will
enzble anybody to differcatiate it from wmdirect (A-paroksa)
cognition And more mportantly, Indriya/s are not the causal

determuers of the complete nature of direct cogniion, but

they can open the possibility of it Hence, they are sufficient
conditions but not necessary as well Be that as 1t may
For fear of digression We cannot afford to hnger over this

point here

iii. Nature of Pratyaksa:Pratyaksa 1s not monotanously and
restrictively to be understood, as Indriya Pratyaksa only, as
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Vallabha seems to be doing According to Dharmakirts, Pratyaksa
1s of four kinds viz Indnya, Manasa'”, Sva samvedana'® and
Yog'* Except the first one the remammg three, seem fo
be neglected by Vallzbha-Vedantms, and hence the nature

and treatment of Pratyaksa at thew hands seems to remain
mcomplete

Further, even restmeting to the constderation of
Indriya - Pratyaksa, unhike Vedintins, Buddhists hold a view
that Indnyas are five and not six Manas {mmnd) 15 not an
Indnya (Physical organ), but a faculty of comprehension and
has independent existence, apart from the other sense organs
The nare and function of Manas 15 not smular to ouf
orgamsmuc physical body, 1t 1s qualitatively different altogether
It is through mind that we cogmise various mental S1ates,
such as pam, pleasure, averston, attraction etc, which cannot
be cognised by sense organs Secondly, Sva Samvedana 100
cannot be considered within the framework of Indniya Pratyaksa,
because 1 can cogmse that I am cognizing, without the
mvolvement of sense organs or of mund, and hence 1s 31
mdependent lind of Pratyaksa Sunilarly, Yogi Pratyaks
advocated by Buddhists, 1s neglected by Vedantins Yogi Pratya-
ksa 15 that kand of cognition, which cnables us to know
about past, preseat, ctc and about the subtletics of cAIstence,

which arc impossible 1o be analysed within the framework
of Indnya /Manasa / Yogi Pralyaksa

Iv.Object of l’ral).nksa:Allhough both are of the view that
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Pratyaksa enables us to comprehend reality truly, for Bugddhists
such a reality consists of unique, particular, momentary featurcs
{Sva laksanas), which are suscepuble 10 change (Amityata)
and are non substantial (Andtmatd) m nature On the contrary,
for Vallabha, realty s Nitya and Sadvata (ctemal and
permanent) And it consists only of universal transcendental
prnciple, 1¢ Brahman According to Buddhists, particularity
and umgqueness 15 a built in nature of Svalaksana/s,'> 1€
ontological cxistence And hence, differentiation and distinction
1s gwven to us and we do not fabricate 1t due to our Avidya
or Miya, as Vedinuns, 1t seems, altempt to argue To
discnimmate and differentiate 18 embedded m the phenomenal/e

mpincal world, which 15 not ultzmately true nature of reahty,
s the contention of Vedantms It 18 wrong to hold that
differences and distmcnons don’t exist ontologically, but are
creanons of our mind and 1ts webs, accordmng 10 Buddhists

Rather, distinctions and differentiations are given 1o us and

determmed by the very nature of ontological reality and are
ot always the products of our wild 1magmal

though both are ready 1o aceept Nurvikalpaka Pratyaksa, the
hands 1s different According

uon Hence, even

meanng and nature of 1t at therr
to Buddhists Nurvikalpaka 1s incommunicable, not because

of non exsstence of differentia and UmquUENess, but due (o

generality of the nature of words Whereas for Vedanuns,

1t scems, that reality 1S incommumcable because of its uniformly
bemg one and hence,
Differentations totally beng products of nund and language,

the truly real 1s ‘nett pett’ 1 & not so discnmunated

no differences are ulumately real
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v Nature of Savikalpaka Even though, prima facie, both deny
Savikalpaha Pratyaksa as a legitimate vartety of 1, the meanng
of Savikalpaka too seems to be different Whenever a dstmetion
between part and whole (Ahsa and Amsin) 1s held, 1t 15
sigaificant conventionally (Lok Vyavahara Sat) in the phenome
nal world only and 1t 1s a product of the play of God
(Prabhu bla) for Vedantms like Vallabha Whereas, Buddhusts
Jp general and Dharmakart 1n Pparticular, argues that Sawvikalpaka

5 not a tue case of Pratyaksa at all but 15 articulation

nd formulation of alteady cogmsed something  dureetly

Adbyavaseya), and hence it 15 to be considered appropritely
Anumana Smce for cogmition of somethmg directly
nd its justificanon, Pratyaksa 1s enough Such a knowledge
clam of the object of cogtion directly (Grahya) can alone
oe  demonstrated or established  (Adhyavaseya) by the
corresponding object so acquired {Artha sardpya) As when
Wwe Uy to explam and communicate about our cogmtion of
the ultimate teality it 1s not a matter o
proof (Adhyavaseya),

inder

f dogma bul requires
n order o be clamed as a true piece
of knowledge It 13 like truth byt not truth, though 1t 1S
not dlusion (Bhrama) for that reason Thus, Savikalpaka 1§
neither illusion por ficttious ong,

but truth attempted to be
kaptred wath approximation 1n ¢

houghts and words, based
on our undcrsmndmg of the facts conventionally (Lok Sasvrits
Sat) There 15 nothing Like a play of God or otherwise.
There 1s continuity expenenced by us but it 1s relative and
contextual, which could be made sense of only withn the

framework of change (A nilyatd) and non substanuality
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(Anatmatd) and not mdcpendcm.ly of the two, according Lo
Buddhists

vi.Role of Mirvikalpaka.The true nawre of Pratyaksa 18
Nirvikalpaka, which sccording to Veddntms ke Vallabha 18
determmed by the nawre of Brahman Brahman alone 18
Sat (real), Cit (conscious) and Ananda (bhss) Svardpa and
15 one and only one (Ekam) Naturally, comprehension of
1ruth which 15 made available tous through Nirvikalpaka Pratya
ksa will have to be umformly 1he same of dentical Moreover,
the truth will be eternal and the same, smnce the reality
captured by 1t 18 Nitya {cternal) and cchable It 15 the
transcendental urity prcser‘led by the very naturc of Brahman
and 15 cxpenenced directly  Sinces Brahroan manifest
everywhere as Qat (real), Cit (cnnscxousness] and Anand
{bliss) Svarupa, anythung that 18 objectvely expenenced by
us 15 also of that knd Further, Brahman 18 Nitya (eternal),
Eka (one) and Anprvacaniyd (umpossible to be descnbed}

Correspondmgly ouT cogmuon of 11, also exhibits such features
of it

In contrast t© this, Buddhusts also advocate pnmacy of
Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksd, put it 16 because of 1ts uniqueness
and extreme pamculamy Further, they hold that the world
1s not constituted of (ranscendental prmeiple one or many
but the plurality and vanety 1s 1ts built 1 feature On the
contraty, Vedanuns ke Vallabha hold a view that correspondmg

to our dwect cogmiion We cannot acquire objects m the
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real world (A-pripyakari), even though such a truth can have
continued existence (Sdtatya and Narrantarya), which Buddhists
will not be ready to admit According to Buddhusts, as mentioned
above, Svalaksana/s bemng momentary we can have objects
corresponding to our cogmuons acquired directly (Pripyakarl)
Repeatability 1s not only demed but s mmprobable as well
For Vedantms 1t ts not an Indnya (scnse organ), which knows
the object, but through sense organs 1t 1s the Buddhi (inteliect),
which reveals 1t And, BuddhT 1s of three kunds viz Sattviki,
Rajast and Tamasi'S, hence we have correspondingly three
kinds of comprehensions Such a classification of Buddhi and
corresponding to 1t of cogmtions cannot be held i the Buddhst
framework, as according them any Buddhi 1s an articulated
cogrution, whether it be Sattviki or otherwise Nor like Vedantins
will they be ready to hold that only Sattviki-Buddhl 1s
Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa, and the rest two are Savikalpaka For
them, anything, which 15 Kalpana podha and Bhranta, 1s
Savikalpaka and anything, which 15 Savikalpaka, obviously
cannot be Nirvikalpaka The difference between Nirvikalpaka
and Savikalpaka 15 only of the stages, the former 15 cognition
prior lo commumication, while as the latter 1s after

d and/or co
contrary,

its' bemng
d, and not of kinds. On the
1115 not stages of cogmition but of s kinds, onc
belonging to the realm of pure nmawre of Brahman bemg
comprehended and another of our day-to-day empinical facts
bewng cognised, according to Vallabha

wil.Process of Pml)nlm:l.aslly,but not least importantly,
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coming to the process of Pratyaksd pharmakirtis’ analysis
of Pratyaksa 15 not process onented, nof does he pwve 2
detaled cxplanation of the process of each kind ot Praty aksa
Rather, he 18 much more mterested 1 the content and prefers
10 give a quahtanve analysts of it He stresses o the cognitive
and ustificatory (both) role of Pratyaksa, and dlassifics Pratyuksd
{Nirvikalpaka) mto  four wunds V12 Indnya, Manasd
as mentioned above In cach case,
cnce It 15 redundint and fuvle

wton carried out separately

Sva samvedana and Yogi,
the process 1s different, and h

to discuss the process of €08
we restnet 10 fus analysis of

at he stresses on the object of
ontent And on that basis he
analyses the nature of 1t and not on the basis of sense
detcrmnng 18 1nd For the sumple
4 delermine dwect
s not necessardy
(Manas) can

m each kind Even when
Indnya Pratyaksa we find th
cognition and respectvely 18 ©

organs correspondingly
reason that Indriyas alone don t shape an
y kmd of Pratyaksa ¥
Without Indnyas, Mmnd
mental  Staies: and hence,
ry of Pratyaks2 Suularly,

cognitions, hence an;
determmed by Indniy2s
enable us 1o comprehcnd

Manasa Pratyaksa1s 2 separate catego

m case of Sva samvedana, we cognise that we are cogmzing
1e cogmuion of cognitive process 1 cogmtive St
an be exp]amEd In Yogt Pratyaksa, one
nmtvely know and clearly

tes of existence

and consciousness C

can mslamancously contemplates
but snsightfully comprehend the future OF sublleties which
not cognise with the help of sense

normally otherwise We can!
mmd Thus, 1n each kmd of Pratyzksa, the process
Wl be different ‘What 1§ munumally at stake

s given 10 know (Grahya) and someong

argans of
of cognzing W



knows (Grahaka)'? momentanly, and at that moment they
turm out to be convergent, united and are mseparable (Arkya)
m fact ontologically As the object of perception 1s free
from discrimmnation and construction, so 15 its comprehension
Thus Nirvikalpakatva of Pratyaksa 1s determimed by the sort
of unique object that 1s comprehended mn 1t

On the other hand, m the case of Vallabha Vedanta
we find a detalled discussion of the process of perception,
which seems to be a synthesis of Samkhya views on the
one hand, Nyaya views on the other'® In the entre analysis
of Pratyaksa, 1t seems that 1t 1s the knower (Pramatd/Jnata)
that 15 at the center For, the process of percepllonw begins
due to the favour of God towards Antaryammn (inner
controller / knower), which imtates (Manas) Mind Mind
becomes ready for particular action being undertaken, Manas
further imtiates the concerned sense organ/s (Indnyas), when
a parteular sense organ 15 favoured by Gods grace
(Devatanukulyena)then only 1t comes mto contact with the
object of cogmtion This results mto reflection of mdeterminate
cogation Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa particularly Then, after there
18 mierplay of the three kinds of qualiies (Gunas} m the
mtellect (Buddhi), mtellect may benefit (Anughraha) the
Tespective sense organ either partially or totally, depending
on which mental states mamfest (Vrtt) and that leads to
determunate cogaution {Savikalpaka) But so long as wmner
cmouons hke altachment, aversion or neutrality do not provoke
(Prerand), wnner and extemal activities hke effort will not
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emerge This 1§ necessaty for actual external actvity taking
place i terms of acceprance of rejection OF neutrality, ending
into gamn or loss, which 18 responsible for sOrTow, happiness,
ot ndifference. 1t means, when therc 18 nvolvement of ntetleet
{Buddhi) along with mental states (Vi) gwes 1se to
Savikalpaka Thus, detlermnation with the help of form, qualitys
number, name eic 15 due to admuure of Buddhi and Vru,
and not because of the object comprahendcd that possesses
such atnibutes Further, five mportant factors™ are mvolved
m amy action ncluding cogmuon, ViZ Sarira (body) as 2
Adhisthana {substratum), yva (soul) as 2 Karta (Agent)s
mstruments {Karana) such as sight et external sense organs
action of Prana eic, Cestd (vital arr), Kala (ume) and God's
will called Dawva {destiny} OF the mner controllet (Antarydmi)
five together are the instrumental

of all ving bemngs All the
rahman, which 18

determuners / condons. slong with the B
always 2 conshtutve conditiont When cognmve action 1akes
place a fraction and roxiure of them
Thus, Vallabha bebeves ¢hat the operaton of sense OIgans
15 not possxble without prcsdmg of deiies of the respective
the sense organs and thewr grace Further, he holds, 1t S€ETs,

we can perceve external world but even perception

appropnatdy 15 done

not onky
of self and God 15 possible through Pratyaksa

This 18 totally 1mp0551b1c to be made sense of within
the framework of Buddhisms leave apart its acceptability

For them, neither God exists nor self 15 real, hence perceplion

of them 15 out of question Moreover these, above mentioned,
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five factors, which are the mstrumental conditions and the
Brahman (transcendental punaiple} as the constitutive condition,
also cannot be accepted by any Buddhust, mcluding Dharmakirts
For Buddhists Amtyati, Anatmata and Duhkha 15 the true
nature of reality Hence, ultimately no causal and substantia
1/ transcendental framework of analysts will help us to
understand and comprehend reality directly and twuly It s
Prattya samutpada (mter connectedness), which can help to
explan the nature of cogmition and our knowledge of the
reality, but there 15 nothing mysucal It 1s an event, which
cannot be explamed mechameally or totally as engineered
deliberately ang Purposively There 15 a possibity of
contingency Generally 1t 15 the external world given to us,
from which explanatonly the process begns, and not by
the grace of Paramatma (God) or from Antaryamm /Jnata
(knower] The ob Ject of direct comprehension 1s not engmeered
or fabncated by our wild imagmation completely, which has

is own distinct and umque existence But, so too 1 am

not a passive recipient Perception too betng an event, neither
an action nor a process, 1t netther requires any action by
or from any agent, human or divinc
differences, roughly speaking, 1t could
Buddhists m general and Dharmalart
n particular present an event centric analysis of percepion,

on the contrary, Vedaaung like Vallabha basically put forth
an agent centne analysis of it

nvolvement of or nitaty
Apart from other major
be sad that whereas

With this background of the discussion of simianues
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and dissumilantics, we propose 10 mquire nto the reasons
behind the respecuve strands and for that we wm to the

second sechion

SECTION I
Reasons Behind the Perspectival Differences:
In the last section Wwe have dealt with the views of
Dharmakir and Vallabha with regard to the conception of

Pratyaksa and varous \ssues concerning it, viz defimtion,

natre, status, role, conditions, Process. kinds, etc Now 1

thus section, T shall attcmpt to nquire into why such similantics

and dissimulanes are noticeable
that Dharmakirtt beng ch.mnolagxca]ly
considerations of Pratyaksa are boun

Iis analysis and the Jatter bemg influenced by the former,

however unknowmg]y it may be Further, 1t 18 not altogether
cws are porrowed O

mmpossible that Dharmakirtis SO VK
brought mn by Vallabha, & not directly bY front door at
jeast by back door, evel though the former pelongs to 2
non Brihamamcal tradition Tt was a normal practice, as evadent
dian ustory of ideas It was

At the outset 1t 18 clear
pror to Vallabha, some
d to be ongmated M

mn the classical penod of I
never considered 38 wrong 10 accept whatever 15 good, even

though 1t may pe onginate
at least see nfluence and impact of prcdeccssors o SUCcessors

deral
belongs And hence such sumlanues are often nouccable,
and 1o this trend pechaPs even Vallabha 18 not an exception
That 15 why he retamned the analysis of Nirvikalpa pratyaksa

d m the opposite camp One can

urespective of the const ton of the camp 1o wlich one
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as a core of ulimate reality to be cognized directly through
Pratyaksa and its pnmacy over Savikalpaka Nonctheless, their
analysis and mterpretations of 1t differ due to thewr differential
ontological strands and nfluence of thewr respective predece

ssors Let us try to mvestigate mto them briefly m what
follows

(A)Priminya /A pramanya Censideration.Accordmg to
Buddhusts in general and Dharmakurti i particular, Apramanyam
Svatah (non reliability 15 an ntnnsic nature of knowledge
m its ongmation), but it becomes reliable only when 1t fulfills
certamn conditions of us authenticaty (Pramanyam Paratah)®
Exactly opposite 1s the view of Vedantms, mcluding Vallabha
According to them Pramanya 1s Svatah (knowledge by its
very nature is authentic and rehable), but due to external
condiions conducive to pollution and adulteration 1t becomes
untehable (Apraminyam Paratah)®® Thus, they disagree on
the Praminya {authentiaty and reliability of knowledge) and
Apramanya 1ssue For Buddhusts any piece of mformation
gathered through cogmtion direct or mdirect 1 order to

be called as a knowledge clamm worth the name, has to
fulfill certan cond

of 1ts reliat Condut of cognition
and conditions of its rebabibity are different, and that 18
the basic pomt of difference between them Knowledge,
according to Dharmakirn by 1its intnnsic nature 1s not authentic
but after going through certun exammation, 1t becomes viable,
acccpiable and rehable Such condmions arc three, viz

\ adakatva (non y), Avijaatartha praka$aka

48§



tva (knowing something futherto waknown) and Vyavahartavya-
tva {pragmatc efficacy)?® Further, such cogmuion 1 order
to be trug-has to fulfill additionally two more conditions
n order to be true, Viz Artha-kryd-kanwa (ability to provoke

an action) and Arthasdrdpya (corrcspondcnce) Thus, what

1s viable and acceptable need not be true as well The last

two condshons are pertnent only withi \he framework of

Pratyaksa and need not necessanly be fulfilled m the case
n Perceplual cogniion (Pratyaksa), thus,

of indirect cogmtio
bemng rehable,

1t seems, has to undergo five conditions for 1t's
and prove its worth as true, but by its very nature it 18

not true 1n 1ts medence

For Vallabha-Vedantins, 28 potnted out earhier, Pramanyam
Svatah (knowledge by 1S very naturc 18 self evident) For
its relabiity 1t does not have 10 pass through any lests
sisting of and determmed by

and exammauons, a8 1t 15 con
turally, conditions

Brahman, how can M be unrehable? Nal
of cogmtion alone are necessary and sufficient to be considered

emergence 18 not only acceptable
and ths holds good even

ttus 1s for the simple

Any cogniion 11 its very
and reliable but 1€ as well,
with regard to pratyaksa Moreover,

Srutisthe prunarly \mportant Praména,

reason that for Vallabha

such that 1s authentienty and reliability cannot be challenged
and all other Pramanas (1 three, including Pratyaksa) have
to function and operaté only within the parameters of §mu

here 15 a0 clash between $rut and Pratyaksa,

It means if U
whuch will supcrscde Its nature bewng authentic,

1t 1s the former,
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reliability of it cannot be challenged, contested and questoned
enucally Such 1s not the case with regard to Buddhist
consideration of Praminas /Prami/ Satyatva of Prami Goung
a step zhead, Buddtusts are cven ready to exanunc the thoughts
of the Buddha, they are not held to be automatically authentc
and authontative, because and n so far as they arc put
forth by a particular person or accepted by a tradion One
can find out one’s own way disregarding the route lad down
by the Buddha, n changmg circumstances and situations,
1f 1t 15 essential Although, circumstanual forces compel one
to live, act and experience certain things 1 a particular way,
1t 18 not ultunately and context freely tue Nether the notion
of truth 15 fixed and final, eternal and permanent, nor aré
our comprehensions of exsstential facts eternal and permanent
Hence, any comprehension, direct or mndirect, by its very
nature 1s hable to be unrehable {Apramana) In contrast to
tlus, for Vallabha m particular and Vedantins m general,
cogmiton of the Brahman cannot be challenged, though 1t
can be directly made available, one will have to establish
such a clam within the framework of Sruti Morcover, one
will have to follow a particular way laid down by the tradition
(Autihya), then onty 1t will be possible to have such a kind
of expenence of ulumate realty dwectly Ths seems to be
dogmatie, from a Buddhist pout of view Be that as it may

(B) Pramana Sampl

AL P ana Vyavastha
Vedantins are ready to advocate Pratyaksa to be given secondary
status as compared to Smutt For them, justificatory efficacy
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of Srutt 1s much more stronger and dispensable as compared
to Pratyaksa, because one's sensc organs can have limtation
as well as possibihity to be decewved 15 Tt large, duc to
mvolvement of mund and various states of 1 So context-frecly
Pratyaksa 1s not an wndependent mode of cogmtion and us
justification 15 not built ito i Rather, all the Pramanas
are cogmtively ymportant but Justificatonly $ruty 15 prmaridy
mportant to all of them Functonng of all Pramanas, Jomtly
and collaboratively 1s admissible to them, as they uphold
Pramana-Samplava For them, Pramanas - their nature and
number 1s not determmed by Prameyas (knowables), but by
the Pramata (knower) Smce there 1s one and only one ohject

of cognition uvlumately 1¢ Brahman, neither the distinction

between Prameyas pnm:m.ly nor of Prama denvatwely, 18
pertment  And different COMtexts, which Pramina 1§

appropmate to be used, 1S decided by the choice of the
knower (Pramatd) This amounts to the prumacy of Pramata
even though they accept the four

jomtly of disinibutively enable us to

over Prameya Hencce,

Pramanas, all of them

ge knowledge of the same ulumale rcality, untarily This

1s a kind of Prama-Sarhplava advocated by them

On the contrarys as pomted out earlier, Buddhists not

only vehemently cnnicise Pramana Samplava® but also ther
ontology does not permut them to accept 1t Since, according

1o them as pomted out earlier, number and nature of Pramdyas

are determuned bY Prameyas Smee, reality bastcally 1s unique,

susceplible 10 change and essenceless, the mode to cogmse
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(Pramina) such a reality must also be restrictive in 1ts operation
Now, reality may cither be comprchended as 1t ts or as
we conceive, construct, umagine, and communicate 1l to be
the case Prameya determuncs Pramana, and accordingly for
them Prameyas are more imporiant than Pramdnas There
are wo mutully exclusive sorts of knowable (Prameyas)
and there are correspondingly two mutually exclusive kinds
of Praminas Their funcuions too arc mutually cxclisive and
Jomtly exhaustive They advocate a kind of Pramana vyavastha
Thus, there would be no circulanity between Prama, Pramina
and Prameya relation One kind of Prameyas (Svalaksanas)
are tmly real, where as the other kind of Prameyas
(Saménya laksanas) are distortively construed or unagmed by
us Hence, respectively we have two sorts of Pramanas to
know them separately None of them alone can cnable us
to cognise both the sorts of knowable And, over and above
these two kinds of knowables, there 15 nothing real worth
to be comprehended, hence they are exhaustive

(C) Authonty Text/ Tradition / Person V/S Rationahty:
Buddhists do not admit any God Nor do they admut any
traditon Vedic (Sruti) or otherwise or text to be source
of inspiration Acceptance of Vedas 1s the crux of Vallabha's
mnterpretaiion of the conception of Pramanas primanly and

of Pratyaksa particularly Grace of god 15 an mmportant factor
to imtiate the entir

gl process and ull ly it cul ¢
also mto the cogmtion of Brahman (God) Our cogmtion
of determunate world and cbjects m 1t too is dependent
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upon His Will Thus, 1t 18 He who sces Himself 1 the
true case of perception In order (o expenence Him
Indetermmately we have to do Bhakt But even though we
are cognizing something 1t determmate mode of 1 s
(Lila) the play of God

For Buddhists, self as 2 substance Of tr:msccndcnlal entity
15 not ontologically true Even though tn our day-to day acuvities
conventionally, Wwe caum that we know, act, €€, such
cxpressions are sigmificant only m the phenomcna.l world
(Lok Sarivriu Sat) Hence, truly nsightfully what we cognise

15 that there 1s nothmg like self or soul It 18 due to our

ignorance, misunderstanding (Avidyd) we construct the 1dea
of it Stmilarly, God does not exist, 1118 only an 1dea constructed
by our mund And since bo

question of content and process of their percep

th are not ontologreally real, the
won 1s redundant

and futie

Further, Indnyas {sense organs} have a disposition to

caplure whatever comes 1 thetr acquamtance There 18 no
nced of the grace ©

function Nor mumd (Manas
1t are capable of Jdeterminung the nature of cogmtion For,

the nawre of cogmion 18 determuned by objects themselves,
according 10 Buddhists, and 0
Simularly, W cach cas® of perccptual cogaion, mund has
stnctly no role to play Likewse, according 10 them, the
such Vedanting a5 Vallabha that mind endowed

f God 10 mspue of imtiate them to
) and vanous modes (Vriu) of

ot by our knowledge of them

contention of
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with Sattviki Vetts 1s disposed to mndeterminate cognition 18

blc onc Far Buddhists deterr and indetermina
teness of cogmion 1s not deaded by mmnd and us Vi
(modes) but mdependently of the knower context fredy, by
the kinds of knowables and their features Hence, even though
Savikalpaka Pratyaksa 1s admutted as a kind of Pratyaksa,

Buddhusts hold, 1t 1s not regulated by mund n the sense
1n which Vallabhas are claming

(D)Nature of the Ulumate Reality According to Buddhists
truth 15 determuied by 1ts correspondence with reality
{Artha sarupya) and pragmatic efficacy (Artha knya kantva) of
our cogmtion And Pratyaksa enables us to have access 1o
1t Independently of us each particular real exists, m the
given moment of s exsstence [ may happen to chance upon
Wt or not Further even though we cogmise every umque
real through udetermmate kind of (Nirvikalpaka) percepuon,
such a cogmtion can brng forth true nature of anything

through Amityata (imper ), A (non substantiahty)

and Dubkha (pam and suffering), and lead to msightful
understanding m the form of Naratmya Darfana, which
according to Buddhists 1s the true nature of realtty, and

that cannot be confused with Kutastha Nitya Brahmaa of
Vallabha Vedantins

(E)Determmsm  V/§ Indetermumsm Vallabha Veda
nuns it seems are attempung to give a causal analysis of
perception, which cannot be accepted by Buddhists One can
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discuss context-frec conditions but not conteatual causes, 48
they will be determuned by situations For Buddhst philosophers
i general and Dharmalirit 18 particular, the rolc of Pratyayas
15 predommnant m Pratyaksa Pratyayas are of [our kinds
vz Alzmbana, Adhipati, Saminantard and Hetu (Sahabhu)
All of them are necessary and sufficient conditions of perception
of any kind Alambana {object of cogmion/ sensation) unlcss
there 1s somethmg to COgmIse, the very possibuity of perceptual
cogmition will not arse Adhipat (capaaty 10 cogmise / recephve
disposiion) unless there Are appropnalely receptive SEnse
organs, there can be no perceptual cogrtion exther Samanantard
(nceessity to co exist or have parallel existence of the two)
unless both the object of cogmtion (Grzhyal, which has 2
disposition 0 1mpress and the recepive mechanism {Grahakal,
which has a disposiuon 10 capture uUnpressions, sumultaneously
exist at least for one moment, there cannot be any perceptiont
And lastly, HetulSahahhu/Sﬂhaklﬁ Pratyayas 2r¢ those
auxihary factors hke bght etc, which open the possibility
of occastomng / madence of cogmuon m 2 transparent way
m any context of direct cogmuon All the four Pratyayis
jomtly contribute 10 pcrceptual cogmtron, bul they cannot
od as causes Dharmalartt frankly admuts
particulars 10 be objects

1o be musundersto
direct-cogmtion of reality and uniquely
of perceptual cogtion But such objects exist independently
of the knower Reality exsts 10 its own W3y and 15 neither
dependent on Of determined by our knowledge and thoughts

Perceptual cogrtions according to hm, 15 private mits mcdence

but that does not deprnve it from 1S objectivity Pratyayas
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are common general condittons of madence of perceptual
cogrition But Pratyayas are non causal and non-mtentional
n nature We cannot go into the details of this issue here

(F) Use of Knowledge: Lastly, Dharmakirt: emphasises that
Pratyaksz enables us to have dircct cogmtion, but m 1t
Heyopadeyatd (eriical discnmunation) s involved on the one
hand and Sammyakatva (insightful comprehenston) on the other,
n order to use such a cognition for Nirvana, and not merely
for Duhkha Nivri Perception for humans 1s not a passive
reception of states of affurs mechanically Rather, human
beings can use ther freedom to cogmse directly and immedtately
through acceptance and rejection (Heya and Upadeya) of
what 1s given It 15 not determmed by mind or subjective
contextualites  Rather, 1t 1s onented towards Nirvana
saddled negatively only wito
Duhkha Niradha, but positively leads to Nirvana, which secms
to be contrary to Vedantie conception According to Vedantms

(emancipation) It 1s not

ke Vallabha, such knowledge 1tself 1s Moksa, which 1s opposite
side of Duhkha Nivrtn

Further, capacities of human cogmtion are not determmed
by God’s grace or human psychological attitudes, but human
bemgs are ratonal and able to discrimmate between good
and bad, right and wrong, etc, on the basis of proper goals
and asprrations of Ife on the one hand and the means 1o
be used for thewr reabization, on the other Dharmakurt: stresses
on Inana (cognition) as an mportant avenue of emancipation
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for human beings and Pratyaksa plays an mportant role w

W 1t 1s authonty, Which 1 challenged by rationality Expenence

d
irectly 15 much more ymportant than Lraduonal blnd and

fixed regulations, which Vallabha-Vedintns seems 10 bC
stressing on Neither Bhakt nor Sruti as expl:nned by Vedantins
1s essential for making sense of ones hife and expenences
m it No prior expenence, mne of somecne else’s, 18 essential
and mevitable to make sense of direct expert

15 clearly and properly poiated out by Dharmakirth

ence of truth,

Thus, Dharmakiris analysis of Ppratyaksa appears to be
more ratonal than traditional Vallabha 18 trymg 10 keep
humself within the poundanes of tradinon and Lesumony of
the Vedas, hence attempting @ and of synthesis -
thoughts of Brahmamesal tradinons within the framework of
Vedanta It 15 2 umgue sttempt of synthests
deal m tus paper with 1t significance 19

Ideas®™

prevalcm

but we cannot

the History of

Notes and References?

1 Whenever one attempts 1@ study
Dinnaga and Dharmaklm are sad 10 pe the founders of the

of 1t Although within the Buddlust c2mP:

of Mahayanad Buddhism and

Buddhist loge and cpxswmblogy.

systematié account

Nagaryuna 1S sud 10 bS the founder

hence he ha¥ cmbushcd it systematt
phxlosopkuaal system Yet proper analysis and theones of logic
are dealt with starting from Dinnaga only There
jon amongst Dunaga and Dharmakirtn But,

cally as an ndependent

and eplstr,molng
are dufferences of op
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n the present context, we cannot dive deep mto the controversy
between Dinnaga and Dharmakiri Nor can we hope to concentrate
on the conceptual changes lustoncally or otherwise within the
Buddhist tradition with regard to Pratyaksa To mvestigate mto
such 1ntra school controversies lLies outside the scope of the present
paper

21f onc compares later Buddhist scholars after Dharmakiri on
Pratyaksa, say for example Dharmottara, Prajiakara Gupta,
M Nandin, Mok Gupta, Kamalsila,
Viutadeva, ctc one finds that at least for 5 to 6 centunes the

wmpact of Dharmakirtis views 15 clearly seen Dharmakiru appears

to be a ds and nfl tulosopher such that not

only within Buddhist camp after hun but even non Buddkust tradittons

ke Nyaya, Vedanta, Samkhya, Jainism ete his views were brought
m, if not directly borrowed, at least by back door Tius 1s noticeable
to such an cxtent that later on almost 1 all the non Buddhist
traditons some or other concept 1dea nouon etc, 1s attempted

1o be brought 1 For example Savikalpaka Nir

of Pratyaksa pionecred by Buddhusts seems to have attracted attention
of all the later traditions

3 Althcugh Saskaricirya 15 the earhest founder of the systematic
philosophical tradiuon of Vedanta, Vallabha has attemnpted to save
Vedanta from us onslaught from Mohammedans and Pauramc
uadiwons We are told that it 15 he who revived Vedanta from
soc10 poliucal upheavals and tned to bnng back the onginal status
of philosoptical thinking and bving mode of Ufe and practices

1o Vedanta. Please see in thys context, A History of Indian Phulosaphy,
Dasgupta, SN, Vol No Iv PP 371 81
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4 Buddhust Concepuion of Prameya’, Chunchoré: MR (Forthcomung}
S Kalpanapodham abhrantam pmryks:unl Nvava Bindu, Dharmakirty,
8
6 Prasthana Ratnakara pp 6 20
7 Sruts pratyaksam wiihyam anumanam catstayam/ Toid: Tu9
8Tod Uui2
9 Dyvividham  samy2g mammlpmt)’aksam anumanasca/ Nyayd B
ndu, Dharmalar, PP 78
10 Thid pp 8 13, See also Pramand Jarnuka, Dharmakits, CET K
191 172 pp 158 72
11 Nyaya Bindu, Dharmakarti, PP 12 20
12 Ihd, p 13
13 Tod, p 14
14 Ihid, p 14
15 Manam dvividham Visaya davidhyat
K1 pp 98101
16 Prasthana Ratnakara PP 127 130

17 The meaning and Interpretation of the WOl
at the hands of Buddiusm 13 different from all other Indian
especially Nyaya We cannet deal the

| Pramana Vartika, Ch I

rd Grahya' and Grahaka'

philosophcal tradinons
detatls of 1t 1m the present paper

18 A History of Indiznt Philosophys
pp 336 70

19 1d, ppP 147 8
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21 Pramana Vatkd: Dhasmakrtts B 1 pp 319
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Philosophucal Quarterly, Pune, Vol XVI-3, July 1989, pp 319-44

24 ‘Pramana Samplava V/S Viplava a Gimpse nto Nyaya Buddiust
Controversy*, Chinchore, MR Santaraksita His Life and Works,
Tibet House, Delhy, p 41 55
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Semmar and gving me a chance to wnte ts paper I am
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asked me questions, which has enabled me to modify my views
and provided impetus to wnte this paper
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as cxplamed by Vedantns 1s essential for makmng sense of
ones hfe and experiences m it No prnior experience, mme
or someone elsc s, 1s essential and mevitable to make sense
of direct expenence of truth, 15 clearly and properly pomted
out hy Dharmakirt ’Wgﬁm%ﬁﬁﬁm%w
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