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PRATYAKSA PRAMA IN ADVAITA VEDANTA

The primary objective of my treatment of the problem of
perception here is to examine the possibility of formulating a
realistic criterion of perceptibility and of percept acceptable to
the Advaitins. But this requires a detail examination of wari-
ous definitions or amendments to the definitions of perception
suggested by them in the literature on Advaita Vedanta. I have
addressed myself to this secondary task first in this paper.

Customarily, perception is defined in terms of sense-functio-
ning. Commonsense view interprets perception as stimulation of
senses. The Advaita-Vedanting make a departure from this
common usage in their definition of perception. According to
Advaitins, perception as a source of knowledge is the instrumen-
tal cause of perception as a form of veridical cognition. That is,
the sense-organs constitute the instrumental cause of perceptual
congnition. The resulting state of perception is said to be
immediate and such an immediate knowledge is held to be the
self itself. For, in the self there is pure immediacy of knowledge.
The senses are the k@rapa of perception, as immediate knowledge,
in so for as the mental modification (antah-karana vytti), which
reveals it (consciousness), is the result of the operation of senses.
The gntahkarapa or the manas is said to be going out through
the senses which are in contact with the present perceptible
object and is modified in such a4 way as to assume the shape of
the object itself. Sine mgngs is material in nature, it is possible
for it to move and attain the dimension of the object of perce-
ption. Perception is the immediate cognition in which the mental
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modification is identical with the object and is lit up by the
self ’s light.

At the outset, let me point out thut the Advaitins refuse to
admit that perception is a cognition resulting from sense-object-
contact. For, this will entail a difficulty, according to them, in
case of inferentital cognition and memory. Both guumiti and
smrti are also said to result from (an inner) sensc like mangs,
and hence would have te be considered to be the cases of perce-
ption. To avoid this difficulty, onc may suggest that in mental
perception mangs 15 the limiting case of the ‘fact of being sense’,
while in cases of inferential cognition and memory mangs is the
cause more on account of ‘its being monas (manastvs) rather
than due to its being a sense. But although in this way Ativy@pii
could be avoided, Ayyp@pri, nonetheless continues to demand
one's attention. This difficulty flows from the fact that Vedantins
do not consider magnas to be a sense. According to them, the
so-called internal mental perceptions like happiness, sorrow etc.
depend on mangs, but not on any (external or internal) sense
for their emergence. Sccondly, if such so-called perceptions arc
to be taken as cases of praryaksa s@m@nyq, then there should be
no objection to the enumeration of God’s perception as wel|
under it. This latter move, however, would attract the charge
of Avyapti, for, God has no sense-organ of any kind. Hence,
it is improper to claim that perception is a cognition due to

sense-object contact.

Now let us turn to formulate the definition of perceprion
from another point of view.

Generally, it is understood that a knowledge owes its perce-
tual character both to object and to its cognition. The statement
] have seen the jar’ points to the fact that the jar is perceived.
Again, we say ‘I have perceptual cognition relating to the object
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jar’. Hence, perceptuality may mean either perceptuality of object
or of cognitlon.” So, if one desires to fotmulate a definition of
perception, both the cases of perception must be covered by it.
Generally, all the philosophers accept perceptuality of these two
varieties. In Advaita-Vedanta, separate defining marks have been
provided for both the types. But as any special defining mark
depends on general definition, so the definition of perception
in gencral will be our first concern. At the outset, we tried to
show the difficultics involved in formulating the definition of
perception in terms of sense-object contact.

Now we shall make an attempt to show the difficulties in-
volved in formulating definition of pratyoksa n terms of its
object { visaya).® According to the Advaitins, though in case
of cognition emerging through any other source (prama@nay its
object (vi_saya) is admitted to be its cause, the role of object in
perceplual cognition is more dominant than that in any other
cognition. That is, perceptual cognition does not emerge except
through immediate contact of sense—organ with its object. But
this does not happen in cases of mediate knowledge. For, in
mediate knowledge there occurs no perceptual contact with
knowable objects. Still it will not be solely relevant to say that
a knowledge owes its perceptual character to its being caused
by the object. For, in that case an inferential cognition, where
manas is substantively involved, will be a case of perception.
The argument in support of this contention is : mangs is a
sense-organ ( indriya ) since it is the instrument of perceptual
cognition like the eye.* But, unfortunately, this argument con-
siders manas both as subject (paksa) of this inference and as
object ( s@dhya), Now the paksa of an inference, could certainly
be an object of inferential knowledg ( the manas here ) and hence
be as much an object of inferential cognition as the s@dhya.
But they are not so to be held with reference to the same
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inference. Forgetting this, if every occurrent cognition is some-
how held to be caused by its object, whatever it may be, or, if
inferential knowledge is held to be caused by its paksa, then such
an inferential knowledge has manas as one of its causes. In that
case inferential knowledge would become perceptual in the sense
of a cognition caused by its visaya. This shows that the proposed
definition of perception as visaya - janya - jidna is too wide
( ativy@pta ). Further, if one suggests that perceptual charac-
ter of knowledge consists in its being a cognition caused by an
object then the definition would come io suffer from the defect
of avyapti as well, as it would omit the cases of happiness,
sorrow elc. For, once cognition of happiness and the resultant
mental modification in the form of happiness are accepted to
be simultaneous® the latter atlcast cannot be said to be caused
by the object of happiness. In addition, since happiness and
the resultant mental modification arise simultaneously., one of
them cannot also be the cause of the other.® Therefore, the
definition under consideration also remains ridden with the
fallacy of avyapii.

But what could be meant by saying that the object is the
cause of perceptual knowledge ? This is significant if it means
that perceptuality of a knowledge depends on its having becn
determined by an object. In other words, to be significant it should
mean that there is a mutual determination between resultant
perceptual cognition (pratyaksa ji@na vriti kdryat@) and its
determinative visaya ( vigayanistha karyai@ ). But there cannot
be determination unless there is a determining property. Now
the question is : what is that determining property, which deter-
mines the causative or determining character of the visaya rela-
tive to the resultant pratyaksa jfi@na? If an object gua object is
the cause or the determiner, then the property of being object
(visayatva) (itself) must be the determining property of it. Thus
understood, we can define perception as a knowledge caused by
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its visaya (object), provided the property of being an object
resident in it, causatively determines the character of the object
under consideration, relative to the resultant perceptual cognition.

This definition, however, is not free from its own difficulties. For
the property of being an object is present even in those things
that do not cause perceptual knowledge. Hence, the property
of being an object cannot be held to be the determining property
of the resultant perceptual cognition relative to it. Therefore, we
cannot say that visaya guq visaya causes preeeption in any signi-
ficant sense, Nor can we, therefore, define perception as know-
ledge produced by an on object.

Those who believe that a knowledge owes its perceptual
character to its being caused by an object { visaya) are under an
obligation to tell us how this truth could be established or
known ? Certainly, this could be established or known by a
knowledge. But, then, there are two alternative possibilities. A
perception, besides disclosing its object, should also disclose
that it is produced, by the object. This, however, cannot be said.
For, like every other knowledge perception reveals its object
only, and since, ‘having been produced by visaya ' is not its
object, perception cannot reveal it. The other alternative is that
some subsequent cognition reveals that the previous perceptual
cognition was produced by an object. This alternative cannot be
accepted either. So we see that the causal relationship between
perception and its object cannot be determined in this way.
A source of knowledge (pram@na) can determine its object only
and nothing else. Failure, in this way, to determine causal rela-
tionship between perception and its object would amount to be
a disproof of the view that knowledge owes its perceptual chara-
cter to its being caused by an object.

A knowledge may, nonetheless, be held to owe its perceptual
character to its being caused by an abject (visaya), since there
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is an agreement in presence and difference between an object
and its cognition.” The rule of concomitance between two entities
implies that one is the effect of the other. We know that the
relation between fire and smoke conforms to this rule of agree-
ment in presence and difference and so smoke is said to be the
effect of fire. Likewise, the proponents of theabove-mentioned view
mean to say wherever there is the fact of being caused by an ob-
ject ( arthajanyatva ).® there is perception, and ‘wherever there is the
absence of it, there is the absence of perception’. They perhaps
overlook some other facthr involved in it. If they exclusively rely
upon the principle of agreement in presence and difference, other
difficulties will not leave us. For instance, illusory perception has
the claim to be a perception where we do not see the real objcet
There, some other object instead is represented before us. Hence
the principle of the opponent that there is agreement in presence
and difference between ‘the fact of being caused by an object’
and ‘perception’ is ruled out for it suffers from the defect of
avyapti. The inference under consideration also suffers
from the defect of svar@pdsiddha,® meaning absence of hetu
in the paksa, since the said hetu ‘arth@nya—vyatirekanuvidh@yit.
tva ' is absent in the object ‘of illusory perception. The defe-
nder may plead here, further, that only ‘veredical preception’
is under consideration here and so the charge of svarit pasiddhi
could very well be circumvented. Nonetheless, mere  fulfilment
of the condition of the principle of agrcement in presence and
difference is not enough. For, the genesis of veredical perception
additionally requires some other lactors. namely light, manifested
colour, largeness of an object, conjunction with mgangs etc. apart
from “grtha’. So we can safely say that the ‘presence of an object’
does not automatically guarantee ‘emergence of perception’.
Thus, the thrust of the opponent’s argument that perceptual
character of knowledge is determined by its object (visaya)
appears to be unfounded.
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We attempted to sketch above the definition of perception
where its object is a predominant factor in perception. We also
considered the definition of perception as caused by its object,
but found it to be beset with different difficuities. So let us, now,
try to examine how some philosophers tried to qualify this defi-
nition giving greater stress on cognition. The definition, they
offered, runs thus.... Perception is a cognition emerging not
through the active agency of any other cognition."” The instru--
ment of inferential cognition (gnum@na) is the knowledge of the
rule of concomitance, the instrument of comparison (upama@na)
is the knowledge of similarity, the instrument of verbal compre-
hension is the cognition induced through words, the instrument
of anupalabdhi is the knowledge of counter-positive etc. etc. So
we note that from the six ways of knowing admitted by Vedan-
tin perception does not result through the active agency of any
other cognition. In other words, petception does not result
through the instrumentality of any other cognition.'' But this
defination, too, appears to be unacceptable since it is too wide
(ativy@pta) covering the case of memory which does not emerge
from any cognition. The instrument of smysi is memory dispo-
sition which is not knowledge.

Some persons hold that perception is ‘ ji@gnd janyajf@natvam
saks@tvam’. " Its meaing is very clear. It means that perception
does not need any antecedent cognition for its genesis. It arises
only if sense-object contact occurs and in the absence of any
hindrance for its emergence. But further analysis will reveal that
this definition, too, is not proper since it attracts the charge of
avy@pti in the case of the perceptual cognition of ‘the man witn
a stick’ (Dapdi Purugah). For it is a synthetic cognition where
‘the stick’ characterises ‘the man’. In such a case, the adjectivél
property is held to be determiner of our perceptual cognition
of the man. To avoid such determination to say that our perce-
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ptual cognition of a man should result in the absence of the
cognition of a stick is sheer nonsense. Hence, to escape from
this puzzling situation, the opponents may plead to replace the
definition by jfignakarapakam jidnam pratyaksam’- In that case
the ‘cognition of stick’ required necessarily for the emergence of
synthetic cognition under consideration will be a general cause and
not the instrumental cause (quagrga). since the contact of sense
with object is said to be the instrumetal cause of perception.'’
But this definition, too, suffers from the defect of grivy@pri (for
it covers the case of recognition). So we see the definition cannot
be rescued satisfactorily since any attempt to qualify it runs into
difficulty. In fact, it is a difficult task to formulate a completely
satisfactory definition of perception. For this reason, Dharmaraja .
Dhvarindra gave an independent definition. In the commentary
Sikh@mani it is echoed : Tatasca pratvaksa pramanam durni-
rit pamityasamkyafe  ( pratyaksa pramd c@ira caitanyameva ). E
Perceptual cognition is consciousness itself, According to the
sruti Brahman is ggy. Jiidgna and gngnig. Brahman is jAdna . €.,
the fact of being cognition as residing in cognition (jA@nanigtha
Jfid@natva) can provide us with the criterion of perceptuality
of cognition.

Although we attempted to present the definition of percep-
tion in terms of jfi@na yet perceptual cognition never arises
without revealing its object. Perceptuality of jar etc., would be
consciousness limited by the mental mode of jar etc., which are
novel and uncontradicted. The text that * Brahman i. ¢., direct
and immediate ,"* is an evidence towards that effect. What it
means is that : Brahman becomes immediate without any sense
contact. It is not aparoksa, being pervaded by mental mode
W 11i ) as it happens in the case of ordinary objects like jar.
cloth etc.

One important thing which we cannot but lay much stress. on
is the fact that the words privaksa and aparoksa though are
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normally taken synonymously, according to the Advaitins it is
not reasonable to accept them in identical sense. For, the
derivative meaning of the word pratyaksa is a cognition result-
ing from sense-object contact. But aparoksa jfidna (immediate
cognition) does not emerge that way. The moment the veil of
ne—science disappears, self—manifesting consciousness of Brahman
as the substratum of all, appears as immediate cognition. So we
note, immediate cognition is not born from sense—object contact.
For this reason, in the Advaita system, the immediate cognition
of nirvisesa Brahman is held not to be a case of perception.

Now we shall look at the problem f{rom realist’s point of
view. We do not know that the Naiyayikas ever made any
distinction between perceptuality of cognition and of percept in
the manner of the Advaitins. Still, the realists cannot but accept
what is the fact of experience, namely, the distinction under
reference. That we have an experience of the form ¢ knowledge
of perception (pratyaksa jfidnam) and also of the form © object
is a percept’ (pratyaksa ghatah), we will try to show from our
realist’s insight of the problem and will accept our apprehen-
sion in these forms as preached by the Advaitins. According to
the Naiyaylkas, a knowledge owes its perceptual character to
sense~object which causes it.and perceptuality of a thing consists
in its being an object of cognition which has perceptuality in
the above sense. No other criterion for the perceptuality of a
thing was deemed necessary by the Naiyayikas. However, the
Naiyayikas believe perceptual cognition as the vigsay? {knowing
consciousness ) and the object like pitcher, cloth etc., are the
objects of that cognition ( vi$aya — objects of knowing ). The
cognition resulting from scnse-object‘ contact emerges in the
self by the relation of inherence and it emerges in the object-
content in the relation of vigayat@ (objectness). Hence we can
try to formulate the perceptuality of a thing following the tenets
of the Naiyayikas in this way :
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A thing has perceptuality provided a perceptual cognition
is related to it by way of visayat@ which is said to. be a
relation which a knowledge bears to its object.

Further, according to the Advaitins, knowledge is eternal,
meaning unborn and imperishable and self is of the nature of
jfi@na. But the Naiyayikas differ fundamentally from them in
this respect. In the Nyaya ontology j#@na s the property of
self and not its essence and self is a substance. So ji@na has
the status of a guna ' and every guna of a self, in accordance
with the definition of guna, rests in a substance which is none
other than the self. Further, jiidna is a product arising out of a
collocation of causal conditions. And like all products, it is an
occurrent i. €., arises in time. According to the Vedanta view,
Ji@na is a modification of a substance called buddhi or antah-
karana which assumes the shape and the form of the object.
Not so in the Nyaya, jfi@na is without any parts and does not
assume any form or shape (@kd@ra). -
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NOTES

1. Vedanta Paribh@s@ of Dharmaraja Dhvatindra is an’ ori-
ginal and most elementary text. No clear conception about
the Vedantic conception of pram@ can emerge without
the text ' :

Of course, the Advaitins believe that perceptuality can be

1

applied to the source {pramdqa), cognition (jfi@na) and
object (visaya).
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o

The object—content of knowledge is designated as * visaya’,
For terminological clarification, we can say the logico-
epistemic character of being a vigava is designated as
visayal@, Knowledge in relation to its object is called
visaya and so its logico—epistemic character of being a
visaya is called vigavata.

Manah indriyam pratyaksa jad@nakarapatvit caksur@divat.
Ekad@d sukh@ditad@hkara vrttyerabhyupagam@t pratyvakga-
laksanasya sukhitdi pratyaksa vrttitv@bh@vena vya@ptesca.
Manpiprabh@, pp. 34,

The Philosophers admitted the fact that in case of two
things produced simultaneously onc cannot be the cause
of the other. The two horns of a cow or of a buffalo etc.,
are examples towards this effect.

Pratyaksamarthajanyamarth@nvyativek @nuvidh@ yitvat.

Of course, we have Lo understand arthajanyarva as artha-

Jjanyajfgnaiva. This is exactly like the Buddhist's (Vasuba-

ndhu) theory of grtha samvitpratraksarva.

Svari pasiddha Hetu would be a feqye which does not exist
in the paksa. Now the absence of a fery In the paksa
means the absence of paksg-dharmard and in the absence
of a kuowledge of paksadharmat@, it is not possible to
have par@marsa. This type of faulty hery serves to impede
the emergence of a correct inferential cognition.
Ja@nakarana junya jA@natvam saksartvam @ Sikhiinani,
pp. 34.

Exception is found in case of sgvikalpa pratyaksa which
reuslts from its prior cognition of nirvikalpa pratvaksa.

Sikh@mani, pp-34.

It is according to the Naiyayikas but the Advaitins acegpied
mental modification as the instrument,
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14, sikh@mani, p. 35.

15, Vedanta Paribhdsa, p. 35.

16. Br. Up. 34.1.

17.  Gupa can be rendered into *quality’ only at the risk of a
grave misunderstanding. In the Nyaya ontology, every
gupe of self, in accordance with the definition of a gupa
rests in a substance which is none other than the self.
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