MARCUS SCHMUCKER

Yogic Perception According to the Later
Tradition of the Vi/i(2.dvaita Ved.nta"

Normally knowledge depends on a corresponding object. In the case of
perception the correspondence is even stronger; the object has usually to
exist at the same time and place as the perception that gives rise to it.
But can perception as a means of valid knowledge bring something into
consciousness, at least in some special cases, if the object is absent?
Must the validity of perception be confirmed by empirical evidence, or
can it be valid even if its object is not presented to consciousness
through a contact between sense and object?

These questions deal with general problems in a theory of
knowledge. They are also crucial to the R.m.nuja School’s division of
perception (pratyak*a) into sense perception (indriyapratyak*a) and
other types of perception such as perception of yogins (yogipratyak*a).
R.m.nuja himself discusses in his #r$bh8*ya the difference between
sense perception and other types of cognition whose object was either
perceived earlier or is in no way perceptible (#r*bh 27,15-20). In this
context he considers recollection (smara(a) and means of valid knowl-
edge, such as inference (anum8na), authoritative tradition (8gama) and
the perception of yogins. Although these kinds of means of valid knowl-
edge have no directly perceived object, they are nevertheless considered
to be valid. He admits that means of valid knowledge like perception
born from a sense faculty (indriyajanman), requires a simultaneous ob-
ject, i.e. its nature is restricted (svabh8vaniyama) to an object being
present at the moment it is perceived (svasamak8lavartin). However,
R.m.nuja argues, this is not the case for the above-mentioned means of
valid knowledge and differentiates between them in the following way:

* I would like to express my gratitude to Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek and Will Rasmussen
for improving the English of this article. I am also indebted to Vincent Eltschinger
and to Eli Franco for valuable suggestions with regard to my Sanskrit translations
and the clarity of my thoughts.
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“For such indeed is the natural restriction of a perception born
from a sense faculty that it grasps an object which exists at the same
time [as its perception]. [But] this is not the case for all cognitions and
means of valid cognition, because one observes that recollection,' in-

! Although recollection is listed here together with inference, etc., it is not considered
by R.m.nuja to be a means of knowledge (pram8(a). For this reason he states “cog-
nitions and means of valid cognitions”; recollection is to be subsumed under the
former, but not under the latter. Cf. also n. 3 below, where R.m.nuja rejects the va-
lidity of yogic cognition on the ground that it is mere recollection. However, the sta-
tus of recollection in the R.m.nuja School is somewhat ambiguous, for recollection
plays a significant role in the process of gaining valid knowledge, as frequently
pointed out by later exponents of the vi/i(2.dvaitic tradition. Their views, however,
diverge. For Meghan.d.ris6ri the view that recollection lacks validity is not accept-
able (NDy 183,17: ... smititvam apr8m8(yam ity ana/g$k8r8¢). He distinguishes be-
tween two aspects of recollection. Recollection relies on an object that was previ-
ously perceived by some other means of cognition, and by which a mnemonic trace
(saOsk8ra) is left on the soul. In this respect recollection lacks validity. However,
recollection does not amount only to an image of an object, but by the mere fact of
its own independent existence (svasattay8) or by the fact of being a recollection
(smtitvam) it distinguishes itself from its own basis/support (sv8&raya), i.e. the pre-
ceding perception, and is in this respect independent and valid. Cf. NDy 183,18-19:
s8pek*atvam ev8pr8m8(yam. s8pek*at8 ca vi*ayaparicchede smiter iti tatraiv8pr8-
m8(yam. svasattayaiva sv8&rayaO prati svaparicched8n na tatra s8pek*ateti na pr8-
m8(yah8nis tatra. “The invalidity [of recollection consists] only in its dependency
[on a means of valid cognition like a previous perception]. And the dependency con-
sists in the recollection’s determination of the object. Therefore only in this respect
recollection lacks validity. [But] because it determines itself, by its mere existence,
as different from its own basis/support (lit. it discriminates itself in respect to its ba-
sis), it does not depend on that [support]. Thus, it does not lack validity in respect to
that [self-determination].”

For Par./arabhala, another important exponent of the Vi/i(2.dvaitic tradition, see
Oberhammer 1979: 115; Oberhammer comments on the passage sm¥ti3 pratyak*aO
aitihyam anum8naO catu*layam iti pratyak*8dyavide*e(a ved8nuv8d8c ca quoted in
VeYkalan.tha’s NP 67,15 (in Oberhammer 1979: 44-45 (Fragment 8): “Fest steht,
daB er [Par./arabha?a] die Erinnerung, die auf einer durch Erkenntnismittel hervor-
gerufenen giiltigen Erkenntnis beruht, ebenfalls als giiltige Erkenntnis betrachtet hat.
[...]. Es sieht so aus, als sei der von ihm erwihnte ved8nuv8da3 im Anschluf} an ei-
nen oder mehrere Griinde (vgl. ved8nuv8d8c ca) vorgebracht worden, um die
Gleichwertigkeit der Erinnerung mit den anderen durch Erkenntnismittel entstande-
nen Arten giiltiger Erkenntnis durch ein autoritatives Zeugnis zu belegen.”

For Ve%kaZan.tha’s discussion of sml%ti see for example NP 45,1: smtim8tr8pra-
m8(atvaO na yuktam iti vak*yate, ab8dhitasmiter loke pram8(atvaparigrah8t. For
more detailed explanation to relationship between perception and recollection cf. NP
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ference, authoritative tradition, the perception of yogins, etc., grasp an
[object] even if it exists in another time. And this is precisely the reason
why the means of valid cognition are invariably connected to their ob-
jects. For a means of valid cognition’s relation with [its] object does not
consist in [its] invariable connection with a contemporaneous (svasama-
k8lavartin) [object], but rather in its opposing the falsehood of the as-
pect [of the object] such as it appears [in the cognition] as related with
this [i.e. the means of valid cognition’s] space, time, etc.”

Although in this passage R.m.nuja presents a clear distinction
between means of valid knowledges whose object is absent (k8/8ntara-
vartin) and means of valid knowledge whose object is present at the
same time as the means itself (svasamak8lavartin) and admits the valid-
ity of a means of knowledge, even if the contact between sense faculty
(indriya) and object (vi*aya) is not simultaneously given, in his #r$-
bh8*ya he does not elaborate much on yogipratyak*a and its difference
from a means of valid knowledge like sense perception.’

Perception (pratyak*a), according to R.m.nuja, presupposes an
object (vi*aya) which usually has to exist at the same time (svasamak8-
lavartin) as the cognition it gives rise to. This requirement becomes
clear in his concepts of non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) and conceptual
(savikalpaka) perception. Both perceptual forms of cognition — which
are enabled by the differentiating features of the object (saviée*avi*aya)
and which rely on sense faculties (indriy8pek*a) — are dependent on

289-293. For VeYkalan.tha’s commentary on the quoted passage of the #r*bh.(ya,
especially to the word smara(a, see T4 144,27.

#r*bh 27,15-20: indriyajanmana3 pratyak*asya hy e*a svabh8vaniyama3, yat
svasamak8lavartina3 pad8rthasya gr8hakatvam. na sarve*80 jii8n8n80 pram8(8-
n80 ca, smara(8num8n8gamayogipratyak*8di*u k88ntaravartino ‘pi graha(adar-
&an8t. ata eva ca pram8(asya pramey8vin8bh8va3. na hi pram8(asya svasamak8la-
vartin8vin8bh8vo ‘rthasaObandha3, api tu yaddedak818disaObandhitay8 yo ‘rtho
‘vabh8sate, tasya tath8vidh8k8ramithy8tvapratyan$kat8.

The context of the other passage where R.m.nuja deals with yogic perception is the
following: Having refuted that Brahman cannot be proved by normal perception, he
goes on to refute that perception produced by yoga is a pram8(a for Brahman, even
if yogic perception as mentioned in the quotation above is accepted as means of va-
lid cognition. He states #r*bh 97,16-18: “[...] Neither [can perception] produced by
yoga [prove Brahman]. Even if this [cognition], which is born at the end of intense
meditation, presents [its content] vividly, it has no validity as a means of knowl-
edge, because it consists only in the memory of what has been experienced before.”
(n8pi yogajanyam. bh8van8prakar*aparyantajanmanas tasya viéad8vabh8satve ‘pi
p6rv8nubhbtavi*ayasm-tim8tratv8n na pr8m8(yam.)

[N}
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each other and are necessary for reaching a complete knowledge of an
entity (vastu).

Thus, although the first perception apprehends the object to-

gether with its differentiating features (saviée*avi*aya) and could be
verbalised in words such as “this [object] is of such and such [quality]”
(ittham ittham), it is nevertheless incomplete* in determining the object,
because the generic structure (saOsth8na) is cognised by the nirvikalpa-
kapratyak*a in only one perceived individual/object. Therefore, for R.-
m.nuja, the two perceptions deviate from each other by the fact that the
recurrence (anuvitti) of the generic structure which is common to dif-
ferent objects or beings like cows cannot be grasped in the first percep-
tion, but is indeed recognised in the second and subsequent perceptions,
the savikalpakapratyak*a. The required succession of the two percep-
tions and their dependency on an object which is present at the same
time it is perceived, is summarized by R.m.nuja in the following
words:
“When grasping the object the first time, it is not known that [the uni-
versal] cowness, etc., has a form that recurs. [But] in the [following]
second and subsequent cognitions of the thing, there is the knowledge
of recurrence. [The fact] that cowness etc., which has the form of the
generic structure of the object that is connected to the first cognition, is
qualified by the property of recurrence, is to be ascertained by the sec-
ond and subsequent cognitions of the object; therefore the second and
subsequent cognitions are conceptual. The recurrence of cowness, etc.,
which has the nature of the generic structure of the object such as the
dewlap is not grasped during the first cognition of an object; therefore
the first cognition of an object is non-conceptual.””

However, the manner in which R.m.nuja describes this process
of the two perceptions is quite closely connected with the knowledge’s

4 #r*bh 23,5-6: “A cognition [of an object] with some qualities is called non-concep-
tual, It is not devoid of all distinguishing qualities, because such a kind of cognition
is never observed and is impossible.” (nirvikalpakaO n8ma kena cid vike*e(a viyuk-
tasya graha(am, na sarvavide*arahitasya tath8bh6tasya kad8cid api graha(8dar&a-
n8d anupapatted ca.)

5 #1*bh 23,9-14: prathamapi(agraha(e gotv8der anuv-1t8k8rat8 na pratSyate. dvits-
v8dipi(“'agraha(e*v ev8nuv-ttiprat$ti3. prathamaprattyanusaOhitavastusaOsth8na-
répagotv8der anuv-ttidharmaviti*latvaO dvitsy8dipi(*agraha(8vaseyam iti dvit$y8-
digraha(asya savikalpakatvam. s8sn8divastusaOsth8narbpagotv8der anuv-ttir na
prathamapi(*'agraha(e g-hyata iti prathamapi("*agraha(asya nirvikalpakatvam.
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dependency on sense faculty. But it seems that R.m._nuja does not pur-
sue the matter further, for example he does not raise the question how
yogic perception (vogipratyak*a) could proceed even if the object is
absent (k8/8ntaravartin) and can be known independent of sense facul-
ties (indriy8napek*a).

His follower Meghan.d.ris6ri, an important 13" century expo-
nent® of the R.m.nuja tradition, provides more details about yogiprat-
yak*a. In his Nayadyuma(i, in the chapter defining the means of valid
cognition (pram8(anir6pa(a), especially in the section defining percep-
tion (cf. pratyak*anir6pa(a, NDy 187-194), Meghan.d.ris6ri describes
not only the conditions under which an object (vi*aya) can be known by
means of valid knowledge, but also refers to yogic perception (yogiprat-
yvak*a) and its taking place independently of a sense faculty (indriy8na-
pek*a), whereas perception (pratyak*a) directed towards sense-objects
is normally defined as arising through the contact between an object and
the senses (indriy8rthasaOnikar*aja). After explaining non-conceptual
(nirvikalpaka) and conceptual perception (savikalpaka) he equates the
first to sense dependent and the second to sense independent perception
and identifies yogic perception with savikalpakapratyak*a (NDy
191,20-24).

However, the definition of yogic perception as independent of
senses — also defined as extrasensory perception (atSndriya) — requires
some further explanation, because, for Meghan.d.ris6ri, other beings
like the highest Self, i.e. the param8tman, the released souls (mukta)
and the eternal souls that have always been free from saOs8ra (nitya-
mukta), are also characterized as having this kind of perception. But are
they therefore to be classified as yogins and is their type of extrasensory
perception to be characterized as conceptual perception (savikalpaka-
pratyak*a)?

To provide the background that clarifies where Meghan.d.ris6ri
places yogic perception between normal perception and perception of
other transcendent beings, the following account will be guided by two
questions: (1) What conditions define normal perception? (2) How does
normal perception differ from yogic perception?

 Meghan.d.ris6ri’s lifetime cannot be dated exactly. Because he does not mention
Velkalan.tha (1268-1369), but quotes #r*har(a (1125-1180) he can be dated to the
beginning of the 13™ century.
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(1) DEFINITION OF NORMAL PERCEPTION

In comparison to R.m.nuja’s view of objective reality and the indi-
vidual being’s process of cognition Meghan.d.ris6ri’s explanations
seem to elaborate and do not deviate from the authoritative statements
of the #r*bh.(ya. Nevertheless his exposition of the perceptions process
are more detailed and facilitates its description.

Also for Meghan.d.ris6ri empirical evidence is achieved by dif-
ferent qualifying properties (dharma) such as being not separately (ap--
thak) connected to an underlying substrate. Thus an object (vi*aya) can
be analysed as qualificand (vi&ée*ya) and qualifier (vi&e*a(a), i.e. a sub-
strate together with its qualifying property (dharma). It is important to
note that this definition of an object’s constitution is essential for speak-
ing about perceptible objects which are qualified entities (vi&i*lavastu).
Thus, it cannot be argued that properties (dharma) alone can exist if
they are not based on an underlying substrate, nor can the substrate
alone (vastum8tra) exist if it is not qualified by properties.’

What kind of cognition of an individual being corresponds to
such a defined objective reality and in which way is its cognition de-
scribed? Even according to Meghan.d.ris6ri already the first moment
of perception, defined as non-conceptual perception (nirvikalpakapraty-
ak*a) enables the distinct identification of an object. Here again, one
can point to the general thesis of the togetherness of qualificand (vige*-
va) and qualifier (vike*a(a): Just as no entity, i.e. an object, exists with-
out qualifier, so is no cognition without an object.®

7 The relation (saObandha) between a substrate and its qualifying properties is not
defined as being a third, connecting entity; rather the substrate and its qualifying en-
tity are defined as innately connected to each other. In general, it can be said that the
R.m.nuja school’s concept of a self-relating qualifier and qualificand differs from
other views of the relationship between the two, as for instance the monistic Advai-
tic position, which argues that the mere substrate (vastum8tra) is perceived, denying
its relation to something else by rejecting the cognition of manifold qualifiers (vide-
*a(a). In this respect, the tradition of R.m.nuja school also argues against defining
the relation (saObandha) between qualifier and qualificant as inherence (samav8ya).
A discussion against inherence (samav8ya) can be found in R.m.nuja’s #r$bh8*ya
to Brahmas6tra 2.2.12; for Meghan.d.ris6ri’s refutation of the relation (saObandha)
as inherence (samav8ya) compare NDy 193,3-14.

Strictly speaking, the term ‘non-conceptual’ (nirvikalpa) is possibly misleading
against this background of such a fundamental thesis of the R.m.nuja school, be-
cause one is already aware of qualifying (vike*a(a) properties (dharma) in the first
moment of perception.

=)
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The requirements for non-conceptual perception are illustrated by Me-
ghan.d.ris6ri in the following passage: “And a non-conceptual [per-
ception] does not reveal a bare entity [i.e. without any qualifiers], be-
cause the appearance of such a bare entity is not possible without pro-
perties like universal, etc. [...]. Therefore, the knowledge of all [people]
[arises] as indeed being qualified by some qualifiers.”” Again in this
context one can point out that perception of reality is enabled by an
object as being qualified. If one argues that the substrate alone (vastu-
m8tra) is the object of perception, a second perception that brings about
full knowledge of the object would be impossible, because what has
been perceived in the first instant must be recollected in the second per-
ception. Neither the substrate alone nor only properties ungrounded in
an underlying substrate can be recollected, but only something which is
qualified by properties. Thus, Meghan.d.ris6ri goes on to describe the
process of knowledge in the following words: “Otherwise, in the second
and subsequent cognitions [of the same object], no recognition of the
object that is connected to the first [cognition] would be possible. And
if there is no [recognition of the object that was initially perceived],
there would be no cognition of [an object] being qualified by many qua-
lifiers.”""

A person is unable to be entirely aware of an object in the first
moment, because of the swiftness (daigrya) of the first moment it is
seen (NDy 188,13). Therefore the initial perception of an object does
not enable a person to grasp it completely; this requires a second level
of knowledge, i.e. the conceptual perception (savikalpakapratyak*a).
Nonetheless, in Meghan.d.ris6ri’s view, what enables the transition to
the second level, the knowledge of the object being qualified by many
qualifiers (anekavite*a(avidi*latvadh$)? And what differentiates the two
cognitions, i.e conceptual and non-conceptual perception?

Even if an object is completely known, only a few qualities are
perceived in the first moment. The difference between non-conceptual
perception and conceptual perception lies in the fact that a normal per-
son cannot cognize the particular generic structure (saOsth8navide*a) at

® NDy 188,8-9: na ca vastum8tr8vabh8sakaO nirvikalpakam, j8ty8didharmavidhura-
tay8 vastum8trasya pratibh8s8nupapatte3. [...] ata3 kenacid vike*e(a vidi*latayaiva
sarve*80 jii8nam.

1 NDy 188,11-12: anyath8 dvilSy8dipratyaye*u pratham8bhisaOhit8rthapratyabhijii8-
naO na sy8t. tadabh8ve ca tasy8nekavide*a(avidi*latvadh$r na sy8t.
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the initial non-conceptual stage. For the perceiving person, such a par-
ticular generic structure appears through its recurrence (anuv-tti) which
is itself explained as a property (dharma) and of which one does not
become conscious (ullekhita) during the first moment of perception.'!

Thus the process of knowledge can be described in the follow-
ing way: initially one is aware of just a few qualifiers (katipaya-
vike*a(a). This is followed by the knowledge of the object as qualified
by many qualifiers (anekaviée*a(a). The second perception, therefore,
is a conceptual perception entailing the knowledge that an object is
qualified by many different qualifiers and that the object’s many quali-
fiers correspond to the manifold concepts (vividhavikalpa) of the per-
ception.'? Only at this point is the full correspondence between a per-
ception based on a sense faculty and an object completed. It is due to
the recurrent nature of the universal that qualifies the substrate, qua
qualifying property," that the object that was initially incompletely per-
ceived becomes completely known in the subsequent step of know-
ledge."

Also in the next passage, Meghan.d.ris6ri clearly states that an
object is known as being qualified, and it is recognized through the
qualifying property, i.e. recurrence, in a second perception: “In this
manner, when one grasps [an object] as qualified by [a universal] such
as cowness, which is called the generic structure of the entity, this

"' Cf. also NDy 188,5-7: nirvikalpakaO ca ghal8der anullekhit8nuv-ttidharmagha-
latv8dikatipayavide*a(aviki*latay8rth8vacchedakaO jii8nam. “Non-conceptual [per-
ception] is a cognition which determines an object such as a pot to be qualified by
[just] a few qualifiers such as potness, whose properties [such as] recurrence have
not [yet] been consciously figured out.”

12 Cf. NDy 188,15: vividhatvaO ca dharmabhedak-tam ity anekavibe*a(avi&i*latvadh$r

eva savikalpakam.

It is perhaps quite important to point out in this context that the recurrence (anuv-tti)
is to be understood as a property (dharma) of the generic character (saOsth8na), i.e.
the universal (j8ti) qualifying a certain individual; this is clear from compounds like
anuv-tty8didharma- (NDy 188,16), anullekhit8nuv-1ty8didharma- (NDy 188,18),
anullekhit8nuv-ttidharmaghalatva- (NDy 188,5), ullekhit8nuv-tty8didharma- (NDy
191,20); and from the following quotation (#r*bh 23,9-14): gotv8der anuv-ttidhar-
mavidi*latvam. Especially a compound like anullekhit8nuv-ttidharmaghalatva-
(NDy 188,5) (for the translation, see fn. 7) makes clear that recurrence (anuv-tti) is a
dharma of the universal (j8ti), i.e. the generic character (saOsth8na) of the particular
object.

4 That Meghan.d.ris6ri follows closely R.m.nuja’s concept of perception is obvious

from #r*bh 23,9-14.
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[grasping] is conceptual, because in the second and subsequent cogniti-
ons, the concepts of properties such as recurrence [gradually] arise.”"

The last key-term which is necessary for demonstrating the
process of cognizing briefly according to Meghan.d.ris6ri is saOsth8-
na, i.e. generic structure, which in turn he—following closely R.-
m.nuja—equates with a universal (j8ti)) (NDy 188,27 saOsth8nar6pa-
j8ti’, NDy 189,2 gotv8disaOsth8na®). In the first perception one grasps
only the object as qualified by the generic structure (NDy 189,4 saO-
sth8n8divii*lavastum8tragraha); it is not known as the particular ge-
neric structure of an object; but in the second cognition, i.e. the concep-
tual perception (savikalpakapratyak*a), a particular structure (saOsth8-
navide*a) is consciously figured out (ullekha). And for recognizing the
particular saOsth8na of the particular object it must become conscious
by the cognition of its recurrence (anuv-ttidh$) in many individuals;
such a cognition arises from the recurrence of the first perceived generic
character not associated with the particular object (NDy 189,2 gotv8di-
saQsth8n8dim8tr8nuv-tti°).

The following list summarizes the key terms Meghan.d.ris6ri
uses to differentiate the two forms of perception:

nirvikalpakapratyak*a savikalpakapratyak*a
katipayavite*a(avidi*la anekavite*a(avidi*la
anullekhit8nuv-ttidharma ullekhit8nuv-ttidharma
anuv-ttyullekh8bh8va saOsth8navide*ollekha
saQsth8n8divi&i*lavastum8tragraha

Thus both forms of knowledge, i.e. non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) and
conceptual (savikalpaka), are necessary for someone who depends on
the first cognition, i.e. on the use of sense faculty.

This presentation of Meghan.d.ris6ri’s definitions of perception
was necessary to understand the context in which he deals with per-
ception of a yogin (yogipratyak*a).

15 NDy 188, 15-19: tath8 vastusaOsth8n8khyagotv8dividi*latay8 grahe dvitly8dipratsti-
*v anuv-tty8didharmavikalpoday8t savika[l]pat8 tasya.



292 MARCUS SCHMUCKER

(2) HOW DOES PERCEPTION OF A YOGIN (YOGIPRATYAK .A) DIFFER FROM
NORMAL PERCEPTION?

For explaining the way in which Meghan.d.ris6ri deals with yogic per-
ception two important issues must be taken into consideration. One is
the sense-independency; the other is the difference between the yogin
and other beings like the muktza, i.e. ‘liberated,” the nityamukta, i.e ‘eter-
nal souls that have always been free from saOs8ra,” and the highest Be-
ing, i.e. the param8tman, whose perception is also said to be indepen-
dent of sense faculties. Because Meghan.d.ris6ri understands the yogin
as a being still existing in the saOs8ra (saOs8rin), perception is still
affected by the influence of karman;'® thus, the perception of the yogin
is not to be equated with the cognition of these mentioned transcendent
beings, which are liberated from bondage.

Apropos the first point: for Meghan.d.risb6ri, the distinction be-
tween normal perception and yogic perception concerns exactly the
necessity of a first, sense-relying immediate perception. Yogic percep-
tion, on the other hand, is immediate knowledge that nevertheless deter-
mines an object (arth8vacchedaka) independently of the sense faculties.
Meghan.d.ris6ri distinguishes between the two forms of cognition, i.e.
normal perception and yogic perception, by stating: “The knowledge
which determines an entity in an immediate manner is a conceptual
[perception], because it is qualified by many qualifiers whose properties
such as recurrence etc., are consciously figured out. And the exclusion
from non-conceptual perception is [pointed out] through the words
‘consciously figured out’ (ullekhita) etc. And [such a conceptual knowl-
edge] is twofold: yogic perception and non-yogic perception. Of these,
the perception of a yogin is an immediate cognition determining the

16 According to Meghan.d.ris6ri, the knowledge (jfi8na) of the souls still bound in the
sa0s8ra (baddh83) as ‘contracted by the connection with the body which is caused
by karman’ (NDy 249,1 karmanimittadehasaObandhasaOkucitajii8n83). Compare
also VeYWkalan.tha’s passage in NP 70, 2-4, where he establishes his division of
pratyak*a in yogipratyak*a and ayogipratyak*a also by reason of karman: asmad8di-
pratyak*aO dvividh8 — yogipratyak*am ayogipratyak*aO ceti. tatra yogipratyak*aO
prak*18d%*lavide*ajam. tat yukt8vasth8y80 manom8trajanyam. viyukt8vasth8y80 tu
b8hyendriyajanyam api.
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object independently of the senses etc. The demarcation from non-yogic
perception [is seen in the expression] ‘independent of the senses’.”"’

For the yogin every relevant factor for the progress of cognizing
beginning with the non-conceptual perception (nirvikalpakapratyak*a)
like the swiftness (&aigrya) of the first moment of the object’s percep-
tion or the crossover to the knowledge of the recurrence (anuv-ttidh$) of
many properties (anekadharma) can be omitted, because he is able to
determine the object (artha) without a simultaneous and sense depen-
dent perception.

So far it is clear from this passage that yogic perception is a
means of explaining how knowledge can have an object independent of
the time and place in which it is perceived."® Meghan.d.ris6ri charac-
terizes such a knowledge later on by the expression de&8diviprak-*18r-
th8vacchedaka, i.e. ‘[a knowledge, which] determines an object that is
remote from the place, etc., [where it is perceived]’ (NDy 192,11). Nev-
ertheless for such an object it is necessary to have been cognised in an
earlier time through an earlier cognition, being then evoked again in a
conceptual cognition.

To the second point: both, the yogin and the highest Self (para-
m8tman) together with the other kinds of souls (mukra, nityamukta)
mentioned above are characterized as having perception that is indepen-
dent of the senses. Meghan.d.ris6ri’s discussion about the meaning of
‘independent of senses’ should be presented in the following. The pas-
sage in which he explains the difference between the perception of the
yogin and that of the highest Self starts with an objection in which the
opponent denies that the #r$bh8*ya teaches yogipratyak*a. By showing

" NDy 191,20: ullekhit8nuv-tty8didharmak8nekavite*a(aviki*latay8 s8k*8dvastuvya-

vacchedakaO ji8nam savikalpakaO. ullekhitety8dipad8n nirvikalpakavy8v-tti3 tac
ca dvividham — yogipratyak*am ayogipratyak*aQ ceti. tatra yogipratyak*am indri-
v8dyanapek*am arth8vacchedakaO s8k*8jjii8nam. indriy8dyanapek*am ity ayogi-
pratyak*avyavaccheda3.
Again it can be pointed out in this context that what is defined by Meghan.d.ris6ri
as non-yogic perception presupposes an object known by sense faculties and be-
longs to the above mentioned process of nirvikalpika- and savikalpikapratyak*a of a
normal person; he states NDy 192,27-28: purode&8disaObaddhapad8rth8n8m indri-
y8(80 ca saOnikar*avie*as8pek*aO s8ks8davacchedakaO ji8nam ayogipraty-
ak*am. “A non-yogic [conceptual] perception is a cognition which determines [its
object] in immediate manner [and] which depends on a special connection between
things that are connected to place, etc., [being located] before [the perceiver] and the
senses/sense faculties.”
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that even the highest Self can be called a yogin (cf. NDy 192,20-21) and
can be connected with extraordinary qualities such as supernatural
knowledge (jii8na) and power (&akti), Meghan.d.ris6ri argues that R.-
m.nuja, too, considers yogic perception to be acceptable. And since
other beings such as the above mentioned nityamuktas, ‘souls that have
always been free from saOs8ra,” muktas, ‘liberated souls,” and even
sa0s8rins, ‘souls still bound in the saOs8ra,” can be connected to such
extraordinary qualities, they can, according to Meghan.d.ris6ri, also be
classified as yogins. But this does not imply that every being which is
definable as a yogin cognizes by a conceptual perception (savikalpaka-
pratyak*a) and it does not imply that the sense-independent cognition of
the yogin and of the other beings can be equated. For instance, the yogin
remains still in contrast to the highest Being and other beings, because
such a yogin is focused in the conceptual perception on particular ob-
jects (artha), albeit remote in time or space, whereas the highest Self’s
cognition is turned to everything (sarvatra).

These distinctions become clear in the following passage, by
which Meghan.d.ris6ri tries to demonstrate that yogic perception is ac-
cepted in R.m.nuja’s #r$bh8*ya. He refutes the opinion of an opponent
that R.m._nuja does not teach yogipratyak*a by the following argument:
“Even the perception of the highest Self and the liberated souls is in-
cluded in yogic perception, because it is the same [as yogic perception]
inasmuch as it is independent of senses etc. Precisely for this reason one
can read in the section about the antary8min [=#r*bh 175,16-18]: ‘And
for the highest Self, its being a seer, etc., does not rely on the senses’.”"’
But the opponent raises the objection against the equivalence, because it
is the case that the param8tman is able to have immediate awareness of
everything (sarvas8k*8tk8ras8marthya), but for a soul still remaining in
the saOs8ra, even if it is a yogin, immediate perception of everything is
impossible. A second time Meghan.d.ris6ri points out that also the
perception of the highest Self (param8tman) is contained in the yogin’s
form of perception; he argues: “Also for the highest Self, etc., their way
of perceiving is contained in the way the yogin perceives, because of

1 NDy 191,28: param8tmamuktapratyak*asy8pi yogipratyak*a ev8ntarbh8va3, tasy8-
pSndriy8dyanapek*atvas8my8t. ata eva hy antary8myadhikara(e na ca parasy8tma-
na3 kara(8yattaO dra*1-tv8dikam ity ukti3.
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their [i.e. the param8tmans and the yogin’s] identity by an added con-
dition (up8dhi) consisting in the independency from the senses, etc.”*

In the following passage he differentiates step by step the mean-
ing of ‘independent of senses’ (indriy8napek*a). The yogin’s way of
knowing as conceptual cognition (savikalpaka) is still connected to a li-
mited area of objective reality, while ‘being independent of senses’ as-
cribed to the highest Self means that such a being has a cognition of the
reality on the whole; another aspect of their difference in perception
consists of the meaning of the body (&ar$ra). The yogin like every other
being in the saOs8ra has a body, which he can transcend in state of me-
ditation, but, in contrast, for the highest Self never any dependency on a
body and sense faculty is necessary. According to the School’s tradition
for the highest Self the cognition by senses connected with the body is
only a play (/8/8). It is further noticeable that Meghan.d.ris6ri uses the
expression af$ndriy8rthajii8na, i.e. ‘knowledge of extrasensory objects,’
for qualifying the cognition of every transcendent soul. But the yogin’s
knowledge can be only qualified in this manner during the state of me-
ditation (yukt8vastha), whereas Meghan.d.ris6ri applies the independ-
ency of senses (indriy8napek*a), when he discusses either the identity
(s8mya/aikya) of perception between the yogin and the highest Self, or
when he considers the conceptual perception of the yogin alone. The
implication might be that independency of sense faculty does not entail
cognition of extrasensory objects (a#$ndriy8rtha), because it can be ap-
plied for the savikalpakapratyak*a just as well. Nevertheless every
knowledge of extrasensory objects (a#$ndriy8rtha) is independent of
senses. Meghan.d.ris6ri continues his defence of yogic perception in
the following words:

“If [perception] depends on the senses, etc., the fact that it (i.e.,
perception) determines objects that are spatially, etc., remote is not es-
tablished. But the perception of a yogin is only a conceptual perception,
because it does not depend on the grasping of the object. For, if the
process of knowledge depends exclusively on the means of the senses,
the recurrence, etc., of the generic structure, etc., is not known. [...] The
cognition of yogins, however, determines all objects, together with their
qualities, which are found in a place that extends only as far as the place
connected [to the yogins]. In contrast, the support of the highest Self

2 NDy 192,11: indriy8dyanapek*atvar6pop8dhyaiky8t param8tm8dipratyak*asy8pi
yogipratyak*8ntarbh8va eva.
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etc., is not only referring to yogic perception, but it is referring to every-
thing. However, for souls still bound in saOs8ra, an object that is be-
yond the senses is only determined in the state of meditation; at any
other time, there is [still] dependency on the senses.”!

Again Meghan.d.ris6ri differentiates between the knowledge of
these souls still bound in the saOs8ra and of the highest Self together
with the liberated souls:

“The highest Self and the liberated souls always have knowl-
edge whose objects are beyond the senses. For them, appropriating
themselves a body, senses and so on, is only a play. At that time (i.e.,
when they play), [their] knowledge determines an object also by the
way of sense faculty etc.””

It is clear from this passage that the meaning of sense independ-
ent perception which determines an object varies and is not the same,
when it is ascribed to the yogin and to the highest Self. But to establish
why in fact even the highest Self could be called a yogin Meghan.d.-
ris6ri refers to another meaning of the word yogin: the Self’s being a
yogin is based on the meaning of ‘being connected with’ (°vogitvam)
supernormal qualities.

The same kind of knowledge he applies for the souls ‘that have
always been free from saOs8ra’ (nityamukta) and for the liberated
(mukta) souls after the time of their release. But for the yogin still bound
in the saOs8ra becoming qualities equal to the highest Self, i.e. to be
connected with extraordinary qualities, is according to their merit (pu(-
va). Meghan.d.ris6ri concludes the passage in the following words:

“And here and there it is observed that the highest Self, etc., is
referred to by the word yogin, etc. The reason for the use of the word
yogin to the highest Self is because it is also endowed with qualities like
knowledge, power, etc. And it is only due to the innate natures of [the
souls] that have always been free from saOs8ra that they are endowed

2l NDy 192,11-17: indriy8dyapek*atve de&8diviprak-*18rth8vacchedakatvam asid-
dham. yogipratyak*aO tu savikalpakam eva, vi*ayagraha(e vilamb8bh8v8t. jii8na-
prasar8pek*8y80 hi saOsth8n8der anuv-ttatv8dyapratsti3. [ ...] yogin80 tu jii8nasya
y8vaddetasaObandha3 taddedasthasarvapad8rth8n80 sagu(8n8m ev8vacchedaka-
tvam. param8tmy8dyanugrahas tu na yogipratyak*a eva, kiO tu sarvatra. saOs8ri-
(80 tu yukt8vasth8y8m ev8tndriy8rth8vacchedakatvam. anyadendriy8dis8pek*am
eva.

22 NDy 192,17-19: param8tm8 mukt8& ca sarvad8tindriy8rthajii8n83. te*80 &arSren-
driy8digraha(aO tu §18m8tram. tadendriy8didv8r8py arth8vacchedakat8 jii8nasya.
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with these qualities [i.e. jii8na, &akti, etc.]. But for [souls that have be-
come] released, they manifest [these qualities] after their release. By
contrast, for yogins still bound in saOs8ra, the degree of their mani-
festation [of these qualities] is due to the degree of their merit.”*

To sum up: By referring to passages in Meghan.d.ris6ri’s sec-
tion defining perception (pratyak*anir6pa(a) it could be pointed out
that for different souls various forms of perception are required; their
form of cognition alters according to the distance or the soul’s being
bound to the saOs8ra. Non-conceptual perception (nirvikalpaka-
pratyak*a) is connected only to perception relying on sense faculty. The
normal soul, whose body is still affected by karman depends on such
kind of first perception, but it is also able to cognize objects by yogic
perception, i.e. a conceptual perception (savikalpakapratyak*a). Even if
the latter itself does not rely on sense faculty it is in line with empiri-
cally perceived objects. Already for transcendent souls, i.e. the li-
berated, the eternally liberated and the highest Self, complete independ-
ency from sense faculty (ar$ndriy8rtha) can be established. Sense inde-
pendent (indriy8napek*a) means here a cognition which has an object,
but which in no manner is experienced by normal sense faculty.
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