[CHAPTER FIVE

Upamana Pramana (Comparison)

Upamana, in Indian Philosophy, is the means of valid know!-
edge, denotative relation between a word and certain class of
objects through the intermediary knowledge of similarity, dissimi-
larity or particular characteristics conveyed by the authoritative
statement. When we see a certain object and recall another, this
knowledge that we have of the similarity of the recalled object to
the seen one is said to be due the the Upamana. The stock case
of the knowledge of Upamana arises when a citydweller familiar
with the cow but unfamiliar with the object denoted by the word
‘gavaya’(or ‘gayal’) hears from a reliable forest-born person that
the ‘gavaya’ is an animal resembling a cow. Sure enough, he
happens to go to the forest and comes across such an animal
which is similar to a cow. Then he recollects the sense of the

statement of the forest-born person and comes to know that the

object before him is denoted by the word ‘gavaya’.

The two factors are involved in such argument by Upamana,

viz., (i) the knowledge of the object (=gavaya) to be known and
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(i) the perception of similarity. As such, Upamana involves the
following steps- (a) A person hears an authoritative statement,
e.g. ‘the gavaya is like cow’. (b) He observes similarity of a gavaya
with a cow. (c) He remembers the statement received from the
reliable person. (d) He argues by comparison that this kind of

object is denoted by the word ‘gavaya’.

Upamana is derived from the words ‘Upa’ and ‘Mana’; here
‘Upa’ means contiguity(samipya) or similarity, i.e. ‘sadréya’and
‘Mana’means cognition. Etymologically, Upamana=Upa-
fMé-c-(bhéve) ‘lyut’, here ‘Upa’ means contiguous and
‘Mana’means knowledge and therefore ‘Upamana’ is the know!-
edge of contiguity (samipya) or the knowledge of the similarity
between two thlng;. Contiguity or ‘samipya’ means the posses-
sion of common characteristics (cf. samanya => samananam
bhabah). Derivatively it is the knowledge gained by comparison.
This derivative meaning, however, requires certain qualifications
in order to give a complete definition of Upamana. Though the
word Upamana has been variously translated as Analogy, Com-
parison, Indetification, knowladge by similarity and knowledge
by assimilation, yet its derivative meaning suggests, that Com-
parison is proper substitute. In general sense, Upamana is the

standard of comparison, that with which anything is compared,
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just opposite of Upameya (comparable with).

The Advaita Vedanta, the Mimarhsa and the Nyaya system
agree in adopting Upaména as an independent source of valid
knowledge, but the other system reject Upamana as an indepen-
dent source of knowledge. While going through its details in the
texts, we find that the conceptions of different schools or of the
same school in different works do not absolutely concide. The
upholderes of Upamana as an independent source of valid know!-
edge also differ in detalils.

Gautama aphorises that Upamana is way of proving what is
to be proved through a thing’s sharing quqlities with what is
already known . According to him, there are quite a few different
theories about precisely what kind of knowledge this resuiting
knowledge is. He argues that it is exceptional, being neither a
Pratyaksa (perception) nor an Anumana (inference). The reason
for its not being perceptional is that its content includes a refer-
ence to linguistic usage of the word ‘gavaya’, and usage can not
be perceived. Gautama states that it is not Anumana since

Anumana gives us knowledge about things which can be verified
through Pratyaksa.

1. prasiddha-sadharmyat sadhya-sadhanam
upamanam. NS.,I1. 1.6, p. 424.
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In the Nyaya system, we have divergence of view regarding
instrumentality in Upamana. Guatama equates Upamana with the
well known similarity, Vatsyayana accepts it as the authoritative
statement conveying similarity, whereas Uddyotakara takes it as

the knowledge of the well known similarity.

Jayantabhatta defends Vatsyayana and attacks Uddyotakara.
He finds a divergence of opinion among his predecessors re-
garding the nature of Upaméana. According to him, we cannot
perceive similarity éince both ex-hypotheses of the things whose
similarity is supposed to be perceived are not present. The simi-
larity is grasped directly from the verbal authority, and as
Vatsyayana believes, it is the memory of this similarity which is
the first of the two conditions. According to Vgcaspati, the word
‘prasiddhasadharmat’ forms the essential part of the definition
of Upamﬁnaz. According to him, the term sadharmya is used el-
liptically for the properties in general. He suggests that the word
‘yatah’ should be inserted in the sutra forming the definition of
Upamana, so that it should without doubt be applicable to the

karana (instrument) only.

2. sadhyasadhanamityucyamane pratyaksadisa
dhanesu sukhaduhkhasadhanesu prasangah.
atah uktam prasiddhasadharmyaditi. NVTT.,I.1.6
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Thus, according to the Naiyayikas, Upamana is the source
of knowledge of relation either between name (sarhjna) and a

thing (sarhjnin) or between word and its denotation®.

The Mimarsakas also accept Upamana as an indepen-
dent source of knowledge, but it is fundamentally differs from the
Naiyayikas. It is remarkable that Jaimini, the author of the
Mimarhsa-siitra does not speak of Upamana. It is Sabara who
discusses the nature of Upamana. The Prabhakara and the Bhatta

school of Mimarhsa commented upon Sabara’s exposition.

Sabarasvamin defines Upamana as knowledge of an un-
perceived object as being similar to some known ob]ects“. He
uses the same term for the means of knowledge and the resulit-
ant knowledge. The deﬂpition leaves the nature of resultant knowl-

edge unexplained.

He has expressed it with the help of an example - ‘just as

3. ‘yatha gaur evarh gavayah’ ityupaméane prayukte
gava samana-dharmamartham indriyartha-sanni
karsad upalabhamanah asya gavaya-sabdah
sarhjna iti sarhjna-sarhjii-sambandhanrh
pratipadyate. NB., pp. 169-170 (1.1.6)

4. upamanam api sadrSyam asannikrsterthe
buddhim utpadayati. SB., 1. 1.5.
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the perception of the gavaya is the cause of the remembrance of
the cow’>. Kumarila Bhatta rejects his interpretation on the ground

that it would amount to remembrances.

The Prabhakara also understands similarity as the means
of Upamana. He construes the term ‘gosmarana’, from the ex-
ample of éabere, in the sense of the agent in Upamana and rén-
ders it as in the case of pratyaksa (pereeption) of one who has

already seen a cow”.

The VaiSesika system accepts two pramanas, viz. (i)
Pratyaksa and (iij) Anumana. This system reduce Upamana to
Anumana. They refuse to accept Upamana as an independent
source of knowledge. The Vaisesika-sutra does not refer to
Upamana. Praéestapﬁda_seys that it is the means of conveying
the knowledge of ‘gavaya’ by an authoritative person through
the similarity to the cow to a man who does not know it earlier.

However, it is nothing other than Sabda (verbal testimony). On

5. yatha gavayadar$§anam gosmaranasya. ibid.

6. sadr$Sadupajayeta ya matih sadr$antare /
dhyanadismrtitulyatvat sa naranam katham
bhavet // Sv., (upamana 4)., p. 308.

7. gosmaranasyeti, anubhutagoh purusasya.
Brh., p. 107.



[168]

the other hand, verbal testimony is also a case of Anumana (in-
ference), and hence, Upamana (comparison) is also a case of
inference. The Paribhasakara question the Vai§esika as to what
the knowledge of the mark (linga) is in arriving at similarity to
gavaya (gavayasadrsya) in the cow. The author argues that even
if such inferenée (anumana) is made deliberately, the knowledge
of similarity of ‘gavaya’ which exists in the cow (gonistagavaya-
sadrsyajnana) is arrived at by ordinary experience. Therefore,
that should be a vyabhicari linga. In addition to this Dharmaraja
argues that there is the apperception ‘I am comparing’
(upaminomi) in such cases® and as such it is only a case of Ana-
logical knowledge. So Upamana, i.e. Comparison cannot be re-

placed by inference.

The Sarhkhya-Yoga system explains Upamana as a form of
Anumana and therefore, neither accept Upamana as a distinct
type of knowledge nor as an independent way of knowing. The
Sarhkhyakarika states that the additional meané postulated by

other systematists are included under Pratyaksa , Anumana, and
Sabda only. As ‘gavaya is like the cow’, thus Upamana has been

illustrated by means of Sabda (verbal testimony). This is purely

8. upaminomi Ityanuvyavasayﬁcca.tasmﬁdupama-
nam manantaram. VP.,p.84
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verbal when it is uttered by an elderly-experienced person
(vrddhavyavahara) to cognise an unexperienced people about
the unknown beast ‘gavaya’. The Yuktidipika takes notice the

view of the Nyaya on Upama only and includes Upamana under
verbal testimony(§abda). Itis the valid statement which lead one

to the knowledge arrived at through Upamﬁnag.

The Sarhkhya system objects that Upamana is not a sepa-
rate means of valid knowledge, i.e. pramana but say it is a case
of'perception (pratyaksa). The Sarhkhya thinkers argue that the
features from which a statement of similarity between the ‘gavaya’
and the cow is obtained are identical in the cow and the ‘gavaya’.
So they hold that just like the knowledge of similarity to the cow
(gosadrsyajnana) present in the‘gavaya’ due to ‘sannikarsa’, so
also in the recollected cow also (gavayasadrsyajnana) is
(pratyaksa) perceptible. Therefore, Upamana cannot be a sepa-
rate pramana. The Advaita Vedantin rejects the view of the
Sarhkhya on the ground that the cow is not in prdximlty with the
sense organ when the resulting knowledge (jfiana) is produced

and hence it cannot be a case of pratyaksa.

9. yatha gaurevarh gavayaiti captopadeéabalat
pratipatta aprasiddhar gavayamupalabhate na
sadr§yamatrat. tasmat na $abdat prthagupama.
YD., 4.

i.
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The Carvakas contend that Upamana is not a source of
knowledge, if knowledge at all ; since Upamana can not give us

any true or valid knowledge about the denotation of words.

The Bauddha recognise Upamana as a form of valid knowil-
edge, but do not admit Upamana to be an independent source of
valid knowledge. The Buddhist logicians include it within Pratyaksa

or Sabda.

The Jain system reduces Upamana to ‘pratyabhijna’ (rec-
ognition). According to the Jains pratyabhijna is a kind of syn-
thetic judgement of perception and remembrance. As for example,
‘the cow is like the gavaya’. This is the example of judgement

arising out of similarity.

The Advaita Vedanta like the Mimarhsa gives an indepen-
dent status to Upamana, but the other schools of Vedanta dis-

agree in this matter.

The Visistadvaita school of Vedanta accepts Pratyakga (per-
ception), Anumana (inference) and Sabda (verbal testimony) only
as the independent source of knowledgem. and includes the ad-

ditional sources postulated by other systematists under these

10. tani pramanéani pratyaksanumanasabdakhyani
trini. YMD., p. 8
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three only. Regarding sources of knowledge or epistemology,
Ramanuja states that valid knowledge Is the knowledge which
apprehends an objects as it really exists. Srinivas and some other
post-Ramanuja Visistadvaita philosophers have admitted one

more source of valid knowledge and that is Upamana.

According to the VisSistadvaita school, Upamana can be in- -
cluded under any of the perception, inference and verbal testi--

mony in accordance with the stress upon a particular aspect of

Upamana.

The Dvaita school of Vedanta also admits Pratyaksa,
Anuma@na and Sabda only as independent source of knowledge,
any other sources are included under one or the other of these
three. Madhvacarya states that like Arthapatti, Upamana is the
particular forms of lnfereﬁce". Specially, Jayatirtha, a famous

commentator on the Pramanas Prakarana of Madhvacarya dis-

cusses the inclusion of Upamana under other source of knowl-

edge more elaboretely.

Vallabhacarya, the founder of the pure non-daulistic school
or Suddhadvaita and Nimbarka, the founder of the Dvaitadvaita

(dualistic monism) of the Vedanta also accept only above men-

11. arthapattyupame anumanavisesa. PPR., p. 44
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tioned three sources of valid knowledge, viz. (i) perception, (ii)
inference and (iii) verbal testimony. According to them, Upamana

is included under these three.

The Advaita Vedanta is one of the upholders of Upamana
as an Independént sources of knowledge or pramanas. However,
the Advaita Vedanta account of Upamana fundamentally differs
from that of the Nalyayikas. There Is the divergence of opinion
regarding the nature of resultant knowledge through Upaména(/
According to Naiyayikas the resultant knowledge is the knowl-
edge that a certain word denotes a certain class of objects. But,
according to the Advaita Vedantins, like the Mimarhsakas, the
resultant knowledge pertains to the similarity which the remem-
bered object bears to the dlrec;tly perceived one.

Upamana has been defined by Dharmarajadhvarindra in the
Vedanta Paribhaga as the instrument, i.e. karana of Upamiti which

in turn is the resultant knowledge in the form of simllarity12. The
stock case of the knowledge of Upamana arises when a man
perceives a cow in the city and comes across a ‘gavaya’ in the
forest, he comes to understand that obfect perceived is like the

cow. Sure enough, ‘my cow is like the object perceived’ and as- -

12.tatra sadrSyapramakaranam upamanam. VP.p.83
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serts and knowledge of cow as qualified by its similarity to the

‘gavaya"a.

The Paribhagakara is of opinion that the instrumentality Is
the knowledge of the similarity which the gavaya bears to the
cow and the resultant knowledge is the knowledge of similarity
which the cow bears to the ‘gavaya’“. Here, the psychological
process involves four steps : first, there is the knowledge or per-
ception of points of similarity in the ‘gavaya’. Secondly, through
the similarity is revived the memory of the cow seen earlier in the
city. Thirdly, there arises the knowledge that the perceptible
‘gavaya’ is like the cow and lastly there is the consequent knowl-
edge that the cow seen earlier is similar to teh ‘gavaya’ seen at
present, or, in other words, the cow seen earlier is qualified by

the similarity to the ‘gavaya’ seen at present.

Anandapiirna Munindra also called Anandapiirna Vidya-

13. tathahi...nagaresu drstagopindasya purusasya
vanarh gatasya gavayendriyasannikarse sati
bhavati pratitih- ‘ayarm pindo gosadréah’ iti.
tadanantararh ca bhavati niScayah- ‘anena
sadysi madiya gauh’ iti. ibid., p. 83.

14. tatranvayavyatirekabhyarh gavayanistagosadr-
Syajnajarh karanam, gonistagavayasadrSyajnan-
arh phalam. Iibid., p. 83.
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well. To put it more clearly, the Advaita Vedanta argues that the
resultant knowledge supposed to be acquired through Upamana
is acquired through Anumana also. This cow bears the similarity
to that gavaya, because of having same quality etc., as that
gavaya. Dharmarajadhvarindra further says that the knowledge
of similarity cannot be acquired through Anumana, because the
similarity which the gavaya bears to the cow can not serve as a
mark or probans in Anumana'®. It can not be acquired from
anumana, for similérity existing in a wild cow with a cow cannot
serve as a mark of anumana as follows : My cow is similar to this
wild cow (gavaya), because she is the correlate of similarity ex-
isting is this wild cow, whatever is the correlate (pratiyogi) of
similarity with another thing is similar to it, as Caitra, the corre-

late of similarity existing in Maitra, is similar to Maitra.

The Advaitins and the Mimarhsakas consider Upaména as
a distinct means of mediate knowledge, which is different from
Anumana or inference. According to the Vedantin who follows
the Mimarhsaka, knowledge obtained through Upaména is as: A
person who has the knowledge of the cow goes to a forest and

sees a gavaya , then he cognises the similarity that the gavaya is

18. napyanumanena, gavayanistagosadr§yasya ata
llingatvat. ibid., p.84
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like his own cow. At that moment the person forms the judge-
ment that his cow is like that gavaya. This perception of the simi-
larity to the cow present in the gavaya is the special cause of the
upamiti , the cognition of the similarity in the cow to that of the
‘gavaya’ is the rea_tiult1 9 This type of knowledge by comparison is

neither perception nor inference.

But some thinkers like the VaiSesikas argue that the
Vedantins Upamana can be reduced to an inference. The
Vaisesikas say that is possible to derive Upamana through a
syllogism as : ‘My cow is similar to this gavaya, since it is the
correlate (pratiyogi) of similarity present in this’.

In reply to this objection, our author argues that even the
form of syllogism is not actually observed in our common life as
leading to the knowledge that my cow is similar to the ‘gavaya’
present before. On the other hand, the similarity which the cow
bears the gavaya is cognised through common experience and
is not deduced through syllogism. However, the ‘anuvyavasaya’
which determines the nature of the source of the knowledge is in
the form that ‘| know through similarity’ and not through the func-

tion of the syllogism. Upamé@na cannot be brought under Sabda

19. gavayanistagosadr§yajnajarh karanam, gonistaga
vayasadriyajnanarh phalam. Op.Cit., p. 83.
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or verbal testimony also. Such knowledge does not obviously
arise from verbal testimony, since the person who hears that a
gavaya is like a cow is not given any further idea of the gavaya’s
attributes and so does not know that gavaya denotes the animal
until he sees it. In other words, verbal testimony is not a factor to

decide the invariable concomitance.

Dharmaraja suggests to the Vaisesikas two alternatives,viz.
Is it that, in arriving at the knowledge of the similarity of gavaya
which exists in the cow (gonista gavaya sadrsya) the knowledge
of similarity of a cow in ‘gavaya’ (gavayanista gosadrsya) is the
linga in which case, since the similarity to the cow present in the
‘gavaya’ (gavayanista gosadrsya) is not present in the cow, it
cannot be held to be presenp in the subject (paksa) as it will be a
fallacious reasoning . In the alternative if it be argued that it is
‘gavayanista gosadrsya pratiyogitvam’ that is the linga in arriv-
ing at (‘gonista gavaya sadrsyajnana’), the knowledge of the simi-
larity of ‘gavaya’ which exists in the cow and therefore, Anumana

(inference) is posslblezo.

Our author is of opinion that the instrumentality is the knowl-

edge of the similarity which the gavaya bears to the cow and the

20. VP.,p.84 ,vide SM., pp. 233 - 234



resultant knowledge is the knowledge of similarity which the cow
bears to the gavayam. It is seen here that the psychological pro-
cess involves four steps, viz. : first, there is the knowledge or
perception of points of similarity in the gavaya. Secondly, through
the similarity is revived the memory of the cow seen earlier in the
city. Thirdly, there arises the knowledge that the perceptible
gavaya is like the cow and lastly, there is the consequent knowl-
edge that the cow seen earlier is similar to the gavaya seen at
present, or, in other words, the cow seen earlier is qualified by

the similarity to the gavaya seen at present.

The Advaitins hold that a knowledge of the relation of the
sarhjna and the sarhjnin is the result of a knowledge of similarity
(sadrsya). According to th_em, knowledge of similarity (i.e.
upamana) is the instrument (i.e. karana) and recollection of a

forester’s statement is the activity (vyapara).

- As such, it should be noted that the Advaitin accepts the
essentials of Upamana as postulated by the Mimarhsaka, but
still, the practical utility of Upamana accepted by the Mimarhsaka
may not be accepted by the Advaita Vedanta. The Mimarhsaka

21. gavayanistagosadr§yajnajarh karanam, gonistaga
vayasadrsSyajnanarh phalam. Op.Cit.
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hold that Upamana in replacing one db]ect by the other similar to
it in the context of the sacrifical rites. It would not be consistent
with the spirit of fhe Advaita Vedanta. They would accept Upaména
for the purpose of explaining super_natural experience on the
analogy of common worldly experience,i.e. to explain the unob-
served fact through its similaritym to the observed one. Thus, the
sole purpose of the Vedanta unlike the Mimarhsa, is not fulfilled
‘'with the ritualistic interpretation of the scriptural statement. On
the contrary, the Vedanta system aims at providing the correct
interpretation of scriptural statement regarding the knowledge of
ultimate reality. Therefore, the purpose of the Upamana should
be accepted as the explanation of the analogy of the common
experience. The Advaita Vedantins would accept Upamana for
explaining the passages speaking of super natural experience of

reality which reminds the experience of common life.

Thus Dharmarajadhvarindra who follows the Mimarsaka,

in the Upamana-pariccheda of his Vedanta Paribhasa try to es-

tablished Upamana (Comparison) as a distinct means of mediate

knowledge.

Py
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