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A STUDY ON KNOWLEDGE 
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Introduction 
The English word “knowledge” means true or 

vertical cognition. By knowledge a man knows what 

is true or false. The word “know” does not have a 

certain sense. In one sense, know means to have 

some special form of competence. For example, an 

individual know to play the guitar because that 

individual has that special form of competence. That 

special form of competence is that he knows how to 

play the guitar. Another sense of ‘know’ is that in 

which the word means to be acquainted with. For 

example when I say that I know John, I mean I am 

acquainted with John. The third sense of ‘know’ 

means apprehended something and it has something 

information. For example it means I know that the 

neutrino has not mean of ‘o’ then I apprehended that 

something is information namely that the neutrino 

has a rest mass of ‘o’. From the above discussion, we 

can assume that the word knowledge is interrelated 

with some specific word - competence, acquaintance, 

justification and apprehension. Through these words, 

we get the Yarthartha-Jnana. However in Indian 

epistemological context, the word knowledge and 

cognition has different meaning. Cognition means 

what ever I know, but knowledge means whatever I 

really know. We know that knowledge presupposes 

cognition because cognition is an immediate 

precedent. This relation may be called a causal 

relation. Knowledge is a cognitive phenomenon 

which is generally connected with conation through 

the mediation of feeling. In any particular act of 

knowledge of an object there is a feeling of being 

pleased or displeased with it. Knowledge is a phase 

of cognitive feeling and conation. It apprehends the 

pleasurable or painful character and also becomes 

conscious of certain tendencies. But the actual feeling 

of pleasure and pain or the co-native process of desire 

is different from cognition. Knowledge is not a phase 

of feeling or will; although it has relation with them. 

It has a distinctive and self-sufficient character of its 

own. Manifestation of knowledge depends on 

pshychological and psychological condition. 

Knowledge is a process which is initiated by the 

contact of an object with the sense-organs and mind. 

The contacts (Sannikarsa) of an object with sense -

organs and mind have their six kinds of contacts 

(Sannikarsa). The Phenomenon of Sannikarsa are 

respectively called Samyoga (Conjunction), 

samavaya (inherence), samyukta-samavaya 

(inherence in that which is conjoined) Samyukta- 

samaveta-samavaya (inherence in the inherent with  

 

that which is conjoined), samaveta - samavaya 

(inherence in that which is itselfs (inherent) and 

visesanata  or visesya sambandha (the relation of 

qualification and the qualified. This distinction of 

contacts is based on the recognition of the fact. The 

different kinds of sense organs come into contact 

with their appropriate object which is not in one and 

the same way but in different ways. All knowledge 

involves the knower, the known object and the 

knowledge at the same identical moment. All 

knowledge whether perceptual, inferential or of any 

other kind must necessarily reveal the self or the 

knower directly. Thus, as in all knowledge the self is 

directly and immediately perceived, al knowledge 

may be regarded as perception from the point of view 

of self. The division of the pramanas as pratyaksa 

(perception), anumana(inference), etc. is from the 

point of view of the objects of knowledge with 

reference to the varying modes in which they are 

brought within the purview of knowledge. The self 

itself however has no illumining or revealing powers, 

for then even in deep sleep we could have 

knowledge, as is proved by the remembrance of 

dreams. It is knowledge (Samvid) that reveals by its 

very appearance the self, the knower, and the objects. 

It is generally argued against the self illuminative 

character of knowledge that all cognitions are of the 

forms of the objects they are said to reveal; and if 

they have the same form we may rather say that they 

have the same identical reality too. The Mimamsa 

answer to these objections is this, that if the cognition 

and the cognised were not different from the another, 

they could not have been felt as such; and we could 

not have felt that it is by cognition that we apprehend 

the cognised objects. Cognitions are not indeed 

absolutely formless, for they have the cognitional 

character by which things are illuminated and 

manifested. Cognition has no other character than this 

that it illumines and reveals objects. The things only 

are believed to have forms and only such as 

knowledge reveal to us about them. Even the dream 

cognition is with reference to objects that were 

perceived previously, and of which the impressions 

were left in the mind and were aroused by the unseen 

agency (adrasta). Dream cognition in thus only a kind 

of remembrance of that which was previously 

experienced only such of the impressions of cognized 

objects are aroused in dreams as can beget just that 

amount of pleasurable or painful experience, in 

accordance with the operation of adrasta, as the 
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person deserves to have accordance with his previous 

merit or demerit. Prabhakara draws a distinction 

between perceptually (samvedyatva) and being object 

of knowledge (Prameyatva). A thing can only be 

apprehended (Samveyate) by perception, whereas 

inference can only indicate the presence of an object 

without apprehending the object itself. Our cognition 

can not be apprehended by any other cognition. 

Inference can only indicate the presence or existence 

of knowledge but cannot apprehend the cognition 

itself. Kumarila also agrees with Prabhakara in 

holding that perception is never the object of another 

perception and that it ends in the direct 

apprehensibility of the object of perception. But he 

says that every perception involves a relationship 

between the perceiver and the perceived, wherein the 

perceiver behalves as the agent whose activity in 

grasping the object is known as cognition. Indeed this 

is different from the Prabhakara view, that known 

and the knowledge are simultaneously illuminated 

(the doctrine of triputipratyaksa). Indian thinker, 

Ramanuja holds that knowledge implies, on the one 

hand a subject to which it belongs, and on the other 

hand, an object to which it refers. Our consideration 

of his view, to be complete, must refer to both these 

factors, but we propose to confine our attention to the 

objective or logical side of knowledge; adding only a 

few words, in preliminary way, on the other, viz, its 

psychological side Each Indian School of thought has 

its own psychology, for this branch of study was 

never separated I India from general philosophy and 

cultivated independently as it is in modern times. 

Many of these schools, they do not countenance what 

is termed a ‘psychology without a soul’. Ramanuja is 

no exception to this rule and the self or jiva in which 

he believes is a permanent spiritual entity. There are 

many such jives, each with its own individuality and 

each is described as a Karta and Bhokta, by which we 

must understand that it can both will and feel. Jnana 

or knowledge is what eternally belongs to this self. 

To understand its exact nature, it is necessary to 

know a certain classification of ultimate entities 

which peculiar to Ramanuja system. Jnana always 

and necessarily pertains to the cetana, it is described 

as dhrama – bhuta - jnana – literally, secondary or 

subsidiary jnana, the primary or higher jnana implied 

by such a description being the jiva which, as its 

owner, is comparable to the flame of a lamp as 

distinguished from its rays which belong to it and 

radiate from it. When jnana which is similarly 

associated with the jiva ‘streams out’ from it, through 

one or other of the senses and comes into contact 

with an object, it is able to manifest it to that 

particular jiva. Through out life, jnana is supposed to 

function in more or less restricted manner even at its 

best. That is knowledge, as known to us, has 

limitations. The jiva remains in its intrinsic state of 

self consciousness, along with what we may describe 

as the unrealized presence of its dhrama – bhuta – 

jnana. There is a distinguishing feature of 

Ramanuja’s view is that knowledge invariably refers 

to a complex object (savisesa – vastu) and that it is 

impossible for the mind to apprehend anything in 

isolation without some qualitative characteristic or 

other being known at the same time. The theory of 

the self-manifested ness of knowledge (svatah-

prakasa-vada) is also maintained by the Samkhya 

system and Prabhakara school of Mimamsa in 

different ways. According to Samkhya system, valid 

knowledge (prama) is the reflection of the self-

intelligent purusa (conscious-self) in the mental mode 

(buddhi-vrtti) corresponding to the object and 

therefore, self-manifest. In the view of prabhakara 

school of Mimamsa knowledge is ever related to the 

knower and the object known. With regard to the 

essential nature of the knowledge, same questions 

may arisess; Is knowledge a substance or an 

attribute? Is it a mode or an activity? According to 

Nyaya knowledge is an attribute of self. It is not a 

substance, since it can not be the staff or the 

constitutive of any thing, nor is the permanent 

substratum of certain recognized and various 

properties. The Samkhya and the Yoga system holds 

that cognition is a substantive mode or modification 

of the material principles which is called Buddhi,as it 

reflects the light or consciousness of the self in it. 

This Naiyayika contends is unintelligible. However,  

“there is but one conscious subject for all cognitions 

is one person.” 

 

With Regards to the Nature of Knowledge 
there are Three Theories:- 
First 

We have act theory. According to act theory 

knowledge is neither a mode nor a substance but a 

kind of activity or function. The Buddha and the 

Mimamsa system agrees that, “Knowledge is an 

activity a transitive process.” The Nyaya however, 

does not admit the concept of knowledge as an 

activity. Knowledge as an attribute of the self is 

always represented to object. It always refers beyond 

itself knowledge is never self manifested. For Nyaya, 

the capacity of self manifestation in knowledge is 

according to Nyaya a mere hypothesis in the 

Samkhya-Vedanta and Prabhakara Mimamsa. 

Knowledge is not indeed like the will, but a way of 

acting on the other objects and it refers or points to 

something else. Knowledge can be said a quality or a 

relation or an activity.  For them Knowledge is not 

reflection of object on the mind which the mind 

actively reaches out to objects and illuminates them. 
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Hence, knowledge must be a kind of activity rather it 

is a mental activity. The act theory of knowledge has 

been accepted by various school of philosophy. 

Knowledge is an existent of which fact consists in the 

act of showing and leading to an object. According to 

the Mimamsaka “the act of knowing refers to an 

object. Like Mimamsaka, kant says knowledge 

involves the synthetic activity of the understanding” 

 

Second 

Theory with regard to the nature of knowledge is that 

it is a relation between certain entities. Knowledge is 

a relation among three terms, viz. a mind, an object 

and contact. Although the relation between the 

subject and the objects takes the form of knowledge, 

knowledge itself is not a relation. All that we seem to 

be justified in saying is that knowledge appears when 

the subject becomes related to the object, but it is a 

new phenomenon other than the subject object 

relation. According to the Naiyayikas, knowledge 

may be said to arise ultimately out of the relation 

between the soul and the body. Buddhist holds that 

every thing is momentary. If it be so then the object 

of knowledge does not exist at the time when 

cognition of object comes in to existence. But the 

Buddhists hold that though the objects ever changing 

the continuous succession of the changes maker 

knowledge possible. According Buddhists there are 

two kinds of knowledge, perception and inference. 

Valid knowledge is attained through perception and 

inference both. The knowledge derived from 

perception is direct immediate knowledge of the 

object. The process of deriving one knowledge from 

another is known as inference. Inference is also valid 

if it leads to attainment of the object. False perception 

is not knowledge since it does not lead to the 

attainment of its object. According to Nyaya - 

Vaisesika system, knowledge is the manifestation of 

object. Knowledge is revelatory of reality. 

Knowledge is apprehension of objects. In the Nyaya - 

Vaisika cognition is taken to mean the same thing as 

apprehension knowledge and cognizance. Hence, 

knowledge is awareness of apprehension of object 

knowledge consists simply in the manifestation of 

object. For Nyaya knowledge is an attribute of the 

self. 

 

Third 

This quality theory. Ramanuja School or other 

Vedantins takes knowledge as essential qualities of 

the self. The Advaitins say, knowledge is not the 

essence of the soul, but an attribute owned by the 

self. The Naiyayikas and Vaisesika also advocate the 

quality theory of knowledge. According to them the 

knowledge is an attribute which inhere in the soul 

substance which however is separable from it 

knowledge is the most fundamental fact of reality. It 

is the intrinsic character of all reality. Without  

discuss the autological problems may believe that the 

ultimate constituents of things are not material best 

living particles which not only exist and interact with 

one another, but somehow experience their existence 

and activity. The reality is an objective system, of 

which existence and knowledge are two separable 

aspects. It is true that what we know as the 

consciousness on knowledge of human beings is a 

specific phenomenon determined by certain 

conditions as the subject object relation or the activity 

of the nervous system and the brain. Knowledge is 

presented in all reality and is manifested in a specific 

form in man by the subject object relation. It does not 

require to be attached as a quality to any other reality; 

such as matter, mind or soul. It is just the self 

expression of reality. Knowledge is an essential from 

of the self revelation of the universe, experience as a 

whole is the essential from. According to Prabhakara, 

knowledge reveals itself as the known and the 

known. All consciousness is at the same time self 

consciousness as well as object consciousness. In all 

knowledge the self has known directly through the 

agency and the contact of the mind. But there is nor 

always a discrete knowledge of the object. 

Knowledge is of the nature of light or illumination 

and does not stand indeed of any other thing to 

manifest it. Prabhakara draws a distinction between 

perceptually and being object of knowledge. And 

thing can only be apprehended by perception, 

whereas inference can only indicated the presence of 

an object without apprehended of the object itself. 

Our cognition can not be apprehended by any other 

cognition. Inference can only indicate the presence or 

existence of knowledge but can not be apprehended 

the cognition itself. Kumarila Bhatta denies the self 

luminosity of knowledge is not self-revealing. He 

admits the independent existence of external object. 

But kumarila agrees with Prabhakara is holding that 

perception is never the object of another perception 

and that it ends in the direct apprehensibility of the 

object of perception. He says that every perception 

involves a relationship between the perception and 

the perceive where in perceive behaves as the agent 

where activity in grasping the object is known as 

cognition. Ramanuja holds that knowledge implies as 

a subject to which it belong and an object refers as a 

faction. In this context Ramanuja describes the self as 

a Karta and bhokta and it has the capability of will 

and feel. Therefore for him Jnana or knowledge is 

what eternally exact nature, and it is necessary to 

know a certain classification of ultimate entities.  


