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Revised version of a Doctoral thesis, the
present work develops a new approach to
the basic tenets of the classical idealistic
svstem of Advaita Vedinta. It has frecly
interpreted “the fundamental stnnd})oint
in the light of which the edifice of Advaita
idealism may be sought to be understood
and ... intelligibly reorganized.” Neither
a mere historical interpretation nor @
strictly textual study, the present work is
a bold attempt to integrate the epistemo-
logical strands of the old system with
modern philosophical thinking and. thus,
to pose the Vedantic thesis afresh.

The central thesis of Advaita Vedanta
is its doctrine of consciousness (Cit), which
the author tries afresh to understand in the
light of a critique of experience. Accord-
ing to him, this doctrine of consciousness
hinges entirely on the notion of subjecti-
vity, often found missing in the wraditional
expositions of Advaita Vedinta. From the
unique standpoint of (transcendental) sub-
jectivity he thus works out the classical
Indian system as a subjectively-oriented
metaphysic of experience dealing with the
problems of conscious act, perception.
illusory experience. nescience, grades of
reflection etc.

For this analysis the author has largely
sided with the recent European school of
Phenomenology, particularly so far as its
approach from the standpoint ol subjec-
tivity is concerned. And in the wake of
reconstructing Advaita Vedanta as a ‘meta-
physic of experience’, he has generally
adopted existentalistic solutions. The work,
thus, is a bold venture to combine two
contemporary unorthodox systems with the
old classical Vedanta.
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PREFACE

The search after ‘a new name for some old ways of
thinking’—as William James preferred to characterize ‘Prag-
matism’—may be said to represent, in one sense, the philo-
sophic endeavour of the modern mind. New names need
not be a question of mere nomenclature, but also be looked
upon as a genuine way of thinking itself. Through such
thinking alone can the older systems of thought undergo the
process of being re-integrated to the living currents of present
thinking. And this process should be taken as one organic
to true philosophizing rather than as external to it. There
may, after all, be no little truth in the Bradleyan epigram
that “metaphysics is the finding of bad reasons for what is
belicved upon instinct”. But the said ‘instinct’, i.e., the
basic insight (or insights), constituting the foundation of a
philosophical system, need not be taken as one unamenable
to critical reasoning. Rather, philosophic reflection proper
should be directed towards grasping such fundamentals,
without resting upon the externals of metaphysical arguments
as such.

This attitude being taken into consideration, the present
enquiry would proceed towards re-understanding one of the
classical systems of Indian thought, viz., Advaita Vedanta.
The latter has not been sought to be understood in this study
as a finished specimen of antiquarian thought; there has
rather been an attempt to arrive at.the central standpoint
which should offer a fuller understanding of Advaitic ideal-
ism. An exaggerated concern for the external argumentative
superstructure of an old metaphysical system is apt to divert
our attention from the standpoint that might have originally
motivated the philosophic outlook of the system concerned.
The scope.for misunderstanding and isinterpretation in
this regard would. perhaps nowhere be greater than in the
classical systems of India—developed as they have through
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centuries, from the earlier Sutra-bhasya stage to the later
dialectical phase. But it can hardly be denied that the life-
essence of a philosophical system does not lie in the sets of
hypotheses put forward in abstraction.

I have been well aware that to attempt to re-interpret
a classical system—particularly one so proved and developed
as Sankara’s Vedanta—may well mean a rather embarassing
task. So I hdve attempted here a free interpretation of what
may be considered to be the principal tenet of Advaita, rather
than a bare textual interpretation or a historical study. [In
this—as well as in certain basic respects in the line of inter-
pretation followed—I have been emboldened by at least one
outstanding example, viz., that of the late Professor K. C.
Bhattacharyya, who, as stated in the Introduction to his
«geudies in Vedantism”, offers “problematic constructions on
Vedantic lines intended to bring out the relations of the
system to modern philosophical systems”.] My central aim has
indeed been directed to the fundamental standpoint in the
light of which the edifice of Advaitic idealism may be sought
to be understood and thus intelligibly reorganized. All that
we may claim in the present study is not historic authenticity
but a possible alternative way of understa‘nding the central
thesis of Advaita Vedanta in a new light.

What has engaged my interest throughout the work is
the principle of Being as identified with Consciousness, to be
found in the common Vedantic doctrine of Sat-Cit. The
doctrine of Being (Sat) has usually been approached in terms
of formal arguments ; but thereby the unique import of Cit,
the principle of consciousness, has more often than not been
missed. A mere abstract formulation of the principle of Cit
in formal-metaphysical terms is apt to forgo its concrete
bearing upon, a}ld relation to, experience—what originally
motivated Advglta as a Cit-centric philosophy, but is v ery
often ignored in the common enunciation of Cit which
joins it more or less in an abstract way to the principle of
Being. On my reading, a far more illuminating way of
approaching Cit in the light of interpretation of experience
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seems to lie in the notion of subjectivity. The latter alone
could assure for Advaita a unique standpoint which may
give way to a subjectively-oriented ‘metaphysic of experi-
ence’, to be retraced within the framework of the Advaita
system itself.

Our enquiry begins by proposing a fresh approach in
the matter of adequately understanding what may be (philo-
sophically, not historically) the standpoint motivating the
philosophical character of the system at hand—its general
idealistic standpoint and outlook (Introduction). The four
chapters of Part I have been employed in the establishment
—on independent grounds—and elucidation of Cit as the
principle of subjectivity par excellence (Ch. I). (In view of
the possible opposition from the realistic-positivistic camp at
large, the establishment of the standpoint concerned has taken
a major share in our study.) Thus is prepared the ground
for the next—and the central—part of the enquiry (Chs. V
and VI), which attempts to work out the fuller implications
of the principle of Cit—a principle that would lead ulti-
mately to a more or less full-fledged criticism of experience.

However, an examination of the bare standpoint of sub-
jectivity as such may further raise doubts as to whether the
former could yield an ontological standpoint proper (the
latter being the approach that has commonly been accepted
as central to Advaita philosophy). Accordingly, the last part
{2 chapters in Part III) takes up this question, and brings out
the alogical transition to the standpoint of Being from that
of ‘transcendental subjectivity’ in the form of Cit.

In my line of interpretation, which obviously is not
committed to any agreement with the orthodox or the
standard one, I have rather made free use of the Phenomeno-
logy of Edmund Husserl, which itself represents rather a
heterodoxy in European thought. With its typical subjec-
tively-oriented outlook, Phenomenology seems, of all the
Western systems, to promise the closest approach to Advaitic
idealism (in its Cit-aspect)—necessary concessions being, of
course, made for the otherwise widely different contexts.
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And the methodology that Phenomenology offers may throy
no little light towards a possible system of analysis of experi.
ence, attuned to the standpoint of subjectivity.

1 might have as well stopped with Part 11, where an

outline of the Advaita metaphysic of expericnce has been
attempted. But a demand for greater justice to the meta.
physical standpoint as it actually occurs in Vedanta has even.
tually led to the concluding part—although it neced not,
strictly speaking, have come within the scope of our enquiry,
The methodological approach adopted by us neccessitates 3
so-called ‘transition’ to the metaphysical standpoint, dalthough
in Vedanta such a passage from onec standpoint to the other
would not evidently be entailed. I am keenly aware that our
line of interpretation, deriving a possible mectaphysic of
experience, and therefrom an ontological scheme, might well
be developed further—not merely in the Vedantic context,
but possibly in respect of some other classical systems too.

In spite of the relative freedom in the treatment of the
original texts concerned, I have procceded, as far as possible,
with reference to the relevant Sanskrit literature of Advaita
Vedanta—and of other schools on occasions. In freely draw-
ing from the original texts, I have, however, been chiefly con-
cerned with the philosophical interpretation of the relevant
points rather than the exact reproduction of the arguments
as such. Our sources on Vedanta havc chicfly been drawn
from the commentaries of $ankaracarya and the works of the
Vivarana school in particular, including such later works as
Citsukhi etc. -

As regards Phenomenology, I have had to depend for
the sources largely on the English translation of the first
volume of Husserl's “Ideas” (that being the only available
English version of the great bulk of Husserl’s works, except
the “Encyclopedia Britannica” article, at the time of my
preparing the work). The very nature of my work, being an
interpretation from within rather than an external compari-
son of the two schools, may explain my free use of the pheno-
menological terminology in the Vedantic context (cspecially
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in Chapters V and VI). However. considering the necessity
for a closer account of the salient featurcs of Husserl’s Pheno-
mecnology in the context of my investigations, 1 have pre-
ferred to append a brief Note on Phenomenology at the end.
Some reference to Existentialism—a more or less allied move-
ment and one no less heterodox than Phenomenology—is also
called for, at least in the last chapter, by the very nature of
our approach. But the compass of the present enquiry would
hardly permit further treatment of Existentialism as such.

The present work is a revised and slightly abridged ver-
sion of my thesis, originally submitted and accepted for the
D.Phil degree in Philosophy of the Calcutta University. On
this occasion I must express my deep gratitude to Professor
Dr. Kalidas Bhattacharyya, Professor of Philosophy, Visva-
Bharati University, to whom I owe inspiration and guidance
in undertaking this new line of investigation in an old field.
I should further mention here, with due respect, the name
of the late Mahamahopadhyaya Jogendranath Tarka-
Vedantatirtha, D.Litt., once Research Professor of Indian
Philosophy, Sanskrit College, Calcutta, who with loving care
helped me for years to go through some of the diflicult texts
of Vedanta.

I am thankful indeed to the Centre of Advanced Studies
in Philosophy, Visva-Bharati University, and once again to
Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya, the Director of the Centre,
for the publication of the book. It may be mentioned here
that substantial part of the present work was completed
while I was a Research Assistant in the Department of Philo-
sophy, Visva-Bharati University, some years back. I should
also offer my grateful thanks to Sri Gouranga Press, especially
to Sri Prabhat Chandra Ray, for their carnest co-operation
in the printing of my book.

To my wife I owe a debt, though too personal, for
her good judgment which has often helped me in finally
preparing the manuscript.
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In conclusion, I may just add, although some six years
have passed since I wrote the thesis, I have now found little
reason for any major and essential change in the work—
although the late twenties and early thirties may well prove
to be years of transformation for a growing mind. Subse-
quent first-hand studies in Phenomenology (during my two
years of post-doctoral research in West Germany) have only
confirmed my conviction that the phenomenological approach
is suitable for interpreting afresh the basic Vedantic stand-
point of Subjectivity.

November, 1964. DEBABRATA SINHA



INTRODUCTION

The question of approach would be almost imperative
in philosophy, if the latter is to become a real critique—an
unbiasscd one—of experience. A philosophy that may profess
to be free, to all possible extent, from express dogmatism of
any sort has to be particular in respect of approach or
method. Or even for the possible understanding of a philo-
sophy in a non-dogmatic way or context, the same question
regarding method would arise. What may be that possible
approach? Before treating this question, it should be consi-
dered what this dogmatism might be which a thoroughly
critical philosophy is expected to avoid.

There may be involved a twofold dogmatism in philo-
sophy in respect of the question of reality. On the one hand,
there is the common-sense belief regarding the obvious reality
of the world as communicated by actual and possible experi-
ence, wherein existents are taken to be real as such. This
may roughly be regarded as the naive or natural standpoint
which takes for granted the positive reality of the world of
experience. On the other hand, there is the metaphysical
belief—presumably not on the level of natural experience—
in the transcendent reality of the unconditioned absolute
ground of things. The concept of Being or of Absolute may
provide the key to such metaphysical belief. Thus, to start
with, an avowedly non-dogmatic approach in philosophy
should seek to exclude the following two fundamental,
though often mutually independent, presuppositions: (i) the
naturalistic belief, taking the worldly objects of experience
as independently real and existent; (i) the metaphysical
dogma of the absolute Being or Existence. Of these, though
the former has generally been rejected by idealists, the latter
has more often than not been yielded to, in some way or other,
by them.

Leaving aside the question of ontological existence (of
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the metaphysical order), the empirical standpoint of taking
the bare objects of experience as real by themselves may
appear at the first instance hard to be denied. Yect such
empirical approach need not be free from the naive belicf as
to the independent reality of that which forms the object of
experience. Consequently, an ideally non-dogmatic proce-
dure should not commit itself to the level of sense-experience
as communicating the real, just as the level of the so-called
higher reality of the metaphysical order is also to bo left out.*
. So, the alternative in broad that remains for a philo-
sophy, attempting to be free from the said presuppositions,
may rather be sought for in-some other direction. While
starting with no major presuppositions as to ‘First Principles’,
Presuppositions as implied by experience are rather them-
selves to be brought out on the basis of critical analysis of
f?xPeri.ence. Such analysis would imply a strictly reflective
investigation in the light of what is indubitably presented to
the cognising meaning consciousness. Such investigation
should possibly proceed by way of distinguishing and grasping
analytically, i.e., in their pure essence, the meaning-contents
gIVeN to consciousness. Thus the conditions for the possibi-
lity .OF experience—such conditions as are themselves not
empirically conditioned and in this sense are a-priorities—are
oot o o a2 0 sy
the Kantian way, as ‘tl}‘,anscendez:af’an TE'ChamCterlzed" Al
) . ) ansce: . is methodological
;Pploach in philosophical investigations which has been
. dil?ttif](;its l?:;e;:::z Pi;ViSi%nalll){ bg understood as onc to be
formal logical , though rmot . oppo.sed to, the commqn
_ gical method employed in philosophy as well as in
natural science.t ' ‘

* .

heen ;},Om[‘ét:l").hy“'c?“)' non-committal point of view may be said to have
logic of L advid Jaina philosophy in its theory of Anchanta, following the
existence \yvo 0d ;1, according to which absolute affirmation or ncgation of
However evén ; chcc a[? absurdity, only conditional assertion being possible.
not be excluded. 1¢c common-sensce belief in the empirical as real could
\cann'gtT;‘SCSlfllélrtchr implicatior]s of this proposed (transcendental) approach

! be developed in this introductory chapter, but they may be
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In the line of such an approach it would follow that the
assertion of existential reality should rather be suspended—at
least in procedure. Principles are to be posited or realities
affirmed according as consciousness mcans or refers to them.
No external criterion, whether empirical or argumentative,
other than what the cognising—and for that matter meaning
—consciousness refers to should be introduced, if a systemati-
cally self-critical approach is to be carried out. In under-
standing the idealist position of Advaita Vedanta we may find
a key to such approach in the epistemological dictum that the
nature of the thing posited is to be determined according as
it is presented to the consciousness which means or refers to
it. (...yathasamvid-avabhasadhinatvat arthasattanicaya. . .)'.

As regards this approach, however, it may at once be
-doubted whether non-existential contents—or a system of
such contents—may be possible. Would not a knowable
necessarily mean an actual real? If not quite belonging to
the sphere of objective facts, should not contents be at least
regarded as psychological facts? The issue may prima facie
be met with reference to the unique character of knowing, so
far as it possesses the capacity of certifying all things that
are knowable. For it is knowledge alone which ascertains
facts ; the latter cannot ascertain themselves, but are to be
known in order to be ascertained. Knowledge as certifying—
pramana—thus presents a distinct level, wherein the question
-of knowability would not commonly arise as in the case of
facts. To regard knowledge as a fact among facts—ecven as a
unique fact—would only mean divesting it of its essential
certifying character. Even if the apparent knowability of
knowledge—the fact that knowledge can apparently be made
an object of knowledge—is pointed out, the contention as to
the unique character (and level) of knowledge in the capacity
of certifying need not be surrendered*.

This certifying aspect which knowledge possesses qua

gradually evident in our discourse in the following chapters, through which

the same approach has been sought to be developed.
* Infra, Ch. IIL
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knowledge seem to point to the prima facie possibility of
there being pure contents which may subsist qua cssences
even without being knowable as actual existents. This may
at least promise an approach in philosophic reflection which
might proceed in terms of non-factual contents, to be under-
stood as idealities (or ideal preconditions) rather then as
realitics.

One point in this connexion may, however, be raised as
to the plausibility of such an approach, namely, that the
epistemic and the objective seem to be mutually confuscd
hercin. What pertains to the way of knowing as a mode of
consciousness cannot legitimately be regarded as beclonging
to the order of reality. To such an objection it may at lcast
be pointed out that a dichotomy of the epistemic and the
9bjective cannot as such constitute a rigid principle in carry-
ing out philosophic reflection. Such distinction of the mode
of consciousness and the real object as such may arise through
thf: common-sense presupposition of the independently
existent object. Moreover, the distinction is all the more
stressed in view of a possible confusion between modes of
reference as in the meaning consciousness and the psychologi-
cal modes as such. But our present approach would depart
sharply from the psychological one, so far as the former seeks
to proceed in terms of idealities and the latter in terms of
ideas taken as mental counterparts of objects.

Further, a strict criterion for distinguishing the epistemic
and the objective would indeed be hard to find. In this con-
qexion, a review of the general position of a realistic system
like Nyaya-Vaidesika in positing the ontological scheme of
categories (padartha) may broadly prove our contention. The
cat'egorics of existence—padartha—as formulated by the

Vaisesikas are, in a sense, the enumeration of the meant. They
are indeed brought under the broader category of ‘knowable’
.(prameya). And, as the Nyaya dictum holds, the knowable
1s established on the basis of valid knowing—‘‘pramane-
bhyah prameyasiddhih”.? The ontological scheme of the
Vaisesika is sought to be resolved down to the epistemological
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standpoint of the Naiyaika*. After all, the Vaisesika
commentator, Prasastapada, himself admits knowability
(jrieyatva), besides namability (abhidheyatva) and existence
(astitva), as one of the common characteristics of the cate-
goriest.

However, even if no definite criterion as to what is
epistemic and what is objective could be found as such, the
question may still remain: how are we to determine what is
true and what is false? Can the proposed approach provide
any criterion for truth and error without appealing to some
objective standard? Firstly, it may be pointed out that any
modc of cognising consciousness, be it valid or be it non-valid
in the accepted sense, must have some content to refer to—
“Pratitih savisaya”. Even erroneous perception necessitates
some positive content. But how to determine the validity of
such content? The appeal here should rather be made to
the verdict of consciousness itself—to what is present to it.
The invalidity of cognition in an erroneous situation need
not be derived from the non-existence of the (falsely per-
ceived) object, but may rather be proved through rejection
by the relevant succeeding content of consciousness. Nor
can the falsity of cognition be accounted for merely by refer-
ence to the pragmatic use (vyavahara), for even this use itself
has to be determined with reference to the consciousness con-
cerned—Ilike the object, as noted earlier.

So, the relevant mode of meaning consciousness rather
than any objective standard as such would prove to be the
arbiter of validity in a truly reflective approach.®* Of course,
a negative criterion might be suggested in this respect—a
criterion which may at least serve in eliminating the
absolutely wunreal—viz., reducibility in terms of mere
language-forms. Ideas which can completely be linguistically
resolved and as such prove to be mere linguistic constructions

* Cf. “"The Vaidesika views the world from the ontological standpoint
while the Nyiya docs so from the epistemological’’. M. Hirivanna, Ouflines
of Indian Philosophy, p. 245. : '

t The point may further be developed by closely examining the categories
scparatcly—particularly, samanya, Vifesa and abhava.
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might be rejected as having no truth-claim as such. This
would be the case with fictitous ideas, for instance, which are
accordingly regarded as altogether false ({uccha), being bereft
even of reference or meaning.

Now, in this proposed approach the whole stress scems
evidently to be put on the subject’s knowing rather than on
the object known. The point of view of the cognising subject
is proposed in preference to that of the object as such. Such
reversal of the object-ward attitude, as entailed by this.
approach, may seem unwarranted at the first instance. How-
ever, the ground for a subject-centric attitude—if the said
attitude can be so characterized, to contrast it with the object-
oriented one—need not be far to seek. It may be evident if
we recognise even barely the unique import of subject qua
subject, plainly represented in the notion of ‘I'. The objec-
tive attitude, commonly assented to, need not be the only
approach in philosophy.

The ‘independence’ of the object known, as claimed
by the realist, is after all intelligible in relation to knowing
itself. Tor even to posit the aspect of independence as

pertaining to the object necessitates the object to be known.
IE it still be urged that the object as independently existent
does stand as such, this supposedly self-existent object would
prove to be hardly anything more than an indefinite ‘X’, But
with such X’ (cf. Kant’s ‘Thing-in-itself’), alleged to be
beyond the ken of knowledge, we would hardly have any
direct concern in the proposed approach.

This brings us, of course, to the question: what would
be the possible attitude towards the real object, or the
possible explanation of objectivity, for such a view? One
-point seems to be evident, viz., that the object as independent
and real is left out of consideration. Objectivity is no longer
to be looked upon as the character pertaining to the existent
per sz. Consequently, the common charge that the subject-
centric position nccessarily ignores objective experience and

as such gives no explanation of the world of objects would
not hold good.
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In this connexion it may also be pointed out that even
with such a fundamental subject-centricity, the minimum
tenet of rcalism need not be given up. For all practical
purposcs, the independence of the empirical object or of
the wordly facts can hardly be denied*. Morecover, the
approach which we here adopt in terms of fundamental
subject-centricity should not in any casc be misunderstood as
psychologism’ of any sort—the latter being roughly the view
that whatever is asserted is psychologically determined. As
already suggested, in the context of the reflective approach
ideas arc not to be taken ds contents in the mind of an actual
ego. Accordingly, the whole stress is laid upon the meaning-
aspect rather than on the psychological facthood of ideas.

It is in the transcendental philosophy of Kant that a
strictly epistemological approach was undertaken, proposing
a radical explanation of knowledge. So, the question ds to
how knowledge is possible was taken up in earnest, leaving
aside the psychological attitude of Locke and other empiri-
cists. Accordingly, by transcending the sclf-defeating system
of empirical ideas (as the psychological counterpart of the
objects of knowledge), a presuppositional system of idealities
(in the form of apriorities) was sought to be brought out. And
Kant admittedly adopted ‘the subjective point of view’ in
contrast to the object-positing attitude. Consequently, the
object for Kant was reduced to appearance or to object-as-
known, for the latter alone could be shown amenable to a
thoroughgoing reflective analysis. However, the object as
rcal in itself and unconditioned, though suspended iIn
reflective analysis, still provided for the latter a necessary
point of reference. The concept of ‘transcendental object’,
though a postulatory concept for Kant, was yet regarded as
necessary for conferring upon all our empirical concepts in

* The Advaitic contention in general as regards a provisional pragmalic
(vyavaharika) status or validity of the world of common expericnce is parti-
cularly under reference.
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general the relation to an object, i.e., objective reality. Thus
in Kantianism, the object as such serves more or less as the
terminal point of reference. There is, so to say, a lapse of
interest in the bare reality of the object as such, although
not in objectivity.

Now, Kantianism introduced, at least as method, the
subjective point of view in the transcendental (not mere
logical) analysis of experience. But the concept of reality
never did leave its trace in the Kantian critique.  However,
in the more recent philosophical discipline of Phenomeno-
logy, expounded by Husserl, the said subjective point of view
has been more expressly pursued towards a systematic analysis
of the pure structure of consciousness. The ‘transcendental’
point of view which was already involved in the Kantian
metaphysic of experience is here sought to be worked out with
thoroughgoing rigour. But in Phenomcnology, unlike in
Kantianism, the concern for existent reality is singularly left
out ; and ‘objectivity’ is not regarded in the Kantian sense
as involving the element of necessity and universality and as
referring to the postulated ‘transcendental object’. On the
contrary, consciousness in its essential functionality through
modalities of reference provides the basic theme *

Thus, although Husserl’s Phenomenology does not
involve a strictly a priori approach of the Kantian type, it
shares in common with the latter an enquiry after the con’di-
tions for the possibility of experience. Bidding for a pre-
suppositionless philosophy, phenomenology proposes a disci-
pline for the analysio of the Presuppositional structure of
consciousness 1N as rigorous a way as science itself. The
approach therein is intended to be purely on the basis of
‘evidence’ preoen’ted in reﬂective insight (what Husser] calls
‘essence-lntumon )- Subjective in a sense though the method
may be, it should steer clear of at least two extremes, On
the one hand, there should be no commitment as to the

* For an account of the standpoint, o <
) ;e » outlook and meul D
Husserl's Phenomenology in outlines, vide infra, Index CBI.Od..Rf {3‘1’"""‘1
Phenomenology”’. ’ : ote on
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metaphysical status of subjectivity or consciousness ; and, on
the other hand, no psychologism should be involved. All that
can be suggested herein is the possible autonomous region
of subjectivity, the supposed home of idealities or essential-
ities.

Now, when we come to Advaita Vedanta, we do not, of
coursc, meet with a-priorism of any sort, as one would find in
European philosophy. It may be said of Indian philosophy
in general (except perhaps, to some extent, the Vaiyakarana
system) that it does not as such involve the element of a prior:
in the strict logical sense of the term, with its epistemological-
metaphysical bearing. So, Vedanta would not as such be
concerned with the necessary logical structures of thought
mutatis mutandis the structure of the world. Yet, this
a-priorism apart, Vedanta may still be considered in the light
of a so-called transcendental approach*; that means, it
could be understood as a metaphysic of experience in terms
of transcendental analysis of extperience, even without neces-
sary reference to any metaphysical or like presuppositions.
Or, to put it in terms of Strawson’s distinction (cf. “In-
dividuals”), a ‘descriptive metaphysics’ rather than a ‘revision-
ary’ one may be traced within the framework of Advaita
philosophy.

As the basis of such an dpproach to Vedanta, however,
stands the standpoint of subjectivity. The notion of ‘trans-
cendental subjectivity’ plays a distinct role in Kantianism,
and more particularly in Husserl's Phenomenology. In
Kantianism, the self as ‘transcendental unity of apperception’
represents the presuppositional subject-principle, sharply
distinguished from the empirical self. And in Husserl’s
Phenomenology, as already referred to, there is a more explicit
recognition of ‘transcendental subjectivity’ as sharply distin-

* The term “‘transcendental’”’ has been used in this broadly Kantian-
Phenomenological sense (which is otherwise metaphysically non-committal)
throughout the book.
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guished from psychological subjectivity.*

Without further going into the Kantian or the pheno-
menological position in the present context, it may herc be
noted that this standpoint of subjectivity brings both the
systems, particularly Phenomenology, nearer to Advaita
Vedanta. For the central idealist standpoint of the latter
can be stated in terms of the cardinal principle of Cit, which
stands for the very essence of subjectivity (as our discourse
hereafter seeks to show). And the transcendental-subjective
metholology of Phenomenology makes it particularly com-
petent to throw light on a truly reflective investigation into
the nature of subjectivity. So, an attempt at bringing out the
truth and significance of subjectivity may be undertaken
approximately on lines suggested by Phenomenology.

A broadly phenomenological approach—may not be in
the strictly Husserlian sense—could thus be an appl‘OaCh
towards the possible understanding of a philosophical
doctrine, without necessary reference to the metaphysical or
like presuppositions that may otherwise be involved in the
system concerned. To consider the doctrine of Cit in
fﬁdvaita system, playing the role of transcendental sub-
]ecti'vity as in a system of metaphysic of experience, it can
possibly be attempted on phenomenological lines—with what
success shall be seen in the sequel.

_' However, methodological considerations apart, the essen-
.tlally metaphysical orientation of Cit qua pure subjectivity
in the scheme of Advaita philosophy can hardly be over-
looked. Cit is indeed indicated as the principle of conscious-
ness which is at the same time ontological existence (Sat) or
Bemg. But at least methodologically, we would rather keep
in abeyance the ontological-existential aspect of Cit. Con-
sequently, what may properly remain would be nothing but
pure consciousness. And the latter, even if not meta-
f’hySiC‘fl{y considered, would of course provide the pre-
suppositional background in epistemological and psychologi-
cal investigations. As such, we have in view the fundamental
role of Cit in a possible system of critique of experience, one
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that may broadly be regarded as its epistemological—or more
properly, transcendental—role.
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NOTION AND STATUS OF CIT AS SUBJECTIVITY
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CHAPTER I

APPROACH TO CIT AS SUBJECTIVITY

The possible way of approaching C:it in the Advaita
doctrine, independent of its ontological thesis, would be to
understand it in the light of transcendental analysis of
experience. The ground for such approach may not be far
to seek. For, consciousness prima facie stands for what can
roughly be called the subjective, or simply be charactized
—though necgatively—as being other than the object in
the epistemic situation. And cit, to have a definite
import other than the metaphysical, should rather be defined
in terms of the subjective. So our major problem here would
Dbe to show how far cit can, and does, claim to stand as the
presuppositional ground in the subjectively oriented inter-
pretation of experience. It is to the definition and clabora-
tion of the notion of cit as having the unique import of
subjectivity that the chapters in Part I are directed.

It is to be noted in this connexion that our enquiry
would centre not around the subject that is metaphysically
real, but rather towards the supposed foundational essence
involved within the range of experience taken as meant.
Accordingly, the procedure may be viewed not in terms of
existence, natural or ontological, but in terms of what may be
called pure ideational implicates of experience. With a view
to bringing out the foundational status of consciousness,
relevant logico-epistemological and psychological analyses,
largely in keeping with Advaita philosophy, would be under-
taken. Nevertheless, the attitude in broad of bringing in no
metaphysical presupposition as such is sought to be main-
tained, so that a proper criticism of experience in the light of

what Kant would call ‘transcendental reflection’* may follow.
#* * *

* For the actual bearing of ‘transcendental reflection’ (as distinguished
from ‘logical reflection’ by Kant), vide Ch. V. ©
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To begin with an epistemological enquiry, what sccms to
be accepted is nothing more mor less than the undecniable
rudimentary fact to which all individual cognition may be
reduced, namely, ‘I know’. Consciousness, although about
something, stands nonctheless for the subject. For some,
notably the Naiyayikas, to speak of the subjective character
of consciousness would mean that it necessarily pertains to a
subject who knows or experiences as distinguished from the
object experienced or known. But the genuine subjectivity
of consciousness seems to lie deeper. For firstly, though Nyaya
holds that consciousness belongs to a self, this self may remain
without it ; secondly, the so-called ‘subjective’ of the Naiya-
yika, like that of S. Alexander, proves on further analysis to
be as much objective as other things.

The true subjectivity intrinsic to consciousness would
mean a different position and has to be shown differently.
The principle of cit in Advaita doctrine indicates conscious-
ness not as attributive and empirical but as substantive and
transcendental.  Consciousness prima facie would mean
phenomena which are generally considered subjective, i.e.,
those which pertain to the subject (experiencer or knower).
But to contend that consciouosness in essence is subjectivity
implies at once two steps. (1) Consciousness is not what just
appedrs in the shape of conscious states in individual minds
empirically determined but rather what presuppositionally
stands behind such states. (2) The alleged corc of conscious-
nCSS.Should be such as to subsist by itself indgpendent of
e:*(tr%nsic factors—objective or psychological. And this would
signify its possible autonomy, i.e., its subsistence independent
of empirical determination and objective reference.

- Both these steps, however, imply the prima facie possi-
bility of considering consciousness to be a distinct principle
atall. There are thinkers who would hardly admit conscious-
ness to be a distinct principle. Consciousness, they urge,
can never be posited apart from the empirical context. As
empiricists they woud contend that consciousness as distinct
is hardly to be found. Hume, for instance, would rather
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reduce sclf to ‘bundle of perceptions’ and as such deny out-
right and substantive status to it as subject. Following the clue
of Humean atomism further, modern realists like Bertrand
Russell, for example, would be denying a special entitative
character to consciousness as the essence of mental phenomena
(cf. “The Analysis of Mind”). Further, Ryle brings the con-
cept of mind as ‘a seccond theatre’ severely under criticism,
offering a nco-behaviouristic explanation of mind as nothing
morc than ‘minding’ (cf. “The Concept of Mind").

Now, the first step in showing the possibiity of self-
subsisting consciousness would necessitate an analysis of
knowledge-relation itself. To regard knowledge-relation
simply as objectively (causally) determined, as a realist would
have it, is to miss the raison d’etre of knowledge itself. Even
for a realist, who takes knowledge-relation like any relation
between two facts, knowledge is regarded as a simple fact not
further analysable. However, merely to admit knowledge-
relation as simple fact like any objective event would little
improve our genuine understanding of knowledge. This may
prompt us to a reversal of the attitude in which the object is
cognised. That would mean stressing the subjective side
rather than that of the object. Accordingly, the peculiar
feature of ‘reference’ as pertaining to knowledge has to be
recognised. To consider the epistemological import of the
knowledge-of-object situation, the simple proposition “This is
X’ may give place to a more reflective proposition ‘I have the
knowledge of X'.  And in the latter proposition, the ‘of’-ness.
implies that there is a reference to X. To posit an object
amounts invariably to a directedness on the part of the cognis-
ing subject. Thus each instance of cognition is the cognition
of something. The directedness towards something other than
the nowing consciousness itself is indicated by the reference-
character of knowledge (or what the phenomenologists would
call “intentionality”)*.

. * The typical phenomenological treatment of consciousness rests on the
unique feature of “intentionality’ (originally advocated by Brentano) : that
every ‘cogito’ must be consciousness of something is to be interpreted not
simply as a psychological fact.

‘\ 5
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As between knowledge and object, it is with the former
as subjective act that we find the peculiar referencchood. For,
in stating the knowledge-of-object situation, the ‘of’-ness
is meant to belong to the knowing act rather than to the
object. If, however, the situation be put in terms of ‘object-
of-knowledge’, then the latter would mcan the object-ds-
known ; this in other words means that knownness (jiiatatd)
belongs to the object. But what is the status of this so-called
‘knownness’ in relation to the object?*

Even if it be granted that knownness is a character
belonging to object, its distinction from other objective
qualities like colour, taste. smell ctc. has still to be admitted.
While the latter cannot be considered apart from the object
as the locus, knownness cannot be so considered. Certain
objective qualities like spatiality, nay even sound ectc., may
as well be treated apart from objective configurations and
thereby ensuring, for instance, Geometry as the science of
Space or Accoustics as the science of Sound. But such separate
treatment is enabled only through mechanical abstraction of
the qualities concerned from the composite structure of
things. The unique character of knownness, on the other
hand, presents itself as capable of being treated as such. This
can explain why Psychology could at all procced with the
conscious phenomenon of knownness (and of felt-ness and
willed-ness, to that extent) more or less independently of the
objective (bodily) counterpart. Moreover, knownness pre-
supposes the act of knowing as somehow outside the bounds
of the object itself. As such, it can hardly be regarded as the
original character of the object. On the contrary, while
knowledge refers to the object, the latter does not intrinsically
refer to consciousness.

Referencehood thus belongs inseparably to the subject-
pole. When A refers to B, it follows that B is here to be
understood necessarily in the context of A’s reference
(although it need not at once follow that B has per s& no exis

* For detailed analysis of ‘knownness’, vide infra, Sec. A.
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tential status of its own). So far as B is sought to be explained
in terms of A’s act, that A may subsist independent of B
suggests itsclf to us. It follows that A should presumably
have a sclf-subsistent autonomous nature of its own apart
from its actual reference to B, which means A subsisting in-
dependent of the B-context.

The train of analysis suggested above seems in broad to
agree with the fundamental idealistic position of Advaita as
noted carlier. To come to the thesis of the autonomous status
of consciousness, Advaita seeks to trace pure consciousncss at
the background of cognitive states. Any state of conscious-
ness (vrit?) is on reflective analysis found to be involving the
common eclement of consciousness. The varying cognitive
states, having different objects from case to case, invariably
shares the common character of knowingness (jianatva).
This character of knowingness as generic is felt to be not
merely associated but identified with the states themselves ;
but it is not nominally posited as on the strength of mere
abstraction. It is due to fusion with the varying modifications
that the generic character itself appears to be varying. Ior
the character of pure knowingness is, on the last analysis, the
manifestation of the object to the knowing subject ; and this
character in its turn abides in the self*. Now, such generic
character as approached through conscious states points to
the concrete possibility of consciousness as self-subsisting
essence. Of course, such concrete essence may not be realised
in actuality apart from the media of psychic states partaking
of the generic character. To pass from the generic character
(samanya) to the concrete embodiment of the generic essence
—uyakli, not jati or class—seems to be a typically significant
procedure of Advaita. What comes to us as the generic
essence bears the possibility that such essence may be con-
cretely embodied.*

Now, knowingness is not to be looked upon as a property

* For the Advaitic equation of consciousness and knowledge (cit as
jfiana), or the interpretation of the essence of consciousness in purely cognitive
terms, vide infra, Ch. 1I.
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of mental states like other propertics such as causality,
numericality, succession etc. The latter may pertain to the
contents of mind but are not concecivable apart from the con-
text of the contents themselves. Knowingness in general,
however, can be conceived by itself independent of its belong-
ing to any specific states. In this also the autonomy of know-
ingness is suggested.

Consciousness as it appcars obviously viries in form from
onc state to another, so that the essential consciousness,
alleged to be common to the various apparcent forms of con-
sciousness, may well be questioned. But the apparent differ-
ences in form may be resolved in the light of the referential
aspect of consciousness and traced to the object-counterpart
of the states of consciousness concerned. So far as the pure
ground behind the states are concerned, it should not be con-
ceived of as partaking of any form of objcctive reference
varying according to the given object—although the ground
itself is ideally posited rather than actually realised.?

From this preliminary survey purc consciousncss (Cit)
as self-subsistent subjectivity comes out at least as a possibility.
With a view to strengthening this possibility by demonstrat-
ing the ontic validity of consciousness as the essential sub-
jectivity, we now proceed to the detailed consideration of
certain approaches as can be worked out in the context of the
Advaita metaphysic of experience. Besides the so-called
phenomenon of knownness, an analysis of the three-fold stages
of experience in the forms of waking, drcam and deep slecp
and also the notion of ‘I’ would provide for Advaita several

approaches to the notion of Cit as purc subjectivity.

SecTioN A.  ANALYSIS OF KNOWNNESS (jfialala)

A closer cxamination of the epistemological character of
knownness (besides what have becn said in the preliminary
remarks) would bring particularly into view in the present
context the treatment of the concept in the Bhatta school

of Mimamsa. According to the Bhattas, knownness
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(jfiatata) or manifestness (prakatya) is a character pertain-
ing to the object, indicating the relation of self or subject
to the object known. As knowledge is generated, the rela-.
tion between the object and the knower is grasped. In an
instance of knowledge stated in the judgment, *“This is known
by me”, the object rcferred to rather than the subject seems
to be primarily apprehénded. This apparent primacy of the
objective factor over the subjective is to be attributed to this
relation between the object and the knower. ‘

Now this character of knownness, resulting through
knowledge-relation, is taken to be inhering in the object of
knowledge in context as inseparable therefrom and is to be
grasped through sense-perception along with the object. As
this knownness is apprehended, it serves as the sign on the
ground of which knowledge is inferred as the cause of such
a quality as knownness—jﬁ&tatc‘zlifzgc‘mum[ma. So the object
being known, the knowledge itself is known subsequently
through inference.® As Parthasarathi Misra points out,
knowledge is to be postulated as the adventitious cause which
brings about the connection of the self with the object.*

It seems that the new quality of knownness should
belong to the object known rather than the subject knowing,
though the contrary view is not missing among the Bhatta
thinkers. According to Vicaspati Misra’s interpretation
(“Nyayakanika”), the quality of knownness should inhere in
the self and as such be amenable to internal perception
(manasa pratyaksa). Knownness, however, is kept apart from
knowledge, so far as the former is obtained through mental
perception, while the latter through inference. But this
would entail an'unnecessary dichotomy between knownness
and knowledge, both abiding in the self. Knownness as
located in the self could bear any meaning only in the sense
of reference of knowledge to object ; and it is exactly this
reference that is involved in knowledge as the tertium quid
between self and object.

So the only alternative admissible seems to be to take
knownness, pertaining to obiect, as the quality effected by
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knowledge—a position mentioned by Parthasirathi and
accepted generally by later Bhattas. Knowledge itsclf has its
own character (jiianatvam) and the knower its own (jratyt-
vam) ; so knownness should naturally belong to the object
known. But the question may still be raised: how from
knownness, a character admittedly objective or at lcast
pseudo-objective, can the subjective principle like knowledge
be inferred? For, the Bhattas do admit that knowledge,
unlike knownness, is after all a quality in the sclf rather than
in the object. Further it is maintained that knownness is an
added quality to the object. But to recognizc such addition
(atiSaya) @s due to the activity of knowing would cntail that
the latter has somehow been apprehended, whether prior to
or simultaneous with the object. Without the knowledge
being apprehended, it would be rather presumptuous to
accept ‘knownness’ merely on the basis of such judgment as
“The pot is known’ (put in a more explicit but sophisticated
way ds ‘Knownness belongs to the pot’).

Again, the very process of inferring knowledge in the
Bhitta way would involve difficulties. In order to infer
knowledge, knownness as the ground (hetu) is supposed to be
cognised. How, then, to cognise knownness itsclf? The
simple answer may be, as some Bhitta thinkers hold: through
perception of knownness along with the object. But if
knownness can be directly grasped, why not knowledge itself
be similarly apprehended—which would, of coursc, mean
surrendering the Bhatta position? Moreover, in such a view,
knownness would be reduced to one of the objective qualitics
—a contention already examined. On the other hand, from
a consistent Bhatta approach it would follow that knownness,
if itself be known, should entail secondary knownncss, and
that in its turn a tertiary one, and so on. Thus an indefinite
series of ‘knownnesses’ should follow, so that to infer know-
ledge on the basis of knownness (as known) would prove to be
a baffling task.

A naively objective approach seems to escape the
question of knowledge (as such) over and above the object.
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But in that case, no reference to knownness could be made at
all, nor to knowledge besides the object in view. As soon as
the question of knowledge by way of knownness be raised,
the absurd regress of ‘knownnesses’ would be inescapable. So,
the apprehension of knownness as an objective quality would
be unjustificd. To treat knownness as a quality in the object,
with which the supposed knowledge bears a contingent rela-
tion, implics only an improper abstraction. Even accepting
for the sake of argument that knownness is prima facie an
objective quality, a reflective analysis reveals its unique
character as transcending the context of the object into the
subjective act of knowing. The very absurdity of interpret-
ing knownness in objective terms points to the originally un-
objective level of knowledge—in other ‘words, the level of
subjectivity.

Section B. NotioN oF I or Eco (4hamkara)

An investigation into the notion of I-hood or egoity
(ahamkara) can also provide a way of demonstrating .czt as
the foundational subjectivity. The individual is indlcatfid
by ‘I' and as such I-hood is taken to stand for individuality
(the latter broadly meant to include mind or internal organ)-
So far as the notion of ‘I’ at least prima facie involves the
clement of consciousness, a search for the essence of I-hood
should lead to cit as the essence of subjectivity.

An ambiguity seems, however, to be involved in th.
notion of individuality itself. For, the individuztll.t)’ as
embodied in ‘I’ should be distinguished from the individual-
ity of things, such as a tree, a rock etc. And the point of dl;'
tinction apparently lies in the presence in the onc and the ab-
sence in the other of the element of subjectivity. What seems
to be common to both the types of individuals—I as WCH. ars
the tree—is apparently the factor of self-contained 1d'ent1t).
But the unique feature of individual subject is that 1t C?‘;l'
tains within itself the element of self-distinguishment wh‘lc .
may be regarded as the mark of its subjectivity. The subjec

e very
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alone is denoted by ‘I’, and never the things. In the case of
objective entities I-ness is missing. The position of personal
pronouns other than the first, viz., ‘you’, ‘he’ ectc. may be
actually denote ‘I, they can neither be identilied with the
object-individual ; the possibility of being represented by ‘I’
from their respective points of view (though not that of the
speaker) cannot, after all, be denicd.

To put it schematically, at the onc end of the hierarchy
of individuality stands bare individuality (of things) minus
subjectivity, while at the other end subsists—at lcast idcally—
pure subjectivity devoid of individuality. At the inter-
mediate stage (or stages) alone, one may find amalgamation,
in varying proportions, of the elements of both individuality
and subjectivity. It is in this region that the subjcct-indivi-
dual may prevail. 8o, both the elements of incliviciuality and
of subjectivity are combined in the entity usually denoted
by ‘I'.  In such combination, however, onc of the clements
need not imply the other (in a more or less Hegelian way) as
dialectically involved within itself ; rather, even if co-existent,
two elements are separable. That the two are at least
primarily separate is suggested by the evidence of object-
individual, where the element of bare individuality seems to
prevail. This by itself at least suggests a possibility that
subjectivity could subsist at the other end apart from in-
dividuality.

We next come upon a distinction of levels— reflective
and unreflective—as may be traced in the I-consciousness.
I-hood in its unreflective phase indicates the bodily level,
where I as such and the feeling of 7 are not distinguished
from each other. In this region of empirical use (vyavahara),
all that prevails is a bare feeling of I-ness, without the
I-character being distinguished, enabling the common use in
respect of self as body. Such functional appearance of I, how-
ever, may provide the point of departure for the search after
pure I
$ankara—and idealists may generally agree with him in
this respect—takes body-self identity (dehatmata) to be a case
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of falsc identification (adhyasa). They have thereby in view
the reflective I, claiming to be distinct from the bodily com-
plex. Such bodily level of individuality, where self is fused
with the body, has been admitted by the Naiyayika realist too
to be false. Reflection on the body-self identity may bring
home the notion of self as such. But, for the uncompromising
naturalist like Carvaka, the level of bodily self is the final
stage which need not and cannot be transcended. At best
there are shades of naturalism, taking sclf variously as the
gross body (sthitlasarira) or as sensc-organs or as vital principle
(Prana) or even as mind (manas), taken roughly as the ‘subtle
body’ (sithsma Sarira). TFrom such statements in use as (a) ‘I
am stout’, (b) ‘I am deaf’, (c) ‘I am thirsty’, (d) ‘I am with-
doubt’, the characterizations in terms of body, sensc-organ,
vital principle and mind respcctively are transferred to self.®
But these are, after all, stages in approaching the pure self—
beginning with the primary level of belief in the bodily self.
That we can hardly confine ourselves finally to these stages
may be shown as we come to the reflective analysis of I-consci-
ousness.

I or ego at the reflective level is recognised as the inner
principle distinct from the bodily complex. Such a principle,
though having reference to body, still claims to be distinct.
However, Advaita aptly recognises the intimate relation that
exists between body and self. Here it comes remarkably close
to the contention of some modern thinkers (like S. Alexan-
der), who would hold—on the basis of adequate knowledge
of the relation between the body and mental functions—that
not only is mind vaguely connected with body but there is an
intimate connection which does not enable us to rest in the
conception of their mutual independence.® Advaita would
not take the body-self identification as merely gratuitous or
nominal ; it is basic, because the identity is actually felt.

Here comes into view the distinction between
mediate knowledge and immediate perception in respect of
the I-notion. So far as our perception is concerned, I is
hardly to be apprehended except in its connection with the
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bodily complex. On the perceptual level, the sclf presents
itself ordinarily in the context of the causal chain of bodily
activities (karya-karana-sanghata), and not as distinct from
the latter. Through rational reflection alonc is sclf known
to be possibly distinct. Such evident fact that the same [ is
felt to persist from childhood, while the body undergocs orga-
nic changes from time to time, serves as the ground for in-
ferring that the ego-substance (ahampadartha) as denoted by
I must possibly be distinct in essence from the bodily com-
plex.” In another way $ankara shows the distinctness of self
from body. Starting from the common-sensc position that
self, even as the knower of all sense-manifold, is neccessarily
confined to the bodily complex, he further points out that
body is itself knowable (jiieya). So, if sclf is taken as nothing
more than body, it would mean that onc knowable is known
by another knowable, which implies an evident absurdity.
Through this reductio ad absurdum $ankara maintains the
trans-bodily character of self.?

Still, the primary sense of body-self identity can necver
be regarded as merely verbal, because such identity comes to
us as a fact of perception. Even through critical reflection,
{ as dissociated from the bodily complex is not actually rcal-
1zed., though through such reflection alone the pure I can be
envisaged. But the sense of body-self identity on the per-
ceptual level can be superseded not through infercnce but
through the higher level of ‘intuition’ of the truc nature
of self.

The bodily association—even il taken as necessary—does
not preclude the trans-bodily character of the ego; the
Clel?lerlt of subjectivity does make itself felt within the I-
notion.  According to Alexander, the self as ‘person’ is to be
considered as ‘the synthesis of the sclf as subject and the self
as bOdY or as object’. In spite of his attempt to reduce the
SUbJ_eCt to ‘a development of the bodily self’, he would still
adl.mt the unique character of the subjcctive element as not
quite amenable to objective experience. (Of course, Alexan:
der’s final definition of subjectivity need not be accepted
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here.) Again, the apparent uniqueness about the I-notion is
admitted by Ryle—I unlike any other pronoun being never
exhaustively grasped, though always felt to be proximate.'®
The point, however, remains whether apart from the said
“svstematic elusiveness”, there is any positive essence about I.
The Advaita position in this regard would be quite unambi-
guous. Subjectivity is felt from the very beginning in I-
notion. As $ankara remarks (Adhyasabhasya). by virtue of
immediacy (aparoksatva), the innermost self (pratyagatma)
makes itself evident with indubitable certainty. In Vacaspati's.
dcfinition of Pratyagatma, inner subjectivity is characterised
by unique definiteness as distinct from the indefiniteness.
about our feeling of body, sense-organs etc.™

Now the question is: if self is in essence unobjective
(avisaya), as Vedanta insists, how could it be the object of
I-notion (asmatpratyayavisaya)? Such apparent logical
absurdity is explained in Advaita by recourse to the principle
of nescience (avidya). The general principle apart, what is.
unobjective in essence assumes objectivity, even if apparent,
through dssociational conditions (upadhi). As a result, the
familiar phenomenon of ego is there—presenting a peculiar
blend of the essential element of consciousness and the in-
essential non-conscious (acit) element. FEgo appears deter-
minable only in respect of the non-conscious element defin-
able in terms of ‘this’ (idam). What eludes determination in
terms of ‘this'—anidam—is the element of consciousness (cit).
Thus ego is conceived as partaking of the dual character of
‘this’ and ‘not-this’ (idamanidamriipa).’* It thus marks for
Advaita the significant stage where the actual and the ideal
meet.  Sankara virtually accepts the principle of egoity
(ahamkara) as the first step of inexplicable fusion (tadatmya)
between pure subjectivity and the objective, wherefrom the
whole series of empirical-psychological categories—those of
agency (karirtva), enjoyership (bhokirtva) and so on—follow.
Here is the nodal point, as it were, binding together consci-
ousness and non-conscious—cidacidgranthi.*®

Thus we understand how self, in spite of its unobjective
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certitude, comes to be the object of I-notion through the prin-
ciple of egoity. Pure subjectivity assumes the character of
ahakara, when reflected on the internal organ (antalikarana)
and getting fused with it.!* According to [Iiwarapa, the
evidencing consciousness which remains in the background
assumes the explicit character of I-hood through rcllcction
on the ‘transparent’ medium of antahkarana.'* "The I-prin-
ciple is unique in marking the common mecting point for the
knower and the known alike. From this fact of coincidence
of the two (in such a statement as ‘I know myself’), thc Bhitta
thinker goes to ascribe inertness to self in its ‘known’ aspect.
Apart from the difficulties in admitting partial incrtness of
self, Advaita would put the burden of such amalgamation on
the ego-principle. The knowable object-clement in cgoity
is accounted for with reference to antalikarana. Again, sub-
jectivity—seated in egoity and yet tending to transcend it—
cannot be regarded as involving within itself the dual ele-
ments of subject and object, for that would only mar its
native homogeneity. So, while self is not equated with cgo,
the latter in its turn cannot be reduced to an inert prin-
ciple.*

Rational reflection would posit consciousness as distinct
from, and beyond the stage of, egoity. Conscquently, the
appearance of pure subject as the object of I-notion has to be
treated as false on deeper analysis. And this is meant when
I-notion is taken to be a case of ‘secondary reference’ (gauni
vrtti), by way of which the self that is as such unobjective
comes to be objective in use.'®

As shown so far, between the two ends of object and
subject—both in their own ways devoid of I-hood—the inter-
mediate stage of actual I-hood prevails. Commonly we move
within the range of this stage, presenting shades of identity
(tadatmya) between pure subjectivity and the physico-mental
correlates and pervaded in general by the I-sense. Thus, on
the bodily level, for instance, besides the perception of

* For a fuither phenomenological treatment of Cit vis-a-vis ahamkara,
and detailed analysis of the relevant stages, vide infra, Chap. VI.
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‘I-body’ (or I as body), such perception as ‘my body’ may also
prevail. In the latter case, unlike in the former, the body is
felt somchow ds distinct from self, while the latter is likewise
felt qua its capacity for possessing the body. In the one, I is
wholly identified with body and in the other, it is felt as
distinct and yet bound up with the latter. On the mental
level, a distinction as between ‘I-mind’ (i.e.,, I am the mind)
and ‘my mind’ would similarly prevail. Broadly in this way,
the pure I may gradually be approached in degrees of subjec-
tivity, with corresponding dissociation from physico-mental
complex. The possibility of pursuing I in such steps of dis-
sociation—right from the bodily level—suggests the possibi-
lity of pure I as beyond the bodily complex, nay even beyond
the mental manifold. And as the process is contrary to being
object-ward, the essence that may ideally be posited at the
end is naturally to be conceived as unobjective.

However, granting pure subjectivity to be shorn of
physico-mental associations, it is yet hard to conceive of such
supposed subjectivity to be devoid of individuality altogether.
A completely de-individualised subject scems prima facie to
be almost an anachronism.* Without going into the mooted
question as to how far, on ultimate analysis, individuality
can be retained in pure subjectivity, one point may here be
emphasized. The stage of pure subjectivity should mark the
termination, ideally though it may be, of progressive subjec-
tivisation—a process which need not be accompanied by a
corresponding effaccment of the I-sense. It may rather be
called a case of ‘rarefaction’ than of complete ‘evaporation’ of
the I-fceling, with which we start—a position which, neverthe-
less, may not be endorsed by the traditional Advaita view.

StctioN C. EVIDENCE OF DEEP SLEEP (susupti).

Our ordinary experience is marked by two distinct stages
of waking and drecam. And an empirical-psychological

* The point here and the onc in the previous paragraph will be more
claborately discussed later in course of our discourse.
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account as such would hardly go beyond these states.  The
stage of sleep as devoid of dream, if admitted, would have
little importance for it except as supporting in indircct way
the continuity of the psychological sclf or ‘strcam of consci-
ousness or of subjective life’ (W. James).'" In this respect we
mark in Advaita a point of departure from ordinary psycho-
logy. In Advaita (as also in Yoga systcm). three distinct
stages of waking, drcam and sleep arc recognised in marked
distinctness. The recognition of a ncw dimension in the
state of dreamless sleep (susupti) is a significant addition to
ordinary psychology. In order to comprchend the proper
import of this new dimension, we should procced from wak-
ing to dream and from dream to decp slcep—marking the
steps of withdrawal from objective experience.

In the waking state, sensations dircctly refer to things or
objects. Even in mental constructions, linding place in the
said state, the presentative element plays the dominant role.
In dream, on the other hand, all that we¢ have are mainly
.copies of waking experience rather than prescntative percepts
themselves.  Moreover, imaginative construction, though
-obscure, has a freer play in dream ; while in waking life the
possibility of combination and association in terms of idcas
is conditioned and controlled by the demand of practical
interest and empirical belief. Further, in drecam unlike in
waking, the limiting sense of body as the constant centre of
reference is reduced to a minimum—with consequent free-
dom among dream-contents.’*  Dream has thus to be
approached in the light of a gradual lapse of waking con-
sciousness. The object of dream-awarcness remains more or
less in an ideal form, devoid of spatial and temporal dcter-
minations and free from the sense of objective continuity.
As to the question of reality of dream-contents, Santkara points
out that dream-phenomena lack the attributes of reality,
viz,, spatiality, temporality, causality and non-contra-
-diction (deSakalanimittasampattirabadhasca).”® The illusori-
ness of dream experience would consequently follow (maya-
.matram svapnadar$anam).?® The qualitative distinction of
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dream in relation to waking lies not in respect of conscious-
ness as such but of the character of dream-contents differing
from objccts of waking experience.

Now, the state of dcep sleep may primarily be under-
stood simply as the state of complete rest for the individual
mind, c¢xhausted through waking and dream experience. At
this stagc where even drcams do not prevail, psychic states
scem to ccase functioning altogether—sense-organs remain-
ing inactive. The associational as well as the apperceptive
aspects of mind seem to be conspicuous by their absence.
Onc misses even the sense of I which recurs subsequently.
In short, it is a sceming blankness in experience. But
Advaita does not rest with a superficial account of such a
typical case of experience. It rather sceks to find out the
background of memory occurring in the waking state. Such
memory, however vague, scems to refer to the experience of
‘not knowing anything’. And this fceling of ignorance
cannot certainly be ascribed to the dream state cither, as the
latter is not devoid of contents.

From the common-sense point of view, however, it may
be urged that the alleged absence of knowledge is simply to
be inferred from a comparison of the memory of pre-slecp -
state with the perception of post-sleep state. But a careful
verdict of experience following upon deep sleep may be
different. Thus the evidence of such judgments as ‘I slept
blissfully and I did not know anything’ has to be closely
analyscd. To consider the latter part of the judgment, viz.,
‘I did not know anything’, it is broadly speaking yielded
through introspection so far as it records internal psychic
state and no external event. Moreover, a reference, however
indistinct, to a past stage gives it a semblance of memory—
though we need not take it as an ordinary case of memory.
For the memory of negative facts, external or internal, should
be treated as different from that of positive mental states or
of external objects.®

#* Of course, Advaita commonly holds it to be a plain casc of memory
{smrti)—a contention which however neced not as such be accepted. Accord-
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The situation may be appronch.cd in the light of the
cognition of absence-of-a-particular-ob ject. 41— h‘cll')l}(')l‘ 31?5011CC
(pragabhava) of a thing is said to be f;c!t o1 P.U(-C“ cd m.thc
locus concerned. The very rccognition of the previous
absence of the self-same thing in the given locus would imply
that the actual absence of the same in the locus concerned
must have been somehow noticed while the former had not
been there. Thus it is the prescnt perception of past absence
which nccessitates, as it were, that the n’ctu:fl abscnce were
similarly perceived. In this sense of perception of objective
fact, we might speak of ‘knowledge of abscpcc as a present
fact’ (after K. C. Bhattacharya in The Subject as Freedom,
Ch. IV).
Now, the feeling of ‘not having known anything’ on
waking—when modalised cognitions of this or that prevail—
can be attributed to an awareness of this very abscnce of all
knowledge, the subject being supposed to have cvidenced the
said absence.®® But such absence necd not be taken in a
negative sense ; it should rather be conceived as the indefinite
mass in which specific cognitions remain in a potential state.
This exactly is denoted by ajfiana (nescience), in which—as
Advaita states—the organ of psychic activity (antahkarana)
finds, as it were, its primal potential statc (karanavastha).
This vague awareness of undefined ‘something’, viewed in
the light of modalised cognitions, assumes the more explicit
form of ‘*knowing nothing’ or ‘not knowing anything’.>

That sleep cannot be regarded as a mere blank state has
been shown from an analysis of the verdict of one awake from
sleep. It can neither be urged that any judgment on slecp
state can be passed on the basis of stable memory. The latter
would hardly be possible, -because the psychic organ, which
alone can be the bearer of memory-giving traces, ceases to
function in susupti.®* Whether it can be regarded as memory
in a loose sense or not, the supposed awareness of an
indefinite mass is to be admitted as yielding some sort of

ingly, later Advaita also formulates a formal
—smaranalinganumana,

proof on ground of such mecmory
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cognition, wherein the mass should itself be regarded as con-
tent and apprehension in one. The later Advaitic explana-
tion in terms of nescience-mode (ajiiana-vrtii) also necessitates
the positing of cvidencing principle other than mind and
cgo. For, the element of personal consciousness or I-feeling
is rather absent during deep sleep state—as may be testified
immediately on waking, when a vague awareness of the sur-
rounding objects prevail without any determinable I-feeling.
Turning to the Yoga explanation, the mental mode of
sleep, though having the notion of negation as content
(abhavapratyayalambana vrttih nidra),®* has still to be
evidenced by Purusa (vide infra, saksin).

An analysis of the apparently negative experience of
sleep significantly reveals the latter to be a stage of definite
dissociation from the objective manifold. The content here
is farthest removed from the object of waking perception,
pointing to the possibility of consciousness being capable of
remaining unmodified by the epistemic object. The com-
pulsive and explicit character of the latter gradually subsides
in steps of dream and sleep, without the corresponding
evaporation of subjectivity.®** Of course, a conscious with-
drawal from objectivity, accompanying definite realisation of
pure subjectivity, is not yet posited. Sleep state conveys the
hint of untarnished subjectivity peeping faintly, as it were,
behind the dark ground of ajfiana. But the background is
yet to be concretely realised. All that is felt is the necessity
towards a possible transcendental stage where subjectivity
may be attained through conscious withdrawal from objecti-
vity—the so-called fourth (tur7ya) stage.

In the characteristic classification of fourfold experience
—originally given in Mandukya Upanisad—the phases of
consciousness in different attitudes have been shown. The
waking (jagrat) state is characterised by the consciousness of
external objects other than cogniser himself (svatmavyatirikte
visaye prajiia). In the dream stage, marked by internally
directed consciousness (antalprajiia), we are aware of mental
states, more inward than sense-organs (indriyapeksaya

3
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antalisthatva). The sleep state, where the subject is not
inclined towards the object nor does it scc any dream, is
marked by consciousness as unified (prajianaghana). But
with consciousness in a condensed state, sclf is as good as un-
manifest at this stage (susuptavyakrtayostu ckatvam siddha-
meva nirvisesatvat).** To sum up from our discourse above,
consciousness as unified in sleep, however bare it may be, is
to be regarded as ‘not a mere thought, an unreal abstraction,
but a concrete reality’, as K. C. Bhattacharya puts it (Studies
in Vedantism, Ch. I).

Now, the element of bliss (sukha), said to be involved in
sleep, should be considered in this context. Free from
tension due to subject-object relationship, a state of mental
rest may prevail in sleep. Still it should not be explained
as a mere case of ‘want of suffering’ (duhkhabhava). Similarly
as nescience, positive bliss is also postulated on the basis of
a feeling of ‘absence of pain’on waking.*” Susupti, so far as
it provides a point of inwardization of consciousness, makes
for bliss—though in a feeble way—which is conceived in the
Vedantic tradition as essentially centred in the nature of self.
As Vivarana remarks, seated in the innermost core of self,
which as such is supremely ‘desirable’, bliss that otherwise
remains hidden behind the turmoil of empirical experience

" makes itself felt during the unperturbed state of sleep.*®
However, the fringe of happiness, provisional (anatyantika) as
it is in deep sleep, carries only the hint of perfect bliss as the
ideal state.

A Nott 1o CHAPTER I

The threefold approach to pure consciousness devecloped
s0 far—particularly the last two—may be viewed largely with
reference to relevant psychological evidences. Nevertheless,
the approach should sharply be distinguished as such from
what may strictly be regarded a psychological approach to
the question. For, the latter might as best show cit as a
principle to be derived through relevant psychological
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analysis of mental states—chiefly by way of introspection.®
Thus, for instance, a possible attempt to trace bare awareness
‘without an object’ by starting from a particular perception
of object, could hardly be regarded as leading to the Vedantic
cit. For, even the alleged ‘pure consciousness’ so discovered
would prove to be, after all, a psychic state, which cannot
possibly be dissociated from the empirical (psycho-physical)
context of the individual. However, such approach may
yield a suggestion regarding ‘consciousness without an object’
as d psychological possibility—a point often missed in modern
psychology.
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CHAPTER 1I

THE STATUS OF CONSCIOUSNESS QUA
KNOWLEDGE

In establishing the validity of consciousness (cit) as pure
subjectivity in its autonomous essence,—as attempted in the
last chapter—one primary question remains to be answered.
From the general line of approach we have adopted above—
more explicitly through the analysis of knownness (Sec. A,
Ch. I)—the essence of consciousness seems to be envisaged
purely in cognitive terms. In other words, the supposed
essence of consciousness is at the same time taken as evidently
equivalent to knowledge (jfiana) itself. (The essentially self-
evidencing character of cit as implied by its possible auto-
nomy of status is shown in the next chapter through analysis
of self-consciousness or reflective cognition, which also sug-
gests a purely cognitive approach to the question.) What
leads then to the formulation of the essence of consciousness
in the light of cognition, i.e., cit as equivalent to jriana, the
latter itself being one of the aspects of the totality of mental
life? Consequently, the exact position of cit in the total con-
text of mental (or conscious) life has to be assessed. If consci-
ousness essentially denotes subjectivity as autonomous, this
status of consciousness has to be shown in relation to the
totality of conscious life in its cognitive as well as non-cogni-
tive phases.

So the question arises: is not knowledge just one aspect
of mental activity, like feeling and willing? Then, if cit 1is
to be admitted as the generic background of mental states
in general, why should it be equated to knowledge dlone to
the exclusion of the other aspects of the mental life? Now,
this claim of knowledge to be identified with consciousness.
entails an investigation into the true status of knowledge in
relation to the non-cognitive aspects of consciousness. Ac-
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cordingly such questions would have to be considered: Has
knowing as a mode of consciousness a natural priority over
feeling and willing? If so, would such priority leave room
also for a co-ordinate status among the three faculties of
mind? Lastly, the central question: Has knowledge any
special character that it should be equated to cit-essence?

So far as the general standpoint of western psychology
is concerned, the three elements of cognition, emotion and
volition are looked upon as mentally co-ordinate. There need
not be any intrinsic or absolute priority of the one over the
other. Consciousness in general, when admitted,—and ad-
mitted as an ultimate fact and as such logically indefinable,—
is taken to be involved in or running uniformly through all
the three kinds of mental states—cognitive, emotive and voli-
tional. Each of the three aspects of mental life is equally an
instance of consciousness—each an original co-ordinate form
of consciousness.

Now, to concede priority to knowing over willing and
feeling would amount to the admission that the two primary
modes of mental activity other than knowing are reducible,
on ultimate analysis, to knowing as the fundamental mode.
And this is the position adopted in broad by different schools
of Indian philosophy—perhaps with the notable exception
of Buddhism.*

Let us examine first whether the primacy of the mode of
knowing can be held even at the empirical (psychological)
level, without bringing in the standpoint of evidencing sub-
jectivity. The issue may primarily be approached in the
line of Nyaya-Vaisesika, which is otherwise radically opposed
to the Advaitic standpoint of cit. Though a transcendental
status of consciousness as beyond the conscious states them-

* According to the gencral theory of skandha in the early phase of
Buddhist philosophy, the four non-material factors (skandha) of existence,
such as vedana (fecling), swmjia (perception), vijiiana (consciousness) and
sarhshara (mental concomitants), stand on the same level in the constitu-
tion of personality (pudgala). Any subjective state, it is held, is as much
a_sclf-subsistent phase of mental life as the other, being in no way con-
sidered as a condition of that other—each such state subsists by itsclf.*
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selves is denied outright by the Naiyayika, the knowing
aspect of consciousness is still recognised to be virtually
primary in relation to feeling and willing aspects. Some
grounds for such contention may, of course, be shown.

() According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika position, know-
ledge (jiiana) or cognition (buddhi) is a specific quality
(visesaguna) of self-substance and is consciousness itself. Self
is not conscious (cetana) by itself ; it is only regarded so inas-
much as it has the capacity (yogyata) of possessing the quality
of consciousness located in it. Morcover, such other mental
qualities of self as pleasure, pain, desire etc. are also rcgarded
as conscious, so far as they too are the specific qualities of the
self that is conscious in the sense mentioned. It follows that
though non-cognitive mental states are not by themselves
conscious, the conscious character is attributed to them be-
cause of their common inhcrence (samanadhikaranya) in the
self-substance along with the quality of consciousness. Know-
ledge thus proves to be more primary than the other mental
qualities of self.

(b) Mental states of the volitional type—such as wish,
aversion etc.—all presuppose the cognitive moment. Both
Nyaya and Advaita agree in the contention that wish is due
to cognition, because it is only when an object is previously
known that we can wish for it and act accordingly. (*“J#iana-
janya bhavet iccha icchajanya krtirbhavet”). Even though
in the case of feeling, a reference to object apparently
belongs to such states as pleasure, pain etc., the reference
actually pertains to the cognitive mode presupposed by such
feeling.

(c) The distinction of level between knowledge of
knowledge and consciousness of pleasure, pain etc. evidently
comes out even from the analysis of the Naiyayika himself.
Thus, while the awareness of the inner states of mind is

regarded as internal or mental perception (manasa
pratyaksa) which is as much unreflective as any external
perception, the knowledge of knowledge by way of retro-
spective evidence (anuvyavasiaya) is unambiguously recog-
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nised to be a case of reflection. Anuvyavasaya is not just
another name for internal perception. Knowledge admitted-
ly presents the unique occasion for reflective consciousness.
The question of validity (pramanya) proper arises in the
case of knowledge alone—validity which is sought to be
proved by recourse to retrospective ecvidence. Internal
evidencing and retrospective evidencing—the two appar-
ently differ, one not having and the other having a necessary
bearing on the question of validity. Anuvyavasaya could
be at most regarded as a type of manasa pratyaksa. Even
then it is to be admitted that while the awareness of pleasure,
pain etc. may not amount to reflection, the awareness of
knowledge cannot but be reflective. The former may as well
remain uncertified, but the latter must necessarily be
certified.

However, the knowing mode is not merely taken as
prior to other modes of mental activity but also as co-ordi-
nate with the latter. The common psychological contention
is also not left out. To consider the Nyaya-Vaisesika position
first, knowledge is taken but as a specific quality of self
along with other qualities. Besides the quality of cognition
(buddhi), there are those of pleasure (sukha), pain (duhkha),
desire (iccha), aversion (dvesa), will (prayatna) etc. Of these,
buddhi stands for cognition, sukha-duhkha for emotion and
iccha and yatna for volition. (The position of dvesa or
aversion in this connection is rather ambiguous—it seems
to stand midway between feeling and willing.) Cognition
has the distinguishing character of manifesting or appre-
hending things, while the non-cognitive states show a differ-
ent character.

Advaita would in broad agree with the Nyaya position,
though through a different dpproach. A cognitive state is
regarded to be as much a modification of the internal organ
(antahkarana-vriti) as a state of feeling or of willing. The
only difference between the two sets of modes—cognitive
and non-cognitive—is that while cognitive modes (vrtti) take
on the forms of the corresponding objects outside, mental
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perception presents no object besides vrtti.* But as wvrtti,
both types of modes equally prove to be media for reflection
of the evidencing consciousness. It is only as rcvealed by
the latter that a vrtti amounts to a statc of consciousness in
respect of modes of cognition and of non-cognitive modes as
well.*

Here a question would arise: if a state of feeling or
willing be alikd a conscious state and as such involving in
common the essential element of consciousness (whether
transcendentally or as abstraction), then why are the former
not regarded also as knowledge? Is not the perceptual
character of immediacy present also in feeling and willing?
Here comes into view the unique capacity of revealing the
object—a capacity that characterizes knowledge alone as
distinguished from feeling and willing. It is only through
the act of cognition that object gets manifest to subject.
The object that was previously unknown is presented to
consciousness, or in the language of Advaita, the nescience
(ajfiana) regarding object is removed through the relevant
cognitive mode. But so far as emotive and volitional modes
of consciousness are concerned, they hardly present this
object-manifesting character through the removal of
corresponding nescience.* (The modes in the form of inter-
nal mental states have even been regarded by the later
Advaitins as avidya-vrtti rather than antahkarana-vrtti.)

So, through cognition alone is object manifested—and
not through either feeling or willing. We feel necessarily
dn mternal state of our own mind; even when in feeling
there is a reference to object, it is but distant and indirect.
In willing, however, an object is anticipated in imagination,
but even that does not mean the actual presentation of the
object. Empirically speaking, the manifestation of object

. * It has rightly been admitted by Advaita that mental states of pleasure,
pain etc. are revealed to the subject as soon as they are generated. Internal
states being generated in the psychic organ mean their being at once
cvidenced by the subject—no intervening factor of ajiiana being there to
be removed, as in the case of cognition.
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through willing is hardly a possibility any more than through
feeling.*

So, the fundamental character of empirical knowledge is.
the presentation of object ; it is thus that the use concern-
ing object is possible. And, in this respect, it has a marked
semblance with the alleged evidencing by cit. It is in the
essential character of manifestation (prakasa) that conscious-
ness stands equivalent to what we commonly regard as know-
ledge. However, the level of cit qua transcendental
subjectivity, evidencing ultimately every mental state, and
the epistemic level of the modalised psychic state, counter-
acting the ignorance in respect of particular object, are to
be kept apart. As one Advaita thinker remarks, the term
jfiana is used in three different senses which are to be care-
fully distinguished.* The primary unreflective context of
mere empirical use concerning the object present can
hardly be treated as cognition proper—though vrtti is never-
theless there. But such mode may be regarded as knowledge
only in its apparent capacity of effecting the use of the
object concerned.” However, the apprehension proper of
vrtti qua psychic state as we get it in introspection grasps
vrtti necessarily as conscious, i.e., as fused with the evidenc-
ing consciousness. But the mere vrtti of the unreflective
level, just effecting the directedness towarads the object in
use, seems to be inferred rather than directly apprehended
as such.t Proceeding further, there is the transcendental
level of pure evidencing by itself—pratyak-bodha—behind
all particular modalisations in this or that form, external or
internal. Here is jfidna in the higher sense of pure evidenc-
ing ground—prakasariipatva, and not in the epistemic sense

* The primal act of rcference—Iksana—as spoken of the Supreme Self
(ct. Brahma-siitra, 1.i.5) should not be taken too easily in the light of
empirical willing. In the former, unlike in the latter, the primal act of
creation is to be conccived as a free refercnce on the part of the Supreme
Bglilr]g—which may be considered as much an act of knowing as one of
willing.

+ Sarvajiiatma-muni makes an ecvident distinction between wrtti as
such and wvriti as psychic state. But the former is possible only on abstrac-
tion (vide our xemarks on wrtti-cit relation, infra). However, as a formal
classification, the threefold division may stand.
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of just removing the corresponding nescience—ajniana-
virodhitva.

Now, it is chiefly in terms of wrtti that cognition is
brought on the same level as the other two types of mental
activities. While in external cognition the psychic mode is
distinguishable (at least ideally) from the corresponding
object that occasions the mode, in internal experience of
feeling and willing the two are not so distinguishable. Both
the types, however, belong to the samc status so far as the
evidencing subjectivity is alike traceable bchind both of
them as their evidencing ground.

But the very principle of wvrtti as mediating between
subjectivity and object may be held in doubt. The case of
cognition, no doubt, brings out the question of vrtli into
relief. Is it necessary to admit vrtti as the lertium quid
between the two poles of evidencing subjectivity and the
evidenced object, as it is admitted in case of cognition? The
larger issue of correlation of subjectivity and object here
comes into view.

The realist like the Naiyayika, and G. E. Moore of
modern times would oppose such medidating principle.
According to them, the mediation of vrtti is unnecessary for
the experience of object. For consciousness, as taken to be
‘diaphanous’ in nature by Moore, is directly determined by
the object present; there is no ‘via media’ betwecen the
object and the knowing mind. According to Moore, sense-
data’ are ‘directly present’ to mind. But it follows from
Moore’s point of view that knowledge-situation is just a
simple direct relation (of course, external) between two
objects—one physical and the other mental. Consequently,
‘direct presence’ suggests rather a spatial relation. But,
neither can knowledge be regarded as a spatial situation,
nor can the uniqueness of the factor of consciousness be
overlooked. Moore’s explanation of the situation scems to
be rather too simple.®

To turn to Naiyayikas, instead of admitting a mediating
factor between consciousness and object, they would rather
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spcak of the form (akara) of knowledge only as produced by
the object concerned. According to the Nyaya theory,
knowledge is just an originated entity (janya-padartha)
having for its occasioning factor some object outside, directly
affecting the mind. But how far are we justified in regard-
ing knowledge as an entity which is just caused? (The point
of view has alrcady been met in Ch. I). Whatever is
there as cllected through some cause must necessarily be
varying according as the occasioning cause varies. From an
objective point of view, knowledge may no doubt be
explained in the light of varying objects. And the Naiyayika
account of knowledge in terms of the series of antecedent
connections (samyoga)—beginning with the outer terminus
of object (artha) and ending with self (atman) via sense-
organs (indriya) and mind (manas)—seems rather external,
not having direct bearing upon the essence of knowing
situation. That knowledge can possibly be viewed in its
pure domain of subjectivity has been shown in the previous
chapters. So viewed, knowledge reveals an intrinsic nature ;
and in the light of that nature the object-counterpart would
prove to be just contingent.

However, the question remains: if knowledge is
essentially homogeneous, how are we to account for the
obvious distinctions in knowledge? The realist like the
Naiyayika would be answering it in terms of difference in
relation between knowledge and object, from instance to
instance. And that difference is in the long run attributed
directly to the difference of objects. But such Naiyayika
contention hardly stands scrutiny. Firstly, the Naiyayika
himself has to recognise qualitative difference in knowledge
—perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), testimony
(Sabda), memory (smrti) etc. being each a different kind of
knowledge. It may be the same object that is referred to
in perception, in inference and so on—the kind of know-
ledge varying even when the object remains the same.

Further may arise the question: ecven if it be admitted
that the distinction between one knowledge and another is
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due to the difference of object, how is the relation itself
(between knowledge and object) to be explained? The said
relation may not be recognised qua relation at the level of
bare perceptual knowledge. Still it need not be denied that
the relation could be so grasped at a further reflective level.
Thus, in one case there would be the simple judgment ‘there
is X', while in another case the corresponding judgement
shall be ‘X is known by me’. The difference is not merely a
verbal one, because the emphasis is shifted from the bare
assertion of object in one case to that of the knowledge of
object in another. This shows that knowledge stands not
merely in the context of object but also admits of being
grasped subjectively qua knowledge—as in self-conscious
reflection (a point to be treated in the next Chapter). The
Naiyayika, like any realist, is wedded to the empirical aspect
of knowledge—an aspect that only refers to the object and
its use. Once, however, the subjective moment of know-
ledge is also recognised—as has in fact been recognised even
by realists themselves, like the Naiyiyika (in the form of
anuvyavasaya) and Alexander (in the form of ‘enjoyment’)—
the relation with object becomes a real problem. (See Ch.
III).*

The answer to this problem concerning knowledge-
-object relation may be sought for in a third factor, viz.,
reference of knowledge to object. (Even Moore recognises a
third factor as subsisting between the consciousness and the
-corresponding object, mutually independent as the two are.)
But reference itself as the third factor may again be under-
stood either subjectively or objectively. Either reference
may be taken to be a phase of the object itself, coming in
relation to the knower. Or, it may be regarded as hinging
on to knowledge and as such pertaining to the subjective
side. From the former position it follows that reference

_—

, * Also cf. G. E. Moore, who tecognizes ‘knowing’’ as distinct from the
known’, though he takes the relation between the two as ‘‘a simple and
unique relation”. Moore, however, goes too far in positing the existential in-

-dependence of object and consciousness—merely from the fact that the
awareness is of the object. (vide Duccasse, loc. cit.).
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belongs to object ; but the reference of object to knowledge
would be hardly intelligible (a point examined ecarlier—
Ch. I). Such reference may rather be viewed as pertaining
to knowleldge, while object as independently existing would
practically turn to be indefinite. Thus, vrtti as the mode of
reference of subjectivity to object would prove to be the
mediating factor as between subjectivity and object.*

So the status of vrtti is to be understood as accounting
for the apparent relation of subjectivity to object. (The
phenomenological status of vytti vis-a-vis subjectivity is to be
further clarified later—Ch. V). Frtti enjoys the unique
status of a mediator between the two poles of subjectivity
and of object.” Viewed in its objective moment of reference,
vrtti appears for all practical purposes to be non-different
from the object itself. [Perhaps to make out this point in
too vivid terms, it is held in Vedanta-paribhasa that in the
process of perception the psychic organ (antahkarana) is
projected through sense-organ and assumes the form of the
outer object. Cf. Ch. on ‘Pratyaksa’.] But the subjective
moment of reference is none the less there, with the result
that vrtti is sought to be grasped qua psychic state in dis-
tinguishment from object. At this phase—a phase of
reflection—urtti appears to be fused with subjectivity, or
in other words, what is present is vrtti-pratibimbita-caitanya.
This proximity of wvrtti with evidencing subjectivity—a
proximity which is to be traced to the psychic organ itself—
is also responsible for the evidencing of the object whose
form vrtti assumes.® Vrtti is thus finally to be understood
in the light of evidencing subjectivity itself. The fuller
bearing of this cit-vrtti relation can be brought out only

* The Sankhya system also introduces—somewhat in the manner of
Advaita—the third factor of vrtti for relating the variable aspect of objects
to the invariable aspect of purusa or subject as pure consciousncss. Vrtti,
formed in the image of the object, is incorporated by purusa by way of
reflection (pratibimba). But in Saiikhya theory vrtti is not directed to the
object outside ; its modus operandi—from the level of indriya upto buddhi—
seems rather to be confined within the domain of subjective experience.
Thus, unlike in Advaita, the objective moment of reference seems to be
overlooked—and therein lies the chief difference from the Advaita treat-
ment of cognition by way of vrtti.
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when we consider the principle of nescicnce (ajiiana)—a
problem which is left for a subsequent Chapter (Ch. V. é%).

Thus, in this chapter, further steps towards cstablishing
cit as the principle of autonomous subjectivity are sought to
be clarified. Firstly, an attempt to determine the exact
position of cit in mental life has been made, and in doing so,
to demonstrate the unique position of knowledge in relation
to feeling and willing. Secondly, the role of wvrtti as th.e
mediating principle correlating subjectivity and object is
shown.
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CHAPTER III

THE PROBLEM OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS AND
SUBJECTIVITY

As the essence of subjectivity, cit has been shown to have
the possible autonomy of status, which would mean the certi-
fying of cit by itself without the mediation of further episte-
mic process. It has alrecady been observed earlier that cit-
essence is involved in each conscious state generically—the
invariable factor of cit and the varying modifications (vrtti)
of mental states forming a complex unity. Of the two factors,
again, it is only to consciousness as the constant factor that
the manifest aspect in psychic state can be attributed ; and as
such the former should not necessitate a further evidencing
factor for its own manifestation, for that would be simply un-
warranted. Consequently, consciousness which underlies
(anuvrtta) all psychic states as foundational subjectivity stands
to be accepted as intrinsically self-evidencing (svaprakasa).

The above thesis, put in broad argument, has to be
substantiated by closely examining the larger issue in connec-
tion with the evidencing of consciousness. But the problem
of reflective cognition may at once present an apparent chal-
lenge to such a position. That the primary unreflective ex-
perience is reflectively grasped by a secondary act of knowing
seems to be a truism of the cognitive life. And such evidence
of ‘knowledge of knowledge’ seems, on the fdce of it, to in-
validate the thesis as to the autonomy and unobjectivity of
consciousness. Firstly, to admit that a state of consciousness,
to be evidenced, depends upon a secondary act of conscious-
ness would mean surrendering the autonomy of consciousness
in its supposed self-evidencingness. Secondly, the admitted
amenability of consciousness to a secondary act of conscious-
ness, i.e., its being a possible object of consciousness, might
compromise its alleged unobjective character. Hence the

4
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question: is consciousness dependent on reflective evi-
dencing, or as self-evidencing is it not in nced of an evidenc-
ing factor besides itself? A precise answer to this question
may go a long way to clarify the intrinsic subjectivity of cons-
ciousness.

The reflective level of consciousness, or what may be
termed ‘self-consciousness’, may signify two situations:
(a) knowledge or awareness of self, the subject ; and (b) know-
ledge of knowledge, i.c., secondary knowledge concerning pri-
mary knowledge as the object. As we do not presume a meta-
physical nature of self, the second part of the question alone,
viz., the broad issue as to the knownness of subjectivity,
assumes particular importance for our discourse. Self-cons-
ciousness is thus to be taken as the stage of reflective aware-
ness, where the primary state of consciousness seems to be the
object of a secondary instance of knowledge (whether by way
of introspection or retrospection or some process of self-
objectification). And such reflective level is, after all, an
undeniable fact so far as the verdict of empirical conscious-
ness is concerned. Some significant explanations of the issue
from standpoints other than that of pure subjectivity may
here be considered before coming to the Advaitic approach
to the question.

Introspection, which is usually recognised to be the
method of apprehending mental states, is evidently distinct
from knowing objectively. But it is understood in different
ways by Empiricists and Rationalists in Western Philosophy.
To the former, introspection as equivalent to ‘internal sense’
is just parallel to external sensation—the results of introspec-
tion being epistemologically on the same level as those of
external sense-perception. With this goes the empiricist
denial of self-knowledge other than through introspection.

The rationalist view of self-consciousness, on the other
hand, may in broad be interpreted in terms of ‘introspective
monism™. According to it, introspection is taken as simple in-
tuitive self-awareness—it being natural for the mind to know

itself directly in every conscious act. Indeed in Cartesianism,
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mind is conceived in the dual role of the subject knowing and
of the object known at the same time. In this connexion, the
view of Buddhist idealism (Vijfidnavada) regarding self-cogni-
tion comes into view. On the one hand, unlike the Naiyayika
realist, the Buddhist would recognise the intrinsic evidencing
of idcas (vijiiana); on the other, unlike the Advaitin, the
Buddhist with his phenomenalistic attitude would never
bring in the postulate of the constant evidencing background.
The view of self-cognition (svasamvedana) is suggested as an
alternative way—the view that consciousness as essentially
atomistic knows itself in knowing its object. Every mental
state has a peculiar self-grasping reflective character. How-
cver, the Buddhist idealist seems to share the Advaita view-
point when he contends that the objects in view would
remain unaccomplished in a knowledge which itself remains
unevidenced.®

The inherent contradiction of knowing knowledge itself
seems to be involved in the said view. Sarkara points out the
contradiction involved in an act directed upon itself, the act
and the agent concerned being identical—svatmani kriya-
virodha.® In Buddhist mentalism, the necessity for the self-
evidencing character of knowledge is indeed recognised but
the modus operand: of such evidencing is conceived as within
the context of mental states. Subjectivity is sought to be
established on the level of psychic states—hence the apparent
antinomy. The dilemma of introspective self-cognition
wouldistand thus: either subject and object are identical, in
which case cognition becomes an absurdity ; or the two are
distinct, which would not enable self-cognition at all.

The rationalist, in upholding the peculiarity of self-
awareness, over-emphasizes the ‘subjective’ (i.e. mental)
character of the introspected objects*. But to analyse such
character, all that it may mean is the privacy belonging to the

* ‘Rationalism’ has been used here in a broad sense which may include
the Hegelian theory of sclf-consciousness (as mediated) and even in a scnse,
Gentile's theory of ‘mind as pure act’—broadly those theories which in some
way or other involve ‘introspective monism’.  All these views need not be
discussed in the present context.
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objects of introspection, béing accessible only for the subject
to whose experience-continuum they belong. However vague
and undefinable it may seem to be, the characteristic intimacy
of all intra-personal, as distinct from inter-personal, experi-
ence can hardly be denied. In every act of introspection there
is present the characteristic flavour of selfhood. As on the one
hand, the empiricist tries to explain thc said factor away
rather than explain it, the rationalist on the other would treat
it on a psychological level, overlooking the epistcmological
raison d’etre behind it. In this respect, as we presently see,
Kant's theory and more particularly, Advaita—with its con-
ception of saksin as self-evidencing—can give a key to the
peculiar intimacy as pertaining to the intra-subjective con-
tents.

Again, a pseudo-idealist explanation on thc matter may
on the one hand recognise the subjective nature of conscious-
ness and its capacity for effecting implicit reflection, and take
such implicit activity of the subject on a level with the object
cognised. Such a view-point is typically represented by S.
Alexander and the Prabhakara school of Mimarhsi. The
notion of “enjoyment” as introducted by Alexander may be
regarded as a further attempt towards explaining the pheno-
menon of self-consciousness. But ‘enjoyment’ is, after all,
hardly more than a feeling ‘vitally’ associated with the cogni-
tive activity and as such cannot be taken as a mode of cogni-
tion on par with objective cognition or ‘contemplation’. All
genuine cognition is ‘contemplative’, according to Alexander.
Moreover, starting from the position that the mind is not to
be regarded as a contemplated object to itself and that the acts
of the mind are not to be placed on the same level as external
things cognized, Alexander practically surrenders his position
by allowing introspection too.* Besides, the term ‘enjoyment’
no doubt suggests a duality of the enjoying as the act and
the enjoyed ds the referent of the act.

In the Prabhakara theory of triple knowing (triputi-
samvit), we find a view on seclf-manifestness in line with

Alexander’s. The Prabhikaras advocate simultaneous revela-
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tion of the three factors in knowledge-situation—thing as
object (visaya), knowing itself and self as the locus (asraya)
of knowledge. The manifestation of the knowing act is thus
distinguished from that of either the object or the locus.
Knowledge is sclf-manifest (svaprakasa)®, so far as its evidenc-
ing difers from that cither of the object or of the locus.*

Now, the Priabhiakara view, like Alexander’s, involves
confusion of subjectivity and object in more than one way.
Firstly, the manifesting activity of knowing, if it is to be at
the same time a content of knowing—though not as external
object,—must surrender its essential nature as knowing. This
is more cvident from the fact that knowledge is practically
regarded as on the same level with object. For, the manifes-
tation of knowledge as a separate factor goes necessarily with
the manifestation of object. In the context of the latter alone
does the evidencing manifest itself. Here a peculiar ambigu-
ity in the, Prabhakara position is to be noted. A purely
objective attitude, like the Naiyayika’s (q.v. infra), may be
intelligible—with its unreserved emphasis on object, leaving
knowledge primarily unevidenced. A thoroughly subjective
attitude, as held in Advaita, would on the other hand lay
complete emphasis on the evidencing aspect of the situation ;
and it is indeed from a more or less subjective attitude alone
that the question of evidencing of knowing would assume
importance.

The general doctrine of one-term self-cognition, in its
various phases, thus involves subjective attitude in some form
or other—with an appeal to introspection as admittedly the
only epistemological approach to determine the nature of
implicit reflection. There may, however, be a radically
objective attitude in the explanation of the introspective
situdation, by taking it in the larger context born of know-
ledgc-object relation. Accordingly, the object apprehended
is given emphasis and knowing as such turns to be a

* A distinction, however, is maintained between direct perceptibility
(samvedyatva) and indircct knowability (prameyatva), whereby the primary
act of cognition itself is made an object of inference.
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secondary question. Two broad consequences may follow in
the shape of two possible views: (a) Introspection would lose
any special position of its own, being a cognitive act similar
to any objective cognition ; (b) Knowledge as such, besides
manifesting the object in use, would prove epistemologically
irrelevant.

In the first view mentioned above, a realistic analysis
would show the conscious states of sensation, perception etc.
to be directed to the respective objects but never to be self-
cognizant. They may however be reflectively known through
a subsequent retrospective act directed upon them. This is
the realistic position of Nyaya in its theory of retrospective
evidence (anuvyavasiya),* coming in direct conflict with the
Advaitic position of self-evidencing subjectivity. According
to Nyaya view, primary cognition is certified—if there is an
occasion for so certifying—by a secondary cognition taking
the former as its object. Thus, at the primary moment of
awareness, we are just aware of the object presented, the
cognition concerned remaining nevertheless uncertified. A
secondary cognition is what is called for to evidence the
primary one, and it is only at the secondary stage of retrospec-
tion that the primary cognition may be evident to us.

The Nyaya approach to the question bears evidently a
realistic tone. Knowledge, for the Naiyayika, can be as much
objectified as an entity of objective experience. Knowledge
is taken on the same level as object ; and accordingly, the
evidencing of knowledge stands logically on the same footing
as the knowledge of external object. The only peculiarity of
the former is that it is reflective apprehension of the latter.
[Nyaya draws a clear-cut distinction between the reflective
and the unreflective types of internal experience. Of the
latter type is the internal perception (manasa pratyaksa) of
mental states other than knowledge].

The Nyaya view stated above is open to objection—parti-

. * It is more precise to render anuvyavasitya as retrospection, rather than
as introspection. though epistemologically the two mean in essence the same
situation.
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cularly from a standpoint which is ready to take into consi-
deration the unique character of the subjective pole of experi-
ence. Somc of the salient points of criticism that Advaita
puts forth against the Nyiya view may here be considered.*

A general criticism in the shape of a dilemma may at
first be raised against the Nyaya view of retrospective evi-
dence. Thus, to come to specific charges, if an instance of
knowledge were admitted to be revealed by a knowledge
other than itsclf, the latter again (i.e., the secondary cogni-
tion)—to be consistent—should be cognized by another
instance of knowledge and that again by a fourth and so on.
Thus would arise an infinite regress (anavastha), leaving the
primary knowledge which was sought to be certified, unestab-
lished. On the other hand, if a subsequent certifying cogni-
tion be affirmed and yet the corresponding cognizance of the
latter be denied, it would amount to an assertion of some-
thing, admittedly knowable (premeya-satta), without rele-
vant knowledge of the same—a self-defeating contention to
posit.® Even the realistic Nyiya-Vaidesika system itself pro-
- ceeds on enumerating the categories (padartha) or knowables
on the admitted principle of valid evidence in consciousness
(ct. “pramanebhyah prameyasiddhil” etc.).

From the strict common-sense point of view, however,
the claim of anuvyavasaya seems to be unassailable, because
knowledge is looked upon barely as a mental event, there
being apparently no a priori necessity that this knowledge is
to be evidenced. Yet the Naiyayika candidly admits that
there are also reflective judgments like “This jar is known”
and seeks to explain them as evidently the result of retrospec-
tion. But it may be questioned whether what is predicated
in the said judgment is knowledge as such or object known.
An unsophisticated reply would, of course, be in favour of the
latter. The realist, however, would further argue his point:
knowledge can be understood on the analogy of sense-organ

* Cf. For a detailed account of the Advaita criticism against the Nyaya
theory of anuvyavasaya and also for clucidation of the concept of svapraka-
fatva, author’s article: ‘‘A Study on the Advaita Theory of knowledge ; the
concept of self-illumination’’, The Calcutta Review (April, 1954).
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such as eye, which though acts as instrument for revealing the
object to the knower itself remains unevidenced by the latter.
But such an explanation would evidently bring knowledge
to the status of instrument (karana) of knowing, proving it
to be an agent of manifestation rather than manifestation
itself. This would indeed reduce the world as manifest to
experience to be an absurdity (Jagadandhyaprasamga). One
Advaita author points out the possible infinite regress in-
volved in taking knowledge to be merely the agent of mani-
festation (prakasaka), not manifestation (prakasa) as such. If
knowledge be regarded as manifesting the object by way of
producing another manifestation, the latter should similarly
be taken to be producing another manifestation without
being itself the manifestation. So it is to be admitted that
knowledge being itself manifest can alone be regarded as
evidencing the object.’ '

The other type of realistic view mentioned earlier is
held by the Bhatta school of Mimarisaka. It is more consis-
.tently objectivistic in outlook and close to the point of view
just stated and criticized. The Bhattas take knowledge as
necessarily beyond the grasp of direct awareness and only to
be approached through the indirect way of inference. The
Bhattas are well aware of the difficulties that follow the
Naiyayika view of retrospective evidence of knowledge ; at
the same time, the paradoxical position involved in the con-
tention of Vijfianavada is challenged. Thus the very possi-
bility of evidencing knowledge is denied outright.  The
approach is rather from the side of object, to which the attri-
bute of knownness (jiiatata) or manifestness (prakatya) is sup-
posed to be added as a result of the knowing act.® It follows
that the unobjective pure aspect of knowledge is not felt at
all in cognitive experience.

Apart from the difficulties in admitting knownness as
objective quality (which have been previously discussed—
Sec. A., Ch. I), the cancellation of direct knowability of know-
ledge also can hardly stand examination. How can know-
ledge, itself remaining unevidenced, enable the use of object
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—and such usc necessarily as known? To agree to the Bhatta
position would practically mean that knowledge is ever un-
manifest. The difficulty of regarding knowledge as by itself
unmanifest and yet manifesting the object would reappear.
Moreover, the Bhatta attempt to establish the existence of
knowledge by ignoring its subjective character and by looking
upon it as a thing dmong things betrays their false approach
to knowledge. For on their admission, though knowledge
is as uninanifest as any object, it is yet not evident to us as the
object is ; and to that extent at least, knowledge would stand
by implication on a different level. The difficulty with the
Bhattas is that in their attempt to grasp knowledge objec-
tively, they have naturally failed and have recourse to infer-
ence as the only approach left. Besides, das shown earlier
(Sec. A, Ch. I), it would be logically impossible to establish
knowledge if we proceed by way of knowing knownness.

Having examined some of the objectivistic theories, we
may now turn to the transcendental-subjective point of view
as one finds in Kant’s philosophy. The recognition of the
purely subjective character of the thinking ego in his first
Critique is what distinguishes Kant’s doctrine from the views
so far considered. Since pure ego or knower is not introspect-
ible, the only self which could possibly become an object of
introspection is the empirical self. The problem of self-
consciousness in Kant thus assumes two forms on two levels—
empirical and transcendental. On the one hand, there is
consciousness of self as object of perception; on the other,
reflective thinking on the transcendental level takes self as
the subject of thinking. The true self of Kant stands only as
the bare formal unity of consciousness, to be grasped through
thought rather than through ‘intuition’.

Thus for Kant, the only possible way to apprehend sub-
jectivity is to think self as subject—not to know it. For,
functional subjectivity as meant by ‘transcendental unity of
apperception’ is hardly a concrete reality. What is missed in
introspection is sought to be accomplished through thought.
Though ‘the analytic unity of apperception’ is possible only
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under the presupposition of a certain ‘synthetic unity’, the
latter as the faculty of apperception is the understanding
itself ; and as Kant points out, ‘our understanding can only
think’® It seems that subjectivity is, to all intents and pur-
poses, identified with thinking function in the Kantian doc-
trine—thinking that is itself thinkable rather than self-
evident. The implicit unity of self-consciousness indeed
remains more or less a logical problem—*"“a problem rather
than a true datum, a problem which can be solved by recourse
to inner sense”, as a contemporary writer remarks.’* The
question, however, remains ; does not the primacy of know-
ing function as distinguished from the known content imply
a certitude of its own? In admitting the impossibility of the
self being caught in a process of so-called self -consciousness,
Kant no doubt stresses the unobjectivity of self. But with
his interest primarily in the forms of objectivity as effected
through ‘categories’ of pure thinking, Kant stops short of
essential subjectivity. Kant's transcendental interest hardly
goes beyond the modes of functioning to the essence whose
function is considered.

It is exactly this supposed essence of subjectivity on
which Advaita lays its hold. Like Kant, Advaita would recog-
nize the necessary epistemological shortcomings of empirical
self-consciousness and also would agree with Kant on the
point of implicit self-consciousness, necessarily involved in a
conscious state. Kant and Advaita alike recognize the unity
of self-consciousness at the transcendental (not empirical)
level, presiding over the mental states—the former in the
concept of ‘transcendental apperception’ and the latter in that
of saksicaitanya.* But in Advaita, unlike in Kant, the enquiry
is centered not upon the activity in terms of which objectivity
is translated and interpreted but rather upon the essence
behind the activity. While with Kant the transcendental
moment of such activity is thinkable rather than intuitable,

* The Advaita concept of sclf as witnessing subject (saksin) comes up in
the next chapter (Section B) ; the self-cvidencing aspect of subjectivity alone
is here under consideration.
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with  Advaita thinkability would be only a secondary
approach to transcendental self-consciousness. In the Ad-
vaitic account, as we shall presently see, the question of
cvidencing knowledge itself would be irrelevant at the level
of transcendental self-consciousness, not because the latter is
the ‘logical precondition’ but because it is essentially self-
evidencing.

So, we come to the standpoint of svaprakasatva as the
typical Advaita answer to the question of evidencing of ex-
perience. Advaita would deny the possible approaches to the
question other than its own, primarily by direct appeal to the
element of immediate certitude involved in conscious act.
The subject grasps the object through the act of cognition,
but the act itself need not be grasped by another act of cog-
nition.”* Transcendental consciousness is to be conceived as
the foundation behind the conscious life, beyond which there
can be no further background—at least within the realm of
personal experience. It cannot be taken as entailing another
act of cognition ; for that would mean either that a second
cogniser is there to cognise the primary subject or that such
cognitive act pertains to the self-same subject. But the
former alternative would lead to an infinite regress of cog-
nizer behind cognizer, and so on,** while the latter would
imply evident self-contradiction (svatmani kriya-virodha) of
cognitive acts—one taking the other as its object in the self-
same agent of cognition. The difficulties involved in the
realistic view of retrospective evidence and in the Buddhis-
tic theory of self-cognition are duly noticed by the Advaita
thinker. Accordingly, nothing short of foundational sub-
jectivity involved within each state of consciousness is
stressed, and to the former pertains the self-evidencing
(svaprakasa) character. Only as transcendentally involving
the essence of consciousness, can a cognitive state—nay, any
psychic state—claim to be self-evident,

Some initial doubts may, however, be raised against the
concept of svaprakasatva. Thus, with reference to the analogy
of lamp in connexion with the concept, it may be urged that
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the apparent self-assurance and self-intimation of mental
states would hardly justify the postulation of the ‘phos-
phorescence charicter’ of consciousness. But it may be
replied that the analogy of lamp has in fact been excluded
from the scope of svaprakdiatva as defined by Advaita. For,
the characteristic of ‘invariable manifestation'—the alleged
contention of what Ryle would call the ‘efflorescence theory’
—would indeed prove to be too wide for defining conscious-
ness as such, because mental states would also be covered
thereby.’* For, as noted in the last Chapter, mental states of
feeling and willing generated in psychic organ (antalikarana)
are admitted to be necessarily evidenced by consciousness and
as such remaining manifest.'*

Some further charges may possibly be brought against the
notion of svaprakasatva from the realist point of view.*
(a) A thing being illuminated and a mental process being
conscious are not similar, because while illumination has
degrees, there is nothing such for consciousness. The mental
process being conscious presents itself immediately, while an
object which is externally illuminated does not do so. On ex-
ternal analogy alone can the illumindted thing and the con-
scious state be considered as similar. As Ryle observes.
“... Knowing is not the same sort of thing as looking at and
what is known is not the same sort of thing as what is illu-
minated”. (The Concept of Mind, p. 161 £.). (b) Failure and
mistake in the recognition of a mental state—a common fact
of experience—seems to counter the contention of self-
luminosity.

Now, as to the first charge, it seems to support rather
than to rival the position that the evidencing of knowledge is
itself a peculiar self-assurance that brooks no mediation.
Advaita indeed stresses that the self-evidencing character of
knowledge stands unique in its immediacy and as such is not
comparable to the illumination of things by light. The
second difficulty, however, brings us to a larger problem as to

* The first objection stated here follows Ryle’s criticism of the ‘cfllores-
cence theory’ (The Concept of Mind).
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the presence of unreflective mental states. It is a truism that
there may be instances where we make use concerning a parti-
cular object without a ‘recognizable’ awareness of that object,
while at some subsequent moment the original experience,
not primarily noticed, becomes distinct. How is the presence
of such unreflective level of experience, where awareness is
seemingly absent, to be reconciled with the position that any
instance of knowing is necessarily self-evidencing? For, the
use of object would entail the presence of the corresponding
psychic state (vrtti); and the latter once there could hardly
remain unevidenced.

Here the peculiar negative bearing of the principle of
nescience (ajfiana) on the evidencing consciousness is in view.
Without going into an analysis and justification of the concept
of ajiiana in Advaita philosophy, it may here be mentioned
that it is meant to explain the apparent limitation of the
purc evidencing character of consciousness as subjectivity*.
As consciousness is the raison d’etre of the knowledge-of-
object situation (shown earlier in Chapter I), the criterion for
explaining the alleged irregularity in the evidencing of the
object cognised should be sought for in consciousness rather
than in the object. Thus from the Advaita point of view, the
explanation would be in terms of some lapse, ds it were, of
the evidencing consciousness through an alogical factor, i.e.,
ajiana. Consequently, the object would appear obscure,
though from the side of object there could be nothing to
prevent it from being revealed to cognizer.'* So experience,
when it does not appear to be quite explicit, would be in-
cxplicable except through the recognition of ‘functional
negativity’ involved within expericnce. And the subsequent
awareness of the previous unreflective moment should rather
be understood as a case of retrospection of the earlier mental
event. It is not reflective in the sense that the primary aware-
ness is made an object of secondary awareness.

Now, after meeting these relevant doubts, we come to

* For the status of ajiiana in relation to cit, vide Ch. V.
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the notion of svaprakasatva. It has been defined (in
“Citsukh?”) as ‘the capacity of immediate use without being
cognizable’ (avedyatve sati aparoksavyvaharayogyatvan).*
Formal as the definition is, it seems to characterize conscious-
ness rather in a negative manner by way of differentiation
(vyavrtti). Chiefly concerned with avoiding the defects in
other views on the evidencing of consciousness, the definition
seems to miss the positive essence of consciousness. ‘Uncogni-
zability’ and ‘the capacity for immediate use’ should be taken
as the external characterization of knowledge that may prove
helpful in excluding it from the empirical notions. As already
Temarked, the character of svaprakasatva should be confined
- to foundational subjectivity behind psychic states appearing
to be conscious. To the level of mental states (vrtti), which
serve as the the media for reflecting consciousness, may
however pertain manifold grades of cognition varying from
the unreflective to the explicitly reflective. It is thus evident
that pure consciousness as self-evidencing marks a level
distinct from that of modalized mental states.

Where is then the point of departure for the transcen-
dental self-evidencing level? Here the negative epithet of
‘uncognizability’ can certainly provide a clue towards under-
standing the positive import of svaprakasatva. It signifies a
departure from the common objective attitude of grasping
things ; for, naturalistic attitude is apt to miss the essence of
knowledge. The possibility of indirect cognition through
intellectual comprehension need not, however, be denied ;
what is denied here is direct cognition. In indirect cognition
the object in context is apprehended through vrtti-mediation
dnd not directly revealed to consciousness—it is vrtti-vyapya
and not phala-vyapya, to use the later Vedantic terminology.
But the common notion of objectivity includes not only
thinkability but also the possibility of being perceived as
object. (Cf. Kant’s distinction between thinking and know-

* This standard definition, accepted in latter Advaita, is so formulated
by Citsukhicarya in ““Tattvapradipika’ after considering other possible, but
madgq2ulz;te, attempts at defining the notion of svaprakasatva. (Vide Citsukht,
pp- 3-21).
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ing : “To think an object and to cognise an object are by
no means the same thing”. However, with Kant, knowledge
is only with regard to the object of possible experience, i.e.,
sensible intuition). Here on the other hand, perceptuality
is completely denied and thinkability alone retained. Pure
consciousness cannot be revealed by pure consciousness itself.
One may still refer to pure consciousness as capable of imme-
diate usc, only so far as immediate certitude pertains to con-
sciousness and thereby renders it amenable to cognitive judg-
ment.

From the Advaitic account of self-consciousness given so
far would follow the approach through pure psychology as
distinct from empirical psychology. .On considering the
subjective functions of knowing in referential relation to
various modes of knownness (or types of objectivity), we may
pass on to the level of subjective activity as such—in dissocia-
tion from the objective givenness. Here comes into view
what may be characterized as ‘transcendental psychology’ or
‘spiritual psychology’, as termed by K. C. Bhattacharyya
(Cf. The Subject as Freedom, p. 27ff). Its distinction from
ordinary empirical psychology is sharply brought out in its
being founded on the thoroughly subjective attitude. The
subjective functions of knowing, feeling or willing are com-
monly understood in psychological and epistemological con-
siderations as associated with objects known, felt or willed.
But here we find an attitude which sharply turns from object
and aims at the pure essence of subjectivity. Consequently
would come into play the dpproach through gradual un-
objectification along with inwardization.

Some of the Upanisads, and $ankara in his commentaries,
emphatically urge the deepening insight with a view to
obtaining higher and higher levels of spiritual truth. In
pointing out the significance of the scriptural texts, differen-
tiating the true self from other physical and psychical
adjuncts, Sankara remarks that they (scriptural texts) intend
to direct the mind towards the innermost self (pratyagatma-
bhimukhikaranartha).* Knowable categories—from the level
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of senses up to the level of intellect (buddhi)—arc rcgarded
as so many approximations to the core of subjectivity.
Accordingly pure self (atman) should stand at the upper
terminating point in the series. And cach higher level in
the hierarchy is ascribed excellence in relation to the lower,
till the innermost self is attained as the highest of all
excellences in the individual.!” The enumeration of the
steps in the hierarchy is meant to prompt the mind which is
naturally in the outgoing attitude, to turn towards sclf.®

The essential self has indeed been declared as the inner-
most self (pratyagatman). Self is denoted as innermost (pra-
tyak), making itself immediately felt to be certain as distinct
from the complex of psycho-physical associations which is not
so immedidtely felt—(“ASakyanirvacaniyebhyah etc.”—see
Ch. I. B). The character of self as differentiated from the
outer is explained as being due to the association of conscious-
ness with ego, the latter necessarily positing itself in differen-
tiation from the objective world outside.’* Senses are
naturally directed outwards and as such hinder the approach
to self within. It is not possible for one, intent on external
objects, to be at the same time approaching the inner self.
And hence the instruction to the aspirant after self-realization
for suspension of the naturalistic attitude (svabhc‘wa—pmvrtti-
nirodha).** In strengthening further the motive for such
attitude, Sankara of course refers to the alleged target of
immortality (amrtatvam), cited in the Upanisad, meaning the
constant character pertaining to the core of individual exist-
ence (amaranadharmatvam nityasvabhavatvam).*®  Thus the
approach to the true self marks a positive departure from the
objective attitude. And that is what is implied by the Advaitic
doctrine of Cit as self-evidencing.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE CONCEPT OF SELF AS SUBJECTIVITY

Our enquiry so far shows consciousness, in its ultimate
essence, to be nothing but self-subsistent and sclf-cvidencing
subjectivity. But consciousness, after all, is primarily to be
understood in the context of self as the locus—a point
previously noted (Ch. I). No doubt, only as pertaining to
self, the subject of experience, could consciousness at all
embody subjectivity. Now as consciousness itself proves on
ultimate analysis to be unobjective par excellence, the con-
ception of self too would necessitate modification in that
light.

In positing metaphysically the epistemic principle of
subject, we come upon self as embodying substantive identity.
The question remains as to how to relate such self with
consciousness in the light of subjectivity. In this regard a
kind of dilemma seems prima facie to follow: Self is com-
monly supposed to be the locus of consciousness; if the
essence of pure consciousness be approached in completely
subjective terms, how could its locus be defined in objective
terms—which would mean subjectivity abiding objectively?
On the other hand, to be merely the locus of consciousness
would mean distinction, rather than identity, of the two—self
and consciousness ; and if consciousness proves to be ulti-
mately nothing but subjectivity itself, self should not similarly
be looked upon as subjectivity—two ‘subjectivities’ as such
being an apparent absurdity.

So it seems, the way to resolve this problem lies in a
revision of the common notion of self in relation to conscious-
ness. Moreover, a possible metaphysic of experience, seeking
in consciousness the essence of subjectivity, may ill afford the
notion of self as a ‘metaphysical abstraction’, not innerly
connected to an analysis of experience. So, the definition of
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self in the light of a critique of experience is necessitated.
Accordingly, the phenomenological correlation of the two
principles of sclf and of consciousness has to be shown (Sec. A)
and then the resulting orientation of the import of self would
follow from such correlation (Sec. B).

SecTION A, SELF AS EQUIVALENT TO CONSCIOUSNESS

Self in its common import means the substrate of con-
sciousness rather than consciousness itself—the latter being
regarded as quality, cither essential or inessential. To deny
consciousness in sclf altogether would, on the other hand, go
contrary to the apparent fact that the experience of things,
as distinguished from things themselves, do occur in the
‘person’, commonly accepted as self. Thus, short of unquali-
fied identity of self and consciousness—which is exactly the
position of Advaita Vedanta,—we are left with the alternative
of viewing consciousness either as essential or as adventitious
attribute of self. Above the phenomenalistic extreme would
appear the intermediate group of views—realistic and semi-
idealistic—represented by Nyaya-VaiSesika, Prabhakara
Mimarmsa, Ramanuja etc. All of them would agree more or
less that self is a substantive entity, but refuse to identify it
with consciousness¥*. Self is metaphysically posited to be the
locus of consciousness taken as attributive—either acciden-
tally or essentially. How far this difference of self and
consciousness may be allowed is to be considered here—
particularly in the light of the Advaita criticism on the point.

According to Nyaya, consciousness belong to self as
accidental attribute—self in its essential nature being non-
conscious (jada). Consciousness is regarded as extrinsic
quality (agantukadharma) originating in the soul-substance.
It is looked upon more as a phenomenon occurring to soul-

* For Raminuja, unlike Nyiya ctc., though sclf is taken to be necessarily
conscious and cven ‘sclf-manifest’ in that sensc (Cf. ““Cidriipata hi svayas-
prakasata’’), consciousness is conceived essentially as attributive (vifesana-
bhiita) and self, its locus, as the knower implied by ‘I’ (CE. ““...na
jilaptimatramatma apitu jrataivahamarthal’).
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substance rather than a self-accomplished (parinisthita)
principle. Knowledge is but the resultant of a series of
relations (samyoga), of which self is the last term just preced-
ing mind-organ (manas). As for the persistent identity of
self, implied by the phenomenon of memory, it may be
accounted for by self being a permancnt substance (nitya-
dravya) which remains constant bechind mental states. More-
over, the intrinsically unconscious (svatah acctana) nature
of self is sought to be proved by an appeal to the instances
of sleep, swoon etc, during which self, it is contended,
evidently lacks in consciousness.* Thus self being sometimes
found conscious and sometimes not, the Nyaya realist prefers
to take the conscious character pertaining to it as extrinsic
and adventitious (kadacitka-caitanyatvat agantuka-caitanya
atma).!

Now as to the Nyaya position stated above, the question
would arise as to how self, being devoid of the conscious
character, is in a position to recognize the past experience as
its own and connect it with the present state of consciousness.
The Nyaya-Vaidesika realist seems to prefer the path of com-
mon-sense in accepting the apparent phases of conscious and
non-conscious states and in postulating—rather in abstrac-
tion—self as the neutral repository of such (passing) phases.
But the point remains that we can hardly posit self/ except
as intrinsically conscious. For the ‘dark’ inert substratum—
even if metaphysically posited—would be (epistemologically)
unintelligible from the point of view of evidencing. More-
over, the explanation of consciousness through the mechanism
of samyoga seems to be rather mechanical and to under-
estimate the sui generis nature of consciousness. To pass
from the antecedent process which can be explained in purely
objective terms to the sphere of consciousness which can
properly be understood only as subjective would hardly be
an intelligible transition. Moreover, as regards the status of
e —

* Bhitta Mimarisakas also prove the non-sclf-evidencing nature of self
fr_m_n the fact of non-experience of self during sleep—**. . . susuptau abra-
hasat na atmanah svaprakasatvam”, Sastra-dipika, (Nirnayasagar), p. 100.
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consciousness itsclf, its reduction to mere ‘epi-phenomenon’
could hardly be admitted even by the Naiyiyika himself.
For, it would be hard to reconcile such position with the
Naiyayika contention that consciousness is the condition for
positing the objects of experience (q.v. Introduction). To
derive consciousness completely in terms of objective factors,
which themselves presuppose (at least epistemically) conscious-
ness, seems to be an obvious contradiction.

As regards the state of deep sleep or of swoon, the appar-
ently felt absence of consciousness therein may be interpreted
as the lack of object rather than of consciousness. When
the object to be evidenced is not there, the evidencing
principle as such does not seem to be quite evident.* The
Naiyayika seems to confuse the lack of the referent of
consciousness with the absence of consciousness itself. Again,
so far as the reference-character pertains to knowledge, it
belongs mutadis mutandis to self, the admitted locus. Thus
self comes to refer to object by way of knowledge-relation.*
A knowledge-situation may simply be viewed in the light
of a lamp illuminating a thing, say a jar. Further, in a
given knowledge-situation, the object as known may be taken
to be manifest by the subject concerned—as implied by such
judgment in use as “The jar is known by me”. In this case
a dichotomy between self and consciousness—self being
divested of consciousness—would mean the manifestation of
object by a non-manifesting factor. Then, why not admit a log
of wood as manifesting the jar in context? An unsophisti-
cated analysis of the situation thus shows self to be the mani-
festing factor in a simple knowledge-situation, proving a
schism between self and consciousness as unwarranted.?

Advaita further argues that if self were not intrinsically
conscious, it would be liable to doubt and to contrary
judgment. But there is no such dubitability with regard to
the subject of consciousness, i.¢., self.* On the contrary, the

* The point has been formally presented by way of anumana against
the Naiyayika: ‘‘Ghata-tejjianayol sambandhah atmanisthal jiananisthat-
wvat padavisayatvavat’ (Citsulhi-Tattvapradipika, I, p. 22). )
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positive character of immediacy and certitude as pertaining
to self would come into view. Whether in inferring or in
remembering or in doubting or contradicting with regard
to this or thadt object, the knower himself remains all the
same immediate, indubitable and uncontradicted.” And that
is because self is of the very naturc of consciousness itself,.
which is characterized by immediate certitude. Were self
intrinsically inert and only accidentally conscious through
acquiring an adventitious quality, doubt, mediacy, contra-
diction etc. should have necessarily followed.® Instead of
doubt ds regards ‘I’, the unmediated assurance regarding self
presents itself to the individual in and through conscious acts.
The experiencing agent need not be evidenced separately by
an act of cognition, because it is the very evidencing itself.”
[Free from doubt or contradiction, self is indeed denoted by
the epithet ‘self-evidencing’ (svaprakasa).]

To posit a locus for consciousness, however, seems to be
quite a common tendency in philosophical as well as in
common-sense thinking. Thus, for the Prabhakaras, con-
sciousness though regarded epistemologically unobjective, is
yet taken to be abiding in self. While knowledge is admitted
to be revedled unobjectively in immediacy, self though
recognised to be immediate without being object of know-
ledge is stilll taken to be revealed as the locus and not as.
object. But the Prabhakara distinction between locus and
object appears to be only half-drawn. That the supposed
locus of consciousness could come under the broader category
of objectivity is not duly considered by the Prabhakara
thinker. To be an object in the widest possible extent would

“hardly exclude the locus from its scope.

Moreover, so far as self proves to be immediate only in
the context of the knowledge of object, the intrinsic imme-
diacy of self as subject is evidently overlooked. Again, on
the Prabhakara admission itself, immediacy without being
object of consciousness—a character admittedly pertaining to
the latter—would belong to self as well. This as such
precludes the necessity of drawing any distinction between



THE CONCEPT OF SELF SUBJECTIVITY 71

consciousness and self, if the Prabhakara is to be consistent.®

The manifesting character (prakasagunatva) of conscious-
ness is admitted in common by Nyaya and Prabhakara as by
Advaita ; but the uniqueness of this character is overlooked
by the former. Even in the empirical context, such character
should be distinguished from any other empirical quality ;
and its distinguishing mark would lie in perfect coincidence
with its supposed locus in respect of origination or appear-
ance. Thus, as in the case of a lamp (whose very nature is
luminosity), in self there could be origination of the mani-
festing quality only with the origination of self.” But so far
as sclf is admitted to be eternal, i.e., without an origin¥*, it
follows that the manifesting quality cannot be regarded as
having a separate origin of its own ; hence, consciousness, the
said manifesting character, should be regarded as identical
with self.

As to the apparent origin and destruction of knowledge,
such temporal determinations are to be understood only in
the light of modalized consciousness represented by the modi-
fications of psychic organ and not to be referred to conscious-
ness as such (the point held in Ch. II). The two levels of
consciousness—empirical and transcendental—here come into
play. Consciousness as empirically determined would corres-
pond to objects and may be spoken of as appearing and
disappearing—its intrinsic essence being left apart. But so
far as consciousness in its self-evidencing essence in concerned,
it would admit of no empirical, temporal determinations.*®
The varying, contingent, temporally determined character of
consciousness comes rather from the objective attitude, while
in its unobjective essence consciousness is to be posited as
immutable—(* . . . visayagatatvat akarabhedasya, samvidasca
anakaratvat”).’* 1In the latter aspect alone is consciousness
equated to self, whereas in the former it apparently is located
in self in its varying phases.

* The eternity of sclf, if it is to bc‘ non-mectaphysically understood apart
from any reference to scriptural aulhm:nty, should be understood in the light
of the cssential undeniability of unobjective consciousness (vide Ch. I).
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In positing that self is manifest in the cognitive act as
the locus along with the object, the Prabhakara really means
the cognizer (pramata) or ego (ahamkara). That ego is mani-
fest along with the object in cognition would be admitted by
Advaita too.”* But so far as the epistemological character of
unobjective immediacy (anidanta) is concerned, Advaita
would hold it as only seemingly pertaining to ego and not
being the essential nature thereof. The Prabhakara, on the
other hand, would practically go beyond the ego—the latter
being felt as the locus of knowledge. That this ego cannot
be identified with self, though naturally confused therewith,
has already been shown in course of our discourse
(Ch. LB.).

Thus, an appreciation of the unique import of subjec-
tivity should lead to the identification of consciousness and
self. A difference between the two may be entertained only
on a more or less objectivistic approach. But viewed from
the standpoint of pure subjectivity, the seeming difference
between knowledge and knower would pertain only to the
superficial level where the subjective essence is missed. On
an approach admittedly subjective, the epistemic dualism of
knowledge and knower—though such dualism may not be
so pronounced as that of knowledge and object—is sought to
be reduced to the essential background of subjectivity ;
whereas in approaches that are not so, such dualism tends
to stand (in most cases to be metaphysically justified in the
long run).

SEcTioN B. THE CONCEPT OF SAKSIN

The bridge between consciousness and self, the supposed
locus, has been shown above—not externally, but in terms
of the essential identity between the two on the level of pure
subjectivity. Now cit as the ultimate essence of subjectivity
tends to go beyond all reference to individuality, and so
would self as non-different from such transcendental essence.
As previously observed, all the empirical features that we
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associate with the individual—even up to the stage of mind—
tend to be superseded in the pure essence of cit. The
question, then, would arise: Should even the last vestige
of individuality be possibly left out, as one crosses the
threshold of empiricality to enter, so to say, the transcen-
dentdl region of cit? At this point comes in the cardinal
concept of saksin or ‘witnessing self’.

As Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (IV. iii) poses the question
as to what the ‘central light’ may be, through which the
individual comes to be evident (kim yotirayam purusah), the
enquiry is set on foot after a principle, which though involved
in the empirical individual, would yet stand beyond the
confines of the latter.* Such ‘light’ is thus sought after,
which may be more foundational than the light from external
agencies—apparently enabling our perception of the external
world. The said ‘light’ should be treated as different from
the physical (abhautika), being unfailing in character (alupta-
Sakti-svariipatvam), unlike physical agencies of manifestation.
Self is pointed out as the evidencing agent in question
(@tmaivasya yotir bhavati), departing at the same time from
the empirical individual comprising the congeries of bodily
and mental factors. Here self stands as the very essence of
the individual which marks the link between the empirical
and the metaphysical regions. Thus, on the one hand,
saksin which participates in the process of empirical activity
(vyavaharangatva), cognitive or otherwise, is not taken as
completely transcendent in character, On the other hand,
saksin need not exhaust itself within the confines of the
empirical individual (jiva). In approaching the concept of
saksin, its jiva-transcending character comes first into consi-
deration.”® The primary point of departure in the question
of- saksin is the empirical individual, who not only cognizes
but also feels and enjoys.™

The common import of the term ‘witness’ (literal mean-

* Sankara, in his commentary, explains the light in question as that
by means of which the individual carries all his actions (vyavaharati). S. B.,
Br. Up., 1V, iii. 2.
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ing of ‘saks?) conveys the central characteristic implied by the
notion of saksin, viz., seeing or experiencing without being
agent of the act concerned (akartrtvesati drastrtvanm).***
Even as evidencing, it is a unique activity—an activity that
implies no agency (kartrtva). From the common-sense point
of view, however, the cognizer would necessarily be involved
in the act of cognition so far as the former is an agent of
the act. The cognizer, for all practical purpose, shares the
same level as the other epistemic categorics, viz., cognition
itself (prama), the way of cognition (pramana) and the object
of cognition (prameya)—all veering round the cognitive
act.f Now the transcendence of knowership in particular
invites opposition from the realist camp. Thus, for the
Naiyayika, cogniser (pramata) itself is experiencer (drasta) ;
even the subject of false cognition is no other than the
cognizer itself, because the object altogether outside the scope
of cognition can neither be the object of false cognition.
Consequently, saksin as a distinct principle other than
cognizer would be unwarranted.

The Advaita dpproach in reply would chiefly be with
reference to the question of the evidencing of mental states,
cognitive and otherwise. The plain acceptance of mind as
the organ of internal experience (antarindriya) may explain—
as in Nyaya—the internal perception of mental states through
the medium of mind (manojanya-pratyaksa). But such
mental perception of non-cognitive states is sharply distin-
guished in Nyaya from reflective knowing or anuvyavasaya.
Behind both these cases, however, what must stand in
common is internal evidencing in some form or other. As
for mental states like pleasure etc., they can hardly remain in
the mind unnoticed. Even with their seemingly unreflec-
tive character, the emotive-volitional states of mind have

* Sarikhya also points to the saksi-character of sclf (purusa) in a similar
way *‘ .. . drastrtvam akartrbhavadca”, Sankhya-karika, 19.

t Vatsyayana in the Nyaya-Bhasya expounds the four-fold catcgorics
enumerated here ; and the scheme is prima facie accepted by the Advaitin
too. Jhianaghana evidently has in view the four-fold categories when he
refers to saksin as differentiated from cogniser etc. (pramatradsi).
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sharply to be distinguished from unreflective sense-percep-
tion.

So, if both these types of apprehension—unreflective
mental perception and reflective knowing—are characterized
in common by internal evidencing, the law of parsimony
(laghava) demands that there should be postulated an
cvidencing principle more foundational than mental states
(cognitive or otherwise) themselves. Such a principle in
the background may be characterized in terms of ‘knowing
by way of immediate evidencing’ (saksatkari-jianatva). OF
course, the possibility of evidencing, independent of mind,
may well be questioned. It may then be replied that at
least the state of deep sleep (susupti) (as discussed previously)
presents an outstanding case, when nescience (ajfiana) itself
scems to be evidenced as object—and when organs of valid
knowledge (pramana), nay the psychic organ itself, do not
function.

The said evidencing. principle may prove to be the
transcendental precondition in all particular instances of
perceiving. Three interpretations have been presented in
later Advaita regarding the relation of self to object in per-
ception, mediated through antahkarapa* The peculiar
association of antalikarana with pure consciousness being
granted, views may differ as to the exact process how
antahkarana serves to bring about the manifestation of
object to subject. Nevertheless, the transcendental status and
importance of saksin in perception is recognized in common ;
it is admitted to be the evidencing subject involved in each
state and revealing the object by imparting immediacy to
it. Common-sense philosophy tends (as noted in the last
section) either to posit self in complete exclusion from the
psychic process or to equate it altogether with the latter. But
we need not proceed with any prior metaphysical bias

* Cf. Three sub-thcorics in Advaita as to the function of antahkarana in
perception and the consequent place of the individual (Jiva) in rclation to
the object in perception: (i) abhedabhivyvakti. (ii) ciduparaga and (iii)
avaranabhibhava. Vide D. M. Datta, Six Ways of Knowing, Ch. IV (*The
Place and Function of the Sclf in Perccption’).
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towards soul-substance as completely detached from all
psychic activities. For, the transcendental character of self as
the ultimate precondition of subjective life should possibly
emerge out of a reflective analysis of the conscious procees
involved in mental states.

To illustrate the point in concrete tecrms—anger or
intense desire may be occupying my mind for a while, when
I completely identify myself, without being aware of so
identifying, with the passing mental phasc. But as anger or
desire cools down, I find myself in a position to reflect on the
very outgoing state of mind as such. In so reflecting, I may
by and by recognise the outgoing state as my own ; and there-
with in a glimpse, as it were, may be recognized the evidenc-
ing of the same state. Thus a notion of my ‘inner conscious-
ness’ would come upon me—one involved in my mental
states and yet found to be referring freely to such states.*

To trace the evidencing background of the experiences
of self in and through psychic states, which stand necessarily
evidenced, would be a continuous process of gaining essence
within the region of subjectivity. It is not a discontinuous
leap in the dark for a self that lies in primeval inertness. The
transition from mind to self has indeed been rather
mechanically conceived in Nyaya-Vaidesika. As directly
stated in Yoga philosophy, the fact that psychic states appear
necessarily evidenced points to the truth that the subject
which ‘owns’ these states should be of a constantly evidencing
mature (“Sadajiiatal cittavrttayah tatprabhoh purusasya
aparinamitvat”, Patafijala-siitra, IV, 18).t

Against the Naiyayika contention as to the possibility

’Pcrhaps the modern English poet drives at the same point as he
declares:

““To advance from friend to the composite Sclf
Central ‘I’ is surrounded by ‘I cating’,

‘I loving’, ‘I angry’, ‘I excreting’,

And the ‘great I' planted in him

Has nothing to do with all these.”” (Stephen Spender)

+ The contrary argument goes: had purusa, or the self as consciousness,
been non-constant and contingent like other things, mental states would have
remamcd. at least sometimes unknown. (Cf. Pyasa-Bhasya and Vacaspati,
TattvavaiSaradi, loc. cit.).
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of mental perception (manasa pratyaksa) of self as qualified
by mental states, Advadita argues negatively. The position
that self as endowed with the attributes of pleasure, pain,
knowledge ctc. is knowable by the same self through mental
perception, would involve the fallacy of contradiction of
subject and object (karma-kartr-virodha). The same self is
the subject of knowledge in question and, as endowed with
mental attributes, is also the object of that knowledge. Again,
to treat sclf under two aspects—pure and qualified—in order
to avoid such contradiction, would be too sophisticated an
approach.’* Further, the reductio ad absurdum entailed by
the Nydya position may be put in another way. Knowledge,
as the factor constituting the principle of cogniser (pramata),
admittedly shares the same level with other mental states
like pleasure, pain, wish etc. Now, to regard such cognizer
as cognizing the mental states themselves—may be through
an organ other than sense-organ—seems apparently to involve
absurdity. '

Still, a reply may be found on the Naiyayika side by
referring to (after Ryle) ‘higher order acts’. According to
Ryle, who is certainly more radically positivistic than the
Naiyayika in explaining mental phenomena, “for any opera-
tion of any order, there can be operation of a higher order”.
But such explanation would leave us with a series of cogni-
tive acts without a unitary reference to an experiencing
subject which may connect the series of cognitions
(anusandhana).* (Even Ryle, while explaining the pheno-
menon of self-consciousness wholly in empirical-psychological
terms, refers to a ‘witness’).

Agdin, a reflective analysis of body-consciousness also
(as already mentioned in Ch. I. B.) would bring home the
unique unmediated evidencingness of the transcendental
evidencer or witness. Individual cognitions in respect of the

* Cf. Apperceptive unity in Kant’s ‘“Transcendental Deduction’’—the
transcendental-functional substitute for substantive self.  Kant’s ‘Unity of
transcendental  apperception’ is, in a sense, largely equivalent to
saksin of Advaita—the question of metaphysical status being left apart.
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body may vary from one mode to another—cach taking
separately the body or certain of its aspects as specific object.
Nevertheless, behind all specific modalities of bodily
cognizance there remains implicit a generic awarencss of the
body. This background of generic awareness of the body,
against which explicit cognition through specific modes occur,
is enabled through the unfailing unmediated evidencing by
the constant (kiitastha) evidencer.!” During the lapse period
between one specific mode of bodily cognizance and the next,
the body remains all the same evidenced, although implicitly.
Thus, while consciousness appears in modes as varying and
temporarily determined, it is found constant and invariable
in its aspect of transcendental evidencing.*®

Thus, behind the psysico-mental complex commonly
called the individual (jiva), there is to be traced the invari-
able background of consciousness subsisting essentially in
unmediated evidencing.’* This alone may be regarded as
the inner essence of the individual which, as $ankara points
out (Adhyasa-bhasya), evidences the series of mental states
(aSesa-svapracara-saksi). The inner self owns the states, but,
itself being outside the stream, remains completely un-
modified by the process. Consequently, the epithets
‘detached’, ‘unaffected’ etc., conveying the unique position
of self.*® At the same time, the constantly evidencing
character of the inner self makes itself felt with immediate
.certitude, ever indubitable and uncancelled.?*

At this stage, a further crucial question as to the possibly
metaphysical status of saksin cannot possibly be evaded.
Indeed for Advaitd, saksin as the substratum of individual
.experience or being, need not be the last word. It may move
even further to the ideal level of pure consciousness in its
-absolute autonomy, in which the evidencing act would not
play a constitutive role. Following in this line, some Advaita
thinkers draw a distinction between the dual aspects of
saksin—transcendent and immutable (k#tastha) on the one
hand, and immanent and, functional (tatastha) on the other.*
According to this distinction, in the latter aspect alone does
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the notion imply evidencing function—and correspondingly,
the evidenced continuum (dr$ya). In its ultimate nature as
pure consciousness, however, self would involve no refer-
ence, even detached.

To sum up, so far as the essence of individual or ‘person’
is concerned, we could hardly stop short of pure conscious-
ness. The latter constitutes the innermost being in the indi-
vidual, though uniquely associated through free evidencing
reference with the empirical manifold of bodily-mental fac-
tors—the latter being the apparent index of personality. The
freedom of the evidencing act no doubt conveys the sugges-
tion that self per sé could possibly remain in transcendent
autonomy—a state in which even the reference-act would
prove to be irrelevant. Such possibility has already been
envisaged in respect of consciousness. However, to pass on at
once from saksin, the freely subsisting pure self, to the meta-
physical principle of all-transcending Being, i.e., Brahman,
would be too wide a transition to be justified in the present
context.* Here, however, the essential nature of conscious-
ness as subjectivity—a concept which may as such prove to be
abstract—is sought to be defined with reference to the
relatively concrete concept of self.

From our 'discourse in Part I, it finally comes out that
the ultimate essence (the term ‘essence’ being used roughly,
not strictly, in a phenomenological sense) of individuality
would prove to be but pure unobjective consciousness (cit)
itself. Viewed in the attitude of object, ‘person’ may be
understood in terms of combined unity (not identity) of

* However, Jiianaghana—and Advaita thinkers would generally agree
in this respect—has defined the status of saksin in a two-fold way—epistemo-
logical and metaphysical, the former pertaining to jiva and the latter to
Brahman. 1In anticipation of the metaphysical, the two aspects are thus
sought to be reconciled. (‘‘Paramarthato brahmatyepi = pratibhasatah
sahsinal samsari-antarbhava cva’’, Jianaghana, Tattvasuddhi, Ch. 35).
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several factors, physical and mental. But viewed subject-
wise—i.e., in the attitude which tends sharply to turn from
object (as independently existent)}—an analysis in search of
the true essence of person should ultimately lead to pure
subjectivity. Cit is thus sought to be posited as the non-
empirical ground of the individual, who is otherwise neces-
sarily connected with the world of empirical experience.

That there is possibility for pure consciousness, which
is equivalent to the essence of subjectivity, to subsist in com-
plete autonomy, has been sought to be derived through
several independent approaches by way of analysing salient
epistemological and psychological features and situations (see
3 sections, Ch. I). What is shown thereby is that conscious-
ness, besides barely implying what is subjective, bears within
itself the possibility of autonomously subsisting in its pure
essence—completely unalloyed by any objective association
whatsoever. Still the doubt may remain whether, and how
far, the supposed autonomy of pure consciousness could
satisfy the larger claim of being the essence of all possible
phases of consciousness, unless it be clearly demonstrated not
only with reference to cognitive phenomena but to mental
states in general.

So, to avoid a possible confusion in understanding cit as
the background of the total texture of mental life, its founda-
tional position is shown in respect of all the three types of
mental states (Ch. II). The autonomous status of cit as foun-
dational subjectivity is further sought to be strengthened by
an analysis of the phenomenon of reflective knowledge or
self-consciousness (Ch. III)—the unique self-evidencingness of
cit is brought out thereby.

Further, the alleged essence of subjectivity has to be
set in the concrete context of the individual, who not only
knows but also acts and enjoys. Hence the step towards fur-
ther defining the principle of subjectivity in the light of self,
the supposed principle of unity within the complex of phy-

sico-mental elements that roughly constitute person as indivi-
dual. (Ch. IV).
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CHAPTER V

ADVAITA METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE
*  (PHENOMENOLOGICAL PROLEGOMENA)¥

1

TOwARDS ADVAITA PHENOMENOLOGY

What follows from our investigations in the preceding
Part is not cit that should stand as a logical abstraction ; nor
does cit prove to be d metaphysical principle proper. For,
the interest has been focussed on cit as the essence of sub-
jectivity rather than as the metaphysical prius. And so far as
the possible status of subjectivity can prima facie assure a
philosophical standpoint, the latter should enable a complete
interpretation of the basic structure of experience. Advaita
might therefore be regarded as adopting the standpoint of
subjectivity proper when the chief features and knots
pertaining to knowledge and experience could be shown to
be resolved in the light of that standpoint. Thus, a more
or less self-complete system of criticism of experience in the
light of a possible methodology (which proves to be distinctly
subjective in character) would come into view. There is no
need of introducing any metaphysical postulations in the
pathway of such a procedure.

Now, in order that the Advaitic metaphysic of experience
as a whole could be reorganized, the methodology that might
be implicit therein has to be developed. And in the orienta-
tion of the principle of subjectivity in Advaita, a subjective
methodology is certainly anticipated (as the epistemological-
psychological analyses set forth in the previous chapters

* For the major features and standpoint of Husserl’s Phcnomenology,
and also with reference to the occasional terminological use of certain
technical expressions, borrowed directly from the same, both in this chapter
and the following one, vide infra, ‘‘A Note on Phenomenology'’ (Index B).
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dlready indicate). Its -difference from common empirical
psychology and epistemology, where the prior rcality-status
of actual object is fundamentally presupposed, is thercby
explained. A systematic methodology, which is at the same
time subjectively oriented, might alone be in a position to
retrace the subjective standpoint of Advaita as represented
by the principle of Cit, and thereby to bring out the implica-
tions behind the epistemological-metaphysical tenets in
Advaita philosophy.

Such a possible subjective methodology should, however,
be distinguished from a mere psychological analysis of mental
states. A transcendental analysis of experience—be it
Husserlian or Advaitic—should not be read in the light of
psychological analysis but is rather to be taken as a system
of truths whose validity, logical or ontic, should not be
grounded in mental states and functions.

Now, the philosophical discipline of Phenomenology
could lend us such a broad methodological line of interpreta-
tion as needed for the purpose (See Introduction). A metaphy-
sic of experience, if closely followed, should show in its deve-
lopment an implicit phenomenology (at least in a broad sense)
and be understood in that light. Thus, once assured of the
standpoint of subjectivity as involved in the Advaita doctrine
of pure consciousness (cit), we should be in a position to
attempt towards reorganizing the whole of Advaitic criticism
of experience on the basis of phenomenological approach in
the sense mentioned. However, no external comparison
between Phenomenology and Advaita is in view here. The
former might only throw light on the implicit methodology
along which a thoroughgoing metaphysic of experience
within the framework of Advaita philosophy could be
developed.

Indeed the phenomenological aim is to bring in no
metaphysical postulates and to attain a possible system of
absolute truths on a rigorous analysis of experience. And
the aim of Sankara also has been likewise to discover, as Prof.
S. Radhakrishnan points out, ‘the immanent principle within
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experience’ rather than to construct a world beyond it.* No
postulate regarding the reality of transcendent object came
in the way of Sankara’s analysis of the pure realm of inner
experience.

However, such an approach need not be understood as
being motivated by an artificial attitude of suspense towards
object—an attitude admittedly not natural. Any exclusive
preoccupation with theoretic consciousness—as in Kant or in
Husserl—would possibly entail some attitude of indifference,
or suspension of belief, towards the naively accepted objec-
tive reality. Further, in Husserl the ‘bracketing’ of external
reality is taken rather as a theoretical attitude to facilitate
the mind in turning back within itself and inspecting it from
within, as it were. In Vedanta, however, the attitude of
turning from the flux of objective appearance is recognised
to be a serious phase in the spiritual life of man and not
merely a theoretical attitude. Sankara lays down the avowed
aim of his enquiry thus: to avoid the snare of the objective
world, into which the self is dragged from its native home of
pure subjectivity, and to restore subjectivity to its original
integrity.®* With Advaita, unlike with Husserl’s Pheno-
menology, subjectivity is not a mere theoretical presupposi-
tion, nor is the movement towards grasping its essence a
purely theoretical attitude. Omne has to remember that,
after all, Vedanta is motivated by the deeper interest in
liberation (moksa), recognized to be the supreme value
(Parama-purusartha).

The Vedantic scheme of a metaphysic of experience may
indeed be summed up in the light of a twofold approach as
follows: Firstly, the supreme Reality, i.e., Brahman has to
be reduced to immediacy from its transcendent ontological
status, through equation with individual self in the form
of I. The enquiry would thereby be brought within the
range of immanent experience from the transcendent heights
of ontological Being—reflection being directed to the subjec-
tive field of consciousness rather than to the metaphysical
First Principle as such. Next there would come the stage of
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distinguishing the pure from the spurious subjectivity ; this
would imply the restoring of the ultimate essence of subjectiv-
ity in cit behind the complex of empirical consciousness as
marked by the ego.® A phenomenological analysis of con-
consciousness would pertain obviously to the second part of
the approach.

2

THE METHOD: ‘““TRANSCENDENTAL REFLEXION’

As noted above, the realization of self, whose very essence
is subjectivity, is the avowed aim of Advaita thought. And
the. pathway to such realization lies along subjectivization.
As shown in a previous chapter (Ch. III), Advaita insists on
the mind’s turning inwards towards grasping the true self.
But such inwardization could proceed only at the cost of
the natural objective attitude. But what may be the point
from which the natural attitude turns to the transcendental?
For Advaita, the situation of error in our knowledge and
experience would present such a turning point.

The phenomenon of error (adhyasa) presents in the fact
of contradiction a concrete occasion for reflection®. As soon
as the content of one experience is contradicted by another
—the common locus of reference being presupposed—the
subject is faced with a situation which demands reflection
with a view to understanding. It is on reflection that the
content of false perception is recognized qua its false
character, in contrast to the reality of the substratum. But
the content of false perception prima facie comes to us as
objective presentation and thus causes the ‘shock’ for com-
mon-sense in violently contradicting the stable objective
character of things, with which we are familiar. Consequently,

. *This would indeed justify $ankara in introducing his metaphysical
discourse with the problem of error. But the Adhy&sa-b%&.gya is more often
than not taken rather too easily as just providin% the key to the metaphysical
solution of Advaita as to the appearance of world-phenomenon (jagat-

prapaiica).
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the need for reflection by way of turning back upon experi-
ence-content as such.

As with illusory appearance such as rope-snake, so with
the confusion of bodily characters with the subject-self, the
fact of contradiction would demand a suspense of the existen-
tial character of the presented content and a closer inspection
of the content qua content. In case of body-self identity
(dehatmadhyasa), the native sense of subjectivity, although
it does not prove by itself to be an objective presentation as
such, would still clash directly with the objective character
of body, senses etc. In this way, the situation would point
to reflection with a view to distinguishment of the essential
from the objective complex.

This line of approach through reflection may be more
expressly formulated in terms of what may be characterized
as ‘transcendental reflection’ (after Kant). A steady insight
into the presuppositional ground or structure of possible
experience as may be brought through close scrutiny of the
contents within the region of consciousness—and not any
mystical intuition or revelation—is what is generally meant
by transcendental reflection. It is to be sharply distin-
guished, as Kant suggests, from logical reflection ; for, the
latter seeks to proceed by way of comparison of the given
Tepresentations without taking into dccount the correspond-
ing faculty of knowledge to which the representations
belong.*

The threefold Vedantic discipline in the steps of hear-
ing ($ravana), intellection (manana) and contemplation
(nididhyasana) can be understood in the light of the said
transcendental reflection. The chief stress on the Vedantic
discipline is on the cultivation of that attitude of mind—at

* By ‘‘transcendental reflection’ in a subjectively oriented analysis of
experience, Kant meant the principle of distinguishment, through which
the given representations may be traced back: to their respective facultics.
Husserl uses the term ‘reflection’ or ‘self-reflection’ somewhat in the Kantian
sense, meaning that type of conscious acts in which the stream of experience,
with all its inherent phases, can be grasped and analysed in the light of
its own evidence. Husser]l describes it as ‘‘consciousness’ own method for
the knowledge of consciousness generally’’ (Ideas, p. 219).
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varying levels—in which the pure and essential structures of
experience should become evident. Of these, S$ravana
signifies in the long run the terminating point of enlighten-
ment (as the Vivarana school in particular maintains); the
stages of manana and nididhyasana serve as but instrumental
means (sahakari) thereof.* Sravapa, on ultimate analysis,
would mean the reduction of intellectual truths to direct
apprehension; but primarily it stands for the strictly
intellectual level of acquaintance with relevant scriptural
texts in their logical connexions. Intellection (manana) is
supposed to reveal further the essential features behind the
apparent truths of the scriptures ; and through intense con-
centration (nididhyasana), the whole mind is to be fixed on
the essence or essences.so discovered and get in tune there-
with (ekatanatvam).®

Advaita keeps to the point that real enlightenment can
come only through concrete intuition (anubhuti) and not
through abstraction. As Sankara urges, all empirical and
logical reasoning must be reduced to intuition; because
through that alone we are presented with reality.® Know-
ledge is to culminate in complete comprehension of the
essence in view—"“Avagatiparyantam jrianam” (S.B.B.S.,
Lil). And this is the case not merely with the knowledge
of Brahman but at every step of transcendental reflection
along which Advaita approaches the highest essence. The
true function of mental reflection passes from purely logical
reasoning to the apprehension of essences in distinguishment
from the associational correlates. Paficada$i (1.37) clearly
refers of this approach when pointing to the distinguishment
of the essence of self in progressive dissociation from the
associated strata (koga).*

Intuition for Advaita does not mean a prior: intuition—
either of the Cartesian or of the post-Kantian type, i.e., a
higher type of intellectual activity or thinking elevated to

* In commenting upon the verse under reference, Ramakrsna refers to
buddhi as the means of distinguishment (buddhy@ niskrsya), approximating
to the sense of ‘transcendental reflection’.
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the level of immediacy. Nor is any from of mysticism
presumptuously entailed—and to admit that in philosophic
reflection proper would indeed mean surrendering the
philosophic endeavour itself. But the approach of Advaita
may be understood as the gradual revelation of the essence
embedded in the region of pure experience, in the pursuit
of the highest essence behind all. The Advaitic intuition
should rather be understood in the light of phenomenological
intuition (Anschauung). The cardinal principle of Husserl’s
phenomenology is that, every primordial object-giving
(‘dator’) intuition is correspondingly ‘source of authority for
knowledge’. The essential. insight corresponds to pure
essence or ‘eidos’ prevailing in its respective generic stage.
Now leaving aside the connected ethico-spiritual context, the
Advaitic approach through $ravana etc. may well be treated
on phenomenological lines.*

Coming now to the acclaimed role of intellect vis-a-vis
intuition in Advaita thought, mere intellectual method of
logical reasoning (tarka) independent of intuitional basis has
been ruled out in the search for essential truths. For mere
intellectual reasoning cannot give any new content but can
only arrange materials dlready at hand. In examining the
role of logical reasoning, Sankara points to its necessary
instability and inherent shortcomings in the matter of realiz-
ing the supreme essence. For such truths as are to be
obtained through scriptures (@gamagamya artha) alone
cannot as such form the subject-matter of independent ratio-
tination (svatantratarkavisaya).” The subjective (individual)
feats of ratiotination move spirally, as it were, round the
centre of the empirical content—forming concentric circles
but seldom gaining any new ground of experience. It is no
doubt true that the logical process of inferring things not
cvident to our present experience may serve our practical
purpose ; but in matters of non-empirical import, as in

* With the ‘practical’ interest of Advaita as the ‘‘Science of Liberation”
(Moksa-$astra) and its definite cultural background, intuition takes on no
doubt the colour of a rigid ethico-spiritual discipline in the shape of
$ravana etc.
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respect of essences in the region of pure experience, it would
prove to be inadequate.

Of course, Sankara does accept the value of reasoning,
when it proceeds in the light of authentic experience as
embodied in S$ruti—agamanusari-tarka.® This shows a
deeper kind of reflection than the logical, not strictly confined
within the limits of formal and external interconnexions of
data yielded by sense-experience. Such reflection should
rather be concerned with an insight into the inner essence
behind the common logico-empirical categories of experience.
Even when logical reasoning is necessitated for ascertaining
(niscaya) the content of intuition, it is to proceed in the light
of that very intuition and not as independent of, or contrary
to, it.° Indeed, reasoning independent of intuitional back-
ground (conveyed by $ruti in the Vedantic context) is barren
—Suska tarka—and as such is to be avoided. As in pheno-
menology proper, mediate inference is ddmitted only as
having ‘the methodological meaning’ of leading us towards
that which is to be revealed by direct essential insights
relevantly following upon the inferences concerned. The
siitra, “Janmadyasya yatah” is accordingly interpreted not as
an instance of inferring Brahman from the world of ordered
forms and relations but as leading to the truths behind the
scriptural texts—uvedantavakyapradarsanartham.

One question may still be raised as to this implicit
method of reflective intuition. It is repeatedly stressed, on
the one hand, that knowledge concerning realities must con-
form to relevant objects—uvastutantra—and as such not be
subjectively conditioned by the knowing individual—
purusatantra. And at the same time the course of discipline
in the form of hearing etc. is prescribed for the aspirant of
truth. How are we then to reconcile these apparently con-
flicting positions of subjective activity and of objective pas-
sivity? The answer may be found in the peculiar status that
transcendental essences seem to enjoy. While revealed in
the essential insight and as such not created by knowing acti-

vity, they would own validity only as revealed in intuition.
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So long as the focal point of the mind reflecting were not
reached, relevant essences could hardly be posited. This may
analogically be somewhat understood in the light of the
manner in which a streak of sun’s ray pouring into a room
through a hole illuminates the mass of dust particles on its
way—those that were so long as good as non-existent to the
plain eyes. Thus the Vedantic practices and injunctions
(vidhi) would be relevant only in the matter of bringing
about the mental focus in stages of higher and higher essen-
tiality ; the ideal efficacy of injunction lies in turning the
mind to the attitude of transcendental reflection.*

3

ROLE or Cit: TRANSCENDENTAL SUBJECTIVITY

Sankara starts with positing the evident opposition
between subject and object—one is the experiencing cognis-
ing principle, the other is the experienced and cognised.
However, their duality should not exclude the empirical fact
of their mutual identification ; bare psychological evidence
speaks for it. It is a fact of experience that ‘I’, however sub-
jectively understood, is sometimes spoken of in objective
terms. We need not necessarily express I qua subjectivity,
i.e., as distinguished from object ; we also make such state-
ments as “This is I'. In ‘this-I’ equation ‘this’ evidently refer
to the bodily-objective locus. And the admittedly subjective
factor so far as it is implied by ‘I’ is not merely referred to
an objective locus but is also sought to be identified there-
with.

Yet, behind such seeming identification of subjectivity
and the objective as exemplified in the given statements, the

* To accept vidhi in the Mimassa sense of injunction for action would
go against the fundamental stand of Advaita that knowledge (jnana) is
independent of activity on the part of the knower. The injunction that
is accepted in Advaita is rather to be interpreted as onc of law (niyamavidhi),
as the Vivarana school holds. (cf. Pivarana 1, p. 3ff.; Vivarana-prameya-
sangraha, p. 3ff.).
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possible subsistence of the two factors in dissociation from
each other should be recognized—the substratum (adhis-
thana) and the falsely imposed (adhyasta) can stand mutually
distinguishable, though not actually distinguished. The
subject in such a situation seems to have no status by itself
other than a functional one in terms of objective behaviour.
However. the said subject-object identification is seeming ;
for the true relation between self and non-self is, after all,
one of radical opposition. This opposition is enabled through
a transition from the psychological subjectivity of the empi-
rical individual to the transcendental subjectivity of pure
consciousness (cit).’* And the latter, as Husserl contends,
cannot be obtained through the natural attitude of empirical
psychology ; for it is no part of the objective world but is
rather the subjective conscious life itself.*

Now the phenomenon of error (adhyasa) indeed provides
for Advaita the point of departure from psychological to
transcendental subjectivity. As noted in the last section,
the phenomenon of error (adhyasa) involving contradiction
provides the concrete occasion with which reflection might
start. The said erroneous identification of self and non-self
is regarded as the commonest confusion in human life and as
such forms the chief item of adhyasa. The psychological
features (epistemologically relevant at the same time) of
agency (kartrtva), cognisership (pramatrtva) etc. constitute
different aspects of basically the same confusion. In these
cdses the supposed subjectivity of consciousness necessarily
appears in the objective context. Consequently, the inner
being is regarded as objective or non-self quite as much as
the body or bodily characteristics.

This appearance of one thing in the aspect of another
{anyasya anyadharmavabhasa) is the essential character of the
situation of error. Now, in the underlying subjectivity behind
the said psychological phenomena is recognized the principle

_ *Husserl, indeed, defines ‘transcendental’ as ‘the quality of that which
is consciousness’. (Vide Encyclopaedia Britannica Art. on ‘‘Phenomeno-

logy™)-
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which is ideally free from the tinge of objectivity. On the
other hand, to this inner subject the objective physico-mental
manifold is supposed to make its appearance. Even the empi-
rical ego or ‘I’ (aham), with all its physico-mental associations
and world-involving references, is conceived as presented to a
deeper ‘I’ which has a presuppositional evidencing character.*

The fundamental presuppositional status of conscious-
ness is signified when it is stated that things whether known
or even unknown are in the long run evidenced by the
witnessing consciousness.t Here a distinction is evidently
drawn between knownness in the ordinanry sense and being
(transcendentally) evidenced. @ The ways of knowing
(pramana) are indeed relevant in the context of knowing a
thing. But Advaita would not deny the possible existence
of things independent of being cognised by us. Things may
be there for the subject, even though the latter is not actually
cognizant of them by way of valid means of knowing such as
perception, inference etc. [Of course, the object as unknown
is explained in terms of the mediating third factor of
nescience (ajfiana) obtaining between pure evidencing
subject and object—its exact character vis-a-vis cit being
taken up in subsequent section].

Such recognition of even the unknown being evidenced
by the witnessing consciousness would exempt it from the
standing charge of ‘ego-centric predicament’ brought against
empirical (or psychological) idealism. In the latter, no
distinction seems to be drawn between ‘to know’ and ‘to be
aware of. Advaita, however, draws a sharp distinction
between the two levels of (i) being cognized through the way
of knowing and (ii) being evidenced by the witnessing con-
sciousness (saksi-caitanya). It would accordingly not be
incoherent to admit the uncognized (ajfiata) as transcen-
dentally evidenced (saksi-bhasya). Such a contention could

* One may compare here the phenomenologist position: ‘““The ‘I’ and
‘we’ which we apprehend presuppose a hidden ‘I' and ‘we’ to whom they
are present’’ (Husserl, En. Brit. Art.).

t “Sarvam vastu jiiatatayd va ajiiatatayd va saksicaitanyasya visaya eva’,
Vivarana, 1. :
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be possible only from the standpoint of transcendental
subjectivity. In this sense Advaita, like the realist, may as
well recognise the independent being of uncognized object—
its relative independence at least. [The distinction of the
Adbvaitic standpoint from the Buddhistic mentalism (Vijiiana-
vada) is here relevant—no transcendental background of
subjectivity other than psychic states themsclves being
admitted in the latter].

To come to a fundamental epistemological tenet of
Vedanta, the knowledge-of-object situation is constituted by
identification with consciousness (cit-tadatmya). On ultimate
analysis, some sort of identification or fusion with evidencing
consciousness is posited to be at the root of the manifestation
of object. Such fusion may be effected either through some
mediation (vyavadhana) of the process of valid knowing
(pramanavyapara) or without any mediation whatsoever. All
objective entities come to be apprehended through the
mediation of modes of knowing. The internal organ
(antahkarana) alone—which is at the same time the principle
of individuality (ahamkara)—is to be revealed independent
of any knowing process as such.*®

Turning again to the Vedantic notion of self, the
Upanisads in general and $arikara posit it as the terminus in
the ever-deepening series of senses, objects of sense-experi-
ence, mind and so on as may be traced in the gradual steps
of transcendental reflection.’* Of course, the analogy of a
series should not be taken here to signify that self is just
a final term in the series beginning with senses. Self is
certainly the innermost as behind all the stages of experience,
and behind it nothing further inner (antara) is conceiv-
able. Nevertheless it is not a mere part of the series but
belongs at the same time to d new plane as it were—2a
transition to a new dimension of being.*

. * An analogy from mathematics may help us in understanding the posi-
tion better. Thus, for instance, a_ geometrical line can conceivably be
divided into smaller and smaller scctions, till a point is reached. Though
such points constitute the line as its parts, the point as such also presents a
new dimension of its own—a new level of being. Tor, in the strictly geometri-
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In the case of self as the final ‘inner’, we need not bring
in the parallel of ordinary ‘inner’ where antecedence and
consequence of order in respect of two terms are necessarily
presupposed.’* The enumeration of such a series may have
at least the efficacy of bringing home to the unreflective mind
the unique character of self—helping the mind which is
naturally directed outwards to turn gradually towards the
self within.’ In the Vedantic emphasis on the non-empirical
(asamsart) character of self not involved within the worldly
process, the transcendentality of self-subject is all the more
clearly brought forward.

4

Cit 1N THE LicHT oF Consclous AcCT

An analysis of experience, to be truly phenomenological,
should no doubt proceed on the implicit assumption that
consciousness is of the nature of act in the sense of reference-
function being constitutive of consciousness. But, then the
immediate question would be: can pure consciousness (cit),
which is ideally characterized by substantive autonomy, be
itself conceived of in terms of act? It cannot after all be
denied that consciousness is actually grasped in its immanence
(in the phenomenological sense) so far as it is involved within
mental states themselves (the point to be developed in the
context of perception .in the next section). [Under acts
‘immanently directed’ or ‘intentional’ experiences im-
manently related Husserl includes those acts of consciousness
which are essentially so constituted “that their intentional
objects, when these exist at all, belong to the same stream of
experience as themselves.”]'* Now in the aspect of
immanence alone would it be relevant to speak of conscious-
ness as act, pure or modified.

Phenomenologically speaking, all that may be evident

cal sense, while a line has only one dimension (taking the term not in its
wider sense as in the former usc), a point has none.

7
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to us is that consciousness is immanently involved in every
conscious state as the necessary factor of evidencing. Coming
to Advaita theory, object is reduced to wvrtti which in its
turn cannot stand but as evidenced by consciousness. So,
object is not taken in its ‘transcendence’ (in the sense of
being real beyond the stream of experience) but is sought
to be reduced to consciousness by way of wrtti-mediation.
On the level of modalized knowledge (vrtti-jiiana), object-
reference by way of vrtti implies the way of being consciously
constituted. Such vrtti-mediation is admitted to be present
at every level of knowledge, external or internal. Even when
vrtti is not produced through the senses—as in the case of
internal experience of mental states, for instance—some sort
of vrtti besides the evidencing consciousness as such would
be necessary to make a state of consciousness possible.*

But the question may be raised at this stage: should
then consciousness be regarded necessarily as ‘functional’ in
the sense described, or only adventitiously so? Now,
‘function’ as it should be understood in the context of
evidencing consciousness should first of all be sharply distin-
guished from certain current uses of the expression. Function
may mean, for instance, external activity (on the part of some
being or thing), not grounded in the nature of the agent
concerned but mechanically or accidentally related to it.
There is again the case of ‘“‘mathematical function”: a
mathematical system expressing the function of certain
symbol, say X, is grounded in the symbol concerned.*

Now, phenomenologically considered—in which sense
alone could functionality be admitted of consciousness—
‘function’ is to be understood as grounded in the essence of
‘noeses’ or those in accordance with which consciousness
points to something of which it is the consciousness. What
is meant here is not, strictly speaking, the function of con-
sciousness but rather—to follow the Husserlian explanation

* A function is a mathematical system consisting of a set 4 (thc range
of the independent variable) and a set B (the range of dependent variable)
a?dB a correspondence which pairs with every element of 4 some eclement
of B.
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—the very manner in which objective unities of every
region of being and of every grade of generality or category
are ‘consciously constituted’.*

However, Advaita would rather depart from the strictly
phenomenological point.of view which proceeds with ‘eidetic
essence’ in the form of ‘consciousness of’. For in Advaita, the
emphasis is shifted from the question of form, pertaining to
‘consciousness of’, to the concrete ground of consciousness
itself. So there should be no ‘functional problem’ as such
for Advaita—the problem which no doubt occupies the
central position in Husserl’s phenomenology,t in which
consciousness by itself remains more or less a formal pre-
supposition from the function point of view. [Of course,
even Husserl—somewhat in the Vedantic fashion—admits
that consciousness is not a title-name for ‘psychical complexes’
but “it is consciousness through and through, the source of all
reason and unreason, all right and wrong, all reality and
illusion, all value and disvalue, all deed and misdeed”.]*®

Before mentioning the classification of the functional
modes of consciousness (so far as consciousness may be said
to have ‘noetic’ or meaning function). the vrtti-cit relation
should be closely examined. Now, the principle of saksin in
Advaita combines in itself the elements of pure consciousness
and of nescience (ajiiana)—the latter being there in its un-
modified stage. Cit—even though involved at the highest
stage of immanence within saksin—nevertheless tends to be
distinguished in its autonomous being, although such dis-
tinguishment may not reach beyond ‘possibility’. But
nescience on its part could not similarly be distinguished
from the complex of saksin. And if saksin is sought to be
dbstracted in its pure aspect from the said complex, no
definite content would remain—such content as may be

* According to Husserl, the ‘functional problem’ is concerned with how
“all fundamental types of possible consciousness and the modifications, fusion,
syntheses which essentially belong to them’ may be systematically studied
‘in their eidetic generality and phenomenological purity’. (Ideas, p. 253).

t Cf. ““The viewpoint of Function is the Central viewpoint of
Phenomenology”’, ibid, p. 252.
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identified to be nescience in itself. The relation between
cit and vrtti has similarly to be understood—uvrtt: being, on
ultimate analysis, nothing but modalized nescience as follow-
ing from antalhkarana. Vrtti should not be rcgarded as a
definite content in abstraction from the complex of vytti-
evidenced-by-cit—which may confirm our approach to vrtt
not as pre-existent content which happens to be evidenced by
cit through mechanical relation but as the functional corre-
late of cit.

There may be, broadly speaking, two possible modes of
function in respect of consciousness—as valid cognition and
as pseudo-cognition in the illusory situation. The former is
effected through the modalization of internal organ—
antahkarana-vrtti—in the form of the object concerned and
the latter through the modalization of nescience—avidya-
vrtti—with illusory object as content. But why at all should
a mode other than that of psychic organ be recognised? This
entails a detailed treatment of the problem of error and of
the determining principle of nescience (avidya or ajfiana) in
that context (see later).



CHAPTER VI

ADVAITA METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCL

(PHENOMENOLOGICAL RECONSTRUCTION)

5
ANALYSIS OF PERCEPTION

A critique of experience proper should proceed right
from the fact of perception-of-object. The element of
evidencing cognition (saksatkari-jianatva) is generally
recognised to characterize the form of knowing called
pratyaksa.* So far as perception is primarily sense-percep-
tion, the Nyaya definition of pratyaksa as ‘knowledge originat-
ing from sense-object relation’ (Indriyarthasannikarsotpan-
nam jianam) is commoly accepted. But a mere objectivistic
explanation of the situation is not enough for Advaita; an
explanation of the same from a transcendental standpoint is
sought to be introduced.

To start with, the question of the object of perception
as independently existent is shifted in Advaitai—as in any
avowedly transcendental philosophy—to the question of the
object as meant or ‘intended’, or in other words, of conscious-
ness being ‘intentionally related’ to the object.t The latter
is necessarily to be understood in terms of reference of the
knowing subject ; and this may correspond in Advaita to the
factor of vriti. The modes of presentation of object, external

* Such broad characterization of perception is basically accepted by some
other systems of Indian philosophy too. According to the Prabhikara, it is
“‘saksathari-vijianatva’ ; the Bhatta defines it thus: ‘‘Saksatpratitih
pratyaksam’’. i

+ While Kant was concerned with the transcendental analysis of objec-
tivity rather than with the object per s¢ (‘Ding-an-sich’), Husserl went fur-
ther—the cxistentially posited object being ‘bracketed’ with a view to pheno-
mcenological reduction. Advaita resembles Husserl rather that Kant in its
concern not so much for a logical-transcendental analysis of objectivity in its
strictly formal character as such but rather for ‘essence’ in the realm of pure
experience.
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of cognisership, ie., being the agent of knowing act—a
quality that evidently cannot belong to the object of cognitive
act. Thus ds internal organ is itsclf characterised by the
quality of agenthood, the consciousncss defined by it should
naturally assume the character of cognisership.** However,
the apparent forms of object and of cogniser pertaining to
consciousness need not be taken in abstraction from each
other ; they are rather to be regarded as two moments of the
self-same act of consciousness—iniending an object and
intended by the subject.

It may be noted in conclusion that the character of
‘immanence’ (in the phenomenological sense) would follow
from the account of perceptual experience so far given. In
the Advaita theory of perception, object is reduced to vrtti,
which in its turn cannot stand but as evidenced by conscious-
ness. So the object is not taken in its ‘transcendence’ (in the
sense of being real beyond the stream of experience) but is
sought to be reduced to consciousness by way of wvrtti-
mediation. That would not, of course, mean that the percep-
tion of object is to be regarded as in any way internal ;
rather the redlistic position of the independent reality of
things and the externality of sense-perception is shared. But
from the transcendental point of view, the object as relevant
to experience is taken to be in some alogical relation of
identity with consciousness. Identity with consciousness no
doubt proves ultimately to be the essential import of objecti-
vity ; but such identity dgain is recognised to be something
alogical and as such, false (adhyasika).* Further implications
of the Vedantic analysis of perceptual experience would be
clarified when illusory experience be analysed and the unique
role of ajiana in the Vedantic metaphysic of experience
explained (q.v. sections 6 & 7).

* Husserl too, while stating that in ‘immanent perception’ perception
and the thing perceived essentially constitute ‘‘an unmediated unity, that
of a single concrete cogitatio’’, admits at the same time that the two are ‘‘in
principle and of necessity not really and essentially one and united’, vide
Ideas, p. 124, p. 130.



ADVAITA METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE 105

6
ANALYSIS OF ILLUSORY EXPERIENCE

By an appeal to common-sense Advaita contends that
illusory perception is a positive fact and as such cannot be
explained away as something merely negative. It maintains
at the same time that though the object of illusory perception
is a prescnted content, it lacks the character of the object of
normal perception. For unlike the latter it does not possess
the relatively stable character. So a type of knowing, different
from valid knowing (pramana), is to be admitted. Such
knowing need not be incompatible with the absence of
relevant knowledge, though it would possess at the same time
some of the common characteristics of valid cognition. They
are: (i) the capacity for occasioning retrospective cognition
in the form of ‘I know’; (ii) subsequently generating wish
etc. ; (iii) causing subsequent mental traces and dispositions
(samskara). Even in illusory experience referentiality would
be there ; only here the ‘noetic’ or meant content would not
cohere with the content of standard experience (in the self-
same situation).

Now the genesis' of illusory experience cannot be
explained with reference to senses as in valid cognition. The
illusory object is a complex, of which the substratum (indicat-
ed by this) is in direct contact with sense-organ; but the
latter could hardly account for the peculiar unstable character
of the illusory content. For such content, though seemingly
given, is nothing short of d ‘construction’ in the locus con-
cerned ; and senses cannot go beyond the limit of the given.
Neither could such illusion be due to mental traces, because
the latter may give rise to memory and not to perception ;
nor could it be caused directly by any defect (dosa) in the
medium of experience, because such defect by itself would
not have any capacity for producing a content as such. So
the additional factor of nescience (avidya) has to be
postulated as that which effects the phenomenon of illusory
perception.
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The supposed nescience, again, may assume two forms,
viz., of object (vastu) and of knowledge (vrtti)—respectively
under two conditions. The object of illusory cognition may
be taken as the objectified modification of nescience ; the
objective unity of the content of illusion represents a fusion
of the locus (this) and the misplaced content—the latter
ascribing (falsely) a specific character to the former. On the
other hand, the unity of consciousness in the aspect of illusory
cognition would represent meaning-consciousness in this
context. Objectivity may assume unity through fusion of the
false content with the real locus, while similar unity would
characterize the consciousness involved in the said objective
situation. In the latter case, the double modes of
antahkarana and of avidya get fused into one apprehension.*

Now this description of illusory experience in terms of
ajiagna and its twofold modes may well be understood
phenomenologically. (The problem of illusion has indeed
been included by Husserl under the ‘Functional Problem’—
Ideas, p. 251f). The phenomenon of illusory perception does
not represent a form of experience to be treated as absolutely
different from common experience. The phenomenological
explanation in terms of ‘intentionality’ should also apply
here, as in normal experience. Accordingly, illusory
experience as much as normal experience may be considered
in its noetic phase, i.e., as harbouring in itself a meaning.
In this sense, illusion should be viewed in the light of the
‘noetic-noematic structure’ of ‘intentional’ experience—of
the ways of being conscious so far as they pertain to illusory
experience.

Thus, on the one hand, an illusory experience—its
illusoriness granted—wwould mean a definite content in the
object of illusion—its ‘noetic’ content. On the other hand,
the meaning precisely as it lies ‘immanent’ in experience—in
the pure form of experience itself—constitutes the ‘noematic’

* Vivarana gives a detailed analysis of illusory perception in terms of
nescience-mode (avidya-vrtti), which acts as the condition (upadhi) in cffecting
apparent knowledge ‘(jii@nabhasa)—taking as object the false content (such as
silver in the nacre-silver illusion). cf. Vivarana, I, p. 29.
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correlate ; the latter may be represented in the Vedantic
terminology by avidya-vrtti. It should, however, be noted
in connexion with the Vedantic analysis that unlike in
Husserl’'s phenomenology, the noetic phase with the corres-
ponding noematic content are not considered in dissociation
from the real object (as in Phenomenology), but rather in
the context of the latter. [Of course, the implicit admission
of the transcendental background of saksi-caitanya is there.]

However, a sharp line of distinction is drawn between
the illusory (pratibhasika) and the empirical (vyavaharika)
levels of knowledge. there being some sort of ‘asymmetrical’
relation between the two (in respect of validity). The
typical Advaita concept of ‘inexplicability’ (anirvacyatva)
here comes into view—it refers to the seeming objectivity
that pertains to the content of false perception. The marked
difference of such content from that of valid cognition is that
here the subjective (psychical) element of image is mixed
up with the objective element of percept. Psychologically
viewed, the situation of error (adhyasa) means the confusion
of perceived content with remembered imadge, as Saikara
defines it—"“Smytirapah paratra purvadrstavabhasah”. Even
accepting the image aspect of the content, Advaita never
takes illusory perception as a simple case of remembering.
[Indeed Anirvacaniyakhyati rejects Akhyati, so far as the
latter wrongly introduces the element of remembering
(smrti) in perceptual experience.] The experience of falsity
is not merely a case of negative non-discrimination (viveka-
graha), as Akhyativada urges, but it is characterized by the
presence of positive content (bhavavastu).

Indeed the content qua content is never denied in the
Advaita view ; what is denied is the character of reality as
referring to a real spatio-temporal context. In false percep-
tion, the object on primary reflection is found to be lacking
the character of reality that pertains to the object of valid
perception. Accordingly, the Anyathakhyati view that the
content of false cognition is characterized by reality, though
‘transferred’ from the actual object, is not entertained. So,
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to explain the appearance of false object as a sort of
‘extended’ perception of the real object at some other point
of space and time seems plainly to contradict the experience
of false object in the locus at hand. The alleged existence
of false object as ‘distant’ in space (desantariya) and in time
(kalantartya) goes contrary to the evident feeling of
presentedness of the false object before us. Further, the
element of (distinguishable) association, felt reflectively,
between the real and the unreal is also ignored in the
Naiyayika explanation.

It should be noted herc that even the said reality-
character need not be treated as pertaining to an order
different from the immanent region of pure experience. For
the false content itself can indeed be viewed qua intended
(in the act of consciousness as represented by avidya-vrtti).
Accordingly, existentiality or reality should rather be viewed
as immanently involved in the essentiality of the content
without necessarily transcending to a reality external to the
region of pure intuition. In this case the intended object
essentially turns upon the very act rather than subsisting by
itself, as the content of valid knowledge does. Consequently,
such false content seems to possess a ‘noetic’ character of an
intermediate type—embodying reference, but not to reality.
As such it may properly be regarded as belonging to the
tertiary order of the ‘inexplicable’ (anirvacya).

Further, the typical but significant mode in the form of
I or ego (ahamkara-vrtti) should be considered in this
context. The modalization of consciousness in the form of
I appars to be characterized by a peculiar indefiniteness ; it
cannot be treated as ordinary mode of consciousness that
implies some definite content by itself. In this respect the
I-mode seems rather to share the character of false perception,
a}though such mode is regarded as empirical (vyavaharika)
like any case of normal experience.

Of course, the ground for ascribing I-mode to the region
of nescience rather than to that of valid modes is not far to
seek. It is evident that the mode in the form of I does not
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stand alone but necessarily accompanies some modification
in object-form. As such, the I-mode is dependent upon the
object of cognition although I posits itself as other than the
latter.*** Once it is recognised that I and object are revealed
in cognition simultaneously—I not being evident in isola-
tion,—the question would arise if two co-existing modes could
be of the same order of valid cognition. For, the simultane-
ous presence of two definite contents of consciousness seems
to be an evident absurdity in experience. So the seeming
form of I in consciousness, having no definite content of its
own, should be ascribed to the region of nescience.

Now, if I-mode belong to the order of nescience, the
conditioning defect (dosa) would have to be indicated—the
latter being an ‘efficient” condition in the situation of error.
Here nescience itself has been pointed out as the said
condition ; unlike in ordinary error, the defect is not
adventitious (agantuka) but necessary. The (relatively)
constant factor of individual nescience (in the shape of
antahkarana) rather than the contingent factor of variable
dosa is here in view. And as nescience itself serves, on
ultimate analysis, as the ground of all empirical use and
practice (q.v. section 7), the mode issuing directly from
nescience should be regarded as empirical (vyavaharika); in
other cases nescience-modes would be purely illusory
(pratibhasika). (Indeed psychic organ itself could become
object for the evidencing consciousness only by way of
I-mode®?).

7
PrINCIPLE OF NESCIENCE (4j7iana)

In a philosophy wedded to subjectivity, the concept of
Nescience stands for the principle of objectification—the
prime alogical factor that hinges on to unobjective conscious-

*In Nyiya philosophy too, .sclf as cquiyn]cnt to I is admitted to be
knowable only in conjunction with the specific qualities abiding in self—
““Dhaqrmadharmasrayah adhyaksa viSesagunayogatah’,
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ness. The motive behind the Advaitic treatment of erroncous
perception is no doubt to introduce the indeterminable
principle of nescience (ajiiana). Proofs—perceptual and
inferential (also postulational)—are advanced by Advaita for
showing nescience as a positive principle. 4jfiana does imply
something more than mere absence of knowledge, although
it may prima facie seem that ajfidna could bear a meaning
only as implying the negation or absence (abhava) of know-
ledge. But negation in relation to conscious evidencing
(rather than to things) presents a unique character.

On the evidence of such judgment as “I am ignorant”,
the negativity of the alleged ‘non-knowledge’ would involve
a plain contradiction. It is argued that the perception of
negdtion necessitates the perception of the negatum
(pratiyogi) concerned in the self-same locus.* But to follow
the same analysis in the case of the felt absence of knowledge
{(as explicitly stated in such judgment as ‘I do not know’)
would lead to a contradiction. For that would mean the
subsistence of knowledge and of its absence in the very same
locus, the self, at the same time—and that means an evident
contradiction. So the alleged absence of knowledge has to
be understood differently than ordinary negation (abhava).
{The case of susupti may be referred to in this context).

The common process of negation is directed object-ward.
The ignorance as to a particular object is one thing, while the
perception of the ignorance itself is another. In the former,
consciousness is directed to an objective situation, while in
the latter it is directed to a moment within itself that tends
to counter its own Teferentiality. Such moment, it seems,
would neutralize the very evidencingness of consciousness,
being itself the agent of obscuration (in respect of conscious-
ness). Thus, nescience as the positive (bhavariipa) obscuring

* Of course Advaita, unlike Nydya, substitutes for perception (pratyaksa)
another pramana, viz., anupalabdhi, for the knowledge of the so-caéled nega-
tive facts. (The apprchension of ajfiana is a case of perception, according
to Advaita, though of a higher order than that of sense-perception.) How-
cver, the knowledge of the positive counter-correlate (pratiyogs) is admitted
in Advaita too as necessary in anupalabdhi.
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principle has for its locus and its object the self-same
principle of consciousness—samanasrayavisayam bhavarapam
ajiianam.*

However, in the zeal for establishing nescience as
positive—so that it may not be confused with mere absence
(pragabhava) of knowledge—the raison d’etre of the
principle is not to be overlooked. To raise the issue of
positivity to a metaphysical status would ultimately amount
to the position of ‘Consciousness plus Nescience’ (the latter in
that case proving to be as much an independent principle as
Prakyti of Sankhya philosophy). But such a position may
lead to serious difficulties. How to explain the primary
alogical connexion between Cit and Ajiiana? Another
nescience-principle would be necessitated. [In Sarikhya philo-
sophy. an original alogism (anadi aviveka) between Purusa
and Prakrti has indeed been posited to explain the primary
association of the two.] That would only involve a confusion
of categories.

Leaving aside the realistic-metaphysical orientation, the
essential status of nescience should be considered. Nescience
as such is hardly to be felt ; ajiana would stand as indefinite,
were it taken in abstraction from the complex formed
through association with cit. .To look more closely into
the reldation of ajfiana to cit., it can be expressed as one of
function to essence (of substance). It is an inseparable
relation—one that may subsist between, say, the burning
capacity of fire and fire itself. [The metaphysical phase of
this position is shown thus : Maya should exist potentially in
Brahman, having no reality of its own independent of the
latter and to be inferred from the effects following from
itself ; thus Maya is neither to be identified with Brahman
nor is it in essence independent of it.*!]

This brings us to the concept of ‘indeﬁnability’ (anirva-
cyatva) as a third category other than reality and unreality.

* The positivity (bhavartipatva) of ajiigna is proved also inferentially.
The proof through inference proceeds indirectly, by showing the characteris-
tics of valid knowledge (pramanajiianam), which cancels erroncous know-
ledge. Cf. Vivarana, 1, p. 13 ; Vivarana-pramyea-Sangraha, p- 17 1.
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In erroneous situation the generic substratum (‘this’) stands
behind the false perception and also the opposing right
cognition as well. It is the apprchension of the specific
content in the gencric essence (of the given locus) that
removes the false percept. This shows that error necessarily
appears on the substratum—*‘sadhisthano bhramal”, and the
content pertaining to it is rejected subsequently as unreal.
The correction of false cognition docs involve not merely the
rejection of the false content but also the right apprchension
of the substratum in its true (specific) character. So the com-
plex situation of error involves the substratum (adhisthana),
in which alone the specific character of the given object is to
be perceived—and only such perception can finally counter
the false one. As such, the erroncous situation could hardly
be regarded as simply unreal (asat) or ‘zero’ (Sanya). The
unreality may be spoken of it only as differentiating it from
the real (sadvyavritimatram); in order to emphasize its non-
real character alone the ‘indefinable’ may be spoken of as
‘unreal’.** (One may here refer to the Husserlian use of the
term ‘irreal’ in the sense of non-real rather than unreal, to
characterize ‘Pure Consciousness’ and consequently its
subjectively and objectively oriented essences.) In respect of
ideal autonomy independent of the substratum, the false
content may practically be looked upon as unreal or ‘nothing’
(Stnya).2s

- The reality of the substratum thus stands on a level
different from that of the appearing content. Consequently,
the question of contradiction between the two would not
arise from the alogical relation holding between them. The
substratum serves as the background on which the false
content appears rather than as the factor countering the
latter. It is the specific character of the substratum which
alone is capable of countering the false content. As to the
cognizance of nescience as such, ajfiana stands revealed to
transcendental consciousness ; the latter alone enables ajfiana
to be evidenced at all and in no way does cancel it. And
hardly is nescience per sé conceivable apart from being
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evidenced—a point already referred to. So, nescience is
taken as necessarily evidenced by transcendental conscious-
ness. Even if it be contended in doubt (though such doubt
would be untenable, as already noted) that the false appears
in vacuo without a positive support behind it, the transcen-
dental support in pure consciousness for a phenomenon of
erroncous perception could hardly be denied.

Viewing in the light of the “essentialistic” search of
Advaita, transcendental consciousness would stand on
ultimate analysis—even when all floating essences in the
region of pure experience were dismissed. Pure conscious-
ness is the final essence which cannot be superseded by any
further essence in pure intuition. It not only stands all
cancellation but is also the ultimate presupposition of all
cancelling acts of consciousness.*”

The modalized aspect consciousness alone, and not pure
consciousness, stands to the corresponding modalized
nescience in a relation of necessary contradiction. Due to
the distinction in level between pure consciousness and its
modalized form in cognition, a relation of compatibility—
rather than one of contradiction—should subsist between
consciousness and nescience. Consequently, it would not
be a contradiction to maintain that nescience abides in con-
sciousness.?®

Now, nescience may be regarded in broad to stand for
objectivity as hanging on to unobjective consciousness. In
this respect, the concept of ajiiana seems to come close to
the Kantian conception of ‘object in general’—the latter
alone confers upon empirical concepts in general the relation
to object or objective reality. In the Kantian theory,
however, ‘object in general’ is posited just as a logical
postulate implied in a priori reflection. Ajfiana in Advaita,
on the other hand, is not to be understood merely as a formal
concept but rather as the concrete implicate of pure
experience.* The cognizance of the very presence of

*In later dialectical Advaita, however, the formal aspect of ajnana
rather than the phenomenological is emphasised.

8
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nescience is grounded in the evidencing consciousness. What
the formal approach either by way of inference or by way of
‘postulation (arthapatti) may assurc us is the formal character
of nescience as other than negative (abhavavyavrtit) or as
positive, but cannot by itself evidence the pure content that
is nescience.*®

That ajfiana is not a mere logical category may be more
evident if we consider how it could be traced from the level
of objective experience in degrees of generic essentiality.
Ajnana in its pure essence is to be intuited on the trans-
cendental purified level of experience alone. This is
suggested by the state of dreamless sleep (susupti), wherein
the unmodified mass of ajfiana stands evidenced by the
evidencing consciousness. So far as the prior stages of normal
and illusory waking experience and of dream are concerned,
ajfiana is certainly present, but not qua ajfiana. In case of
empirical ignorance some reference, explicit or implicit, to
this or that object would be there; whereas in the state of
susupti alone could nescience be apprehended in its generic
essence. However vague, the efficacy of such nescience-in-
general for effecting memory should be recognised, so far as
it can yield the impression of total ignorance. In error the
nescience-content is only retrospectively posited, so far as it
is recognised that the actual object were not known. In the
intermediate region of normal experience, however, the
meaning of nescience changes and nescience is recogniz-
able there, if at all, only as signifying ‘function’ of
consciousness.

Now, on ultimate analysis, ajiiana would rather represent
the functional aspect of Consciousness. The various modal-
ities of Function (in general), in varying degrees of generality,
constitute the world of experience. Ajfiana (or Avidya),
viewed as function in relation to pure consciousness, should
represent Reference in general ; and as such it should stand
on the same level as evidencing consciousness itself. As modal-
ized nescience in the form of modifications (vrtti) of internal
organ correspond to modalized consciousness, so unmodalized
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mnescience would correspond to unmodalized consciousness,
i.e., saksi-cit.

The relation that nescience-in-general may be said to
bear to evidencing consciousness is to be closely considered.
In d possible relation (if at all it could properly be spoken of
as relation) of free association alone can evidencing con-
sciousness and Reference or Function in general share the
same transcendental level. Advaita defines such a possible
relation with the help of the category of “upadhi” or free
association. The latter signifies a relation which is not
necessary but free—a relation which however is rather con-
comitant with the essence though not contingent to it. On
the path of transcendental reflection, nescience is revealed as
necessary, rather than accidental, correlate of consciousness—
a status roughly implied by the notion of quality (visesana).
But at the height of such reflection, when the level of the
evidencing consciousness (saksi-cit) itself might be reached,
the possible relation should rather be represented by upadhi
in place of quality (viSesana). Thus, on ultimate analysis,
the status of nescience should mean the generic (functional)
correlate to which pure consciousness remain freely
associated.*

At this stage, the ultimate position of ajiiana as function
in respect of consciousness may be reviewed. It has been
noted that there need not be any dualism of essence and
function—the latter having no independent status apart
from the former. Function gqua function would rather abide
in essence and as such effect the seceming activity in the
latter.*® The question of dualism may arise only at the lower
level of modifications from Maya-$akti—a level where the suc-
ceeding stages derived from the primal Function come to be
posited as independent. The empirical world of things and
beings would come within this region of modifications of the
primal function of Cit and as such take on a seeming
independence. But even though tending to subsist by them-

* Vide supra, our discourse on ‘‘Saksin’’ (Ch. IV).
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selves independent of the primal Essence (i.c., Cit), the
functional modifications by themselves could not claim
substantive autonomy. Here again the category of inexpli-
cability (anirvacyatva) already explained would come into
play.

GRADES OF REFLECTION

The comprehension of essences in gradual steps within
the region of pure experience may bec carried out through
the corresponding stages of -dissociation of the essential
correlates of consciousness from the relevant empirical com-
plexes. Thus, to begin with, at the stage of illusory percep-
tion nescience appears to subsist in d contingently modalized
form as occasioned by extrinsic factors of ‘defect’ etc. At
the other end, however, nescience may possibly be intuited in
its generic nature—as in the stage of deep sleep—or better,
in enlightened meditation (samadhi). Indeed the whole
process of approaching the ultimate essence of consciousness
might become intelligible in the light of ‘grades of reflection’.
The higher the grade of reflection, more analytically the
ideal essence could be grasped—through more and more
distinguishment of the corresponding nescience-correlates,
in which the essence possibly remains involved in the various
stages of association. In this manner, ideally a stage may be
reached where the innermost essence should be grasped in
its purity correspondingly with nescience in its generic
character. For such apprehension of nescience in the pure
generic form would at the same time reveal it as essentially
dependent on Consciousness.*

Indeed, the rdtionale of the Vedantic reflection may be
indicated in the progressive apprehension of pure essence
within the region of consciousness in steps of non-objectifica-

* Cf. K. C. Bhattacharyya, Studies in Vedantism, p. 16 f. Bhattacharyya,
however, procceds with the conception of ‘‘grades of existence’, holding be-

tween subject and object, while I prefer to proceed rather in the line of
““‘grades of reflection’’.
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tion. Correspondingly should proceed distinguishment—
progressively clearer and more generic—of what may be
regarded as the intentional correlates of consciousness. At
the primary unreflective stage of waking and of dream, the
subject-pole of experience would remain hardly distinguished
from the objective correlate—the region of nescience, in
larger or smaller degree, within the region of individual
consciousness. At the stage of samadhi—and imperfectly in
susupti too—the essence of self or consciousness may be
restored in its native subjectivity with the denial of the
“‘other’ that has been hitherto prevailing prior to that stage ;
«even the act of denial itself stands to be denied therein. As
the subjective essences are grasped in progressive dissociation
from the manifold of objective presentations, the preceding
phases of seeming obscuration and objectification of the
subjective essence, i.e.,, the corresponding ajfiana-counter-
parts of consciousness, are also recognised as false. In this
process of grasping truth and rejecting untruth, the possible
ultimate essence of subjectivity would be reached—and
therein alone could be realized the truth of all the stages.
Thus the said ‘grades of reflection’ should imply levels
of identification of pure consciousness (cit) and nescience
in different degrees. And what is empirically as well as
transcendentally the most significant stage of such identifica-
tion is, broadly speaking, that of mind (antahkarana). It
marks the first step of descent, as it were, from evidencing
.consciousness, where there can be reference to the ‘other’
but not the slightest amalgamation with it. Mind, which
stands for various activities of thinking, feeling, perceiving
-etc., embodies such a stage of amalgamation. Here the prin-
ciples of subjectivity and non-subjectivity together constitute,
as it were, a close fusion (cidacidgranthi). The mind-principle
indeed plays a cardinal role in the explanation of the
features, which though linked to subject fall short of
subjectivity pure. It stands mediating between the two
distinct poles of subjectivity and object; and without this
mediation the fluctuations in our knowledge of objects could
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hardly be explained. The mere presentation of object within
the field of one’s perception may not necessarily amount to
cognition ; for, the third factor of attention (or ‘interest’)
would be morcover entailed—a factor cvidently cxercised
through mind.*®

Now, mental processes should mean hardly anything if
they are not subjective. The mental angl the subjective:
seem to be for all practical purposes equivalent. Still evern
in our mental introspection a fringe of pure consciousness
may be felt as involved within, and yet transcending, mental
states themselves. Whether the fringe is taken into account
or not, subjectivity is commonly accepted to be valid in the
form of ‘individuality’ alone. To put it otherwise, only
through an alogical identity with such features of mind as.
agency, enjoyership etc. pure consciousness may assume the:
worldly (samsari) or empirical character.?® After all,
subjectivity and mind need not be taken ds two absolutely
different cntities related together; for then the relation
between the two might as well lapse at any stage.

A mere contingent relation of two mutually independent
distincts do not seem to hold between consciousness and
mind. For apart from consciousness, mind would be an
absurdity in experience. Consciousness in the empirical
context stands necessarily linked to the mind-principle,
taking on thereby the form of individuality. The fusion of
pure consciousness with mind, responsible for the use of sclf
as mind, marks too deep a stratum for the individual to be
normally ignored. Even in the state of deep sleep, there
would be no dbsolute cessation of connection with mind-
principle ; the latter only remains in a ‘potent’ state as it
were. In fact mind and consciousness should be as much
inseparable in experience as the light falling on an object
would be indistinguishable from the latter. After all,
through the medium of mind alone subjectivity gets more
and more involved within the region of objects and thus
takes its active share in the empirical world of things and
beings.*®
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So, mind need not be taken as a solid platform for
subjectivity to set its foot on; rather, it is transitive in
character. Grades of essentiality may be implied by the
fourfold ‘functions’ (vrtti) of mind corresponding to the
fourfold phases of psychic organ (antalikarana), viz.. manas,
citta, ahamnkara and buddhi. Of these, the faculty of critical
intelligence (buddhi) marks the highest moment of mentality
and approximates most to the essence of subjectivity.* As.
Sankara remarks, the principle of buddhi by virtue of its
‘natural transparency and proximity’ reflects the light of
consciousness—the “light” said to pervade the different levels.
of the psycho-physical complex of the individual. Next to cri-
tical intelligence it is the associational level of mind (manas).
that reflects pure consciousness through its association with
buddhi. Further, through association with manas again can
sense-organs reflect consciousness, till finally even the body
as invariably associated with sense-organs would get fused
with transcendental consciousness.

At the bottom Advaita seems to start with the dim sub-
jectivity on the sub-psychic perceptual level of body, which
is felt as subject (‘I-body’) in relation to the physical environ-
ment, or of “bodily subjectivity”. [Here ‘body’ is not taken
merely in the naturaistic sense of a bare physical entity, a
thing among things but also as singularly felt from within to
be one’s own.]+ This may be followed by the series of media
—more and more subtle—for the manifestation of conscious-
ness, till the higher stage of ‘critical intelligence’ (buddhsi)
would be reached. The nodal point of buddhi, inalienably
involving consciousness, seems to be rather hard to resolve.
As Sankara remarks, even the wise one who can distinguish
self from non-self has to yield to the primal illusion of taking

* Buddhi has often been used by Sankara in the broad sense of ‘mind’.
But he also makes express distinction between buddhi and manas as two
distinct levels—more in linc with the Sankhya metaphysic of experience.
(The later Advaita prefers to take them simply as different functions of the
sclf-same principle, overlooking their respective grades of essentiality).

1 Cf. *“The body as externally and internally perceived, as observed and
felt may Dbe regarded as the subject in relation to the environment and
ps;fcho]ogy has to start with this bodily subjectivity’, K. C. Bhattacharyya,
The Subject as Freedom, Ch. III.
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critical intelligence as the very essential sclf itself.** It is an
illusion which is prior to all transcendental confusions and
is at the very root of empirical consciousness. Thus by way
of gradual associational link with buddhi downwards, the
whole physico-mental system of the individual comes to par-
take of the very character of consciousness and as such gets
fused with the latter.

This gradual fusion of transcendental consciousness with
the common features of personalily may be understood in the
light of an analysis of experience. Thus, to start with the
higher stage, critical intelligence marks the sclf-conscious
level where the nature and content of expcrience could be
ascertained. Through critical intelligence, the subject may
own the odd mass of objective data that should enter into the
realm of experience, by way of organizing the former. At the
associational level of mind. however, the contents of experi-
ence would merely be received and assembled ; and upon
those contents does intecllect work. Though the sense of
egoity and individuation (asmita) may already be present at
the associational level, it is the higher critical stage of intel-
lect proper (buddhi) which should strictly be regarded as
apperceptive. Again, mind itself would depend upon sense-
organs to gather objective data from outside ; the former
can function when the materials brought in by the senses
are present. But sense-organs, again, cannot function in-
dependent of the body, wherein they abide.

From body to critical intelligence upwards, there is a
chain of association in steps of which subjectivity could be
approximated in increasing degrecs of purity. The alogical
process of fusion with consciousness that starts with the first
step of buddhi, left to itself, extends down to the level of the
body. In the uphill task of retracing the essential nature of
consciousness in its native subjectivity, the path lies through
the reverse process of dissociation. Now the individual may
be freeing himself through respective grades of reflection
from the confusion at the level of body or of senses, nay even
of mind. Yet the final vestige of human confusion that takes
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critical experiencing intelligence as the true subject seems
hard to transcend.

Precisely at this point, Advaita (and Sankhya alike)
would go on further to posit transcendental consciousness
(saksi-caitanya) as the post-intellect index of transcendental
reflection. Indeed the whole vital-mental framework of the
individual may ultimately be reviewed in the light of
transcendental consciousness. Consequently, the status of
mind in relation to bodily activity—particularly in the state
of deep sleep—should be considered. Normally at the wak-
ing stage the phase of bodily activity of the individual is
subordinated to the mental act (cf. “felt body” in K. C.
Bhattacharyya). Our vital activities have to undergo the neces-
sary mediation, at least implicit, of mind even when the
former appear to be spontineous—manodhinatadarianat
pranavrtteh.®s

Of course, the question that in deep sleep the vital func-
tion of the body seems to operate, even though the mind is
admittedly inactive, has to be met in this connexion. To
view phenomenologically such seeming independence of the
individual’s vital phase from his mind, the apparent cessation
of the former should be understood from the point of view
of evidencing consciousness rather than of external obsever.
From the standpoint of the evidencing subject the cognizance
of the body may be effected only through the mediation- of
mind. And mind is admittedly inactive during sleep, which
would practically mean that the body would be as good as
functionless in relation to individual consciousness.

Here comes into view the theory that whatever exists
does so only by virtue of its being evidenced by the subject—
viz., drsti-srsti-vada. Advaita proposes to work out into a full-
fledged standpoint what is admittedly shown by dream-
experience.”* Hence it might be urged, if the being of things
is admittedly derived by way of evidencing (or being
evidenced), then to be consistent, only two terminal levels of
being (satta)—the apparent (pratibhasika) and the transcen-
dental (paramarthika)—should strictly be retained (contrary
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to the traditional Advaita classification into three types of
being).* Unless the existence of things unperceived (ajfiata-
satta) be recognised, there may hardly be 5 justification for
bringing in the intermediate category of the empirical
(vyavaharika), which is commonly accepted by Advaita. Now,
even without forgoing the transcendental standpoint of drs¢-
srsti, empirical objectivity need not be denjed—in view of
the evident difference between the two experiences of waking
and of dream in the verdict of empirical consciousness.’s
The object of ordinary cognition cannot certainly be denied
empirical validity so far as it can effect empirical use (vyGva-
hara) in the form of consequent activity or reaction, whether
positive or negative—jianajanyapravyttinivytti.

The progress in Advaita phenomenology from the level
of psycho-physical complex to that of consciousness pure
marks the gradual steps of reflection. At the one end the
€go is completely embedded and involved in the world of
things ; and at the other end the €go—if there be any vestige
of egoity at all at that stage—is left shorn of attachment to
the world. In the former, the belief in the world as self-
subsistent stands supreme and even man is reflected upon
only within the bounds of the natural attitude. In the latter,
there is a lapse of interest and belief in the world. Jiwa—
commonly meant by / and conditioned by the nescience-cor-
relates of psychic organ, sense-organs and dual bodies, subtle
and gross—would correspond to the “world-immersed ego” of
the phenomenologist.t So far as the Husserlian steps of the

_—_—

* The paramarthika and the Pratibhasika should, in this sense, imply
the two plainly contrary categories of the evidencing and the evidenced res-
EICOCUVel}': although pratibhasika, strictly speaking, should mean the illusory

ne.

T E. Fink points out ‘the threc egos’ as involved in Husserl’s Pheno-
mCDOIOg}’i (i) the worldly ego or I, i.e., the natural man ; (ii) the epoché-
performmg €go, the ‘obscrver’ ; and (iii) the transcendental ego. M. Farber
seeks to solve the riddle of correlating the three egos by recourse to ‘‘degrees
of reflection”.  Farber, The Foundation of Phenomenology, p. 553 f.
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observing withdrawing (“epoché-performing’) ego and of the
transcendental ego are concerned, they both seem to be
covered by the principle of saksin in Advaita. The concept
of saksin primarily indicates ‘the theoretical transcendental
observer’, involving no cpistemological use in positing the
world—theoretical or atheoretical. Yet this may be regarded
only as the ‘immanent’ (tatastha) moment of saksin where
the reference to experience-continum, though free, would
Necessarily be present. But besides this ‘immanent’ phase,
a ‘transcendent’ (kwttastha) moment could also be conceived
where consciousness should stand completely self-accom-
Plished.

So we note in conclusion the supposed transcendent
status (beyond the “transcendental’) of cit, taking its depar-
ture from the culminating point of transcendental reflection.
Viewed thus in its possible ultimate status, cit should involve
no reference to the region of pure experience and the essences
thereof but would rather transcend such reference altogether.
Here comes into play the major distinction from pure Pheno-
menology, meant as a rigorous science of essentialities,
wherein essences should enjoy more or less the (rather ‘theo-
retical’) status of transcendental idealities. But Vedanta
would hardly direct its interest to a possible system of
€ssences, theoretically understood in the context of meaning
rather than accepted as realities. On the contrary, essences
Presented in different modes in different grades of reflection
would mark progressive approximations to the one and
unique essence. viz., Cit. And this is because of existentiality
Pertaining to Cit, posited not merely as the central essence
but also as the ultimate existence-stratum behind all possible
€ssences—an issue to be attempted in the next part.

———
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PART III

BEYOND PHENOMENOLOGY: THE METAPHYSICAL
STANDPOINT



CHAPTER VII

CRITIQUE ON ADVAITA PHENOMENOLOGY

From our investigations in the preceding section
(Part IT) which propose to be broadly phenomenological in
character, the inadequdcy of the strictly phenomenological
standpoint in attempting a complete representation of the
Advaitic metaphysic of experience may prove to«be evident.
The present discourse would not permit a closer review of
the standpoint and method of Phenomenology as such ; only
some of the more relevant and salient points will be referred
to in this context. The said inadequacy of Phenoménology
can, of course, be traced to certain limitations of the former
in its claim to be a fullfledged transcendental philosophy.
(Here “transcendental phenomenology” rather than ‘“‘descrip-
tive phenomenology” is more strictly in view.)

(a) Firstly, as a transcendental enquiry, Phenomenology,
it seems, does not succeed in fully bringing out the essen-
tialistic implication of the region of pure consciousness, into
the nature of which it aims to investigate. Theshortcoming
in the essentialistic sedrch seems to be conspicuous in the
final characterization—honest though it may be—of con-
sciousness as ‘‘phenomenological residuum”*. But that is,
after all, a negative definition of the nature and status of
consciousness. (b) The major philosophical inadequacy of
Phenomenology, in its strictest import, seems to lie in its
necessary confinement to the status of ‘possibility’ on the
pathway of its analysis and even at the apex of its investiga-
tion. But it is dubitable if such ‘possibility’ devoid of reality-
ground could stand further analysis. Consequently, the
failure of pure phenomenology to yield the genuine onto-

* Of course, the¢ phenomenologist would agree, no phenomenological
disconnecting or reduction could finally cancel the Amre subject or Ego, which
should-serve as the centre of all acts of reference.  As Husserl urges, no reduc-
tion ‘can get any grip on’ the pure Ego. (Ideas, p. 233).

9
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logical standpoint of Being—a question which is nevertheless
involved in any serious philosophizing.

The absence in Husserl’s Phenomenology of such a
standpoint—ontological or metaphysical—may have strength-
ened it as a rigorous presuppositionless science of philosophy
(the aim of Husserl being to develop “philosophy as rigorous
science”)—but possibly at the cost of its further philosophical
merit at large. In Advaita, on the other hand, the ontological
standpoint is conspicuously present. So far as a pure
metaphysic of experience is concerned, the Advaitic doctrine
of Cit is no doubt intelligible on phenomenological lines in
broad. But, a full-fledged mectaphysics being taken into
consideration,—and Advaita is hardly to be understood
apart from its metaphysics,—the phenomenological stand-
point in itself may evidently prove inadequate.

How, then, is the alleged ontological standpoint to be
obtained in the context of the Advaita doctrine of Cit—
proceeding more or less in the path of transcendental analysis
of experience? The present chapter and the next shall
chiefly be concerned with this problem of finding a pathway
to the metaphysics of Being, in line with the doctrine of Cit
expounded so far. And here comes the question of out-
stepping the bounds of pure phenomenology in favour of a
supposedly more concrete approach.

It may at least here be remarked that Advaita, after all,
would be the last philosophy to stop with idealities, which
Tepresent zdeal possibility alone, and to refrain from positing
Being as absolute existence (ontologically speaking). In this
respect the notion of ‘possibility’ should prove particularly
relevant, as defining the relation of the ideal and the actual.

‘The position of Advaita in this context has accordingly to
be considered.

* * *
) As to the general position of Phenomenology as a
Presuppositionless’ philosophy, a doubt may at once arise
rega.rdmg the attempt to get at essences disconnected from
reality. What phenomenology seeks to investigate is the
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realm of essences taken neither as real nor as unreal. But
how far can the proposed study of a completely neutral
region of experience be possible? Essences seem to enjoy a
peculiar status distinct from facts and are characterized as
‘non-real’. All transcendentally reduced contents are taken
as non-realitics and are excluded from every connexion with
the redl world. Now, could it at all be possible to obtain
such essences, excluded from every connexion with the real
world and to procced systematically in the necutral region,
making for an autonomous system of truths?

A self-contained system of idealities may be otherwise
intelligible in the light of abstract analysis ; but the pheno-
menologist’s claim to proceed to a systematic theory of the
Essential Being through intuition (or ‘essential insight’) may
seem to be rather misleading. Indeed in Phenomenology,
essences are conceived more (though not completely) in the
line of hypostatised universals, born of logical generalization,
than as concrete individuals of immediate experience. In
this connexion it may bé noted that intuition as it applies to
the Advaita metaphysic of experience holds necessarily in the
reality-context (as noted earlier).

Phenomenology, of course, turns to the region of
subjectivity—leaving the pre-existent objective world as the
bias of the naturalistic standpoint. However, in thus turn-
ing to the region of pure experience, it somehow assumes
that the realm of subjectivity is valid by itself—enjoying
exclusive self-existence so plainly denied to the world of
objects.* The region of pure consciousness is taken to have
absolute being of its own independent of the natural world.
However, what is missing is a positive indication as to the
reality-status of the alleged transcendental subjectivity. Any
locus of subjectivity in the ndtural world is denied ; nor is
the reality of a supra-natural region admitted. For the latter
would go against the basic postulate of immanent conscious-
ness as vitally bearing upon the phenomenological procedure.

* Cf. M.m'vin Farber's criticism on ‘‘the assumptive nature of the general
field of subjectivity”’, The Foundation, p. 541 f.
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Moreover, to speak of subjectivity without starting with
any basis in actuality or natural locus scems to be rather
presumptuous. As it has been shown on previous occasions
in our discourse, subjectivity should bec posited primarily at
the bodily level itself. Though the phcnomenologist starts
with the existent ego or the natural-empirical consciousness,
the realm of subjectivity is yct taken from the very begin-
ning as an exclusive region able to stand by itself apart from
any connexion with the existent. Besides, the phenomeno-
logicdl method of “reduction” from factual experience to the
transcendental dimension may as well expose it to the charge
of being ‘anti-scientific’ (anti-naturalistic), as critiques like
M. Farber would put forward.! Moreover, a strict logic of
science, proceeding in the line of laws of nature, is likely to
demand that the essences should constitute the real world of
facts.*

Further, starting with a non-committal attitude with
regard to metaphysics, Husserl seems in the long run to
surrender his phenomenological ﬁosition to an idealistic
metaphysics of the Cartesian type. Thus, in “Cartesian
Meditations” Husserl contends that it is necessary to lose the
objective world in order to regain it in the field of univer-
sal self-consciousness. Beyond the Cartesian methodic doubt
in the framework of his phenomenological reduction,
Husserl proceeds to the ego cogito of Descartes—the domain
of absolute and certain being—through the principle of
‘transcendental subjectivity’. Phenomenology thus tends to
revert to Cartesianism in dttempting to grasp consciousness
as the region independent of the corporeal.

In the phenomenological exposition of subjectivity,
again, the problem of ‘the three egos’ (as E. Fink critically
points out) is likely to emerge. In Husserlian philosophy.
the observer-ego is dissociated from the world of the
empirical e¢go. The dubitability of the world presupposes

* Cf. Moritz Geiger in Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress
of Philosophy (1926): **. . the arguments taken from the reality of laws
of nature not only maintain that essences are given but also that they arc
real””, p. 276 f.




CRITIQUE ON ADVAITA PHENOMENOLOGY 133

the indubitability of the doubting self ; and such self cannot
itself be in the world. This ego, like Kant’s ‘transcendental
unity of apperception’, might have a functional rather than
substantive validity. But Husserl, with his Cartesian motive,
passes on from the intermediate ego to the pure or transcen-
dental self which ultimately tends to stand as the prius of
all objectivity. This seems to indicate a rather unwarranted
transition from I having experience to I that have them, as
Ryle has pointed out ; it would mean a confusion of I-ness
with a ‘new 1.

If there be any significant distinction between the said
I's—the observing and the transcendental,—the phenomeno-
logist, to be consistent, should confine himself to the first
type. Indeed, Husserl himself posits the pure ego as the
‘phenomenological residuum’. Yet in continuing the pheno-
menological self-reflection, the reflecting (i.e., epoché-
making) cgo,—referred to as constituting objectivity—is
again posited in an absolute sense. My Ego comes to be
absolutely posited in the sense that at the final stage of trans-
cendental reflection it is “given purely as that which has being
in itself, in itself experiences a world, confirms the same
and so forth”. Such tendency of existentially-metaphysically
affirming the transcendental ego betrays in phenomenology a
shift “from the conditions of knowledge to conditions of
being”, as M. Farber points out.®

The phenomenological investigation starts with the
admitted aim of finding out ‘conditions of knowledge’ rather
than ‘conditions of being’. There can be no continuity
between the two searches—more so because the question of
existence is sought to be kept apart from the phenomeno-
logical procedure. It is only through some approach other
than that of essentialistic reflection pure that essences (or
‘phenomena’) may assume existential validity. For existence,
to be grasped in its unique concreteness, has to be
approached in a way other than the purely intellectual. And
that would be the existentialistic approach, offering to meet
the central drawback of Phenomenology. [The existential-
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istic, as distinct from the merely existential, approach refers
to a philosophic insight into the ontological structure of the
fundamental human existence (Dascin). Cf. the distinction
between ‘existential’ (existenziell) and ‘existentialist’ (existen-
zial) in Heidegger’s thought]*

The shortcoming of the purcly phenomenological
approach towards the Vedantic mectaphysic of experience
may be evident, as the nccessary ontological status of Cit—
the supreme and ultimately the only essence—is taken into
consideration. Thus, pure consciousness is not the mere
transcendental presupposition, nor even the limiting point
in phenomenological reduction. It is further posited as the
prime existence-stratum, in terms of which rcality is to be
conceived on ultimate analysis. Thus for Vedanta, ‘pheno-
menological residuum’ would not be the final characterization
of pure consciousness; but it proposes to go beyond a
metaphysically non-committal status. How that passage to
the expressly positive standpoint of Being—a metaphysical
standpoint par excellence—can be elffected in the typically
Vedantic way, shall be shown in the next chapter.

* * *

THE STATUS OF ‘PossIBILITY’ REVIEWED

A strictly phenomenological investigation would, as we
have seen, hardly move beyond the region of pure possibility
which is represented by the system of essences and wherefrom
the ontic question of existence is sought to be shelved.t And

. * The philosophical movement commonly known as Existentialism lays
its hand upon the simple truth, generally overlooked in traditional philo-
sophy, that existence is primordial and irreducible. It contends that exist-
ence, unlike a category of thought, is unamenable to rational analysis and
proof. TFrom this recognition of the predicament of cxistence follows the
denial .of the purely intellectual method of reflective analysis in the matter
of getting at existence ; the approach, on the other hand, should rather be
one qf identification with or ‘participation’ in rcality by way of concrete
experience, the import of which is subjective. Existence thus takes on a
unique meaning in the context of the non-cognitive approach of the
Existentialist.

1 Cf. Husserl's general attitude that ‘the knowledge of possibilities pre-
cedes the knowledge of actualities’.
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the Advaitic principle of Cit has been worked out, in keep-
ing with the phenomenological outlook, as the essence within
the region of pure experience—its status being defined
dccordingly. Consequently, to be consistent with such
phenomenological standpoint, the ontic status pertaining to
Cit is ultimately to be defined purely in terms of possibility.
[Our carlier investigations in Part I have also left cit with
the tentative status of possibility—as possible autonomous
subjectivity].

However, it should be noted, genuine Advaita would
not subscribe to an a-prioristic approach as such—a-priorities,
either as pure concepts of thought or as pure essences, being
not the concern of Advaita. It is rather with the question of
reality that Advaita concerns itself. Nor would it be ready
to bring down cit—in conformity with the phenomenological
standpoint—to the metaphysically udefined level of ‘pheno-
menoogical residuum’. Yet, in reflectively approaching the
ultimate principle of Cit, Advaita may primarily refer to the
final and only essence as possible Reality, distinguished from
the actual—such possibility being conveyed by reflective
analysis itself.* But such an idea of possibility (sambhavana-
buddhi) as born of reflection need not be taken as dismissing
the ontological ground posited by Advaita.

All that a purely phenomenological line of investigation
may assure us is cit as the central essence behind all our
experience, actual and possible—the essence, theoretically at
least, being divorced from existence. But the fundamental
metdphysical interest of Advaita, on the other hand, lies in
existentiality or in reality that exists per sé. So the problem
arises: how are we to reconcile these two apparently rival
points of view in the understanding of Advaita, i.e., the
phenomenological and the ontological? The task is thus to
find out whether and how an account in the light of
possibility could yield at the same time existential reality.

Here, the existentialistic point of view may come in,
proposing a mnon-cognitive approach to reality. But that
would mean the abandonment of the cognitive approach so
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persistently followed by Advaita. So, the existentialistic
approach can hardly be entertdined, just because reflective
analysis has to proceed in the pathway of knowing, whereby
alone the question of possibility can arise. Thus, lcaving
aside the non-cognitive approach of the existentialist, the
ontological possibility of the Advaitin should rather be con-
sidered in the light of knowing—and that may be charac-
terized as cognitive possibility.

Apart from the different oricntations of the concept of

‘possibility’ in different philosophies, metaphysical or non-
metaphysical, let us consider what may broadly be regarded
as the ‘common-sense view’, and its further implications. As
the common-sense view would state, every possible is real,
unless it is contradicted. A content of experience brings with
it @ claim to reality or actual existence, but the negative
condition of possible contradiction would be there. Conse-
quently, whatever is presented as a possible content—and
any content is a possible content—is to be taken as prima
facie real so far as it is capable of standing possible contradic-
tion. This position would be quite opposite to that of the
positivist ; for the latter, possibility itself is conceived in
terms of reality or actual existence and not vice versa (as in
Positivist thought). Such a notion of possibility should not
be limited to the pragmatic standpoint of ‘working abstrac-
tion’ that owes its entire validity to actual experience alone.
Also it need not be doubted that the distinction between
actuality and possibility is altogether overlooked in such a
view. For, to take the possible as equivalent to the real is
not the same as to actualize or realize such reality ; the latter
would mean something more.

Again, to approach the question in a different way, the
verdict of our common aesthetic experience also—as in the
region of art and music—would hardly justify the status of
such bare possibility as noted above. Thus, in the world of
art, a masterpiece of painting such as an Ajanta fresco or the
Mona Lisa of Da Vinci, for instance, would convey an ideal
proportion or harmony of visible form. Or a song attuned
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to an Indian raga would convey the ideal form of the raga
concerned. In neither case is the ideal form conceived
through mere abstraction from the colours or the notes con-
cerned ; rather, in and through the latter the mind aestheti-
cally feels the ideal (that is the possible) as concrete (and as
realized), though in progressive steps. Thus the positivistic
attempt to reduce ideality to a mere sensationalistic ‘entropy’,
as it were, seems to be plainly going against the verdict of
common aesthetic experience.

With the said common-sense interpretation, however,
the Advaitic approach to the question of possibility would
substantially agree. Thus for Advaita, every presentative
content of experience—visaya—prima facie partakes of the
status of the real but subject to the negative condition of
cancellation (badha). Any content may be taken as actually
existent so far as it is not replaced by a new content at the
self-same locus. The possible is thus envisaged qua real and
not ds ideal abstraction or bare possibility.

The Advaitic theory of intrinsic validity of cognition—
Svatahpramanya—conforms to this approach to the notion
of possibility. According to Svatahpramanya theory, the
reality of the presented content makes itself felt at the very
primdary moment of cognition. With the Mimarhsakas,
Advaita would hold that the object of cognition is real so
far as cognition reveals it, and that a cognition is valid so far
as it reveals some object. Consequently, cognition in
revealing an object is necessarily valid. The intrinsic
capacity of cognition for determining the object is recognised
to be defining the very nature of epistemic validity
(pramanya) itself.* Thus, the truth pertaining to the know-
ledge of object concerned is not to be regarded as an added
property of the knowledge, gained through external corro-
borative or confirmdtory processes of cognition and of
practical test, as Nyayd would maintain.

A likely objection to the position of intrinsic validity of
cognition would be: the question of validity could be of any
meaning only in a reflective context where the ‘truth-value’
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(@s Hobbhouse and others would term it) is involved. As
left to itself at the primary moment, cognition should be free
from any question of validity. But it may be replicd, the
actual existence of the object is communicated to us at the
very primary moment of cognition. What a secondary cog-
nition contributes is no new reality ; therc may only be a
more explicit recognition of the self-same reality. There is
no addition either with regard to the validity itself or to its
apprehension.* As to the validity itsclf, the self-same truth
present at the primary level reappears in a clearer form at
the secondary ; for, the reality of the object is present all the
same at both the levels. As for the apprchension of the
truth, whereas at the primary level the existence of the object
in question is felt entirely in the object-context, the seccondary
confirmatory cognition pertains more spccifically to the
existence aspect of the object, more or less independent of
the context of the content in view. The truth of the unreflec-
tive cognition is thus stated only in a new context in the re-
flective cognition, thereby gaining a new significance.

Also in examining the Nyiya position of extrinsic
validity of knowledge—paratah-pramanya—Advaita points
out that testifying knowledge at the reflective level has no
ontological bearing upon the existential truth already
gained at the primary moment of cognition. For, subsequent
associative and cohering cognition with regard to the object
'—the latter being involved only by way of reference not
immediate—may have ‘psychological’ or ‘aesthetic’ value (to
echo the logical positivist denunciation of metaphysics), which
may be relevant to the knowing mind but not to the truth
pertaining to the knowledge of object already gained. Viewed
in this light, the standpoint of intrinsic validity need not
basically come in conflict with the Naiyayika contention
as to extrinsic validity.

‘The question of error is worth mentioning in this con-
nection, because the phenomenon of error may be pointed

* Vivarana-prameya refers to the question either of the origination
(utpatti) or of the apprehension (jiiapti) of the validity concerned, p. 100 f.
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out as secmingly incompatible with the intrinsic validity of
cognition. In its emphasis on the presentative basis of an
erroneous cognition, Advaita would indeed agree with Nyaya
as against the Prabhiakara and the Bauddha. But in Nyaya
theory of Anyathakhyati, the-belief in the reality of each
possible seems to be overdrawn—(the appearing silver in the
nacre 1s thus explained as really located in a different spatio-
temporal situation). While Nyaya goes so far as to invest the
content (visaya) at once with a reality-status, Advaita would
not go further than ascribing on it a tentative and pragmatic
(vyavaharika) validity—a peculiar neutral status neither of
reality nor of unreality—sadasadvilaksanatva [see Ch. VI (5)].
As to the alleged cognition at the error stage, Advaita treats
it not as knowledge proper but only as seeming knowledge
(jranabhasa).*

Now, without going further into the details of the orien-
tations of the concept of possibility in the relevant philoso-
phical systems, some of the major positions in this regard
may only summarily be mentioned in the present context.
Thus, in the Critical philosophy of Kant, the problem of
transcendental possibility was introduced as distinguished
from the merely logical on the one hand and the metaphysi-
cal on the other. But Kantianism, after all, ended in expos-
ing the yawning gulf between cognitive possibility and the
alleged metaphysical possibility. For the redlization of the
latter, the alternative path of ‘practical reason’ was suggested.
In pursuit of this aspect of Kantian philosophy—the primacy
of ‘practical’ over ‘pure’ reason—the philosophy of values
developed. But in the latter, again, the question of cognitive
possibility was altogether missed, so far as it sought to look
upon ‘ought’ as the ontologically original concept.

Then we come to the cross-roads of the alternatives
presented by Nicolai Hartmann and by A. H. Whitehead

* Cf. The distinction of nescience (ajiiana) in the aspect of object and
of cognizance—the latter in terms of ajiana-vrtti. q.v. Ch. VI (6).
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respectively. Hartmann develops the concept of ideal possi-
bility in the form of valuc-essence on phenomenological
lines. The ideal (a priori) modality characterizing value can,
however, be represented by the concept ‘ought’, though not
as implying moral obligation. (The category “ought-to-be”
gives a new conception of possibility). However, Hartmann
seems to end with a schism between the regions of the real
and the ideal. Ultimate idealities, though sought to be
brought out in steps of reflection, prove to be devoid of onto-
logical status proper. With Whitehead, on the other hand,
the transcendent entities (“eternal objects”) though metaphy-
sical are admittedly obtained through abstraction. The two
realms of actuality and ideality—of “actual occasions’” and of
“eternal objects”—dre regarded as ‘intrinsically inherent in
the total metaphysical situation’. However, in Whitehead’s
philosophy of Organism. possibility comes through abstrac-
tion rather than through a transcendental analysis of experi-
ence. Consequently, no necessary compatibility between
possibility and knowability—which would mean metaphysi-
cal-cum-cognitive possibility—could be shown.
#* * *

In the Advaita metaphysic of experience may be traced
a fruitful combination of the two trends mentioned above,
the phenomenological (of the type of Hartmann), resulting
in a schism between the real and the ideal and the metaphy-
sical (as in Whitehead), positing transcendent entities
through abstraction. Thus, on the one hand, a broadly
phenomenological procedure would be in view in discovering
Cit as the ultimate essence. On the other hand, Cit¢ presents
not merely the highest knowable essence in transcendental
reflection but also claims absolute reality. Cit should thus
come out as possibility qua reality.

Cit-essence, unlike Hartmannian ‘Value’, is not to be
regarded as Platonic in its transcendentality. For it is, after
all, obtained from within the region of ‘purified’ subjective
experience in the wake of transcendental reflection; though
it is not to be confined on ultimate consideration within
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such a sphere. Cit is sought to be traced in and through the
phenomenal states of experience. At no stage of reflection—
not even at the bodily level—is cit absent. At every stage
cit is to be traced in varying association with the correspond-
ing referential or functional correlate; the non-empirical
fringe prevails bchind the empirical mass. As Sankara
contends, consciousness is found to persist in and through
all the three normal states of man—from waking to deep
sleep.® With cach stage of reflection, cit as the ‘possible’
comes out in greater purity of essence, progressively detached
from the corresponding empirical implications. The import
of ‘thou’ (tvam) in ‘Tat tvam as’’ indicates the innermost self
that comes out in stages of reflection right from the bodily
level and ultimately proves to be the possible pure consci-
ousness itself.”

Now, what precisely is meant by cit as conveying possibi-
lity? Is it just an ideal demand of thought for the ‘Ought-
to-Be’? That would indeed leave the possible without the
reality-basis. But to refer back to the common-sense position,
confirmed by Advaita, as already shown, every situation of
‘possibility’ involves also reality—subject to the absence of
possible contradiction.

So viewed, the intermediate essences presented in the
path of reflection should rather be interpreted as provisional
possibles—such as may claim to be real prior to being con-
tradicted by subsequent content of reflection. Such inter-
mediate status is to be read as neither real nor unreal, mutatis
mutandis neither completely possible nor completely non-
possible—a status represented aptly by the Advaitic category
of the inexplicable (anirvacya). Thus, whatever stands as
possible is guaranteed reality—at least within the context
of the relevant experience-continuum.

Following this line of approach, we would come to the
final essence, the highest possibility. It is thus that cit is
derived. Cit may be viewed exactly in the light of any other
essence as revealed in the intermediate range of reflection.
Thus, on the one hand, it would present itself as possible,



142 THE IDEALIST STANDPOINT

marked at the same time by knowability, at the terminal
stage of transcendental reflection. On the other hand, it
should be regarded as real so far as it is possible. However,
the real crux of the problem on possibility would arise at’
the stage of ultimate essence. The highest of possibility
should claim at the same time to be the highest of reality.
Cit is the essence which not merely demands* to be real as
“Ought-to-Be’, but which must exist—and exist ontologically.

The possible grounds for holding the existentiality of
the supreme essence may be more closely considered.

(@) A unique peculiarity of the cit-essence proper—a
peculiarity missing in preceding essences—has to be ad-
mitted. Intermediate essences come home to us only as
themselves revealed by the central essence of Cit in the back-
ground. The varying modes of subjectivity present shades of
essentiality only as reflecting the presuppositional conscious-
ness, the ultimate revealing factor. However, so far as the
ultimate essence of cit is concerned, it stands on a unique
ground. It is, as we have formerly seen, essentially self-
revealing (svayamprakasa). From the point of view of
evidencing at least, cit constitutes the ground of all other
essence-forms within the region of consciousness. And so
far as evidencingness constitutes the very essence of cit, what
is foundational ratio cognescendi proves to be so also ratio
essendi.

(b) To refer to the theory of possibility as implied by
Advaita, each possible at the respective stage of transcenden-
tal analysis stands as real, subject to the absence of possible
<ontradiction by subsequent content. Now, the possible as
Tevealed at the terminal phase of transcendental analysis ex
hypothesi would claim at least provisional reality.. Here,
however, the essence presents itself with the unique claim of
absolute uncontradictability (abadhitatva). Avaita holds in
broad the indestructibility of consciousness, the impossibility

* We have frecly used the expression ‘demand’—borrowing the concept
from Hartmann—for its suitability for the purpose of our discourse (parul-
<ularly in this chapter).
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of its absolute negation (atyantabhava). The possible absence
of consciousness is inconceivable—in the sense that the chair,
the table, this or that particular individual might possibly
be conceived of as not being there in some point of time,
past or future. There is indeed no theoretical limit to the
possibility of absence in respect of any phenomenon that may
come within the range of consciousness directly or indirectly.
But the evidencing principle that stands behind every experi-
ence and every thought—even the suicidal thought of its own
annihilation—can hardly be regarded as itself destructible.
To recognise consciousness in its identical essence apart from
varying modes of reference amounts to denying that it is tem-
pordlly determind in terms of origination and destruction.®

So, what follows from the Advaitic position as stated is
that Cit as the ultimate essence of the subjective is not merely
necessarily knowable but also real. It is the essence which
differs uniquely in status from any other essence. Its un-
failing reality-claim may be viewed in the light of one pheno-
menon alone, viz.,, the ‘I’ that presents itself indubitably.
The indubitability and peculiar immediacy of the subjec-
tive comes home to us primary through the I-feeling. In
cit, the same indubitability at the surface reappedrs in un-
conditioned freedom. The individual-bound I is trans-
cended in the pure essence of subjectivity—the latter being
deindividualized as much as it is real. [Though saksi-caitanya
marks the foundational essence within the range of indivi-
dual consciousness, cit as existence par excellence is hardly
to be confined within the bounds of the individual. Advaita
metaphysics is ever directed to the trans-individual
Existence].

Thus, the Advaitic Cit stands for cognitive possibility
par excellence—the highest Essence being shown to be as
much real as knowable. Here, however, our next problem
would arise. Cit, so far as it is phenomenologically inter-
preted in terms of essence, stands as real only qua essence but
not qua reality. However, the supreme essence is also recog-
nised to be unique in status, as necessarily implying exist-
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ence. And once such existentiality or reality of the Essence
is recognized, cognitive possibility also takes on a new signi-
ficance. It no longer remains an ideal envisaging in
transcendental reflection but demands concrete realization.
Thus, the problem of actualizing the possible as real comes
in—a problem which has no less seriously been treated in
Advaita philosophy.

[
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CHAPTER VIII

PASSAGE TO BEING : FAITH-APPROACH

It now appears that the purely transcendental-pheno-
menological standpoint could assure nothing further than
the possibility that pure consciousness should be real and not
a merc ideal presupposition. The ontological standpoint, on
the other hand, offers to passon to the concrete reality-
ground of the ideal possibility. In envisaging a transition
from the one standpoint to the other—from the phenomeno-
logical to the ontological—a new approach, which may over-
come the necessary limitation of the purely reflective
approach given so far, would be necessitated. In this context
would appear the role of faith—faith in scriptural authority
or the verbal testimony of scriptures (Sabda).

Such scriptural faith has a twofold role to play in respect
of gaining the final ontological standpoint in Advaita. At
the first instance, it should bring home the positive assurance
of the knowability of the supreme Essence in concrete, i.e.,
as real or existent and not merely qua essence. Further,
such assurance gained through verbal testimony should be .
carried to fulfilment in actual realization of Reality.

Faith—as we propose to characterize the Advaitic
attitude in this context—though departing from the
strictly rational and reflective approach, should not be taken
as a mere non-cognitive attitude or a bare surrender of the
cognitive. It does not stand for a premature emotive-voli-
tional commitment by chosing to forgo progress of knowing
—as Existentialists would generally do. It rather signifies a
fulfilment of the cognitive demand itself, developed in the
pathway of Advaita metaphysic of experience. It suggests a
level which, though other than the intellectual, leads to the
actualization of the demand for knowing Reality in concrete.
Viewed in this light, scriptural faith should rather stand for

10
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an enlightened irrationalism. The possibility that the highest
essence discovered in transcendental reflection, i.e., cit is
at the same time real per s¢, is primarily given to us through
a peculiar assurance resting upon the general Vedantic tradi-
tion. Further, such assurance is ultimately carried to the
stage of fullest comprehension of Reality or Being. For
want of any other suitable expression, the whole province of
this trans-rational approach may broadly be characterized as
Faith—an approach grounded in Sruti.*

There are two implications of this faith-approach:
(@) It refers to the tradition of scriptures (Sruti) as the
repository of the highest spiritual truths and insights; (b)
In a more ultimate sense, faith implies the revelation of
Reality to the mind already enlightened through reflection.
(In both cases, however, the reference is to knowing.) Accord-
ingly follows the twofold treatment of the alogism involved
in the final phase of the Advaitic metaphysic of experience.

A. The tradition of scriptural authority (Sruti-
pramanya) with regard to ultimate (metaphysical) truths has
a significant bearing upon the Vedantic discipline in its
search for Reality. A statement contained in the scriptures
(aptavakya) carries a special claim with the searching mind
on the very strength of traditional sanctity. As such it
proves to be uniquely different in its truth-claim from any
other ordinary statement. For the modern mind, however,
to anchor a philosophical belief on mere traditional authority
may seem to be the very antithesis of a genuinely philosophi-
cal endeavour. (The point is touched upon subsequently).

So, the Vedantic appeal to verbal testimony of Sruti has
to be be viewed in the proper perspective. It isa truism that

* Even in the context of religious faith as generally interpreted in
Westerr} theology, the cognitive aspect as ‘belief’ may be distinguished from
the volitional aspect as ‘trust’—the former alone being relevant in theologi-
cal discourse. cf. ““Faith’’, Hasting’s Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics,
Vol. V. (1912), p. 689. (Of course, our discourse here proposes to be wholly
philosophical’ and not theological.)
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a philosopher has, after all, to participate in the concrete
life-blood of his cultural tradition. Such tradition may have
unique validity for the philosopher concerned—a validity
which may normally be missed in a tradition other than his
own. So follows an alogical acceptance of the reality of such
tradition even prior to a reflective and rational appreciation
of its nature through distinguishment. Thus, when the
philosopher accepts a tradition—granting it to be a living
one—the attitude that is involved may be characterized as
existentialistic, in a broad sense of the term. It is a primary
existentialistic faith in the authority of Sruti that gives special
importance to scriptural statements.

Such metaphysical assurance, derived from verbal testi-
mony, may well be explained with reference to ordinary
“verbal cognition’ in the empirical sphere. Thus, while any
spoken word conveys nothing more than bare possibility as
regards the actual existence of the meant or referrent of
the word, such prima facie belief would vary according to
the hearer’s faith in the speaker concerned—the presence
of what Stebbing calls “the hearer-speaker attitude” being
taken for granted. When a fact is stated by one in whom I
have faith (in the ordinary sense of realiability), I tend to
believe the fact to be an actuality even though it be beyond
the range of my experience at the moment. The case would,
however, be different when I have scarcely any faith in the
person stating or the speaker.

However, verbal faith derived from ordinary speech
would evidently fall short of the faith derived from the verbal
testimony of scriptures at least in two important respects—
even when the element of primary faith in the speaker
be granted in common in both the cases. Firstly, unlike
ordinary speech, scriptural testimony does not offer any
possibility of empirical verification, the truth-content here
being ex-hypothesi non-empirical. Secondly, what is con-
veyed by ordinary speech is, after all, bare possibility which
in all case falls short of completely valid possibility. The
verbal testimony of S$ruti, on the other hand,—usually
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represented by the preceptor (guru) in whom the student
hearing is supposed to have full faith (Sraddha)—nccessarily
yields wvalid possibility. What such verbal testimony
guarantees are the reality of the supreme essence of reflection
independent of the context of the latter, and also the ultimate
comprehension of Reality in concrete.

It is, however, to be noted that even the verbal testimony
of scriptures can prima facie yicld only mediate (paroksa)
and not immediate knowledge. Nevertheless, the mediate
knowledge as to the nature and existence of Being, so pro-
duced through the verbal source, enjoys validity on its own
account—thanks to the scriptural source itself. And this is
what distinguishes such knowledge from the mediate know-
ledge derived from common inference (anumana). Inference
as an independent way of knowing fails as such to lead to
ontological possibility, which however can be communicated
by the scriptural statements. In the field of empirical
knowledge, inference may provide some sort of possibility (in
the form of verifiability), though on the basis of available
data. In verbal cognition from Sruti where the transcendent
non-empirical reality is meant, there is hardly any scope for
empirical verification. What is missing in (empirical)
verification is, however, more than gdined on ground of
verbal testimony, which itself claims to embody experience
at the highest level.

This approach through faith in the form of verbal
testimony may be clearer if we cite by contrast the major
approaches to cognitive faith which may be cited in Europcan
thought. Thus comes into view the approach of pure
thought (‘Transcendental reflection’) as may be found (a)
positively, in the Rationalist system of the continent and (b)
nagatively, in Kantidnism.

(@) The Rationalist belief, shared by a host of thinkers
from Descartes to Wulf and Leibniz, assumes that pure a
priori thinking gives us valid cognitive possibility regarding
transcendental metaphysical truths. And the world-views
they respectively present are but the elaborations of pure
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categorics of transcendental thought in its a priori movement.
Now such categories are posed as pure universals, distin-
guished reflectively. But the very possibility of absolutely
dissociating universals of pure reason from particulars of
expericnce may be put to question. For the honest verdict
of thought scems to be that pure universals, as completely
dissociated from particulars, should rather stand ds ideal
‘demands’ than as real categories.

(b) It is from this negative criticism of the rationalist
position that Kantianism takes its origin. Kant, proceeding
through transcendental reflection to a priori modes of think-
ing, comes to a negative position so far as the ontological
possibility of the a-priorities of thought is concerned. The
movement of transcendental thought by way of distinguish-
ment seems with Kant to reach its apex in ‘“Transcendental
Ideas’; the latter, though the highest target of thought.
misses philosophical validity in neither bearing upon actual
experience nor possessing existence by themselves. Kant, not
ready to sacrifice cognitive possibility, prescribes a veritable
stage-back to the level of actuality of sense-experience.
Reality is to be sought nowhere else than on the sense-level.
Highest universals or pure concepts may arise as mere
demands of pure reason with no possibility of their actualiza-
tion as real. The path of transcendental reflection remains,
after all, to be linked to the actuality of sense experience.
(However, Kant’s concern for metaphysical reality made its
way through the path of “practical reason”).

This Kantian critique of pure thought in the face of the
rationalist doctrine may find its echo in the Advaitic treat-
ment of universal (samanya) in opposition to the Naiyayika
view. Advaita, though tentatively admitting universals in its
reflective enquiry, would stop short of positing metaphysical
universals, existing per s¢ and completely dissociated from
the particulars. The ideality of universals is to be recog-
nized, but in and through the system of particulars and not
exclusively beyond that. This is where Advaita would
sharply differ from the Nyaya-VaiSesika standpoint which
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would too boldly posit metaphysical universals—standing on
that account on the same platform as the Greek masters,
Plato and Aristotle. Of course, Advaita scems prima facie to
admit of at least two universals, viz., Cit and Sat (Existence).
Yet, even such universals would hold good rather as transcen-
dental categories in the path of reflection, and could further
be posited as metaphysically real on the strength of scriptural
faith alone. At the final stage of concrete realization, the
two evident universals would prove to be but Reality itself

or Being that is the concrete embodiment of Cit and Sat at
the same time.

B. The Advaitic search after Reality would not stop
with the assurance of realizability born of verbal testimony.
It passes on to the final phase of realization itself—to the
complete actualization of the possibility as pertaining to the
supreme essence. The reflective grasp of supreme essence
through transcendental analysis, supported by scriptural
authority, is ultimately to mature into the concrete imme-
diacy of Reality. Here the typical issue of knowledge
from verbal testimony—sabdajanyajiiana—would come into
play.

Such cardinal scriptural text as “Thou art that’ (Tattvam
asi) has a direct bearing upon the Vedantic discipline, not
as merely theoretical statements but as the point of depar-
ture for enlightenment through integral comprehension of
Reality. The latter alone marks the final aim of Vedanta.
The primary knowledge of Reality, with all the certainty as
may be derived from scriptural texts, does not by itself imply
the fullest Comprehension. Scriptural texts are not, for the
matter of that, without any efficacy for bringing about final
enhghtenment. In common experience we do find words
SEIVINg as useful agents for bringing home direct to the
wandering mind the truth it has been searching without
success. The analogy of ‘the tenth man’ (Dasamastvamasi)—
a homely example in Advaita literature—strikes on this very
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point.* 1In this case, a demonstration occurs within a con-
text that gives significance to the object (or person) demons-
trated. In the ideal stage of perfect realization of identity
between ‘“‘that” and ‘“thou”, however, the common distinc-
tion betivecn the “descriptive” and the “demonstrative” uses.
of language (cf. Stebbing)' would not hold good—both
“thou” and “that” being referred to as much demonstratively
as descriptively.

Cognition through word (Sabda) is to be analysed further
in steps of Vedantic realization. Firstly, there arises from
scriptural texts an indirect knowledge concerning the
existence of Supreme Being. There are texts declaring the
latter as real (sat), as existing (asti). All that such existential
statements yield is the assured but still indirect knowledge
of Reality. In its lack of directness, it is no less mediate
(paroksa) than inferential cognition, as already pointed out.
It is only the generic aspect of existentiality (sattvamsa) that
is primarily conveyed through scriptural texts, as also from
ordinary words or inference ; but the specific content (vyakti)
is not revealed thereby. To state the situation in a different
way, viz., in terms of ajfiana—the ignorance in respect of
existence would be removed while one may still be in the
dark as to the actual manifestation of the meant content—
(abhanapadaka-ajiiana)’.

In order that the instruction in scriptural texts may yield
its intended result, viz., the fullest comprehension of Self,
the import of the texts concerned implying Reality must be
understood.® The intermediate stages of gradual apprehen-
sion of the ultimate essence, finally meant by the texts, are
thus necessitated. Steps of knowledge, in the understanding
of the true essence of Self as distinguished from its inessential
aspects, are presupposed’. Through repeated guidance from
relevant scriptural texts, the gradual grasp of the Essence is

* In Bhamati, Li.l, another example is given on a similar point. TFor
a musical trainee, who is trying to grasp the exact note occurring in a
certain rdaga, a statement of the relevant note (or notes) may help his dis-
criminating the note in actual perception. (It is thus that the science of
music actually comes to facilitate the practical learner of music).
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effected in progressive approximation. Thus, as on the one
hand inessential implicates are dissociated, so on the other
the underlying essence-content would present itself as more
and more purified. For the ultimate essence, i.c., the essence
that stands behind all intermediate essences, remains in-
volved within the manifold associations of body, sense-organs,
mental factors and so on.

So far as the steps of reflection are prompted by scriptural
instructions, the immediacy of knowledge resulting from
scriptural statements, even if admitted, should hardly be
taken without qualification. Indeed the Bhamati school of
Advaita stresses the mediacy of knowledge as -effected

_through verbal testimony—sabdaparoksavada—rather than
its immediacy—sabdaparoksa—as the Vivarana school would
prefer to hold. Along with the advocated immediacy of
‘knowledge necessarily goes the Vivarana insistence on the
injunctive approach—an injunction of law (niyama-vidhi) in
respect of the knowledge of Reality. Such injunction should
not, however, conflict with the thoroughly cognitive attitude
of Advaita, if we consider the distinction between the initial
phase of enquiry (jijfiasa) and the final phase of knowledge
amounting to the perfect comprehension of Self that is
Reality on the last analysis.

‘The position of Vacaspati Midra, advocating the mediacy
of knowledge born of verbal testimony, is apparently opposed
to the Vivarana view. But in exaggerating the external
difference, the essential agreement bearing upon the funda-
mentally cognitive approach is apt to be overlooked*. The
Vivarana school, while advocating the immediate character
of scriptural knowledge, maintains at the same time that
subsequent reflection and meditation are necessary to yield
immediate revelation of Reality. The purification of the
mind is insisted upon. As Sankara remarks, the realization

* Cf. Pointing to the fundamental agreccment between the two views,
Dr. Mahadevan thus remarks: “‘...both Viacaspati and thec Vivaranakira
agree in this that the path to perfection lies in and through knowledge’,
T.M.P. Mahadevan, The Philosophy of Advaita, . 254.
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of Self may be attained by the mind, purified through proper
discipline and aided by scriptural instructions from the
teacher (who should enjoy the fullest reliance of the student).®

The real point behind the controversy is: what comes
to us primarily as a bare possibility is to mature, through
steps of mental discipline and reflection, into valid possibility,
and ultimately into the very concrete immediacy of the Real
itself. According to Sankara himself, for the ordinary
individual not yet endowed with an intellectual understand-
ing of the Real, there is certainly the necessity of repeated
scriptural instruction ($ravana) and reflection, intellectual
and transcendental—manana and nididhyasana.* TFor those
also, who have already attained clear and distinct insight
into the two principles of Being (Tat) and of the individual
self (tvam), the efficacy of scriptural statements in producing
the immediate revelation of the Real in absolute Identity is
no less there.®

In this context, the notion of ‘demand’ (already intro-
duced in our discourse in the last chapter) may be found
particularly relevant. As the ultimate essence is recognised
—though not immediately but distantly—to be real, the
demand for actualizing it in existence arises. The elabora-
tion of the nature of reality clarifies the demand, while the
progressive approximation of the essence of consciousness in
steps of transcendental reflection strengthens it. So far as
the fulfilment of the final demand is concerned, it is to be
gained, if at all, at a level beyond the region of transcendental
reflection—a level where Reality is to prevail absolutely by
itsclf.

The said demand as brought out in the wake of transcen-
dental reflection may well be confirmed by the fundamental
value-attitude, basically characterizing the outlook of
Advaita philosophy. The interest in reality is essentially

* Manana and nididhyasana nced not be taken as two exclusive stages,
signifying intellection and” meditation respectively, but may better be taken
as respectively less and more intense stages of the continuous movement
of ‘transcendental reflection’. Vide supra, Ch. V (2).
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an attitude of value, seeking satisfaction in nothing short of
concrete existence. The Advaitin would share the common
interest of Indian philosophy—and quite pronouncedly too—
in Freedom (moksa) as the supreme end (parama-purusartha).
[Indeed Freedom, for Advaita, is the very Recality itself,
eternally accomplished (parinisthita) in nature.] The value-
attitude being present at the root, the interest in reality
flecessarily Preponderates over a merely theorctical enquiry
10to a system of possible categories. As the ultimate essence
of transcendenta] reflection represents supreme value too, the
fgrmer is promoted by virtue of value-demand to the
highest existence-stratum,. Nothing short of concrete reality
could satisfy the Advaitin ; he would not merely stop with
thf{ realization of Reality as ‘Ought-to-Be’. This Advaitic
attltude' may in one sense appear to be somewhat Kier-
kegaardian, in its interest in the existential question, in
concrete  existence—an attitude that marks itself as
dlﬂ?e.rent from the disinterestedness in respect of the
possible.* . :
lj“u.rther significance of this resulting phase of the
iA.‘dvamc Mmetaphysic of experience may be brought out in the
ﬁlgilltlyotfo Ell)emeta()hysical interp:reta’tion. \Vhat. d_en:nands
for the roa] threal.lzed should ev1dfintly be trans-mdu_;zdual,
be so beyond ; }?t 1s Slepose‘d t? fex15t absoh-ltely per s must
it may by ok e con.text of .mduudual conscmusnes;.. As such,
the unqualiﬁef]n of mde.ﬁmtely as the Suprfame Being. quv,
may also be Vie‘Ontologlca'l status of the sal-d Suprc;me Being
) ved from a different angle in the light of the
so-called ‘revelatjop’ on the part of Being to the mind in
reflection. Whgy the m: P el derstandi
the ultimate Boj € mind grasps in clear understanding as
of being Tealizgrdlg.that demanfis to b.e real but falls sllqrt
In perfect immediacy, would find its

transcend . ;
. ent COunterpart in revelation on the part of Being
\

* There may :
value in India;} l}l)lzual; !Mteresting study on the cquation of existence and
the implication of vaIIJ')[' N the concept of existentiality (satta) there is
value par excellence e, the highest of existence or reality thus implying
existent. Value withe % olich is the highest good (freya) must be

. out he existential basis would be futile.
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itself.* Further, such metaphysical revelation or the imme-
diacy of absolute trans-individual reality might even be read
at cardinal stages in the path of transcendental reflection.
Such stages of revelation, however, need not be regarded as
strictly conforming to the Vedantic system as it stands. By
way of freely interpreting the Advaitic metaphysic of
experience alone, we prefer to introduce the concept of
revelation here. Thus right from the level of gross body
(sthula-$arira) upwards, the outstanding phases of essence-
structure, obtained through upward steps of intuition, are to
be correlated to the progressive revelation of (trans-indivi-
dual) reality as cosmic. [The cosmic principles of Hiranya-
garbha and Virat, mentioned in the earlier Vedantic litera-
ture, may be looked upon as such categories which constitute
the possible ontological-cosmological scheme of Advaita,
developed in the line of its metaphysic of experience].

In this connection, it may not be out of place to hint
at a further possible ‘religious’ significance following from
such metaphysical notion of revelation. What has been
expldined as demand could also possibly be connected to the
idea of ‘grace’, variously occurring in different theistic philo-
sophies of India and the West. With the recognition of
personality in the reality-principle, the line of communica-
tion between the human mind and the Divine seems itself to
take on a human colour. Thus, what stands as the revelation
of Being to the enquiring mind may also prove, viewed in
another light, to be the ‘grace of God’ upon the devotee
concerned. Leaving aside theology as such and keeping
more to phenomenology, the demand of the aspiring and
reflecting individual (jiva) seems to correspond to the notion
of ‘grace’ of the Divine Being.

* ‘Revelation’ in this context may be undcrstopd independent of any
theological or like association of ‘divine pcl‘sonqhty'. The term scems
appropriately to signify the immediacy realized in thce nature of Being
which is envisaged by the mind in reflection. The idea _ol" divine personality
nced not necessarily be brought in to imply such revelation.

N.B.—The Advaitic position so interpreted may otherwise be compared
to the Thomistic contention that revelation conﬁ;‘ms the truth_ about God
which human reason can attain in mectaphysics without revelation.
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From such an interpretation of the Advaitic enlighten-
ment in terms of the so-called revelation, one seceming
difficulty may however arise. The revelation of the self-
accomplished reality to the subject seems to imply a surrender
of the subjectivistic position so far maintained. For, is it not
true that the concept of revelation carries with it the usual
implication of objective reality as standing in opposition to
the subject? This objection can be met in the present con-
text if we bear in view the point that here revelation is to
be understood as the very realization of subjectivity itself.
And subjectivity realized is objectivity denied.

In cases other than pure cit, the revealed content would
stand relatively independent even while the context of
subjective evidencing were there. From the objects of sense-
perception to the essences of transcendental reflection, there
would hardly be any exception to this presentative character.
But with regard to cit, the central essence of subjectivity, it
would be otherwise. For, to speak of cit as finally revealed
should not mean its being presented to the reflecting subject
—as other than the latter. As on the one hand, revelation
gprakc'zs'a) constitutes the essential nature of cit as self-evidenc-
ing, the latter in its turn constitutes the very esscnce of the
subject itself—a point made out in our earlier chapters.

Yet, a revelatory presentative character may not
altogether be ignored in the final comprehension of cit as real.
But such revelatory character too would prove to be but
self-transcending on ultimate analysis ; for even the context
of approach on the part of the reflecting mind would be
missing, as revelation were finally to culminate in Reality
itself. Of course, Reality mdy not be regarded as subjective ;
because subjectivity, after all, would refer to the context
of .the intuiting consciousness. Nor can it be regarded as
object.* But knowing and being—subjectivity and object-

\

* Some later Advaitins— as the authors of Vedanta-paribhasa,
Advaitasiddhi etc.—haye rcprzgg#tc; the Vedantic Absolute mo{'e in the
light of the grand metaphysical ‘Object’. But_the characterization of Being
simply objectwise scems' to ignore completely the subjective approach which
is so vital in grasping Cit as supreme Essence. The final acceptance of
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hood—appear ultimately to be transcended in the common
ground of Reality, which could be characterized to be as
much subjective as objective.®

Now, to come back to the analysis of knowledge through
verbal testimony, it is admitted by the Advaitin that the final
immediacy of the Real is gained through knowledge born of
scriptural statement. The final stroke of illumination is
wrought through the integral mode of consciousness—
akhandadhi—having for its content the self-accomplished
Being itself. In such knowledge alone could Reality in its
concreteness—so far reflectively envisaged as Essence—stand
comprehended. Such final and fullest comprehension is
mecant by the Advaitic stress on knowledge as the pathway to
Reality.

Nevertheless, it may be argued that even the ultimate
mode (vrtti) should not be free from at least the last vestige
of Nescience (avidya). The final mode, however, would bear
a peculiarly transitional character—and a transition towards
the Real. Consciousness as reflected in the final mode seems
to be ‘overwhelmed’, as it were, by the Real itself, its alleged
content. 'The highest point in the distinguishment of
essence would be found at the same time to mark unreserved
identification—as the essence can no longer be grasped as a
content presented to detached evidencing. The purest
essence so far progressively intuited emerges as Reality,
engulfing in unconditioned identity both the evidenced
and the evidencing—the two proving to be scemingly
distinguished. The immediacy of the integral mode of
consciousness (which can hardly be regarded as a ‘mode of
consciousness’ proper) still pertaining to jiva, would directly
pass on to the Real, as it were.t Such final transition into the

reality or ontological existence need not overlook the pathway lecading to the
pen-ultimate stage.

* Cf. It is thus that the Upanisadic dictum ‘“‘Brahmavid brahmaiva
bhavati’’, closcly bearing upon Advaita philosophy, may be understood.

+ Cf. Paiicada$t, VII. 49-50. The author, in keeping with the general
trend of Advaita Vedinta, refers to the two types of immediacy (aparoksatva)
—one_pertaining to the final modc of consciousness (akhandakara-vrttiy and
the other to the object corresponding to such mode, i.c., the self-manifest
reality—the immediacy of the former being actually derived from that
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Real hardly admits of any further analysis and seems more
liable to be explained existentialistically. Thus, at the apex
of reflective distinguishment, Existence reigns supreme in
non-distinguishment.

To proceed further with the significance of existentiality
thus attained through the integral mode of knowing, it
brings with it a new context beyond that of thc intuiting
consciousness—the latter persisting, however thinly, in the
final knowledge. The ultimate essence of the subjective
reveals itself not in the context of the subject but as trans-
cending into the Real. Thus, what is metaphysically referred
to as “That’ (tat) meets on common ground of transcendental
reflection the essential subjectivity pertaining to individual
consciousness (tvam). It is like re-discovering onc’s being in
a new context—as the ‘tenth man’ realises himself as the
tenth, this tenth-character really belonging to him though
hidden from his notice. The character of the new meta-
physical context of Being alone (sadeva) was known in the
form of ‘that’. [The very pronoun ‘that’ (tat), standing for
the Real in question, implies some sort of distance—a
distance for the enquiring consciousness.] But the realization
of the said context—not qua context but qua existence in
concrete—is sought to be effected through verbal testimony
concerning the supreme identity.*

\
.Of]the latter. From the ontological standpoint, the immediacy originally
‘r:ﬂ(éngs to_thc rca_l indeced ; bqt fron} the Point of view of t.mnsccn(lcnm]
i3 ](itlon, i.e., ratio cognescendi, the immediacy would primarily pertain to
¢ Knowledge concerned. However, the final emphasis of Advaita is on the
ontoiog:cql standpoint of Existence. '
cend Ultimate Rcality—Bmhman of Advaita VC(]ﬁnta—as absolutely trans-
o "fnt, beyond any pog.s[ble rpfcrcncc.of consciousncss, scems to h‘c tl}e
ovar ate] demand of‘phl]osqphxc consciousness. Advaita Vcd:'mtn., in its
-with.zca ous metaphysical amtuQc’, goes to the extreme of not_resting even
Pron S(}l{ch demand but of positing it as ctcrna!]y realized in Braliman.
s ,ete’ Ing as we do in the p}lth 'of a mctaphysic of experience, Advaita
b 2‘0 e Jgpresem(;d as culminating 1n t}le Supreme Self (pqrameﬁvara) which,
rathcrn-‘ xffcreng in essence from the transccndgnta] sub'].cct', would stand
ma bln a unique relation of non-difference (sayujya) with the latter. It
den);ang possible, however, that such a situation put forth a still higher
denta of absolute freedom from cven the final rarefied phase of transcen-
be k experience. But the realization of such ultimate demand may better
€Pt an open question.
. N.B.—A free interpretation of the position of Advaita Vedanta on the
issue of final knowledge has here been given ; accordingly the remarks on
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From the foregoing treatment of the Advaitic transition
from the strict bounds of a metaphysic of experience to an
ontological standpoint of Existence, we are now in a posi-
tion to asscss the existentialistic step involved therein. The
grounds for regarding the resulting position of Advaita as
existentialistic—of course, in a wider sense—may be con-
sidered as follows.

(a) Cit as the highest essence, transcendentally derived,
is recognised to be existentially real. It is not a question
of positing existence as a concept at the height of possibility
and of relating it externally to the highest essence of sub-
jectivity. Rather, cit itself is concretely realized as existence.
The Advaitin, like the true existentialist, would not be
concerned with existence as a conceptual essence distin-
guished in abstraction but should rather be interested in
concrete existence.* The ontological interest in the real
throughout marks the transcendental enquiry of Advaita.
And it is nowhere so evident as in the question of final com-
prehension, which again is marked by the priority of existence
over essence.

(b) The existentialistic import comes out further in
the non-intellectual approach of faith as implied by the
significant role attached to verbal testimony (Sabda). Faith
in $abda involves in two-fold steps a non-cognitive assurance
of the existent real. The assurance first comes in the form
of valid possibility yielded by Sabda; and it is realized in
perfect comprehension. Faith thus marks the point of depar-
ture in the quest for Reality.

(c) Moreover, the attitude of value is markedly present

the consecquences of such a position may not also conform to the strict
Advaita doctrine as such.

* There is also a trend, as mentioned earlier, in later Advaita towards
an independent metaphysics of Sat or Existence, proposing rather a concep-
tualistic approach to the question of Being. But even there the crux shou?d
remain as to how to cffect the change-over from the essence of Existence to
real cxistence. For, cven with the discovery of ‘Existence’ as the central
essence, the real as existent may still remain unaccomplished. Thus the
question of cxistentiality may be raised and to mecet it, some kind of
existentialistic step seems to be entailed. ¢f. Kant's criticism on the ‘Onto-
logical Argument’. Vide. supra, Introduction.
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in Advaita in its supreme interest in ultimate freedom
(moksa). And it is this basic value-attitude that makes for
the ontological interest in concrete reality. To echo S.
Kicrkegaard, the value-interest (Kierkegaard speaks of ‘the
ethical’) refuses to stop with the disinterestedness of the
possible in its interest for existence and for nothing short of
existence.

However, even viewed in the light of an existentialistic
attitude, the Advaitic position should be sharply distin-
guished from the strictly existentialist position as presented
in recent European movement—from Kierkegaard to Sartre
and Marcel etc. In the first place, the emotive-volitional
approdch as characterizing the irrationalilsm of the existen-
tialist would sharply differ from what may be considered
the enlightened irrationalism of Advaita. Whatever irra-
tionalism may be involved in Avaita by way of faith seems
to be directed to the interest of a higher level of knowing.
‘Though Sabda implies faith that is existentialistic, it provides
but the inevitable step to that final enlightenment into which
transcendental reflection is to culmindte.* Yet it may be
contended in broad that the Advaitic metaphysics of the
Real is in the long run effected on the fulcrum of existentia-
listic faith. »

The principal distinction in character between Advaitic
metaphysics and the Existentialist ontology may hardly be
missed. For the existentialist, with his commitment of exis-
tentiality at the primary level of human reality, there could
hardly be any transcendence beyond the bounds of the laltter
to a supra-personal ontological ground so far as the question
of existence is concerned. The question of Being (Seins-

. *Such a stage of the highest possible “experience may perhaps legi-
tlma‘tc.ly be gharactgrnzcd as ‘mystical’—a completely supra-intellectual stage
of lpgher 1mmcdxacy' (Bradley). Howcver, our concern is with the
(cognitive) approach in the light of which even such ultimate mysticism,
if at all, may be assessed.

N.B.—Thq Christian existentialist, Marcel, speaks of ‘revelation’ in the
sense of ‘certain higher modes of human ecxperience’ through which ‘the
ontological mystery’ may be comprchended. (Vide Gabriel Marcel, The:
Philosophy of Existence).
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frage) even when raised, as markedly in Heidegger, seems to
remain rather indefinite. In Advaita, on the other hand,
existentiality sought for should remain attuned to the
ontological standpoint of Being. Scriptural statements con-
vey the primary assurance finally leading to the actualization
of the ontological possibility.

Similarly also, the value attitude so markedly present in
Advaita should find its root deeper than what may just be
called the ‘cthical’. It may, after all, be doubted as to how
far the ethical represents the total “metaphysical demand” of
our nature, as urged by Kierkegaard himself. The Advaitic
value-demand is not to be satisfied at the level of ‘action’
but rather at the highest level of truth where the pathway
of knowledge should culminate.

Thus, the ontological motive of Advaita is fixed on
Being and its metaplrysics is derived accordingly. The point
of emphasis falls not on the individual being but on the trans-
individual Being. To sum up the metaphysical outlook of
Advaita, after Sankara himself: what is to be shown is not
the human (pertaining to the world-involved individual)
character of Self, but the essence of the individual as
grounded in Supreme Being rather than as resting in its
natural worldliness.”

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Stebbing, 4 Modern Introduction to Logic, Ch. II. 2.

2. Cf. Pairicada$i, VII. 56.

3. Cf. ‘‘Padartha-jiianapivrvakatvat vakyartha-jiianasya.”, S.B.B.S.,
IV. i, 2; also, “‘Vakyarthapratitily saksatharasya purvariipam’, Bhamati,
IV.i. 3.
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A NotE IN RETROSPECT

The search for a standpoint in respect of Advaitisrnf
one that may legitimately yield a possible system.of analysis
of experience—brought us originally to. the notion of sub-
jectivity. Epistemologically speaking, it apl.)ca'r.s.to be a
philosophy wedded to the standpoint of Sl.l!)_]CCthlt}’. But
subjectivism as such is never the last worc.l in Advaita ; for
metaphysically, Advaita is attuned to Being. So far as. a
system of criticism of experience could be made ou't, Advaita
seems to hold alliance rather with Phenomenology in suggest-
ing the region of pure consciousness as the ground ff)r all
medning of objectivity. As a full-fledged 'metaphysms of
Being, on the other hand, there seems to be in a sense some
kinship with Existentialism, so far as the prime ex1§tentla}-
reality of Cit as the highest precondition of experience js
linconditionally stressed. . o

Now, a transcendental analysis of experience, it Is true,
would save Advaitism from turning into a dogmatic and
barren Mmetaphysics. However, such an ana1y§is need not
on the other hand turn into a bare theoretic system of
idealz'ties, as in Husserl’s Phenomenology, which is proposed
as a rigorous science of essences. For, the typical hold on
Being in concrete would not allow Veddntism to develop into
2 purely theoretic system, concerned solely with the e.lucida-
tion of the medning of being (Seinssinn, accordl.ng to
Husserl). What Phenomenology chooses to forgo in the
interest of 3 theoretic attitude, viz., a commitment to reality
in the form of naive world-belief, seems never to be regained
o0 2 metaphysjcal plane. So, although transcen-dental
fubJeCtiVity is posited as constituting the world-meaning, it
1 TeVer properly granted a metaphysical status in Pheno-
menology.*  Nor would consciousness, in a strictly pheno.

* Husserl, in pj

§ later phase however, seems to be tending towards some
sort of a Metaphys

ical position—in the trail of his notion of the ‘world-



NOTE IN RETROSPECT 163

menological system, be existentially affirmed.

In the Advaita system, the existential affirmation of the
reality of pure subjectivity has been enabled in two ways.
Negatively, the non-acceptance of a purely theoretic aim—
the latter being marked by an interest in idealities or essence-
forms, which have a bearing on mecaning rather than on
reality. This finds its echo, on the positive side, in the pro-
nounced aflirmation of metaphysical faith in the scriptural
testimony, assuring the ultimate ontological ground of trans-
cendental subjectivity.

But, what can effect a transition into the said ontological
ground—all theological associations apart—is fundamentally
the value-attitude. For, in positing self ds existence of a
anique sort and secking to realize it in its unobjective and
primordial existentiality, Advaitism no doubt exhibits in the
long run an attitude of value at bottom which alone brings
the issue of existence into forefront. In deed, on their own
admission, the value-aspect of self is more than emphasized.
This emphasis may well be traced in the cryptic Vedantic
formulation regarding Atman that is Brahman: ast: bhat:
priyam—that which exists, manifests and is at the same time
most cherished. (The last aspect of “priyam” should corres-
pond to the element of Ananda in the composite definition
of Reality as “Sat-Cit-Ananda”.)*

A fundamental doubt may, of course, be raised as to how
far philosophy should at all be identified with the quest
for values. Perhaps it may legitimately be treated as an
original, and for that, an open question. However, we may
just point out whether the attitude of pure analysis and dis-

«constituting subjectivity’. This. may particularly be traced in the last
major work of Husserl, ““The Crisis of European Science and Transcendental
Phenomenology’’ (the title originally in German).

* This trend of characterizing Atman as that which is desirable or worth
<cherishing par excellence, can be traced as far back as the Upanisads (vide
Brhadaranyaka Up., IV. ii. 5: ‘‘Adtmanastu kamaya sarvam priyam bhavati'
ctc.). But somchow or other this trend scems to have been as such rclatively
far less developed in Advaita philosophy than its doctrine of Cit-cum-Sat.
Within the range of our present discourse too, the concept of Ananda has
not been taken into consideration, although I am fully aware it is worth a
separate investigation as such.
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tinguishment of meaning or essence should prove to be
enough for philosophic consciousness itself. Perhaps, with
H. H. Price, we might exclaim: clarity is not enough.
If it were not enough, would not the attitude of value have
an essential bearing on philosophic reflection?

Now, as regards the subjective attitude itsclf, it may be
questioned at the outset: why at all to start with the sub-
jective attitude instead of the commonly accepted objective
attitude? And, if starting with that attitude, why to com-
mit to it in philosophizing? The question has been touched
upon in the beginning of our enquiry. Here it may be urged
that such an attitude remains, after all, an original attitude
in philosophy. It is worth recalling in this connexion how
Kant proposed in his so-called ‘Copernican Revolution’ a
turn in the way of thinking (Denkart) in his first “Critique”.
And Husserl was all the more pronounced in his prescription
of a ‘bracketing’ of what he considers to be the naive belief
in the objective reality of existent facts (through ‘transcen-
dentdl epoché’). However, both in Kantian transcendenta-
lism as well as in phenomenology, the proposed reversion of
the natural (objective) attitude in philosophic reflection,
though deliberate, has admittedly been theoretic in motive
and character.

In Vedanta, on the other hand, the reversion of the
common objective attitude has been more value-oriented
than one purely theoretic in motive. Consequently, though
the subjectively oriented metaphysic of experience could
not be worked out in the direction of a thoroughgoing theory
of knowledge—as in Kant or even in Phenomenology—
Vedanta has nevertheless been in a position to yield a philo-
sophy of subjectivity in concrete, grounded in a theory of
Being. This concreteness in standpoint thus seems to have
been gained at the cost of a purely theoretic interest in the
analysis of experience,

Thus, the question of an ultimate subjective attitude—
the primacy of the subjective—is perhaps inextricably linked
up with the issue of value itself. But the issue is not sought
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to be resolved through an irrationalistic commitment—a
mere non-cognitive ‘attitude to life’ (as Prof. Paton prefers
to characterize Existentialism)* rather than a metaphysics. It
is essentially a cognitive vindication of the fundamental
value-attitude. Whether to accept—not simply to recognize
—this subjective-cum-value attitude in philosophic reflection
might as well be left an open question.

* Cf. H. J. Paton, In Dcfence of Reason (‘‘Existentialism as an
Attitude to Life'’).
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APPENDIX A

SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY (OF SANSKRIT WORKS)*

[The list includes only the texts of Advaita Vedanta which
have been referred to in this book. The texts belonging to other
Indian systems such as Nyaya-Vaisesika, Sankhya-Yoga, Mimarnsa,
Buddhism etc. arc not scparately mentioned here.]

Brahmasiitra Sankara-Bhasya, with Bhamati, Kalpataru and
Parimala. Ed. by A. Sastri, Nirnaya Sagar Pr., Bombay, 1938.
(S.B.B.S.).

Sankara-Bhasya on Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (S.B.Br.Up.).

Sankara-Bhasya on Mandukya Upanisad, and on Mandukya-
karika of Gaudapada. (S. B. Mand-Up.; S. B. Mind. Kar.),

Sankara-Bhasya on Katha Upanisad (S. B. Kath. Up.).

Paficapadika of Padmapada, Vizianagram Sanskrit Series (No. 3),
Benares, 1891.

Paficapadikavivarana of Prakd$itman, V. S. Series (No. 5),
Benares, 1892. (Vivarana).

Vivaranaprameyasangraha of Vidyaranya, V. S. S. (No. 7),
Benares, 1893.

Paiicadasi of Vidyaranya, with Ramakysna-tika, Nirnaya Sagar,
1905.

Vedantasara of Sadananda, with Balabodhini-tika, Ed. by K. S.
Aiyar, Srirangam, 1911; Ed. by M. Hiriyanna, Oriental
Book Agency, Poona, 1929.

Tattvapradipika (Citsukhi) of Citsukh, with Nayanaprasadini-
tzka, Ed. by K. Shastri, Nirnaya Sagar. (Citsukhi).

Tattvasuddhi by Jiianaghana, Ed. by Shastri and Radhakrishnan,
University of Madras.

Vedantasiddhantamuktavali of Prakasananda, Ed. by A. Venis,
Benares, 1922.

Advaitadipika of Nrsimhasdrama, pub. Lazarus, Benares.

* References to the relevant Indian and Western literature—along with
necessary citations—are given in Notes and References attached to the respec-
tive chapters, as well as in the running foot-notes.
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Vedantaparibhasa of Dharmardja Adhvarindra, Ed. by A. Sastri,
Calcutta University, 1927.

Siddhantalesasangraha of Appaya Diksita, Ed. by S. S. S. Sastri,
University of Madras.

Sarvadarsanasangraha of Madhava, Ed. by V. Shastri, Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 1924.



APPENDIX B

A NOTE ON PHENOMENOLOGY*

1

Phenomenology, originally proposed by Edmund Husserl
(1859-1938) as a ncw philosophical discipline, offers in a non-
speculative attitude an independent methodology and a mode of
analysis. It has as its aim ‘a completely understanding philo-
sophy’’—one that is ready to take an account of experience at
first hand. What Husserl attempts is a philosophy which should
be thoroughgoing in its analysis of experience and at the same
time free from metaphysical presuppositions. In one of his earlier
papers, Husserl set down his aim of “philosophy as a rigorous
science”—a system of ascertained knowledge to be based on strict
evidence.

2

Phenomenology is primarily a study of physical phenomena
—the science of the manifestations of consciousness. It is an
enquiry into the nature of types of mental functioning. Now,
such a primary definition of phenomenology no doubt brings it
close to psychology. So, the distinction of one from the other
is to be considered at the outset. This may best be done by
showing the difference between the psychological and the pheno-
menological descriptions of inner experience—both being
apparently concerned with the same subject-matter.

* This short account of Husserl’s Phenomenology is given here chiefly
with reference to the Ist volue of his “‘Ideas’, and does not enter into the
subscquent phases in the development of Husserlian thought. It is largely
reproduced from my article, ‘“The Phenomenology of Edmund Husserl”,
published in the Calcutta Review (March, 1960).

For a morc extensive introduction, see (1) Dorion Cairns, ‘‘Phenomeno-
logy’’, A History of Philosophical Systems, ed. V. Ferm ; (2) Marvin Farber,
The Foundation of Phenomenology: Edmund Husserl and the Quest for a
Rigorous Scicnce of Philosophy.

! Marvin Farber, ‘‘Phenomcnology’’, Twentieth Century Philosophy, ed.
D. D. Runes.
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There is two-fold difference between the two studies which
would be more evident by reference to the characteristics of
psychological investigations. (a) Psychology is a science of facts,
of events which are presented to us; (b) it is a science of
realities. The phenomena dealt with in psychology are real
events—empirical, wordly and spatio-temporal. The psychological
events as belonging to (empirical) subjects arc co-eval with the
facts of the spatio-temporal world.

In contrast to these characteristics, firstly, phenomenology
seeks to be a science of ‘essential being’ and not of facts. Here
‘essences’, and not facts, form the subject-matter. Secondly, the
contents of phenomenological investigations can be characterized
not properly as ‘real’ but rather as ‘non-real’.* Reality, in the
usual sense of existentiality, is not here in question. The
distinction between the psychological point of view and the
phenomenological has been repeatedly stressed by Husserl. In
psychology, the mind is directed upon experience as the natural
attitude dictates, that is, upon some inner state of mind as a
natural event. The phenomenological point of view, on the
other hand, concerns itself with the autonomous region of pure
consciousness as disconnected from the natural order.?

In passing from empirical psychology to pure phenomeno-
logy, we come to an intermediate discipline which has been
called ‘phenomenological psychology’. The latter should not,
however, be confused with pure or ‘transcendental pheno-
menology’ with which we are here directly concerned, though
both presuppose the same descriptive methodology broadly
denoted by the name of ‘phenomenology’. As Husserl himself
puts it, phenomenological psychology is “an a priori psycho-
logical discipline, able to provide the only secure basis on which
a strong empirical psychology can be built”.* Of course, this
itself was a departure from empirical psychology, inasmuch as
it was reflective in method. That means a reversion of the
ordinary attitude with a view to concentrating upon the psychical
‘act of experience’ in which the features of mental life are

? Edmund Husserl, Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology,
trans. B. Gibson, Library of Philosophy, p. 44.

3 Ibid., p. 166.

* Husserl, ‘‘Phenomenology’’, Encyclopadia Britannica, Vol. 17, (14th
cdition), pp. 69-91.
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apprehended. Thus, its task is to systematically examine the
types and forms of experience which imply directedness on the
part of consciousness towards something, or in other words,
which are ‘intentional’. This is the comprehensive task that
Husserl set for himself in “Logical Investigations”, where
phenomenology is conceived as a subdomain of Psychology—as
dealing with the ‘immanent descriptions of psychical events’.

Phenomenology of this earlier stage had a two-fold function.
It provides, on the onc hand, a basis for empirical psychology ;
and, on the other, the ‘sources’ out of which the fundamental
concepts and the ideal laws of pure logic arise. In thus seeking
to retrace logical concepts and laws to their epistemological
genesis, it is regarded as cquivalent to epistemology. But ‘trans-
cendental’ or ‘pure’ phenomenology supersedes phenomenological
psychology. The former aims at constructing such philosophy
as can provide the basis for a systematic revision of all the
sciences. After all, psychology, even if it be ‘intentional’ or
‘eidetic’ can hardly be purged of empirical associations. It is
certainly not clear, as Husserl himself admits,” whether the
investigations of a phenomenological psychology are ‘free from
all psycho-physical admixture’. Self-consciousness in psychology
is hardly conceivable without connexion with external events
and non-psychical realities.

The phenomenological procedure in psychology, in finding
out the essential forms implied by psychical phenomena, of
course, paves the way towards transcendental phenomenology in
the latter’s analysis of the fundamental structure of pure con-
sciousness. Husserl’'s “Logical Investigations” prepared the
ground for transition to his phenomenology proper in two
respects. On the one hand, the psychologistic theories which
sought for the empirical-psychological foundation for logical
methodology was refuted ; and consequently, the empirically
subjectivistic epistemology was rejected. On the other hand, the
descriptive-psychological explanation of the structure of experi-
ence was introduced. The latter led to a new epistemological
outlook which gave rise to the phenomelogical procedure in
terms of ‘essence’ as ideally presupposed by pure experience.

s Ibid., p. 700.



174 THE IDEALIST STANDPOINT

3

Now, let us examine the phenomenological standpoint more
closely. What primarily characterizes the approach of pheno-
menology is the radical alteration of the natural standpoint.
From the natural standpoint of the man-in-the-street, the world
of facts in an independent spatio-temporal system is presented to
the subject ; and the subject himself also belongs to that world.
Our natural experience, uninterfered by reflection, involves the
character of existentiality. What the phenomenologist proposes
is an attitude of suspense with regard to the existential reality
admittedly pertaining to the objects of experience.

The method of doubt, as Descartes tried it, is applied—but
with a different end in view. In phenomenology, unlike in
Cartesianism, doubt does not nccessarily lead to a system of
indubitable metaphysical truths. It would rather provide a
methodological device through which certain things are brought
to clear light. Systematic doubt of the thesis yielded by the
natural standpoint conditions a ‘suspension’ of the thesis. And
the latter would consequently undergo a transformation which
«can be farreaching. Such transformation, however, differs from
the negation or denial of the thesis. The latter is rather
disconnected or ‘bracketed’, no use in knowledge being made
of it. The outer object would remain, but as disconnected,
so far as any judgment concerning its actual existence is subjected
to a suspension. This suspense of the natural cognitive attitude,
leading to necessary dissociation, is what is meant by pheno-
menological ‘epoché’. Through this a realm of disconnected
consciousness is sought to be obtained.

Now, such phenomenological method is markedly sub-
jectivistic, proceeding as it does with the findings of a self-
reflecting ego. The subjective attitude is admittedly adopted
through a suspense of the objective attitude which seeks to posit
natural objects and even metaphysical realities. For, the ideal
of a transparent methodological enquiry which would be

.altogether free from any assumptions and theorizing can be
answered only by a method directed to the experiencing subject
and its first-hand evidence within the range of experience.®

¢ Cf. “Turning inwards in pure reflexion, following exclusively ‘inner
-experience’ and sctting aside all the psycho-physical questions which relate
;to man as a corporecal being. I obtain an original and pure descriptive
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Husserl would, however, sharply distinguish the pure subjec-
tive method of phenomenology from the spuriously subjective
approach of ‘psychologism’. As already pointed out, Husserl
rejected psychologism in favour of the logical status of idealities.
The ‘ideal’ modes of reason enjoy validity of their own, indepen-
dent of acts, mental or non-mental, and thus comprises the realm
of pure logic.

The principle of ‘transcendental subjectivity’ as distin-
guished from ‘psychological subjectivity’ is to be closely noted in
this connection. Psychological subjectivity is the subjective
counterpart in the complex situation involving the non-mental
objective factor as well. It comes to us as on the same level with
the data of external experience. As such, it is relative, variable
and necessarily empirical in nature. Transcendental subjectivity,
on the other hand, is not to be grasped under the attitude of
empirical psychology. For, it is no part of the world to which
‘T’ or ‘we’ of common import and use, as well as the objects said
to be related to such ‘I’ and ‘we’, belong. It is rather the ‘subjec-
tive conscious life itself’, as referred to which the contents of ex-
perience do subsist. Thus even the empirical ego has as its
presuppositional background the fundamental inner subjectivity,
to which it is present. Hence, the peculiar relation between the
two can be understood neither in terms of difference nor of
identity.”

4

Thus, phenomenology as “transcendental idealism” is to be
understood as the theory from the standpoint of transcendental
subjectivity.  Its distinction from subjective or psychological
idealism can hardly be overlooked. Any ‘psychological’ or
‘anthropological’ idealism implies that the world is somehow
dependent for its existence on some consciousness-in-the-world.
As such, it would plainly come in conflict with the phenomenolo-

knowledge of the psychical life as it is in itsclf, the most original being
obtained from myself, because here alone is perception the medium.’'—
Husserl, Ideas, Preface.

"Cf. ‘... though the transcendental ‘I’ is not my psychological ‘I’
it must not be considered as if it were a second ‘I', for it is no more
separated from my Esychologlcal ‘I’ in the conventional sense of separation,
than it is joincd to it in the conventional sense of being joined,” idem.
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gical contention as regards the ‘intentional objectivity’ of the
contents of experience.

The sphere of consciousness as an autonomous region, dis-
connected from the world of existent facts, is the target of pheno-
menological investigation. Husserl, in fact, proposes ‘a certain
general insight into the essence of consciousness in general’ as
prior to the phenomenological analysis proper—(though what
exactly Husserl means here is not quite clear). Consciousness, as
providing the theme of phenomenological enquiry, stands prima
facie for conscious experience, taken as the stream of experience.
But the ideal of pure consciousness as substantive and autonom-
ous (as for instance, in Advaita Vedanta), is defined by Husserl
in terms of “phenomenological residuum”. No [further com-
mitment is made with regard to its ontological nature and status.
It is only admitted that such supposed pure consciousness has
the possibility of remaining unaffected in its ideal being by
phenomenological disconnexion.?

The typical phenomenological treatment of consciousness
rests on the unique feature of what is termed “intentionality”,
that is, intrinsic reference-character. The phenomenologist takes
it as a basic truth that every actual state of experience (‘cogito’)
must be a consciousness of something. This said character of
intentionality may not explicitly belong to all states of experi-
ence in being evident in the same degree. Nevertheless, it may
be said to be potentially characterizing any and every state of
experience.

Let us consider this character of intentionality more closely.
It may superficially be explained as a relation between the state
of consciousness concerned and its essential correlate. The latter
is the meant in relation to consciousness. Such is the case with
the perceiving of something, the judging of a matter, the valuing
of a value, the wishing of the wished content, and so on. Now,
?n such situations, viewed purely in terms of intentionality, there
1s no question of relating a psychological event with some other
real fact, or of finding a psychological connexion obtaining be-
tween the one and the other. We would rather be concerned
with experiences in their purity involving ‘essences’. Essences

* Husserl, Ideas, p. 118.
* Ibid., pp. 113 £., pp. 150 fF.
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themselves are neither real nor unreal, but subsist in the light
of phenomenological intuition.!®

That consciousness is of something is, for the phenomeno-
logist, more than a mere psychological fact. The intended corre-
late to which our experience—and, to that extent, the subject—
is directed, is not to be taken as the object of individual experi-
ence in the ordinary sense. The intentional object is rather to
be taken qua intentionality of a conscious act. However, there
may be correlation between every possible object and a series of
intentional acts. For, the intentional object of a conscious act
is ‘not an inherent abstract part or moment of that process’.!?
Thus, the object intended by one conscious act can coincide with
the object intended by another.

5

Coming to the phenomenological method itself, it is marked
by what is called ‘phenomenological reduction’. With the sus-
pending of belief in the natural world, all the sciences—natural
and mental—undergo disconnexion. Phenomenology stands as
a pure descriptive discipline which proceeds through absolutely
transparent presentation on purely immanental lines. The
standard that Husserl proposes to follow is ‘to clalim nothing
that we cannot make essentially transparent to ourselves by re-
ference to consciousness and on purely immanental lines’.?
Accordingly, all transcendences whatsoever are suspended, and
transcendent eidetic regions and the ontologies which belong to
them are subjected to the process of reduction to ‘immanental
essences’. The latter have their validity in the sphere of ex-
periencing consciousness, that is, as contents which can be
grasped within the stream of experience as conditioned by pheno-
menological suspension.  Consequently, no transcendent-
eidetic regions and disciplines should be taken as contributing
any premise towards the study in view.

'° In reviewing Husserl's doctrine, Prof. Ryle states the position thus:
‘* . . . every intentional act is related, though related by an internal rela-
tion, to a genuine subject of attributes’’, G. Ryle, ‘‘Phenomenology”, Pro-
ceedings of the Aristotelian Soc., Suppl. Vol. XI, p. 79.

" Dorion Cairns, ‘‘Phenomenology”, 4 History of Philosophical Sys-
tems, ed. V. Ferm.

? Husserl, Ideas, pp. 176 f.

12
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The distinction between immanent and transcendent percep-
tion in this context in clearly drawn. They are the two funda-
mentally different ways of appearing in expericnce. Immanent
perception refers to the direct evidencing of experience, belong-
ing to the same sphere as the experiencer. Perception and the
perceived here essentially constitute a homogeneous unity. But
transcendently directed intentional cxperiences are otherwise,
referring ‘to the experiences of other persons and of outer things
and events. Consequently follow the fallibility of transcendent
perception and the self-evidence of immanent perception. Every
immanent perception necessarily guarantees the existence of its
object. .

The absolute indubitability of one’s own existence (Dasein)
indeed provides for the phenomenologist the best illustration of
the self-evidence of the immanent. While the existence of the
outer objects in the world of things and beings always remains
dubitable, the Ego and the inner stream of experience ever claim
absolute validity and certitude. Moreover, as Husserl indeed
admits, the ego and its own stream of experience are grasped ‘not
only essentially but existentially’.

In phenomenological investigation, ‘Intuition’, i.e., essential-
ideational insight into the datum of pure essence, is recognised
to be the ‘source of authority for knowledge’. Accordingly,
there would be the need for faithfully expressing the clearly given
essence as intuitively apprehended. The aim is to bring the
variable and vague matter of intuition into focus of complete
clearness. Intuition is a particular concern with, or a peculiar
turning towards, a content that is reflectively observed in its
pure being as such.

Apprehension of essence, however, has its own grades of
clearness—varying from the limit of obscurity to the point of
absolute proximity of the essence. The graded differences of
clearness correspond to the modes of being given. On the one
hand, the process of rendering intuitable, and on the other, that
of enhancing the clearness of what is already intuitable—these
are the two interconnected processes of making clear to oneself
the essence. The position of mediate or inferential reasoning
in this connexion is worth nothing. Inference is recognised as
but methodologically significant for leading us to the point of
direct essential insight into the given.
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Now, that type of conscious acts in which the stream of
experience with all its manifold inherent phases can be grasped
and analysed in the light of its own evidence is conveyed by
‘reflection’. In a way, it is “consciousness’ own method for the
knowledge of consciousness generally”.'* It implies a turning
back to the experience itself. Our attitude as knowing agents
i1s sought to be altered radically, turning from the objectively
given to the object-giving consciousness and subject. It is an
essential insight which is always attainable because immediate.
It brings home to us the sphere of pure and clear data—the
original acts of consciousness.

Reflection, again, brings out one essential peculiarity which
is distinctive of the transcendentally purified field of experience—
the relation of the stream of experience to the pure ego. Every
conscious act pertains to the act-performing Ego, as being directed
from the latter. In every act of consciousness, immediate or
mediate—cognitive, volitional or emotional—1 am present,
actually present’. But such ‘I’, found on phenomenological sus-
pension, can never be taken as the individual that I actually am.
What remains as the phenomenological residuum is rather pure
experience that is act. However, the phenomenologist would
agree that no disconnecting can finally remove the pure subject
that experiences and serves as the centre of all reference. As
Husserl remarks, no reduction ‘can get any grip on’ the pure
Ego.m

Two phases of experience are to be distinguished. On the
one hand, there is ‘the pure subjective phase of the way of ex-
periencing’, implying at the same time the ‘pure’ subject of the
act of being directed. On the other hand, there is the content
of experience to which the Ego is directed. Consequently, there
are two poles in the sphere of experience, giving rise to two pos-
sible aspects for investigation—pure subjectivity and ‘the consti-
tution of objectivity as referred to its subjective source’. But
the phenomenologist further maintains that the experiencing
Ego as such cannot provide a separate subject-matter for enquiry.
Tor him, the pure Ego, apart from its modes of being related
through acts of reference, hardly presents any entitative character.
It serves only as the centre of reference, potential or actual, for

13 Ibid., p. 219.
1 Ibid., p. 233.
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all acts of consciousness. Such reference pertains to the character
of intentionality that marks in general all acts of consciousness.
The explicit form of ‘cogitatio’ through which the Ego is said to
experience should be taken only as a special mode of the general
character of intentionality.

The salient features of Phenomenology as an independent
philosophical discipline have so far been stated. We find that
Phenomenology aims at a presuppositionless philosophy and
claims to examine the possible presuppositions (or essentialities)
behind the strata of experience. A non-committal, if not anta-
gonistic, attitude towards metaphysics as such is sought to be
maintained here—although with dubitable consistency, parti-
cularly in view of Husserl’s later developments. It may not be
out of place to remark here that the trend towards objectivity
and realism, so marked in the earlier programme of Husserl,
tends subsequently to develop almost into a Cartesian type of
Ego-centred metaphysics. (Cf. Cartesian Meditations).

However, in conclusion it has to be admitted that pheno-
menological reduction is meant to be a methodological device
without any pretence to metaphysics as such. In this context
we may befittingly quote in conclusion M. Farber’s remarks:
“The phenomenological investigations of intentional experience,
taken as such, may indeed illuminate metaphysical questions and
even result in dissolving pseudo-questions, but it may not be
construed metaphysically as idealism or realism within the frame
of the method”.!s

'* The Foundation of Phenomenology, p. 536.
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ERRATA

Page 17, line 2 : for “and” read “any”
Page 17, line 32 : for “nowing” read “knowing”

Page 24, at the end of line 3 : after “may be” add ‘“characterized

as quasi-subjective. For, though they do not”

Page 171, line 12 : for “Physical” read “Psychical”
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