
I ' ' ' .. 

THE 
IDEALIST S~ AND POINT 
. A STUDY JN TliE VEDANTIC 

MET A~l-IYSJC 01~ EXPERIENCE 

. 
r ' 

. . ~ -... 
"' · ·oEBABRA T A SIN I-lA 

.'J • 

181 I -4 ·~-r. - ~ . ' 

S.i .E;.4·I · VISYA -BHARA T( 



Revised version of a Doctoral thesis, the 
present work develops a new approach to 
the basic tenets of the classical ideal is tic 
S\'Stem of Advaita Vedanta. It has freely 
ii1terpreted "the fundamental stanclpoin't 
in the light of which the edifice of Advaita 
idealism may be sought to be understoo(l 
and ... intelligibly reorganized." Neither 
a mere historical interpretation nor a 
strictly textual study, the present work. is 
a bold attempt to integrate the epistemo­
log·ical strands of the old system with 
modern philosophical thinking· and. thus, 
to pose the Veclantic th~sis afresh. 

The central thesis of Advaita Vedama 
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 suhjecti­
\'ity, often found missing in the traditimnl 
expositions of Aclvaita Vedanta. 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 largc1y 
sided with the recent European school of 
Phenomenology, particularly so far as its 
approach from the standpoint of 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 prefen-ed 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 
believed 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 an-jve at. the central standpoint 
which should offer a fuller understanding of Advaitic ideal­
ism. An exaggerated concern for the external argumentatiYe 
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 misinterpretation 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 Sutm-bh~ya 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 fonvard in abstraction. . 

I have been well aware that to attempt to re-mterpret 
a classical system-particularly one so proved and developed 
as sankara's Vedanta-may well mean a rather embarassing 
task. So I have 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-! h~ve been emboldened by at least one 
outstanding example, v1z., that of the late Professor K. C. 
Bhattacharyya, who, as stated in the Introduction to his 
"Studies 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 understanding 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?d relatio~ to, e~perience-what originally 
motivated Adv~1ta as a Czt-centnc philosophy, but is very 
often ignored m 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 a:n 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 methodolog·y that "Phenomenology offers may throw 
no little li<5ht towards a possible system of analysis of experi. 
ence, attuned to the standpoint of subjectivity. 

I might have as well stopped with Part I I, where an 
outline of the Advaita metaphysic of experience has been 
attempted. But a demand for greater justice to the meta­
physical standpoint as it actually occurs in V cdanta has even. 
tually led to the concluding part-although it need not 
strictly speaking, ?ave come within the scope o( our enquiry~ 
The methodological approach adopted by us necessitates a 
so-called 'transition' to the metaphysical standpoint. ~ilthough 
in Vedanta such a passage from one standpoint to the other 
would not evidently be entailed. I am keenly aware that our 
line of interpretation, deriving a possible lllctaphysic of 
experience, and therefrom an ontological scheme, might well 
be developed further-not merely in the V edantic 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 proceeded, 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 s'uch. Our sources on Vedanta have chiefly been drawn 
from the commentaries of .Sati.karacarya and the works of the 
Vivara~a school in particular, including such later works as 
Citsuhhi 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 "Encyclop<edia 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 (especially 



Xl 

in Chapters V and YI). However, considering the necessity 
for a closer account of the salient features of Husserl's Pheno­
n1er10logy in the context of my investigations, I have pre­
ferred to append a brief Note on Phenomenology at the end. 
Some reference to Existentialism-a more or less allied move­
nH.:nt and one no less heterodox than Pheno1nenology-is also 
called for, at least in the last chapter, by the \"Cry 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 n1y 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 l\1ahamahopadhyaya Jogenclranath 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 earnest co-operation 
in the printing of my book. 

To my wife I owe a debt, though too personal, for 
her good judgment ... vhich 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 no·w 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 
unbiassed 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. 'Vhat 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 fundamentat 
though often mutually independent, presuppositions: (i) the 
naturalistic belief, taking the 'ivorldly objects of experience 
as independently real and existent ; (ii) 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 



2 THE IDEALIST STANDPOINT 

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:. Yet _such 
empirical approach need not be free from the na1ve b~hcf as 
to the independent reality of that which forms the obJeCt of 
experience. Consequently, an ideally non-dogmatic l~roce­

dure should not commit itself to the level of scnse-expenence 
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. 'Vhile 
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 
experience .. 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 
-sought to be brought out. This may be regarded as the strictly 
epistemological enquiry-one that can be characterized, in 
the Kantian way, as 'transcendental'. This methodological 
approach in philosophical investigations which has been 
hinted at here may provisionally be understood as one to be 
.distinguished from, though riot opposed to, the common 
formal-logical method employed in philosophy as well as in 
natural science.t 

• A metap_hysic~lly no_n-commi~tal_ point of view may be said to have 
lle':n adoJ?t~d ~n Jama philosophy m lls theory of Anehiinta, following the 
lo~1c of Syadvnda, according to which absolute affirmation or negal ion of 
exist.ence would be an absurdity, only coi?dit!onal assertion being possible. 
Hm\ever, even here the common-sense behef 111 the empirical as real could 
not be excluded. 

t The further implications of this proposed (transcendental) approach 
.cannot as such 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 means 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 V eclanta 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. ( ... yalhiisamvid-avabhiisiidlt"inalviit m·thasattiiniscaya .. . )1 • 

As regards this approach, however, it may at once be 
doubted whether non-existential contents-or a system of 
·such contents-may be possible. vVould 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 
arc knowable. For it is knowledge alone which ascertains 
facts ; the latter cannot ascertain themselves, but are to be 
known in order to be ascertained. Knmvledge as certifying­
jJmmii~w-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-even 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. III . 
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knowledge seem to point to the prima facie possibility of 
there being pure contents ·which may subsist qua essences 
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 
realities. 

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 confused 
herein. What pertains to the way of knowing as a mode of 
consciousness cannot legitimately be regarded as belonging 
to the order of reality. To such an objection it may at least 
be pointed mit that a dichotomy of the epistemic and the 
objective 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 
the 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 jJsychologi­
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
nexion, a revie·w of the general position of a realistic system 
like Nyaya-Vaise~ika in positing the ontological scheme of 
categories (fJadiiTtha) may broadly prove our contention. The 
categories of existence-jJadii.rtha-as formulated by the 
Vaise~ikas 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 
is established on the basis of valid knowing-"jJramii~u­
bhya~l prameyasiddhi~l". 2 The ontological scheme of the 
Vaise~ika is sought to be resolved down to the epistemological 
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standpoint of the Naiyaika*. After all, the Vaise~ika 

commentator, Prasastapacla, himself admits knowability 
(jiieyalva), besides namability (abhidlzeyalva) 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 
mode of cognising consciousness, be it valid or be it non-valid 
in the accepted sense, must have some content to refer to­
"Pralili~l savi~ayii". 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 
Gin the falsity of cognition be accounted for merely by refer­
ence to the pragmatic use (vyavalziim), for even this use itself 
has to be determined with reference to the consciousness con­
cerned-like 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.3 Of course, 
a negative criterion might be suggested in this respect-a 
criterion which may at least serve in eliminating the 
absolutely unreal-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 Vaise5ika views the world from the ontolog-ical standpoint 
while the Nvava docs so from the epistemological". M. Hirivanna, Outliucs 
.of Indian P)li/usofJhy, p. 215. · · 

t The point may further be developed by closely examinin"' the categories 
separately-particularly, siimiiu)'a, 1'iSc.~a aud abhiiua. "' 
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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 arc 
accordingly regarded as altogether false (tuccha), being bereft 
even of reference or meaning. 

Now, in this proposed approach the whole stress seems 
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 unwalTanted 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 '1'. 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 
itselE. For even to posit the aspect of independence as 
pertaining to the object necessitates the object to be known. 
If 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-it~elf'), 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 se. Consequently, the common charge that the subject­
centric position necessarily 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 realism need not be given up. For all practical 
purposes, the independence of the empirical object or of 
the wordly facts can hardly be denied*. :Moreover, the 
approach which we here adopt in terms of fundamental 
subject-centricity should not in any case be misunderstood as. 
psychologism' of any sort-the latter being roughly the view 
that whateYer is asserted is psychologically determined. As 
already suggested, in the context of the reflective approach 
ideas arc not to be taken as 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 as 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 self-defeating system 
of empirical ideas (as the psychological counterpart of the 
objects of knowledge), a presuppositional system of idealities 
(in the form of apriorities) '\Vas 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 ajJpeamnce or to object-as­
known, for the latter alone could be shown amenable to a 
thoroughgoing reflective analysis. However, the object as 
real in itself and unconditioned, though suspended in 
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 

_ • T!1<: Ad\'aitic conten~i'?n in general as regards a provisional pragtnati.c 
(vyaunhanha) status or vahd1ty of the world of common experience is parll­
cularly under reference. 
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general the relation to an object, i.e., objective reality. Thus 
in Kantianism, the object as such sen'es 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 Husser}, 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 Phenomenology, 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 condi­
tions for the possibility of experience. Bidding for a pre­
suppositionless philosophy, phenomenology proposes a disci­
pline for the analysis of the presuppositional structure of 
consciousness in as rigorous a way as science itself. The 
approach therein is intended to be purely on the basis of 
'evidence' presented in reflective insight (what Husserl calls 
'essence-intuition'). 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. outlook and method of Edmund 
Husserl's Phcn?,menology in outlines, vide infra, Index n: "A Note on 
Phenomenology . 
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mctajJhysical status of subjectiYity or consciousness; and, on 
the other hand, no psychologism should be inYolved. 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 
course, 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 Vaiyakarai~a 
system) that it does not as such involve the element of a jJriori 
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 tm.nscendental approach* ; that means, it 
could be understood as a metaphysic of experience in terms 
of transcendental analysis of e;cperience, 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 approach 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 Len.n "transcende~tal'.' has be~n used in t!1is broadly Kantian­
Phenomenological sense (which IS otherwise metaphysically non-committal) 
throughout the book. 
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guished from psychological subjectivity:' 
'Vithout further going into the Kantian or the pheno­

menological position in the present context, it may here be 
noted that this standpoint of subjectivity brings both t~1e 
systems, particularly Phenomenology, nearer to Aclva1ta 
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 1ll 

the strictly Husserlian sense-could thus be an approach 
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 
Advaita system, playing the role of transcendental sub­
jectivity 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-

tially metajJhysical 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 a:t the same time ontological existence (Sat) or 
Being. But at least methodologically, we 1vould 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
physically conside;ed, would of cou~se 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 
propcrl y, transcendental-role. 

NOTES AND REFERENCES 

For the abbreviations of the Sanskrit texts under reference and the 
respective editions etc., sec Select Bibliography (Appendix A). 
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4. Vide Edmund Husserl, Ideas: Geneml Introduction to Pure Pheno-
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CHAPTER I 

APPROACH TO CIT AS SUBJECTIVITY 

The possible way of approaching Cit 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 seck. For, consciousness jJrima facie stands for what can 
roughly be called the subjective, or simply be charactized 
-though negatively-as being other· than the object in 
the epistcmic 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 
·be 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 elabora­
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. vVith 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 follo·w. 

* * * 
• 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 seems to 
be accepted is nothing more nor less than the undeniable 
rudimentary fact to which all indiYidual cognition may be 
reduced, namely, 'I know'. Consciousness, although about 
something, stands nonetheless 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 c~nsciousncss 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 clilierently. 
The principle of cit in Advaita doctrine indicates conscious­
ness not as attributive and empirical but as substantive and 
transcendental. Consciousness jJ1'ima 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. (l) Consciousness is not what just 
appears in the shape of conscious states in individual minds 
empirically determined but rather what presuppositionally 
stands behind such states. (2) The alleged core of conscious­
ness should be such as to subsist by itself indGpendent of 
extrinsic 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 jnima facie possi­
bility of considering consciousness to be a distinct principle 
at all. There arc 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 self to 'bundle or perceptions' and as such deny out­
right and substantive status to it as subject. Following the clue 
of Humcan 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 second theatre' severely under criticism, 
offering a neo-behaviouristic explanation of mind as nothing 
more 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 ha:ve 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 "intentional i ty")>l<'. 

• The tvpical phenomenological treatment of consciousness rests on the 
unique fe~ture of 'intentionality' (originally advocated by Brentano) : that 
e~·ery 'cogno' must b~ consciousness of somethin~ is to be interpreted not 
s1mply as a psychological fact. 

2 
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As between knowledge and object, it is with the former 
as subjective act that we find the peculiar rcferencehoocl. For, 
in stating the knowledge-of-object situation, the 'of-nes5 
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 mean the object-as­
known; this in other words means that /wownncss (jiiiitalii) 
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 etc. 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 etc., 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 proceed with the 
conscious phenomenon of knownncss (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 jJer se 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 m<iy subsist independent of B 
suggests itself to us. It follows that A should presumably 
ha,·e a self-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 aboYe seems in broad to 
agree with the fundamental idealistic position of Advaita as 
noted earlier. To come to the thesis of the autonomous status 
.of consciousness, AdYaita seeks to trace pure consciousness at 
the background of cognitive states. Any state of conscious­
ness (vrtti) is on refiectiYe analysis found to be involving the 
common element of consciousness. The varying cognitive 
states, having different objects from case to case, invariably 
shares the common character of knowingness (jiilinatva). 
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. For 
.the character of pure knowingncss 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 
(siimanya) to the concrete embodiment of the generic essence 
-vyakti, not jati or class-seems to be a typically significant 
procedure of Advaita. ''\That comes to us as the generic 
essence bears the jJossibility that such essence may be con­
-cretely embodied. 1 

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

• For the Advaitic equation of consciousness and knowledge (cit as 
jiiii.11a), or the interpretation of the essence of consciousness in purely cognitive 
terms, vide infra, Ch. II. 
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of mental states like other properties such as causality,. 
numerica:lity, succession etc. The latter may pertain to the 
contents of mind but are not concei\·able apart from the con­
text of the contents themselves. Knm\·ingncss in general, 
however, can be conceived by itself indepenclcn t of its belong­
ing to any specific states. In this also the autonomy of know­
ingness is suggested. 

Consciousness as it appears ob\·iously varies in form from 
one state to another, so that the essential consciousness, 
alleged to be common to the various apparent 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 objective reference 
varying according to the given object-although the ground 
itself is ideally posited rather than actually realised. 2 

From this preliminary survey pure consciousness (Cit) 
as self-subsistent subjectivity comes out at least as a possibility. 
"'\Vith a view to strengthening this possibility by demonstrat­
ing the antic 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, dream and deep sleep 
and also the notion of 'I' would provide for Advaita several 
approaches to the notion of Cit as pure subjectivity. 

SECTION A. ANALYSIS OF KNOWNNESS (jiiiilala) 

A closer examination of the epistemological character of 
knownness (besides wha:t have been said in the preliminary 
remarks) would bring particularly into view in the present 
context the treatment of the concept in the Bhana: school 
of Mi~·narhsa. According to the Bhattas, knownness 
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(jfiatatii) or manifestness (jJriilw(ya) 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 referred to rather than the subject seems 
to be primarily apprehended. This apparent primacy of the 
objective factor over the subjective is to be attributed to this 
rel<Hion 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-ji'iiitataliligiinumiina. So the object 
being knm.vn, the knowledge itself is known subsequently 
through inference.3 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:1 

It seems that the new quality of knnwnness should 
belong to the object known rather than the subject knowing, 
though the contrary vie·w is not missing among the Bhaga 
thinkers. According to Vacaspati Misra's interpretation 
{"Nyiiyahmy.iha"), the quality of knownness should inhere in 
the self and as such be amenable to internal perception 
(mlinasli jJratya.IUJa). 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 known ness 
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 teTtiurn quid 
between self and object. 

So the only alternative admissible seems to be to take 
knownness, pertaining to~}· as the quality effected by 

~\\1)-\t -~F ADV1JJ- . /~s\ ____ --. ~J.t:' 

~~ r' · lo>J~-\CJ ' ··~ ( Ace. No............ )~ 
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knowledge-a position mentioned by Parthasai·athi and 
accepted generally by later Bhagas. Kno,dcclgc itself has its. 
own character (jiiiinatvam) and the knower its own (jliiitrt­
vam); so knownness should naturally belong to the object 
known. But the question may still he raised: how from 
knownness, a character admittedly objective or at least 
pseudo-objective, can the subjective principle like knowledge 
be inferred? For, the Bhattas do admit that knmdeclge, 
unlike known ness, is after all a quality in the self r;i ther than 
in the object. Further it is maintained that knownness is an 
added quality to the object. But to recognize such addition 
(atisaya) as due to the activity of knowing would en tail that 
the latter has somehow been apprehended, whether prior to 
or simultaneous with the object. vVithout 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 as 'Knownness belongs to the pot'). 

Again, the very process of inferring knowledge in the· 
Bhaga way would involve difficulties. In order to infer 
knowledge, knownness as the ground (helu) is supposed to be 
cognised. How, then, to cognise knownness itself? The 
simple answer may be, as some Bhana 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 course, mean 
surrendering the Bhaga position? lVIoreover, in such a view, 
knownness would be reduced to one of the objective qualities 
-a contention already examined. On the other hand, from 
a consistent Bhaga approach it would follow that knm\'nness,. 
if itself be known, should entail secondary knownness, and 
that in its turn a tertiary one, and so on. Thus an indefinite 
series of 'knownnesses' should follo·w, so that to infer know­
ledge on the basis of knownness (as known) would prove to be 
a baffling task. 

A na·ively 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 kno,rnness 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 unjustified. To treat knownness as a quality in the object, 
with which the supposed knowledge bears a contingent rela­
tion, implies only an improper abstraction. Even accepting 
for the sake of argument that knownness is jJrima facie an 
objective quality, a reflective analysis reveals its unique 
character as transcending the context of the object into the 
subjective act of kno:wing. The very absurdity of interpret­
ing knownncss 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 (Ahmhklira) 

An investigation into the notion of 1-hood or egoity 
(aha1illtiira) can also provide a way of demonstra~ing cit as 
the foundational subjectivity. The individual is indicated 
by T and as such 1-hood is taken to stand for individuality 
(the latter broadly meant to include mind or internal organ). 
So far as the notion of T at least jJrima facie involves the 
clement of consciousness, a search for the essence of !-hood 
should lead to cit as the essence of subjectivity. 

An ambiguity seems, however, to be involved in the very 
notion of individuality itself. For, the individuality as 
embodied in T should be distinguished from the inclividu~l­
ity of things, such as a tree, a rock etc. And the point of dis­
tinction apparently lies in the presence in the one and the ab­
sence in the other of the element of subjectivity. ',Yhat seems 
to be common to both the types of individuals-! as well. as 
the tree-is apparently the factor of self-contained id~nuty. 
But the unique feature of individual subject is that It c?n­
tains within itself the element of self-distinguishment which 
may be regarded as the mark of its subjectivity. The subject 
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alone is denoted by 'I', and never the things. In the case of 
objective entities 1-ness is missing. The position of personal 
pronouns other than the first, viz., 'you', 'he' etc. may be 
actually denote T, they can neither be identified 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 denied. 

To put it schematically, at the one end of the hierarchy 
of individuality stands bare individuality (of things) minus 
subjectivity, while at the other end subsists-at least ideally­
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 subject-indivi­
dual may prevail. 8o, both the elements of individuality and 
of subjectivity are combined in the entity usually denoted 
by T. In such combination, however, one 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. 

·Hre next come upon a distinction of levels- reflective 
and unreflective-as may be traced in the !-consciousness. 
I-hood in its unreflective phase indicates the bodily level, 
·where I as such and the feeling of I are not distinguished 
from each other. In this region of empirical use (vyavahiim), 
all that prevails is a bare feeling of /-ness, ·without the 
/-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 . 

.Sankara-and idealists may generally agree with him in 
this respect-takes body-self identity (dehlit11wtli) to be a case 



APPROACH TO cit AS SUBJECTIVITY 25 

Df false identification (adhyiisa). 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 Ci.rvab, the level of bodily self is the final 
stage which need not and cannot be transcended. At best 
there arc shades of naturalism, taking self variously as the 
gross body (sthiilasarlra) or as sense-organs or as vital principle 
(Praua) or even as mind (manas), taken roughly as the 'subtle 
body' (siikpna sarlm). From 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, sense-organ, 
vital principle and mind respectively are transferred to self. 5 

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 conf-ine ourselves finally to these stages 
may be shown as we come to the reflective analysis of !-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. 6 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 !-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 le\'el, the self presents 
itself ordinarily in the context of the causal chain of bodily 
activities (kaTya-kiiTa!za-smighiita), and not as disti net from 
the latter. Through rational reflection alone is self known 
to be possibly distinct. Such evident fact that the same I is 
felt to persist from childhood, while the body undergoes orga­
nic changes from time to time, serves as the !,'Touncl for in­
ferring that the ego-substance (ahamjJadiirlha) as denoted by 
I must possibly be distinct in essence from the bodily com­
plex.7 In another way .Sankara shows the distinctness of self 
from body. Starting from the common-sense position that 
self, even as the knower of all sense-manifold, is necessarily 
confined to the bodily complex, he further points out that 
body is itself knowable (jiieya). So, if self is taken as nothing 
more than body, it would mean that one knowable is known 
by another knowable, which implies an evident absurdity. 
Through this Teductio ad abstl1'dum .Saii.kara maintains the 
trans-bodily character of self. 8 

Still, the primary sense of body-self identity can never 
be regarded as merely verbal, because such identity comes to 
us as a fact of perception. Even through critical reflection, 
I as dissociated from the bodily complex is not actually real­
ized, 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 inference but 
through the higher level of 'intuition' of the true nature 
of self. 

The bodily association-even H taken as necessary-does 
not preclude the trans-bodily character of the ego ; the 
element of subjectivity does make itself felt within the !­
notion. According to Alexander, the self as 'person' is to be 
considered as 'the synthesis of the self a:s subject and the self 
as ~ody or as object'.u In spite of his attempt to reduce the 
subJect to 'a development of the bodily self', he woufd still 
admit the unique character of the subjective 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 !-notion is. 
admitted by Ryle-J unlike any other pronoun being never 
exhzmstively grasped, though always felt to be proximate.10 

The point, however, remains whether apart from the said 
"systematic elusiveness", there is any positive essence about I. 
The Advaita position in this regard ,\·oulcl be quite unambi­
guous. Subjectivity is felt from the very beginning in !­
notion. As Sa1'lkara remarks (Ad hyiisabhii~ya), by virtue of 
immediacy (afmrok~atva), the innermost self (/Jratyagatmii) 
makes itself evident with indubitable certainty. In Vacaspati's 
definition of Pratyagiitmii, inner subjectivity is characterised 
by unique definiteness as distinct from the indefiniteness. 
about our feeling of body, sense-organs etc.11 

Now the question is: if self is in essence unobjcctive 
(avi~aya), as Vedanta insists, how could it be the object of 
!-notion (asmaljJratyayavi~aya)? Such apparent logical 
absurdity is explained in Advaita by recourse to the principle 
of nescience (avidyii). The general principle apart, what is. 
unobjective in essence assumes objectivity, even if apparent, 
through associational conditions (ujJadhi). 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 (acil) element. Ego appears deter­
minable only in respect of the non-conscious element defin­
able in terms of 'this' (idam). '·Vhat 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' (idamanidamrfijJa). 12 It thus marks for 
Advaita the significant stage where the actual and the ideal 
meet. Sa1i.kara virtually accepts the principle of egoity 
(alzmilkiira) as the first step of inexplicable fusion (tadiitmya) 
between pure subjectivity and the objective, wherefrom the 
whole series of empirical-psychological categories-those of 
agency (lwrtrtva), enjoyership (bhoktrt·ua) and so on-follow. 
Here is the nodal point, as it were, binding together consci­
ousness and non-conscious-cidacidgranllzi. 13 

Thus we understand how self, in spite of its unobjective 
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certitude, comes to be the object of !-notion through the prin­
ciple of egoity. Pure subjecti\'ity assumes the character of 
aha1hkiira, when reflected on the internal organ (anta~ilwraua) 
and getting fused with it.'·' According lO Vivara~w, the 
evidencing consciousness which remains in the background 
assumes the explicit character of I-hood through reflection 
on the 'transparent' medium of anta~1/wra~w.':. The !-prin­
ciple is unique in marking the common meeting point for the 
knower and the known alike. From this fact of coincidence 
of the two (in such a statement as 'I know myself'), the Bha~p 
thinker goes to ascribe inertness to self in its 'knmn1' aspect. 
Apart from the difficulties in admitting partial inertness of 
self, Advaita would put the burden of such amalgamation on 
the ego-principle. The knowable object-clement in egoity 
is accounted for with reference to anta~ilwra~w. 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 ego, 
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. Consequently, the 
appearance of pure subject as the object of !-notion has to be 
treated as false on deeper analysis. And this is meant when 
!-notion is taken to be a case of 'secondary reference' (gauFI 
vrtti), by way of which the self that is as such unobjective 
comes to be objective in use.'G 

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 
{tiidiitmya) 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 fmther phenomenological treatment of Cit vis-a-vis alWI?Iflara, 
and detailed analysis of the relevant stages, vide infra, Chap. \'1. 
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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 somehow as 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 '1-mind' (i.e., I am the mind) 
and 'my mincl' 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 individua:lity altogether. 
A completely de-individualised subject seems 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 progTt:ssive subjec­
tivisation-a process which need not be accompanied by a 
corresponding effacement of the /-sense. It may rather be 
called a case of 'rarefaction' than of complete 'evaporation' of 
the !-feeling, ·with which we start-a position which, neverthe­
less,· may not be endorsed by the traditional Advaita view. 

SECTION C. EVIDENCE OF DEEP SLEEP (su~upti). 

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

• The point here and the one in the pre\'ious paragraph will he more 
clahoratcly discussed later in course of our discourse. 



:30 THE IDEALIST STANDPOI:'\T 

-account as such would hardly go beyond these states. The 
stage of sleep as Aievoid of dream, if admiued, would haYe 
little importance for it except as supporting ~n indirect way 
the continuity of the psychological self or "stream of consci­
ousness or of subjective life' (\V. James).'~ In this respect we 
mark in Advaita a point of departure from ordinary psycho­
logy. In Advaita (as also in Yoga system). three distinct 
stages of ·waking, dream and sleep arc recognised in marked 
distinctness. The recognition of a new dimension in the 
state of dreamless sleep (su~ujJti) is a significant add it ion to 
ordinary psychology. In 01·cler to comprehend the proper 
import of this new dimension, we should proceed f1·om wak­
ing to dream and from dream to deep sleep-marking the 
steps of withdrawal from objective experience. 

In the waking state, sensations directly refer to things or 
objects. Even in mental constructions, finding 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 prescntati\·e percepts 
themselves. Moreover, imaginative construction, though 

-obscure, has a freer play in dream ; while in waking I ifc the 
possibility of combination and association in terms of ideas 
is conditioned and controlled by the demand of practical 
interest and empirical belief. Further, in dream 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. 18 Dream has thus to be 
approached in the light of a gradual lapse of ·waking con­
sciousness. The object of dream-awareness remains more or 
less in an ideal form, devoid of spatial and temporal deter­
minations and free from the sense of objective continuity. 
As to the question of Teality of dream-contents, .Sa1'lkara points 
out that dream-phenomena lack the attributes of reality, 
viz., spatiality, temporality, causality and non-contra-

-diction (ddakiilanimittasampattimbiidhasca). 1 "' The illusori­
ness of dream experience would consequently follow (miiyii­
_miitram svajmadarsanam).20 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 objects o[ waking experience. 

1\:ow, the state of deep sleep may primarily be under­
·stood simply as the state of complete rest for the individual 
mind, exhausted through waking and dream experience. At 
this stage where even dreams do not prevail, psychic states 
seem to cease functioning altogether-sense-organs remain­
ing inactive. The associational as well as the apperceptive 
aspects of mind seem to be conspicuous by their absence. 
One misses eYen the sense of I which recurs subsequently. 
In short, it is a seeming blankness in experience. But 
.AdYaita does not rest with a superficial account of such a 
typical case of experience. It rather seeks to find out the 
background of memory occurring in the waking state. Such 
memory, howeYer vague, seems to refer to the experience of 
'not knowing anything'. And this feeling of ignorance 
cannot certainly be ascribed to the dream state either, as the 
latter is not devoid of contents. 

From the common-sense point of view, howeYer, it may 
be urged that the alleged absence of knowledge is simply to 
be inferred from a comparison of the memory of pre-sleep 
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 
analysed. To consider the latter part of the judgment, viz., 
··r did not know anything', it is broadly speaking yielded 
through introspection so far as it records internal psychic 
·state and no external event. 1\•loreover, 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 
'()f external objects.* 

~ or course, Advaita commonly holds it to be a plain case of memory 
<smrti)-a contention which however need not as such be accepted. Accord-
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The situation may be approached in the light of the 
corrnition of absence-of-a-particular-object. The prior absence 
(jJ;iigabhiiva) of a thing is said to be ~e~t or pcrn:iYecl in. the 
locus concerned. The very recogmtron of the prenous 
absence of the self-same thing in the giYen 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 present perception of past absence 
which necessitates, as it were, that the actual absence were 
similarly perceived. In this sense of perception of objecti\·e 
fact, we might speak of 'knowledge of absence 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 a:n .awareness of tlJiS very absence of all 
knowledge, the subject being supposed to have evidenced the 
said absence.21 But such absence need not be taken in a 
negative sense ; it should rather be conceived as the indefinite 
mass in which specific cognitions remain in a jJOlential state. 
This exactly is denoted by ajiiana (nescience), in which-as 
Advaita states-the orgari of psychic activity (anta~zlwraua) 
finds, as it were, its primal potential state (kara.!ziivastlzli). 
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'. 22 

That sleep cannot be regarded as a mere blank state has 
been shown from an analysis of the verdict of one a·wake from 
sleep. It can neither be urged that any judgment on sleep 
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 s~ujJti. 23 vVhether it can be regarded as 1ncmory 
in a loose sense or not, the supposed awareness of an 
indefinite mass is to be admitted as yielding some sort of 

ingly, later -~dvaita also formulates a formal proof on ground of such memory 
-smaraT}alzngiinumiina. 
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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 (ajiiiina-vrtti) also necessitates 
the positing of evidencing principle other than mind and 
ego. For, the clement of personal consciousness or !-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 !-feeling. 
Turning to the Yoga explanation, the mental mode of 
sleep, though having the notion of negation as content 
(abhiivapmtyaylilambanii vrtti~l nidTii)/'1 has still to be 
evidenced by Punt~a (vide infra, siill~in). 

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.25 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 ajftiina. But the background is 
yet to be concTctely 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 (tuizya) stage. 

In the characteristic classification of fourfold experience 
-originally given in Mal).dukya Upani~ad-the pf1ases of 
consciousness in different attitudes have been shown. The 
waking (jagmt) state is characterised by the consciousness of 
external objects other than cogniser himself (sviitmavyatiTikte 
vi~aye jnajftii). In the dream stage, marked by internally 
directed consciousness (anta.~zjJmjfia), we are aware of mental 
states, more inward than sense-organs (indriyapel~ayii 

3 
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.anta~zsthatva). The sleep state, where the subject is not 
inclined towards the object nor docs it sec any dream, is 
marked by consciousness as unified (jn·ajiiii11agha11a). But 
with consciousness in a condensed state, self is as good as un­
manifest at this stage (su~uptiivyii lqtayost u e lw tva Ill si d dha­
meva nirvise~atvlit). 26 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' (du~zklziibhliva). Similarly 
as nescience, positive bliss is also postulated on the basis of 
a feeling of 'absence of pain'· on waking. 27 Su~ujJti, 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 Vivara'!l-a 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.28 

However, the fringe of happiness, provisional (aniityantika) as 
it is in deep sleep, carries only the hint of perfect bliss as the 
ideal state. 

A NOTE TO CHAPTER I 

The threefold approach to pure consciousness developed 
so 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 'ppre consciousness' so discovered 
would prove to be, after all, a jJsychic 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 a psychological possibility-a point often missed in modern 
psychology. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE STATUS OF CONSCIOUSNESS QUA 
KNO,·VLEDGE 

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 (jfiiina) 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.) vVhat 
leads then to the formulation of the essence of consciousness 
in the light of cognition, i.e., cit as equivalent to jiiiina, 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 is 
to be admitted as the generic background of mental states 
in general, why should it be equated to knowledge alone 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 arc 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 aclmitted,-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-Vaise~ika, 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 general theory of shandha in the early phase of 
Buddhist philosophy, the four non-material factors (shandha) of existence, 
such as vedanii (feeling), smi!jliii (perception), vijriarw (consciousness) and 
smi1shara (mental concomitants), stand on the same le\'cl in the constitu­
tion of personality (jnulgala). Any subjecti\'e state, it is held, is as much 
a self-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 itself.' 



40 THE IDEALIST STANDPOINT 

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. 

(a) According to the Nyaya-Vaise~ika position, know­
ledge (jfiiina) or cognition (buddhi) is a specific quality 
(vise~agu1Ja) 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 (yogyatii) of possessing the quality 
of consciousness located in it. Moreover, such other mental 
qualities of self as pleasure, pain, desire etc. are also regarded 
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 inherence (siimiiniidlzikaral}.ya) 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. ("Hiana­
janyii bhavet icchii icchiijanyii krth·bhavet"). 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 
pratya/vja) which is as much unreflective as any external 
perception, the knowledge of knowledge by way of retro­
spective evidence (anuvyavasaya) is unambiguously recog-



CONSCIOUSNESS QUA K!';OWLEDGE 41 

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 (pramiiFya) proper arises in the 
case of knowledge alone-validity which is sought to be 
proved by recourse to retrospective evidence. Internal 
evidencing and retrospective evidencing-the two appar­
ently differ, one not having and the other having a necessary 
bearing on the question of nlidity. Anuvyavasiiya could 
be at most regarded as a type of mii.nasa pratyalu;a. 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-Vaise~ika position 
first, knowledge is taken but as a specific quality of self 
along with other qualities. Besides the quality of cognition 
(buddlzi), there are those of pleasure (suklza), pain (du~zklza), 
desire (iccha), aversion (dve~a), will (prayatna) etc. Of these, 
buddhi stands for cognition, sukha-du~1kha for emotion and 
iccha and yatna for volition. (The position of dve~a 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 approach. A cognitive state is 
regarded to be as much a modification of the internal organ 
(anta~llwra't)a-vrtti) 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 vrttir 
both types of modes equally prove to be media for reflection 
of the evidencing consciousness. It is only as revealed by 
the latter that a vrtti amounts to a state of consciousness in 
respect of modes of cognition and of non-cogniti,·e modes as. 
well.* 

Here a question would arise: if a state of feeling or 
willing be alika: a conscious state and as such invoh·ing in 
common the essential element of consciousness (whether 
transcendentally or as abstraction), then why arc 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.3 (The modes in the form of inter­
nal mental states have even been regarded by the later 
Advaitins as avidyii-vrtti rather than anta~zlwra~w.-vrtti.) 

So, through cognition alone is object manifested-and 
not through either feeling or willing. We feel necessarily 
an internal 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, 
pam etc .. are revealed to the subject as soon as they arc generated. Internal 
st~tes bemg generated in the psychic mgan mean their being at once 
evidenced hy th~ subject-no intervening factor of ajliiina being there t<> 
be removed, as m 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 (fnahasa) that conscious­
ness stands equivalent to what ·we commonly regard as know­
ledge. HoweYer, 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 
jiilina 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 knm\'ledge 
only in its apparent capacity of effecting the use of the 
object concerned.5 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 jfiiina in the higher sense of pure evidenc­
ing ground-prakiisarupatva, and not in the epistemic sense 

• The primal act of reference-lkya~w-as spoken of the Supreme Self 
(cf. Bm~11na-sii.tm, l.i.5) should not be taken too easily in the light of 
emjJil·ical willing. In the former, unlike in the latter, the primal act of 
creation is to be conceived as a free reference on the part of the Supreme 
Being-which may be considered as much an act of knowing as one of 
willing. 

t Sarvajiiatma-muni makes an evident distinction between vrtti as 
such and vrtti as psychic state. But the former is possible only on abstrac· 
tion (vide our -remarks on vrtti-cit relation, iufm). However, as a formal 
classification, the threefold division may stand. 
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of just removing the coiTesponding ncscicncc-aj?1iina­
virodlzitva. 

Now, it is chiefly in terms of vrtti that cogmtwn 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 arc not so distinguishable. Both 
the types, however, belong to the same status so far as the 
evidencing subjectivity is alike traceable behind both of 
them as their evidencing ground. 

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

The realist like the Naiyayika, and G. E. Moore of 
modern times would oppose such mediating 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' between 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 seems to 
be rather too simple. 6 

To turn to Naiyayikas, instead of admitting a: mediating 
factor between consciousness and object, they '\Vould rather 
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speak of the form (iihiira) of knowledge only as produced by 
the object concerned. According to the Nyaya theory, 
knowledge is just an originated entity (janya-padiirtha} 
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 already been met in Ch. 1). 'Vhatever is 
there as cl[ected 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 (smilyoga)-beginning with the outer terminus 
of object (artlza) and ending with self (iitman) via sense­
organs (indriya) and mind (manas)-seems rather extemal, 
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 (pmtyak~a), inference (anumiina), 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: even 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 rebtion at the level of 
bare perceptual knowledge. Still it need not be denied that 
the relation could be so grasped at a further rcfiecti,·e 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 lmowlcdge of 
object in another. This shows that knmdedgc 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 cmjJirical 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 Naiyayika (in the form of 
anuvyavasiiya) 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 recognizes 'knowing" as distinct from the 
'kf!own', though he takes the relation between the two as "a simple and 
tmtque relation". Moore, however, goes too far in positing the existential in­

. dependence of object and consciousness--merely fTom 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 earlier­
Ch. I). Such reference may rather be viewed as pertaining 
to knowlcldge, 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 
phenomcnologic~l status of vrtti vis-a-vis subjectivity is to be 
further clarified later-Ch. V). Vrtti enjoys the unique 
:status of a mediator between the two poles of subjectivity 
and of object. 7 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 V edlinta-parib/(ii~li that in the 
process of perception the psychic organ (anta~lkamva) is 
projected through sense-organ and assumes the form of the 
outer object. Cf. Ch. on 'Pratya1~a'.] 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-vrtti appears to be fused with subjectivity, or 
in other words, what is present is vrtti-pratibimbita-caitanya. 
This proximity of vrtti 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.8 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 Sa•1khya system also introduces---somewhat in the manner of 
Advaita:-the_ third factor of vrtti for rela~ing the variable ~spect of objects 
to the mvanable aspect of Jmru~a or subJeCt as pure consciOusness. 1'1·tti 
formed in the imap;e of the object, is incorporated by fmm~a by way of 
reflection (lnatibimba). But in Sarikhya theory vrtti is not directed to· the 
object outside ; its modus ojJerandi-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· 
rnent of cognition by way of vrtti. 
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when we consider the principle of nescience (a.jiiilna)-a 
problem which is left for a subsequent Chapter (Ch. V. 4). 

Thus, in this chapter, further steps towards establishing 
cit as the principle of autonomous subjectivity arc 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 vrtti as the 
mediating principle correlating subjectivity and object is 
shown. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE PROBLEl\I 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 already been observed earlier that cit­
essence is invoh·ed 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 (suapralliisa). 

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 face 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 need of an evidenc­
ing factor besides itself? A precise ans'l.ver 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.e., 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' 1 • 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 conceiYed 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 (Vijiiiinaviida) regarding self-cogni­
tion comes into view. On the one hand, unlike the Naiyayika 
realist, the Buddhist "·ould recognise the intrinsic evidencing 
.of ideas (vijfiana) ; 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 (suasmhvedana) 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. 2 

The inherent contradiction of knowing knowledge itself 
seems to be involved in the said view. Sati.kara points out the 
contradiction involved in an act directed upon itself, the act 
and the agent concerned being identical-svatmani kTiya­
:virodha.3 In Buddhist mentalism, the necessity for the self­
·evidencing character of knowledge is indeed recognised but 
the modus ojJerandi 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 
would1 stand 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 

• 'Ra~ionalism' has been usc? here in a broa.d sense which may include 
the Hcgchan theory of self-conscwnsness (as mediated) and even in a sense, 
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, being 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 or introspection there 
is present the characteristic flavour of selfhood. As on the one 
hand, the empiricist tries to explain the said factor away 
rather than explain it, the rationalist on the other would treat 
it on a psychological level, overlooking the epistemological 
raison d' etre behind it. In this respect, as we presently see, 
Kant's theory and more particularly, Advaita-with its con­
ception of siil~in 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 the 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 Mimari1sa. 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 en joying as the act and 
the enjoyed as the referent of the act. 

In the Prabhakara theory of triple knowing (trijm(i­
samvit), we find a view on self-manifestness in line with 
Alexander's. The Prabhakaras advocate simultaneous revela-
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tion of the three factors in knowledge-situation-thing as 
object (vi~·aya), knowing itself and self as the locus (iisraya) 
of knowledge. The manifestation of the knowing act is thus 
distinguished from that of either the object or the locus. 
Knowledge is self-manifest (svaprahiisay, so far as its evidenc­
ing differs from that either of the object or of the locus.* 

Now, the Prabhakara 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 evident 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 uneYidenced. 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 
situation, by taking it in the larger context born of know­
ledge-object relation. Accordingly, the object apprehended 
1s given emphasis and knowing as such turns to be a 

• A distinction,_ h?wever, is ~~intained between direct perceptibility 
{samvedyatva) and mdtrect knowabthty (fJrameyatva), 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 cognitiYe act similar 
to any objective cognition ; (b) Knowledge as such, besides 
manifesting the object in use, would pro\·e 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 Teflectively known through 
a subsequent retrospective act directed upon them. This is 
the realistic position of Nyaya in its theory of retrospective 
evidence (anuvyavasiiya), * 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 ?·efiective 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 (miinasa jJratyakya) o£ 
mental states other than knowledge]. 

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

• It is more precise to render anuvvavasiiya as retrospection, rather than 
a_s int_rospection. 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. Some of the salient points of criticism that Advaita 
puts forth against the Nyaya 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 itself, 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 (anavastlzli), 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 (jJremeya-sat tli), without rele­
vant knowledge of the same-a self-defeating contention to 
posit. 6 Even the realistic Nyaya-Vaise~ika system itself pro­
ceeds on enumerating the categories (padlirtha) or knowables 
on the admitted principle of valid evidence in consciousness 
( cf. "jJramii~lebhyaZz prmneyasiddlziZz" etc.). 

From the strict common-sense point of view, however, 
the claim of anuvyavasliya 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, hmvever, 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 amwyavasiiya and also for elucidation of the concept of svaprahli· 
~alva, author's article: "A Study on the Advaita Theorv of knowledge ; the 
concept of self-i11umination", 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 (karazza) 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 (JagadlindhyajJrasadzga). One 
Advaita author points out the possible infinite regress in­
volved in taking knowledge to be merely the agent of mani­
festation (prakiiSaka), not manifestation (pralliisa) 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. 7 · 

The other type of realistic view mentioned earlier is 
held by the Bhaga school of Mimarilsaka. It is more consis­
tently objectivistic in outlook and close to the point of view 
just stated and criticized. The Bhagas take knowledge as 
necessarily beyond the grasp of direct awareness and only to 

be approached through the indirect way of inference. The 
Bhanas 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 (jfiiitatii) or manifestness (flriika{ya) is sup­
posed to be added as a result of the knowing act. 8 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. 1), 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 Bhaga 
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. 
l\'loreoYer, the Bhana attempt to establish the existence of 
knowledge by ignoring its subjective character and by looking 
upon it as a thing among. things betrays their false approach 
to knowledge. For on their admission, though knowledge 
is as unmanifest 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 
Bhanas 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, as 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 tmnscendental-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'. 0 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. 10 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 empi1·ical 
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 sak#caitanya.* 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 self as witnessing subject (siih.~in) comes up in 
the next chapter (Section B) ; the self-evidencing aspect of subjectivity alone 
is here under consideration. 
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·with AdYaita thinkability ·would be only a secondary 
approach to transcendental self-consciousness. In the Ad­
Yaitic account, as we shall presently sec, the question of 
c\·idencing knowledge itself would be irrelevant at the level 
of transccndentaJ self-consciousness, not because the latter is 
the 'logical precondition' but because it is essentially self­
eYidencing. 

So, we come to the standpoint of svaprakiisatva 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.n 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, 1 ~ while the latter would 
imply evident self-contradiction (.>viitmani kriyii-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 
(svafJrakasa) 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 svaprakiisatva. 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 character' of consciousness. But it may be 
replied that the analogy of lamp has in fact been excluded 
from the scope of svajJrakii.Satva as defined by Advaita. For, 
the characteristic of 'invariable manifcstation'-the alleged 
contention of what Ryle would call the 'effiorcsccnce theory' 
-would indeed prove to be too wide for defining conscious­
ness as such, because mental states would also be covered 
thereby. 13 For, as noted in the last Chapter, mental states of 
feeling and willing generated in psychic organ (anta~t!wm~w) 
are admitted to be necessarily evidenced by consCiousness and 
as such remaining manifest.H 

Some further charges may possibly be brought against the 
notion of svaprahiisatva 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 illuminated 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 ConcejJt of Mind, p. 161 f.). (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 'cillorcs­
ccnce theory' (The Concept of Mi12d) .. 
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the presence of wncflccl ive 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 unreflecl ive 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 (ajftana) on the evidencing consciousness is in view. 
\Vithout going into an analysis and justification of the concept 
of ajiiiina in Advaita philosophy, it may here be mentioned 
that it is meant to explain the apparent limitation of the 
pure evidencing character of consciousness as subjectivity*. 
As consciousness is the mison d' ctrc of the knowledge-of­
object situation (shown earlier in Chapter 1), the criterion for 
explaini~g 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, as it were, of 
the evidencing consciousness through an alogical factor, i.e., 
aJ7uma. Consequently, the object would appear obscure, 
though from the side of object there could be nothing to 
prevent it from being revealed to cognizer. 15 So experience, 
when it does not appear to be quite explicit, would be in­
explicable except through the recognition of 'functional 
negativity' involved ·within experience. And the subsequent 
awareness of the previous unreflective moment should rather 
be understood as a case of retrosjJection of the earlier mental 
event. It is not refl.ective 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 aj1ilirw in relation to cit, vide Ch. V. 
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the notion of svajJrakiisalva. It has been defined (in 
~'Citsukht') as 'the capacity of immediate use without being 
cognizable' (avedyatve sati ajJarok~avyvahlirayogyatvam).'"' 
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 emjJiTical notions. As already 
remarked, the character of svajJrakiisatva should be confined 

· to foundational subjectivity behind psychic states appearing 
to be conscious. To the level of mental states (vrtti), which 
:senre 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 
and not directly revealed to consciousness-it is vrtti-vyiijJya 
and not jJhala-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 
!JY Citsukhacarya in "TattvafJradfpika" after considering other possible, but 
madequate, attempts at definmg the notion of svajJmilusatva. (Vide Citsuhhi, 
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 ce1·titude 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 fJUre 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 approach through gradual un­
objectification along with inwardization. 

Some of the U pani~ads, and Sailkara 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, Sailkara remarks that they (scriptural texts) intend 
to direct the mind towards the innermost self (pratyagiitmii­
bhimukhlkara~ziirtha).16 Knowable categories-from the level 
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of senses up to the level of intellect (buddhi)-are regarded 
as so many approximations to the core of subjectivity. 
Accordingly pure self (atman) should stand at the upper 
terminating point in the series. And each 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.l 7 The enumeration of the 
steps in the hierarchy is meant to prompt the mind which is 
naturally in the outgoing attitude, to turn towards selL"'' 

The essential self has indeed been declared as the:; inner­
most self (pratyagiitman ). Self is denoted as innermost (pm­
tyah), making itself immediately felt to be certain as distinct 
from the complex of psycho-physical associations which is not 
so immediately felt-("Asahyanirvacaniyebhya~z 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.18 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 (svablziiva-pravrtti­
nirodha).19 In strengthening further the motive for such 
attitude, .Sankara of course refers to the alleged target of 
immortality (amrtatvam), cited in the Upani~ad, meaning the 
constant character pertaining to the core of individual exist­
ence (amarar:zadlzarmatvam nityasvablziivalvam).~ 0 • 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 IV 

THE CONCEPT OF SELF AS SUBJECTIVITY 

Our enquiry so far shows consciousness, in its ultimate 
essence, to be nothing but self-subsistent and self-evidencing 
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 jJar 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 th~ 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 completeiy 
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 jJhenomenological correlation of the two 
principles of self 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, either essential or inessential. To deny 
-consciousness in self 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-Vaise~ika, Prabhakara 
_Mimarhsa, 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 (ja{la). Consciousness is regarded as extrinsic 
quality (iiganlukadhanna) originating in the soul-substance. 
It is looked upon more as a phenomenon occurring to soul-

• For Ramanuja, unlike Nyaya etc., though self is taken to be necessarily 
.consc~~m:.?nd eve•~ 'sclf-ma!lifest' ii? that scns~ (Cf. "Cidr~pat~ hi sya)'atii­
jJrahasata ), consc~ousncss IS concctvcd csscn~Ially_ as attn/mime (v1sqm_w­
bhiita) and self, Its locus, as the knower unphed by 'I' (Cf. " ... na 
jJiajJtimatramlilmli apitu j1ilitaivlilwmartha~z"). 



68 THE IDEALIST STAI\"DPOI:>;T 

substance rather than a self-accomplished (parini~(.hita) 

principle. Knowledge is but the resultant oE a series of 
relations (sa~hyoga), 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 permanent substance (nil)'a­
dravya) which remains constant behind mental states. More­
over, the intrinsically unconscious (svata~1 acetana) 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 (kiidiicitka-caitanyatviit iiganluka-caitanya 
iitmii). 1 

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-Vaise~ika 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 sariryoga 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 

• Bhatta Mi"marilsakas also prove the non-self-evidencing nature of self 
from the fact of non-experience of self during sleep-" ... su~ttjJtau a/na­
hlWit na iitmana~z svajJmMzSatvam", Siistra-dipihii, (Nirnayasagar), p. 100. 
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consciousness itself, its reduction to mere 'epi-phenomenon' 
could hardly be admitted even by the Naiyayika himself. 
For, it would be hard to reconcile such position with the 
N'aiyayika 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. 'Vhen 
the object to be evidenced is not there, the evidencing 
principle as such does not seem to be quite evident.2 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 wa:y 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.3 

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.e., sel£.4 On the contrary, the 

• The point has been formally presented by way of anumiina a"ainst 
the Naiyayika: "Gha!a-_tajjti'ii!_W)'o~z samba_n~lii!}~Z iitmaniy(ha~z jtiii.rwrzi~that­
vat padav1.yayatvavat" (Cztsuhlu-Tattvapradzpzha, I, p. 22). 
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positive character of immediacy and certitude as pertaining: 
to self would come into view. \Vhether in inferring or in 
remembering or in doubting or contradicting with regard 
to this or that object, the knower himself remains all the 
same immediate, indubitable and uncontradicted." And that 
is because self is of the very nature of consciousness itself,. 
which is characterized by immediate certitude. \V ere self 
intrinsically inert and only accidentally conscious through 
acquiring an adventitious quality, doubt, mediacy, contra­
diction etc. should have necessarily followed. G Instead of 
doubt as regards T, the unmediated assurance regarding self 
presents itself to the individual in and through conscious acts. 
The experiencing agent need not be evidenced scjJarately by 
an act of cognition, because it is the very evidencing itsel£.7 
[Free from doubt or contradiction, self is indeed denoted by 
the epithet 'self-evidencing' (suaprakiiSa).] 

To posit a locus for consciousness, however, seeins 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 revealed 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 
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consciousness and self, if the Prabhakara is to be consistent. 8 

The manifesting character (pra!di.Sagu!wtva) 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.9 But so far 
as self 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 arc 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.10 

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-(" ... vi~ayagatalvlit lifliimbhedasya, samvidasca 
anlilliimlviit"). 11 In the latter aspect alone is consciousness 
equated to self, whereas in the former it apjJarently is located 
in self in its varying phases. 

" The cfcmity of self, if it is to be non·metaphysically understood apart 
from any reference to scriptural authority, should be understood in the light 
of the essential undeniability of unobjective consciousness (vide Ch. I). 
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In positing that self is manifest in the cogmuve act as 
the locus along with the object, the Prabhakara really means 
the cognizer (pramiitii) or ego (ahmhhara). That ego is mani­
fest along with the object in cognition would be admitted by 
Advaita too. 12 But so far as the epistemological character of 
unobjective immediacy (anidantii) 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 SXK~IN 

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
dental region of cit? At this point comes in the cardinal 
concept of sak.~in or 'witnessing self'. 

As Brhadarm)yaka Upani~ad (IV. iii) poses the question 
as to what the 'central light' may be, through which the 
individual comes to be evident (kim )'Otirayam puru~a~l), 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 (ablzautika), being unfailing in character (alupta­
.Sakti-svarupatvam), unlike physical agencies of manifestation. 
Self is pointed out as the evidencing agent in question 
(iitmaiviisya yotir bhavati), departing at the same time from 
the emjJirical 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, 
siik.~in which participates in the process of empirical activity 
(vyavalziirihigatva), cognitive or otherwise, is not taken as 
completely transcendent in character, On the other hand, 
siik~in need not exhaust itself within the confines of the 
empirical individual (jiva). In app~oaching the concept of 
siil~in, its jiva-transcending character comes first into consi­
deration.13 The primary point of departure in the question 
of sii/{~in is the empirical individual, who not only cognizes 
but also feels and enjoys. 14 

The common import of the term 'witness' (literal mean-

• Sa1ikara, in his commentary, explains the light in question as that 
by means of '~~~ich the individual carries all his actions (vyavaharali). s. B., 
Br. Up., IV, 111. 2. 



74 THE IDEALIST STA:'>:DPOINT 

ing of 'siil~i) conveys the central characteristic implied by the 
notion of slik~in, viz., seeing or experiencing "·ithout being 
agent of the act concerned (ahartrtvesali dra.~(rtvam).w* 

Even as evidencing, it is a unique activity-an activity that 
implies no agency (lwrtrtva). 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 categories, viz., cognition 
itself (pramii), the way of cognition (jJrama!w) and the object 
of cognition (jJrameya)-all veering round the cognitive 
act.t Now the transcendence of knowership in particular 
invites opposition from the realist camp. Thus, for the 
Naiyayika, cogniser (pramatii) itself is experiencer (dm~(a) ; 
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, siil~in as a distinct principle other than 
cognizer would be unwarranted. 

The Advaita approach 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-jJmtyal~a). 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 

• Sai1khya also points to the silkyi-character of self (Jmru.ya) in a similar 
way " ... dra~trtvam akartrbhavasca", Siilillh)•a-hilriha, 19. 

t Vatsyayana in the N)'ilya-Dhn.yya expounds the four-fold categories 
enumerated here; and the scheme is -/Jrima facie accepted by the Aclvaitin 
too. Jiianaghana evidently has in view the four-fold categories when he 
refers to suhyin as differentiated from cogniser etc. (Jnmnatrudi). 
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sharply to be distinguished from unreflective sense-percep­
tion. 

So, if both these types of apprehension-unreflective 
mental perception and reflecti\'e knowing-are characterized 
in common by internal cvidcnci11g, the law of parsimony 
(liig/l(rua) demands that there should be postulated an 
evidencing principle more foundational than mental states. 
(cognitiYe or otherwise) themselves. Such a principle in 
the backgTotmd may be characterized in terms of 'knowing 
by way of immediate evidencing' (siih-?lithliri-jfilinatva). 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 (su-?UjJt£) (as discussed previously) 
presents an outstanding case, when nescience (ajiiiina) itself 
seems to be evidenced as object-and when organs of valid 
knowledge (pramarw), nay the psychic organ itself, do not 
function. 

The said evidencing. principle may prove to be the 
transcendental precondi~ion in all particular instances of 
percetvmg. Three interpretations have been presented in 
later Aclvaita regarding the relation of self to object in per­
ception, mediated through antabkara~w.* The peculiar 
association of anta~zlwra~w with pure consciousness being. 
granted, views may differ as to the exact process how 
anta~1lwrarz.a serves to bring about. the mati.ifestation of 
object to subject. Nevertheless, the tmnscendental status and 
importance of siik-?in 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-theories in Advaita as to the function of antahharana in 
perception <)nd the consequent place of the individual ()Iva) in relation to 
the object in perception: (i) a/Jhcdabhivvahti. (ii) cidufJm-aga and (iii) 
iiuam~Jlibhi/Jhava. Vide D. M. Datta, Six Ways of Knowing, Ch. IV ("The 
Place and Function of the Self in Perception"). ' 
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towards soul-substance as comj;letely 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 terms-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 phase. 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 r.ecognise 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 
Qf 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-Vaise~ika. 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 
nature ("Sadiijiiiitii)z cittavrttaya~z tatjJrabho~z puru~asya 
aparirJiimitviit", Piitaiijala-sfitra, IV, IS).t 

Against the Naiyayika contention as to the possibility 

• Perhaps the modern English poet drives at the same point as he 
-declares: 

"To advance from friend to the composite Self 
Central 'I' is surrounded by 'I eating', 
'I loving', 'I angry', 'I excreting', 
And the 'great I.' planted in him 
Has nothing to do with all these." (Stephen Spender) 

t The contrary argument goes: had Jmru~a, or the self as consciousness, 
been _non-constant and contingent like other things, mental states would have 
remamed_ ~t least sometimes unknown. (Cf. T')•lisa-Bha~ya and Vacaspati, 
Tattvavazsaradl, lac. cit.). 
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of mental perception (miinasa jJral)'ak~a) of self as qualified 
by mental states, Advaita argues negatively. The position 
that self as endowed with the attributes of pleasure, pain, 
knowledge etc. is knowable by the same self through mental 
perception, would involve the fallacy of contradiction of 
subject and object (lwnna-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 self under two aspects-pure and qualified-in order 
to avoid such contradiction, ·would be too sophisticated an 
approach. 1 G Further, the 1·eductio ad absurdum entailed by 
the Nyaya position n1.ay be put in another way. Knowledge, 
as the factor constituting the principle of cogniser (pramiitii), 
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 cogmtwns 
(anusandhiina).* (Even Ryle, while explaining the pheno­
menon of self-consciousness wholly in empirical-psychological 
terms, refers to a 'witness'). 

Again, 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 
tramcendental-functional s.ub~ti~tlte [or substantive self. ~Kant's 'Unity of 
tramcendental appercepuon ts, m a sense, largelv equivalent to 
siihsin of Advaita-the question of metaphysical status being left apart. 
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body may vary from one mode· to another-each taking 
separately the body or certain of its aspects as specific object. 
Nevertheless, behind all specific modalities of bodily 
<:ognizance there remains implicit a generic awareness 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 (ku{astlza) evidencer. 17 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. 18 

Thus, behind the psysico-mental complex commonly 
-called the individual (jlva), there is to be traced the invari­
able background of consciousness subsisting essentially in 
unmediated evidencing.19 This alone may be regarded as 
the inner essence of the individual which, as Sati.kara points 
-out (Adlzyiisa-blz[4ya), evidences the series of mental states 
(a.Se~a-svajJraciira-siilv{i). 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. 20 At the same time, the constantly evidencing 
character of the inner self makes itself felt with immediate 

.certitude, ever indubitable and uncancelled. 21 

At this stage, a further crucial question as to the possibly 
metaphysical status of siik~in cannot possibly be evaded. 
Indeed for Advaita:, siik.:jin 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 
sall.'jin-transcendent and immutable (kfi{astha) on the one 
hand, and immanent and.functi.onal (ta(astha) on the other.22 

According to this distinction, in the latter aspect alone does 
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the notion imply evidencing function-and correspondingly, 
the cYiclcnced continuum (drsya). In its ultimate nature as 
pure consciousness, however, self would inYolve 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 jJer se 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 siik~in, the freely subsisting pure self, to the meta­
jJhysical 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 "\Vith 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 rot1ghly, 
not strictly, in a fJhenomenological 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, jfHinaghana-and Advaita thinkers would generally arrree 
in !his respect-has d~fined the status of slik~i1~ in a n-:_o-folcl way-episte~no­
logtcal and metaphystcal, the former penammg to ]IVa and the latter to 
Brahman. In anticipation of the metaphysical, the two aspects are thus 
sought to be reconciled. ("Pammii,-tlwlo bmhmatycjJi jJmtibhlisata~z 
salt.~i~w~1 samsliri-a11tarbhliva eva", Jiianaghana, 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
emjJirical 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). 'Vhat 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 en joys. 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 jJerson as indivi­
dual. (Ch. IV). 
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CHAPTER V 

ADVAIT A METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE 

(PHENmiENOLOGICAL 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 a 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 Phenomenology 
and also with reference to the occasional terminological usc of ccrtai~ 
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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already indicate). Its ·difference from common empirical 
psychology and epistemology, where the prior reality-status. 
of actual object is fundamentally presupposed, is thereby 
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 jJsychological analysis of mental 
states. A transcendental analysis of experience-be it 
Husserlia!l 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 
atrempt 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. 1 No 
postulate regarding the reality of transcendent object came 
in the way of .Sailkara's analysis of the pure realm of inner 
experience. 

However, such a:n 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 Husser! 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. .Smi.kara 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. 2 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. One has to remember that, 
after all, Vedanta is motivated by the deeper interest in 
liberation (mol~a), recognized to be the supreme value 
(Parama-puru~artha). 

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 pm·e 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.3 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 subj ectivization. 
As shown in a previous chapter (Ch. Ill), 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 (adhyiisa) presents in the fact 
of contradiction a concrete occasion for reflection*. As soon 
a:s 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 Sankara in introducing his metaphysical 
discourse with the problem of error. But the Adhyiisa-bh(4ya is more often 
than not taken rather too easily as just providing the key to the metaphysical 
solution of Advaita as to the appearance of world-phenomenon (jagat­
prapa7ica). 
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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 
(dehiilmiidhyiisa), 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 tmnscendental 1·e{lection. 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 
representations without taking into account the correspond­
ing faculty of knowledge to which the representations 
belong.'» 

The threefold Vedantic discipline in the steps of hear­
ing (.Smva·~w), intellection (manana) and contemplation 
(nididhyiisana) 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 distinguishme11t, through which 
the given representations may be traced back to their respective faculties. 
Husser! 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! 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, sravazza 
signifies in the long run the terminating point of enlighten­
ment (as the Vivararya school in particular maintains) ; the 
stages of manana and nididhyiisana serve as but instrumental 
means (sahakiiri) thereof:' Sravatza, on ultimate analysis~ 
'\Vould 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 (nididhyiisana), the whole mind is to be fixed on 
the essence or essences .so discovered and get in tune there­
with (ekatiinatvam). 5 

Advaita keeps to the point that real enlightenment can 
come only through concrete intuition (anubhilti) and not 
through abstraction. As Sali.kara urges, all empirical and 
logical reasoning must be reduced to intuition ; because 
through that alone we are presented with reality. 6 Know­
ledge is to culminate in comjJlete comprehension of the 
essence in view-"Avagatiparyantam jiiiinam" (S.B.B.S.~ 

l.i.l.). 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. Paiicada.fi (1.37) clearly 
refers of this approach when pointing to the distinguishment 
of the essence of self in progressive dissociation from the 
associated strata (ko~a). * 

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

• I_n commenting upon the verse under reference, RamaknQa refers to 
buddlu as the means of distinguishment (buddllyii ni~krrya), 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 1.vould 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 (A nschauung). The cardinal principle of Husserl's 
phenomenology is that, every primordial object-giving 
('dator') intuition is correspondingly 'source of authority fat 
knowledge'. The essential . insight conesponds to pure 
essence or 'eidos' prevailing in its respective generic stage. 
Now leaving aside the connected ethico-spiritual context, the 
Advaitic approach through sravana 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 (tarlw) 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 already 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 (agamagamj•a artha) alone 
cannot as such form the subject-matter of independent ratio­
tination (svatantratarkavi~aya). 7 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 infening things not 
evident to our present experience may serve our practical 
purpose ; but in matters of non-empirical import, as in 

• "'\Vith the 'practical' interest of Advaita as the "Science of Liberation" 
(11foll.ya-siistm) and its definite cuilural background, intuition takes on no 
doubt the colour of a rigid ethico-spiritual discipline in the shape of 
smvm.w etc. 
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respect of essences in the region of pure experience, it would 
prove to be inadequate. 

Of course, Sari.kara does accept the value of reasoning, 
when it proceeds in the light of authentic experience as 
embodied in Sruti-iigamiinusiiri-tarlw.8 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. 9 Indeed, reasoning independent of intuitional back­
ground (conveyed by Sruti in the Vedantic context) is barren 
-su~ka tar/w-and as such is to be avoided. As in pheno­
menology proper, mediate inference is admitted 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 
siltra, "]anmiidyasya yata~z" 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-vediin taviikyajJradarsaniirt ham. 

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-vastutantra-and as such not be 
subjectively conditioned by the knowing individual­
puru~atantra. And at the same time the course of discipline 
in the form of hearing etc. is preso·ibed 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
tia,ity ; the ideal efficacy of injunction lies in turning the 
mind to the attitude of transcendental reflection.* 

3 

RoLE oF 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. ''Ve 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-/' 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 Mlmiitilsii sense of injunction for action would 
go against the fundamental stand of Advaita that hnowledge (j1iiina) is 
independent of activity on the part of the knower. The injunction that 
is accepted in Advaita is rather to be interpreted as one of law (niyamavidhi), 
as .the Vivara~a school holds. (cf. 1'ivara1.1a I, p. 3££. ; Vivarm.w-jJrameya­
sangraha, p. 3ff.). 
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possible subsistence of the two factors in dissociation from 
each other should be recognized-the substratum (adhi.~­
thiina) 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, 
<me of ra:dical opposition. This opposition is enabled through 
a transition from the psychological subjectivity of the empi­
rical individual to the transcendental subjectivity of pure 
<:onsciousness (cit). 10 And the latter, as Husser! contends, 
<:annat 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 (adhyiisa) indeed provides 
for Advaita the point of departure from psychological to 
transcendental subjectivity. As noted in the last section, 
the phenomenon of error (adhyiisa) 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 adhyiisa. The psychological 
features (epistemologically relevant at the same time) of 
agency (kartrtva), cognisership (pramiitrtva) etc. constitute 
different aspects of basically the same confusion. In these 
<:ases 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 boay or bodily characteristics. 

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

• Husser!, indeed, defines 'transcendental' as 'the quality of that which 
is consciousness'. (Vide Encyclopaedia B1·itannica 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' (alzam), 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 !mown 
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 
(pramii?;za) 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 (aji1iina) 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 o£ '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 
o£ knowing and (ii) being evidenced by the witnessing con­
sciousness (siil~i-caitanya). It would accordingly not be 
incoherent to admit the uncognized (ajnata) as transcen­
dentally evidenced (siil~i-bhii~ya). 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" (Husser!, En. Brit. Art.). 

. t "Samam vastu j1ilitataya va aj1ilitataya va sal~icaitanyasya vi~aya eva", 
VIVaraT)a, I. 
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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 zmcognized object­
its relative independence at least. (The distinction of the 
Adva:itic standpoint from the Buddhistic mentalism (Vijfiiina­
viida) is here relevant-no transcendental background of 
subjectivity other than psychic states themselves 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-tiidiitmya). 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 (vyavadhiina) of the process of valid knowing 
(pramii't}avyiijJara) or without any mediation whatsoever. All 
objective entities come to be apprehended through the 
mediation of modes of knowing. The internal organ 
(antabkara1Ja) alone-which is at the same time the principle 
of individuality (ahathkiira)-is to be revealed independent 
of any knowing process as such.10 

Turning again to the Vedantic notion of self, the 
Upani~ads in general a:nd Sailkara 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. 11 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 (iintam) is conceiv­
able. Nevertheless it is not a mere part of the series but 
belongs at the same time to a new plane as it were-a 
transition to a new dimension of being.* 

. • An analogy from mathematics may help us in understanding the posi­
u.ol?- bet!er. Thus, for instance, a. geom~trical l!ne can conceivably be 
divided .mto smaller and smaller sectiOns, till a jJomt is reached. Though 
such J?Omts constitute the line as its parts, the point as such also presents a 
new dimension of its own-a new level of being. For, 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. 1 ~ 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. 13 In the Vedantic emphasis on the non-empirical 
(asadzsiiri) character of self not involved within the worldly 
process, the transcendentality of self-subject is all the more 
clearly brought forward. 

4 

Cit IN THE LIGHT oF CoNsciOus AcT 

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 Husser! 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."] 14 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 dimcmion (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 vrtti 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 wa:y of vrtti-mediation. 
On the level of modalized knowledge (vrtti-jfiiina), 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. 15 

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 

• -"; function is a mathematical system consisting of a set A (the range 
of the mdependent variable) and a set B (the range of dependent variable) 
and a correspondence which pairs with every clement of A some clement 
.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" .] 16 

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 sii~in in 
Adva:ita combines in itself the elements of pure consciousness 
and of nescience (ajfiiina)-the latter being there in its un­
modified stage. Cit-even though involved at the highest 
stage of immanence ·within siik~in-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 sii!Ujin. And if siilu;in is sought to be 
abstracted in its pure aspect from the said complex, no 
definite content would remain-such content as may be 

• According to Husser!, 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 
Phenomen~logy", ibid, p. 252. 
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identified to be nescience in itself. The relation between 
cit and vrtti has similarly to be undcrstood-vrtti being, on 
ultimate analysis, nothing but moclalizecl nescience as follow­
ing from anta~zlwra·ua. Vrtti should not be regarded as a 
definite content in abstraction from the complex of vrtti­
evidenced-by-cit-which may confirm our approach to vrtti 
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
anta~zkarm:za-vrtti-in the forn1 of the object concerned and 
the latter through the modalization of nescience-avidyii­
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 (avidyii or aji'iiina) in 
that context (see later). 



CHAPTER VI 

ADVAIT A METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENC:t. 

(PHENOl\IENOLOGICAL RECONSTRUCTION) 

5 

ANALYSIS OF PERCEPTION 

A critique of experience proper should proceed right 
from the fact of perception-of-object. The element of 
evidencing cogmtwn (siih~iit hiiTi-jiiiinalva) is generally 
recognised to characterize the form of knowing called 
pratyah~a. "'' So far as perception is primarily sense-peTcep­
tion, the Nyaya definition of pTatyall.'ja as 'knowledge originat­
ing from sense-object relation' (IndTi)'iiTthasannihaT~otpan­

nam jfianam) is commoly accepted. But a mere objectivistic 
explanation of the situation is not enough for Advaita: ; an 
explanation of the same from a tmnscendental standpoint is 
sought to be introduced. 

To start with, the question of the object of perception 
as independently existent is shifted in Advaita-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 Te[e1·ence of the 
knowing subject; and this may correspond in Advaita to the 
factor of vrtti. The modes of presentation of object, external 

• Such broad characterization of perception is basically accepted by some 
<>ther systems of Indian philosophy too. According to the Prabhakara, it is 
''siih~iithiiri-vijliiinatva" ; the Bhana defines it thus: "Siih~iitpratiti~z 
pratyah~am". . 

t \Vhile Kant was concerned with the transcendental analysis of objec­
tivity rather than with the object fJer se ('Ding-an-sich'), Husserl went fur­
ther-the existentially posited object being 'bracketed' with a view to pheno­
menological reduction- Advaita resembles Husserl rather that Kant in its 
<:oncern not so much for a logical-transcendental analysis of objectivity in its 
strictly fonnal character as such but rather for 'essence' in the realm of pure 
expenence. 
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of cognisership, i.e., being the agent of knowing act-a 
quality that evidently cannot belong to the object of cognitive 
act. Thus as internal organ is itself characterised by the 
quality of agenthood, the consciousness defined by it should 
naturally assume the character of cognisership.2 " 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-intending 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 vrtti­
mediation. That would not, of course, mean that the percep­
tion of object is to be regarded as in any way internal; 
rather the realistic 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 again is recognised to be something 
alogical and as such, false (lidhyasika).* Further implications 
of the Vedantic analysis of perceptual experience would be 
clarified when illusory experience be analysed and the unique 
role of ajfilina in the Vedantic metaphysic of experience 
explained (q.v. sections 6 & 7). 

• Husser! too, while stating that in 'immanent perception' perception 
and t!1e thing perceived essentially constitute "an unmediated unity, that 
of a smgle 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. 
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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 presented 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 (pramli~w), 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 
(sarhskara). 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 ,\rith 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 a '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 (do-?a) 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 (avidyli) 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 
anta~zkara7J.a and of avidyii get fused into one apprehension. 21 

Now this description of illusory experience in terms of 
ajfiiina and its twofold modes may well be understood 
phenomenologically. (The problem of illusion has indeed 
been included by Husser! under the 'Functional Problem'­
Ideas, p. 251£). 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-would 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 'no.ematic• 

.• 1'ivam7Ja gives a detailed analysis of iiiusory perception in terms of 
nescience-mode (avidyii-vrtti), which acts as the c_ondition (ufJiidhi) in effecting 
ar.pare!lt knowledge (j1iiiniibhiisa)-takin~ as obJeCt the false content (such as 
silver 111 the nacre-silver illusion). cf. V1varm;za, I, p. 29. 
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correlate ; the latter may be represented in the Vedantic 
terminology by avidyii-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 siil0i-caitanya is there.] 

However, a sharp line of distinction is drawn between 
the illusory (jJriitibhiisika) and the empirical (vylivalziirilw) 
levels of knowledge. there being some sort of 'asymmetrical' 
relation between the two (in respect of validity). The 
typical Advaita concept of 'inexplicability' (anirvlicyatva) 
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 (adhyiisa) means the confusion 
of perceived content with remembered image, as Sati.kara 
defines it-"SmrtirftjJa~z paratra purvadn(livabhasa~z". Even 
accepting the image aspect of the content, Advaita never 
takes illusory perception as a simple case of remembering. 
[Indeed Anirvacanzyakhyiiti rejects Akhyiiti, 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 (vivehii­
graha), as Akhyiitiviida urges, but it is characterized by the 
presence of positive content (bhiivavastu). 

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 spatia-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 Anyathiikhyiiti 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 1·eal 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 (ddanlarzya) and in time 
(ldiliintariya) 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 here 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 avidyii-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 (aharhhiira-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, 
although such mode is regarded as empirical (vyiivahiirilw) 
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.22 '"' Once it is recognised that I and object are revealed 
in cognition simultaneously-! 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 (do~a) would have to be indicated-the 
hitter 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 (ligantuka) but necessary. The (relatively) 
constant factor of individual nescience (in the shape of 
anta~lkara~w) rather than the contingent factor of variable 
do~a 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 (vylivahliriha) ; in 
other cases nescience-modes would be purely illusory 
(jniitiblzlisika). (Indeed psychic organ itself could become 
object for the evidencing consciousness only by way of 
I-mode23). 

7 

PRINCIPLE OF NESCIENCE (A jfilina) 

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 Nyaya philosophy too, self as equivalent to I is admitted to be 
knowable only in conjunction with_ the specific qualities abiding in sclf­
"Dha.rmCidhannasrayah adhyak~a vzse:jaguT}ayogata~z". 
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ness. The motive behind the Advaitic treatment of erroneous 
perception is no doubt to introduce the indeterminable 
principle of nescience (ajiiiina). Proofs-perceptual and 
inferential (also postulational)-arc advanced by Advaita for 
showing nescience as a jJositive principle. A jiiiina docs imply 
something more than mere absence of knowledge, although 
it may prima facie seem that ajiiiina could bear a meaning 
only as implying the negation or absence (abhiiva) 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 
negatiOn necessitates the perception of the ncgatum 
(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 (abhiiva). 
(The case of s~ujJti 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 'referentiality. 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 (blzavarupa) obscuring 

• Of course Advaita, unlike Nyaya, substitutes for perception (fJratyah.~a) 
-another pramiirJa, viz., antifmlabdhi, for the knowledge of the so-called nega­
tive fact~. (The apprehension of aj1liina is a case of perception, according 
to Advalta, though of a higher order than that of sense-perception.) How­
ever, the knowledge of the positive counter-correlate (jJratiyogT) is admitted 
in Advaita too as necessary in anupalabdhi. 



ADV AlTA !\IETAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE Ill 

principle has for its locus and its object the self-same 
principle of consciousness-samanasmyavi.yayam bhiivarupam 
ajlianam.o;.' 

However, in the zeal for establishing nescience as 
positive-so that it may not be confused with mere absence 
(jJriigabhava) of knowledge-the raison d'etre of the 
principle is not to be overlooked. To raise the issue of 
positivity to a metajJh)'Sical 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 
Pralqti of Sailkhya philosophy). But such a position may 
lead to serious difficulties. How to explain the primary 
alogical connexion between Cit and Ajiiiina? Another 
nescience-principle would be necessitated. [In Sailkhya philo­
sophy. an original alogism (anadi aviveka) between Purll.'ja 
and Pralqti 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; ajiiiina would stand as indefinite, 
were it taken in abstraction from the complex formed 
through association with cit. . To look more closely into 
the relation of aji'iana to cit., it can be expressed as one of 
junction 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 : Miiyii 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 J.iiiyii. is neither to be identified with Brahman 
nor is it in essence independent of it.24] 

This brings us to the concept of 'indefinability' (anirvii.­
cyatva) as a third category other than reality and unreality. 

• The positivity (bhliuarupatua) of ajiiana is proved also inferentially. 
The proof through inference proceeds indirectly, by showing the characteris­
tics of valid knowledge (pmmai,Jajlianam), which cancels erroneous know­
ledge. Cf. VivamJJa, I, p. 13; J'ivaraJJa·pramyea-Sangraha, p. 17 f. 
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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 apprehension of the specific 
content in the generic essence (of the given locus) that 
removes the false percept. This shows that error necessarily 
appears on the substratum-"sadhi~{hiino bhrama~t", and the 
content pertaining to it is rejected subsequently a:s unreal. 
The correction of false cognition docs im·olve not merely the 
rejection of the false content but also the right apprehension 
of the substratum in its true (specific) character. So the com­
plex situation of error involves the substratum (adhi~{hiilia), 
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 erroneous situation could hardly 
be regarded as simply unreal (asat) or 'zero' (Hmya). The 
unreality may be spoken of it only as differentiating it from 
the real (sadvyavrttimlitram) ; in order to emphasize its non­
real character alone the 'indefinable' may be spoken of as 
'unreal'.25 (One may here refer to the Husscrlian 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' 
(sunya). 26 

· · 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 sjJecific character of the substratum which 
alone is capable of countering the false content. As to the 
cognizance of nescience as such, ajfi.iina stands revealed to 
transcendental consciousness ; the latter alone enables ajiiiina 
to be evidenced at all and in no way does cancel it. And 
hardly is nescience per se 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 posiLiYe support behind it, the transcen­
dental support in pure consciousness for a phenomenon of 
erroneous perception could hardly be denied. 

Viewing in the light of the "essentialistic" search of 
Advaita, transcendental consciousness would stand on 
ultimate an~lysis-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. 27 

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. 28 

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. A ji"iiina 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 Ad\·aita, however, the formal aspect of ajliiina 
rather than the phenomenological is emphasised. 

8 
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nescience is grounded in the evidencing consciousness. vVhat 
the formal approach either by way of inference or by way of 
postulation (artha,jJatti) may assure us is the formal character 
of nescience as other than negati\·e (abhavavyiivrtti) or as 
positive, but cannot by itself evidence the pure content that 
is nescience. 29 

That ajiiiina 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. 
Ajfiiina 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 (su~uJJti), wherein 
the unmodified mass of ajiiiina stands evidenced by the 
evidencing consciousness. So far as the prior stages of normal 
and illusory waking experience and of dream are concerned, 
.ajfiiina is certainly present, but not qua ajiiiina. In case of 
.empirical ignorance some reference, explicit or implicit, to 
this or that object would be there ; whereas in the state of 
.su~upti 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, ajfiiina 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. Ajiiiina (or Avidyii), 
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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nescience would correspond to unmodalized consciousness, 
i.e., sli/Uji-cit. 

The relation that nescience-in-general may be said to 
.bear to evidencing consciousness is to be closely considered. 
In a: possible relation (if at all it could properly be spoken of 
.as Telation) 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 "ujJO.dhi" or free 
association. The latter signifies a relation which is not 
necessary but f1·ee-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 (vise~a~w). 
But at the height of such reflection, when the level of the 
evidencing consciousness '(sa/Uji-cit) itself might be reached, 
the possible relation should rather be represented by upiidhi 
in place of quality (vise~a~w). 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 ajiiiina 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 qua function would rather abide 
in essence and as such effect the seeming activity in the 
latter.30 The question of dualism may arise only at the lower 
level of modifications from Miiyii-sakti-a level "~Nhere 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 suJ))"a, our discourse on "SO.h~in" (Ch. IV). 
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selves independent of the primal Essence (i.e., Cit), the 
functional modifications by themselves could not claim 
substantive autonomy. Here again the category of inexpli­
cability (anirviicyalva) already explained \\·ould come into 
play. 

8 

GRADES OF REFLECTION 

The comprehension of essences in gradual steps within 
the region of pure experience may be carried out through 
the corresponding stages of . dissociation of the essential 
colTelates of consciousness from the relevant empirical com­
plexes. Thus, to begin with, at the stage of illusory percep­
tion nescience appears to subsist in a 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 (samiidlzi). 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 colTespondingly 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 rationale of the Veclantic reflection may be 
indicated in the progressive apprehension of jJuJ·e essence 
within the region of consciousness in steps of non-objectifica-

"Cf. K. C. Bhattacharyya, Studies in T'cdrmti.mz, p. 16 f. Bhattacharyya, 
hml'e\·er, )~rocceds with the conception of "grades of existence", holding be­
t~l·een ~llhJcct and object, while I prefer to proceed rather in the line of 
• grades of rencction". 



,\D\"AITA l\lETAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE 117 

tion. Correspondingly should proceed distinguislnnent­
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 
swjujJti 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 ajfiiina-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 (anta~zkararza). 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, 'Nhich 
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 moreover entailed-a factor evidently exercised 
through mind.32 

Now, mental processes should mean hardly anything if 
they are not subjective. The mental an~l the subjective· 
seem to be for all practical purposes equivalent. Still even 
in our mental introspection a fringe of pure consciousness 
may be felt as involved within, and yet transcending, mental 
states themselves. vVhether 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 (sarizsiiTi) or empirical character.32 After all,. 
subjectivity and mind need not be taken as two absolutely 
different entities 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 self 
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 absolute 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.33 
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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 (antabkara~w), viz .. manas,. 
citta, alzmhhiim and budclhi. Of these, the faculty of critical 
intelligence ( budclhi) 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 ('1-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.Jt 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' ( buddhi} 
would be reached. The nodal point of buddlzi, inalienably 
involving consciousness, seems to be rather hard to resolve_ 
As Saii.kara remarks, even the wise one who can distinguish 
self from non-self has to yield to the primal illusion of taking 

• Bzuldhi has often been used by Sa1ikara in the broad sense of 'mind'_ 
But he also makes express distinction between buddhi and manas as two 
distinct levels-more in line with the Salikhya metaphysic of experience. 
(The later Advaita prefers to take them simply as different functions of the 
self-same principle, overlooking their respective grades of essentiality). 

t Cf. "The body as externally and internally perceived, as obsened and 
felt may he regarded as the subject in relation to the environment and 
psychology 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 self itself.' 1 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 buddlzi downwards, the 
whole physico-mental system of the indiYiclual 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 jJcrsonality may be understood in the 
light of an analysis of experience. Thus, to start with the 
higher stage, critical intelligence marks the self-conscious 
level where the nature and content of experience 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 intellect work. Though the sense of 
egoity and individuation (asmilii) may already be present at 
the associational level, it is the higher critical stage of intel­
lect proper ( buddhi) which should stricti y be regarded as 
appcrcejJtive. 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 ujnvards, there is a 
chain of association in steps of which subjectivity could be 
approximated in increasing degrees of purity. The alogical 
process. of fusion with consciousness that starts with the first 
step of buddhi, left to itself, extends clown 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 Saii.khya alike) 
would go on further to posit transcendental consciousness 
(siil~i-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 spontaneous-manodhinatiidarsaniit 
jJrii~wvrttelz. 35 

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 
vie·w phenomenologically such seeming independence of the 
individual's vital phase from his mind, the apparent cessation 
<>f 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., dr~{.i-sr~ti-viida. Advaita proposes to work out into a full­
fledged standpoint what is admittedly shown by dream­
·experience.36 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 (sattii)-the apparent (priitibhiisika) and the transcen­
dental (jJammii1·tlzika)-shou1d strictly be retained (contrary 
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to the traditional Advaita classification into three types of 
being).* Unless the existence of things unjJerceived (ajiiiita­
sattii) be recognised, there may hardly be a justification for 
bringing in the intermediate category of the empirical 
(vyiivahiiriha), which is commonly accepted by Advaita. Now,. 
even without forgoing the transcendental standpoint of dH{­
sr~ti, empirical objectivity need not be denied-in view of 
the evident difference between the two experiences of waking 
and of dream in the verdict of empirical consciousnesS.35 

The object of ordinary cognition cannot certainly be denied 
empirical validity so far as it can effect empirical use (vyava­
hiira) in the form of consequent activity or reaction, whether 
positive or negative-jfiiinajanyajJTavrt tin ivrt ti. 

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 
ego is completely embedded and involved in the world of 
things ; and at the other end the ego-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. ]Iva­
commonly meant by I 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 

• Tite piiramiirthiha and the Priitibhiisil1a should, in this sense, imply 
the ~wo. plainly contrary categories of the evidencing and the evidenced res­
pectively ; although t>riitibhiisiha, strictly speaking, should mean the illusory alone. 

t E. Fink points out 'the three egos' as involved in Husserl's Pheno­
menology: (i) the worldly ego or I, i.e., the natmal man; (ii) the epoch~­
performmg ego, the 'observer' ; 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 ("epoche-performing") ego and of the 
transcendental ego are concerned, they both seem to be 
covered by the principle of sak~in in Advaita. The concept 
of sakyin primarily indicates 'the theoretical transcendental 
observer', involving no epistemological use in positing the 
world-theoretical or atheoretical. Yet this ma:y be regarded 
only as the 'immanent' (ta{astha) moment of sak~in ·where 
the reference to experience-continum, though free, would 
necessarily be present. But besides this 'immanent' phase, 
a 'transcendent' (ku{as(lza) moment could also be conceived 
where consciousness should stand completely self-accom­
plished. 

So 'ove 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 pU1·e 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 
essences, 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 
wo~ld mark progressive approximations to the one and 
un1que 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 
essences-an issue to be attempted in the next part. 
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:BEYOND PHENOMENOLOGY: THE METAPHYSICAL 
STANDPOINT 



CHAPTER VII 

CRITIQUE ON ADVAITA PHENOMENOLOGY 

From our investigations in the preceding section 
(Part II) which propose to be broadly phenomenological in 
character, the inadequacy 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 Phenomenology 
can, of course, be traced to certain limitations of the former 
in its claim to be a full-fledged transcendental philosophy. 
(Here "transcendental phenomenology" rather than "descrip­
tive phenomenology" is more strictly in vie'\v.) 

(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. The· shortcoming 
in the essential is tic search 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 pure subJeCt or Ego, which 
should· serve as· the centre of all acls of reference. As Husser! 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 metaphysics 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 Aclvaita 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 
represent ideal 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 m this context has accordingly to 
be considered. 

As to the general position of Phenomenology as a 
'presuppositionless' philosophy, a doubt may at once arise 
regarding 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-realities and are excluded from every connexion with 
the real world. Now, could it at all be possible to obtain 
such essences, excluded from every connexion with the real 
world and to proceed systematically in the neutral 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 arc 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 b~ 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-en joying 
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 natural 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. l\-farvin 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 'dthout starting with 
any basis in actuality or natural locus seems to be rather 
presumptuous. As it has been shown on previous occasions 
in our discourse, subjectivity should be posited primarily at 
the bodily level itself. Though the phenomenologist starts 
with the existent ego or the natural-empirical consciousness, 
the realm of subjectivity is yet 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
logical 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. 1 Moreover, a strict logic of 
science, proceeding in the line of laws of nature, is likely to 
demand that the essences should constitute the 1·eal ·world of 
facts.* 

Further, starting with a non-committal attitude with 
regard to metaphysics, Husser! seems in the long run to 
surrender his phenomenological position to an idealistic 
metaphysics of the Cartesian type. Thus, in "Cartesian 
Meditations" Husser! 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. 
Husser! 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 attempting 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 
emjJirical ego. The dubitability of the world presupposes 

"_Cf. l\·foritz Geiger in Proceedings of the Sixth Tntrmational Conf!rrss 
of PlulosojJh)' (1926): " .. the arguments taken from the reality of Jaws 
of ~~ture not only maintain that essences arc given but also that they arc 
real , p. 276 f. 
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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 
substantiYe 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 1·ather unwarranted 
transition from I having experience to I that have them, as 
Ryle has pointed out; it would mean a confusion of 1-ness 
with a 'new I.'~ 

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, Husser! himself posits the pure ego as the 
'phenomenological residuum'. Yet in continuing the pheno­
menological self-reflection, the reflecting (i.e., epoche­
making) ego,-referrecl 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.3 

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 (Dasein). Cf. the distinction 
between 'existential' (existenziell) and 'existentialist' (exislen­
zial) in Heidegger's thought]'"' 

The shortcoming of the purely phenomenological 
approach towards the Vedantic metaphysic of experience 
may be evident, as the necessary 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 reality 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 effected in the typically 
Vedantic way, shall be shown in the nC!!xt 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 antic 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, th_at exislcllcc is primordial a~HI irreducible. It c~?ntends that exist­
ence, unlike a category of thought, IS unamenablc to raLional analysis and 
pro<_>f. From this recognition of the predicament of existence follows the 
demal _of the pll!"ely intellectual method of reflective analysis in the matter 
of gettm_g at existence ; the approach, on the other hand, should rather be 
one o_f zdc11ti{icntion with or 'participation' in reality by way of coucrctc 
exrencnce, the import of ,\>hich is subjective. Existence thus takes on a 
un~que . m~aning in the context of the non-cognitive approach of the 
Exzstenttahst. 

t Cf. Husserl's general attitude that 'the knowledge of possibilities pre­
cedes the knowledge of actualities'. 



CRITIQUE ON ADVAITA PHENOMEi\OLOGY 135 

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 
accordingly. 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 earlier investigations in Part I have also left cit with 
the tentative status of possibility-as jJossible 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 itsel£:1 But such an idea of possibility (sambhiivanii­
buddhi) as born of refl.ection 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 
metaphysical interest of Advaita, on the other hand, lies in 
existentiality or in reality that exists per se. 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 vie1\r may come in, 
proposing a non-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 h.ardly be entertained, just because reflective 
analysis has to proceed in the pathway of knowing, whereby 
alone the question of possibility can arise. Thus, leaving 
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 jJossibility. 

Apart from the different orientations 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 a claim to reality or actual existence, but the negative 
condition of possible contradiction would be there. Conse­
quently, whatever is presented as a jJossible content-and 
any content is a jJossible content-is to be taken as prima 
facie real so far as it is capable of standing possible contradic­
tion. Tpis 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 Tiiga would convey the ideal form of the Tiiga 
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. 

"\Vith 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-vi~aya-pTima facie partakes of the 
status of the real but subject to the negative condition of 
cancellation ( biidha). 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 as ideal abstraction or bare possibility. 

The Advaitic theory of intrinsic validity of cognition­
Svata/:tpTiilnii·Fya-conforms to this approach to the notion 
of possibility. According to Svata~1priimii~1ya theory, the 
reality of the presented content makes itself felt at the very 
primary moment of cognition. 'Vith the Mimamsakas, 
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 
(fJriiJnaFya) itsel£.5 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 confirmatory processes of cognition . and of 
practical test, as Nyaya 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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(as Hobbhouse and others would term it) is inYolved. As 
left to itself at the primary moment, cognition should be free 
from any question of validity. But it may be replied, the 
actual existence of the object is communicated to us at the 
very primary moment of cognition. "'hat a secondary cog­
nition contributes is no new reality ; there may only be a 
more exjJlicit 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 itself, 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 apprehension of the 
truth, whereas at the primary level the existence of the object 
in question is felt entirely in the object-context, the secondary 
confirmatory cognition pertains more specifically 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 Nyaya position of extrinsic 
validity of knowledge-parata~z-jJriimii~zya-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. Vie,ved 
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 

• T~ivara7Ja-prameya refers to the question either of the origination 
(utfJatlr) or of the apprehension (jiiapti) of the validity concerned, p. 100 f. 
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out as seemingly incompatible with the intrinsic validity of 
cogmtwn. In its emphasis on the jJresentative basis of an 
enoneous cognition, Advaita would indeed agree with Nyaya 
as against the Prabhakara and the Baudclha. But in Nyaya 
theory of Anyathlihhyiiti, the-belief in the Teality of each 
possible seems to be overdrawn-(the appearing silver in the 
nacre is thus explained as Teally located in a different spatia­
temporal situation). \Vhile Nyaya goes so far as to invest the 
content (vi.yaya) at once with a reality-status, Advaita ·would 
not go further than ascribing on it a tentative and pragmatic 
(vylivalzliTika) validity-a peculiar neutml status neither of 
reality nor of unreality-sadasadvilak~azwtva [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 
(jiianabhiisa). * 

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 realization 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. \Vhitehead 

• Cf. The distinction of nescience (aj1iana) in the aspect of object and 
of cognizance-the latter in terms of aj1iiina-vrtti. q.v. Ch. VI (6). 
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respectively. Hartmann develops the concept of ideal possi­
bility in the form of value-essence on phellomenological 
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). HoweYer, 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 deYoid 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"-are regarded as 'intrinsically inherent in 
the total metaphysical situation'. However, in "\,Yhitehead'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 jJossibility qua 1·eality. 

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 reflection1 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 behind the empirical mass. As Sailkara 
contends, consciousness is found to persist in and through 
all the three normal states of man-from waking to deep 
sleep. 6 vVith each 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 asi' 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. 7 

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 (anirviicya). 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 possible7 
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marked at the same time by lmowability, 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 a~ 
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) 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 (svayampraklisa). 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 mtio 
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 
-contradiction by subsequent content. Now, the jJossible as 
revealed 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 (abiidhitatva). Avaita holds in 
broad the indestructibility of consciousness, the impossibility 

• \Ve have freely used the expression 'demand'-borrowing the concer.t 
from H~rtma_nn-for its suitability for the purpose of our discourse (parul­
-cularly m th1s chapter). 
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of its absolute negation (atyantiibhiiva). 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. 
-ro recognise consciousness in its identical essence apart from 
varying modes of reference amounts to denying that it is tem­
pora:lly determind in terms of origination and destruction. 8 

So, what follows from the Advaitic position as stated is 
that Cit as the ultimate essence of the subjective is not merely 
necessarily lmowable but also 1·eal. It is the essence '\Vhich 
di[ers 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 T that presents itself indubitably. 
The indubitability and peculiar immediacy of the subjec­
tive comes home to us primary through the /-feeling. In 
cit, the same indubitability at the surface reappears 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 siil~i-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 shmvn 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 deinancls 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 jJossi bility that pure consciousness should be real and not 
a mere ideal presupposition. The ontological standpoint, on 
the other hand, offers to pass on 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 
cogn1t1ve. It does not stand for a premature emotive-voli­
tional commitment by chasing 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 
a.t the same time real per se, is primarily given to us through 
a. peculiar assurance resting upon the general V edantic 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: 
{a) 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 (Sntti­
pramii!lya) 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 
(iiptaviikya) 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 subsequentlr)· 

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

• Even in the context of religious faith as generally interpreted in 
Western theology, the cognitive aspect as 'belief' may be distinguished from 
the volitional aspect as 'trust'-Lhe former alone being relevant in theologi· 
cal discourse. cf. "Faith", Hasting's Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, 
Vo~. V. (1~12), p. 689. (Of course, our discourse here proposes to be wholly 
pllllosojJIIIcal 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 1·eality 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 
Tegards the actual existence of the meant or refelTent of 
:the "\Vord, such prima facie belief would vary according to 
1:he hearer's faith in the speaker concerned-the presence 
.of what Stebbing calls "the hearer-speaker attitude" being 
taken for granted. vVhen a fact is stated by one in "\Vhom 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-em.piTical. Secondly, what is con­
veyed by ordinary speech is, after all, baTe possibility which 
in all case falls short of completely valid possibility. The 
verbal testimony of Sntti, 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)-necessarily 
yields valid 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 jJrima facie yield only mediate (jHlrok~a) 

and not immediate knowledge. Nevertheless, the mediate 
knowledge as to the nature and existence of Being, so pro­
duced through the verbal source, enjoys ,·alidity 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 mtssmg in (empirical) 
verification is, however, more than gained 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 European 
thought. Thus comes into view the approach of jJure 
thought ('Transcendental reflection') as may be found (a) 
jJositively, in the Rationalist system of the continent and (b) 
nagatively, in Kantianism. 

(a) The Rationalist belief, shared by a host of thinkers 
from Descartes to '\'Vulf and Leibniz, assumes that pure a 
jn-iori 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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categories of transcendental thought in its a Jn-iori 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 
experience may be put to question. For the honest verdict 
·of thought seems to be that pure universals, as completely 
dissociated from particulars, should rather stand as 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.jJriori modes of think­
ing, comes to a negative position so far as the ontological 
possibility of the a-jn-iorities 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 (samlinya) in opposition to the Naiyayika 
view. Advaita, though tentatively admitting universals in its 
reflective enquiry, would stop short of positing metajJhysical 
universals, existing jJer se 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 "ivould 
:sharply differ from the Nyaya-Vaise~ika standpoint which 
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would too boldly posit metaj;hysical uni\·ersals-standing on 
that account on the same platform as the Greek masters, 
Plato and Aristotle. Of course, Advaita seems jJrima 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 jJossibility as pertaining to the 
supreme essence. The reflective grasp of supreme essence 
through transcendental analysis, suppol'tecl by scriptural 
authority, is ultimately to mature into the concrete imme­
diacy of Reality. Here the typical issue of knowledge 
from verbal testimony-sabdajanyaji'iana-woulcl come into· 
play. 

.. Such cardinal scriptural text as 'Thou art that' (Tattvam 
asz) 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 
Reahty. 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, docs not by itself imply 
the fullest comprehension. Scriptural texts are not, for the 
ma~ter of that, without any efficacy for bringing about final 
enh?"htenment. In common experience we do find words 
servmg 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.<(' In this case, a demonstration occurs ·within a con­
text that gi\·es significance to the object (or person) demons­
tratecl. In the ideal stage of perfect realization of identity 
between "that" and "thou", however, the common distinc­
tion between the "descriptive" and the "demonstrative" uses. 
of language (cf. Stebbing)1 would not hold good-both 
"thou" and "that" being referred to as much demonstratively 
as descrif;tively. 

Cognition through word (Sabda) is to be analysed further 
in steps of V edantic 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 
(parok~a) than inferential cognition, as already pointed out. 
It is only the generic aspect of existentiality (sattviimsa) 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 aj1iiina-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
( ab hiinii.piidaha-aj?'iiina)2. 

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.3 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 

" ~n Bhli.r~wtl, I.i.l. ~noth~r example is given on a similar point. For 
a mus1cal tramee, who IS trymg to grasp the exact note occurring in a 
cerLain riiga, a statement of the rele\'ant note (or notes) may help l~is 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.e., 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 Bhii.matl. school of 
Advaita stresses the mediacy of knowledge as effected 

. through verbal testimony-sii.bdaj;aroh~aviida-rather than 
its immediacy-siibdiiparol~a-as the Vivara~w school would 
prefer to hold. Along with the advocated immediacy of 
knowledge necessarily goes the Vivara~w insistence on the 
injunctive approach-an injunction of law (niyama-vidhi) in 
respect of the knowledge of Reality. Such in junction should 
not, however, conflict with the thoroughly cognitive attitude 
of Advaita, if we consider the distinction between the initial 
phase of enquiry (jijiiiisii) and the final phase of knowledge 
amounting to the perfect comprehension of Self that is 
Reality on the last analysis. 

The position of Vacaspati Misra, advocating the mediacy 
of knowledge born of verbal testimony, is apparently opposed 
to the Vivarm;.a view. But in exaggerating the external 
difference, the essential agreement bearing upon the funda­
mentally cognitive approach is apt to be overlooked*. The 
Vivararta 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 Saii.kara remarks, the realization 

• Cf. Pointing to the fundamental agreement between the two views, 
Dr. Mahadevan thus remarks: " ... both Vacaspati and the Vivaranakara 
agree in this that the path to perfection lies in and through knowledge", 
T.M.P. Mahadcvan, The Philosophy of Advaita, jJ. 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). 5 

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 Sati.kara 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 (Smva~w) and reflection, intellectual 
and transcendental-nwnana and nididhyiisana .. * For 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. 6 

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 
itself. 

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 

. .• ~<Iam:11a and. nididh)'lisa11a n~ed not be_ taken as two exclusive stages, 
1Hgmfymg .mtellcct10n and meditation respectively, but may better be taken 
as respectively less and more intense stages of the continuous movement 
-of 'transcendental reflection'. Vide sujJra, 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 (mol~a) as the supreme end (fJarama-Jmnl~iirtha). 
[Indeed Freedom, for Advaita, is the very Reality itself, 
eternally accomplished (parini~Pzita) in nature.] The value­
attitude being present at the root, the interest in reality 
necessarily preponderates over a merely theoretical enquiry 
into a system of possible categories. As the ultimate essence 
of transcendental reflection represents supreme value too, the 
f~rmer is promoted by virtue of value-demand to the 
hxghest existence-stratum. Nothing short of concrete reality 
could satisfy the Advaitin · he would not merely stop with 
th~ realization of Reality 'as 'Ought-to-Be'. This Advaitic 
attitude may in one sense appear to be somewhat Kier­
kegaa:rdian, in its interest in the existential question, in 
concrete existence-an attitude that marks itself as 
different from the disinterestedness in respect of the 
possible.* . 

Further significance of this resulting phase of the 
~dvaitic metaphysic of experience may be brought out in the 
light of a metaphysical interpretation. 'Vhat demands 
finally to be realized should evidently be trans-individual" 
for the real that is supposed to exist absolutely per se must 
?e so beyond the context of individual consciousness. As such, 
It may be spoken of indefinitely as the Supreme Being. Now, 
the unqualified ontological status of the said Supreme Being 
may also be viewed from a different angle in the light of the 
so-called 'revel · • B · 1 · d · . at1on on the part of emg to t 1e mm m 
reflectiOn Wh h . · 1 d d" . · at t e mmd grasps m c ear un erstan mg as 
the u~timate Being that demands to be real but falls short 
of b~mg realized in perfect immediacy, would find its 
transcendent cou . · h f B · nterpart m .revelatzon on t e part o emg 

" There may be . . . 
value in Indian thot:n Interesting study on the _equa~IO':J of ex1~tence an~! 
the im J!ication of gin. In the concept ?f existenllaln_y (salta) . there. IS 
value har e:o:c 1/ value, the highest of ex1stc;nce or reality thus unplymg 

· v 1 e e~c{" That which is the h1ghest good (srcya) must be 
existent. a uc WJt lOUt the cxistentiai 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 
Tevelation here. Thus right from the level of gross body 
(sthula-.Sarira) 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 Him~1ya­
garbha and Virii{, 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 
explained as demand could also possibly be connected to the 
idea of 'grace', variously occurring in different theistic philo­
sophies of India and the \Vest. \Vith the recognition of 
jJersonality 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 understood independent of any 
theological or like association of 'divine personality'. The term seems 
apJ?rop_riatcly lo signify the immediacy_ realized !n the J~a~ure of Bei~g 
wh1ch 1s envisaged by the mind in refiectwn. The 1dea ?f chvme personality 
need not necessarily be brought in to imply such revelauon .. 

N.B.-The Advaitic position so interpreted may otherwise be compared 
to the Thomistic contention that revelation confirms the truth about God 
which human reason can attain in metaphysics without re,·clation. 
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From such an interpretation of the Advaitic enlighten­
ment in terms of the so-called revelation, one seeming 
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 fJresentative character. 
But with regard to cit, the central essence of subjectivity, it 
would be othenvise. For, to speak of cit as finally 1·evealed 
should not mean its being presented to the reflecting subject 
-as other than the latter. As on the one hand, revelation 
(praka.Sa) constitutes the essential nature of cit as self-evidenc­
ing, the latter in its turn constitutes the very essence 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 apjJroach on the part of the reflecting mind would be 
missing, as revelation were finally to culminate in Reality 
itself. Of course, Reality may 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-such as the authors of Vedlinta·fJaribh"ii.yii, 
~dvaztasiddlzi etc.-have represented the Vedantic Absolute more in the 
l~ght of th_e gr~nd metaphysical 'Object'. But the ch_ara~terization of Be~ng 
~Imply _ob1ec;twzse seems to ignore completely the subJeCtive approach which 
IS so VItal m 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
ahlzan{/adhi-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 
com.prehencled. Such final and fullest comprehension is 
meant 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 (avidyii). The final mode, however, ·would bear 
a peculiarly tmnsitional 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 seemingly 
distinguished. The immediacy of the integral mode of 
consciousness (which can hardly be regarded as a 'mode of 
consciousness' proper) still pertaining to j"iva, would directly 
pass on to the Real, as it were.t Such final transition into the 

reality ?r ontological existence need not overlook the pathway leading to the 
pen-ultimate s!age. 

• Cf. It JS thus that the Upani~adic dictum "Brahrnavid brahmaiva 
bhavati", clo~cly bearing· upon Advaita philosophy, may lie understood. 

t Cf. Pa11~adafi, _VII. 49-50. The author, in keeping with the general 
trend of Adya!ta Vedanta, refers to the two types of immediacy (afJOrok~atva) 
-one. pertammg to _the final mode. of consciousness (ahhaudiihlira-urtti) and 
the other to the object correspondmg to such mode, i.e., 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 the 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 one'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 
belongs to the real indeed ; but from the point of view of transcendental 
rellection, i.e., ratio cognescerl(li, the immediacy would primarily pertain to 
the kno_wledge concerned. However, the final emphasis of Advaita is on. the 
ontologrcal standpoint of Existence. 

• Ultimate Reality-Bra~11nan of Advaita Vedanta-as a/Jsolutcly trans­
cen_dent, beyond any possible reference of consciousness, seems to he the 
Ultimate demand of philosophic consciousness. Advaita Vedanta, in its 
o~er-zealous metaphysical attitude, goes to the extreme of not resting even 
:wnh s11:ch demand but of positing it as eterna~ly realized. in Bm~mw_n. 
Proceedmg as we do in the path of a metaphysic of expenence, Advarta 
may be represented as culminating in the Supreme Self (lmramefuam) which, 
ns non-_different in essence from the 'transcendental subject', would stand 
rather m a unique relation of non-difference (siiyujya) with the latter. It 
·~ay be possible, however, that· such a situation put forth a still higher 

emand of absolute freedom from even the final rarefied phase of transcen­
dental experience. But the realization of such ultimate demand may better 
be kept an open question. _ . _ 
. N.B.-A free interpretation of the position of Advmta Vedanta on the 
~ssue 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 assess 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 concejJt 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 sabda 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 consequences 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 should 
remain as to how to effect the change-over from the essence of Existence to 
real existence. For, ev_en with the _discovery of 'Existen~e' as the central 
essence, the real as existent may still remam unaccomphshed. Thus· the 
question of existentiality may be raised and to meet it, some kind of 
.existentialistic step seems to be entailed. cf. Kant's criticism on the 'Onto· 
logical Argument'. Vide. supm, Introduction. 
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in Advaita in its supreme interest in ultimate freedom 
(mo/Ufa). And it is this basic value-attitude that makes for 
the ontological interest in concrete reality. To echo S. 
Kierkegaard, 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 Kierkegaarcl to Sartre 
and Marcel etc. In the first place, the emotive-volitional 
approach 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 culminate.* 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· 
umately be characterized as 'mystical'-a completely supra-intellectual stage 
of 'higher immediacy' (Bradley). However, our concern is with the 
(cognitive) approach m the light of which even such ultimate mysticism, 
if at all, may be assessed. 

N.B.-The Christian existentialist, Marcel, speaks of 'revelation' in the 
sense of 'certain higher modes of human experience' through which 'the 
ontological mystery' may be comprehended. (Vide Gabriel Marcel, The 
Philosophy of Existence). 
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{rage) 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 'ethical'. 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 metaphysics 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 .Sari.kara 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. 7 
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A NoTE IN RETROSPECT 

The search for a standpoint in respect of Advaitism­
one that may legitimately yield a possible system of analysis 
of experience-brought us originally to the notion of sub­
jectivity. Epistemologically speaking, it appears to be a 
philosophy wedded to the standpoint of subjectivity. But 
subjectivism as such is never the last word in Advaita ; for 
metaphysically, Advaita is attuned to Being. So far as a 
system of criticism of experience could be made out, Advaita 
seems to hold alliance rather with Phenomenology in suggest­
ing the region of pure consciousness as the ground for all 
meaning of objectivity. As a full-fledged metaphysics of 
Being, on the other hand, there seems to be in a sense some 
kinship with Existentialism, so far as the prime existential­
r~ality of Cit as the highest precondition of experience is 
unconditionally stressed. 

Now, a transcendental analysis of experience, it is true, 
would save Advaitism from turning into a dogmatic and 
barren metaphysics. However, such an analysis need not 
on the other hand turn into a bare theoretic system of 
idealities, 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 Vedantism to develop into 
a. purely theoretic system, concerned solely with the elucida­
tlOn of the meaning of being (Seinssinn, according to 
~usserl). What Phenomenology chooses to forgo in the 
~nterest of a theoretic attitude, viz., a commitment to reality 
m the form of na'ive world-belief, seems never to be regained 
-o~ ~ ~etaphysical plane. So, although transcendental 
~ubJeCtlVIty is posited as constituting the world-meaning, it 
Is never properly granted a metaphysical status in Pheno­
menology.* Nor would consciousness, in a strictly pheno-

• Husser] · 1 · 1 
sort of • In u.s ater phase however, seems to be tending towards some 

a metaphystcal position-in the trail of his notion of the 'world-
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menological system, be existentially affirmed. 
In the AdYaita 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 meaning rather than on 
reality. This finds its echo, on the positive side, in the pro­
nounced affirmation 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 as existence of a 
unique sort and seeking 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 Alman that is Brahman: asti bhati 
priyam-that which exists, manifests and is at the same time 
most cherished. (The last aspect of "priyam" should colTes­
pond to the element of .iinanda in the composite definition 
-of Reality as "Sat-Cit-.iinanda".)* 

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 Husser], "The Crisis of Eumpean Science and Transcendental 
Phenomenology" (the title originally in German). 

• This trend of characterizing ,.Ttman as that which is desirable or worth 
-cherishing /Jal' excellence:. can 1?~ _traced as far back as the Upani~ads (vide 
Brlwdlimn)'aha UfJ., IV. 11. 5: . A tmanastu hamliya sa roam jJnyam bhavati" 
etc.). But somehm~ or oth~r tlus .trend seems to .have bee.n as such relatively 
far less developed 111 Advatta plulosophy than us doctnne of Cit-cum-Sat. 
'Vithin the ran~e of our. pres<:nt discourse too, the concept of .tTnanda has 
not been taken mto consHleratwn, 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 Yalue have 
an essential bearing on philosophic reflection? 

Now, as regards the subjective attitude itself, 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 (Denkarl) in his first "Critique". 
And Husser! was all the more pronounced in his prescription 
of a 'bracketing' of what he considers to be the na·ive belief 
in the objective reality of existent facts (through 'transcen­
dental epoche'). 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 ~amed 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. \Vhether 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 Defence 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-Vaise~ika, Sankhya-Yoga, Mimarilsa, 
Buddhism etc. arc not separately mentioned here.] 

Bra~tmn!>ulra .Siiitlwra-Bizasya, with Blzamali, Kalpataru and 
Parimnla. Ed. by A. Sastri, Nirnaya Sagar Pr., Bombay, 1938. 
(S.B.B.S.). 

Sa1ilwra-BMi.~ya on Brlzada.ra~zyalw Upani~ad (S.B.Br.Up.). 
$ii1ikara-Bhii.~ya on J\Ianc_lukya Upani~ad, and on Manqukya­

kariha o£ Gau<_lapada. (S. B. Man<;l-Up. ; S. B. Mane}.. Kar.), 
sanlwra-Bha.yya on Ka[lza Upanisad (S. B. Kath. Up.). 
Paficapadikii o£ Padmapada, Vizianagram Sanskrit Series (No. 3), 

Benares, 1891. 
Paficapadikavivara7Ja o£ Prakasatman, V. S. Series (No. 5), 

Benares, 1892. (Vivara7Ja). 
Vivarm:zajJrameyasailgraha o£ Vidyarai:lya, V. S. S. (No. 7), 

Benares, 1893. 
Paficadasi o£ Vidyarai:lya, with Riimakr~1J-a-(ihii, Nirnaya Sagar, 

1905. 
Vedantasara of Sadananda, with Biilabodhin'i-[Ikii, Ed. by K. S. 

Aiyar, Srirangam, 1911 ; Ed. by M. Hiriyanna, Oriental 
Book Agency, Poona, 1929. 

Tattvapradipikii (Citsukhi) of Citsukh, with Nayanaprasadin'i­
tika, Ed. by K. Shastri, Nirnaya Sagar. (Citsukh'i). 

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

Vedantasiddhantamuktaval'i of Prakiisananda, Ed. by A. Venis, 
Benares, 1922. 

Advaitad'ipika of Nrsirhhasrama, pub. Lazarus, Benares. 

• References to the relevant Indian and '\Vestern Jiterature-alon(l' with 
necessary citations-are given in Notes and References attached to the ~cspec­
tive chapters, as well as in the running foot-notes. 
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Vedantaparibha~a of Dhannaraja Adhvar!ndra, Ed. by A. Sastri, 
Calcutta Un_iversity, 1927. 

Siddhantaldasangraha of Appaya Dik~ita, Ed. by S. S. S. Sastri, 
University of Madras. 

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



APPENDIX B 

A NOTE ON PHENOMENOLOGY• 

1 

Phenomenology, originally proposed by Edmund Husseri 
(1859-1938) as a new 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'1--one that is ready to take an account of experience at 
first hand. What Husser! 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 1st voluc of his '"Ideas'", and docs not enter into the 
subsequent phases in the development of Husscrlian thought. It is largely 
reproduced from my article, "The Phcnomcnolorry of Edmund Husser I", 
published in the Calcutta Review (I'vrarch, 1960)~ 

For a more extensive introduction, sec (I) Dorion Cairns, "Phenomeno­
logy", A I-Iist?J~V of PhilosoJJhical Systems, cd. V. Ferm; (2) Marvin Farber, 
The Foundatwn of Phenomenology: Edmund Husserl and the Quest for a 
Rigorous Science of PhilosofJhy. 

1 Marvin Farber, "Phenomenology", Twentieth Century PhilosoJJh)', cd­
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 
,-ealities. The phenomena dealt with in psychology arc 1·eal 
events-empirical, wordly and spatia-temporal. The psychological 
events as belonging to (empirical) subjects arc co-eval with the 
facts of the spatia-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-rcal'.2 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 Husser!. 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.3 

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 pTim·i psycho­
logical discipline, able to provide the only secure basis on which 
a strong empirical psychology can be built".4 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 

2 Edmund Husser!, Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology, 
trans. B. Gibson, Library of Philosophy, p. 44. 

• Ibid., p. 166. 
• Husser), "Phenomenology", Encyclopa:dia Britannica, Vol. 17, (14th 

edition), pp. 69-91. 
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apprehended. Thus, its task is to systematically examine the 
types and forms of experience which imply directcdness on the 
part of consciousness towards something, or in other words, 
which arc 'intentional'. This is the comprehensive task that 
Husscrl 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 one 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 equivalent 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 purg·ed of empirical associations. It is 
certainly not clear, as Husser! himself admits,5 whether the 
investigations of a phenomenological psychology are 'free from 
all psycho-ph ysica] 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 
tenns of 'essence' as ideally presupposed by pure experience. 

• Ibid., p. 700. 
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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 necessarily lead to a system of 
indubitable metaphysical truths. It would rather provide a 
methodological device through which certain things are brourrht 

- b 
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 far-reaching. 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 'epoche'. 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. 6 

• Cf. "Turning inwards in pure reflexion, following exclusively 'inner 
. experience' and setting aside all the psycho-physical questions which relate 
to man as a corporeal 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 
'I' or 'we' of common import and use, as well as the objects said 
to be related to such T 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. 7 

4 

Thus, phenomenology as "transcendental idealism" is to be 
understood as the theory from the standpoint of transcendental 
~ubje_ctivity. Its distinction from subjective or psychological 
~deahsm ca~ h~r?ly ?e o_verl~oked. Any 'psychological' or 
anthropologiCal 1deahsm Imphes 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-

knm;ledge of the psychical life as it is in itself, the most original being 
obtamed from myself, because here alone is perception the medium."­
Husserl, Ideas, Preface. 

7 cr. ..... 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 mor~ 
separ~te? ~r<;~m my esy_chological 'I' !n the conventional sense of separation, 
than 1t 1s JOined to 1t m the convcnlwnal 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, proi)oses '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 jn·ima 
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 Husser! 
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. 9 

The typical phenomenological treatment of consciousness 
rests on the unique feature of what is tenned "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, 
in such situations, viewed purely in terms of intentionality, there 
is 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 

8 Husser!, Ideas, p. 113. 
0 Ibid., pp. 113 f., pp. 150 ff. 
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themselves are neither real nor unreal, but subsist in the light 
·of phenomenological intuition.10 

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 ra.ther 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'.U 
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'.12 

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. 

10 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. 

11 Dorion Cairns, "Phenomenology", A History of Philosophical Sys­
tems, ed. V. Ferm. 

'"Husser!, 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 experience. 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 experiences are othen\'ise, 
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 Husser! 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 
knowkdge of consciousness generally"P It implies a turning· 
back to the experience itself. Our attitude as knowing agents 
is sought to be altered radically, turning from the objectively 
g·iven 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-perfonning· Ego, as being directed 
from the latter. In every act of consciousness, immediate or 
mediate-cognitive, volitional or emotional-'! 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.I·I 

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 refen·ed to its subjective source'. But 
the phenomenologist further maintains that the experiencing 
Ego as such cannot provide a separate subject-matter for enquiry. 
For 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. 
"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".15 

' 6 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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