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The purpose of this thesis is to elucidate and
evaluate the Advaitin concept of saksl, or witness=

self, Historical problems and questions about the

, s
relative falthiulness of varicus posteSankera Advaliing
¢
to Sankara's own theories are not engaged. The scope

of this thssis 1s strictly limited to a2n investigation
into the value and significance of the witness-sell as

it developed in Advaita Vedinta,

Very little of a comprehensive nature has been
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writien avoutl the 1;:1¢ Iven witnin the vast literae

ture of Advaila relatively few works devote much

. . ‘ 2 .
atiention to ithe concept. A4Among poste=Saznkare Advaitins,

Vidyararya provides us with & notaole exception in the

0

form of the ] a.i which was wrltten as 2 beok of

instruction in Advaita, References %o gaks® run
y P i

through 211 its [1ftecen chapters, and one chapter cue-
titled “Kagaskhawdipa” is exclusively concerned with the

witness. It is the sophistication of thought as well as

e exlensive fTreatmant ,53 which recoummended the

e

.
Parcada
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ag an lmporiaunt primary source, The 3 ddninta"

e et v R

}ef&sa*&raha ef ippays Diksita provided a convenlent
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summary of various other postwééﬁkara approaches to
stksT and was heavily relled on for its overview of
the major irends of thought.

In éaﬁkara‘s works the concept is only beginning
te emerge and references to it are widely scattered and
generally brief, The foundational theory of consclous-
ness, however, out of which the saksl is specialized,

B T
is expounded in nearly all éaﬁkara's ma jor commentaries

Those on the Branma Sutras and the Brhadiranyaka

© €

Upanisad were consulted most often., Among the Upanlseds

=
R
€

themselves, the Brhaddranyska was unquesilonadbly of
&

greatest value to this study. The formulations of
vanfﬁxa1ﬂ,h9 which are found there, are referred to re
peatedly in Cpaniter 1.

Almosty all considerations taken up in this thesis
derive frem primary sources. In some instances, notably
Chapter IV, sacondary sources were utilized when they

provided direct quotes from works which were otherwlse

inaccessible, Only three secondary sources offered

slgnificant ideas and insights into the Advaita theory
aof consclousaess and the issuss iunvolved in its Zcrmula-
tion. These are The Nature of Consclousness in Hindu

dec)
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nilogsopny by Saksena, The Nature of Sell by Hukerji,
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and Linana by T. R. V. Murtli. Only In tne latter is

> gaksl sonocept dilscussed. I am especially indebted to

w1 - o) “a®) . o 2 L 3 Pre % LY -y
Saksena for aw informative svaluatlon ¢f Samkhys theory
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of conscliousness.,
I am deeply grateful to Dr. K. Sivaraman for his
lovaluable advice and guldance. He introduced me to

the Egggi concept and its intriguing features, and
directed me to those sources which proved to be of such
lmportance for thls thesls., O0f even greater value to
the successful completion of thie undertaking has been
his contagious enthusiasm for the project and his un«
failing encouragement through the most difficnlt
BONents,

Thanks are also due to my friend and typlst Sharc
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INTRODUCTION

The teachings of Advaita have been summarized as

. . - & -7
"brahma satyam jagan mithya jivo brahmaiva naparah',

that is, Brahman is the one reality, the world is
'false', and the individual self is non=different from
Brahmane As a minimal definition of the system it
indicates the essential underpinnings of Advaita thought.
However, the real import of these ideas as they relate
to the human situation, and to the spiritual quest

which arises from within it, can only emerge when the
subtler aspects of the philosophy are taken into full
accounts It is the essential framework or structure of
Advaita, characterized as it is by apparent binary
oppositions, that so often receives the attention of its
opponents, to the exclusion of those features which
serve to mediate those very oppositions and hence recon-
cile the idealism of Advaita with the world of empirical
experience. Prominent in the list of "oppositions'" are

= i ) A — o v
Brahman/maya, moksa/samsdra, svarupa-jnana/vrtti-jhana,
e - °

and paramartha/vyavahara (whose meaning will be discussed

later in context). The following very brief summary of

Advaita doctrine serves to underline the significance of



such "couplets" in the system.

The only reality-is the non-qualified, homogeneous
Brahman who may only be defined as pure thought or pure
Being, all plurality being a mere illusion.1 The ap-
pearance of the world around us and in which we exist as

individual beings, is due to maya or avidy'ei,2 the prin-

ciple of illusion with which Brahman is asscciated. It
'is because of this power of maya that the one, indivisible
Brahman is experienced as the diverse and individual
forms of existence. Owing to the particular adjuncts
into which maya has specialized itself, the universal
Being appears broken up into a multiplicity of individual
sentient principles, that is, the so-called jivas. At
the ordinary or empirical level of experience we appre=
hend a number of individual souls engaged in various
cognitions and actions directed towards, or concerned
with, the external objects of the world.s But the seem-

ingly individual aggregates of mental functions and

]The term "illusion" is used as the translation of
mithya in the minimal sense of what is not real, but
creates the illusion of being real. This is one, of the
key concepts developed and refined in the post=Sankara
literature, e.g. Advaita Siddhi, Nirnayasagar Press,
1915, p. LEff.

A -

2The terms mdya, avidyda, and ajnana will be
considered as essentially synonymous. Some make distince-
tions (for instance Vidyaranya in Palicadasi 1-16 where
miya and avidya are used in metaphysically different
ways) but the positive projective maya, and the indivi=-
dual ignorance, avidya or ajnana, may be considered as
aspects of one principle of illusion from which false
notions of reality arise.




physical attributes which we apprehend and walch result
in the discrimination of one jiva from another are the
result of mayad, as are the multiple forms of the unie-
verse with which they are assoclated, and are, there-
fore, less than real. The unenlightened soul or jiva,
which is in reality pure intelligence, is asleep, as 1%
were, to its own nature, which is hidden by the velling
power of miya. IY identifies itself with its limiting
adjuncts oenly and as such is said to be subjlect to the
consequences of 1ts actlons, taking cn the merits or
demerits which accrue,

or the Advaitin, jaxnd,j or Xnowledge, is the only

tree means to moksa (or release frem saﬂsira),4 which
nss ,

8, metephorieally, an instantaneous 1i1fting of the vell
wnloen conceals the true ildentity of the Self or Egggg.
It is direct and imnediate knowledge and can only stand
ia contradistinciion te normal experience, which is
grounded in avidya. It seems clear that we are not in-

volved here with a notion of knowledge as & process or

313550 0r wisdom means something more than conven-
tional xnowledge, It 1s closer to the Greek )Yvoécs and

usually refers to an intuitive insight or rezlization.

of mokga 1s determined in accordance

f gamsdra, The Iormer 1s concelved of

i from tuv Lutter, i.e. 28 release from

enpirical existeunce, or the cycle of birth,

Af*fa, ?Por an analytlcal eluclidation cf the
;22 Cnapter I of Introduction io Indian

usnt, by Paul Younger.




as a growth in awareness, which culminates in Brahman
knowledge.5 The four qualifications set down by
Sankara to be fulfilled by the aspirant are not meant
to imply that the way to ggggg is progressive or stadial
in character. Rather, it would appear that proper
discrimination, removal of desires, mental tranquility
and the like, are presented as sharply delineated
stages merely for the purpose of instruction. They
neither form a continuum with mgggg nor are responsible
for its origination. By its very nature, ggggg trans-
cends the sphere of cause and effect; it is an eternal
and ever-present truthe Since Brahman, or pure know=-
ledge, is the timelessly self=-realized, there is nothing
to originate or attaine. ILikewise, the termination of
avidya may be said to be an eternal facte

While the outline of Advaita presented above is
generally accurate, the binary oppositions we encounter,
when taken in their barest form, may seem to suggest
that no provision exists in Advaita to bridge the gap
between the empirical and the transcendental (since they
are basically antagonistic in nature). Significantly,

this point of view seems to capture the essential spirit

)

While growth or progress cannot be directly spoken

of in relation to realization of Brahman it might be used
in an inverted sense to indicate the progressive unveil-

ing of that which is eternally present.



¢f most objJectlons directed against the theory of avidya,
which stands at the center of the philesophical tnought
of Advaite, Bhaskara, for instance, one of Advaita's
earliest opponents, charged that miayd stifles every
effort to overcome it and "avidya grows at the very
roct of re&lity.”é This same line of thought, though
undergoing much elaboration, is seen to form the central
thrust of Ramanuja's famous seven objections., The ese
sential focus, then, is the apparent lack of any contact
between ordinary experience (rooted as it is in ignorance),
snd the higher reality which it obscures.

Yet a more detalled and penetrating view of Advaita

soon reveals that the apparent gulf ig, in fact, quite

sdequately bridged at several points. The séksi con-
°

o

w3
<r

¢ tne subject of this thesis, stands out as the most
important concept in this regard. As the witnessing-
consclousness and ground of all knowledge, it manifests
1tself as "the pure clement of awareness in all knowe
ing Its existence is not only provided for by 3cripe-
ure snd established logically through a critigue of

tnowledge but is implicit in all experience and cognlitlon

r ., - ~
“P. . Srinlvasacharl, The Philosophy of Bhedabheda
{Madras, 1950}; p. 53
7. _p 3
M, Hirlyanna, Outlines of Indlan Philosophy
Iondon, 19467), De 3%3e




as their very ground. It is the pure conscious back=
ground of the individual which curing nescience appears
in the seer aspect though in essence it remains with-

out any reference in a determinate way to the experienced.
The witness is pure relationless cit yet without being
actively involved pertains to the empirical process in so
far as it is the ever-manifesting on which all else
depends. §§§§i mediates the polarity of the Ultimate
Reality and avidya, for it is involved in the individual
but more fundamental than the empirical. Further, §§§§i,
as the fact of conscicusness, or revelation, is egquivalent
to the self-shining Atman, and is thus ever known though
inaccessible to all modes of knowledge. It carries with
it, then, the implication of an accessibility, as it

were, which is not strictly linked to the concept of

ggggg as Brahman or Atman tend to be. This feature of
the §§§gi concept is often underplayed if not totally
ignored, by the critic of Advaita. We will thus attempt
to elucidate the important implications of §§5§i. We
will note something of its background in the Uganiéads
and ééﬁkara's thought, and then turn to its elaboration
by the post-gaﬁkara Advaitins, with special emphasis on

Vidyaranya and Appaya D§k§ita.8

8The works consulted are respectively the Panceda51,
especially Chapter VIII, and Sladhanpalesaqarrrana, the
section on different interpretations of saksi.




To the tune of the Unknown I kecp step

Going from the far to the far beyond,

~.

= Tagore, Plight of Swans



Chapter I
The Pre=3ystematic Background

he a specialized concept the ssksl properly persw
e

tains to the postugan cara development of Advalts

]

Vedunta where 1t is elaborated as a foundational prine

i

et

ple of knowledge. It 1s seen as the pure consclious
grouad of the cmpirical complex of the individual (tae
body with its sense and motor organs as well as mind

} and as sucu is the constant factor

.,a-

and intellect
wileh is "known"; not as an object is known, but as ime
plicit in every act of knowledge as its indubitable
ground. Its exisience 1s demonstrated chiefly by way of
arguments conczrning the evidencing of mental states,
These and related arguments commonly involve the refuts-
tion of opposlng theories of consciousness and proceed
by establishing the untenability of all attenpts to

aeeou

";

it for empirical experieunce without reference to a

k‘"

principle of changeless conasciousness. The priwmary

e

l]hbfv axye, however, certain ohligue references to
szksi (i.e. PuthLS in “andaga's Brahua 5iddhi and
Su“e\v&r"s Yalsxarmya 3iddipi) conceptualized cplstemo=
iogically as ihe solution lmplied in the quesiion of error
corsciousness.



issue involved in establishing the reality and neces-
sity of such a principle would seem essentially epis=
temological in nature. It is not quite proper, however,
to assume that the saksi, like its counterparts in
Western philosophy (e.g. Kant's transcendental unity of
apperception), is postulated on the basis of epistemo=-
logical findingse. Despite the fact that the Advaitin
often seems to be setting forth the concept in this way,
the ggggi never stands in need of logical justification.
It is grounded in metaphysical truth as revealed by the
éggzi and as such receives priority in epistemological
matterse This is not to say that uncritical acceptance
of authority is advocated. The common appeal to "proofs"
for the existence of §§5§i, based on an analysis of ex=
périence, serves to underscore the well=taken point that
for Advaita, "...even scripture becomes authoritative
only because its truth gets corroborated in one's own
experience."2

That metaphysics and epistemology are to such an
extent intertwined in Advaita (a feature whose most
developed expression is the identification of Sat, pure

Being, and cit, pure consciousness) is a fact to be

2T. M. P. Mahadevan, Introduction to Hethods)gg
Knowledge by Swami Satprakashananda (Lgndon, 1965), DP.
1’-{-. See alSO ScBn 2.].1-]-, po 299, "...Sr‘uti, if in cOone
flict with other means of right knowledge, has to be
bent so as to accord with the latter."



appreciated apart from its particular scriptural ground-
ing. One may really concur with Advalta in its view
that any really meaningrlul investigation into sense per=
ception, cognitional process, etc,, must ultimateiy taxze
into account not only the particular phenomena under
study, but also that which serves as the ground of the
possibility of those things. Likewise, "ietaphysical
investigation into the nature of Being or Reallty cannct
attaln its goal unless consistent with sound epistemoloe«

glecal principles."3

The saxsT concept and the arguments
in support of it, eplitomize tnls recognition by pointing
to @ level in experience ir which knowledge and existence
gre identical, Though it is largely called on to per=-
form ean eplstenological functlon by the postuéaﬁkara
Ldvaiting, 1ts more generallzed equivalence to Seif or

man, is retained and confirms 1ts essential oneness

with Ultimate Reality. Because the sﬁkgi, then, is not
merely an abstract prineiple postulated on epistemologi-
cal grounds, but approximates to Reality itself, we will

begin our javestigation with the p»a*cﬂ{g for which

|f

this Kealliiy stands at the center of all speculatlons,

A precise delineation of the relevant Upanlqadic

notions in accordance with any progressive or develop=-

mental schema, would involve problems and complexities

e

- W .
ibid., p. 63
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that far outreach the scope of this thesis. Without
gffecting any rigorous stiucturing of the material,
certaln irends of thought bearing significantly om the
§§§§2 development will be presented, Far from being
an original Advaitin creation, as will shortly be
demcnstrated; the caxdi concept claims & clear ground-

ing in the most prominent features of Upanisadic

theughite
In the Upanisads, as in Sarkara's works as well,
ggggg is not present in a form sufficiently developed to
distinguish it from Ltman. The term itself is not
prevalent and when it appears serves as an alternate
desigrnation fer Self, especially when viewed from the
stonapolint of mental funetions, In fact, the term

saksl dees not actually occur in the earlier literature

P

4
(first encountered at Svet, 6.,11) though the particular

perspective on Self which it inmplies 1s already present

arpd gqulte well developed in the B{hadﬁra?yaka Upanlfad.
The teachings of Yz jRavelkya, contzined therein, are
perhaps the richest source of Advaiia philosophy ard
are especislliy pertinent to this study. Professor
Ranade states, "YaiXavalkya regards Atman 2s both the

P

ontologlcal suvstratum of all existence as well as the

epistemological nucleus of all 'm:umledge."‘}+

”Yr :] lA'.
oration 4..4] une




The topics with which we will be dealing (mainly

t¢ be drawa from the ggge Up.) are all clesely allied
in the sense that they represent alternative and
complementary atteapts to signify That which lies beyond
empirical modes of description and comprehension, In
Tfact,; the most significant idea we encounter is already
represented in the abvove, i1.e, that the Self is differ=-
ent from and inaccessible to eapirical modes of knowe
ledge, The interrelated topics cannot properly be
separated but for clarity's sake the most important are
as follows:

l. the Self as beyond knowledge,

2. the Self as Transceadental Subject or Seer

(Dras ‘fw).

3. the Self as of the nature of light, and as

self=luminous {svayam=jyotih),

4, the Self as cit or pure consclousness.
All of the above contribute significantly to the sﬁk;f
conception, They can all be drawn together in the ferm
of one composite statement, reading, "Atman, of the
nature of clt, is the Knowing Subject which serves as
ite own 1light, and is on this very account unknowable.
For Ldvaliza this line of thought wculd represent a most
advanced understanding of Self but it is not, of course,

everywhere in evidanee., In the Mundaka Uranlbad leled=5,

21l knowledge is classified into two categories. The

11



first 1s the higher knowledge, Earévidva, "by which the
Imperishable Brahman is attained", and the second is

the lower knowledge, aparividya, which refers to empirical

things. This particular scheme, while it does admii of

a higher order of awareness where the apprehension of
Reality is concerned, nonetheless remains in keeping with
a rather general tendency in the EE&EL%EEE to seek after
and expound the knowledge of the zgggg. In the context
of Yaj)llavalkya's teaching, howevér, we encounter another
view which assumes great prominence, according to which
Brahman, or the Self, transcends the very conditions of
21l knowledge and thus carnot be known, Deussen points

to theze teachings as "the primitive source of the en=-

demonstrates the probalbtle dependency of the furiher de-
velopment of the doctrine on the text of the Brhad@ran=
- o
zéggoy That the Atman is not to be grasped through an
act of knowing is demonstrated by Yajnavalkya on the
grounds that the Self is the knowing subject, persistiing
through the three states of waking, dreaming, and sleep

%+ 3

{as well as in death and transmigration).5 In his

=
“raul Deussen, The Philosophy of ihe Upanisads
{iew York, 1966), ppe 19, Ble
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discourse with Maitreyl in passages 2.4.12=14, tnis
idea is again taken up in conjunction with the addi-
tionzl conslideration of the Atman as the alle-pervading
essence of things, If the Self is unknowable as the
Subjeect 1t 1s equally so as the All=Comprehending.
(i.e. It comprehends the divide of subject and objecte)
The i1deas are realily one, for the Self, even in its
capaclity as Seer and Subject never relinquishes 1its
ldentity with the cosmlc and universal, The Reallity
which 1s the essence of the individual and the phenomenal
world, neither is nor can be known since all knowledge
invelves a duality where in fact thevre is only Brahman,

For when there 1ls duzlity, as it

Were,....0na xnoews another. But

when everytning has become the

Sell thean.,.what should one know

and Lhrough what? Through what

should one know That owing to woich

all thls 1s known = through what,

my dear, should one kncw the

Knower, f
This passage lnvolves at least two very significant
points. Knowledge properly pertains only to the dual
structure of the empirical, but this duality itself is
sgeted from the standpoint of release (paramZrtha),
“mhe experimental kunowledge which reveals to us a world
of plurality, where in reality only Brahman exists, and

1

2z body vhere in reality there 1s only the soul, must be

G ST A Y b L7 et im T TS

7

—— 3 i
510 23 ““0 11‘4‘6
e
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«p e 8 -

a mistaken knowledge, a delusion, or maya,"  Though
ithere is much controversy regarding the presence of
the Nai doctrine in the Upar i«ads, pesgages llke the
above ("duality, as it were") certainly seem to cone
gtitute evidence in its favor. Implied by the passage
are the ideas that knowledge, as evidenced by its very
structure, must take place in an illiusion and could not
poseibly pertain to zj@an, which is 1ts very ground,
its essence, and in fact the only cone and indivisible
Reallty. DNumerous passages reinforce this fundamental
conception of the Xnowing Subject.

Tou cannot see the seer of seelng;

you cannct near the hearer of

hearing; you cannot think of the

thih&&f or thinhing, vou cannot
2w the knower of naw*z This
your ga2lf that is ws.hin 8ll:

Lx)in‘ﬁ% Plse but this is
righable,

e
19
ev
p.‘
We encounter an important perspective on the Self
3 3 e 02 =1
when by way of explanation to King Janaka, Yajnavalkya

refers to It in the following way:

(It is) identified with the in=
tellect gnd in the midst of the
orzang, the (self=gsufficient)
light within the heart. Assuming
tbe 11Apnos {(of the intellect)
it wanders between the two worlds;
it QQLnkbg as 1t were, and moves,
a8 1t WeIrEe...10

8Deusseny Ps T

G

"Brh. 3.%.2, See also 3Brh, 3.7.23 aund 3.3.2,
10 TR 3, N ap Kena DR

BI’ “.JeTe See 2lso Kena 2«3,



Significantiy, the Self is said to reside not in the head
but in the heart, for in the identification of Self and
intellect is the source of all delusion. This confu=-

sion occurs beczuse the intellect, as éaﬁkara states,
"...being transparent and next to the Self, easily

catches the reflection of the intelligence of the Self,"11
The Self iliumines the intellect but one often falls to
distinguish light from that which i1s illumined. "There=
fere through the similarity of the intellect, the Self

assumcs the likeness of everything."l2

To underline
thig problem and perhaps transcend i1it, & physicoe
psychological method is sometimes adopted (ec.g. T2it. Up.
F.2~0) consisting of a successive unfolding of the

essexce of Atmaa. In the Chindogya Uggnioﬁ when

ey

l-v-;

sre ifvatl 1s approached by Indra and Virocana for knows=
ledge Qf the immortal Self, thls kind of approach is
employed, The Atman is progressively identified with
the physical self, the dreaming self, the self of
dreamless sieep, until finally it is declared to be that

which persists unafiected throunghout all the changing

i1 L
The Btbad?rquacn Upanisad with Saikara's Commen-

DD e T

(430777 trans. owaml Jadnavananda (dayavati, Almora,
1950}, pe Olie )




0f all these states, the phenomenon of dreamless
sleep recelves the greatest atteatlion since it reveals
en cceasion when all mental activity, and therefore
consclcusness of individuality 1s absent. There is
evidegtly a break or gap in consciousness, but as one's
sense of identity remains intact, this must be true
only in so far as partlicularized, or object conscious=
ness 1ls concerned, The importance of deep sleep lies
in ite demoanstration of the fact that knowledge of
distinction is only a temporary and conditiopal feature
of our 1lives. Something unchanging, undivided, and
foundational to all experience must be present even in
the absence of experience. The cplstenological impore
teuce of deep sleep is greatly stressed in Advaita and
even in the Upanisacds 1s veccgunlzed as revealing the
Self in 4ts unalloyed form., The Self is proclaimed as
cf deep sleep.
Yinen a man i1s asleep, with senses
withdrawn, and serene, and sees no
dreasm = that is the wﬁlf. This 1is

lumortal, fearless., This 1s Brah=-
nane -+t

¢esothis infinite being, when fully
embraced by the Supreme Selfy Kknows
acthing that is_ without, ncthing
that is withine™?

0

Bt
2
4t
©

“onng,

1552‘29 4- 5"’210
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Were it not for this ccnsideration of deep sleep the
Self, as Lnower or Seer, could be misteken by some as
an agent of such activity, It becomes clear that the
character of seer ls assumed only as related tc the
act of knowing an object,

evelt 1s seeing though it does

net see; for there is no cessa-

tion of the vision of the scer,

because the seer is imperish-

able., There 1s then, however,

no secona thing separate fron

the seer that it could see,i0

Here the nature of the Self as Seer or Knower is

clarified in order to avold the implication of duality
inherent in the terms. The Self "sees" during deep
sleep because of 1ts permaneat sighte It 1s not a seexr
in the ordinary sense for zctivity pertains to the
21 4o

Chad LS }'1‘5" A
-

SsheuimoeaAzoAE o

waXins,. ' Ths vision of the Seer is its very essence,
Thus, the presence oxr absence of objects is of no con=
sequence to Lte It 1s for this reason that one can
accept the Self as pure conscilousness, or intslligence,
and yet postulate a Self in deep sleep vwhich is uncon=-
seious of anything. 1iie appearance of unconsciousness
is due to the absence of objects, of cognition, and not

» . > 18 ~ - ~
.0 the absence of consclousness i1tself,. If the Self

05, 4.3.23.

17 °

Brh., 2.1.17.
18 ¢

Brie, 24,12,

v

eyanz alone, which is operative only in dream and

17
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were not unceasingly and unconditionally conscious, if
it could become extinct in deep sleep, how could it
returnit?

The decignation of Self as knower or subject can
oizly recelve qualified acceptance, then, for this chare
acterizatior can do no more than indlcate and not re=
present directly the nature of the Self, Thls is
equally the case when the Atman is equated with light,
but here the figurative image seems more appropriate
for conveying something of the Self which is beyond all
gpeeche In the gg§§l§§i§ thlis philosophical idea 1is
¢losely assocliated with the conceptions of the eternal

day of Brabman (Chand. 3.2.1=%) andé dis divine world as

& place of eternal light.

Therefore, having reached this
bridze, the night becomes day,
for the world of Branmexn is
lighted once for all.<20

And similarly,

The sun does not shine theres, nor
the moon and the stars, nor these
lightenings ~ much lescs this fire.
He shining, everything shines after
Him. By His light all this is
lighted,21

Wher the focus is more precisely "the Brahman that is

n
O
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immediate and direct" (3rh. 3.4.2), i.e. the Self within,

the 1dea of the s@ksl is more directly anticipated,

€

New, this serene being (i.e. the

liberated man) after rising from

his (physical) body and attaining

the dlighest Light, reaches his own

(true) form. Tn%ﬁ ig the Selfiaoe

This 1s Brahman,<<

-t & s of .

And, more expilicltly, Yajnavalkya's explanation that even
wheu tkhe sun and moon have set, and the fire extinguished,
there 1s something which yet serves as light for man:

The Self, indeed is his light, for

with the Self as light he sits,

goes out, works and returns., (That

is, he passes through the three
states, )40
The light metaphor is perhaps superior to the Seer

degignetion for i1 uudersceres the counstancy and freedon
the Self The 1lluminating cuality of light is its
very nature, and not anp activity whereby each object 1is
1ilvmined in 2 geparate scte S0 too light requires no
second light vo render it manifest. That which reveals
other things must of necessity be self<lumlnous (svayam=
Jyotih)e Advalta later builds on this baslc conception,
relining 1t considera®bly through a xeener sense of the

limitations inherent in the metaphor. Physical light,

since 1t requires no other illumiration outside itself

Ciuphs 1_\‘340
24 N. % .
';’};}.“ 433669 Also .\?ﬂ
everything silnes after Him form
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in order %o be seen, is apparently selfemanifeste But
of course, that which possesses no awareness can render
nelther self nor object known. Manifestation depends
on consciousness, The 1light of the Self, its essence,

. . 24
is therefore none other than pure consciousness or cit,

This idea finds entrance into the Altareya Upanisad.
~
{The doctrine expounded seems to owe a great deal to
o E f\ . - "
YaJnavalkye's thoughtg)CS Here the Atman is represented

as distinct from all organs of sense and is spoken of

- nt

&8s preglne or consclousness,
Zverything that this heart and wmind
are, reflection, meditation, de=
livaration, invention, intelligeunce,
insight, resolve, purpose, desire,
suffering, recollection, idea, force,
life, love, will « all these are
nanes of CONSCLOUSHEsS,ad

i
]
N

All the sbove listed are activities coriginating and

<

W

termpinating at distinet points in time, Their ultimate
refereat 1s that which remains constant throughout all
ol them, the pure consciousness to wnich all cognitions
seesim to polint,

If the Self is pure consclousness in its ultimate

end ideal essence (and this seems to be the final declara=-

tion of the Upsnisads) how may It at the same time be

oy

“Fpen, 2.4,12,

25 ° )
Deussen, pe. 139,

26

A;&ﬁv3¢102.
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regarded as related tc the flux and flow of empirical
experience? The problem is not ignored in the Jpanigggﬁ
but nelther is it dealt with in & definitive way. We
are teld that the said character of "seeing" is not %o
be regarded as an activity, that it refers to the essence
¢f the Seif as clt, The seer aspect, because 1t only
pertains to the seen manifold, must be a false construce-
ticn impesed op the Self, The gquestion of the related=-
negs of At“~r +o the world is, finally, inzdmissible,
Though given in experience as the Supreme Subject, the
Self ounly appears as connected and experience itself
paliles inte negation from the standpoint of the Ultimate
Fealitye But 1t is within this area of "supposed related-
neas'" that all the facts of knowledge and experisnce lie,
The tesk still remalns, therefore, to make some sort of
gserese of cognitional process given the metaphysical
girvoture that the ggani§ad§ provide, Though the diffi=-
cultles involved seem logically insoluble, with the
development aof the gggg_ concept and the concurrent ree
finement of the ggié doctrine we encounter a more sys-
tewstie and thorough=going treatment of the problem,

By way of review, the Upanisads speak of the Self

v

a2 fundamental and immutable Reality, It is the pure
consciousness always present ag the ultinmate Subject,
which 1s aever caugnht in the act of knowledge. Though

notning else be nanifest, the Self still exists as the



svayali=iyotih, by whose light 211 else shines,

The later transcendental thecries of counsclousness
% .8 3 e © o
in Advaiis and in Samxhya as well, take thelr linspira-

tion from these fundamental ideas,

22



Chapter II
The Nature of Consciousness in Samkhya

Advaita epistemological theory is aimed not only at
harmenizing the data of cxperlence with menistic thought,
but also at the reinforcement of non-dual metaphysics by
appealing to empirical experience for its disclosure.
Thusz, the theory of transcendental consciousness in
Advaite pertains as much to its doctrine of nonedual
Reaiiiy as it does to the analysis of knowledge (through
which means its existence may be *ndica*ﬁd)o Adveita
must insist wot only on the compatibility, but on the in-
evitable convergence, of the two standpecints., To uphold
the notion of a distinctionless, eternal, and transcenden-
. consclousness, wnile yet clinging to a metaphysics of
duality, is for Advalitis not only a perversicn of ontoe

h but 2 logical sbsurdity. Here, of course,

-

the Sirkhya school of thought, the

oppenent which Advaita was forced to
¢ngages & critical survey of its prominent fealures and
the Adveibip response wnich it evoked, provide an excele

A et e A b R

lent framework within which the value and signiticance

-~
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of the non-~dual theory of consciousness might be
appraised.

The fact that BadarZyana and Satlcara were keen to
express opposition to the SEmkhya doctrine indicates
that the dualistic position must have enjoyed consider-
able prominence at one time.1 Badardyana's repeated
reference to S&ikhya as inconsistent with the teachings
of the Upanis ads,.,2 indicates that it must have been
accepted by many as compatible with, 1f not completely
grounded in,; the 55331. It is, of course, quite pos-~

sible to locate references to SHrkhya-Yoga in some of

the gﬁggigégﬁé but the claim that the dualistic position
le ever really advocated is untenable in view of the un-
deniable prominence ¢f the monistic position. The few

pessages in evidence, however, do hint at an array of

e}

ideas which are systematically elaborated into the
- g : ; "
Sikkhya philosophy. Sankara bears witness to the influ-

ence of that philosophy by designating it the principal

}Vide The Central Philosovhy of Buddhism (Lendon,

1070), pp. Gu=61, where Lur+l QO(LTPuTLS Sditzhya as a
rival to Badardvana in the field of UnanL%do—exe TeS1S.

Felabe11 and 2o1.1=3, from he Vedanta Siutras
ma with the Commentary b énnhwra, trans.
saut (New lorl 1962) .

7 ( - 1
“Bege Svet. Up. 4.5, 10, 16 and 6.10, 13 and Ka. 'Up.

e
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A

opponent of the Vedanta™ and by admitting its consider-
able appeal to those of undisciplined mind.5 The fact
that SHikhya, despite its avowed dualism, shares many
features in common with Advaita, merely increases the
burien on éaﬁkara and his followers to diligently and
gystematically refute its views. The Sﬁﬁkhza ideas
which are consistent with Advaita, such as the descrip-
tion of soul as free from qualities, are readily accepi-

6

ed, of course,  and recast in terms of non-dual philoso-
Phye.

Witheul delving into all the specifics of §§§khva
thourht, a critical outline of the system should serve to
demonstrate the superiority of the Advaita vosition, to
wihiich a&ll the inconsistencies and problems of dualistic
philosophy sesm to appeal for resolution, With emphasis
cn the unworkability of a dvalistic interpretation of
experience, it will be shown that the logical difficul-
ties inherent in Sdmkhya can only be rectified through a
very natural movement in the direction of Advaita meta-
physics. Further, it appears that within §§é§§lg itself,

sttempls are made to Lemper the fundamental dualism on

L .
ri%oBﬁ 151{0628(-
’Thid., 2.2.1.

S1bid., 2.1.3.



which the system is based. This tendency, if allowed to

continue and reach its natural culmination, would result

in the positing of a single Absolute in which all else
is grounded. In the course cf the {following discussion

these points will emerge more clearly and provide ample

demonstration that Advaitas metaphysics is implicit in

i

s @
P sy hvs P
Sankhya=-Yogda.

The two ultimaltes in oamrhz are FPrak rtl, the sour

of the material world, and the Purusas, or pluralitly of
°

ce

selves. Though numerically separate the FPurusas exhibit

s
no real differences and so are subject to a "gualitativ
monism and guantitative pluralism.”8 The essence of th
selves is one, i.e. consciousness, and so together they
may be considered to constitute one entiiy in the duali
tic scheme of SZmkhya. We may speak, then, of Purusa

(singular) as the principle of pure consciousness. Lik

the Atman in Advaita, it is the ultimate subject, the

2lf-luminous, the uncaused and eternal, the foundation
of knowledge, the witness, the unknowable, etc. As in
tdvaita, all change and activity is attiributed to a

hnccsNidBvwi-to -4

principle other than pure consciousness but here that

Dr. Anima | en
Study and The Zvo=-

LA N

\P:)rw 3
Chandradhar Sharma,
Philosophy (Delhi, 1964 ),

e

e

Se=

e



rrinciple assumes the status of a co-present and co-

n

eternal reslity, i.e. the Prakrti, The two principles
€

represent independent, unrelated, and polar absclutes.

=3
=
0]

Purusa is ever sentient and inactive. Prakrti is
Ad

the insentient to which all change belongs. Out of this

unconpromising duality, the world and man's experience

v v 70 @
of it, somehow unfold. The SiHm

khya theory of evolution

sets the stage for investigation of this problem.

lrfj, as the first cause of the universe {or

Pradnina), is the source of everything material. Even

time, space, and mind which less cbviousliy rertain to

the physical, are considered to be esuacis of it. It is

perhaps most accurate to say ihat Praxrti encompasses
- ;‘-'bw =
syt s aenne - = S vy v e ] - ~
averything arart from Spirit. A furndarental postulate

S £ % Y X R S ~ T N S -~y
holas that the effect is essentialliy the zame

as the cause, culminating in the view that iiiinmi;con“
sists of what is common te all aswects of the universe,
The casential constituents of all objects are three -
sgttva, having the gquality of fineness or lightness,
tamas, which is coarse or heavy, and rajas, which repre-
sents whatever is active. Substence and attributes are
censidered to be identical. The three gunas (attributes
v
or properties) which together account for the dynanic

diversity of the phenonmenegl world are not mere gualities

27
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s

form the subsiratum of all change but this change is
never total. The gunas persist eternally while only
their modes arise and disappear. FEvolution in the
Shmkhya scheme is grounded in a belief in the indes-
tructibility of matter. The apparent origination and
destruction of objects is understood with reference to
a belief in the two-fold character of all things - i.e.
potentiality and actuality. When the modes of Prakrti
are latent a state of dissolution cor pralaya results.
At other times evolution or sarga prevails and things
assurie their manifest form. The reasoning involved is

suprorted by the observation of common things emerging

from and later disappearing into their causes; e.g. the

example of the clay pot.

-~
The activity of Prakrti is an eternal fact and even

in pralava, when the pgunas assume a kind of equilibrium,
<

Frrer

it maintains its dynamic character. "Perpetual motion
is & funcdarentsl postulate of the system so far as the

t3 & » 19

physical werid is concerned. Evolution, then, is
cyclic or periodic, always alternating with periods of
dissclution, The beginuing of a sarga results from a dis-

turbance in the dynamic harmony of the gunas. At this

iysuna, Outlines of Tndian Philosophy
»3, o 272 (uoucd on st. 5 of Sdrkkhya-

di by Vdcaspati vidra.) B
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time sativa predominates and marks the starting point
for the entire heterogeneous evolution. The question of
how this comes about will be discussed shortly.
Evolution in S3rkhya is regarded as teleological
but because Frak fti is insentient it might better be
termed "quasi-teleological', as Hiriyanna suggests.‘o
There is a purpose which the whole process apvarently
serves, but conscious pursuit of a goal can in no way be
attributed to Frakrti. 1In so far as evolution is teleo-
logical, its reference is to the individual for whom the

object may be either the securing of exrerience, bhoga,

or liberation from samsira. Puruia is that for which the
entire.creation moves. Yet Sfukhya cannot adequately
account for this directicnal and purposive novement
without tempering the character of its two absclutes.

Evolution, which results from a disturbance in the
equilibrium of the gunas, arises through some type of

0

influence from Puru§a. As two separate, independent, and
never reaily unite to produce creation, nor is their
contact with one another really feasible. Yet there is
2 strong tendency in S3’khya to sveak of their mutual

dependence and cooperation. (“"ruoa without Prakrti is
.

Yrpig., p. 272.

s



lame, and FPrakrti without Purusa is blind.) Since this
) T R
kind of reasoning comes into direct conflict with the
strict duaiism on which the system is based, other
attempts at explanation arise. It is the proximity of
Purusa which provides the initial stimulus for evolu-
<
ticn, not actual contact, or alternately, evolution is

due to samyogZbhZsa, or the semblance of contact, result-

ing from the false identification of Purusa with its re-
3
fiection in the buddhi, or intellect (regarded as the
first evolute c¢f Prakrti). UNeither of these formulations
LA

prove tenable, iilwil is constant and unchenging. If

it were near to o kr+w that nearness would be an eternal
cendition and evolution, therefors, never-ending. The
logic of the sacond argument seems to impel Siikhya
towards the Advaita theory of g§z§, for how can mere
"semblance of contact" suffice to produce a real dis

turbance in the equilibrium of real guq3§? If the effi-

cacy of samyogibhdsa is to be accepted then the par“nauqa

vads theory, which holds the world to be an actual trans

formation of Pra \rtw, should logically be replaced by
the Adveita notion of the world as vivarta cor appearance.
Further, buddhi, since it is regarded as the first evo-

¥ SRR 1]

lute of rakrii, cannot be considered available to catch
“

the reflection of Pur uqa in order to initiate the creative

process. If it be supposed that Prakrii itself serves
€

350
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as the medium of reflection, then the same difficulty as
pertains to the proximity theory must result, i.e. a
permanency of condition precluding alternating cycles of
sarga and pralaya. The various arguments, as they build,
merely serve to multiply and amplify the logical prob-
lems inherent in the foundational conceprt of duality it=-
self, Samkhya is continually forced into the position of
compromising that duality, while yet maintaining an ab=-
solute insistence on its veracity.

The Samkhya theory of evolution presents yet other
problems for consideration, which have already been alluded
to. How can the unconscious Prakfti be regarded as re-
sponsible for a world of design and purpose, which
evolves for the sake of Puru§a? As ééﬁkara remarks, it
is never observed that an unconscious thing spontaneously
produces effects which subserve the purpose of a sentient
and intelligent being, unless first guided or directed
by some intelligence.H Activity bears reference to a
purpose which is absent in the case of the insentient.
"The conclusion therefore is that the unconscious can=
not be related to the conscious by the relation of means
and end unless it is the intelligence that is regarded as

12

the spring of activity." But this is only one part

Mg.B. 2.2.1.

12S. K. Saksena, Nature of Consciousness in Hindu
Philosophy (Delhi, 197T7), p. 198
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of a two-fold difficulty. Purusa, the couscious entity,
cannot properly be spoken of as standing in need of any-
thing, It is eternally free, isolated, self-sufficient,
and self-complete. DBondage and release, as in Advaita,
are falsely ascribed to it for liberetion is regarded
as an eternally accemplished fact. Even if Eggggg were
in some way dependent on Prakfti, the latter would be in
no position to help by reason of its unconsciousness.
Agein, the Advaita position seems to offer logical reso=-
Jution of the problem. For the reasons already stated,
the relationship of means and ends ascribed to Purusa

R LI
and Prakrti is unintelligible unless there is recourse to
2 third and higher principle. If the c¢cnscious and un-
censcions eavities exhibit any degirze of cooperaticen ox
dependency, if in fact they are related at ail, then the
two eternal opposites are more properly regarded as
feiling within one whole. 1t is also clear that "an un-
conscious teleology should point towards a deeper con-
sciousness, within which alone, the fulfillment of both

i3
e AN Tl
e

. i
rakrti should take place."
®

The problem of evolution is only one aspect of the
. . . e oo &
problem of relation in general in the Samkhya system.

According to duvalism Purusa and Drakrii exist independently
(3 <

131§;g,, . 183,



and eternally as polar absolutes. So long as they stand

in perfect isolation and unrelatedness there is no

[9)

reation, or speaking non-cosmologically (i.e. if we
shift our focus to the individual) no possibility of
knowledge or experience. Experience arises from a
failure to realize the unrelated nature of cit, and

when this realization comes about liberation results.
Put if experience is just this failure of discrimination
the question naturally follows how experience arises in
the first place granting that prior to its rise Puru a8,
and Prakrti exist in their pure and isolated natures,
outside of any real or imagined relation (i.e. outside
of experience). Directing attention specifically to the

problem of kncwledge, the guestion can be put, how is

ho all¥

-

from the transcendental 2333%3 to the empiri-
al knower to be explained? Several different explana-
tions of experience, through modification of the original
§§ﬁkhyq position, are pOSwlee.14 Despite the risk of
some repetition, a brief mention of the theories helps
to demonrstrate further the inadequacies of the dual
metaphysics which impel us with ever-increasing certi-
tude toward the Advaita position.

In the S

s

- ~f, . .
tras of Patanjali the focus is most clearly

Y

I . .
1+1 am indebted to Saksena for a thceughtiul account
of these mcdifications, f né in Chapter VII.
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the unattached nature of Paruuua The problem of knows
ledge and experience is not really cngaged, Hxperience
is merely designated as a gailure of discrimination be-
tween Purus a and Prak ti,l Little is said about now
the 1dentificaﬁion comes about, We are only told that
Puruss exists in two conditions: its svariipa or true
nature prior to confusion and subsecuent to discrimina«
tion ("Then there is an abiding of the spectator (Spirit)
in its own pristine form."), &nd its untrue form, i.e.
its errcneous identification with the mind (when "There
is conformity to the functions in the other (active)
st&te.")l7 The theory of the lack of discrimination is
stated as dozma and remains 4o be worked out in some
detail 1f ecxperience 1is tc be accounted fer.

In the Yoga Bndsya thls confuslon between the two
cpposed entities, Self and nind, is scught to be ex-
plaiued wiin reference to the thecry of proximity, men-

tioned earlier in connection with the oan Xhya notion of

garga, Froximity ls presented as sufficlent cause for

18

"notentialities turanlung into actualities", l.€,

o

proximity endowg Eéxuya with the gquality of being the

2.20, from The Yoga-Darshana comprise
ruTQW]al* with tbe Bnisya of Vyfsa,

Jh¥ (Adyar, 1934). :

evs
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cwner, svamin, and Prakrtl taxes on the quality of the
ovned; sva. In this way Purusa sssumes the modifica-
tions that preperly belong only to g;ggggg. In the
same way a king takes upon himself the victory or de=

19

feat that accrues to hls soldiers though in his

svaripa he is totally unaffected. There is a confusion,

then, between the natures of two separate and independ=
ent entities., But again, the original metaphysical
position of ,“anya is one of absolute isolatlon of

Purvusa and an adequate explanation ox how, through cone-

T aris ks

£
fusion, its transcendental svariipa becomes changed into
an enplrical experience, is still lacking., Why should
puruse, because of nearness to pt%ﬁEll» necessarily
think itself the owner of the other's nasure?

Vﬁcaspati uidra attempts to clese in on this prob-
lem by reinterpreting the theory of proximity into a
particuvlar xiad of capacity on the part of the gattiva
of buddhi. Owing to Its fimeness and transparency it is
able to catch the reflection of cit and in thls way
experience takes place.qo This development can be seen

te represent o significant modification of the duvual

position, Buddhi 1s made to assume the status of what

oeraa vv—

p. 113.

f 1.4, from The Yoza Systemr of
PAJL&H tion, ecalled Jative=
MiSra (Delhi, 1956).




arounts to an intermediate category between Purusa and
e

Prakrtl, though this functlon ls never explicit in

ok e e

R

Shfkhya. There is 1little doubt, however, that the out=

cone of the "sultability" theory is to modify the

fuvndanmental duallity of the system by admltting to a

compatibllity between clt and buddhl. The latter is

vrconsclous bhut pessesses gualltles owing to which it

resembles the consclous Purusa. In effect buddhi par-
‘

takes of the natures of both gross matter and luminous

cite But 1f this is to be accepted the dualism of

e must glve way. Sattva, desplte 1ts fineness,
is still a comstltuent of Prakrti, ZHither 1t stands
e
mentally opposed to Purusa, in which case no con-
L

reflectlion c¢ould oczcur, or the dusl entitlesg of

are te be relinquished as separate, lndependent
principles and recast as onteloglcally cue.

In this characterization of buddhi we again en-

vooes

counter an imwanent teleology in Prakrti, for it evolves
T
in such a way as to accomnodate and conform to the needs
of Purusa. The uatenability of this ldea has already
been discussed,
Vacaspati's explanation of experience demands

further attention, We have considered the speclalized
role which buddhj is pressed into playing but must fgrm

<2- 1
v

er examive the mechanics iuvelved. Because of proximity

»

(sultability) the buddhi catches the reflection of the
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233&%% and becomes intelligised. Buddhl takes upon ite
self the character of an agent and xnower while Puruo<
remains a mere "on=looker" or witness.gl Vacaspati
sees an analogy with the moon which by 1ts shining
makes the river brilliant, while yet remaining isclated
from and uraffected by any fluctuations of the water.22
The Ourpca remalins unconnected with experience which 1is
mnade possible Tor buddhi alone. The gain, therefcre, 1is
one=-slded, But if ~7uru ;a2 1s the ultimate subject, the
supreme Xnower, some provisloun must be made for its
appropriation of the experlence of the gggggg. That 1s
%o say, it must be phenomenallized, Sdinkhya is caught in
2n ilusoluble dilemuwa, If experlence 1s truly to be

o

accounted for, not only must the dual metaphysic be com=

k)

promised, but the kevala nature of Purusa as well,
@

e Fcn . t o] . 2 3
Vijnananbnik§u s theocry of a double reflection
epitomizes the degree of logical inconsistency to which
Qmenya phiicsophy is prone. He is right in considering
he single reflection theory of Vacaspatl to be an in-

adequate explanation of experience, There should occur

not only the reflection of the transcendental furu;ﬂ on

21

c?"'Tattvam.7;1\wedl 1.4 and 3.35, p. 264,
L

“Eibid., 4,22,

i .

E.g. sectlon 4 (p. 145) of Yosa-SEra-Sangral iy
trans. Ganvdaatha Jha (Madras, 1933).
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the sattva of the buddhi, but also a reflection of the
latter on the former., So long as the intelligised
buddhi is not in 1ts tura reflected cn the Purufa, no
confusion beiween the two can result, and this is re=-
quired 1f experlence 1s to take place. Purusa must mise
]
takenly taxe the fluctuations in the buddhi to be its
GV, Vijgzna«bh uuu s theory of mutual reflection is
%o Goubt the most consistent explanation of the problem
but it is achleved at great cost, There is almost a
total undermining of the original position of the Purusa's
_ G
eternal and uncualified isolation, If it nct only casts
& reflectlon, but recelves one as well, 1t becomes
iittle better than 2n eaplirical self. And because any
relation involving Purusa must be acknowledgeld as eternal,
5
its kevalin uature is lost, While earller theories of
§é§§§iﬁ stray very little fronm an urnicompromising duality
and thus fall to consistently account for experience,
the later more consistent explanations attack the very
metaphysiecal ground on which the system 1s based,
The fundemental npistake of SHikhya, in the Advaita
view, has been to separate Praxriti and gggggg into two
5

-

ot

\.l-

independent entities while logic

cuggests that the

(&1

s

sublect an? objiset should be considered as two aspecis ¢
v L& 25

cne Reality wrich binds them together and yet transcends



)
&

' _
them.2 The transcendental and enpirical elements of

experlence saould both be located within the gggggg

3

t

o

seLlf by virtue of which it is free, in its essential

o

nature, and "bound" (from a lower and conditional
standpoint). The Advaitin doctrine of maya, or avidya,
wihich 1s & necessary adjunct to this point of view,
cannot be said to fully remedy the problem of the "fall"
of a transcendental principle to the level of experi-

ence, In the last analysls, we can see that the problen

s 1nsoluble at the intellectual level. Yet, given the

S

fact that the concept of consciousness as kevala (2alone,

- £
ompiete) and 5Suddha (pure) is common to both the

O

nonistic and dual systems,

o

.t 1s certalnly Advaita which

eperges a5 [aithful and consistent in its developmeunt

and apprlicetion of the implications innerent ia the prin-

ciple. An absolute insistence on cit as beyond the

category of relation necessitates its further acceptance

s the ground of all relations, which themselves must be

viewed as only conditionally real (i.e. illusory and

sublatable). The s3xsT concept in Ldvaita represents the
v ———

most developed statzment on this theory of consclousness

as foundaticnel to all experience.

2+"Ccm01°tenﬁv in a logical account of experience
and absolute dualism of the transcendental and the
phenomcnal are not compatible," Sakseng, p. 195,
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He who Xnows that the Consciousness
of the Self never ceases t0 axilsteoe
is & real knower of the Self, Others

&re not sS0.

/ &
= Sankara, Ugadeéésahasrf 9.13




Chapter TIXI
:
The Saku? in Sedlara's Thought™

rd
In Sankara's wrilting the cdkvi, like the supreme
knower of the Upanisads, is none other than the Atman
1tself and the terms are used interchangeably,.

(The Etman) It is the witness, it

~

ls absolute knowledge.<

The &tnaa i35 itself the witnessing >
essence 1or by itself 1t is perceived.

oA s

“References are here made to Sofrara's conmentary on
the Brahm m'uxrus and on the prlincipal Uqgw~£bdgﬁ ana in
addition, some of his 'minor' works whose autnorship

is net generally cuesgtioned,

References to Sankara's use of the £2ksY notlon in
1ts adjectival or adverbial forms are provided in the
wOrg fndexy, Vole II, pe 1005, edited by MHahadevan, the
Cenirﬁ for Advanced Study in Philosophy, University of

Madpag 1<'ﬁ, for use with the Anantakrisna Sastrl editicn
of “wn kara's commentary on the ?LJLT&°\‘ Lras, Bombay,
leda A4 leagt Fifteen instances are cited for the use
; 3 Tl zat form alone, for instance:

P. 181, line 8

P 213, line 7

pP. 253, line 22

Do 265, line 12

De 293, liue 3

Pe 427, 1line 11, etc,

27 o . . ) . _ .
Sankara, Viv - ni (212), text in Devanagiri
and trans. %ohind L yi vtier i r, Medras, 1947), D. O4%.
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Yet, when the term saks{ is used we normally encounter
3

a8 certaln perspective on the Self, one where particular

emphasls 15 placed cn its nature as ¢it, or pure con=
sciousness., The main features of éaﬁkara’s theory of
conscliousness are perhaps best approached within the
context of & consideration of certain rival theories.
Au examiaation of the alternatives to éaﬁkara's position
serves to underline the superiority of 1ts analysis of
experience,

Sahkara's commentary on Pradne 6,2 makes note of
several theories of consciousuness which contrast sharply
with the Advaita insistence on the unchanging aud

oundational character of knowledge ox £L£.4 The most
radleal of the positions mentioned i1s commonly assocle

. 4 S & . ""' 1 . 1 » - 4 »
ated with the ¥adhyauwikes, namely Nihilism. For San-

kera, as he observes elsewhere, it merits the least
ttention of any of the rival schoolse "“...that this

world is eampty {(i.e. that absolutely nothing exlsts), is

contradleted by all means of right knowledge, and therc-

fore requires no special refutation."5 His overall

‘. ALﬂﬂht Upanisads, Vecl, II, with the commeatary cf
%aakaraca‘va, Tranc,  swami Ganbbi:a:anda (Calcutta, 1.958),
Sankara's commentaries on other Upanigads (excluding

1.4

adéranyaka) are taiken from this 1ransiation.

N § i

¢ - - syl &N 0 ~
nkara Bhagya 2.2,31, fronm Ihe Vedanta gutras of
yana with the commeniary by ounxmra, 1lanse George
t (Naw York, 1562),

L1
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agsessment seems to be that Nihllism, because 1t never
bothers to examine its own ground, and ultimately falls
victinm to its own denials, cannot really command much
sericus attention, How may we entertain a proposition
which never comes to grips with the question of the
existence of its own grounds? This is the substance of
Safxara's polemic in the few instances where he does, in
fact, critically engage rather than perfunctorily dise
miss, the view that consclousness is pure nothing. The
Advaitae response to Nihilism, while constituting vwhat

ie perhaps the least significant of its refutations, is
‘nonetheless an appropriate starting point for the present
dlscusslon. TIrior to any discussion regarding the natuve
¢f congelicucnesz or knowledge, knowledge itself must be
aceepled ¢ oxist, Otherwlse we cut at the very roct

of ail essertions., Such a recognition leads to an ace
ceptance of ihe foundational character of cite In the
context of a critique of Nihilism the various corollaries
of this position emerge,

"eoeanything, that is known in any way, emerges to
censcliousness ¢nly as such an object of knowledge."6
Thls ie t6 underline the obvious fact, which the Nihi-
lists yet fall tc acknowledge, that no object, 1f known,

can be anything but presented to knowledge, More

:ya 6.2, p. 486,

)
~
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peintedly, none can prove something that isn't knowne.

The Nihilist should explain how

he would argue away the presence

of that knowledge by which he

lmegines the non-existence of

that knowledge; for the non=

exlstence of the xnowledge being

itself a knowable object, i1 cane

not be cognized unless there is

knowledge of itel
Even the Nihillst is forced to concede that non-exiastence
or abhave is a knowable, There can be no doubt as to
the absurdity of a positien which asserts the knowability
of abhiva while refusing to accept the existence of
knowledge.

‘.
In a further reference to Nihilism Sankara remaris

", ..with reference

that & slgnificant denial is only made
e something real; the wareal snake, for example, is
negatived vwith reference to the real rope, But this is
only pessible when something is left."8 A fruitiul
skeptlcism is one which prccedes or the basis of its
doubt and dismissals to draw closer to that which alwaye
remains indublitable, Knowledge or cit, the very Selfl
of man, is that ultinate entity, and the ground of all

proof as well es denial, "An adventitious thing, indeed,

may be refuted but not that which is the essential




nature (of him who attempts the refutation)."9 Self,
simply because it is the Self, is beyond all doubt.
There can only be an honest question regarding the
existence of those things which require to be estab=-
lished. Cit, because it is the prius of reality and
the ground of knowledge, is self-established and irre-
futable.

S. K. Saksena suggests that "an abéolute denial
of cit is more of the nature of despair regarding the
rational knowledge of its definite nature rather than

n10 The

a positive knowledge of its non-existence.
fallacy of the position which is outlined above lies

in its unwarranted assumption (even voiced by Ramanuja
in certain contexts) that only a defineable and knowable
object can be considered to be real. The Self or c¢it,
because it cannot be converted into an object of know=
ledge, is considered to be of the nature of an unknown
and is, for that very reason, rejected as unreal, But
this is to ignore the foundational nature of conscious=-

ness and all that it implies. It is quite unreasonable

to ask that that which serves as the pre=condition of

9S.B. 2.3.7, Pe 114-0

194, k. Saksena, Nature of Consciousness in Hindu
Philosophy (Delhi, 1971T), Dp. L46.

Iyl



all Xnowledge De itself presented as an object of that
knowledge, Everywhere Scripture asserts the unknowe
ability of the delfgll which as the revealer of all
could never itself be apprehended as "this" or "that',
But this claim of unxnowability should never be taken
to suggzest that the Self is wholly or totally transe

cendent and remote and thus little more than a nought
12

73

<
i)

5

¥

far as cur accessibility to it 1s concerned, Cit
is unknown in the sense that the eye 1s unseen in the
act of seelng. The reality of cit is not only conme
patibie with 1ts unknowabllity as object but is the
lrxrepressible fact of all experience., The Self is not
within the category of knowables precisely because it
s the transcendental consciousness, the witaess, to
which all else is presentedes "...the Self 1s not pro=
sented like heaven or Mount Meruw...for it is the very

Self of those that (would) present it. A presentation

by someone has for its object something to be presented,

a2
and this s possible only when there is difference.’

4 - ) |
1ipor example, Brhad@vanyaka 3<4.2, 3.8,1, 44,205
Katha 6,12; Kena 2.3; etc,

The expression ‘'tvam' (thou) used to refer to
P

Self in contradistinction to 'tat' (that) shows that 3elf

is precisely immediate (not so remote as tat).

1 /
Y0ne Brisas: aka Upanigad, with Sadkara's com=
mentary, trans. swaml dadhavananda (Mayavati, Almora,
Himalayas, 1950}, 4.%4.20,

%
5
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There is, of course, not that other thing by which the
Self is to be known. Yet it is never '"unknown!", or
more precisely, as Scripture states, "It (Atman) is
different from the known; It is above the unknown."14
This idea is developed into what is perhaps the most
fundamental feature of éaﬁkara's Absolutism. ggggg is
self-luminous, or put in another way, cit is "known"
directly and immediately as the '"element of pure aware=-
ness in all knowing.”15
Despite the charges of Advaita's critics that an
unknowable self is about as real as '"the horn of a hare'",
the Self is in fact ever given in an immediate non=-
objectifying experience and is not something inconceiv=
able which lies beyond all empirical experience, This
is perhaps the most important idea connected to the
concept of the witnessing=consciousness. It is always
realized because it serves as the light by which all
else is illumined. The §§g§i or conscious principle is
invariably comprehended in association with all objects

4 L]
of knowledge. As Sankara states, "Being the witness of

all cognitions, and by nature nothing but the power of

14Kena Upanisad 1.4, from The Upanisads, trans,
Swami Nikhilanandg (ilew York, 196L). -

24, Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian Philosophy
(London, 1967)y p. 343
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consclcusness, the Self is indicated by the cognitlons
themsel ves, 10

e &0

Ramanuja, for whom consciousness 1s & mere atiri-
bute of Self; ceznnot accept the idea of a2 pure aand une
changing consclous ground. S3aksT is unequivocally

g
rajected for ressong which bear consideration if only

t¢ point oul the necessity of accepting such a prine-

. .
¢iple, The eriticisms levied against Jankara's theory

not enly fail to do it harm but demenstrate a
y 17

L A T
nunher of weaknesses in Ramenuje's owa thought,

i SE

Proovably as a result of bpis own religlous predilections
ne is unavley or reluctant, toe come te terms with the
incensiovency ¢f his own position,

first, for Ramanuja the eternal Self is the knowing
subjecte A8 such 1t is not precisely pure clt since it

posFesses consciousness as an atiribuie, At the same

time the Sell 1s spokeuw of as "filled with consciouse
nll8 | . kS ﬂ s
T P Knewliedge 1s distinet from the Self as its

quaiity, yet aprears also te form its gvar Uqu 1t 1s a

LT TR A S M (0 T LR £ e € e ST

1
2

Kena«bBhasye 2.4, De 68,

A7, ; ; . y
’A,.taﬁu‘u913§ has wade wmuch of thils in his book,
] especlally pe 248,
18 . — - o e
R.B. 2.3.29, from Vedinta=Sutras with Ranpanuja's

commantsry, SIAnS. Gecxge Thibvaut (Lelhi, 1962),



curious line of reasoning that leads one to maintain
that that which is essentlally consclousness has cone
scicusness as an attribute as well. If we consider
cit to be a guality of Self then when deveid of that
quality 1t must be non=consclous, But this is not
acceptable to Ra2manuja who must then recognize the

Self to be of the nature of cohseiousness. The loglcal
identity of Self and consciousness is approached but
never quite embraced by Rﬁmﬁhuja; e wishes tc maine
tain that the 'le-sense'y, far from being superimposed on
the Self, 1s an essential feature of it, for otherwise
there would follow such consciousness as "I am cone
sclousness'", rather than "I am conscious".19 This re=
veals an "I" distinguished by consclousness, according
t0 ﬁﬁﬁﬁnuja,go and thus demonstrates that Self is a
subject of consciousness and not precisely equivalent
to ite This kind of critliclsm does not begin to come
to terms wiith the meaning of the transcendental. It
attenpts to negate the possibility of the transcenden=~
tal by appeal to the instance of a pariticular empirical
consclousness, But of course, empirical consciousness
and the subject/object duality it involves is not

/el )
denied by Sankara and other proponents of distinctionle

1 ReBe 1.1.10, Do 326
7y
*1p14,

b

=
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cite The statement "I am conscious" is the only
legitimate one glven the very structure of phenomenal

consclousness, But this in no way affects the Advaitin's

positicn 8s to an eternal unchanrging consclousnesss In
agditiony; the substrate intelligence could not possibly
eater into the form "I am consclousness" since "I-ness"
cannot pertain to what is subjéctless and objectless
cit, 1t is the jiva and not the witnessing self which
undergoes modifications and to which egoity belongs.

But Ramf&nuja, for reasons into which we need not go, can
nevexr really get beyond the structure of the empirical
and cocunsequently cananct concelve of Self or coansclouse
ness apart from an "I,

/ e .
His other c¢riticism of Sankara's distinction of

)

Self and egolty Ls directed to the fundamental agsertion
that to be a knower 1s to be subject to change, &and
hence different from the Self which is eternal and une=
ehanging, Ranminuja, however, maintains a belief in a
Self which is both a knowing subject and yet not really
aa active or changing principle., "Nor can it be maia-
tained that to be a knower is something essentially

.4121

changing, etc He dces, in fact, admit of change

in the Self, especially when he speaks c¢f the contrace

tion and expansion of consclousness, But this he




explains to be due to the accldents of karma and fure
ther adds,

.eothe Sell possesses the quality

of an agent. As thls quality 1is

not, however, essential, but orli=

glnated by action, the Self is

essentially unchanging, This

changeiul quality of being a knower

can belong only to the Self whose

essential nature is knowledgeega
The inconsistency and contradictions involved in Ramanuw=
ja's thinking derive from a confusion between two levels
of experience which he himself is virtually forced to
accept. He helieves in an eternal changeless Self but
wants Lo make it a knowing subject while yet preserving
that changelessness, This ls & logical absurdity unless
the knower aspecet of consciousness be recognized as
ciffarent from the S=21f, Attempilng to locate the
soures of chaungs outside the Self can perhaps be cone
strued as a move in that direction, though the problem
1s far from solved, The Self is still subject to
chianges and so should be loglcally recast along the lines
afforded by & recognition of two orders cf conscicusness,
one which persists unchanging and destructionless, and

one which involves egzoity and empirical knowledge.

The phencmenon ¢f deep sleep, so imporiant to the

G 2 S

0




which &1l distinctions fall away and pure coumscicuse
ness i1tself remains, is of course otherwise interpreted
by RaZm2nuje. He maintains that the sense of "I" does
persist in deep sleep though he admits "there is no
consciocusness of cutward things, and thus there is no
distinct and clear presentation of the 10,3 He seems
to be accepting therefore, one important festure of the
Adveitin argument, that ego=-consciousness is due to the
mediation of external objects, wherefore it should
nore than just diminish but disappear entirely in the
abgsence of these objects, As there are no objects in
deep sleep, and hence no possibllity of any mediation,
the presence of egolty should not be maintained. We may
elther deny the presence of consciousness, vwnich Lg
quite unacceptable since it invelves a rupturing ¢f
psychic continulty, or admit of an eternal, unmediated
consciousness. It is clearly inadmissible to maintalin
that there is egoe=consciousness even in the absence of
an object=consciousness, The other outstanding problen
of Rem2Zauja's theory of deep sleep involves the con=
tention thet there are degrees of "I-conscliousness',

If the 'Ieconsciousness' expands

ané¢ contracte as he maintains,
thiere is noe vreason why 1t should

Ibid., ps 67.

23
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net meet the mininmum of cone

traction, viz, extinction and

the maximum of expansion, Vviz,

absolute I-less consclousness

both of which are unpleasant

alternatives to Ram&nuja,<™
If the essential nature of a {thing is thought to change
it cennct be held to be eternal, Again 1t becomes clear
that an adegquate theory of knowledge or coasclilousness
should allow for tiwo levels of consciousness, one which
undergoes modifications and another more fundamental

one which remains eternally unchanging,

It has alrcady been stressed (Chapter I) that the

o)

oncept of the witnesseselfy, or foundational consclous=
ness, is set forth not only en the basis of 1its Scerip=
tural greunding, dbut alse as the demonstrably essential
ingredlient in any faithful and consistent analysis of
experience, Acceptance of an immutable element of
consclousness as distinct from é contingent and changing
one {which RKiZm8nuja declines) is recognized by éaﬁkara
as indispensable to an understanding of such common
phenomena as recognition and memory, & sense of per=
sonal identity, and even the act of perception. If it
were not for the transcendental consclousness, which

serves as the substratum of the individual, there could

R

hia §

4aazcsena9 Pe 124,



be no sense of continuity to our experience, which
would then take the form of a meaningless flow of

disconnected contents. Vrtti-jnana, or empirical
b

knowledge. (produced through the activity of the QEEEQ?
kara?a) cannot, in and of itself, provide for knowledge
or experience in general. The Buddhists; who believe

in the momentariness of consciousness, represent the
strongest opposition to Sahkara and his foundational
theory of consciousness. They maintain that their
theory of a certain causal affinity between the various
elements in a series of cognition-, or a sense of simi-
larity where in fact there is only difference, is
sufficient to account for all the phenomena which éaﬁ-
kara points to as presuprosing a permanent element of
consciousness. The issue to be explored, then, is
whether we should in fact have recourse to the Advaita
principle of revelation, viz. §§§§i, in order to account
for the data of experience, or whether, as the Buddhists
maintain, the assumption of its existence is uncalled
for.

According to the Vijnanavadins all may be reduced

to a series of momentary cognitions or ever-=changing
"flashes" of consciocusness, each being distinct and
separate from the rest. Thus knowledge and experience
are seen to take the form of a stream of units that are

constantly replacing one another., That knowledge seems



t0 be in continuwal fiux, that it appears as a transient
and fleeting thing, is not to be refuted by éaﬁkara.
Rather,; 1t ls maintained that a changing and fragmen=
tary knowledge presupposes as its ground the permanent
knowledge, from which alone 1t may derive any meaning.25
Apart from the eternal unchanging consclousness, the
mental events of life would exhibit no coherence., But
this is denied by the Buddhists who maintain that a
synthesizing principle is not necessary. 1t is the
succession of momentary ildeas and impressions, which
mutually conditlion one another, that accounts for a seem=-
lug unity of thought or sense of self, éaﬁkara attacks
the theory of a serial flow of ideas primarily by ex-
posing the incompatibility of the doctrine of mcmeutary
cogniticns with the principle of cauvszal determination
that supposedly exlists between themn, éaﬁkara points

out that the advocates of perpetual change admit to the
faect that when the event of the second moment comes

into existence, the event of the first moment ceases ¢
existe "On this admission it is impossible to estabe
lish between the two things the relatlon of cause and
effect,"?® As the first momentary existence has perished

prior to or a2t the same instant as the origination of

OS =it = e, o WD -
““hitareya=Bhasya 2.1y BrhadSranyaka-Bhasya 3.4.2.
“

S

26 "
SeBc 592.‘20.
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the second, it cannot logically be considered availe
able to account for the rise of that second evente
é;ﬁkara further asserts that if we do admit of & cone
nection between the two entities the doctrine of mom=
entariness has te be abandoned since "we cannot cone=
ceive the origination of an effect which is not imbued
with the nature of the cause (i.e. in which the nature
of the cause does not continue to exist)."“( If the
cause 1s considered to in any way last beyond the first
momwent the whole theory of flux must falle And if this
is not so seecepted, *then the theory of causality as
operative ir the endless series of coguitions, does not
hoid upe It is further noted that if entity be said to
spring frow non-entity ihen anything coulé produce

ing for "non-existence is in all cases nothing else

any ti
but the absence of all character of reality, and hence
there would be no sense in assuming that sprouts are
produced from seeds only, curds from milk only, aund so
ore "3

®he Buddhists think that recognition can be
accounted for on the basis o0f the similarity of cognie-
ticns. A Jar which we see time after time and which is

naturally assumed tc be persisting in its identity, is

)

2T ewaa,
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really no more than a serles of different ideas or ime
pressions, Owing to the resemblance of these ideas,
recognitioen of the identical object appears to take
place, éaﬁkara criticizes this position on twe fronts,.
Pirst, such an explanation of recogniticn is at odds
with the distinctlion we commonly make between Jjudgments
of ldentity and those of similarity., This distinction
weculd seem to militate against the doctrine that recoge
niticn is due to similarity, "for (in recognising a
thing) we are conscious of it being that which we were
formerly conscious ofy, not of it teing nerely similar
t0 thata“eg Sven 1f it were possible to derive identity
from slmilarity, the judgment of a case of similarity
would poeint te 2 permanent subject capable of graspling
and comparing two different entities.30 To talk ef
universal flux and at the same time atvtribute recognle
tion to similarity, is logically indefensible. Con=-

sclousness of resemblance implies a reference to that

which 18 not itself part of a series of momentary ime

pressions, btut which is permanent throughout the changing

impressionses Lf consciousness were a member of that

series there could be no consciousness of it, 'Changes

29S.B. 2e2e25,
5 / e - -
Joggg. Up. with Sankara's commentary, 4.3.7, Ps 625
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in consclousness cannot account for the conscicusness
of changao”jl This point is most important in relaticn
to the ldentity of the Self which 1s regarded by
éaﬁkara as the fundamental presupposition of all ex=
perience, If the Self were to be considered a strean
of phencnmena, as the Buddhists believe, the unity of
persopality would regulire explanation along the lines of
the theory of causal Influence between members of cog=
nitional series, and this solution has already been
refuted, If the Self were equivalent to a flow of
chenging ideasy; there couldn't te any consciousness of
the series as a unity. "Serial unity is entirely
different from and points te the comscious principle
within which there 1s no pluralitya"Bg further, & cone
tinuwously changing consclousness would make remembrance
and recegnition impossible, A permanently present
principle (the §§§§§) 18 prasupposed oy our consclious=
¢
ness cf personal identity.

The other important feature of Buddhlst thought

7
which comes into direct conflict with aspects of Sankara's

= 2 N-' s
theory of ¢it, is the doctrine of the Vijnanavada

-

Idealists to whom reference was already made, who hold

(S

lSaksena, Pe 157
32,
Mukerjii, p. 217,
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that the subjectlive world alone is true. We have
stated that in Advaita, as even in the HB&QL%%Q&, con=
sclousness 1s understood as the eplstemological

ground of knowledge and the prius of reality. The
rmeaning of these and similar assertions is sometimes
interpreted along idealistic lines in wahich case the
material world is taken +to havé no independent exise
tence apart frem consclousness, The saksl concept more
than any other, demonstrates the‘inaccurécy of this
viewe éaﬁkara is careful to distingulsh his position
from that of the Idealiste, first, through a critlque

f their views and second, by a careful presentation of

Q

Bt

116 psychologiceal theory which centerc on the Self as
the witnessing=nonsclicusness t0 which all else is8 pre=
sented. The asgertlon of the priority of cit is shown
to be ag compatible with & realistic view of the world
as it is with the idealistic view,.

Por Seikara perception is the mcst important of
the means of Xnowledge owing to its relative immedlacy.
If & thing proves 1o be incompatible with what is
readily percelvable, 11 is generally not to be accepted.

4
Thus Sankara states "when an inference contradicts pere

ception, the ground of such inference becomes fallacious.

3% { e

Brh. Up. with Sankara's commentary, 4.3.7, D 625,
€

58

w33



/._ .
Senkara's first objection, then, to the Idealist view,
ils that In every act of perception there is an avarsg=
ness of an external object which corresponds to our
1dea or it,

Why should we pay attention to the

words of a man who, wnile consclous

of an outward thing through 1its

approxinmation to nis. senses, afflirms

that he is conscicus of no outward

thing, and that nc¢ such thing exists,

any more than we listen to a man who

while eating and experiencing the

satlsfaction avers that he does not

eat and does not feel satisfied?d%
That the externsl oblect exists apart from consciousness,
is te bhe accepted in accordance with the nature of cone-
gclousness. When we percelve a thing we are consclous
net of the pecrception only, but of the object of that

percepticn, The object appears as something external,

20

not like something cxternal, " TMurther, for the 3uddhisti
to conitend that an internal object of cognition appears
like something external is virtually to admit 2 basic
acceptance of the existence of the external,

The Buddhist argument that the reality of consclousg=
ness alone follows from the fact of the 1dess having
the same form as the objects, 1s ansvered in a similar

waye. "If there were nn objects the ideas could not have
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the forms of the objects."36 The distinction of thing
and idea, in other words, is given in consclousness,
Trnus, the fact that a particular knowledge and its obe
Ject alvways occur together cannot be taken as proof
of thelr identity but rather demonstrates that the obe
Ject provides the occasion for ithe idea,

For éaﬁkara, consclousness is the most fundamental
category, though the world of appearance, however, une

al, is not to be assimilated to our conseciousness of

g

fote
et
-

The entire complex of empirical existence 1s true

in a sense (and thus far "there is no reason why the

ordinary course of secular and religlous activity should

. s 37 s
not hold on undisturbed.“B‘)o Sankara's point is that

Bt
bt

a objects owe their significance (not existence) to

(5]

the relatlons ia which they stand te the Self which is

v

cite It is from this standpoint that the Self is dege
cribed as saksl, or witness te all objects and their

.
changese 1t 1s the principle of revelation for which
the world of objects has a meaning., This is the sense
in which sankara speaks of g¢it as "the centre of the

erything is revealed through the

0.1 do § Io 1!:22.

"SeB, 2.1.14, n. 324,
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light of the Seif, "Jjust as the existence of the light
of ihe sum is the cause of the manifestation of all
form and calor."39 The appearsnce results from the
modeficetions of maya, the Advaitin principle of illu=
sion winich is said to be anirvacya, or indescribable
in itself, but which is always related to cit through
1ts various material forms as the cover of reality. It
is important to Advalta that mEyd, while indescribable,
vet be regarded as an indescribable something. '"The

d has an independent existence apart from ny sen=
sations or ldeas, but not frem cit on which 1t is
groun&ed"40 in the sense that ¢lt is the very condition
of its manifestiation, Perhaps the most important fea=-
ture of the sdiksi concept for the present discussion
1s that the witness reveals whatever 1s presented 4o it
In normal perception a sense orgean comes into contact

with ax object and the antah~karans goes out towards
t

: 3

it and assumes itz form. The theory 1s clearly realis«
tic for the existence of the cbject prior to the ape
pearance of kuowledge is assumed, Ia the absence of

th

[§%]

activity of the antahekarana (for instance during
? @
dreamiess sleep) the revelation of particular things

does not arise,

573,R, 1.3.22,

3. N. Dasgupta, Indian Idealism (Camoridge, 1969),




We may summarizeée now the main features of ééﬁkara's
theory of consciousness as they have arisen in the
course of this discussion. The main contentlon concerns
the foundational nature of cit, which as the Self of
2i1l, 1is eplstemologlcally a priori. There can be no
object of knowledge without knowledges Objectis may
underge changes but ¢it is the permanent witness of all
cbjects and always distincet from them, Therefere 1t
¢carn never be inown as an object is known but is never
doubted because 1t 15 self=luminous. It is the oternally
wochanging ground of all the mental modifications and

cognltions by winich it 1s presupposed.

In anticipation of the na2xt chapter which will
deal with differing opinlons regarding the nature of
the siigl, we mey sonsider one possible eriticism of
ééﬁhara's treatment of the subject. The gé&%i, despite
1te Inmegatenility and indifference to object, is
nenetheless involved (though not actively; with the
empirical, The égmgg is the sole Reallty and admits
of no distinctions, while the s8k i, as the ground of
all knewledge, allows for the consciousness of multi-

plicity. TFurther, from the standpoint of the Seil
there is not that other thing which might be revealed,
The witnessing character of the sk i is necessarily

dependent on the seen manifold which from the point of

view of Zelf is eternally negated, For these rea

4}

one
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the equation of Self and saksl 1s not the most exacting

<
designation, though the ultimate nature of s&ksl, when
©
ignorance has been removedy, 1ls certainly the Self
which bears ao reference to the worlds These are con=
slderations to be explored more fully in following

chapterse



Whatever form the intellect creates
the supreme Self 1llumines it as 1its
witness,; remaining itself beyond the

range of speech and mind.

. g e Al ! o
- Vidyaranya, Pancadasil, 10,23
€



Chapter IV

’ & LS .
Post=Sankara Views on Sa K%i

hppaya Dlﬁsita in Siddh@ntalesasampraha makes note

of some important differences in the conception of

among postes au&ara Advaitinn.l There develops at

least three teandencles of thought concerning the witness=
self. We encounter both a furtiher elaboration of

¢ o =, T . w
Ssnkara®s thesis according to which géksi is the Atman,

- oemes

bR

[

-

and & divergent trend which seeks, in some sense or
N ey mm 3 - - e .
other, He sguate Eiéil with the jiva or with Isvara. Iu

the writings of Vid; a;anva, as best exemplified by the

e P T} [
"Kitastha-dIipd" (of the Pailcadas

1), 2 third end more

/¢
The postaSaﬁkara period extends over anine hundred
vears, from the 9th to the 18th century. It is marked
by a detailed elaboration and systemailzation of the
original teachings of Sankara Much of the relfinement
of concept which develops, doeu 50 in response to the
grmyta of keen cocmpetitlon and cc nt*overey between diff=-
a1rt schocls of vedﬁnbw. rgunent and counter-argwsent
led the post=sanxiara Advaitins to raise, discuss
otx ,thrcugh problens wnich are only veguely hninted
n Sadxara's worxs, rne fluid nature of many key
cepts gave rise to diiffering iaterp etations, Tois
is ﬁtreoially cvident in the case of the mEZyd concept,
p«LnWFM the most controversial and subtle aspect of
dvaita thought. Over time diffcrences of oplzion

crystallized into separate schools of thought within
ﬁdquta itselt

6L
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D

sophisticated view of siksi emerges. Here on account of

o=
'0

its nature as fundamental consclousness, Sax §T is shown
to play a wnique epistemologlcal and metaphysical role
intermediate to Atman and jiva.

The following proposes tc be a c¢ritical survey of
these prominent views (based largely on the indications
of Appaya Dik§ita) and will devote special attention to
the views of Vidyaranya as contained in the pertinent
chapters of the Pancadagi (especially "Kﬁ@astha—dipa"

1

and "Nataka-dipa®).

The author of Xaumudil, Ramadvaya, speaks of séde as
= 2 2 . B
a mode of the Lord, Isvara.” Aware of the jiva's acti-
vity, He himself remeins free frem and indifferent to

any changes. The witness 1s not the abode of causallty

ﬂ*—fl

as 1is ‘ﬁpmw, for it 1s & form of the Lord only, in
which such attributes are not to be fournd, e 1s said to
be immediate and is designated as prdjfla, As manifest=
ing the nature of the 1Tva He is said to be proximate

ar loner tc it.

One might leglitimately question the purport of such

a designation. What could be the value of assimilating

saksi to Igdvara when to do so it must first be divested
*

of those attributes by which the Supreme Lord is normally

¢ 5 -
alesagangraha, trans. S.

n -t
“Appaya Diksita, ta
ersity or .adras, 1935),

. Suryanarayana Sa qtli
14112,

iddnz2n
(Univ

3
=
-



characterized? Obviously, without such qualification
the position would be guite untenable for, as stated in

the Tattva-pradipika, "in the case of the Supreme Lord,

assoclated with ma3ya and endowed with attributes, the
qualifications - pure, without gunas = would be unine
telligible."3 The more logical course would seem to be
the positing of a direct equation between ggggg and
pure consciousness at the off-set. No other valid con=
clusion could be made concerning the meaning of the
phrase "inner to the jiva", for only the changeless cit
on which the empirical complex of the individual 1is
superimposed, i1s open to such predication., Further,
only distinctionless cit may be described as gfajﬁa,
immediate, and free from attributes.

Sure$vara also holds that §§5§i is none other than
fé&ara.4 If however, we examine his position, it becones
clear that, here again, a strict identification is not
really provided for., The primal appearance of conscious=
ness as qualified by avidyd and responsible for the out-

come of the universe, is called Isvara, The same, as

condlitioned or qualified per accidens by avidya is called

J1bid., 5.14111.

4\«eermani Prasad Upadhyya, Lights on Vedanta, A
Comparative Study of the Various Views o; PoSt=sanxara=
ites, with Special Emphasis on SureSvara's Doctrines
(Varanasi, 1959), pp. 113-19,
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ggggggﬁgﬁg, It should be noted that a gualification or
attribute enters into the very constitution of a thing
like the color of a flower¢3 Thus Tévara may be spoken
of as "tainted" by miyd while siksT, as SureSvara seems
.

to recognize, must be characterized as free from guall=
fying attridutes, In its cosmlc character sZksi can
only be spoxen of as in assoclation with the miy2 of

e 7

- - 7 4 .
Isvara. What Suresvara's position requires, then, is a

e

more stralght-forward acknowledgement of the difference
between fsvax 2, for whom miyZ is an attribute, and what

revmpsite

1-" = 3 1 3
may be termed Isvera~-saksi, the cosmic witness for whon

‘O\I}

33

may3 is an adjunct only. As the ground of the unliverse

prass—_—; 2

and the light by which it is illumined ISvara-gaksT rve-

mains vwninvolved in and indifferent to the worldeshow

which belongs to the functioning of the Lord.

Some Advaiting say the sf

s

xsT is the jive itself,

which is understood to be the reflectlor of intelligence
in nesclence.7 The character of being a witness 1s

thought possible for the jiva "who is of the nature of

unattached, indifferent manifestation." The agency, etc.,

55
6

This is the formulation of Dharmaraja as found in
Vedinta-paribhisB, trans, Swemi Madhavananda {Belur Math,
1903), chap, 5(, p. 40,

iddh3ntales asamnraha, note on p. 209,

s
75 iudwun+‘1esasamgraha, 5.14221, pp. 207-8, transe
lator's note,
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of the iigg 1s superimposed owing to lts appearing as
though identified with the lnternal organ. The iiyg
in 1ts owa nature is free from attachments., What this
pesition ultimately comes to is that sZxsl is the uae~
changing essence of Qigg, and not the ii!g as taken in

its empirical form as a composite eatity (spirit wedded

to anx antah~karana). To eqguate jiva and sfksl, then, is

in the final analysis legitimate, but it tends to con-

fuse rather than clarify the function of s2ksi as a

foundational principle of consciousness., Further, as

noted avove, thls group of Advaitins defines jiva as
consciousness reflected in avidra a view which poses
probleas in itself. Appaya ﬁikgita mentions the opinion
of another schooel of thought which takes exceptlon to
this view.° Because avidya pervades the whole world,

e consclousness reflected in 14 should also be alle

pervasive., This would allow for the antzh-karana of one
L 3

o

iva to be manifested by another, which result is un=-

iern s

Cede

desireable to any Advaitin., Therefore, it is maintained

that giksi 15 consclousness with antah-karana as an

unrelated adjunct, and is on that account different fron
the changeable copniser whose nature gets determined by

the internal organ. Now, from the prima facie viewpolnt,

the fact that giks T is to be defined by the numerous

)y

separate antah-xaranas with which it 1s assoclated,
* <
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points to a multitude of different witness-selves. Thus
Dharmaraja states "this witaess in the individual self

is different in each individual."? But this is only true
in a limited sense, that 1is only in so far as the empirie
cal use is concerned, The giksi, because 1t manifests
itself as the owaner of the limitlng adjunct of minud,
merely appears as if different in different individuals,
In its ultimate nature Elﬁwi bears no relation to mind
nor any other thing for there is only the one distinc
tionless clt. Even its function as the manifesting cone-

sclousness 1s finally to be relinguished.

At thlis Jjuncture we m2y briefly comnent on Vid

o

yérag«

-

2 ] Vs "
ya' ttitude towards the jiva or Isvara designation

criticlzed above. He quotes the }aha-Purana in support

of the fact that 53ksT is "without particular character-
¥ Trs =4 10 7 =d

istics ag jiva and Isvara. Jiva and Isvara are

ldentifled as products of mﬁy@ and thus rejscted as im=

proper deslignations for s€ksl. This insistence on the

special character of the witness is not always properly

understood or appreciated. In his introduction to the

¢
Siddh¥fintalesasamgraha, Suryanarayana Sastri completely

dlscounts the lmportance of VidyZ@ranya's contribution

to the development of the concept.

9yed d@nta~-paribhidsi, p. 38.
O ’ 4= i -
10swamt Vigyaranya, ragggdasi, trans, Harl Prasad

Shas't '3_ (T )“’QOM, 19 JO) \jo;;\t
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A great deal of unnecessary refine=
ment was introduced about the time
of V*uv:“*n\,, Such, for instance,
is the tendency to recognize a

Kii ha=intclligence or a witness-
ace as distinet from the
Jiva, Isvera, and Brahman, rfor-
tunately L“& interests ol parsimony
have repeatedly prevailed and we
find the counter tendency to assimi-
late these extraneous entitles to
those already recognized

Similarly, Mahadevan holds that in the last analysis
there are no siganificant conflicts between the various
views since the [inal position of the Advaitin must be
that igxggg, ultimately non-different from Brahman, is
aiso non~dlfferent from iigg, which, when divested of
all that is destructible in 1ts nature, 1s really the

v e .
~Vh2; 1tsell, But thils, 1t scems, it to beg the

point. If the s8ksY 1s to have any real significance in
.

the Advaltin schemey 1t must lie in 1ts disclosure as
the ground or, as it may be termed, the "limit" in one's
search for a foundational principle of knowledge, When
the s2ksl is presented in the various gulses we have

.
mentioned above, this feature of the concept is largely
obscured, if not totally lost. It 1s only as the pure
consclousness which serves as a constant background to

the mind's modifications that the §§ksT concept emerges

1losddnqntaleﬂa' mgraha, p. 43.

~ 12p, M, p. Mshadeven, The Philosophy of Advaita
{I;Ondon, 1935}, Pe 17‘80

70



71

in all its significance,
The sigunificance of sikel as the foundational con=-
—_—
sclousness 1is clearly brought out by Cltsukhz., He
starts from the point of view of the siksi as "Seer" or

draggv which he distinguishes from the cognlser or
Qramqgg.lj The former is independent of the instruments
L 3

of valid knowledge, while the latter is dependent on
them., In sleep, characterized by the absence of the means
of valid knowledge, there is yet That which manifests
nescience (cn awaking one says, "I slept happily and
wasn't knowing anything") - thus the witness's non-
ineciugion in the cogaiser whlch knows through instruments
ol valid knowledge, He puts ferth an iaference as evi-
dence foxr the existence of the witness-self.

Emotions such as the desire of

Caitra are cognized by a direct

perception of his which is diff{=

erent from his ephemeral per=-

ceptions, because they are

directly percelved by him; Just

as in the c?be of a pot directly

perceived, 14
This 1s to say that emotions, etc., because they are

considered to be states of the mind cannot be perceived

ed.

”’t
ri

e
ruaath &qslnatna Sastr

oncept of Muktl in

i« G. Krishna Warrier, The Con ;
quo ted irom tne T“ttVﬂ«

Advaita VedZnta (Bombay, 1915)
pradipixd, p. 339,




by the mind. We cannot admit of subject-hood and ob=-
Ject~hood in one and the same thing. If 1t be suggested
that the nind itself is perciplent, and as qualified by
the perception is its own object then it is maintained
one could equally assert, "Devadatta,..is the agent of
walking and as adorned with ear-rings, ete., is the goal
of walking."'® 7o avoid conflict of objectness and
agency in the same thing, a perception brougnt about by

cther than the mind's activity must be accepted, which

leads to recognition of the gdksl. HMiad functions as an
¢

{ oy o

agent 1n so far as it 1s responsible for empirical per=-

ceptions, but in relation to the szksT it may play the
LJ
role of invirument or object,
Citsukha also nmentions memory. as an importiant
e g e % . s * 05 vie . 16 m .
reason Jor positing saggi-consclousness, There must
e
be a persistent consclousness which lends & coherence and
continulty to the flux of cognitions and psychological
states, or there would be no sense of thelr beleonging to

one's personality, no memory, no assimilation, etc. It

. o X - e
13 because of the saksi
Baihul

through a1l exverience, that life appears as a flow of

s the constant factor running

events rather than as a serles of disconnccted elements.

7. " .
Citsukhz, 1like Sankara, falls to distinguish the

Lroig, .
16

Ibid., p. 340, cuoted from Tattva-pradipikd, p. 374,
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sdksi concept from Brahman, though in most other respects

L ]
the 1mplications of this foundational consclousness are

in evidence. Apart from a summary review of the

"Kﬁ?asthavdipa”, wihich will concern us in some detail,

A A ..l."_(,\ - *
the Siddhantalesasamgraha gives only one other indicaw-

tion of a possible attempt to bring out the unique status

of the siksi., In the Tattvafuddhi, 1t is reported,

Jﬁ?naghana tries to determine the nature of sZksi with
S o
reference to common illusion,17 The guestion arises, in
the case of the i1llusion which results in the statement
“"this is silver", where in fact there is only shell, to
what does the "this-ness" pertain? It cennot belong to
the silver or it would te cancelled along with the
grroneous cognition. Nor dees it seem correctly to lo-
cate the "tnis-~nsss” with shell alone, For that would not
account for its inclusion in the cognition of the illu=-
sory silver. Therefore it 1s asserted that although
"this-ness" properly belongs to the shell, it is appar-
ertly of the constitution of silver in so far as in the
illusory perception "this-ness" is the substratum of
both the real shell, and the appearance of silver. 1In a
similar way the wltness is to be taken as diiferent from

voth Brahman and jiva. In its real nature i{ is beyond

-~

I o i
791ddnantalesasamgraha, 5.14113,
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the empirical but from the standpoint of the mind's
modifications, etc.y; it must be taken as involved with
the individual.
There is extensive treatment of the géggi concept
by VidyZranya. In the "Kitastha-dipd" of the paficadasi
the witness is defined ag the substrate intelligence of
the individual. It is called kitastha since, although
directly percelving the two bodies, subtle and gross,l8
it remz2ins immutable like an anvile 1t is distlingulshed
from the Joxg and ] Vdra since they are understood to be
19

reflections in, and therefore products of, maya.

e alinen

But
the gﬁigﬁggg 1s not a product of maya though it is to be
recognized ss the substrate of the i1llusory reflection,
Jdive; which is assoclated with the body and senses. Ia

the "Citra=dipa" the distinctions drawn between Brzhman,

Egﬂiﬁiﬁis which is also uncoanditioned, appears as though
delimited like the ether in a pot. As already mentloned,
both lgva ra and jiva a taken to be refliections of in=-

telligence only. gizg is compared to that aspect of the

alle-pervasive ether (or sky) which together with the

" 2ty
Pahicada 0,22

D nmmm:

&ep e ¢
9Eanﬂrﬂaq1 6.155, T+35; and 8,60,
22,

w

nd Siddnéntalesasamsraka 5,146,
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pessing clouds, is reflected in the pot-wzter, In the
¢clouwds themselves, which are composed of subtle par-
ticles of water, there 1s a large reflection of ether
aud this latter example is likened to the case of
Igvara.

Vidygragya makXes considerable use of appropriate
similes to illustrate the nature of the witness,
Prominent among them are the similes of the akaua or
ether (referred to above), the painting, the lamp of the
tiheatre; and the sun shining on the wall,

As in the case of canvas on which a picture has
been painted, pure consciousness serves as the background

. 21 fen
L Which various forms are superimposed. (ranca a5l

(o]

(e

5.1~8) . Just as there are four stages irn the executicn

..

of a painting, one may speak of four stages in the
modification of pure congelousness, One begins with the
canvas &s the unblemished and indispensable background,
stiffens 1t with starch, draws in the various outlines,
and finally applies the colors, Likewlse kiutastha is

1

the pure consciousness which is called antarydmic or

inner ruler when associated with miyd, bears the name

C/}

Sutratman when spoken of in relation to the subtle

lnCd a'a 1 6,1=8,

L .
Vldvardnya vses this term as a synonym of Eiranya-
garbha to relfer to "the totality of subtle boalev.‘ﬁjdrgf
tified with all in the form of cosmic egoity." [Paiicadasi
64200,

3
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bodles, and is known as Vi ratg) when consldered as ree
iated to the gross bodies. All created beings are com=
pared to the painted flgures which may appear as real as
the canvas on which they are superimposed, Similarly
the transformations and diversgified characteristics of
he iixgg are superimposed ou the pure consclous sube
stratum which 1s the one underlying reality.
In the "Nitaka-dipa" the witness is likened to the

lamp in & thestre which illumines everything without

belng affected.24

The light manifests the director, the
dancer and the audience and continues to shine even in
thelr abseancee They are compared, respectively, to

1

egoity, the intellect, and its objects which are revealad
by the light ¢i the witness which continues toe shine in
its own right even when these others cease to be. Just
as light 1llumines all the chenging elements in the
theatriecal preduction, klitastha persists eas the constant
. :

principle of revelation throughout all the mental modi-
ficaticns,

In the opening section of the "Kuta tha-dipa" the

1

relation between the immutable consciousness and the

reflection of consciousness, cidébhZsa, 1s cxplained

S y '
svara in which "the world

ze the figures of a plc-
i 6.204,

/') P
LjVirﬁt is an aspect of Is
apnears di stinct and s,uimrz 1
ture fully painted in." Panc nead

c

“Ibid., 10,10-15,
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through the enalegy of the wall and the reflecting

o
W

mirrors. Mapy mirrors may reflect the sun's light
oato & wall which 1s already manifest by the sun it-
selfe  Thus, the spaces between the various reflections
are 1lllumined by the sun and remain so even if the re-
flectlons cease, In a like manner, both during the

intervals between the modifications of the intellect

(vrttis) and in their absence, the light of kitastha

persists, For this reason it is to be distinguished

; o X g y 2
in the yritis of which the mind is composed. 6

P

for

cognition of an object both types of consclousness or

mmowledge ayre reculired, 4 cognlzed object is compsrabla
to an ares of wall which is doudbly illunined, that is,

which receives both the light of the sun and the ree-

flected light of a mirror. Just as the mirror 1s none

e

aminous in itselfl and must depend on the refiecticn of

*

he sun in order to cast light upon the wall, so too the
intellect depends on cidabh&sa if cognition is to take
place, Although 1t appears consclous, the intellect is

"ng better than a lamp of clay”,27 which is to say that

apart from the reflection of cit it remains inert and

abggﬁcgdaéi 8.1=3, :

s
cO~np = et =z

Coi, Upadesasaohasrl 14,337,
27
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quite incapable of revealing anything.

There follows a more detailed considerztion of the
Lvoce>s of coganition, the structure oif which is taken to
reveal the foundatlonal nature of cit. It is especlally
by reflection on the conditions prior and subseguent to
a particular cognition that the kﬁtasthanintelligence
becomes recognized. The most important passage in this

=
regard is Pahcadasi 8.5 where 1t 1s explained that both

the present knowledge of the pot as 'this' and its un=-

knowness prior to it are experiences alike made possible
»1e

by nranmanmb {here to be understood in its sense of the

P

foundatlional consciousness). This is to say that the

witness manlfcsts all oblects elther as Xnown or unkinowit.
Lizewlse 14 Lle 283d that Auu stha witnesses the nental

K}

modifteations and also thelr non-existence.29 This as=
pect of Vidyir yd"‘s thought is exceedingly rich in im-
plicaticn 2nd warrants careful consideration for the
light 1t throws both on the nature of the Xitastha-
intelligence and the way in which 1t is discleosed in
empirical expericance., The essential cuestion is, what

1s the nature of the experience which in retrospect

-

takes the form "I wasn't knowing the pot"? In what

sense was the pot unknown prior to the rise of the

3§ -
Y P A A ] . - Lad
‘ajnatatvena Jnatoyam ghato Uuddhyudayatpura/
vrehmanalivoparistatin Jigtatvenetyasau bhida
;2 ot ~ $ -
rancadasl .50,



particular knowledge of 1t, 2nd to whom and in what fora
did this unknownness present itself? The answex provides
an important "proof" both for the existence of the wit-
ness and the presence of zjndna,

A1l particular knowiedge is accompanied by an aware-
ness c¢f the fact that the object cognised was not béfore
known in that specific way ("I was not knowing the pot
nefore"). In some sense or other a consclousness of the
unknownness of a thing prior to 1ts cognition must be
accepted 1f its "now-xnewn" character is to be explained,

One might be tempted to assume that before the emergence

of the vriti which reveals the pot there 1s an experlence

which may be assimliated to the phrase "I am not now
kpowing the pot" and that this formulaticn of the situ=
aticn would fulfill the conditiocn ¢f a prior knowledge
of uwawnowaness. .Put this is a faulty transcriptica of

the experiease, Prior to th: rise o

b

& vritl pure con=-
.
sclcusness apildes alone, A determinate countent may
signed to the changeless gilt but oanly to the
medlate knowledge of the intellect for otherwise, the
imautable ground of experience would he raduced to the
level of empirical knowledge., Further, tﬁe knowledge
in question cannot be thought to assume the form of an
expliecit perceptioa of the absence of knowledze ("I am

not now knowing the pot”). To perceive the absence of a

thing 11 must be brought within consciousness walch of
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course prevents it from remalning unknowun, Another ex-
planatlon is required. As Murti so aptly expresses it,
in the case 0f the cognition of an object,

the incoming knowledge breaks in upon

us as a modirication of a dim bacx=

ground., I1f this position be not

acceptable, the object will elther be

always known without any specific

functioning of knowledge, or be always

unknown in spite of such a funetion-

ing = nelther of which is tenable or

even plausible.-
for this reason appeal is made to & consclous experience
other than and prior to the rise of specific knowledge.
such 2 consclousness cannot be thought to know in an
explicit way the absence of a particular cognition before

t3 rise even tnough that is implled by our rxnowledge of

e

()
O

its past ab lJater on., ¥What is kuown 1mplicitly,

7 ﬂ

Te¥el
later assuwmess the character of explicit knownness, Tkis
is exemplified oy the case of the blind man who suddenly
is glven sight.

One who Lls bcocxrn blind has not cone
sclousness of not seeing. But if
such a man comes 10 se€...he will
have an explicit perception of the
pirevious absence of seeing which
will at the same time be recogrition
of the absence as that imc‘icitly
cognized during the absence,”

,
Q 5 W e N ot
O, r. W Murti, "4jnsEna", Chapter 3 of Ajnena,
the Theory of Ignorance, alco by G. R. Malkanl and K.
Das (London, 1923), p. 152

2 7 - 3 LY . v -
j‘ersnnachandra Bhattacharyya, "Studies in Vedant-
ism", in Studies in Philosophy (udlcatta, 1956), p. 19.
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There was a general awareness of things as unseen and
neither specifilic xnowledge of the lack of visual input
("{ am not seeing the pot", etec.,) nor a total absence
of knowledge of the unseenness of things. In the same
way the /qu stha~intelligence (from the eapirical point
of view) prOV1des & kirnd of primary acquaintance with
the objective world apart from any determinant knowe
ledge. ZIDvery specific act of knowledge arlises as a
mo¢ification of the primal nescience known directly and

32

Imaedistely by the witness, The witness 1s, there

forey, the pre-cvondition of all knowledge and not the

lal cause of apy particular coﬁ,ninon.33 It manie-

B

w“
o
o

oHne™
fests In a geusral vay the eantire homogeneous &jnana
("the dim background" of which Murti speaks), the

3 e ¥ =
primal pre

'u

sentation which is cognized as specific obe
Jects by the intellect. A knowledge of the whole is ine-
dispensable before distinctions can be made in 1it, i.e.

before particular objects can be known., "A vriti

arises dispelling the gloom in some spall degree; a por=

4

tion of the Iield 1s lighted, according to the nature of

the vrttl and set over against the rest of the dark
&

ﬂ:)‘,*

backaround, "I was not before knowing the chair" can

Hul"ii, p. 159.

_L’l(ﬁ(&dc e.‘i. 33 lo.

.n-.

‘W
V-‘?

v

“Llrti, pc 3..’740
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only be accouvnted for 1f we assume that the ezo has ap-
propriated something of the experience of the giksi.

L
Because the ego (of which the antah-karana is the essen-

¢ L3

tial constituent) is only eouipped to handle determinate

experience 1t must give a negative form to the indeter=
minate experience of the witness, Thus the phrase in
guestion is really a hybrid of two experiences = that of
pure cit which in the absence of vritis manifests the

@
whole of giﬁﬁna gs 1ts object, and the speclalized

knowledge of the antah-xarapna by which a particular ob-
i @
Ject becomes separated out from 1{s background. In

¥nowlng anything at all "both omniscience and limitation

N
N

1%

P70 further indicate the necessity for positing a

foundationsl consclousness, Vidyaranya points to "the
L]

consciousness which accompanies what the Nalydyikas call

'after cognition', the knowledge which follows the ccge

2 &
nitlon of objects.””o This experience is characterized

by the judgment "I know the pot" as distingulshed fron
the preceding cognltion of the form "this is a pot".
The original cognition is due to cidabhdsa but lasting

27

knowledge is derived from pure cite. Here we enccunter
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considerations similar to those which form the Adveita
criticism of the theory of momentariness., A cognition
in itself is dlscrete and cannot reveal more than its
ochject. Consciousness of the knowledge of an object is
due to the witnesse=gelf for it reveals simultaneously
the agent, the object, and the means of knowledge.38
Here again the resulting knowledge "I know the pet" is
¢f a composite nature, requiring both a transcendental
and finite principle of knowledge, The ego grounds it~
self upon the §Eké§ and appears to be the center zround
—
which &11 cognitions and experiences are wifiede.

The preceding discussion was an elaboration cf

certaein key points in the thought of Vidyﬁragya. He has

»
o+
&

ttempted to shew that the gltastha-intelligence is pre=-
supposed by empirical knowlnge Any particularized know-
iedge which belongs to the ego, "presupposes ignorance,
the general but improved existence of the cbject pre-
sented to & consclousness other than the ego,"39 urs
ther, 2r inculry into the nature of the states prior or
subsequent to a4 particular cognitlon reveals a con=-
sclousness wihlch seems to consist of pure and unchanging
ilivmination, snd wcich reveals without distinetion all

that is prese

e

ited to ite Though the vritis are dependent

)
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on it the counverse is not true. S8ksi illumines

everything elther as known oY unknown,
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In the thought of VidyZrea nya, and in the post-

& .
Sankara period

in the form of

gilcal importance is clearly brought out,

b
longer, as it was in Ssikara's works,

lent to absolute Reality, for

possible the crucial feature of

>

cipation in the empirical use.

Xnower or witness by which all else is known.

gins in the

1ight by waich the individual shnines,

sion of selfelunminosity.
and constant

slzed, especia

saksy,

we have shown,

With Sankera the selfemanif

character of pure consciousness 1s

generally, we encounter the siksi idea
v

8 specialized concept whose eplstemolo=

It is no

strictly eculvas-

that would render ime

however,

tiquity of the Advaita theory of pure clt as the

It bee

Upanisads with an investlgation into the

and in the discuse
est

empha.«

1ly in the context of counter-arguments

against opposing schools of thought which do not admit

the necesslty of a permaaent,
l&.ﬂOn -\.‘7,;@0

on S84

-

section

by way of the Advaita critigue

some of the important

a foundational principle of consclousness,.

by

ature

Wwhich runs through

1t is the fact that as the p e r
which forms the substratum of the

khya=Yoza dualism)

issues invoived in the positi

changeless principle of

Thus, Chapter III (2s well as the previous

attenpts to deaonstrate

of alternative theories,

ing of
If there is

of tne notlon of the

all of Advaita thought,

nacifesting c¢onsclousness

individual, the gaksT
L]



is presupposed by every changing éspect of consclous
life. 1%t is the principle of constant consciousness 1t=-
self, ihe one permanent feature ¢f all experience, For
that reasen the witness is ever known, noct just as a
hypotnetical construct necessary for an understanding

of experience, but as the irrepressible Reallty to which

all things glve expression,

36



Tc live in perfect geodness 1s to
realize one's 1ife in the infinitive,
This is the most comprehensive view
of life which we can have by our
inherent power of the moral vision
of the wholeness of life,

- Tagore, S2&dhand, p. 57



Saksl as a Religious Model

The epistemological, and to a lesser degree the
metaphysical dimensions of the oqkuh concept are well

enough drawn within the literature of Advaita Vedanta to

allow for a relatively systematic investigation into its
value and significance within the system. This is not
the case, however, where the present topic is concernred.
While the witnesseself exhibits intriguing possibilities

s a religious ideal or category, there has apparently
been no exXplicif treatment of the concept aleong these
lines., 1In one sense, at least, this might te understand-
sele for behind all foermulations of Vedanta philosophy
the salvational issue stands paramount. It is patent the
the whele bedy of Advaita uhourhu, its constructive formu=-
lations as well as its dialectics, subserve the sole end
and purrose of the system, namely the attainment of re-
lease, The practical religious concern is the ultinmate
inspiration for all, even the most abstruse of arguments
and formulations. But the saksi (and to a large degree
all features of the Advaita theory of consciousness) seems
to rexresent a much fuller embodiment of the religious
concexrn than do other aspectis of the system.

1

Iike fthe Supreme Lord of the theistic schools, the
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gﬁhﬁ@ is divine presence whose unfailing sight encon-
passes every aspect of the individual's experience. In
deepened into an awareness of ildentity whose ultimate
flowering is moksa cr release; for the Seer of all acts
B
1s none other than the innermost reality of the jTva
i1tself, All theorizing about the mechanics of cognition
and perceptual knowledge has this recognition as its
goal,‘for 1% seeks'to instlill an awareness oi the con=-
gstant consclous background of empirical life as the
divine basiec of the individual., Fnouiry into the nature
of consciousness is simultaneously a movement in the
direction of the realization of the divine whe is the
inner sSelf of alle The witness; because it i3 manifest
in every sspect of empirical life, exhibites an accessie
bility which is not strictly true of the Aiman and is
avalilable as an indicator of a level of truth in our=
gselves which is far more fundamental than the purely
individual, The nature of the witness, as we have come
to krow it through our investigation inte the ground
of experience, might be taken as a kind of religilous
model, the knowledge of and appreximation to which,
leads into a deeper sense of the eternal and universal
dimensions of 1ife, I would 1like, therefore, to preseat

what I consider to be some of the religious and ethiczl



implications inherent in the nature of the giksT,

We have seen that the saksl reveals all that is
presented to 1t without partiality of any kind., Murti
rotesy in fact, that "the evidence of the §§E§§ is
very unreliable because he does not, being lmpartial,
make any attempt at sifting the matter presented to

wl

nlme Because saksl has for iis objects both the

real and the unreal its undependability for providing
knowledge of uniform validity is notorious in Advg;ig.g
This indifference as to object was touched on in rafere

ence tc the process of cognitione The saksl reveals

broadly what the ego ccemes {10 cognize in speclific and

(&7

c!.-

limited ways. The witness makes no distinciions and so
15 igcapable of entering inio matters of truth or fal=-
sity, right or wrong, etce This absence of Jjudgment
1s not precisely equivalent to an ethical or moral
neutrality for the witness claims a grounding in Truth
itselfs Its detachment is really a refusal to acknowe
ledge the illusory distinctions (including those drawn

between the real and unreal, good and evil, etc.) by

1

Pheory of Ienorance, also by G. R. #alkani ana R, Ulas
{Tondon, 19537, pe 158,

2Dbarmar§3& Adhvarindra, Vedantaeparitbhaci, trans.
-y = s - 8 S e
Swami Midhavinanda (Belur Math, 1963)s De 90e°

- 5 . - Mo -o &
T Ro V. Murti, "AjNana", Chapter 3 of Ajnina, ihe
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which resiity is falsely fragmented. The saksi may be
taken t¢ represent the very highest ethicy for it
transcends the many dualisms of conventlonal moralitye
Perhaps the mosf significant and far reaching
insight that is linked to knowledge of the géﬁgi: is
that the most fundamental level of our being manifestis
Liself as different from, and in fact as opposed to
the gualities which pertain to ego-centred conscioug=
ness. The witness grasps the wholé but remains une
attached. The ego=centred jiva is only capable of a
partial and conditioned view and deliberates the
question, "what is the good?", It is the ego waich,
as agent, chocses 115 objects, directs its actlvity
towards them, aad displays itself as owner of all its
attalnuents, Y1 & man practices virtue he envisionsa
the good for which he sirives as an object external
to himselfe But the enlightened man recognizes that
tpere ie nothing to be achieved, for apart from the
self, what could be required?3 His vision, like that
of the sdksY, is a comprehensive one which encompasses

the wholencss of the field of 1lifes If action should

3"But that man...one devoted to Self«knowledge =
whose Jjoy is in tgﬁ Self.eey fOr such & man...there is
nothing to de." Saidkara's commentary on The Bhagavad=

o

Gitd, trans, Mazhadeva Sastri, Madras, 1972, 3,17,



arise, it does not proceed from a predetermined set of
moral principles but from a source which runs much
deeper than the desires and volitions of individuals,

This is the karma~yoga idea of the GItd, the disinter=

ested activity which is at one with the infinite ace
tivity whose source is in the divine, Questions such
as "what ought to be done?" or "what ought not to be
done?" no longer have substance, nor could they arise
when one 1s in harmony with the diviae. When the time
to act presents itself one responds not according to
the selfeconscious mode of deliberation, but in accor=

dance with the divine mode of activity. Such effort=

o

W

less and selfless activity implies & degree of unie
versality wilch far exceeds the limited sphere of the
ego, yet &t the same time 1% serves to generate a fure
ther deepening of knowledge which may culminate in
release, In this way wisdom or 1ﬁ§na supersedes karma

whose perfection may be seen as preliminary to the

dawping of perfect knowledge, Xarma=voga leads in the

- 4 o
direction of kxarmaesanvasa wnich would be most closely

zligned with the giksy model. Non-attachment and in=
.difference characterize the man who is most firmly

reoted in his true Self snd trenscends the relative

4uee The Bhk~avzd~““t1 4,33, "All works without
exception in wisdom rind thneilr consummatione”
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morality which is taken up with distinctions and active
striving. To move from the particular towards the
wolversaly to gain & wider and more comprehensive
vision cof the world, is alsc to relinguish the relative
moral principles which are so deeply rooted in the cone
sclousness of difference,

This idea of an impartial and comprehensive view
of things as the precondition for right action has its
counterpart in the Ethlcal Naturalism of the Westes The
"Ideal Observer" theory, whose central ideas seen to
have originated with Adam Smith,” involves a similar
conteatione 1% is concerned, really, with the meaning
of ethical terms which are arrived et in accordance with
its definition of the ideal observer ¢f a situvation,
When we state that an actlon is morally "right", we
supposedly do so with reference (o what we feel the
reaction of an ideal observer would be if he stood in
our place, This hypothetical being is free from ccae
ditioning by outside factors, aund is in no way motivated
by any personal beliefs, He is totally impartial, in
the sease that no particular reaction 1s invoXed by the
presence or absence of certain individuals or groups

6

iavelved in the glven situation. further, he 1is in

o
“Jonathap Harrison, Our Knowledge of Right and
Wronz (Lendon, 1971), pe. 151.

Bps ccvonnct . S _— .
Richard B, Brandt, Zthical Theory (New Jersey,
1559) s Pe 174
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complete possession of all relevent information, that
1s he has perfect knowledge of all factors bearing on
the situation., The implication is that to the extent
we are able to conform to the ideal observer model, our
regponse to & situation will be ethically valiée The
nost commeon criticism regarding the value of this theory
s quite simply that there are, in facty, no ideal ob~=
servers whose reactions we could inquire about. We
only have recourse to our personal feelings about how
an ideal cobserver might rezct, Since each individual
would necessarily differ, in some respects at least,

in his conclusions, the right course of action for a
given sltuation is left in the realm of controversye.
There is a perspective, however, from w:hich such a comne
mon kind of observation becomes quite lrrelevente The
fact that the ldea of the ideal observer exists at all
seems to lmply an inherent sense of a higher ethic

than 1bat which we as individuals are capable of de=
vising, JDesplte the fact of his linmitations and cone
ditioning, & person is still capable (no matter hﬁw
iwperfectly) of appeal to this ideal observer who, bee
cause he stands outside the dualism of right and wrong,
affords the truest measure for the ethical, There is
an implied belief that the right is acnieved not '

through adherence t0 conventional ethics but through



9

appeal to & higher arbitration, In Advaita Vedanta

this ig the tacit role of the ggggg, There are not,

of course, the problems which attach to a hypothetical
entlty as ethlcal model. To arrive at the nature of
the ggggg one becomes 1t, or rather realizes 1t through
an abandonment of his ego=centric stand,

In Advaita morality is conceived of as a natural
outgrowth of lpuau. The ddeal "is gradually to replace
the narrow view held by the jiva by one like that of
the cosmic self, whése interests coincide with those
of the universee"! Morality is not attained through
practice of virtue but flowers of itself when, through
knowledge, the sense of self is extended beyond the
rarrow contfings of the merely individual, Thls is the
great possibillty offered by the witnesseself, "He
who ceaselessly reflects on this 'Lamp of Autaetha
acquires the nature of KuEastha, and is ceaselessly

thercfore elfalu.nlnou.;,"8 Thus, the Jivanmukta =« the

freed while yet embodied = becomes the embodiment of

the witness. Hls relation to the world involves ne

o 0 mrrts D

(M, hLT]'aﬂHa, Outlines of Indian Philosoply
(LOU@.OZL, /\.)( ) Do 3660
(o
Swami Vidyarap;
Shastri (Londen, 195
imam kutasthad

gvayam kutostqa

a, Pancadas] 1, trans, Bari Prasad
)y Be (bo

pam Jona°andhatte nirantaram/
i

pena dlpyatebdu nirantaram
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attachment to it. He is like a light whose shining
presence alone may occasion the transformation of

others.



GLOSSARY

abhdva: non-existence
ahamkara: egotism

ajﬁgna and avidva: spiritual ignorance which stands in the
way of release

antah-karana: internal organ

Atman: eternal self, identified with Brahman in Advaita
Vedanta

Brahman: supreme principle, the Absolute of the Upanisads
buddhi: intellect ’
cidabhasa: reflection of consciousness

cit: consciousness, intelligence

guna: in Sé@kh a, one of the three types of substances
ISvara: Supreme lLord

jiva: individual self

jivanmukti: release while still embodied

jnana: knowledge, especially spiritual insight
karma: action, rites, past deeds and their results

kutastha: literally "anvil', the immutable, hence s3aksi as
foundational consciousness ?

manas: mind organ
maya: indeterminable principle of world illusion
moksa: release from bondage, highest spiritual attainment

parinama-vada: doctrine of transformation

paramarta: higher truth as distinguished from ordinary
knowledge

'Erakrti: also called pradhana, primal nature, one of two
ultimates in Samkhya

pralaya: dissolution
purusa: conscious principle in Samkhya

rajaé: one of three constituents of prakrti, indicating
energy, activity ’
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ak81. witness-self, immutable consciousness
samsara: cycle of rebirth, world of empirical ex1stence
sarga: evolution

sattva: one of three constituents of Erakrtl, indicating
rightness, goodness

susupti: deep dreamless sleep
svarupa: essential nature
svayam=jyotih: self=-luminous

tamas: one of three constituents of Drakrtl, indicating
darkness, inertia

upadhi: adjunct, limiting condition

vivarta~vada: theory that the world is an illusory
appearance superimposed on Brahman

vrtti-jnana: the changing temporary knowledge of the antah-
. karana

vyavahara: ordinary knowledge pertaining to the empirical
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