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The distinguished contributors to this volume explore such topics as nature, content and
structure of consciousness from both eastern and western perspectives. Both the schools

-phenomenology and Vedanta have received greater attention while discussing the
hard and easy problems of consciousness in this work. The book sets a new agenda for
doing consciousness studies in Indian context. This is to present western philosophical
theories in the language of Vedanta or Nyaya. The methodology is to deviate from
doing comparative studies of eastern and western philosophies, and to take up basic or
fundamental questions raised by the Indian tradition over the ages, and address them by
showing adequacies/in-adequacies in the theories from the western world. This book
is an example of creatively interpreting and appropriating western philosophy from
Indian philosophical perspective.
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Intentionality and Reflexivity

of Consciousness
Advaita Perspective

Adarasupally Nataraju
and
Munmun Chakraborty

Abstract: The problem of understanding nature, content and
structure of consciousness has had occupied the attention of
philosophers through the ages. Via-negativa or neti-neti (not
this, not this) is the best possible way to bring into language
the indescribable Brakman, the conscious energy. With diligent
use of sabda as pramana, quoting the Vedanta texts, Sankara
reaffirms that reflexivity is the fundamental characteristic of
consciousness and not intentionality or object directedness.
Consciousness is nirvisaya, nirdkdr and sirdsraya. It is the Saksi
Caitanya that is contentless, formless and without a base to
rest upon. At paramarthika level, consciousness is svaprakasa
(self-revealing). It is the ultimate reality that manifests itself
and the objects of the world.

Phenomenal Consciousness goes out as it were and takes
the shape of the object. Intentionality or object directedness
is a mental state and not the original nature — svaritpa laksana
of Braluman but it is only a phenomenal character or tatastha
laksana. In his commentary on Brahmasitra-Bhasya Sankara
compares the nature of consciousness to that of the formless
light. As there is no form to the light of the moon or sun, and
takes the form of the object before it, consciousness assumes
the form of an object that it illuminates. Consciousness is

/
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A NATARAJU & MUNMUN CHAKRABORTY
self-luminous, self-existing, self-knowledge, self-delight and
self-contained. e
Husserlian phenomenology tries to establish that intentionality

CONSCIOUSNESS. Consciousness is always

is indispensable to ! ; ke
conscious of something. They are inseparable. Every act o

consciousness includes an intentional object in it, the thoughts,
emotions, volitions, desires, memory and continuous
awarencss, | would like to discuss in this paper the apparent
lension between intentionality and reflexivity. Does reflexivity
give rise to intentionality? Which feature is foundational to
consciousness? Are consciousness and objects opposed to
each other in their nature? Is Pure Consciousness part of our
experiential state of mind? How to prove the existence of

Pure Consciousness?

Keywords: Consciousness, Advaita Vedanta, Intentionality,
Reflexivity, Ramanuja, Husserl

Bot Eastern and Western schools of philosophers have tirelessly
tried to expound the nature and constitution of consciousness.

The basic questions around which the study of consciousness
generally revolves are: 1. What is Pure Consciousness? 2. What
is its nature? 3. Is the Pure Consciousness self-revealing or
intentional?

Answering this question the Advaita School of Sankara
firmly holds that the nature of Pure Consciousness is self-
revealing and not intentional. Consciousness is nirvisaya, nirakara
and mirasraya. It is the Saksi Caitanya (witness consciousness)
that is contentless, formless and placeless. In the Vedanta, this
consciousness is termed as Brafiman which is beyond all names,
changes, duality and qualities. “It is neither gross nor minute,
peither short nor long” (Brhadiaranyaka Upanisad MI.viii.8). It
Is “soundless, touchless, colourless, undiminishing” (Katha
.Uprm tgad Liii.15). Though at the vydavahirika level consciousnéss
is attributed with different forms and qualities for the purpose
of worship. Ramanuja terms this as dharnabhiite jRana. In the
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INTENTIONALITY AND REFLEXIVITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS | 3

level of paramarthika, consciousness is self-revealing (svaprakasa).
It is the ultimate reality that manifests itself as well as all other
objects of the world. So, the material world is the modification
of this one ultimate consciousness. In his commentary on the
Brahmasi!ra Sankara compares the nature of consciousness with
the formlessness of light. Just as the light of sun or moon has
no form in itself and takes the form of the object before it, being
formless, consciousness seems to assume the forms of the objects
that it illuminates. Consciousness is self-luminous, self-existent,
self-knowledge, self-delight and self-contained.

In contrast, for Edmund Husserl, the founder of Western
phenomenology, the nature of consciousness is always
intentional. Intentionality is the indispensable aspect of
consciousness, Consciousness is always consciousness
of something. According to Husserl, consciousness and
intentionality are inseparable from each other though they are
distinguishable. For instance, [ am sceing a bird sitting outside
the window. Here, my act of consciousness is directed toward
the bird. Accordingly, every act of consciousness includes an
intentional object within it. This intentional relation is composed
of three parts - the act of consciousness, the noema and the object.
In the above-mentioned example, it is the act of consciousness
through which I perceive the bird. And the bird is the object of
this intentional act. But besides this act of consciousness and the
object, there is also a content of the object, which is termed as
noema by Husserl. Noema is a certain idea or concept of the object.
The object may not exist at certain time but the noema always
exists. Husserl's notion of noema in this way seems identical
with Plato’s concept of idea of universal.

On the other hand, for Sankara, consciousness cannot be
the consciousness of an object. Since, in that case it would be
no longer qualified as Pure. In his Bmhmuszitm-B}m.sya, Sarikara
clearly maintains a significant difference between consciousness
and object. As for him, consciousness and object are diametrically
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Theoretic Grades of Cons

! ciousness j
Advaita Vedanta Phj -
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Ve are told in no uncertain terms by the Vedantins that Citta or internal
rgan, deriving its consciousness from the Self, goes out as it were and
akes the shape of the object. Since objects have jada svabhdve, in the sense
hat the objects like pot, jar, etc., do not have the capacity to throw light on
some other objects and become aware of them, therefore, it is consciousness
Hat has the capacity to reveal the objects by throwing its light on them.
This goes by the term “vritti” in philosophical literature. Citta has a natural
wendency to run outwards, we are told, and take the shape of the object. This
is termed as intentionality of consciousness in modern philosophical jargon,
‘Conscious of something or the other, even when one is not in contact with
objects. To be conscious of an object is to be conscious of its content or
meaning, This meaning conferring act of consciousness is apparent and not
real is the contention of the Advaiting keeping in line with their ontology.
Consciousness is an attribute ‘dharmabhiita jnana’ and does two-fold work,
thal it reveals an object and also makes the self-aware of its existence, This
Iwould call in this paper as Tafastha Laksana- per accidence of Brahman, and
hot the essential feature,

A laksana, we are told, serves as a marker. Talking of lakéana in the
@ase of objects of phenomenal world has a marked difference from pointing
2 the laksana of a metaphysical object. While we discuss the lakéana of
Brahman, the scriptures point at theoretic grades in terms of ‘Tatastha’
and ‘Svarapa’. While commenting on the statement from the Taittiriya
UPﬁniﬁad—Sa!ymn Jianamanantam Brahma- Sankara clearly mentions that
this vakya points at the suaripa laksana of Brahman. Brahman is existence,

twledge and infinity, not that Brahman is characterized by theses giiias.
ke 1ousness that is self-luminous or soaprakasa is referred to as soaripa
“heime of Brahman,
ine g.rl:hand.akm:a Yrti is the culmination of all.kindg of vrtt?f ?n:d it re:tclf:
tpe ():eallzi?t'mn,' Vriti i§ defined as antahkaraiia pam.iztm-a‘m"-m; C_}:i ;i an;a
Coas moflﬁcaflon of internal organ. Vedanta Paribhasa and 5i e
Prese:?iira '3 give different definitions of vittop:nnes. ) A
__ng Prakasatman’s view on oriti Appayya Dikshitasays, “thoughthe
?e’nﬁ:rg;; of [?jilowphy. Assam Universily, Silchar, Assam. é," ! L«./L,‘b
slinatraj@email com e cefes
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172 On the Nature of Consciousness

genus goind (cow ness) is all pervasive, yet it is related to the individual cow
only, in the same way, though consciousness is all pervasive, it is related
to an individual antahkaraia in the case of a jiva. The jiva or individual sou]
with the help of oriti cognizes worldly objects. This is an apparent quality
of consciousness and cannot be its essential characteristic. The logical
necessity is to posit pure consciousness as the background of intentional
behavior.

The second view presented by Appayya Dikshita in his text is that
the jiva with antahkaraiia vriti cognizes identity between visaya caitanya
and Brahma caitanya. This cognizing of identity is also a function of vrisi.
Without the help of vrtti there is no mechanism that can help a jrva cognize
world of objects.

The third view found in Siddhantalea Sangraha is that through vrtti the
Jiva gets rid of ignorance, it is only through vrtti that the fiva throws its light
on the objects and cognizes them. The veil of ignorance is destroved by the
‘coming out’ as it were of vrtti. This goes in phenomenological jargon as
intentional nature of consciousness, and contemporary westermn philosophy
credits this much to the works of Husserl and his teacher Brentano. Though
we can see the presence of such ideas in several texts in Indian sub-
continent with Sankara and his followers vouching for transparent nature of
consciousness as a logical culmination of intentional phenomenal behavior
on the one hand, and Ramanuja and his followers positing object directed
behavior in the fore front of all discussions on the nature of consciousness.

The locus of external objects is considered to be Bralmr cetana called
as bimba, this is different from jiva cetana called as pratibimba, Pure
consciousness is indirectly conveyed through visaya cetana and jiva cetana.
This is conveyed by abhedabhivyakt. There must be some common features
between visaya and jfva so that the objects are revealed, or else knowledge
episode can never happen. That unifying field is Brahman CONSCIOUSTEsS
for an Advaitin. Unless the underlying locus of external objects is Brahman
consciousness, the interaction of subject and object and the resultant
knowledge is impossible. Therefore, pure consciousness is conveved in
every single experience that we all have in our everyday life-world. Not
only Sabda as pramaia proves the existence of pure consciousness but the
bimba-pratibimba cefana also proves the presence of pure consciousness as
the necessary and sufficient condition to unify wisaya éetana and jroa cetana.
This is the last word of Vedanta,

The contribution of Advaita Vedanta to the warld of thought lies in this
fact that this school searches for a unifying field to explain a ‘knowledge
episode’. Schools like the Nyaya, Vaidesika and others explain the
interaction between subject and object swithout referring to any common
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Theeretic Grades of Conscipusness in Advaiie Vedanta mlifosophy 173
{iel-d that uni{ies both the conscious elements—that of the subject and the
ob].ect‘. 1 co.:mder this significant insight of Advaita in to the workings of
unifying field of consciousness as contaiming the potential to logically
prove transparent state of consciousness which does not require objects for
its existence. It is, therefore, svaprakada. ‘

Though antakkarana and its ignorance ends with the realization of
Brahman, there still remains a vriti in the form of ‘sham Brakmasmi’. This
is termed as akiandakara vrtti. This is not a psychosis or a modification
of antahkarana. This vrtti does not require the presence of any objects, is
the considerate opinion of Advaita Vedanta, The problem that bothers
an Advaitin is: whether or not there still remains a vrtti in the pure
consciousness? This may not be similar to Citta vrtti, but there got to be some
form of a vrtti to explain such Vedic passages as—'Brahman was one in the
beginning; It wanted to become many”. There got to be a vriti of the form
‘aham Brahmasmi’—] am Brahman. T am not referring to any antahkarafa
in Brahman. Without having any antahkarada, since after Self-realization
all that is jada has to end, there still has to remain a dim awareness that ‘T
am Brahman’. However, if there is such a vriti, it logically contradicts the
very idea of ‘pure’ consciousness. The Advaitin’s dilemma continues.

Theoretic Grades of Consciousness

Two grades of consciousness are discussed by the advaitins, not the
followers of Vaisnava Sampradaya. Rather twao tyvpes of (not distinct)
Brahman—pard and apard ane recognized by Sankara and his followers.
Brahman in its purest form which is nen-relational, self-luminous, infinite,
without a base to rest upon, without any qualities etc., is pard Brahman and
apara Brahman is with the attributes such as cn.tafor, sustaj‘t?er, destrover,
compassionate Being, and possesses all the auspxc:ous_qu:mhes-

Another theoretic gradation is in terms of Para Brahm.an and
Hiranyagarbha, Brahman- the primordial cause t?‘ansforms Itself in to the
world of names and forms. This sransformation is only apparent anr:i 'noz
real ic the contention of Advaita. Brahman as the material and_efﬁuent
cause, and Brahman as the offect in the form of the world of Otf]ects and
jivas. The entanglement of consciousness with the world of aobjects, and
consciousness getting relegated to the bac!fground presents a hard problem
to the Advaitin, the hard problem of consciousness as presented by western
1 5 ; er an Advaitin,
mle](l'_‘e:;urf:ml:ndt;):;: nfaZro:: l;hat the second sutrd frcfm Brahma Sutra-
Janmadyasya Yatal' — points to the T ertasﬂfn {per accidence) lalé'fm‘-..\ of
Brahman, Prakasatman in Pandapadika-Vivaraha stronglyr sllpports this v iew.
Madhva Adarva and his followers = Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha consider
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Collective Human Welfare: Practical
Vedanta of Swami Vivekananda

A. Nataraju

Vedanta philosophy in general is characterized as
predominantly mystical, other-worldly and life denying. This
in contrast to religious man in the west who affirms life, and
works with determination and joy in completing the tasks of
life. Faith in the reality of world and life, it is understood,
results in social service while negation of the reality of world
and lifc leads to retirement from active life and service to
the society in which one lives. The starting point of ethics is
in affirming world and life. The criticism is: since the general
understanding of Vedanta philosophy is that it denies
ontological reality of the status of the world. it follows that
there is no place for social service and collective human
welfare in Vedanta ethics,

~ This paper examines the persistent criticism
historically leveled on Hindu thou ghtin general, Vedanta in
particular that they have not shown seriousness on ethical
'ssucs and have neglected ‘collected human welfare’. There
has been over emphasis on individual salvation at the cost of
S”WCT'{’g millions, Some of the criticisms put forth by Dr.
Schweitzer are as follows: Firstly, the emphasis on ecstasy

Lot
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in Hindu thought naturally tends to world and life negation.
Secondly, Hindu thought is essentially other-worldly and
humanist ethics and other-worldliness are incompatible with
each other. Thirdly, the Hindu doctrine of maya, which
declares that life is an illusion, contains the flaw of world
and life negation, and in consequence Hindu thought is non-
ethical. Fourthly, the Hindu doctrine of way to salvation is
jAana or Self-discovery. This is different from moral
development, and so Hindu religion is non-ethical. Fifthly,
the goal of human endeavor is escape, not reconciliation. It
is the deliverance of the soul from the bonds of finitude, not
the conversion of the finite in to the organ and manifestation
of the infinite. Religion is a refuge from life and its
problems, and man has no hope of better things to come.
Sixthly, the ethics of inner perfection insisted on by Hindu
thought conflict with an active ethics and wide-hearted love
of one’s neighbor.

According to Schweitzer, the real belief of the
Brahmins is that man does not attain union with Brahman by
means of any achievement of his natural power of gaining
knowledge, but solely by quitting the world of the senses in
a state of ecstasy and thus leaming the reality of pure being.
There in the message is that, Christian mysticism represents
the enrichment of personality, the heightened expression of
spiritual life, and Hindu mysticism requires one to run away
from oneself. Dr. S. Radhakrishnan attempted to answer this
criticism, he says, “This is the example of over-
simplification. In Hindu mysticism it is far from correct.
For Hindu *spiritual’ is the basic element of human nature.
But spiritual realization is not a miraculous solution of life’s

31
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Advaita, Causality and Collective Human Welfare:

Revisiting Vedanta’s Contribution to World Order

ADARASUPALLY NaTarAU!

The pluralistic Sankhya School holds that primordial matter (prakrti) with
the presence of consciousness (puruga) evolves the products of the world.
This theory of creation holds that the world of objects is created out of a
material cause (upadana-karana) which is distinct from Consciousness. Both
matter and force are cternal and co-existing. It is like a potter creating a pol
out of clay. Here upadana or the material cause, which in this case is clay, is
clearly distinct from the nimitta-karana or the efficient cause, which in this
case is the potter. On the other hand, Advaita-vedanta works out the ‘theory
of projection” according to which, the material cause is not distinet from the
efficient cause. Brahman is both nimitta- and upadana-karana. The example
given is like a spider knitting a web out of its own self. The world as such is
projected out of a subtle conscious energy {Dr. S. Radhakrishnan translates
Brahman as Conscious-cnergy instead of Consciousness), This theory
criticises the theory of creation as upheld by the dualistic schools of Indian
philesophy. As the Vedic statement goes “esa gjali misrtam — Consciousness
projects itself.” The world of objects that we perceive — animals, human
beings and environment — are all projected from the same source. This
theory if applied in the context of our ‘life world® would revolutionise
our understanding of and relation with the nature surrounding us. Every
single particle of the entire cosmos is permeated with the same conscious
energy — “Favasyamidak sarvam yot kifica jagatyam jaget” (la.ll1.1). The
question of exploiting nature to fulfil human greed does not arise when
the se}f of an individual expands and encompasses the entire environment.
Tl'us paper compares the theories of world creation and projection from
*hf’ 53“"!‘)"‘ -tmd Advaita-vedanta standpoints respectively, and connects
th1§ thesis with ‘Collective Human Welfare' as propounded in Advaita
o e T e
3 . Pa cals with the application of this theory:

! Dr. Ada s N :
rasupally Nataraju, Professor and Head, Department of Philosophy. Assaot

University, Silchar, Assam
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Adwita, Cau:'.:lr'ry and Collective Human Welfure

Part 1

I would like to posit a hypothesis that an individual’s freedom or Moksa is
incomplete as long as there are suffering millions. The general understanding
of the thesis of the ‘lokasangraha’ or ‘bhutahita’, Vedanta Ethics, is that
working for the welfare of society brings purity to the inner soul — citta-
suddhi. Action thus performed becomes a purificatory exercise. Social
service acts not only as a tool for the purification of citta but there is no
escape from it even after attaining ‘jivan-mukli’ since the completeness of
freedom or mukti is not possible if there exists even a single soul that is
bound. As in quantum physics, where although particles are separated in
space and are not connected materially, they influence each other, so also an
individual’s freedom is affected by the suffering millions. Freedom needs
space to exist; it does not exist in a vacuum. Since there is limitedness to
space (according to quantum physics), freedom also becomes limited. The
'k interconnectedness of the freedom of all life forms is what I derive from the
Advaita theory of ‘Oneness of Life’ — ekam eva advitiyait bralima, neha nandsti
kificana. Thus, it becomes imperative for a human to work for collective
human welfare. | strongly believe that this kind of an understanding was the
waorking force behind the likes of Swami V ivekananda, Gandhiji and Swami
Chinmayananda in undertaking massive social reconstruction programmes.

There has been severe criticism of Vedanta ethics that it only promotes
an individual’s Liberation and that it does nol concern itself with collective
human welfare, Retirement to the forests and working out one’s own
salvation are cited to support this thesis. Does Vedanta talk about social
responsibility and social welfare? What has been the position of Vedanta
ethics on a person’s duty towards society? I will answer these questions a
little later in this paper. For now I turn to Advaita and causality.

Advaita and Causality
The ontological position of the Advaitin is on the following lines. Undivided

Consciousness or Brahman is svaprakasa or self-luminous. Reflexivity is its
q real nature, though it exhibits intentional character in the phenomenal world.
The world is ultimately unreal. The Real is non-dual. Due to beginningless
T avidyd, superimposition takes place, and the One appears as the many with
Mames and forms. Maya is neither real nor unreal, it is indeterminable. The

Phenomenal is characterised by finitude and plurality. % @\_:—_zz)
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inclusive of the world. » world, bec

The R‘c'pf.l[ (siddkmfm): Vedan ta-paribhisa replies that th
creation are not intended to establish cmati;m b e et
without a second — ekanr eva advitr kL o et

4 N 2 yam bralma. neha nanasti kisca

ccording to Dharmaraja-adhvarindra, “If without i cana. ;
the universe were negated in Brahman.’ then li‘li’m ll';l’l'odu'clng crc.-auo.n X
S umiivcrse might be. supposed to-exist ou[;i:jp Be :::n our denied in air,
indubitable solitariness of Brahman cannot be l’ﬁmvcﬁ:' ?Il;:i h; Ve
delineating creation from Brahman, the Contingeng; of :m pfszf Z,l: h:}
outside of its material cause is set at rest; there isi G f w5
attributes in Brahman; they SR ; po PRCSCe o St
' ' ; y are only superimposed for the purpose of
contemplation. Like a spider which projects a web out of itself, so does
Brahman project the world: “esa ejofi mirtam” (Rg-veda).

Vyasa-tirtha criticises the Advaitin view that Brahman is both the material
and the instrumental cause. He says, “a material cause always undergoes
transformation in the production of the effect, but Brahman is changeless
and, as such, cannot be the material cause.” According to Vyasa-tirtha, “if
Brahman who is the ultimate reality were the material cause of the world,
then the world also would be permanently real.”

Madhusidana-sarasvati replies to this criticism: If Brahman is real
then the world, which is its effect, <hould also be real is not valid, because
the qualities of the transforming cause are found to pass over to the effect,
whereas Brahman being the ground cause, there is no reason to expect all its
qualities to be present in the effect. \-’yésa-tirtha, however, further criticises
this theory and says, “if the world had Brahman for its material cause, then
since Brahman was pure Bliss, the world should also be expected to be of the
nature of Bliss, which it is not” (Vyasa-tirtha - Nyayamirta). If we are Lo Lok of
the vivarta theory of causation we find that we (:‘10 nof require a 'mz;:jerm:i Céusf
atall. Vedic passages, which seem t0 imply the tdentnt)i- of thcl W or an\ od,
are to be explained as Lttributing to God the absolute Lc{ntr?l”u;]s oy :’) i
The reply: Gaudapada i Mandukya-karika (MK 3'.19)clar'1\ﬁe:=. .t:}r‘i :sha st;m
thihg as creation at all; the real cannot be subject to change; Wik ppen:
then is ‘the immortal would

+ » Gaudapada continues his
‘argument against Brahman {ransforming into u (:L/—
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world order: “all becomung
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n the empirical world. In reality, there is ng

is unreal, valid only i
kathaicana” (MK 3.15). All theories of

distinction = nasti bhedal .
(enumerawd below) are rejected by Advaita:
(a) that creation is a dream or an illusion,

(b) that it is the will of God,

(c) that it proceeds from time, kala,

(d) that creation is for the enjoyment of God, lila,

(e) that it is sport of God, krida and so on.
Gaudapada rejects all these views and says, “it is the inherent nature of
the shining One — devasyaisi svabhavo yam; what desire can He have why
has attained all” (MK 1.7-9) rejecting, therefore, the view that the world

illusion. It is the manifestation of the very

is comparable to a dream or an
nature of God, the expression of His power. This is the last word of Vednta

on the subject (MK 2.12). How could this world be a ‘sport’ or krida to the
Lord where millions are suffering through their lives? That this world is for
the enjoyment lila of the Lord is a misinterpretation of the word ‘il by
many contemporary Indian thinkers. The word ‘lila’ is to be understood in
its true sense. It is the ‘ease’ with which the One has become many, and
definitely not for the sake of ‘enjoyment” that the supreme Truth has creatsd

this world.
It is interesting to note here that several critics of the Advaita theo?y
have vehemently crif

of maya, chief among them being Rimanuja,
4ankara on the grounds that he proposes the illusory nature of the wotd
That the world is a dream or an illusion is ascribed to Sankara by many ™

advaitic thinkers. The nature of the world has been an intense topic of deba®

in Vedanta schools over the past several centuries.
Does Sankara ever attach illusoriness to the world
stand for a non-existing entity? Or does it mean eterna
Parvapaksa: If Sankara were to attach illusoriness to
speak about pratibhasika and vyavaharika as also part
apart from paramarthika-satta? Does he not attach the WO
though relative, to even the states of dream and waking? =
The answer to these questions may not be simple. | canno® : guff"ei
answer them in this paper as there is a space constr aint. Howeve:wﬂ\“w
to oay that Advaita, following Gaudapada's commentary on the 10 e’f?‘#
karika, has maintained that it is the very nature of the im™ e 5 f

thing e,
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