Cracow Indological Studies
Vol. XXI, No. 1 (2019), pp. 209-245
https://doi.org/10.12797/C1S.21.2019.01.08

Marcus Schmiicker

(Austrian Academy of Sciences, Vienna)
Marcus.Schmuecker@oeaw.ac.at

On Pre-reflectivity of Self-consciousness
in the Traditions of Advaita and ViSistadvaita Vedanta

SUMMARY: By pointing out different forms of pre-reflective consciousness and
comparing them to the concepts of self in Advaita and Vi$istadvaita Vedanta, it could
be shown that both schools apply a kind of consciousness that corresponds to Frank’s
concept of self-consciousness and self-knowledge. As demonstrated, the first form
of pre-reflective consciousness complies with the advaitic teaching of an unchange-
able eternity of consciousness, which is subjectless and understood as being without
time and space, even as being omnipresent. It appears impossible to relate it to some-
thing else without it being objectified. The Visistadvaita Vedanta school reinterprets
the concept of pure consciousness and accepts it as objectifiable consciousness, which
is now considered “knowledge”. At the same time it presupposes a kind of individual
consciousness which is called “I”. Moreover, this school uses the argument that con-
sciousness is unobjectifiable against the Advaitin to establish that objectifying does
not imply the cessation of consciousness, that is, in their case the consciousness
of the individual self. Ramanuja thus theorises, a thesis continued by Venkatanatha,
that knowledges (samvit) can be remembered over time because, first, they are based
on a constant self, that is, a pre-reflective “I”’-consciousness, and secondly, through this
“knowledge”, they can be known again by referring to itself in another state (avastha)
than it earlier held. But what does this mean for the familiarity of (self-)consciousness?
Is it mediated? The self, the “I”-consciousness, is always in a new, changed state
of knowledge. As far as self-luminosity is possible, even if the self can be objectified,
it is possible to say, without negating consciousness, that it is immediately aware
of being in a special state if this can be proven through different means of knowledge.

KEYWORDS: prereflectivity, self-consciousness, self-knowledge, self-illumination,
familiarity, difference, self-contradiction, substance (dravya), state (avastha),
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Introductory remarks

To demonstrate the differences but also the accordance between
concepts of (self-)consciousness in the traditions of Advaita and
Visistadvaita Vedanta, which in the history of their polemic discus-
sions stand in clear opposition to each other, I will base my remarks
on concepts of pre-reflective consciousness in the European tradition.
For particular developments in the European philosophy of conscious-
ness it has been demonstrated by Dieter Henrich! and later by his stu-
dent Manfred Frank that consciousness cannot be defined according
to the reflection model due to circular arguments; a subject’s reflec-
tion on what is identical to the subject is impossible, because it can
be aware of an identity with itself only if it already has knowledge
of itself. In such a case, while (self-)consciousness is not objectifiable,
it must be presupposed. A decisive and influential passage to this effect,
by Johann Gottlieb Fichte, through which the understanding of con-
sciousness received a new impetus in the late eighteenth century and
on which the philosopher Dieter Henrich has relied in the last century,?
reads as follows:

We become [...] conscious of the consciousness of our consciousness only

by making the latter a second time into an object, thereby obtaining con-

sciousness of our consciousness, and so ad infinitum. In this way, how-

ever, our consciousness is not explained, or there is consequently no con-

sciousness at all, if one assumes it to be a state of mind or an object and thus
always presupposes a subject, but never finds it.3

To differentiate between references to consciousness and its descrip-
tion in terms of a subject—object relationship,* Manfred Frank has

' Cf. Henrich 2016: 38-39 [1967: 10-14].

2 Cf. ibid.: 40 [1967: 13].

3 Quoted according to Henrich 2016: 40 [1967: 13] fn. 4: “Fichte,
Schriften aus den Jahren 1790-1800, ed. Hans Jacob (Berlin: Junker and
Diinnhagen 1937), Nachlass, 356.”

4 By which it has often been defined in the Western tradition. We
can trace the meaning of the word consciousness in the European tradition
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investigated® the development of theories of reflective and immediate
consciousness in European philosophy from Fichte onwards, demonstrat-
ing that (self-)consciousness is not a kind of reflective consciousness, but
is pre-reflective, that is, it is prior to any relational concept.®

Such concepts of pre-reflective consciousness will be taken
as a background for analysing how consciousness is viewed in the Indian
Vedanta traditions: the tradition of the Advaita Vedanta on the one hand,
and the tradition of Visistadvaita Vedanta on the other. Both developed
a concept of consciousness that corresponds to the above pre-reflective
consciousness as traced by Frank in the European tradition. The ex-
planation of subjectless consciousness (Advaita Vedanta) or the sub-
Jject’s state of being conscious (Vi$istadvaita Vedanta) revolves around
the two schools’ different concepts of self (atman). The debate between
the two traditions involves their claiming different forms of con-
sciousness (general or individual), and in how they avoid a regress
ad infinitum.

to the Latin term conscientia. The Latin term is again a translation of the Late
Greek ovveidnoig. In these languages it is characterized by the pre-
fixes oov- or con-, with both words thus expressing the meaning ‘know-
ing together with’. The meaning of phrases such as cvveidévar nvi = or
scire aliquid cum aliquo is the knowledge of something that appears toge-
ther with somebody. Here, the word ‘somebody’ can mean, for example,
oneself, in the sense that I am the one who is aware of something by vir-
tue of consciousness. Therefore conscientia means, above all, an ac-
companying awareness that is always co-present and has a concomitant
function for every kind of knowledge. For the meaning of comscientia,
cf. Gloy 2004: 80-81.

> Cf. Frank 1991, especially pp. 415-599.

¢ For the purpose of this article, a selection of Frank’s work seems
recommendable. An overview of the historical development of concepts
of consciousness is found in Frank 1991 and Frank 1994. The latter volume
is a collection of positions of self-consciousness of the analytical philosophy
of language. Recent publications in German in which Frank develops his basic
view of familiarity of self-consciousness are: Ansichten der Subjektitdt (2012)
und Prdreflexives Selbstbewusstsein (2015).
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What matches?

The Advaitic tradition comes close to what Frank considers immediate
self-consciousness, while the Visistadvaitic tradition reinterprets
the Advaitic concept of consciousness, albeit still keeping the self
(atman) as pre-reflective.

The Visistadvaitic tradition refers to what Frank calls self-
knowledge, which takes its shape through the mere fact that a subject
is able to recognize itself over different times and places, and even
after unconscious states like dreaming, sleeping, etc. And yet, if a sub-
ject becomes aware of itself, it does not have awareness of an I-object.
This case is compared to what was pointed out by Immanuel Kant:
the idea that there is a crossover from the mere “I think” to an object
“I” is incorrect. In order to objectify the “I”, the fact of “I think” must
already be presupposed; “I think” defines the transcendental subject
only as a vehicle, but this subject can never become a content of our
thoughts. Any attempt at making it an object of knowledge would lead
to a vicious circle.’

In contrast, what Frank calls immediate self-consciousness can
be compared to the Advaitic concept of consciousness. Although
it is not denied that consciousness is consciousness of a subject,
the subjectivity denoted by the first person singular pronoun “I”’ plays
a secondary role.

Hence, according to this view, a person can never perceive some-
thing without presupposing the possibility of becoming or being con-
scious, without presupposing the fact of being conscious that some-
thing is being perceived. Frank illustrates this through the impossibility
of not being conscious that one is conscious. For him a statement like
“I think that p, but that I think that is not known to me” is meaningless.
He argues:

7 Cf. Kant 1996: B 577 ff.: “We can, however, lay at the foundation
of this science nothing but the simple and in itself perfectly contentless
representation ‘I, which cannot even be called a conception, but merely
a consciousness which accompanies all conceptions.”
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I can have knowledge regarding something that I am not experiencing.
But there seems to be an analytic relation between experiencing and
consciousness of experiencing. This familiarity is immediate. I mean by this
that it does not come about by way of a detour via a second consciousness,
such as ‘by means of” an act of judgment. (Frank 1995: 180-181)

Frank provides examples of “familiarity” for different cases. For him
there are two forms of subjectivity, these corresponding to two ways
of how familiarity can be made explicit. Both forms are important for our
comparison with the traditions of Advaita and Visistadvaita Vedanta.

The essential self-familiarity of subjectivity can concern the mental event itself
(anonymous, non-conceptual) or the agent him or herself (the “I”’, conceptual).
In the first case it has become common to speak of self-awareness or self-
consciousness; in the second, to speak of self-knowledge. In both varieties, [ ... ]
both are not derivable from each other, and (third thesis) they present themsel-
ves as irreducible to natural events or objects, respectively. (Frank 2013: 171)

In the first case, self-consciousness is prior to what we can refer
to with any indexical word like the personal pronoun “I”. Therefore
it “is absolutely not analysable in expressions that do not already
presuppose it” (Frank 1995: 185). Any reference “to a description
to ourselves is preceded by being familiar with the bearer of this pro-
perty in a way that cannot be explained from the description itself”
(ibid.: 186). In the following discussion, these are the cases which
will come up: that consciousness is always presupposed, that it is not
objectifiable, and that it is inaccessible through deictic terminology.
Familiarity enables one to situate oneself in space and time; it also ena-
bles every description of ourselves (ibid.: 186ff). Thus, “pre-reflective”
implies for Frank that one always has consciousness, not only if one
is intentionally aware of it. It negates any distinction between subject
and object and cannot be objectified by a second consciousness. When-
ever there is consciousness, one can always be immediately aware of it.

These points are also applicable for what Frank defines,
in the quote above, as pre-reflective self-knowledge, which is essen-
tially subjective and “just as immediate as that of self-consciousness”.
In addition, “immediate” means here “that it could not be mediated through
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presentations or objects, which would then turn out to be the knowing
‘I (Frank 2013: 179). Just as self-consciousness is not analysable
in expressions that do not already presuppose it, this is also the case for
self-knowledge. Every time a subject tries to refer to itself, it has cir-
cularly presupposed an understanding of the “I””. But familiarity “develops
itself immediately—without any intervention of an instruction coming
from an object, a definite description or some demonstrative reference”
(ibid.: 179-180).

Thus far it can be summarized that according to Frank, both
concepts of consciousness, understood as self-consciousness or as self-
knowledge, try in their own way to avoid the flaw of falling into a dual-
ism that implies a subject—object difference. But how are these two
concepts applicable to the two traditions of Vedanta?

The Vedanta School, following the teachings of the philosopher
Sankara (8" century), holds consciousness as being in and of itself,
this defined by terms such as “self-established” (svatahsiddha) or
“self-illuminating” (svayamprakasa). Such a definition implies that
consciousness is immediately aware of itself: one cannot deny the fact
of being conscious. And that one is aware or conscious can be under-
stood as preceding any concept of individual subjectivity. Due to being
already self-evident and self-illuminating, the afman can never be
aware of the atman; to be conscious the atrman never has to objec-
tify itself because it is already consciousness. Thus, for the Advaitin,
self-reflection of consciousness is inacceptable, since it would be a con-
tradiction to say that the afman is consciousness of its own consciousness.’

The other Vedanta tradition, the Visistadvaita of the Ramanuja
School, represents at first sight the exact opposite view. The atman means

§  An attempt to link concepts of analytical philosophy with the advaitic con-
cept of consciousness was undertaken in Strawson 2015. Here and there the position
of Advaita Vedanta is referred to appropriately; cf. 9; 11 fn. 22; 14; 18-19.

° If this terminology is taken seriously, there are plenty of examples
in which the concept of consciousness in Advaita Vedanta is understood
as (self-)reflective awareness; cf. Ram-Prasad 2010: 234-236.
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an individual subject, that is, an agent referred to by the word “I”” (aham),
this defined as a conscious “knower” (j7idtr). To this is added conscious-
ness. Nevertheless, the atman here is not identical to some kind of empi-
rical “I”. According to Ramanuja, the amman denoted by the word “I”
(aham) cannot be proven by any means other than itself. The term in this
School not used before Yamuna is ahamartha, the referent of the word
“I”. The self'is even defined as self-illuminating (svayamprakasa); the self
has the form of being conscious, but is at the same time qualified by con-
sciousness. (Stibh I 153,5: atma cidriipa eva caitanyagunaka).”

Thus, as [ will try to demonstrate, for the Advaita tradition, a com-
parison looks promising with what Frank and his tradition define, in con-
trast to an egological-concept, as non-egological: a subjectless concept
of consciousness. In contrast, the concept of atman in the Visistadvaita
tradition can be interpreted as based on an egological concept of con-
sciousness, understood as the conscious subject, that is, the living self
(jivatman). The first person singular “I” (aham) is only an indexical
word and is not to be identified with something perceptible, although
in everyday language it is used by speakers to draw attention to them-
selves in contrast to others. The denotation of the atman as “I” not only
implies individuality, but also inter-subjectivity,!' and thus it would not
be possible without accepting a concept of embodiment.

Manfred Frank Non-egological concept of pre- | Egological concept of pre-
reflective self-consciousness reflective self-knowledge

Advaita Vedanta | Self (a@man) as self-illuminating
(svayamprakasa), self-evident
(svatahsiddha)

Visistadvaita Living self (jivatman) as agent
Vedanta of knowing (jiiatr), referent of
the word “I” (ahamarthay—having
consciousness as the self’s eternal
specification (caitanyagunaka)

10 How Ramanuja “relates” what he says here as cidriapa/cidriapata and
caitanyaguna will be made clear below.
" See Schmiicker 2011: 309-340.
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Thus, I see it possible to make a comparison between Advaita and non-
egological theories of consciousness on the one hand,'? but also with
the egological pre-reflective form of consciousness on the other hand.
As I will demonstrate, the latter is inseparably connected to knowledge
of the outside world. This variant, from the perspective of the tradi-
tion of Visistadvaita Vedanta, is more complex and takes into account
that self-knowledge is related to being in a special state (avastha).
Nevertheless, this does not imply that self-knowledge has the form of
a subject—object relationship.

Examples of pre-reflective consciousness in the tradition of earlier
Advaita Vedanta

The concept of atman, which can be seen in the Advaitic School
of Vedanta as being equivalent to mere consciousness, does not imply
an objectifiable entity. It is not something accidental (@gantuka) that
can be proved and established by a means of valid cognition (pramana)
such as perception (pratyaksa) or inference (anumana). Every piece
of knowledge about an object, or, better, any use of such a means of va-
lid cognition (pramana) requires a self, that is, the arman, identified
as consciousness (caitanya). Thus, according to the advaitic tradi-
tion it is impossible to refer to the atman as being an object of know-
ledge, because every objectifying act presupposes the atman, that
is, the inevitable existence of consciousness. Sankara thus differen-
tiates the self, due to its being self-established (svayamprakasatvad),
as distinct from any adventitious entity.” As he writes in his
Brahmasutrabhasya:

12 Already in Schmiicker 2018: 225-239, I tried to point out analogies
between Frank’s concept of pre-reflective subjectivity and the advaitic con-
cept of consciousness. Here, however, I refer to different sources of the tradi-
tion of Advaita Vedanta and do not refer to its opponents.

13 Sankara’s BSiibh 585,1-3: armatvac catmano nirakaranasarnkanu-
papattih. na hy atmagantukah kasya cit, svayamsiddhatvat. na hy datma-
tmanah pramdnam apeksya siddhyati—*And because the Self is the Self
[i.e. not changing], no doubt of its refutation is possible; because due to its
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In contrast, the self, due to its being the base for daily use as a means of
valid cognition, etc., is established only before (prag eva) the use of a valid
means of cognition, etc. And a refutation of such a [self-established] entity
is impossible. An adventitious thing, indeed, may be refuted, but not that
which is the essential nature [of the refuting person].'*

Further, if one tries to describe the Advaitin’s concept of atman based
on the aspect of the non-reflectibility of consciousness, it is worth
mentioning the character of consciousness defined as being without
any relation and therefore being independent (anapeksa). Another
characteristic feature is its definition as self-establishing: it is with-
out change/modification (nirvikara) and is one (eka), and is therefore
in strict opposition to what is referred to in this school as unconscious/
insentient (jada). What is self-established cannot be detected as differ-
ent from something else—a point that becomes more and more impor-
tant in this tradition in treatises refuting any knowledge of difference
(bheda) of the self. Sankara’s direct pupil, Padmapada (9" century),
emphasizes in his Paficapddika the impossibility of a relational self.
A knowable difference (bheda) from consciousness is impossible,
because to recognize any difference, consciousness must be accepted
as counter-positive (pratiyogin). Difference is only between conscious-
ness and non-consciousness, and the latter is, according to his view,
exclusively insentient (jada):
And consciousness is not an object of consciousness, because there

is no difference from the nature of consciousness, just as for light another
light is [not different].!®

Prakasatman (12" century), who comments on this passage in his Parica-
padikavivarana, explains that Padmapada is referring to the unknowability

being self-established the Self is adventitious for nobody; because the Self
does not depend on means of valid cognition for [knowledge of] itself.”

4 BSabh 585,3-6: atma tu pramanadivyavaharasrayatvat prag eva
pramanadivyavaharat siddhyati. na cedysasya nirdakaranah sambhavati.
agantukah hi vastu nirakriyate na svaripam.

5 PP 125,2-3: na ca samvit samvido visayah, samvidatmana bheda-
bhavat, pradipasyeva pradipantaram.
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of a difference from consciousness. He elaborates on the argument
that knowing the difference from another consciousness is impossible
by stating that the counterpart of consciousness would not be another
consciousness, but objectified consciousness, i.e. non-consciousness
(asamvif). To realize any difference of consciousness, conscious-
ness itself must be accepted as given. Prakasatman’s explanation is
as follows:

Consciousness is not different from another consciousness in the form

of consciousness; consciousness is one, because its counter-part would

be non-consciousness. Even in the case of difference in the form of non-

consciousness, consciousness would only be one; therefore, for conscious-

nesses (samvidam), the relation of object and subject [i.e. object-bearer]

is impossible.'
With these words he not only refutes that there is any difference, because
its counter-part is unconscious, but also points to the implication that
consciousness remains one, exactly because its counter-part cannot be
again consciousness. He concludes that more than one consciousness,
i.e. consciousnesses (samvidam), is unacceptable, insofar as one con-
sciousness cannot be an object of another consciousness. This view
also rejects the understanding of (self-)consciousness as a reflective
consciousness. Prakasatman’s rejection of any related type of con-
sciousness is taken up again in a later context, with Sriharsa (12" cen-
tury) discussing the same case albeit independently of Prakasatman’s
thoughts on the matter. Thus it is clear that the advaitic view not only
rejects any difference (bheda) of consciousness, if the concept of self-
illumination is accepted; it also rejects any kind of reflective con-
sciousness, as this would imply that a second different consciousness
would be able to objectify another (previous) consciousness. In this
school, consciousness is thus in fact understood as pre-reflective.

These short examples from the Advaita Vedanta tradition exempli-
fy non-egological viewpoints within the Indian context of the Vedanta

16 PPV 332,4-7: samvit samvidantaran na samvidakarena bhidyate,

pratiyogino samvittvaprasangad eka samvit syat. asamvidakarena bhede ‘pi
samvid ekaiva syad iti na samvidam visayavisayibhavah iti.
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tradition, but they also reveal a decisive point through which one
can refer back to the European context. Although the European dis-
course of subjectless consciousness versus a subject of consciousness
is controversial, it can nonetheless be pointed out that the discrepancy
in the premises between the two views, namely, whether consciousness
can or cannot recognize itself, is problematic. In order to avoid accept-
ing that consciousness requires a second consciousness, it in turn
requiring a next consciousness, this causing an infinite regress,
an absolute source, an irreducible consciousness is necessary, one that
is therefore pre-reflective, a source that is self-given in the sense that its
immediateness is unnoticeable before the cognition of something can
take place.

This concept can be linked to Frank’s key term “familiarity”.
While it is not absolutely equivalent, it can be shown that the Advaita
tradition responds to the problem that consciousness itself cannot be
known without getting caught in vicious circles by proposing the basic
concept of self-established (svatahsiddha) consciousness.

Another analogy is relevant in this context: in the European tradi-
tion, the concept of subjectless consciousness challenges the objection
that relating a past state with the present, that is, recognition, is pro-
blematic if a concept of subject/subjectivity does not exist. But is not
a pre-reflective consciousness needed even in a case like this? This
opposition can be considered a historical counterpart to the Advaitic
concept of self, the Visistadvaitic concept of individual self (atman),
which is spontaneously able to refer to its conscious and unconscious
states at any time. While this idea was developed from the times of ear-
ly Visistadvaita Vedanta, in this paper I will focus only on Ramanuja
(1077-1157)" and, for the later period, on Venkatanatha (1268—1369),
who developed the position of his authoritative predecessor. Be-
fore I refer to the concept of individual self in detail, [ will follow
up on the advaitic concept of consciousness by examining the ideas
of the later Vedantin Sriharsa.

17 For this date I follow the considerations of Carman.
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Later Advaita Vedanta on pre-reflective consciousness: Srtharsa

To introduce some of Sriharsa’s key terms, [ will refer to certain sections
in the first chapter of his Khandanakhandakhadya, namely, “The (self-)
illumination of consciousness” (samvitprakasa) and “The refutation
of the relation between object and object-bearer (i.e. consciousness)”
(visayavisayibhavakhandana).

In the introductory passage of the third section of this first chapter
(samvitprakasa), Sriharsa defends the self-evidence (svatahsiddhi)
of consciousness against the Buddhist doctrine of the void (Sinyata).
The passage is relevant to our context, because Sriharsa points out
that any kind of knowledge which argues against the existence of con-
sciousness, trying to prove its non-existence, must presuppose a cons-
ciousness that every living being (sarvajana) can immediately be
aware of. For the passage quoted below, it should be mentioned that
a soteriological meaning of the self-established consciousness can
also be implied, this including the following question: What eviden-
only an object, but the highest Being, i.e. brahman, which is treated
as equivalent to consciousness, i.e. the inner self (@tman)? One might
respond: if a person cannot objectify his/her own self as an empirical
object, the highest aim, i.e. brahman, cannot be identified with a self-
establishing consciousness, and hence no liberating insight would
be possible and the doctrine of the void (sinyata) indeed successful.
Against this notion, Sriharsa argues that consciousness is a given fact;
it forms the basis of every act of cognition and precedes any cognition
by which one could negate the atman, that is, the condition of being
already conscious.'®* Now, after having claimed that such consciousness
is self-establishing, Sriharsa corroborates his own thesis by refuting

8 Here Sﬁharsa takes up a remark of Sankara, cf. BStibh 81,1-2: sarvo
hy atmadstitvam pratyeti, na naham asmiti. yadi hi natmastitvaprasiddhih syat,
sarvo loko naham asmiti pratiyat— For everyone is conscious of the exis-
tence of (his) self, and never thinks ‘T am not’. If the existence of the self were

5 9

not generally accepted, every one would think ‘T am not’.
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any possible cognition of the non-existence of consciousness. Neither
doubt (samsaya), nor false cognition (viparyaya) of the absence
of consciousness, nor valid cognition of its absence (vyatirekaprama)
can refute the fact that even a negative cognition already implies
consciousness. This is why, in the case of knowing, it is impossible
to negate or not to be aware of the fact that one knows. Hence, for
Sriharsa one cannot doubt that one knows, on the condition that what
is desired to be known (jijiidgsita) has really been experienced. Even if
one denies the condition of being aware, knowledge must be supposed
that reveals the absence of the fact that the object one desires to know
(jijhasita) is indeed known (pramitatva). But knowledge of this
type would have no result. Such cases are described by Sriharsa in
the following passage:

Indeed, when knowledge arises for someone who desires to know,

the uncertainty “Do I know or not?”” does not exist, nor the false cognition

“I do not know”, nor the valid cognition of non-existence, “I do not know”.

Therefore, the total lack of incorrect cognition and of valid cognition

of non-existence of what is desired to be known (jijiidsita) leads by impli-

cation to the fact that [the object] which is desired to be known is [indeed]

known. Because, otherwise [i.e., if there were no absolute lack of incorrect

cognition or of a valid cognition of non-existence] someone whose desire

to know is not impeded would have a cognition that reveals the absence

of the object desired to be known, [and this would be a cognition] which
is implied by the absence of the being known (pramitatva) of the object that

19

Khkh 119,2-122,1: na khalu vijiiane sati jijiasor api kasya cijja-
nami na veti samsayah, na janamiti va viparyayah, vyatirekaprama va. tena

For a more comprehensive interpretation of this passage, including the his-
torical background and Sriharsa’s discussion with his opponent, a Naiyayika,
see Granoff 1978: 110-112. She makes the following comment on this passage:
“When knowledge arises, no one doubts, ‘Have I knowledge or not?’ Nor does
anyone ever assume that he does not know, validly or falsely. [...] He knows
correctly that he has knowledge. St Harsa adds that this valid perception can
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From the impossibility for someone to deny the fact of knowing, that
is, of being aware, Sriharsa derives the theorem that consciousness is
aware in and of itself. He concludes this passage with the sentence:

Therefore, the very nature of this knowledge is exclusively established
by all people’s own self-consciousness.?

For Sriharsa, the fact that the dfman is self-established is decisive and shows
that there is no individual character of consciousness. The fact that every person
can ascertain that he/she is conscious due to the self-evidence (svatahsiddhi)
of consciousness, and that they do not deny that he/she is conscious, points,
on the contrary, to the general character of consciousness and implies the defi-
nition of omnipresence (vibhu). This description gives him no reason to esta-
blish a completely independent “spiritual” being that exists only for itself,
even though, according to his school, the afman is defined as self-dependent
(svatantra) or independent from everything else (anapeksa). This description
is rather aimed at every entity and corroborates the self’s general nature. Thus
Sriharsa can say that consciousness is the real nature/the self of everything else
(sarvatmatva). And because of its all-comprehending character, it can be con-
sidered to be without any knowable difference (bheda) from anything else and
held to be as having no difference, as being without a second (advaita). Con-
sequently, the atman is unlimited by time (k@lanavaccheda), has no knowable
quality (dharma), and is not reducible to any particular place (desanava-
ccheda). Hence it is said to be “all-pervasive” (vibhu). In Sriharsa’s words:
For this very reason it is not an object of language use, caused by grasping
a property [of the self]; and by its being unlimited by time it is said meta-
phorically to be permanent. Through its being unlimited by space, it is de-
noted as all-pervasive. And the usage of saying that it is the nature of all

things and non-dual, etc. is based on the absence of any limitation in terms
of a modification of existence.?!

only come about if knowledge is self-aware and requires no other knowledge for
the demonstration of its own existence.” Cf. also Phillips 1997: 78-80.

20 Khkh 122,1-2: atah sarvajanasvatmasamvedanasiddham evasya
bodhasya svaripam.

21 Khkh 143,2-146,1: ata eva dharmopagrahapravartisnuvagvyavaha-
ravisayatvam, kalanavacchedam addya canityatvopacarah. desanavacchedam
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Despite these descriptions of consciousness as a metaphysical prin-
ciple, it is in fact open to question whether such a concept could be
realized as consciousness in relation to an object. But is it not contra-
dictory to say that the arman/consciousness is the essence of all things
(sarvatman), all-pervasive (vibhu), etc., and at the same time to say
that in its nature it is completely unrelated? What does it mean to sup-
pose a relation (sambandha) for consciousness? Would a relation not
again lead to subject—object divisions?

Sriharsa deals with this problem in the fifth section (visayavisayi-
bhavakhandana) of the first chapter of his Khandanakhandakhadya. If
consciousness is self-evident for every person, its relation (sambandha)
to each individual for whom it is evident—not reducible to a single
relation to one person—must somehow be described. Nevertheless,
he must solve the question of how an object (visaya) is compatible
with the above-mentioned essential ascriptions to consciousness. How
does Sriharsa evade the difficulty of explaining a relation between con-
sciousness and an objectified consciousness?

The following words of an opponent, who holds a different concept
of relation (sambandha), make clear that such a concept implies duality,
that is, a difference (bheda) within self-evident consciousness. Neverthe-
less, this contradicts its non-dual (advaita) and all-pervasive (vibhu) nature.
For the opponent, the meaning of visayin, lit. “having an object”, implies
a relation between consciousness and objectified consciousness. If a rela-
tion exists, difference (bheda) cannot be avoided. And if there is no dif-
ference, identity (abheda) would be established and no relation necessary.
According to the opponent’s view, in either case, whether it is identity
(abheda) or difference (bheda), the argument to prove a relation between
object and consciousness fails. The opponent’s argument is as follows:

Objection: And if [object and object-bearer, i.e. consciousness] are not

different, the very relationship between object and object-bearer is unsuit-
able, because ‘bearing an object’ means ‘the fact of possessing a relation

adaya vibhutvavyapadesah, prakaravacchedavirahanibandhanas ca sarva-
tmatvadvaitadivyavaharah.
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to an object’ and a relationship cannot exist without difference. For
[this reason], it is always observed that knowledge of this relationship

is impossible if there is no knowledge that the two objects so connected are

in their own nature different.?

Sriharsa’s discussion with the opponent is based on the dialectic
opposition of difference (bheda) and identity (abheda). Where dif-
ference exists, there is duality, that is, a knowable distinction (bheda)
between consciousness and something else; if identity (abheda)
is the case, one asks what consciousness is related to. The problem that
arises here is its connection with something different, while at the same
time preserving its self-established nature and pure character. Sriharsa
must answer the question of how, or in what way, one can argue that
a self-established consciousness is connected to something else with-
out restricting or objectifying its own real nature (svaripa). In this con-
text we can again refer back to the original point: how or in which way
is it possible to presuppose an original consciousness prior to any dif-
ference in subject and object, but nevertheless for us to know that we
are conscious of it without objectifying our consciousness?

Thus, the problem remains for Sriharsa of how to describe their
relation. Or should it be rejected? He tries to solve this by characterizing
the relation (sambandha) in the same way the nature (svariipa) of both
relation-bearers (sambandhin), consciousness and object, is described,
replying to the opponent’s arguments as follows:

[Answer:] Not in this way, because the relation consisting in the connection be-

tween object and subject is not different from the very nature of [both] relation-
bearers [i.e., object and subject]. And were it to be so, in the end their relation
must also be admitted to be of the nature of its locus, out of fear of an infi-
nite regress. And if it is as [you pretend it to be], it must be admitted that,

just as the cognition of the relation itself is possible without any difference
between the two relation-bearers [i.e. object and subject/object-bearer] and of

22 Khkh 168,2—4: nanu cabhede visayavisayibhavasyaivasangatatvam,
visayitvam hi visayasambandhita sambandhas ca bhedam antarenasam-
bhavadavasthitih, sambandhamiteh sambandhisvariipabhedamitivyatireke
vaiparityavadharanat.
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the relation itself, because the relation that is of the very nature [of'its locus, i.e.,
the relation-bearer’s] exceeds the limits of other relations—in the same manner,
arelation that consists in its essence in the connection between object and subject/
object-bearer will take place even without any difference between the correlates
[i.e. object and subject/object-bearer], and in the same way, its knowledge will
be possible without knowledge of their difference. What is contradictory in this?*

From this passage it becomes clear that Sriharsa is responding with
a differentiated form of identity (abheda) and arguing that a relation
between consciousness and object does not imply a knowable differ-
ence (bheda). By defining the relation in this way he avoids the division
in subject—object.

But is the problem of relationship solved? Is it not equally contra-
dictory to say that even a single relation connects an object to the nature
of consciousness? The question about the relation between these two
extremes again raises new problems and does not solve the opposition
between an object and the consciousness of it. What characteristics does
this relation have? Is it eternal like consciousness or is it non-eternal and
changing like an object or a content? No satisfactory solution can be
found conceptually and perhaps this is even intended by Sriharsa.2* But
if one places Sriharsa’s solution against the background of the European

2 The translation here is close to Granoff 1978: 131. Khkh 169,2-170,4:
maivam, visayavisayibhavasambandho hi na sambandhisvaripad bhinnah.
tathabhiitatve 'pi cantatah tatsambandhasyapi svasrayatmakatvam abhyu-
pagamyam, anavasthabhayat. tathd sati ca saiva yatha sambandhamitih sam-
bandhasvaripat sambandhinor bhedam anadayaiva paryavasyatity abhyupa-
gantavyam, svabhavasambandhasyetarasambandhamaryadatisayitvat tathda
vinapi sambandhibhedam visayavisayibhavatma yam sambandhah paryava-
sasyati, tadavagamo ‘pi tathavagamavyatirekenaiva bhavisyati, ko virodhah?

24 Phillips interprets this as an ‘apparent paradox of relationality” and
comments on the passage of Sriharsa quoted above: “In brief, no story can
be told about the relation between awareness and its content, because that
would invite the question of what ties the relation to each, ad infinitum. What
then about self-linkage (sambandha-svaripat sambandhinor)? This proves
only the identity of cognition and its content—precisely the Advaita position”
(Phillips 1997: 95-96).
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traditional concept of consciousness, one might say that he does claim
to establish the pure fact of consciousness; he argues for the fact
that something can become aware. For this he must presuppose that
consciousness is already given. Nevertheless, Sriharsa does not give
a clear answer as to how one might determine a relation. He even says
nothing against a relationship, but rather tries to avoid seeing the relati-
on as a subject—object relation in which consciousness must be proved
by way of its being objectified. If we contextualize our result, a com-
parison to Frank seems reasonable, namely, that consciousness is more
familiar than anything that can be cognized from outside, and that we
inevitably have consciousness before we refer to objects or are able to
refer to anything else. This is because the fact of being conscious is
not analysable in terms that do not in turn presuppose consciousness.?

Although Sriharsa’s central concept of consciousness is outlined
here quite briefly, it can be seen that such a concept is a decisive cri-
terion for rejecting other schools’ arguments—this is what most of his
Khandanakhandakhadya does. For Sriharsa, what is presupposed
must be presupposed by every representative of an Indian philo-
sophical school. Whatever is claimed as existent or non-existent takes

5 How is Sriharsa able to solve the problem of different times with one
unchangeable concept of self-illuminating consciousness? Does he do this
by avoiding the subject—object division, especially in reference to the problem
of time and consciousness, which seems to be a challenge? Indeed, another
difficult question is involved, namely, how Sriharsa addresses the question
of different times and unchanging consciousness. His answer is central for
his view: Both memory (smyti) and experience (anubhava) coincide in a kind
of consciousness that Stiharsa calls recollection (pratyabhijiid). He argues
that both experience and consciousness are nothing other than memory
(smrti), memory is nothing other than experience (anubhava), that both can
coexist in recollection/recognition (pratyabhijiid), and experience can also
mean memory. The passage where Sriharsa is dealing with this question
is the anubhititvajatikhandana (and following chapters) of the first pariccheda
Khkh 133-179. For the important discussion of the concept of time (kala)
in Sriharsa, cf. Duquette 2016: 43—60.



On Pre-reflectivity of Self-consciousness... 227

consciousness as an ineluctable fact prior to existence or non-existence
of the world. As a consequence, nothing can be accepted as either exis-
tent (saf) or as non-existent (asar).® Sriharsa himself expresses this,
applying it in any debate with an opponent. If the opponent does not
accept this presupposition, he contradicts his own arguments, which
thus fail. The opponent himself must presuppose consciousness, with-
out which he could not argue for the existence (sat), the non-existence
(asat), or the irreality (mithya) of the world.

Stiharsa happily (sukham) relies on the self-established brahman/
consciousness (KhKh 67,1 svatahsiddhe cidatmani brahmatattve). He
uses this to point out a self-contradiction in the statements of his oppon
ents, who decide, apparently arbitrarily (svaparikalpita), how to differ-
entiate between the means for establishing existence or non-existence
and the means for criticising other arguments. Sriharsa’s remark is im-
portant; he is able to criticize his opponents since they contradict their
own assessments and thus stand in contradiction to their own premises
of criticism: KhKh 67,3—4 “This conviction in your considerations
is not right, because it is contradicted by the conviction itself (eva),
which is accepted by you” (rna sadhviyam bhavatam vicaravyava-
stha, bhavatkalpitavyavasthayaiva vyahatatvat).’ In Sriharsa’s own
view this means that if someone denies consciousness as being given,
before it is possible for them to deny this, they must have already pre-
supposed consciousness as self-given to argue against unobjectifiable
consciousness.

As convincing as this argument seems, its reverse can also be
claimed. In the following discussion—especially Venkatanatha’s
rejection of pure consciousness—exactly the same argument can be

% For the implied meaning in this context of anirvacaniva, “indefin-
ability”, neither expressible as existent (saf) nor as non-existent (asaf), cf.
Granoff 1978: 141ff.

27 As Granoff translates: “These arguments of yours are not correct, for
they are contradicted by the very principles which you admit” (Granoft 1978:
141).
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directed against the Advaitin, i.e. Sriharsa himself: If consciousness
is defined as unobjectifiable, one cannot use consciousness to prove
that consciousness is unobjectifiable. For Venkatanatha, the conse-
quence is that one makes use of different means of valid cognition, such
as language, inference, authoritative passages of the Upanisads, etc. And
by using them to prove that consciousness is unobjectifiable, self-given,
etc., one does not objectify consciousness, but has to presuppose anoth-
er consciousness, and so forth. Thus, Venkatanatha holds the view that
the Advaitin contradicts his own premises, because he necessarily objecti-
fies consciousness to prove that it is pre-reflective consciousness.

This outline of the advaitic concept of consciousness against
the background of the European concept of pre-reflective conscious-
ness may suffice for my purposes here. If one follows the historical
discussion of Advaita Vedanta with the later tradition of ViSistadvaita
Vedanta, this debate became endless. But in a certain way the argu-
ment of pre-reflective consciousness is similar, and perhaps in some
parts even identical, to the Vi$istadvaitic concept of consciousness.
It therefore seems legitimate to ask how the view of pure conscious-
ness is reinterpreted from the perspective of the school of Visistadvaita
Vedanta. How is the concept of pre-reflectivity still served?

Ramanuja’s concept of “I”-consciousness

In Ramanuja’s comprehensive reply to the wvarious teachings
of the advaitic tradition—following in part his predecessor Yamuna,
(10" century)—he transforms two important issues, elaborating
on them thoroughly. First, he accepts the irreducibility of cons-
ciousness, albeit not a general consciousness, but an individual con-
sciousness. Thus, secondly, replacing the advaitic concept of a pure,
all-pervasive and timeless consciousness, Ramanuja develops the view
of'an “I”’-consciousness, which is inseparably connected to knowledge.

What does a connection between “I”-consciousness and knowl-
edge mean and what implications does this have for the concept of pre-
reflective consciousness? For Ramanuja, this involves an immediate
awareness of a special state. Insofar as one always has a special state
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of knowledge, one is always immediately and therefore pre-reflective-
ly aware that one is in a state of knowledge.

In Ramanuja’s terminology, the self (atman), the agent of know-
ing (jiatr), is neither identified with what we call the empirical “I”’, nor
is it identified with something completely beyond subjectivity. What in this
context is also defined as self, that is, the self of the living being (jivatman),
implies an ability to be immediately aware of states in which something
that has passed may have been unconscious. But how this is possible?

Pre-reflective individual consciousness for Ramanuja can be
described in the following way: When he defines the eternally self-
luminous individual atman with the word “I”, this does not mean
that everything which is said about the atman is likewise applicable
to “I”. The word (i.e. pronoun) “I” (ahamsabda/-pada) itself is not
self-luminous. “I” is not something transient or something that arises
and disappears with the statement “I recognize” (aham janami). For
Ramanuja, the individual atrman cannot be an object of a designation
for the pronoun “I”. And the meaning of “I” does not have a represen-
tational function. It does not represent the atman itself, nor does it ex-
press an exclusive reservation for a single afman. Moreover, not only
one being says “I” to itself. Therefore, whoever uses aham does not
refer to a meaning of “I”, especially not to “I”” as an object. Therefore,
whenever we are attentive of our self, we have, according to Ramanu-
ja, knowledge based on a pre-reflective “I”’-consciousness. It is only
knowledge (and not “I”’-consciousness) that can be objectified.

But isn’t this a contradiction? Having one part of a cognition being
by itself/for itself, the other part being objectified by something else? How
did Ramanuja arrive at this completely different perspective on the rela-
tionship between knowledge and “I”’-consciousness? And how did he react
to the irreducibility of immediate consciousness as defended by Advaitins?

Ramanuja’s reinterpretation of the advaitic consciousness as
qualifying knowledge

First, to reject the concept of general consciousness, Ramanuja uses
the metaphor of light. For him, the meaning of “shining/illuminating”
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in this context implies the shining of someone/something (kasya cid).
This is in exact opposition to the advaitic identification of arman and
consciousness (samvit), as exemplified above. Ramanuja describes
the difference between them as follows:
Precisely because it is illumination, the illumination should belong
exclusively to a particular one (i.e. the self), like the light that belongs

to a lamp. Therefore the self cannot be [identical to] consciousness
(samvit).

While the advaitic position clearly advocates the identity between self
(atman) and consciousness (samvit), here Ramanuja makes a clear
distinction between them. As mentioned above, Ramanuja retains
the irreducibility of consciousness by defining it as individual con-
sciousness. He does not do this by substituting the self-illuminating “I”
for the advaitic consciousness, but rather by retaining what the Advai-
tins understand as pre-reflective consciousness. He gives it a different
meaning, however. Instead of using the main advaitic terms referring
to consciousness, anubhiiti, drs or samvit, Ramanuja refers to a kind
of knowledge that he no longer understands as pure and independent
consciousness, but as a “quality” (dharma) of the individual pre-reflec-
tive “I”-consciousness. In contrast, the anubhiiti is now provided with
an object (sakarmaka), which still has its own being (sadbhava) and
provides its own base (svasraya) according to the daily use of language.
Furthermore, the “I”-consciousness, that is, the self as agent, functions
in this object-gaining process only as a witness (atmasaksika).

What is called consciousness (anubhiiti) is a special quality
of'the self, which is the agent of being aware; it is provided by an object,
[it is] synonymous to ‘knowledge’, ‘awareness’, ‘consciousness’ etc.
(jAanavagatisamvidadi-), [and it] effectuates by nature the suitability
of a certain entity to everyday usage merely through its own real-
ity in regard to its own base [i.e. the self]. Just like having the self
as [its] witness, it is well known to everybody [as in sentences such as:]

2 See also Sribh 1 155,1: prakasatvad eva kasya cid eva bhavet
prakasah, dipadiprakdsavat. tasman na atma bhavitum arhati samvit.
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“I know the pot”, “I conceive this object”, “I know this cloth”. Even by
you [i.e. the Advaitin], the self-illumination of consciousness is proved
as being of such a nature.”

As this passage shows, while Ramanuja does not discard
the advaitic conception of consciousness, he defines it as a special
quality (dharmavisesah) of the self. The result of this step is the fol-
lowing: The self, which in fact is individual consciousness, always has
consciousness as a quality (dharma). However, in this context, terms
like samvit, anubhiiti, avagati, by which the Advaitin refers to pure
consciousness, are no longer translatable as “consciousness”, but their
meaning is now rather “knowledge” (jiiana). Indeed, in several pas-
sages the word jiiana is used. But the fact that the term buddhi be-
comes especially in the works of Venkatanatha as frequent as the term
dharmabhiitajiiana, the cognition process is apparently being given
a dualistic form. This makes one consider the possibility of remodel-
ling the cognition process according to Sankhya, in which the self, like
purusa, is the conscious principle, with the other principle, the change
implying prakrti, active for the purusa. But Ramanuja is not repre-
senting the Sankhya view and his terminology is again here the reverse.
The Sankhya terms for insentience, like caitanya, refer to the self, but
the term jiiana refers, as for Ramanuja and Venkatanatha, to cognitions
like perception. In contrast, Ramanuja makes an effort to explain the two
different principles as a unity. Insofar as the self as “I”’-consciousness
is also defined as knowledge (j7iana), the resulting duplex with the term
Jjhana, “knowledge”, is irritating, but in fact it does appear later,
in works by Venkatanatha, to make the distinction between dharmibhii-
tajiiana, “knowledge that possesses a quality” and dharmabhiitajiiana

2 Sribh 1 145,1-5: anubhitir iti svasrayam prati svasadbhavenaiva
kasyacid vastuno vyavaharanugunyapdadanasvabhavo jiandavagatisamvid-
adyaparanama sakarmako ‘nubhavitur atmano dharmavisesah, ghatam aham
janami—imam artham avagacchami—patam aham samvedmiti sarvesam
atmasaksikah prasiddhah. etatsvabhavataya hi tasyah svayamprakasata
bhavatapy upapadita.
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“knowledge that is a quality”. While these two forms of knowledge are
used as homonyms when they occur side by side, they have in fact dif-
ferent meanings. Indeed, they are discussed in different places in Ven-
katanatha’s work. But when they belong inseparably together, they are
essentially part of every cognitive process, as for example in the sentence:
“He knows” (janati), which is explained by Ramanuja in words like:
Because neither in vedic nor in ordinary language usage is the pro-

nunciation of a sentence like ‘He knows’ observed as having no object and
no agent of knowing.*

The two constitutive factors that are essential for the act of knowledge
expressed in the sentence “He knows” are the agent, namely, the self-illu-
minated a@tman denoted by the word “1”, and his “knowledge” (anubhiti,
avagati, samvit), that is, the former advaitic mere consciousness. In the fol-
lowing, when referring to knowledge as a property of the self (dharma-
bhittajiiana, i.e. samvit, anubhiiti, avagati, buddhi, dhi), | enclose the word
“knowledge” in quotation marks. “Knowledge” cannot be something that
is produced. If the factor of “I”’-consciousness in the cognitive process
is pre-reflective and therefore given as by itself (svatah), the other, i.e.
“knowledge” (dharmbhiitajiiana), must be as well. Due to this, especial-
ly in the work of Venkatanatha, “knowledge” also retains its definition
of being self-illuminating. In another passage, Ramanuja explains the sen-
tence “He knows” by stating that knowledge, like happiness, appears for
someone. By this appearing for someone else, the sentences “I am happy”
and “I know” are equal not in content, but in function. He concludes that
“knowledge” is not only given in and of itself, but shines for something
else (Sribh I 156,5-6: “Being established only by its own being [and not
by something else] in reference to its own self [as its base]”; svarmanam
prati svasattayaiva siddhyan); in contrast, mere “I”’-consciousness is sen-
tient and also establishes its own being in and of itself’' Object-related

30

Sribh1155,2-3:nahilokavedayohjanatyaderakarmakasyakartrkasya
ca prayogo drstacarah.

3t Cf. the passage of Yamuna’s Atmasiddhi (p. 84,6-8): svasrayam
prati sattayaiva kasya cit prakdasanam hi samvedanam. svayamprakasatd



On Pre-reflectivity of Self-consciousness... 233

“knowledge” manifests itself for this self-illuminated “T”: something
manifests itself for the pre-reflective “I”-consciousness. This is why
Ramanuja refers to the self as “I” and not as pure consciousness
(cf. Sribh 1 156,7 na jiiaptimatram atma, api tu jiiataivahamarthah).
Ramanuja is clearly continuing this dualistic interpretation of the cogni-
tive process when he says that consciousness provides knowledge for
his own base and accomplishes the object for its base due to its own
being:

What is defined as the fact of being conscious [means] illuminating in refer-

ence to its own base, solely due to its own being in a present state, or [alter-

natively it means:] it is accomplishing its own object exclusively due to its

own being. And these [both], being established by their own knowledge,

do not vanish, although they are knowable by another knowledge; therefore
the being of consciousness/knowledge does not vanish.*?

Thus, while self and “knowledge” are not identifiable with each other,
they are inseparable from each other; they form a unity without which
no cognitive process would be possible. If one accepts only one of them
and says that “knowledge” arises and disappears, one abandons the self
as a pre-reflective “I”’-consciousness. On the other hand, assuming that
only the mere “I” as the individual self exists, the problem then arises
of how something immutable can be reconciled with the “knowledge”
of changing things that emerge and pass away.*

Against this background, according to Ramanuja, the conscious
agent, that is, the self, experiences its relation to the world through
different changing conditions. The agent is able to know if he has slept

tu sattayaivatmane prakasamanatda. For a discussion of this passage cf.
Oberhammer 2006: 157-160. Compare also the following quote of Ramanuja
in the next fn.: svasrayam prati prakasamanatvam.

2 Sribh 1 134,7-135,1: anubhititvam nama vartamanadasayam sva-
sattayaiva svasrayam prati prakdsamdanatvam, svasattayaiva svavisaya-
sadhanatvam va. te canubhavantaranubhavyatve 'pi svanubhavasiddhe napa-
gacchata iti nanubhiititvam apagacchati.

3 In his Sribhasya (Sribh 1 145,6-146,3), Ramanuja addresses
the inseparability of the self from successive cognitions, but also its difference.



234 Marcus Schmiicker

well, is happy or feeling tormented, is still going through different
stages of life or has been redeemed. In the passages cited above, one
does find terms that represent the advaitic principle of knowing, terms
such as anubhiiti, samvit, etc. But they are used to denote a property
(dharma) and refer to rising and vanishing “knowledges”. The meaning
of these terms as found in passages by Sarnkara’s disciples or by Stiharsa
has changed completely. Presupposed by a stable self that is a self-
illuminated knower, excluding cognitions can take place continuously.

Later ViSistadvaita Vedanta: Venkatanatha’s argument

How does Venkatanatha respond to the resultant question of changing
“knowledge” and pre-reflective consciousness? Like Ramanuja, Venkata-
natha defines the self, as for example in the Nyayasiddhanjana (=NSi),
as an inward agent denoted by the word “I”. This is completely differ-
ent than the advaitic concept of mere consciousness (NSi 187,2—188,2). If
the self were anything else, an immediate cognition or recollection such as
“I, [enjoying happiness now], I am the one [who was in pain the other day]”
would be impossible. Therefore, for this kind of ‘“knowledge”,
Venkatanatha presupposes that the self is pre-reflective “I”’-consciousness
(cf. NSi 195,12 [verse 28]).

Thus, what is permanent is the individual afman, the knower (jriatr).
Itrefers to its own experiences at particular times through its own “knowledge”
(dharmabhiitajiiana), which is defined by Venkatanatha as a separate sub-
stance (dravya). While still called a property (dharma), it is now again charac-
terized by properties defined as states (avastha). But even if the meaning
of “I” is clearly an indispensable point of reference, the question remains
of how the self-illuminating self, denoted as “I”’, can remember izself, and, as
a consequence, imply in a present state a relation to a past state of one’s self?

Venkatanatha explains different functions of self (atman) and
“knowledge” (dharmabhiitajiiana), but mentions the dependency
of cognitions* on “knowledge”, even if both (self and “knowledge”)

3 Cognitions are different “states” (avastha) of the “knowledge, which
functions as a property of the self” (dharmabhiitajiiana).
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are defined as knowledge (j7iana). In this context he also mentions
the possibility of recollecting an earlier cognition, that is, a past state
(avastha). One can remember that the person who slept was oneself,
even though in deep sleep one had no waking consciousness. But one
still has “I”’-consciousness. Recollection (pratyabhijiia) is the actual
proof of the preservation of continuity. This would not be possible
without such an individual “I”’-consciousness. One would not be able
to remember past experiences as being one’s own. Thus the self, that
is, the “I”-consciousness, as one and the same, has various cognitions
at different times through “knowledge” and can be aware of what was
cognized earlier.*

But how does Venkatanatha describe this kind of “knowledge”,
to which he refers now with terms like dharmabhiitajiiana, samvit and
buddhi? As Ramanuja did, Venkatanatha teaches that if the self had
no “knowledge”, it would be unable to cognise anything. This is be-
cause presupposing only “I”’-consciousness does not take the place
of a complete cognitive process. “Knowledge” is realized only
as knowing one’s own being in a special state, be it present, past or
future. Thus, while “knowledge” (samvit/buddhi) must be objectified,
it is not thereby negated. In this case, it is memory (smyti) by which
one is aware of what happened at an earlier time. “Knowledge” of what
happened in the past becomes an object of present “knowledge”. This
view is once again a criticism of the Advaitin’s thesis, which, as has
been demonstrated, involves consciousness (anubhiiti) becoming

3 Already Ramanuja pointed out that the Advaitin’s concept of con-
sciousness would not be able to refer to earlier times; cf. Sribh I 146,2—146,3:
“If consciousness were admitted to be the self, though it is permanent, there
would be the same impossibility of recollection; because recollection proves
that the conscious agent is continuous from an earlier time to a later time,
but not mere consciousness: ‘I myself was aware of this even earlier.””—
anubhiiter  atmatvabhyupagame tasya nityatve ‘pi pratisandhanasam-
bhavas tadavasthah; pratisandhanam hi piarvaparakalasthayinam anu-
bhavitaram upasthapayati, nanubhitimatram—aham evedam piirvam apy
anvabhiivam iti.
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non-consciousness (ananubhiiti) in case of being objectified. When one
says “knowledge exists”, then “knowledge” (buddhi) objectifies a dif-
ferent “knowledge” (buddhi). But a different “knowledge” is the same
“knowledge” but of another state (avastha). In this way, “knowledge”

knows itself in the light of “I”’-consciousness.

In more detail than above, the following table summarizes and
contrasts the main key terms used by the authors of the two Vedanta
schools and places them in relation to the two above mentioned con-

cepts of pre-reflective consciousness.

Schools, authors

Pre-reflective con-
sciousness

Pre-reflective knowledge

Advaita Vedanta

Sarnkara, Padmapada,
Prakasatman

Sriharsa

atman (= samvit,
anubhiiti, drs, avagati)

independent (anapeksa)
one (eka)

sentient (ajada)

no knowable difference
(bheda)

without modification
(nirvikara)

not limited by time
(kalanavaccheda)

not limited by space
(desanavaccheda)
pervasive (vibhu)

not in the realm of lan-
guage (vagvyavahara-
visaya), no knowable
property (dharma)

Visistadvaita Vedanta

Ramanuja

atman, dharmavisesa =
dharmabhutajiiana

self is the referent for the word “T”

(ahamartha), knower (jiatr),

self-illuminating (svayamprakasa),
having the form of consciousness

(cidripa)
and having a special property
(dharmavisesa)
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Pre-reflective con-

Schools, authors .
sciousness

Pre-reflective knowledge

Substance, (dravya): atman
Substance, (dravya): dharmabhii-
Venkatanatha tajiiana (= samvit, anubhiiti, dh,
buddhi) having beginningless and
endless series of states (avastha)

In the following, I illustrate Venkatanatha’s arguments for the self--
referentiality of “knowledge” having different states by quoting from
three works by Venkatanatha: the Tattvamuktakalapa with its auto-
commentary Sarvarthasiddhi, the Satadiisant, and the Nyayasiddhaii-
Jjana. The claim of Sriharsa given above, namely, of an argument being
contrary to the opponent’s own premises, is now applied by Venkata-
natha against the advaitic thesis that consciousness is unobjectifiable.
The decisive question of whether statements about consciousness,
such as its being self-illuminated, etc., provide information or not,
demonstrates for Venkatanatha the necessity to accept other means
of cognition that presuppose objectifiable “knowledge”.

The first example is the second verse of the fourth chap-
ter on “knowledge” (buddhisara) of the Tattvamuktdakalapa; here
Venkatanatha demonstrates that “knowledge” is not something that one
can be aware of immediately, i.e. without using other means of valid
cognitions. It must always be recognized through other means of valid
cognition, such as the authoritative passages [of the Veda] (sabda),
inference (anumana), etc.

Due to memory and also due to [means like the] word [of the Veda],

inference, etc., knowledge is known as self-illuminated. For the one who

says that this unknowable knowledge is without specification, negation

of his own speech would arise, because of being knowledge, etc. And

the sentence/thesis: “In the case of being knowable, knowledge would be
insentient”, is characterized by defeat.’

% TMK 4.2: smrtya Sabdanumanaprabhrtibhir api dhir vedyate
svaprakasa | dhitvades tam avedyam anupadhi vadatah svoktibadhadayah
syuh | vedyatve sa jadda syad iti ca vihatimat [...].
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The argument of contradicting one’s own statement not only concerns
the fact that one is immediately aware of consciousness, but also refers
to “knowledge”, which never lacks a relation to some sort of objective con-
tent. With this, Venkatanatha corroborates the view that we can only know
something by presupposing self-given “knowledge”. According to him,
such “knowledge” does not cease to exist if one proves it with another
state of “knowledge”. But this argument cannot be used if nothing exists
for which the above mentioned means of valid cognition is applicable.
To substantiate the view that consciousness is self-illuminating, one has
to involve conditions other than consciousness. In his auto-commentary
(Sarvarthasiddhi) on the above-quoted verse, Venkatanatha elaborates on this,
arguing against self-illuminated consciousness by reproaching the Advaitin
that his statement about the self-illumination of consciousness is not viable. If
the Advaitin argues that a sentence presupposing other means does not com-
municate anything, his statement ends in a self-contradiction since he must
always admit that something is to be made known (bodhyatva). If he does
not admit this, he can neither communicate that he knows another person’s
“knowledge”, nor can he refer to authoritative sources like the sastra, which
is another means that propagates the desire to know brahman. The above
quoted verse explains Venkatanatha in his auto-commentary as follows:

Is consciousness known by means of words like property-bearer, proban-

dum, logical reason, etc., [by sentences] like “Consciousness is self-illumi-

nating due to its being consciousness”, or [is this] not [the case]?

For the first case, how would negation be impossible? How it is possible that

in the second case this application may establish what is accepted by you?

If one objects: By error, something is known, but not because of being real.

[Our response is:] Then the fact that something is to be made known, which

is established by error, is undeniable, because of being approved. In con-

trast, what is to be made known is in reality established nowhere; therefore,

it is in the same way not to be denied. [...] The same as this is the negation

of [one’s] own knowledge [by thinking:] “T know the knowledge of the other

[self]”. And there would be the negation of [your] own proposition: “The sastra
aims at the knowledge of brahman, which has the form of knowledge.”’

37 SAS to TMK 4.2: anubhiitih svayamprakasa anubhititvad ityadibhir
dharmisddhyahetvadisabdair anubhiitiv bodhyate na va? adye katham na
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The same type of argumentation is used again by Venkatanatha in two other
central passages in his works: the twentieth Vada (avedyatvabharngavada)
ofhis Satadiisan, and in the section on God (isvarapariccheda) in the third
chapter ofhis Nvayasiddharijana. In both passages, Venkatanatha illustrates
that for their definition of self-consciousness, Advaitins must presuppose
other means of valid cognition. By doing so, do they not commit the main
fault claimed by the advaitic position, namely, thinking that consciousness
is an object? But does not Venkatanatha take into account the deep insight
of the advaitic position that the self is not objectifiable? He does! He con-
sequently demonstrates that the approach to the self, which is individual
and in the same way not objectifiable, is possible only through several
means of valid cognition. And he points out that the Advaitin, if he argues
for pure consciousness, cannot even speak about it without presuppos-
ing in the same way valid means of cognition to prove that consciousness
is self-evident, self-illuminated etc. He presents the same argument against
the Advaitin in the Satadiisani, where he demonstrates the thesis that con-
sciousness is self-established presupposes more than only consciousness:
Therefore it is not possible to say [the sentence] “If consciousness
(anubhiti) is self-established”, because the following case holds true:
Does the word ‘consciousness’ (anubhiiti) add knowledge of something
to the sentence “The consciousness (anubhiiti) is self-illuminated”, or not?
If it brings knowledge of something, does it bring the knowledge of the true
nature of the brahman or something different from it? If it brings knowl-
edge of the true nature of the brahman, the illuminating is established due
to its being an object of knowledge which is produced from it. If, in con-
trast, it brings knowledge of something different, exactly its being self-
illuminating would be admitted.*®

tadbadhah? dvitive katham ayam prayogas tvadistam sdadhayet? bhrantya
bodhyate na tu vastuta iti cet tarhi bhrantisiddham bodhyatvam anumatatvan
na pratisedhyam. vastutas tu bodhyatvam na kvacit siddham iti tathapi na
pratisedhyam. [...] evam parabuddhim aham janamiti svabuddhibadhah,
Jjhanariupabrahmabodhandrtham sastram iti svasiddhantabdadhas ca.

33§D 20 Vada, 109,11-16: ato "nubhiitis cet svatas siddheti vaktum na
Sakyate iti. tathda hi anubhiitis svayamprakdsety atranubhutisabdah kasya-
cid bodhako na va? bodhakatve 'py anubhiitiripabrahmasvaripabodhakas
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We find the same argument, in nearly the same words, repeated
in the third chapter of the Nyayasiddhanjana. 1f one asks, “Does
the sentence that consciousness is not knowable communicates either
something or nothing,” the answer is clear: it brings the knowledge
of something and not of nothing. If one objects that hrahman is com-
pletely unknowable, one contradicts exactly the passages of the author-
itative tradition upon which the doctrine relies. This would mean that
a teacher is instructing something that has no purpose.®

If you say “Consciousness is not an object of knowledge because it is

consciousness”, then this is not the case. Does the sentence “Consciousness

is not recognizable” convey knowledge or not? In the first case, aware-

ness is cognisable exactly through this sentence; if it is undetectable,

what is affirmed [by such a sentence]? And if brahman is unrecognisable,

it would contradict sentences [which are accepted by yourself], as for

example [Brahmasitra 1.1.1.]: “Then therefore the inquiry into brahman”,

“The knower of brahman reaches the Highest” [TaiU 2.1.1], “The self

indeed is to be known” [BAU 2.4.5]; and what is the teacher instructing

and for whom when referring to the ascertainment and non-ascertainment

of non-duality?

To sum up: Venkatanatha takes into account the deep insight
of the advaitic position that the self is not objectifiable, consequently
arguing that the approach to the “I”-consciousness is individual and
unobjectifiable in the same way as the Advaitin’s concept of con-
sciousness; it is only possible through several means of knowledge,
such as memory, reasoning etc., which is nothing other than a state
of the “knowledge” (dharmabhiitajiiana).

tadanyabodhako va? brahmasvaripabodhakatve siddham tasya tajjanya-
samvitkarmataya prakasamanatvam. tadanyabodhakatve tu tasyaiva svayam-
prakasatvam pratijiiatam syat.

3 NSi 311,1-5: anubhiitir avedya anubhititvad iti cen, na anubhiitir
avedyeti vacanam bodhakam na va. ddye tenaiva vedyatvam no cet kim kva
sa, brahmavid apnoti param, atma va are drastavyah ityadivyakopas ca.
upadesas ca nisprayojanah, upadestus cadvaitaniscayaniscayayoh kasmai
kim upadesyam?
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Moreover, the Advaitin himself must admit that he cannot prove self-
consciousness in and of itself, but must presuppose different means
of knowledge. Thus, “knowledge” (formerly for the Advaitin the pure
consciousness) never ceases to be conscious, even if it becomes
an object. Indeed, if one says that consciousness is immediate and
therefore without specification, then exactly this “being without speci-
fication” is according to Venkatanatha already a specification of con-
sciousness. Using memory, etc. to prove what is self-illuminating
is thus inevitable. And it is exactly through these forms of “knowledge”
that self-illumination or being self-evident, etc. is presupposed. But
what implications does this view have regarding “knowledge”? If one
objectifies “knowledge”, one has again presupposed a state of “knowl-
edge”, and in doing this, a series of alternating states (avasthdasantana)
of “knowledge” (dharmabhiitajiiana) is being described ad infini-
tum. Thus, there is no reason not to objectify “knowledge”, which
is manifest through its states again and again.

Why isn’t such a regress ad infinitum a fault for Venkatanatha?
The regress concerns only the series of states (avasthdsantana) of
knowledge presupposing each other, not the “knowledge” as a sub-
stance (dravya) while the self (atman), “I”’-consciousness, is still
the indispensible base for each cognition; if one is immediately aware
of something, one has no object-knowledge of “I”’-consciousness.
Thus, Venkatanatha provides the human being with an implicit pre-
reflective “I”’-consciousness on the one side, and the reflective, self-
referential knowledge on the other. Presupposing each other, they are
different in function. “Knowledge”, which can be objectified, enables
an explicit self-reference. The ways to refer to oneself are innumer-
able, because my “knowledge” has been in the past, is present, and
will be in future in the according state (avastha). The pre-reflective
“I”’-consciousness is the presupposition for being aware that it is “me”
who “knows” my own past, present or future states.

Ending here, the question remains how could one tie up with
the European discussion of self-consciousness and self-knowledge, by
which I tried to elucidate the concept of consciousness of the Advaita
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Vedanta on the one hand and of the ViSistadvaita Vedanta on the other
hand? To contextualize self-knowledge in the European debate not
only Frank’s reference to the view of German idealism is helpful, but
also his references® to positions of analytic philosophy of language
like argumentation by Sidney Shoemaker, who holds the view of sub-
jective use of “I” which is resistant against any misidentification.* This
concept of consciousness—consciousness that precedes any objec-
tified reference to oneself and therefore exemplifies pre-reflective self-
knowledge—can be demonstrated by the impossibility of saying that
one is in pain without being aware of the fact that “I” experiencing
pain. Or, in other words, pain without “I”’-consciousness is not pos-
sible, and therefore no difference can be obtained between the exist-
ence of pain and the fact that “I” am conscious. It is absurd to under-
take a kind of self-identification to know that “I”” have pain. Shoemaker
differentiates this from an objective use in which we can misidentify
which does not originally belong to us. His differentiation** of “I”’-use
in subjective and objective helps us to understand the function of self
and knowledge in Visistadvaita Vedanta: Applying on Venkatanatha’s
thoughts this would mean: “I”-consciousness is the basis for con-
sciousness of objects and self-referential knowledge.

4 Cf. Frank 2007: 159-169.

4 Self-knowledge is not a kind of object-knowledge; a knowledge
of mine could not be explained like I have “I”’-consciousness, because this
again presupposes “I”’-consciousness. This is expressed in Shoemaker’s words:
“For awareness, that the presented object was ¢, would not tell one, that one
was oneself ¢, unless one had identified the object as oneself; and one could
not do this unless one already had some self-knowledge, namely the knowl-
edge, that one is the unique possessor of whatever set of properties of the pre-
sented object one took to show it to be oneself” (Shoemaker 1984: 105).

# For Oetke’s reference to Shoemaker cf. Oetke 1988: 536-549.
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