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ConSGiO'aness:

GOLE MAN'S CONCEPT OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Lisha C. R,
ology was a member of the philosophical family, toward
middle of the 19* century. It suffered from the illusion that it
the become fully emanclpa-te.d .from phllogophy. Like any other
had "¢, psychology is not disjoint from philosophy.
scien Alsimple definition of consciousness is awareness: awareness
¢ the world, the body, and the self. 'Consciousness' is not often
ised in the contemporary literatur-e, though- it should be noted that
itis originally derived from the Latlr? con '(w1th) and scire (to know).
Thus, 'consciousness' has etymological ties to one's ability to know
and perceive, and should not be confused with conscience, which
has the much more specific moral connotation of knowing when
one has done or is doing something wrong. Through consciousness,
one can have knowledge of the external world or one's own mental
states.

Johnson- Laird said that 'no one really knows that
consciousness is, what it does, or what function it serves.' It stood
atthe very center of traditional psychology until it was banished by
behaviourism and reflexology.

Daniel Jay Goleman

Goleman was born in 1946 in Stockton, California, the son
el college professors. He received a scholarship from the
Alfted P. Sloan Foundation to attend Amherst College. The Amherst

ndent Scholar program allowed him to transfer for his junior
0A e University of California at Berkeley. He then returned
ladhg ‘1St where he graduated magna cum laude. He then rgce:vgd
ek from the Ford Foundation to attend Harvard University

feceived his phd studying under David C. Mcclelland. He
i using a pre-doctoral fellowship from Harvardand a
al grant from the Social Science Research Council. He

isiting lecturer to Harvard where during the 1978 ln:
ychology of consciousness was popular. Mcchlf haﬁ.-,
d him for a job at Psychology Today from WiIC

Y The New York Timesin 1984.
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VEDANTA: A PHENOMENOLOGICAL APPROA(y

Prof. Sreekala M. Ny;,

One among the brightest stars in the galaxy of worlg
philosophers, Sankara even today, continues to attract the beg
inds in Academic Philosophy world over. We can agree or disagre,
with him, but cannot possibly dispose him off and his writing
without countering them, for they stand as formidable positions
difficult to transgress or even bypass. Often thinkers speak of Safkar;
as 2 milestone in Indian philosophy, so much so that we speak of
pre Sankara and post Sankara periods in Indian philosophical
exegesis. Besides for formalizing the Advaita system, he is also
remembered for initiating the interpretative tradition that
contributed significantly for the growth and evolution of the school
of Vedanta.

Historians were perpetually intrigued and troubled with the
multifaceted nature of his personality, some even argued that itis
impossible for a single individual to hold these divergent traits.
For the traditionalists however, Sankara was one who portrayed
mutually contradicting personal traits, but all of them finely
interwoven, without one demeaning the other. To borrow the words
?f R. Balasubramanian, a veteran Advaitin of contemporary times,
He s at once a hard core traditionalist and an amazing down - 10
mﬁiﬁ’ a great mystic and a radical, a fascinating idealist and
and an arde;: dlelglou's]refo,-mer, an uncompromising im:cllec:t_uﬂI
with innovative ':: tec.” Even though Safkara was forthcominé
system, he c| 5 u,ld_eedlpa"cd the foundation for Advai®
it s mzlilﬁd no originality, instead he chose to presg‘am
that the basic idms*-mkesma}n of the Upanisadic thought. Grantu;i
hlmself admits his IJ'J.A dvmta a_re not Sankara 's invcntions,.as
Prasthitray, % e or-lg.mahfy lies employing the hermeneutics °
v 4 %0 establish his chosen position, namely Advait?

unb?eme me a fc lmtlatmg the commentarial tradition, which e
Philosophical Sy for all those who intended to advocate i
thinking in Vedantic tradition.

s: Scientific and Philosophical Perspectives

Sankara's commitment to the tradition is notable and
ificant and can b€ elicited from his assertion, asampradayavid

S1gj‘::7;:"ad“p0kmniwh- The in-depth analysis he underiakes of

nll .

;mman experienc

commilmcm to tr .

volume Parampara, exploring the philosophical contributions of

e and consciousness is clearly dictated by his
adition or sampradaya. Srinivasa Rao in the

prof. R. Balasubramanian, addresses the issue of subscribing to
tradition and its relevance in Advaita system of thought. He says,
1Tt would be to0 crude and unacademic to dismiss the appeal to, and
the defence of parampara ot ’sampradé}’a as a simple exercise i
orthodoxy. By that standard, Sankara , who repeatedly invokes the
support of the knower of the tradition, (sampradayavidah) would
have to be regarded as someone Very hopelessly orthodox. There is
no work in Indian philosophy I know of where sampradiya is
mentioned, but mentioned without respect. Therefore, the far 00
readily done identification of ‘tradition’ with plain orthodoxy may
hold good in the case of certain phases of Western culture, but it
fails to apply in the case of India, its history and its culture’? The
supreme position that Sruti is endowed with in the system also
well depicts Sarikara 's commitment to the tradition. He would
leave out no occasion to reiterate the significance of the interrelation

between what I would term as the T - trio, the teacher, text and the
tradition.’

Self as the Supreme Entity Worthy of Inquiry
~ Ifphilosophy is essentially inquiry, Anviksiki, as it is called
in the Indian context, Advaita system can undoubtedly be termed
¢ one, which has undertaken inquiry on 2 topic that indeed tops in
the list of things that are worthy of inquiry, namely the self. One
;houlq nNotmiss sight of how Sankara tactfully employsa meth_od
iy Which he first sets out an inquiry to determine that entity, Whlch
Xy, of inquiry, and to determine this he resorts 0 the wisdom
™®0deted by Sruri. Note that identifying the metaphysical self as
 Which is most worthy of inquiry does not amount to demeanjl_lg
OWledge of the empirical. The position is somewhat like this:




CONSCIOUSNESS:
NYAYA-VAISESIKA PERSPECTIVES

Dr. K. G. Kumary

The concept of consciousness is innate in the Vedas. Vedas

are the earliest works of Indian thought. The Vedic thoughts

especialy the pre-Upanisadic thinking can disclose the mystery of
the concept of consciousness. We cannot find much of strictly meta-
physical speculations in the Vedas except the concept of an immi-
nc'nt and universal reality, which is emerging as the basic unitary
pnnci!:le underlying the forces of the universe. This stream of thought
°°ma.m5 latent potentialities of giving rise to the fundamental philo-

sophical problems later on.

- tont:cl::y:la;::f:sﬁ: Scr;el:ks of many souls, which accord-
gory of dravya or substances.

To the sam
ontologicale :::egf?fy also belong seven other substances with equal
tus: earth, water, fire, air, 7k7¢; - p
Yin , fime, space, an

manas - the last meanin :
g the inte '
treats all dravyas alike; and even E:l:nse organs. The doctrine

among other possessing properti
knowable like them.' But whgt ",

If, it regards as one object
e eﬂ“!’mng rela tions, and
€ relation of the soul to con-

ion of the ideal-

or aﬂﬂh&:fthe soul, con-

deﬁemdvouﬁm-w%w

is inferred.

Consciousness: Scientific and Philosophical Perspectives

Thirdly, even as a quality or attribute, consciousness has a
somewhat secondary status. It is not an eternal quality (nitya guna)
but a purely temporal quality (janya-guna) i.e. produced only un-
der certain specific conditions. This means that the soul is sup-
posed to acquire cONsciousness only under certain specific condi-
tions; if these are not fulfilled, it cannot have any consciousness at
all. By its inherent nature, the soul is thus unconscious or without
consciousness. Consciousness is an accidental quality or attribute
produced in a soul only when it is conjoined with certain other
things.

The Nyadya System advocates 2 theory of consciousness that
is different from the interpretations of the other systems o f Indian
philosophy. We observe a realistic concept of consciousness in
Nyaya system. According to Nyaya , consciousness is a stream of
awareness. Consciousness is an accidental property of the soul. The
individual soul is the substratum of the quality of consciousness.
Consciousness is not essential property of the soul. Here Nyaya
differs from the other systems of Indian Philosophy. Nyaya regards
the soul a s a real knower, a real enjoyer and a real active agent and
an eternal substance. But the soul is not transcendental
consciousness. Nydya admits that consciousness results through the
self's connection with the mind and body. Consciousness is an
accidental attribute of the self, the accident being its relation to the
body.?

Consciousness has been considered as an essential attribute
of the soul in other systems, and it is said that without consc jousness,
the soul cannot be distinguished from matter. Nyaya clearly asserts
that the stream of consciousness is separate from the self and it is
just embedded on the self. The self is the witness, but not involved
in the stream of consciousness. Consciousness cannot subsist without
a certain locus. Therefore, the self isnot consciousness as such, but
a substance having consciousness as its attributes. The soul that is
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