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I. The Intent:

According to Paul Williams, two understandings of svasamvitti B # in Indian tradition are: (a) one of the
Madhyamika® & thinks such as Candrakirti B #& and Santidevaf X who understand svasamvitti as “other
cognition,” i.e., a special kind of intentional cognition which is always implied and believed to cooccur with all
cognitions (as long as an object of cognition is obtained, it must be the object of svasamtti as well) and thus
vulnerate Dignaga's view of svasamvitti for “infinite regression”; (b) one innovated by Santaraksitafi 7 who
believes svasamvitti as a feature of cogniton: “intentionality” — as constitutive of subjectivity.

Arnold agrees with Santaraksitaf{&'s position, and believes his understanding of svasamuvitti is similar with Kant's
understanding of “transcendental unity of apperception,” and that the reconstruction of Santaraksitafi&'s
svasamvitti theory with Kant's conceptual framework gives us two advantages: (1) Candrakirti § #'s critique of
svasamwitti can not, indeed, be thought to undermine SantaraksitafX&'s; (2) there's a close parallel between the
Indian debates regarding svasamvitti and the debates in post-Kantian philosophy regarding “transcendental unity of
apperception.”

The thinking thread will be then:

1.Introduction to post-Kantian interpretations of transcendental unity of apperception;
2.Dignaga's svasamvitti theory (innovation of svasamuvitti)

3.Candrakirti's commentary

4.Santaraksita's commentary with reference to Dignaga

5.Conclusion: Candrakirti's arguments fails to undermine Santaraksita's views

A remark:

Arnold thinks since svasamvitti B f&in Dignaga is perception3R &, it cannot be something capable of being inviolved
with “objective judgment” in Kant, while he thinks Santaraksitaf{&'s understanding of svasamuvitti is open to
entertaining something other than mere subjective occurance as the locus of truth-- both of which together,
perhaps, give the reason why he thinks Santaraksita is more similar to Kant and not Dignaga.

X But | think this reading is not quite plausible. For, transcendental unity of apperception as the pre-condition for
objectivity, and then as being involved with objective judgments, more precisely with objectification, does not imply
at all that the condition itself cannot be an intuition-- as a intuitive condition!

Il. Kant's “Transcendental Unity of Apperception”

1.Categories: the condition of all possible empirical knowledge

2.data of perception are discrete.

3.The condition of all possible experience: the imposition of some unifying coordination on the discrete data of
perception; and the out-come: any knowledge has two sources, and thus has two forms: understanding and
sensibility (sense and imgination), and thus concept and the intuition

4.Subjectivity must consist in the ordering of “synthsis.”

5.A Deductiomn: constructing his transcendental synthesis with perspective of “personal identity:” as begin with the
notion that what we are thinking now is the same as what we thought a moment before, and all reporductions in the
series of represetations must presuppose a transcendental unity imparted in the formation of consciousness.
6.Problem to A Deduction: How the condition is related to the empirical self so that “I” know that all the
representations are in series? Strawson tries to answer by giving his suggestion to Kant at this point that “the
ascription of states to a subject requires the subject itself to be an intuitable object for which there exist empirically
applicable criteria of identity” (Strawson, 1966, p. 107). This is believed by Arnold to be already considered in
Kant's B Deduction under the term “I-think”.

Kant: (Arnold, p. 81) “That representation which can be given prior to all thought is entitled intuition. All the manifold
of intuition has, therefore, a necessary relation to the “I-think” in the same subject in which this manifold is found.
But this representation is an act of spontaneity, that is, it cannot be regarded as belonging to sensibility. | call it
pure apperception, to distinguish it from empirical apperception, or again, original apperception, because it is that
self-consciousness which, while generating the representation I think” (a representation which must be capable of
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accompanying all other representations, and which in all consciousness is one and the same), cannot itself be
accompanied by any further representation.” (CPR B 131-132)

7. Robert Pippin (1989) (Arnold, p. 81) : there are two readings of Kant's transcendental unity of appecption in
post-Kantian German philosophy : (1) Logical condition reading: “Kant is clearly referring to apperception as a
logical condition, that it must be logically possible for me to ascribe my representation to myself.” (Pinpin, p.20) (2)
Cartesian reading, e.g., Ficht: “all consciousness, including what Kant is calling experience, is a species of
self-consciousness, representing objects is at the same time attending to the mind's activities and the objects.”
8.Arnold writes, the Cartesian reading of Kant, like Fichte's (Kant's transcendental unity of apperception theory
implies that all instances of intentional consciousness must be accompanied by an additional intentional
consciousness), is simliar to the Madhyamikas# # Candrakirti B # and Santideva® X's reading of Digana's
svasamvitti B 5.

Both the Madhyamikas reading and the Cartesian reading faces the vulnerable issue “infinite regress.”

Besides, first, Kant has said, as repeated by Arnold, that transcendental apperception has to be divided from
empirical apperception, and that self-consciousness “while generating the representation “I think” cannot itself be
accompanied by any further representation;” secondly, anyone who follows interpretations such as Fichte's will be
unable to distinguish Kant's position from Des Cartes's, which is also a distinction Kant wants to make--

Aganist Des Cartes, Kant writes: “In the synthetic original unity of apperception | am conscious of myself not as |
appear to myself, nor as | am in myself, but only that | am. This representation is a thought, not an intuition.” (B157)
-- This looks like a problem when comparing Kant with Dignaga, for to Dignaga svasamvitti is perception.

X But | think the problem is not really a problem. There's subtle systematic discrepancy so that the parellel of
intuition-concept and perception¥i E-inference Lt & fails to work here!! A quick explanation is: Kant regards the
transcendental unity as the logical cause; while Dignaga regards svasamvitti as the real result!!

If we read on what Kant writes after the quoted above: “Now in order to know ourselves, there is required in
addition to the act of thought, which brings the manifold of every possible intuition to the unity of apperception, a
determinate mode of intuition, whereby this manifold is given; it therefore follows that although my existence* is not
indeed appearance (still less mere illusion), the determination of my existence can take place only in conformity
with the form of inner sense, according to the special mode in which the manifold, which | combine, is given in inner
intuition.” (B157) Also, a note is given to the “my existence” in the quote above: “The 'l think' expresses the act of
determining my existence.” — | would suggest that “’this representation is a thought, not an intuition” should be read
as “this representation is a thought, not an empirical intuition” meaning that the transcendental appcerception does
not give an additional empirical intution, i.e., appearance, to any instance of consciousness, which is quite in
conformity with the “logical condition” reading, or Santaraksita's reading.

9.Arnold repeats Strawson's interpretation of the logical condition, or the intentionality side to give operational
concpetual tools for reconstructing Santaraksita's svasamvitti theory: what is necessary to all our possible
experiece is that there be a distinction of what is aware of and what is aware, and that's all. That is, the necessity
has its basis at the structure of intentionality, which can be featured as “self-referential.” — Any particular state or
experience must be “owned” by a subject for a state or experience is individuated with reference to its subject.

[ll. Svasamvitti in Dignaga

1.Dignaga's position: Twofold appearing of cogniiton-- (Arnold, 87; Hattori's trans.) “Cognition arises as appearing
twofold: [having the appearance of itself [as subject], and the appearance of an object. In terms of these two
appearances, the one that is apperception is the one that is the result.”

“In this regard, it is not the case, as for proponents of external objects, that a pramana is something other than its
result; rather, there arises a cognition, existing as the result, containing the representation of an object; and this
very [cognition] is understood as comprising the action [of a putatively#EH#Y ! 'instrumental' pramana. Hence, the
action is figuratively designated as being the pramana, though [the latter is in fact] devoid of activity. ”

“Thus, [it should be understood that the roles of the means of cognition (pramana) and the object to be cognized
(prameya), corresponding to differences of [aspect of] the cognition (grahakakara), are [only]

figurativelyR#ith, LMt | attributed to the respective distinctive factor in each case. ”

“That which appears is the object known (prameya), while the pramana and its result are, [respectively,] the
subjective aspect of [the cognition] (grahakakara) and the cogniton [itself]; hence, these three are not separated.”
X The above statement is corresdent with the meaning of Kant's “transcendental”!

2.“Perception¥i £” in Dignaga is not necessarily “sensory,” but “whatever cognition immediately, free of conceptual
elaboration. (Arnold 87).
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3.In so far as Dignaga could be regarded as a representationalist epistemologist as such!

Richard Hyes: the only thing which we are immediately acquanted is the contents of our own mental states, and
this cannot be mistaken! — can provide with, Arnold implies, the insignt of svasamvitti, since svasamuvitti is the only
really occurant sort of cognition.

But, what if Dignaga should be regarded as a strong idealsit? — The difference is only the following: either to be an
ontological claim that mental events are all that exist, or an epistemological claim that mental events are all that we
can directly know. Make no difference to the problem:

If subject-object is a two-aspect relation, as Dignaga himself has characterized as “twofold” relation, how the
subjective aspect can seem phenomenologically to mean something objective?

4.Arnold concludes that the materials so far in Dignaga could be read like Ficht's reading of Kant: the twofold
relation is one between a cognition and an always-accompanying self-awareness, and then will fall into the issue of
infinite regress.

% But | think Dignaga's own material is enough to refute the Cartesian or Madhyamika™ # reading. If we take
Dignaga's view already as transcendental, i.e., the logical relation is a substratum-substance relation, not a
previous cause-subsequent effect, the result itself and the cause are not separatable, and then there's no question
who accompanies whom!

Candrakirti's critique

1.Candrakirti thinks “svalaksana B48” in the conventional meaning is “defining characteristic,” but Dignaga takes it
for something as “uniquely particular objects of perception.” If it is the latter, then one lacks the referents of words —
only the difining characteristic is or has properties at all. If svalaksana is not or does not have sole properties which
can define itself, but is an object, it requires then another properties to define itself, and that would be svalaksana—
again. Candrakirti thinks Dignaga's theory of apperception is only to serve as the “another” svalaksana which
defines the known svalaksana-- infinite regress.

2.In Madhyamaka's view, there's no existence of appeception. (3¢Echoed with Kant's position that apperception is
a thought, not an empirical intuition.) “I think” does not exist, and there's no operation of a characteristic without a
locus.

Santaraksita's innovation: Svasamvitti as a defining characteristic, not an action

1.Dharmottara’x L£'s revision of Dharmakirti;A#'s interpretation. Focus shift from pramana as instrument to
pramana as the completion, pramanaphala£ £ ; from causal relation (produced and producer) to intentional
relation (intened and the intentional). He refutes the position to take svasamvitti as an invariable concomitance with
the causally efficacious object that produced the cognition, for the causation does not guarantee intentionality, e.g.
sprouts are not intentional though the production of themselves are necessarily in concomitance with seeds. On the
contrary, the result which must be a completion of the whole process including the function of intentionality, has to
be intentional. — phenomena are better, as long as we admit that phenomena are necessarily intentional, than the
putative assumption.

2.Moksakaragupta's explanation of Dharmottara: the relation of object-agent has been replaced by the relation of
intended-intentional

3.Santaraksita understands svasamvitti as defining feature of cognition, which indicates being distinguished from
the dead objects. And the core of that feature is intentionality.

4 .Santaraksita thinks it's not good to interpret Dignaga's appeception theory in an agent-instrument-object analysis,
for intentinality is not guaranteed; rather, it's better to treat apperception as the constitutively subjective aspect that
defines any cognition as a cognition.

That is, svasamvitti does not exemplify intentionality, it itself is the intentionality.

Moreover, in so far as cognition is distinct from putatively material objects, it makes more sense for the direct
objects of cognition to be of the same nature, to be of the nature of intellect, 3 so that they can be connected with
each other as a intellectual web.

5.And since svasamvitti is not any instance of intentionality but the intentionality itself, i.e., since the relation
between the object of cognition and the cognition is characterized as intentional rather than causal
(agent-instrument-object), there's no problem with infinite regress, as Candrakirti criticizes.
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