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From the Editor’s Desk

A PLEA FOR A NEW HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY IN INDIA

Few will dispute the fact that most of the existing books on Indian phi-
losophy are outmoded. Yet, these are the books that have always been
used all the world over to teach what Indian philosophy is, and have been
so used through the ages. A lot of important information and new material
has accumulated which needs to be assimilated and organized afresh in an
interrelated manner around philosophical issues dealt with by a succession
of thinkers over at least three millennia of recorded history. Each of these
thinkers has an originality of his own and makes some new contribution,
even though he may have written only a bhasya, a vartika, a vrtti, a tika
ot a parisuddhi on an earlier work. There have also been new departures
and radical breaks, many a time self-consciously, as when Udayana calls
himself an @dhunika or a school calls itself navyanyaya.

The philosophical insight which is found in such abundance in the
earliest texts needs not only to be highlighted but also linked with the later
developments which assume a more differentiated and systematized ‘form’
from-the Siitra period onwards. The differentiation, however, is not a loss
of active interrelationship, though it is usually presented as such. Even the
carliest texts, such as those of Yaska, present views ascribed to previous
thinkers and the Nyaya-Satras explicitly refute the mimamsa views of the
nityatva and apauruseyatva of sabda, the aikatva vada of the Upanisads
and the sarva pramana khandana of the Madhyamic Buddhists, besides
many others.

It is not only the interdctional dialectic that is missing from the usual
presentations, but also its historical developmert over a period of time.
D.N. Shashtri’s pioneering work in this regard in his Critique of Indian
Realism has found hardly any followers, or been pursued further.

The shifting focus and emphasis in the discussion of issues has hardly
been noticed, nor the reasons for them explored. The long absence of
certain schools of thought from the centre of philosophical debate and
their sudden reappearance into prominence has totally escaped the atten-
tion of historians, as has been the background of socio-political events
surrounding philosophical activity in the country. The sudden disappear-
ance of Buddhism on the philosophical scene from ap 1200 onwards has
hardly been noticed: nor has the dramatic rise in the number of Jain
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thinkers from, say, ap 1000 onwards. The rise and fall in the fortunes of
schools seems to have totally escaped the attention of scholars, as have
the radical shifts and developments within the schools themselves. Never
has history been so absent from the writing of the history of any subject
as has been the case of the philosophy of India. How unbelievable it
seems that hardly any attempt has been made to discern its inner connec-
tions with developments in thought in other civilizations, or even with
those that occurred within its own civilizational space in the field of art,’
or the sciences, or the theoretic reflection that occurred on them. The
realm of social, political and legal thought seems to have been segregated,
as if it had no relation to philosophical thought in the country. The same
has been the case with thought about the arts; even though poetics is
known to have had a long history of distinguished thinkers in the tradi-
tion; and the actual achievement in the field of sculpture and architecture
is of such an outstanding quality as to arouse the wonder of the world.
Theoretical reflection astronomy, mathematics and medicine has met the
same fate, implying that knowledge enterprises in these domains had no
relevance to philosophical thought in this country. : X

Both the timeless and insulated perspective in which Indian philosophy
is seen has been aggravated by the almost total absence of any awareness
of the way it has been influenced by thought cuirents in sister. civiliza-
tions, or the way it might have influenced them. The Persian, the Greek,
the Central Asian and the Chinese civilizations were in active interaction
for long periods of time with the Indian civilization and it is extremely
unlikely that they were not influenced by one another. In fact, it might be
intellectually more rewarding to see this as one whole civilizational area
with diverse, relatively autonomous centres in it. The parochial ego-
centricism of the currently ‘national’ and ‘civilizational’ identification is
reflected in the way one looks at the past, and forgets that at that time no
such identifications existed and that people did not need passports and
visas to cross boundaries. - .

The manner in which history has been ‘created’ during the past. few
centuries itself is, however, the root cause of such a distorted wa§y of
looking at the past. History writing has been a child of the exploitation
and domination of the world by a few West European powers during the
last four centuries who have systematically produced a history in their
own way, to suit their own interests. This is not history as ‘others’ see it
and, even at its best, it can be régarded only as history from the viewpoint

»
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of modern West European man who did not exist at the time when ancient
Greece and Rome flourished. '

The total appropriation of the Greek heritage by the West would have
remained a strange curiosity in the intellectual history of mankind were it
not for the fact that it has not only been accepted by most scholars the
world ovg_er but also given rise to a persistent denial of any influence on
Greek thought and culture by the other civilizations which flourished in
those times. The close.similarity of Greek thought, particularly in Plato
and Parmenides, to certain schools of Indian philosophy has always been
a ‘problem’ to Western scholars, as if the admission of any influence
would contaminate the purity which they had achieved, solely on their
own. The thought from Plato to Plotinus has such an Indian echo that only
a ‘purist’ about civilizations would ever feel like decrying it.

. If the western historian of thought is allergic to admitting even the
possibility of any influence on Greek thought from any ‘outside’ source,
his Indian counterpart is not even aware of the problem and takes it
almost as axiomatically true that the Indian civilization has grown in
complete isolation from the Vedic or the Harappan times onward. The
‘monadic self-sufficiency’ of Indian thought and culture is taken for granted
in spite of the fact that in the field of mathematics, explicit mention of
borrowing from the Greeks has been made in the Indian tradition and the
development of what is known as ‘Gandhara Art’ unambiguously con-
firms this. It is extremely unlikely that the Greek influences were confined
only to these two field¢. The Indo-Greek kingdoms in north-west India in
the post-Alexander period must have fostered interaction in all fields.
Later, during the Saka and Kusana periods [Ist-3rd century ap). large
parts of North India were integrated intimately with Central and West
Asia and it is highly improbable that only administrative and commercial
interaction occurred between the different units of the region. We have
also evidence of active trade links with the Roman Empire on the south-
western coast of the Indian peninsula and. better still, of a long intellectual
interchange with China, revolving around the Buddhist university at
Nalanda. The latter seems to have been connected both by land and sea
routes to China and there is evidence that a strong intermediary intellec-
tual centre emerged at Palembang in what is now known as Indonesia.

The Buddhist connection with Sri Lanka and Tibet is well known, but
little is known of the counter-influence from these countries except in the
field of Tantra from the latter. The story of non-Buddhist, primarily Hindu,
influences in South and South-east Asia is usually vaguely known, but the
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awareness of its intellectual side scems totally absent. Similar is the case
with the changes and modifications that they underwent there. Hardly
anyone knows, for example, that a work from Thailand entitled The Three
Worlds of King Ruan (Ed. B.L. Snnith, Pennsylvania: Anima Books, 1978,
pp. 194-203) shows a distinct influence of Indian thinking in the intellec-
tual domain but presents noticeable differences with it as well.

The pre-Islamic encounters and interactions are however, at least dimly
present on the margins of the intellectual consciousness about the past of
this country. But even this is absent in respect to the intellectual interac-
tion with the world of Arabic learning, its science and philosophy. From
at least Ap 1200 onwards, Islam may be said to have a definitive presence
in North India. Yet, the histories of thought in the second millennium AD
in this country show hardly any awareness of its presence, or of the

° possible influence that it might have had on the varied fields of intellec-
tual life in this country. Usually, it is taken for granted that, except for the
arts and religion, there was nothing substantive in this regard. Yet, Pro-
fessor A. Rehman'’s pioneering work on this subject has shown that from
the 8th century AD there is evidence of active interchange between Ara-
bian, Persian and Sanskrit learning in the different fields of specific knowl-
edge, particularly medicine, mathematics and astronomy. More than seven
thousand works are listed in his Bibliography and they include transla-
tions of texts from the two different traditions in their respective lan-
guages.

These figures need an upward revision.in the light of recent work, but
this does not make any difference in respect to the problem that we'’ are
trying to point out in connection with the writing of the history of philoso-
phy in India. There is,. as far as we know, no mention of any interaction
or influence between the Arabic and Indian philosophical traditions, even
though there was an ample opportunity for such interaction to occur in
this country. How could the rich traditions of Arabic philosophy remain
unknown in India in spite of tliis long presence of West Asian learning?
It is extremely unlikely that this was the case, particularly when there is
substantive evidence of an opposite situation in so many other fields of
knowledge. And, in case it was really so, it requires exploration and
explanation. '

The absence of any discussion regarding this issue in the histories of
Indian philosophy is an anomaly that can hardly be understood in any
way. So also, perhaps, is the total neglect of the presence of Christian
theological thought in this country, or its influence on Indian philosophy.
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Christianity is supposed to have come very early in India, and yet, as far
as I know, its influence has hardly been a subject of any investigation.

The need for a new history of philosophy in India, thus, can hardly be
denied. But even if the plea is accepted, how shall one go about imple-
menting it? The usual method is for some institution to approach an out-
standing scholar to undertake the work who, in turn, would ask other
scholars to write for the volume. But as they are generally well-kriown
specialists in the field, when they are invited to write on the subject, they
only summarize, repeating what they have already said on the subject.
Few scholars are prepared to do any new research to write for a volume
edited by someone else and hardly anyone can adopt the viewpoint or
perspective of someone else to do the task he/she is asked to do. Thus, at
the end, what one usually gets is a volume of uneven quality, repeating
the old things with the addition of some new information which has ap-
peared since the earlier volumes, on the subject were published.

" 'What, then, is to be done to avoid such a situation? Perhaps, only a
long-term plan consisting of diverse strategies at various levels would
yield the desired result. One could start with a stocktaking of what has
been done, spell out what needs to be done and then locate persons at
various levels who could be involved in the thinking and execution of the
project. A detailed spelling-out of interrelated research could be given to
see that research work, is done in those domains. Similarly, successive
seminars could be planned in such a way as to explore questions that need
an answer or problems that need to be resolved.

The ideal of a long-term collaborative, cumulative research has not
happened in the Humanities though it is now commonplace in the natural
sciences and even though it is true that disciplines in the Humanities need
this, particularly in the context of projects such as this. What one needs
is imagination, will and commitment to undertake these enterprises. Pot-
ter’s Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies, Thangaswami Sharma's
Darsanamanjari and some of the forthcoming volumes in the ‘Project of
History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture’ have already done
some fieldwork in this connection. The ch?allcnge is to carry the work
further, and let us hope the challenge will be met. But, first, there has to
be an awareness of the need for such a wmk The rest will follow, at least,

let us hope so.

Jaipur? DAayA KRISHNA
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Re-visioning Epistemdlogy

GEORGE KARUVELIL*
Jnana Deepa Vidyapeeth, Pune

That there is something seriously wrong with epistemology—or, rather,
wrong with the manner in which practitioners of this discipline have gone
about doing their job—has been obvious for quite some time.' Analysis of
its ailments vary; so do the remedies. The remedies range from a quiet
burial of epistemology to a remodelling of it. Given the human urge to
know-—the propensity to critique received opinions so as to arrive the
truth—I do not think the burial of epistemology is either a viable or
desirable alternativé. This does not mean that we can continue to cling on
to the ideal of traditional epistemology. The urgent need, then, is to re-
vision the epistemological enterprise. This is what I propose to do in this
paper.

The paper is divided into four parts. In the first part I discuss some
features of traditional epistemology, which I call the monological model.
The second part presents an alternative, dialogical, model. The third part,
after a brief discussion of the different levels at which dialogical episte-
mology could be done, goes on to spell out the assumptions underlying
the new epistemology. This leads to a discussion of epistemological method
which is taken up in the fourth part. Blending Karl Popper’s epistemology
with certain phenomenological insights, I propose naturalized phenom-
enology as.the method proper to epistemology.

1. TRADITIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY

In critiquing the tradition, let me begin with Robert J. Fogelin’s analysis
of the problem since I think he has succeeded in hitting the bull’s-eye.”
According to him the problem is that the epistemologist sets his standards
so very high that he is not able to meet them. Foglin’s solution is

* I am grateful to the anonymous referee of JICPR and my senior colleagues
Professors Subhash Anand and Job Kozhamthadam, si, for their, wvaluable comments
on an earlier draft of this paper.
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Wittgensteinian, both in approach and in his finding. His approach is to
Jook and see how we actually carry out epistemic justification and his
finding is that a given context plays an important role in it. Looking at our
actual practice Fogelin correctly observes that we normally allow a range
of checkable, but unchecked defeators for any knowledge-claim. It is only
under certain circumstances that we demand higher levels of scrutiny.’
This may seem irresponsible to the Cliffordians (Fogelin’s term) but this
practice is ‘essential for knowledge claims to serve their very useful pur-
pose in the business of daily life’.!

Recognizing that knowledge is at the service of life is a very valuable T
insight. It enables us to keep our feet firmly on the ground and 1etrace
some of the past nnsdllectlom and move forward in the right direction.
Let me point out some specxﬁc arcas where such retracing is required.

1.1 Absolute Foundations and the Fallacy of Abstraction

That skepticism regarding knowledge is the driving force of epistemology
needs no elaboration.’ The skeptical challenge spurs us on to give a jus-
tification of what we claim to know. But traditionally, at least since the »
time of Descartes, global skepticism is what the philosophers saw as the r
adversary. Descartes’ solution was to look for absolutely certain, indubi-
table foundations upon which we can build up all our knowledge.® The
empiricists overturned the foundations from mind to experience, but con-
tinued to maintain the same structure of justification” Since nothing can be
taken for granted under such circumstances, epistemology becomes a sort
of first science, burdened with the task of establishing every type of knowl-
edge, including the existence of the external world and other minds. It 1$ J
natural that when epistemologists get bogged down in such questions the
epistemic standards are raised so very high as to make epistemology itself
a self-defeating enterprise. '

It is obvious that such an approach i$ far removed from life. Helary
Putnam observes that even the-most skeptical of philosophers leave their
skepticism behind the moment they engage in serious discussion on al-
most any subject other than philosophy.” Even Hume confessed to leaving
his skepticism about the material world behind the moment he left his
study. It seems to me that this predilection of philosophy arises from what
may be called the fallacy of abstraction, that typical tendency peculiar to
philosophers to squeeze the flesh and blood out of a problem by removing
it from the concrete context that gave rise to the problem in the first place.
One wonders if this tendency is not primarily responsible for the present
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state-of philosophy where it has come to be ignored as irrelevant to human
life. (What a fate for the ‘mother of sciences’!)

By now it has become abundantly clear that no such foundations are
available on which we can base all our knowledge about the world. Take
empirical foundation—experience—for example. Traditionally it is held
that a person is justified in holding a perceptual belief on the basis of his
perceptual experience. While this may well be the case, it cannot function
as foundation since such justification itself is based on an antecedent
belief in the reliability of perception.® I shall return later to the matter of
justification of perceptual beliefs. The point here is merely that the sort of
foundational justification traditionally sought for perceptual beliefs do not
seem tenable. As Wittgenstein observes: ‘If you tried to doubt everything
you would not get as far as doubting anything. The game of doubting
itself presupposes certainty.” Of course, the certainty presupposed is not
of the doubted belief but of some other beliefs. Even the most
presuppositionless philosophies take off from unrecognized presupposi-
tions. To make matters worse, not only justification of perceptual beliefs,
but the very perceptual experience itself does not seem to be independent
of other beliefs. Wittgenstein, hermeneutic philosophers, and post-empiri-
cist philosophers of science tend to be unanimous in denying that there
are any theory-neutral experiences. These can be said to mark the demise
of the traditional form of foundationalism,

Rooting epistemology in the concrete context of human life would lead
to a drastic pruning of the problems dealt with in epistemology. Many
traditional problems like the existence of the external world, other minds
and so on come to be exposed as nothing :more than mere intellectual
gymnastics. Such issues, then, drop out of consideration as irrelevant in
the new epistemology. It takes the epistemblogis’t to be a being-in-the-
world: a being related to other persons andgthe world in general.!

1.2 Certainty and Epistemic Responsibility

Along with this sort of foundationalism there are two further, related,
misdirections that must be retraced before I can give a positive account
of an alternative vision of epistemology. One concerns the manner of
justiﬁcétion and the other the object of justification. Since [ have dealt
with these in detail elsewhere, I shall present them here only in brief."

The manner of justification in traditional epistemology takes on a medi-
tative or monological character. Since this type of foundationalism cannot
take anything for granted, it must begin by doubting everything—includ-
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ing even the existence on other persons—until shown otherwise. The.

epistemologist is then seen in the role of an Atlas who has single-handedly
to support the world of knowledge on his own shoulders. This may seem
absurd when we consider that, in the first place, epistemology arises in the
skeptical context which is inherently inter-subjective.'” But this is how
Descartes set about doing his job, and his followers have remained faith-
ful to him to the present.

One mistake leads to another. When the stakes are raised so high,
epistemology becomes a dramatic spectacle where the epistemologist is
engaged-in a lonely battle of cosmic proportions. In such a scenario it is
natural that the focus shifts from knowledge to the knower, from belief to
the believer. The object of justification is no longer the concerned belief
but the believer. It is he who is either justified or not justified in holding
beliefs. Epistemic justification, then, amounts to a moral judgement on the
performance of the believer. Is it any wonder then that works in episte-
mology begin by formulating the issue as whether ‘S’ is justified in believ-
ing P ... " Thus, the concept of epistemic responsibility comes to occupy
a central place in theories of epistemic justification. Accordingly it is said
that ‘one is justified in believing that p iff one is not subject to reproach
in doing so, one has not violated any intellectual obligations in doing so’."
What is forgotten is that a person may be responsible and not culpable
(thus, fully justified) in holding certain beliefs while the beliefs them-

selves may not have the required supporting evidence and are hence not-

justified.'* Approached from the perspective of epistemic responsibility,
epistemology becomes dissolved, so to say, into ethics."

2. AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

These considerations, however, should not lead us to conciude that epis-
temology itself is impossible, as some have done. But these considerations
do rule out the possibility of a_certain type of epistemology, the type that
takes global skepticism as its context and hence cannot take anything for
granted. But we have an alternative: take local skepticism as the context
proper to epistemic justification. This would undermine the need for be-
ginning epistemology on a blank slate and Popper’s observations about
science become applicable to cpistemology in general:

Science does not rest upon solid bedrock. The bold structure of its
theories rises, as it were, above a swamp. It is like a building erected
on piles. The piles are driven down from above into the swamp, but not
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down to any natural or ‘given’ base; and if we stop driving the piles
deeper, it is not because we have reached firm ground. We simply stop
when we are satisfied that the piles are firm enough to carry the struc-
ture, at least for the time being. 't

Seen thus, it is particular claims to knowledge that are doubted in
epistemology—and that too doubted for such and such reasons—and not
knowledge in general. Epistemology now begins with the acknowledge-
ment that there are some things that we know (however provisionally),
some other things we do not know, and some, of which we are not sure
if we know. Epistemology, then, takes on the form that is made popular
by Neurath’s boat metaphor: standing on the planks of relatively
unproblematic knowledge we try to examine and repair the parts that are
in question.

Although the metaphor is an apt one it is not sufficient. We need a
more detailed account of what is involved in accepting such a metaphor.
Accepting it involves not only a change in the starting point of our epis-
temology, but a whole new way of looking at the epistemic task. Assum-
ing that we do have knowledge that is relatively certain we reflectively
examine it with a view to discovering the canons and the principles in-
volved therein. This is done with the hope that once such principles are
extracted from what we do know, those principles would enable us to
decide on the doubtful or disputed cases of knowledge and thus enable us
to know more and more. This conception of epistemology has a distinc-
tively Popperian flavour, since it sees the growth of knowledge to be the
central problem of epistemology."” This account of epistemology presup-
poses, of course, a general methodological principle to the effect that what
is already known, and known to be known, provides the clue to the un-
known, and hence, to the growth of knowledge.

When epistemology is seen in this manner it has certain consequences.
First of all, the focus of justification would shift back from the person who
believes to the proposition believed, where it properly belongs. Thus in
the place of asking whether § is justified in believing P we would have
to ask whether P is justifiably true. The point here is a negative one, that
concepts like certainty and epistemic responsibility drop out'of considera-
tion as irrelevant to epistemic justification. For example, traditional epis-
temology would say that when I see a tree in front of me I am justified
in believing that it is a tree on the basis of my experience. In the new
epistemology it is not T who am the object of justitication but my belief;
and what justifies my belief is not the experience that a tree-like thing
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appears to my consciousness but the fact that anyone (with normal per-
ceptual faculties) looking at it can see that there is a tree in front of me.
Epistemic justification, in other words, is an inter-subjective affair and not
a matter of subjective certainty.

2.1 Dialogical Model

Positively, epistemic justification becomes a dialogical enterprise of the
epistemic community, a community made up of anyone who has data
relevant to the truth of P. Although I have talked earlier only about
foundational epistemology being monological, the coherentist approach is
no different in this matter. The difference between foundationalism and
coherentism is a difference within the monological model. One is outward
looking and the other is inward looking. Looking outward, foundationalism
hopes to excavate and bring to light the ground of all knowledge.
Coherentism contends that one cannot get out to facts; to think that one
get to the facts is to succumb to a naive view of the human situation. Our
facts are themselves theory-laden, constituted by the ego.

The rivals latch on to different metaphors. The internalist to the raft and
the externalist to the pyramid. Both metaphors are inadequate and mis-
leading because both conceive epistemology as an individual’s. concern. If
a metaphor is to be given to the dialogical model, it would be that of a
group of people making a common voyage in separate boats, calling out
to each other to alert.them on the state of each others’ boats. It would
seem to be much easier to spot the pfoblems of a structure if one stands
outside the structure itself. This is the strength of the foundationalist and
this is incorporated in the dialogue model. The coherentist’s insight is that
the epistemologist never begins with a blank slate but comes with a host
of beliefs that are taken for granted as a matter of fact and it is only within
the web of those beliefs that the epistemological inquiries can be under-
taken. The inability to get off the raft is also incorporated in the dialogue
model, since it allows the skgptical ¢hallenger to stand on his own boat;
he is within a raft but not nccessarily on the same one as the rival.

The fundamental difference of the dialogue mode! from the mono-
logical is that the former takes understanding as its starting point; the
Jatter takes observation as its starting point. The dialogue model grants the
importance of both sorts of looking (within, for coherence, and wfthout,
for facts) but it contends that either manner of observation without being
able to talk to cach other of what we see is absolutely useless; that unless
we can communicate with cach other we would each go our own ways

7




vl VI UM e

Re-visioning Epistemology 7
with no assistance to each other until unsuspected strong currents capsize
the boats individually. Hence he wants to get to the basics first: how to
communicate and understand each other. This communication, however,
is not a conversation for its own sake. Its purpose is to assist each other
against the dangers on the voyage, There are two different tasks here: one,
that of communicating to each other what one sees as leaks in the other’s
boat and prompting the voyager of that boat to see for himself or herself
if there is a leak; two, that of examining and identifying the leak and
trying to plug it to the mutual benefit of both.

The dialogical model, of course, assumes that there are other persons
who exist beside me who are endowed with senses and reason like me.
This is part of the assumptions that the new epistemology takes for granted.
This is a consequence of taking being-in-the-world with local skepticism
as the starting point of epistemology in contrast to a worldless subject
with his global skepticism. A solipsist can't engage in this type of epis-
temology. But then, such a person is not likely to be faced with skepticism
either.'® Approached in this manner epistemology cannot be dissolved into
morality. The relationship between the two is itself a matter fo be inves-
tigated in epistemology.

Parenthetically it may be remarked that although I have said that inter-
subjectivity is essential to epistemology considered as a response to
skepticism, in practice, often, we may not b(j: engaged in epistemology of
this type; we may just be wanting to make sure for ourselves about the
truth of something. In that case the monoldgical model is sufficient and
certainty plays a role in it. It depends on clarifying what it is that we want
of epistemology. What is involved here is something like the distinction
made in Indian philosophy between two types of inference: svartha (for
oneself) and parartha (for others). This is a distinction that has received
Jeast attention in western philosophy. The result is that they define epis-
temology in one way and then do it in another way. They define it in
terms of skepticism (showing that the skeptic is wrong, which is basically
a parartha perspective) but go about justification in terms of subjective
concepts like certainty, which is appropriate only for svirtha purposes.
What is involved in the monological model is, in fact, a real incongruity
between what epistemology seeks to do and its manner of doing it. It
seeks to resolve cognitive disputes. A dispute, by definition, would seem
to be inter-subjective, and this‘is why the monological model cannot
provide what epistemology seeks. In short, if epistemology takes skepticism
seriously and is concerned with truth, then we should give up the
monological model of epistemology and adopt a dialogical model.
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2.2 Is Epistemology Possible?

Is an epistemology as envisioned here possxble7 What are the conditions
that make it possible? Since I have taken the growth of knowledge threugh
resolution of cognitive disputes to be the purpose of the new epistemol-
ogy, we can also say that, to the extent this is an achievable goal, epis-
temology is possible. A cognitive dispute could be resolved either by
showing that the two apparently conflicting descriptions are not really
conflicting, or if and when there is a real conflict, by showing that one of
them is not true. The process of showing it is justification, where evidence
plays the crucial role. By reflecting upon this process we can say that
epistemology is possible under the following conditions:

1. Availability of meaning or understanding: In order to be able to say
whether a knowlédge-claim is true or false, we should, first of all,
understand what is claimed.

2. Specifying the cognitive difference: Having understood the contlict-
ing claims, the difference between the rival claims must be speci-
fied. If the two are merely two different ways of saying the same
thing, there is no question of a conflict between them.

3. Specifying the possible evidential difference: We may understand
the difference between two descriptions, and yet not be able to say
which is true and which is false unless we also know what possible
evidential difference exists between the two.

4. The availability of evidence: The evidence specified in the previou$
requirement must be actually available, and not merely possible."

3. THE NEW EPISTEMOLOGY .

3.1 Different Levels of Doing Epistemology

When local skepticism is taken as the proper context of epistemology,
justification could be done at various levels, depending on the context.
There are at least three different levels that could bet pointed out. At the
first level there is the justification of particular knowledge claims about
the world. These claims could be based on any of our sources of knowl-
edge like perception, inference, testimony and so on. To quote a percep-
tual example from Fogelin,

seeing a mule-sized animal with stripes is usually taken as ‘sufficient

grounds for thinking that we are looking at a zebra, but if we notice that
the animal in a nearby cage is a lion shaved and painted up to look like
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a tiger, we would do well to inspect the animal we thought was a zebra
more closely.?

There are various things to be noted here. First, this stands in sharp con-
trast to the traditional approach that seeks to justify knowledge in general.
Second, it is the particular context of a painted animal in the nearby cage
(not any general skepticism of the senses) that raises the level of scrutiny.
Third, there is an inter-subjective dimension, though it is not obvious in
Fogelin’s example. The implication is that although I may not have no-
ticed that the animal in the nearby cage is a painted one, it may be brought
to my notice by someone else, and thus raise the level of scrutiny. We
have already dealt with these features. It is a fourth feature that I want to
focus on here. Note.that even when the level of scrutiny is raised, there
is no general skepticism of the senses. Perception is still held to be a
reliable mode of cognition and it is on this basis that a closer examination
(and subsequent justification) is made. This is important because such
justifjcation does not require a zero point, so to say, to stand on. It stands,
among others, on the ordinary belief in the reliability of perception. There-
fore, justification of particular perceptual judgements, when explicated,
would take the following logical form:

(a) Perceptual beliefs are ordinarily reliable vehicles of truth and their
truth is inter-subjectively checkable.

(b) P is a perceptual judgment and inter-subjectively available.

(c) Therefore, P is justifiably true.

In the justification of particular perceptual beliefs although we assume
that perception is a reliable mode of cognition, someone could doubt even
this taken for granted belief in the reliability of perception. And here we
move on to a second level of epistemic reflection: justifying our belief in
the reliability of perception. Since reliability of perception is part of a
theory of perception, asking for its justification amounts to asking for the
justification of a theory of perception. Since there are different theories of
perception in philosophy this would require us to opt for one of them or
to come up with another justifiable theory. (Besides a theory of perception
there are other items that fall into the second level of epistemic activity.
Theories of meaning, truth, religion, are examples. Morecver, since dia-
logue and communication are intrinsic to the new model, among other

theories, & theory of meaning and understanding will have a central role

in it.)

i
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Since I have mentioned earlier that a knowledge claim is normally
doubted for definite-reasons, I should also point out at least one of the
reasons that would lead to a demand for justifying the belief in the reli-
ability of perception. An issue that could bring about this demand is the
attempt of some philosophers of religion (e.g., Swinburne, Plantinga,
Alston) to apply the same manner of justification to experiential beliefs of
the religious kind.?' This, in turn, calls for a justification of our belief in
the reliability of perception. ‘

At this stage the question that naturally comes to mind is how this can
be done; How do we go about justifying so fundamental a belief as the
reliability of perception? And when there are different theories of percep-
tion, how do we go about choosing one? Are there any criteria that are
themselves not arbitrary? This leads to a third level of epistemological
enquiry which is, properly speaking, a meta-level enquiry. Unlike the
other two levels which deal with specific areas of knowledge, the third
deals with the most general questions, such as the epistemic task, the
conditions that make epistemology possible, the method proper to episte-
mology and so on. Since :we have ruled out the Cartesian type of 7l
presuppositionless enquiry, this would also mean spelling out the assump-
tions and requirements that make cpistemology possible. Existence of the
external world and other pérsons are among the assumptions we have
already discussed. There "uc also others. Some of the important ones are
discussed below. :

3.2 The Assumptions

I shall begin by pointing out that there could be some assumptions in
epistemology which are optional. One could, for example, make an em-
piricist assumption t¢ the ctfect that, of all available evidence, the expe-
riential ones carry most weight. This would even seem to be in keeping
with our ordinary practice. But my concern here is not with such optional
assumptions but with the onés that are essential for any dialogical episte-
moelogy.

Perhaps the most fundamental of such assumptions which underlie the
epistemological enterprise is the universality of truth. The inevitability of |
this assumption becomes clear when we reflect on the very rationale of v
epistemology. To see this, we nced only to ask when we are confronted
with conflicting truth claims: Yes, there are divergent claims to truth, but
why bother? Why not remain content with such divergent truth-claims

even if they are contradictory? If we adopt such an attitude, obviously
’ ]

d
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there is no‘need for resolving cognitive disputes, or for justifying knowl-
edge claims. Then it is hard to see any need for epistemology itself. If we
do not take such an approach and engage in epistemology, it is precisely
because we assume truth and knowledge to be universal. They are as-
sumed to be universal in the sense that anyone can come to know it with
sufficient effort. In other words, truth is not relative to any person or place
though the knowledge of truth may be so relative. My ignorance of the
relativity theory, for example, does not make it less true or lead me to
conclude that it is true only for the physicists and not for the others.
Similarly, truth is not relative to place or time either. Though this state-
ment needs further qualification for statements about historically dated
information, as a general principle this remains valid.? It is this univer-
sality assumption that demands epistemology. If we give up this assump-
tion it will be tantamount to abandoning epistemology itself. Hence, un-
like the assumption regarding absolute foundations, the fundamental as-
sumption regarding universality of truth cannot be abandoned.

If we reflect on this assumption regarding the ‘why’ of epistemology
we will find that there are some further, rélated assumptions that are
equally important. One of them is neutrality of epistemic procedure.
Neutrality is the methodological counterpart (the ‘how’) of the motive (the
‘why’) that gives rise to epistemology. The ‘why’ question was answered
in terms of universality of truth. Now, granted that truth is universal and
there is a need to overcome epistemic disputes, how is it to be attained?
The answer lies in the neutrality of proceduré which is a methodological
imperative of the universality assumption. It is because of this assumption
that Kant freely uses the juridical metaphor to indicate the epistemic task
itself.

In a juridical context neutrality is a quality which enables a judge to
play a non-partisan role between the contending parties, which alone would
qualify him to perform his juridical role. Neutrality as an epistemological
assumption is similar. It may be described as that feature of the justifica-
tory process which enables the contending parties to participate in the
process. It means that, before epistemology pronounces the final judge-
ment on the truth of any particular claim, it is capable of leading the
competing parties through a process.that is shared or common and hence
acceptable to both. It is only through such shared process that they can
come to an agreement on the disputed question.? If this assumption is
questioned, the epistemic task is best abandoned as impossible. Epistemic
neutrality is assumed also in traditional epistemology. The difference is
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that there it is conceived as an absolute lack of thg presuppositions char-
acteristic of our starting point. In dialogical epistemology, neutrality is not
a matter of having no presuppositions at all, but that characteristic of the
Justificatory procedure which enables the recognition of truth,

Another way of explicating epistemic neutrality is in terms of the meth-
odological continuity between different areas of knowledge or between
different sciences. However, given the history of the thesis about unity of
sciences, especially as it was espoused by the logical positivists, affirming
such methodological continuity might cause justifiable anxiety and vehe-
ment protest. While not falling prey to the scientism of the positivists, it
is important to see that it is a legitimate insight that follows from the
principle of neutrality. We reach this conclusion when we begin to reflect
more concretely on what epistemic neutrality means. Methodological
continuity, in fact, is just another way of spelling out neutrality in relation
to different areas of knowledge. The juridical role given to epistemology
requires that the supreme court has its own rules and regulations, and is
not arbitrary in its dealings with different areas of knowledge. If truth is
universal in the sense in which I have specified, and the task of epistemol-
ogy is indeed to resolve cognitive disputes, how could that be achieved
at all if the adjudicating authority is arbitrary in its procedure? The basic
demand of methodological unity, then, is that epistemology should not be
seen to be going about its task arbitrarily. Thus, for example, if coherence
of use (or verificationism) is considered as an adequate criterion of mean-
ing, it must be so in all cases of meaning, irrespective of the type of
knowledge involved. Or, to take another example, if phenomenal experi-
ences are brought in to justify perceptual beliefs, it would be unfair to
deny the same privilege to experiential beliefs of other kinds (e.g. reli-
gious ones). This willingness to apply the same rule of procedure to all
types of cognitive disputes is precisely what is meant by the methodologi®
cal continuity between sciences. Taken thus, continuity is embedded in
the neutrality requirement and, therefore, an a priori requirement for doing
epistemology. 2 '

Methodological contizuity can also be seen to follow from what was

said earlier, namely, that the central problem of the new epistemology is

to facilitate the growth of knowledge. There 1 mentioned that in order to
extend the domain of knowledge we must take what is already known,
and known to be known, as giving a clue to the unknewn. This would be
possible only if there is a certain uniform dynamics involved in our cog-
nitive interaction with the environment and we can eome to know this

[
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dynamics by a close scrutiny of what is already known and is non-con-
troversially taken as such. Only then can we use it for settling what is
controversially known .and thus extend the domain of our knowledge.
Methodological continuity is merely another name for this dynamics spelt
out in terms of different areas of knowledge. However, I must forewarn
the reader that uniformity of dynamics and methodological continuity is
not the same unity of method. This will become clear eventually.

Such « priori arguments for the methodological unity of sciences, how-
ever, does not give us a method. In other words, while such continuity is
to be maintained, no definite method follows from these considerations.
Nor have I suggested any definite method so far. On the other hand,
rec8gnizing - the methodological continuity between different areas of
knowledge already opens up the broad contours of a method. In order to
show this I must bring in two further implications of recognizing meth-
odological continuity.

The first is the applicability of the epistemological method to episte-
mology itself. Here again, I am not proposing any definite method, but
merely saying that whatever method epistemology uses in resolving cog-
nitive disputes external to it must be applicable also to itself. To see this
we must focus on the problem of internal conflicts in epistemology. One
has only to glance at the history of epistemology and see that philosophers
often come up with conflicting accounts of truth, meaning, justification
and so on. And these are definitely claims to knowledge, though of a
different order than the first order claims about the world. Is it not really
strange that there should be such internal conflicts when we consider that
epistemology was meant to resolve disputes regarding truth and knowl-
edge? Looked at against that background, instead of being able to resolve
cognitive disputes rationally, epistemology just seems to end up engender-
ing further disputes within. The result of such disputes is that, in spite of
its professed goals, the fate of traditional epistemology becomes like that
of a village panchayat (originally set up to resolve the conflicts of others
in the village) where the judges, instead of resolving the conflict, them-
selves come to blows. Therefore, if epistemology is to perform its as-
signed task, it must first of all put its own house in order. [t is in trying
to put its own house in order that epistemology discovers the role of the
neutrality assumption and the methodological continuity of different sci-
ences. Since it aims at settling cognitive disputes, and to the extent that
epistemology itself makes controversial knowlcdge-claims, the method it
applies to others (whatever that be) is applicable also to itself. Since we know that
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there are internal conflicts within epistemology, it is only fair that such a
demand be made. This follows also from our assumption that there is a
uniform dynamics involved in the process of knowing. A method that is
appropriate to the revised model of epistemology, in other words, is an
explication of this dynamics.

A further implication of recognizing methodological continuity-is that
there is already a certain naturalizing of epistemology involved in it. James
Maffie has identified the distinguishing feature of naturalized epistemol-
ogy to be the affirmation of the continuity between epistemology and
science.? This continuity could be affirmed at various levels. What is
affirmed here is at the methodological one. Besides methodological con-
tinuity there is also a contextual continuity between the two. Like science,
the new epistemology does not start with rock-bottom foundations that
presuppose nothing; both are embedded in specific contexts and hence
have their presuppositions. :

The important gain of recognizing the methodological unity of the
different areas of knowledge, including epistemology, then is that insights
from the method of sciences, a well-established and recognized area of
knowledge, can be put to good use by epistemology in its task of resolv-
ing disputed questions. It is by looking at the practice of the well-estab-
lished areas of knowledge that we can glean the broad contours of a
method. Epistemology now becomes ‘science self-applied’,” as Quine
would say. Once we recognize this methodological continuity we will also
notice that it was not accidental that we applied to epistemology Popper’s
observation regarding science not requiring absolute foundations. We were
merely applying this principle.?

Having recognized the conitinuity between science and epistemology
we can further say that it is the reflective nature of epistemology that
gives it an aura of a first philosophy or a meta-science, and not because
it has some cosmic Archimedean point as absolute foundation.. Naturaliz-
ing epistemology does not meap that epistemology as a meta-science can
be reduced to any one science, much less to a chapter in psychology, as
Quine seems to suggest. Its task remains that of a meta-science because
it attempts to uncover the dynamics involved in the growth of knowledge
in general. To naturalize epistemology in this sense is only to affirm the
unity of human reason. Epistemology differs from particular sciences
because it deals with knowledge in general and not with particular areas
of knowledge as in other sciences. In other words, cqntinuity is not a unity
or oneness. This will become more clear in the next part.

{

1




et s

Re-visioning Epistemology 15
4. EPISTEMOLOGICAL METIIOD

Having recognized the centinuity as well as the difference between epis-
temology and sciences, we are now in a position to say something con-
cretely about a method that maintains both these aspects. As far as the
general dynamics of knowing is concerned, the general outline of the
scientific method given by Karl Popper in terms of conjectures and refu-
tations seems to be accurate. It begins with a problem situation. A theory
or theories are proposed to resolve the problem; this is the moment of
conjectures. These are subjected to critical scrutiny; this is the moment of
refutation. Critical scrutiny exposes the problems of the theory which, in
turn,. leads to a new theory or theories. However, to apply this schema to
epistemology in general we will have to make appropriate modifications
to it. I suggest that this can be done by ihtroducing some phenomenological
insights into the method on the one hand, and,/in the process, naturalizing
phenomenology on the other. Let us begin with the first step in the method.

4.1 Clarifying the Problem

The first step in the proposed method is the sp:eciﬁcation and clarification
of the problem situation and the task to be done. Popper considered this
step so important that he tied it up with the definition of rationality itself.

He writes:

Should anybody present us with the equations of classical mechanics
without first explaining to us what the problems are which they are
meant to solve, then we should not be able to discuss them rationally
.. . in other words, any rational theory, no matter whether scientific or
metaphysical, is rational only because it ties up with something else—
because it is an attempt to solve certain problems: and it can be done
only in relation to the problem situation with which it is tied up.¥’

One could argue that problem is prior to method, and not part of it. Such
a quibble is not important as long as we recognize the importance of this
step.2® This is of special importance when dealing with problems of knowl-
edge in general. Unlike particular sciences which have more or less clear-
cut demarcated areas, philosophy has no one definite problem but very
many different problems to deal with. In doing epistemology we have to
deal with problems related to meaning and understanding, truth, evidence
and justification and the role of experience in these matters. Moreover,
within each of these there are different problems. In dealing with meaning
for example, we need to distinguish between a theory of meaning and a
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criterion of understanding. and both these form the problem of language
acquisition. The complexity and the interconnections of different prob-
lems often lead to extreme confusions.?’ Hence clarification of the prob-
lem is extremely important if we are to avoid confusions. It so happens
that, once the problem is clarified, some of the philosophical puzzles—
though not all—tend to ‘disappcar. ) '

When does a situation become a problem situation? It would seem that
a problem situation is intimatcly linked to certain goals and tasks we seek
to achieve. The roads of Delhi are often overcrowded, leading to frequent
traffic jams. This is a situation, but not a problem situation as long as I
stay in my room. But it becomes a problem the moment I wish tc travel
on the road and want to reach my destination fast. What is involved here
is a judgement of the situation as anomalous. This could be better brought
out by another example. There is poverty and starvation in the country; it
would not be a problem (except to the starying ones, of course) if it were
also not judged as an anomalous situation that needs to be overcome. The
moment the situation is judged to be anomalous it becomes a problem.

Such would seem to be the case also in philosophy. Something be-
comes a problem only in the context of what is sought to be achieved and
the accompanying judgement of the situation. Cognitive disputes would
not be a problem if philosophers did not consider it an anomalous situa-
tion that is antithetical to the assumed universality of truth. It is in wanting
to overcome this anomalous situation that cognitive disputes become a
problem. Similarly, meaning becomes a problem when I want to under-
stand or communicate and fail to do so. It becomes a problem in episte-
mology because in order to give evidence and justify a claim the state-
ment must first be understood. If problems are related to goals in this
manner then, in describing the problem it is important to be clear about
the goal sought to be achieved in the first place. As a matter of fact, this
is exactly what we did in ruling out global skepticism and monological
epistemology. What was shown was that this manner of doing epistemol-
ogy is at variance with the goal sought to be achieved. Specification of the
problem situation is thus an exceedingly important step in the philosophi;
cal method.

4.2 Epoche and Phenomenological Description

Once we are confronted with a problem we must proceed to find a solu-

tion to it. But in doing so we must keep in mind the injunction of

Wittgenstein to look and not just guess.” The immediate result of such

—
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looking, however, is not a theory, but an awareness of the relevant phe-
nomena. But there is a problem: Of the innumerable phenomena available
to us at any given time, what are we to look at? This leads us on to
another, step, i.e., ‘bracketing’. Once thc problem is identified and made
sufficiently specific, it enables us to bracket out the phenomena that are
irrelevant to the problem at hand and focus on those that are relevant.
Such bracketing, therefore, becomes a necessary step for any adequate
description of the phenomena.

The term ‘bracketing’ is used here in a sense that is at once continuous
and discontinuous with Husserl. Without entering into the controversies
and technicalities surrounding this Husserlian notion, I shall briefly de-
scribe the sense in which it is advocated here.>' Our previous example of
the traffic jam is useful for the purpose. This situation becomes problem-
atic in relation to my intention to travel and reach my destination fast. At
other times, when I am in my room, say listening to music, the situation
may still be there but is irrelevant to the activity I am engaged in. In
listening to music I may have other problems (a power failure, for exam-
ple), but traffic jam is not one of them. Traffic jam i$ still a problem for
those on the road and the traffic police, but as far as my present concerns
go it is as if that situation did not exist; it is bracketed out, Bracketing,
therefore, is intrinsically linked to clarity regarding the problem.

Bracketing is, first of all, a bracketing out of considerations that are
irrelevant to the logical level of discourse being considered. I have men-
tioned three levels of epistemic inquiry. At the first level there are particu-
lar judgements about the world. In the perceptual judgement about a tree.
for example, it is important to ask whether what I see as a tree is indeed
a tree, However at the second level, while discussing a theory of percep-
tion, the object of my perception i§ irrelevant, since the theory applies not
just to trees but to a host of other objects. If we are discussing the appro-
priateness of phenomenal experiences for justification of knowledge claims,
it is irrelevant to consider if the tall green patch that I see before me is
indeed a tree. The issue here is not whether a particular perceptual judge-
ment is true; the issue is the perceptual process by which we come to
make perceptual judgements in general and how they are justified. The
objects of perception, in other words, must be bracketed out while dis-
cussing a theory of perception.

The role of bracketing becomes all the more clear if we contrast the
third level with the first. What is involved at the third level is some sort
of a transcendental turn: a shift from the primary task of settling cognitive

L
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disputes to the task of examining the possibility of settling them. If epis-
temology was meant to be the supreme court in settling disputes regarding
first-order knowledge, the problem now is that of determining the scope
and limitations of the supreme coprt. This transcendental turn in.episte-
mology brings along with it a bracketing of the first-order concerns of
existence and non-existence which are the subject matter of a first-order
inquiry. This bracketing of existence is also the main function of Husserlian
reduction. Not to do such bracketing would lead to a confusion of differ-
ent logical levels. As far as the bracketed portions are concerned, there is
also a suspension of judgement concerning them. -

This, however, is only one of any number of bracketings that could be
done. Any number of such bracketings is made possible by tying up
problems to certain purposes and goals. As the goals vary, the phenomena
relevant to the investigation vary. The relevant ones are to be described
and the irrelevant ones bracketed out. The great variations in thie problems
investigated and the phenomena relevant to them is a matter of great
significance. It provides what Stephen Toulmin has called the ‘intellectual
ecology’® of reason and prevents the sort of positivist reductionism where
methodological continuity becomes a unity of method and all knowledge
is ultimately sought to be reduced to physics.

A second and easily recognizable sense of bracketing relates to a par-
ticular knowledge claim, of whichever order, that needs to be settled and
concerns the truth status of that claim. To identify a given knowledge
claim as problematic is to acknowledge that we cannot take its truth status
for granted and this should be reflected in our description of the phenom-
ena. For example, if we arc dealing with the truth status of the statement,
“There is life on Mars’, we begin by putting it into brackets. Having
bracketed the disputed question we describe the non-controversial points
relevant to it.

We have seen that bracketing is necessary to delimit the phenomena to
be described. It is also imporfgnt in another way: it enables us to be fairly
unprejudiced in our descriptions. This also is in keeping with the Husserlian
motives. Notice that what follows bracketing is not theory but description
of the phenomena. As such, these descriptions should be non-controver-
sial. If we are examining the possibility of epistemology, for instance, and
start with the assumption that our knowledge must have some absolute
foundations (whether rational or empirical), it would blind us to the need
for coherence considerations. It is casy to be misled in this matter because
of the historical prejuaice that epistemology must have such foundations.
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Bracketing is meant to block out such controversial assumptions entering
in the guise of descriptions. It enjoins us to admit as ‘genuine descriptions
only what is non-controversially acceptable (hence inter-subjective) and
what legitimately follows from those non-controversial premises. Thus
epoche here performs a role similar to the onc in Husserl.

But there is a problem that must now be confronted. Can we really
have such unprejudiced descriptions? Aren’t the phenomena themselves
filtered through the framework of some prmr theory independent of the
current problem?* If so, will it not affect our method? It need not, in
prmmple Notice that I have emphasized only the inter-subjective and
non-controversial nature of the phenomena, and not that they be neutral
with rcgard to all prior theories. As long as those prior theories are com-

mon to:the contending sides we will still be able to have the sort of
descr1pt10ns we need. Take the case of ordinary perceptual judgements,
for example. In spite of some extreme views regarding the theory- -ladenness
of observation there is a growing realization that we do live more or less
in the same perceptual world, not because our percepts are not filtered
through concepts, but. because we humans live in the ‘same conceptual
world’3* The phenomenological concept of everyday life world,” the
evolutionary concept of ‘mesocosm’ the possibility of radical transla-
tion/interpretation in Quine and Davidson”, all seem to point in the same
direction: while there could be minor variations in our everyday percep-
tual judgements, they are not as relativistic as made out to be. Therefore,
we can have the sort of descriptions we are after.

Our method differs from that of Husserl in some important respects.
The crucial difference is that there is no suspending of other egos, and
consequently the descriptions are themselves inter-subjective. Husserl starts
out by bracketing not only the ontological status of disputed claims but all
ontological commitments, including other egos. Having bracketed out
everything other than the ego and its cogitations, it is left with only the
contents of conscioushess which are then described.’® Having acknowl-
edged inter-subjectivity from the very beginning, our descriptions are also
different; they are not just contents of one's consciousness but inter-sub-
jectively available phenomena. Similarly, having acknowledged the con-
textual continuity of epistemology and the sciences and given up the
demand for absolute foundations there fs no need to bracket out totally the
ontological commitments either. What is required is the bracketing of the
ontoldgical status of particular controversial claims that are sought to be
seftled and the phenomena that are irrelevant to this particular task. It is
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already seen how the first-order knowledge claims become irrelevant to
the second-order inquiry.

Since naturalized phenomenology does not require absolute founda-
tions, the apodeictic certainty of Husserlian description is replaced by
non-controversial acceptability of ithe described phenomena, where the
term ‘phenomena’ is used in a very extended sense to apply not only to
the contents of consciousness as in Husserl, but also to certain types of
empirical facts and will have even some normative dimensions. If we
were dealing only with the first-order knowledge, we could simply say
that the task at that stage is to describe facts which are sought to be
explained. However, when the method is to be made applicable to epis-
temology itself it is difficult to find a term that can be used for these
different considerations and hence the term ‘phenomena’ is used here,
which seems broad enough to accommodate them. Like the ordinary term
‘facts’, the characteristic mark of the phenomena to be described is that
they are inter-subjectively available and relatively non-controversial. A
phenomenon in this sense is something that was ‘always before our eyes’.-‘"

Since such acceptance is taken as the criterion of the phenomena, there
is no reason to exclude the normative aspect from the descriptions. As
Habermas rightly observers, ‘in everyday life we agree (or disagree) more
frequently about the rightness of actions and norms, the appropriateness
of evaluations and standards, and the authenticity or sincerity of self-
presentations than about the truth of propositions.”®® All such areas of
agreement can be brought into the descriptions, provided they are relevant
to the problem being dealt with. Irrespective of whether we are dealing
with empirical ‘facts" or contents of consciousness or normative require-
ments, it is important that these descriptions be non-controversial. This is
so because, though the need for absolute beginnings is given up, the
epistemic goal itself is maintained. Since the goal is to reach an agreement
among the contending partics by leading them through a shared process,
we cannot begin with claims fhat are mutually unacceptable. Besides the
initial assumptions and clarity regarding the problem, it is these descriptions
that form the neutral or shared ground upon which the disputing ‘parties
stand while adjudicating competing claims.

Another point of difference between Husserl’s theory and naturalized
phenomenology is that the bracketing done in the latter is only temporary:;
it is only a methodological device meant to enable an unprejudiced
description of the phenomena. Though it accepts bracketing as a
methodological device, its ultimate aim is to determine the ontological
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status of disputed knowledge claims. Hence naturalized phenomenology
do€s not remain content with descriptions; it proceeds to develop theories
to explain the described phenomena. This is the next step.

4.3 Theorizing and Refuting

Once the descriptive task is completed, the next step is to propose a theory
that would give a coherent account of these descriptions. The importance
of these descriptions now comes to the fore: they provide us with param-
eters for judging the adequacy of a theory. A theory that can account for
all the relevant phenomena would be considered adequate. Even if none
of the available rival theories accounts for all the phenomena, we can still
judge some theories to be more adequate than others: that which accounts
for more phenomena would be more adequate than its.rivals. The ‘more’
here may have to be taken not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
Ordinarily, introducing the qualitative dimension is very problematic in
matters of judgement. However, there is no such protlem here because
the task has already been set and the importance of the phenomena is to
be seen in relation to that task. In empirical epistemology, for example,
the epistemic task gets precedence over the empirical principle because
the latter is only a means to achieving the former. Accordingly, principles
like those of neutrality and inter-subjectivity get precedence over empiri-
cal foundations. .

Refuting a theory, first of all, is a matter of exposing its inadequacy by
showing that it fails to explain certain phenomena relevant to the problem.
Conversely, the success of a theory depends on its ability to give a coher-
ent explanation of the described phenomena. Encountering anomalous
phenomena prods us on to develop a better theory that would also explain
the previously recalcitrant phenomena.

Secondly, a theory can, be refuted by some new phenomena that may
be subsequently brought to light as a result of criticism. Ordinarily, a
scientific theory is tested not only on its ability to explain the known
phenomena but also on its predictive power. Strictly speaking there is
hardly any room for prediction in an epistemological theory. But there s
something analogous to it: its ability to accommodate a ‘new’ phenom-
enon that was not taken into account while formulating the theory and
brought to light as a result of subsequent criticism.*' Accordingly, the
anomalous phenomena that refute an epistemological theory need not be
the already described ones alone (in which d;nse the theory is already
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inadequate), but also the ones that are subsequently brought to light. This
makes epistemology'a self-corrective enterprise.

I must make two caveats here. First, the critic has the responsibility to
ensure that the new phenomena upon which he criticizes a theory are
relevant to the problem at hand. In other words, effective criticism must
be preceded by appropriate bracketing. Second, refutation of a theory
must be clearly distinguished from its abandonment. The former is a matter
of logic and reason; the latter is a matter of psychology and social accept-
ance. Finding recalcitrant phenomena shows up the inadequacy of theory.
This may in turn lead to a weakening of its hold over us and to its
subsequent abandonment. But refutation need not lead to its abandon-
ment, as Thomas Kuhn has shown. Abandoning a theory depends not only
on refutation but also on various other factors, such as how important the
problem is for the community of investigators, the'qualitative strength of
the anomaly, the availability of a better theory, the psycho-social hold of
the older theory over the community and so on. °

The method proposed here differs from that of Popper in emphasizing
clarity regarding the problem (which is an analytic task), and even more
importantly, in its stress on bracketing and describing the relevant phe-
nomena. Both these are steps that would ensure the autonomy of different
sciences (often arising from a difference in the first step) while providing
for methodological and contextual continuity. Moreover, this method can
account for both change and continuity within a given science.? Tle
proposed method, therefore, provides for change with continuity within a
science and autonomy with continuity between sciences.
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uttered at time £, would b(. universally true when ¢ is replaced by the appro-
priate variable.

This, of course, further, presupposes that beyond one’s personal history, up-
bringing and ideological commitments etc., there is also a shared species
history, and certain common human characteristics that enable all persons to
stand at a certain distance from such personal factors by standing on this
shared territory. Otherwise, epistemology would not be able to set up a jus-
tificatory process which is neutral between the contending parties. Granted
such common human characteristics, we still require the neutrality of epistemic
or justificatory procedure.
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predictive capacity of a theory to its superior status. Why does predictive
capacity enhance a theory at all? The answer would seem to lie in the fact that
it is a way of saying: ‘Look, this theory can bring under its domain not only
all the known phenomena, but even these earlier unknown ones.” In other
words, predictive capacity enhances the status of a theory because it demon-
strates its ability to go beyond the known and extend its domain even to the
unknown and unaccounted phenomena. Thus the predictive capacity of theo-
ries can be seen as a specific application of the generic capacity to account
for new, hitherto unnoticed, phenomena. $ecn in this perspective, we can say
that the ability to account for a ‘new’ phc@omcnon is analogous to the predic-
tive capacity of theories in science. L

Toulmin’s study of human under%tandmg (see, note 32) gives an excellent
account of such continuity. ;




Annexure

2. RESPONSE TO THE CRITICAL POINTS OF THE REFEREE

1. Relationship between morality and epistemology

First, let me make clear that my accusation against traditional epistemol-
ogy is not that it fails to keep a fact-value dichotomy, but that justifica-
tion, when conceived in terms of epistemic responsibility, does not ad-
dress the real issue of whether the proposition concerned is justified. This
is quite a different issue from whether the believer has been respansible
in holding the belief s/he does. It is one thing to say that facts are theory-
laden and that the process of epistemic justification may have an ethical
dimension and quite another to say that the epistemic justification is the
same as moral justification and thus reduces facts to values, epistemology
to ethics.

Bringing in the concept of neutrality in epistemic justification does
imply a sense of fairness or impartiality, which has ethical overtones, as
the referee has rightly observed. But it does not reduce epistemology to
ethics. The justification that [ propose differs from the traditional concept
in two respects: the object of justification remains the proposition (and not
the act of believing) and the process is inter-subjective. These points have
been discussed in detail, with examples, in the article mentioned in the
relevant end note. Beyond what is said either there or in this  paper, I do
think that facts and values are inextricably interwoven, but not that facts
can be reduced to ethics or vice versa. The two disciplines have irreduc-
ibly different foci. Hence there is no question of either a juridical or moral
role being superior in the absolute sense. The issue, rather, is: What does
one want to achieve from the inquiry—establish the moral culpability (or
innocence) of the believer or _find the truth of the proposition believed? I
believe it is the latter.

The referee also asks: How monological is traditional epistemology if
it has to fall back on moral judgement? I am not sure 1 understand the
question correctly. It may mean: Since morality has an inter-subjective
dimension, how can traditional epistemology be accused of being
monological? If so, I would like to point out that I make two independent
accusations. One about the process of justification (that it is monol'ogical)'
second about the object of justification (that it is the person’s act of be-
lieving). It is the latter that rc,duu,s epistemology to ethics. (This again, is
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a summary of the paper mentioned in the note;) Now, doesn't the fact that
morality involves an inter-subjective dimension (assuming such to be the
case) contradict the first accusation about the process? I think not. Moral-
ity is mter-subjectwe in the sense that its principles get their life from the
social nature of man. But once the principles are there, it could be used
without any help from the other subjects to determine if an action is
moral. In this sense its process of application is monological. (I assume
that morality is not the same as legality.) That brings me to the second
point.

2. Will not the availability of a method make dialogue unnecessary?

Not necessarily. First, let me give an analogy: of a person wanting to go
to a destination but is not sure of the way. He could go about it in two
ways: either by studying a map or by asking other people on the way. The
former makes dialogue unnecessary, but not the latter. Similarly, the mere
fact of reliance on a method does not make dialogue unnecessary, espe-
cially when dialogue is built into the method, as in my proposal. Although
I have taken the inspiration about methodological continuity from the
logical positivists, the method I have proposed is very different from their
scientistic approach. I have made it explicit that continuity is not uniform-

_ ity (see the concluding paragraph of Section I1I of my paper—p.14). This
- .discontinuity is made more explicit in the revised version above, by bring-
~, ingin Toulmin’s concept of ‘intellectual ecology’.

- The example of the traffic jam is taken out of context to accuse me of

| bemg a ‘thoroughly monological epistemologist’. The point of the exam-

ple is to analyse how a situation differs from a problem situation. After
analysing the concept of ‘problem’, when | apply it to epistemology I use
only epistemological examples. I also use the example of traffic jam to
illustrafe that the difficulty in deciding what is ‘relevant’ and ‘irrelevant’
disappears when there is clarity regarding the problem. This brings me to
the third point.

3. Can we have theory-neutral phenomena?

In my propoqal what is relevant and what is not is filtered not so much
through a theory but by the problem at hand. But the critic has rightly
pointed out that there is a strong opinion that what is relevant can be
filtered out only within the framework of a theory. I have taken note of
this in the revised version and argued that it would not affect the proposed
method.
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William James’s Radical Reconstruction of Experience
and Its Significance

M. ABDUR RAZZAQUE
Rajshahi University, Bangladesh

William James (1842-1910), a graduate in medicine but later an instructor
in ph)7siology and psychology and professor of philosophy at Harvard is
widely known as a pragmatist. He came to philosophy through psychol-
ogy. In his philosophical enterprise he was tremendously influenced by
the British empiricist philosophers. In this context, R.B. Perry, a biogra-
pher of James, writes: ‘James did not, as is commonly said, begin with
experimental psychology, but rather with British empiricism’.! He further
points out that ‘James’ serious study of Berkeley and Hume began, like
that of Locke, in 1875 and culminated in 1883-1884 in the course of
English philosophy.™

While these quotations draw attention to the .immense influence of
British empiricism on James, it must be recalled that he did not confine
himself within the realm of the empiricist's maxim that ‘sense experience
is the only source of knowledge’. In order to broaden the sphere of em-
piricism, he included thinking, feeling, willing ctc. as the components of
experience and to distance his theory from that of traditional empiricists
he named it ‘radical empiricism’. In this paper [ shall endeavour to exam-
ine and expound the various aspects of William James's theory of radical
empiricism and its impact on subsequent sfchools of thought.

William James, in his Pragmatism, maintains that pragmatism consists
of ‘first, a method; and second, a genetic: theory of what is meant by
truth'.} But a close look into James's philosophy reveals that he also ad-

i -;vocates a theory of knowledge and a theory of reality. Bertrand Russell

remarks that the core of pragmatism is its theory of truth and states that
‘the cardinal point in pragmatist philosophy, namely its theory of truth, is
so new and necessary to the rest of the philosophy ... that its inventors
cannot be regarded as merely developing the thoughts of ... predecessors !
Again in History of Western Philosophy he comments that pragmatism as
it appears in James is primarily a new definition of truth.’ Moreland Perkins,
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in his article, ‘Notes on the Pragmatic Theory of Truth’, repudiates Russell’s
claim and opines that to consider ‘the theory of truth’ the central notion
in James’s philosophy is a mistake. ‘It is rather his conception of knowl-
edge which deserves that position’.® That apart, Nancy Frankenberry enun-
ciates that ‘pragmatism without radical empiricism is like a menu without
food: appetizing but not digestible’.” These writers all agree that James’s
theory of radical empiricism is far more important than his theory of truth.

The problem of cognition is central in James’s epistemology. In con-
structing his theory of cognition he seems to have faced the problem as
to how to overcome the duality of consciousness and physical object, that
is, how the knowing mind knows the object. Or, what is the process that
goes on in the mind when we cognize outside objects? James, in his
radical empiricism, develops the psychological doctrine of continuity into
a metaphysical doctrine of continuity in consciousness, where he aban-
dons both psychological and epistemological dualism, which assume du-
ality between consciousness and physical object; thought and thing.

In fact, for a long time James was looking for a systematic philosoply
devoid of duality. According to him, idealism, rationalism and
associationism represent only one aspect of reality and so also with sen-
sationalism and empiricism. For example, idealism accounts unity whereas
associationism regards particularity, not vice versa. James opines that both
the viewpoints are unsatisfactory because they represent only one aspect
of reality. James on the basis of his psychological research seeks to refor-
mulate the traditional epistemological problem in terms of radical empiri-
cism, which, along with sensation and perception, includes feeling and
emotion as components of knowledge. He differs with traditional empiri-
cism on the ground that simple sensation can never be directly experi-
enced; for instance, first we taste a lemon and only later analyse its vari-
ous qualities, whereas for the associationists the taste of lemon is the
result of separate experiences such as sweetness, wetness, coldness etc.
James, thus, declares that assqciationists reduce knowledge to ‘sheer con-
tiguity of ideas which he considers inadequate to reveal the complexities
of epistemology. He also points out that ‘the relation of knowing is the
most mysterious thing in the world’™® and charges associationists with con-
fusing the ‘association of things and association of ideas’.’ In Psychology
James spells out:

Association, so far as the word stands for an effect, is between THINGS

THOUGHT OF —it is THINGS, not ideas, which are associated in the
mind. We ought to. talk of the association of objects, nor of the asso-
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ciation of ideas. And so far as association stands for ¢ cause, it is
between processes in the brain—it is these which, by being associated
in certain ways, determine what successive objects shall be thought.

In this passage James proclaims the inadequacy of associationism which
fails to account for continuity of experiences. His aim is to formulate a

' philoSo_‘phy which will adequately do so. According to him, the idealists/

a3

rationalists uphoid the transcendental principle while the associationists/

« empiricists postulate the existence of an atomic, discrete world. Thus both

the viewpoints are inadequate to unveil the radical nature of our ex-
periences. James, in his essay, ‘On Some Omission of Introspective Psy-
chology’ (Mind, January 1884) claims to overcome these twin inadequa-
cies, that is the ‘inadequacies of idealism and associationism’, and ex-
presses his concern for the ‘feeling relation which he holds to be the major
omission of introspective psychology’.!" So his endeavour is to vindicate
a ‘relational continuity’ in reality and holds that such ‘relational continui-
ty’ is effectively experienced by us in the stream of consciousness. The
nature and content of consciousness is the central problem in James’s
philosophy of radical empiricism.

James, in The Principles of Psychology, considers consciousness as an
entity or something which is introspectable and asserts that consciousness
exists because it is a ‘fighter for ends of which many, but for its presence,
would not be ends at all.”’? This imports that he conceives consciousness
as an indivisible unity, a conscious stream. But in epistemology, James
diséards this notion of consciousness and states that ‘it is very difficult, or
even absolutely impossible, to know solely by intimate examination (in-
trospection) whether certain phenomena are of a physical nature—occu-
pying space etc.,—or whether they are of a purely psychical and inner
nature.’'?

James opines that mental states are conclusively known through intro-
spection which never definitely shows that anything non-physical ever
occurs, whatever our introspections disclose are connected with either
bodily or psychological aspects that make us believe that only physiologi-
cal occurrences such as heart beats or temperature changes are ever felt.
Moreover, in his view, even thought is not consciousness, but something
conscious because it is not introspectively different from physical entities.
Hence, James claims that introspection cannot make a distinction between
consciousness and a non-conscious object. This inability of consciousness
gradually leads him to discard consciousness as an entity or something
introspectable, and conceive it rather as a way in which experiences func-
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tion in relation to one another. He asserts that there is a relational conti-
nuity in reality and adduces that such relational continuity is found only
in our stream of consciousness. In ‘The Stream of Thought” he makes his
position more explicit by enunciating that ‘if there be such things as
feelings at all, then so surely, as relations between objects exist in rerum
natura, so surely, and more surely, do feelings exist to which these rela-
tions are known.™ So introspection cannot make a sharp distinction bet-
ween psychological and physiological objects. This prompts James to
deny Cartesian dualism and substantiate radical empiricism.

James, in ‘Does Consciousness Exist?’ (1904) finally discards the ex-
istence of consciousness as an entity and declares: ‘For twenty years past
I have mistrusted consciousness as an entity; for seven or eight years past
I have suggested its non-existence to my students ... . It seems to me that
the hour is ripe for it to be openly and universally discarded.'* But by
denying consciousness as an entity he does not intend to deny the thoughts
and feelings of people. What he does deny is that ‘the word [conscious-
ness] stands for an entity.”* ilx his early writings, due to the immense
influence of British empiricism, James stresses on percepts and character-
ize it as ‘the only realitics we cver directly know’."” But in the Meaning
of Truth version of ‘Function of Cognition’ he changes his stance and does
not treat percept as the only realm of reality and regards ‘concepts as a co-
ordinate realm™ as well. The inclusion of the latter as a coordinate realm
in experience subverts dualism and modifies his earlier position and takes
a wider view of experience where, along with sensation, he includes higher
mental activities within the purview of experiences, that is to say, in the
final phase, apart from perception and conception, James includes feeling,
emotion, expectation, fear, doubt, religious feeling, and so on'? as compo-
nents of experience. - .

The latter understanding of experience leads him to give up belief in
the duality between mind and body and gives a different framework for
understanding the function of gognition in which he assumes ‘conscious-
ness’, ‘relation’, ‘pure experience’ and considers them as the major planks
of radical empiricism. He ferrets out: “To be radical, an empiricism must
neither admit into its constructions any element that is not directly expe-
rienced, nor exclude from them any clement that is directly experiencgd.™

In the preface to The Meaning of Truth, James enunciates the basic
tenets of radical empiricism as follows:

(a) The postulate is that the only things that shall be debatable among
philosophers shall be things detinable in terms drawn from experience.

g
o




U

A

Radical Reconstruction of Experience and Its Significance 33

(b) The statement of fact is that the relations between things. conjunc-
tive as well as disjunctive, are just as much matters of direct par-
ticular experience, neither more nor less so, than the things them-
selves.

(c) The generalized conclusion is that therefore the parts of experience
hold together from next to next by relations that are themselves
parts of experience. The directly apprehended upiverse needs, in
short, no extraneous trans-empirical connective support, but pos-
sess in its own right a concatenated or continuous structure.?'

The above three tenets configure the framework of James’s epistemology.
Here it is important to note that there are distinctions between ‘postulate’,
‘statement of fact’ and ‘generalized conclusion’. In his opinion the ‘postu-
late’ is a methodological parameter for settling metaphysical disputes.
And the ‘statement of fact’ is the heart of the doctrine that the relation
between things are conjunctive as well as disjunctive. By accepting dis-
junctionrand conjunction within the realm of experience, radical empiri-
cism signals its departure from empiricism and atomism and advocates
reality of relation. And the generalized conclusion leads radical empiri-
cism to hold a metaphysical position, namely, that ‘the parts of experience
hold together next to next by relations that are themselves parts of expe-
rience’. Therefore, the radicalization of experience implies ‘a network of
concatenatedly or related objects or things, selected out by human percep-
tual activity, consonant with the possibilities and limitations provided by
nature, and historically structured by antecedent purposes and activities.'?

According to James, experience is ‘double barrelled™ i.e., it can func-
tion in more than one context. In one context, experience is taken as a
state of mind, and in another it is taken as a content. Thus the Jamestan
form of experience, besides sensations and perceptions, also includes feel-
ings and emotions as components of expericnce. This broadens the frame-
work of experience which contains ‘both the plurality of distinct items-
disjunctions and the unity and continuity of item-conjunctions. " That is
to say, ‘experience means experiencing of an it:xperienced world.”* Here
lies the significance of James’s epistemology: first, it eliminates ‘those
problems associated with correspondence views in theory of knowledge’,*
and second, it augments ‘the understanding (i:f experience from a mere
modality of cognition to an inclusion of experienced relations””" In radical
empiricism, James proposes two theories: :

(a) Theory of ‘pure experience’. 5
(b) Theory of experience containing a conjunctive relation.
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Theory of Pure Experience: According to James, an experience is pure
when it occurs innately, prior to being analysed. He interprets the cleav-
age between the mental and physu,nl as something more ultimate or pnme
which he calls ‘pure expencmc The universe of ‘pure experience’ does
not consist of two kinds of ‘stuff, mental and physwal rather it is an
arrangement of one kind of qtuft He holds that there is ‘no aboriginal stuff
or quality of being, contrasted with that of which material objects are
made, out of which our thoughts of them are made’.?® He further states
that ‘there is only one primal stuff or material in the world, a stuff of N
which everything is composed’.*” This is what he designates as ‘pure
experience’ and claims that this ‘pure experience’ is neither mental nor
physical, but neutral, out of which the whole world is ‘constituted. While
explaining the nature of pure experience, James spells out:

Although for fluency's sake I myself spoke early in this article [Does
consciousness exist?] of a stuff of pure ‘experience, I have now to say
that there is no general stuft of which experience at large is made.
There are as many stuffs as there are ‘nature’ in the things experienced.
If you ask what any one bit of pure experience is made of, the answer ’1 3
is always the same: It is made of that, of just what appears, of space,
of intensity, of flatness, brawnness, heaviness or what not.*

James here acknowledges the nature of the ontological thesis that no
adequate general description can be gi\;en of the supposed basic Stuff,
because it is understood only in terms of particulars and sensible not
dispositioned in any general way. He 1lIustrates “The instant field of the
present at afl times is what [ call the “pure” experience. It is only virtually
or potentially either object or subject as yet.”! He opines that ‘pure expe- .1;
rience’ can either be understood as subject or as object and has no general
nature of its own. In ‘pure experience’, what is subject in one context may
be object in another context. He explains:

As ‘subjective’ we say that the experience represents; as ‘objective’ it
is represented. What represents and what is represented is here numeri-
cally the same; but we must remember that no dualism of being repre-
sented and representing resides in experience per se ... . Its subjectivity !
and objectivity are functional attributes solely.”

So the ‘pure experience’ is neither mental nor material. It comes directly
and has no duality in it such as thought and thing: In ‘pure experience’
‘knower and known, subject and object, like thought and thing, are merely
experience taken in two different ways. They are in fact one and the same
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thing, namely “pure experience”’.*® This signifies that for James, ‘one
experience would be the knower, the other reality known’** James, thus,
claims to resolve the cleavage between subjective impressions and objec-
tively existing things or ‘between the state of apprehension and the thing
apprehended™ and within the immediacy of experience there is no room
for mind-body or subject—object distinction. The central thesis of James
is: ‘subjectivity and objectivity are affairs not of what an experience is
aboriginally made of, but of its classification.™ For him experience is an
indivisible fact and it is taken in a large world where phenomenal expe-
riences and its connections are designated as either mental or physical
content. This ‘pure experience’ is a way of formulising ‘the nature of
synthetic unity of consciousness.™ It is to be noted that James’s doctrine
of ‘pure experience’ does not deny the existence of mind and body, but
what it demies is that the ‘differences between them are ultimate and
unanalysable.”® He reduces mind and body into ‘pure experience’ and is
of the view that both are made of the same kind of stuff; that is, ‘pure
experience’, which he claims as the primal stuff of the world, where
subjective—objective and mental-physical dichotomies depend on the
individual responses .to them. In other words, in ‘pure experience’ the
same piece of experience figures in one group as a thought and in another
group as a thing. It is like a geometrical point which can lie at the junction
of two intersecting lines. Hence, ‘the same item of experience can be a
member of two different groups of experiences, one of which constitutes
a physical object and the other a mind.”™ James, thus, by reducing the
subjective—objective dichotomy into ‘pure experience’; denies any qualita-
tive distinction between the two realms of reality. Here, one may ques-
tion: since experience is the experience of a particular individual, how can
people who are circumscribed within the limits of their own experiences
have the experience of a common object? In other words, how can two
minds know one and the same thing, or how can the same ‘pure experi-
ence’ be both mental and physical, or how can many consciousnesses be
at the same time in one consciousness? How can one and the same iden-
tical fact experience itself so diversely? .

James endeavours to answer these questions with the help of ‘pure
experience’. He opines that since ‘pure experience’ is an indivisible fact,
the object in the mind as well as in the world are but different names
given to a single experience. For example, wh<,n we see a pen, the pen
scen and the seeing of it, are but different names given respectively to an
experience. The pen seen has its place in the history of the world, while
seeing of it has a part in a mental blog,mphy o
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Thus it can plausibly be held that the real object pen, or the conscious-
ness or percept of the pen, are the same bit of ‘pure experience’. The
differences between them are not the differences between two enduring
things, rather they are differences between two successive contexts of
original experience. In one context we call the using pen as objective,
which has extension, and in the context of imagining the pen, it is the
subjective or mental consciousness of pen. ‘Pure experience’, thus, desig-
nates pen either as a pen or as a percept of pen. The physical pen and
mental pen differ not in the presence or absence of extension, but by
relation. The distinction between subjective and objective phenomena, as
we ordinarily make it, is due to the fact that they stand in different rela-
tionship to our experiences. But it can still be questioned as to how a
single bit of ‘pure experience’ at certain point of time functions simulta-
neously as subjective and objective experiences; that is to say, how does
the ‘pure experience’ of a pen work as a pen as well as the consciousness
of a pen? In reply, it may be said that this is only a practical difficulty.
If the theoretical construct of ‘pure experience’ can never be practised,
then how can it be used to resolve the complexities of epistemological
issues? Therefore, the psycho—physical distinction claimed by James is

inadmissible.
The cardinal feature of James’s ‘pure experience’ is that outer and inner

are the terms used for two groups of experiences which we call mental
and physical. Both of them are composed of ‘pure experience’ (the imme-
diate flux of experience). Since ‘pure experience’ resolves the distinction
between mental and physical phenomena and posits only one neutral primal
stuff of the world, out of which everything is composed, it precludes any
psycho—physical dichotomy. That is to say, in itself ‘pure experience’ is
neutral. ‘It is the immediate flux of life.' Thus, in explaining epistemol-
ogy, it seems that James comes to the ontology of neutral monism and
considers it more basic than cither the mental or the physical.

A close examination of the matter shows that James did not succeed in
his endeavour to overcome psycho—physical dualism. It s¢ems that in
explicating ‘pure experience’ he adopts a double standard. While he des-
ignates ‘pure experience’ as the immediate flux of experience or the in-
stant field of the present, he tends to describe it as feeling or sensation.
He states: ‘Pure experignce in this state is but another name for feeling or
sensation.” Here it seems that James is inclined to explain ‘pure’ experi-
ence’ as mental, but while he upholds the view that ‘there is only one
primal stuff or material in the world; a stuff out of which everything is
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composed’, he seems to describe ‘pure experience’ as a stuff or material.
Thus James’s claim to have abolished dualism does not appear to be
justified.

Having discussed and analysed James’s theory of ‘pure experience’, the
ultimate stuff out of.which both mental and physical reality is constituted,
let us now delve deep into his theory of conjunctive relation, the second
basic component of radical empiricism.

Theory cgf'Experienée Containing Conjunctive Relation: In radical empiri-
cism James ardently advocates the reality of relation, i.e., apprehended
objects are related to one another, in what he calls a ‘conjunctive relation’.
While stressing the role of relation in radical empiricism James seems to
depart from traditional empiricism and its atomistic view because of its
strict heterogeneity between mental and physical phenomena. James be-
lieves in relational continuity. Since radical empiricism involves pluralism
and belief in the reality of relation, he holds that it accommodates all
aspects of human experiences. It is to be noted here that James, by accept-
ing plurality and reality of relation in experience, ‘both follows and de-
parts from Hume’.**'He appears to follow Hume when he holds that radi-
cal empiricism ‘is essentially a mosaic philosophy, a philosophy of plural
facts like that of Hume and his descendants’,* but departs from the latter
when he contends that the discrete impressions of Hume can only provide
disjunction in experience not conjunction. James conceives experience as

_disjunctive and conjunctive. According to him, since traditional philoso-

phers draw a distinction between mental and physical phenomena, they
face problems in perception as to how the mind, which is so different
from the physical world, can know physical objects. He believes that the
traditional thesis of perception leaves an unbridged gap between our ex-
periences and objects that they represent. He, thus, argues that the tradi-
tional philosophers are making knowledge incomprehensible:

. the whole philosophy of perception [James adduces] from
Democritus’s time downwards has been just one long wrangle over the
paradox that what is evidently one reality should be in two places at
once, both in outer space and in a person’s mind. ‘Representative’ theo-
ries of perception avoid the logical paradox, but on the other hand they
violate the reader’s sense of life, which knows no intervening mental
image but seems to see the room and the book immediately just as they

physically exist.*



38 M. ABDUR RAZZAQUE"

James bases his denial of atomism in The Principles of Psychology, when
he opposes the empiricistic account of sensations and perceptions; on the
ground that they are not as simple as the empiricists hold. He seems to
maintain some distinction between sensations and perceptions and:depicts
the latter as more complex than the former. While repudiating the atomism
of the British empiricists he stresses that our sensations over a period of
time are never the same. In Psychology he writes: ‘There is no proof that
the same bodily sensation is ever got by us twice.™ The question is: Why
do we identify one sensation with another? James is of the view that we
identify sensation in terms of object and, consequently, the identity of the
object guarantees a particular sensation. That is to say, we hear the same
sound again and again on a piano and identify two sensations in terms of
the same sound, but this does not mean that the two sensations are quali-
tatively the same because the conventional way of identifying sensation
through the description of their object is not sufficient to establish the
qualitative identity of sensation.

According to James, sensations for the empiricists, are simple and de-
terminate, are not analyzable and must go beyond the particular sensations
themselves. For Locke and Berkeley, the basic content of experience is
ideas and for Russell and Wittgenstein it is an atom which is independent
of other atoms. James fejects the atomistic universe which deals with a
single unit of experience in isolation rather than the whole. He finds a
relatedness between the things that make experiences a flux. And it is this
continuity that relates our present sensations or thoughts to what had just
preceded. Therefore, for him, experiences are not disjunctive but conjunc-
tive.

In ‘Function of Cognition’ and ‘Knowing Things Together’, James ex-
pounds his doctrine of ‘conjunctive refation’ where he claims that self-
transcendency and cognition can be experienced. In other words, every-
thing in relation can also be experienced. He spells this out: ‘Radical
empiricism takes conjunctive relations at their face value, holding them to
be as real as the terms united by them.™¥” Jamesian radical form of empiri-
cism is different from that of Hume. The latter deals with the single unit
of experience in isolation, that is, all that we experience is isolated facts,
not their relationship. ‘... the mind can never perceive any real connection
among distinct existences’, he writes.*® This implies that only distinctness
of items are presented to us. James designates such a relation as a disjunc-
tive relation which, in his view, cannot connote the vast range of human
experiences that are inextricably related to one another. He endeavours to
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overcome Hume’s difficulty concerning the connection between diverse
experiences to constitute an object by accepting conjunctive relations.
And he conceives conjunctive relations as the basic cohtent of experience,
since reality is what is given in experience. Reality, for him, is the experi-
ence-continuum where there is no discontinuity of experiences. So radical
empiricism is a thesis that contains conjunctive relations of various grades
of intimacy and externality and not only terms disjoined and separated.
Experience ... contains transitions and tendencies, it is not exhausted by
atomic elements 9 It is, thus, evident that James’s radical empiricism
depends heavily on the reahty of relations, i.e., it can concentrate on
conjunctive relations because ‘no item of experience is ever found abso-
lutely distinct and separate, but always with various associates.’® These
associates are:

y & )

_Propositions, copulas, and conjunctions, ‘is’, ‘isn’t, ‘then’, ‘before’, ‘in’,
‘on’, ‘besides’, ‘between’, ‘next’, ‘like’, ‘unlike’, ‘as’, ‘but’, flower out of
the stream of pure experience, the stream of concretes or the sensa-
tional stream, as naturally as nouns and adjectives do, and they melt
into it again as fluidly when we apply them to a new portion of the
stream,’! ’

These associates are the primordial elements of facts that make a bridge
between disjunction and conjunction and make our experience a con-
tinuum. Radical empiricism, thus, advocates a relation 6f continuity. For
example, when [ hear two subsequent knocks at my door, I experience the
second one as related to the first one, otherwise I would not have realized
it as a second one. It is like a link in a chain which has direct attachment
to what has immediately gone before and will immediately come after-
wards. These earlier and later links are connected in a way that they
enable us to recall our past. '

In conjunctive relation, James explains, the memory and the self play
a very significant role. In fact it is the memory and self that provide a
stunning description of continuity, that is, tfhe unity of consciousness;
otherwise how would we connect the two stages of human life, as before
and after sleep. It is memory and self that connect our past to the specious
present which is the heart of continuity. Since empiricists deny continuity,
they cannot substantiate the unity in the stream of consciousness.

James’s radical empiricism is concerned with concrete experiences and
claims to analyse the nature of reality. For him it is empiricism because,
‘everything real must be experienciable somewhere, and every kind of
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being experienced must somewhere be real’* and it is radical because ‘the
relations between things arc held to be as real and as much a part of
experience as are the things themselves™* He further says, “if empiricism
is to be radical, itsmust, indeed admit the concrete data of experience in
their completeness.’* He, thus, demonstrates that his form of experience
is systematic and comprehensive and accommodates all aspects of human
experiences. James intended to develop a systematic explanation of real-
ity; since radical empiricism involves pluralism and belief in the reality of
relation, he claimed for it the status of a world-view in which the world’s
essentials are found in a flux of perceived experience. That is to say,
experience is understood within a wider world, which is synonymous wiih
horizon. o

This explication of reality implies what James calls a holistic approach
to reality. Isaac Nevo elucidates James’s holism as ‘the transition from the
individual sensation to the organized system of sensation as the basic
unity of objective experience.” In other words, experiences are intercon-
nected sensations that cannot be separated from one another. James’s
conception of holism seems to have deeply influenced W.V.O. Quine and
Donald Davidson. It is to be noted that neither of them is a Jamesian.
They are distinct in their own way, albeit in formulating their theory of
meaning (they adopt holistic approach to meaning) they were enormously
influenced by Jamesian holism. Like James, Quine explains holism as a
transition from individual sentence to a branch of sentences organized in
a system as the basic unit of empirical meaning. For Quine language is a
cluster of sentences which denotes two levels of association. First, sen-
tences are associated with other sentences; second, they are associated
with external stimuli by the mechanism of conditioned response.”” These
two propositions constitute Quine’s thesis that language is a network of
sentences associated by the device of conditioned response, where an
individual sentence cannot have meaning. He illustrates that ‘the unit of
empirical significance is the*whole of science’,™ not the individual sen-
tence. Quine’s attempt is to build up the notion of meaning in successive
stages, like a chain, which has no gap between the preceding and succes-
sive series. He regards meaning as an entity which is related to reality. For
him ‘truth hinges on reality’.* Thus true or false is “applicable neither to
sentences nor to language, but to the world’,*® which cannot be described
through individual sentences but only through a network of interrelated
sentences. This reasoning is known as Quine’s holism, where the unit of
meaning consists of a large system of sentences, and empirical data are
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entertained in various ways. It seems that Quine’s holism is similar to that
of James. In explaining the Quinean notion of holism, Borrandori states:
‘Holism is convergence of various hypotheses, theories, beliefs, truths;
even when one focuses on any one of these, the others have to help.’!

Quine significantly influenced Davidson, to whom I now tum. For
Davidson, isolated individual concepts are devoid of meaning, and truth
and knowledge constitute meaning. He explicates meaning in terms of
truth definition: meaning can be replaced by truth. In other words,
Davidson’s theory of meaning, his theory of language is a theory of truth.
The problem of meaning, in his opinion, can be reduced either to truth or
to the speaker’s belief about the world. .

However, Davidson is unlike Quine in many ways and does not treat
meaning as an entity. For him the meaning of a sentence depends on its
interconnection with other sentences and its reference to the state of the
world. ‘Truth of an utterance depends on just two things, what the words
mean and how the world is arranged.”? Davidson’s endeavour is to under-
stand language, but understanding language is not merely playing with
words and sentences. To understand a language, one needs to understand
the interconnection between sentences and their references to the state of
fact. This is known as Davidson’s holistic approach to meaning which is
more or less similar to the Jamesian notion of holism %

James’s attack on the atomistic view of traditional empiricists and his
reduction of everything to ‘pure experience’ as well as his acceptance of
conjunctive relations have already been clucidated earlier in this paper.
James’s emphasis on the continuity of experience and his rejection of
atomism and dualism attracted a number of his contemporaries—John
Dewey (1859-1952), E.G.A. Husserl (18591 938), Whitehead (1861-1941)
and others.

John Dewey in his philosophical formulation emphasizes the continuity
of experience, which is Jamesian in its essence. Like James, he rejects the
atomistic view of traditional empiricists and their cleavage between the
knower and the known, the perceiving subject and the perceived object.
In the traditional framework, knowing the object by the subject is some-
thing that goes on in the mind of the knower and is therefore subjective
and private. Dewey is of the opinion that these sorts of perception create
chaos. He questions how knowledge, which is subjective and private,
becomes public and objective,

Dewey envisages this as a pseudo-problem because for him, we do not
start either from knower or a knowing or known. He cogently argues that,
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‘knowing are always and everywhere inseparable from the knowers, the
two are twin aspects of a common fact.” He regards these two ‘as form-
ing together one event for inquiry—one transaction—since in any full
observation, if one vanishes, the other vanishes also.’® Dewey, thus, is in
agreement with James that there is no dichotomy between the knower and
the known, the subject and the object.

James claims that there is an intimate connection among thought, ac-
tion and purpose and that provides a new orientation for philosophy.
Bertrand Russell in The Anulysis- Mind praises James’s ‘radical :empiri-
cism’ and states, ‘I believe this doctrine contains important new truth and
what I shall have to say will be in considerable measure inspired by if f
And he is in accord with James on the non-entity of consciousness, since
he was seeking neutral monism to replace cartesian dualism. But he finds
idealistic influence over ‘pure experience’. Rorty envisages this sort of
idealism ‘as weaker version of idealism’.%” Ayer also applauds James's
radical empiricism and concedes it as the ‘most original and fruitful con-
tribution to philosophical theory'.®* He argues that James’s reduction of
physical object to ‘pure experience’ bears phenomenological insight as
well. The phenomenological orientation of James’s thought becomes evi-
dent when Husserl reveals his indebtedness to James.

Both Husserl and James dealt with psychologism—the doctrine that
depicts psychology as the foundation of philosophy and introspection as
the primary method of philosophical inquiry. Husser! emphatically op-
poses psychologism and holds that phenomenology is a philosophical
science, prior to and independent of psychology, and James radically
confronts ‘introspective psychologism. Husserl finds James an ardent ally
in rejecting psychologism since he (James) introduced the experimental
method in psychology and unshakingly condemned introspective analysis
of subjective cntities, and stressed that we do not experience psychological
facts but objects as such. Husscrl thanks James in the following words:

It will be apparent from the present work that James’s genius-like ob-
servations in the field of descriptive psychology of cognitive gxperi-
ences are far from making psychologism inevitable. For the help and
progress which I owe to this excellent investigator in the field- ot de-
scriptive analysis have only aided my emancipation from psychologistic
position.*

Husser!’s homage to James becomes more evident when the former re-
veals to Dorion Cairns that he abandoned his project of writing psychol-
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ogy ‘... feeling that James had said what he wanted to say’.” The cardinal
aspect of Husserl’s phenomenological method is its technique of bracket-
ing the factual dimension of our experiences and is of focusing on the
ideal aspect as the subject matter of philosophical inquiry, and for this
methodological technique he uses the term epoche. The use of the term
epoche is a radical effort to bracket the object of knowledge in order to
concentrate on the subject. Therefore, after bracketing we are left with the
stream 'of consciousness which is ‘similar to James’s. immediate flux of
experience, what he calls ‘pure experience’. This imports that Husserl’s
phenomenological residue bears striking similarity to James’s doctrine of
‘pure experience’. It may, thus, be concluded that Husserl’s method is
parallel to James’s: both of them embracing extreme subjectivism. Moreo-
ver, the former’s theory of ‘horizon’-is similar to the later’s doctrine of
‘fringes’. These two theories mean the same thing, that is, the stream of
our experiences is not dlscontmuous but continuous.

That apart, James’s radical breaking away from the traditional philoso-
phies and his extreme inclination towards pluralism and subjectivism also
gives an orientation, to some extent, to postmodernism. Postmodernism
has been briefly defined as ‘diverse, contradictory and evading closure”.”"
This echoes James’s view that ‘there is no conclusion. What has con-
cluded, that we might conclude in regard to it?'7 It seems that James did
not seek to evade closure. He was optimistic in his endeavour and was of
the view that through our conceptual apparatus we can ‘revalue life’ and
‘drive it better to our ends’.” According to him, the world is imperfectly
finished and imperfectly rational. It is plumllqtlc growing and full of
possibilities where things are partly joined and partly disjoined and is
striving to achieve better ends.” In a similar strmn in Some Problems of
Philosophy, he spells out:

The world is full of partial purposes, of pzirtial stories. That they all
form chapters of one supreme purpose and inclusive story is the monistic
conjecture. They seem meanwhile simply to run alongside of each
other—:either 1rre1evantly, or where they interfere, leading to mutual
frustrations—so the appearance of things is invincibly pluralistic from
this purposive point of view.’

Thus it appears that James’s texts contain the spirit of postmodernism as
well. The postmodern perspective is to reject the assumptions of tradi-
tional philosophies in favour of pluralism, fragmentation etc. The basic
preoccupations of postmodernism are the basic presuppositions of mod-
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ernism. This position is tantamount to James’s, since he both “follows and
departs™ from the traditional philosophies. The charges that postmodemism
levels against the traditional philosophies is that they should give up the
concept of rationality, unity, totality etc. in knowledge, as postulated by
modern theory, in favour of socially and linguistically decentrated and
fragmented subjects.”” Since James embraces pluralism and subjectivity in
his philosophical enterprise, they find him an ardent ally. But James does
have differences both with traditional philosophies as well as postmod-
ernism with regard to his theory of conjunctive relation where he strenu-
ously advocates the continuity of our experiences.

The above account plausibly reveals that at the centre of James's phi-
losophy there lie subjectivity, pluralism, fragmentation etc. Likewise, the
‘celebration of self and subjectivity’,”® pluralism and fragmentation are at
the core of postmodernism.

It has already been explained that radical empiricism as James claims,
resolves the problem of the epistemological chasm between the-state of
cognition and its object by introducing ‘pure experience’ and conceiving
experience as a whole, i.e., by recognising that there is a relation between
the different parts of our experiences, what he calls conjunctive relation.
To quote James: ‘A positively conjunctive experience involves neither
chasm nor leap. Being the very original of what we mean by continuity,
it makes a continuum whenever it appears.” This implies that, to con-
struct reality within the framework of James’s radical empiricism both
‘pure experience’ and conjunctive relation are required. So James’s world
is a world where experiences and reality are identical and it is the subjec-
tive world view entirely depending upen the immediate human experience
which is a gapless, seamless continuum and ‘pure experience’ is neither
mind nor matter but a ground for both. It is composed of neutral primal
stuff of the world, devoid of a subjective-objective dichotomy, i.e., in
itself, ‘pure experience’ is neutral. Thus, in explicéting epistemology, it
seems that James comes to the ontology of neutral. monism.

This leads Bertrand Russell to formulate his doctrine of neutral monism.
Like James, Russell admits the non-entity of consciousness and expresses
views in favour of rejecting the dichotomy ‘of mind and mattey. The doc-
trines of both James and Russell owe their root to Earnest Mach's theory
of neutral monism which he developed in The Analysis of Sensation,
based it on analysis of observation, that is, of what we observe in the
world. The world as we perceive it is composed of various things, ani-
mate, inanimate etc. These things are relatively permanent constituents of
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the world.8" But a close look into the matter reveals that each of these
objects is constantly changing, and yet is regarded as the same object. The
same is also true in the case of ‘T" or the ego. There are innumerable
mental and physiological changes in me, but nevertheless enough durable
features remain to identify the ego. The reason is that all features of an
object do not change at the same time, some features remain unchanged.
Therefore, the relative permanence of an object is due to the fact that
objects are complexes of large numbers of features, properties and ele-
ments, some of which are continually changing while some of them re-
main unchanged, i.e., observation reveals that objects are complexes of
elements which are their component parts. According to Mach, these el-
ements of an object are unanalysable, hence simple or atomic. Mach, thus,
arrives at the conception of elements as the constituents of objects. He
designates these elements as sensations since we discover them through
sense experience. He spells this out thus:

A colour is a physical object so long as we consider its dependence
upon its luminous source, upon other colours, upon heat, upon space
and 'so forth. Regarding, however, its dependence upon the retina ... it
Becomes a psychological object, a sensation.*

A bare colour is neither physical nor psychical, but neutral. In his view,
we form the ideas of external objects or our body or mind by combining
our different sensations such as of colours, tones, pressures, pains, desires,
hopes and so on. Mach rejects the view that the world is consisted of
mysterious entities or substances which are acting upon one another and
thus producing sensations and holds that the world is made up of sensa-
tions and these are the only neutral stuff of the world. Mind and matter,
or body and soul are nothing but different names comprising of these
elements, And these are the only stuff, the ncutral stuff of the world.
Mach, thus, through the analysis of matter arrives at the notion neutral
monism.%? 3

Bertrand Russell publicized this doctrine in The Analysis of Mind, and
associated it with William James, He formulates the doctrine thus:

The stuff of which the world of ‘pure experience’ is composed is, in nmy
belief, neither mind nor matter, but something more primitive than
_cither. Both mind and matter seem to be composite, and the stuff of
which they are compounded lies in a sense between the two, and in a
sense above them both like a common ancestor.®
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It may be mentioned here that although Russell in The Analysis of Mind
(1921) agrees with James and Mach by accepting neutral monism, ini-
tially he severely criticized the views of these thinkers. In The Problems
of Philosophy he conceives three factors of sensation: mental act, content
and object, but in Qur Knowledge of the External World he reduced them
into two: mental act and sense-data, and acknowledges their cleavage as
fundamental, which cannot be explained through neutral monism. In a
paper entitled, ‘On the Nature of Acquaintance’ (Mind 1914) he criticizes
these thinkers for their abolition of dualism and holds that Jamesian ex-
egeses of knowledge as experienced relation does present difficulties. It
may be pointed out that at this stage, he regards that a single presentation
is certainly knowledge, but disagrees that the difference between seeing
the patch of red and the patch of red being there unseen, consists in the
presence or absence of a relation between the patch of red and other
objects of the same kind. He states: ‘It seems possible to imagine 'a mind
existing for only a fraction of a second, seeing the red, and ceasing to
exist before having any other experience. But such a supposition ought,
on James’s theory, to be not merely improbable but meaningless.™ At this
sage, Russell was a dualist and assumed mind as an entity which is there
as the subject. Even in his lécturc on ‘logical atomisn’ in (1918) he was
not convinced of the rightness of neutral monism which is reflected in his
words ‘soon after I gave these lectures I became convinced that William
James was right in denying the relational character of sensation. In 1919
Russell, in a paper entitled ‘On Propositions: What They and How They
Mean’, affirmed for the first time his acceptance of neutral monism. His
fuller exposition of this came out in 1921 in The Analysis of Mind. And

in his subsequent works, The Analysis of Matter (1927) and An Outline of

Philosophy (1927) he modified and completed the theory.®

Russell, in his neutral monism, endeavours to reconcile two different
disciplines, namely, psychology and physics. He is of the view that mod-
ern psychologists, especially the behaviourists, haVe taken the materialis-
tic view of psychology and overthrown the supposition of consciousness
as an entity and opines that, like physiology, psychology is dependent on
external observation. According to them, mental phenomena can be ex-
plained though the observed behaviour of the individual under various
circumstances and they consider matter as more solid and indubitable than
mind. That apart, the physicists, mainly Einstein and other relativists,
repudiate the notion of matter as the quality of substance and enunciate
the view that the ‘world consists of events, from which matter is derived
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as a logical construction’.*” Russell, thus, endeavours to show that, due to
the influence of behaviouristic psychology, mind has become less mental
and similarly, owing to the influence of modern physics, matter has be-
come less material. The materialistic tendency of psychology and non-
materialistic tendency of physics lead Russell® to gradually discard the
cleavage between mind and matter and encourages him to seek a way of
bringing them together under a common head. He found that the view
which harmonizes these tendencies is the theory of ‘neutral monism’ as
suggested by Mach and Jgmes. Accepting their views, he declares that the
duality of mind and matter is not metaphysically valid and the stuff of
which the world is composed of is neither mind nor matter but something
which is neutral between them.* Russell, thus, conceives that like matter,
mind is also a separate construction constructed out of neutral particulars.

From the above account it is clear that beforc James, Mach had arrived
at neutral monism which was fundamentally the same as James’s theory.
But Mach arrived at neutral monism through physics whereas, James
reached it through psychology. This leads us to wonder whether James
developed his neutral monism independently of Mach. Russell*® and Morries
Weitz®! are of the views that since James does not refer to Mach in this
regard he must have reached his theory of neutnfal monism on his own. But
Passmore differs from them and suggests that James must have learnt
from Mach.”? In support of Passmore, R.B. Perry’s view may be men-
tioned, which unveils James’s regular correspondence with Mach and the
former’s careful reading of Mach’s work.” Perry points out that even
when James comes to know from Mach about the publication of The
Analysis of Sensation, in a letter to Stumpuff he expressed his eagerness
to read Mach’s work, in the following words: ‘l am thirsty to read it.”** In
this background, it seems that James was familiar with Mach’s thought
and may have benefited from it.””

It seems that James’s theory of ‘pure experience’ has played a vital role
in constructing Russell’s neutral monism. Nevertheless, a large number of
commentators have raised questions regarding its acceptability. James’s
doctrine of radical empiricism did not receive as extensive critical recep-
tion as his pragmatism had received. This is partly because the essays
included in Radical Empiricism were published in various journals and
did not receive wide circulation. What is far more important is that, while
his Pragmatism was impressionistic in style and hence stimulated the
readers’ controversy, Essays in Radical Empiricism was more mature in
thought and therefore received critical reception within a smaller and
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more informed circle. But this does not mean that it was unnoticed by
commentators. A large number of commentators have published severe
criticisms of the doctrine.

A.O. Lovejoy, in his book Thirteen Pragmatzsfs and Other Essays,
criticizes James’s view of non-entity of consciousness. James, in his essay
‘Does Consciousness Exist?’, denies the duplicity and separability &f ex-
perience into consciousness and content and upholds ‘pure experience’ as
the ultimate stuff out of which everything is composed. But identification
of consciousness and content does not seem to be tenable because expe-
rience means someone’s experience and without being conscious, some-
thing cannot be an experience. So James’s account appears to be ambig-
uous, as it asks how one can have a concrete bit of experience of an object
or event without being conscious or aware of it.”

John E. Smith of Yale University launched two major criticisms against
James. He agrees with James that radical empiricism is correct in its
criticism of Humean empiricism, but he disagrees with its claim that all
relations appeal to direct experience. For Smith the world is complex, its
various components are interrelated and interdependent; our experiences
cannot grasp all the complexities and relatibnships which constitute this
complex reality. He states that ‘the stream of experience does not contain
all of the concepts and relations by which it is to be understood and
interpreted.’”” Moreover, without the appeal of the synthetic or construc-
tive activity of the knower, we cannot derive all relations that are involved
in the process of knowledge and experience from ‘pure experience’.

Again, Smith argues that James fails to provide a systematic explana-
tion of experience since the stream of experience is neither self-organiz
ing nor self-interpreting. It is a non-relational whole. Smith, thus, con-
cludes: ‘A world of “pure experience” consistently adhered to as a philo-
sophical doctrine would lead, if not.to a world of pure nonsense, at least
to one of unreason.’

C.H. Seigfried, in his book William James'’s Radical Reconstruction of .

Philosophy (1990), criticizes James’s claim of resolving all traditional
dichotomies, such as rationalism—empiricism, monism—pluralism, realism—
idealism etc., and his reduction of everything into ‘gure experience’. He
also rejects James’s claim of providing a system of completely unified
knowledge of reality which is coherent and definite as against indefinite
and incoherent knowledge of reality. He is of the view that it is not
possible to develop a systematic explanation of reality from the ontologi-

g
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cal standpoint of Jamesian texts because there is nothing outside experi-
ence that could grasp the reality as a total system. Seigfried points out:

James’s foray into a systematic presentation of philosophy was
foredoomed to failure for reasons of which he did not seem to be
explicitly aware ....His method of exaggerating the differences between
rationalism and empiricism to create two ideal types linked the system
so closely with dogmatic absolutism and gratuitous subjectivism and its
opposite—fragmentary, piecemeal accretion with robust realism and
experimental validation, that they stand or fall along with their satellite
meanings. Thus, James could not imagine a systematic approach which
was not thereby dogmatic and absolutistic.*

Seigfried further argues that pure experience is not pure as experience,
and rightly so, because we cannot locate a ‘pure experience’ which is
already a mental or physical experience. To substantiate the position, let
us quote James: ‘A pure sensation ... is an abstraction never realized in
adult life.”'® In a similar strain, in Essays in Radical Empiricism James
emphasises ... its purity is only a relative term, meaning the prepositional
amount of unverbalized sensation which it still embodies.”"” So, the
meaning of the term ‘pure experience’ is notoriously ambiguous; ‘only
newborn babies or men in semi-coma from sleep, drugs, illness.”"? etc.
can be said to enjoy its purity. A state of ‘pure experience’ can be com-
pared with a mystic experience. Thus, it can well be concluded that James's
‘pure experience’ can better be used by a mystic rather than to expound
a systematic world-view.

Besides Seigfried, A.J. Ayer also criticizes James’s theory of ‘pure
experience’. He describes it as neutral monism and comments that it leads
to a contradiction.'® According to James's neutral monism, the material
and spiritual are two different aspects of one and the same experience. But
the same neutral unit never becomes both permanent material object and
a passing moment in an individual's stream of consciousness. James’s
‘pure experience’ thus becomes a kind of mythical quest to discover the
neutral constituents of both physical and mental reality. .

- James claims that his philosophy of ‘pure experience’ is reconcilable to
commonsense. But it seems that the radical empiricist's metaphysics of
‘pure experience’ and commonsense cannot be reconciled, rather it con-
fronts commonsense inasmuch as the core of commonsense is to distin-
guish between the subjective and the objective or between mental and
physical phenomena which James claims to deny. Moreover, the theory of
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‘pure experxence ’ breaks down because we cannot pomt to the bit of "pure-

experience’ that precedes the dichotomy between subjective and objective
occurrences. Therefore, James’s view of reality, as he expounds it in the
theory of ‘pure experience’, cannot be used for explaining the world that
we are experiencing.

After having discussed the different aspects of James’s radical empiri-
cism in general and ‘pure experience’ in particular, and theviews of
various commentators, a question that still haunts James’s interpreters is:
can Jamesian exegesis of experience be regarded as ushering in a new
system of thought? The answer seems to be in the negative. Although
James is distinctive in his own way, his doctrine of neutral monism seems
to be rooted in Berkelian idealism.

For Berkeley the external world is nothing but the idea of mind, that
is, what really exists is our mind and the natural world exists only in our
sensations or idea. So phenomenal objects are nothing but mental states.
Berkeley, thus, argues that what is given in experience is not material
objects but its ideas. Similarly for James we cannot know the external
world but only ‘pure experience’, i.e., in his view, reality is constructed
out of ‘pure experience’, what he calls the immediate experience of the
present or immediate flux of experience which is mental. This imports
that the whole world is but idchs, which seems to be a Berkelian form of
idealism. Thus, it is plausible tc} conclude that James, in the name of ‘pure
experience’, advocates Berkelian idecalism. In support of the stance, Len-
in’s view is worth quoting. Lenin in Materialism and Emperio-Criticism
states that there is nothing new: in James’s theory but Berkelian subjectiv-
ism in a new dress.'™ .

Despite these severe attacl\s by critics, in conclusion it can justifiably
be said that James'’s phllosophy is a broad platform to which a number of
different trends of philosophical thinking can trace their roots. William
James, with great skill and logical earnestness, attempted to develop a
systematic explanation of reality. Since his form of empiricism involves
both disjunction and conjunction, that is, pluralism and belief in reality of
relation, it can be envisaged as a world-view. Therefore, Jamesian expe-
rience is systematic and comprehensive. It accommodates all aspects of
human experiences. And here lics the significance of James’s radical re-
construction of phllosophy
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Adorno’s Critique of Kant and Hegel
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Kantianism and Hegelianism have made a grc;\t stir; not only in the field
of philosophy but-also in the fields of psychology, theology and socio-
political philosophy. The Critical Theory of Postmodernity is a critique of
enlightenment rationality. As a matter of fact,:Kant is the philosopher of
enlightenment rationality and Hegel continues on the same line of think-
ing. A critique of enlightenment rationality implies a critique of Kant and
Hegel. Afnong the postmodernists who strongly criticize Kant and Hegel
are the Frankfurt Schoolers like Max Horkheimer (1895-1973), Theodor
Adorno (1903-1969), Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979) and Jiirgen Habermas
(L. 1929-), the French Structuralist-Poststructuralist Michel Foucault (1926—
1984) and the deconstructionist Jacques Derrida (L. 1931-), Jean-Frangois
Lyotard, Richard Rorty and so on. These critics, each in his own way,
have attempted to go ahead of Kant and Hegel, either by offering an
emendation to Kantianism and Hegelianism or by making Kant and Hegel
relevant in the changed intellectual climate in Europe and America. In this
paper, I shall re-assess the basic charges levelled by the critical theory of
the Frankfurt School, particularly by Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer.

Before I come to re-assessing the charges levelled by Adorno and
others, I would like to dwell on the question of what is the relation of
postmodernity to modermity. No postmodernist will say that postmodernity
is a denial of modernity. They say: ‘it is a reconstruction’, ‘a reinterpre-
tation’, ‘an attempt to give a new meaning to modemity’, etc. This is what
the spokesman of postniodemity, Jean-Frangois Lyotard says, “The whole
idea of postmodernism is perhaps better rethought under the rubric of
rewriting modernity’.! Postmodernity of the Critical Theory and the Post-
Structuralist/deconstructionist retain many aspects of the Cartesian—
Kantian-Hegelian modernity, yet they reject the norms of strict logic and
rationality which characterize the latter. Fhis relationship could further be
analysed on the basis of the Central and the Marginal issues in modernity.
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At the centre of moderniiy arc such issues'as human subjectivity (the
cogito, the transcendental consciousness and the Geist), rationality, unity,
science, morality, freedom and so on; whereas at the margins of moder.
nity are such issues-as madness, fantasy, demons, sexuality, pluralism,
discontinuity, irrationality and fragmentation. Postmodernity underestimates
the Central issues of modernity and overestimates the Marginal issues. In
postmodernity, reality follows diverse models which are rich in conflicts,
history is viewed in terms of ruptures and mutations, and there is a radical
negation of totalitarian thinking. [n marginalising, delimiting, disseminat-
ing and decentering the Central works of modernist inscriptions, the
postmodernists, I feel, have expanded the horizons of modernity.

Modernity breaks with the endless reiteration of traditional (classical)
themes, topics and myths; and postmodernity operates at the places of
closure in modernity, at the margins of what proclaims itself to be new
and a break with tradition. To be modern means to search for new self-
conscious expressive forms. To be postmodern is to marginalize. delimit,
disseminate and decentre the primary and often secondary works of mod-
ernist inscriptions. It implies that the line of demarcation between moder-
nity and postmodernity remains a matter of uncertainty because
postmodernity operates at the edge of modernity.

Postmodernity could be defined as an ‘attitude’ or a ‘mood’ or a ‘Move-
ment’. Modernity could be defined in an ‘ism’, i.e., ‘a clear set of ideas’
and a programme of action based on it. Postmodernity is not a systematic
thing where you can develop concepts and relationships; precisely that is
what the postmodepnists are against. In modernity, everything is a system
like ‘foundationalism’, ‘essentialism’, ‘teleology’, ‘rationalism’, ‘freedon’,
‘logocentrism’ and so on. Postmodernity attempts to transcend the con-
tours of system-prone thinking. With these clarifications, I shall come to
the Frankfurt School.

The Institute for Social Resgarch, founded in Germany in 1923, is the
home of the so-called Frankfurt School. Max Horkheimer, Theodor W.
Adorno, Herbert Marcuse and Jirgen Habermas are, among others, promi-
nent representatives. I'll begin with Adorno, and incorporate Horkheimer's
contributions along with those of Adorno. Adorno officially became a
member of the Institute in 1938 and, in 1941, during World War 11, he,
along with Horkheimer and Marcuse, moved to California (where Marcuse,
of course, was to settle). It was not unti] 1953 that Adorno resettled in
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Frankfurt. There he received a professorship and became the Director of
the Institute.

Thé scope of Adorno’s work is astonishing. His collected works (now
being published in a standard edition in German) amount to 22 large
volumes. They include writings within, and across. the boundaries of
philosophy, sociology, psychology, musicology and cultural criticism. The
two volumes in the collected works which contain what its editors call
Adorno’s ‘Sociological Writings’, include theoretical writings on Weber,
Durkheim, class and empirical methods. Adorno completed lengthy stud-
ies on Kant, Hegel, Husserl, Heidegger and Kierkegaard.

Horkheimer and Adorno had been close friends since 1922 and they
together wrote Dialectic of Enlightenment (1972) which stands as a major
critic of Enlightenment rationality as well as an analysis of the origin and
nature of instrumental reason. The book was first published in Amsterdam
in: German in 1947. Marcuse also participated in the,'discussions on the
book in New York and California, and he described it as one of ‘the most
authentic expressions of critical theory’. The thrust of the book is to show
the failure of the Enlightenment to liberate man from his tutelages. In-
stead, it held, Enlightenment has degenerated into modern positivism, the
culture industry, science and technology as ideology and domination, and
the destruction of individual freedom in the administered society.
Horkheimer and Adorno attempt to lay out, ‘the discovery of why man-
kind, instead of entering into a truly human condition, is sinking into a
new kind of barbarism’.? They later described their work as an ‘assessment
of the transition to the world of the administered life’, and believed the
‘sinister trend was accelerating’’ Implicitly, Marxism too is part of the
‘dialectic of Enlightenment’ and serves as a new instrument of domina-
tion, rather than as a vehicle for emancipation. Horkheimer argued against
the assumption that a proletarian revolution would lead to human eman-
cipation. Taking as his point of departure the works of the young Marx
and Hegel, Horkheimer’s distinctive viewpoint is that a fundamental trans-
formation of both theory and practice was required if modern civilization
was ever to escape from its current alienative and exploitative form.
Epistemologically, Horkheimer argued for the repudiation of all absolute
doctrines, notions and categories. What was required was the establish-
ment of ‘an open-ended conception of reason, capable of informing hu-
man values and breaking the link between knowledge and human aliena-
tion’. However, I cannot go into all the details of the Dialectic of Enlight-
enment. In what follows, I shall discuss only those aspects where Adorno
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seems quite preoccupied with Kant and Hegel. 1 shall first discuss Adomo’s
critique of Kantian and Hegelian epistemological quests. With this discus-
sion, 1 shall proceed to the criticism of Enlightenment by Adomo and
Horkheimer. Above everything else, Adorno, in particular, secks to sul-
tain and create capacities for new and genuine critical thinking. Although
Adorno was steeped in the thought of Kant and Hegel, he attempted to
break the grip of their closed syst¢ms. Adorno conceived of his writings
as a series of analyses and interventions. Through the criticism of episte-
mological categories, Adorno hoped to preserve independent thinking and
receptivity to the possibility of a critical effort of original reconstruction.
His aim was to develop a non-dogmatic critical theory. In his epistemo-
logical writings, e.g. Negative Dialectics (1973), Adorno proposed the
dissolution of any theoretical frameworks and conceptual distinctions,
including Marxism, that threaten to become dogmas.

Both empiricism and positivism were rejected by Adorno. He questions
the very foundation of a secure epistemic claim. ‘Adomo raised the ques-
tion about the basic law in ail Epistemology, namely that no epistemology
can itself be established by that Epistemology. Hegel had earlier raised
that question apropos Kant’s epistemology of categories. By what Cat-
egory were these categories themselves established?™ Both Aristotle and
Kant treated the categories as valid if they were correctly formed and if
their use was in conformity with the ultimate laws of thought and the rules
of syllogism—no matter what the content to which they were applied.
Hegel repudiated the traditional separation of the categories from their
content. Against Kant’s attempt to formulate categories prior to any cog-
nition, Hegel remarked, ‘The investigation of the faculty of cognition is
itself cognitive, and cannot arrive at its goal but rather is the goal itself,
it can not come to itself because it is already there’.> Adorno also proceeds
on the same line of argument but he goes ahead of Hegel. Whereas, for
Hegel, it was basically the question of the formulation and the possxblhty
of categories; for Adorno, it™s the question of the existence of Kant's
transcendental self and Hegel’s Geist. By questioning the foundations of
epistemological means, /\ddmo rejects ‘Kant’s transcendentalism and
Hegel’s concept of absolute spn it’.* Central to Kant’s philosophical system
are the transcendental consciousness and the transcendental deduction of
categories. These are the two direct lines of developments in Hegel in
terms of the Geist and dialectical logic respectively. I would like to briefly
dwell on these issues in order to show their relevance to making a
philosophical system.
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Hegel begins by locating the centre-piece of Kant’s epistemology in the
‘transcendental unity of self consciousness’. This doctrine is required, he
explains, as the non-perceptual source of universality and necessity in our
experience. Kant, while agreeing with Hume that these features cannot be
found in perception, refuses to go along the lines of the latter to draw a
sceptical conclusion from this claim. He, thérefore, demonstrates that tran-
scendental consciousness consists of the forms of- intuition (space and
time) and the forms of understanding (the categories) which are not static
forms but forms of operation that exist only in the act of apprehending
and comprehending sensibility. The forms of intuition synthesize the
manifé)ld of sensibility into spatio-temporal order. By virtue of the cate-
gorles the results of the spatio-temporal order are brought to the universal
and necessary relations of cause and effect, substance, quality, etc. And
this entire complex is unified in the ‘transcendental consciousness " which
relates all experience to the ‘thinking ego’, thereby giving experience the
continuity of being ‘my’ experience. The ‘transcendental consciousness’ is
the matrix, the ultimate source through which the order and regularity in
the field of appearance is given.

Hegel, in his assumption that the laws of nature sprmg from the laws
of spirit or geist, applauds Kant’s discovery of the ‘transcendental con-
sciousness’ as the ultimate source of conceptual synthesis. But ‘transcen-
dental consciousness’ is not available in and through sensibility. Conse-
quently, the categories cannot be applied to it. Its transcendental subjec-
tivity has no objective co-relate which could be logically claimed to be its
‘expression’ or ‘reflection’. Hegel approves of Kant's criticism. But this is
not, Hegel contends; because the categories overstep their legitimate lim-
its, but because the soul is a living, active being, just as complex as it is
self-identically simple. In fact, its simplicity is just as individual whole-
ness, but that is constituted solely by the cohesion and inseparability of its
diverse traits, aspects and activities. Kant's objections, according to Hegel,

.are valid, but his reasons are the wrong ones.

Hegel tnkes over the notion from Kant that consciousness is necessarily
bipolar, that it requires the distinction of subject and object. Hegel makes
thls principle his own and it is part of his general espousal of the view that

.. rational awareness requires separation. Consciousness is only possible
when the subject is set over agamst an object’.” Consciousness, says Hegel,
constitutes the stage of Geist as ‘reflection’ or ‘relationship’, the stage of
Geist as ‘appearance’. These terms, which characterize the subject-object
opposition of consciousness, are basic for Hegels attempt to supplant
Kant’s doctrine of ‘transcendental consciousness’.
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Adomo has an intense distrust of the doctrine of spirit and the catego-
ries of knowledge. In the course of an earlier comparative study of Kant

and Hegel, [ had written:

Generally in the transcendental idealism of Kant as well as in Hegel’s
absolute idealism, there has always been an attempt to present an all-
embracing concept with the help of which knowledge can be derived
and freedom can be realized. To satisfy these requirements, Kant cre-
ates two spheres—a sphere of knowledge in which understanding with
all its categories holds sway and a sphere of morality in which reason
imposes maxims of categorical imperative. In both the spheres, Kant’s
basic thrust has been to present the world of knowledge and the world
of morality in unified and orderly manner. Hegel too has the same
preoccupation. But he tries to overcome the dualism between knowl-
edge and morality created by Kant.’ 3

Adorno has been extremely sceptical about such possibilities since his
earliest works and, as his work has proceeded, this doubt has become
something very strong. The tradition of German idealism with its doctrine
of self as the locus of knowledge and morality is expansive with the
pregnant sense of humanity within itself. Adorno is indignant at the very
thought of humanity’s invasion of self, and has no faith in human fregdom
and reason. Adorno suggested,

.. we live in a world completely caught in a web spun by the bureauc-
racy, administration and technocracy. The individual is, in his view, a
thing of the past: the age of concentrated capital, planning and mass
culture has destroyed the possibility of personal freedom. The capacity
of critical thinking is dead and gone. Society and consciousness are
‘totally reified’; they appear to have the qualities of the natural-—to
possess the status of given and unchanging forms.'

+
It is in this context that Adorno could be identified like many others as
a postmodernist. Pramod Talgeri further elaborates on this thus:

There has been an increasing awareness of the inner contradiction within
the concept of the modemity. The basic tenet of modernity to guarantee
individual freedom and liberate the individual from the external author-
ity was reversed in a paradoxical situation of liberating the individual
on the basis of rationality on the one hand but at the same time sub-
Jugating the individual to the system compulsions which turn into the
perversion of rationality. The postmodernist consciousness is in this

—
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way a strong reaction to this systemic compulsion and tries to transcend
the contours of a system-prone thinking."

Adomo is extremely critical of modernist institutions and systemic think-
ing. ‘The structure of many of his works enacts his concern with the
development of repressive systems of thought and organization. Through
“provocative formulation”, ... Adorno hoped to undermine ideologies and
to create conditions through which the social world could become visible
anew,”? David Hold writes. In order to transcend ‘all systems of thought
that claim completeness’, like those of Kant and Hegel, Adorno presents
‘his themes in ways which demand from the reader not mere contempla-
tion but a critical effort of original reconstruction. Through the criticism
of ideologies, Adorno hope to preserve independent thinking and recep-
tivity to the possibility of radical social change. His aim was to develop
a non-dogmatic critical theory of society’.'* To proceed on this line, he
rejects all philosophical first principles, including Kant’s transcendental
deduction of categories and Hegelian philosophizing of them.

The method that Adorno adopts to outdo Kantianism and Hegelianism
could be described as ‘negative dialectics’ or ‘immanent criticism’. It is
diffefent from Hegel’s dialectic of the Geist on the one hand and Marx’s
dialectics of Matter on the other. For both Hegel and Marx, the whole of
reality is a single, unified and dialectically developing process where
every part is in relation to the whole. Adorno vehemently Opposeq this
view. For him, ‘... negative dialectics operates within the “force- field”
between the claims that are made about reality and reality itself ... there
is no theory which would hold good for every time and place and no
eternally valid criteriorf on which is based a critique of society. Therefore,
we can only measure and evaluate a given social phenomenon by inves-
tigating whether it falls short of its “ideal image” of itself. ™ There is a
difference between ‘concept of an object’ and its actual state of affairs.
Adorno's negative dialectics is a critical assessment of this gap.

In Negative-Dialectics, Adorno gives an claborate description of sev-
eral situations where analysis and criticism arc inevitable and inseparable.
For instance, a capitalist society claims to be a society with such features
as equality before law, with a free and just process of economic exchange
and so on. Yet, by virtue of its internal dynamics, it inevitably gives rise
to structured inequality. By pointing to the discrepancy between what is
claimed (in this case, a state of genuine cquality and freedom) and what
actually exists (structured inequality and ahunatlon) a critical image is
presented of what the object is and what it is not. Thus a critique is
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required—a critical theory-—to point to unfulfilled possibilities. Each situ-
ation requires its specific study, analysis and criticism. Hence, reality
follows diverse models which are rich in conflicts.

Adorno argues that imposition of categories by Kant and Hegel are
dogmatic and orthodox approaches to social reality. Negative dialectics or
immanent criticism, °... identifies and assesses social phenomena through
categories which are internal to the phenomena themselves, rather than
imposed from the outside.”® This position, however, does not prevent
Adomo from using concepts from a number of theoretical frameworks,
‘But, of course, they must be employed within the context of immanent
criticism—i.e. they must be used to critically expose the gaps between
“ideal image” and “actual reality!. Nor can they be employed ‘without
simultaneously being subjected to both rigorous philosophical analysis (of
the ideas of society, of culture, of the individual for instance) and to strict
empirical inquiry.”"®

For Adorno, man and his place in the world is a product of the inter-
pretation of concepts and this interpretation is never exhausted or com-
pleted, only certain representations of reality can provide an adequate
approximation of concepts. Adorno is relentlessly. critical of all belief
systems that claim to have fully identified their objects. He employed
language—°through the construction of constellations of concepts’---as a
connotative of indicative device. [His aim was to capture som¢ aspects of
reality. y

In Dialectics of the Enlightenment, Adorno, along with Max Hork-
heimer, vehemently criticises the enlightenment rationality developed by
Kant. In December 1793, in a brief but seminal work, Answer to the
Question: What is Enlightenment?, Kant says:

Enlightenment is the coming out of Man from his self-imposed imma-
turity. Immaturity is the unwillingness [unvermogen] to serve one’s
own understanding without direction from another. This immaturity is
self-imposed, because ReaSon itself languishes, not in lack of under-
standing, but only of resolve and courage to serve oneself without
direction from another. Supere aude! Think boldly, take courage, your
own Understanding to serve: This is therefore the motto of the Efnlight-
enment."’ :

In other words, Enlightcm:nent develops reason to the extent that it

becomes autonomous and gets rid of restraints from tradition and author-
ity. The way to Enlightenment, Kant emphasizes, is not to seek a mentor

e
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or authority in Thinking, in Willing and in ‘Feeling. Kant has placed free-
dom and maturity (Muendigkeir) at the cenitre of Enlightenment and con-
trasted it from tutelages. In an uncharacteristic manner Kant says. ‘when
the question is asked: do we live in an enlightened epoch (4ufgeklaerten
Zeztalfer) then the answer is: No, but rather in an epoch of Enlightenment
(Zeitalter der Aufflaerung).’® This is possible only by regarding ‘Reason’
as the supreme faculty.

Kant first discusses ‘Reason’ in general: ‘All our knowledge starts with
the senses, proceeds from thence to understanding, and ends with reason
beyond which there.is no higher faculty to be found in us for elaborating
the matter of intuition and bringing it under the highest unity of thought.
The distinction manifested in Kant’s philosophy between ‘reason’, ‘under-
standing’ and ‘sensibility’ constitutes a landmark in the whole movement
of German idealism along with the German Enlightenment. Let us elabo-
rate on the nature and status of ‘reason’ within the general Kantian epis-
temological situation. As a matter of fact, Kant distinguishes ‘reason’ from
‘understanding’. Reason is never in immediate relation to objects given in
sensibility, It is understanding that holds sway in Kant’s epistemology.
Reason is concerned with understanding and its judgments. Understand-
ing throughout the use of categories and principles unifies the manifold
supplied by the sensibility. Reason seeks to unify the concepts and judge-
ments of understanding. Whereas understanding is directly related to sen-
sibility, reason relates itself to sensibility only indirectly, through under-
standing. As perceptions are unified by understanding with the categories,
so understanding needs a higher unity—the unity of reason in order to

* form a connected system. This is supplied to it by the ideas of reason—

freedom of wilt, immortality of soul and existence of God. These ideas
have their use and value as guides to understandmg In Kant’s terminol-
ogy, the ideas of reason are ‘regulative’ rather than ‘constitutive’. They do
not constitute knowledge but merely regulate it.

° Against Kant, both Adorno and Horkheimer say, ‘From now on, matter
would at best be mastered without any illusion of ruling or inherent pow-
ers (in it) of hidden qualities. For the Enlightenment, whatever does not
conform to the rule of computation and utility is suspect.’® This is the first
major criticism of European Enlightenment in this century. ‘Enlighten-
ment is totalitarian’, declared both Adorno and Horkheimer, ‘the implica-
tion was the Nazi totalitarianism was a product of Enlightenment Liber-
alism, whose central thrust is to establish human domination over every-
thing, and to eliminate that which resists such domination.’' They have
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also said, ‘The fully enlightened carth radiates disaster tr1umphant The
Enlightenment’s attempt was to captivate Nature and to keep it/in the
stralt Jacket of abstract Rcason which it misinterpreted as Scientific Rea-
son.™? -

As stated earlier, Adomo xewgmzes the difficulty in establishing any
system of knowledge on an indubitable basis of certainty. It was Kant
who had declared that scientific knowledge was synthetic a priori. As
synthetic, the subject is an11pIit'1ecl in the predicate. And as a priori, the
relationship between subject and predicate is universal and necessary.
What we require in science is an ampliative element with the character-
istics of universality and neccssity. Kant went to the extent of saying that

. the order and regularity in the appearances, which we entitle nature,
we ourselves introduce. We could never find them in appearances, had not
we ourselves, or the nature of our mind originally set them there.” The
constitution of knowledge by means of categorles is regarded by Kant as
the activity of the human mind, because, “... it is, after all, we ourselves
who are responsible for the formation of general concepts ... our ability
to render the given intelligible to ourselves, and to describe it under the
guidance of general words, is an expression of gerfuine intellectual activ-
ity.”* Without going into the details, I may just point out that Kant’s
position on scientific knowledge is very close to that of Newtonian phys-
ics which, in turn, has developed out of the Cartesian-Galilean mechanics.
But we have gone ahead of Newtonian physics and as Mar Gregorios put
it,

Now we know that all proof is inducfive, and therefore tentatwe and
can be quustloned by subsequent experience. We know also that ‘there
is no such thing as a non-subjective objectivity, that all perception
involves subjectivity, that the perceiver is always part of the reality
perceived. No scientific theory is handed down by the objective reality:
it is human subjectivity that formulates scientific hypotheses and then
tests their validity by cxpcunu,ntatlon Science is neither non-subjec-
tively objective nor finally proven.”

Science as something existing and in a certain respect complete is the
most objective thing known to man. But science in the making is as
subjective as any other branch of human endeavour. So much so that the
question, “What is the purpose and meaning of science?’, receives quite
different answers at different times and from different sorts of people.
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To bring this paper to a close, I can say that Adorno has an intense
distrust in science and the Enlightenment rationality developed by Kant
and further pursued by Hegel. Adormo’s ‘negative dialectics’ or ‘immanent
criticism’ or ‘critical theory’ is neither a pure ‘scientific theory’ nor pure
‘philosophy’. Critical theory is Jocated ‘between philosophy and science’.
This makes the critical theory negative dialectics, whith sets out not only
to describe but also to criticise vigorously the existing social norms with-
out recourse to either the fundamental concepts of enlightenment ration-
ality (i.e. reason, freedom, truth) or the value-free model of science.
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Dialogical Not Exclusive

BADRI NARAYAN
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Listen to my word, yet whe want to know:
by my mouth will you learn the history of Mali.
By my mouth you will get.to know
the story of ancestor of great Mali'
— Magu are du Kouyate
West African Poet
; I
This paper examines the relationship between memory and history. Here
the attention will be primarily on collective memory rather than personal
memory.? Collective memory is general in nature and is both linked as
well as different from personal memory, It recurs and sustains through
myths, folklore and oral traditions of communities. Its study not only
involves psychological analysis, but also sociological and historical inves-
tigagions.” Alternative sources to understand the histories of a society like
India would also be through collective memories of communities.

Here I am not concerned with ‘History’ but ‘histories’. In my view,
history does not mean history with a capital "H’ but with a small ‘h".
‘History’ with capital ‘H’ denotes a grand, unified and Meta History while
societies generally contain multiple histories.

G.C. Pande and Ravinder Kumar are of the view that history writing 1n
India, and in many other countries, is still influenced by the 19th century
positivistic univocative tone and oppressiveness.* The historian thus de-
pends on an objective analysis of records and documents bypassing memo-
ries. He is scared of memories because they need special efforts for inter-
pretation, whereas it is easy to use classified facts through records and
documents. In this ‘heroic mode!’, historical truth is the achievement of
certain great academic historians, who, following the example of the natural
sciences, have devised a set of rules and procedures that will ensure
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objectivity and, thus, truth. By writing a unitary and essentially univocal
account in the ‘heroic mode’, this model established reason and objectivity
as the monopoly study of universal condition that suppressed the entire
range of other cognitions—emotions, memory, feminine intuition, local
lore and particularities characterizing them as biased.’ :

Like histories, collective memory is also not an innocent, univocative
and unified domain. It is a contesting and fragmented whole. It is contest-
ing because the way in which the past is recalled depends upon the power
of the group that frames it.* The other factor is the memory (historical
memory) is a constitutive element of the identity of the group.” The third
factor is the element of remembrance in the collective memory which is
not a mechanical act. It contains some interchange with creative imagina-
tion. So one finds many vetsions of one text during different time frames.*
Memory is a social.phenm;nenon and selectivity of memories lies in the
remembrance process. This selectivity in the process of remembrance,
oblivion and the multi-layered complex character of collective memory
provides its form, which makes things difficult for the historian, habitu-
ated as he is to drawing conclusions from written texts.

II

Commemorative monuments, religious rituals, folklore, family lore are
the vehicle of collective memory.” Through these vehicles, memories recur
in the peoples’ mind.- Monuments are not mere,stones in the landscape;
they, as part of a nation’s rites or the objects of a people’s national pil-
grimage, are invested with national soul and memory.'” Memory built
round a monument remains strong in community mind. Memorials also
tend to concretize particular historical interpretations. In monuments, his-
tory and memory interact with each other. The interpretations of memory
and history change gradually in the changing context of time, space and
viewers. New generations vjsit memorials under new circumstanges and
invest them with new meanings.'"' However, with this changing nature,
memory and history intermingle in the stone and architectural design of
monuments. There is a constant structure of the past also to sustain in it,
through a process of recurrence. Historians may interract with both these
changing as well as continuing forms of history and memory lying in the
monuments during the historical construction of past.'?

Ritual is an integral part of religion as an ancient institution of this
subcontinent.. Collective memorics of the communities recurs through ritual
as a cycle of repetition. That is why to interact with collective memories
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onte should unravel the ritual structures and their practices which serve as
primordial records of the history of human initiatives and values. People
usually think, live and express themselves in the idiom of ritual. The other
reading of ritual. is that the politics of rebellion or tribal insurgencies are
almost always expressed in sacred idioms as they are very effective in
arousing mass support. In the Foucaultian or Boasian view, a history of
rituals. is a history of reproduction, contestation, transformation and
deconstruction of authority.”” In Gluckman’s terms, while rituals obvi-
ously include a memory of protest against the established order they are
also intended to preserve and strengthen the established order.™* That is
why ritual is historical practice as well as memory of historical practice
which is a highly encoded resistance as well as appropriation to hegemonic
order.

Myth is the memory of that which is meta-civilizational on account of
its, exclusive symbolic expressive articulation. Myth has been considered
to be the pabulum of irrationalism but with the rise of anthropology myth
has been perceived to be a functional category of comprehending struc-
tures, of primitive societies and an explanatory tool for understanding the
problems of ethnicity, enculturation and acculturation. However, these
trajectories of myth have been seriously challenged by such eminent schol-
ars as Mercea Eliade, Ananda Coomarswamy, Zimmer and René Guenon,
to whom every manifestation is a symbol of its eternity marching into the
realm of time. Others belonging to this school are Jung, Cassirer and
Kenneth Burke.'* Myth is the abolition of time, of history and of duration.
Positively, myth is also regeneration of tlmc ' Every ritual takes time
from the realm of chaos into cosmos and this: ‘cyclicity perpetually regen-
erates time. On the contrary, ‘history’ is bound within the framework of
time and represents the chronology of cvcnts Are the two then polar
opposites? On the face of it, it would appear to be so but history, i order
to immortalize itself, enters into myth and only when it has become a part
of it, does it perpetuate itself or retain the potentiality to regenerate itself
when objective time repeats cyclically. History can be a reservoir of wisdom
through memory as conceived by Vico. Met taphors replicated through the
myths are easily remembered by the primitive people because these meta-
phors were expressive and full of wonder of the world. According to
Vico, the processes of obstruction that characterize modern thought are
processes of forgetting. Vico could define history as memory because he
assumed that primitive language, and the primitive imagination associated
with it, are still dormant in us."”
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Myths are not mere records which describe the nature of the relation-
ship between elite and subaltern.” They also contain the history of the
mentality and everyday activities of the common people but these cannot
be unravelled easily, because they remain difficult to fathom and myste-
rious. Freud like Vico believed that ancient mythology could speak more
directly than we are capable of speaking today about the origins of repres-
sion and the hidden desire for violence." To decode these myths, to get
in touch with collettive memory, historians' need to engage in sincere
efforts to acquire a sensitivity to their deep significance.

The oral traditions, contain collective memories. The collective memo-
ries are continuously recollected by the communities themselves, through
remembrance of oral traditions in their cultural life. Oral traditions are
media of collective expression replete with traces of the experiences and
activities of the people. Usually, in course of time, something new gets
added to it and some other things get deleted from it. It inflows continu-
ally in the mental outlook of socicty and people and also in their everyday
forms of behaviour. This is the standing base to which new changes are
added by the people. Thus oral tradition possesses continuity and change
as truth. The oral tradition in both its forms, unchangeable and change-
able, records time and space in itself. In the Indian context oral traditions

are mainly of two types:

1. Originally oral but later written down and given a fixed text like

the Vedas, Buddhist and Jaina scriptures, epics like the Ramayana

and the Mahabharata, the Puranas, the Tantra texts.etc.
2. Continuously flowing in the oral cultures.

|

Collective memory links the missing poles of history. For the recon-
struction of the history of African and of Amerindians tribal socicties, or
of north-east Indian societies or of many parts of interior rural India, the
collective memory of these socicties, which tlows in the oral tradition,
may play an important role.. To know the history of mind, culture,
consciousness and collective actions of these communities, there is no
source other than oral traditions. '

For societies like India and other Asiatic nations, history means not
only differentiating the past from the present but also living with the past.
This living with the past comprises living with memory in one or another
form. In Indian society the masses live in their memories. They construct
their present and future on the basis of these memories. Whichever caste
heroes are eulogized in its folklore, a people positively relates itself to the
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heroic deeds of these nayakas. In folk societies, the sumiran (remem-
brance of ideal) is sung at the beginning of every festival. The ritual of
offering pinda to dead ancestors and related oral tradition (mantras) are
nothing but means of reviving the ideal memories of generations.

The language of rural society is rich in metaphors and idioms which are
nothing more than memories. They are memories in themselves and they
also revive our social memories. Realizing the relationship between memory
and oral tradition, the colonial power attempted to wipe out the oral tra-
dition of Kenya. Ngugi Wa Thyongo pointed out that all this happened in
a well planned way. In this way, much of our world of imagination was
lost.?

I

Changes are always taking place in oral communities and the collective
memory rarely remains static in our time.?' But there are also some con-
stant formulaic structures, e.g. special language, meters. Symbols repeat
themselves. That is why these changes.and continuity both provide inter-
esting space for historical investigations.

In orality, through words, symbols, myths and folk songs, the collective
memory recurs. In spoken form, a word is repeated and transformed each
time.?? But this transformation does not break the continuity of the internal
effect of the words; most of the time, this effect increases. This increased
internal effect of oral words evokes the collective memory of people. The
process of memorialization in the oral cultures is different from that in a
literate context. While in a literature context memorization means word
for word duplication of a previous speech event; in an oral context memori-
zation usually involves replication of tradition, not of specific words.?

In the view of Patrick H. Hutton, Vico sought to recover a wisdom
forgotten by contemporary humankind. For Vico, however, this knowl-
edge was embedded in the origins of civilization, not in the heavens.
According to him, modern philosophers have misinterpreted ancient texts
because they are unfamiliar with the oral culture that ‘gave rise to them.
The task of a historian of antiquity is not to construe the thoughts of
antiquity in accordance with the rules of modern textualized knowledge
but rather to grasp the preliterate poetic code that continued to shape
human expression even as humanity first entered the literate stage of its
development. Vico drew-a line between oral culture and literate culture.
He suggested that in the oral culture the modes of preservation of collec-
tive memory are different than in the written culture.?! During their field
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work in Yugoslavia, Milman Parry and Albert Lord also observed the
same phenomenon. They discovered that oral culture has different meth-
ods to preserve memories than has written culture. Written culture usually
freezes the living memory.?® When memery which flows in the oral cul-
tures comes to acquire a written form what is essentially dynamic be-
comes static in the process.

They also observed that the meaning of memory. in oral culture gets
transformed in the process of acquiring literacy. This dynamic and chang-
ing nature of memory in oral culture creates many problems for historians
trained in a particular fashion. Such historians, habitqgted to reading fixed
written texts become uncomfortable while dealing with memory inherent
in oral cultures. However, collective memory bears the traces of con-
tinuity and change and opens up a new domain for study of various
untouched questions which could lend richness to social history. Some
historians in anthro-historical studies, while using folklore printed in jour-
nals and books as well interacting with orality in the literate world, claim
they have access to collective memory. However, Ong (1978) has posed
a question concerning this ¢claim as follows:

An oralty which functions in a ‘literate context’ as a ‘secondary form’
of orality in order to distinguish it from the primary orality of a culture
yet ‘Untouched’ by ‘writing’ or ‘Print’.*

v

To Vico, to construe history is cssentially an act of memory. Vico could
define history as memory because he assumed the primitive language, and
primitive imagination associated with it, are still dormant in us.”’

But, as we know, collective memory is not an innocent and univocative
domain. It is changing under.many outside influences. Sometimes it is
manipulated by the dominant power and culture. The selectivity of memory
in the process of remembrance of the past also incorporates many com-
plexities in it. That is why some postmodernist theoreticians propose criti-
cal inquiry into the structures of memory. Postmodernism, as an age of
‘imagined communities’ juxtaposes history against memory.2* The theo-
rem of the imagined community maintains that different communitiés are
imagined on the basis of race, sex, sexual preferences etc. and ought to
be identified through demonstrations and other means.
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In fact, memory is different from imagination by virtue of the fact that
the former involves beliefs whereas the latter does not.2 The postmodern
agenda of historical research defines that the task of the historian is no
10nger'to recollect the past but to ahalyze the history of recollection. They
are critical of the self commemorative character of French national his-
tory.*® Michael Foucault, on whom postmodernist writings draw heavily,
emphasized repeatedly the need to conceive social relations in a discon-
tinuous form, without any general mechanism of connection determina-
tion. The grammar of discontinuity provides the space for Foucault to
stand his critical position regarding relationship with memory and history.
Foucault’s critique of nlemory is his critique of our sense of continuity
between past and present.’!

However, all these suspicions concerning memory do not turn memory
against history. In the exploration of the past, the perspectives of memory
and history cross and intermingle. So the relationship of memory and
history may be perceived as dialogical, not mutually ‘exclusive and binary
opposites.
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Imaging Time In Music:
Langer’s View and Hindustani Rhythm

S.K. SAXENA
2/%1 Roop Nagar, Delhi 110 007

PART Il

The first part of this essay (JJCPR, XVI, No.3) ended with an attempt to
define rhythm. Some explanatory remarks on this definition were also
made. But, ] now realize, they did not thrm\f' any light on an important
question which has been debated by aestheti{:ians in the West: (a) Is the
time (or its semblance) that we find in rlxytl1:n§sin1ilar to, or different from
time as we experience it in daily life? Nor has my discussion so far
addressed two distinct, yet allied problems relating to Langer’s aesthetics
of rhythm. (b) How does she avail of the concept of rhythm in defending
her thesis that all art is a symbolic projection of felt life? And, finally: (c)
how does the concept in question enable her to interlink the other impor-
tant conéepts that make up the fabric of her aesthetics of music, and of art
in general, say, the concepts of forms of feeling, composition, and organic
unity? 4

The second question may be taken up first, because of its greater rel-
evance to an assessment of the crux of Langer’s aesthetics. It calls for
some critical attention to all the major arts. But to keep our discussion
within manageable limits—and also because it is /iterature which is com-
monly regarded as essentially related to life, we may here focus on drama,
ignoring non-dramatic poetry—again, for the sake of convenience.

A. Rhythm as Cadential

Now, turning to the two key concepts that figure in the second question—
namely, rhythm and life—I1 find it necessary to give a clear, if brief,
account of what Langer has to say about them. Rhythm, we have seen,
can be cyclic—that is, a matter of mutual conditioning—or merely serial.
A distinct form of the latter is, what Langer would like us to call, caden-
tial rhythm, The word cadence admits of at least three clear meanings: the

*
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beat or measure of something rhythmic; a fall in the pitch of the voice at
the end of a sentence; and the c/ose of a musical phrase or section. Langer
seems to take the wofd, quite generally, in the sense of a fall or close. ]
say so in view of her following remark:

Unlike the simple metabolic process [which may be said to be cyclic],
the deathward advance of ... [our] individual lives has a series of
stations that are not repeated; growth, maturity, decline. That is the
tragic rhythm. Tragedy is a cadential form. Its crisis is always the tumn
toward an absolute close. This form reflects the basic structyre of
personal life.!

Now, a mere close as such cannot be said to be rhythmic., But where it
comes as the end of a series of events or stages, each of which appears
to prepare the way to the next one, it may well be said to culminate a
cadential raythm. What is necessarily present in every kind of rhythm is
(a) change, process, flow and succession—-besides, of course, (b) determi-
nation of that which follows by that which precedes. Strictly speaking, the
‘stations” which Langer distinguishes in our individual lives are not fixed
positions, but phases, that is, stages in growth or development. But, be
that as it may, the two essentials we have distinguished hold of every
instance of rhythmicity; where a process is thythmic, ‘the consummation
of one phase is the preparation for another, which in its consummation
prepares its successor... "

Some attention may now be given to the other concept, life, as Langer
understands it. Here, for the sake of clarity, our treatment may be divided
under two distinct heads:

1. Life as featuring rhythms.
2. The pure sense of lifc.

1. The rhythms that distinguish life are organic, emotional, mental; the
rhythm of attention is an interesting link between them; and, taken to-
gether, they compose the dymamic pattern of feeling,’ or how it actually
feels to be alive. As mutual conditioning, we have seen, rhythm ‘is the law
of orgunic function’.* On the outside, the daily life of an individual shows
the rhythm of vigorous activity and consequent languor, followed (as
naturally) by sleep Whicll, in turn, generally prepares one for another day
of vigorous activity. Emotional rhythms are provided, say, by the dualities
of excitement and depression, joy and sorrow, elation and frustration which
are all cases of mutual conditioning in the sense that the more we yield
to any one of the pair, the more liable we become to experience the other.

|
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if not quite readily. Attention connects them all in the sense that one is
always more or less clearly aware of their character when they occur; but,
we may notce, attention is itself rhythmic in character in so far as every act
of intense concentration of attention presses for, and is followed by a state
of relaxtion which may or may not be incidental to the attainment of a
desired end.

2. By ‘the pure sense of life’ Langer means sensation, awareness, and
expectation. These may be called ‘pure’ because they belong ‘to al/ higher
creatures’. The personal sense of life-—that is, the realization that one is
a distinct self and is possessed of a life that has a ‘beginning, efflores-
dence, and end’—‘probably belongs only to human beings, and to them in
varying measure’.® It is ‘more elaborate and more integrated’ than the pure
sense of life. Yet both are alike ‘fundamental forms of consciousness’ that
drama may be said to abstract from reality as its building material; and,
speaking quite generally, they may be taken as one, to make ‘the sense of
life’. This (total) sense is infinitely complex and ‘variable in its possible
expressions’.. But it is by no means the feeling of a chaotic series of
indeterminate elements; for, as that which distinguishes the animate from
the inanimate, life is teleological—a characteristic which manifests itself
as ‘self-restoration, functional tendency, purpose’. And, what is specially
germane to our present purpose, all these manifestations involve rhythm
as determination of what follows by that which comes earlier, often in the
way of a need as itself pressing for a specific fulfilment. To illustrate,

A tree ... that is bereft of the sunshine it needs by the encroachment
of other trees, tends to grow tall and thin until it can spread its own
branches in the light. A fish that has most of its tail bitten off partly
overcomes the disturbance of its locomotion patterns by growing new
tissue, replacing some of the tail, and partly adapts to its new condition
by modifying the normal uses of its fins, swimming effectively without
trying to correct the list of its whole body in the water, as it did at first.®
L4

In a much more complex and integrated way, human beings too man-
age to survive by regulating their efforts and attitudes to changing circum-
stances. This is the rhythm of adaptation. The challenge of new situations
elicits new responses, because of the pressure of the instinct of self-pres-
ervation. -

B. Rhythm in Drama

Now that Langer’s basic views on both rhythm and life have been brought
out, in order to see how (according to her) rhythm serves as a link be-
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tween art and life, we may first state, in brief, how exactly she traces the
presence of rhythm in literary art, say, in drama.
An important, if general remark that she makes in this context is that

A dramatic act is a commitment. It creates a situation in which the
agent or agents must necessarily make a further, move; that is, it mo-
tivates a subsequent act (or acts). The situation, which is the comple-
tion of a given act, is already the impetus to another—as, in running,
the footfall that catches our weight at the end of one bound already
sends us forward to land on the other foot.”

So, as determination of what is to come next by the present event, act
or stage, thythm may be said to b¢ necessarily there in the art of drama.
But some critical comments have to be made here. The word act in the
extract cited is to be taken as something done or as a doing, not as a
distinct main section of a play; for there are one-act plays too, and such
a play cannot obviously be said to make for something to follow. But
then, if act is to be taken as a doing, what shall we say of those speeches,
as by the Fool in Shakespeare’s tragedies, which only throw into bolder
relief the gloom or ominousness of the situational context in the play,
instead of directly suggesting any further move?

C. Rhythm as a ‘Paving the Way To'

Langer could possibly rejoin by suggesting that the very deepenmg of the
character of the situation makes the reader expect something catastrophic
to happen; and that, therefor¢, the speeches in question could well be said
to create a rhythm. I make this suggestion because of her following

emphatic utterance:
(a) Everything that prepar{:s a future creates rhythm; (b) everything that
begets or intensifies expectation, including the expectation of sheer
continuity prepares the future; (¢) and everything that fulfils the prom-

ised futurc, in ways foreseen or unforeseen, articulates the symbol of

feeling .

But one of the three points listed in the above extract, and distinguished
by me as «, b, ¢, is clearly questionable; and another, not readily cleax (a)
is clearly too sweeping. Where excessive bleeding on his surgeon’s table
is seen to. lead a patient straight to his death, no one will profess to see
any rhythm in the situation, in spite of the fact that the flow in question
is very likely to cause alarm, and apprehensive expectation of what is to
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come. So it is too much to say that everything that prepares a future
creates rhythm. Further, the emphasis does not show any awareness of the
truth that, speaking quite generally, rhythm involves recurrence. (b) may
be allowed to pass; for to expect is necessarily to look forward to some
future happening. But what does it mean to say (c) that everything that

Sulfils the promised future ... articulates the symbol of feeling? To answer

this question we have, first, to remind ourselves that by feelmg Langer
means ‘whatever is felt'—maybe, the passage of ‘lived time’; and, second,
to consider the italicized words along with the following that she makes
their immediate sequel:

Whatever the special mood of the [musical] piece, or its emotional
import, the vital rhythm of subjective time ( the lived time that Bergson
adjures us to find in pure experience) permeates the complex, multi-
dimensional, musical symbol as its mtemal logic, which relates music
1nt1matcly and self-evidently to life.’ ;

Now, lookmg at all these cited words as one—they, in fact, occur in the
same pafa—the symbol of feeling’ may be equated with ‘the musical
piece’, also because all art (according to Langer) is a symbolic projection
of the forms of feeling. ‘The vital thythm of subjective time’, of which she
speaks here, may be taken to mean the rhythm or complementariness of
need, expectation or effort, and fulfilment or attainment. This is indeed
what lived (or felt) time really is. Clock time is unchangingly periodic; the
ticks occur at equal intervals. But lived time, or time as experienced in
actual life, seems to move slowly or quickly according as one’s life is
soured with anguished waiting or enlivened with a series of happy events.
As for the word ‘articulates’ (in ‘articulates the symbol of feeling’), it may
be taken to mean ‘gives a clear appearance of clements that are distinct,
though related in an orderly way’. Here 1 take my stand on Langer’s
explicit view that the form of music is articulate in so far as the elements
which are here held as one retain a measure of self-existence in spite of
the interlacement.'”

The net meaning of the extracts we have picked for reflection could
now be put thus. (a) Every individual phrase, accent or change of aes-
thetic pace (/aya) whichimakes a distinct contribution to the emergence of
the music’s final form at once invests the piece with an arficulate form.
(b) Such a form, however, is no mere juxtaposition of parts, but an organic
unity; and this is so because the whole is permeate with a rhythm in the
sense that every part prepares the way, and makes us look forward to what



82 "S.K. SAXENA

is to come next. Both these points, I may add, are clearly borne out by
even a casual look at the practice of Hindustani rhythm. Generally speak-
ing, every beat, as marking and maintaining the even flow of aesthetic
pace, makes us look forward to the next one at an equal interval of time;
the next one, as it comes expectedly, not only relieves the gentle tension
of looking-forward-to, but paves the way to yet another beat; and, what
is more, far from disrupting the unity of the /aya-flow, the plurality of
beats only lends a look of articulate form to the total playing which, in
turn, makes them all appear as gentle accents, and not protuberant wedges
in the laya-flow.

D. Rhythm and ‘Life’ in Drama

To turn again to literature, we may now briefly outline Langer’s views on
how it is rhythm which enables tragedy and comedy to project a sem-
blance of life. As forms of drama, both’of course show the rhythm that has
already been referred to, namely, the rhythm of an act as creating a situ-
ation which presses for “a further move™'; and so on; throughout the play.
In life, on the other hand, if an individual’s career be considered in rela-
tion to the totality of situations and happenings that fill it, two distinct
kinds of rhythm may be distinguished: the rhythm of destiny and the
rhythm of fortune. As rhythms, both signify a kind of dynamic relatedness:
but whereas the rhythm of destiny or fate is the ‘appearance that the future
is already an entity, embryonic in (or determined by) the present’,'? ‘the
rhythm of fortune' is that of “vital continuity”," that is, the open and
episodic rhythm of challenges or obstacles as making for appropriate,
remedial action. Now, ‘tragedy is the image of Fate, as comedy is of
Fortune’." Tragedy shows the largely inevitable rhythm of growth. efflo-
rescence, and exhaustion. This is obviously quite similar to the rhythm of
stages in real life; but comedy too may be said to project the motion and
rhythm of daily living—the rhythm of confronting and dealing with situ-
ations as they arise, off and_ on. But in neither case does the dramatist
merely copy life; he has to 015‘111176 and articulate a symbol for the ‘sense
of life’." This, however, calls for some explanation.

Take tragedy, to begin with, Whereas in actual life something singular
and menacing must happen «a /ittle before we become apprehensive asto

what is imminent—as when the doctor’s definitive diagnosis that the only |

carning head of the family is suffering from cancer at once makes us think
of the ruin that awaits them all-—in a play we are quickly presented with
‘the whole [complex] setup of human relationships and conflicting inter-
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ests long before any abnormal event has occurred;” “but in such an inte-
grated and suggestive manner that we readily perceive ‘an ominous situ-
ation’ and visualize that some far-reaching action must develop out of it.
This creates the peculiar tension between the given present and its yet
ungealized consequent, [or] form in suspense, [which is] the essential
dramatic illusion ... . [This fension is the rhythm of destiny. It does not
imitate anything in life, but it surely resembles] ‘an aspect of real expe-
rience ... [something] which distinguishes human life from animal exist-
ence; the sense of past and future as parts of one continuum, and therefore
of life as a single reality’.!”

E. Art and the Character of Life

This should not, however, make us believe that rhythm, as a dynamic
relation, brings about a perceptible resemblance between life and drama
alone. According to Langer, every work of art betrays this similitude. See,
here, her following emphatic utterance: ;

... All art has the character of /ife, because every work must have
organic character and it usually makes sense to speak of its fundamen-
tal rhythm.'s

Now, partly because fundamental rhythm is here taken to be present not
only in /ife but in art, and partly because Langer also introduces—else-
where, but again in relation to art—the concept of commanding form, |
think it necessary to make some explanatory remarks on the extract cited.

To begin with, ‘life’ is here to be taken nor in the ‘social’ sense—that
is, as ‘what happens, (or) what the organism ... encounters and has to
contend with’ but as ‘the characteristic functioning of organism’ or as
what is ‘opposed to death’.!? With this specific meaning in mind, we may
say that all art is organic in character—or is similar to life because, very
much like life, no work can be regarded as a mere summation of elements
of determinate individual values, Langer’s following remark is here very
pertinent:

L)
Who could say how much of a natural organism’s life is in the lungs,
how much in the legs, or how much more life would be added to us if
we were given a lively tail to wave?™

The task here visualized is impossible; and. similarly, ‘although it is
possible to analyze what [or how the elements of a work of art] ... con-
tribute to the ... [work], it is not possible to assign them any of its import
apart from the whole’ 2™ What a line contributes to a painting, a look of
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tension or of tranquillity, or of mere flow, can be determined only by
noticing its position in the whole work; and, of course, the question, kow
much it contributes, would be quite out of order. ‘The essence of all
composition ... even purely percussive ... is the semblance of organic
movement, [that is] the illusion of an indivisible whole.”?' Now, this is
surely true of composition in the region of Hindustani rhythm. Like any
vital, organic process—such as digestion or circulation of blood—the run
of a rhythmic pattern is inseparable from, and is determined by, many
other factors or processes. Here, indeed, a pattern has to be so composed
that (a) the bols it integrates may, in fact, be playgble in the same order
in which they have been put together; (b) that the whole pattern may bear
a determinate and identifiable relation to the basic pace as set and marked
by the theka; (¢) that the various segments of the 'pattém may appear to
demand each other; and (d) finally, that the whole form may strike the
knowledgeable listener as moving towards the focal beat as its destiny.

But though we may agree that, as a dynamic interplay of ‘elements or
processes, rhythm is to be found in works of art as well, before we finally
-accept the thesis that art projects the rhythms of /ife, we have to settle an
important question of general significance. Can the analogues of a rhythm
which has its locus in a particular region of reality or experience be
effectively projected in a quite different setting? Here, following Langer,
we may at once say yes; and with due reason. When, for instance, we
speak of the rise and fall of a stately life, we create in language an
analogue of the rhythm which we often come across in inorganic nature—
say, in the run of an undulating billow; and which may also be said to
resemble the rhythm of the gentle swell and easing off of the chest in
breathing. But if a brief linkage of words, which are admittedly symbols,
can create an analogue of the rhythm of life, why should the elaborate
structure of an art symbol be:denicd the power to project analogues of the
complex rhythms of life?> The artist achieves this by exercising a com-
mon capacity with which h€ is very well equipped. Langer calls this
capacity ‘logical intuition’. She explains that such intuition makes for the
immediate recognition of rci!ationul factors in experience, namely, ‘dis-
tinctness, similarity, congruchcc, and relevance’.? It is this capacity which
enables the artist to seize the cquivalence between forms of felt life and
certain artistic structures.

But does an artist actually do this, or are we merely supposing that he
does so? Now, so far as | know, and I speak in the light of my close
personal relations with them, our tabla or pakh@waj drummers would
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simply feel bewildered if they are told that what they really do (when they
play at their drums) is a studied projection of some forms of feeling. They
would hasten to add, in one voice, that they only try to play the thekd and
the various patterns according to established norms: and that their playing
is determined not at all by the thought of cxf)rcssing any feeling or its
‘form’, but by such basic requirements as are valued by all those who
practice the art of rhythm, namely, the following: crystal-clear cutting of
syllables that make the various patterns; due accentuation of some of the
constituent bols: correct attainment of the samu, preferably in a well de-
signed way; methodical sequencing of patterns as they make a whole
recital; and, of course, the ability to keep the basic laya from wobbling.?

To contclude, a ¢close look at the art of Hindustani rhythm does not bear
out Langer’s thesis in respect of art in general, or even her view of rhythm.
But what ‘she says about the nature of time in rhythm seems fair to me.
I hope to make this clear in my discussion of the first question to which
I now turn.

F. Is Time in Music Unique?

What does Langer mean by saying, and how does she argue for the view,
that the semblance of time (or rhythm) that we find in music is virtual?
Both parts of the question admit of a definite answer which I may put as
follows, at places with some comments of my own—with an eye to greater
clarity:

~ Ordinarily,- we experience time as a sequence Or passage of states or
happenings. ‘Is’, ‘has been’ and ‘yet to come’—such are the words that we
commonly use in respect of the temporal aspect of our everyday experi-
ence. More or less similarly, what enables music to present an auditory
apparition of time is the (apparent) movement that we see in it. ‘Music
flows; a melody moves;;a succession of tones is heard as a progression’.?
But this movement of music, we may note, is virfual. It is quite ditferent
from the actual vibrations that cause the sounds that we hear, The motions
of strings are ‘extremely small, rapid and repetitious’. They are as differ-
ent from the movement of a simple melody towards its keynote (vadi)—
or towards the focal beat of the cycle—as ‘the spatial relations of pig-
ments on a canvas’ from ‘the relations of sky and breakers in a seascape’.
Surely, '

we do not hear vibratory motions in music, but large linear movements
... thythms that are not at all like physical oscillations. We hear march-
ing, flowing, or driving progressive motion. Yet in a musical progres-
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sion there is nothing that is displaced, that has gone from somewhere
to somewhere else.*

Frets and keys which produce music are, of course, laid out in space;
but the music which they produce cannot be said to occupy space. One
cannot put any thing between two accents of music, as one can between
any two points in actual space: and, in respect of vocal music, it 'would
be clearly silly to sziy that the notes are spread out all over the vocal
chords. Indeed, in a musical ascent or descent no actual thing is seen to
traverse a moveless path. ‘The listener [only] hears musical figures that R
move through a definite tonal range, from points of origin to points of
relative rest.’”” Musical movement may therefore be said to be illusory—
in the sense of being different from movement of things in actual life,
quite like ‘volumes in pictorial space’ which surely do not fill a room as
chairs and tables do. Another very clear index of the difference between
what we hear and follow in music and actual motion is provided by the
fact that ‘when a figure ascends to a resting tone’ and we hear ‘sustained
rest’—that is, ‘a changeless continuity in time’—‘the actual motion of the
air is faster on that resting tone than a_nyWhere else in the passage’ ™

Now, as an evocation of this virtual movement, the time that we‘see in
music is also virtual—not only because of its patent otherness from clock-
time, but because it is a created analogue of time as lived and felt. Here,
two clear differences are to be borne in mind: first between clock-time
and experienced time; second, between the latter (or lived time) and musical
time—a difference which is (for Langer) at once partly a relation of si-
militude or semblance as well. Clock-time, that is, the time by which we
regulate our daily work and appointments, is ‘a simple one-dimensional
trickle of successive moments’.>’ It regulates our lives, to be sure; but it
has no content of ‘its own, and is rigidly set in its abstract, unvarying
course. Lived time is very different. To read in a watch the exact moment
of one’s arrival is surely notthe same thing as the felt moment of relief
on having made it at last, without delay, and after a long and arduous
journey. Indeed, our direct experience of time has a felt quality, a
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sort of voluminouéness and complexity and variability that make it
utterly unlike metrical time. That is because ... [it is] the passage of
vital functions—somatic, emotional, and mental tensions, which have
a characteristic pattern,™

When we notice the changing positions of the hands of a clock we do
not experience, but only infer the passage of time. And this passage (@s
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experienced), ‘involves more properties than “length”, or interval between
selected moments’; it involves what may be called bulk or volume, a sense
of being full on the inside.?' The suggestion is warranted by such familiar
“turns of speech as ‘a momient of destiny’, ‘a memorable occasion’, or ‘a
hectic day at the office’. In such temporal experiences of daily life the
- ‘volume’ as felt is by no means simple, but is full of ‘tensions—physical,
_emotional, or intellectual’? tensions which may appear as impatience to
do diverse jobs quickly; as subdued anxiety, may be, in respect of chal-
) lenges that a new responsibility brings to light; or as the dawning of a
i pregnant insight which, so to say, insists on being worked out straight
away. N
This ‘lived’ time, hoWever, differs not only from clock time, but from
the time that we sense in music—or, as / would prefer to say, in the
autonomous art of rhythm. Virtual time, or the time in which musical
forms or rhythmic patterns move, is not a part of our everyday, actual
time; it rather tends.to obliterate our sense of the latter, at least for the
duration of the music, provided the music is good. Again, what fills actual
Jﬁ time.is a shifting mass of everyday situations and activities. The content
! of musical time is, on the other hand, provided by orderly collocation of
tones and rhythmic turns. Actual time is measured by clocks and watches;
virtual time (in music), through sensibilities, tensions, emotions.>® The
former fact is common knowledge; but the latter too is pretty easy to
illustrate with references to Hindustani music. For instance, if, in spite of
its tunefulness, the singing of the taar s@ does not satisfy him, a rasika—
that is, a person of trained aesthetic sensibility—-will tend to complain that
the note has not been sung long enough—without of course looking at his
watch. Again, in the case of alapa in raga puriya, the note nishad (in the
middle register) is said to have been given its due occupancy in time only
affer it has created in our minds a tense expectancy for the requisite
supplement of a touch of rishabh followed by sa, both in the faar saptak.
Finally, a sthayi deserves to be called vilambit (or adagio) only if it feels
tranquil to rasikas. 3
There is at least one other way to distinguish actual time from virtual
_ time. The latter, which is (according to Langer) the primary illusion of
/ music, is entirely perceptible through hearing alone; we sense it only in
i the relations of tones to one another. The perception of actual time, on the
other hand, depends on such motley objective tactors as a clock, delay in
the arrival of a friend, or a satisfying filling of the day with a quick
succession of pleasing engagements. This is the point in Langer’s follow-
ing remark:
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Inward tensions and outward change, ... clocks, daylight and routines
and weariness furnish various incoherent temporal data, which we
coordinate for practical purposes by letting the clock predominate.*

Yet, though (as we have seen) she does not in any way identify the two,
Langer openly speaks of our everyday experience of the passage of time
as providing a model for the virtual time created in music. See, here, the

following: o

The direct experience of passage, as it occurs in each individual life is,
of course, something actual ... yet it is the model for the virtual time
created in music. There we have its image, completely articulated and
pure; every kind of tension transformed into musical tension, every
qualitative content into musical quality, every extraneous factor re-
placed by musical elements.* '

This is a significant utterance, and I think it necessary to make some
explanatory comments on it, partly because it is likely to appear a little
rhetorical to casual attention. .

All that Langer here says by way of heightening the difference (too)
between actual time and the virtual time of music admits of supportive
illustration. Time in the art of rhythm—I prefer to speak of rhythm, I
repeat, as an independent art, as against rhythm in music, because as a
mere element of music, rhythm is not able to manifest its- full aesthetic
potential—is surely ‘pure’ and ‘completely articulated’. It is pure in the
sense that it is quite free from the admixture of everyday happenings
which variegates our experience of time in real life; and it is fully articu-
lated in the sense that not only the syllables which make the patterns of
rhythm, but the beats and segments (vibhags) which the basic theka com-
prises present the picture of a flow (laya) as the underrunning unity of
quite distinct accents. The tensions which appear as configurations of
rhythm are freely seen to assume the following diverse forms: a seemingly
compulsive orientation of a patterned flow towards the sama; the aesthetic
strain of having to hold on (inwardly) to the basic pace, even where the
(overt) playing is made to stray for a while, purposely and as a mark of
wilful abandon; and, where the drummer has to provide accurate ‘accom-
paniment’ to a sitar (or surod) player, including moments of conscious
endeavour to replicate the latter’s patterns faithfully, again sans loosening
his grip on the present pace of the matrix (or the thekd). All these ‘ten-
sions’ in rhythm, I may add,jhuve their rough parallels in daily life, say,
in the form of unremitting cfx(iez\vour towards a goal, intentional absten-
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tion from indulgence in a friendly gathering§ of revellers, and meticulous
description of the details of a complicated situation. Nor is it difficult to
show how rhythm—or rhythm in music—transforms every qualitative
content of everyday experience into rhythmic (musical) quality, or re-
places every extraneous factor in day-to-day experience with a thythmic
(musical) element. We freely distinguish the course of daily living as
leisurely or crowded with happenings; and the distinction can be just as
easily made in the flowing form of music or of rhythm as patterned. And
as aesthetic parallels of seeming ‘irrelevances’ in everyday experience—
such as the long waiting for the outcome of an ongoing surgical opera-
tion—rhythm may project expansive, winsome patterns which are richly
inlaid with syllables, and which wind their way majestically through three
segments of equal extent, and finish at last immaculately at the sama
which itself may be all along foreshadowed by the determinate relation
. which the patterns appear to bear; as they flow, to the underrunning basic
+ % pace. But all these parallels, it is obvious, do nothing to bedim the differ-
" ence between ‘virtual’ time (or rhythm in music) and time as experienced
in daily life. The sense that a busy day has passed very quickly calls for
no special effort or training. On the other hand, the nimble sama-ward
_course of a pattern teeming with bols can be followed only by rasikas or
persons of trained aesthetic sensibility.

The view that musical time (or rhythm) i3 virtual has, however, been
questioned, as by Philip Alperson.* His is a reasoned protest, and so 1
think it necessary to cansider if it could be fairly met by Langer. Alperson’s
formulation and criticismi of her conception of musical time as ‘virtual’

may, in brief, be put as follows:

L

i i

1. According to Langer, all music creates an order of virtual time, in
which its sonorous forms move in relation to each other—always
and only to each other, for nothing else exists there ... music makes
time audible, and its form and continuity sensible.””

{ 2. +Musical or virtual time is quite different from clock-time in two

; s clear ways. First, whereas clock-time is an ‘abstraction’ (of ‘pure

sequence’) from ‘direct experiences of time’—or a mere concept™—

i musical time is perceptible. Second, whereas clock-time is but a

3. one-dimensional continuum—say, of ‘before’ and ‘after'—musical
time has more than one dimension; it has form and organization,
volume and distinguishable parts.*

3. On the other hand, no such clear differences may be said to sepa-
rate musical time from actual! (or lived) time. The truth rather is
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that ‘musical duration is an image of what might be called :“lived”

tatlons begome “now” and “now” turns into unalterable faCt Such
passage 1s measurablu only in terms of sensibilities, tensions and
emotions.™ :

4. But (Alperson protests) if this is so, if the resemblance between the
model and its image is so complete, wherein lies the difference?
Langer does not spuufy ... [any] difference ... [Could it not, then,
be said that] the temporality of musical perception is simply an-
other example of our direct, intuitive experience. of all things tem-
poral [?] ... As an occurrence, ... a piece of music is of a piece
with all phenomena that occur in time: it has a determinate period
of duration; an objective and irreversible time- order ... [;] it calls
upon the same faculties we employ in all time perceptlon . [namely]
attention, memory ... apperception ... [and] ... anticipation. [In-
deed] ... the truth ... scems to be that the temporal dimension of
musical experience is not [sui generis or] fundamentally different
from that of any other sort of temporal experience. 42 [So] why say J
[at all] that music creates an order of virtual time?®

The crux of Alperson’s profest, it is clear, occurs in 4. But, [ believe,
the critical points it makes can all be met by Langer, squarely. To begin
with, it is incorrect to say that Langer does not specify the difference
between ‘lived time’ (or the ‘model’) and its image, that is, musical time.
In fact, were (1.) taken along with some (other) utterances of Langer, at
least two differences between the two orders of time would seem,to be
suggested by her, pretty clearly. Here are some such utterances:

A. The direct experience of passage [or lived or actual time] A S
like all actuality ... only in part perceived, and its fragmentary data
are supplemented by practical knowledge and ideas from other
realms of thought altogether. Yet it is the model for the virtual time
created in music. There we have its image, completely articulated
and pure ... [only] the sonorous image of passage, abstracted from
actuality to become frec and plastic and entirely perceptible.”

B. Virtual time [Whlbh music creates] is entirely perceptible, through
the agency of a single sense—hearing. There is no supplementing 1
of one sort of experience by another ... Music spreads out time for
our direct and complete apprehension by letting our hearing mo-
nopolize it—organize, fill and shape it, all alone.*




Imaging Time in Music 91

Now, a look at B. and 1. (in Alperson’s formulation and criticism of
Langer’s view) makes it clear that, according to Langer, the virtual time
which music creates is experienced only through the sense of hearing or
by attending to sounding (‘sonorous’) forms alone. But this at once sug-
gests, though it does not project, a difference between virtual time and
lived time which is freely marked by a ‘supplementing of one sort of
experience by another’. To illustrate, my experience at the present mo-
ment is a ‘heterogeneous™ mix of some thinking incidental to writing,
visual perception of the words being written, hearing of the birds’ chirping
from ‘outside the window, and some bodily sensations arising from being
seated in a chair and from a shuftling of the forearm across the sheet of
paper being used. One’s experiencé of attending to music, on the other
hand, ‘comes essentially through listening to tones and passages as they
appear to rest or move up and down the scale. It is true, of course, that
musica} listening is not merely a matter of hearing; and that, for example,

t the evenness of pace between two adjacent beats has to be kept and
1 followed in idea. But unless the beats are drummed—or in some other
jv way so marked as to be easily perceived—the requirement of keeping to
] the pace, and sensing that it is being properly done, cannot be met.

- Here, however, I feel compelled to qualify what I have just said, from
the viewpoint of our rhythm as an independent art. Of our rhythm it is
indeed very true that whole collocations of syllables—even the most in-
S ‘tricate and elaborate patterns——can be rehearsed merely in the mind. Such
i = -subdued recitation may well be said to involve some implicit speech, but
E ‘there is no question of hearing here, Because no sound is produced. But
| Langer and Alperson do not discuss rhythm as an independent art: and of
b rhythm or time as sensed in music it is certainly true that the sole agency
of its experience is hearing which (I repeat) at once distinguishes it from
lived t1me
The second distinction that Langer draws between the two temporal
orders is to be seen in 4. I may put it as f‘ollmvs:

Whereas the direct experience of the lapsu .or passage of time—or of
lived time—is only partly provided by purceptlon music presents the
passage in question in an entirely perceptible form. Perception may here
| be taken to signify immediate experience; and the net meaning of the
distinction suggested could be put quite simply. The passage of time is,
of course, ceaseless; but because we generally remain occupied in life’s
diverse activities, it is only dimly or fitfully that we remain or become
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conscious of its passage. Occasions that make it a distinct object of direct
awareness, like a prolonged waiting for the delayed arrival of a friend, are
infrequent; otherwise, in general, some practical knowledge—as of the
fact that the milkman rings the door-bell at a particular hour—may make
one aware, say, of how long one has been working at the study table.
Similar awareness may also be provided by ideas from some altogether
different ‘realms of thought’, as when a look at the many reports of his
pathological tests makes a person aware of the long course of a disease
he has been suffering from. On the other hand, when we listen to music,
temporal features like the meteoric ascent of a taan, the leisurely flow of
a dagar passage, or the sweet and reposeful abidance of voice at the
upper tonic are all directly presented to us.

Nor is it proper to argue that the two temporal orders, rhythmic and
everyday, cannot be regarded as dissimilar because the same mental atts
or attitudes are involved in the way we experience them. Would it make
sense to deny the distinctness of sweet from salted food on the ground that
they are both known by tasting? It'is, T would say, not how we experience
them, but what exactly we experience in them that makes the two orders
of time quite unlike each other. '

The point becomes very clear if we consider it in the context of rhythm
as an independent art. A tabld or pakhawaj maestro dwells in the unique
world of rhythm-—comprising beats, bols, and their variform collocations—
with as perfect a sense of encompassment as a scientist in that of symbols
and formulae. And ‘happenings’ in the drummer’s world can be quite out
of the ordinary. Where, for instance, in the ordinary world do we produce
beauty, as our drummers occasionally do, by deviating designedly from a 3
set course of flow, with meaningless letters (or bols) alone as the instru-
ments of charm? Even generally, the time that we regulate and beautify
cannot be the same as the one which is only given to us and is so often
the locus of wayward and unforeseen events.

G. Rhythm and Some Other Concepts

Finally, by way of integrating some aspects of Langer's thought, we may
discuss a broad question. How does the concept of rhythm provide a-
connecting-link between the concepts of, say, composition, organic unity, I
and ‘forms of feeling’ in Langer's aesthetics of music in particular and of

art in general? Following the main tenor of her own thinking, I may
answer the question thus: ' : ’

4
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For Langer, we have seen, the essence of rhythm lies in the preparing
of a new event by the ending of a previous onc."” But here the word new,
as distinguished from the merely next; suggests that the continuity implicit
in (her view of) rhythm is not the undifferemifated sameness of an unbro-
ken line. Exact repetition is not the essence of rhythm, though a measure
of such repetition may well be found in many cases of rhythm. (All this
can be easily verified by considering the patterns of Hindustani rhythm).
As Langer rightly points out, even in the caqse of bodily movements—say,
like walking—a rhythmic look appears only when ‘one can sense [in the
movement contemplated, the different moments of] a beginning, intent,
and consummation, and see in the last stage of one gesture the condition
and indeed the rise of gnother’.*® On the one hand, as the words in italics
suggest, continuity that is implicit in conducivness of one detail to another
is essential for the appearance of rhythm. Thus if, when he is requested
to, get into a car, an intoxicated person lifts his foot repeatedly, but fruit-
lessly—because in a direction which does not lead to the spot where the
vehicle stands—his movements will. only be said to be random and not
rhythmic, even though they clearly involve some repetition. On the other
hand, if (as in the game of cricket) a fielder keeps his eye on the ball aloft,
traverses quite some distance, and makes a successful catch by adjusting
his hands and stance suitably, the whole act may well be called rhythmic
because, though it is not (immediately) repeated, it comprises ‘a begin-
ning, -intent,”and consummation’ distinguishably. Now, such conduciv-
eness of one detail to another distinct one (or rhythm) is also an essential
feature of what Langer means by composition. True, she speaks of com-
position, first, as merely ‘the total Gestalt’, and ‘the fundamental form of
the piece’; but in so far as she hastens to add that it is precisely this form
which, once it has dawned upon the artist’s mind, presses for develop-
ment, and controls every detail of art-making—be it a key or a mood in
music, or a line or volume in painting*—the idea of interrelatedness of
details is clearly brought in.

How rhythm is also related to the other concepts of organic form and
expression (of forms of feeling) in Langgr's aesthetics may be brought out
as follows, largely by reflecting on what she says in Feeling and For. m.*

The .creation of virtual time, or of a semblance of time, is (we have
seen) a necessary, though not the highest function of music. Now, the
chief way in which we experience time in daily life is as passage. There-
fore, movement is essential for music too. But even movement is here
‘virtual’, that is, a mere semblance: for, first, no actual path is here open
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to view; and second, what may be said to move up and down in music is
no given person or thing but only created forms. According to Langer, we
may note, that which clearly distinguishes music from noise is no mere
sensuous quality, but the play of forms. Noise is by no means intractably
opposed to music. It may, in fact, furmsh musical phenomena ‘hammers
on anvils, rotary saws, dripping faucets are very apt to do so’.*' But noise
does not at all show what distinguishes music, that is, the seizure of a
motif and its use ‘either as a form to be developed, or as an element to
be assimilated to a greater form’.*

How what we have just said is really true of Hindustani music can be
easily brought out. A motif is a melbdy, subject or’concept, or a design,
shape, or form not merely as such, but as repeated or worked upon. A
rdga, we may say, is a form; it may even be said to be a commanding
form, for it determines all that happens in a recital of classical music.
Music arises when either the concept of a melody—that is, the rdga
chosen—is itself developed in terms of (audible) tones, as in the case of
aldapa that precedes the singing of a dhruvapad; or is used as the matrix
or pervasive element of a bandish or composition. In either case, we may A 4
note, the conduciveness of one detail or phrase—that is, a swara or swara-
samooha—to another is a clear feature.of the music. In both cases the
quality in question is sensed and determined by means of the foreknown
and prefixed—and all along quietly remembered—form of the raga. In
the case of a bandish, however, the conduciveness. we are talking of is
also determined, in respect of its run, by the rhythm-cycle chosen; that is,
swaras have to follow each other, if but generally, not only according to
the melodic scheme (or rd@ga), but suchwise that the sama may be duly
attained. All along, however, rhythm is clearly there, as a kind of pavmg- ,{‘
the-way-to the next detail. .

It is indeed specially so in the case of a composition, say, a bfhcz)zr-
antara twosome. The more visibly a composition appears rhythmic in the
specific sense Langer gives to ripthm, the better it is said to be as a
bandish, that is, a distinctive incarnation—and in this sense, a delimita-
tion—of a particular rdga and (ala. Our words of acclaim here are: Gl
W g¢ afew BI And the norm that we here go by, if not quite con-
sciously, is not essentially different from what Langer appears to empha- )
size in the following: |

L=

The essence of all composition ... even purely percussive, if you will—
is the semblance of organic movement, the illusion of an indivisible

whole.?
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The word organic here means indivisible; and the point of (or warrant for)
the utterance cited is that, just as we cannot determine exactly how much
a particular organ contributes to the lifc of the whole body,™ so it is
impossible to determine the exact input of a particular swara or musical
phrase to the.overall look or charm of a handish.

So, in respect of what she says about composition, we may concur with
Langer unreservedly. But what are we to make of her following additional
remarks? :

Vital organization is the frame of all feeling, because feeling exists
only in living organisms ... . The most characteristic principle of vital
activity is thythm ... . All life is rhythmiL ... . The highest organic
response ... [is] the emotlonal life of human beings. A succeéssion of
emoti(f)ns that have no reference to each other do not constitute an
‘emotional life’ ... . The rhythmic character of organism [that is, its
'indivisibility in the sense already explained] permeates music ... [so, is
an exercise of its ‘great office’, this art is able] to organize our concep-
tion of feeling into more than an occasional awareness of emotional
storm ... [or] to give.us an insight into what may truly be called the ‘life
of feeling’, or subjective unity of experience ... *

I may interpret these remarks as follows, with some such interpolations
of my own as are likely to make Langer's meaning appear a little more
plausible than it may otherwise seem to be.

The necessary setting or locus of feeling is a living organism. Only
such an organism feels. But what makes and keeps it organized—and
living—is rhythm, that is, the contribution or relatedness of one organic
process (or activity) to another. This is quite manifest in the life of a
human being which, however, requires (and provides) much more content
to be organized than life at the level of lower animals. The life of a human
being feels one and undivided in spite of its content of very diverse
activities and responses to changing situations. Here, however, the highest
organic response, we may say, is evidenced by emotional life, for an
emotional response involves, first, a clear perception of the specific char-
acter of the object or situation faced; second. an impulse to combat or
shrink from—or dwell with (or on) it lingeringly; thirdly, a fuller in-
volvement of integrated—and so more or less predictable—inner and outer
bodily changes; and, above all, a deeper and more abiding awareness that
the experience is one’s own than is involved, say, in an act of quiet
deljberation. It is precisely through this felt appropriation of experience
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by self that a man’s joys and sorrows make his unique emotional life, and
(what is more) may make him look upon the whole course of his life as
studded with satisfying achievements or as a long, wan barenness of
unrelieved failure. The art of music shows a similar organic rhythm. On
the one hand, the various ‘torms’ of life as felt—namely, the rise and
subsidence of emotion; pursuit and recoil, or endeavour, attainment and
satiety; upgathering and division, as of thought or human relations; or
wholeness of any kind as embracing and articulated by discreteness—
which good music freely projects, are all quite embedded in its flowing
raga-form as this form unfolds itself in alapa. On the other hand, they all
alike arise from the interplay of tones, phrases, and aesthetic pace. It is
this dual integration that makes listening to a mugic recital (what Dewey
would call) quite an experience. Above all, because ofits generally articu-
late character, as also by virtue of its logic of creating and interlinking
forms which draw and hold attention easily, music is able to project for
discriminating following the ‘forms’ of lived experience, that is, their
directly felt look, as distinguished from the diversity of content of actual
experience which (in real life) takes attention away from the intimate fee/
of life. It is the forms in it which stamp music with the character of life
as lived—though, of course, as a mere semblance, because thingé,‘per-
sons, and actual situations are all missing here.

However, 1 find it difficult to accept all the points that the extract in
question seeks to make. It declares that the ‘great office’ of art is to give
us an insight into the ‘life of feeling’ or subjective unity of experience, and
(/or) ‘to organize our conception of feeling. Further, it regards ‘the life of
feeling’ or man’s ‘emotional lifc’ as an integration, and not as a mere
succession of emotions. Now if; as is again suggested in the passage being
discussed, to give ap insight into the life of feeling is nothing less than ‘to
organize our conception of feeling’, and if the life of feeling is already an
inter-related complex of emotions, are we to believe that art enables us to
understand how exactly the warious emotions are related to each other?
To answer yes to this question would, in my view, be untrue to the evi-
dence of fact, unless the word relation, is taken to mean essentially the
relation (?) of difference. Every exponent of Hindustani classical music
knows that the emotive look of rdga-adind is that of valour (veer rasa)
and that of the rdga jogiya, pathos (karuna rasa). But if he be asked as
to how the two feelings, of valour and pathos, are related, he will only be
able to say that they are quite unlike each other. Our classical dancers
may be able to say a little more on the point; for the two shades of
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shringar rasa (roughly, the emotion of love with a sexual base), viyoga
and samyoga shringar (the pathos of separation, and the bliss of reunion
in love) do have something visibly in common. But they (the dancers) too
will be unable to explain how all the nine rasas (navarasas) interrelate,
instead of merely following each other in the elaborate number known
as navarasa-malika, though in actually dancing this number they may
well be able to give us vivid glimpses of each rasa in its individual
character.

Rl
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Advaita—A Reconciliation and Reconstruction
An Analysis of Upanisadic and Buddhist Concepts of
Advaita vis-a-vis Gaudapada dnd Sankara

G. MISHRA
RIAS in Philosophy, University of Madras

Advaita as a school of Vedanta is based on the testimony of the Upanisads
and derives. its support.from the abhedasruti passages emphasizing non-
difference. In the wake of the stimulus of Buddhist thought, many schools
which are independent of the testimony of the Vedas arose. Gaudapada
and Sankardcarya were sufficiently aware of the independent and the non-
Vedic currents of thought prevalent in their times. This is evident from the
fact that both ‘of them have not only enumerated the schools they were
acquinted with, but also refuted their views. The extant systematic litera-
ture in the pre-Sankara period is the Manditkyakarika of Gaudapada. The
exact date, influence and background of Gaudapada are not known, but
his name appears in the verse containing the list of Advaita preceptors
which is chanted before any traditional discourse on Advaita. A study of
his Karikas shows that he had been influenced by the idealistic philoso-
phy of the Buddhists. At a period when the influence of Buddhism was
waning in India, Gaudapada noticed that the idealistic schools of
Madhyamika and Yogacara enunciated a kind of non-scriptural non-dual-
ism even though the real position was that they had borrowed their ideas
from the scriptural non-dualism of the Upanisads. Hence, instead of re-
sorting to Sruti as the only pramdna, a major part of his Karikas was
devoted to establishing non-dualistic reality by means of reason. In the
Manditkyakarika of Gaudapada, we find that the term ‘Advaita’ is equated
with transcendental reality, the fourth state (furiya) of one’s own being.
Therein, Gaudapada follows the Mandiikyopanisad and attempts to prove
that the nature and content of non-dual reality ultimately gives us the idea
that liberation lies in the recognition or realization of one’s own self
which is this non-dual reality. In the tenth verse of his Karika, Gaudapada

states:
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nivrtteh sarvaduhkhandm isanah prabhur avyayah
advaitah sarvabhavanam devas turyo vibhuh smrtah

The inexhaustible non-dual one is the Controiler, the Lord, who effects
the eradication of all sorrows. The effulgent Turiya is held to be the all-
pervasive source of all entitics. Here, in the Karikd, following the
Upanisad, the word ‘Advaita’ is used towards the end of the descrip-
tions of dtman and it precedes a series of positive and negative expla-
nations. In the last mantra‘of this-Upanisad, we find that the same idea
is repeated with an emphasis on knowledge and the result, which one
would obtain from that. Apart from his reverence for the Upanisads.
Gaudapada shows profound reverence towards the Buddha in order to
indicate his allegiance to Buddhism (Mandakyakarika 4.1). In the pe-
nultimate verse of the fourth chapter of his Karika, Gaudapada says:

kramate na hi buddhasya jianam dharmesu tayinah
sarve dharmastatha jianam naitad buddhena bhdasitam.'

L]

The knowledge of the Enlightened One, who is all-pervasive, does not
extend to all objects; all the souls also, like knowledge, do not reach
out to the objects. This view was not expressed by the Buddha.

Sankara in his commentary thereon says: ‘The nature of the supreme
Reality is free from the distinctions of knowledge, the known and the
knower, and is without a second.’ ‘naitad buddhena bhasitam’—this fact
was not expressed by the Buddha; though his negation of outer objects
and his contention that everything is mere consciousness imply non-dual-
ity. Here Sankara admits that there is clear proximity of Buddhist idealism
to Gaudapada’s non-dualism as there is evident commonality between the
two schools, namely the negation of external objects and acceptance of
everything as consciousness (yadyapi bahyarthanir@karanam
Jhdnamatrakalpana cadvayavastusdmipyam uktam). But this non-duality,
the essence of ultimate reality, is to be known from the Upanisads only
(idartu paramarthatattvam advaitan vedantesv eva vijiieyam).2 Now the prob-
lem before us is to réconcile what appears to be two positions propounded
by Gaudapada as he tries to bring out the essence of Advaita through his
understanding of Buddhism and of Sankara’s demonstration that Advaita
follows from the abheda-sruti passages of the Upanisads. Furthermore, it
Is necessary to examine the Karika in so far as it seems to construct a
synthesis, namely by presenting the concept of ‘Advaita’ or ‘Advaya’ as
based, on one hand, on the philosophical tenets of the Madhyamika schoo!
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and, on the other, also on the tenets of the Vijianavada school. This
appears to be an attempt to reconcile these two idealistic schools of Bud-
dhism with the main source of orthodox Indian philosophy, the Upanisads.

Later on, Saikara rigorously established the concept of Advaita, but he
did not follow the teachings of the Buddha. He, on the contrary, criticized
and refuted the tenets of Buddhism.> A solid platfarm for Sankara’s
Upanisadic non-dualism was already established by his great preceptor
Gaudapada, whose idea was not to refute the Buddha but to establish the
Upanisadic concept of non-dualism on a firm basis by utilizing the logical
ideas of Buddhism. Even though his Mandakyakarika is an explanation of
the Mandiikyopanisad, for Gaudapida, it is strong reasoning that is the
principal support for his non-dualism, and for Sankara it is scripture,
which is his principal pramana. Thus we can say that Gaudapada stands
in the middle of the process of transition from a non-scriptural to a scrip-
tural non-dualism which was the prototype source even for the Buddha.
It is obvious from his presentation of ideas in the Igamaprakara(za of the
Mandukyakarika that he recognized the importance of the scriptures and
advocated an Upanisadic system of non-duality over and above the Bud-
dha’s ideas without criticizing or in any way damaging the latter’s views.
In this paper, an attempt has been made to examine the concept of Advaita
as approached by Gaudapada and Sankara vis-a-vis the idealistic trends in
Buddhism which have thgir genesis in the Upanisads.

ADVAITA IN THE UPANISADS

The source of philosophical speculation in Vedanta is the revelation as
given in the Upanisads. As for Vedanta, these apauruseya (impersonal)
fexts serve as the means of knowledge and show the way for the realiza-
tion of the ultimate. The difference among the Vedanta schools lies in the
manner in which the world and souls can be said to be related to Brah-
man. Thus by 'the textual exegesis of the Prasthanatraya, the great pre-
ceptors like Sankara, Ramanuja and Madhva have propagated varieties of
Vedantic schools in Indian philosophy. Though this commentarial tradi-
tion still goes on, the original has survived all commentaries and preserves
the capacity for new interpretations in the future. Coming to the term
‘Advaita’ as used in the Upanisads we find the S‘mlvidyﬁ-prakarapa of the
Chandogyopanisad providing the scriptural background and authority to
the problem of one and the many. This Upanisad formulates the thesis that
Reality is one without a second: ‘ekam eva advitiyam®* This idea is cor-
roborated by a passage of the Aitareyopanisad: “atma va idam eka evagra
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asit’ (the Atman alone indeed was there in the beginning). In the Chandogya
too, we come across the text, ‘fattvamasi’ (6.8.7), which equates the indj-
vidual self to the supreme Seif. In the Brhadaranyakopanisad, we find the
term ‘Advaita’ in the statement ‘salila eko drastadvaito bhavati’ (4.3.32)
which means that, as the water is one, so is the knower of the Seif. The
explicit use of the term ‘Advaita’ is found in the Mandiikyopanisad where
reality is equated with Om and this non-dual reality is spoken of as the
mnexplicable fourth state of one’s own being—'santam Sivam advaitam
caturtham manyante, sa Gtma, sa vijiieyah’’ In both these passages, the
word ‘Advaita’ is used for the transcendental entity which is identical with
the Self.® In Indian tradition, the term Advaita stands for the supreme state
which can be an individual or the immanent and transcendent principle,
either of them or none of them.’

ADVAITA OR ADVAYA:IN BUDDHISM

In the Amarakosa, 1st century Ap, we find the term ‘Advayavadi’ used as
a synonym for the Buddha.® The commentators of the Amarakosa state
that the term “Advaya’ refers to the principle of oneness, unity or non-
duality, like the concept of S‘L‘mya or Vijiana of the Madhyamika or of the
Yogacara (Vijiianavada) schools respectively. Sankara in his
Brahmasiitrabhdsya avoids the criticisms of the Madhyamika school, even
though from the textual evidence it is clear that the tenets of the school
were fairly well known to him.” Modern scholars like Paul Hacker and
others feel that Sankara was aware of the fact that the position held by the
Madhyamikas was close to his own view on reality and hence he re-
frained from engaging himself in an elaborate refutation of the Madhyamika
school as that might have undermined his own position of non-dualism.
But Sankara had to write his commentary within the framework of
Badarayana’s aphorism dealing with the refutation of Madhyamikas and
there is no clue given in the sarvathanupapatti-adhikarana excepting
outright rejection of the Stinyavida. Moreover, since there is such bland
refutation, it is not possible to know how Badarayana and Sankara viewed
the concept of éﬁnya and what their understanding of this concept was.

There are many. instances of non-Advaita thinkers trying to criticize
Advaita on the ground that it is not different from the Vijiana of the
Vijiianavada school of Sinya of the Madhyamika school.'® The Buddha,
in response to a particular need of his times, wanted to do away with
scriptural testimony, which he must have known well, and tried to relate
his vision to this oneness or non-duality (i.e. Sﬁrzya), the understanding of
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which can be an antidote to the sufferings of mankind. In Buddhavacana,
the early canonical literature, we do not find much evidence of the pres-
ence of non-dualistic idegs being taught by the Buddha. Nagarjuna and
Asanga emphasised on certain teachings of the Buddha which gave an
idealistic turn to Buddhism which resulted in the formation of the
Madhyamika and Vijfianavada schools. Nagarjuna went to the extent of
saying that the Buddha’s teachings were absolutistic and what the Buddha
meant by reality was only fﬁnya, a concept which only the best of Bud-
dhists could understand. Thus, even though the two schools, Madhyamika
and Advaita, appeared on the firmament of Indian philosophy and worked
in different directions, much effort is not required to correlate them on the
superstructure of philosophical edifices. This gives us an idea of how the
two schools held their philosophical tenets side by side, one as an ortho-
dox school accepting the scriptures and the other disowning them, and
both promoting a trans-theistic philosophy of their own. In the principal

Upani$ads, the word Advaita is used in the sense of non-dualism; whereas

in Buddhist literature the word Advaya is used in the sense of Advaita,

This is also indicated by the usage of the term Advayavadi in the

Amarakosa. This gives us an indication that even in the st century ap the

Buddha seems to have been known by thinkers of other schools as one

propounding non-dualism.!" This has special reference to the Madhyamika

school of Nagdrjuna who emphasized Siinya as the only principle. Buddha

being a product of brahminical Indian tradition was definitely aware of
Adbvaitic analyses of the Sruti passages and that must have been reflected

in his discourses which shaped the Madhyamika school later on. To quote

T.R.V. Murti:

A cargful analysis would reveal that Hinduism (Brahminism) and Bud-
dhism belong to the same genus; they differ in species. In a sense they
are complementary to each other; one emphasises what the other lacks
or slurs over. Without affinity they would have been completely sun-
dered from each other, without difference they could not have vitalised
and enriched each other. In view of the difference in their basic stand-
points and the mode of their historical development, we should be alive
to differences as much as we affirm their affinities.'>

The Madhyamika school which is centred on the idea of S"ﬁnya will,have
difficulty in accepting the substratal Brahman of Advaita since Siinya
cannot become the substratum of anything whatsoever. The contention is
that there is no need to accept some reality to be the substtatum in the
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absolute absence of the objects. This is the precise reason why
pratityasamutpada and asatkaranavada as the theory of causality and
asatkhydti as the theory of illusion have been accepted by Madhyamikas.
The main idea is that Sﬁnya, void or essencelessnéss, is not to lie taken
as the substratum of the worid. This gives them enough scope to prove
that since reality is divided into sumvrtti and paramartha, samvrtti is asat
ultimately, and hence to scarch for a principle that would serve as the
substratum does not make any sense at all. Sankara, following Gaudapada,
worked out a philosophy, to some extent similar to that of Nagarjuna as
far as absolute reality is concerned. But, for Sankara, the understanding of
the absolute requires the sublation of something like the appeararices ol
the world etc. which have derived their existence from this absolute real-
ity, i.e. Brahman. '

GAUDAPADA’S SCIIEME OF ADVAITA—A RECONCILIATION

Much has been written on the concept of Advaita evolved by Gaudapada,
the grand preceptor of Sankara. V. Bhattacharya shows Buddhist tenden-
cies in the Karikas.” S.N. Dasgupta believes that Gaudapada was a Bud-
dhist who considered the teachings of the Upanisads as similar to those of
the Buddha." In the first Prakarana, Gaudapada makes an empirical analy-
sis to explain the fourth state of one’s being which is non-dual Self. Here
he says that the state of 7uriva (fourth) is the source of all objects and that
the objects are like those of the dream state. When the individual sleeping
under the spell of ignorance is awakened, one realises the birthless, sleep-
less and dreamless non-dual Self.” In another verse, he states that the
world of appearance would have ceased if it had existed, but all this
duality is mere illusion and hence in reality there is only the non-dual
entity. Now the question may arise: If there is no duality at all what is the
status of teaching which operates in the empirical world? In respénse to
this Gaudapdda says that it js only for the sake of instruction, and once
the reality is known, there is no duality.'® The idea is that a name is not
the thing denoted and hence all the teachings, etc. are only factors indi-
cating the reality. In the realm of understanding, this cessation of duality
means that the world is understood as the mere appearance of the non-
dual principle. In the second Prakarana, Gaudapada says that world per-
ception is because of the imagination of a perceiver self and along with
it the imaginary creations of diverse inner states and the external world.
It is just like the ro'pe-snakc where there is neither production nor destruc-
tion of anything. Gaudapada states:

.
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na nirodho na cotpattih na baddho na cu sadhakah
na mumuksur na vai muktih itvesa paramarthaa.

There is no destruction, no origination, none is bound to this samsara;
there is neither an aspirant, nor salvation, neither one desirous of sal-
vation, nor again one liberated, this is the highest truth.'?

This can be compared to the invocatory verse of Nagarjuna’s
Madhyamikavrtti,

= anirodham anutpadam anucchedam asasvatam

‘ anekdrtham andnartham andgamam anirgamam.
yah pratityasamutpadam prapaficopasaman $ivam
desayamasa sambuddhah tam vande vadatam varam.

I offer my salutations to the best among the speakers who, having
attained enlightenment, has taught relative origination, which is no
cessation, no origination; no annihilation. non-abiding; and the non-
difference, non-identity; and non-difference, non-appearance; and the

L! non-@ifference, being the’termination of linguistic description and the
auspicious,

In the Mandiikyakarika, verse 1V.1, we find the same idea and termi-
nology being used by Gaudapada:

Jhanenakasakalpena dharmanyo gaganopaman
Jhieyabhinnena sambuddhastam vande dvipadam varam

] The term Advaita is used in another verse, 11.36, where Gaudapiada says
FEI that after gaining knowledge, one should fix one's memory on the non-
"% dual entity. By attaining this non-dual state, one may move around like a
dullwitted person (in whichever way one likes); The reference to the

absence of the world in this non-dual entity is also given by him.

- nirvikalpo hyayam drsto prapaﬁcopa.\"a;/no dvayah'®

This shows that Gaudapada, unlike Nagarjuna, believes in a principle
which is the locus and is free from world perception, Gaudapada consid-
i ers Advaita fo be the absolute reality and that whatever is dual is the

', outcome of this non-dual. Hence there is no conflict with the dualists who
believe the duality to be absolute and also empirical,

~ot

e

advaitam paramartho hi dvaitam tadbheda ucyate
tesam ubhayatha dvaitam tenavam na viruddhyate,
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Non-duality is the highest reality; duality is spoken of as its modifica-
tion. For the dualists duality cxists both ways. Hence there is no con-
flict with them.

In the Fourth Chapter, Gaudapdda introduces gjativada which holds the
key to the Vivartavada of Sankara. Gaudapada says:

prakrteranyath@ibhdvo na kathaficit bhavisyati."®

Gaudapada feels that there is nothing wrong if the non-dual appears to be
dual, like a single mind appearing as the cognizer and the object cognized
in the dream state. Thus, in the empirical realm, it is the:mind which owns
the duality and, for controlling the mind, Gaudapada invokes the famous
Buddhist concept of Asparsayoga. In his Karika, he first -accepts
Vijfianavada and later on criticizes it. He says that external entities are not
products of consciousness, nor is consciousness a product of external
entities. Hence the cause—effect relationship cannot be established.?
Gaudapada refers to Sasvatavada and Ucchedavada when he says that
everything appears to be born because of the empirical outlook. There-
fore, there is nothing called eternal from the standpoint of the reality;
everything is the birthless Self. Hence there is no such thing as annihila-
tion. Gaudapada says: i

samvrty@ jayate sarvam sasvatam tena nasti vai
svabhavena hyajar sarvan ucchedas tena nasti vai.*'

According to Gaudapada, the very concept of entity (dharma) is because
of its birth or appearance. If dharma is not present, thc concept of
birthlessnéss is not required as it will have no applicability.” He also
points out that this does not mean that there is no appearance, for in the
state of sanvrti, one has to accept objects, cognition and cognizer, which
has been taught by the Buddha himself.” In the penultimate verse,
Gaudapada shows his reverence for the Buddha, saying that the all-per-
vasive knowledge of the Budftha has nothing to do with the objects of the
empirical universe, Here Gaudapada says that the Buddha did not talk of
entities getting related to knowledge, ‘naitad buddhena bhasitam’. The
meaning is that though the Buddha denied bahyarthavada, he could not
avoid causal relation while explaining @jativada. Bhattacharya explains
this passage saying that, since transcendental truth cannot be attained by
instruction, the Buddha preferred to maintain silence.?® From the forego-
ing analysis of the text, it is clear that the first Advaita writer has been
influenced to a substantial extent by the Madhyamika tenets as found in
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the works of Nagarjuna and also by the Vijfianavada doctrines, found in
the Lankavatara. In professing non-dualism, he has assimilated all the
Madhyamika and Yogacara teachings, believing that the truth taught by
the Buddha is not far away from that of the Upanisads and that the two
approaches are complementary. In the absence of any earlier reference to
the Buddhist background of Gaudapada it is conceivable that he had ac-
quaintance with a school of Buddhism that had assimilated the two ide-
alist schools of Buddhism as referred to here. Be that as it may, he was
the first to believe that the non-dualism, the Advaya of Buddhism, how-
ever indeterminable or indefinable, Vijiiana or S'L‘mya, is similar to the
Upanisadic non-dual reality.

SANKARA'S CONCEPT OF ADVAITA—A RECONSTRUCTION

%

Saikara, following Gaudapada, works out a similar non-dual philosophy
as far'as absolute reality is concerned. That understanding of this absolute
requires the sublation of the world of appearance which has derived its
existence from this absolute. Sankara asserts that the visible world is
nothing but the appearance of Brahman in, a different context. As the
rope-snake is just another appearance of rope so also is the world, an
appearance of Brahman. Had there been no rope there would be no rope-
snake. For Sankara this reality is existence, consciousness and bliss which
are shared in the things of the world and that is how the concept of non-
dualism is brought about. Sankara in all his writings equates the term
‘Advaita’ with Brahman, as the non-dual entity. The term ‘non-dual’ is
very important because the visible duality has its place as quasi-real en-
tities. The term ‘Non-dualism’ is preferred to the term ‘Monism” because
the absolute ehtity, Brahman, is intended to be understood as non-dual.
Advaita gives emphasis to this term ‘non’ which implies a negation of all
types of duality and difference like internal, between the members of the
same species or between different species (vijatiya-sajativarsvagata-bheda-
Siinyatvam), A mere monism would not have the first two types of differ-
ences, whereas there would be no problem if the first type (svagata-
bheda) is accepted. Advaita makes an outright rejection of all these dif-
ferences. In Monism, substantial or attributive, there is an attempt to re-
duce all phenomena to a single principle as we find in Bradley, Spinoza
and to some extent in Leibnitz, and traces of it can be seen in’ the pre-
Socratic philosopher Parmenides. But for Advaita, in-the very process of
understanding, the world is real and even after the understanding, the so-
called world continues to be without distorting the understanding, and that

]
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is what is called Jivanmuksi. As Hiriyanna would put it, ‘The freed man

is in and out of Samsara at the same time—empirically in it but transcen-
dentally out of it.” So the reality of the world is accepted while the
understanding of it has undergone a change. This is how the relation
between Prarabdhakarma and Jivanmukti has been established in Advaita
Vedanta. If liberation brings an end to the world of appearances, there is

no question of Jivanmukti as the body of the liberated man would fall off

once he attains this realization. Sure$vara, a direct disciple of Sankara

deals with this point in his Naiskarmyasiddhi wherein he says that since -
the person has become liberated in the psycho-physical frame, he contin-

ues to remain in that state until the fructified deeds are exhausted.” All 1
this goes to show that in Sankara’s scheme of understanding, a place for
dvaita is maintained but a ‘dvaita’ in a different dimension, namely in the
relative sphere. P. Hacker and T. Vetter suggest that, in the course of his
development, Sankara tumed away from an early indebtedness to Bud-
dhist ideas.?” Vetter states that Sankara’s anti-Buddhist polemics in his
Brahmasiitra commentary might be an attempt to dissociate himself from
the position he had carlier maintained in his commentary of the y
Mandiikyakarika. Hacker maintains that in his commentary on the
Brhadaranyakopanisad, Sankara turned against a Buddhist theory he had
previously accepted, the theory of apparent disintegration of pure con-
sciousness into subject and object.?® But an observation of the Karikas
shows his suggestion that the great Buddhist truth of non-dual reality is
what the Upanisads would have had in them as non-dual Brahman- Atman,
and the Buddha would have got this idea from the Upanisads themselves.
The question relating to the theory of substratum, as pointed out earlier,
is difficult to accept in an aftempt to bring about a difference between
Buddhlsm and Advaita. It is because even the Madhyamikas would have
Sunya as the substratum which has not been pronounced directly by
Nagarjuna The ugomus scr |ptmal analysis which was taken up by Sankara
to establish Brahman-Atman somehow gives the idea that his ideal of
non-dual self is different from that of Nagarjuna, for whom Sanya is an
essenceless reality. For Gaudapada the truth of the Upanisads is nearer 10
his understanding of the Buddha's non-dual reality and, therefore,"he did
not labour much to establish a substratal Brahman. In Sankara’s U pamsadu.
exegesis however, that concept of Reality is of great importance. While !
commentmg on the Chandogyu text ‘ekamevadvitiyam’ (6.2.1), Sankara
states” ‘ndsya  dvitiyam vastvantaram vidyata iti advitiyam’. In the
Brhadaranyaka again, Sankara deals with the concept of immanence in 2
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detailed manner. ‘By the realisation of the Sclf, my dear, through hearing,
reflection and meditation, all this is known.” The term ‘all this is known’?
is of some interest to us in understanding the methodology Sankara ap-
plies to establish Advaita. In his commentary he states: ‘All this, that is
other tham the self, is known for there is nothing else but the Self.” In
order to dlstmgulsh Advaitavada from Advayavida of Buddhism, Sankara
emphasizes the Srutzpramana and on that authority he branded Buddhists
as unorthodox, stating that their literature should not be taken seriously by
those who wish to attain liberation.*

In the post-Sankara period, Sankara’s legacy of cstablishing Advaita was
taken up rigourously and many writers took up this task from different
ang,les Madhustidana Sarasvati in his commentary on the Dasasloki of
Sankara tries to define the term ‘Advaita’ by distinguishing it from the
possible definitions of other schools. He says:

na vidyate dvaitam dvidhabhavo yatra tadadvaitum ityaksararthah™

Advaita is that principle in which there is absence of duality. By using the
word ‘yatra’, Madhusidana wants to give importance to the concept of
substratum, i.e. Brahman which is not only transcendent but also imma-
nent in all the beings. In the Khandanakhandakhadya, Sn‘harsa uses
Miadhyamika dialectics to refute the standpoint of the other schools.
However, he prefers scriptural exegesis to prove non-dualism. He says:

ckamevadvitiyamityuktya: yadevakiramadatte  $rutih  tad-
atyantikamadvaitam pratipadayitumiti. :

His contention is that the usage of the term eva m the Upanisad is meant
to establish abﬁolute non-dualism.* i

CONCLUSION

Saiikara and the post-éar’lkara Advaitins have explained the congept of
Advaita more on the authority of the Sruti with the aid of reason and
experience. Sankara’s adherence to Sruti and his critique of other schools
make him a radical Vedantin who seems to be bent upon the establish-
ment of an Advaita tradition on a scriptural base. He does not seem to be
satisfied with the liberal approach taken by Gaudapada. History in India
has been snch a neglected field that no conjecture can be made as far as
the dates of ancient writers are concerned. It is all thc more difficult when
we take up the task of unearthing authentic history of the great authors of
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Indian philosophical treatises. In Gaudapada, we find that reason and
experience play a vital rolc in establishing the concept of non-dualism on
the basis of something already established by the Buddha and the Upanisads
which he reverentially acknowledges. This does not mean that he gives

less importance to the Upanisads as he prefers to write the whole text of

his Karika as an exposition of the Mandikyopanisad*® It is only where
the necessity arises to criticize the views of opponents, have Gaudapada
and Sankara based their arguments more on logic. But as an author of one
of the earliest works to deal explicitly with scriptural non-dualism,
Gaudapada launches his arguments through convincing logic to show that
the tenets extended by the Buddhists can be traced to the scriptural norni-
dualism of the Upanisads and are the logical development of the scrip-
tures which the Buddha did not take cognisance of. In Sankara, on the
other hand, we find a strong dose of Sruti along, with reason, on the line
of his grand preceptor Gaudapada, which has been employed to establish
the philosophy of Advaita which stands the test of time.
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Sankara on ‘Kena’ Upanisad
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’
1

The Kena Upanisad is a small but very important text of the Prasthanatraya.
Its 1mportance can be gauged from the fact that it is the only Upanisad
upon which Sankara has written two commentaries, namely Padabhasya
and Vakya-bhasya. The cryptic style of the Upanisads poses very abstruse
problems and their subtle intricacies are difticult to be resolved without
the help of Sankara’s commentary, for it not only explains the purport of
the Upanisads but also puts forth certain genuine phxlosophxcal material
for thought. It is with this view that some salicnt features of Sankara’s
commentary on the Kena Upanisad are being discussed in the present
paper.

Self-realization is the aim of the teaching of the Upanisads. In the Kena
Upanisad, the goal of self-realization is approached from the standpoint of
eplstemology The text under study is titled ‘Kena' since it begins with the
query: By:whom or by what force are the activities of mind, life-force,
speech and sense controlled? What is it within us that guides them to their
objects? An answer is envisaged in the four sections of the Kena Upanisad;
the first two dwell upon the unqualified Brahman while the last two
propound the concept of qualified Brahman. This paper deals primarily

with the first two sections.
1

Pursuit of knowledge has been the ardent longing and perennial goal of
all human beings and the capacity to know has been their proud posses-
sion. Although their self-conscious faculty has also, at times, been voicing
scepticism, yet it has always been a travesty of human fate that the more
one seeks to know, the more knowledge eludes one’s grasp. Of course
nothing is more agonising than ignorance and nothing is more refreshing
than knowledge, as one rejoices in knowledge and feels dejected in

4
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ignorance. Knowledge is declared the means to emancipation.' But the
process of knowing has always been beset with paradoxes in so far as we
may claim to know and at the same time we may doubt and dispute the
veracity of this claim. We tend to seek knowledge and yet at the same
time we doubt the possibility of attaining it. On the one hand we claim
objectivity for our knowledge, but on the other hand, we deny the
very possibility of knowledge possessing this property on the ground that
all human knowledge is subjective and liable to err.? In epistemological
exercises, therefore, we tend to oscillate between truth-claim and error-
exposure or even more fundamentally between knowledge and ignorance.
The history of philosophical thought presents diverse responses to ¢piste-
mological enterprises, ranging from dogmatic certainty to vehement ag-
nosticism. In between there are also a wide variety of qualified positions,
more so with regard to knowledge of the ultimate reality, i.e. Brahman.

In the background of this baffling epistemological situation, we find the
Kena Upanisad a spurce of great solace and relief. It provides a very
important critique of epistemology and gives a fine and sophisticated
analysis of the knowledge situation which is subtle and sublime, valid and
wonderful. Positing a trans-empirical ontos, it points out the inadequacy
and futility of the epistemological approach. It emphasizes the failure of
logical attempts to know the non-epistemic Reality known as Brahman
which is unthinkable by the mind and unspeakable by speech.’ It advo-
cates a special sort of knowing, a knowing by being, an intuitive realiza-
tion in which all epistemic process comes to a standstill and knowing
becomes one with being. This realization may baffle an ordinary mind but
make an enlightened mind revel in the glory of Brahmajiiana—which is
lluminating and endearing and which culminates in Supreme Bliss and
beatitude; it is therefore, rightly accepted as the highest goal of l;fe ag-
cording to the Upanisads or Vedanta.

It should be made clear here that Vedanta does not teach epistemic
nihilism as it accepts the phenomenal validity of all empirical knowledge
but asserts its limitations and ultimate sublatability. In the Narada-
Sanatkumara parable in the Chandogya Upanisad, all empirical knowl-'
edge 1s conceded but assigned a limited role and the need to transcend it
is emphasized.’ Vedanta is, in fact, Brahmavidya® and therefore advo-
cates the necessity of Brahmajfiana. 1t is from this point of view that the
Kena Upanisad is said to be the Brahmi Upanisad® as it deals with knowl-
edge of Brahman. ‘
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I

Here the question arises as to how can one know Brahman, which is
neither the object, nor the subject of knowledge, but knowledge per se. In
reply it may be said thdt, in the Vedantic framework of advaitic hue. a
dichotomous distinction is drawn between the empirical and the trans-
empirical, the vyavaharika and the paramarthika. Accordingly, a parallel
distinction between the apara vidya and pard vidya’ is also accepted
though it is maintained that ultimately there is absorption of the former in
the later. dpara vidya is related to the realm of subjectivity while para
vidya is concerned with Pure Existence which is also Pure Knowledge and
Infinitude.® Granting conditional and evanescent value to empirical knowl-
edges(apard vidya), its vanity has been demonstrated. But so far as para
vidya is concemed, it is Brahmajfiana itself which alone is regarded as
Supreme Truth’, untouched by all subjectivity, conditionality of doubt
and denial. Brahman is the essence or Self of all things® and hence one
who knows It, knows everything.!® Nobody can doubt or deny the exist-
ence of one’s own self and therefore the reality or truth of self-realization
is well-established.'' One may not know one’s nature fully but no one can
deny one’s own existence, which is indisputable.

Kena Upanisad affirms the existence of this Supreme Consciousness,
Brahman, as our real self and true existence; it states that the mind, life,
sight, speech etc. are not able to comprehend the ultimate reality, Brah-
man, for they are only inferior modes and external mstruments employed
in the field of empirical knowledge. It reiterates that Brahman is the all-
cognitive principle and asserts the following facts:

(a) It is beyond the reach of mind and the scnses.”?

(b) It does not itself require mind as an instrument to think."

(¢) It is rather that power by which mind is capable of thinking."

(d) It is the very nature of Brahman that it is beyond description.'

(e) In fact, Brahman is our own self expericnced by us in every cog-
nition and at every moment. But again none can resort to his own
self and neither can one evade,one's own self. Hence it is said that
Brahman is different from the known and above the unknown.'®

Sankara, while commenting on this part of the Kena Upanisad, says
that whatever is known to someone, has to be the object of knowledge but
Brahman cannot be the object of knowledge in any real sense of the
term,'” hence it is different from the known. Morcover, anything known
in the empirical sense, has a name and a form (ndma-riipa), since these

-]
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two remain in every transitory object or an effect. Brahman, a permanent
entity, must be different from such an effect which has a beginning and
an end.'® Therefore, Brahman is different from the objects known empiri-
cally. :

Now, it may ordinarily be said that if Brahman is different from the
known, then it must be unknown. But it is not so; Brahman is not un-
known but above the unknown: ‘aviditadadhi’. Sankara clarifies that
whatever is unknown, requires knowing while Brasaman is not in need of
knowledge; since it is Itself in the form of knowledge, hence it does not
require another Vijiiana. Just as a lamp does not require another light to
illumine it, similarly Brahman does not stand in need of knowledge.”” It
is different from the phenomenal world which can be known through the
sense organs, mind and intellect. In fact, it is the knower behind them and
is therefore beyond the known and the unknown. -

In other words, the ‘known’ is all that we grasp and possess by our
present mental modes while the ‘unknown’ is that which is different from
the known, but is not unknowable if we can extend our mental faculties
or attain some other capabilities that we do not yet possess. That is what
is meant by the word adhi i.c. above or as something other than.. But it
has to be remembered that

Brahman in itself is unknown and therefore beyond description, not
because it is a void and capable of no description but because it is
beyond all things that our; knowledge can conceive. and because the
methods of ideation and éxprcssion proper to our mentality do not
apply to it. It is the absolute of all things that we know and of each
thing that we know and yclf nothing nor any sum of things can exhaust
or characterise its essential being. For its manner of being is other than
that which we call existence; its unity resists all analysis, its multiple
infinities exceed every synthesis.?

It is from this point of view ghat the Kena Upanisad uses several terms
to convey the idea that the Brahmun is unknown, i.e. not to be known
ordinarily. On scrutinizing Sankara’s interpretations of these words we
can point out the following:

(@) na vidmo nua vijanimah (1.3)

Apparently these two statements seem repetitive but Sankara has con-
strued them in such a way that the first part of the statement characterizes
the Brahman and the latter becomes an adverb of the verb anusisyat.”
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(b) anyadeva tad viditadatho aviditiadadhi (1.3)

Ordinary means of knowlédge like perception and inference are not capa-
ble of grasping the ultimate reality, Brahman: it is only the scripture
which is a source of knowledge in this respect. Accordingly, this phrase
is cited here as an dgama, an instruction from the earlier tradition of
preceptors.?

(¢) yanmanasa na manute, cak$usa na pusvati,
srotrena na Srnoti, pranena na praniti

!"s‘m'lkara, explaining these utterances, states that they reaffirm the basic
Upanisadic contention, i.e. the Supreme Consciousness Brahman is not to
be grasped through sense-organs like ordinary objects. On the contrary, It
is the impeller of these senses; these can’t work without Its power. Since
the disciple had asked specifically about the impeller of these five organs,
hence the preceptor is answering separately in five verses, although he
had already answered his question generally (in verse 1.2).%

(d) na svveda, na veda

It is very difficult to say that one knows Brahman well, but at the same
time one c;annot maintain that one does not know It, for It is the very
nature of one’s being. One who has realized It, will not make such claims
as, ‘T know Brahman well’, because such statements reflect the immaturity
of one’s knowledge.”

(e) amatam

One who is motivated by his quest for knowing Brahman, does not know
It, but he, whose quest to know has already been satisfied, really knows
It because he has realized his own self as Brahman.®

(f) avijiatam

Sankara has cldrified here, and quite logically too, that this second line
may be taken as an argument in support of the first line. He explains the
verse as follows: Since the realized ones are aware that the Brahman is
one with the self and canriot be known as an object, hence It is unknown
to them from this point of view. On the other hand, those who do not
know Its real nature, think that they know It, but actually they do not

know Tt.

It is intriguing to note here that on the one hand the Kena Upanisad
propounds in so many terms that the Supreme Reality is unknown, but at
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the same time states categorically and in five consecutive verses that
‘tadeva Brahma tvam viddhi’, i.e. you should know that (consciousness or
self) alone as Brahman:

The purpose of this repetition, according to Sankara, is to underline the
fact that the Supreme Consciousncss or Brahman ig no other than the self
of a human being.?’ It is this identity of Brahman and atman which is
being emphasized here.?* In fact, the ultimate reality, Brahman, is
unoriginated and unrelated in its true nature, It exists on its own and is the
ground of all objects which are originated and are relational. It is true that
the ultimate reality is transcendental, it is not a phenomena with which we
are familiar in our day-to-day experience, still we have to search for it and
discover it in our own self, since it is npt separate from our own bemg
In this way, this self-knowledge is unique, it is not merely knowledz,e of
the self as an object or by the self (as a subject). -

It is also to be clarified here that, on first reading, it seems as if there
is a tautology in the five imperatives referred to above and the second part
of the verses, namely: nedam yadidam upasate. But Sankara has explained
this repetition by stating that the first part of the imperatives is for enjoin-
ing a restrictive injunction (niyama-vidhi), while the second pait is an
exclusive injunction (parisanmkhyd).” This is characteristic of the
Upanisadic style accprding to which the ultimate reality, Brahman, is not
to be described through positive diction. It is true ‘that It can be known
only through scripture but it may again be pointed out that even scripture
cannot describe It clearly as such and such, it can reveal the nature of the
real only negatively as what it is not.

\

v

It is, therefore, not without rcason that the seeker of Brahmavidya puts
forth various contrary viewpoints about his knowledge of Brahman which
may apparently pose many serious epistemic paradoxes as follows:

(i) Naham manye suvedeti, i.e. T don’t think that I know It well.
(i1) No na Vedeti, i.e. Not that I do not know.
(i) Veda cha, i.e. I know too.
(iv) Yo nastad veda tadveda, 1.e. Whosoever amongst us comprehends
it, knows That, . :
(v) No nua vedeti veda cha,” i.e. It is not known and the known as
well.

il
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In fact, it is a reaffirmation of what has already been said by the pre-
ceptor that Brahman is different from the known and above the unknown.
It simply suggests that Brahman is not to be known like other empirical
objects,.It is different from all other kndwables and hence ‘durbodha’. As
regards knowledge of ordinary objects, such contradictory statements would
definitely prove their dubitability but this language of confusing contra-
dietions poses no paradoxes as far as it is employed to express and convey
the self-awareness of Pure Consciousness. It is in such places that lan-
guage breaks down in its attempts ‘to express the Inexpressible’.3!
Sankara here clarifies by saying that the Upanisadic statement may
apparently seem an epistemic paradox but on deeper analysis it resolves
all the contradictions. Another commentator on the Kena Upanisad,
Saﬁkarﬁnanda, has highlighted the specific import of each of the terms in
this verse®? and said that Brahman is neither completely known nor en-
tirely unknown like worldly objects.

v

Kena Upanisad makes another important distinction bétween knowledge
and knowledge-claim. Knowledge is necessari ly true and unfalsifiable but
a knowledge-claim may be true or false. One may claim to know and yet
may not actually know—this is stated in another verse in two pairs of
apparent paradoxes which are resolved by Sankara as follows:

1. (a) Yasyamatam matar tasya, ie. He who properly knows It,
thinks that he does not know. It means that one who does not
know Brahman in a dualistic framework as a subject or as an

»  object, does really know It.”

(b) Matam yasya na veda sah, i.e. He who does not know prop-
erly, thinks that he knows. Sankara explains it by saying that
one who claims to know Brahman, does not in fact know It,
as this knowledge-claim is based on a distinction between
known and the unknown.*

2. () Avijaatam vijanatam, i.e. those who claim to know Brahman
as determined by body, senses, mind etc., do not in fact know
[t. They do not even know that Bra/man as an object is not
known by senses, mind etc. but they think that they know It;
their claim of knowing itself proves that they do not know It
According to Sankarananda, those who are conscious of knowl-
edge, knower and known, do not in fact know Brahman, be-
cause It is devoid of any such differences.
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(b) Vijiiatam avijanatam, i.e. Those who know that Bra/_mchn
cannot be known by senses, mind etc. correctly think that they
do not know Brahiman, since those who do not see any sort of
difference, are really aware of It.3

$ankara has tried to resolve the repetition and apparent contradiction.
here by logically explaining that Brahman is really undetermined by any
attribute but when one talks of knowing It, It is bound to .be determined
with an attribute (like the object etc.), hence those who think or say that
they know Brahman, do not really know It in its true nature. On the other
hand, those who think that their knowledge of Brahman is not proper due
to the existence of the determinant of being known, really know It. They
at least have the minimum knowledge that Brahman is different from the
known and beyond the unknown. It is knowledge per se, having no rela-
tion with the knower and the known. The Srutis are unanimous in their
declaration that [nfinite Bliss can only be experienced by the one who has
come to live in entire identification with the Brahman,” or the Self.

Vi

Sankara, in his commentary on Kena Upanisad further states that Brah-
man should not be understood as totally unknowable; if It were so ac-
cepted, then there would be no difference between ordinary mortals and
the realized souls.?® More-over, what has already been said above would
prove self-contradictory. The Kena Upanisad, therefore provides the tech-
nique for realization of Brahman in one’s own self. The real knowledge
of Brahman is possible by realizing It as ever-present in every knowledge:
‘Pratibodhaviditain matam™. is the key term of the Kena Upanisad from
this point of view. It means that Brahman is always present as a witness
(s@ksi) in every knowledge," to rcalize It in this form is the real knowl-
edge which can dispel all ignorance and is the means to immortality.
Sankara explains this term in=various ways in his commentaries but then
accepts and advocates t:his very meaning by saying: ‘atah
pratyayapratyagdtmatayd@ viditam Brahma yada tada tat matam tat
Samyagdans"anumityarfhu(;"”;§i.c. Brahman can’t be knolkn, It can only be
realized as the ever-present sclf in every knowledge. This%s what is meant
by the term pratibodhaviditam, also explained as sarvabodhaboddhrtvam
by Sankara in his Padabhasya.

In other words, it also reaffirms that Brahman cannot be known in the
ordinary way, It is to be realized as one’s own self in the form of con-
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sciousness ever-present in all cognitions. Just as the presence of fire is felt
very much distinctly from the hot iron, similarly Brahman is to be expe-
rienced as pratyagatmavijiianam and not as visayavijianam;¥ visayavijizana
is already negated in the case of Brahman (in verses 1.4 to 1.8).

The term knowledge is ordinarily understood in Advaitic tradition as
vriti-jnana, which is a blend of the vriti (modification) of mind and the
reflection of consciousness therein. This vrtti-jnana is empirical knowl-
edge for which the functioning of mind and senses is absolutely neces-
sary. But the mind as well as sense organs are capable of knowing any
thing only when they are inspired by consciousness.” When the mind and
senses are controlled through ethical and spiritual discipline, when the
mind becomes a non-mind and there is complete absence of mental modi-
fications, then the self, which is ever-present in the form of consciousness,
remains in its natural state and the person who has come upto this stage
of devélopment, realizes the inward self and remains as the self. This is
a case of knowing where to know the self is to be the self and this
precisely is the meaning of pratibodhaviditam according to Sankara.

VII

Two important conclusions follow from the foregoing analysis:

(1) Brahman or Pratyagatma Brahma is not unknowable or even unknown
to the realized ones, but it is not known in the way ordinary objects are
known at empirical level. It is in this sense that Brakman is other than the
known and beyond the unknown. It is at one and the same time known
to some and unknown to others. It is thus at once both known and the
unknown and also not known and not unknown. Apparently, it may sound
to be paradoxical but ‘this is the ultimate truth as it is expounded in the
Vedanta texts. In order to resolve this paradox, it has to be split up in four
alternatives viz:

(a) Tt is known (as pratibodhaviditam). It is known in s&*-realization.

(b) It is not known (as an object). It is unknown through® senses and
mind.

(c) It is other than the known (objects known empirically). It is not
known through sajataya or vijitiya bhedas.

(d) Tt'is other than the unknown (like tuchha or alika).

There is no contradiction in any of these four alternatives as all are
mutually exclusive. Contradiction will be there only when it is said that
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‘I know and yet I do not know’. Likewise, in fact ‘other than known’ is
‘not unknown’ and vice-versa as these are not mutually exclusive and
exhaustive dichotomies.

(ii) The second conclusion is that one may know Brahman but may not
do so fully well as Brahmajiidna is not like ordinary knowledge, where
the knower and known are quite distinct.* Brahman is without any at-
tribute and possesses no form, hence one who says that he knows Brah-
man well, knows It very little, since It requires meditation and contempla-
tion. Therefore just after hearing from the preceptor one should not claim
that ‘T have known It ‘well’; $ravana alone is not‘enough for It, manana
and nididhyasana®® have also to be practised. This is what the Kena

Upanisad reaffirms in the following words:

Yadi manyase suvedeti dabhramevapi niinam tvam vettha Brahmano

ripam.
Yadasya tvam yadasya devesvatha nu mima@msyameva te manye
viditam.*® . ,

Sankara, while explaining the above, has said that for a proper under-
standing of the Supreme Reality, three modes/steps of knowledge have to
be exercised:

(a) sravana: evamacharyoktah ‘

(b) manana: ekd@nta upavistali samahitah san yathoktamdchdryena
agamamarthato vicharya tarkatascha mrdharya
(¢) nididhyasana: svanubhavan krtva®’

It is only in this way that one can realize the true nature of Brahman,
otherwise there is every possibility of error. That is why the Sruti cautions
against any fake knowledge-claim and lays emphasis on mimamsa, an
equivalent for philosophical enquiry.

s

VIII

The Kena Upanisad further deciares that Brahmajfidina is to be realized in
this very life itself. It is available in this birth provided the basic condi-
tions of its availability are fulfilled. In fact this should be the summum
bonum of life as Sankara says in his commentary on the Brahmastitras:

Brahmavagatirhi purusarthah.*®

]

The Upanisad declares that if it is not accomplished in this life and on
this earth, ‘there is great perdition in the form of continued bondage and
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suffering.*® On the other hand, if it is accomplished here, one gains the
pbwer of pure knowledge and through that rcaches immortality, the true
nature of Brahman.*

In fact, this is the phala-sruti of the first two sections of the Kena
Upanisad. Accordingly, he, who has realized this ever-presence of self or
consciousness in every cognition, attains such strength or capability which
is unatfainable from any other source. It is such a strength which can
overcome mortality, hence the statement; ‘vidyaya vindate'mrtam’.

It may be contended that thére is again a case of tautology in this verse,
since all the three terms pratibodha, dtmana and vidyayd have been inter-
preted by Sankara as referring to the ‘self ’, but this contention is baseless
in the sense that all the Upanisadic statements dwell upon the inexplicable
self in so many words which are incapable of expressirig the same. Moreo-
ver, on closely examining Sankara’s interpretation of these terms, we find
that pratibodha is used here in the sense of witness- self, atmana refers to
the nature of self while vidyaya denotes the knowledge of the self which
leads one to immortality.*' ,

It is also worth mentioning here that Sankara has explained this line of
the Kena Upanisad differently in both of his commentaries, namely
padabhdsya™ and vakyabhasya.® He has very well resolved the riddle of
repetition himself. He also clarifies here the use of the verb vindate, i.e.
knowledge of the self is not to be produced, it was already there in the
form of self, it is to be attained and vidyad helps one to disclose it.

IX

The last two sections of the Kena Upanisad contain a story which is
symbolic representation of the fact that nonc can attain this knowledge of
Brahman without perseverance and the help of a preceptor. The Upanisad
closes with the teachmg that Brahman or Supreme Consciousness is the
adorable Yaksam® in all beings. It is the one to be worshipped as
Tadvanam,*® the self of all living beings. Self is always desired by eve-
lybody and so the Brahman is desired by all.*

Sankara, while commenting on this portion of the Kena Upanisad elabo-
rates and says that anybody who meditates upon Brahman endowed with
this ‘fadvanatva’, attains a stage where cver ybody loves him and adores

him.*’
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X

To conclude, it may be said that the possibility of Brahmajiiana is not
negated in the Kena Upanisad, but the emphasis is laid on the fact that the
knowledge of Brahman is trans-empirical, whereas all knowledge-claim is
empirical. It is therefore that those who claim to have known It, really do
not know It, and those who know It, will not make any knowledge-claim.
Moreover, Brahmajfidna is not possible by sravana alone, it has to be
pondered upon and practised as pratibodhaviditam; the attainment of
Brahman is nothing but the realization of this ever-presence of It in every
knowledge. It is through this technique that Brahman can be realized in.
this birth and on this earth itself. In fact, this is the culmination of
Upanisadic teaching well expounded in Sankara’s commentary on the
Kena Upanisad. )
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Was Acarya Sariikara Responsible for the Disappearance
of Buddhist Philosophy from India?

DAYA KRISHNA

The disappearance of Buddhism from India is one of those enigmas which
defies explanation. For more than fifteen hundred years, it dominated the
Indian scene and has left unbelievable marvels in the realm of sculpture,
architecture and painting that it is difficult to understand how the faith that
created this ceased to function as a living force in the very country where
it originated. Sanchi, Karhaa, Ajanta are names to conjure with. And,
there are many more located all aver India tesiifying to its glorious pres-
ence everywhere in the country. Yet, it all disappeared as if it had never
existed sometime around ap 1000. '

All attempts at explanation flounder against the single fact that the
other great $ramanic religion still flourishes in India. There are not only
various Jain communities in all parts of India, but some of them even
proclaim their identities by calling themselves ‘Jain’. And they are Jains,
unlike the so-called nee-Buddhists who not only know nothing about the
great traditions of Buddhism in this country but do not seek, or want to
seek, any such thing as Nirvana. They have no monks or monasteries or
systems of meditation, nor do they have a monastic discipline as the
outward manifestations of the inner sceking of the Great Buddha.

And it is not only the Jains who flourish and survive, but also the
Zorastrians, the Syrian Christians, the Jews, the Armenians and many
others. The synagogues of the Jews in Kerala are well known, but the
Armenian Church in Calcutta, established long before the coming of the
British, deserves equal attention.

The myth of Vedic Hinduism, ‘swallowing up’, all the other non-Hindu
religious traditions in India, so persistently propagated by certain vested
interests, is really a myth, unsubstantiatcd by any evidence whatsoever.
There has, of course, been conflict and controversies, even violent ones,
but never ‘religious wars’ in the form they have occurred in the West. Yet,

it remains a fact that Buddhism did disappear from India, the land where
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it originated and flourished for more than fifteen hundred years. But though
the causes of the disappearance are little known, one has still some sub-
stantial knowledge of the reasons for the disappearance of Buddhist phi-
losophy from the Indian scene where it had a visible dominating presence
for so long. And, it is with this issue that we are concerned in the present
paper. '
Normally, the dramatic disappearance of Buddhist philosophy from the
philosophical scene of India is ascribed to Samkara who refuted the
Buddhists in such a decisive way that they could not hold their own after
being defeated by him. It is also alleged that as, through a subtle dxplo-
macy, he had assimilated all the crucial elements of their distinctive thought
in his own system which he ascribed to the Upanisads, the Brahma Sutras
and the Gita, there was nothing here for the Buddhists to claim as distinc-
tive in their own philosophy. Yet, however widespread the thesis, it does
not even prima facie make any sense. Sarhkara refuted not just the Bud-

dhists but almost all the other schools of Indian philosophy as well. But

in spite of his refutation, they continued to flourish in India. Why should
there have been an exception in the case of Buddhism? Normally philo-
sophical schools do not die of criticism. Rather, they get a new lifc and
vigour as they try to meet the challenge, usually introducing interesting
modifications in their positions or different arguments in support of the
old one. The history of philosophical schools, in all traditions, is the
history of argument and counter-argument and there is no reason to sup-
port the notion that Buddhism was an exception to this, especially when
it was the main protagonist in the philosophical debates of the pre-éamkara
era of philesophy in India.

Even if we disregard these considerations, the history of Buddhist
philosophy after Sarikara completely refutes the claim that it disappeared

from the Indian philosophical scene because of his decisive demolition of

their position by his arguments. In fact it did not disappear. R Rather, it
continued to flourish for almowt five hundred years after Sarhkara is sup-
posed to have finally driven them away from the philosopical scene in the
country. Not one, not two, but litcrally scores of Buddhist thinkers flour-
ished during this peuod and if one compares them with those who fol-
Jowed in the steps of Sarnkara’s thought, one is amazed as to how such
a contention could ever have been made by anyone. :
Potter’s Bibliography of Indian Philosophy (3rd ed.) lists at Jeast’ forty-
three (477) important Buddhlst thinkers from the 8th century to the first
quarter of the 13th century, that is ap 1220. The list includes such well

RS,
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known names as: Santa Raksita, Kamala$ila, Dharmottara, Mallavadin,
Jitendra Buddhi, Yasomitra, Prajnakara Gupta, Pandita ASoka. Jiianasii
Mitra, Atisa, Ratnakirti, Moksakaragupta and Aniruddha. If we break the
list centurywise, we find that from 700 to 800 we. have eight thinkers,
from 800—900 seven thinkers, from 900-1000 five thinkers, from 1000-
1100 thirteen thinkers and from 1100-1200 there are eleven thinkers.

It may be remembered in this connection that only one thinker is listed
in the Bibliography after 1200, the date usually given for the destruction
of Nalanda by Bakhtiyar Khilji in thé standard books on Indian history.
This would mean that from 11501250, the Bibliography lists six think-
ers, most of whom have written on Aniruddha who is supposed to have
flourished around 1120 and is said to have been a Sthaviravadin. In fact
Aniruddha seems to have been a subject of intensive discussion among
Buddhists, as even earlier the two thinkers who succeed him, Vimalbuddhi
and Sumangala II, had written on him. This shows how alive the Buddhist
philosophical tradition was even at this late period; what could be a surer
sign of intellectual vitality than the sustained discussion of a thinker by
his contemporariés and successors? In fact, the Buddhists seem to have
had a lively tradition of discussion regarding the important thinkers who
occurred both during the post-éanﬁkara period and the outstanding ones in
the pre-Samkara period such as Nagirjuna, Asanga, Vasubandhu,
Buddhaghosha, Dignaga, Candrakirti and Dharmakirti.

It is obvious even from a cursory glance at this data that there can be
no question of the disappearance of Buddhist philosophers and philosophy
from India during the post-éarhkara period so that the question of ascrib-
ing toSamkara the reason for their disappearance does not arise. A com-
parative study of the Advaitic thinkers influenced by Sarikara during this
period may be helpful in understanding the relative position of these two
imapor'tant philosophical traditions.

A close look at the data about the advaitins given in Potter’s Bibliog-
raphy reveals, surprisingly, that if we exclude Sarmkara and his immediate
disciples, the total number of Advaitic thinkers hardly exceeds five during
a period that covers roughly five centuries, that is, from 750-1250. The
important Advaitic names during this period are those of Jndnaghana (AD
900), Vimuktatman (ap 950), Vacaspati Misra I (ap 960), Sarvajnatman
(ap 1027) and Gangadhara (ap 1137). The situation does not change very
much even if we include Mandana Misra, the author of the Brahmasiddhi
in this list, or Sure$vara, Padmapada, Hastamalaka and Trotaka, Samkara’s
immediate disciples. To have had not more than half a dozen thinkers
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during a period of almost five hundred years does not speak very highly
of Acarya Samkara’s Digvijaya, so loudly proclaimed not only by his
disciples, but others, in the Indian tradition.

There can thus be no ground for ascribing to Sarikara the 1e<pons1b1hty
for the disappearance of the Buddhists from the philosophical scene of
India as is usually done by: scholars and laymen alike. It is a myth like
many other myths and should be recognized as such. The cause of its
disappearance lay in the destruction of Nalanda, the internationally ac-
claimed intellectual centre of Buddhism in ap 1200, though even that
leaves many questions unanqwered such as why, unlike Jainism, it had
only one centre in the whole country. But, whatever may be the answer
to this question, there can be little doubt that Acarya Saritkara had no

hand in its dlsappearance from India.




DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

~ A Note on the Idea of Human Rights

In this brief note I would like to raise just one issue which seems to me
to be among the basic issues connected with an adequate formulation of
a human rights perspective. There are different possible starting points for
this. I shall take the following: one claim which has been resolutely made
on behalf of human rights is that such rights are unique and universal—
unique’and universal at least to the extent that the idea of a human being
is unique and universal. The uniqueness and universality of the idea of a
human being is part of the official ideology of modemn liberalism. Perhaps
the best way of showing this is to point out its easy derivation from
modern epistemology. My knowledge of the world, according to this latter
depends crucially on my capacity to take a totally disengaged view of it—
disengaged, that is, from any particular circumstance in which I happen
to be situated. The philesopher Nagel has very pi_c_turésquc]y character-
ized this as the ‘view from nowhere’. What enables me to achieve this is
my reason or rationality understood in the sense of my capacity to carry
out procedures in my thought or mind which have strict pre-given criteria
of correctness, clarity and distinctness. The modern idea of freedom is an
adjunct of this concept of rationality. My freedom consists in my rational
ordering of my desires so that they can be maximally satisfied. Human
dignity consists in upholding this freedom. Every human being is poten-
tially rational, and, therefore, the potential locus of freedom and dignity.
Human rights are rights, which belong to human beings, qua human be-
ings, as beings who can exercise freedom through reason. Such rights,
therefore, are unique to human beings and apfply universally to all human
beings.

Suppose we accept: (1) the modern concept of knowledge: (2) the idea
of freedom associated with it; and (3) the idea of human dignity as prem-
ised on this freedom. Then the argument for human rights can be con-
structed: with a great degree of convincingness. But as the critique of
modernity—in its different, and sometimes incompatible, forms (e.g.
Gandhi and Foucault)—has shown all these are highly contentious issues.
It is not necessary, however, to enter into the critique of modernity at all
to appreciate the difficulty of articulating a detailed human rights perspec-
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tive. Problems arise the moment we descend from the level of abstraction
at which it is possible to construct a neat enough argument, to the level
of particulars and specific forms of human life. Even to ask the question,
‘Given that there are human rights in the sense we have just described,
what exactly are these rights?’ is to plunge into an arena of claims and
counter-claims— an arena where our thinking and our practice or our
being-in-the-world are so closely interwoven that disengaged reason can
only be a helpless spectator, or at best a hollow dictator. This can be
shown in detail, but I desist from doing so primarily because if I do not
do it well enough, I shall be in danger of mistakenly suggesting that for
me there is little use for the idea of human rights. Instead I shall merely
state just the beginning of a possible argument for showing that the human
rights discourse can become practically relevant for us—that is, can enter
into the density of our everyday practical concerns only by shedding its
pristine universality and uniqueness—at least to a large extent. The basic
premise of this argument is that the notion of a human right is prlmarlly
a moral notion. I do not think there will be many giarrels about this. But
once this is accepted, we shall have to ask questions such as: ‘How does
it enter into our idea of the good life?’, “What is its place in the hlerarchy
of goods that we envisage in a morally fulfilling life?’; ‘How does it help

in reaching clarity about morally perplexing situations?’ It is my conten-’

tion—a contention which is by no means uncontroversial—that the ‘view
from nowhere’, ‘universal’—and I shall add another adjective “procedur-
al’—rationality is not much help in dealing with qtestions of this kind.
Their natural habitat is an arena of the engagement of human intelligence
which has been pushed into obscurity, or at least into the-background, by
the stridency of the liberal-humanist-universalist ideology of modernity.
This is the arena where what Aristotle called phronesis, or Gandhi, in our
times, satyagraha, must be allowed unqualified precedence. One way of
understanding the idea of phronesis is to think of it as implying that
clarity about goodness or about the good life can be achieved only in and
through one’s active intelligent engagement in a moral practice. Any
particular moral practice embodies ways of discriminating between the
good and the bad, between the right pursuit and the wrong, between what
will constitute true fulfilment and what will not. It is in the active contem-
plation and insightful use of these ways of discrimination that the moral
practice itself acquires openness and possibility of change and transforma-
tion; this, in its turn, leads to ever finer articulation of the ways of discern-
ing the good, in complex, frequently unpredictable human situations. The
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good is not somethmg, which is open to an uncluttered, disengaged, ra-
tional view. It opens itself to one never wholly, but in increasingly
greater depth maybe, in one’s thoughtful active engagement in more or
less dense, more or less complex moral situations. In the Gandhian notion
of satyagraha similarly knowledge and practice are inalienably interwo-
ven. Knowledge and articulacy about satya, which, for Gandhi, is the
same as the good, is to be achieved only through active and contemplative
moral engagement in actual human situations. Acara and vicara, to use
words I learned from the late Professor K.J. Shah, must always inform and
enrich each other. Satyagraha is the only authentic method of engaging
seriously in-situations which hoid out the possibility of making moral
mistakes. While satyagraha is necessarily practical moral engagement, it
also, in and through this engagement, leads to finer moral insights.

If it is agreed, therefore, that the idea of human rights is a moral idea,
then the human rights discourse must be rescued from its abstract, disen-
gaged universality and placed firmly in the context of localized moral
discourses and the practices from which these discourses derive their
sustenance.

.Another, much more brutal, but perhaps for that very reason, more
effective, way of putting the entire matter may be as follows: A serious
and mature human rights advocate must already know—and act in ways |
which shows that he or she knows—what it is like to be, for instance, a
good father or a good mother, a good friend, a good husband or a good
wife, a good member of a community, a good citizen, and, if she is in
academics, a good researcher. Otherwise, human-rights talk is likely to be
not much more than hollow rhetoric and worse, talk inspired by ulterior
motives.

If what I have said is right, then it has very important consequences.
One of these is that human rights cannot be just a matter of following
rules, of doing the ‘right’ thing. This is because morality or being moral
is not just a matter of rights and duties, it invoives active engagement in
phronesis or satyagraha. Another, related, consequence is that the pri-
mary human rights discourse cannot be a discourse of legality or law. The
law book is the quintessential book of rules. While rules may be useful,
the reduction of human rights issues to issues of legality is likely to
displace them from the centrality that they ought to have in our moral life.
Yet another consequence is that solemn universal declarations of our
commitment to human rights must be taken, to put it very mildly, with a
pinch of salt. This is not, of course, an expression of cynicism, it is rather
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a reminder that morality is a much more serious business than making
declarations, in spite of the undoubted importance of declarations, particu-
larly in public spheres.

There has been a growing demand for the inclusion of human rights as
part of the regular curriculum of college and university education. I wish
to end this note with a word about the implication of what I have said so
far for the ‘teaching’ of human rights. Teaching of human rights must be
as subtle as teaching of morality itself. A curriculum for such education
in our formal educational institutions must begin with the enormous as-
sumption that the proper place for such education is not perhaps the class-
room itself, but practices where human beings enter into relationships
which require the judicious exercise of virtues such as kindness, generos-
ity, courage and even justice not in the legalistic sense but in the everyday
sense in which it involves the adequate appreciation of the other’s point
of view. One great instrument of moral education is the stories we are told
and listen to again and again with undiminished attention in our child-
hood. The political correctness of such stories may be questioned from
time to time—but this is also an acknowledgement of their effectiveness.
What we need perhaps arc new stories about terrorism, fundamentalism,
wars, about human diversity, about children and women—stories which
are told with the powertul naturalness of the folk-story and heard with
loving attention. .

Dept. of Philosophy, N.E.H.U., Shillong 14 MRIVEL S

A Note on Navya Nyaya View of Tautology

V.N. Jha’s contention that Navya Nyaya has to admit tautologies as sig-
nificant is inadmissible but sot for the reason that ‘any sentence to be
meaningful must give some new knowledge’ as stated in the introductory
passage of ‘Notes and Queries’, JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 2. A significant
sentence repeatedly uttered does not cease to be meaningful even if its
several instances do not yicld new knowledge. The correct reason for the
denia! of the meaningfulness of tautology in Navya Nyaya may be ex-
plained as under: '

It is quite true, as Jha says, that because a pot is not locus of its
difference it is pot itself. But this is only a matter of fact. What however
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we are concerned with here is the problem of the significance of a (tau-
tological) statement. Gadadhara, the great Navya Nyaya logician, raises
and answers this very problem in his Vyutpattivida, a treatise on Nyaya
semantics. A part of the concerned passage is given below:

EFITEEeY REduiRaaRafy gyl 9o ", Iusar, dsAr, T
Y TR EA AT | geacy A AIgeadeid:? AT |
B EHSRE REG R P M IHEl e e IS SRR I R Rk SRk

The reason for denying the meaningfulness of tautology given here 18
that the verbal cognition of the denotends of two coordinate terms in a
sentence arises only if the connotations of the terms are different from
each other. This rule is in conformity with common usage. There is a
logical basis also for the rule which may be explained thus: Navya Nyaya
which admits many kinds of relations has divided them into two broad
classes, viz. the class of location-determining (3Ri*@m) and that of non-
location-determining (g=afaw) relations. Conjunction, inherence, etc. are
relations of the former kind as, things that are locus and locatee respec-
tively are related by these relations. Identity and many logical relations
are of the latter kind as the entities joined by these relations are not the
locus and the locatees in respect of each other. Nothing can be supposed
to be located in itself by the identity-relation although everything is self-
identical. This is the reason why difference as a kind of negation is dis-
tinguished from occurrence-negation—called ‘atyantabhava’ or
‘samsargabhava’ in the classification of negation in Indian logic. The
counterpositive of the occurrence-negation excludes it from its locus while
the counterpositive of difference excludes the difference from itself with
which it is identical but not located in it by the identity relation.

Further there cannot arise a verbal or even a nonverbal cogﬁition of a
thing as both the epistemic qualifier (Visesana) and the epistemic
qualiﬁcfand (visesya) in the cognition. Unless the epistemic qualifier and
the qualificand are different from each other the cognition cannot be
determinate or predicative at all. It cannot be indeterminate either as it has
a definite subject. It will have to be reckoned only as an instance of
imperfect cognition. I however identity involved as relation in the cog-
nition is turned into a property so that the cognition has the form, “The pot
is self-identical’, then the cognition can well be determinate but then it
will not remain tautological in the strict sense of the word.
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It may be argued here that if we can say truly that ‘a pot is not different
from or the locus of the difference from itself’, then we can say truly that
‘a pot is a pot’. However the above mentioned distinction between differ-
ence and occurrence-negation and the consequent difference in the appli-
cation of the principle of double negation to the two kinds of negation can
very well meet the argument. The negation of the occurrence-negation of
a thing is identical with the thing but the negation of the difference from
a thing is supposed to be identical not with the thing but with the distinc-
tive property of the thing. So the statement ‘a pot is not different from
itself” would not imply the statement ‘a pot is a pot’. It would imply only
the statement ‘a pot is endowed with potness’. Tautologies are therefore
as senseless and devoid of statementhood as the simple subject term ‘a

pot’ or ‘the pot’ is.

Nagpur : N.S. Dravip

Comments on the Article ‘Imaging Time in Music:
Langer’s View and Hindustani Rhythm’ by S.K. Saxena,
published in the JICPR, Vol. XVI, No. 3. °

Here are some comments on the paper concerning music: ‘Imaging Time
in Music: Langer’s View and Hindustani Rhythm’. I found the paper in-
teresting. But making Langer a purvapaksa does not seem a happy idea.
Langer does not belong to a sophisticated tradition of rhythm making
where alapa is central to the process. Jazz in the west has something
similar to Indian drumming, but jazz has no tradition of thinking or theo-
rizing about tala. Thinking and theorizing about thythm in the west is
associated with their ‘classical’ tradition, in which #@la is not allowed an
independent status as it is in"India, where a tala mdy be elaborated on its
own like a raga. Indeed, what really struck me as remarkable about the
paper was the fact that the author sees tala as parallel to the raga, an
independent form built up through a similar process of ald@pa. This, I
think, is obvious, yet it comes as a new insight when made so explicit, as
the author of the paper does. [ do not think that the sastra actually speaks
of this paraliel (though now that the idea is before me, I must look more
attentively). However, at least one branch of the tradition (in Maharashtra)
does seem to have had the parallel in mind: I have seen old (perhaps 18th
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century) paintings of talas where talas have been pictured as individuals
like rdgas in ragamala paintings. .

I do not remember what Langer says concerning fala, or rather ‘rhythm’,
a word, which carries a very different suggestion. 7ala in Indian music
and musicology is allowed to stand on its own whereas rhythm in the west
is the rhythm of something; in music it is the rhythm of svara. The paper
you have sent me argues that tala like raga is an independent alapa-based
non-representational art, meaning it is a complete art on its own and has
no anukarana of loka. (I am here using the concepts, anukarana and loka,
common in Indian thinking; the author himself does not.) Langer on the
other hand believes that raythm like every other art is a symbolic projec-
tion of life as felt. This'is the phrase, which the paper quotes, taking it to
mean or imply the idea of all art as ‘representation’ in some sense. To me
this phrase itself does not quite suggest that. However, the author of the
paper takes it in that sense, relying, one would think, on Langer’s dis-
course as a whole. I do not remember Langer’s views, and I had read her
book only cursorily and quite long back: I do not know if she believes all
art to be representational in the sense of being some kind of anukarana
of loka: The phrase, ‘@ symbolic projection of life as felt', need not suggest
that, since music can be significantly said to project felt life without an
anukarana of loka.

However, the point I really want to make is that to my mind in discuss-
ing raga or tala, a rich, and one might even say, ‘proper’, piirvapaksa for
a theory of non-representational art is the rasa theory. Based on drama,
the rasa theory is centrally representational. Yet right from its inception
since the Natyasatra, it is aware of a strong tradition of non-representa-
tional art, self-consciously recognized as such. It has also quite consciously
tried in its later ramifications (in the hands of thinkers such as
Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta) to assimilate raga music, which it
grants to be non-representational, into rasa theory, It has done so I think
without success. But it provides a rich background for discourse, either as
piirvapaksa or as thought that could be carried forward in another direc-
tion as siddhantapaksa. Recently, as you have seen, Omkarnathji has
attempted to do just this in his own way, I think with interesting insights.
I had some years ago written a paper in Hindi concerning music and rasa,
but I had argued that the concept of rasa, as it is understood by thinkers
like Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta, is not applicable in the context
of riiga music because of obvious logical problems.
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1 make these remarks only to show India has a long awareness of the
distinction between representational and non-representational arts, as well
as a mgmﬁcant parampard of thinking about it. Any person theorizing
about the Indian arts, be it svara or tala, could, I think, meaningfully place
himself in this tradition as a thinker, a vadi, whether for khandana or
mandana. This is not to deny the meaningfulness of piirvapaksas from
other traditions, but in the case of tala, thinking in the Indian conceptual
context will I think prove richer and more stimulating. One may come to
reject Indian thought on the subject, but this should be done critically;
ignoring it is, I think, almost tantamount to a theoretical sin, more so for
an Indian who is thinking about an Indian art, rooted not only as a prayoga
but also as s@stra in the Indian tradition.

A-37/38 Vishwamitra Marg, Shyam Nagar, MUKUI\%ID Lati
Jaipur-302 019

“The Rationale of Reactive Attitudes’: An Appraisal

Sauravpran Goswami in his article “The Rationale of Reactive Attitudes’
published in JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 3, has discussed the rationale of affec-
tive reactions made towards ethical actions. The central issue of his dis-
cussion is whether the reactions of resentment, approval, praise, blame,
gratitude, etc. are justified or not. And he has discussed it in the context
of what Rajendra Prasad and P.F. Strawson have to say in this regard.
Prasad seems to regard such reactions as unjustified and uncalled-for,
whereas Strawson thinks that they are quite in order. The former chal-
lenges the propriety of such rcactions on the ground that they are not in
consonance with determinism, and the latter approves them on the basis
of their being the normal features of our natural part1c1pat0ry life. Goswami
seems to support Strawson's view, not Prasad’s.

A Concrete Example Involving Such Reactions

In order to discuss the relative merits and demerits of the two sides it is
better if we take the help of a concrete example. There is a cake before
me and I am feeling hungry. As soon as I try to eat the cake in order to
satisfy my hunger a beggar looking more needy than me comes befdre me
and asks for the cake. Now there are two alternatives before me: (1) to eat
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the cake myself, and (2) to give it to the beggar so that he may satisfy his
hunger. As a human being I have my instincts and desires and I do
become inclined to act in accordartce with them; but then I have also the
capacity to subdue them if I so intend. Being mature I can very well judge
in the present case as to whose need is greater. So in a split second I ‘scan’
the situation and decide to give the cake to the beggar, so that he can
satisfy his hunger. A passer-by happening to watch our activities praises
my generosity, and the beggar too.expresses his sense of gratitude to me.
This episode is perfectly realistic and there is nothing unusual about it.

The Thesis of Determinism

According to determinism every event of any kind must have an anteced-
ent cause. It is not only a scientific demand, but also a logical necessity.
To think otherwise is ‘to be eternally condemned to be incurably irra-
tional’ according to Prasad (p. 28). He says, ‘If I throw a doll from the
fifth floor of a building, then by virtue of the law of gravity, it will of
necessity touch the ground. Now the kind of determinism in question
determines’ not only the . doll’s touching
the ground, but also my engaging in the act of throwing it. Here 1 am left
with no option than to throw the doll from the fifth floor of the building

(pp- 30-1).

Reactive Feelings

In the cake—beggar example we found that the passer-by praised me and
the beggar expressed his gratitude towards me. They did what they did
because, they held me responsible (of course, not in any reprehensible
sense) for what I did under the exigency of the circumstances. While
personsgalore would regard both the passer-by's and the beggar’s respec-
tive reactions of praise and gratitude quite in order and reasonable, Prasad
would regard them as being not only uncalled-for, but also illogical. For,
according to him, the thrower of the doll’s being responsible for throwing
the doll is logically ruled out (p. 31). This 1s so because the thrower of the
ball does not exercise any freedom in throwing the ball, but is made to
throw it by certain antecedent circumstances, both mental and physical.

~r

A Possible Meaning of Freedom’

Had 1 in giving the cake to the beggar acted in perfect disregard of the
obtaining situation and had my action been really a bolt from the blue, as
it were, then and then alone perhaps my giving the cake to the beggar
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would have been construed as a genuinely free action. But such a possi-
bility is completely ruled out by both science and logic. Hence there
cannot logically be any basis for such activities as praising, expressing
gratitude, and giving vent to any other ethically charged reactive feelings.
Prasad is vindicated after all. Agential freedom is a myth.

4

Another Possible Meaning of ‘Freedom’

A person acts freely only when he acts in accordance with what he intends
to act and not when he is compelled to act by external and/or internal
causes. Now, is acting in accordance with one’s own intention acting
freely or under compulsion? An intention surely is what the intending
person has decided to act in accordance with. So, an intentional action is
a free action and reactive feelings to such actions are quite in order and
justified. But Prasad may argue here also that even in an intentional action
there is determining by intention and accordingly there is no freedom
even in this action. But then this objection is like the one in which it may
be objected that an agent who acts freely is determined by his own free-
dom, and so even he cannot act freely after all.

But I do not think that Prasad would deny the responsibility-bearing
character of intentional actions. In arguing against Strawson did he not
intend to ‘correct’ him, and in so doing did he not become responsible
(not, of course, in any reprehensible sense) for it? Will he say to Strawson,
‘Look, Strawson, why do you make me the target of your counterattack?
I am merely uttering like a parrot whatever I utter in this seeming contro-
versy between you and me?’

(3
i

Intentions

Well, it is a piece of common knowledge that intentions are Jformed by
people. Ordinarily they do not invelve any articulate conscious delibera-
tion or consideration on ‘merit’. But they surely imply that they have what
may be called their ‘rational scaffolding’. They cannot indeed be formed-
unless there are some kind of reasons behind them. And if the agent
performs an action in accordance with his own intention which he has
formed on rational consideration, either overt or covert, should he not be
regarded as a free agent, and should he not also be praised if his action
is moral, and blamed if immoral?
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The Nature .of Persons

It takes all sorts to make a world. If the world contains pebbles, plants and
animals, it contains persons as well. Ontology need not be monistic after
all. Persons are different from other kinds of existents in many respects,
though also similar in many others. Persons are psycho-physical beings
capable of ratiocinating over problems. When a person is faced with a
situation demanding an action he is not required to issue a diktat to him-
self for doing any action whatsoever, but to take a decision or to make up
his mind for doing what he considers to be appropriate for the situation.
In so doing he is required to be logical, not mad.

In the cake—beggar situation my sacrificing the cake for the beggar was
not a haphazard or mad action, but was based on the logical requirement
of that situation. I might not have done what I did, but that is a different
matter. That I might not have done what I did or I could have avoided
what I did implies clearly that I was free in doing what I did, although if
I would not have done what I did, I would have been still free, but would
not have been moral. To have been guided by the idea of giving the cake
to the beggar is surely being determined in a way, but this determining is
not physicalistic, but ratiocinative. I ratiocinated with that idea in order to
decide whether or not I should act in accordance with it. Prasad, who
regards the concept of the human nature being infected with logical de-
pravity so loathsome, will surely admit the existence of such ratiocinative
capacity of human beings, and will also grant that intentions of persons
can be formed on the basis of rational estimations. Human actions are
actions and not mere movements and they cannot be satisfactorily ana-
lysed in terms of physicalistic determinism. No doubt; they too are deter-
mined, but their being determined is categorially different from the deter-
mination of movements. The former determining can pave the way for the
determination of the will, but the latter ore cannot. And the former is
compatible with -freedom, the latter is not. Perhaps Strawson is justified in
saying, ‘... the “compatibilism” about freedom ... seems to me a legitimate
fallback position for any one disinclined to accept the stronger view of the
total irrelevance of the determinist thesis.” (p. 32.) Now, if intentional
actions do have their characteristic freedom, should not they entail appro-
priate "feeling-reactions towards them? Reactive attitudes which so pro-
fusely abound in our natural participatory life do have adequate rationale
behind them. And the passer-by in praising me and the beggar in express-
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ing his gratitude towards me had not behaved ‘incurably illogically’ after
all. ‘

N. MisHrA

A Rejoinder to Professor Srinivasa Rao'

At the outset, I thank Professor Srinivasa Rao for his comments on my
article, ‘A Critique on Brahman-realization’.

(1) Professor Srinivasa Rao (hereafter referred to as Rao) claims that I had
not clarified the meanings of expressions such as ‘personal experience’ (p.
71),? ‘practical realization’ (p. 72), etc., anywhere in my article.

It is rather unfortunate that Rao has missed the main content of the
section, ‘The Epistemological Analytic’ (pp. 73-4), wherein the ‘personal
experience of Brahman’ is clearly explained. In the 'same place ‘thfe expe-
riential proof of Brahman’ has been analysed and shown that ‘practical
realization of Brahman’ as advocated by advaitins is impossible. Also Rao
seems to have missed the brief account of revelation of Brahman ex-
plained in Note 20 (p: 81), where realization of Nityajiana is analysed.

However, since a questioh is raised, let me throw some light on the
meaning of the expression ‘personal experience of Brahman’. According
to the Advaita Vedanta, it cén be explained in two ways: (i) First, ‘per-
sonal experience’ as means of knowledge of Brahman, and (ii) secondly,
Brahmanubhava as such. (1) The first meaning has been adopted in the
present context. Accordingly, an advaitin has no choice under epistemo-
logical analysis of Advaita Vedanta but to accept the antahkarana
akhandakara vrtti as the only means for the revelation of Brahman. Thus
attainment of the antahkar ana akhandakara vriti jrana, according to
Advaita Vedanta, is ‘personal cxmrnence of Brahman’. Hence, the advaitins
accept the antahkarana akhandakara vitti as a means of Brahman-reali-
zation. (ii) The second way refers to oneself being Brahman ltself. The
Mundakopanisad states in support of this view: ‘Brakimaveda brahmaiva
bhavati’. (3.2.9) Thus; personal experience of Brahman is nothing but
Brahman by one’s own self.
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This article directly aims at showing the impossibility of the first mean-
ing, namely, the impossibility of revelation of Brahman in the antahkarana
akhandakara vrtti and thereby denies the second meaning. ' .

Rao has raised several other points in his comments. Most of them are
non-contextual and not substantive in content. For the benefit of general
readers, however, let me explain in simple terms the following:

(2) Rao suggests that I should have been very clear about the meanings
of the above expressions according to myself. It should be noted that the
focus of the article is to understand the meanings of the said expressions
according to traditional Advaita Vedanta and not in any other way. Let

me reassure Rao on this issue.

(3) Rao feels that ‘the notion of “hypothesis” itself is confusing and un-
clear,” in my paper. I can only say that he should be more attentive to the
contents in the text as well as in the notes and references. He seems to
admit that presenting the same statement. viz., ‘This Atman is Brahman’
as both ‘hypothesis’ and ‘premise’ is the source of his confusion.

It is certainly possible in Advaita Vedanta to use the statement, ‘This
Atman is Brahman’, as hypothesis in one context and as a prémise in
another. ‘This Atman is Brahman’ cannot be both simultansously. I have
taken the' above statement as a hypothesis in the beginning anddater as a
premise in a different context. I did not use the same statement both as a
hypothesis and as a premise in the same context. The statement, ‘This
Atman is Brahman’, is presented in the beginning as hyothesis along with
the two other hypotheses, namely, Brahman and Atman. It is reasonable
to say that if Brahman (for example the Chandogyopanisad statement: ‘In
the beginning there was Brahman alone, one only without a second’) and
Atman are hypotheses then the statement of their identity namely, ‘This
Ttman is Brahman’ is necessarily a hypothesis. Thus the statement “This
Atman is Brahman’ serves in the beginning as a hypothesis.

Similarly the statement ‘This Atman is Brahman' has been stated as one
of the three premises based on which the above three hypotheses are
explained. While the statement “This Atman is Brahman’ is used along
with two other premises, namely, “There is Brahman from which every-
thing comes forth’, and ‘There is Atman by which everything is known’,
it only serves as premise in the given context.

As a matter of fact it is not very important in the given context of the
article that whether a hypothesis is a premise or a premise is a hypothesis;
what is important is whether or not statements related to Brahman can be
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taken as hypotheses. It is shown in note no. 3 (p. 80) that Sankara himself
admits that the statements related to Brahman are presented as hypoth-
eses. (For further reference of the same please sge ISadidasopanisadah,
Vol. I, Motilal Banarsidas, Delhi—Reprint 1992). ‘Ekamevadvitiyam
ityadisrutibhyah’, agamamdtram tat. (Mandukyopanisad Gaudapada Karika
Sankarabhawa Introduction to Chapter II, p. 196). Sivo advaita atmeti
pratijiamatrena. (Ibid., Introduction to Chapter III, p. 208). Agamata[z
pratijidtasya advaitasya. (1bid., Introduction to Chapter IV, p. 227). It is
clearly established towards the end of the article that Advaita Vedanta
begins with a hypothesis and ends with the same unconfirmed.

(4) Rao argues for the possibility of the ‘personal experience’ of Sri
Ramakrishna or Ramana Maharshi by taking the literal meaning of the
above expressions and misleads himself. He misses the point about how
Advaita Vedanta is built by Sankara. I would like to state that the advaitins
do not rely on the experience of Brahman by Ramakrishna or Ramana
Maharshi to establish the existence of Brahman; rather they depend on
common human epistemological grounds. K.S. Murty is also of the opin-
ion: ‘Sankara nowhere claims that his doctrine is the fruit of the experi-
mental science of mysticism.” (K.S. Murty, Revelation and Reason in
Advaita Vedanta, Delhi, Second Edition, 1974, p. 254).

It is clearly stated in the article that advaitanubhava is possible for
those who fulfil the qualifications. This advaitanubhava is the
anubhavavasana. The claim of the advaitins for the possibility of
Brahmajiiana when mind gets cessated, as a matter of fact depends only
on the Upanisads. My contention in this article is to deny one’s claim that
the advaitanubhava attained by one is Brahmanubhava or Brahman-reali-
zation.

(5) Rao also complains that I have used numerous assumptions in the
article. One such assumption is: when pramanagata sandeha, prameyagea
sandeha and viparitabh@vana concerming Brahman are completely removed
there can still be anubhavagata sandeha concerning Brahman.

I take responsibility for introdueing anubhavagata sandeha. Tlhere are
two different things: (i) There is non-dual experience, and (ii) Attributing
Brahmatva to. the non-dual experience. The non-dual experience is an
epistemological possibility and saying that it is Brahman-experience is a
Vedic theoretical attribution. While attributing so there were lots of inter-
pretations given by different Vedantacharyas. All the acharyas difter in
their Vedantic interpretation based on a theoretical doubt regarding their
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ultimate experience. Consequently we have different schools of Vedanta,
such as Advaita, Visistadvaita, etc. Thus I have stated in the article (p. 72)
that the question ‘Is Brahman-realization possible?” arises when one finds
oneself in anubhavagata sandehah regarding Brahman.

It is unfortunate that Rao has missed to notice the contents of the text
and notes in many places in the article. For instance, if Rao had noticed
the very first lines of p. 72 which declare that a ‘logical method to estab-
lish Brahman—/T tman is not discussed in this paper’, he could have avoided
the total logical approach while giving his comments. They seem to sug-
gest that his understanding of Advaita Vedanta does not conform to
Sankara’s doctrine of Vedanta.

The remaining points which Rao has raised in his comments are non-
contextual and not substantive in content.

NOTES

1. Rejoinder to Professor Srinivasa Rao’s Comments on ‘A Critique on Brah-
man-realization’, JICPR, Vol. XIV, No. 2, January-April 1997, pp. 71-82.

2. Page numbers in brackets refer to the article that appeared in JICPR, Vol.
X1V, No. 2, January-April 1997, pp. 71-82,

Radhakrishnan Institute for Advanced Study M. 'PraBlakarA Ra0
in Philosophy, University of Madras,
Chennai 600005

A Rejoinder to Suresh Chandra and Ashok Vohra

My puonsc in this note is to fill in the gaps which, in my opinion, exist
in the discussion' between Suresh ‘Chandra (henceforth SC) and Ashok
Vohra (henceforth AV) so that the reader could get a clear picture of the
latter’s book, Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind (henceforth WPM),* from
a third person’s perspective. I feel that Suresh Chandra in his comments
on the book has gone, in some places, too far in his enthusiasm of criti-
cism—which results in distorting the very purpose for which the book
was written. At the same time, there are some points in SC's comment,
which remain unanswerell in AV’s reply ‘Why Flog a Dead Horse!’. My
purpose is to highlight the points missed by SC, and point out the issues,
which have remained, unanswered in AV's reply. In the process I have
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added my own comments on the book and advanced arguments to supple-
ment SC’s evaluation as well as' at places shown how AV could have
replied to the criticism raised by SC.

SC’s first allegation on WPM is very carefully presented in the form of
‘purist’ and ‘impurist’ distinction (these are purely the critic’s own terms).
For SC ‘a purist is one, who does not take the help of other philosophers’
and ‘an impurist is one who takes the help of other philosophers in order
to explain Wittgenstein’s views’. On the basis of this division and his
‘personal’ opinion that the ‘purist does not have the danger of looking at
Wittgenstein in the image of some other philosopher’, he comes to the
conclusion that since Vohra adopted the impurist way ‘he takes for granted
that their (Ryle, Strawson, Ayer and Shoemakér) views are well known to
the people’. On the same line of criticism Suresh Chandra suggests that
the book should have been named as ‘Philosophy of Mind: Perspectives
of Ryle, Strawson, Shoemaker and Wittgenstein’. He provides the reason
for this conclusion in clearer terms in the next paragraph. ‘By seeing the
title of Vohra’s book one would start expecting that the book would be
crammed with references to Wittgenstein; it would be overflowing with
Wittgensteinian landscapes. But Wittgensteinia'n' landscapes are rare.
Wittgenstein has been presented as an approver; now of Ryle’s view, now
of Strawson’s view, now of Barnard Williams’ view and so on. It seems
as if Wittgenstein has no identity of his own; his identity is merged into
the identity of so many British philosophers.” AV in his reply justifies his
looking at Wittgenstein through the glasses of Ryle because Wittgenstein
is reported to have said that Ryle was one of the two of his contemporary
philosophers who understood the import of his writings.

Though in his reply AV has given the reason for taking the help of Ryle
for understanding Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mind, he has not explained
the reason for using Strawson, Shoemaker and Ayer’s works extensively.
I venture below to give the reason on AV’s behalf as far as the name of
Strawson is concerned. Wittk,cnsteill had almost given a similar account
of the ‘concept of Person’ as ?Stmwson did later on. ‘Wittgenstein’s dictum
implies that a human being ‘cannot be identified with a body, but has a
body. Saying “Carter’s body is in pain” instead of “Carter is in pain”
would amount to a shift in grammar’. (P/ 283; BB 73) This points in the
direction of Strawson’s claim that a human being or person is neither a
Cartesian soul nor a body, nor a composite of the two, but a distinct type
of thing to which both physical and mental predicates apply, and which
can be said to have rather than be a body.” Moreover, I feel that for this
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one has to understand the ‘general purpose’ of the book. The purpose of
the book was to show that ‘there is no epistemological problem of mind
whatever’ and for this the method AV followed was that of "Placing
ceverything as it is undistorted before us—to create complete clarity which
leads to the complete disappearance of the philosophical problems.” The
purpose of AV’s book as well as the methodology adopted by him is
purely Wittgensteinian. Once this is understood, many points of criticism
are demolished altogether. AV is right in his contention that SC could not
understand the ‘general purpose’ of the book. In fact, the above-mentioned
‘general purpose’ is the central point towards which the entire platitude of
the book revolves. In its revolution, planets llke Ryle, Strawson, Shoe-
maker and Ayer come nearer to it and thus they need explanation. The
revolution of the earth has to be explained in terms of the revolution of
other planets. AV is right in his choice of the methodology to reach his
goal. Relativity of thought shows that there is no dichotomy such as
purlst and ‘impurist’. There cannot exist such a cleavage. The claim to
be’ purlst is imaginary. Wittgenstein was himself very much impressed
by Kierkegaard, William James, and Weininger etc. Would SC call
Wittgenstein an ‘impurist” on that ground? Thus for a proper understand-
ing of Wittgenstein one has to understand the background in which he
made his aphorism. Since the purpose of AV’s book is to place things ‘as
it is’, he, instead of taking background, takes foreground into account.

Thus, for me, the ‘purist’ and the ‘impurist’ division is non-philosophi-
cal and needs further clarification. It shows one’s sticking to absolutist’s
criteria. In order to understand me, e.g., one has to take into account the
context in which I made such statements. Any judgement on my state-
ments without taking my situation into account would be non-sensical and
never true. Through cloning we can get another Suresh Chandra but that
new Suresh Chandra, though he appears to be purely identical with the
Suresh Chandra we have known yet in fact would not be so in his ideas,
ideals and style for they.are an output of the environment in which the two
live. It would be harsh and to some extent irrelevant to evaluate one’s
ideas by another’s completely alien ideas. Likewise, it is harsh on the part
of SC to evaluate AV quite mdependently of the concerns and context of
the latter, and in terms of the ‘purist’ category proposed by him.

There is no reply by AV to SC’s allegation that ‘It does not occur to
Vohra that Ryle is playing one game and Strawson another. Ryle’s objec-
tive is not to establish that the concept of a person is a logically primary
concept. His objective is simply to drive the Cartesian ghost away from
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the body.® As far as I am concerned SC is not only mistaken at this point,
but suffers from inconsistency too. He is mistaken because it does occur
to AV that Ryle and Strawson have different theories regarding the con-
cept of person. This remark is sufficient to answer SC’s allegation. I
should not be compelled to give reasons to support my view because SC
has not given any reason to support his contention that ‘It does not occur
to Vohra’ etc. But I will not leave my comment without proper clothing,
In fact AV'’s selection of Ryle and Strawson for gxplaining Wittgenstein,
seems to be intentional. Its purpose is to describe Wittgenstein’s philoso-
phy of mind through different shades of ideas so that it could be under-
stood properly. For example, a child asks his teacher to explain how to
arrive at 144. The teacher explains this through various ways with the
help of multiplication and addition etc. Now, can the teacher be criticized
on the ground that it did not occur to him that multiplication and addition
are playing different games so he shou)d not have taught in ways which
are quite different? -

I do not understand what made SC to write, while disagreeing with
AV’s view that ‘those who allocate the concept of “private” to the concept
“language” have thus made a category mistake,” and that ‘category mis-
take is a Ryle’s jargon. Wittgenstein would certainly reject this jargon.”
SC is certainly not right on this point. 4 Wittgenstein Dictionary, while
quoting BB47 and PG106, says that for Wittgenstein ‘To say of a machine
that it thinks is a category mistake.”® Equally troubling is AV’s response.
While reading it I was expecting that AV will definitely denounce the
above underlined sentence of SC because this is an attack on the core of
the book. Instead of disagreeing with SC, AV keeps on explaining what
a category mistake is and how its Rylian conception is different from the
Wittgensteinian conception of committing a logical howler through con-
fusing primary and secondary senses of a word. In fact AV bows to SC’s
criticism. ‘To confuse the primary sense of a term with its secondary sense
may amount to committing a<ogical howler, a philosophical blunder, but
it certainly is not what Ryle has called a category mistake.” AV forgets
that this concession to SC is a big blow to his own thesis, because if he
is dealing with Wittgenstein's philosophy of mind then as he demarcates
between Wittgenstein’s ‘logical howler’ and Ryle’s ‘category mistake’, in
his reply to SC, why did he not use the term logical howler instead ®f

category mistake? This is a complex issue, which AV has to clarify. I doé®

not mean that the concept of ‘category mistake’ was given by Wittgenstein
and not by Ryle. My point is that ‘category mistake’ is not a patent of
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Ryle’. To say that the concept of categpry mistake is wholly and solely
Rylian is to provide a patent to Ryle for the product which in fact in some
form or other was existing earlier. It is like the current controversy of
proyiding a patent to American companies for the extracts from the Indian
neem tree and parboiling method of rice, which were prevalent, in some
form or other, in India since time immemorial. SC and AV may provide
a patent to Ryle for his product—category mistake’, but A Wittgenstein
Dictionary is certainly not providing this. Thus, either SC and AV or the
Dictionary can be right.

SC’s criticism of AV’s attack on sense data is misplaced. SC writes
‘sense data philosophers may be wrong, but Vohra is certainly not right.
For Vohra has assigned truth-value to a belief in terms of “normal percep-
tion” and “illusory perception”’." Up to this point SC is right in represent-
ing AV’s view. Hereafter, he beings his own constructions that the knowl-
edge whether a particular perception is ‘normal’, accordmg to AV, would
amount to the knowledge of the particular belief being true and vice-
versa. He concludes, ‘So assigning truth-value to beliefs on the ground of
“normal perception” and “illusory perception” would suffer from vicious
circularity. Normalcy of a perception would depend on the truth of the
belief connected with it, and the truth of the belief on its own part would
depend on the normalcy of the perception connected with it. "ILEE forgets
the context in which AV had made the reference to ‘ordinary perceptlon
and ‘trie belief’. In fact, at this stage AV is engaged in criticizing ‘argu-
ment from illusion’ for the existence of sense-data. Sense-data philoso-
phers introduced this argument in brder to prove that even in as illusion
there is an object (sense-data) corresponding to the experience. Thus,
these philosophers claim that the problem faced by non-sense-data phi-
losophers is—what corresponds to illusory perception; since there is no
physical object in illusion. For these sense-data philosophers sense- -data is
the object corresponding to veridical as well as illusory perceptions. One
of the major assumptions of sense-data philosophers which AV objects to
is as follows: ‘“There is‘no qualitative difference between what we are
aware of in our normal sense experience and what we are aware when we
experience an illusion.”> AV proceeds to deny the assumption of sense-
data philosophers, namely that there is no distinction between the stat
when we have ‘normal sense-experience’ and the state ‘when we exp@?
ence an illusion’. The first point that he makes is that if- there were no
qualitative distinction between an illusion and a normal perception then
every normal pelceptlon would be like an 111us10n "3 The second point of
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AV is that ‘the difference between ordinary perception and sensory illu-
sion is that in the case of ordinary perception the beliefs are true, whereas
in the case of sensory illusions the beliefs are false.”* SC catches up this
second point and starts bouncing up his criticism at AV as described in
the beginning of this paragraph. If one reflects upon all this, in the context
of the book, he will easily come to know the superﬂulty in SC’s criticism.
Vohra has never said that ‘ordinary perception’ depends on ‘true belief”
and ‘sensory illusion’ on ‘false belief’. What he meant is that they coin-
cide. He writes that in the case of illusion ‘we are simply under the false
belief that “ordinary perception” is taking place.”* He further writes, ‘All
of us do recognise that in illusion our belief is false.”!® The question, how
does one ‘recognize’, would be a ‘spurious questldn for AV. For him, it
would be like asking ‘How does one count?” or ‘How does one walk?’
SC’s question as to ‘How do we know (or recognize) that a perception is
normal?’"” is still valid. This question dissolves when one reads the last
line of this chapter which goes as follows: ‘We shall say a person has paid
heed if he can recognise things to which he paid heed at a subsequent
time.”'® These remarks of AV are perfectly in tune with Wittgenstein’s
standpoint that ‘the project of tracing our belief to their origin in sense
impression has no point with regard to the fixation of belief. 19 Thus SC’s
objection to AV’s attack on sense .data amounts to his criticizing
Wittgenstein. But SC, at this stage, does not even indicate that he has any
reservation against Wittgenstein. What follows from all this is that either
Wittgenstein is wrong or SC’s criticism of AV is superfluous. Moreover
SC, while allegmg that AV commits ‘vicious circularity’ by making ‘nor-
mal perception’ and ‘true belief’ dependent on each other—says that the
““ordinary discourse” ... avoids vicious circularity in question.” This
critisim of SC indicates as if AV is writing about non- ordmdry (extra-
ordinary!) discourse of perception.

Chapter Two of the book, ‘Privacy and Private Language about which
SC, after writing that herc Vohra is best’ and &bat ‘he is a serious
Wittgensteinian’, continues iwith his blunt CrlthISm which AV replies
that here ‘SC is worst confounded in his discussion.” This chapter repre-
sents Wittgenstein’s argmmnts for the denial of the possibility of private
language. The private language, i.e. the language which the speaker alone
can understand, is an impossibility and the traditional philosophers’ as-
sumption that such language is possible, is based on their two mistakes:
(i) mistakes about the naturc of experience, and (ii) mistakes about the
nature of language. A private linguist commits the first mistake when he
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thinks that his sensations are (A) inalienable, and (B) incommunicable. He
commits the second mistake when he assumes that ‘sensation-specifying
terms acquire meaning, that they can be taught, and used by private os-
tensive definition.’?! For Wittgenstein, an individual experience is neither
(A) nor (B) and that the meaning of a word is determined not by private
ostensive definition but by its use, context and underlying ‘form of life".

AV in this chapter shows how Wittgenstein denies the concept of ‘pri-
vate language’. Since there is no possibility of ‘private language’ AV
writes that to talk about a private language is to:make a category mistake.
This is the gist of the second chapter that is lucid, concise, tightly knit and
a pleasure to read. However, the debate between SC and AV is not cen-
tred on the basic point of the above argument. The discussion about this
chapter is centred on a superficial similie, namely, whether pain behaves
like ‘colours’ or ‘physical objects’. The book explains these points under
the linguistic mistake of talking of sensations as inalienable. Again this
inalienability mistake rests on two further mistakes—my pain is necessar-
ily felt in my body and that only I am in possession of my pain. This
second mistake, around which the discussion of SC and AV is centred, is
committed because of the false identification of sensation with a physical
body or a physical object. For AV ‘“my pain”, “his pain”, “your pain”
look like expression of ownership, because of the surface similarity with
“my coat”, “his coat”, “your coat”.””? Further, ‘In the case of sensations,
the talk of correct identification of the possessor is senseless (non-
sensical).”® And ‘the case of pain is not like physical objects but is like
colours. To assimilate pain to physical objects is to make a category
mistake. It follows then that it is possible for two people to have the same
pain as it is possible for two surfaces to have the same colour.”” SC’s
objection is that ‘if it is impossible for a chair here to be numerically the
same as a chair there, then it is also impossible for a colour here to be
numerically the same as a colour there. Both of them, colour and chair
stand and fall together.”” AV’s reply to this is that SC confuses between
‘identity’ and ‘individuation’. He says, ‘In the case of chairs we normally
say that the two chairs are similar to one another, or that they are replicas
but in the case of colours and pains we sdy the two are same, or exactly
identical.’

This reply of AV as well as the objection of SC seem to me nothing
but Pntellectual verbosity. AV’s reply is the reply of an ‘Indian
Wittgensteinian’ and not that of Ludwig Wittgenstein. AV’s use of ‘simi-
lar’ for two chairs which resemble each other and ‘identical’ for colours
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is his own distinction between identity and similarity. Wittgenstein does
not make such distinction. Wittgenstein says ‘Identity of object I express
by identity of the sign and not by means of a sign of identity. Difference
of the object by difference of the sign.”” SC is right in saying that for
Wittgenstein ‘no category. mistake is committed by assimilating pains to

colours and chairs’. But even if SC is right, does it affect the validity of

AV’s arguments for the impossibility of Private language? No, becausc
SC has no objection against Wittgenstein’s thesis that sensations are not
inalienable.

SC has three reservations on Chapter Three titled, ‘Self Knowledge and
Personal Identity’, of which two are related to Wittgenstein. These are as
follows: (1) SC alleges that since Vohra treats ‘formal features of our
lives’ as ‘psychological features’, and later on as ‘essences of our life’, for
him bodily features ‘are not formal features, they are contingently related
to us’. From this SC concludes that ‘so Vohra has quite intelligently in-
troduced the Cartesian ghost into Wittgenstein’s philosophy.” (2) SC rejects
AV’s extension of (PI 38) where Wittgenstein upholds that ‘T have learnt
English’ is the answer to the question ‘How do I know that this colour is
red?’. AV’s extended use of the PI is that my knowing English is an
evidence for my claim that ‘This is a tree’ and ‘This is an ink-pot’. SC
ridicules this extended reasoning of AV by saying that if AV is right then
‘my knowing English’ can be cited as a reason even in such cases as ‘How
do you know this is arsenic?’ and ‘How do you know that he is a mur-
derer?’ He is of the opinion that ‘First person psychological statements do
not have evidence, therefore, they cannot be knowledge-claim of any
kind’. In support of his view SC has quoted Wittgenstein as ‘“I know that
that’s a tree”. But if all the others contradicted me ... what good would it
do to me to stick to my “I know”.’?

Before I give my observation on the above, let us see AV's reply to
these objections. ,

AV outrightly rejects SC’s first allegation. ‘I do not know how Suresh
Chandra arrives at the conclusion: ‘By formal features Vohra simply means
“psychological features”.” At no stage in the book either overtly or cov-
ertly have I said so.”® Further AV says ‘I do not exclude bodily features
from the formal features ... So, I cannot be said to have ignored the bodily
features from being included in the formal features ... I have neither
“introduced the Cartesian ghost into Wittgenstein’s philosophy” ...." Like-
wise, Vohra rejects SC’s sccond objection: ‘My reason for saying that my
having learnt English is good ¢nough to answer some questions like “How

©

S

j




o Discussion and Comments 153

do I know that this colour is red?” was that in such cases “we do not have
to look for any other reason, nor is there one” .... So, there is no question
of extending carelessly and irresponsibly the argumnent to each and every
case.? .

It appears as if AV is inconsistent in his first reply as he does not take
into account what he says on p. 80 where he asserts that ‘psychological
states’ are ‘formal features of our lives’. However, this inconsistency is
only apparent and it is because AV does not clarify the distinction be-
tween ‘psychological state’ and ‘psychological features’ either in his re-
sponse or in his book. Had he done so, there would not have been any
confusion. This also indicates SC’s confusion and vindicates Vohra’s stand.
SC’s objection is based on the misunderstanding that ‘psychological states’
and ‘psychological features’ are one and the same thing. Once this distinc-
tion is properly understood, there is no need to say again that the book
neglected bodily features. e

SC’s second objection as well as AV's reply to it, are partial truths and
thus need corrections for proper understanding of WPM. SC is right in
questioning AV’s extended version of citing ‘my knowing English’ as the
ground for an assertion. There cannot be an infinite extension of this
reasoning otherwise the pedestal ©of any epistemological structure would
collapse. There must be evidence and ‘social acceptance’ for any episte-
mological claim, as SC has rightly quoted Wittgenstein to point out. Further,
the following quote from On Certainty also supports SC’s standpoint: ‘I
may tell someone “this colour is called ‘red’ in English” (when for exam-
ple I am teaching him English). In this case I should not say “I know this
colour ...”—I would perhaps say that if I had just now learned it, or by
contrast with another &olour whose English name I am not acquainted
with.”™3 AV's attempt to do away with this criticism in his reply by saying
that he restricted his ‘my knowing English’ rcasoning to such cases where
‘we do not look for any further reason’ is insufficient. As Wittgenstein
says, ‘If someone believes something, we needn’t always be able to an-
swer the question ‘why he believes it’; but if he knows something, then the
question, “how does he know?” must be capable of being answered.™
‘And if one does answer this question, on¢ must do so according to gen-
erally accepted axioms, This is how something of this sort may be known, ™
Thus it appears that both SC and AV in their argumentation are confusing
‘why’ with ‘how’ of the above questions of Wittgenstein. Once this con-
fusion is over there is no bone of contentiori between the two. However,
though AV's defence is not flawless SC is uléo not quite right. For me SC
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indiscriminately quoted Wittgenstein, without taking into account the
context to support his own view. It is essential to be careful while quoting
Wittgenstein. SC quotes Wittgenstein (On Certainty, 503) to show that the
latter supports the ‘social acceptance’ as the basis of knowledge-¢iaim. SC
fails to recognize that here Wittgenstein intends to question the reliability
of the first person psychological statements and does not absolutely en-
dorse the ‘social-acceptance’ criterion. Wittgenstein can in no sense be
said to be an absolutist. He always leaves room for contingencies. While
thinking on these lines I came across Wittgenstein’s view which is appar-
ently contradictory to SC’s quotation of ‘social-acceptance’ thesis. It is:
‘Does human agreement decide what is red? Is it decided by appcal to the
majority? Were we tauglit to determine colour in this way? For [ describe
the language game “Bring something red” to someone who can himself
already play it. Others I might at most teach it (Relativity).™

WPM neither accepts that the first person psychological statement can
serve as basis for a knowledge claim nor denies that the ‘social-accept-
ance’ criterion plays an important role for any knpwledge-claim. In fact
this is what AV emphasises in the conclusion of the chapter on ‘Knowl-
edge of Other Minds’ where he brings in the concept of ‘form of life’. In
his reply he quotes On Certainty 441. However, he did not mention in his
reply that his extension of Wittgenstein’s ‘my knowing English’ reasoning
is not concerned with the knowledge-claim but with the process of know-
ing, i.e. ‘why’ of Wittgenstein quoted above. Once this gap existing be-
tween SC’s criticism and AV’s reply is understood, all the confusions
regarding the WPM standpoint on first person psychological statement

becomes clear.
WPM’s last chapter deals with ‘Knowledge of Otlier Persons’ about

which SC has made three comments and AV has replied only to the last
one.

SC’s first criticisni is that AV equates soul to ‘a subject of experience’
which according to SC is a nen-Wittgensteinian thesis. I appreciate SC for
raising this sensitive issue of Wittgenstein's philosophy. Though WPM
does not specifically mention whether soul = a subject of experience, if
it had been intended, even cursorily to do so then certainly SC'is right.
AV'’s silence on this issue in his reply only endorses SC’s allegation. The
exact position can be known only if AV clarifies it. But, SC is certainly
not right when he, after quotm&, PI, Part II, p. 128, on soul concludes that
‘His. (Wittgenstein’s) pxoblc,m is not the reduction of human beings to
mere subjects of expuxcmcb but making them free from this bondage.™’
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Wittgenstein was not an angel or a preacher and never thought himselt or
human beings to be in bondage (at least not in the sense as ‘bondage’ and
‘freedom’ and other such religious concepts as interpreted in various re-
ligious traditions). He was religious in a quite different sense of the term.*
Ray Monk in Wittgenstein: Duty of Genius quotes Wittgenstein as saying

“Suppose someone said: “What do you believe, Wittgenstein? Are you a

sceptic? Do you know whether you will survive death?” I would really.
this is 4 fact, say “I can’t say. I don’t know” because 1 haven't any clear
idea what I'm saying when I'm saying “ don’t cease to exist”, etc.” Thus
if Wittgenstein did not believe soul to be a mere subject of experience he
also did not believe in soul in the sense it is believed by SC and other
religious thinkers. Wittgenstein was non-committal on the issues of God,
soul, Last Judgement etc.** So much to counter SC’s view that ‘The atti-
tude to which Wittgenstein refers is the attitude of a religious person.™

Secondly, SC is in disagreement with Wittgenistein’s attack on thg ar-
gument from analogy for the existence of other minds and thereby rejects
AV’s quotation of P1293, on the ground that ‘those who have attacked the
argument from analogy, have never succeeded in producing a better alter-
nate argument.’®

SC is unaware of the fact that here he commits the fallacy of argumentum
ad ignorantiam. Instead of giving reasons in support of the argument from
analogy he accuses the critics of the argument on the ground that they are
not in a better position than its supporters. Perhaps this is the reason why
AV did not consider’it worthwhile even to mention this criticism in his
reply. Moreover SC’s objection against WPM's view that ‘by virtue of
training we have received we know that the other walking and talking
figures which have bodies similar to mine. have minds’; is uncalled for
because the conclusion of the chapter reads, ‘“To say that we are taught
this art of knowing other minds and their identity is misleading, though
it may be said that we learn it.”

SC charges AV. of inconsistency because first he upholds that (a) ‘we
ihow about ourselves and about our identity without any theories’ and
then goes on to support that (b) ‘the theory of other minds involves bodily
identity as the criteria of personal identity.’

AV replies by saying that ‘Our criteria of personal identity has to have
a proper mix up of behavioural component and memory component in
it JPM establishes that ‘for the same reasons for which memory cannot
be the criterion of personal identity in the first person statements, it can
also not be the criterion of personal identity in the third person state-
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ment.”™ After establishing that the memory criterion cannot be the sole
criterion of establishing personal identity it takes on the phllosophers who
think that bodily identity cannot be regarded as the criterion of personal
identity at all’ and concludes in the end of the chapter that ‘From the
above discussion, it follows: that bodily identity can be regarded as a
criterion of personal identity.g"‘5 It is this conclusion which motivates SC
to write, ‘Is there any doubt that Vohra has supported the theory of other
minds that involves bodily idéntity as the criterion of personal identity?™
SC fails to anticipate that whun AV objects to the attacks on the bodily
criterion of personal identity it does not amount to his exclusive accept-
ance of bodily criteria and rejection of memory criteria. When I answer
objections raised against varna-vyavastha, it does not mean that I endorse
it in toto. 1 still can have reservations against the evil aspects of it. When
my teacher scolds me. for my mistakes it doesn’t mean that he hates me.
Rather it means that he loves me. In fact WPM deplores the then prevalent
memory criteria and negates the objections against bodily criterion. This
it does with the aim of establishing a combination of both as the criteria
of personal identity. Though it does not establish this conclusion in clear
terms, and perhaps this is the cause of SC’s confusion, but AV through the
introduction of ‘form of life” as a tool for knowing other minds in the
beginning of the last paragraph of p. 109, dispels all doubts regarding the
criterion of personal identity. SC shouldn’t have missed the point that
‘form of life’ includes both ‘bodily’ as well as ‘memory’ criteria.

This attempt of filling the gaps existing between SC’s criticisms and
AV'’s responses may at times, appear to be leaning either towards SC or
AV. However, for ensuring the continuity of ideas expressed in WPM and
growth of Wittgensteinian philosophy, it was necessary at some places to
take sides. But at most of the places [ tried to stand like a tennis net, doing
nothing but establishing continuity between, and demarcating boundaries
of the two well-known Indian players of Wittgensteinian philosophy. While
highlighting the basic differsaces of approach between SC and AV at
places, I have attempted a synthesis of their views on the important issues
raised in WPM so that the discussion may be carried on.
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The Internality of Consciousness Experience!

Dr G.P. Ramachandra’s remark that he ‘could not understand much of’
what I wrote in response to his note, ‘Is There Such a Thing as Self-
consciousness?’,? carries a smack of arrogance. This arrogance undoubt-
edly arises from the fact that he has already surrendered to a style of
thinking and a vocabulary which do not allow him to ‘see’ their'delimi-
tation in the face of our experience of ‘inner freedom’ (the ‘existential
freedom’, if you like). Dr Ramachandra is so much captivated by his
notion of ‘function words’ that he forgets to ask what the foundation or
cause of the functions or behaviour expressions each one of us exhibits
would be. He unfortunately believes that by replacing consciousness-lan-
guage (words such as ‘intending’, ‘desiring’, ‘boredom’, ‘feeling’, ‘dispo-
sition’, ‘knowing’, ‘wanting’, ‘deciding’) by function-language (what he
calls ‘function words’) he has been successful in dissolving the problem
of the internality of ‘mental events’ (i.e., ‘consciousness states’, ‘self-con-
sciousness’, ‘my act of experiencing’, etc.). Would he ask himself why
consciousness-language has survived and grown through the history of
human culture and forms almost the bedrock of the verbalization of man
in morals, poetry, religion and in the whole mass of literature, including
scientific literature.

In order to draw Dr Ramachandra’s attention to the sphere of his own
self-consciousness while he must have been in the process of composing
the thoughts in his paper, [ had said:*

He must have one day got the idea of writing this piece; as he was
writing it, he was on and off journeying across his own ‘inner space’ to
buttress his pre-set notion that there is no such thing as self-conscious-
ness; he had to ‘bracket’ the ideas and views that he might have found
to oppose or weaken his own pre-set notion; he operated on a canvas
of meanings, expressions, effective and non-effective constructions; he
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must have at every step of his thought and its verbal ‘delivery’ intended
a certain effect on the readers and gauged it again and again; ...

To this Dr Ramachandra retorts:

Dr Sinari should not be deceived by the linguistic nature of the exercise
... Writing a paper is not a matter of journeying across inner space, as
Dr Sinari thinks.

And perhaps with an intent to be somewhat sensational, he adds:

There is nothing inner about writing an essay, any more than there is
anything inner about brushing one’s teeth. A language is as much a
social product as a toothbrush and toothpaste.

About one's changing the syntax and transposing words, symbols and
sentences for bringing about the required effect, Dr Ramachandra repeats
the mention of his teeth-brushing ritual thus:

There is nothing inner about that process, any more than there is any-
thing inner about jthe brushing of the teeth on the upper right side
seeming unsatisfactory, so that one brushed it again.

I would want to assert that neither writing an essay nor b’rushir?g one’s
teeth can be without one’s mental engagement, some sort of conscious-
ness’s directedness to different acts, the motivated thinking aimed at dis-
tinct anticipated results. The paraphernalia of brushing one’s teeth, if dis-
sected into minute individual activities (the picking up of the toothbrush,
the spreading of a certain quantity of toothpaste on it, the moving of the
brush over the teeth, etc.), surely hides an answer to the question ‘Why
should I brush my teeth?’, just as writing a paper with all the skill that is
seen to be essential for making its reading effective would conceal an
answer to the question, ‘Why do I or should I compose this paper?’. What
coordinates the two distinct mental engagements (writing a paper and the
brushing of the teeth) is the meaning or meanings the agent bestows on
them. This meaning-bestowal is a mental event without which neither of
the two performances could be understood. Although these performances
appear to be overtly of consciousness and thus expressible in function-
language, their full meaning is ‘seen’ by self-consciousness, i.e, within
that sphere of consciousness where they are placed as ‘willed” or ‘de-
signed’ events.

I must point out, against Dr Ramachandra’s complaint that I do not
distinguish clearly between self-consciousness and inner events, that the
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distinction between the two is actually totally blurred. When I say [ am
conscious of Dr Ramachandra’s position in his paper, my ‘being con-
scious’ amounts to ‘my being conscious of my being different from Dr
Ramachandra’ and at the same time ‘my knowing what Dr Ramachandra
maintains’ and also ‘my having a view not identical with his’. In the case
of human beings, consciousness and self-consciousness coalesce in such
a manner that in no situation would either of them stand as autonomous.
It is this blending of the two that, as I have pointed out already, Merleau-
Ponty covers by using the term ‘intentional arc’.* There is no escape for
Dr Ramachandra from the position that the experience of consciousness
or of self-consciousness is an internal event for each one of us. For each
one of us, to be in the world is to have an ‘inside’ (an ‘inwardness’ a la
Kierkegaard), to have a nocti¢ universe of one’s own, to merge with and
also to have a distancing from all that ‘happens’ to oneself. The domain
of self-consciousness is strangely intertwined with ‘Tam I (self-identity),
with myself as world-conscious, time-conscious, lonesome in.life and in
death, as language- and meaning-conscious. Self-consciousness is a flu-
vial experience and function-language is too mechanical and too matter-
of-fact a structure to grasp it. -

Let me turn again to Dr Ramachandra’s attempt to deride what I called
his self-consciousness as he was writing ‘Is There Such a Thing as Self-
Consciousness?’. I referred to the ‘inner’ process Dr Ramachandra must
have experienced as the threshold of writing this essay. Dr Ramachandra
says: .

The preconditions for writing are not prior inner events but a knowl-
edge of the language and of the subject matter and both are social
products.

To my insistent claim that Dr Ramachandra was being ‘reflective’ as he
went on writing the essay and hence ‘inward’, he says:

‘Reflecting’ does not denote an inner event. We say someone is reflec-
tive when his language shows awareness of considerations which would
escape the attention of the average man.

I wonder how Dr Ramachandra is so sure that there is no mental image
in the mind of the writer of what he is going to write in the form of
meanings, nuances, pre-perceptions, in the form of an impulse to express
himself. These meanings, nuances and pre-perceptions are causative in
relation to what the writer writes, and, for that matter, the underlying
forms of that which would be amenable to function-language.
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It would be interesting to see what perceptions Dr Ramachandra has
about himself—about himself as a writer, a philosopher, a critic; about
himself as one who has had a past ‘lived’ by him, a past which he recalls,
constructs and reconstructs, and ‘owns’ as his own. Where and in what
state are these perceptions? And what about one’s freedom, almost abso-
lute, as an imaginer, as a manipulator of language, and perhaps as desir-
ous of bringing the moon down to earth? Do not these facets of one’s
being constitute one’s subjectivity, as phenomenologists would call it, his/
her inner experience? One’s past as-one’s lived experience and one’s re-
membrance of it, in the manner of what Marce! Proust narrates, are one’s
inner being and there is a certain sort of capturing of these by one which
is private and self-uncovering. This capturing is of one’s own internality,
for which John Searle, for instance, has used the term ‘understanding’. It
happens to have a special place in the structure of the human mind, in the
‘field’ of human consciousness, and, whatever computational techniques
might have achieved, or might achieve in future, is bound to remain
always elusive. '

It is because of the nature of our consciousness-experience, its internality
we are capable of grasping that, as I said, the very inquiry into the exist-
ence or otherwise of self-consciousness would suggest that the experience
of self-consciousness is self-evident to each onc of us. Indeed, as philoso-
phers, we would want to know what sort of stuff it is. There is no sense
in one’s saying that we would be able to circumvent it as if it were
something we could distance ourselves from. To Dr Ramachandra’s query,
‘How could the inquiry get started if the experience of self-Consciousness
is self-evident?’, I could ask, ‘What is the inquiry about?” and “What does
one want to do with that into which one inquires?’

Dr Ramachandra seems to have no argumcnh to disprove several seem-
ingly semi-psychological but at the same time philosophically very sig-
nificant phenomena such as our everyday c’ionsciousness and conflicts

‘felt’ to be prevalent within it whenever we run into paradoxical situa-
tions; consciousness’s ‘wearing a veil’ in what Sartre has called ‘bad faith’
(mauvaise foi) and Fingarette described as ‘self-deception’; the ‘divided
self’ which happens to, be tlie reality of our inner being, for R.D. Laing;
and psyéhoanalysts’ clearly demonstrable fall-out of abreaction in the
subject-under-analysis. Unless taken to thie psychopathological extreme,
these phenomena disclose themselves as the very ‘soil’ our individualities
are made of. The same thing can be said about our experience of feelings.
Dr Ramachandra’s attempt to objectify feelings by preferring the struc-
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ture, ‘There are feelings here’ to the structure, ‘T feel’ or ‘T have feelings’,
would sound arbitrary once it is realized that feelings are to be ‘owned’,
‘felt’ or ‘possessed’ by some consciousness locus if they are to be mean-
ingful occurrences. The feelings of insecurity, for instance, whatever its
degree, is an inner-to-one’s-consciousness event—it has to have a ‘seat’,
it invades the whole of one’s existence when it emerges. The sentence,
“There are feelings here’, will inevitably raise the question, ‘Where?’, and
the answer to the guestion would have to be in terms of some experiencer’s
consciousness-language.

Lastly, what may appear to be Dr Ramachandra’s spontaneous burst.
He writes:

. nothing happens inside a human being to which terms like ‘con-
scious’ and ‘experience’ can refer. In the first place, these are not refer-
ring words. Secondly, neural firings and such things may be going on
but they themselves are not conscious and we are not conscious of
them. It may become possible one day to observe one’s own or some-
one else’s neural firings through an instrument and we would then have
an experience of them, just as we experience apples or bottles.

Critics of physicalism, robotics and Artificial Intelligence {AI)
(Weizenbaum, Hubert Dreyfus and Roger Penrose, for instance)* know
pretty well that neural firings in one’s brain and one’s ‘being conscious’
or ‘experiencing’ are not one and the same thing. The expericnée of pain
or of perceiving a patch of green one has, although accompanied by very
intricate neural firings in one’s brain, can hardly be translatable into those
neural firings. The two different languages which these phenomena have
brought into being (one, the experience——or consciousness-language and
the other, distinctly quantitative and physicalist function-language) have
not been bridged by any human ingenuity so far. Indeed, as Dr
Ramachandra says, the day might come when it might be possible to
observe ‘one’s own or someone else’s neural firings through an instru-
ment’ while oneself or somecone else is in the process of ‘being conscious’
of pain or a patch of green. Yet it is not possible to conclude from this
that one would be able to look upon one’s own pain or one’s own percep-
tion of a green ‘patch (keep aside someone else’s) as purcly objective
occurrences having no self-identity, no subjectivity, no possesser behind
them. The function-language one would use to describe neural firings in
the brain of someone who is in pain or perceives a green patch misses
their ‘inside’ and this ‘inside’ is the raison d’étre of what Dr Ramachandra
calls ‘designating words’.
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The words ‘consciousness’, ‘self-consciousness’ and ‘awareness’. like
the words ‘intelligence’, ‘mind’, ‘self’, ‘the inner existence’, ‘subjectivity’
are designating, and opposed to ‘function words’. Leaving aside the ques-
tion whether the meanings of these words could be so delienated as to
make each of these have a unique referent (this is a problem which no-
tably Al experts face when they embark upon simulating ‘intelligence’,
‘mind’ or ‘awareness’ in an electronic system), they are semantically in-
tertwined with expressions like ‘being alive’, ‘existing in the world’, ‘hav-
ing an ego’, etc., and designate a reality directly and immediately expe-
rienced by each one of us, a ‘canvas’ in and around which things happen,
that stuff named ‘T or ‘me’ which none of us would want to lose (by
extinction or death, for in§tance).

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1: These are comments on Dr G.P. Ramachandra’s response, entitled, ‘Mistaking
Function Words for Designating Words’, to my comments on his note ‘Is
There Such a Thing as Self-Consciousnes;s‘?’ (JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 1).

2. Ramakant Sinari, ‘Comments on G.P. Ramachandra’s note, “Is There Such a
Thing as Self-Consciousness?”” (JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 1, p. 130).

3. Ibid,, pp. 130-2.
4, °See Joseph Weizenbaum: Computer Power and Human Reason (San Fran-

cisco, 1976); Hubert Dreyfus: What Computers Can’t Do (New York, 1979);
and Roger Penrose: Shadows of the Mind (Oxford, 1994).
Bhaktivedanta Institute RAMSKANT SINARI
Juhu, Mumbai

Why Conciousness is not a Fiction:
A Response to G.P. Ramachandra

In response to my comments on his ‘Is There Such a' Thing as Self-
consciousness?’, Professor G.P. Ramachandra has reiterated his view that
words like ‘consciousness’, ‘self-consciousness’, ‘I, ‘self’, etc. are function
words and do not designate anything real. He argues against the thesis that
consciousness is independently real. His recent paper ‘Mistaking Funetion
Words for Designating Words’ has sought to make it clear that conscious-
ness is a fiction and that there is nothing ontologically real about it. In this
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response I seek to clarify certain points which I had raised in my earlier
response. [ reiterate my point that consciousness is real and is not a matter
of language alone.

CONSCIOUSNESS IS REAL, NOT A FICTION

Professor Ramachandra has characterized mental words as functional and
not designating. The reason seems to be that there is nothing for them to
designate: there is no ontological counterpart for them. He writes:

.. I should say at the outset that I do not believe in consciousness, in
consciousness of consciousness and in self-conciousness, that is, that
these are things in their own right, made up of some psychic stuff To
do so would be to hypostatizc words (p. 1). :

He further adds:

Seeing and consciousness and experienéing and perceiving are not mental
entities or phenomena made up of some psychic stuff, or to put it in a
different way, the words ‘seeing’ and ‘consciousness’ and ‘experienc-
ing’ and ‘perceiving’ do not designate distinct mental entities or phe-
nomena. These are function words, not designating words (p. 2).

»

The argument presented hcrfc runs on the assumption that it is a philo-
sophical illusion to think of consciousness as something independently
real and that the illusion is squarcly based on the grammatical mistake of
confusing function words with designating words. Since mental words
have been mistaken as designating words, mental entities like conscious-
ness have, been hypostatized and entertained as ontologically real.

The argument has no doubt a point in that the words, so far as the F
ordinary grammar goes, do not have the same function: there are words 1
which do not designate or name anything, e.g. ‘I’a ‘self” and other mental
words. Yet they have a function in language and perhap$ an indispensable
function. Their function is to signify mental phenomena. For example, the
word ‘consciousness’ does not name an entity called consciousness, but it
characterizes a certain phenomenon which consists in being aware of
something, in perceiving something and so on. Professor Ramachandra is
right in saying that consciousness includes seeing, knowing, believing,
imagining, thinking, etc. But this is to admit that consciousness is sone-
thing to be characterized as real, that is, there is something called con-

sciousness.
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Professor Ramachandra says that in being conscious of an apple, what
really happens is that an apple is presented and made visible; there is
nothing else that takes place such as an inner event in the theatre of the
mind. Therefore, according to him, the apple is ontologically real, but not
consciousness. There is nothing psychic about being conscious of an apple.
But here one must take note of the fact that not only there is the apple but
also there is something else and that is that we are conscious of the apple.
The fact of being conscious of the apple is what is being characterized as
real. Philosophers have recognized the fact that unless there is something
called being conscious of the apple, there is no point in talking about the
apple at all. The apple-is presented to us, the cognizing subjects. So there
is some act of cognizing, that is, there is some mental state of perceiving
the apple. Thus the mental state of being conscious of the apple has to be
admitted if a full understanding of the situation is to be possible..If being
conscious of something is a matter of language alone, then why should we
talk of conscious human beings at all or why should we have talk of
conscious states at all? There should be no language of consciousness;
there should be the language of apples only.

Professor Ramachandra insists that mental words are all hypostatized
and therefore there is the mistake of entifying mental states. Perhaps he
has no objection to having mental statcs blﬁt be cannot take them as
entities of some queer sort. Supposing there are mental states, then there
must be some way of expressing them. But _Ethat description of mental
states need not be tied down to the language ot designation. All linguistic
description is not designation. There is a non-designative way of express-
ing the mental states. It is not the case that all mental words are mistaken
as designative words, notwithstanding appearance to the contrary. There-
fore from this we cannot infer that mental statcs are hypostatized entities
and there is nothing to call consciousness at all.

Profeséor Ramachandra has a behaviourist strategy te deny that there
are conscious states at all except the characteristic behaviour associated
with the mental words. Mental words function rather well in standing for
the behaviour. He says:

These words do not denote psychic entities, things in their own right
and no inner event need happen for the use of these concepts to be
correct. They are function words and their function is to evaluate be-
haviour, to make sense of the interactions of human beings with the

environment (p. 8).
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That is to say, mental language is behaviour-descriptive rather than des-
ignative of any entity called mind. If the mind would have an ontological
reality, it would have been something inner and private.

This argument is not as convincing as it might initially appear to be.
Mental phenomena need not be inner events to be real. Besides, they need
not be designated to be expressed in language. Their reality lies in their
being experienced and made available in language. They are as much
open to public inspection as the physical world. The fact that we are all
conscious language-using beings suggests that our consciousness is not a
matter of private experience and that we are not enclosed in the private
circles of consciousness. Our shared language is a testimony to the fact
that consciousness is public and sharable.

THE MENTAL IS SOMETHING RATHER THAN NOTHING

It is beyond doubt that there is something called the mental. Conscious-
ness is the mental phenomenon par excellence. It is in this context that
philosophers have claimed that consciousness is a fundamental fact of
nature and that we cannot eliminate it at all.' The reason is that the effort
to eliminate consciousness proves infructuous because of the fact that the
very act of elimination presupposes consciousness. Consciousness is a
built-in feature of man. Therefore it is futile to attempt to eliminate con-
sciousness from the domains of reality.

It is also a philosophically acceptable thesis that the conscious mental
life of man enjoys some sort of autonomy.” The argument behind this
thesis is that no amount of explanation of conscious phenomena in terts
of the material conditions can help. There is still a residue of constious-
ness that refuses to be derived from matter or any other functional system
that is physical in structurc. Consciousness is an irreducible phenomenon
for that matter such that the more we explain it in terms of matter the
more internal and non-material it appears. The properties of conscious
states such as subjectivity, internality, immediacy and of being of the
nature of qualia® make it clear that there is something peculiar about
conscious states. Their peculiarity does not mean their being mysterious
in nature. In fact, there is no mystery about everyday reports of our con-
sciousness. :

Professor Ramachandra's scepticism regarding consciousness follows
from his refusal to see how our everyday reports of our mental life are
made. They are no doubt made in a variety of ways; crying, laughing,
enjoying, shouting, etc. are ways of expressing our mental life which do
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not require language though most of our mental lite finds expression only
in a language. This suggests that there is nothing iike designating con-
sciousness and hypostatizing it as claimed by Professor Ramachandra:
there is an open-ended way of expressing consciousness by human beings
because of their linguistic skills. Human beings therefore remain charac-
teristically conscious beings in spite of the fact that we hardly say that we
are conscious. To affirm or deny that we are conscious is a meaningless
exercise except when the situation warrants it, as for example, when the
patient says to the doctor, ‘T am conscious’, after recovering from coma.
But the fact that we do not say ‘T am conscious’ does not mean that we
are not conscious at all or that consciousness is nothing real.

Same is the case with self-consciousness. There is no significant way
of expreséing self-consciousness except under unusual circumstances. But
this does not mean that there is no mental phenomenon called self-con-
sciopsness or that it is a grammatical mistake to talk of higher order
consciousness. Professor Ramachandra supposes that philosophers are prone
to this mistake as they talk of higher order consciousness or meta-con-
sciousness (p. 6). But the fact remains that being conscious about one’s
consciousness is a common mental phenomenon. It is not that self-con-
sciousness is a philosopher’s myth created for the purpose of puzzling the
common man but that it is inevitable for envisaging a self-determining
free agent who can claim responsibility for his or her action.

THE LOCUS OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Consciousness is ascribed to a subject because it is only a subject or an
agent who can claim to be conscious. Obviously we cannot ascribe it to
a material body like a stone or even a dead body. It is because it is a
necessary truth that consciousness is the property of an organism. Human
beings are conscious beings, so are animals which are closer to human
beings. Maybe the entire organic world is conscious. But consciousness of
consciousness can be ascribed only to human beings. Thus higher order
consciousness is a human feature and so*s ascribable to human beings.

Now. the question is: Is consciousness ascribable to the human body or
the human self? The materialists invariably associate consciousness with
the human body because they believe that there is nothing else that can
bear the property of being conscious. But it is the dualists who ascribe it
to the soul or the spiritual substance. Both commit the fallacy of ascribing
consciousness to something that can never be the subject of conscious-
ness. It is human beings who are conscious, not their bodies or. souls.
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Philosophers have, however, admitted that the self of man is the best
subject of consciousness because the notion of a human being is still
ambiguous. Human self is the subject of consciousness that can be iden-
tified neither with the body nor with the soul.

Professor Ramachandra rightly points out that it is a contradiction to
ascribe consciousness to the human body and the human soul at the same
time. He believes that I have committed a self-contradiction (see p. 24) in
saying that the locus of consciousness is both the human body and the
human soul. In fact I was only driving at the point that there are two ways
of ascribing consciousness which exclude each other—the physicalist and
the non-physicalist. I believe that both ways are faulty because it is the
human subject or the self that is the locus of consciousness. ‘I', ‘you’ and
‘he’ are the personal pronouns which are the indices of the human self.

I have also mentioned earlier that conscious phenomena are typical of
human self because of the fact that human beings can claim self-con-
sciousness and that they can determine their actions freely. This imposes
on us the idea of a human self not because there is an entity as su¢h called
the self but because we understand human beings better by introducing
the notion of self. The self is the most primitive notion which gives us the
notion of the subject of consciousness.

%Fl F AS NON-ELUSIVE

Now the question is: Is thc sclf a real entity or something elusive? It is
neither. It is not an entity like the human body or the soul. It is not an
entity of any sort. That is why I’ cannot be treated as a proper name or
a deelgnatlve expression as Profcssor Ramachandra has rightly pointed
out. The word ‘self’ has been systematically misleading® because it has
been sometimes equated with a name. But this does not prove that self is
a misnomer or an elysive entity. Definitely while using the expression ‘I
we are not referring to an clusive self. I am not elusive to myself. If that
were so, then the whole idca of myself would collapse. The sclf is the
logical requirement of our language and experience because without that
we cannot express whose cxperience an experience Is.

Professor Ramachandra belicves that our language could be pruned of
the expressions such as ‘I” and ‘self” because what they do in language can
be done by some other expressions. For example, instead of ‘I think’ we
can say ‘There is thought'. But actually the substitution does not help at
all. The latter expression does not carry the meaning of the former. It is
because we have not identificd who the thinker is. Thinking is an activily

-
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done by a human subject. So the human self has to be indexed by some
suitable expression. Therefore a subjectless language cannot be adequate
for expressing human experience.

The reality of the self cannot be based on any specious argument other
than the obvious fact that our consciousness itself demands a locus, a self
that is conscious. Of course one can say that instead of the concept self
the concept of human being will do. But the latter concept is itself vague
and ambiguous as it may mean the biological organism or the human
body. Either way, there is no sharp sense associated with the concept of
human being.- The notion of self carries the sharp meaning of a subject of
consciousness. Hence the indispensability of the concept of self. Neither
the notion of mind nor the notion of body can be a substitute for the
notion of self. Even the concept of human being does not suffice. If the
self is elusive, so is a human being. Therefore reality can be claimed for
self to the extent we need a subject of human consciousness.

THE ‘HERETICAL’ WITT(;";ENSTE[N

In this context Wittgenstein’s views on self and consciousness have be-
come relevant not only because Professor Ramachandra seems to echo
Wittgenstein’s views on the matter but also because of the fact that
Wittgenstein has something very important to say on the matter.
Wittgehstein’s views cannot be put into any standard straightjacket be-
cause he has remained more or less heretical on the issues we are dealing
with. He can he called neither a behaviourist nor an eliminativist materi-
alist nor a straightforward spiritualist in the philosophy of mind. In fact he
claims only to do away with the confusions around the concept of mind
and consciousness. He goes to the extent of claiming that he has no theory
of mind and that all that he does is to clarify the concepts as they occur
in language. According to him, philosophy puts the things as they are and
does not put any theoretical gloss on them (Cf. Philosophical Investiga-
tions, sections 124 and 415).

Wittgenstein claimed in the Tractatdy that the self is the limit of the
world and our experience (5.632) and therefore it is transcendental rather
than on a par with things in the world. This notion of self is definitely
heretical because it is neither a denial of the sclf in the Humean sense nor
is it an affirmation of it in the Cartesian sense. Nonetheless the self is real
according the Tractatus. A similar approach I find in the remark 398 of
the Philosophical Investigations which Professor Ramachandra has also
noted with care. But e agrees with Sluga that in this passage Wittgenstein
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denies the reality of self. Maybe Sluga is right. But there is still a nagging
feeling about why Wittgenstein introduces the farmer along with the house
and asks whose house is that. His answer is that the house belongs to the
farmer though the latter cannot enter his house. Is there not a striking
similarity between the Tractarian self which is the limit of the world and
so cannot enter it and the farmer who has a house but cannot enter it? No
doubt Wittgenstein is silent on what the nature of the self is and where it
is located. But these questions might have looked meaningless for him
once he admits that the self is the limit of the world.

Now the question is: Why should anyone deny the reality of the self
unless one has a metaphysical axe to grind? The notion of self is as much
common in human language as the notion of the world, experience, etc.
To deny the self is to deny that anyone thinks, has experience, refers to
himself and so on. One need not be a philosopher to assert that one thinks,
has ideas, goes on a holiday, etc. Therefore only philosophers can quarrel
over whether there is a self or not. If I am real, then so is my self. I and
my self are one and the same.

As far as [ understand, Wittgenstein does not intend to do away with
the notion of self though he has reservations on how we must understand
the notions of ‘self” and ‘I’. At least he does not mind being heretical in
calling the self the limit of the world.

BACK TO THE PHENOMENA

I agree with Professor Ramachandra that ‘today’ has no form and there-
fore talking about the form of today has no meaning. But can we not talk
of the form of life? Definitely objects and object-looking things have
form. In that sense human beings have form of life and I do not find
anything mystifying in the saying that consciousness is the form of life of
man. All that it means is that human beings are conscious beings and that
we cannot ¢conceive of a human being who has no consciousness or can-
not have it at any point of his or her life, temporary loss of consciousness
notwithstanding. Thus there is reason to feel assured that consciousness is
a necessary feature of being human. Of course we are talking here of
human consciousness. _

Consciousness and all its varied manifestations are so common and
indispensable features of human life that we do not feel like asking what
will happen if all human beings behave like automata. It is because we
cannot conceive of life without consciousness. We' do not know what it
is to be without consciousness. Therefore I would like to conclude by
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saying that consciousness is real as a mental phenomenon and that under-
standing consciousness;remains incomplete if all its ramifications includ-
ing self-consciousness are not taken into account.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. See John R. Searle, The Rediscovery o/ the Mind (The MIT Press, Cambridge,

Mass., 1994), Chapter 2.
2. Cf. Hilary Putnam, Mind, Language and Reality (The Cambridge Univesity

Press, Cambridge, 1975), pp. 291-303.
3. See Owen Flanagan, Consciousness Reconsidercd (The MIT Press, Cambridge,

Mass., 1992), Chapter 4,
4. See Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind (Penguin Books, 1963; First Published

by Hutchinson, 1949).
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‘jivika dhatrnirmita’ or ‘jiviketi brhaspatih’?

At the end of the first chapter of Sarvadarsanasamgraha (SDS), Sayana-
madhava (14th century) quotes a number of verses and ascribes them to

Brhaspati. One of them runs as follows:

agnihotram trayovedas tridandam bhasmagunthanam/
buddhipaurusahinanam jivika dhatrnirmita//!
J. Muir, the first English translator of this passage from SDS, renders it
thus:

The Agnihotra sacrifice, the three Vedas, the mendicant’s triple staff,
and the practice of smearing oneself with ashes, are only a means of
livelthood ordained by the Creator for men_who have neither under-

standing nor energy.?

The verse seems to strike an odd note. It is well known that Brhaspati,
the eponymous founder of the Carvaka/Lokayata doctrine, denied the
existence of God, after-life, etc. Why should he speak of the Creator,
dhatr?

Cowell, however, felt that there was something wrong here. He, there-
fore, translated dhatrmrmlta as ‘made by Nature’'In a note he added, ‘1
take Dhatri as God, or nature, speaking by common parlance. Dr. Hall
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(Catalogue p. 162) would seem to.take Dhitri as the name of an author—
‘Dhatri may sometimes stand for Brhaspati’.*

There is no evidence elsewhere or in the lexicons that Brhaspati was
also called Dhatri. In any case, even accepting that would be of no avail
in the given context. How could Brhaspati or a mere author (as Hall
would have it) make or ordain the livelihood of the ascetics?

The reading of the verse seems to be suspect.

Fortunately enough, Sdyana-madhava (SM) himself quotes another
reading of the verse in the earlier part of the same chapter:

agnihotram trayovedas tridandam bhasmagunthanam/
buddhipaurusahinanam jiviketi brhaspatihl/®

The fourth hemistich here is quite different. Cowell translates the last
line as: ‘Brihaspati says, these are but means of livelihood for those who
have no manliness nor sense.’

The difference lies only in the last hemistich, which, however, makes

all the difference in meaning. Evidently the reading just quoted is more
appropriate. Why then did SM alter it when he cited the verse for the
second time? The question will lead us to the source of the verse itself.

As early as the 11th century, Krsnamisra cited this verse in his allegorical
play, Prabodhacandrodaya (2.26). The last hemistich has jzvzketz
brhaspatih.®

In the Granthibharga commentary on Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamanjarz
Cakradhara (11th century) too quotes the same reading with one variation
in the second hemistich—bhasmamundanam (ashes and shaving of the
head) for bhasmagunthanam.’

Suharsa (12th century), however, decided to rewrite the verse in his
Naz;adhacamam (17.39) in the following way:

agnihotram trayitantran tridandam bhasmapundrakam/
prajﬁc‘zpauru;anihsvﬁnc'u_ij../'i\'() Jjalpati jivika//®
Brhaspati [=Jiva] says, ‘Oblation in the fire, morning and evening, the
system of rules built up by the three Vedas, the carrying of three sticks
tied into one, and the bearing of browmarks of ashes are the means of
livelihood of those ‘who are devoid of wisdom and manhood.’
—K.K. Handiqui’s translation

-
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Nardyana, in his commentary on this, quotes the original verse as it
occurs in Prabodhacandrodaya (PC) but retains bhasmapundrakam in the
second hemistich.

Nilakantha (17th century) goes back to the original version but writes
trayidharmah (ordinance according to the three Vedas) in the first
hemistich.’

Sadananda Kasmiraka, a contemporary of Nilakantha, provides yet
another reading:

agnihotram pitaiica tripundram bhasmadharanam/
prajaapaurusahinanam jivo jalpati jivikam//'’

The Agnihotra, wearing ochre robes, bearing of three browmarks of
ashes are the means of livelihood of those who are destitute of wisdom
and manhood, says Brhaspati.

. The second line is taken almost verbatim from Srihar$a’s version (only
in' the third hemistich it has kinandm and in the fourth, jivikdm). The first
line is largely rewritten.

Two philosophical digests of uncertain date, Sarvamatasamgraha and
Sarvasiddhantasangraha, quote the second line as it is found in PC with-
out a single variant."

Following the occurrence of the verse (ten times in nine sources) chrono-
logically, can we come to any conclusion regarding its true reading? The
variants in the first line are minor and of little consequence. The crux lies
in the last hemistich: should it be jiviketi brhaspatih or jivika dhatrnirmita?
The third alternative—jivo jalpati jivikdi(m)—may be safely ignored. It
was Sriharsa’s fabrication and none but Sadananda Kaémiraka adopted it.
All other readings have jiviketi brhaspatih. This seems to be the correct
reading.

Why did SM substitute it by jivika dhatrnirmita? The reason is appar-
ently as follows. While quoting the verse for the first time, SM himself
calls it an abhanaka, a popular saying.'? Krsnamisra might not have been
the author of the verse. He too perhaps got it from a purely oral source.
Most of those who have quoted this verse (including SM) retain the origi-
nal reading of the last hemistich. When SM quotes the verse for the
second time (along with ten others), he introduces them with the remark:
‘And all this has been also said by Brhaspati.’ The verse in question comes
as the second one. So, instead of naming Brhaspati twice in so close a
succession, SM omits his name and thergby alters the last hemistich. This
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saves the metre but kills the sense. Dhatr is introduced for nothing in an
uncompromisingly atheistic system of philosophy and unnecessarily cre-
ates some confusion,

It should be remembered that this is not the only instance of SM tam-
pering the reading of what was known as Barhaspatya sayings. He had
done the same thing with another verse (javaj jivam, etc.) by providing
two readings: the first, original; the second, his own."

So it may be concluded that the reading of the verse in question as
found in PC, Granthibhanga, and in the earlier part of SDS, Chapter [ is
the original one, other readings are variations or distortions.

ABBREVIATIONS

JASB  Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal

JICPR Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research
JRAS  Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (of Great Britain and Irelandp
Mbh  Mahdbharata

NC Naisadhivacaritam

PC Prabodhacandrodaya

SDS  Sarvadursanasamgraha

SM Sayana-madhava

SMS  Sarvamatasamgraha

SSS  Sarvasiddhantasangraha

ZDMG Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft
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3. JASB, 1862, p. 381. Cowell’s translation also appeared in Appendix C to
Colebrooke’s Miscellancous Essays (second edition, edited by-Cowell, 1873)
and in The Pundit (1874).before the publication of Cowell-Gough (1882).
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e e, o b

!




ol

U

Discussion and Comments 175

7. Cakradhara, Part 1, p. 228,

8. NC, p. 635.

9. Ad Mbh, éﬁntiparvan, 218.25 (Vulgate Edition), 211.24 (Critical Edition).

10. Ch. 2 (‘dvitiya mudgarapraharah’), p. 100. Translation mine.

11. SSS, p. 6; SMS, p. 1IS5.

120 SDS, p. S, line 49. A propos dbhanaka, 1 would like to modify what I said
before (JICPR, X1V, 1, September-December 1996, p 174 n3). Besides SDS,
the word also occurs in the Matharavritti, ad Samkhyakarikd, verse 1, p. 108
and, following Mathara, in Vacaspati Misra’s Tattvakaumudr, ibid., p. 6.

13. For a detailed discussion of the variants of this verse, see JICPR, XIV, 1, pp.
170-74. Dakshindrafijan ShastrT and Namai have included both javaj jivam,
etc. and agnihotram, etc. in their reconstruction of the lost Barhaspatyasiitra
as aphorism Nos. 40 and 45, and R7 and B3 respectively. Shastri adopted the
second readings of SDS for both, whereas Namai prefers the first reading for
B7 but the second reading for B3. Leaving aside, for the present, the question
whether such popular sayings can be taken as authentic siztra-s, we may note
this much that the first readings in both cases would be more appropriate.
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Postscript

The verse (agnihotram, etc.) has also been quoted by Salikandtha (9th
century) in Rjuvimalaparicika (ad Prabhakara’s Brhati), edited by S.K.
Ramanatha Sastri, Madras, 1934, p. 285. He too writes jiviketi brhaspatih.

The yavaj jivam verse (sce n. 13) is further quoted by Udayana (10th
century) in Nydya-vartika-tatparya-parisuddhih (ad Nyayasitra, 1.1.2),
edited by Anantalal Thakur, Delhi: Indian Council of Philosophical Re-
search, 1996, p. 113 (first line only), in Mugdhavodhini (Nitivakyamyta-
vyakhya, Mumbai, n.d., p. 14, and in Abhayadeva’s Sanskrit commentary
on the Dohakosa by Sarahapida, edited by Prabodhcandra Bagchi, Met-
ropolitan Publishing House, Calcutta, 1938, p. 86. The second henmstuh
reads nasti mrtyor agocarah (in the first two) and tavat mrtyor agocarah

in the thicd.
In the verse quoted from the Visnudharmottara Mahapurana in JICPR,

Vol. XIV, No. 1, p. 171, read agocaram in line 4 (for agocarah) and deva
in line 6 (for deva).

Anandamohan College, Calcutia RAMKRISHNA BHATTACHARYA
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In Defence of the Metaphysical Absoluteness of Persons:
A Response to Professor N. Mishra

Professor N. Mishra in his illuminating comments on my paper ‘Persons
as Minded Beings: Towards a Metaphysics of Persons’, has sought to
prove that my argument for the metaphysical absoluteness of persons is
based on ‘the paltry basis of a person’s capacity to distance himself or
herself not in re but in intellectu’ (p. 2). Further, he contends that to argue
on this basis that the person ‘is eternal or metaphysically absolute is to say
the least, a queer feat of logical ingenuity’ (p. 2).

In this response I would like to argue that the notion of distancing
oneself from one’s body has deeper metaphysical meaning as it 1s not
merely metaphorical that we can rise above our bodily self, but that we
can in fact transcend our bodily existence in a higher-order consciousness.
Thus the metaphysical understanding of a person does make room for a
transcendental notion of person that does not limit itself to the bodily
existence. This does not of course entail that the self has no connection
with the body or that it is a bodiless phantom. Besides, my argument that
persons are metaphysically absolute substances does not depend on the
premise that persons can distance themselves from their bodies; rather the
capacity to distance oneself from one’s body itself presupposes that the
person is metaphysically absolute. It is the metaphysically absolute per-
sons who alone have the capacity to rise above their bodies. However, 1
agree with Professor Mishra that the capacity to transcend one’s bodily
consciousness is after all a matter of thought and not of reality, because
we can never jump out of ourselves and exist outside our bodies.

1HOW TO DISTANCE ONRSELF FROM ONE’S BODY

4

The notion of distancing oneself from one’s body is available not only in
our common understanding of ourselves but also in our sharing a common
metaphysics that does not identify the body with the self. It does not need
to take us far in understanding what it is to distance oneself from one’s
body except to look at how we refer to a dead person and distinguish him
or her from his or her body. Whereas we burn or bury the dead body, we
revere the person. who is no more. This is all to remind us of the fact that
person and body are not the same and that the person lives longer than the
body. In fact, this is commonplace, and Professor Mishra has no basic
disagreement on this.
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What Professor Mishra demands is the clarification of the concept of
distancing itself if it has to carry any metaphysical implication. I must
admit that I have invested the concept of distancing with metaphysical
significance, and so it is not a matter of metaphorical talk at all that we
have the concept of distancing. The concept of distancing has the follow-
ing implications: first, by distancing oneself from one’s body, one really
makes a metaphysical distinction between himself or herself and the body
she or he possesses, and secondly, one comes to realize that one can
transcend one’s bodily existence by attaining a higher-order conscious-
ness. Thus the person or the self is self-consciously d_istanced from the
body because of the higher-order awareness that the body is a limited
reality and that the self transcends the body. The metaphysics of persons
presupposed here does emphasize the fact that persons or selves are tran-
scendent to the body and its material environment, that is, to the physical
world, even though they are embodied in the world itself.

1 am aware that the notion of the transcendent self has queer implica-
tions if the self is identified with a soul-substance in the Cartesian sense,
because the Cartesian soul has to be a substance in the world, though
different from the body. Therefore I have taken the concept of self in a
non-material as well as in a non-spiritual sense. For me, the self is not an
entity to be identified with cither the soul or the body. The self is a unique
substance in the sense that it continues to be one self-identical reality in
the world and yet it is not of the world. The self is therefore transcendent
in this limited sense.

Professor Mishra doubts if at all the concept of distancing can have any
metaphysical implication in view of the fact that the concept can have at
best a nfetaphorical use and, besides, can be taken as standing for a ca
pacity, albeit a contingent capacity, of the person. He writes:

Now, if the distancing of the self from the body is not literal but just
metaphorical and if capacitics do not have any ontological permanence,
how can persons be regavded as having any metaphysical character on
the ground of their having merely a capacity to distance? (p. 2).

The question raised here pertains, first of all, to as to whether the use of
the world ‘distancing’ can be literal, and secondly, to the issue whether the
contingent capacity of distancing can prove the metaphysical thesis that
persons are absolutely real as distinguished from their bodies.

As to the problem whether the notion of distancing is only metaphori-
cal or not, | would like to stress that we literally engage ourselves in the
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act of distancing from our bodies from the very moment we are conscious
of ourselves. To be self-conscious is to be conscious of the fact that we
are not our bodies and that we are not the same as our physical appear-
ances. The fact of the matter is that the ‘I’ we use in our discourse about
ourselves does not stand for our bodies. It is not that the bodies do not
belong to us, but that the bodies themselves do not speak, or that the
bodies do not do the actions. It is we who do all these. This itself is the
act of distancing from our bodies.

Besides, distancing is a kind of transcendence. We transcend our body-
consciousness while engaging in the mental actions such as thinking,
reading, writing and so on. We forget that we have bodies when we are
in deep meditation. All these common activities remind us of the meta-
physical fact that we are not our bodies. Apart from these activities, we
have the higher-order reflective activities like having second-order desires
which shows that we can, as reflective beings, transcend our first-order
desires, emotions, etc., so that we can elevate ourselves from the level of
ordinary consciousness. The level of ordinary consciousness is replete
with conflicts arising out of the bodily desires and emotions. These have
been considered lower in view of the fact that there is a higher level of
conscidusness which stands for ouz moral and spiritual life. This aspect of
our consciousness is nothing mysterious because of the fact that we do
have higher levels of consciousness at different stages of our life.

We are considered more mature and rational the more we transcend our
ordinary and natural desires and emotions. That is, the more we control,
our natural first-order desires, the more civilized and cultured we become.
Thus our moral and spiritual life depends heavily on how we transcend
our bodily existence. The world of values, ideals and norms holds the
promise of the higher life we are rationally inclined to have.

All this, however, does not prove that we have no bodies, or that we
are not bound up with our bodies. Besides, as Professor Mishra has rightly
pointed out, we do not and cannot live outside our bodies. [t is therefore
only in the intellect or in our consciousncss that we can transcend our
bodies. Transcendence is in intellectu because all our mental development
towards the higher takes place in the realm of the mind. This itself proves
that transcendence is not a bodily activity and that the. body is least af-
fected by our higher consciousness except for the fact that the body itself
may reflect the mind, it being a fit mediuin of the latter’s activity. I
therefore agree with Professor Mishra that distancing from the body does
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not mean leaving the body or living outside the body. My concept of a
person does not demand the disembodied existence of the self.

THE SELF AS A PERMANENT ENTITY

Now as regards the question whether the concept of distancing can have
metaphysical significance regarding the absolute and the indivisible self.
I can very well argue that the very act of transcendence presupposes that
there is a permanent, indivisible self that distances itself from the body
It is not that the act of distancing is the only ground on which the meta-
physical absoluteness of a person depends; the act of distancing is an
index of the fact that the self is permanent and indivisible. Had the self
been an impermanent and momentary entity, it would not have had the
capacity to transcend its body. An impermanent self would have no rea-

son to go beyond its momentary existence.
The self reveals its transcendental nature in the assertion that it is not

its body, and it thus proves that the self and the'body are metaphysically
distinct. The self is not in time and space like the body. Therefore it does
not share the same spatio-temporal life of the body. The bodily existence
may be there for a long period of time, but it itself does not prove any-
thing about the existence of the self. The self is permanent in the sense
that it cannot be temporary in the sense the body is. Its pesmanence is its
non-temporariness. However, I admit that the person or self as an embod-
ied being shares the temporality of the body in the sense that it is a
continuant being in space and time.

That the person as a substance is in space and time has to be admitted
because otherwise there is the fear of its being reduced to a bodiless spirit.
The bodiless spirit is not the person as I have argued already: persons are
the minded beings who are necessarily embodied. In that sense the best
characterization of the person would lie in his or her being a minded being
continuing to exist in time, Had the self been a bodiless ego, it would be
difficult to prevent it from lapsmg, into an abstract metaphysical existence.
That would prove counterintuitive because it would hardly eXylal’] the
nature of the persons in the world.

I therefore argue that the unity and indivisibility of the self have to be
metaphysically located in the permanent self. This self is not amenable to
branching or splitting as has been imagined in the various thought-experi-
ments. The idea of a Parfitian survivor barely resembling the original self
cannot vouchsafe for theiunity and the indivisibility of the self we are
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arguing for. Hence the idea of the permanent self has added philosophical
appeal.

THE METAPHYSICAL ABSOLUTENEbe OF A PERSON

To think of a self that branches. into multiple selves is not only metaphysi-
cally absurd but also factually incomprehensible. That is why the so-
called théught-experimgnts regarding fission and fusion of the persons
have no metaphysical appeal. It is therefore a metaphysical requirement
that there be indivisible and absolute selves so far as our social and moral
existence is concerned. The absoluteness of a person lies in his or her
remaining the same substance across time, and this is represented by the
fact that the person-substances are continuant beings.

Professor Mishra seems to regard this continuant and permanent being
called the person an ‘eternal substance’ (p. 20), so he thinks it is utterly
impossible to prove the absoluteness and eternity of the self from the
capacity for transcendence. The capacity for transcendence and the fact of
absoluteness are two entirely different things, though linked in the final
analysis. However, I have not argued for an eternal substance called the
person; all that I have argued for are the persons who are the indivisible
person-substances who exist over a period of time. They are absolute
substances no doubt, but are not eternal. They are not timeless entities
existing in the cosmic sense. Persons are identifiably temporal beings
endowed with: the capacity to transcend their temporal selves in thought
and consciousness. That is, though persons live in time, they are capable
of realizing that they have a transcendental nature also.

The transcendental nature consists in raising one’s consciousness to
higher levels through a process of reflective thinking. This is called the
higher-order thinking that brings in all the elements of the higher self in
the sense that the latter belongs to the region of higher consciousness. It
contains the consciousness of being more than the body, of having affinity
with the universal and cosmic reality, of realizing the importance of being
a human person in the cosmic order of beings, and so on and so forth. All
these higher-order thoughts could not be possible if we were not endowed
with the capacity to transcend our bodily existence in our thought and
reflection.

That persons have a metaphysical nature of their own is beyond doubt
for the reason that the very notion of a person is metaphysically grounded
in the idea of an absolutely indissoluble self that knows no extinction as
long as one is self-conscious of being a minded being. At the root of this
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feeling of being absolute and indivisible lies the feeling that one is not a
body and that one can rise in consciousness beyond the body. Both these
feelings have origin in the idea of the seif as a minded being. The idea of
distancing oneself from the one’s body is as much rooted in the idea of
self as the idea that one’s self is an absolute metaphysical reality.

To conclude: Professor'Mishra ‘has done well to remind me of the
metaphysical difficulties in the idea of distancing oneself from one’s body.
I have, in this response, drawn his attention to the fact that the metaphysi-
cal notion of self does lmply not only the metaphysmal absoluteness of
persons but also their will'to transcend their bodily existence.

Department of Philosophy, University of Hyderabad R.C. PRADHAN
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Agenda for Research

I

The well-known works of British empiricists are all entitled in such a way
as to restrict their analysis to what they called ‘human knowledge’. Locke’s
famous work is entitled An Essay Concerning Human Understanding,
while Berkeley calls his work Principles of Human Knowledge. As for
Hume, the title of his two major works are A Treatise on Human Nature
and 4n Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding.

What exactly does the term ‘human’ mean in these expressions? Does
it imply that there is such a thing as ‘non-human’ or ‘trans-human’ knowl-
edge? In case knowledge is supposed to occur at animal level, then it shall
have to be understood as ‘sub-human’ knowledge. And, if it may occur at
the level of beings superior to human beings, if there are any, it will have
to be regarded as ‘super-human knowledge’.

Kant, as is well known, confined ‘human’ knowledge to that realm
alone where the senses provided the ‘material’ and the intellect provided
the category or the formal structure for the understandizing which shapes
that material and gives it°a form which makes it human. Was Kant then
merely extricating what was involved in the term ‘human’ when used in
the context of human knowledge? Did Kant then imply that the sensory
knowledge possessed by animals was ‘sub-human’ or ‘non-human’ be-
cause it lacked structuralization in terms of the formal categories of un-
derstanding which human beings alone possess. But then what was that
which unified the disparate multiple sensations at the animal level? In
other words, what was the transcendental unity of apperccption at the
animal level and how were the transcendental forms of sensibility oper-
ating there?

Kant also accepted the possibility of puu. mtellectual intuition’, but
denied its actuality at the human level. Woukd trans-human knowledge
then be the knowledge that did not require the sensory material which was
necessary at both human and the animal level. But, if so, how would it be
validated or its validity ascertained? :

These are some of the issues which require detailed investigation and
reflection. For if human knowledge is to be necessarily ‘human’ and it
cannot be otherwise, then how can its structural limitation ever be avoided?
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And, in case it is so, how can ‘essentialism’ deriving from this source be
ever avoided?

Davya KRiSHNA

II

The relation between the Vaidalya Sttra and the Nyaya Sutra needs to be
studied in detail, as the two works seem to be integrally related to each
other in such a way that the-one clearly attempts to refute the contentions
of the other. It is not clearly established as to which is prior and, though
the former is usually ascribed to Nagarjuna, the ascription has recently
been questioned by Fernando Tola and Carmen Dragoneti in their work
entitled Nagarjuna's Refutation of Logic: Vaidalyaprakarana. Also, gen-
erally Nagarjuna is ascribed to a date slightly later than that of the'author
the Nyaya Stitra. But, chronology apart, it would be interesting to exam-
ine the arguments and the counter-arguments of both the works ‘in detail
as, while the one questions the very possibility of there being any pramana-
$astra, the other tries to establish, point-by-point, not only its possibility
but shows how it can actually be established.

It would be interesting to find out whether the Madhyamika denial of
the possibility of knowledge emanates from its non-acceptance of the
structural limits imposed on the exercise of human reason by the very
character of its being ‘human’, and whether the author of the Nya@ya Sttra
is arguing for the ‘acceptance’ of the human conditions for the search of
the validity of knowledge within the conditions imposed by the term
‘human situation’ which no human being can possibly overgome.

Dava KRISHNA

|
/
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Focus

I

Dr Mukund Lath has drawn our attention to the following extract from the
Aitreya Brahamana (original Sanskrit text and its English translation)
which may prove of interest to our readers as it reflects ambivalence and
the conflict involved in the ‘ritual killing’ of animals in the Vedic sacri-
fice. The lorig debate on the Ainsa involved in the Vedic sacrifice in the
Indian tradition may be seen as having its roots in the Brahamana text
itself, particularly as it was in conflict with the Vedic injunction which
unconditionally asked for its avoidance.

pasurvai niyamanah sa mrtyur prapasyat sa

' devannanvakamayata aitum, tam deva abruvannehi
svargam vai tva lokam gamisyama iti, sa
tathetyabravittasya vai me yu;mc‘zkamekah
purastddaitviti, tatheti tasyagnih
purastadaitso’gnimanupracyavat iti ... anvenam

mata manyatamanu pitd'nu bhrata sagarbhyo'nu sakha
sayiithya iti, janitraivenam

tatsamanumatamdalabhante iti.

(Aitareya Brdhmana, 6" khanda of the 6" adhyaya;
pp. 163-4, part 1 of the Anandashram edition)

As it was being led, the (sacrifice) the animal saw death around it. He
did not want to go to the gods. The gods asked him to come to them
(saying), ‘come we will lead you to heaven'. The animal agreed, saying,
‘let one of you walk before me’. Agni walked before it and it followed
Agni. ... Let its mother (allow the animal to go); let its father and its
brother, born of the same mother (allow him), let its friend, who is from
the same herd, (allow him). It is to be taken with the permission of

those related to it by birth.

In another context, another passage from the same Brahmana makes a
point, which is perhaps even more radical. Yajiia, as is well known, was
central to Vedic life, thought and culture. For the Brahmana texts, central
to the yajfia was the correct performance of ritual, a cteed, which found
its logical culmination in Mimarisa. The presence of the right and knowl-
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edgeable Brahman priests was essential for the correct performance of
ritual in its specific details. Yet, here we have a passage from a well-
known Brahmana text belonging to the Rgvedic priests, which disclaims
the idea of the ‘correctness’ of ritual, denying also the necessity of a
presiding Brahman priest. The interested reader is.also invited to look up
Sayana to see how a Mimiimsaka tried to get around the passage which

is unambiguous in its meaning:

saisd ~svargy5hutiryadagnyalzutiryaa’i ha va
apyabrahmanokto yadi duruktokto yajate’tha
haisahutirgacchatyeva devanna papmand samsrjyate iti.

§(A1'/areya Brahmana, Anandashram ed., 3, S)

The offering of agni to llglli is a heavenly offering (ahuti). Even though
it be made without relying on the utterance of a brahmana (meaning,
as S@yana says, both a Brahmana priest and a Brahmana text), or be
made with an utterance not rightly formed, yet it surely reaches out to
the gods; it remains untouched by sin.

Mukunp Latn

Il

The discussion on political liberalism by Jirgen Habermas and John Rawls
published some time ago in the Journal of Philgsophy, USA, Vol. XCII,
3, March, 1995, pp. 109--80 should be of interest to many of our readers.

The debate between these two well-known Western thinkers on the
subject should provide an interesting take-off point for our own thinking
on the subject in the country.

The exact title of the article by Jiirgen Habermas is ‘Reconciliation
through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawl’s Political
Liberalism’, pp. 109-31, followed by.John Rawl’s ‘Reply to Habermas’,
pp. 132-80. =

Dava KRiSHNA




Notes and Queries

ANSWERS TO D.K. MOHANTA’S QUERIES*

I. Prama as Nyaya understands it is ‘justified true belief” if the word
‘justified’ is used to mean ‘that for which justification is available or can
be provided if asked for’. In this sense every true belief is a ‘justified true

. belief’ and' therefore the qualification ‘justified’ used in the phrase is

redundant. If however the word is tzken in the sense of ‘that whose jus-
tification is known to the holder ot the belief’ then not every true belief
may be said to be justified. Even if a true belief is held on wrong groundé
it cannot be said to be justified in this sense of the word. But in both these
senses the belief will not forfeit its intrinsic character of truth.

2. Prama is certainly a piece of knowledge but it need not be ‘justified’ in
the second possible sense of the word given above. As to ‘nondubiety’, it
cannot be ensured for every true belief. In the Nyaya view nondubiety or
veridicity of true beliefs needs to be inferentially established.

3. The word ‘belief’ is used both in the dispositional and the episodic
sense in western epistemology. The technical Sanskrit equivalent of the
word in the first sense is & and in the seond sense it is FT.

The Sanskrit translation of the sentence is as given below. For identi-
fying the ‘mukhya visésya’ in the sentence the complexity of the sentence
does not offer much difficulty. ‘The beautitul princess’ is the mukhya
visesya as the term having this meaning is in thc nominative case and its
meaning does not act as the quahﬁer of any ather meaning in the sen-
tence. The phrases ‘bright red rose’ and ‘sweet subtle fragrance’ appear to
denote qualities of qualities but they need not be so taken as redness and
fragrance are qualities no doubt but brlghtness and subtlety may be re-
garded as certain upadhis or analysable properties. Sweetness is nothing
but the property of causing pleasure.

The words ‘anuyogi’ and ‘pratiyogi’ are rarely used in the analysis of
sentences. They occur mainly in the analyses of cognition. In a cognition
the epistemic qualificandum is the anuyogi while the epistemic qualifier
is the pratiyogi. In the first four sentences given, obviously the first term

*JICPR, XV, 1, pp. 132-8.
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is pratiyogi as it is in the locative case. In the remaining two there is no
pratiyogi or anuyogi.
The Sanskrit rendering of the complex English sentence is:
ﬁﬁawm,wqw—qu—mﬁmmmﬁm%
T ST SR Gl X o @ e ad I e wvi o
I 7 Al aq AR ety i

Nagpur N.S. Dravip

|
1
|

NOTES AND QUERIES

1. What is the difference, if any, between the notion of dhvani and
that of vyanjana? In case there is none what is the novelty in
Anandvardhan’s doctrine of dhvani? In case there is any difference,

what is it?

2. How can the Vedas and the Upanisads be both regarded as a part
of the Srufi, when the latter relegates the former to the status of
Vidyas that cannot lead to the realization of Moksa?

Daya KRISHNA
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Book Reviews

PATHIKONDA ViswamBaRa NaTH: Tat Tvam Asi: The Universal Message in
the Bhagavadgita, Motilal Banarasidass Publishers Private Limited, Delhi,
1988, pp. xvii + 828.

The author of this book is a doctor practising General Medicine in the
United Kingdom. He was born at Hospel, Bellary District, Karnataka
State, India. He got his MBBS degree from Mysore University in 1964.
He went to the United Kingdom in 1969 and is now settled as a General
Medical Practitioner at Stanley County Durham. He developed his interest
in the philosophy of the Bhagavadgita on reading books on the subject by
Swami Vidyaprakashanand and Swami Chinmayananda. He considers both
these swamiji's as his spiritual gurus. It is interesting to note that the
author of this book is not only a medical doctor by profession but also a
great devotee of Lord Krsna by temperament which the book clearly
reflects. .

The book under review is the author's important commentary on the
Bhagavadgitd. It consists of two volumes. Volume I covers the first ten
chgpters, Volume II the last eight. In both the volumes the author has
given a new line of interpretation of the Bhagavadgita. His whole inter-
pretation rests on the Upanisadic theme of tat tvam asi, the well-known
statement from one of the oldest Upanisads which has been the subject of
interminable controversy in the Indian philosophical tradition. Different
Indian philosophical traditions have interpreted the statement differently.
The author of this book also has his own intepretation. He has tried to
interpret the Upanisadic statement of tar tvam asi exactly on the line of
advaita philosophy. For him the entire philosophy of the Bhagavadgita is
nothing but a philosophy of tat tvam asi, ‘Thou art That’, which means,
“You are Brahman'. Atman and Brahman are not two but one. The es-
sence of the Bhagavadgita, Dr Nath says, lies in the philosophy of uni-
versal oneness (advaita) and universal love (p. 812). Universal love con-
sists in the upliftment and well-being of both the individual and society.
According to him, anybody who wants to understand the essence of the
Bhagavadgita will have to have the qualities of self-control, devotion to
the Lord, willingness to serve mankind and respect for the philosophy of
Sri Krsna (pp. 812-13). The author is of the view that the philosophy of
the Bhagavadgitd provides a practical solution to all life’s problems.
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The author of the book divides the Bhagavadgita’s entire philosophy of
tat tvam asi into three units, cach containing six chapters. The first unit
deals with the theme of ‘fvam’, the second with the theme of ‘tat’, and the
third with theme of ‘asi’. Some of the commentators give a different
meaning to these three units. According to them, the first six chapters of
the Bhagavadgita deal with karma-yoga, the second six chapters with
bhakti-yoga and the last six chapters with jiiana-yoga. But for Dr Nath all
the units of the Bhagavadgita deal with the philosophy of tat tvam asi.

The book under review is unique among books on the Bhagavadgita in
two important respects. Firstly, unlike other commentaries, it is wtitten in
a style that suits the new generation who need proper guidance in this
materialistic world to meet the challenges of their lives. Although the
book is written on the line of advaita philosophy, it goes beyond it. It
incorporates certain ideas which the advaita philosophy does not pro-
pound. For example, the advaita philosophy does not say that a man can
get liberation by following the path of karma. Instead of prescribing the
path of karma, it rather condgf:mns it. According to the advaita philosophy,
liberation is possible only by knowledge and knowledge alone. Karma
always leads to bondage, no‘matter which karma we perform. Jiana and
karma cannot go hand in hand. According to the author of the book, there
is no incompatibility between jii@na and karma; both go hand in hand.
The author subscribes to the view of the Bhagavadgita and the
Bhagavadgita, according to him, clearly says that all the paths to moksa
(i.e. the paths of karma, the path of jidna, the path of bhakti and dhyana)
intermingle (pp. 27, 168). Anyone who follows the path of karma-yoga
eventually becomes a jiiani and realizes the Self. A jiani eventually is the
one who is free from attachment, fear and hatred. A man of bhakti even-
tually sees God in all-and becomes a jaani ang still leads the life of
karma-yoga. But, unfortunately the four paths of moksa, the author of the
work under review says, have brought about divisions in our religion.
People praise the path which they like and ridicule the other paths which
other people follow because of their ignorance. In his view, the
Bhagavadgitii does not treat all the paths as distinct and separate. For it,
all the paths intermingle with each other. Real karma gives one jiidna and
real jiiana leads one to perform proper karma. The real bhakta performs
all karmas and attains jiiana. By real dhyana one attains jaana and per-
forms karma. Lord Krsna gives an eighteen-chapters discourse and each
chapter, he says, is yoga. If we properly follow the Bhagavadgita’s phi-
losophy of yoga, it uplifts us from the ocean of pain and sorrow of this
world for all time to come.
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However, in spite of all the merits of the work mentioned above, the
author has failed to note that the Upanisadic statement of fat tvam asi
does not assert any kind of relation of yoga (union) between datman and
Brahman as he says (p. 74). Because the relation of yoga is of such kind
that it always admits the distinction between its terms of relation while the
statement of fat tvam asi does not admit any kind of real distinction
between the terms of ‘tat’ and ‘tvam’. The terms ‘fat’ and ‘tvam’ occurring
in it refer to one and the same reality. In other words, ‘faf’ and ‘tvam’ are
only two different words. But what they mean and refer to is one and the
same thing. We call it, from the subjective point of view, as arman and,
from the objective point of view, as Brahman. The distinction which lies
between them consists qnly in our subjective experience and not in real-
ity. Not only this, the author also has not maintained consistency in his
analysis of tat tvam asi. Sometimes he says the relation of ‘zaf’ and ‘tvam’
is a relation of yoga (p. xxviii), and sometimes he says the relation of ‘tat’
and ‘tvam’ is a relation of a part and the whole (pp. 44, 297, 771). And
this creates confusion in the mind of the reader concerning whether the
Bhagavadgita incorporates both the advaita and visistadvaita philoso-
phies, which it does not.

'The author makes a distinction between the doer and an agent and says
that one should keep this distinction in one’s mind while doing any karma
(p. 75), but he does not spell out the groundqE for making this distinction.
If we go by the conceptual meaning of the words ‘doer’ and ‘agent’, we
do not find any distinction between them. Because the doer is one who
does a certain thing and doing is not possible without exerting power. If
this be so, then the notion of doer cannot be said to be different from the
notion of agent because the agent is one who acts and acting is not
possible without doing and exerting power. Both the words carry the same
meaning, which the author does not maintain in his interpretation of the
Bhagavadgzta The author is absolutely right when he says that the
Bhagavadgita does not abandon action. It only abandons attachment and
desire for the fruit of action. But he does not specify clearly in his analysis
that this statement holds good in the context of the Bhagavadgita only in
the respect of some specified types of action (i.. selfish actions) and not
in the respect of all types of action. If the latter were the case, the
Bhagavadgitd would not have propounded the philosophy of moksa and
lokasamgraha which it does (Chap. I11; pp. 19, 20). The problem arises
when we de-contextualise the Bhagavadgitd's concept of niskdma karma
and take it in the absolutistic sense of the term without taking into account

the various types of action.
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The entire discourse of the Bhagavadgita is on dharma and dharma is
generally understood in the scnse of righteousness, duty or obligation in
the context of karma, which the author says does not give the real mean-
ing of the Bhagavadgita’s concept of dharma (p. 145). According to him,
dharma is the essential quality of an object without which it cannot exist.
It is the ‘law of the being’. Following this line of meaning of dharma he
makes the distinction between svadharma and paradharma and says that
our svadharma is the law of the self and is for self-realization and
paradharma is the law of the objective world through ego or jive (pp.
146, 774). If we take the author’s this interpretation of dharma, then no
one can be adharma by definition because a man.cannot act against his
own essential natufe without ceasing to exist. While according to the
Bhagavadgitd, every man becomes dharmic and adharmic by his own
karma and not by what he is in his essence. Dharma and adharma are
value words. They do have meaningful use only in the context of action
and not in the context of Self because Self is non-agent (p. 728). If Self
is not an agent and dharma consists in doing of duty, then it cannot be of
the quality of Self as the author says. Dharma and adharma are the
qualities of a man which he acquires through his deeds. The distinction
which is made between svadharma and paradharma in the Bhagavadgita
rests on the notion of class duty and the stage of life and not on the
notions of Self and body. If the latter were the case, the Bhagavadgita
would not have classified human beings into the categories of Brahmang,
Ksatriya, Vaisya and Siidra on the basis of their karma, which it does
(Chapter IV, p. 13). '

Furthermore, it is not correct to say, as Dr Nath does, that the purpose
of the teaching of the Bhaguvudgita is to-enable a person to attain union
of the ego with the @nman (p. 42). The purpose of the Bhagavadgita was
to protect dharma for the welfare of humanity as whole, which Lord
Krsna did through Arjuna. All the metaphysical arguments given by Lord
Krsna were meant for the pratection of dharma agamst adharma and not
to enable any person to attain union of the ego with the d@tman as the
author says.

The author is not very careful in the using of ‘certdin philosophical
words. Take, for example, the word ‘jive’. He uses this word in different
senses. Sometimes he uses it in the sense of the union of body and soul
(p. S11), sometimes in the sense of ego (p. 711), and sometimes in the
sense of atma (p. 584). As a rcsult, it creates confusion in the mind of the
readers which the author could easily have avoided.
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However, the book on the whole provides a good understanding of the
philosophy of the Bhagavadgita. The author’s effort in this regard is laud-
able. His intention is very clear. He wants to convey the universal mes-
sage of the Bhagavadgita to the new generation for their well-being. He
has succeeded in this. His commentary on the Bhagavadgita deserves the
attention even of those, like me, who do not fully agree with his interpre-
tation. '

Dept. of Philosophy, N.E.H.U., Shillong 14 JaGAT PAL

N.S. Dravip (Tr. & Ed.): ‘Nyayakusumanjalt" of Udayanacarya, Vol. I,
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, pp. xiii + 500. Rs. 550.

Prpfessor'Dravid’s translation of Udayanzl's Nyayakusumanjali, presented
along with the original Sanskrit text and Dravid's explanations, is a most
welgome addition to the growing corpus of Indian philosophical texts that
are becoming available to scholars who think and write in English.

The work itself 1s a landmark text in Nyaya thought as it seeks to
expound the school’s position on a fair range of topics while taking on the
arguments of the Buddhists, the Mimamsakas (Dravid prefers the term
‘Mimamsists’ which I resist), the schools of Samkhya, Carvaka, even the
Vaisesikas. A notable absence in this list is the Vendanta of Sarhkara
which only features in the discussion on causality. Thus these five bou-
quets are offered not without some polemical thorns.

Each offering deals with a major set of questions. The first deals with
causdlity, chance and contingency, the second with the sources of cogni-
tive validity. The third addresses the question of atheism and the issue of
the authorlessness of the Veda (an important tenct of the Mimamsa school).
There is a fascinating discussion on the status of arthapatti as independent
pramana—again with reference to Mimamsa's strong contention in sup-
port of its independence. The fourth offering delves more deeply into the
question of the validity of knowledge, specifically the question whether
the cognition of an object results in a property of ‘cognisedness’. The well
known proofs of the existence of God make up the fifth and last
kusumanjali. '

The discussions are particularly valuable as they are based on the major
extant arguments of not only the Nyaya school but those of other influ-
ential schools of thought as they had evolved over the centuries. Indeed
reading texts such as Udayana’s is a much more meaningful way of learn-
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ing Indian philosophy than pouring over dreary textbooks which throw
almost no light on the dynamics of the interaction between the different
schools of thought. Here we have a ringside view of philosophy in the
making. Also there is no reason why students of philosophy who are
brought up on a diet of St Anselm and Thomas Aquinas should not be
conversant with the theism of Udayana, especially his proofs of the exist-
ence of God. After all even the former are available only in translation to
most students.

Which brings us to the subject of this translation. Although the lan-
guage could have been more elegant, there is no doubt that Professor
Dravid has taken great pains to make the original as intelligible and read-
able as possible. His is not a literal rendering. He inserts words, phrases
and even sentences in parentheses to indicate his own supplements. There
are however places where the translation does appear to run into the
explanation as on p. 374 where Dravid observes that a set of terms used
in the text, in fact have dual meanings. All this within the translation and
without parentheses. At this point one must also draw-attention to the fact
that since there is a liberal use of parentheses in the translation, the print-
er’s devil has at places played havoc with the text. We have for instance
on pages 82, 84, 138, 249 and 263 some examples (noted by this re-
viewer) of parentheses opened but not closed. Also, and this may not be
attributable to the printer, a portion of the original text appears to be
missing on p. 298. The an,llsh translation goes well beyond what appears
in Sanskrit. :

Dravid has followed a commundable method of presenting the text. He
has broken it up issue-wisc so that an entire argument is treated as a unit
(irrespective of its length) for purposes of translation and then explained,
However an exception to this procedure occurs in the fifth section in
which some proofs and their rebuttals are not broken up. The English
translation of a portion of the text is followed by explanation (see pp.
374-5) which is then followsed by a new section of translation. This also
happens to be a very long section. For readers wishing to refer to the
original text this arrangement is an awkward exception to a well-organ-
ized plan of presentation, possibly the result of an oversight.

A word of praise for the author’s explanation must be recorded. Though
we are told that in Volume 11 of this work, Professor Dravid presents ‘an
analytical critical survey of the contents of the whole work’, even the
explanations he offers here go a long way in providing background infor-
mation, thus bringing controversies into focus. On occasion the translator
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’
offers his own evaluation of the arguments in the text and explanation
becomes critical annotation.

Translation of philosophical texts is never without pitfalls. It has been
the subject of much philosophical debate. Serious questions arise—the
literature now abounds in these discussions—when we search the lexicon
for equivalents of Sanskrit terms from the terminology of western philoso-
phy. On the whole the present text is not dogged by these fundamental
issues (this at least is the impression the reviewer has after a first reading),
unless one wishes to quibble at the rendering of FT-dI9¥ as ‘human genes’
and @& as ‘contrafactual argument’ which has other connotations in west-
ern philosophy of science. Dravid has, however, thoughtfully provided a
Glossary of Sanskrit terms. .

Finally a seemingly minor observation which reflects, in the reviewer’s
view, a major flaw in the Indian philosopher’s approach to the tradition’s
texts. The blurb on the dust jacket describes Udayanacarya, as ‘the great
ancient Indian thinker’. The Preface, too, stu@‘ts with the description of
Udayanacarya as ‘the great Nyaya philosophy of ancient India’. Now,
Udayana lived and worked at the end of the first millennium ap. He
belongs to the 10th—11th century which by no means can be viewed as
belonging to the period of ancient history. The point here is not just one
of inaccuracy. It is the sheer neglect of intellectual history, the history of
ideas, by eminent scholars that is reflected in such descriptions. It robs the
text of its role in the development of Nyaya thought in particular and
Indian philosophy in general. This indeed was the occasion to append not
just a bioégraphical sketch of the text’s author but to delineate his place in
the genealogy and the archaeology of Nyaya thought (I hasten to add that
I write in ignorance of the contents of Volume II). These remarks are
premised on the belief that there is a great and urgent need for scholars
of Indian thought to créate and sustain an awareness of the developmen-
tal, dialectical and socio-historical processes that have shaped its progress.
It is also time to cast off the assumption that all worthwhile Indian think-
ing must by definition be ancient!’

MotnnNt MULLICK



196 Book Reviews

GEORGE CARDONA: Panini —-His Work and Its Fraditions: (Volume One)
‘Background and Introduction’, Second Edition, Revised and Enlarged,
1997, Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, pp. Ixiv + 763, Rs 700.

1. George Cardona does not need any introduction. He is like a Rsi, who
has devoted his life to the study of Panini. His work speaks volumes for
his vast scholarship. His being constantly busy in the Sarasvata Yajhia is
very conspicuous by his publications-one after the other in quick, succes-
sion.

2. The way Professor Cardona has introduced the subject is unique, espe-
cially for those who know little of Sanskrit. His classification of @,
Jared etc. is very good. In style of description, Professor Cardona has
knowingly or unknowingly avoided discussing controversial topics.

3. Snam is an augment as well as a suffix. He has accepted it as a suffix
and in that case ifs place will also be determined by the Adhikara siitras
yeum: wxwd, It should not be guided by the rule fEaisawax;, which deter-
mines the place of the augment ending in 9, In the same way 3¢ being
a suffix will be added after the base, not in the beginning (3! ).
Accordingly, if we accept fHais=arcaz: as a &R, we should also accept
IR Tl as a faferg

4. The word ‘Sanskrit’ does mean that which is purified, but so. far as the
language is concerned, it should not be termed as a refined language.
Panini used ‘Bhasd’ only for the post-Vedic language. Pali and Prakrta
(originated from Prakrti) used to be the lingua franca, and Sanskrit (origi-
nated from Sanskrti) was used by cultured people in the society. The
name Sanskrit came to be known because it was used by cultured people
and not because it had been purified by someone. To my mind, the lan-
guages Pali and Prakrta etc. arc of later origin.

5. The introduction of gramumatical techniques in a traditional order is
definitely easy to comprehend and consistent with the spirit of the
Astadhyayl. The order of the suitras of the Astadhyayl arranged in the
Siddhantakaumudi conforms to prakriya and demands much more labour
for comprehension. That is why the grammatical work and style of
Candragomin did not attain the fame as that of Panini did.
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6. As I read the work of Professor Cardona, 1 came across some discrep-
ancies, which I am listing for his kind consideration. If these discrepancies
are taken care of, I believe, it will add to the value of the scholarly work.

(1)
(2)
3)
4)

&)

(6)

(7
(8)
&)

At p. xxvii, line 19, he has written ‘rajan-as-Purusas-s’ instead of

‘rijan-as-purusa-s’.

P. xxxii, line 33. A quotation from the Mahabhasya, reads 7 e
@ mRed. It should, I think, be 7 =m2dd faws: HRww.

P. Ixi, line 13, the author spells ‘Ile’. I think it is better to spell it
. like ‘ide’. If not, then how to.write g7

P. 18, lines 10—12: Professor Cardona translates @9 as light and T8

as heavy. So far as weights are concerned, the terms used would

have been in order, but in grammatical terminology, shortened for
@9 and lengthened or extended for 7% appear to be more appropri-

ate.

P. 34, line 8: He has given many significative appellations of 3&.

But vrddha also means a learned or mature intelligent man (3 81
| T A ERa gen).

P. 89, line 31: Instead of the term pre-verb for 3Iuaf, the prefix

could convey better sense. And what would be the term for TRa?

P. 177, line 31: In place of ‘have recite’, better would be ‘make

one read’ or ‘cause to read’.

P. 203, line 25: It should be such as ‘in sentences’ not ‘a sentences

like’. '

P. 270, line 5: It is better to write ‘praccha” rather than ‘prach’.

(10) P. 283, line 19: The better word is ‘absolutely’ instead of

‘absolutedly’.

(11) P. 293, line 24: It should be ‘nidi’ instead of ‘tunidi’.
(12) P. 550, lines 18, 19: Yarvana and Tarvina were only two rsis. The

plural use with their names is to show respect. (Comp. Mahabhasya,
Navahnika by Pt. Yudhisthira Mimarsaka, p. 73).

7. Below is the list of printing errors with the hope that the next edition
N ”
will be free from them: :

—

Printing Errors

Page & Line Printed as . Correct form
xxxix—4 toether together
3-12 singlular singular
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690-1-38  vasyasi
694-2-17  madhubabhvor
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696-2-14  sutrac ckopadhat
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199

praye kriyaphale
neyanuvan

karma ca

ani karta
vibhasa’pranisu
dadhipaya adini
ca haladeh

vrsesa

vayasi
madhubabhrvor
vrddhasya ca
sutracca kopadhat
sandika
atharvanikasya
dantasikhat
darhilau ca chandasi
ca

anatyantagatau
samivacane

ca vibhasa
krtvasucah
$esasyanyatarasyam
ca hau
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8. I. from the core of my hcart, congratulate Professor Cardona for this
magnum opus. At some places, there may be difference of opinion, but
only one who walks is likely to falter or stumble, not the one who is
sitting idly or standing quictly. I'wish him a very healthy long life so that
he keeps on worshipping the Goddess of learning and produces many
more good works from his pen. Om Sam. °

Professor and Head, Department of Sanskrit, AVANINDRA KUMAR
University of Delhi, Delhi 110 007

SatnaMm KaUr: Three Basics of Sikh Religious Thought: Faith, Grace and
Prayer. Delhi, 1997: Pragati Publications, pp. X + 279, Rs 495. «

In recent decades, Sikhism has drawn considerable attention of scholars
interested in the philosophy of religious faiths. Since the publication of
Max Arthur Macauliffe’s six-volume treatise on The Sikh Religion, nearly
a century ago, an English rendering of the scripture, Guru Granth Sahib,
has been available, in part as well as in full, to the general reader. On the
basis of such attempts, coupled with the interest of Sikh academics famil-
iar with the original text in Punjabi, studies have appeared in India and
abroad which have brought to light the rich metaphysical and ethical
content of the Granth. Dr Satnam Kaur’s volume that discusses Faith,
Grace and Prayer in the context of Sikh religious thought, is based upon
her doctoral thesis approved by the University of Delhi.

Dr Kaur has chosen three basics of Sikhism for intensive study, no-
where pretending’ that these three are the only basics of Sikh faith. She,
as a Sikh scholar, must be keenly aware that there are several other basics,
such as Akaal (the non-temporal), Hukam (Divine ordinance), Simran
(contemplation of God), Seva (voluntary service), Sangat (congregétion)
and Guru (the enlightener), besides faith, grace and prayer. It goes to her
credit that she has admirably brought out the import of the chosen con-
cepts, with comparative insights from the writings of philosophers both
Indian and Western, as well as {rom the expositions of various religibus
traditions. We find quotations from Mahatma Gandhi and Vivekananda,
Kierkegaard and Marcel, Aquinas and Augustine, intermingled with the
expositions of Sikh faith by Vir ‘Singh and many others.

The author has succeeded in her approach to the Sikh scripture with her
training in philosophic methodology. She has probed the Guru Granth

T
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with the help of tools shaped by the philosophical tradition, particularly
in the 20th century. Of course, there is a good measure of autonomous
status of the religious language. The terms and phrases used in a religious
text or disecourse may not mean the same’ when used in science or even
philosophy proper, though philosophy of religion has affinity with reli-
gious language.

Safnam Kaur takes up analysis of the concept of faith in the first part
of her thesis. She examines the implication of faith as projected in the
Sikh scripture, where it is held as unfailing support for the spiritual eman-
cipation of man. The devotee must have unflinching trust in God and the
guru. However, it seems appropriate to add that the cultivation of faith on
the part of a follower is made possible through the study of a scripture.
And this involves an intellectual approach, resulting in an enlightened
faith, in contrast to the variety of faith usually held as ‘blind’. Gurbani
(poetic compositions of the holy Granth) insists that God be contemplated
with the aid of intelligence (4kli Sahib seviye). Here, says the author,
“implicit trust in the Lord is not merely to put oneself under His shelter,
but to do so with the conviction that He is the ocean of mercy, and so can
be expected to redeem us.’ '

The second part of the work deals with the concept of Grace as delin-
cated in Gurbani. According to the teaching of the Gurus, our faith makes
us ‘surrender ourselves to His will, though this surrender is accomplished
only through His Grace.’ Before analysing the concept of grace, which
she has done painstakingly over a major part of the book, Satnam Kaur
makes explicit the various terms, such as kripa, nadar, mihar, prasad,
dayd, bakhshis, karam and so on, all covered under the blanket term
‘grace’, in the text. Here again, comparative insights help her in arriving
at the distinctive features of the philosophy of grace in Sikhism.

St Paul interprets grace as the gift of the love of God, which is ‘spon-
taneous, beautiful, unearned, and at work in Jesus Christ for the salvation
of sinful men’. The Gita portrays the Lord as urging man to take refuge
in Him alone; assuring man that He will liberate the devotee from all sins.
Ramanuja believes that God’s descent into this phenomenal world does
not in any way affect the essential nature of the Supreme Person imbued
with His gracious qualities. Gurbani puts forth the view that prasada
(grace) is given by the Lord to His devotees for the sheer joy of helping
them. His mihar is given free, as a gift. Man’s experience of grace comes
as an ever-operating blessing of God which is a ray of divine beauty.
When He casts His glance of power (nadar), the consequence for man is
tranquillity, mitigation of suffering, and blissfulness. '
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Another aspect of the Sikh view of Divine Grace is that, by virtue of
it, man has access to the right kind of guru. Gurbani clearly holds that an
important prerequisite for obtaining a vision of God is the true guru's
grace, ‘which sets the individual on the road to the consummation of his
destiny’. According to the scripture, our ‘life itself is gift of His kripa.
Therefore it must be properly lived, that is, in a spirit of devotion and
gratitude to God’. As Dr Kaur notes, we can never know Him fully, but
we do know something about Him. ‘The whole life of devotion would
become impossible if the devotee is not somehow convinced that God is
merciful.’

The author pertinently raises a question of phllosoplncal interest in
relation to the Law of Karma. How is this law related to Divine grace? As
she avers, here the gurus are clearly of the view that ‘the grace of God
can override the operation of the law of Karma’. She concludes the dis-
cussion of grace in Sikhism in terms of Love as an outgoing power. ‘The
experience of grace is inseparable from the conception of God as the God
of love.” However, she makes no claim as to the distinctive feature of the
Sikh view of grace, as different from other religions’ conceptions.

In the final part of the study, Satnam Kaur takes up prayer as one of
the ‘basics’ of Sikhism. The Sikh practice of prayer is an important way
to invoke Divine grace. Prayer involves commitment to God, faith in Him
and in His goodness. Here the devotee experiences God as a living reality.
In prayer man is waiting on God. Apart from petitionary prayer, medita-
tive prayer, and formal prayer in congregation, the author draws attention
to worshipful contemplation of the glories of nature, service: ‘of God's
creatures and of saints in particular, as forms of prayer in Slkhlsm

One merit of the study under review is the neat selection of relevant
passages from the Guru Granth, together with their translation and inter-
pretation, in support of the assertions made. This effort fructifies in mak-
ing the reader familiar with the textual message of the gurus and bhaktays
represented in the Granth. .Dx Satnam Kaur deserves commendation for
the impressive work undcxtakcn her guide and supervisor, Professor S.K.
Saxena, whose erudition vac.s its imprint on the finished product, de-
serves no less felicitation. :

11771 Punjabi Bagh,l New Delhi 110 026 WaAzIR SINGH
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Obituary

PROFESSOR NAND KISHORE DEVARAJA

On 11 January 1999 the philosophical and literary world suffered a heavy
loss in the death of Professor Nand Kishore Dwaraja in Lucknow.

Bomn on 3 June 1917 in Rampur (UP), Dr Devaraja did his postgraduation
in English Literature and Philosophy, both in first class, from BHU (1936)
and Allahabad University (1938) respectively. IIe obtained his D. Phil. in
Philosophy from Allahabad in 194Z. Besides, Dr Devaraja took courses in
Sanskrit and Oriental Philosophy (Vyakarana Madhyama and Shastri).

He served several institutions, including a college in Arrah (Bihar),
Lucknow: University and Banaras Hindu University where he held the
Sayaji Rao Gaekwad Chair of Indian Civilization and Culture. He also
headed the Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy in BHU.

Dr Devaraja had deep knowledge of the country’s intellectual and spir-
itual heritage. His scholarship ranged over vast areas of both the Indian
and the Western traditions, covering metaphysics, aesthetics, philosophy
of culture, religion, philosophy of religion and many other fields. He
propounded his own variety of Humanism as an ethical theory which he
called ‘Creative Humanism’. His writings have a unique combination of
traditional scholarship and critical modern approach. His creative talent
did not remain confined to philosophical pursuits alone; it extended to
literature also. A prolific writer, Dr Devaraja authored dozens of books
in literature rangmg over poems, novels and literary criticism. His poetic
books are: Pranayageet (1939), Jeevan Rashmi (1949), Dharti Aur Swarg
(1954), Urvashi Ne Kaha (1960), Ithihas Purush (1965), lla Aur Amitabh
(1972), Subah Ke Baad (1975), Ahat Aatmaayen (1979), Upaalambha
Patrika (1989), Kiran Vyooh Bahurange (1989) and Rituchakra (1997).
His novels include Path Ki Khoj (1951), Bahar Bhitar (1954), Rode Aur
Patthar (1958), Ajay Ki Diary (1960), Main, Ve Aur Aap (1969), Dohri
Aag Ki Lapat (1973), Doosra Sutra (1978), and Na Bheje Gaye Patra
(1985). To literary criticism he contributed Sahitya Chinta (1950),
Pratikriyayen (1960), Chhayavad (1975), Sahitya Samiksha Aur Sanskritik
Bodh (1977) and Adhunik Hindi Kavya.(1989).

The book, Sanskriti Ka Darshanik Vivechan, authored by Dr N.K.
Devaraja, was given an award by the Hindustani Academi. Besides this
bosk, Dr Devaraja made the philosophical world richer by authoring
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Philosophy of Culture (19()9) Mind and Spirit of India (1967), Hinduism
and Christianity (1969), Introduction to Sankara's Theory of Knowledge
(1972), Philosophy, Religion and Culture (1974), Towards the Theory of
Person and Other Essays (1975), Indian Philosophy Today (edited) (1975),

Hinduism and Modern Age (1975), Humanism in Indian Thought (1988),
Freedom, Creativity'and Value (1988), Philosophy and Religion (edited)
(1989) and Limits of Disagreement (1993).

After having retired from BHU Dr Devaraja started a journal, Yugasakshi,
of which he was the editor. Yugasakshi was both a literary and intellectual
magazine, the continued publication of which was ensured by Dr Devaraja
despite big obstacles of various kinds. ’

Having led a long and distinguished academic career, Dr Devaraja won
many awards and honours. Besides achieving the Hindustani Academi
Award for his book on Culture, he got a Sahitya Samman from the UP
Hindi Sansthan in 1987, thc Swami Pranavananda Darshan Puraskar from
the Akhil Bharatiya Darshan Parishad in 1985-86 and the Anushansd
Puraskar of the UP Hindi Sansthan in 1992 for his journal Yugasakshi. Dr
Devaraja graced the position of the General President of Indian’ Philo-
sophical Congress in 1972 and was sectional president in several national
and international conferences. He was invited for delivering many cov-
eted endowment lectures and held Visiting Professorships in many Uni-
versities in India and abroad. In 1957-58 he received the UNESCO Grant
for Cultural Studies. Professor Devaraja also held the position of Advisory
Editor of the reputed journal Philosophy East and West from 1967 to
1982. Before holding this position he was also the Indian Editor of this
journal for four years. In 1969 Dr Devaraja founded the journal Anviksiki
and remained its Chief Editor for many years.

Throughout his life Dr N.K. Devaraja showed rare devotion to aca-
demic pursuits. Even during periods of institutional and personal distur-
bances he continued to read and write. Just before his death he was working
on three books, one of which he could complete. The completed book is
on Kalidas. One of the other two books is a novel which is incomplete and
the other is on diverse philosophical themes. While leaving this world
Professor Devaraja has left the worlds of philosophy and literature much
richer, for which ‘the scholars of both these areas will always remember

him with fondness and gratitude.

Dept of Philosophy, Lucknow University Roop REkHA VERMA
Lucknow A
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1999

25-31 Oct.
1999

26-28 Nov.
1999
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Prof. S.R. Bhatt &
Prof. George
McLean

Prof. S.R. Bhatt

Prof. S.R. Bhatt &
Prof. Kutumbasastry

Dr. Shukla Sinha
(Local Secretary)

Prof. D.P. Chatto-
padhyaya

Dr. K.L. Sharma

Prof. V.C. Thomas

Prof. V.C. Thomas

Prof. S.R. Bhatt

Academic Activities of the Council

International Collo-
quium on Indian Roots
of Chinese Buddhism
with special focus on
Value

Refresher Course on
‘Indian Logic’

Workshop on *Vidhi
Viveka’

74th Session of the
Indian Philosophical
Congress

Seminar on Rethinking
of Swarajya

3-day National
Seminar on Dimension
of Mind

National Seminar on
the Philosophy of
Prof. D.P.
Chattopadhyaya

National Seminar on
the Philosophy
Prof. R. Sundara Rajan

Platinum Jubliee
Session of the Indian
Philosoplical Congress

JN.U., Delhi 2-3 Dec.
1999
Academic 1-25 Dec.
Centre, Butler 1999,
Palace, Lucknow
Pondicherry 19-25 Dec.
University 1999
Magadh 28-30 Dec.
University, Bodh 1999
Gaya, Bihar
India Inter-  24-25 Jan.
national Centre 2000
New Delhi
Jaipur First week
of Feb.,,
2000
India 23-25 Feb.
International 2000
Centre
Pondicherry 1416 Mar.
University 2000
28 Dec.
2000~
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10.
11.

12,
13,

14,

15.
16.
17.

18

19.
20.
21,

Book Received

Jianagarbha's Commentary on Just the Maitreva: Chapter from the
Samdhinir Mocana Siitra (Study, Translation and Tibetan Text),
John Powers.

Jaina Philosophy and Religion, Tr. Nagin J. Shah.

The Supreme Wisdom of the Upanisada—An Introduction,
Klaus G. Witz

Between Tradition and Modernity. India’s Search for Identity, Ed.
Fred Dallmayuyr and G.N. Devy.

Transformation as Creation, Mukund Lath.

. Problems of Indian Philosophy, Ed. S.P. Dube.

. On Certainty, Tr. Ashok Vohra, Ed. G.E.N. Auscombe and
G.H. Von Wright. '

Karma, Freedom and Responsibility, Aparna Chakraborty.
Illuminations—A Proposal, A K. Saran.
On the Intellectual Vacation, A.K. Saran.

A Glossary of Technical Terms in the Commentaries of Sankara
Ramanya and Madhia on the Brahma Siitras, K. Jayammal.

The Philosophjz of L‘fe, S.P. Dubey.

Renaissance Humanism Studies in Philosophyes and Poetics, Ernesto
Grassi.

Heidegger and the Question of Renaissance Humanism, Ernesto
. Qrassi.

wrad)fie @@ wReq, Dharmanand Sharma.

Tat Tvam Asi Vol. 1, Pathikonda Viswambara Nath,
Tat Tvam Asi Vol. I, Pathikonda Viswambara Nath.

. °Living in God, Roy Engene Davis.

Ayurveda: The Gentle Health System, Hans H. Rhyner.
The Nietzschean Vision of Mau, Shirley Jethmalani.

The Burden of Poetic Consciousness, Ed. Shirley Jethmalani and
Prafuila C. Kar.



ANNOUNCEMENT

The JICPR proposcs to bring out an Issue devoted to the
following subject:

Life-Worlds: Private and Public—
Love and Friendship-Power and Welfare.
Articles may be sent to the JICPR, B/189-A, University Marg,

Bapunagar, Jaipur 300015. The last date for the receipt of
the articles is 30th September, 2000.

ANNOUNCEMENT -

The Indian Council of Philosophical Research nominates one
Senior scholar every year to visit Paris under the Indo-IFrench
Cultural Exchange Programme. Interested scholars may send
their Curriculum Vitae to the Council’s address.

\ ANNOUNCEMENT

The special issue of the JICPR devoted to Development in
Philosophical Logic will now be published in a book-form
entitled Circularity, Definition and Truth. This has become
- necessary as the artickes received for it amounted to more
than 360 pages and hence cannot be accommodated in a
single issue of the Journal.

In view of this, a decision has been taken that the sub-
scribers of the JICPR may acquire the book at a discount of
33% of the price of the book when published.

Editor

'



Journal of Indian Council of
Philosophic Research

Editor: DAaAyA KRISHNA

Volume XVII Number 2 January-April 2000

D.P. AGrawaL: Language Origins, Archaeology and Animal and Human Consciousness
R.X. Kauv: The Anglo-Saxén View of Future and Fate: An Essay in Grammar
and Theology

CassiaN R. AGERA: Religious Language as Analogical: A Study in Aquinas

R.C. PRADHAN: On the Very Idea of Relative Truth

NAYEEMA HAQUE: Russell’s Argument Against Fregean Sense

ANIRUDDHA ‘CHOWDHURY: Jameson and Historicism

LamiF HussaiN Kazmi: Igbal and Sartre on Human Freedom and Creativity

M. PrABHAKARA RAO: A critique on the Concept of Jiva

Discussion and Comments

Agenda for Research

Focus

Notes and Queries

Book Reviews °

Comments on Reviews
Forthcoming




Call For Papers

3rd Bimal Matilal Memorial Conference on Indian Philosophy

Date: 27th January 2001
Place: King’s College London, UK

Papers are invited in all areas of Indian analytical philosophy.

Papers presented should take 30 minutes to present and will be followed by
a 15 minute discussion period. Submissions will be acknowledged as
received. Manuscripts should be prepared for anonymous refereeing, typed,
double spaced and will not be returned (emailed submissions wi!l not be
considered). The author’s name should appear on a detachable cover sheet.

DEADLINE: 30 JULY 2000
Results to be conveyed no later than 15 October 2000

There will be two sessions with invited speakers (Prof. J. N. Mohanty, Temple
University and Dr. J. L. Shaw, Victoria University, Wellington) and four
sessions (two concurrent) for the submitted papers.

For more information pleasc contact: ;

Aruna Handa

Joerg Tuske

Department of Philosophy

King’s College London

Strand

London WC2R 2LS

Email: Aruna.Handa@kcl.ac.uk
jpt22@cam.ac.uk
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ANNOUNCEMENT

JICPR Research Advisory Service: the JICPR announces the
provision of a Research Advisory Service for its readers so that
any one, at any level, may approach it for help, guidance and
advice regarding any problem or difficulty that he/she may be
encountering in his/her research work. This includes even such
things as the selection of a promising topic for research,
bibliographical guidance and help in getting photocopies of
material required for research in case it can be located. The
help and counsel of experts in all fields of philosophy, both in
India and abroad, who have been associated with the JICPR in
various ways will be available to our readers in this task. Persons
seeking advice in this regard may write directly to the Editor,
JICPR, B-189-B, University Marg, Bapu Nagar, Jaipur, making
specific mention of the JICPR Research Advisory Service
announced in this Joumnal. '

" Epirtor




SKEISIs

A Journal for Philosophy
and Inter-disciplinary Research

Editors
L.C. BARGELIOTES, Athens —=N. CHRONIS, Athens

" SKEPSIS is the official organ of the International Center of
Philosophy and Inter-disciplinary Research. Its title deno-
tes its principles; Critique and inquiry.. Grounded on the
constructive side of Scepticism, SKEPSIS provides an
international forum for essays which, irrespective of their
subject matter, manifest the impasse the mind reaches
when it assents to dogmatism. SKEPSIS, then, is predom-
inantly- addressed to those who, opposed to rigid and
unprogressive conceptual patterns, submit their research
activities to critique, as this proceeds in the continuous
conflict of ideas and beliefs. No doubt, SKEPSIS respects
the intellectual tradition; however, it grounds the truth on
searching criticism and questions the principles of scientif-
ic discovery.

The Journal is published once a year with
¢. 220 pages. Price: USD 35 plus mailing costs.
Delivery: Academia Verlag
ISSN 1105-1582

Academia Verlag ah Sankt Augustin
*Postf. 1663 ¢ D~5373TSL Augustin « Tel, 022 41/33 33 49 - Fax 34 1528
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THE
PHILOSOPHICAL
QUARTERLY

Managing-editor: GOPAL SAHU, Ph.D>.

The Philosophical Quarterly (PQ) is one of the oldest philosophy journals in India, published from
the reputed institute, Pratap Center of Philosophy (formerly Indian Institute of Philosophy), Amalner.
Since its first publication in 1918, PQ has provided a platform for quality debate and discussion of
philosophical issues by well-known philosophers from India and abroad. The publication was
discontinued for several years. Since 1995, foitunately the publication of the journal has been
resumed at the behest of North Maharashtra University, Jalgaon in a New Series.

PQ welcomes original and unpublished articles in all areas of philosophy, both in Eastern and
Western tradition. Articles from other disciplines relevant to philosophy may also be considered for
publication. PQ invites articles, short-notes, discussions, book-reviews etc. from the desirous
contributor for publication. The manuscripts will be reviewed by the members of the editorial board
and contributors will be communicated the editorial decision about the publication of their MSs

within 3 months from the receipt of the same.

Subscription Details

AnnuZI-mérnbership L/_‘fe-member.:ship
Individuals Rs. 100/~ Rs. 800/~
Institutes Rs. 150/- Rs. 1200/-
Single copy Rs. 40/- LGRS

‘The subscription amount can be remitted by MO, DD or CHEQUE. DD should be drawn in favor of
‘THE DIRECTOR, PRATAP CENTER OF PHILOSOPHY and payable at AMALNER. For out-station
cheque, add Rs..10/- extra. If the amount is sent through MO, the MO card should bear the mailing

address completely and clearly. We also accept cash.

The annual subscription request is accepted on year-end basis and is accepted in any time of the year.
‘The subscription rate includes the ordinary postage of the journal. Students shall accompany a bona-
fide certificate to avail the discount in the subscription amount. !

All contributions to the journal, editorial inquiries, request for zsubscription, business inquires like
purchase of institute publications, advertisement in the journal ctc. should be addressed to:

The Managing Editor

The Philosophical Quarterly
Pratap Center of Philosophy
AT/PO. Amalner - 425 40
Dist. Jalgaon, Maharashtra.
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ANNOUNCEMENT

The JICPRis seriously thinking of forming a Network Group consisting
of those of itsreaders who would like to receive the contents of its special
featuressuch as ‘Focus’, ‘Agenda for Research’ and ‘Notes and Queries’
before their publication so that they may become aware of them as soon
as they are received and may respond to them in case they would like to
do so.

The JICPRis at present published three times a year and thus it takes
a long time for items under these sections to be published and brought
to the attention of our readers. In order to avoid the delay, it is proposed
that those who would like to be actively involved in the on-going
discussions may write to us expressing their desire to become members
of the JICPR Network Group so that they may be sent the material
immediately as soon as it is received by us. Those interested may kindly
write to the Editor!

ORDER EORM
Dear Sir,
“Please enter my subscription for becoming a member of

JICPR’s (Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research) Network
Group. I enclose aDD for Rs. 50 in favour of ICPR.

Signature Date

Name

Institution

Address




