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Objective Knowledge and Psychologism

MAHASWETA CHAUDHURY
Department of Philosophy, University of Calcutta

Popper has often talked about ‘psychologism’, especially in connec-
tion with the empiricist theory of knowledge. It seems that he de-
nounces psychologistic theories because they fall short of the require-
ments of knowledge (although he holds that knowledge can never be
Jjustified). One who takes his ‘anti-psychologism’ seriously can find the
working of German academic tradition behind it. I shall first examine
the continental anti-psychologistic trend led by Kant; Popper’s kind of
anti-psychologism will be discussed next; and finally the issue of objec-
tive knowledge and its relation to psychologism shall be raised to
examine the question whether or not an objective theory of knowl-
edge necessarily requires to be anti-psychologistic. I shall argue that
although the alleged trace of ‘psychologism’ found in Popper’s own
philosophy can be explained in various ways, psychologism in a certain
sense is not incompatible with an objective theory of knowledge. In
fact the ‘information processing’ model of knowledge involves a kind
of ‘psychologism’ in the Popperian sense but is an adequate theory of
knowledge which can also endorse Popper’s own view.

1

No one can transcend Kant in giving understanding a central position
in any account of knowledge. The methodological demarcation be-
tween different sciences first appear in his attempt to systematize the
characteristic requirements of valid knowledge. True to the victory of
Newtonian tradition, he looks for this requirement in the realm of
science—the paradigm of objective and ‘valid’ knowledge. In other
words the answer to his classical self-posed question—‘are synthetic
Jjudgements a priori possible?’—finds a positive answer in the realm of
the natural sciences including mathematics. Therefore, he concludes,
any knowledge-claim should fulfil the features found in scientific
Jjudgements, namely being a priori and synthetic, which also imply
universality and necessity. No judgement which is either not a priori
or not synthetic can have any epistemic value. Now the ‘synthetic’ part
is not so difficult to be established and has already been sufficiently
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argued for by the classical empiricists and established by Newton’s
Laws. The problematic issue lies in epistemic judgements being ‘a
priori’. Kant realized it and laboured at great length not only to argue
for it but to ‘prove’ it by two scts of reasons, ‘metaphysical’ and
‘transcendental’—‘expositions’ in the case of space-time and
‘deductions’ in the case of the categories of understanding.'

In this venture, Kant also tries to undermine any view which over-
looks the a priori element in knowledge and denounces that view as
psychologistic. Historically, Kant’s anti-psychologism is motivated by
two reasons: (i) classical empiricism’s apparent popularity and its in-
evitable scepticism which is a threat to any theory of valid knowledge;
(i1) vindication of Newtonian Mechanics against possible sceptical on-
slaught. It is interesting to note that Newton himself was a thorough
going inductivist and shared Bacon’s despise for hypothetico-deduc-
tive models for scientific knowledge.

Kant shares the same intuition as Popper that the most important
feature of knowledge lies in its objectivity, but unlike the latter, he ties
this feature with some a priori (and therefore necessary) precondi-
tions of knowledge. Kant distinguishes between the subjective, the
variable in the fleeting manifold as it is presented to us, and the
principle, the invariable which enables us to recognize the unity. The
former is subjective and psychological but the latter is objective and
therefore epistemological in nature. Now, if this unity of association
had not also an objective ground which makes it impossible that appear-
ances should be apprehended by the imagination otherwise than under
the condition of a pessible unity of this apprehension, it would be
entirely accidental that appearances should fit into a connected whole
of human knowledge. Kant rightly transcends Hume in recognizing
the objective and invariable in the ‘given’, and rebukes psychologists
(including Hume, it seems), for overlooking the active role of imagi-
nation in perception which cannot be fully ex]é')lained in terms of
disconnected impressions and laws of association. But in his view, ob-
jectivity of knowledge cannot and need not be explained by any factors
outside the understanding. It is grounded a priori in the unity of
apperception. ‘The abiding and unchanging “I” (pure apperception)
forms the correlate of all our representation in so far as it is to be at
all possible that we should become conscious of them’.> When Kant
speaks of objectivity it is better to take it with a grain of salt for his
notion of objectivity is far from the realistic notion of it and even
further from the sense in which Popper uses it as a characteristic
feature of scientific knowledge. Objectivity to Kant is almost synonymous
with necessity and invariability as opposed to subjectivity which is fleet-
ing and passive. Sensibility is the faculty that gives us forms of passive
reception, whereas understanding is spontaneous and active; it gives
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us rules. These rules he calls ‘objective’, because they necessarily de-
pend upon the knowledge of the object. ‘

The rules are also called laws. Disregarding Kant’s elaborate termi-
nology and repetitive application of similar statements, it is possible to
notice a reasonable picture emerging out of it which is astonishingly
close to the picture of commonsense realism.*It can be simply stated
as a view which denounces the sceptical assertion that there is no table
in front of me but a series of sense-impressions in flux bound only by
some psychological laws of association (by continuity in space and
time etc.). This psychologistic account of knowledge assigns to the
mind the role of a passive recipient that follows only physical and
biological laws. Kant denies all these in a novel way; perception of an
object is possible only by a synthetic unity among the manifold recep-
tions of sense which are in a flux. So the unity is a priori and a
precondition of knowledge. Valid knowledge is objective and necessary
because it conforms to this a priori principle. Apart from the well-
known problem inherent in such a notion of objective knowledge,
namely the problem of explaining error and illusion—Kant's account
suffers from another fundamental difficulty—it implies that valid
knowledge can be justified because it is objective and necessary. For
that he has to make another big assumption that there is a kind of
conformity (almost like a pre-established harmony) between objects
found around us and a principle of synthesis within us that makes
knowledge possible. Kant argues that the fact that we can have knowl-
edge about the empirical world proves that there are a priori rules or
principles which justify knowledge. I am not going to make a critical
estimate of. this account of valid knowledge, for Kant has been severely
criticized by philosophers® in this regard. In the present context, how-
ever, we can concentrate only upon the issue of distinction between
subjectivist and objectivist theory of knowledge with regard to the
issue of anti-psychologism.

As I mentioned before, Kant is equally concerned with the task of
salvaging validity of scientific knowledge from the sceptical onslaught.
An empirical motivation for the whole of the Critique is his conviction
in Newtonian science. Science has actually been possible, therefore there
is no doubt about its validity; the only problem he feels is to account
for it. Popper’s optimism about the possibility of valid knowledge is
comparable in spirit to Kant’s enthusiasm about vindication of scientific
knowledge as objective. But that is where the agreement ends; for
Popper agrees with him neither about the features of validity nor in
the obsession for ‘proofs’ to demonstrate the validity of scientific
knowledge,

Kant's legacy of resistance to psychologistic or subjective account of
knowledge is carried on by nineteenth century continental philoso-
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phers. A leading Marbourg Neo-Kantian Paul Natorp needs a special
mention here. Natorp argues against psychologism and against what
has come to be called the ‘myth of the given’. He renounces immedi-
ate givenness in favour of the ‘ongoing process of knowing from which
subjectivity and pure objectivity are abstracted limits’.® The viewpoint
presented here resembles the anti-positivistic views of Quine and Sellars.
The central position of the subject in Kant (copsider his claim to
bring a ‘Copernican Revolution’ in philosophy), however, leaves one
to wonder whether he still retains a residual psychologistic element.
Popper equally faces a charge of ‘psychologism’ against which he him-
“self fought so many times.” Heidegger tried to free Kant from subjec-
tivism and so did Cassirer who maintains that scientific knowledge
needs some a priori principles. The two criteria of aprioricity are strict
universality and strict necessity. It does riot need any subject. The ob-
ject of scientific knowledge is nothing but a problem or task. Principles
are the bases of scientific enquiry.® Popper rejects the notion of strict
‘necessity’ and ‘universality” of these principles in his account of
knowledge but the general epistemic framework nevertheless retains
the Kantian structure. It is not even chance similarity. Popper shares
Kant’s anxiety to salvage validity of knowledge from the ‘bucket theory
of knowledge’. Popper holds hermenecutics and the general Kantian
tradition responsible for the psychologism prevalent in philosophy.
‘In spite of the vogue of anti-psychologism which started with Logische
Untersuchungen, 19001 (second edn. 1913, 1921), psychologism—that
is: neglect or even denial of the third world—is still powerful, especially
among those interested in the theory of understanding (hermeneutics).
Husserl’s anti-psychologism was without doubt the result of Frege's
criticism of Husserl's psychologistic Philosophie der Arithmetik,
Psychologische und Logische Untersuchungen, 1891".° Popper describes
psychologism as ‘a neglect or even a denial of the third world’. In the
same footnote he quotes Husserl again to establish a connection be-
tween his own philosophy and that of Husserl. The letter states: ““In
all . . . sciences we have to insist upon the fundamental distinction
between three kinds of interrelations: (a) the interrelations or our
cognitive experiences. . .”; (this is, what I here call the second world) (b) “the
interrelations of the objects under investigation. . .”; (especially my first
world—Dbut it can be any of the others) and (c) “the logical interrelations.
. "(these belong to my third world. . .).""" These statements, especially
the ellipsis after (a) refer to the psychological interrelations of
‘judgements, insights, conjectures, questions’. These passages from
Husserl may have been responsible, Popper alleges, for the prevalent
psychologistic tendencies in epistemology. And obviously he (Popper)
is out to witch-hunt these tendencies with almost the same fervour as
the logical positivists’ enthusiasm for chasing metaphysical nonsense
away.

Objective Knowledge and Psychologism 5

It is of historical as well as philosophical interest that Popper him-
self makes the task easy for us by tracing his intellectual stance back to
continental philosophers. In various places he refers to Frege, Gomperz
and Bolzano'! in connection with the ‘distinction between thought in
the objective sense and thought in the subjective sense’. In fact Popper
mentions that Frege’s Der Gedanke being written ten years after
Gomperz’s work must have been influenced by the latter. Frege’s das
dritte Reich which Popper calls ‘world 3, therefore, must have been
originally thought about by Gomperz, although Popper thinks the
latter ‘fell back in the end on a psychologistic theory’.” I want to make
a provisional representation of Popgyer’s distinction between subjective
and objective in the following way:'

W2 approach = subjective approach/ psychologistic/cause

W3 approach = objective approach/anti-psychologistic/ behaviouri-
stic/effect (such as a problem), an explicandum
to cause (an explanatory hypothesis).

11

I shall now proceed to examine these identities and try to disambiguate
the notion of ‘psychologism’ and assess Popper’s attempt to free epis-
temology from it. The traditional concept of psychologism was put
forth by some nineteenth century philosophers and logicians as a
theory according to which philosophy and logic were to be conceived
of and pursued as important branches of what was further thought to
be the ‘one sovereign discipline of psychology’."* Consider Kant’s con-
tempt for the Humean concept of ‘conceivability’ in this connection.
If the above sense of psychologism is to be accepted, then philosophers
today may feel assured that philosophy has been safely ‘de-
psychologized’ and autonomy restored for epistemology which put it
back to the same status as logic. But unfortunately psychologism may
have a different meaning and in that sense it is traceable in the writings
of philosophers (including Popper) who attack it in the traditional
sense. One can call the above mentioned concept of psychologism a
reductionist doctrine because it assumes that logic and philosophy
should be reduced to and founded upon the laws of psychology."”
Hume’s case is a paradigm case of this variety and the contemporary
trend of cognitive psychology is another such effort. -

Pandit makes a distinction between two kinds of psychologism and
argues that philosophers often make a confusion between these two
kinds which he calls (1) reductive psychologism and (2) methodologi-
cal psychologism and both the types are found in the so-called anti-
psychologistic philosophers. Reductive psychologism is the doctrine
that confuses logical or philosophical issues with psychological ones. A
more ‘subtle variety’ of it however, is found in the ‘procedure of
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formulating a philosophical explication with the help of a psychologi-
cal concept—i.e., the procedure of either formulating an explicandum
with the help of a psychological concept or a psychological concept
being assigned a classificatory role within the formulation of a philo-
sophical explication’.'® The author tries to show in this passage that a
kind of irreducible psychologism (use of psychological concept) creeps
into the methodology of many philosophers.

Let us see if the ‘methodological psychologism’ is traceable in
Popper’s writing as has been alleged. I shall first examine the ‘two
different contexts’ in Popper’s The Logic of Scientific Discovery where
Pandit finds a kind of confusion between two kinds of psychologism.
The first one is in the context of Popper’s definition'” of epistemology
as the logic of knowledge, where Popper rejects the problem of induc-
tion and ‘empirical basis’ or foundation of knowledge on the ground
of involving psychologism (i.e., confounding epistemological issues
with psychological ones).'® This is clearly a case of what Pandit calls
‘reductive psychologism’ that Popper talks about and eventually rejects.
In another context where Popper warns us about his use of the term
‘observable’ against any apprehension that he is allowing some kind
of psychologistic concept to ‘slip back’ in theory.' Pandit does not say
clearly that the second case is an example of ‘methodological
psychologism’—but from his comments ‘Popper’s use of the term
“psychologism” in these two different contexts is an excellent case of
the ambiguity of “psychologism™—it appears that he (Pandit) thinks
so. It is not clear what exactly Pandit has in mind when he says that
the term ‘psychologism’ is used ambiguously. One can argue that
psychologism is any theory where an explanation is given of a certain
phenomenon in terms of psychological concepts—be it a cognitive or
a conative act. Pandit cites Carnap’s well-known thesis of material
mode of speech and formal mode of speech not only as an excellent
example of methodological psychologism but also as being of great
methodological value. Why should this kind of psychologism be basically
different from Pandit’s ‘reductive psychologism’? Those who have a
reductionist theory about knowledge like Carnap will also have a cor-
responding methodology to implement it. Carnap’s ‘translatability into
formal mode of speech’ is such a strategy. So, unless Pandit can show
some cases of reductionist psychologism which are not necessarily
methodological also or vice versa—there is not much gain by the
alleged distinction between these two types of psychologism. Leaving
this linguistic quibble aside, a more important question can be raised
here: Is Popper’s epistemology purely anti-psychologistic and anti-
behaviouristic as he claims? And a further question follows: why, if at
all should we avoid psychologism for an adequate theory of knowl-
edge? In the next section I shall try to examine (and answer) these
questions and probe into the issues that are raised.

Objective Knowledge and Psychologism 7

Popper’s anti-psychologism: The most famous and typical passages reveal-
ing Popper’s aversion to psychologism are to be found in Section 2 of
The Logic of Scientific Discovery called ‘Elimination of Psychologism’. In
this section he argues as he does at many other places® that the pro-
cesses by which ideas are arrived at are irrelevant in the context of
evaluating their worth. We cannot ‘rationally reconstruct’ the thought
processes of, say, a scientist’s discovery, because there may be always
an element of irrationality in the process. Moreover, tracing the psy-
chological origin is also not relevant for epistemological issues.
Psychologism is, according to Popper, the fallacy (committed by all
kinds of foundationalists) of confusing the psychology of knowledge
with the logic of knowledge. Notice that although Popper denies both
‘rational reconstruction’ of the processes leading to knowledge and
the possibility of logical justification of it, he nevertheless recognizes
the logical status of epistemology. Arguments for this position are as
follows: although our knowledge (or rational beliefs) can never be
logically justified (as Hume rightly says), there is however, a way to
judge its validity. Knowledge as belief is subjective/non-testable, but
knowledge (theory, conjecture, hypothesis) as linguistically expressed
is objective because it transcends the knower and becomes testable/
falsifiable by a set of basic propositions. Knowledge for Popper exists
only in the latter sense. It is anti-psychologistic and objective. Although
a product of the mind (by the way of origin), it is autonomous and
universal.

A superficial glance over the general scheme may lead one to wonder
whether Popper’s testability criterion and ‘basic propositions’ resemble
Carnap’s reductionist programme. Let me lay down the conditions for
a basic statement in this connection to examine whether Popper’s
scheme also is a case of ‘reductive psychologism’ (to use Pandit’s
terminology)or not.

{a) Formal Condition: Basic statements have the form of singular
existential statements, which means that
they can never be deduced from a universal
statement without initial pre-conditions.

(b) Material Condition: ~ Basic statements must be inter-subjectively
testable by observation, which means that
they must speak about a non-vacuous world.

It is the material condition of a basic statement (as I mentioned
earlier)?’ that may lead one to find a kind of psychologism to ‘slip
back quietly’ in Popper’s theory as he himself anticipated.

But there is nothing to fear; he is not going to fall for any psycho-
logical account since the term observable event ‘might just as well be re-
placed by “an event involving position and movement of Macroscopic
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physical bodies.” Or, we might lay it down, more precisely, that every
basic statement must either be itself a statement about relative positions
of physical bodies, or that it must be equivalent to some basic statement
of this “mechanistic” or “materialistic” kind’.*®* Popper leaves

‘observable’ as a primitive, undefined term without any psychologistic

connotations. Popper is right about himself when he says that merely
the use of the term ‘observable’ should not be confused with
psychologistic approach; nor should forms of speech be either, for
they speak of ‘occurrence’ in a certain space-time region only.® Basic
statements work as potential falsifiers of a theory as well as in corrobo-
ration of it. Popper is emphatic that these statements are? different
from the sentences which represent immediate experience that can
Jjustify our immediate knowledge. In his search for a basis of scientific
language, Carnap lands into some sentences which are ultimate with
reference to the analysis of all other kinds of scientific sentences
(theories). These ultimates are the irreducibly simple sentences that
he calls ‘protocol sentences’. Popper calls this move psychologistic
although Carnap (unlike Fries and Reininger or other philosophers
of psychologistic leanings) recognizes that only statements can be com-
pared with statements. But language speaks only of ‘words’ and not of
objects; therefore our ordinary (material mode of speech) statements
must be translated into the proper (formal) mode of speech and
ultimately reduced to a class of protocol sentences. A significant point
should be noted here. No sentences are ultimate to Popper in any
sense. Basic statements are also falsifiable (by another basic statement).
Even trite statements like ‘this is a glass of water’ are not verifiable by
observation for they contain universals like ‘glass’ and ‘water’. Surely
universals always transcend immediate experience. Therefore Popper
concludes that there are no ultimate sentences that can represent our
‘immediate experience’. Any attempt at such reduction is futile.

One point at least is clear here (even if Popper is wrong about
Carnap): basic statements are neither ultimate nor do they represent
anything psychological and therefore although Popper characterizes
them as ‘observable’, they are by no means psychologistic in either
sense, as implied by Professor Pandit.

Besides ‘observability’, there is another notion which worried many
philosophers including Pandit about its psychologistic import. It is the
much-maligned concept of ‘conceivability’.* Popper uses this concept
to explicate the notion of scientific theory and its falsifiability, and
thus himself falls within what is called ‘methodological psychologism’.?®
He uses it in the context of explication of a theory when he says: ‘A
theory which is not refutable by any conceivable event is non-scientific’.
He wuses it for explication of the notion of falsifiability when he writes:
“The criterion of falsifiability is a solution to this problem of demarcation
for it says that statements or systems of statements, in order to be

-
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ranked as scientific must be capable of conflicting with possible or
conceivable observations’.”” Now, it is unfortunate that Popper uses a
term loaded with ambiguity and potential psychologistic connotations
especially since Hume's use of it in the context of necessity. The
concept may have at least two possible connotations. One is logical
conceivability (i.e., consistency) and the other is psychological con-
ceivability (imaginability). Hume’s celebrated example of salt remaining
‘undissolved’ in water tries to overthrow necessity from causal relations
by reference to this distinction.” This ambiguity can be resolved in
various ways™ but so far as Popper is concerned, there is not much
scope for either ambiguity or its being used in the latter sense of
being ‘psychologically conceivable’/‘imaginable’ for his use of the
word ‘possible’ in the second passage quoted above is crucial.
‘Possibility’ is a modal term and modality is indeed a logical concept.
It has nothing to do with psychological con-cepts like ‘imaginable’.
‘Possible’ in this sense implies self-consistency to rule out contradiction.
Simple rules of modal logic can show that Popper must have logical
possibility in mind when he uses ‘conceivable events’ or ‘conceivable
observations’. Therefore mere use of the term ‘con-ceivable’ by Popper
cannot brand him with psychologism of any kind merely because the
term has a long association with empiricist vocabulary.

One important feature of Popper’s anti-psychologism lies in his
insistence that ‘psychology’ (i.e., an account of how it originates) of
knowledge alias scientific theory is not only irrelevant but also difficult
for having a ‘logical’ account. Once the theories are made (by whatever
means), they are subject to logical evaluation. One may question,
however, even this modest claim and allege that ‘Popper does not
advocate a real “logic of discovery™.*

Musgrave’s discovery of psychologism in Popper: The argument for such
allegation is based on the distinction between ‘scientific practice’ and
‘traditional conception of knowledge’. Musgrave argues that Popper
has conflated these two conceptions of knowledge and while he (Pop-
per) is right about the logic of scientific knowledge having nothing to
do with the contributor of a theory or a particular scientist, he is wrong
about overlooking the role of ‘subject’ or the knower in the ordinary
sense of knowledge. I agree with Musgrave's general point that tradi-
tional conception of knowledge ‘demands that any item of putative
knowledge be analysed with reference to who claims to “know” it. One
man’s knowledge may be another man'’s vain superstition, we must ask
whether the alleged “knower” really does know the item of knowledge
in question’.”’ Indeed the claim to valid knowledge (if you are not
ready to be called a sceptic) should take into consideration the knower’s
perceptual experiences and other grounds such as logical and episte-
mological framework to exclude the possibility of accidental hitting at
truth. In fact we can brandish Popper’s own example of a ‘clairvoyant™
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arriving at a startling theory (which happens to be the same as an-
other theory of quite sophisticated scientific tradition) at him for
establishing the importance of relevance. If Popper admits ‘background
knowledge’ (as he actually does), to have an important role in discovery,
then he cannot omit the relevance of the history (or psychology) of a
theory (or knowledge). As I have argued earlier, Popper steers clear
of subjectivism by rejecting the reductionist dogma that observation
statements can be justified finally by reference to psychological experi-
ences. Statements, he rightly says, can only be compared with other
statements. °. . . the decision to accept a basic statement . . . is causally
connected with our experiences—especially without perceptual experi-
ences. . . . Experiences can motivate a decision, and hence an acceptance
or a rejection of a statement, but a basic statement cannot be jusﬁﬁed
by them—no more than by thumping the table.”*® But Popper never-
theless requires at least a critical approach (or attitude) to theory, oth-
erwise his ‘empirical’ basis of theory cannot be acceptable without a
foundaticonalist account. Musgrave points out a very serious possibility
in this connection which might land Popper into a kind of much-
dreaded ‘psychologism’ to which he is so apathetic. The argument
runs this way: to Popper no knowledge can ever be justified. Even
trivial statements like ‘there is a glass of water’ are not fully error-
proof. All knowledge is fallible. Therefore we should have an open
critical mind to look for a possible knock-down of our ‘favourite’
theories. Now, the requirement of a critical mind ready to find falsifi-
cation has a very close resemblance to Bacon’s (or Cartesian) open
and unspoilt mind, unprejudiced by any previous theory. So, Popper’s
requirement implies two serious consequences which he would be the
last one to want for himself—first, ‘critical mind* seems to include a
‘psychologistic’ concept. Second, such an open and unspoilt mind is
impossible to find, With Popper’s general epistemological stance, these

two possible consequences are incompatible and thoroughly undesir-
able. So, one who is sympathetic to Popperian methodology of science

would try to save Popper from such colossal inconsistency. And

Musgrave, loyal to his intellectual forefather, surely made some honest

attempts™ to save Popper from the possible charge of ‘psychologism’

as well as to explicate him from treacherous terms like ‘critical attitude’,

‘sincerity’, which reek with psychologistic flavour. I shall examine these

attempts in the following section.

v

A way out: First about Popper’s requirement of a severe test of a theory
against possible falsification. ‘Severe test’ is a vague term and one may
find it a methodologically difficult rule to follow. For it needs, first of
all, to look for a negative instance and then to give up the theory
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which is thus falsified if one finds it. It is also psychologically difficult,
however 1nuch Popper may dislike the ‘psychological factor’. Popper
must have (although he never recognizes it) realized the psychological
difficulty (of wishing the death of one’s favourite brainchild) because
he often talks about the ‘sincerity of the scientist’ to devise tests which
may knock down his theory. But what is the mark of this sincerity?
For, Popper admits that the ‘requirement of sincerity cannot be
formalized’, although his formula C (h,e) ‘must not be interpreted as
degree of corroboration of & by e unless ¢ reports the results of our
sincere efforts to overthrow #'.*

Musgrave reads in the above quoted lines a ‘distinctively
psychological’ tone ‘to depend upon the state of mind of him who
performs it’. Evidence that corroborates a hypothesis must not be
taken seriously unless the scientist is sincerely trying to refute it. But
the problem is: how to determine the sincerity of the tester? It cannot
be formalized. So there lurks an imminent threat of psychologism that
may lead to subjectivism which Popper always dreaded. This is a prob-
lem. And so Musgrave thinks that the requirement of a tester’s sincerity
before judging the severity of the test may ‘infect’ Popper’s philosophy
of science ‘with an admittedly mild form of a dangerous subjectivist
disease’.® But Musgrave is not afraid as he explains: ‘Fortunately a
remedy is at hand: Popper also gives an objective analysis of the severity
of tests, an analysis which needs no recourse to the sincerity of testers’."’
The ‘objective analysis’ consists of predicting an unexpected effect
(given the existing corpus of scientific knowledge) of the hypothesis
h. The prediction of an hitherto unknown consequence would be
considered a mark of ‘severity’ of test. In other words, more precise
the prediction, more severe is the test of a theory, because then it is
more likely to be falsified. A less precise prediction is, on the other
hand, less valnerable to falsification.® Although implicit in his earlier
writings, Popper makes it very clear when he says that we can ‘compare
the severity of tests objectively’.* T do not see how ‘severity’ of test can
work as a proof of sincerity, because finding out or at least conceiving
of a possible counter-example depends not so much on ‘insincerity’ of
the tester as it does on the power of scientific imagination and/or a
little bit of luck. One may be very ‘sincere’ in devising the test but that
neither guarantees an ‘unexpected’ consequence of the said theory
nor shows that the scientist has the requisite ingenuity to discover
‘new effect’ of his theory. Musgrave also notices the point when he
says ‘It is probable that sincere critics will be more likely to produce se-
vere test, but sincerity is neither necessary for severity nor sufficient.”
This fact did not escape Popper either, because he recognizes the
irreducible and unformalizable aspect of devising a severe test. But
once we let irreducibility and ingenuity (or imaginative capacity) play
a role in corroboration of a theory, be it a confirmation or a falsifica-
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tion, it is difficult for Popper to avoid "epistemology with a mind’.

Musgrave considers another response of Popper to the question of
‘requirement of sincerity’. It is his contention that confirmation is an
easy matter (any one can find out a positive instance) whereas looking
for a possible counter-example is not trivial; it needs background
knowledge, competence and sincerity to test the theory in question.
Here again we find problems apart from the famous problem of
‘paradox of the ravens’.* The problems I have in mind here are the
problems of psycho-logical concepts creeping into Popper’s methodol-
ogy. Granting that Popper can avoid the so-called paradox,” the
‘requirement’ of sincerity still hovers around concepts like

‘competence’, ‘sincerity’, i.e. genuine desire to look for a negative in-
stance all of which has a psychologistic flavour.

Musgrave also examines some general remarks of Popper that may
lead one to think that Popper could not avoid some ordinary
psychologistic concepts like ‘attitude’. Musgrave is right in his reading
of this term in a non-psychologistic way. Critical attitude in Popper’s
terminology stands for a ‘method’ or ‘policy’ rather than a mental
tendency. To Popper ‘critical’, ‘rational’, ‘scientific’ stand for the same
method—a method that can be applied by and can depend on the
existenice of an intersubjective community of fellow-scientists. Critical
attitude does not necessarily mean a certain mental make up but only
a certain readiness to accept refutation of a theory when a severe test
demands so. Critical attitude also denounces any ad hoc method (such
as adding an auxiliary hypothesis) to save a theory in the face of
threatened falsification.®® So, critical attitude can be understood with-
out recourse to a psychologistic reading of it. But Musgrave finds a
kind of psychologism in Popper’s methodology which he (Musgrave)
calls ‘critical defence of a hypothesis’. The ground for this lies in
Popper’s somewhat loose admission that a kind of dogmatic attitude
for one’s theory is a necessary ingredient of scientific method; otherwise
the sirength or the weakness of a theory may not be fully known.
Remember the phrase he often uses—‘a scientist should love his own
theory’. But then how can one have a critical attitude (that is readiness
to give up a theory if it meets a formidable counter-example) and
‘sticking to a theory as long as possible’ at the same time? Popper
never makes this clear. Maybe we can grant him the necessary premise
that the ‘dogmatic attitude of sticking to a theory’ should precede the
critical attitude of readiness to give it up.* But nevertheless it still re-
mains® to be seen how he (and Musgrave on his behalf) can claim
obijective and non-psychological analysis of scientific knowledge.

I think there are two possible moves for Popper to opt for if he
claims to retain a non-psychologistic and objectivist analysis of knowl-
edge. One: a naturalized kind of epistemology based on the approval
of a linguistic community. Two: a rational (involving reason and hence
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mind) but objective analysis based on the inter-subjective approval of
a cognitive (say the scientific) community. I shall argue now (i) that
Popper’s anti-positivist stand about theory (knowledge) and its relation
to observation (evidence) is closer to Quine’s arguments for the
underdetermination thesis than usually thought, although his view
about ontology is crucially different. And hence the colossal disagree-
ment over the issue of epistemic and ontic status of scientific theories.
(ii) Among all the arguments*® Popper offered for showing that
psychologism is false, his reasons based on ‘autonomy of sociology’
are the most convincing. In my opinion Popper does not need
Musgrave’s vindicative defence for his ‘objective analysis®. (iii) I shall
nevertheless hold a version of psychologistic analysis of knowledge
which is consistent with objectivism and also compatible with Popper’s
view in a more adequate way.

(1) Epistemology de-naturalized: Although Quine never seems to share
Popper’s fervid awe at the creative genius of the practising scientists
who dream up and find out great overarching hypotheses of science,
he would nevertheless agree with Popper that it is not by logical proce-
dure or as a result of ‘any sort of compelling evidence’ that the scientist
thiinks up his theories. In this respect Quine would insist, like Popper,
that the affair of how hypotheses occur to scientists is a matter of
psychology and not logic. He would also agree with Popper that no
sort of decisive evidential warrant, be it either logical or empirical, can
be given for the theories at the time of their inception or later. Re-
garding empirical basis of science also, Quine would not demur at the
Popperian attempt to debase induction as a method of science.
Popper’s insistence that scientific hypotheses are neither derivable
from experience nor verifiable in experience is somewhat echoed by
Quine when he contends that not only scientific hypothesis, but even
everyday judgements about the nature and identity of ordinary objects
like chairs and tables are underdetermined by experience. An inevitable
question becomes pertinent to both Quine and Popper at this stage.
Granted that there is no logical or empirical basis for the invention of
a scientific theory, must not there be some ground or reason for
accepting it, even if we leave aside the question of how it is devised as
psychologistic? The answer to this question is precisely the juncture
where Quine parts company with Popper. Popper’s answer to the
above question would be like this: our hypothesis cannot be verified
by experience (any attempt to do so would lead to the fallacy of
affirming the consequent). But it can nevertheless be falsified by expe-
rience. Therefore falsifiability in principle is a methodological reason
for accepting a theory.

Popper’s well-known argument against psychologism is that philoso-
phers should distinguish between epistemological questions and their
logical validity on the one hand and their psychological (or whatever)
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origin on the other. As I have already said—Popper thinks that episte-
mological issues cannot be reduced to psychological ones. He has
another notso-well-’known argument in this respect. The argument is
contingent, based on (or at least he claims so) empirical ground.
Since he had ‘access to the psychological laboratory’, Popper claims
that he found out by various'’ experiments that there are no such things
as ‘sense data’, ‘simple ideas’ or ‘impressions’ to which our knowledge
can be reduced. This is fictitious, based on no empirical findings. He
seems to hold the view that knowledge does not arise from images,
that we think rather in terms of problems and their tentative solutions.
Popper does not contribute to the Gestalt view but* then it is not clear
how his view of ‘psychology of knowledge’ is different from the Gestalt’s.
I am not in a position to judge how much importance we should
attach to Popper’s experimental findings, for psychology as a science
at that time (in the late nineteen twenties) was not what it is now and
tremendous work has been done on psychology of cognition since the
days of Gomperz, Oswald Kulpe, Buhler or Otto Selz. But if the ex-
perimental processes are too complex and rich to be reduced to per-
ceptual ‘atoms’, that surely will be to Popper’s advantage. Let us turn
towards another alternative, namely of explaining epistemology in terms
of physiology of stimulus-response.

It is the Quinean approach. Traditional epistemology is mistaken
about its attempt to give a logical account of knowledge (because
there is not any). Therefore, Quine thinks epistemnology should only
try to give a naturalistic explanation of knowledge in terms of sensation-
stimuli relationship. This move by Quine, known as naturalized episte-
mology has a behaviouristic twist but one can argue that Quine’s
proposals’ can have a non-behaviouristic interpretation. Someone can
argue that the Quinean programme (even if not the only legitimate
replacement for traditional epistemology) is ‘actually much more rea-
sonable in a non-behaviouristic framework’.”*’ Recent tradition of cog-
nitive psychology may enlighten some of the issues concerned. Quine
argues that the problematic introspectionist trend in psychology and
philosophy is already abandoned in the light of accepting ‘unconscious
states’. The mmore recent work in perceptual psychology is already
contributing to the project of his proposed naturalized epistemology.
The experimental finding that linguistically competent subjects tend
to hear a large range of acoustic stimuli as one or another of a relatively
small set of phonemes—is considered by Quine as contributing to his
project of naturalized epistemology. For this sort of account contributes
to the project of naturalized epistemology by contributing to the ex-
planations of how beliefs are adjusted on the basis of perception. He
says, ‘Perceptual norms . . . could be taken as epistemological building
blocks, the working elements of experience’."' The sensory input is the
basis of our ‘cognitive mechanism’ and the basis of inductive processes.

Objective Knowledge and Psychologism 15

According to recent theories in cognitive psychology, the organism
is to be seen as receiving raw representations of its sensory input
which are successively transformed into more abstract and more useful
representations. Two examples from two different fields of sensory
input may be considered for establishing this point. According to one
well-known theory of visual perception, visual input is transformed
into a sketch-like representation of two dimensions and then into a
sketch with representations of depth and finally into a representation
of three-dimensional structure.’® And according to one theory of speech-
recognition, acoustic input is transformed successively into a phonologi-
cal representation. The types of representations that can be formu-
lated® at each of these levels of representations are, in effect,
‘epistemological building-blocks”: they are taken as premises in the
inductive adjustment of the organism’s beliefs.

It appears that naturalized epistemology is still in the Quinean line
(if it can shake off the behaviouristic stigma usually attached to it} and
can give a more or less rational account of how people come to hold
the belicfs they do. In other words, cognitive psychology sounds true
in its claim that naturalized epistemology may not necessarily be
behaviouristic. These accounts of course are given in terms of individual
beliefs. We can hope that adjustment of individual beliefs on the basis
of perception tends to be rational. But again there are further problems
in this project too, such as those regarding contextual presuppositions
of mental state ascriptions.”

(i) Institutionalist defence for anti-psychologism: Behaviouristic or not,
no such explanation of the origin of our ‘cognitive mechanism’ will
have any appeal to Popper because all these accounts deal with indi-
vidual beliefs and their fixation.” Psychologism stands also for a dif-
ferent sort of view that tries to explain social principles as reducible
ultimately ‘in terms of human nature’. This approach to sociology is
called (methodological) psychologism by Popper and he tries to reject
it by reasons based on ‘the autonomy of sociology’. In Popper’s view
the ‘main thesis of psychologism’ in this context is ‘the doctrine that
society being the product of interacting minds, social laws must ulti-
mately be reducible to psychological laws, since the events of social
life, including its conventions, must be the outcome of motives spring-
ing from the minds of individual men’.” One of the chief proponents
of this view is ].S. Mill. The only aspect of Marxism that Popper con-
gratulates is its anti-psychologistic stance. ‘

Popper's arguments against psychologism are launched from an
institutionalistic perspective. The arguments are as follows:

(i) Motives are not sufficient for explanation of an action. Environ-
ment plays an important role as explanans. Human actions es-
pecially need a reference to social environment. Social institu-
tions and their functions therefore play a significant part in
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explanations of human action. Sociological principles cannot
be reduced to psychological facts (like motives, hopes, desires)
and their organizing rules. Sociology therefore is autonomous.

(ii) Indeed the structiire of our social environment is ‘man-made’
in a sense, namely that it is not a creation of God, nor of nature,
but a product of human decision. But this does not imply that
institutions (once they are caused by human actions) can be
explained in terms of human needs, hopes or ambitions. Neither
are they always consciously designated. Even if they are, it is not
unlikely and in fact quite usual that many social institutions may
‘grow as the undesigned results of human actions’.” In other
words, Popper emphasizes the indeterminate character of social
events and institutions and in that vein rejects psychologism as
an inadequate and incorrect theory of social institutions.

(iii) The most important inadequacy of psychologism in Popper’s
opinion however is that ‘it fails to understand the main task of

the explanatory social sciences’.”

The main thrust of these arguments is to thwart all efforts to under-
mine the autonomy of sociology, for our actions are ‘to a very large
extent explicable in terms of the situations in which they occur’. Of
course Popper never denied some element of motives or other psy-
chological factors in such explanations; he only limits its contribution
as trivial compared to the determination of such actions by ‘the situ-
ational logic’, i.e., the analysis of the social situation which involves
more than psychological elements like hopes and desires or motiva-
tion.”

A significant deviation of Popper’s tone is to be noticed in this
context from the anti-psychologistic reasons he presents for epistemol-
ogy. The role of psychological (or social or historical) origin of a
belief is not at all relevant for the consideration of its validity. Popper’s
stand here is in very clear and unequivocal terms. In the present
context however, his anti-psychologism is somewhat mellowed down
and his position is rather one of a compromise, if not ambivalent. He
recognizes the importance of psychological studies and also warns
that psychology is just but one kind of social science. He admits never-
theless that many concepts such as ‘craving for power’ are both social
and psychological. Psychotogism (of Mill’s variety) is right, Popper
thinks, about advocating methodological individualism and opposing
methodological collectivism. By the latter Popper means all attempts
of explanation in terms of collectives such as states, nations, races e.tc.
Psychologism however is mistaken in its attempt to reduce all social
phenomena in terms of human actions and psychological phenomena.
This tendency is not only wrong but also dangerous hecause 1t might
lead to historicism which is inadequate for explaining unintended
repercussions of intentional human decisions. In brief, psychologism
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falls short of sociology as the latter deals with concrete human situa-
tions which are unpredictable and indeterministic in nature.

We should distinguish at this stage between the two different posi-
tions one can ascribe to Popper and examine whether he can hold
both without any inconsistency. First, Popper is an ‘anti-cssentialist’ in
the sense that he would reject explanations of the structures in question
in terms of any essential or defining properties they might be said to
possess.” Second, Popper accepts what he calls ‘methodological
individualism’ which he wishes to distinguish from any form of
‘psychologism’ or any attempt to explain all human behaviour in terms
of psychological laws. One can suspect however, that his methodologi-
cal individualism does commit him to a reductionism which insists
that there can be no behaviour of actions of societies, classes and
institutions.”' One way of describing Popper’s methodological indi-
vidualism would be to say that it insists that only individual persons
can be treated as ‘concrete’. Popper is emphatic in rejecting the claim
(which he attributes to Troeltsch and Mannheim) that history deals
with ‘concrete individual wholes’ which may be persons, events or
epochs.”

Joseph Agassi has shown how Popper’s methodological individual-
ism® can avoid some of the limitations of both psychologism and
holism. He regards what he calls ‘institutional individualism’ as the
most adequate expression of Popper’s situational logic which is ex-
planatory to both Popper and himself. He (Agassi) does not explicitly
discuss the issue of reductionism, but his institutional individualism
concedes that institutions exis; though not in the sense in which indi-
vidual persons exist, and institutions form part of the ‘circumstances
in which individual persons act, but institutional individualism denies
that social wholes or institutions have “distinct aims or interests of
their own” and that society rather than the individual is primary’. This
is a deviation from mainstream Popperianism according to which no
whole whatsoever (be it an institution or society) exists, in the sense in
which individuals exist. In other words, as Agassi rightly suggests,
methodological individualism bypasses the ontological issue regarding
the different senses in which individuals exist and wholes (say institu-
tions or epochs) do not. One may however argue that an explanation
of social phenomena will always be in terms of the behaviour of indi-
vidual agents. It is also possible to make a distinction between
‘individual human beings’ and ‘social individuals’. ‘Examples of social
individuals might be social classes (the German bourgeoisie in 1618),
national groups (the Bavarians), religious organizations (the Protestant
Church), large-scale events (the Thirty Years War), large-scale social
movements (the Counter-Reformation) etc.”™ In the present context I
am not directly concerned with the problems raised by methodological
individualism but the following observation can be made regarding



18 MAHASWETA CHA UDHURY

the present application of it as a response to psychologistic explana-
tion of any historical event including knowledge. Psychologism appears
to be deficient because general observation about uniformities of hu-
man nature, even if valid, seem unable to explain the varieties of
human conduct without the mention of institutions. Holism, on the
other hand, seems unable to provide an explanation of the importance
of institutions without ‘reifying’ them in various ways, for example, by
insisting that they have aims and interests distinct from those of indi-
vidual persons. Popper’s insistence upon the importance of the unin-
tended consequences of intentional human behaviour needs mention
here. One reason for the belief that institutions have a life of their
own is perhaps that the actions of persons in institutional contexts,
and in following rules of various institutions, may have results not
intended by these persons or sanctioned implicitly or explicitly by the
rules under which such institutions function. One may note in this
connection Popper’s alienation from Marxism at an early age when
several unarmed young socialists and communists were killed in a
demonstration held in Vienna.® As a follower of Marxism he felt him-
self responsible in a way for these deaths since Marxism demands that
class-struggle should be intensified. One may, however, doubt whether
Marxist theory (a man-made affair), although demanding class-struggle
to be intensified, may require innocent lives to be sacrificed. So, this
episode can exemplify a case of unintended consequences of inten-
tional human actions. It is possible to cite many such examples. One
very significant instance of such unintended consequence is of a welfare
state and paternalistic economic institutions which show less efficiency
and lack of initiative (and hence less productive capacity) on the part
of individual human beings. But surely a socialistic policy never intends
a less prosperous society and lazy members in it. Again I reiterate the
point that Popper’s methodological individualism can also be con-
fronted with problems® (although different from the problems en-
countered by holism on the one hand and psychologism on the other).
So, methodological individualism cannot be a fool-proof alternative to
either psychologism or holism.”” Therefore Popper's rejection of
psychologism as an explanatory theory of either social phenomena or
cognitive phenomena does not necessarily give him an edge concerning
objective theory of knowledge. I shall now argue for a certain variety
of ‘psychologism’ which I think is not inconsistent with any adequate
theory of knowledge and is a more comprehensive explanatory model
that can accommodate Popper’s theory too.

(iii) Knowledge as information-processing: Psychologism, as we see, im-
plies a family of views. We can make a distinction between epistemological
psychologism which denies that there is any logical rule of cognition
beyond the question of whether it is in fact followed in practice and
metaphysical psychologism according to which the laws of logic and the
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characterization of rationality that epistemology seeks to formulate
are about human mental activity. Frege (with what is known as the
‘subsistence argument’) refutes this kind of psychologism and Popper
joins him there by virtue of more or less similar kind of reasons.
Popper denies the truth of epistemological psychologism both as an
empirical issue as well as a methodological rule although he also denies
any logical procedure by which the scientist or an ordinary man arrives
at his theory/belief as irrelevant for judging validity of the theory or
belief. Another version of psychologism regards the rules of correct
reasoning or valid epistemology as having psychological reality.

I shall argue for a position which holds that an information-process-
ing model of knowledge is ‘psychologistic’ in the last sense but can
adequately explain knowledge in the Popperian sense of ‘objective’.
Therefore it is not necessary that an adequate theory of knowledge
has to be ‘anti-psychologistic’ for being objective, as Popper presumes.

Let me now explain and analyse the information-processing model
as 1 differentiate it from ‘information-carrying’® model. An informa-
tion-processing model in psychology must show how inputs (in whatever
way they are acquired) are transformed into outputs and how the
items so transformed contain information. What will be considered as
inputs and outputs vary from one case to another. Any attempt to
undermine the different stages of processing would lead to reduction-
ism of various sorts. In a model of this type, for an auditory perception,
the posited mechanism must show how the distinct sounds of different
wavelengths are represented as, say, a certain familiar voice or a tune.
During this process the transformation of the auditory stimulation
into first a. non-linguistic judgement or hypothesis and then finally a
linguistic representation is significant. It needs rules of inference also
for such transformation. Psychologism would be an implausible thesis
(Popper is right about it) if one thought of psychology as behaviourists
do or if one held that explicitly physicalistic explanations are the only
legitimate ones. Frege’s classical attack against psychologism is based
on the fact that psychological processes are idiosyncratic. In other
words, mental images vary from person to person while linguistic
behaviour is invariant. This kind of anti-psychologism tends to differ-
entiate between the context of discovery and the context of justification
with the assumption that the former deals with origin, psychological
variant and is therefore irrational. The latter however, is logical, in-
variant and therefore rule-gnided and rational. The kind of informa-
tion-processing model I have in mind does not necessarily suppose so.
It is not an a priori thesis but based on empirical studies which show
that psychological investigations into how people solve problems suggest
that there may be significant cross-section uniformities in the context
of discovery and learning.” The pioneering work on some simple
problems of concept-formation reveals that there are a small number
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of definite strategies that subjects tend to use as discovery procedures.”
In similar stimulus situations, people do come up with similar value-
situations. In, say, stimulus situation of a certain aesthetic value, people
tend to have similar value judgement. Indeed this sort of data is hardly
conclusive; it suggests nevertheless that there may be common under-
lying mechanism at work in the procedures that different people use
when confronted with problems of everyday and scientific discovery.
Recent works on cognitive psychology tend to show that processes of
perceiving, language acquisition, hypothesis-formation in the contexts
of both discovery and justification work in the same way regarding
ordinary cognitive beliefs and scientific hypotheses. So, one need not
have a special sacrosanct model for explanation of scientific theories
and the logic.

One may however doubt at this stage that even if these rules of
inference are psychologically real, there is no guarantee that all of
them are correct. And here enters Popper with his logic of hypothesis
which is tantamount to saying that no amount of psychological reality
can render these laws as rules of logic. We do not have any logic of
discovery nor of justification for our beliefs. The latter are nothing
but conjectures about the world, ready to be knocked down any mo-
ment.

Indeed there is a standard for their evaluation. One theory is better
(more acceptable) than another if it is more falsifiable, has more
content and is therefore more informative.

Knowledge as information-processing is not incompatible with
Popper’s view of knowledge and in fact it strengthens his objective
theory of knowledge. Therefore objective theory of knowledge need
not be anti-psychologistic in the above sense of psychologism.

I warn here against any temptation to compare this model with that
of Kant’s a priori apparatus which explains how it churns out inter-
subjectively valid knowledge from the necessary and a priori mechanism
of human understanding. I have no intention of referring to an a
priori model of any kind nor of talking about rock-bottom foundation
of knowledge of the invariant which can be distinguished from the
disjointed and incoherent flow of ‘appearances’. Nor does my model
require that (contra Kant) the laws of logic are constitutive of laws of
thought. So the problem of explanation of error and irrationality that
confronts Kant’s model does not arise here. Knowledge as IPM
(henceforth called so) involves many intervening stages in between
the input and output at the final stage. Error or irrationality can
appear at any one of the stages. For example, if I report ‘red’ in case
of the perceptual phenomenon of grass, then the error may be due to
various reasons: (a) I may be colour-blind at the root level, (b) may
not have learnt the word ‘green’ or (c) may have forgotten it or
simply made a deliberate mistake to mislead people. So error need
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not necessarily be explained by ‘the unobserved influence of the sen-
sibility on the understanding, or . . . the judgement.’” Nor is it neces-
sary to explain error by the ‘sickness of a deranged reason or positive
unreason’.” _

These models posit a mechanism™ which endows people with per-
fect rationality or with grammaticality (in case of Chomsky) and then
posit various devices which provide inferences with the perfect func-
tioning of the basically ‘correct’ mechanism. An error of irrational
belief may be explained by intervention of factors like lapse of memory,
ill-health and so on. Psychologism does not depend on our being
perfectly rational. Because one may very well posit a rule of inference
based on irrationality.

IPM may better be compared to a rule-guided rational system some-
what like a computer which may function like a ‘structural hierarchical
system’ (S-H system) or ‘control hierarchical system’ (C-H system) of
Pandit.™

In other words in IPM, as an explanatory model, a belief-system has
different stages, which can have a hierarchical order or/and a control
or any other functional relationship.

* A diagrammatic representation of IPM as a rational system that
resembles a digital system is given on the following page.

One can observe here that IP does not have a ‘foundational’ look,
although strictly speaking it contains ‘psychologistic’ elements. It is
like the hardware of a computer; and judgements after the NLJ stage
are ‘software’ of knowledge and information. Most anti-psychologistic
moves try to meet various sceptical challenges; one of these challenges
consists of the assertion that we do not have any rational basis for our
belief. An epistemologist therefore should try to answer the sceptic by
first characterizing the concept of rationality and then giving an account
to show that his theory fulfils the conditions of being rational. Carnap’s
‘rational reconstruction’ programme is one such move. But what does
it really show? His ‘justificatory’ strategy can at the most show that if
we in fact had arrived at our beliefs in the way he describes, then our
beliefs would be justified; in other words, it provides a basis for possi-
bility of knowledge. As I have said earlier, both Popper and Quine
would argue that genetic questions (even if they are legitimate) are
irrelevant for epistemological (logical?) questions about justification.
But then knowledge is never justifiable to either of them although for
different reasons. Trying to justify our beliefs by referring to the pro-
cedure by which we arrive at them is like pointing out a mere possibility.
Causal theories of knowledge in fact try to explain knowledge by giving
a genesis of belief. But that itself is not sufficient for meeting the
sceptical challenge against the rationality of these beliefs.

The sort of psychologism we are discussing here acknowledges a
certain empirical possibility of logical rules or principles of correct
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reason that epistemology seeks to discover. These rules are actually
used in the information-processing systems of rational beings. More-
over, there is some amount of evidence from the work of psychologists
to suggest that cognition may well have the characteristics that
psychologism attributes to it. On the basis of this contingent consider-
ation, one can venture on a philosophical enquiry into the nature of
rational belief and argue that if S rationally believes that P, then- P
must have been arrived at by a rational method R. With the naturalistic/
psychological assumption that a significant number of our beliefs are
rationally held, it seems reasonable to hold that our methods of infor-
mation-processing closely approximates the one which epistemology
seeks to discover.

The information-processing model endorses Popper’s kind of theory
in the following ways:

1. It recognizes content or information which is crucial in Popper’s
account to make knowledge ‘interesting’ and about a non-empty
class.

2. Processing involves interpretation or constructionist element.
For Popper also, even trite statements like ‘Bring me a glass of
water’ transcend perceptual experience and include theoretical
element.

3. IPM also stands for an explanation where there are no ultimate
epistemological building-blocks. Notwithstanding the informative
content, the input is loaded with ‘theory-problem’” kind of con-
ceptual element.

4, Psychologism in this sense provides a similar principle both for
ordinary and scientific beliefs by positing a mechanism that
accounts for invariant rules for concept-formation. It can thus
give a rational basis of belief that can face the sceptical challenge.
In fact Popper never offers any criterion for rational belief (ex-
cept falsifiability) that can meet the sceptic’s doubt.

5. Knowledge in IPM is fallible and not indubitable because there
is no rock-bottom foundation of the input in which the output
can be reduced.

6. So, this model is compatible with fallibilism and objective theory
of knowledge, and thus avoids the problems (say of explaining
error and irrational beliefs) posed to any reductionist/
foundationalist programme. '

7. Lastly, it has an edge over Popper with respect to relevance of
the method by which a belief is arrived at in connection with
the question of its rationality. Consider Popper’s example of a
clairvoyant conjuring up a theory which later happens to be
shown true by a scientist (after long and laborious research).
Surely we cannot ascribe knowledge to the clairvoyant because the
method by which he arrives at it is nof rational and theretore not
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amenable to empirical investigation. Psychologism (of the above
type) with the recognition of psychological reality of certain
rules of inference can help Popper out in providing a basis for
holding why the clairvoyant’s claim to knowledge is unwarranted
whereas the scientist’s theory can be regarded as acceptable.
Popper’s theory alone cannot give an adequate explanation of
the knowledge-ascription without reference to the input and
the organizing rules of the scientist’s discovery which can only
explain the latter as a rational endeavour {or conjecture) and
the clairvoyant’s accidental hitting at truth as irrational because
in the former case the circuit of the input-output relationship is
sufficiently rich and rule-guided whereas in the latter case the
input is either negative/non-existent or at most sparse and not
guided by any rational rule at any stage of the information-
processing procedure.
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INTRODUCTION

Since knowledge is traditionally analysed in terms of justified true belief,
the task of epistemology is conceived as one of justifying beliefs. Further,
in the empiricist tradition, the required justification, must, ultimately be
based on experience. However, ‘justification’ and ‘experience’ are such
vague and ambiguous concepts that they lend themselves to different
interpretations. Consider the ambiguity of ‘justified belief: whatisit that
is justified? Obviously, belief. But belief is ambiguous between the act of
believing and the object of believing, i.e.,a proposition. Taken in the first
sense, itis the act thatis justified and since an act must belong to a person,
itis the person who is justified (with respect to his act of believing). Taken
in the second sense, what is justified is the belief. A person may hold a
certain belief for the wrong reasons and hence not be justified, though
his belief may be quite a reasonable one. Again, take the notion of
‘experience’: Must an experience be propositionalized, if itis to function
as justifier? Or can ‘pure’ unconceptualized experience do the job?
These questions are not new, nor are the answers. What is important is
to note that these different answers can be traced to these and some
similar ambiguities regarding certain fundamental epistemological
concepts. It would seem that the present situation where even the very
possibility of epistemology has come to be questioned, can be traced to
such ambiguities. Therefore, whatis requiredisto evaluate these questions
and answers in terms of their ability to achieve the epistemological
objective. When judged in this manner, many of these answers would
reveal themselves as misconceived and misdirected attempts at doing
epistemology. Itis like the story of a man who was found searching under
a street light in the middle of the night for the house-key he had lost in
the bushes. Upon being queried why he waslooking foritunder the light
rather than in the bushes, hisreplywas, ‘Because thereislighthere.” Only
by looking in the right direction can we find the object of our search.
In this article I propose to clarify some of these misconceptions and
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misdirections arising from the ambiguities of the two concepts:
‘justification’ and ‘experience’. The paper is divided into two parts. In
the first I argue that (1) if epistemology seeks justification with a view to
settling cognitive disputes, then epistemological justification proper
must be of a proposition and not of the person who holds the belief;
further, (2) if experience is to serve as empirical evidence in justification,
then the possibility of such evidence requires its conceptualization. This
is basically the Kantian position that for experience to be possible there
must be cognitive structures. These structures need not be totally
invariant, but need to have an invariant common core. The second part
explores the real possibility (as differentiated from the logical possibility
explored in the first part) of finding such a common core. I conclude by
suggesting that the possibility of such structures, and hence, of empirical
evidence and epistemology itself, may be found, neither in the world
outside nor in the structures of cognition, but further back in the
consciousness itself.

The Epistemological Task

The analysis of knowledge in terms of justified true belief is based on
definite understanding of the epistemic task. This task is seen as that of
facilitating a transition from belief to knowledge by means of justification.
This understanding has not grown in a historical vacuum. Historically, it
iscloselylinked to divergentand often contradictory claims to knowledge
and the related problem of scepticism. The problem, then, is how to
separate the grain of knowledge from the chaff of mere opinion and
belief, the doxa from the episteme. The epistemologic'al task, then, is to
adjudicate between propositions competing for the status of truth; and
this is done by the means of justification.

Epistemic justification may be defined as the process of making out the
defence of a knowledge-claim over its rivals by enumerating the evidence
in its favour. Evidence is that which is brought to support the defence,
and it is this that distinguishes a mere belief from knowledge. Kant, in a
famous passage, makes the following distinctions between opinion,
belief and knowledge.' A belief is distinguished from mere opinion by
the certainty or conviction that a person has about the truth of the
matter, What distinguishes knowledge from amere beliefis the evidential
support that the former has. Thus, knowledge is characterized by both
the certainty of the believer as well as the availability of evidence. Of
these, the first is characteristic of any belief; and the distinguishing
feature of knowledge is its evidential support. Thus, while the conceptof
justification plays the most important role in the analysis of knowledge
as justified true belief, it is the notion of evidence that is crucial to
Jjustification.
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Thus, in judging a proposition to be true or false if it is evidence that
serves as the criteria and makes the crucial difference between a
knowledge-claim (belief) and knowledge, such evidence could come
from various quarters: testimony, authority, scripture, revelation,
experience, and reasoning from known propositions etc. Further, the
empiricists claim that of all these, experience enjoys a unique position:
all justification must ultimately (‘at the end of the day’) turn on to the
evidence available to the senses.? Empiricism, thus, is basically an appeal
to experience as the final arbitrator, the supreme court, so to say, in
cognitive disputes.? Thus it is opposed not only to all forms of dogmatism
but also to the possibility of turning to any other authority (revelation,
testimony etc.) as the final court of appeal. Itis such experiential support
that is meant by the term ‘empirical evidence’.

With the transcendental turn in epistemology, the focus shifts from
experience itself to the possibility of experience. To speak in terms of the
juridical metaphor, while empiricists give ultimate juridical powers in
settling cognitive disputes to experience, transcendental philosophy
seeks not so much to pronounce judgements on particular cognitive
claims, but to establish the nature and scope of this supreme court by
inquiring into the possibility of experience in general. Or to use the
foundational metaphor, while the empiricists zeroed in on experience
as the foundation of knowledge, transcendental philosophy sets out to
explore the nature of the foundation itself. Thus, transcendental
philosophy’s quest to unearth the conditions of the possibility of
experience is very much in continuity with empiricism and this quest,
whether of Kant, or of the ‘linguistic Kantians’,* i.e., the logical empi-
ricists can equally well be characterized as explorations into the possibility
of empirical evidence in epistemic justification. For, when Kant and the
logical empiricists rule out certain knowledge-claims (such as religious
and ethical claims to knowledge) as unwarranted, they do so not on the
grounds of lack of actual experiential evidence, but on the grounds of
even the possibility of such evidence. Thus, the search for empirical
evidence becomes one of the possibility of empirical evidence.

Types of Justification

In classifying epistemic justification there are two considerations that are
important: the ‘what’ (the object) and the ‘how’ (the process) of
justification. From the perspective of the object being justified we can
draw a distinction between doxastic justification and propositional
justification.’

The object to be justified i.e., belief, is ambiguous. It may mean the act
of believing and object of believing. Taken in the first sense, since an act
is attributed to a person, it is the person who believes (with respect to his
doxastic state) that is the object of justification. This, we call doxastic
justification. In the propositional justification, by contrast, the object to
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be justified is the belief itself which is, so to say, impersonalized in a
statement or proposition and not the person’s belief-state. Here it does
not even matter if the concerned belief can be attributed to any person
at all. What is being justified here is a sort of ‘objective’ entity, a member
of what Karl Popper calls the ‘third world’.® However, to say that the
object of epistemic justification is independent of any believer does not
mean that the task of justification can be carried out without the
involvement of persons, nor does it imply an ‘epistemology without a
knowing subject’. Quite the contrary. What is being contended is only
that the object being justified is quite an impersonal one and whether
anyone actually believes it or not is an irrelevant question. This woul.d be
unthinkable in doxastic justification since the object being justified
there is the person and his doxastic states. N

If the present distinction between doxastic and proppgho_nal
justification concerns the object being justified, the next distinction
relates to the process of justification. If the process is public, i.e., if Fhe
evidence cited is available to inter-subjective scrutiny, such a justification
is interpersonal; if the process is not public and the believer has ‘privileged
access to the process (as when the evidence cited is inaccessible to the
other investigators), such justification may be called intra-personal The
Cartesian doubt whether the world I experience is a dream-world or an
actually existing one, and its resolution by means of ‘clear and distinct
ideas,” inasmuch as the process lacks an inter-subjective dimension, may
be considered as an example of intra-personal justification. So also is the
case of those empiricists who rely on private, unconceptuali;ed
phenomenal experiences like sensations to justify knowledge claims
about the world. They are convinced that their perceptual judgements
give them authentic information about the world and they go about
justifying them by citing phenomenal happenings as evidence. What
intra-personal justification achieves is primarily one’s own satisfaction
about one’s epistemic stand.” The person who believes may be certain
about the truth of a claim and may still want to demonstrate to himself
that his certainty is well-grounded. The characteristic mark of inter-
subjective justification, in contrast, is at least the possibility of inter-
subjective agreement, if notactual agreement, in the justificatory process.

Thus, we have four different kinds of justifications:

(a) Intra-personal doxastic. Whereby a person satisfies himself that he.is
not being irrational in adhering to certain beliefs or in having a certain
doxastic state (of believing, doubting, being certain etc.). Here the
object of justification is one’s own doxastic state and the believer has a
privileged access to the evidence cited.

Take, for example, the case of the child who believes that there are
awesome creatures living on the stars who visit the earth to keep a watch
on wicked children. The child could ask: ‘Am I justified in making this
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act of belief?’ Or, take the case of a ‘reli-gious’ person who believes that
the end of the world is to take place at midnight on 31 December of the
coming year. Here also the question is: ‘Am I justified in making this act
ofbelief?’, or alternately, *. . . in committing myself to this belief?” In both
cases, the believer may cite evidence by appealing to authority, testimony,
personal experience, and so on with the proviso that they are of a type to
which the believer has a privileged access. Authority here would involve
remembering the teaching of the parents or of the religiousleader. What
ismore, the evidence could even be experiential: visions and dreams that
the person had etc. In both these examples, we have what I have called
intra-personal doxastic justification.

(b) Inter-personal doxastic. In this kind of justification, as in the previous

case, itis the person of the believer with respect to his act of believing that
is justified. However, unlike in the previous case the question is raised not
in the first person but in the third person. Thus, in the above examples,
the question would be: ‘Is the child or the said “religious” believer
justified in holding the concerned belief?’ Consequently, the process of
justification is characterized by an inter-subjective context. It would be
generally agreed that the child is justified in believing on the authority
of his parents that there are awesome creatures living on the stars.
Equally, it would also be agreed that an astronomer, holding the same
belief on the same grounds, is not justified; he has to cite independent
evidence for it. This type of justification, in spite of its inter-subjective
character, is relative to the epistemic responsibility of the person who
believes.

(c) Intra-personal propositional: It isa justification where a person satisfies
himself that his beliefis based on evidence and hence, rational. Asin intra-
personal doxastic version the question asked is in the first person; butit
differs from its doxastic version with respect to the object being justified;
in one case the objectis the person, and in the other case itisthe person’s
belief, i.e., a proposition. This similarity and difference gives rise to a
question which is also similar and different from the other two. The
question is: ‘Is my belief pjustified?’ In both cases, the process of arriving
at the final judgement remains the same: it takes place within the person
of the believer and he uses evidence to which he alone has a privileged
access. Whether others would give any weight to the evidence cited is not
a question that is raised in such a justification. In as much as the

justificatory process is devoid of an inter-subjective dimension, this kind
of justification can achieve only self-satisfaction.

(d) Inter-personal propositional: Herein, both the object as well as the
process of justification are inter-subjectively available. Irrespective of the
persons concerned, the possibility of inter-subjective agreement on the
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truth of a given proposition is at stake here. This differentiates inter-
personal propositional justification from inter—9¢rsonal doxastic
justification. While the latter is relative to the epistemic responmb'll.lty of
the person who believes, the former is not. Inter-personal prop051.t1¢_31l1a1
justification has no room for such a notion as epistemic re§pon51b111ty,
since we have seen that a proposition need not even be believed by any
person. It also differs from intra-personal propositional justification to
the extent that though the belief to be justified in the latter case 15
proposi-tional and inter-subjectively available, the evidence that justifies
it may he private phenomenal happenings like sensations or
unconceptualized ‘pure’ experiences which are not available to inter-
subjective scrutiny. In inter-personal propositional justification, in
contrast, public evidence alone would be permissible. Thus both the
justificans and the justificandum are public in this case.

The Type of Justification Proper to Epistemology
The point of making these distinctions is to show that the qnly.type of
justification relevant to epistemology is the last. From the distinction and
the examples cited, it seems obvious that doxastic justification, even (_)f
the inter-personal kind, is irrelevant to the epistemological task. This is
so because doxastic justification, though intended to serve the
epistemological end of determining truth, ends up with only a moral
judgement. It is easily seen that a person may be justified in adhering to
a belief for reasons other than a conviction regarding truth. In the
example of the beliefin the end of the world I may consider the evif:ience
available to me in favour of the proposition to be inconclusive or
insufficient and yet I may choose to believe it for reasons of sorfiai
acceptability or fear that not believing it would pose a danger to my life,
and so on. In this case the person is justified in having a doxastic state,
though in being so justified it contributes nothing to the epistemological
task. Thus, inasmuch as the epistemological objective is truth and not
morality, doxastic justification is irrelevant to epistemology. The bearer
of truth is not so much the act of believing as the object of belief (i.c., a
proposition). .
However, it is a standard practice to talk in terms of ‘person § being
justified in believing proposition Petc.’, which, of course, leavesroom for
interpretingit either way. Perhapsitis the fact that the traditional analysis
of knowledge is couched in terms of justifying beliefs, and thaF there
could normally be no beliefs without some person or other making the
act of belief that has led to such formulations. Whatever the reasons, 1t
leaves much to be desired in terms of clarity. Consider for example, the
following contention: ‘Justification (epistemic) applies basical'ly tocertain
personswith respectto their having beliefs.* Isitthe person‘bemg Jjustified
or the belief? Such Janus-faced formulations are confusing, to say the
least. Even when such confusions are avoided and a clear distinction is
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made between a person being justified and a beliefbeing justified, there are
epistemologists who hold that the former is the proper realm of
epistemology and go on to consider notionslike epistemic responsibility.”
The above distinctions help us to see clearly that epistemic justification
must be of propositions and not of persons who believe. Personal
considerations are irrelevant to it. What is being ruled out here is what
William P. Alston calls the ‘deontological’ concept of epistemic
justification, ‘according to which one is justified in believing that.p ifone
isnotsubjecttoreproachindoingso, one hasnotviolated anyintellectual
obligations in doing so’.!® There is, indeed, room for talking about
intellectual obligations and epistemic responsibility, but then we would
be talking not of epistemic justification but of moral justification of the
person’s act of believing.

Having ruled out doxastic variants, let us turn to intra-personal
propositional justification which isamore serious contender to the status
of epistemicjustification. There are any number of authorswho hold that
phenomenal experiences such as sensations could be cited to support a
knowledge-claim. Hence it requires a more detailed treatment. Upon
this view, since what justifies a proposition can be such phenomenal
happenings as sensations, I shall refer to this theory as phenomenalist
and consider it in some detail.

The most discussed form of phenomenalism is the linguistic version
according to which ‘sentences about physical objects can be analysed
without residue into sentences about sense-data’’ or sentences that
describe how things appear to persons who have experience. Our
concern here iswith phenomenalism as a theory of epistemic justification.
Expressed in terms of justification, the above position would amount to
saying that the evidence for knowledge-claims about the world of physical
objects is given by statements about how those objects appear to persons
who have the experience; and that such justification is conclusive. What
is to be noted in this version of phenomenalism is that it maintains a
double thesis: one, that the ultimate justification for knowledge about
independently existing objects or state of affairs (as opposed to knowledge
about one’s own mental statesand sensations) is provided by phenomenal
happenings or statements; second, that such justification is conclusive. It
is the latter thesis that has prompted the vigorous attempts to translate
physical object statements into phenomenal ‘appeared to’ statements.
Today philosophers have generally come to view such a programme as
unattainable, even in principle. But there are many philosophers who
still hold on to the first thesis, especially with regard to perceptual beliefs.
P.K. Moser, for example, contends that ‘certain events of experiencing
or sensing can function as justifying reasons for beliefs of a certain
kind’."? Similarly, John Pollock, who argues (quite rightly, I think) that
we do not ordinarily have beliefs about appearances (ordinarily our
beliefs are what he calls ‘physical object beliefs’), and even if we had such
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appearance beliefs, we do not have enough of them to base ail our
knowledge on them, still maintains akind of ‘direct realism’ that appeals
to our being in some perceptual states for justification of perceptual
beliefs.® Further, it may even be maintained that such justification is not
conclusive, provides only a prima facie justification, which is all that we
can have for empirical knowledge. In other words, theories of conclusive
phenomenal justification are out; but the theory of phenomenal
justification or intra-personal propositional justification that does not
require an inter-subjective contextisvery much intact. In arguing against
intra-personal propositional justification, it is this version of
phenomenalism that is being targeted.

The decisive argument against this position is that it cannot achieve
the purpose of epistemic justification. This could be shown at least in two
ways. The first is a simple intuitive consideration from what we have
earlier considered as the goal of epistemic justification, which is to settle
cognitive disputes. Cognitive disputes worth the name can arise only in
an inter-subjective context where there are adherents to, or at least
proponents of, conflicting beliefs. There may be conflicts and doubts
within a person regarding the truth a knowledge-claim. Butin such cases
he cannot be said to believe the proposition, since belief, by definition,
requires atleastasubjective certainty. Howhe obtains that certaintyisnot
the issue here, but once he has obtained the certainty and can truly be
said to believe, then how that belief could be justified is the issue at stake.
At the level of opinions there could be differences and yet precisely
because they lack certainty on either side thereis no claim to knowledge
and hence, there could be no cognitive dispute either. Thus, if cognitive
disputes require an inter-subjective context, itis hard to see how they can
be settled outside that context. Saying that they only provide prima facie
justification is of no help because in the first place, normally a person is
in a given doxastic state or believes what he does, because he is convinced
of its truth, either on account of his experience or other available
evidence. In other words, a person believes because he considers his
belief to be prima facie justified. Can intra-personal justification add
anything more to it? The most that it can achieve is that the experiencer
can become consciously aware that his belief is indeed justified, and thus
be more convinced of it than before. However, epistemic justification is
not concerned with the strength of a person’s conviction or with how
things appear to an individual person, but with how persons endowed
with similar sense-capabilities and intelligence would treat the case.
Thus, it is bard to see how a phenomenal statement, which is about how
things appear to an individual could ever function as evidence of an
objective state of affairs unless it could also appear in the same manner
to other observers endowed with similar physical and mental abilities. It
would normally be considered asasign of desperationif, when challenged
to cite evidence for a claim, instead of sighting inter-subjectively available
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evidence, one were just to assert that ‘things appear to me thus’.

Amore complexargumentis thata phenomenalist cannotbe consistent,
and if consistent, cannotachieve the epistemic goal. Thus, he must either
be inconsistent or abandon epistemology. The phenomenalist position
is not that sensations play a causal role and give rise to beliefs in a person;
the contention, rather, is that such phenomenal items are sufficient as
evidence for the justification of belief. The inconsistency arises from the
fact that normally it is held with regard to one or more particular classes
of beliefs but not extended to other experiential beliefs. Thus, it is
commonly held that perceptual beliefs are justified phenomenally, but
not others. A religious believer might extend it to beliefs arising from
religious experiences, which then, is disputed by the sceptic. While
accepting the validity of perceptual experiences in this manner, Antony
Flew, for instance, objects to the religious believer’s claims to knowledge
on the basis of religious experiences. Empirical tradition as a whole
shows a remarkable reluctance to permit the status of experience to
anything other than ordinary perceptual experiences.

However, such arbitrary exclusion of other experiences is not
supported by the ordinary use of the word ‘experience.’ There are very
many other candidates who would normally be considered experiential
but to whom the phenomenal justificationist would not grant the status
of being justified on phenomenal grounds. Ruled out of the ambit of
phenomenal justification are all higher level cognitions, i.e., any
immediate apprehension or insight into the nature of reality other than
what occurs in our ordinary perceptual consciousness. Religio-mystical
experiences, immediate and sudden insights into the laws of nature or
into human relations etc. come under this category.

The experiential nature of religious experiences is granted even by
sceptics like Flew." But he goes on to distinguish ‘experiencing as
objective’ from the ‘experience of objects.’ But phenomenally (from the
first person perspective), can the one be distinguished from the other?
Itis not clear how such a distinction could be made. Even in making such
a distinction, Flew is taking a third person perspective, and not the first
person perspective of the one who has the experience. The phenomenalist
can rely only on standard items like the involvement of the senses,
immediacy etc. which would not help us to make the required distinction.
Take another example of higher level cognition—the experience of
Archimedesin the tub or of Newton and the apple. Newton issaid to have
discovered the law of gravitation when he saw an apple falling. Obviously
his senses were involved in the process, and presumably it was not the first
time he saw an apple fall from the tree. Further, the insight was not the
result of a process of reasoning seeking to explain what was available to
his senses: it was an immediate experience, a sudden flash, so (o say. If the
possibility of being mistaken is an argument against such insights being
counted as experience, it is applicable to perceptual experiences as well.
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Similar is the case of Archimedes’s experience.

Thus, all the characteristics we normally associate with
experience—immediacy, passivity of the experiencer, an insightinto the
experienced reality—are as much present in such cases as in ordinary
perceptual experiences. If so, can any reason be given for their exclusion
from the class of experiences? Once it is granted that they too are
experiences, what is there to prevent one from applying phenomenal
considerationsasjustification for them? Nothing, except thatno scientist,
and presumably no philosopher of science, would be willing to take such
a stand. However, this preference for ordinary perceptual experiences is
not new. I have argued elsewhere that even when Kant talks about the
possibility of experiences in general he takes ordinary perceptual
experiences to be paradigmatic of all experience."”

What is being contended is not that this prejudice in favour of a
particular class of experience is wrong, but that from a phenomenalist
position, it is arbitrary. Once phenomenalism is given up, there is room
tor admitting even higher level cognitions as experiences and yet finding
reasons for preferring ordinary perceptual experiences in justification,
Contemporary philosophy of science makes a clear distinction between
the process of discovery and the process of justification. Insight into the
laws of nature as formulated in a hypothesis could come in different ways,
experience being one of them. The cases of Archimedes and Newton
come under this category. The consequent claim to knowledge is prima
facie an insight into reality, a candidate for truth.

However, that in itself would not be counted as a justification of the
claim. Justification comes from perceptual (visual, auditory etc.)
cognitions and not from higher level cognitions operative in forming a
hypothesis that helps to explain alarge domain of perceptual phenomena.,
Having made this distinction between a cognitive experience and
justificatory experience, it is contended that knowledge claims at other
levels—irrespective of how they come about (i.e., either through
immediate experience or in some other manner)—must stand in a
certain logical relation to this particular class of experiences. If the
scientific practice is any indication, this relation is one of confirmation
or disconfirmation by observations. Thus, though experience isnotto be
identified with perception, justificatory experiences are all perceptual,
which, when expressed linguistically become ‘observation sentences’.

The distinguishing mark of the latter is that they are universally
available to all human beings endowed with normal perceptual faculties,
and not merely to certain geniuses (whether in science or in religion).
Further, the universality of these experiences can be checked inter-
subjectively. Thus, the general preference of the empiricists for perceptual
experiences is a reasonable one.

Now, ifjustificatory experiences are universal in this manner, it follows
that they permit of universal agreement, and then the need for
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phenomenal justification does not even arise. Thus, the predicament of
the phenomenalist is this: if phenomenal experiences are permitted a
justificatory role and if higher level cognitions are ruled out, then one is
not consistent; if one does not rule them out, that is a sure recipe for
epistemological anarchy where anyone could make claims to knowledge
onthebasisof one’s alleged phenomenal experiences. Then epistemology
would be powerless to abjudicate between such disputes, which is its very
raison d’étre. Thusifa phenomenalistis consistent, he makes epistemology
impossible; ifheisnotconsistent, he isarbitrary. Toavoid such arbitrariness
it must be possible to arrive at an inter-subjective agreement about
preferred class of experiences, which in turn, would be possible only if
they are inter-subjectively available. How could anything be so available,
if it cannot even be conceptualized and expressed? On the other hand,
if it is capable of being conceptualized and expressed, and hence, inter-
subjectively available, it would mean that the need for phenomenal
considerations does not arise. The upshot of all this is that intra-personal
propositional justification, of which the phenomenal version is the most
common, is perverse and arises from forgetting the goal of epistemic
justification itself. Thus, it turns out that epistemologically the most
important and the only relevant concept of justification is the inter-
personal propositional type. In other words, Kant, inasmuch as he is
concerned with the possibility of justificatory evidence, is indeed rightin
ruling out non-categorical perception.

This conclusion is applicable to phenomenal justification in general,
including justification of perceptual beliefs. However, since the tendency
to make an exception in the case of perception is so widespread, it is
worth asking the reasons for this tendency. It seems to me that this
tendency be attributed to the primacy of perception in justifying non-
perceptual beliefs, together with a failure to distinguish between two
distinct functions of perceptual experience: that of justifying other
knowledge claims and that of itself being a truth-candidate, a cognition
or a statement that claims to be informative. In this latter capacity, it
stands as much in need of justification as any other belief. While
justifying non-perceptual beliefs, the reliability of perceptual knowledge
is taken for granted, and upon this assumption higher level beliefs are
sought to be justified by relating them to perceptual experiences.
However, the moment we raise the question of the justification of
perceptual beliefs themselves, such taken for granted justification is no
longer sufficient because we are no longer considering perception in its
justificatory function. Aslong as the distinction between the two functions
of perceptual experiences is not made, the tendency to pass from one to
the other and to conflate the two functionsis likely to continue. Once the
distinction is made, we need not ascribe both the functions to one and
the same perceptual experience. Justification of a disputed perceptual
claim can be settled by other members of the class, not intra-personally,
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but inter-personally. The universality of perceptual experiences makes
the need forany phenomenal justification of perceptual beliefs absolutely
unnecessary.

However, to reach this conclusion is not to rule out the possibility of
unconceptualized experience, if there is such a thing. Experience in
itself may be private and phenomenal and we have not considered any
reason to rule that out. Thus, unlike Kant who claimed that
conceptualization is necessary for the possibility of any experience
whatsoever, and unlike those who treat all perceptual experience as
cCmr:eptua.lized,16 the claim here is more limited: inasmuch experience
is sought to be cited as evidence for the justification of a belief, it must be
conceptualized.

Earlier, in emphasizing the importance of inter-subjective context of
the epistemological enterprise, inter-subjective contextwas characterized
in terms of how persons with similar physical and intellectual abilities as
the cognizer would treat the matter. What is assumed here is that such
agreement is possible because besides the soundness of the physical
senses, logical abilities etc., there are also certain shared cognitive
structures which make experiences not merely a private affair but an
intersubjectively available one. It was assumed that these cognitive
structures are shared in the sense of being beyond the confines of
particular languages and cultures. Further, once we grant thatjustificatory
experiences are all perceptual (which stand in a hypothetico-deductive
relation to higher level cognitions), we can also say that the possibility of
empirical evidence does not require all human cognitive structures to be
universal in this manner, but only that the structures of our perceptual
cognition be such. The contention is that if empirical evidence, and
hence, empirical epistemology is to be possible, such shared structures
of perceptual cognition must be available. Traditionally, philosophers
have assumed their availability as a matter of course. This was the
assumption upon which Kant based his explorations into the possibility
of experience and the language empiricists sought to base their theory
of knowledge.

This same assumption has come to be questioned from a variety of
quarters—the analytic philosophy of later Wittgenstein, the hermeneutic
tradition, especially in its post-modern incarnation, the phenomeno-
logical explorations of perception which show its perspectival character,
the explorations into the sociology and history of the natural sciences
led by Kuhn, Feyerabend and others that rule out there being any theory-
neutral observations, and so on. The cumulative effect is epistemological
anarchy and relativism. If so, we seem to have landed up exactly where we
started, and the whole enterprise of epistemology itself seems to be an
impossible dream. There are some (like Derrida, Feyerabend and Rorty)
who celebrate this conclusion and consider the dismantling of
epistemology itself as the ultimate liberation of human reason.
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However, it seems too early to write any obituary of epistemology,'”
for there are some die-hard epistemologists who refuse to give up. As a
result, new vistas continue to open up which, while giving up the
possibility of absolute foundations to knowledge, still provide a
normative, juridical role to it. As is only to be expected, even these steps
are tentative and lack a definite direction. But a major trend seems to be
agrowing conviction that even if we grant the theory-ladenness of higher
level cognitions, and a degree of historico~cultural influence on the
categories of ordinary perception, there does seem to be a common
core to the structures of ordinary perception that is relatively stable and
independent of particular cultures. This also seems (0 have a certain
intuitive support. As Joseph Runzo, an advocate of the radical
conceptualization of perceptual experience writes: ‘T live in the same
perceptualworld asyou because I existin the same conceptualworld asyou.”™®
Writers as varied as Noam Chomsky, Edmund Husser!] (especially in his
discovery of the life-world, where ordinary perceptions take place) and
naturalized evolutionary epistemology in general (with its concept of
mesocosm suited for ordinary perceptions), subscribe to this. So does
Quine who otherwise holds that observations are theory-laden. What is
more important to us is not the fact that these varied writers subscribe to
there being a common core to the structures of perceptual cognition, but
that if empirical evidence is to be possible, there mustbe such a common
core. Otherwise there would be no possibility of inter-subjective
agreement even in the case of perceptual judgements and the very dream
of epistemology to abjudicate cognitive disputes with the help of empirical
evidence would remain just that—a dream, and nothing more. On the
other hand, if there is such a common core, not only would espiste-
mology be possible, but the theory-ladenness of higher level cognitions
can be to its advantage since itis the theory that would tell us what to look
for and observe in ordinary perception as confirmation of the theory."

To speak in terms of a relatively stable common core to the structures of
perceptual cognition is not very illuminating. It admits of a degree of
historico-cultural variations in these structures and at the same time
affirms a common core that is invariable. How is that possible? Obviously,
such talk does not make much sense unless we move on from the general
talk about cognitive structures to their detailed description. However, in
attempting to do that our inquiry has shifted from the possibility of
empirical evidence to a description of the cognitive structures which
make empirical evidence possible.

If we are to give even a minimal description of cognitive structures, we
must first have an entry point into these structural explorations. Where
do we begin? For Kant these structures are a set of concepts and
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principles. Now even if it is granted that the abstract categories he
enumerates are a pre-condition to any experience whatsoever (including
perceptual),itisobvious thatin terms of empirical evidence of knowledge
claims they are useless.

Letus see if the language empiricists can help us—they not only grant
that we need shared conceptual structures if we are to have knowledge,
but also locate them in language. This has a definite advantage over the
abstract Kantian categories since empirical evidence is invariably in
terms of ordinary observation statements (cf. argument of Part I) which
uses the concepts and categories of natural languages. However, it did
not take them long to realize that natural languages, with their variety
and the various uses to which even a single language is put, do not
disclose any such invariable structures. Hence the attempts to construct
an ideal language. It is not the failure of such attempts that is important
here, but the fact that cognitive structures could not be identified with
the categories of natural languages. However, if the argument of Part I
has any force, the factstill remains that these structures are closely linked
to language. Thus, though the two cannot be identified, there does seem
to be a close connection between language and cognitive structures.?
And therefore, language gives us a valuable entry point to gain insight
into the nature of cognitive structures. Further, once itis clear thatwe are
not looking for cognitive structures in general, but only those structures
that are operative in ordinary perceptual cognition, we can concentrate
on the categories available in ordinary observation statements. To
repeat: learning from the history of language empiricists, we must not
identify cognitive structures with linguistic structures. However, linguistic
categories do provide us with an entry point to cognitive structures. With
this insight let me describe some of the characteristics of cognitive
structures.

Description of Cognitive Structures

Ahbasic feature of the linguistic categoriesis that they structure experience.
In other words, they set up relatively stable boundaries and thus give us
a sense of completeness and determinacy about the material within
these boundaries. While this boundary itself is flexible and not
permanently fixed (cf. horizontal structure, below), it is of utmost
importance that at all times there be some boundaries. Otherwise,
categories and structures shall make no sense.

Having such boundaries implies that either something fits into the
structure and is taken in, or else it does not fit in and is kept out. Thus,
something is either a cow or it is not; either it is within the fence or it is
without. There are no fence sitters here. If fence sitters do arrive, either
they modify the boundary itself or are rejected outright, but in no case
is the houndary done away with. This, then, is the primary function of a
cognitive structure.
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Another notable feature of these categories is that taken individually,
these boundaries are indeterminate or insufficiently determinate. That
is to say that:

Withina given category, some members are regarded as good or typical
examples; the very best are called ‘prototypes’. Other members of the
category are relatively more marginal, and the category boundary is
often poorly defined. The prototypical chair, for example, is the four-
legged, straight-backed kind often seen in dining rooms. Modernistic,
single-pedestal armchairs are much less typical of the category, while
beanbags and bar stools hardly count as chairs at all.”!

FEleanor Rosch calls this internal gradedness of categories as their
horizontal structure.? It is not hard to see that this kind of graded
structure appears almost in every kind of category. Now, if the primary
function of categories is to set up boundaries and yet individual
categories are insufficiently determinate, it raises the question: how
then, can the required boundaries be set up? That links us immediately
to the vertical or hierarchical organization of categories.

The third feature of the categories is their hierarchical organization.
The categories, ‘armchair’, ‘chair’ and ‘furniture’, for example, stand in
a definite hierarchical relation. Without going into great details it
suffices to say that ‘chair’ is a basic level category, and ‘furniture’ is a
superordinate one. Similarly ‘cow’, and ‘dog’ are basic level categories,
but belonging to a different superordinate set than ‘furniture’. This
feature of the categories is not a new finding; it has been put to use by
both Aristotle and Kant to arrive at their list of categories. However, here
we are not interested in arriving at the highest predicables as Aristotle
was, or at the pure ‘a priori’ categories as Kant was; butin seeing how the
structures are combined and organized in the process of arriving at
determinate perceptual judgements. Here we find that categories cannot
be combined at random. Even in making a perceptual judgement such
as ‘This is a chair’ (which is a basic level category) there is the influence
of this superordinate category, ‘furniture’. In the language of information
processing it means that the information received at the bottom could
notbe processed asa ‘chair’ unless it were controlled from the top by the
programme for ‘furniture’ and not the one for ‘animal’.

This feature of higher level structures influencing the lower level ones
iseven more clearlyvisible when we consider the superordinate categories.
The superordinate categories are defined by still higher level structures
which Lakoff, Neisser, McCauley and others call Idealized Cognitive
Models (ICMs) .2 ICMs are larger assumptions thatunderlie the meanings
of words. They are ‘theories’ about the world (of nature and/or of
culture), and as these theories change, the categories also change.™
What is important is to note that such words cannot function apart from
their appropriate ICMs. Indeed, superordinate categories are defined by
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their cognitive models. As idealized models they simplify the world for us
by ignoring or underemphasizing a large number of possible features.
Therefore, we can and do have several different sets of categories and
models for the same domain. Thus, ‘Mars’ could also be referred toasa
‘red star’; but it would be based on a different ICM than that used in
astronomy. ‘Both models are consistent with a sub-set of objective facts,
and both have their uses.’””

Now we can answer the question raised earlier about what determines
the boundary of a horizontal structure. The answer is found in the
vertical organization—i.e., a higher level structure determines the
boundary of the lower level ones (which by themselves are ill-defined).
In other words, the task of defining boundaries is not so much a function
of individual categories as of the whole categorial structure in their inter-
relationships.

Another characteristic of these structures is that they are not purel
formal; theyhave contentas well. Thisisa conclusion that Kantaccepted; 2
yet in his preoccupation with the ‘absolutely a priori’, he relegates the
categories that we actually use in making perceptual judgements to the
empirical sphere. Whether Kant succeeded in keeping his categories
free of all content, and whether the traditional dichotomy between
structure and content of knowledge is tenable is a matter of dispute.”
What concerns us is only that the categories that we actually use in
making perceptual judgements are not totally formal, but have content.
Thisis also implied in the Kantian claim that his categories are synthetic,
which means that they have content. In any case our categories are
semantic rather than logical.

However, these structures also have a formal function. In the language
of information processing it means that cognitive structures function like
aformat: the information must be of a certain sort if it is to be accepted
into the processor; or else it would be ignored.” Having seen three levels
of structures (basic, superordinate, and ICMs) in operation, it must now
be clear that the input from the environment, the sensory stimuli, would
be processed and result in a perceptual judgement only by being placed
in its appropriatestructure; and that the criterion for this appropriateness
is coherence. Thus, sensory stimuli must cohere with certain basic level
structure; this basic level with a superordinate one, and so on. Thus, the
basic level category ‘cow’ would be rejected as inappropriate by the
superordinate category ‘furniture’, because the former does not cohere
with the latter. In other words, the content taken into any structure will
be homogenecous. .

These structures are also a priori in a sense that is at once continuous
and discontinuous with Kant. The priority of categories may be
conceived in three ways: temporal, genetic, and logical. Temporally, as
a pre-condition for the possibility of experience, these structures are
already there, prior to the experience; or else there could be no
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experiential judgement. Genetically, the Kantian claim is that they are
totally independent of all experience, not only of the present, but even
of the past. Logically it means that our knowledge of cognitive structures
is not obtained from experience, but from the analysis of the concept of
experience, and in the present case, it is more specifically from the
analysis of the concept of experiential evidence required for epistemic
justification. Of the three, the temporal and logical priority of structures
can be accepted without any difficulty. As for the genetic thesis, the sort
of ‘dynamic Kantianism’ advocated by Piaget and the evolutionary
epistemologists seems more plausible; but we do not need to take astand
on this matter at present for we are concerned only with describing the
structures and not with explaining them.

A few general observations are in order. First, some of the above
characteristics seem opposed to each other—on the one hand, they have
formal function and on the other, they have content; on the one hand
individual categories are indeterminate and on the other, setting up
boundaries is their primary function and so on. Second, much of whatwe
have seen, especially the influence of the higher level structures on the
lower level ones, seems to support the theory-ladenness of observaiton.
There should be no difficulty in granting that there is a degree of cultural
variation even in everyday perceptual judgements. Thus, a person brought
up in Antarctica would obviously see more details about the snow-
conditions that would ordinarily escape a visitor to the place; a scientist
would see more in his field of specialization than a layman, and so on.
Third, there must be somestructure at the topmost level in the hierarchy
of structures. This follows from two considerations: One, since the
insufficiently determinate individual categories are made determinate
by the higher level ones in the hierarchy, inasmuch as our perceptual
judgements are determinate, it follows that there must also be some
highest level structure. Two, the hierarchical organization of cognitive
structures, together with the fact that cognitive structures have also
content makes it inevitable that there must also be some topmost
structure that guides ordinary perceptions, because though human
knowledge may be potentially infinite, it would be absurd to claim that
it is actually so. The important question is whether there is any one
structure, an overall ‘theory’ (which may turn out to be a non-theory) at
the top of the hierarchy that directs perception. Once we grant that
ordinary perceptions have certain constancy that is independent of
cultures, we would be forced to answer this question in the affirmative.
Then, what is it that can be considered as the topmost structure? Further,
what could be the invariable common core of that structure? The point
of describing cognitive structures is to find if there is anything that
satisfies these descriptions at the topmost level.

I conclude with a few nascent thoughts. I feel that the concept of the
life-world, originally discovered by Edmund Husserl and further developed
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by Alfred Schutz and others needs further exploration to see if this,
together with the idea of the mesocosm of evolutionary epistemology
would help us find a structure that satisfies these descriptions. It is
possible that the answer lies in the concept of the life-world taken in an
evolutionary perspeciive. It seems to me that this would satisfy all the
descriptions given above of cognitive structures and yet find a core which
is invariable for all human beings. The practical concerns that define the
everyday life-world, and the survival concerns of evolutionary
epistemology, both take us beyond the linguistic and the conceptual
structures to certain goals, concerns, and attitudes of the cognizing
organism. Inasmuch as these are universal it would aiso give a universal
core to the cognitive structures. More specifically, inasmuch as the
practical attitude is universal and invariant, and if the life-world is
structured around this attitude, we would have arrived at the invariable
factor in cognitive structures. The conceptual structures would then
develop in interaction of this invariant structure of consciousness with
the diverse environments and situations. What is remarkable about such
an invariant structure is that it is found as a structure of consciousness
itself. I so, then we would reach a seemingly paradoxical conclusion that
for the possibility of empirical evidence and epistemology, there mustbe
cognitive structures, which, in turn, are founded on the structures of
consciousness. It is paradoxical because empiricism, which at one time
tried to eliminate consciousness itself, may have to turn to it for the
possibility of empirical evidence and epistemology. However, these are
matters for further investigation; all that can be said for the present is that
if empirical evidence is to be possible, then, there must be some variably
invariant cognitive structures operative in ordinary perceptual
judgements.
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under which he brings not only internal mental states, but also such externalist
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use of these terms. Moser uses the term ‘doxastic’ to mean a person’s being justified
in believing some proposition and ‘propositional’ to mean some proposition’s
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Fall 1990, pp. 45-71. Platinga shows the incoherence of the concept of justification
as traditionally conceived which is in terms of epistemic responsibility.
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Moreover, there seems to be a general consensus even about higherlevel cognitions
that we are moving ‘beyond objectivism and relativism’. This is the conclusion of
Richard Bernstein whoin hisbook of the same title examines various postempiricist
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philosophies like that of Kuhn, the hermeneutic movement led by Gadamer,

“critical theorists like Habermas, and others. Whatisruled outis not only relativism,

but also objectivism; that too not only the physicalist objectivism advocated by the
pre-Kantian empiricists and still adhered to by a lot of postKantians, but aiso the
structural objectivism initiated by Kant.
One attempt to articulate this connection, and which seems to have an initial
plausibility is that of M. Arbiband M. Hesse in The Construction of Reality, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1986, p. 138 i1
Ulric Neisser (ed.), Concepts and Conceptual Development: Ecological and Intellectual
Factors in Categorization, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1987, p. 3. Much
of the discussion here on the structural organization of categories is based on the
various articles in this book.
See ‘Principles of Categorization’, in E. Rosch and B. Lloyd (eds.), Cognition and
Categorization, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers, New Jersey, 1978, p. 35.
The vertical structure of categories presented here is also based on Rosch’s work.
Neisser, Concepts and Conceptual Development, pp. 18-19.
The difference between ICMs and theories is in the greater degree of formality
(systematicity?) and complexity which characterizes the latter. See R. McCauley,
“The Role of Theories in a Theory of Concepts’ in Neisser, ibid., pp. 288-309.
Auseful example of an ICM considered by Neisser isone that underlies the word
‘bachelor’, which is ordinarily defined as ‘unmarried man’. What this obvious
definition conceals is the fact that the definition itself depends on a certain model
of social life such as the existence of 2 primarily monogamous society where most
men get married and few who do not are thereby free to adopta different lifestyle.
‘“Bachelor” becomes almost vacuous where that model does not fit: thatis why we
do not readilyapply it to the homosexuals or to the pope’ (ibid., p. 18). Neisser also
discusses the ICM that underlies ‘furniture’ and the ‘scripted’ ICMs that underlie
‘dessert’ (scripted: ‘appears at the end of meals’) and ‘teacher’ (scripted: ‘when in
school .. .").
Ibid., p. 21.
‘General logic¢ abstracts from all content of the predicate (even though it be
negative); it requires only whether the predicate be ascribed to the subject or
opposed to it. But transcendental logic also considers what may be the worth or
content of a logical affirmation’ (Critique of Pure Reason, A 72/B 97).
CE. T.K. Seung, ‘Kant's Conception of the Categories’, in Review of Metaphysics, 43,
September 1989, pp. 107-32; Donald Davidson questions the form-content
dichotomy itself. C.f. ‘On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme’, in Inquiries into
Truth and Interpretation, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1984; reprinted in 1985. This
essay is also included in P.K. Moser and A. Vander Nat {eds.), Human Knowledge:
Classical and Contemporary Approaches, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1987,
Neisser describes what he calls the ‘anticipatory schemata’ involved in perception,
in similar terms. See Neisser, ‘Perceiving, Anticipating and Imagining’ in C.W.
Savage, Perception and Cognition: Issues in the Foundations of Psychology, Minnesota
Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol. IX, University of Minnesota Press,
Minneapolis, 1978, p. 98.
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INTRODUCTION

The history of ancient Hellenic philosophy is like the old Hellenic
pantheon, in which the names of Greek gods have been replaced by
the names of great philosophers such as, Thales and Anaximander,
Heraclitus and Anaxagoras, Parmenides and Empedocles, Xenophanes
and Xenocrates, Pythagoras and Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, Zeno
and Pyrrho, Epicurus and Epictetus, Aristippus and Leucippus,
Antisthenes and Theothrastus, Plutarch and Proclus, Plotinus and
Porphyry. Of these twelve pairs, Plato and Aristotle is perhaps the
most famous and influential pair. They represent, respectively, the
loftiest spirit and the sharpest mind produced by a millennium of
philosophical activity in ancient Greece.'

There are historians of philosophy who tend to emphasize the simi-
larities between the two philosophers and, following A.N. Whitehead’s
characterization of the history of western philosophy as nothing but ‘a
series of footnotes to Plato’, see Aristotle’s philosophical writings as
the first and the best of these notes.” On the other hand, those who
want to stress the points on which, in their view, the two philosophers
differ, face the question of how to evaluate the respective merit of
Plato and Aristotle. For them, the question may take any of the follow-
ing forms: Which is better, the Platonic or the Aristotelian philosophy?
Plato’s metaphysical idealism or Aristotle’s ontological realism? Plato’s
mathematical rationalism and the method of deduction or Aristotle’s
empirical inquiry and the method of induction? The political utopia
of Plato or the pragmatic reform of Aristotle?’

Since the beginning of such questioning in late antiquity, the for-
tunes of Aristotle’s philosophy, on the balance of the West's appraisal,
has changed several times. At times, especially during the Middle Ages,
Aristotle’s authority seemed to be held high, since he was praised as
the philosopher by Christians and Muslims, typified by Thomas Aquinas
and Averroes respectively. For reasons which were not (simply and
strictly) philosophical, the followers of these two dogmatically mono-
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theistic (and, therefore, naturally intolerant) religions thought that
Aristotle had (perhaps providentially) provided the world with a com-
plete philosophical 'system which could be put to good service. For
they claimed that tke philosopher had established by pure reason, the
same ‘truths’ which god had later revealed to mankind in two books,
the Bible and the Koran.*

At other times, especially during the ‘Platonic Renaissance’ of the
fifteenth century and during the ‘scientific revolution’ of the seven-
teenth century, Aristotle has been anathematized and (perhaps unfairly
and unreasonably) held responsible for the ecclesiastical scholasticism
and the concomitant philosophical and scientific stagnation of the
previous centuries. In fact, the West had witnessed a regression in
science and philosophia naturalis for more than a millennium but
Aristotle was hardly the cause of it.”

In more recent times, the name of Aristotle has been used in order
to give a philosophical facade, and to provide authoritative justification
to the basic ‘cultural myth’ of western imperialism which is, to use Dr
Lath’s description of it: ‘The idea that the culture of the West is
distinguished from all other cultures in being rational’.’ It is alleged that
the ‘roots’ of this ‘western idea’ go back to Aristotle who is, thus,
turned into a champion of western ratio and imperium. According to Dr
Lath, this myth has been dressed up in ‘scientific garb’; it has been
vested with the authority of sociology by Max Weber and Claude Levi-
Strauss; and it has unfortunately become ‘an unquestioned dogma’
not only in the West and for Westerners but ‘among the “educated” in
other cultures too, who have been socialized into Western modes of
thought’.”

It seems that Dr Lath’s diagnosis is correct and touches upon a
culturally sensitive issue which is in need of open discussion. Having
made the diagnosis, he could have proceeded to question whether the
above ‘dogma’ of modern European imperialism has its roots in ancient
Greece and has the sanction of Aristotle’s philosophy and authority.
Instead of following this reasonable approach, Dr Lath has opted for
something else. He seems to believe, rather uncritically, that ‘The
march of Western rationality is traced back to Greece, and sometimes
specifically to Aristotle, often considered the prime mover, the major
guru of Western rational thought’ and that ‘The contours, or the
seeds, of the idea of demarcating societies on the basis of rationality
and the notion of the West as a uniquely rational society, with all the
prejudices and problems such a concept presents, is first articulated in
Aristotle from whom it has entered later thought’.® Entertaining such
beliefs, Dr Lath wants to get to ‘the root’ of the problem and to
resolve the ‘unresolved tensions of Aristotle’s scheme which still remain
in Western thought’, through a sociological interpretation of certain
isolated passages selected at random, mainly from the Politics.’
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I do not claim to be a sociologist in any sense and, since my knowl-
edge of Indian society and its extraordinary complexity is very limited,
I would not be in a position to judge the import of the observations,
which Dr Lath makes about Indian society as possible evidence which
may be utilized for the verification or falsification of the sociological
hypotheses of Weber and Levi-Strauss, and their assumed connection
to Aristotle.!” Rather, I would like to give a brief account of man’s
place in the Cosmos as conceived by Aristotle, in order to provide an
appropriate context for Aristotle’s political views, which have often
been misunderstood by western and non-western scholars.!

In what follows, therefore, I shall argue that Aristotle is something
more than merely a western rationalist. In reading his works we should
keep in mind the fact that the basic concepts of logic, ontology, psy-
chology, ethics, politics, and other areas of human experience, are
expressed, in words which are, as Aristotle often emphasized in pollachis
legomena (i.e. ambiguous, homonymous, polysemantic terms which have
more than one meaning, or sense, or reference). If we do so, we will
have a key to understanding Aristotle’s philosophy correctly and judg-
ing it judiciously. For his views on God and man, on Cosmos and
cosmos, on physis (nature) and polis, on poetic and noetic activity, on
ethics and politics, on virtue and the common good, on domestic
relations and political associations, are all ontologically connected as
parts of a whole which is held together by the method of dialectic as
developed by Platonic Socrates and as perfected by Aristotle.'?

For Aristotle, research into any of the above subjects will inevitably
lead to all the rest with which it is ontologically and methodologically
connected. For instance, the ultimate ethical and political felos (end,
goal, good) of man would call for an inquiry into the human nature
which would lead to psychology, to ontology, to theology and to cos-
mology. As Aristotle envisioned it, ‘the good for man’ is to be identified
with the well-being of the entire political community.”” Consequently,
the organization of the polis should make it possible for each of its
members separately, and all of them together, to actualize their re-
spective potential, so that the best among them would be allowed to
rise to the top. The road to the top is to be followed by the enlightened
philosopher, as he tries to traverse the ontological distance separating
the man-goat (or satyr) of Greek mythology and dramaturgy from the
man-god (or sage) of Pythagorean, Socratic, and post-Socratic philoso-

h .14
¢ Eike the Platonic Socrates,' Aristotle was convinced that the love of
wisdom, working slowly upon the life, the soul, and the mind of the
ascending man, who has climbed step by step all the way up the scaia
amoris,'® can bring in contact what is divine in us (the nous, the intui-
tive intellect in the human micro-cosmos), and God (that is, the divine
Nous of the Cosmos or the macro-cosmos).'” At such privileged mo-
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ments of noetic contact and enlightenment, the energized human
intellect becomes beloved to God, the eternally active Intellect which
moves, by its power and attraction, the entire Cosmos as if in an
orderly, eternal, and erotic dance. Thus, a kind of peripatetic apotheosis
seems to take place at the end of the long road of dialectic where logos
(discursive reason) yields to nous: Man (conceived as a living, sensible,
reasonable, noetic, communal, political, and potentially divine being)
becomes actually divine for a brief moment; the philosopher is trans-
formed into a demi-god (thanks to the love of wisdom). The nous (the
intuitive intellect) in us is thus recognized to be in its ousia (substance,
essence) of the same kind as that of the divine Nous (intellect, God).

The perfected political animal (zoon politiken) and the eternal Aristote-
lian god are identified as essentially one. They are, ultimately, related
and united as two beloved friends. This is, briefly, the Aristotelian
road to enlightenment. The method of dialectic, as Aristotle practiced
it and as I see it, ultimately leads to the same goal as the Indian
Vedanta.'®

In this light, Aristotle would appear to be someone else, different,
better and nobler than the mould of a philosopher into which he has
been turned in the West; that is, the advocate of a rationalistic philoso-
phy in the service of revealed theology or scientific technology, which
would turn knowledge into power and place power in the hands of
capitalists and imperialists who are bent on controlling and exploiting
both the natural and the cultural resources the world over for profit.
This western portrayal does not seem to me to resemble the true
Aristotle at all; that is, the philosopher who wanted to see in-theory
the entire Cosmos; to admire its eternal beauty; and to find in it a
proper place for both God as Nous and for the human noetic self or
nous. Certainly it does not fit the acuity of Aristotle’s dlalectlc in all its
flexibility and complexity as is dlsplayed in the extant texts.!

It is this other (and ignored in the West) side of Aristotle’s philoso-
phy that my thesis will attempt to revive because it is needed now and
will be needed more in the future than ever before. With the failure
of Communism in theoria and in praxis; and as the old divisions of
mankind along the dreadful lines of monotheistic intolerance and
religious fanaticism begin to re-surface in Europe, Africa, America,
and Asia, where dogmatic monotheists {Christians, Muslims, Jews )
and other persons (who are neither monotheists nor atheists) have to
learn to live together in peace, the need to revive the ancient spirit of
religious tolerance and philosophical pluralism is felt deeply by some
sensitive fore-seeing people.?’ Thus, Aristotle’s views on man and
nature, on Cosmos and God, on the common good and on political
community, and their respective multiple relations become relevant
once again; and, by extension, so do the views of other traditions, and
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cultures which are relatively free of fanatical intolerance and religious
dogmatism.*!

THE ARISTOTELIAN WAY: FROM LOGOS TO NOUS

For anyone wishing to discover the roots of rationality as it developed
in the West, Aristotle is a reasonable terminus a quo. Greek philosophy
reached its apex in his thought. Whatever little the mediaeval West
knew about Greek philosophy was related to Aristotle’s Organon.” Even
the revolt against Aristotle which followed, and which led to the revival
of Platonism in the fifteenth and to the scientific revolution of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, was largely fought with the weap-
ons of Aristotelian logic. For such an inquirer, therefore, and for
these reasons, the following questions acquire some urgency: Was
Aristotle the ‘first cause’ of the rising of rationalism in the West in the
last few hundred years? Does western rationality really have its begin-
nings in Aristotle? Can his philosophy (without distortion), and his
dialectic (without misapplication), provide justification for dogmatic
and unjustifiable claims of cultural hegemony which were advanced
by Northern European powers to justify the colonial exploitation of
Africa, America and Asiar What do the philosophical terms ‘reason’,
‘rationality’, ‘rationalism’ mean? Was Aristotle a rationalist, pure and
simple?®

The answer to these questions, especially the last one, cannot be
simple; it may be affirmative or negative depending on the sense
which is attached to the word ratio which was itself a clumsy attempt to
render into Latin the Greek word logos. This word has as many mean-
ings and shades of meanings as Proteus has faces and shapes. Basically
it means meaningful or significant speech, the human language and
all the concepts, thoughts, feelings, values, and visions, which can be
symbohcally expressed by such a powerful tool, either orally or in
writing.**

As an epistemological concept employed in modern theories of
knowledge and in the histories of ‘western philosophy’, rationalism is
usually contrasted to empiricism and to intuitionism which are consid-
ered alternative theories of knowledge. Its method is called deductive
because it is supposed to move from general, self-evident, and axiomatic
principles to implications which follow necessarily from such principles
when they are combined in proper syllogistic forms according to spe-
cific logical rules of inference. Thus, Plato, Pythagoras, and Descartes,
who were mathematicians as well as philosophers, are considered to
be rationalists. They were willing to follow the hypothetico-deductive
method of reasoning as the only correct way of obtaining reliable
scientific knowledge. As pure rationalists they did not trust the evidence
provided by sense experience. In this respect, they differed from the
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empiricists like Democritus, Epicurus, and Hobbes for whom the senses
were the only source of trustworthy information about the real (which,
for them, was identified with the material) world.

Where did Aristotle stand on this epistemological divide? Was he a
rationalist and ‘the root’ of western rationality, as Dr Lath and other
historians of philosophy have maintained? Or was he to be found in
the opposite camp of the empiricists where Kant has placed hime In
fact he was both an empiricist and a rationalist because his common
sense and his open mind allowed him to see that each side was correct
in some specified sense, but neither one provided the whole truth.®
On this matter, as in so many others, Aristotle opposed the hard core
dogmatist.”® He was so undogmatic and critical of the dialectical defi-
ciencies of different theories that he was able, among other things, to
praise the senses but to criticize empiricism;”’ to define syllogism and
the deductive method, as used by mathematicians, but to admit that
induction and intuition played an important role in ascertaining the
first principles and the major premises of valid deductions;”™ and to
conceive of truth as neither a revealed dogma nor a private property
of a philosopher regardless of his accomplishments. Rather, for him,
truth was a common property belonging to mankind as a whole, a
commonwealth to which all (more or less) contribute, even when they
are in error, since others may learn how to avoid them.? The follow-
ing statement is very characteristic of Aristotle’s mind and method at
work:

Now our treatment of this science [Ethics] will be adequate, if it
achieves that amount of precision which belongs to its subject matter.
The same exactness must not be expected in all departments of
philosophy alike, anymore than in all the products of the arts and
crafts. . . . For it is the mark of an educated mind to expect that
amount of exactness in each kind which the nature of the particular
subject admits. It is equally unreasonable to accept merely probable
conclusions from a mathematician and to demand strict demonstra-
tion from an orator.*

There is no need to add more passages like the above in order to
make the point that dialectical flexibility, sharpness of questioning,
and moderation of expression are characteristic of Aristotle’s method.™
He had learned from his teacher Plato, and the teacher of his teacher
Socrates, the importance of dividing and defining, of clarifying and
qualifying, of distinguishing and analysing the terms involved in a
given question or a proposed problem. With unsurpassed confidence
and acuteness, he practised the method of dialectic to the best of his
ability in the service of truth and humanity. As a Hellenic philosopher,
Aristotle wanted to ascertain the facts in each case and ‘to save the
phenomena’; to review ‘the received proverbial wisdom’ of ‘the many’
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and of the few and the ‘wise men’; and to suggest solutions which
might-pass both the test of time and, more importantly, the test of
compse?tent friendly criticism and self-criticism, always seeking the
truth.

The flexibility of his method, the honest search for truth, and the
sharpness and openness of his mind, all combined to make Aristotle
one of the best representatives of the classical Greek mind and Hellenic
philosophy. Carefully following the flexible but slippery path of dialec-
tics, Aristotle succeeded in embracing not only the claims of empiricism
and rationalism, but also the claims of intuition and of noetic vision.
Aristotle was able to do so because he did not limit human experience
to sensations and sense data, or to cogitations and rationalizations.
For him, besides the realm of animal aisthésis (sense perception) and
the realm of human logos (discursive reasoning, rational discourse,
meaningful speech), there was the realm of human voug (intuitive, in-
tellective, immediate grasp of first and true principles; non-discursive
reason, intellect). The door to this realm opens, at certain privileged
moments, to the lover of wisdom who follows the road of dialectic to
the end.*” More significantly, the Hellenic philosopher, considered as
an intellect engaged in the theory of the Cosmos was not alone at all,
unlike the existentialist soul of ex-Christian Europeans which feels
lost.> For the philosophically conceived Hellenic Cosmos was orderly,
beautiful, and intelligently governed, at the highest level, by Nous, the
eternally energizing and active Intellect, which Aristotle named God,;
and by a plurality of other lesser intellects including the one which is
m us, the human noetic mind or nous.™

Consequently, Aristotle, the philosopher who invented the syllogism
and systematized logic for the Greeks; the man who practised and
perfected the Socratic method of dialectic, perhaps more than any
other Greek philosopher; the same man did not hesitate to describe
the Cosmic God, the ultimate ousia, in poetic language which would
have pleased even a great poet. His God is noetically conceived as the
inexhaustible source of noetic energy which erotically attracts and
harmoniously and powerfully moves everything in the world towards
It-Self. It is the great beauty with which the entire Cosmos seems to be
in love. It is the Great Light and the source of enlightenment for the
philosophical mind, the lover of wisdom, in his triple Socratic manifes-
tation: as lover of music>® that is, poetic rhythm, harmonious sound,
and all audible beauty; as lover of eidos, that is, visible pattern, sym-
metrical form, and all optical beauty; and as lover of dialectic, that is,
logical form, principled life, rational discourse, and intuitive grasp of
first principles,”
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ARISTOTLE ON GOD AND MAN: THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE

The above perception of Aristotle is certainly different from that of the
philosopher with whoimn the western world is accustomed. For it is
framed around the Greek terms of Nous and nous which are not even
easily translatable into English. The noetic affinity and friendship which
exist naturally between (the philosophically conceived) God and the
(truly godly) philosopher who is engaged in theoria, are expressed by
Aristotle in language which is more poetic, noematic, and enigmatic
than the logic and discursive reasoning with which he is identified in
the West. I would like, therefore, to allow Aristotle to speak on behalf
of his noetic philosophy and in support of my unusual thesis, by pro-
viding sufficient textual evidence for the consideration and enlighten-
ment of any non-prejudiced person regarding this part of Aristotle’s
mind and its political implications in the triangle of important
relations—West/Greece, Greece/East, and East/West. Consider,
therefore, the following three paradigmatic cases of enlightenment.

A, The Ontological Questz'oh Leads Aristotle to Cosmic God

‘We have said in the Ethics what the difference is between art and sci-
ence and the other kindred faculties; but the point of our present
discussion is this, that all men suppose what is called Wisdom to deal
with the first causes and the principles of things; so that, as has been
said before, the man of experience is thought to be wiser than the
possessor of any sense-perception whatever, the artist wiser than the
man of experience, the master-worker than the mechanic, and the
theoretical kinds of knowledge to be more of the nature of wisdom
than the productive. Clearly then, Wisdom is knowledge about certain
principles and causes. Since we are seeking this knowledge, we must
inquire of what kind are the causes and the principles, the knowledge
of which is wisdom. . . .**The subject of our inquiry is substance;™ for the
principles and the causes we are seeking are those of substances. For
if the universe is of the nature of a whole, substance is its first part;
and if it coheres merely by virtue of serial succession, on this view also
substance is first, and is succeeded by quality, and then by quantity. . .
.There are three kinds of substance—one that is sensible (of which
one subdivision is eternal and another is perishable; the latter is rec-
ognized by all men, and includes, e.g. plants and animals), of which
we must grasp the elements, whether one or many; and another that
is immovable. . . . On such a principle then, depend the heavens and
the world of nature. And it is a life such as the best which we enjoy,
and enjoy for a short time (for it is ever in this state, which we cannot
be), since its activity is also pleasure. And thinking in itself deals with
that which is best in itself, and which is thinking in the fullest sense.
And thought thinks of itself because it shares the nature of the object
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of thought; for it becomes an object of thought in coming into con-
tact with, and thinking, its object, so that thought and object of thought
are the same. . . . If, then, God is always in that good state in which we
sometimes are, this compels our wonder; and if in a better, this com-
pels it yet more. And God is in a better state. And life also belongs to
God; for the actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality; and
God’s self-dependent actuality is life most good and eternal. We say
therefore that God is a living being, eternal, most good, so that life
and duration continuous and eternal belong to God; for this is God.”*

B. The Psychological Question Leads Aristotle to the God Within

‘Holding as we do that, while knowledge of any kind is a thing to be
honoured and prized, one kind of it may, either by reason of its
greater exactness or of a higher dignity and greater wonderfulness in
its objects, be more honourable and precious than another, on both
accounts we should naturally be led to place in the front rank the
study of the soul. The knowledge of the soul admittedly contributes
greatly to advance of truth in general, and, above all, to our under-
standing of nature, for the soul is in some sense the principle of
animal life. Qur aim is to grasp and understand, first its essential
nature, and secondly its properties. . . .*' Hence the soul must be a
substance in the sense of the form of a natural body having life poten-
tially within it. . . .\What has soul in it differs from what has not, in that
the former displays life. Now this word has more than one sense, and
provided that any one alone is found in a thing we say that thing is
living. Living, may mean thinking or perception or local movement
and rest, or movement in the sense of nutrition, decay and growth.
Hence we think of plants also as living (besides animals and human
beings). . . . Certain kinds of animals possess in addition the power of
locomotion, and still another order of animate beings, i.e., man and
possibly another order like man or superior to him, the power of
thinking, i.e., mind (nous). . . . Thinking, both speculative and practi-
cal, is regarded ac akin to a form of perceiving; for in the one as well
as the other the soul discriminates and is cognizant of something
which is. Indeed the ancients go so far as to identify thinking and
perceiving. . . . Thus that in the soul which is called mind (by mind [
mean that whereby the soul thinks and judges) is, before it thinks, not
actually any real thing. For this reason it cannot reasonably be regarded
as blended with the body. . . . And in fact mind, as we have described
it, is what it is by virtue of becoming all things, while there is another
which is what it is by virtue of making all things: this is a sort of
positive state of light; for in a sense light makes potential colours into
actual colours. Mind in this sense of it is separable, impassiable, un-
mixed, since it is in its essential nature activity (for always the active is
superior to passive factor, the originating of force to the matter which
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it forms). Actual knowledge is identical with its object: in the individual,
potential knowledge is in time prior to actual knowledge, but in the
universe as a whole it is not prior, even in time. Mind is not at one
time knowing and at another not. When mind is set free from its
present conditions it appears just as what it is and nothing more: this
alone is immortal and eternal, and without it nothing thinks."#

C. The Ethical Question Brings Together the Two Aristotelian Gods

‘Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every action and pursuit, is
thought to aim at some good; and for this reason the good has rightly
been defined to be that at which all things aim. But a certain difference
is found among ends. . . .** Now, since politics uses the rest of the sci-
ences, and since, again, it legislates as to what we are to abstain from,
the end of this science must include those of the others, so that this
end must be the good for man. . . . But if happiness consists in activity
in accordance with virtue, it is reasonable that it should be activity in
accordance with the highest virtue; and this will be the virtue of the
best part of us. Whether then this be the intellect (nous) or whatever
else it be that is thought to rule and lead us by nature, and to have
cognizance of what is noble and divine, either as being itself actually
divine, or as being relatively the divinest part of us, it is the activity of
this part of us in accordance with the virtue proper to it that will
constitute perfect happiness; and it has been stated already that this
activity is the activity of contemplation. . . . Such a life as this however
will be higher than the human level; not in virtue of his humanity will
a man achieve it, but in virtue of something within him that is divine;
and by as much as this something is superior to his composite nature,
by so much is its activity superior to the exercise of the other forms of
virtue. If then the intellect is something divine in comparison with
man, so'is the life of the intellect divine in comparison with human
life. Nor ought we to obey those who enjoin that a man should have
man’s thoughts and a mortal the thoughts of mortality, but we ought
so far as possible to achieve immortality, and do all that man may to
live in accordance with the highest thing in him; for though this be
small in bulk, in power and in value it far surpasses all the rest. It may
even be held that this is the true self of each, inasmuch as it is the
dominant and best part; and therefore it would be a strange thing if a
man should choose to live not his own life but the life of other than
himself. Moreover what was said before will apply here also: that which
is best and most pleasant for each creature is that which is proper to
the nature of each; accordingly the life of the intellect is the best and
the pleasantest life for man, inasmuch as the intellect more than
anything else is man; therefore this life will be the happiest.”

The above and similar passages from the Aristotelian corpus pro-
vide us with a clear picture of Aristotle’s conception of God and man
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and their respective place in the Cosmos, especially when they are
read in the context of his philosophy as a whole and in its relation to
other Hellenic philosophies of nature and polis. The kind of life of
which man is optimally capable, as well as the communal and political
arrangements, which would make possible the flourishing of such a
life for the citizens, are recognized by Aristotle not as arbitrary recom-
mendations of the philosopher-king to be, but as the fulfilment of an
entelechy, a telos which is present in the human soul and in the human
nature qua human.* The same ordering principle which pervades the
Cosmos is also present in the individual human soul and its most
precious manifestations in various forms of natural associations in-
cluding family and the polis. Thus, to understand Aristotle’s Politics
correctly, one should place it in the context of his Metaphysics, De Anima,
and Ethics. We will attempt to do so in the following section.

ARISTOTLE’S MOVE FROM ONTOLOGY TO OUSIOLOGY

Aristotle’s model of the Cosmos is more complex than any of the
other models which were advanced by his predecessors from
Parmenides to Plato. It is the antithesis of the Parmenidean Being.
The Parmenidean Being had been transformed by a series of revisions
of the formula either ‘It is’ or ‘It is not’. For Parmenides the disjunction:
Being or not-Being was an exclusive disjunction; for between the Being
and the abyss of non-Being, nothing else could be. Being was to be
conceived as One, the One which was identical with Nous, eternally
immovable and unchangeable, and internally undifferentiated and
indivisible.** It was Anaxagoras who set the two spheres apart, the
sphere of Being and the sphere of knowing, matter and mind, the
material and sensible world from the noetic and knowable world. Like
a powerful but aloof ruler, the Anaxagorean Nous being ocmiges and
apathés (unmixed with anything else and impassable), ruled the Cos-
mos from afar.*’

To simplify the process by which Plato attempted to correct and
complete the Parmenidean conception of Cosmic Being, it may be
said that in him we find each of the old dividends, Being and non-
Being, subdivided again and made double. So we have two spheres of
each. By mixing the two spheres (one of Being and one of non-
Being), Plato was able to create the sphere of Becoming which is inter-

osed between the sphere of pure Being or Kosmos Noetos (the noetic
world of the Forms or Ideas, the Model or Paradeigma) and the sphere
of non-Being (Nothingness). The sphere of becoming, the world of sense
experience (kosmos aisthetos, the copy, the image or eicon), is the result
of the mixing of certain images of the Platonic ¢idé (ideas or forms) with
that part of non-Being which receives them (the receptacle). Thus the
multiplicity of the perceptible entities, which populate the Cosmos,*
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and the Cosmos itself came into being™

With ‘this background in mind, we notice that Aristotle’s concep-
tion of the Cosmos differs significantly from that of his predecessors,
although he borrows from them and builds upon their foundations.
The Aristotelian Cosmos is, in a sense, like the Parmenidean sphere,
since it is one ungenerated, indestructible, and eternal; but it is movable
and ultimately moved by the Unmoved Mover. It is a dynamically and
organically unified whole whose parts are differentiated and partially
interchangeable. This conception of the Cosmos avoids both the
fragmentariness and randomness of the Leucippean/Democretian
model, as well as the abstractness and artificiality of the Platonic/

Pythagorean model.: Its orderliness is not explained in terms of tyché

(chance) and ananké (necessity), as in the former; nor in terms of
techné (art), ananke (necessity), and peithd (persuasion), as in the latter;
but in terms of physis (nature), zo¢ (life}, and nods (intuitive and self-
knowing mind), as if it were a living being.”® Ontologically, the Aristo-
telian Cosmos is a vast collection of different kinds of ousia which are
the most important of the onta. However, the process by which Aristotle
moved dialectically from ontology to ousiology is rather complex and
needs further elaboration.

For Aristotle the Greek word o on (that which is, that which is to
be, being) does not have only one sense; that is, it is not a
monosemantic word as it was for Parmenides, for it does not mean the
One Being in its uncompromising opposition to non-Being. Rather it
is, to use Aristotle’s favourite phrase, a pollachés legomenon; for it has as
many meanings and senses as there are kinds of things which have a
categorical claim in Being. In fact, Aristotle specified as many senses
of the word ‘being’ as there are items enumerated in the Aristotelian
list of categories (Kategoriai Tou Ontos).” The tenfold division of be-
ings, then, is simplified by reduction into a twofold division, ousia
(substance) and symbebekos (accident, property, accidental property),
under which are subsumed the kinds of beings which belong to any of
the other nine categories: being qualified (quality), being quantified
(quantity), being related (relation), being in position, being in posses-
sion, being in place, being in time, being active and being passive.
The most important of the ten categories is the category of substance
(ousiz) on which all the other depend ontologically.*

However, for Aristotle, the word ousia, like the word to on, legetai
pollachds (it is predicated in many ways, it has more than one sense). It
may refer to the primary substances, the concrete individual entities,
each of which is a composite of matter and form; or to secondary
substances, that, is the species and the genera which are predicated of
the primary substances essentially. But even within the limited sphere
of the primary substances, there are many subdivisions. It was the
search for the most primary among the primary substances that led
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Aristotle to discover God and the linkage between God and man qua
man, that is, the human species as represented by the enlightened
philosophers. Thus the traditional Greek ontology, the theory of Be-
ing, the inquiry into the nature of Being, is transformed by Aristotle
primarily into an ousiology, the theory of substance and the inquiry
into the nature of substance.”

Strictly speaking, the Aristotelian Cosmos is populated by a great
number of prétai ousiai, i.e. primary substances which are classified in
terms of the following pairs of contraries: perishable or imperishable,
temporal or eternal, organic or non-organic, sensible or non-sensible,
movable or immovable, mortal or immortal, and potential or actual.*
The first terms of each pair apply to man, the less valuable; to God the
second and more valuable one. God is conceived as a very special
primary substance, unlike any other in that it is not composite, but
simple; a living and active Intellect (Nous) which eternally energizes
other divine Intellects, and occasionally even the intellect (nous) which
is potentially in us, in every human soul.”> The soul of man is a com-
plex of powers, nutritive and reproductive (which is shared by all
living beings), sensitive and kinetic (which is shared with other ani-
mals), logical (in the double sense of logos, as reason and as articulate
speech) and noetic (which is shared with other divine substances) 2
By the stimulus of philosophy and the political paideia, offered by the
well-organized polis to its citizens in accordance with right principles,
the human potential can be actualized and some human beings can
flourish optimally by becoming enlightened and God-like in so far as
it is possible to the composite primary substance of man.”” Thus, by
slowly following the road of Aristotle’s dialectic, we have reached the
place where the ‘end of man’ and the human good are located, that
is, the polis and the art of politics, ‘the architectonic art’ for Aristotle and
the Aristotelian and Platonic philosophers of Greece.

ARISTOTLE'S POLITICS: PERFECTING THE POLITICAL ANIMAL

The raison d’étre of the polis was the securing for all of its citizens the
conditions of the good life according to their respective merit, so that
the optimal actualization of human nature and freedom would be
accomplished.®® The citizens who would entertain any hopes of reach-
ing such political peaks would have to have extraordinary natural
endowments, good education, and luck.” For a citizen would have to
be all of the following, in a complete course of human life from
childhood to maturity and to old age: (1) naturally, wellendowed
with powers of the body, soul, and mind; (2) educationally, well-trained
in the excellences of character and intellect; (3) personally, well-
ordered so that his soul rules over the body wisely, the rational part of
the soul rules over the irrational part gently, and the noetic part
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enlightens the rational part of the soul by providing the appropriate
principles of living and acting virtuously; (4) domestically, well-
equipped with wife, children, servants, parents and moderate prop-
erty; (5) politically, so organized that he learns to rule and be ruled by
his equals in turn; and (6) divinely, well-protected by the gods of the
city. At the end, if all went well, he would have: (a) survived the just
wars in defence of the polis; (b) seen his sons take his place in the
hoplite ranks; (c) freed his domestic servants;® (d) seen his beloved wife
ageing honourably and gracefully; and (e) dedicated himself to the
service of God through theoria.”'

According to Aristotle, the nature of the polis, in the Greek sense of
the word, as a city which is also the centre of a state, is not artificial,
conventional, and man-made as European political theorists have
maintained, following Glaucon’s *social contract’ theory.* It is as natu-
ral as the union of male and female, the growth of the family tree, and
the formation of a small village which, with the passage of time, may
branch out and give birth to other small villages; when these villages
of common ancestry unite for better protection, exchange of goods,
and self-sufficiency, and the good life of virtue, then a polis comes
naturally into being and political life begins.®® The defence and pro-
tection of the political community necessitates the division of labour
among males, in an analogous way as the survival and preservation of
the human species has naturally necessitated the roles of the father
(male) and the mother (female).** Domestically then, the wife was to
play the role of the queen of the house, while the husband qua citizen
was to become the protector of the family as a whole and its property
by the art of war and the art of politics, and in co-operation with other
citizens of equal status who were themselves heads of families.*® Since
the arts of war and politics at that time were very demanding in terms
of physical and mental powers and capabilities, the males who would
not measure up to prevailing standards were naturally assigned the
servile role of assisting in the domestic I:)rodl,tction.66 The master-ser-
vant relation, as understood by Aristotle, is for the good of both parties.
In this it differs from the husband-wife and parent-child relations
which serve the exclusive interest of the protected parties. Enslavement
by force is condemned by Aristotle. So is equality among unequals.
But equality among eciuals (i.e. citizens of a given state), and natural
servitude is approved.”” A few additional comments on possible and
reasonable contemporary objections regarding Aristotle’s views on these
sensitive issues may be in order here.

SOME REASONABLE OBJECTIONS TO ARISTOTLE'S POLITICS

First possible objection. Aristotle’s views about natural servitude and ‘slaves
by nature’ is bound to be offensive to contemporary ears as it was to
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some people at Aristotle’s time who had declared that by nature all
men are born free and that slavery, without exception, is by convention
and against nature. Others justified slavery as an outcome of war in
which the vanquished lose everything, including life and freedom.%®
By following his usual method of dialectic division of the question of
slavery, in search of a mean between two extreme positions, Aristotle
rejected the universal custom at that time of the enslavement of the
prisoners of war and of man-hunting and selling for profit men who
were born free and capable of taking care of themselves.” But Aristotle
insists that, given the natural growth of the polis out of the village and
the family; and given the necessity of the division of labour in any
community working towards common goals, some men, whose natural
endowment is not up to the demand of the martial and political arts,
would have to depend on others for their survival and the survival of
the free community. These men would be better off in serving the
domestic needs of the warriors, citizens who would thus have more
time to dedicate themselves to the service of the common good of the
city-state.

Furthermore, in a serious sense, according to the Aristotelian un-
derstanding of human nature and political life, no man is totally free,
independent, and self-sufficient unless he is a god or a wild beast.”
Within the family, naturally, children are dependent on the parents
who serve their offsprings’ needs with dedication; the servant may
obey the orders of his master or mistress but he may also control
other servants, domestic animals, and tcols; even the citizen-warrior,
who as head of his family may play the role of ruling over, his servants
despotically, over his wife gentlemanly, and over his children royally,
must learn to obey the officer in the battle line, the magistrates in the
assembly, and the laws of the city—always. In other words, master and
servant are relative terms within a community whose common good is
to be served well by the proper and fair organization of its component
parts.”

Second possible objection. Aristotle’s preference for hierarchical social
and political structures, which seem to be dominated by males in the
roles of fathers, warriors, and civil office holders, is again bound to be
objectionable today when the women’s movement and the equal rights
movement are in progress. These movements and their extreme claims
are the inevitable outcome, Aristotle would say, of the modern tendency
to make the individual, as opposed to the family, the foundational
unit of the state and the political organization of contemporary states.”
In Aristotle’s organic conception of the polis, on the contrary, each
citizen was supposed to represent not himself and his interests, as an
individual citizen in the assembly of the citizens who were equal qua
citizens; but the common interest of the extended family which ordi-
narily would include wife, children, elderly parents, servants, and (_)ther
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relatives whose natural incapacities had relegated them to the status
of natural servitude. Aristotle, of course, was well aware of the ambigu-
ities and the controversies surrounding the demand for equality.
Equality among equals in certain respects is one thing, but equality
among unequal men is quite a different matter. Aristotle wisely found
fault with both claims: the democratic claim that citizens must be
equal in every respect, since they are equal in terms of political freedom;
and the oligarchic claim that their share in political power should be
unequal because their property holdings are unequal.” Aristotle
thought, correctly in my view, that neither wealth nor high birth but
areté i.e., excellence, virtue, capability, should be the only criterion for
distributing political offices and honours. The ability to serve the com-
monwealth well should count more than other considerations. Even if
we agree that all citizens are born equal as human beings, their capac-
ity for virtuous activity is differentiated as is their capacity to run the
marathon or to solve mathematical equations. Aristotle was in favour
of the ritle of the best among the citizens which is the true meaning of
aristocracy.™

Third possible objection. Aristotle’s division of the Greeks and the Bar-
barians is alsc bound to be objectionable these days when the Barbar-
ians, as the philosophical poet Constantine Cavafy has said, are hard
to come by, or even to be found in the horizon, much to the despair
of the decadent European man.” Several things should be clarified in
this connection. To begin with, every group of human beings which
managed to acquire historically recorded civilized life, like the Egyp-
tians, the Chinese, the Hebrews, and the Indians, thought of themselves,
and still think, as somehow superior to the outsiders. The Greeks were
no exception to this politically incorrect rule. As Herodotus has re-
ported, they probably learned this distinction, as so many other good
and bad things, from the Egyptiams.76 In Aristotle’s time, because of the
political struggle of the Greeks against the Persians, the latter were
invariably identified as the Barbarians in comparison to the Egyptians,
whom they had enslaved, and whom the Greeks encouraged in their
resistance to the Persian despotism. Also, to the Greek eyes, the Persian
people and the other Asiatic peoples who did not resist the tyranny of
the Persian rulers as vigorously as the Egyptians and the Greeks, ap-
peared to be slaves by nature.”

Consequently, Aristotle thought that these people would be better
off if they were to serve the welleducated citizens of an ideally organized
Greek city-state where the hope for freedom was always present to
domestic servants of any nationality who could prove that he/she was
a slave by misfortune rather than by nature. To Aristotle, as to other
Greek philosophers, the world as a whole would be perhaps a better
place to live if it were to be ruled by the intelligent Greeks than. by
some brutish Barbarians, because of their natural possession of qualities
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which would lead them sooner or later to moderation rather than to
excess. But if he had to choose between the cultivated, intelligent and
pleasure-and-profitloving Asians on the one hand, and the wild and
wine-and-war-loving northern Europeans on the other, the choice would
not have been difficult for Aristotle or other Greek philosophers.™

Fourth possible objection. The fact that in the Aristotelian polis, even
under ideal conditions, only a few persons will be able to reach the
highest point of virtuous activity and intellectual development, will
also be found objectionable these days, when politics seems to be
more attuned to the feelings and the flattery of the masses than it was
at that time. How are the many to be saved? Is there immortality for
them too? Like the symposiast Platonic Socrates, Aristotle would say
that immortality in some sense is open to all human beings as well as
other living beings by the natural process of reproduction; but in
some other sense it is a privilege of the gods, who enjoy eternally the
life of Nous, and those very few mortals who have succeeded in making
themselves god-like at the end of a life spent in virtuous activity and
service to their political community and in search for the unclouded
truth. Their good deeds and their honours will survive their death;
and if the gods would welcome any mortals to their company, the
perfected philosopher would have a better chance than any other
mortal.”

But this is really besides the point. For Aristotle was politically inter-
ested in this life, not in the next, for the simple reason that in ‘the
next life’ the meaning of ‘life” would change radically and there would
be no need of politics.* Even so, for Aristotle, the life of virtue, here
and now, is worth living for the sake of that which is best in us and
divine (nous). As the body is more vatuable than the cloak, so is the
soul more valuable than the body; and as the thinking and ruling part
of the soul is more valuable than the irrational and obedient part, so
is the noetic and theoretic life more valuable than the political life.”
As many of us as possible should strive for this kind of life because it is
the best for man not gua man, but gua nous which is the divine pres-
ence and potency in man’s soul.*

CONCLUSION

This, then, was Aristotle’s conception of the end for man, as a living,
sensible, reasonable, communal, political, logical and noetic animal;
and his place in the scheme of the Cosmos and his potential connection
with God. In his heroic attempt to grasp the whole Cosmos in its
multiplicity of beings including man, and God as the Being, and to
provide a reasoned account (logos) of it all, and a theory (theoria),
Aristotle succeeded in reaching beyond reason towards the realm of
nous. He thus created one of the most complete philosophical systems
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which the Hellenic culture produced. As our discussion has, shown,
his ‘reasoned account’ was based on sense experience (empeiria) and
discursive reasoning, as well as on the -intuitive and selfvalidating
activity of the intellect (nous).

In this sense, Aristotle would seem to have been something more
than a ‘rationalist’, simple, cold and dry. If so, I would like to think
that I have done my peripatetic duty of defending Aristotle against
those who would like to dump on his fap all the accumulated waste of
the western world in the last two millennia. Neither Aristotle nor any
other Socratic philosopher would have approved of what the western
man, in his barbaric greed for gold and in his demonic drive for
power has done to philosophy and to science which, for the Hellenic
philosophers, were supposed to contemplate the Cosmos (not to
change it); to understand and to live in harmony with nature (not to
control and pollute it); to provide the conditions for the artistic flour-
ishing and the philosophic freedom of the human spirit (not its degra-
dation and enslavement to machinery).*

Hence the urgent need for the philosophically minded few to return
to those genuine philosophical roots which are Hellenic, non-Christian,
non-Islamic, non-monotheistic, and non-atheistic, in search for new
inspiration for a new beginning of philosophic humanism in the new
millennium. I am convinced that if we dig deep enough, we shall
discover that these roots, whether they are Greek or European, Indian
or Asian, Egyptian or African, or even Native American, somehow
connect in the common ground and provide a common ideal of
philosophic diversity, polytheistic tolerance and political civility as the
pre-conditions for an authentic and humane life. Now more than ever
before such noble ideal is needed for human sanity and for the com-
mon good of our global community.™
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the company and friendship of the gods; and for Epicureans, like Lucretius,
he who would follow the precepts of Epicurus would live ‘like a god among
men’, for ‘man loses all semblance of mortality by living in the midst of
immortal blessings’. Greek .and Roman Philosophy Afier Aristotle, edited by J.L.
Saunders, The Free Press, New York, 1966, p. 52.

The Platonic Socrates is different from ‘the Socrates’ of modern and conter-
porary western scholarship. See, for example, G. Vlastos’ Socrates: Iromist and

Moral Philosopher, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, N.Y., 1991 and my review of _

the book in _Journal of NeoPlatonic Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1, 1992, pp. 133-41.

The Platonic scala amoris, as described by Socrates in the Symposium should not
be confused with the scala naturae as used by A.O. Lovejoy in The Great Chain of
Being: A Study of the Hisiory of an Idea, Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1936, 2nd edn., 1964, pp. 58-60; also my article ‘Eros and
Immortality in the Symposium of Plato’, Diotima, Vol. 13, 1985, pp. 200-11.
Aristotle’s conception of Ged is closer to the eastern than the western (i.e. the
Christian, the Islamic, and ultimately the Jewish) conception. Consider, e.g.,
A.N. Whitehead’s view on this matter: ‘“The eastern Asiatic concept of God 1s
that of an impersonal order to which the world conforms. This order is the
self-ordering of ‘the world; it is not the world obeying an imposed rule’; in
contrast to this, “The Semitic concept of God as a definite personal individual
entity. . . is the rationalization of the tribal gods of the earlier communal
religion’, Religion In The Making, New American Library, New York, 1926, pp.
66-67; also by the same author, Process and Reality, pp- 342fF.

In other words, it is the Hellenic way of expressing the same truth as that
which is captured by the Indian formula fat tuam asi. Or, as Sarvepalli
Radhakrishnan put it, ‘The Upanisads speak to us of the way in which the
individual self gets at the ultimate reality by an inward journey, an inner
ascent. . .. The goal is identity with the Supreme’, Source Book in Indian Philoso-
fhy, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J., 1973, pp. 38 and 85.
Aristotle, then, would appear very different from what we find, for example,
in G.E.L. Owen’s Logic, Science and Dialectic, edited by M. Nussbaum, Cornell
University Press, Ithaca, N.Y., 1986.

Consider, for example, A H. Armstrong’s judicious judgement: “This sort of
monotheistic complacency is becoming more and more difficuit to maintain
as we become more and more vividly aware of other religious traditions than
Judaio-Christian-Islamic, notably that of India. . . . The Greeks in the end
found it perfectly possible to combine this with monotheism, to believe in
God without ceasing to believe in the gods’. ‘Some Advantages of Polytheism’,
Dionysius, b, 1981, pp. 181-88.

Philosophical traditions and cultures, like the ancient Greek, the ancient Indian,
the ancient Chinese, the ancient African, and the Native American, have
much to teach the world of how to live in harmony with nature, with respect
for each other, and with tolerance for beliefs and gods who are different from
our owrn.

As transmitted to the West, especially by the commentaries of Porphyry and
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the translations of Boethius. See my article ‘Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry’,
Philosophia Antigua, Vol. 48, E.J.Brill, Leiden, 1988, pp. 164-81; and the exten-
sive bibliography there.

In the sense in which, for example, Descartes, Leibnitz and Spinoza are said
to be rationalists; or even in the sense in which Bacon, Hobbes, and Locke
may be called ‘rational’ empiricists. Would Aristotle have felt at home in the
company of either of these groups of northern Europeans? Not exactly in my
view, because he was a philosopher of a more versatile, flexible, noetic, dialec-
tic, and undogmatic character. Aristotle was a true Hellenic philosopher of
the type which the Aegean and the Ionian Seas used to produce in abundance
until their waters were polluted by the spread of the ‘decadent’ spirit of
perverted Judaism, as Nietzsche characterized Christianity. See Tuwilight of the
Idols and The AntiChrist, translated by R.J. Hollingdale, Penguin Books, New York,
1985, pp. 551f; also A. Nehamas, Nietzsche: Life as Literature, Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1985; and my review of the book in The Re-
view of Metaphysics, Vol. XL, No. 3, 1987, pp. 592-94.

According to Aristotle: ‘Spoken words are the symbols of mental experience,
and written words are the symbols of spoken words. Just as all men have not
the same writing, so all men have not the same speech sounds, but the mental
experiences, which these directly symbolize, are the same for all, as also are
those things of which our experiences are the images. . . . A sentence ({ogos) is
a significant portion of speech, some parts of which have an independent
meaning, that is to say, as an utterance, though not as an expression of any
positive judgement’. De Fnterpretatione 16a-b.

He was also a lover of nous, the intuitive mind, as we will see below. In this
light, Kant’s judgement is incorrect: ‘In respect to the origin of the modes of
“knowledge through pure reason” the question is as to whether they are
derived from experience, or whether in independence of experience they
have their origin in reason. Arsitotle may be regarded as the chief of the
empiricists, and Plato as the chief of the nouologists’. The Critique of Pure Rea-
som , translated by N.K. Smith, St Martin’s Press, New York, 1965, p. 667.

It must be cfedited to the rhetorical skill and ingenuity of Christian and
Muslim theologians, who managed to persuade the mediaeval and the modern
world that they had found in Aristotle’s philosophy some support for their
respective revealed dogmata. i

‘All men by nature desire to know. An indication of this is the delight we take
in our senses; for even apart from their usefulness they are loved for themselves;
and above all others, the sense of sight with not only a view to action, but even
when we are not going to do anything, we prefer seeing to everything else’.
This is the opening statement of the first book of Aristotle’s first philosophy
which, in the West, is known as Metaphysics, 980z, pp. 22-24 (the translation is
that of W.D. Ross). After this statement, Aristotle proceeds to show how the
human understanding moves from sense experience to the reasoned accounts
of the arts and sciences, to the noetic grasp of first principles and causes, to
the ultimate and intuitive knowledge of God as Nous and of the human self as
nous. This, in a nut-shetl, is the core of my argument.

‘A syllogism is a discourse in which, certain things being stated, something
other than what is stated follows of necessity for their being so. I mean by the
last phrase that they produce the consequence, and by this, that no further
term is required from without in order to make the consequence necessary ,
Prior Analytics, 24b, 18-22 {A]J. Jenkinson's translation); but compare this to
the conclusion of the Posterior Analytics (100b, 5-13): ‘Thus it is clear that we
must get to know the primary premises by induction; for the method by which
even sense-perception implants the universal is inductive. Now of the thinking
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states by which we grasp truth, some are unfailingly true, others admit
error—opinion, for instance, and calculation, whereas scientific knowledge
and intuition (nous) are always true; further, no other kind of thought except
intuition {nous) is more accurate than scientific knowledge whereas primary
premises are more knowable than demonstrations, and all scientific knowl-
edge is discursive. From these considerations it follows that there will be no
scientific knowledge of the primary premises, and since except intuition noth-
ing can be truer than scientific knowledge, it will be intuition that apprehends
the primary premises—a result which also follows from the fact that demon-
stration cannot be the originative source of demonstration, nor, consequently,
scientific knowledge of scientific knowledge. . . .’

“The investigation of the truth is in one way hard, in another easy. An indication
of this is found in the fact that no one is able to attain the truth adequately,
while, on the other hand, we do not collectively fail, but everyone says some-
thing true about the nature of things, and while individually we contribute
little or nothing to the truth, by the union of all a considerable amount is
amassed’. Metaphysics, 993a, 30b, 6. Compare this statement to the Indian
wisdom as expressed in a Jaina saying: ‘Perfect truth is like an ocean: it is the
jfiva’s omniscience; and all philosophical views are like rivers’. Quoted by K.
Satchidananda Murty, Philosophy in India: Traditions, Teaching and Research,
Motilal Banarsidass and icer, Delhi, 1991, p. 190. It is enlightening indeed to
contrast these sensible eastern views on truth to the statements made by the
most un-dogmatic representative of western philosophy—Kant: ‘In this in-
quiry I have made completeness my chief aim, and I venture to assert that
there is not a single metaphysical problem which has not been solved. . ..
Metaphysics, on the view which we are adopting, is the only one of all the
sciences which dares 1o promise that through a small but concentrated effort
it will attain, and this in a short time, such completion as will leave no task to
our successors save that of adapting it in a didactic manner according to their
preferences without their being able to add anything whatsoever to its content.
For it is nothing but the inventory of all our possessions through pure reason,
systematically arranged. In this field nothing can escape us.’ Thus spoke the
author of The Critique of Pure Reason, p. 31. But a few years later G.W.F. Hegel

was to prove Kant wrong in this arrogant claim and beat him sorely in this

especially German word-game which they call ‘metaphysics’. For as G. Lightheim
put i, in his introduction to Hegel’s The Phenomenclogy of the Mind [or Spirit],
Harper Colophon Books, New York, 1967, p. xxi: ‘Kant’s rather bleak rational-
ism in turn provoked a Romantic reaction—of this Hegel’s Phenomenology may be
regarded as an example, in so far as its author did not disdain the use of
metaphor for purposes other than illustration’. As expected, The Phenomenology
ends appropriately at ‘the Golgotha of the Absolute Spirit’ (p. 808), and the
‘imaginative idea’ (vorstellung) that: ‘The Divine Being is reconciled with its
existence through an event—the event of God’s emptying Himself of His
Divine Being through His factual Incarnation and His Death’ (p. 780). So
much about ‘modesty’ and ‘truth’, as expressed in German ‘Rationalism’ and
‘Idealism’ representing the best of ‘western Philosophy’. See also G.W.F. Hegel,
Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, edited by P.C. Hodgson, University of Cali-
fornia Press, Berkeley, CA, 1988, p. 489; Part I, “The Consummate Religion’,
is very revealing.

Nicomachean Ethics 1094b, 13-28 (H. Rackham’s transiation, in The Loks Clas-
sical Library). Compare this to Kant's endeavour to make metaphysics a
‘science’ of the same precision and exactness as Euclidean geometry and
Newtonian physics, by the critical method of ‘pure reason’ applied with
‘German thoroughness’ to ‘the subject’ as seen in the light of the ‘Kantian
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Revolution’, which again was. patterned after the '‘Copernican Revolution’.
See The Critique of Pure Reason, translated by N.K Smith, St Martin’s Press, New
York, 1965, pp. 13-25. At the end, however, Kant confesses humbly on page
20: ‘I have therefore found it necessary to deny knowledge, in order to make
room for faith’, (that is, faith in the existence of God, the freedom of the will,
and the immortality of the soul, just as E.Gilson would have expected!) His
Critigue ends with his declaration of faith in the threefold dogma of his ‘moral
theology’ which cannot be demonstrated but, nevertheless, is ‘postulated’ as
the demand of the Supreme Will: ‘Thus without a God and without a world
invisible to us now but hoped for, the glorious ideas of morality are indeed
objects of approval and admiration, but not springs of purpose and action’ {(p.
640). In other words, Kant, the philosopher of the Protestant West wants: “To
make him (Christian and Western man) fear the existence of a God and a fu-
ture life’ (p. 651). How alien is all this to the Greek philosophers, to ‘the
wonderful Greek’ as Kant calls them!
Absent from Aristotle’s thinking and writing is the arrogance, the dogmatism
and the obfuscation which characterizes what has been coming out of the
western world, especially out of Northern Europe in the last few centuries
under the homonymous term ‘philosophy’. Also see notes 11, 29, and 30 as
stated above. On this issue I will have more to say in my forthcoming article
‘Ancient Hellenic Philosophy: Between East and West’, to be published in the
Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research.
The proverbial Amicus Plato sed magis amica verilas seems to capture this trait of
Aristotle’s philosophical mind, which is very Socratic, Platonic and Hellenic. it
is also found in Indian thought and is perhaps best expressed by Gandhi’s
‘passionate adherence to truth’ {satyagraka), the lived truth of the philosophi-
cal life.
The Aristotelian perfected philosopher, as described in the Nicomachean Ethics
{Book X) and Politics {Books VII-VHI), fits the Platonic pattern as developed
in the Republic (Books II-VII). As a human being, that is, as 2 composite entity
of body, soul, and mind, he must have been naturally weil-endowed and cul-
turally well-prepared by the appropriate paideia, which he would have received
as a citizen of the Greek polis, through gymnastics, music and the liberal arts.
The more an actual city-state would approximate the ideal polis as envisioned by
Plato and-Aristotle, the greater the hope would be for the perfection of the
citizens of that city.
I have in mind existentialist philosophers and writers like, for example, Jean-
Paul Sartre, Albert Camus, and Martin Heidegger. I use ‘theory’ here in the
original sense of the Greek words theoria (noun) and thedrein (verb), that is, to
look and see, to have a view of something, to conteraplate.
As an Indian philosopher put it ,‘The real which is at the heart of the universe
is reflected in the infinite depths of the self’. Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan and
Charles Moore (eds.}, A Sourcebook in Indian Philosophy, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, N.J., 1973, p. 38. It would seem that the Aristotelian relation
between Nous and nous is analogous to that between Brahman and diman of
which the Upanisads speak. On this relation, and the corresponding double
intuitive knowledge (vidy@) of self and the Self, the Vedanta system of thought
is based. For more information on this see, K, Satchidananda Murty, Philosophy
in India, pp. 3-7. Professor Murty renders vidya as ‘science’. But its meaning
may be something more than this. A better translation would be ‘intuitive
knowledge’ or simply ‘intuition’ to capture the meaning of ‘seeing’ which is at
the root of this beautiful Indian word vidyé as it is in the beautiful Greek words
idea and eidos.

The same ancient Greek word, nous, has also been used for something di-
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vine in us by the Greek poets from Homer to Nikos Kazantzakis whose mag-
nificent Odyssey: A Modern Sequel, a poem of 33,333 lines, ends with the death
of Odysseus and the liberation of the nousin him as follows:

‘Then flesh dissolved, glances congealed, the heart's pulse stopped and the
great mind (nous) leapt to the peak of its holy freedom, fluttered with empty
wings, then upright through the air soared high and freed itself from its last
cage, its freedom. . . ., Book XXIV, lines 1390-1594, Kimon Friar’s transla-
tion, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1958,

The importance of music for the development of Greek philosophy, especially
in its Pythagorean, Socratic, Platonic, Aristotelian, and Neo-Platonic lines,
cannot be overestimated. Greek music was always connected to mathematics
and the theories of number (arithmos) and proportion (logos). A comparative
study which would consider Greek music, arithmetic, and philosophy, and
compare it to possible parallel developments of Indian music, mathemartics,
and the various philosophical systems, would be very interesting and welcome.
I would not be able to do it here {or elsewhere for that matter); but I would
say that Dr Lath’s comments (p. 60), regarding Aristotle’s theory of music and
harmony and its political implications seem to me rather superficial and very
inadequate. ;

It implies, the first principles of primary being, of indubitable knowing, and
of virtuous living, According 1o my thesis, this third road, the road of dialectic,
which would cuiminate in a noetic vision of the whole Cosmos, including God
and man and the end of man gua citizen, was Aristotle’s long road to enlight-
enment.

The inquiry, of course, is what in the West is known as Melgphysics 981b 25-982a
6; but for Aristotle it was simply First Philosophy, since it dealt with the first
principles and causes of fo on (being, that which is to be) which is pollachas
legomenon (that is, it has many senses or meanings and is categorically predicated
in many different ways), and whose central meaning is focused on what Aristotle
called primary substance (proté ousia).

By applying his dialectical method and his theory of the kafegoriai (categories)
Aristotle succeeded in transforming the traditional inquiry of being (ontology)
into an inquiry of substarice (ousiology), since susia is the most important of
the categories of being and of the senses in which ‘being’ is predicated to
different kinds of entities. On this see my book Arisiotle’s Categories and Porphyry
in the series Philosophia Antiqua, Vol. 49, E]J. Brill, Leiden, 1988, and the ex-
tensive bibliography in the same volume, pp. 188-204.

Metaphysics, 1069a, 18-34; and 1072b, 14-29. That Aristotle’s conception of
God had no part of the despotic, dogmatic, moody, mean, and jealous charac-
ter of Jehovah, the Jewish conception of God, which has influenced both
Christianity and Islam, is evident also from the following remarks: ‘That it is
not a science of production is clear even from the history of the earliest
philosophers. For it is owing to their wonder that men both now begin and at
first began to philosophize. . . . Evidently then, we do not seek it for the sake
of any other advantage; but as the man is free, we say, who exists for his own
sake and not for another's, so we pursue this as the only free science, for it
alone exists for its own sake, Hence also the possession of it might be justly
regarded as beyond human power; for in many ways human nature is in
bondage, so that according to Simonides “God alone can have this privilege”,
and it is unfitting that man should not be content to seek the knowledge that
is suited to him. If, then, there is something in what the poets say, and jealousy
is natural to the divine power, it would probably occur in this case above all,
and all who excelled in this knowledge would be unfortunate. But the divine
power cannot be jealous (nay, according to the proverb, “bards tell many a
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lie™), nor should any other science be thought more honourable than one of
this sort. . . . All the sciences, indeed, are more necessary than this, but none
is better’. (Ibid., 982b 11-983 12).
This is the opening statement of the De Anima 402a 1-8. The other passages
are from Books II and III. (This translation by J.A. Smith is rather unfair to
the Aristotelian text and style, but it is considered a standard translation in
the West).
Ibid., 480a 14-25. In a parenthesis which 1 omitted, Anistotle explains why the
freed mind, after its separation from the body by death will have no memory
of its earthly adventures: ‘we do not, however, remember its former activity
because, while mind in this sense is impassible, mind as passive is destructible’,
This is how the Nicomachean Ethics opens in W.D. Ross’ English translation. In
Greek it reads as follows:
Tooe teyvn kor roce uebodog, ouows 8 mpafis T Kol MPOKIPECLS, OYBOL
nvoc 9o Soxer. 610 Kodwg amefnvovio Toyaiov ov mavr 3 ePEToL.
Stapopa Oc TIg PIVETON TV TEAMV . . . . . 1094a 14.
Nicomachean Ethics, 1177a 13-18; 1177b 29-1178a 8.
I have discussed some aspects of this problem in a paper entitled ‘Even Friends
Cannot Have All Things in Common: Aristotle’s Critique of Plato's Republic’,
which was presented to the International Conference on Aristotle’s Political
Philosophy, August 22-29, 1994, Greece, and will be published in the pro-
ceedings of the Conference.
One revision of this scheme was made at the school of Leucippus and
Democritus who split the sphere of the Parmenidean Being into a multiplicity
of biengs, atoma (i.e., the invisible, indivisible, perpetually in motion particies
of matter) which move randomly in the kenon (void, empty space), collide and
give birth to every-thing in the Cosmos. Thus not only the Absolute Oneness
of the Parmenidean Being has been replaced by the multiplicity and solidity
of atoms, but also the Parmenidean non-Being has been compromised by
becoming part of the sphere of Being as the void. While Parmenides’ Being is
of the same stuff as Nous, in Democritus’ world, the minds and souls of human
beings as well as those of gods are made basically of the same atomic matter
hylg).
'(l"}fus the Parmenidean identification of eivol (to be, Being) and voeawv (to-
think, Thought), was temporarily abandoned by Anaxagoras, but it reappeared
in Plato who, by incorporating Pythagorean insights into his ontology was able
to introduce the most elaborate revision of Parmenides which prepared the
way for Aristotle’s move from ontology to ousiology and his conception of
God as both Nous and ousia.
Actually they are spacialized, temporized, magnified, dimensionalized, quanti-
fied, qualified, relativized and, in one word, materialized copies of the Platonic
forms.
According to Timaeus’ story, the Cosmos is conceived as the only offspring of
the unique metapherical couple: the active, creative, and begetting principle,
the Demiurge (Nous, Mind, Father) and the passive, receiving, nurturing prin-
ciple, the Receptacle (Hyle, Matter, Mother). As part of the Platonic Cosmos,
human beings are also double, composed of body and soul, matter and form,
the hylic and the noetic parts, the maternal and the paternal principles in
each, with a double life and destiny after death.
But it is not alive in the sense in which the Platonic world of becoming was
alive as endowed with a soul. See on this the ‘likely story’ of the making of the
World as told by Timaeus in the Timaeus.

. See my article, ‘The Plotinian Reduction of Aristotle’s Categories’, Ancient Phi-

Ipsophy, 7, 1988, pp. 147-62.
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Categories, 2a, pp. 35-36; where we read, in H. Apostle’s translation; ‘Everything
except primary substances is either said of a subject which is a primary sub-
stance or is present in a substance which is a primary substance (ousia)'.
Aristotle’s Metaphysics or First Philosophy is devoted to this ontological and
ousiological inquiry and its implications. The question Ti To On s changed into
the question of Tis He Ousia: ‘And indeed the inquiry perplexity concerning
what being is, in early times and now and always, is just thiss What is a
substance?” (1028b, pp. 4-6).

The central books of Metaphysics seek to explicate these contrasts in search for
the most special kind of Qusia, God. On this see Joseph Owens, The Docirine of
Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics. The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Stud-
ies, Toronto, Canada, 1963; and compare it with Werner Marx, The Meaning of
Aristotle’s Ontology , M. Nijhoff, The Hague, 1954.

. See cases A and B, above.

See cases B and C, above.

For due to its composition, human nature is servile and unfree in many ways.
Also see cases C and A, above.

“When several villages are united in a single complete community, large enough
to be nearly or quite self-sufficing, the state comes into existence, originating
in the bare needs of life, and continuing in existence for the sake of a good
life. And therefore, if the earlier forms of society (family and village) are
natural, so is the state, for it is the end of them, and the nature of a thing is its
end’, Politics, 1252, pp. 27-32.

On luck in Aristotle’s ethical theory see, M. Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness:
Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy, Cambridge University Press,
London, 1968; and my review of the book in Skepsis, I, 1990, pp. 210-16.

If they happened to be of a servile nature, which was the only type of slavery
or servitude to be approved by Aristotle; if they bad learned through their
service to a good man how to take care of themselves as well as of others who
were of a servile nature; and if they so wished to be freed.

This would be a difficult task to accomplish but it would not be impossible
with the help of the appropriate political paideia as proposed in the last two
books of the Politics. Those who fail to see the philosopher as a citizen growing
in a political environment with its many demands, are bound to argue about
the compatibility of the theoretic and the practical life and their contribution
to happiness. See, for example, S. Broadie, Ethics With Aristotle, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, Oxford, 1991, pp. 366-438; ]. Cooper, ‘Contemplation and Happiness:
A Reconsideration’, Synthese, 72, 1987, pp. 187-216. By the same author, Reason
and Human Good in Aristotle, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Massachu-
setts, 1975; and D. Keyt, ‘Intellectualism in Aristotle’, Paideia, 1978, pp. 138-57.
Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau probably found in Plato’s Republic (the opening
of Book I, the beginning of the theory of ‘social contract’ which they helped
popularize in the West. Needless to say, neither the Platonic Socrates nor
Aristotle could take seriously Glaucon’s hypothesis that there ever was such a
political contract. Their insight into human nature and the nature of polis
helped them avoid the blunders of western ‘philosophers’ regarding this matter.
‘Hence it is evident thar the state is a creation of nature, and that man is by
nature a political animal. And he who by nature and not by mere accident is
without a seate, is either a bad man or above humanity. . . . That man is more
of a political animal than bees or any other gregarions animals is evident.
Nalure, as we often say, makes nothing in vain, and man is the only animal
whom she has endowed with the gift of speech, logos.” Politics, 1253a, pp. 1-10.
In view of the difficulties of giving birth, infant mortality, and child rearing at
that time, it is not surprising that the female contribution to the state was
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exhausted in fulfilling the fundamental function of producing new citizens
for the poiis. If, instead of such primary need, the ancient city-states had a
problem of over-population, and given his common-sense and open mind,
Aristotle would have probably assigned additional political roles to the female
portion of the population of the city.

Aristotle would of course, have approved of Manu's wise requirement that:
‘Women must be honoured and adorned by their fathers, brothers, husbands,
and brothers-in-law who desire (their own) welfare’ ( Manusmriti, 111, 55).

As Radhakrishnan put it: ‘Each one has to perform the function for which his
nature best suits him’. Sourcebook in Indian Philosophy, p. 172. Aristotle and the
Platonic Socrates of the Republic would have agreed with this statement, but
for them, unlike Manu, the capacities of individudl men are not to be deter-
mined by caste, but by nature and paideia.

These are the men to whom Aristotle (innocently it seems, though shockingly
to us) refers as ‘natural slaves’. This has become the target of severe criticism
including that of Dr Lath. In this connection, I would like to suggest that
Aristotle’s ‘servant by nature’ corresponds to the sudra, although he did not
believe in a caste system like that of Manu where we read: ‘He (a Sudra) was
created by the Self-existent to be the slave of a brahmin’, ‘A $udra, though
emancipated by his master is not released from servitude; since that is innate
in him, who can set him free from it'? The Laws of Manu 413 and 414, as
quoted by Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, Sourcebook in ndian Philosophy, p. 189,
Politics, 1254a-1255a.

‘But is there any one thus intended by nature to be a slave, and for whom
such a condition is expedient and right, or rather is not all slavery a violation
of nature? There is no difficulty in answering this question, on grounds both
of reason and of fact. For that some should rule and others be ruled is a thing
not only necessary, but also expedient; from the hour of their birth, some are
marked out for subjection, others for rule. . . . But those who take the opposite
view have in a certain way right on their side, may be easily seen. For the
words slavery and slave are used in two senses. There is a slave or slavery by law
as well as by nature. The law of which I speak is a sort of convention—the law
by which whatever is taken in war is supposed to belong to the victors. But this
right many jurists impeach, as they would an orator who brought forward an
unconstitutional measure: they detest the notion that, because one man has
the power of doing violence and is superior in brute strength, another shall
be his slave and subject. Even among philosophers there is a difference of
opinion. . . . Hence, where the relation of master and slave between them is
natural they are friends and have a common interest, but where it rests merely
on law and force the reverse is true’. Ibid., 1254a 17-1255b, p. 15.

Ibid., 1253a pp. 28-29.

Aristotle predicted that if the tools could do the necessary work by themselves,
then the masters would not need the service of their servants, but the servants
(if they are by nature servile} would still need the protection and help of their
masters to cope with the demands of life.

States which are founded on such principles tend to be not only appealing 1o
democratic feelings, but also inherently anarchic and unstable.

Consider for example, ‘All are agreed that justice in distributions must be
based on desert of some sort, although they do not all mean the same sort of
desert; democrats make the criterion free birth; those of oligarchical sympathies
wealth, or in other cases birth; upholders of aristocracy make it virtue',
Nicomachean Ethics 1131a, pp. 25~-30.

In Greek it means literally the rule of the best, both morally and intellecrually.
See the exquisite poem, ‘Expecting the Barbarians’, in C. Cavafy: The Collected
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Poems, translated by Rae Dalven, Hardcourt, New York, 1976: ,
‘What are we waiting for, assembled in the public square? The barbarians
are to arrive today . . .
Why this sudden unrest and confusion? (How solemn their faces have be-
come),
Because night is here but the Barbarians have not come. Some people arrived
from the frontiers, and said that there are no longer any Barbarians.
And now what should become of us without any Barbarians? Those people
were a kind of solution’.
See my paper, ‘Ancient Hellenic Philosophy and the African Connection’,
Shepsis, Vol. IV, 1994, pp. 14-75.
‘The Barbarians are of a more servile nature than the Hellenes’, Politics, 1285a,
p. 20, (my translation). This clearly means that both the Greeks and the
Barbarians, as human beings, are by nature un-free in many ways, as he has
stated explicitly elsewhere; see Metaphysics, 982b, p. 29.
“Those who live in a cold climate and in Europe are full of spirit, but wanting
in intelligence, skill; and therefore they retain comparative freedom, but have
no political organization, and are incapable of mling over others. Whereas
the natives of Asia are intelligent and inventive, but they are wanting in spirit,
and therefore they are always in a state of subjection and slavery. But the
Hellenic race, which is situated between them, is likewise intermediate in
character, being high-spirited and also intelligent. Hence it continues free,
and is best-governed of any nation, and, if it could be formed into one state,
would be able to rule the world. There are also similar differences in the
different wibes of Hellas; for some of them are of onesided nature, and are
intelligent or courageous only, while in others there is a happy combination
of both qualities’. Poltfics, 1527b, pp. 23-36. I discuss this Greek predicament
in ‘Ancient Hellenic Philosophy: Between East and West', in the Journal of In-
dian Council of Philosophical Research (forthcoming).
‘*Hence if, as men say, surpassing virtue changes men into gods, the disposition
opposed to bestiality will clearly be some quality more than human’, Nicomachsan
Ethics, 1145a, pp. 28-25. For more about these possibilities of immortality, see
my article, ‘Eros and Immortality in Plato’s Symposium’, Diotima, X111, 1985, pp.
200-11.
See case C, above. Aristotle does not speak of the immortality of the human
soul as'a whole, or even of the intellect as a whole. The ‘passive intellect’ is
perishable, and only ‘active intellect’ is immortal or more accurately, eternal.
Wisely though, he refrains from speculating about these eschatological issues
in any detail.
‘But again it {practical wisdom) is not supreme over philosophic wisdom, i.e.,
over the superior part in us, any more than the art of medicine is over health’;
Nicomachean Ethics, 1145a, pp. 7-8.
See case C.
An echo of this Hellenic and Aristotelian understanding of the close relation
between philosophy and freedom is to be found in the following statement:
‘Philosophy is 2 means of education through and for freedom’. The Teaching of
Philosophy, unesco, Paris, 1952, p. 189; the same spirit echoes in the conception
of ‘philosophy as seeking of truth and freedom. . . " The Experts’ Panel in Phi-
losophy Report of 1978, as quoted by K.S. Murty, Philosophy in India, p. 167.
The tragic case of Bosnia may be just the prelude of a much larger scale
tragedy to unfold in the former USSR where Islam and Christianity seem
destined to collide again. I leave out Judaism, not in order to avoid the charge
of anti-Semitism, which is made so easily and so frequently these days in the
West that some of my Jewish friends are afraid that this false prophesy will
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become self-fulfilling; but because I believe that there is a basic difference
between the benign Hebraic monotheism and the Christian and Islamic ver-
sions of fanatic, missionary, militant, and malignant monotheism. It is regret-
table that militant Zionism and militant Hinduism tend to imitate fanatic
Christianity and militant Islam. May the gods pity men for their abysmal folly,
(moria , avidya)!



The Significance of Professor Matilal’s
Logical Ilumination of Indian Mysticism in
His Studies of Indian Philosophy

YOGENDRA CHOPRA

London

In Professor Bimal Krishna Matilal’s death (when only in his mid-
fifties}, contemporary Indian philosophical studies have undoubtedly
lost their leading writer, and the journal of Indian Philosophy a founder-
editor whose philosophical personality shaped its present special
standings as the leading journal in the field to which it is
dedicated. Those who have followed his work over two and a half de-
cades, and are saddened by their loss, can draw some comfort from
the impressively large corpus of published writing he has left behind
(while hoping that his unpublished work will before long also become
available). In fact the quantum of his already published work is not
only impressively large but also varied enough to make it possible to
offer a statement of his place in the field of Indian philosophical
studies and the point of view which characterized his work in it.

While Matilal undoubtedly broke new ground, more visibly perhaps
in the study of Indian logic than elsewhere, even at his most innovative
he hardly ever departed from what has undoubtedly been the main-
stream of work in the field of Indian philosophy in this century. He
shared with almost every other writer in the area of Indian philosophy
the assumption that the object of their philosophical studies was simi-
larly, if not equally, also of a philosophical nature. That this has in fact
been the assumption will seem an innocent exaggeration once we see
that aesthetics and philosophy of science have not received much
attention from writers on Indian philosophy, so that what is mainly at
issue here is the status of religion. By describing the category of mysti-
cism which was the subject of his inaugural lecture ‘The Logical Illu-
mination of Indian Mysticism’" of the variety described by him as ‘the
bed-rock of “Fastern mysticism' as ‘monistic metaphysics’,> Matilal
committed himself to this assumption, since in terming it as metaphys-
ics one needs must take it to belong to the domain of philosophy.

But Matilal can hardly be blamed for making an assumption which
has also been made by others. Parallel to Kuhn'’s view that scientific
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work is governed by historically dominant paradigms, we might say
that this assumption is constitutive of the operative paradigm in the
field of the history of Indian philosophy. Generally such an assumption
is bound to give rise to a good deal of looseness in how philosophy is
conceived, the opposite was true in Matilal's case. At least what he
takes to be of importance in Indian philosophy is treated by him as
professional philosophy treats its subject-matter in the West—as con-
stituting a purely intellectual discipline and like mathematics and
physics falling solely in the domain of the intellect. Hitherto, work on
Indian philosophy on the whole lacked the intellectual firmness which
has been increasingly evident in recent decades and Matilal has pro-
vided us with perhaps the most striking and consistent example of the
kind of professionalization of philosophy to be found in the West that
has come increasingly to have its home in the university. We might say
that as this phenomenon reaches a high-water mark, it seems natural
to associate his name with it more than with that of any other writer.

While this sharpening of focus is in itself to be welcomed, it is
increasingly accompanied by a regrettable belief that philosophy has
an unvarying subject-matter whose content is determined independently
of the context in which it is pursued (which is common to both the
Fast and the West), so that it is but a natural expectation that there is
a continuing dialogue between them as much in the domain of phi-
losophy as in some other vaguely identified field like religion. In prac-
tice this translates itself into a plea that philosophers in the West
should take a real interest in Indian philosophy, and show much more
than the benevolent curiosity that is already in evidence, since western
philosophy in one conglomerate or another already constitutes the
major part of philosophy courses in the Third World. Even if we allow
that a plea of this nature can have some validity in the absence of a
denial on the part of Indian philosophers of a strong internal connec-
tion between the activity of philosophy and the religious and spiritual
concerns which have always existed alongside it in the Indian context,
it can hardly be denied that such a plea can carry more than a vague
message only if an assumption of this kind is actually made with some
clarity of conviction. I myself do not think that such an assumption
can be harmlessly made; at least its full significance is in need of
scrutiny. But Matilal does not seem to have thought so.

It is not that nothing can be gained by what undoubtedly seems to
be a very unnatural dissociation. But what can be gained in this way is
quite minor compared to the importance of a unique opportunity
which, as I shall argue, is once again being missed just when circum-
stances have become distinctly more propitious. For now when Indian
philosophy is thought to have been brought into recognizable proximity
with western philosophy, the busy western philosopher is entitled to
say, or we might say on his behalf, ‘Have 1 not enough already on my
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plate? Why should I divide my attention in the way proposed?’ He
can hardly refuse the claims the history of his own tradition makes on
his time; why should he now have to attend to the claims of an historical
tradition very different from his own? Given the long history of western
philosophy as a field of intellectual enquiry and debate how can the
Indian philosopher hope for more than encouragement to engage in
a satellite activity or perhaps to be made an object of benevolent
curiosity? Thus while the scene seems to have changed, the relation
between the two traditions remains much as it was before. Since one
of the two has ceased to be creative it is the idiom and categories of
the one which is still going strong which sets the pattern for both of
them or at least determines a shared domain of possibilities. Clearly
Matilal did not acquiesce to so derivative a place for what is by now
the criterion of quantum of activity, a flourishing field, even though
the bulk of his work consists in drawing parallels and showing apparent
similarities which seldom come to life. (Thus by his own admission
the purely philosophical outcome of his own work in an extensive
area of what he terms ‘global philosophy’ is recorded by him only
‘impressionistically’).* Nevertheless by treating philosophy as an activity
serving, except contingently, no other ends than the claims of its own
distinct subject-matter, he painted himself into a corner. Indian phi-
losophy still remains in a subsidiary position, left alone to do its own
work only because the important action takes place elsewhere. But
speaking a priori things ought not to be quite so bad. The picture is
gloomy, perhaps because the necessary desideratum is never set forth
in clear terms. To be justified in claiming the attention of those who
are now in the mainstream of modern-day philosophy, more is needed
than impressionistically made comparisons; the less prominent tradition
needs to show its capacity to extend to those in the other tradition
when it invites their attention. And there is no convincing way of
doing so except by actually sometimes engaging the latter’s interest
in the way good philosophy is able to.

This can happen in two ways, one radical and the other moderate.
Taking the former, we might describe philosophy as a subject whose
nature can, like literature or art vary from one culture or civilization
to another; just as students of English literature find their understand-
ing of some of the deeper questions of life altered while seriously
studying Greek tragedy. To find oneself making a perspectival change
in this way is to be enriched in one’s conception of an activity without
being a novice in it. The kernel of such success lies in a willingness to
engage in an area which itself is not included in the domain of phi-
losophy. But Matilal seems to have thought that the philosopher’s
important work has to be done in the domain of philosophy's own
problems.
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The last claim is strictly speaking an exaggeration and in need of
some explication. I shall come back to it shortly.

Despite my misgivings about the possibilities of fruitful exchange
on the basis of a shared conception of philosophy as a purely intellec-
tual undertaking following a logically autonomous path, a degree of
optimism which would allow someone in the Indian tradition to look
for lines of thought which are of intrinsic importance and also relatively
unexplored in the other, cannot be altogether denied justification.
For the most part I think this is how Matilal saw the situation in which
he did his work. It does not seem to me that he achieved any substantial
success in this regard and this opinion will not seem unfair or unduly
stern if we bear in mind the following distinction. A set of ideas in a
particular field can have importance in virtue of its relation to the rest
of what is to be found there, but on its own its significance remains in
extreme doubt. Thus the ideas in Navya-Nyaya explored by him as his
most important single interest, are of importance to someone with an
overall interest in Indian logic. But to the plain logician their impor-
tance remains extremely doubtful. So there are lessons to be learned
by paying closer attention to the question of how topics of this nature
are best investigated.

Such a conclusion can no doubt easily be thought to be sweeping,
and given the range of Matilal’s writing one would need a book to
fully justify it. Nevertheless, the likelihood of the kind of failure I'am
describing becomes strong when we examine closely one or two of the
examples of such work, especially when it is spread-over a good deal
of space. Thus his long account of the controversy in the field of
perception (pratyaksa) between the Buddhists and the Nyaya can hold
one’s interest if one has an independent interest in it. Similar reflections
can be made on Matilal’s work on Navya-Nyaya. The student of Indian
philosophy naturally aims to understand in modern terms what went
on in the sophisticated world of the new logic of Gangesa and
Raghunitha Siromani. And we must also mention the Mimamsa's phi-
losophy of language. In each such case his wish to understand a differ-
ent subject is to be respected.

A further consideration can be adduced in my defence by appealing
to a distinction which Matilal himself makes, between the history of
ideas and the history of philosophy. The latter appellation is deserved
only when what is so designated rises to become worthwhile philosophy.
His longish article ‘The Context Principle and Some Indian Contro-
versies Over Meaning’ (Mind, 1988), authored jointly with P.K. Sen
provides a good elaboration of this distinction. The authors of this
paper expressed the hope that their work would be ‘philosophically
fruitful’ (apart from its value as a useful exposition). But the parallels
they make and the differences they report are at best stimulations to
interest and can hardly be taken to be fruitful philosophy in themselves.
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What they do not mention as the most obvious obstacle to such an
outcome is almost a total absence of translation of the chief works in
this field; in fact for the most part even the Sanskrit texts are acces-
sible only to the specialist in the field. Surely it would be far better to
have made a beginning with publishing annotated translations of the
work of Kumarila Bhatta and Prabhakara so that when they are estab-
lished as important texts their importance as sources of fruitful phi-
losophy is no longer in need of proof. Only by study of texts is the
importance of the French adage La verité reste dans les nuances shown and
the dangers of ‘vulgarization’ made evident.

The distinction between what is fruitful in the latter way and what is
useful without qualifying as fruitful philosophy which concerns us
here is in need of some emphasis, partly to ensure that I do not seem
to be doing Matilal any injustice. If we assume that fruitful philosophy
may come to be done sooner or later in an area of enquiry then work
done before them could have its utility to the philosopher who accom-
plishes such results. I think a good deal of Matilal’s work is undoubtedly
useful in this sense, while a lot, perhaps most of the writing on Indian
philosophy in European languages, does not deserve to be so described.

I need hardly say that in offering an appraisal of Matilal’s work I am
concerned mainly with its success or failure in achieving his declared
aim of doing history of philosophy rather than history of ideas by
attaining the level of fruitful philosophy. We may therefore now ask,
what specifically did he aim at in having such a goal? I shall begin
my answer to this question by saying that he saw such work to be a
contribution to the study of what he more than once calls ‘global
philosophy’ (as for instance in Perception, p. 1). Now we do not speak
of global literature or art because we do not believe literature and art
have always a common core whatever their kind, and also we do not
speak of global science presumably because our interest in the history
of science is of a very different kind from our interest in science per se,
and earlier manifestations of this activity are superseded by those that
follow.

What then in philosophy is ‘global’? It can hardly be doubted that
for Matilal there is a central part which is worthy of such a description,
not being a matter of history or geographical locus, which he in com-
mon with mainstream Anglo-Saxon philosophy calls ‘analytical’. What-
ever the motivation from which an interest in its topics may originate,
the topics themselves are in his view not difficult to identify. So we
find him writing in the introductory chapter of Perception that ‘while the
basic philosophical motivation of the ancients. might have been very
different from that of present day philosophers several important
questions and puzzles discussed in the classical Indian tradition do
seem to coincide to a considerable extent with those discussed today’.
This is shortly followed by his claiming to be justified in ‘leaning over
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backwards’ in his writings as alleged by a reviewer, ‘to show the ana-
lytic character of Indian philosophy’.® The shared common area be-
tween the two traditions is seen by him to be ‘analytical’ and stands in
contrast to the non-global part of ‘soft-heartedness’, with its ‘tender
nature’.” This second constituent is adjudged by him as ‘mystical and
non-argumentative’and can be presumed to be quite secondary in
philosophical importance.

Now although Matilal is not altogether happy with such a contrast
he offers no alternative description which he sees to be more appro-
priate, and in effect comes close to saying that the analytical part
alone is worthy of a philosopher’s interest. I think that this contrast is
mistaken and ought to be replaced, when we are thinking of Indian
philosophy, by the distinction between philosophy and the religious
purpose which presides over it. Much more than in western philosophy
it is this distinction that ought to be treated as central. The extreme
difficulty of drawing this distinction in the case of Indian philosophy
is not a fault but corresponds to the crucial importance of making it
in the right way. If this distinction has anything like the importance I
want to attribute to it, then it would seem that philosophy is not
something that needs to stand aloof from or be in a forced opposition
to what is widely thought to be distinctive of Indian thought, and
when this séems to happen it may be escapable divergence rather
than something intrinsic to the field.

Having seen that for Matilal global philosophy has a large core of
identifiable common problems which Indian philosophy shares with
analytical philosophy in the West, our next question is what kind of
study of Indian philosophy is envisaged by him as likely to lead to
fruitful philosophy. The answer to this question is provided in the very
title of the book Analytical Philosophy in Comparative Perspective which he
edited jointly with S.L. Shaw (1985). The comparative perspective in
respect of a set of common topics and questions he speaks of in this
book is in fact what constitutes the chief mark of his study of Indian
philosophy. No doubt the word ‘comparative’admits a considerable
degree of looseness in its use, but in fact he thought of his own efforts
in this area as reflecting something clear and definite enough to be
called a method. .

In employing what we may call the comparative method, the distinc-
tion I have made above between the conditions for successful compari-
son and conditions which also ensure fruitfulness has to be given its
application in the correct way. For the former we need to be a!)le to
identify with distinctness the terms of the comparison we are trying to
make and also to succeed in placing them in a common domain. But
even when these conditions have been met, the comparison successfully
made may fail to yield anything interesting by way of being philosophi-
cally fruitful. Now while two people may well differ in their estimation
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of the value of a piece of comparative study, the question whether the
objects of a putative comparison have in fact been successfully brought
into a relationship of comparison is likely to be more straightforward
and admit of a clear and categorical yes or no answer.

When we apply the test of successful identification of the terms of
comparison we have to bear in mind that our concern is not to make
comparisons between items from the same tradition, but between items
taken. from two different traditions. The items identified in this way
must be capable of comparison, i.€., as a dictionary definition says,
they need to be brought into relation by showing some resemblance
or difference between them. In other words, comparison presupposes
that there is a common generic feature between the compared items.

Therefore one obvious way in which a putative comparison may fail
is when the compared items do not in fact belong to comparable
domains. A good example of such failure is provided by Matilal’s
discussion of the categories, a topic to which he returns several times
in his writings. In Logic, Language and Reality, (p. 161), he tells us that
Navya-Nyaya accepts seven types of categories of ‘entities’ which range
from substance (treated by it as substratum) to abhdva (absence). This
itself makes the situation here somewhat vague and the most we can
say is that the common feature here is that they are in some unclear
sense ontological. Matilal is unable to relate them to Aristotle’s theory
of the categories through a failure to see the importance of Aristotle’s
account of them in the Categories.® He would have come to admire the
latter’s success in bringing them together as categories in the domain
of logic through his definition of first substance as that which is neither
predicated of nor is in something.® Otherwise, what comparison can
you make between the Aristotelian account and the Nyiya bag of
‘entities’?

Now if we consider the Mind article by Matilal and Sen, which I
mentioned earlier with a view to elicit from it the light these writers
can shed on Indian philosophy of language by employing the com-
parative perspective, then the question whether the same issues are
being dealt with in both instances acquires a changed countenance.
The dispute between Bhartrhari and the Mimamsakaras Kumarila and
Prabhikara is not about meaning in the way in which that which
centres on the ‘context principle’ derived from Frege has been con-
ducted. So only by an excess of generosity can we describe Matilal’s
work in this area as successfully establishing a comparison. Philosophy
of language proceeds in relative independence in the latter, whereas
in Bhartrhari meaningful utterance is not simply conformity to usage
but utterance resting on timeless $ru# when understood as attributable
to a comprehensive principle of universal selfhood. (See Kanda I of
the Vakyapadiya especially).

The advocate of the comparative method can be expected to claim
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that there is nothing decisive in this part of Bhartrhari’s thought as
regards how the meaning of a sentence is constituted, and that in
consequence we are entitled to make an appraisal of his doctrine of
the primacy of the sentence while putting this part aside. But in doing
so he would be putting himself in the position of having to answer
some awkward questions. For we can now ask why Bhartrhari’s sentence-
holism takes the form of maintaining that words taken by themselves
are no more meaningful than are the separate varpas constituting a
particular word. What seems clearly to make such a claim untenable is
the fact that although single words when not functioning as sentences
do not say anything, nevertheless, simply by virtue of being words they
do have an assured place in the realm of meaning. So we may well ask:
how can Matilal treat Bhartrhari’s theory of meaning with a respect
comparable to that which he gives to Quine’s and also attribute such a
strange parallelism to him without attempting to provide an clucidation
of it which will remove the impression of paradox from it?

There is no escape from this question. But in answering it we must
distinguish between what Matilal and his co-author are in a position to
say and what someone unencumbered by the strategy adopted in their
paper could say on this matter. It is extremely significant, as it is
rather extraordinary, that what is undoubtedly the pivotal notion in
Bhartrhari’s account of language, that of sphota, does not get a men-
tion in their paper and similarly, the two key notions of
Vedapauruseyatvam and the nityatvam of Sabda denied all mention in their
treatment of Pharva-Mimamsa. It is only through this twin omission
that the Indian discussion of meaning can be reduced to the level of
semantics at which the debate over the context principle enunciated
by Frege in the Grundlagen has taken place in twentieth century ana-

lytical philosophy. The illusion of a parallelism cannot even begin to-

work without doing so.

Much has been written about the sphota theory and much more re-
mains to be said. If there is a component of it which is mysterious, no
less importantly are there components which are not, and at least the
following has already been proved. We can say that despite the fact
that to be a word is ipiso facte to have meaning, the utterance of a word
is not any kind of saying nor anything to be understood as an achieve-
ment compared to what we achieve when a sentence is uttered while
fulfilling the conditions requisite for its proper utterance. The sphota
doctrine serves to highlight this special leap into significance.

Similarly the extreme contrast between the sentence-holism attrib-
uted to Bhartrhari (and to what Frege commits himself to in the
Grundlagen) and the so-called atomism .of Kumarila Bhatta becomes
untenable, and the two schools of the Parva-Mimamsa are freed from
the Procrusteanism inflicted on them.

It is important to keep in mind that the Veda is the paradigm of
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speech for the Purva-Mimamsa, the operative notion in its case being
that of validity (pramanam) and not that of truth as it has come to be
treated in the now dominant Tarskian approach to this concept.

Having seen the consequences of Matilal’s zealous adoption of the
comparative method in his study of the Pirva-Mimamsa with its aim of
presenting it in close analogy with the terms in which the context
principle first enunciated by Frege has been discussed among writers
belonging to the analytic tradition, I must new point out that in doing
so he did provide a needed corrective to the failure of writers of an
carlier generation to do justice to its real philosophical worth. Thus
even a writer of the repute of Radhakrishnan failed to recognize the
achievements of Kumadrila Bhatta and Prabhdkara Misra as philoso-
phers.

The difficulty is that a truncated approach such as Matilal’s can at
best stimulate serious enquiry without being itself a source of fruitful
philosophy. A proper appraisal of their doctrines of ‘designation before
connection’ (abhihitanraya)and ‘connected designation’ (anvitabhidhana)
requires far more than a simple sketch of how they were officially
enunciated.

Now while successful comparison may fail to be made through a
failure to identify items that are in fact comparable through one cause
or another, it is also possible that the fields between which comparison
would be desirable are for the present very unequally developed so
that attempts at comparison are in fact premature. This is the feeling
Professor Herzberger expressed when he said in his essay, ‘Three
Systems of Buddhist Logic’, contributed to Buddhist Logic and Epistemol-
ogy (edited by B.K. Matilal and Robert D). Evans):

It seems to me that we are still pretty much groping in the dark so
far as Buddhist logic is concerned—the most elementary questions
about this subject remain unsettled and quite controversial. (p. 60).

Now it is important to distinguish between comparisons across tra-
ditions between specific items in them and comparisons between two tra-
ditions. When a comparison is offered which sets one tradition taken
as a whole in some contrast with another, the question whether any-
thing is to be gained by doing so, and how far confusion is a more
likely outcome of it, has to be faced squarely. No less importantly we
may be obliged to doubt whether such a bringing into relation of two
traditions can properly be called an act of comparison. It would be a
serious mistake to accept such a comparison to be valid simply on the
ground that there are no lexicographical grounds to rule it out.

Just for this reason I think it is necessary that in dealing with the
next type of case, we do not get caught in questions of terminology.
(In any case Matilal’s comparisons are not of the second kind). In his
recent book Reason and Traditions in Indian Thought: An Essay on the
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Nature of Indian Philosophical Thinking, ] N. Mohanty points out that In-
dian logic and epistemology never came to distinguish between analytic
and synthetic truth and between necessary and contingent truths, and
importantly, and perhaps rightly, claims that these are to be regarded
as ‘absences’ and not ‘deficiencies’. He claims that it is to comparative
philosophy that we owe this understanding, and that this big difference
points to deep differences of structure. What requires our maximum
attention here, is the fact that by remarking on this feature of Indian
philosophy, Mohanty opens up a new line of thinking for us to explore
in. But how such enquiries are to be described is a question which
does not have a simple answer. It is to be noted here that once holistic
considerations begin to call for attention, other claimants spring to
mind even more pressingly. For instance, the uniqueness of the Bud-
dhist concept of emptiness (siunyata) which is pivotal to the whole of
Buddhist thought. But enquiries prompted by such questions are bound
to be difficult.

In the meanwhile there are more rewarding tasks which are well
within the reach of the most able scholars in Indian philosophical
studies. Thus, why not translate and annotate some of the principal
texts of Indian philosophy which have remained outside the reach of
most students in the field? And even some of those that have been
translated deserve far better translations than those on offer.

In extreme contrast to the situation in a field of studies when the
level realized by them is not high enough to yield firm conclusions in
respect of a topic of importance, we may find that in respect of a
different question the situation is its very opposite. In the latter case
we may in fact be able to glean materials for a satisfactory resolution
of it entirely from the resources of one tradition alone leaving behind
the other for the most part struggling and attaining only very qualified
partial success. Here Mohanty in his article ‘Psychologism in Indian
Logical Theory'™® makes just such a claim in regard to the topic of
logical inference. Neither the Platonist’s anti- psychologism coming
from Frege nor the psychologism of a writer like J.S. Mill seems to
work, as Mohanty suggests. But he tells us that Nyaya ‘finds the logical
in the texture of everyday actual processes of reasoning’. Using the
notion of ‘intentional content’ he suggests that ‘structural analysis’
and reflection on the ‘inner cognitive events’ can supplement one
another to yield a theory which would overcome the dichotomy of
inference as mere formal validity and inference as an activity of a
private subject. Here it is worthwhile to suggest a reading of Mohanty’s
book on Gangesa for supplementing the suggestions offered in this
article. When a tradition offers material which can bring one to an
absorption in a question to the degree that history and comparative
ideas lose their appeal, then we are in an ideal situation in our study
of it and comparative studies and history have lost their importance.
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The possibility I have recommended for recogni.tiqn in the prc_:vious
paragraph is I believe potentially the most rewarding. But in doing so
I have only distinguished a rubric that covers much ambiguity and
which cannot be put to good results without some awarencss of the
pitfalls intrinsic to it in the context of Indian philosophy. Thus what
takes on a separate existence as a locus of independent interest may
be a group of closely related questions, or sirr}ply a great classic like
Plato’s Republic or Pataijali’s Yoga Suira. What is Pell"haps most impor-
tant to recognize here is that in successfully identifying things of inde-
pendent interest we do not fail to see how very differently this can
happen. o '

While in the field of logic and theory of knowledge, what s identified
is likely to have its importance simply as philosophy,whereas
elsewhere this may not be so. And as we move away from such analyti-
cally demanding areas, the possibilities of strong and fundamental
disagreement sharply increases. Taking now an exgmple from the
world of Jewish thought a reading of Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed
could well bring home to one the importance of getting clear perspec-
tive in such matters. Lacking an original philosophical tradition of
their own even writers who have remained close to their own Talmudic
world have had to do their work in the categories of another.

In such a situation it is very possible to misjudge the nature of what
has been written in this way. Thus the Guide has been descrl})ed as a
work essentially belonging to the domain of mediaeval Arab philosophy,
when its careful study would have shown beyond doubt the correctness
of the established Jewish view that it is a book whose inspiration as
well as execution place it firmly in the world ofjewlsh thought. .

It is significant that mistakes in matters of' this kind are not easﬂ_y
recognized despite their being egregious mistakes. Competent phi-
losophy does not after all arise ex nihilo. There is no possibility .of
achieving it except by participating in a tradition with some continuity
and a creative life that is still in place. So we find that Jewish writers
who have enriched the world of Jewish thought have also been con-
tributing to the tradition from which they have taken a lot of their
vocabulary and philosophical tools. Maimonides in his amazm.gly busy
life found time to write on Aristotelian logic, displaying considerable
competence in doing so, while also being the leading codifier ofjemsh
law. To describe the Guidewithout describing its Jewish perspective by,
say, trying to isolate its supposedly purely p.h,ilosgphical parts is not to
describe it but something which has lost its idenfity. _ _

But reconstructing a perspective or a particular set of ideas in the
vocabulary of a world far removed from the worlf:l of its origin is not
easy, and sometimes there are, almost inevitably, signs of unmistakable
clumsiness. What is needed is not to get disheartened by the enormous
difficulties inherent in such endeavours.
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If we now compare the situation of the Jewish writer to that of
someone writing on Indian philosophy in some European language in
this century, we shall find the difficulties of the latter to be of far
greater magnitude. There are two main reasons which account for
this. Firstly, the Jews have never experienced anything like the rupture
with the past which took place in the last century in the Indian context.
Most of Judaism’s major writers have continued to write in Hebrew
while also writing in Arabic and later in a European language like
German or English, and often when a major work like the Guide or
Jehuda Halevi’s Cuzart was written in Arabic, it was soon afterwards
translated into Hebrew. This did not happen in the case of Sanskrit,
which until this century, was the Indian language for philosophy.

Nowadays no writer of any importance writes in Sanskrit. This has
gone so far that from having been reduced to a very secondary position,
sO far as the writing of philosophy is concerned, it has passéd into
virtual supersession. Secondly, inheriting such a rich world of philoso-
phy is not necessarily always an advantage and in effect that’s what
determines the extent of a task whose real nature also remains to be
grasped. Having been catapulted into a very exacting world we seek to
claim a heritage the conditions of whose acquisition seem to entail
nothing less than a veritable reincarnation in the forms of our present
westernized ambience.

Having acknowledged the scale of the difference between the Jewish
achievement and what is somewhat analogously needed in the Indian
case I can hardly rest my case by citing examples from the former, and
unless I can do something substantial by way of corroborating'the plea
I have just made, it is bound to sound hollow. Had the first impression
of Matilal’s work on Navya-Nyaya persisted in me, I would certainly
have cited it as my most important corroborative example. But I cannot
do so now, especially after I have recognized the relative modesty of
the claims that were in fact made in his The Navya-Nyaya Doctrine of Ne-
gation. My earlier reading seemed at least to introduce a sympathetic
reader to a collection of ideas in the domain of logic and theory of
knowledge which were very different from their western counterparts;
but it did not take me long to feel that what was being introduced was
something very unfamiliar and that no clear perspective seemed to
emerge as to its actual character.

At a later stage I came to see that the comparative method adopted
by Matilal was in fact a kind of shackles. Only things that are comparable
ought to be subjected to comparison. Otherwise the unfamiliar item
one is trying to describe by reference to what is already known has
unavoidably to be put on Procrustean beds.

The L.I by virtue of its ambition seems to overcome the difficulty of
a limited scope while still employing arguments which have a familiar
ring. Philosophers in the West too have sometimes argued that discur-
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sive discourse is essentially flawed and that the claims of intuition and
an understanding that rises above what reason can yield can be shown
to be capable of achievement.

The question that I shall soon take up for consideration in the rest
of this article is whether Matilal does in fact succeed in making out a
case for what he calls Indian mysticism and whether by showing the
essential Indianness of a doctrine which seems to rise above philosophy
itself he wins for it as an autonomous area of understanding. In en-
quiring as to its success I shall for the most part concentrate on ques-
tions of validity and invalidity of argument and claim. My verdict will
be that of stark failure, and the fundamental reason why I am forced
to this conclusion is that while seeking to work within a comparative
framework he in fact does not give to Butler’s dictum, ‘everything is
what it is and not another thing’ the respect due 10 it.

Now to show the strength of an approach it is hardly enough if one
merely shows that the results of applying some other approach are
poor. But since I have already stated my intended unfavourable verdict
on Matilal’s ambitious project in his L.Z, in so far as achieving the kind
of success under consideration now is concerned, when I show in the
sequel how I come to reach, it the story of failure I shall then be
tetling will be told without putting it in contrast to an actually existent
example of success as its accompaniment. I must in fairness to Matilal
also say that he undertook it where success is perhaps hardest to
achieve, in an area of high metaphysics and philosophy of religion.
And frankly I do not myself have a clear idea of how it might be found
in such areas. I do think however that we must at first be content with
a more modest kind of success which I believe is likely to be found in
logic and epistemology rather than elsewhere. The success I have in
mind must also strike one as clearly a success.

Having stated our desiderata let us recall that Mohanty’s suggestions
on the Nyaya view of inference did seem to give us an example of the
treatment of a topic which is not to be seen as an exercise in compara-
tive philosophy but rather in terms of a contrast between autonomous
success and a clear record of failure to achieve the sought end-result.
Such a contrast does after all mean that we can find in the Indian
tradition a satisfactory account of inference and that we do not need
to look elsewhere for it. But when we ask where in fact does this point
our real difficulties begin. We are still plagued by the trouble which
gives the comparative method the stamp of futility. The question why
anyone already well-inducted into western philosophy should study
Indian philosophy has still to find an adequate positive answer.

That once in a while something like what Mohanty has found con-
cerning the topic of inference can be found can hardly be enough for
doing so. We still do not know how we are to look for more such
gems. And by his own tacit admission a similar result could also be
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reached by a possible extrapolation from what was already available to
him from his work on Husserl (as he claims in Tradition and Reason).

The ingredients for good answers to such questions are, as I have
recently discovered, to be found in the work of Professor S.
Bhattacharya on the Navya-Nyaya. In Part I of his Gadadhara’s Theory of
Objectivity entitled General Introduction to Navya-Nydya Concepis he has
achieved in respect of this school a result which comes close to being
a paradigm for the future, thus surpassing in quality any other work in
a European language on the study of Indian philosophy. (Part II
which is an annotated translation of the Vifayatavada is of a similar
quality in its achievement). Although its richness makes it impossible
to give a short account of its contents, it is possible to state the general
nature of its success. It manages to provide a good answer to the
question to which no other writer on the Nyaya has ever been able,
even remotely to provide an answer, namely, what makes Nyaya a
dariana.

The salient feature of this book is perhaps that it achieves such a
result by means of a cumulative process. Most of the questions dealt
with in Bhattacharya's account of the Navya-Nyaya are found to have
answers which point in the same general direction. For instance the
category of relation, unlike in Aristotle, is given an amazingly large
scope by describing a relation (sambandha) as the object of a cognition
when such an object is an ordered pair. This scope is further enlarged
when the notion of abstraction is introduced so that a relation itself
becomes a term in a higher-order relation. We might say that as
cognizing beings, whatever we can come to concern ourselves with
comes when we fall in the category of relation. This is an intoxicating
kind of intuitionism which sets the Navya-Nyaya in radical opposition
to the Platonism of modern logic.

A universal similarly is not simply whatever has unrestricted generality
but what uniquely belongs to a kind. Universals, in this approach, are
marks of the things that come to us as of special importance.

And, almost equally interestingly, definition is not a la Aristotle
simply stating something’s nature genus per differentiam, but in one of
its two Navya-Nyaya types it is to be seen as an act by which a probans is
provided by which others can distinguish the object defined from
everything else. So things known to us can only be defined to others
and this mode of definition ought to be treated as primary.

In this way the basic categories of discourse are described so as to
give us a perspective which most facilitates the superior purpose of
the kind of understanding a darfana is meant to give. And this is some-
thing other schools can share with it. Thus Yoga for instance does not
have a logic of its own. But why the Buddhists and the Advaitins do
not do so is a question that too can be answered. But I'shall not do so
here.
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A major reason for my extreme scepticism towards the claims of
comparative philosophy lies in my view of the nature and task of the
activity of philosophy—in the claim I made earlier in this paper when
I said that there exists an internal connection between how philosophy
is done and some purpose which presides over it when it is done as a
distinguishable activity. This purpose in the case of Indian philosophy
has been in the main religion. A different view from mine on this
question is likely to be reflected in a different view of the value and
importance of this method. Thus Mohanty is quite optimistic about its
scope, and correspondingly we find him wanting to extend the appli-
cation of the term ‘philosophy’to the darianas. But even he makes res-
ervations about its use when he writes about Indian philosophy of
language in Tradition and Reason."' Similar evidence appears when he
comments on inference in Indian logic.

But if a mistakenly liberal understanding of the scope of philosophy
can lead to excessive faith in the comparative method, an over—zealous
pursuit of it can also arise from a misapplication of an important
philosophical category or an absurd attribution of success to a certain
kind of philosophical argument. Thus nobody would have accused
Matilal for the lack of philosophical ambition—we already had evidence
of the extreme range of his work. But he was not content simply to
range widely in his choice of philosophical topics. In his inaugural
lecture on Indian mysticism we find him attempting something of a
very ambitious nature. I shall now show that in his work on this theme
he was in fact able to write with extreme ambition while formally still
remaining within the terms of the comparative method only at the
cost of aberrances falling in the latter category.

Matilal’s L.I undoubtedly has the hallmark of the purpose of deliv-
ering something striking and visibly significant when taking up an
important chair. What characterizes its ambition is not the originality
of the thesis put forward in it but the nature of the arguments deployed
in its support. The claim that the categories by using which reason
does its work are inevitably flawed to the extent of being generative of
contradiction was made by F.H. Bradley and was followed by an attri-
bution of a similar claim to Sankara by Indian writers, and more
recently a similar attribution was made about Nagarjuna. Whether any
of the latter two actually made such a claim is a matter of dispute. But
we cannot be in any doubt that Sr1 Harsa in his Khandanakhandakhédya
did in fact make such a claim. The originality of Matilal’s Logical Iilu-
mination lies in its employment of the resources of modern logic for
this purpose. His arguments are refined further in a later paper
entitled ‘Scepticism’* where we get a putative version of scepticism
which is very different from the familiar Cartesian form of scepticism.
I shall stress the importance of understanding this contrast, as also of
the former’s ‘criticism’of the notion of proof itself when he attacked
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the Nyaya theory of pramanas. Technically this is still comparative. phi-
losophy, since what is placed in a framework of comparison are two
versions of scepticism, and judging by its ambition alone it is heady
stuff.

In the L.I, the logical illumination he offers is that of the version of
the ‘monistic metaphysics’ which in his view is the ‘bed-rock of Eastern
mysticism’, this being the Advaita Vedanta of Sri Harsa and the
Madhyamika of Nagarjuna. In doing so he puts forward the best case
he can muster in its support. But since he does not put forward any
criticism of it, it would appear that he is persuaded by its reasoning.
But there are serious difficulties, in fact insuperable ones, in describing
what it is that its success would in fact establish. The source of these
difficulties, as we shall now begin to see, lies in the fact that what looks
like a very positive claim is sought to be proved solely by means of
negative arguments of refutation. In essence, we are being told that
when the philosophical work of the logical refutation of error has
been done, the great truth of mysticism can be handed over to the
would-be mystic on a plate. He writes: ‘In other words, for the mystic,
the truth is self-evident as soon as the veils of wrong views are lifted’."®

A very straightforward criticism of Matilal’s central claim as I have
just described it may be stated very briefly. Since the logical illumination
Matilal offers in his lecture is of what he terms ‘monistic
metaphysics’and since metaphysics is a basic constituent of philosophy,
if such an illumination succeeds then its success would be success in
illuminating something in the nature of a metaphysical doctrine. But
the doctrine in question is in fact the form of mysticism Matilal at-
iributes to S$ri Harsa and Nagarjuna as something they both share.
Since however the former is at pains to argue in his Khandanakhanda-
khadya that the only truth free of error is ‘inexpressible’ (anirvacaniya),
we have before us a supposedly metaphysical doctrine which must for
ever remain beyond speech. This is indeed strange reward fot a
philosopher’s labour. To anticipate a possible objection I shall point
out that undoubtedly philosophers do sometimes claim that something
in their field cannot be expressed. Thus Wittgenstein in the Tractatus
held that logical form is of this nature. But logical form is a philo-

sophical category while the truth of mysticism is put entirely outside
the domain of the categories of discursive discourse by Sri Harsa. The
truth which according to Sri Harsa is unsayable is so not because all
saying is generative of contradiction (it would then be not truth) but
because it -is something beyond which language can concern itself
with, and just for this reason we cannot think of it as a metaphysical
truth. .

Now in fairness to Sri Harsa it must be pointed out that since
‘philosophy’, ‘metaphysics” and ‘mysticism’ are words in the English
language while Sanskrit does not have words that carry the meanings
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of these English words, we cannot blame him for claimi i
he regards as unsayable to belong to the domain of ;ltlllitll(l)rg;gmlfthlng
_But Matilal’s is a different case. Having described mysdci};m (the
kind he was concerned with in his L.I)) as monistic metaphysics he is
?t;:(ée? obhgau_or_l to say what is further characteristic of it apart from
o ienlrflr.nomsua This obligation he has tried to meet elsewhere but

IndLogzccl, Language and Reality (p. 317) he says that he is only pre-
pared to defend a form of cognitive mysticism. So the reality that his
kind of mystic claims to know is known by means of cognition, albeit
not of the _famlliar kind we know to belong to us. But on 51’1ch an
undt?r?tandmg' of ‘cognition’ what would be a kind of non-cognitive
m):;‘tl.llcmm Mimlal 1does not anywhere tell us.

I'he simplest clue to the kind of mysticism Matilal i i i
which for him constitutes the ‘bed—rocl}: of Eastern m}lrslt?c‘iis?;!ui’;gg‘iilég
when he describes Nagarjuna as a mystic sceptic.'® The philosophical
road to mysticism lies through certain sceptical arguments H(Ie)re b
sce.ptlcal arguments we are to understand the arguments v-vhich ch
philosophical sceptic employs for his special purposes. Now scepticism
has played a big part in the history of modern western philosoph
Since acco_rdlng to Matilal the Indian variety of mysticism whiclfl ?s
taken by hlm.to occupy a central place in Indian philosophy employs
scepticism as its principal means we have to ask how like or unliktI:) it)';s
to the scepticisms we find in modern philosophies of the West. It is
this question from which I believe stems the crucial test by which we
may judge the value of what is truly innovative in Matilal’s work in
Indian philosophy for those studying the history of philosophy onl
because they believe that doing so is also a good way of doing hiloscz
phy. I shall argue in what follows that his scepticism is very unI]?ike the
scepticism the student of western philosophy concerns himself with

We may distinguish two broad categories of scepticism. I shall ;'.le-
scribe the scepticism of Descartes, with which modern phil;)soph ma
be said to begin, as a constructive scepticism, since its purposeyis tc);
place human knowledge on more secure foundations. In the Meditations
he begnfls bfy doubting whatever can be doubted. In doing so he em-
ploys criteria of certainty which are very much higher than those we
florrnally f‘.‘.l"nPh.)y. But although such doubting is described by him as
hyperbol_lc it is nevertheless not idle so that in resolving it in terms
which satisfy these criteria he gives us (that is, purports to give us)
conclusions which have the kind of evidence he wants to give us for
them. The second kind of scepticism is that of Hume and Russell. The
uncertainty that it is taken to give rise to is irremediable and hz-is no
consequences, and calls at most only for recognition. Matilal’s scepti-

cism is rather of the former kind despite i i
ite its extreme differen
that of Descartes. P S
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The mystic whom Matilal describes as a sceptic mystic is determined

to guide us to a goal of supreme grace by employing his own particular
kind of doubts, so that at first blush one has an uncomfortable feeling
in giving it the description of scepticism. Both forms of western scepti-
cism have one very important feature in common. Both, in fact any
variety of scepticisms I have come across in my study of western phi-
losophy declare our commonly employed criteria of truth and validity
to be insufficiently high and do their work by applying stricter and
more exacting criteria. But Matilal makes the very opposite approach.
His sceptics need a lowering of standards so that much stronger, and
amazingly sweeping negative claims can be made even though the
arguments adduced at their greatest success prove very much less.
And once or twice he expressly asks us to do so, if we are to get an
understanding of Indian mysticism. Thus in ‘Scepticism’ Matilal while
admitting that Vatsyayana was perhaps in a position to meet Nagarjuna’s
charge of infinite regress against the pramanas theory, claims thai an
inability to give a satisfactory description of the logical argument against
the possibility of knowledge does not invalidate the sceptical strategy
which relies on the mode of refutation employed by Sr1 Harsa in his
Khandanakhandakhadya (being designed to show the opponent’s posi-
tion to be untenable solely by applying the very rules which the latter
has adopted). But as we shall presently sece, it is vitally important to
determine just what Sri Harsa's strategy accomplishes, and while rigour
is what the sceptic prides himself in, it is just rigour which is in fact
being sacrificed in his arguments. So it is natural to ask whether a
scepticism which makes its case by a lowering of logical standards can
be called genuine scepticism. In fact we find Matilal urging us in his
book Perception not to ‘dispute too much over labels but to pay attention
to the formulation of a 6position {(in the Indian context) and the
argument in favour of it.”

But if the sceptic’s claims in respect of what he has shown are
unreasonably inflated, then describing what he is attempting to prove,
in fact the very nature of his enterprise is apt to become obscure;
indeed even to himself. So we find him in Epistemology, Logic and Gram-
mar of 1971 making the statement that there are ‘two universal marks’
of all types of mysticism, these being, first, ‘a belief in the possibility of
a kind of knowledge which we may call revelation, even direct con-
frontation with reality’, and, second, ‘belief in unity, which tends to
reject all diversities and differences as illusory appearances’.”’ Now
‘revelation’ is hardly the right word to describe something unsayable;
what for instance was revealed to Moses at Sinai he was able to record
in the language he shared with his people. Perhaps when Matilal
wrote his L.I. he would not have spoken in this way.

There is nevertheless a very serious difficulty arising from the very
fact that Matilal cannot reject Sri Harsa's verdict that the ultimate
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truth which he was seeking was “unsayable’, si
be nothing left at the end of his proje):;: to s,a;rllf ien?i"ter Bl
It is not difficult to see that there is no way in which this difficulty
can be surmounted while remaining in the realm of metaph si-::tsy
which Matilal was determined to do. Sri Harsa says that wheg grro;
has be_en removed the truth will emerge of itself since the removal of
error is all that is needed for this to come about. But it is not some
one error or f)ther which has to be removed, but at the very least the
very §ubstaptlal list of the Naiyayika's categories and his theory of
pramanas. Sri Harsa wrote his voluminous Khandakhandakhddg to
achle\_fe this. We do not expect a philosophical work to succeed in
every important objective it sets itself. In the whole history of philosoph
no book has ever succeeded to such an extent. But let 11s suppose t[;la};
he does perform such a unique feat; why must we accept his claim
that' something vastly superior in a non-discursive realm will willy-nill
fall into our laps thereafter? Why should we not reach a wholly nihilis)-(
tc conclusion? Here the contrast with Descartes is very pertinent
Wl'ien he had done all the doubting that he was able as a rationaj
qug to do he found a way of showing that it was yet possible to
overcome such doubts while remaining within the bounds of human
reason. To use his metaphor he had examined each apple in his
lga_sket and found after a good scrutiny that they were in fact all sound
Sri Harsa’s rejection of the claims of his opponents is however in each
case final and reason is never given a second chance.
In f,act, there is a complete contrast between Descartes’ ‘method of
doubt’ and Sri Harsa’s scepticism. - Cartesian doubt is radical doubt
only about the reality of the external world and not about the ways in
which reason does its work. Here it is worth mentioning that Barry
‘Strgud in his The Significance of Philosophical Scepticism equates
philosophical scepticism’ with the claim that ‘we can know nothing
about the physical world around us’ while excluding lesser scepticisms
abou!: the claims of morality or religion (Preface, pp. vii-viii). In fact
the kind of scepticism which focuses on the notion of proof which the
Nyaya calls the doctrine of the pramanas, as does Sri Harsa, does not
receive a hearing from him. We shall soon see how right St’roud is in
thfii latter regard, and t%lat in fact ‘scepticism’ is not a suitable rubric
:r?t,h?;l ‘f}?if:r;: deal with the kinds of failures that we need to deal
Sri Harsa’s claim that without putting forward any claim of his own
he can prove his case simply by proceeding from his opponent’s own
postula_tes was endorsed by his translator Ganganath Jha and is equall
u‘nquahﬁedly. accepted by Matilal. But to do so is to err egreg’iouslyy
Firstly the-re is the simple point that a philosophical sceptic canno£
proc’:eed simply ad hominem. To claim successfully that one can convict
one’s opponent of contradiction is only to claim that one can refute
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him not that the thesis he maintains would also thereby be refuted.
The Khandanakhandakhadya is a very boastful book but even when
successful in its strategy it can claim nothing more than ad hominem
success. Descartes on the other hand was certainly not arguing ad
hominem. e

Let us however assume that the pramanas that the Naiyayika sub-
scribed to had received from him formulations which were the best to
be found in his time. Even so the notion of a pramana per se was not
thereby shown to be incoherent. It is only because the Advaitin mis-
represents the situation that it appears to be the case. But it is important
that we do not get into confusion here and give way to despair and
leave Sri Harsa's glee unchecked. To this end I shall ma.ke uselof
Quine’s distinction between a paradox and an antir}o¥ny,1_5‘ which Matilal
appeals to in note no. 10 of his L.I On Qume"s distinction, a paradox
is something which on a closer look leaves things much as they were.
It could be false and then like a false alarm it dissipates itself as soon
as we see its falsity. But if it is in fact ‘veridical’, then it is something we
have to learn to accept, and even be gainers from it. A good example
of such a paradox is Godel’s theorem about the incompleteness of
arithmetic. In grasping its proof we put ourselves on the way to being
reconciled to an important truth in proof theory. _

Against what is merely a paradox, as Quine uses this term, an
antinomy establishes that some tacit and trusted pattern of reasoning
must be made explicit and be henceforth avoided or revised. This
Jatter notion is of crucial importance; we have here the clear idea that
it is sometimes possible to prove that a part of what can be said in a
given language is generative of an inconsistency or something e_qually
bad. It is nevertheless reassuring, as Quine also tells us, that an antinomy
bears only on some part or the other of the things we do when we
reason, and that when we are obliged to abandon it and no lo_nger
view it as part of our present methodological vocabulary, it may still be
possible to make a revision or modification that would free it of this
fault. _ .

Unfortunately the notion of an antinomy as Quine dleploy'rs this
notion does not find any role in Sri Harsa’s book. There 1s a kind of
militancy which is not to be found in the writings of the great Adi
Sankara which casts doubt on the importance of-the former's philo-
sophical purpose. .

Ii‘/\ff: ngf n?ake 2 Wittgensteinian addition to what I hav_e said about
Quine’s useful distinction between what can create a genuine problem
and what is at worst a kind of constraint we may have to live under.
Wittgenstein sometimes urges us not to be so frightened of encounter-
ing a contradiction. A formal system or a part of language is not
rendered useless when we discover a contradiction in it. We may §t111
be able to make excellent use of it by keeping within the constraints
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the presence of a potential contradiction places us under. It is not
necessary that we should find a good way of dealing with a paradox
(using this term now in its ordinary philosophically familiar sense),
such as Russell’s paradox, before again using the language in which it
has arisen. And this brings us to what Matilal has to say about
Nigirjuna, the second of the two writers he was principally concerned
with in his L.L I think Nagarjuna’s is a very different case and Matilal’s
writing on him is a clear case of an opportunity repeatedly missed—an
opportunity to do constructive philosophy as a way of offering the
student of western philosophy something that would extend him.

It does not need a deep study of Nagarjuna to think it to be some-
what strange that Matilal saw him as subscribing to the same kind of
mysticism as that which he attributes to Sri Harsa. In fact from a
reading of the L.I one cannot see any difference between what is at-
tributed by way of conclusion to the former and what is attributed in it
to the latter. But the total illusionism in respect of what falls under
human cognition is characteristic only of the Advaita. Things in the
world of vyavahara, the mundane world, are lacking in self-nature since
they have no svabhdva, and originate in a form of dependence which
gives them a fundamental conditionality. (The term used to denote
this aspect of things is pratityasamutpada) . Matilal rightly focuses on the
short treatise Vigrah-vyavartini in the L.I since it is Nagarjuna's work
which is most pertinent to the purpose of giving an account of the
kind of dependence we are concerned with in Buddbist thought. But
Nagirjuna is also reported to be the author of a great and bulky
treatise on wisdom, the Mahdprajnaparamitasastra. The Madhyamika goal
is that of wisdom (prajfia) which does not come in a flash but is gained
cumulatively while the Advaitin according to Sri Harsa sees his summum
bonum as an emergent condition whose origin comes simply on the
completion of a process of ratiocination.

There has been quite a spate of writing in recent times on Nagarjuna
and divergent views of his thought have been put forward. So while
just as we cannot accept that Matilal’s interpretation of him has evident
validity so also any contrary view I may present is not to be taken as
unquestionably preferable. But I need not make any such claim. It
would be enough if I am able to suggest one plausible line of interpre-
tation which has the philosophical fruitfulness Matilal’s view fails (as I
have been arguing above), to achieve.

The cumulativeness of understanding which for Nagarjuna charac-
terizes wisdom (prajiid) cannot be represented as simply the shedding
of error, but needs must be seen in its connection with the reality of
dukha (sorrow). I have no doubt that the importance of this notion in
Nigarjuna (as indeed in Buddhism generally) cannot be gainsaid and
I believe that Matilal would not have wanted to deny this strong con-
nection.
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But in doing so we can hardly fail to recognize that knowing that
some object of thought is without self-nature requires for its happening
the recognition of somiething that is the case. So even before the
meaning of $anyata is properly understood there is awarcness of certain
truths albeit they are largely negative truths. Knowing that something
is without svabh@va must in part consist in knowing that it is deficient
in some respect. But in order to know that something is deficient we
do not need also to know in precise terms what its deficiency consists
of. (So in a crucial sense there is room in Nagarjuna for imperfect
knowledge which cannot be dubbed as illusion as there is not in Sri
Harsa’s work.) This difference, I suggest, may be described in terms of
the notion of svabhava in the following way.

According to Matilal this term is to be translated in English as
essence. But this is a serious mistake. For then Nagarjuna’s doctrine of
nisvabhdve is to be taken to claim that nothing has an essence, as
indeed in the Aristotelian use of this term certain objects of experience
do not, so that everything is without substance. But this is what the
Advaitin Sri Harsa says but not the Buddhist Nagarjuna. For the latter
many things in the world have essence without being able to operate
unconditionally in their essences. (One might in more metaphorical
terms say that there is nothing in the world which is capable of keeping
all the promises it seems to make to us.) Describing $inyata in general
terms we might say that there is an inevitable lack of self-nature that
goes with the essential nature of things.

Since Matilal wants to attribute the very same mysticism to both the
writers he has selected for discussion, he has to resort to a simplification,
which no doubt he finds to be perfectly unobjectionable, which elimi-
nates further discussion about self-natures. So he writes: “To simplify
matters for our discussion, let us substitute for this statement of
Nigarjuna’s “Nothing has its own nature” (I will call it NS) the state-
ment “No statement is true” or ‘All statements are false™.? In positing
this substitutability he moves into the domain of formal semantics
hoping to find there some way of establishing that statements of this
nature can be given expression without generating paradox, and
thereby to gain plausibility for the view of Sri Harsa that our discourse
is flawed by inconsistency. I think even if the supposition that the
equation he chooses to make in the above quotation is valid, he does
not achieve much success in the argument he constructs on its basis.
But before going into his argument I want to deploy an argument
against the substitution adopted by Matilal. I think it is of some impor-
tance that such a substitution is questioned but there is a further
reason for my doing so. The argument I shall put forward in doing so
will be of help to me later when I make my claim that there is a
philosophically more constructive way of understanding Nagéarjuna’s
thought.
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Now there is a difference between the semantic domain and the
domain of value which is irreducible. Statements fall in the former
domain; a statement is false when it contradicts something we take to
be true, whether it is something empirically established or demonstrated
from certain premises. But it is very doubtful if we can indict a statement
as false simply because it employs a category such as substance or
cause, which defies our attempt to give a satisfactory characterization
of it. There is at least a non-transitivity at work here. With things
which the Buddhist wants to say are without their own nature there is
a clear transitivity. What is true at the categorial level is also true at the
level of its instantiation. Although we are here in an area in which
disagreement and obscurity abounds I can clinch the issue by taking
an example from the early Pratityasamutpada-Sutram which occurs in
Frauwallner’s presentation of some of its content in his Die Philosophie
des Buddhismus. Thus contact (berithrung) is without self-nature because
it can only be made when that with which it is made is something one
is sensitive to (i.e., has empfindung towards), and this is generative of
thirst (diirst).2! The dependence or conditionality is here intended to
be both conceptual and causally at work in each instantiation, however
multiform its manifestation may be. This means, as I shall explain in
more detail later, that there is a fundamental difference between the
Advaitin’s reasoning and that of the Buddhist. The former purports to
be logical and operative 1n the semantic mode while the latter is
valuational and in a certain sense ontological. At the level of
instantiation the difference between them becomes quite transparent.
In terms of the example I have used above, the fact that sensitiveness
has the implication of making one prone (0 be put in Aristotle’s
category of passion is a certain disadvantage or vulnerability. And this
is certainly not a fact of logic but of the way things in our lives are.

But Matilal ignores this line of thought for some reason. (Since we
cannot doubt his scholarship I am obliged to say this.)

Given the equivalence posited by Maiilal, the Naiyayika objection
dealt with by Nagarjuna in the Vigrah-Vyavariini that everything is
without selfnature becomes the objection that arises when making
the statement ‘No statement is true’. Briefly, that is, it now acquires
the fault of generating a semantic paradox, somewhat in the way a
standard form of the Liar paradox is generated by the statement ‘Every
Cretan is a liar’ when it is made by a Cretan. Here Matilal thinking
that it will serve his special purpose in the L.I well turns to a solution
of this paradox proposed by A.N. Prior in a fascinating paper on
Buridan entitled ‘Some Problems of Self-Reference in John Buridan’®
which is based on a suggestion Prior finds in the Sophismata of this me-
diaeval logician of great acumen. As a good deal turns on the real fate
of this venture I shall now deal with it as briefly as doing justice to it
permits.
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In his paper on Buridan, Prior distinguishes two theories which he
believes were held by Buridan, an earlier and a later theory. In the
former theory propositions signify in virtue of their form alone that
they are true, but in the later they do not. He was forced to reject the
earlier theory because a proposition e.g., ‘No proposition is negative’,
which asserts or implies its own falsehood asserts both its truth and
also its falsehood and is thus bound to be false. Prior points out that
the earlier theory is also unsatisfactory because it draws a distinction
between what a proposition ‘formally’ signifies and what it ‘virtually’
signifies which still entitles us to say that what a proposition weakly
(formally only) signifies can nevertheless be still the case. So the kind
of proposition that leads to paradox will in this latter account also
generate a contradiction; as without being signified to be so things are
as what such a proposition signifies and they are not so if they are so
signified. Prior argues however that the semantics of the former theory
offer a satisfactory way of overcoming our difficulties. Plausibly sug-
gesting that ‘possible’ as an adjective applied to sentences can be
understood simply as ‘possibly true’, he proposes a theory in which, as
in Buridan’s earlier theory, any sentence x means that it is true, which
can solve Buridan’s version of the Liar paradox much more elegantly
than could a theory of language-hierarchies. A theory of this kind will
have, he claims, a semantics not.unlike that of the Zermelo-Quine
alternative to the former. We could then say that ‘No proposition is
negative’ is ‘possible’ in the sense that the proposition ‘It could be
that no proposition is negative’ is true. It is the addition of ‘It could
be’ to ‘No proposition is negative’ which makes it possible to imagine
a state of affairs that an omnipotent being like God could bring about.

Now since Prior clearly tells us in his paper that for Buridan
‘proposition’ means simply sentence and that the possibility of propo-
sitions as non-linguistic items was considered by him only in respect of
affirmative propositions, the existence of a state of affairs in which
there are no negative propositions would be assured simply by an
absence of sentences from it, which is certainly entirely within God’s
powers. It is only this definite kind of possibility which Prior had in
mind in the following sentence which Matilal has quoted in his paper
‘Scepticism’ (included in his collection of papers entitled Perception):
‘But if God were to annihilate all negative propositions, there would
in fact be no negative propositions, even if they were not then being
asserted by any “proposition™.*” But since we are not told that he was
using ‘proposition’ in this way it is not easily noticed that this is what
he in fact intended to say. What then do we learn from this bit of
philosophizing? Clearly not that a radical form of doubt is coherently
describable but at most only that a very counterfactual situation is
conceivable. And when we have said this we ought also to say that
there is no going further beyond such a result of semantic enterprise,
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which was in any case a special achievement by a gifted logician.

It is understandable that Matilal was fascinated by the achievements
of modern logic. But the very logician whose work on Buridan gave
Matilal what was for him a vital step in his argument, namely Prior,
bravely, and very wisely said something that is also worth quoting at
this stage of my discussion. He said that ‘Semantics however it is done
is a mess’, and even God's language, if such there be, would not be
without blemish. This was not any kind of blasphemy, nor a counsel of
despair, since it seemed quite remarkable to him that in Buridanian
language it was possible to speak about this language itself (i.e., lan-
guage L that contains the expression ‘means in L).

The resourcefulness of language arises from its very nature and its
difficulties are not an indication of some kind of fatal imperfection.
The following passage from the Vigrah-Vyavartint expresses something
analogous in a more interesting way:

But things like a cart, a cloth, etc., though devoid of an intrinsic
nature (svabhdvasiunya) because of being dependently originated,
are occupied with their respective functions, ¢.g., carrying wood,
grass and cotton, containing honey, water and milk, and protecting
from cold, wind and heat. Similarly this statement of mine, though
devoid of an intrinsic nature because of being dependently origi-
nated, is engaged in the task of establishing the being-devoid-of-an-
intrinsic nature of things’ (Nihsvabhdvatatvaprasadhane bhavanam
vartate) .2

This passage gives us a clue why Nagarjuna’s purpose in claiming
that the notion of pramanas is subject to an infinite regress argument
was not a negative one intended to show that reasoning achieves noth-
ing. At XLI and XLII of the Vigrah-vyavartini Nagarjuna says that since
nothing is a pramana without being a pramdna of something we have in
this notion something in the nature of a fault (dosah) because what is
taken to be established is required to be established again (sidhasya
sadhanam syat). Now this reasoning may not be wholly satisfactory but
whatever paradox is alleged can arise only in the supposition of the
success of a pramana. Sometimes such a success is all one needs, so
that the logically dependent condition of a pramana on something else
does not cause complete frustration. Thus the infinite regress here is
not a vicious one. Success and limitations of success are interconnected.
How else could things be? So we find him saying in the Maadhyamika
Karikd (Ch.XXIV, verse 10) that only through vyavhara is parmartha
expressed (vyavharman asritya paramdrtha na desyate).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The temptation to give an account in formal terms of Buddhist doc-
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trines is very prevalent. In what is perhaps the most useful piece of
writing on the catuskoti, another important Buddhist concept (apart
from that of pratitiyasamutpada) we have been concerned with in this
article, Dr Seyfort Ruegg in his article ‘The Four Positions of the

Catuskoti’® informs us that though the term does not occur in

Nagarjuna, it has an important place in the literature of the
Madhyamika school. Here too we see a division between those who
favour a logician’s approach and those who want to stress the centrality
of the soteriological aspect of this notion. (Matilal in his essay
‘Ineffability’® adheres to a two-valued logic in dealing with it while
Staal favours putting it within a multi-valued logic). But the basic
objection that Nagarjuna held that neither formal nor informal dis-
course is completely subject to alethic failure cannot be met by resorting
to the methods of modern logic.

Persuading modern philosophers that in the Indian tradition there
is much genuine philosophy and that the popular impression that
spiritual edification and mysticism expressed in picturesque terms (sic!)
is not its chief characteristic is no doubt a worthwhile objective, but it
is hardly enough by itself to arouse a genuine interest in it. One way
of doing so would be by focusing on points of great contrast. Thus the
notion of wisdom has for long been all but banished from western
academic philosophy. In Buddhism, prajiia (wisdom) has a central
place, and an explanation of Buddhist thought would uncover possi-
bilities of seeing its importance in the philosophy of action, in ethics
and certain dimensions in the philosophy of religion. I believe similar
possibilities exist in the study of Yoga. But there may be no shorter
way of showing that they exist than by establishing the reality of some
of them.
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Vacaspati Mi§ra’s Bhamati,! a commentary on Sankara’s Brahmasiira-
bhasya, represents a major attempt to give a consistent exposition of
some of the central tenets of Advaita philosophy, which in Sarkara’s
own work tended to be stated in a cryptic and sometimes ambiguous
manner. Any theory which attempted to present a metaphysics of
objects and cognition would have to say more about error, in that
there has to be an explanation of how, if experience is of objects,
there could be ‘unruly’ cognition. Merely to appeal to a law-like system
did not seem enough to the Indian philosophers; something had to
be said on how a given metaphysical view of the order of objects could
be consistent with the occurrence of cognition without an appropriate
object (in error). There is, however, more to it than this. Vacaspati
attempts not only to develop a theory of error for the purpose of
explaining the possibility of cognition without an appropriate object,
but also eventually to find enough in this explanation to substantiate
the original Advaitic thesis on the nature of the order of objects,
albeit with some alterations.

In this article, I shall look at the consequences that Vacaspati's
critique of Nydya’s theory of error has for the Advaitic claim that the
world is indeterminate in some sense. Now, this critique occurs in that
section of the commentary in which he examines various theories on
how erroneous judgement occurs and what is in the content of a
cognition in such a case. And how does a study of erroneous cognition
become a statement on the metaphysical status of the world? And
particularly, how does his view on what Nyiya says on error become a
statement on the indeterminacy of the world> Before we answer these
questions, however, we must first define some of the terms to be used
in this aagument.
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COGNITION, CONTENT AND REPRESENTATION: NOTES ON THE
INTERPRETATION OF SOME SANSKRIT TERMS

Our analysis will involve examination of the content of a cognition.
The notion of content is this: Every cognitive episode is held as being
directed at some object. A qualificative (visista) cognition is one which
intends, in the sense it purports, to represent an object (visaya). This
relation between a cognition qualified by an object, and that object, is
described as an abstract or general relation. In it, the object is a
complex entity which, under a condition of cognitive directedness (at
it), possesses those characteristics which make the cognition the cog-
nition of just that  object (in a correct cognition). Content is given,
as it were, by the ‘contentness’, or ‘content-giving structure’ (visayaia)
which relates the object to its cognition. Then, representation may be seen
as a relation (called visayata) between cognition and its object wherein
there is resident (nistha) in cognition a general state of being condi-
tioned (niritpita) by the objects it is intended to be the cognition of.

When an object conditions a cognition by virtue of that cognition
being of that object, then the cognition represents that object. When
we say that there is a representation of the object which gives content
to cognition, we have in mind the existence of a relational state of
visayata between object and cognition in which the object is defined
in terms of a cognition of it, and a relational state of visayita in which
the cognition is defined in terms of its object. An example of the
characterization in terms of visayata is the judgement, ‘This is the ring
I saw last Tuesday’, where the object is defined in terms of the content
of a cognition of it (namely, the cognition last Tuesday). An example
of characterization in terms of wvisayitais the judgement, ‘What I saw
last Tuesday was this ring’ (or ‘my cognition last Tuesday was of this
ring’). Here, the cognition is defined in terms of the object. So the
term visayata is used to describe the situation when the ring gives con-
tent to the structure of my cognition, while the term visayita is used when
my cognition represents the ring.

Finally, one may say that a cognition is individuated by that object
which is intended as the object of cognition. The Prabhakaras and the
Naiyayikas argue with each other over whether such individuation can
occur only under the condition where the intended object is the sole
causal basis of the representation, or whether it is sufficient that the
components of content have some causal basis for that content to be
individuated by the intended object.

When talking of ‘representation’, no substantive point is being made
about the conceptual and nen-conceptual constitution of the repre-
sentation. There is a history of debate on what Matilal calls ‘conception-
loaded’ and ‘conception-free’ cognition,” but it will not be gone into
here. Also, nothing is being said about the ‘non-representational’ con-
tent of cognition. For example, nothing is said here on whether or
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not the eyes see the shell as silvery in both erroneous and correct cases
(as with the Miiller-Lyons lines which appear one longer than the
other even when the subject knows that they are of equal length).
Further, the judgement consequent on cognition will itself have con-
tent which is independent of the cognitive episode. So, I am neutral
to the phenomenal use of ‘looks’ or ‘tastes’ or whatever, in this context.
There must therefore be a distinction between the content of experi-
ence and the content of judgement.’ In fact, I also distinguish between
these two and the content of cognition. This is because ‘cognition’ is
used in the tradition as an episode in experience, which cognition, if
valid, is an episode of knowledge (prama). It may help to look at a cog-
nitive episode strictly interpreted as an arbitrarily well-defined experi-
ential occurrence. This is to recognize that experience includes the
entertainment of psychological states such as joy, sorrow, expectation,
etc., while cognition is seen as limited to experience relevant to
epistemic advance.

Let me now stipulate usage in this article. The paradigm case of
cognition will be perceptual demonstratives of the form (using the
standard example of Vacaspati’s), ‘this is (a piece of) shell’. The com-
ponents of the content of such a cognition are, simplified, two: a
demonstrative object & (‘this’ idantd) and what it is cognized as, I (a
piece of shell). The result would be a cognition the form Fo. A cogni-
tion could also then be that Ga ‘this is (a piece of) silver’; this would
be erroneous if it were the case that Fa (this were a piece of shell). But
there should be some other veridical cognition that Gb [‘this (other
thing) is (a piece of) silver’] in some other case.

ERROR AND ITS PLACE IN A METAPHYSICAL THEORY

All ontologies are built to explain the fact of cognition; no ontology
can be coherent which does not accord with the features of cognition.
This is because cognition represents a world (whatever that world is in
any particular ontology), and it is this representation which we call
experience. So, a theory of what objects are, or what the world is
made up of—i.e., an ontology—must be consistent with how cognition
represents these objects. For example, a phenomenalist may claim an
ontology of fleeting and non-repeatable qualia, but cannot leave it at
that because cognition does not represent the world in that way. In-
stead, he must interpret his ontology so as to explain why cognition
represents stable, mid-sized objects like tables and snakes. So, cognitions
must in general be accounted for if an ontology is to be defensible.
Since particular cognitions represent particular objects (howsoever
those objects are construed in an ontology), and have content given
them by those objects, any given individual cognition must also be
accounted for if a theory of what the world is to be defensible. Now,
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with some ingenuity, it is comparatively easy to fit an account of a
cognition with one’s chosen theory of what the world is like. Of course,
some seem to have it easier than others in this regard. The robust
realist, of the Nyaya type, explains the cognition that this is a piece of
shell in front of me in terms of an ontology in which the world has a
piece of shell in front of the observing subject. A phenomenalist must
introduce sophisticated intermediaries in order to explain the same
cognition: he must have perceptual states constituted by qualia of
colour, shape, etc. The debate on the plausibility of such accounts,
however, is not what we will deal with here. It is with the testing case
of a cognition which is considered to be erroneous that we are con-
cerned.

Whatever may be the theory of determining error (and different
theories may generate different answers on whether some particular
judgement is right or wrong), it is undeniable that there has to be
some account of how error occurs. Let us take the simple perceptual
demonstrative judgement of the form ‘this is a piece of silver’ as a case
which most responsible theories will accept as capable of being
erroneous on account of the relevant object being a piece of shell.
Now the situation becomes more complex. It is one thing to explain
how cognition of particular things in the world accords with one’s
theory of what those particular things are which make up the world.
But what does a cognition, which is considered erroneous, or at any
rate, a cognition which has as a consequence a false judgement, say
about its object? There is no longer a straightforward case of fitting
the features of cognition with a theory of the nature of its objects. For
clearly, if a cognition is erroneous, its error lies precisely, in some
important way, in there being no such object as represented. If that is
the case, the question would be: how can cognition be related to the
object it represents, for in error, there is no such object to function as
a relatum? And if no relationship can be offered, it follows that the
cognition itself cannot be explained as to its features (i.e., its represen-
tation of an object in a certain way) in terms of the constituents of
some ontology. If that happens, then we would be forced to the con-
clusion that cognition cannot be explained, which would amount to
the failure to provide an explanatory ontology. So it becomes impera-
tive for any account of what the world is to explain how a cognition
can misrepresent, or can have content given by an object which cannot
by definition be what the cognition represents it to be. This then is
the challenge: such an account must accept that certain cognitions
have the features they do (such as representing a glittering piece of
silver in front of the visual apparatus), and explain their occurrence
in terms of a relationship between such cognitons and the chosen
ontology. If the occurrence of such cognitions can be wraced to ele-
ments of the chosen ontology then the content of cognitions could
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be explained in terms of a relationship between cognitions and the
objects of the chosen ontology. That chosen theory of the world would
then be consistent with the given features of cognition.

From all this, it follows that if a theory does explain how erroneous
cognition occurs, it also provides a defence of its ontology. We will not
rehearse here Vacaspati’s critique of various schools’ attempts to do
this. The Vijiidnavada Buddhists, for example, have an ontology in
which all objects are cognitive constructs. So they explain an erroneous
cognition as another cognitive construct which nevertheless fails certain
criteria for correct construction (such as successful consequent action).
The Prabhakaras, being strict realists, want to have an ontology of
external existents whose reality extracts a strict conformity from cogni-
tion. In their view, the reality of objects consists partly in the occurrence
of cognition if and only if there is an appropriate object. Thus they
deny the possibility of cognitive misrepresentation altogether; which is
to say, they deny the possibility of any cognition occurring which does
not have a relationship with an object as represented. Of course, this
bold denial, while securing an account of cognition which fits with
their chosen ontology, leaves them with the difficult task of explaining
the experience of error; they do so by appeal to wrong linguistic
practice, which is a highly original but very difficult strategy to defend.

In this article, [ wish to focus on the most natural of views and the
most intuitive: the Nyaya theory of how error occurs. Their ontology is
one of a world of independent existents upon which cognition is
dependent. Therefore, it becomes their task to reconcile the claim of
a world of such objects with the occurrence of misrepresenting cogni-
tions, without losing the required explanatory relationship between
cognition and objects. Their account reveals a certain view of the
world as a whole, and it is this view which the Advaitin finally challenges.
Given what we have just discussed, the nature of the argument becomes
clearer: the Naiyayika must give an account of error which coheres
with his chosen view of the world; the problems which this account
faces lead to an alternative claim to another, very different view of the
world. In the details of the Advaitic analysis of the Nyaya view of error
lies a deeper controversy over the metaphysics of reality.

Now that we have an idea of the interrelatedness of the issue of
cognitive error and a metaphysical theory of the world, we can provide
a justification for the structure of the argument. It consists mainly in a
close analysis of competing theories—Nyaya and Advaita—on the con-
tent of cognition in veridical and erroneous cases. But even as that
analysis proceeds, it uncovers the underlying and contrasting meta-
physical theories of the world held by the two schools (at least, accord-
ing to Vacaspati). The analysis looks at Vacaspati’s formulation of the
Advaitic theory of error, which introduces the vexed and famous con-
cept of indeterminacy (anirvacaniyatva). In the latter part of the article,
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I will take up this concept and put forward some preliminary thoughts
on a plausible intrpretation for it.

ERROR AND EPISTEMIC INDISTINGUISHABILITY

To begin with, let us formulate a rule which sets out what it is for a
cognition to be veridical or erroneous. The rule then is this:

(RC) A cognition is valid or invalid if it discriminates between that
object and all others or fails to do so; this discrimination is
correct identification. An expression of identification involved
is true or false if the identity claimed in the statement holds or
not, i.e., if the object is discriminated or not. An action (pravriti)
is successful or unsuccessful (ideally), if the intended object is
or is not actually the object of that action.

(RC) is accepted by the two sides concerned here.

It is obviously easy enough to say (under some construal of ‘exist’)
that when it is represented in cognition that Fa and a exists, the
qualificative cognition is correct in identifying an existent as Fa. It is,
however, problematic as to what one would say when there is a cognitive
misidentification that Ga and a is not G. There has after all been a
cognition whose content purports to be that Ga. It is clear that any such
cognition must include the application (adhydsa) of a concept derived
from memory and the percept, the demonstrative ‘this’ (idam). The
apparent (avabhdsa) content of this cognition is sublated by a corrective
cognition (badhakapratyaya). [1 use ‘sublation’ to mean the incidence
of a later cognitive episode whose valid representation of its object
results in the judgement that the content of a prior cognition was not

a representation in totality of its purported object. In that case, the

valid cognition is held to have sublated the earlier cognition; usually,
this is equivalent to the contradiction (and correction) of a judgement
consequent on the earlier cognition due to the truth of the epistemic
claim consequent on the later cognition. However, it must be noticed
that the sense of sublation is slightly different from that of contradiction
and correction: it implies the supersession of the content of a cognition
by the content of a later cognition. When there is sublation, the subject
does not think any longer that what was formerly assumed to be ap-
prehension of an object was really such an apprehension; there is no
longer a disposition to hold that cognitive act to have been a proper
representation of an object. Correction would involve a semantic rela-
tion between the truth-value of two propositions, while sublation is
used to convey the relation between cognitive instances. ]

The discussion of error works with a crucial consideration: it is that
the subject of cognition represents an objectin a certain way, regardless
of what it is that the relevant object is (or even if there is no object).
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In other words, a subject does not know, at the time of having a
cognition, as to which one of the disjunctions under (RC) holds in
her case; she does not know whether her cognition is discriminatingly
picking out the object it represents. Put simply, whether or not a
cognition is correct,-it seems to the subject that it is. (In contrast, a
subject would not be considered to be in error if she is aware that her
perceptual mechanism, for example, is misrepresenting, as in the case
of a stick which appears to be broken when it is seen dipped partially
in a glass of water.)Erroneous cognition, then, represents an object as
if it were veridical. Let us call this the ‘epistemic indistinguishability’
of erroneous cognition.

THE ‘MISPLACEMENT’ THEORY OF ERROR

Now the situation is this: a subject has a cognition of the form, ‘this is
silver’ when it is actually shell. The subject therefore fails to distinguish
between silver and shell. The anyathakhyati theorist explains epistemic
indistinguishability between correct and erroneous cognitions by fol-
lowing up a clue given in the statement of the condition under which
cognitions have content. The basic requirement for a cognition to
have content is that there must exist at least an object which figures in
the perceptual instance, and at least a concept caused by another
object, of a past cognition, which is now remembered. From the point
of view of the psychological typology of the subject’s relationships with
object, both correct and incorrect cognitions would have their content
constituted by the occurrence, in recollection of (smrti) and/or per-
ception (pratyaksa), of the manifestation (avabhasa) of elements of the
empirical world (vyavahariksattd). That is to say, they have a character-
istically existential nature (satt@-matram). Epistemic indistinguishability
is explained because constituents of the content of both correct and
erroneous cognitions have the appropriate contact (sannikarsa) with
extrinsic elements.? On this view then,

(E) Error occurs when there is cognition which is individuated by
representation of a specific object (which does not exist as rep-
resented), representation of which object is constituted by the
characteristics of certain other objects; and these objects exist
such that discriminating representation of them individuates
the content of correct cognitions.

Take two cognitions: one is a veridical cognition representing its ob-
ject as Gb, and individuated by Gb. The other is erroneous because it
represents its object as Ga when it is the case that ais F. Since the lat-
ter represents this object as qualified by G just as in the veridical cog-
nition that Gb, it (the erroneous cognition that Ga) is epistemically in-
distinguishable from the cognition that Gb. In the erroneous cognition,
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‘this is silver’, both the thing demonstrated and the silver exist. There
are two objects involved, technically speaking: the demonstrated object,
shell, is the ‘contextual’ object (faftva), while silver is the ‘principal’
object (pradhina) of cognition®. This particular demonstrative will take
the object-place in a correct cognition, ‘*this" is shell’; and silver takes
the identification place in some other demonstrative instance (in this
case a past cognition, whose recollective nature is not apprehended),
“*this* is silver’.% Erroneous cognitions occur because of these causal
antecedents from existent entities. First, their contents are constituted
by elements that exist and thus justify the subject’s constructive misap-
prehension; second, because they are constituted by representation of
such elements as can contribute to veridical cognitions, they deliver
the condition of epistemic indistinguishability that the incidence of
€ITOT requires.

With these considerations in mind, let us give a fairly precise if
intuitive formulation of the Nyaya view of correct and erroneous cog-
nitions respectively.

(NC) A cognition that Fa has content, and is correct, if and only if for
some object 4, a is F, and Fa is represented in cognition. Conse-
quently, the expression of that cognition, ‘ais F’ is true and ac-
tion appropriate to Fa is (ideally) successful, if it is the case that
Fa.

(NC’) A cognition that Ga has content, but is erroneous, if and only
if for some object a, ais F, and there is some object &such that &
is G, and the cognition purports to represent an object Ga when
there is no such object. The judgement that Ga is then false and
action unsuccessful (because inappropriate) if made, and taken
respectively.

The account that the Naiyayika gives is obviously one that supports a
certain metaphysical view. It is the realist predilection of the Naiyayika
that motivates the anyathakhyati theory. Quite simply, the explanation
of error summed up in (E) which coheres with (NC) and (NC’) is
based on the contention that for there to be cognition, there must
exist causally efficacious objects to which the content of a cognition
can be traced’. This thesis has the merit of being commonsensical
and, for its proponents, robustly, but not radically realist. It asserts
that (a) an erroneous cognition involves a complex judgement and
must therefore involve complex causal factors; and (b)these factors
are existents, being causally efficient.

In order to defend the claim that we have knowledge of a world,
the Naiyayika wishes to show that our cognitive states occur by virtue
of being dependent on the way that world is. The Nyaya realist, like
the other non-sceptical philosophers, must-explain erroneous judge-
ment. However, he wants to do this in a realist way without counter-
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intuitively denying erroneous cognitions; in any case, he is convinced
that such a strict denial does not accord with the correct explanation
of error. He attempts to account for the content of an erroneous
cognition by deriving it from the causal antecedents (upadana) of the
cognition. The point is that such causal antecedents are found in the
world; consequently, error is explained within a realist account of
cognition (i.e., within an acount of cognition as dependent on objects
in the extrinsic world).

The content of an erroneous cognition can be ‘deconstructed’, and
each of its constituent elements traced back to the subject’s epistemic
contact with various objects. Error can thus be understood as the
result of a conception (vikalpa) of what the grasp of the demonstrated
element (idanta-grahana) consists in, where that conception ‘deviates’
(vyabhicarati) from the correct identification of the presented object
as required for valid judgement.

THE 'MISPLACEMENT’ THERY OF ERROR AS AN
ARGUMENT FOR ‘GENERAL REALISM’

The Nyiya account of error fits into a general realist theory of the
world. The realist is one who claims that there is a world, external to
and independent of the cognizing subject. We cannot here go into
the defence of the claim that the world is external; but we do not
need to because that is not the issue in the debate between Nyaya and
Advaita, as Vicaspati sets it up. So let us concentrate on the claim of
independence, for it leads to the claim about determinacy which is
central to the debate here. The realist’s ontology is constituted by the
objects of such an independent world. A world of objects which are
independent in the ontological sense is a world in which objects would
be exactly what they are even if it were the case that there were no
cognitions of them. Taking out the modal terminology (which does
not fit in well with traditonal Indian discourse), we may say: the identity
of an object in a realist world is specifiable independent of any refer-
ence to cognition of it. The world is specifiable because the objects in
this world form a determinate whole: they constitute a whole world,
independently of cognition of them.

But of course, this determinate totality is knowable, because cognition
is dependent on it: when there is a cognition, it can only be because
cognition in general is dependent on the objects in this world. Conse-
quently, if cognition occurs, there must be objects in the world on
which it is dependent. That is to say, every cognition is individuated as
to its content by the objects of the world. Since the objects of the
world form a determinate whole, cognition is always determinate as to
its content. Given the metaphysical view, the Nyaya realist has to argue
that for every cognition which occurs, there must be determinate
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content; but such content can be given only by determinate objects.
Obviously, the object of an erroneous cognition cannot exist as repre-
sented (as this is the definition of erroneous cognition). So the realist
is left with this task: on the one hand, to accept that cognitions can
occur without there being objects as represented, and on the other to
save the determinate content of cognition by reference to the objects
on which they are dependent. This he does by claiming that erroneous
cognitions are given content by the appropriate causal links upon
which they are dependent: namely, the perceptual object and the
remembered object. These two are determinate (i.e., specific, individual
existents). Error occurs because of the subject’s failure merely to pick
out the remembered nature of the remembered object. Failure to
discriminate (between perceptual and remembered components of
content) does not imply failure (of such content) to be determinate.
If content is then determinate even in error, the basic realist claim
that cognition occurs by virtue of the causality of determinate objects
is substantiated. The elements constituting the content of an erroneous
cognition are traced back, in the Nyaya account, to specifiable objects
in the world, i.e., objects which have status as existents in an indepen-
dent world.

The point of the realist analysis of error is this: it gives an account
of erroneous cognition which requires that there be objects which are
determinate entities in a whole, i.e., the determinate world. If Vacaspati
is to challenge this metaphysics, he must start by looking at what is
wrong with the realist analysis of error.

THE PROBLEM WITH THE NYAYA ACCOUNT

The account of the anyathakhyativada that Vacaspati ascribes to the
Nyaya system is one that he himself had developed in the Nyaya com-
mentary Tatparyatika.® In the Bhamati, though, it represents a piece of
intellectual hijacking, for he appropriates some of its basic material
for use in the Advaita doctrine of error. Vacaspati seems to doubt not
so much the correctness of the Nyiya analysis as its completeness. It is
correct in so far as it gives a causal account of the components of a
cognition’s content, and takes cognitions to be individuated by or to
represent purported objects, even when lacking a discriminating grasp
of those objects. It is incomplete in that it does not take into account
what the notion of a set of causally indiscriminate constituents of a
cognitive object implies for the metaphysics of experience, i.e., what it
implies for the epistemic interaction of the subject with the experi-
enced world. In experience, what the subject cognizes is some identi-
fied object, not the logically disparate elements of the demonstrative
qualificand and identifying qualifier. In other words, the representa-
tion of the object of cognition is constituted by a cognitive complex,
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not a mere list of cognitive elements. For that reason, it is not suffi-
cient to argue, as Nyaya does, that an account of the constitution ofa
cognition be restricted to a description of the causal antecedents of
the constitutive elements of the content of that cognition.

The Advaitin agrees that error shold be explained in terms of
epistemic indistinguishability, where there is no apprehension of dif-
ference (bheddgrahagrhitah) between the contents of distinct and indi-
viduated (svaripa) cognitions. But the Naiyayika seems to think that a
third-person description of the difference in content between valid
and erroncous cognitions will suffice for this purpose. The Advaitin,
on the other hand, wants a first-person account as well. The third-
person account picks out the causal elements involved in the erroneous
cognition of a given subject who is not the giver of that account. In
that sense, it explains, from outside the subject, as to what happens to
the subject. The giver of the third-person account presupposes that
he, at any rate, has fixed the causal elements in their correct relation-
ship, and therefore also presupposes that he has a veridical represen-
tation of the state of affairs. In fact, the third-person account is even
more strongly realist than that—it attempts to give a description of a
subject’s cognition as an objective one, i.e., as if it were not from any
particular (another first-person) point of view at all but independent
of any person’s point of view whatsoever. The first-person account, of
course, must not make that presupposition; there is an error precisely
because the causal elements have not been determined by the subject
of cognition. Yet it is the representation in the subject’s cognition
which concerns us as analysts of error. That is to say, there is something
more to the account of erronéous cognition than the third-person,
putatively subject-independent description of the causal elements in-
volved; there must also be a first-person description of how the causal
elements are represented in the subject’s own cognition. The Advaitin’s
claim is that the Nydya account, as given in (NC’) is insufficient for
the purpose. Let us look at (NC’) again.

(NC") A cognition that Ga has content, but is erroneous, if and only if
for some object g, @ is F, and there is some object &, such that bis
G, and the cognition purports to represent an object Ga when
there is no such object. The judgement that Ga is then false and
action unsuccessful (because inappropriate) if made, and taken
respectively.

The Advaitin’s contention is that this only says that ¢ and G must oc-
cur in the content of the erroneous cognition. He argues that (NC')
does not account for the entirety of the representation that Ga. There
is a gap between fixing the various or separate causal elements in-
volved in the cognition and accounting for the particular relationship
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in which they occur in the representation which constitutes the con-
tent of the erroneous cognition.

The representation that Ga is constituted by more than a descrip-
tion of the causal roles played by a and G. Viacaspati argues for this by
pointing out that the assertion and action consequent on the cognition
are motivated by the notion of a mistaken unitary object Ga. It is all very
well to say that it is the silver of the prior cognition that causes the
action appropriate to silver, in the present case; but Vacaspati asks,
why is it that if that is all there is to it, the action is In any way
pertinent to the currently ostended ‘this’? If the cognition really just
consisted of not knowing that this was not silver, then why does a
subject act as if it were indeed silver? Of course, one cannot a(_:t upon
‘knowledge’ that this is silver, because it is not silver. Then again, if its
not being silver means that one cannot know that it is silver, why is
one just not indifferent to it? One is indifferent if one knows that it
cannot be silver; but then that is not an erroneous cognition, wherea:s
we are trying to explain action in consequence of an erroneous cogni-
tion. There must be something about the represented ‘object’ qf the
erroneous cognition in consequence of which the subject acts as if she
knows that it is silver, when it is not. Merely the causal disjunction of a
and G in itself does not get us far enough to explain this epistemic
state.

THE ADVAITIC THEORY OF ERROR

It would clarify matters somewhat to claim that an intended objec:t.Ga
forms the content of the cognition and is constituted by an imposition
of the conception of G (from the valid cognition that Gb) upon Fhe
object a that is F. The nature of the object of the erroneous cognition
according to the Advaitin, can now be described—

(i) As with an object in a recollective cognition, t.he {)bject r.e'pre-
sented is not present in the time-space at/in which it constitutes
the content of a cognition.” Though that would be valid for a
memory-demonstrative, a perceptual demonstrative needs to be
in immediate causal contact with the cognition that represents
it.'*

(ii) The qualifier which denotes the identification in r_h‘e. cognition is
derived from cognition formed through contact w;th what' was
previously presented ( piirva-dystavabhasah). If that prior cognition
was valid, an episode in which that object is remembered as it was
once cognized would be a memory in which that object was cor-
rectly represented and properly spatio-temporally indexed.

Then it is this memory that, loosely, may be taken to motivate
the subject to identify the object on hand as just that formerly
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encountered object. This, of course,.is in agreement with the
element of causal explanation in the Nyaya theory. But, impor-
tantly, the imposition of the identificatory qualifier G in the cur-
rent case is not causally related to G#in so straightforward a man-
ner as the Naiyayika’s theory suggests. As pointed out under({i),
the truth-conditions of memory- and perception-demonstrative
cognitions are not the same. Also, if the validity of a prior cogni-
tion were to determine the validity of a memory-episode, the
object of that prior cognition must be represented in the memory-
episode as the object of a prior cognition, and hence with different
indices [as pointed out under (ii)]. The remembered G in the
identification that Ga, is different from the G of the formerly per-
ceived Gb. As remembered-G, it is the identificatory constituent
of the representation in memory that Gb; the truth-conditions of
a cognition of correctly remembered Gb will be different from
those of the current (erroneous) perceptual cognition that Ga.

(iii) The object that is the perceptual base (pratyaksalambana) of the
cognition, or what has been described as that which occasions
the judgement that Ga, is a that is F; a as F can pass into the con-
tent of a valid cognition. In erroneous cognition, however, iden-
tification of an object as Gis indexed by the qualificand 4, i.e., on
a spatio-temporal basis different from what would constitute valid
identification of an object as G, which latter basis is determined
by the qualificand 4. So, error consists of an indexing by a of an
identificatory qualifier validly indexed by &.

The content of erroneous cognition takes the form of the attribu-
tion of Gness to a. The object that is so constituted in cognition is a
superimposition (adhyasa) of the identity of the memory-demonstrative
on the perceptual one. This is because the ascription of Gness devi-
ates from the representation required for correct ascription, namely,
the inclusion of the recollective (rather than perceptual) nature of
the object identified as being G. The cognition that Ga is thus consti-
tuted by representing two distinct demonstrated objects (e and &) as
being the same single qualificand of G (by the process described as
crossreference (samanddhikaranya vyapadesah). Taking a to be G in
consequence of having the recollection that Gb, is to take a to be &
Vicaspati quotes Sankara’s gnomic definition of erroneous cognition.

It is the representation, as with a memory-demonstrative, of an en-
tity apprehended in a prior presentation, but as located in another
indexed region."

The translation of paratra as *another indexed region’ is an attempt to
capture the sense of another place, another time, that the word con-
veys. But more importantly, Vacaspati’s point is that the representa-
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tion in erroneous cognition shares a property with a memory-demon-
strative, namely, the absence of the represented object at the time and
place of its representation.”” An erroneous cognition must be taken to
have content, whose purported content-giving object is causally related
to both memory- and perception-demonstratives. The Advaitic version
of an erroneous cognition will then be a development of (NC’).

(AC’) A cognition that Ga has content, but is erroneous, if and only if
for some object @, ais F, there is some object b, such that bis G;
the cognition has causal connections with a,G; and a,G are rep-
resented in a cognition that Ga. The judgement that Ge is then
false and action unsuccessful (because inappropriate) if made,
and taken respectively.

The thrust of (AC’) is that while causal antecedents must play a part
in the description of an erroneous cognition, they do not entirely
account for the representation of an object in an erroneous cognition.

THE ADVAITIC THEORY OF ERROR AS AN
ARGUMENT FOR ‘NON-REALISM’

According to Vacaspati, this is what happens in the cognition that G
the subject ought to be aware of the truth-conditions of an identification
of a demonstrated object as G. Such an identification, however, is not
true, given the conditions on hand. Yet the subject does not remember
in entirety the conditions under which the Gidentification is true,
namely, in a situation other than the current one (and in fact in the
paradigm case, one that existed at some time in the past for the
subject). That is to say, the subject knows how to take something to be
Athat” piece of silver, but does not remember that "that* piece of
silver came to be grasped in some other cognition of a demonstrative,
and is not present now, where *this* is. The memory-demonstrative’s
identificatory attribute is thus imposed (dropayati) on the cognition of
the perceptual demonstrative that is the presented object {(@ropavisaya).
It is true that Athat® piece of silver exists; it is true that *this* exists. It
is false that silver exists as *this*; it is false that silver exists as *this*; it
is that false Athat? silver is *this*. The cognition therefore exists by
coupling the true with the untrue. The erroneous cognition is formed
only by treating those conditions which do not exist as if they were
existent (abhiitatad bhavartham).

Swiftly, and not surprisingly now, comes the question of what such
an object is that is so individuated in erroneous cognition. No commit-
ment is made to the existential status of Ga in (AC’). This is a deliber-
ate ambiguity. The Advaitin now exploits it by giving two construals of
the existential status of Ga. He draws upon two fairly uncontroversial
principles (in the Indian tradition):
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(Pi) the assertion of the existence of an object requires that there be
a properly justified cognition (perceptual, inferential or any
other mode) provided for by the pramana theory;"* and

(Pii) Non-existents do not give content to any cognition, for what
does not exist is not experienced at alL.™

Now, let Fand G be incompatible qualifiers such that Fa if and if not-
Ga and Gbif and only if not-Fb.Then we have this pair of contradictary
arguments.

Al. Gaexists {premise)

A2. The object Gais cognized (utilizing Pi)

A3. Therefore the object represented in cognition is Ga(consequence
of A2)

A4. But corrective apprehension of causal objects shows that the
cognition was caused by the distinct perceptual object Fa and the
recollective object Gb (principle of corrrection/sublation)

A5. The cognition that Ga is therefore not caused by an object Ga
(consequence of A4)

A6. Therefore it cannot be the case that Ga exists (failure to fulfil
epistemic requirement Pi as given in A2)

Yet, on the other hand:

Bl. Gadoes not exist (premise based on A6)

B2. There is no cognition that Ga (utilizing Pii)

B3. But there is cognition that Ge (fact of experience)

B4. Therefore existents must give content to the cognition that Ga
(argument utilizng Pii)

B5. The constitutive elements of the object represented in the cog-
nition are ¢ and G, but that Ga

B6. But the cognition is not that a and G, but that Ga

B7. Therefore Ga exists

So, neither the claim that the object exists nor the claim that it does
not are free from being contradicted by relevant principles. The object
is not existent; it is not non-existent. It cannot both exist and not
exist, for that is a contradiction.'” The superimposed object of errone-
ous cognition is not existentially determinable (anirvacymeva-
aropaniyam). This then is the anirvacaniyakhyati (‘the determinacy of
cognition’) theory.

ANIRVACANIYATVA AS INDETERMINACY

The Advaitic position then is that a proper and complete analysis of
erroneous cognition, utilizing a causal account, suggests that it is not
determinable as to whether or not an object of such cognition exists
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{on some construal of ‘exists’). But this analysis of erroneous cogni-
tion can be applied generally to all cognition. This extension comes
in the wake of a consideration to do with the difference between
third-person and first-person accounts of erroneous cognition which
we have already mentioned. The main characteristic of the third-person
account of a subject’s erroneous cognitive state is a presupposition
that its own determination of the causal elements involved in the
erring subject’s cognition is veridical. This assumption of veridicality
is precisely the assumption of the objectivity or subject-independence
of the account of cognitive error. This presupposition also implies
that the provider of the third-person account himself has—or has
had—-veridical cognitions of the causal antecedents involved in the
present erroneous cognition. But whence the guarantee for such
veridicality?

In a profound sense, one must take seriously the sceptical point
that we are all trapped in our own respective first-person accounts of
cognition. In other words, the veridicality of cognition in the third-
person account is provisional; the cognitions of the giver of the third-
person account are equally potential candidates for error. This
provisionality is quite general. All third-person accounts of cognition
presuppose their veridicality. They must, because if the giver of a
description of cognition is already assumed to be in error, there would
be no way of even attempting to give a true description of another
cognition. Of course, the cognition of the giver of the third-person
account might be shown to have met the tests of the pramana theory.
But that is not that much help in the context of a general scepticism.
As we have seen, the prime mark of an erroneous cognition is the
epistemic indistinguishability of that cognition from a veridical one, at
the moment of its occurrence. So there is no proof that the cognition
of the giver of the third-person account of the erring subject is itself
not erroneous, independently of the presupposition that the tests of the
pramana theory have been passed. In other words, the most that can
be said is that the cognition of the giver of the third-person account of
error is presupposed to satisfy (RC) while the cognition of the erring
subject fails (RC). Let us remind ourselves of (RC).

(RC) A cognition is valid or invalid if it discriminates between that
object and all others or fails to do so; this discrimination is
correct identification. An expression of identification involved
is true or false if the identity claimed in the statement holds or
not; i.e., if the object is discriminated or not. An action (pravrttr)
is successful or unsuccessful (ideally), if the intended object is
or is not actually the object of that action.

The Advaitic point here is a quasi-sceptical one: by virtue of what is it

Is the Experienced World a Determinate Totality? 123

asserted that the cognition of the giver of the third-person account of
error has in fact satisfied (RC)?

A valid cognition is discriminating; but how is it determined as to
whether it is discriminating or not? Only by the judgement of another
cognition. As the Indian philosophers in general do not have a Carte-
sian sense of a subject’s privileged access to cognitions, the other
cognition required for judgement is not only likely to be another
cognition of the same subject (for example, at a later time} but the
cognition of another subject. In a sense then, every cognition requires
a third-person account; that is to say, every cognition from the first-
person perspective lacks a guarantee that the object presented to it is
as it is represented in cognition (i.e., lacks a guarantee that that cogni-
tion is veridical). Every cognition is thus potentially erroneous. The
point is brought home forcefully with this thought: what if every cogni-
tion is akin to the cognition that this is a piece of silver, in that it fails
(RC)? From the first-person perspective it would be epistemically in-
distinguishable as to whether it was veridical or not; but as we have
just seen, since every third-person account itself is a first-person cogni-
tion merely presuming veridicality, no independent judgement as to
the veridicality of original cognition is possible. At the same time, the
very notion of testing a cognition [i.e., requiring it to satisfy (RC)]
presumes a theory of veridical and erroneous cognitions and true and
false judgements. Such, indeed, is the task of the pmmdnas.‘ﬁ In other
words, the very conception of the veridicality and erroneousness of
cognitions requires a theory under which cognitions are determined
to be veridical or erroneous. To determine whether a cognition is
veridical or erroneous is just to determine whether its object exists as
represented or not. Vacaspati’s argument is that this is precisely what
cannot be done.

What then can be done? What can be done is to determine, for any
particular cognition whether it is sublatable or not. Relative to other
cognitions, then, we can determine the content of a paticular cognition.
But this is not at all the same as determining whether cognition by
itself—in general—is given content by determinate objects. To do so
would be to determine what objects in general are which give content to
cognitions in general; but this is just what is not possible. It is not
possible because to determine what objects are in general is to deter-
mine what the world is as a determinate whole. But to so determine it
is 1o determine it independently of cognition. But all the pramana
tests are bound by and applied to the truth or veridicality of cognitions
of objects in the world. So, any determination is determinanop only of
objects of particular cognitions, not of objects as they are indepen-

dently of cognitions. . S e _ i
So Vicaspati says that the metaphysical object is indeterminate; it is



124 C. RAM PRASAD

indeterminate as to what it is independently of what is presented as in
cognition,

Since the imposition of what does not appear is impossible, what
is required for there to be content to cognition is what is
qualificatively presented, not what must exist."”

Given this, we now have the central claim of non-realist metaphysics.

Of what is imposed on cognition, even when standardly presented,
‘independent existence of objects’ (vastu-sattvam) cannot be
guaranteed, by any means or manner."®

Thus is the nature of non-realism brought out. The Advaitic non-
realists do not deny that there are objects of cognition, unlike the
asatkhyati-vadins, but, like them, they do accept that there is a sceptical
point regarding the limitations of what we could ever assert about the
existence of such objects. They do not deny that experience (presenta-
tion to cognition) is of objects extrinsic to cognition, unlike the
atmakhydti-vadins, but like them, they do accept that the existential
staws of objects cannot be established independently of cognition.
They do not deny the very occurrence of erroneous cognitions in an
effort to secure veridical cognitions, unlike the akhydti-vadins; but, like
them, they do accept the need to secure veridical cognitions. They do
not accept the unproblematic existence of subject-independent, third-
person-accessible objects, unlike the anyathakhyati-vadins, but, like them,
they accept the need for a plausible causal account of cognition in
terms of the objects of cognition.

It is in evolving this metaphysical view of objects that the Advaitins
come up with the notion of indeterminacy. Vacaspati’s argument is
that while it is possible to determine the existential status of objects of
cognition (and thereby determine the validity or invalidity of cogni-
tions), it is indeterminate as to whether objects as a universal whole
are, independently of particular cognitions of them, existent or not.

ANIRVACANIYAM: A POSSIBLE CLUE FROM
BRENTANO’S ‘INEXISTENCE"™

Now, it must be admitted that the nature of this ‘indeterminable state’
is not given a substantive explanation. One of the suggestions that has
been offercd is that it could be like Brentano’s ‘inexistence’.'” Brentano
argued that the existential status of an entity which is the object of a
mental state, in the sense of that state being described by a psycho-
logical verb, cannot be determined merely by its being the object of
such a state. If so, the parallel in terms of our discussion would be that
there are certain objects which neither exist as stable spatio-temporal
continuants (or as objects which can be reduced to such a state) nor
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fail to exist in the manner of logically impossible square circles and
physically non-existent flowers in the sky or golden mountains. There
is, however, content in the cognitive state consequent on intention to
refer to them. They could belong to some third category under which
they exist due to their content-giving nature, but under which they do
not exist as causal entities. They could ‘inexist’. In the absence of any
clear explanation in the text, it is a matter of speculation, and Matilal
offers it as such,? but himself holds no further brief for it. Let us
explore this possibility just a bit more. If the argument about error is
supposed to be analogous to a transcendental argument about the
subject-object relationship, then, the Brentano-style reading would go
something like this: in the empirical case, objects are inexistent when
under a system of validation, it is settled that certain entities are exis-
tents and others not, such that the remainder are merely ‘inexistent’.
Suppose the quasi-sceptical point is made that there is no further
proof of the validity of the system of validation itself. Then the analogy
from the discussion on the psychologistic category of inexistents would
be that the order which is experienced is such an order by virtue of
the content of experience; it is like the experience of silver where
there is no subsequent correction possible that it is not silver. We
actually could be having experience of an order which neither exists
nor fails to exist, but has the status of being the object of psychological
states,

Let us for the moment ignore the fact that Brentano himself later
discarded this idea. There may be some worth to the parallel itself,
but it leaves us with a quite mystifying view of the world. Though the
soteriological argument of the Advaitins is anything but obvious, as
indeed is any attempt to blueprint mystical experience, I think it would
be fair to say that the majority of the Advaitins strove to be as systemnatic
and empirically robust as the Naiyayikas (though that is not to say that
no confusion resulted in their arguments). And in this respect, far too
many questions remain: from where does the concept of the existence
of objects come? If the world merely ‘inexists’, how do we ever have
the regulative notion of ‘existence’ in the first placer And what would
be a substantive ontological description of inexistent objects? Indeed,
far from setting up an empirically cogent example of the problematic
relationship between causal objects and object-independent cognition
for the purpose of explicating the transcendental theme, this construal
would lead to further questions of ontology, which certainly are not
dealt with in this context. All this is not to say that the Advaitins could
not have held this view, or intended to hold it. I shall not argue
against such an interpretation, either on textual grounds—because
admittedly, this is an interpretative rather than an exegetical matter—or
on philosophical grounds, for this thesis is not so much concerned
with the defence  of a particular metaphysical position as such as with
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the development of a position which may plausibly be attributed to
certain Advaitins.

ANIRVACANTYATVAKHYATIVADA AS NON-REALISM

The conclusion ought not to be that there is actually an object of
erroneous cognition, whose existential status must be established, but
rather, that the conventional existential status of that entity cannot be
established. The psychologistic explanation that there is some state in
which such objects occupy a place in the world may or may not be
plausible. But in a fundamental way, that hypothesis does not impinge
on the point Vicaspati wants to make. We may be able to construct an
ontology where there are objects of different existential status, probably
by giving substantive definitions of existence under the various catego-
ries and by assuming that each cognition must have an object, even if
that object is merely an ‘inexistent’ one. Vacaspati’'s concern, however,
lies elsewhere. He wishes to establish that it is possible for cognitive
states to have content constituted by the representation of even those
entities which do not individuate such states. His claim is that cognitions
can be supposed to be of certain entities (i.e., can—mistakenly— rep-
resent them in content) even when those entities do not actually or
really cause (and therefore individuate) those cognitions. Such is the
case with error. This is in contrast to the veridical cases where cognitions
represent (are held to be of) just those objects which actually or really
do individuate (determinately cause) them. There can be instances of
cognitive activity purportedly of a certain object without there being
any such object (and therefore no individuation of the cognition that
purports truly to represent that object). Vacaspati argues that it is not
necessary, when there is a cognitive instance, for whatever is supposed
to be the object of that instance to ‘exist’ in some appropriate way.
That is to say, it is not necessary for that object to exist, under some
construal of ‘exists’, for it to be represented in the content of (an
admittedly erroneous) cognition. There can be cognition purportedly
of a certain object without that object existing as it is wrongly repre-
sented in cognition as existing. There can be a cognition which pur-
ports to represent a golden mountain, and even though the content
of that cognition is constituted by a (purported) representation of a
golden mountain, one need not argue that such a mountain must
‘exist’ in some metaphysically significant way.

Error need not push us to conclude that objects of erroneous cog-
nition must necessarily have a status in the non-subjective order, or
that merely from cognition it cannot be established what existential
status an object has. The first is ontologically contentious, the latter
epistemologically basic. Instead, it should alert us to the possibility of
cognitive states which do not involve determinate objects (even though
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different objects can play causal roles, as Vacaspati’s acceptance of
some of the tenets of the anyathakhyativada showed).

As long as we have a definition of what determinate object-involving
cognitive states are, we can pick out certain cognitive states as failing
to be so object-involving. But that definition is available, according to
the Advaitin, only because of the nature of the cognitive order itself. If
Sankara's point—that no method of determining the nature of the
elements of the world, no system of validation which determinately
establishes the existence or non-existence of those elements is available
independently of the material of cognition—is valid, we must face the
possibility that the available definition of objects and determinate ob-
jectinvolving cognition may not be exhaustive and necessarily complete.
Which is to say, if a question is asked whether the objects of the
cognitive order are, independently of what they are to that cognitive
order, just those objects, the Advaitin replies that it cannot be shown
either that they are or that they are not. It is not merely that the
question must remain an open one. The Advaitic argument is that the
determinacy of the world is proved only in so far as its elements are
accessible to cognition. So long as all attempts to prove the existence
of a determinate world are so constrained by cognition, there is no
non-cognitive proof that the world is determinate. But it can be con-
cluded that the world is determinate independently of cognitive access
only if there is some cause to do so. That cause must take the form of
a proof, free of such cognitive constraints as the pramanas, that the
world is determinate. To insist without such a proof that nevertheless
the world is determinate is merely to assert an unprovable proposition.
That is the true import of the cognitive constraint.

Vicaspati seems to claim thart his analysis leads us to the conclusion
that the experienced order cannot be established as existent in the
way the realist wants it [even if, in cognitive access, its members obey
the conventional laws of inherence in the class of existents (satta-
samanya-samavaya) and practical efficiency (artha-kriya-karita) ]. His aim
is to establish the claim that determinacy (or determinate existence/
non-existence) is applicable only in terms of cognitive access. Conse-
quently, we have the Advaitic argument that the limitation of
determinacy by cognitive access means that there is no non-cognitive
way of establishing that determinacy, and that therefore, independently
of cognitive grasp and experiential access, there is no way of showing
that the world is determinate.”' Ergo, it is reasonable to conclude that
the world must be indeterminate (anirvdcaniya) independent of the
cognitive constraint.

Let us take any anti-realist position to more or less claim that the
nature of the world is somehow logically determined by our capacity
to recognize that nature. In that sense the Advaitic position is anti-
realist, with this proviso: the opponent of the anti-realist should be a
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realist whose position is that the independence of the world from our
capacity to recognize its nature implies it is logically capable of never
being recognized. In contrast, the usual opponent of the Advaitin is
the Naiyayika, for whom the independence of the world consists i_n
the logical possibility of there being proof that the world exists as it
does even without that proof being dependent on the causal role the
world plays in forming cognition. That is to say, independence consists
not in the logical possibility of an uncognized, yet determinate world,
but just in the logical possibility of giving an explanation for the
causal i.e., cognition-determining world, without being constrained by
the nature of that very cognition. Nyaya holds that -all objects are
knowable.”? This must be so because the Naiyayika thinks that it is
only because cognition is regulated by a causally efficient world that
the nature of the elements of that world is partly constituted by these
elements being objects of cognition. The debate is therefore on these
lines: can it be proved that there must be a totality of clements com-
prising a world of objects such that every cognition which exists does
so because of causal determination by elements of that world? Or can
it only be proved that cognition requires such a world;' and that there
is nothing to prove that there must be, for every cognition, an el'ement
of the determinate totality which renders that cognition determinately
correct or erroneous? The Naiyayika thinks that it can be argued that
the cognitive life can be what it is only if it were determined by the
world being the way it is; the Advaitin thinks that even if the world
determined cognition, it cannot be proved that that world which is
held to determine cognition is other than just what fulfils the require-
ment for cognition to possess the features it does.

THE INDIAN DEBATE ON REALISM IN TERMS OF DETERMINACY

Tt is thus possible to look at the debate on the nature of the world in
terms of determinacy, depending on whether or not one thinks that
there is such a world which comprises a determinate totality such that
causally dependent cognitions cannot but be determinate. A philoso-
pher can support one or the other view, depending on the manner in
which the determination of the world of objects is accounted for.
Both Advaitin and Naiyayika may agree that ‘empirically’, individ}lal
cognitions are determined by their individual objects. But the discussion
on error leads up to the point that determination plays a role in the
validation of cognitions only because of the nature of the cognitive
order which provides instances of correlation and absence of correla-
tion with the objects of cognition. That has been taken to substantiate
the Advaitic transcendental point that logically, the nature of the world
of objects cannot be determined as other than that world requ'ired fo.r
cognition; everything the pramdnas accomplish is subject to this cogni-
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tive constraint. The issue therefore is this: either there is a transcen-
dental proof that the fact of there being objects determines cognition,
or there is a transcendental argument that what objects are is deter-
mined by the fact that there is cognition of them, even though the
conception of what objects are includes the feature of their being the
causal determinants of cognition. [The latter position is not equivalent
to saying that objects are cognitive constructs, or dependent on inter-
subjective {or inter-cognitive) ratification of some sort, though it could
be adopted as such by an idealist. ]

In terms of determinacy, the ‘realist’ believes that it is a totality of
objects which determines cognition of its elements. For each cognition,
therefore, it must be the case that a judgement is determinately true
or false. With the anyathakhyati theory, the Naiyayika attempts to show
how there can be both a causal determination of each cognition by
causally efficient objects and erroneous cognition (with false judge-
ment). If that is the case, then the Naiyayika may be held to defend
the principle of determinacy. So the metaphysical question is whether
it is determinately true or false that there is an independent, causally
efficient world. To that the Naiyayika is disposed to answer, from all
that has been argued, that it is true that there is such a world. Every
cognition is given content determinately by objects; and in general
that is so because there is a totality of cognition-determining determi-
nate objects.

The position diametrically opposed to this is one which maintains
that it is determinately false that there exists such a world of objects.
The Buddhists deny the determination of cognition by extrinsic objects;
the totality for them is comprised of the conception of objects in the
cognitive faculty. Therefore, it is determinately false that there is such
a determinate world.

That leaves the non-realists saying something like what western anti-
realists may be taken as saying. The metaphysical anti-realist position is
that while we may understand what would be the case with conditions
beyond recognition, we nevertheless understand only because we grasp
what it would be to recognize (or experience) those conditions.?® So in
a fundamental way, our understanding is bound by our recognitive
capacity. Consequently, even though there may be recognition-tran-
scendent truth-conditions for the comprehension of statements, the
statements we make require that those conditions be bound by our
capacity to grasp what it would be to experience them. So those condi-
tions must be in principal cognizable, we must have a conception of what
it would be to experience them. They must be within the bounds of
our cognition. If they transgress such bounds, they will have no truth-
value. They would not, in Putnam'’s sense,* refer to conditions within the
bounds of recognition, and would therefore not have any validity or
invalidity by the standards of truth-evaluation we possess and under-
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stand. Statements about such conditions would, even if they are mean-
ingful (for we would grasp under what conditions they would hold),
be indeterminate as to their truth-value (for there would be no way of
determining what would constitute their being true or false, since our
standards for truth and falsity are dependent upon the limits of our
grasp). On the other hand, any statement about conditions within
the experienceable realm would be determinate.” The non-realist ar-
gument of the Advaitin is somewhat akin to this metaphysical position.
The non-realist says that any particular cognition has its object and
every judgement in consequence is determinate, if tested and evaluated
by the pramana system of validation. But there is no way, beyond apply-
ing such a system, to determine whether judgements are determinate
or not. This is exactly the case with the metaphysical judgement about
the world. What is this judgement in question? It is that ‘there is a
world made up of objects, which is cognized but whose existence is
independent of such cognition’. (It might be noted that this idea of
‘independent existence’ is conventionally transiated as ‘real’; I have
avoided this because such a usage can lead to further difficulties.)

It was noted in the second section that the challenge for any ontology
was to provide for an adequate account of the features of cognition; if
the stated ontology did not accord with that account, then such an
ontology must be discarded. It was also pointed out that the real task
of such an ontology was to account not only for veridical cognition,
but erroneous cognition, because it was with erroneous cognition that
the relationship between objects (of the ontology in question) and
cognition was thrown into question. What Vacaspati's analysis of the
Nyaya theory of error has shown is that the Nyaya ontology of determi-
nate objects in an independent world cannot in fact account for the
features of erroneous cognition. In other words, the features of erro-
neous cognition do not fit a realist ontology of a determinate world.
What is offered instead, is an account of erroneous cognitions which
fits with a rather more complex ontology. In this ontology, objects are
determinate only to the extent that particular cognitions of them are cor-
rected (or sublated) by certain epistemic standards. But that cannot
be done to cognition as a whole for there would be no further cognitions to
sublate them.? In that context, the analysis of error suggests that the
status of cognized objects is indeterminate. The Advaitic ontology is
therefore one in which the world is determinate only to the extent of
there being an evaluation of cognition—i.c., only to the extent of
epistemic grasp. It is indeterminate as to what the world is indepen-
dently of cognition.

Of course, another question remains regarding the Advaitic position
itself: is it determinately true that the world is indeterminate? Or is
that too indeterminate in itself? This requires a separate study. The
Advaitin, in any case, cannot settle on what must comprise the elements
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of a determinate world, though of course, he cannot reject the claim
that there may be such a totality.”” This is, whatever else they may dis-
agree on, a fundamental tenet of Advaitic philosophers. It is the expli-
cation of this tenet which marks out the different sub-schools; but it is
to Vacaspati that we must credit the seminal Advaitic claim that the
world is indeterminate. This paper does no more than to introduce
the concept and offer some very tentative suggestions on the direction
in which a deeper inquiry of the concept should go—in this sense, it is
only programmatic.
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The orthodox or semantic anti-realist position is that since we manifest under-
standing of statements, we must be able to recognize the conditions under
which those statements are true or false; we must recognize truth-condittons.
We would not be able to either acquire or manifest that understanding if the
conditions which statements advert to are recognition-transcendent. Therefore,
any statement which adverts to recognition-transcendent truth-conditions must
fail to have truth-value, since whether or not that statement is true, cannot be
determined. Against this is the usual criticism that as a matter of fact we do
exhibit understanding of statements which advert to conditions ex hypothesi he-
yond recognition.

Of course, in fact, the Advaitic claim is that there is indeed further sublating
cognition in the form of Brahman-realization. But that is a soteriological matier
with which we cannot deal here.

He can claim that there is a totality bevond this indeterminate world by appeal
to the scriptures, but that is a different matter.

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

On the Radical Distinction between the
Krsna and the Sukla Yajurveda
and Professor Heesterman’s Remarks Thereon

The distinction between the Vedic and the Sramanic traditions is well-
known to students of the Indian civilization, as also the conflict bet-
ween them and the identification of the former with the primacy of
the life of the householder, and of the latter with that of the renouncer,
so graphically illustrated in the wandering ochre-clothed sanyasis of
India. The division, opposition and conflict is supposed to be epito-
mized in the well-known example of a Sanskrit compound where two
opposed beings are joined together in a linguistic unity, such as ahi-
nakula or brahmana-sramana. As the brahmana-Sramana pair comes after
the ahi-nakula or serpent-mongoose pair, the latter are, by implica-
tion, supposed to be opposed to each other in as deadly a manner as
the former. At least, Pataiijali, the author of the Mahabhasya seems to
think so and, presumably, reflects the general opinion held in his
time.

Yet, though widely held, the view has been seriously challenged by
Professor Heesterman who has tried to show that the renunciatory act
was an integral part of the Vedic ritual, at least as presented in the
Krsna Yajurveda which, according to him, is not only earlier than the
Sukla Yajurveda but represents an earlier form of the ritual which gets
radically transformed in the latter, even though the two are treated as
the same and called by the same name. This thesis of radical difference
between the Krsna Yajurveda and the Sukla Yajurveda and the conten-
tion that renunciation, not in the sense of dravya tyaga as embedded in
the formal, ritualistic dedication to Agni in the formula agnye idam, na
mama but as a lifestyle, has however not been noticed by most scholars
interested in Vedic studies in India.

When this came to my notice, I thought we should have a discussion
in the JICPRalong the lines of the earlier discussion we had on Staal’s
view of dravya tyaga (JICPR, Vol. X1, No.1) and of Potter’s view regard-
ing the stages of development in Advaita Vedanta. However, as tradi-
tional scholars in the field of the two Yajurvedas were not known to me,
I sought the help of Shri Kireet Joshi, the then Director of the Rashtriya
Veda Vidya Pratisthana, and he agreed to contact some eminernt Vedic
scholars and try to get their comments on this issue which has far-
reaching implications for the understanding of Indian civilization in
general and the hrahamana-sramana relation in particular.
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Later, Shri Kireet Joshi informed me that Dr Kansara and Dr Fateh
Singh, two well-known scholars of the Veda, had agreed to help us
regarding this matter, and examine the contention of Professor
Heesterman if I would provide them the relevant material he had
written on the subject. Thereupon, following the earlier pattern, we
requested the late Professor R.C. Dwivedi to prepare a summary in
Sanskrit of the main points made by Professor Heesterman in his
article entitled ‘Brahmin, Ritual and Renouncer’ contained in his
book entitled The Inner Conflict of Tradition, to be sent to scholars who
generally do not know English and whose language of intellectual
discourse happens to be, even now, primarily Sanskrit as it used to be
in the ancient times. We also sent the summary in Sanskrit to Professor
Heesterman in order to confirm if his views had been correctly pre-
sented and if no injustice had been done to him in the rendering of
his views in Sanskrit. In spite of many letters, both registered and
unregistered, we did not get any reply from him. But, luckily for us,
both the scholars who had agreed to comment knew English well and
in fact, requested for the whole of the original English text of the
article so that they could get a better idea of his views than was available
from the Sanskrit summary of the English original which itself was a
translation from the German in which the article had first been written
and published.

The lack of any response from the author created a number of
problems for us, as we were not even sure whether he wanted his views
to be discussed by traditional Sanskritic scholars in India today, as
most of the Indologists in the West, and many in India also, use them as
sources for information instead of peers who could be engaged in a
dialogue or questioned on an equal footing regarding what they had
said or written. Moreover, Professor Heesterman had elaborated his
views in other writings of his which were not easily available in India.
A summary of these was available in the Vedic Bibliography published by
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute at Poona, but summaries
are not a very reliable guide to the details of the argument of the
author. But even if they had been available, we would not have known,
in the absence of any communication from the author, whether what
he has said was being correctly represented or not.

In the face of this academically understandable silence from the
author, there seemed no option left but to rely on the article we had
in hand and publish the comments we had received from Professor
Kansara and Dr Fateh Singh who had written them on the basis of the
article which alone we had been able to supply them for the purpose.
However, in the absence of any communication from the author, we
do not feel free to publish even that portion of the article on which
the comments are based. Interested readers will have to find it for
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themselves in Inner Conflict of Tradition in which the article entitled
‘Brahmin, Ritnal and Renouncer’ occurs.

Professor Kansara gives a profound scholarly background to his
comments which is valuable in itself while Dr Fateh Singh deals di-
rectly with the issues raised by Heesterman in his article. We hope the
readers of JICPR will benefit from the discussion and that others will
also join it as it relates to one of the most fundamental issues that
have figured up till now in the understanding of Indian civilization.

Dava KrisSHNA

Dr Kansara’s Comments

GENERAL BACKGROUND

Vyasa Parasarya Krspa Davipayana is traditionally known as the cel-
ebrated compiler of the Vedas, Itihasas and the Puranas. He divided
the single Veda into four and arranged them, and so was called Vyasa.
He had four disciples and entrusted to each of them one Veda, viz.,
the Rgveda to Paila, the Yajurveda to Vaisampayana, the Samaveda to
Jaimini and the Atharvaveda to Sumantu.'! The statement that he
arrranged and divided the four-pada Veda into four individual ones
suggests that, (i) though Re, Saman, and probably Yajus and Atharvan
were distinguished before, yet they had not been treated distinctly, ali
coexisted as four padas in one general Veda, and he definitely sepa-
rated them and constituted them respectively as four distinct Vedas;
or (ii) that, at any rate, he expressly and formally fixed the four-fold
division and completed the canon of each Veda into definite shape,
which became finally subject to small modifications afterwards.”
Tradition supplies some indications touching the compilation of
the Veda. The hymns composed by Dirghatamas, Bharadwija, Atri,
etc., seem to have formed incipient collections (samhitds) among the
Visvamitras, Bhargavas, Angirasas and Atreyas about the commence-
ment of the Tretd age. And the institution of sacrifice (yajha) devel-
oped soon after Bharata’s time. Tradition suggests that the Tretd age
began about Sigara’s time,” and most of the 7sis who composed the
great bulk of the hymns were much later, chronologically.* Those col-
lections would have grown with fresh hymns composed by later rsis and
especially during the great advance of brahmanism under the various
branches of the Bharatas, when and by whom sacrificial rites appear
to have been largely developed.” The next stage to be noticed is that
of the division of Re, Yajus and Saman which had apparently come into
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existence before the time of Hiranyagarbha, king of Kosala, because
he and his disciple, King Krta, constructed sarmhitas of samans, which
were called the eastern s@mans, and the chanters of them were called
kartas. This and the following compilations were in the Dvapara age, and
the statement that the Vedas were arranged in that age is true.® By the
time of King Brahmadatta of South Paricila, the collections of hymns
appear to have been largely constituted, for they were definitely com-
bined into a whole by his two ministers, Kindarika (or Pundarika)
and Subalaka (or Galava) Babhravya Pafcala. Kandarika is described
as dvi-veda, chandoga and adhvaryu, and as the promulgator (pravariaka)
of the Veda-$astra. Babhravya Paricala was bahvrca and @carye and knew
all the sastras; he composed the §iksa and instituted it; he also devised
the krama, mastered it thoroughly and instituted it. Tradition thus
declares that the first substantial compilation and study of the hymns
of the Veda in its triple departments of Re, Yajus and Saman were made

in South Pancala by the two brahman ministers of Brahmadatta, whose

position may be estimated as about a century and a half before the
Bharata battle. But Kandartka’s compilation of the Vedas was not as
we have it now, first, because certain hymns, such as Devapi’s for
instance (RV X.98), could not have been included since they were
later; and second, because tradition is unanimous that Vyisa ‘arranged’
(vivyasa) the Veda, which means a real arrangement of the Veda as it
was finally settled. The final compilation was thus made about half a
century later, because hymns are attributed to Asita or Devala, who
was a contemporary of the Pandavas and so of Vyasa. Vydsa must have
added all the hymns that were incorporated later, and completed that
canon. Tradition entirely supports this. Only a r5i of commanding abil-
ity, knowledge and eminence could have made it a canon accepted
unquestionably thereafter, and that is exactly the character and position
which tradmon unanimously attributes to Vyasa, a r5i pre-eminent above
all others.’

Paila made two versions of the Rgveda and gave them to his disciples,
one to Indraparamati and other to Viskala.® Vaisampayana made eighty-
six samhitas of the Yajurveda and all his disciples received them except
Yajfiavalkya, who was discarded because of his presumption. Jaimini
taught his Samaveda to his son Sumantu, he to his son Sutvan, and he
to his son Sukarman. Sumantu divided his Atharvaveda into two and
taught it to Kabandha.®

The eighty-six disciples of Vaisampiyana fashioned the Yajurveda
samhitas, and comprised three groups distinguished geographically,
the northern, the madhyadesya and the eastern, the chiefs of which. were
respectively Syamayani, Asuri and Alambi. They were all called Carakas
and Carakadhvaryus, and Taittiriyas Yajiiavalkya, called Brahmarati,
tashioned independently separate Yajuses, and had fifteen disciples,
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Kanva, Madhyamdina, and others, who were all called Vajins, or
Vajasaneyas, since Yajfiavalkya was Vajasaneya.'

The Pasicavimsa and Taittiriya Brahmanas are the most archaic of the
regular Brahmanas. The Paficavimsa, though its home apparently lay

further east, contains minute descriptions of sacrifices performed on

the rivers Sarasvati and Drsadvati, and has no allusion to the Kuru-
Paficalas; hence it was apparently composed before the blending, and
while the Kurus still reigned at Hastinapura and over Kuruksetra,
(say) soon after 800 Bc. The Satapatha is posterior to the Kausitaki and
the Aitareya Brahmanas. The Brahmana period ended apparently be-
fore or about 600 Bc."!

There are references in the Taittiriya Samhita” and in the
Mahibhairata™ to the effect that both the devas and the asuras were
following the same system of the sacrifice, but when a conflict arose
between them, the devas selected a different line, which enabled them
to score a victory over the asuras. The references testify to the fact that
whatever the gods did in the sacrifice, the asuras did; but the devas dif-
fered in performing the ceremonies known by the names: (i) Anvaharya
connected with Prajapati; (ii) the offering, one on eleven potsherds
for Agni and Visnu, an oblation for Sarasvati, after performing the
full-moon sacrifice; (iii) the Agnihotra as the vow, the fullimoon rite as
the animal sacrifice to Agni and Soma, the new-moon rite as the
animal sacrifice to Agni, the Vaifvadeva as the morning pressing, the
Varunapraghasas as mid-day pressing, the Sakamedhas, the sacrifice to the
fathers, and the offering to tryambaka; (iv) the overpowering homas, (v)
putting down of aksnayastomiya bricks in one place after reciting in
another; (vi) establishing the sacrifice in updnsu, and the antaryama
cup; {vii) choosing a boon by drawing cups for Sukra and Manthin; (viii)
seeing the cups with the dgrayana at their head; and (ix) causing the
metres and the pressings to find support in the adabdhya. Further, the
conflict seems to have arisen due to the competitive mentality between
them, as a result of which the asuras resorted to foul play. Thus they
are referred to'* as having torn and eaten the libations made by the
devas, and, the Taittiriya Samhitd specifically mentions that the devas and
the asuras were in conflict (samyaiia asan)."

Now, as regards these devas and asuras, we find that both are men-
tioned hundreds of times in the Rgveda, and the devas, like Varuna and
Indra are addressed as ‘asura’ too." Kasyapa, the son of Marici, is called
the father of the devas and the asuras.'"” Brihmanism originally was not
an Aila or Ayan institution. The earliest brahmanas were connected
with the non-Aryan peoples, and were established among them when
the Ailas entered. This is corroborated by the close connection that
existed between them and the daityas, danavas and asuras. Usanas-Sukra
and the daityas and the danavas could not have been the production
of later times, when the Bhargavas were a renowned family and those
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people were regarded as demonic. The Dinava Sambara is represented
as devoted to brahmans. It is said that the Bhargavas were purofiias to
Hiranyakasipu, the originat daeitya monarch, and that ‘Vasistha’ was his
hotr. Further, it is often declared that Indra incurred the sin of
brahmanicide (#rahma-haty@ by killing Vitra and Namuci, implying
that those two famous danavas were brahmans. Indeed, in the Rgveda,
Indra is often praised for slaying Vrtra and other demons, so that
these ideas must be more ancient still, and the tradition has preserved
ideas more primitive than the hymns that speak of these matters. And
Kasyapa, Angiras, Atri, Bhrgu, Vasistha and others are all connected
with nen-Aryans too. What the very early brahmans were is evidenced
by what is said about their doings. They were sometimes connected
with sacrifices, especially in later tales and versions of older tales, but
what is constantly associated with them is austerities (tapas). That was
their chief pursuit and the main exercise, and its efficacy was in their
belief to acquire superhuman powers which would enable them to
dominate the natural and supernatural worlds: hence it is often alleged
that by tapas they (and other men also) gained from the gods the
boons they wanted, or that the gods were terrified and endeavoured
to break their tapas. It was in that age what sacrifice became afterwards.
Their reputation rested on their claim to possess ‘occult’ faculties and
powers and the popular belief that they possess them. Thus, it appears
that the original brahmans were not so much priests as ‘adepts’ in
matters supernatural, ‘masters’ of magico-religious force, wizards,
medicine-men. Their reputation won them very high rank, equal to
that of their princes. They do not appear to have constituted a caste
then. Tt is said that brahmans were united (sangata) with ksatriyas
originally, and there was no difficulty in early times in ksatriyas be-
coming brihmans.'®

Tradition supplies some indications touching the compilation of
the Veda. Thus it is said, that the mantras were put together (samhita) in
the Treta age, that the Vedas were put together at the beginning of the
Deta age and were arranged in the Dvapara age; and that sacrifice
(yajfia) was instituted at the same time, and so dharma was constituted
then. Tradition does not indicate any marked stage for a long time
afterwards, except that it suggests that in the time of Vasu, Caidya-
uparicara the question became acute, whether animals should be of-
fered in sacrifices or only inanimate things. He was the foremost mon-
arch of his day. He was appealed to as an authority on dharma, and
declared that the practice of sacrificing animals was quite permissible,
and so incurred the anger of brahmans who asserted the doctrine of
ahimsa; though it is said he made a great sacrifice in which nothing
living was offered.”
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YAJURVEDA: SUKLA AND KRSNA

It was VaiSampayana who inherited the Yajurveda from Vyasa. And all
the 86 sambhitas made by him were inherited by his disciples, Yajiavalkya
being one of them. They were all called Carakas and Carakadhvaryus,
and Taittiriyas. Thus Yajiiavalkya as Vaisampayana's disciple fashioned
independently separate Yajus-mantras, and his teaching appears to have
been adopted by King Janmejaya 1II for, it is said, he established the
Vajasaneyaka school in disregard of a Vaisampayana one in spite of his
curse, but ultimately abdicated.” It should also be noted that
Yajfiavalkya was also a disciple of Vaskala and was given one of the
four samhité versions, the rest of the three being given to Bodhya,
Agnimathara and Parasara. This is important from the point of view of
the genesis of the Sukla Yajurveda, as distinct from the Krsna.

The Caranavyiha specifically explains the reasons why the two no-
menclatures are applied to these two main versions of the same
Yajurveda. Sukla is due to its emphasis on the satfuika outlook, and due
to its being devoid of spoiled or rejected matter,” as against the Krsna,
which is a mixed text, comprising mantras in various metres, and
trghmana portions in prose. The commentator Mahidasa seems to
confirm this when he remarks that there are 1900 mantras of Re collec-
tion in the Vdjasaneyaka which endows it with $ukra, i.e. whiteness,”
and hence it is Sukla. He also gives one more justification in that the
study of the Sukla Yajurveda is traditionally started in the bright half
(§ukla-paksa) of the lunar month on the fullmoon day in the early
morning when the fourteenth night is about to end, while that of the
Krsna Yajurveda commences on the first day (pratipada) of the dark half
of the lunar month in the early morning when the full-moon night is
about to end.” He also gives one more justification for the nomencla-
ture Sukla in that it was imparted to Yajnavalkya by Aditya at noon,
when the day is the brightest.**

It is beyond question that the mantras of the Taittiriya must have been
developed in that school from a common stock, which also afforded
the origin of other samhitas, and especially the Kathaka, the Kapisthala,
and the Maitrayant Sambhitas. All these texts show a generic similarity,
which marks them off, as tradition asserts, from the white Yajurveda, as
represented by the Vajasaneyi Sarhita and the Satapatha Brahmana. The
mere fact of the careful separation of mantra and brahmana shown in
those texts proves that they were thus arranged deliberately as an
improvement on the confusion of the Taittiriya and other texts. It is
true that this confusion may be overrated: the great fire-piling ritual
in Taittiriya TV, in mantra, is separated clearly from the brahmana in V
and 1. 14 is also purely mantra with a widely separated brahmana
(Taittiriya Brahmana, iii, 2, 3; Samhita vi) and there are similar distinc-
tions in other texts. But the fact remains that in many cases mantra and
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brahmana do go hand in hand, and in some cases even in the Taitliriya
they are found adjacent in the same section, a feature more common
in the system of division of the Kathaka and Maitrayani texts. And we
cannot doubt that our existing sawhitas were constructed when the im-
portance of the speculation was at least as great as that of the mantras,
which were taken over as an integral part of the texts and as a basis for
the speculations.”

It is perfectly clear that the Vijasaneyi Sarhita in the text is inferior
in originality to the text of the black Yajurveda: it has evidently been
altered in course of time and before its present reduction to corre-
spond closely with the text of the Rgveda, and indeed in one recension
the Rgveda treatment of d between vowels as [ has been adopted. The
conclusion is, therefore, justified that the Vajasaneyi was reduced to its
present form when the influence of the Rgveda was more and more
predominating,”® as is evidenced by the traditional connection of
Yajfiavalkya with the Rgveda too.

The evidence of language does not suggest any very serious differ-
ence in position between the brakmana portions of the Samhita or the
Brdahmana or the Aranyaka, and this conclusion is fully justified by a
consideration of the contents of these works. It is clear at once that
the Brahmana is a composite work, and doubtless it owes its existence
to the desire of the Taittiriya school to emulate the Rgvedic tradition of
brahmana and samhita, which led to the separation of both in the
Vajasaneyi reduction. But the whole form of the work proves that its
materials were merely then collected, not created. It shows as great a
confusion of the manira andbrahmana sections as the Samhita itself.””

It is worthwhile to note the importance that the.Satras accord in
recognizing the whole content both of the Brakmana and the Aranyaka.
Thus Baudhdyana (ii.1) enumerates the whole content of the Brahmana
and the Aranyaka, and excluding the Upanisads and the Svadhyaya
section (Aranyaka, i), he deals with practically the whole text of those
works known to us. Simitarly Apastamba covers the ground fully, though
naturally he does not deal with the Upanisads. The Sktras do not rec-
ognize any distinction between the Aranyakq, the Brahmana, or the
Sarhita as regards their brahmana portions. The term ‘brahmana’ is
constantly used in Baudhdyana and Apastamba to cover either the
brahmana parts of the Swhhita or the brahmana parts of the Brahmana
or the brahmana parts of the Aranyaka. Brahmanaindeed does not have
a technical sense as a reference to a definite text or portion of a text,
but merely as a ritual explanation, which in certain cases is sufficiently
detailed to render further detailed description needless; e.g., in
Apastamba (xix. 15. 16, 18) it is briefly stated that the Arunaketuka and
the Divahsyenayah rites are explained in the brahmana, the first being
found in the Aranyaka, i, and the latter in the Brahmana, iii. 12. 1, 2. So
far as we can judge, there is no trace of any distinction being felt by

Discussion and Comments 141

the sutrakaras between the nature of the texts before them; they all fit
into one of the two categories, either manira or brahmana. Moreover,
these mantra and brighmana portions were arranged in anuvakas, and
these anuvakas were classed in sections by subject-matter.”

The question of the dating of the Sarhita will probably always re-
main a matter of speculation. The mantra portion is probably earlier
than the br@hmana. This may, of course, be doubted, and Bloomfield
in particular has repeatedly questioned the view that the mantra can be
regarded as preceding in time the dr@hmana portion of the texts, even
as regards the Rgveda itself. The two are, he considers, closely inter-
laced, and separation is dangerous to our understanding of the prob-
lems of interpretation presented in the hymns. Moreover, he has illus-
trated his theme by various examples, in his interpretation of the
myth of the Gayatri as the eagle and as the bearer of soma, or the leg-
end of Trita as the scapegoat of the gods and so forth. It is possible
that Bloomfield’s theory may have a better chance of interpreting the
facts. Nor can it be doubted that the Yajus mantras and the Brahmana
texts appear to reflect a very similar religious and cult outlook. The
differences bétween the two are not differences between the Rguveda
and the Brihmana, but of a minor and less important order.?

The mantras and the brahmanas of the Samhitd show in general the
closest and most intimate relations, pointing to the dependence of
the latter on the former. The brahmana portion of the text does not
attempt to deal in full with every verse of the Samhitd. Only what is of
importance or of interest from a theological point of view attracts
attention, and the points dealt with could easily be increased indefi-
nitely. It is impossible then to seek to show that the whole of the
mantras of the Samhitd were before the framers of the Brahmana, and
recourse must be made to the negative argument, that no portion of
the text can be shown to be deliberately ignored in the Brahmana.”

THE ROLE OF THE PRIESTS IN THE SACRIFICE

When the priest-poets started evolving the idea and practice of the
sacrifice, they had to define their position in relation to the divinities
towards whom the sacrifices were directed, the patrons who supported
their sacrificial activities and also the actual performances that they
would undertake. As long as a proper balance in this triple relationship
was maintained, the system of sacrifice developed on proper lines, in
its turn, helping the cause of general social progress. It is for this
reason that we find the social structure standing well-balanced with
proper importance attached to all prevalent sections. With the mecha-
nization of the idea of sacrifice, however, the balance was disturbed
and consequently the form of social structure also changed.”

The seers of the Rgvedic hymns looked upon and cultivated the no-
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tions of this three-fold relationship in a way which indicates the na-
ture of the sacrifice they were trying to evolve. Though the divinities
were conceived mainly for the purposes of rendering help to human
beings and the sacrifice, for the sake of divine propitiation, both the
ideas were being progressively evolved. The divinities have not deterio-
rated merely into rendering help nor has sacrifice attained the form
of merely a means of ensuring or buying the divine assistance. Among
the divinities, Agni has got functions very much akin to those of the
human priests and hence gets epithets like hotr, purohita, ctc. But we find
that in the hymns of the Rgveda, the importance of Agni as divinity has
never dwindled; nor have the priests been glorified beyond any rea-
sonable proportions. While the priest-poets have become progressively
conscious of their significant contribution to the cause of sacrifice,
they have not been blind to the importance of the other agencies
instrumental in the growth of the sacrifice and hence have maintained
their role of the followers of the system, which they aspired to develop.
Their work is compared with the carving of a chariot and for which
they have been complimented as intelligent (sudhayah).™ It is this in-
telligent service that came to be emulated and made a poet express
the desire that he should be one of those who offered the soma wor-
ship.®® The patrons looked upon the priests as indispensable for the
purposes of sacrifice. Just as the priests came to be compared with
Agni in respect of the similarity of certain functions in the sacrifice,
viz., purohita and hetr, so too the patrons came to be compared \:\'th
Indra in respect of his liberal gifts (cf. maghavan) and glory (cf. sitri) in
the sacrifice. It can be said that as long as the sacrifice was not well-
developed, the class-distinction did not become so rigid. There is no
evidence to say that right from the beginning, the class of the priests
started to shape the sacrifice in a way favourable to their predominance
because the class of the singer-priests was in a pretty mobile condition
in the early stages. Thus, the evolution of the class of the priests is
essentially based on the evolution of the idea and practice of sacrifice
and it is from this point of view that the introduction of the different
categories of priests has to be noted with interest. It is clear that the
family tradition has come into existence at a pretty early stage of the
Rgueda sacrifice.™

Daksina

The word daksind is used a number of times in the Rgveda and at a
number of places, it carries the sense of "the gift given to the priest in
the sacrifice’; but it also appears that the sense of the word is evolved
out of certain associations with the sacrifice. The word is used occa
sionally in a metaphorical sense of the ‘oblations given to the gods’ or
the ‘gifts given by the gods'. As the word daksing means ‘right’, and as
the ladles are referred to as circling towards the right-hand side, what-

Discussion and Comments 143

ever was thus given by the right hand, was considered as a liberal gift
and so daksing appears to have come to mean either ‘the liberal gift’
of the gods or their liberality in general. It is the rich liberality of
Indra that has come to be referred to as daksina maghon at a number of
places, viz., Rgveda 2.11.21; 2.15.10; 2.16.9; 2.17.9; 2.18.9; 2.19.9; 2.20.9.
Thus, when the word came to mean liberality in general, it appears to
have come to be applied to the sacrificial gift because it was also given
liberally. This liberality in sacrificial gifts, apart from being referred to
in a number of ddnastutis, is referred to in a general way as daksing in
Rgveda 1.168.7 and 1.169.4, where the gift of the gods is compared
with the gift of the patron in respect of liberality. Indra-is said to be
inspiring the patrons to give rich gifts, viz., Rgveda 6.37.4. It is thereaf-
ter that daksing appears to be personified and its position in the sacri-
fice glorified as in the case of the pressing-stones. It is personified in
Rguveda 3.62.3 and an entire hymn (10.107) is devoted in glorification
of daksind. Sometimes the daksing was given even before the pressing
of the 3:wsmn',a‘,—h]'uice, maybe as some sacrificial offerings, as in Rgveda
0], 7N L)

The sacrifice has grown to its larger proportions, principally on
account of the support it received from rich and liberal patrons. It is
true that the patrons too stood to gain by the sacrifice; still the poets
appear to be stressing the importance of the patrons during the differ-
ent stages of sacrifice in the Rguveda. In fact, the system of sacrifice marks
the early stages of the co-operative experiment that had been set up
by the intelligentsia in the social structure of those times, though co-
operation on a smaller scale and in a limited sphere of activity must
have been known earlier. It is for this reason that the poets are pretty
frequently wishing prosperity both for themselves, as well as their
patrons jointly, as in Rgveda 1.136.7; 1.140.12; 2.2.11; 5.65.6; 6.10.5;
6.46.9; 7.3.8; 7.8.9; 10.20.4; 10.98.12; and 10.115.5. A majority of the
passages indicate an attitude of humility towards the patrons. In course
of time, however, when the performance of sacrifices became more
elaborate, the scale of importance turned in favour of the class of
priests.™

Patrons are in this way not only grateful to the priests for the
prosperity attained through the sacrifices but also to the gods through
whose favour the prosperity is attained. This conception of mutual
helpfulness between the divinity and the human beings through the
sacrifices can thus be perceived to be the underlying idea of the insti-
tution of the sacrifice as it was being developed in the Aryan society. It
has thus been emphasized by the author of the Gita as leading towards
social emancipation, as in Bhagvadgitd (3.11). It is explicitly stated in a
number of passages in the Rgveda.’

Among the people referred to as undertaking sacrificial perfor-
mances, there appear to be a number of non-Aryans as well. When it



144 Discussion and Comments

is remembered how strongly the Aryans were pitched against the Dasyus
and thé Panis,® it is significant that some of them have been con-
verted to the Aryan cult of sacrifice very successfully. This would indi-
cate the assimilative attitude adopted by the Aryans on the one hand
and the importance they were attaching to the cult of sacrifice on the
other. It would almost appear that the sacrifice had come to be equated
with the Aryan way of life and had become a symbol of their culture
and civilization.”

With the growth of the tradition of sacrifice, the class of non-
sacrificers also appears to be getting distinguished, among whom_there
appear to be some Aryans as well, who are referred to as non-sacrificers
(a-yajvanah).® Their attitude has been analysed by a poet (Rgveda
10.2.5), indicating how the protagonists of the sacrifice were thinking
intelligently to find out ways and means of promoting their cause. It is
partly because of such opposition that purity in sacrifice has been
emphasized and Agni is compared with a chaste lady, indicating the
standard of purity required in social life as also the sacrifice.* The de-
scription of a non-sacrificer as inhuman, and the non-offering qf sacri-
fice as a type of social calamity,* shows how vital a part of social life
the sacrifice had become. Indeed, the sacrifice is said to be an oasis in
the desert.® It is indicated as a binding force between the divinities
and the human beings and as a social duty for the latter.*

Among those who raised physical obstacles in the way of sacrificial
performances, Panis and Disyus in general appear to be quite promi-
nent. The attempt of Pinis to steal away the cows of the gods appears
to be a very systematic effort to put obstacles in the way of the sacrifi-
cial performances. It is, however, said to have been frustrated with the
help of soma sacrifices, where Angirasas are referred to.*” Dasyus ap-
pear to be an obstacle in the way of the general progress of the
Aryans, and in the field of the sacrifice too, they appear to have
played their role of opposition. Aryans are said-to be getting the
better of the Dasyus because of their sacrificial rites.** How far a Dasyu
was away from the sacrificial cult of the Aryans is indicated by the fact
of their being referred to as ‘anyavrata’, ‘amanusa’, ‘akarma’ and
‘adevayw’.*” Here a different cult of the Dasyus appears to be indi-
cated. Some of these non-sacrificers appear to be challenging the
authority of particular divinities or some specific modes of offering
worship to them. An interesting way of reviling divinity was resorted
to, possibly by some non-Aryans, who would prepare the oblations and
then swallow them by themselves; such persons are further referred to
as ‘bahuksadak’.®® This anti-Indra tendency is expected to be put down
by fostering Indra worship.* Godlessness in general is said to be in
opposition to sacrifice.”’ Certain Aryans are also referred to as being
against Indra-worship, while others are against the worship of
Mitravaruna.® It is not clear as to what shape this violation of the laws
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would take but obviously it would be a violation of an aspect or aspects
of sacrifice associated with them; they are described as ‘ayajfiasaceh’. If
they were non-Aryans or Aryans who merely opposed the sacrifice,
they could have been dismissed as audacious. But this could not be
done so easily. Probably, they were persons who had rendered some
signal service to the sacrifice like the Rbhus and were demanding a
place among the divinities. Some of these non-believers in the sacrifice
of the Aryan conception appear to raise objection regarding the ap-
pearance of the divinities to receive oblation in the sacrifice.”® The non-
sacrificers are referred to by various epithets and in general they are
expected to be punished for the sake of the sacrificers.”® Some of the
non-sacrificers are referred to as opposed to certain aspects of the
sacrificial performances merely in contrast with others who perform
the sacrifices, and are expected to be punished.”* Some persons in-
dulging in undesirable or censurable modes of worship appear to be
indicated by the words ‘muradeval’, ‘anrtadevak’ and ‘sisnadevak’,” the
last one being considered as repugnant to the protagonists of the
Rguedic sacrifice. But the intellectual and cultural background of the
society combined with the soundness of the ideology being evolved
through the sacrifice, appears to have helped the Aryan ritual to stand
against its rivals, since sacrifice was associated with all that was noble
and glorious in human life by the denunciation of the non-sacrificer
as being away from humanity and truth. The foundation of the idea of
sacrifice has been laid on a firm footing by denouncing the idea of
‘not giving gifts’ (either to the gods or the sacrificing priests) and by
emphasizing the desirability of equitable distribution of wealth.*

Ideas of ethical importance for the well-being of society were also
being evolved through the tradition of sacrifice. The first code of
moral and social behaviour is said to have been brought into existence
through the sacrifices inasmuch as even the gods are said to have
undertaken the sacrificial performances, which were considered as
the basic principles for the guidance of society.”” Sacrifice was ex-
pected to do away with all the evil in the society, and was considered
to be the touch-stone of the rightful activity. The right way of earning
wealth was said to be through the sacrifice, which was considered to
be the practical aspect of the theoretical yta, the fountainhead of all
moral activity.®® Sacrifice, again, was not conceived as meant merely
for the sake of selfish gain. Thus, when a poet asks for cows and gold,
it is for enabling him to undertake more sacrificial performances.” In
the light of these ideas about religion and ethics, associated with the
sacrifice, the myth of the Rgvedic religion being of the ‘give and take
type’ stands exposed. The approach of the Rgvedic poets to the divini-
ties does not appear to be so frivolous as would be made out by the
description. We do not get an impression of their approaching the
divinity merely as an agency to grant them their desired objects in
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return of some oblations. It could have been considered as a barter if
it were devoid of sentiment, which has characterized their mutual
relationship. The idea of divinities entertaining affectionate thoughts
about their worshippers in their minds is also occasionally stressed,
indicating that it was not a sort of business relationship that was in
view of the poets of the Rgveda.”

As long as the devotional approach to the sacrifice was maintained,
the emotional appeal of the idea of daksind also prevailed; but with a
little mechanization of the idea of the sacrifice, daksina came to be as-
sociated with social prestige or freedom from blemish and promises of
social welfare came to be given on the basis of the award of the
daksind.5" This new technique of the sacrifice required the dependence
of others on the class of the priests and hence the balance between
the two classes, which was well maintained in the days of the Rgveda,
came to be disturbed in the days that followed, necessitating a fresh
exposition of the idea of sacrifice in the Gita.”

THE TECHNIQUE AND THE RATIONALE OF THE RITUAL

In the Yajurveda, the priests record the procedure to perform a ritual;
in the Satapatha Brahmana, they attempted to explain the reasons for
it. Unfortunately, their manner of presentation often places a difficult
barrier between the word and the reader. And over the centuries,
changes in language, meaning, and ideas have taken place, making
the barrier insurmountable, but usually sufficient coherency remains
to make the patient reader aware of the complexities and subtleties of
brahmanic thought.®

So the question: Why a ritual of sacrifice? One simple answer must
be to obtain satisfactory results. The ritual had worked in the past; the
same actions performed in the present must gain similar results. One
can observe the priests labouring, step by step, precisely placing a
blade of grass this way, facing a piece of wood that way, almost in a
state of terror lest a detail be altered or overlooked. It lends to the
tendency of the priests, a majority of whom were dogmatic ritualists.
The dogma of the ritual was also its doom because fear of an error in
the tedious, infinitesimal actions led to legends of unfortunate
sacrificers whose ritual went wrong. Ritual performed with such concern
for correctness shows a neurotic concern with maintaining the cor-
rectness of outward signs.®*

And therefore the many specialist roles within the priesthood, the
most important being: udgaty, hotr, dhvaryu, and brahman. The udgaty
chanted the Samaveda hymns. The hoty summoned the gods to partici-
pate in the sacrifice. He is ‘the navel of the sacrifice’ or ‘the centre of
the sacrifice’, and he relates the Pariplava legend in the Asvamedha.®®
The adhvaryu followed the Yajurveda to perform the practical actions
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of the rituals and continued this function as is well-known in the
Satapatha Brahmana. Since Brhaspati was the brahman priest of the
gods, and representative and impersonation of human priesthood, his
function generally appears to be that of instigator, organizer, and
overseer; he was to recite the Apratiratha hymn as Brhaspati’s represen-
tative.”” Fach of these specialists was assisted by as many extras as the
sacrificer could afford, for each priest was given daksina. Although the
gods accepted slaughtered animals as their portions, the priests liked
to receive the daksind ‘on the hoof’, and one thousand cows was a
figure to a brahmin’s taste, along with gold, clothes and a horse.®

Along with these physical accoutrements of ritual, the Aryans were
aware of a sacred dimension. This was especially evident in their careful
selection of a site, which must be enclosed by specified boundaries so
that only the priests, the sacrificer and his wife must enter there, and
so that all objects not needed in the ritual might be excluded there-
from. There was to be an unobstructed vista eastward to the rising
sun. The priests were aware of the need to ritually cleanse and sanctify
the sacrificer. Before the ceremony proper, the sacrificer and his wife
went through a form of ritual cleansing in which water was used as an
outward form for an inner shedding of sin and guilt: ‘He bathes. For
impure, indeed, is man; he is foul within, in that he speaks
untruth;—and water is pure; because one is consecrated after becom-
ing pure; and water is cleansing, because consecration is done after
being cleansed; this is the reason why he bathes.”” And the text does
usually imply ritual uncleanness a moral transgression. For example
the wife must confess to the priest any extra-marital sexual intercourse:
‘Now when a woman who belongs to one (man) carries on intercourse
with another, she undoubtedly commits (a sin) against Varuna. He
therefore asks her, lest she should sacrifice with a secret pang in her
mind: for when confessed the sin becomes less, since it becomes truth;
this is why he asks her.”” After her confession, both she and her hus-
band refrain from sexual relations for the duration of the
sacrifice—from three days to twelve months. When holiness becomes
intense, or purification from contamination essential, the sacrificer is
bathed and dressed in new garments.”" And finally, to complete the
sacrifice, the sacrificer was fully immersed in a stream so that he may
be ritually desanctified and prepared for his return to normal life.”

In collecting so many varieties of water, the priests collected the
vigour and essence of the waters. The water was not made ‘holy’ by
depriving it of its mundane qualities, but its properties were enriched
and its efficacy increased by moulding of diversity into one.”

The priests abhorred the slaughter of animals and, despite the fact
that to sacrifice an animal was the code of the sacrificial system, the
killing was usually represented euphemistically, as for example, ‘they
quiet the animal’.”
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In the Asvamedha ritual, after the return of the horse, a ceremony
involves a dialogue of obscenities,” and the priests commented upon
it saying: ‘but, indeed, the vital airs pass from those who speak impure
speech at the sacrifice’.”

In the Agnistoma, a somasacrifice, the sacrificer was prepared for his
consecration by ritual bathing, shaving of the head and beard, clipping
of nails, and the donning of a new linen garment. At the same time,
but outside the hall, his wife was purified and annointed by an assis-
tant priest who then brought her into the sacred arca. The priests
maintained their ritual purity by constant renewal, but especially were
priests and sacred vessels cleansed and purified each morning of the
sacrifice.”

THE CONTEXT OF THE PASSAGES OF KATHAKA (23.6; 34.7.11) AND THE
TAITTIRIVA SAMHITA (7.2.10.8) AND OF APASTAMBA SRAUTA SUTRA (3.6.4.6)

(a) The Kathaka Samhita passage (23.6) forms a part of the thirteenth
sthanaka, entitled diksitam, and pertains to the ceremony of consecra-
tion. The passage proper prescribes that the consecrated sacrificer
should not offer oblations in fire because the consecrated sacrificer is
himself an oblation.™ It further declares that consecration subjects the
sacrificer to the noose (pasa) for Varuna, which enables the latter to
receive the offerings made by the sacrificer. For the same reason the
priests are restrained from eating the food of the sacrificer, lest they
would partake of the sins of the sacrificer, in three manners. Hence,
the priests should not eat the food of the sacrificer, nor utter impure
speech, nor accept any donation from him, so long as he is conse-
crated.™

(b) The Kathaka passage (34.7) forms a part of the thirty-fourth
sthanaka, entitled ekadasing, i.e., a group of eleven yapas and pasus. The
passage about dvddas@ha proper mentions that the devas and the
manusyas were undifferentiated (avyavyitah) and the devas obtained the
dvadasaha sacrifice, and they purified themselves by consecration. So,
a wise person should obtain the dvddasiha and purify himself by con-
secration.”

(c) The passage (7.2.10.3) of the Taittiriya Sawhitd, forms a part of
the seventh kanda, dealing with the mantras used for Afvamedha sacrifice,
wherein the second prapathaka describes sadaratra and other ceremo-
nies. The tenth enuvaka, therein, deals with special dzksa or the twelfth
day of the dvadaidha sacrifice, and mentions that Prajapati made Indra,
who was born later on, dependant on his younger brother or very
inferior (@nujavarah), sacrifice with the dvadaiaha sacrifice; and then
indeed did Indra become Indra; therefore they say, ‘It is the sacrifice
of the inferior’, for he by it first sacrificed.” Then, the passage further
restrains the priest to accept a present at this sacrifice, since the act of
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accepting a present at this sacrifice is as despicable as eating a human
corpse or the corpse of a horse: ‘He eats a corpse who accepts a
present at a satira; a human corpse or the corpse of a horse’. . .. ‘He
who eats his victim, eats his flesh, who eats his sacrificial cake, eats his
brains, who eats his fried grain, eats his excrement, who eats his ghee,
eats his marrow, who eats his soma, eats his sweat, and also he eats the
excrements from his head, who accepts (a present) at the twelve-day
(rite). Therefore, one should not cause one to sacrifice with twelve-
day (rite), to avert evil.”® Thus, there is no mention of the priest taking
over the sin of the sacrificer nor of the sacrificer being ‘re-born’ as a
result of his diksa for a sacrifice.

(d) Now, as regards the reference to the Apastamba Srauta Sitra
passage (13.6.4.6), it is neither clear nor specific. We may, therefore,
try to ascertain the views of the Kalpasutras in general pertaining to the
dvadasiha and about the diksa, daksing and relation between the priest
and the sacrificer,

The Srautasiitras describe many minor varieties of the ahinas of which
the dvidasaha is important. The soma sacrifices having two to twelve
pressing-days which are termed as ahinas, and those with more than
twelve pressing days are known as sattras. But a Soma sacrifice with twelve
pressing days (dvadasaha) is regarded both as an ahina and a sattra.
Several varieties of the dvadaiaha, €.g. bharata dvadaiaha, samkrama
dvadasaha, are mentioned in the ritualistic texts. The main points of
difference between the other forms of soma sacrifice and the sattras
are that the performance of the sattras is optional; that only the
brahmanas are entitled to perform the saittras; that they should prefer-
ably belong to the same gotra andpravera, though this rule is relaxable;
that all the performers of a satfra and their wives should undertake deksa;
that all of them are equally entitled to the reward of the sacrifice; that
there is no separate sacrificer; and that one of the participants be-
comes the grhapati (householder) who discharges the duties of the
sacrificer, while the others simply touch him at that time. The priests
taking part in the performance of a sattra do not perform any other
rite such as the agnihotra and the darsapiirnamasa during the period of
the saitra. The participants in a sattra are required to observe certain
rules of conduct during the period of its performance. For instance,
they should eschew sexual intercourse, falsehood, anger, singing,
dancing, laughing without covering their mouth with their hands,
plunging into deep water, climbing a tree or a boat, and contact with
non-Aryans. There are no sacrificial fees in a sattra.”

The dvidasaha is described as the model of all sattras. The twelve
soma-pressing days of the dvadasaha comprise one day of the prayaniya
(introductory rite as an atiratra), six days of the prsthya sadaha, four days
of chandomas (or three days of chandimas plus one avivakya day), and
one day of the udayaniya (concluding rite) which is also an atiratra. The
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ritualistic texts suggest some variations in the constitution of the prsthya
sadaha. Moreover, these texts lay down rules for the constitution of
the dvadasdha in the sattras of different periods.*

In the Apastamba Srdutasiitra, the handikas 1 to 14 of the prasna 21,
discuss the dvadasaha proper. It begins with the statement that on¢ is
indeed reborn, qualified from heaven, and establishes himself firmly
in this world.®™ Since it is both a sattra and ahina, and since the conse-
crated one is helped by the non-consecrated ones to perform the
ritual in ahina, and since the same persons are both the priests as well
as the sacrificers at a satira, it is said that one should not perform a
dvadasaha, to avert evil®® There is nothing in the above kandikds, which
might support the observation that a sacrificer drops his impure form
and takes over a pure form by means of diksa of which daksina is an es-
sential part. On the other hand, the text specifically mentions that
one who does not perform penance cannot be associated with the
result of this rite; hence only one who performs penance is recom-
mended for its fgerformance, and he is ensured of the expected result
of the sacrifice.

The central point which is sought to be stressed in chapter 2, entitled
‘Brahmin, Ritual, and Renouncer’ has nothing to do with the ‘radical
distinction’ between the Sukia and the Krsna Yajurveda. The point he
has stressed is that the institution of renunciation is already implied in
classical ritual thinking. The difference between classical ritualism and
renunciation seems to be a matter rather of degree than of principle.
The principle is the individualization of the ritual, which could not
but lead to its interiorization. Renunciation is therefore not necessarily
anti-brahmanical. He further observes that there seems to be a close
relationship between ritualistic and renunciatory thought and practice.
The question that occupies religious thought does not appear to con-
cern the affirmation or rejection of sacrifice, but rather what is the
true sacrifice; the latter being, of course, the interiorized sacrifice.
Nor does the question turn on brahmana superiority or its rejection,
but on the point, who is the true brahmana? On this point, orthodox
and heterodox thinkers seem to agree to a great extent. Thus, for
instance in the Jain canon— Ulttarajjayandin, chapters 12 and 25—the
monk does not condemn the institution of sacrifice as such; on the
contrary, he exhorts the brahmins to perform the true sacrifice—that
is, the renunciatory way of life of the monk—and he declares that the
true brahmin is the monk. In the same way the Buddhist Kiadanta Sutta
(Digh Nikdya 5) gives a hierarchy of sacrifices, the highest sacrifice
being the way of life of the monk and final emancipation. The above
observations of Professor Heesterman are quite impeccable and correct.

Now, as regards his observations pertaining to the relation between
the purohita and the yajamdna, and about the difference between the
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older pattern and later classical system in the matter. We take up his
points serialwise.

(i) ‘Here in this older, preclassical pattern, purity and impurity are
complimentary to each other. The ygjamdana who has undergone the
diksa, is not pure,but on the contrary is charged with the evil of death
to which he has to submit in order to be reborn.” In support of this he
quotes from the Kathaka Samhita (23.6) which has been discussed above.
We should remember here that the passage pertains to the ceremony
of consecration, particularly for the twelve day sacrifice. Now, the
sacrifice known as dvadasaha of the ahina type is under discussion here.
The yajamdna has to be consecrated because he has to undertake a
sacrifice. Of course, for the duration of the sacrifice, the prescribed
vows, and these are meant to purify him, i.e., to rid him of his normal
habits of worldly life of enjoyments and passions and sublimate him;
and after the completion of the sacrifice he is free to return to his
normal life. This concept of ‘purification’ is a sort of ethical quarantine
which when undergone occasionally, helps the yajamana to inculcate it
as habitual in the course of time in his advanced years, ultimately
preparing him to become a true brahmana. On the contrary, the
priests are not required to undergo the consecration because they are
enjoined as brahmanas to lead a life of a sort of perpetual diksa since
they have to perform agnihotra twice daily, along with the fortnightly
sacrifices of dar§a and paurnimdsa; they are already ‘pure’ on that ac-
count. ‘To be reborn pure’ does not involve ‘death’ in the sense of
dying. ‘Rebirth’ here signifies only a sort of ethical sublimation; other-
wise, the yajaméana would have to be taken as dying again to relapse
into his previous impure state just after the end of the sacrifice! Ac-
cepting food, accepting clothes by way of gifis, and pronouncing the
name of yajamana are supposed to involve ‘evil’, because of their ac-
quisition by the yajamana in his pre-consecration impure state. Here,
the law of karma is involved, and everything connected with an impure
person is liable to taint the donee, psychologically and astrally. All
this, of course, is not elaborated specifically by the texts; it is realized
from actual practice in the course of sublimating pattern of ethical
vows, which form an integral part of sacrifices. Professor Heesterman's
ideas about the relationship between patron and officiant, particularly
through the exchange and reversal of roles, are his own inferences,
and they do not follow from the texts proper as such, necessarily.

(ii) Actually the patron-brahmana pair, surviving in the classical
ritual, stands for two opposed groups co-operating in the life-winning
ritual. . . we may safely assume that the co-operation of two opposed
groups, which is not mentioned in the white Yajurveda anymore, be-
longs to the pre-classical system. The cooperation between two opposed
parties seems to have been characterized by rivalry. Indeed, the classical
ritual still contains, though under a stylized form, many contests, espe-
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cially chariot races and verbal contests. . . . That ritual competition
was a normal phenomenon is indicated by the fact that the full- and
new-moon sacrifices are characterized as samria-yajiia, ‘competing
sacrifice’. We are reminded here of the rivalry between the devas and
asuras, who in the Brahmana texts are often described as competing
in the ritual. Their (competitive) exchanges of food and gifts suggested
by some passages seem to fit very well into their continuous rivalry. . . .
It seems possible, then, that originally, brahmanas and ksatriyas were
not closed, separate groups. It has already been mentioned that the
yajamana, to whatever varna he belongs, is ritually reborn a brahmana.
The ksatriya’s transformation into a brahmana is made even more
explicit in the rdjasiiya; . . . Indeed, we hear of ksatriyas becoming
brahmanas, for example, the famous King Janaka of Videha.-. .. On
the other hand, braihmanas do not seem to be excluded from becoming
kings and warriors: for instance, the brahmana Parasurama after fin-
ishing his conquest performs a sacrifice, or even an Asvamedha, at which
he hands over the conquered earth to the brahmana Kasyapa, who
eventually hands it over to ksatriyas’. Here, Professor Heesterman dis-
cerns the ancient system of exchange and reversal of roles.

CONCLUSION

Professor Heesterman'’s assumption about the patron-brahmana pair
being ‘two opposed groups’, although ‘cooperating in the life-winning
ritual’ is rather far-fetched. So also is his invention of these two ‘opposed
parties’ being ‘characterized by rivalry’ rather than ‘co-operation’. It
smacks of a sort of class-conflict. It seems he has read too much in the
‘many contests, especially chariot races and verbal contests (e.g. in the
mahavrata, the vajapeya, the rajasya, the asvamedha), for which he has
relied on the second-hand evidence of Kuiper, rather than on the
first-hand reference to the texts proper. There is a reference to
brahmodya, i.e., a discussion or disputation regarding the nature of the
Brahman, in the form of a dialogue, in the Safapatha Brahmana (4.6.9.20)
in the course of the treatment of the mahdvrata. This dialogue or dis-
cussion was held between, or among, the priests and not between the
brahmanas and ksatriyas. And as regards the chariot race (gjidhgvana),
it is described as part of the Vajapeya sacrifice, in the Satapatha Brahmana
(5.1.4-5.2.1) of the Sukla Yajurveda too. Whether these two
ceremonies—brahmodya and afidhavana—are ‘under a stylized form’ or
whether they are ‘very much pushed into the background or trans-
formed into liturgical operations in which there is no real contest any
more’ is a matter of subjective conjecture, since these brahmodyas and
ajidhavanas were essentially symbolic entertainments invested with cer-
emonial significance, rather than a spirit of rivalry and competition,
between the patron and the priest.

Discussion and Comments 153

As to the rivalry between the devas and the asuras, I have discussed the
point above. It should be noted that these two signified different
attitudes to life, rather than different races. We may also note a few
Vedic references to the rivalry between them. The Satapatha Brihmana
(11.1.6.1-11) relates an acount of the origin and nature of the devas and
the asuras. According to this text, Prajapati created the devas by his up-
ward breathing and the asuras by his downward breathing; they were
like the day and night, quite opposed in natural disposition, although
the progeny of the selfsame Prajipati. And it was because of the social
order that their natural disposition was yoked to benefit society in the
life-style which adopted the deva aspect, while those who chose to reject
it were styled the asuras who were militant, emotional and robust in
outlook; and in terms of materialistic matters, they were more success-
ful than the devas, who were rather mystical, quiescent and world-re-
nouncing.

The difference between the pre-classical ritual as represented by
the VaiSampdyana tradition of the black Yajurveda and the classical one
represented by the white Yajurveda of Yajfiavalkya, as has been sought
to be discovered, lies in the tilt towards the divine aspect in the latter.
But, on the whole, the line of investigation of Professor Heesterman is
quite correct and refreshing.
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. RV.10.107.3, 7-8.
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Katha. Sar. 26. 1; Nabhir vd esd yajfiasya yadd hotd.; Tait. Sam., 3.3.8.10 : Madhyam
va etad yajiiasye yadd hotd. '

Sat. Br. 13.4.3.2.

Ibid., 9.2.3.1,5.

Ibid., 4.3.7.4 : Catasro vai daksinah/ Hiranyam gaur vaso svah.

Ibid., 8.1.2.10: Atha snati. Amedhyo vai puruso yad anplarh vadati tena pilir antaralo,
medhya va dpo, medhye bhittva diksa ili, pavitrawh va apah, pavitra-piito diksa i,
tasmad vai snati.

Tbid., 2.4.3.20: varunyath va etat siri karoti yad anyasya saly anyena carat atho nen
me'niah-salyd juhvad iti tasmat prcchati, nivuktam va enah kaniyo bhavati, satyam hi
bhavati, tasméd eva prechati, Julius Eggling, The $atapatha Brahmana (2.5.4.20), Pt.
1, pp. 391-97.

Ibid., 18.8.4.6: Snatvahatini vas@si paridhaya.

Naam Drury, The Sacrificial Ritual, pp. 15-17.

Ibid., p. 17.

Ibid.; Sata. Bra. 13.2.8.1: Enam adhi sawjiiayayati.

Beginning with Yajurveda 23 cd, viz., A’ham ajani garbhadham etc., up to
32.31. viz., Sidro yad ary@yai jaro na posam anu manyate.

Sata. Bra. 13.2.9.9: Apa va etebhyah pranah kramanti ye yajiie-piian vacam vadanti.
Naam Drury, The Sacrificial Ritual p. 27.

Kith. Sam., 23. 6: Na diksitena hotavyanm, havir vai diksito rudra, etc.

Ibid.: Pasena va eso'bhinito yo diksito varumyah pasas tasyd yo'nnam alti varunag
enan grahuko bhavati tasmad baddhasya nigasya caniam nadyat . . . lredhd va etasya
papmanan vibhajante yo diksito yo'nnam atfi, . . . yo'sislam kirtayati/ Tasmad diksitasya
nénnam adydn nasilan kiriayen ne nama grintyad dandya va/

Ibid., 34.7: Ubhaye vai devids ca manusyas cavyaurttd dsams ie devd etam dvidasaham

upayars te diksayaivatmanamapunatopasadbhir yajham samabhurania . . . ya evam
vidvan dvadasaham upaiti diksavaivatmanam punita/
Tait. Sawm.; 7.2.10.1: ya evarh vidvin dvidasahena yajate . . . tenendram prajapatir

ayijayat tato vi indra indro’bhavat. Tasmad &hur anujgvarasya vajia iti se hy
etenagre'yajate. Keith, The Veda of the Black Yajus School, Pt. 2, p. 681,

Ibid., 7.2.10.2: esa ha vai kunapam atiiyah satre pretigrhnati sahunapam asvakunapam
va. . . 7.2.10, 4-5: yo v asya pasum alti mamsam so’aiti, yah purodasam mastiskam
sa yah pavi-vapar purisem sa ya @jyam magjananm sa yah somam svedam so'pi ha va
asya sirsanyd nispadah prati grinati yo dvadasahe pratigrhnati, tasmad dvadasdhena
na ydjyam papmano vyauritaye/ Keith, ibid.

Ram Gopal, India of the Vedic Kalpasiitras, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1983, p.
556.

Ibid., pp. 556{f.

Ap. $r.8., 21.1: Dvadasaahena pra iva jayate’bhi svargam lokam jayaty esu lokesu
pratitisthati/

Ibid., 21.3-5: Satram ahinas ca / 3/ Diksitam adiksild yajayeyur ahine. Ela eva rtutjo
yajamanas ca saire /4/ Tasmad dvadasahena na yajyam, papmano vyavrilaye /5/
Tbid., 21.1.10: Yo'lapasvd syad asamslisto’ sya yajfiah syal. Yajiam eve tat
samslesayata iti vifiayate /10/

Dr. R.N. Dandekar, Vedic Bibliography, Vol. I1, 3.31 (p. 16); 54.40 (p. 362): 80.53
(p. 570); Vol. IlI, 3.75 (p. 24); 54.71 (p. 534), 54.72 (p. 534 ff.); 54.73 (p.
535): 54.75 (p. 535); 67-18 (p. 671); 80.114 (p. 822); 80.115 (p. 823); 80.116
(p. 823); 80.117 (p.823); 82.147 (p. 881); 93.69 (p. 1004); Vol. IV, 3492 (p.
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309); 48.146 (p. 534); 54.112 (p. 679); 54.113 (pp. 679-680); 54.114 (p. 680);
54,115 (p. 680); 65.68 (p. 810); 66.17 (p. 830); 67.10 (p. 844); 71.44 (p. 876);
79.207 (p. 973); 80.180 (p. 1035); 82.216 (p. 1172); 83.60 (p. 1172).

88. Acharya D. Prakladachar of the Sanskrit Department of the Bangalore Vishva
Vidyalaya, drew the attention of Shri Daya Krishna, the editor of Journal of In-
dian Council of Philosophical Research, Jaipur, to this problem—of radical distinc-
tion between the Sukla and Krsna Yajurveda—on the basis of the passages dis-
cussed above from the texts of the Krgna Yajurveda. 1 have requested him to
kindly supply me the sources—original research articles or publications or the
information about the exact references to—on which he has based his obser-
vations about Prof, Heesterman.

Drirector, Maharshi Academy of Vedic Sciences N.M. KAnsARA
Ahmedabad

‘Brahmin, Ritual and Renouncer’
A Comment by Dr Fateh Singh

Professor Heesterman's article, entitled ‘Brahmin, Ritual and
Renouncer’, is written with the definite purpose to highlight what the
author calls ‘Sanskritization’. This term was used probably for the first
time in the Comparative Grammar of Dravidian Languages, written by
Bishop Caldwell, about a century ago. There, with reference to the
Sanskrit words used in those languages, the bishop significantly re-
marks that these words remind one of the bygone age when the
brahmin of the north came to the south and imposed his own faith,
culture and language on the Dravidians. This remark, propagated by
imperialist writers and missionaries resulted in an anti-brahmin, ant-
Sanskrit and anti-north movement, demanding at one time the total
separation of Tamil Nadu from the Republic of India. _

Professor Heesterman also seems to have a similar aim, when he
defines ‘Sanskritization’ as ‘the confirming to brahmanical norms of
respectability among non-brahmins and especially among harijans’.
And he goes on to conclude his essay in the following words which
speak for themselves:

As a specialist of religious merit, the brahmin can be called a priest.
But in this sense he can only be a priest by virtue of renunciation.
The position of the brahmin is, therefore, as precarious as it is
eminent. His monopoly of Vedic knowledge should enable him to
hold this position without falling for the temptation either of worldly
involvement or of total abandonment. But, in the end, it is all by
himself that he must bridge the gap that separates renunciation
from the householder’s world. The brahmin, then, is the exemplar
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of the irresolvable tension that is at the heart of Indian civilization.

The ‘tension’ that he finds at the heart of Indian civilization is
indeed of his own making. What he calls pre-classical and classical
ritual is basically the one and the same yajfia in its two aspects, namely
the Sukra and krsna, as described by the Yajurveda in the following two
passages respectively:

() ATy gepnta FmaHi g TR T AR IR SaaaHie

(M.Y.V. 1.31)

(2) HAs FEtsTY @ e Seh ARty @FEN @ gl Sy si&dd
FEE B Ul

(M.Y.V. 2.1)

Thus the former (sukra) is the sacrifice to God (Devayajanam), dear to
gods in general and characterized by lustre, immortality and immuta-
bility. Its name is dhama. The latter (krsna) is obviously a sacrifice for
the fire god on the altar with all the paraphernalia attached to it.

From this description, it is clear that the Sukra sacrifice is what
Heesterman calls dfmayajiia or ‘the interiorization of the ritual’,
whereas the krsna sacrifice stands for external ritual of fire worship.
The word krsna has been wrongly taken to mean black. In fact, it is a
technical term with many other cognates like krsa, krsti, krsi and krsasva
in the Vedas. All of them derived from krsn, ‘to draw’, should be un-
derstood with reference to the ‘tug of war’ between good and evil,
existing within man. Krsna points to the state where there is no such
conflict and, therefore, no need of the process to draw (krsa) the krsti
(human soul) away from evil. This is the state where a spiritual power,
as if the killer of krsti, arises on the scene and the krsti, leaving aside its
cover (vavrim), goes to his father (God) and purifies its kith and kin
(tana):

¥ $iees o gl deacgd o ¥ RO e @y
sl afy Ry gy sun Fids T
(RV.9.71.2)

Anyway, the krsna yajiia of the Yajurveda is not something black. It re-
fers to the beautiful spiritual fire, having a krsna path, similar to the sky
(RV. 2.4.67) and possessing the far-reaching effulgence that destroys
darkness (RV. 6.10.43). In other words, the krsna ritual is the path to
the same conflict—free ritual which is described as Sukra or sukla. Thus
the samhitas of the Sukla Yajurveda and Krsna Yajurveda are respectively
expected to cater to the needs.of the interiorized and exteriorized
aspect of the same ritual. This accords with the dichotomous charac-
ter of human personality, described as §ﬂdrd1yau' in which the sudra
stands for the extrovert and arya for the introvert aspect of man.
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To guard against all the ills of the dichotomous man, the only
medicine is the holistic view which is the gift of the thousand-eyed
God (AV. 4.20.4 5 8). Hence arises the need to worship God exter-
nally as well as internally. Man is a born §udra, says Manu. He requires
proper discipline and education to be twice-born by assimilating the
aryan virtues hidden within him. This is made possible by the divine
speech (vak %y that comes to man through the birth of brahmana and
r@janye in him, and then produce the dichotomy of sudra and arya,
leading to the eventual evolution of an Arya (a + arya) society’ in which
the individual Arya does his duty and refrains from doing what is not,
thereby sticking to the natural law of behaviour:

FHeloHTE T, e e |
g et mmamEr w o 3 'R

To guess as to how this metamorphosis of man is brought about, it will
be worthwhile to resort again to the aforesaid sacrifice of the individual
as well as the thousand-eyed cosmic spirit (God) of RV. 10.90 which
also has a passage adding wvaisya to the former trinity of brahmana,
rajanya and sadra. The relevant passage reads thus:

SRS QARG S8, (3 3l
TE e g 99U SR g8 Feradll RV 10.90.12)

To the great surprise of those who discovered the origin of caste-
system here, the term vaifya means a pool of visvedevas,’ the vi§ powers
entering supramental and transcendental depths.” The two higher ones
(uriz) and the two lower ones (padbhydm) respectiively accounting for
the origin of vaifya and §udra here may be taken to be respectively the
higher and lower form of the pair of brahmana and rajanya who im-
port their loki nature of veiSya and sitdra.’ A

But then what is brdhmana and rajanya in this context? Brahmana is
originally the divine power which the individual soul can partake
from Brahman (God). The same figures as brahmana soma (RV. 1.15.5;
9.36.5), the samuvit of the sacrificer who is identical with brghmana yogi,
and finally a unified yajfia that can be diversified by the spiritually el-
evated (RV. 8.58.1). It is in this sense that the Taittiriya Samhitd speaks
of yajiia as a brahmana and the Maitrayani Samhita calls God Soma a
brahmana (MS. 2.13.20.). When Soma Brahmana is addressed as Rajan
(RV. 10.9.22), its descendant form is called rajanya, imparting its lustre
to the mental and physical levels of a yogi. The illuminating power of
the Brakmana Soma is sometimes conceived as brahmajaya (wife of God)
or the mysterious cow whom the Soma Rajan gives to rajanya (AV. 5,17.2;
15.18.1-2), its own descendant form. As the r@janya moves to and fro
between the supramental and mental level, it is described as the two
arms in RV. 10.92.12, quoted above.

Again, the descending Soma (i.e. rdjanya) is conceived as ‘the
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brahmana being born and a born loki: Brahmana jayamana évd loki jayate
(J.B. 244). It is, therefore, no wonder that we earlier talked of
brahmana and r@janya as imparting their [oki nature to vaisya and
$itdra, though not equally. In fact, what rajanya gives to vaisya at the
mental level is communicated to Sidra at the physical level. This gift
from the higher power enables §idra (lit. the shatterer of Si) to trans-
form into Sitra (see RV. 2.5.2; 10.114.9) comprising five senses, mind,
ego and the super-ego (mahat). This is possible only when the Sudra
has access (though indirect through vaisye and rdjanya) to the Sukra
(lit. crossing the S&) yajiia at the higher level.

This end is achieved by what is called krsna yajiia which is described
as akharéstha, i.e., seated in the all round motion of the said eight-fold
$ura. Thus it is evident that the krsna yajfia is only a complementary
step to bring down the sukra yajfia and transform the Sidra into sura,
the protecter of S which is only the & Y without which the human
behaviour cannot be the S8dd &4, a vajia.

NOTES AND REFERENCES
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Notes and Queries

Is Nyaya Realist or Idealist?

Nyaya is usually described as a realist system by most people who write
about it in the English language. In fact, many consider it as a realist
system par excellence, and even identify the one with the other so
completely that the two terms seem interchangeable to them. Bud, is it
really so?

Nyaya is supposed to maintain that everything that is real is knowable
and nameable. If we keep aside the issue of ‘nameability’ for the
present and confine our attention to ‘knowability’ alone, then the
contention that ‘to be real’ is ‘to be knowable’ seems suspiciously
close to the idealist contention that ‘eesse’ is ‘percips’. “To be, is to be
perceived’ is the well-known Berkeleyan formulation in the western
tradition. ‘To be perceived’ of course means ‘to be known’ in this
context. However, as Berkeley’s discussion of the problem is in the
context of Locke’s distinction between primary and secondary qualities
on the one hand, and their inherence in a substance which 15 ‘known’
only as their substrate and is expressly designated as a ‘know-not-what’
outside this reference to its being the ‘support’ for the qualiues that
inhere in it, it may appear that the ‘qualities’ about which both Locke
and Berkeley are talking are the sort of qualities that can be appre-
hended through perception, and perception alone. But if there are
qualities which need not be known through perception, or which
cannot be known through sense perception, then the Berkeleyan for-
mulation is obviously inadequate and the Nyéya formulation in terms
of knowledge superior to that of Berkeley.

“T'o be known’, however, is different from ‘to be knowable’ and the
Nyaya position is supposed to be the latter rather than the former. But
a reformulation of Berkeley’s position in terms of ‘the perceivable’
rather than ‘the perceived’ would bring it closer to the Nyaya formula-
tion. The distinction will become even less if we remember that for
Berkeley, God’s ‘percipi’ ¢annot be ‘sense perception’ and that his
‘percipi’, therefore, has to be understood as ‘knowledge’ rather than
‘perception’. ‘To be’, thus, would either be ‘to be known’ or ‘to be
knowable’. The latter, of course, would be true only for finite minds
like those of human beings. In the case of God, the distinction between
‘known ’ and ‘kniowable’ is irrelevant as everything is supposed to be
‘known’ by Him. It is only in the case of human beings that this
distinction may be said to make any sense.

It is not clear whether God plays any such analogous role in Nyaya
as it does in Berkeley’s system. Perhaps the issue did not engage the
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attention of the Nyaya thinkers not only because they did not see the
problems posed by the distinction between ‘knowing’ and “knowability’,
but also because the issue of the ‘independence’ of the object of
‘knowing’ from the ‘act of knowing’ does not seem to have been
focally raised in the tradition, as it was by Locke in the context of
‘secondary qualities’ in the British empiricist tradition. The notion of
‘buddhyapeksa’, which comes closest to Locke’s distinction, does not
appear to have triggered the same set of problems as it did in the
western tradition. But if the notion of ‘buddhydpeksa is accepted in res-
pect of some qualities, then at least in respect of those qualities Nyaya
could not be regarded as holding a ‘realist’ position.

Moreover, even the contention of the essential ‘knowability’ of
‘reality’ in the Nyaya context implies that the structure of ‘knowing’
and the structure of ‘reality’ be isomorphic in the sense that the satta
must be of the nature of dravya which is related to guna and karma by
samavaya. The ‘real’, thus, has to be ‘rational’, and as Nydya does not
accept thé notion of an ‘untknowable thing-in-itself’, there is no dis-
tinction between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ or noumenon, as in Kant’s
case. If this is not out-and-out ‘idealism’, what else is it?

The terms ‘idealism’ and ‘realism’ had arisen in the context of
western philosophizing to describe certain philosophical positions
which make sense in the perspective of questions that were being
debated in that tradition. In traditions where this sort of questions did
not trouble the thinkers, it may not be illuminating to describe their
position in those terms. But as the term ‘realism’ has been used to
describe the Nyaya position by almost everybody who has written on it
in the English language, it may not be remiss to raise a question about
its adequency in describing the position which is usually ascribed to
Nyaya thinkers in the Indian tradition.

The following issues, therefore, need to be clarified before any
reasonable answer may be attempted to the question regarding the
adequacy of the characterization of the Nyaya tradition of philosophi-
cal thought in India as ‘realist’.

1. Is it correct to say that Nydya holds that anything which is ‘real’ is
also ‘knowable’ and ‘nameable’?

9. If so, what exactly is meant by the terms ‘knowable’ and
‘nameable’ in this connection?

3. Are the two terms ‘knowable’ and ‘nameable’ independent of
each other? In other words, can something be ‘knowable’ without
being ‘nameable’ and vice-versa?

4. If all that is ‘real’ is ‘knowable’ and ‘nameable’, then is that
which is ‘unreal’, ‘unknowable’ and ‘unnameable’?

5. Is the relation between that which is ‘real’ and that which is
‘knowable’ and ‘nameable’ symmetrical? In other words, is everything
that is ‘knowable’ and ‘nameable’ also ‘real’ by virtue of that very fact?
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6. In case there is complete symmetry between them, are they just
different words with the same semantic import and thus synonymous
with each other except in their pragmatic associations and visual or
auditory identities?

7. In case the ‘nameability’ condition is essential to ‘reality’ for
Nyaya, how will this be compatible with the definition of perceptual
knowledge as given in the Nyaya-Sitra 1.1.4, if avyapadesya is under-
stood as that which cannot be ‘named’?

8. Is the idea of avyapadesya the same as that of nirvikalpa pratyaksar If
so, what is meant by treating it as ‘knowledge’?

9. What exactly is meant by ‘buddhyapeksa? Does Nyaya accept this
notion in the context of some qualities, and not of others? What is the
ground of the distinction? And, in case it does accept the notion, does
it not affect its so-called ‘realist’ position in the sense of ‘independence’
of the object ‘known’ from the ‘act of knowing’?

10. What exactly is meant by this ‘independence’ on which the
usual claim for Nyaya being a ‘realist’ system is generally based?

These are some of the issues that need to be clarified before we
may meaningfully characterize Nyaya as an ‘idealist’ or ‘realist’ system.

Dava KRISHNA

‘Does Mimamsa Treat the Theory of Karma as a
Piarvapaksa?’: Two Responses to the Query

[We publish below two responses received to the issue raised in the
‘Notes and Queries’ section of JICPR, Vol. XI, No. 2, entitled ‘Does
Mimimsa Treat the Theory of Karma as a Pirvapaksa?® Sri Ram Sarma’s
original response was received in Sanskrit. It was translated by Mrs
Shyama Bhatnagar of the Department of Sanskrit, University of
Rajasthan, Jaipur with some minor corrections and editing by me.—Ed.]

Before answering the question, I must explain the word karma and the
various senses it conveys. Karma means (1) an action, a transitory
movement, lasting as much time as the action actually taking place
and (2) the subtle effect left by such an action, lasting for a longer
time—say, up to the moment the effect or reaction is experienced by
the doer of the action. This is called apiirug; it is of several kinds. It is
analogous to dharma and adharma or punya and papa of other systems.
It is a non-matter, which needs a matter as substratum to inhere in.
Atma is the substratum for it, of the doer. ‘Doership’ is of two
kinds—direct and indirect. Normally, all such effects produced by
actions reside in the dtma of the doer, but in the case of, actions which
were caused by another, the effects go to the aiman of the person who
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caused that action to be done. The actual doer was just an instrument
in-the hands of the causal agent. He did not perform that action on
his own volition. The performer was purchased for the purpose and
he did not also desire the resultant effect. Vedic injunctions say that spe-
cific actions are to be performed by specific persons to obtain one
consolidated effect. There are some intermediary effects which go to
the actual performer. Here the deciding factor is the injunction.

The third chapter of Purva Mimamsa with anga karme— auxiliary
rites— most of which are performed by rtviks for the yajamana. There-
fore, the actual affects go to the yajamana, who pays for the services.
There are some specific auxiliary rites which not only help the pradhana
karma, but also produce intermediary results. These intermediary results
are of two kinds—those which go to the yajamana and those which go
to the rtvika. Here too the Vedic injunction is the deciding factor and
not logic. Desire for the fruits of the sacrifice is the first requisite for
taking up the performance. If a rtvika is entitled to desire a certain fruit
of a particular sacrifice, either singly or along with the yajamana, then
that phala goes to him.

Thus we can see that there are three kinds of phalas—pradhana karma
phala, anga karma phala, independent of pradhana phala, which goes to
both the yajamana and the rtvika; and those which go to the rivika
alone, and those that go to the yajamana alone.

Therefore, no generalization can be made with regard to phala in
general. They should be particularized and the rules applied accord-
ingly.

Therefore, there is no room to conclude that Jaimini held two views
about the karma theory. A warrior fights for the king and wins a war,
and the king enjoys the kingdom, not the warrior. ‘Mana eva karanam
manusyanam bandha moksayon’. This clarifies the position. The motive
with which one does an action is the deciding factor,

Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts SAMPAT NARAYANA
New Delhi

The question ‘Does Mimamsa treat the theory of karma as purvapaksa?
refers to three adhikaranas in order to show that they involve a contra-
diction. The adhikaranas are, first, 3.7.8, siitra 18; second, 3.8.25/26; and
third, 8.8.28/29. In 3.7.8 the bhasya is ‘parts of the action (anganam)
can be performed by someone else (that is, other than the agent)’;
and the vdrtika asserts, ‘the agent can be other than the yajamanad’. In
the same way, in 3.8.25/26, the bhasya says , ‘one should expect for the
swami-phalg in the karapamantras’. The vartika is, ‘the fruit expressed
in the karanamantras belongs to the yajamana’. In 3.8.28/29, ‘the fruit
for which the karma is undertaken in karananantra belongs to rtvija’ says
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the bhasya; and the vartika establishes, ‘the fruit expressed in the
karanamantra, being instrumentatl for the action, belongs to rtvija.’

Now, a doubt arises: 3.7.18 says, ‘being the kartd in the yajria one is
to get the fruit; being the kartd in the part of process (sanga) one ob-
tains the fruit; one who works for oneself gets the fruit’. *Therefore,
the rtvija is entitled to expect the fruit.” ‘T shall be powerful’, says the
adhvaryu—thus he would be zealous.”

In 3.8.28, ‘rvija is entitled to expect fruits’, ‘sometimes rtvijas are also
entitled to expect fruits.” In 3.8.29, “Therefore, adhvaryu should expect
fruit.’ In these statements from the Bhasya, it is stated that the yajamana
gets the fruits. At one place it is said that the rtvijas get the fruit and at
another place that ‘the agent yajamana alone gets the fruit’, this is
karma-siddhanta. How can the two go together? Did Jaimini assert
this? Is there a tenet of this sort in Mimamsa or not?

In this context it should be understood that in the three adhikaranas
the matter dealt with is different and it is so in this way. In 3.7.8
adhikarana, sitra 18, the fruit of the action prescribed by the fastra
will be available only to the agent. ‘Swargakamo yajet’, etc., says that one
who desires swarga has to perform the ygjfia in order to obtain the de-
sired fruit. Thus the principle that one who is the agent is the one
who obtains the fruit. If one thinks that there can be only one agent
then this is not so. To be an agent is to do the action for oneself or to
have it performed by paying for it to a rtvija. The vartikakara illustrates
this by mentioning darsapirnamasa, etc., as example of an action in
which the performer is paid for. This is said about the main acton. In
this, one who is the karta obtains the fruit. This is the principle. Such
a doctrine is generally known as karma-siddhanta.

In 3.8.25/26 adhikarana in the karanamanirae, utters the adhvaryu, ‘Oh,
Agni, may I get the power (varcah) in yajiia’. The question is, for whom
is the fruit of the power being elicited? Using the word ‘mama’, a de-
clension of ‘asmad’, suggests that the fruit would go to the adhvaryu
who utters the mantra. This, however, is the purvapaksa. As the adhvaryu
is serving against payment, the fruit should go to the yajamana. That
proves the same principle. In the bhasya, an example of a $rufi is also
given in this context. ‘The blessings desired by the rtvijas go to the
yajamana.’ This adhikarana is related with the intermediary fruit which
is mentioned in the karanamantras or the auxiliary mantras involved.

In 3.8.28/29 adhikarana, in the karanamantras themselves it is men-
tioned that the fruit is obtained by both the adhvaryu and the yajamana,
that is, the yajamana and the adhvaryu spread their hands in the centre
of their bellies and grasping each other’s hands, the yajamana enquires,
‘what is there in it, adhvaryy’; The adhvaryu answers, ‘well-being’. Then,
first the yajamana declares ‘that is for me’ and then the yajamana asks
a second time, ‘what is it here?” and the adhvaryu answers, ‘well-being’.
Then the yajamana says, ‘that the well-being is for us together’. Obvi-
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ously, in situations like these the éruti clearly declares the fruit for both.
Therefore, the fruit goes to both. This is the principle. However, this
example relates to the intermediate fruit only. It is not concerned
with the main fruit, such as swarga, etc.

Thus, in this connection, there are several adhikaranas in which, at
some places, fruit is mentioned in relation to the yajamana alone, and
at other places in relation to both the yajamana and the rvija. But this
does not lead to any contradiction as they are concerned with different
subject-matters. The fundamental points here are as follows.

1. The fruit relating to the main action belongs to the ygjamana
alone who performs the action. As it is ordained by the Veda that the
services of the rivija can be purchased, the action can be performed
by someone other than the yajamana. But such an action can only be
performed by the rtvija, on payment and by no one else.

9. The fruit of the auxiliary action, even though aspired to by the
rtvija, goes to the yajamdna alone.

3. Where, because of the utterance, the fruit of the intermediary
action goes to the rtvija and as even that leads to effectiveness in the
action relating to the yajfia, it too, being a part of the yajaa, would go
to the yajamana.

4. And where the fruit of the auxiliary action is available for both,
that is so because it is what the Veda says in the matter. Apart
from the effectiveness, etc., that sort of fruit is available to rtvijas just as
it is available to the yajamana.

This does not demolish the karma siddhanta. Examples of such
behaviour are found in worldly affairs also, as in the tilling of land.
The landlord, with the help of money which he pays to the labourers,
gets the proper action performed by them appropriate to the expected
crop, without himself touching anything and yet is known as a peasant
and is also the owner of the fruit, Similarly, if some labourers eat a few
mangoes in the garden, they are not called the ones who get the fruit.
The yajamana alone owns the fruit.

Another example of this may be seen in textile factories. The workers
may get something additional to their usual wages such as bonus but
that is not the main fruit. It is not the consumption of the main fruit.
Nor does that create a claim on the part of the workers regarding the
ownership of the factory. The consumption of the intermediary fruit
constitutes no barrier for the yajamana in obtaining and enjoying the
main fruit.

Such is the case in respect of karma here. In fact, the sanction of $ruti
has permitted the bonus to be paid to the workers. This does not
damage the doctrine of karma; the fruit goes to the doer.

However, the principle of fruit being enjoyed by the agent alone

has some exceptions.
1. For example, ‘the father should name the newborn son on the
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tenth day’. Further, there is this injunction: ‘in the jatyest yajiia which is
performed on the birth of a son, the fact of naming enables him to be
addressed and the yajfia promises him a bright future; these fruits here
are.:‘enjoyed by the son and not by the yajamana’ who performs the
yajiia.

2. Similarly, the paitrka karma performed for the dead, has for its
consequence getting a better place, uitama loka, for them and this fruit
1s enjoyed by the dead and not by the ygjamana.

Yet in these cases the Veda commands the yajamana that ‘he should
do s0’. In case he disobeys the command, the yajamana will suffer. Here
the_ reason for performing the action is by itself the [ruit, and the
fruits consequent on jatyest: yajfia and paitrka karma are enjoyed by the
son or by the dead father, though the yajamdna initiates the karma as a
karta. This is so because the action is commanded by the Veda for him
to be performed. By initiating that action, therefore, the yajamana's
fruit is the achievement of a state or situation which is free from
obstacles. The naming and bright future, abhyudaya, and the fruit of
obtaining a state of well-being, sadgati, would go to the newly-born son
and the dead person respectively. Except for these two instances, the
karta himself is the enjoyer of the main fruit. This is the principle.

It should, however, be clearly understood that there is no indepen-
dent doctrine of karma which may be regarded as the Mimamsa prin-
ciple. Neither the bhasyakdra nor the vartikakare, nor evenjairﬁini have
any doctrine of their own. They only gave a consistent meaning to the
various Veda-vakyas.

Except the earlier mentioned exceptions, everywhere else this is the
Mimamsa principle. The karta alone is the enjoyer of the fruit.
Hence, one should never doubt thinking that there is a self~contradic-
tion or mutual opposition in the adhikaranas or the lack of any prin-
ciple in the Mimamsa Sastra, for all these together are called sastra. Such
a usage is generally accepted in practice also.

SRT RAM SHARMA
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Hereert HERRING, Essentials of Kant’s Theoretical and Practical Philosophy,
Ajanta Publications, New Delhi, 1993.

The first chapter of the book offers biographical sketches and glimpses
into pre-critical writings of Kant on the basis of available evidence.

In the following three chapters, there are points where one may not
feel satisfied with Herring’s treatment of some topics in the light of
modern researches and writings, but his overall presentation of Kant’s
theory of space and time, nature of synthetic a priori judgement,
categories and ethical questions in the form of summary statements
with text-proofs is successful, clear and useful. He is to be congratulated
in furnishing us with an excellent introduction to Kant’s theoretical
and practical principles, and it is hoped that this book will stimulate
in us a deeper and wider interest in the ideas of the great German
philosopher.

However, when we think of clear and understandable things that
Herring has said, we also feel provoked to give serious thought to
what he appears to have said with a measure of certainty about the
controversial notion of the transcendental object. He writes (on page
99), ‘this new and critical position removes any idea of an ontological
dualism. There are not two different separate realms of being—on the
one hand the realm of appearances and on the other that of things in
their essential structure. Appearance and thing in itself are taken as
two different transcendental aspects, transcendental denominations
of the one thing which Kant calls the ‘transcendental object’
(transzendentaler gegenstand).

Herring says in effect that appearance (representing the phenomenal
objects) and thing in itself (representing the noumenal objects) in
Kantian literature are two transcendental aspects, denominations, de-
terminations or sides of one and the same transcendental object.

The term ‘transcendental object’ frequently occurs in the Critique of
Pure Reason as the ground or substratum of phenomenon in general,
and wherein its synonymity with the thing in itself is well-established.
To see this point, consider these examples:

(i) ‘But these appearances are not things in themselves; they are
mere presentations, which in turn have their own object—an
object which cannot itself be intuited by us, and which may,
therefore, be named non-empirical, that is, transcendental
object—x’ (Kemp Smith, A/109).

(ii) ‘Neither the transcendental object which underlies outer ap-
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pearances nor that which underlies inner intuition, is in itself
either matter or thinking being, but a ground (t¢ us unknown)
of the appearances which supply to us the empirical concept of
the former as well as of the latter mode of existence’ (Kemp
Smith, A/380).

Here we have as full and clear a statement of Kant’s position about
the transcendental object. It is the non-empirical ground or underlying
principle of appearances, or else we have to find out a place in the
Critique, where Kant explicitly says that things in themselves are one
of the two aspects (the other aspect being appearances) of the tran-
scendental object.

It is true that it will be contrary to Kant’s thesis to say that there are
two kinds of realities, viz., appearances (phenomena) and things in
themselves (noumena}, since this positive division of objects or being
will mean conversion of appearances into things in themselves. But at
the same time, it will be misleading to say that appearances and things
in themselves are two aspects, sides, forms or attributes of one and the
same object called the transcendental object by Kant.

We may ask Herring if he wants to say that the two aspects are
merely two names—instead of being anything else to remove any kind
of ontological dualism in Kant—of the transcendental object, so that
the object is at the same time both appearance and thing in itself, and
if he says that he does, then it is very much likely to be said that his
mode of thinking and writing is Spinozistic or mystical rather than
Kantian. It will be argued that he seems to have in his mind Spinoza’s
notion of substance (to which corresponds the concept of transcen-
dental object in Kant} which is not merely extended and thinking in
appearance but is really extended and really thinking. In short, it will
be said that he had modelled transcendental object-appearance and
thing in itself relation with a Spinozistic tendency. Next we may ask
Herring whether his characterization of things in themselves as tran-
scendental denominations of the transcendental object in the quoted
passage will not bestow on them reality or positive affirmation and
thereby raise them to the existential level of objects of experience in
terms of a priori forms of intuition and thought, since all transcendental
denominations {determinations) of being, according to Kant’s theory
of transcendental or critical idealism, are conceivable within the
schematized categorial structure.

Furthermore, Herring becomes a critic of his ‘two aspects’ interpre-
tation when he writes (on page 34 of his book) that the ‘transcendental
object alone can be taken as the something “affecting” our senses. . . .

Since Kant insists that thing in itself (transcendental object) exists,
he clearly distinguishes in the Critigue between thing (object) as it ex-
ists for consciousness and thing (object) as it exists apart from con-
sciousness. He holds that appearances or sense-perceptions arise only
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as a result of action of the transcendental object on the subject of an
object. The object which is the occasion of ‘affection’ must be the
thing in itself (Ding an sich). Now Herring's two aspects interpretation
and Kant’s theory of ‘affection’ concerning the transcendental object
can hardly be reconciled.

The concluding chapter of the book on ‘friendship’ with beautiful
citations from Kant, Goethe and others makes it enjoyable reading.

KausHAL KISHORE SHARMA

RAJENDRA PrASAD: Ends and Means: In Private and Public Life, Indian Insti-
tute of Advanced Study, Simla, 1989.

Legal, moral and political philosophy have had to grapple with the
delicate and complex nature of the relation between ends and means,
both in public and private contexts of life. Human life being purposive,
there are ends or goals of life, and the pursuit of goals inevitably
requires the adoption of means which are, at least, feasible within the
social setting of particular human existence. But the question arises
inevitably, and also immediately, as to whether the means adopted for
a particular end is justified solely by the end, or the means is such that
it is selfjustifying on intrinsic grounds, or unjustified on grounds in-
trinsic to it.

This is a perennial problem around which the history of ethics has
woven webs of theories like deontology and consequentialism, theories
that are means-centred and end-centred respectively. But, like other
recalcitrant issues in philosophy, the means-end problematic has eluded
theoretic attempts at neat solution. It has been found, time and again,
that human existence involves far too complicated interlocking relations
of actions, purposes and social settings to admit of a precise, well-
demarcated assessment of the justifiability or otherwise of certain means
adopted in view of definite ends, let alone the further question of the
evaluative status of the ends in question. Given the complexity of
many actual life scenarios which urgently demand immediate practical
measures, whether a private matter like abortion or of endorsing and
executing some administrative decision on a particular public issue,
the human agent involved in the situation is very likely to fail to
perceive clearly either that there is #he right means for her to adopt
given the end in question, or that the end is such as to justify any of
the means at her disposal. Indeed, it is extremely difficult to codify, or
even state, the general principles that govern the agent’s deciston to
resort to some particular means to attain her desired ends in a conflict-
free way.
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The basic point of difficulty is the fluidity of the boundary of the
means and the ends when it comes to certain complicated situations
of life. It is this fluidity that constitutes, very roughly, the major theme
of Ends and Means: Tn Private and Public Life. Most contributors have
variously argued for the claim that the means-ends relation should be
understood, not as the relation between two neatly isolate units, but as
constituents of a complex, the means-ends continuum. Seen as a con-
tinuum, this relational complex can be illuminated analytically by out-
lining the family of concepts to which it belongs, argues Margaret
Chatterjee in ‘Ends and Means: New Aspects of an Old Problem’. This
family of cognate concepts is that of guidelines, strategies and not-too-
neatly formulated policies. Her point is that we hardly talk about ends
in actual practice, but concentrate on guidelines, strategies and ‘loose’
policies in our engagement in the course of purposive life. Thus,
when the otherwise esoteric notion of end is operationalized in these
more realistic or practical terms, they make a continuum with the
means. The image of a continuum allows to take into consideration
the relevance and appropriateness of the surrounding circumstance
to a proper adjustment of means and ends. Chatterjee writes: “There
is a fine line to the attribution of failure to circumstance and resort to
excuse. The wise adjustment of means and ends requires not only an
eye for the target but for the surrounding terrain as well. . . (p. 59).

If the means-ends relationship has to be understood as a complex
or continuum, it must be shown how it is different from the cause-
effect relationship. Rajendra Prasad in ‘Means, Ends and Pictures of
Good Life’, provides an analytical account of this difference. What
differentiates the means-ends relation from the causc-effect relation is
that while the former ‘involves a necessary reference to an agent and
his intention’ (p. 110), the latter is a non-intentional, objective, natural
relation determined by facts or nature. If a particular action is equally
likely to have as its effects E] and Eg, and E1 would be the end if the
agent acts with the intention of bringing about Ej, even though her
action actually results in E9. The intended end provides the reason
for the agent’s action. And M is a means rather than a cause only if
the agent adopts it with a view to attaining the intended end E. With
this analytical clarification, Prasad goes on to maintain that while the
means-ends complex is in itself amoral or morally neutral, it is by
reference to pictures of good life or a theory of ethical norms that the
morality or otherwise of a means-ends complex can be assessed. In the
end Prasad illustrates the fluidity of the means-ends complex in terms
of the ‘ethics of compromise’ frequently involved in a political (give-
and-take) solution. A political solution often is prone to compromise
our adherence to some values or norms on demands of social life,
even though it may seem, on other relevant grounds, unethical to do
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.V.Vhil;e P'rasad draws attention to the point that one has to be ‘a
utilitarian in order to have faith in the institution of political solutio K
(p- 1_21’), MP Rege, in ‘Ends-Means Continuum: A Normative P T;S
pective’, criticizes utilitarianism for misconstruing the means-endser 4
lationship as an isolable unit. He claims that no principle of justice is
gfg;(:.‘lble from the_ princip?e of utility, and ‘the normative tharactél;
agem}:r:l :iss}]((); -6;121:‘171*)(?131 derived from their causal connection with the
_ Rege’s cntlcis.m of the teleological ethical theory (or utilitarianism)
is a way of putting the validity of the dictum ‘ends Jjustify means’ t
test in concrete particular contexts of practical deliberation. P.K. Sen0
in E‘nds and Means’, subjects this dictum to rational scrutin'y a..nd sa s’
that ‘“although the dictum sounds very simple (in logical form), it 1yn
fact su_ffers from multiple ambiguities’ {p. 162). One of the four ,inter-
pretations that he provides of this dictum, and this one being claimed
to be what we mostly have in mind when we use this dictum, is that
there are some ends—ultimate ends or ideals of life—which 'u;tify th
means ‘adopted for their realization. However, since sucﬁ] end .
:ﬁ:ﬁs n}csll;de cert:exir:l normative ways of life, “the question ofst}cl);

re of the means a i i
e opted in the pursuit of the ends become equally

Whether in administrative-professional context or in academic-
ltheorfethal context, the general tendency is to discuss the ends-me
issue in the form of an exercise of adjudicating between Gandhi aa:(i
Marx. ],3huvan Chandel, in ‘Ends versus Means: Controversies and
Beyond’ takes Marx to advocate that ends justify the means and Gandhi
to hold that they do not, though both are unanimous on the belief
tha.tdthe aim of the indivi(_iual in society should be the emergence of
::.hn ideal society. Chandel sides with the Marxist position for the reason

at some concession to the purity and nobility of the means may be
necessary for having total commitment to one’s ends. But whezhe
one accepts the Gandhian or the Marxist model, whoeve.r is concernecli
with social charfige has to face the most difficult question of how one
would c}eade when, and to what extent, one should go in the direction
of m.aklr_lg concessions. The magnitude of this difficulty is righdy a
preciated by Apala Chakravarty in the context of having to ma}l;el:
choice in a situation like abortion. In ‘Choice of Ends and Means’
Chakravgrty argues that the problems of the choice of a means in
such a situation ‘seems particularly difficult for the reason that we
have to w'elgh between things each of which constitutes some basic
goqd to life’ (p. 42). In other words, sometimes we do permit the
choice of some means that is injurious to some aspect of the good life
without our being able to enunciate any normative principle governi ;
the permissibility of such concessions. i -

S.P. Banerjee contends in ‘Ends, Means and Administrative
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Efficiency’, that since ‘for the administrator there is no algorithm for
taking a decision, just as there are no fixed, definite rules for the
striker to score a goal’ (p. 17), the choice of a means for the adminis-
trator (that is, administrative decision-making) is more a strategic than
a theoretical matter. The decision to adopt a certain means is justified
so long as it is ‘optimally rational’. Endorsing Banerjee’s optimal ratio-
nality thesis of administrative ethics, Manmohan Singh, in his identically
entitled paper, emphasizes administrative innovativeness, that is the
administrator’s creative role in conceiving of new and effective means
and modifying existing rules, especially because, as the editorial says,
‘no rules can cover all possible cases which are relevant to it, and no
means can be eternally good’ (xvi). R.C. Dutt, in ‘End and Means in
Indian Administration’, speaks imperatively about commitment to the
goals laid down in the Indian Constitution on the part of Indian
administrators, with an uncompromising stance towards unscrupulous
politicians whose political will may have to be turned towards constitu-
tional norms and goals. He also draws attention to a basic conflict
between the values enshrined in the constitution and those now held
by the dominant social classes, and it is due to this conflict that the
ends are not achieved properly: ‘both ends and means suffer from
Jack of clarity as well as will to achieve’ (p. 74}.

In ‘Ends and Means’ D.P. Chattopadhyaya brings to light the ways
in which the means-ends relationship is rooted in the interfacing areas
of the private and the public. The collectivist holds that public ends
determine private ones, and the liberationist as well as the utilitarian
tries to derive the ends and means of the public from those of the
private life. But ends which appear to be obviously public have clear
private overtones, just as ends which seem to be obviously private
have equally clear public overtones.

Freedom and justice are important theoretical exemplifications of
this criss-crossing of the public and the private, and the individual's
voting behaviour and its motivations provide its good empirical
instantiation. Chattopadhyaya advocates the practice of ‘deliberative
rationality’ as ‘the most promising approach to bridge the gap between
private and public ends and means’ (p. 8). What underpins the notion
of deliberative rationality is the phenomenologically sound idea of the
person, an idea that duly recognizes the personal, agent-relative di-
mension of goods and values. Value-concepts like utility and well-
being cannot be impersonalized through theoretical abstractions or
formal methodological devices, in the name of impartiality, without
thereby tarnishing the human face’s social reality.

Chhatrapati Singh, in ‘The Dialectics of Law’, argues for minimizing
the privacy of the laws that relate to groups. He highlights the rationality
of the legal system insofar as it is designed to regulate human
behaviour and rationally resolve conflicts of interest. Presumably the
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rationality of law is a form of deliberative rationality that is suited to
bridge the gulf between the private and the public. Legal rationality
sets as its end not only the limits of self-interest and curbs egotistic
excesses, but also a vision of the good life for a collective whole.

While the rationality of an action is usually assessed in terms of the
agfer%t’s belief that doing it is 2 means to achieving the intended end,
this interpretation of rationality (i.e., instrumental rationality) is by no
means the only plausible one, nor is it the one that applies to all
actions. For there are actions which are not done as means to some
end, but as ends in themselves, e.g., writing a poem, performing a
religious ritual, or a moral act. Mrinal Miri argues—in what seems to
me to be the best article of this volume, ‘The Means-Ends Distinction,
Rationality and the Moral Life’—that such acts done, not as means-
but as ends, can be rational if the ends themselves are rational. He
then adds that moral ends are intrinsically rational; moral acts are
never means to any further ends from which they derive their rational-
ity. The moral life, in Miri’s vision, is such that ‘the rationality of the
moral end is guaranteed, first, by the fact that it is a matter of knowl-

edge . . . and secondly, by the closely related fact that the moral
g;l)deavour is . .. in its essence a continuous pursuit of the truth’ (p.

In ‘Means, Ends and Artistic Creativity’ Rekha Jhanji maintains,
through her observations on some practicing artists, that there is no a
priori end in art, or in the aesthetic situation in general. And ‘the
distinction between means and ends is entirely contextual, what is
ga51;en as an end in one case may be taken as a means in another’ (p.

A K Saran’s ‘On Ethics: Public and Private’ is a detailed sociological
analysis and critique of modern scientific-technological civilization in
relation to the problem of private and public morality. Saran points
out many absurdities and irresolvable difficulties involved in the socio-
scientific means-ends model of human action, which dominates much
of modern thought.

V.K. Bharadwaja, in ‘Ethics of Social Intervention’, hints at the
‘possibility of rich co-operation between the moral philosopher and
the social scientist’ (p. 24) inasmuch as the agent of social change
must bear the moral responsibility of the consequences of its social
intervention. Shefali Moitra, in ‘Self-regarding and Other-regarding
Duties: The Dilemma of Indian University Teachers’, is of the opinion
that an inter-disciplinary, empirical as well as conceptual study of the
ethics of the teaching profession can illuminate some of the dark
zones of the means-ends continuum relating to private and public
morality.

In *Ends, Means and the Ethics of Legal Profession’, M.L. Upadhyaya
relates the ethics of legal profession to the general ‘crisis of ends-
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means conflict or the gap between public morals and private morals
and the falling standards of professional ethics’, which ‘are lined with
the universal phenomenon of a crisis of character and all round erosion
of moral values’ (p. 206). :

There seems to be an inconsistency or incoherence in the Indian
ideal-end of life, moksa or salvation, as propounded in the Gita. The fa-
mous doctrine of nigkama karma, action without a desire for the result,
quite naturally leads us to classify the ethic of the Gita as non-
consequentialist or deontological. But the repeated assurance that
performance of such action should lead to a blissful liberation from
the cycle of birth and death seems to justify a teleological interpretation.
Can this inconsistency be avoided by resorting to any alternative
conceptualization of the ethic of the Gita? In ‘Ends, Means and the Art
of Life’, Arindam Chakravarty proposes a very imaginative solution by
construing moksa as the end of life, not in the ethical teleological
sense, but in the causal temporal sense. ‘The non-attached agent does
not act for the sake of moksa . . . . Moksa comes to him, as it were,
unsolicited, because a pure non-attachment itself is moksa, rather than
a means to moksa (p. 31). In other words, though the good life is not a
life lived for the sake of eternal happiness attendant upon liberation,
nevertheless the living of the good life is guaranteed to end, naturally
or causally, in the attainment of liberation and its attendant happiness.

On the whole, this book embodies a cluster of articles on many
interesting aspects of a primarily ethical problematic. The editorial
introduction is both comprehensive and judicious, given the multifari-
ousness of angles and aspects that the book covers. But the book
suffers from the lack of an Index and typographical errors.

Department of Humanities and Social Sciences, Byoy H. Boruax
LLT., Kanpur

SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARWA: Gadadhara’s Theory of Objectivity, Visayatavada
(Part I and Part II), published by Indian Council of Philosophical
Research in association with Motilal Banarsidass.

It is a matter of great joy that Prof. Sibajiban Bhattacharyya has brought
out Visayatavada of Gadadhara in two volumes. Volume I contains a
detailed study of the text and volume II the English translation of the
text with explanations.

Volume I is a distinct contribution of Prof. Sibajiban Bhattacharyya
in the sense that here he has made a serious attempt to understand
the Navya-Nyaya logic and philosophy in a comparative framework of
western philosophy and logic.

He has explained the Navya-Nyaya logic first and then he has tried
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to compare it with corresponding logic of the West, wherever it has
been possible. The aim seems to acquaint philosophers and logicians
trained in western philosophy and logic with the logic and philosophy
of Navya Nyaya. Intelligibility of his exposition may be decided by
those who are trained in western symbolic logic. Needless to say, this
book is not for general readers.

The main issue of the Sanskrit text Visayatdvdda is to examine
whether or not ‘objectivity’ is an independent category of entities.
One section of the Navya-Nyaya philosophers wants to grant it the
status of an independent entity, while the other section does not. In
order to understand this, one has to go to the past history.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy accepted seven categories of
entities—such as substance (dravya), quality (guna), action (karman),
universal (s@mdnya), particularity (visesa), inherence (samavaya) and
absence (abkava). The logicians (Naiyayikas) ‘thought that the entire
universe can be categorized in these seven categories only and there is
no need to posit any more categories of entities.

It was Raghunitha Siromani of Bengal who challenged the tradition
and held the view that there are many entities like visayata ‘objectivity’,
visayita ‘containerness’ and the like which cannot be included in the
list of the seven categories. And thus the list must be kept open.

The traditional position was whenever there arose a chance of in-
creasing the number of categories, they tried to avoid it by declaring
that that is a particular selflinking relation (svaripasambandhavisesa).
Thus, karanatd, karyata, pratiyogita, anuyogita and the like, if treated as
self-linking relations, will not be anything more than karana, karya,
fpratiyogin, anwyogin, etc. and they can all be included in the list of the
given seven and in that case there is no need of positing additional
number of categories of entities beyond seven.

As against this, Raghunatha Siromani wanted to keep the question
open and favoured the increase in the number of categories. He has
argued in favour of this position in his Padarthatattvanirupana.

Visaya means ‘content of a cognition’ and visayatd is ‘the state of
being the visaya’. 1, therefore, prefer the rendering of wvisayata as
‘contentness’ to ‘objectivity’, as Prof. Bhattacharya has done.

An entity is related to its cognition through the relation of visayita
‘containerness’ and the cognition is related to its content by the relation
of visayata ‘contentness’. Now, where could these properties visayita
and visayata be included? The older view is that these could be included
in the given seven because visayitd and visayatd are mere self-linking
relations and hence either the visaya or visayin may be treated as per-
forming the role of similar relationship. Thus, when visayin is included
in the already accepted category of quality of the soul and visaya in any
of the seven, there is no necessity of accepting them as independent
categories of entities.
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Raghunitha did not agree with this view and allowed additional
categories of entities.

There are two texts by the same name: one written by Harirama
Tarkavagi$a and the other by Gadadhara Bhattacarya. 1 translated with
notes and introduction the text of Harirama which was published in
1986 by the Centre of Advanced Study, in Sanskrit, University of Poona.
The text of Gadadhara is presented with English translation, explana-
tions and study by Prof. Sibajiban Bhattacharyya. The issue in both the
texts is the same as pointed out above. While my aim was to explain
the text without any comparison, Prof. Sibajiban Bhattacharyya pre-
sents with comparison. My aim was to reveal the thought-structure and
hence T used the method of diagrams to achieve my goal. Each and
every argument has been presented by me through a diagram. Prof.
Bhattacharyya presents them with notations of symbolic logic. Thus,
Prof. Bhattacharyya aims at those readers who have a thorough knowl-
edge of symbolic logic.

As said above, Prof. Bhattacharyya presents his study in two
parts—Part I and Part II. Part I analyses some fundamental concepts
of Navya-Nyaya and in Part II the Sanskrit text is presented with English
translation and explanation.

Part I has eight chapters followed by a glossary, bibliography and an
index. Chapter I deals with the theory of relation as held by Navya
Nyaya. Chapter II compares the notion of ‘being in’ in Aristotle and
Nyaya. Chapter III discusses the idea of universal in Navya Nyaya. It
contains discussions on analysis and universals. The problem of uni-
versal has been discussed from all the three angles of ontology, episte-
mology and logic. Chapter IV contains discussions on Navya Nyaya
theory of abstraction. Chapter V deals with the theory of definition.
Chapter VI is a survey of the theory of causation. Chapter VIl compares
Frege and Gadadhara on ‘reference’, ‘sense’, and ‘modes of
presentation’. It also discusses Gadadhara’s theory of language. Chapter
VIII discusses determinate and indeterminate cognitions.

Thus, it can be observed from the content of this part that Prof.
Sibajiban Bhattacharyya has taken up some very important issues of
Navya Nyaya logic for discussion and comparison with their western
counterparts.

This exercise involves two aspects: (1) understanding a Navya Nyaya
concept within the framework of Navya Nyiya philosophy and logic
and (2) highlighting the points of commonness and difference. The
exercise should be from (1) to (2) and not from (2} to (1). Prof.
Bhattacharyya has been quite successful in this exercise.

However, he has experienced difficulty in this task of comparison.
We shall take up one or two such cases as examples.

While discussing the Navya Nyaya concept of a relation, Prof.
Bhattacharyya faces problem with the terms pratiyogin and anuyogin
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(Part I, oo, 15-17). He takes two sentences— (1) Dasaratha is the
father of Rama and (2) A jar is the object of the cognition of a jar.

In (1), according to him, Dasaratha is anuyogin, and Rama is
pratiyogin.

In (2), the cognition of a jar is pratiyogin and jar is anuyogin.

So the direction in both the cases is-

a b

=

where @ is either Dasaratha or cognition and bis either Rama or jar.

In western tradition, Prof. Bhattacharyya finds that in the above
cases a is always a predecessor and b is a successor term of a relation.
Thus, he finds it difficult to explain the terms pratiyogin and anuyogin
of Navya Nyaya. And finally he suggests: “To avoid any confusion of
the sense or direction of a relation we shall describe the relation as
relation of the pratiyogin to (in) the anuyogin instead of using the
relation—sentence or its symbolization. In diagrams, however, we shall
write anuyogin as the predecessor and the pratiyogin as the successor, i.e.,
in the same order as they occur in the sentence although the direction
of the relation will be from the successor to the predecessor as in
Tarski’s symbolization of functions, thus

a R b

I think all this is created because of perhaps an assumption that 4 is
always a pratiyogin and b is always an anuyogin. As a matter of fact in
Navya Nyaya, both can be both, although not at one time, depending
on the intended direction of the relation. There are three possibilities
with a two-term relation. One can express such a relation in any of the
following three ways:

(1) There is a relation between aand

(2) ais related to band

(3) bisrelated to a

The first statement does not specify any particular direction and
hence either a can be pratiyogin or bcan be pratiyogin or either bcan be
an anuyogin or a can be an anuyogin depending on what is intended.

Thus, in the sentence ‘Dasaratha is the father of Rima’, Dasaratha
can be a pratiyogin as well if it is so intended. Similarly, in the sentence
‘A jar is the object of the cognition of jar', the jar can be the pratiyogin
as well according to the intention of the speaker. Of course once the
direction is specified, a and b both cannot be pratiyogin and anuyogin
simultaneously as in the statements (2) and (3). As a matter of fact,
there are two traditions on the expression of a relation. One tradition
goes with the generalization: '

anuyoginisthah dharmah sambandhah

‘The property of an anuyogin is the relation’.
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And the other tradition goes with the following generalization:
pratiyoginisthah dharmah sambandhah
‘The property of a pratiyogin is the relation’.

As per the former view one will say—
Ramah pitrva-sambandhena Dasarathe anveti

and as per the later view one will say
Ramah putratva-sambandhena pitari Dasarathe anveli

But in any case there is no confusion between a pratiyogin and an
anuyogin.

Similarly, Prof. Bhattacharyya has difficulty in translating the term
svarupa-sambandha. Normally, it is rendered as ‘self-linking relation’.
But Prof. Bhattacharyya suggests that it should be rendered as ‘self-
relating term’. But I think that ‘self-linking relation’ is a better render-
ing since it will remain closer to the Sanskrit term svariipa-sambandha.
Although it is true that self-linking relation does not form any distinct
category of entities, it gives an idea that an already accepted category
of entities plays an additional role of a relation.

I hope Prof. Bhattacharyya will reconsider his remark on p. 22 (part
I) about svarupa-sambandha which runs as follows:

In the literature the Navya-Nyaya term svariipa-sambandha has been
translated as self-relating or self-linking relation. This translation is
misleading because what the term svartpa-sambandha means is that
ontologically a reality which is a term of the relation is also the
relation itself. This is, of course, the consequence that the term
relates itself by itself to the other term. So it will be more proper to
translate svaripa-sambandha as a selfrelating term; rather than a
self-relating relation.

There is no dispute regarding the explanation of the term svariipa-
sambandha. But if we render it as a selfrelating term, then whether it
is a relation or it is playing the role of a relation (sembandha) is not
emphasized. Thus, till we coin a better expression we may continue
with the rendering ot Prof. Ingalls and others.

Similarly, I would like to translate the term parampard-sambandha as
‘indirect relation’ and not as ‘chain relation' as Prof. Bhattacharyya
does on p. 33 (part I). The opposite of parampara is saksat ‘direct’ in
Navya Nyava.

These are very minor points. Both the parts of Prof. Bhattacharyya’s
work are examples of an outcome of a very serious study and fine
scholarship. Part I presents important concepts of Navya Nyaya in
comparison with the corresponding concepts of the West.

Although the tradition of such comparative study of Navya Nyaya
goes back to Prof. Ingall’s Materials for the Study of Navya Nyaya,
Prof. Bhattacharyya has gone a step further by attempting further
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clarification of Navya Nyaya concepts and comparing them with paral-
lel western concepts of many more western logicians and philosophers
which were not considered before. For serious students of Navya
Nyaya and western logic, Part I does provide a solid base.

As said above, Part II contains the Sanskrit text, English translation
and notes. My general impression is that Prof. Bhattacharyya has tried
to remain faithful to the Sanskrit text to a great extent while render-
ing it into English. But I am of the opinion that certain rendering
does not convey exactly what is intended by the Navya Naiyayikas. For
example, he translates vyavasaya as ‘awareness’. But I think ‘awareness’
will be a better rendering of anu-vyavasaya and vyavasaya may be trans-
lated as ‘determinate cognition’. When one says ‘this is a pot’ it refers
to a definite cognition, but when one says ‘I have knowledge of a pot’
it implies that he is aware of his cognition of a pot. Thus, ‘awareness’
for me will be ‘cognition of a cognition’. Hence I would like to differ
from Prof. Bhattacharyya when he says ‘cognition is same as awareness’
{(p. 4, PartII).

‘(Secondary) introspective cognition’ for enuvyasaya does not give
the intended meaning to me.

On page 7 (Part II) Prof. Bhattacharyya translates o<H @it
T ARG FEHE as: ‘As it is necessary to postulate that every-
thing has its own nature there would be no scope for postulating an
additional entity, if the problem (of the ontological status of
objecthood) is solved by holding that objecthood is the nature (of its
terms).’

In my understanding the translation of the phrase <R weiddiwh
should be as follows: ‘when it is possible to explain (the ontological
status of contentness) by the already established forms (of paddrthas)’.

In other words, when it is possible to show that contentness ¢an be
included in any of the seven categories of entities, there is no necessity
of postulaing any additional category of entities such as visayata. Natu-
rally, the explanation of text no. 4.1 of Prof. Bhattacharyya is errone-
ous.

I have given this example to show that Prof. Bhattacharyya is not
always close to the text. He has taken freedom, sometimes, to make it
readable English. But there one has to be very careful, especially with
regard to a Navya Nyadya text. Nevertheless, he is mostly close to the
text.

This, however, does not undermine the value of his work which is a
fine example of excellent scholarship. The text of Visayatavada needs to
be studied from the point of view of the issues discussed by me above,
and Prof. Bhattacharyya’s study and translation will prove to be a great
help in that direction. In part I and in the explanations in part II
whenever Prof. Bhattacharyya has entered into a discussion and has
tried to make a point by referring to the Navya Nyaya views, persons
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like me who are eager to go to the original would have been im-
mensely helped had he indicated the original source of Navya Nyaya
as he has done so with regard to the western views. We expect it in the
second edition of the work. Both the Sanskritists and the scholars
trained in western logic and philosophy will remain grateful to Prof..
Bhattacharyya for this work. '

University of Poona, Pune V.N. Jua

BasTIN |. ParanGmaLiL: Toward Integral Holism in Psychology, Inter India
Publications, New Delhi, 1990, (price not quoted as yet).

In his book Toward Integral Holism in Psychology, Bastin J. Parangimalil
attempts to present a unified and holistic model of the person in
psychology. The author is of the view that a holistic humanistic
psychology can be formulated on the foundations of true Christian
Humanism. Though the thrust of the book is towards evaluating the
adequacy of Abraham Maslow’s humanistic psychology in the light of
Christian Psychology, Parangimalil makes a laudable effort to
demonstrate that Maslow's system arose as a reaction and challenge to
overcome the shortcomings of the reductionist psychologies which
have dominated the field of psychology during most of the twentieth
century. The author considers Maslow’s humanistic psychology to be a
significant achievement and an important step towards a truly integral
and holistic psychology. The implication is that a genuinely holistic-
humanistic psychology will be an authentic Christian psychology.
There are a number of dominant themes in the book—Toward Infe-
al Holism in Psychology. First, the author systematically traces the
philosophical roots of integral holism in psychology and indicates that
holism can be studied as three types, in psychology viz., preventive,
descriptive and integral. Preventive holism is characterized by dissatis-
faction with and aversion to the limitations of the reductionist ap-
proaches in non-psychological fields. Descriptive holism considers
personality as an organized whole, having unity and order, where
there is a movement towards higher perfection with self-actualization
as the chief motivation. The neo-Freudian views, Gestalt Psychology
and Maslow’s system represent descriptive holism in psychology. Inte-
gral holism holds that there is an integrating inner rational nature in
man. Aristotle was the originator of this theory. Parangimalil then
indicates the historical and philosophical roots of holism beginning
with Aristotle’s naturalistic holism, also known as hylomorphism. Tho-
mas Aquinas adopted the Aristotelian biopsychology and perfected it
in the light of divine revelation, consistent with Christian humanism.
Mercier, Brentano, Pace and Moore were some of the other significant
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figures of the neo-scholastic period who made attempts toward inte-
gral holism in psychology.

In .the second section of his book, Parangimalil succinctly indicates
the distinct influence of reductionist philosophies on the reductionist
trends in psychology. In this context, the role of Democritan atomism
?md Platonic idealism has been delineated by the author. The clear
influence of Cartesian dualism and Leibnitz’s psychophysical parallel-
ism on various schools of psychology have been indicated. Dualistic
thinking represented by psychophysical parallelisin and psychophysics,
a.long with associationistic philosophy, were the foundation of struc-
turalism. The author very aptly points out that materialistic theories of
evolution and associationism influenced functional psychology and
Freudianism. Behaviourism was indebted to positivism and
operationism. The author also indicates that in addition, the theories
of Kant, Hegel, Herbert, Lotz, Helmholtz and Fechner exerted consid-
erable influence on psychology. In this way, the author furnishes an
excellent account of the antecedents of reductionist thought in psy-
chology.

In the next section, Parangimalil reviews the important reductionist
systems in psychology and indicates that with the birth of scientific
pS}fchology in 1879, the drift away from holism reached a significant
point. Structuralism of William Wundt and Titchener; Functionalism
of James, Dewey and Angell; Behaviourism and Freudianism represent
some of the departures from holism in psychology. Parangimalil then
gives an insightful commentary on the psychological systems which
emer_g_ed during the end of the nineteenth century onwards, as a
reaction against the shortcomings of the reductionist psychologies
which were dominating the discipline at that time. These include
p_henomenolog-ical and existential psychology, neo-Freudian psycholo-
gies of Jung, Adler Horney and Fromm. The influence of these indi-
viduals and their systems of psychology on Maslow’s thinking is also
highlighted. The author continues with an exposition of the holistic
trends in modern psychology and emphasizes the contributions of the
Gestalt psychologists, Goldstein, Allport and Frankl towards integral
holism in psychology. The influence of some of these systems on
Abraham Maslow’s and his humanistic psychology are also indicated.

The attempt of the author, thus far, has been to delineate the
historical and philosophical roots of holism and reductonism in psy-
chology and to review various reductionist and holistic systems in
mainstream psychology. To this end, Parangimalil has done a com-
mendable job. The latter sections of Toward Integral Holism in Psychol-
ogy present Maslow’s humanistic psychology and its affiliation with
Christian humanism. First, factors from outside psychology influencing
humanistic psychology and Maslow’s system are discussed. These in-
clude both eastern and western systems such as Taoism, Zen Buddhism,
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Spinoza’s Pantheism, Hasidism, Bergson’s Creative Evolution, Smut’s
Holistic Evolution, naturalistic humanism, naturalism and humanism.
Then, a detailed account of the holistic trend in Maslow’s system of
psychology has been presented by Dr Parangimalil. The author quali-
fies Maslow’s holism as ‘descriptive holism’, which falls short of being
an ‘integral holism’.

The latter section and the conclusion of Parangimalil’s book appear
to be rather controversial. The author asserts that humanistic psychol-
ogy seems to join the other major systems of psychology, in either
ignoring or denying the transcendental dimension of human person-
ality and belief in the supernatural. Being, humanistic naturalistic
psychology, is shown to be the antithesis of dualistic Christian psychol-
ogy which denaturalizes and super-naturalizes man by placing him, or
at least his mind and soul outside of and above nature. The author
further asserts that there is a need for concerted efforts to return to a
true Christian or holistic humanism in psychology. True Christian
humanism, in the light of the divine revelation is that man is created
in ‘the image of God’. God is the centre of man and everything else is
a Christian humanistic position, as opposed to the humanistic position
that man is the centre of himself and of all other things. Because man
is created in the image of God, he shares the light of the divine mind.
The human intellect surpasses the mere world of things which were
observed by the senses. Man can see realities beyond the natural order.

Several objections can be raised against the author’s assertions. First,
Maslow’s ‘humanistic psychology’ is taken to be the standard against
which other systems of psychology are rated to assess the degree of
integral holism in them. It must be pointed out that Maslow’s
‘humanistic psychology’ is in itself a controversial subject in mainstream
psychology. Leaving aside issues of scientific credibility and
metatheoretical issues, apart from generating interest towards neglected
subjective issues and intra-psychic processes, Maslow’s system may have
little to offer. Elsewhere, Parangimalil evaluates Maslow’s “humanistic
psychology’ in the light of Christian psychology and finds Maslow’s
system lacking in a number of ways. Many of the author’s arguments
pointing to the shortcomings of Maslow’s system seem to be forced.
The contradictions within Maslow’s system do not appear to be as
distinct as the author takes them to be.

From the start, Parangimalil assumes the importance of integral
holism in psychology but does not demonstrate the necessity of the
same. The author supports the rejection of reductionism and shift in
focus towards holism in psychology, but does so on ideological rather
than metatheoretical and methodological grounds. Christian humanism
and the integral holism inherent in that system may hold appeal to
the author, but his arguments in support of the same are not very
convincing. Reductionism in psychology has been challenged by a
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number of authorities on metatheoretical and methodological grounds
and strong arguments have been posited against it, none of which
have been cited by the author. At the same time, it must be pointed
out that attempts are underway to formulate a more integrated and
holistic system within mainstream psychology based on theoretical and
metatheoretical issues, Anand Paranjpe being a significant contribu-
tor in this area.

In short, the author has provided an excellent account of the his-
torical and philosophical background and development of holism and
reductionism in psychology. But when it comes to a conclusion, it
appears to be a poorly disguised attempt to promote Christian reli-
gion in the name of psychology. No clear arguments are offered by
Parangimalil as to why we should accept Christian humanism as the
ideal system of psychology.

Barkatullah University Upay Jamw and SUMIT VERMA
Bhopal
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KANTIBHAI J. SHAH
8 September 192217 September 1994

Wittgenstein is walking in Cambridge with an Indian student. This is a
fragment of their conversation.

Wittgenstein . Shah, with that name, you must be a Muslim?
Kantibhai Shah : No, Professor Wittgenstein, I am not a Muslim.
Wittgenstein : Then you must be a Hindu.

Kantibhai Shah : No, I am not a Hindu either!

Wittgenstein : What are you, then?

Kantibhai Shah : Iam a Jain.

At this point the young K . Shah launched into an animated diatribe
against the tenets of Jainism. Suddenly Wittgenstein stops and angrily
says to Shah:‘Shah, you think you are very clever. You think all those
great men who thought about the intricacies of your religion were
fools.” .

K. Shah returned to India after completing his degree and made
the study of Indian thought his life’s work. He never worked on
Wittgenstein, though Wittgenstein remained a constant mental pres-
ence. Many vears later, while introducing his seminal essay on Kautilya’s
Arthasastra {a classical text dealing with the management of affairs of
the state, mistakenly compared, often, to The Prince) he said:

I have taken the thought of the past seriously: i.e., I have allowed
it to speak for itself before judging it to be more or less adequate
compared to any contemporary understanding of the same issues.

In this sense, he devoted his intellectual energies to explaining,
clarifying, making explicit what was only implicit, and bringing into
sharp focus the status of an enquiry. While doing so, he was enormously
interested in the question, what does it mean for humans to learn. For
him, ‘Know Thyself * meant learning to know oneself.

Some people thought of Professor Shah's attitude to intellectual
questions rigid, and they often spoke of his dogmatism. This, of course,
's a serious misunderstanding. If an idea seemed contradictory or
absurd to him, he would rely entirely upon his own judgement. He
admitted he could be wrong, and often he was, but reliance upon his
own judgement and his own inteliect, while being open to rigorous
persuasion, was the only way of discovering the truth. This made him
impervious to prejudice, fashion, cant, snobbery and self-interest. He
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believed in asking fundamental questions that could initiate debate.
Yet, he always saw his work only as a preliminary step, a beginning. For
him the moral aspect was inseparable from the intellectual aspect: the
latter was meaningtess without the former.

Gandhi’s philosophy provided Professor Shah an opening into
studying Indian thought. He was worried about the tendency among
Gandhian scholars to attribute to Gandhi what they thought or what they
wanted Gandhi’s thought to be. This prevented lucidity about what
Gandhi’s thought actually was. Professor Shah sought to situate Gandhi
in the wider context of the Indian tradition.

Apart from Gandhi’s philosophy, whether it was his work on the
Arthasdstra, or on Bharata's Natyasastra (a classical text on aesthetics),
or on the linguistic philosophy of Bhartrhari, certain questions re-
mained central to him. Can Indian philosophy be called philosophy?
Or is it religion? Or is it both? Is Hinduism a religion? Who knows
what Hinduism is?

In asking these questions, Professor Shah’s purpose was twofold.
One, to credit Indian thought with being grounded simultaneously on
philosophy and religion, and to argue for tradition. However, this
tradition was not a Spenglerian cultural prison. His mastery of western
thought was phenomenal, but by arguing for his own tradition he
wanted to bring out the possibilities and limitations of both traditions.
The other purpose was to intervene, however circumspectly, in the
current intellectual and social debates of the country.

But Professor Shah was no ‘book in breeches’. He was capable of
much laughter, and was an excellent cook. His eyes would light up at
the mention of Iris Murdoch, a friend of his Cambridge days, with
whom he kept up a lifelong, though irregular correspondence. His
wild flowing hair, deep penetrating eyes, and remarkably sensuous
mouth set many a female heart aflutter. Indeed, one of his more
memorable aphorisms was on the nature of love: Love is the ability to
take the maximum amount of strain.

At the time of his death, he was at his creative best, intellectually.
His last words echoed his teacher Witigenstein. He said he had had a
good life, a life without regrets. For his students and friends he will
remain the touchstone of their moral and intellectual pretensions.

JYoTIRMAY SHARMA
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KARL RAIMUND POPPER
98 July 1902-17 September 1994

Karl Popper (Sir Karl Popper since 1965, when he was knighted by
the Queen of Great Britain) was born on 28 July 1902 in Himmelhof
in the Ober St Veit district of Vienna. In 1925, while working with
neglected children in Vienna, Popper enrolled as a student at the
newly founded Pedagogic Institut of Vienna city. It was here that he
met his wife Josefine Henninger, a fellow student at the university. As
a student , Popper studied mathematics, physics and psychology, and
philosophy later on. By this time, Popper had already begun grappling
with the problem of method, particularly against the background of
David Hume'’s rejection of induction as a possible means of rational
justification of our scientific knowledge of the natural world. Rational-
ity of scientific knowledge was problematized by Hume, reducing it to a
matter of habit and custom, because inductive reasoning failed to
Jjustify that the present scientific knowledge—and our belief in its
validity—would retain its validity in the future as well. Like Immanuel
Kant, Popper took Hume’s challenge seriously. His great contribution
to the theory of scientific knowledge and the methodology of the
sciences lies in this: he raised the discussion on science, scientific
method, growth of knowledge and the rationality of scientific revolu-
tions to 2 new and higher level. In the year 1934, he published his
book Logik der Forschung (English translation, The Logic of Scientific Dis-
¢overy, Hutchinson, London; Basic Books, New York, 1959). In 1963
Conjectures and Refutations (Routledge & Kegan Paul) and then in 1972
Objective Knowledge: An Evolutionary Approach (Oxford), were published.

Much of the atmosphere at home and in Vienna into which Popper
was born had to do with books and music. His mother Jenny Popper
was a pianist. Popper recalls in his Unended Quest (1976, p. 54) that
he was always a conservative in the field of music. He liked and admired
the great composers Schubert, Bruckner and some Brahms (The Re
quiem). His passion for knowing contemporary music led him to enroll
as a member of the ‘Verein fuer musikalische Privatauffuehrungen’,
1918: Society for Private Performances, which was presided over by
Arnold Schoenberg and dedicated ‘to performing compositions by
Schoenberg, Alban Berg, Anton von Webern’, among other contem-
poraries such as Ravel, Bartok and Stravinsky. Besides the musical
influences, Popper, in Unended Quest (p. 9), recalls his childhood
memories: ‘The sight of abject poverty in Vienna was one of the main
problems which agitated me when I was still a small child—so much
that it was almost always at the back of my mind. Few people now
living in one of the Western democracies know what poverty meant at
the beginning of this century: men, women and children suffering
from hunger, cold and hopelessness. But we children could not help.
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We could do no more than ask for a few coppers to give to some poor
people.’

Bgfore Popper wrote and submitted his thesis— ‘Zur Methodenfrage
der Denkpsychologie’—in 1928 for his Ph.D. to the Philosophical Fac-
ulty of the University of Vienna, he had already read Ludwig
Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922) and come to know
about the Ernst Mach Society and the Vienna Circle. The latter had
formed itself as a nucleus of the school of philosophical analysis which
is known as logical empiricism. The Circle itself came into being
around 1924-25, with Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap and Otto Neurath
among its prominent members. Popper’s own teacher, Hans Hahn,
was a2 member of the Circle. Before meeting Herbert Feigl and
other members during the years 1929-30, Popper came in touch with
Victor Kraft, with whom he could discuss his opposition to the doctrine
that the natural sciences were inductive in their method instead of
being deductive, in particular the doctrine of the Vienna Circle that
metaphysics, as against science, was all nonsense. Soon, with the publi-
cation of his Logik der Forschug (Julius Springer Verlag, Vienna, 1934),
Popper changed the whole scenario of discussion on science, on the
search for knowledge and the rationality of scientific change. Popper’s
official opposition to the search for a logical empiricist criterion of
meaningfulness became a major source of relentless criticism, debate
and change within the philosophy of science. Popper’s formulation
of his falsifiability criterion of demarcation—which requires that a
theory is scientific in character only if it is falsifiable or refutable by
possible observational statements called potential falsifiers—of demar-
cation enabled him to distinguish science from non-science without
rejecting metaphysics as meaningless. These major changes within the
philosophy of science took a Darwinian turn with Popper propound-
ing his thesis that scientific knowledge grows by trial-and-error elimi-
nation, by searching for difficulties and contradications in our best
scientific theories. Thus, a scientist is a problem-solver who can turn
Popperian falsificationist methodology against his/her own theory,
after proposing it as a trial solution. The theory is tested empirically
in those aspects which entail novel and risky predictions, with a view
to its refutation (= error- elimination). The main steps in this Darwinian
process of mnatural selection are these: Problem (p1) — Tentative
Theory (TT) — Evaluative Error-Elimination (EE) — Problem (p9). . .

Popper shared with the Galilean philosophy of science the realism
and the rationality of the scientist’s interest in those theories which
possess verisimilitude (= distance from truth, truth being the aim of sci-
ence) in varying degrees, and which can also be subjected to a generally
acceptable and logically sound methodology of crucial theory-testing
and theory-choice. Although science aims at truth, it always begins with
problems, and ends with problems after its theories have undergone
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critical rational evaluation.What makes Popper’s approach normative
is his view that science aims at truth and that what we call science is a
matter of deciston and convention. But it assumes an evolutionary
Darwinian character at the same time, Popper himself having extended
the Darwinian evolutionary paradigm for describing the changes in
the living world to those changes which can take place in the Popperian
objective worlds of scientific knowledge. Popper believed in the ab-
stract character of the reality and relative autonomy of the worlds,
which consists of musical compositions, works of art—in short, the
creative products of the human mind. Popper separated and designated
as worldg all those states of consciousness, as states of the human
mind, which result from its interactions with nature and the physical
world—the latter was called by Popper the world] of physical objects,
their properties and relations and so forth.

According to the view which Popper developed, the rationality of
science and scientific change demand that the scientist designs crucial
tests for competing theories—such as Newton’s and Einstein’s theories
of gravitation—in order to eliminate those which far exceed their
rivals in the field in respect of false predictions about reality . To this
very end, a proper methodology of theory-testing and theory-choice
must be governed by the supreme rule which says that all other rules
of method are to be so designed that they do not protect a scientific
theory against falsification by the #odus tollens of classical logic. Thus,
as a criticat rationalist Popper viewed the rationality of science as
having to do with the scientist’s relentless search for that method,
among all possible methods, which tests a theory for its false conse-
quences. A deeper logic of falsifiability as a distinguishing mark of
those theories which are scientific is already at work here. A scientific
theory rules out the existence of certain possible states of affairs—the
class of its potential falsifiers is never empty. Popper held the view that
the more the theory rules out, the more highly falsifiable and predic-
tively informative it will be. On the contrary, think of a theory or an
unrestricted universal statement of law which permits too many things
in the sense that it tends to be confirmed every time it is used to
explain this or that type of phenomena—the theory will be non-scien-
tific if the class of its potential falsifiers is empty.

By these very rigorous standards, all utopian and historicist models
of society and social transformation fail to qualify as being scientific in
character. Realizing that his theory of knwledge and method had far-
reaching consequences for understanding human states-of-affairs both
from a practical and philosophical point of view, Popper published
his celebrated work in The Open Society and its Enemies(1945, Vols. 1/11)
and The Poverty of Historicism  (1957). Thus, Popper formulated devas-
tating criticism of the utopian and perfectionist models of society
based on historicist and essentialist approaches—notably those of
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Plato’s Republic, the Hegelian Dialectic and Marxism. On the one
hand, Popper warned us of the dangerous consequences of the totali-
tarian utopian models, which have been responsible, at least partly,
for the rise of communism and national socialism, On the other hand,
Popper formulated his conception of an open society as a system
which depends on piecemeal engineering for bringing about improve-
ment and progressive change in society.

It was during the years 1935-36, which witnessed the end of the
Vienna Circle following the assassination of its leader Moritz Schlick,
that Popper came in contact with important scientists and philosophers
in England, Emst Gombrich and Erwin Schroedinger among them.
From 1937 to 1945, Popper held the position of Senior Lecturer at
Canterbury University College, Christchurch, New Zealand; from 1945
to 1949, that of Reader in Logic and Scientific Method, London
School of Economics; and in 1949-69 he was Professor of Logic and
Scientific Method (Emeritus). In 1977, together with Sir John Eccless,
Popper made a major contribution to an interactionist philosophy of
the mind and brain by publishing The Seif and Its Brain. Then came the
publication of the long-awaited The Postscript to the Logic of Scientific Dis-
covery (edited by W.W. Bartley, 1982-83). Popper’s intellectual creativ-
ity did not diminish with age, nor with the death of Josefine Anna
Henninger in 1985, whom he had married in 1930. When he became
85 on 28 July 1987, Die Welt interviewed Popper on subjects ranging
from politics and physics to philosophy, resulting in the publication of
Ich weiss, dass ich nichis weiss - und kaum das (Ullstein Sachbuch, Frank-
furt/M., Berlin, 1987/1990). Popper was awarded many honorary de-
grees, and received several rare prizes before and-after the unification
of Germany in October 1989. He published A World of Propensities in
1990 and In Search of a Better World (a collection of essays and addresses)
in 1992. On 17 December 1993, Popper went to Berlin to receive the
most prestigious Otto-Hahn Freedom Medal from the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fiir die Vereinten Nationen. Sir Karl Popper died on 17
September, 1994, aged 92. His latest book, Alles Leben ist Problemidsen
(1994) has just been published by Piper, Miinchen/ Ziirich.
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