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In Quest of Objectivity : A Post-Colonial Defence*

CHINMOY GOSWAMI
Department of Philosophy, University of Hyderabad

the power is tolerable only on condition that it masks a substantial
part of itself. Its success is proportional to its ability to hide its own
mechanism.

Michel Foucault!

I

The long march on the road to human civilization from the days of cave-
dwelling to the multi-storeyed flats is a witness to the tireless efforts of the
human intellect to disambiguate its own ambiguous existence, to find
some necessity amidst contingencies, to find a cosmos amidst a chaos. In
this vast universe, human beings, even as a species, occupy a tiny
fragment of space. But human intellect has not only been able to
comprehend thevastness of the universe butalso the enormousemptiness
within an invisible atom. This ambiguity of being a small creature
endowed with enormous power, a contingent being capable of inventing
necessities has created innumerable tensions not only at the existential
but also at the intellectual level. For example, there are conflicting
opinions, beliefs or even theories regarding the world, of which we are
apart. Even ifitis granted that the world is constant, human intellect has
constantly been manipulating the data. In the process of manipulation,
conflicting results are obtained about the same reality, rendering human
intellect helpless in the face of diverse alternatives. However, with every
manipulation of the data, the surrounding also gets altered. Consequently,
the balance between the self and the surrounding hangs on sharper and
sharper edge. The present age may be said to be hanging on a razor’s
edge where preservation of the self and the preservation of the
surrounding are to be balanced. There seems to be a contradiction
between the two preservations and a realization of this contradiction is
quite manifest in the concerns for ecology (at least at the theoretical
level). At the root of all such tensions and sufferings, it is alleged is the
act of the original sin—the sin of objectification. Itis an irony of fate that the
illusions of scientificity make one commit that sin without ever realizing
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it to be a sin. Consequently, a confession is yet to come even ifitisin the
form of an unscientific postscript.

As far as the scientific temperament is concerned, the emergence of
it, obviously, is not a dated event. Scientific temperament did not spring
forth at an instant of time. On the contrary, it came to the surface through
a complex process, the details of which are yet to be worked out by the
historians. However, it is generally accepted that the face of science with
which we are familiar today originated in Europe, roughly around the
end of the sixteenth century due to the socio-economic conditions
prevalent at that time.? So much so that Jacques Monod puts the blame
squarely on Galileo (Ap 1564-1642) and Descartes (ap 1596-1650).°
Subsequently, science developed in Europe to such an extent that after
three centuries, European science became the symbol of progress and
civilization throughout the world. There can be no denial of the fact that
the emergence of a particular form of social and cultural milieu has been
conducive at least, if not responsible, for such asequence of happenings.
Furopean community, as a whole, not only gave birth to a child called
Science but also nurtured it for more than three centuries without ever
casting any doubt regarding its legitimacy.* The simple reason being that
the child proved itself pretty useful, from its very infancy. Obviously, the
possessors of science ruled almost the entire globe—almost every piece
of inhabited land was colonised. The colonisers naturally earned rich
dividends. It is but recently that shadows of doubts are being cast on the
legitimacy of science.® The scepticism might have sprung from either a
belief that it has outlived its usefulness or from a fear that its usefulness
which was solely the prerogative of the European community is going to
be shared by the non-European communities as well. If it has outlived its
usefulness then, it is but natural that it can be sold outasa second-hand
product to the more needy. On the other hand, if the usefulness is also
going to be shared by others, then it reduces the domain of domination.
The anxiety of loosing the privileged position may easily lead to a
condemnation of science. Whatever may be the reason(s) for doubting
the legitimacy of the child born out of the European womb, itis a factof
history that many European intellectuals started questioning the
unquestionable science, especially after the experiences of the two World
Wars. Once useful, a very useful, child is now being looked upon as a
problem child. Genuine threatforcesone to think seriously. The outcomes
of science not only provided comforts, riches and economy of human
labour but also posed threats for its destructive prowess. Asa result, many
intellectuals from within the scientific community have posed the
question—whatisscience’—and have sought answers to it. The criticisms
levelled against or the modifications suggested to the ideas and ways of

scientific practices are merely the attempts to cope with the uneasiness
that has cropped up within the tradition and region. Thus, the problems
of science have not only been intra-traditional but also intra-regional.

In Quest of Objectivity: A Post~Colonial Defence 3

From outside the scientific community or even that region, there has
hardly been any assessment. What I propose to do here is to take a (fresh)
look on the phenomenon called secience from outside that community.
For once, let us forget the huge literature produced by the western
intellectuals (also some by the Oriental intellectuals harping on the same
western theme)} on different issues related to science and its multifarious
actml.;ies. Let us, for once, start as if from nowhere and ask ourselves the
qqesﬁ_on—Wha_t is science? Let us view the problem from outside the
scientific community. Itis, for sure, that neither have we Indians produced
the child called science nor do we belong to that community. There are
definitely some scientists on the Indian soil but neither they form a
community nor have they been able to infuse anyscientific temperament
among the people of India (not even in the realm of academic activities
of the intellectuals) .* The point will be made clear in the course of the
d1§cus§1on. We shall try to argue that one of the prerequisites of a
scientific temperament is a passion for objectivity, an intense desire to.
reach a consensus.

.There can be two possible ways of answering the question ‘What is
science?’. One approach would be to define what science is and then try
to apply this definition to differentactivities. In this process, the definition
gets more and more refined. This approach, as old as Plato or even
Parmenides, may appear to be more scientificto the scientific community,
But we shall not try to tackle the issue in this way. However, we may draw
evidences from such approaches to science already made by some
belonging to the scientific community. The other way would be to
consider the things or the activities we encounter every day and are told
that they fall under science. We shall try to understand the mechanisms
of such activities and things. Basé¢d on our understandings, we shall try
to define science. Such an approach may run the risk of being too naive
and ynscientiﬁc. But let us settle for the latter as we too are naive, so far
as science is concerned.

I

Tq beg_in with, let us take note of the statements made by David Crystal,
a linguist,” on science :

In seems to be generally agreed that for any enterprise to qualify as
scientific, in the usual sense, it should display at least three major
characteristics. Terminology varies somewhat, but I shall label these
three explicitness, systematicness and objectivity.?

We shall oy to argue that there is no need for three different
characteristics for acharacterization of science, as mentioned by Professor
Crystal. In order to arrive at the conclusion, we shall argue that the
characteristics of explicitnessand systematicnessare dependent on the notion
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of objectivity. There is no intention on our part to claim that the notions
of explicitness and systematicness are logically dependent on the notion of
objectivity. All that is being claimed is that the notion of objectivity is
central and the other two are related to it in a very special way.

The notion of explicitnessimplies that some statements are made about
some thing (object) in such a way that the thing or the object is made
explicit through those statements. In other words, an object is made-
explicit through some statements. What is made explicit through these
statementsisan obJect * A declarative sentence of the form ‘b is Q’ makes
the object b, explicit in terms of Q. For example ‘The rose is red’ is a

sentence which explicates the object ‘rose’. Consider the sentences, ‘b-

is Q' and ‘bis R’. The two sentences, taken together, make the object, b,
more explicit than any one of the sentences, taken in isolation, as long
as R # Q. Thus, larger the number of predicates applied to an object,
more explicit the object becomes. Greater the object is made explicit,
more objective the statements-are since the predicates pertain to or the
statements are, about an object. The degree of objectivity is thus directly
proportional to the degree of explicitness. This notion of objectivity has
been at the forefront in the discourses about science.!® In other words,
for any scientific enterprise, there is a fixed domain of objects, different
from the scientists, the subjects, to be dec1phered to be read, to be
discovered, to be predicated.” The objects are out there as if waiting for
manipulation—the more we manipulate thosé objects, the more we
learn about them and the more we learn -about them the easier it
becomes to manipulate. Closer and longer a child is with his/her doll,
less curious s(he) becomes about it, since all conceivable dimensions of
manipulatability become transparent to the child. There is nothing
more to learn for the child about the doll. For the doll has become too
explicit to deserve any further attention from the child. It has become a
mere object to be possessed, thrown or gifted away. But what happens if
the doll goose lays golden eggs after every manipulation!

The obvious answer, as we all know, is to break open the doll and look
into the mechanism. Aesop’s Fables could not make mankind free from
greed. The obvious motive for breaking open the doll is to make oneself

capable of making areplica of it.'? In other words, the desire is to multiply

the production of the golden eggs as they are costly and may serve as an
aid to enhance capital. For that matter, the desire is to multiply the
production of such geese which can lay golden eggs. This production
procedure demands a systematicness, a theory to delimit the relevant
from among the multitudes of factors. It is important to note that a
theoretical frame is intrinsicallyinterwoven with mass production. Without
an explicit systematization regarding the production procedure, it may
remain a skilful activity, a craft which can only be transmitted through
practice. To turn any production process into an industry, it is necessary
that the entire process be also verbalized. The most efficient way to
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transmit information (knowledge) to a large populace is to textualize it
for to textualize is to systematize. Only through this transmission can
knowledge be shared. Plato’s bed can form many images for the millions
to take rest, a word can be used in many sentences. Thatis, the personal
discovery, when stripped off the irrelevancies gets depersonalized, and
objectified. Personal knowledge" takes the form of objective knowledge.'*
The passage from the personal to the communal is a passage ‘from
incompetent professionalism to professionalized incompetence’.’
Scientific innovativeness or revolutionary enterprise in science turns
into craftsmanship or normal science. Following a rule without any
examination may not be Socratically an ideal from of life, nevertheless,
it gives a kind of security. Examined life inevitably leads to the realization
of some kind of inadequacy—an urge for creating rules. Creation of
rules, like any form of creativity, is yet to be tested and hence is risky.
Placed between the tension of security on the one hand and risk on the
other, the majority prefer security and hence lead an unexamined life by
following the well-established rules. In fact, there has always been a
strong resistance towards any kind of innovativeness. Consequently, it is
quite natural that the social forces tend towards craftsmanship rather
than innovativeness. This urge towards regularity is somewhat inevitable
for community living. This, in turn, invites some amountof regimentation.
But community living also invokes a sense of responsibility towards the
fellow members of the same community. A sense of community living, of
belongingness, injects a sense of responsibilityin each individual towards
the other members of the community. A role is assigned to each
individual and the individuals are put into a slot. This process of
standardization has been the very essence of communal living. The
standardization is somewhat necessary at the beginning for a community
to stabilize, which, if allowed to reinforce itself continuously; leads the
community to stagnation. Thus, it seems quite reasonable to conclude
that both explicitness and systematicness have a common objective—to
attain objectivity, to depersonalize the truth.

The notion of objectivity, as we have seen, may be related to the idea
of explicitness by putting the object at the centre. That is, an idea or an
information is said to be objective, if and only if it pertains to an object
and not to any subject. In other words, the objectivity of an idea or an
information is commensurate with the object of which itis an idea or an
information and quite incommensurate with the informers. This
separation (distinction) between the informer, the subject, and the
information about . . . the object, has been an integral part of the myth
which guides scientific activities even today. This s clearly an off-shoot of

the naive mechanistic weltanschauung enunciated by Parmenides,

articulated by Plato and sanctified by Descartes. An artefact, created by
the subject is only to be viewed as an object, an other, a non-self, a non-
subject.'*The mind isseparated from the body not only epistemologically
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but also.ontologica_lly. There might well have been epistemological
compulsions to separate the knowing subject from the known object but
those are not sufficient reasons to separate the subject from the object,
on.tologically. This extreme dependence of ontology on the
epistemological enterprises is an obvious consequence of the original sin
that the European Christian community committed and we are told by
our masters to accept the sin in the name of internationality and
objectivity of science. The Holy Bible states :

And God said let us make man . . . and let them have dominion over
.. . all the earth and every creeping thing that creepeth on earth.
(Genesis I : 26).

Tl.le message of domination is clear and sharp and we find this
domination everywhere, whatever be the disguise. The domain, the form
of domination may get altered and so the name. The subjects of the
C‘rowr.)’s domain are gone as the Crown itself has become a mere shining
piece in the museum. The millions of subjects are no more subjected to
visible political domination under the Crown but the political power, in
order to remain in power, has evolved a new formula, has coined a new
name—mani}?ulation. Domination as an institution within the scientific
European society was apparently uprooted and replaced by a subtler, but
a more effective substitute—manipulation. This, at least apparently,
doesnotrob the obedient individual subjects from their self-respect, they
feel satisfied to learn that they are not being dominated. In the process,
non-physical violence gets legitimized byillegitimizing physical violence.
By assigning authority to the law, the authority of the law-givers is
successfully concealed. What it means is that the individual subjects are
robbed off from even their selves, they are reduced to an automata, a
stimulus response complex. The instant success of literary works like
Voltaire’s Candide (1726) or Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels (1726) or Huxley’s
Brave New World (1930) clearly voice the urge to put human beings within
the causal chain, to deny the contingencies, to objectify. A more vivid and
articulate version is from Penrose :

By the use of the anthropic principle . . . one might try to show that
consciousness was inevitable by virtue of the fact that sentient beings,
that is ‘We’ have to be around to observe the world. V7

The above quotation clearly indicates the heroic and untiring efforts
of the academic scientists to declare the necessities amidst chance, to
cement human existence causally rather than to explore the kaleidoscopic
image of man casually. All these intellectual energies try to prove the
standardized nature of human beings, to find the essence, under the
government sanctioned grants is only to provide a scientific decree that
human beings are objects and are to be treated as objects.

The political upheaval in Europe in general and in England in
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particular during the early part of the seventeenth century brought the
democratic ideas closer to reality. With the decline of the feudal social
stratification, the idea of democracy'® and Liberalismnot only seemed to be
a viable alternative but inevitable. The centralized, pyramidical power
structure seemed to be a hindrance to the large-scale production system.
The advent of the capitalistic mode of production brought along with it
the realization that millions of subjects were under control merely
through political domination. Such a transformation could take place
partly due to the fact that the merchants were on theirway to gain enough
power to influence the political decisions through their control over the
capital. After passing through a complex politico-economic process, it
was realized that there are many centres of power varying in degrees and
areas and for the achievement of a common objective, some kind of an
agreement, ot onlyabout the objective butalso regarding the meansfor
the attainment of the objective, is necessary. This realization marks a
crucial turning-point in the social history of ideas in Europe. The
different centres of power needed legitimization. This search for
legitimization ended up in epitomizing the role of reason. Authority of
the religious or political head got replaced by the authority of the law,
something apparently impersonal. This is the message spread by the
European Renaissance,—the principle of objectivity, scientificity.
Objectivityisan inter-personalagreementwhich can be achieved through
reasoned persuasion. Thus, we find that the notion of objectivityforms the
very basis of scientific activity, as Monod puts it:

.. . the postulate of objectivity is consubstantial with science and has
guided the whole of its prodigious development for three centuries. It
is impossible to escape it even provisionally or in a limited area,
without departing from the domain of science itself.1?

111

One may conclude at this point that science is objective, i.e. the notions of
science and objectivity are inter-related or scientific acitivity is something
similar to the activity which may be characterized as a search for objectivity.
But the matter does not end here. It is true that the notion of objectivity
has always been associated with sciencebut the notion of objectivity itselfis
quite ambiguous. It may appear quite ironical that one of the primary
objectives of science has been to strip intra-theoretical concepts off from
their semantic ambiguities on the one hand and attain objectivity
regarding them on the other, but the notion of objectivity has been
allowed to float freely in the semantic pool even within the discourses on
science. The semantic uneasiness associated with the notion of objectivity
within the discourses on science is inevitable as the objectives of the
practitioners of science on the one hand and the users of sciences on the
other are to be adulterated by each other without being detected.
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Scientific discourses tend to become documents, they are published and.

referred to. Scientific ideas may originate in the mind of an individual
but inevitably they become supra-personal, objective, either due to
persuasive reasoning or their potential usefulness (the most effective
form of persuasion). More precisely, the scientificity of an idea depends
on its potential usefulness, its projected objectives. This is the culture of
the scientific community which is well-established by and through the
philosophical transactions since the twentieth day of November 1660, i.e.
the day Royal Society was born. On the other hand, the discourses on
science are inter-subjective communications. They are strategies. Being
strategies, the semantical fluidity is not only allowed but also perpetuated
in order to-mask some of its mechanisms.

Hence the need of bureaucratization, standardization, equalization
rationalization, and objectification. Wordslike equality, liberty, fraternity
etc., the products of the European Renaissance were sold to the non-
European world along with colonial expansion. Even though the
European community has started suspecting their viability, it is easy to
sell them even today in the Third World countries—these are the hand
maidens for the leaders of the present day democracies to manipulate
the large number of human objects involved in the production process.
Obviously, itis convenient to equate the notion of ebjectivitywith consensus
or agreement. It is no more the object per se that is important but what
people say about it or what we can do with it. That is, the object in use,
common use so to say, assumes significance. Consequently, the notion of
objectivitycoincides with consensus, an agreement regarding an idea ofan
object and objectives thereof. Knowledge of an object is directly
proportional to the power of manipulating the object in a desired way.
When a huge object is to be manipulated, it definitely requires more
manpower. Consensusassumesvital significance under the circumstances
since a large number of human objects are involved in the production
process, in manipulating a huge object. It is only through a successful
manipulation of the human objects that one can hope to be successful in
manipulating the huge object, to keep the production process going.
Any idiosyncrasy on the part of even a few individuals may jeopardize the
entire production process itself. Perhaps reflective of a collective
uneasiness aboutsuch dangersis the seeming ethic among the individuals
to try to achieve consensus, falling back on the ‘majority rule’ only as a
second best way of proceeding.?

The notion of objectivityas we have found so far is associated with either
the notion of ‘object’ or with some kind of agreement. The first idea of
objectivity is closely related to the realistic conception of science of earlier
days. The latter view of objectivity drowns itself into the societal pool. In
either case, what is missed (or deliberately kept concealed) is the point
that objectivityis an inter-subjective principle of great usefulness. Objectivity,
as the term suggests, is utilitarian in character, concerned with objects
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and objectives that can be manipulated and attained. Its usefulness as an

inter-subjective convention isdirectly proportional to the strict limitation

by and definition of its purpose, its objectives.Precisely because the
natural sciences, since the days of their inception had distinct and
definitive purposes, objectives, they proved themselves to be so objective
and useful : '

The Rojra.l Society and the Academie Royale had at the outset a strong
practical bias, their founders and their fellows were convinced that
science could be useful and should be planned to be useful. !

Ever since the days of Gresham College, the method of abstraction an_d
elimination was practiced so ruthlessly in scientific projects that it
eventually succeeded and proved itself effective. Both abstraction and
elimination are directly the products of the objectives at hand. It is the
objectives that determine the objectivity and not the other way round.
The usefulness, the prized objective of science, has increasingly become
ambivalent as the objectivity itself has become the objective. Here again,
as in any bureaucratization, means become so intrinsically the end that
it ended up in a circle. Usefulness is measured in terms of further
usefulness, as capital by its own increase, and no more by its objectives.
The internalization of the end within the means produces the circle of
interest and also hides the circularity from its practitioners, prepares the
ground for an eternal play, afield of ﬁxe}d texts which are to be reat_d again
and again. New creations are ruled out as deviant activities. New objectives
are to be established in order to break the circle of interest. Buta human
group or a community is endowed with its own_iner;ia: like a material
body. It requires a tremendous ‘force to change its state’ of being in the
circle of interest. Ny

It scems quite clear at the end that objectivity has no necessary
existence, asis usuallybelieved, apart from the inter-subJecnv‘e convention.
It has only alimited reality amidst unlimited possibilities. Itis constituted
by and for specific objectives. Only specific objectives can constitute
objectivity. Itis a construct of convenience. Obj ectivity is created by more
or less clearly articulated definitions and descriptions expressing more
orless clearly the expectations, desires, intentions, objectivesetc. Ol}lyf_al.rly
definite objectives, chosen freely or otherwise, create regions of. objectivity,
spheres of relative certitude and precise meanings. If we cannot see the
uncertainties and ambiguities, it is because of the fact that the political
power has been quite successful in convincing us that’wc_e are in the best
of all possible spheres (Leibniz) or the only spheres (Sarikara) and thus
the objectives that we are pursuing are freely chosen. In other wprcl_s, we
have chosen, of our sweet free will, to pursue the objective of objectivity.
It would be wrong to confuse the end with the means or the means V\:Tlth
the end. There are many objectivity fields depending upon the objectives
that a community takes for granted and pursues with the fullest sincerity.
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But it is quite unfortunate to note that under the name of progress and
civilization, attaining objectivity has become the sole objective. In the
process, it no doubt has created enclosures of apparent safety and
stability but it has also imposed order not only on nature but on human
nature aswell. Law-court, police, prisons, etc. are the symbols of objectivity
and also the disguise to legitimize violence and domination. Itis an irony
that the institutions that (wo)men created and the enterprises they
undertook have only marginalized them. In search of objectivity, human
beings have become objects, devoid of even any self, not to speak of self
respect. If one considers it a sickness then (s)he may take a careful look
at the following lines from Wittgenstein :

The sickness of a time is cured by an alteration in the mode of life of
human beings, and it was (is) possible for the sickness of philosophical
problems to get cured through a changed mode of thought and of life,
not through a medicine invented by an individual >

* An earlier draft of this article was presented in an international seminar on ‘Science,
Ideology and Philosophy,” organized by Aligarh Muslim University. Another draft of
the paper was presented ina seminar on ‘Gramsci’, organized jointly by Joshi-Adhikari
Institute of Social Science and Nehru Museum. I am thankful to the participants of
both the seminars. I am also thankful to Dr Laxminarayan Lenka for his very useful
comments on all the earlier drafts of the article.
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Spontaneity and Spirit:
Hegel on Kant’s Impasse of Freedom

R.P. SINGH
Reader, School of Languages, JNU

It is a truism that Hegel incorporated and developed many of his
doctrines from Kant, but it has always been a matter of great dispute as
to just what he borrowed, how much he borrowed, and how much he
altered and added to the Kantian programme. In order to make the
issues clear and precise, [ have divided the present article into two parts:
(I)—Kant’s doctrine of spontaneity’ (spontaneitit or selbstdtigkeit) and
Hegel’s critical assessment of it along with Hegel’s elucidation of spirit
(geist) as an alternative to Kantian impasse on freedom; and, (1I)—to
integrate Hegelian themes against the charges levelled by (a) Feuerbach,
(b) Charles Taylor, (c) Foucault and Derrida.

Before I come to Part I of the article, I would like to pomt out that
Kantianism and Hegelianism have made a great stir; not only in the field
of philosophy, but also in the fields of psychology, theology and socio-
political philosophy. Its advocates were Schopenhauer, Herbart, Beneke,
Weisse, Schleiermacher, Marx and Lenin. These are reactions against
Hegelianism from two sides—the Right and the Left. Even the present-
day Hegel scholars associate themselves to either of the Hegelians (to use
the term in the broad sense). Likewise, J.N. Findlay, M.]. Inwood, R.B.
Pippin among others interpret Hegel from the Right side whereas
Alexandre Kojéve, Herbert Marcuse, George Lukacs and others attempt
to develop Hegel from the Left side. Itis virtually impossible to raise and
discuss all these reactions in this short article. I have chosen Feuerbach,
Taylor, Foucault and Derrida for three reasons; namely

(i) Feuerbach was the pupil of Hegel and the first to have come out

strongly against Hegel’s doctrine of spirit during 1828 to 1843;

(ii) Among the present-day Hegelian scholars, Charles Taylor is the
one who tries to interpret Hegel’s philosophy during 1975-79 by
rejecting Hegel’s claim for spirit;

(iii) In the last three decades or so, Foucault and Derrida, in their own
specific ways, have been rejecting the presuppositions of
modernism.
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In my attempt to refute these charges, Ishall try tore-integrate Hegel's
idealism on the basis of his doctrine of spirit and freedom.

I

What is central to Kant’s doctrine of ‘spontaneity’ is the notion of
freedom. It characterizes both the cognitive acts and acts required for
free-will. These are the two different conceptions of ‘spontaneity’—the
logical spontaneity which pertains to acts of thought, and the
transcendental spontaneity which supposedly pertains to acts of free-will.
This distinction was received by Hegel as problematic, because, in the
former case, Kantian acts of thought are limited to the phenomena,
while, in the latter, it is purely formal without any empirical content and
specification. ' '

'We are required to elaborate two points; first, what are Kafman
epistemological determinants regarding spontaneity which lead him to
an impasse of soul or spirit? Second, how does Hegel overcome the
Kantian impasse? In my answer to these two questions, I shall club them
together. '

Kant designates the common structure of soul as ‘transcendental unity
of selfconsciousness’. It consists of the forms of intuition (space and
time) and forms of understanding-—the spontaneity in the production of
concepts' which are not static forms, but forms of operation that exist
only in the acts of apprehending and comprehending sensibility. The
forms of intuition synthesize the manifold of sensibility into spatio-
temporal order. By virtue of the categories, the results of the spatio-
temporal order are brought to universal and necessary relations of cause
and effect; substance, reciprocity, and so on—the receptivity is thus
combined with spontaneity.? And this entire complex is unified in the
transcendental apperception which relatesall experience to the ‘thinking
ego’, thereby giving experience the continuity of being ‘my experience’
which is ‘an act of spontaneity’.?

Hegel, in his own assumption that the laws of nature spring from the
laws of spirit or geist, applauds Kant’s discovery of the spontaneity of the
transcenderital consciousness as the ultimate source of conceptual
synthesis. Kant’s transcendental consciousness is the awareness of an ‘I
think’ which accompanies the unity of our diversified experience. Kant’s
transcendental consciousness, being the logical presupposition to
knowledge, cannot be known. It is in metaphysics that the attempt is

made to apply the categories to the ‘thinking ego’. The metaphysical

arguments that the soul is a simple, a self-identical substance; separate
from and opposed to matter, etc. are a series of parallelogisms in which
the term ‘soul’ is used as a predicate and it is a formally invalid
conclusion. Hegel approves of Kant’s criticism. But this is not, Hegel
contends, because the categories overstep their legitimate limits, but
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because the soul is a living, active being, just as complex as it is self-.
identically simple. In fact, its simplicity is its indivisible wholeness, but
that is constituted solely by the cohesion and inseparability of its diverse
traits, aspects and activities. Kant’s objections, according to Hegel, are
right but his reasons are wrong.

Hegel takes over the notion from Kant that consciousness is necessarily
bipolar, that it requires the distinction of subject and object. Hegel
'makes this principle his own, and it is part of his general espousal of the
view that ‘rational awareness requires separation. Consciousness is only
possible when the subject is set over against an object.™ Consciousness,
says Hegel, constitutes the stage of spirit as ‘reflection’ or ‘relationship’,
the stage of spirit as ‘appearance’. These terms which characterize the
subject-object opposition of consciousness are basic for Hegel’s attempt
to supplant Kant’s transcendental consciousness. Before Hegel, Fichte
and Schelling had soughta concept of pure-ego as self-reflectedness that
would overcome the difficulties arising from Kantian dualisms. Fichte
took up the principle that the ego posits the non- ego because this is the
condition of consciousness. In Kant, the transcendental consciousness,
while making synthetic a prioriknowledge possible, itself remains amerely
formal identity expressible only in an analytic proposition, e.g. I = L.
Fichte was the first to exhibit a concept of pure consciousness that would
not be merely analytic, but would also render the very distinction
between analytic and synthetic a distinction arising from ego’s own act of
self-positing. The act itself would be at once a self-distinguishing one by .
the ego that constituted the ego, the very self-identity that it is. Hegel
makes this principle his own and it constitutes the basis of his exposition
of consciousness.

The agnostic impasse concerning Kant’s transcendental consciousness
is overcome by postulating a nourmenal self, i.e. freedom of will. To speak
in Kantian terms, we are members of two worlds—phenomenon and
noumenon. The transcendental selfin us transcends our bodily limitations
and hence we are free, but as embodied being, we are subject to laws of
nature. ‘By freedom’, Kant understands, ‘. . .the power of a state
spontaneously. Such causality will not, therefore, itself stand under
another cause determining it in time, as required by the law of nature.
Freedom, in this sense, is a pure transcendental idea, in the first place,
contains nothing borrowed from experience, and which, secondly,
refers to an object that cannot be determined or given in experience’.’
Kant brings out the notion of will and gives a turning point to his concept
of freedom. Freedom terminates into the will in order to become
practical and transforms itself into empirical consequences. This means
that freedom of will is central to Kant’s formulation of ‘ought’ statements
as the matrix of categorical imperatives. Freedom, being self-caused is
different from the causal necessity operating in nature. In other words,
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freedom and causal necessity fall so widely apart that there is no meeting
transition between them. .

Hegel overcomes the Kantian dualism on .frecdc!m an_d necessity by
developing a monistic position which is essenually dlalecuca_l. Free.don_1,
Hegel argues, is an appreciation of the dialectical necessity which is
manifested in the estranged reality. To appreciate Hegel’s d1_a1<j:ct1c, we
have to explain its two operative terms; namely, contradiction and
sublation (aufheben) and to analyse these two terms, we have to clarify
‘mediation’ (vermittlung) and mediated (vermittelt), _and the opposites,
im-mediacy (unvermitilung) and immediate (unvermittelt). .

To ‘mediate’ is to bein the middle, to connect two extremes. Everything,
Hegel states, is mediated, that nothing exists as ‘im-me.diate" first,
everything is inherently contradictory. Simple 1.m-1-nc:d1a_cy is the
determination of the identity, of dead being; but contradiction s theroot
of all movement and vitality. It is only in so far as something has a
contradiction within it that it moves, has an urge and activity. In Logzc,
‘mediation’ will involve the gradual development of categories to a point
where there isnothing that is posited as firstand independent. In Hegel's
dialectic, the thesisis always regarded as ‘im-mediate’ or as charac.telzlzefl
by ‘im-mediacy’. The second term, the antithesis, ismediate :or‘mednaﬂqn L
The third term, the synthesis, is the merging of ‘mediation’ and emerging
as a new ‘immediacy’. And this process goes on. .

The synthesis of a triad both abolishes and preserves the differences
of the thesis and the antithesis. This activity of the synthesis is what Hegel
calls aufheben or sublation. Itmay be seen as manifesting three distinctbut
mutually inter-related moments. First, it has the moment of
‘transcendence’, in which it goes beyond a ‘limit’ or ‘boundary’; second:
itisa ‘negation’ of this first negation, this ‘limit’, in which itis oxf.ercorpe
or ‘cancelled’; and third, it is the moment of ‘preservation’, in which
what has been ‘gone beyond’ or transcended is brought again into a new
relation. These three moments of sublation, though distinct, form a
unitary process of logic which is differentiated into it:; various components
only for the purpose of helping an ‘understanding’ of t_he process 1tse_1f.
The very process by which a category ‘passes be_yond itself” and posits
another category to which it is intimately related is, at one apd the same
logical moment, the process by which it ‘tran:scer.lds’ its limited abstract
self-identity, ‘negates’ that identity and emerges into a cqnnected unity
or nexus, in which it is preserved as an intrinsic part of some greater
whole or unification. The application of categories of Logic to the estranged
reality supplies it with the form and determination of thought. This
action further forms the previously formed, gives 1t additional
determinations, and thus makes it more determinate in itsrf:lf3 further
developed, and more profound or what is the same as unified. As
unification, this activity is a succession of processes In dgveiopment
which must beé represented not as a straight line drawn out into a vague
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infinity, but as a circle returning within itself, which, as periphery, has
very many circles, and whose whole is a large number of processes in
development turning back within themselves. Hegel’s analysis follows
the following schema, ‘The true form of reality requires freedom.
Freedom requires self-consciousness and knowledge of the truth. Self-
consciousness and knowledge of the truth are essentials of the subject.
The true form of reality must be conceived as subject’. Here the concept
of subject which seems to be the last step s, in fact, not so. Hegel proceeds
to show that the subject is Notion. The subject’s freedom consists in self-
consciousness and knowledge of the truth. But the form in which the
truthisheld is the Notion. Freedom is, in the last analysis, notan attribute
of the thinking subject as such but of the Truth that this subject holds and
wields. Freedom which is thus an attribute of the Notion, is the Notion.
The Notion ‘exists’, however, only in the thinking subject. Hegel says,
‘The Notion, in so far as it has advanced into such an existence as is free
in itself, is just Ego or pure self-consciousness’.”

The Notion presents a unification in which a particular moment
appears as the estranged of the universal that governs the unification.
Connected with this on a practical level is the fact that, ‘actual freedom
. . . begins where the individual knows himself as an independent
individual to be universal and real, where his significance is infinite, or
where the subject has attained the consciousness of personality and thus
desires to be esteemed for himself alone. Free philosophic thought has
this direct connection with practical freedom: that as the former supplies
thought about the absolute, universal, and real object, the latter, because
it thinks itself, gives itself the character of universality’.?

Theindividual’s subjectivitymight best be characterized by the concept
of ‘spirit’ which is the locus of all universal concepts. Spirit externalizes
itself in particular things, events and relationships. Thus, we come across
estrangement. The estrangement is, however, not the final state of
affairs, it carries its own ‘negation’, i.e. finite things are negative, they
never are what they can and ought to be. They always exist in a state that
tends of their notion to go over into their opposite, to perish and to
change into what theyare not. Hegel says, ‘. . . the objectisin one and the-
same respect the opposite of itself; it is for itself, so far as it is for another,
it is for another, so far as it is for itself.”® This has the reference to the
unification as the reason why a thing comes into being and why it is what
it is not. Unification is again located in the spirit, and unification and
being are identical terms, the copula ‘is’ in every proposition expresses
a unification of subject and predicate, in other words, a Being. Spirit’s
activity to unify the estranged reality is motivated by its own essential
attribute, i.e. freedom. Hegel thus overcomes the Kantian impasse on
freedom by developing the doctrine of freedom as the realization of
unity in the estranged reality.
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(a) Itis because Hegel considers spirit as the locus of both freedom and
necessity above all that the Hegelians of the 1830s and 1840s have been
overwhelmingly hostile to Hegel. In the present century, the challenge
to Hegel’s doctrine of spirit and his idealism has come not only from
critics hostile to Hegel's general project in philosophy such as Karl
Popper,® but also from writers broadly in sympathy with that project.
Hegel’s contention that freedom is an appreciation of necessity has been
criticized by theologians and philosophers alike; by orthodox Christians,
materialists, atheists and post-modernists. .

It will perhaps be more important for our present argument to discuss
those philosophers, who are in sympathy with Hegel’s general project in
philosophy and, yet who have held Hegel's claim for spirit to be
philosophically indefencible. I want to argue that during Hegel’s own
lifetime, there emerged two schools which are, to use Strauss’s own
phrase, known as the Rightwing and the Left-wing Hegelians. There
were followers of Hegelwho, asif out of respect for spirit, held Hegelianism
as the actual end of philosophizing. These were known as Old Hegelians,
and, afterwards, the Right-wing Hegelians. They were among others von
Henning, Hotho, Férster, Marheineke, Hinrichs, Daub, Conradi and
Schaller. Opposed to them, there was another group of Hegel’s fotlowers
who attempted to develop the spiritof Hegel’s philosophy beyond Hegel,
even to the point of contradiction. They have come to be known as the
Young Hegelians, and, shortly thereafter, the Left-wing Hegelians. Asan
identifiable philosophic movement, Young Hegelianism endured for

two decades, from 1828 to 1848, whereas Old Hegelianism did not

produce Hegelianism in a uniform manner beyond the period of Hegel's
personal influence. In 1830, all who were to become the central figures
of the Young Hegelian school were Amold Ruge, Feuerbach, Max
Stirner, David Strauss and Bruno Bauer. Young Hegelianism can be said
to have made one ofits earliestappearance in aletter that Feuerbach sent
to Hegel on 22nd November, 1828. The letter was enclosed along w1th a
copy of hisrecent doctoral dissertation, De ratione una, universali infinite,
and both testify to their author’s indebtedness to Hegel. But F_‘euerba?ch
took the opportunity to introduce his own perception of import ‘of
Hegelianism. To Feuerbach, Spirit, after having worked for c?nturltcs
upon its development and completion, has finally reyealed itself in
Hegel’s philosophy. It is now the mission of Spirit, acting thrqugh its
disciples—the Hegelians, particularly the Young Hegelians—to rationalize
the world. At the initial stage, Feuerbach acknowledges that ‘the knowledge
gained through the study of Hegel should not merely be directed to

academic ends, but to mankind . . . ’'' However, as Fcuerbach’s.work
proceeded, he started levelling fresh charges against Hegel's doctrine of
spirit. ‘

‘Feuerbach has levelled three basic charges against Hegel’s doctrine of
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spirit. First, in Towards a Critique of Hegelian Philosophy (1839), Feuerbach's
criticism of Hegel’s Spirit is, in fact, based on his own conception of
philosophical materialism. Says Feuerbach, ‘The Hegelian philosophy
is, uniquely, a rational mysticism . . . it fascinates in the same measure as
itrepels. ... The reason why Hegel conceived those ideas which express
only subjective needs to be objective truth is because he did not go back
to the source of and the needs for those ideas. What he took for real -
reveals itself on closer examirnation to be of a highly dubious in nature.

‘He made whatis secondary—primary, thus either ignoring that which is

really primary or dismissing it as something subordinate.’?

What is primary for Feuerbach is the material substance existing
independently of us but wholly accessible to our cognition. Feuerbach’s
materialism is, in fact, based on his radical humanism as found in his
major work The Essence of Christianity (Des Wesen des Christes) (1841). And
this brings us to the second charge against Hegel—he posits the absolute
priority of actual human experience, of the directly apprehended world
of nature and society in which man lives. His unqualified humanism
denies the relevance of the speculative philosophy of Hegel. With his
enthusiastic humanism, Feuerbach is opposed to the very concept of
philosophywhich, according to him, isnothing else butreligion rendered
into a certain ontological and epistemological position. Rejecting Hegel’s
Spirit, Feuerbach says, “The absoluteto man is his own nature. The power
of the object over him is therefore the power of his own nature.’"?
Feuerbach bases his humanism on the foundation of philosophical
materialism. In the third charge, Feuerbach, in the Provisional Theses for
the Reformation of Philosophy (1842), says, ‘Spinoza is the originator of
speculative philosophy, Schelling its restorer, Hegel its perfector.’*

Feuerbach’s criticism of Hegel's doctrine of spirit implies the absolute
reduction of God to man, the tra_,nsformation of theology into
anthropology. Feuerbach claims that theological issues would be translated
into human issues, and theological criticism would be replaced by social
criticism. The question arises, from where does Feuerbach get this
insight? Certainly it comes out from Hegel’sgeneral philosophic-religious
claim that the reality of God gets its justification from thinking
consciousness. Feuerbach concentrates on the nature of human
consciousness alone. But whereas Spirit or consciousness is the ontology

for Hegel, it is simply an attribute to Feuerbach’s materialism, simply a

product of mechanical interaction in matter. Feuerbach, however, fails
to explain how consciousness emerges out of matter. But for Hegel,
Spirit, being the ontology, is capable enough to unify the estranged
reality. Against Feuerbach’s charge that Hegel's Spirit is a ‘rational
mysticism’, one may point out that though the content of both religion
and philosophy is the same, viz. Absolute thought, yet there is no one to
one relationship between philosophy and religion. As a matter of fact, in
the Philosophy of Spirit, Hegel develops three modes of Absolute Spirit—art,
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religion and philosophy—and says that each of these modes enables us
to know the totality of the spirit s life in a different way. The content of
spirit is the Absolute which is thought. In art, this Absolute thought, the
idea takes the form of sense-content. In philosophy, it takes the form of
thought, so that in phllosophy, content and form are identical. In
religion, the content is the same, viz. Absoluie thought, but the form is
intermediate. It is partly sensuous and partly rational. It is what Hegel
calls vorstellung—the pictorial or figurative thought. Feuerbach has
completely ignored this aspect in Hegel that distinguishes philosophy
from religion. Consequently Feuerbach identifies religion with
philosophy. Even Feuerbach’s criticism of religion fails to furnish an
ethical system that can possibly replace the values developed in religion,
Hence, Feuerbach’s charges against Hegel’s doctrine of spirit have no
sound basis to survive for long. '

(b) Among the present-day Hegelian scholars, there are very few
philosophers who are as qualified as Charles Taylor to write a definite
study of Hegel. In his two books, Hegel (1975) and Hegel and Modern Society
(1979), Taylor attempts to defend Hegel’s philosophy in the changed
intellectual climate of Europe. Taylor has a definite way of looking at the
emergence and development of Hegel’s thoughts and itsrelevance to the
present-day intellectual requirement. In his FHegel, Taylor describes the
aspirations of the generation of young Romantics of the 1790s from
which Hegel sprang and against whom he defined himself. The central
problem for Romanticism was human subjectivity. Says Taylor, ‘It
concerned the nature of human subjectivity and its relation to the world.
It was a problem of uniting, two seemingly indispensable images of man,
which on one level had deep affinities with each other, and yet could not
but appear utterly incompatible.”'® However, Taylor criticizes, ‘Hegel’s
central ontological thesis—that the universe is posited by a Spirit whose
essenceisrational necessity—is quite dead.”’® And asR.]. Bernstein points
out, ‘Itis to Taylor’s credit that he does not flinch from taking the notion
of self-positing Spirit as Hegel’s most central theme. He boldly attempts
to show thatwe can make sense of what Hegel is saying without succumbing
to the temptation of thinking that Spirit is some non-substantial mystical
force or simply a mystified way of speaking about species being or
humanity.’” It is this contention of Taylor that is reflected in the Preface
to Hegel. Taylor says that for ‘anyone who wants to understand how
Hegel’s philosophy was authenticated in his own eyes, and, indeed, how
this philosophy and its authentication are inseparable for Hegel, the
Logicremains indispensable.’ In the first two hundred pages of the book,
Taylor frequently creates the impression that Logic is the only ‘real
candidate for the role of strict dialectical proof.’

Taylor’s later work Hegel and Modern Society is, in fact, a condensation
of his Hegel. In order to make Hegel relevant to contemporary
philosophers, Taylor has left out the account of Hegel's Logic as well as
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the interpretation of Phenomenology, and the chapters on Art, Religion
and Philosophy. Hegel, according to Taylor, is relevant for evolving the
terms in which we think. ‘Hegel has contributed to the formation of
concepts and modes of thought which are indispensable if we are to see
our way clear through certain modern problems and dilemmas.”* Taylor
tries to show how the problems and aspirations of Hegel s times continue
with certain modifications into our time. What is central to these
problems is subjectivity and freedom. Taylor says, ‘Hegel’s writings
provide one of the most profound and far-reaching attempts to workout
a vision of embodied subjectivity, of thought and freedom emerging
from the stream of life, finding expression in the forms of social
existence, and discovering themselves in relation to nature and history

If the phllosophlcal attempt to situate freedom is the attempt to gain a
conception of man in which free action is the response to what we
are-—or to a call which comes to us, from nature alone or froma God who
isalso beyond nature—then itwill always recur behind Hegel’s conclusions
to his strenuous and penetrating reflections on embodied spirit."'

We come across a critical study of Taylor’s works by Richard J.
Bernstein in Philosophical Profiles, etc. In chapter 5, entitled “Why Hegel
Now?’, he reflects on the resurgence of interest in Hegel among Anglo-
American philosophers. The author traces the amount of influence
Hegel has exercised on pragmatic thinkers like William James, John
Dewey and others, who sought to clarify and state their own philosophic
positions over and against Hegel. The author furnishes an exhaustive
account of the history of the influence of and the fight against Hegel in
the English-speaking world. The struggle between Hegel’s absolute
idealism and the analytic positivistic schools of thought gave rise to
certain un-Hegelian and even ‘anti-Hegelian thought. ‘Hegel's vivid
sense of history, and of dialectical struggle by which geisi realizes itself,
played almostno role for the English idealists. Hegel’s Logic was considered
to be the primary text, nothis Phenomenologyor hiswritings about Objective
Spirit.’*

pThe above analysis fits with the contention of Taylor towards his
interpretation of Hegel. In addition, one may pointout that the rejection
of the doctrine of spirit in Hegel is tantamount to a rejection of
subjectivity and freedom. It is also not possible to accept the evolution of
conceptsin Hegel’s philosophic-religious quest by rejecting the doctrine
of spirit in that system. This is so because it is, after all, the absoluter geist
from which the concepts and categories are, one and all, deduced. It is
therefore a self-contradictory claim on the part of Charles Taylor to
appreciate Hegel’s contributions to the evolution of concepts, subjectivity
and freedom, and, to reject Hegel’s claim for the Spirit. The fact of the
matter is that Hegel could evolve the concepts in the process of spirit’s
activity to unify the estranged reality. It is only in the process of unifying
the estranged reality that the spirit realizes its freedom. Hence, Hegel’s
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claim for the spiritisindispensable in order to appreciate his contributions
towards the evolution of concepts, subjectivity and freedom.

(c) The current history of philosophy in France is something like
postmodern philosophy, which means essentially the reaction against
Sartre, Descartes and the German thinkers between them. From the
current vantage point of view, I have chosen two main figures in this
rebellion—Michel Foucault and his pupil Jacques Derrida. German
idealism plays an important but ambiguous role in postmodernism. They
have occasioned considerable confusion and misunderstanding, among
enthusiasts and detractors alike, as well as some sound criticism.
Postmodernism in philosophy is an attack not only on the pretensions
but also on the premises and presuppositions of modernism, ‘. . . it did
indeed become the systematic rejection of the most basic premises of
modern European philosophy: the celebration of the self'and subjectivity,
the new appreciation of history, and most of all the already flagging
philosophical confidence in our ability to know the world as it really is.
Itwasina phrase, the wholesalerejection of the transcendental pretence.’®

What exactly are Foucault’s projects? In an interview in 1983, he
summed up his work in this way, ‘Three domains of genealogy are
possible, first, a historical ontology of ourselves in relation to truth
through which we constitute ourselves as subjects of knowledge; second,
a historical ontology of ourselves in relation to a field of power through
which we constitute ourselves as subjects acting on others; third, a
historical ontology in relation to ethics through which we constitute
ourselves as moral agents.”** It will, however, notbe possible to gointo the
details of these axes. Ishall, therefore, dwellupon the general implications
which these axes have in Foucault.

Foucault is a holist in his insistence that an element can be identified
only byits place in a system and has no identity outside that system. In this
formulation, what is rejected is the role of the self which identifies and
unifies the system. And it is tantamount to the rejection of human
freedom of any kind and to any extent. Foucault’s method, known as
‘archaeology’ has two features, *. . . first, it does not concern itself with the
possible permutations of a system but only with its actual, historical
instances; and secondly, there is no attempt to eliminate meanings from
discussion.”™ Indeed, language (‘discourse’) is much of Foucault’s
doctrines and it can describe actual situations and the changing
transformations of meaning. Generally, in the transcendental idealism
of Kant as well as in Hegel’s absolute idealism, there has always been an
attempt to present an allembracing concept with the help of which
knowledge can be derived and freedom can be realized. Foucault has
been extremely sceptical about such possibilities from his earliest works
and, as his work progressed, this doubt has become stronger. The
tradition of German idealism with its doctrine of self as the locus of
knowledge and freedom as expansive with the pregnant sense of humanity
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within itself; Foucault is indignant at the very thought of humanity’s
invasion of self, and has no faith in human freedom and reason.

Derrida was a pupil of Foucault but his work is often highly critical of
Foucault. This can be seen in Derrida’s critique of Foucault in ‘Cogito
and the History of Madness’, and in his allusions to Foucault in his later
essay ‘Sign, Structure and Playin the Human Sciences’.** However, I cannot
go into the details of the differences between Foucault and Derrida.
What I am primarily concerned with is the way Derrida too, like Foucault,
launches an offensive against the basic doctrines of German idealism.
Derrida summarized ‘the myth of the presence’ as,

Whether this takes the form of the immanent presence of God, or of
the world as a determinate entity, or of the self as an inner certainty.
This ‘thec-ontological tradition’ refuses to consider the possibility
that there is no such certainties, and even the language we use to talk
about philosophy is riddled with distinctions and world that make this
myth avoidable.®

To develop Derrida’s basic contention behind this position, we have
to clarify his basic philosophical position. In an interview in Parisin 1981,
Derrida said, ‘My philosophical formation owes much 1o the thought of
Hegel, Husserl and Heidegger.”® Derrida hails originally from the.
phenomenological movement of Husserl, Heidegger and Levinas; and it
iswithin and around this particular framework, more than anything else,
that his thinking has evolved. His method is known as ‘deconstruction’.
Richard Kearney, in a Prefatory Note on Derrida says, ‘Derrida was
working out his central notion of the irreducible structure of differenceas
it operates in human consciousness, temporality, history and above allin
the fundamental and overriding activity of writing (Lé’criture). By means
of this concept of difference a neologism meaning both to ‘defer’ and to
‘differ’'—Derrida proposed to show how the major metaphysical
definitions of Being as some timeless self-identity or presence (e.g. logos
...),which dominated western philosophy from Plato to the present day,
would ultimately be ‘deconstructed’. Such a deconstruction would show
that in each instance difference precedes presence rather than the
contrary.’¥ Derrida's work of rigorous ‘deconstruction’ attempts to pose
a radical challenge to such logocentric notions as the Eternal Idea of
Plato, the Self-Thinking-Thought of Aristotle, the Cogitoof Descartes, the
Transcendental Consciousness of Kant and the geist of Hegel.

Derrida’s critique of idealism, and more specifically of the extent to
which he ‘takes Hegel seriously’, can be nowhere better viewed than in
his treatment of Hegel's theory of representation and the sign. As stated
by Derrida himself, “The problematic of the sign derives from a
fundamental logocentrism, from a philosophy of consciousness or of the
originary subject.”” In his celebrated history of the notion of the sign in
Of Grammatology™® as well as the shorter version presented in his interview
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with Julia Kristeva in Positions,® Derrida attempts to show that the very
concept of the sign has always depended on, or been determined by, that
fundamental metaphysical opposition: the sensible and the intelligible.
Derrida treats the sign work in various ways in order to show that the
metaphysical tradition has always treated the sign asa transitionor abridge
between these two moments of presence. Since the sign could only
function as a provisional reference between presence in the form of the
object (the sensible} and presence in the form of self-presence (the
intelligible), Derrida views it as the time of referral which signifies self-
presence : in the case of Hegel, as stated in Part I of this essay, itis the self-
presence of the absolute as subject, or ‘absolute subjectivity’ on which
freedom is located.

Derrida hasan intense distrust of metaphysicsincluding the metaphysics
of self as the locus of freedom. For Derrida, the job of philosophy is not
to depend or account for this system, but to ‘deconstruct’ it. But in
rejecting the presuppositions of modern philosophy, Derrida, however,
fails to offer a serious and constructive counter-hypothesis to supplant
the doctrines of spirit and freedom that lie at the roots of German
idealism.

To bring this article to a close, it can be said that Hegel’s doctrine of
spiritnot only overcomes the Kantian limitations on spontaneity, freedom
and knowledge, but also provides a comprehensive account of freedom
as an appreciation of necessity. Any attempt to reject Hegel's claim for
the spiritis bound to resultin a philosophical short-sightedness and self-
contradiction in whatever way it may come out—Feuerbach, Charles
Taylor or Foucault and Derrida.
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INTRODUCTION

As a student of philosophy, I have been puzzled for a long time by the
facility and the eagerness of modern British and German historians of
philosophy to appropriate ancient Hellenic philosophy as part of what
they call ‘western philosophy’” and to oppose it to philosophies of the
East.! More recently, in my trips to Greece and India, I was surprised to
discover that even these non-northern and non-western peoples have
uncriticallyaccepted the above false claim and artificial division. Moreover,
I encountered great resistance initially from Greeks and Indians when I
tried to tell the truth about this well-set western trap. Therefore, 1would
like to take the opportunity to express in writing the views which [ have
voiced frequently in my lectures.” My unorthodox views are about the
question of the so-called ‘western philosophy’ andits alleged connection
to, and continuity of, the free spirit of inquiry of the ancient Hellenic
philosophy, as the West would like to believe and have us believe it t0o.?

1 shall argue that the appellation ‘western’ is a misnomer, when it is
applied to ancient Greece in general, and especially to Greek philosophy
which, on the balance of the “West versus the East’ conventional division,
has historically inclined invariably towards the East.* I shall also argue
that the coming into being of the first heretical aberration of Judaic
monotheism, which iseuphemistically called Christianity,®is responsible,
first, for the strangulation of the free spirit of inquiry and autonomous
life, which had given birth to philosophy in ancient Greece as it grew in
the pre-Christian Mediterranean world; and second, for the sad fact that
for two millennia, the Christian West (including Christianized Greece)
has failed to produce any philosophy worthy of its name which is genuine
philosophy and not simply ‘homonyms’ of it.°

The expression ‘genuine philosophy’ is intended to capture the
original sense in which ¢tdocogia (philosophia) was understood by the
ancient Hellenes, who practised philosophy in at least two ways which
have been. conspicuously absent from the West and its several
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‘philosophies’:” first, as an autonomous and intelligent search for truth
regarding the nature of Nature and the nature of Man; and second, as a
way of life which is autonomous, intelligent, and active in accordance
with all human excellences, both ethical and intellectnal.? I think that
this larger problem of the historical relation between philosophia, as the
ancient Greeks understood it, and the homonymous term ‘philosophy’,
as has been used and abused by the Christian West during the Middle
Ages, and especially during the period of European colonialism, clearly
relatesto the issue of cultural hegemony,?and has importantimplications
for the emerging character of our global, but fragile, cultural community,1®

THE AMBIGUITY OF “WESTERN' WHEN APPLIED TO GREECE

In the expression ‘western philosophy’, two ambiguous terms are closely
connected and repeated so frequently, that the confusion generated by
such infelicitousjuxtaposition almost cries out for clarification. Regarding
the first word—‘western’, one would be taxed heavily to point out, in the
globe which revolves round the sun and makes day and night, as to where
the Fast stops and the West begins. Even if we follow conventional
wisdom and allow that Iceland and England are definitely in the West,
while Korea and Japan are in the East, where shall we rightfully place
Greece and India? Both are to the east of the first pair, but to the west of
the second. Hence the problem. One may think that the problem can be
casily solved by comparing the two countries directly to each other in
which case it can be said that India is definitely in the East and Greece
definitely in the West. But perhaps the situation is more complex than it
appears at first glance.

For, even if the Indians were to go along with this solution, I suspect
that the Greeks would have great difficulty accepting it for the following
reason. Geographically, Greece, like Cyprus for example, belongs to the
‘eastern Mediterranean’; in the present tire as in ancient times, Greece
occupies the tiny peninsula and the Aegeari Sea where three continents
meet : Africa, Asia and Europe. This fact perhaps explains why the
Ancient Greeks conceived the strange notion that the centre of the
world, ‘the navel of the Earth’ as they used to say, was right there in the
middle of Greece, at one of the peaks of Mount Parnassus. It was at the
holy shrine of Delphi where Dionysius, the God of music and darce,
rested from hislong journey from India through Asia and Africa, and was
welcomed by his brother Apollo, God of light and reason. In this way the
Eastand the West came together harmoniouslyand from that harmonious
union, the classical Greek civilization emerged as a ripe fruit of the
human spirit and took its place among the other ancient civilizations of
the great rivers; the Nile, the Euphrates, the Indus, the Ganges, and the
Yangtze."

Ingeographical terms, then, the Greeks, like the Indians, tend to think
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of themselves as westerners when they face the rising Sun, but when they
turn around and face the setting Sun, they consider themselves easterners
or non-westerners. Even if we turned to history for assistance, we shall
find that it provides no greater help than geography for the correct
characterization of Greece as western or eastern, both or neither?
Historically speaking, for almost two millennia, from the time of the rise
of Rome as a political power in the third century sc to the Italian
Renaissance in the fifteenth century aAp., Hellenic, Hellenistic, and
Byzantine Greece had identified itself with the culturally more advanced
East, in opposition to the Latin West which to the Greeks of that time was
asynonym of barbarityand lack of civility."* Thus, when the Roman Empire
was divided into two in the fourth century (ap 395), the division created
the Latin West and the Greek East. Not surprisingly, history repeated
itself in the eleventh century (ap 1054), when a schism occurred in
Christianity between the Catholic Church, which was again Latin and
western, and the Orthodox Church, which was Greek and eastern.'
These historical considerations seem to tip the balance of placing
Greece definitively towards the East. But this is not the end of the story.
Since the Renaissance, and more specifically with the rise of the northern
European powers of France, England, Germany, and others, the ex-
barbarians thought that they would gain in respectability if they claimed
as their own not only the Latin, but also the Hellenic classical heritage
which they began, at that specific time, to characterize as ‘western’.'
Although some intellectually aware Gréeks have always remained sceptical
aboutboth the applicability of the appellation and the truthfulness of the
claim, the northern Europeans have been quite successful in persuading
almost the entire world that there was no difference between
themselves—as builders of colonial imperialism, and the creators of the
classical Greek civilization.'®
However, unfortunate as it may seem today, the result of these
activities has been that the ancient Greeks are identified as westerners
today and are placed along with the British, the French, the Dutch, and
the German colonialists of Africa, Asia, and America, by many African,
native American and Asian peoples as they struggle for ethnic identity,
national recognition, and social reconstruction. This outcome isnotonly
unfair to the Greeks of the past, and of the present; it is also unjust to the
African and Asian nations who, as a result of the northern European
exclusive claim to the classical Greek heritage, cannot readily perceive
the falsity of the claim at their own expense. Thus, they are slyly deprived
of a valuable ally, the treasure of classical Greek culture, in their
pedagogical, political, intellectual and cultural endeavours. This is truly
a tragic irony. It is an unholy monopoly of the worst possible kind.'* The
fraud should be exposed and the truth must be told: the achievements
of the ancient Gréeks do not belong exclusively, or even primarily, to the
Christians and Muslims of the West or of the East. They belong to the
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world and to mankind at large, especially to those remnants of pre-
Christian and pre-Islamic traditions and cultures with which the ancient
Greeks had many affinities, including the love of human and undogmatic
wisdom and the tolerant worship of many gods and goddesses."”

HELLENIC PHILOSOPHY DEFINED

So much about the perplexities of the adjective ‘western’ and its
misapplication to ancient Greece and to Greek philosophia. Since the
previous observations show that Greece and the West have, historically
and geographically, stood at opposite poles; and since philosophy is
legitimately connected with ancient Greece, it would seem to follow that
the illegitimacy of the expression ‘western philosophy’ becomes self-
evident. But if we grant the westerners their wish to remove Greece from
the middle place which it has historically occupied between the East and
the West, the South and the North, as a beacon of light available to every
part of the world which seeks enlightenment; and further, if we allow the
arrogantnorthern Europeans, especially the Germans and the British, to
claim as exclusively their own the Hellenic classical heritage, especially
Hellenic philosophy which, by its very nature, has an ecumenical and
pan-anthropic appeal;'® then we would be doing a disservice, as I said
earlier, not so much to the ancient Greeks, whose immortality has been
secured by their genius, but to ourselves and to our children who deserve
a better future with more philosophical pluralistic paideia, and with less
religious monotheistic fanaticism.

From these considerations, the following question arises: Seen as an
entity distinct and different from ancient Greece, has the Christian West,
narrowly defined as the barbarized western part of the Roman Empire,
in its millennial history produced philosophers or philosophical schools
which are comparable to the schools of Greek philosophy or to the
Indian and Chinese schools of philosophy? This is a complex question
and cannot be awarded by a simple answer. The nature of the answer
depends on the meaning to be assigned to the word philosophia which,
like demokratia, is a very attractive Hellenic concept and has been much
abused by many, who, as Plato said, would like to seem rather than be
philosophers.®

What, then, is philosophy? What is this wisdom with which great
minds, the authentic philosophers, are said to fall in love? What exactly
did the Greeks mean by the word philosophiaand how did they distinguish
the genuine from the seeming philosophers? In a broad sense, there is
nothing mysterious about the inborn desire to learn by asking difficult
questions and finding reasonable answers.” If we were to isolate any
specific criteria bywhich an authentic philosopher would be distinguished
and defined, in the light of the history of Greek philosophers and
philosophies of which we have records, we would not be far off the mark,
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if we specified the two kinds of Aristotelian excellence, intellectual and
ethical.®

Accordingly, Aristotle, Plato, or any Hellenic philosopher would say
thata philosopherisanoetically self-sufficientand ethically autonomous
human being, which means that he has accomplished two important
tasks. First, he has carefully examined himself; he has, for a long time,
observed the natural and the cultural world around him; he has thoroughly
studied the works of other great men and has discussed with friends the
great questions of life; and after prolonged and serious thinking, he has
formed a cosmo-theory and/or a bio-theory, which articulates his insight
into the nature of things and his own nature, so that he can give a
reasoned account of it and teach those who wish to listen and learn from
him and his wisdom. Second, heé not only teaches his wisdom, but also
practices his teaching in his daily life; for he is ready and willing to hold
himself up to higher ethical standards than the ones which society
demands of its members; and he is prepared to set the value “of his
philosophic freedom higher than life itself, and much higher than
wealth and material goods. By so doing he naturally sets his lived
philosophy as a model way of living for his pupils and others to follow.
Like Socrates or an Indian guru, he is an enlightened man, a passionate
lover of truth, a gentle teacher by example, and a beacon of light for the
human spirit of posterity.?®

FROM HELLENIC PHILOSOPHY TO ‘WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

Judging by these high standards, as set by the ancient Greek Socratic
philosophers,*I seriously doubt if we will be able to find many or any of
the so-called ‘western philosophers’ whowould pass the above menpqned
tests, especially the second one. Let me explain my sceptical pessimism.
By the criterion of noetically self-sufficient inquiry, anyone who takes
divine revelations on faith (although theyare found in books of uncertain
origin), and then uses ‘philosophy’ (that is, philosophical terminology
and arguments) to justify religious dogma, as Christian and Muslim
theologians have traditionally done, is clearly disqualified from being
called a philosopher, as the Greeksunderstood and used this honourable
name. He may be a good writer and/or a sharp-tongued advocate of the
cause of his sect, but a philosopher he cannot be. -

Similarly, by the criterion of autonomous, exemplary, and self-sufficient
life of excellence, anyone who seriously believes in the efficiency of
divine grace by baptismal ablutions in holy waters to produce and sustain
alife ofvirtue, as Catholics, Protestants and other Christians and Muslims
traditionally have believed, cannot be called a philosopher. He may be
a good man or even a saint, but a philosopher, in the Hellenic sense of
this Hellenic word, he will never be.® In this light, and considering the
fact that tihe West, in the last two millennia has served under the double
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and heavy yoke ol Catholic scholastic dogmatism and Protestant
puritanical fanaticism, it should not be surprising that philosophy, in the
Hellenic sense of the word, has not flourished there, and that genuine
philosophers are conspicuously absent.

Perhaps some would find it amusing to see how cautious the
philosopher-theologians, and the other so-called ‘philosophers’ of the
western world have been in their writings lest they go against the received
dogma of the respective churches and thus upset the ecclesiastical
authorities. The list of such persons would include not only Athanasius,
Augustine, and Aquinas, and other theologians and Church Fathers, but
aIS(_) Descartes and Kant, Pascal and Berkeley, and Hume, Hegel and
Heidegger, and many more so-called ‘western philosophers’ whose
purpose of philosophizing was to explicitly provide support for the
revealed dogma or to implicitly make room for the strictly monotheistic
(and therefore naturally intolerant) Christian faith in its Protestant,
Catholic, and Orthodox formulations.?’

It is true that in the last four or five hundred years, several attempts
have been made to revive the classical Greek spirit of free, autonomous,
and self-reliable inquiry but, philosopically, they all have failed and for
the most part, have been abortive. For'example, the hope that the
opening of the Florentine Academy during the Italian Renaissance in the
fifteenth century would lead to the rebirth of ‘Platonic philosophy’ was
cutshortby the coming of the Protestant Reformation from the Teutonic
North.” Moreover, ‘the age of Reason’ of the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, on which the French philosophes had built their
dreams for a Europe freed from religious dogma and oppression, ended
with the formation of the Holy Alliance and the coming of Romanticism
and German Idealism. Thus, once again, philosophy was turned into a
handmaid of the Church, as it had been during the Middle Ages.*”

These historical examples indicate that up to the nineteenth century
no genuine school of philosophy had appeared on the horizon of the
western wg:rld.s" But the situation, significantly, has not changed since
that time, in spite of the multiplication of ‘isms’ coming out of Northern
El'lr?lf?e inrapid succession: Marxism, Existentialism, Phenomenologism,
Nihilism, Deconstructionism, etc. These movements and their
protagonists can be classified into three categories, none of which can
pass tl'u? tests of genuine philosophyas specified above, for theyare either
abortive revolts of the enslaved northern European spirit against the
eqclesiastical establishment with no exit to freedom in the walls (e.g.
Nietzsche, Kirkegaard, Sartre, etc.}; or they simply play the familiar role
of ‘western philosophers’, by providing philosophical coverage and
intellectual respectability to the doctrines of the Church (e.g. Marcel,
Maritaim, Hegel, etc.); or theyseem to shamelessly play the old sophistical
word-game and, yet, they pass as ‘philosophers’ in the West these days
(e.g. Ayer, Derrida, Rorty). Even Marxism and Pragmatism, which, since
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their inception in the last century, seemed so promising as theoretical
structures or for their political implications, have been, discredited by

now.?

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, philosophically speaking, the western terrain today looks
like the thing thatit has alévays been, awasteland. Hence, the urgentneed

for the philosophically minded few in the West to return to their

philosophical roots which are Hellenic, (i.c. pre-Christian, pre-Islamic,
non-monotheistic, non-atheistic), in search for newinspiration foranew
beginning of philosophical humanism in the new millennium. I am
convinced that if we dig deep enough, we shall discover that these roots,
whether theyare Greek-Mediterranean, Indian-Astan, Egyptian—African,
or even native American, somehow connectin the common underground
and point to a common ideal of philosophic diversity, polytheistic
tolerance and political civility as the preconditions of authentic life and
philosophic freedom. Now more than ever before, it would seem, such
a noble ideal is needed for our common global village.”

Hence our responsibility asfree men, asawakened spirits, and as lovers
of wisdom and truth, to do our best to enlighten our Christian and
Muslim friends in the West as well as in Asia, Africa, and America, that it
is unwise to try to monopolize God because God, as the Greeks knew very.
well, is both ‘the One’ and ‘the Many’.* Since Christians and Muslims,
and their teachers of the monomania of monotheism, the Jews, did not
succeed in exterminating cach other in the name of the one True God
in the last two millennia, they should not be allowed to do so in the
coming third millennium. They must be taught to tolerate each other
either in the name of the One God with the many names or in the name
of all gods with the same name. This sensible and saving lesson can be
taught by the good and ancient Lady Philosophy.*

The time, then, would seem right for the western world to open its
‘closed mind’® and its cold heart to the wisdom of the East and the
Mediterranean world, especially as expressed by the ancient Greck and
the ancient Indian philosophers. With the unification of Europe in
progress there is some dim hope that the refreshing breeze from the
Mediterranean Sea may start penetrating the cold northern part of the
continent; some hidden but sdll surviving seeds of tough Hellenic
wisdom may find fertile soil and start sprouting there too at long last.®
Two millennia under any enforced dogma, religious or other, can
produce damage beyond repair. Butletus not despair prematurely. The
God with the many names or any of the many gods with the same name
may still pity the West and save the world from the greatest folly of avidya,
the monomania of monotheism.”
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. Thave discussed two typical cases of such historians of ancient Hellenic philosophy,
E. Zeller and W.K.C. Guthrie, in ‘Ancient Hellenic Philosophy and the African
Connection,’ Skepsis 4, 1994, pp. 14~75. What follows is only the outline of a thesis
which is evolving, -

_ The conference on The Role of Philosophy in the Formation of Unified Europe,
was organized by the International Centre of Philosophy and Interdisciplinary
Research at Ancient Olympia, Greece, August 1992; the Conference on
Neoplatonism and Indian Thought was organized by the International Society for
Neoplatonic Studies in co-operation with The Indian Council of Philosophical

. Research at Delhi, India, January 1992. Iexpressed similarviews in the lectures that
I gave at several Indian universities during my short visit. What made my visit to
India enjoyable and exciting, besides the traditional Indian hospitality, was the
natural Indian inclination to philosophy, which reminded me of the ancient
Greeks as opposed to the modern Greeks. For although the tracitional hospitality
is still alive in Greece, philosophy, as the ancient Greeks understood it, is as dead
there asitis in the rest of Europe in which themodern Greeks are eager to become
‘economically’ incorporated! I am thankful to the members of the Indian Council
of Philosophical Research for their support; and personally to Drs: P.M. Gregorios,
1.C. Sharma, R. Ghosh, B. Chandel, R. Balasubramanian, D. Chattopadhyaya, K.S.
Murty, and D. Krishna who made it possible for me to visit and lecture at five of the
finest Indian universities.

. In thislight, K.S. Murty's following statement would seem over-optimistic and only

partly correct with certain qualifications: '} think modern India and Europe can

and do understand ancient India and Greece, and the West and the East also can
and do understand each other,” Philosophy in India : Traditions, Teachingand Research,

ICPR, Delhi, 1991, (revised edition), p. 201. I do not like to be such a pessimist as
to doubt the possibility or potentiality of understanding (that is, the modality of
‘can’} but ihe historical facts (thatis the maodality of ‘do’} do notsupport Professor

Murty's claim, at least in so far as it concerns modern Europe and ancient Greece.

For, in the field of philosophy, they are poles apart because of the intervening

dogmatism of Christian and.Istamic theologies which have affected deeply, 1

suspect, the European mind. So, if we want to find a spirit which resembles the
philosophically diverse, playful, undogmatic, and tolerantspirit of classical Greece,

we should look upto ancient India rather than to modern Europe. That is our only
hope for better future, philosophically speaking. For northern Europe whetherin
its mediaeval, modern, or post-modern mental and cultural outlook would seem
more like an aberration of ancient Judaism than a legitimate offspring of classical

Hellenism. Even within the Christendom, western Catholicism and northern

European Protestantism are considered heterodox versions and revisions of the
original Orthodox Christianity. The different phases or faces of Christianity,

Jewish, Greek, Latin,and Teutonic and their relation to philosophyisan interesting

theme which I will explore in a forthcoming study entitled ‘Philosophy and
Christianity'.
 The case of modern Greece and its ‘westernization’ is a very interesting but
separate issue. 1 will say only this: to the extent that it is Christianized, like the rest
of Europe, modern Greece haslostitsancient potency forautonomous philosophic
activity. In the emerging United Europe, in which tiny Greece is supposedly an
equal partner, there is a real danger for Greeks to lose even their cultural and
ethnic identity. Most tragic of all, they may also loose the beautiful language which
they have inherited from Homer and Plato, and preserved even during the long
and dark period of Turkish rule. This is a nightmare for the (intellectually and
culturally) awakened Greeks.
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Christianity is, in A.N. Whitehead’s description, ‘a thoroughgoing rationalization
of the Jewish religion carried through with a boundless naivete . .. .", Religion in the
Making , New American Library, New York, 1926, pp. 55-56. In this light, Islam
would be the second, and more militant aberration of Judaic monotheism. Of
course, in some parts of the West, nationalists do not even want to be reminded
where Jesus came from. For example, according to B. Russell, ‘If you maintain in
Germany that Christ was a Jew, or in Russia that the atom has lost its substantiality
and become a mere series of events, you are liable to very severe punishment."
Religion and Science, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1980, first edition 1985, p.
947. However, in fairness to the men who initiated the two religious movements,
Jesus and Muhammad, a distinction should be made between what they dreamt of
and what historically has happened to that dream in the hands of men greedy for
power over other men acquired by any and all means. My ‘comments apply to
Christianity and Islam as historical phenomena and organized theocracies which
have shaped a mentality of intolerance so characteristic of the societies of western
Furope and certain societiesin the Near, Middle and South East. From this evil, the
West and the East must be freed, so that the peoples of the world, their respective
gods and cultures, may be left alone to live in peace at long last.

. According to Aristotle, “Two things are homonymous if they have in common only

the name, while the essence as captured by the definition is different in each case’,
Categories|a 1-2. The sad factis that the same verdictwhich applies to dramaapplies
to philosophy as well: ‘Notali cultures have it and not at all times-—it is a fragile and
precarious product,’ to quote Dr M. Lath, ‘The Nitya as conceived by Bharata,” in
India’s Intellectual Traditions : Attempls at Conceptual Reconstructions, Daya Krishna,
ed., ICPR, Delhi, 1987, pp. 104-14.

. To avoid confusion, I should explain that by ‘philosophy’ I will mean in this

discussion all the so-called philosophical productions of the Christianized and
Istamized western world whether by systematic or edifying thinkers touse R.Rorty’s
distinction, Rorty also uses ‘philosophy’ to indicate ‘something on the other side
of the tradition’. Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Princeton University Press,
Princeton, NJ., 1979, p. 394. According-to Rorty, the ‘tradition’ is supposed to
extend from Plato to Nietzsche, while on ‘the other side’ he places such thinkers
as Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Dewey (Chapter VIII, ‘Philosophy Without
Mirrors, ' pp. 357-94). Thisis arather curious division in light of the historical facts
and the gulfwhich separates the mentality of the Christian Westand itsmonotheistic
religion from ancient Greece and its pluralistic philosophy. Rorty’s division may
serve only what he calls ‘neo-pragmatism’ which is actually a new name for the old

art of sophistry.

. According to Aristotle, NE1 1032 4-10, the double sense of moral and intellectual

excellence for man is contained in the Greek word arets. The ancient Greeks, like
the ancient Indians and Chinese, were able to produce genuine and authentic
philosophy. probably because in these civilizations the human mind was free and
unfettered by religions dogma of the type produced by Christian and Islamic
fanatical monotheism. As the 1978 Report (of The Expert’s Panel in Philosophy in
India) wisely put it: ‘Philosophy as seeking of eruth and freedom cannot be realized
in practice withouta study and analysis of alternative ideologiesalong with a critical
assessment of their implications for action.” Quoted by K.S. Murty, op.cit., p. 167
(the underlining is not added).

. On European cultural hegemony and its connection to the Jesuits of the Counter-

Reformation period, see A. Biondi, ‘La Bibliotheca selecta di Antonio Possevino:
Un Progetio di egemonia culturale,’ in G.P. Brizzi, ed., La ‘Ratio Studiorum': Modeli
culturali e pratiche educative dei Gesuit in Htalia tra Cingue e Seicento, Bulzoni, Rome,
1981. The issue of ‘cultural hegemony' has also been recently raised by Mukund
Lath in his article ‘Aristotle and the Roots of Western Rationality’, fournal of Indian
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Council of Philosophical Research, Vol. IX, No. 2, 1992, pp. 556-68; and my response
to itin ‘On Western Rationality and Its Alleged Relatien to Aristotle,” in the same
journal (Vol. XII Ne. 1}. I am grateful to Professor Daya Krishna for his kindness
to bring to my attention Dr Lath’s article and to invite me to comment on it.
Hence my willingness to address this problem briefly here. I think that Nietzsche
may be correct in his claim that the ancient Greek philosophers preferred ‘the
daylight of reason’, in contrast to ‘the dark desires’” which he finds in the depths
of the soul of his favourite ‘blond beast,” the Nordic man, the Teutonic knight. But
he exaggerates grossly when he dogmatically asserts that ‘Rationality was at that
time divined as.a saviour. . ..’ The time to which he refers was the time of Socrates,
* Plato, and Aristotle; but these philosophers, unlike their western *homonyms,” had
no need of saviours. Saviourshad notyet become fashionable and philosophershad
notyet turned into theologians whether docile to the Church (e.g. Descartes, Kant,
Locke, and Leibniz) or rebelliousagainst Christianity (e.g. Nietzsche, Marx, Sartre
and Kazantzakis). On the dependence of modernwestern ‘philosophy’ on Medieval
Christian ‘philosophy,” see E. Gilson, The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, translated by
A H.C. Downes, Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1940, pp. 12#f, Gilson believes,
correctly I think, that it cannot be a coincidence that modern philosophers, from
Descartes to Kant, have tried to establish by ‘pure reason’ the same doctrines which
were taught by medieval theologians in the name of ‘revelation,’ that is, ‘reason
mediated by faith’.
See on this my article, ‘Ancient Hellenic Philosophy and the African Connection’,
Skepsis IV, 1994, pp. 14-75.
This was so, in spite of the fact that the Romans (and later on the rorthern
Europeans) did their best to imitate all aspects of Greek culture and left the
sensitive Roman poet, Horatius, with the impression that conquered Greece had
intellectually conquered the conguering Latin semi barbarians. The process of
Hellenization of the Roman Empire continued to the second and third centuries
ap when we meet Roman Emperors like Marcus Aurelius, who philosophize and
write in Greek, not Latin. Itis also a significant fact that the members of one of the
last schools of Hellenic philosophy, the Neoplatonic School of Plotinus and
Porphyry, which flourished in Rome, used exclusively the philosophical language
of Plato and Aristotle in their writings and teaching. See my *Aristotle’s Categories
and Porphyry in Philosophia Antiqua’, Vol. 48, E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1988, pp. 165-81.
The schism is still holding today in spite of all the efforts of unification by both
parties which have invariably failed.
Ironically, Greece at that time was under the heavy yoke of the Ottoman Turks. She
did not manage to liberate herself until the war of indépendence in 1821-1922,

- which ended with the expulsion and dispersion of more than one million Greeks

from their Ionian homes in Asia Minor where Hellenic philosophy and Homeric
poetry were born and thrived almost three miilennia ago.

What an audacity, what a fraud, one may be inclined to think! Yet, the trick seems
to have worked well for the Europeans. For multiculturalists who rebel against
Eurocentrism, perhaps out of ignorance rather than malice, tend to include the
ancient Greeks in the same category as the northern European colonial imperialists,
This is unfortunate and unfair. It should not remain uncorrected.

It is even worse than the monopoly over God as claimed by the European Christian
and the Asian Islamic versions of monotheism.

This could be a valuable lesson for the fanatical, intolerant, and monomaniac
monotheists, Jews, Christians, and Muslims who, in the dawning third millennium,
are about to exterminate each other in the name of the One and only true God,
vide, Bosnia and Palestine. What a pity! What a shame! What a degradation of
human dignity! Thisis only the prelude, I fear, of what is coming in Eastern Europe,
Central Asia and Northern Africa. See also my ‘Porphyry’s Criticism of Christianity
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and the Problem of Augustine’s Platonism’, Dionysius XIIT, 1989 pp. 51-70; and the
forthcoming studies: “The Conflict Between Hellenic and Christian Platonism’,
The Journal of Neoplatonic Studies, 1996; and ‘Platonic Philosophy and European
Philosophy’, Skepsis, 1996,
The opening lines of Aristotle’s Mefaphysics tell us that: “All human beings by their
nature desire to know’ (translation mine}.
I do not want to sound like a prophet, but I seriously suspect that the natural
fanaticism, which has historically characterized the dogmatically monotheistic
religions of Christianity and Islam, will be revived soon with greater force. Since the
commeon threat of atheist communism, which had kept them quiet for a while, has
been removed, these two old enemies will ready themselves to battle again over the
foolish question of who has the most exclusive revelation of the saving truth as the
only ‘chosen people’ of God! Judaism, as usual, would not be able to resist the
temptation of playing one of its aberrations against the other and signing with the
victorious part at the end. '
Republic, Book VI, where the true philosopher is described and distinguished from
the sophists. Compare it also with the Sophist.
In this sense, every healthy and normal human being, by its inquisitive nature can
become more or less alover of wisdom, depending on specific natural endowments,
cultural environment, and appropriate paideia.
‘Now virtue also is differentiated in correspondence with this division of the soul.
Some forms of virtue are called intellectual virtues, others moral virtues. Wisdom
or Intelligence and Prudence are Intellectual, Liberality and Temperance are
moral virtues”. NE 1103a 4-7 (H. Rackham’s translation and capitalization of
virtues).
Both during his short life on earth and especially, after his death when his wisdom
gains a sort of Socratic immortality by being present in the minds of other
philosophers and other mortal men. See also my ‘Eros and Immortality in the
Symposium of Plato,” Diotima XIV, 1985, pp. 200-11.
Or, one may add, the ancient Indian and the ancient Chinese philosophers.
In myview, this was the core of the conflict, which developed between Hellenic and
Christian Platonism, as typified by Porphyry and Augustine. See my ‘Porphyry’s
Criticism of Christianity and the Problem of Augustine’s Platonism’, Dionysius X111,
1989, pp. 51-70.
The prevailing climate, religious, political, intellectual and so forth, was not
conducive to growth of the spirit of Hellenic philosophyin the West and the North,
because such a spirit is in need of bright light, free air, unclouded skies, and much
more.
However, we should not forget what happened to those who dared to think and
speak freely and without respect for the established dogma and against the power
of the Church. When they were not burned at the stake, like Bruno, they were
publicly humiliated, like Galileo, or driven to insanity prematurely, like Nietzsche,
This came at the critical time after Constantinople, the capital of the Christian,
{but more Hellenized and less barbaric than the Western), Eastern Roman or
Byzantine Empire had fallen to the Turks in 1453.
The difference was that Protestantism replaced Catholicism this time, while Hegel
seriously assumed the role of Thomas Aquinas. See, for instance, Hegel's Lectires on
the Philosophy of Religion, P.C. Hodgson, ed., Univeristy of California Press, Berkeley,
CA., 1988, especially Part III which is entitled “The Consummate Religion’.
In this light, the verdict of E. Gilson, op. cit., seems perfectly justified. But the
conclusions which he draws from this historical fact are very different from mine.
He wants to silence those historians of ‘Western philosophy’ who have raised doubt
whether there was any philosophy in the Middle Ages. He claims that, given the
dependence of Modern European philosophy (from Descartes to Leibniz, Kant,
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and so on} on the Medieval Christian theology, it is unfair 1y apply the glorious
name of ‘philosophy” only to the former and not to the latter. The truth is that
because of that affinity neither of them deserves the name of philosophia in the same
sense as the ancient Greek philosophers used the word. This has been my thesis.
This is not to suggest that the representatives of these movements would have
passed by any means the second criterion of lived philosophy as a model of human
excellence and virtue of the type which Socrates and Gandhi exemplified. The sad
fact is that philosophy, in the West and in the last four hundred years or so, has
assumed the roles of ancilla technologiae and ancilla ideologiae, in addition to its
mediaeval role of ancilla theologiae. But it has not regained its ancient Hellenic
autonomy and dignity. This is the core of my thesis.

For the reasons stated in note no. 19 above.

That is, One in Many and Many in One; for god in Greek (theos) is not even a name,
in the sense of a noun, but an adjective!

As one of my students in the class of Hellenistic Philosophy asked: “When men will
learn from Epicarus to leave God and the gods alone in their glory in the peaceful
heavens, and try to live in peace together on this turbulent globe, our common
Mother Earth.

See A. Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind, Simon and Shuster, New York, 1987,
The title of the book would be more accurate, I think, if ‘American’ were to be
replaced by ‘western’, and if the twentieth century were to become the last twenty
centuries. Of course, it would then be a different book calling for a different kind
of author.

Letus hope that this is not a dream dreamt on a mid-winter night, in the unusually
severe winter of 1994, in Baltimore, USA.

‘There are some encouraging signs e.g. AH. Armstrong’s view: ‘This sort of

monotheistic complacency is becoming more and more difficult to maintain as we
becorne more and more vividly aware of other religious traditions than the Judaeo-
Christian-Islamic, notably that of India.. . .. The Greeksin the end found it perfectly
possible to combine this with monotheism, to believe in God without ceasing to
believe in the gods . . . . we shall de well to keep their theology and their gods in
our thoughts and in our prayers, in the way which seems appropriate to each of us.
It is not by one path only that such a mystery can be approached’. ‘Some
Advantages of Polytheism’, Dionysius v, 1981, pp. 181-88. However, if it is true, as
reported in the news media during the winter Olympics of 1994, that the Norwegian
Bishops protested vigorously about the Olympic Hymn which mentioned the
name of Zeus, the Hellenic God and Father of gods and men, then itis not a good
omen for philosophy and its speedy recovery of its precious, (but lost in the West),
autonomy.

Exploring Gangesa’s Pramalaksana:
A Prima Facie View

ACHYUTANANDA DASH
Dept. of Sanskrit, Dr. H.S. Gour University, Sagar, MP

INTRODUCTION

Gangesa’s Tattva Cintamani (hereafter 7C)opens with mangala-vada and
then he goes directly to discuss on pramanya vada. This section of TC
presentsaserious discussion on the theory of svatah prdmdnyagnd_ paratah
pramanya. The svatastvaand paratastvaof the pramdnyaare again discussed
with a view to identify the ulpatti-paksa, and jiiapti-paksai.e. the svatastva
with reference to utpaiti and/or jiapti of prama, so also paratastva with
reference to utpatti and/or jiapti of pramd. Arguments in favour and
against haye been developed in an unending manner in almost all the
schools of Indian philosophy. The issues are very complicated and at
times it becomes too difficult to grasp the minute distinction of one view
from the other. There is ample evidence of a high order intellectual
exercise of the mind in the pramanya vada of Gangesa. _
Pramanya refers to two aspects of the theory, viz. pramakaranatva, 1.€.
the state of being the necessary cause of valid cognition and pramatva, i.¢.
the validity of the cognition. Gangesa mostly deals with the valic}ity of the
cognition in his pramanya-vadain order to define pramatva. Prior to the
pramalaksana-vada, Gangesahasdiscussed the svatastva and the paratastva
theory of pramanya at length and the pramalaksana-vada foliows as a
consequence of the earlier disussion. _
Here, in the pramalaksana-vada, firstof all Gangesa presents the thCO.I‘iES
of the Mimamsakas, which he calls Pramalaksana-pitrvapaksa, i.e. the prima
facie views of pramalaksana. Thereafter he goes 'on. to Pmmcilakgaqza
siddhanta-paksa, where he establishes the theory of Naiyayikas.
Gangesa, first of all, takes up the issue: pramatvam jatih, involves the
controversy of jatisdmkarya. Gangesa argues: simkarya is jatibadhaka and
therefore, pramatva cannot be taken as jati. Thereafter, he goes on to
take up the issues of jater wyapyavrititvam. This theory is again highly
controversial and complicated and incorporates the nature of valid
cognition as well as erroneous cognition. The falsehood of the eIToNneous
cognition is established on the ground to nisphal apmvrtt?jan‘akatva ie.
when the approach does not materialize, therefore, the Naiyayikas prefer
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the paratahtheory. Itisnot the nature of error, which is highly controversial
but the first apprehension of erroneous cognition which appears to be
true ab initio. The nature of first apprehension of erroneous cognition
has been defined and discussed differently in different disciplines in
Indian philosophy, which is known as khyativada. Though Gangesa does
not go directly to deal with the khyativadas here, still it is clear from his
textthathe raises the pertinentissues. Itis because one cannot define the
z:mmciwa alone without, referring to its counterpositivei.e. apramatva. This
issue dominates the entire section on pramalaksana-vada, which
unfortunately we cannot explain in entirety here. A study on the whole
of the section will be more interesting and comprehensive.

“In the presentstudy, our main concernis to focus on anew methodology
on the translation of the Navya-Nyiya works. We propose a two-tier
translation methodology of such works and we hope, it will be interesting
for those who want to study the Navya-Nyaya works with more seriousness.

ANOTE ON THE TEXT AND TRANSLATION

The ic@ea to present the Navya-Nyaya text in a samvadi form came to my
mind in the workshop on the Translation of Philosophical Works into
Eng_lish and Regional Languages held under the auspices of ICPR at the
Indian Institute of Advance Study, Shimla in the month of August, 1993.

_The participants of the said workshop .were given passages from
different primary works in Sanskrit on Indian philosophy for an on-the-
spot translation. On this occasion only, one passage from the present text
was translated by me. I had proposed that the 2T methodology be
adopted for translating the Navya-Nyaya texts. First of all, the Sanskrit
texts may be rendered in a dialogue form, what we call samvadi' now. The
Navya-Nydya language isa technical language and therefore, it isdifferent
from classical Sanskrit itself. Thus, the first phase translation is needed
from a Fechnical language into a classical language. In this case we may
otherwise call the Navya-Nyaya language advanced Sanskrit and the
language of samvadi as classical Sanskrit. This methodology will help a
person, who knows Sanskrit but does not know Navya-Nyaya language. To
read and understand the techniques and the theories of Navya-Nyaya is
very difficult and it is almost impossible without the guidance of a
thorough traditional scholar. Unfortunately, the healthy logical tradition
is diminishing day by day and there are very few serious takers of this
traditional discipline. Therefore, in our view samvadi would perhaps be
a gateway to the $astric world, and this is the need of the time.

The significance of samvadilies notjustin language butalso in content.
The Navya-Nyaya works like TC of Gangesa or the works of Paksadhara,
Raghunatha, Mathuranatha, Bhaviananda, Jagadisa, Gadadhara and
many othersin the school of Navya-Nyaya are vada-granthas. Vadais defined
by Vatsyayana as : vadah khalu nanapravktrkah pratyadhikaranasadhano
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‘nyatrédhikarananirpaydvasano vakya-samuhah.? According to this
definition, there are many participants in a dialogue and it is of course
necessary to have atleast two paksas in a dialogue; the tradition calls
them—piirvapaksa (we symbolize it as PP) and siddhantapaksa (hereafter
referred to as SP). Our old philosophical treatises in general and 7Cin
particular, follow the dialogue form, but still we are deprived of one very
important aspect and that is that often we do not know as to who is the
PP and who the SP. The authors of such texts refer PP as: kecit, eke, apare,
nani. . .. iticet, naca. . . . vacyam, ndpi. . . .soonand so forth. These terms
can be treated as flag markers in these texts to identify the arguments as
coming from pp. But it is very difficult to ascertain as to who exactly is the
PP—the propounder of these prima facie doctrines. Many a time awrong
assumption is taken by scholars that if the text is on Nyaya, then the
Naiyayika is the SP and the rest of the logical schools are PP and they may
either be the Mimiamsakas or the Vaiyakaranas or the Vedantin. It
appears alright at the very outset; but itis not always true because, some
times even the Naiydyikas take the place of PP to ask counter questions
and thereby establish their doctrines. Moreover, many a time the Naiyayika-
ekadesinah play the role of PP. In the present text, we have found similar
cases, which is explained in the notes thereon. Therefore, a formal
presentation of the text in a dialogue form, i.e. in samvadi style will be
more useful for a better understanding of the original texts.

Moreover, ini a text like Gangesa’s TC, each and every statement—with
the flag marker like nanu . . . . iticet, naca. . . . vacyametc.—is presented
with an auxiliary doctrine (avantara siddhdnta or avantaranyaya) which is
notrecognized in a direct translation. One cannot understand the whole
argumentunless the implications of the auxiliary doctrinesare explained.
The avantaranyayas are supplied in samvadi and thercfore, it becomes a
lively and interesting work in dialogue form.

The most advantageous aspect of samvadi is that: it keeps open the
scope of asking questions on the issues, which otherwise does not appear
possible. The present tradition of translation of Navya-Nyaya works
seems to be very serious to explain the text and it excercises all its efforts
in just that. But it is not enough, because it does not keep open the scope
for the readers to ask many more questions and challenge the theories.
In other words, it appears asifitis a closed discipline, which isnota good
sign. Therefore, the need of the time is to presentsuch textsin a didlogue
form and then translate it with notes, figures and formulas of western.
symbolic logic and whatsoever else deemed necessary to explain the text.

This methodology may further create interest in the minds of the
readers to examine the original text closely through samuvadiand thereby
the interested scholars may take more interest in investigating the
primary works directly which otherwise may take years to be translated.
Last but not the least, it will appeal to the readers if it is in an interesting
form, else, it appears very dry at the outset.
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THE TEXT: PRAMALAKSANAVADAH (PURVAPAKSAH)

Atha kim tat pramanyam? Na tavag jatih. Yogyavyakiivrttitvena pratyaksatve
pramatoasamsayanupapatich, pramdatvasydnumeyatvac ca. saksattvading
sarmkardpattes ca. bijasamyena gune pi dosatvat. taratvader utkarsarupateayd
jatitvaniyame cdnanyagatikatayd ca nanatvat. pramdatvananatve
tvananugamak.

Kim catvam apramaya amiepramatvamna syat, jatervyapyavrititaniyomat.
na cest@pattih. amse samvadini-visamvddint ca samithalambane
pramatvapramatvayor anubiyamanatvena ekasesasya kartum asakyatvat.
atha viparyayasyamse na pramatvam, kim tu smytivad yathdrthatvam evett
cet—taihi, yatharthanubhavatvam eva pramanyam, avasyakatval. na ca tad
apiti vakste.

Atha yathd bhivo’bhdve wva ndvyapyavrttir iti nmiyamam
tiraskrtyabadhitinubhavabaldt sawmyoga-tadabhdvayor avyapyavrititvam,
tathd jatir vyapyavritir eveti vyaptim abhibhuyinubhavabalad eva
pramatvatadabhavayor avyapyavrttitvam astu. na ca yad avyapyavrtti tan
na vyapyavrtti, yac ca vyapyavytti na tad avyapyavytiiti vyapteh pramatvasya
nobhayarivpatvam iti vacyam. samyogdtyantabhdve vyabhicarat. nma ca
tasydbhivadvayam, mand'bhavat. gunadosyor ekatrasaitve vyapyavrititvam
ity anythopapaite§ ca. anyatha pramdtvasyopadher apy
atyantdbhavasamanddhikaranyam na syail, samanyatvat na syac
cobhayarupatvam ifl.

maivam. avacchedakabhedam vindg viruddhayor ehatrasamdavesat, apraties
ca. na ca visaya evamsarispah pramatvavritivavacchedakah. tadvisyatvasya
bhrame’pi sattvat.

Nanu visesydvrttyaprakarakatvam visesydvritiprakarakatvam ca
pramatvatadabhavayor vrttitvdvacchedakam astiti cét—tarhi, tayor eva
pramipramavyavaharajanakatvam astu, avasyakatvat prathamopasthitatvac
ca, kim jatyd? na ca tad apiti vaksyate.

Samvadi: the above stated text in a dialogue form.
[Note : Here PP stands for Piurvapaksaand SP stands for Siddhanitapaksa)

PP [1.0.0]: Atha kim tal pramanyam? kimu jatih ahosvit upadhih?
SP [1.1.0): Pramanyam na tavaj jatih.
PP [1.2.0]: nanu pramainyasya jatitve svtkdre ko dosah?
SP [1.2.1]: indriya-yogyauvyaktivrititvena pratyakstve pramatva-
samsayanupapattih;
[1.2.2]: pramdtvasya nityam anumeyatvac ca pramanyam na jatih.
[1.2.3): pramanyasya saksattvading samkarapaties ca, samkaryam
jatibadhakam kila. :
PP [1.2.3/1]: nanu pramanya-saksattvayor astu samkaryam. tad idam
gunanisthasamkaryam dosdya nopakalpate.
SP [1.2.3/2]: maivam, bijasamyena gune’pi dosatvat.

PP [1.2.3/3]: kim atra bijam?
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SP {1.2.3/4]:
PP [1.2.3/5]:

SP [1.2.3/6]:

[1.3.1]:
PP [1.3.2]:
SP [1.3.3]:

PP [1.3.4]:
~SP [1.3.5]:
PP [1.3.6]:
SP [1.3.7]:

PP [1.3.8]:
SP[1.3.9]:
PP [1.3.10]:

SP (1.3.11]:
PP [1.4.1]:

SP [1.4.2]:

PP [1.4.3]:
[1.4.4]:
[1.4.5]:

[1.4.6]:

[1.4.7]:

SP [1.5.1]:

PP [1.5.2]:

SP [1.5.3]:

karyakaranavyavasthabhangaripam bijam atranusandheyam.
nanu yathd taratvadinandarupopidhidvara sabdatvasya
samkaryam na bhavati tathatrapy astu iticel;

na. laratvader utharsaripatayajatitvaniyame cinanyagatikataya
ca n@ndtvdl. pramatvananatve tvananugamah.

kim ca evam apramdyd awmse pramatvam api na syat.

kim idam ucyate apramdya amse pramatvam api na syat iti?
Srunu, pramatoam jatir ity weyte kila! jatis tu vyapyavyitiv it
sarvatantra siddhantah. ata apramayé amse pramatvarupi
jatir vartata evety akamendpi bhavatabhyupagantavyam. ata
ucyate apramayd amie pramatvam na syad iti. jater
vyapyavrititaniyamat.

istapattih.

na cestapattir iti vaktum yuktam.

katham?

amfe samvadini amie visamvadini iti ca samuhalambane
praméitvapramatvayor anubliyamanatvena ekasesasya kartum
asakyaivat.

nanu viparyayasya amse na pramatvam, kintu smriivat
sampiurnam yathartham eveticet?

tarhi, yathérthanubhavatvam eva pramanyam i svikaryam;
avasyakatvai.

badham avasyakam.

tad api ca na ity agre vakste.

athayathé bhavo’bhavo vana avyapyavrttiyiti niyamam tiraskrtya
abcidhz'tdnubhavavakit.sqmyoga-tadabhcivayMavydpyamtimam,
tatha jatir vyapyavritireva iti vyaptim abhibhitya anubhavabalad
eva pramatva-tadabhavayor avydpyavrititvam astu.

nanw, yad auyapyavrtti tlan na vyapyavyits, yac ca vyapyavrtti na
tad avyapyavriti iti vyapteh svikrte pramatvasya
nobhayaripatoam.

idam tu na vacyam; samyogatyantabhave vyabhicarat.

na ca tatrabhavadvayam it prakalpayitum yuktam, manabhavat.
gunadosayor ekatra sattve avydpyavrttitvam, gunamatra sattve
wapyavrttitvam ity anavasthapaties ca.

anyatha pramatvasyopidher apy atyantibhavasamanadhi-
karanyam na syat.

samanyatvdt na sydc cobhayarispatvam iti.

maivam, avacchedakam vina (i) viruddhayor ekatrdsamavesat;
(i) apratites ca. '
nanu tatra visaya evimsaritpah pramatvavyttav avacchedaka
iti suikriyatam.

naitad yuktam, visaya evamsarispa pramatvavritav avacchedaka
iti grhyamane, tadvisyatvasya bhrame’pi  saitval
dosatadavasthyam iti.
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PP [1.5.4]: nanu visesydvrttyaprakarahatvam visesyavrtti-prakarakatvam
ca pramatva-tadabhavayor vritdv avacchedakam astiticet;

SP [1.5.5]: tarhi, tayor eva pramdpramavyavaharajanakatvam astu, (i)
avasyakatvat, (i) prathamopasthitaivai ca; atah kim jatya?
vastutastu tad api ca na ity agre vaksyate.

TRANSLATION AND NOTES

1.0.0: Now, what is it that (called) pramanya? Does it refer to jati
(generic property) or upadhi (specific property)?

Note

Atha kim tat pramanyam—this sentence has been explained variously by
the traditional commentators. It seems, the problem for them was
whether this is a question or a challenge or just an introduction to a new
topic. There are confirmative answers and arguments in"support of all
these questions. Paksadhara® thinks, this is a question, otherwise, there
would have not been an opening of a discourse on the following issue.
Mathurinatha, on the other hand, takes it as a challenge because jiidna
(knowledge) isa property of self (@tman) and a productaswell. Therefore,
the issue is, what would be the karyatdvacchedaka, i.e. the delimiting factor
of productivity. Subsequently he thinks, this sentence could also be taken
asaquestion on the very intrinsic nature of the karyatdvacchedakaof prama
(valid cognition).* Rucidatta, the author of Prakasa thinks, this is just an
introduction to the topic pramanya, since, this comes in the context of
pramanyavada. Moreover, in the course of discussion, pramanya, i.e.
pramatva has also been defined.

Though Rucidatta says—pramanyam aksipats’, here, by the word Gksipati,
he does not mean ‘challenge’—says the subcommentary, viz.
Nyayasikhamani on Prakase by Ramakrsnadhvarin®. He rejects other
possibilities saying: this is neither a question nor a challenge, but an
introduction of pramatva, which again has two aspects, viz. to be jatior to
be upadhi.

SP [1.1.0}: Obviously, pramanya is not jati (a generic property).

Nole

This prima facie view that pramanya = pramatvais jati (generic property)
of course, has a logical base. First of all, according to the propounder of
this theory, pramatva is a generic property and it is distinct from
nirvikalpakatvd” etc. Moreover, the generic property, viz. pramatva is an
entity having counter-positives just like what absence (abhava) has®. The
common behaviour (loka-vyavahara) is possible only on this ground like
‘thisisranga (borax/porcelain enamels)’ and ‘thisis rajatam (silver)’. This
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theory is based on the prima facie view that every knowledge is
vyavaharangam, i.e. accessory to common behaviour and purusa-
pravittinivrttyaupayikam, i.e. the cause of the activities or cessation of the
activities of every human being. Once the pramdtva is accepted as
sapmtzyogzkarpadaﬁha it is to be accepted as singular, like semavaya. The
underlying theory is samavaye—as a sambandha (relatlon)—ls also
sapratiyogikaand is only one (¢kam), accepted so on account of brevity. It
cannot be many, because then there will be multiple counter-positives,
which is not desirable. Therefore, the contender of this theory suggests:

i) pramatvais a generic property,
it) it has counter-positives and
iii) it is only one.
But all these arguments are refuted by SP on the following grounds.

PP [1.2.0}: Well, what would be wrong if pramanya is accepted as jati
{generic property)?

SP [1.2.11: First of all if the pramatva is accepted as jati, then there
wotld be no doubt on the validity of the cognition, on
account of it (pramdtva as jiti) being perceived due to its
presence in the individuals, that could be seen by the
sense-organs.

Note

Three arguments have been put forth to show the grave mistake of
accepting pramatva as jati. Before we discuss the validity of these arguments,
the question may be raised regarding the sequence or hierarchy (if any),
of these arguments. Could it be the case that the argument 1.2.1 is
stronger than 1.2.2 and 1.2.3, or in other words can we justify the order
of the arguments? The reply is ‘yes’. A thorough study of the whole of
the pramanya section of Gangesa’s TC reveals that the role of doubt
(samsaya) in defining and justifying the validity of cognmon has been
discussed at a greater length. Therefore, possibly, this issue comes here
as the first argument to defend the proposed theory. Moreover, samsaya
(doubt) plays an important role in justifying the paratah pramanyatheory
of the Naiyayikas. Samsaya has been defined as: anavadharanatmakam
]nanam") or mmddhakotzdvayavagakz jranam, i.e. the knowledge which’
has a form of uncertainty or the knowledge which refers to two opposite-
ends (of a theory or entity). Therefore, the meaning of the term samsaya
comes closer to the theory that: Doubt is the mother of all sciences.
Vatsydyana says in his Nyaya Bhasya (NBh.): nanupalabdhe na nirnite nyayah
pravartate kim tu samsayite ‘rthe."

In the present context, as has already been stated the pamtah pramanya
theory of the Naiyayikas is based on the subsequem doubt after the first
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apprehension of the cognition. Itis said that the subsequent doubt would
not arise if the validity of the cognition is apprehended ab initio'®. The
Naiyayikas argue that first of all, this is based on the experience of every
individual (and an experience cannot be ruled outwith the help oflogic)
and second, according to the meta-rule (avantara nyaya): yenendriyena yo
‘rtho grhyate tenaivendrivena ladgata jatis tadabhdavo "pigrhyate, i.e. whatsoever
entity is apprehended by means of whichsoever sense organ, the generic
property of that (entity) and the absence of the same is also apprehended
by the same sense organ. Therefore, if the pramdnya is accepted as the
generic property, then it is apprehended by the same sense organ. It
means it is a visista pratyaksa. Thus, there will be no subsequent doubt
about the validity of the knowledge after the first apprehension—which
goes against the experience of every individual. This is precisely the very
base of the paratahtheory of the Naiyayikas. Therefore, Gangesa gives this
as the first argument to refute the proposed hypothesis, viz. pramanya as
jati. '

[1.2.2]: Since the cognition is always being inferred, pramanya

cannot be treated as jati.

Note

There are wo major theories on the validity of frama in the schools of
Indian philosophy: (1) svatah pramanyavadah and (2) paratah pramanya
vadah. To present the theories in a nutshell, the svatastvamof pramanyam
has been defined as: jAianagrahakasamagrigrahyatvam, i.e. that which has
been apprehended by the same means as that of the cognition; whereas
the paratastva of pramanya has been defined as: jianagrahaka-samagri-
bhinna-samagri-grahyatvam, i.e. that which-is apprehended by collocation
of means other than the means of the cognition. It means, according to
the paratah theory, the pramatva is not apprehended by the same
collocation of the means of cognition. Therefore, the Naiyayikas accept
that the pramatva is always inferred. The form of inference is:

idam jianam prama,

samarthapravritijanakatvat,

yan na pramanam tan na saman‘hapmvmyanakam

yatha pramanabhasah,

tatha neyam,

tasmat na tatha.

So the form- of the inference is of kevala-vyatireki type.

Therefore, since the pramanya is apprehended by anumdna pramana,
which is jianagrahakasamagribhinnasamagri, it should be concluded that
pramanyam paratah utpadyate jiayate ca. In the present context, the author
argues thatsince the pramanyais always inferred, it cannot be jatibecause
jatiis always being perceived just like the dravya. The only difference is
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that the formeris perceived by the sense-organ contact (sannikarsa), called
samyuktasamavaya and the latter by samyoga only.

[1.2.3]: (Moreover) there would be another defect called samkarya
(mixture) of pramdnyawith saksdttva etc. Is it not that the
samkarya is one of the jatibadhakas?

Note

The last argument in this connection is: even if the pramanyais accepted
as jati, there will be a logical defect, namely samkarya between pramanya
and saksativa, which is treated as one of the impediments of the generic
property (jatibadhakas)'®. The point under discussion is, any perceptual
knowledge has invariably a property called perceptuality (saksattva) and
since itisa prama, ithas another property called pramanya= pramatva—and
if pramanya is accepted as jati, then the perceptual knowledge will be a
substratum of ‘two universal properties. If two universal properties
coexist and if they are not related to each other as the pervader and the
pervaded (vyapya-vyapaka-bhava), then the defect, viz. samkarya becomes
jatibadhaka. In the present context, to distinguish the s@mkarya from the
restof the jatibadhakas, especially from tulyatvam. Mathuranathasays: since,
in the niwikalpaka jRana, there is no pramatva but there does exist the
saksdttva, so also in the inferential knowledge etc., there is no saksattva
butthe pramatva does exist; whereasin perceptual knowledge both these
generic properties coexist. Therefore, the samkarya is jatibadhakahere.™
Hence, pramanya can not be accepted as jati—argues Gangesa. -

PP [1.2.3/1]: Now, let there be the samkarya between pramanya and
saksattva, it should not be considered asdefective. Because,
the samkarya which resides in guna is not taken to be
defective.

Note

According to the school of Nyiya, the jati is found in three of the seven
basic entities, viz. dravya, guna and karman.” PP here wants to point out
that let the samkarya be jatibadhaka only when it is seen in dravya but not
in guna and karman. It seems, PP here refers to the famous context of
bhutatvaand mirtatvabeing ]arzbadhakas 16 The discussion on samkaryaof
two coexistent jatis, which are residents in guna (quality) are not known
elsewhere in the Sastras. Therefore, the point made here seems valid.

SP [1.2.3/2]: Itisnotso. On account of the identity of the primary cause
(lit. seed) the samkarya which resides in the quality is also
defective.

Note

The author, it seems, wants to focus on the theory—the knowledge is said
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to be a product and jati is one of the necessary causes. Therefore, if the .

cause, i.e. the jazis found to be defective, then the knowledge would not
arise. The jatz/samanya isalso defined as: anuvﬂtzpmtyayahetuh samanyam
i.c. the samanyais the cause of identical cognition of many similar entities
like: ayam ghatah etc. Thus, there is a cause-effect relationship between
the universal properties and the cognition. The jatibadha as cause
hindrance either in generating the cognition or in apprehending it.
Here, samkaryabeing one of the jatibadhakasdoes the same quite effectively.
This is the primary cause (bija), which therefore destroys the cause-effect
relationship. Therefore, Gangesa wants to point out here that the
s@mhkaryamay be found in dravyaor guna which makes no difference and
‘everywhere it remains the same as the destroyer of cause-effect relationship
due to the identicality of the bija.

PP [1.2.3/3]: What is the primary cause (literally seed) here?
SP [1.2.3/4]: Destroying the law of the cause-effect-relationship may be
considered here as the primary cause.

Note

Paksadhara Misra in his Aloka and Ramakrsna Adhvari in his
Nyayasikhamani state the said argument to justify the #ja'®. Paksadhara
did not explain how and why this is treated as bija, however, Ramakrsn
Adhvari gives the justification in the following lines:

ghatatvam dandajanyativacchedakam pattvam vemajanyatavacchedakam
iti sarvasiddham. tathdsvatvidikam  api hresadisa-
bdavisesajanakatdvacchedakam. tatha ca ghatatvo-patavayoyatra samavesas
tasya ghata-pata-samagrijanyatvapattih. tadajanyatve "tipraiakiatayd ghata-
patatvayoh karyatavacchedakatvdanupapattih. tatha gotvasvatvayor anyatra
samavese Sabdavisesakaranatinavacchedakatvipattih. tatas ca Rirya-
karanabhava-vyavasthabhanga eva tadbijam™.

Adhvari takes here the popular exampleslike ghataand pataas products
and dandaand vemaas the causes, and obviously, the universal properties
of these entities like ghatatva, patatva-etc. are treated as the avacchedakas
of the productivity that resides in the products. Then he takes up a
hypothetical entity, where he assumes the mixture of both these universal
properties. In such cases, one has to assume the collocation (samagri) as
the cause of the entity. If the law of the cause-effect relationship is not
accepted, then the universal properties like ghatatva, patatva etc. would
not be treated as the avacchedakas of the productivity. Therefore, the
karya kam'{wbhava-vyavasthabhanga is considered as dja. Let us look at
the following figure:
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karyatd

ghatatva—patatva vao.chedakam
' a

dandatva ghatatva I patatva vematva, |
yatkivicit
danda | > gﬁagﬁa . pata '( — vema
(karana) . {(karana)
Figure - 1
asvta :avacchedakam gotva — = hresadidabdajanakatva

asva gauh UNICORN

Figure - 2

Yatkificitin Fig. 1 cannot be the substratum of ghatatva and patatva since
there is a samkarye between these two universal properties. So also,
unicornin Fig. 2 cannot possess the hres&diéabdajanakatm because unicorn
iselfisafictitiousentity and no ontological entity can be caused bymixed
universal properties.

PP [1.2.3/5]: Coulditnotbe the case thatjustlike the samkaryaof Sabdatva
with the multiplicity of the upadhis like taratva etc. is not
accepted, so also the sd@mkaryain the present context not
be accepted at all?

Note

This question comes from PP as a desperate attempt to reject the
samkarya issue between pramatva and saksattva, so that he can establish
pramdnyaas the universal property. Here, PP gives an example of Sabdatva
which is found mixed with t@ratva etc. and even then the s@mkarya is not
treated as jatibadhaka. The point under discussion is: tdratva, (the state of
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high tone) mandratva (the state of deep or rumbling tone) etc. are also
the other properties found in sabda, which are technically called upadhis.
Thereisalaw, viz. upadheyasarikare 'pyupidhyor asamkarat,®i.e. even though
there is the samkarya of the possessor of upadhis, there would not be the
samkarya of the upadhis. In other words, the upadhi-samkarya causes no
problem as far as the generation of the cognition is concerned. But the
jati-samkarya does make a difference.

SP [1.2.3/6]: No, the taratva etc. are of the nature of utkarsa (gradation
of tone) and that does not go along with the principle of
jati, since they are many. But on the other hand, no
multiplicity can be comprehended of pramétva (it is only
one).

Note

SP wants to point out that faratva etc. cannot be compared with pramatua,
since the former is upddh®' and the latter is ab initio jati. Moreover, no
standard definition of t@ratva can be given in connection of the highness
of the tone. So there could be infinite taratvas of one and the same sound
depending upon the individual utterances. Thus, taratva is treated as
gradation of sound, i.e. in the form of utkarsa. But on the other hand,
pramatvais defined and itis only one. Therefore, such comparison is out
of question.

Mathuranatha thinks, utkarsa is not different from jati.”® According to
Mathuranatha, the highness of the sounds depends upon the individual
sounds like ka-kara, kha-karaetc. Each individual sound has an invariable
property like katva, khatva etc. and though samkarya between katva and
taratvais quite obvious, still, tdratva can be taken as jati. Itis because one
is pervasive of the other.

Likewise, the samkarya between pratyaksatva and pramatva is tenable.
To expand the views of PP, Mathuranitha further says pramatvas are
many, as far as the pratyaksatva is concerned, i.e. they are six in number
according to the six sense-organs—the means of perceptual cognition.
That apart, one more pramdtva is accepted which is common in the rest
ofthe valid cognition, viz. anumiti (inferential cognition}, upamiti (simile)
and $abdabodha (verbal cognition)®. Thus, according to PP, though
multiplicity of pramétva isnot ruled out, still there is no samkarya between
them, because one is pervasive of the others. Therefore, in the present
case, there would be no samkarya between pramatvaand pratyaksatva etc.
and the pramatva could be treated as jati. ‘

But the whole argument is refuted on the ground that multiplicity of
pramatva can never be comprehended—that is what Gangesa
says—pramdtvanandtve tvananugamah.*

[1.3.1]: Moreover, in that case, pramatve would not be
apprehendedin partof the apramd (erroneous cognition).
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Note

This is a supplementary statement of SP to pave way for the discussion on
erroneous cognition. But Mathuranatha thinks, this point is raised
against the ananugamaview.” It seems, according to Mathuranitha, this
is pointed out by PP to reject the theory of comprehensiveness of
pramdtva in all cognitions, including erroneous cognition.

PP {1.3.2]: What does it mean to say that even pramatva would not be
there in part of the erroneous cognition?

SP [1.3.3]: Listen, isit not that the pramaitvais claimed to be jdti? Then,
jati is accepted as vyapyavrtti (all pervasive) in all the
disciplines. Therefore, the jati, viz. pramatva does exist in
part of aprama as well. Thus, it is said that pramatva would
notbe there in partof erroneous cognition. (This objection
is raised) on account of the theory of all pervasiveness of
the universal properties.

Note

In Indian philosophy, the nature of erroneous cognition, like that of the
‘rope-snake’ (rajju-sarpah) or ‘nacre-silver’ (jukti-rajatam) is highly
complicated. There are enormous contradictory views found in almost
all the schools of thought. But one thing is acceptable to all and that is:
at the first apprehension it appears tq be true. The first apprehension
would notappear to be true unless some trutk isaccepted, evenif partially,
or in anysection of the comprehending mechanism. Therefore, SP raises
this issue, so that through the following arguments he can ascertain the
karyatavacchedaka of pramdtva. Moreover, the prima facie doctrine on
pramdtva is introduced (in 1.3.9) as a consequence of this argument.

PP[1.3.4]: Objection is overruled being desirable.

SP [1.8.5]): No, it cannot be said (in the present context) that, the
object is overruled, being desirable.

PP [1.3.6]): How?

SP [1.8.7]: Because, in the context of multi-faceted cognition—where
there is the experience of truth and falsehood—which is
partly communicative and partly non-communicative; it
would not be possible to take resort to either of the
aspects.

Note

Erroneous cognition, as has already been stated, is only partly
communicative (samvadin). Semvadin, in the cognitive process, means
that which corresponds to the ontological objects and visamvadin means
that which doesnot. In case of multi-faceted cognition, no distinct nature
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of the same can be presented due to its contradictory nature.
Mathuranatha® explains samvadiivam as  rajetatvavati
rajatatvaprakarakatvam, i.e. the knowledge of an entity made up of silver,
which is qualified by ‘silverness’; and visamvaditvam as rajatatvabhavavati
rajatatvaprakara-katvam,i.e. the knowledge of an entity which is devoid of
silver but (at the same time) which is qualified by ‘silverness’. For
samithalambanajfianahe gives the example of ranga-rajatam (borax-silver)
which has two contradictory universal properties, viz. silverness and
boraxness. The contradiction lies in the knowledge (but not in the
entity) which is either devoid of silverness or qualified by silverness.*”

It seems this issue has been given a different turn in the context of
perceptual cognition in the Vedanta Paribhasa by Dharmarajadhvarindra,
who is also a commentator of TC. His approach seems to give a general
definition of perceptual knowledge which includes both, the valid
cognition as well as the illusion. To distinguish valid cognition from the
other, a qualifying term, viz. abadhitatvam is added to the general
definition.* This refers to the two facets of the perceptual cognition, viz.
samuvddipravritijanakatvam, i.e. the one, the effort of which is materialized
and visamvadipravritijanakatvam, i.e. the other, the effort of which is not
materialized. On this basis, the Vedantin, contrary to the Naiyayikas’
theory, establish the svatah pramanya theory.®

PP [1.3.8]: Is it not the case that, the erroneous cognition is not true
partially but completely in accordance with the reality,
just like the recollection (smyts). If this is proposed, then?

SP [1.3.9]: Then (the definition of pramdnya) would be accepted as:
that being experience in accordance with reality. This
{definition) is needed.

PP [1.3.10]: Of course, it is.
SP [1.8.11]: No, that is also not true. It will be discussed later on.

Note

The arguments so far on pramanya as jati leads to the vyapyavttitva issue
‘of the same. The jati theory was not acceptable because it involves the
notion of samkarya, which is jatibadhaka. It is also observed further that
the vydpyavrititva concept of jatiis to be accepted. In that case, in every
instance of erroneous cognition, the truth and the falsehood are to be
accepted. Because in every instance of error there does exist an element
of truth. Thiswilllead to a highlyunacceptable position thathow can one
and the same instance of cognition inhere the truth as well as the
falsehood?

To avoid this situation, PP suggests that let there be complete truth in
the erroneous cognition justlike in the recollection (smyts) . Smyti isdefined
as: anubhatavisayasampramosah smytih,* i.e. indiminishing of the object of
realization is remembrance. Though alot of controversies on the nature
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of smrti are found in different $astric treatises, still on one point every
school of thought seems to agree and, that is, smyti is based on or refers
to the earlier experience. Moreover, the remembrance is as valid as the
cognition itself. It is only Annambbhatta, who classifies smyti as yathartha
(valid) and ayathartha (invalid).* Otherwise, the whole Nyaya tradition
considers smyti as yathartha. Here the yatharthatvam of viparyaya (error)
could be established only on the ground that it goes in accordance with
the experience. '

SP concludes from the above arguments that, yathédrthdnu-bhavatvam
should therefore be considered as a standard definition of pramanya. PP
happily agrees with this proposal. But SP says ‘no’, it is not so. The
propriety of this definition is discussed later on.

The said definition of pramanyais accepted in the school of Prabhakara
Mimamsa. According to the theory of Prabhakaras, the pramanya should
be defined in the widest sense, that it should be able to incorporate all
sorts of awareness, including memory and erroneous cognitions as well.
Mohanty says ‘yatharthya or truth in the widest sense, is coextensive with
the property of being awareness of. . . ., or of being true to its object
{sarvasya jhanasydrthavyabhicaritatva (niyamat)]’.* If this explanation of
yatharthya is taken into account, then certainly, the definition of gramanya
as yatharthdnubhavatvamwould not be tolerated by the Naiyayikas, since
itincludes pramd, apramaand smytialso. Gangesa therefore, saysa big ‘no’
to Prabhikaras’ theory.

All the arguments proposed so far rest on two highly controversial
notions of samkaryaand vyapyavrititva—about which even the Naiyayikas
are not in complete agreement amongst themselves. According to
Mohanty, ‘If s@mkaryais not regarded as jatibadhaka and if the notion of
wyapyavrtti with regard to that component where it does inhere, then
there appears to be no overriding objection against taking truth to be jati,
excepiing that such an admission would render the paratah theory false,
at least with regard o upatti of truth.” - '

There is nothing, at least in this context, to disagree with Mohanty. It
is true that the Naiyayikas move from one set of arguments to another
with a deeper sense of theoretical networking, in which one theory is
connected with the other. Here, in the following set of arguments, PP
wants to take up two possible aspects of the vyapyavrititva theory.

PP [1.4.1]: Now, just like rejecting the theory that ‘existence’ or
‘absence’ are not non-all-pervasive on the ground of
indisputable experience, the auvyapyavrttitva (non-all-
pervasiveness) of contact (is accepted); in the same
manner, rejecting the theory that ‘jati is all-pervasive’, on
the ground of experience, let there be avyapyavrititva of
pramaiva and absence of pramatva as well.
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Note

PP—as already we have identified him to be Prabhikara—wants to
propose here that there need not be any hard and fast rule like jatir
wyapyavritir eva. He gives an instance of bhava and abhava which are
rejected to be non-all-pervasive entities; but still there is an indisputable
experience that samyoga (contact) which is bhdva padartha, is non-all-
pervasive. So also is the absence of contact non-all-pervasive. On the same
ground, pramatva being jati may be taken as non-all-pervasive.

The avyapyavritiof samyoga and tadabhavaare explained with an instance
of: ayam vrksah kapisamyogi, i.e. this tree has the contact of a monkey. The
tree, in the present example, is possessive of contact of the monkey and
at the same time it also possesses the absence of contact. This, in other
words, means the existence and non-existence of the contact are coexistent
in the same tree, since the counterpositive of the non-existence of the
contact is the existence of the contact itself. To justify the coexistence of
these contradictory properties, the Naiyayikas use the delimiting
(avacchedaka) theory. The present introduction is to leads the arguments
to identify the avacchedaka of pramanya, to which Mathuranitha had
indicated in the beginning.

SP [1.4.2]: Is it not that—if a wvyapti (invariable con-
comitance}—‘which is. non-all-pervasive that is not all-
pervasive’ and ‘which is all-pervasive that is not non-all-
pervasive’—is accepted, then pramatva would not have
both the forms.

Note

Vyapyavrtti and avyapyavriti—to say in modern linguistic/logical
terms—are antipodal opposites. Let us translate the above arguments
into the symbolic language of modern logic, which may present a clear
picture. All-pervasive (vyapyavrtti) may be symbolized as P(x), where P
stands for ‘pervasive’ and (x) for ‘all’. In the same manner we can
symbolize ‘non-all-pervasive’ as P(~x}. Then the whole argumentshall be
symbolized as:

P(~x) $ P(x)
P(x) $ P(~x)

Here P(~x) $ P(x) will mean ‘that which is non-all-pervasive is not all-
pervasive’ and P(x) 3 P(~x) will mean ‘that which is all-pervasive is not
non-all-pervasive’. In other words it may be said, ‘It is not the case that,
which is non-all-pervasive is all-pervasive’ and ‘It is also not the case that,
which is all-pervasive is non-all-pervasive’. This can be symbolized as:

~(P(~x) D P(x) )
~( P(x) 2 P(~x) )
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It may further be noted here thatonly ‘P(~x) A P(x)’ or ‘~( P(~x) D P(x})’
would normally notmean ‘P(x) PP(~x) or‘~(P(x) DP(~x))’. Therefore,
both the notations are required. This, in §astric tradition is referred to as
anvaya-vytireka-krama. .

PP [1.4.3]: This should not be stated so. (It is} because, there will be
irregularity (of the vydpti) in the case of absolute absence
(atyantabhiva) of contact.

Note

Atyantiabhava (absolute absence) is regarded in the school of Navya-
Nyidya as nitya (eternal) and all-pervasive.® The ghatdty-antibnava is
accepted residing even in the ghata itself.*

If the said vygpti (in 1.4.2) is accepted, then, it will be a fallacious vyapti
with regard to absolute absence. Because it will not hold true either in
‘v(P(x) DP(~x) )’ orin ‘~( P(~x) D P(x) ). Therefore, such vydpticannot
be accepted.

[1.4.4]: (Moreover) it would not be proper to assume only two
absences in that case. There is no such proof (to do so).

Noie

PP here refers to the controversies on the acceptability of atyantdbhava
and suggests that let there be only two abhdavas, viz. pragabhava and
pradhvamsabhava as per the old school of Nyaya. According to this theory,
atyantdbhava need not be accepted, for atyantdbhava contradicts
pragabhavaand pradhvamiabhava.® The substratum of atyantabhavaissaid
to be the substratum of pragabhava and dhvamia. For instance, the
knowledge of absolute absence of ghata refers to the kapala which is the
substratum of pragabhdvaand pradhvamsibhava. Therefore, the knowledge
of absolute absence is not a valid cognition but an erroneous one.*

Therefore, according to the old school of Nyaya, the experience of
absence, viz. ‘absence of the jar’ in the substratum of pragabhava and
dhvamsa is not identical with the substratum of absohite absence, but is
either pragabhiva or pradhvam$abhava. On this ground, afyantabhava is
unacceptable to the old school of Nyaya. Some others amongst the
Naiyayikas, on the other hand, prefer to accept a typical relational
absence (samsargabhava) instead of atyantabhava on account of the same
reason.

But the neo-school of Nyaya argues that there is no viable proof
available on the said contradiction on atyantébhavaeither with pragabhava
and dhvamsa or even with their adhikarana. Therefore, it is simpler.
(laghava) to accept the atyantdbhdvatojustify the absence of non-existing
colout, taste, sound, smell etc. when one of the same type exists in its
substratum. Hence, we may conclude on this issue that one cannot do
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away with atyantédbhava and thus, itis to be accepted for logical reasoning.

[1.4.5]: When guna and dosa are found together, then it is
avyapyavrtti (non-all-pervasive) and when it is found only
in guna then it is vyapyavriti (let this be the vyapti. In that
case) it otherwise would be proved (anyathopapattih).

Note

Guna and dosa, in this context, are technical terms, which cannot be
translated as ‘merit’ and ‘demerit’. Gupaisneither the twenty-four qualities
here. Gangesa defines guna and dosa both in the pramanyavéida itself
which precedes this section; as: pramajanakatvam gunatvam,
bhramajanakatvam dosatvam,®i.e. the cause of valid cognition is guna and
the cause of erroneous cognition is dosa. Therefore, the Nyaya Kosa
defines guna as: pramdsadharanakaranatvam gunatvam and dosa as:
bhramasadharanakarantvam dosatvam.™ '

~ In case of perceptual cognition, the contact of sense organs with the
qualified object is treated as guna. In the same manner, the distance, the
bile etc. are treated as dosa, since these cause erroneous perception.

In the present context, when the arguments in 1.4.4 failed, then PP
wanted toraise the issues on gunaand dosa® to justify the objections raised
in 1.4.1-2. PP’s contention is, if he can justify the avyapyavrttitva of
samyoga (contact) and tadabhdva (absence of contact), then, thereby,
he can justify the avydpyavrititva of jati. On this ground, he can override
the objections raised in 1.3.3. This will end in justifying the pramanya as
Jati on the one hand and the paratah theory of the Naiyayikas will be
proved to be false on the other. - '

Butthe Naiyayikas do not face any problem in defusing the tricks of the
Mimamsakas. Here, the clever suggestion of PP is also refuted on the
ground of anyathopapaitih,*' i.e. it otherwise would be proved. According
to the school of Nyaya, if guna is accepted as the asddhdrana karana
(sufficient and necessary cause) of the cognition, then it will not be
sufficient to prove merely the validity of the knowledge. Because, the
absence of dosa should also be considered as the cause. In that case,
woulditbe treated as the auxiliary cause? This question cannot be settled.
Ifitis decided in favour of guna, then why not the same logic be in favour
of dosa? Thus, neither the gunanor the absence of dosa could be counted
as the cause of valid cognition. Therefore, ‘gunadosayor ekatrasattve
avyapyavrititvam gunamdatrasattve vyapyavrttitvam’—such a vyapti cannot
be accepted. _

- Mohanty, after a thorough study on this issue, remarks—°. . . the entire
controversy about gunavs dosébhduva—namely, whether truth is caused by
special excellences or if it is caused by the general causes of knowledge
plus mere absence of frustrating circumstances—seems wide off the
mark, the arguments and counter-arguments being offered mere out of
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zealousattachment to official dogmas rather than outof any consideration
of the facts themselves’.** .

[1.4.6]: Otherwise, the pramdtva such as upadhi would not have
the common-substratum (s@mdnadhikaranyam) of absolute
absence (atyantabhava).

Note

The said vydpti must be accepted according to PP, butifitis not accepted
and therebyfinally the pramaivais not taken as jatibutaccepted as upadhs,
then the same would not have a common substratum with absolute
absence. It is because, absolute absence, being all-pervasive, deserves to
be present everywhere along with all permanent entities, but not
necessarily with upadhis, since they are many.

[1.4.7]: Being common, it would not have both the forms.

Note

Ubhayarupatvamis that which has been discussed in 1.4.2. Mathuranatha
explains thisas: vwyapydvyapyavrttyubhayaripatvam® which means the same
as we had already formalized:

P(~x) > P(x)
P(x) 5 P(~x)

SP [1.5.1] No, it is not so; without the delimiting property, (i) the
contradictory (properties) cannot stay together, (ii)
neither can they be realized.

Note

Now, SP rejects all these arguments on the ground that the delimiting
property must be decided here; otherwise, it would not be possible to
explain the existence of contradictory properties together. The
contradictory properties—pramatvaand apramaitva—are found together
in the cognition like ‘this is silver’, which is an instance of erroneous
cognition. It should be kept in mind that any knowledge—true or
false—prior to detection of its truth and falsehood, is apprehended as
true. In other words, every knowledge, irrespective of its erroneous
character, is true ab initio, unless otherwise proved. But as soon as it is
proved to be erroneous, it no more remains.valid.

Prabhikaras go a bit too-far when they say that no knowledge is
erroneous or in other words, there is no cognitive error. But that apart,
one has to accept in the first apprehension ‘this is silver’—the knowledge
cognized is partly prama and partly aprama. It means at this stage, that the
two contradictory properties lie together. Here, Gangesa says, it is
possible only if the avacchedaka dharmas are taken into account. The first
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apprehended knowledge-—‘this is silver’ has at least two properties as
‘thisness’ (idamtvam) and ‘silverness’ (rajatatvam). It is only after the
erroneous character of the knowledge is established that the avacchedaka
property, viz. ‘silverness’ is denied but not ‘thisness’, which still remains
valid. “Truth’ and ‘falsehood’ can stay together only on the ground of
these two properties. Moreover, without these two avacchedakaproperties,
such a knowledge cannot be apprehended at all.

PP [1.5.2]: Well, in that case, the object, whichis part of the knowledge
{asreferent) may be considered as avacchedaka (delimiting
property) of cognition.**

Note

It seems PP wants to focus on the visaya (object) of the cognition as to be
the avacchedaka of cognition so that the arguments may take a different
turn to focus on visayata. The visayata, according to the schools of Bhattas,
is considered as jiigtata, which will help PP to establish the svatah pramanya
theory. This point is discussed by Gangesa in this section of TC only to
refute the jAdtatd theory.® Thus, it is clear from this argument that PP
takes resort to Bhittas’ theory.

SP {1.5.3]: No, thisis not proper to say so. If the object (visaya) which
forms part of the knowledge is considered as avacchedaka
of the cognition, then, since tadvisayatva (each and every
instance of the object) isfound in the erronecus cognition,
there will be similar error in both the cases.

Note

In any instance of erroneous cognition, say ‘this is silver’ where the
object—though not correct—is the ‘silver’. If the object is treated as
avacchedaka of the cognition, then the same entity, viz. ‘silver’ in the
present case and the ‘silver’ in true cognition as well, are treated as
avacchedakas. In other words, if ‘silver’ isaccepted as avacchedaka of prama
and apramad, the contradictory nature of the knowledge would neithér be
identified nor cognized.

PP [1.5.4]: Well, if the state of being non-qualifier which does not
reside in the (chief) qualificand is treated as avacchedaka
of prama and the state of being qualifier which does not
reside in the qualificand is treated as avacchedaka of the
absence of pramd then. . . .?

Note

Suppose P is an entity which has a property called P;. And if P is deprived-
of ~P, then enly P, will be treated as avacchedaka of P. Whereas, if P is
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deprived of P,, then P, cannot be avacchedaka of P.

This argument is quite interesting and the same argument has been
repeated by Gangesa with examples in these lines: bhrame ca sukiivritir
visayata vyadhikaranendvacchidyate, rajatavrttis tu samandadhikaranena
rajatatvena.’® This means in the cognition ‘this is silver’, if rajatatva is
coexistent in the object, viz. silver, then the silverness is avacchedaka of
pramd; but in case of erroneous cognition like ‘this is silver’, (where the
referent is §ukti) if the rejatatva is non-existent in the object, then the
silverness is avacchedaka of bhrama.

This argument is of course, quite logical, but it does not describe the
nature of pramanya. The methodologyadopted here is somehow negative
or exclusive. Exclusive property does indicate the particular entity but it
fails to define it.

SP [1.5.5]: Then let these two be treated as the cause for use of the
terms as pramaand apramawhich are (i) of course needed
and (ii) which are apprehended at first. Thus, what is the
use of jati?

In fact, this is also not {correct). That is stated later on.

Note

As we have seen, the arguments in 1.5.4 are quite logical but SP wants to
say that they are not final. This argument helps, however, to reject the
first proposal, i.e. pramanyais jati (1.0.0. to 1.2.3/6). That is now done.
But it is not enough. Gangesa has to define pramatva, which he does in
the subsequent work Pramalaksanasiddhanta Rahasyam. There he defines
and discusses pramanya at length as: tadvati tatprakarakatvam. Gangesa’s
intention is not to define gramanyain the sense of pramakaranatvabutin
the sense of pramatva. Therefore, his arguments fall between the svatah
pramanyaand paratah pramanya theories. We hope a serious study on the
subsequent passages would be more interesting.
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for their comments.

- The term samvadi is very old and very popular as well, at Jeast in connection with

Indian music like vadi and semvddi svara. 1t is also used in §astric tradition as
samvadi-pravrttijanakatvam vs visamvadipravritijanakatvam (see text and note on
1.3.7), which might have some justification in my use. But I have borrowed this
term with a little modification from Samvada (Dialogue), edited by Prof. Daya
Krishna et al., ICPR, New Delhi.

- Nydya Bhasya (NBh.) by Vatsyayana, on Nyaya Sitra (NS.) 1.1.1, Nyayadarianam

(ND.), with four Comm., Munshilal Manoharlal Pvt. Ltd., Second edition 1985,
New Delhi, p. 57. )

. Paksam ajfiatvd nae sddhyatadabhavayoh siddhih, hetvabhivat, ate eva dharmi

sarvatantrasiddhanta ity GSayena prechati—atha kim iti, Alokaof Paksadhara Misra (with
Darpana), TC. Vol. I, edited by Umesh Mishra, Darbhanga, 1957, p. 206.

- Pramatvam gunasya karyativacchedakam ity abhimanena prechati, commentary by

Mathuranitha on TC, Pratyaksa khanda, Vol. 1, edited by Kamakhyanatha
Tarkavagisha, Reprintedn. 1990, Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pratishthan, Delhi, p.372.

. See Prakdsa on TC, edited by Ramanuja Tatacharya, K.8. Vidyapeetham, Tirupati,

p. 409.

. See Myayasikhamanih (NSM.) in Prakasa, ibid., p- 409.

Pramatvam nirvikalpekadivyaortto jativisesah, Mathuranatha on TC, ibid., p. 372.

- Tac cabhavatadivat sapratiyogikam, Mathuranatha, ibid., p. 372.
. The pramanya section in Gangesa’s TC runs to about 315 pages—Asiatic Society

edn. with commentary by Mathuranitha.

- Sarvadariana Samgraha, Bhandarkar Oriental Institute, Poona, p. 237.

. See NBh. on NS. ND., ibid., p. 35.

. Seedetailson thisissue: |.N. Mohanty, ‘Gangesa’s Theory of Truth’, (Introduction),
Vishva-Bharati, Santiniketan, 1966. '

- Six impediments of generic property has been identified in the school of Nyaya.

They are: vyakier abheda tulyatvam samkaro 'thénavasthitih/ripahéanir asambandho
Jaribadhakasamgrahah. Muktivl on Karikivaiby Vishvanitha Nyaya Paficinana (with
Dinakari & Ramaridri) edited by Atmardm Nardyan Jere, CSSO, Varanasi, 1982,
pp. 75-77. ‘

Saksattuddinets, pramatvam vina saksattvam nirvikaipake, saksattvam ving ca praméatvam
anumityaday, ekasyah ca saksatkaripraméyam tayoh samkara ity arthah, Mathuranatha
on TC, ibid,, p. 373.

Dravyaditrikavritis tw sait paratayocyate. Kirikavali, ibid. 1982, p. 74.

-See details in Dinakari on Muktaval, ibid., p. 78,

Cf., tac canuvrtti-vyavrttipratyayahetutvdt samanyanm visesas ca bhavati, Nyayakosah,
Bhimacarya Jhalakikar, BORI, Poona, 1978,

Karyakaranabhavavyavasthabhandimakabijasya dravyajataviva gunajativaps sambhavad

iti bhavah, Aloka on TC,. ibid., p. 206.

NSM., ibid., p. 413,

NK., ibid., p. 177, :

See Aloka by Paksadhara, ibid., p. 207.

Utkarsastu jatim ving anyan nirvaktum na Sakyate ity abiprayah, Mathurgnatha on TC,
ibid., p. 374.

TC, ibid., p. 374. -

. TC, ibid., p. 373.

Nanu anugatabuddhir euésiddhety ata aha kifica iti, Mathurinatha on TC,, ibid., p-
874. )

See Mathuranitha on TC, ibid., p. 375.-

Idam jiianam rajatatvapratiyogiketvavisistapramatvabhavavad eve na tu
tadriapramatoavat; kim va ‘rajatatvapratiyogikatva-visista-pramatvavad eva na tu
ladrsapramdtvdbhdvavad ity ehasesasya kartum asakyatvat ity arthak, Mathurinatha on
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TC, ibid., p. 375. o i i
Bhramapramasadharanapratyaksaivasamanyaniroacanena tasyapi laksyatval. Qrada .
pratyaksa-pramdyd eva laksanam vaktavyam teda purvokialahsane abadhitatvam
visayavisesanam deyam, Vedania Paribhasa {VedPari.), translated and annotated by
Swami Madhavinanda, Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1989, p. 44. . '
Cf., tatha ki smriyanubhavasadhdranam samvadipravrityanukiilam tadvati
tatprakdrakafianatvam pramanyam, VedPari., ibid., p. 143.

Yoga Sittra—1.11. L o o
Smytir api dvividhia yatharthd ayatharthd celi. pramdjany@ yathdrthd. apramajenyd
ayathartha, Tarkasamgraha, Nydyapradipa, Karnatak Govt., p. 169.

See ].N. Mohanty, ibid., 1966, pp. 6-7.

Mohanty, ibid., p. B7. i o .
Atyantibhiva has been defined in Nydyapradipa as: (i) pragabhavapratiyogitve sati
dhvamsapratiyogitve sati anyonyabhdvabhinnatve sati abhcfvat_vam, (11_) .(qthava)
tadamyasambandhivacchinnaprati yogitahibhavatvam atyantdbhavatvam, ibid., p. 18,
See Nyaya Kosa, p. 9.

. Na ghatdtyantdbhavo vartate. Ghatadipragabhava-dnvamsabhyam saha

ghatatyantibhavasya virodhat, Kiranavli on NSM, ibid., p. ?4._ i .
Ghatadidhvaméapragabhavavati kapaladau yadi gkapétyan_mbhavavatfal_mddhzr bhavel
tarhi tasyd na pramatvam kintu bhramatvam eva, Kiranavli on NSM, ibid., p. 64.
TG, ibid., p. 306, .
Cf. (i) pramaya ascadhdranaharanam, NK, ibid., p. 261.
(i} doso’pramayd janakal pramdydstu gune bhavet |
pittadiratvadiripo dose nandvidhas smytah ||
pratyakse tu visesyena viSesanavala samam |
sannikarso gunas tu syat. . . . | Karkavli 131-132.

. A long discussion on this issue has already been done by Gangesda in an earlier

section, viz. pramanyavade utpattivadah in §C, ibid., pp. 288-370.

. Anyathopapaitih = svibhavaprayojyasambhavah, cf., NK 40.

. Mohanty, 1966, ibid., p. 59.

. Mathuriniatha on TC, ibid., p. 377. - )

. We translate pramdtvavrtiau as cognition because it can be explained as pramatvam

varttate asmin il pramatvavyttih, tasy@m ityarthah.

. Atha visayatdyd asrayo visesyah, jRanam tatpratiyogi, bharme ca Suktivrttiv visayaia

wadhikaranena rajatatvendvacchidyate, rajatavyitis tu sam&.nfidhz'l-mmzfencf rajatayvenda,
visayald ca visaye na jhandhita jhatataripa vivaksitépasiddhantad asiddhek,
afitdndgatapramayam tadabhavic ca. TC, ibid., pp. 387-88.

See TC, ibid., p. 387.
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In the article ‘Mimamsa Before Jaimini' published in the JJCPR Volume
IX, No. 2, I had raised some issues regarding the problems in the
interpretation of what was regarded as rufiin the Mimamsa tradition of
understanding what wasregarded as the Veda or rather the accepted text
of the Veda according to the §@khd to which one belonged. The latter
qualification is important, as the text of the Samhitas is not the same in
the different §akhas, as we had pointed out in an earlier article entitled
‘The Vedic Corpus—Some Questions’ published in the JICPR Vol. I1I,
No. 1. The term Veda, in fact, is generally used to refer to a large,
disparate variety of texts which have little unity, except the one imposed
by the interpretation (which usually is achieved by ignoring or
underplaying large parts) of the text which does not support one’s
preferred interpretation. There are, for example, no known Mimamsa
commentaries on the major' Upanisads or any direct, detailed
commentaries on the Semhitaand Bréhmana portions of the Veda by the
Vedantic school of interpretation started by Badarayana in the Brahma-
stitras. But this large-scale ignoring of what are supposed to be integral
parts of the text of the Vedas has not troubled anyone, either in the past
or in the present. And yet, scholars go on blithely talking about the
authority of the §rutiin the Indian tradition and the lay public accepting
it blindly on their authority.

The situation, however, is far more complicated than this simple
dichotomy reveals. It is well-known, for example, that in the Badarayana
camp which regards the major Upanisads as the real $ruti, there are deep
differences between the various dcaryas regarding their interpretation,
a difference they themselvés consider to be so important that they
highlight it by repeated emphasis and by criticizing the rival

* This article is dedicated to the memory of Prof. R.C. Dwivedi, . dear friend, a great
scholar and a rare person genuinely committed to the cause of renewal of traditional
learning in India in the contemporary context, and whose stray remarks in a
telephonic conversation were the occasion of the writing of this paper.
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interpretations. Not only this, Yamuna, the firstgreat non-Advaitic aearya
afier Sankara, tries to establish the pramanya of Agama, along with that
of the Vedas in hisunjustly ignored book, entitled Agama Pramanyawhich
tries to give the status of Srufi to the Agamic texts also. Butas the so-called
Agamatexts are various and varied, there is no distinct criterion by which
one may decide which to accord the status of §ruti and which to exclude
from that foundational authoritative august status.

- The Mimamsa presumably, therefore, had tried to steer clear of all
these difficulties and confined the term sruti not only to that part of the
Vedic corpus which deals with sacrificial injunctions, butalso treated the
rest as arthavada, that is, as something which was not to be understood
literally, but rather in its relation to the sacrificial injunction which it
reinforced and supported in some way or the other through its indirect
bearing on it.

All this is fairly well-known, though its devastating implications for the
concept of $ruti are seldom realized or, even when realized, tend to be
underplayed by most scholars who write on the subject. But there is
another dimension to the problem which, as far as I know, has been
totally neglected up till now. This is the role of the ydjfika in the
interpretation of the vidhi according towhich a particular yajia prescribed
by the Vedas was to be performed. Normally, this is supposed to be the
business of the Mimamsaka, and Jaimini’'s Mimamsa Sutras are a classic
example of adiscussion about these matters. And, most scholars do seem
to think that it is the task of the Mimamsa $astra to decide and adjudicate
on such matters. But in a recent discussion on the subject, R.C. Dwivedi
pointed out that the Mimamsaka’s was only a theoretical interest in
reconciling the seemingly discrepantand divergentstatements regarding
the vidhi pertaining to the different yajfias laid down primarily in the
Brahmanatexts which they regard as authoritative. But as far as the actual
performance of the yajfia was concerned, their authoritywas onlyindirect
and secondary as there the ygjAtkareigned supreme. This is supported to
a certain extent by Staal’s observation that the yajfitkas on being told that
the procedures they were following differed from the one mentioned in
the texts evinced little interest in the fact or made any attempt to bring
their procedure in line with the one prescribed in the text.! But, strangely,
Staal does not give the details of the discrepancy or see the implications
ofwhathe had observed for the theory of yajia as propounded in Mimamsa
as represented by Jaimini and his chief interpreter, Sabara.

But even ifwe accept the overriding authority of the yajiiikain the actual
performance of the Vedic ygjfia, the question remains as to who is a

_yajfika, and what is his relation to the mimamsaka. The former question
is relevant as, according to the tradition, there is not just one yajnzka, but
many, four of whom are supposed to enjoy special status and authority
and are known as the.hotr, the udgatr, the adhvaryu and the brahma
representing respectively the Rgveda, the Samaveda, the Yajurvedaand the
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Atharvaveda. But as it is the brahmawho is supposed to oversee, supervise
and correct the mistakes of the others, the main authority for deciding
what is a correct vidhi according to the $ruti should be his and not that
of the others. And this, in spite of the fact that he is not only supposed to
be a late-comer into the picture, butalso an interloper according to those
who do not quite accept the authority of the Atharvavedato be on par with
the other Samhitas of the Vedic canon. In fact, according to Gonda, even
after the acceptance of the four-fold corpus of the Vedic Samhitas,
‘various later texts continued to speak of the threefold Holy Knowledge’.
And, that ‘even in modern times there have been brahmins who have
refused to recognize the authority of the promulgators of the fourth
Veda, because of a certain prejudice prevailing against it. Even today
brahmins of the other Vedas donot dine or marry atharvanic (paippladins)
of Orissa’ .

This, if correct, would result in a strange situation indeed, for the
person who is supposed to be invested with the final authority of deciding
whether a particular vidhi is correct or not in the actual performance of
the yajfia when it is being performed, represents a Veda which itself did
not enjoy the status of being a Veda for a long time and whose living
carriersare discriminated against by brahmins of the other Vedas to such
an extent that they do not even dine with them or marry their sons or
daughters into their families. Now, it isnot clear if Gonda is talking about
the actual yajiikaswho performthe sacrificial ritualin the yajfigconcerned,
or those whoonly memorize and study a particular Vedain the traditional
manner. For, in case he is talking of the yajnikas, then it is difficult to see
how other yajfitkas, belonging to the other Vedas, could possibly avoid
dining with him if partaking of what was cooked during the ritual was an
integral part of the sacrificial ritual itself. ,

Butwhatever be the mutual relations between the yajiikasrepresenting
the different Vedas in the Vedic yajfia outside the sphere of the actual
performance of the yajiia, there can be little doubt that they cannot but
be cordial and co-operative during the performance of the yajiia as their
functions are inter-dependent and hence have to form a co-ordinated
coherentwhole foritssuccessful completion. And, this exactlyis supposed
to be the task of the rtvikas who have the actual responsibility of performing
the yajna.

The injunction to performthe yajfia, whether nitya, naimittikaor kamya,
it should be remembered, is given by the sruti, that is, that part of the
Vedas which contains such injunction. It is the texts known as the
Brahmanas which are usually supposed to contain these instructions
according to which the various Vedic yajiias are to be performed. And, it
is obvious that the Vedic character of the yajiia can only be ensured if the
yajfia is performed completely and strictly in accordance with the
injunctions laid down in these texts, which are the $ruti for this purpose.

But what are the authoritative injunctions of the texts in regard to
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these yajiias? There was a pre-Jaimini tradition in this regard which itself
was diverse in character and which can only be known and possibly
reconstructed on the basis of his refutation of their views in his well-
known text known as the Mimdmsa Sutras. The problems raised by the
refutation of the earlier interpretations regarding how the Vedic sacrifices
were to be performed have been discussed by me in an earlier article
entitled ‘Mimamsa Before Jaimini—Some Problemsin the Interpretation
of Srut?’ in the JICPR, Vol. IX, No. 2. But the argument in that article was
based on the assumption that the yajiiaswere actuallyperformed according
to the interpretation given by these thinkers and that the main point of
Jaimini’swriting the Mimamsa Stitraswas to showthat these interpretations
were wrong and that the correct performance of the Vedic yajfias could
onlybe that which he was giving in his sitras unless, of course, the vikalpa
or the alternative was permitted by the Vedic text itself. Prof. Dwivedi
questions this assumption itself and suggests that it is the yajritkaand not
the Mimamsaka who is the final authority regarding how a yajfia is to be
performed in accordance with the injunctions laid down in the §ruti
texts in this regard.

Prof. Dwivedi, unfortunately, is now no more and I do not know if he
was exactly arguing for any radical difference between the positions of
the Mimamsaka and the ydjfiska in respect of the interpretation of the
éruti with regard to the vidhi according to which any particular Vedic
yajfiawas to be performed. In fact, if my memory is not playing any trick,
he had compared the actual yajiiika performing the ritual to the musician
who actually plays or sings a raga, and while doing so, interpretsit. On the
other hand, the mimamsaka is like the musicologist, who theoretically
talks about the rdga and determines what the ragais, or rather ought to
be. The analogy would perhaps be more suitable to western music where
the music has a written score which is being interpreted by the players
and the music critic can easily determine whether the interpretation was
true to the musical score, does justice to it or not.

But neither the Indian nor the western analogy seems to be relevant
to this case as, unlike the classical musician in India, the ydjfika is not
supposed to improvise at all and, unlike the western parallel, the
mimamsaka does notsitin judgement over what the yajiiikaactually does.
There is, of course, a written text which is supposed to govern and play
‘an authoritative, prescriptive role for both as the written score s supposed
to do in western music. But neither the average mimamsaka nor the
yajaika has the original text before him as is the case with their western
counterpart. In fact, it is surprising that not only does Jaimini not write
a detailed exegetical Bhasyaon the relevant portions of the rutidealing
with these yajiias, but neither does any other mimamsaka- as farasI know.
Sayana is, of course, the best known amongst those who have writ;en such
sort of bhdsyas, but then neither he nor they were primarily mimamsakas.
Kumarila, whoisamimamsaka perexcellence may, for example, occasionally
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differ with Sabara on whether a particular séitra of Jaimini is to be taken
as propounding a piirva-paksa or a siddhanta, but he is not interested in
going to the original §ruti text for justifying his position to decide on the
issue.

A more relevant analogy, perhaps, might be with the written textof a
play and the traditions of critical interpretation on the one hand and of
its actual performance on the other. The two are independent of each
other, though they may sometimes take cognizance of each other, or
even be influenced by what the other is saying or doing. The history of
Shakespearean criticism and Shakespearean production are examples of
this. But even in this case the text is appealed to by both and remains
central to them, even though they may be as independent of each other
as. the Shakespearean critic and the producer or director of a
Shakespearean play usuallyare. The mimamsaka and the yajiika, however,
do notseem to be concerned with the text, and there seems to have been
no real diversity in Mimamsa traditions after Jaimini, though there is
ample evidence in his own work that there were plenty of such trends
before him. For the actual performance of the Vedic yajfias, there has
hardly been any attempt to reconstruct their history. Perhaps there were
as many schools of ydjfikas as the families hereditarily specializing in the
task from times immemorial.

But neither the actually performing yajiiika nor the theorizing
mimamsaka ever thought that they were freeto interpret the Vedic texts
enjoining the performance of the yajiias in the way they considered
proper or even that they were engaged in any activity of interpretation at
all, They believed that they were saying or doing what the relevant Srut:
texts enjoined them to say or do. But the crucial difference between them
was that the mimamsaka argued, while the yajiika did not. But the
mimamsaka could not but have been aware that there were alternative
interpretations which he was rejecting on grounds which he regarded as
justified and adequate. Thus, though the mimamsaka may notconsciously
accept that he was interpreting, in actual fact he was doing so. The
yajhika, on the other hand, was not concerned with disputation at all. He
just carried on the tradition as he had learnt it in his family. But even he
could not have been unaware that there were other traditions of
performing the same yajiia, at least in other regions, if not in other rtvic
families of the same region. In other words, there must have been
different gharanasof yajiiikas, just as there are ghargnasin music. Perhaps
the various fakhas of the Samaveda were in fact gharands of Vedic music
and asalmost all the resof the Samavedaare those which occurin the other
Samhitas, one may assume that the case with the non-Samavedic resof the
Vedic Samhitis was also the same. The various szkhds of the Vedas other
than the S@maveda presumably had a difference not only with respect to
the text of the Veda concerned but also with respect to the way the
mantrashad to be recited. The difference in the actual mantras of what is
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supposed to be the same text has seldom drawn the attention of the
scholars and hardly any attention has been paid to the disastrous
implications it has for the idea of $ruti in the Indian tradition. Normally,
itis assumed that the differences are minor and insignificant and hence

do not affect the substantial unity of the text on the basis of which we-

designate it as that particular Veda. But the differences in the actual
maniras is substantially large in the case of many of the §d@khds and hence
cannot be dismissed so lightly if we take the notion of the §rusi seriously.

In fact, a traditional Brahman was always asked not only about his gotra
and Vedaetc., butalso aboyt the sakhatowhich he belonged. This obviously
implied that for him the authoritative §ruti text was of the $akha to
which he belonged and this was accepted by everybody else in the
tradition. The proverbial plurality of the Indian tradition ‘perhaps
derives from the fact that even what is to be regarded as the $ruti in the
tradition depends on the $§@khd to which one belongs. And, if we further
accept that the way the same mantras were recited, differed from §akhdto
$akha, aswas the case with the Samaveda, the plurality of §rutiis established
at the very beginning of the tradition as for a mantrato be regarded as the
same, not only its varndnupirvr, but even its svaranupurvi has to be the
same.

But, the plurality of the §rutithat came into being was mitigated by two
different factors. The first being that most of the man#rasare not used in
any of the actual sacrifices that are prescribed in the §ruti, and hence have
only an ornamental or subsidiary status in the yajfia-centric tradition of
interpretation of the $ruti. To use the well-known Mimamsa term, they
are either arthavada or namadheya. The same strategy was also adopted
by the brahman-centric school of interpretation of §rutiby making a radical
distinction between pard and apard vidyd, and relegating a large part of
the Vedas to the latter, and considering only the parts dealing with the
former as §rutiproper. The other method adopted in the tradition was to
ignore the mantras which were not an integral part of the sacrificial ritual,
to underplay the svaranupurvi requirement and leave it to the yajia-
specialist that is, the yajfiika, to recite them the way he thought proper,
and forgetall those parts of the Brahmana texts which were not concerned
with prescribing the details of the sacrificial ritual. This, of course, was
the Jaimini prescription. Badarayana's prescription was just the
opposite—ignore the mantras, treat the idea of yajfia as metaphorical,
concentrate on the Upanisads alone and give a brahman-centric
interpretation of them.

Both the strategies succeeded, particularly with the followers of
Jaimini and Badardyana, in removing the inconvenient plurality and
diversity of the so-called $ruti even from the consciousness of those who
most loudly proclaimed their belief in it. As for others, they simply
accepted it on trust and used the word ‘Veda’ without caring or worrying
about what was actually included in it.
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Thes situation is, of course, disturbing for anyone who takes the notion
of sruti-pramanya seriously in Indian thought. But the difference between
the yajfitka and the mimamsaka is more serious as they both opt for the
yajfia-centric interpretation of the $rufi and do not understand the idea
of yajiia in any extended or metaphorical sense, even if such a sense is
found in some of the Brahmanas themselves. But the mimamsaka at least
isconcerned with the text; in fact, his whole activity consistsin reconciling
apparently discrepant injunctions regarding how a yajfiais to be actually
performed and arguing why the alternatives suggested by others are
wrong. The ydjiiika does nothing of the kind. He is not interested in the
text—in fact, he maynever have seen it himself. He does what he has seen
being done in his family, or the way he is taught to do by those who
perform the ritual. Still, one expects an interaction between the two and
at least a prima facie attempt to ensure that the ritual practices conform
to the procedures laid down in the §rutitexts dealing with the matter. But
if Staal’s statement is to be believed, there is nothing like that in the case
of the Vedic yajiia. Instead, there is an utter indifference to the text, or
rather its interpretation by the mimamsaka, as is often found amongst
the actual practitioners of an art regarding what the theoreticians say
aboutit. The situation would, of course, have been different if the yajfika
had been following some other school of interpretation of the $rut: text,
but the evidence does not suggest so. In fact Staal makes it even more
clear in his reply to the comments on the interpretation of dravya tydga
by the three great Mimamsa scholars in the pages of the JICPR He
emphasizes that the persons who perform the jyajfia were neither
Mimamsakas nor knew anything about Mimamsa. Rather, as he writes,

‘what they were first and foremost is practising ritualists’. And, ‘their
knowledge of the ritual was not based upon the Mimamsi or any of the
Srauta-sitras familiar to scholars, through their published editions’.

Rather, they had learnt the r1tual from their father, or other close
relatives. As Staal writes, ‘ . . . C.V. learned the ritual from his father and
ITTI Ravi from the father and the grandfather’s brother, they practised
the rites as part of their tradition which is almost entirely oral’. And, ‘In
case of conflict between the tradition and the published text of
Baudhayana, Sankhyayana or Jaiminiya Srauta-siitraswith which they were
not on the whole familiar, they follow the former and not the latter’.®

~ On the contemporary evidence, therefore, it is obvious that what
counts in the actual performance of the yajfias as described in the Vedic
texts is not what the mimamsakas say or what is writtenin the Srqufa sitras

‘concerning them, but the tradition of performing them asit has developed

during all these millennia and the way it has been handed down in the
families which have specialized in the art of performing the yajias as
enjoined in the Vedas. It is, of course, true that according to Staal, ‘the
differences of the living Nambudiri tradition with Baudhayana’s and
Sankhyidyana's texts as we know them are mostly minor; in the area of the
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Samaveda, the differences with the Jaiminiya Srauta sitra are somewhat
more extensive’. But, strictlyspeaking, the deviation in the ritual procedure
of a vedic yajfia cannot be characterized as ‘major’ or ‘minor’, for if it is
a deviation from the procedure laid down in the Brahmana texts then it
will just not lead to the desired result but may even lead, as I argued in
the earlier article, to the contrary or opposite of what was desired. One
should not forget the warning given by the author of the Mahabhasya
regarding what awaits one if one pronounces ordinary Sanskrit wrongly,
let alone the Vedic mantrds to preserve whose purity of recitation all the
various methodswere devised to keep not only their varnanupirvibut also
their svar@nupiirviintact. As for the vidhi of a vedic yajiia, it has not only
to have the relevant mantras used in that particular yajiarecited properly,
but also all the other procedures involved in it performed exactly as
prescribed in their minutest detailsin the srutitexts devoted to thatsubject.
The so-called ‘extensive’ deviations from the Jaiminiya Srauta sitrasin the
area of Samaveda, therefore, are not more important than the ‘minor’
deviations from the procedure prescribed in the Baudhiyana and the
Sankhyayana texts, provided one accepts these as authoritative. In fact,
the yajfiaperformed by the Nambudiri priests and extensively documented
by Staal in his book Agniand also filmed and shown as an exampleof vedic
yaffia to many scholarly and lay audiences cannot be accepted as a yajiia
in the proper Vedic sense if what Staal has written is taken seriously. It will
be a pseudo-yajfia masquerading as the genuine one with all the adverse
consequences for both the rtvikas that is, the Nambudiri brahmans, and
the yajamana, that is, Staal, if what I had pointed out regarding the fate
ofthe pre-Jaimini ygjfiaperformersin myarticle ‘Mimamsa Before Jaimini’
has any validity. Staal, of course, is only a scholar and does not &elievein
the hocus pocus of the Vedic yajfiaand, in any case, he hasalready got the
fruits thereofin terms of scholarly recognition from his peers for what he
did. But what is surprising is that even the Nambudiri brahmans did not
care whether what they were performing deviated from the correct
prescribed vidhi or not. They also were perhaps satisfied, like Staal, with
the immediate fruits of the yajiia which they performed for his benefit.
Atadeeperlevelstill, perhapsneither of them caredwhether the procedure
being followed by thém in the performance of the yajiawasin accordance
with the injunctions laid down in the $ruti, a concern that was paramount
with Jaimini and that led him to the writing of the Mimamsa siitras.
The fact that neither of them cared, however, seemed to have derived
from different reasons. For Staal, it was just a ‘subject’ of study. He
obviously was notinterested in ‘performing’ the yajiia himself or believed
that one could really achieve any fruit by doing it. The Nambudiri
brahmans, on the other hand, perhaps genuinely believed in it and like
the yajfitkas of old thought that the correct way of performing the yajiia
was the way they were taught to do it in their tradition, or perhaps that
it did not really matter how it was performed, provided the requisite
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motive or attitude or bha@vand accompanying the performance was alright.
In case itwas the latter, itwould show the profound influence of the bhakti
tradition in a realm which was supposed to be completely opposed to it.
What is however more surprising is the fact that Staal does not seem to
be surprised at the attitude of the Nambudiri brahmans or see its
implications for the notion of §ruti in the Indian tradition. Instead, he
sees it only as an anthropological fact and records it as such.

Staal is, of course, not the only student of Indian tradition who does
not see the problems which his own observations pose for the notion of
Sruti as it has been usually interpreted and understood in the Indian
tradition. Louis Renou tried to expose the myth of the authority of the
Vedas in his well-known book entitled le destin du Veda dans le Inde. But
myths die hard, and recently a scholar of Halbfass’s eminence has tried
to come to the rescue of the myth. In his recent book entitled Tradition
and Reflection' he has devoted five out of ten essays to this topic. It is not
my intention here to discuss in detail Halbfass’s contention, but only to
show how even a scholar of his stature could be blind to glaring counter-
evidence which would nullify his carefully built argument in at least one
of the crucial chapters on the subject. The chapter is entitled “Human
Reason and Vedic Revelation as in Advaita Vedanta’. The theme is an
over-worked one, as so manyscholars have already written on the subject.
Prof. K. Satchidananda Murty’s Reason and Revelation in Advaita Veddnta,
written in 1959, is a well-known classic treatment of the subject. Halbfass
refers to it, but does not specify where he differs from it. In fact, his
references to Indian writing on the subject are so patronizing and full of
self-righteousness that one wonders if western scholars would ever get rid
of the hangover from the attitudes inherited from the bygone days of the
imperial past. In the case of Prof. Halbfass, however, itis doubly distressing
as he is not only an extraordinarily sound scholar, but also ex_r_remely
sympathetic and fair to the multifarious sides of most issues as evidenced
in his work entitled India and Europe. For such a person to write about the
writings of many of the neo-Vedantins that ‘their apologetic goal often
overshadows the requirements of philological accuracy and conceptual
precision’,® sounds strange, particularly when he makes no efforts to
substantiate the charge. Not only this, his own essays in the volume
concerning this subject are neither grounded on ‘philological’
contentions nor seek any ‘conceptual precision’ concerning the subject.
In fact, they do not even give any evidence of his having learnt anything
from his study of Indian philosophy on which he has spent a lifetime and
of which undoubtedly he has detailed 'and profound knowledge, as he
doesnotstate the piirva-paksaor try to demolish it to establish his siddhanta.
Not only this, he does not even observe the norms of western scholarshl_p
as he gives no reason why he is once again writing on a subject when his
conclusion is the same as that of Prof. K.S. Murty and where he differs
from him, particularly when he explicitly refers to his work on the very
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subject and writes, ‘The critical and differentiated treatment of the topic
in K.S. Murty’s book Revelation and Reason in Advaita Vedanta ( 1959; second
edn. 1974), which emphasizes the subordination of reason and
argumentation (yukti, tarka) to the authority of Vedic revelation, is
particularly remarkable and somewhat unusual contribution from the
Indian side’.® However, after this statement, Prof. Halbfass, for reasons
best knwon to him, does not return to Prof. Murty’s book or discuss
anything that he has said regarding the issues therein.

Strangely, neither Prof. Murty nor Prof. Halbfass sees the utter
inadequacy of the use of the term‘revelation’ in this context. And, this,
in spite of the complaint about lack of philological scholarship displayed
by Indian scholars who have written on the subject. Srufiis not revelation
if Koran is treated as the paradigmatic example of what ‘revelation’ is
supposed to mean, or if God is regarded as the necessary source of the
revelation in order that it may be considered as ‘revelation’. Neither the
school of Jaimini nor of Badarayana treat the Veda (whatever may be
meant by that term as included in it in an extensional sense of the term)

‘in any such way as to fulfil this condition. Nor does Sarikara, the founder
of Advaita Vedanta, for that matter.

It may be urged that what ultimately matters is the notion of a
foundational text whose authorityis regarded as overriding and supreme
in deciding what is to be accepted or not accepted, and not whether this
text is treated as the word of God, or as ‘revealed’ by him. But even in this
sense, does Jaimini or Badarayana or Sankara treat the Veda as a
foundational text whose ‘authority’ is to be accepted in all matters? First,
it is well-known that Badarayana and Sankara do not accept the authority
of those portions of the Vedic texts which prescribed the various yajias,
including those that are supposed to be done for attaining svarge or
heaven. Similarly, Jaimini and his followers do not accept the authority
of those portions of the textwhich are supposed to deal with Brahman, that
is, the Upanisads. Second, the ‘authority’ of even these portions of the
texts is accepted in a very selective manner, much of what one side takes
in a literal manner, the other treats as arthavada, that is, as primarily
‘rhetorical’ in intention. For Jaimini, no declarative statement has any
authority, as only injunctive or imperative statements constitute the
Veda. And, Sankara himself has urged that $ruti’s pramanya cannot even
be conceived if it goes against what is well established by other pramanas.’
(na ca pramanantaraviruddhdrtha visaye Sruteh pramanyam kalpyate). The
statement is far stronger than comes out in Halbfass’s own rendering of
it in his reference to this as it is not confined to perception alone, even
though the examples given by Sankara may seem to suggest that. In fact,
a close look at the examples given may suggest that perhaps the issue was
not so empirical as may appear atfirst sight. After all Sitognih or ‘cold fire’
may more appropriately be regarded as a selfcontradiction rather than
as merely contrary to experience, though the addition that it makes
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things wet (kledayati i) may make one think in the opposite direction.
But the use of the phrase Svavacanaviruddhamby Sarikara in his Gita Bhasya
(XIIL, 66) which is also quoted by Halbfass, seems to strengthen our line
of direction for the interpretation. In fact, Sarikara in the Gita Bhasya is
giving both pramanantaraviruddham and svavacanaviruddham as
alternativesand declares that if even a hundred $rutis (§rutiSatam api) were
to say anything having either of these characteristics, it cannot be
regarded as true. _

Yet, though Halbfass refers to both of these, he does not discuss them
at all. Rather, he avoids them, and skirts past them as if they had never
been said and it wasjustan accidental, gratuitous, meaningless statement
which Sankara might have made when he was not fully alive to the far-
reaching implications of what he had said. It is, of course, true that
Halbfass does quote other passages which he construes as meaning the
opposite of what is implied by these statements. But then, the obvious
problem would be how to reconcile the two and not only this, but also
what to do with the innumerable, factual, empirical statements scattered
throughout the §ruti. Halbfass does nothing of the kind and goes merrily
along as if no serious objections had arisen to his position from these
quotations or that there were no fundamental difficultiesin the way ofhis
interpretation if the quoiations on p. 152 were to be construed the way
he has construed them. .

Our main interest here, however, is not to discuss whether Sankara
treats $rufi as authoritative in empirical matters, but whether he displays
an attitude to $ruti which is in consonance with its being a $ruti in the
sense in which it is treated as a ‘revelatory’ text ( a term used in this
connection by everybody, including both Murty and Halbfass). I hope
everyone will agree that one cannot play fast and loose with a text one
regards as ‘revelatory’ or distort its meaning out of all recognition if one
doesn’t like, or approve of it. In fact, even if one does it with an ordinary
text, one forfeits one’s claim to intellectual honesty. But if one does it in
the case of a ‘revelatory’ text, then the minimum that one has to say in
this matter is that the text is not being treated as ‘revelatory’ atall in any
meaningful sense of the word. Unfortunately, Saikara is guilty of just this
and itis surprising that a careful scholar like Halbfass with all his talk of
‘philological accuracy and conceptual precision’ ignores this glaring
counter-evidence to all that he has to say on the matter.

The Upanisads, for example, are accepted as the hard core of the $ruti
by Sankara and amongst them the Chandogya occupies perhaps a place
which is only less than the Brhadaranyaka. And even those who try to
dispute his authorship of the commentaries on many of them have not
questioned the fact of his having written a bhdasyaon it. But as scholars are

““free to dispute anything on grounds which may appear unsatisfactory to

them, we will assume, for the purpose of argument in this article that the
commentary on the Chandogya Upanisad ascribed to Sankara by the
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tradition was actually written by him. In any case, at least Halbfass accepts
his authorship of the Bhdsya on this Upanisad, if his statement on p. 210
of Tradition and Reflection is to be taken seriously. Now if we take the
notion of §ruti in the sense which is accepted by everybody, including
Halbfass, and see what Sankara does with the well-kknown story of
Satyakima Jihalain the Chandogya Upanisad, we will have an embarrassing
dilemma on our hands. But, first, let us see what he has done with the §ruti
which he is supposed to have regarded as authoritative and revelatory in
character. Here is what the original text is supposed to say regarding this
episode. We will quote only the most relevant portion for our purpose.
Satyakama, who was the son of Jabild, had asked his mother that he
wanted to take to the life of brahmacaryaand hence wanted to know what
was his gotra or parental lineage. On being asked this questioq, _shfi
replied—nahametadveda tatayadagotrastvamasi; bahavahanm caranti paricarm
yawvane tvamalabhe, Sahametanna veda yadagotrastvamasi. Jabald tu
namahamasmi Satyakdmo nama tvamasi sa Satyakama eva Jabalo bruvitha
iti (4.4).

1(\Iow), this is simple and straightforward Sanskrit requiring no
philological expertise for its understanding. And, yet Sanikara comments
on it in the following manner: Jaebala sa hainampulram uvaca
nahamaetatatava gotrarveda, he tata yadagotrastvamasi, kasmanna vetsi,
ityuktaha - bahu bhartrgrhe paricarydjatamathithyabhyagatadi carantyehan
paricarini paricarantiti paricararasilatvaham paricarpacitialaya gomidzsmqmzw
mama mano nabhut. youvane ca tatkale tyamalabhe labdhavatyasmi. tadaiva te
pitorparatah. ato’'nathaham sahamaetanna veda yadagotrastvamasi. We n<?ed
not quote further as what we want to convey should have become fairly
clear to anyone with the least knowledge of Sanskrit.

The turns and twists which Sankara introduces to make the story
respectable and the so-called sruti acceptableto the social prejudices of his
time would have been laughable if they did not also have a tragic aspect
to themn. Imagine the great acarya making the poorJabili not onlyaslave
all the time entertaining her husband’s guests all the twenty four hours
every day of the year, but had to kill her husband so that she may be
provided an excuse for not knowing what the gotraof her son’s progenitor
was. But, even ifwe accept all the above hypotheses which Sankara invents
to save the situation, the lady could easily have found the gotra of her
husband by inquiring from other members of his or her family. Such an
easy and obvious alternative for finding the gotra of the child could be
foreclosed only by postulating the simultaneous death of allthe persons
from both sides of the family who would have easily given her the
information. But even this would not have sufficed, for there are always
others such as friends or neighbours or other members of the caste, clan
or varnawho can give the information. Sarikara will have to postulate the
death not only of all but also of any other possibleperson from whom such
information could be derived. Moreover, Sarikara gives no reason why
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she did not try to get the information afier her husband’s death,
particularly when she must have known that such information would be
required at the time of her son’s marriage, if not at the time of his studies.

She did not try to find because she knew that the information sought
for, could not be found. And, this is what she is trying to say in so many
plain words whose simple and obvious meaning Sankara is willfully trying
not to understand, for that will destroy his private personal conception
of whatthe sruti oughttosay, orbe. Orelse, heisafraid of the undesirable
consequences of the truth on society and public morality of his times. In
either case, Sankaraisnot being true to the srut, nor displaying an attitude
to it which one would expect to be displayed to a text deemed as
‘revelatory’. But then, did he not know what he was doing? Did he not
understand the plain meaning of the Sanskrit sentences which Jabala
spoke? Or, did he not know the so-called ‘facts of life’ or the absurdity
of the hypotheses he had postulated to hide the truth? And, why did he
not ask himself the simple question that if his hypotheses were correct,
what was the point of the teacher saying naitadbrahmano vivaktumarhati,
for there would have been nothing special in what he said to deserve the
praise from the teacher?® ,

The simple and straight question in this context is whether Sankara
treats the sruéi as §ruti, that is, as something to whose truth his own
personal, social and cultural prejudices are to be subordinated and from
which he has to learn and accept whatever it says, even if it be against what
one has been taught to believe as right or wrong, true or false, reasonable
or unreasonable, rational or irrational. This may seem an impossible
demand, as the very act of ‘understanding’ a text, or of ‘interpreting’ it
implies that one has some implicit idea or ideas regarding what makes
‘sense’ or what is intelligible. And, if the condition of ‘coherence’ is
accepted to make anything ‘sensible’ or ‘intelligible’, as the suira1.1.4 of
the Brahma-sutra seems to require, then the question what exactly is
meantby samanvayaor ‘coherence’ isbound to arise. Samanvaya, it should
be remembered, can be attempted in more ways than one, and the
demandforitalreadyimplies atleast some submission to the requirements
of both reason and sense experience. Besides these, the presuppositions
of samanvaya or ekavikyatd, that is, total coherence in any sense, of the
revealed text, creates a dilemma for any interpreter as to how far he can
fulfil this obligation without being ‘intellectually dishonest’ to himself.
The dilemma is writ large in the history of the exegesis of all texts which
have been claimed to be revelatory. But this characteristic of the §ruti in
the Indian context has been radically different from the very beginning
than the so-called revelatory texts in the other traditions. First, what was
to be really regarded as the §ruti proper hasnever been very clear as what
is to be included under the term “Veda’ has never been unambiguous.
Second, there have been two major traditions of Vedic interpretation,
those of Jaimini and Badarayana and thirdly even among the Badarayana
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school, the great dcaryas and the sampradayas founded by them have
never agreed about the intepretation of Badarayana’s own text in the
matter. _

The situation thus, is deeper and -more complicated than the earlier
remark of Renou with which Halbfass opens his discussion, as the
‘indifference’ of the yajiiika to the fact that his procedure of performing
the Vedic yajiia departs from what the authoritative texts say in the
matter, a fact which Staal duly notes, is rooted in a tradition which treats
the notion of ‘§ruti’ in a way which is unknown in religions dertving from
the Judaic tradition. Staal, of course, is not troubled by the startling fact,
while Halbfass just ignores the conflicting evidence or minimizes its
import when he happens to notice it, as in the case of Sitognihor the “cold
fire’. But even if the ydjfiska had tried to make his performance of the
ritual of the Vedic yafiia in accordance with the socalled authoritative
texts after finding from Staal that he was deviating or departing from the
text, which text he would have relied on for his correction as, according
to Yasuka Ikari and Harold F. Arnold ‘the Dvaidha siutras (22.1.12) record
practices at variance with those described in the main siira text but
authorized by different practitioners of the school, among whom the
most frequently cited are Baudhayana and Saliki’. (Agni, Vol. I1, p. 478).
Now, thisis extremely puzzling as the statement concerns the Baudhayana
Srauta sitrawhich presumably was composed by Baudhayana himself or,
at least, belonged to the school founded by him or of which he was the
most prominent member. But if it was so, and there seems no reason to
doubt it, why should Baudhiyana himself authorize rules which are at
variance with those which he framed himseif?

The two other texts which are referred to as sources in Staal’s book
entitled Agni, the Kausitaki Brahmana and the Jaiminiya Srauta Sutra do
notdiscuss variations in performance of the Vedic yajfia. But, interestingly,
Asko Parpola, who has translated the relevant portion of the Jaiminiya
Srauta Sutra, suggests that ‘most of the sitra portion of the JSSis relevant
to the understanding of the Kerala Agnicayana. ..’ (p. 701). And, though
he has not explicitly stated why it is so, Parpola’s own presentation
provides a sufficient ground for this. According to him, Bhavatrata, who
has written a commentary on the Jaiminiya Srauta Sutra, ‘was a Nambudiri
brahman who lived in Kerala’ and his father Matradatta was spoken of
highly by Dandin, who lived around ap 700 (p. 700). If so, itis obvious why
Kerala tradition of performing the Agnicayan should have been heavily
influenced by the Jaiminiya Srauta-siutra, and not so much by others. This,
however, raises the problem of regional traditions where each had its
own authoritative Srauta-sutra and did not care if it differed even in
important respects from what the other Srauta-sittras prescribed in the
matter. )

But, even if we leave aside the plurality of the Srauta-suiras and the
existence even in them of the Duvaidha-sutras along with the fact that
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because of historical reasons some Srauta-siitrasacquired a prepondering
authority in some regionsand not others, the practising yajiikacould not
have found much help from them atleast on the basic issue as to whatwas
to count as a mantra, for that was the issue of pivotal importance to him.
The reason for this, according to Sayana, was that there is no single
criterion or set of criteria for deciding what constitutes a manira in the
Vedic texts. According to him, ‘Itisa good definition to say that whatever
the sacrificing priest calls a mantrais such’.® So the argument has turned
full circle, and we aré back from where we started. We had asked the
yajiitka to go to the mimamsakas and the Srauta-sutras to learn his trade
and perform the yajfia properly, so that the desired fruit may be obtained.
But the authorities on the text, or at least one of them, says in turn that
they are the only ones who may decide in the matter.

_ So, was Prof. Dwivedi ultimately correct? Are the mimamsakas and the
Srautatexts basically like the musicologists and their musical texts which,
though interesting in themselves, are oflittle relevance to.the performing
musician? Is the Yajfia-§astra then, like Bharata’s Natya Sastra, primarily
a prayoga-Sastra? Isn’t Samaveda an integral part of the Vedic corpus and
isitnot concerned with ‘singing’ where itisultimately a matter of ‘doing’
or ‘performing’ and not ‘knowing’? And, is it not a fact that in spite of all
the emphasis on the preservation of varpanupiirviand svaranupuret, the
Sama singer had not only to have anrka Sdma, that is sama ‘that had no rk
base and was sung to meaningless syllables’,'” but also stobha, that is,
‘improvisation’ which goes against the whole spirit of preserving the
Vedic text and the related ritual of yajfie unchanged in any form
whatsoever.

But perhaps the whole business of keeping the §ruti intact was only a
facade which did not deceive anyone in the tradition, as they Anew that
what was ‘authoritative’ for them was only that which was accepted and
done within the $akhd, sampradaya, pradesa or region and kula or family.
That was the §ruti for them and if others followed other traditions, that
was the §ruti for them. No conflict was seen between the two and no
discomfort felt at the situation as it seemed to have developed. Some, of
course, did, and like Jaimini, tried to straighten and regularize matters.
But no practising yajitka seems to have taken the mimamsakas seriously.
And, as for Badarayana, the various dcaryas who commented on the
Brahma-siitra, showed that his attempt to streamline the situation met
with as little success as that of his other great counterpart, Jaimini, in the
mainstream of the Vedic tradition. Perhaps the ethos of the tradition was
too much against any rigid, uni-model, unique interpretation of truth to
permit any such attempts at the understanding of §ruti to last for long.
And, in fact, the §rutihad proclaimed both in its Samhitéand Upanisadic
portions that it not only permitted, but required multiple interpretations.
Sruti was like the Brahman, formless and every interpretation was an
imposition on it, an adhydsa or an upadhi, a subjective projection of the
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interpreter who r¢ad into it what he generally thought to be most
important and significant and meaningful in life and experience.

But while the concepts of adhyasa and upadhi are negative, the sruti’s
own view of that was positive and was really captured not by Jaimini or
Badarayana, but by the author of the Gita when he said—ye yatha mam
prapadyantetamsatathaiva bhajamyaham' and— patram puspar phalam toyarh
ye me bhakiyi prayacchati.'®* The freedom that this reconstruction of Sruti
restored to it after all the attempts of the varnanpuparar, svaranupurei and
kriyanupurvischools to putin as straight a jacket as possible, hasnot been
noticed by most students of the subject. Sarikara’s attempt to reverse the
trend and impose the negative interpretation of plurality did notsucceed
as the other acaryas from Yamuna onwards successfully challenged it. As
for Jaimini’s own attempt, the performing ydjaiikashad already taken over
and they do not seem to have cared much for what the mimamsaka
theoreticians said in the matter.

Prof. Richard de Smet in an extremely ingenuous and subtle response
to my earlier article on the subject,’® has suggested that while Jaimini
developed his doctrine of apauruseyatva in the context of the Buddhist
and the Jaina criticisms of the Veda, the various acaryas differed in their
interpretation of the Brahma-siitras because of the pre-theoretic
‘interpretative’ activities with respect to any text whatsoever. Buthe need
not have gone to Gadamer for ‘interpreting’ the diversity in the
interpretation of the §ruti as, in the Indian context, the $ru# itself is
suppposed to proclaim and demand its multiple interpretation and, so
to say, sanctions it through its own authority. Also, the very notion of
‘text’ and ‘authorship’ have undergone a serious questioning since
Gadamer wrote and to ascribe today the multiple interpretations of a text
to the diverse ‘prejudices’ of its interpreters is to assume that the ‘text’
has a determinate, unambiguous, fully actualized meaning of its own, an
assumption which is highly questionable indeed.

As for the proposed genesis of the apauruseyatvahypothesis of Jaimini,
there can be little doubt that it is highly interesting, though perhaps
philosophically more relevant reasons may be found in Jaimini’s insight
that an‘ought-sentence’ cannot be legitimized or grounded either in
perception or inference and that ultimately one has to postulate a
‘foundational’ authority for all ‘ought-sentences’ from which they may
derive their legitimacy, if infinite regress is to be avoided. Beyond these,

Jaimini may even be credited with the insight, though there is little to
support itin the actual text, that the postulation of any human or divine
authority for the legitimization of moral imperatives would compromise
their ‘unconditionality’ as the ‘lawgiver’ will always be superior to the law
he gives. In fact, the philosophical insightsand the arguments embedded
in Mimamsaand the differentschoolsof Vedanta have to be disentangled
from the specific contentions in the interest of which they were
presumably first developed and which Prof. Smet has unjustifiably called
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‘pre-theoretical prejudices’. In fact, his own article makes a significant
contribution in this direction.

The idea of fruti seems thus to be far more variegated and complex
than the manner in which it has been understood in the light of the usual
presentations of Mimamsa and the Vedanta up till now. It is time that we
look at the way the idea of sruti has developed over this long period of
time and the diverse ‘uses’ to which it has been put by different thinkers
for their own purposes.
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The Deflationary View of Truth
JERRY KAPUS

We want people.to tell us the truth. We think that believing the truth
helps us to achieve our goals. In more philosophical moments, we read
statements such as:

The totality of true thoughts is a picture of the world. (Wittgenstein,
1922, 3.01)

The realist believes that the truth or falsity of our sentences depends
(usually) on semething external—i.e. on facts which are not (logically
equivalent to) experiential facts, facts which are not about sensations
{or about language rules, etc.). (Putnam, 1978, p. 113)

Thereliability {instrumental or theoretical) of scientific methods at
agiven time will typically be explicable only on the assumption that the
existing theoretical beliefswhich form the background forits operations
are (inrelevantrespects) approximately true. (Boyd, 1980, pp. 617-18)

What is the role of the concept of truth in the above cases? Initially, it
appears that the concept of truth has an explanatory role, e.g. we are
successful because our beliefs are true. A proponent of this view typically
holds that the explanatory role of truth requires that the concept be
analysed asa property of beliefs which ties these beliefs to the world. This
is one motivation for the traditional correspondence theory of truth. By
a substantive view of truth let us mean a view which claims that the concept
of truth has a significant role in various philosophical issues, (e.g.
realism, semantics, explanations of success) and that accounting for this
role requires an analysis of the nature of truth in metaphysical or
epistemic terms (e.g. correspondence or coherence). Traditionally,
philosophers have accepted the idea that the concept of truth carries
with it significant metaphysical and epistemological consequences.

Recently, various philosophers have challenged the idea that truth is
a substantive notion. They are found saying things such as:

Truthisuseful, we may say, asa device of (what Quine calls) disquotation.
Notice, however, that to recognize the utility and naturalness, for each
language, of its own disquotation device, isnotatall to provide atheory
of truth of the sort we have been seeking. To explain the utility of
disquotation, we need say nothing about the relations between language
and the world, we do nothave to give a natural definition—indeed, any
definition—of ‘true-in-L’ for arbitrary L, we need not assign to one
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referential relation an important role which we assign to no other.
{Leeds, 1987, p. 122)

What does seem right about Tarski’s approach is its deflationist
character. . .. Truth isa useful notion, butitis not the key towhat there
is, or to how we represent the world to ourselves through language.
(Soames, 1984, p. 429)

Unlike most other predicates, ‘is true’ is not used to attribute to
certain entities (i.e., statements, beliefs, etc.) an ordinary sort of
property—a characteristic whose underlying nature will account for
its relations to other ingredients of reality. Therefore, unlike most
other predicates, ‘is true’ should not be expected to participate in
some deep theory of that to which it refers—a theory that goes beyond
a specification of what the word means. Thus, its assimilation to
superficially similar expressions is misleading. The role of truth is not
what it seems. In fact the truth predicate exists solely for the sake of a
certain logical need. (Horwich, 1990, p. 2)

The position represented by these philosophers has come to be called’

the deflationary view of truth.! The deflationary view is characterized by
the following claims:

D1) The concept of truth does not have a significant role in
philosophical issues.

D2) The utility of the truth predicate for a language consists mainly
in its being a device for expressing infinite conjunctions and
disjunctions.?

For a deflationist, the truth predicate has a purely logical role. It adds
expressive power to alanguage. The utility of the truth predicate doesnot
depend on its denoting a property of any kind, but rather, its utility rests
in the fact thatitallows us to expressinfinite conjunctions and disjunctions.
This account of the utility of the truth predicate is made plausible by the
disquotational, minimal, and prosentential theories of truth.® Each of these
theories leads naturally to deflationism.

The aim of this aticle is to provide an overview of the deflationary view
of truth. In section I, I present the basic idea of the disquotational and

minimal theories. Section II provides an account of the prosentential

theory and the deflationary view of the utility of the truth predicate. In
section 1II, T explicate deflationary treatments of two philosophical
issues, meaning and explanation of success. The final section surveys
criticisms of the deflationary view of truth.

I

The disquotational theoryand Horwich’s (1990) closely related minimal
theory are motivated by Quine’s claim that the truth predicate is a device
of disquotation:
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The truth predicate is a reminder that, despite a technical ascent to
talk of sentences, our eye is on the world. This cancellatory force of the
truth predicate is explicit in Tarski’s paradigm:

‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is white.

Quotation marks make all the difference between talking about words
and talking about snow. The quotation is a name of a sentence that
contains aname, namely ‘snow’, of snow. By calling the sentence true, we
call snow white. The truth predicate is a device of disquotation. We may
affirm the single sentence by just uttering it unaided by quotation or by
the truth predicate; but if we want to affirm some infinite lot of sentences
thatwe can demarcate only by talking about the sentences, then the truth
predicate has its use. We need it to restore the effect of objective
reference when for the sake of some generalization we have resorted to
semantic ascent. (Quine, 1970, p. 12)

These comments by Quine suggest that the sentence

(1) ‘Snow is white’ is true,
is equivalent in meaning to

(2) Snow is white.

Why is this claim plausible?

If we look at the work of those deflationists who take truth as a
disquotational device, then what we are given in explanation of this
device are references to Tarski’s work on truth, the T-biconditionals, or
a ‘disquotation schema’.* For Tarski, a definition of truth should capture
the intuition that if a person asserts ‘“Snow is white” is true’, then he
should be willing to assert ‘Snow is white’; and conversely. In this
particular case the intuition can be formulated as

(3) ‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is white.

Sentences such as (3) are called T-biconditionals . We can see why Tarski
placed such emphasis on the T-biconditionals if we view the T-
biconditionals as capturing both the extensional and intensional aspects
of the concept of truth. Although Tarski did not talk about the T-
biconditionals in this manner, he did regard them as partial definitions
of truth. Why should the T-biconditionals be taken as such partial
definitions?

Consider (8) again. If the facts are such that snow is white then (3)
correctly places the sentence ‘Snow is white’ in the extension of ‘true’. If
snow is not white then (3) correctly withholds ‘Snow is white’ from the
extension of ‘true’. Extensional correctness, though, does not guarantee
intensional correctness. The acceptability of the T-biconditionals as
partial definitions of truth appears plausible when we come to see that
they not only fix the extension of truth but also the intension of this
notion. To clarify this idea let us use the metaphor of possible worlds.
Consider a set of possible worlds in which the colour of snow varies
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between worlds. In each world, (3) correctly determines whether or not
‘Snow is white’ belongs to the extension of ‘true’ in that world.” These
observations might be taken to suggest that (3) is necessarily true in
virtue of its meaning and that (1) and (2) are equivalent in meaning.®

Generalizing the above remarks, a definition of ‘true-in-L’ for a
language L would be extensionally and intensionally correct if the
definition implied a T-biconditional for each sentence of L. This idea is
expressed in Tarski’'s Convention-T. Convention-T can be loosely stated
as requiring that a formally correct definition of truth for a language L.
(the objectlanguage), given in a language L’ (the meta-language), have
as consequences:

i) for each sentence of L a biconditional of the form
Txiff p
where T’ = ‘is true-in-L’, *x’ is a standard name (e.g. quotation mark
Eame) of a sentence in L, and ‘p’ is a translation of the sentence into
(ii) (Vx) (Tx>Sx)
where ‘S’ = ‘is a sentence of L.

It is the prominence which Tarski gives to Convention-T that in
speaking of the T-biconditionals he says, in addition to formal correctness,
nothing more is to be demanded of a definition of truth than that it
‘include all partial definitions of this type as special cases; it should be, so
to speak, their logical product.’ (Tarski, 1956, p. 187.) This comment
suggests that a definition of ‘true-in-L’ is essentially equivalent to the
conjunction of all the T-biconditionals for L. When L contains an infinite
number of sentences we cannot simply list the logical product of the T-
biconditicnals. In this case, Tarski has shown us how to construct a
definition which meets Convention-T, and so implies all the T-
biconditionals for L. The definition is to be viewed as a device for
expressing the infinite conjunction of T-biconditionals.

The disquotational theory derives its plausibility from Tarski’s work at
two points: it takes the extensional and intensional correctness of the T-
biconditionalsasindicating an equivalence in meaning between sentences
such as (1) and (2); it views the definition of truth for L as essentially
equivalent to the conjunction of all the T-biconditionals for L. It should
be noted that Tarski’s definition does not involve a reduction of truth to
any sort of substantive language/world connections, e.g. truth is not
defined in terms of causal connections that obtain between the speaker’s
use of a language and extra-linguistic objects.” As Etchemendy (1988)
points out, on a Tarskian definition of truth, a T-biconditional such as (3)
follows simply from facts of syntax, logic, and set theory.* The truth
predicate is not to be taken as expressing some property of sentences. In
the absence of defining truth as a property requiring a significant
metaphysical or epistemic analysis, itis difficult to see how truth can have
a substantive role. Tarski’s theory is to be viewed as a disquotational
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theory of truth. ‘
The basic idea of Horwich’s minimal theory of truth is straightforward.
The minimal theory consists of the infinite conjunction of ‘uncontroversial

instances’ of the equivalence schema
(E) It is true that p if and only if p.

The minimal theory is similar to the disquotational theory in thatit takes
the infinite conjunction of the instances of (E) to provide a complete
account of the meaning of truth. Unlike the disquotational theory, the
minimal theory takes truth as primarily applying to propositions rather
than sentences. For those who hold that truth primarily applies to
utterances, Horwich also provides a minimalist theory for these cases.
The minimal theory of truth for utterances consists of all instances of the
schema

(D-tr) u is true if and only if p.
where ‘0’ is replaced by a name of an utterance and ‘p’ is replaced by a
sentence of our language which in our context translates u. -

The deflationary implications of the minimal theory follow from
Horwich'’s claims that the minimal theory provides a complete account
of ourunderstanding of truth and that it provides an adequate explanation
of all the facts concerning truth. On the minimal theory, our
understanding of the truth predicate depends on our disposition to
accept, without evidence, any instance of (E). Thus, our understanding
of truth does not depend on metaphysical or epistemic notions since
such notions do notenter into the instances of (E). It may scem that even
if such notions do not play a role in the instances of (E), the minimal
theory could possibly be explained by a deeper accountof truth. Horwich
rejects this suggestion since he takes the instances of (E) to hold by
stipulation and so to be a priori. In this case, truth is not susceptible of
an a posteriori explanation such as might be provided by a naturalistic
reduction of truth. If the minimal theory does provide an adequate
explanation of all the facts concerning truth, then, given the structure of
the minimal theory, the claim that truth is a significant notion is
mistaken.

While the disquotational and minimal theories differ in the logical
resources employed in their analysis of truth, each of these theories
maintains a strong equivalence in meaning between sentences such as
(1) and (2). It is this aspect of these theories which leads to the
deflationary claim that truth does not have a significant role in
philosophical debates. This last point is examined in more detail in
section III.

I

The prosentential theory (Grover, Camp, and Belnap, 1975) can be
taken as fleshing out Ramsey’s redundancy theory of truth. Concerning
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the analysis of truth, Ramsey says:

[TThere is really no separate problem of truth but merely a linguistic
muddle. Truth and falsity are ascribed primarily to propositions. The
proposition to which they are ascribed may be either explicitly given
or described. Suppose first that it is explicitly given; then it is evident
that ‘It is true that Caesar was murdered’ means no more than that
Caesar was murdered, and ‘Itis false that Caesar was murdered’ means
that Caesar was not murdered. They are phrases which we sometimes
use for emphasis or for stylistic reason, or to indicate the position
occupied by the statement in our argument. (Ramsey, 1927, p. 157)

This quote from Ramsey suggests that the sentences
{4) It is true that Caesar was murdered,
and
(b) Caesar was murdered,

are equivalent in meaning. Ramsey’ s treatment of these sentences hints
at a simple translation procedure for eliminating what he takes to be
semantically redundant ascriptions of truth to a proposition. The
procedure is as follows: For any proposition p, to which ‘is true’ is applied
substitutes the proposition p itself. Ramsey’s claim is that the translation
procedure preserves semantic content. The claim is supported by
comparing the contentof the propositions expressed by (4) and (5). This
simple translation procedure, though, can be directly applied only in
those cases where truth is ascribed to a proposition that is explicitly
stated. We should view this procedure as at best a guideline as to how
truth-free translations are to be carried out. More importantly, we should
view this guideline as encapsulating the idea that ascriptions of truth to
a proposition are semantically redundant, Ramsey recognizes that the

above translation procedure applies directly only to a limited number of

cases,
) Ramfic?y’s redundancy theory does not provide an explicit definition of
is true’ in the sense that we can formulate a definition of the form:

(6) pistrueiff....

where the right hand side of the definition contains a single expression
giving the meaning of ‘is true’. What Ramsey attempts to dois to illustrate
through examples how the part of English that contains ‘is true’ can be
translated into a truth-free fragment of English. The truth-free fragment
of English, though, does not contain any one expression that gives the
meaning of ‘is true’. In this sense ‘is true,” according to/Ramsey, is an
incomplete symbol.

A problem arises for Ramsey’s approach when we look at ascriptions
of truth to propositionswhich are not explicitly stated but only described,
e.g. cases involving quantification. Consider
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(7) Everything Oliver says is true.

Using quantifiers and the usual logical connectives we might attempt to
translate (7) as

(8) For all p, if Oliver says that p then p

The problem is that for natural languages, grammatically correctreadings
of sentencesinvolving propositional variables require that these variables
be attached to predicates.” In this case, propositional variables would no
longer occupy sentential positions (positions which take sentences as
substituends but rather they would occupy nominal positions.
Propositional quantification would be construed as a kind of restricted
individual quantification (the individuals being propositions and the
substituends of the variables being names or descriptions of these
propositions).
Consider

(9) (Vx) (x is human D x is mortal).
This is read into English as
(10) For any individual, if it is human then it is mortal.

We obtain (10) from (9) by replacing the first occurrence of ‘x’ with a
common noun and the other occurrences by the pronoun ‘it’. In
general, readings of sentences involving individual quantification into
English are accomplished through the use of common nouns and
pronouns.

Consider (8) again. (8) suggests that propositional variables occupy
sentential positions and take sentences as substituends. How are we to
read (8) in English? If we use the devices suggested for individual
quantification, then we obtain |

(11) For any proposition, if Oliver says that it, then it.

Grammatically correct use of pronouns requires that pronouns be
attached to predicates to form sentences. (11) is ungrammatical since
the occurrences of ‘it’ are not joined to any predicates. The difficulty is
that, other than using pronouns and thinking of propositional
quantification along the lines of individual quantification, there seems
to be no other way of giving readings of these sentences into English. If
propositional quantification is to be given grammatically correctreadings
in English, then propositional variables will have to be viewed as terms
which are attached to predicates. The predicate which naturally suggests
itself for (11) is ‘is true’. This gives us

(12) For any proposition, if Oliver says that it is true, then it is true.

(12) is read back into our semi-formal language as
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(13) (¥p) (Oliver says that p is true > p is true).

The result of these considerations is that the Ramsey translations cannot
be carried through for sentences such as (7) since (8) is ungrammatical.

Ramsey recognizes this objection and responds to it by quantifying
over the forms of propositions. He states:

But suppose we put it thus ‘For all p.if he assert p, p is true’, then we
see that the propositional function p is true is simply the same as p; as
e.g. its value ‘Caesar was murdered is true’ is the same as ‘Caesar was
murdered’. In English we have to add s true’ to give the sentence a
verb, forgetting that ‘p’ already contains a (variable) verb. This may
perhaps be made clearer by supposing for a moment that only one
form of proposition is in question, say the relational form aRb; then
‘He is always right’ could be expressed by ‘For all a, R, b, if he asserts
aRb, then aRb’, to which ‘is true’ would be an obviously superfluous
addition. When all forms of proposition are included the analysis is

more complicated but not essentially different . . . (Ramsey, 1927 p.
158)

This response is unhelpful when the number of forms of propositions is
infinite. In this case a recursive characterization of the forms of
propositions would have to be given. Ramsey’s remarks provide no clue
asto how this characterization is to be carried out. Itis this problemwhich
provides the motivation for the prosentential theory.'?

Grover, Camp and Belnap’s (GCB) prosentential theory of truth
maintains the spirit of Ramsey’s redundancy view while offering. a
solution to the problem of providing grammatical readings of sentences
involving propositional quantification.!! We saw above that common
nounsand pronounswere utilized to give readingsin English of sentences
involving individual quantification. Pronouns allow for cross-referencing.
Common nounsare used to determine an appropriate set of substituends
for the pronouns. In (10) the occurrences of ‘it’ acquire a set of
substituends by their anaphoric relationship to the occurrence of the
expression ‘any individual’,

To clarify these points, consider the following example:

(14) Dan is in trouble but he will not resign.

In (14) the pronoun ‘he’ is related to the occurrence of ‘Dan’ in such a
waythat ‘he’ acquires the same referentas ‘Dan’. When a pronounisused
asin (14) itis said to be used anaphorically. The word or phrase to which
the pronoun is connected is called its antecedent. In cases involving
quantification, the relationship between an anaphor and its antecedent
differsfrom thatin (14).In (10), if we take the antecedent of “it” to be ‘any

individual’, then simple substitution of the antecedent for the anaphors
gives
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(10.1} If any individual is human then any individual is mortal.

Besides being awkward, (10.1) introduces a problem since it could
plausibly be read as implying

(10.2) If Bill is human then Joan is mortal.

In these cases the anaphor does not acquire a unique referent from its
antecedent since the antecedents are not referring expressions. What
the antecedents do determine is an appropriate set of substitution
instances for the anaphors, and the anaphors can be thought of as
acquiring this set from the antecedent. For example, an appropriate
substitution instance of (10) is

(10.8) If Dan is human then Dan is mortal.

In quantificational cases, the anaphoric use of pronouns allows us to si(?e
that it is the same individual that is talked about in different parts of a
sentence. Gommon nouns are used to determine an appropriate set of
substitution instances for the sentence and pronouns are used to ag:l.new;
crossreferencing. Asremarked previously, the problem for pI‘OpOSll['lOI'la]
quantification is that these devices lead us to construe propositiona

i terms. _ .
Vali;i;l:ie; a(fn these considerations, it seems that if an analysis of
propositional quantification is to be found which doe?. not q;lqnﬁm::g
propositional variables as terms, Fhen we need expressions w “;c aed
capable of anaphoric uses but, unlike pronouns, are not telrlrns. ene -
expressions which can stand in for sentences in the way that pronou
stand in for proper names or definite descrilptlon. These iexpressmns are
prosentences. Prosentences are ‘characterized as follows:

(A) Prosentences can occupy the position of a declarative sentence.

(B) Prosentences can be used anaphorically in the ways described
above. '

(C) Prosentences, when used anaphorically, have an ar_ltecedent fr01[n
which they derive an anaphoric substituend ora family of anaphoric
substituends (quantificational cases). The substituends are
sentences. .

(D) Prosentences are ‘generic’ in that in one use or another any
declarative sentence might be an anaphoric substituend.

Asan alternative to the standard subject-predicate analysis of "x is true
GCB suggest that ‘is true’ is to be analysed gx_’amma,tlcally as part of a pro-
sentence.'? The suggestion is that, ‘that is true and it is t;;ll'ue haxl*e
anaphoric pro-sentences. It §hould; be .em.phas1zed that lt‘Ils e ,v;rs 1‘1)0(;
expression ‘thatis true’ or ‘itis true’ which is the anaphor. k s }t]m? e
to be taken as a predicate attached to an anaphoric use of ‘that’ or 1m.,
The suggestion is supported by checking the use of these e}I(p.ressu:ed
against the previously mentioned criteria for prosentences. It is no
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that ‘that is true’ and ‘it is true’ occupy sentential positions and can be
used anaphorically. These expressions acquire the content of their
antecedentor,in quantificational cases, an appropriate set of substitution
instances. Furthermore, they are generic in the sense that any declarative
sentence could play the role of an anaphoric substituend.

Let us look at some examples to get the flavour of these points.

Bill: Dan is in trouble.
Joan: That is true but he will not resign.

In this case Joan's use of ‘thatis true’ has Bill'scomment asitsantecedent.
It acquires its content from this antecedent. OQur previous example
involving propositional quantification goes as follows:

(7.1) For any proposition, it Oliver says that it is true, then it is true.

In (7.1) ‘itis true’ has ‘any proposition’ as its antecedent and acquires
fromitan appropriate set of substituends. The substituends are sentences.
As an instance of (7.1) we have

(7.2) If Oliver says that he is not guilty then he is not guilty.

In the prosentential theory all ordinary truth talk is taken as involving
prosentential uses of ‘true’. The prosentential theory ‘provides a
development of Ramsey’s views while preserving the claim that truth talk
is not about a property of propositions, sentences, etc. It is important to
notice that, asin the case of the disquotational and minimal theories, the
prosentential theory does not analyse truth in terms of language /word
connections, ‘True’ is analysed as a prosentence formig predicate rather
than asa predicate which expresses some property. On the pro-sentential
theory, truth cannot have a substantial role in philosophical debates
since the truth predicate does not have a property ascribing role.

If either the disquotational, minimal, or prosentential theory provides
acomplete account of the meaning of truth, for what purpose dowe need
the truth predicate? For each of these theories the response is that the
truth predicate is primarily useful as a logical device for expressing
generalizations, in particular, for expressing infinite conjunctions and
disjunction.

The utility of the truth predicate becomes apparent when we need to
express some infinite number of sentences. Since we cannot express an
infinite number of sentences by simply listing them, we need some device
which allows us to achieve the same effect. On the disquotational theory,
the truth predicate is such a device. By ascending to talk of the truth of
sentences we can express infinite conjunctions and disjunctions such as

(15} Every sentence of the form ‘p or not p’ is true.

Although the truth predicate isnoteliminable from (15), itsdisquotational
role is revealed when we consider particular instances such as
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(15.1) ‘Snow is white or snow is not white’ is true.
On the disquotational theory, (15.1) is equivalent in meaning to
(15.2) Snow is white or snow is not white.

The move from (15.1) to (15.2) is legitimized by the T-biconditional for
(15.2).

The truth predicate is also useful for expressing generalizations such
as (7). The disquotational analysis of

(7) Everything Oliver sajrs is true,
treats (7) as having the Jogical form of
(7.1) For every x, if Oliver says x then x is true.

where the variables range over a domain of closed sentences. As an
instance of (7.1) we have

(7.2) If Oliver says ‘Dan is a key defence witness’ then ‘Dan is a key
defence witness’ is true.

In this case the occurrence of ‘is true’ can be eliminated by substitution
of the equivalentsentence, Danisakey defence witness’ in the consequent
of (7.2). This equivalence is reflected in the T-biconditional for “Dan is
a key defence witness’. A deflationist can account for the utility of the
truth predicate by claiming that it consists mainly in its being a device for
expressing certain generalizations. The disquotational theory shows how
the truth predicate can be used in this way.”*

A deflationist also can appeal to the prosentential theory to account
for the utility of truth. In fact, the prosentential theory is motivated by the
problem of providing coherent readings for generalizations involving
propositional quantifiers. On the prosententialaccount, (15) is expressed
as

(16) For every proposition, either it is true or it is not true.

In (16) the truth predicate functions as a constituent of a prosentential
construction which acquires an appropriate set of substituends from its
antecedent. For example, (15.2) follows as an instance of (16)."

It should be noted that on the disquotational, minimal, and
prosentential theories truth is not analysed in metaphysical or epistemic
terms. Further, each of these theories claims to provide a complete
accountof the meaning of truth. If these claims are correct, the possibility
of a deeper analysis of truth is precluded. If truth has a substantial role
in philosophical issues, though, it is typically thought that an account of
this role requires a deeper analysis of truth in metaphysical or epistemic
terms. In the absence of any such analysis it is difficult to see how truth
could have a substantial role. The disquotational, minimal, and
prosentential theories lead naturally to the deflationary view of truth.
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I

The concept of truth appears frequently in philosophical debates. In
these debates truth appears to play a significant role. The deflationary
view of truth denies that truth can play such a role. In this section, I
present deflationary treatments of two issues with which truth is thought
to play a substantial role, meaning and explanation of success.

Truth is held by many philosophers to be the central concept in the
theory meaning. If any of the theories presented above are correct, it
seems that truth cannot play this central role. The incompatibility of
regarding the T-biconditionals as fixing the meaning of truth along with
taking truth as the key notion in a general theory of meaning was first
brought out by Dummett (1959)."

Concerning this incompatibility, Dummett says:

[IIn order that someone should gain from the explanation that P is
true in such-and-such circumstances an understanding of the sense of
P, he must already know what it means to say of P that itis true. If when
he enquires into this he is told that the only explanation is that to say
that P is true is the same as to assert P it will follow that in order to
understand what is meant by saying that P is true, he mustalready know
the sense of asserting P, which was precisely what was supposed to be
being explained to him. (Dummett, 1959, p. 148)

Dummett’s point is that if the T-biconditionals are used to explain the
meaning of ‘true’ then truth cannot be used to give a general account of
meaning since our understanding of the T-biconditionals presupposes a
prior understanding of the meaning of the rest of our language.
Deflationism concerning the connection between truth and meaning
follows immediately on this view.

It seems that the only option open to the deflationist for providing a
general account of meaning rests in sore sort of use theory of meaning.
This point is explicitly embraced by Horwich:

[WThile understanding a sentence doesindeed usually coincide with an
explicit knowledge of its truth condition, understanding does not
consist in such knowledge. It consists, rather, in understanding the
sentence’s constituent words and syntactic structure, which, in turn,
consists in knowing their contribution to the proper use (including
the assertability conditions) of all the sentences in which these
ingredients occur. (Horwich, 1990, p. 72).

If the deflationary view of truth correct then it is easy to show that the
truth conditional approach to explaining meaning is mistaken.'s

Field (1972) argues that the usefulness of the notion of truth suggests
that a naturalistic reduction of this notion is required in order to give a
proper analysis of truth. He bases his claim on an analogy to the concept
ofvalence in chemistry. Justas the usefulness of valence in chemistry gave

i o
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us reason to expect a naturalistic reduction of- this notion, so the
usefulness of truth gives us reason to expect a naturalistic reduction of
truth. Leeds (1978) argues that Field’s analogy fails to hold. He points
out that what gave us reason to expect a naturalistic reduction of the
concept of valence was not simply its utility but that the concept was used
in stating the law of valences. The analogy to the concept of valence fails
to hold since there are no analogous laws of truth. Further, Leeds argues
that almost all of the utility of the truth predicate can be accounted for
by its role as a disquotational device. In response to Leeds, Putnam
(1978) appears to supply the analogous laws of truth:

(17) The laws of a mature science are usually, approximately true.
(18) True beliefs about how to attain cur goals tend to lead to success.

Both of these generalizations suggest that truth has a significant role in
explaining distinct types of success. The first generalization explains the
predictive reliability of mature theories in science. The second
generalization explains how our beliefs contribute to our practical
success:

Deflationists argue that Putnam’s generalizations do not provide truth
with a causal-explanatoryrole, butrather, ‘true’ isbeing used in its logical
role for expressing generalizations. In response to the claim that the
truth of a scientific theory explains its predictive success, Horwich argues
that: ‘

Clearly, any explanation whatsoever may be reformulated in such a

way that the word ‘true” makes an appearance. If the statement ‘P’ was

involved, one can simply replace it with ‘p is true’—to the same
explanatory effect. But truth does not thereby obtain causal power. For
example, what accounts for the Michelson-Morley experiment is that
the speed of light is absolute. Of course, one might say that the
experiment is explained by the truth of Einstein’s Principle; but this is
not to attribute causal efficacy to the property of being true. Any
explanations of the instrumental success of our theories should be
located within those very theories; and though any such explanation
may be converted into one which employs a truth-predicate, the
property of being truewill not contribute anything of explanatoryvalue.
(Horwich, 1982, p. 193)

For Horwich, Putnam’s use of ‘true’ can be seen as an expressive
convenience, but it does not supply truth with a substantive explanatory
role.

Horwich (1990) also rejects the claim that a substantial notion of truth
isneeded to explain why true beliefs tend to lead to success. For example,
Horwich explains Bill’s success at getting a beer in the following way. Bill
wants 4 beer, and he believes that if he nods then he will geta beer. Bill’s
belie‘ftogetherwith his desire for a beer causes him to nod. Furthermore,
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Bill'sbeliefis true. Given the appropriate instance of the T-binconditional
for Bill’ s belief,

(19) ‘If Bill nods then he will get a beer’ is true if Bill nods then he will
get a beer,

we can infer that if Bill nods then he will get a beer. Since Bill nodded,
he was successful at getting a beer. For Horwich, this is a complete
explanation of Bill’s success. We do not need a deeper analysis of truth
beyond that given in (19).

Williams (1986} also rejects the claim that the concept of truth hasa
substantive role in explaining how our beliefs contribute to our success.
In response to Putnam, he says:

IfIwant a cold drink and believe that the refrigerator, rather than the
oven, is the place to look, I will increase the likelihood of getting what
I'want. This is because cold drinks are more likely to be found in the
refrigerator than in the oven. To say that my having true beliefs makes
it more likely that I will attain my goals is just a compact way of pointing
to the indefinite number of mundane facts of this sort. It involves
nothing so arcane as a physical correspondence theory of truth.
(Williams, 1986, p. 232)

For Williams, the truth predicate provides an expressive convenience.
What explains our success is our beliefs together with the environmental
facts.

For the deflationist, truth does not have a significant role in
philosophical disputes. The concept of truth isnot needed in an account
of meaning, in explaining the success of science, nor in explaining how
our beliefs contribute to aitaining our goals. When ‘true’ does occur in
these disputes, its role can be accounted for in terms of its utility for
expressing generalizations. If we start from the position that either the
disquotational, minimal, or prosentential theory provides a complete
account of the meaning of truth then this deflationist conclusion is not
surprising.

4%

In this section I present what I take to be the main weaknesses in the
deflationary view of truth. The deflationary claim that either the
disquotational, minimal, or prosentential theory furnishes a complete
account of truth faces serious difficulties. The adequacy of the
disquotational theory is called into question by Anil Gupta (1994).

Gupta identifies the following four theses as central components of
the disquotational theory: '

The Disquotation Thesis: The truth predicate is a device of disquotation.
The Infinite Conjunction Thesis: The truth predicate allows us to express
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certain infinite conjunctions and disjunctions.

The Generalization Thesis: The truth predicate allows us to generalize
over sentence positions using variables that are pronominal.

The Connection Thesis. The truth predicate has its expressive functions
in virtue of its being a device of disquotation.

The disquotation thesisfollows from the claim that the T-biconditionals
fix the meaning of truth. It should be noted that this reading of the T-
biconditionals is much stronger than the claim that the T-biconditionals
are true or that they are necessarily true. The disquotational claim is that
the T-biconditionals capture completely our understanding of the
meaning of truth. Itisin virtue of this strong reading of the T-biconditionals
that the disquotationalist can claim that sentences such as (1) and (2) are
equivalentin meaning. Guptaalso points out that the deflationary claims
derived from the disquotational theory requires that the expressive
functions of the truth predicate be read in astrong manner. For example,
the infinite conjunction thesis should not be read as merely claiming that
asentence such as (15) is materiallyequivalent to the infinite conjunction
of its instances, but rather, it should be read as claiming that the
equivalence between (15) and the infinite conjunction of its instances is
very strong.

Gupta argues that on the strong reading of the expressive functions of
the truth predicate both the connection thesisand the infinite conjunction
thesis are false. The strong reading of both of these theses requires that
we understand a universal statement as having the same sense as the
conjunction of its instances. This requirement, though, fails to hold.
Consider the following example:

(20) All people are mortal.
(21) Betty is mortal and Bill is mortal and . . . etc.

Clearly, (20) and (21) differ in content. A person could grasp the
meaning of (20) without knowing which individuals, in particular, are
mortal. Also, a person could understand (21) without knowing that (20)
follows since (21) does not explicitly tell us that it contains a conjunct for
each person. Further, (20) carries implications concerning counter-
factual situations that are not contained in (21). The connection thesis
and the infinite conjunction thesis cannot be maintained on the strong
reading of these theses.

Gupta also argues that the central ckaim of the disquotational theory,
the disquotation thesis, is false. The disquotation thesis rests on the claim
that the meaning of the truth predicate is exhausted by the infinite
conjunction of the T-biconditionals. The problem with this view, Gupta
argues, is that an understanding of ‘true’ would require excessive
conceptual resources. For example, a complete understanding of the
meaning of ‘true’ would require a grasp of the following biconditional
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(22) ‘Electrons have negative charge’ is true if and only if electrons
have negative charge.

In this case, agrasp of the partial definition of ‘true’ given in (22) involves
understanding the concepts of electron and negative charge. For Gupta,
the ideology of a definition consists of all the concepts occurring in the
definiens of a definition, and the ideology of a term consists of all those
concepts that are necessary and sufficient for a complete grasp of the
meaning of the term. A definition intended to give the sense of a term
should be such that the ideology of the definition matches the ideology
of the term. If the totality of T-biconditionals capture the sense of ‘true’
then a grasp of the total ideology of the T-biconditionals is required for
a complete understanding of ‘true’. Gupta points out, though, that it is
possible to have a complete understanding of ‘true’ even if one fails to
possess the concepts of electron and negative charge. The T-biconditionals
should be rejected as an account of the meaning of truth since the
ideology of the T-biconditionals fails to match the ideology of ‘true’.”

In response to the above objection, a disquotationalist might claim
that it is not the particular T-biconditionals that capture the meaning of
truth, but rather, the meaning of truth is explained by the form of the T-
biconditionals,

(T)‘_'istrueifand onlyif ___.

Gupta considers the possibility that the disquotationalist might explain
the meaning of truth in terms of the general fact that

(GT) All instances of the form T are true.

He rejects this approach since (GT) presupposes the notion of truth that
it is intended to explain. In addition, the particular T-biconditionals
cannot be derived from (GT), and so the disquotationalist will not be
able to exploit the particular T-biconditionals to support their deflationary
claims.'®

An alternative move that the disquotationalist might make is discussed
by Putnam (1983, 1991). Putnam considers the possibility that a
disquotationalist might explain the meaning of truth by claiming that

(AT) All instances of the form T are assertible.

The difficulty with this approach is that we lack any kind of an account
of assertability conditions. Further, Putnam argues that the notion of an
assertability condition seems to presuppose a substantive notion of truth.
Consider an utterance such as ‘There is a chair in front of me.” The
conditions under which this utterance is warrantedly assertible would
need to include the condition that in front of me there is a chair. We
could not restrict the assertability conditions to there seeming to be a
chair in front of me without moving in the direction of some sort of sense-
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datum language. In this case, the assertibility conditions are sufficient for
the truth of the statement. As Putnam points out, the distinction between
assertability conditions and truth conditions begins to collapse.

It remains open to draw out the divergence between assertability
conditions and truth conditions in the case of theoretical statements. For
theoretical statements it is easier to see that assertability conditions are
more like rules of confirmation rather than truth conditions. Putnam
rejects this approach. On this view it follows that any change in the
confirmation conditions for an utterance indicates a change in the
meaning of the utterance. Qur words and utterances, though, do not
change their meaning in this way. This problem could be overcome if we
could distinguish between changes in confirmation conditions which
represent changesin meaning and those which represent changes in our
factual beliefs. For Putnam, drawing this distinction requires an objective
notion of rightness of judging the appropriate changes in confirmation
conditions.® Williams (1984} suggests that an appropriate standard of
rightness can be grounded in a notion of reform that is guided by
satisfying our interests. For Putnam, this amounts to taking the aim of
science to be prediction and control. Although he thinks that this may be
an acceptable view for understanding applied science, it provides us with
too narrow an understanding of most of the human languages. Putnam
suggests that an adequate notion of objective rightness incorporates a
substantial notion of truth.?

The above criticisms of the disquotational theory also extend to
Horwich’s minimal theory.? Horwich’s strong reading of the expressive
functions of the truth predicate fail to hold. Since the minimal theory
consists of the infinite conjunction of the instances of the equivalence
schema, it involves an unaccepfable reliance on excessive conceptual
resources. Also, it is unclear that Horwich can provide an adequate
account of a use theory of meaning that does not rely on a substantive
notion of truth. In addition to these problems, Gupta (1993) argues that
Horwich’s claim that the minimal theory explains all the facts about truth
isfalse. He points out that the minimal theory faces difficulty in explaining
such basic facts as

{23) The moon is not true.
(24) If one proposition (materially) implies another, and the first one
is true, then so is the second.

The minimal theory fails to explain (23) since it does not tell us that only
propositions aré¢ true, and it does not allow us to deduce (24) since the
minimal theory does not tell us that it contains a biconditional for every
proposition.

Gupta considers two possible responses to the above objection. The
first response claims that (23) and (24) can be explained by the minimal
theory plus our other theories. For example, the suggestion is that (24)
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can be explained by the minimal theory together with our theory of
implication. This suggestion is insufficient since in order to formulate
the general facts concerning implication, the theory of implication
would have to contain (24) itself. The second response would be to add
to the minimal theory propositions such as

(25) The minimal theory containsa biconditional for every proposition.

Gupta argues that this response is unpromising. It is not clear what
additional principles would have to be added to the minimal theory in
order to sustain the claim that the minimal theory explains all the facts
about truth. Also, the addition of further principles to the minimal
theory undercuts the claim that the meaning of truth can be given a
simple accountin terms of the instances of the equivalence schema. Both
the disquotational and minimal theories encounter serious problems in
explaining the meaning of truth.

The pro-sentential claim that ‘true’ is semantically redundant follows
from the grammatical ties that a pro-sentence has with that antecedent.
In this case, the question of whether ‘true’ is semantically redundant
amounts to the question of what evidence there is for accepting the claim
that ‘It is true’ function as prosentences. Kent Wilson (1990) presents
evidence from English syntax for rejecting this proposal. The motivation
for his argument rests on the idea that the syntactic and semantic
constituents of a sentence should roughly parallel each other.

GCB discuss the following case:

(26) John: Some dogs eat glass. Bill: I believe it.
Mary: You believe it, but'it’s not true.

GCB agree that both occurrences of ‘it’ in Mary’s utterance should be
treated in auniform manner. They acknowledge thatif ‘it’ in ‘You believe
it’ is a separately referring pronoun then it has a proposition as its
referent. In this case, the second occurrence of ‘it’ in Mary’s utterance
should be treated in a similar manner. The occurrence of ‘true’ will then
have to be analysed as a predicate that denotes a property applied to a
proposition rather than as a constituent of a prosentence. GCB responds
to this problem by suggesting that sentences such as “You believe it’ be
treated semantically as ‘You-believe-that it is true’, where “You-believe
that’ is taken as a non-truth functional connective attached to a pro-
sentence.

Wilson argues that evidence from English syntax does not support this
proposal. Consider

(27) Bill believes that some dogs eat glass.

The standard approach is to treat such sentences as havinga grammatical
constituent, ‘that some dogs eat glass’. There is syntactic evidence for
taking (27) to have this structure. For example, the rule of passive
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transformation interchanges the subject and object noun phrases of an
active sentence. Applying this rule to (27) we get

(28) That some dogs eat glass is believed by Bill.

If we follow the proposal of GCB and take the object noun phrase of (27)
to be ‘some dogs eat glass’, then we need an additional rule to move ‘that’
to the front of the passive form in (28). There is no evidence to support
this suggestion, and thus GCB’s treatment of (26) fails. In (26), neither
the occurrences of ‘it’ nor ‘true’ should be taken as constituents of pro-
sentences. : :

GCB explain the anaphoric use of prosentences byanalogy to pronouns.
Wilson points to two important disanalogies in the anaphoric use of
pronouns and prosentences which call into question the function of
prosentences. It is maintained that a prosentence acquires its content
from the content of the antecedent to which it is anaphorically tied.*
Wilson remarks that a pronoun typically assumes the referent of its
antecedent without assuming the content or sense of the antecedent to
which it is anaphorically related. In general, anaphoric devices do not
assume the content of their antecedent. Further, beyond implications
arising from pragmatic features of the use of pro-sentences, prosentences
are notsupposed to carry meaning of their own in addition to the content
of their antecedent. Yet anaphoric devices often do carry meaning of
their own. Wilson presents the following examples to illustrate his claims:

(29) Leslie was a wonderful colleague, but he/she was a very private
person. _

(30) We're not leaving the Chancellor’s office until the bastard talks
with us.

Given these semantic features of a'naphoric devices, GCB’s account of
the anaphoric use of prosentences appears ad hoc. We have reason to
doubt that ‘true’ is a constituent of prosentences.

The criticisms presented above argue against the claim that either the
disquotational, minimal, or prosentential theory provides a correct
account of the meaning of truth. The argument for deflationism based
on these theories flounders. We will close this article by looking at the
implications of these criticisms for the deflationary treatment of the
issues of meaning and success.

The deflationary argument ruling out a truth conditional account of
meaning centred on recognizing that the T-biconditionals could not be
used both to specify the meaning of the truth predicate and to give a
general account of meaning since in defining the truth predicate the T-
biconditionals presuppose an understanding of the meaning of the rest
of our language. This conclusion follows only if the T-biconditionals are
read asdefining the sense of the truth predicate, that s, if the disquotation
thesis is correct.?* As Gupta shows, the disquotation thesis should be
rejected since it employs excessive conceptual resources in defining
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truth. Further, the deflationist is committed to providing a general
account of meaning along these lines, and Putnam’s criticisms of this
approach callinto question the prospects of developing such an account
independent of a substantive notion of truth. The possibility remains
open for truth to play a significant role in the theory of meaning.

Williams argues that Putnam’s claim that true beliefs tend to lead to
success utilizes the notion of truth only in its function of expressing an
infinite conjunction. (18) merely expresses a certain sort of infinite
conjunction of Bill’s beliefs and should not be regarded as an explanatory
law. Gupta points out that in order for Williams’ argument to be
plausible, ‘express’ must be read in the strong sense of sameness of sense.
If ‘express’ is read only as necessary equivalence, then Williams’ claim
fails to hold since two statements can be necessarily equivalent and yet
one can be alaw while the otheris notalaw. Gupta provides the following
examples:

(31) Cicero is Tully.
(32) No chemical reaction will produce caustic soda from saltpetre
and sulfuric acid.

(31) and (32) are both necessarily equivalent and yet only (32) is a law.
We can infer the law-like character of one statement from another only
when their equivalence is something like sameness of sense. Williams’
argument then is based on the infinite conjunction thesis. But as Gupta
argues, the infinite conjunction thests is false.

Horwich also argues against Putnam’s view by claiming that (18) is
sufficiently explained by the appropriate instances of the T-biconditionals
which comprise the minimal theory. We go from the truth of Bill’s belief
to his success at getting a beer by a simple inference from the appropriate
T-biconditional for Bill’sbelief. For Horwich, no further explanation can
be given of how truth contributes to Bill’s success. Horwich’s argument
relies on both the disquotation and the infinite conjunction theses. The
disquotation thesis blocks off the attempt to give a deeper explanation of
successin termsof adeeper explanation of the T-biconditionals. According
to the disquotation thesis, the T-biconditionals exhaust the meaning of
truth and so no deeper explanation is possible. Also, Horwich claims that
since the T-biconditionals explain each instance of (18), they explain
their infinite conjunction. By the infinite conjunction thesis, (18)
expresses the infinite conjunction of its instances. Hence, the T-
biconditionals explain (18).

Horwich’s deflationary argument fails because it depends on both the
disquotation and infinite conjunction theses.? Gupta shows that the
infinite conjunction thesis is false, and he gives us strong reasons for
rejecting the disquotation thesis. Gupta further points out that Horwich’s
argument makes the mistake of assuming that an explanation of each
instance of ageneralization is equivalent to explaining the generalization.
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Gupta considers the following generalization: Everyone on the boat
died. We might explain each instance of the generalization by saying that
Jack had a heartattack; Mohini drowned; etc. These explanations do not
explain the generalization since the generalization may have no
explanation or itmight be explained by something like the boat capsizing.
What this example shows is that even if the T-biconditionals explain each
instance of (18), we do not have an explanation of (18} itself. It remains
open that a substantive notion of truth may play a role in such an

explanation.

The criticisms presented in this section provide a strong argument
against the adequacy of the deflationary view of truth. The plausibility of
deflationism arises from an overly strong reading of the T-biconditionals
and the equivalence schema. Itisimportant to note that even if we reject
deflationism, it does not follow that we need a substantive notion of truth
for philosophical purposes. The deflationary view of truth provides a
forceful challenge to the intuition that truth has a substantive role in
various philosophical issues. It is incumbent on those who hold this
intuition to clearly identify a substantive role for truth and to provide an
adequate account of this concept which reveals how truth fulfils this

substantive role.?

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. In addition to the deflationists quoted above, Grover, Camp, and Belnap (1975},
Grover (1981), Fine (1984), Williams (1986) , Brandom (1988), Resnik (1990) and
Stich (1990) argue in favour of deflationism.

2. Deflationists also point out that the truth predicate is useful as an abbreviatory
device and for its pragmatic force, such as expressing agreement. These claims are
examined in section IL

3. Each of these theories faces difficulties in dealing with Liar-type sentences. Since
the ways in which these theories deal with the Liarisnot essential to understanding
their deflationary implications, T do not discuss that issue here.

4. In presenting a critique of the disquotational theory, David (1994) presents a
formulation of the theory using substitutional quantifiers. See pp. 110-15 where
he presents an alternative formulation of the disquotational theory along Tarskian
lines. .

5. In this case, the sentence ‘Snow is white’ is evaluated in each world with the
meaning that is has in the actual world.

6. For a presentation of anon-deflationary account of what the T-biconditionals and
Tarski's theory tell us about the meaning of truth, see Gupta and Belnap (1993),

7. See Field (1972, 1986) for an example of a theory that requires truth be defined
in terms of causal relations between expressions of a language as used by its
speakers and objects in the world. See Scames (1984) for a defense of Tarski’s
approach against the requirement Field places on an acceptable definition of
truth,

8. See Etchemendy (1988) for a further discussion of how Tarski’s definition can be
understood in a deflationary manner.

9. 8ee Grover (1972) for a discussion of this problem.

10. An additional motivation for the prosentential theory is provided by Strawson’s
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{1950) remarks that Ramsey's theory fails to preserve the pragmatic features of our
use of the truth predicate. He points out that in asserting that a certain statement
is true we are not merely asserting that statement but agreeing, conceding,
corroborating, etc. On the prosentential theory these pragmatic features are
preserved through the anaphoric use of prosentences.
Foradeflationaryaccount of the notien of reference motivated by the prosentential
theory see Brandom (1984). For a comparison of the prosentential and
disquotational theories see Grover (1990).

In addition to the truth predicate functioning in prosentential constructions we
need the notion of a sentential inheritor to account for the equivalence between
(1) and (2). A sentential inheritor is a sentence containing either a name or
definite description which functions to locate the antecedent of the sentential
inheritor. Sentential inheritors inherit their content from their antecedents. (1)
is a sentential inheritor in which “Snow is white” functions to locate (2) as its
antecedent, The equivalence in content (1) and (2) follows from the semantics for
sentential inheritors, i.e., that they acquire their content from their antecedent.
The treatment of the generalizing role of the truth predicate on the minimal
theory is similar to that of the disquotational theory.

The difference in formal approach between the disquotational and prosentential
theories treatment of the use of the truth predicate for generalizing is discussed by
Grover (1990).

Dummett’s insight applies equally to the prosentential theory once we remember
that the prosentential theory is motivated by the equivalence schema which is
encapsulated in the comments of Ramsey. See Grover (1981) for her reaction to
Dummett’s argument.

See Davidson (1990) for a critique of deflationism and a presentation of his most
recent views on the connection between truth and meaning.

See David (1994} for a number of technical problems with the disquotational
theory, It should be noted that his preferred formulation of the disquotational
theory utilizes substitutional quantifiers,

Although Gupta rejects the disquotation thesis, he holds that the T-biconditionals
should be taken as fixing the extension and intension of the truth predicate. See
Gupta and Belnap (1993).

From (GT) we can derive that *Snow is white’ is true if and only if ‘snow is white’
is true, but (GT) does not allow us to eliminate the last occurrence of ‘true’.
See Wright (1992) for an argument to the effect that the disquotation schema itself
reveals that truth and warranted assertibility register distinct norms which govern
our practice of assertion. Since deflationism is committed to the view that
warranted assertability is the only norm that guides cur assertive practices,
deflationism is mistaken.

Itshould be noted that although Putnam thinks that truth is an important property
of our thoughts and utterances, he does not think that we can provide an
interesting account of the nature of truth. Itis the attempt to provide such accounts
in terms of correspondence which leads to his rejection of metaphysical realism.
For additional criticisms of Horwich’s minimal theory, see Devitt (1991) and Field
(1992).

I am ignoring quantificational uses of prosentences.

Similarly, explaining ‘true’ as an anaphoric device presupposes an account of
content or meaning. Wilson's criticisms, though, suggest that ‘true’ should notbe
taken as a constituent of prosentences.

Horwich’s treatment of (17) fails for similar reasons,

I wish to thank Anil Gupta for helpful comments on earlier drafts of this paper.
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DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Indian Philosophy, Mysticism and Matilal

This paper is a critical response, at the invitation of the editor, to “The
Significance of Professor Matilal’s Logical lllumination of Indian Mysticism
in his Studies of Indian Philosophy’. While it attempts to give a theoretical
structure which should be able to stand on its own and needs further
treatment, on the whole the paper takes a form which makes sense only
if read after the other.

I

If one finds oneself doing ‘Indian philosophy’ in these last years of the
twentieth century, one’s hermeneutical situation would be extremely
problematic. What is it to do philosophy that is Indian? That apparently
banal question sets us on the search for an adequate description of our
hermeneutical situation. More than many others, Bimal Matilal made a
brave, if for the most part an oblique, attempt to define hissituation. And
the answer he gave for the question was in many ways a novel and
pioneering one. Itwasand continues to be plagued with many difficulties,
and was without doubt an incomplete one; but he never intended it to be
definitive in any case. Whatever its difficulties, his attempt to define his
work as an Indian philosopher cannot be gainsaid as easily as the author
of ‘The Significance of Professor Matilal’s Logical lllumination of Indian
Mysticism in his Studies of Indian Philosophy’ (henceforth SMLI) seems
to think.

What is the situation then? First, there is the Indian past, in which the
philosophical work was done in Sanskritand in which religious motivation
played a significant part. On the latter characteristic, one is only entitled
to say that religious, spiritual or soteriological motives—if they can be
identified as such—played a significant role rather than a leading or a
dominating one, for such motives have greater or lesser roles for
different philosophers and in different texts. This past is relatively
homogeneous in its cultural background and is fairly well-defined as to
its intellectual horizons (consequently, as Buddhism moves into Tibet, it

‘ceases to engage with the ‘intellectual traditions of the subcontinent,

including remaining Buddhistones). Then thereis the historical rupture,
a halfmillennium of negligible philosophical activity in both Buddhist
and brahmanical traditions. Finally, there is the nineteenth and twentieth
century rediscovery, when an awareness of the classical texts became
evident. This is the time of the influx of heterogenous ideas brought in
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by western presence. Indeed, the very rediscovery is often motivated by
western scholars. The intellectual horizon widens; it starts to fuse with
western traditions. This is not just because of the sheer physical presence
of western scholarship in India; it is not even because ideas from the West
dominate the intellectual world even at present, but because those who
count themselves as Indian intellectuals have access to both the
homogencous and indigenous past and the newly introduced western
tradition (through the colonial inheritance, through post-colonial
education in India and elsewhere: and in the case of non-Indian, western
philosophers of Indian philosophy, through their own native traditions).

Itis in this hermeneutical situation that we find ourselves, Since the
rupture happened, we must recapture the tradition, for we are not
continuously related to it. Such a recapture requires us to interpret for
ourselves the past so that we can then come into possession of a tradition
which can be shown to be related—authentically, even though
discontinuously—to that of the past. But who are we who must so
recapture that past? That is to say, what is the nature of the intellect we
bring to bear on our attempt to regain the past? Why, surely it is one
characterized by being influenced by and having access to western
traditions. Who we are—most of us who are aware of rupture—has
already been determined by our encounter with western tradition (or by
our being western ourselves) . Unavoidably, we are biconce ptual creatures;
history has made us so.

This should not, of course, stop us from attempting to regain that past
in whatever form our inescapable interpretive conditioning permits; it is
the besetting sin of twentieth century Orientalism that it takes the
discontinuity of the Indian tradition and the western influence on
contemporary thinkers to together imply the dead, uncapturable
otherness of the Indian past. But when we do make the attempt, we must
also acknowledge the unalterable presence of western traditions in our
midst. But that is not some post-colonial entity. The West is not some
crystalline, identifiable alien presence in our intellects. As ideas derived
from or influenced by elements of the western traditions pass into our
patterns of thought, they become fused into our interpretive capacity;
they become part of what we are (or, again, they are constitutive of what
we are for those of us philosophers of Indian thought who are born
westerners), And we are not strange mutations; we are just creatures of
our time and place and as such are people in whose intellects ideas
derived from the West play a role. Given this presence, and given the
historical rupture, we cannot try and go back to some putative pure
tradition from the past. Not only would it be problematic to postulate
some such pure past, it is nonsensical to think that we could regain that
pastwithout the interpretive capacities we now possess as creatures of the
present.

This is how we find the situation and ourselves. We have all sorts of
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interpretive tools at our disposal, many of which have undoubtedly
survived the historical rupture, and others which have become part of
our intellectual constitution by virtue of the historical fact of western
presence in our academic and broader lives. We are perfectly entitled to
attempt to regain the past, and must necessarily interpret it in order to
do so. Such interpretation will unavoidably be influenced by our
cognizance of western traditions. :

But there is more. For what reasons do we want to regain that past?
Fundamentally, in order to claim for whatever we do a certain native
authenticity; ‘native’ ITuse here in the sense of ‘being insome sense within
a tradition’. And this may be so in many fields. In phll‘osophy, this ta%<es
the form of saying that one can do philosophy which is also Indian
philosophy. Now we see what the hermeneutic situation of one who
thinks of himself or herself as an Indian philosopher is: an inescapable
conceptual inheritance partly determined by the fact of western
intellectual presence mustneeds be used toregain a past tradition whose
texts are available but whose intellectual milieu is forever lost. (Of
course, even traditions which have not suffered rupture can lose the
milieu of past periods.) Butaccess to such textsis never pure. The choice
then is this: either, (as an Orientalist might) to deny even the p0§31b111ty
of reinterpretation and regard the material as mer'e.ly arcl'laeologlcal; or,
(as one concerned to revive and continue the tradition might,) to accept
the inescapable interpretive conditioning of one’s intellect, but take the
interpreted material as forming a living tradition, at once de.rlved from
the classical past and yet altered through interpretation. Incxde{ltally, I
believe that this account can be neutral about whether or not the Ind}an
philosopher’ is an Indian or a non-Indian philosopher of the Indian
traditions.

I have, then, argued for the inescapability of our western concePtual
inheritance. But now I want to say something stronger: it is even a virtue
to utilize that inheritance. There will, of course, be different ways of so
utilizing it, ranging from the mere use of the English lar.lguage to a
conscious mobilization of contemporary western philosophical
techniques. Why is it a virtue? Well, because it would be irrational (by
most of their own severally enunciated standards}, if not downright
ethnocentric to recognize the power of that inheritance and yet not use
it in one’s intellectual activity. This is especially so if it is accepted that,
inanycase, itisincoherent to suppose that we _could identify and retrieve
some pure tradition without being conditioned by the conceptual
resources we have contingently come to possess. All this amounts to the
view thatis is absurd to think that we can travel through some (':01.r1ceptua1
vacuum to a pure past tradition waiting to be regained in a pristine form

and brought back to a hermetically sealed present. .

Thisview, in fact, leads to afurther claim. A case can be made fgr telling
those doing western philosophy to take the Indian tradition seriously on
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cultural or rational grounds. They cannot plead a radical relativized
ignorance of the Indian tradition as a Justification for ignoring it: they
will encounter it as already interpreted by philosophers conditioned to
some extent by the very same conceptual inheritance as their (the
western philosophers) own. And once past that plea for ignorance, one
can turn the argument around and say it would be irrational, not to say
ethnocentric, for any philosopher to be confronted by the power of
anotherintellectual tradition andyetnotuseit. Of course, the achieverment
of this demonstration of intellectual power isa different matter; all I want
to say here is that my account points out why Indian philosophy can be
done with certain western ideas and why if done well, it can make a
rational case for being taken seriously across cultures and traditions. I
think that Matilal’s work is an illustration of this hermeneutical situation
and that he sought, with varying degrees of success, to accomplish the
end of making Indian philosophy trans-cultural.

I'wantwhat I have said to be a model bywhich to understand why there
is nothing misguided in taking western philosophy seriously in the
process of doing Indian philosophy; in fact, I want to say itis not only not
a misguided one but a good strategy for attaining the end of making it a
tradition worth being taken seriously across cultures. I want to suggest
that understood thus, not many of the objections made by the author of
SMLI to Matilal’s methodology go through, There is no great difficulty
in thinking of Matilal, or anyone clse, as doing comparative philosophy
in the sense I have described it. There should be no deep concern about
the role of ideas derived from western sources in the interpretation of
Indian philosophy, and finally, there should be no qualms aboutworking
towardsa time when Indian philosophical ideas are considered seriously
across the traditions,

There are, nevertheless, specific issues to be addressed. The author
asks (i) whether such philosophy across and between cultures
(‘comparative philosophy’) is at all possible; (ii) whether Matilal was
right in even thinking what he did was viable; and (iii) whether he
accomplished whatever it was he set out to do. Ir; the second half of the
paper, he tries to use Matilal’s inaugural lecture at Oxford to prove that
in so far as (iii) is concerned, he failed. I want to say the author is wrong
in his ‘extreme scepticism towards the claims of comparative philosophy’,
primarily because he misunderstands Matilal’s conception of it; that

Matilal was perfectly entitled to think that what he was doing was viable;
and that even if he failed to achieve all that he set outto do, that certainly
cannot be demonstrated through the sort of analysis of his lecture that
is given in the second half of SMLJ.

n
Let us begin with the question of whether there can be any ‘comparative
philosophy’ at all. The author of SMLI has a deliberately naive
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understanding of comparative philosophy: to _establish' c?mparlsl:n
successfully. This leads to two fears about it: (i) it may faﬂ:. tl}r()ug ba
failure to identify items that are in fact comparable’, ar.ld (ii) it may be
that ‘the fields between which comparison would be desirable are for the
present very unequally developed so that attempts at comparison a(rie in
fact premature’. The second worry is a non sequituron any understan mgf
of comparative philosophy. Herzberger, quoted in putative support o
this claim, is probably right when he says that many elementary qu;stlon;
have not vet been settled in our present study and understar_l ing od
Buddhist logic; but that seems to suggest all the more that there is al need
to deploy the terms and techniques ofa currently available and deve Zpe
field like western analytic philosophy to relp us getabetter understanding,
ever morc coherent interpretations, of such past traditions as Buddh'lst
logic which we assume (for what(?ver reason). to have had extgg;:_vi
conceptual resources worth recovering thr(?ugh mterpretatlon.hBl(_; 1sf
logic is not going to emerge in all its hlStOl’lCE'll glory frqm the sha OLV.S 01
the past through the exercise of some pristine native phlloiop 1(_;1
capacity we possess; the very act of regaining it in some form coheren a§
connectedwith itsancientrichnessisgoing torequire whatever conceptull
resources we have access to, and it is precisely the presently we f
developed western one that is at hand to help us do so. The Sti;tle ot
currentresearch on Buddhistlogic says nothing abgut'whywe §hoq nﬁ
use western elements in our study of Buddhist lqglc; if anything, it c}? ;
us to so use western elements. One could h;‘we th1.s worry only if one z}d
the strange notion that the study of Buddhist logic can proceed, 1devoll1‘
of present interpretive techniques, through the use of some culturally
imeless capacity.
puzgz,ut)l rtrlllif first agprglension, that is to put the cart l_)efore the holrse.tlc;c
is getting things exactly the wrong way argund to begin by att§(tinpbt1nsgide
identify comparable concepts, like pinning two butterflies 15-11 e )l/t i
and comparing their markings. Th‘ls is incoherent. From w; ]E“lﬁ cu _uno
perspective could one beginto identify comparable concepts? There g i
culture-transcendent perspective analog(.)us to the 1nsect—transc;3nf €
perspective of the lepidopterist. Comparison can take place only E‘(t)ﬁ‘r;
some particular perspective. But that perspective cannot be one cl)d S
compared ones, because then the concepts of the other wou 4
extrinsic to one's intellectual repertoire and could not be }‘egresendc?
on their own terms. When one begins to do philosophy, one is situate (1)1}
one tradition and uses the conceptual resources of that Hadqun. 4
course, even if situated in a particular tradition, one could be f:ondztic:;lmir d
by the concepts of another tradition due to the accident %f history. ret?n
alreadyargued in supportofthe (notvery original) thesist atmtef‘p rg
a tradition is not to approach it in some ulncont:'iltloned way,; “]r::ta ;
conditioned by dominant conceptual paradigms in our .apglroi.ﬁ ; (?ur
tradition separated in time or space or both. So, it is inevitable tha
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approach to a tradition and the process of our mastery of it are both
marked by our. conditioned interpretive repertoire. Now, one cannot
give a suitable account of a comparable concept in another tradition just
bylooking atits texts. And there isno tradition-transcendent perspective
from which to do the comparison. So, what does one do l.n.the beginning?
One starts a process of familiarization with another tradition; one starts
to understand, master and employ the concepts of another t_rarc%mog,
even as one grapples with one’s own. Functioning i‘n a tradmoq is
mastering its concepts; and over time mastery {even if in some fairly
modest sense) comes. It is with this mastery that one starts to understand
the conceptual layout of a tradition, and one begins to pick out and
identify various elementsin it. But this picking outisdone in terms of that
tradition itself, for what is happening is native to that tradlqon, in so far
as any tradition can be said to have something clearl}_f native to it. For
there to be comparative identification, one must bring together the
conceptual resources one has mastered in different traditions, sqc_h that
one is now functioning from an inter-cultural (or inter-traditional)
perspective. Now, there isno logical incoherence in compari.ng e}em§nts
from different traditions; one is now functioning in a composite tradition,
formed by one’s own biconceptual nature.

Comparative philosophy is therefore philosophy done between and
across traditions which one has come to know and function in. With the
creation of this inter- cultural, compositional intellectual milieu, one
begins to deal with issues which strike one as important. O.n.e of them
might be the similarities between elements of the two trad_luons. Qne
might then startseeing what comparable roles they playin their respective
traditionsasunderstood by the biconceptualist. Buteven if this comparison
happens, it is one sort of end-product of such philosophizing, not the
prerequisite for all such philosophizing. In other words, certain candidate
elements might be considered and fail to be comparable in the roles they
play. Two conclusions follow, both pointing to how comparative
philosophyisstill possible. (i) Comparative philosophy s})ould have b.qen
done in the first place to arrive at that very conclusion of incomparability.
(i) There is a lot of other comparative philosophy, seer as biconceptual
orinter-traditional philosophy, which is not mere comparison of elements.

Of course, Matilal did attempt comparison of elements, but the fact
that he did notarrive at a list of comparable elements does not mean, on
the account I have given, that he did not do comparative philosoph asy
well: he needed to have done it in order even to begin elem'ent—t‘o-
element comparison. But it is the latter that is important, for Matilal did
not conceive of his work as being primarily of the element-to-elem_ent
sort. Itwasreally the creation of an inter-traditional form of philosophizing,
‘broughtabout by at least a modest level of mastery of dlff(_ere_nt traditions.
It was this conception of his work that led him, late in his life, to tell me
that he had become convinced of the disutility of the term ‘comparative
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philosophy’; unfortunately, he did not have the time or the opportunity
towrite about this conviction {(of course, it would be unfair to suggest that
the author of SMLI should have known that and taken it into account).
In thisunderstanding of inter-traditional or inter-cultural philosophizing
(2 term which, when I suggested it, he seemed reasonably happy with
even though he never used it himself), comparison is not the potint. It is
using awareness of the concepts of the traditions one has come to master
in order to formulate issues which seem biconceptually relevant. That is
to say, these should take the form of questions that could be asked of and
in any constituent tradition of the inter-traditional nexus. The issues
would, of course, vary depending on one’s interpretation of the traditions,
but the very act of working across traditions makes philosophizing
‘global’ in the sense of its not being tradition-specific. For Matilal, of
course, the two traditions he wanted to work in were the classical Indian
and the Anglo-American analytic ones. It would be perfectly legitimate
for someone to say (i) that only one or neither of these traditions is
relevant to their version of global philosophizing, or (ii) that the
interpretive issues he thought to be biconceptually relevant to those
traditions were not in fact so. But I do not think it would be possible to
maintain that what he did was not a viable enterprise at all.

The theory of inter-traditional philosophy that T have developed may
now be applied to Indian philosophy in general, keeping Matilal's work
as a paradigm (though not necessarily a totally successful one) in mind.

1. AnIndian doing Indian philosophy is necessarily going to have to
use the conceptual resources of dominant western traditions in
order to interpret the Indian past. A westerner doing Indian
philosophy would, of course, be using the resources of the West,
comparativelyuninfluenced asitis at present by other traditions. To
that extent, to do Indian philosophy now is already to be engaged
in some form of inter-traditional philosophizing. No pure,
uninterpreted Indian tradition can be regained; that is a myth.

2. But there is nothing inauthentic about what is made out as the
Indian tradition now: authenticityis mercly the result of intellectual
honesty in giving coherent interpretations and acknowledging
where possible the sources of one’s interpretive techniques. The
Indian tradition as it is interpreted can be seen to yield concepts
historicallyand textuallyanchoredin the Indian past. The important
thing for making the Indian tradition live is to demonstrate this
connection across the historical rupture. That is a matter of
scholarship, not methodology. .

3. Comparative philosophy, properly understood, is inter-traditional
philosophy. It takes the form of acquiring interpretive mastery over
different textual traditions, through the use of whatever conceptual
resources the interpreter has.

4. In the case of Indian philosophy, history has already determined,
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contingently, the nature of both study of Indian textsand comparative
work: western conceptual elements predominate in both western
and Indian interpreters (except in the largely isolated pundit
tradition). So, the interpretation of Indian philosophy isinescapably
conditioned. But so is comparative philosophy. To do western
philosophy is largely to do it with its own native resources, but to do
Indian philosophy is to some extent to do it with resources from
elsewhere. So initially, the determination of relevant issues will be
asymmetrically dependent on western conceptual concerns. A
legitimate aim would be to weaken and ultimately do away with this
asymmetry, so that Indian conceptual elements, howsoever
determined, will also help settle issues of relevance. But this can
come only through doing inter-traditional philosophy as it now
asymmetricallyis. The hope is that the emergence of Indian concepts
in the inter-traditional milieu will make them rationally compelling
to those of in western traditions. There may be disagreement on
how this can be done, but not through spurious worries over
identifying comparable elements or the present asymmetry in
interpretive development.

With these two sections, I have laid out a largely positive programme
for Indian and comparative philosophy; I have also suggested that Matilal
be seen in this light. I hope to have given some theoretical structure as
an alternative to the one that readers may discern in SMLI. The next
section is purely negative and critical. I will attempt there a series of
rebuttals of the criticisms that the author of SMLI makes of Matilal. In the
last section, I will look at specific criticisms of Matilal’s inaugural lecture
at Oxford.

i

The author starts by stating that the professionalization of Indian
philosophy has been accompanied by the ‘regrettable belief’ that
‘philosophy has context-independent subject-matter’. The contention is
that Matilal thought so and that this is regrettable because, if that is the
case, what can Indian philosophy offer that the western tradition cannot
develop by itself, especially given its present state of strength? Before
going further, I-think it was partly Matilal’s achievement that that
question has even come to be asked; a generation ago, itwas thought that
there was no such thing as Indian philosophy, no such thing asa tradition
in India which did in fact have such concerns as are found inr the western
traditions. Such thoughts are still found, but are no longer as prevalent
as they used to be. Matilal’s work, however ‘impressionistic’, achieved at
least the cultural end of getting philosophers of another traditon to
concede the possibility of finding universal or at least transcultural issues
in the Indian tradition. The query now is a purely pragmatic one; ‘how
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can I'find the time to do more than look at my own tradition’? This is very
different and very much weaker than: ‘is there anything at all in your
tradition which is worth conceptually looking at (by anyone concerned
to do ‘philosophy’)?’ That we could even think that the pragmatic
question is the relevant one today is thanks in part to Matilal's work in
establishing the possibility of Indian philosophy’s trans-traditional
relevance. To not think so is to underestimate the formidable
ethnocentricism of many in the western traditions.

The author of SMLI suggests that if philosophy were a context-
independent intellectual undertaking, the only way of answering the
pragmatic question is by looking for ‘lines of thought’ in the Indian
tradition ‘which are of intrinsic importance and relatively unexplored’
in other traditions. In this attempt, he stiffly asserts, ‘it did not seem to
me that he (Matilal) achieved any substantial success’. He is, true, aware
that the examples he cites in support of this conclusion are inadequate,
given the range and quantity of Matilal’s writings. But the examples cited
do not give any cause to take his judgement very seriously. He holds that
Matilal’s work on Nyiya logic would be of interest to someone ‘with an
overall interest in Indian logic’ but not the ‘the plain logician’, meaning,
presumably, the western logician. But why should this be so? No defence
1s given. Is it because the Nyaya system is in some way radically different
from “plain logic’? Surely not more so than Brouewerian intuitionism is
from classical logic. Hilary Putnam gives Polish logic as an example of a
radically different way of representing the world from classical logic.
Nyaya logic’s commitment to a realist ontology, one could argue as
Matilal did, serves the purpose of many a western metaphysician better
than, say, several of the deviant logics devised in the past fifty years.
Arguably, coming to grips with Nyaya logic is no small matter; but neither
is it the case with Polish logic. Of course, there is at present a difference,
in that many contemporary logics have found applications, but that is
merely a call to future logicians of Nyaya to bring some of the material
(especially the ‘informal’ and ‘relevance’ aspects of the tradition) to bear
on contemporary issues. It is a historicist fallacy to deny the interest of
Nyaya logic due to a current lack of awareness.

Another example given is that of Matilal’s work on perception. This is
clearly not a topic whose interest is limited to those concerned with the
Indian traditions alone. The relation between conceptual and non-
conceptual perceptual states, such a central element in the debate
between Nyaya and Buddhism, has a long history in western thought and
surely finds a place in contemporary debate as well.

The author of SMLI then argues that Matilal did not do ‘fruitful
philosophy’, though he grants that he did do work that was ‘stimulation’
to do fruitful philosophy that ‘may come to be done sooner or later’. If
he has anywhere given a reasoned distinction between these two sorts of
work, I must report a failure on my part to spot it. It is not easy to say what
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fruitful philosophy is; the more elaborate the criteria the more difficult
it becomes to accept, say, more than half a dozen philosophers this
century as having done so. Obviously, it should be possible to exclude
most undergraduate essays, most doctoral theses and probably the
majority of our published papersintuitively. But here is one criterion, for
what it is worth, for what makes for fruitful philosophy: a work is fruitful
if it gets others thinking and writing in ways they have not previously
done. Then, of course, Matilal did do fruitful philosophy; as Roy Perrett
pointed out in his review of Perception in the Journal of Asian Studies, ‘part
of the intellectual excitement of reading the book is in the many
possibilities for future philosophical research that it opens up’. One
might have grave misgivings about what people have been doing since
reading Matilal; but that is hardly an objective reason for stating that he
did not do fruitful philosophy. I want to suggest that the fruitfulness of
Matilal’swork lay exactlyin his efforts to create a biconceptual environment
in which scholars could work according to their interests.

There are four central arguments for the assessment in SMLI that
Matilal failed in his work: (1) Many of the topics he dealt with appeal only
to those already interested in them in the purely Indian context and not
to those interested in analytic philosophy. I have already argued in
response that this is by no means clear. (2) His work stimulates interest
in further research but did not, in a way contribute ‘fruitfully’. T have not
tackled this directly by looking at what philosophy Matilal did that may
be considered ‘fruitful’ because (a) I have a major problem in
understanding what the author could mean by ‘fruitful’, and have
suggested a criterion which (even by the author’s own admission) is
clearly met by Matilal’s work; and (b) a separate piece is needed for me
to give my own assessment of Matilal’s work, and this essay, which is
mainly a critical response, is not the place for it.

Another argument (3) is that Matilal failed to pay attention to the
near-total absence of translations in the field. The author of SMLI claims
that Matilal’s failure to do ‘fruitful’ philosophy was because of the
absence of translation: “‘What they (Matilal and co-author Sen in their
paper in Mind) do not mention as the most obvious obstacle to [the]
outcome (of doing fruitful philosophy) is an almost total absence of
translation of the chief works in the field’. This is a mysterious argument;
why should there be a failure to do philosophy because of an absence of
translation? I agree that translation is a perfectly legitimate activity, and
an absence of good translation may result in one failure: the failure of
those not well-versed in technical Sanskrit (or indeed any Sanskrit) to
appreciate the philosophical importance of these sources. But this claim
{(which is also, correctly, made in SMLI) is different from the one that
such an absence must lead us to conclude that Matilal’s work was not
philosophically important, which latter claim is the one which the author
attempts to substantiate with this argument; and this does not work.

Discussion and Comments 115

Now, the more general question still remains: should we not
concentrate, unlike Matilal, on producing translations? This is distinct
from the question; should there not be translations? One should, of
course, say yes to the latter question. But what is the idea behind the
former? The call to concentrate on translations before doing any
philosophy is not-a new one. The line of thought is roughly this: do
translations first, then the ideas in these texts will become accessible to
others both in that tradition {but lacking sufficient scholarship] and
those in other traditions. This is, to some extent, unexceptionable. It
becomes problematic only when translation comes to substitute for
philosophical activity. In thissituation, one should ask two questions: why
do translations? and what would count as acceptable translation? Let us
take the second question first. Clearly, a good translation would be one
which brought out the philosophical power of the text concerned. But
how is the translator to be qualified for it? Surely, he must be
philosophically sophisticated. But what is it to be sophisticated in that
way? It must be to have a sound grasp of the concepts required for a
suitably nuanced and penetrating interpretation of the text. But that is
going to come only through actually engaging in philosophy. Of course,
if that philosophy is to be Indian, it will come partly through the very
process of reading the Indian texts. But even then, the point is made:
philosophy precedes, because it is a prerequisite for good translation. I
must say that so many translations are bad or more subtly, misleading,
because they are done by those who think that their scholarly grasp of
Sanskrit grammar somchow makes them good philosophers. (Even

‘worse, this mistaken view of translation as detached from philosophizing

contributes to an overtly philological approach to philosophical texts in
which even the possibility of sophisticated philosophical content is
denied).

There is a need to build up a philosophical discourse in which ideas
circulate and feed into the conceptual vocabulary of Indian philosophers,
sothatthey may attemptdefinitive translations. Thislast claim isimportant.
I have already pointed out that one could not, at present, be an Indian
philosopher without being able to look at the texts; of course, Matilal
always did so. But to do philosophy by employing one’s understanding of
atextisnotthe same as providing adefinitive translation of it. The former
understanding is more tentative, more creative, more interpretively
removed than a definitive translation. In the former case, one uses texts
to develop one’s conceptual vocabulary; in the latter, one applies that
vocabulary to develop a determinate version in translation of the text.
Matilal began conventionally, with a detailed translation in his first work,
Navya-Nyaya Doctrine of Negation. But as time went by, he realized that
there was a prior need to widen and enrich the philosophical idiom of
those doing Indian philosophy. He thought that primarily this was his
task, hoping that others would take up this enriched idiom and apply it
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to those texts which he himself had studied and derived ideas from only
to present them in the English language discourse of contemporary
philosophy. One can take upon oneself the task of attempting definitive
translations, but that does notmean one is therefore justified in castigating
Matilal for not doing so himself. His work, in an important way, laid the
foundation for future, more elegant and philosophically self-aware
translations than we have normally had.

Now, for the first question: why do translations? Several inter-related
answers come up. First, simply to present a reasonably accurate
documentation of a tradition’s intellectual history. Second, to help those
in search of a better understanding of the past of the tradition to which
they take themselves to belong. Both are more pertinent to less esoteric
texts than philosophical ones, like poetry, history, legal documents and
s0 on. With philosophy, a third answer comes to the fore: to bring the
ideas of texts to those, of whatever tradition, who ought to or might be
interested in them. In the present context, one purpose of translating
philosophical texts is to bring them to the attention of philosophers in
both the Indian and the western traditions. But how will their attention
be drawn? The author of SMLI argues that many issues in Indian
philosophy are not of interest in themselves to western philosophers. If
so, why not? Clearly, because they have not become part of their
conceptual vocabulary. But even if certain topics were of interest, the
idiom in which they are presented may not always be the one with which
such philosophers are familiar. Merely to have a translation is not
enough to accomplish this growth in interest; there must be a prior
development of such interest so that translated texts command inter-
traditional study. From what I have argued before, the next step of my
argument should be plain: there is a need to create an awareness among
philosophers about the excitement of classical Indian thought, and such
an awareness will come onlywith the development of an area of discourse
in which Indian interests, as derived from the texts, are consolidated with
the interests of other philosophers. This is nothing other than the idea
of creating a biconceptualist vocabularyin which philosophers try to gain
interpretive access to the texts of different traditions, such that translations
become useful and come to be used.

From this account, there emerges the plea that we must first begin to
do philosophy, albeit with our own interpretive grasp of texts, such that
a discourse and an interest in the objects and features of that discourse
start to develop; then the translations, attempted only after we have
ourselvesacquired a suitably sophisticated conceptual repertoire derived
from whatever sources we think best, will become necessary and useful.
On such an account then, it is incoherent to insist on translation being
the prerequisite for philosophy and to claim that it was Matilal’s failure
not to have concentrated on translation.

We will now turn to the last of the arguments, (4) the inter-relation
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between religion and philosophy in the Indian schools and the supposedly
problematic consequences of Matilal’s alleged misunderstanding and
ignoring of that inter-relation. I must confess that I am not entirely clear
as to what the author of SMLI wants to make of the claim that in the
Indian tradition, ‘thereisan internal connexion between how philosophy
is done and some purpose which presides over it’, namely, religion. Early
on, the author claims that the distinction between philosophy and
religious purpose is crucial and must be made the ‘right way’, but
nowhere is it actually stated what that ‘right way’ is. Indeed, later there
is the confession, ‘a different view from mine on this question is likely to
be reflected in a different view of the value and importance’ of the
comparative method. So clearly, this is not a constructive claim but the
essentially destructive one that at any rate, Matilal did not share the view
that religious and philosophical concerns run together, the latter being
‘presided over’ by the former in classical India. This leads to the
conclusion: ‘philosophy is not something that need stand aloof from or
be in forced opposition to what is widely thought to be distinctive of
Indian thought’; the idea being, evidently, that that was what Matilal
thought.

The evidence marshalled in this regard is Matilal’s claim that he wishes
to leave aside the ‘mystical and non-argumentative’ side of the Indian
traditions and concentrate on their ‘analytic’ side. But thisis no evidence
atall for the claim that Matilal ignored the ‘religious purpose’ ‘presiding’
over philosophy. At least, it would be evidence only if one equated
religious concerns with non-argumentative mysticism. But why should
one think that Matilal did so? In Logic, Language and Reality, for example,
he devotes one out of the five chapters to such issues as karmaand samsara,
as well as the religious purpose behind the Jaina saptabhaiigi. Matilal did
attempt to delink religious concerns from philosophical activity; he
wanted to distinguish between those elements of the tradition which he
thought could be argued about and analysed conceptually, and those
which he thought were primarily experiential matters not to be argued
over but personally felt. If the arguable clements were largely non-
religious in nature, that surely is a philosopher’s right to decide on what
he is interested in.

v

Let us now turn to the criticism of Matilal’s inaugural lecture, ‘The
Logical [llumination of Indian Mysticism’ (hence forth Ll). Let me make
it clear that I do not agree with much of Matilal’s writing on Sri Harsa
here. Two extensive papersand a shorter one of mine' give an idea of my
interpretation of Sri Harsa, and will, T hope, fill in the details of what may
look like terse remarks on his philosophy in this article. I am just not
convinced of the power of the objections raised in SMLL
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The fundamental objection to Lfis supposed to be ‘straightforward’:
the logical illumination is supposed to be of ‘monistic metaphysics’:
metaphysics is part of philosophy and therefore monistic metaphysics is
a phllosophical doctrine; but Sri Harsa argues that ‘the only truth free
of err.or’ is ‘inexpressible’; so the reward for a logical study of such a
doctrine is silence, and that is ‘strange reward indeed’.

Let us look more closely at this argument. I must first mention that I
think ’Matilal’s choice of ‘monistic metaphysics’ as the term for Sri
Harsg s doctrine was not terribly good, accurate or useful, but that
notlpng I have to say now rests on that. Let us for the moment go with
Matilal’s choice. Let us also grant that whatever Sri Harsa was arguing for
he had some metaphysical doctrine in mind. But what is the difficulty in
thinking thatdoctrine’s claim was one about inexpressibility? Incidentally
.I am not sure Sri Harsa says anything about ‘truth free of error’; of what,
1s_that atranslation of ? Sri Harsa’s central arguments revolve around the
dlfﬁcw_ulty of giving definitions of truth and knowledge, and consequently
of building up a metaphysical doctrine which expressess what reality is
(howsoever that reality is defined). Giving a critique of definitions of
truth, he queries the very use of such a concept; he is concerned to say
that the uses of such terms as ‘truth’ and ‘knowledge’ are strictly

Prowsmpa_l on our merely assuming (abhyupagama) that these termswork
in describing our empirical lives. So, he obviously cannot make an
claims about truth himself. !

To return to the issue, let us nevertheless grant that he is at least
committed to saying that no expression of what reality is is possible. Now
thatisa metglphysical doctrine that can be expressed. But the content ot,‘
that expression consists in a commitment to inexpressibility. Sti Harsa
could, undoubtedly have gone the way of mystics and merely not
expressed anything, demonstrating that sense of inexpressibility. But, of
course, not expressing anything is a practice even we, who claim ,no
mystical experiences, can indulge in. So, he set out to demonstrate the
nature of this inexpressibility, primarily in the form of a critique of Nyaya
deﬁnltlgns, forming part of what was claimed to be a determinate
expression of reality.

T.he author of SMLI may argue that $17 Harsa’s .apparent SuCCess
against the best definitions of that time was gained only by his
_misrepresentation’ of his opponents’views. This is a non sequitur, and is
in any case contestable. It is contestable, as a reading of Phyllis Granoff’s
patient compilation of SrT Harsa’s sources in her seminal Philosophy and
Argument in Late Vedanta® shows. But even if there were some truth in that
accusation, how does that prove that Matilal’s interpretation of §ri Harsa
was mistaken? The point, surely, is what Sri Harsa set out to do, namel-y
demonstrate the incoherence of definitions; whether ornothe succeedeci
is another matter. If a consensus on success is the desideratum, then
Descartes, whom the author of SMLI lauds, is equally to be set aside.
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So, what is relevant is Sri Harsa’s method of demonstrating the
incoherence of definitions which go to form an account of reality. And
if that is what he was doing, then there is nothing obviously problematic
in holding a doctrine of inexpressibility and demonstrating that all
efforts at expressing a metaphysical doctrine of inexpressibility and
demonstating that all efforts at expressing a metaphysical doctrine
through the consistent definition of terms—as evidenced by the best
writing of the times—fail due to the failure of those definitions to be
consistent. While we are at it, let me, like the author of SMLI, invoke
Wittgenstein. One could argue, if one were so minded, that Sri Harsa’s
plan was to show that is was not possible to give determinate expression
of a doctrine of reality by demonstrating the incoherence of various
attempts to do so; and that he bad to do this because he was committed
to holding, that one could not saywhat that inexpressible reality was. He
showed what metaphysics he was committed to, because he did not think
it could be said. Of course this is contentious, and I have spentalotmore
time exploring this elsewhere; but all I want to say is that I think, in
common with Matilal, that there is no obvious incoherence to engaging
in metaphysics while being committed to a doctrine of inexpressibility.
Thus, it is getting it exactly wrong to argue that ‘Matilal cannot reject Sri
Harsa’'s verdict that the ultimate truth (sic) which he was seeking was
“unsayable”, since after all there would be nothing left at the end of his
project to say it in.” The whole point precisely is that there should
be—and Sri Harsa would claim, must be—nothing left to say about
reality.

Let us now turn to the issue of scepticism. The author argues that
Matilal was misguided in his use of the term ‘scepticism’. He distinguishes
between Matilal’s use of the term and what he takes to be the two versions
of scepticism in the western tradition, argues that Matilal’s version looks
like Descartes’ but is not, and that this is so because the Matilalian
sceptical version of Sri Harsa is ‘exactly opposite’ in its approach to
evidenceas Descartes’. There are problemswith each of these perceptions.

The first is the author’s characterization of western scepticism. He
argues radically that Russell was a sceptic because he thought that
uncertainty about knowledge is irremediable though inconsequential.
This is surely an extraordinary characterization of Russell. All T can see
in Russell, at least in his writings on epistemology, is a refusal to “affirm
the existence of anything for which there is no evidence'® his logical
atomism, if anything, is based precisely on a foundationalist certainty
about giving an accurate and complete description of the world as is
possible through evidence. All that one could say of Russell is that he was
insisting on a form of verificationism against knowledgé of metaphysical

entities, including God. If that makes him a sceptic, that is a pretty
widespread form of scepticism that any reasonable scientist would be
committed to. But let this pass.
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Let us lock at the classification of scepticism into two categories: the
Cartestan, which looks at whether the highest possible criteria for
knowledge are met in our claims and offers us claims which are finally
held to meet such criteria; and the Humean (and Russellian) inwhichno
candidates which meet the criteria are found but where this absence is
taken to be inconsequential. Again, let us ignore the problem of
characterizing Hume in this way. Now, the author of SMLI says,
improbably, that Matilal's version of scepticism fails. Let us look at the
form of scepticism that Matilal took to be nearest to that of the Indian
mystic and which the author of SMLI ignores: that of Sextus Empiricus,
for whom scepticism consists in the acceptance that ordinary life is lived

according to epistemic standards that cannot possibly be met in any phi-

losophical way. Surely, there is some connection here between the not-
ion of vyavaharika-sattaand the ‘normal rules of life’ that Sextus*talks of,

Mautilal, of course, specifically argues that the sceptical approach in the
Indian tradition (Jayarasi Bhatta apart), does serve a mystical purpose,
and in this is different from most western uses of scepticism. And this is
where the author argues that Matilal’s scepticism is ‘exactly the opposite’
of Descartes’. I must, incidentallx, confess that I am unclear what the
issue is supposed to be: is it that Sri Harsa can be interpreted in a way
which shows him to have been mistaken in his strategy by virtue of being
at odds with Cartesian-style scepticism; or is it that Matilal was wrong in
trying to say that Sri Harsa was a sceptic, because scepticism is what
Descartes pursued and what Sri Harsa did not? If it is the first, then it is
a judgement on Srt Harsa’s position as a philosopher but it cannot be
used to claim that Matilal did not try to say something original about Sri
Harsa’s strategy, because Matilal at any rate thought that Sri Harsa was
indeed doing something different. If it is the latter, then that is a claim
about what scepticism is but again, this cannot be used against Matilal’s
claim that Sr1 Harsa was doing something radical; at most it can be an
argument about whether to label this ‘scepticism’, which, the author
agrees, is not a significant issue.

In any case, the argument turns on the claim that Descartes’ strategy
was to lay down extremely high standards for epistemic criteria and show
that many knowledge-claims fail to meet them, whereas Sri Harsa asks for
a ‘lowering of logical (and, presumably, epistemic) standards.” How is
this claim demonstrated in SMLI? As far as I can see, a series of statements
are made which are supposed to substantiate it, but (i) in themselves they
are problematic, and (ii) in any case, they do not prove what they set out
to. The statements are:

1. Sri Harsa ‘never gives reason a second chance’ when he rejects
his opponents’ views;

2. thereisthe ‘simple point’ thatasceptic cannot proceed ad hominem
and

2a. this is because to ‘claim successfully that one can convict one’s
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opponent of contradiction is only to claim that one can refute
him not that the thesis he maintains would also be thereby
refuted’; and

3. he is able to so proceed only because he ‘misrepresents the
situation’. Let us take up each point.

Whyisit that Sri Harsa does notgive reason a second.chance?lAlengthy
book devoted to a critique of a staggering array of rational claims about
reality is hardly a case of not giving reason a second chance; if anything,
Sri Harsa celebrates reason but only by demonstrating, in great detail, its
inability to give determinate expression to a view of reality. Arguably, it
is exactly to give reason every chance there is to build up a determinate,

expressible metaphysics that he wrote his book. Atleast, a better defence

is needed of claim 1. Next is the point that a sceptic cannot proceed ad
hominem, well, no philosopher can and pretend to be other .than a
polemicist, or worse, a politician. Nobody would argue that atta'ckn".lg the
person is the best way of going about attacking the idea (I say this with an
only too obvious sense of irony). But now look at 2a: this is supposed to
be the justification of the charge that Sri Harsawas proceeding ad hominem.
But it is no such thing. To attempt to ‘convict one’s opponent of
contradiction’ isnot to attack the opponent personally, for the charge of
contradiction is a charge regarding the person’s ideas, not the person
himself. So, even if St Harsawere charging his opponentof contradiction,
one cannot say he was attacking ad hominem, unless one ha.s taken
considerable liberty with that phrase. Now, let us look at 2a again. How
could one defend the claim that to refute an opponent might yet not be
to refute the thesis? Only if one had some fantastically realist theory of an
ideal version of a thesis uncontaminated by the imperfect versions of it
held by people who have been refuted. One might as well say that to
refute the arguments of the flat-earth theorists is not to refute tht? thef)ly
that the earth is flat because there might well be an argument for itwhich
no present-day scientist has yet anticipated. Conceivable but hardly a
plausible defence of the criticism of Sri Harsa. o .

The wildness of this underlying vision of what it is to refut.e a thesis is
evidently grasped by the author, for he goes on to admit that r.h::
arguments attacked by Sri Harsa were the ‘best to be found in his time’.
This is when he makes the additional claim that Sri Harsa was able to
refute his opponents’ theses only by misrepresenting them. But we haye
now lost touch with the original argument, which was to claim thgt Sri
Harsa asked for lower logical and epistemic standards. All we have is the

: dispilte overwhether SriHarsawas able to accomplish his task successfully,
and this is not a dispute over his sceptical strategy. .

Not only are the stages of the argument confused, they do not in any
case work towards establishing the claim that Matilal’s sceptic, in the
form of Sri Harsa, asks for a lowering of epistemic standards. If anything,
§ri Harsa adheres—or at least is committed to adhering to—the best
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standards available to him at that time, that of his opponents. His claim
is that no theory of the pramanas, however elaborately developed, can
actually accomplish what it sets out to do, which is to establish a
determinate account of what there is in reality. All such theories can do
is to demonstrate that we can only assume their workability in our daily
lives. We cannotuse them to prove that there isa determinate realityfrom
which theyare derived, on pain of circularity: there must be demonstrated
to be a determinate world from which the pramanas are derived, but it is
with the use of the pramanas thatwe hope to accomplish the establishment
of such a determinate world. Of course, we can say that our experience
is such that the assumption of the pramanas is acceptable, but that is
exactly what the Advaitin means by saying he accepts the vyavahara-saita.
This understanding of Sri Harsa is not a million miles from the author’s
own understanding of Nagarjuna; both essentiallyargue that the attempt
to establish the pramdnasis faulty: ‘what is taken to be established is also
required to be established in its means’ (siddhasya sadhanam syat).

~ To repeat, 1 am not convinced that what I have to say here would
accord with Matilal’s conception of a monistic metaphysics, but that is
irrelevant to the point I am making: the arguments in SMLI accomplish
nothing like they claim to.

One more point about Sri Harsa. The author of SMLI invokes Barry
Stroud, and says that Stroud ‘equates philosophical scepticism with the
claim that we can know nothing about the physical world around us’ and
claims that therefore, scepticism has nothing to do with the notion of
proof as found in Sri Harsa. My copy of The Significance of Philosophical
Scepticism says something much weaker: ‘In this book I examine the
sceptical philosophical view that we can know nothing about the physical
world around us’®: hardly the view imputed to him. But there is more.
Earlier Stroud says, ‘scepticism in philosophy has come to be understood
as the view that we know nothing, or that nothing is certain, that
everything is open to doubt’. He goes on, ‘it is thought to rest on many
of the same considerations, ancient sceptics [like Sextus, note] might
have invoked in freeing themselves from their opinions or opposing the
doctrines of others’. Thisnot only tiesin with my earlier point that Matilal
saw parallels between the Indians and the ancient Greek sceptics, it can
readily be interpreted in terms conducive to Sri Harsa’s strategy. So,
Stroud is not quite the ally he is obviously thought to be by the author of
SMLI. -

We will now move to the case of Nagarjuna. Ifit is 2a matter of personal
Judgement, I cannot agree with the author that ‘it does not need a deep
study of Nagarjuna to think it somewhat strange’ to sec him as subscribing
to the same sort of mysticism as Sri Harsa. This is indeed an attack ad
hominem: the charge is that Matilal did not make a deep study of
Nagarjuna. I do not think it strange at all, given the long history of the
claim that the concept of $iznyaand that of brahman are in vital respects
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similar, to take Matilal’s claim about the commonality of Sr1 Harsa’s and
Nagarjuna’s mysticism sericusly, even if I remain unsure that there is
such a commonality. What, in any case, is given in df:fenFe Pf [;hlS
view?—That Advaita subscribes to something called ‘total lllumlomsrn to
which Nagarjuna does not. This amounts to precisely n_othlqg.. I am
appalled that someone could so blithely gather Gziudapada, Sankara,
Padrhapada, Sure$vara, Vacaspati, Sr1 Harsa, Madhusudapa, Dharm?ra_}a,
all under the cover of some apparently obvious doctrine called ‘total
illusionism’. If this has to be done, then I want some explication of the
very notion of ‘total illusionism’, and T want to know how the various
philosophers of that school may be said to subscrlb'e toaunified doctrine
of it. Here, where everything rests on the claim that all Advaitins
subscribed to a doctrine radically different from Nagarjuna rega.rdmg
mystical experience, appeal to some putative convention reg;ard'm.g
Advaitic theory will not do. At another point the al%thor~wr11.;es, ’thls is
what the Advaitin Sri Harsa says but not the Buddhist Nagarjl}nfl , as if
invoking the different schoolsis sufficient to establish whatt?ver distinction
is required. I look forward to a scholarly, rather longer piece on exactly
how, Sr7Harsa atleast, subscribed to adifferentview of mystical experience
than N;lg;irjima, from the author of SMLI; or maybe it is one already
written to which my attention has not been !)rough_t. '
Now, for a couple of particularly troubling claims that I found in
SMLI's treatment of Nagarjuna. Apparently, the Madhyamika gqal‘ is
‘attained cumulatively’, and not ‘in a flash’, whereas Sri Harsa sees it ‘as
an emergent condition whose origin comes simp!y on t!le completion of a
process of ratiocination’ (my emphasis). The distinction defeats me;
neither seems to claim that the sumnum bonumis gained w1thou!: along
process of gradually giving up problematic commitments and views.
Then there is the enigmatic discussion of sunyafa.‘Knowing tha_tt
something is without svabhdva must in part consist in knowing that it is
deficient in some respect.” Given this, §inyata might be understood by
saying ‘that there is an inevitable lack of self-nature thajt goes with the
essential nature of things’. I want to know what ‘something’ is such ‘that
it has no svabhava. Is not the very idea of svabhdva constitutive of the 1d'ea
of a thing—anything, something—in the first instance:?> Ir'1 order ’to give
any sense to the above view, there must be a construal of thlr}gness {(what
itis for there to be a thing) that is free of any appeal to and mdependept
of the concept of self/own-nature; and f_urther, it should be found‘ in
Nagarjuna. This task is made even more difficult b‘y the sc?cond assertion
according to which a thing can have essence (an essenpal nature ‘) but
yet lack self-nature (that is how I understand the puzzling phrase ‘goes
with’). We are well into the realms of the contradictory: this is absolutely
the first time I have ever heard of a thing, (already rnys‘terl_ously defined
without appeal to its nature), which has an essence which is nonetheless
not itself (has no self-nature). If this is to work at all, much, much more
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has to be done to bring it withi )
done here. gitwithin the realms of the sensible than has been

Finally,anoteona methodological issue. The author claims that ifhe

gwes an account of Nagarjuna which is different from Matilal’s, even if

the former were not to be ‘unquestionably preferable’, it is enough if it
is plausnbl.e,. because that would suggest that it is fruitful in a way Matilal's
g not. Tl}1s is all very confusing. First of all, there is nothing here to show
hat Matilal s understanding of Nagirjuna was not fruitful, beyvond the
douptful clalm that Nagarjuna could not possibly have a,dhe};ed to
version of myspcism even remotely resembling Sri Harsa’s. Second ev':-;‘:l1
1f_ a more detailed argument against Matilal’s interprétation were’to be
glven, 'that would ‘merely be to show that Matilal's view was not as
; efensible as previously thought, without saying anything about its
rLIItfl:!lnESS (recall our earlier puzziement about the unexplained—orif
explained, problematic notion of fruitfulnessin SMLI).*And third nonle
~of this has any bearing on the original, official purpose of. this’essa
namely, to argue that Matilal was not engaged in any fruitful : hiloso hy,
at all because of his commitment to a form of comparative pphilosogjhyy

This is not a persuasi
ve case for a gey g R .
methodology. general failure of Matilal’s entire
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Devaraja’s Theory of Person : Some Reflections

LY |
aDe‘varl‘?]a s concept of person emanates from his definition of philosophy
hsu ;:: awareness or critical awareness of the activities whereby civilized
an agents produce value bearing forms of consciousness’.! Therefore
»
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the person is the object of his philosophical inquiry only by virtue of
being the end product of man’s pursuit of values. Thus, as he himself
admits, his definition of a person as a being given to conscious pursuit of
values is rather prescriptive, but he denies the charge of its being a
persuasive one.? Forhim, a prescriptive definition in a normative discipline
is a fact; it is explanatory, evaluative and can also be viewed as aproposal.’
A philosophical system is mostly constituted by such definitions, he says.*

According to his description, the person is essentially a social being
with the capacity to use language for the need of communication and co-
operation with his fellow beings. Thus, neither a perfect being like God
nor imperfect ones like animals, infants, madmen are included in the
class of persons. Being social, the person isamoral agent too, withasense
of rights and duties. However, an immoral person, in Devaraja’s opinion,
is still a person but he is an inferior person due to his selfishness. The
difference between moral and immoral men does not lie in their
conscious pursuit of values, but in safeguarding or injuring the interests
of others in achieving their own ends.’

Devaraja further differentiates between amoral and avirtuous person.
Accordingly, a virtuous person is not only unselfish but also positively
helpful to others even at the cost of his own time, money or comfort.’In
return he gets affection, admiration and gratefulness from them. A
virtuous person may be motivated either by his excess energy and
intelligence or by his indifference to mere utilitarian existence. The life
of a political reformer or revolutionaryisan example of a virtuous person
in the former class while that of a detached saint exemplifies the latter.

Thus, though the just order is a necessary condition for the survival of
civilized man, yet, moral deeds cannot exhaust the concept of a person.
Devaraja asserts, man has the capacity to transcend the moral zone in the
creative quest of truth, beauty and contemplative serenity.” The creation
and appreciation of works of art and thought are noncompetitive or
shareable. However, this requires disciplined training and a sense of
detachment from purely utilitarian and competitive pursuits. Even the
scientists whose discoveries often make life more comfortable, are
inspired by the disinterested quest of truth. Such cultural pursuits, in
Devaraja’s opinion, tend to induct a person into the society of a select few
kindred spirits who have been able to move beyond our creaturely:
existence.® Thus, a person’s life has an essential reference to his fellow
beings; the progress of excellence of a person can be measured in terms
of his liberation from egoistic impulses towards a superior kind of
happinesswhich has been described as the state of ‘frvanamukts’ inreligious
literature.®

The chief merit of Devaraja’s theory of person as briefly stated above,
lies in his-emphasis on the value aspect of the person which is generally
not well taken care of by the philosophers of other traditions. Much of
the discussion of the concept of person in contemporary philosophy
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moves around the problem of personal identity to specify the necessary
and sufficient conditions that a person at time t, being the same as a
person at time t;. Though, as brilliantly argued by Vibha Chaturvedi,?
the inadequacy of the dualistic Cartesian position in this respect is
improved upon by the Strawsonian analysis of the concept of person, that
too gives us only the necessary condition of being a person but fails to
provide the sufficient one. Thus, the definition of person as a subject to
whom both corporeal characteristics and states of consciousness can be
ascribed, is indeterminate. Such a concept ignores evolution of man as
a biological species from animals; even a monkey seems to qualify as a
person. So we need to further determine it by including capacity of self-
awareness, language, intentional actions etc., for defining a person.

Devaraja, in his own way provides a solution to this problem by defining
the person as a being given to conscious, creative pursuit of values; an
imperfect being, neither a God, nor an animal. Thus, being a non-
believer in any form of transcendent soul or God, he not only avoids the
pitfalls of Cartesian dualism, but also does full Jjustice to the splrltual (or
cultural) aspect of human life. The emergence of value consciousness is
the unique characteristic of man which defines him as a person.

Devaraja’s differentiation between inferior and superior person
highlights the hierarchical aspect, making his theory not only inclusive
but also sufficiently discriminatory to serve as an evaluative standard for
a variety of human actions. By his criterion of increasing detachment
from merely utilitarian pursuits, one can say that a political revolutionary
like Mao is an inferior person as compared to a compassionate saint like
Ram Krishna Paramhamsa, but Gandhi is superior to both as he combines
both moral and spiritual qualities in his personality.

Devaraja’s theory can also be seen as a proposal for betterment of the
person. Aware of the conflictual nature of the competitive pursuit of
utilitarian values such as wealth and power, one may consciously opt for
the quest of truth and beauty. However, realizing the obstacles due to
unjust social order in such cultural pursuits, one may decide to fight for
better social conditions. Calling for pursuit of moral ideals, this will itself
enhance one’s status as a person. And, realizing the essential need for co-
operation with fellow beings for the success, one will develop as a social
being in a deeper sense.

The concept of ‘jivanamuki’, the highest position a person can reach
in Devaraja’s theory, critically combines the insights of Indian religious
tradition with that of humanistic thinkers of the West such as Erich
Fromm'' and Abraham Maslow.'? Religious values like other cognitive,
moral and aesthetic values are also an important part of man’s value
consciousness. More than the pursuit of other values, religious quest
{rees a man from egoistic constraints of his creaturely existence. Thus,
irrespective of his religious beliefs, a truly religious person for Devaraja,
is an embodiment of humanly attainable ideal of superior person.
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However, it seems, traditional disregard for material values shown by
saints and their followers invariably creeps into Devaraja’s theory of
person even while discussing enjoyment and creation of works of art and
thought. It may be true for some but going through the lives of many
great artists and men of thought, one cannot fail to notice their not-so-
glorious worldly pursuits of women, wealth and fame as well as their petty
jealousies and rivalries. In the lives of political leaders, their love for
power and glory is most conspicuous. Therefore, as Milton said: ‘the last
infirmity of great minds is their love of fame and glory’ and as such, it
cannotbe separated from any creative pursuit of cultural values, Bertrand
Russell in his famous study Power,'® has also pointed out the motives of
power and glory in various human pursuits of excellence. Similarly,
though there is some truth in Devaraja’s contention that a virtuous or
creative person has excess energy yet one cannot fully agree about its
source in the spmtually superior nature of man. Very often this extra
time and energy is the result of leisure available to persons of exploiting
classes whose subsistence needs are fully met by their dominating status
in society. Thus, one may say that the relationship of society with creative
pursuit of cultural values is not fully worked out in Devaraja’s theory of
the person. Only with some such understanding one may explain the
lesser recognition granted to artists or thinkers by society in comparison
to men of wealth and power.

A prescriptive concept of person, such as that of Devaraja, remains
incomplete till it supplements the idea of superior person with a method
of achieving that status. This is not just a simple case of being a spiritually
superior person. Even the highly creative minds experience the tension
between pursuit of utilitarian and cultural values. A proper understanding
of such inner conflicts and the need to choose one value instead of the
other with the resulting anxiety, will go a long way to enrich Devaraja’s
theory of person.

Like other attempts to define the concept of person, Devaraja also fails
to take note of the unconscious layers of personality. Can the unconscious
.desires be kept out of a complete theory of the person? One is not sure
as to what status he accords to the deviant behaviour of man, but it does
not seem to serve any conscious utilitarian or creative cultural purpose.
Is the criminal driven by sadomasochistic urges not a person? He is
neither a madman, nor does he pursue any pragmatic or cultural values
and consciousness may not necessarily be rational and moral all the time.

Another paradox which Devaraja’s theory fails to explain is the
consistentunconcern shown by a large number of persons for the pursuit
of the so-called superior values, even after their subsistence needs are
fully met. Why, given time and energy, most persons are more interested
in earning wealth and goods than in creating or appreciating great works
of art and literature? The more shareable goods and activities are not
considered worth sharing. To the question why be moral, Devaraja’s
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contention that a person is a moral agent does not seem to be a
satisfactory answer.

Concluding the discussion, one can not but give full credit to the
original contribution made to the theory of person by N.K. Devaraja. Its
originality lies in synthesizing the rich humanistic traditions of both the
East and the West; yet he remains a critical insider throughout. Some of
the unworked out problems, however, are due to the looseness and
indeterminateness of the concept of person itself. What we require is a
complete theory of man and his destiny and not merely a theory of the
person. Devaraja’s efforts in that direction however, cannot be dealt
justifiably within the scope of this article.
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A Note on Critique and Alternative in
Alasdair Maclntyre

Modernity and tradition are opposed to each other. Notwithstanding the
hostility of modernity towards tradition, the idea of tradition is reasserted
albeit in displaced senses. The reassertion is evident in the writings of
Alasdair MacIntyre.! He rejects the Enlightenment project and seeks to
replace it by the ‘classical tradition’. This replacement, for him, would
solve the pervasive factvalue dichotomy that infected modern moral
theories. In this essay, | argue, that MacIntyre’s recommendation poses
some difficulties.
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MaclIntyre rejects the Enlightenment project, as he says we, ‘in spite of
the efforts of three centuries of moral philosophy and one of sociology,
lack any coherentrationally defensible statement of aliberalindividualistic
point of view'.? He attributes this failure to the very format of the
Enlightenment discourse, namely, to the ‘project of constructing valid
arguments which will move from premises concerning human nature as
they understand it to be to conclusions about the authority of moral rules
and precepts’. A project of this kind, he concludes, is bound to fail, as
there is an ineradicable discrepancy between Enlightenment writers’
(writers such as Kant, Hume, and Diderot) shared conception of moral
rules and precepts, and what was shared—despite much larger
divergencies— in their conception of human nature.® This failure,
according to Maclntyre, leaves no option but to continue to follow the
Enlightenment project ‘until there remains only the Nietzschean diagnosis
and the Nietzschean problematic. ...’ He conclusively asserts that within
the modern discourse there is ‘no third alternative’.*

To salvage morality from this impasse, MacIntyre recommends
while being away from both the general format of the Enlightenment
and it's contemporary critique, e.g. the ‘Post-Enlightenment relativism
and perspectivism’—an alternative in the form of the morality of the
‘classical tradition’. The classical tradition for him consists of: the
philosophy of Aristotle, the practicg of Greek heroic societies and
Homer. In the classical tradition, morality is invariably derived from
social facts. Hence facts and values are organically related to each other.
Elucidating this relation, he identifies three components constituting
traditional morality: (i) the notion of ‘mah-as-he-happens-to-be (human
nature in its untutored state)’; (ii) ‘the conception of the precepts of a
rational ethics’; and (iii) ‘the conception of human nature-as-it-could-be-
if-it-realized-its-telos’.? These three aspects are closely related to each
other, as each requires the reference of the other two if its own status or
function is to be intelligible. This inter-dependency makes it possible to
arrive at a viable moral theory.

In contradistinction, the morality of the Enlightenmenthas no notion
of ‘man-as-he-happens-to-be’. Instead, human nature is reduced to any
one of the aspects. MacIntyre observes:

Justas Hume seeks to found morality on the passions because his argu-
ments have excluded the possibility of founding it on reason; so Kant
foundsiton reason because hisarguments have excluded the possibility
of founding it on the passions; and Kierkegaard on criterionless
fundamental choice because of what he takes to be the compelling
nature of the considerations that exclude both reason and passions.®

2
This attitude of each seeking to ground morality exclusively either on
passions or on reason or on criterionless fundamental choice, almost
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structured each framework as solipsistic. Thereby foreclosing the
possibility of interaction between them. This mutual exclusiveness is
further corroborated by the rejection of man’s telos. Regarding this,
MacIntyre notes with concern the secular rejection of both Protestant
and Catholic theology and scientific and philosophical rejection of
Aristotelianism. These rejections eliminated any notion of ‘man-as-he-
happens-to-be-if he-realized-his-telos’.”

This hostility towards huiman #elosis further substantiated by MacIntyre
when he states a little later in the same book two obstacles—one social
and another philosophical. These impede any ‘contemporary attempt to
envisage human life as a whole, as a unity, whose character provides the
virtues with an adequate felos’. They are: (i) the social obstacle where
modernity partitions human life into different segments. Work is divided
from leisure; private life from public; and the corporate from the
personal. This segmentation prevents the possibility of having an idea of
aunified human life. (ii) The philosophical obstacle which derives from
two distinct tendencies—the analytical philosophy’s tendency to think
atomistically about human action and in sociological theory and
existentialism where ‘a sharp separation is rnade . . . between the
individual and the roles that he or she plays. .

The rejection of the human telosprecluded an occasion for the mutually
exclusive conceptions of human natures either to form or culminate into
a viable common ground. Thus, the incompatibility at the level of
postulating different versions of human nature compounded by the
subsequent prevention of the possibility of their culmination at the level
of telos, left modern moral theories, in MacIntyre’s reading, fragmented,
and their different versions incommensurable. From this, Maclntyre
draws a lesson, and says, that a successful moral theory is always derived
from a shared social reallty Extrapolatmg his argument, we can concede
thatasocial reality can give rise to more than one moral theory. However,
in the absence of social reality it’s morality cannot be derived.

II

Let us critically scrutinize MacIntyre’s position. For him, a successful
morality is derived from shared social facts. And,

(a) morality in the classical tradition is derived from shared social
facts. However, modern moral theories do not subscribe to shared social
facts. Hence they failed to arrive at a tenable moral theory.

So, '

(b) in order to arrive at a tenable morality, Enlightenment
discourse—from which moral theories including emotivism draw their
conceptual resources, must be replaced by the classical tradition.

(i) While I agree with MacIntyre with regard to (a), I contest his
positive recommendation namely, (b).
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It may be true that in the classical tradition values are derived from
social facts. However, we must note the following:

(c) The classical tradition is no longer an existing presence in the
modern West. It hasbeen either replaced or transformed by modernity.
The modern mechanisms of progress, social change, and developmental
programme assisted by science and technology, have succeeded in
transforming or replacing the traditional social practicesand institutions.
There may be disagreements regarding the desirability or otherwise of
this transformation: there may even be variety in modernity’s attempt at
transforming the traditional Western society. But this transformation
remains a fact of history and is in need of no further justification. A form
of this transformation from the agrarian plural societies to the
homogeneous nation state is discussed by Ernest Gellner in his book
Nation and Nationalism. This obvious fact has serious implications to
Macintyre’s recommendation, namely, (b).

Given (c), letus examine MaclIntyre’s recommendation (b). We can at
once conclude thatthe disappearance of the traditional social institutions
and practices within the West makes (b) impossible. That is, while
traditional morality is derived from traditional social facts, but given (c),
the traditional society is no more an existing reality within the West.
Thus, it cannot be evoked as if it is an existing presence. It can at best be
recalled through ‘ sociclogical imagination’; or through ‘art, literature,
language, and the cultural “artefacts” of the era in question’,—namely,
the pre-Modern experience.'? But this form of recalling does not fulfil
MacIntyre’s requirement. Deriving morality from an imagined social
reality would be as much a fantasy as the abstract notion of morality that
MacIntyre attributed to the Enllghtenment Recalling tradition through
imagination does not necessarily promise shared experience. Does the
modern West revoke its classical tradition in a consensus manner? How
much commonness is there even among those who now evoke tradition?
Traditional social institutions don’t any longer constitute the shared
experience of the modern West. Thus, given the absence of the traditional
social institutions, MacIntyre’srecommendation (b) becomes unrealistic.

Here I am not suggesting that in order to evoke traditional morality
there must necessarily exist traditional societies. I am aware of the fact
that moral ideals need not necessarily answer pragmatic requirements.
I am only arguing that these possibilities cannot be evoked within
Maclntyre’s framework, as for him a successful morality is always derived
from shared social facts. _

The classical morality, recommended by MacIntyre, when applied to
overcome the contemporary crisis, in the manner in which itis diagnosed
byMaclntyre, ceases to have its claims of organicity between morality and
social facts. In these changed circumstances the organicity constituting
traditional morality becomes organicity or traditional morality. If we
insist on traditional morality, then it is not rooted in modern Western
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society. And, if we were to opt for organicity between facts and values,
then, we have to look for this in instances other than traditional morality.
(ii) I shall now discuss another difficulty in Maclntyre. This can be
illustrated by invoking his centralization of yet anotherassertion regarding
the allegiance to the inherited traditions. While listing the virtues of
heroic societies, he says, ‘there is no way to possess the virtues except as
part of'a tradition in which we inherit them and our understanding of
them from a series of predecessors’."! This observation could go exactly
-against his general recommendation of abandoning the Enlightenment
project. The immediate predecessors of the contemporary West are
Descartes, Hume, Hobbes, Rousseau, Hegel, Mill, Marx and Rawls. if we
go along with MacIntyre’s earlier idea of abandoning the project of
Enlightenment, then what would be our relation to these thinkers
mentioned above. In recommending the project of Enlightenment to be
abandoned, how would MacIntyre relate himself to those thinkers who
contributed to the making of modernity. Does this not force Maclntyre’s
suggestion regarding inheriting traditions to go exactly against his own
plea to abandon the Enlightenment project?

Further, MacIntyre seemns to be imitating the logic of the Enlightenment
which he seeks to repudiate. Both MaclIntyre and the Enlightenment
thinkers seck to reject their immediate predecessors. While the latter
rejected the tradition substituting in its place new modern social
institutions and ideas, MacIntyre, on the other hand, seemed to embark
on rejecting the Enlightenment. There is, however, a difference.
Modernity, a contemporaryname for the Enlightenment, in transforming
traditional social realities reduced tradition to a set of ideas. In contrast,
modernity is not only an idea but a reality. Given this, what would be
MacIntyre’s relation to the modern realities? Would he, for instance, do
to the modern institutions what Enlightenment did to the taditional
institutions? Or would he find other mechanisms? Maclntyre, in my
understanding has not offered any explanation to this problem, he does
not even seem to be aware of the complexities arising out of his
recommendation.

What accounts for these constraints? Why does the radical critique of
MacIntyre confront these contradictions and meet dead ends? A possible
answer to these lies in the ground on which modernity and tradition are
founded in the West. That is, modernity is opposed to tradition. This
opposition within the West is grounded on a temporality that is
sequentialistic. That is, the relation between tradition and modernity is
that of the latter succeeding the former.'? This ordering of the relation
denies the possibility of their coexistence.

Enlightenment thinkerswould have clearly endorsed thisinterpretation
of the relation between tradition and modernity. This is evident in
Habermas, a sophisticated contemporary interpreter of the
Enlightenment project. He says that Hegel conceived the communicative
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medium within the framework of an ‘ethical totality along the guidelines
of a popular religion in which communicative reason assumed the
idealized form of historical communities, such as the primitive Christian
community and the Greek polis’.’* Hegel conceived the idea of the
communicative medium within the contextof the historical communities.
Since he did not want to embrace the latter, he abandoned the former.
Habermas endorses the Hegelian rejection thus denying the coexistence
of modernity and tradition.

In MacIntyre we come across tworesponses to the above interpretation
of tradition and modernity. He at times endorses the contrast and at
other times concedes the possibility of their coexistence. The former
view can be seen in the context where he admits that both Hume and
Aristotle ‘simply don’t stand in the kind of relationship to each other in
which later and earlier adherents of the same tradition stand’.'* He
maintains this contrast when he characterizes traditional world view as
based on inheritance of the ‘past, family, city, tribe, nation, etc.’ and
modern individualism on individual choices.'

This visible contrast, however, isunderplayed at other placeswhere he
deviates from his earlier rejectionistic stand-point and concedes the
coexistence of tradition and modernity.

He says:

Itisindeed afeature of all those traditions with whose histories we have
been specifically concerned that in one way or another all of them
have survived so as to become not only possible, but actually, forms of
practical life within the domain of modernity. Even when marginalized
by the dominant modern social, cultural, and political order, such
traditions have retained the allegiance of the members of a variety of
types of community and enterprise, not all of whom are aware of
whence their conceptions of justice and practical rationality derive.
The past of such traditions is encapsulated in the present and not
always only in fragmented or disguised form.'®

He further states,

. . . just as the older traditions are able to survive within liberal
modernity, just because they afford expressions to features of human
life and modes of human relationship which can appear in a variety of
very different social and cultural forms, so modern liberalism too has
had its anticipations in earlier cultures. . . .7

While MacIntyre concedes the coexistence of modernityand tradition;
tradition in modernity; and modernity’s tradition; this, however, assumes
a continuity which goes against his earlier radical pose of discontinuity.

There is thisambivalence in MacIntyre. However, hisrecommendation
of rejecting the Enlightenment project and replacing it with traditional
morality forces him to endorse their opposition. But the implications of
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this relation is not seen by MacIntyre. This failure makes him look for
organicity between facts and values, where itisnot there. While values are
derived from social facts in the classical tradition, there is no continuity
between traditional society and the modern society. Further, in the
absence of the traditional social realities, it’s morality cannot be derived.
Hence, Maclntyre’srecommendation of traditional morality to overcome
the contemporary crisis loses its claims of organicity between facts and
values. Thus, the sequentialistic form of temporality in which modernity
and tradition within the West is located, makes Maclntyre’s
recommendation impracticable.

I

The above discussion of MacIntyre’s programme is not to be taken as
endorsing the project of Enlightenment and rejecting the possibilityand
relevance of the classical tradition. While I maintain that Maclntyre’s
project within the West cannot avoid the difficulties discussed above, 1
don’tforeclose the possibility of executing his recommendation in those
societies, where modernity and tradition, though opposed to each other,
nevertheless exist simultaneously. We can, for instance, look at non-
western societies like India where modernity and tradition, instead of
becoming sequential, are rooted in a temporality that is simultaneous.
We can see, in contemporary India or in Gandhi, a different ordering of
relations between modernity and tradition.

In India there existsimultaneously the modern as well as the traditional
institutions. India’s traditional villages and its modern national state,
when juxtaposed, reveal the real advantage of Gandhi over the dissenters
of modernity in the West. Let me illustrate this by deconstructing Partha
Chatterjee’s juxtaposition of Tolstoy and Gandhi. Chatterjee says:

(Tolstoy’s) thorough going anarchism. . . was not accompanied by any
specific political programme. There was simply a belief that the
exemplary action of a few individuals, resisting the state by the
strength of their conscience, would sway the people towards a massive
movement against the institutions of violence.®

Comparing Gandhi with Tolstoy, Chatterjee maintains, that,

In one aspect of his thought, Gandhi shared the same standpoint; but
his thought ranged far beyond this specific ideological aspect. And it
is here that the comparison with Tolstoy breaks down, because
Gandhism is also concerned itself with the practical organizational
questions of a political movement. And this was a national political
movement, required to operate within the institutional processes set
up and directed by the colonial state.'

While agreeing with Chatterjee with regard to the breaking down of
the comparison between Tolstoy and Gandhi, I would supplement this
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with a contrasting observation. That is, the comparison breaks down as
Gandhi had an axis to fall back on those non-modern realities for his
constructive programme. This, however, is not really available to Tolstoy
(or to Maclntyre), hence, his critique of civil society (or the project of
Enlightenment in the case of Maclntyre,) inevitably translates itself into
anarchism or romanticism. Gandhi, on the other hand, while subscribing
to Tolstoy's critique of civil society, could fall back on those non-modern
social spaces and launch his positive programme. Thus, in order to get
at the advantageous side of Gandhi over Tolstoy, we, along with
highlighting Gandhi’s involvement with the ‘practical organizational
questions of the political movement,’ also have to focus on hisinvolvement
in the organizational question of ‘Khadi’.

This instance of the relation between the modern and the traditional
as available in India, provides a better ground to execute Maclntyre’s
programme. In Gandhi, we have a critique of modern civilization. His
traditional ideals such as satya, ahimsa, sarvodaya, are organically rooted
in the Indian society. Thus, the programme that ran into problems
within the West can be facilitated in the context of India. This however,
requires a careful reformulation of MacIntyre and not blind
transplantation. Work toward this direction should be the beginning of
another paper.
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Some Comments on Prof. Guy Bugault’s ‘Buddhist
Anthropology’ vis-a-vis Modern Philosophy and
Contemporary Neurophysiology

Modern writings on Buddhism generally tend to be either textual or
historical. Itis only rarely that a serious modern scholar seeks to interpret
or assess Buddhist ideasin the context of contemporary thought. Professor
Bugault must be commended for such an attempt. He seeks to compare
the Buddhist view of man with contemporary scientific views. He begins
by saying that ‘Early Buddhism was not, strictly speaking, a religion but
rather psychosomatic training—In the course ofits evolution Buddhism
became a religion, mainly under the pressure of laymen’. Even so,
Buddhism did not accept the notions of God or soul, creation or
revelation.

In this one would like to demur. Prof. Bugault seems to have in mind
here a conception of religion which emphasizes the content of belief
rather than the character of value-consciousness. Perhaps.one may argue
that what makes one ‘religious’ is not what one believes in but what one
values. Buddhism does not begin with a belief in some transcendent
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metaphysical entity but it does begin with the rejection of all natural
values as ultimate and thus implicitly with a transcendent value. It seeks
a goal which is infinite and eternal and looks beyond death to
deathlessness.1 It believes in its own way in sin, suffering and salvation,
in karman, samsara and nirvana. Buddhism, thus, addresses itself to the
same basic quest of man as Christianity and Islam, Hinduism and Jainism,
viz. the quest for freedom from existential suffering and mortality.

Prof. Bugault says ‘a Buddhist reader is perfectly at ease when he is
faced with the achievements of science or with contemporary trends of
western philosophysuch aslogical empiricism and analytical philosophy.’
This he attributes to certain common features of Buddhist and scientific
approaches. Both ‘share the methodological primacy of experience and
reason’ and both are ‘dynamic, not static’ owing to their faith in the idea
oflaw or function. Here Prof. Bugaulthasundoubtedly made a profoundly
valid point.? Buddhist prajii@ is basically contiguous with science
understood as necessary knowledge. That does not, however, mean that
science is to be understood in terms of any particular philosophical
school. Some Buddhist thinkers, past and present, have argued in ways
reminiscent of some contemporary philosophical schools.* Thisdoes not
make them right, nor does it mean that those who have disagreed with
them have been less scientific. Personally, I would like to argue that the
positivistic-analytical trends in Buddhist philosophy representa departure
from the original spirit of Buddhism as spiritual praxisand illumination
(dhydna and bodhi) *

Prof. Bugault has spoken at length of the analytical reduction of the
self to psychosomatic factors, which is the familiar Abhidharmic doctrine
of pudgala-nairatmya. That the psychosomatic empirical selfisnot the real
Self, has hardly been disputed in the Indian spiritual tradition but that
empirical phenomenado notexhaust human realityis equally undisputed.
This comes outin Buddhism through the denial of uccheda, the acceptance
of nirvana, and the doctrine of the inconceivability of the tathdgata after
death. The negation of the selfhood of the mind and body is intended to
detach, purify and elevate consciousness into Buddhahood. One cannot
help but feel that Prof. Bugault’s love for Abhidharma appears to have
distracted him from the contrary implications of original or Mahayanic
Buddhism. Pudgala-nairitmya would need to be corrected by dharma-
nairdtmya, Abhidharmic prajia by Prajha-paramita.

Prof. Bugault raises the most important question which must be
answered by the positivistic-analytical understanding of
Buddhism—Given that it rejects spiritualism one would expect it to
profess materialism’. That this does not happen is explained by him as
due to two reasons. Matter like the spiritis nothing apart from experience.
The problem of matter versus the spirit is not well-formulated. Perhaps
Prof. Bugault is arguing for some kind of phenomenalistic agnosticism
but that opens up a new vista of metaphysical doubts. One wishes Prof.
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Bugault had dealt with the question in greater detail. Perhaps he would
write an independent paper on this question—If Buddhism rejects
spiritualism why does it not profess materialism? And one would like to
ask, ifitrejects spiritualism, why doesitadvocate the renunciation of life?
How, again, are love and compassion (maiiri, karuna) compatible with
the denial of the person?

Prof. Bugault draws an interesting parallel between analytical
Buddhism' and contemperary neurophysiology. Perhaps this is the
observation to which the origin of his paper should be ascribed. The
neurophysiologist seeks to interpret psychic or psychomotor activities in
terms of neuronal activities. Human phenomena thus became conditioned
or functional. But while the scientist forgets this objective truth outside
his laboratory or office, the Buddhist work seeks to remain aware that ‘he
himself, other persons and all things are not beings but products, less
entities or pictures than movies or events. The Buddhist training is a flask
of ammonia.’

One would like to ask in all humility—The knowledge of neuronal
conditioning may helpin the cure of some illnesses, can it re-educate the
human psyche? Can any kind of psychological analysis, even if it is
Buddhistic, doso? If the delusion of selves and things (avidya) isinveterate,
why should it be called a delusion? Should it not be called a possible
perspective relevant for some purposes and genuine at some level of
experience and behaviour, a limited truth which can be transcended
onlyby the larger truth of spiritual reality called by whatever name—God,
Brahman, Dharmakaya.
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Author’s Response to Professor G.C. Pande’s
Comments on ‘Buddhist Anthropology’

First and preliminary remark. Our respective purposes are not exactly
the same. You perfectly guessed the origin of my paper (p. 114 of your
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comments). Prof. Changeux ismethodolegicallyand implicitly materialist.
My aim was to point out that religion and spiritualism, as closely linked
to each other in western minds, are not necessarily linked. For instance,
in the case of Buddhist anthropology. I think your concern is rather to
show that Buddhism, despite some disagreements about ‘the content of
belief” with other religions such as Hinduism, Jainism, Christianity,
Islam, strives towards an ultimate value. On this I do agree with you and
moreover, I add something: Buddhism is not only Indian but Indic, born
of Mother India, like Jainism, in contradistinction with Christianity or
Islam.

Whatever it may be, I now come to your emphasizing the value-

-consciousness rather than the content of belief (and also of experience

and reason as regards Buddhism). One should neglect neither the
former nor the latter. For if one loses sight of the latter, one would get
from one side the followers of Lokayata, the Carvakas and Nastikas, and
all other people from the other side. Such a dichotomy is obviously too
simple. Human reality is more complicated.

Besides, Indian philosophers speak at length of values. But any value
cannot be a gandharva-nagara, it must rest normally on some foundation
(pratistha) ,v.g. Brahman, In thisrespect, the original feature of Buddhism
is perhaps to be apratisthita.

A good example is certainly the atman/ anatman debate. I shall start by
telling you that I do agree with your illuminating pages on‘The Middle
Doctrine Beyond attdand anatt@ (Origins. . ., 2nd edn., pp. 504-10) and
your praise of the Madhyamika approach. I am afraid that, more or less,
your comiments on my paper are not strictly in keeping with the middle
doctrine. For instance, you say that Buddhism ‘seeks a goal which is
infinite and eternal’ (p. 112)." Now, one can object that it rejects
Sasvatagraha as well as uccheda-darsana.

Let me stress, in the same way, on another word of your interpretation:
Spiritual (. . . ‘Buddhism as spiritual praxis’, p. 112; ‘spiritual reality’,
p. 114QH). Praxis? Yes indeed. Reality? It is somewhat questionable. But
how to translate ‘spirit’ into Buddhist vocabulary? Manas, citta, vijiana
would be suitable for the late school of Cittamatra or Vijiianavada, only.

As for atman, your masterly account of ‘The Middle Doctrine beyond
attdand anati@’ shows clearly that Buddhism professes neither dtmavada
nor enatmavada. In my opinion, it professes nairatmya. There is a subtle
but very important hue between anatman and nairatmya. The formerisa
dogmatic and negative claim, while the latter is but anegative reply to the
former in keeping with the prasajya-pratisedha.

Therewith, let me put forth another remark—p. 113H, of your
comments, about the Buddhist ‘neither spiritualism nor materialism’.
This fact, you say, ‘is explained by him (Prof. Bugault) as due to two
reasons’. Nowyou start a discussion on the first {(nd@ma-ritpa) butsurprisingly
enough you forget, by the way, the second, namely the use of tetralemma
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and particularly its fourth proposition : neither . . . nor. This kind of
reasoning is essential to Buddhist praxis.

Hence you can, inyour Origins (2nd edn., p. 509}, suggesta connection,
nay a reconciliation between the Buddhist middle doctrine and the
Upanisadic neti-neti. If it is true, one question arises: Why Siddhartha
Gautama did not follow the Upanisadic celebration of @tman (BAU, ChU)
as neti neti? Let me put forward one idea and one assumption.

The idea is we come across the subtle difference between advaita and
advaya. Vedantic advaita is said about the revealed atman, it qualifies a
gramimatical subject even though apophatically. Buddhist advaya does
not qualify any subject, any matter. aryas: tusnibhavah.

Is there a key to answer the question ‘why Siddhartha Gautama . . .’?
Albeit I found no explicit explanation in Buddhist texts, I think I smell
something like this. With the claim for an eternal dtman one runs the risk
of throwing oneself into this @tman and going on, so that one keeps alive
some kind of bhava-trsnd unwittingly. As a matter of fact, due to human
nature, thisrisk emerged even among Buddhist monks. If not, Nagarjuna
would have had no need of writing—

nirvasyamy anupadano nirvanam me bhavisyati/
it yesam grahas tesam upadanamahagrahah//
MK, 16.9

Guy BuGauLT

A Note on the Paradox of Obligation or
The Paradoxes of Rajendra Prasad

Prof. Rajendra Prasad in his essay ‘The Paradox of Obligation’,! after
analysing the phenomenon of attribution of obligation claims, ‘A full
blown paradox is clearly sighted here. We said that an obligation to X
could be attributed to A only when he had the option to choose between
X-ingand Y-ing (or atleast between X-ing and not X-ing) . Butwe find that
his obligation to X denies him the option to do anything else. This
undoubtedly is a paradoxical situation. The concept of obligation seems
both to require and to deny or cancel the possibility of option’ (p. 11).
After spotting the monster lurking on the familiar grounds of morality
which we have been treading everyday unawares, he undertakes the
Herculean task of killing the monster. But in my opinion, as I shall show,
his efforts not only are Quixotic but also in the process generate many
more monsters.

The familiar grounds of the moral phenomenon are as follows. When
we attribute an obligation to a person we presuppose that there are
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alternative courses of action from which he can choose to act. This
presupposition, in the traditional literature of ethics, is called the
presupposition of free will or metaphysical freedom. When an obligation
is atiributed, then it is declared that the agent ought to perform the
action which is declared as obligatory and were he to choose any of the
other alternatives to act, it will be wrong for him to do so. This declaration
thatwere he to choose any of the other alternatives it will be wrong is also
called the denial of freedom to choose any of the other alternatives. This
freedom is understood as social or moral freedom and not metaphysical
freedom mentioned above. For moral freedom, the other terms used are
‘liberty’, ‘permission’ etc. The denial of moral freedom or liberty or
permission does not amount to denial of metaphysical freedom or free
will, since the person can always choose not to fulfil his obligation, i.e. the
agentmay decide toactwrongly even when he acknowledges his obligation.
Since the freedom presupposed and freedom denied when an obligation
is attributed to an agent are distinct and separate, there is no paradox to
begin with and nobody felt anything paradoxical here. So, how can Prof.
Prasad think that there is a paradox here? The reason is that he has
confused the metaphysical freedom with moral freedom. So, the paradox
is based on a confusion: a confusion if made by the beginners of ethics
will be an occasion for censure for not having learnt the lesson well
enough.

Letus grant that there was a paradox to begin with, which needs to be
solved. The simplest solution is to distinguish the metaphysical freedom
which is presupposed from moral freedom which is denied when an
obligation is attributed to an agent. As shown above, the tradition of
moral discussion has always made the distinction and nobody confused
the two to feel anything paradoxical here. But Prof. Prasad does not opt
for this solution. This solution is not even discussed in his paper. The
confusion must have been too deep so as not to be able to see this
distinction. And the reason for this confusion is the language he uses. Let
us look at the words he uses to state the paradox, ‘The concept of
obligation seems both to require and to deny or cancel the possibility of
option.’ This is to use the language quite loosely. When we use precise
language, the paradox vanishes. For the situation Prof. Prasad is alluding
to must be stated something like this—The concept of obligation
requires (or presupposes or implies) the existence of alternative courses
of action from which the agent can choose to act and declares thatit will
be wrong to choose to act on any other course of action than the one
declared to be obligatory’, and the paradox vanishes.

Instead of solving the paradox in the manner stated above, Prof.
Prasad tries to solve the paradox by bringing in the idea of ‘acknowledging
an obligation’. His solution is ‘that the obligee’s option is not negated or
taken away by his obligation. Rather, he himself gives it up by, or in, his
act of acknowledging the obligation’. What Prof. Prasad has in his mind
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isthat obligation requires option, hence obligation does not deny or take
away the option since were obligation to deny option, it would create the
paradox, so it must be something else which denies the option. And that
someone else is the agent himself. The agent himself denies the option
in his act of acknowledging the obligation.

But this solution proves to be worse than the disease he has spotted.
For his logic of acknowledging an obligation prevents the possibility of
intentional wrong doing on part of anybody. If the agent intentionally
does something wrong, he acknowledges the obligation and yet chooses
the other alternative which is wrong. But according to the logic of
ackpowledging an obligation, it will amount to denying oneself the
option and allowing oneself the option which is a logical impossibility.
So, there isno possibility of doing anything wrong intentionally. So, there
15 no possibility of moral censure or punishment in his theory.

Prof. Prasad is aware of this consequence of his theory. For he writes,

‘If the present analysis is correct, a fully conscientious man, on occasion
has to be a fanatic because of his unfailingly doing what he thinks he
pught to’ (pp. 23-24). But his next sentence ‘And, if any time he
intentionally fails to do it to avoid being dubbed a fanatic, then he would
surely become chargeable with immorality’ (p. 24), is redundant as the
antecedent of the above hypothetical sentence is logically impossible in
his scheme of things as argued above. So the paradox is not ‘that of the
fully conscientious man’s necessarily being, at least on some occasions
either fanatical or immoral’ as claimed by Prof. Prasad (p- 24). The
trouble is that there is no logical possibility of intentional wrong-doing.
And the force of this charge isnot completely captured by the admission
‘A fu.lly conscientious man, on occasion has to be a fanatic because of his
unfailingly doing what he thinks he ought to’ (pp- 23-24) because of the
occurrence of the adjective ‘fully conscientious’, rather what follows
from hi‘s analysisis that nobody fully conscientious or not can do anything
wrong intentionally. So, his theory turns everyone into a moral fanatic.

Prof. Prasad is aware that something has gone wrong with his theory.
For he writes “The second paradox, if real would have very damaging
repercussions on the present theory because it has been (allegedly)
generated by it. If it generates the paradox, it cannot be a sound theory,
ifit isnot, its solution of the first paradox cannot be accepted because the
solution it has proposed has given rise to the second.’ (p- 24) But

unfoFtunately even though aware of the difficulty Prof. Prasad fails to
spot it correctly or to give an adequate solution to it. For he argues, ‘A
fully' (_:onscientious and unacratic person, by definition, is one who
unfailingly does what he feels obligated to'. (p- 24) If he is correct it
follows *A fully conscientious and unacratic person is one who unfailing
does whathefeels obligated to’ isanalytic. And any statement true or false
implies an analytic proposition. So this is not an implication peculiar to
his theory. If it were it would damage every true or false statement. This
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is how Prof. Prasad seems to solve the paradox. But as argued above, the
paradoxical implication of his theoryis thatit makesit logically impossible
for anybody to do wrong intentionally. This implication that nobody can
do anything wrong intentionally is not an analytic proposition and so
Prof. Prasad must look for some other solution.

To save his theory from this difficulty, Prof. Prasad cannot take
recourse to the idea thata person who does something wrong intentionally
does not acknowledge the obligation. For if one does not acknowledge
the obligation, then according to his analysis, obligation does not bind,
and if obligation does not bind, then he could not have done anything
wrong intentionally or otherwise.

Prof. Prasad admits that one may even after acknowledging an obligation
may not still fulfil the obligation ‘because his obligation to X is not a
psychical or physical force which would mechanically push him’ to fulfil
his obligation and pull him away from not fulfilling his obligation (p. 12).
But this admission will not solve the problem for Prof. Prasad. This
merely amounts to reiteration of the fact that in ordinary morality there
is a possibility of intentional wrong-doing. But the question is how is this
possibility admitted within his scheme of things. Let us recollect the
paradox arises because obligation both requires and denies possibility of
option. To generate the paradox ‘denies possibility of option’ must be
understood so as to contradict ‘requires the possibility of option’, And as
we understand, obligation ‘requires the possibility of option” means
obligation ‘requires that there exist the possibility of option’ and hence
‘denies possibility of option’ must be understood as ‘denies that there
exist possibility of option’. If ‘denies’ is understood in any other weaker
sense then there will be no paradox to begin with as argued in the
beginning of this note and there will be no need on the part of Prof.
Prasad to bring in the idea of ‘acknowledgement of obligation’ to solve
the paradox. So, acknowledgement of obligation denies option, must,
according to Prof. Prasad’s analysis be understood to mean that
acknowledgement of obligation denies that there exists possibility of
option. If this is the case, then how can Prasad claim that even after
acknowledging the obligation one may still not fulfil the obligation and
choose another option, for that will amount to denial of existence of
possibility of -option and admission of possibility of option which is
contradictory? So, once we accept that there exists a paradox and it has
to be solved in Prof. Prasad’s way and not in the manner outlined above,
then there is no possibility of intentional wrong-doing on the part of
anybody.

Prof. Rejendra Prasad may try one more way out. He may try to get out
of the difficulty by arguing that when it is claimed that a person
intendonally does the wrong act, then he is both denying himself the
option as well as allowing himself the option, then the inconsistency
generated is not the inconsistency of the theory but the inconsistency of
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the agent who acts wrongly. So, a person who acts wrongly or decides not
to fulfil his obligation, is inconsistent. But this reply will not help Prof.
Prasad. If the person is inconsistent in both denying and allowing an
option then a state of indecision like the state of Buridan’s ass occurs and
no action can result. Butif an action, i.e. the wrong action is performed
by the agent, then we must say that the agent did not really acknowledge
the obligation (he merely uttered the words). And if he did not
acknowledge the obligation, the obligation was not binding and hence
he did nothing wrong. We are forced to accept by the logic of
acknowledging an obligation that Prof. Prasad’s analysis does not admit
the logical possibility of intentional wrong-doing. Prof. Prasad can
neither take help of irrationality of the agent nor the acratic will of the
agent to solve the problem. For on whatever ground, if the obligatory
action does not result and any of the other option is performed, it will
suffice us to conclude that the obligation was not acknowledged (even
though he might have uttered the words to this effect) and hence the
obligation was not binding and hence the agent did nothing wrong in
acting the way he did. And we can conclude that Prof. Prasad simply
lcaves no room for intentional wrong-doing in his analysis.

There is another damaging consequence of Prof. Prasad’s analysis of
logic of acknowledgement of obligation. If one’s own acknowledgement
of obligation is ground for bindingness of obligation, then by refusing to
acknowledge the obligation one can get out of bindingness of obligation
or by acknowledging a wrong act to be one’s obligation, the agent can
Justifiably do any immoral act. Prof. Prasad will readily, without any
scruple admits the charge without realizing its damaging potentiality for
his theory. He writes, ‘There is nothing odd in my saying that he is
Justified in doing what he does (because he does it thinking that it is
obligatory), but what he does is wrong (because his ground for thinking
itobligatoryisnotagood ground)’ (p. 13). So, it plainly follows that there
isnothing odd in Prof. Prasad’s opinion in saying thata person isjustified
in doing what is wrong. So a person can be justified in killing innocent
persons (provided he does it thinking that it is his obligation) although
itis plainlywrong or immoral (since he is merely accepting obligation on
wrong grounds). Only a person whose moral sensibilities are numbed
can admit this. So Prof. Prasad, instead of giving an analysis of logic of
obligation or moral language, is distorting it. And the reason for this
distortion is confusion of two senses of ‘reason’. The word ‘reason’ is
used in many senses in the literature of moral philosophy and philosophy
of action. In one sense the word ‘reason’ is used in contrast to ‘cause’. As
every event has a cause, every action is done for some reason. If we cannot
find any reason for an action then it will not be called an action but
relegated to the realm of events and we will look for its cause. When an
action is done from reason (whether sufficient, or final or with any other
structural adjective) in this sense of ‘reason’, then it does not follow that
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a person is justified in doing what he does since justification involves
substantive standards of acceptability of reason. Whatis final or sufficient
reason for an agent need not be acceptable to society on its standards of
acceptability and the agent will not be justified in acting even on what is
final or sufficient reason for him.

There is another sense of the word ‘reason’ so that a person who acts
on reason in this sense of ‘reason ’.is reasonable and ‘reasonable’ is used
in contrast to ‘rational’, and hence ‘reason’ acquires connotations of
morality as distinguished from efficiency. When a person acts on reason,
in this sense of ‘reason’, then he is justified in acting on that reason.
When Prof. Prasad claims thata person’s thinking that X is his obligation
is sufficient reason for him to do X, then he is using ‘reason’ in the former
sense of ‘reason’ and he cannot deduce from this that the person is
justified in doing X. If a person is justified in doing X then he is acting
on reason, reason understood in the latter sense of ‘reason’ then his
thinking X to be obligatory is not included in reason. So, Prof. Prasad :15
using the word ‘reason’ confusing the two senses of ‘reason’ in his
argument.

According to Prof. Prasad, ‘A moralist may say that it is not the agenis
acknowledging the obligation, but his being really obligated, i.e. the validity
of his obligation which should be accepted as his most conclusive reason..
But this view would give rise to some very serious problems, both
theoretical and practical’. (p. 14) He points out two difficulties. One
difficulty is the controversiality of any normative theory of obligation and
consequentimpossibility of deciding what one should do. Contro_versmht;:
argument is also used by Prof. Prasad to reject the claim that ‘_ought
presupposes ‘can’ in the Strawsonian sense. He argues, “Strawsonian way
of distinguishing between presupposition and implication (orentailment)
hasitselfbeen questioned by some philosophers’. (p. 7) If controversiality
is reason enough to reject a thesis, then Prof. Prasad’s paper should be
the first casualty of this argument.

The second difficulty pointed out by Prof. Prasad isas follows: *. . . even
if all theorists agree about his being obligated to X, the mere fact that he
is obligated would not, in itself, be hisreason or areason to Aim, for X-ing
unless he himself acknowledges that he is so obligated’. This argument
is based on a confusion. Consider the arguments : .

(A) 1 am under an obligation to X. Therefore I ought to X. This is the
structure of moral reasoning, and it is vahid. The argument remains valid
even when it is formulated in second person or third person form. That
is to say this argument is valid even if it is formulated in the form.

You (He) are (is) under an obligation to X

Therefore You (He) cught to X.
Prof. Prasad seems to be arguing that unless one acknowledges the
obligation one cannoteven state the premise in the argument (A). So, he
moves to the conclusion that it is his acknowledgement of obligation
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which necessitates him to do X. This second step of Prof. Prasad’s
reasoning converts the argument (A) into the argument '

(B) I acknowledge that I am under an obligation to X

Therefore I ought to X.

But this reasoning or argument (B) is invalid. Its invalidity is apparent in
second and third person formulation.

You (He) acknowledge (s) that

You (he) are (is) under an obligation to X.

Therefore You (He) ought to X.
In this formulation it is quite clear that the conclusion may be false even
if the premise is true. So, even in mymoral reasoning myacknowledgement
of the obligation is not a sound reason or ground for my necessitation to
fulfil the obligation as Prof. Prasad claims. Prof. Prasad’s claim is based
on a confusion, i.e. the confusion of argument (B) with argument (A).

In spite of all the difficulties that one may spot in his paper, all must

agree with Prof. Prasad when he says about his own kind of philosbphical
analysis, that philosophical analysis ‘too liberates the mind from, what
may be called, conceptual bondage having wideranging effects in
several aspects of our cognitive life as well as of our praxis’ (p. 26). Prof.
Prasad has truly liberated himself from all conceptual bondage and he
is not bound any more by the structure of our moral praxis. But he need
notbe bothered by the arguments presented here as they are from a slave
of conceptual structure of ordinary moral praxis.
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The Structure and Growth of Scientific Knowledge:
A Rejoinder to Virendra Shekhawat*

_In the Preface to my book,! I said that my first book (1983) had assumed
1ts structure and style, unintendedly as it were, ‘while all along I had had
my eyes modestly set on an essay good enough for a scholarly journal of
philosophy’. I can think of no better reminder to the reader of that book
to keep constantly in mind the disciplinary matrix of the text the Preface
hints at. One can always ask what should be the fate of 2 book, such as my
firstbook (1983), which hasnotbeen written after any of the philosophical
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fashions, whether Indian or Anglo-American. The western response, as
spontaneous as it was challenging to the author himself, came in its
publication making itavailable through the Boston Studies in The Philosophy
of Science. How about the official Indian response? It did not come from
the Indian Philosophical Quarterlywhere itwas most expected.®Dr Virendra
Shekhawat of Rajasthan University, Jaipur ‘reviewed’ the book in the

Journalof Indian Council of Philosophical Research (Vol. IX, 1992; pp.183-187),

which, according to him, ‘is by and large representative of the
philosophical activity going on in India’ (p.183). But was there enough
reason why he should have felt so apologetic at the same time? How many
books are received or reviewed even by JICPR? I recall my own puzzlement
over my book(1983) once it was there, with my Ph.D. thesis still lying
unpublished. I could, therefore, easily understand that amazementand
that inability to understand the nature of this work, which Shekhawat
(1992, pp. 183-187) has expressed at several places. My reaction was
naturally one of joy when I learnt unexpectedly that the book had found
its reader, if not its historian,® in him as a young philosopher. But when
I read through the pages of his review, I found that he had approached
my book with a design already there in his mind, that he had decided to
read it with a different aim and intention altogether. At the very outset,
he chose to ignore the golden rule that a serious reader will never
deliberately divert the attention of the potential readers from the book
which is being reviewed, particularly when the author is still there. As my
Preface has made it amply clear, my book is neither about the creation
of science nor about its origins. Diversity of its culture-ideology matrix is
also not its concern. In a nutshell, there is nothing to its design which is
not builtinto its text. As the title explains, it is mainly concerned with the
structure and growth of scientific knowledge, with methodological
models of its appraisal, within my own conceptualization and disciplinary
matrix. To this end, it was not important for me to ask where I was, and
was not, born, educated and brought up. Conceptually, it was too early
for me to do so, for it was not until the year 1984 that I first set my eyes
on a possible research stay in a university outside India.* If I have,
consciously or unconsciously, leftout topics of great historical importance
to those who can truly be counted among the experts of the old Indian
science, what harm could I do to others by that?

II

According to Shekhawat (1992, p. 183), I have ‘shown more or less total
lack of awareness of “Indian sciences such as Ayurveda or Jyotirveda or
Vyakarana™ . “The grave limitation of his (Pandit’s) book as we see it," he
claims, ‘belonging as we do to an independent culture-matrix, is that it
appears like a scene of battle between mercenary and adversary soldiers;
it is a fine job that Prof. Pandit has done for Greco-European culture,
without giving even the slightest hint that he in fact belongs to, has been
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educated and brought up in, a different and independent culture-
matrix’. Without being apologetic, I said just now that there was no
chance to write my book outside India. It had to originate in India as my
post-doctoral work. Given the disciplinary matrix] had made my own, what
better way was open to me as an academic philosopher to present my
credentials within the larger philosophy of science community, where
my thoughts were shaping best?

If my book (1983) has offended any member of the present-day
philosophy community in India, I must express surprise that that was far
from my intention. But that may notsatisfy Shekhawat (1992, p. 184) who
‘bluntly asks: what contribution does the study make to present-day-
Indian philosophy? Indeed, Prof. Pandit had a good opportunity in the
publication of this book to draw the attention of western intellectuals to
methodological thought in the old Indian sciences from which they
could perhaps benefit. We are unable tounderstand why he so completely
ignored them as if these never existed /exist. Does he think that these are
not even “sciences” properly so understood?’ If I guess correctly from my
own experience, the Indian experts who are appointed examiners of
Ph.D. theses written in Indian universities have a much better reputation
in the formulation of the questions they pose to their candidates. The
treatment of the candidate is definitely much better. I was a lecturer
when I despatched the manuscript of my first book (1983) to the
anonymous referees. At that time, it did not occur to me, as a serious
alternative, to submit it for a second Ph. D. from an Indian University. In
any case, I am not myself so sure how to answer the first question posed
by Shekhawat. As to the last question, I know how generations after
generations, even those remotely connected with any academic
philosophy, must have again and again asked similar questions. But I
don’t know of any serious academic debate within present- day -Indian
philosophy, although endless debates cannot be ruled out even among
experts on old Indian science, who know the original texts so well. Whom
do we blame if the exposure to original texts of a particular tradition is

not a requirement in the colleges and the universities in India even-

today? And who has the honesty to admit that it is a serious mistake to
ignore the original sources and to confuse disciplinary matrix with
culturalideological matrix of all serious research? The last question
asked by Shekhawat is a glaring case of this kind of confusion. After all,
this is a question which may be raised by any intellectual against his/her
rivals, even without a look at their own or my work. An attempt to see a
necessary connection between the two must have its own compulsions,
presuppositions and a well-planned design.

How about the charge against me as the author of my book (1983} :
that I have ignored completely that which I have neither promised nor
undertaken to accomplish? I can imagine the plight of my reader who is
faced with a dilemma of his own creation, the dilemma of reviewing the
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book in order to divert the attention of all potential readers from it,
thereby dividing them according to his choicest, even if highly misguided
and misplaced imagery of ‘a scene of battle between mercenary and
adversary soldiers’. In my opinion, a good book is that which is written,
when itis written at all, out of @ necessity of thought. It will carry the imprint
ofits disciplinary matrix on the body of its text. The author may be there
ormay notbe there any more. If the text is able to establish a relationship
with its potential readers, its main purpose will be served. Author’s
intentions will not matter then at all.

1

Consider now Shekhawat’s (pp.184-187) mis-representation.of my picture

of science as a picture ‘withinand foralimited framework of contemporary

Greco-European thought on the specific Greco-European sciences’ as if -
it was opposed to.the ‘Indian conception of science as a goal-seeking,

method-conscious, theoretic systematization of knowledge in a well-

defined area of interest’. The central conceptsin my picture are not even

mentioned by him. For example, no serious reader of my book (1983)

can miss the conceptual framework of generalinteraction theoryand the

conceptof theory-problem interactive systems conceived as NFCPSsystems
worked out within that framework. Nor is it possible for him/her to pay
passing attention to the principle of embedded methodology (Pandit,

1983; Pandit, 1991) according to which epistemology enjoys a priority
over methodology such that it is reasonable to demand that

The methodological models of epistemic appraisal in science must be
invariably embedded in sound models of structure and growth of
scientific knowledge.

Even before this principle receives the attention it deserves, Shekhawat
asks us to imagine its reverse. The dramatic effect on the reader here is
just this: thatit makes him/her feel asif I had never written my first book.
True to his strategy, he (pp. 185-187) keeps focusing on scientific activity
conceived, in his picture of Indian conception of science, as ‘part of a
natural pursuit seeking natural goals, though the modes of its affectivity
may differ from culture to culture’. The question which I would like to
ask is this: Is it not tautologous to say of scientific activity that it is an
activity among other types of human activity of employing appropriate
means in pursuit of appropriate ends? Who can deny a universal truth as’
trivial as this? But that was not my problem. Nor do I deny others their
freedom to philosophize about science within such a universal picture.
In fact, such type of philosophizing is nowadays a fashion even in the
West. As to my own view, I refer the reader of my first book (1983) to my
second book on Methodological Variance: Essays in Epistemological Ontology
and the Methodology of Science, Boston Studies 131 (1991), where I develop
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my view in amore detailed manner and with much greater attention than
in the first book.

Let meadda concluding word to my rejoinder to Virendra Shekhawat.
It has been correctly said that letting the work be, is in the end the task of the
critic, and this is no easy task. Epistemic structuralism, general interaction
theory, the principle of embedded methodology, the methodological
evolution of science as seen from the point of view of my methodology
of theory-problem interactive systems are among the themes I have
explored in The Structure and Growth of Scientific Knowledge (1983).5 And I
have argued that in its movements backwards from problems to theories,
a natural science like physics cannot distinguish the working scientist
from the historian of science. Similarly, in its movements Sorward from
theories to problems ifcannot distinguish him/her from the philosopher
of science. Thus, it has been my aim in the above work to show that it is
a mistake to believe that the question of thé structure of knowledge has
already been settled.
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Notes and Queries

Is Nyaya Realist?

We have been happily branding the Nyaya stanc!p‘oin.t in met.aph,ysms' ‘a
realist standpoint’. Professor Matilal even called it Nalvn_a Realism’—with
some reservations, when he began his book Perception with the pregnant
remark: ‘Naive Realism is notall that naive.’ Yet, if the hallmark of realism
is the thesis that truth is independent of the mind, then Nyiya can be
shown to be non-Realist by the following straight forward argument.

A. Truth or yatharthya is a property of cognitions in Nyé)fa. _

B. The definition of truth is—'Tadvati tatpmkamkatvm'n —(Being
true consists in ascribing that qualifier to an object which actually
belongs to it}). _ -
Now prakarata—which isan essential component of thisdefinition
is a kind of visayata. N .

D. A visayata cannot exist independently of the cognition which
confers this objecthood on individuals, chargcterlstlcs and
relations. And of course cognitions cannot exist independently
of the self, or some one’s self. ‘

E. Therefore truth cannot exist independently of someone’s
cognition.

Apart from the use of ‘truth’ as an abstract noun standing for the
property of beliefs, (or statements etc.) there is another use of thaF word
in western philosophy; to mean the beafers of trl}th a.nd falsity, or
propositions. The fact that grass is green is a ;ruth in th}ts sense. That
Nyiya does not and need not have any room for mmc.l—mdependent
propositions hanging in a Fregean thll:d realm, 1 t_hmk, has bef;n
established beyond doubt (see ‘Propositions’ b'y'Badrlnath Shukla in
Samvada: A Dialogue between Two Philosophical Traditions, ed.: Daya Krishna
et a-l., ICPR, 1991). So, even in this sense Nyaya does no't belleV(‘e t':hat there
is any truth, i.e., any objective content like that a is f—waltm.g_ to be
apprehended by us—but existing independently of our cognition or
recognition of them. i o

Thus, even if Nyaya is not realist regarding truth or propositions, is it
not realist regarding concrete particulars anc_l um_versa,ls ar!d —most
importantly—about the tie or relation of exemplification calledinherence
(samavaya)? The answer seems to be unquestionably gﬂirmatwe. Just
notice, as unmistakable evidence, Udayana’s long refutation of Buddhist
Idealism in the second part of Atma Tattva Viveka. This part is calle'd:
‘Refuting the view that there exists nothing oufside cognition’, hence its
conclusion must be: Things outside awareness do exist. From the first
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sentence of this second part of ATVit looks as if Nyaya's realism goes to
the extreme of claiming that even the self cannot exist unless the external
world exists (‘As long as the idealist vijigravadin is awake, i.e.
unvanquished, there is nothing outside, so how can there be a self?’).
What could be the meaning of ‘outside’ (bahya) here? The commentaries
unanimously say: ‘bahya’ or ‘outside’ means distinct from and not of the
nature of awareness' (jiagnabhinnam (Raghunatha) or jhananatmakam
(Samkara Misra). Even the Nyaya selfis not essentially conscious or of the
nature of awareness. Even the self can exist independently of cognition
and that is why if, as the vijianavadin insists, nothing can exist
independently or outside of cognition then the self’s existence is
threatened. That the self can exist without consciousness or cognition is
shown by the notorious doctrine of classical Nyaya that in the liberated
stage the self sheds all awareness. An awareness inheres in the self and
makes an external object its intentional target. But neither its seat (the
self) nor its structure-giving object (the external object) is made of or
dependent upon awareness. They remain outside awareness. _

The crucial element of Nyaya realism, as I have already hinted in the
previous paragraph, isitsinsistence on inherence asan objective cognition-
independent entity. Although Nyaya does not believe in facts as distinct
from qualified or property-possessing rich particulars, the cement of the
universe for Nyaya is this relation between universals and their
exemplifiers, as well as between wholes and their parts etc. Not only do
particular things like apples and non-particular things like their fruitness
exist outside anybody’s awareness, even the cement between the single
apple and the universal fruitness exists outside. We are very tempted to
say that the fact that this is an apple or the fact that the apple is red exists
independently of the mind. We should resist that temptation because of
the Tractarian association with the word ‘Faci’. The Nyaya world is very
much a totality of ihings rather than facts; but those things include the
relation of being-in—which exists outside cognition.

Even after this, the general Nyaya dictum that “Whatever s, is knowable’
{astitva and prameyatva are coextensive) may mislead us to doubt that
Nyaya is thing-realist. These two reminders should keep us away from that
doubt. First, to be knowable is not to be known. Second, even when
something is an object of knowledge it retains, according to Nyiya, its
independence of and distinctness from knowledge.

Itis true that unlike Buddhism and Advaita, Nyaya leaves no room for
the distinction between phenomena or empirical transactional reality
and noumena or transcendental reality. But why should drawing such a
distinction be a necessary condition for being a realist? True, Locke
draws such a distinction, establishing thereby a tradition of Scientific
Realism which insists upon a sharp distinction between the commonsense
‘manifestimage’ and the ‘scientificimage’ of things as theyimperceptibly
are in themselves. But drawing this distinction is surely not a sufficient
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condition of being a realist, for otherwise Kant, Samkara and Digfiaga
would all be countable as realists. It is equally unclear why this distinction
should be a necessary condition of being a realist about physical objects.
To be known or to be an object—even a direct object—of awareness isnot
to be dependent upon or made out of that awareness. Being-an-object-
of could easily be an extrinsicrelation. This is precisely what itis in Nyaya.
The awareness in itself is formless (nirakara) or neutral. The objectis not
an inherent part of awareness because when two pieces of
phenomenologically distinct cognitionslike avisual and tactual perception
or a perceptual and an inferential cognition grasp the_ same object, ‘the
object remains strictly the same’. Thus, realism is maintained through
the doctrines of Pramana samplava (various cognitions grasping the same
object) and nirdkdrajfiana-vada (formlessness of awareness) and not

through some scepticism-tinted conjecture of an unknown cause of

|
sense-data.

Is there any engagement in Nydya with the issue of Gdd's kn_owledge
of objects when they exist unnoticed by us? Of course there is. In an
elementary text like Siddhanta Muktaval, Visvanatha discusses the issue
as a gloss to verse 13 of Bhasapariccheda which says that knowability,
nameability (and Dinkarisays, existence or astitva) are common properties

.of all seven sorts of entities. Notice here that the modal notion involved

in ‘knowable’ when understood in a western way cannot strictly find a
place in Nyiya. Therefore, ‘Everything that is, is knowable’ has to be
interpreted as ‘Everything that s, is actually known by ng’ (‘knowability
is the property of being an object of knowledge. This property is in
everything because being the objectof God’sknowledge isan ommipresent
property'—(#varajianavisayataya kevalanvayitvat). It is interesting in
this respect that the Dinkari defines ‘is-ness’ or existence as ‘relatedness
to time’ (astitvam kalasambandhitvam) .

There is no contradiction between the adjective ‘non-verbal’
(avyapadesyam) as part of the definition of perception and the claim that
everything can be given a name. As Jayanta (who spends an enormous
amount of critical reflection on this adjective) explains—this adjective
only means that perceptual knowledge—even when itisverbalizable and
judgemental—is not word-generated like knowledge by testimony. Even
nirvikalpaka perception which cannot be expressed in words d,oes not
pose a counter-example to the thesis ‘All that exists is nameable’. There
is the cognition itself which could be called by a word (e.g. the word
‘nirvikalpaka’). There is its object—either the bare qualifier or the bare
particular or both which also could be called ‘jarness’, ‘jar’ or jar and
jarness’. We must recall here that the bare object is the same as the
qualified object. This is a basic Nyaya principle. A cloaked entity is not
otherthan the same entity when itis denuded. What canrot be verbalized
is, forinstance, jarness as it is cognized in a nirvikalpaka awareness. But jarness
as it is so cognized and jarness as it is cognized in a judgemental
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predicative awarenessare not fweobjects. Theyare exactly the same—just
as the cup which is seen and the cup as it is touched are the same cup. So
netther nirvikalpaka perceptions nor their objects pose any exception to
the rule: whatever is, is nameable.

In spite of these obvious responses to Prof. Daya Krishna’sworries—and
we did not go into how numbers could be dependent upon counting-
cognition and yet be objective qualities—there is one genuine point that
emerges out of his searching questions. The canonical western
characterization of realism as the thesis that objects exist mind-
independently is -difficult to apply to Nyaya. The notion of mind-
mf:lependence involves the notion of possibilitj: An object of awareness is
mind-independent if it can or could exist without awareness even if it
actually is always the object of some awareness (e.g. God’s). Nyiya
metaphys.ics cannot make sense of this empty ‘can’ or ‘could’, because
nowhere in Nyaya do we find any trace of the idea of possible worlds. But
Nyaya still would be resolutely realist in the sense that even constant
actual relatedness to awareness would not make the object merge into
awareness. Things, even if all of them are actually known, are not of the
nature of knowledge. They are distinct. What is central to this realism is
the rejection of the Buddhist idealist rule: If two things are always
cognized together, then theyare identical (Sahopalambhaniyamad abhedah).

University of Delhi ARINDAM CHAKRABORTY
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Hajive Nakamura, A Comparative History of Ideas, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi,
1992, pp. 572, Rs 250.

‘A comparative history of Ideas’—nota ‘story of philosophy’ which could
afford to exclude an entire hemisphere—is, in the author’s own words
‘an attempt to isolate, describe and analyse certain key philosophical
problems that have appeared historically in almost parallel development
within different cultural areas, East and West’. The notion of cultural
area here has obviously been invoked to avoid the old dichotomy of East
and West. In fact one of the purposes of this study itself is to expose the
conceptual inadequacy of this dichotomy.

It is evident from the procedures adopted by Prof. Nakamura that
certain common intellectual problems have arisen wherever man has
pondered over his existence. Some sort of comparative perspective
seems to have been available since the earliest times : Megasthenes, for
instance, as far back as 300 sc, observed many similarities between the
Greek and the Indian way of thinking; and Clement of Alexandria had
also asserted that philosophy was universal and could be found among
various culturally advanced peoples of the East and the West. The
question thatis formed in the reader’s mind is: Does thiswork offer more
significant insights than the ancient and modern hunt for similarities?
Doesitalter our perceptions of differences in a significant way that could
dislodge the formulations of a Hegel or a Max Mueller—not to mention
Kipling, who anyway appears much more elusive than either of the two?

It is quite apparent that Prof. Nakamura’s perceptions do go beyond
the East-West preoccupation to unfold the history of ideas on a global
scale. A cursory glance at the table of contents should suffice to indicate
this. The first chapter is devoted to ‘Thought in Early Agricultural
Communities’. This comprehends considerations like the social
background, gods and rituals, man’s destiny, cosmic law, dimensions of
the search for the Absolute, such as the tendency towards monotheism
and cosmogony. The second chapter deals with the ‘Rise of Philosophy
and Development of Heterodoxies’. The former is discussed under the

following heads:

(a) The early critical attitude which gave rise not only to a more
intellectual yearning for the Beyond, but also to a re-evaluation of
the Gods and the Sacrifice;

(b) Elements such as water, ether or space, wind or breath, fire etc.,
regarded as the fundamental principle;

(c) The concept of the Absolute comprising such themes as the
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Absolute and the self, the identification of the Self with the
Absolute, the manifestation of the world from Being as such, the
source of Beings, the structures of human existence, the Absolute
subject and the deified Self;

{(d) Problems of practice. As for the ‘Development of Heterodoxies’,
it deals with (i) two vaieties of materialism; (ii) the pursuit of
pleasure; (iii) determinism; (iv) scepticism; (v) asceticism etc.

The period of the development of heterodoxies is related with the rise
of Buddhism. And since Buddhist faith eventually became a universal
religion, it becomes the dominant theme for the third chapter. The
fourth chapter discusses the Features of Mediaeval Thought; and the
fifth, the Common Features of Modern Thought.

From these structural details, it becomes obvious that Prof. Nakamura
presents his history with Indian thought as the underlying norm for
exposition. Butas the editor’s Preface clarifies, although thisis partofthe
genius of the work, it must not be over-stressed because it is based on the
differencesin traditions. ‘The Paradox of Prof, Nakamura’s book’,according
to the editor, ‘is that many of the problems of what is called “modern
thought” did not manifest themselves in India, China and Japan before
the period of “westernization” except in scattered and tentative ways’.
The difference itself is expressed thus: ‘In place of western scientific
orientation, however, very human ethical considerations were often
emphasized.’

Now, itis precisely this ‘western scientific orientation of philosophy’—
thatis, philosophy conceived and developed as the conceptual control of
the universe which has culminated in the so-called world civilization or
the Europeanization of the world. ‘Homelessness is the destiny of the

world in the shape of world-civilization’—as Heidegger has said. In an
essay called “World Civilization : The Possibility of Dialogue’, the late
Prof. J.L. Mehta quotes Heidegger thus:

The homelessness is veiled, however, by a phenomenon which I
describe by the phrase ‘world civilization’, which has erupted into
Japan also since 2 hundred years ago. World civilization, this to-day
means : the supremacy of the natural sciences, the supremacy and pre-
eminence of economics, of politics, of technology. Everything else is
no longer even superstructure, but merely a quite fragile side-
structure. It is in this world-civilization, which has in the meantime
reached the entire earth, that we stand. It is this that thinking is called
upon to discuss and analyse. . . . Homelessness is the destiny of the
world in the shape of world-civilization.

This is the situation then, towards the close of this century as we move
into the postmodern world, ‘away beyond occident and orient and never
again Greek’, as Heidegger puts it. We are reminded here of Sri
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Aurobindo, who, at the beginning of this century, had underlined the
urgent need to correct the serious imbalance created by the. undue
predominance of western mentality in the universal economy of ideas. It
sounds as if that very concern is echoed in the question now asked
thus—‘Given the dominance of the West, can there be a dialogue
between civilizations?’ But, as Prof. Mehta has-observed 1n that essay,
‘With the falling apart of the fourfold balance and the beginning of _th.e
modern age, the very meaning of civilization has chapged,.thqugh it is
only since the end of the colonial era that this change is beginning to be
perceived as such.’ Prof. Mehta here cites not only Hegel but a'lso Paul
Ricoeur and Edmund Husserl. After all it was Hegel, who saw hlstorg_z as
a movement toward the goal of the so-called world civilization, which
meant for him the melting of all diverse civilizations under the nobler
brilliance of the sun of self-conscious reason that had risen on the
western horizon. ‘This hard doctrine’, according to Prof. Mehta, ‘is an
article of faith which the western academic establishment cannot
relinquish without seeming to go out of business.’_

For Edmund Husserl too, philosophy and science represent the
historical movement through which universal reason, inbornin hum anity
as such, is revealed. His tone 100, is unmistakably Hegelian. For him,
European humanity might well prove to be the privileged bearer and
fulfiller of an absolute idea rather than being merely an empirical
anthropological type like ‘China’ or ‘India’. Similarly, Pau} Ricoeur also
in his essay ‘Universal Civilization and National Culturet? presents the
idea of a single world civilization and mankind on the brink of it as not
only ‘good in itself’ but also as a ‘gigantic progress for everyone ._It is
hardly surprising that Prof. Mehta has attributed such a jaunty air of
mfallibility to an excessively Eurocentric and.ratlpnthst_lc point of view.

Philosophy as awestern enterprise—in its ‘§c1ent1ﬁc orienl;,atlon-—_thus,
would appear to have originated in what Nietzsche called ‘the Spirit of
Socratism’, which, in Nietzsche’s own words, ‘down to the- prt?sent
moment and even into all future time, has spread over posterity like a
shadow in the evening sun, as the sublime metaphysical illusion and as
the disaster slumbering in the womb of theoretical culture’. o

This disaster could be defined as the displacement of meditative
thinking by calculative reasoning. Mete}physics cast into. sych a I.n(.)uld
and such a destiny is bound to dissociate itself from the rellglous-splrl\t'ugl
dimensions of experience and follow its own autonomous course. This1is
what seems to have happened at an early stage of Greek philosophy—a
consequence,' in Heidegger’s view, ‘of a metaphys_lcs V\.’hlch clings to the
truth of beings and is oblivious to the truth of Belng_ 1tsel.f’.

One can easily understand why Prof. Nakamura in this study of the
history of ideas from a different perspective has r'esolutely refused to
draw the dividing line between religion and philosophy, which has
marked the development of European philosophy from the very
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beginning. ‘If we insist on being too strict in our definitions’, he says, ‘we
fail to catch many common problems. It is possible that an idea or
attitude held by a western philosopher finds its counterpart not in an.
eastern philosopher, but in an eastern religious thinker and vice versa’.
Quite so; for an early divorce between philosophy and meditative-
spiritual religiosity can impoverish not only philosophy, but religion also,
The author himself has illustrated this : ‘Bertrand Russell’s, A History of
Western Philosophy completelyignores the thought of western mystics who
have so much in common with Eastern thinkers. Nor were they much
discussed in Etienne Gilson’s History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle
Ages’. This is quite understandable; but what about our own scholarly
behaviour? We had started this review with the comment of Ronald Burr,
the editor of this work. According to him, ‘many of the problems of what
is called modern thought by western philosophers did not manifest
themselvesin India, China, and Japan before the period of westernization’.
But, what about such manifestations after the period of westernization?
The editor is, perhaps, not interested in them; but the author certainly
is. This is what he has to say about it towards the conclusion of his work:

Another point of interest discovered is that most of the eminent
historical works on Indian philosophy completely ignore modern
thought in India. In such famous works as S. Radhakrishnan’s Indian
Philosophy or S. Das Gupta’s History of Indian Philosophy, few references
to modern are found. Probably these authors thought that this area
was outside the scope of ‘philosophy’. But in India, modern ideas are
to be found, albeit in their incipient stages; and the depth and
originality of these ideas warrants their coming to light. Probably they
are of even greater importance for the future of the country than
much of the classical thought.

Now, let us look at just one example of such ‘modern’—and even
postmodern thinking in India : this is something comparable to
Heidegger’s phenomenology of the invisible—the responsive gesture on
the part of man to a call that comes from beyond him. Was it not Sri
Aurobindo in our own times, who restored and reinterpreted the Vedic
insights as well as the mediaeval Tantrism—which Prof, Nakamura finds
so unique to the Indian tradition? Was it not Sri Aurobindo, who, alone
amongst modern Indian thinkers had felt the urge to come to terms with
the philosopher who stands at the very source—pre-Platonic source—of
European philosophy? His long essay on Heraclitus—The Pre-eminent
Philosopher of Becoming’—isalesson to our own academic establishment.
We find Prof. Nakamura observing somewhere in this book that, ‘a
conception of Fire as the fundamental principle of the universe, such as
held by Heraclitus did not occur among Hindu philosophers who sought
rather a quiet and calm mental condition’ (p-80). But Sri Aurobindo
scems to offer a much more meaningful and original insight into this
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matter. I quote from his essay on Heraclitus :

Heraclitus does not exclude Being like Nietzsche. By his conception
of existence as at once One and Many, Heraclitus is bound to accept
these twoaspects of his ever-living fire as simultaneously true. Heraclitus
doesnotsolve the contradiction; but he gives an account of its process.
That process he sees as a constant change and a changing back in a
constantwhole. ... Between fire as the Being and Fire in the Becoming,
existence describes a downward and an upward movement—‘Pravrti’
and ‘Nivrtti’ in Indian terminology.

This is what is called speaking from within a tradition and opening up
the possibility of dialogue with the other from there. The poet W.B. Yeats
had referred to the ‘sinking flame of Indian tradition’ and there is tragic
truth in that characterization; but there have been individuals who have
rekindled that flame within themselves—Sri Aurobindo being one of
them. Onlyareal insider is capable of such reaching forward to the other.
Prof. Mehta in an essay mentioned earlier, had suggested, ‘how the
modern perspectival mental stage in the evolution ofhuman consciousness
appears to be giving way to a new ‘aperspectival’, arational and integral
mode of experience, in which the earlier phases are not left behind but
transmuted into a diaphanous present.” This suggestion occurs in the
contextofanilluminating experience of Jean Gebser, whichisakin to the
philosophy of Sr1 Aurobindo, with whose writing, Gebser was
then—according to his own admission—not at all familiar. This draws
forth the following comment from Prof. Mehta, which, one hopes is not
impertinent in our present context :

From the massive corpus of Sri Aurobindo’s writings, there comes to
us a voice charged with a sense of impending breakthrough to a new
dimension of consciousness, of anewbeginning for humanity, beyond
the determination of civilization, religion and culture, of a step being
taken beyond the edge of history and the orient-occident dichotomy.
Like Nietzsche before him, Sri Aurobindo speaks of man as a transitional
being, but unlike the former he is not led astray by the nihilistic
metaphysical adventure of the Western tradition and can therefore say
:‘Man’s gloryis thathe is a closed space and secret workshop of aliving
labour in which superhumanhood is being made ready by a Divine
Craftsman’,

Does this sound too arcane or too postmodern? Does it not relate with
the hope expressed in this book that ‘these investigations will help to
foster the concept of mankind as oner’ After all, Prof. Nakamura himself
recognizes ‘the depth and originality’ of modern ideas in India and even
suggests the possibility of their being ‘of even greater importance for the
country’s future than much of the classical thought’. One wonders what
those ideas are and where they are to be found. Also, whether like our
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own historians, Prof. Nakamura too finds writings like those of Aurobindo
‘outside the scope of philosophy’.

3/2, Professors Colony, Vidya Vihar, Bhopal RamEesH CHANDRA SHAT

VN Haksar, Indivisible Selves and Moral Practice, Oxford University Press,
New Delhi, 1991, pp. xv + 250, Rs 225,

This book has ten chapters and three appendices. There is a good
Introduction in which the author gives an overview of his argument. In
chapters 1 and 2, Haksar discusses the subjective standpoint vis-g-vis the
objective standpoint, and importance of the unity of consciousness. In
chapters 3 and 4, he clarifies the principle of reasonable belief and that
of reflective equilibrium. Both principles are essential to his argument.
In chapters 5, 6, and 7, he examines the reductionists criticisms based
upon split-brain cases, multiple personality cases and the use of imaginary
examples against his own non-reductionist view about the nature of the
self. In chapters 8 and 9, he completes his argument that our egoistical
concerns and our ideas of justice and desert and moral responsibility
presuppose truth of the indivisibility thesis about the nature of the self.
In chapter 10, Haksar summarizes his conclusions. The appendicesat the
end of the book include (A) Nagel on the subjective and the objective,
(B) Madell’s self, and (C) Persons as perdurers.

Haksar adopts the subjective standpoint. He rejects the objective or
external standpoint as inadequate on the grounds that it cannot give us
imaginative insight into our own nature; for instance, that we are
indivisible selves, or that there is unity of consciousness. Itis possible that
one is faced with two apparently opposing truths from different
standpoints. In such a case, he visualizes the possibility of achieving
harmony between the two by using the method of reflective equilibrium.

Haksar is very careful in arguing for the central thesis of the book,
namely that we are indivisible selves. For onething, this is an imaginative
insight which cannot be established empirically. For another thing, the
thesis is a defeasible conjecture which itis reasonable to believe in unless
there is evidence to the contrary. Third, it is a metaphysical thesis as
opposed to an empirical one, for no empirical evidence need be cited to
confirm or infirm it. Lastly, itis a thesis which is presupposed by ourideas
of the rationality of our egoistical concern, justice, desert and moral
responsibility etc.

Haskar’s argument is structured on three pillars:

(1) He shows that the reductionists arguments/evidence, e.g. from
the possibility of fission, fusion, and duplication of personality,
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against the unity of consciousness are not conclusive; they leave
the issue open. The reductionists in fact have not been successful
in defeating our thesis.

(2) Nor is the reductionists’ empirical evidence logically relevant to
the metaphysical thesis which asserts the unity of consciousness
and the indivisibility of our selves. Thus, the reductionists cannot
show that our thesis is false. Besides, the reductionists theses go
against commonsense and our considered intuitive judgements;
and their arguments and evidence make assumptions which are at
best hypothetical. If one is to choose between two different theses,
one of which is hypothetical and the other actual and an integral
part of our conceptual framework of commonsense, then by the
principle of reasonable faith one chooses the second and not the
first.

(3) Thereductionistthesesaboutthe nature of the selfare inconsistent
with the metaphysical thesis of the indivisibility of the self or the
essential unity of our consciousness. If the indivisibility thesis is
consistent and coherent and comprehensive enough for a large
spectrum of our existential concerns, then thisthesishasa defeasible
presumption in its favour. Notwithstanding this, we still keep our
minds open on the possibility of its falsifiability. Haksar does not
address himself to the question how is a metaphysical thesis shown
false when there isadequate empirical evidence against it. Perhaps,
he would accept the suggestion thatin such a case the metaphysical
thesis is abandoned in favour of a better one and not shown false
as a factual description of the world.

Haksar’s last argument comes from our actual moral practice which
presupposes the indivisibility of the self. This presupposition makes
sense of our ordinary notions of reward and punishment, and itunderlies
all our moral thought and practice. This consideration is indeed
persuasive, but it does not establish factual truth of the indivisibility
thesis. Itis possible for one to construe this presupposition asa constitutive
principle of ouractual conceptual framework of reward and punishment,
justice, and moral responsibility, and also to accept it as true in matters
of moral action, judgement, and criticism. When seen as a constitutive
principle of our actual conceptual framework, the indivisibility thesis is
a requirement, not an empirical truth; and it need not be set, as Haksar
seems to do, in opposition to the various reductive empirically supported
theses about the nature of the self.

Haksar’s philosophical writing is clear and direct which makes the
book highly readable. Indeed, the work is an important contribution to
the ongoing discussion on the nature of the self.

University of Dethi V. K. BHARADWA]
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Sunit. KuMAR SARKAR, A Critigue of Phenomenology, Atlantic Publishers, New
Delhi, 1994.

The presentbook offers a critical enquiry into Husserl’s phenomenology
from the perspectives of psychology, existentialism, Marxism, Indian
philosophy and also from the author’s personal point of view. In the
concluding chapters, the author mentions the positive contributions of
phenomenology to the contemporary philosophical movements. The
book is divided into eight chapters.

Such a book; as I understand, needs a clear view of the doctrine which
is to be critically assessed. But the book lacks such an analysis, though
some of the characteristics of phenomenology are mentioned hurriedly.
Before a short exposition of phenomenology, an idea of the theory is
given on the basis of the views from different sources. The views are
mainly quotations from different books by different thinkers. But the
quotations are not elaborated upon to establish an idea of the theory of
phenomenology. In stating the characteristics of phenomenology,
‘Phenomenological epoche’, ‘Eidetic Intuition’, ‘the Problem of
Constitution” and ‘Transcendental Idealism’ are referred to. But the
author has not cared to consult what Husserl says about ‘epoche’ in his
writings and so the positive aspect of the ‘epoche’ is missing. He does not
distinguish between phenomenological reduction and Eidetic reduction,
for what he says about the latter applies more appropriately to the
former. ‘Transcendental Idealism’ is not properly explicated and as a
result, it remains doubtful, as to how it differs from Kantian Idealism.

Indistinguishing between phenomenalismand phenomenology, the author
forgets that Husserl speaks of a return to the ‘things themselves’. So we
fail to understand howit has nothing to do with reality. Regarding Hume,
itis true that Husserl calls Hume's epistemology fictionalism, but at the
same time we find that he speaks about Hume’s Treatise as ‘the first
systematic sketch of a pure phenomenology’. About phenomenological
research in India he mentions only two names who are no doubt leading
figures in this area, but he could find other sincere researchers working
in the field as well, had he paid attention to the various philosophical
books and journals of India. In the section ‘Criticism From the Point of
View of Psychology’, the author compares Husser! with Freud and gives
the impression that phenomenological experiences are imaginary, if not
neurotic. In phenomenology, the attempt is to gain the reality lost in the
process of bracketing and so it overcomes the subjective thrust. It is not
true that phenomenological experiences cannot be communicated, for
Husserl speaks of an exchange of ideas between the different
phenomenologists to establish a universal framework. It has been
mentioned that phenomenology depends on introspection. But Husserl
understands introspection to be a naturalistic method and as such it is
replaced by ‘reflection’. It is true that Husserl does not speak of the
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development of consciousness in human life like the psychologists, but
that does not mean that intentionality is not an essential feature of
consciousness. Itis found that children become conscious of objects even
before they become conscious of themselves. I can raise other objections
against the author’s analysis of phenomenology from the point of view of
psychology, but perhaps, that is not necessary. i

The section on criticism from the viewpoint of existentialism brings to
focus some important points. But here again phenomenology has not
been given a fair deal. It is said by the author that phenomenology looks
at man partially, while existentialism is interested in the whole man. In
otherwords, Husserl does not regard man in his concrete existence. This
may be true of the earlier Husserl, but not of the later Husserl. In tl_'le
Crisis Husserl expresses his discontent against the existentialist
understanding of man, as it is a relapse into irrationalism. He wants to
establish a concrete rationalism in opposition to the abstract rationalism
of science on the basis of the ‘Life-world’. But it is strange that the author
rarely mentions the ‘Life-world’ concept of Husserl which binds him to
existentialism more intimately.

Perhaps, Marxism is the most important philosophical view to the
author, as he devotes more space to the criticisms raised by it against
phenomenology. But in the list of the Marxist thinkers cited by him he
included Berdyayev who is generally known as an important existentialist
thinker. The charge against phenomenologyis that itis not a philosophy
of action. But later phenomenologists like Paul Ricocur speak of a
phenomenology of action. Husserlin his Ideas I/analyses the Kinaesthetic
experiences in connection with an enquiryinto ‘I can’. The author wants
to criticize phenomenology from the Marxist-sociological point of view.
In that case it would have been better if the discussion had been directed
to an analysis of the phenomenological sociology, side by side with the
Marxistapproach tosociology. The name of V.A. Lektorsky isemphasized,
as he has pointed out the defects of phenomenology. But his criticism of
Husserl's method of free variation is not justified, as it and the ordinary
inductive method stand on two different levels. The author has tried to
salvage phenomenology admirably in his concluding Chﬁpt&l: where .h_e
points out that for both Marxism and phenomenology, consciousness is
object-oriented, (though this was missed in the critical attack). 1t is also
mentioned that Marx, perhaps, approached the idea of Husserl’s ‘lived
experience’, though the explanation is rather obscure.

In the concluding chapter some of the criticismsare, ifnot withdrawn,
given a mellow form, and phenomenology does not appear so guilty, as
it was attempted to be shown in the polemical part. In this way the author
tries to give us a smooth-shaped phenomenology, though the crackisnot
fully repaired. _

I think that in writing such a book, both the sides, the side of
prosecution and the side of defence, must be given equal emphasis. Only
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in such a situation can a book like this claim the attention of those who
read it. The author has a lucid style and his mastery of language deserves
praise. In most of the places he has depended on secondary sources,
which is not expected in a book prepared from a dissertation. The aim
should be ‘to the sources’, as Husserl may say. Though the book is not
satisfactoryin all points, it will evoke curiosity in the mind of the readers,
specially for its catchy title. I hope the book will serve a useful purpose in
.making People interested in phenomenology, in spite of its emphasis on
1ts negative aspects.

Burdwan University, Burdwan MprinaL Kantt BHADRA

W.S. Baruie, Clarity and Certainty: An Introduction to Quine’s Semantics,
Dattasons, Nagpur, 1993, pp. 136, Rs 150.

Thisbookisintroductory. Bakhle mainly discusses Quine’s two important
theses (1) the indeterminacy of translation of theoretical sentences, and
(2) the inscrutability of reference. The indeterminacy theory states that
what is meant by linguistic expressions, words and sentences, fails to be
objective in the same way as the facts of nature are. This lack of objectivity
of rpeaning makes the translation of theoretical sentencesindeterminate.
This connects to the inscrutability thesis according to which there is no
one right answer to the questions concerning extension or reference of
a term. In short, if the translation or meaning of theoretical sentences is
indeterminate, then their reference or extension too remainsinscrutable.

In the course of his discussion, Bakhle also examines Quine’s views on
related topics, e.g. ontological commitment, intensional entities, and
opaque contexts. Thus, the book is divided into eight chapters, the ninth
is a summing up. These chapters are: Meaning and Reference, Meaning
and Translation, Reference and Ontology, Analysisas Explication, Opaque
Contexts, Necessity, Propositional Attitudes, and Quotations.

Bakhle’s work is a good summary statement of Quine’s views; but for
understanding them and how he develops his argument for them, one
must go back to Quine’s writings themselves. :

I'wish the book were thoroughly edited. Lack of good editing takes

away a lot from it. But students of Quine’s philosophy should find the
book pretty useful.

University of Delhi V.K. BHARADWA]
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UgwALA Panst, A Reconstruction of the Thivd School of Piirvamimamsa, SriSatguru
Publications, New Delhi, 1990.

Itisabold attempt on the part of Dr Panse, to reconstruct the third school
of Mimamsa from very scanty references. It is not sufficient to base the
conclusions on the four adhikaranas, whereas the whole $astra consists of
about one thousand adhikaranas. Citing as internal evidence, the editor
has relied on three or four references made by the author, viz. vivarana,
paiifika, naya vivekacic., this again is insufficient. The external evidences
quoted by the editor again are very few, viz. Gangesa Upadhyaya,
Vardhamaina, Ruci Datta and Jagadisa of thirteenth century and after a
gap of four hundred years, she again quotes references occurring in the
works of Gadadhara, Annambhatta, Visvanatha, Ramarudra, Gagabhatta
and Ramakrsn Adhvarin—all belong to seventeenth century ap. There 1s
a complete absence of any reference between thirteenth century to
seventeenth century—both internal and external. During this period
great Mimamsa scholars have written famous works which are studied by
scholars, viz. Salikanatha Misra, Parthasarthi MiSra, Parithosa Misra,
Bhava Deva, Bhatta Someswara and others.

There is complete absence of any reference to Murari Misra in the
works of intervening authors mentioned above. How these authors who
have written commentaries on Slokavartika, Tantravartika etc. as also
independent works, overlooked a scholar who has established a third
school of Mimamsa and earned a name for himself. This is 2 mute
question to be answered.

It was alright for Dr Panse to work on this topic for her Doctoral thesis
but to print that thesis and try to reconstruct the third school of Mimamsa
based on such scanty references amounts to treading a path where angels
fear to tread. We appreciate her enthusiasm, but the presentwork cannot
be called a reconstruction of the third school of Mimamsa; she has to
work hard to unravel further material which may substantiate her
statement.

Subject Scholar, Indira Gandhi National SAMPAT NARAYANAN
Centre for the Arts, New Delhi.

Nmranjan Monanty, The Philosophy of Thakur Sri Abhiram Paramahansa,
Sriguru Prakashini, Puri, 1987, pp. 144.

In his book, The Philosophy of Thakur Sri Abhiram Paramahansa, Niranjan
Mohanty has done a commendable job in systematizing a philosophical
system from the sayings of one of the noted mystic saint of Orissa, Sri
Abhiram Paramahansa. Mohanty has made it clear in his Preface when
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he writes in a modest way, ‘one does not get a ready-made philosophical
system straight out of his (Sri Abhiram’s) works. He has never consciously
tried to systematize his thoughts into a unitary whole’ (p. 8). However,
Mohanty claims to delineate a coherent logical picture of thoughts
embedded in Sri Abhiram’s mystic utterances.

It order to articulate a non-dual, monistic philosophy of Sri Abhiram,
Mohanty in the first chapter of his book makes a survey of the religious
and philosophical traditions of Orissa, just to trace out their bearings on
Sri Abhiram’s philosophy, specifically on his principle of total offering,
Samarpana-sutrawhich aims to bring an identity of the jfiana, karma and
bhakti yogas. Here, Mohanty refers to five cross-currents of philosophical
speculations. First, according to him in the Naganti tradition of the
Madhyamikas, the concept of supreme silence plays an important role
where, ‘the destruction of plurality and clamour of conceptual conflict
1s totally absent’ (p. 14). Second, in the Vedantic tradition, which
establishes monism, ‘the Supreme Realityas Purushottama, harmonizing
ksara and aksara is the ultimate goal of all our Spiritual endeavour’
{p- 22). Third, in the Yoganti tradition, two levels of reality—one the
transcendent and the other phenomenal, Siva and Sakti, are not two but
one and the same Reality. Fourth, the Siddhanti tradition of Buddhist
Tantra also propounds the concept of Universal equality (samata) which
establishes a transcendent non-difference (p. 28). Lastly, Mohanty holds
Sti Caitanya’s Prema-Bhakti tradition and also the Laya and Lilg tradition
of the Pancasakha’s which clamoured for nothing but a monistic order
in the universe. According to Mohanty, in the background of the
prevalent philosophical speculations of Orissa, Sri Abhiram also sought
to preach a monistic order in his sayings.

The second chapter of the book is devoted to an interplay of Layaand
Lilaas enunciated by Sri Abhiram where the layatmakaor negative aspects
of reality and the immanence or the &latmaka or the positive aspects are
explained. It seems there is nothing new in the sayings of Sri Abhiram to
emphasize the transcendence or the laydtmaka and the immanence or
the Glatmakaaspect, as such descriptions of Brahman from the Upanisad
downwards are amply available in the theistic Indian philosophical
systems. However, the novelty of Sri Abhiram'’s sayings lies in their mass
appeal. Mohanty brings in Bernard William’s ‘Tertullian’s Paradox’ to
express the simultaneous expression of immanence and transcendence
of reality without working out the analogy in detail. In the third chapter
the discussion on ‘an elaborate cosmology in the pattern of Samkhya and
Vedinta’ (p. 68) has been undertaken. Sri Abhiram holds a sameness
between the individual form and the cosmic form of the Absolute. The
non-difference between the dhakta and Bhagavana has been asserted by
him in his sayings. It seems the Jiva, Jagat and Brahman have been
intermingled in Sri Abhiram’s writings though they belong to different
levels of reality and Mohanty did not make any attempt to bring out the
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difference.

The fourth chapter devoted to Samarpana-sutra, Mohanty claims, is
probably the unique contribution of Sri Abhiram according to whom
‘ifiana, karma and bhakti yogas lead to the same end, i.¢. to the non-dual
absolute’ (p. 84). Mohanty also holds that Sri Abhiram prescribes the
method of niskama karma (p. 90). There are many paradoxical statements
in the mystical utterances of Sri Abhiram in his attempt to identify the
three yogas, but he is clear in saying ‘the end of all these yogasissamei.e.
the realization of abhinnata or non-difference with the Supreme Reality’
(p. 100).Itseemsfaith, realization and self-knowledge donotcomprehend
a positive, empirical philosophy of action. The last chapter discusses
universal sameness (samata) in the line of Pancasakha tradition of Orissa
which equalizes the form and the formless.

The book is appended with a life-history of Thakur Abhiram
Paramahansa butdoesnot provide an Index. However, such ashortening
should not undermine the project, i.e. the systematization of a popular
philosophical speculation of Orissa.

Dept. of Philosophy, Government Women’s College, Puri. RanjiT GHOSE

Buarat Guet, Dramatic Concepis—Greek and Indian, D K. Publishers, Delhi,
1994, pp. 215, Rs 290.

This book is in effect a critique of the Bharatandtyasastra (the NS} and
Aristotle’s Poetics, but more of the former than of the latter. What’s
important in dealing with the NSisn’t just the bare concepts themselves
but rather the way the histrionic art materialized itself in actual
performance and the broad cultural implications of such theatrical
activity as a whole. One often notices an initial difficulty at arriving at it:
those who have the necessary competence in Sanskrit scholarship seem
curiously handicapped by too narrow and exclusive a vision. While those
who can see things in a broader and a more dynamic perspective are
likely to be hamstrung as much by their too close an identification with
the western ethos as by their estrangement from Sanskrit.

That’s where Dr Gupt has a distinct advantage. His facility with both
Sanskrit and Greek imparts a certain authenticity to the discussion,
keeping close to the original terminology, as he says, even at the cost of
risking ‘the odium of pedantry’ which in fact handsomely pays off. In the
same way, though the emphasis remains on the NS, the theme gains by
the added dimension of comparison with the Greek system. However,
the method of comparison isn’t that of juxtaposing a concept from
Aristotle with a parallel one from Bharata as has been done hitherto.
What is attempted, as the Preface explains, is to place the two theories
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‘within the common framework of ancient Indo-European culture and
heiropraxis or sacred drama for which they were formulated.’ This brings
up the difference between the modern sense of drama as aword-centred
performance text and the ancient view of it as a performance conveyed
through a system of visual and aural sign language. The movement has
been from semiotics to lexis. The author does well to bring out this
difference as a starting point set out in the Preface and Introduction, It
also, in a sense, holds the key to the entire inquiry.

Accordingly, the characteristics of the heiropraxic drama, both Greek
and Indian, are spelt out. The visual was not regarded as representational
but as a sign language—all gestures and body movements being codified
modes of action which had well-known meanings in their cultural
context. A major part of it was dance which was both worship and
dramatic representation. The aural content too had a wide range
modulating from speech to intricate song. The visual and the aural were
integrated to produce a theatrical reality not meant to reflect directly
upon the world but designed to be meaningful and absorbing in itself,
This unified construct of music, dance, semiotic gesture and speech
(lexis) constitutes the ‘text’ of the drama. So that the Poetics and the NS
needed to be compared as performance modes rather than as theories
applicable to dramatic genres. For too long had criticism ‘regarded dramatic
tradition as nothing more than growth of literary genres,” assessing them
in literary terms as though drama were only prose and poetry in the mode
of dramatic narrative and the performatory aspect merely an adventitious
embellishment! The preponderance of the verbal discourse in the
European theatre has meant a habit of mind which if carried over would
vitiate our view of the drama of antiquity. This point is well taken early in
the book.

In the body of the work there is evidence of some sound scholarship
and competence in various areas, notably Indian musicology and
choreography, not to mention an in-depth study of the NS itself along
with the tradition of Indian aesthetics. This is combined with western
scholarship relevant to Greek drama and dramaturgy generally. The
range is impressive. For instance, considerable evidence is adduced to
place Bharata Muni’s NSaround 450 B¢, bringing itin historical proximity
to the Poetics and placing both in the era between the sixth and the third
century B¢, when the intellectual gains of the ‘axiological’ revolution
were being consolidated so that the flourishing of the Indian and the
Greek dramatic traditions could be regarded as an expression of that
global movement.

By way of sketching the background for the comparative study there
is first a brief scrutiny of ‘beliefs in Greek and Indian drama’—what for
instance anthropologists have characterized as the most distinctive
feature of Indo-European culture, its preoccupation with ‘pollution and
purity’ connected with primitive rituals of loss and restoration of vitality.
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This dynamism of pollution and purity is an ingredient of both the
Indian and the Greek cultural patterns. So also things like ancestor-
worship, the idea of re-incarnation, the power of oaths, oracles, curses,
the continuous cycle of yugas and ‘beginnings taking place all the
time’—pralaya being riot an end but suspended animation, a waiting to
be reborn. . . . How does the force of thought and feeling that is implicit
in these beliefs determine the style of dramatization? An important
factor that helpsanswer that question is drama’s identification with festive
ritual which next receives a fairly extended consideration in the book.

Festivities held on auspicious days had the purpose ‘unambiguously to
celebrate the visitation of something greater than man. Theatre was an
integral part of this event.” In Europe, festive drama had died with the
morality play, and the Christian Church was inclined to look upon
mimesis and impersonation as an act of ontological sin, At the same time,
it was natural for a desacralized culture to create a dichotomy between
ritual and entertainment. And that dichotomy, it would seem, has now
become virtually universal. It is true that with the recent spurt of
anthropological interest in myth and ritual, (as in Frazer) there was an
attempt in the West to see myth, ritual and drama as links in a continuous
chain, but that only betrayed a Darwinian mind-set.

- Dr Gupt appears to feel strongly about the way the Indian scholar’s
uncritical acceptance of the lexical and verbal norms of the desacralized
European theatre has estranged him from the roots and genius of his
own tradition. There is perhaps warrant for such a supposition and cause
for concern. Under the tutelage of western scholarship all the prejudices
of the realistic theatre tend to be taken over. Drama is viewed as a purely
secularized entertainment, and dialogue asits most essential element. Dr
Gupt however maintains that the dichotomy between ritual and
entertainmentisn’ta feature of the Indian tradition even today. Whether
the North Indian Ramleele performance, for instance, is worship or
entertainmentis simplyan absurd question to ask for the audience as well
as the players thiemselves. As to the more general question, ‘How does
ancient drama differ from the modern secular one if both are performed
to entertain?’ the answer is: it differs in a very vital way. The ancient
theatre sought to please both gods and men. . . . To please divinity and
humans simultaneously was quite in harmony with the very nature of a
festival in which the sacred and the profane came together. As noted by
many, the feast is a twilight time, a ‘liminal state’, when an abnormal
situation takes place, when profane time changes into sacred time.

Forsucha purpose the basics of the theatre of sacred action ( keiropraxis)
have to be very different from those of secular drama of today. To
substantiate this claim, the detailed critique of the two ancient systems of
drama that is offered is specially noteworthy for a deep scrutiny of the N§
bringing out its classificatory verve as much as the probity and reach of
its enunciations. Two or three issues dealt with in the course of it might
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indicate the author’s striking contribution and the quality ofhis perceptive
comment.

One of these is the long standing controversy about the ‘Natyadharmi
and ‘Lokadharm? modes. The common tendency has been to regard
lokadharmi as folk art, folk music, folk drama (as in folk traditions like
Bhavai, Yatra, and Yakshagana) and Nagyadharmito be classical theatre. It
has also been assumed often that lokadharmi drama would have leanings
towards realism and realistic histrionics. Both these suppositions are
strongly discounted here. The ‘dharmis’ are seen to be modes of
theatrical transformation of reality. ‘Where the transformation is simpler
and the natural world can be traced in it, the production is called
lokadharmi, but where it succeeds in creating a world of its own through
complex transformation, the production is said to be natyadharmi. True,
both the modes use ST | The only difference seéms to lie in the
degree of artistic sophistication, In the one it is minimally present,
whereas the natyadharmi is ‘the farthest take-off into imagination and
adornment’, and through intricate gestures creates for nafya a world of
its own.

The question however remains. Ifthis be all, it is difficult to see why the
NSshould seem to be warning us not to neglect the lokadharmi mode, for
that is obviously the purpose of those repeated references to it. And so,
notwithstanding the explanations offered here, the contrast between the
two dharmis, the terms themselves and their use in the NS, does carrysome
ofthe nuance of the ‘elite-popular’ confrontation, and inevitably so. One
feels no need for such reservations when Dr Gupt speaks of another
important aspect of the Indian theatre, which also happens to be a
neglected aspect of Indian dramaturgy—the use made of the ‘Dhruva’
songs in drama. Apart from their use as part of the 58T which is chiefly
a matter of ceremonial, these were sung or enacted through dance at
certain pointsin the action such as the entry or exit of a character, or after
enactment of violent disturbances or unexpected changes of mood as
when someone has fainted or is deeply dejected, and so on. These songs
weren’t a part of the playright’s text (lexis) but were inserted by the
producer as part of the performance technique—the right kind of song
at the right occasion—with due regard to the situation, characters and
the emotional state to be evoked.

What is truly significant is that their verbal content wasn’t directly
related to the particularity of the scene to be enacted. They didn’t
claborate, comment upon, or spring from the immediate context. That
way they were a sort of musical interference. Except that their relevance
was of anotherkind, being concerned, as the name ‘ Dhruva’ itself suggests,
with a stabilizing factor that had a distinctive artistic impact. In fact, a
‘Dhruva’ was a literary composition on the sun, the moon, the stars, the
clouds, the sea, elephants, swans, cuckoos, bees and the like. One of these
creatures described in its sad, love-lorn, frightened, happy or excited
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condition would chime with the dramatic situation being staged. Thus,
for example a Dhruva describing a destructive wind, shrieking z}nd
pulling up trees might precede a furious ascetic’s entry or a prince setting
out for battle. A love-lorn swan’s song may herald a Vasantasena’s tryst
with a Charulata or an owl mauled and chased by crows might be the
precursor for the flight of a disreputable gambler from the gambling
den!

What is the principle on which the DAruva song works? The quotes
from the NSwhich Dr Gupt provides seem to ascribe a deeper basis to the
phenomenon: ‘“Thatwhich cannotbe said through speech should be said
In song.” A certain emotional state is to be aroused to usher in a certain
enactment. What the dhruva does to convey that precise feeling is to sing
about something not too close to that scene, something simple, more
universal, large and soothing . . . what relaxes the mind by evoking an
image of circumambient nature. And it is a song. The essential element
in the juxtaposition seems to be an analogy. An analogue is provided to
reinforce and also to offset the coming human scene—music and
contemplation mellowing its action. Dr Gupt remarks: ‘Th'.? Dhruvas
brought on to the stage the whole world of nature as all the 51mulat(?rs
(upamanas) like the sun, the moon, wind, mountains . . . came from it .
.. Man and Nature are thus made to reflect the same reality.’

This has an important bearing upon the central theme of the whole
book. A comparative study of Greek and Indian dramatic concepts must
come to termswith an interpretation of Aristotelian mimesisalongside the
NS notion of 3TH. It is recognized that mimesis and 3TH are ideas of
independent origin, and it is argued that imitation always retains the
sense of ‘copy’ being by definition of an inferior status to the Ol‘lgll’li?.l.
Thisis sonotonlyin the Platonic formulation butalso in Aristotle’sPoe.tzcs
despite the ‘enriching’ interpretations commentatorslike Butcher ascribe
to his pronouncements. On the other hand, though the term SR
literally means an activity (F37) in accordance with something else (37)
its nuances are entirely different from those of mimesis. Its success or
otherwise is judged not in terms of representation of the world but by its
capacity to create a new world. The model is forgotten as soon as the
creation is complete. Verisimilitude and realism are expressiy ruled out.
This is specially stressed by the nature of the medium employed. The
resulting ¢ is a new world, independent and self-sufficient. .

‘This is where the principle of ‘analogy’ functioning in the Dhruva
songs has pertinance-— what should help us understand tl}e nuances of
the Indian term 3/ right. In the NS itself there is indlcat1.0r1. of.the
inadequacy of translating 3 # T as the equivalent of mimesisor imitation.
The term is used in various combinations like HETTHT, SEEATIHI,

and so on. Moreover, 3@k is used synonymously with
7%, though with its nuances of ‘telling or narrating’, ‘publish_ing or
proclaiming’, it extends the meaning to possibly include the kind of
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cognitive and emotional resonance that an analogy can create. Dr Gupt
notices the difference between the two terms but the implications need
to be spelt out.

A cultural resource text like the NS calls for a high degree of both
learning and imaginative sympathy for its elucidation. Without
introducing distortion to make it available to modern sensibilities, isn’t
casy. This is something Dr Gupt has tried to achieve with his competence
in Sanskrit and Greek and critical acumen no less. An empathetic
closeness to the ancient Indian point of view is one of the book’s
attractions. Allin all, here’sa commendable piece of scholarship, at once
authentic and illuminative. However, for all the insights and intimacy,
this pondering on the dramatic systems of the past could remain just an
academic exercise, may be, an admired museum-piece but of little direct
relevance to the present. Unless, of course, we take amore comprehensive
view of modern drama itself.

True, there has been a sharp break between those past peaks of

“excellence and the European drama since the Renaissance; but to look
upon the flourishing of the realistic theatre of the West asa sort of negative
development would hardly conduce to bringing ‘the old-fashioned topic
within the perspective of contemporary thinking’. Individualized
character portraiture hasnow become almost the mainstay of the speech-
oriented realistic theatre of modern days. It has its own excellences. Even
a Hamlet, the Prince, need not be dismissed (as he tends to be in the
context of the discussion here) because his mental stance does not
correspond to the Aristotelian ‘ethos’—the ability to make (instant?)
moral choices. Shakespeare isindeed so like the obvious validation of the
new emergent dramatic genre. And curiously, Shakespeare himself in his
later Romances turns towards myth, music, dance and spectacle,
reminiscent of the earlier theatre modes. The new genre has to receive its
due. What’s more, individualized character portraiture too can become
an effective vehicle for rasa evocation—all the better for being so
individualized. That mightwell become anew dimension of the NSmode
of drama-as-performance.

In the same way, what has now become a universal habit of mind,
namely, the shift towards the lexis-oriented literary text, has come to stay
as an integral feature of modern theatre. What's important is a positive
attitude to theatre activity as a changing living entity, if we wish to place
it in the perspective of contemporary thinking. This may not be so
difficult in the context of the Indian theatre where the break has not
been that complete, with several folk traditions still surviving. One can
imagine the Indian drama, absorbing the enormous impact of the
European practices, may still retain its uniqueness. The Epilogue at the
close of this book sees little hope of such a prospect—in fact, sees the
Indian theatre ‘groaning under the yoke of European realism’ powerless
to free itself of the western impositions.
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It is still possible that belying these gloomy prognostications a new
balance in the use of various communication media of the theatre can be
achieved. Afterall, genres aren’timmutable. A living culture may eventuate
a mutation within the magic circle of theatre as in other areas outside jt.

V.Y. KanTak

R. Batasusramanisn and V.C. THomas (editors), Perspectives in Philosophy,
Rel.zgwn, and Art: Essays in Honour of Margaret Chatiterjee, Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, New Delhi, 1993, pp. 250, Rs 175.00.

The book under review contains a collection of essays written in honour
of Margaret Chatterjee. The editors, R. Balasubramanian and V.C.
Thomas, besides writing a detailed introduction, contributed an essay
each to the volume. The collection bears no direct reference to Margaret
Chatterjee’swritings. However, the themes covered—philosophy, religion,
and art,—are all related to her major interests.

Each essay is thematically complete in itself and unconnected with the
rest. This denies the reviewer an opportunity to view the book from a
definite perspective and evaluate it. However, itis possible to characterize
these essays negatively as belonging to the non-positivistic school of
thought. Positivism would have easily branded them non-philosophical.
Some of the themes that are covered in these essays are: selfintegration,
inter-subjectivity, friendship, authenticity, meaning of life, intuition,
quest for atman, edification, creativity, inter-faith dialogue, love,
experience. Most of the essays seek to reassert the rejected domains of
thought by positivism. However, each reassertion caught within the
format of an article remains isolated and fragmented.

R. Balasubramanian and R.A. Sinari’sarticles highlight the importance
ofmind and atmanrespectively. Balasubramanian, in stark contrast to the
sociologism accepted by the dominant modern western theories,
advocated the centrality of ‘mind’ and ‘self-integration,’ in bringing out
socialintegration. The author draws heavily from Bhagavat Gita, Sarikara’s,
untings, Upanisads and concludes that, ‘self-integration and social
ntegration . . . can be achieved through a disciplined mind.’ Sinari’s
essay, “The Quest for Atman’, deals with a primordial problem of
philosophy, human subjectivity. Contrasting the denial of human
subjectivity by the ‘positivist-behaviourist-mechanistic philosophies’, he
demonstrates the importance of subjectivity in phenomenological-atma-
logical approaches.

The papers by Andre Mercier and Raimon Pannikar discuss different
aspects of inter-subjectivity. Mercier introduces the distinction between
‘person’, defined as personal part of the individual, and ‘subject’,
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defined as impersonal part of the individual. He attributes ‘love’ to
persons and states that love can be non-reciprocal. Subjects, on the other
hand, are capable of having friendship, which by its very nature is
reciprocal. From this he concludes that friendship, not love, is the
genuine ground of intersubjectivity. Pannikar’s article distinguishes
three aspects of linguistic inter-subjectivity: knower, known and the
knowledge. He argues that none of them can be reduced to any of the
other. This is succinctly stated by him when he says:

Each of them represents a different and irreducible mode of reality.
The confusion of these three forms has played havoc in many a
culture, especially in the modern ‘scientific’ culture dominated by the

one single paradigm of the ‘third person’ (p. 35).

Further, there are two papers discussing the notion of authenticity.
E.A.Moutsopouloselucidates differentfacets of philosophical authenticity.
V.C. Thomas on the other hand, gathers and interprets existentialist’s
views on authentic individual existence and temporal existence. The
discussion is broadly confined to the discussions of Kierkegaard, Sartre,
and Heidegger. For Thomas, true subjectivity is neither mere togetherness
nor the transmission of meaning or emotion through language and
bodily expression. It is an exchange of being and an emphatic
understanding of other’s troubles, and realization of one’s own destiny.
These features of subjectivity, according to him, cannot be accommodated
within the existentialist account of self, except in Marcel.

The essay by J.N. Mohanty adds a new dimension'to the book. Mohanty
refutes the conventional distinction between Western philosophy and
Indian philosophy. The former is identified with logic and the latter with
intuition. Contesting this received formulation, he shows those instances
where, ‘Western thinking constantly sought to go beyond logic to the
foundations of logic in the structure of subjectivity thatitselfis reflectively
accessible’ (p. 85). Regarding Indian philosophy, he notes that, Indian
philosopher as a philosopher no more or no less exercises any intuitive
grasp or achieves an intuitive experience than his Western counterpart.’
(p. 87). However, Mohanty does concede some important distinctions
between Western philosophy and Indian philosophy. He nevertheless
refutes any clear-cut and coherent distinction between intellect and
intuition.

Here it may be noted that to blur the distinction is to correct an
epistemological blunder. It is, however, equally important to probe into
the origins of this distinction and ask, ‘why this distinction?’” Mohanty
does have an answer when he acknowledges that, ‘At a time when the
nation was struggling towards political autonomy, thisstance (i.e., Indian
philosophyis spiritualistic, hence, different from and superior to Western
philosophy) helped sustain our self-confidence and our hope for an
autonomous intellectual perspective on things.’ (p. 83). This actually is
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a response from the Indian point of view. As a matter of fact, the
dlST.ln.CthI‘l was mtroduced by the West—and Edward Said might ailege
that it sqwed. a political purpose of morally justifying colonialism.
Mohanty in this paper does not probe into this aspect of the distinction.
How does he analyse the origin of this distinction? His response to this
aspect of the debate—given his background both in classical Indian
philosophy and phenomenological tradition—could have contributed
new themes for discussion in contemporary Indian philosophy.

In thc section on religion, Leroy S. Rouner states the difficulties in
re;conahng dualism (Christianity) and non-dualism (Advaita) .Hedeclares
his preference for dualism. He says, ‘My own position is necessarily
dgahstic because I am a Christian.’ (p. 134). In the second essay, Ursula
King argues fora contemporary need to ‘pursue a theological probing of
thfz r?hglous meaning of pluralism by relating our seeing, feeling
thlr}kmg, acFing and praying to more than one mode of being.’ (p.159) ,
While Mt‘ercgzrt in an earlier essay rejected love as a proper ground for
inter-subjectivity, Rex Ambler identifies it as both an essential and
dlstmctmf-: feature of Christianity. The third essay by Peter Della Santina
seeks to dispel the existing antagonism,—largely created by the ‘n'gorou;
application of the analytical method,’—between the two Mahayana
schools of Buddhism, namely, Madhyamaka and Yogacara. He, in turn
establishes their complimentarity. ’ ,

The third part of the book has two essays on art. The first one by S.K.
Saxe_na, explores the intricacies involved in John Dewey’s attempted
relation between the artistic and the every day experience, The last paper
by Ranj‘an K. Ghosh warns any attempt by art historians to reduce the
aesthetic value into mere social facts. In such attempts, according to him
a work of art ceases to be art and becomes a text.

One can find in this book various projections of positivism and various
attempts at coming out of it. The book is of interest to both general
readers as well as the students of philosophy.

Department of Philosophy - i
University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad . RAGHURAMARAJU

Astoxk K. Gancapean, Meditative Reason— Toward Universal Grammar, New
Yor'k, San Franscisco, Bern, Baltimore, Frankfurt am Main, Berlin, Wien
Paris, Peter Lang, Revisioning Philosophy, Vol. 14, 1993, pp. XXIX+387
Price not indicated. .

History of philosophy reveals various sorts of practices of philosophizing.
Broadly speaking, philosophical practice is carried on either in a global
style. or in the form of a micro-investigation. Both of these styles are
motivated by different kinds of concerns and have led to various
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ramifications. Global style when motivated by ontological concern has
led to the search of some basic constituents of all that there is in an
irreducible form, when motivated by epistemic concern it has led to the
search of a unified theory having overall explanatory deductive systems
(in themselves of very different kinds—Spinozistic, Hegelian inspired
positivistideals of unified science exemplify some of them}, when move_d
by ethical or valuational ideals then manifesting in the search of a basic
telos which would explain the entirety of existence on the one hand and
would provide orientation to human life on the other thus leading to a
kind of transformative philosophy. Micro-investigation has manifested
itself in deep analysis (linguistic, conceptual or logical) of specific and
sometimes isolated problems in the various areas of philosophical
enterprise. '

Meditative Reason (MR) by Ashok K. Gangadean (AG) presents
philosophical efforts in the global style in which ontological, epistemic
and teleological concerns seem to coalesce and which remind the reader
of either Greek (specially Platonic) or Indian (specially non-dualistic
and spiritualistic) motivations. AG offers a point of view which while
claiming to be non-dualistic, remains an anchor for all possible plurality.
However, the adjective ‘meditative’ remains obscure throughout. Either
it is left unexplained intentionally or the very nature of meditation may
have prevented a precise formulation, I am not too certain.

Gangadean begins by noticing that there has been ‘in the global
evolution of cultures’ a ‘perennial and universal theme’—a belief that
there is and must be a primordial ‘origin’ as a foundational source of
whatever is there (xi). These cultures include not only Judaic-Biblical,
Christian, Islamic, classical Greek, Asian but also Native American and
African ones. More specifically in the Indian context, the intuition of the
First or the Origin is ‘the very essence of Vedic Scriptures and Upanisadic
texts’, ‘AUM the foundation and origin of allnames and forms, of all that
exists, of all life and intelligence and discourse.” (xi) Gangadean points
out that ‘effective and intelligible comparative judgements between the
discourse of Derrida and Nagirjuna, or between Heidegger and forms of
Zen, etc.’, which are legitimate and illuminating to make, indicate a
‘universal common ground out of which eastern and western thought
has emerged’. If this is so then the issue of the origin needs to be more
consciously thematized. (p. 2)

The intuition of the. First and its articulation has played out in a
magnificent diversity of narrative forms across the range of global
culture—the Way of Heaven of Confucius as the revelation of Universal
Moral Law, Tao of Lao Tzu as the Absolute Unitive Nameless Field, the
original vital force as informing the Bantu religion, Buddhist Sitnyata as
an indication beyond all objectification; the Infinitely Unitive nature of
the Living God, Spirit or Word as it resonates in Judaism, Christianity or
Islam, Plato’s Good and so on. (xii) Since the Origin ‘functions pragmatically
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and existentiallyas the presiding moving force that brings order, regularity,
coherence, unity, diversity and relationality to the universe or universal
field of reality’, the ‘diverse alternative strategies, methods and narrative
attempts’, ‘to make sense of things’, express ‘Natural Reason’ (which is
no different from Meditative Reason) and its ‘Universal Law’ (xii -xiii).

The author, however, is fully aware of the great disparity between the
pervasive belief in an origin and source of life, order, intelligence and
beauty on the one hand and the pathological deviations, evil machinations
and destructive tendencies which largely characterize the life we live.
‘Despite the recurring Universal and Unitive theme at the heart of
diverse cultural forms of life, the provincial, parochial and localizing
ethnic forces in cultural practices work pragmatically to discourage,
undermine or abort the full flourishing of the Universal Force of Natural
Reason. . .’ (xiii). Our attempt to think and speak across cultures to
identify the universal patterns across cultures or religions are dashed
against the ‘walls of localized languages and particular grammars of
culture and experience which tend to displace, resist and eclipse the real
universal common ground . . ." (xiii). These walls come to be erected
because of rigid identities or what may be called egological mindings.
Artificial limits and barriers are raised leading to ‘closure, blinders’
binding the mind in ‘dogmatic ways' (xvii). Meditative technology of
natural reason allows us to see how such asituation comes about and how
the life of right reason and universal ethics come alive.

The essays in the book, as the author informs us, occupied him for
several years and some of them were done for different contexts and
different occasions. Yet they are all motivated by a central concern
namely, the experimental articulatdon of Universal Grammar and Natural
or Meditative Reason (xviii). While the themes and issues discussed by
the author are of fundamentalimportance, the presentation of the essays
within one jacket has led to unnecessary reiteration and prolixity. (In
fact, if one confines oneself to ‘Overview’ and the ‘Postscript’ one can
acquire the core message of the book without missing anything substantial.
Drastic editing would have reduced the book to its half and would have
left it much more provoking without lessening a whit of its persuasive
power. Another avoidable feature of the presentation and style stems
from the author’s fondness for several recently coined terms belonging
to diverse philosophical approaches and areas, though he uses them in
his own specific way. Such terms are ‘Universal Grammar’, ‘Paradigm-
shift’, ‘Deconstruction’, ‘Bad faith’, ‘Grammatology’, ‘Relativity’, ‘Unified
field” and so on. Explaining his usage of Derrida’s grammatology,
Gangadean writes that he has used it beyond the context of literary
criticism and theory of writing to the realm of meditative science. ‘In this
context “grammatology” is the universal science of all forms of the
Word-—the grammar of thought, the grammar of experience, the
grammar of existence or reality, the grammar of speech, the grammar of
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meaning, etc.’ (n. 1, p. 161). There seems to be no compelling reason for
appropriating a term from a different discourse if suitable expressions
are alternativelyavailable. In fact, Gangadean has used other éxpressions
which come more naturely and have an effortless flow.

‘The titles of the various chapters give some idea of the manner in
which the argument of the book advances:

1. General Introduction—Meditative Reason: Toward Universal
Grammar
Exploration Toward Meditative Reason

Meditation, Mind and Matter

Universal Theology: Beyond Absolutism and Relativism
Meditative Reason and the Logic of Communication

Meditative Reason: Foundations for Inter-Cultural Discourse
Meditative Critique of Pathology in the Human Condition
Meditative Dialectic and Holistic Psychotherapy

Meditation, Metaphor and Meaning

and finally a Postscript: Universal Grammar, Natural Reason and

Religious Discourse.

© 00 N D G 18

The overview preceding these chapters contains a summary of each of
these chapters, while the Postscript neatly recapitulates the basic ideas.

The rest of this review would be concerned with a few interesting and
important insights that Gangadean allows his readers to share with him
and some questions which require further discussion about the main
theme of the book.

Gangadean raises the question as to whether there is a universal
grammar of thought or a universal unified field for human thought
which would provide a common ground and which would embrace the
diverse texts situated in eastern modes of meditative thought that go
beyond discursive reasoning and texts of the West where discursive
reasoning dominates, and answers the same in the affirmative. If the
implication of the distinction between eastern and western modes is that
meditation is distinctive of Indian thought and analytic reasoning is
distinctive of Euro-American thought, itislamentable. It betrays ignorance
of immense philosophical literature of the East which is predominantly
discursive and analytic on the one hand, and it is also indifferent to
periodical internal criticism of discursive and analytical tendencies in
western thought as traceable in Plato, Plotinus, Hegel, Bergson and
Heidegger, to name a few. The distinction reflects the banal image
almost persistently projected by some western thinkers and which is
uncritically accepted by quite a few thinkersin this country. Besides, such
a distinction can have some meaning only in the context of rigid
identities which Gangadean is anxious to overcome in his meditative

framework.
The quest for the First or the Origin or the Primordial in the global
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confext to be met in almost ali cultures and a tendency to supercede
one’s own ways of thinking seems to confirm, according to Gangadean

that there must be such an origin. Even if one does not question such :;'
reasoning, the idea of the First seems to have for its source the same
discursive reason which needs to be transcended. It is surprising that
Gangadean is not disturbed by the discussion of this problem as
epcountered in Kantian antinomies. Itis still more enigmatic because he
himself uses an expression in this connection which is contrary to the
notion of the First—the notion of a continuum which discloses itself as
a beginningless and endless Unitive Force (p. 6).

In the autobiographical essay ‘Explorations Towards Meditative Reason’
Gangadean expresses his feeling of shock when he became aware of the
fact that the question of truth and rationality was ‘ensnared in the politics
of meaning and the control of discourse’ that there was ‘a political
establishment that attempted to control discourse. . . . * (p. 52), and
there?l)y, he became convinced of the need to get at the ‘depth’ and
practical reality of speaking across grammars of thought’. (p. 53) (The
word ‘grammar’ has been used in the text in a highly generalized sense.
Wherever there is a structure, system and possibility of interpretation,
one can detect the presence of grammar. There is grammar of thought
asa r}arrative of logic clarifying the dynamics and laws of thought, there
is ph119sophica1 grammar emerging in the attempt to give an account of
the primal categories of existence and the structure and configuration
constituting the world. (p. 28) Even cultural life instantiates the notion
of grammar—°A form of life is a lived grammar which structures a system
of sensF)’. (p-29) In factthe grammatical idea even articulates ontological
commitmentin the sense that ‘to be is to be grammatical, to exist is to be
situated in a grammar of experience that structures the sense of the
wgrld.’ (p.29) Thisaccent on grammar, however, doesn’tseem to go well
with Gangadean’s notion of primordial reality which seems to lie beyond
all objecﬁﬁcaﬁon orreification (indicating hisfascination for Nagarjuna).

Using Sommers’ slash to indicate a category-term such as/p/ being
the union of p’ and ‘in-p’ Gangadean points to a universal class or field
inwhich the countrariety of termsis overcome and which when combined
with the_ ngtio_n of tree structure leads to the intuition that there ‘must
be a primitive or original all-encompassing concept or category that
revealed the nature of reality-and unified all other concepts’, (p. 54)
pointing further that conceptual space is basically holistic. The all
comprehensive character of categorial form embracing all phenomena
facts, existence or reality was an ‘exciting discovery’ for Gangadean. (pi
61). Categorial form as leading to the interpretation of experience led to
hermf':neutics which in its turn revealed the mutual involvement of the
domains of meaning, experience, thought, grammar and rationality.
:I‘hough they appear to be divergent, yet in a fundamental sense they

cofiverge and coincide inherently involving each other’. (p. 71) In this
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exciting journey Gangadean came upon the intuition that ‘the powerful
models of formal analysis found in Sankara and Nigarjuna had an
immediate and direct bearing on the problems of rationality and logical
form which’ he ‘had been struggling with’. (p. 76)

Applying the categorial analysis to the identity of self-existence, the
author shows that ‘I’ as self-existent is opposed to ‘not-I' and depends for
its identity on the difference involved in this opposition. The process
leads to the ground of self-identity and to a higher principle of universal
self-unity. This higher self-unity points to a unified field or continuum.
Now Gangadean holds that ‘the same dynamic of identity replicated
within each category as well as in the category configuration as a whole
which comprises the universal grammatical field . . . allnames, concepts,
forms, properties, etc., are necessarily specificationswithin categories—all
names and forms are allegedly self-identical particularizations of sub-
fields within categorial fields’. (p. 92) The strategy reminds the reader of
Hegel’s aufheben which informed and moved his entire dialectic. In fact,
Gangadean uses the expression ‘triangularstrategy’ to indicate categorial
dynamics. (pp. 352-53). But he wants to avoid the rigid fixed absclutism
which seemed to be associated with Hegelian dialectic. (pp. 98-99) For
him absolutism and its expressions in various forms such as
fundamentalism, foundationalism and literalism are pathological
aberrations which generate the world of rigid identities. (p. 100). In
contrast he pitches his hopes on his meditative thinking which sort of
opens up the vistas of primal holistic field where pluralities and identities
are preserved but loose their eccentricities and pathogenic character.

While the technique of categorial analysis seems to be attractive and
effective In the first instance, on second thoughts one wonders if the
backward movement towards higher and more comprehensive
generalities would not lead to purely empty and formal results creating
an illusion of convergence and unison. Generality comprehending two
opposites must be distinguished from the generality comprehending two
differententities, The categorial movement seems to be in the direction
of the former while the demand of the reality as conceived by Gangadean
requires the latter.

It appears that in spite of the emphasis on overcoming discursive
reasoning Gangadean’sargumentstill moves within the scope of discursive
reasoning. The tension between actual thinking and the desire to go
beyond the realm of analytical thinking isindicated by Gangadean’s own
descriptions of the relation between discursive reasoning and meditative
thinking. On the one hand the two are radically opposed having opposed
regulative principles—those of identity and relativity, on the other they
are said to have common virtues which Meditaive Reasoning combines.
(pp- 8-13)

One now becomes curious enough to ask as to what is understood by
MR. What the adjective ‘meditative’ is doing in Gangadean’s text?
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Meditative mind performs ‘a radical deconstruction of the ego-centred
voice together with its discursive methods of ‘rational thinking’. (p. 3)
‘ MRis the universal space of all forms of thinking and thus presidesin the
workings of every day thought or common-sense’ (p. 6). MR". . .as the
unitive force of the Universal Unified Field, brings out the full holistic
import of things in their mutual co-implication and co-arising’ (p. 7) ..
. ‘when Descartes experiementally crossed over into the Voice of Cogito
he entered the powerful existential space in which thinking, existing,
acting, speaking, meet in a primitive non-dual univocity’ (p. 10) ... ‘The
Continuum of Nature cannot be made into an object of thought, it can
only be meditated.” (p. 102) ‘We have been meditatively explicating the
Holistic Thesis which teaches that every possible name/form is a logos
which derives from Logos. And this has shown that the Continuum is the
universal meeting point of all possible names /forms/things: all Holistic
Names meetand are Univocated in Holistic Synonymyin the Logic of the
Continuum’. (p. 108) ‘If any item is selected for meditative attention its
true import is revealed when its synonymity with AUM is realized. The
science of Yoga (Self Union) in its highest form expands rational:
awareness to its universal synonymity with AUM. . . . This is not just an
altered state of consciousness but the realization of Pure Consciousness
or Reason, the realization of Truth itself.” (pp. 156-57) ‘MR is able to
discern that Christ is the Universal mediator that heals the splits between
opposites—the overcoming of absolute identity itself, the living principle
of non-dual unity’ (p. 157) ‘Meditative speech iscentredin the Continuum
while the particularistic mind is centred in a logos which separates itself
from the Continuum.” {p. 172) ‘The meditative mind, in thinking
metaphoricallyand symbolicallyaccording to universal relativity, exercises
a meditative imagination that discerns analogies or synonyms in the
Continuum.’ (p. 173) ‘In the logic of meditation one sees that meditation
is not an act of mind, of the ego, not a state of awareness, not esoteric or
mystical, but rather the original, natural, spontaneous, ever present light
of reason which already pervades common-sense. To see that meditation
eludes ordinary essentialistic description is already fo be in meditative
transformation. It cannot be described as a state of mind, because itis not
a state and it is not of mind; it cannot be described as an act in any
ordinary sense, for this would imply the separability of the actand agent,
and so on. . . . When the noise of identity is silenced, the speech of
meditation may be heard and remembered. . . . In the hermeneutical
transformation to meditative reason it may be seen that the light of
reason was ever present to the egocentric life although eclipsed by
identity. This light breaks through from time to time at high moments in
everyday life when the ego temporarily gets out of the way and pure
reason shows itself; in moments of creativity, in moments of inspiration,
in times of religious experience, in moments of pure action when the
ego-agent is not the doer. These fleeting flashes of meditative light
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appear to arise spontaneously and to disappear beyond our control and
beyond ourunderstanding.’ (pp. 235-36) ‘Metaphorisagood instrument
for the hermeneutical transformation from dual to non-dual unity, for
what appears as incompatible for dual reason is presented as unity in
metaphor’. (p. 270) ‘The transformation from mundane dual
consciousness to non-dual meditative (relativistic} cosmic consciousness
does not involve the denial of particularity.’ (p. 271) *. . . the meditative
mind centresitselfin the Unified Field and worksitself out of the artificial
construction of the individuated or subjectified self. In this self-expansion
and re-centreing ... mind enters the gravitational field of the Continuum
of Reality. . . Asmind expands there is a simultaneous co-expansion of all
names and forms as the Holistic Principle begins to emerge.’ (p. 283) *.
- . as we meditate on the logical form of Logos . . . the holistic narrative
overflows any term, any predication, any sentence or paragraph.’ (p.
284) ‘The meditative dialectic, in exposing the common source of
disturbance for any essentialistic life-world, opens the way to true holistic
logos, true integrated life, authentic meaning, coherent experience,
effective action, the liberation of psyche, and the peace and well-being of
the person.” (pp. 320-21) ‘In meditative “strategies” . . . ‘entire ego-
centric structure of discourse and space of thought is dismantled,
dissolved, deconstructed, surrendered, in order for a very different
orientation of mind to emerge.” (p. 371) It is interesting to note that
Gangadean does not emphasize any exclusive method or way of
meditation. As he remarks ‘meditative traditions develop alternative
forms of conducting mind and thought as more suitable for approaching
whatisFirst—and hence for the conduct of life and for human fulfilment.’
(p. 371).

These expressions can be multiplied indefinitely but they give us a fair
indication of how Gangadean visualizes meditation and meditative
reason. It seems that at least two phases are involved in the meditative
exercise as proposed by Gangadean. First, a thorough critique of rigid
identities, ego-centred-consciousness, and consequent fundamentalism,
foundationalism and literalism, and various pathological closures are to
be undertaken. The positive moment in this critique consists of realizing
the open texture of terms and concepts by way of categorial analysis as
suggested earlier. This phase, it seems to me, operates on the level of
discursive reason. In contrast, the second phase requires a kind of
consciousleap. Mere theoretical understanding in respect of the limitation
of rigid identity or egology cannot always succeed in transporting an
individual to the horizons of open and ever-present continuum. That
sucha transformative experience can occur spontaneously, as Gangadean
has himself noticed, shows that deliberate effort has only a limited role.
This points to the discontinuous moment between thinking and
meditation. It is true that reason has a synthetic phase and it has found
vindication in western thought in several philosophical approaches but
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can we identify reason with meditation just bgcgus,e it is cFitical of the
analytical phase? I doubt. Consequently, ‘meditative’ as qualifying reason
i tionable.
N %l'lkf:re are other interesting and significantissues which MRoffers. and
which would provoke thinking. Whether a coherent and unified
perspective can be discerned within the op[_)osed approaches of Plato
and Aristotle; is it possible to get rid of identity completely; do sciences
like physics develop and flourish only because they give up their specific
grammars and become reflective of their ontolog_lca,l implications (pp.
142-43);if to live is to interpret and to be grax_nr_natlcal, ho‘:v can one fulﬁl
the demand of Madhyamika approach requiring non-objectification; if
particularities and identities are given up and one moves higher and
higher in the quest of life, isn’t one moving_ towar(_is a hfe-for_m which can
be of only one sort, and would that be desirable; if !:he dualism between
self and the other is overcome, even at the egological level, wou}d that
meet the requirement of communication unless we think of
communication in termsofsilence (p. 336); if the metaphoric perspective
is accepted, how then can one account for scientific language and social
transactions’—are some such issues. N
This, however, cannot be gainsaid that Gangadean’s Medztat_we Eeason
invites attention in respect of the conflicts and polaritics which infect
contemporary life in its cultural, polit.ical and religious dimensions and
which pose a serious threat to humanity. The book compels thinking to
face this problem on the widest possible plane.

R4, Unaversity Campus, Jaipur R.S. BHATNAGAR
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